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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation examines excavated jewelry from the Iron Age II Southern 

Levant, especially the kingdoms of Israel and Judah between 850-580 BCE.  This 

assemblage allows for the identification of social functions of the jewelry in order to give 

scholars greater insight into an artifact class that has been little studied by archaeologists.  

Separating different social functions, and finding the criteria that made some jewelry 

objects apotropaic is also a necessary step in identifying ancient amulets, that being just 

one of the several possible functions of jewelry.   

 Social functions are addressed by examining various characteristics of the jewelry 

found in excavations, including colors and materials used, and the terminology used for 

jewelry and its traits in the Hebrew Bible. Anthropological theory about dress and 

ornament is then applied to the corpus, focusing on visibility of jewelry, or what another 

person would be able to see in a social situation.  This is useful for whole pieces such as 

bangles, earrings, and rings, but less so for jewelry elements such as beads, pendants, 

scarabs, scaraboids, and seals, which are examined together with the ancient texts and in 

terms of their individual characteristics.  

 Color turned out to be the primary criteria for the choices of materials for beads, 

pendants, and glyptic objects.  The most common colors of stone and synthetic jewelry 

materials were the same colors of cloth that were called for in ritual settings in the 

Hebrew Bible, suggesting that these colors were ritually powerful, and that the jewelry 

was as well.  It is not clear whether they were powerful because they were used in the 

Temple, or vice versa, but the correlation is clear.   
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Color was not the most important trait of earrings, nose rings, bangles, and rings, 

which were overwhelmingly made of metal.  In those cases, size, location of wear, and 

available wealth appeared to be more important.  These objects could, at a minimum, 

convey information on wealth, social status, and marital status to a viewer.   
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CHAPTER 1:  LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORY 

Introduction 

 People communicate social information in many ways, including through their 

appearance; this entails both body modification and additions to the body, such as 

clothing and jewelry, the focus of this dissertation.  Within a given culture, the intended 

audience varies by the type of jewelry and where on the body it is worn.  One of the key 

aspects in discerning the audience and the message is a piece’s visibility: at what 

distance, if at all, a given piece could be seen by another person.  Other important 

characteristics include the material used for the jewelry and its color.   This dissertation 

will examine the social functions of jewelry, that is, what information it communicated, 

in the southern Levant in Iron Age IIB-C (approximately 850-580 BCE).  It will be 

shown that jewelry communicated information about the wearer by its presence or 

absence, serving as wealth storage and administrative device, displaying gender and 

status, and functioning as amulets.  It will find that the same triad of colors that was 

required in ritual context by the Hebrew Bible were, along with a neutral color, by far the 

most common colors used in jewelry, and bore symbolic significance, although the 

meanings are not clear.   

 This study is grounded in the anthropological literature on jewelry and ornament. 

As a form of personal ornamentation, the presence or absence of jewelry communicates 

information about the wearer,1 and therefore plays an active role in the construction and 

                                                 
1 For a modern American example, the presence or absence of a ring on the fourth finger of the left hand 
immediately allows for assumptions regarding a person’s marital status.  While not every married person 
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reproduction of social codes, both in life and in death.  As such, it is both a social 

construct and an actor, and can be addressed through anthropology.   

 While aesthetics may have played a role in jewelry choices, that is not a social 

function, and will not be addressed herein.  Possible social functions that will be 

considered include: wealth storage; status symbols, both in the sense of class, and 

personal status such as gender, age, and/ or marital status; administrative tool; and ritual 

object, such as amulet.  These categories are not mutually exclusive, and a single piece of 

jewelry can potentially fulfill any or all of them.   

This first chapter surveys the relevant extant literature on ancient jewelry and 

amulets, as well as the anthropological approach to dress and adornment that will be used 

in the rest of the dissertation.  While the overarching literature review is in this chapter, 

each subsequent section will include additional review of the literature for sub-topics.  

The last portion of this chapter will review archaeological studies that have effectively 

utilized the anthropology of dress and ornament. This review is included to provide the 

necessary scholarly background or context for research on this topic.  

 

Studies of Jewelry of the Ancient Near East 

 Jewelry has been found in many excavations throughout the Middle East, but it 

has rarely been the focus of scholarship, especially outside of Egypt.  The most complete 

study of ancient Near Eastern jewelry is Maxwell-Hyslop’s Western Asiatic Jewellery c. 

3000-612 B.C. (1971).  This is a descriptive work that describes and depicts jewelry, 

                                                                                                                                                 
wears their ring, and not every divorced or widowed person removes theirs quickly, it still figures strongly 
in current social codes.   



 18 

along with place of find, international connections, and trade routes, if discernable.  It 

focuses on description and connections, which it does well, but it does not delve into the 

social functions of the jewelry.  While Maxwell-Hyslop presents objects chronologically 

when they are first introduced or popularized, if their use continued into other periods, 

she does not include them again in the relevant chapters for the later eras.  For example, 

she describes earrings from the Late Bronze Age, and mentions that similar examples 

have been found in Iron Age II contexts, but does not include them in the Iron Age II 

chapter (e.g. 1971:116).  Therefore, they do not appear with a full assemblage of 

characteristic Iron Age II jewelry 

 Turning to the Egyptian materials, Aldred’s Jewels of the Pharaohs (1971) is 

admirable.  It includes a brief discussion of jewelry function, including amulets, personal 

adornment, status and wealth marking, and practical administrative purposes (1971:15-

18).  He also noted that the classic triad of colors in Egyptian jewelry consisted of 

“blood-red carnelian, the vivid blue-green of turquoise, and the deep cerulean of lapis 

lazuli (Aldred 1971:33).  This corresponds directly to the red, sky blue and blue purple 

cloths mandated in the Bible for sacred uses, and to the three of the four major jewelry 

colors in the southern Levant as well.  A more recent treatment is Andrews’ Ancient 

Egyptian Jewellery (1990).  She builds on Aldred, using most of the same categories, and 

presents additional material in each one.  Her language is clearer and more scientific, 

albeit less poetic, and she both documented and depicted each topic extensively.   

 Most other works either derive from specific museum or personal collections and/ 

or focus more specifically, or thematically, on individual types of jewelry, usually just 
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describing the jewelry in detail.  The museum works tend to be strictly art historical and 

to not focus on the southern Levant in Iron Age IIB-C.  In addition, personal collections 

are by definition purchased on the antiquities market, and therefore suspect in terms of 

period, place of origin, and authenticity.  Museum collections are frequently, although not 

always, purchased as well.  While the Israel Museum has an admirable collection, their 

catalogs in this area have been highly superficial (Hestrin and Dayagi-Mendels 1979, 

Israel Museum 1984, Barkay 1986).  They are nice tourist souvenirs, but not very helpful 

in terms of scholarship.  

 One exception to this is M. Spaer’s volume Ancient Glass in the Israel Museum: 

Beads and Other Small Objects.  In addition to presenting pretty pictures of the glass 

objects, Spaer explains the production processes and development of glass technology.  

This is particularly helpful to archaeologists, who are typically better educated in ceramic 

production than in glass.   

 One exceptional, little known collection came from an excavation in Iraq, at the 

Northwest Palace in Kalhu.  This collection was excavated in the late 1980’s, and it 

consisted of the burials and grave goods of three Assyrian queens, one of whom had an 

Israelite name, so was presumably of Israelite origin.  The collection of jewelry is 

impressive; just one of the three graves yielded more than 23 kg of gold, silver, and 

precious stone jewelry (Damerji 1999:2).  Further study of this material, building on its 

preliminary catalog and published lecture, will be a welcome addition to the field.   

 Examples of thematic studies include works by McGovern (1985) on Late Bronze 

Age Palestinian pendants (1985), Platt on triangular jewelry plaques (1976) and bone 
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pendants (1978), and Green (forthcoming) on bangles.  A larger number of works are 

available on scarabs, scaraboids,2 and seals.  These artifacts have been studied 

particularly in terms of iconography and epigraphy (see, e.g. Brandl 1979, 1980a, 1980b, 

1982, 1984, 1985 for Canaanite/ Israelite; Sass and Uehlinger, ed. 1993; Keel and 

Uehlinger 1998; Keel 1995; Collon 1990, inter alia), although interesting work has also 

looked at glyptic technology (Gorelick and Gwinnett 1979, 1981, 1990; Collon 1987; 

Stocks 1989). These inform scholars about the trade connections needed to create seals, 

the relation between hardness of substance and status of the seal-owner, and even of who 

made the seals, whether they were specialists or possibly myopic. While some of these 

works are extremely useful in looking into the social functions of Iron II jewelry, they are 

unfortunately few.  Few, if any, discuss the social functions of jewelry (Gorelick and 

Gwinnett is an exception, as it discusses social status and its relation to the use of hard 

stone seals).  That was not their intention, but they provide a good base from which to 

begin. 

 A very old, but still useful work on jewelry is H. Beck’s Classification and 

Nomenclature of Beads and Pendants (1973 [1928]), which provides terminology for 

bead and pendant shapes.  These descriptive terms have been used for the last 80 years, 

and they allow for reasonable uniformity of definitions in discussion.  Given the 

simplicity of most beads and bead shapes, this work is generally applicable worldwide 

                                                 
2 A scaraboid is an object that resembles a scarab, but without the details of the scarab beetle on the back of 
the piece.  It can be carved with a different animal, although with a similar shape (Andrews 2001), or it can 
be plain. 
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and across millennia (Beck 1973:1 [1928]).  His description and terminology continue to 

be useful, in spite of the 80-year gap since he wrote it.   

 More recently, there has been a shift in interest and scholars have examined the 

processes of making beads more carefully.  Gwinnett and Gorelick analyzed bead making 

in Early Bronze Age Iran, using a scanning electron microscope.  They found that beads 

were made by a long process of chipping, splitting, and sawing down to the right size 

from a larger stone.  They were then shaped and perforated with flint drills and abrasives 

from both ends.   The final step was polishing (1981:10).  Stocks (1989) performed an 

experimental study to identify the mass production of beads in New Kingdom Egypt.  

Using bow drills and quartz abrasives, craftsmen were able to drill three to five beads at 

once (Stocks 1989:526, 528).  This is much more efficient than the earlier process 

described by Gorelick and Gwinnett, allowing the New Kingdome Egyptians to make 

more beads, faster.   

 Most of the jewelry found in ancient Israel is similar to that of the surrounding 

areas, particularly Phoenicia; Egypt exerted a strong influence on both of them.  

However, ancient Israel and Judah seem to be unique in some aspects, notably in their 

use of bone club pendants.  Platt noted two important points; first, the bone pendants 

were found at most sites and most areas, except for those with precious metals, 

suggesting that they were the jewelry of poor people (1978:24).  Second, the ring-and-dot 

motifs that are common on bone pendants and calendars appear on ivory animal inlays 

from the Middle Bronze Age on (1978:26).  This connects them with eyes, and possibly 



 22 

with the eye beads that have been made in the Middle East for the last 3000 years.  This 

will be discussed in greater detail in chapter seven of this dissertation.   

 McGovern’s (1985) study dealt with Late Bronze Age Palestinian pendants but 

some of his points are applicable in the Iron Age II as well. McGovern classified the 

pendants by themes such as Egyptian deities, flora, fauna, hieroglyphs, and human forms.  

This was useful for his purpose, which was to investigate the correlations between local-

and Egyptian-style pendants, and the strength of Egyptian imperial presence.  Because 

the current study is concerned with jewelry function rather than international relations as 

reflected in jewelry, “local,” “Egyptian,” and “Mesopotamian” are sufficiently precise 

thematic terms.   

 McGovern made two particularly important points that are relevant to the study of 

Iron Age jewelry.  First, faience production was well within the capabilities of the people 

of Palestine.  It was produced in Tyre in the Late Bronze Age and Iron Age I, and 

possibly thereafter as well. Based on the concentrations of faience pendants, it may have 

been manufactured at Beth Shan and Lachish in the LB IIB, however remains of the 

production processes have not yet been found (McGovern 1985:104).   

 Second, during the Late Bronze Age, the southern Levant was part of the 

Egyptian empire.  The Late Bronze Age saw a drastic increase in the numbers of 

Egyptian pendants found in Canaan.  McGovern posited that the differences between the 

religious systems of Canaan and Egypt need to be taken account in studying Egyptian 

jewelry there: 

… only native Egyptians in Palestine probably attached the same 
significance to such pendants [as was done in Egypt].  For Palestinians, 



 23 

there may have been some appreciation of the Egyptian meaning, but there 
would always be the unconscious tendency to recast Egyptian ideas into 
forms more compatible to the Palestinian mind (e.g., wd’t = ‘evil eye’)” 
(McGovern 1985:102).   

 

This is directly relevant to both the Egyptian and Mesopotamian/ Aramaean jewelry in 

the late Iron Age, because if the imagery came from a different religious system, it must 

have been made to work in the Israelite system, or it would not have been incorporated.   

 Bangles are a simple type of jewelry that was common in Iron Age II Israel and 

Judah.  Tufnell (1958) looked at bangles found from the Middle Bronze through Roman 

Periods, particularly focusing on whether they were bracelets or anklets.  She concluded 

that the anklets were an ethnic marker of an “intrusive” people who moved into the 

Middle East from Central Asia.  While Tufnell’s underlying paradigm, that a culture trait 

or object that appears to spread in one direction over time signifies a migrating people 

(Tufnell 1958:53), is out of date, her use of wall paintings, bas reliefs, seals and figures to 

complement the bangles themselves is admirable and ahead of her time.     

 

Scarabs, scaraboids, seals 

 Scarabs, scaraboids, and seals have much in common: all three are elements of 

larger pieces of jewelry, whether strung on a necklace or collar, or placed into rings.  All 

are carved, usually as negatives of scenes, symbols, or words and could be used to 

impress soft substances such as wax or clay.  All three have been assumed serve as 

amulets (Tufnell 1984:1; Keel and Uehlinger 1998:181, 268-9, 322).   
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 Much has been written about these object types, particularly in their details.  As 

they are discovered, they are handed over to a specialist to write an article on the 

iconography and/ or epigraphy of an individual object.  B. Brandl’s encyclopedic 

knowledge is often showcased in such articles (e.g. Brandl 1979, 1980a, 1980b, 1982, 

1984, 1985).  That level of detail, while useful for some purposes, is not helpful for the 

topic of social function of jewelry.  The social function of scarabs or seals related to what 

other people could see about the jewelry, such as size, color, material, and shape.  Any 

miniature decoration was visible only to the wearer, and therefore could not communicate 

information about the wearer to other people. 

 Sass (1993), Gubel (1993), Ornan (1993, 2005), Uehlinger (1993), and Keel and 

Uehlinger (1998), among others, deal with broader issues regarding seals, particularly the 

issues of iconicity and epigraphy on the seals.  This may tie in the biblical ban on 

depicting Yahweh (for the dating of which, and correspondence with Mesopotamian 

religious aniconism, see Ornan 2005), with increased literacy and bureaucracy, both 

linked to status, and with the belief in the power of names reflected in the fourth 

commandment (Ex. 20:7; Deut. 5:11).  Such a belief may have applied only to Judeans, 

and only those ideologically aligned with the Deuteronomists.  Keel and Uehlinger 

(1998), in particular, synthesize an enormous body of data into chronologically oriented 

themes.  Their work, however, is also the most notable in assuming the historical validity 

of biblically attested rules that may have been added in later (Ornan 2005; cf. Keel and 

Uehlinger 1998).   
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Amulets  

Amulets have traditionally been classed as magical objects.  That is not a useful 

classification, as “magic” traditionally has overtones of forbiddenness,  foreignness, and 

illegality.  A common explanation for the foreign nature of magic is that “one group’s 

holy man is another group’s magician” (Neusner 1989:4). Rather, magic is part of the 

religious sphere,3 whether or not it is approved of by the religious hierarchy (Schäfer and 

Kippenberg 1997:xi).   

One of the issues involved in studying an artifact class hinges on its definition. In 

Egyptian Magic Budge defined amulets as: 

A class of objects and ornaments, and articles of dress and wearing 
apparel, made of various substances which were employed by the 
Egyptians, and later by other nations, to protect the human body, either 
living or dead, from baleful influences, and from the attacks of visible 
and invisible foes…something which is carried or worn...and the name 
is applied broadly to any kind of talisman or ornament to which 
supernatural powers are ascribed (Budge 1901:25). 

 

Budge divided amulets into two kinds: inscribed and uninscribed amulets.  The 

power of amulets could be found either in the substance from which the amulet was made 

or in the words inscribed on it (Budge 1901:26-7). 

In Petrie’s catalog of the Egyptian amulets from University College, London, he 

defined amulets as “objects worn by the living, without any physical use but for magical 

benefits, or placed with dead, or set up in the house for its magical protection, apart from 

                                                 
3 The religious sphere includes all activities and ideas that deal with people’s relationship to supernatural 
forces, whether appeasing, appealing to, or coercing such forces.  
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deities for household worship” (Petrie 1914:5).  He considered amulets’ placement on 

mummies to be a vital factor in determining their applications (Petrie 1914:5).   

In Studies in Magical Amulets, Chiefly Graeco-Roman (1950) Bonner defined an 

amulet as  

“…any object which by its contact or its close proximity to the person 
who owns it, or to any possession of his, exerts power for his good, either 
by keeping evil from him and his property or by endowing him with 
positive advantages….the material of an amulet may be of any sort, 
animal, vegetable, or mineral” (Bonner 1950:2). 

 
 

There is no evidence from in the ancient Near East in general, or from ancient 

Israel and Judah in particular, that amulets were viewed as transgressive.  If anything, the 

large numbers of Egyptian amulets, scarabs, and scaraboids4 suggest that amulets were 

widely utilized.  Moreover, the use of royal iconography as propaganda on scaraboids 

and seals (Keel and Uehlinger 1998: 179, 266, 268-9, 272) implies that amulets were 

endorsed and used by the authorities in a way that is analogous to the use of coins as 

propaganda in later periods (cf. Fullerton 1985:480-483; Alföldi 1976; Gagé 1986).   This 

also relates to the extent to which an object was visible when in use – the approval or lack 

thereof would affect its visibility.   

 It is fortunately not important whether amulets should be called “magical” or 

“religious” objects.5  What is important, rather, is that they were used to protect the 

                                                 
4 This dissertation will conclude that scarabs and scaraboids served as amulets in the southern Levant in the 
Iron Age II. 
5 Scholars differ as to the relationship between magic and religion, and often see them as opposites, with 
religion as good for the society, and magic for the purposes of the individual (Durkheim 1969:60), or magic 
as a means to an end, and religion as an end in and of itself (Malinowski 1948:19-21), among other stances.  
Hammond (1970:1355), on the other hand, considered magic to be an aspect of religion, not its antithesis.  
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wearer or bearer against harm6, and possibly to promote their wellbeing.  In a study on 

the social functions of jewelry, function trumps labels, and the question instead becomes 

how to recognize apotropaic functions in ancient jewelry (cf. Turner 1967: 115-116 on 

social processes rather than labels).    

 Amulets have been documented as intended to protect people in life and in death 

(Andrews 1984, Fuglesang 1989).   They were particularly important in times of danger, 

such as illness (Vikan 1984), pregnancy, childbirth (Muchawsky-Schnapper 1982:62-63; 

Spier 1993), and childhood7 (Feucht 2001).  This holds true for the recent centuries as 

well as for the Iron Age.  In addition to objects that can be excavated, perishable 

protections have often been used, such as the burning of the wild rue (Donaldson 1938), 

chanting, drinking old wine, and organic amulets such as those made of cloth 

(Muchawsky-Schnapper 1982) 

Four types of scholarship have dealt with amulets in the ancient Near East. The 

first and rarest type consists of synthetic works discussing amulets as a class.  This 

includes only Budge’s Amulets and Talismans (1961 [1930]), a book that lumped 

together all manner of amulets across the world and millennia, with object classes whose 

inclusion was highly debatable, such as divination, numbers, and astrology.   

 The second type includes catalogues of museums or private collections, often 

including brief scholarly analysis. Catalogs are particularly common for Egyptian 

amulets (e.g. Petrie 1914; Rowe 1936; Bonner 1950; Acquaro 1977;  Fernández 1986; 
                                                 
6 Amulets protect people from supernatural dangers, but in a non-scientific worldview, supernatural is not a 
meaningful category (Durkheim 1969:41, Evans-Pritchard 1965:110).   
7 Estimates for infant mortality rates in ancient Rome are 28% in the first year (Hopkins 1983:225), or 24% 
in the first year and 35-40 before puberty (Salmon 1974:94ff).  Even if these figures are too high, due to 
Roman acceptance of infanticide, childhood was dangerous in the ancient world. 
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Müller-Winkler 1987; Bonnemère 1991; Haynes 1991; Hüttner 1995, inter alia).   This 

type  includes many works, ranging from Reisner’s catalogue of amulets in the Cairo 

Museum (1907), to Andrews’ Amulets of Ancient Egypt (1994), showing a collection 

from the British Museum.   In terms of content, Reisner’s catalogue lacks text entirely, 

consisting only of pictures and captions.  He simply published the amulets in the Cairo 

Museum.  At the other end of the spectrum, Andrews’ catalogue covers the history of 

amulet use in ancient Egypt, from prehistory to the Classical Period.  Glossy pictures of 

amulets and other artifacts in the volume serve as educational tools to illustrate the 

history, and make it more interesting for  a popular audience. She includes information on 

many aspects of Egyptian amulets, including materials, chronological changes, and where 

and how they were used.  

The third type consists of books or articles about specific classes of amulets.  The 

earliest of these is Rodkinson’s A History of Amulets, Charms and Talismans (1893), 

focused on Jewish amulets, and in particular the development from ṭoṭafot to tefillin.  A 

more archaeologically-based early example is Prentice’s “Magical Formulae on Lintels of 

the Christian Period in Syria” (1906). There are studies of Jewish amulets (e.g. 

Rubinstein 1930; Schrire 1966; Schiffman and Swartz 1992; Davis and Frenkel 1995; 

Itzhaky 1995;  Maizlish 1996, inter alia), which deal largely with amulets from the 

rabbinic period or thereafter. Studies of Egyptian amulets (e.g. Wiedemann 1910; Lise 

1988; Wiese 1990; Stoof 1992; Regner 1995; Ferrari 1996; Gorton 1996, inter alia) focus 

on description and deal primarily with amulets as they were used according to the Book 

of the Dead, which applies only in Egyptian tomb contexts, not in the southern Levant.  A 
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few works discuss Mesopotamian amulets (e.g. Van Buren 1945; Goff 1956), but those 

are currently passé in terms of research paradigms.  Furthermore, the amount of scholarly 

knowledge that is currently available renders them extremely out of date.  Scholars have 

studied Punic amulets (e.g. Cintas 1946; Gorton 1996 inter alia), and seals (e.g. Hestrin 

and Dayagi-Mendels 1979; Sass and Uehlinger, eds 1991; Keel 1995, inter alia), 

focusing primarily on the details of iconography and/ or epigraphy.  In one example, 

Kotansky worked extensively on inscribed Greek lamellae (e.g. 1991, 1994).  Finally, 

Naveh and Shaked published two volumes on “magical” incantations from the late 

Byzantine period through the time of the Cairo Geniza (1985, 1993); these display an 

admirable level of knowledge on the subjects of “magic bowls” and incantations, but also 

suffer from the problem of insufficient analysis in comparison of the data presented. 

The fourth type of studies on amulets consists of books and articles discussing 

individual objects.  An early example is Hazard’s “A Syriac Charm” (1890-91), in which 

the author simply presented an inscription and translation, without analyzing either.  

Some artifacts have been discussed extensively by several scholars, such as the Ketef 

Hinnom inscription (e.g. Barkay 1986; Jarös 1997; Barkay, et al 2004).  In some cases 

arguments over individual artifacts appeared in the literature over the course of several 

decades, such as an amuletic plaque from Arslan Tash (Albright 1939; du Boisson 1939; 

Dupont-Sommer 1939; Gaster 1942, 1947; Torczyner 1947, Caquot and du Buisson 

1971; Cross and Saley 1976; Caquot 1973; Zevit 1977; Avishur 1979; Gibson 1982; 

Sperling 1982; Teixidor 1986;8 van Dijk 1992; Conklin 2003).  Most of these studies are 

                                                 
8 This compilation includes seven more articles on Arslan Tash. 
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largely descriptive or involve detailed debate over epigraphy.  Few of them discuss how 

objects become perceived of as amulets, or what characteristics make them efficacious.  

The following studies are among the better, and more useful ones available.   

According to Rodkinson (1893), all ornamentation originated in people’s need 

display their amulets; the inscriptions would scare away evil spirits9 (Rodkinson 1893:5).  

As with all anthropological attempts to find the origins of social practices, this was highly 

speculative.  He was on more solid ground, however, in his suggestion that ṭoṭafot, the 

biblically mandated amulets (Ex. 13:16), originated as plaques or bands, of unspecified 

materials, that were worn on the forehead.  Relevant words would have been painted or 

embroidered on the ṭoṭafot (Rodkinson 1893:8-11; cf. Tigay 1982).        

Another important early work was Thompson’s The Devils and Evil Spirits of 

Babylonia (1903; 1904), in which he noted the importance of organic components in 

amulets, including animal hair, parchment, plants and spittle (1903: lii-liii, 1904:xxxi).  

This partly explains the paucity of obvious amulets in the archaeological record; many 

decayed soon after they were made.    

In his catalog, Petrie found five types of amulets.  These are: homopoeic amulets, 

which illustrate the law of similars;10 those conferring powers on an individual, or 

dynatic; amulets of protection, or phylactic amulets; and figurines of deities, or 

                                                 
9 “In order that the spirits should see their inscriptions and keep away from the wearer” (Rodkinson 
1893:5). 
10 Frazer’s doctrine of similars describes the belief that objects which are in some way similar can 
influence one another (Petrie 1914:2, based on Frazer 1911:52). 
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theophoric amulets.  The fifth category, amulets of property, which were originally 

derived from funeral offerings, he considered to be “peculiar to Egypt” (Petrie 1914:6-7).   

Budge’s synthetic master-work, Amulets and Superstitions (1930) encompassed 

topics ranging from the origins of amulets, through Sumerian and ancient Egyptian 

amulets, and 20th century Arabic and Persian amulets.  Thematically, he included 

chapters on a wide range of motifs, as well as different stones (XV) and on colors and 

shapes (XVI).  While many of the arguments on specific forms and symbols are not 

convincing, his recognition of their importance is admirable (e.g. 1930:xiv). 

 Rodkinson, Thompson, Budge, and Petrie all made important contributions to the 

study of ancient amulets, but their approach shares some drawbacks.  First, they were 

interested in finding the origins of amulets.  Identifying the origins of cultural traits such 

as use of amulets, religion, magic, or anything else that is widespread has been 

discredited by anthropologists since Radcliffe-Brown (1922) and Evans Pritchard (1965) 

as a hopeless task.  All of them based their works in a paradigm of blatant superiority of 

the “primitive peoples,” a group that included everyone except 19th-20th century 

Europeans and Americans.  Because of this, the ancient Egyptians or Israelites were 

viewed as directly comparable religiously to Australian aborigines, Native Americans, 

and modern Arabs, among others, with no justification of the comparison.  

 After World War II, scholars tried to study ancient societies more on own terms, 

rather than looking for the cultural origins and the evolution of cultural traits. In one 

example, Van Buren wrote about Mesopotamian amulets, although it is not clear in some 

cases to what period the information refers.  However, she does specify that people wore 



 32 

multiple amulets simultaneously during the Neo-Assyrian period.  Moreover, amulets 

were so important in their society that even the Mesopotamian gods used amulets, 

especially seals (1945:19-21).   

In another example, Goff (1956) added to this.  She noted that knots, stones, 

rings, beads, cylinder seals, and even shoes were all called for in Mesopotamian rituals to 

defend people from dangers or to promote their good fortune.  Specific types of stone, 

including carnelian and lapis, were to be placed on a knotted cord of red and blue wool to 

prevent a pregnant woman from miscarrying (Goff 1956:18).  “Magical” stones and knots 

of various colors served to drive out the ghosts from a sick person (ibid., p. 19, 21), and 

stones and cylinder seals, specified by color or material, warded off demons (ibid. p. 25).   

 Bonner maintained that, at least in certain cases, the material was the most 

important attribute (1950:3).  He also recognized that scholars may have disregarded 

some anepigraphic amulets, classifying them instead as ornaments (1950:14).  This is 

important, in that this dissertation is investigating the social functions of jewelry between 

850 and 550 BCE, which could include previously unrecognized amulets.  Uninscribed 

pieces, i.e. beads and pendants, will be discussed in the chapter on jewelry elements 

(chapter 7), and their social functions will be examined.   

 After Bonner’s study into the early 1990’s, the study of amulets as an artifact 

class was rarely undertaken, although catalogs of collections continued to be published.  

In addition, many articles were published examining the details of individual objects that 

may have served as amulets, such as scarabs and seals.  These are exemplified by 
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Avigad’s (1976, 1986) and Brandl’s (1979, 1980a, 1980b, 1982, 1984, 1985) studies of 

seals and scarabs, respectively.   

 In the recent resurgence of interest in jewelry and adornment, Andrews (1994) 

published an exceptionally informative catalog and overview of Egyptian amulets and 

their uses in Egypt.  It is utilized as a secondary resource in this dissertation, showing the 

purposes of many objects in their culture of origin.   Her sections on the materials used in 

jewelry (cf. Andrews 1990) and amulet production and how they were used, according to 

archaeological finds and texts, are particularly useful. 

Many of the works mentioned in this review are admirable, especially for their 

times.  They began with the assumption that certain objects, often including seals, 

scarabs, and scaraboids, were used as amulets. Recently scholars have studied these 

artifacts further,  looking for information about the societies that created and used them, 

and how they expressed their beliefs through amulets.  This approach is particularly 

associated with Keel and Uehlinger (1998; Keel 1995), who examine iconography and its 

larger significance.  A volume on the iconography of Northwest Semitic inscribed seals 

derived from a symposium held in 1991 and  made an important contribution to the field 

(Sass and Uehlinger, eds., 1993).  Several of chapters in this important volume will be 

included in discussion in chapter seven (e.g. Uehlinger 1993; Gubel 1993; Ornan 1993; 

and Sass 1993).  This iconographic approach is an interesting and useful one, but like all 

others, limited, in that it assumes the referents for many of the images without much clear 

data.     
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For the purposes of this study, an “amulet” is defined as an object that was 

intended to protect the wearer or bearer from perceived supernatural dangers and/ or to 

promote the wearer or bearer’s good fortune.  This technically can include objects used to 

protect places, from houses to temples to entire cities.  However, as this dissertation deals 

specifically with jewelry, the amulets included herein will all be those that could be worn 

as an ornament or element of adornment.  It is possible that pieces of clothing were also 

used as amulets; they will also be disregarded in this work.   

 

Demons, Madness and Plagues 

 Amulets are used to protect people from supernatural dangers; therefore, it is 

important to consider what those perceived dangers were in the ancient Near East.  The 

short answer is that amulets protected people from maladies of all sorts that were thought 

to be caused by evil demons, who could be countered in part by appealing to good 

demons. While this information does not come directly from Iron Age II Israelite or 

Transjordanian sources, Late Bronze Age Canaanite and Bronze to Iron Age 

Mesopotamian sources have been used to approximate their beliefs.  Connections 

between the two, which justify this analogy, can be found in Smith (2002), highlighting 

evidence for earlier Canaanite mythological figures, such as Rahab and the Leviathan, in  

the Biblical text.  Smith also discusses how the attributes of Canaanite gods were adopted 

by Yahweh.  Keel and Uehlinger (1998) showed iconographic continuity from the Middle 

Bronze Age through the Iron Age IIB-C.   
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 Essentially, the demons of ancient Canaan were low-level divinities, created by 

El; they could be manifest as benevolent or malevolent.  They were depicted as winged 

hybrid creatures, as were the biblical cherubim, in sizes ranging from that of a gnat to 

giants.  As divinities, albeit minor ones, they could also appear in other guises, such as 

fire, shadow, mist, or anthropomorphic shapes (de Moor 1983:119).    

 Demons were believed to cause many types of misfortune and suffering.  The 

people of Arslan Tash (Neo-Assyrian, 9th-8th century) and Ugarit (13th century BCE) 

attributed insanity to demonic attack (de Moor 1983:112).  They, along with ghosts, were 

thought to cause diseases (Goff 1956:19 for Mesopotamia; de Moor 1983:119; Ford 

1998:235) and were known as “strangling murderers and man-eaters (de Moor 1983:119).  

Incantations found at Arslan Tash, Byblos and Ugarit were used to ward off the 

Babylonian child-stealing demon Lamashtu. “Against the Flying One/ Disappear from 

the dark room/ Time and Again, you nightmare”  (de Moor 1983:107-8).  It is possible 

that the people of the Iron Age IIB-C southern Levant may have also recognized and 

feared her, as well as other dangerous beings known from Babylonian spells (de Moor 

1983:107-8). 

 Several forces were appealed to in the expulsion of demons.  Because El created 

them, he was entreated to ward them off. 

Horonu be a friend, and Ghalami an intimate.   
Go! Do not speak scoffing words 
Do not allow your tongue to stammer 
Do not allow your fury to flow freely 
May the robe of Ilu make you 
May the nakedness of Ilu make you…. 
Let me observe you intently 
And certainly do not enter. (de Moor 1983:115) 
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Ba’al, who himself had been resurrected and healed, was seen as particularly effective in 

expelling demons. 

Incantation against the Flying One, the goddess,  
Against Sasam, son of Pidrashasha, the god,  
And against she who strangles the sheep.   
The House I enter, you shall not enter. 
And the residence I step into, you shall not step into. 
For they have made an eternal alliance with us. 
Assur has made it with us 
And all the sons of the gods 
Yea, the multitude of the race of all saints 
With an eternal alliance of heaven and earth 
With an alliance of Ba’al, lord of the earth 
With an alliance of Horon whose command is perfect 
And of his seven concubines 
Yea, the eight wives of the holy lord (de Moor 1983:108) 

 

  Additional defenses included the magician god Horon, mentioned on the apotropaic 

Arslan Tash amulets (van Dijk 1992), and good demons (de Moor 1983:119).  

 In ancient Israelite traditions, As Yahweh took over the roles of both El and Ba’al 

in time (Keel and Uehlinger 1998:280, Smith 2002, 2004), he may have taken over these 

functions as well.  Appeals to him, such as “Blessed be Uriyahu by Yahweh, and from his 

enemies save him by his Asherah” from Kuntillet ‘Ajrud (Dever 1990:148), could have 

been supplemented by those to good demons: hybrid creatures such as cherubim, and 

perhaps some originally Egyptian divinities reflected in the collections of amulets, such 

as Bes, who protected women and children in Egypt. This will be investigated further in 

chapter seven.  
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Figure 1.1: Bes amulets from Lachish (Tufnell 1953: Pl. 54)  
Evil Eye 

The evil eye is another entity that was imagined as a force of evil, and therefore 

defended against by amulets in the ancient Near East.  It has been studied for both the 

ancient and the modern Middle East, as well as other areas around the Mediterranean 

(Elworthy 1958; Dundes, ed., 1981; Herzfeld 1981; Shimizu 1989; Ulmer 1993; Kottis 

1999; Peterson-Bidoshi 2006).  In the modern Middle East, the evil eye is perceived as 

being a powerful force.  Israeli Bedouins count the evil eye as “one of the most 

dangerous diseases, and pregnant women and small children are the most vulnerable to 

it” (Abu-Rabia 2005:246-247), and modern Iranians consider jealousy without evil intent 

sufficient to activate the evil eye11. This does not allow us, however, to uncritically 

attribute the same belief to ancient residents of the area.  Rather, it necessitates an 

examination of the data from the Iron Age southern Levant and its surroundings, to see if 

                                                 
11 (A.H. Betteridge, personal communication; 4/4/2007) 
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such a connection is warranted.  Since this is mostly a textual matter, it will be dealt with 

primarily in chapter two.  Because there is so little direct information, this will be based 

largely on incantations from Ugarit in spite of its earlier date and distance, and on the evil 

eye in Mesopotamia.12 

 Thomsen (1992), Wasserman (1995) and Ford (1998) examined the concept of the 

evil eye as it appeared in ancient Mesopotamia, and found that it was present, but, 

naturally, not in the same form as today.   First, it was not the eye of a mean or jealous 

person, but rather the eye of a demon, such as Lamashtu (Wasserman 1995:61, Ford 

1998:209-210, n. 22).  Wicked people practiced witchcraft, which was widely feared, but 

they did evil through their words, not by looking at victims (Thomsen 1992:28).   

In some texts, the roaming evil eye of the demons hypostasized into the eye being 

seen as a demon in and of itself (Ford 1998:211). When the eye was hypostasized and 

treated as a demon itself, it was given more power, seen to roam and devour, and could 

be slaughtered (e.g. Ford 1998:211, include. n. 26; 220; del Olmo Lete 1992:14).  The 

closest connection seems to be to Lamashtu, a baby-stealing mother-killing demon.  A 

real complication in trying to find a single concept of the evil eye in ancient Near Eastern 

literature is that this literature was produced over thousands of years and a large region, 

wherein beliefs were neither stable nor unified.  

                                                 
12 Due to the sparse information available on the evil eye in the ancient Near East, this section will rely on 
information from a wider geographical and chronological range than is ideal.  However, it relies on periods 
and places with commonalities with the Iron Age II Southern Levant.  The people of Ugarit spoke a dialect 
of Northwest Semitic, with a large quanitity of cognate words, including those in the ritual realm, and 
shared mythological characters (see Smith 2001 for the basis of comparison).  It is a standard comparand 
location for ancient Israel, in spite of its distance in both time and space.  Assyria and Babylonia ruled over 
the entire Levant for most of the period studied in this dissertation, so that there was certainly contact, and 
most of the Ugaritic information about the evil eye mirrors that found in Mesopotmia, and appears to derive 
from there (cf. del Olmo Lete 1992, Ford 1998, Thomsen 1992).   
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Second, the evil eye in the ancient Near East was not particularly strong. Where 

Abu Rabia described it as being a major source of serious illnesses in modern Bedouin 

beliefs, the ancient Mesopotamians apparently saw it as a mere nuisance.  It did not cause 

death, but rather minor accidents:  “it rains too little, the cheese-making goes wrong, a 

tool breaks, clothes are torn, and the like” (Thomsen 1992:22).  Remedies prescribed in 

Mesopotamian literature often involved such simple and accessible items as a strand of 

wool,13 although an unpublished text is reported by Köcher (BAM, vol. 4, p. xvii), as 

prescribing the use of stones against the evil eye, as they were used against evil signs 

(Thomsen 1992:27), and van Buren claimed that “Other amulets against the Evil Eye 

were pieces of onyx or agate which, by their markings resembled an eye or a pair of 

eyes…the majority of those which have survived belonged to the Kassite and late 

Assyrian period” (1945:18).    

Furthermore, there is little Iron Age reference to the “Evil Eye” in Mesopotamian 

texts: in the first millennium BCE, defensive texts concentrated on countering witchcraft, 

whereas most of the evil eye texts come from the Sumerians.  Thompsen suggests that the 

lack of references does not betray a lack of belief in the evil eye, but rather a lack of fear 

of its consequences.  Therefore, the wide array of incantation texts belonging to ritual 

specialists were not needed to ward of the evil eye (1992:28). 

Veldhuis, however, disagreed.  He quickly published three additional 

Mesopotamian texts against the evil eye, one from the first millennium BCE.  It is 

                                                 
13 “…Bind black wool and white wool around his head!” (Thomsen 1992:26) 
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possible that there are more such texts, but that they are very similar or vague (Veldhuis 

1992:33-34).   

Overall, Elliot explained the evil eye as reflected in the Hebrew Bible as being a 

means of regulating behavior in the “ambiguous situation[s] where legal regulation is 

lacking and ‘matters of the heart,’ attitudes and moral dispositions, are of concern” (Elliot 

1991:158). It might explain the minimal number of references, given that a large portion 

of biblical writings consists of legal regulations.   It is difficult to compare such an 

explanation to the other scholarship mentioned above, as it is a functional explanation.  

The others, in contrast, examine the evil eye as a folkloric image.   

Elliot loses some credibility by suggesting that “ra’ ‘ayin” (Deut. 15:9; 28:54, 56; 

Prov. 23:6, 28:22), the Hebrew for “evil eye”, referred to the “eye of Ra”, a sun god in 

Egypt, whose eyes were important in Egyptian terminology.  This would then provide 

negative connotations as being an Egyptian belief (Elliot 1991:159).  Given that 

equivalent terms in Ugaritic, Akkadian, and Sumerian are direct translations that refer to 

similar concepts, that appears to be an unnecessary stretch.  If anything, the closest 

Egyptian correlate would be the evil eye of the demonic snake Apopis (Borghouts 

1973:119, Ford 1998:209-210). 

 In summary it appears that at least a portion of the people in the ancient Near East 

believed that looking at a person with evil intent could have an effect, whether because of 

that person’s innate power, or through demonic intermediaries.  However, it was not a 

cause for great concern by most people.  It may have been the object of amulets, which 

will be discussed further in chapter seven. 
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Amulets in this Study 

 This dissertation begins with the assumption that the peoples of the Iron II 

Southern Levant believed in demons, and possibly in a weak evil eye as seen at Ugarit.  

These beliefs were probably shared in common with the neighboring peoples.  Such 

dangerous powers were therefore countered in a variety of ways, including incantations 

that are no longer extant and physical correlates such as amulets.  Apotropaic power may 

be reflected in any attribute of the artifacts, including color, shape, material, locus of use 

or wear, iconography, and/ or epigraphy.     

 Most scholars who work on iconography, iconicity, and epigraphy, including 

those in the volume edited by Uehlinger and Sass (eds., 1993) and Keel and Uehlinger 

(1998) assumed that scarabs and scaraboids were amuletic.  This assumption extended to 

seals, except for those that were aniconic.  They made no such assumptions about the 

beads and amulets, which will be considered further in chapter seven.  

 The sizable collection of Egyptian-style amulets from Israel and Judah has been 

“little studied” (Keel and Uehlinger 1998:279).  This repertoire of amulets in Israel and in 

Judah is identical to that found at the Phoenician site of Zarepath, or Sarepta (1998:350), 

suggesting that the identity of the national god was not relevant to these objects.  While 

Yahwism was required to be aniconic (Ex. 20:4; Deut. 5:8), that applied only to images 

of Yahweh, not those of Asherah, or Egyptian deities.  It is not clear what local beliefs 

were regarding these amulets, but McGovern’s observations about re-interpreting 

Egyptian Late Bronze Age amulets are equally applicable to this era (1985:102).  It is 
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also not clear if the presence of Egyptian style amulets were a continuation of practices 

from the Late Bronze Age, when Egypt ruled the area, were due to Egyptianized 

Phoenician influence, or came directly from Egypt. Due to the uncertainties, assumptions 

outlined above will be applied to Egyptian amulets as well. 

 The present work takes a different approach and will examine Iron Age IIB-C 

jewelry and its component attributes to identify its social functions as well as the 

characteristics that made some or all of it ritually significant. In doing so, this study 

crosses artifact boundaries, investigating amulets and seals as jewelry, and jewelry as a 

bearer of color comparable to textiles.  As Robb observed, “symbolism that crosses 

boundaries may be a key to understanding how objects are understood and used....” 

(1998:341-2).  This study also take a more explicitly anthropological approach, as 

opposed to the art historical and theological bases of the most jewelry and glyptic 

specialists (E.g. Brandl, Sass, Keel, Uehlinger, Ornan, and Gubel, inter alia).  All three 

approaches can be fruitful, but they will bear different fruit, and together will provide a 

better understanding of the amulets and jewelry from the Iron Age IIB-C southern 

Levant. 

 

Anthropological Approaches 

 Rather than debating overarching terminology, such as the relationships between 

“magic,” “religion,” and “science,” Douglas (1966) advocated examining culturally 

specific classification systems.   This makes sense for archaeologists, who find large 

quantities of artifacts and have to classify and inter-relate them.  By approaching ancient 
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classification systems, a greater understanding of the culture(s) being studied can be 

achieved.    

 Because ancient patterns of thought are intangible, this will be approached 

through a theoretical orientation derived from studies of modern cultures, an approach 

that has proven useful in the past.  This section will begin with an introduction to the 

anthropology of dress and ornament, of which the study of jewelry is a part. This will be 

followed by the most important principles used in this dissertation: Wobst’s (1977) 

analysis of dress as stylistic communication and boundary marker in 20th century rural 

Yugoslavia, and Mershen’s (1989) study of Jordanian women’s jewelry, which traces the 

life-histories of jewelry as it relates to the people who created, adapted, and wore it.  

Next, several studies that applied these principles to archaeological jewelry will be 

discussed briefly (Marcus 1993; Treherne 1995; Sørensen 1997; Green (forthcoming).  

Then the social functions of jewelry that will be discussed in this dissertation will be 

summarized, and the contexts of the finds included will be introduced.  Finally, the 

remainder of the dissertation will be outlined in the conclusion of the chapter.  

 

Anthropology of Dress and Ornament  

 Dress and ornament are indivisible, as dress can serve as ornament, and ornament 

modifies dress.  Eicher and Roach-Higgins divide dress into the categories of “body 

modification14” and “body supplements15” tying together several corporally-oriented 

                                                 
14 E.g. tattooing, piercing, foot-binding, scarification, head-boards, haircuts and hair color.   
15 E.g. clothing, accessories, and jewelry for both the body and the clothing.  This overlaps with the 
previous category in that the piercings are body modification, but earrings and noserings, which can be 
removed and replaced, are supplemental.   
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phenomena such as clothing, hairstyles, makeup, jewelry, piercings, tattooing, and 

scarification (Eicher and Roach-Higgins 1992:13-14).  These vary in levels of 

permanence16 and distances at which they are visible (Wobst 1977), but share in common 

communicative roles (Eicher and Roach-Higgins 1992:15).  As several authors have 

pointed out, appearance generally constitutes a person’s first impression, even before 

speech occurs (Eicher and Roach-Higgins 1992:17).   Therefore, appearances are the first 

communicators that new people encounter, and the observer’s review of the presenter’s 

program can govern, or at least affect, all further interactions.  In other words, first 

impressions can make a big difference.   

 A few terminological notes are necessary.  First, Eicher and Roach-Higgins 

consider “ornament” and “decoration” to be judgment-laden descriptors, and therefore 

subsume both under “dress”, along with negatively colored terms like “deformation” and 

“disfigurement” (Eicher and Roach-Higgins 1992:14).  While the categories of dress and 

ornament can overlap, for example with pins used to decorate or fasten clothing, they are 

usually distinct.  Dress may be ornamental, but in the Iron Age II Southern Levant, the 

two were not interchangeable. 

  Therefore, while this work will apply ideas originating in the anthropology of 

dress to jewelry, it will maintain the assumption that jewelry is ornament, not clothing.  

“Ornament” does not necessarily connote attractive decoration.  Aesthetics are based on 

cultural standards, combined with individual taste (Roach and Eicher 1979:7): there is no 

                                                 
16 Even jewelry that may have required metalworking tools to remove, as Green (2006) suggested was the 
case for Late Bronze – Iron Age I bangles, was ultimately removable, in ways that tattoos, scars, and 
modified head-shape, and bound feet were not reversible.   
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lack of jewelry or other ornament that many individuals find unattractive, whether for 

reasons of different social standards or of aesthetic choices.   

 Anthropology of dress recognizes the communicative aspects of clothing, jewelry, 

and bodily modifications.  Clothing and jewelry can serve as symbols, “material 

'containers' that convey tidy 'packages' of information” (Robb 1998:330, following 

Lakoff and Johnson 1980).    However, the meaning does not inhere in the artifacts, but 

rather in the interaction between person and thing (Thomas 1996:97).  Robb compares 

objects to tesserae or Legos: objects with discrete colors, shapes, and sizes that can be 

temporarily assembled into variety of images that are experienced as meaningful in the 

moment (1998:337-8).   

This approach leads to a lack of symbolic fixity and a constant struggle over 

multiple possible interpretations of given symbols (Robb 1998:338).  This should be 

modified; symbols’ meaning can last or not, depending on the length of time in which 

that symbol remains meaningful to people.  This approach is relativistic on the part of the 

scholars, but it does not require relativism on the part of the interpreters.  Rather, these 

interpreters may be struggling because each believes their own interpretation to be the 

only correct one.  This is highly applicable to the ancient Israelite religious struggles over 

how Yahweh was to be worshipped, and how symbolic artifacts were to be interpreted 

and used (cf. Sass 1993; Uehlinger 1993; Keel and Uehlinger 1998, inter alia).   

Information communicated by jewelry frequently relates to types of status: age, 

sex, wealth, position, and group membership (Roach and Eicher 1979:12-18).  Additional 

functions include protection, (i.e. amulets) (Schwartz 1979:25-26), and individual 
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identifier (i.e. name seals).  These are represented differently in each society, and even by 

different subcultures within a single society.  All function visually, however, as a sub-

type of stylistic communication. 

 

Visibility: Wobst 

 A key component in the anthropology of dress is visual communication.  Wobst 

formulated this idea, using dress as an exemplar of “style.” He began by defining style as 

“that part of the formal variability in material culture that can be related to the 

participation of artifacts in processes of information exchange” (Wobst 1977:321).  It is 

not arbitrary, and it is functional (contra e.g. Sackett 1973:321), serving as an avenue to 

exchange information (Wobst 1977:317).  Information exchange simply requires that a 

message be emitted or received; it does not specify that the recipient must be the intended 

target(s) (ibid., p. 321).  For example, ancient people emitted messages with their 

jewelry, including that with which they were buried, although those final messages were 

chosen by others.  Whoever their intended recipients were, it was probably not 21st 

century CE archaeologists, who may well be misunderstanding it.   

 Artifacts emit messages most often through visual dimensions, and for practical 

reasons, such as the time available for a visual impression, and the amount that will be 

available from a socially appropriate distance,17 only simple, consistent, and recurrent 

information will be passed on stylistically.  Examples include: emotional state (e.g. black 

                                                 
17 This is not a reference to the distance at which conversation is comfortable, but rather, whatever distance 
is appropriate for two social roles.  If two people are members of groups that do not get along, such as 
Bosnians, Serbs, and Croats (e.g. Wobst 1977), this could be a fairly long distance.  If two people are 
siblings or a couple, it may be very close.   
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for mourning); professional (uniform), economic (designer clothes, tennis bracelet), or 

social status (engaged, married); authorship (brand names), political (slogans, elephant, 

donkey) and religious (crucifix, Jewish star, hijab) affiliation.  Because of the simplicity 

of the message, this form of communication becomes less useful the better acquainted the 

senders and recipients are with one another (Wobst 1977:323).  However, multiple 

messages may go out simultaneously, aimed at different audiences.  For example, an 

ultra-Orthodox Jew sends out a message that he or she is extremely religious from his or 

her clothing.  However, within the community, closer details of dress will emit 

information about level of religiosity and religious affiliation, which may not be 

understood by people outside the community.  Similarly, if the emitter and recipients are 

too far apart socially, the message will be misinterpreted.18  Therefore, this limits the 

target audience of stylistic messaging to those of intermediate distance, who are neither 

close friends and relatives, nor people from far away (ibid., p. 324-25).   

 Stylistic clues can summarize a person’s social and economic situation, and they 

allow other group members to evaluate the individual’s obedience to the group’s 

behavioral norms.  This “greatly reduces the cost of measuring, maintaining, and 

enforcing conformity and compliance with behavioral norms and facilitates the 

recognition of deviance” (Wobst 1977:327).  As a corollary, it allows people to broadcast 

their economic and social affiliations to strangers, allowing them to identify each other 

without making direct, close contact.  Thus it helps to maintain the boundaries between 

competing groups (ibid. p. 328).   

                                                 
18 For example, shorts and a tank top in the secular United States mean that the weather is hot.  In very 
conservative religious communities, they symbolize immorality. 
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 To develop it further, in order for an artifact to send a message, it must be visible 

from the appropriate distance, and by the correct people in the proper contexts (Wobst 

1977:328).  To send a message at a distance, it would need to be large and distinctive; in 

Wobst’s study, headdresses and coats filled this need (1977:332).  In other circumstances, 

royal and papal regalia typify the distance message.  The clothing items that could be 

seen at an intermediate distance included the large features of pants, shirts, jackets, and 

skirts (ibid.).   Other scholars have found that this system of sub-cultural identification 

holds true for the women of southeastern Arabia (Chatty 1997:136) and Turkey (Norton 

1997:149).   

 A further category included those items visible only at close range.  Most jewelry 

fits within this third category, into which Wobst did not delve. However, this does not 

render the paradigm of visibility useless as a form of identification; rather, it limits the 

people who receive the message.  In the small-scale societies of the Iron Age IIB-C 

southern Levant,  the intended recipients of people’s visual communication were 

evidently close to them.  Status and wealth in Iron Age IIB-C Israel and Judah were 

therefore to be demonstrated to those of a smaller social distance than the ethnic groups 

in Wobst’s Yugoslav study.     

 

Ethnoarchaeology 

Ethnoarchaeology can help to identify theoretical possibilities for archaeologists 

by investigating the current relationships between individuals, societies and objects.  One 

useful study was carried out by Mershen on Jordanian peasant women’s beaded necklaces 
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(1989).  She correlated individual women’s life histories with the histories of their 

necklaces.  In the process, Mershen found that the beads were perceived as having 

amuletic power based on their colors, and that in amuletic terms, synthetic resin is 

equivalent to amber (Mershen 1989:47).  The principle might translate to the past, 

especially since it has been noted in ancient Egypt as well (Andrews 1990, 1994; 

Wilkinson 1994), causing light blue-green faience to function as the symbolic equivalent 

of turquoise.19  The symbolism attached to modern colors is unlikely to translate, 

however, given that 20th century Islam and Judaism are very different religions from 

those of the late Iron Age southern Levant.  Ancient Near Eastern texts that refer to color 

symbolism will be consulted to find out which colors were perceived as powerful in the 

Iron Age IIB-C.   

Furthermore, Mershen found that “otherness”20 added to amulets’ perceived 

power.  Jordanian peasant women considered Bedouin women’s necklaces to be more 

powerful than those that their own women created.  If otherness increased power in the 

Iron Age IIB-C, it could explain the prevalence of Egyptian amulets throughout the 

Levant (cf. Keel and Uehlinger 1998:279).  It does not, however, mean that people in the 

Levant organized the amulets in the same way as did the originators of the amulets in 

Egypt, or placed the same meanings on them.   For example Jordanian peasant women 

wear their necklaces differently than the Bedouin do; Bedouin women display their 

necklaces above their clothes, and peasants wear them below.  Similarly, the ancient 

                                                 
19 It is not possible to identify what symbolism turquoise held, only that it was significant.   
20 “Otherness” refers to a group that is clearly different from the “self”, but who are close enough to be 
within cultural awareness of the self.   
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people of the Southern Levant may have used Egyptian amulets in a different way from 

the Egyptians (Mershen 1989:45). This diminishes the usefulness of the Egyptian jewelry 

for understanding how it was worn in the Levant.   

The people of the Levant may have strung the amulets differently from the 

Egyptians, and even from each other.  Mershen found that women often make and adapt 

their own bead necklaces based on their changing needs for amulets.  There is neither a 

standard arrangement nor a group of patterns.  While necklaces were passed down 

through families, the daughters added to them and restrung the existing arrangements as 

wanted or needed (Mershen 1989:52).  This suggests that even knowledge of how one or 

more of the necklaces were organized would not necessarily carry over to other 

examples. 

Mershen also noted that amulets were sometimes, but not always placed on 

display above clothing. In some cases, amulets were strung as beads on necklaces, and 

those necklaces could be worn inside or outside the clothing.  In other cases, amuletic 

beads were also attached to the insides of clothing individually or in small clusters, which 

would not be visible archaeologically (Mershen 1989:53).  These were clearly not being 

used as status symbols, decoration, or administrative devices.  Necklaces could only 

increase status or serve as decoration if they were visible.  This suggests that rings, nose 

rings, and earrings, which are less likely to be hidden by clothing, were more likely to be 

used as a form of status enhancement and/ or ornaments than were bead necklaces.   

Another relevant ethnographic study took place in southeastern Arabia, where 

Chatty studied women’s costumes.  She made two valuable points.   First, subsistence 
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may be prioritized over societal costume preferences, so that restrictive garb, whether 

clothing, veil, or heavy jewelry, is likely to be restricted to the middle or even upper 

classes (Chatty 1979:129).  All jewelry worn by people who had to do manual labor 

would have to allow them to do that labor.  Second, the Koran encourages people to dress 

modestly, which included women’s concealing their jewelry when outside of domestic 

environments (ibid.).  Such restrictions could prevent jewelry from serving as status 

symbols outside of sex-segregated contexts, but would not restrict their uses for wealth 

storage or amulets.   

   

Examples of Studies Using Anthropological Research on Jewelry 

 Several archaeologists have applied anthropological ideas to ancient jewelry. 

Some of their salient points are surveyed in here and in the following section on ethno-

archaeological approaches.  Following other people’s approaches, this chapter will 

conclude with the approach used in the current study. 

 J. Green (forth.) analyzed the frequency of bangles in the Late Bronze Age and 

Iron Age I burials at Tell es-Saidiyeh by sexing the associated skeletons, and identifying 

their ages at death. He was able to differentiate between bracelets and anklets, and singles 

and pairs of bangles, whereas Bloch-Smith simply stated that both men and women wore 

bangles (Bloch-Smith 1992:82).21  This attention to detail can have more bearing on the 

social meanings of jewelry than does mere presence/ absence.  Based on the physical 

                                                 
21 This was a minor point in Bloch-Smith’s work on Judahite burials and beliefs about the dead.  She also 
had a more difficult sample of multiple person burial caves with skeletons not intact with their grave goods, 
making it impossible to identify which jewelry belonged to which burials.   
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remains, as well as on textual and artistic descriptions, he posits that in the Late Bronze 

Age and the Iron Age I single bangles were sometimes worn by men.  Pairs of bangles 

were worn by women and symbolized their age and sex status.22  Most of them could not 

have been removed without metallurgical tools, so they were worn for years.  Green’s 

work was admirable, as he effectively integrated anthropological theory into a study of 

archaeological materials in the southern Levant, which has not often been done well.   

In her article, “Reading Dress: The Construction of Social Categories and 

Identities in Bronze Age Europe” (1997), Sørensen examined identity as expressed 

through costume.23  She used the term “identity” to describe those  

 characteristics of an individual or group that are assigned and assumed by 
the group and others as a result of perceived differences from and 
similarities to others.  These identities are created and assigned qualities, 
which result in both cohesion and separation, and material culture is 
employed in a variety of ways to express them  (Sorenson 1997:94). 
 
Sørensen posited that, in order to truly grasp how identity is expressed through a 

culture’s costumes, scholars need to look first at the basic materials, then the individual 

pieces of clothing or jewelry, and finally at the complete costume.  With each piece, the 

choice of including, excluding, or repurposing it creates the opportunity to add, alter, or 

transform the message that is sent by the individual’s appearance.  “Thus it is reasonable 

to expect that each level had different status in discourse about identity” (Sørensen 

1997:96) 
                                                 
22 Pairs of bangles on men were only found in depictions from Egypt, which represented captives, and may 
have intentionally feminized defeated men (Green, forth). 
23 Costume, in this sense, is the entirety of what is typically worn as an ensemble.  For example, in 2007 
Arizona, a typical winter costume for a man might include: underwear, pants, a long- or short-sleeved shirt, 
socks, and shoes.  The most basic accessories are hats, sunglasses, watches, and wedding rings, if 
appropriate.  Depending on time of day, elevation, and weather, additional costume pieces might include 
coat or jacket, gloves, and umbrella.   
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By examining burials, Sørensen found that within each Bronze Age European 

community men were buried in the same costume, although it differed from region to 

region.  This uniformity did not extend to women’s’ burials. These reflected two different 

age or social group affiliations, where, for example, young women were buried wearing 

arm- and ankle rings, but older ones wore pins and fibulae as well  (Sørensen 1997:98-

99).  This raised the “possibility that men and women were grouped according to 

different types of criteria and evaluation…it suggests that the contemporary gender 

ideology did not rest on a simple notion of duality nor was it built around structural 

symmetries” (ibid. p. 101).  Although funerary garb does not necessarily mirror everyday 

wear, costumes for the same identity in different contexts are likely to show structural 

similarities.  In addition, much of the jewelry shows wear, suggesting that it was worn 

extensively in life, and similar pieces were found at the settlements, supporting the 

contention that they were not made merely as grave goods  (ibid., pp. 101-2).  

Since Sørensen was dealing with individual inhumations, she was able to look at 

how several elements were combined in controlled contexts.  The family tombs of Iron 

Age II Israel and Judah render it unrealistic to associate specific objects with specific 

individuals by age or by gender (e.g. Tufnell 1953:235-236, cf. Bloch-Smith 1992:36, 41-

52).  However, the importance of considering totality of a costume, and not merely the 

presence or absence of a specific object, is worth noting.  Based on pictorial images and 

texts, the whole ensemble will be considered here as much as possible; without knowing 

what clothing people wore, it is impossible to discern what jewelry would be visible.   
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Treherne (1995) examined how masculine identity and status were reflected in the 

burials of elite males in warrior graves of Bronze Age Europe.  Bodily ornamentation, 

including both jewelry and toilet articles, was one of the funerary themes he highlighted, 

along with warfare, alcohol consumption, and riding or driving (Treherne 1995:108).  

While some jewelry was associated with both sexes, specifically male jewelry included 

certain pin types, arm rings, and the ornaments and hooks made for sword belts (Treherne 

1995:110-111).  These artifacts, as “prestige objects,” not only represented rank, but 

actually “possess[ed] an intrinsic value capable of creating social power” (Treherne 

1995:114).  This may well be comparable to Near Eastern parallels, particularly in the 

cases of name seals and precious jewelry.   

This theory is grounded in Bourdieu’s idea of habitus, that people’s daily actions 

are grounded in pre-reflexive dispositions, which reflect and create an ideology.  This 

entails a “practical faith,” which is an “undisputed, pre-reflexive, naïve, native 

compliance with the fundamental presuppositions” of the lifestyle, and which Bourdieu 

labels doxa (1990:68).  Therefore, ideology is lived as reality, particularly at the 

undisputed, routine level, and “through its objectification in the material objects that 

actively mediate social action” (Treherne 1995:115-116, following Shanks and Tilley 

1982; Tilley 1982; Parker Pearson 1984), including jewelry.  By utilizing “stock 

formulae” of funerary accoutrements, social identities could be established, legitimized, 

and aggrandized, then fixed in the minds of survivors (Treherne 1995:113, 121).  The 

partial standardization of upper class tomb types in Iron II Judah (Bloch-Smith 1992:133) 

would have been part of such a formula.   
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 In another approach, Michele Marcus (1993) applied Wobst’s work on the uses of 

dress as social boundary markers (1977) to lion-demon pins in Late Iron Age Urartu.  In 

that case, the size of the piece of jewelry is related to its function, as is its placement on 

the body.  The key in Wobst’s analysis of Yugoslavian costumes was the visibility of an 

article of clothing used as a boundary marker on a person.  This is not likely to be a 

function shared by jewelry in the Iron II southern Levant, due to the small size of the 

jewelry excavated there, but it is an important methodological consideration.  If the 

markers were intended for supernatural powers, their powers of visibility may differ from 

those of humans. 

 These four authors, Green, Sørensen, Treherne, Marcus, share the approach of 

combining anthropological theory with excavated jewelry and ornaments.  Green and 

Marcus were able to reach conclusions regarding the social functions of the jewelry that 

suggested possibilities about gender ideas; in Green’s case (forth.), he discussed the 

possible feminization of captive men and of young boys, whose skeletons are 

indistinguishable from girls’.  Marcus (1993) used the lion-demon pins to raise 

possibilities of lesser gender segregation and social protection of upper class women in 

Urartu.  Sørensen and Treherne were able to take the theory further, and make larger 

statements about identity in Bronze Age Europe.  Sørensen (1997) used a triad of 

ornament assemblages in graves to identify a non-symmetrical, non-binary social or 

gender structure, and Treherne (1995) discussed the role of jewelry and ornament in 

creating and legitimizing social status.  
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 What were the Social Functions of Jewelry? 

 A variety of social functions have been identified for jewelry in other studies, 

both in ethnographic and archaeological contexts.  Some of them are useful and relevant 

to this study.   

 Wealth storage is one basic function of jewelry.  This has been noted for 20th 

century Iraqi women (Fernea 1965:33), as well as for Iron Age II Philistines (Gitin and 

Golani 2001:33; Golani and Sass 1998).  Graeber noted that many of the objects used 

throughout the world as money have been otherwise used largely, if not exclusively, as 

ornaments (Graeber 1996:4).  Jewelry is flexible; it can easily be transformed between 

generic and unique forms as they are made into larger objects of adornment whose value 

is added to by work-hours, and then broken up into basic components again (cf. Graeber 

1996:13 re: beads).  This held true in a way for many beads, as well as for the precious 

metals that were used for jewelry and as currency by weight in the ancient Near East. 

 Several aspects of social status can also be indicated by jewelry.  These include 

age (e.g. Cole 1979:90, Pokornowski 1979:104,  inter alia); gender (e.g. Treherne 

1995:110-111; Sørensen 1997; Green forth.); sexual availability and attractiveness (e.g. 

Cole 1979:95, Low 1979:462); and class (e.g. Treherne 1995:108) .  Clear analogies in 

American culture today include engagement and wedding rings, high school and college 

rings, “best friend” necklaces, men’s earring locations, and piercings of the tongue, navel, 

or sexual organs. Low (1979) found that women in patriarchal societies have a greater 

tendency to indicate their status as married and sexually unavailable than do women in 
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more egalitarian groups or men in patriarchies.  Men, in contrast, are likely to wear 

ornaments that display rank and puberty.   

In ancient societies, Sørensen found age and gender to be reflected in the jewelry 

found in Bronze Age Europe, and Treherne found masculine identity to include certain 

jewelry objects.  Green found age and gender ideology reflected in the uses and numbers 

of bangles worn in Late Bronze Age and Iron Age I southern Levantine burials.  Sexual 

availability may be reflected by the triangle pendants of the Southern Levant (Platt 1976).   

 Religious affiliation can be made apparent through jewelry, such as a crucifix, a 

Jewish star, or Yoruba beads (Pokornowski 1979:107), although it is not evident that this 

was the case in Iron Age II Israel and Judah. The connection between Egyptian-style  

amulets and scarabs, local-types of scaraboids and seals and personal religious beliefs are 

not clear, however.  Amulets can be made in the form of jewelry, such as those studied by 

Mershen (1989) and Andrews (1990, 1994).  As a class, amulets have been analyzed by 

Whitehouse (1995:26) and Goff (1956) discussed their use in Mesopotamian 

incantations.  

 Finally, while most studies of the communicative aspects of jewelry focus on their 

visual mode, it is worth noting that jewelry can also affect other senses, particularly 

sound.  Cole noted that girls’ necklaces made “an audible ‘whoosh’” as they danced.  

Their iron anklets “clanked rhythmically” as they walked or danced, and their warrior 

boyfriends gave them “audible back pendants” which included such items as rattles, CO2 

cartridges, rifle shells, or other pieces that would make noise.  These could be used to 

identify individual girls’ walks in the dark (Cole 1979:95).  The menyet of ancient Egypt 
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was also worn on the back to counterbalance heavy necklaces, and is thought to have 

made a rattling sound in ceremonies (Andrews 1994:32, Meeks 2005).   

 

Context 

 Some types of visual information are difficult, perhaps impossible to gain for the 

jewelry used in this study, given the intervening millennia and the relative lack of single 

inhumations with in situ ornamentation from Iron II Israel and its surroundings. Much of 

the jewelry from archaeological contexts comes from funerary contexts, where the age 

and sex of the wearers can not be identified due to tomb contexts where disarticulated 

bones of several generations are mixed together with all the grave goods (Bloch-Smith 

1992:36, 41-52; e.g. Lachish, cf. Tufnell 1953), or they are random finds in tells (e.g. 

Megiddo, cf. Lamon and Shipton 1939; Sass 2000) or cisterns, (e.g. Hesban, cf. Ray 

2001).  

 In addition to the impossibility of connecting individual skeletons and jewelry, it 

is important to bear in mind that the deceased was not in any position to choose his or her 

grave goods.  Therefore, jewelry from funerary contexts may not necessarily reflect the 

individual with whom it was deposited.  Nor does it necessarily reflect the jewelry worn 

in daily life (Barrett 1993:116).  The body, rather, is an object that is “manipulated 

according to the purposes of the survivors” (Parker Pearson 1993:203), in rituals that can 

reproduce or challenge the social norms of the day (Morris 1992:8).  

On a less ideological note, there are practical reasons for funerary ornament being 

different from that worn in daily life.  First, objects made solely for funerary contexts can 
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be flimsy as they do not need to withstand everyday wear-and-tear, or on the other end of 

the spectrum, they can be too heavy to be worn daily.  They are not accessible to the 

living on a daily basis, either, so the most expensive objects, those kept in part as a form 

of wealth storage, may not be placed in tombs.  If they are, they will not be available for 

melting down or reselling in times financial need.   

 In spite of these caveats, it is still worth studying jewelry from Iron Age II sites. 

There are other avenues, both textual and iconographic, through which to pursue this 

information.  In addition, even if the age- or sex-related connotations of jewelry types are 

not ascertained, new information may come to light in studying the traits that are 

accessible 

 

The Current Approach 

This dissertation examines the social functions of jewelry, and the ritual 

significance of jewelry elements.  Complete pieces of metal jewelry, including bangles, 

rings, and earrings could communicate information about the wearer, possibly including 

gender, class, and marital status, provided they were worn in a manner that was visible to 

others, as the rings and earrings could.  In addition, if they were made of precious metals, 

they could serve as a form of wealth storage.   

Elements of jewelry, including beads, pendants, scarabs, scaraboids, and seals,  do 

not necessarily provide information regarding how they were worn.  Therefore, it is 

necessary to examine them in terms of the characteristics that are available, including 

material, color, and shape.  These show a pattern among beads, pendants, scarabs, and 
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scaraboids, but not among personal seals, preferring green-blue, blue-purple,24 red, and 

neutral (white, beige, gray) materials.  This preference is correlated with biblically 

mandated uses of colored textiles in ritual contexts, calling for dyes in green-blue (tḳelet) 

dark blue-purple (‘‘argaman), and red (tola’at shani).  The ritually significant nature of 

these colors shows that the jewelry elements were also ritually powerful.  As the  primary 

use for ritually significant jewelry elements is apotropaic, these items must have been 

used as amulets.  The exception to this is the name seals, which were not predominantly 

found within that color scheme, and whose primary use was administrative and status 

oriented, showing literacy and importance.  Jewelry elements’ primary use as amulets did 

not negate additional possible functions, such as wealth storage or status raising in the 

case of expensive materials, or marking people’s social status.  Unlike the metal jewelry, 

however, it is not possible to identify whether many of them were worn in a manner 

visible to others, and therefore not clear what social functions they may have had.   

The corpus of jewelry chosen for this dissertation consists of the jewelry 

published from the following sites: Jerusalem, Lachish, Arad, Timnah/ Tel Batash,  

Samaria, Megiddo, and Hazor.  Many of the site reports used are old; the methods used in 

excavating those sites are now out-of-date, and the reports themselves often lack certain 

information that would be helpful.  Regardless, these sites have a major advantage over 

                                                 
24 In many cases, this dissertation will refer to blue, even though it seems that the ancient Israelites 
differentiated between light green-blue and dark blue-purple, and not between the three colors of green, 
blue, and purple.  This inconsistency is an unfortunate byproduct of the publications’ varied terminologies 
– if the source from which the information derived did not differentiate between the colors in the same 
ways that the makers did, it is not possible to do so from their publications.  Furthermore, because both 
colors appear to be ritually significant, and in no way in opposition to each other, their conflation need not 
detract from the current study.   
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many of the excavated sites in the Middle East: they have been published, and the jewelry 

is at least somewhat chronologically differentiated.  

 Chapters two and three examine the textual references from the ancient Near East, 

especially from the Hebrew Bible.  Chapter two discusses terms used for jewelry, 

examining the contexts and purposes for each type of jewelry, and the extent to which the 

terms can be connected to excavated examples.  This contributes primarily to the 

identification of social functions of jewelry objects.  Chapter three presents and discusses 

textual references to jewelry’s attributes of colors and materials.  By showing the 

contexts in which the colors and materials are mentioned, it illuminates some of their 

symbolic connotations, and leads to the identification of certain colors as ritually 

significant.  These two chapters will involve primarily biblical and Egyptian sources, 

simply because less has been done with Mesopotamian terms.  Chapter three will also 

include information on linguistic approaches to color terms, which have been written 

about extensively in terms of Egyptian tomb paintings.  Essentially, it will deal with the 

lack of biblically extant terms for colors that are reflected in the archaeological remains. 

Chapter four surveys the materials used in Iron Age II jewelry, in terms of their 

places of origin, characteristics, and appropriate uses.  Chapter five describes the sites 

included in the dissertation and breaks down the jewelry in the appendices by site. This 

will show the biases in the samples used, with a disproportionate quantity of the jewelry 

coming from the Lachish tombs.  Together, these two chapters contribute to a better 

technical understanding of the objects and their contexts.  



 62 

Chapters six and seven present the heart of the matter: the jewelry itself.  Chapter 

six examines objects that were complete pieces of jewelry, in and of themselves, such as 

bangles, rings, and earrings.  These objects will be analyzed both in relation to the textual 

material reflecting their culturally specific uses, and in terms of the visibility of the 

finished products.  It will conclude that earrings were used more for wealth storage, and 

possibly also to denote social status.  Nose-rings are the only type of jewelry that seems 

related only to women, and was part of the bridal attire.  It may have continued to be 

worn by women to symbolize their married status.  Rings were used for wealth storage, 

status and apotropaic purposes.  Bangles appear to have been related to female marital 

status when worn in pairs, but may have been worn singly by men.  They were difficult to 

remove, and may have been inalienable parts of a person’s identity, given their 

prevalence in tombs.   

Chapter seven focuses on objects that were used as elements in larger pieces of 

jewelry: beads, simple pendants, scarabs, scaraboids, seals, and Egyptian amulet 

pendants.  There is a small amount of overlap between these chapters and sections.  Some 

of these objects were strung on necklaces, others set into rings, and yet others may have 

been pinned to clothing (cf. Mershen 1989:53).  These will be analyzed only in terms of 

color and material, with motifs given some small weight for the iconic or epigraphic 

pieces.   It will find that color is the primary criterion in the selection of stone jewelry 

elements, and that they fulfilled a ritual function.  This ritual use of color also extended to 

the uses of colored textiles in the same four color ranges in the contexts of Temple and 

Tabernacle.   



 63 

Finally, the conclusion will summarize the conclusions of each chapter, and tie 

everything together.  It will discuss the social functions of Iron Age jewelry, and how to 

differentiate between them in the archaeological record.  Finally, it will identify which 

classes of jewelry were perceived as amuletic, and which administrative.   Both the 

examination of Iron Age II jewelry as having communicative functions, and the role of 

color in rituals in ancient Israel and Judah, are new additions to the sub-field of Syro-

Palestinian archaeology. 
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CHAPTER 2: TEXTUAL REFERENCES TO JEWELRY 

Introduction 

 An advantage for archaeologists who work in historic periods is the availability of 

texts for references.  Even texts that do not focus on the archaeologist’s topics of interest 

may have information that is nonetheless pertinent.  For this reason, it is important to 

consult texts from the Iron Age or from soon thereafter.  Even texts from an earlier period 

may illuminate aspects of a later one, if an appropriate basis for comparison is 

established.  It is, however, necessary to keep in mind the biases of any author, whether 

modern or ancient. 

 The main text that was written in or about the Iron Age IIB-C in the southern 

Levant is the Hebrew Bible.  While it was edited later, it remains, both chronologically 

and spatially, the closest document to the time and place studied herein.  The 

Deuteronomistic and priestly redaction of the Bible make this a potential weakness, but 

as their legalistic and adamantly monotheistic biases are well known, it can be partly 

balanced out through careful treatments.  Therefore, it will be the main source for textual 

analysis in this dissertation.  This chapter includes the terms used for jewelry in the 

Hebrew Bible and an analysis thereof, utilizing scholarly Bible commentaries and 

ancillary studies.  It will also include a textual analysis of the evil eye, building on the 

treatment in chapter one.  The Bible provides the nearest approximation to the cultures of 

the Iron Age IIB-C southern Levant, and will shed some light on jewelry terms.   

 In the process of textual analysis, terms were selected that referred to possible 

jewelry types and/ or discussed as such in literature on jewelry (e.g. Platt 1979).  Next, 
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the Hebrew term was examined, and each use of it in the Bible noted, along with its 

context.  Those books that clearly date to the Persian period or later (e.g. Ezra, Nehemiah, 

Esther, etc – those that were set in the Persian period) were treated more cautiously where 

they seemed to reflect Persian culture.25  Finally, the primary documents were 

supplemented with relevant secondary literature to contextualize the work within the 

ongoing scholarly discussion of these matters. 

This process is reflected in the tables of social functions of jewelry as described in 

the biblical text, which includes citations for each relevant function and the terms for the 

jewelry. There are more functions in each chart than there are in the textual analyses.  

The remainder of the dissertation combines high status, as well as gender, age, and 

marital status within a single category of “status.”  Under the category of “offerings, the 

objects offered were not created for that function, but rather were repurposed, and were 

then removed from the category of jewelry.   

Finally, adornment is assumed and the only example of jewelry as sexual 

enticement that appears in the Bible relates to how the jewelry was worn.  This cannot be 

ascertained archaeologically, given the mixed state of funerary contexts.    

 This chapter will identify what objects were referred to by the terms in the Bible, 

to the extent that this is possible.  It will take this one step further as well, and identify in 

what capacities: insignia, gender marker, high or social status, amulet, wealth storage, 

administration, sacrificial offering, ethnic marker, sexual attractor, and/ or adornment, 

                                                 
25 The eyes and ears (see section on Evil Eye) and the adversary or Satan of Job are examples of non-Iron 
Age phenomena.   
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each type of object served.  This will be an important contribution to chapter six, wherein 

the textual and archaeological information will be combined.   

 

Terms  

tobf (ṭaba’at)  

tobf (ṭaba’at) (See Table 1) means ring (cf. HALOT 2:369), and appears 4626 

times in the biblical27 text, 39 of them in Exodus and Leviticus, once in Isaiah (3:21), and 

six times in Esther.  Because Esther is either a Persian or perhaps even Hellenistic 

composition, it will be given less weight than the earlier materials.  Only four of the total 

occurrences (Gen 41:42; Ex. 35:22; Num 31:50, Is 3:21) refer clearly to rings as jewelry.  

The remaining 34 examples, as well as a second usage in Ex. 35:22, do not refer to 

jewelry.  Instead, they are part of the instructions for building the tabernacle and priestly 

accoutrements, and the carrying out of those instructions. They are used as links to attach 

pieces to each other, not as decoration.  

The first of the four jewelry rings, Gen 41:42, refers to a signet ring belonging to 

Pharaoh, which he gave to Joseph as a sign of his office.  Therefore, it served as a status 

symbol and insignia of office.  Ex 35:22 and Num 31:50 mention gold rings which are 

among the valuable items donated to the Tabernacle. Thus, these appear to be items that 

served as wealth storage.  Isaiah 3:21 lists jewelry worn by Jerusalem aristocrats, and 

thus this is likely referring to jewelry as insignia of high office (according to Platt 1979), 

                                                 
26 The plural appears twice more, Ezra 2:43 and Nehemiah 7:46, but as a proper name. 
27 For the remainder of the dissertation, “Bible” and ‘biblical” refer specifically to the Hebrew Bible, not 
the Greek.   
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or at least as forms of conspicuous consumption, which could better be used to help the 

poor or donate to the Temple.   

All four rings would have been expensive, and therefore served as wealth storage.  

However, two are presented solely as forms of wealth, and the other two denote rank and/ 

or status.  Rank and high social status are often associated with wealth; therefore, the 

functions of wealth storage and status marker complemented and strengthened each other.   

There is no clear attribution of gender to the rings. In Ex. 35:22, the rings 

belonged to, and were donated by women, while that in Num 31:50 was not.  The signet 

rings were associated with men in textual references (Gen. 41:42, Est. 3:10, 12; 8:2, 8, 

10), because they were the authority figures who needed the rings.  The example from 

Isaiah is not clearly associated with either gender.   

 It is not clear what some of the rings looked like. Wildberger (1991:154) and Platt 

(1979:77-78) suggest that all of the occurrences of the term rings referred to seal rings.  

This assumption is unwarranted for two reasons.  First, there is no reason to assume that 

the Tabernacle was held together with seal rings.  Properly speaking, seals were used for 

personal identification, signatures, and amulets, whereas rings could be metal circles 

serving structural connective purposes.   

Second, many of the rings found in archaeological contexts are simple bands, and 

lacked attachments for seals.  The simplest assumption is that tobf (ṭaba’at) referred to 

the ring itself, and only if the function is specified did it necessitate a seal attachment. 

Those melted down were probably also envisioned as metal bands.  Only the example 

from Isaiah is ambiguous.   
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Term Translation 
High 
Status Insignia 

Social 
Status Gender Amulet 

tobf ring 
Gen 
41:42 Gen 41:42   F-Ex 35:22   

Mzn (ear) ring   Is. 3:21       

Mzn (nose) ring   Is. 3:21 

bridal - 
Ezek. 
16:12, 
Gen. 
24:22, 30, 
47 

F-Ezek. 16:12, 
Gen. 24:22, 
30, 47   

Mzn ring? 
Judg. 
8:24-26 Judg. 8:24-26   

F - Hos. 2:15, 
M - Judg. 
8:24-26    

Mylygo hoop earrings     

bridal - 
Ezek. 
16:12     

twpyfn 
pendant, poss. 
for earrings 

Judg. 
8:26 

Judg. 8:26, Is. 
3:19   M - Judg. 8:26   

dmx bracelet     

bridal - 
Gen. 
24:22, 30, 
47;  Ezek 
16:11, 
23:42  

F - Gen. 24:22, 
30, 47; Ezek 
16:11, 23:42    

hrv 
insufficient 
evidence   Is. 3:19       

Table 2.1, part 1:  Jewelry types by function and citation   

 

Term, 
cont. 

Wealth 
Storage Admin Offering 

Ethnic 
Marker Adornment 

Sexual 
Attractor 

tobf     
Ex 35:22, 
Num 31:50       
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Mzn     
Gen. 35:4, 
Ex. 32:2-3       

Mzn             

Mzn 

Ex. 35:22, 
Judg. 8:24-
26, Prov. 
25:12   

Ex. 35:22, 
Judg. 8:24-
26 

Judg. 8:24-
26 Hos. 2:15   

Mylygo Num. 31:50           
twpyfn Judg. 8:26   Judg. 8:26 Judg. 8:26     

dmx 

Gen. 24:22, 
30, 47, Num. 
31:50   Num. 31:50       

hrv             

Table 2.1, part 2:  Jewelry types by function and citation 
 

Mzn (Nezem)  

Mzn (nezem) also appears to have meant “ring”, but unlike tobf (ṭaba’at) it 

referred only to jewelry.  In two cases it was clearly used for earrings because the phrase 

is “the rings that are in ears.”28  In Genesis 35:4, the owners of the Mymzn (nezamim) are 

“the household,” thus they were of unspecified gender.  In Exodus 32:2-3, however, the 

owners are female.  In terms of function, the Genesis earrings were used as a guilt 

offering after massacring the men of Shechem.  The Exodus earrings, like the other 

offered jewelry were melted down for building the Tabernacle.   

Another four examples,29 Gen. 24:22, 30, 47; Is. 3:21; Ez. 16:12; and Prov. 

11:22,30 include the modifier “that is on the nose” to specify where they are worn.31  The 

                                                 
28 Simplified – the Exodus verses call for gold rings.  The material was not relevant in this case.   
29 In cases where multiple verses refer back to a single object, such as Gen. 24:22, 30, 47, it counts as a 
single example.  This is because the concern here is with objects, not just with words.  A second or third 
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nose-ring in Genesis is a gift for Rebecca.   In Isaiah it is in the insignia-list with tobf 

(ṭaba’at), showing that whoever created this list understood these two terms to refer to 

distinct items and in Ezekiel it is listed as a piece of bridal finery.  This could have been 

the connotation for Rebecca in Genesis as well.  Therefore, two of the references to rings 

“on the nose” are female-related, and two neutral.  While men are often depicted wearing 

earrings in Mesopotamia (see above) and in Egypt (Andrews 1990:111), they are not 

depicted with nose rings (Curtis and Reade, eds, 1995), suggesting that nose-rings were 

specifically a female ornament.   

In other cases (Ex. 35:22; Judg. 8:24-26, Hos. 2:15, Prov. 25:12), the body part on 

which the Mzn (nezem) was worn is unclear; it may even refer to finger-rings.   The need 

for modifiers is inconsistent, however, as Gen 24:22, and 24:30 use the unmodified word 

in a context clearly referring to a nose ring.  The Mzn (nezem) in Exodus is used both as 

wealth storage and object of offering.  In Judges they had three functions: as loot from a 

battle they functioned as a form of wealth, to be melted down and formed into an ephod; 

they had been Midianite ethnic markers32 (cf. HALOT 2:684); and they were sacrificed to 

make a religious artifact.33  In Hosea, the Mzn (nezem) is an adornment to attract lovers,34 

                                                                                                                                                 
reference to a single object may add to the information about it, as though they all included the full 
information.   
30 This proverb provides no help as to social functions of jewelry, as it reads: A beautiful woman without 
discretion is like a gold ring in a pig’s nose.   
31 Gen. 24:47 specifies “that is on her nose;” 24:22 and 24:30 refer to the same objects.   
32 “….They had gold rings, because they were Ishmaelites” (Judg. 8:24) 
33 “And Gideon made it into an ephod….” (Judg. 8:27) 
34 “…and she decorated herself with rings and jewelry, and she went after her lovers, and forgot me, said 
Yawheh” (Hos. 2:15).   
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and in Proverbs it is an exemplar for value,35 and therefore fits into the wealth storage 

category.  In terms of gender, in Hosea it is associated with females, in Judges with 

males, and in Exodus and Proverbs it is not clear who wore the Mzn (nezem). 

Not only is the term ambiguous, it is also difficult to differentiate between 

earrings and nose rings in archaeological contexts.  It appears that the same types of rings 

were worn in both ways (Platt 1979:77-78).  In one case, the location of a mulberry 

earring in the skull of a burial at Megiddo showed that an item typically assumed to be an 

earring was being used as a nose ring (Loud 1948: Pl. 225:9, T. 2121).  It is even possible 

that, after losing one earring, the remaining match may have become a nose-ring.  

Platt identifies this as a type of nose ring worn by queens and brides, as 

mentioned in Ezek 16:12, although she recognized that the word also referred to earrings 

(1979:77-78).  She maintains that the list of items as a whole (Isa. 3:18-21) indicts both 

male and female aristocrats (Platt 1979:200).  It is also possible that the Midianite men 

wore jewelry that was different from other peoples in the area, otherwise considered 

feminine in the Southern Levant or more likely, that was simply different from that of the 

rest of their neighbors.  It appears that women only wore nose rings (Ex. 35:22; Hos. 

2:15; Pr. 25:12), and that both wore earrings (Gen. 35:4, 32:2f for women; Ex. 32:2f for 

men), and that Ishmaelites wore earrings, nose rings, or rings (cf. HALOT 2:684).   

 

                                                 
35 “Like a gold ring or ornament is a wise man’s reproof to a listening ear” (Prov. 25:12) 
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Mylygo (‘Agilim) 

Mylygo (‘agilim) signifies earrings (Num. 31:50; Ez. 16:12), although this is made 

clear only in one instance (Ez. 16:12).  Its root implies that it is round (lgo) (cf. HALOT 

2:784), but does not indicate where or how it was worn.  Of the two occurrences in the 

Hebrew Bible, the first (Num. 31:50) classifies Mylygo (‘agilim) as an element of plunder.  

This does not make it clear whether men or women would have worn them, but only that 

they had some value for a conqueror.  The second reference (Ezekiel 16:12) refers to 

Mylygo, worn on the ears, as part of an extended metaphor of Israel as bride and queen of 

Yahweh, along with a Mzn in the nose, and many other pieces of jewelry (Platt 1979:77-

78).  

It is possible that both  Mylygo (agilim) and Mymzn (nezamim) were earrings and 

nose rings of different types.  Given that ‘agilim are etymologically connected to the 

words for “round” and “circle”, they are most likely the simplest objects.  Neither type is 

likely to be the boat or lunate types, which would be more appropriately called 

śaharonim (see below).  The Mymzn (nezamim) might have been a kind of earring with a 

pendant, such as the mulberry earrings, leaving the term “Mylygo (agilim)” for hoops.  
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Fig. 2.1. Lunate earring and hoop earring from Lachish (Tufnell 1953:Pl. 57) 
 

twpyfn (Neṭifot) 

twpyfn (neṭifot) has traditionally been translated as earrings or drop earrings (see 

e.g. HALOT 2:695) , sharing its root with words meaning “to pour, drip, or drop.”  It is a 

cognate to the Arabic word for earrings (HALOT 2:695), however, Platt makes a 

compelling case for  twpyfn (neṭifot) as pendants, following Dalman (1928-42:2.350).  

Dalman included dangling earrings within the twpyfn, and Wildberger specified that they 

were made of pearls (Wildberger 1991:152).  Platt proposed limiting them to pendants 

worn on necklaces, not earrings, but expanded the likely materials to include 

semiprecious stones, faience, and glass.  She posited that the twpyfn were the beads that 

were suspended on necklaces in conjunction with the crescents and sun/ star pendants,36 

named for their resemblance to drops of liquid (1979:74).  

                                                 
36 For the combination of beads, sun disks, crescents, and cord or chain, see Maxwell-Hyslop 1971: Pl. 
220.   
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Etymologically, the root suggests something that hangs down, making the pendant 

claim reasonable.  Grounding Hebrew etymology in Hebrew language, where the words 

were extant, is highly preferable to using Arabic cognates, although still not a reliable 

indicator of meaning.  However, it is rash to try to limit the type of drop object without 

any additional information.  It may have been a type of pendant, referring to shape, rather 

than type of jewelry on which it was suspended.  It appears to be more appropriate to call 

it a pendant without further specifying.  

 The word appears only twice in the Bible, in Judg. 8:26 and Is. 3:19.  In Judges 

they were associated with Midianite kings; they were expensive, ethnic and status 

markers worn by men.  In Isaiah they are part of the list of insignia of high office, of 

unclear gender attribution37 

(Platt 1979).   

 

Fig. 2.2: Bronze Mulberry earrings, possibly neṭifot (Tufnell 1953:Pl. 57) (left), 
lapis lazuli pendant (right), possibly one of the twpyfn (neṭifot) as well (Zuckerman 
1996:289). 
 

                                                 
37 “….the lunates, the pendants and the purple (‘‘argaman) clothes that were on the kings of Midian…” 
(Judg. 8:26).  
“On that day, Yahweh will remove the glory of the anklets, the sun-pendants, the lunates, the pendants, the 
bracelets, and the veils” (Is. 3:18-19).   
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dmx (ṣmid), translated as bracelet, is found four times in the Hebrew Bible:  Gen. 

24:22, 30, 47; Num. 31:50, and Ezek 16:11, 23:42 (cf. HALOT 3:1034).  In the first 

example,38 Eliezer places a golden Mzn (nezem) in Rebecca’s nose, and two golden 

Mydymx (ṣmidim) on her hands.  The text specifies first that her brother, Laban, saw her 

new jewelry and then listened to her words, showing the importance of the jewelry.  In 

addition,  both the Mydymx (ṣmidim) and the Mzn (nezem) are mentioned together in Ezek 

 16:11 in reference to bridal regalia.39  This 

suggests that in Genesis, Eliezer used these to 

mark Rebecca as Isaac’s betrothed (cf. Platt 

1979:77-78).  The weight of the pieces is 

specified at 10 shekels each (90-113 gr.40), 

showing that they were valued as a form of.      Fig. 2.3: Bangles (Tufnell 1953:Pl. 55:3) 

wealth as well 

In Num. 31:50, the Mydymx (ṣmidim) are part of the booty collected in battle, 

showing high value; they then served as offerings.  The two uses in Ezekiel are more 

descriptive.  Ezek 16:11 and 23:42 refer to Mydymx (ṣmidim) as part of bridal attire. In 

                                                 
38 Three verses all referring to the same objects. 
39 MylygoÅ, Mymzn, an hrfo, or crown, and a dybr, or necklace on the throat complete this regalia.   
40 Before 700 BCE an Egyptian weight system was used for the shekel, whereas after 700 BCE the shekel 
was based on an Assyrian system that was roughly 25% heavier (Ronen 1996. 
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any case, it appears from these references that Mydymx (ṣmidim) were a type of bracelet, 

probably bangles (Platt 1979:76), which are the only type of bracelet clearly identified in 

the archaeological record from the Iron II Southern Levant, and which can be melted 

down for re-use.  In three of the four uses of the term Mydymx (ṣmidim) in the Hebrew 

Bible, they were worn by women, and in Numbers they were not worn; they may well 

have served as status markers for women according to their ages, as Green (forth.) found 

for the Late Bronze and Iron Age I.41  

 

hrv (šerah) 

hrv (šerah), which appears only once in the Bible (Is. 3:19) has usually been 

translated as bracelet.  Traditionally, a hrv  was thought to have been an armband or a 

bracelet (BRL 30ff.), a translation based on cognates in Akkadian, Aramaic, Syrian, and 

Arabic.  Wildberger used these cognates to support his claim that it was a foreign term 

(1991:152; cf. HALOT 4:1650).    Platt, however, related this term to rwv (šor), meaning 

umbilical cord, and the twrvrv  (šaršarot) which were golden chains holding the high 

priest’s ephod.  On this basis, she translated hrv (šerah)  as a necklace chain or cord, 

from which the twøpyfn (neṭifot), Mynrhc (śaharonim), and Mysybv (ševisim) were 

suspended (Platt 1979:74).   Given that chains, if used in jewelry, were exceedingly rare42 

                                                 
41 Fig. 2.3: Bangles (Tufnell 1953:Pl. 55:3) 
42 While the corpus included in the appendices is not exhaustive, the complete lack of metal chains in it and 
in the rest of the literature I have consulted for this dissertation strongly suggests a lack of chains.   
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in the Iron Age II Southern Levant, this seems unlikely.  Between the lack of excavated 

chains, and the word’s status as a hapax legomenon, there is insufficient information for 

any solid translation at this time.   

Term Translation 
High 
Status Insignia 

Social 
Status Gender Amulet 

hdox  insufficient evidence   Is. 3:20       

hdoxa  armband   2 Sam 1:10       

sko  anklet/ bangle Is. 3:16     

F - Is. 3:16, 
M - Prov. 
1:9   

dbr necklace Gen. 41:42 Gen. 41:42 
bridal - 
Ezek. 16:11 

M - Gen. 
41:42, F-
Ezekiel 
16:11   

qno necklace       
F - Song 
4:9   

Nrhc 
crescent pendants/  
earrings   

Judges 
8:21, 26; 
Is. 3:18       

sybv  
rosettes/ star 
pendants   Is. 3:18       

jj hook/ fibula           

zmwk  ornament           

hrfo crown   

2 Sam 
12:30; Is. 
28:1, 3, 5; 
Jer. 13:18; 
Ezek 
21:31; 
23:42; 1 
Chron. 
20:2 

bridal - 
Ezek. 16:12 

M - 2 Sam 
12:30, Jeer. 
13:18; F - 
Jer. 13:18, 
Ezek. 
16:12; 
23:42; 1 
Chron. 
20:2   

Table 2.2, part 1.  Jewelry by function and citation 
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Term, 
Cont. 

Wealth 
Storage 

 
Admin Offering Ethnic Marker Adornment 

Sexual 
Attractor 

hdox              

hdoxa  Num. 31:50   
Num. 
31:50       

sko          Is. 3:16 Is. 3:16 

dbr       

Midianite 
camels Judg 
8:26     

qno Prov. 1:9       Song 4:9   

Nrhc       Judges 8:21, 26     

sybv              
jj Ex. 35:22   Ex. 35:22       

zmwk  
Ex. 35:22, 
Num. 31:50   

Ex. 35:22, 
Num. 
31:50       

hrfo 

2 Sam 12:30; 
1 Chron. 
20:2       

Is. 28:5; 62:3; 
Jer. 13:18, 
Ezek. 16:12   

Table 2.2, part 2.  Jewelry by function and citation.   

hdoxa ('Eṣ'adah) and hdox (ṣ’adah) 

Two other related terms, hdoxa ('Eṣ’adah) and hdox (ṣ’adah), may have 

referred to bracelets or armlets.  Both words share the root dox, of unknown origin, and 

their relationship one to another, while assumed, is unclear (Platt 1979:76).  McCarter 

raised the possibility of a scribal error leading to hdoxaw (v’eṣ’adah) from the similar 

sounding hdoxhw (v’haṣ’adah) (1984:57).  This seems like a reasonable suggestion, 

although unverifiable without an ancient text to support it.   
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hdoxa ('eṣ’adah) appears in only two contexts: in Num 31:50, it is part of the 

loot claimed after a battle, and in 2 Sam 1:10 it served as part of the royal insignia 

brought to David to prove Saul’s death in battle.  It has been suggested that in Num. 

31:50 (HALOT 1:82), it described a chain stretching between the ankles and constricting 

movement, but in 2 Sam 1:10 it is worn on the arm (ibid.). 

There are three difficulties with this term:  first, there are two similar words with 

similar meanings, neither of which is quite clear; and second, the most logical root for 

both is dox, which means “step.”  This led to the definition of “ankle-chain” for 

Numbers 31:50.  Such an item would have prevented the wearers from striding, causing 

them to take small steps (Dalman 1928-42:350; Wildberger 1991:153) and swish their 

hips.  This would be more convincing if such objects had been identified 

archaeologically.   

However, that translation is impossible for the 2 Sam 1:10, which clearly states 

that Saul wore it on his arm or wrist.  Because the Numbers reference does not mention 

where it was worn, the more specific verse should be given priority, and so the term 

should be translated as an armband.  To speculate, perhaps this type of object was 

originally worn as an anklet, and later became an armband as well.  The name, however, 

remained as it had been, reflecting its origins.  

hdox (ṣ’adah) appears only in Isaiah 3:20, and it has been identified with several 

possibilities, ranging from ‘anklet’ or ‘chains on the feet’, to ‘girdle’ or ‘breast bands’, 

and ‘armlet.’  The first possibility, ‘anklet’ or ‘chains on the feet’, stems from its apparent 



 80 

relationship with the root dox, or step (HALOT 3:1040).  The second, ‘girdle’, is based 

on Greek (Wildberger 1991:153). The third, ‘breast bands’, and ‘armlet’, is based on its 

closeness to dymx, (ṣmid) in 2 Sam 1:10.  Platt acknowledged the coupling of hdoxa 

('eṣ’adah) with dymx (ṣmid), or bangle in Num. 31:50, and that the relationship to dox, 

or step was a strong possibility as well, implying foot jewelry, but “as yet there is no 

convincing archaeological evidence for a ‘step-chain’” (Platt 1979:76).  Perhaps this was 

the anklet that the term hdoxa ('eṣ’adah) was based on, although “anklet” has been 

suggested as the translation of sko (ekhes), below.  As it is a hapax legomenon, no 

further explanation is possible.   

 

sko (‘ekhes) 

Isaiah 3:18 used a separate word, sko (‘ekhes) for ‘bangle’.  These were worn on 

the ankles in groups, and the term is based on the root for “jingle” (Is. 3:16).     If Mydymx 

(ṣmidim) were bangles, as Platt claimed (1979:73), then Mysko (‘akhasim) may have 

been bangles specifically worn on the ankles.  This is based on two points:  first, the 

women of Zion walked “… with heads held high and seductive eyes, and go along with 

mincing steps and tinkle the bangles on their feet,” (Isaiah 3:16).  “Jingling,” in this case, 

is hnskot (t’akasnah), sharing the same root, sko, as this word.  Second, several Iron 

Age burials include female skeletons adorned with “heavy round anklets or bangles, worn 

several at a time” (Platt 1979:73).  These were also depicted on Late Bronze age female 
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figurines, worn several at a time.  If women wore them similarly, it would cause them to 

make noise with each step (ibid.)  Wildberger suggests that women wore the Mysko 

(‘akhasim)  in order to draw attention to themselves in a sexual twist on adornment.  and 

that they often had bells attached to tinkle with each step (1991).  Platt’s explanation is 

more convincing, though, because she considered the archaeological and art historical 

remains along with the terms whereas Wildberger used only textual data.43 In addition, no 

archaeological remains have been found of bells attached, and multiple bangles would 

have made noise with each step on their own.44    

 

dbr (R’vid)  

dbr (r’vid) is used in Genesis and Ezekiel to refer to a necklace.  In Gen. 41:42, 

it is “the golden necklace”, part of the insignia granted Joseph by Pharaoh.  This could be 

the “Gold of Honor” (Markowitz 2001), gold flies, shebyu or bat-emblem (Andrews 

1990:181-184), all of which served as tokens of honor or service in Egypt.45  It was 

definitely a necklace, as the text specifies that it was on his neck.  Functionally, it served 

as a status symbol. 

 

                                                 
43 This is not intended as criticism.  Wildberger (1991) is a commentary on Isaiah, whereas Platt (1979) is 
about the archaeological and art historical bases for proper translations of jewelry terms in Isaiah 3:18-23.   
44 I suspect that the noise would have been more of a clinking than a jingling, since the contact with skin 
would shorten and muffle the sound, and because the weight of those bangles (see above, tzmid),  would 
have minimized motion of bangles with steps, and made the sound low.   
45 Fig. 2.4 and Fig. 2.5 are from the New Kingdom, and is therefore earlier than the Iron Age II, but is a 
good depiction of the object.   
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Fig. 2.4: Gold flies (Andrews 1990:181) 

Fig. 2.5: Shebyu gold collar (Andrews 1990:183) 

In Ezekiel (16:11), the locus 

on the body is specified as 

the throat. It appears to be 

part of the bridal finery, 

worn by a woman. This was clearly a necklace, and it may have been specifically an 

Egyptian-style collar necklace, although 2 Chr. 3:16 suggests it to be a chain, of a type 

not yet found in the Iron II Southern Levant.   

A third possible occurrence of this word is in 2 Chronicles 3:16, where the MT 

shows the word dbr (r’vid), but other sources (HALOT  3:1179, BHS (ad loc.)) suggest 

that two letters were transposed, and the original reading was dybrk.  That would change 

the meaning to “And he made chains like the dbr (r’vid), and he placed them at the top 
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of the columns; and he made 100 pomegranates, and he put them on the chain,”  which 

makes more sense than the text as it currently stands.   

 

qno (‘Anak) 

qno (‘anak), a type of jewelry worn around the neck, appears in Judges 8:26, Ps. 

73:6, Prov. 1:9, and Song 4:9.  The reference in Psalms states that pride will be a 

necklace, and uses a feminine form of qno (‘anak), hqno (‘anakah),.  Prov. 1:9 compares 

parental teachings to a necklace in value.  Song of Songs uses a masculine form of the 

word, locates the piece on the neck, and uses it as an exemplar of beauty.  Finally, 

according to Judges 8:26, camels also wore twqno (‘anakot),.   

The only clear characteristic is that it was worn around the neck. A woman wears 

it in Song 4:9, and camels wear it in Judges 8:26.  The other two verses do not make it 

clear who wore them.  Although (HALOT 2:815) several sources assume the qno (‘anak), 

to have been women’s jewelry, the accompanying pronoun for the neck is masculine in 

Prov. 1:9.  Furthermore, the association with camels raises the possibility that it was a 

collar-type of jewelry that the camel could not get its head stuck in, as it might in a loose 

necklace.   

The camel reference also raises the possibility of a restrictive neck-ornament akin 

to a bridle.  Pride could be restrictive and comparable to a bridle (Ps. 73:6), and parental 

teachings could be described in a good sense as a bridle to guide people (Prov. 1:9).  

However, Song of Songs includes it to emphasize the woman’s beauty, which is less 
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likely for a bridle, as it compares the lover to a beast of burden.  It is more likely to refer 

to a choker, then, which is the equivalent of an animal collar.   

The term qno (‘anak) is related to many cognates in other Semitic languages, 

whose meanings center around necks and stones (BRL 1:257ff;  BRL 2:286f; Reicke and 

Rost 1962-6:1709; HALOT 2:858-59).  The necklaces, particularly if they were collar-

style or otherwise solid, could have been inlaid with stones.  Following Platt’s work 

(1979), one could assume that the word twpyfn (neṭifot) would have been used if there 

were pendants attached to this item.  In sum, this refers to a necklace, probably a choker, 

which might have been worn by men and/ or by women. 

 

Nrhc (Śaharon) 

The Nrhc (śaharon), derives its name from the crescent moon. The object is 

found in Isaiah’s list of upper 

class or governmental insignia 

(3:18) and is also mentioned in 

the book of Judges (8:21, 26), 

where it is said to be worn by 

Midianites and their camels.  The 

word means “crescent”, and is 

related to a root common to 

several Semitic languages referring to the moon and moon gods.  The ending “-on” in this 
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case could serve as a diminutive suffix, “little moons”, or as an abstraction.  These little 

moon pendants may have served as amulets (HALOT 3:1311). 

Fig. 2.6: Crescent pendants (Maxwell-Hyslop 1971:Pl. 115) (above).  
Fig. 2.7: boat/ lunate earrings (Maxwell-Hyslop 1971:Pl. 159) (Below).   

Platt, however, considered the crescents to 

be a form of insignia of  kingship in Midian 

, worn by both the kings and their camels, 

the latter as a sign of belonging to the king.  

The text does not specify where the kings 

of Midian wore these Mynrhc (śaharonim), 

but the camels wore them on their necks; it 

is possible that the kings did the same (Platt 1979:73-74).    There are at  least two types 

of archaeologically attested crescent shaped jewelry: pendants (Platt 1979:73-74) 

(Maxwell-Hyslop 1971:138)  and one of several types of crescent-shaped earrings 

(Maxwell-Hyslop 1971:159; 229, 230)),  that may have fit into  

 the earring categories above.  See Maxwell-Hyslop for earrings.   

 

sybv (švis) 

Traditionally, sybv (švis) (Is. 3:18) was translated as a headband or front-band 

(BDB 1979:987), possibly what the ṭoṭafot were attached to.  It appears only once, in a 

list of women’s ornament.  BDB claims that its etymology is unknown (1979:987), 

however, Ugaritic š.p.š., the Akkadian names šapši and šapša, and the Arabic deity 
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šabisa/ Sabis all suggest a meaning of “little suns” (van den Branden 1950:88f, Platt 

1979:194-95; Wildberger 1991:152).  Wildberger adds that the “women who wore them 

would probably not even have known that these pieces of jewelry were originally 

symbols of the sun-and moon- deity and, as such, had a religious meaning (as amulets or 

as a guarantee of fertility)” (Wildberger 1991:152).   

This is unlikely for two reasons.  First, a solar cult of Yahweh appears to have  

been part of an indigenous tradition that was shared by national gods throughout the 

ancient Near East  (Smith 1990:38-39, Lipínski 1995:1447).  Second, the amount of 

religious overlap that is acknowledged (and condemned) in the Hebrew Bible, and that 

has been supported in modern scholarly reconstructions of ancient Israelite religion and 

culture, renders unwarranted any assumption of Israelite uniqueness.  

Platt pointed out as parallels the sun-disk pendants found on Assyrian reliefs, 

including the Dilbat necklace (18th-17th century BCE) (Maxwell-Hyslop 1971:88-90, Pl. 

61-64), and a relief of Ashurnasirpal II (884-859 BCE) strung on a cord necklace with 

crescent pendants (Maxwell-Hyslop 1971: Pl. 220).  She further notes that Isaiah 3:18 

places it in immediate verbal proximity to the crescent pendants as well.  While the 

iconographic depictions of these items come largely from Mesopotamia, concrete 

examples, often called rosettes or star pendants, have been found in excavations from the 

southern Levant from the Late Bronze Age as well as the Iron II period, and in several 

materials (Platt 1979:194-5). In addition, terra cotta horse figurines from the 7th century 

included discs on the horse’s heads, between the ears (Holland 1977:149-150; Smith 

1990:31-32; Barkay 1992:361-62; cf. Taylor 1993).  These have, at times, been identified 
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as the horses of the sun (2 Kings 23:11).  Additional solar imagery, originally deriving 

from Egypt, also appears in glyptic iconography with monarchic connections (Keel and 

Uehlinger 1998: 259, 276). 

Several archaeologically attested objects are candidates for the term Mysybv.  The 

possibilities include rosettes and star disks, differentiated by rounded or pointed edges, 

with varying numbers of rays or points (Platt 1979:196-97).  According to Maxwell-

Hyslop, the rosette represented Inanna-Ishtar, but the pointed star was an emblem of a 

sun god.  However, both she and Platt recognized that the two motifs were conflated at 

various times, and by various workshops (Maxwell-Hyslop 1971:140-151, Platt 

1979:196).  Platt (ibid.) shows that both types of image were found in the Iron II period, 

it is unclear if the blurred attribution continued in this period, or if they were perceived as 

distinct.  

Three possibilities remain, with equal amounts of evidence:  First, the blurring 

could have continued into the late Iron II period, which should be visible in their being 

interchangeable in jewelry and in depictions of jewelry, although the use of the rosette, 

but not the star, as a Judahite royal symbol (Keel and Uehlinger 1998:353), suggests that 

the two were distinct, at least according to the workshops of the monarchies.  Second, 

they could have been distinct, retaining the original attributions.  Third, they could have 

been distinguished, but with the interpretations reversed from the original: the star for 

Ishtar and the rosette as the solar image.  The last possibility seems to be the most likely, 

given the evidence for solar imagery associated with the monarchy.  If the rosette 

represented the sun, it would connect Judahite royal symbolism to the horses and the 
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chariots of the sun mentioned in 2 Kings 23:11 (see chapter seven) (Holland 1977:149-

150; Smith 1990:31-32; Barkay 1992:361-62; cf. Taylor 1993).  For the moment, given 

the Assyrian iconographic evidence, and their verbal proximity to Mynwrhs (śaharonim),  

it is likely that rosettes could have been Isaiah’s Mysybv (švisim) (Platt 1979:195-197). 

 

jj (ḥaḥ) 

jj (ḥaḥ) appears in a list of gold jewelry (Ex. 35:22), but its meaning is 

uncertain.  While several translations use “brooch” as the English equivalent (NIV, 

NASB, NRSV), this is the only use of jj (ḥaḥ) in a sense other than “hook” (cf. Is 

37:29, 2 Kings 19:28).  It is clearly golden and decorative, but the specific type of 

jewelry is uncertain, and may well have included a hook as a fastener.  It may have been 

a fibula used to hold clothing together (HALOT 1:305), a suggestion based on 

archaeological findings of fibulae from the Iron II period (Tufnell 1953:392;  cf. Pedde 

2000).  None of those found at the sites included in this work were made of gold.  Few 

contained silver.  They were ultimately excluded from this dissertation because their 

function is clearly to keep clothing on and they were overwhelmingly made of metals 

used for tools.  The only exception 

is a unique example where a seal 

was incorporated into the fibula.   

Fig. 2.8: Fibula with Seal 
(Lamon and Shipton 1939:124) 
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zmwk (Kumaz) 

The meaning of zmwk (kumaz) is similarly uncertain.  The context shows that it is a 

type of golden ornament (Ex. 35:22, Num. 31:50), translated variously as “ornament” 

(NIV Ex. 35:22), “necklace” (NIV, NASB Num 31:50), “bracelet” (NASB Ex. 35:22), 

and pendant (NRSV Ex. 35:22, Num. 31:50).  The standard lexica have opted for 

nondescript translations: “name of a golden ornament” (BDB, 1979:484), and an 

“ornament for a woman” based on occurrences in later Hebrew texts (HALOT, 2:464). 

 In Exodus (35:22) it is one of the items that the women provided to be melted 

down for the creation of the Tabernacle.  No information is included regarding what it 

was or how it was worn or used, but simply that it was made of gold.  In Numbers 

(31:50), the zmwk (kumaz) is in a similarly vague list of gold objects provided as 

offerings.  Thus, it is best described as an ornament or an adornment, as it is not possible 

to identify its original meaning at this time.  Functionally, however, it obviously served 

as a form of wealth because it was made of gold and probably as an object denoting high 

status for the same reason.   

 

hrfo (‘Aṭarah) 

hrfo (‘aṭarah), translated as crown, wreath, or garland, occurs in the Bible both 

in literal (2 Sam. 12:30; Jer. 13:18; Ezek 16:12; 21:31, 23:42; 1 Chr. 20:2) and 

metaphorical contexts (Isa. 28:1, 3, 5; 62:3).  It has been translated with many words, 
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ranging from glory, to beauty, to splendor, but according to Platt, “the basic biblical 

meaning has more to do with symbols of high office which would, as a matter of course, 

be ‘beautiful’ jewelry, metalwork and apparel designating exaltation and honor” 

(1979:71-73).  “Garland” or “wreath”  have often been included as possible translations 

of hrfo (' aṭarah) (HALOT,  NIV, NASB, and NRSV), and could also serve as 

temporary crowns.  In all instances, “crown” would be equally accurate.  Only one usage 

of the word suggests a connection to vegetation, as it is presented in parallel to “the 

fading flower of its glorious beauty (Is. 28:1); even that is tenuous.46  In any case, there is 

clearly a relationship between garlands, such as those used by the Greeks for victors, and 

later crowns, if not earlier ones as well.  Given that no crowns have been identified in the 

corpus for this study, it will not be studied further, although it obviously served as a royal 

symbol in Judah and Israel. 

 

rzn (Nizer) 

rzn (nizer) refers to a crowns or a diadem, particularly in contexts of 

consecration.  It shares the root rzn with “consecration, dedication, and Nazirites” (BDB 

1979:634).  Other sources specify that it is a “crown, diadem, headband made of precious 

metal and bound on the apertures, as a sign of being consecrated” (HALOT 2:684), and 

that it might be related to an Egyptian snake goddess ntrt (ibid.).  Egyptian connections 

with royal iconography are reasonable; Keel and Uehlinger noted that Israelite 

                                                 
46 Blenkinsopp (2000) translates it as coronet in 28:1, 3, 5, rather than garland or wreath.   
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monarchies used Egyptian royal and solar iconography in their own symbolic materials 

(1998:259, 276).47  They also posit that much of the Egyptian influence came via the 

Phoenicians, suggesting that they used it as well.  A uraeus, an Egyptian solar symbol, 

was found in the seventh century Philistine temple at Tel Miqne-Ekron (Gitin 1996:70).  

They have been found in glyptic iconography (Keel and Uehlinger 1998:269-70; 273 

351-53).  The rzn (nizer) is clearly related to an office.  In the Bible, it is used in 

reference to royal regalia: King Saul’s crown of office (2 Sam 1:10), Joash’s coronation 

crown (2 Kings 11:12, 2 Chr 23:11), David’s crown (Ps 89:40), the crown of Yahweh’s 

anointed (Ps. 132:18).  In the Wilderness narratives, it refers to the “holy crown” worn by 

the high priest (Ex 29:6, 39:30; Lev 8:9).  This is probably a sub-type of crown, a more 

specific type of hrfo (' aṭarah). 

Both Ex. 39:30 and Lev. 8:9 include details about the Xyx (ṣiṣ) of the rzn .  

According to Ex. (39:30) it was to be engraved with hyhyl vdq, (qodeš la-Yahweh) 

meaning ‘holy to Yahweh’, and in Lev. (8:9) it was to face front.  Xyx (ṣiṣ) has been 

translated as “plate” (NIV, NASB), whereas the NRSV translates it as a ‘rosette.’  Given 

that in other contexts Xyx (ṣiṣ) appears as a flower (e.g. Num. 17:23; 1 Kings 6:18, 29, 

32, 35; Is. 28:1, 40:6-8; Ps. 103:15), the floral element makes more sense.  In addition, 

rosettes appear in iconographic contexts as royal symbols in the southern Levant (Keel 

                                                 
47 While Smith (1990) found evidence that the royal solar cults of national gods were indigenous, they 
could have adopted Egyptian symbols to express a local cult.   
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and Uehlinger 1998:353).  Therefore, the literary evidence suggests that rzn could be a 

crown with a floral motif at the front as specified in Lev. 8:9.   

 

twlor (Ra’alot) 

Another hapax legomenon from Isaiah 3:18 is a twlor  (ra’alot).   It derives from 

the root lor,  “reeling” (Zech 12:2), or “brandished” (Nah. 2:3), with a hoph’al form 

meaning “be shaken” (Wildberger 1991:153).  It has been traditionally been understood 

as a veil (ibid.), but Platt suggests that root itself means to “quiver, shake, or reel”, and 

referred to “droplet beads in the shapes of seeds blossoms, flower parts, etc….” which 

were worn on necklaces and found “with crescents and star disks/ rosettes on jewelry 

molds” (Platt 1979:198). Furthermore, she connects them contextually with the šebisim 

mentioned just beforehand, which are depicted on a necklace with drop beads on 

Ashurnasirpal II’s relief  (ibid.).  This seems reasonable, although as with most hapax 

legomena, the lack of corroborating or conflicting information makes it inappropriate to 

speculate further.  

Term Translation 
High 
Status Insignia 

Social 
Status Gender Amulet 

rzn 
crown, floral 
motif   

Ex 29:6, 39:30; 
Lev 8:9; 2 Sam 
1:10, 2 Kings 
11:12; 2 Chr 
23:11; Ps 89:40; 
132:18   

M - Ex 29:6, 
39:30; Lev 
8:9; 2 Sam 
1:10, 2 Kings 
11:12; 2 Chr 
23:11; Ps 
89:40; 132:18   

twlor 
drop beads, 
veil   Isaiah 3:18        
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rap headband   

Exodus 39:28; 
Is. 3:20; Ez. 
44:18   

M - Exodus 
39:28   

vpnh tyb tube for text         Is. 3:20 

Mtwøj seal   
Ex. 28:11, 21; 
Ex. 39:6,14,30 

Jer. 
22:24     

Table 2.3, part 1: Jewelry by function and citation 
 

Term, 
cont. 

wealth 
storage admin offering 

ethnic 
marker adornment 

Sexual 
attractor 

rzn             
twlor             
rap           Jer. 22:24 
vpnh tyb             

Mtwøj   

Gen 38:18, 25; 
1 K 21:8; Jer 
22:24         

Table 2.3, part 2.  Jewelry by function and citation  

rap (P’er) 

rap (p’er) is found in Exodus (39:28), Isaiah (3:20; 61:3), and Ezekiel (24:17, 

23; 44:18). Wildberger translates it as “headband, turban” (1991:153), contra van den 

Branden’s terms diadem and crown (1963:89) and Platt’s frontlet (1979:75).  According 

to the contexts, Exodus (39:28) and Ezekiel (44:18) describe it as being made of linen.  

Ezekiel 24:17 specifies that it can be bound or wound.  Ezekiel 24:23 makes clear that the 

rap (p’er) was worn on the head.  Isaiah 3:20 and 61:3 include no contextual clues 

about what it was made of or how it was worn.  

Wildberger derived his translation from an Egyptian loanword, but lacked both an 

explanation for his translation and confidence in it (Wildberger 1991:153).  Platt, 
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however, claimed that it not a loanword, but rather was related to “tiferet”, and referred to 

a fine ornament for the head, possibly a crown. In one citation (Isaiah 61:3), the rap 

(p’er) served as a garland of honor48.  Platt supposed that it may have been a frontlet, 

“made of a strip of metal foil with holes for ties to place it across the head and then 

knotted in the back.”   She suggested that cheaper, more ephemeral examples were made 

of perishable material (Platt 1979:75), however, the ones called for in sacred contexts are 

linen.  But there is no evidence for this possibility.  Turban or headband, like the ‘agal 

traditionally worn by Arab men, seem like the best options, as they can be wound or 

bound and are worn on the head.  None of these objects can be found in the database for 

this dissertation, so this will not be dealt with further.  

 

vpnh tyb (Beit Hanefeš) 

vpnh tyb (beit hanefeš), found only in Isa. 3:20, is a term that has baffled 

scholars for centuries, eliciting translations like “little perfume bottles” (Wildberger 

1991:153), although the extant examples of perfume bottles from the Iron II period were 

not wearable as jewelry.  This translation was based on suspected cognates in Akkadian 

and Ugaritic (ibid.).  However, it ignores the literal meaning of the phrase, which is 

“house of the soul”.  That does suggest a container of sorts, but it is not clear how the 

soul was envisioned and what could house it. 

                                                 
48 “…to provide for those who mourn a garland instead of ashes, oil of joy instead of mourning” (Is. 61:3). 
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Platt, on the other hand, suggests that vpnh ytb (batei hanefeš) were metal tubes 

with parchment texts inside that were worn as amulets, similar to those discussed by 

Sered (1992).  The presence of something within the tube could have made bayit a 

reasonable description.  She connected them to tefillin, which are similar items in wooden 

boxes (Platt 1970:199).  In theory this makes sense.  The closest (and only) parallels to 

this that have survived would be the Ketef Hinnom amulets (Barkay 1986; Barkay, et al 

2004).  If this idea is correct, the objects were probably perishable, but as another hapax 

legomena little can be said.   

Mtwøj (ḥotam) 

Seals, or twmtwøj (ḥotam), are mentioned many times in the Hebrew Bible, both 

as a noun (seal) and a verb (to seal).  Seals figure heavily in both literal and metaphorical 

contexts, as they did in the economic, political, and social lives of people in the ancient 

Near East.  Interestingly, there is no mention of scaraboids and scarabs, which appear to 

be similar to seals, but have Egyptian connotations based 

on their shapes, decorations, inscriptions, and, in the case 

of scarabs, their use in Egypt.  The division is reflected in 

the color differences between the objects (see chapters 

three, seven): scarabs and scaraboids cluster in the colors 

that are ritually significant, according to biblical Priestly 

texts (Ex. 25-40), whereas administrative seals do not.   

Fig. 2.9: Seals, one in ring.  (Israel Museum 1984:79) 
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Genesis 38:18 describes a seal, which serves as Judah’s personal identification 

(cf. Haggai 2:23) and guarantee that he will pay for services rendered; when referred 

back to in v. 25, it is no longer a Mtwøj (ḥotam), but rather a tmtwøj (ḥotemet), possibly a 

synonym, although possibly specifying a seal ring, rather than just the seal (BDB, p. 

368a).  Seals are engraved by jewelers (Ex. 28:11; 39:30) with names (Ex. 28:21; 

39:6,14).  In 1 Kings 21:8, Jezebel uses Ahab’s seal to imbue letters with his authority.  

Jeremiah 22:24 uses a seal ring as an example of something precious and highly personal, 

worn on the right hand. Song 8:6 adds the heart and arm as appropriate loci for wearing 

the seals that the lover identifies with and loves.49  In short, then, seals served as 

identification, proof of authorization, and jewelry, worn on the heart on a necklace or pin, 

on the arm, or the hand.  They are highly personal, and often inscribed with names.   

 

Amulets 

  Unfortunately for a study of amulets, the Hebrew Bible devotes very little 

attention to apotropaia, whether intentionally ignoring them as ignorant superstitions, or 

by simply not noticing them..  Propp acknowledges a long tradition of belief in demons 

(necessitating amulets) in the southern Levant.  It is overtly absent in the biblical texts but 

known from earlier and contemporary Ancient Near Eastern literature and later Jewish, 

Christian, and Muslim literature.  From this Propp posits a continuous tradition of 

popular belief in demons in ancient Israel throughout the monarchic period which was  

“all but unknown from the written record” (Propp 1999:437).  Fear of demons or other 

                                                 
49 “Set me as a seal upon your heart and a seal upon your arm.  For love is strong as death…” (Song 8:6) 
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supernatural dangers necessitated amulets for people (e.g. ṭoṭafot, otiot, zikhronot) and 

for places (e.g. paschal blood, sickroom).  Amulets for places will not be dealt with here, 

as they are not forms of jewelry.   

There are four words that could mean “amulet:” even-hen, ṭoṭafot, laḥash, and 

keset, as they refer to small objects that have power. Of these four terms, only ṭoṭafot 

and laḥash were clearly used within the Iron Age IIB-C.  Nj Nba (Even ḥen) (lit. “rock of 

grace/ favor/ charm”) is obviously a stone of some kind; the context (Prov. 17:8) (cf. 

HALOT 1:8) shows its efficacy, not its form.50  Translated literally, the term could either 

mean “precious stone” or that it “stone with positive power”.   It is a hapax legomenon, 

appearing only in Proverbs 17:8, but it shows that stones were perceived as able to hold 

power.  

tpff (Ṭoṭafot) (Ex 13:16, Deut 11:18) are traditionally assumed to be 

phylacteries, but their contexts state only that they were worn “between the eyes” (Ex. 

13:16, Deut. 11:18). tpff (Ṭoṭafot) are not stones, or not merely stones.  Deut 11:18 

states that tpff (Ṭoṭafot) must contain “words,” specifically Yahweh’s 

commandments, as written in Deuteronomy. The earliest extant example of biblical texts 

in wearable form  is the 6th century BCE at Ketef Hinnom outside of Jerusalem (Barkay 

1986, 2004).  This is in direct and literal fulfillment of Num. 6:27.  The utilization of 

religious and mythological texts as worn charms have a long tradition in the 

                                                 
50 “A bribe is an amulet/ charm in the eyes of the one who makes it.  Wherever he turns, he prospers” 
(Prov. 17:8).   
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Mediterranean ranging from Akkadian epics to Homer and Plato, to Gospels and Qur’an 

(Tigay 1979:51-52 n. 33, 1982a:886; Propp 1999:423-424).   

tpff (Ṭoṭafot) may be related to cognates meaning to surround, encircle, go 

around (BDB 1979:377), or to those meaning bracelet, clothing trim, to be round, or drip 

(HALOT 2:373).  This suggests that the band was as important as the part hanging 

between the eyes, and thus that it would be unacceptable to hang tpff (ṭoṭafot)  from 

hair. Tigay noted iconographic depictions of people from Syro-Palestine wearing 

headbands (1982:126-130).  Keel argued that a tpff (ṭoṭefet) was a headband with a 

mark on it, possibly on an attachment (1981: 213).  This tpff (ṭoṭefet) may have 

marked the bearer as consecrated to a particular god, although proof of this is lacking 

(Houtman 1996:2.218-19).  

It is equally possible that tpff (ṭoṭafot) relates to the root n.ṭ.p., to drip, and 

the noun twpyfn (neṭifot).  Those were some form of dangling jewelry, possibly earrings 

(see chapter 2).  Even ancient sources such as the Targumim, Mishnah, and Vulgate 

differ as to the meaning and connections of tpff (ṭoṭafot)  (Weinfeld 1991:334).   

Further speculation at this time is unlikely to shed light on this term. 

The word twa (‘ot), meaning “sign”, appears in parallelism with tpff 

(ṭoṭafot).  Unlike tpff (ṭoṭafot), which is a hapax legomenon, ot appears many times.  

The construction twal hyh (haya le’ot), or “be as a sign,” specifically refers to physical, 

visible objects, such as the rainbow (Gen 9:13), a circumcised penis (Gen. 17:11), 
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paschal blood (Ex. 12:13), incense pans (Num. 17:3), and a rod (Num. 17:11) (Propp 

1999:424).  If an ‘ot was placed on the hand, it may refer to a bracelet or ring, or 

something attached to the bottom of sleeve, much like ksatot (below).  Houtman listed 

several possibilities for the sign, including brand, tattoo, painted mark, ring, and bracelet.  

The verb qshartam refers to binding or tying, so Houtman assumes that the amulet was 

worn on the arm as bracelet, which is a reasonable assumption (1996:2.219-220).   

Given Keel and Tigay’s iconographic studies, as well as excavated contexts such 

as tells and tombs, it is clear that people in the ancient Near East wore circlets on their 

foreheads, as well as rings, bracelets, armlets, and necklaces.  Both tpff (ṭoṭafot)  and 

twytwa ‘otiot (plural of twa ‘ot) could serve as jewelry.  Several passages (e.g. Isa 62:3; 

Prov. 1:9; 3:3, 22; 4:9; Song 8:6) suggest that jewelry constituted an important part of 

people’s identities.  Furthermore, passages from Zech (6:14) and Isaiah (57:8) refer to an 

amulet on the head as a Nwrkz zikkaron, meaning reminder or memorial (Propp 1999:423-

24), although without explaining who or what was to be reminded or remembered.   

tsk (Keset) found only in Ezekiel (13:18, 20), refers to something that was sewn 

onto women’s wrists (i.e. the ends of their sleeves), and worn, along with veils, to 

ensnare men, possibly bells or fancy trim.  It is not clear what they were made of, 

however, or if they were jewelry.  This passage is clearly aimed at women, as the verb in 

Ezek. 13:18 is in the feminine, as is the possessive suffix attached to twtsk  (ksatot) two 

verses later.  Given that Ezekiel was prophesying in Babylonia, he might have been 

objecting to the Judeans adopting a Babylonian costume.   
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Cjl (Laḥash) refers to a person (Is. 3:3, Jer. 8:17, Ps. 58:6), an act (Eccl. 10:11), 

and an object (Is. 3:20), suggesting that a specialist may have been involved in the 

production, and that this person was a member of the elite, not a low-status outsider (Is 

3:3) (Blenkinsopp 2000:199).  As for the object, its context in Isaiah 3:20 implies that it 

could serve as insignia.  A Cjl (laḥash) warded off snakes (Jer 8:17), and both Psalm 

58:5 and the root, also meaning “to whisper” (BDB 1979:538; HALOT 2:527) suggest a 

vocal component to a Cjl (laḥash).  It is unclear, however, whether a laḥash was a 

piece of jewelry in the first place.   

The biblical authors gave benedictions, tpff (ṭoṭafot), and mezuzot an 

“orthodox” significance, but the original practices may have included apotropaic aspects, 

excising clear references to approved amulets.  Because amulets are not included in the 

litany of things that were evil in the eyes of the Lord in 1-2 Kings, they were evidently 

not at issue for the religious establishment, at least if they invoked YHWH.  Only Isaiah 

(3:20) objected to them. 

It is extremely likely that amulets were present at all times, and were 

unobjectionable to the majority of the religious establishment.  Moreover, certain types of 

amulets (ṭoṭafot and mezuzot) were mandated by the religious establishment, which may 

have provided amulets such as those containing the Ketef Hinnom inscription,51 with its 

Priestly blessing, at the Temple, in the same way as Middle Bronze Age temples 

                                                 
51 These are not discussed in detail because they are unique in their time.  They can provide little or no 
information about the social functions of jewelry.   
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produced figurines (e.g. at Nahariya: Negbi 1976).  It is possible that other objects were 

distributed in the same way.   

Thus, in ancient Israel, as in the surrounding cultures, amulets played varied and 

important roles. The fact that the strict version of deuteronomistic Yahwism promoted in 

the Hebrew Bible even mandated the use of some amulets, indicates that these were 

important features of this brand of Israelite and Judean religion. It is only the significance 

attributed to the items and/or their use in neighboring cultures and religions that led 

biblical editors to restrict them, and even then, they preferred to ignore them, based on 

the numbers of scarabs, scaraboids, and other Egyptian-type amulets found in Israel and 

Judah, but not mentioned in the biblical texts.   

 

Evil Eye 

Scholars have looked for information on the evil eye in the Hebrew Bible.  There 

is no direct mention of it there, but the absence of evidence should not be mistaken for 

evidence of absence.  Because evidence is not available from biblical sources, it will be 

necessary to look further afield, in the neighboring periods and places.   

Ulmer found references to people’s eyes being evil, and directing malice against 

those who should be close to them (Deut 15:9; 28:54, 56).  She also quotes rabbinical 

texts as explaining I Sam 18:8-9, where Saul, jealous of David’s greater military prowess, 

“eyed David from that day and forward” as describing the evil eye (Ulmer 1994:2-3).  

These are, however, interpretations, based in Jewish Babylonian society of the third-fifth 
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centuries CE and later.  This society was very different from that described in the Book 

of Samuel, and from that of the Iron IIB-C Southern Levant.   

Elliot claimed to find sixteen references to the evil eye in the Bible, but in order to 

do so, he defined it rather loosely, essentially including any reference to the eye of a 

person who was presented as in some way ”evil”.  He highlighted the connection between 

the eyes and the heart (e.g. Jer 22:17), the eyes expressing what was in the heart.  Thus, 

one whose heart was hard looked at the world with eyes that were evil, stingy, hostile, 

envious, covetous, hateful, or greedy (Elliot 1991:152).    His explanation is highly 

theological, and based on little more than wishful thinking though.   

Excluding references from Proverbs and Ben Sira, Elliot would add several 

supporting texts that do not mention eyes at all, nor hearts, but simply express envy 

(Elliot 1991:152).  These attest to the biblical editors’ recognition of envy as a powerful 

motive for action, but do not prove a widespread belief in envy as an active force which 

brings the evil eye among the biblical editors.  Even Elliot’s attributions of apotropaic 

amulets are not clearly apotropaic by their contexts: Judges 8:21, 26 describe the insignia 

of the Kings of Midian, which are more presented as status symbols, identifying them as 

kings.  Their status as apotropaia remains to be proven (Platt 1979: 73-74; cf. above, 

under Nrhc [śaharon]).  His final apotropaic reference is in the list of insignia, or wealth 

and status, in Isaiah 3:20; as mentioned above, this list could well describe insignia of 

office or simply wealth and high status.  Moreover, the assumption that amulets 

necessarily guarded against the evil eye may be unwarranted.   
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Overall, Elliot explained the Evil Eye as being a means of regulating behavior in 

the “ambiguous situation[s] where legal regulation is lacking and ‘matters of the heart,’ 

attitudes and moral dispositions, are of concern” (1991:158).  This is possible, but does 

not help determine whether beads or other amuletic devices served to defend against it.   

It might, however, explain the minimal number of references.  The biblical editors dealt 

with regulatory matters through legislation (e.g. Ex. 20-23; Lev.; Num. 4-6, 15, 28-30; 

Deut. 5-26, inter alia).  This left non-legislated loopholes for non-legal solutions and 

sanctions, such as the need for apotropaia.   

In Zechariah 3:9, a stone is engraved with seven eyes.52 Ulmer explained this as 

referring “to the engravings on a precious stone that was part of the ornament worn on the 

high priest’s forehead” (Ulmer 1994:3).  For her purposes, the importance of this 

possibility lay in the idea that “the high priest had ‘eyes’ on his ornament, and even if 

these are precious stones, they have the connotation of seeing or watching” (Ulmer 

1994:4); in modern contexts, those could be seen as deflecting the evil eye, but this is not 

certain for ancient Israel.  For the purposes of this dissertation, however, the importance 

lies in the possible correlation between stones and eyes, and that imagery of stones with 

eyes was meaningful to people.  This could suggest that it was a familiar motif in the 

Persian period, and possibly earlier as well.   

In a contrasting explanation, Peterson (1984:211-212) agrees that this is a 

reference to an ornament from the High Priestly regalia, but that the seven eyes are the 
                                                 
52 Oppenheim considers these, and all of the “eyes of Yahweh” images, to be references to the Persian 
kings’ “eyes and ears”, i.e. spies who lent the king an impression of omniscience, combined with a 
protective (for the pious) presence of Yahweh.  In the post-Exilic period they took the place of the 
Mesopotamian good demon – bad demon who accompanied people everywhere and influenced their 
fortune (Oppenheim 1968:173,175). 
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equivalent to the seven letters in the words “Holy to the Priests” (Ex. 28:36-38), an 

explanation that seems forced, even midrashic. The plaque is instrumental in the removal 

of ‘awon (sin/guilt) in Israelite ritual.  So too, the stone in Zech 3:9 is linked with the 

bearing and removal of guilt.  Just after stating that he will engrave the stone, the deity 

pronounces, “I will remove the guilt of this land in a single day.”   

 The difference between the function of the stone and the priestly regalia is that 

Aaron “bears” the guilt of the people, whereas Yahweh will “remove” the guilt, a 

function beyond human ability (Peterson 1984:212).  It might, however, have seemed 

worthwhile to try to protect him against supernatural dangers, given his ritual 

prominence.  So according to Peterson, this deals with purification, not defense against 

supernatural dangers.  To counter him, though, impurity was often reflected through 

physical ailments, such as rashes, which were believed to be caused by supernatural 

powers.  If Peterson is correct, however, the function of this stone was a reaction to sin 

and acceptance of responsibility, rather than as a prophylactic device to remove the 

negative effects imposed by the eyes of demons or bad people.  One function does not, 

however, preclude the other.  

Another example of eyes on non-living objects is found in Ezekiel 1:18, which 

describes eyes on wheels below composite creatures.  This verse is part of one of 

Ezekiel’s visions, depicting four odd hybrid creatures, which combined the faces and 

body parts of several animals.  While composite creatures were an important part of the 

iconographies and belief systems of the ancient Near East53, this extent of mosaicism is 

                                                 
53 Examples include cherubs, Bes, sphinxes. 
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unusual.  The wheels with eyes seem to be unique to this vision; given the symbolic and 

bizarre nature of the vision, it can not responsibly be used to imply the concrete existence 

of eyed wheels.  It might, however, show that eyes on otherwise inanimate objects were 

meaningful images to the people of the time. 

 It is not clearly evil eye imagery, however, as the eye, even when connected to 

“evil” in the Bible, is not an expression of envy, as it is in rabbinic literature.  Rather, 

biblical “evil eyes” are connected with sinful or inappropriate behaviors on the part of the 

“eyer” (Ulmer 1994:4), acting as a social and moral enforcer of proper attitudes and 

behaviors where legal regulations were lacking (Elliot 1991:158-159).  

 As mentioned above, Thomsen (1992), Wasserman (1995) and Ford (1998) found 

that the evil eye that it was believed to be present in ancient Mesopotamia, but as the eye 

of a demon such as Lamashtu (Wasserman 1995:61, Ford 1998:209-210, n. 22).  Wicked 

people or witches, used words, not glances or glares.  Moreover, most of the incantations 

against the evil eye date back to the Sumerian period, not the Neo-Assyrian and 

Babylonian periods (Thomsen 1992:28), which were contemporary to the Iron IIB-C.  It 

is likely that beliefs and practices changed over the intervening centuries. 

This highlights a complication in trying to find a single concept of the evil eye in 

ancient Near Eastern literature: this literature was produced over thousands of years, and 

across a vast geographical region, so that beliefs were not stable and unified.  In some 

texts, the roaming evil eye of the demons hypostasized into the eye being seen as a 

demon in and of itself (Ford 1998:211).  When the eye was hypostasized and treated as a 

demon itself, it was given more power, seen to roam and devour, and could be 
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slaughtered (e.g. Ford 1998:211, n. 26; 220; del Olmo Lete 1992:14).  The closest 

connection seems to be to Lamashtu, a baby-stealing mother-killing demon.  This 

roaming imagery also extended to the eyes of the Lord (Ford 1998:216, n. 45),  although 

presumably without malicious intent.   

Second, the evil eye in the ancient Near East was fairly weak, merely a nuisance 

(Thomsen 1992:28), unlike in modern Bedouin society (Abu Rabia 2005).  Therefore, 

individuals were able to take care of their own apotropaic needs.   

In Late Bronze Age Ugarit, incantations defended against the evil eye, but there is 

no evidence for the use of beads against this force (del Olmo Lete 1992).  It is not clear if 

this absence of evidence shows that only part of the actions taken against evil forces were 

recorded and saved, or if stones and beads were not part of the ceremony. Additional 

instructions might have been passed on orally, or simply not have survived.   

Ford describes the devouring of flesh and drinking of blood as metaphorical acts, 

based on an incantation text found at Ugarit.  Demonic devouring was essentially a 

metaphor for disease.  Thus, wasting diseases were caused by demonic consumption of 

the victim, as the demon sucked out the person’s life force.  Demons could be blamed, 

then, for diseases we now know as tuberculosis, childbed septosis, or cancer.  The evil 

eye, however, was more likely to be blamed for sprained ankles, cuts, and scrapes.  This 

demon-based pathological paradigm was also followed by the Egyptians (Ford 

1998:235).   

It is clear, therefore, that at least a portion of the people in the ancient Near East 

believed that looking at a person with evil intent could have an effect, whether because of 
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that person’s innate power, or through demonic intermediaries.  It is not clear, however, 

that the “eye beads” found in large numbers in this study were used to ward off the evil 

eye.  That interpretation is completely without basis in ancient literature, and relies on the 

assumption of 3,000 years of cultural continuity. 

 

Jewelry in Ancient Mesopotamian Reliefs  

Mesopotamian reliefs show kings, military men, courtiers and eunuchs wearing 

earrings, although most wear little other jewelry (Curtis and Reade, eds 1995:45, 50, 52, 

54-55, 61, 62).  Unfortunately, the images of Israelite men do not show jewelry, in part 

because most of the men are soldiers wearing turbans with long earflaps (Curtis and 

Reade, eds 1995:71).  The graves of the royal women at Kalhu show a wide range of 

jewelry including many earrings (Damerji 1998), although the reliefs do not show women 

wearing jewelry at all.  This is partly due to the status of the women shown: they are 

overwhelmingly captives being deported (Albenda 1983:87-88).  They may have been 

high status people in their hometowns, but the deportations process  diminished that, and 

the prospect of walking to Mesopotamia surrounded by soldiers who wanted loot, might 

not have been the appropriate time to display much jewelry. In addition, many of the 

women, including those women in the Lachish reliefs, wear their hair long or wear cloth 

head-coverings that cover their ears.  The only high status woman showed is in a relief of 

Ashur-shurrat, an Assyrian consort from the mid-seventh century BCE.  While her ears 

were defaced, her wrists and those of her female attendants show bracelets. 
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Conclusion 

Term Translation 
tobf ring 
Mzn (ear) ring 
Mzn (nose) ring 
Mzn ring? 
Mylygo hoop earrings 

twpyfn 
pendant, poss. 
for earrings 

dmx bracelet 
hdoxa  armband 

sko  anklet/ bangle 
dbr necklace 
qno necklace 

Nrhc 

crescent 
pendants/  
earrings 

sybv  
rosettes/ star 
pendants 

twlor drop beads, veil 
Mtwøj seal 

Table 2.4: Biblical terms for jewelry and their translations for which there are 
material correlates. 
  

In sum, the objects mentioned as jewelry types in the Hebrew Bible cannot always 

be understood from the text itself.  Even of those that can be translated with some degree 

of certainty, not all have correlates in the archaeological record, nor in the corpus utilized 

in this study. Biblically attested terms of unclear meanings will not be utilized further.  
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Objects, such as crowns, which are not extant in the appendices will not be considered 

either.  Those terms and their translations can be found in table 4.   

In terms of the jewelry that is not attested archaeologically, there are a few 

possible reasons.  That could be due either to perishable materials, re-use, poor 

excavations techniques, or rarity in the case of objects worn only by kings and high 

priests, such as crowns.  The other reason that objects mentioned in the Biblical text may 

not be included or identified is mistranslation, which can not be ruled out.   

Finally, the biblical texts can provide additional possibilities for social functions, 

by providing additional information about how they were utilized at different times in 

their use-lives.  They include surprisingly little information on amulets and the dangers 

against which they defended, however, probably because they were neither strongly in 

favor of, nor strongly opposed to their uses.  In the remainder of the chapters, functions 

of insignia, social status, and gender will be conflated under the function of “status 

marking” to reflect the relative lack of detail available archaeologically.   
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CHAPTER 3:  COLORS AND MATERIALS AS REFLECTED IN ANCIENT 

TEXTS 

Introduction 

 Chapter two entailed examination of the terms used for pieces of jewelry in the 

Hebrew Bible.  The next step is to break jewelry down further to individual 

characteristics.   This will be done through textual means in this chapter, followed by 

discussion of excavated materials themselves. Therefore, this section examines the uses 

of, and social arenas associated with colors and materials in the Hebrew Bible.    

 As discussed in chapter one, anthropological studies of dress and ornament have 

found them to be forms of visual communication. Mershen found that color is beads’ 

most important characteristic in Jordanian women’s necklaces (Mershen 1989), and 

ancient Egyptian sources have shown it to have often been the primary criterion there as 

well (cf. Andrews 1990; 1994; Wilkinson 1994).  Thus, the first part of this study focuses 

on color symbolism in the Hebrew Bible.  

 The second focus of this study is fabric: the material from which an object was 

made.  Just as some objects can be made in different colors (due to dyes, paints, or 

differently-colored base substances), many items can be made from a variety of materials.  

Ancient artisans chose between various metals, bone, stones, and clay, among other 

fabrics when making jewelry.  These choices were made for reasons that were culturally 

meaningful, and thus must be examined in the course of this study.  Because the Hebrew 

Bible is the primary text from the Iron II Southern Levant, albeit one that was edited later 
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and heavily curated,54 this chapter will focus largely on it.  As in the previous chapter, 

sections that refer to post-Exilic contexts will be given less weight than those discussing 

pre-Exilic times.   

 This chapter contributes textual information necessary to examine symbolic 

nature of colors and materials.  While it is not possible to control the colors of most 

stones, textiles, glass and faience could be made in any color, and stones were chosen on 

the basis of their pre-existing colors.  It is only by identifying the colors and materials 

deemed ritually significant to the people of ancient Israel, that it is possible to connect 

non-perishable materials used for jewelry, most of which are not mentioned in the 

biblical text, to perishable materials that were mandated by the text for cultic ceremonial 

areas, such as textiles.  This will allow for the identification of ritually significant beads, 

pendants, scarabs, scaraboids, and seals in chapter seven.    

 

Colors: Introduction 

 The Hebrew Bible mentions specific colors in many contexts, although their 

symbolism is usually secondary to the purpose of the narrative.  Two books examine the 

color terms used in the Hebrew Bible:  Gradwohl’s Die Farben Im Alten Testament: Eine 

Terminologische Studie (1961), and Brenner’s Colour Terms in the Old Testament 

(1982).  Both works are primarily interested in lexical development.  Gradwohl55 posited 

a four-stage evolution, starting from no words for color categories, but many for objects 

                                                 
54 The Bible has been heavily interpreted over the course of the last millennia; this must be acknowledged 
as the source of certain assumptions about its meanings. 
55 See esp. Gradwohl, pp. 89-98 and Brenner,  pp. 3-32; Brenner pp. 31-32 critiques Gradwohl.  
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or substances, later developing names for colors, then expanding them to other parts of 

speech and finally to a sophisticated, nuanced set of abstract color terms with new 

associations constantly being formed (Gradwohl 1961:90).  Brenner used the biblically 

attested color terms to test a linguistic theory regarding the evolution of color terms56 (cf. 

Kay and Maffi 1999, Saunders 2000, and for Egypt, Quirke 2001).  The current study  

seeks to incorporate archaeological data and investigate the connections between the 

color terms found in the Hebrew Bible and the finds excavated from the ground.   

According to Houtman, identification of the “symbolic significance” of colors in 

Exodus as of now is “tantamount to speculation” (2000:3.339).  This chapter will 

examine the validity of that assertion for both color and material, and will find that it is 

possible to identify symbolically significant colors for artifacts, although not to explain 

the individual colors’ meanings.  In choosing data, all references to plants or to skin and 

hair color in relation to polluting illnesses in bodies and houses were removed; the rashes 

and molds polluted because they were the wrong color for the base object, not because of 

values inherent in the color itself.  Finally, in order to focus on the late Iron Age, 

references that are Persian or Hellenistic, such as Ezra, Nehemiah, Trito-Isaiah, 

Zechariah, Zephaniah, Malachi, and most of the Writings are treated as less important. 

Surprisingly, the book of Psalms contains only two references to colors:57 Psalm 

37:2 mentions green plants as ephemeral, and Psalm 51:9 uses white as a metaphor for 

                                                 
56 Berlin and Kay posited that the number and type of abstract color categories in languages developed and 
expanded in a predictable manner.  This was correlated with technological complexity as well, and many 
linguists have worked with the Berlin-Kay theory, testing its applicability to a variety of cultures and 
languages. 
57 Psalm 22:7 includes a word that in some cases refers to red, tolwt, but in this case it refers to the source 
of the dye, a worm.   
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purity.  If many Psalms served as liturgy for rituals, as most scholars would agree (cf. 

Gerstenberger 1988, 2001, Kraus 1988, 1989; Rozenberg and Zlotowitz 1999 for 

bibliography and discussions of each individual Psalm), there must have been 

accompanying instructions that were not included in the biblical canon.  Thus the Psalms 

are largely unhelpful in the identifications of color significance from ancient Israel.  

 There are a several complications in examining the colors mentioned in the 

Hebrew Bible.  First, the color categories differ from those used in modern Hebrew and 

English, and scholars today lack a complete set of color terms.  The lexicon of Hebrew 

spoken during the Iron Age was certainly wider than the vocabulary found in the Hebrew 

Bible (Brenner 1982:19). 

 Second, in situations where colors seem to translate directly, “….there are few if 

any instances of the range and core of meaning of a word coinciding between two 

languages or between different historical phases of the same natural language” (Quirke 

2001: 186).  Even within a culture individuals divide color ranges differently, so that 

“….each word has a variable range around a core or focus of meaning” (ibid.).  For 

example, red wine may be described as red, purple, burgundy, or maroon, and white wine 

is not white.  Some colors between which modern Americans differentiate were conflated 

in the late Iron Age, and the centuries-long time span over which the Hebrew Bible was 

written and edited presumably included changes or developments in the Hebrew color 

lexicon (as well as individual author variety). 

Third, many color names seem to have related to a source of the color, such as the 

substance from which a dye was made, and/ or to the finished product, as today khaki 
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refers to a color, and khakis are a type of pants.58  Terms for red and purple derived from 

dye sources, brown (Mwj) may be based on the root for “to heat,” referring to sun – 

darkened skin (Gradwohl 1961:50, but contra Brenner 1982:122), and green (qry) refers 

solely to plants; it is used as a general color term only once (Job 39:8),59 which was 

written after the Iron Age (Murphy 2002:67). 

Use of color terms in metaphors is also an important consideration. Colors often 

appear in metaphoric contexts, in which case the difference between a term used for the 

abstract category of a color and a term used for a particular substance (e.g. sapphires) is 

elided.   Rosy cheeks are not covered with rose petals – rather, they are rose-colored (and 

are grown in red, pink, yellow, and white).  The human capacity for metaphor, then, can 

drastically increase the color lexicon of a language. 

 Most biblical color terms refer to textiles, but because cloth rarely survives in the 

archaeological record, it is not possible to definitively identify a color as “murex purple”, 

“kermes worm red”, or “madder red”.   The earliest extant remains of tlkt (tekhelet) 

cloth come from the Bar Kokhba caves (Yadin 1963), and date from the 2nd century CE, 

700 years after the Iron Age.  This restricts good research results to experimental 

archaeologists and chemists. 

Even experiments do not render clear results as to the identities of the colors or 

their cultural significance.  The same basic materials, if processed differently, can yield 

                                                 
58 Khaki is the color of dirt or dust in Persian, also used in India.  The British borrowed the term when 
ruling India, and the pants became “khakis”.   
59 This is the type of issue that Brenner dealt with in terms of primary versus secondary color terms.  For 
definitions, see pp. 39-48.   
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different colors (Michel and McGovern 1990:99).  No instructions for ancient dye 

production have survived from the Iron Age.  It is not appropriate to assume unchanging 

dye processing across the millennia during which murex dyes were made in the 

Mediterranean, making it difficult to ascertain what the intended colors were.60  In 

addition, the species of murex (M. brandaris and M. trunculus) have different ratios of 

6.6’ dibromoindigotin and indigotin (McGovern and Michel 1984:70).61   These 

complications limit the strength of any conclusions regarding the translations of the dye 

color names and any resulting symbolism.   

 

Color Terms from the Hebrew Bible 

Mda ('Adom) 

 This root is used to describe a limited number of objects in the Bible, yet Brenner 

describes it as the most versatile of the terms for red, and identifies it as a primary term, 

along with Nbl (lavan) and rwjv62 (šaḥor) (Brenner 1982:49-51).  Most of the instances 

where the root is used refer to the land of Edom, with connotations related to Iron II 

                                                 
60 Some modern scholars have claimed that the ancient dyers were unable to control the process of dyeing 
due to their lacking knowledge of chemistry.  This is unlikely; there is no reason to suspect that ancient 
people were unable to recognize the different results of different dye processes, such as oxidized vs. non-
oxidized dyeing, and lacked the ability to reason out cause and effect when it impacted their livelihoods, as 
McGovern and Michel (1984, 1990) and Elsner and Spanier (1987:175) noted.  In addition, the cultic 
requirements for certain dyes or colors would necessitate control over the process. 
61 The subject of indigoid dyes from shellfish and plants has been extensively discussed, sometimes 
acrimoniously, by archaeologists, chemists, and dyers.  In addition to the sources listed in-text, works on 
this subject include: Michel and McGovern 1987; Reese 1987; Spanier and Ron, eds 1987; Ziderman 1987; 
Karmon and Spanier 1988; McGovern, et al 1988; Ziderman 1990; Clark, et al 1993;  Steiglitz 1994; 
Sagona 1999; Schatz 2001; Steinhart 2001; Greenspan 2003.   
62 Although Brenner defines it as a primary term, I have excluded it from my list because, as a color, it 
refers only to hair color in the discussions of skin impurities (black body hair is healthy and pure, blonde is 
a sign of illness), e.g. Lev. 13:31.   
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politics,.  In addition to the above exclusions of late books and polluting illnesses, the 

'adom-related words meaning ruddy (Gen. 25:25, 1 Sam 16:12) and to stew, which refers 

back to Edom63 (Gen 25:30) were excluded as well.   

Otherwise, the root Mda (adom) refers to rams skins dyed red (Ex. 25:5, 26:14, 

35:7, 35:23, 36:19, 39:34, Houtman 2000:3.338),64 the red heifer (Num 19:2), blood (2 

Kings 3:22) and wine (Prov. 23:31) (cf. HALOT 1:14). In one instance, sins are red like 

kermes-dyed wool (Is 1:18).  Levine connected the term adom to dam, blood, with a 

“prothetic aleph,” based in part on Akkadian parallels.  The power, then would lie in the 

symbolic power of blood, which is also sprinkled on altars as part of sacrifices, perhaps 

in purification.  Levine calls the dabbing of blood on altars and priests apotropaic; it is an 

interesting idea, and worth pursuing further65 (Levine 1974:79, 1993:260).  

Finally, one of the stones in the high priest’s breastplate is an Mda ('odem) (Ex. 28:17, 

39:10; Ezekiel 28:13), which shares the same root.  It apparently refers to carnelian, 

which is by far the most common stone in the jewelry corpus (appendices 1-11), and one 

of the few colors not mimicked by synthetic or cheaper substances. The prevalence of 

carnelians in jewelry supports the importance of the color red, and of this root for it.  It is 

possible, although purely speculative, that carnelian’s importance lies in its color 

connection to blood and the power of blood to purify through sacrificial rituals.  Perhaps 

the stone purified or protected the wearer from impurities.  

                                                 
63 Esau is the founding ancestor of Edom.  His skin is ruddy, and he sells his birthright for a reddish stew.  
All of this works together, but is not related to jewelry colors.   
64 Houtman does not discuss the color symbolism, and Propp’s commentary has only been published 
through Exodus 18.  
65 Although not pursuing it further here, as it is not about jewelry. 
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Nmgra ('‘argaman) 

 This term, conventionally translated as “purple,” (HALOT 1:84) can better be 

translated as “murex purple wool.”    It is found 3666 times in the Hebrew Bible, 25 of 

them in Exodus, but ranging into the Persian period, at least, as shown by references in 

Esther and Song of Songs.  It is a cognate to the Ugaritic term, ‘argman (Danker 

1992:557), which relates closely to the Hurrian word for tribute (Danker 1992:558).  

Wool dyed with this color was used as a tribute item from the Mediterranean coast, and 

was highly prized for being potentially rich, expensive to produce, and highly colorfast, a 

trait generally lacking in ancient dyes.   

Nmgra (‘argaman) was royal purple, a sign of wealth and status in the ancient 

Mediterranean; however, the English term “purple” does not seem to be a precise 

translation.  Murex dye did not consistently render colors between sky blue, through 

purple, to dark red.  In modern English usage, Nmgra (‘argaman) covered a range of hues 

from bluish purple to blackish-red (Danker 1992:557). Houtman and others identify 

Nmgra (‘argaman) as red-purple, and its companion tkhelet as a bluer shade (2000:1.142-

143).  However, it is equally possible that this was a darker, blue-purple and tkhelet was a 

lighter green-blue.  They are among several terms that describe objects, by sources of 

color, their means of production, and fabric, rather than by an abstract color term.   

                                                 
66 Ex. 25:4; 26:1, 31, 36; 27:16; 28:5, 6, 8, 15, 33; 35:8, 25, 35; 36:8, 35, 37; 38:18, 23; 39:1, 2, 3, 5, 8, 24, 
29; Num. 4:13; Judg 8:26; Jer 10:9; Ez. 27:7; 2 Chr. 2:13, 3:14; Prov. 31:22; Est. 1:6, 8:15; Song 3:10, 7:6 
(BDB 1979:71). 
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 Most of the biblical examples of Nmgra (‘argaman) are found in the instructions 

to make the ark, tent of meeting, and priestly effects in Exodus.  In all 26 instances, 

Nmgra (‘argaman) appears as ynv tolwøtw Nmgraw tlkt (tkhelet v’’argaman v’tola’at 

shani) in a formulaic manner (see below for discussion).  The only other mention of 

Nmgra (‘argaman) in the Torah is Numbers 4:13, where it refers to a purple cloth that 

covers the bronze altar, part of the same theme of instructions for priests and Levites. 

 In other biblical references, Nmgra (‘argaman) is part of  booty taken by Gideon’s 

men (Judges 8:26), and according to Jeremiah (10:9), idols were dressed in Nmgra 

(‘argaman) and tlkt (tkhelet).  Ezekiel mentions it twice in his lament for Tyre, as a 

local product and sign of wealth (27:7, 16).  The three colorfast dyes will be discussed 

together, below.     

Nmgra (‘argaman) was ritually important, and a necessary part of the Jerusalem 

cult in the Iron Age IIB-C, as a high status fabric dye. If it can be connected to other 

types of object such as stones, and if the color range of reddish-purple to blue-purple is 

correct, it is most like lapis lazuli and its glass and faience imitations, as carnelian is 

closer to orange than to purple. As it is specifically a dye, though, and not a color, it is 

not clear how it related to other categories of objects used in the southern Levant. 

 

Nbl (Lavan) 

 Many of the biblical references to white refer to bodily uncleanness, leprosy, etc. 

The remainder include white branches used to affect the color of sheep and goats (Gen 
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30:37), and white as a sign of ruin on trees without bark.  It is the comparand for the 

color of teeth (Gen. 49:12), manna (Ex. 16:31), snow and undyed wool  (Is. 1:18) 

(HALOT 2:517).  

More significantly, Nbl (lavan) is also used as a symbol of virtue in Is. 1:18, 

where sins go from being red (Mynv) (šanim) to being white as snow, and from red as 

olwt (tola’a) to being white as wool.  This is truly a miracle, as the dyes mentioned are 

among those that are nearly colorfast.  White also symbolizes cleanliness in Psalm 51:9.  

It is the most common of Brenner’s primary terms (1982:49), and it is not used for man-

made objects other than cloth. 

Like much wool, linen starts out whitish, but unlike wool, linen does not take to 

colorfast dyes.  Therefore, it was typically left white.  Houtman suggests that the white 

linen used in the High Priest’s garments symbolized purity.  On a practical note, it also 

caused “the least amount of perspiration,” which would have made the ceremonies more 

impressive for the sweating masses (Houtman 2000:3. 466-467).   

Nbl (lavan) is an abstract color category, not a substance-based descriptor.  It is 

not clear how wide a category it encompassed however, and whether off-white, tan, or 

light gray were subsumed under this same term.  As a color, white symbolized virtue and 

cleanliness; it may have carried such connotations across artifact categories.  In terms of 

jewelry, it may have encompassed ivory, bone, and pale stones such as most limestones.   
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ynv (Shani) 

 ynv (shani) is usually paired with tolwt (tola’at) and translated as red yarn.  

Grammatically it is a noun, but it appears to refer to a color.  In some cases it is unclear 

whether ynv (shani) is “red” or “red yarn,” or whether the meaning changed over the 

many centuries of biblical composition.  It is connected to šinitu(m), which can be 

translated as “rinsing, soaking, dyeing, also a dyed textile” (HALOT 4:1603) 

In Genesis 38:28,30, ynv (shani) is placed on the elder twin’s wrist to indicate 

which baby was born first, and therefore would get the birthright.  In this case, it is a 

piece of string.  However, Josh 2:18, 21 use ynv (shani) as the final component in  noun 

constructs. If the term is a color, then ynvh fwj (ḥuṭ hašani) means “the red string” 

which makes sense.  However, ynvh twqt (tiqvat hašani) would then mean “the hope of 

the redness” which might be a metaphorical description of the yarn.  This suggests that 

ynv (shani) was the color, not the string, but served as a noun (lit. redness). 

 ynv (shani) is mandated 25 times within Exodus 25-40, as part of the formula ynv 

tolwtw Nmgraw tlkt (tkhelet v’’argaman v’tola’at shani) in the instructions for creating 

religious accoutrements (see Nmgra ([‘argaman]), above) and in conjunction with tolwt 

(tola’at).  In this context, ynv (shani) occurs only in conjunction with tolwt (tola’at) as 

the second word in a noun construct.  In Leviticus 14 and Numbers 19:6, however, it 
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appears as the first noun in the construct, still with tolwt (tola’at).67  Both sections are 

understood as part of the “Priestly Source”, rendering the difference in word order 

unlikely to be related to a source distinction, unless one derives from the earlier Holiness 

Code, and the other from the later Priestly material (see e.g. Milgrom 1992 for 

bibliography) (for discussion, see tolwt (tola’at) below). 

 

tolwt  /olwt  (Tola’/ Tola’at) 

 An important source of reddish68 dye in the ancient Levant was kermesic acid, 

produced from the dried body of female scale insects called kermes worms (Danker 

1992:557); therefore the word for worm, tolwt69
 (tola’at) also became a term for the 

dyed wool.  In the Bible, including all 26 uses in Exodus, it appears primarily in the 

phrase ynv tolwtw Nmgraw tlkt (tkhelet v’’argaman v’tola’at shani) (cf. HALOT 

4:1701-02).  These passages mandate and describe the creation of cultic items (see 

accompanying terms).   

The remaining seven references in the Torah appear without Nmgraw tlkt 

(tkhelet v’’argaman).  In addition, the five instances of tolwt (tola’at) in Leviticus 

reverse the word order to tolwt ynv, as does Num. 19:6.   Numbers 4:8, however, refers 

                                                 
67 “The priest will command that two living clean birds and cedar wood and crimson yarn and hyssop be 
brought for the one who is to be cleansed” (Leviticus 14:4, NASB).   
“The priest shall take cedar wood and hyssop and scarlet material and cast it into the middle of the burning 
heifer” (Numbers 19:6; NASB).   
68 In most instances, tolwt (tola’at) is translated as scarlet or crimson, but in other cases, such as Lam. 4:5 
several translations, including  the NRSV and the NASB translated it as purple.   
69 Other instances refer to the worm itself (e.g. Is. 41:14, 66:24, Jon. 4:7, Ps. 22:7).   
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to ynv tolwt dgb (beged tola’at šani) which is a cloth (or yarn) of red wool. The reasons 

for these differences are not clear. 

 A less common variant, olwt (tola’a), is used for the color only twice (Is. 1:18, 

Lam 4:5).70   Unlike the ambiguous ynv (shani), olwt (tola’a) apparently refers to the 

color as one of many color designations that refer to the source of color.  Levine, in 

contrast, translates šeni tola’at as “scarlet of the worm” (Levine 1993:462-63).  This 

seems problematic when the word order is reversed to mean ‘the worm of the scarlet” in 

Exodus.  There appears to be no source that explains why two words with nearly the 

same meaning are combined into a noun construct so often; Houtman simply dismisses it 

as a tautology (Houtman 2000:1.142).  The two may have been combined so consistently 

that ynv (shani) took on the meaning of the original phrase. Scholars have often 

connected the symbolism of the color red to the power of blood (e.g. Milgrom 1991:832; 

Levine 1993:471-472), sometimes unconvincingly (e.g. Blenkinsopp 2000:185). Some 

scholars have written extensively about the power of blood as apotropaic or purificatory 

(see e.g. Propp 1999:435-39; Levine 1974:74-75, 1993:460, 471-472; Koenig 1985:8-10).  

The two functions need not be mutually exclusive; purification could entail an apotropaic 

element to ward off maleficent forces from a sacred area, and/ or during a sacred time.  It 

is clear that blood was readily available at the many sacrificial ceremonies.  Discussion of 

the underlying reason for blood being regarded as apotropaic or purifying remains highly 

                                                 
70 It usually refers to a person, Tola, son of Issachar, and founder of a clan. Astour  (1965:349) speculated a 
direct connection between the dye and the clan name, because the clan lived in the area in which kermes 
worms are found.  This is purely speculative, though.   
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speculative.  While Milgrom associated the power of red substances to “blood being the 

symbol of life” (1991:832), Levine correctly described the color’s symbolism as 

uncertain (1993:471). 

 Blood certainly played a role in purification rituals, and possibly an apotropaic 

function, as in Lev 14:6-7, 52-53 where it preceded the rites of purification as well as 

warding off the Angel of Death in the Exodus story (Ex. 12:7, 12-13, 22-23).  The color 

may have been the key, as suggested by the connection of blood and red yarn in the ritual 

(Milgrom 1991:832).  If there is a correlation between the symbolism of blood and the 

tola’at shani, however, it might also extend to other red objects, such as carnelians.  It 

might also imply similar correlates for tlkt  (tkhelet) and Nmgra (‘argaman), although 

what those may have been is not clear. 

 

tlkt  (Tkhelet) 

 This term is translated as “blue” or “blue-violet”, and it always refers to wool. 

The importance of the textile-dying industry of the Phoenicians is undisputed.71  These 

textiles like the (‘argaman), were colored with gastropod-derived dyes, and were a major 

force in the wealth and status economies of the ancient Mediterranean and Near East (e.g. 

Danker 1992; Jensen 1963: 104-106, 115-118). 

Later sources, including Josephus and the rabbis, suggest that, at least by the 

Roman period, tlkt  (tkhelet) was a dark sky blue. Josephus described tlkt (tkhelet) 

                                                 
71 The place names “Canaan” and “Phoenicia” have often been thought to derive etymologically from 
words for “purple” (see Astour 1965:346), as Edom did from the local word for red (see above).  It is not 
important whether the etymology of the word was originally West Semitic or Greek, 
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as sky-colored (Antiquities book III, ch. 6-7, W. Whiston, trans).  Rabbinic sources 

quoted Rabbi Meir as comparing the color to those of the sea and the sky, referring back 

to Exodus (24:10), which describes the sky as lapis lazuli (Hullin 89a, Menahot 43b, 

Tosaphot, Sotah 17a) (cf. Herzog 1987 [1913]: 87-89).  However, this may not have been 

a static definition. 

tlkt (tkhelet) is the first term of the aforementioned formula in Exodus 24-40: 

ynv tolwtw Nmgraw tlkt (tkhelet v’’argaman v’tola’at shani).  Unlike the other 

components of that phrase, tlkt (tkhelet) also appears eight times on its own within the 

same section.  Herzog interpreted tlkt (tkhelet) as being more sacred than was Nmgra 

(‘argaman) because the inner, more restricted sanctuary was to be draped with tlkt 

(tkhelet), but the outer sanctuary, to which more people would have had access, was 

draped with Nmgra (‘argaman).  He also found it significant that the High Priest’s coat 

was made entirely of tlkt (tkhelet) (Herzog 1987 [1913]:105).  Houtman posited that 

the colorfast nature of tlkt (tkhelet) led to its use in the priestly garments, because the 

color would neither fade nor smudge, but would retain its impressive vibrancy.72  This 

would also hold true for tlkt (tkhelet) and Nmgra (‘argaman).  However, he also 

recognized its relevance as a symbol of power and wealth, characteristics it shared with 

Nmgra (‘argaman) (Houtman 2000:3.466-67).   

                                                 
72 This is related to his explanation for using pure white linen for priestly garments.  Neither would violate 
YHWH’s holiness (Houtman 2000:3.466-67). 
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 Outside of Exodus, tlkt (tkhelet) occurs six times in Numbers, again in 

reference ritual objects.  Not all are intended for the Tabernacle; the last one is in 

instructions for all Israelites to wear tassels on the corners of garments.  Of the prophets, 

only Jeremiah (10:9) and Ezekiel (23:6) mention tlkt (tkhelet).  Jeremiah (10:9) 

mentioned its use to clothe idols, along with Nmgra (‘argaman).  Ezekiel described 

Assyrian warriors as clothed in tlkt (tkhelet)  (23:6), and tlkt (tkhelet) awnings in 

Tyre in his lament against the city.  In the first instance, it occurred with Nmgra 

(‘argaman) (27:7) and in the second without (27:24). These serve as references to foreign 

wealth and power.   

 tlkt (tkhelet) has a cognate in Akkadian, takiltu, but in neither language is it 

clear what is the source for tlkt (tkhelet).  Murex dyes, while extremely expensive, 

were locally available prestige goods, and remained so for millennia.73  While murex 

purple-stained pottery has been found at production sites on the Levantine coast (e.g. 

McGovern and Michel 1984), there is currently no evidence for plant indigo in the Iron 

Age Levant. Cotton, which was the best fabric for absorbing indigo, does not appear to 

                                                 
73 Remains of the dye industry, verified by chemical analyses as 6’6’ dibromoindigotin, have been found at 
coastal sites in Modern Israel:  Akko, Tel Keisan, and Tel Shikmona.  The most common remains found are 
quantities of broken and crushed murex shells (Karmon and Spanier 1987:147), at sites that were 
downwind of the cities, as the production processes smelled repulsive (ibid., p. 149).  11th century remains 
from Tell Keisan included a soot-bottomed vessel with a ring of purple dye in it, together with murex shells 
and juglets with purple traces in them (ibid. p. 151).  At Akko, a late 13th-early 12th century stratum yielded 
layers of murex shells, kilns, and a “thick-walled vessel containing crushed murex shells” in an industrial 
area near metallurgical and pottery work areas (ibid.).  Excavators at Shikmona found  a large quantity of 
murex shells, as well as shards of a thick vessel with a ring of purple dye on the inside in a 9th-8th century 
context (ibid., p. 154).  Additional remains from the Persian and Hellenistic periods were found at Tel Dor, 
Tel Mor, and Tel Akko (Karmon and Spanier 1987).    
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have been available in the Iron Age Levant.74  There is no evidence for direct trade with 

India, the source of both indigo and cotton. 

 The next reason has to do with the biblical classifications.  Given that murex dye 

and kermes insect dyes are the other two associated high prestige dyes, it is more likely 

that the tlkt (tkhelet) dye source is colorfast and local as well.  While both indigo and 

murex were colorfast, the local plant-based dyes were not, and therefore plant based dyes 

probably reflected a lower status.   

 Finally, Pliny’s Roman-era description of the purple industry at Tyre makes it 

clear that in his day there were different colors of purple made from shellfish.  He used 

different modifiers to identify reddish-purple (oxyblatta) and bluish-purple (hyacinth, 

amethyst, or ianthina purple) (Pliny 21.8).  The possible variety of colors was presumably 

being made during the Iron Age as well, and therefore the authors and editors of the 

Hebrew Bible, who enjoyed classification (see e.g. Douglas 1966), could have 

differentiated between the two of them, and the presence of two different terms made of 

murex dyes suggests that they did.   

  

Other Colors  

Mwj (ḥum) 

 Mwj (ḥum), meaning “brown,” is used in the Bible only to refer to livestock (Gen. 

30:32-33, 30:35, 30:40).  It will not be discussed further in this dissertation. 

                                                 
74 Even were indigotin-stained (not 6.6’ dibromoindigotin) materials found in the Levant, it would not 
prove the use of imported plant indigo, because indigotin produced from murex is chemically 
indistinguishable from plant-indigo (Clark, et al, 1993).   
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bhx (ṣahov) 

 This word, related to the word for “gleaming”, is the modern Hebrew term for 

“yellow.”  However, it is not used to describe objects in biblical Hebrew, but only as a 

diagnostic description for hairs growing from a sore.  According to Landsberger (1967) , 

the ancient Semites collapsed yellow and green into one color category, and thus the hair 

in the sore was green, not yellow.  Another possibility is that it was bright red (HALOT 

3:1007).  This indicated that the afflicted person was unclean  (Lev. 13:30, 32, 36) and 

suffering from favus, a fungal infection of the skin and a type of scale disease (Milgrom 

1991:793).   

While the similarity between bhx and bhz, the word for gold, led Gradwohl to 

connect them etymologically (1961:23), others have determined that the necessary sound 

shift is unlikely.  Thus, the similarity in form led to similarity in reference (Brenner 

1982:103).  Because it only describes hair, it will not be discussed further in this study.  

 

qry (Yaraq) 

 Green is an important color in the Hebrew Bible; it is used as a sign of blessing, 

reflected in rain and fertility.  However, all of the objects described as green, or qry 

(yaraq), are plants, vegetables, or mold.75  According to some Semitic cognates, yellow 

                                                 
75 Green is a sign of impurity in cloth, leather and building materials.  When such objects become moldy, 
they are impure (and icky). 
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should be subsumed under the color category of green76 (Kellerman 1990:363-4, Brenner 

1982:100; HALOT 2:440).  However, Sumerian, Akkadian, and Egyptian combined the 

categories of green and blue, which corresponds to the Berlin and Kay’s linguistic 

evolutionary model (Landsberger 1967; Baines 1985:283, contra HALOT which includes 

yellow for the Akkadian term). The Akkadian term in question is even a cognate of qry 

(yaraq), warqu. It seems strange to suggest that in Mesopotamia and Egypt green and 

blue comprised one color category, but that the areas in between combined green with 

yellow. 

 Brenner considers the root qry to have been present in pre-Exilic Hebrew as an 

abstract color category that referred to the “pale, yellow to green” color sector, but 

coincidentally absent from texts. She based this conclusion on Psalm 68:14, where it 

appears in parallel with silver, apparently meaning “gold,” and on some derived terms for 

mildew, paleness of face, and plants.  Because Ps. 68:14 “…contains many points of 

contiguity with Ugaritic-Canaanite poetry,” Brenner labeled the verse, and thus the term, 

pre-Exilic (1982:100).    

 Landsberger thus recommended translating qry (yaraq) as “yellowish”; Milgrom, 

however, preferred to translate it with any or all vegetal color that is, yellow and green 

(Milgrom 1991:811).  Because all references to the color are plant or mold-derived, that 

seems like the best option.  Therefore, this should be classified as a substance-based 

color, not an abstract color category.   

 

                                                 
76 Cf. entry below on zahav, or gold, for connections to green.   
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rvv  (šašar) 

This word appears twice in the Hebrew Bible (Jer. 22:14, Ezek. 23:14).  It is translated as 

red on the basis of the Septuagint, and a Neo-Assyrian term for red clay or red past, 

šashšeru (CAD Sh/3 124b).  Both uses refer to expensive wall decoration. If, as the 

Greek translation suggests, rvv (šašar) means “red” of some sort, it may refer to a red 

pigment or paint used on walls.  It definitely appears to be substance or use-based, not an 

abstract category. 

 The above includes all of the colors mentioned in the Hebrew Bible.  Colors are 

also expressed metaphorically, through substances that are consistently a particular color.  

These will be discussed below in the section on materials.   

 

Discussion of Colors in the Hebrew Bible and Neighboring Cultures 

According to Brenner, the three most primary77 color roots are Mda (red), Nbl 

(white), and rjv (black) (Brenner 1982).  This corresponds to Turner’s observations of 

the importance of red, black, and white in African cultures of the 20th century, and that 

“terms for other colors are either derivatives from these…or consist of descriptive and 

metaphorical phrases” (Turner 1967:60).  In his examples, the term for “gray” is derived 

from that for “white,” but green is referred to by the descriptive phrase “water of sweet 

potato leaves” (ibid.).   Furthermore, color ranges were different from those of English 

                                                 
77 “Primary” terms are monolexemic, meaning that they have only one meaningful part.  They are not 
included in any other term (i.e. red is primary, but shades of red are not), nor are they restricted to a single 
object type (i.e. yellow, but not blond), and the boundaries are clear (i.e. red is primary, but reddish and 
red-orange are not) (Brenner 1982:39).     
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speakers: black included blue, and red and yellow were equivalent (ibid.) (cf. below on 

Egypt).   

In Ndembu society, white, red, and black bore multiple symbolisms which varied 

situationally.  Overall, however, they broke down to a range of associations.  White was 

overwhelming positive, referring to cleanliness, good public reputation, food, breast milk, 

semen, and maturity (Turner 1967:69-70).  Red was more ambiguous, embracing both 

positive and negative aspects, and particularly related to ambivalent valuations of blood 

(ibid., p. 70).  Black refers largely to negative attributes, such as evil, impurity, suffering, 

and diseases, but also to changes in social status, such as marriageabiltiy and 

circumcision, to marriage and to passion (ibid., p. 72).   

While black, in the abstract, had extensive associations, in actual social and ritual 

situations, black was rarely used.  Instead, white was contrasted with red, as both were 

powerful, and did not evoke the inauspicious power of black.  It is notable then, that 

black’s absence in the physical, visible realm “may not necessarily mean its absence from 

thought.  Indeed, its very absence may be significant since it is the true emblem of the 

hidden, the secret, the dark, the unknown…White and red, paired under the various 

aspects of male and female78…are jointly ‘life’… both are opposed to black as death and 

negativity” (Turner 1967:81).   

Turner bases this triad on biological factors, that bodily excretions are white 

(semen, breast milk, pus), red (blood), or black (feces), and that their importance cross-

                                                 
78 The male-female dichotomies are not consistent between realms, because women are associated with 
white as in breast mil, and red as in menstrual and childbirth blood.  Men are associated with white through 
semen, and red through hunting and killing (Turner 1967: 74-48) 
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culturally is based on shared biology.  He invokes diffusion to explain why some cultures 

treat other colors, including blue, green, yellow, purple, and gold as ritually important. 

This is highly problematic because, while not universally part of the human body, they 

are universally part of the natural world.  All cultures experience blue skies and green 

plants, so those could as well be universally powerful; the planet is shared by humanity as 

much as the body is. 

This level of detail of color symbolism that Turner studied ethnographically is not 

available for ancient Israelite or other Iron Age II Levantine societies, but it shows that 

colors are highly symbolic, can be powerful, and can bear multiple symbolic values 

within a single society.  It also shows that some colors (in this case black) that are 

symbolically important may not manifest physically in ritual objects, because their power 

is to be avoided in those situations.  It demonstrates the possibility of difference between 

verbal and physical manifestations of colors, which complicates a comparison of colors 

in textual and archaeological contexts.  It does not, however, reflect the ritual importance 

of colors in the green-blue-purple range in both biblical and archaeological contexts from 

the Iron Age II Southern Levant. 

As mentioned above, Brenner found that white, black, and red were linguistically 

basic colors, with abstract roots for them that were manipulated as integral parts of the 

Hebrew language.  It is possible that green and even yellow were also basic colors, but 

there is no evidence for blue as an abstract color category.  This complicates matters, 

because a large proportion of the jewelry from the ancient Levant, including 29% of the 

beads (see Table 7.1), 18% of the seals, 17% of the scarabs, and 12% of the scaraboids 
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used in this study are blue or green.  Because yaraq is used only for plants, it appear that 

tkhelet encompassed greenish stones, as turquoise does.  While much faience and glass 

fall into the ranges between blue to green, linguistic analyses and some Semitic cognates 

suggest that qry (yaraq), green can include yellow, but without mentioning blue.  Blue 

may have been classified under black, but blue, purple, and red are extensively mentioned 

in cultic texts by their dyes.  This shows that the color ranges available in those dyes are 

the ones that were cultically meaningful, as well as costly and high status.  The colors 

appear to be important for jewelry, but the high cost seems less important, based on the 

large number of faience imitations 

 

Color in Egypt 

 The prominence of Egyptian amulets in the Levant, and of Egyptian motifs in 

blue and blue-green, calls for an examination of Egyptian color symbolism and its 

relationship to artifacts.  Baines (1985, 2001), Wilkinson (1994), Robins (2001), Quirke 

(2001), and Taylor (2001) have all dealt with color terms and symbolism in ancient 

Egypt.  Unfortunately, they provide neither consensus nor clarity.   

 First of all, the number of abstract color terms is consistently smaller than the 

number of colors employed in Egyptian painting.  As in the case of the Bible for the 

Levant, the extant sources do not provide a complete lexicon for ancient Egyptian speech 

(e.g. Quirke 2001:1989-90), and pigments could be called by their component names 

(e.g. ochre or orpiment for yellow) rather than by an abstract color term (Quirke 

2001:186).  Furthermore, color use was context and subject sensitive: it differed between 
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temples and tombs and by subject.  Gods and goddesses were depicted in unrealistic 

colors, with yellow-gold skin and blue hair.  Goddesses were depicted colorfully, with 

large quantities of jewelry and colorful clothing, whereas women were depicted wearing 

white. 

Some colors appear to have been relevant as groups, as in a series of fertility 

figurines in the Temple of Sety I at Abydos combining red, blue, and green.  According 

to Baines, all three colors decorated and strengthened symbols of fertility, but they held 

this meaning only as a group, and “the symbolism was independent of any particular 

figure” (2001:155)..  For the southern Levant, Houtman posited that the most that could 

be said about color symbolism in the Tabernacle was that in Israelite tradition the 

complex of colors (tlkt (tkhelet) and Nmgra (‘argaman)) signified “glory and splendor” 

(Houtman 2000:3.331).  It is unclear whether that particular combination of colors was 

necessary to symbolize glory and splendor or whether it would have held true for 

anything colorful.   

 Both Wilkinson (1994) and Taylor (2001) included lists of colors and their 

symbolisms.  Taylor readily admitted that the “religious notions which dictated the 

symbolic use of color were complex and are not fully understood, so that interpretations 

must necessarily be tentative (Aufrere 1999; Taylor 2001:164), whereas Wilkinson 

appears much more confident in his detailed knowledge.   According to both authors, 

white stood for purity, with Wilkinson including connections to the moon and silver 

(Wilkinson 1994:109; Taylor 2001:165) .  Yellow appears to have served as an 

equivalent for gold, representing the flesh of the gods, an ideal and imperishable 
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substance, and the sun, source of life and regeneration (Wilkinson 1994:108; Taylor 

2001:165).  Black is thought to have stood for night, death and rebirth, and fertility, 

possibly related to the black silt deposited by the Nile floods (Wilkinson 1994:109; 

Taylor 2001:166).  Red was ambiguously valued.  In the guise of the red-headed Seth, 

god of the hostile desert regions and chaos, it symbolized malevolence in some periods, 

representing forces beyond human control, anger and destruction.  This aspect of red 

symbolism fluctuated with Seth’s cult status, and was downplayed during the Hyksos and 

Ramesside periods, when Seth was seen as more positive.  On the other hand, red was 

also a beneficial solar color as exemplified by the protective, but potentially destructive 

serpent amulets called “Eye of Re” (Wilkinson 1994:107) and with reference to sunrise 

and sunset ( ibid; Taylor 2001:166).   

Blue seems to have had a particularly complicated range of symbolism in ancient 

Egypt.  There was no natural pigment used for blue:  although the Egyptians called their 

blue pigment “lapis lazuli,” its ingredients did not contain any of that expensive mineral.  

The pigment, often called “Egyptian blue” by modern scholars was manufactured with 

copper and iron oxides mixed with silica and calcium (Wilkinson 1994:105).  The color 

was used to depict the gods’ hair; mixed with gold, it probably represented the starry 

night sky (Taylor 2001:167).   Raven explained the celestial significance as the reason for 

the predominance of blue wedjat-eye (Eye of Horus) amulets, with green representing 

health, life, and rejuvenation, (Raven 1988:237) at least when used in contrast with red 

(Wilkinson 1994:108).    
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The color schema of red, blue, and green appears to have clear significance, but 

the same scholars complicate the matter further.  Most accept the Berlin-Kay color 

sequence, which outlines the linguistic evolution of terms for colors, as meaningful.  

Baines explained the gap between vocabulary and painting as proof that “color is more 

easily painted than talked about” (Baines 1985:289).  In his opinion, Egyptian paint usage 

simply exhibited higher stages in the Berlin-Kay sequence than did the language.  Taylor 

suggested that representation of an object as a particular color endowed it with 

supernatural qualities “through the magical associations attributed to colors” (2001:164).  

At least in tomb-contexts, “color and its symbolic associations played a major part in 

determining function and in promoting magical efficacy” (ibid.).  It is not a difficult 

stretch to extend this importance to amulets, particularly given the large numbers of 

amulets found in tombs. 

However, in the same volume, Quirke noted the “limited lexicalization of color in 

comparison with other features of objects, notably size, shape, location in space and time, 

and after those, brightness and texture” (2001:187).  To Quirke, colors were simply one 

of many axes of comparison for objects, one whose importance is magnified by modern 

Western priorities.  The ancient Egyptians preferentially lexicalized other axes, including 

texture, brightness, and pigment-materials, making color terms secondary (Quirke 

2001:191).   Each color term had another meaning, as well; thus, the color blue was also 

lapis lazuli, black and white referred to dark and bright, green to freshness of both meat 

and plants, and red primarily served as a visual contrast to black (dark) and white 
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(bright).  Quirke posited that the color terms were secondary to the ancient Egyptians 

(2001:188).      

Wilkinson’s most interesting contribution is his discussion of certain colors as 

interchangeable.  As many scholars have pointed out, colors consist of a range of hues 

centering around a core frequency, but in no two languages or time periods do those 

ranges remain the same (see e.g. Quirke 2001:186-7).  Lapis blue and black seem to have 

been interchangeable, most notably in terms of gods’ hair and beards, although Wilkinson 

considers connecting it to day and night skies, respectively (1994:112).  Light blue, 

however, seems to have been conceived of by the ancient Egyptians as being a shade of 

green (Wilkinson 1994:111).  This could be related to the pigment manufacture which 

was nearly the same for light blue and green or to their combined presence in marsh 

plants.  Red and yellow both had solar connotations and were at times interchangeable, 

and white and yellow were sometimes interchanged, either because they blended in the 

sunlight (Wilkinson 1994:112), or because gold came in both yellow and white 

(electrum); they were equivalent in those contexts (Wilkinson 1994:84).  However, 

Wilkinson’s certitude in the symbolic meanings of the individual colors (Wilkinson 

1994:125) is perhaps excessive given Quirke and Taylor’s studies (above).  If this held 

true in the southern Levant as well, even if just for objects of Egyptian origin, it would 

complicate the color system of red, green-blue, and blue-purple primacy, and render it 

incomprehensible.   

Throughout his chapter on color symbolism, Wilkinson himself implied that the 

meanings of, and connections between colors are unclear. Many colors have seemingly 
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contradictory and ambiguous symbolisms (1994:106-110), although it is likely that the 

ancient Egyptians saw them as complementary (cf. Wilkinson 2001) instead.  The 

modern, Western approach is not amenable to such ambiguity, but it appears to have been 

understood by the ancient Egyptians.  Because we lack any specifics on the symbolism of 

individual colors, however, this dissertation will not be able to do more than identify 

ritually important colors, so that possible ambiguity will not have a negative effect.    

 Egyptian color symbolism, while debated, has been extensively examined.  

Unfortunately, a similar body of scholarship on ancient Mesopotamian color vocabulary 

and concepts is lacking.  There is a single article (Landsberger 1967), and it appears out 

of date in relation to the field of historical linguistics.  In many ways, it is similar to the 

studies done on biblical color vocabularies:  Landsberger speculated on the origins of 

words cognate to tlkt (tkhelet) and Nmgra  (‘argaman), but he was unclear on the 

identifications of stones mentioned in texts.  Lapis lazuli was clearly known, based on 

both artifacts and texts, and was prominent color in decoration and in jewelry.  However, 

there appears to have been no color term for “blue.”  

 

Conclusion  

 The lack of clear terms for “blue” and “purple” problematizes identifying a 

function for the colors represented in the Bible by the terms tlkt (tkhelet) and Nmgra  

(‘argaman).  Investigations of color symbolism in the neighboring areas allows the 

following tentative conclusions. In Egypt, at least, dark blue had divine connections, as it 

represented the gods’ hair.  Light blue, or blue-green, however, was not “blue” and was 
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used for apotropaic ‘wedjat amulets . If such symbolism extended northeast to the 

Levant, whose jewelry assemblage is heavily influenced by Egyptian objects, it would 

negate Herzog’s suggestion that tlkt (tkhelet) was more sacred than Nmgra  (‘argaman) 

but might explain why the fringes called for in Numbers 15:38 were blue, perhaps 

serving an amuletic purpose (cf. Budge 1961 [1931]). Because the dominant jewelry 

colors were the same in both places, it is possible to make a leap between Egypt and 

Israel, although somewhat tenuous in its reliability.  This is a minor point.   

However, the different symbolism of red between Egypt, where the sun had both 

positive and negative connations and ancient Israel, where solar iconography is positive, 

renders the applicability of Egyptian meanings to the Levantine belief systems 

questionable.  Colors, like the Egyptian symbols found in the Levant, must be examined 

in relation to local belief systems as geographical continuity of belief cannot be 

assumed.79 This includes such objects as scarabs, ‘wedjat amulets, and Bes figures.   

It is clear that, both in Egypt and Mesopotamia, like in Israel, some colors were 

referred to by materials of those colors, not by abstract color terms that were applicable 

across different categories.  Key examples are the three colors used for cloths in the 

Tabernacle: ynv tolwøtw Nmgraw tlkt (tkhelet v’argaman v’tola’at shani).  Another 

example is lapis, or sapir.  This combines two key aspects of jewelry: color and material.  

The next step is to examine the materials from which jewelry was made, to find any 

associations that were inherent in the cultural attitudes toward them.   

                                                 
79 For an example of similar images having different meanings, see S.I. Johnston’s (1995) work on the 
connections between the Mesopotamian demon Lamashtu and the Greek Lamia. 
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Materials  

While much of the above information refers to textiles, they are not often found in 

archaeological excavations in the southern Levant.  However, both the shapes and the 

colors of jewelry usually survive archaeological formation processes.  This makes them 

an easier topic to study from an archaeological perspective, although hapax legomena and 

untranslatable terms complicate the textual portion of the study. 

The two chapters on excavated jewelry (chapters six and seven), will divide the 

jewelry into jewelry objects, such as bangles, earrings, and rings, and jewelry elements, 

such as beads, pendants and seals.  This is division is applicable here as well, because 

they are overwhelming made of different materials.  The objects are generally metal, and 

the elements were made of a wide variety of stones and bone.   

Archaeologically, it will become clear that very few objects are made of gold and 

silver, relative to the impression that the Hebrew Bible gives.  The biblical texts are 

heavily symbolic and idealize the palace and religious establishments, at least in many of 

the texts.  However, the area was poor, and probably unable to afford the quantities of 

precious metals that the Bible calls for—at least outside of royal and Temple contexts.  

Given the prominence of bronze in the archaeological remains, it is likely that gold was 

often replaced with bronze (cf. I Kings 14:26-27), and perhaps silver with iron.  

Therefore, some skepticism is called for in practice.   

The stones are not clearly identified in the Bible, with few possible exceptions.  

Lacking stones with their ancient names engraved on them, scholars are left with ancient 
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words for stones whose modern identifications are unclear, and stones whose modern 

names and ancient uses are clear, but whose ancient names are not.80  English terms for 

stones are based on a combination of stone properties, such as hardness,81 cleavage 

patterns, molecular structure, and color, but it is not known which of those categories 

were utilized or given primacy in the Iron Age Levant.82 

 

Metals 

 Six metals are mentioned in the Hebrew Bible:  gold, silver, copper, bronze, iron, 

and tin. Singer studied the development of their symbolism over time, although he 

focused on theological semiotics of metals in the Hebrew Bible.  He found that, in the 

Hebrew Bible, metals were valued although some were also used to symbolize negative 

qualities (Singer 1980:194).  He also claimed that imagery regarding metals became more 

tool-related over time, but that metals continued to function ritually, and to subliminally 

defend against demons (Singer 1980:195).  Unfortunately, he mentioned this only as an 

afterthought, with no analysis or explanation. 

Even when the Bible says that the Israelites lacked the means of metallurgy (e.g. 1 

Sam 13:19), nowhere does it suggest supernatural connections with metallurgy.  Rather, 

metallurgy is treated in political and economic terms (e.g. 1 Sam 13:19, 1 Kings 7:14; 2 

                                                 
80 A similar difficulty pertains to ancient Mesopotamian languages (Landsberger 1967:145-155). 
81 According to Moh’s scale of hardness. 
82 Obviously, molecular structures were not recognized, but any skilled worker in gemstones would 
understand the differential hardness and cleavage patterns.  For an example in which color is not relevant in 
the stone’s name, quartz, sapphires, and diamonds come in many colors, although all were difficult to work 
with (see Gorelick and Gwinnett, 1990 for the relationship between hardness of cylinder seal material and 
its power as a status symbol).  At the same time, sapphire, emerald, and ruby are differentiated solely by 
color, and most gemstone names include a range of shades.  The richness of the color is one of the criteria 
in a stone’s value.  
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Kings 24:14, 16; Is 40:19-20), even though some of the smith’s finished products (such 

as iron tools) might be scorned by biblical writers as inappropriate for use in building the 

Temple or altars.  Some metal items, such as the Ketef Hinnom inscriptions, may have 

functioned as apotropaia, but there is no biblical basis for this function. 

   

lydb (B’dil) 

Of the six metals, tin lydb (b’dil) is the least significant.  It is mentioned only 

four times in the Hebrew Bible, and only in conjunction with other metals.  Three of the 

four instances refer to firing the metals in a furnace, either literal (Num 31:22) or 

metaphorical (Ezek 22:18, 20).  The fourth mentions it as a form of wealth (Ezek 27:12).   

 

bhz (Zahav) 

Gold (most often bhz) is mentioned many times, usually in reference either to 

wealth and status or to the ostensibly reprehensible practice of idolatry83 (worship of gods 

other than YHWH via physical images).  Non-Israelites used gold and silver to make 

images for worship, which was an unacceptable practice for Israelites according to the 

biblical writers.  It appears to have been deemed particularly abominable when the 

images were made with precious metals, perhaps because only kings, intended to be 

paragons of virtue84, were likely to be able to afford that. The sin of Jeroboam for which 

the northern kingdom was indicted by the Judahite editors of the final version of the 

                                                 
83 The pejorative terms are intentional – that is how the biblical writers regarded it, if not the average 
Israelite. 
84 See Matthews and Moyer 1997:50, 71 for the concept of corporate identity in ancient Israel. 
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biblical materials for creation of two golden calves that were placed in shrines to replace 

pilgrimage to Jerusalem and the hegemony of the Jerusalem temple (1 Kings 12:28).   

The calves themselves were not intended as objects of worship, however, but 

rather as pedestals, presumably for YHWH.  Like the golden calf incident at Sinai (Ex 

32:4, 8), the calf was placed in a sacred location to attract YHWH to that resting place, 

accessible to the people and/ or the priests.  In this, it served the same function as the 

Jerusalem Temple’s cherubs (Cogan 2001:358).  Therefore, the Deuteronomistic concept 

of Jeroboam’s sin was not idolatry, but rather worship outside of Jerusalem and without 

the Aaronide priests and their exclusive ideology and imagery.85  This detracted from the 

Temple’s and priests’ power, and from the royal coffers that benefited from pilgrimages 

to Jerusalem.  

 Strictly monotheistic deuteronomistic Yahwism forbade the Israelites to make 

images for worship from gold and silver, because idols were forbidden; this may also 

have distinguished them from neighboring peoples.  However, both metals were 

prominent among the high-status, expensive items used in the making of the tabernacle 

and priestly accoutrements. The instructions in Exodus specify that the Temple’s 

menorah was made of pure gold (rhf bhz) (zahav ṭahor) (Ex 25:31), although 

elsewhere (Lev. 24:4) the Hebrew only calls it “pure” (hrwhf) (ṭahorah).  In addition, 

the doors of the Temple were overlaid with gold  (2 Kings 18:16). 

                                                 
85 For information on the Deuteronomists and their ideology, see e.g. Knoppers and McConville, eds (2000) 
and Mayes (1999). 
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Exodus 3:22 shows that silver and gold were worn; jewelry was a common way to 

store precious metals (cf. Num 31:50-51) (see e.g. Golani and Sass 1998, Gitin and 

Golani 2001 for information on silver hoards).  It is not clear why children specifically 

wore it; if the precious metals were in the form of amulets, children may have been 

thought to be particularly vulnerable.  If so, this is secondary to the central theme of the 

narrative; the dominant reasons for the commandment are financial and proof of power: 

the Israelite left slavery by plundering the Egyptians.  Propp considered these details 

puzzling, but placed no importance on it, assuming it to represent wealth (1999:208), 

although the narrators’ possible goal of showing justice and retribution for the Egyptians’ 

enslavement of the Israelites could also have prompted this. 

 Later works, including Psalms and Job often use other words (ketem and paz) for 

gold; Brenner explains them as describing “sheen and gloss, but not chromaticity” 

(1982:168), although she asserts this without explanation.  The additional words for gold 

may be later loan words.  In Psalm 119:127 and Lamentations 4:1, zahav and paz are 

used in synonymous parallelism, which according to Hebrew poetics indicates that the 

author considered them to be synonyms or nearly so.  In turn, Isaiah 13:12 places paz and 

ketem in parallel. Thus, it appears that these terms had a significant overlap in their 

lexical register.  Psalm 68:14 uses yeraqraq, which comes from the root for green, yrq.  If 

Brenner is correct about yellow being subsumed under green (1982:100), this might  refer 

to a particularly yellow gold. Jeremiah associates gold with the expensive dyes (see 

above) of tekhelet, and ‘argaman (10:9), used in clothing idols (Holladay 1986:333) and 

shani (4:30), a sign of ostentatious adornment (ibid, p. 170). 
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 There seems to be a tension in the valuation of gold; on one hand, it was 

financially valuable and an important status symbol.  On the other hand, it was often used 

for gilding images of gods, and therefore could be contaminated according to strict 

monotheistic Yahwism, presumably for reasons of expense, status, and its resistance to 

tarnish.  One solution to the negative connotations was to pass it through fire to purify it 

(Num 31:22-23), and another to offer a portion of it to YHWH (Num 31:50-54).  

However, Deuteronomy 7:25 rejects those solutions and prohibits the Israelites from 

plundering gold and silver from other peoples’ gods. 

 In I Samuel 6 the Philistines returned the ark to the Israelites with five golden 

tumors and five golden mice as a guilt offering from the Philistine rulers whose people 

had been afflicted with mice and tumors while they had custody of the ark.  The use of 

gold was doubly important: it both represented a payment of tribute by the rulers  and 

served as a compensatory sacrifice (McCarter 1980:133).  The mice may have been a 

twist on the muriform amulets found in a variety of Near Eastern sites (Brentjes 1960).  

While McCarter notes that the mice and tumors are not amulets, the imputing of power 

over plagues to golden mice figurines suggest some sort of relationship, a possibility that 

Faraone86 has noted with regard to dispelling plagues (1992). 

Gold initially expressed royal might and rank, along with wealth, its religious 

significance developed early in the Iron Age (Singer 1980:158-160, 1980:191).  Most of 

the gold in the country was presumably in the palace and/ or Temple (e.g. Millard 1997), 

                                                 
86 Faraone (1992:57-66) found that, rather than simply warding off plagues with protective amulets, many 
cities considered the best defense to be a good offense.  They placed statues of bow bearing plague gods by 
the city gates, pointing the bow and arrow outwards towards the potential attackers.   



 145 

where it could both express royalty and be protected by it.  The Temple even served as 

the national treasury.   

 Gold’s symbolic value was based on its shininess, immutability, rarity and high 

cost.  This led to its serving as a symbol of the magnificence and might of the king 

(Singer 1980:171) and of permanence (ibid., p. 161).  While the rest of the ANE 

associated gold with the gods, Singer claims that the writers of the Bible included this 

connection in their symbol system only as a post-exilic critique, or in association with 

other peoples, such as the Egyptians (Genesis 41:42).  Singer attributed the prevalence of 

gold in the descriptions of the tabernacle and temple to a post-exilic idealization of gold, 

such as Zechariah’s golden lamps (Zech 4:2,10) that embodied Yahweh’s omniscience 

(Singer 1980: 165-6).  However, this is unlikely; gold was rare, valuable, and did not 

tarnish; there is no reason to diminish its perceived idealization until for the period of the 

monarchy. 

However, the practice of using the Temple as the national treasury renders this 

claim problematic.  It is likely that a history of gold decoration (where possible) reflected 

the pre-Exilic period as well, at least as a way of showing Yahweh’s power as reflected in 

the opulence of the Temple.  Just as people stored their gold in wearable form, so could 

YHWH, as Temple decoration.  This would not have been problematic to the 

Deuteronomic historians, as ensuring the temple’s comparable or greater opulence in 

relation to the palace would reflect their preferred power scheme.   

 While Singer ostensibly focused on semiotics, his underlying assumptions and 

ultimate point were theological.  He considered the symbolism of the texts without noting 
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their propagandistic nature, and used the New Testament in tandem with the Old, an 

historically inappropriate, but theologically meaningful approach for Christians.   

Psk (Kesef) 

Like gold, silver also served multiple purposes, as both texts and archaeological 

remains attest:  it served as money by shekel-weight, was stored both as scrap and as 

jewelry, and was smelted in a furnace to extract it from lead ore.  One expects silver to 

share gold’s financial connotations, and essentially be limited to those, but it had a more 

far-reaching significance.  In addition to the tension between the financial value and 

status aspects of silver, and its presence with gold in the anti-idolatry polemic, silver 

needed to be purified in a furnace. Therefore, it appears in metaphorical contexts of 

furnaces, even more often than iron and bronze/ copper (furnace metaphors for silver: 

Isaiah 1:22, 48:10; Ezek 22:20, 22; Zech 13:9; Malachi 3:3; Ps. 12:6, 66:10; Prov 17:3, 

25:4.  for bronze/ copper:  Ezekiel 22:18, 20; 24:11; Job 28:2).  The higher status of silver 

over iron or bronze could have made the furnace metaphor more powerful, juxtaposing a 

precious metal with smelting and purifying, as opposed to those metals used in everyday 

tools and weapons.  It also made the residues of silver production a more powerful 

contrast than the slags from bronze and iron production. 

However, furnace metaphors appear primarily in late texts, from Isaiah (1:22; 

48:10), Ezekiel (22:18,20,22), Zechariah (13:9), Malachi (3:3), Psalms (12:6; 66:10), and 

Proverbs (17:3; 25:4).   It is possible, perhaps even likely that this metaphor stemmed 

from the pre-exilic period, it remains difficult to prove.  
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 Singer’s symbolic analysis found silver to be parallel to gold, if of lower value, 

and recognized it as the primary means of exchange.  It represented prosperity and 

economic might (Singer 1980:191), and was often paired with gold in biblical texts 

(Singer 1980:171-172).  In older texts, silver was more common as currency, and gold 

was rare, which reflects the archaeological record.  

Archaeologically, most Iron Age II silver is found either as jewelry or in hoards 

as hacksilber (see e.g. Platt 1978, 1992; Golani and Sass 1998; Gitin and Golani 2001, 

and chapter six of this dissertation).  If some silver jewelry bore amuletic power, it is not 

clear if the power was inherent in, or strengthened by the silver, or if it lay only in the 

form and decoration.  The Egyptians believed that the gods’ bones were made of silver 

and connected it with the moon and lunar deities (Wilkinson 1994:84), but there is no 

proof of such a connection in ancient Israel.  Rather, it appears from textual sources that 

silver was regarded primarily as a symbol of wealth and status, secondary to, and more 

accessible than gold.  This same point might also pertain to its use in amulets and 

statues—good, but not gold. 

 

lzrb (Barzel) 

One metal that has merited much scholarly attention is iron, the subject of Paula 

McNutt’s The Forging of Ancient Israel: Iron Technology, Symbolism, and Tradition in 

Ancient Society (1990).  This is due in part to the attribution of sole control over iron 

technology to the Philistines, which is not borne out by the archaeological remains of the 
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Iron Age, and is the result of poor translation (1 Sam 13:19).87  Over the course of the 

Iron Age, the peoples of the southern Levant developed an expertise at ironsmithing, but 

it took them centuries to perfect it.  By the later portions of the Iron Age, all of the 

peoples of the Levant possessed iron technology, but not at a high standard of 

craftsmanship.  Therefore, texts written and edited at different times may reflect different 

attitudes toward iron.   

While iron has been a popular topic for scholars to study, it was less popular for 

jewelry in the Iron IIB-C.  Only 18 of 395 metal objects (4.6%) were made of iron, two 

of them only partially.  Given that a precious metal (gold) was replaced with less 

expensive one (bronze) in the Temple, it is possible that shiny steel was used as a cheap 

version of silver.  

 

Biblical References88 

Smelting, whether of iron, silver, or bronze was used symbolically to represent 

the torment of the Israelites (Deut 4:20; 1 Kings 8:51; Jer 6:28, 11:4; Ezek 22:18, 20 for 

iron).  The idea conveyed was that the Israelites would be or had been placed, like ore, 

into an oven to suffer through terrible conditions, and a portion of them would survive.89  

The rest would be lost or removed like slag or dross.  Singer claimed that the higher 

temperatures required to work with iron than bronze or silver made the iron furnace a 

                                                 
87 The word often translated as blacksmith,  ( vrj ) charash, literally means “smith” or even “artisan,” and 
does not necessarily refer to iron.  It could just as easily refer to a bronze smith (McNutt 1990:238).  
Indeed, into the Iron II period, the same smith worked with both metals, which was part of the reason for 
the poor quality control over iron technology (Pleiner and Bjorkman 1974:303).   
88 Num 35:16; Deut 3:1, 4:20, 27:5, 28:48; Josh 8:31, 17:16, 18; Judg 1:19, 4:3, 13; 1 Sam 17:7; 1 Kings 
6:7, 8:51; Is 45:2, 48:4, 60:17; Jer 6:28, 11:4, 15:12, 17:1, 28:13, 28:14; Amos 1:3 
89 This is what Mathews and Moyer refer to as the “remnant theme” in biblical prophecy (1997:120). 
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stronger symbol of nearly unbearable anguish, with images of cruel, relentless oppression 

or punishment (Singer 1980:188). The motif of Egypt as an “iron furnace” (Deut 4:20, 1 

Kings 8:51; Jer. 11:4) compared Israel to the blacksmith, toiling in terrible conditions, not 

to the iron itself. 

Sawyer described the attitudes towards iron for daily use in early biblical texts as 

reflecting the rarity of high quality steel tools and weapons before the eighth century.  

Only in the 8th century or later texts did iron appear in descriptions of everyday life, and 

as imports and exports (e.g. Isa 60:17, Ezek 27:19) (Sawyer 1983:130).  In early texts,90 

(e.g. Ex. 20:25), the tool (not to be) used to dress stones for the altar was unspecified, 

whereas later parallels (Deut. 27:5, I Kings 7) specify that an iron tool is not to be used, 

as if iron was the obvious tool material for cutting stones.  Similarly, the account of 

Temple building in I Kings 6:7 mentions that iron was not among the metals used on the 

Temple Mount.  However, this is not quite in accordance with the injunctions regarding 

altar building, because the stones were dressed with iron, but at the quarry so that no iron 

tool was heard at the Temple building site (1 Kings 6:7).  In contrast, the corresponding 

passage in Chronicles (1 Chr. 22:3, 14-16; 29:2, 7; 2 Chr. 2:7, cf. 24:12), written later, 

describes large quantities of iron reserved for the building and repairing of the altar and 

Temple (Sawyer 1983:130).  Evidently, when 1 Kings was written, there were 

reservations about the use of iron in ritual contexts, but when 1 Chronicles was written, 

this was no longer the case. 

                                                 
90 Early according to Sawyer. 
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The reasons for the biblical editors’ ambivalence towards iron is not clear.  Singer 

claimed that iron was innately hard, impermeable, and resistant, and therefore in conflict 

with the positive nature of YHWH (Singer 1980:189).  Sawyer described it as 

representing strength and power, but with “unmistakably hostile and aggressive 

associations” (Sawyer 1983:131), due to its Hittite origins (contra Waldbaum 1978) and 

the prevalence of iron used against Israel, a description that is not borne out by any 

evidence. 

Rather than being negative or positive, iron appears to represent two different 

concepts: wealth and physical power. In many places, iron is used along with gold and 

silver to represent wealth, either as spoils of war (e.g. Num. 31:22; Josh 6:19, 24; 22:8), 

natural resources (Deut 8:9,13), or valuable tool (2 Kings 6:5, 6).  This is not the primary 

form of iron symbolism, however. In most instances, the biblical editors used iron, not to 

represent power, but to emphasize images of power, such as walls (Ezek 4:3), pillars (Jer 

1:18), weapons (1 Samuel 17:7), and horns (I Kings 22:11, Mic. 4:13).  Iron is also used 

by Israelites or by YHWH against their enemies (2 Sam 12:31, 1 Kings 22:11, Isa 10:34, 

Ps 2:9), acts with positive connotations (cf. Sawyer 1983:133).  The positive or negative 

nature of the overtones ultimately refers to the wielder of that power;  when wielded by 

Assyria against Judah, iron strength and power were negative, but when Judah or Israel 

used iron against the Aramaeans (I Kings 22:11, II Chr 18:10 ) or  the Ammonites (II 

Sam 12:31, 1 Chr 20:3), it was positive.  Therefore, the dominant theme associated with 

iron is strength.   
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Compared to other metals, iron is notably hard, impermeable, and resistant.  

These attributes caused it to figure in Esarhaddon’s vassal treaties.  They include a curse 

that the gods of the vassals should turn rebellious vassals’ “soil to iron, that they would 

be unable to cut a furrow in it” (Pritchard 1969:103, line 63) (cf. Deut 28:23), and for 

bronze and iron reversed cf. Lev. 26:19).   In positive contexts, texts show that the 

Assyrians used a few forms of iron in medicine (Pleiner and Bjorkman 1974:304).  Iron 

powder, washed iron, “male and female iron”91 and magnetite served as necessary 

components in medicines and “magic rituals” (Pleiner and Bjorkman 1974:306).  

 

Technical realities 

Biblical texts claim that other people had iron technology before the Israelites 

(Josh 17:16, 18; Judg. 1:19, 4:3, 13; 2 Sam 12:31).  However, archaeological evidence 

does not support the Philistines or the Canaanites having had iron weaponry in the Late 

Bronze Age or Iron Age I periods.92  Waldbaum found that bronze remained the 

dominant metal for weapons and tools at all excavated sites until at least the 10th century 

BCE (1978:41), and according to Sawyer, it is highly improbable, in contradistinction to 

biblical claims, that iron was used for chariots in the times of Joshua (17:16, 18) or 

Judges (1:19;93 4:3, 13), or for most equipment during David’s reign (e.g. 2 Sam 12:31).  

Similarly, the Philistines were not masters of iron to the oppression and detriment of the 

Israelites (Sawyer 1983:129, McNutt 1990:198-205).   

                                                 
91Unfortunately, it is unclear to what the first three terms refer (Pleiner and Bjorkman 1974:306). 
92 Neither Drews (1989) nor Nelson (1997) question the historicity of iron chariots 
93 Miller and Hayes describe Judg 1:19 as a later explanation of Israelite demographics (1986:103-105). 
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According to Waldbaum, control over iron technology was precarious into the 

eighth century BCE.  She hypothesized that the transfer from bronze to iron technology 

had more to do with the easy and cheap availability of iron in contrast to the 

unavailability of tin (1978:68-73), necessary for bronze.  Even in Assyria, a wealthier 

nation, well-made iron weapons and household tools became common only in the late 

eighth century (Pleiner and Bjorkman 1974:307; Curtis, et al 1979:369-70).  The 

technical difficulties had to do with the prohibitively high temperatures needed for 

consistently effective iron-working, well beyond the temperatures necessary for bronze 

working.  In addition, different techniques were necessary to turn iron into steel than to 

alloy and work bronze.  Carburization and quenching, while technically easy, were not 

obvious steps for smiths trained in bronze-working techniques (Sawyer 1983:132; 

Waldbaum 1978:68-69).  Thus, while some pieces of iron were strong and hard, many, 

possibly a majority, were inefficiently soft or uneven attempts at tempered steel. 

Iron was not a major material for jewelry production in the Iron Age IIB-C 

southern Levant, but it was used.  It may have been used as a cheaper silver material, or it 

may have been used intentionally.  Literary references show that it served as wealth 

storage and to symbolize status or power, but it will be clear in chapter six that the 

jewelry remains do not bear that out well.    

 

tvjn (Neḥošet) 

The final metal to consider is bronze, which in Hebrew is denoted with the same 

word as copper, neḥošet.  Bronze was used for a large portion of the jewelry in this study, 
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especially bangles and rings.  Green (forth.) found that bangles denoted age and sex 

status;  it is unclear if they did so in the Iron IIB-C period, or if the material from which 

they were made was relevant to their social functions.   

The most notably symbolic use of copper or bronze in the Hebrew Bible is 

neḥushtan, the bronze snake made by Moses (Num 21:9) and stored in the Temple, with 

incense burned for it until Hezekiah’s reign (2 Kings 18:4).  Looking upon this snake 

cured the bites of poisonous snakes.  The snake’s name plays on the connection between 

snake, (naḥaš) and copper, (neḥošet).   The shared root may result from a false cognate 

with mlḥš, a practitioner who cured people of snakebites with the help of deities (Levine 

2000:88).  

The Hebrew term can either mean copper or bronze: differentiation is entirely 

contextual.  The places in which the Bible refers to copper are assumed to be those in 

which the text refers to mining or processing ore.  In most manufactured objects, such as 

shackles (Mytvjn) (neḥuštaim) (Judg 16:21; 2 Sam 3:34; 2 Kings 25:7; Jer 39:7, 52:11; 2 

Chr 33:11, 36:6), weapons (e.g. 1 Sam 17:6; 2 Sam 21:6) or pillar sockets (Ex 27:10, 11, 

17) (Houtman 2000:3.430-431, 456-457), copper would be uselessly soft. 

Like tin, silver, and iron, copper was used to symbolize sinners (i.e. non-

Deuteronomists) (Singer 1980:177), fodder for the furnace (Ezek 22:18,20).  Thus the 

purification process of smelting the ore, i.e. the Israelites, would create a more pure 

Israel.   
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Visually, bronze was similar to gold and sometimes served as a symbolic (but less 

expensive) substitute (i.e. Kings 14:26-27).  Thus, even though silver and gold served 

more similar practical roles, bronze could replace gold in symbolic settings (Singer 

1980:183).  Like gold, bronze was used in symbolic areas, such as the construction of the 

Tabernacle, Temple, and religious accoutrements.94  While many objects are described as 

being made of gold, most of the larger ones were made of bronze.  This includes Jachin 

and Boaz, the potentially apotropaic bronze pillars in front of Solomon’s temple95 (Singer 

1980:184) as well as the bronze sea and wagons (1 Kings 7:23-33). In all cases, the 

objects were too large to reasonably be made of gold.  Structurally, the bronze sea and 

wagons could have been gilded, but not made of gold, as it is a very soft metal.  Shiny 

and gold-colored appears to have sufficed.   

Associations of materials with the divine in Egypt is more clear than it is for the 

southern Levant, and there, gods were depicted with gold skin; bronze was sometimes 

substituted for gold (Wilkinson 1994:83).  If any physical locations were imbued with 

symbolism, the Temple would be, particularly in literature, as it was the most important 

place in Israel to the biblical writers.  Practically speaking, bronze is cheaper, sturdier, 

similar to gold’s color, and sparkles similarly in the sun, at least if polished consistently.   

Like iron, bronze represented strength and power.  Bronze and iron were the 

materials for weapons and tools of war and captivity, and often served to reinforce the 

image of punitive, offensive forces such as the Assyrians and Babylonians (Singer 
                                                 
94 Singer posited that gold represented the immediate proximity of YHWH.  Bronze represented the 
mediated proximity of YHWH to men through his angels (Singer 1980:184). 
95 These columns had names, stood at the entrance to the Temple, and were decorated with chains in the 
place of necklaces.  This suggests that the columns were the equivalents to the guardian figures at 
monumental gateways in Mesopotamia. 
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1980:179).  Most notably, bronze and iron shackles symbolized the oppression and loss 

of freedom, which the Deuteronomistic theology explained as divinely ordained 

punishment (2 Kings 25:7; Jer. 39:7, 52:11; 2 Chron. 33:11; 36:6) (Singer 1980:180).  It 

was used with iron, as in Esarhaddon’s treaty curses, to highlight the hardness of metals, 

and to show the barrenness and famine that would result from the Israelites’ sins (Lev. 

26:19; Deut. 28:23).  In this way, bronze, like iron, represents strength and power, 

emphasizing those aspects of already strong symbols or situations.   

 

Metals Redux 

Overall, metals represented a source of wealth, and one that was durable.  

Because metal could be melted down and reshaped, its value extended beyond the 

immediate object.  Gold and silver were valuable as currency by weight; bronze (copper 

and tin) and iron were valuable as artifacts, tools, and weapons, with the option of reuse.   

In the symbolic realm, different metals’ values are more difficult to identify and 

are also susceptible to change across cultures and over time.  Gold apparently represented 

rank and power.  It was a high status material, which worked as part of a symbolic circle: 

those with high social rank were better able to amass wealth, including gold, which 

increased their social status, making it easier to amass further wealth.   Gold was 

associated with the Temple, but it is unclear whether that was because of its wealth, 

status, power, and royal associations, or if it represented the divine as it did in Egypt.  

Egyptian iconography suggests the possibility, but the lack of comparable Israelite art 

problematizes the issue.  The lack of iconic representations of YHWH renders scholars 
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unable to declare whether gods were pictured as having golden skin; neither textual nor 

iconographic references refer to such belief.  Rather, YHWH appears as a pillar of fire or 

cloud (Ex.13:21-22; 14:9, 24; 33:9,10; Num 14:14; Deut 31:15).  While he sits on the 

heavenly throne and radiates, there is insufficient evidence to assume him to be golden-

skinned.  Therefore, the gold will be assumed to represent wealth, power, and glory to 

objects made of it. 

Like gold, silver represented wealth and status, but at levels more accessible to 

the average person; many silver earrings were found in the course of this study, but few 

of gold.  Silver served as the standard form of currency in the Near East, and some 

biblical texts use it to represent Israel in furnace metaphors.  With gold, silver was often 

mentioned as a substance that Israelites were forbidden to use in the creation of images to 

worship, but silver itself had positive connotations.   

Bronze and iron represented power, both as expensive commodities and 

increasing the intensities of imagery of strength.  Symbolically, they emphasized the 

strength associated with whatever objects were made of them.  Visually, bronze was a 

possible substitute for gold, being similarly colored and shiny, although unlike gold,  

bronze tarnishes.  Both materials were most often mentioned in military or tool-related 

contexts, and unlike gold and silver, neither seem prevalent in the possible apotropaia of 

the Iron II period.   
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Animal Bones 

The ancient Israelites made artifacts also out of ivory (bhnv) (HALOT 4:1602) 

and other animal bones (twmxo), including a group of seals, mostly dating to the 7th 

century BCE (Keel and Uehlinger 1998:265), and a group of pendants that that Platt 

describes as jewelry for poor people (1978:23).  Ivory was a luxury trade good (1 Kings 

10:22) that came either from Syrian elephants or from Africa, where both elephants and 

hippopotami provided ivory.  It was used for decoration, especially in the form of inlays 

(1 Kings 10:18, 22:39) (Liebowitz 1992:585-87).  This was a specialty of the Levantine 

craftsmen, especially the Phoenicians (Keel and Uehlinger 1998:179).   However, it does 

not figure heavily in the Hebrew Bible, is rare in the jewelry corpus of this dissertation, 

and is largely absent from cultically mandated contexts such as the tabernacle and 

Temple.  It is simply a sign of wealth (e.g. I Kings 10:18, 22; 22:39; Amos 3:15; 6:4).  

The vast majority of references to bones refer to human bones.  Of the five 

references to animal bones (Ex. 12:46; Num 9:12; Ezek. 24:4,5,10), all are in the context 

of sacrifices.  Because nothing refers to worked animal bones, further discussion will be 

reserved for the chapters discussing the artifacts themselves.   

 

Stones  

Beads and jewelry were made of many substances since the Upper Paleolithic 

period.  Obviously, this includes the Iron Age, and the Hebrew Bible does mention 

several stones, most notably in reference to those decorating the High Priest’s breastpiece 

(Ex. 28:15-21; 39:8-14).  Of the 12 stones listed, modern researchers can identify one, 
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and make an educated guess on one other.  ryps  (sappir) assumed to be lapis lazuli, 

(HALOT 2:764) because Exodus 24:10 refers to a sky-blue ryps  (sappir), and Yahweh’s 

throne in the sky is made of ryps  (sappir) as well (Ezek 1:26, 10:1).  Lapis was mined in 

Afghanistan (Andrews 1990:47-48) and traded at least as far as Egypt.  It was one of the 

earliest long-distance luxury trade goods, appearing in the Sumerian tombs.  Because it 

traveled so far, it was used in small quantities; only a god could afford a lapis throne.  It 

is also possible that ryps  (sappir) was turquoise, but unlikely.  

In addition, the first stone listed for the breastplate, Mda (odem) stems from the 

root for red, Mda (adom) suggesting that it could have been sard, carnelian or garnet.  All 

three were available in Egypt (Harris 1966:45, Andrews 1990:41), but sard or carnelian is 

most likely.  Garnets were rarely used in Egypt after the New Kingdom, and occur in 

stones that were too small for the writing required on the breastpiece (Andrews 1990:43, 

Harris 1966:45-4696).  It is also possible, though not provable, that all three stones were 

called by the same name, meaning “red stone.”   

Sapphire and ruby are unlikely translations of ryps (sapir) and Mda (odem) both 

because they were unavailable in the trade sphere of the ANE, and because they were too 

hard to work.  J. S. Harris (1966) examined the words for the many stones on the 

breastpiece, but came to the same conclusion as Brenner did in 1980:  it is impossible to 

identify the stones conclusively.  Many of the words are hapax legomena, with unclear 

etymologies, perhaps due in part to the long-distance trade in precious stones.  Stones 

                                                 
96 Harris referred this to rubies, but the point is equally valid for garnets. 
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arrived with their original names, which were then worked into a form usable in the target 

language, and an etymology might have been created in that language.  The stones were 

identified by fewer properties than are modern stones, and even ancient sources, 

including the Septuagint, rabbis, and Samaritan traditions disagreed on proper translation 

and identification of the terms for these stones (Brenner 1982:165).  This negative 

conclusion indicates that the discussion of the role stones in jewelry and amulets must put 

more focus on archaeology.   

While unable to identify the individual stones, Houtman was able to discuss 

stones more generally in the context of the High Priest’s breastplate.  Stones were 

expensive, high-status imports (I Kings 10:11, Ezek 27:22).  Their beauty lay in luster or 

brilliance and depth, not sparkle, which is a result of modern techniques of cutting and 

polishing.  They implied that the bearer had power and dignity (e.g. Gen. 41:42, 2 Sam 

12:30, Jer 22:24, Ezek 28:13) and were thought to have special powers.  Their power was 

related to their representation of purity, glory, luster, beauty and perfection.  Houtman 

explained their function on the High Priest’s breastplate as providing a pure surface on 

which to write the tribal names, and attracting Yahweh’s attention to those names to 

facilitate communication with him (2000:3.501-503).   

Houtman is partially correct; the popularity of synthetic stones such as glass and 

faience, however, require that the explanation be expanded to materials other than, and of 

less expense than, the stones of the high priest’s breastplate.  From parallels in 

ethnographic literature (Mershen 1989), ancient Egyptian parallels (Andrews 1990; 1994; 

Wilkinson 1994), and the biblical replacement of gold with bronze (1 Kings 14:27), it 
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appears likely that color was the key to a stone’s social function, with the probably 

exception of wealth storage. Many stones, as well as other objects, could be inscribed or 

incised.  As this is an archaeological, epigraphic, and art historical question, and not a 

textual or biblical one, the functions and possibly symbolism of different stones will be 

dealt with in chapters four (mineralogy) and seven (elements of jewelry).   

 

Conclusion 

Colors are extremely important in jewelry production.  They can function 

symbolically in a way that may render the actual substances less important.  It appears, 

from the biblical texts, that the most important colors for wealth storage were metals: 

gold is commonly called for in the Bible, although it is rarely found in archaeological 

excavations, at least in quantity.  Silver, which was the basis of the monetary system of 

the ancient Near East is treated as less important than gold in the Bible, but is found 

much more commonly in archaeological contexts.  While bronze and iron both represent 

strength and power more than they do financial value, they serve in both capacities 

according to the Bible; they may also have served as fake gold and silver jewelry for the 

poor.  They do not suggest a ritual or cultic purpose for metal jewelry, but other functions 

remain possible for it. 

Color is inherent in stones, which were used extensively in the Iron Age II 

Southern Levant for jewelry.  The importance of the colors is made even more apparent 

in that they were copied in glass, faience, and bone (for ivory), making colored jewelry 

available to a much wider range of people.  The colors used for jewelry correspond 
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closely to those called for in ritual contexts in the Hebrew Bible.  Most of the jewelry is 

in the red, blue-green, or purple-blue categories, or neutral, whitish colors.  These are the 

colors of the cloths used in the Tabernacle and for the high Priest’s accoutrements.  It 

seems unlikely to be coincidental, and appears that these colors had ritual power outside 

of the Tabernacle and priesthood as well.  Based both on the frequency of colors, and 

their use in seals, scarabs, scaraboids, and Egyptian amulets found in the Iron Age II 

Southern Levant, they may have been used as amulets.     

Color terms fall into to categories: those that are abstract, such as red, and those 

that are based in the substance of origin, such as tlkt (tkhelet).  With the exception of 

white, the colors called for in rituals are substance-based, not abstract.  It is not clear, 

however, if those words were used to make up for the lack of the abstract terms in the 

language as a whole.  According to the Berlin-Kay theory of evolutionary linguistics, the 

colors blue and purple are among the last to be created.  On one hand, the colors may 

have been referred to by substances because they lacked abstract categories.  On the other 

hand, the entire lexicon of ancient Hebrew was not used in compiling the Hebrew Bible, 

so the words may have existed, but not been included in the Bible.   

Looking outside the Iron Age IIB-C Southern Levant, several sources hint at the 

primacy of color over material in jewelry.   Mershen’s (1989) ethnoarchaeological study 

of women’s jewelry in Jordan found that bead necklaces are believed to be amuletic, and 

the most important criterion of a bead is its color.  Financial value can be somewhat 

irrelevant, rendering red glass as efficacious as carnelian or ruby.  In the ancient world, 

the Egyptians considered the color to symbolize the material for mechanical-religious 
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purposes (i.e. yellow paint worked like, and substituted for gold leaf as protective 

decoration on coffins) (Taylor 2001:166), and Rehoboam replaced gold shields with 

bronze after Shishak carried off the treasures of the temple and palace (1 Kings 14:27).    

Therefore, this dissertation investigates the possibility that colors were perceived 

as powerful, and a prime impetus for choosing materials for jewelry.  Traditionally, 

jewelry was made from a variety of materials and with more than one material per color.  

Perhaps faience was as efficacious as lapis or turquoise, and carnelian as powerful as 

garnet, making protection available to the poor. It also remains possible that beads were 

chosen on purely aesthetic grounds, a prospect which would be difficult to assess for an 

ancient society (see, e.g. Gell 1998). 

The next chapters will build on the first three.  In chapter four, the materials used 

in the jewelry in the corpus will be examined in terms of location of origin, properties, 

and uses.  Chapter five will break down the jewelry by sites, to assist in sidestepping mis-

conclusions based on biases inherent in the excavations or geographic differences.  

Chapters six will return to the information from chapters two and three, by analyzing the 

social functions of complete jewelry objects, such as bangles, rings and earrings, using 

both the archaeological material and the textual material included herein.  Chapter seven 

will do the same for jewelry elements, those objects that were used in jewelry in 

combination with other materials, such as string, or rings.  Finally, chapter eight will be a 

conclusion, summing up each of the previous chapters and tying it all together.   
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CHAPTER 4:  MINERALOGY AND GEMOLOGY 

Introduction 

“‘All that glitters is not gold’ – or:  not every green stone will be an emerald” 

(Malley 1987:43).  It may not even be stone.  Chapter three was an examination of the 

Hebrew and cognate words for colors and materials.  This chapter will describe the 

materials from which ancient jewelry was made: their origins, workability, and the 

objects made from each one.  Finally, it will also consider why these particular materials 

were used as they were. 

Most objects could be made from one of several materials; therefore, the choice of 

material can be an important variable in determining the social functions of the jewelry. 

While material choices were certainly informed by cultural considerations, such as the 

symbolisms of colors and materials, other aspects came into play as well.  Those include 

economic and physical factors, including the distance from point of origin of a material 

and the difficulties of working it.  For stone, the difficulties hinge on hardness and type of 

fracture.  For metals, variables include melting point, and the possible needs to smelt and 

alloy.  Some materials are not appropriate for certain uses, which will be clear from the 

forthcoming analysis, and contributes to the social and ritual functions of the jewelry.  

Finally, the organic and synthetic options will also be discussed; these allowed ancient 

people to copy most precious stones.   

It will find that some materials, such as gold, silver, lapis lazuli, and ivory, appear 

to have been chosen for their financial and/ or status value, as the two are difficult to 
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separate.97  Some, including carnelian, bone, malachite, and bronze, were chosen because 

their colors were in the range that chapter three found to be ritually significant, or 

because they had the same colors as the high status materials.  Some materials were 

chosen for ease of manufacture: those were fairly soft and malleable materials that would 

nonetheless hold their shapes when completed, such as alabaster, bone, synthetics,98 

serpentine, and steatite.  Still others were chosen for easy availability, including 

limestone, sandstone and bone.  The final category is those whose value is can not be 

identified: in many cases, the excavators did not specify the color, and the material exists 

in several colors, rendering an identification impossible.   These categories are not 

mutually exclusive, but they are important, because the function or significance of the 

object necessarily depended in part on the material from which it was made, on its 

economic value and symbolic significance, and they will contribute the functions of the 

objects as discussed in chapters six and seven.  

  

Factors in Jewelry Making 

There were three main reasons for materials to be regarded as precious:  beauty, 

rarity, and durability (Malley 1987:43).  In ancient times, beauty was probably a factor of 

color, not of refraction; Iron Age II gemstones were polished, not faceted.  Based on the 

complete lack of faceted gemstones, ancient lapidaries’ goal was to retain as much of the 

stone and its color as possible. Cutting facets for “maximum optical brilliance” was an 

                                                 
97 See Table 4.12 for the complete list. 
98 Synthetic materials are those that do not appear in nature, such as glass, ceramic, and faience.   
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ideal and an achievement primarily of European jewelers and only in the last few 

centuries (Keene 1981:30, 38). 

Rarity was also a factor of expense; lapis lazuli had to be carried from 

Afghanistan (Andrews 1990:47), and it was therefore expensive.  Carnelian and 

malachite came from the Sinai, and they were therefore cheaper.  Bone, limestone, and 

wood were available at home, making these materials cheaper still.  Many materials were 

available in Egypt; the Eastern Desert was a rich source of minerals (Andrews 1990:38).  

Because trade between Egypt and the Southern Levant was constant, this paper assumes 

that if the nearest source of a material was Egypt, it probably originated there, although it 

may have arrived via Phoenicia (cf. Redford 1992:366). 

The people of the ancient southern Levant could have gotten their gemstones from 

anywhere around the Mediterranean, or as far east as India.  This is based on the 

prominence of India in the ancient gemstone trade (see e.g. Mackay 1937, Collon 

1996:223, Salles 1996:256) and the evidence that lapis lazuli came from Afghanistan 

(Andrews 1990:47).  Much of the trade could have been indirect.  While small quantities 

of materials or finished jewelry might have reached the Ancient Near East from trans-

Alpine or central European (e.g. opal) contexts, that is assumed to be less likely.  Given 

the lack of evidence for large scale trade with those areas, it was probably indirect trade.  

The same is true for sub-Saharan Africa, although those materials could arrive via Egypt 

or Arabia.  Such items, like the exotic animals used as status symbols by Mesopotamian 

rulers (Foster 1996:323), would have been prohibitively expensive.  Possible sources will 

therefore be included for each item.   
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The materials discussed in this chapter include all those from which the jewelry 

listed in the appendices were made.  Others, such as wood, leather, and fibers, may also 

have been used to make jewelry in the Iron Age II Southern Levant; however, lacking 

proof, it is more effective to study the items that are available.  It is certainly worth 

noting, however, that the people of the Iron Age IIB-C southern Levant presumably wore 

some jewelry that did not survive the last 2700 years, either because of re-melting or 

other re-use, or physical deterioration (e.g. wood, resin, leather, cloth,99 etc.).   

On a procedural note, each section below will include a chart of materials v. 

numbers of objects made of each.  The numbers among the various substances do not 

correlate precisely with the numbers in the large appendices because some objects are 

made of more than one substance,100 and therefore appear in both lists.  In addition, 

others do not appear at all because the excavators or publishers described them vaguely: 

it is not possible to discuss sources or material attributes of “stone,” as it encompasses too 

wide a range of materials.   

For each material listed in the appendices, an entry appears in this chapter, with 

information on its place of origin, uses, and the characteristics that affect working with it.  

In the case of the metals, some need to be alloyed to be sturdy enough for use.  In the 

case of stones, hardness is listed on the basis of Moh’s scale.101  In the Iron Age II 

                                                 
99 While jewelry was probably not made of cloth, it could have been covered with fabric scraps, and the 
lack of extant chains suggests that necklaces were strung on string.   
100 A seal from Samaria was made of bronze with red and green glass paste (Crowfoot 1957:88).  It is 
listed under bronze and glass.  A bangle from Lachish is made of both bronze and iron (Tufnell 1953:235-
236, 389-390) and is included in both sections.   
101 This measures hardness based on what substances scratch each other.  The softest, Talc, is designated as 
a hardness of 1.  The list is as follows: Talc=1, Gypsum=2, Calcite=3, Flourite=4, Apatite=5, Orthoclase 
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Southern Levant, H:7 was the hardest material in use.  If a range of colors is 

mineralogically possible, all of the possibilities are included.  The accompanying tables 

show the number of objects per material that are included in the dissertation

                                                                                                                                                 
feldspar=6, Quartz=7, Topaz (Beryl)=8, Corundum (i.e. sapphire, ruby, emery), diamond=10. 
(http://www.amfed.org/t_mohs.htm, accessed 3/15/07).   



 168 

Material Number 
Nearest 
Locations 

agate 13 
Eastern Desert 
(Egypt) 

alabaster  1 
Eastern Desert 
(Egypt) 

amber 1 Lebanon 

amethyst  5 
Eastern Desert 
(Egypt), Aswan 

amygdaloid 1 

insufficient 
information in 
sight report 

bone 835 Local 

calcite 1 
Eastern Desert 
(Egypt) 

carnelian 1008 

Arabian Desert, 
Eastern Desert 
(Egypt) 

ceramic 36 Local 

chalcedony 74 

Sinai, Eastern 
Desert (Egypt), 
Abu Simbel, 
Western Desert 
(Egypt) 

chalk 1 Israel, Judah 

copper 
(bronze) 269 

Wadi Feinan, 
Sinai, Syria, 
Cyprus 

coral 1 
Mediterranean 
Sea, Red Sea 

diorite 1 Aswan 

electrum 3 

Eastern Desert 
(Egypt), Al Mina 
(Syria), Cilicia 

faience 1314 
local, Phoenicia, 
Egypt 

flint 2 Israel, Judah 

garnet 1 

Sinai, Eastern 
Desert (Egypt), 
Aswan 

glass 367 
local, Phoenicia, 
Egypt 

gold 24 

Eastern Desert 
(Egypt), Al Mina 
(Syria), Cilicia 

hematite 11 

Sinai, Eastern 
Desert (Egypt), 
Aswan 

iron 18 

Negev, Galilee, 
esp. Mugharet el-
Wardah (Jordan) 

ivory 11 Egypt, Syria 

jasper 5 
Eastern Desert 
(Egypt) 

lapis lazuli 7 
Badakhshan 
(Afghanistan) 

lead 1 Anatolia, Greece 

limestone 185 
Israel, Judah, 
Egypt 

malachite 3 

Wadi Feinan, 
Sinai, Syria, 
Cyprus 

marble 6 Egypt, Italy 
milky 
quartz 3 Syria, Aswan 
obsidian 1 Anatolia 
onyx 4 Egypt (?), India 

opal 1 
Czech or Slovak 
Republic 

orthoclase 
feldspar 1 

Eastern Desert 
(Egypt) 

porphyry 2 
Eastern Desert 
(Egypt) 

quartzite 2 Spain, India 
resin 1 Lebanon 

rock crystal 34 
Sinai, Western 
Desert (Egypt) 

rose quartz 1 India 
sandstone 12 Dead Sea area 
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schist 2 

insufficient 
information in 
sight report 

serpentine 16 
Eastern Desert 
(Egypt) 

shell 
(conus) 1 

Mediterranean 
Sea, Red Sea 

shell 
(cowrie) 172 

Mediterranean 
Sea, Red Sea 

shell 
(dentalium) 2 

Mediterranean 
Sea, Red Sea 

silver 78 Anatolia, Greece 
smoky 
quartz 1 

see amethyst, 
above 

steatite 86 
Eastern Desert 
(Egypt), Aswan 

tin (bronze) 269 
Anatolia, 
Afghanistan 

Table 4.1:  Quantities and nearest sources of materials 
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Fig. 4.1: Map of the Egypt with mineral deposits (Andrews 1990:38) 
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Data Collection and Organization 

 The appendices on which this is based are derived from examination of the 

published materials from several sites in modern Israel, the Palestinian Authority, and 

Jordan.  The sites were chosen from a regional and site size perspective.  The original 

intention was to include the capitals, Jerusalem and Samaria, as well as two cities from 

each sub-region.  Regionally, Hazor and Dan could represent the far north, however, Dan 

has not been fully published and was not usable for this study.  Tell en-Nasbeh and 

Megiddo were chosen to represent the northern and southern central hills, respectively.  

Unfortunately, the jewelry from Tell en-Nasbeh’s city was undifferentiated by period in 

the site report (McCown 1947), and that from the tombs has not yet been published (A. 

Brody,102 personal communication). 

Lachish and Timnah/ Tell Batash were chosen to represent the Shephelah, and 

both were published in a usable manner.  Arad and Beersheva are two excavated and 

published southern cities, but the excavations at Beersheva yielded no jewelry. Tell 

Hesban is a Transjordanian site that has been well published.  None of the Philistine cities 

have yielded a published corpus of 9th-6th century jewelry,103 so they were not included.   

Therefore, the sites included in the database are: Jerusalem and Samaria,104 the 

two Israelite capitals.  From the north, Hazor; from the north-central hills, Megiddo; from 

the Shephelah, Lachish and Timnah/ Tell Batash; and from the south, Arad.  In terms of 

                                                 
102 A. Brody is the director of the Badé Museum, where the material from Tell en-Nasbeh is stored. 
103 Tel Miqne’s jewelry has been worked up and used as an M.A. thesis at Hebrew University by A. 
Golani, but is not yet published. 
104 The reports from Samaria were vague as to period of origin, but were better than Tell en-Nasbeh and 
were included. 
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site size variety, Jerusalem, Samaria, Megiddo, and Lachish were major cities, and these 

were to be balanced by some smaller sites: Timnah/ Tel Batash for the Shephelah and 

Philistine Border, and Arad in the south.   

 Each object was catalogued with the information of site and stratum, period or 

date, object number at the site, quantity,105 object identification,106 shape, material,107 

color,108 citation for drawings and/ or photos, textual references, type of context,109 locus 

number, and notes.  Shapes of beads and pendants were defined according the system set 

out by Beck (1928).  This is somewhat subjective, but more consistent than combining 

excavators’ sometimes idiosyncratic descriptions. “Notes” includes any additional 

information that was available, but did not fit into the previous categories, such as 

iconography, or questions about the context. 

Color descriptions were unexpectedly complex.  They rely on excavators’ 

descriptions, and different color perceptions as almost all pictures are black-and-white.  

This leads to a high level of inconsistency.  Tufnell described carnelian as “red-brown” 

(e.g. Tufnell 1953:186-187).  Other people call it “red” (e.g. Swersky 1996:272) or “red-

orange” (e.g. Zuckerman 1996:277110).  It seems unlikely that all of the carnelian from 

Lachish was browner than that from other sites.   In addition, some artifacts are described 

as blue (e.g. Murray 1953:378; Lamon and Shipton 1939:130), others as light blue (e.g. 

                                                 
105 Quantity refers to the number of examples included in the object number.   
106 I.e. bangle, earring, bead, etc. 
107 This information was included whenever available.  Otherwise, it is listed as “not specified”. 
108 This information was included whenever available.  Otherwise, it is listed as “not specified”. 
109 I.e. tomb, domestic floor, etc.  This information was included whenever available.  Otherwise, it is listed 
as “not specified”.   
110 Note that Swersky and Zuckerman were writing about the same site, and were included as subsequent 
chapters in a single volume! 
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Crowfoot 1957:390; Reisner 1924:377; Sass 2000:390), dark blue (e.g. Crowfoot 

1957:86; Crowfoot and Beck 395; Lamon and Shipton 1939:138), bright blue (e.g. 

Lamon and Shipton 1939:123, 133; Crowfoot and Beck 1957:396),  and blue-black (e.g. 

Lamon and Shipton 1939:128, 139, 140).  If no color was listed for the object, but the 

material’s color is inherent to it, such as it is with metals and many stones, that color was 

listed for it.  However, in cases where a range of colors is possible for a substance, such 

as sandstone or glazed steatite, color was listed as “not specified.”  At most sites, some of 

the materials were described vaguely, as “black stone” or “glass.”  Those were included 

where sufficient information was available,111 and omitted where it was not. 

 

Metals 

Table 1 shows that by far the most common metal for jewelry excavated from late 

Iron Age II southern Levant contexts is bronze.  It is likely that more precious metals 

were more carefully hoarded and more consistently re-used, however, judging by the 

jewelers’ and hacksilber hoards (cf. Gitin and Golani 2001:36-39).  Given that different 

objects require very different quantities of metal, it is necessary to break this list down 

another level to include objects. For example, bangles require more metal than beads or 

earrings/ nose rings,112 which explains, in part, the larger number of earrings made of 

gold, electrum, and silver than bangles.   

 

                                                 
111 In other words, if the study was on color, “black stone” was included.  If on material, “black stone” may 
not suffice, but “glass” of unspecified color was enough information to include. 
112 Earrings and noserings are archaeologically indistinguishable, as well as being referred to by the same 
term in the Hebrew Bible (see chapter 2).   
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Material Number 
bronze 269 
metal 1 
gold 24 
electrum 3 
iron 18 
lead 1 
silver 78 

Table 4.2.  Number of objects of each material included in the appendices   

Material Number Object 

bronze 1 fibula seal 
bronze 1 pendant 

bronze 1 
ring/ 

earring 
bronze 1 ring? 
bronze 28 earring 
bronze 35 ring 
bronze 196 bangle 

bronze, 
feldspar 1 

scaraboid 
in mount 

bronze, 
glass 1 seal 

bronze, 
iron 1 bangle 

bronze, 
iron 1 earring 

electrum 3 earring 
glass, 
metal 1 bead 
glass, 
silver-
plated 
bronze 1 

scaraboid 
in ring 

gold 1 bead 

gold 1 scarab ring 
gold 6 earring 
gold, 
silver 16 earring 

hematite, 
bronze 1 scarab ring 

iron 1 pendant 
iron 1 ring bezel 
iron 7 bangle 
iron 7 ring 
lead 1 bead 

limestone, 
bronze 1 pendant 
silver 1 seal ring 

silver 2 

rolls of 
sheet 
metal 

silver 7 ring 
silver 66 earring 

steatite, 
bronze 1 scarab 
steatite, 
bronze 1 

seal 
pendant 

Table 4.3: Metals by number and object type 
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Copper 

Copper is extremely soft and malleable, and can be worked without heating; it is 

decorative but not sturdy.  Therefore, copper is important primarily as the main 

component of bronze.113  At a chemical level, it is one of the eight metallic elements 

responsible for color in most minerals, including malachite and turquoise (Manutchehr-

Danai 2000:106).   

Sources of copper that were available in the ancient Southern Levant included the 

Sinai, Syria, Cyprus, and Asia Minor.  Wadi Feinan, in Jordan, may also have been 

utilized then [when] (cf. Fritz 2002:96; Levy, et al 2004:870), and copper deposits in the 

Eastern Desert and in Nubia may have been used in Egyptian imports (Andrews 1990:56-

57).  In this corpus, simple copper was not used, but its alloys and associated minerals 

were important. 

Bronze 

Bronze is an alloy of copper and up to 11% tin with additional trace elements 

possible (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:62).  When polished, it resembles gold, but it corrodes 

to a dull, light green.  It was the primary metal used for tools and weapons114 in the 

Middle and Late Bronze Ages, and continued in use through the Iron Age, as tables 1 and 

2 show.  While it was neither as hard nor as strong as well-worked iron, it sufficed for 

many needs, and may have been preferred for other characteristics, such as cost, color, 

tradition, cultural associations, or greater ease of working. 

                                                 
113 Copper is also the primary metal in brass, but no brass pieces were found for the purposes of this study.   
114 And everything else made of non-precious metals.   
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68% of the metal objects were made of bronze, including 97% of the bangles 

(197/204).  The remaining four percent115 (8/204) were made of iron.  In terms of 

earrings, only 24% (29/120) were made of bronze.  71% of the rings (37/52) were made 

of bronze, as was sole fibula included in this corpus was also made of bronze.116  The 

difference of 97, 71, and 24 percents are so large that it is worth investigating further.  

Bronze was also used for, beads, pendants, and pins, but in small quantities. The rest 

were made of more precious, less sturdy metals.   

Two rings were dressed up in unique manners: one ring has a bronze core, but 

was silver-plated and did not appear as bronze (Deutsch 2000:426, Gadot and Finkelstein 

2000:326).  This is a tactic to make it appear more expensive than it truly is,117 and to 

create a higher status impression than may be warranted. Another was dressed up by 

adding red and green paste to a bronze seal (Crowfoot 1957:88).  Two steatite pieces also 

have bronze attached to them. A steatite scaraboid was set into bronze (Loud 1948:158), 

and a Hebrew steatite seal had something other than a ring protruding from its perforation 

(Tufnell 1953:236), which may have been part of a necklace.  In addition, a hematite 

scarab was attached to a bronze ring (Lamon and Shipton 1939:145).  One or two of each 

of the remaining bronze items were found:  bead, pendant, pin, and pin or hook.  

Therefore their uniqueness (or near uniqueness) renders them impractical topics for 

discussion of patterns. 

                                                 
115 One object was made of bronze and iron, causing both figures to round up, and result in 101%.   
116 It appears because of an attached seal, also bronze (Lamon and Shipton 1939:124) For more 
information, see chapter seven. 
117 This could also have been intended to cheat someone in a financial transaction where the object is 
weighed with the assumption that it was entirely silver. 
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Gold  

Gold is heavy, soft, yellow, precious, and highly malleable, but too soft to use in 

jewelry unless alloyed with another metal. Some alloys, such as gold with silver 

(electrum), occur in nature (Andrews 1990:55).  Others must be intentionally produced 

by goldsmiths.  Unlike many other metals, gold is impervious to moisture and most acids, 

and while heat can melt it, as an elemental metal, it cannot be altered at the atomic level 

(Manutchehr-Danai 2000:208).  It was clearly used for wealth storage and as a status 

symbol.   

Egypt was famous for its gold deposits, and the Amarna letters contain many 

requests from Babylonian and Hittite royalty for gold from Egypt:118 gold was found in 

many parts of the Eastern Desert,119 but it is unclear when each deposit was exploited. 

(Andrews 1990:52-54).  In addition, some gold was found in the rivers of Cilicia and 

exported to southern Mesopotamia, as was gold from Meluhha (southeastern Iran and 

Pakistan).  Other possible sources include Al Mina, Syria (Maxwell-Hyslop 1971:230); 

northeastern Armenia, northern Persia, and the Caucasus (Maxwell-Hyslop 1971:lxiii-

lxiv). 

                                                 
118 “May my brother send me much gold” (EA 20:71) from Mitanni.   
“I am the [equal] of the king of Hanigalbat, but you sent me…of gold, and it is not enough for the pay of 
my messengers on the journey to and back” (EA 16:26-31) from Assyria. 
“If during this summer, in the months of Tammuz or Ab, you send the gold I wrote you about, I will give 
you my daughter…But if in the months of Tammuz or Ab you do not send me the god and (with it) I don 
not finish the work I am engaged on, what would be the point of your being pleased to send me gold?” (EA 
4:41-47).  Translations from Moran 1992.   
119 Gold was found north to Wadi Qena and south to the Fifth Cataract of the Nile, but the Egyptians 
particularly used gold from the areas of Coptos, southeast to Wadi Hammamat; Wadi Allaqi, northeast of 
Wadi Halfa; and the area of Wadi Mia.  Other areas in between them, as well as further south, were rich in 
gold 
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Given its higher cost, gold was less common in the southern Levant than silver, 

bronze, and iron. Gold was used for between 8 and 24 pieces of jewelry (2-6% of the 

total), depending on Tufnell’s 16 earrings.120  The remainder are five earrings from Ketef 

Hinnom (Barkay 1986:26) and one from Lachish (Tufnell 1953:209-210, 391), a bead 

from Lachish (Tufnell 1953:209-210, 399-400), and a scarab ring from Samaria which 

Reisner thought was made in Egypt (1924:366, 377).  Tufnell also lists 16 earrings from 

Lachish Tomb 116 as gold and silver.  However, it is unclear if some were gold and 

others silver, or they were composites or alloys (1953:192, 391).  Given that she classed a 

gold earring under the same number as an electrum one on the same page (ibid.), it is 

impossible to tell from the publication.   

Silver 

Silver is also soft and malleable, but less so than gold, and can be polished to a 

point of reflection.  It tarnishes, but resists corrosion (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:430).  In 

the Ancient Near East it was used both for jewelry and as money (by weight).  Jewelry 

itself could be used as money, especially when it was in poor condition, and hacksilber 

could be melted down and made into jewelry.  The boundary between the two functions 

was fluid (e.g. Gitin and Golani 2001:33).   

Silver was more available than gold in most of the Ancient Near East due to 

deposits in Anatolia, Persia, and Greece.  It was frequently made into beads, bangles, 

amulets, finger rings, earrings, and pendants (Maxwell-Hyslop 1971:lxv-lxvi; Andrews 

1990:55-56). 

                                                 
120 Tufnell listed 16 earrings as “silver and gold.”  It is not clear if some are silver and some are gold, if 
they are composites, or alloys.   
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Within the database for this study, silver was used for at least 66 earrings (53% of 

the earrings), in addition to the questionable sixteen (13%) (above).  It was also used for 

seven rings (13% of total rings), both Ketef Hinnom amulets, and a seal ring.  This 

suggests that smaller objects and those worn on parts of the body that are less use-

intensive121 were more likely to be made of silver than those in high-activity body parts.   

Electrum 

Electrum is a naturally occurring alloy of silver with gold, containing 20-50% 

silver.  Its color ranges from pale gold to white, and it was used widely in the ancient 

Near East for jewelry (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:160).  Most Egyptian gold was impure, 

containing up to 20 percent silver, blurring the line between low-grade gold and high-

grade electrum.  Because the high silver content made electrum harder than true gold, it 

was better suited than gold for jewelry worn by the living, and was made into beads, 

bangles, amulets, and inlay settings (Andrews 1990:54-55).   Without a chemical analysis 

it may not be possible to differentiate between gold or silver and electrum.  Between 

three and 19 objects were made of electrum, depending on the 16 earrings from Lachish 

were gold and silver alloy.   

Iron 

Iron is another metallic element, heavy and silvery-white.  In addition to its 

occasional use in jewelry, iron is one of the elements that gives many minerals their 

distinctive colors (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:256).  An interesting phenomenon with iron 

is that in the Late Bronze Age and Iron Age I, when bronze was the dominant metal, iron 

                                                 
121 Low-activity body parts are those on which jewelry will not be impacted by daily life and chores.  For 
example, earrings are less in the way than bracelets and necklaces while doing manual labor.   
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was used primarily for jewelry. Tufnell also notes that a large number of iron bangle 

fragments were found from the earlier (before 800 BCE) tombs, but not in good enough 

shape to warrant saving, drawing, and recording (1953:389).  Its use in jewelry decreased 

as smiths mastered the art of blacksmithing, and were able to work it consistently into 

useful tools and weapons (Waldbaum 1978:69).  Because jewelry does not need to be as 

hard as tools do, nor does it need to hold an edge, it did not demand the same production 

process.   

Iron was available nearby, in small quantities in the Negev, Galilee, and Lebanon 

(McNutt 1990:114-15), and more richly at Mugharet el-Wardah, near Tell Hammeh in 

Jordan (Veldhuijzen and van der Steen 1999:198), and in the Taurus and anti-Taurus 

formations in Asia Minor, and northern Syria (McNutt 1990:114-15).  In this study, iron 

was used for a small quantity of jewelry (5%), but it was far less popular than either 

bronze or silver.  It was used on its own for seven bangles (3%) that were in good enough 

shape to save and draw, and seven rings122 (15%), as well as a pendant and a ring bezel.  

In combination with bronze, it was used for an additional earring, and a bangle.   

Lead 

Lead is a metallic element, which is heavy, soft, and bluish-white.  It is used in 

several alloys.  In the Middle Ages it was used to make cheap jewelry (Manutchehr-

Danai 2000:283), and at least occasionally in the Iron Age II Middle East.  Only one bead 

in this study was made of lead. 

 

                                                 
122 The repetition of the number seven is coincidental.  The seven of each are spread out among Hazor, 
Lachish, and Megiddo.   
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Discussion of Metal Jewelry 

There are some clear characteristics of metal jewelry.  First, most are complete 

objects in and of themselves, such as bangles, earrings, or rings,123 rather than beads or 

pendants.  This subsection will examine why people chose certain metals for those 

objects focusing on size, weight, and location of the jewelry.   

 The 204 bangles in the database (appendix A) are overwhelmingly bronze.  

Seven were made of iron, and one of bronze and iron, but none were made of precious 

materials.  Bangles were often found in sets, often sets of 4.  Green (forth.) found that 

pairs of bangles (or multiples in even numbers) were found only on women, suggesting a 

gender or status association for them.  These groups are most evident in the funerary 

contexts, however none of the excavations on tells included in this study yielded silver or 

gold bangles either.  This raises a few possibilities.  The first is that the people of this 

area could not afford sufficient precious metals to make larger objects such as bangles out 

of them,124 especially those that would be worn in multiples (ibid.).  Another possibility 

is that the owners re-used and re-melted their silver or gold bangles, rather than leaving 

them in tombs, and were careful not to lose them, showing their function as wealth 

storage.  A third possibility relates to the location of the jewelry: items worn next to the 

hands or feet in an agrarian or small craft environment need to be able to withstand the 

rigors of manual labor, which may have rendered sturdy materials such as bronze and 

iron more appropriate for such placement than precious metals. 

                                                 
123 Rings often had stones set in them, but they were complete rings without stones, whereas the insets 
were merely elements of jewelry.   
124 Bangles weighing between 329-412 g from Tomb 116 at Lachish show that women could easily have 
been wearing up to 1.648 kg, or more than 3 lbs of metal jewelry per set. 
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The first and third suggestions seem more likely, since the Miqne hoards 

contained a range of worn out silver objects, including 29 earrings, 24 beads, 15 rings, 

seven pendants, two gold-plated silver wedjat eyes, and a silver and quartz bracelet 

centerpiece, but no bangles.  The sole bracelet was not a bangle type, but rather was worn 

on a string  (Golani and Sass 1998:62-73).125  Altogether, this suggests that the 

predominance of bronze in jewelry was even greater when the size of the pieces are taken 

into account.  The point at which a precious metal was replaced with bronze or iron is not 

clear, however, because object weight is not standard information in publications, nor are 

financial limits standardized across a settlement or society.   

 Rings also show a similar pattern, if less overwhelming numerically.  Out of 

approximately 59 rings in the database, 38-40 are bronze,126 eight iron, and nine silver,127 

and one gold.  Rings are worn in a visible place, which gets a great deal of daily use.  

However, personal experience suggests that small items on the hand are easy to work 

with and ignore, or do not interfere if they are worn tightly, more so than those moving 

around on the wrist.128  Scarabs, scaraboids, and seals were often worn as part of rings, 

possibly changing or adding to the social functions of rings.  As with the rings in general, 

more are bronze than iron or silver, showing that they were more likely to be function as 

status markers (a visual function) than to have served as wealth storage.    

                                                 
125 The material from Miqne is not included, even though it has been fully worked up, because it is 
available only as an unpublished M.A. thesis from Hebrew University.  Given that it is publication-ready or 
nearly so, hopefully it will be published as part of the Miqne publication project.   
126 This includes one ring bezel. All bezels were of the same materials as the rest of the ring. A bezel is a 
“groove holding the stone of a ring in its setting” (Oxford American Dictionary).   
127 One is silver plated bronze, and is listed under both metals.   
128 The bangles were not delicate, nor did they stick closely to the wrist as modern watches do.     
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 Earrings and nose rings, however, show an entirely different pattern, in that 

precious metals are more common than are bronze or iron.  Thus, of 120-121 earrings, six 

are gold, three electrum, 66 silver, and 16 fall somewhere in the silver to gold range, 

possibly as composites (see above).  Only 28 earrings are bronze, and one a composite of 

bronze and iron.  As the majority of both bronze and silver earrings come from Lachish 

tombs (see table 6.2), the choice of bronze over silver for earrings presumably relates to 

the comparative wealth of the people being buried.  Given that they were found in 

multiple use burial caves, it is impossible to isolate factors further.  

 All of the remaining objects are unique, or nearly so, within the corpus, making it 

difficult to consider patterns of material in relation to object.  The two silver amulets 

from Ketef Hinnom must have been expensive, given the cost of silver and necessary 

labor by both a smith and a scribe (or a literate smith).   Later parallels suggest that they 

were worn in some sort of a pouch, probably around the neck, as the least likely place to 

be in the way of daily life, although possibly around the waist.  As they are unique in 

their time period, no more can responsibly be said at this time.   

 In sum, metals are one of the most flexible material classes in the Iron Age II 

Southern Levant.  They were used as wealth storage, and probably for wealth and status 

markers.  Larger pieces of jewelry worn on the arms and legs, such as bangles were more 

likely to be made of bronze or iron.  Smaller ones, worn on body parts like the ears and 

nose, that were less actively used in manual labor, were more likely to be made of 

precious metals: gold, electrum, or especially silver.  Rings were intermediate, as the 
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hands were used extensively in daily chores, but the quantities of metal were small 

enough to allow more people to afford silver rings.   

 

Minerals Associated with Metals 

Material Number 
hematite 11 
malachite 3 

Table 4.4: Minerals found with metals 
Hematite 

Hematite129 is a group of heavy iron minerals that range from black130 to dark 

grey, with a metallic sheen.  For this reason, it is not suitable for items such as multiple 

elements on necklaces, but it works well for smaller objects, including seal rings and 

pendants (O’Donoghue and Joyner 2003:250). It was often used for seals and other 

jewelry in the ancient world.  Its hardness of 5.5-6.5 put it within the workable range in 

ancient Israel, and it is widespread throughout the world (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:226).  

Hematite was available in the Sinai, and in Egypt proper it was found near Aswan 

and in the Eastern Desert (Andrews 1990:43-44).  11 hematite objects were found in the 

course of this study,131 including five pendants (3%), two scaraboids, two scarabs, and 

                                                 
129 Also called bloodstone, specularite, kidney ore (an aggregate), iron rose, and pencil ore (Webster and 
Anderson 222, 269-270).  
130 Technically, hematite is a red so dark that it appears black, as evidenced by its streak (O’Donoghue 
2003:250).  However, since it presents as black/ silver, outside of streak tests, I will continue to classify it 
as such.   
131 There are 1530 total objects made of stone.  Even without the likelihood of synthetics serving as 
imitation stones, it is not worth listing the percentages of objects out of 1530, unless there are at least 15 of 
them.  With the synthetic materials added, there would be 3249, making numbers under 32 meaningless.  
For this reason, only percentages over 1 will be listed for total objects and beads, and for the other 
subclasses, only objects of which there are more than 3 will be denoted with percentages.   
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two seals, but no beads.  A single pendant might be supported on a string, however a 

necklace full of hematite would be too heavy (O’Donoghue and Joyner 2003:250). 

Scarabs and seals from the Iron Age were usually placed in metal rings, where the weight 

would be less of an issue. 

Turquoise 

Turquoise is a crypto-crystalline aggregate, but the crystallites are so fine that for 

practical purposes it is amorphous (Webster and Anderson 1983:241).  With a hardness 

of 5-6, turquoise is porous and can take both dyes and a high polish.  The bluer types fade 

to green in the sun (Andrews 1990:52).  It is found in the Sinai Peninsula at Serabit el 

Khadim, Magharah and in the region around Eilat, as well as at Nishapur, Iran132 

(Webster and Anderson 1983:243-244).  Its porosity apparently made it unsuitable for 

seals, since the moist clay would have altered or damaged the stone (Collon 1987:17).   

In ancient Egypt, green turquoise was valued more highly than blue.  It was the 

most important green stone, the counterpoint to lapis lazuli in texts, although, unlike 

lapis, it was available nearby.  Like lapis lazuli as well, turquoise was referred to as 

“true” turquoise in many contexts, to differentiate the real thing from its imitations in 

glass and glazed composition (Andrews 1990:52).  Remarkably, given that turquoise was 

found in the Sinai, no turquoise was found in this study.  However, it is included in this 

                                                 
132 Practically, it is much more likely that ancient peoples of the Southern Levant used the local stones; 
however, the Nishapur turquoise may have been available in small quantities that were therefore extremely 
expensive.  The Persian turquoise is typically sky-blue, whereas the Sinai material tends to be greener 
(Webster and Anderson 1983:243-245)  
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section because both modern scholars and ancient Egyptian sources describe blue-green 

faience as imitation turquoise.133    

Malachite 

Malachite, like turquoise, is associated with copper ore (Webster and Anderson 

1983:305). It is common, described as nearly “ubiquitous” in copper-bearing sulfide 

deposits (Holden and Mathez 1991:163).  A compact, soft (H: 4) stone, malachite often 

shows agate-like bands or other patterns.   

Malachite was easily available from Timna, near Eilat134 at the southern tip of 

modern Israel, and possibly from the Wadi Feinan (Fritz 2002:96; Levy, et al 2004:870).  

In Sinai, malachite was found at Wadi Maghara and Serabit el-Khadim, and in Egypt 

proper, in the Eastern Desert.  It was also found in Cyprus and Nubia (Andrews 1990:48); 

essentially, malachite was obtained anywhere that copper was mined.  

It has traditionally been used for beads, brooches, and pendants (Webster and 

Anderson 1983:336-337; Manutchehr-Danai 2000:300).  Powdered, it was also an 

important component in Egyptian frit and faience (Webster and Anderson 1983:437) and 

presumably in Levantine faience as well.  As in Egypt, malachite was occasionally used 

for beads, amulets, and inlay, but its primary use was crushed, as a pigment (Andrews 

1990:48).  It is represented in this dissertation only by two beads and a scaraboid.   

 

                                                 
133 This is surprising – I assumed that turquoise was found in this corpus, but several searches showed it to 
be absent.   
134 It is not, however, Eilat Stone – the component minerals of Eilat stone varies, but includes “chrysocolla, 
turquoise and pseudomalachite…in one case apatite” (Webster and Anderson 1983:313). 
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Quartzes 

Material Number 
amethyst 5 

milky quartz 3 
quartz 3 

rock crystal 34 
rose quartz 1 

smoky quartz 1 

Table 4.5: Crystalline quartzes 
 

Quartz is one of the most common components in the earth’s crust (Stamatatou 

2004:6).  It appears in crystalline, cryptocrystalline or microcrystalline,135 massive, and 

amorphous forms.  Only the crystalline types are typically called “quartz.”   Crystalline 

varieties found in the database include: rock crystal, amethyst, milky quartz, rose quartz, 

and smoky quartz.  Cryptocrystalline or microcrystalline forms are very common, and 

include several varieties of chalcedony, most notably carnelian. Massive forms include 

both quartzite and jasper (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:388), and opal is amorphous.  Colors 

are determined by metal ions in crystalline quartzes, and by foreign mineral grains in 

most cryptocrystalline varieties (Holden and Mathez 1991:215).  With a hardness of 7, 

quartz was one of the hardest stones workable in the Iron Age Middle East.   

                                                 
135 Manutchehr-Danai uses “cryptocrystalline” and Stamatatou uses “microcrystalline” for the same stones.  
These rocks are made up of “extremely small individual crystals, completely resolvable only with high 
magnification.  This structure affects some of the physical and optical properties of the specimens…” 
(O’Donoghue and Joyner 2003:113).  Webster and Anderson (1983:217) defines microcrystalline as 
cryptocrystalline.   
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Rock crystal 

Rock crystal is a colorless, transparent quartz.  Modern works treat it as a poor 

substitute for diamond (e.g. Manutchehr-Danai 2000:402), but diamond was neither 

available nor workable in the ancient Near East, allowing rock crystal to be appreciated 

on its own merits.  Today, it is easily imitated with glass, but colorless glass was difficult 

to produce in the Iron Age (Spaer 2001:307).  The Egyptians classified milky quartz and 

rock crystal together, but it is not clear if that carried over to the Levant.  Found in the 

Sinai and Western Desert of Egypt, rock crystal was used primarily for beads (Andrews 

1990:50).  33 beads, 30 of them from the Lachish tombs, and a scaraboid from Samaria 

appear in the database. 

Milky Quartz 

Milky Quartz is white due to a large number of tiny cavities containing liquid 

carbon dioxide or water.  It is not a popular stone today (Webster and Anderson 

1983:206), and if its rarity in this database (three beads) is any indication, it was not 

popularly worn in the Iron II Southern Levant either.  Sources of milky quartz included 

the Aswan area of Egypt, and somewhere in Syria, whence it was brought to Egypt as 

tribute (Andrews 1990:50).   

Amethyst 

Amethyst, a transparent purple quartz, ranges in color from a pale lilac to deep 

purple, with its depth of color dependent on quantities of iron and radiation (Stamatatou 

2004:8). It is naturally banded (O’Donoghue and Joyner 2003:115), and some examples 
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show chatoyancy136 (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:16).  Amethyst was found in Egypt, near 

Aswan, and in the Red Sea coastal Safaga district (Andrews 1990:40), in addition to 

being available from India (Webster and Anderson 1983:213). During the Iron Age, it 

was used only sporadically in Egyptian jewelry.   

Five amethyst pieces (three beads, one scarab, and one scaraboid)  are included in 

the database.  Cloth dyed murex-purple was an expensive, high-status item in the ancient 

Near East (see chapter 3), and this color symbolism may have extended across object 

classes to amethysts.  Their hardness (H:7) also made it more difficult to make into a 

scarabs or scaraboids than were steatite, serpentine, or the mold-made synthetic materials, 

adding to its status  (cf. Gorelick and Gwinnett 1990).   

Smoky Quartz 

Smoky Quartz is found both on its own, and as a “scepter” or base of smoky 

quartz topped by amethyst.  Its colors range from light brown, through dark brown, gray, 

and black (Stamatatou 2004:8).  Its color is a result of natural radiation (Holden and 

Mathez 1991:216), and can be removed by heating the material (O’Donoghue and Joyner 

2003:115).  Only one bead of smoky quartz is found in the database. 

Rose Quartz 

Rose Quartz, ranging from pale pink to deep red, is almost always cloudy, and 

sometimes demonstrates chatoyancy or asterism (Holden and Mathez 1991:216).  One 

possible source of rose quartz for is the Central Provinces of India (Webster and 

                                                 
136 “A band of bright reflected light caused by aligned inclusions in the stone” (Oxford American 
Dictionary) 
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Anderson 1983:215), via indirect trade through Iran and Mesopotamia.  The distance 

could explain its rarity, only appearing once in this database.   

 

Cryptocrystalline Quartzes and Quartz Derivatives 

Material Number 
agate 13 

carnelian 1008 
chalcedony 74 

flint 2 
jasper 5 
onyx 4 
opal 1 

quartzite 2 
sandstone 12 

Table 4.6:  Crypto-crystalline and Quartz Derivatives 
Chalcedony 

The term chalcedony is used for a wide range of stones in terms of appearance.  

All are naturally translucent, made up of cryptocrystalline quartzes embedded in an 

amorphous opal matrix, but the colors vary widely (Stamatatou 2004:8).  Heat-treatment 

can cause dramatic color changes in chalcedonies, and the stones’ porosity allows them to 

take dyes well (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:81).  As of the 8th century BCE, chalcedony was 

commonly used for Neo-Assyrian, Neo-Babylonian, and Aechemenid Persian seals. The 

most popular varieties were colorless, gray, or blue, but it was sometimes stained (Collon 

2000:16). 

Chalcedony was available in the Sinai, and in several places in Egypt itself:  the 

Eastern desert between Qena and the Red Sea, Baharia Oasis, the Fayum, and northwest 
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of Abu Simbel (Andrews 1990:41).  Surprisingly, the Fayum, Baharia Oasis, and Abu 

Simbel areas are not in the Eastern Desert, which was the richest area in terms of 

ornamental mineral wealth (ibid.).   

74 beads were identified as “chalcedony” within this corpus.  It may include a 

variety of subtypes between which the publishers (mostly Tufnell) did not differentiate.  

70 of them were found in Lachish tombs, 35 in Tomb 1002, 18 in Tomb 187, nine in 116, 

and one to three beads in four other tombs.  Of these 74 beads, only one was identified as 

to color, a blue-green chalcedony bead from Samaria; by neglecting to identify the color, 

Tufnell rendered it impossible, to identify the subtype. 

Agate 

A subtype of chalcedony, agate is characterized by alternating bands of 

chalcedony and other quartz derivatives, such as opal, or by irregular clouds of color, 

called dendritic inclusions (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:6).  The former are typified by onyx, 

the latter by moss-agate or mocha stone (Webster and Anderson 1983:223).  Agates are 

found in the Eastern Desert of Egypt in pebble form and as deposits in association with 

red jasper (Andrews 1990:39).  In addition, it has been exported from India and found in 

Sicily as well137 (Webster and Anderson 1983:226). 

A wide range of colors occur, but agates are usually pale.  They can be dyed with 

acids to improve their color (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:6), a practice dating back at least to 

Roman times (Pliny Natural History XXXVII:74).  Excavators identified 13 beads and 

                                                 
137 Periods of export for these commodities are not listed in the source.  Presumably, Egypt would have 
been the most convenient source.  There, agate was used for beads and amulets for 3000+ years, although 
never widely (Andrews 1990:39).   
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one seal as being made of agate.  The six whose colors are listed color varied among 

white, yellow, red, brown, and black banded.  Agates were also spread across several 

sites: no pattern is apparent at this time. 

Carnelian, Sard 

Carnelian (a.k.a. cornelian, carneol) is a translucent, reddish variety of 

chalcedony, ranging from brownish-red, to orange, and blood-red (Manutchehr-Danai 

2000:74).  In the Islamic world, carnelian had a reputation for not sticking to sealing wax 

(Keene 1981:29); the same might be true with the wet clay used to seal ancient 

documents, although this has not been documented.  Some sources also refer to sard 

(light brown to dark reddish brown chalcedony) and sardonyx (sard with white bands) as 

“carnelian”(Manutchehr-Danai 2000:74), however, sard is colored yellow-brown by 

limonite, rather than hematite (Webster and Anderson 1983:220-221).  

The main sources of carnelian, typically found as surface pebbles or gravel 

deposits, were in the Egyptian and Arabian deserts, which blends into the Negev and 

Sinai.  In Egypt, carnelian was found in large quantities in the Eastern Desert, but was 

considered precious nonetheless. India is an important source today (Webster and 

Anderson 1983:221) as Meluhha was in ancient times (Maxwell-Hyslop 1971:lxiv), but 

the distance would render it unnecessarily expensive, given the Egyptian and Arabian 

material. 

Carnelian was used for beads, amulets, finger rings, earrings, and inlay.  Even 

during the New Kingdom, when glazed composition and glass inlays were more popular 

than semi-precious stones for inlaid jewelry, carnelian was the exception, remaining in 
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frequent use (Andrews 1990:41).  Even more notably, the only major color of jewelry in 

the database that is not imitated in faience and/ or glass is red – carnelian is always used.  

Because the technical capacity for making red faience and glass had been proven in New 

Kingdom Egypt (Nicholson 2001) there must have been a symbolic reason for using only 

carnelian, and nothing synthetic for red jewelry.  

Obviously, according to the above table 4.6, carnelian is the most common of the 

chalcedony varieties in the sites studied herein.  What is not clear from this chart, but will 

be clear from the larger one below and from appendices two and five is that carnelian is 

by far the most common stone throughout the Iron II Southern Levant, even including the 

non-quartz-based stones.  984 of the 1008 carnelian artifacts were beads; 20 were 

pendants, and the remainder were scarabs, scaraboids, and seals.  They were found at 

most of the sites examined in this study, regardless of site size.   

Onyx 

Another chalcedony variety is onyx, a banded translucent or semi-transparent, 

porous agate with straight or parallel bands of varying colors (Manutchehr-Danai 

2000:340-341).138  Natural onyx presents “parallel alternating zones of white and black” 

(Stamatatou 2004:8).    Andrews believes that there “must have been a local Egyptian 

source”, but none has been identified (1990:49).  Four onyx beads are found in the 

database. Two were in the black-gray-white range of multiple color listings, one was 

black, and the other’s color was unidentified.    

                                                 
138 In modern times, the term is often misapplied to unbanded chalcedony dyed blue, red, green, or black.  
Therefore, the stone often sold as onyx in the 21st century is not onyx, but rather stained chalcedony 
(Manutchehr-Danai 2000:340-341). 
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Jasper 

Jasper is a dense, fine crystalline, translucent to opaque chalcedony which 

contains quartz grains, along with opal (Stamatatou 2994:8).  Its fracture is uneven and 

angular (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:263), and it appears spotted and banded with many 

colors, including red, brown, green, yellow, and black (ibid.; Stamatatou 2004:8). “The 

most common colors in the ancient Near East were red mottled or banded with white, and 

dark green” (Collon 1987:16).   

Red jasper is found in several places in the Eastern Desert of Egypt, especially 

west and northwest of Quseir, and evidence exists there of ancient mining.  Yellow and 

green jaspers occur within and alongside layers of red jasper, however the red was the 

most important variety in Egyptian religion, according to the Book of the Dead (ch. 156).  

Red jasper was also used for scarabs, amulets, inlays, and even for penannular earrings 

(Andrews 1990:45).  

Yellow jasper, which was called by the same name as red, was not used for 

jewelry until the Roman period, although it was included in the offerings made by 

Tuthmosis III to Amun at Karnak (Andrews 1990:45-46).  Green jasper was used for 

beads, amulets, pendants, ring bezels, and especially for scarabs (ibid.).   Red jasper is 

also found in India (Webster and Anderson 1983:229), but as with carnelian, it seems 

unnecessarily expensive to import it from India when it was available in Egypt.     

Five objects (one scarab, two scaraboids, and seals, a bead, and a pendant) were 

described as being of jasper, including a variety of colors.  They include three green, one 
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orange and brown, and one gray and black.  Four of them were found at Lachish; the 

pendant came from Megiddo. 

Opal 

Opal, which occurs in many colors, has the same chemical composition as quartz, 

but with 1-21% water, making up a mineral gel (Webster and Anderson 1983:230).  They 

are not as hard as most quartz varietals, ranging from 5.5-6.5 (Manutchehr-Danai 

2000:341-342).  Most opals do not show the flashes of color typical of modern opal 

jewelry; instead most are plain (Webster and Anderson 1983:229). A single opal was 

found at Hazor (Yadin, et al 1961:Pl. CCL).  The closest source of opal to the Levant 

appears to be in the modern Czech or Slovak Republics,139 which supplied much of the 

world’s opals until the 19th century (Webster and Anderson 1983:233-234). 

Quartzite 

Quartzite includes two different types of rock, both derivatives of quartz, but in 

very different ways.  The first is a metamorphic rock formed from interlocking irregular 

quartz crystals (cf. Holden and Mathez 1991:168), often including iron-colored or mica 

crystals which cause iridescence, with red, green, gray, purple, blue, or brown inclusions.  

Sources of this include southern Spain and India (Webster and Anderson 1983:216-217).  

The second type of quartzite is a sedimentary rock formed from quartz fragments (sand) 

cemented with silica.  The latter type is more precisely called orthoquartzite 

(Manutchehr-Danai 2000:398-399). 

                                                 
139 Webster and Anderson’s book was published in 1983, before Czechoslovakia separated.  These stones 
are generally known as Hungarian opals, because the area in which they are found used to be part of 
Hungary (Webster and Anderson 1983:233).   
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Two beads from Lachish were made of quartzite, although one was called 

“quartzite-chert” (Sass 2004:2028).  While Sass does not make clear which type of 

quartzite was used, the first is the more decorative type, as well as closely resembling 

chert.  Orthoquartzite resembles an exceptionally hard sandstone.   

Flint 

Flint, best known archaeologically as the material of chipped stone tools, is 

another variety of chalcedony, occasionally used for personal ornamentation.  It is similar 

to chert: translucent or opaque, with sub-vitreous luster, and dull colors, usually brown, 

gray, or black.  The fracture patterns allow for a sharp cutting edge.140  Inclusions often 

include opal, silica, and even organic remains (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:185).  The raw 

materials were available locally (Garfinkel 1987:203), and two flint beads were found at 

Lachish (Sass 2004:2027).   

Sandstone 

Sandstone was easily available in ancient Israel, particularly in the area around 

the Dead Sea, and it was used at times for jewelry.  Technically, sandstone is a 

sedimentary rock, comprised of grains measuring .06-2 mm, cemented or compacted 

together.  The grains’ constituent minerals and the cementing material determine the type 

of sandstone (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:413).  Sandstone was available in a wide range of 

colors. 

12 sandstone artifacts were found in the course of this study.  Nine came from 

Megiddo, and three from Lachish, although one may have been a hone, rather than a large 

                                                 
140 This quality is not particularly useful for jewelry.   
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pendant (Tufnell 1953:220).  Nine, including the Lachish objects, are pendants; one is a 

scaraboid, and two are beads.  Of the 12, only one is identified by its color; red.   

 

Hydroxy Magnesium Silicates 

Material Number 
serpentine 15 

serpentine/ talc 1 
steatite 69 

glazed steatite 17 

Table 4.7: Hydroxy Magnesium Silicates  
 
Serpentine 

Serpentine is a general name applied to several phyllosilicate minerals that share 

the same chemistry but different structures.141  Ornamental forms of serpentine are 

usually crystalline, and appear translucent olive green.  One such form, bowenite, which 

is included in the category of “precious” or “noble serpentine”  (Webster and Anderson 

1983:352) and is often confused for jade (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:423-24). The 

serpentine used in Egypt ranged from dark green to black (Andrews 1990:51) and is 

probably from the  “massive”  or “common” serpentine, however: it is opaque, ranging 

from blackish-green, through olive, blue-green, to yellowish-green (Holden and Mathez 

1991:230).   

In Egypt, serpentine was obtainable at several locations in the Eastern Desert.  

The most notable one is midway between the Nile and the Red Sea, inland of the midway 

                                                 
141 Some are crystalline, such as bowenite and bastite.  Others, commonly known as asbestos, are fibrous, 
and still other types, such as dewelite and gymnite, are amorphous (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:423-24). 
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point between Hurghada and Quseir.  Serpentine was used extensively in Egypt for 

pendants, amulets, cylinder seals and scarabs, especially heart scarabs (Andrews 

1990:51).   

Common serpentine rates only 2.5 on Moh’s scale (Holden and Mathez 

1991:229), the equivalent of a human fingernail.  In addition to its use for Levantine 

beads and scarabs, it was the main material used for linear-style Neo-Assyrian seals in 

the 9th-8th c. BCE (Collon 1987:14), although probably from a source nearer 

Mesopotamia.  In the chart on scarabs, scaraboid and seals (appendices H-J), serpentine is 

listed as green to black – that is an assumption, based on Andrews (1990, 1994).  

15-16 serpentine objects appear in this study: five beads, three pendants, three 

cylinder seals, two scaraboids and a scarab.  They were spread across several sites: one 

bead came from Hazor; three beads and a scaraboid come from Lachish, and one bead, 

three pendants, three cylinder seals, a scarab, and a scaraboid were found at Megiddo.  

All three cylinder seals were found in Megiddo stratum II (Lamon and Shipton 1939:116, 

120), and show Assyrian influence, as cylinder seals were common in Mesopotamia, but 

rare in the Southern Levant (Curtis and Reade, ed. 1995:179142).  The pendants, however, 

came from stratum IV, and show a more local or Egyptian-influenced tradition.  

Steatite  

Another phyllosilicate mineral used in the ancient Near East was talc, more often 

described in its monumental form as steatite or soapstone, which is found worldwide.  It 

is “an acid metasilicate of magnesium” (Webster and Anderson 1983:357) most notable 

                                                 
142 The title page states that D. Collon contributed to the book, but none of the chapters have specific 
authors.  I suspect that this is Collon’s work. 
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for its softness (H:1) although higher with impurities or after heating; it can be easily 

scratched with a fingernail, making it extremely easy to carve.  It is often translucent; 

according to Holden and Mathez, steatite is grayish (1991:257) and Andrews describes it 

as ranging in color “from white or gray to black” (1990:51).  

Andrews may be referring specifically to the steatite deposits found in Egypt, in 

the Eastern Desert from north of Wadi Hammamat south to Wadi Halfa.  An important 

concentration of steatite was near Aswan.  Since it appears to be the closest major deposit 

of steatite, and because almost all of the steatite objects found in this study were scarabs 

or scaraboids, I have filled in the blanks for color with “white/gray/black.”  This 

differentiates it from glazed steatite, most often found in yellow and green.  Most of the 

glazed steatite in this study, however, has no color listed; given the variety of glass colors 

used, more than yellow and green were possible.  When heated, steatite hardens to a form 

called enstatite, with a hardness of 5.5.  This was particularly popular for scarabs (Collon 

1987:14).  

Steatite is one of the most common stones in this corpus, with 69-70 plain objects 

and 17 glazed pieces.  The glazed steatite objects are all scarabs and scaraboids, all but 

one of which came from Megiddo.  That outlier was found at Batash.  All but two of the 

unglazed143 steatite objects were scarabs, scaraboids, or seals as well, but from a wider 

range of sites.  The majority, 49, were scarabs, and all came from Lachish, Megiddo, or 

Samaria, i.e. the larger cities.  The largest number were from Lachish: 42 scarabs, seven 

                                                 
143 These may also have been glazed, but the publication does not mention it. 
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scaraboids, one cylinder seal, and seven stamp seals of varying types.  Its use only for 

glyptic suggests that its most important quality was its softness for ease of carving. 

Calcium Minerals  

Material Number 
alabaster 1 
calcite 1 

limestone 185 
chalk 1 

marble 6 

Table 4.8: Calcium-related minerals 
 
Alabaster 

Two different types of stone are called alabaster.  The first is a very fine-grained, 

firm, massive gypsum, which is most often translucent white, but sometimes occurs in 

pastel colors, including bands.  It is extremely soft and has been used primarily for 

statues and figurines.  It is not practical for objects that would be worn and experience 

friction.   

The second type of stone is incorrectly termed “alabaster,” but has often been 

called that in reference to ancient Egypt, where it is found in the Eastern Desert near the 

Nile.  This is a type of banded calcite formed in caves as stalactites and stalagmites, also 

called Egyptian alabaster or Algerian onyx (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:8).  In Egypt itself, 

it was used occasionally for beads after the New Kingdom (Andrews 1990:40).  One 

alabaster bead and one calcite bead were found at Megiddo. 
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Limestone 

Limestone, the sedimentary form of calcite, is soft (H:3), easily carved, (Holden 

and Mathez 1991:58) and used for many purposes (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:68, 289), but 

its non-calcite inclusions cause a wide variety of qualities and colors ranging from cream 

to yellow, pink, and even black (Andrews 1990:48).  The central Judean hills are made of 

limestone, providing easy access to the material in ancient Israel.   

The ancient Egyptians used black and pink limestones.  Black limestone, two 

beads of which were found at Lachish, was found in the Eastern desert. Pink limestone 

came from between Asyut and the Kharga Oasis, and near Edfu, all in the Western Desert 

and was used for beads and amulets (Andrews 1990:48).  Two pink limestone seals were 

found, also at Lachish (Murray 1953:372, Tufnell 1953:186-187, 347-348).   

Limestone, in a variety of colors, was the second most common stone used in Iron 

II jewelry, with 185 examples listed (12% of total stones).  The largest number, 134, were 

beads (4% of beads), and the large majority of them, 94 (70% of limestone beads), were 

gray.  The remaining 40 were of unspecified color.  More than half of the limestone 

objects came from Tomb 218 at Lachish, and 87 of them were beads. Because so many of 

them were found in the same spot, its apparent popularity may have been idiosyncratic, 

not common throughout the ancient southern Levant.   It may simply mean that one 

person liked limestone jewelry.  While a majority of the scarabs, scaraboids, and seals 

were also from Lachish (29 of 39), they came from a variety of tombs.  It is worth noting 

at this time that most of the motifs on the limestone scarabs and scaraboids are local 

types, regardless of the Egyptian derivation of the shapes.  This is very much in the 
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Levantine tradition of combining Canaanite and Egyptian motifs on their crafts (e.g. 

Ward 2003:219-220).   

Chalk 

Chalk, another form of calcite, is a white, fine-grained, soft sedimentary rock, 

with a friable to gritty texture (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:82).  It has a hardness of 1, and 

can easily be scratched with a fingernail. One chalk bead was found at Lachish (Tufnell 

1953:235-236, 399-400). 

Marble 

Marble is a metamorphosed limestone.  The impurities in the original calcium 

carbonate cause impurities in the marble.  The resulting patches and streaks differ in their 

chemical and mineralogical composition, and are used to identify the type and origin of 

the marbles (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:303).  It was found in Carrarra, Italy, and in the 

Eastern Desert of Egypt, but rarely used for jewelry there (Andrews 1990:48), nor is it 

common in the current database.  Six marble objects were found in this study: four club 

pendants from Lachish, three of them from Tomb 120, as well as a scarab and a scaraboid 

from Megiddo.   

 

Miscellaneous Rocks and Minerals 

Material Number 
amygdaloid 1 
corundum 1 
diorite 1 
garnet 1 
lapis lazuli 7 
obsidian 1 
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orthoclase 
feldspar 1 
porphyry 2 
schist 2 

Table 4.9: Miscellaneous rocks and minerals 
Lapis Lazuli 

Originating in Badakhshan, in northeastern Afghanistan, lapis lazuli (H: 5.5) is an 

aggregate of lazurite and hauynite, both bright blue minerals, sodalite, which is a darker 

blue, and nosean/ noselite, with smaller quantities of calcite, diopside, and pyrite flecks 

(O’Donoghue and Joyner 2003:196, Webster and Anderson 1983:251, Holden and 

Mathez 1991:154, 207).  While it is also found near Mt. Vesuvius in Italy (Holden and 

Mathez 1991:154), all available sources suggest that the lapis lazuli used in the Ancient 

Near East, including Egypt (Andrews 1990:47-48), was imported from Afghanistan.  

Therefore, it appears that the Italian deposits were either not in use or not exporting stone 

at the time.  Lapis lazuli makes up for a lack of luster with rich color, which is often 

augmented by heat and/ or dyes (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:280).  In the Bible, it is called a 

“sapphire” (see chapter 3 on sapir).  Real sapphires (blue corundum) have not been listed 

in any site report consulted for this project; with a hardness of 9, corundum was beyond 

the ability of artisans in Iron II to work144 (Gorelick and Gwinnett 1990:55).   

Ancient Egyptians valued it highest among stones, second only to the precious 

metals, of gold and silver.  Its high cost made it unattainable to most, and it was imitated 

so widely in Egypt that sources there specify “true” lapis lazuli to differentiate it from the 

“manufactured” or “artificial” lapis lazuli, today called glazed composition, faience, frit, 

                                                 
144 Gorelick and Gwinnett suggest the Roman period as the earliest use of corundum, aside from emery 
abrasive (Gorelick and Gwinnett 1990:55). 
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or glass.  Lapis was employed in Egypt, first for beads and pendants in the Predynastic 

period, and later for scarabs, amulets, and inlays.  Its popularity continued into the Late 

Period (Andrews 1990:47).  

Only seven pieces of lapis lazuli were found in the course of this study, although 

it seems to have been important in ancient Israelite thought; as pointed out in chapter 

three, the pavement of the heavens under Yahweh’s feet was made of lapis lazuli (Ex. 

24:10), as was one of the stones on the high priest’s breastplate.  Given its cost, though, 

its rarity makes sense, and underscores its value.  Five of the seven pieces were from one 

of the two capitals: three from the City of David excavations, two from Samaria.  The 

other two cities, Lachish and Megiddo (source of a pendant and a scaraboid respectively), 

were the secondary cities of those kingdoms, and also wealthy. 

Orthoclase feldspars 

There are several varieties of feldspar, and it is unclear which was found at the 

City of David (Zuckerman 1996:284) and Lachish (Tufnell 1953:187, 390).  For reasons 

of proximity, an Egyptian variety seems most likely.145 

Amazon stone, is an opaque blue-green or green feldspar found in the Eastern 

Desert of Egypt, near Gebel Migif as well as the Libyan mountains on the Tropic of 

Cancer.  Feldspar was one of the six most precious stones to the ancient Egyptians, often 

included on lists with turquoise and lapis lazuli, and has been suggested as the inspiration 

for the green-glazed steatite (2001:35).  This stone was often specified in Egyptian texts 

as “true” feldspar, to distinguish it from its imitators, green glass and composition 

                                                 
145 Zuckerman does not specify that it is orthoclase feldspar, as opposed to plagioclase, but orthoclase is 
the more decorative type.   
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(Andrews 1990:41-42).  A less likely possibility is that moonstones may have been 

imported from Sri Lanka or India (Keller 1990:2, 36).  

Obsidian 

Obsidian is a natural volcanic glass and its precise chemical composition varies, 

although all obsidians contain 66-72 percent silica.  Most varieties have a hardness of 5 

on Moh’s scale, but basaltic obsidian is harder, at 6. Obsidian has a vitreous luster, and is 

most often opaque black or gray, although trace elements can turn it red, yellow, blue, or 

brown (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:337). Reflection from tiny bubbles or inclusions can 

cause obsidian to display an iridescent sheen.  This leads to silver and gold obsidians, 

which have often been turned into beads (Webster and Anderson 1983:274).  It was 

attainable from Anatolia (Roaf 1990:34) and Ethiopia.  Egyptians used obsidian for 

beads, scarabs, amulets, and inlays (Andrews 1990:49).  Only one obsidian bead was 

found in this study.    

Corundum 

Corundum, the second hardest mineral on earth, is an aluminum oxide.  With a 

hardness of 9, it was extremely difficult to work in the ancient world.  It comes in three 

subtypes:  ruby, sapphire, and emery. Ruby is red corundum, and sapphire denotes every 

other color of corundum; they are assumed to have been too hard to use at the time.  

However, one corundum bead was found at Megiddo146 (Lamon and Shipton 1939:125), 

and emery, available in crushed form on Naxos, was apparently used as an abrasive to 

work hard stones (Gorelick and Gwinnett 1987:38).   

                                                 
146 A single bead might have been intrusive to stratum II.   
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Diorite 

Diorite is a coarse-grained igneous rock which includes several minerals, and is 

used both in building and ornamentation (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:144).  A black and 

white speckled diorite was occasionally used for seals in Mesopotamia (Collon 1987:17).  

Diorite was found in Egypt near Aswan, but it was not used for jewelry in the Iron Age 

(Andrews 1990:41). Only one diorite object was listed as possibly jewelry; it may have 

either been in mid-production process of becoming a pendant, or it may have been 

misclassified.   

Garnet 

Garnet is a term147 for an isomorphous group of minerals, with no cleavage, 

frequent natural facets, and a hardness of 6.5-7.5.  It comes in many varieties, some of 

which have commonly been mistaken for rubies, although garnet is more common and 

much softer. Most varieties are reddish;148 some are tinged with orange and some with 

purple, such as almandine (almandite), pyrope, rhodolite, and spessartite/ spessartine149 

(Holden and Mathez 1991:117-118; O’Donoghue and Joyner 2003:160; Webster and 

Anderson 1983:170-179, 925).   

Garnet was available in the Sinai, and in Egypt near Aswan, where amethyst was 

mined.  In addition, garnet was found in the Eastern Desert northeast of Qena, inland 

                                                 
147 When cut in a dome-shape, red garnets have traditionally been called carbuncles (Manutchehr-Danai 
2000:197-198),).  
148 Other varieties of garnet show a wider range of different colors.  Andradite is found in black, yellow, 
and green, and uvarovite is bright green.  Grossularite garnets include a yellow, orange or brown variety 
called hessonite, and a green type called tsavolite (O’Donoghue and Joyner 2003:162). Demantoid garnets 
are emerald-green (O’Donoghue and Joyner 2003:162-163).    
149 Holden and Mathez call it spessarite (1991:117-118), but O’Donoghue and Joyner use spessartine 
(2003:160).   
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from Quseir. Andrews does not mention use of garnets in the Iron Age, even in Egypt.  

The small size of the Egyptian garnets may explain their relative unpopularity, as it 

limited the options available to artisans (Andrews 1990:43).150  Only one garnet bead was 

found from Iron II levels at the relevant sites, in baulk removal at Megiddo (Sass 

2000:392; Gadot and Finkelstein 2000:334).    

Schist 

Schist is a metamorphic rock composed of many layers of crystals foliated in 

parallel layers.  Component minerals vary, but texture is its defining characteristic 

(Manutchehr-Danai 2000:418-419).  Their full names include their most abundant or 

noticeable component mineral, such as garnet schist or mica schist (Holden and Mathez 

1991:167).  Lamon and Shipton do not specify the type of schist used for the pendant 

found at Megiddo (1939:144).  Two schist object are in the database: a pendant and a 

scaraboid, both from Megiddo (Lamon and Shipton 1939:116, 144) 

Porphyry 

Porphyry is a general term describing a rock in which large crystals of any 

igneous mineral are set into a fine-grained or glassy igneous rock (Holden and Mathez 

1991:167).  This comes from a two-stage crystallization process, one quick, one slow, 

and results in interlocking stones of different colors and compositions.  Famous ones 

available in the ancient Mediterranean region were a green porphyry from near Sparta in 

Greece, and a dark-red Egyptian porphyry from the Eastern Desert (Manutchehr-Danai 

                                                 
150 Other possible sources of garnets include Sri Lanka and India (Webster and Anderson 1983:176), the 
Italian Piedmont (Keller 1990:2, 84), Mt. Vesuvius, and Trentino in Italy, the French Pyrenees, the Ural 
Mountains, Himalayas, Tanzania, and Kenya (Webster and Anderson 1983:183, 185).    
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2000:377, Webster and Anderson 1983:344).  It was not used much in before the Roman 

era.  There is, however, a porphyry with a black matrix and white crystals found near the 

Red Sea coast of Egypt that was used for pendants and beads from the Predynastic Period 

on.  Two items, a bead from Samaria (Crowfoot 1957:397) and hedgehog-shaped seal 

from Lachish (Murray 1953:372; Tufnell 1953:186-187) made of porphyry were the only 

examples germane to this study.   

Amygdaloid 

An amygdaloid was found at Megiddo.  Amygdules are not specific minerals, but 

rather filled-in cavities of intrusive secondary minerals within igneous rocks (i.e. geodes) 

(Manutchehr-Danai 2000:17-18, Webster and Anderson 1983:13).  Therefore, with no 

further information from Lamon and Shipton (1939:147), it is unclear what the 

amygdaloid was made of. 

 

Organic-Derived 

Material Number 
amber 1 
bone 834 
bone/ivory 1 
coral 1 
ivory 10 
resin 1 
shell 7 
shell (conus) 1 
shell (cowrie) 172 
shell 
(dentalium) 2 

Table 4.10: Organic materials used for jewelry 
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Ivory 

Manutchehr-Danai defines ivory as “a translucent to opaque, hard, fine-grained, 

white to cream-white, organic substance from the tusk or tooth of elephant, 

hippopotamus, hog, sperm whale, narwhal, walrus, mammoth and frequently fossil ivory” 

(2000:258, cf. Webster and Anderson 1983:587-590).  Its hardness is approximately 2.5 

(O’Donoghue and Joyner 2003:215-216).   

  Hippopotamus and elephant ivory were the types used in ancient Israel. 

Hippopotami lived in the Syro-Palestinian coastal plains, the Amuq Valley and Orontes 

Valley, at least until the Iron I period (Krzyskowska 1990:20), as well as living in the 

Nile.  Asian elephants roamed the Orontes Valley in Syria, at least until the 9th century 

BCE;151 and Egypt served as an intermediary for elephant ivory from sub-Saharan Africa 

(Andrews 1990:65).  Furthermore, North Africa was home to an elephant population in 

the Iron Age as well (Krzyszkowska 1990:16-18,152 Gautier et al. 1994:13).  All were 

possible sources of ivory.  While it is several centuries earlier than the period investigated 

in this dissertation, it is telling that most of the ivory found in the Uluburun shipwreck 

was hippopotamus ivory (Lafrenz 2003:1), as was much of the ivory found at Ugarit 

(Krzyszkowska 1990:20; Bass 1997:161; Reese 1998:141).  The presence of ivory-

bearing animals in Syria-Palestine also explains their specialty of ivory inlay carving best 

known from the Samaria ivory collection (Keel and Uehlinger 1998:180-181). 

                                                 
151 In African elephants, both sexes have tusks, but in Asian elephants, only males have tusks, thereby 
halving the number of tusks available by hunting elephants, but also decreasing the economic motives for 
hunting female elephants, which is better for the continuity of the elephant population as a whole. 
152 Krzyszkowska posits th 7th c. CE as the final extinction date of North African Elephants (1990:18). 
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Ten ivory objects were found in the course of this study, all but two of them from 

the capital cities.  The City of David yielded a bead and two pendants (Ariel 1990:136-

137), and Samaria two pendants, a scarab, a scaraboid, and a seal (Lyon 1924:28, Reisner 

1924:377, 379-380). The two outliers are a pendant from Batash (Mazar and Panitz-

Cohen 2001a: 263) and a scaraboid from Megiddo (Lamon and Shipton 1939:135).  In 

addition, one pendant from Lachish was described as being made either of bone or of 

ivory (Sass 2004:2024).  This, in addition to its use as a tribute item, and the prophet 

Amos’ (3:15) objection to the palaces of ivory, suggests that ivory was an expensive or 

high status item, and was in limited circulation.     

Bone 

Bone, while used as an imitation ivory, is differentiated by the structure of thin 

sections seen under a microscope (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:54), as well as its lack of 

ivory’s “surface glow” (O’Donoghue and Joyner 2003:215), and its slightly higher 

density (Webster and Anderson 1983:593).   

Bone was also used for tools in the textile industry, which was a female domain 

(Barber 1994).  However, there is no proof that textile tools were or were not made by 

women, although the textiles themselves were.  In addition, Platt (1978:23) noted that the 

ring and dot motif on many pieces of bone jewelry were made with lapidary drills, as 

were seals and ivory inlay.  This is not typically seen as a female domain, so there is no 

reason to assume that the making of bone jewelry was women’s work.  There is, 

however, also no good reason to attribute it to men.   
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With 834-835 objects made of bone (19% of total finds), as compared to 10-11 of 

ivory, it was one of the main materials for jewelry, especially for the club or rod pendants 

that are unique to ancient Israel and Judah (Platt 1978).  707 of the bone artifacts were 

beads (20% of total beads): 706 from Lachish, 705 from the tombs there, and 527 from 

Tomb 223 alone (Tufnell 1953:214, 399-400).  The 90 pendants (50% of total pendants) 

were more widespread, however.  31 of the 32 bone scaraboids and seals (20% of all 

scaraboids and seals) came from Lachish, 11 from Tomb 1002 (Tufnell 1953: 235-236, 

399-400).  They were found in a variety of contexts, no more than two per location.   

Shells  

Shells have been widely used in jewelry, both whole and as mother of pearl.  

Technically, shells are the outer layer covering certain animals.  The inner surface of 

shells is nacreous, and the iridescence is valued in jewelry-making, particularly given 

shell’s generally low cost (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:426).  In addition, the shape of many 

shells makes them useful as beads or pendants with minimal alteration in comparison 

with solid stone.  

 172 of 182 shells were cowrie shells; one was identified as a conus shell, and two 

as dentalium shells, and seven were of unidentified..  Species of all three mollusks lived 

in both the Mediterranean and Red Seas.  Therefore, they were presumably easily 

available throughout the southern Levant.   



 

 

212 

 

Coral 

Coral is a general term for a group of branching, plant-like polyps that grow on 

the bottom of seas.  Jewelry is made from the skeletons of millions of tiny coral polyps.  

It comes in several colors.  (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:106).     

The types of coral usually used in jewelry are Corallium nobile or Corallium 

rubrum, which ranges from white to red (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:106).   Oculinacea 

vaseuclosa, a white coral, is used ornamentally, as is a black variety called “Akabar” or 

“King’s Coral”, or in Latin, Antipathes spiralis.  These range in hardness from 3.5-7 on 

Moh’s scale (O’Donoghue and Joyner 2003:220; Webster and Anderson 1983:566).  

Corallium rubrum need their environment to consist of clear, still water from 13-16°C 

(55°F-60°F); both the Red Sea and the Mediterranean meet the requirement.  According 

to Webster and Anderson (1983:564) the Mediterranean coral is the “most important of 

all.”  In Egypt, Mediterranean coral was rarely used before the Ptolemaic period, whereas 

red ‘organ’ or ‘pipe’ coral, Tubipora musica, was used in jewelry from the Badarian 

period on (Andrews 1990:64).  It is unclear which species were used in the Iron Age 

Southern Levant.  Only one coral bead was found at Lachish, and its color was not 

specified in the publication (Tufnell 1953:190, 399-400), leaving its source unclear.   

Resins 

Resins are solid or semisolid mixtures of amorphous carboxylic acids, essential 

oils, and terpenes which are exuded on the bark of certain trees.  In color, resin is yellow 

to brown, and it can be either opaque or translucent (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:399-400).  

Resins from Lebanese conifers were used in jewelry from at least the Chalcolithic and 
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Early Bronze Ages, although they rarely lasted for archaeologists to find outside of desert 

conditions.  Levantine resin jewelry was, however, found in Egypt, attesting to its 

existence (Andrews 1990:63).  One resin bead was found at Lachish (Tufnell 1953:186-

187, 399-400). 

Amber 

Amber is a fossil resin from ancient trees, formed by “natural polymerization of 

the original organic compounds” (Holden and Mathez 1991:14), mixing several resins 

with succinic153 acid and a volatile oil (Webster and Anderson 1983:574).  The physical 

properties of amber, including its color, vary depending on the age of the amber, 

conditions of burial, and the type of tree from which it formed (ibid.).  Colors range from 

clear through dark brown, including pale yellow, orange, and red.  There are also white, 

green, and blue variants.  The most common colors are orange, yellow, and brown 

(Holden and Mathez 1991:15).  

 Amber is warm to touch and soft (H: 2-3), and it often contains organic 

inclusions (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:14).  The nearest ancient source of amber was in 

Lebanon (Andrews 1990:63), and other amber deposits were available in Rumania and 

Sicily (Webster and Anderson 1983:578) .  Amber softens at 150°C, and melts between 

250°C and 300°C (Webster and Anderson 1983:574), so it will not be found at any site 

that was destroyed in a fire.  It has been used since at least the Bronze Age to make 

jewelry (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:14).  One irregular amber pendant was found at 

Samaria.  Other than the perforation, it appears unworked (Crowfoot 1957:397). 

                                                 
153 Succinic acid is presumably a product of the extinct pine tree most often providing the resin for the 
amber, called Pinus succinifera (Webster and Anderson 1983:574).   
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Man-Made Materials 

Material Number 
Ceramic 30 
Faience 1314 
Glass 367 
Unbaked clay 6 
faience/ shell 1 

Table 4.11: Man-made materials 
Clay 

 Ceramics are ubiquitous on archaeological sites, and 30 examples of clay beads 

have been found.  The material was cheap, easily available, and highly malleable, and 

accessible to poor people.  Because it was so inexpensive and available, it would not have 

been a marker of high status.  It might have served as decoration or have been included as 

part of a ritual.  It is not common enough to serve as an age or sex marker; it may have 

just been the jewelry of the poor.  Clay was not glazed, but it could have been painted or 

slipped as much pottery was.   

Glass, Paste 

Glass is a man-made material, formed into beads as early as the 3rd millennium 

BCE in Iraq (Spaer 2001:23).  At 5.5-6 on Moh’s scale (O’Donoghue and Joyner 

2003:226), it is softer than quartz, but harder than serpentine and soapstone.  Technically, 

glass is “a melt of an acidic oxide with a basic oxide at a high temperature, and which has 

been allowed to cool with sufficient rapidity to solidify without crystallization” (Webster 

and Anderson 1983:439).  There are several possible mineral combinations, with 

different results in terms of appearance and hardness (ibid.).   
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Between 1200 and 850, Spaer described the glass working trade as “limited 

mainly to beads of no great distinction and some seal blanks” (Spaer 2001:27).  Glass 

bead manufacture was increased, however, and Spaer refers to triangular eye beads (see 

chapter seven) as “ubiquitous.”  Ground, translucent glass beads were common in 

surrounding areas, but rare in ancient Israel. (Spaer 2001:27-28). 

Raw glass was naturally translucent light green or blue, due to ferrous impurities 

in sand.  Different colored, colorless, or opaque glass was made by adding metal oxides 

either initially or during a subsequent re-melting.  The trace elements in the metal oxides 

allow modern scholars to source the glass (Spaer 2001:36).   

Glass may have served as imitation gems, although it is more easily scratched, 

and warmer than most gemstones (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:205).  Paste is a term 

sometimes used for any fake gemstone (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:354), but in 

archaeological contexts it is sometimes used for faience as well. It was possible to make 

layered or swirled designs in glass that were not possible in more precious materials, to 

imitate the banding of chalcedonies, or to make expensive designs in a cheaply.  One 

common example us layered designs such as eye beads.  Collon posits that glass seals 

imitated stones:  blue mimicked lapis lazuli and green, turquoise (1987:17).  It made 

jewelry available to more people (Andrews 1990:60-61).   

There are some problems involved in identifying and classifying ancient glass 

beads.  First, some of the items referred to in site reports as being of faience and frit are 
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actually opaque glass154 (Spaer 2001:35).  Second, ancient glass found in and around 

Israel is weathered, often obscuring the original color.  For the 9th-7th centuries BCE, 

there is sometimes a weathered layer of a greenish, brownish, or yellowish color (Spaer 

2001:55); 59 objects in the database are green, brown, or yellow glass.  Third, 

individuals’ differing color perception (see above) demands some skepticism about color 

precision.   

Excavators published 367 glass beads, pendants, scarabs, scaraboids, and seals 

(9% of those categories) from the Iron Age II Southern Levant.  This is by far the most 

varied material visually, because it can be made in many colors, and several colors could 

easily be used for a single bead.  For example, the eye beads often have three colors on 

them, and others have swirls of several colors.  Most of the glass objects were beads; 15 

were pendants, one an earring, one possibly a finial, and 42 were seals, scarabs, or 

scaraboids.  The remaining 308 were beads of many colors, shapes and sizes.   

Faience, Frit, Egyptian Blue, Paste 

Another man-made material is faience, more accurately called glazed 

composition.  “It consists of a sandy core…with a vitreous alkaline glaze on its surface 

which can be given any color, depending on the colorant added to the glazing mixture” 

(Andrews 1990:57).  Evidently, glazed composition was used as a substitute for other 

stones, such as turquoise and lapis lazuli (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:175).  O’Donoghue 

and Joyner classify it under ceramics (2003:233).  It was frequently used in Egypt and 

                                                 
154 Spaer cites the Megiddo report (Lound 1948:Pls. 210-211) as an example of erroneous identification by 
the excavator (Spaer 2001:35).  While that may well be the case, it is impossible for me to identify such 
mistakes, and I will therefore have to trust the publications.  Given that both are manufactured imitations of 
natural stones, I suspect that the error in identification is of minimal importance to this dissertation. 
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Palestine.  Even though much of it is correctly called “glazed composition,” this 

dissertation will continue to use the term faience; this category will also include frit, 

Egyptian Blue, and some types of paste.  This is for two reasons: first, because it is a 

commonly accepted usage, and second, because it all looks very similar.  

Frit is technically a “glass mixture containing fluxing substance used as paste or 

glaze” on a ceramic product.  In Egypt, a crystalline silica frit colored with a copper 

compound was used as a turquoise imitation (Manutchehr-Danai 2000:194). Egyptian 

blue was a particularly common type of frit, used in molded objects and as a pigment 

(Manutchehr-Danai 2000:156).  

Faience and similar substances was the single largest category in the inventory of 

objects by material: 1314 objects made of faience are included in the database.  This is in 

part because all but two of the 146 Egyptian amulets listed were made of faience or frit.  

One of the remaining two was of unspecified material; the other was made of glass paste 

(Murray 1953:378; Tufnell 1953:209-210, but cf. Spaer 2001:35).   

Faience objects were mold-made, and probably mass-produced, possibly made in 

the Levant (cf. McGovern 1985:106), but possibly imported from Egypt.  Like glass, 

faience was cheap and easy to make, especially in comparison to carving and perforating 

stones.  The mass production substantially cut down on production time, effort, and cost 

of material.  It could be made in a wide range of shapes, sizes, and colors. Faience was 

made in Mesopotamia as well, but differently from Egypt, and the vast majority of 

faience from the Southern Levant was of the Egyptian type.  One exception to this is 

noted in the database (Crowfoot 1957:396). 
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Minerals and Materials in this Study 

 The main issue in this chapter regards the relationship between materials used and 

objects for which they were used.  Table 4.1, above, combines all the previous tables 

from the chapter into a single unit.  It shows that faience was the most used material, and 

that carnelian, in second place, was by far the most commonly used stone.  The third 

most common material, but most common organic product was bone, and glass holds a 

distant fourth place.  Bronze, the most popular metal, is only the fifth most common 

material overall.   

Faience is used for beads, glyptic, and amulets, showing it to be a flexible, multi-

use material.  This increased its numbers, as did the fact that it was mass-produced with 

molds, not individually hand-carved.  It should perhaps be regarded as more surprising 

that only 300 more objects were made of faience than of carnelian.  While carnelian was 

used for four glyptic objects, it was much more prominent for beads (984), with an 

additional 20 pendants extant.  Each of these beads, pendants, and glyptic objects had to 

be created by hand, individually or in small batches (Stocks 1989).  In addition, carnelian 

and possibly faience were imported from Egypt. 

The prominence of bone in this list is less surprising.  It was a home-grown 

industry, made from locally available livestock.  Bone working did not require fancy 

tools, and was often decorated simply, with circle and dot motifs or cross-hatching.  It 

was therefore cheaper and more accessible than most other materials.  

Glass may have been made locally or in Phoenicia.  It was much less common, 

and more restricted in its uses than faience, but still popular.  It was a better substitute for 
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translucent stones than was faience, which had a vitreous outer layer but a matte core, 

and provided greater flexibility in terms of color and design variegation.  It was used 

overwhelmingly for beads, with relatively few examples of glass pendants and glyptic 

extant.   

The presence of bronze as the fifth most common may be misleading: as 

mentioned above, metals could be melted down and re-used.  It is likely that much of the 

bronze jewelry that was not placed in tombs was re-used and is therefore under-

represented.  The bronze found in tombs was expendable, not needed for tools or daily 

life, and may simply represent the excess bronze of those people wealthy enough to 

practice conspicuous consumption.   

The next most common material on the list, limestone, was locally available.  It is 

unclear why it was superceded in jewelry by carnelian, but possibilities include wealth-

display for status, aesthetics, and symbolic reasons.  It is also hard to make any 

assumptions regarding limestone, given that 74 of 185 objects were of unspecified colors, 

making the point of origin indiscernible.   

Cowrie shells were available from both the Mediterranean and Red Seas.  They 

were easy to make into jewelry, merely requiring a single hole pierced through a part of 

the shell that was not particularly thick.  Some cowrie shells were perforated naturally, 

rendering a manufacturing process unnecessary.   

Silver, the eighth most common material, was the second most common metal.  

As it had multiple uses, its popularity is not surprising.  It obviously represented wealth; 

it is unclear whether it had wider, more symbolic connotations as well.  Like bronze, it 
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could be melted down and re-used, and can therefore be assumed to be under-represented 

in the assemblages.  It was also valued more highly than bronze financially, and might 

have been more of a target for the many conquering armies to loot and bring home with 

them.  That might help explain its rarity on tells.  

Chalcedony was imported, and most of the examples are of unspecified colors.  It 

is entirely unclear what the connotations, either economic or symbolic were.  Steatite, 

however, in tenth place, allows more analysis.  First, of the 83 steatite objects studied 

here, all are glyptic.  Second, Egyptian influence is strong.  79 are scarabs or scaraboids; 

of the remaining four, one is decorated only with cross-hatching (Sass 2000:408), and 

may have been a tool for decorating other artifacts rather than a personal seal.  Another 

seems to be Egyptian-influenced (Murray 1953:372), a third is Canaanite influenced 

pictorial (Murray 1953:372), and only the final seal includes a Hebrew inscription; which 

is illegible (Tufnell 1953:256).  Of the scarabs, all have Egyptian motifs and are 

identified by dynasty.  Only one is an imitation Hyksos scarab (Crowfoot 1957:85).  

Many are heirlooms or found objects reused centuries later.   The scaraboids, like the 

seals, are more mixed, showing Egyptianized Phoenician influence.  There appears to be 

a correlation between the material and Egyptian motifs as well.   

 Iron became the primary utilitarian metal by the eighth century, as bronze had 

been during the Middle and Late Bronze Ages and Iron Age I.  It was used in some cases 

for bangles, rings, and other objects, but it was far less common for such items than it had 

been in earlier periods, before the technology was well-controlled (see ch. 2).  When 

polished beautifully, steel resembled silver, as bronze resembled gold.  The relative 
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prevalence of bronze jewelry over iron may be related to gold’s greater expense than 

silver, and the correlating relative affordability of silver. 

 Stone and rock crystal are equally common.  Stone is such a vague description 

that no more can be said about it.  Rock crystal was the most common variety of 

crystalline quartz, but still not particularly common.  While a ring bezel and a scaraboid 

were made of it, rock crystal was used primarily for beads, 33 out of 34 of which were 

found at Lachish, in several shapes and several tombs.  Its place in both the symbolic and 

commercial realms is as yet undetermined.   

 Ceramic jewelry was not common, particularly given pottery’s ease of 

manufacture, durability, and ubiquity.  It did not require specially trained artisans to 

produce, and yet was rare in the archaeological record.  There must have been a symbolic 

reason that one easily available material, bone, was used extensively for jewelry, when 

another easily available, even cheaper material,155 clay, was not.  The nature of that 

reason is not yet known.  

 Gold was already a precious metal, of both symbolic and commercial importance.  

It was also out of reach of the average person in the southern Levant.  However, 24 gold 

pieces were found, showing that there were some people wealthy enough to afford it, 

such as the family burying its members in the Ketef Hinnom tomb, where most of the 

clearly gold objects were found. 

 Serpentine was used for a variety of objects:  beads, pendants, and all three types 

of glyptic.  Unlike steatite, it was used for simple, minimally carved objects, and was 

                                                 
155 Bone artifacts required slaughtering an animal or scavenging an already dead one.  Pottery requires 
clay, which was already being used for vessels and figurines.   
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presumably then valued for reasons other than its softness.  It does not seem to have been 

used extensively however, with only 15 serpentine objects attested in the database.   

 The 13 pieces of agate vary in color from white, yellow, brown, and black to red, 

and in location between Samaria, Lachish, and Megiddo.  Thus it seems to have been 

favored at the bigger cities,156 but more than that can not be said on such limited 

information.   Sandstone is similarly limiting, although with the added factor that, at least 

to modern sensibilities, it seems like an aesthetically unlikely material from which to 

make jewelry.   Hematite, with its shiny surface, makes more sense aesthetically as 

jewelry.  Its surprising weight may have borne symbolic value, and its relative 

availability in iron deposits throughout the surrounding areas presumably made it 

relatively cheap.   

 Ivory, which resembles bone, may or may not have been associated with the 

latter.  However, its prominence in the craft of inlays in northern Israel, Phoenicia, and 

Syria may have led to the creation of  some jewelry as well, by the same craftsmen.  

Finally, lapis lazuli seems to have born great significance, due in part to its resemblance 

to the sky; it may have been associated with the solar and astral iconography found in 

glyptic studies.  It was expensive, as it had to be carried from Afghanistan, and it was 

within the color range of the three main biblical materials:  tkhelet, ‘argaman, and tola’at 

shani.  This may have increased its significance.   

 

 

                                                 
156 As are most objects – more people led to more buildings and more objects in general.   
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Salient 
characteristic Materials 

Color 

alabaster, amethyst, bone, bronze, calcite, carnelian, coral, 
electrum, faience, garnet, glass, glazed steatite gold, hematite, 
iron, ivory, jasper, lapis lazuli, lead, limestone, malachite, milky 
quartz, orthoclase, rock crystal, rose quartz, serpentine, and silver.   

Financial or Status 
Value 

amethyst, bronze, carnelian, electrum, garnet, gold, iron, ivory, 
jasper, lapis lazuli, milky quartz, orthoclase, rock crystal, rose 
quartz, and silver 

Ease of 
manufacture 

alabaster, bone, calcite, clay, coral, faience, glass, limestone, 
resin, serpentine, shell, steatite 

Availability bone, faience, flint, glass, limestone, quartzite, sandstone, shell 

Unknown 
agate, amber,  chalcedony, diorite, marble, obsidian, onyx, opal, 
porphyry,  schist, smoky quartz 

Table 4.12: Materials according to their most important characteristics 
 Based on the information above, the important characteristics of each material in 

the database are listed in the Table 4.12.  Because substances could be valued for more 

than one reason, many of them are listed in more than one category.  Materials whose 

colors were deemed important in chapter three, based on textual information, were placed 

in the “color” category.  Those objects that would have been used as money, were 

difficult to work, or were difficult to acquire, especially those that had to be carried long 

distances, were deemed financially valuable.  Soft materials that could easily be worked 

were placed in the ease of manufacture category.  Those that were available locally were 

assumed to be chosen for availability, and those that fit into none of the above groups 

were in the category where reasons were unknown.   

In conclusion, the following materials appear to have been chosen based on color:  

alabaster, amethyst, bone, bronze, calcite, carnelian, coral, electrum, faience, garnet, 

glass, gold, hematite, iron, ivory, jasper, lapis lazuli, lead, limestone, malachite, milky 

quartz, orthoclase, rock crystal, rose quartz, serpentine, and silver.  These were chosen 
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based, at least partly, on financial value: amethyst, bronze, carnelian, electrum, garnet, 

gold, iron, ivory, jasper, lapis lazuli, milky quartz, orthoclase, rock crystal, rose quartz, 

and silver.  For the remainder: agate, amber, ceramic, chalcedony, diorite, flint, marble, 

obsidian, onyx, opal, porphyry, quartzite, resin, sandstone, schist, shell, smoky quartz, 

and steatite there is not sufficient information currently available to identify the salient 

characteristics, it may have related to availability or a technical characteristic, such as 

ease of working.   

In chapters six and seven, these reasons and characteristics will be applied to the 

jewelry in the database.  Given that objects served different, even multiple social 

functions, the materials used can affect the various types of jewelry differently. It will be 

noted that, overall, the visual aspects of color appear to have been the most important 

characteristic for the largest amount of jewelry in the Iron Age II Southern Levant.   
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CHAPTER 5: THE SITES AND THEIR JEWELRY 

 
The next step in this study is to summarize the sites of origin before looking at the 

finds themselves.  This chapter will provide the necessary background information for the 

following sites: Lachish, Megiddo, Samaria, Hazor, Tell Batash/ Timna’, Arad, Tell 

Hesban, Ketef Hinnom (Jerusalem) and the Jerusalem caves.  This section will not 

contain any new materials.  However, it is necessary to consider the sites before dealing 

with the finds themselves.  Without its context, the jewelry lacks much of its information. 

There are three important issues in this chapter.  First, the sites’ locations and 

excavations, including the excavation methodology and the idiosyncrasies of the 

publications are considered.  Second, the sites’ sizes and political and economic 

importance are discussed: the database includes the capital cities of Jerusalem and 

Samaria, secondary cities that were important for administrative and trade purposes 

(Lachish, Megiddo, and Hazor), and smaller settlements (Timnah/ Tell Batash, Arad, and 

Hesban).  The latter two, because of the size and lack of major administrative apparatus, 

both of which are reflected in a much smaller number of jewelry finds, are not 

comparable to the larger sites.  Third, the context of the jewelry finds with the sites is 

important: very few of the finds from Lachish, which provided the majority of jewelry for 

the database, derive from living contexts; almost all are from tombs.  Both Jerusalem and 

Megiddo included a tomb or burial, as well, although tombs did not dominate as they did 

at Lachish.  As discussed in chapter one, funerary jewelry reflects the expectations of a 

society, and helps to reinforce or create social norms, but it does not necessarily show 

how jewelry was worn in life.  While funerary costume shares the structure of that worn 
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by the living, it may not be identical.  The differences between finds from funerary 

contexts and living contexts will be discussed, where relevant.  They will show when 

objects were inalienable, and had to be buried with the wearer, as opposed to those 

objects that could be passed down to another generation, either during life or as an 

inheritance.   

The sites were chosen from a regional perspective.  Furthermore, all sites included 

herein have one additional attribute in their favors: all were published.  All finds included 

were found in excavations, and not purchased on the antiquities market157.  

Jerusalem, as the Judean capital, represents the central hills. Tell en-Nasbeh was a 

possible second site, but the published jewelry lacks any differentiation between periods, 

so that the Iron Age jewelry is mixed with much later materials (Harrison 1947:267-272).  

When excavating, Badé’s team followed walls and foundations, rather than floors, so that 

it is not currently possible to separate out the different periods (J. Zorn, personal 

communication).   

Lachish represents the main Judahite city of the Shephelah, due to its high status, 

as shown by its administrative apparatus and elaborate fortification. Timnah (Tel Batash), 

offers the perspective of a border town with the Philistines.  From the north, the capital 

city of Samaria and regional centers of Megiddo and Hazor are included.  Hesban, from 

Moab was included, because ancient Israel was not a vacuum, and may have shared many 

                                                 
157 In accordance with the guidelines of the American Schools of Oriental Research’s research guidelines 
for members. 
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of its jewelry habits with its neighbors.  Like Batash, it was sometimes under Israelite 

rule, and sometimes independent.  

Arad is the only city representing the south, and with only a few seals; Beersheva 

appeared initially to be a second good candidate, but the only jewelry or amulets 

published from there date to the Hellenistic period (Aharoni 1973b: 84) or include no 

information besides the existence of anepigraphic geometric seals mentioned in one 

Revue Biblique article (Aharoni 1973a:407).   This dearth is most likely attributable to the 

excavators’ not sieving finds.158  Even residents of smaller cities had some jewelry and 

amulets (see e.g. Batash); as the guardian of the southern border with Egypt, and given 

the presence of a number of public buildings, Beersheva must have had more wealth and 

administrative apparatus than the small finds indicate.  All this is moot; it was not found, 

and/ or not published, and its context is now destroyed.  Therefore, it is not included 

herein.   

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

                                                 
158 A scholar who excavated there was unable to recall every seeing a sieve used (S.L. Braunstein, personal 
communication).  In order to find the maximum number and variety of remains, archaeologists should wet-
sieve a representative sample of remains (cf. Diamant 1979) 
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Fig. 5.1: Map of Iron Age II Sites (Mazar 1990:370) 
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 This chapter summarizes the necessary stratigraphy of the sites that are included 

in the database, and provides an overview of jewelry distribution across them.  In most 

cases, this involves following the excavators’ dating.  However, when conflicts exist 

between different scholars’ dates, especially those arrived at by subsequent excavators at 

the same sites, this section explains the approach chosen for each site.  

Site Beads Pendants Bangles Earrings Rings 
Other/ 

Underdefined 
Lachish 2993 107 181 99 25 5 
Megiddo 313 40 19 5 19 0 
Samaria 165 14 0 0 2 3 
Jerusalem 19 13 0 12 3 0 
Hazor 12 2 3 3 0 0 
Hesban 0 1 2 0 1 0 
Timnah 6 4 0 0 0 0 
Arad 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Totals 3508 181 205 119 50 8 

Table 5.1:  Totals of each object type from each site included 
Because this study is not diachronic, nor focused on political events, it is not a problem if 

the dates are a few decades off. As stated elsewhere, a few years difference in 

stratigraphy makes little or no difference in jewelry, which is in any case, contextually 

problematic and frequently kept as an heirloom. 

Site Scarabs Scaraboids 
Stamp 
Seals 

Cylinder 
Seals 

Egyptian 
Amulets 

Other 
Amulets Total 

Lachish 61 54 24 4 81 0 3634 
Megiddo 28 33 6 4 60 0 527 
Samaria 13 13 9 1 9 0 229 
Jerusalem 0 0 3 0 6 2 58 
Hazor 3 0 1 0 0 0 24 
Hesban 1 0 0 0 1 1 7 
Timnah 0 0 0 0 1 0 11 
Arad 0 0 6 0 0 0 6 
Totals 106 100 49 9 158 3 4496 
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This table summarizes the finds, totaling up the numbers of each object type from 

each site included.  It is clear from this site that by far the largest amount of jewelry 

comes from Lachish.  What is not clear, however, is that this raises another issue: intra-

site context.  Only 93-94 beads, two bangles, two earrings, six-nine pendants, 12 rings, 

three amulets, three cowrie shells, one seal, one scaraboid, and one scarab/ scaraboid/ 

seal come from non-funerary contexts.  In addition, a good portion of the Jerusalem finds 

also came from a tomb, from Ketef Hinnom.  Both of those sites will show more about 

peoples ideas about proper jewelry for death than they will about what people wore in 

life, but they can inform scholars about jewelry functions in death, some of which were 

the same as in life.   

 

Jerusalem 

Most of the information on jewelry from Jerusalem comes from the City of David 

Excavations (Zuckerman 1996, Ariel 1990).159   Very little jewelry has been published 

from other Iron Age contexts, such as Kenyon’s cemeteries (Eshel and Prag, eds., 1995) 

or other excavations.  However, the nearly continuous settlement of Jerusalem since the 

Iron Age has made a statistically meaningful excavation pattern difficult for the following 

reasons.  First, Hellenistic and Roman builders, in particular, tended to work on a grand 

scale.  This required deeper foundations, and therefore obliterated many Iron Age 

remains.  It also makes it difficult to remove the remains to reach Iron Age levels, 

                                                 
159 When Reich and Shukron publish their information from Elad’s Spring House from the 8th century, a 
re-evaluation will be necessary.  Unlike most other excavators in Israel, they sieved and wet-sieved, and 
found a much larger collection of small finds than did previous excavations. 
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requiring heavy equipment in spots that may be difficult to access.  Second, the city is 

currently densely occupied, and excavation could undermine the structural integrity of 

homes and businesses.  

However, it is also worth noting that Zuckerman’s (1996) and Ariel’s (1990:119-

143, 149-166) studies of the remains from the City of David excavations, are admirable.  

Zuckerman in particular published it well, with all of the information that is useful for 

this study, including statistics regarding the percentage from good contexts versus those 

that were questionable (25/75).  Though limited in area, these excavations clearly sieved 

their finds, and excavated carefully, leading to some of the best data available.160 

Another site in Jerusalem is Ketef Hinnom, a series of tombs.  While it was 

outside the Iron II city, it is well within the modern city, and was excavated by G. Barkay 

between 1975 and 1980.   Like most Iron II burial caves, the Ketef Hinnom caves were 

robbed, but unlike most others, the robbers missed a repository (Barkay 1986:22).  This 

allowed archaeologists to find a trove of undisturbed funerary artifacts, including jewelry 

and the well-known Ketef Hinnom inscriptions.161   

The finds from Ketef Hinnom have never been published as a site report.  The 

inscriptions, two sheets of rolled silver with versions of the biblical Priestly Benediction, 

have been extensively studied and published, most recently by Barkay, Vaughn, 

Lundberg, and Zuckerman (2004).  The focus of this, and other studies, is on the 
                                                 
160 Admittedly, it is unfair to compare the standards of the 1990’s (excavated 1978-1985) with the 
standards of the excavations that took place in the 1920’s-30’s, including Lachish, Megiddo, and Samaria.  
However, the publications from Arad and Beersheva should be comparable to those from the City of David, 
and they are far inferior.   
161 These will be further discussed in chapter seven, but consist of rolled up sheets of silver with the priestly 
benediction from Leviticus inscribed upon the, with slight differences.  They appear to have been rolled for 
wearing on a necklace, possibly in a bag.   
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inscriptions themselves, not on the amulets in context or as objects.  The remainder of the 

jewelry was published incompletely and with minimal information in a mini-catalogue 

from an Israel Museum exhibit on Ketef Hinnom (Barkay 1986).  Therefore, the 

information included in the appendix from Ketef Hinnom is incomplete both per piece 

and in terms of number of pieces.  No object numbers were available. 

Generally, the amount of jewelry supports the existence of a wealthy elite in 

Jerusalem at the end of the monarchy.  This is assumed to be a multi-generational tomb 

from a single wealthy family, and the jewelry supports the assumption of continued 

wealth over time, although the family relationship is unprovable.  There were 95 silver 

objects, and six gold.  Many of the silver earrings are granulated, and some are “cast in 

the shape of clusters of fruit” (Barkay 1986:26), more commonly called mulberry 

earrings.   

In addition to the metal jewelry, Barkay found beads in a wide range of shapes, 

sizes, and materials. These included rare or semi-precious stones such as agate, carnelian, 

and rock crystal, as well as common, inexpensive materials such as faience, glass, and 

shell.  The glass included eye beads, and the faience included a wedjat eye with a silver 

pupil (Barkay 1986:26).  None of the beads are included in this study.  While Barkay 

includes three pages of pictures of beads (Barkay 1986:35 [English], frontispiece, 31 

[Hebrew]162), they are mixed with other materials, some drawn and listed elsewhere, and 

with no clues as to periods of attribution; they are simply pictures of  a variety of pretty 

                                                 
162 Israel Museum catalogues are often published with the English and Hebrew in one small book.  
Because they are written and bound in opposite directions, it works, however the relevant pictures are 
spread between the two language sections.  The text is a translation, but the associated pictures are 
different. 
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finds from Ketef Hinnom.  At a glance, carnelian and turquoise/ blue faience/ blue glass 

predominate among the beads, but they are not included in the database in the appendix. 

Parallels to the jewelry from Ketef Hinnom were found throughout the ancient 

Near East and Mediterranean world, from Persia to Spain, Urartu to Egypt.  Barkay 

compares the collection of silver most closely to the assemblage from Massayef, Jordan, 

which dates to the early fifth century BCE, but appears to include many earlier pieces.  

Parallels to the Ketef Hinnom earrings are found on reliefs of the Neo-Assyrian king, 

Sennacherib from the eighth century BCE, suggesting that jewelry styles did not change 

quickly in the ANE, and that Jerusalem jewelry styles were similar to those of its larger 

Near East.  “The Jerusalem jewellery reflects both the wealth of the city and its cultural 

ties, as well as the foreign influences and fashions which were current in the city during 

the First Temple and Babylonian periods” (Barkay 1986:26).   

Site Beads Pendants Bangles Earrings Rings 
Other/ Under-

defined 
Jerusalem 19 13 0 12 3 0 

 

Site Scarabs Scaraboids 
Stamp 
Seals 

Cylinder 
Seals 

Egyptian 
Amulets 

Other 
Amulets Total 

Jerusalem 0 0 3 0 6 2 58 

Table 5.2: Objects from Jerusalem sites 
In total, sites within the city of Jerusalem yielded the following objects:  50 pieces 

of jewelry, 6 clear amulets, and 3 seals.  The jewelry breaks down into 19 beads, 12 

earrings, 13 pendants, 2 pins, and 3 rings. There were neither scarabs nor scaraboids at 

any of these sites, and of the six amulets, two contained the priestly benediction; the 
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remainder were the Eye of Horus.  No figures of Egyptian gods were found, not even the 

normally popular Bes.  This could reflect the power of the Yahwistic Temple in the city 

of Jerusalem itself.   

 

Lachish 

The first Lachish excavations ran from 1932-1938; most of the excavation was 

carried out in extramural locations, particularly cemeteries and the Fosse Temples.  On 

the tel, Starkey’s team excavated only relatively small areas, primarily post-Exilic and 

Iron II remains, with very little information to provide context from a central area about 

the remains found in extramural locations.  “The emphasis was placed on uncovering 

horizontal strata, while relatively little attention was paid to details and their recording 

and in keeping the area under excavation neat and clean” (Ussishkin 2004:28-29).  In 

spite of this, according to Ussishkin, who excavated there in the 1970’s, it is well-

published; the data that was collected was clearly presented (Ussishkin 2004:30).  That is 

true in many cases, but the jewelry is often missing information such as color.  Relative 

to many other sites, especially those excavated in the 1930’s, it is well published (Tufnell 

1953, Murray 1953a, 1953b).   

Starkey, the original excavator, recognized that Level II was the 588/6 

destruction, and interpreted Level III as being destroyed in 597, also by the Babylonians.  

Tufnell disagreed, dating the Level III destruction to Sennacherib, and two phases of ashy 

destruction in Level II to Nebuchadnezzar.  This allowed for the accumulation of the 

contents of Tomb 106, which lay between the destructions of Levels III and II, by its 
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finds, and was based in large part on excavations after Starkey’s death (Tufnell 

1959:103).  Fortunately, she was the one who published most of the material, and her 

analysis was borne out by Ussishkin’s excavations (Ussishkin 2004:88-89).   

The Iron Age layers at Lachish are as follows:   

Level V dates to Iron IIa, described by Ussishkin as a Judean settlement.  It was 

not excavated extensively, and appears to have been small and unfortified, although the 

houses may have made a slightly defensive perimeter (Ussishkin 2004:76-77).  Over the 

course of Level IV, Iron IIb, Lachish developed from a small, unfortified settlement to a 

major military stronghold with massive fortifications and a central public building, called 

the “Palace-Fort.”   Ussishkin dates the foundation of Level IV to 870-846, granting 

Level V only a very short existence.  Level III involved a major rebuilding of public 

structures, such as Palace Fort and gate, but the walls were re-used without modification.  

It was destroyed and looted by Sennacherib in 701 BCE (Tufnell 1959:103, Ussishkin 

2004:88-89), after a siege, depicted in his reliefs from Nineveh.   

After the 701 destruction the site was abandoned, as much of the Shephelah was 

(Ussishkin 2004:90).  It may have had a small squatter or nomadic presence during this 

period, but only scant remains attest to the possibility (ibid., Pp. 90-91).  Ussishkin dates 

the reconstruction of Lachish as a fortified settlement, Level II, after the collapse of 

Assyrian rule, under Josiah (640-609), although it could have begun during Manasseh’s 

reign, (697-642).  This level was weaker and poorer than its predecessor, but it was re-

fortified.  Settlement within the walls was less dense.  The only public building on the 

site seems to have been the gate complex – which appears to have served as a combined 
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political and military center.  Level II was destroyed by fire, and the population deported 

by Nebuchadnezzar (ibid.).   

In order to deal with the unwieldy mass of data, the following steps were taken: 

Tufnell knew the stratigraphy of the site, so this work combines Ussishkin’s dates with 

Tufnell’s strata (or as Lachish materials call them “levels”).  Tufnell’s admitted difficulty 

in differentiating between levels IV and III (Tufnell 1953: 72) led to conflation of those 

loci where Tufnell indicated questions as to level designation to the larger possible period 

of 870-701 rather than including Level IV as 870-760 and Level III as 760-701.  

A few additional points to keep in mind are as follows: 

*Some of the tomb dates are questionable. In one example, tomb 1002, the tomb 

was used as a dump for bodies, possibly the people who died in the war and 

destruction of the Level II city (Tufnell 1953:229-230).  

*Dates for the scarabs stem from Murray’s identification of the dynasties to which 

they belonged.  If they were heirlooms, as could well have been the case, they are 

dated too early here.  

*Tufnell describes carnelian as brown – the Lachish carnelian is assumed  the 

normal color of carnelian – red-orange, and that Lachish does not have differently 

colored carnelian from every other site in the area. “Crystal” is assumed to mean 

rock crystal and therefore, clear unless otherwise specified.  

* Some of the Lachish tombs were used in a few periods; Tufnell’s assessment of 

which periods the finds originated in were followed.   
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Site Beads Pendants Bangles Earrings Rings 
Other/ Under-

defined 
Lachish 2993 107 181 99 25 5 

 

Site Scarabs Scaraboids 
Stamp 
Seals 

Cylinder 
Seals 

Egyptian 
Amulets 

Other 
Amulets Total 

Lachish 61 54 24 4 81 0 3634 

Table 5.3: Jewelry objects from Lachish 
As table 1 (above) shows, the vast majority of jewelry was found at Lachish, 

mostly in tombs.  82% of the finds are beads, but that gives a false impression.  Some of 

the objects are jewelry pieces in and of themselves, such as bangles, earrings, and rings.  

However, the beads were probably strung in groups, including multiple beads and 

possibly some pendants as well.  Similarly, the pendants, scarabs, scaraboids, seals, and 

Egyptian amulets were also elements of jewelry, rather than complete objects.  If each 

necklace were strung with 10-20 beads, that would only yield 150-300 necklaces, which 

is less overwhelming in comparison to the rest of the finds.  If people were wearing 

collar-style necklaces, they would be using even more beads than that!  However, there is 

no information about how many beads people put on their necklaces.   

 

Timnah/ Tel Batash 

 Tel Batash has been identified as the biblical city of Timnah (Kelm and Mazar 

1995:4-5).  It was a small city or town in the Shephelah, on the border with Philistia.  

While it was often a Philistine settlement, looking to Ekron as its center, it was also ruled 

by Israel at times (ibid., Pp. 119-120).  There is nothing notably “Philistine” about the 
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jewelry from Timna, nor is there anything distinctly Israelite about it. This suggests that 

Israelite jewelry may not be distinctive or different from that of surrounding peoples. 

Stratum IIIA-B date to the 8th century, and stratum II dates to the 7th century.  

Stratum IIA dates to the early 6th century, but with minimal, “scattered remains” (Mazar 

and Panitz-Cohen 2001:X).  As one would expect from a small border town, it did not 

yield a large amount of luxury goods, although the complete lack of seals found there is 

puzzling.  It did, however, yield 6 beads and 4 pendants, as well as a single amulet, a 

naos.   

Site Beads Pendants Bangles Earrings Rings 

Other/ 
Under-
defined 

Timnah 6 4 0 0 0 0 
 

Site 
 

Scarabs Scaraboids 
Stamp 
Seals 

Cylinder 
Seals 

Egyptian 
Amulets 

Other 
Amulets Total 

Timnah 0 0 0 0 1 0 11 

Table 5.4: Jewelry objects from Timnah/ Tel Batash 
Samaria  

 Samaria was excavated first by G. Schumacher in 1908, then by G.A. Reisner and 

C. Fisher in 1909-1910..  Reisner’s publication is admirable for his time, and this work 

follows his chronological attribution for lack of a better option.  He was probably 

inaccurate on some of them, but he showed an understanding of differentiating 

stratigraphy and soil colors that was remarkable for his time.  In those cases, the dates of 

finds were arrived at by crosschecking the date listed for each find in the strip-by-strip 

diary (Reisner 1924b: 396-408).  While individual finds were not listed, the general 
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nature of the stratum excavated on that day in that strip provides enough information for 

a reasonable guess.   

J.W. Crowfoot and K.M. Kenyon’s excavations introduced the stratigraphy-

focused method of debris-layer analysis.  This excavation and recording technique was a 

drastic improvement on the previous methods used in Palestine, which tended to involve 

stripping entire layers of a site (e.g. Chicago Megiddo excavations, below), or the “tunnel 

along a wall” strategy used at other sites. Unfortunately much of the material from 

Crowfoot and Kenyon’s excavations came from poor contexts, such as backfill from 

foundation trenches,163 rendering some of Kenyon’s conclusions suspect and in need of 

revision.  Moreover, Kenyon only published 140 pottery shards from periods (strata) 4-7 

combined, which is insufficient for allowing subsequent scholars to properly evaluate the 

pottery periods (Tappy 2001:3).  

 Crowfoot, Crowfoot, and Kenyon based much of their dating on uncertain strata, 

and dated strata by the finds underneath the relevant floor, rather than the assemblages on 

the floors (terminus post quem vs. terminus ante quem).  Therefore, this dissertation will 

follow Tappy’s (1992, 2001) re-evaluation of the stratigraphy and chronology.  Tappy 

had more comparative material to work with, which was better dated than what was 

available to Crowfoot, Crowfoot and Kenyon in the 1930’s-1950’s. According to Tappy, 

Omri built Building Period I,164 and Ahab greatly expanded the city in BP II (Tappy 

                                                 
163 The famous Samaria ivories come from such a disturbed context (Tappy 2001:490). 
164 BP stands for “building period”, which is not the equivalent of “PP”, or pottery period.  Unlike most 
other excavations, which start counting strata from the top, the Samaria excavations counted from the 
bottom up.  Therefore, Stratum (BP) I is the oldest, and V the most recent stratum considered herein. 
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1992: 253; 2001:171).  He placed BP I-II at 880-841, and for the sake of simplicity, I 

have listed both periods in that time span without differentiating between the two.   

Building Period III-IV (PP late 3, 4a-4, 5) are phases of a single, long-occupied 

level, which was probably built around 840, and almost certainly destroyed in 732/ 722 

by the Assyrians (Tappy 1992:253; 2001:174).  Level V (PP 6, pit I),165 then, is the first 

big Assyrian level (Tappy 2001:226), presumably lasting until about 650 BCE, materially 

corresponding to Megiddo III (see below).  Like Megiddo, it was built in or after 716, 

when Sargon II started massive two-way deportations (Peersman 2000:530, Tappy 

2001:348).    

Reisner’s jewelry was published over several chapters.  He attributed few metal 

artifacts to the Iron Age, and no bronze rings, earrings, or bracelets.  It is unclear, 

however, whether this is due to uncertain stratigraphy, or to a positive attribution of all 

such objects to the Hellenistic and Roman periods (Reisner 1924a: 346).  Furthermore, 

based on soil color, he attributed all of the bone beads to Greek, Hellenistic, and Roman 

contexts (Reisner 1924a:346).  Bone pendants, however, were identified with Iron II 

levels (Reisner 1924a:369); considering that they are ubiquitous in Iron II Levantine 

sites, and only there, it supports the quality of his work from a time when that was not yet 

known.    Some similar stone pendants were found, but their contexts suggest that they 

were worn or used in the Hellenistic period (e.g. 1466, 4086) (Reisner 1924a:379; 

                                                 
165 The first part of this chronology is based on Tappy’s published dissertation (1992), focusing on the 9th 
century, wherein he included an appendix of comparative stratigraphy across sites, with absolute dates 
added.  For the 8th century, however, his interpretations and conclusions changed over the course of writing 
vol. 2 (2001); therefore, this chronology conflicts with the chart in Tappy 1992.  While writing book 2, he 
realized that levels III and IV were phases not levels, and this summary reflects that. 
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1924b:397, 400).  Regarding the eye beads, he reports similar beads from Egypt 

beginning in the New Kingdom through to an unspecified end-date (ibid.). 

G.M. Crowfoot published the beads from Samaria with input from Horace C. 

Beck (see chapter 1).  According to their summary, the beads are mostly made of glass or 

glass paste,166 with a “fair number” of stone and carnelian beads.  A few are faience; all 

are small.  “They are difficult to date, but certainly many are of the Israelite period” 

(Crowfoot and Beck 1957:391).  Two Mesopotamian beads were found, as were 20 eye 

beads, 12 of which were illustrated in the site report (ibid.).  In other words, this not a 

very secure portion of the database found in the appendix.  There is no guarantee that 

these objects come from Iron Age contexts, in addition to the usual problems of dealing 

with small pieces of jewelry detailed by Zuckerman (1996).   

One question then, is how or whether the poor contexts of the finds from Samaria 

will affect the contents or ratios of the corpus.  If the finds from Samaria were notably 

different from those found in other sites, it would suggest that this will be a problem.  

However, that is not the case, so the Samaria material is included.  It is probably worth 

noting, however, that styles of individual beads seem to be sufficiently simple and 

generic that they were probably similar over very long periods.    

 

Site Beads Pendants Bangles Earrings 
 

Rings 
Other/ Under-

defined 
Samaria 165 14 0 0 2 3 
 

                                                 
166 This term is unclear. 
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Site Scarabs Scaraboids Stamp Seals 
Cylinder 

Seals 
Egyptian 
Amulets 

Other 
Amulets Total 

Samaria 13 13 9 1 9 0 229 

Table 5.5: Jewelry objects from Samaria 
Unless otherwise specified, material from Samaria is of unknown date.  

According to G. Crowfoot, some are from the Iron Age.  Since much of the site is from 

the period studied here, I have included as much as possible.  Tomb E 220 was removed 

from the database, as it is clearly Roman.  All surface finds were also removed, in order 

to minimized the worst of a bad lot of contexts.  As in the case of Lachish, beads make up 

a large percentage of the finds, but if people used 10-20 beads per necklace, that would 

still comprise between 8 and 17 necklaces. 

 

Megiddo 

Megiddo is an extremely important site, sitting at an important pass on a major 

trade route between Mesopotamia and Egypt, known as the Via Maris, or Way of the Sea. 

According to the Bible, it was one of the major provincial centers under Solomon (I 

Kings 4:12, 9:15), and it remained important through the end of the Kingdom of Israel.  

In 632 BCE, When the Assyrians decimated the Northern Kingdom, annexing most of it 

and leaving the city-state of Samaria, it created the Assyrian province of Magiddu.  Its 

importance is reflected in the site’s massive size and monumental remains.  

The older excavations, carried out by the Oriental Institute of the University of 

Chicago in the 1920’s-1930’s, used the following chronology: Stratum IV (1000-800), 

Stratum III (780-650), and Stratum II (650-600).  While Israel Finkelstein, the current 
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excavator, refers to the old excavations in terms of VA-IVB dates, they were not used in 

the jewelry plates, and therefore strata designations herein have been limited to IV (no a 

or b), III, and II.  These dates were arrived at before carbon dating was possible, and 

therefore were based entirely on cross-dating between sites. 

Under the lower chronology, Stratum VA-IVB was destroyed between 850-800, 

probably in a post-Omride Aramaean campaign, and IVA built in the late 9th-early 8th 

centuries BCE (Finkelstein, Zimhoni, and Kafri 2000:321; Finkelstein 1996, Na’aman 

1997).  Several excavators also suggest that Stratum IVA was destroyed by Tiglath 

Pileser III (Ussishkin 1992: 1021; Finkelstein, Zimhoni, and Kafri 2000:322, Finkelstein 

and Ussishkin 2000:598), although Peersman posits that it was at that time an 

unimportant settlement whose public buildings were no longer in use or perhaps no 

longer usable (2000:526).  They included an additional level, H-2, which shows 

occupation between the Oriental Institute’s Strata IVA and III, at least in a small part of 

the site, and argue for continual occupation based on ceramic continuity (Finkelstein, 

Zimhoni and Kafri 2000:319, Finkelstein and Ussishkin 2000:601).   

Given that the current excavators date the building up of Megiddo and its gate to 

the Omrides, not Solomon as did earlier excavators (Finkelstein and Ussishkin 2000:598-

99), stratum IV is given a building date of 870, near the beginning of Ahab’s reign. This 

leaves the date for stratum IV as 870-732 (ibid.).  If there was a period of minimal 

occupancy between layers IV and III, as shown in H-2, it was probably subsumed in 

stratum IV, given the major difference between strata IV and III (ibid.,  p. 601).  For the 
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current excavations, K-2 was treated as being between 870 and 840-830, as Finkelstein 

and Ussishkin list it as the equivalent to VA-IVB (ibid., Pp. 596-597).. 

The rebuilding, stratum III, was an Assyrian-built, orthogonally-planned major 

city and provincial capital, built on standard Assyrian cubit measurements, maximizing 

space for domestic use (75% domestic v. 25% domestic in Stratum IVA) (Reich 

1992:216).  Peersman (2000) makes a strong argument that it was built during the reign 

of Sargon II as part of his campaign to urbanize and integrate the empire (Peersman 

2000:530), using population exchanges to repopulate formerly rebellious areas and 

particularly to safeguard the most important trade routes, like the Via Maris, on which 

Megiddo protects an important pass.  This effectively redates Stratum III construction 

from 780 (cf. Lamon and Shipton 1939:62-84) down to Sargon’s deportations to Israel, 

beginning in 716 (Na'aman 1993:109; Peersman 532-533).  Finkelstein and Ussishkin 

posit a floruit under Esarhaddon (681-669 BCE), because a governor of Megiddo 

provided the year-eponym of 679 B.C.E (Finkelstein and Ussishkin 2000:602). 

Levels III-II were fully stripped by the Chicago excavations (Peersman 

2000:524), with the exception of a grave in F-3 on the lower mound.  Level II involved a 

re-use of many stratum III buildings (Finkelstein and Ussishkin 2000:602), and may 

represent either a later Assyrian re-building or a Babylonian reuse of Assyrian buildings.    

For the purposes of this study, the crux of the matter is as follows:  strata IVA and 

III clearly fit within the appropriate timeframe.  Because they are listed as Iron II strata in 

an introductory chart from the new excavations (Finkelstein, Ussishkin, and Halpern 

2000a:11), this remains uncontroversial.  Stratum VA-IVB is the layer whose 
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applicability here is questionable.  It is included here for two reasons.  First, the later part 

of the chronology is convincing, as it is correlated with Neo-Assyrian policies and 

archaeology, not merely with the Biblical text.  Second, given a choice between inclusion 

and exclusion, it is better to err (cautiously) on the side of the former.  Practically 

speaking, the registry of stratum IV remains from the Chicago excavations fail to 

differentiate which artifacts date to IVA, and which to VA-IVB, even ignoring the 

mobility and contextual issues of jewelry.  Therefore, all jewelry from stratum IV is 

included but not that from stratum V, in order to exclude stratum VB.  

Lamon and Shipton admitted to using terms that were imprecise in terms of 

mineralogy, but sufficient for the purposes of archaeology, and were generally accepted 

at the time of publication (1939:xxvi). “Basalt” included all fine-textured, dark igneous 

rocks, such as diorites, gabbros, and peridotites.  Most non-crystalline quartz varieties 

were subsumed under “chalcedony”, with the exceptions of carnelian (a.k.a. sard), onyx, 

agate, chert and flint.  “Flint” and “chert” were generally treated as interchangeable terms 

– technically, chert is less pure than flint.  “Steatite” is used for chlorite, and mica schist 

through pure soapstone or talc.  Some harder varieties of steatite are extremely similar to 

serpentine, and if physical tests were not possible, the stones may well be mislabeled167 

(Lamon and Shipton 1939:xxvi-xxvii).   These descriptions, in terms, are the ones listed 

in all tables168.   

                                                 
167 Steatite, when heated to 900°C for an hour, whitens and transforms from having a hardness of 1 to 7 
(Mackay 1937:13).  This complicates matters further. 
168 In the chart, objects from Megiddo are listed by their final locus, if the field and final locus differ.  Sass, 
on the other hand, listed them by field locus.  Should someone choose to check the original site reports, that 
will hopefully explain any inconsistencies. 



 

 

246 

 

Sass (2000) separates personal objects (Pp. 388-395) from religion and figurative 

art (Pp. 395-412).  He included glyptic in the latter, both the scarabs and seals (404-408), 

and the bullae (408-411).  I would submit that the two served different purposes.  While 

seals were used to make the bullae, they were also worn, and therefore should not be 

classed together functionally, any more than smithing tools need be classified with the 

products, generally classified by use, e.g. weapons, jewelry, figurines.  The bullae then 

went on to have use-lives separate from the original seals.   

 The jewelry finds at Megiddo are unusual, in that they have a relatively low 

percentage of beads (59% as opposed to 82% at Lachish and 72% at Samaria), and higher 

percentages of Egyptian amulets (11% as opposed to 2% at Lachish, and 4% at Samaria).  

The prevalence of Egyptian amulets may related to the city’s location on a trade route 

from Egypt to the rest of the Near East.  The lower percentage of beads than Lachish may 

be due to the largely public, non-funerary contexts excavated at Megiddo, although that 

would apply to Samaria as well.  Instead, it is likely to be explained by less careful 

excavation methods.   

Site Beads Pendants Bangles Earrings 
 

Rings 
Other/ Under-

defined 
Megiddo 313 40 19 5 19 0 
 

Site Scarabs Scaraboids 
Stamp 
Seals 

Cylinder 
Seals 

Egyptian 
Amulets 

Other 
Amulets Total 

Megiddo 28 33 6 4 60 0 527 

Table 5.6: Jewelry objects from Megiddo 
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Hazor  

 Hazor was an important site in ancient Israel, and has been excavated extensively.  

However, the excavations in the 1950’s apparently yielded only 30-40 pieces of Iron Age 

jewelry.  This suggests that the excavators either did not sieve their material, and/ or have 

not yet published the jewelry.   According to S. Zuckerman of the Hazor excavations, 

almost everything that could accurately be traced was published.  Most of the small finds 

that remain unpublished, in boxes, are inaccurately registered or have lost their 

registration information (personal communication, 5/20/06).  As the current excavations 

have not published Iron II jewelry, this leaves little data with which to work.

 However, there is a small amount, and given Hazor’s extremely northern location 

and importance for Israel, it is worth including.169  All materials from Hazor come from 

the upper city, which was the only part inhabited in the Iron Age.  The extensive lower 

city remains are entirely from the Bronze Age, finally destroyed in the second half of the 

13th century (Ben-Tor 1989:xiii). 

 The earliest level whose jewelry is considered here is level VIII, dated to the mid- 

9th century BCE.  Level VII is mostly a reconstruction of parts of VIII, also dated to the 

9th century (Ben-Tor 1989:xiii).170  Stratum VI is described as an 8th century city, built 

around 790, and destroyed by an earthquake (Ben-Tor 1989:xiii).  Its rebuilding, Stratum 

V, also dates to the 8th century, and was destroyed in 732 BCE by Tiglath Pileser III.  The 

final settlement there, from the end of the 8th century, was an unfortified small settlement, 

                                                 
169 Dan, the northernmost city in Israel, has not yet been fully published. 
170 Construction of level VIII to Omri (883-872) at 875 BCE, and level VII to Ahab (872-851) at 865 BCE. 
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level IV.  The 7th century Assyrian citadel, level III, would also fit into the time frame of 

this dissertation (Ben-Tor 1989:xiii), but no jewelry was reported therefrom. 

Site Beads Pendants Bangles Earrings 
 

Rings 
Other/ Under-

defined 
Hazor 12 2 3 3 0 0 

 

Site Scarabs Scaraboids 
Stamp 
Seals 

Cylinder 
Seals 

Egyptian 
Amulets 

Other 
Amulets Total 

Hazor 3 0 1 0 0 0 24 

Table 5.7: Jewelry Objects from Hazor 
 The notable aspect of jewelry at Hazor is its absence; as an important city, it 

should have had more jewelry.  As mentioned above, this leads to the suspicion of poor 

excavation techniques and a lack of attention to small finds.  This could especially 

explain the lack of smallest objects: beads, and the resulting large percentages for bangles 

and earrings, which look less like rocks than do beads.   

Hesban  

 Tell Hesban excavations, at the site of biblical Heshbon, is part of the Madaba 

Plains Project.  It was a Moabite city and border town in the Iron Age, and the Moabites 

were, at times, vassals of the kings of Israel.  Parts of Moab were ruled directly, and parts 

were ruled through vassalage.  Much of the jewelry found at Hesban was in a water 

cistern (Ray 2001), and was probably not deposited intentionally.  It was, however, 

irretrievable, so that it may have included a higher proportion of items that would 

otherwise have been reused.  It may also include early Persian period finds, because there 

was no break between Iron II and early Persian (Ray 2001:137).   
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 These finds included: 2 beads, one pendant, one pin, one ring, one scarab, one 

amulet, and one shell.  Because the numbers are so small, comparisons of percentages are 

meaningless.  What might be an outlier with a good sample size, in this case becomes 

13%.   

Site Beads Pendants Bangles Earrings 
 

Rings 
Other/ Under-

defined 
Hesban 0 1 2 0 1 0 

 

Site Scarabs Scaraboids 
Stamp 
Seals 

Cylinder 
Seals 

Egyptian 
Amulets 

Other 
Amulets Total 

Hesban 1 0 0 0 1 1 7 

Table 5.8: Jewelry Objects from Hesban 
 

Arad 

Arad, in southern Israel, was a desert fortress in the Iron II period, excavated by 

Yohanan Aharoni (for the Iron Age), and never published in a site report, only in 

preliminary seasonal reports.  It figures prominently in discussions of goddess worship in 

ancient Israel, in military history and archaeology, and in paleographic and epigraphic 

studies, due to the well-known Arad letters171.  It does not, however, figure prominently 

in studies of seals and jewelry.  The reason is apparent from the publications.   

Only 6 seals (Aharoni 1968:8-9; Herzog, et al 1984:16; Aharoni and Amiran 

1964:395, 1967:68-69) were found, and no amulets, beads, or other jewelry.  Of those 6 

seals, three belonged to the same individual, the recipient of many of the Arad letters.  In 

                                                 
171 The Arad letters were written to Elyashib ben Eshiyahu, commander of the fort there, ordering him to 
provide certain supplies to a group passing through for provisioning.  The seals belong to Elyashib..   
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addition, only four seals are identified as being made of stone; the material of the others 

is not specified.  The most interesting seal was made of stone (type unspecified), 

anepigraphic, and appears to show the layout of the fortress on top of the tell (Aharoni 

1968:8-9; Herzog, et al 1984:16).   

Site Beads Pendants Bangles Earrings 
 

Rings 
Other/ Under-

defined 
Arad 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 

Site Scarabs Scaraboids 
Stamp 
Seals 

Cylinder 
Seals 

Egyptian 
Amulets 

Other 
Amulets Total 

Arad 0 0 6 0 0 0 6 

Table 5.9: Jewelry Objects from Arad  
 

Discussion 

 Of the approximately 4500 pieces included in this study, the vast majority, 3508, 

(78%) were beads.  An overlapping, and even larger majority, 3629 (81%), came from 

Lachish, mostly from the tombs.   Megiddo, Samaria, Jerusalem, and Hazor were all 

important Iron II Israelite cities as well, but yielded far fewer pieces of jewelry.  This 

distribution suggests several lines of bias in the findings of ancient jewelry.  

 The first set of problems in studying ancient jewelry relates to the substances 

from which they were made:  organic materials, including wood, leather, and textiles 

could all have been used in jewelry, but they do not survive in most of the Southern 

Levant.  Metals were costly, doubled as currency, and could be melted down for re-use at 

a later date, diminishing the quantities found by archaeologists.  Stones could be re-
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carved, smaller, re-set, or re-strung as they were.  All of them could easily be passed 

down as heirlooms. 

 The next set of problems lie in the practice of the archaeology.  First, it may be 

tempting for archaeologists with large field forces, who are excited to learn about a site’s 

architecture and pottery, to not sieve much (or even any) of the dirt before they dump it.  

This must have occurred at Beersheva, where no jewelry was found, and I suspect it at 

Arad and Hazor as well.  While Hazor had 2-4 times as many finds as Hesban, Arad, and 

Timnah, it was a much more important city, with administrative, political, and probably 

diplomatic functions, guarding the northern part of Israel against the oft-aggressive 

Aramaeans.  Sufficient physical exposure of Iron II buildings was achieved that such a 

small collection suggests minimal sieving, if any.   The small number of pieces from 

Jerusalem probably reflects insufficient sieving.  The paucity of finds may also reflect the 

thousands of years of continuous settlement of the area, causing re-use of found materials 

as well as a large quantity of overlying material;  the relative lack of un-robbed tombs; 

and the relatively small size of the excavations possible in a built-up environment. 

 Second, different sites were excavated to different standards.  While the worst 

offenders were not included, such as the early Tell en-Nasbeh, Beth Shemesh, and Gezer 

excavations, all excavators were held to changing standards over time.  Surprisingly, 

much more jewelry was found in the course of some of the earlier excavations, such as 

Starkey’s Lachish, Lamon and Shipton’s Megiddo, and Crowfoots’ and Kenyon’s 

Samaria, than in later ones such as Arad and Beersheva.  Partly this related to the relative 
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size and complexity of the sites, but it also suggests that Aharoni was not interested in 

finding the very small finds.   

Site Beads Pendants Bangles Earrings 
 

Rings 
Other/ Under-

defined 
Lachish Item/ 
Total Item 85.3 59.1 88.3 83.2 50 62.5 
Megiddo Item/ 
Total Item 8.9 22.1 9.3 4.2 38 0 
Samaria Item/ 
Total Item 4.7 7.7 0 0 4 37.5 
Jerusalem Item/ 
Total Item 0.5 7.2 0 10.1 6 0 
Hazor Item/ 
Total Item 0.3 1.1 1.5 2.5 0 0 
Hesban Item/ 
Total Item 0 0.6 1 0 2 0 
Timnah Item/ 
Total Item 0.2 2.2 0 0 0 0 
Arad Item/ 
Total Item 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 

Site Scarabs Scaraboids 
Stamp 
Seals 

Cylinder 
Seals 

Egyptian 
Amulets 

Other 
Amulets Total 

Lachish Item/ 
Total Item 57.6 54 49 44.4 51.3 0 80.8 
Megiddo Item/ 
Total Item 26.4 33 12.2 44.4 38 0 11.7 
Samaria Item/ 
Total Item 12.3 13 18.4 11.1 5.7 0 5.1 
Jerusalem 
Item/ Total 
Item 0 0 6.1 0 3.8 66.7 1.3 
Hazor Item/ 
Total Item 2.8 0 2 0 0 0 0.5 
Hesban Item/ 
Total Item 1 0 0 0 0. 33.3 0.2 
Timnah Item/ 
Total Item 0 0 0 0 0.6 0 0.2 
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Arad Item/ 
Total Item 0 0 12.2 0 0 0 0.1 

Table 5.10: Jewelry objects per site, in terms of percentages 
Third, bias within the samples is clear.  The Lachish excavations focused on the 

tombs, with very little coverage of the tel (Tufnell 1953:7).  However, much larger 

quantities of jewelry, including every category studied here, was represented in its largest 

quantity there. Lachish yielded 81% of the total jewelry finds, while the next largest 

collection was 12 % from Megiddo, situated in an important pass on a major international 

trade route.  Samaria, capital of the Northern Kingdom of Israel, had only 5%!  The 

disparity can not be explained by different ends to the cities; all three were destroyed by 

the Assyrians and then re-built during the period of Assyrian hegemony.  This suggests a 

methodological basis for the difference, and a different set of contexts, tombs v. tells.    
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Chart 5.11  Total Jewelry Distribution by Site.  N = 4496. 0% =less than 1%, but 
more than 0. 
 

 In spite of the problems in the database, it is worthwhile to look at the 

distributions of object types across sites.  The remainder of this chapter will consider the 

distribution of each type of jewelry, and what that suggests in terms of jewelry functions.  

It will focus, in particular, on the question of context: funerary v. living contexts.   
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Beads

 

Fig. 5.2: Beads from Megiddo (Lamon and Shipton 1939:Pl. 90) 
Moving across the table (above), beads were the most common jewelry parts 

found.  As with every other category, the largest number (in this case, 85%) were found 

at Lachish, and the distribution was largely proportional to the finds in total, although 

Megiddo is slightly under-represented.  Beads were not complete pieces of jewelry in and 

of themselves; they were typically placed on necklaces (see ch. 6) and probably not 

singly, so that a large number of them would have gone into each piece of jewelry.  

Beads and necklaces were placed in tombs, but they were not worn only as funerary 

decoration, as they were also found in living areas on most sites.  Those that did not may 

not have sieved the dirt to find the smallest pieces.   
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Bead Distribution 

by Site

Lachish
85%

Megiddo
9%

Samaria
5%

Jerusalem
1%

Hazor
0%

Timnah
0%

Lachish

Megiddo

Samaria

Jerusalem

Hazor

Timnah

Chart 5.12: Percentage of Beads Per Site.  N = 3508 beads.  
Fig. 5.3.  Bone pendant from Lachish (Tufnell 1953:Pl. 37) (below) 
 
Pendants 

 Judging by contemporary pieces from Egypt and 

Mesopotamia, and depictions thereof, pendants were 

probably worn on the same strings as the beads.  While there 

are still vastly more pendants from Lachish than from 

anywhere else, relative to the overall proportions, Lachish is 

under-represented in pendants (59% of pendants, but 81% of 

total finds), whereas Megiddo, Samaria, Jerusalem, and 

Timnah were over-represented, proportionally.  This could 
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be used to suggest that they were more important in life than in death, or that they were 

passed on before death.   

The most likely explanation, though, is that pendants are significantly larger than 

beads, and easier to find without sieving.  While dust covered beads and pendants both 

look like rocks, the larger size of pendants, especially those with regular shapes, makes 

them easier to differentiate from rocks than beads normally would be from pebbles.  

Workmen excavating in rich tombs like those at Lachish, expected to find the smaller 

pieces and looked carefully.  Therefore, they found more beads.  The distribution of 

pendants may be closer to the real distribution of jewelry in the ground, than that of 

beads, above.  
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Pendant Distribution 

by Site

Lachish
59%

Megiddo
22%

Samaria
8%

Jerusalem
7%

Timnah
2%

Hazor
1%

Hesban
1%

Lachish

Megiddo

Samaria

Jerusalem

Timnah

Hazor

Hesban

 Chart 5.13: Percentage of Pendants per site.  N = 181. 

 

Bangles 

Lachish, with 81% of total finds, has an even larger proportion of bangles, at 

89%.  Megiddo had a correspondingly lower percentage of total bangles, only 9% instead 

of 11.7%, suggesting that bangles were permanently associated with the wearer (cf. 
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Green forth., on Late Bronze Age and Iron Age I). Evidently, they were difficult to 

remove, so they would not have fallen off in the course of a daily life, and were also left 

on in death, 

Bangles by Site

Lachish
89%

Megiddo
9%

Hazor
1%

Hesban
1%

Lachish

Megiddo

Hazor

Hesban

Chart 5.14: Percentages of Bangles Per Site.  N = 205 bangles (above).  

Fig. 5.4:  Bangles.  (Tufnell 1953:Pl. 55) (below). 
when a person’s social construction remained 

important (Green, forth.).  Even if bangles did 

fall off, they were larger, and hence easier to 

find than a bead or earring.  A secondary 

reason could have been that the materials from 

which the bangles were made. 
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Earrings and Rings 

Along with bangles, earrings and rings served as forms of wealth storage in the 

metal-based economy of the ancient Near East.  There is some possible confusion 

between earrings, and nose rings, and in some cases even finger-rings, but it appears that 

earrings may have been more common in tombs than rings were.  

Earrings by site

Lachish
83%

Jerusalem
10%

Megiddo
4%

Hazor
3%

Lachish

Jerusalem

Megiddo

Hazor

 Chart 5.15: Percentage of Earrings Per Site.  N 
= 119 (above).  
Fig. 5.5:  Earrings and rings (Tufnell 1953:Pl. 
54) (below). 
  

Lachish (81% of total) and Hazor (1% of total) are 

slightly over-represented in terms of earrings, but 



 

 

261 

 

not nearly to the extent that Jerusalem is (10%, of earrings, but 1% of total jewelry).  

Megiddo is under-represented (4% of earrings but 12% of total) accordingly.  All 12 of 

the earrings from Jerusalem came from the Ketef Hinnom tomb, showing them to be 

important funerary objects.  None came from the City of David excavations.   

 Rings are a different story entirely, however, with Lachish extremely under-

represented and Megiddo over-represented.  Either rings were less important funerary 

objects, or easier to lose in the course of a day’s work than were earrings.  If people took 

their rings off to work, that could explain the difference. 

Rings by Site

Lachish

50%

Megiddo

38%

Jerusalem

6%

Samaria

4%

Hesban

2%

Lachish

Megiddo

Jerusalem

Samaria

Hesban

 Chart 5.16: Percentage of Rings per Site.  N = 50 Rings 

Scarabs, Scaraboids, and Seals 

 Scarabs, largely made of steatite were under-represented at Lachish, with only 

58% of the total finds.   The other two sites with significant numbers of them, Megiddo 

and Samaria, were the two most important cities of the Northern Kingdom,.  This 
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distribution could suggest that their function was important during life, whether for 

administrative, status, or amuletic reasons. This will be discussed further in chapter 7. 

 
Chart 5.17 Percentages of Scarabs per site.  N = 106 scarabs. Fig. 5.6: Scarabs from 
Lachish (Tufnell 1953:Pl. 43) ( below left)Fig. 5.7: Scaraboids from Lachish (Tufnell 
1953:Pl. 44) (below right) 
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Scaraboids by Site.

Lachish
54%Megiddo

33%

Samaria
13%

Lachish

Megiddo

Samaria

 
Chart 5.18: Percentage scaraboids per site.  N = 100.   

Scaraboids were found at only 3 sites in this study: Lachish, with 54 scaraboids 

Megiddo, with 33, and Samaria, with 13.  This is even less proportionally in sync with 

the total distribution, which should have called for 81 examples from Lachish, 12 from 

Megiddo, 5 from Samaria, and one from Jerusalem.  Again, this may highlight the daily 

usefulness of scaraboids, as opposed to funerary usage, and possible administrative 

importance.  Its absence from the Jerusalem finds does not have an obvious reason; while 

it could relate to an anti-Egyptianizing bias in Jerusalem finds, Keel and Uehlinger’s 

analysis of the use of Egyptian solar motifs in royal Israelite and Judean iconography 

(1998:259-260) renders that unlikely (see ch. 7 for further discussion). 
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Stamp Seals by Site

Lachish

50%

Samaria

18%

Megiddo

12%

Arad

12%

Jerusalem

6%

Hazor

2%

Lachish

Samaria

Megiddo

Arad

Jerusalem

Hazor

 Chart 5.19: Percentage stamp seals per site.  N = 49 stamp seals.  For pic., see Fig. 
2.9. 
 Cylinder and stamp seals show disproportionate distribution patterns as well. The 

former, traditionally used in Mesopotamia, were better suited for cuneiform writing on 

clay tablets than for alphabetic script used locally on parchment, papyrus, and ostraca. 

Stamp seals, the local type, are not as unevenly distributed, with only 50% found at 

Lachish, and Samaria with the next largest number, with 18%, or 9 seals.  It is not 

surprising that a seals were found at a capital city, but it is interesting that 3 times as 

many were found at Samaria than at Jerusalem.  Arad’s 12% is a bit skewed; 3 of the 6 

seals belonged to the same individual, the commander of the Arad fortress when it was 

destroyed by the Babylonians (Aharoni 1968:8-9, Herzog, et al 1984:16).   
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Cylinder Seals by Site

Lachish
45%

Samaria
44%

Megiddo
11%

Lachish

Samaria

Megiddo

 
Chart 5.20: Percentage cylinder seals per site.  N = 9 (above).  
Fig. 5.8: Crowfoot, Crowfoot and Kenyon 1957:Pl. XV (below). 

Not surprisingly, the foreign type 

originating with the conquerors was found 

only in large cities, which would have had 

a greater likelihood of imperial 

representation.  This is especially likely in 

Megiddo and Samaria, as Israel was a 

vassal from an earlier period than Judah, 

and was turned into Assyrian provinces 

from the late 8th through the 7th centuries BCE.  Sargon II’s resettlement policy brought 

foreigners from the east, along with the presence of Assyrian administrators guaranteeing 

a different cultural valuation to be placed on Mesopotamian artifacts such as cylinder 

seals.  These objects could be used either by Assyrian administrators, deportees, or local 

inhabitants who wanted to emulate the conquerors.   
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The absence of Jerusalem from this list, another capital of a vassal kingdom of 

Assyria and Babylonia, could stem from an intentional objection to Mesopotamian 

administrative objects, especially those likely to include depictions of Mesopotamian 

gods or their symbols.  However, the biblical polemics against such acts as baking bread 

for the Queen of Heaven (Jeremiah 8:17), and all of the things that the Israelites were 

doing that were “evil in the eyes of the Lord” (e.g. 2 Kings 21:2-7) suggests otherwise, as 

though many Israelites would have no problem flouting Deuteronomic ideals.  However, 

it would be a mistake to read too much into this, given the extremely small size of the 

total sample, as well as the site-specific factors of long-term and current occupation (see 

section on Jerusalem, above, and ch. 7 below).  

 

Egyptian Amulets 

Fig. 5.9: Wedjat amulets from Lachish (Tufnell 1953:Pl.35) 
 

 Egyptian texts call for extensive use of amulets in their 

funerary cults.  These are small objects which can be worn or 

laid on a corpse, generally made of stone, faience, or glass.  

They were made into images of Egyptian gods or symbols 

relating to Egyptian religion.  The best known type of amulets 

are scarabs and ‘wedjats, or Eyes of Horus, but there is a wide range found.  Details of 

the types and motifs found in the database will be included in chapter 7.   
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Egyptian Amulet 
Distribution by Site

Lachish

50%

Megiddo

38%

Samaria

6%

Jerusalem

4%

Hesban

1%

Timnah

1%

Lachish

Megiddo

Samaria

Jerusalem

Hesban

Timnah

 
Chart 5.21: Percentages of Egyptian amulets per site. N = 158. 

There were more Egyptian amulets at Lachish than at other sites, but they made 

up only 2.2% of the jewelry assemblage there, as opposed to 11% at Megiddo and 4% at 

Samaria. Overall, they were widespread, appearing at Jerusalem as well, unlike the 

equally Egyptian scarabs and the Egyptianizing scaraboids.  The only main site from 

which they were absent was Hazor, which might be explained by its relative distance 

from Egypt, its closer connections with the nearby northern and eastern neighbors, or by 

vagaries of the excavation process.  This artifact class reflects the importance of Egypt in 
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the iconography of its northern neighbor (see e.g. Keel and Uehlinger 1995, and chapter 

7, below).   

The disproportionate quantities from Megiddo, Samaria, and Jerusalem as 

compared to Lachish, suggest that the Egyptian amulets were more important in living 

contexts than as grave goods.  This does not seem to be the case in Egypt, whence they 

originate, raising the likelihood that, in the religious frameworks of the Levant, Egyptian 

amulets served a different purpose than in their place of origin (cf. McGovern 1985:102).  

It is not currently clear what the purpose was, and how they fit into the local religious 

beliefs and practices.   

 

Conclusion  

 This chapter introduced the sites used in the course of this study, and the artifact 

classes being studied.  It showed a highly disparate data set, in terms of numbers of finds 

per site, and the numbers of different types of finds.  This makes it extremely difficult to 

use statistical analyses (J. Feldman,172 personal communication), which require more 

similar data sets and fewer null variables.  Therefore, all comparisons have been done 

simply on the basis of comparing percentages across artifact classes and sites.  Analysis 

of the issues raised herein will be taken further in the next chapters. 

 The biggest constraints on the jewelry that are determined by the sites are the 

collections and excavations techniques themselves, size and political complexity of sites, 

and the contexts of the finds, whether tomb or living context.  The sites used for the 

                                                 
172 Dr. Julie Feldman teaches Statistics in the Psychology Department at the University of Arizona.   
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database include three types of location: political capitals: Jerusalem, Samaria, secondary 

city with administrative and trade purposes: Lachish, Megiddo, Hazor, and smaller 

settlements: Timnah/ Tel Batash, Arad, and Hesban.  Jerusalem, Samaria, and Megiddo 

are comparable in terms of size, importance, and assemblage, and Hazor is comparable as 

a city, although not in terms of jewelry collection. Timnah, Arad, and Hesban have too 

little jewelry to be meaningful in terms of its jewelry uses.   

 The other important parameter is that of context.  While the contexts on a site for 

small objects like most jewelry show random loss or rolling of objects rather than 

intentional, original deposition for approximately 75 percent of the finds (Zuckerman 

1996), tombs are examples of intentional deposition.  In this case, approximately 80% of 

the database derives from intentional deposition, but given the mixed up contexts within 

the tombs, and the disarticulated array of bones found therein, it is essentially a secondary 

intentional deposition.  This affects the assessment of the finds from these contexts.   

 Having now examined the words used for jewelry, and the concepts associated 

with colors and materials, the physical properties of the materials used for jewelry, and 

the locations in which they were found, the heart of the matter remains.  Chapter six will 

focus on the jewelry itself, specifically, on those pieces of jewelry that were complete 

objects, such as bangles, earrings, and rings.  Chapter seven will do so for jewelry 

elements: beads, pendants, scarabs, scaraboids, seals, and Egyptian amulets.   
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CHAPTER 6: JEWELRY OBJECTS 

Previous chapters have dealt with the terms used to describe jewelry, the sites 

whose jewelry is included in this dissertation, and the materials used in the jewelry.  The 

current chapter deals with the objects that could stand on their own: pieces of jewelry.  

Each type of jewelry will be considered in terms of its meaning, where and how it was 

worn, and what can be discerned about it archaeologically.  It will then be considered in 

relation to the textual data found in chapter two if a term for it is clear.  Finally, the 

possible functions which it might have served will be identified.   

 

Jewelry by Type and Context 

As discussed in chapters one and five, jewelry found in tombs may not be the 

same as that worn in life, although the costume as a whole is likely to be structurally 

similar.  While both ornaments of life and death had active roles in the construction and 

reproduction of social codes in groups (Green forthcoming), they did so differently.  

Individuals chose their jewelry in life, although they were constrained by, or reacting to 

cultural norms.  After death, their remains became cultural constructs, objects to be 

treated according to cultural standards and religious beliefs by the decedents survivors 

(Treherne 1995; Sørenson 1997; Green forthcoming).  

The current database is complicated by the mixed contexts, including a majority 

of tombs, but also living contexts.  Given that at least some of the jewelry worn in death 

was worn in life, such as bangles, it is important to note the contexts for each type of 
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object.  If it is found only in funerary contexts, it was probably made specifically as grave 

goods, and not worn in life.  If it was found in both types of contexts, it may well have 

been inalienable, and remained on the body in death as it had in life, whether for reasons 

of social construction in regard to final memories for the living (cf. Treherne 1995, 

Sørensen 1997), or needs perceived for the afterlife. If jewelry is only found in living 

contexts, that suggests that it was passed on before death, and had no part in funerary 

rituals or afterlife, but may well have been important in such areas as fertility.  Mershen 

(1989) found this to be the case with some of the beads worn by Jordanian women; when 

they no longer needed the bead’s power (e.g. passed menopause for fertility related 

beads), they passed it on to a person who did need it (e.g. a new bride).  If it is found in 

both contexts, it may be an inalienable type of jewelry that can not be passed on as an 

heirloom and had to be buried with the associated individual.   

 

Bangles 

Bangles (see fig. 5.4, fig. 6.1) were 

used as bracelets and anklets, and possibly 

armlets as well.  Given the jumbled contexts 

of multiple burial tombs, it is difficult to 

differentiate between the various uses on the 

basis of location on bodies in tombs.  

 

Fig. 6.1: Bronze bangle (Tufnell 1953:36) 
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Areas with undisturbed, preferably single inhumations, such as the Tell es-

Saidiyeh material from the Late Bronze and Iron I periods studied by Green (forth.), 

allow for more information.   

Bangles by Material

bronze

97%

bronze, iron

0%

iron

3%

bronze

bronze, iron

iron

 

Chart 6.1:  Bangles by Material.  N = 204.  0% = less than 1, but more than 0.   
A combination of information from chapters four and five shows that of 204 

bangles, 196 were bronze, 7 iron, and one a combination of bronze and iron.  They were 

spread over the sites of Hazor173 (Yadin, et al 1958, 1960, 1961), Lachish (Tufnell 1953, 

Sass 2004), Megiddo (Lamon and Shipton 1939), and Samaria (Kenyon 1957), although 

the vast majority (180) came from Lachish.  Only two of those came from the tel (Sass 

2004:2024) – as with most of Tufnell’s material, the remaining 178 were found in tombs, 

as were the two from Samaria (Kenyon 1957:439:446.).  Kenyon noted that bronze 

bracelets were common in graves (1957:439, 446).  

                                                 
173 See appendix for full bibliographic details for each piece.   
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Bangle 
Material Number Sites Notes 

bronze 196 
Hazor, Lachish, 

Megiddo, Samaria 

1 Ha, 2 S, 19 M,174 174 L.   L tombs 
172, many in sets, typically of 4, 

some other numbers. 
bronze, iron 1 Lachish  

iron 7 Hazor, Lachish 2 Ha, 5 L 

Table 6.2:  Bangles.  
 

Bloch-Smith, in her study of Judahite burial practices, claimed that metal bangles 

(along with rings and earrings) were ubiquitous Iron Age burials, spread among all sex 

and age categories (Bloch-Smith 1992:82).  Green also found that bracelets were worn by 

both men and women (in life or in death), and were therefore gender neutral.  Their 

significance depended on where and how they were worn.  They were most often worn 

on the left arm (Green forth.) 

Green focused on anklets as gender and age markers, and concluded that anklet 

pairs denoted women’s and children’s remains,175 whereas single anklets were depicted 

on images of Asiatic men in Egypt. He was able to determine that the only difference 

between bracelets and some anklets was in their size. Green found that both aperture and 

thickness of anklets and bracelets increased along with the age of the person wearing it.  

Bracelets had a wider range, because they could be worn higher on the arm and because 

the hands are easier to remove bangles from than are the feet (forth.).   

                                                 
174 For these tables, B=Batash, CoD=City of David, Ha=Hazor, Hes=Hesban, KH=Ketef Himmon, 
Jer=Jerusalem Cave, L=Lachish, M=Megiddo, S=Samaria, A=Arad.   
175 It is impossible to sex children’s skeletons, and therefore to tell if the anklet pairs were worn by boys as 
well as girls, and if the boys were classified with men only after puberty.   
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The only indicators for males wearing anklet pairs come from Egyptian 

representations of Asiatic captives. In those cases, the images show defeat, bondage, and 

subservience to Egypt. It is possible that the Egyptian iconographic penchant for 

stereotyped imagery traditionally conflated women’s and men’s jewelry (Green, 

forthcoming). It is also possible that the Egyptians knew that these anklet pairs were 

associated with women’s status, and therefore depicted defeated or enslaved Asiatic men 

as wearing women’s jewelry, feminizing their status, humiliating them, and emphasizing 

their subjugation.  Given the expense of heavy bangles, this may have been an artistic 

convention rather than a reality. 

Both anklets and bracelets resembled metal ring ingots, but were lighter.  The ring 

ingots served as currency in the Eastern Mediterranean during the Late Bronze Age. 

Moreover, Lassen found correlations between the weights of bangles and earrings in 

Cyprus and its surrounding areas and the weight standards used (2000:242-244).  This 

included gold, silver, and bronze, and was even backed up by a linguistic parallel; the 

Sumerian word har and the Akkadian sewirum translate to “ring” or “jewelry spiral,” but 

also denoted the coils of metals used in the bronze ages for jewelry (Lassen 2000:242, 

Powell 1978:212). Lassen uses the continuing production of ring ingots through the Neo-

Assyrian period to connect the ring ingots and jewelry of regular weights to the 

development of and transition to coinage (Lassen 2000:243-244). 

An additional avenue of symbolism involves the resemblance to ring ingots, and 

metal’s functions as currency by weight.  This led to a process of valuation whereby the 

anklets became linked to the body.  From there, they may have contributed to the 
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“objectification of women and children as commodities” (Green forth.).  This is 

particularly likely if bangles were an expected part of dowries, combining the personal 

status change from single to married with the contribution of metal in its dual purposes of 

ornament and currency. 

Green noted that in situ anklets at Tell es-Sa’idiyeh were usually made of copper 

or bronze, whereas the corresponding bracelets were of bronze and/or iron.  He suggests 

that the baser metals may have substituted symbolically for their visually similar 

counterparts, gold and silver (Green forth.).  Similarly, after Rehoboam used the gold 

from the Temple guards’ shields to pay Shishak to go away, he replaced them with 

bronze (see chapter 3) (I Kings 14:25).  

Unlike many types of jewelry, bangles, especially the thicker anklets, probably 

stayed on for extended periods of times, until people outgrew them or they moved into a 

different age/ status class.176  Because they did not have hinges, the tension of repeatedly 

opening and closing the objects could have weakened and eventually broken them.  

Given the strength required to remove the anklets and bracelets, many people, especially 

children, would have been unable to remove them on their own.  Therefore the anklets 

probably remained in place until they were “outgrown, replaced or modified”  (Green 

forth.).  The difficulties inherent in removing them may also suggest that the anklets were 

worn in life as they were in death, but that is purely speculative.   

                                                 
176 Or, presumably, until they needed to use them for financial purposes. 
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Green assumes that they were worn in life,177 and suggests that their ‘fixed-ness’ 

could have assisted in both the construction and reinforcement of gender.  This follows 

Low’s (1979) suggestion of the patriarchal restriction and control of women, and lack of 

an equivalent for men (see chapter 1).  “The greater the level of patriarchy and control of 

women in reproduction, marriage, and domesticity by men, the greater the contrast in 

‘restriction’ between male and female adornment” (Green forth.).  

Green develops this symbolism 

further by considering the weight of 

bangles: some of the bangles from Tomb 

116 at Lachish weigh between 329-412 g 

each.  They were found in sets, and 

therefore women could easily have been 

wearing up to 1.648 kg, or more than 3 lbs 

of metal jewelry (and that assumes that it 

was four total, not four per leg).  Such a 

weight of jewelry could restrict a person’s 

physical  

Fig. 6.2  Hinged gold bangle (Damerji 1999) 
movement, (Green forth, Tufnell 1958:38), although it seems likely that people would 

grown accustomed to such a weight if it was never removed.   

                                                 
177 One example contradicting this comes from Lassen 2002:243, where 2 anklets of single mina weight 
found in a mortuary context from Besik Tepe, Turkey show no signs of wear and one still has knobs on it 
from the casting process, suggesting it was placed there near to or after death (Lassen 2000:243).   
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Moreover, the Assyrian royal tombs at Nimrud from the 9th-8th centuries BCE 

included anklets weighing 1.6 kg each in situ on a female royal consort.  They were, 

however, hinged, and could therefore be taken off easily (Damerji 1999).  However, even 

elite burial ornaments may not have been worn during everyday life, so that death and 

burial, which are intensely symbolic, are not necessarily informative about everyday life 

(Green forth.). 

To combine this with the textual information from chapter two, the word 

identified for bangle was dmx (ṣmid).  They were heavy, and their weight was important 

enough to be mentioned in Genesis 24:22.  Eliezer placed a ring in Rebecca’s nose (half 

shekel in weight) and two bracelets of 10 shekels (90-113 gr.178), on her wrists.  Another 

context, from Ezekiel, included both nose rings and bangles in bridal regalia.  This 

supports the possibility that bangles, whether anklets or bracelets, when worn as pairs, 

served as markers of age or sex status.  In this case, as suggested by Low 1979 (see 

chapter 1), they may have marked her as sexually mature, and engaged.   

 

Earrings and Nose Rings 

Introduction and Materials 

Earrings and nose rings are subsumed into a single category,179 because they are 

archaeologically indistinguishable.   They often have a thick bottom and thin top, if they 

lack a dangling piece.  It would be tempting to say that all single pieces were nose-rings, 
                                                 
178 Before 700 an Egyptian weight system was used for the shekel, whereas after 700 the shekel was based 
on an Assyrian base that was roughly 25% heavier (Ronen 1996). 
179 Only the simplest shape of earrings, the plain hoop, is indistinguishable from the simplest finger-ring, 
the band.     
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but the frequent reality of losing one of a pair of earrings renders that assumption highly 

problematic.180  Earrings and nose rings may have been interchangeable in ancient times 

as well, since the basic requirements (jewelry that can be kept on by placing it in a small 

hole through a narrow piece of flesh) are similar.  The main restriction is that nose rings 

can not be as long as earrings due to the proximity of the mouth, although the pieces 

included in this dissertation are not long enough for that to be a problem (see figs. 2.1, 

2.2a, 2.7). 

Earrings and nose rings were found across a wider range of sites than were 

bangles: Hazor (Yadin, et al 1960, 1961), Ketef Hinnom (Barkay 1986), Lachish (Tufnell 

1953, Sass 2004), and Megiddo (Lamon and Shipton 1939).  As the notes in Table 2 

show, earrings were found in a wider range of contexts as well, including far more from 

living contexts.  This may not stem from intentional deposition; earrings are more easily 

lost in daily activities than bangles are, simply due to their smaller size.   

Earrings, like bangles (including anklets, bracelets, and armlets), and rings were 

typically made of metals: bronze, iron, gold, and silver. This is probably related largely to 

the malleable nature of metals: bangles and rings were often penannular, i.e. left open-

ended to accommodate a variety of different sized people.  Earrings that would be 

removed and replaced in piercings could take advantage of the flexibility in many metals, 

which is not available in stones. This allowed for mass production, rather than production 

                                                 
180 It also assumes that people had the same number of holes in both ears, and that people pierced only one 
side of their noses.  Both are cultural issues, and cannot be assumed without pictorial evidence which is 
lacking for the Iron Age IIB-C.   
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on commission. The flexibility permitted people to close penannular hoops each time 

they were inserted in the piercing, and allowed a narrowed shape through the piercing.   

Earring 
Material Color Number Sites Notes 

bronze bronze 28 
Hazor, Lachish, 

Megiddo 
2 Ha, 22 L, 4 M. Groups of 

7,5,3,2 from L tombs. 

bronze, iron bronze, iron 1 Lachish hoop with beads 

electrum 
silver/ gold 

(pale) 2 Lachish  

faience not specified 1 Megiddo 
really big and heavy for an 

earring. 

glass 
blue, green 

(light) 1 Samaria  

gold gold 5 Ketef Hinnom  

gold, electrum gold, silver 2 Lachish may be 2 shades of gold 

gold, silver gold, silver 16 Lachish all from tomb 116 

silver silver 66 

Hazor, Ketef 
Hinnom, Lachish, 

Megiddo 

1 Ha, 8 KH, 56 L, 1 M.  L:  1 
gatehouse floor, 1 trash pit, 
54 tombs.   21 each from 

Tomb 1002, 218; 5 from 107;  
3 from Tomb 106; 2 from 
223, 1 each from 120, 224. 

Table 6.3:  Earrings and nose rings 
In addition, whereas bangles and rings encircle the body parts on which they are 

worn, earrings and nose rings hang down, and are more likely to be misshapen through 

daily activities.  Flexible materials, including softer metals like gold and silver, would 

bend in such cases, rather than breaking.  If it bent, it could be easily reshaped, and if it 

broke, it could be repaired.  The latter held true for harder metals, as well, but not for any 

of the stone or synthetic materials, making metals the most appropriate materials for 

earrings.  
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Of 122 earrings, 66 were silver, 28 bronze, 16 gold with silver, five gold, two 

each electrum and gold with electrum, and one each faience,181 glass, and bronze with 

iron.  56 of the silver earrings and 22 of the bronze came from Lachish.    Following 

Green’s suggestions (above) that the use of iron (then a new technology) was reserved for 

the upper body, with only bronze and copper anklets found in situ, the dominance of 

silver for earrings could have symbolic meaning.  Neither silver nor gold bangles were 

found, whereas the majority of earrings (91/120) were of precious metals: silver, gold, 

and/ or electrum.  A simpler explanation is economic: earrings were much smaller, 

making precious earrings more affordable than bracelets or anklets (and they are more 

easily taken and melted down for reuse).  

                                                 
181 The faience earring was a possible ear-plug found at Megiddo (Lamon and Shipton 1939:138).  It may 
not have been an earring at all. 
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Earrings/ Noserings by Material

bronze
23%

bronze, iron
1%

electrum
2%

faience
1%

glass
1%

gold
4%

gold, 
electrum

2%

gold, silver
13%

silver
53%

bronze

bronze, iron

electrum

faience

glass

gold

gold, electrum

gold, silver

silver

 
Chart 6.4:  Number of Earrings/ Nose rings by Color.  N = 122.  All substances are 
colors as well, with the exception of 1 blue/ green faience piece, and 2 electrum.  
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Shapes and Distribution  

In terms of shape, most Iron II earrings were boat-shaped (see fig. 2.7), hoop (see 

fig. 2.1, right), or lunate (see fig. 2.1, left) earrings, often decorated with granulation or 

an attachment at the bottom, either directly soldered on (see fig. 2.2a) or attached as a 

pendant.  Some overlap is likely between lunates and hoops with slightly wide bottom 

areas in one direction and relatively narrow boat-shaped earrings in the other.  After more 

closely examining the examples in Maxwell-Hyslop’s Western Asiatic Jewelry, 3000-612 

B.C. (1971), which is the most thorough treatment of excavated jewelry, the 

differentiation between types was inconsistent.  She failed to spell out criteria for 

differentiation; however, her extensive comparative work, index, and illustrations, both as 

photographic plates and drawings, rendered her work extremely useful.    

One piece was a possible stud-type faience earring, with a narrower center and 

wider ends (pic).  However, it is not even clearly an earring.  Another dubious example is 

penannular glass piece from Samaria (Lyon 1924:15, no. 22) (pic).  The following table 

shows the breakdown of earrings by shape, material, number and site at which they were 

excavated.  It is evident from this table that the most common shape overall was lunate.  

The boats were most common at Ketef Hinnom, which could relate to the greater wealth 

which is reflected in the assemblage there as a whole.  They required more craftsmanship, 

especially if granulation was added, which it only was to the boats, not to lunates or 

hoops.  Lunates and hoops were elaborated with pendants or beads, instead, which took 

much less work to add.   

Shape Number-Material-Sites 
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boat 
1 bronze-Megiddo; 5 gold - 

Ketef Hinnom 
boat with 

granulation 1 silver - Ketef Hinnom 
double boat with 

granulation 1 silver - Ketef Hinnom 
ear-stud 1 faience - Megiddo 

Hathor headdress 1 bronze - Hazor 

hoop 
1 bronze - Hazor; 1 electrum, 

Lachish; 1 silver - Lachish 

hoop w/ granulated 
pendant 1 silver - Ketef Hinnom 

hoop w/drop 5 bronze - Lachish 

hoop with 4 balls 1 silver - Lachish 

hoop with beads 1 bronze w/iron - Lachish 

lunate 

7 bronze - Lachish; 1 bronze - 
Megiddo; 1 gold Lachish; 16 

gold/silver - Lachish; 36 silver 
- Lachish 

lunate with drop 
pomegranate 2 silver - Ketef Hinnom 

lunate with knob 

7 bronze - Lachish; 2 bronze - 
Megiddo; 3 silver - Lachish; 1 

silver - Megiddo 
lunate with knob, 
female head and 

bust 12 silver - Lachish 
lunate with knob/ 

pomegranate 1 silver - Lachish 
lunate, coiled wire 

decoration 1 silver - Hazor 
mulberry 1 electrum - Lachish 

multiple granulated 
cone pendant 1 silver - Ketef Hinnom 

not specified 
2 bronze - Lachish; 1 electrum 
- Lachish; 1 silver - Lachish 

penannular 1 glass - Samaria 

Table 6.5:  Earring and nose ring shapes, their materials and location 
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Boat-shaped earrings are those with thick, bulbous crescents attached to hoops.  

They were found in Syria at least as early as 1330 BCE, as a shown by a boat shaped 

earring consisting of a bitumen core with gold leaf covering from Tomb 125 at Mari 

(Maxwell-Hyslop 1971:178-179)182 (see fig. 2.7).  Early decorated gold examples were 

found in Iran from sites including Marlik, Giyan, and Khurvin.  Decorative techniques 

included repoussé, granulation, and addition of larger elements, such as balls (Maxwell-

Hyslop 1971:188).  Matching wire was often used to bind the ends of the boat, below the 

point it would have been inserted into the ear (Fig. 6.3).  According to Maxwell-Hyslop, 

this type was common in Phoenicia and Syria in the 7th-6th c. BCE, although it was found 

as far afield as Ur, Ziweye (Iran), Karmir Blur (Armenia) (Maxwell-Hyslop 1971:203) 

and War Kabud, Luristan (ibid., p. 

264).  The examples included in 

this database include granulation 

and wire, but no additional 

attachments.   

Fig. 6.3: Gold boat earrings from 
Zinjirli, with granulation, 
attachments, and wire wrapping 
(Maxwell-Hyslop 1971:235) 

Similar to the international 

examples, an unusual number (5/ 8) of this type (relative to the other shapes) are made of 

gold. One additional example is bronze, possibly used as a similar-looking substitute. The 

                                                 
182 The only described examples mention bitumen cores (see also Maxwell-Hyslop 1979:265), but it is 
possible that others may have had different material cores, or may have been hollow. 
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final two are silver; similar examples were found at Amman and Madaba, Jordan, and 

War Kabud in Luristan (Maxwell-Hyslop 1971:262).  The relatively large number of gold 

earrings shows evidence of a skewed sample, as all come from the unrobbed Ketef 

Hinnom tomb, which belonged to a wealthy family, (Barkay 1992:139-148).  A small 

sample size (n=8) and a tomb repository that was not noticed by robbers allows a single, 

wealthy tomb like that at 

Ketef Hinnom to skew the 

numbers.  

Fig. 6.4.  Earrings with 
ball drops (Tufnell 
1953:Pl. 54) 

Hoop earrings, often 

penannular, were simpler than the boat earrings (see fig. 2.1), and were more likely to be 

decorated with pendants or other drop pieces (see fig. 6.4).  They were not normally 

decorated with granulation or repoussé, with the exception of granulated drops (Fig. 6.4): 

their small visible surface area left little space to decorate.   Most of the hoops were made 

of silver and bronze, and one each was made of electrum and bronze with iron.  Maxwell-

Hyslop uses the term circular for them, but hoop seems more clear, suggesting their 3 

dimensional shape, not just a two-dimensional picture.   

 
Fig. 6.5  Earring with four silver balls 
(Tufnell 1953:Pl. 55) (far left).  
 Fig. 6.6:  Earring with two beads.  (Tufnell 
1953:Pl.54:9) (near left).   
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Hoops have been found from as far back as the 18th century BCE at Mari 

(Maxwell-Hyslop 1971:85); due to their simplicity, they were probably among the first 

earrings made. The most ornate hoop (pendants not included) included in this study was 

silver and included only four silver balls on the bottom of the hoop (fig. 6.5).  

Surprisingly, in addition to the most ornate and finely worked earrings, Ketef Hinnom 

yielded an earring with rows of crude granulation.  While the bottom is broken, it looks 

much like a pair of earrings from War Kabud cemetery in Luristan, dating to the late 8th-

early 7th centuries BCE, but with close ties to the jewelry of Ashurnasirpal II (884-859 

BCE (Maxwell Hyslop 1971:264).    Thus far, a hoop with two beads on it appears to be 

unique to Lachish (Tufnell 1953: 186-187, 391) (fig. 6.6).  

A variant of the hoop or lunate, the “mulberry”, “clustered”, or “grape cluster” 

earring, was comprised of a penannular hoop or lunate with several granules attached to 

its base in a conical or double conical (three-dimensional diamond) pattern (see fig. 2.2a).  

It appeared by the late sixteenth century BCE at Tell el-Ajjul, and continued in use 

thereafter.  Similar earrings appeared in the Middle Assyrian period at Mari (Maxwell-

Hyslop 1971:178), at Enkomi Tomb 8 in Cyprus, as well as throughout Syrian and 

Palestinian sites in the Late Bronze Age (Maxwell-Hyslop 1971:116).   One such 

example from Megiddo (Stratum IX) was found in place in a grave as a nose ring (Loud 

1948:Pl. 225:9). 

Molds for making mulberry earrings were found at Ugarit, Byblos, and Alalakh 

(Maxwell-Hyslop 1971:136, 138).  This suggests that the prevalence of these earrings 

relates to the Phoenician prominence in trade and craftwork (see chapter four regarding 
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the ivory-carving industry).  Technologically, these earrings are interesting, showing a 

possible shortcut in production.  True granulation was both difficult and time-consuming, 

requiring smiths to individually solder tiny metal balls onto a base in a pattern or onto 

one another.  The technique, called sweating, took a great deal of technical expertise to 

master.  Following Gorelick and Gwinnett’s (1981) point about seal carving, such fine, 

detailed work may also have required myopia.  Casting faux granulated earrings made 

them more accessible to more people (Maxwell-Hyslop 1971:136).   

This type continued in use through the Iron Age as well.  Petrie (Pl. XXII:197) 

found lunate examples in the Iron I-IIa tombs at Tell el-Farah (S.), made of both silver 

and gold (Maxwell-Hyslop 1971:224-226).  Maxwell-Hyslop lists these as probable 

influences on the design of the penannular earrings with metal balls attached that were 

popular in the 7th-6th centuries (ibid. 1971:268-269). 

The final major group is that of the lunates, also called crescents and drop lunates.  

These are essentially hoops with wider, flatter bottoms.  They blend with hoops, on one 

hand, and on the other, with boat-shaped earrings.  Some of the examples that Maxwell-

Hyslop lists as crescents look more like most of the boat-shaped earrings than they do the 

lunates, however the index includes them under “lunates” (1971:238).  Appendix D 

includes examples in bronze (9), gold183 (1), silver, and electrum – all of the metals used 

for jewelry.  Like hoop earrings, they often had pendants attached or soldered to them.   

                                                 
183 16 examples of plain lunate earrings from Lachish, Tomb 116 were of gold, silver or electrum; numbers 
and composition was left unclear in the site report (Tufnell 1953:192, 391). 
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However, the earliest similar earrings come from the mid-16th century BCE, from 

Tell el-Ajjul, Alalakh, and/ or site or two in Iran.184  Moreover, it is worth mentioning 

that “lunates” simply indicates a crescent-like shape – symbolic references to the moon 

may be assumed, but it is truly an assumption.  Given the linguistic examples of 

śaharonim from chapter three, it is likely that lunate and/ or boat-shaped earrings were 

connected with the moon, at least by some people and at some times. 

However, interpreting the significance or meaning of lunar symbols is the 

purview of art history (however, for further information on lunar 

iconography and significance see Keel and Uehlinger 1998; Keel 1998185).   

Fig. 6.7: Hoop/ Lunate w/pomegranate (Tufnell 1953:Pl. 57:9) 
13 of the earrings in Table 6.5, above, are lunates with knobs, found in bronze and 

in silver.  Examples made from both metals were found at Lachish and Megiddo.  

Maxwell-Hyslop included only two such earrings: one came from Tell el-Farah (S.), and 

the other from Tell Halaf, found under a statue of a goddess (1971:226).  Similar 

examples are depicted on the reliefs from the reign of Ashurnasirpal II (884-859 BCE).  

This suggests it to have been a widespread jewelry motif, helped in its popularity by the 

ease of trade and travel during the pax assyriaca (cf. Gitin 1997 for extensive 

bibliography on the Neo-Assyrian imperial economy).  As Maxwell-Hyslop noted that 

earrings from Sialk and other sites in Iran were imported from Phoenicia (see above), this 

could be part of the same trade. A similar earring, from Lachish Tomb 1002, layer 4, 

                                                 
184 Two of the double lunate earrings from Troy Treasure A, from the late 3rd millennium BCE do resemble 
double lunates from Ketef Hinnom, however (Maxwell-Hyslop 1971:50, fig. 33i, j).   
185 Keel and Uehlinger’s theological bent and training allow them to speculate extensively on the meanings 
of symbols in ancient theologies.  This work focuses, instead, on social functions. 
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includes a ball drop, but with an additional piece that causes it to look like a pomegranate 

(Tufnell 1953:235-236, 391) (Fig. 6.7).  While there were some pomegranate-shaped 

pendants on earrings from Patnos, Urartu (Maxwell-Hyslop 1971:199) and from Assyria 

(ibid. p. 243-244), both dating to the 9th-7th centuries BCE, those were different.  First, 

they clearly depicted the shape of pomegranates, whereas this is more abstract.  Second, 

the Assyrian examples were long, drop pendants, not balls soldered or otherwise attached 

directly to the hoop.  The Urartian example was directly attached to the hoop, but it was 

larger than the hoop, and included a detailed, granulated design. 

 As for less common types of earrings, Yadin found an intertwined pair of bronze 

objects that may or may not have been earrings (Yadin, et al 1960:Pl. CVI:30, CLXVI:3).  

If so, they were shaped like Hathor headdresses: that is to say, almost oval, with ends that 

turn out away from each other. However, they also look suspiciously like smaller 

versions of the bronze handles (ibid, Pls. CVI:29, CVLXVI:5) found in the same strata, 

and shown on the same plates.   

Texts 

 According to chapter two (above), two possible terms for earrings are Mzn (nezem) 

in cases where the ears are mentioned, and Mylygo (‘agilim), which would specifically be 

hoops.  In addition, twpyfn (neṭifot), a type of pendant, may have been attached to 

earrings as well.  Finally, “Mzn (nezem)” was also used for nose-ring in some contexts.   

 As earrings, Mymzn (nezamim) could serve as insignia (Isa. 3:21).  The expensive 

materials used made them good forms of wealth storage as well, and therefore also 
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worthy as offerings (Gen. 35:4, Ex. 32:2-3). Mylygo (‘agilim), however, served as bridal 

jewelry (Ez. 16:12), and also as wealth storage, again because they were made of 

expensive materials.  As nose rings, Mymzn (nezamim) were also insignia, as well as 

markers of brides and or femininity (Ezek. 16:12, Gen. 24:22, 30, 47).  They are not 

mentioned as wealth storage or offerings with the nose, specified, however.   

 Visually, by virtue of sitting in the middle of one’s face, nose rings are more 

noticeable than earrings, especially if the wearer has long hair, as the women do in the 

Lachish reliefs, and the men shown as Israelite warriors in other Assyrian reliefs.  There 

are no depictions of people with jewelry from Iron Age IIB-C southern Levant showing 

jewelry, unfortunately, so more information cannot be derived from that angle.  

According to Platt, nose rings were part of the bridal/ queenly regalia (Platt 1979:76), and 

so served a clear status-symbol purpose.   

 From these sources, then, it appears that earrings and nose rings both served as 

wealth storage, status symbols, and parts of the traditional costumes of brides and/ or 

queens.  Given that earrings and nose rings were referred to at times by the same word, it 

is also possible that they were interchangeable, and/ or that the wearing of one or both 

was more nuanced, than can be ascertained archaeologically.    

 

Rings  

Rings (technically “finger rings”) were made in two main types: plain bands and 

seal rings. Both penannular and connected rings are included under the former type, as 

long as they are mostly uniform in shape and circumference.  The latter category includes 
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scarabs, scaraboids, and cylinder and stamp seals, as well as unfinished objects with plain 

bezels.  The overwhelming majority of these are metal, including the bezels in which the 

seals were set; few of the seals are metal, however.  Of 54 rings (2 are possible rings, one 

only a ring bezel), 35 are bronze, seven each silver and iron, and one each faience and 

limestone; the two probable rings are bronze, and the bezel is iron.  The majority of the 

bronze rings are nearly evenly divided between Lachish (15) (Tufnell 1953, Sass 2004) 

and Megiddo (16) (Lamon and Shipton 1939, Loud 1948, Gadot and Finkelstein 2000).  

Hazor (Yadin, et al 1960, 1961), Hesban (Ray 2001), Ketef Hinnom (Barkay 1986), and 

Samaria (Reisner, et al 1924) each yielded between one and five rings. 

 

Material Color Number Object Sites Notes 

bronze bronze 35 ring 

Hazor, Hesban, Ketef 
Hinnom, Lachish, 

Megiddo 

1 Ha, 1 He, 1 KH,15 
L, 16 M.  1 from L 

contains seal-swivel, 
but not seal. 

faience blue (light) 1 ring Lachish domestic area 

iron iron 7 ring 
Lachish, Megiddo, 

Samaria 4 L, 1 M, 2 S 
limestone not specified 1 ring Megiddo  

silver silver 7 ring 
Hazor, Ketef Hinnom, 

Lachish, Megiddo 

1 Ha, 3 KH, 2 L, 1 
M.  1 from L w/ seal 
swivel, M with flat 

bezel. 

iron iron 1 
ring 
bezel Lachish  

bronze bronze 1 
ring/ 

earring Megiddo  

bronze bronze 1 ring? Hazor looks like a twist-tie 

Table 6.6:  Rings according to materials, sites, and contexts 
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Rings by material

bronze

68%

faience

2%

iron

15%

limestone

2%

silver

13%

bronze

faience

iron

limestone

silver

 
Chart 6.7:  Rings by Material.  N = 54.  2 pieces whose identity as rings is 
questionable are included in the bronze category.   The faience piece is light blue.  
Limestone is unspecified.  Otherwise, color and material are inherently the same.   
 

Unlike earrings, literary sources clearly refer to rings having served 

administrative and status–related purposes.  As mentioned in chapter two, taba’at appears 

in biblical contexts regarding gold rings being melted down for use in tabernacle 

construction, as a seal ring (Gen 41:42) (probably a scarab, given the Egyptian context), 

serving an administrative purpose, and in a list of jewelry that Platt (Isaiah 3:18-21) 

identifies as describing official insignia in late 8th century Judah (1979: 200).   There is a 

good chance that the latter was a seal ring as well.  Maxwell-Hyslop (1971) did not 
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mention either type of ring, and included no rings at all in her section on the Iron Age 

Levant.  

Fig. 6.8: Lachish Reliefs.  

(http://www.bible-

history.com/assyria_archaeo

logy/archaeology_of_ancient

_assyria_archaeological_disc

overies.html.  3/28/07) 

In terms of the bands, none of the examples within the parameters of this study 

(see chapter 1) showed any decoration.  As far as visibility is concerned, rings were 

presumably within public view, as there is no evidence for glove wearing in the Iron II 

Levant.  For example, the clothing depicted in the Lachish reliefs (Fig. 6.8) does not 

cover the hands, and sleeve-covered hands would have made many activities, whether 

domestic, agricultural, artisanal, or administrative, much more difficult.  

Seals and scarabs were often set in rings with bezels, and sometimes made as part 

of a ring like the one from Ketef Hinnom.  Scarabs typically swiveled in their mounts, so 

that when not in use as seals the beetle shape was visible, but the carved flat surface was 

still accessible.  Seals and scarabs will be dealt with much more fully in the next chapter.   

At a minimum, they served as administrative “signatures”, and as symbols of office.  

These obvious administrative and status-oriented functions may be in addition to those of 

non-glyptic rings, or they may have supplanted the bands entirely.   
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Given that rings were visible, they would make good candidates for status-related 

jewelry.  The seven examples made of silver also served as wealth storage.  While bronze 

and iron were valuable, they did not compare with the silver standard for jewelry.  

Earrings, which probably weighed roughly the same amount, were more often made of 

precious metals, suggesting that there was a conscious choice in using gold and silver in 

earrings, but bronze and iron in rings.  Bronze and iron could have served visually and 

symbolically as substitutes for gold and silver, respectively, but cost much less and been 

sturdier.   Therefore, rings made of expensive materials and name seals served as status 

symbols,186  showing wealth in the first case and literacy and importance in the second.  

As chapter seven will show, rings that contained scarabs or scaraboids served as status 

symbols and wealth storage if the materials were expensive, and the color array shows 

that they served as apotropaia.   

 

Conclusion 

 This chapter has found that the archaeological record and the textual record work 

well together, in this case.  The main social functions of jewelry objects included, all of 

which were visible when worn, appear to be as follows.  Individual bangles could be 

worn by anyone, but when worn in even numbers, they reflected femininity and probably 

marital status.   Earrings and nose rings were the most likely objects to be made out of 

precious materials.  They were worn as status symbols, insignia, and as part of bridal 

                                                 
186 See chapter seven for the status-aspects of name seals 



 

 

295 

 

regalia.  Finally, rings served as status symbols, and those with seals in them served as 

administrative tools as well.   

The next chapter will delve into the seals further, along with all other objects used 

as elements of jewelry.  It will find that the scarabs and scaraboids were used to make 

rings apotropaic, but that does not seem to be the case for the rings with name seals 

embedded in them.    Those were used for administrative and status purposes, but were 

not typically made in the colors that were ritually significant.   
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CHAPTER 7: ELEMENTS OF JEWELRY 

 
Chapter six analyzed the complete jewelry pieces as jewelry.  This chapter will 

deal with the elements of jewelry that did not stand on their own: beads, pendants, seals, 

scarabs, scaraboids, and Egyptian amulets.  In addition to serving as elements, rather than 

whole pieces, the objects in this chapter are generally made from different materials than 

those in chapter six.  Those were made primarily from metals, whereas these are mostly 

made of stones, bones, and synthetic materials. However, their ubiquity and their status 

as spare or missing parts of one of several forms of jewelry,187 rather than as complete 

objects d’bijoux make it difficult to compare them to pieces with whole objects, which 

have discretely defined functions and clear identities. 

 It appears that beads were primarily worn in necklaces, but they could have been 

strung and worn on other parts as well: the wrists, ankles, ears, or hair, among other 

possibilities.  Even if they were worn only as necklaces, their arrangement is not known, 

and may not have been standardized: no depictions have been found that detail Iron Age 

II jewelry from the southern Levant, and no examples have been found that remain strung 

as they were in antiquity.   

Therefore, these objects will be considered in terms of the characteristics that are 

already known: color, material, and presence or absence of iconography and epigraphy.  

This chapter will not go into detail on iconographic motifs and their significance; that is a 

                                                 
187 In other words, beads, pendants, scarabs, scaraboids, and seals could technically be used in any 
combination in necklaces, bracelets, anklets, earrings, rings, headpieces, or noserings, attached to pins, or 
sewn onto clothing.  They were parts of jewelry, not themselves identifiable as a type of jewelry. 
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different area of study.  Instead, it will try to deal with those aspects that would be visible 

to someone from a reasonable speaking distance.   

This chapter will find that the key to the functions of these elements lies in the 

color choices made.  The three colors that were most significant in the biblical texts in 

chapter three are mirrored in three color ranges for jewelry: green-blue, blue-purple, and 

red.  These appear to be the jewelry equivalent of tkhelet v’’argaman v’tola’at shani, and 

they are also the most significant colors in ancient Egyptian jewelry. Two of the three 

colors are typically copied in synthetic materials such as glass and faience; it must be 

significant that red was always carnelian, not paste, with only two exceptions, although 

the meaning intended is not at all clear.   

In terms of the amulets and glyptic objects, color remains paramount.  Even 

amulets that are found in many colors in Egypt, are only found in those three colors in the 

southern Levant.  While the logic for name seals not serving as amulets did not seem 

strong initially, it became clear that those are the only group of glyptic objects that was 

not concentrated in green-blue, blue-purple, red, and neutral (white-gray), and probably 

did not serve the ritual purpose of scarabs and scaraboids.  Similarly, only part of the 

Egyptian scarab and amulet repertoire appear in the southern Levant, showing that the 

Israelites and their neighbors chose elements that were culturally meaningful to them, and 

may well have reinterpreted material to work in a non-Egyptian belief system.   
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Beads 

 Spaer defines a bead as a relatively small object with a central perforation, or 

multiple perforations (Spaer 2001:43).  They are generally symmetrical with respect to 

the perforation. While most beads were perforated, not all perforated pieces can be 

defined as beads.  Spindle whorls and seals can both have central perforations but are not 

beads.  Non-centrally located perforations lead to the designation of a small perforated 

object as a pendant (ibid.).    

The basic chart for beads is prohibitively long (7.5 pages), and is therefore 

included as appendix K.  871 of 1646 entries in the main appendix are beads, and 134 of 

them include multiple beads within a single entry, ranging from 2 beads (several 

examples) to 527 bone barrel-disk beads from Tomb 223 at Lachish (Tufnell 1953:214, 

399-400).  In essence, they were building blocks of jewelry, rather than pieces of jewelry, 

and by far the largest component of this dissertation.  

At their most basic, beads are centrally pierced objects which came in many sizes 

and shapes, and were made of any of a large number of materials (see chapter 4).  With 

the exception of the eye beads, there seems to be no system of decoration – some 

materials were inherently varied in color, others were solid, and only faience and glass, as 

synthetic materials, were flexible in terms of color.   

In terms of bead use, modern scholars assume that beads were combined and 

strung together, as we know that they were in Egypt and Mesopotamia based on 

iconographic depictions from both areas.  A great deal of information is available about 

Egyptian jewelry, both from extant mummies and decorations, but the Asiatics are not 
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depicted with jewelry.  Mesopotamian reliefs show kings and other men wearing 

necklaces that look nothing like the Egyptian compositions.  However, without detailed 

pictures of ancient Levantine jewelry, the organization and combination, is impossible to 

determine. 

Chart 7.1  Solid colored beads broken down by color.  N = 3003.  Different 
substances with the same color are combined here.  Beads with 2 or more colors are 
not included in this chart.  10% of the beads were removed because their colors 
were not specified.  Any color with fewer than 5 examples was also excluded.   
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Bead stringing in modern displays, whether in museums or in books, is usually 

conjectural.  While a few pieces of jewelry were found intact, most were restrung by 

modern archaeologists.  Even if excavators found an undisturbed single-inhumation 

burial with jewelry remaining in situ, the decomposition of the body to skeleton, and of 

the organic materials on which the beads were strung would disorder the beads (cf. 

Maxwell-Hyslop’s comments on the necklaces from Amlash, 1971:161).  Once the string 

broke, beads rolled.  Unless several such ordered examples were found, in which beads 

were strung on a metal chain or thread,188 it cannot suffice for explaining the uses of 

beads in jewelry.  No such examples derive from Iron Age II Levantine contexts. 

 Common sense, combined with ethnoarchaeological comparisons, however, 

allows the following minimal analysis.  Beads, frequently made of non-deteriorating 

materials, were strung on organic materials, whether string, sinew, or leather.  Many 

beads were probably strung together, possibly with pendants (see below), as was done in 

both Egypt and Mesopotamia.  Those beads or combinations may have been passed down 

as heirlooms, or they may have been so closely associated with an individual that they 

were buried with them.  

Iron Age people may have used found beads from archaeological contexts (i.e. 

Epipaleolithic to Bronze Age), as modern Jordanian peasant women do (Mershen 

1989:52), and could have valued them differently from contemporary creations.  In a 

contemporary (albeit distant) example, a necklace from Iron II Marlik, Iran (Negahban 

1964:fig. 64), was evidently made of Sumerian-era beads best known from Ur (Woolley 

                                                 
188 Silver thread was used at Uruk during the Third Dynasty of Ur (Maxwell-Hyslop 1971:65), but there is 
currently no evidence of such in Iron Age II Syria-Palestine. 
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1934: Pls. 48, 49; Maxwell-Hyslop 1971:192).  Considerations in choosing individual 

beads may have included aesthetics, symbolism, and economic realities, based on shape, 

material, and/ or color of beads.  As Woolley pointed out: “It is more correct to date the 

fashions in beads by the graves in which they are found than to date the graves by the 

beads” (Maxwell-Hyslop 1971:3), showing that the times dictate the form of the jewelry, 

but that the jewelry is not a sufficiently strong indicator of a particular time.   

The stringing of beads may have been complex, involving multiple strands, as 

exemplified by the Egyptian collars (Fig. 7.1). The organization may have been 

idiosyncratic, or it may have been standardized.  If the individual beads carried symbolic 

or amuletic values, they may have 

been re-strung and re-distributed 

according to who needed those 

attributes at any given time, e.g. 

giving certain beads to pregnant 

woman, or people embarking on a 

voyage (cf. Mershen 1989:52).   

Fig. 7.1: Collar Necklace (Andrews 1990:121) 
Candidate jewelry types for beadwork include necklaces, bracelets, anklets, rings, 

and earrings.  Even jewelry worn around the waist could have included beads, and beads 

could have been sewn onto clothing.  Bead jewelry could be worn above or below 

clothing (Mershen 1989:45).  In short, beads could have been incorporated into any type 

of jewelry and worn in many ways.   However, the possibility of bead jewelry breaking 
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and the beads spilling or exploding away from the wearer, and then rolling into every 

possible inaccessible corner, crevasse, or well must be taken into account.  While the 

beads were usually not themselves delicate, bead jewelry as finished, wearable pieces 

was highly susceptible to breakage, and more likely to be worn on areas that can be 

described as experiencing less use-wear.189   

However, it is worth considering the practical aspects in greater detail, as well as 

the cross-cultural ones.  First, almost all surviving earrings were metal, and only one 

earring included beads.  It is possible that bead earrings were threaded into pierced ears 

on string, but evidence for this practice in the ancient Near East is lacking.    

Second, rings were also typically made of metal.  Given that most pre-modern 

people outside the upper classes worked with their hands, breakable rings, such as beaded 

strings, were impractical.  In addition, equivalent or greater symbolic value may very 

well have been inherent in seals that could be set into the sturdy metal rings.   

Third, almost all known examples of bracelets and anklets from the ancient Near 

East are bangle-types. However, Mari yielded a bracelet made of fluted gold beads  (ca. 

2550 BC) (Parrot and Dossin 1968; Maxwell-Hyslop 1971:15).  In addition, Amiet found 

a possible beaded bracelet (1966:no. 195) in Elam, from the early second millennium, the 

same time from which bracelet with three beads on thread was found at Sippar (Maxwell-

Hyslop 1971:96).   

                                                 
189 Use-wear analysis is normally performed on pottery, tools, or other inanimate objects, but the body is a 
tool. 
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Fig. 7.2: Jehu, son of Omri, king 
of Israel on the Black Obelisk of 
Shalmaneser III. 
(http://www.bible-
history.com/assyria_archaeolog
y/archaeology_of_ancient_assyr
ia_archaeological_discoveries.ht
ml.  3/28/07) (right).  Fig. 7.3: 
Assyrian soldier, dressed like 
men of Lachish.  (Curtis and 
Reade 1995:70) (left).   

It is entirely possible that additional bracelets were 

beaded, as the few depictions of southern Levantine people do 

not show them in sufficient detail for modern scholars to see 

the difference.  Wrists and ankles were less high-use areas than 

the fingers and, especially in the case of anklets, they were 

probably safer loci for bead jewelry. 

The main sources of relevant images are Neo-Assyrian 

reliefs, showing warriors, exiles, or kings (fig. 7.2).  Warriors 

were shown in their national military costume (fig. 7.3), and in 

case of exiles (fig. 7.4), their wealth was presumably 

confiscated or not shown on the reliefs.  Unless it was a well-

known attribute of a people’s traditional costume, the stereotypical nature of ancient art 

could easily neglect to show jewelry, particularly details of jewelry types.  A 

complication arises as well in the selective adoption of another group’s jewelry in times 

of crisis or perceived vulnerability, as practiced by Yemenite Jews and Muslims.  In this 

case, Jewish babies and brides wore beads otherwise used by Muslims, due to a 
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perception that the others’ protective forces were more powerful (Garner 2006:67).  

Finally, given the focus on particular themes and classes in ancient art (nobles, courtiers, 

and warriors), large sections of the population are rarely depicted.   

Fig. 7.4: Lachish Relief. http://www.bible-
history.com/assyria_archaeology/archaeology_of_ancient_assyria_archaeological_di
scoveries.html.  3/28/07 

The process of 

choosing the details to 

display inherently includes a 

choice of details left out as 

well, emphasizing certain 

aspects and de-emphasizing 

others (Stewart 1984:48).  

This includes both reliefs and miniature objects such as cylinder and stamp seals.  

Jewelry was not likely to be a main focus of the Assyrian artists.   

Finally, necklaces and pectorals were the most likely types of jewelry to be 

beaded.  Cross-culturally, contemporary peoples of the Near East wore beaded necklaces 

and pectorals (see, e.g. the cloisonné pectoral from Middle Assyrian Ashur, found in a 

grave with over 1100 beads, made of semi-precious stones, frit, shell, limestone, 

serpentine, and glass (Maxwell-Hyslop 1971: 173-174, Haller 1954:Taf.34x)).  The 

Egyptians exported a large number of the beads to the Southern Levant, although it is 

unclear whether they were brought as beads or as finished pieces of jewelry.  Because the 

neck and upper chest are relatively low-traffic areas in daily life and work, that is to say, 
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they are less abraded during typical daily activities (with the possible exception of 

nursing and carrying babies) than are hands and wrists, they are a relatively safe location 

on which to wear beaded jewelry, especially if worn under clothing.   

It is not clear either whether necklaces were worn above the clothing, below it, or 

if that was a matter of personal preference, rather than cultural symbolism or expectation.  

If above the clothing, it could have a social function relating to status, but if below, the 

efficacy would be regarded differently.  They could not represent public status, because it 

is relevant only in relation to others, and invisibility renders the possibility of aesthetic 

choices in jewelry meaningless.  Also, the frequently inexpensive substances (e.g. 

limestone, glass, and faience beads) suggest that the purpose of such jewelry was not 

wealth storage either.  However, more symbolic, possibly apotropaic uses would be 

possible.  It is not clear that supernatural forces were perceived as limited by human 

visibility; perhaps they had x-ray vision, or the necklace was seen as an invisible 

Kryptonite-like substance.   

In short, the multiple permutations and possible purposes of beads in jewelry 

allow for a large number of possibilities.190  This wealth of options does not allow for any 

conclusive summaries of the category, but perhaps this should not be surprising.  The 

previous categories were examined by function or location of adornment.  Beads, 

however, are neither a substance (chapter four) nor a type of jewelry, but rather elements 

used in other types of jewelry.  Therefore, their functions may change accordingly.   

                                                 
190 An additional use of jewelry not really investigated herein is described in Simak’s article on glass eye 
beads in Mauritania.  The most powerful, beneficial beads were placed individually under a person’s 
tongue to transmit its power to the body (2006:50-55). 
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“Eye Beads” 

There is, however, one type of bead that requires a more detailed treatment: the 

“eye beads”.  Typically made of glass, eye beads 

are decorated with concentric circles of 

contrasting colors, such as a blue background, 

white large circle, and blue small circle on the 

white one (fig. 7.5, 7.6).  This eye-like imagery 

has led to the name, along with the use of such 

motifs in the 

modern Middle East 

to ward off the evil 

eye.  Furthermore, 

Simak suggests that, in Mauritania, triangular shapes were 

seen as stylized eyes, and that glass, as a substance, 

reflected the evil eye.  She did not explain why, however, 

nor did she cite additional sources (2006).   

Fig. 7.5: Glass eye bead (drawing, above, right) (Zuckerman 1996:393). Fig. 7.6: 
Glass eye bead (photo, above, left) (Lamon and Shipton 1939:Pl. 92). 

Chapters one and two included information on evil eye beliefs.   Chapter one 

surveyed the literature on evil eyes, and chapter two included the ancient texts and 

terminologies that refer to the evil eye.  The conclusion therein was that there was a 



 

 

307 

 

belief in the evil eye in the Iron II Southern Levant, but it was not a particularly strong 

belief.  

 It is clear that at least a portion of the people in the ancient Near East believed 

that looking at a person with evil intent could have an effect, whether because of that 

person’s innate power, or through demonic intermediaries.  The evil eye as an expression 

of jealousy, active today, may have been extant as well, but the information currently 

available neither supports nor refutes the possibility.  It is not clear, however, that the 

“eye beads” found in large numbers in this study were used to ward off the evil eye; there 

are no references to beads as defenses against the evil eye, or to beads as displaying eye 

motifs.  That interpretation is completely without basis in ancient literature, and relies on 

the assumption of  3,000 years of cultural continuity.  Thus, the identification of these 

beads’ purpose must remain in doubt.  It is clear that necklaces were used as, or included 

amulets in both Egypt and Mesopotamia, but the objects with clearly amuletic uses were 

not beads, but pendants, scarabs, and scaraboids.  No clear information exists regarding 

the ritual purposes or social functions of beads.  While the range of colors shows that 

beads were made in the same ritually significant color array as pendants and textiles, the 

precise power of given beads is not clear. 

 

Simple Pendants

This section includes all of the pendants that are neither Egyptian amulets nor 

seals.  153 Egyptian amulets will be discussed below, as will a collection of 294 scarabs, 

scaraboids, and other seals.  Because scarabs, scaraboids, and Egyptian amulets are 
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imported or imitations of imports, they will be treated separately from local traditions.  

Seals also have the obvious administrative functions; scarabs and Egyptian amulets serve 

as amulets in Egypt, and scaraboids are local versions of scarabs, increasing the 

likelihood of them being apotropaic as well.  This puts them in a different category from 

beads, pendants, and ring-insets of other types.   



 

 

309 

Pendant 
Material Color Number Notes 

bone bone 94 1 B, 5 CoD, 1 H, 1 Hes, 1 J, 58 L, 17 M, 2 S 

carnelian red-orange 20 1 CoD, 16 L, 3 M 

glass not specified 11 all from tomb 106 

sandstone not specified 8 3 L, 5 M.  1 L may be hone, not pendant 

limestone gray 6 5 from Tomb 218, 1 from 116. 

hematite silver/black 5 1 CoD, 3 L, 1 S 

ivory ivory 5 1 B, 2 CoD, 2 S 

faience blue 4 cowrie, club, and pendant shapes.  None from tombs. 
marble gray 4 3 from tomb 120, 1 from 218. 

limestone not specified 3 2 B, 1 L 

serpentine not specified 3 3 M 

stone not specified 3 1 CoD, 1 H, 1 S 
stone black 2 2 S 
amber amber 1 1 S 

amygdaloid not specified 1 1 M 

bone/ivory bone 1 
1 L.  Either bone, or an ivory copy of a typical bone 

pendant. 

bronze bronze 1 1 M. fish-shaped 

diorite not specified 1 1 M 

faience blue (light) 1 1 L.  domestic area, cowrie shape 

faience not specified 1 1 M.  teardrop shape 

faience blue 1 1 M.  may be inlay.  Sun design. 

glass black 1 1 S 
glass blue (light) 1 1 S 
glass clear 1 1 S 
glass white 1 1 S 

glass 
not specified - 2 

colors 1 1 H. may be amulet 
iron iron 1 1 L 

jasper brown, orange 1 1M 
lapis lazuli blue 1 1 L 

lapis lazuli blue (dark) 1 1CoD 
limestone white 1 1 J 

limestone, bronze Not specified 1 1 L 

not specified blue 1 1 M 
sandstone red 1 1 M 
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schist not specified 1 1 M 
serpentine/ talc not specified 1 1 L 

slate gray 1 1 S 
stone white 1 1 L 

Table 7.2.  Pendants by material, color, and site.   
By definition, a pendant is an object that hangs.  In terms of jewelry, a pendant is 

an object that is strung on a chain or string through the top, not through the center as a 

bead would be.  The top is defined as the part that is pierced. 

 Of the 193 pendants listed above, 94 are made of bone, one of bone or ivory, and 

five of ivory.  Three of the five ivory pendants are of the same type as the bone pendants.  

The bone pendants are overwhelmingly of a type called club pendants, which is unique to 

the southern Levant.   

 In descending order of frequency after the bone pendants, are: 20 carnelian 

pendants, 11 glass pendants of unspecified colors, eight sandstone, six gray limestone (all 

from Lachish, five from the same tomb), five each made of hematite, ivory, and blue 

faience191, and four of marble.  Three each are made of limestone (unspecified color), 

serpentine, and the extremely vague stones of unspecified color.  Another two are made 

of black stones of unspecified type, and everything else is unique.  16 percent are not 

specified.  

                                                 
191 One of these is definitely blue faience, but its status as a pendant is questionable.   
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Chart 7.3 Pendants separated by color.  N = 156.  Materials were consolidated by 
color, questionable pendants were taken out, as were those labeled “unspecified,” 
i.e. 16 % of the original total.  
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 Those results divided materials by material and color, but if we consider pendants 

by materials, but not by color, the results are as follows.  Bone and ivory are still 100 

objects, i.e. just over half of the total corpus of pendants.  Carnelian still comes in second 

at 20, and the majority of items are individual. Glass of all colors increases to 16, 

although two are questionably pendants. Limestone increases from six to 11, one of them 

with a bronze mount. Sandstone increases to nine, as one’s color was specified as red.  

Faience increases from five to seven, including one of unspecified color, and one of light 

blue.  Six pendants were of unspecified types of stone, with three different color 

descriptions and a serpentine/ talc pendant increases the number of serpentine pendants to 

four.  Finally, lapis lazuli increases from one to two pendants, as the Lachish pendant was 

described as blue, and the City of David example as dark blue.  
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Chart 7.4:  Pendants by material.  All single-example substances have been 
removed.  N=182 



 

 

314 

Bone Pendants 

 With the exception of bone pendants, most of these quantities are too small to 

serve as a basis for reliable generalizations. Bone pendants, however, were unique to and 

ubiquitous in the Iron II southern Levant, and examples were found at all sites in the 

database except for Arad.  The following chart breaks down the bone pendants by shape.  

A more detailed chart, including a breakdown by shape and decoration and with 

references, follows.  Ivory and bone are included together because they are made in the 

same shapes and look extremely similar. 

Material 
Pendant 
Shape 

Total 
Number Number per Site 

bone astragalus 1 1 J 

bone calendar 8 1 CoD, 6 L, 1 M 
ivory claw 1 1 S 

bone club 65 1 B, 4 CoD, 1 H, 42 L, 15 M, 2 S 
ivory club 3 1 B, 1 CoD, 1 S 

bone/ivory club 1 1 L 

bone 
flanged 
circle 1 1 L 

bone 
flat 

semicircle 1 1 M 

ivory 
flat 

semicircle 1 1 CoD 
bone gavel 6 6 L 

bone not specified 2 2 L 
bone paddle 1 1 Hes 
bone pyramid 1 1 L 

Table 7.5:  Bone and ivory pendants according to shape and site. 
By far the most common shape of bone pendant was the club pendants, with 69 

examples (see fig. 5.3).  It is likely that the two unspecified pendants were also club 

pendants, but it is not clear.  The pyramid looks rather club-like as well, but as Tufnell 
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called it a “pyramid” whereas she defined many pendants as clubs, it remains separate in 

the current database. 

Bone Pendants by Shape

75%

9%

6%

2%

2%

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

club

calendar

gavel

flat semicircle

not specified

astragalus

claw

flanged circle

flat semicircle

paddle

pyramid

 

Chart 7.6 Bone pendants according to shape. 
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The long handles of the gavel pendants, six of which were found at Lachish, 

resemble clubs, but the finished product is significantly different.  Otherwise, the other 

main group is the “calendars,” of which there are seven.  The circle, semi-circles, and 

paddles are flat, plaque-like pendants, but with only four examples of three different 

shapes, generalizations would be inappropriate.   

Platt describes the “club pendants” as “rounded cylinder-like rods…They are oval 

in cross-section and the slightly narrower of the two ends is pierced for suspension…The 

size ranges from about five to eight centimeters in length – they are rarely reported 

broken” (Platt 1978:23).   She classifies them by their decoration: some are entirely plain, 

some have “transverse rings carved just below the eyelet making ‘bands’” (ibid), others 

combined the aforementioned bands and cross-hatching, and the largest type had a ring-

and-dot motif.  Some ring-and-dot pendants also included cross-hatching.  The chart 

below breaks them down by decoration, with citations for all: 

Material 
Pendant 

shape Quantity Context Decoration 
Reference, 

Plate Notes 

bone astragalus 1 1 cave  

Eshel and Prag 
1995: Fig. 

32d:19 

1 J. Astragalus 
w/2 suspension 

holes 

bone calendar 7 
1 fill, 6 
tomb  

Ariel 1990:136, 
Fig. 17:BI152; 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 381, 

Pl. 55:27, 37:17; 
Pl. 55:28, 37:15;  
Pl. 55:29, 37:9; 
209-210, 381, 
Pl. 55:51; 235-
236, 381, Pl. 

57:28; Pl. 57:29; 

1 CoD, 6 L.  
Some grooved 

rather than 
pierced 
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bone 

calendar, 
not  

pierced 1  plain 

Lamon and 
Shipton 

1939:130, Pl. 
77:6 

1 M. Looks like 
calendar, before 

grooves/ piercing 
added. 

ivory claw 1 

1 
construction 

fill  

Reisner 
1924:379, Fig. 

243:1a 
1 S. Possibly 

Persian 

bone club 42 
32 tomb, 3 
floor, 1 fill ring-and-dot 

Tufnell 1953: 
112, 381, Pl. 

63:21; 188, 381, 
Pl. 54:65; 192, 
381, Pl. 54:78; 
Pls. 54:76; 77; 
196, 381, Pls. 
55:22; 24; Pl. 
55:23, 37:7; 

196, Pl. 37:14;  
209-210, 381, 

Pls. 55:45, 
37:20, 21; 209-
210, 399-400, 

Pl. 67:128; 217, 
381, Pls. 56:14, 
37:26, 27;   235-

236, 381, Pl. 
57:31; Lamon 
and Shipton 

1939:122, Pl. 
97:14; 129, Pl. 
97:9; 140, Pl. 
97:8; 141, Pl. 

97:16; Pl. 97:19; 
147, Pl. 97:23; 

Reisner 
1924:379, Fig. 

243:2a; Fig. 
243:2b; Ariel 

1990:136, Fig. 
17:BI146 

1 CoD, 33 L, 6 
M, 2 S 
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bone club 8 

1 fill, 1 
floor, 1 
tomb, 1 
trench bands 

Mazar and 
Panitz-Cohen 
2001a:262, Pl. 
57:14; Ph. 193; 
Ariel 1990:136, 
Fig. 17:BI148; 
BI149, BI150; 
Yadin, et al. 

1960: Pl. 
CV:33; Pl. 

LXXVIII:26;  
Lamon and 

Shipton 
1939:123, Pl. 

97:12; 128, Pl. 
97:4; 141, Pl. 
97:33; Tufnell 
1953:196, Pl. 

37:12; 235-236, 
381, Pl. 57:30 

1 B, 3 CoD, 1 H, 
1 L, 2 M 

bone club 8 
1 fill, 3 
tomb plain 

Lamon and 
Shipton 

1939:115, Pl. 
97:2; 125, Pl. 
97:1; 141, Pl. 

97:11; 144, Pls. 
97:6;18; 146, Pl. 
97:22; Tufnell 
1953:188, 381, 
Pl. 54:66; 67; 
196, 381, Pl. 

55:17; 209-210, 
381, Pls. 55:47, 

37:23 3 L, 5 M 

bone club 5 5 tomb cross-hatching 

Tufnell 
1953:188, 381, 
Pl. 54:65; 196, 
381, Pls. 55:18; 

19; 20; 21 5 L 

bone club 2  
bands and 

cross-hatching 

Lamon and 
Shipton 

1939:130, Pl. 
97:5; 133, Pl. 2 M 
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97:7 

ivory club 1 1 floor bands 
Ariel 1990:136, 
Fig. 17:BI147 1 Cod 

bone/ 
ivory club 1 1 floor chevrons 

Sass 2004:2024, 
Figs. 28.17:12, 

28.32:10 1 L 

ivory club 1  plain 

Mazar and 
Panitz-Cohen 
2001a:263, Pl. 
39:8, Ph. 194 1 B 

ivory club 1   

Reisner 
1924:380, Fig. 

243:4a 

1 S.  long, thin 
strip.  Possibly 

cosmetic spatula, 
but pierced. 

bone 
flanged 
circle 1 1 debris rings, no dots 

Tufnell 
1953:114-115, 
381, Pls. 63:15, 

41:10 1 L 

bone 
flat 

semicircle 1  ring-and-dot 

Yadin, et al. 
1961: Pls. 

CLXXXVIII:22, 
CCCLXI:22 1 M 

ivory 
flat 

semicircle 1 1 floor  
Ariel 1990:137, 
Fig. 17:BI 154 1 Cod 

bone gavel 3 3 tomb ring-and-dot 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 381, 
Pl. 55:26; 209-
210, 381, Pl. 

55:49 3 L 

bone gavel 2 2 tomb plain 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 381, 

Pls. 55:25, 
37:13; 209-210, 
381, Pls. 55:48, 

37:24 2 L 

bone gavel 1 1 tomb bands 

Tufnell 
1953:209-210, 
381, Pls. 55:50, 

37:25 1 L 

bone 
not 

specified 2 2 tomb not specified 
Tufnell 

1953:196, 236 2 L 
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bone paddle 1 1 reservoir 

chevrons, 
bands, rings-

and-dot 
Ray 2001:146, 
202, Fig. 6.16 

1 Hes. Unique. 
Possibly anthro-
pomorphic.  2 
ring-and-dots 

placed for eyes, 
bands for neck/ 

shoulders, 
chevrons below 

as body? 

bone pyramid 1 1 tomb plain 

Tufnell 
1953:200, 399-
400, Pl. 67:129 

1 L. May be short 
club.  No 

parallels listed. 

Table 7.7: Bone pendants by shape, context, decoration, and reference. 
42 club pendants bore ring-and-dot motifs, as well as some of the calendars, and 

the flat semicircle from Megiddo, three gavels, and the paddle from Hesban.  In the ring-

and-dot motif, ring diameters range up to approximately six millimeters, and a dot is 

placed in the center.  The most common arrangement is vertical rows of three to nine 

ring-and-dots.  These were created, according to Albright, with a lapidary drill (Platt 

1978:23), which suggests that they may have been made by the same artisans who carved 

the stone jewelry and seals. 

 Platt studied 12 Iron Age II excavations in Israel, including more than 94 ring-and-

dot pendants, 29 plain, 19 banded, and 15 cross-hatched.  10 were both cross-hatched and 

decorated with ring-and-dot motifs (Platt 1978:23-24) (fig. 7.7), but it is unclear from her 

article whether those were counted in both categories, or on their own. She found that all 

three types were used throughout the period in which the bone pendants were extant, and 

it was not possible to typologize them chronologically. 
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 The current study includes fewer sites, but with better excavation control than 

many of Platt’s.192   It also includes 94 bone pendants (with six ivory ones).  Not all are 

club pendants, although the majority of them are.  

Fig. 7.7: Bone rod from Lachish.  (Platt 1978:23-24) 
While Platt included Beth Shan in her 

study, she found no bone pendants there, nor in 

the Megiddo Tombs, and only one at Tell el-

Farah (S).  Those sites or areas yielded rich 

jewelry finds made of precious metals, 

however (Platt 1978:24).  This led Platt to 

conclude that the bone pendants were worn by 

people who could not afford more expensive 

materials (1978:23).  In that case, the presence 

in this current study of three examples made of 

ivory is remarkable. Ivory objects that mimic 

the bone ones would have had to belong to wealthier people who could afford better than 

bone jewelry, but had a reason for wanting the same type of object and motif.  It is not 

clear whether the bone or ivory mimicked the other.   

Platt also examined the contexts and objects correlated with the pendants.  She 

found that, while many pendants were found in tombs, they were also found all over the 

mound of Megiddo, in all types of contexts, often singly (1978:25).  This suggests that, 

                                                 
192 MacAllister’s Gezer, Beth Shemesh, Beth Shean, Tell en-Nasbeh, Tell Jemmeh, and Tell Beit Mirsim  
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while people were buried with bone pendants, they wore them in life as well.   These 

pendants were therefore manufactured for wear, but were sufficiently closely associated 

with the individual to be buried with them.  

The objects found with bone pendants were varied, 

everyday objects including knives, spindle whorls, and other 

small finds that were presumably suspended and worn, such 

as beads, Egyptian amulets, and scarabs (Platt 1978:25).  Two 

objects found in conjunction with the bone pendants are 

particularly noteworthy: gavels and “calendars”.  Bone 

gavels, a few of which are included in the current database, 

were sometimes decorated with ring-and-dot motifs (e.g. 

Tufnell 1953:Pl. 37:8=55:26).  Their sizes were similar to the 

pendants (Platt 1978:24), suggesting a symbolic purpose, not 

a practically usable hammer.193  Unfortunately, there is 

insufficient information to identify what that purpose was 

(fig. 7.8).   

Fig 7.8: bone gavel.  (Tufnell 1953:Pl. 37) 
The “calendars” are flat, rectangular pieces of bone, also of similar size to the 

pendants, with flanged and pierced tops (fig. 7.9).  They are presumed to be calendars 

because they typically have 30 holes, in three vertical rows, although some have ring-

and-dot motifs instead of holes.  Platt presumes that a peg would have been placed in the 

                                                 
193 Small bone hammers be impractical for hard hitting. 
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holes to mark off the day of the month (1978:25).  Strict lunar months have between 29 

and 31 days based on observation.  Even the 

more agriculturally compatible Babylonian 

calendar had several months of 29 days in 

addition to some with 30 days (Cohen 1993), 

although Tanret posits 12 30-day months instead 

(1940:11).  This lack of consensus makes 

recognition of true calendars difficult, without 

more information as to the types of calendar in 

use at any given time in ancient Israel.  

Fig. 7.9: bone “calendar” (Tufnell 1953:Pl. 37) 
Another complicating factor is the 

uncertain definition of the objects to begin with.  Of the four objects defined by 

excavators as “calendars”, only one was complete and had 30 holes in it (Tufnell 1953:Pl. 

55:27).  Another example (ibid., Plate 57:28) from the same tomb (102) is broken, with 

15 holes extant in three rows, but it is not clear how many holes were in the complete 

piece.  A third example from Lachish, also broken, comes from tomb 1002, It had three 

rows of holes, of which 11 are visible.  In the latter two cases it is unclear whether or not 

there were originally 30 holes.  A fourth “calendar”, from the City of David, is also 

broken.  Its length is complete, with five holes, and it had at least two rows.  There is no 

solid reason to expect that it had six rows originally; Ariel (1990:137) points out that they 

range from 13 to 42 holes (e.g. Biran 1983:37).  
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Moreover, there are additional objects that are very similar: flanged oblates with 

two rows of five ring-and-dot motifs (Tufnell 1953:Pl. 57:29), or three rows of four ring-

and-dots (ibid. Pl. 55:51), a flanged rectangular pendant with three grooved lines (Tufnell 

1953:Pl. 55:29), and an plain one from Megiddo (Lamon and Shipton 1939:Pl. 77:6). It is 

not clear why they were excluded from the same category.  Ariel’s skepticism about their 

designation as calendars is well-founded.  The range of holes and the possibility of ring-

and-dot or grooves instead of holes combine to make it impossible to assume the function 

of “calendar” for this object.  It is not clear what the real purpose was.  Since, as Platt 

points out, they were found with other types of beads and pendants in the tombs, it is 

possible that they were worn as pendants, with the string twisted so that they would face 

front.  Those with ring-and-dots may have served as 

apotropaia, or some other purpose.    

 In terms of the motifs on bone pendants, 

banding and crosshatching are found in many media 

and many periods.  Their simplicity is such that any 

analysis of them, without any textual basis, seems 

meaningless and destined to overgeneralization.  

They are also found on pottery, figurines, and as 

stripes on clothing.   

Fig. 7.10:  Bronze Age ivories with ring-and-dot eyes (Loud 1948:Pl. 193:9,8; cf. 
Platt 1978:28) 

The ring-and-dot motifs, however, are not ubiquitous.  As mentioned above, they 

apparently were made with lapidary drills, i.e. the same tools used to work stones into 
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jewelry and seals.  Furthermore, in addition to “calendars” and “gavels”, they were also 

used to decorate fan handles, combs, crescent pendants, scale pans, ivory inlays and 

cosmetic palettes of varying materials.  Those inlays included animal images, where the 

ring-and-dot motif were used, not as abstract decoration, but as eyes.  Some of these date 

back to the Middle and Late Bronze Ages, but the motif was in continual use through the 

Iron Age (Platt 1978:26) (fig. 7.10). She mentions, as well, that they were frequently 

associated with eye amulets in find spots, although she does not specify in this article 

what those eye amulets were: whether Eyes of Horus (definitely eyes) or eye beads 

(questionably eyes).  Therefore, Platt concludes with the possibility that the ring-and-dot 

design is connected in some way with the eye motif, and “indicates thoughts about the 

symbolic significance of the eye” (Platt 1978:28).   

 The use of these motifs as eyes on earlier images is the best connections of the 

ring-and-dot motifs to eyes.  Platt’s article nowhere mentioned eye beads specifically, she 

was probably referring to the Eye of Horus motif, which was found with bone pendants in 

her study (1978:25).   Even without Platt’s suggestion, however, ring-and-dot motifs can 

be connected to the eye beads, as they are essentially the same images in different media.   

 At its most basic, the decoration on both eye beads and bone pendants is a circle 

with a dot in the center.  When created from glass rods, however, it was less precise than 

when incised on bone with a lapidary drill  (See Spaer 2002 for information on glass bead 

making techniques), and it was easily produced in colors.  If they were intended as the 

same motif, and had the same meaning and social function, then it follows that the color 

of the object was not intrinsic to its purpose, as none of the bone pendants were described 
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as being colored, even in the incisions.  However, the color of the glass beads might have 

carried an additional meaning, nuancing or strengthening the function of the design. 

 

Stone and Synthetic Pendants 

 Returning to the pendants made of substances other than bone, the next most 

numerous substance is carnelian, which was also a popular bead material (see above).  

Again, it is likely that carnelian had some sort of symbolic significance, possibly as a 

status symbol, or perhaps in solar imagery.  Red and yellow were solar colors in Egypt 

and were not normally made of faience or glass (Wilkinson, personal communication).  

The lack of artificial reds, but the presence of almost every other color in the man-made 

materials, suggests a non-technological, and 

therefore ideological reason or value placed on 

carnelian, or an ideological objects to synthetic reds 

or the compounds used to make them (see Table 7.2 

for colors and materials).  

Fig. 7.11: Axe pendant (Crowfoot, Crowfoot, and Kenyon 1957:Fig. 92:78) (above, 
right).  
Fig. 7.12: Assyrian King’s necklace (Maxwell-Hyslop 1971:199) (below). 

Turning to the pendants’ shapes, 

there was some standardization.  At both 

Samaria and Lachish, multiple examples are 

listed for many of the drawings.  At Samaria, 

for example, three pendants were depicted 
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by the same drawing (92:78).  All three were trapezoid pendants of the type described as 

an “axe pendant”, but one of hematite and two of unspecified types of black stone.  This 

shows that the same shape was used in different media (fig. 7.11). 

There is little or no iconography found on Iron Age IIB-C pendants, other than 

scarabs, scaraboids, and seals.  Only one example is incised with a wheel.  Otherwise, 

they are plain.  This is noteworthy in its absence, considering that the Assyrians, or at 

least Assyrian kings, wore gold symbols of the god on chains as amulets (Fig. 7.12).  The 

Egyptians wore images of the gods as well, in the form of amulets which are also found 

in large numbers in the southern Levant, but their connections to local belief systems is 

unclear (cf. McGovern 1985:102). 

Analyzing the colors of the pendants along with those of the beads discussed 

earlier, and disregarding the substances from which they are made, the following 

preliminary patterns appear.  First, the most common color was bone194 (100), followed 

by red (21), gray (11), green-blue-purple195 (10), silver/ black (5), black (3) and white (3).    

When compared with beads, the ordinal breakdown is as follows.   

Color 
Most Common 

Pendants 
Most Common 

Beads 
bone 1 3 
reds 2 1 
gray 3 5 

green-blue-purple 4 2 
silver-black 5 N/A 

black 6 8 
white 6 9 

                                                 
194 This is both color and substance.   
195 Because the terminology is inconsistent among the sources, green-blue and blue-purple are combined 
here. 
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clear 8 6 
yellow N/A 4 
brown N/A 7 

blue, white N/A 10 

Table 7.8:  Pendants and beads by color.  All numbers are ordinal,  not cardinal. 
This chart shows the top seven colors of pendants, which is all those colors 

represented by at least two objects, and the top ten of beads. Therefore, the eighth most 

common color of pendants includes all colors which appear only once.196  The most 

notable conclusion from this chart is that the top four colors of pendant are the same as 

four of the top five of beads.  The missing one, the fourth most popular bead color, was 

yellow.  In terms of beads, both yellow and bone are misleading, however, because all 

but one yellow bead came from the same tomb at Lachish, and more than 500 of the bone 

beads as well.  However, it should be noted that, even without those beads, bone would 

have been in the top five.   

 

Conclusion for pendants 

The correlation between the colors and materials of beads and pendants suggests 

two possibilities.  The first is that the people of ancient Israel were constrained by 

availability and practicality to utilizing the same materials and for beads and pendants.  

The second is that there were cultural reasons, either economic, aesthetic, or symbolic,197 

for using these substances as opposed to other ones for beads and pendants.   

                                                 
196 Only one transparent pendant was found, but because it was one of the top ten colors for beads, the 
single example was included for pendants. 
197 Economics and symbolism are presumably related, but will be treated separately, because only materials 
that were available, as evidenced by other artifact classes, will be factored in.  Furthermore, since beads 
could be made very small and mass-produced, they required less material than any other artifact type, and 
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The former reason is untenable, however.  Many other substances could have 

been used for beads and pendants, particularly metals.  Given that they were used for 

rings, earrings, and bangles,198 they must have been technically possible for beads and 

pendants as well.   Beads are very simple objects, and metal is malleable.  It would not 

have been difficult for jewelers to make metal beads as well as earrings, rings, and 

bangles, but they evidently did not.  Alternatively, if they did, they were melted down 

and reused, although that possibility then begs the question: why were only the beads 

melted down, and not all of the earrings?   

Therefore, the latter reason seems more plausible.  Again, economic constraints 

are unlikely because faience and glass could be made in any color, but cluster in the 

green-blue, blue-purple, red, and neutral realms.  Aesthetic reasons are entirely possible, 

but impossible to assess from such a time difference, and typically linked to other aspects 

of cultures.  Aesthetics do not derive from cultural vacuums.  If economic reasons do not 

explain the pattern, and aesthetics are inaccessible, only cultural reasons remain to be 

considered, primarily symbolic ones.   While it is not clear what the underlying 

symbolism was, there must have been some kind reason for the use of green-blue/ blue-

purple/  red199 predominantly, along with bone.  Gray, as a neutral, may have been 

perceived of as linked to bone, to white, or to black, but that is not clear.   

                                                                                                                                                 
therefore economic considerations should be less important.  The numbers of beads used is also an 
important financial indicator, but it is not accessible in the current database.   
198 Use of metal for rings, earrings, and bangles has largely to do with the physical properties of the 
available materials, as discussed above. 
199 ynv tolwtw Nmgraw tlkt (tkhelet v’’argaman v’tola’at shani) 
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As stated in chapter three, the section on colors, it is clear that the texts which 

prescribe the tabernacle textiles and high priest’s garments prioritize four colors, three of 

them based on dye sources.  The fourth, white, was not dyed at all.  Of the other three, 

murex blue, or tkhelet, seems to refer to the green-blue category, including light blue, 

which is based around turquoise.  The second, murex purple, or ‘argaman, includes dark 

blue, such as lapis, and ranges over to a reddish purple.  The third, tola’at shani, is 

kermes worm red, the textile equivalent of carnelian.   

The texts in question are from the Priestly source, prescribing rituals and ritual 

paraphernalia for the Temple (Exodus 25-40).  These would not have been relevant to 

most of the population, who would have been largely ignorant of the details.  It is notable 

then, that there is a correlation between the colors deemed ritually important in the text, 

and those used for beads by people throughout Israel, Judah, and even Egypt (Aldred 

1971:33).  Therefore, it appears that the priestly texts prescribed colors that were already 

deemed ritually significant to the people of the region.  It is not possible to identify what 

these colors represented, but they do appear to have been ritually powerful.  Their 

prominent use in the scarabs, scaraboids, and amulets will show that this power was 

harnessed for use in amulets.   

 

Glyptic Elements: Introduction 

In contrast to the jewelry that has already been discussed, scarabs, scaraboids, and 

seals have been extensively studied, particularly in the details of iconography, and 

epigraphy/ paleography.  While in many cases, a single function, such as administrative 
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signature is clear, other possible functions are less so.  As for the Egyptian amulets, they 

have not been studied much outside of Egypt (Keel and Uehlinger 1998:279) (for 

Egyptian amulets in Egypt, see Andrews 1994, 2001).  Therefore, this final chapter will 

focus on the social functions of scarabs, scaraboids, seals, and Egyptian amulet pendants 

in the Iron IIB-C Southern Levant.  The Ketef Hinnom amulets will also be included, as 

they are the most clearly apotropaic objects that people wore, which have been excavated 

from the Iron II Southern Levant.   

One advantage to studying scarabs, scaraboids, and seals, unlike the jewelry of 

chapter six, is that they contain more chronological markers than most of the other forms 

or elements of jewelry.  Epigraphers and paleographers have studied the development of 

the alphabets and the inscriptions.  Both Egyptian and Levantine iconography have also 

been studied, sometimes in conjunction with the paleographic data, sometimes 

independently.  This should make the identification of heirlooms easier than it was with 

simpler jewelry, as scholars can recognize when the inscriptions or motifs are likely to 

have been used.  

There are complications, however.  The first is that most scarabs, scaraboids, and 

seals that have been studied and published were purchased, not found in legitimate 

excavations, and therefore there is always the chance that they may be forgeries.  Keel 

and Uehlinger estimate the proportion of seals from scientific excavations as less than ten 

percent of the known corpus of all Northwest Semitic inscribed seals (1998:181, n. 4).  

Of the remainder, some are surely forgeries, and others were robbed from archaeological 

sites and therefore lack contexts.  While the corpus of this dissertation is limited to 
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objects found in excavations, the secondary literature utilized in discussion inevitably 

includes artifacts purchased on the antiquities market  (cf. Sass 1993:245).200   

 The second is that some objects were made for a long period of time, or were 

archaizing, intentionally copied from older prototypes.  In the case of scarabs, a popular 

type included the throne name of Tuthmosis III, from the early 15th century BCE.  

Unfortunately, the same throne name was adopted by two later kings: one from the 21st 

Dynasty (11th-9th c.) and one from the 25th (ca. 700 BCE).  Because burial caves at 

Lachish were repeatedly used over the course of centuries, jumbled remains render it 

difficult or impossible to identify which king was referred to from the excavation context 

(Murray 1953:360).   

This section will consider the functions of Egyptian scarabs, followed by local 

scaraboids and seals.  Finally, the amulet pendants will be discussed.  The social 

functions of both scarabs and amulets are complicated by their foreign origin.  Therefore, 

it is important to consider possible differences in social functions of these objects 

between their system of origin in Egypt and their uses in the southern Levant.  Functions 

that are likely include administrative uses, amulets, and status symbols of several types. 

Administrative functions, such as sealing official and economic documents, are 

fairly straightforward, as exemplified in stamp seals, cylinder seals, and bullae, of which 

there are many Iron Age IIB-C examples.   Such seals were elements as jewelry, because 

                                                 
200 On a side note, this is only an issue regarding modern forgeries – many of the scarabs and scaraboids 
were quite likely forgeries or imitations of older pieces.  These are legitimate foci of study today, as they 
illuminate Iron II beliefs and practices.  That far more than 50% of the NW Semitic seals are Hebrew 
highlights the likelihood that they include a large number of forgeries; those would have the highest value 
in the Western, Judeo-Christian market, making them more appealing for forgers.   Otherwise, there should 
be equal or greater numbers of non-Hebrew NW Semitic seals.   



 

 

333 

they were typically set into rings for ease of carrying and of stamping. They were made 

of stones, bone or faience.  Many of the seals from the seventh-sixth centuries were 

aniconic and inscribed, that is to say, they lacked pictures but had writing on them, 

typically the name and patronymic of the owner, or a position.  Others had some kind of 

figural decoration on them.  In some cases, writing and drawing were on opposite sides of 

the seals (Uehlinger 1993:285-86).  This suggests a possible differentiation of functions; 

Sass connects it to increased aniconism in 7th century Judah generally (1993:245), but it 

is also possible that the writing was solely administrative, and the pictures added other 

functions, such as apotropaic power.  

Seals also served as status symbols, demonstrating that a person was wealthy and 

important enough to need an administrative device and in some cases declaring a 

person’s title.  It is possible that the aniconic seals newly popular in this period also 

implied that the user was literate, which could further enhance status.  Rings, worn on 

peoples’ hands, were unlikely to be hidden under clothing. In addition, the financial value 

of the metal and stone itself could further increase a seal’s status.  This could relate to the 

cost of the raw materials and/ or the difficulty of carving the material (Gorelick and 

Gwinnett 1990:54).   

An important question is whether any or all seals served as amulets.  Many seals 

depicted religious elements (e.g. Keel and Uehlinger 1998; Ornan 2005), which has led 

scholars to assume that many, even most, served as amulets.  This assumption does not 

hold for aniconic name seals, however, and as an assumption, it must be re-examined.  
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Finally, seals figure heavily in both literal and metaphorical contexts, as they did 

in the economic, political, and social lives of people in the ancient Near East.  A seal, or 

Mtwøj (ḥotam)/ tmtwøj (ḥotemet) is mentioned many times in the Hebrew Bible (Gen. 

38:18, 25; Ex. 28:21, 36; 1 Kings 21:8, inter alia).  Because seals were used as elements 

in jewelry, they will be discussed extensively in this chapter.   

 

Heirloom Status  

One of the issues relevant to the archaeological study of jewelry is whether an 

object was an heirloom at the time of its deposition; as possible forms of wealth storage, 

jewelry was often worth passing down to the next generation, and only the wealthy could 

afford to tie up much of their wealth in tombs.  Moreover, mass produced objects of 

faience and glass, such as scarabs, scaraboids, and seals, may have served other functions 

that could be passed down or passed on as the need arose.  Many can be dated by their 

iconography, however, many others were made for centuries.  This can render it 

impossible to distinguish between pieces from the twelfth and seventh centuries.   Those 

objects are identified with “maybe” in the column of appendices marked “Heirloom?”  

Where conflicting information was available, this work accepts the judgments of 

excavators that scarabs were MB or LB heirlooms.  If not heirlooms, they were 

archaizing types, copies of old scarabs, suggesting a symbolic purpose and/ or aesthetic 

idealization of the past.  

Archaizing was a strategy of utilizing imagery from the past to affect the present.  

It was used in Egyptian and Levantine scarabs, but also in other times and media.  In a 
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notable example, Ptolemy I issued coins with archaizing images of the martial Athena 

Promachos on them, as propaganda.  These coins were then emulated by his 

contemporary rulers to try to claim the power of Athena, Athens, and the Greek city-

states for themselves (Havelock 1980:43).  Associations of power could also apply to 

scarabs of Tuthmosis III, which would explain both why scarabs were made referring 

back to him, and why two later kings chose his name as a throne name.   

 

Scarabs in Egypt:  General information 

 Scarabs were the most numerous type of Egyptian amulet; hundreds of thousands 

of them were made over 2000 years throughout the Eastern Mediterranean region.  They 

were made from almost every material available, ranging from faience and glass, to non-

precious and semi-precious stones and precious metals.  Throughout time, the most 

common material for scarabs was glazed steatite.  In the Iron Age, carnelian, red jasper, 

and lapis lazuli were the next most common stones used, although the most common 

materials overall remained glazed steatite and blue or green faience (Andrews 1994:50), 

both in Egypt and the Levant.   

Scarabs were modeled on the dung beetle of North Africa (Scarabaeus sacer) 

(fig. 7.13).  An ancient Egyptian Creation myth held that a scarab beetle propelled the sun 

across the sky as the insect moved its food ball of dung.  Because the beetles are born 

from similar looking brood balls, they were regarded as the embodiment of a self-

generating creator god (Bianchi 2001).    
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 When they were first made, in the Sixth 

Dynasty, scarabs were rudimentary, and texts 

mentioned them in amuletic contexts.  At this 

time, their flat underside was not decorated, and 

therefore they could not have been used as seals.  

This changed during the First Intermediate 

Period, when the underside began to be used as a 

stamp seal, and the back of the scarab came to be 

carved in naturalistic entomological detail 

(Andrews 1994:51-52). 

Fig. 7:13: Scarab beetle on dung ball.  http://www.insecta-
inspecta.com/beetles/scarab/index.html.  3/28/07. 

 During the Middle Kingdom, scarabs were first incorporated into rings.  The 

rings were designed so that the wearer would display the scarab’s back on a finger, but 

could flip the scarab over to use it as a seal or to display the images.  This use of scarab 

as seal did not last for long, however, and was replaced during the early New Kingdom 

by the solid metal seal ring; the latter was sturdier, and “better able to withstand the 

pressure exerted during sealing” (Andrews 1994:52-53).  Scarab-rings continued in use, 

however, “because of the potency of the scarab as an amulet in its own right and the 

possibility of enhancing its magic properties by the text or scene added to its underside” 

(ibid.).  This is supported by the identification of a jasper scarab with a positive 

orientation rather than a negative image (which would appear positive when impressed) 

(Gubel 1993:126). 
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As amulets, scarabs were thought to provide protection, attract good luck, or 

associate their wearers or bearers with the powers or conditions desired.  These needs did 

not end at death, and were believed to be necessary in the afterlife as well.  The gods 

figured and invoked on scarabs include all of the great gods and goddesses, as well as 

household deities like Bes, other gods not made into 3-dimensional amuletic form, and 

even some of the Canaanite gods.  Sometimes a god’s name was mentioned, or a general 

term for a deity was used 

(Andrews 1994:55).  

Fig. 7.14: Scarabs with 
hieroglyphics (Tufnell 1953:Pl. 
43) 
 

Scarabs can be divided 

into three main groups on the basis of their iconography:  hieroglyphic signs, geometric 

designs, and human and animal figures (Bianchi 2001).   Geometric designs were 

chronologically restricted to the Middle Kingdom and Second Intermediate periods, i.e. 

the Middle Bronze Age in Canaan and will not be discussed further here.  Starting in the 

Eighteenth dynasty, and lasting into the Late period (712-332 BCE), hieroglyphic, 

human, and animal designs were used on scarabs.  The hieroglyphic writings often 

consist of formulas for good fortune, fertility, and prophylaxis, often including names of 

deities (Bianchi 2001) (Fig. 7.14).  Some were inscribed only with the name of a king, 

and possibly one of his epithets.  Names of particularly powerful, but long dead kings 

were used as well (Andrews 1994:55).  For example, six scarabs from Iron Age II 
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Lachish tombs were inscribed with Thutmose III’s throne name, mn-hpr-r’; they were 

either archaizing images or referred to one of two later kings who took the same throne 

name (Murray 1953:360).   

Bianchi identified the same apotropaic functions in anepigraphic scarabs 

decorated with human, divine, and animal figures (fig. 7.15).  All were part of a pool of 

objects used “simultaneously as amulets 

for the dead as well as for the living, each 

group requiring talismans drawn from a 

common repertory of motifs and mottos” 

(Bianchi 2001).  

Fig. 7.15: Scarabs with animal motifs (Tufnell 1953:Pl. 43:49-50) 
In addition to amuletic scarabs, Egyptian kings issued commemorative scarabs, in 

honor of such events as royal marriages, building projects, and remarkably successful 

hunts (Bianchi 2001).  These were found outside of Egypt as well as within its borders, 

suggesting that they may have functioned to carry news of events, or increase the king’s 

reputation abroad (Andrews 1994:55).  This could be similar to the propagandistic uses of 

coins in later periods (Havelock 1980:43).  Only the educated, elite members of Egyptian 

society were literate; Ritner (2001) estimates one percent.  However, many more people, 

possibly a majority, may well have recognized and understood some common 

hieroglyphs (Wilkinson 2001).  This limited recognition may have influenced the choices 

of symbols depicted on scarabs.   
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Scarabs in the Southern Levant 

 During the Second Intermediate Period (Middle Bronze in Canaan), and in the 

New Kingdom (Late Bronze Age), when Canaan was part of the Egyptian empire, 

Levantine peoples made imitation, or Egyptianizing, scarabs, as shown by unfinished 

examples excavated from Canaanite sites (Ben-Tor 2000;201 Bianchi 2001).  In the first 

millennium BCE, imitation scarabs were made throughout the eastern Mediterranean 

sphere, by peoples including the Phoenicians and the Israelites (Bianchi 2001, contra 

Murray 1953:360). 

Fig. 7.16: Stamp seals with carved metal bezels (Andrews 1994:52-53; Fig. 148). 
As noted in chapter one, 

most studies of scarabs in the 

Southern Levant have been 

extremely small-scale, examining 

individual scarabs in terms of 

iconographic and hieroglyphic 

details.  Because those studies have 

already been done well,  this one 

considers scarabs at one remove: their purpose in the Southern Levant.  It appears, for 

reasons of their colors and materials, at least as much as from their shapes and Egyptian 

antecedents, that they were used as amulets in the Southern Levant as well.   

Tufnell posits that most of the scarabs found in Iron II burials served as funerary 

                                                 
201 See the comments of D. Ben-Tor , a respected Egyptologist at 
http://www.sciem2000.info/scarab/abstract/bentor.html 
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amulets or charms(1984:1); there is no clear reason that they could not have done so in 

life as well.  By this time, they were no longer being used in Egypt as seals; they had 

been replaced there by stamp seals with carved metal bezels (Fig. 7.16) (Andrews 

1994:52-53).  However, the seals used for identification and administration in the 

southern Levant were stones inset into jewelry, similar to scarabs.  The presence of large 

numbers of seals with local iconography along with the impersonal motifs on the scarabs, 

suggest that they did not need to fulfill a sealing function in the southern Levant either.  

Scarab Material Number Sites 
amethyst 1 1 L 
carnelian 1 1 S 
faience 18 3 H, 10 M, 5 S 
glass 15 13 L, 2 S 
gold 1 1 S 

hematite 2 1 L, 1 M 
ivory 1 1 S 
jasper 1 1 L 

limestone 2 2 L 
marble 1 1 M 

serpentine 1 1 M 
steatite 60 1 B, 41 L, 16 M, 2 S, 
stone 1 1 S 

Table 7.9  Scarabs broken down by materials, numbers, and sites.   
As the pie chart (Table 7.10) shows, 57% (60) of the excavated scarabs (appendix 

H; n=105) were made of steatite, a very soft, easily carved, Egyptian stone (see chapter 4) 

that could be heat-hardened and color-glazed.  A further 34% were of synthetic materials 

(15 glass and 18 faience), which were mold-made.  Of the remaining 9%, two were easily 

carved, readily available limestone, and one was the undefined stone.  This leaves 6% 

(nine pieces) of scarabs made of either foreign/ expensive (gold, ivory, serpentine, 
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hematite) or hard (amethyst, carnelian, jasper, marble) materials.   

 
Chart 7.10:  Scarabs according to Material.  n=105.   

 

The materials used suggest that most of the scarabs were mass-produced.  Given 

the availability of materials and the need to carve them individually, the steatite scarabs 
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were probably made in Egypt and imported in their final form.  The glass and faience 

may have been made in Egypt or somewhere in the southern Levant, as materials for, and 

means of production were available there.  It is not currently clear which small kingdoms 

or city-states were manufacturing scarabs, and Keel and Uehlinger (1998) highlight Israel 

and Judah’s close connections with Phoenicia throughout the Iron Age IIB-C periods.  In 

the Late Bronze Age and Iron Age I, faience was produced at Tyre, but the factory’s 

continued use in the Iron Age II is not clear (McGovern 1985:106, n. 17). 

In terms of iconography, most scarabs in Appendix I bear Egyptian motifs.  A few 

were indistinct (Lamon and Shipton 1939:126; Murray 1953:369; Tufnell 1953:186-187) 

or were inscribed with fake hieroglyphs (Murray 1953:369; Tufnell 1953:186, 210; 

Crowfoot 1957:85, 86; Sass 2000:404; Gadot and Finkelstein 2000:335).  Four were 

plain, one each of amethyst (Tufnell 1953:217), carnelian (Crowfoot 1957:86), faience 

(Reisner 1924:376), and jasper (Tufnell 1953:188).  It is unclear whether the scarabs 

were imported from Egypt or Phoenicia, or were manufactured locally from Egyptian 

prototypes. 

Throughout the Iron II period, the kingdoms of Israel and Judah had closer ties 

with Phoenicia, which had traded more extensively with Egypt (Redford 1992: 366). 202  

In addition to the large collections of scarabs, scaraboids and amulets, there is both 

historical and archaeological evidence for an increased Egyptian presence in the southern 

                                                 
202 Redford (1992) and Keel and Uehlinger (1998), both recognize that Egyptian goods, ideas, and 
influences came both via Egypt and Phoenicia in fluctuating relationships.  Keel and Uehlinger accept a 
greater direct influence than Redford, however.   
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Levant in the seventh-sixth centuries (ibid., p. 355-356).  There were, therefore, many 

possible avenues by which the Israelites could receive precious materials.   

 

Scaraboids:  General Information 

 As their name suggests, scaraboids derived from scarabs.  Bianchi defines 

scaraboids as objects which “while retaining the oval bottom of the surface for either 

inscriptions and/or designs, replaced the body of the scarab proper with that of another 

animal….designed to conform to the general configuration of that insect” (2001).  

Andrews expanded the design to include multiple animals on single examples, and 

specifies that they had the same uses as scarabs.  A variant, the cowroid, displayed an 

elongated base and a stylized cowrie shell top (Andrews 2001).  

Fig. 7.17: Scaraboids (Tufnell 1953:Pl. 44) 

 Unlike scarabs, scaraboids 

(Fig. 7.17) are clearly of Asiatic 

manufacture, although some or most 

may have been imported from 

Phoenicia.  Rather than Egyptian 

motifs, many scarabs had 

Egyptianizing motifs, that is, motifs 

which included many Egyptian elements, but arranged and adapted in a Levantine 

manner.  Keel and Uehlinger describe iconic, but anepigraphic examples as present in 

Phoenicia and Israel in the ninth century (1998:181).  They continued in use for the next 
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few centuries, and their iconography changed due to changes in local culture or art, and 

in concert with international relations (e.g. Keel and Uehlinger 1998: 306, 309, 311).   

  

Scaraboid 
Material Number Site 
amethyst 1 1 M 

bone 24 23 L, 1 M 
ceramic 3 3 M 
faience 11 6 M, 5 S 
glass 13 6 L, 3 M, 4 S 

hematite 2 1 L, 1 S 
ivory 2 1 M, 1 S 
jasper 1 1 L 

lapis lazuli 1 1 M 
limestone 23 16 L, 7 M 
malachite 1 1 L 

marble 1 1 M 
not specified 1 1 M 
rock crystal 1 1 S 
sandstone 1 1 M 

schist 1 1 M 
serpentine 1 1 M 

steatite 9 4 L, 3 S, 2 M 
stone 1 1 S 

Table 7.11: Scaraboids according to material, number and site.  N=97.   
In contrast to the scarabs, most scaraboids were produced in the Levant from local 

materials.  25% were made from bone (24 examples), and 24% of limestone (23 

examples).  27% were synthetic, made of glass (13), faience (11) or ceramic (3); while 

local manufacture of glass and faience have not been proven, pottery was clearly being 

produced throughout the southern Levant, so both the materials and technology were 

available locally (McGovern 1985:106).  All three synthetic materials were mass-
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produced, suggesting that those scaraboids, like scarabs, were not being used primarily 

for administration or identification.  Therefore, they must have had other purposes. 

Mass production only accounts for 27 of the 97 scaraboids, however. The 

remaining 70, made of a variety of materials, availabilities and hardness, all required 

individual carving, which would have raised the cost of production.  The mechanisms of 

distribution are not clear, and sourcing has not taken place.  All but three of the 

scaraboids (Lamon and Shipton 1939:120; Tufnell 1953:186-187, 347-348) lacked 

personalization, and were not clearly made for an individual.  This suggests a non-

administrative function, more like jewelry than seals. For more information, the next step 

is to factor in the carvings on the scaraboids.  It appears to be an acculturated or 

assimilated version of scarabs.  They resembled scarabs, but retained only the attributes 

of the scarabs that were important to the people of the southern Levant, instead of 

slavishly copying the entire piece.   
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Chart 7.12:  Scaraboids according to material.  N=97 
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As was the case with the pendants, a distinctive subgroup of scaraboids was 

carved out of bone, a local, easily worked material.  All but one example (Lamon and 

Shipton 1939:116) were found at Lachish.  Again, like the pendants, four (17%) are 

carved with ring-and-dot motifs (Murray 1953:371-372; Tufnell 1953:188, 192, 236, 

238) (Fig. 7.18).  Six display clearly Egyptian motifs (Murray 1953:370-371; Tufnell 

1953:106, 236, three of which are imitation hieroglyphs (Murray 1953:373; Tufnell 

1953:192, 209-210).  Imitation scripts imply the idealization of literacy, as well as the 

lack thereof.  Literacy was a marker of high status, and those who were not literate could 

pretend to it.  Only those who were literate in hieroglyphs could tell the difference.  

Limestone 

scaraboids, also made 

of locally available, 

easily carved 

material, bear similar 

motifs.   

Fig. 7.18: Bone scaraboids with ring-and-dot motifs (Tufnell 1953:Pl. 44) 
In contrast, the faience scaraboids bore Egyptian or Egyptianizing motifs.  They 

may have been made in Egypt for export, or made locally by creating molds out of 

Egyptian prototypes.  Given that scaraboids in the Levant appear to be scarab-shaped 

without the insectoid details on the back, they could have taken the impression from the 

base of a scarab and left the back plain.  Steatite scaraboids also had Egyptian-themed 

carving on them.   It is not clear if these were made in Egypt or if people in the Levant 
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produced them but preferred traditionally Egyptian materials to be correlated with 

Egyptian images.  If they did not know which elements made them efficacious, they 

could copy the images as well as the materials and shapes, if they were being made in the 

southern Levant.   

Functionally, the only scaraboids that were clearly used for administration or 

identification are three inscribed with names and/ or titles203 (Lamon and Shipton 

1939:120; Tufnell 1953:186-187, 347-348) (Fig. 7.19).  Only those included Hebrew 

inscriptions, although several more were inscribed with hieroglyphs (Lamon and Shipton 

1939:119, 141; Murray 1953:370-371, 373; Tufnell 1953:186-187, 198, 209-210, 236; 

Crowfoot 1957:86), showing the integration of a foreign shape with local elements, by 

those of high enough status to be literate.  Overall, the iconography on the scaraboids, 

like the shapes, showed images typical of the Iron Age II Southern Levant, combining 

Egyptian and Canaanite motifs.  Those found in the Northern 

Kingdom tended to be closer to Phoenician types, whereas the 

Judahite scaraboids retained more local Iron Age I motifs, showing 

ostriches and antelopes (Keel and Uehlinger 1998:277-8). 

Fig. 7.19: Scaraboid with Hebrew (Tufnell 1953:Pl. 45:168) 
 

Seals 

 Seals first appeared in Mesopotamia in the late fourth millennium (Collon 

1987:5), from where they spread to Syria, Egypt, and Anatolia and the Aegean.  

                                                 
203 One example had Hebrew writing, but it was too worn down to read. 
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Mesopotamians tended to use cylinder seals; these were also used initially in First 

Dynasty Egypt (3050-2857 BCE), although scarabs later 

became more common there.  Stamp seals were also 

made in oval, conical, scaraboid and other shapes.  Early 

seals were engraved with hunting, battle, mythological, 

or cultic scenes; later, inscriptions were added as well 

(Hestrin and Dayagi-Mendels 1979:7).   

Fig. 7.20: Cylinder Seal from Samaria Crowfoot 1957:87 
 Nine cylinder seals are included in the appendix.  Of those, at least two of the four 

from Lachish are heirlooms, according to Tufnell and Murray (Murray 1953:373; Tufnell 

1953:186-187, 190). The cylinder seal from Samaria, carved with Neo-Assyrian 

cuneiform (Fig. 7.20), was probably imported or brought along by an official when it was 

incorporated into the empire.  Four more were found at Megiddo (Lamon and Shipton 

1939:116, 120, 141), which was also a Neo-Assyrian city, and probably date to that 

period (Keel and Uehlinger 1998:367-9).  This shows the rarity of cylinder seals in 

Southern Levantine society, where they were foreign cultural elements.  One piece from 

Lachish is particularly distinctive.  Made from steatite, it displays Egyptian iconography 

of Bes and is nonetheless cylindrical.  Murray dated it to the 

22nd Dynasty or later, placing it squarely within Iron Age II 

(Murray 1953:373) (Fig. 7.21).   

Fig. 7.21: Cylinder seal from Lachish  (Tufnell 1953:Pl. 
45:132) 



 

 

350 

Cylinder 
Seal 

Material Color Site 
Motifs/ 

Inscriptions Notes Iconic Epigraphic 

glass 
not 

specified Lachish Stylized birds  yes no 

glass 
not 

specified Lachish 

2 long-coated 
people adoring tree. 
On right, 2 animals 

rampant, facing 
each other. 

Heirloom. 
Manufactured 

1550-1400 
BCE. yes no 

glass 
not 

specified Lachish 

abstract design of 
circles linked by 

tangents in 2 
registers. 

Heirloom.  
Manufactured 

1200-1000 
BCE abstract no 

steatite gray Lachish 

2 Bes figures, 1 
between 2 pairs of 
hawks w/ wings 
spread.  Rope 
pattern border. 

22nd Dynasty 
or later yes no 

faience 
not 

specified Megiddo 

man w/staff/ spear 
beside quadruped, 

unidentifiable 
objects in field 

unidentifiable 
objects as 

astral 
symbols? yes no 

serpentine 
green-
black Megiddo 

2 men facing tree 
with tree/branch 

and unidentifiable 
objects behind one 

of them. Assyrian style yes no 

serpentine 
green-
black Megiddo 

winged griffin and 
standing human 

figure before tree. 
Tree is a 

Cypriot form yes no 

serpentine 
green-
black Megiddo 

hunter w/bow, 
shooting 

unicorn/stag. sun 
overhead  yes no 

not 
specified 

gray 
(dark) Samaria 

vertical rows of 
Neo-Assyrian 

Cuneiform 

Dated on basis 
of 

handwriting.  
Broken on one 

end. no yes 

Table 7.13:  Cylinder seals according to material, color, site, motifs, epigraphy, and 
iconicity.  
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 Most seals were set into jewelry, particularly rings (see fig. 2.9), although one 

example from Megiddo was set into a fibula (Lamon and Shipton 1939:124) (fig. 7.22).  

Unlike the rings, the fibula could not be used as an administrative device while being 

worn.  Two examples, belonging Eliashiv ben Eliahu, the commander of the garrison at 

Arad, were worn or stored on a 

string, traces of which remained in 

the hole. Those clearly were used 

for administrative purposes; 

excavators also found letters upon 

which the stamps were used 

(Rainey 1987:36-37).   Fig. 7.22: Fibula seal (Lamon and Shipton 1939:124) 

Seal Material Number Site 
agate 1 1 S 
bone 3 3 L 

bronze 1 1 M 
bronze, glass 1 1 S 

carnelian 3 3 Ar 
ceramic 2 2 M 
faience 3 1 L, 1 M, 1 S 
glass 10 9 L, 1 S 

hematite 2 2 L 
ivory 1 1 S 

lapis lazuli 1 1 S 
limestone 5 1 KH, 2 L, 2 M 
porphyry 1 1 L 
serpentine 4 1 L, 3 M 

silver 1 1 KH 
steatite 9 8 L, 1 M 
stone 6 1 Ar, 1 H, 1 J, 3 S 

Table 7.14:  Seals according to material, number, and site 
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 In spite of the much smaller number of seals than scarabs and scaraboids, seals 

were made from wider range of materials, with no single material predominating.  The 

most common materials, glass and steatite, were also used for scarabs and scaraboids, as 

both are highly malleable until baked.  In addition, glass could be made in many colors, 

and steatite was often glazed.   

Three seals were made of bone, and belong to a group that Keel and Uehlinger 

correctly describe as a distinctively Judahite type (fig. 7.23).  They cite 120 examples, 

many of dubious origin, although those whose origins can be identified seem to be 

centered in the southern Shephelah, possibly carved at Lachish, where the three included 

here were found. While Keel and Uehlinger consider seals to be the typical shape for 

bone glyptic, this corpus shows scaraboids to be the dominant type.204  This emphasizes 

the acculturative aspects of scaraboids; an originally Egyptian object type, the scarab, 

was adopted and simplified into a scaraboid, and made from 

materials not utilized in Egypt. Bone was an inexpensive local 

material which was easily carved, and bone jewelry was a 

uniquely southern Levantine industry (see above, on bone 

pendants).  

Fig. 7.23:  Bone seal from Lachish (Tufnell 1953: Pl. 45:129) 
The type dates to the ninth-eighth centuries (1998:265), the same period to which 

Platt dates the bone pendants (19), also centered in the same region.  The cross-hatching 

designs are also typical of the bone pendants, lending credence to the idea that they may 

                                                 
204 This may be due to their corpus being mostly purchased, not derived from known excavation contexts.  
Some may be forgeries. 
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have been related in terms of manufacture.  Of the three examples in this corpus, one is 

decorated with abstract animals, one with an abstract design, and the third shows 

Egyptian influence in the design.  According to Keel and Uehlinger, the third is the most 

typical iconographically (1998:266).   
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Chart 7.15.  Seals according to material.  N= 56. 
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 The images found on seals vary widely over time and space, and will be dealt 

with only generally herein, in terms of iconicity, epigraphy, and area of origin. This is not 

to dismiss their importance; however, the issue at hand is how the seals functioned as 

jewelry.  Given that the carvings are tiny, the details could only be noted by people at 

extremely close range, which was more easily done with the bullae.205  This study deals 

with the functional aspects of seals as jewelry, rather than the meanings of the 

iconography, a large and important study in its own right.  However, without going into 

the details of each piece, some larger iconographic issues must be addressed at a surface 

level, as the carvings are inseparable from the objects themselves.   

There are several questions to ask of the iconography and epigraphy on seals, 

even without going into great detail:  Were the images shown Egyptian, Mesopotamian, 

or local?  Were images and writing present only separately, or also in combination?  

What languages is the writing in, and would the people of the Southern Levant have 

known what it meant?  Finally, how do those answers inform us about the functions of 

the seals? 

 
Origins of Iconography 

 Based on appendices 8-10, iconographic origins include Egyptian, local, and 

Aramaean/ Mesopotamian206 types.  With the exception of objects brought in by 

                                                 
205 Gorelick and Gwinnett (1981) suggested that seal carving was a specialty of nearsighted craftsmen.  
They would be useless as hunters or warriors and even farming would be more difficult, but given the lack 
of good magnifying glasses, myopia would allow people to focus at a very small scale without the eye 
strain that it would cause in people with good eyesight.  Because people typically married within the same 
occupation as their parents, they perpetuated and concentrated myopia in such professions. 
206 The Mesopotamian symbol system in the 8th century BCE was heavily influenced by Aramaean 
iconographic traditions (Keel and Uehlinger 1998:287).  
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foreigners for their own personal use, objects showing originally foreign imagery must 

have been incorporated into the local symbol system somehow.  This would probably 

entail reinterpreting the image to be meaningful locally (McGovern 1985:102).  For 

example, Keel and Uehlinger explain the presence of Egyptian solar iconography as 

connected to Yahweh and Baal Shamem in the Levant, in the case of solar motifs 

(1998:261) and to monarchic propaganda in Israel and Judah, in the case of falcons, 

uraei, scarabs, and winged solar discs (1998:279, 401-402).207  They further interpret 

imagery deriving from Sin, the moon god of Haran who was very important in the 7th-6th 

centuries (cf. Keel and Uehlinger 1998:369), as representing Yahweh in his association 

with El (1998:312, 369).  Smith includes both sun and moon in the theophanic forces of 

Yahweh, supporting him in battle (cf. Habakkuk 3:11) (Smith 2001:158) Even the 

traditional, local images were re-interpreted over time as culture and religion changed, or 

were dropped from the cultural repertoire as no longer relevant. 

 
Images, Writing, and Languages 

 Of the 56 seals included in this corpus, 40 were decorated with some kind of 

iconography.  Only one incorporated writing in the design, and none had writing and 

images on two sides of the seal, although that has been noted by Keel and Uehlinger 

(1998:358).  Six seals had Egyptian or imitation hieroglyphs carved into them (Murray 

1953:372, 373; Tufnell 1953:186-187, 190, 200, 192, 214).  As most Egyptians, like most 

                                                 
207 Smith also connected solar imagery with monarchic propaganda, although he extended this to verbal 
imagery all the way into Assyria and Babylonia.  Yahweh assimilated solar imagery because “solar 
imagery for the patron god in the royal setting served to enhance the power of the monarchy through 
identification with the power of the divine king.  More specifically, the solar imagery, insofar as it was 
applied to both king and the god, enhanced the divine quality of the king” (Smith 1990:119-20). 
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people in the southern Levant could not read hieroglyphs, the accuracy of the writing was 

not important or not verifiable, it could be assumed to be accurate if it looked like 

Egyptian hieroglyphs.  Unlike Hebrew seals, which often were personalized to denote 

ownership, Egyptian writing on seals usually named a king or a god, and/ or invoked 

protection.  They were mass-produced and lacked identifying markers, and therefore did 

not serve as signatures on documents and bullae.   

Five additional seals were decorated with abstract designs (Lamon and Shipton 

1939:126, 146, Murray 1953:372-373; Tufnell 1953:186-187, 209-210; Sass 2000:408; 

Gadot and Finkelstein 2000:325).  There is no consistency among them in terms of shape, 

material, or site of origin. None included writing.  It is not clear if they were used as 

jewelry, amulets, personal seals, and/ or as tools for decoration (e.g. stamped into wet 

clay before firing).   

Eleven seals lack imagery altogether.  One hematite seal from Lachish either 

lacked both imagery and writing or was simply under-described (Tufnell 1953:209), 

which seems more likely.  Three of those seals, all from Arad, belonged to the same 

individual, Elyashib ben Eshyahu (Rainey 1987:36-37).  This shows that, when needed 

for administrative purposes, people had more than one seal.  All three were inscribed 

identically, although different materials were used: two are carnelian and the third is 

black.   

Of the remaining seals, two from Lachish were illegible (Murray 1953:372; 

Tufnell 1953:192, 236), and one was a cylinder seal inscribed with Neo-Assyrian 

cuneiform (Crowfoot 1957:87).  One belonged to Palta (Barkay 1986:29), another to 
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Haggy ben Yishal (Aulde and Steener 1996:67-68; Prignaud 1964), and one to Drshyhu 

ben Uzza/Ezer (Aharoni 1967:246-247).   

Fig. 7.24. Tiglath-Pileser’s scribes.  The scribe on the left writes on parchment or 
papyrus (Aramaic), while the scribe on the right writes in cuneiform on a clay tablet 
(McCall 1990). 

Three writing systems are included in this corpus: Egyptian, Hebrew, and 

cuneiform, representing the local script and those of the main foreign powers who 

competed for dominance in the area.  Comprehension levels for hieroglyphs on seals 

were presumably the same as those for scarabs and scaraboids, discussed above.  

Cuneiform symbols were probably less understood than were a few common Egyptian 

symbols given their more abstract, less pictorial nature.  Most likely, only a few visiting 

officials could read it, as even the Neo-Assyrians used Aramaic script along with 

cuneiform (Millard 1976; cf. 2 Kings 18:26 for local upper class knowledge of Aramaic). 
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Hebrew writing was certainly better understood than the foreign scripts were,  

“… concentrated in certain social strata, as among bureaucrats, military, 
priests, and merchants.  While we should not overstate literacy, neither 
should we underestimate it…It may be wrong to speak of  ‘widespread 
literacy,’ but there is a shift toward a broader literacy” (Schniedewind 
2000:331).   

In other words, many people were functionally literate, if they had a professional need to 

be, although a large portion of the population was almost certainly illiterate.  Aniconic, 

inscribed seals are typical of seventh and sixth century Judah, showing the name and/ or 

title of the seal’s owner, often with a patronymic included.  Based on bullae (e.g. Avigad 

1986; Keel 1997) found in the southern Levant, they were used for economic and 

administrative purposes.   

 

Seal Function 

 Four main functions are inherent in seals, none of them mutually exclusive.  The 

first is wealth storage, which depends largely on the material from which the seals were 

made.  The second is administrative, serving as a signature and proof of legitimacy. The 

third function is status; it both relates to, and is affected by both of the previous functions.  

The fourth possible use is amuletic; while this is a slippery function to identify, it must be 

considered and evaluated.  

 Biblical literature shows the importance of seals, as do the many bullae found in 

excavations all over the Middle East.  They symbolized royal authority, such that a king 
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could delegate authority by giving someone his seal (Gen. 41:42).  Royal orders were 

authenticated with the king’s seal (1 Kings 21:8).  Other documents, written on papyrus 

or parchment were rolled up, tied with a string, and closed with a small piece of wet clay, 

impressed with a person’s seal, called a bulla.   In Song of Songs (8:2), the lover is 

requested to “set me as a seal upon your heart, as a seal upon your arm,” where she could 

protect him against death.  The seal represented the owner’s “most personal feelings and 

beliefs and function as an apotropaic or beneficial amulet” (Uehlinger 1998:273-74).   

 The images depicted on seals differed across time and space.  The prominence of 

particular motifs or themes changed, with solar iconography dominating in the eighth 

century, and lunar motifs becoming more popular in the seventh (Keel and Uehlinger 

1998:311-312).  This seems to have reflected a shift in influence from the Egyptianized 

Phoenician solar imagery to the Mesopotamian-Aramaean astral sphere presided over by 

Sin of Haran (Sass 1993:244; Keel and Uehlinger 1998:295).  The latter influence, unlike 

the earlier Egyptian, would not have been mediated through Phoenicia; Mesopotamian 

motifs are rare on Phoenician seals (Ornan 1993:53).   

 Seals were made of a variety of substances, with a corresponding range of cost.  

Those made of lapis lazuli, carnelian, hematite, agate, ivory, and silver served as ways to 

store and display wealth.208  In addition to the cost of the raw material, issues of 

production also played a role.  The difficulty of carving a material added to its social and 

financial value.  As quartz was the hardest stone that could be carved in the Iron Age, it is 

likely that its variants, including chalcedonies like carnelian and agate, were more 

                                                 
208 Hestrin and Dayagi-Mendels suspect that perishable materials such as wood or amber were also used 
for seals, but have not survived to be found (1979:7).   
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valuable as seals than were softer materials of equal accessibility (cf. Gorelick and 

Gwinnett 1990:54). Hardness might explain why carnelian, which is the most commonly 

used stone for beads and pendants, is rare for seals.  Other properties, such as shine, depth 

of color, or symbolic value (Keene 1981:30, 38) could also increase the financial value as 

they affected the other functions. Wealth storage and display would have either increased 

or had no effect on the other aspects.   

 From the beginning, seals safeguarded and identified property, sealing documents, 

doors, and vessel stoppers.  They served as signatures and authenticated commercial and 

legal transactions (Hestrin and Dayagi-Mendels 1979:7).  This is most clear on name 

seals, which first appeared in the late ninth-early eighth centuries, originally in 

conjunction with iconographic motifs.  They generally consist of a lamed denoting 

ownership, a person’s  name and patronymic.  A smaller group of seals were inscribed 

with a royal or bureaucratic titles (Hestrin and Dayagi-Mendels 1979:9).  Inscribed seals 

were primarily made of hard substances, other than glass, probably because it was more 

easily made in a mold rather than individually carved.  Faience and glass seals, which 

were made in molds, and Egyptianizing steatite seals were rarely, if ever, inscribed 

(Gubel 1993:110).   

 Status involves a combination of several factors, generally including wealth, 

family, education, and occupation, all of which can be reflected in seals.  Thus, the 

assumption of literacy shown in name seals and the preference for name seals to be from 

harder stones, suggest that they would have functioned as status symbols when worn in a 

ring or suspended on a cord.  In a largely illiterate population, “literacy was virtually 
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synonymous with power and authority, and consequently considered a special mark of 

social prestige” (Uehlinger 1993:283-84). Aniconic name seals, as markers of 

“ostentatious literacy” may have been higher status objects than those with pictures  

(ibid.). 

 Keel’s catalogue of seals from the southern Levant from the Bronze Age through 

Persian period includes the word “Stamp-Seal-Amulets” in its title (1997), and protection 

from supernatural dangers is assumed to be one of the primary functions of ancient seals 

(Hestrin and Dayagi-Mendels 1979:7).  The array of materials and colors found for seals 

in the database for this work shows that to be the case for scarabs, scaraboids, and iconic 

seals, but not for name seals – those do not share the same distribution of colors and 

materials as the beads, pendants, scarabs, and scaraboids.   

It is worth noting that, other than Yahwistic names, the religious meanings of 

seals are less clear than are their administrative functions.  Iconographic motifs changed 

and developed over time while the underlying belief systems that they reflected were, at 

best, partially documented.  Thus, ancient religion and iconography can be approached 

only through modern interpretation.  These, in turn, may tell us more about modern 

scholarly biases or imaginations than ancient understandings of the supernatural (e.g. 

Keel and Uehlinger 1998:249, 251 for imagination; 182 on ostrich depictions for bias, but 

cf. Uehlinger 1993:274).   

 Several seals included in the corpus were carved with different motifs on their 

two faces.  Generally, one side was complex, with multiple motifs, and the other 
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displayed a single, simple image, such as a rosette or wedjat.209  Unlike the two-sided 

seals documented by Keel and Uehlinger (1998:264), neither side was epigraphic.  

However, this does not negate the possibility that the motifs on the two sides could reflect 

different functions (ibid.).  Uehlinger also connected this possibility with the increase in 

Egyptian and Phoenician glass and faience amulets in seventh-sixth century Israel and 

Judah.  Thus, the seals were used for the administrative and status purposes, and the less 

costly scarabs and amulets took over the apotropaic function (1993: 285-286).   

Seal Color Number Site 
not specified 20 1 Ar, 1 H, 11 L, 5 M, 2 S 

gray 10 1 J, 8 L, 1 M 
blues210 4 1 L, 3 S 

green-black 4 1 L, 3 M 
ivory 4 3 L, 1 S 

red-orange 3 3 Ar 
green 2 1 L, 1 S 

silver-black 2 2 L 
black 1 1 Ar 

bronze 1 1 M 

bronze, red, green 1 1 S 
brown 1 1 KH 

gray (dark) 1 1 S 
silver 1 1 KH 
yellow 1 1 S 

Table 7.16.  Seals divided by color and site.  N= 56.   

                                                 
209 One example from Samaria showed a man holding a staff or scepter on the obverse, while the reverse 
was decorated with a rosette (Crowfoot 1957:87; Pl. XV:20).  A glass seal from Lachish showed nfr m’t 
hieroglyphs on the obverse, and a rosette on the reverse (Murray 1953:372; Tufnell 1953:186-187; Pl. 
45:137); according to Murray (1953:372) this motif was made for centuries, although the context here 
suggests a late example (ibid.; Tufnell 1953:186-187)  Another piece from Lachish, made of faience, 
showed Egyptian images of a winged snake over mn on the obverse, and a wedjat eye on the reverse 
(Murray 1953:372; Tufnell 1953:214; Pl. 45:134)This was not a new phenomenon; several heirloom seals 
found at Lachish were two-sided with very different carvings on the two sides (e.g. Murray 1953:372; 
Tufnell 1953:186-87, 214, 209-210; 45:133, 136, 137) 
210 Combination of all shades of blue. 
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Keel and Uehlinger correctly identified the name seals as being administrative 

tools, and they explained their proliferation as part of an increase in Judean bureaucracy.  

They add, however, that “two-line, aniconic name seals can hardly be designated as seal 

amulets” (Keel and Uehlinger 1998:354-55).  They fail to explain why one function 

would negate the other.  However, their assumption was borne out by the different 

materials and colors used for the name seals.  They are the only type of glyptic finds that 

are not concentrated in the areas of blue-green, blue-purple, and neutral.  Moreover, Keel 

and Uehlinger pointed out one of the possible reasons for name amulets to be aniconic: 

the small space available on stamp seals limited the elements that could be included 

(ibid., p. 304).  If the administrative requirements included two or three lines of text, and 

the sealing had to be legible, there may not have been space for images.   

 Keel and Uehlinger do not include space limitations as an issue in iconicity.  

Rather, they attribute the aniconism to three causes: increased literacy in Judah (cf. Sass 

1993:243), its corollary of increased bureaucracy (1998:354-55), and a trend toward 

Deuteronomistic orthodoxy, at least in those seals used administratively which would be 

understandable during eras when such ideologies were prominent in the palace.  The 

small percentage (3-4%) of seals that were two-sided, one side anepigraphic and one 

aniconic, would therefore allow a person to have an “orthodox” name seal for documents 

that still served as an amulet with an anthropomorphic deity depicted on it (ibid., p. 358).   

 However, the reason for the transformation from anepigraphic, through iconic and 

epigraphic, to aniconic and epigraphic is not clear.  Likely factors, none mutually 

exclusive, include an increase in literacy (Sass 1993:243, Uehlinger 1993:283-84), and 
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Judah’s greater incorporation in the larger Mediterranean and Middle Eastern economy 

under Assyrian rule, which necessitated increased administration and bureaucracy 

(Schniedewind 2000:329). An additional reason often cited for this is the increased 

emphasis on Yahwistic aniconism211 (Sass 1993:244), and increased Deuteronomistic 

influence in this period (Uehlinger 1993:287-88; Keel and Uehlinger 1998:354-355). The 

Deuteronomistic reforms reported in the biblical texts were an upper class, elitist 

imposition on the population, which was more varied in its practices than met the 

Deuteronomistic approval.  Avigad described many of the seals are amateurish, and even 

inaccurately written, showing that they were not made by professional scribes, and 

probably belonged to people of or near the lower classes (1986:121).   Therefore, they 

would not have been subject to the same orthodox strictures of palace functionaries, and 

many would  have resented the reforms that removed their local places of worship.  The 

rise of literacy seems to be more to the point than deuteronomistic reforms.   

 Sass noted that, while aniconic seals became common in the seventh and sixth 

centuries, they did not completely supplant seals with images on them.  However, the 

religious motifs adopted from other areas do not occur in combination with names “…as 

if they were considered permissible if not in direct juxtaposition with the name of the 

owner” (Sass 1993:244).  The late seventh century also saw the beginning of “name-

theology,” the idea that the power of a god was inherent in his name, as reflected in the 

Biblical commandment against taking the name of Yahweh in vain.  Uehlinger suggests 

                                                 
211 This technically forbids only depictions of Yawheh, which does not include most of the seal images 
(Uehlinger 1993:281).   
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this as an outgrowth of the name seals (1993:287-88), although the direction of influence 

is questionable.   

 The excavated stamp seals in this corpus, by and large, do not reflect the themes 

and iconography described by Keel and Uehlinger for the larger corpus of Iron IIC seals, 

more than 90% of which were purchased on the antiquities market (Keel and Uehlinger 

1998:181, n.4).  One possible explanation is that many of the seals that they studied are 

forgeries or misdated.  Another possibility is that most of the finds from these 

excavations date to the ninth-early eighth centuries, when Egyptianizing Phoenician 

influences dominated, along with traditional southern Canaanite motifs.  Both of those 

are quite likely.  However, an additional possibility is that they emphasized certain 

religious themes to support their basis in theology.  This is possible given their penchant 

for overstating their case for biblical accuracy and interpretations that favor the biblical 

texts.  It would be interesting to see how their studies differed if they limited themselves 

to seals from good contexts and avoided the possibility of forged seals entirely.  This 

would limit the corpus to seals that genuinely reflected ancient society, and exclude those 

that simply show what the forgers wish to be true.   

 

Conclusion: Functions of Scarabs, Scaraboids and Seals 

Scarabs 

 A similar problem exists in terms of color descriptions of the scarabs.  While 45 

of the 145 are listed as gray, the designation is questionable.  Steatite was often glazed, 

and its surface color was therefore malleable.  Because this work assumed that all steatite 
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objects were gray unless otherwise specified, the breakdown appears to be much more 

definitive than it is.  Therefore, 76 of the 105 are actually of uncertain colors, and no 

conclusions about color symbolism can responsibly be made.  It is noteworthy, that blue 

is therefore the most common color and, that the little glazed steatite whose color was 

specified was in the green to green-yellow range (e.g. Crowfoot 1957:86).   

Scarab Color Number Site 
gray? 45 41 L, 4 M 

not specified 31 2 H, 12 L, 17 M, 
blues212 13 1 H, 3 L, 5 M, 4 S 
green 3 1 L, 1 M, 1 S 

silver/ black 2 1 L, 1 M 
white 2 2 S 
black 1 1 S 

brown (dark) 1 1 S 
gold 1 1 S 

green to black 1 1 M 
green-yellow 1 1 S 

ivory 1 1 S 
purple 1 1 L 

red-orange 1 1 S 
yellow 1 1 B 

Table 7.17.  Scarabs divided by color and site.  N = 105 
Scaraboids 

 The same point must be made about scaraboids as about scarabs and seals.  In this 

case, 49 of the 99 scarabs were of uncertain color description, seriously limiting the value 

of any color-based assumptions.  Unlike the other two categories, bone or ivory, i.e. a 

neutral color, accounted for 26% of the finds.  Blues were the next most common color as 

they were with scarabs (above).     

                                                 
212 Combination of all shades of blue. 
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Color Number Site 
not specified 44 21 L, 23 M 
bone/ ivory 26 23 L, 2 M, 1 S 

blues213 8 2 M, 6 S 
gray? 5 4 L, 1 S 
greens 2 2 L, 1 S 

silver/ black 2 1 L, 1 M 
black 1 1 S 

brown-gray 1 1 S 
buff 1 1 M 
clear 1 1 S 

dark, white 1 1 S 
green (light), silver 1 1 M 

green to black 1 1 M 
pink 1 1 L 

purple 1 1 M 
white 1 1 M 

Table 7.18.  Scaraboids divided by color and site.  N=99 
 Because scarabs and scaraboids lacked administrative functions, their uses must 

have been more closely related to jewelry.  Neither category of object was typically made 

of expensive materials, so they would not have served as wealth storage.  They may have 

reflected social status, but nothing written thus far has suggested that. Therefore, amuletic 

functions seem most likely, especially for scarabs which served as amulets in their 

Egyptian homelands.  As S. I. Johnston noted, practices can be adopted in areas of 

different belief systems without the accompanying beliefs.  Rather, they are reinterpreted 

to fit into the belief-system of the new area, and therefore made relevant (Johnston 

1995:381).  naturally 

 Only a small range of the materials from which scarabs were made in Egypt were 

used for scarabs in Israel and Judah, suggesting that those were the only scarabs that fit in 

                                                 
213 Combination of all shades of blue. 
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with local practices.  Most of those were mass-produced, not made for an individual.  

While McGovern noted faience production in Late Bronze Age Canaan (1985:106), no 

proof has been published of its manufacture in the Iron II period.   

McGovern suggested that the production of faience amulets was probably 

associated with the temples at Lachish and Beth Shan (McGovern 1985:106, n. 17).  

Given the social and political issues involved in archaeology in Jerusalem it is not 

possible to find out, but scarabs or amulets may have been made at certain periods in the 

Jerusalem Temple or palace.  If they were made at the palace, it would show official 

monarchic sanction for scarabs and scaraboids.  If they were made during the 7th and 6th 

centuries at the Temple, it would show that scaraboids and scarabs did not fall under 

Deuteronomistic interdiction.  Given the dominance of pro-monarchic themes (according 

to Keel and Uehlinger 1998:268-269) in Iron II Israel and Judah, the scaraboids may have 

been made in palace or palace-supported workshops.   The workshop produced scarabs or 

scaraboids which promoted monarchic loyalty through their iconography when they were 

distributed to other members of the population.  An exception to this possibility is the 

bone scaraboid industry, which may well have been centered at Lachish, as that is the 

approximate center of the bone jewelry (Platt 1978).  Whether or not they were produced 

by the monarchy, scarabs and scaraboids appear to have served as amulets and as pro-

royal propaganda (Keel and Uehlinger 1998:401-402), reflecting and bolstering the rule 

of the monarchy.   
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Seals 

Uehlinger (1993) cites the scholarly stress on official, functional (i.e. listing a title 

without a name), and private name seals and their clear administrative and legal 

functions.  In his opinion, those scholars who minimize the apotropaic significance of 

seals are “…certainly right with regard to aniconic seals, iconic seals with purely 

ornamental designs, or more elaborately decorated seals which display clearly ‘secular’ 

subject matter” (Uehlinger 1993:273).  He does admit that bureaucratic positions and 

connection to the ruler can be protective in some environments (1998: 273, n. 61), which 

should be expanded.   High status in general can be protective, whatever the source of the 

status, although carrying ostentatious wealth may not have always been safe without 

bodyguards.   

Uehlinger also recognizes the jewelry aspects of seals, but only as semi-precious 

stones, serving as adornment, and thus increasing power and prestige.  These transcend 

the administrative and legal functions of the seals (Uehlinger 1993:273-74).  Given that 

undecorated beads or pendants used in jewelry show a clear preference for the same 

colors that biblical texts prescribe for ritual contexts, the seals’ colors must be taken into 

account.  The following chart does so, and its results differ markedly from those of the 

pendants and beads; unlike the beads and pendants, green-blue, blue-purple, red and 

neutral white-light gray do not dominate.  It is noteworthy, of course, that of 20 of 56 

seals have no color listed; therefore, the most that can currently be concluded is that the 

data neither support nor disprove Uehlinger’s contention.   
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 In sum, the functions of seals as jewelry appear to be: administrative tool and sign 

of high status, which could also increase the status of the wearer.  In cases where the 

material used was expensive, wealth-storage was an additional function, and those in the 

color ranges of turquoise, lapis lazuli, carnelian, and raw linen may also have served as 

ritually powerful objects, particularly amulets.  No more definitive a conclusion can be 

made responsibly now; anything more would be highly speculative.   

 

Egyptian Amulets 

 A large corpus of Egyptian-style amulets, in shapes derived from Egyptian 

religion, have been found in the Iron II Southern Levant.  They have been little studied in 

this area (Keel and Uehlinger 1998:279), so information must be gleaned from Egypt and 

from the Late Bronze Age, primarily McGovern’s monograph Late Bronze Palestinian 

Pendants: Innovation in a Cosmopolitan Age (1985).  This section will first look at the 

pendants in their Egyptian contexts and then in their Southern Levantine adopted region.   

 

Amulets in Egypt:  General Information 

 Amulets were a form of 3-dimensional sculpture, often miniatures of the large 

statues for which Egypt was famous, but made of different materials.  According to 

Kozloff, Egyptian sculpture was based on the belief that divine spirits, like human ones, 

“needed to be housed…” and that the statues provided bodies for the earthly housing of 

divine spirits.”  The figures were not believed to be alive, but the spirits within them were 

(Kozloff 2001a). In addition, almost all forms of divine sculpture carved into stone were 
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also made in miniature form as amulets to “be worn for good luck and protection both in 

this life and in the afterlife” (Kozloff 2001b).   

Amulets were worn by Egyptians in life and in death, at all levels of society, often 

incorporated into larger pieces of jewelry.  The objects were clearly seen as apotropaic in 

Egypt, as the Egyptian terms that refer to them derive from verbs otherwise translated as 

“to guard,” “to protect,” and “well-being.”  While scarabs were the most common 

amulets (Andrews 2001), their dual function as seals mandates separate treatment 

(above).   

 The meanings of the amulets were determined by their shape, color, and material 

(see chapter 2 for discussion of color symbolism in ancient Egypt), often mandated in 

texts such as The Book of the Dead, Pyramid Texts, and Coffin Texts.   Placement on the 

corpse was also specified, although the instructions were not consistently followed.  

Andrews specifies that, while texts often called for a given material for an amulet, others 

could serve as substitute provided the color symbolism was the same (2001).  This 

allowed poor people to have amulets that were as efficacious as those of the wealthy.    

 While most amulets of known provenience came from burials, they may not have 

been made for burials: “amulets worn in life for their magical properties could be taken to 

the tomb for use in life after death” (Andrews 2001). Textual sources offer information 

largely about funerary amulets.  Other works depict the amulets, often without written 

descriptions (ibid.).   

 There were several possible ways in which amulets were worn:  Those intended to 

be worn in daily life were pierced and strung, on wire or gold chains.  For funerary 
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contexts, suspension was not needed, but many were pierced and strung regardless, often 

on flax fibers (Andrews 2001).  This was presumably done in life as well.   

 From the Old to the New Kingdom, Egyptians made a limited repertoire of 

amulets.  Only afterwards, in the Iron Age, did they start making large numbers of 

diverse deity amulets.  Most of the major gods, their animal manifestations, and some 

more obscure gods were represented in amulets (Andrews 2001).  Identification of gods 

and their places in the Egyptian pantheon is complicated by changes over time and space.  

“During the course of the dynastic period the roles and identities of all these like-named 

gods were constantly being fused, distinguished and reassigned, so that, even with 

inscriptions, identification is often difficult; for amuletic representations it is almost 

impossible…” (Andrews 1994:27).  

Only those figures included in Appendix G will be discussed in this chapter.  

Each will be identified in terms of its imagery and its place in Egyptian mythology.  

While some aspects of a deity might seem contradictory today, Egyptian theology held 

them to be complementary instead (Wilkinson 2001).  Therefore, solar imagery could be 

positive, as in a god taking the barque of the sun across the sky, as well as negative, as 

the punishing desert sun.  The following table lists each type of amulet, as well as its 

appearance and referents in Egyptian belief systems. 

 

Amulet shape Number Appearance Significance in Egypt 

Wedjat 58 
human eye with falcon 

markings 

Right Eye of Horus, represents 
the sun; powerful protector 

(Andrews 1994:43) 
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Bes 18 

bowlegged dwarf, leonine 
features.  Wings, feathered 
crown, protruding tongue 

(Malaise 2001) 

Minor deity who protects women 
in childbirth, young children, 

sleep, eroticism (Malaise 2001) 

Sekhmet 15 
Lioness, lion-headed 

woman 

Solar: scorching eye (daughter) 
of Re, who brought war, disease, 

and pestilence (de Jong 2001, 
Houlihan 2001a); destructive 

heat of the desert sun (Andrews 
2001).  Memphite: consort of 

Ptah, mother of Nefertum 
(Houlihan 2001a).  Lions 

symbolized the power of the 
Egyptian kings. 

Aegis of Bast 9 
head of Bast over bead-

style collar See Bast 
Not specified 9 Not Specified Not Specified 

Ptah Sokar 7 

Ptah - anthropomorphic, 
sometimes dwarf figure.  
Sokar - falcon-headed 

anthropomorphic.  Shares 
imagery with Osiris and 

with Horus 

Hypostasis of Ptah, god of 
craftsmen, artists, and builders 

and Sokar, Memphite god of the 
dead.  Memphite: Ptah as consort 
of Sekhmet, father of Nefertum 

(van Dijk 2001).  Sokar as 
chthonic deity, god of metallurgy 

(Graindorge 2001) 
Cat 6 cat See Bast 

Isis and Horus 4 mother and nursing child 

Isis as mother of Horus, sister 
and wife to Osiris, involved in 
funerary cult.  Also legitimized 

kingship via son Horus, and 
goddess of love in its socially 

accepted, controlled form 
(Griffiths 2001) 

Nefertum 3 
child with lotus headdress, 

often also menat 

Solar cycle creation god, 
associated with blue lotus. 

Memphis: son of Sekhmet or 
Bast and Ptah.  God of perfumes, 

and with Sekhmet, associated 
with war.  Protected from illness 

(Houser-Wegner 2001a). 

Sow 3 sow 

Represents Nut, chthonic sky 
goddess, intended to increase 

fertility(Houlihan 2001b) 
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Bast/ Sekhmet 2 feline/ leonine imagery 

Bast: goddess of Bubastis, “mild 
eye of Re”, associated with 
sexuality, female fertility, 

pregnancy and babies (de Jong 
2001). Sekhmet: see above. 

Mut 2 

anthropomorphic, often 
with double crown, 

occasionally with phallus.  
Mother nursing child, 

sometimes with vulture 
head/headdress, lion head 

Thebes: consort of Amun-Re, 
mother of Khonsu. Crown 

denotes more power than most 
female deities.  With Sekhmet, 
sometimes malevolent, mostly 
maternal and fertility aspects 
(Andrews 1994:22, Te Velde 

2001). 

Baboon 1 baboon 

Associated with Thoth, god of 
moon, writing, weighing heart 

after death.  Also sexual potency 
and prowess (Andrews 1994:27; 
Kessler 2001).  Associated with 
rising sun, because they bark at 

it, and with the moon, because of 
Thoth (Andrews 1994:89-90).  

Wildness and strength apotropaic 
when pointed at others. 

Barbary Ape 1 

probably a vervet monkey - 
barbary apes not mentioned 

elsewhere 

Vervet monkeys - similar to 
baboons, sexually active 

monkeys.  Improve fecundity 
Bes head 1 head of Bes see Bes 

Bes/ Pataikos 1 dwarf Represents Bes or Ptah. 

Falcon 1 falcon 

Horus, god of Hierakonpolis, one 
of the major deities.  Son of 

Osiris and Isis.  Identified with 
Egyptian king, Canaanite Horon.  
Hypostasized with Bes (Malaise 

2001) and Re (Müller 2001).  
Represented by falcons, human-

falcon hybrids, and Horus the 
child (Andrews 2001, Meltzer 

2001) .  See also wedjat. 

Falcons w/ 
human heads 1 falcons w/human heads See falcon, wedjat 

Goddess 1 female Not Specified 
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Harpocrates 1 

child with sidelock, fingers 
in mouth. associated with 

lotus 

See Horus.  Possibly conflated 
with Nefertum in S. Levant (Keel 

and Uehlinger 1998:205-206) 

Hathor 1 

bovine imagery: cow w/ sun 
disk and menat, woman 

with bovine ears and curled 
wig 

Conflated with Isis as mother of 
Horus.  Symbolized queen 

mother.  Daughter, wife, and 
mother of Re.  Goddess of love, 

sex, fertility, drunkenness, 
vegetation (especially trees), 

turquoise, and rebirth (Vischak 
2001). 

Horus the Child 1 see Harpocrates See Harpocrates, Horus 
Horus-Re 1 See Horus See Horus 

Khnum 1 ram, ram-headed man 

Based at Elephantine in Upper 
Egypt. Represented as builder, 

potter, fertility, and power 
(Brewer 2001). 

Lion 1 lion see Sekhmet. 

Lotus Bud 1 lotus bud 

Water lilies containing alcohol-
soluble narcotic agents, added to 

wine.  Blue lotus represented 
sunrise, with blue petals and 
yellow calyx (Harer 2001). 

Lotus Pillar 1 Pillar w/ lotus bud on top see lotus 

Menyt 1 broad, bead collar necklace 

broad bead collar necklace 
w/counterbalance at back. 
Shaken at ceremonies as 

noisemaker, and associated with 
Hathor, Bastet, Nefertum, and 

Khonsu (Andrews 1994:20, 32, 
41; Houser-Wegner 2001a , 

2001b; Meeks 2001; Vischak 
2001) 

Naos 
(Rectangular) 1 shrine with doorway 

Depicted shrine, typically 
included god whose statue would 
go in a full sized shrine (Andrews 

1994:97; Teeter 2001; Weeks 
2001) 

Ram 1 ram see Khnum 

Sphinx 1 lion's body, human head 
Associated with Horus and the 
king (Andrews 1994:78-79). 
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Wedjat 
(quadruple) 1 

four Eyes of Horus attached 
to each other see wedjat 

Table 7.19.  Amulets found, their descriptions and referents.   
Egyptian Amulets in the Iron II Southern Levant 

 It is clear, from a comparison of the materials and colors of amulets in Egypt, and 

those in this database, that only a small percentage of the amulet colors, and materials 

found in Egypt were found in the southern Levant.  There was also a limited range of 

amulet types found; many more figures were made in Egypt than were exported to the 

southern Levant, or made there.  The repertoire found at Phoenician Zarephath (Sarepta) 

was identical to that at excavations in ancient Judah, showing that this selectivity was not 

limited to the Israelite kingdoms.  The amulets could be Phoenician imports or they could 

reflect the shared demonologies and symbol systems of the southern Levant (Keel and 

Uehlinger 1998: 350).  These systems, however, were very different from the Egyptian 

ones, involving different gods, myths, social structures, and languages.   

Because the Egyptian and Levantine religious systems were so different, any  

Egyptian religious practices or objects that were incorporated into Levantine cultures 

must have been reinterpreted to be consonant with the local belief systems: 

Only native Egyptians in Palestine probably attached the same 
significance to such pendants [as was done in Egypt].  For Palestinians, 
there may have been some appreciation of the Egyptian meaning, but there 
would always be the unconscious tendency to recast Egyptian ideas into 
forms more compatible to the Palestinian mind (e.g., wd’t = ‘evil eye’).” 
(McGovern 1985:102). 
 

Without knowing the reference, the image may be meaningless, or take on a new 

reference, making it culturally meaningful, but differently so (cf. Johnston 1995). 
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 Keel and Uehlinger differ with McGovern, however, claiming that the Egyptian 

images reflect the religious preferences and understandings of the elite, not that of the 

masses.  Those elites would therefore be more educated and knowledgeable about beliefs 

that were well-known throughout the Eastern Mediterranean.   Hölbl (1989) showed that 

some Phoenicians understood Egyptian religious concepts; therefore, “there is no reason 

to assume that the Israelites did not have at least a modest acquaintance with them” as 

well (Keel and Uehlinger 1998:259).   

Iconographic images, such as amulets or seals, can be compared to quotations that 

have been taken out of context, in that only part of a scene is shown (Keel and Uehlinger 

1998:236).  In the culture of origin, the missing information is filled in by assumed 

knowledge, as a reasonably educated English speaker today can fill in the context 

surrounding “Romeo, Romeo, wherefore art thou Romeo?”  However, a person from a 

different culture might fill in a different context (cf. Bohannan 1966).  Similarly, the 

peoples of the Southern Levant could take Egyptian images out of their original contexts.   

It is not clear if upper class members of Israelite and Judahite societies understood 

the mythological contexts or ritual uses of Egyptian amulets in Egypt, nor is it clear what 

the amulets included in this database represented in the Levant.  However, it does not 

matter what people knew about Egyptian beliefs and ritual practices; knowledge of 

Egyptian beliefs does not preclude reinterpretation, revaluation, and reapplication of 

originally Egyptian elements to make them work in Levantine societies.  This appears to 

be the case, based on the limited repertoires in terms of motifs, colors, and materials, and 

the contexts in which they were found (Table 7.20).  They are incorporated within the 
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local ritual color scheme, and most of the gods who are represented in anthropomorphic 

forms are minor ones like Bes – the stronger gods are represented largely by the eyes, 

which could easily have represented the eye of Yahweh.  Therefore, they could be 

effective amulets within Israelite belief systems.   

It is difficult to asses the nature of the Egyptian influence on the repertoire of 

jewelry and amulets throughout the southern Levant in the Iron Age II, and it presumably 

fluctuated along with changes in political realities of the times.  There are three routes by 

which Egyptian amulets were available in Israel and Judah, all of which could have 

worked simultaneously.  First, direct trade with Egypt was possible both by land and sea.  

Second, indirect trade with Egypt took place via the Egyptianizing art of the Phoenicians.  

Third, some influence could have remained from the Egyptian domination of Canaan in 

the Late Bronze Age (cf. McGovern 1985 for Egyptian influence on pendants), and been 

deemed traditional after a few centuries.  Israel and Judah consistently had closer ties 

with Phoenicia, which traded extensively with Egypt, but it is unlikely that the Egyptians 

sailed up to Phoenician while completely ignoring the trade possibilities of the area 

between Egypt and Phoenicia.  Given that political reality, and the similarities noted by 

Keel and Uehlinger with the corpus of amulets at Phoenician Sarepta (1998:350), it is 

likely that the strongest influence came from Phoenicia, particularly in the north and 

before the Egyptian resurgence of the mid-seventh century.  However, the other two 

avenues of influence must be acknowledged as well.   
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Amulet shape Number Sites Context 

Wedjat, quadruple Wedjat 59 

3 CoD, 1 
KH, 20 L, 
30 M, 5 S 

20 tomb, 2 fill, 1 w/ ivories, 1 
occupational debris outside building, 1 

foundation trench, 1 pit, 1 sealed floor, 1 
under Hellenistic wall, 1 house, 1 room 

Sekhmet, Bast, Aegis of 
Bast, Cat 32 25 L, 8 M 24 tomb, 3 fill, 1 room 

Bes, Bes head, Bes/ Pataikos 20 

1 Hes, 11 
L, 5 M, 3 

S 10 tomb, 3 fill, 1 house, 1 domestic floor 
Isis and Horus, Falcon, 

Falcons w/human heads, 
Harpocrates, Horus the 

Child, Horus-Re 9 7 L, 2 M 7 tomb 

Not specified 9 2 L, 7 M 
2 tomb, 2 fill, 1 occupational debris 

outside building 
Ptah Sokar 7 2 L, 5 M 1 tomb, 1 fill 
Nefertum 3 2 L, 1 M 1 tomb, 1 room 

Sow 3 3 L 3 tomb 
Khnum, Ram 2 1 L, 1 M 1 tomb, 1 fill 

Mut 2 2 L 2 tomb 
Baboon 1 1 L 1 tomb 

Barbary Ape 1 1 L 1 tomb 
Goddess 1 1 S not listed 
Hathor 1 1 M not listed 
Lion 1 1 L 1 tomb 

Lotus Bud 1 1 L 1 tomb 
Lotus Pillar 1 1 L 1 tomb 

Menyt 1 1 L 1 tomb 
Naos (Rectangular) 1 1 B 1 oil press building 

Sphinx 1 1 L 1 tomb 

Table 7.20.  Egyptian amulets by number, site and context.  B=Batash, CoD=City of 
David, Hes=Hesban, KH =Ketef Hinnom, L=Lachish, M=Megiddo, S=Samaria 
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Throughout the Iron II period, the kingdoms of Israel and Judah had closer ties 

with Phoenicia, which had traded more extensively with Egypt (ibid., p. 366). 214  In 

addition to the large collections of scarabs, scaraboids and amulets, there is both 

historical and archaeological evidence for an increased Egyptian presence in the southern 

Levant in the seventh-sixth centuries (Redford 1992:355-356).  There were, therefore, 

many possible avenues by which the Israelites could receive precious materials.   

The database reflects a preference for non- or partially-anthropomorphic amulets, 

such as the wedjats and Bes, which is not the case in Egypt 

(Andrews 1994).  Another difference between the amulets 

found in the two areas is in materials used: every Egyptian-style 

amulet in the database is made of faience, whereas the 

Egyptians used a much wider range of materials for amulets 

including stones, faience, glass, and metals.  All examples in 

the database are in the green-blue-purple range, with the 

exception of two objects that were white.  This is the most 

restricted range of any jewelry elements, both in terms of 

material and color.  

Fig. 7.25: Wedjat eyes from Lachish (Tufnell 1953:Pl. 35) 
 

                                                 
214 Redford (1992) and Keel and Uehlinger (1998), both recognize that Egyptian goods, ideas, and 
influences came both via Egypt and Phoenicia in fluctuating relationships.  Keel and Uehlinger accept a 
greater direct influence than Redford, however.   
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A fourth difference lies in the context, which is always important in 

archaeological studies.  In this case, relatively few came from the Lachish tombs.  

Whereas 81% of total jewelry came from the Lachish tombs, only 50% of the amulets 

came from there.  This is reflected in Table. 5.10, which also shows that 38% of the 

amulets came from Megiddo, while only 12% of total jewelry did.  Table 7.20, which 

combines context with the amulet motifs and sites of origin breaks down the contextual 

aspects further, shows a wide range of contexts, which shows that they were not made 

only, or even primarily as grave goods.  These were items that were used in life, and then 

were buried with the owners.  Given that their primary context in Egypt was funerary 

(Andrews 2001), this suggests a repurposing of the items from protecting the dead to 

protect the living and their fortunes.   

Fig. 7.26: Isis and Horus.  (Tufnell 1953:Pl. 35) 
37% of the amulets are wedjat 

eyes,  (fig. 7.24) found in both funerary 

and living contexts.  In Egypt the eye 

was associated with Horus or Re, and 

they are the most common amulets on 

Egyptian mummies (Andrews 1994:43). 

Wedjats resemble human eyes with falcon markings underneath them, and are among the 

many Horus-related amulets (Andrews 2001). They were made from a wide variety of 

materials in Egypt, including faience and glass (plain and polychrome), lapis lazuli, 

feldspar, sard, amethyst, cornelian, chalcedony, porphyry, hematite, obsidian, diorite, 



 

 

383 

agate, gold, and serpentine (Andrews 1994:44).  In Palestine, however, they were made 

only from faience.  In Phoenicia and Israel, Keel and Uehlinger associate it with the local 

sun-god (1998:258-59), in Israel, the eye of Yahweh.  This seems reasonable given the 

popularity of solar imagery in Judah: “…under the influence of the monarchy, in the first 

millennium B.C. the sun became one component in the symbolic repertoire of the chief 

god in Ashur, Babylon, and… in Judah….it seems to have been a special expression of 

Judean royal theology” (Smith 1990:39; cf. Taylor 1993).   

Horus amulets, especially falcon images, were 

common both in Egypt and in the southern Levant.  

Between Horus the child/ Harpocrates,215 Isis and Horus, 

and Horus-Re, 9 examples can be found in appendix G.  

If the wedjats, or eyes of Horus are added, it reaches 68, 

all made of faience.  While the majority of Horus amulets 

in Egypt were made of faience, glass, ivory, semi-

precious stones (hematite, chrysoprase, obsidian, feldspar, and lapis lazuli) and gold were 

also used (Andrews 1994:28, 48) (fig. 7.24).  

Fig. 7.27: Sekhmet.  (Tufnell 1953:Pl. 35) (above,) 
Fig. 7.28: Bast (ibid.) (below) 

The next most common figures found are the 

leonine/ feline goddesses of Sekhmet (fig. 7.25) and 

Bast (fig. 7.26), their Aegises and cats: 32 amulets or 

                                                 
215 Keel and Uehlinger doubt that Harpocrates and Nefertum were differentiated in the 8th century Israel, as 
both are associated with the lotus (1998:205-206).   
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20% of the total. In Egypt, lions served as guardian figures on furniture (especially 

thrones), flanking doorways and as amulets (De Jong 2001). Lion amulets were made 

from faience and glazed steatite.  Over time, semi-precious stones and precious metals, 

including lapis lazuli, feldspar, amethyst, carnelian, gold and silver (Andrews 1994:64-

65).  

The popularity of leonine goddesses may be a holdover from the lion imagery of 

Asherah in the Late Bronze Age (Keel and Uehlinger 1998:350), or it may connect 

separately to the importance of leonine guardian figures in Iron Age II (Keel and 

Uehlinger 1998:400, 404). The former would have to be traced, unbroken, into the Late 

Bronze Age, which has not been done.  However, it would give Sekhmet and Bast a clear 

role in the pantheon, that of fertility goddess.  As it stands, connections such as the 

Kuntillet Ajrud drawings (8th century) and the Ta’anach cult stand (10th century) are 

tenuous.  Keel and Uehlinger 

complicate the matter, however 

by describing the Iron Age II 

guardian figures as male.  It is 

therefore impossible to make a 

strong case for either of the 

possibilities raised by Keel and 

Uehlinger. 

Fig. 7.29: Bes or Bes/Pataikos (Tufnell 1953:Pl. 34) 
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Aegises showed bead-style collars surmounted by the head of a deity.  They were 

first made in the New Kingdom, but became particularly popular in the Third 

Intermediate period.  One of the most common types represented Bast’s head.  In Egypt, 

they were usually made of blue or green faience, often with added color, but also of cast 

bronze or beaten sheet-silver (Andrews 1994:41).  

Examples of sphinx amulets from the Middle and New Kingdoms were invariably 

made from gold or semi-precious stones including lapis lazuli, carnelian, and red jasper.  

In the Late period, glass was used as well (Andrews 1994:78).  As with all the other 

amulets included in this database, the sphinx was made of faience.    

 Another 20, or 13%, are related to Bes, or Bes/ Pataikos, a dwarf-god who shared 

many of Bes’ characteristics (fig. 7.27).  Bes was a polyvalent minor deity or demon, and 

the specific iconography can sometimes identify which aspect was being emphasized in 

any given image (Keel and Uehlinger 1998:222).  His role of protector to children and 

women is reflected in a large quantity of amulets in Egypt (Malaise 2001).  In Egypt, 

most Bes amulets are made of faience, sometimes polychrome, but also of bronze, and 

rarely of carnelian or glazed steatite. He may have been included in the Israelites’ “host 

of Heaven” as a helper, rather than competitor to Yahweh (cf. Keel and Uehlinger 1998: 

255-56, 401; Smith 2001: 149-166 for the issue of monolatry and competition with 

Yahweh).  In Israel and Judah, he could have attended Yahweh and done his bidding, 

causing Bes to be revered as he was in Egypt.  With the exception of a few references to 

“the host of Heaven” in the Hebrew Bible, there is no proof for this speculation.  
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However, it would explain Bes’ ubiquity, and provide an easy place for him in the 

Israelite pantheon.     

Fig. 7.30:  Nefertum (Tufnell 1953:Pl. 35) 
 

Nefertum amulets (fig. 7.28) found in Egypt 

were made of faience, like the three from Lachish and 

Megiddo, but also of silver, gold, and glass (Andrews 

1994:18).  In the southern Levant, he may have been 

conflated with Harpocrates, who was also depicted as a 

child and associated with the lotus (Keel and Uehlinger 

1998:205-206).  In addition, nine figures showed Horus iconography of various sorts, and 

seven depicted Ptah-Sokar.  No more than three of the other figures were found at the 

sites included in this corpus, making it hard to say if they were widely regarded as 

important amulets.   As Uehlinger points out, “their weight for religious history 

is…limited in comparison to other[s]… which, being more conventional may be related 

to a ‘significant series’” (Uehlinger 1993:276). 

Amulet Conclusion 

 All of the amulets in the chart above are made of faience, and are in the green-to-

blue color range, with the exception of a single purple amulet, and two white ones.  

Because many more colors and materials were used in contemporary Egypt for the same 

images (Andrews 1994:100-104), this is unlikely to be coincidental.  Presumably their 

color was important to their function, as that of the seals was not.  This must also reflect 
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one of two possibilities.  The first is that the amulets were made in Egypt, but the 

Egyptians only supplied those colors and motifs for which there was a demand in the 

southern Levant.  The second possibility is that they were made locally from Egyptian 

prototypes, and only in the limited repertoire of colors and shapes that would be 

meaningful in the southern Levant.   In either case, the amulets were not being used in the 

same way as they were in Egypt, but were adapted and reinterpreted to fit into the 

worldview and ritual practices of the peoples of the Southern Levant.   

 

Conclusion for Jewelry Elements 

 The previous chapter examined the social functions of bracelets, rings, and 

earrings, but did not find ritual purposes to be likely.  Instead, by approaching them more 

through visibility, rarity of material, and distribution in other period, it showed possible 

functions of wealth storage, and markers of status, such as gender, marriageabiltiy, and 

upper class membership.   

 This chapter required a different approach.  Because it is not necessarily clear 

where on the body jewelry elements were worn, they were examined through the traits 

that are accessible: color and material.  Beads and pendants clustered in a few colors: 

blue-green, dark blue-purple, red, and neutral/ bone.  Scarabs and scaraboids showed 

similar distributions, but without the red from carnelian.  Amulets were limited to green 

to blue faience, but seals were not clustered in the same way.  

The four colors: blue-green, dark blue-purple, red, and neutral/ bone, were the 

same colors mentioned extensively in the priestly texts that prescribe and describe the 
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building of the temple.  It shows that these colors were ritually powerful in ancient Israel, 

leading to their requirement in the priestly documents.   That suggests a different function 

for the seals, which hold the key to one of their main functions: administrative matters. 

The scarabs, scaraboids, beads, and pendants sufficed for apotropaia or other ritual 

jewelry.   

 
Ketef Hinnom Amulets 

 Two silver scrolls were found at Ketef Hinnom in Jerusalem.  The priestly 

benediction from Numbers 6 was etched on them with a few changes.  They are the first 

known example of amulets inscribed with incantations on behalf of the wearer or bearer, 

to be worn on a string around the neck.  Unlike the majority of finds mentioned herein, 

they unquestionably amulets, used to protect the deceased, in death if not in life (Keel 

and Uehlinger 1998:367).  They also reflected wealth, as they were made of inscribed 

sheets of silver.   As they are the only two such examples, nothing more can be said at 

this time.   

 

Conclusion 

 The seals, scarabs, scaraboids, and amulets that were incorporated into Israelite 

jewelry shared motifs with Egyptian, Phoenician, and (to a lesser extent) Aramaean and 

Mesopotamian artifacts.  This was not unique to small crafts; both the Jerusalem temple, 

the central structure in Yahwistic religion, and the royal palace were patterned after 

Phoenician and Aramaean models.  Whether the artisans were in Phoenicia, Aram, Israel, 

Judah, or Moab, they were working within a constantly developing pan-Levantine 
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symbol system.  However, each group adopted and retained motifs according to what was 

meaningful in its local belief systems, or could be re-interpreted to become meaningful.  

The repertoire of Israel and Judah, whence most of the finds included here derive, 

includes only a limited selection of the motifs and themes found in Phoenicia and Egypt 

(Keel and Uehlinger 1998: 260), and even fewer of the eastern elements, although the 

repertoire available today is certainly not complete.   

 In terms of functions, it appears that the later, name-only seals were primarily 

used for administrative and status purpose, whereas the mass-produced, iconic ones were 

used as amulets as well.  This is based both on what we know of religious beliefs of the 

time, and on the choices of colors and materials for the seals as outlined in chapter 6, 

regarding beads and pendants. Scarabs and scaraboids, mass-produced if faience or glass, 

and/ or imported, however, were used as primarily as amulets, and possibly involved in 

monarchic or religious propaganda for a largely illiterate population.  The motifs were 

also related to the materials on which they were placed: Egyptian motifs on steatite and 

faience, epigraphy on harder materials, local motifs on bone and limestone. 

Egyptian-style amulets depict Egyptian religious motifs.  However, they show 

only a small range of these, and only in those colors that were overwhelmingly within the 

“ritually important range” mandated in the priestly writings, and could be mass-produced.  

They were most likely used as amulets in the southern Levant as well, although 

presumably re-interpreted to fit the local beliefs. (cf. Keel and Uehlinger 1998:280).  

More than that is not possible to say.   
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While scholars have, at times, tried to identify the symbolic meanings of color, 

without written explanations, it is irresponsible to do so.   Scholars can claim that red was 

significant because it is the color of blood.  It is, inarguably, the color of blood, however, 

the significance of blood in any given symbol system is not as accessible.  It could 

represent passion, impurity, or health.  White is the color of snow, but it could as easily 

symbolize purity as cold.  Therefore, the most that can responsibly be said about color is 

that for Iron Age II Israelites and Judeans, certain color ranges, the blue green of 

turquoise, the blue-purple of lapis lazuli, the red of carnelian, and probably a neutral 

color like bone, were culturally significant.  This led them to be called for, in the form of 

textiles, in ritual surroundings, including the Tabernacle narratives.  These three colors, in 

the form of ynv tolwtw Nmgraw tlkt (tkhelet v’’argaman v’tola’at shani), were also 

colorfast, expensive dyes, and were used along with white linen in priestly costumes and 

Tabernacle and/ or Temple decoration.  Therefore, it is likely that a culture area in which 

they were significant was ritual.  It is not possible to say what they symbolized, but only 

that they were important, based on the large numbers of jewelry objects and textiles made 

from them.  The most likely ritual purpose for jewelry is apotropaic, and thus objects of 

those colors probably served as amulets in the Iron IIB-C Southern Levant.   The priestly 

garments may have been seen as protective or as status symbols, as they were expensive 

and colorfast.   
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CHAPTER 8:  CONCLUSION 

 
 Identifying the social functions of jewelry in the Iron Age II Southern Levant 

gives scholars greater insight into an artifact class that has been little studied by 

archaeologists.  Separating different social functions, and finding the criteria that made 

some jewelry objects apotropaic is also a necessary step in identifying ancient amulets, 

that being just one of the several possible functions of jewelry.  This will, in turn, inform 

a broader investigation of apotropaia in the future, and might tie into those artifact classes 

that were used as amulets for buildings as well. 

 Social functions were addressed by examining various characteristics of the 

jewelry found in excavations, including colors and materials used and the terminology 

used for jewelry and its traits in the extant texts (in this case, the Hebrew Bible). 

Anthropological theory about dress and ornament were then applied to the corpus, 

focusing on visibility of jewelry.  This was useful for whole pieces such as bangles, 

earrings, and rings, but less so for jewelry elements, which were examined together with 

the ancient texts and in terms of their individual characteristics. As it is not necessarily 

clear how jewelry elements were combined and worn, it may not be possible to identify 

what information they conveyed and how they communicated it.    

 The following possibilities were put forth for examination.  First, those objects 

that could be examined in terms of visibility when worn were so examined, and the 

funerary functions of jewelry were considered as well.  Second, the primacy of color as a 

characteristic for jewelry was noted in studies of modern Jordan and ancient Egypt.  
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Given that color is one of the most visible aspects of jewelry materials, and that it was 

important in two societies of the region at different times, its applicability in the ancient 

southern Levant was considered as well.  This turned out to be the primary criteria for the 

choices of materials for beads, pendants, and glyptic objects, although perhaps not for 

earrings, nose rings, bangles, and rings, which were overwhelming made of metal.   

The known lexicon of ancient Hebrew is limited, as noted in chapter two; not 

every term for jewelry is understood.  Similarly, the words for jewelry objects that are 

known from excavations are not reliably understood from the texts.  Very few texts deal 

with jewelry, and hapax legomena are plentiful, making identification of the various 

jewelry types difficult. 

Chapter three noted that many of the biblical terms describe substances such as 

dyes or stones, and not colors.  The lexicon of biblical Hebrew does not include terms for 

blue or purple.  The abstract nature of the term for green, yaraq, is not clear.  Red, 

however, does have an abstract color term.  This supports the Berlin-Kay theory of 

linguistic evolution of color terms, which states that societies develop abstract color 

terms over long periods of time, and places blue and purple among the last colors to be 

named (Kay and Maffi 1999) (despite the fact that only an incomplete lexicon of ancient 

Hebrew is known).  

The substances discussed in chapter three were expensive, particularly dyes made 

of murex and kermes worms.  This made the cloths that were called for in the biblical 

texts both ritually powerful and costly.  They were also colorfast, which was a rarity at 
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the time.  The fourth major color, neutral, was represented in cloth by plain linen.  It did 

not take dyes well, so it was traditionally left whitish. 

Chapter four dealt with the basic materials of jewelry from a physical and 

archaeological standpoint.  It included consideration of the nearest possible source of the 

raw materials and their availability in choosing the materials for jewelry.  It was clear that 

cost had much to do with the choice of material, but the frequent use of synthetic objects 

whose color mimicked expensive materials, showed that color was the most important 

trait overall.   

Chapter five broke down the finds by site of origin and context, highlighting the 

uneven nature of finds across the sites used in the database.  Lachish was the source of 

the lion’s share, with 81% of all finds, almost all from tombs.  This shows that much of 

the jewelry came from funerary contexts.  Egyptian amulets are the exception, as 

Megiddo yielded a disproportionate number of examples, and Lachish only provided 

approximately 50%.  This shows that amulets were used extensively outside of funerary 

contexts, and were evidently not identified so closely with an individual that they had to 

be buried with them, but could rather be passed on to others who needed the protection.   

Chapter six dealt with the social functions of jewelry and found that the metal 

jewelry was used as a form of wealth storage, as well as declaring and possibly 

manipulating an individual’s public status, in matters including gender and social class.  

Earrings, in particular, reflected wealth, as they were the object most likely to be made of 

precious metals, followed by rings.  Bangles were overwhelmingly made of bronze.  The 
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primacy of color probably made bronze the equivalent of gold in symbolic terms, if not in 

physical constancy or financial value.   

 Chapter seven examined the functions of the jewelry elements.  The separate 

elements of jewelry that were combined to make complete pieces included beads, 

pendants, scarabs, scaraboids, seals, and Egyptian amulets.  Some of these were strung on 

fibers and worn, probably as necklaces, but perhaps as bracelets as well.  Others were set 

into rings.  Those on necklaces may not have been visible at all, so they could not be 

analyzed in terms of visibility as the objects in chapter six were.  Because the display 

aspects of the jewelry is unclear, those elements were examined in terms of the traits that 

were applicable: color, material, and the presence or absence of iconography and 

inscriptions.  The two functions that may not have relied on visibility, and can therefore 

be considered in this case are wealth storage and apotropaism, as supernatural forces may 

not have been constrained by the same limits as mere mortals.   

 The result was several clusters of color usage in all element types except for the 

seals that were used for administrative purposes.  The clusters were in the color ranges of  

turquoise, lapis lazuli, carnelian, and bone, and they correspond to the colors called for in 

Exodus 25-40, which mandates certain colors of cloth for ritual contexts.  Green-blue 

appears to be tkhelet, blue-purple is ‘‘argaman, and red is represented by tola’at shani.   

The neutral color, typified by white linen, is the symbolic equivalent of ivory, and its 

more available alternative bone.  It was probably also a physical cognate to limestone, 

which was easily available in the Central Hills. 
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In all cases of beads, pendants, scarabs, and scaraboids, color appears to have 

been the most important trait, with cheaper substitutes often used for most of the precious 

and semi-precious stones.  The breakdown of jewelry types by colors showed that most 

colors were made from faience and/ or glass, with the exception of red.  Carnelian was 

available in the Negev, so it may not have been particularly expensive, although there 

was probably a symbolic reason not to copy carnelian as well; glass and faience were 

much easier to work with, as they were mold-made and could be mass produced.   

The conclusion was that only certain expensive materials served as wealth 

storage, and they were not represented by many examples in the jewelry elements.  

However, the clusters of colors, in combination with the priestly texts, suggest that those 

were symbolically important colors.  The exact symbolism is culturally specific and 

therefore cannot be ascertained at this remove.  It appears, however, that the colors which 

were popularly deemed powerful were domesticated into the Temple cult, suggesting that 

they were not merely symbolically important, nor merely expensive, but also had a ritual 

purpose.  In the case of the jewelry, it is likely that objects of those colors were used as 

amulets, because there are a limited number of ritual functions that jewelry elements are 

likely to assume.  In addition, two of the elements, scarabs and Egyptian amulets, were 

used as apotropaia in Egypt, and they may have continued to do so elsewhere in their 

sphere of influence.  Therefore, the final conclusion of this dissertation is that, while 

material, cost, and visibility all played roles in jewelry function, color was the variable of 

maximum importance, just as it was in ancient Egypt, and in modern contexts in Jordan. 
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Additional speculation is possible as well.  First of all, wealth was a major factor 

in choosing and wearing jewelry.  Conspicuous consumption was alive and well among 

the ruling classes of ancient Israel, judging by Isaiah’s (3:18-21) tirade against the 

wealthy Jerusalemites, and by the wealth found in the un-robbed Ketef Hinnom tomb 

repository.  This is under-represented in the material record, because these high-status, 

expensive objects were re-used, taken as loot by conquerors, or melted back down if they 

were made of metal.  However, similar effects were valued by people with less wealth, 

and were available through substitute materials, whether bronze for gold, bone for ivory, 

faience for turquoise, or glass for lapis lazuli. More expensive materials were more likely 

to be made into earrings, nose rings or rings than bangles, due to the relatively small size 

and greater visibility of those pieces than anklets or (possibly) bracelets to an observer. 

Even given the re-use factor, there does not appear to have been much gold used in the 

ancient southern Levant. 

 Social status was also reflected in jewelry.  This was correlated in part with 

wealth, as the wealthy had higher status and more expensive jewelry.  It was also 

reflected in such objects as name seals, which, unlike objects carved with Egyptian or 

Mesopotamian motifs, could be read by literate Israelites.  These objects suggested that 

the individual wearing them was literate, and therefore supported or even raised their 

status.  Literacy was a sign of high status, so the mere possession of a name seal could 

manipulate a person’s status, although a finer example, with better carving and in a more 

expensive material would do so even more.  In addition, people who wore jewelry that 
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impeded daily subsistence activities showed themselves to be of such wealth and high 

status that they did not need to do such tasks themselves.   

 Other forms of social status were linked to age and gender.  It is possible that 

appropriate jewelry was related to a person’s age, but the archaeological materials are not 

precisely enough correlated with skeletal remains to connect jewelry and sex.  It appears 

likely, however, that a pair of bangles may have symbolized betrothal, as in the Late 

Bronze and Iron I periods they were associated with the burials of adult women.  The 

story in Genesis where Eliezer gives Rebecca a pair of bangles and a nose ring, thereby 

eliciting a strong response from her brother, Laban, however, along with additional 

references in Isaiah and Song of Songs, suggests that they both represented her betrothal 

to Isaac, without consulting her family.   

 Unlike modern, Western society, the peoples of the ancient Near East did not 

associate jewelry largely with women.  Depictions from elsewhere in the Near East show 

that men, at least those of the upper classes, wore large quantities of jewelry.  Platt’s 

suggestion that Isaiah was railing, not against upper class women but against upper class 

insignia in general, applies this to their contemporaries in Israel and Judah as well.  While 

nose rings and pairs of bangles can be associated with brides, most of the name seals 

contain men’s names, showing that they were wearing jewelry as well.  Other types of 

jewelry can not be sexed, however there is no reason to assume that they were associated 

with women, absent any evidence.    

 One thing that can be recognized from the tombs, however, is that many people, 

especially those wealthy enough to be buried in family tombs, were buried with a large 
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quantity of jewelry.  This suggests that the jewelry was either inalienable from the 

individual wearer, or that it was made specifically for funerary contexts.  The latter 

possibility is less likely, as the objects in question that were found in large quantities in 

tombs were also found on city sites themselves.   

 One exception to the inalienability of jewelry appears to have been the Egyptian 

style amulets, most of which had some sort of hole through the back for stringing it.  

While many examples were found in the Lachish tombs, a disproportionately large 

quantity were found on the tel site at Megiddo.  Therefore, it is likely that amulets were 

being passed down before death to someone with greater need for that particular amulet. 

 In terms of amulets, the primary characteristic that rendered objects apotropaic 

appears to have been its color, although motif and shape probably contributed as well.  

Green-blue, blue-purple, red, and neutral were the most powerful colors, and the colors 

used for most jewelry, including scarabs, scaraboids, and seals.  It appears that jewelry 

made of those colors was ritually powerful, and probably served as amulets, which is the 

most likely ritual use of them.  Given that most of the eye beads are blue, it is likely that 

they served as amulets.  Furthermore, given that their motifs are extremely similar, 

although in different media, it is likely that the bone artifacts with ring and dot motifs on 

them had related types of symbolism.   

 One surprising aspect of the color scheme that became clear in chapter seven was 

that the blue-green, while it may copy turquoise, is found in only in faience, glass, and 

cheaper stones.  No turquoise was found in any of the sites studied herein.  Lapis lazuli 

was found, albeit in small quantities that reflected its high cost, but most of the dark blue-
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purple jewelry elements were made of glass or faience as well.  Carnelian shows a pattern 

that is opposite that of turquoise, however.  No synthetic examples of red stones appeared 

in this study, which must have been due, in part, to the relatively low cost of carnelian, 

which was available in the Negev Desert.  However, it presumably also has symbolic 

reasons, although those currently remain opaque.   

 In short, metal jewelry bore social functions of wealth storage, gender, and age 

markers, but beads, pendants, and glyptic artifacts whose original form are not 

identifiable may or may not have.  In any case, it is not currently possible to tell the 

difference.  Their importance lay in the ritual realm, where objects made of blue-green, 

blue-purpled, red, and off white were perceived as powerful, possibly because of the 

amulets that were made from them.   

 Further avenues to study include: the uses of jewelry in navigating and 

negotiating ancient Israelite society.  How did the jewelry differentiate people or build 

community?  And finally, how do the ritually powerful small finds that are probably 

amulets relate to other types of household shrines that have not yet been identified.  The 

next step is to identify them, and then to compare and contrast these with the jewelry 

elements.  Hopefully someone, possibly myself, will have the opportunity to do so soon .   
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APPENDIX A: BANGLES 

Site/ 
Stratum 

Object 
no. 

quan-
tity 

bangle 
shape 

bangle 
material 

picture/ 
pl. reference 

Hazor Va-
VIII B2769/1   bangle iron 

Pl. 
CCXXI:21 

Yadin, et 
al. 1961:PL 
CCXXII:21 

Hazor Vb B826/1   bangle iron 
Pls. CVI:35, 
CLXVI:4 

Yadin, et 
al. 1960: 
Pls. 
CVI:35, 
CLXVI:4 

Hazor VII A8352   
bangle 
w/hook bronze 

Pl. 
CXLIX:17 

Yadin, et 
al. 1958: 
Pl. 
CXLIX:17 

Lachish 
III 8004/60   bangle bronze 

Figs. 
28.17:4; 
28.32:2 

Sass 
2004:2024 

Lachish 
IV 2573 4 bangle bronze 

Pl. 55:30; 
Pl. 36:58-
60 

Tufnell 
1953: 197 

Lachish 
IV 5048 4 bangle bronze Pl. 56:15 

Tufnell 
1953:217 

Lachish 
IV/III 1287 2 bangle bronze Pl. 57:24 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 389-
390 

Lachish 
IV/III 1293 7 bangle bronze Pl. 57:20 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 389-
390 

Lachish 
IV/III 1306   bangle bronze Pl. 57:18 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 389-
390 

Lachish 
IV/III 1326   bangle 

bronze 
w/iron Pl. 57:19 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 389-
390 

Lachish 
IV/III 1257   bangle bronze not pictured 

Tufnell 
1953:236 
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Lachish 
IV/III 1587   bangle bronze not pictured 

Tufnell 
1953:236 

Lachish 
IV/III 1339   bangle iron not pictured  

Tufnell 
1953:236 

Lachish 
IVc 40285/60   bangle bronze not pictured 

Sass 
2004:2024 

Lachish V 477A 5 bangle bronze Pl. 54:68 
Tufnell 
1953: 190 

Lachish V 3014   bangle bronze Pl. 55:31 
Tufnell 
1953: 199 

Lachish V 3022 2 bangle bronze Pl. 55:33 
Tufnell 
1953: 200 

Lachish V 

no 
number 
listed   bangle iron not pictured 

Tufnell 
1953:200 

Lachish V 5848 16 bangle bronze Pl. 57:45 
Tufnell 
1953:240 

Lachish V 5848 9 bangle bronze Pl. 57:45 

Tufnell 
1953:240, 
389-390 

Lachish 
V/IV 408   bangle bronze Pl. 54:57 

Tufnell 
1953: 188, 
389-390 

Lachish 
V/IV 406   bangle iron Pl. 54:61 

Tufnell 
1953: 188, 
389-390 
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Lachish 
V/IV 552 12 bangle bronze Pl. 55:2 

Tufnell 
1953:192, 
389-390 

Lachish 
V/IV 553 12 bangle bronze Pl. 55:1 

Tufnell 
1953:192, 
389-390 

Lachish 
V/IV 554 10 bangle bronze Pl. 55:3 

Tufnell 
1953:192, 
389-390 

Lachish 
V/IV 555 5 bangle bronze Pl. 54:79 

Tufnell 
1953:192, 
389-390 

Lachish 
V/IV 556   

twisted 
bangle bronze Pl. 54:75 

Tufnell 
1953:192, 
389-390 

Lachish 
V/IV 5139 2 bangle bronze Pl. 55:6 

Tufnell 
1953:196 
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Lachish 
V/IV 5140 6 bangle bronze Pl. 55:7 

Tufnell 
1953:196 

Lachish 
V/IV 5141 2 bangle bronze Pl. 55:8 

Tufnell 
1953:196 

Lachish 
V/IV 5142   bangle bronze Pl. 55:4 

Tufnell 
1953:196 

Lachish 
V/IV 5137   bangle iron Pl. 55:10 

Tufnell 
1953:196 
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Lachish 
V/IV 5138   bangle iron Pl. 55:9 

Tufnell 
1953:196 

Lachish 
V/IV 4787 4 bangle bronze Pl. 55:35 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 389-
390 

Lachish 
V/IV 4788 4 bangle bronze Pl. 55:35 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 389-
390 

Lachish 
V/IV 4789 4 bangle bronze Pl. 55:35 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 389-
390 

Lachish 
V/IV 4790 4 bangle bronze Pl. 55:35 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 389-
390 

Lachish 
V/IV 4791 4 bangle bronze Pl. 55:35 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 389-
390 

Lachish 
V/IV 4792 4 bangle bronze Pl. 55:35 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 389-
390 

Lachish 
V/IV 4793 3 bangle bronze Pl. 55:35 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 389-
390 

Lachish 
V/IV 4794 3 bangle bronze Pl. 55:35 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 389-
390 

Lachish 
V/IV 4795 4 bangle bronze Pl. 55:35 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 389-
390 



 

 

405 

Lachish 
V/IV 4796 4 bangle bronze Pl. 55:35 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 389-
390 

Lachish 
V/IV 4797 4 bangle bronze Pl. 55:36 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 389-
390 

Lachish 
V/IV 4798 4 bangle bronze Pl. 55:38 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 389-
390 

Lachish 
V/IV 4799 2 bangle bronze Pl. 55:37 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 389-
390 

Lachish 
V/IV 4800 3 bangle bronze Pl. 55:34 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 389-
390 

Lachish 
V/IV 4801 2 bangle bronze Pl. 55:39 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 389-
390 

Lachish 
V/IV 4936 6 bangle bronze Pl. 56:4 

Tufnell 
1953:214 

Lachish 
V/IV 4946 4 bangle bronze Pl. 56:9 

Tufnell 
1953:214 

Lachish 
V/IV/III 6415   bangle bronze Pl. 56:17 

Tufnell 
1953: 218 

Lachish 
V/IV/III 6080 4 bangle bronze Pl. 57:50 

Tufnell 
1953:244, 
389-390 

Megiddo 
II M1914   bangle bronze Pl. 87:3 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:115 

Megiddo 
II M2553   bangle bronze Pl. 87:2 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:117 

Megiddo 
II M2868   bangle bronze not pictured 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:117 
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Megiddo 
II M2900   bangle bronze not pictured 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:117 

Megiddo 
II M4353   bangle bronze not pictured 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:117 

Megiddo 
II M4269   bangle bronze not pictured 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:120 

Megiddo 
II M4509   bangle bronze Pl. 87:4 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:127 

Megiddo 
II M2868   bangle bronze not pictured 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:137 

Megiddo 
III M979   bangle bronze Pl. 87:5 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:123 

Megiddo 
III M4325   bangle bronze Pl. 87:6 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:129 

Megiddo 
III M4471   bangle bronze not pictured 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:132 

Megiddo 
III M5058   bangle bronze not pictured 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:134 

Megiddo 
III M4804   bangle bronze Pl. 86:19 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:139 

Megiddo 
III M5070   bangle bronze not pictured 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:144 
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Megiddo 
IIIB M4345   bangle bronze Pl. 87:7 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:129 

Megiddo 
IIIB M4736   bangle bronze Pl. 87:8 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:140 

Megiddo 
IV M937   bangle bronze Pl. 87:9 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:141 

Megiddo 
IV M5092   bangle bronze not pictured 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:144 

Megiddo 
IV M5410   bangle bronze not pictured 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:144 

Samaria-
Sebaste C 210   

circular, 
ends 
decorated 
(snakes) bronze Fig. 106:2 

Kenyon 
1957:439, 
446 

Samaria-
Sebaste C 255   

circular, 
molded 
ball 
decoration bronze Fig. 106:1 

Kenyon 
1957:439, 
446 

 
Object 
no. context locus notes 

B2769/1   3193 fragment 

B826/1   3115b   

A8352   72 

may not have 
closed all the 
way without 
hook on one 
end. 



 

 

408 

8004/60 
domestic 
floor S 3529 

anklet. incised 
decoration on 
ends.   

2573 tomb 
Tomb 
147 

anklets in place 
in single burial 

5048 tomb 
Tomb 
224   

1287 tomb 

Tomb 
1002: 
Layer 7 

overlapping 
ends.   

1293 tomb 

Tomb 
1002: 
layer 8 anklets 

1306 tomb 

Tomb 
1002: 
layer 9   

1326 tomb 

Tomb 
1002: 
Layer 11 

broken bangles, 
number unclear 
- 2 are 
depicted, but 
more fragments 
may have 
originally been 
included. 

1257 tomb 

Tomb 
1002, 
Layers 
1-5   

1587 tomb 

Tomb 
1002: 
unstrat. 

plural - it 
doesn’t specify 
how many 

1339 tomb 

Tomb 
1002: 
layers 
6-10 

plural - it 
doesn’t specify 
how many 

40285/60 
domestic 
floor S 3710   

477A tomb 
Tomb 
110 

single burial, 
anklets by 
placement.  
Also included 1 
other bangle, 
not in 
place/size? as 
anklets.  
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3014 tomb 
Tomb 
189 

ends 
overlapping. 
bracelet in 
place in single 
burial, 
undisturbed. 

3022 tomb 
Tomb 
193 

ends 
overlapping. 
bracelet in 
place in single 
burial 

no 
number 
listed tomb 

Tomb 
194 

single 
inhumation, 
bracelet by 
placement in 
grave.  

5848 tomb 
Tomb 
4005 

25 bronze 
bangles in 
tomb, total 

5848 tomb 
Tomb 
4005 

25 bronze 
bangles in 
tomb, total 

408 tomb 
Tomb 
107   

406 tomb 
Tomb 
107 

anklet? Large, 
distorted.  

552 tomb 
Tomb 
116 

Anklets - bigger 
than 553.  
Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials. 

553 tomb 
Tomb 
116 

Anklets - 
smaller than 
552. Tomb re-
used 700-600 
but Tufnell 
dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials. 
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554 tomb 
Tomb 
116 

ends meet/ 
overlap. Tomb 
re-used 700-
600 but Tufnell 
dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials. 

555 tomb 
Tomb 
116 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials. 

556 tomb 
Tomb 
116 

broken. Tomb 
re-used 700-
600 but Tufnell 
dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials. 

5139 tomb 
Tomb 
120 

bigger than 
5140 and 5141.  
Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier 
burials(900-
800). 

5140 tomb 
Tomb 
120 

smaller than 
5139, bigger 
than 5141.  
Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 
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5141 tomb 
Tomb 
120 

smaller than 
5139 and 5140.  
Broken.  May 
be 700-600.  
Tomb was re-
used, but 
Tufnell thinks 
all amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs were 
from the earlier 
burials (900-
800). 

5142 tomb 
Tomb 
120 

very small 
bangle - child's?  
Large ring? 
Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 

5137 tomb 
Tomb 
120 

broken, iron 
corroded.  
Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 

5138 tomb 
Tomb 
120 

overlapping 
ends, iron 
corroded.  
Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 

4787 tomb 
Tomb 
218 

anklets, one of 
6 sets of 4 in 
Tomb 218 
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4788 tomb 
Tomb 
218 

anklets, one of 
6 sets of 4 in 
Tomb 218 

4789 tomb 
Tomb 
218 

anklets, one of 
6 sets of 4 in 
Tomb 218 

4790 tomb 
Tomb 
218 

anklets, one of 
6 sets of 4 in 
Tomb 218 

4791 tomb 
Tomb 
218 

anklets, one of 
6 sets of 4 in 
Tomb 218 

4792 tomb 
Tomb 
218 

anklets, one of 
6 sets of 4 in 
Tomb 218 

4793 tomb 
Tomb 
218 

anklets, one of 
2 sets of 3 in 
Tomb 218 

4794 tomb 
Tomb 
218 

anklets, one of 
2 sets of 3 in 
Tomb 218 

4795 tomb 
Tomb 
218 

anklets, one of 
2 sets of 4 in 
Tomb 218 

4796 tomb 
Tomb 
218 

anklets, one of 
2 sets of 4 in 
Tomb 218 

4797 tomb 
Tomb 
218   

4798 tomb 
Tomb 
218 

overlapping 
ends 

4799 tomb 
Tomb 
218   
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4800 tomb 
Tomb 
218 

probably 
classified as a 
bracelet by its 
size.  Good 
context. 

4801 tomb 
Tomb 
218 

child's 
bracelets.  one 
has overlapping 
ends.   

4936 tomb 
Tomb 
223 

overlapping 
ends 

4946 tomb 
Tomb 
223   

6415 tomb 
Tomb 
236 

single 
inhumation, 
bracelet by 
placement in 
grave. Only find 
in grave. 

6080 tomb 
Tomb 
4026 

2 bracelets 
stuck together 

M1914   554 

Lamon and 
Shipton call it a 
bracelet. 

M2553   934 

Lamon and 
Shipton call it a 
bracelet. 

M2868   825 
For example 
see Pl. 87:3 

M2900   997 

Lamon and 
Shipton call it a 
bracelet. Only 
visible by 
comparison w/ 
87:3 

M4353   1004= 

Lamon and 
Shipton call it a 
bracelet. Only 
visible by 
comparison.  
See 87:6 

M4269   1362 

Lamon and 
Shipton call it a 
bracelet. See 
similar Pl. 87:3 
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M4509   1251- 

Lamon and 
Shipton call it a 
bracelet. 

M2868   1562 
For example 
see Pl. 87:3 

M979   300 

Lamon and 
Shipton call it a 
bracelet. 

M4325   1394= 

Lamon and 
Shipton call it a 
bracelet. 

M4471   1469 

For example 
see Pl. 87:3.  
Locus listed as 
"in 1601". 

M5058   1529 

Lamon and 
Shipton call it a 
bracelet. For 
example see Pl. 
87:3 

M4804   1598 

by size, 
probably a 
child's bangle 

M5070   1561- 

For example, 
see Pl. 87:10, 
slope surface.  
Lamon and 
Shipton call it a 
bracelet.  Ends 
don't meet. 

M4345   1413 

Bracelet, clasp 
formed of 
arrow-shaped 
end fitting into 
socket 

M4736   1635 

Bracelet, clasp 
formed of 
arrow-shaped 
end fitting into 
socket 

M937   310 

Bracelet, clasp 
formed of 
arrow-shaped 
end fitting into 
socket 

M5092   N=1626 
For example 
see Pl. 87:3 
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M5410   1650 

Lamon and 
Shipton call it a 
bracelet. For 
example see Pl. 
87:2, Str. II. 

C 210 tomb 
S Tomb 
101 

bronze 
bracelets 
common in 
tombs, but 
decorated ends 
are rare 

C 255 tomb 
S Tomb 
103:4 

child's bracelet. 
decorated ends 
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APPENDIX B: BEADS 

Site/ 
Stratum 

Object 
no. 

number 
included 
(if more 
than 1) 

bead 
shape 

bead 
material bead color 

picture/ 
pl. 

Batash II 7587   
elliptical 
barrel glass not specified Pl. 39:9 

Batash II 7568   pear limestone not specified Pl. 39:7 

Batash II 9529   oblate carnelian red-orange Pl. 51:8 

Batash II 9694   
disk 
(irregular) limestone not specified Pl. 51:10 

Batash II 7102   sphere 
glass/ 
faience not specified Pl. 59:18 

Batash II 7052   conical shell shell Pl. 61:15 
City of 
David 10 G 8153   

cylinder 
disc ivory ivory 

Fig. 17:BI 
155 

City of 
David 10 

E1/ 
3403   oblate carnelian red-orange 

Fig. 42:9; 
Ph. 24:6 

City of 
David 10 

E1/ 
3479   bicone carnelian red-orange 

Fig 42:3; 
Ph. 24:2 

City of 
David 
10B G 4568   

bicone 
with 
octagonal 
section glass 

blue 
w/yellow 
and orange 

Fig. 26: 
GL 1 
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City of 
David 
10B G 4889   

triangular 
spiral glass 

yellow-green 
veined, 
w/white and 
black 

Fig. 31: 
GL 44 

City of 
David 
10B G 11942   sphere 

lapis 
lazuli 

dark 
blue?black? 

Fig. 43:8; 
Ph. 26:2 

City of 
David 
10B G 11754   

ring-and-
dot eye faience not specified Fig. 44:6 

City of 
David 
10B G 5727   

spiral eye/ 
triangular 
eye glass 

yellow-green 
veined, 
w/white and 
dark green 

Fig. 44:9 
(Zuckerm
an); Fig. 
31: GL 45 
(Ariel) 

City of 
David 
10C G 15490   sphere carnelian red-orange Fig. 42:8 

City of 
David 11 

E1/ 
16749   cylinder glass blue (light) 

Fig. 31: 
GL 
43(Ariel); 
Fig. 44:10 
(Zuckerm
an) 

City of 
David 11 

E1/ 
10182   

sphere 
truncated carnelian red-orange 

Fig. 
42:12; 
Ph. 24:8 

City of 
David 11 

E1/ 
6006   

short 
barrel carnelian red-orange 

Fig. 
42:15; 
Ph. 24:10 

City of 
David 11 

E1/ 
2772   bicone 

orthoclase 
feldspar not specified 

Fig. 43:1; 
Ph. 25:2 

City of 
David 12 

D1/ 
12779   bicone carnelian red-orange 

Fig. 42:5; 
Ph. 24:3 

City of 
David 12 

E1/ 
6340   long barrel carnelian red-orange 

Fig. 
42:16; 
Ph. 24:11 
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City of 
David 12 

E1/ 
19628   long barrel carnelian red-orange Fig. 42:14 

City of 
David 12 

E1/ 
10533   sphere 

rock 
crystal 
(quartz) translucent 

Fig. 43:2; 
Ph. 25:3 

City of 
David 12 

E1/ 
10074   fluted faience 

blue-green 
(light) Fig. 44:2 

City of 
David 
14?-12B G 4831   disc 

lapis 
lazuli dark blue 

Fig. 43:7; 
Ph. 26:1 

Hazor B994/1   sphere 
not 
specified not specified 

Pl. 
CLXVI:15 

Hazor Va B969/1   sphere glass not specified 
Pl. 
CLXVI:14 

Hazor Va B1347/1   sphere 
not 
specified not specified 

Pl. 
CLXVI:13 

Hazor Va B1875/1   pear carnelian red-orange 

Pl. 
CCXXXIV:
20 

Hazor Vb B4990   
sphere 
(roughly) stone red 

Pl. 
CCCLXI:1
2 

Hazor VI A8529   disk glass not specified 
Pl. 
CXLIX:11 

Hazor VI G821/1   bicone opal not specified 
Pl. 
CCL:24 

Hazor VI G183/1   barrel 
serpentin
e not specified 

Pls. 
CCL:25, 
CCCLXI:1
3 

Hazor 
VII A14615   axe glass not specified 

Pl. 
CXLIX:10 
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Hazor 
VII A5413   ovoid stone not specified 

Pl. 
CXLIX:15 

Hazor 
VII B1892/1   oblate glass not specified 

Pl. 
CCXVI:18 

Hazor 
VIII A6936   

not 
specified glass not specified 

Pl. 
CXLIX:12 

Hesban 
15 
Reservoir 299   

not 
specified bone bone 

not 
pictured 

Hesban 
17 2440   

not 
specified obsidian black 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 

no 
number 
listed 18 

barrel 
(standard) 

chalcedon
y not specified Pl. 66:18 

Lachish 
II 

60436/8
0   

cylinder 
(low) faience blue (light) 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
II 

38975/8
1   oblate faience gray 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
II 

38975/9
0   

oblate 
(irregular) glass blue (light) 

Fig. 
28.18:28 

Lachish 
II 

no 
number 
listed 42 barrel disk bone bone Pl. 66:13 

Lachish 
II 378   

bicone 
(long, 
convex) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:54 

Lachish 
II 378   

bicone 
(short) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:47 

Lachish 
II 378   

plane-
conical carnelian red-orange 

Pl. 
67:101 

Lachish 
II 

no 
number 
listed 34 

barrel 
(short) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:14 

Lachish 
II 

no 
number 
listed   

bicone 
(short) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:48 
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Lachish 
II 

no 
number 
listed 6 

barrel 
(long) ceramic brown Pl. 66:22 

Lachish 
II 

no 
number 
listed 3 

barrel 
(standard) 

chalcedon
y not specified Pl. 66:17 

Lachish 
II 

no 
number 
listed 6 

barrel 
(long) crystal clear Pl. 66:21 

Lachish 
II 380   

segmented 
(standard) faience blue Pl. 66:40 

Lachish 
II 

no 
number 
listed   

cylinder 
(small) faience blue Pl. 66:29 

Lachish 
II 380   

barrel 
(large 
standard) faience green-blue Pl. 66:58 

Lachish 
II 380 3 

cylinder 
(small, 
segmented
) faience yellow Pl. 66:38 

Lachish 
II 380 2 

hexagonal 
faceted faience yellow 

Pl. 
67:100 

Lachish 
II 379   

pear-
shaped 
(short) glass blue 

Pl. 
67:104 

Lachish 
II 379   

barrel, 
impressed 
ring eye glass 

blue w/white 
and blue Pl. 67:98 

Lachish 
II 379   

barrel, 
raised spot 
eye glass 

blue w/white 
and blue Pl. 67:99 

Lachish 
II 380   

collared 
barrel 
crumb 
(short) glass 

blue w/white 
and brown Pl. 66:80 
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Lachish 
II 

no 
number 
listed   

barrel, 
impressed 
crumb 
(short) glass 

blue-green 
w/yellow Pl. 66:78 

Lachish 
II 379   

barrel, 
banded 
(standard) glass 

brown 
w/yellow Pl. 66:82 

Lachish 
II 379   

oblate 
(short) 
small glass green Pl. 66:1 

Lachish 
II 

no 
number 
listed 2 

oblate 
flush spot 
(short) glass 

green 
w/black and 
blue Pl. 66:75 

Lachish 
II 379   

pear-
shaped 
(long) glass iridescent 

Pl. 
67:103 

Lachish 
II 

no 
number 
listed 14 

oblate 
(short) glass mottled Pl. 66:2 

Lachish 
II 

no 
number 
listed   

bicone 
(standard 
truncated 
convex) glass not specified Pl. 66:52 

Lachish 
II 

no 
number 
listed 2 

pear-
shaped, 
multiple 
wave 
(long) glass 

white 
w/black Pl. 66:86 

Lachish 
II 380   

pear-
shaped, 
zoned 
(long) glass 

white 
w/brown Pl. 66:85 

Lachish 
II 380   

triangular 
disk jasper gray-black Pl. 66:8 

Lachish 
II 377   

plano-
convex malachite green 

Pl. 
67:118 
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Lachish 
II 

no 
number 
listed   

bicone 
(long, 
convex) onyx black Pl. 66:53 

Lachish 
II 379   

square 
(long, 
truncated) resin brown Pl. 66:32 

Lachish 
II 378   

bicone 
(truncated 
convex) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:51 

Lachish 
II 

no 
number 
listed   irregular crystal clear Pl. 66:6 

Lachish 
II 380   

crenellated 
disk faience blue Pl. 66:60 

Lachish 
II 493?   

cylinder 
(small, 
long) faience blue Pl. 66:34 

Lachish 
II 

no 
number 
listed   barrel disk faience blue Pl. 66:30 

Lachish 
II 

no 
number 
listed 5 

crenellated 
disk faience blue Pl. 66:60 

Lachish 
II 

no 
number 
listed 7 

cylinder 
(long) faience blue Pl. 66:33 

Lachish 
II 

no 
number 
listed 5 

melon 
(short) faience yellow Pl. 66:63 

Lachish 
II 

no 
number 
listed 15 

crenellated 
disk limestone gray Pl. 66:62 

Lachish 
III 

38133/8
0   oblate glass 

black 
w/white 

Fig. 
28.19:3 

Lachish 
III 

31469/8
0   bicone glass white 

Figs. 
28.19:8; 
28.33:10 

Lachish 
III 

60530/7
0   disc shell not specified 

not 
pictured 
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Lachish 
III 8134/50   

cylinder 
(low) carnelian red-orange 

Fig. 
28.19:5 

Lachish 
III 8457/50   bicone carnelian red-orange 

Fig. 
28.19:6 

Lachish 
III 8472/80   

cylinder 
(low) stone not specified 

Fig. 
28.19:7 

Lachish 
III 8206/40   tubular 

dentalium 
shell not specified 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
III 8206/90   sphere glass blue 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
III 8205/1 6 sphere 

unbaked 
clay not specified 

Figs. 
28.19:4; 
28.33:9 

Lachish 
III 

31653/5
0   sphere carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
III 

31347/8
0   lentoid faience white 

Figs. 
28.19:1; 
28.33:7 

Lachish 
III 

31392/8
0   barrel faience blue (light) 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
III 

10223/5
0   cylinder quartzite not specified 

Fig. 
28.18:29 

Lachish 
III 

10151/5
0   pear stone whitish 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
III 

31251/5
0   sphere carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
III 

61082/5
0   bicone carnelian red-orange 

Fig. 
28.19:2 

Lachish 
III 

38962/8
0   oblate faience yellow 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
III 

35102/7
0   cowrie shell not specified 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
III 

56079/8
0   oblate faience blue (light) 

Fig. 
28.19:12 

Lachish 
III 

no 
number 
listed 2 

oblate 
(short) glass mottled Pl. 66:2 

Lachish 
III 

no 
number 
listed   

tabular 
(large 
disk) agate 

brown 
w/white 

Pl. 
67:120 
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Lachish 
III 5532   elliptical stone not specified Pl. 66:7 
Lachish 
III/II 6283   disk bone bone Pl. 41:10 

Lachish 
III/II 

no 
number 
listed   

barrel 
(short) faience blue Pl. 66:4 

Lachish 
IV 

42685/8
0   

cylinder 
(low) faience blue (light) 

Fig. 
28.18:2 

Lachish 
IV 

42276/8
0   discoid faience white 

Fig. 
28.18:4 

Lachish 
IV 

42263/8
0   oblate limestone not specified 

Fig. 
28.18:3 

Lachish 
IV 

40703/7
0   cowrie shell not specified 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
IV 

70318/8
0   

cylinder 
(low) faience white 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
IV 

70156/8
0   oblate glass red-brown 

Fig. 
28.18:25 

Lachish 
IV 

31505/8
0   cowrie shell not specified 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
IV 

55042/8
0   

cylinder 
(low) stone black 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
IV 

30079/8
0   oblate faience greenish 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
IV 

30904/8
0   cylinder faience white 

Figs. 
28.18:24; 
28.33:4 
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Lachish 
IV 

no 
number 
listed   

melon 
(short) faience yellow Pl. 66:63 

Lachish 
IV 1472   

flush spot 
(short) glass 

green 
w/black and 
blue Pl. 66:75 

Lachish 
IV 

no 
number 
listed   long barrel limestone white Pl. 66:20 

Lachish 
IV 

no 
number 
listed   

plano-
convex malachite green 

Pl. 
67:118 

Lachish 
IV 5063   

bicone 
(long, 
truncated 
convex) bone bone Pl. 66:72 

Lachish 
IV 

no 
number 
listed 9 barrel disk bone bone Pl. 66:13 

Lachish 
IV 

no 
number 
listed 14 

barrel 
(short) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:15 

Lachish 
IV 

no 
number 
listed   

bicone disk 
(truncated
) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:44 

Lachish 
IV 

no 
number 
listed 10 

barrel 
(long) ceramic brown Pl. 66:22 

Lachish 
IV 

no 
number 
listed 13 

barrel 
(long) crystal clear Pl. 66:21 

Lachish 
IV 

no 
number 
listed 2 

barrel 
(long) crystal clear Pl. 66:21 
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Lachish 
IV 

no 
number 
listed 13 

barrel 
(short) faience blue Pl. 66:4 

Lachish 
IV 

no 
number 
listed 3 

cylinder 
(long) faience blue Pl. 66:33 

Lachish 
IV 

no 
number 
listed 2 granulated faience blue Pl. 66:41 

Lachish 
IV 

no 
number 
listed 3 

cylinder 
(small, 
segmented
) faience yellow Pl. 66:38 

Lachish 
IV 

no 
number 
listed 3 

melon 
(short) faience yellow Pl. 66:66 

Lachish 
IV 5063   

raised spot 
eye glass blue w/white Pl. 67:97 

Lachish 
IV 

no 
number 
listed 2 

barrel, 
impressed 
ring eye glass 

blue w/white 
and blue Pl. 67:98 

Lachish 
IV 5063   

barrel, 
banded 
(short) glass 

blue 
w/yellow Pl. 66:81 

Lachish 
IV 5063   

cylinder 
(long, 
convex) 
w/chevron
s glass 

brown 
w/white Pl. 67:92 

Lachish 
IV 5063   

impressed 
ring eye glass 

brown 
w/white Pl. 67:90 

Lachish 
IV 

no 
number 
listed 4 

oblate 
(short) glass mottled Pl. 66:2 

Lachish 
IV 

no 
number 
listed 2 

barrel 
(standard, 
fluted) glass not specified Pl. 66:69 
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Lachish 
IV 

no 
number 
listed   

bicone 
(short 
truncated 
convex) limestone yellow Pl. 66:49 

Lachish 
IV 

no 
number 
listed   

cylinder 
(small, 
long) 

serpentin
e not specified Pl. 66:34 

Lachish 
IV 

no 
number 
listed   

barrel 
(standard) stone not specified Pl. 66:17 

Lachish 
IV 

no 
number 
listed   barrel disk bone bone Pl. 66:13 

Lachish 
IV 

no 
number 
listed   

barrel 
(standard, 
fluted) glass not specified Pl. 66:69 

Lachish 
IV/III 

31706/8
0   cylinder faience blue (light) 

Figs. 
28.18:26; 
28.33:6 

Lachish 
IV/III 

38708/5
0   oblate flint not specified 

Fig. 
28.18:27 

Lachish 
IV/III 7712/50   sphere 

quartzite-
chert not specified 

Figs. 
28.19:10; 
28.33:5 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed   

barrel 
(long) ceramic brown Pl. 66:22 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed   

barrel 
(short) faience blue Pl. 66:4 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed   

bicone 
(standard 
truncated 
convex) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:52 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed   

barrel 
(standard) 

chalcedon
y not specified Pl. 66:17 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed   

cylinder 
(long) faience blue Pl. 66:33 
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Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed 3 barrel disk bone bone Pl. 66:13 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed 5 

cylinder 
(small, 
segmented
) faience yellow Pl. 66:38 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed 3 

barrel 
(long) crystal clear Pl. 66:21 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed 4 barrel disk bone bone Pl. 66:13 

Lachish 
IV/III 1261 3 

barrel 
(long) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:24 

Lachish 
IV/III 1302 2 

bicone 
(short, 
convex) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:46 

Lachish 
IV/III 1312 143 

barrel 
(short) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:14 

Lachish 
IV/III 1319   

barrel 
(long) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:19 

Lachish 
IV/III 1319 87 

barrel 
(short) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:15 

Lachish 
IV/III 1319 2 

bicone 
(short) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:48 

Lachish 
IV/III 1319   

bicone 
(standard 
truncated 
convex) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:52 

Lachish 
IV/III 1319 30 bicone disk carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:45 
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Lachish 
IV/III 1319   

cylinder 
(long) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:31 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed 142 

barrel 
(short) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:14 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed   

bicone 
(long, 
convex) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:53 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed 14 

bicone 
(short 
truncated 
convex) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:49 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed   

oblate 
(short) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:3 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed 2 

spacing 
bead carnelian red-orange 

Pl. 
67:112 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed 2 sphere carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:5 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed   

bicone 
(long, 
convex) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:53 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed 2 

bicone 
(long, 
truncated 
convex) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:56 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed 18 

bicone 
(long, 
truncated) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:55 
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Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed 20 

cylinder 
(small, 
long) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:34 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed 7 

barrel 
(long) ceramic brown Pl. 66:22 

Lachish 
IV/III 1338   

pear-
shaped 
(short) 

chalcedon
y not specified 

Pl. 
67:105 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed 34 

barrel 
(standard) 

chalcedon
y not specified Pl. 66:17 

Lachish 
IV/III 1338   

oblate 
(irregular) chalk white Pl. 66:10 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed   

cylinder 
(long) crystal clear Pl. 66:33 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed   

cylinder 
(long) crystal clear Pl. 66:37 

Lachish 
IV/III 1261   barrel disk faience blue Pl. 66:30 

Lachish 
IV/III 1302 4 

barrel 
spiral 
gadroon 
(short) faience blue Pl. 66:65 

Lachish 
IV/III 1302 3 granulated faience blue Pl. 66:41 

Lachish 
IV/III 1338   

barrel 
gadroon 
(long) faience blue Pl. 66:67 



 

 

431 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed   

barrel 
(long) faience blue Pl. 66:19 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed 5 

barrel 
(short) faience blue Pl. 66:4 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed 3 

cylinder 
(long) faience blue Pl. 66:33 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed 4 

cylinder 
(long, 
segmented
) faience blue Pl. 66:39 

Lachish 
IV/III 1302   

melon 
(short) faience yellow Pl. 66:66 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed   

cylinder 
(small, 
segmented
) faience yellow Pl. 66:38 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed 137 

melon 
(short) faience yellow Pl. 66:63 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed   

barrel, 
zoned 
(long) glass 

black 
w/white Pl. 66:83 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed 4 

barrel, 
impressed 
ring eye glass 

blue w/white 
and blue Pl. 67:98 

Lachish 
IV/III 1302   

semicircula
r, zoned glass 

blue w/white 
and yellow Pl. 67:91 

Lachish 
IV/III 1317 3 

barrel, 
impressed 
crumb 
(short) glass 

blue-green 
w/yellow Pl. 66:78 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed 10 

oblate 
(short) 
small glass green Pl. 66:1 
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Lachish 
IV/III 1283   

bicone 
(standard 
convex) glass not specified Pl. 66:50 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed   

barrel 
(short) glass not specified Pl. 66:16 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed   

barrel 
(standard, 
fluted) glass not specified Pl. 66:69 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed 2 

bicone 
(short 
truncated 
convex) glass not specified Pl. 66:49 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed 11 

oblate 
(short) glass not specified Pl. 66:2 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed   

oblate 
flush spot 
(short) glass 

yellow w/ 
blue Pl. 66:76 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed   

cylinder 
(long) onyx black Pl. 66:33 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed   

bicone 
(long, 
truncated) onyx 

gray 
w/white Pl. 66:26 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed   

bicone 
(short) quartz not specified Pl. 66:48 

Lachish 
IV/III 4877   segmented faience blue Pl. 67:95 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed   

barrel 
gadroon 
(long) faience blue Pl. 66:67 

Lachish 
IV/III 1302   

collared 
barrel 
(long) glass gray-white 

Pl. 
67:126 

Lachish 
IV/III 1324   

barrel, 
zoned 
(long) glass 

white 
w/yellow Pl. 66:89 
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Lachish 
IVa 8883/50   barrel carnelian red-orange 

Fig. 
28.18:22 

Lachish 
IVa 

40306/8
0   oblate faience black 

Figs. 
28.18:21; 
28.33:8 

Lachish 
IVa 

13524/8
0   oblate glass gray 

Fig. 
28.18:23 

Lachish 
IVa 

40647/5
0   barrel carnelian red-orange 

Fig. 
28.18:17 

Lachish 
IVa 

40832/5
0   sphere carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
IVa 

40373/5
0   bicone flint not specified 

Fig. 
28.18:19 

Lachish 
IVa 

40650/9
0   oblate eye glass 

white and 
olive 

Figs. 
28.18:20; 
28.33:3 

Lachish 
IVa 8530/80   oblate faience blue (light) 

Fig. 
28.18:18 

Lachish 
IVb 

40493/7
0 3 cowrie shell not specified 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
IVb 

40709/7
0   cowrie shell not specified 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
IVb 

40231/5
0   

bicone 
(short) carnelian red-orange 

Figs. 
28.18:11; 
28.33:1 

Lachish 
IVb 

40231/5
1   

bicone 
(long) carnelian red-orange 

Figs. 
28.18:11; 
28.33:1 

Lachish 
IVb 

40231/5
2   sphere carnelian red-orange 

Figs. 
28.18:11; 
28.33:1 

Lachish 
IVb 

40231/5
3   oblate carnelian red-orange 

Figs. 
28.18:11; 
28.33:1 

Lachish 
IVb 

41076/5
0   

sphere/obl
ate carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
IVb 

41624/5
0   

fragmentar
y carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
IVb 

no 
number 
listed   disc 

conus 
shell not specified 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
IVb 

40153/8
0   

cylinder 
(low) faience blue (light) 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
IVb 

40231/8
0   oblate faience not specified 

Figs. 
28.18:11; 
28.33:1 

Lachish 
IVb 

40598/7
0 2 

not 
specified 

faience/ 
shell not specified 

not 
pictured 



 

 

434 

Lachish 
IVb 

40186/8
0   sphere 

glass/ 
Egyptian 
Blue blue 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
IVb 

40231/7
0   

cylinder 
(flattened) shell not specified 

Figs. 
28.18:11; 
28.33:1 

Lachish 
IVb 

40342/5
0 2 sphere carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
IVb 

41440/5
0   sphere carnelian red-orange 

Fig. 
28.18:9 

Lachish 
IVb 

41083/8
0   barrel limestone not specified 

Fig. 
28.18:7 

Lachish 
IVb 

41440/5
1   sphere stone black 

Fig. 
28.18:10 

Lachish 
IVb 

41472/6
0   cylinder bronze bronze 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
IVb 

41167/8
0   cylinder faience blue (light) 

Figs. 
28.18:12; 
28.33:2 

Lachish 
IVb 

41905/8
0   barrel faience blue (light) 

Fig. 
28.18:14 

Lachish 
IVb 

41908/8
1   cylinder faience blue (light) 

Fig. 
28.18:16 

Lachish 
IVb 

41870/8
0   oblate faience 

light blue/ 
gray 

Fig. 
28.18:13 

Lachish 
IVb 

41908/8
0   cylinder limestone not specified 

Fig. 
28.18:15 

Lachish 
IVb 

41303/8
0   oblate stone gray-white 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
IVb 

43827/8
0   

not 
specified faience blue (light) 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
IVc 

41271/5
0   barrel agate not specified 

Fig. 
28.18:8 

Lachish 
IVc 

41306/7
0   tubular 

dentalium 
shell not specified 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
IVc 

40297/8
0   

cylinder 
(low) faience blue (light) 

Fig. 
28.18:6 

Lachish 
IVc 

40271/9
0   oblate glass black 

Fig. 
28.18:5 

Lachish 
IVc 

40168/8
0   oblate faience blue (light) 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
V 

40625/8
0   barrel faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
V 

40659/8
0   barrel faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
V 

41016/8
0   barrel faience not specified 

not 
pictured 



 

 

435 

Lachish 
V 

40581/8
0   

cylinder 
(low) faience blue (light) 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
V 

40581/7
0   

cylinder 
(low) shell not specified 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
V 

41663/8
0   oblate glass black 

Fig. 
28.18:1 

Lachish 
V 478a   

barrel 
(long) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:23 

Lachish 
V 

no 
number 
listed   sphere carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:5 

Lachish 
V 

no 
number 
listed   

cylinder 
(long) coral not specified Pl. 66:31 

Lachish 
V 478a   irregular crystal clear Pl. 66:6 

Lachish 
V 

no 
number 
listed   

barrel 
(short) crystal clear Pl. 66:15 

Lachish 
V 478a   

cylinder 
(small) faience blue Pl. 66:29 

Lachish 
V 

no 
number 
listed   

oblate 
(short) 
small faience blue Pl. 66:1 

Lachish 
V 

no 
number 
listed   

bicone 
(short, 
convex) limestone not specified Pl. 66:46 

Lachish 
V 

no 
number 
listed   

square 
(long, 
truncated) 

serpentin
e not specified Pl. 66:32 

Lachish 
V 

no 
number 
listed 55 barrel disk bone bone Pl. 66:13 

Lachish 
V 

no 
number 
listed   

barrel 
(short) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:14 

Lachish 
V 

no 
number 
listed   

not 
specified carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
V 

no 
number 
listed   

barrel 
(short) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:14 
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Lachish 
V 

no 
number 
listed 2 

oblate 
(short) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:2 

Lachish 
V 

no 
number 
listed 3 

barrel 
(standard, 
fluted) glass not specified Pl. 66:69 

Lachish 
V 

no 
number 
listed   

oblate 
(short) stone pink Pl. 66:3 

Lachish 
V/IV 417   

spacing 
bead 
(chevron) bone bone Pl. 54:63 

Lachish 
V/IV 434   

barrel, 
impressed 
design 
(short) bone bone 

Pl. 
67:124 

Lachish 
V/IV 434   

multi-
tubular 
spacing 
bead bone bone 

Pl. 
67:114 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 35 barrel disk bone bone Pl. 66:13 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 29 

barrel 
(short) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:14 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 2 

bicone 
(long, 
truncated) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:55 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   

bicone 
(short) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:48 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   

bicone disk 
(truncated
) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:44 
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Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   

cylinder 
(irregular, 
short, w/ 
convex 
ends) carnelian red-orange 

Pl. 
67:102 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   

cylinder 
(long) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:37 

Lachish 
V/IV 432   

pear-
shaped 
(standard, 
fluted) faience blue Pl. 66:70 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 2 

barrel 
spiral 
gadroon 
(short) faience blue Pl. 66:65 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 9 

cylinder 
(long, 
fluted) faience blue Pl. 66:74 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   

cylinder 
(small, 
long) faience blue Pl. 66:34 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 2 granulated faience blue Pl. 66:41 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   

oblate 
(short) faience blue Pl. 66:3 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 3 sphere faience blue-green Pl. 66:5 

Lachish 
V/IV 434   

collared 
barrel faience green-blue 

Pl. 
67:106 

Lachish 
V/IV 434   

barrel 
gadroon 
(short) faience yellow Pl. 66:68 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 21 

cylinder 
(small, 
segmented
) faience yellow Pl. 66:38 

Lachish 
V/IV 434   

barrel 
(standard, 
fluted) glass not specified Pl. 66:69 
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Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   

barrel 
(short) limestone black Pl. 66:15 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 14 

crenellated 
disk limestone gray Pl. 66:62 

Lachish 
V/IV 432   

barrel 
(long) limestone not specified Pl. 66:25 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   

oblate 
(short) 
small quartz yellow Pl. 66:1 

Lachish 
V/IV 576   barrel disk bone bone Pl. 66:13 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 6 barrel disk bone bone Pl. 66:13 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 8 

barrel 
(standard) 

chalcedon
y not specified Pl. 66:17 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   

barrel 
(standard) 

chalcedon
y not specified Pl. 66:18 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 7 

cylinder 
(long) faience blue Pl. 66:33 
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Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 2 granulated faience blue Pl. 66:41 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   

hexagonal 
faceted faience yellow 

Pl. 
67:100 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 5 

melon 
(short) faience yellow Pl. 66:63 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   

barrel, 
impressed 
crumb 
(short) glass 

blue-green 
w/yellow Pl. 66:78 

Lachish 
V/IV 576   

pear-
shaped, 
multiple 
wave 
(long) glass 

white 
w/black Pl. 66:86 
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Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 2 

pear-
shaped, 
multiple 
wave 
(long) glass 

white 
w/black Pl. 66:86 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   

bicone 
(short) limestone black Pl. 66:48 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 10 barrel disk bone bone Pl. 66:13 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 47 

barrel 
(short) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:14 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 16 

barrel 
(short) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:15 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   

barrel 
(long) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:22 



 

 

441 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 3 

barrel 
(standard) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:17 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 8 

bicone 
(long, 
convex) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:53 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 4 

bicone 
(long, 
truncated) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:55 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   

bicone 
(long, 
truncated) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:57 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 2 

bicone disk 
(truncated
) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:44 



 

 

442 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 3 

barrel 
(standard) 

chalcedon
y not specified Pl. 66:17 

Lachish 
V/IV 5184   

cylinder 
disk faience blue Pl. 66:28 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 6 

barrel 
spiral 
gadroon 
(short) faience blue Pl. 66:65 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 8 

cylinder 
(long) faience blue Pl. 66:37 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 2 

cylinder 
(long, 
fluted) faience blue Pl. 66:74 



 

 

443 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 11 granulated faience blue Pl. 66:41 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 3 

melon 
(short) faience yellow Pl. 66:63 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 2 elliptical glass blue Pl. 66:12 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 3 

barrel, 
raised spot 
eye glass 

blue w/white 
and blue Pl. 67:99 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   

oblate 
(short) glass mottled Pl. 66:2 
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Lachish 
V/IV 4868 4 

elliptical 
barrel bone bone Pl. 66:71 

Lachish 
V/IV 4868   oblate disk bone bone Pl. 66:11 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   

cylinder 
disk bone bone Pl. 66:27 

Lachish 
V/IV 4867   

bicone 
(long, 
truncated) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:57 

Lachish 
V/IV 4867 2 

spacing 
bead carnelian red-orange 

Pl. 
67:112 

Lachish 
V/IV 4868   

bicone disk 
(truncated
) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:44 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 132 

barrel 
(short) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:14 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   

barrel 
(short) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:16 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 6 

bicone 
(long, 
truncated) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:55 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 8 

bicone 
(short 
truncated 
convex) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:49 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 26 

cylinder 
(small, 
long) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:34 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   sphere carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:5 
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Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 9 

barrel 
(long) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:21 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 9 

barrel 
(long) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:22 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   

bicone 
(short) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:48 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   

barrel 
(standard) 

chalcedon
y not specified Pl. 66:18 

Lachish 
V/IV 4867   

hexagonal 
faceted crystal clear Pl. 66:59 

Lachish 
V/IV 4868   

collared 
barrel faience blue 

Pl. 
67:109 

Lachish 
V/IV 4868   

collared 
barrel 
(long) faience blue 

Pl. 
67:108 

Lachish 
V/IV 4868   

collared 
crenellated 
barrel faience blue 

Pl. 
67:110 

Lachish 
V/IV 4868   

cylinder 
(long, 
fluted) faience blue Pl. 66:74 

Lachish 
V/IV 4868   granulated faience blue Pl. 66:42 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 9 

barrel 
(short) faience blue Pl. 66:4 



 

 

446 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   

barrel 
spiral 
gadroon 
(short) faience blue Pl. 66:65 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 114 

cylinder 
(long) faience blue Pl. 66:33 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   

cylinder 
(long, 
segmented
) faience blue Pl. 66:39 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 415 

cylinder 
disk faience blue Pl. 66:28 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 15 granulated faience blue Pl. 66:41 

Lachish 
V/IV 4868   sphere faience blue-green Pl. 66:5 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 2 

multi-
tubular 
spacing 
bead faience brown 

Pl. 
67:113 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   

barrel 
(large, 
standard) faience green-blue Pl. 66:58 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 13 

barrel 
(standard, 
fluted) faience not specified Pl. 66:69 

Lachish 
V/IV 4868   granulated faience white Pl. 66:43 
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Lachish 
V/IV 4868   

bicone 
(standard 
fluted 
convex) faience yellow Pl. 66:73 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 6 

cylinder 
(small, 
segmented
) faience yellow Pl. 66:38 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   

hexagonal 
faceted faience yellow 

Pl. 
67:100 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 18 

melon 
(short) faience yellow Pl. 66:63 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 4 

melon 
(short) faience yellow Pl. 66:66 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   

semicircula
r, zoned glass 

blue w/white 
and yellow Pl. 67:91 

Lachish 
V/IV 4868   

barrel, 
impressed 
crumb 
(short) glass 

brown w/ 
green and 
white Pl. 66:77 

Lachish 
V/IV 4868   

pear-
shaped, 
zoned 
(long) glass 

brown 
w/white Pl. 66:84 

Lachish 
V/IV 4868   

collared 
barrel 
(long) glass green 

Pl. 
67:107 

Lachish 
V/IV 4868   

barrel, 
patterned 
(long) glass 

green 
w/white Pl. 66:79 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 2 

pear-
shaped 
(long) glass iridescent 

Pl. 
67:103 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 2 

pear-
shaped, 
multiple 
wave glass 

white 
w/black Pl. 66:86 
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(long) 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   

melon 
(short) gold gold Pl. 66:64 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 65 

crenellated 
disk limestone gray Pl. 66:62 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 11 

barrel 
(long) limestone not specified Pl. 66:21 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 11 

barrel 
(long) limestone not specified Pl. 66:22 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 527 barrel disk bone bone Pl. 66:13 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 13 

barrel 
(short) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:14 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   

barrel 
(short) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:15 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 4 

bicone 
(long, 
truncated) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:55 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   

barrel 
(standard) 

chalcedon
y not specified Pl. 66:17 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 3 

barrel 
spiral 
gadroon 
(short) faience blue Pl. 66:65 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 3 

cylinder 
(long) faience blue Pl. 66:33 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   sphere faience blue-green Pl. 66:5 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 7 

cylinder 
(small, 
segmented
) faience yellow Pl. 66:38 
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Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   

pear-
shaped, 
multiple 
wave 
(long) glass 

white 
w/black Pl. 66:86 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   barrel disk bone bone Pl. 66:13 

Lachish 
V/IV 571   

cylinder 
(small, 
long) carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:34 

Lachish 
V/IV 4868   

cylinder 
(long) faience blue Pl. 66:37 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   

cylinder 
(small) faience blue Pl. 66:29 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 11 

barrel 
(short) faience blue Pl. 66:4 

Lachish 
V/IV 576   

rectangle 
(long) faience white Pl. 66:36 
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Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   

melon 
(short) faience yellow Pl. 66:66 

Lachish 
V/IV 347   

cylinder 
(long) glass blue w/pink 

Pl. 
67:125 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   

oblate 
(short) glass mottled Pl. 66:2 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 4 

oblate 
(short) glass mottled Pl. 66:2 

Lachish 
V/IV 576   

barrel, 
zoned 
(long) glass 

white 
w/green Pl. 66:88 

Lachish 
V/IV/III 

no 
number 
listed   barrel disk bone bone Pl. 66:13 
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Lachish 
V/IV/III 

no 
number 
listed   

crenellated 
disk carnelian red-orange Pl. 66:62 

Megiddo 
F-3 

94/F/70
/AR4   bicone agate 

brown 
w/white 

Fig. 
13.4:2 

Megiddo 
H-1 

96/H/37
/AR2   

not 
specified quartz not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
H-3 

94/H/45
/AR4   

not 
specified faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
H-3 

94/H/45
/AR8   

not 
specified glass not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
H-3 

94/H/19
/AR3   oblate faience blue (light) 

Fig. 
12.29:4 

Megiddo 
H-3 

94/H/45
/AR4   oblate faience blue (light) 

Fig. 
12.29:5 

Megiddo 
H-3 

94/H/45
/AR8   oblate glass green (light) 

Fig. 
12.29:6 

Megiddo 
H-3 

96/H/8/
AR3   sphere garnet red 

Fig. 
12.29:16 
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Megiddo 
H-3 

96/H/8/
AR7   oblate glass mottled 

Fig. 
12.29:17 

Megiddo 
H-3 

96/H/11
/AR2   barrel faience blue (light) 

Fig. 
12.29:21 

Megiddo 
H-3 

96/H/11
/AR1   disk glass blue 

Fig. 
12.29:19 

Megiddo 
H-3 

96/H/44
/AR15   shell shell shell 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
H-3 

96/H/76
/AR2   oblate faience blue (light) 

Fig. 
12.29:22 

Megiddo 
II M1404a   

cylinder 
(short) carnelian red-orange Pl. 90:9 

Megiddo 
II M1404b   

bicone 
(faceted) carnelian red-orange Pl. 90:10 

Megiddo 
II M1893   

bicone 
(short) carnelian red-orange Pl. 90:8 

Megiddo 
II M1893   

bicone 
(short) carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
II M1897   

cylinder 
(large, 
short) ceramic gray Pl. 91:72 
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Megiddo 
II M1894   

pear-
shaped 
(short) faience not specified Pl. 91:11 

Megiddo 
II M942   oblate glass blue (dark) Pl. 92:11 

Megiddo 
II 5146   disk 

serpentin
e not specified Pl. 92:62 

Megiddo 
II M1932   bicone glass blue 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
II M3243   bicone glass blue 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
II M2273   

disk 
(rounded glass 

brownish-
yellow Pl. 92:9 

Megiddo 
II M2872   

bicone 
(large) carnelian red-orange Pl. 90:13 

Megiddo 
II M4122   oblate carnelian red-orange Pl. 90:11 

Megiddo 
II M4776   

bicone 
(short) carnelian red-orange Pl. 90:2 

Megiddo 
II M4773   

barrel 
(short) faience blue Pl. 91:62 

Megiddo 
II M2912   

not 
specified glass green 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
II M4375   scaraboid amethyst purple 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
II M4160   

barrel 
(short) carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
II M4374   

bicone 
(short) carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 
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Megiddo 
II M4359   

bicone 
(short 
truncated 
convex) faience not specified Pl. 91:10 

Megiddo 
II M4373   irregular faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
II M4625b   

cylinder 
(short) faience not specified Pl. 91:12 

Megiddo 
II M4625a   

barrel 
(short, 
truncated) glass yellow-gray Pl. 92:8 

Megiddo 
II M4358   

cylinder 
(long) limestone not specified Pl. 90:69 

Megiddo 
II M3249   

bicone 
(short) 

rose 
quartz pink Pl. 90:14 

Megiddo 
II M4098   

triangle 
(rounded 
sides) sandstone not specified 

Pl. 
101:10 

Megiddo 
II M4420   

elliptical 
(large, 
fluted) steatite not specified Pl. 92:63 

Megiddo 
II M2405   

melon 
(large) carnelian red-orange Pl. 90:5 

Megiddo 
II M4209   

barrel 
(long) carnelian red-orange Pl. 90:6 

Megiddo 
II M4197   

sphere 
(large) glass red 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
II M4527   

cylinder 
(large, 
long) faience blue Pl. 91:59 
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Megiddo 
II M4423   irregular faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
II M4479   

barrel 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
II M4786   squarish faience not specified Pl. 91:19 

Megiddo 
II M4412   

triangular  
eye glass not specified Pl. 92:10 

Megiddo 
II M4357   

oblate 
(textured?
) glass yellow-gray Pl. 92:12 

Megiddo 
II M4413   oblate limestone not specified Pl. 90:68 

Megiddo 
II M4796   

barrel 
(short, 
fluted) faience not specified Pl. 91:17 

Megiddo 
II M4474   

pear-
shaped 
(short) 

milky 
quartz whitish Pl. 90:56 

Megiddo 
II M1923   

cylinder 
(large, 
long) corundum not specified Pl. 92:65 

Megiddo 
II M4443   

pear-
shaped 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
II M4794a   oblate glass blue (dark) Pl. 92:52 

Megiddo 
II M4794b   

oblate 
(small) glass blue (light) Pl. 92:53 

Megiddo 
II M3161   

cylinder 
(long, 
tapered, 
semi-
collared) glass 

gray 
w/brown Pl. 92:18 
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Megiddo 
II M4991   

barrel 
(large, 
short, 
collared) lead silver/black Pl. 91:74 

Megiddo 
II M4234   sphere carnelian red-orange Pl. 90:15 

Megiddo 
II M4506a   

barrel 
(short) faience not specified Pl. 91:7 

Megiddo 
II M4506b   

barrel 
(short) faience not specified Pl. 91:8 

Megiddo 
II M4510   

barrel 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
II M4924   

barrel 
(short, 
truncated) glass blue (dark) 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
II M4889   

barrel 
(short) glass blue-black Pl. 92:13 

Megiddo 
II M4349   

barrel 
(long) onyx 

black, white, 
and gray Pl. 90:55 

Megiddo 
II M4401   sphere amethyst purple Pl. 90:67 

Megiddo 
II M4402   

cylinder 
(short) carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
II M4400   

bicone 
(short 
truncated 
convex) faience blue Pl. 91:58 

Megiddo 
II M4403   

cylinder 
(short) faience not specified Pl. 91:9 

Megiddo 
II M5105   oblate faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
II M5106   

cylinder 
(short) faience not specified Pl. 91:24 

Megiddo 
III 5293   

pear-
shaped 
(short) faience blue Pl. 91:60 
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Megiddo 
III 5176   

bicone 
(short) faience not specified Pl. 91:16 

Megiddo 
III M334   

barrel 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III 5170   

disk 
(rounded) glass blue Pl. 92:19 

Megiddo 
III M796   

barrel 
(long, 
collared) glass 

blue (dark) 
w/yellow 
and gray Pl. 92:24 

Megiddo 
III M1030   

barrel 
(short) glass 

blue (light) 
w/gray-
white Pl. 92:21 

Megiddo 
III M805   

triangular 
eye glass 

yellow 
w/blue(dark) 
and green Pl. 92:23 

Megiddo 
III M857   

barrel 
(short) carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M880   

barrel 
(long) carnelian red-orange Pl. 90:34 

Megiddo 
III 5235   sphere crystal clear Pl. 90:62 

Megiddo 
III 5226   

barrel 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M888   irregular faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M896   

cylinder 
(very 
short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M914   oblate faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III 5338   oblate glass blue (bright) 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III 5357   

barrel 
(short) glass blue-green Pl. 92:46 
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Megiddo 
III M1099   

oblate 
(double) glass red-brown Pl. 92:51 

Megiddo 
III M920   

pear-
shaped 
(large, 
short) limestone not specified Pl. 90:75 

Megiddo 
III M1584   

pear-
shaped 
(short) carnelian red-orange Pl. 90:39 

Megiddo 
III M1810   disk bead carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M3325   sphere limestone not specified Pl. 90:70 

Megiddo 
III M1824   

pear-
shaped 
(large) 

milky 
quartz whitish Pl. 90:63 

Megiddo 
III M1911   

bicone 
(faceted) carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M2052   disk bead carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M1912a   

cylinder 
(irregular, 
short, w/ 
convex 
ends) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M1912b   

not 
specified glass 

blue w/gray-
white Pl. 92:22 

Megiddo 
III M4337   

barrel 
(long) carnelian red-orange Pl. 90:26 

Megiddo 
III M2922   bicone glass blue 

not 
pictured 
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Megiddo 
III M4369   bicone glass blue 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M3345   

bicone 
(assymetri
cal) agate not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4202   

bicone 
(long, 
faceted) carnelian red-orange Pl. 90:27 

Megiddo 
III M4447   

cylinder 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4192   

pear-
shaped 
(long) carnelian red-orange Pl. 90:29 

Megiddo 
III M4200   oblate carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4203   

barrel 
(short) carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4235   

barrel 
(short) carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4232   sphere faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4266   

cylinder 
(short) carnelian red-orange Pl. 90:19 

Megiddo 
III M4351   

not 
specified carnelian red-orange Pl. 90:28 

Megiddo 
III M4323   

bicone 
(long) 

chalcedon
y not specified Pl. 90:57 

Megiddo 
III M4324   

cylinder 
(irregular, 
short, w/ 
convex 
ends) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 
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Megiddo 
III M4352   irregular faience not specified Pl. 91:31 

Megiddo 
III M4456b   

barrel 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4456a   

cylinder 
(long) limestone not specified Pl. 90:72 

Megiddo 
III M5109   

bicone 
(short, 
faceted) carnelian red-orange Pl. 90:18 

Megiddo 
III M4650   oblate faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M5107   

oblate 
(small) glass blue (light) Pl. 92:20 

Megiddo 
III M4421 7 

barrel 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4421 7 

cylinder 
(long) faience not specified Pl. 91:28 

Megiddo 
III M4421 7 

cylinder 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4421 7 

cylinder 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4421 7 

cylinder 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4421 7 

cylinder 
(very 
short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4421 7 

irregular, 
worn faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4764   

cylinder 
(very 
short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4765   

cylinder 
(very 
short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4744   

triangular 
eye glass 

blue (dark) 
w/gray-
white Pl. 92:34 
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Megiddo 
III M4407   

oblate 
(large) glass blue (light) Pl. 92:35 

Megiddo 
III M4461   sphere glass yellow 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4408   disk bead shell not specified Pl. 91:76 

Megiddo 
III M4502b   

cylinder 
(long) faience blue Pl. 91:61 

Megiddo 
III M4487a   

cylinder 
(long, 
segmented
) faience not specified Pl. 91:27 

Megiddo 
III M4487b   oblate faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4487c   

barrel 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4502a   

barrel 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4503c   

barrel 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4503a   

triangular 
eye 
(double) glass 

green 
w/gray and 
blue Pl. 92:30 

Megiddo 
III M4503b   oblate eye glass 

green 
w/gray and 
blue Pl. 92:31 

Megiddo 
III M4487d   sphere glass yellow Pl. 92:38 

Megiddo 
III M4470   

cylinder 
(short) limestone not specified Pl. 90:71 

Megiddo 
III M4580   disk bead carnelian red-orange Pl. 90:17 

Megiddo 
III M4832   

bicone 
(short) carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 
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Megiddo 
III M4533   

cylinder 
(very 
short) faience not specified Pl. 91:14 

Megiddo 
III M4578   

bicone 
(short) faience not specified Pl. 91:16 

Megiddo 
III M4662   oblate glass blue (bright) Pl. 92:15 

Megiddo 
III M4571   

barrel 
(short, 
truncated) glass blue (light) Pl. 92:7 

Megiddo 
III M4582   barrel glass 

blue (light) 
w/gray-
white Pl. 92:27 

Megiddo 
III M4618   

cylinder 
(large) alabaster whitish Pl. 92:64 

Megiddo 
III M4622b   

bicone 
(short) carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4622c   sphere carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4687   disk bead carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4620   

barrel 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4676   

barrel 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4975   

cylinder 
(irregular, 
short, w/ 
convex 
ends) faience not specified Pl. 91:15 

Megiddo 
III M4615   

barrel 
(large, 
short, 
truncated) glass blue (light) 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4608   

bicone 
(large) carnelian red-orange Pl. 90:25 
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Megiddo 
III M4669a   oblate carnelian red-orange Pl. 90:16 

Megiddo 
III M5123   

bicone 
(short) carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4649   

barrel 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4678a   

melon 
(fluted) faience not specified Pl. 91:25 

Megiddo 
III M4678b   sphere faience not specified Pl. 91:26 

Megiddo 
III M4678e   

cylinder 
(very 
short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M5124   oblate glass blue (bright) 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4806   oblate glass blue (dark) Pl. 92:33 

Megiddo 
III M5066   

not 
specified glass blue-black Pl. 92:32 

Megiddo 
III M4678c   

bicone 
(large) glass 

maroon, 
blue, gray-
white, green Pl. 92:36 

Megiddo 
III M4678d   

cylinder 
(long) glass 

yellow 
w/white and 
blue-black Pl. 92:37 

Megiddo 
III M4970a   bicone carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4970b   sphere carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4983   oblate carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M5118   sphere carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 
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Megiddo 
III M4657a   oblate faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4657b   

barrel 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4658a   

cylinder 
(long) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4669b   oblate faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4699   

cylinder 
(long) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4711   

barrel 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4969b   

barrel 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4658b   oblate glass blue (bright) Pl. 92:14 

Megiddo 
III M4968   sphere glass blue (dark) Pl. 90:61 

Megiddo 
III M4984   

barrel 
(short, 
truncated) glass blue (dark) 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4971b   barrel glass blue w/white Pl. 92:41 

Megiddo 
III M4664   sphere glass blue-gray 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4969a   sphere glass blue-gray 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4971a   sphere glass yellow 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4974   

barrel 
(short, 
truncated) glass yellow-gray 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M5199   

barrel 
(long) steatite not specified Pl. 92:67 
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Megiddo 
III M4769b   oblate carnelian red-orange Pl. 90:24 

Megiddo 
III M4703   

cylinder 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4712   

cylinder 
(very 
short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4757   

barrel 
(long) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4696   

barrel 
(large, 
short, 
truncated) glass blue (light) Pl. 92:16 

Megiddo 
III M4704   

oblate 
(small) glass blue (light) 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4697   

triangular 
eye glass 

blue-black 
w/gray-
white Pl. 92:40 

Megiddo 
III M4769a   sphere glass blue-gray 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M5180   

bicone 
(large) 

milky 
quartz whitish Pl. 90:59 

Megiddo 
III M4746a   

cylinder 
(long) carnelian red-orange Pl. 90:22 

Megiddo 
III M4746b   sphere carnelian red-orange Pl. 90:23 

Megiddo 
III M4746c   disk bead carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4730a   

barrel 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4730b   

cylinder 
(very 
short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4730c   

barrel 
(short, 
truncated) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 
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Megiddo 
III M4760a   

barrel 
(short, 
truncated) faience not specified Pl. 91:22 

Megiddo 
III M4760b   

barrel 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4807a   

barrel 
(long) faience not specified Pl. 91:23 

Megiddo 
III M4807b   

irregular, 
worn faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M5114   

barrel 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4750   

barrel 
(large, 
short, 
truncated) glass blue Pl. 92:39 

Megiddo 
III M4767a   

barrel 
(short, 
truncated) glass blue (dark) Pl. 92:6 

Megiddo 
III M4767b   

barrel 
(short, 
truncated) glass blue (light) Pl. 92:7 

Megiddo 
III M4807c   elliptical glass 

blue-black 
w/gray-
white Pl. 92:29 

Megiddo 
III M5115   sphere glass green Pl. 90:60 

Megiddo 
III M4760c   oblate glass 

green (dark) 
w/gray Pl. 92:28 

Megiddo 
III M4745a   

barrel 
(short) carnelian red-orange Pl. 90:31 

Megiddo 
III M4745b   

bicone 
(long, 
faceted) carnelian red-orange Pl. .90:32 

Megiddo 
III M4745c   

barrel 
(short) carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4753   

bicone 
(large) carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 
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Megiddo 
III M4793b   sphere carnelian red-orange Pl. 90:30 

Megiddo 
III M5413   sphere carnelian red-orange Pl. 90:21 

Megiddo 
III M4759a   

barrel 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4759b   

barrel 
(short, 
truncated) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4793a   

barrel 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4803a   

cylinder 
(very 
short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4803b   

cylinder 
(very 
short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M5103   

cylinder 
(short) faience not specified Pl. 91:30 

Megiddo 
III M5121   

barrel 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M5122   

cylinder 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M5125   

cylinder 
(very 
short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M5126   

cylinder 
(very 
short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4759c   oblate glass blue (dark) 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M5414   oblate glass green Pl. 90:58 

Megiddo 
III M4728f   

bicone 
(short) carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 
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Megiddo 
III M5095   

bicone 
(short) carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III 5154   

irregular, 
worn faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M991   

cylinder 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4784   oblate faience not specified Pl. 91:20 

Megiddo 
III M1247   

cylinder 
(large, 
eye?) glass 

blue (dark) 
w/yellow 
and gray Pl. 92:48 

Megiddo 
III M1248b   

barrel 
(short, 
truncated) glass yellow-gray 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M5051   sphere carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M5052b   disk bead faience not specified Pl. 91:13 

Megiddo 
IIIB M4343   

bicone 
(w/ends) faience not specified Pl. 91:32 

Megiddo 
IIIB M4698   lotus glass 

gray w/light 
blue Pl. 90:17 

Megiddo 
IIIB M4791   

cylinder 
(long) 

serpentin
e not specified Pl. 92:68 

Megiddo 
IIIB M4778   disk bead 

smoky 
quartz gray Pl. 90:64 

Megiddo 
IIIB M5113   oblate faience not specified 

not 
pictured 
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Megiddo 
IIIB M5117   

cylinder 
(long) carnelian red-orange Pl. 90:33 

Megiddo 
IIIB M5136   

cylinder 
(very 
short) faience not specified Pl. 91:29 

Megiddo 
IIIB M4728d   

barrel 
(short) carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
IIIB M4728e   

bicone 
(short, 
faceted) carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
IIIB M4728h   

barrel 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
IIIB M4728i   

melon 
(fluted) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
IIIB M4728j   

melon 
(fluted) faience not specified Pl. 91:21 

Megiddo 
IIIB M5149   

oblate 
(small) glass blue (bright) Pl. 92:42 

Megiddo 
IIIB M4728b   sphere glass blue (light) Pl. 92:26 

Megiddo 
IIIB M4728a   elliptical glass 

blue (light) 
w/white Pl. 92:25 

Megiddo 
IIIB M4737   oblate glass blue-black Pl. 92:43 

Megiddo 
IV M1136   

pear-
shaped 
(short) carnelian red-orange Pl. 90:40 

Megiddo 
IV 5382   

cylinder 
(short) faience not specified Pl. 91:33 

Megiddo 
IV M1290   disk bead faience not specified Pl. 91:38 

Megiddo 
IV 5283   oblate glass blue (dark) 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
IV M1147   sphere glass 

blue (dark) 
w/yellow Pl. 92:54 
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Megiddo 
IV M1271   

bicone 
(long, 
truncated 
convex) glass 

blue (light) 
w/gray-
white Pl. 92:49 

Megiddo 
IV M940   

barrel 
(large, 
short, 
truncated) glass 

blue w/gray-
white Pl. 92:45 

Megiddo 
IV M1127   

barrel 
(short, 
truncated) glass blue-black Pl. 92:56 

Megiddo 
IV 5300   

pear-
shaped 
(short) glass 

gray 
w/yellow Pl. 92:55 

Megiddo 
IV M236   

bicone 
(short 
truncated 
convex) glass 

yellow 
w/blue-black 
and white Pl. 92:47 

Megiddo 
IV M1248a   

disk 
(rounded) glass blue 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
IV M2115   oblate glass blue (bright) 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
IV M4496   

bicone 
(long, 
faceted) agate not specified Pl. 90:65 

Megiddo 
IV M4673   

irregular, 
worn faience not specified Pl. 91:18 

Megiddo 
IV M5412   disk bead calcite whitish Pl. 91:78 

Megiddo 
IV M5194   

barrel 
(short) carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
IV M5094   

cylinder 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 
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Megiddo 
IV M5100   

barrel 
(textured, 
collared) faience not specified Pl. 91:39 

Megiddo 
IV M5142   

cylinder 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
IV M5267   

barrel 
(long, 
segmented
) faience not specified Pl. 91:41 

Megiddo 
IV M5318   

cylinder 
(long) faience not specified Pl. 91:42 

Megiddo 
IV M5207   oblate faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
IV M5249   

barrel 
(short) carnelian red-orange Pl. 90:45 

Megiddo 
IV M5323   

barrel 
(long) carnelian red-orange Pl. 90:46 

Megiddo 
IV M5341   

bicone 
(long) carnelian red-orange Pl. 90:47 

Megiddo 
IV M5349   

bicone 
(faceted) carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
IV M5350b   disk bead carnelian red-orange 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
IV M5252   

barrel 
(short, 
ribbed, 
collared) faience blue Pl. 91:67 

Megiddo 
IV M5265   

cylinder 
(tapered) faience blue Pl. 91:68 

Megiddo 
IV M5381   

barrel 
(short, 
ribbed, 
collared) faience blue Pl. 91:66 

Megiddo 
IV M5251   

barrel 
(short, 
collared) faience not specified Pl. 91:48 

Megiddo 
IV M5260   

square 
spacer faience not specified Pl. 91:45 
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Megiddo 
IV M5263   

barrel 
(short, 
segmented
) faience not specified Pl. 91:47 

Megiddo 
IV M5320   

cylinder 
(long) faience not specified Pl. 91:50 

Megiddo 
IV M5325   

cylinder 
(short, 
segmented
) faience not specified Pl. 91:51 

Megiddo 
IV M5326d   

melon 
(fluted) faience not specified Pl. 91:49 

Megiddo 
IV M5350a   

barrel 
(short) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
IV M5350c   

bicone 
(short) faience not specified Pl. 91:16 

Megiddo 
IV M5350d   

barrel 
(short, 
truncated) faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
IV M5350e   sphere faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
IV M5350f   disk bead faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
IV M5350g   disk bead faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
IV M5350h   

disk bead 
bracelet faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
IV M5350i   disk bead faience not specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
IV M5223   sphere glass 

blue-black 
w/white Pl. 92:57 

Megiddo 
IV M5326c   

barrel 
(short) glass blue-green 

not 
pictured 
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Megiddo 
IV M5326a   

sphere 
(large) glass red 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
IV M5326b   sphere glass yellow 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
IV M5327   

barrel 
(short, 
truncated) glass yellow Pl. 92:58 

Megiddo 
IV M5270   

cylinder 
(short) sandstone not specified Pl. 92:70 

Megiddo 
IV A714   

crenellated 
disk faience not specified 

Pl. 
218:138 

Megiddo 
IV A713   sphere glass 

black 
w/white and 
yellow 

Pl. 
218:137 

Megiddo 
K-2 

96/K/68
/AR3   bicone carnelian red-orange 

Fig. 
12.30:8 

Megiddo 
K-2 

96/K/12
/AR3   oblate glass 

black 
w/brown 

Fig. 
12.30:18 

Megiddo 
K-2 

96/K/56
/AR1   disk glass not specified 

Fig. 
12.30:15 

Megiddo 
K-2 

96/K/10
5/AR1   oblate glass pearl 

not 
pictured 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 0156   oblate eye glass 

blue (dark) 
w/white and 
blue 

Fig. 92: 
1; Pl. 
XXVI:10(
1) 
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Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   oblate eye glass 

blue (dark) 
w/white and 
blue 

Fig. 92:2, 
Pl. 
XXVI:10(
2) 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 0361a   oblate eye glass 

blue (dark) 
w/white and 
blue 

Fig. 92:2, 
Pl. 
XXVI:10(
2) 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   oblate eye glass 

blue (dark) 
w/white and 
blue 

Fig. 92: 
1; Pl. 
XXVI:10(
1) 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   oblate eye glass 

blue (dark) 
w/white and 
blue 

Fig. 92: 
1; Pl. 
XXVI:10(
1) 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   oblate eye glass 

blue (dark) 
w/white and 
blue 

Fig. 92: 
1; Pl. 
XXVI:10(
1) 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   oblate eye glass 

blue (dark) 
w/white and 
blue 

Fig. 92: 
1; Pl. 
XXVI:10(
1) 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   oblate eye glass 

blue (dark) 
w/white and 
blue 

Fig. 92: 
1; Pl. 
XXVI:10(
1) 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   oblate eye glass 

blue (dark) 
w/white and 
blue 

Fig. 92: 
1; Pl. 
XXVI:10(
1) 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 3046   oblate eye glass 

dark 
w/white and 
dark Fig. 92:12 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 3045   

cylindrical 
eye glass 

greenish w/ 
white and 
dark Fig. 92:11 
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Samaria-
Sebaste Q 2045   oblate eye glass 

black 
w/white and 
black 

Fig. 92:6, 
Pl. 
xxvi:10(6
) 

Samaria-
Sebaste Z 328   oblate eye glass 

blue-green 
(light) 
w/white and 
dark blue Fig. 92:10 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 1146   

triangular 
eye glass 

blue-green 
w/ white and 
blue (dark) Fig. 92:9 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   cylinder glass 

dark glass, 
holes not 
filled Fig. 92:13 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   cylinder glass 

green 
w/white  
inset Fig. 92:13 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 1440   round glass variegated Fig. 92:15 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   oblate eye glass 

white and 
blue 

Fig. 92:4, 
Pl. 
xxvi:10(4
) 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 2151   oblate eye glass 

white and 
blue 

Fig. 92:4, 
Pl. 
xxvi:10(4
) 

Samaria-
Sebaste D 1069   cylinder 

glass 
(w/metal 
inset) 

dark with 
light metal Fig. 92:13 
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Samaria-
Sebaste T 381   sphere 

glass 
paste 

yellow, blue, 
and green Fig. 92:14 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

disk 
(rounded) glass black Fig. 92:24 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 3044   bicone glass blue Fig. 92:35 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   round glass amber Fig. 92:27 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

disk 
(rounded) glass black Fig. 92:24 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

round 
(small) glass blue (light) Fig. 92:26 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

round 
(small) glass blue (light) Fig. 92:25 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   cylinder glass green 

Fig. 92: 
30 

Samaria-
Sebaste D 440   square glass amber Fig. 92:32 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

round 
(small) glass amber Fig. 92:26 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed 3 

disk 
(rounded) glass black Fig. 92:24 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

biconical 
barrel glass black Fig. 92:37 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 267   

round 
(small) glass black Fig. 92:26 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   oblate glass 

black 
w/white Fig. 92:17 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   bicone glass blue Fig. 92:35 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   round glass blue Fig. 92:27 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   bicone glass blue Fig. 92:35 
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Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   bicone glass blue Fig. 92:35 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   bicone glass blue Fig. 92:35 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   bicone glass blue Fig. 92:36 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

bicone 
(small) glass blue Fig. 92:35 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

bicone 
(small) glass blue Fig. 92:35 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   round glass blue Fig. 92:27 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 0298   

lozenge 
(flat) glass blue Fig. 92:38 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 4785   

barrel 
(small) glass blue Fig. 92:29 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 4787   bicone glass blue Fig. 92:36 
Samaria-
Sebaste Q 4790   cylinder glass blue Fig. 92:30 
Samaria-
Sebaste Q 680   round glass blue Fig. 92:27 
Samaria-
Sebaste T 259   

biconical 
barrel glass blue (dark) Fig. 92:37 

Samaria-
Sebaste T 269   

square 
(truncated
) glass blue (dark) Fig. 92:31 

Samaria-
Sebaste A 51b   oblate glass 

blue (dark) 
w/white Fig. 92:17 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

disk 
(rounded) glass blue (light) Fig. 92:24 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

round 
(small) glass blue (light) Fig. 92:25 

Samaria-
Sebaste T 287   

round 
(small) glass blue (light) Fig. 92:25 

Samaria-
Sebaste A 51c   barrel glass blue w/white Fig. 92:19 
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Samaria-
Sebaste Q 4791   barrel glass 

blue 
w/yellow, 
green, and 
blue Fig. 92:23 

Samaria-
Sebaste D 819   

disk 
(rounded) glass brown Fig. 92:24 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

disk 
(rounded) glass brown Fig. 92:24 

Samaria-
Sebaste T 280   oblate glass 

brown 
w/gold Fig. 92:18 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   oblate glass 

brown 
w/white Fig. 92:17 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   round glass clear Fig. 92:27 

Samaria-
Sebaste Z 143   barrel glass clear Fig. 92:28 
Samaria-
Sebaste Q 1086c   

barrel 
(small) glass 

dark 
w/white Fig. 92:22 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 348   barrel glass 

dark 
w/white Fig. 92:21 

Samaria-
Sebaste A 52   

hexagonal 
cylinder glass greenish Fig. 92:34 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

disk 
(rounded) glass white Fig. 92:24 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

disk 
(rounded) glass white Fig. 92:24 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

round 
(small) glass white Fig. 92:26 

Samaria-
Sebaste T 265   barrel 

glass 
paste 

vitreous 
paste w/ 
yellow Fig. 92:20 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 2046   flat oblate faience blue Fig. 92:50 
Samaria-
Sebaste Z 123   oblate faience blue Fig. 92:51 
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Samaria-
Sebaste Z 124   round faience blue Fig. 92:47 

Samaria-
Sebaste D 1240   round carnelian red-orange Fig. 92:60 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   round carnelian red-orange Fig. 92:60 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   round carnelian red-orange Fig. 92:60 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   round carnelian red-orange Fig. 92:60 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   round carnelian red-orange Fig. 92:60 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   round carnelian red-orange Fig. 92:60 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   round carnelian red-orange Fig. 92:60 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   round carnelian red-orange Fig. 92:60 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   round carnelian red-orange Fig. 92:60 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   round carnelian red-orange Fig. 92:60 

Samaria-
Sebaste D 997   oblate faience blue Fig. 92:48 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

melon 
(fluted) faience blue Fig. 92:56 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

melon 
(fluted) faience blue Fig. 92:56 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

oblate 
(short) faience blue Fig. 92:49 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

oblate 
(short) faience blue Fig. 92:49 
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Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

melon 
(fluted) faience blue Fig. 92:56 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 2148   

melon 
(fluted) faience blue Fig. 92:56 

Samaria-
Sebaste S 9   

melon 
(fluted) faience blue Fig. 92:55 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 0363   oblate faience blue (bright) Fig. 92:52 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

melon 
(fluted) faience blue (dark) Fig. 92:56 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 349   

cylinder 
(short) faience blue (dark) Fig. 92:53 

Samaria-
Sebaste D 442   

melon 
(fluted) faience blue (light) Fig. 92:58 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 1439   

barrel 
(long, 
small) faience blue (light) Fig. 92:54 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 265   

oblate 
(short) faience green Fig. 92:49 

Samaria-
Sebaste A 50   

melon 
(fluted) faience yellow Fig. 92:59 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 0155a   

barrel 
(collared, 
ribbed) glass blue Fig. 92:42 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 1143   bulbous glass clear Fig. 92:40 

Samaria-
Sebaste unreg   

collared 
barrel glass white Fig. 92:41 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 4796   

melon 
(fluted) 

glass 
paste dark Fig. 92:57 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

barrel 
(long) carnelian red-orange Fig. 92:66 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   bicone carnelian red-orange Fig. 92:69 

Samaria-
Sebaste C 230   

barrel 
(short) stone gray Fig. 92:68 

Samaria-
Sebaste Z 316   

barrel 
(long) agate 

black 
w/white Fig. 92:65 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

biconical 
barrel agate not specified Fig. 92:72 
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Samaria-
Sebaste T 284   

bicone 
(large) agate not specified Fig. 92:71 

Samaria-
Sebaste D 1387   bicone amethyst purple Fig. 92:70 
Samaria-
Sebaste D 821   

barrel 
(long) carnelian red-orange Fig. 92:67 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

faceted 
hexagonal carnelian red-orange Fig. 92:74 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

faceted 
hexagonal carnelian red-orange Fig. 92:74 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

barrel 
(short) carnelian red-orange Fig. 92:68 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

biconical 
barrel carnelian red-orange Fig. 92:72 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   bicone carnelian red-orange Fig. 92:69 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

barrel 
(short) carnelian red-orange Fig. 92:68 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

barrel 
(long) carnelian red-orange Fig. 92:67 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

barrel 
(long) carnelian red-orange Fig. 92:67 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

oblate 
(short) carnelian red-orange Fig. 92:64 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

oblate 
(short) carnelian red-orange Fig. 92:64 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   bicone carnelian red-orange Fig. 92:70 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

barrel 
(long) carnelian red-orange Fig. 92:67 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 4793   

barrel 
(long) carnelian red-orange Fig. 92:66 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 4799   

oblate 
(short) carnelian red-orange Fig. 92:64 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 4853   bicone carnelian red-orange Fig. 92:69 
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Samaria-
Sebaste Q 885   

faceted 
hexagonal carnelian red-orange Fig. 92:74 

Samaria-
Sebaste T 266   

circular 
(flat) carnelian red-orange Fig. 92:62 

Samaria-
Sebaste T 260b   

hexagonal 
cylinder 

chalcedon
y blue-green Fig. 92:73 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   bicone 

chalcedon
y not specified Fig. 92:69 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 4852   

oblate 
(short) 

lapis 
lazuli blue (dark) Fig. 92:63 

Samaria-
Sebaste D 1020   

pear-
shaped 
(large) porphyry not specified Fig. 92:75 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

oblate 
(short) stone black Fig. 92:64 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

oblate 
(short) stone black Fig. 92:64 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

plano-
convex stone black Fig. 92:76 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 1457   round stone black Fig. 92:61 

Samaria-
Sebaste D 328   

plano-
convex stone dark Fig. 92:77 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

oblate 
(short) stone green Fig. 92:64 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

oblate 
(short) stone green Fig. 92:64 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   bicone stone not specified Fig. 92:69 
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Samaria-
Sebaste Q 2045   

square, w/ 
elliptical 
cylinder 
section limestone red-gray Fig. 92:82 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 0361b   oblate eye glass 

blue (dark) 
w/white and 
blue 

Fig. 92:3, 
Pl. 
XXVI:10(
3) 

Samaria-
Sebaste 164   oblate agate not specified 

not 
pictured 

Samaria-
Sebaste 181 2 

not 
specified agate red 

not 
pictured 

Samaria-
Sebaste 747   

not 
specified 

glass 
paste green 

not 
pictured 

Samaria-
Sebaste 590   

not 
specified 

glass 
paste green 

not 
pictured 

Samaria-
Sebaste 716   

not 
specified 

glass 
paste green 

not 
pictured 
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Samaria-
Sebaste 525   

lentil-
shaped glass not specified 

not 
pictured 

Samaria-
Sebaste 653   

hemispheri
cal glass not specified 

not 
pictured 

Samaria-
Sebaste 182b   

lentil-
shaped glass not specified 

not 
pictured 

Samaria-
Sebaste 182a   

not 
specified 

glass 
paste green 

not 
pictured 

Samaria-
Sebaste 192a   

not 
specified 

glass 
paste green 

not 
pictured 

Samaria-
Sebaste 2591   ring eye glass 

black 
w/white and 
blue 

not 
pictured 

Samaria-
Sebaste 2162   oblate glass blue (dark) 

not 
pictured 

Samaria-
Sebaste 4672   

eye (shape 
not 
specified) glass 

blue (light) 
w/white and 
blue (dark) 

not 
pictured 

Samaria-
Sebaste 3367   

barrel 
(short) carnelian red-orange 

Fig. 
247:1e 

Samaria-
Sebaste 3321   

cylinder 
(segmente
d) faience blue 

Fig. 
246:7a 

Samaria-
Sebaste 2441   

hexagonal 
flat glass blue (dark) 

Fig. 
245:5a 

Samaria-
Sebaste 2195   barrel 

rock 
crystal clear 

Fig. 
247:1k 
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Samaria-
Sebaste 2592   barrel agate not specified 

not 
pictured 

Samaria-
Sebaste 1625   

bicone 
(short, 
square, 
faceted) carnelian red-orange 

Fig. 
247:5a 

Samaria-
Sebaste 3736b   barrel stone black 

not 
pictured 

 

Object no. reference context locus notes? 

7587 

Mazar and 
Panitz-
Cohen 
2001a:265   778 irregular 

7568 

Mazar and 
Panitz-
Cohen 
2001a:265-
266   778   

9529 

Mazar and 
Panitz-
Cohen 
2001a:266 domestic 950 

only gemstone 
at site from Iron 
Age.  Parallels 
listed 

9694 

Mazar and 
Panitz-
Cohen 
2001a:266 domestic 982 

off center 
perforation.  
May not be 
bead. 

7102 

Mazar and 
Panitz-
Cohen 
2001a:266   738 

tiny bead, 
parallels liste 

7052 

Mazar and 
Panitz-
Cohen 
2001a:266   730 

worked shell, 
slightly conical. 

G 8153 
Ariel 
1990:136-7 wall W. 367   

E1/ 3403 

Swersky 
1996:270; 
Zuckerman 
1996:282 fill 601   

E1/ 3479 

Swersky 
1996:270; 
Zuckerman 
1996:282 floor 631   
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G 4568 
Ariel 
1990:152-3 

stone 
collapse 773 

highly unusual.  
Possible parallels 
in Italy, 8th c. 
and later 

G 4889 
Ariel 
1990:157-8 floor 818 

Eye bead, 
veined yellowish 
green with three 
equally spaced 
protrusions of 
white and black 
concentric 
circles on the 
horizontal axis.  

G 11942 
Swersky 
1996:270 floor 997 

black because it 
was burnt, but 
when? 

G 11754 
Zuckerman 
1996:286 not listed 974   

G 5727 

Zuckerman 
1996:286; 
Ariel 1990: 
158-59 

stone 
collapse to 
floor 868 

veined yellowish 
green with white 
and dark green 
concentric 
circles (eyes) 
well separated. 

G 15490 

Swersky 
1996:270; 
Zuckerman 
1996:282 fill 1110   

E1/ 16749 

Ariel 
1990:157-
8; 
Zuckerman 
1996:286 floor 2079 

Produced 
through folding 
of glass. 

E1/ 10182 

Swersky 
1996:270; 
Zuckerman 
1996:282 floor 1608 Parallels listed 

E1/ 6006 

Swersky 
1996:270; 
Zuckerman 
1996:282 floor 631 

Found with ivory 
pendant E1/ 
6005 

E1/ 2772 
Zuckerman 
1996:284 fill 575   

D1/ 12779 
Swersky 
1996:270 tabun 448   

E1/ 6340 

Swersky 
1996:270; 
Zuckerman 
1996:282 fill 1264   
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E1/ 19628 

Swersky 
1996:270; 
Zuckerman 
1996:282 stone floor 2093   

E1/ 10533 

Swersky 
1996:270; 
Zuckerman 
284 floor 1618   

E1/ 10074 
Zuckerman 
1996:286 fill 1612   

G 4831 

Swersky 
1996:270; 
Zuckerman 
1996:284 floor 826 

stratigraphy 
listed uncertain - 
that is strange 
on a floor. 

B994/1 

Yadin, et al. 
1960: Pl. 
CLXVI:15 

wall make-
up wall 3510 

only photo is 
shown - depth is 
unclear.  May be 
barrel or thick 
disk. 

B969/1 

Yadin, et al. 
1960: Pl. 
CLXVI:14   3116a 

only photo is 
shown - depth is 
unclear.  May be 
barrel or thick 
disk. 

B1347/1 

Yadin, et al. 
1960:Pl. 
CLXVI:13   3100a/3 

only photo is 
shown - depth is 
unclear.  May be 
barrel or thick 
disk. 

B1875/1 

Yadin, et al. 
1961:Pl. 
CCXXXIV:20   3146   

B4990 

Yadin, et al. 
1961: Pl. 
CCCLXI:12   3103b   

A8529 

Yadin, et al. 
1958: Pl. 
CXLIX:11   49 

may be sphere 
w/big hole 

G821/1 

Yadin, et al. 
1961: Pl. 
CCL   10052   

G183/1 

Yadin, et al. 
1961: Pls. 
CCL:25, 
CCCLXI:13   10027   

A14615 

Yadin, et al. 
1958: Pl. 
CXLIX:10   71 

bead looks to be 
bicolored.  
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A5413 

Yadin, et al. 
1958: Pl. 
CXLIX:15   72 

probably agate 
or chalecedony, 
but not 
specified. 

B1892/1 

Yadin, et al. 
1961: Pl. 
CCXVI:18   3167a 

perforated 
lengthwise 

A6936 

Yadin, et al. 
1958: Pl. 
CXLIX:12   92a 

may be cone or 
bicone.  May be 
spindle whorl 

299 
Ray 
2001:201 fill     

2440 
Ray 2001: 
123 not good   

nearest source - 
Anatolia 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:399-
400 tomb Tomb 187 

Tomb isn't listed 
in the 
cemeteries, so 
there's no date 
for it. 

60436/80 
Sass 
2004:2028 debris R 6010   

38975/81 
Sass 
2004:2028 fill GW 4439 could be later 

38975/90 
Sass 
2004:2028 fill GW 4439 could be later 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 106   

378 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 106   

378 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 106   

378 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 106   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 106   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 106   
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no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 106   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 106   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 106   

380 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 106 

Not listed in 
tomb writeup 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 106 

Not listed in 
tomb writeup 

380 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 106   

380 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 106 

Not listed in 
tomb writeup 

380 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 106   

379 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 106   

379 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 106 

blue bead, white 
rings, blue dot 
eyes on white.  

379 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 106 

blue bead, white 
circles, blue 
raised spot eye 
on white.  

380 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 106 

blue glass w/ 
white and brown 
crumbs 
impressed into 
it. 
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no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 106   

379 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 106   

379 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 106   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 106 

The most 
detailed bead is 
green glass w/ 
blue and black 
spots.  Eye 
beads? 

379 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 106   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 106   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 106   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 106   

380 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 106   

380 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 106 

made of Lydian 
stone, which is a 
form of gray-
black jasper 

377 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 106   
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no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 106   

379 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 106 

Not listed in 
tomb writeup 

378 

Tufnell 
1953:399-
400 tomb Tomb 106   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:399-
400 tomb Tomb 106   

380 

Tufnell 
1953:399-
400 tomb Tomb 106 

looks floral, not 
architectural! 

493? 

Tufnell 
1953:399-
400 tomb Tomb 114 

tomb list 
includes two 
beads, one not 
pictured.  This 
may be that 
bead.  
Otherwise, not 
listed in tomb 
writeup. 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:399-
400 tomb Tomb 106 

Not listed in 
tomb writeup 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:399-
400 tomb Tomb 106 

looks floral, not 
architectural! 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:399-
400 tomb Tomb 106 

Not listed in 
tomb writeup 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:399-
400 tomb Tomb 106 Cf. M I, 91:21 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:399-
400 tomb Tomb 106 

looks like gears 
from a bike 
wheel. 

38133/80 
Sass 
2004:2028 channel GW 4372   

31469/80 
Sass 
2004:2028 

city wall 
façade and 
glacis at 
drain GW 4277   

60530/70 
Sass 
2004:2028 

counter-
ramp R 6007   
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8134/50 
Sass 
2004:2028 

domestic 
courtyard S 3529   

8457/50 
Sass 
2004:2028 

domestic 
floor S 3573   

8472/80 
Sass 
2004:2028 

domestic 
floor S 3573   

8206/40 
Sass 
2004:2028 

domestic 
room S 3525   

8206/90 
Sass 
2004:2028 

domestic 
room S 3525   

8205/1 
Sass 
2004:2028 

domestic 
room S 3525   

31653/50 
Sass 
2004:2028 drain GW 4286   

31347/80 
Sass 
2004:2028 fill GW 4344 

grooved 
lengthwise 

31392/80 
Sass 
2004:2028 

gate 
courtyard GW 4253   

10223/50 
Sass 
2004:2028 

gate 
passage GE 4046   

10151/50 
Sass 
2004:2028 gate room GE 4010   

31251/50 
Sass 
2004:2028 

gatehouse 
floor GW 4061   

61082/50 
Sass 
2004:2028 

glacis and 
fill R 6049   

38962/80 
Sass 
2004:2028 

junction of 
tower and 
wall GW 4399 

Level attribution 
is questionable 

35102/70 
Sass 
2004:2028 room GE 4083 

found in room 
w/ agricultural 
tools 

56079/80 
Sass 
2004:2028 

wall near 
gate Pal. 4811 

included LB 
sherds 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:109, 
399-400 room H.15:1010   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:110, 
399-400 room G.14:1012 

Listed in plate 
text as 
G.12:1012, but 
in locus list as 
G.14:1012. 
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5532 

Tufnell 
1953:110, 
399-400 room G.14:1012 

Elliptical means 
oval in axis of 
perforation, but 
very narrow - 
not much wider 
than the 
perforation itself 
in the cross-
direction.  Plate 
list says 
G.12:1012, but 
text includes 
bead in 
G.14:1012. 

6283 
Tufnell 
1953: 115 room J.17:1043 

purpose of disk 
is unclear 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:108, 
399-400 room H.15:1003 

Room was built 
during level III 
as part of a 
substantial, 
well-roofed 
building, 
possibly 2 
stories/ roof 
used as living 
space.  More 
substantial than 
neighboring 
ceilings.  

42685/80 
Sass 
2004:2026 fill S 3579   

42276/80 
Sass 
2004:2026 fill S 3589 mixed context 

42263/80 
Sass 
2004:2026 fill S 3589 mixed context 

40703/70 
Sass 
2004:2026 fill S 3579   

70318/80 
Sass 
2004:2027 fill 

Pal. 7025 
Upper   

70156/80 
Sass 
2004:2027 fill Pal. 7041   

31505/80 
Sass 
2004:2027 fill GW 4327   

55042/80 
Sass 
2004:2027 fill Pal. 4712   

30079/80 
Sass 
2004:2027 

gatehouse 
floor GE 4033   
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30904/80 
Sass 
2004:2027 

gatehouse 
floor GE 4168 

grooved 
breadthwise 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:113, 
399-400 tomb K.15:1034   

1472 
Tufnell 
1953:116 fill K.11/12:1053 

Found in 
foundations for 
Palace A,  pit, 
mixed  with LB 
material.  
Further 
disturbance from 
Persian robbing 
of Iron Age 
casemate. 
Redated from 
Tufnell via 
Ussishkin 
2004:80 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:116 fill L.12:1057 

Redated from 
Tufnell via 
Ussishkin 
2004:80 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:116 fill K.11:1053 

Redated from 
Tufnell via 
Ussishkin 
2004:80 

5063 

Tufnell 
1953:217, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 224 

grooved on two 
sides, 
doecorated with 
a seed of wheat? 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:217, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 224   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:217, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 224   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:217, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 224   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:217, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 224   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:217, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 224 

listed w/ 2 
broken crystal 
long barrel 
beads. 
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no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:217, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 224 

Broken.  listed 
w/ 13 long 
barrel beads. 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:217, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 224   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:217, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 224   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:217, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 224 

Decorated with 
incised and 
criss-crossed 
lines.  looks 
segmented, but 
Tufnell calls it 
granulated. 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:217, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 224   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:217, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 224   

5063 

Tufnell 
1953:217, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 224 

blue bead, white 
circles, blue 
raised spot eye 
on white.  
Spherical. 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:217, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 224 

blue bead, white 
rings, blue dot 
eyes on white.  

5063 

Tufnell 
1953:217, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 224 

blue glass with 
yellow bands.  

5063 

Tufnell 
1953:217, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 224 

chevrons are 
whire drawn 
white lines.  

5063 

Tufnell 
1953:217, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 224 

brown bead, 
white circles, w/ 
brown eye 
inside.  Broken - 
original shape 
unclear. 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:217, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 224   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:217, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 224   
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no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:217, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 224   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:217, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 224   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:217, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 224   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:399-
400 tomb Tomb 1004 

Not listed in 
tomb writeup 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:399-
400 tomb Tomb 1004 

Not listed in 
tomb writeup 

31706/80 
Sass 
2004:2027 

city wall 
façade and 
glacis GW 4243 

grooved 
breadthwise 

38708/50 
Sass 
2004:2027 

debris from 
Level IV-III, 
deposited in 
L. II GW 4421 

debris from 
Level III, 
dumped during 
level II 
construction. 

7712/50 
Sass 
2004:2028 fill Pal. 3039   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:112, 
399-400 room J.15:1032 

list calls it 
L.13:1032, 
which doesn't 
exist according 
to the text.  

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:112, 
399-400 room J.15:1032   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:114, 
399-400 room J.16:1036 

listed in plate-
list as 
J.14:1036. 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:114, 
399-400 room J.16:1036 

list calls it 
K.15:1036, 
which doesn't 
exist according 
to the text.  

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:114, 
399-400 room J.15:1038   



 

 

497 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:210, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 219   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:210, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 219   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 391 tomb 

Tomb 1002: 
unstratified   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

1261 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

1302 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

1312 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

1319 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002 

shares its 
number with a 
short barrel 
carnelian bead, 
Pl. 66:15 

1319 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002 worn. 

1319 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

1319 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

1319 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   



 

 

498 

1319 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002 

central groove, 
both 
surrounding 
plates peirced.  

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002 

unclear why this 
one is listed 
separately from 
the type-bead of 
this plate 
number from the 
same tomb, and 
both made of 
carnelian - is 
this red, not 
brown? 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002 

Flattened on one 
side? 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   



 

 

499 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

1338 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

1338 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002 

incised w/ 
abstract, 
symmetrical 
design, narrow 
against 
perforation.  

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

1261 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

1302 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

1302 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002 

Decorated with 
incised and 
criss-crossed 
lines.  looks 
segmented, but 
Tufnell calls it 
granulated. 

1338 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002 

Not listed in 
tomb writeup 



 

 

500 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

1302 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002 

blue bead, white 
rings, blue dot 
eyes on white.  

1302 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002 

blue bead 
w/white and 
yellow bands. 

1317 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002 

blue-green glass 
w/ yellow 
crumbs 
impressed into 
it. 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002 

probably found 
in sieving 
(Tufnell 
1953:236) 



 

 

501 

1283 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002 

Not listed in 
tomb writeup 

4877 

Tufnell 
1953:399-
400 tomb Tomb 219 

Not listed in 
tomb writeup 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002 

Not listed in 
tomb writeup 

1302 

Tufnell 
1953:399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   

1324 

Tufnell 
1953:399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002   



 

 

502 

8883/50 
Sass 
2004:2027 

courtyard 
floor S 3618   

40306/80 
Sass 
2004:2027 

courtyard 
floor S 3608   

13524/80 
Sass 
2004:2027 

courtyard 
floor S 3618   

40647/50 
Sass 
2004:2027 

domestic 
courtyard S 3557   

40832/50 
Sass 
2004:2027 

domestic 
courtyard S 3557   

40373/50 
Sass 
2004:2027 floor S 3587 Upper   

40650/90 
Sass 
2004:2027 floor S 3587 Upper   

8530/80 
Sass 
2004:2027 room S 3586 Upper   

40493/70 
Sass 
2004:2026 ash-filled pit S 3648   

40709/70 
Sass 
2004:2026 

courtyard 
floor S 3643   

40231/50 
Sass 
2004:2026 

domestic 
courtyard S 3649   

40231/51 
Sass 
2004:2026 

domestic 
courtyard S 3649   

40231/52 
Sass 
2004:2026 

domestic 
courtyard S 3649   

40231/53 
Sass 
2004:2026 

domestic 
courtyard S 3649   

41076/50 
Sass 
2004:2026 

domestic 
courtyard S 3649   

41624/50 
Sass 
2004:2026 

domestic 
courtyard S 3649   

no number 
listed 

Sass 
2004:2026 

domestic 
courtyard S 3649   

40153/80 
Sass 
2004:2026 

domestic 
courtyard S 3649   

40231/80 
Sass 
2004:2026 

domestic 
courtyard S 3649 

grooved parallel 
to perforation 

40598/70 
Sass 
2004:2026 

domestic 
courtyard S 3646   



 

 

503 

40186/80 
Sass 
2004:2026 

domestic 
courtyard S 3649 fragmentary 

40231/70 
Sass 
2004:2026 

domestic 
courtyard S 3649   

40342/50 
Sass 
2004:2026 room S 3642   

41440/50 
Sass 
2004:2026 room S 3642   

41083/80 
Sass 
2004:2026 room S 3642   

41440/51 
Sass 
2004:2026 room S 3642   

41472/60 
Sass 
2004:2027 

domestic 
floor S 3664   

41167/80 
Sass 
2004:2027 trash pit S 3692 

grooved 
breadthwise 

41905/80 
Sass 
2004:2027 trash pit S 3692 

grooved 
lengthwise 

41908/81 
Sass 
2004:2027 trash pit S 3692 

grooved 
breadthwise 

41870/80 
Sass 
2004:2027 trash pit S 3692   

41908/80 
Sass 
2004:2027 trash pit S 3692   

41303/80 
Sass 
2004:2027 trash pit S 3692   

43827/80 
Sass 
2004:2027 trash pit S 3692   

41271/50 
Sass 
2004:2026 

domestic 
floor S 3710   

41306/70 
Sass 
2004:2026 

domestic 
floor S 3710   

40297/80 
Sass 
2004:2026 

domestic 
floor S 3710   

40271/90 
Sass 
2004:2026 

domestic 
floor S 3710   

40168/80 
Sass 
2004:2026 fill S 3632 

Fill included 
many EB and LB 
sherds 

40625/80 
Sass 
2004:2025 

domestic 
floor S 3661 

grooved 
lengthwise 

40659/80 
Sass 
2004:2025 

domestic 
floor S 3661 

grooved 
lengthwise 

41016/80 
Sass 
2004:2025 

domestic 
room S 3658 

pierced length- 
and breadthwise 



 

 

504 

40581/80 
Sass 
2004:2026 

domestic 
floor S 3675   

40581/70 
Sass 
2004:2026 

domestic 
floor S 3675   

41663/80 
Sass 
2004:2026 

domestic 
room S 3665   

478a 

Tufnell 
1953:190, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 110   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:190, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 110 

Not listed in 
tomb writeup 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:190, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 110   

478a 

Tufnell 
1953:190, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 110 almost spherical.  

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:190, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 110   

478a 

Tufnell 
1953:190, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 110   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:190, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 110   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:190, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 110   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:190, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 110   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:199, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 189 

Not listed in 
tomb writeup 
(single 
inhumation). 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:199, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 189   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:200 tomb Tomb 194 

single 
inhumation, 
undisturbed 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:399-
400 tomb Tomb 110 

Not listed in 
tomb writeup 



 

 

505 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:399-
400 tomb Tomb 110   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:399-
400 tomb Tomb 193 

Not listed in 
tomb writeup 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:399-
400 tomb Tomb 193 

Not listed in 
tomb writeup on 
burial 193.  Not 
clear what kind 
of pink stone it 
was - quartz? 

417 
Tufnell 
1953: 188 tomb Tomb 107 spacer bead 

434 

Tufnell 
1953:188, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 107 

wedge 
impressed 
around 
perforation, rope 
and leaf pattern 
(?) around 
perimeter.  
Looks like a sun 
image around 
perforation, and 
a pretty design 
on the outside.  

434 

Tufnell 
1953:188, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 107 

decorated 
w/dot-and-circle 
designs, broken. 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:188, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 107   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:188, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 107   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:188, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 107   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:188, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 107   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:188, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 107   



 

 

506 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:188, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 107   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:188, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 107   

432 

Tufnell 
1953:188, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 107   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:188, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 107   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:188, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 107   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:188, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 107   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:188, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 107 

Decorated with 
incised and 
criss-crossed 
lines.  looks 
segmented, but 
Tufnell calls it 
granulated. 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:188, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 107   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:188, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 107   

434 

Tufnell 
1953:188, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 107   

434 

Tufnell 
1953:188, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 107   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:188, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 107   

434 

Tufnell 
1953:188, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 107   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:188, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 107   



 

 

507 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:188, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 107 

looks like gears 
from a bike 
wheel. 

432 

Tufnell 
1953:188, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 107   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:188, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 107   

576 

Tufnell 
1953:192, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 116 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials. 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:192, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 116 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials. 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:192, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 116 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials. 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:192, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 116 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials. 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:192, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 116 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials. 



 

 

508 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:192, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 116 

Decorated with 
incised and 
criss-crossed 
lines.  looks 
segmented, but 
Tufnell calls it 
granulated. 
Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials. 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:192, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 116 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials. 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:192, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 116 

May be 700-600.  
Tomb was re-
used, but Tufnell 
thinks all grave 
goods were from 
the earlier 
burialsTomb re-
used 700-600 
but Tufnell dates 
all amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:192, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 116 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials. 

576 

Tufnell 
1953:192, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 116 

May be 700-600.  
Tomb was re-
used, but Tufnell 
thinks all grave 
goods were from 
the earlier 
burials. 



 

 

509 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:192, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 116 

116 is also type-
bead for this 
listing - different 
colors?  Tomb 
re-used 700-600 
but Tufnell dates 
all amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials. 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:192, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 116 

May be 700-600.  
Tomb was re-
used, but Tufnell 
thinks all grave 
goods were from 
the earlier 
burials. 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 120 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 120 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 120 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 120 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 



 

 

510 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 120 

shares its spot 
in list with 3 
chalcedony 
beads.  Tomb 
re-used 700-600 
but Tufnell dates 
all amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 120 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier 
burials(900-
800). 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 120 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 120 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 120 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier 
burials(900-
800). 



 

 

511 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 120 

shares its spot 
in list with 3 
carnelian beads.  
Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 

5184 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 120 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 120 

Cf. BP. I, 201.  
Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 120 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 120 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 



 

 

512 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 120 

Decorated with 
incised and 
criss-crossed 
lines.  looks 
segmented, but 
Tufnell calls it 
granulated.Tomb 
re-used 700-600 
but Tufnell dates 
all amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 120 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 120 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 120 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 120 

May be 700-600.  
Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 



 

 

513 

4868 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218 

grooved on each 
side 

4868 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218 

shares number 
with a faience 
spherical bead 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   

4867 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   

4867 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218 

center groove, 
both 
surrounding 
plates peirced. 

4868 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   



 

 

514 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218 

shares its listing 
with 11 
limestone beads, 
long barrels. 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218 

shares its listing 
with 11 
limestone beads, 
long barrels. 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   

4867 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218 

Not listed in 
tomb writeup 

4868 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   

4868 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   

4868 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   

4868 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   

4868 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218 

Decorated with 
incised and 
criss-crossed 
lines.  looks 
segmented, but 
Tufnell calls it 
granulated. 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   
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no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218 

Decorated with 
incised and 
criss-crossed 
lines.  looks 
segmented, but 
Tufnell calls it 
granulated. 

4868 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218 

not listed in 
plate chart - 
might be a typo 
in the tomb list, 
or might be a 
lacuna in the 
plate list. 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   

4868 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218 

Decorated with 
incised and 
criss-crossed 
lines.  looks 
segmented, but 
Tufnell calls it 
granulated. 
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4868 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218 broken bead. 

4868 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218 

brown glass w/ 
green and white 
crumbs 
impressed into 
it.  

4868 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   

4868 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   

4868 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218 

green w/white 
wavy lines.  
Broken 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   
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no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218 

looks like gears 
from a bike 
wheel. 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218 

shares its listing 
with 9 carnelian 
beads, long 
barrels. 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 218 

shares its listing 
with 9 carnelian 
beads, long 
barrels. 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:214, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 223   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:214, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 223   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:214, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 223   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:214, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 223   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:214, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 223   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:214, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 223   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:214, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 223   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:214, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 223   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:214, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 223   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:214, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 223   
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no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:399-
400 tomb Tomb 218 

Not listed in 
tomb writeup 

571 

Tufnell 
1953:399-
400 tomb Tomb 116 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials. 
Not listed in 
tomb writeup 

4868 

Tufnell 
1953:399-
400 tomb Tomb 218 

Not listed in 
tomb writeup 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:399-
400 tomb Tomb 116 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials.  
Not listed in 
tomb writeup. 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:399-
400 tomb Tomb 120 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 

576 

Tufnell 
1953:399-
400 tomb Tomb 116 

dot-and-circle 
decoration on all 
sides.  Worn.  
Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials.  
Not listed in 
tomb writeup 
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no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:399-
400 tomb Tomb 116 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials.  
Not listed in 
tomb writeup 

347 

Tufnell 
1953:399-
400 tomb Tomb 107 

"wire drawn 
raised scollops 
in pink glass" on 
blue glass. I.e. 
one line down 
the center, 
w/series of 
curving stripes 
on either side, 
perpendicular to 
center line.  
Scollops? Not 
listed in tomb 
writeup 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:399-
400 tomb Tomb 116 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials.  
Not listed in 
tomb writeup 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:399-
400 tomb Tomb 107 

Not listed in 
tomb writeup 

576 

Tufnell 
1953:399-
400 tomb Tomb 116 

white glass 
w/green 
chevrons.  Tomb 
re-used 700-600 
but Tufnell dates 
all amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials.  
Not listed in 
tomb writeup 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:244, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 4026 

May be part of 
Tomb 4027. 
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no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:244, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 4026   

94/F/70/AR4 

Sass 
2000:390; 
Deutsch 
2000:428 tomb 94/F/70 

PT5 - later 
pottery sole.  
See Deutsch, ch. 
13 for details on 
grave and grave 
goods. 

96/H/37/AR2 

Gadot and 
Finkelstein 
2000:334 

wall make-
up 96/H/37   

94/H/45/AR4 

Gadot and 
Finkelstein 
2000:332 

mixed 
stones and 
brick debris 94/H/45   

94/H/45/AR8 

Gadot and 
Finkelstein 
2000:332 

mixed 
stones and 
brick debris 94/H/45   

94/H/19/AR3 

Sass 
2000:390; 
Gadot and 
Finkelstein 
2000:331 

brick 
material 94/H/19 

PT10 - LB, IAI, 
IAII main. 

94/H/45/AR4 

Sass 
2000:390; 
Gadot and 
Finkelstein 
2000:332 

mixed 
stones and 
brick debris 94/H/45 

PT3 - IAII; Field 
locus was 
94/H/26.  Final 
locus is 
94/H/45. 

94/H/45/AR8 

Sass 
2000:390; 
Gadot and 
Finkelstein 
2000:332 

mixed 
stones and 
brick debris 94/H/45 

PT9 - IAII.  Field 
locus was 
94/H/26.  Final 
locus is 
94/H/45. 

96/H/8/AR3 

Sass 
2000:392; 
Gadot and 
Finkelstein 
2000:334 

baulk 
removal 96/H/8 

PT7 - no date.  
This locus 
includes some 
topsoil buckets, 
some 
occupational 
debris buckets, 
and this one is 
undefined. Field 
locus was 
96/H/1, final 
was 96/H/8. 
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96/H/8/AR7 

Sass 
2000:392; 
Gadot and 
Finkelstein 
2000:334 

baulk 
removal 96/H/8 

PT11 - IAII.  
Locus includes 
some topsoil 
buckets and 
some 
occupational 
debris buckets. 

96/H/11/AR2 

Sass 
2000:392; 
Gadot and 
Finkelstein 
2000:334 

occupational 
debris 96/H/11 

PT9 - IA I - why 
only Iron I 
pottery in this 
bucket?  Locus 
is/ includes Iron 
II.  Field locus 
was 96/H/38, 
but final lcus is 
96/H/11. 

96/H/11/AR1 

Sass 
2000:392; 
Gadot and 
Finkelstein 
2000:334 

occupational 
debris 96/H/11 

PT3 - IAII.  
Originally blue.  
Current color 
unspecified. 
Field locus is 
96/H/38.  Final 
locus is 
96/H/11. 

96/H/44/AR15 

Sass 
2000:392; 
Gadot and 
Finkelstein 
2000:335. 

occupational 
debris 96/H/44 

PT1 - IAII.  Shell 
missing since 
1997.  Nerita is 
type of snail. 

96/H/76/AR2 

Sass 
2000:392; 
Gadot and 
Finkelstein 
2000:336 

floor 
removal 96/H/76 PT6-IAII 

M1404a 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:115   435   

M1404b 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:115   435   

M1893 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:115   543   

M1893 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:115   1002 

only visible by 
comparison w/ 
example.  See 
90:8. 
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M1897 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:115   543 irregular 

M1894 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:115   543   

M942 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:115   Square Q11   

5146 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:115   Square Q11   

M1932 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:116   516 

only visible by 
comparison, 
which looks 
corroded.  See 
Pl. 92:4 

M3243 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:116   660 

only visible by 
comparison, 
which looks 
corroded.  See 
Pl. 92:4 

M2273 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:116   675   

M2872 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:117   979   

M4122 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:117   784=   

M4776 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:117   996 

might be a 
hexagon, or a 
short bicone.  

M4773 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:117   E=997 composition 

M2912 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:117   990 

only visible by 
comparison w/ 
deteriorated 
example.  See 
92:1 

M4375 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:118   1033= 

described but 
not pictured 

M4160 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:118   1281 

For example, 
see Pl. 90:4 
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M4374 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:118   1033= 

only visible by 
comparison w/ 
example.  See 
90:8. 

M4359 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:118   1253   

M4373 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:118   1033= 

only visible by 
comparison 
w/example, Pl. 
91:6, from level 
I. 

M4625b 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:118   1019   

M4625a 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:118   1019   

M4358 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:118   1253 

incised line 
around bead, 
1/3 way from 
one side 

M3249 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:118   1019   

M4098 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:118   1261= 

not pierced - 
either in 
production or 
not used in 
same way as 
stone amulets 
classed with it 
by Lamon and 
Shipton 

M4420 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:118   1279   

M2405 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:119   1323 

might be a 
bicone 

M4209 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:119   1319   

M4197 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:119   1303 

For example see 
Pl. 92:3. 
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M4527 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:120   1443= composition 

M4423 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:120   1446 

only visible by 
comparison 
w/example, Pl. 
91:6, from level 
I. 

M4479 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:120   1449 

for example, see 
Pl. 91:3, from 
level I. 

M4786 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:120   1373   

M4412 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:120   1441   

M4357 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:120   1425 

It's hard to tell 
what it really 
looked like - 
there's a ring, 
probably eithger 
raised or 
depressed on 
the visible side.  

M4413 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:120   1441   

M4796 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:121   1574   

M4474 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:121   1453   

M1923 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:125   559-   

M4443 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:125   694- 

For example see 
91:11, str. II. 

M4794a 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:125   

559- (Square 
P7)   

M4794b 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:125   

559- (Square 
P7)   
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M3161 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:125   559- 

collar is only on 
narrow end - 
looks like a bead 
of a bottle.  

M4991 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:125   

559- (Square 
R6)   

M4234 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:127   1296-   

M4506a 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:127   1251- 

cracked, coffee 
bean style 

M4506b 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:127   1251- tiny 

M4510 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:127   1251- 

For example see 
Pl. 91:3, Str. I. 

M4924 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:128   1306- 

For example see 
Pl. 92:6. 

M4889 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:128   1343-   

M4349 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:129   1421-   

M4401 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:131   1443-   

M4402 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:131   1443- 

For example, 
see Pl. 90:9. 

M4400 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:131   1443- composition 

M4403 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:131   1443-   

M5105 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:134   1500- 

For example, 
see Pl.91:1, str. 
I 

M5106 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:134   1500-   
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5293 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:122   261 

glazed 
composition 

5176 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:122   261   

M334 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:122   201 

For example, 
see Pl. 91:3, 
from level I. 

5170 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:122   Square Q11   

M796 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:122   261 

may be collared 
only one one 
side, like M3161, 
but broken at 
wide point. 

M1030 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:122   Square O12   

M805 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:122   Square O13   

M857 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:123   275 

For example, 
see Pl.90:4 

M880 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:123   286   

5235 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:123   289   

5226 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:123   286 

For example, 
see Pl.91:3, 
from level I. 

M888 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:123   289 

For example, 
see Pl. 91:31. 

M896 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:123   292 

For example, 
see Pl. 91:14 

M914 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:123   297 

For example, 
see Pl.91:1, str. 
I 

5338 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:123   292 

For example, 
see Pl. 92:14 
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5357 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:123   299   

M1099 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:123   317   

M920 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:123   300   

M1584 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:124   500   

M1810 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:124   483 

For example see 
90:17.  Locus 
listed as "in 
1052" 

M3325 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:124   508 

Locus listed as 
"in 1052" 

M1824 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:124   500   

M1911 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:125   553 

For example see 
Pl. 90:10, str. II.  

M2052 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:125   616 

For example see 
Pl. 91:13, str. 
IV.  

M1912a 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:125   553 

For example see 
Pl. 91:15.  

M1912b 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:125   553 

glare of 
photograph 
makes it unclear 
what is the real 
shape, and if it's 
fragmentary 

M4337 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:126   1003 

Locus listed as 
"in 1601". 

M2922 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:126   994 

for example, 
which looks 
corroded.  See 
Pl. 92:4.  Locus 
listed as "in 
1601". 
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M4369 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:126   1003 

for example, 
which looks 
corroded.  See 
Pl. 92:4.  Locus 
listed as "in 
1601". 

M3345 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:127   1075 

For example, 
see Pl. 90:35., 
str. V 

M4202 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:127   1299   

M4447 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:127   1280 

For example, 
see Pl. 91:24. 

M4192 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:128   1302=   

M4200 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:128   1301 

For example see 
Pl. 90:16. Locus 
listed as "in 
1601". 

M4203 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:128   1301 

For example, 
see Pl.90:4.  
Locus listed as 
"in 1601". 

M4235 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:128   1332 

For example, 
see Pl. 90:4.  
Locus listed as 
"in 1601". 

M4232 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:128   1333 

For example see 
Pl. 91:26 

M4266 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:129   1359 

small, maybe 
faceted bicone? 

M4351 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:129   1424=   

M4323 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:129   1409=   

M4324 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:129   1409= 

For example see 
Pl. 91:15.  
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M4352 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:129   1422=   

M4456b 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:129   1414 

For example see 
Pl. 91:5, Str. II. 

M4456a 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:129   1414   

M5109 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:130   W=1434   

M4650 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:130   1426= 

For example, 
see Pl.91:1, str. 
I 

M5107 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:130   W=1434   

M4421 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:131   1445= 

for example, see 
Pl. 91:3, from 
level I. 

M4421 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:131   1445=   

M4421 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:131   1445= 

For example, 
see Pl. 91:24. 

M4421 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:131   1445= 

For example see 
Pl. 91:9 

M4421 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:131   1445= 

For example see 
Pl. 91:12. 

M4421 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:131   1445= 

For example, 
see Pl. 91:14 

M4421 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:131   1445= 

For example see 
Pl. 91:18. 

M4764 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:131   1458 

For example see 
Pl. 91:14 

M4765 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:131   1458 

For example see 
Pl. 91:29. 

M4744 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:131   1456   
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M4407 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:131   1444=   

M4461 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:131   1458 

For example see 
Pl. 92:38. 

M4408 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:131   1444= 

asterisk to see 
note on p. 131 

M4502b 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:132   1475 composition 

M4487a 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:132   1481   

M4487b 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:132   1481 

For example see 
Pl. 91:1, Str. I 

M4487c 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:132   1481 

For example see 
Pl. 91:3, Str. I. 

M4502a 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:132   1475 

For example see 
Pl. 91:3, Str. I. 

M4503c 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:132   1472 

For example see 
Pl. 91:3, Str. I. 

M4503a 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:132   1472   

M4503b 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:132   1472   

M4487d 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:132   1481   

M4470 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:132   1469 

 Locus listed as 
"in 1601". 

M4580 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:133   1489=   

M4832 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:133   1490 

might be a 
hexagon, or a 
short bicone.  
For example see 
Pl. 90:2. 
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M4533 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:133   1485=   

M4578 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:133   1489 

For example see 
Pl. 91:16. 

M4662 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:133   1484   

M4571 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:133   1491= 

For example see 
Pl. 92:7. 

M4582 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:133   1490   

M4618 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:134   1526 

color assumed 
from substance.  
Locus listed as 
"in 1601". 

M4622b 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:134   1507= 

might be a 
hexagon, or a 
short bicone.  
For example see 
Pl. 90:2. 

M4622c 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:134   1507= 

For example see 
Pl. 90:23. 

M4687 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:134   1525 

For example see 
Pl. 91:13, str. 
IV.  Locus listed 
as "in 1601". 

M4620 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:134   1510= 

for example, see 
Pl. 91:3, from 
level I. 

M4676 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:134   S=1529 

For example see 
Pl. 91:3, Str. I. 

M4975 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:134   1521=   

M4615 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:134   1507= 

For example see 
Pl. 92:16 

M4608 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:135   1534   
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M4669a 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:135   1545   

M5123 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:135   1535 

might be a 
hexagon, or a 
short bicone.  
For example see 
Pl. 90:2. 

M4649 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:135   1542 

For example see 
Pl. 91:3, Str. I. 

M4678a 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:135   1543=   

M4678b 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:135   1543=   

M4678e 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:135   1543= 

For example, 
see Pl. 91:14 

M5124 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:135   1535 

For example, 
see Pl. 92:14 

M4806 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:135   S=1544   

M5066 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:135   1538 

not clear what 
the shape was 
from photograph 

M4678c 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:135   1543= 

striped in a 
concentric 
chevron/ zigzag 
pattern 

M4678d 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:135   1543=   

M4970a 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:136   1551 

For example see 
Pl. 90:12, Str. I. 

M4970b 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:136   1551 

For example see 
Pl. 90:21 

M4983 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:136   1551 

For example see 
Pl. 90:24. 

M5118 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:136   1545 

For example see 
Pl. 90:23. 
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M4657a 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:136   1548 

For example see 
Pl. 91:1, Str. I 

M4657b 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:136   1548 

For example see 
Pl. 91:3, Str. I. 

M4658a 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:136   1549 

For example see 
Pl. 91:4, Str. I. 

M4669b 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:136   1545 

For example see 
Pl. 91:1, Str. I. 

M4699 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:136   N=1556 

For example see 
Pl. 91:4, Str. I. 

M4711 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:136   N=1552 

For example see 
Pl. 91:3, Str. I. 

M4969b 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:136   1551 

For example see 
Pl. 91:3, Str. I. 

M4658b 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:136   1549   

M4968 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:136   1551   

M4984 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:136   1551 

For example see 
Pl. 92:6. 

M4971b 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:136   1551   

M4664 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:136   1547 

For example see 
Pl. 92:2, Str. I. 

M4969a 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:136   1551 

For example see 
Pl. 92:2, Str. I. 

M4971a 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:136   1551 

For example see 
Pl. 92:38. 

M4974 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:136   1545 

For example see 
Pl. 92:8, Str. II. 

M5199 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:136   1545   
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M4769b 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:137   1568   

M4703 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:137   1562 

For example see 
Pl. 91:30 

M4712 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:137   E=1563 

For example see 
Pl. 91:29. 

M4757 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:137   E=1565 

For example see 
Pl. 91:23. 

M4696 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:137   1559   

M4704 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:137   E=1561 

For example see 
Pl. 92:20. 

M4697 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:137   1561   

M4769a 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:137   1568 

For example see 
Pl. 92:2, Str. I. 

M5180 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:137   S=1560   

M4746a 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:138   1582   

M4746b 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:138   1582   

M4746c 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:138   1582 

For example see 
Pl. 91:13, str. 
IV.  

M4730a 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:138   N=1584 

For example see 
Pl. 91:3, Str. I. 

M4730b 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:138   N=1584 

For example, 
see Pl. 91:14 

M4730c 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:138   N=1584 

For example see 
Pl. 91:22. 
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M4760a 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:138   1581   

M4760b 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:138   1581 

For example see 
Pl. 91:3, Str. I. 

M4807a 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:138   1585   

M4807b 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:138   1585 

For example see 
Pl. 91:18. 

M5114 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:138   N=1584 

For example see 
Pl. 91:3, Str. I. 

M4750 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:138   1591   

M4767a 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:138   S=1587   

M4767b 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:138   S=1587   

M4807c 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:138   1585   

M5115 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:138   N=1584   

M4760c 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:138   1581   

M4745a 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:139   N=1598   

M4745b 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:139   N=1598   

M4745c 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:139   N=1598 

For example, 
see Pl. 90:4 

M4753 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:139   1592 

For example see 
Pl. 90:25 
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M4793b 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:139   N=1592   

M5413 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:139   1609=   

M4759a 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:139   1599 

For example see 
Pl. 91:3, Str. I. 

M4759b 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:139   1599 

For example see 
Pl. 91:22. 

M4793a 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:139   N=1592 

For example see 
Pl. 91:3, Str. I. 

M4803a 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:139   1598 

For example, 
see Pl. 91:14 

M4803b 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:139   1598 

For example see 
Pl. 91:29. 

M5103 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:139   N=1613   

M5121 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:139   N=1613 

For example see 
Pl. 91:3, Str. I. 

M5122 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:139   N=1613 

For example see 
Pl. 91:12. 

M5125 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:139   N=1598 

For example, 
see Pl. 91:14 

M5126 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:139   N=1598 

For example see 
Pl. 91:29. 

M4759c 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:139   1599 

For example see 
Pl. 92:11, Str. II 

M5414 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:139   1609=   

M4728f 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:140   1635 

might be a 
hexagon, or a 
short bicone.  
For example see 
Pl. 90:2. 
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M5095 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:140   

S=1618 
(Square R9) 

might be a 
hexagon, or a 
short bicone.  
For example see 
Pl. 90:2. 

5154 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:141   283- 

For example see 
Pl. 91:18. 

M991 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:141   283- 

For example, 
see Pl. 91:24. 

M4784 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:142   1416- 

three sepia 
spots for 
decoration 

M1247 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:142   317- 

broken, but 
looks like an eye 
bead 

M1248b 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:142   317- 

For example see 
Pl. 92:8, Str. II. 

M5051 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:143   1466- 

For example see 
Pl. 90:23. 

M5052b 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:143   1494-   

M4343 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:129   1412   

M4698 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:137   1558= 

looks like a dark 
gray background 
w/ light blue 
lines on it.  
Bulbous at one 
end, narrow 
neck, and colalr 
at end, so looks 
amphoric. 

M4791 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:137   1571   

M4778 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:137   S=1571   

M5113 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:138   N=1584 

For example, 
see Pl.91:1, str. 
I 
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M5117 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:139   1616=   

M5136 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:139   1615   

M4728d 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:140   1635 

For example, 
see Pl. 90:4 

M4728e 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:140   1635 

For example see 
Pl. 90:18 

M4728h 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:140   1635 

For example see 
Pl. 91:3, Str. I. 

M4728i 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:140   1635 

For examples 
see Pl. 91:21. 

M4728j 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:140   1635   

M5149 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:140   1635   

M4728b 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:140   1635   

M4728a 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:140   1635   

M4737 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:140   1635   

M1136 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:141   Square N14   

5382 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:141   Square Q12   

M1290 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:141   Square L14   

5283 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:141   310 

For example see 
Pl. 92:11, Str. II 

M1147 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:141   Square M13   
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M1271 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:141   Square M13   

M940 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:141   310   

M1127 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:141   Square O14   

5300 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:141   Square Q12   

M236 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:141   Square P13   

M1248a 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:142   Square Q11 

For example see 
Pl. 92:19, Str. 
III. 

M2115 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:142   637 

For example, 
see Pl. 92:14 

M4496 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:143   1482=   

M4673 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:143   1541 

Locus is "in 
1576". 

M5412 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:144   1650 

color assumed 
from substance.  
Looks like a 
thick, slightly 
rounded disk, 
but shown 
perforation 
facing, so it's 
hard to tell.  
Definitely has a 
round outline.  

M5194 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:144   1650 

For example, 
see Pl. 90:4 

M5094 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:144   N=1626 

For example see 
Pl. 91:33. 
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M5100 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:144   1620 

ribbed parallel to 
perforation.  
Collars at ends. 

M5142 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:144   N=1626 

For example see 
Pl. 91:12. 

M5267 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:144   1630   

M5318 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:144   1576   

M5207 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:145   1672 

For example, 
see Pl.91:1, str. 
I.  Locus listed 
as "in 1576". 

M5249 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 fill 1674   

M5323 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 fill 1674   

M5341 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 fill 1674   

M5349 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 fill 1674 

For example see 
Pl. 90:10, str. II. 

M5350b 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 fill 1674 

For example see 
Pl. 91:13, str. 
IV.  

M5252 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 fill 1674 

glazed 
composition 

M5265 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 fill 1674 composition 

M5381 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 fill 1674 composition 

M5251 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 fill 1674   

M5260 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 fill 1674 

triple reed, end 
flutes pierced 
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M5263 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 fill 1674   

M5320 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 fill 1674   

M5325 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 fill 1674 triple bead 

M5326d 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 fill 1674   

M5350a 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 fill 1674 

For example see 
Pl. 91:5, Str. II. 

M5350c 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 fill 1674 

For example see 
Pl. 91:16. 

M5350d 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 fill 1674 

For example see 
Pl. 91:22. 

M5350e 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 fill 1674 

For example see 
Pl. 91:26 

M5350f 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 fill 1674 

For example see 
Pl. 91:34, Str. V. 

M5350g 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 fill 1674 

For example see 
Pl. 91:35, Str. V. 

M5350h 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 fill 1674 

For example see 
Pl. 91:36, Str. V. 
Strung in photo 
- presumably by 
archaeologists.  
Many beads.  

M5350i 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 fill 1674 

For example see 
Pl. 91:38. 

M5223 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 fill 1674 broken 

M5326c 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 fill 1674 

For example see 
Pl. 92:46. 

M5326a 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 fill 1674 

For example see 
Pl. 92:3. 
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M5326b 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 fill 1674 

For example see 
Pl. 92:38. 

M5327 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 fill 1674 broken 

M5270 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 fill 1674   

A714 
Loud 
1948:160   2054 looks kid of solar 

A713 
Loud 
1948:160   2054 

spiral pattern.  
Loud describes it 
as painted, but 
glass is probably 
those colors 
already 

96/K/68/AR3 

Sass 
2000:392; 
Gadot and 
Finkelstein 
2000:342 

occupational 
debris from 
building 96/K/68 

PT2 - IAII.  Field 
locus was 
96/K/29.  Final 
locus is 96/K/68. 

96/K/12/AR3 

Sass 
2000:393; 
Gadot and 
Finkelstein 
2000:342 

occupational 
debris from 
building 96/K/12 

PT8-IA, 
unspecified I or 
II. Only half 
preserved.  Field 
locus was 
96/K/46, but 
final locus is 
96/K/12 

96/K/56/AR1 

Sass 
2000:393; 
Gadot and 
Finkelstein 
2000:343 

occupational 
debris from 
building 96/K/56 

PT1 - IA, 
unspecified I or 
II.  Bead lost.  
Field locus 
96/K/53.  Final 
locus 96/K/56. 

96/K/105/AR1 

Sass 
2000:394; 
Gadot and 
Finkelstein 
2000:344 

occupational 
debris from 
building 96/K/105 

PT1 - IA, 
unspecified I or 
II.  Field locus 
was 96/K/75.  
Final locus is 
96/K/105 

Q 0156 
Crowfoot 
1957:392 

NE corner 
outside 
tower area Qy 

8 eyes.  Similar 
beads from 5 
other contexts 
on tel. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:392   not specified 

24 eyes.    See 
Q 0361a 



 

 

543 

Q 0361a 
Crowfoot 
1957:392   Area Qy 

N. face, one 
similar.  24 
eyes. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:392-3 

construction 
fill w/ivories Qk 

8 eyes.Similar 
beads from 5 
other contexts 
on tel. See Q 
0156. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:392-3   Qb 

8 eyes.Similar 
beads from 5 
other contexts 
on tel.  See Q 
0156. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:392-3   Qf 

8 eyes.Similar 
beads from 5 
other contexts 
on tel. See Q 
0156. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:392-3   Za 

8 eyes.Similar 
beads from 5 
other contexts 
on tel.  See Q 
0156. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:392-3   Za 

8 eyes.Similar 
beads from 5 
other contexts 
on tel. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:392-3   Zd 

8 eyes.Similar 
beads from 5 
other contexts 
on tel. See Q 
0156. 

Q 3046 
Crowfoot 
1957:394 

construction 
fill w/ivories Qk 

Another small 
eyebead found 
nearby in S. 
tomb, 103:4 

Q 3045 
Crowfoot 
1957:394 

construction 
fill w/ivories Qk   

Q 2045 
Crowfoot 
1957:394   Qk 

Fragmentary.  
Found near ivory 
area.  Parallels 
~7th c.  
Mediterranean 
Rim, France 

Z 328 
Crowfoot 
1957:394   Zd fragment. 
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Q 1146 
Crowfoot 
1957:394   Qe   

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:394   Qz 

dark opaque 
glass with small 
holes. 3 similar 
beads found 
elsewhere on 
site.  See D 
1069 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:394   Tn 

green paste 
glass with small 
holes containing 
round metal 
insets. 3 similar 
beads found 
elsewhere on 
site - one from 
Qz, period VI 
(mid-eighth c.). 
See D 1069. 

Q 1440 
Crowfoot 
1957:394   Qh 

variegated 
colors.  

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:394   Dh 

Similar  example 
from area Qg.  3 
eyes.  See Q 
2151. 

Q 2151 
Crowfoot 
1957:394   Qg 

Similar  example 
from area Dh.  3 
eyes. Cane-
made 

D 1069 
Crowfoot 
1957:394   Dk 

dark opaque 
glass with small 
holes containing 
round metal 
insets. 3 similar  
on site 

T 381 
Crowfoot 
1957:394   Te Vitreous paste. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:395 cistern 

S Tomb 107 
cistern See D 819 

Q 3044 
Crowfoot 
1957:395 

construction 
fill w/ivories Qk parallels listed. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:395 tomb S Tomb 108 See Q 680 
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no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:395 tomb S tomb 103:3 See D 819 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:395 tomb S Tomb 108 See Q 267 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:395 tomb S Tomb 108 See T 287 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:395 tomb S Tomb 108 See Q 4790 

D 440 
Crowfoot 
1957:395   Da   

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:395   Qn See Q 267 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:395   Qy See D 819 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:395   Qk See T 259 

Q 267 
Crowfoot 
1957:395   Qb small 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:395   Qy see A 51b 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:395   E 207 

See Q 3044, but 
larger 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:395   Dk See Q 680 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:395   Qd See Q 3044. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:395   Qf See Q 3044. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:395   Qh See Q 3044. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:395   Qn 

See Q 4787, but 
larger. 
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no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:395   Qy See Q 3044. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:395   Qz See Q 3044. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:395   Zd See Q 680 

Q 0298 
Crowfoot 
1957:395   Qy N   

Q 4785 
Crowfoot 
1957:395   Qn 

smaller than Z 
143.  

Q 4787 
Crowfoot 
1957:395   Qn   

Q 4790 
Crowfoot 
1957:395   Qn   

Q 680 
Crowfoot 
1957:395   Qc 

larger than Q 
267.  

T 259 
Crowfoot 
1957:395   Tw   

T 269 
Crowfoot 
1957:395   Td   

A 51b 
Crowfoot 
1957:395   A 

blackish blue 
w/white band.  3 
similar types 
from elsewhere 
on Tel. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:395   Qf See D 819 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:395   Qn See T 287 

T 287 
Crowfoot 
1957:395   Te small 

A 51c 
Crowfoot 
1957:395   A 

blue with white 
bands. 

Q 4791 
Crowfoot 
1957:395   Qn 

blue, with 
yellow, green 
and blue lines. 
With part of 
another blue 
with white lines. 

D 819 
Crowfoot 
1957:395   Dg common type. 
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no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:395   Qc See D 819 

T 280 
Crowfoot 
1957:395   Td 

brown with lines 
of gold inlaid.  

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:395   Qf see A 51b 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:395   Qc 

See Q 680.  
Almost clear. 

Z 143 
Crowfoot 
1957:395   Zd   

Q 1086c 
Crowfoot 
1957:395   Qf 

dark zoned in 
white.  

Q 348 
Crowfoot 
1957:395   Qb 

dark, multiple 
waves in white.  

A 52 
Crowfoot 
1957:395   A 

Small.  Probably 
Roman by 
parallels 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:395   Da See D 819 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:395   Qj See D 819 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:395   Qy See Q 267 

T 265 
Crowfoot 
1957:395   Te 

vitreous paste 
with spiral bands 
in yellow. 

Q 2046 
Crowfoot 
1957:396 

construction 
fill w/ivories Qc 

Mesopotamian 
faience, not 
Egyptian - rare 
in area. 

Z 123 
Crowfoot 
1957:396 deep pit Z Early Iron II B. 

Z 124 
Crowfoot 
1957:396 well Z 

Large sphere! 
one similar from 
Harvard 
Excavations 

D 1240 
Crowfoot 
1957:396   Dj 

common bead, 
according to 
Beck. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:396   Bc See D 1240. 
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no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:396   Db See D 1240. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:396   Dn See D 1240. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:396   Qc See D 1240. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:396   Qf See D 1240. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:396   Qj See D 1240. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:396   Qn See D 1240. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:396   Qy See D 1240. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:396   T See D 1240. 

D 997 
Crowfoot 
1957:396   Dk   

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:396   Db See Q 2148. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:396   Dk See Q 2148. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:396   Qb 

See Q 265, 
smaller 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:396   Qf 

See Q 265, 
smaller 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:396   S See Q 2148. 

Q 2148 
Crowfoot 
1957:396   Qc 

Melon shape, 
ribbing slight. 

S 9 
Crowfoot 
1957:396   Sa ribbed sides 

Q 0363 
Crowfoot 
1957:396   Qy N   
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no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:396   Tc See Q 2148. 

Q 349 
Crowfoot 
1957:396   Qb Short cylinder. 

D 442 
Crowfoot 
1957:396   Db 

wide, rounded 
ribbing 

Q 1439 
Crowfoot 
1957:396   Qh 

Common 
Egyptian type. 

Q 265 
Crowfoot 
1957:396   Qb   

A 50 
Crowfoot 
1957:396   A slanting ribs 

Q 0155a 
Crowfoot 
1957:396   Qz parallel listed 

Q 1143 
Crowfoot 
1957:396   Qf 

Narrow ends, 
with sphere in 
between. 

unreg 
Crowfoot 
1957:396   Qc 

Surface now 
black, maybe 
originally white.  

Q 4796 
Crowfoot 
1957:396   Qn   

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:397 tomb S tomb 103:3 

See Q 4793, 
shorter barrel. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:397 tomb S tomb 103:3 See Q 4853. 

C 230 
Crowfoot 
1957:397 tomb 

S Tomb 
103:4   

Z 316 
Crowfoot 
1957:397   Zd   

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:397   Qn See 2150 

T 284 
Crowfoot 
1957:397   Te   

D 1387 
Crowfoot 
1957:397   Dn   

D 821 
Crowfoot 
1957:397   Dh   

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:397   Dm See Q 885. 
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no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:397   Dm 

See Q 885, 
larger. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:397   A See C 230 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:397   Bb   

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:397   Qc See Q 4853. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:397   Qc See C 230 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:397   Qc See D 821 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:397   Qf See D 821 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:397   Qy See Q 4799. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:397   Qz See Q 4799. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:397   Te See D 1387 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:397   Te See D 821 

Q 4793 
Crowfoot 
1957:397   Qn   

Q 4799 
Crowfoot 
1957:397   Qn   

Q 4853 
Crowfoot 
1957:397   Qn   

Q 885 
Crowfoot 
1957:397   Qf 

Dates to 600-
450 based on 
parallel with 
Gerar. 

T 266 
Crowfoot 
1957:397   Te   
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T 260b 
Crowfoot 
1957:397   Tc 

Crowfoot calls 
this  "mother of 
emerald", an old 
term for a green 
form of 
chalcedony. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:397   Qc See Q 4853. 

Q 4852 
Crowfoot 
1957:397   Qn   

D 1020 
Crowfoot 
1957:397   Dk large bead.  

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:397   Qc See Q 4799. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:397   Qy See Q 4799. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:397   Zd See C 678a 

Q 1457 
Crowfoot 
1957:397   Qh   

D 328 
Crowfoot 
1957:397   Dd 

stone may be 
onyx, may be 
something else 
dark. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:397   Dl See Q 4799. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:397   Qn See Q 4799. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:397   Dn See Q 4853. 
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Q 2045 
Crowfoot 
1957:397-8 

construction 
fill w/ivories Qc 

Spacing bead. 
Shares object 
number with an 
eye bead, fig. 
92:6.  2 
perforations, 
very close 
together.  
Similar to 
Mesopotamian/ 
Harappan beads, 
not Egyptian.  

Q 0361b 

Crowfoot 
and Beck 
1957:392   Area Qy 

N. face. Similar 
beads found 
widespread 
through space 
and time 

164 
Lyon 
1924:26   G 2.5 m 

The 1908 
excavations 
recorded depth 
but not period 
per given object. 

181 
Lyon 
1924:26   I 4 m. 

The 1908 
excavations 
recorded depth 
but not period 
per given object. 

747 
Lyon 
1924:27 cistern G 5 m. 

The 1908 
excavations 
recorded depth 
but not period 
per given object. 

590 
Lyon 
1924:27 near altar G 4 m. 

The 1908 
excavations 
recorded depth 
but not period 
per given object. 

716 
Lyon 
1924:27 vault vault 

The 1908 
excavations 
recorded depth 
but not period 
per given object. 
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525 
Lyon 
1924:27   F 2 m 

The 1908 
excavations 
recorded depth 
but not period 
per given object.  
I assume that 
"Do." means 
"ditto". 

653 
Lyon 
1924:27   H 4 m 

The 1908 
excavations 
recorded depth 
but not period 
per given object. 

182b 
Lyon 
1924:27   I 4.5 m 

The 1908 
excavations 
recorded depth 
but not period 
per given object. 

182a 
Lyon 
1924:27   I 4.5 m 

The 1908 
excavations 
recorded depth 
but not period 
per given object. 

192a 
Lyon 
1924:27   G 2 m 

The 1908 
excavations 
recorded depth 
but not period 
per given object. 

2591 
Reisner 
1924:380   S3-321 

10(?) eyes, 
broken. 

2162 
Reisner 
1924:380   S3 b   

4672 
Reisner 
1924:380   S10 b 4 eyes. 

3367 
Reisner 
1924:381   S5 b   

3321 
Reisner 
1924:381   S5 b 

Egyptian 
faience. 4 
segments. 

2441 
Reisner 
1924:381   S3 c W 

6 faces uneven, 
looks like 6-
sided pyramid 
when strung, b/c 
perforated 
sideways 

2195 
Reisner 
1924:382 street S3 b street 

color assumed, 
not specified 
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2592 
Reisner 
1924:382   S3 c veined agate 

1625 
Reisner 
1924:382   S2-7   

3736b 
Reisner 
1924:382   S4-356 sub.   
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APPENDIX C: SHELLS AND MISCELLANY 

Site/ 
Stratum 

Object 
no. 

number 
included 
(if more 
than 1) Object shape material color 

picture
/ pl. 

City of 
David 
10B G 4568   

bead/ 
finial 

bicone 
with 
octagonal 
section glass 

blue 
w/yellow 
and 
orange 

Fig. 26: 
GL 1 

Hesban 
15 
Reservoir 1624   scarab scarab stone 

not 
specified 

Fig. 
6.24 

Hesban 
15 
Reservoir 2034   button   bronze bronze 

not 
pictured 

Hesban 
15 
Reservoir 1117   brace   bronze bronze 

not 
pictured 

Hesban 
15 
Reservoir 820   fragment   

clam 
shell shell 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 6245   
cowrie 
shell cowrie faience blue 

Pl. 
36:53 

Lachish 
III 

not 
listed   

cowrie 
shell cowrie shell 

not 
specified 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
III/II 6283   bead? disk bone bone 

Pl. 
41:10 

Lachish 
IV 

not 
listed 11 

cowrie 
shell cowrie shell 

not 
specified 

Pl. 
67:116 
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Lachish 
IV/III 

not 
listed   

cowrie 
shell cowrie faience blue 

Pl. 
36:53 

Lachish 
IV/III 1288 17 

cowrie 
shell cowrie shell 

not 
specified 

Pl. 
67:116 

Lachish 
IVb 

43827/
80   

bead/ 
pendant 

not 
specified faience 

blue 
(light) 

not 
pictured 

Lachish V 
not 
listed 10 

cowrie 
shell cowrie shell 

not 
specified 

Pl. 
67:116 

Lachish V 
not 
listed 4 

cowrie 
shell cowrie shell 

not 
specified 

Pl. 
67:116 

Lachish 
V/IV 

not 
listed 16 

cowrie 
shell cowrie shell 

not 
specified 

Pl. 
67:116 

Lachish 
V/IV 

not 
listed 106 

cowrie 
shell cowrie shell 

not 
specified 

Pl. 
67:116 

Samaria-
Sebaste unreg   

bulla/ 
pendant 

bulbous 
bottom 
w/ narrow 
top glass black 

Fig. 
92:43 

Samaria-
Sebaste Qx 58   

bezel/ 
inlay round crystal clear 

Fig. 
92:88 

 

Object 
no. reference context locus notes 

G 4568 
Ariel 
1990:152-3 

stone 
collapse 773 

highly unusual.  
Possible parallels 
in Italy, 8th c. and 
later 

1624 
Ray 
2001:146 fill     

2034 

Ray 
2001:146, 
203 fill     

1117 
Ray 
2001:202 fill     
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820 
Ray 
2001:202 fill     

6245 
Tufnell 
1953:112 room K.16:1031 

Faience cowrie 
shell.  Context 
from foundation 
digging in the Iron 
II, but dug into 
Level VI, LB 
materials.  
Includes clear Iron 
II materials, 
though, e.g. 
Hebron stamps. 

not listed 
Tufnell 
1953:110 room G.14:1012 

no find number, 
and no photo, but 
mentioned in the 
list of finds per 
locus 

6283 
Tufnell 
1953: 115 room J.17:1043 

purpose of disk is 
unclear 

not listed 

Baden- 
Powell 
1953:400; 
Tufnell 
1953:217 tomb Tomb 224 

Were they 
pierced?  Were 
they jewelry?  

not listed 
Tufnell 
1953:109 room G.14:1008 

Faience cowrie 
shell. 

1288 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-
400 tomb Tomb 1002 

Were they 
pierced?  Were 
they jewelry?  

43827/80 
Sass 
2004:2027 trash pit S 3692   

not listed 

Baden-
Powell 
1953:400; 
Tufnell 
1953:190 tomb Tomb 110 

Were they 
pierced?  Were 
they jewelry?  

not listed 

Tufnell 
1953:199, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 189 

Not listed in tomb 
writeup 

not listed 

Baden- 
Powell 
1953:400; 
Tufnell 
1953:214 tomb Tomb 223 

Were they 
pierced?  Were 
they jewelry?  
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not listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 400 tomb Tomb 218   

unreg 
Crowfoot 
1957:396   Qc 

2 white spots on 
bulla due to 
corrosion.  Pierced 
bulla? 

Qx 58 
Crowfoot 
1957:398   Qx   
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APPENDIX D: EARRINGS AND NOSE RINGS 

Site/ 
Stratum Object no. 

number 
included 
(if more 
than 1) 

earring/ 
nose ring 
shape 

earring/ 
nose 
ring 
material picture/ pl. 

Hazor IV B2162/1   hoop bronze Pl. CVII:23 

Hazor V G376/1   

lunate, 
coiled wire 
decoration silver 

Pls. CCLIII:17, 
CCCLXI:20 

Hazor Va B948/1   
hathor 
headdress bronze 

Pls. CVI:30, 
CLXVI:3 

Jerusalem 
Ketef 
Hinnom 

no number 
listed 5 boat gold 

Barkay 
1986:28 

Jerusalem 
Ketef 
Hinnom 

no number 
listed   

boat with 
granulation silver 

Barkay 
1986:27 

Jerusalem 
Ketef 
Hinnom 

no number 
listed   

double boat 
with 
granulation silver 

Barkay 
1986:27 



 

 

560 

Jerusalem 
Ketef 
Hinnom 

no number 
listed   

hoop w/ 
granulated 
drop silver 

Barkay 
1986:27 

Jerusalem 
Ketef 
Hinnom 

no number 
listed   

hoop w/ 
granulated 
pendant silver 

Barkay 
1986:27 

Jerusalem 
Ketef 
Hinnom 

no number 
listed 2 

lunate with 
floral? drop 
pendant silver 

Barkay 
1986:26 

Jerusalem 
Ketef 
Hinnom 

no number 
listed   

multiple 
granulated 
cone 
pendant silver 

Barkay 
1986:27 

Lachish II 359 7 
lunate with 
knob bronze Pl. 54:5 

Lachish II 361   lunate bronze Pl. 54:8 

Lachish II 360   
hoop with 
beads 

bronze 
w/iron Pl. 54:9 

Lachish II 356   lunate silver Pl. 54:6 

Lachish II 358 2 
lunate with 
knob silver Pl. 54:1 
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Lachish 
IV 35031/60   hoop silver Fig. 28.17:2 

Lachish 
IV 5048A   lunate silver Pl. 56:16 

Lachish 
IV/III 1256   lunate bronze Pl. 57:13 

Lachish 
IV/III 1284 5 

hoop 
w/drop bronze Pl. 57:8 

Lachish 
IV/III 1292   lunate bronze Pl. 57:12 

Lachish 
IV/III 1272   hoop silver Pl. 57:6 

Lachish 
IV/III 1273   lunate silver Pl. 57:5 

Lachish 
IV/III 1274   

lunate with 
knob/ 
pomegranat
e silver Pl. 57:9 

Lachish 
IV/III 1280 2 lunate silver Pl. 57:11 

Lachish 
IV/III 1325 12 

lunate with 
knob, 
female 
head and 
bust silver Pl. 57:7; 40:1 
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Lachish 
IV/III 1333   

hoop with 4 
balls silver Pl. 57:10 

Lachish 
IV/III 1340   lunate silver Pl. 57:4 

Lachish 
IV/III 1305   

not 
specified bronze not pictured 

Lachish 
IV/III 1591   

not 
specified bronze not pictured 

Lachish 
IV/III 1592   

not 
specified silver not pictured 

Lachish 
IV/III 1314   lunate silver Pl. 57:3 

Lachish 
IVb 43819/60   

lunate with 
knob silver 

Figs. 28.17:1; 
28.32:1 

Lachish 
V/IV 411 2 lunate bronze Pl. 54:58 

Lachish 
V/IV 410 5 lunate silver Pl. 54:58 

Lachish 
V/IV 571 3 lunate bronze Pl. 54:72 
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Lachish 
V/IV 572   mulberry electrum Pl. 54:73 

Lachish 
V/IV 557 16 lunate 

gold, 
silver Pl. 54:71 

Lachish 
V/IV 5136   lunate silver Pl. 55:15 

Lachish 
V/IV 4810   hoop electrum Pl. 55:41 
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Lachish 
V/IV 4810   lunate gold Pl. 55:41 

Lachish 
V/IV 4811 20 lunate silver Pl. 55:40 

Lachish 
V/IV 4813   lunate silver Pl. 55:43 
Lachish 
V/IV 4810a   

not 
specified electrum not pictured 

Lachish 
V/IV 4938 2 lunate silver Pl. 56:6 

Megiddo 
II M1924   

lunate with 
knob silver Pl. 86:11 

Megiddo 
III M335   boat bronze Pl. 86:23 

Megiddo 
III 5241   

lunate with 
knob bronze Pl. 86:21 

Megiddo 
III M4394   lunate bronze Pl. 86:16 

Megiddo 
III M4617   

lunate with 
knob bronze Pl. 86:14 
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Megiddo 
III M4732   ear-stud faience Pl. 101:14 

 
 

Object no. reference context locus notes 

B2162/1 

Yadin, et al. 
1960:Pl. 
CVII:23   3176   

G376/1 

Yadin, et al. 
1961: Pls. 
CCLIII:17, 
CCCLXI:20   10017b   

B948/1 

Yadin, et al. 
1960:Pl. 
CVI:30, 
CLXVI:3 citadel 3116a 

looks like 2 
interlocked 
hathor 
headdresses. 
May not be 
earring.  

no number 
listed 

Barkay 
1986:26 

tomb 
repository   

possibly 
lunates, but 
very thick 
bottoms 

no number 
listed 

Barkay 
1986:26 

tomb 
repository   

granulated 
lunate or 
crescents.  
Granulated 
triangles and 
concentric 
arcs.  Coiled 
wire on hoop. 
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no number 
listed 

Barkay 
1986:26 

tomb 
repository   

granulated 
lunate or 
crescents.  
Granulated 
triangles in 
concentric 
arcs.  Coiled 
wire on hoop. 

no number 
listed 

Barkay 
1986:26 

tomb 
repository   

poor 
condition.  
Granulated all 
around drop in 
rows.  Cf 
p.364, pl. 249 

no number 
listed 

Barkay 
1986:26 

tomb 
repository   

granulated 
fruit bunches? 
Granulated 
triangles. 
Coiled wire on 
hoop. 

no number 
listed 

Barkay 
1986:26 

tomb 
repository   

may be bell 
shaped drop 
or flower.  
Probably a 
pair. 

no number 
listed 

Barkay 
1986:26 

tomb 
repository   

missing top 
part.  Only 
pendant drop 
remains - 
bunches of 
fruit?  Floral 
from top view.  

359 

Tufnell 
1953: 186-
187, 391 tomb Tomb 106 

Tufnell calls it 
a ball drop. 

361 

Tufnell 
1953: 186-
187, 391 tomb Tomb 106 

smaller than 
317.  May be 
hoop - 
thickening is 
slight.. 
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360 

Tufnell 
1953: 186-
187, 391 tomb Tomb 106 

bronze hoop 
with two iron 
beads. 

356 

Tufnell 
1953: 186-
187, 391 tomb Tomb 106   

358 

Tufnell 
1953: 186-
187, 391 tomb Tomb 106 

hoop with ball 
on bottom.  

35031/60 
Sass 
2004:2024 

gatehouse 
floor GE 4168   

5048A 

Tufnell 
1953:217, 
391 tomb Tomb 224   

1256 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 391 tomb 

Tomb 
1002: 
layer 3 

broken hoop, 
large and thin. 

1284 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 391 tomb 

Tomb 
1002: 
layer 6 

decorated, 
layered ball 
drop earring.  
Looks like two 
simple, one 
complex bead 
soldered 
together. 

1292 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 391 tomb 

Tomb 
1002: 
layer 8 broken hoop 

1272 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 391 tomb 

Tomb 
1002: 
layer 4 

larger and 
thinner than 
1314, 1340, 
1273 

1273 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 391 tomb 

Tomb 
1002: 
layer 4 

larger and 
thinner than 
1314, 1340 

1274 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 391 tomb 

Tomb 
1002: 
layer 4 

simple ball-
drop earring 

1280 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 391 tomb 

Tomb 
1002: 
layer 5 

broken, 
bottom is 
either 
flattened or 
thick. 
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1325 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 391 tomb 

Tomb 
1002: 
Layer 11 

conglomerate 
fused mass, 
representing 
female heads 
and busts. 

1333 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 391 tomb 

Tomb 
1002: 
layer 12 

4 drops from 
the hoop, 
looks like a 
frill. Cf. Pl. 
217, p. 239 

1340 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 391 tomb 

Tomb 
1002: 
layer 13 

larger than 
1314 

1305 
Tufnell 
1953:236 tomb 

Tomb 
1002: 
layers 6-10 

plural - it 
doesn’t specify 
how many 

1591 
Tufnell 
1953:236 tomb 

Tomb 
1002: 
unstratified   

1592 
Tufnell 
1953:236 tomb 

Tomb 
1002: 
unstratified 

plural - it 
doesn't specify 
how many 

1314 
Tufnell 
1953:391 tomb 

Tomb 
1002: 
layer 10 small lunate 

43819/60 
Sass 
2004:2024 trash pit S 3692   

411 

Tufnell 
1953:188, 
391 tomb Tomb 107   

410 

Tufnell 
1953:188, 
391 tomb Tomb 107   
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571 

Tufnell 
1953:192, 
391 tomb Tomb 116 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates 
all amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials. 

572 

Tufnell 
1953:192, 
391 tomb Tomb 116 

Hoop/ lunate 
with five ball 
cluster at 
bottom. Tomb 
re-used 700-
600 but 
Tufnell dates 
all amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials. 

557 

Tufnell 
1953:192, 
391 tomb Tomb 116 

Unclear how 
many were 
gold,  silver or 
electrum. 
Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates 
all amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
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5136 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
391 tomb Tomb 120 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates 
all amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier 
burials(900-
800). 

4810 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 391 tomb Tomb 218 

shares 
number with a 
gold earring. 

4810 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 391 tomb Tomb 218 

shares 
number with 
an electrum 
earring. May 
be hoop. 

4811 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 391 tomb Tomb 218   

4813 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 391 tomb Tomb 218 

drop earring, 
flattened to 
lengthen.  

4810a 
Tufnell 
1953:210 tomb Tomb 218   

4938 

Tufnell 
1953:214, 
391 tomb Tomb 223   

M1924 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:125   559- 

may be small 
broken ring.  
Drop looks like 
bezel 

M335 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:122   201 

may be lunate 
- condition 
makes it 
difficult to tell 

5241 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:123   290 fragmentary 
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M4394 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:133   1486 may be ring 

M4617 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:135   1533= 

May be ring, 
but drop style 
usually 
associated 
with earrings. 

M4732 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:138   N=1584 

Narrow 
center, wide 
ends.  
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APPENDIX E: PENDANTS 

Site/ 
Stratum 

Object 
no. 

number 
included 
(if more 
than 1) 

Pendant 
shape 

Pendant 
Material 

Pendant 
color 

picture/ 
pl. 

Batash II 7570   
trapezoid 
(club) ivory ivory 

Pl. 39:8; 
Ph. 194 

Batash II 9680/2   
ovoid 
(roughly) limestone 

not 
specified Pl. 51:9 

Batash II 9693   
rectangula
r limestone 

not 
specified 

Pl. 51:7; 
Ph. 181 

Batash III 1286   club bone bone 

Pl. 
57:14; 
Ph. 193 

City of 
David 10C 

G 
11084   club bone bone 

Fig. 17: 
BI 148 

City of 
David 10C 

G 
11050   

quadrilater
al hematite 

silver/ 
black 

Fig. 
45:5; Pl. 
17:3; Ph. 
26:6 

City of 
David 11 

E1/ 
8430   club bone bone 

Fig. 17: 
BI 149 
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City of 
David 11 

G 
15234   club bone bone 

Fig. 17: 
BI 150 

City of 
David 11 

E1/ 
6005   

flat, 
semicircle ivory ivory 

Fig. 17: 
BI 154 

City of 
David 11-
10 

E3/ 
13073   cone lapis lazuli dark blue 

Fig. 
45:2; 
Photo 
26:3 

City of 
David 12 

E1/ 
10304   calendar bone bone 

Fig. 17: 
BI 152 

City of 
David 12 

D2/ 
20193   

cylinder 
(club) ivory ivory 

Fig. 17: 
BI 147 

City of 
David 12 

E1/ 
6411   

quadrilater
al stone   Fig. 45:7 

City of 
David 12-
11 B 577   

cylinder 
(club) bone bone 

Fig. 17: 
BI 146 

City of 
David 12B 

G 
11389   triangular carnelian 

red-
orange 

Fig. 
45:1; Ph. 
24:12 

Hazor 
A1042/
1   club bone bone 

Pl. 
LXXVIII:
26 

Hazor Vb B854/1   club bone bone Pl. CV:33 
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Hazor VI 
A2012/
1   

semi-circle 
w/incised 
ring-and-
dot 
decoration bone bone 

Pls. 
CLXXXVI
II:22, 
CCCLXI:
22 

Hazor VI 
A2226/
3   

rectangle 
w/tang stone 

not 
specified 

Pls. 
CLXXXVI
II:16, 
CCCLXI:
7 

Hesban 15 
Reservoir 1228     bone bone Fig. 6.16 

Jerusalem 
Cave I 408   irregular bone bone 

Fig. 
32:19 

Jerusalem 
Cave I 136   trapezoid limestone whitish 

Fig. 
32:15 

Lachish II 

no 
number 
listed 11 cone glass 

not 
specified 

Pl. 
67:140 

Lachish II 351   flat drop iron iron 
Pl. 
67:141 

Lachish II 

no 
number 
listed   

hourglass 
w/three-
pointed 
crown over 
perforation lapis lazuli blue 

Pl. 
67:146 

Lachish II 
31071/
50   round 

serpentine
/ talc 

not 
specified 

Figs. 
28.17:13
; 
28.32:11 

Lachish III 
8495/5
0   

not 
specified carnelian 

red-
orange 

not 
pictured 

Lachish III 7103   rod sandstone 
not 
specified 

Pl. 
67:135 



 

 

575 

Lachish 
III/II 6283   

flanged 
disk bone bone 

Pl. 
63:15, 
41:10 

Lachish IV 5049   
cylinder 
(club) bone bone 

Pl. 
56:14, 
Pl. 
37:26, 
27 

Lachish IV 

no 
number 
listed   lotus seed carnelian 

red-
orange 

Pl. 
67:143 

Lachish IV 

no 
number 
listed   lotus seed carnelian 

red-
orange 

Pl. 
67:145 

Lachish IV 3444   
rectangula
r sandstone 

not 
specified Pl. 56:19 

Lachish 
IV/III 1448   calendar bone bone Pl. 57:28 

Lachish 
IV/III 1264   

cylinder 
(club) bone bone Pl. 57:30 
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Lachish 
IV/III 1332   

cylinder 
(club) bone bone Pl. 57:31 

Lachish 
IV/III 1447   

flanged 
oblate bone bone Pl. 57:29 

Lachish 
IV/III 1589   

not 
specified bone bone 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed   axe carnelian 

red-
orange 

Pl. 
67:139 

Lachish 
IV/III 1302 2 cone carnelian 

red-
orange 

Pl. 
67:140 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed 2 cone carnelian 

red-
orange 

Pl. 
67:132 

Lachish 
IV/III 1319   lotus seed carnelian 

red-
orange 

Pl. 
67:145 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed   lotus seed carnelian 

red-
orange 

Pl. 
67:145 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed   rod carnelian 

red-
orange 

Pl. 
67:127 



 

 

577 

Lachish 
IV/III 1312   cone hematite 

silver/bla
ck 

Pl. 
67:131 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed   

hourglass 
w/three-
pointed 
crown over 
perforation hematite 

silver/bla
ck 

Pl. 
67:146 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed   rod limestone 

not 
specified 

Pl. 
67:136 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed   rod sandstone 

not 
specified 

Pl. 
67:135 

Lachish 
IV/III 

no 
number 
listed   axe stone white 

Pl. 
67:139 

Lachish 
IVa 

41093/
40   

cylinder 
(club) bone/ivory bone 

Figs. 
28.17:12
; 
28.32:10 

Lachish 
IVb 

40461/
80   cowrie faience 

blue 
(light) 

Figs. 
28.17:10
; 
28.32:9 

Lachish V 3023   pyramid bone bone 
Pl. 
67:129 

Lachish V 
40581/
50   flat axe  carnelian 

red-
orange 

Fig. 
28.17:11 
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Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   bicone bone bone Pl. 37:6 

Lachish 
V/IV 5156   calendar bone bone 

Pl. 
55:27; 
Pl. 37:17 

Lachish 
V/IV 5157   calendar bone bone 

Pl. 
55:28; 
Pl. 37:15 

Lachish 
V/IV 573   club bone bone Pl. 54:78 



 

 

579 

Lachish 
V/IV 5153   cylinder bone bone Pl. 37:11 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   cylinder bone bone Pl. 37:10 

Lachish 
V/IV 412   

cylinder 
(club) bone bone Pl. 54:67 

Lachish 
V/IV 413   

cylinder 
(club) bone bone Pl. 54:66 

Lachish 
V/IV 414   

cylinder 
(club) bone bone Pl. 54:65 

Lachish 
V/IV 415   

cylinder 
(club) bone bone Pl. 54:64 

Lachish 
V/IV 574   

cylinder 
(club) bone bone Pl. 54:76 
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Lachish 
V/IV 575   

cylinder 
(club) bone bone Pl. 54:77 

Lachish 
V/IV 5152   

cylinder 
(club) bone bone Pl. 37:14 

Lachish 
V/IV 5146   

cylinder 
(club) bone bone Pl. 55:20 

Lachish 
V/IV 5146   

cylinder 
(club) bone bone Pl. 55:21 



 

 

581 

Lachish 
V/IV 5147   

cylinder 
(club) bone bone Pl. 55:19 

Lachish 
V/IV 5148   

cylinder 
(club) bone bone Pl. 55:18 

Lachish 
V/IV 5149   

cylinder 
(club) bone bone Pl. 55:17 

Lachish 
V/IV 5150   

cylinder 
(club) bone bone Pl. 55:24 
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Lachish 
V/IV 5151   

cylinder 
(club) bone bone Pl. 55:22 

Lachish 
V/IV 5152 13 

cylinder 
(club) bone bone 

Pl. 
55:23; 
Pl. 37:7 

Lachish 
V/IV 4803   

cylinder 
(club) bone bone 

Pl. 
55:45; 
Pl. 
37:20, 
21 

Lachish 
V/IV 4805   

cylinder 
(club) bone bone 

Pl. 
55:47; 
Pl. 37:23 

Lachish 
V/IV 4802   

cylinder 
(club) bone bone 

Pl. 
55:44; 
Pl. 37:19 

Lachish 
V/IV 4804   

cylinder 
(club) bone bone 

Pl. 
55:46; 
Pl. 37:22 
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Lachish 
V/IV 5146   

cylinder 
(club, 
short) bone bone Pl. 37:12 

Lachish 
V/IV 5158   

flanged 
rectangle bone bone 

Pl. 
55:29; 
Pl. 37:9 

Lachish 
V/IV 4809   flat oblate bone bone Pl. 55:51 

Lachish 
V/IV 5153   gavel bone bone 

Pl. 
55:25; 
Pl. 37:13 



 

 

584 

Lachish 
V/IV 5154 2 gavel bone bone 

Pl. 
55:26; 
Pl. 37:8 

Lachish 
V/IV 4806   gavel bone bone 

Pl. 
55:48; 
Pl. 37:24 

Lachish 
V/IV 4807   gavel bone bone Pl. 55:49 

Lachish 
V/IV 4808   gavel bone bone 

Pl. 
55:50; 
Pl. 37:25 

Lachish 
V/IV 5145   

not 
specified bone bone 

not 
pictured 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 3 

squared 
conical rod bone bone 

Pl. 
67:128 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   axe carnelian 

red-
orange 

Pl. 
67:139 

Lachish 
V/IV 4867   lotus seed carnelian 

red-
orange 

Pl. 
67:143 
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Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   rod carnelian 

red-
orange 

Pl. 
67:127 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   rod carnelian 

red-
orange 

Pl. 
67:127 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   axe hematite 

silver/bla
ck 

Pl. 
67:139 

Lachish 
V/IV 4867 4 rod limestone gray 

Pl. 
67:136 

Lachish 
V/IV 4867   rod limestone gray 

Pl. 
67:138 

Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed   rod limestone gray 

Pl. 
67:136 

Lachish 
V/IV 4812   

square 
w/triangle 
mount 

limestone 
w/ bronze 

white 
w/bronze 

Pl. 
67:130 
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Lachish 
V/IV 

no 
number 
listed 3 rod marble gray 

Pl. 
67:137 

Lachish 
V/IV 4868   rod marble gray 

Pl. 
67:137 

Lachish 
V/IV/III 6246   

cylinder 
(club) bone bone Pl. 63:21 

Megiddo 
H-3 

96/H/4
4/AR1   lotus jasper 

brown 
w/orange 

Fig. 
12.29:18 

Megiddo II M1892   club bone bone Pl. 97:2 

Megiddo II M4078   fish bronze bronze Pl. 77:5 

Megiddo II M2873   lotus carnelian 
red-
orange Pl. 90:7 

Megiddo II M3947   

trapezoid 
w/rounded 
bottom faience blue Pl. 77:4 

Megiddo II M2275   club sandstone 
not 
specified Pl. 101:8 

Megiddo 
III M338   club bone bone Pl. 97:14 

Megiddo 
III M889   club bone bone Pl. 97:12 
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Megiddo 
III M1884   club bone bone Pl. 97:1 

Megiddo 
III M5132   club bone bone Pl. 97:4 

Megiddo 
III M4485   club bone bone Pl. 97:9 

Megiddo 
III M4371   club bone bone Pl. 97:5 

Megiddo 
III M4666   club bone bone Pl. 97:7 

Megiddo 
III 5157   club bone bone Pl. 97:11 

Megiddo 
III M5196   club bone bone Pl. 97:18 

Megiddo 
III M5173   club bone bone Pl. 97:22 

Megiddo 
III M4652   

flanged 
rectangle bone bone Pl. 77:6 

Megiddo 
III M2548   lotus carnelian 

red-
orange Pl. 90:20 

Megiddo 
III M4713   lotus carnelian 

red-
orange 

not 
pictured 



 

 

588 

Megiddo 
III M4525   

triangle 
(rounded 
top) diorite 

not 
specified Pl. 101:1 

Megiddo 
III M5179   crescent faience blue Pl. 77:8 

Megiddo 
III M4378   triangle 

not 
specified blue Pl. 92:66 

Megiddo 
III M5161   matzebah sandstone red Pl. 92:71 

Megiddo 
III M1572   

rectangle 
w/rounded 
top sandstone 

not 
specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4326   

rectangle 
w/rounded 
top sandstone 

not 
specified 

not 
pictured 

Megiddo 
III M4972   

rectangula
r sandstone 

not 
specified Pl. 101:5 

Megiddo 
III M5064   trapezoid schist 

not 
specified 

not 
pictured 
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Megiddo 
IIIB M5215   club bone bone Pl. 97:8 

Megiddo 
IIIB M5148   

flanged 
disk faience blue Pl. 77:7 

Megiddo 
IV M5399   irregular 

amygdaloi
d 

not 
specified Pl. 101:4 

Megiddo 
IV M1091   club bone bone Pl. 97:16 

Megiddo 
IV M795   club bone bone Pl. 97:33 

Megiddo 
IV M5053   club bone bone Pl. 97:6 

Megiddo 
IV M5133   club bone bone Pl. 97:21 

Megiddo 
IV M5371   club bone bone Pl. 97:19 

Megiddo 
IV M5216   club bone bone Pl. 97:23 

Megiddo 
IV M1289   teardop faience 

not 
specified 

Pl. 
101:17 

Megiddo 
IV M5259   

rectangle 
w/rounded 
top sandstone 

not 
specified Pl. 101:9 

Megiddo 
IV A255   club serpentine 

not 
specified 

Pl. 
218:136 
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Megiddo 
IV M4492   trapezoid serpentine 

not 
specified Pl. 101:2 

Megiddo 
IV M5258   

trapezoid 
(rounded) serpentine 

not 
specified Pl. 101:3 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 1144   irregular amber amber 

Fig.92:7
9 

Samaria-
Sebaste 3929   club bone bone 

Fig. 
243:2a 

Samaria-
Sebaste 4012   club bone bone  

Fig. 
243:2b 

Samaria-
Sebaste C 216   

cylinder 
(club) bone bone 

Fig. 
115:7 

Samaria-
Sebaste T 262   

cylinder 
(club) glass 

blue 
(light) 

Fig. 
92:45 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 5890   lotus seed glass clear 

Fig. 
92:44 

Samaria-
Sebaste T 264   

triangle 
(rounded 
top) glass white 

Fig. 
92:46 

Samaria-
Sebaste B 265   

triangle 
(irregular) hematite 

silver/ 
black 

Fig. 
92:78 

Samaria-
Sebaste 1637   claw ivory ivory 

Fig. 
243:1a 
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Samaria-
Sebaste 4532   

flanged 
rectangle 
(club) ivory ivory 

Fig. 
243:4a 

Samaria-
Sebaste 3749   club slate gray 

Fig. 
243:3b 

Samaria-
Sebaste 3407   oblate stone 

not 
specified 

Fig. 
243:6c 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

triangle 
(irregular) stone black 

Fig. 
92:78 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

no 
number 
listed   

triangle 
(irregular) stone black 

Fig. 
92:78 

 

Object no. reference context locus notes 

7570 

Mazar and 
Panitz-Cohen 
2001a:263   778 

burnt black in 
destruction.  
No visible 
decoration.  
Made  from 
end of tusk. 

9680/2 

Mazar and 
Panitz-Cohen 
2001a:245 domestic 982 

apparently a 
naturally 
shaped stone 
with 
perforation 
drilled through 
it (acc. to 
excavators) 

9693 

Mazar and 
Panitz-Cohen 
2001a:245 domestic 982   
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1286 

Mazar and 
Panitz-Cohen 
2001a:262   150 

incised 
decoration.  
Bone used is 
equid 
metacarpal. 

G 11084 
Ariel 
1990:136 floor 886 

6.2 cm, 
complete, 
decorated with 
incised 
concentric 
bands 

G 11050 

Swersky 
1996:271; 
Zuckerman 
1996:288 floor 886   

E1/ 8430 
Ariel 
1990:136 fill 1309 

5.7 cm, 
incomplete 
(lower 
portion), 
decorated with 
concetric 
incised bands 

G 15234 
Ariel 
1990:136 fill 1104 

6.7 cm, 
complete, 
decorated with 
concentric 
incised bands 

E1/ 6005 
Ariel 
1990:137 floor 631 

5.3 cm d, 
semicircular, 
complete (?), 
flat.  See text 
for more info.  
Found with 
carnelian bead 
E1/6006 

E3/ 13073 

Swersky 
1996:271: 
Zuckerman 
1996:288 fill 1588   

E1/ 10304 
Ariel 
1990:136 fill 1604 

2.9 cm. Length 
complete, 
width 
incomplete.  

D2/ 20193 
Ariel 
1990:136 floor 2309 

4.3 cm,  
decorated with 
incised 
concentric 
bands 
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E1/ 6411 
Zuckerman 
1996: 288 not listed 1272   

B 577 
Ariel 
1990:136 floor 130 

5.2 cm, 
incomplete 
(lower 
portion), 
decorated with 
circles and a 
dot in the 
middle 

G 11389 

Swersky 
1996:271; 
Zuckerman 
1996:288 floor 960   

A1042/1 

Yadin, et al. 
1960: Pl. 
LXXVIII:26 trench R12 

found in 
trench, no 
stratum 
assigned. 

B854/1 

Yadin, et al. 
1960: Pl. 
CV:33   3115b 

incised 
decoration 
below hole 

A2012/1 

Yadin, et al. 
1961: Pls. 
CLXXXVIII:22, 
CCCLXI:22   83a   

A2226/3 

Yadin, et al. 
1961: Pls. 
CLXXXVIII:16, 
CCCLXI:7   80a 

possibly 
unfinished 
pendant - 
looks rough. 

1228 

Ray 
2001:146, 
202 fill     

408 
Eshel 1995: 
Fig. 32:19   

Trench 
A.XXVI.Jmp.966 

astragalus w/2 
suspension 
holes 

136 
Eshel 1995: 
Fig. 32:15   

Trench 
A.XXVI.Jmp.966 broken 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-400 tomb Tomb 106   

351 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 399-400 tomb Tomb 106 

flat circle (now 
corroded) with 
perpendicular 
loop above it 
for perforation.   
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no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:190, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 114   

31071/50 
Sass 
2004:2024 pit GE 4555 

possible 
polisher 

8495/50 
Sass 
2004:2024 

stone paved 
courtyard, 
domestic S 3560 

Includes 
tubular 
stringing 
device 

7103 

Tufnell 
1953:123, 
399-400 room H.18:1080 Worn.   

6283 

Tufnell 
1953:114-
115, 381 debris J.17:1043 

disc, pierced 
on flange for 
suspension, 
decorated with 
circles.  Locus 
is partially 
demolished 
room, and is 
called Level 
III-II.  Could 
be later.   

5049 

Tufnell 
1953:217, 
381 tomb Tomb 224 

incised w/ ring 
and dot motif.  
2 examples 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:217, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 224 

lotus seed 
looks like 2-d 
bell with stem 
into top. 
Broken. 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:217, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 224   

3444 
Tufnell 1953: 
220 tomb Tomb 507 

Tufnell calls it 
a hone, but it 
looks like a 
pendant, and 
may have been 
identified as a 
hone due to 
the material. 
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1448 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 381 tomb 

Tomb 1002, 
unstratified 

broken 
"calendar".  ID 
as calendar 
suspect.  ID as 
pendant 
secure. 

1264 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 381 tomb 

Tomb 1002: 
layer 3 

From top 
section of 
Deposits in 
tomb 1002, 
secondary 
burials 

1332 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 381 tomb 

Tomb 1002: 
Layer 11 

From lowest 
section (layers 
11-13) of tomb 
1002, 
secondary 
burials 

1447 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 381 tomb 

Tomb 1002, 
unstratified 

Incised w/ ring 
and dot motif 
in two vertical 
rows of 5.  
Looks similar 
to a calendar, 
but ring and 
dots instead of 
holes, and only 
2 rows, not 3. 

1589 
Tufnell 
1953:236 tomb 

Tomb 1002: 
unstratified   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-400 tomb Tomb 1002 

Found in 
sieving.  with 
the 
perforation, 
top is much 
narrower than 
bottom.  
Facing 
perforation, 
top is a bit 
wider than 
bottom.  

1302 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-400 tomb Tomb 1002 

convex 
bottom.  
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no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-400 tomb Tomb 1002   

1319 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-400 tomb Tomb 1002   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-400 tomb Tomb 1002   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-400 tomb Tomb 1002   

1312 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-400 tomb Tomb 1002 Worn.   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-400 tomb Tomb 1002 

Tufnell calls it 
"button" 
pendant, based 
on Beck, but it 
looks like it 
may be a 
stylized 
pomegranate, 
with a small 
globe and an 
exaggerated 
stem, due to 
the three 
pointed 
extension 
which 
includes/covers 
the 
perforation.  
Found in 
sieving.   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-400 tomb Tomb 1002   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-400 tomb Tomb 1002   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 399-400 tomb Tomb 1002   

41093/40 
Sass 
2004:2024 floor S 3587 Upper 

Incised 
chevrons 
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40461/80 
Sass 
2004:2024 

domestic 
floor S 3664   

3023 

Tufnell 
1953:200, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 193   

40581/50 
Sass 
2004:2024 

domestic 
floor S 3675   

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:196 tomb Tomb 120 

Might be a 
spindle whorl 
head?  Tomb 
re-used 700-
600 but Tufnell 
dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier 
burials(900-
800). 

5156 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
381 tomb Tomb 120 

30 pierced 
holes, plus one 
for hanging.  
Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates 
all amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 

5157 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
381 tomb Tomb 120 

broken, 15 
pierced holes, 
plus one for 
hanging. Tomb 
re-used 700-
600 but Tufnell 
dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier 
burials(900-
800). 
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573 

Tufnell 
1953:192, 
381 tomb Tomb 116 

Incised with 
many dot-and-
circle motifs. 
Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates 
all amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials. 

5153 
Tufnell 
1953:196 tomb Tomb 120 

Incised ring-
and-dot 
decoration.  
Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates 
all amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier 
burials(900-
800). 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:196 tomb Tomb 120 

Incised ring-
and-dot 
decoration.  
Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates 
all amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier 
burials(900-
800). 

412 

Tufnell 
1953:188, 
381 tomb Tomb 107 undecorated.   

413 

Tufnell 
1953:188, 
381 tomb Tomb 107 undecorated.   

414 

Tufnell 
1953:188, 
381 tomb Tomb 107 

incised cross-
hatching 

415 

Tufnell 
1953:188, 
381 tomb Tomb 107 

incised ring 
and dot motif.   
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574 

Tufnell 
1953:192, 
381 tomb Tomb 116 

Incised with 
dot-and-circle 
motif.  Tomb 
re-used 700-
600 but Tufnell 
dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials. 

575 

Tufnell 
1953:192, 
381 tomb Tomb 116 

Incised with 
dot-and-circle 
motif and 
hatched bands.  
Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates 
all amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials. 

5152 
Tufnell 
1953:196 tomb Tomb 120 

Incised ring-
and-dot 
decoration.  
Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates 
all amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier 
burials(900-
800). 

5146 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
381 tomb Tomb 120 

incised cross-
hatching.  
Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates 
all amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier 
burials(900-
800). 
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5146 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
381 tomb Tomb 120 

incised cross-
hatching.  
Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates 
all amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier 
burials(900-
800). 

5147 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
381 tomb Tomb 120 

incised cross-
hatching. 
Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates 
all amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier 
burials(900-
800). 

5148 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
381 tomb Tomb 120 

incised cross-
hatching.  
Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates 
all amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 

5149 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
381 tomb Tomb 120 

undecorated.  
Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates 
all amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 
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5150 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
381 tomb Tomb 120 

Incised ring 
and dot motif.  
Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates 
all amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier 
burials(900-
800). 

5151 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
381 tomb Tomb 120 

Incised ring 
and dot motif.  
Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates 
all amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier 
burials(900-
800). 

5152 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
381 tomb Tomb 120 

Incised ring 
and dot motif.  
Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates 
all amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 

4803 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 381 tomb Tomb 218 

incised w/ ring 
and dot motif.  
7 examples 

4805 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 381 tomb Tomb 218 

text describes, 
and drawing 
shows, 
undecorated, 
but photo (pl. 
37:23) shows 
ring-and-dot 
motif. 

4802 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 381 tomb Tomb 218 

incised w/ ring 
and dot and 
hatched lines. 
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4804 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 381 tomb Tomb 218 

Incised ring 
and dot motif. 

5146 
Tufnell 
1953:196 tomb Tomb 120 

Incised lines 
decoration.  
Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates 
all amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 

5158 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
381 tomb Tomb 120 

shaped like 
calendar, but 
grooved, not 
pierced.  Tomb 
re-used 700-
600 but Tufnell 
dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 

4809 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 381 tomb Tomb 218 

Incised w/12 
ring and dots, 
similar to a 
calendar, but 
ring-and-dots 
instead of 
holes. 

5153 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
381 tomb Tomb 120 

undecorated.  
Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates 
all amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 
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5154 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
381 tomb Tomb 120 

Incised ring 
and dot motif.  
Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates 
all amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 

4806 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 381 tomb Tomb 218 undecorated.   

4807 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 381 tomb Tomb 218 

incised w/ ring 
and dot motif 
on head of 
gavel. 

4808 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 381 tomb Tomb 218 

Grooved 
decoration.   

5145 
Tufnell 
1953:196 tomb Tomb 120 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates 
all amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-400 tomb Tomb 218 

incised dot-
and-circle 
pattern on four 
sides. 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 120 

 Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates 
all amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier 
burials(900-
800). 

4867 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-400 tomb Tomb 218 

lotus seed 
looks like 2-d 
bell with stem 
into top. 



 

 

604 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 120 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates 
all amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-400 tomb Tomb 218 

Not listed in 
tomb writeup 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:188, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 107   

4867 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-400 tomb Tomb 218   

4867 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-400 tomb Tomb 218 

facing 
perforation, 2-
3x the width of 
the way it 
would be 
visible when 
strung on a 
necklace.  Not 
listed in tomb 
writeup 

no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:399-400 tomb Tomb 116 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates 
all amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials. 
Not listed in 
tomb writeup. 

4812 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-400 tomb Tomb 218 

cube pendant 
with triangular 
bronze mount.   
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no number 
listed 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
399-400 tomb Tomb 120 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates 
all amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 

4868 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 399-400 tomb Tomb 218 

Narrower at 
top than at 
bottom.   

6246 

Tufnell 
1953:112, 
381 fill K.16:1031 

ring-and-dot 
and grooved 
decoration.  
Could be LB - 
found with LB 
debris from 
digging 
foundations in 
Iron Age. 

96/H/44/AR1 

Sass 
2000:392; 
Gadot and 
Finkelstein 
2000:334 

occupational 
debris 96/H/44 

PT1 - MB sole, 
IAII main.  
Field locus is 
96/H/19, final 
is 96/H/44 

M1892 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:115   543   

M4078 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:116   567=   

M2873 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:117   979   

M3947 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:116   662 

incised star of 
Ishtar 

M2275 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:116   675 

same shape as 
the bone club 
pendants 

M338 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:122   201 

ring-and-dot 
decoration all 
over. 

M889 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:123   289 incised lines 
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M1884 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:125   538 

squared.  No 
decoration 

M5132 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:128   1305 incised lines 

M4485 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:129   1414 

ring-and-dot 
decoration at 
bottom.   

M4371 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:130   1433 

incised lines 
and cross-
hatching 

M4666 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:133   1484= 

incised lines 
and cross-
hatching 

5157 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:141   283- 

squared top, 
broken.  No 
decoration 
survives 

M5196 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:144   1613- no decoration 

M5173 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:146 fill 1482- 

no decoration, 
squared ends 

M4652 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:130   1426=   

M2548 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:125   N=940   

M4713 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:143   1555- 

For example, 
see Pl. 90:7, 
Str. II. 
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M4525 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:133   1485 

Lamon and 
shipton call 
this (w/M4492, 
M5258) a 
"votive axe", 
following Petrie 
and Macalister, 
and they are 
shaped like 
matzevot.  Not 
pierced - 
possibly in 
production 
process?  
Possibly 
misclassified. 

M5179 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:137   S=1560   

M4378 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:130   1434   

M5161 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:146 fill 1482- 

is redstone a 
type of stone, 
or is it just a 
red stone?  
Color assumed 
from 
substance. 

M1572 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:124   494 

For example 
see 101:9, str. 
IV.  Locus 
listed as "in 
490". 

M4326 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:129   1394= 

For example 
see 101:9, str. 
IV.   

M4972 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:136   1551   

M5064 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:144   1561- 

For example 
see Pl. 101:7, 
Str. V. 
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M5215 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:140   1656 

ring-and-dot 
decoration at 
bottom.  
Squared 
bottom 

M5148 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:140   1635 

medallion or 
inlay incised w/ 
spoked wheel 
(sun?); form 
frequent in 
bone inlays 

M5399 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 fill 1674   

M1091 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:141   Square O13 

ring-and-dot 
decoration all 
over. 

M795 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:141   Square O13 

narrows to 
squared point 
at bottom.  
Incised 
decoration 

M5053 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:143   1494= 

rounded side 
pierced, not 
squared side 

M5133 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:144   1631 

no decoration.  
Locus is "in 
1482". 

M5371 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:145   

1693 (Square 
Q10) 

ring-and-dot 
decoration all 
over. 

M5216 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 fill 1674 

ring-and-dot 
decoration at 
bottom.   

M1289 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:141   Square M14   

M5259 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147   1674   

A255 
Loud 
1948:158   E=2046 

square cross-
section.  
Squared top, 
rounded 
bottom 
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M4492 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:143   1482 

Lamon and 
shipton call 
this (w/M4525, 
M5258) "votive 
axes", 
following Petrie 
and Macalister, 
and they are 
shaped like 
matzevot.  

M5258 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 fill 1674 

Lamon and 
shipton call 
this (w/M4492, 
M4525) "votive 
axes", 
following Petrie 
and Macalister, 
and they are 
shaped like 
matzevot. 

Q 1144 
Crowfoot 
1957:397   Qf 

May be drilled 
but not 
otherwise 
worked 

3929 
Reisner 
1924:379 floor S4-417 sub 

4 rows of 4 
dot-and-circle 
motifs 

4012 
Reisner 
1924:379 floor S4-417 sub 

3 rows of dot-
and-circles: 1 
of 4, 2 of 3 
each. 

C 216 

Kenyon 
1957:440, 
461 tomb S Tomb 103:4 

see notes for 
info 

T 262 
Crowfoot 
1957:396   Te   

Q 5890 
Crowfoot 
1957:396   Te parallel listed.   

T 264 
Crowfoot 
1957:396   Te 

shaped like a 
matzevah. 

B 265 
Crowfoot 
1957:397   Bb 

looks like a 
matzevah 

1637 
Reisner 
1924:379 

construction 
fill S2 

Unique in 
corpus. 
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4532 
Reisner 
1924:380   S9-905 N. sub 

long, thin strip 
- Reisner 
suggests 
possibly 
cosmetic 
spatula (but 
pierced) 

3749 
Reisner 
1924:379 cistern S4 cistern 1 short. 

3407 
Reisner 
1924:380   S5 h E 

Reisner calls it 
a pebble, and 
suggests it 
might be a 
weight. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:397   Qc 

See B 265.  
Says "several", 
but only lists 2 
specifically.  
Looks like 
matzevah. 

no number 
listed 

Crowfoot 
1957:397   Qf 

See B 265.  
Says "several", 
but only lists 2 
specifically. 
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APPENDIX F: RINGS 

Site/ 
Stratum 

Object 
no. 

number 
included 
(if more 
than 1) 

ring 
material 

ring 
color 

picture/ 
pl. 

Hazor IV B781/1   bronze bronze 
Pls. CVI:9, 
CLXVI:1 

Hazor Va B732/1   bronze bronze 
Pls. CVI:36, 
CLXVI:2 

Hazor Va B5164   silver silver 

Pls. 
CCXXXI:23, 
CCCXLVII:1
0 

Hesban 15 
Reservoir 1728   shell shell not pictured 

Hesban 17 2385   bronze bronze Pl. 6.3 
Jerusalem 
Ketef 
Hinnom 

no number 
listed   bronze bronze 

Barkay 
1986:28 

Jerusalem 
Ketef 
Hinnom 

no number 
listed   silver silver 

Barkay 
1986:27 

Jerusalem 
Ketef 
Hinnom 

no number 
listed 2 silver silver 

Barkay 
1986:28 

Lachish II 349   bronze bronze Pl. 54:12 
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Lachish II 348   
bronze 
w/feldspar 

bronze w/ 
unspecifie
d Pl. 54:15 

Lachish II 362   bronze bronze Pl. 54:11 

Lachish III 10451/60   bronze bronze 

Figs. 
28.17:5; 
28.32:3 

Lachish III 61604/60   iron iron not pictured 

Lachish III 8420/60   bronze bronze 
Fig. 
28.25:7 

Lachish III 8335/60   bronze bronze 
Fig. 
28.25:16 

Lachish III 60159/60   bronze bronze 
Fig. 
28.25:17 

Lachish IV 41249/60   bronze bronze 
Fig. 
28.25:14 

Lachish 
IV/III 7553/60   silver silver 

Figs. 
28.17:6; 
28.32:4 

Lachish 
IV/III 1276   bronze bronze Pl. 57:21 

Lachish 
IV/III 1327   bronze bronze Pl. 57:22 

Lachish 
IV/III 1341   bronze bronze Pl. 57:23 

Lachish IVa 8453/80   faience 
blue 
(light) not pictured 

Lachish IVb 40374/60   iron iron 
Fig. 
28.25:19 
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Lachish IVc 40295/60   iron iron 
Fig. 
28.25:18 

Lachish IVc 41082/60   iron iron not pictured 

Lachish IVc 40731/60   bronze bronze 
Fig. 
28.25:15 

Lachish 
V/IV 409   silver silver Pl. 54:59 
Lachish 
V/IV 407   iron iron Pl. 54:60 

Lachish 
V/IV 558 2 bronze bronze Pl. 54:74 

Lachish 
V/IV 5143   bronze bronze Pl. 55:5 

Lachish 
V/IV 4814   bronze bronze Pl. 55:42 

Lachish 
V/IV 4939   bronze bronze Pl. 56:8 

Megiddo H-
3 

94/H/8/AR
4   limestone 

not 
specified not pictured 
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Megiddo H-
3 

94/H/45/A
R3   bronze bronze not pictured 

Megiddo H-
3 

94/H/45/A
R3   bronze bronze not pictured 

Megiddo H-
3 

96/H/8/AR
5   bronze bronze not pictured 

Megiddo II M4354   iron iron Pl. 86:10 

Megiddo II M3332   bronze bronze Pl. 86:5 

Megiddo II M4333   silver silver Pl. 86:8 

Megiddo II M4111   bronze bronze Pl. 86:12 

Megiddo II M4321   bronze bronze Pl. 86:9 
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Megiddo II M4463   bronze bronze Pl. 86:29 

Megiddo II M4499   bronze bronze Pl. 86:13 

Megiddo III M1910   bronze bronze Pl. 86:15 

Megiddo III M4675   bronze bronze Pl. 86:17 

Megiddo III M4446   bronze bronze Pl. 86:20 

Megiddo III M4733   bronze bronze Pl. 86:18 

Megiddo IV M1171   bronze bronze Pl. 86:26 

Megiddo IV M267   bronze bronze Pl. 86:25 

Megiddo IV M938   bronze bronze Pl. 86:24 

Megiddo IV M5484   bronze bronze Pl. 86:32 

Megiddo IV A673   bronze bronze not pictured 

Samaria-
Sebaste 591   ivory ivory 

P. 16:21; 
Pl. 90:12 

Samaria-
Sebaste 2182   iron iron not pictured 
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Samaria-
Sebaste 4528   iron iron not pictured 

 

Object no. reference context locus notes? 

B781/1 

Yadin, et al. 
1960: Pls. 
CVI:9, 
CLXVI:1   3121   

B732/1 

Yadin, et al. 
1960: Pls. 
CVI:36, 
CLXVI:2   3142 

may not be ring.  
Looks like a 
bronze twist-tie. 

B5164 

Yadin, et al. 
1961: Pls. 
CCXXXI:23, 
CCCXLVII:10   3312 

everything else 
from context is 
listed as str. IX. 

1728 
Ray 
2001:203 fill     

2385 
Ray 2001: 
123 not good   

If there was a 
setting for a stone, 
it's left no traces.  

no number 
listed 

Barkay 
1986:26 

tomb 
repository     

no number 
listed 

Barkay 
1986:26 

tomb 
repository   

Seal ring, all 
silver, w/ galloping 
griffin engraved on 
it.  

no number 
listed 

Barkay 
1986:26 

tomb 
repository     

349 

Tufnell 
1953: 187, 
390 tomb 

Tomb 
106 

broken ring, much 
larger than 362.  
Child's bracelet? 

348 

Tufnell 
1953: 187, 
390 tomb 

Tomb 
106 

scaraboid feldspar 
in mount. Wire coil 
decoration next to 
scaraboid. 

362 
Tufnell 
1953:391 tomb 

Tomb 
106 

ends meet/ 
overlap 

10451/60 
Sass 
2004:2024 storeroom GE 4014 

wire coil at one 
end 
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61604/60 
Sass 
2004:2040 

debris fallen 
from city 
wall during/ 
after attack R 6145 fragment 

8420/60 
Sass 
2004:2040 

domestic 
floor S 3572   

8335/60 
Sass 
2004:2040 

domestic 
room S 3525 wound wire 

60159/60 
Sass 
2004:2040 siege ramp R 6015 coiled bronze 

41249/60 
Sass 
2004:2040 fill S 3589 mixed context 

7553/60 
Sass 
2004:2024 fill 

Pal. 
3011 

segmented 
decoration at both 
ends.  Could date 
to Bronze Age. 

1276 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 391 tomb 

Tomb 
1002: 
layer 4 overlapping ends 

1327 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 391 tomb 

Tomb 
1002: 
Layer 11 

overlapping ends 
(slight) 

1341 

Tufnell 
1953:235-
236, 391 tomb 

Tomb 
1002: 
layer 13 

non-overlapping 
ends 

8453/80 
Sass 
2004:2040 

domestic 
courtyard S 3557 

not mentioned in 
finds section, just 
in stratigraphy 

40374/60 
Sass 
2004:2040 

courtyard 
floor S 3621 fragment 

40295/60 
Sass 
2004:2040 

domestic 
floor S 3710   

41082/60 
Sass 
2004:2040 

domestic 
floor S 3710 fragment 

40731/60 
Sass 
2004:2040 

fill and 
rampart 
floor below 
it S 3676   

409 
Tufnell 
1953: 188 tomb 

Tomb 
107   

407 
Tufnell 
1953: 188 tomb 

Tomb 
107 broken double ring 
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558 

Tufnell 
1953:192, 
391 tomb 

Tomb 
116 

Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials. 

5143 

Tufnell 
1953:196, 
391 tomb 

Tomb 
120 

overlapping ends. 
Tomb re-used 
700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all 
amulets, 
pendants, and 
scarabs to the 
earlier burials 
(900-800). 

4814 

Tufnell 
1953:209-
210, 391 tomb 

Tomb 
218   

4939 

Tufnell 
1953:214, 
391 tomb 

Tomb 
223   

94/H/8/AR4 

Gadot and 
Finkelstein 
2000:332 

collapse and 
occupational 
debris 94/H/8 

"ring" is in quotes.  
Not clear why. 

94/H/45/AR3 

Gadot and 
Finkelstein 
2000:332 

mixed 
stones and 
brick debris 94/H/45 

"ring" is in quotes.  
Not clear why. 
Field locus was 
94/H/26.  Final 
locus is 94/H/45. 

94/H/45/AR3 

Gadot and 
Finkelstein 
2000:332 

mixed 
stones and 
brick debris 94/H/45 

"ring" is in quotes.  
Not sure why. 

96/H/8/AR5 

Gadot and 
Finkelstein 
2000:334 

baulk 
removal 96/H/8 

"ring" is in quotes.  
Not clear why.  
May be topsoil. 

M4354 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:117   1004= 

ring is extremely 
thick, in spite of 
corrosion.  It looks 
too big and thick 
for a finger - 
maybe part of 
animal tack? 

M3332 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:118   1037   
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M4333 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:118   1275=   

M4111 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:118   1262   

M4321 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:120   1411= 

wire looks like a 
rosette/knot 
decoration made 
from wire.  Ring is 
narrow and 
delicate.  Doesn't 
look corroded 

M4463 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:126   997-   

M4499 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:127   1253-   

M1910 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:125   553 thick 

M4675 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:128   1338   

M4446 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:131   1454 

large overlap - 
maybe originally 
child's bangle. 

M4733 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:138   N=1584   

M1171 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:141   

Square 
O11   

M267 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:141   

Square 
Q12 very thick 

M938 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:141   310   

M5484 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:144   1650   

A673 
Loud 
1948:146   (+)2081   
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591 
Lyon 
1924:28   F 4.3 m. 

The 1908 
excavations 
recorded depth but 
not period per 
given object.  
Person standing 
between 2 palm 
branches. 

2182 
Reisner 
1924:351   S3 c W narrow ring band 

4528 
Reisner 
1924:351   S8-821 light ring 
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APPENDIX G: EGYPTIAN AMULETS 

Site/ 
Stratum 

Object 
no. 

amulet 
shape 

amulet 
color 

picture/ 
pl. reference 

Batash II H10220 
rectangular 
(naos) blue 

Pl. 95:13, 
Fig. 18 

Brandl 
2001:269-
272 

City of 
David 10 E1/16980 wedjat eye 

blue-green 
(pale) to 
white 

Fig. 48, 
Ph. 28 

Cahill 
1996:292-
3 

City of 
David 10C G17609 wedjat eye 

blue-green 
(pale) 

Fig. 47, 
Ph. 27 

Cahill 
1996:291-
2 

City of 
David 11 E1/9983 wedjat eye 

blue-green 
(pale) to 
white 

Fig. 49, 
Ph. 29 

Cahill 
1996:293-
4 

Hesban 15 
Reservoir 152 Bes not listed 6.1 

Ray 
2001:138 

Jerusalem 
Ketef 
Hinnom 

no 
number 
listed wedjat eye 

white 
w/silver 

Barkay 
1986:28 

Barkay 
1986:26 

Lachish II 345 
Isis and 
Horus green 

Not 
pictured 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:186 

Lachish II 319 lotus bud green Pl. 34:1 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:186 

Lachish II 327 sow green Pl. 34:2 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:186 

Lachish II 321 Mut not listed 
Not 
pictured 

Murray 
1953:380; 
Tufnell 
1953:186 

Lachish III 7083 sow not listed 
Not 
pictured 

Murray 
1953:380; 
Tufnell 
1953:122 

Lachish 
III/II 6275 

quadruple 
wedjat green Pl. 36:52 

Murray 
1953:379; 
Tufnell 
1953:114 
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Lachish IV 5060 Nefertum 
blue w/ 
black Pl. 35:38 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:217 

Lachish IV 5061 Sekhmet green 
Not 
pictured 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:217 

Lachish IV 5058 wedjat eye blue Pl. 35:37 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:217 

Lachish IV 5059 wedjat eye blue Pl. 35:37 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:217 

Lachish 
IV/III 6264 Nefertum blue Pl. 35:39 

Murray 
1953:360; 
Tufnell 
1953:114 

Lachish 
IV/III 1262 

Aegis of 
Bast green Pl. 36:50 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:235 

Lachish 
IV/III 1311 Bes 

green w/ 
black 

1.533333
333 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:235 

Lachish 
IV/III 1263 Bes not listed 

Not 
pictured 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:235 

Lachish 
IV/III 1275 Bes not listed 

Not 
pictured 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:235 

Lachish 
IV/III 1447 Bes not listed 

Not 
pictured 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:235 

Lachish 
IV/III 1448 Bes not listed 

Not 
pictured 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:235 
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Lachish 
IV/III 1343 cat not listed 

Not 
pictured 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:235 

Lachish 
IV/III 1596 cat not listed 

Not 
pictured 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:235 

Lachish 
IV/III 1297 

Isis and 
Horus green Pl. 36:51 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:235 

Lachish 
IV/III 1595 

not 
specified not listed 

Not 
pictured 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:235 

Lachish 
IV/III 1590 Ptah Sokar not listed Pl. 36:49 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:235 

Lachish 
IV/III 1282 wedjat eye not listed 

Not 
pictured 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:235 

Lachish 
IV/III 1286 wedjat eye not listed 

Not 
pictured 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:235 
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Lachish 
IV/III 1337 wedjat eye not listed 

Not 
pictured 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:235 

Lachish 
IV/III 1594 wedjat eye not listed 

Not 
pictured 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:235 

Lachish 
IVa 13545/80 wedjat eye not listed 

Figs. 
28.17:9; 
28.32:7 

Sass 
2004:2024 

Lachish IVc 40305/80 
Bes/ 
Pataikos not listed 

Figs. 
28.17:7; 
28.32:5 

Sass 
2004:2024 

Lachish 
V/IV 4815 Sekhmet white Pl. 34:18 

Murray 
1953: 378 

Lachish 
V/IV 426 

Bast/ 
Sekhmet blue Pl. 34:3 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:188 

Lachish 
V/IV 418 Bes not listed 

Not 
pictured 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:188 

Lachish 
V/IV 430 cat blue Pl. 34:6 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:188 

Lachish 
V/IV 424 Harpocrates blue-black Pl. 34:5 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:188 

Lachish 
V/IV 423 

Isis and 
Horus green 

Not 
pictured 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:188 

Lachish 
V/IV 428 lotus pillar blue Pl. 34:4 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:188 

Lachish 
V/IV 431 

not 
specified not listed 

Not 
pictured 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:188 
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Lachish 
V/IV 425 Sekhmet not listed 

Not 
pictured 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:188 

Lachish 
V/IV 427 Sekhmet not listed 

Not 
pictured 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:188 

Lachish 
V/IV 429 Sekhmet not listed 

Not 
pictured 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:188 

Lachish 
V/IV 419 wedjat eye blue 

Not 
pictured 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:188 

Lachish 
V/IV 420 wedjat eye blue 

Not 
pictured 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:188 

Lachish 
V/IV 421 wedjat eye blue 

Not 
pictured 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:188 

Lachish 
V/IV 422 wedjat eye blue 

Not 
pictured 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:188 

Lachish 
V/IV 559 Bes yellow Pl. 34:7 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:192 

Lachish 
V/IV 560 Sekhmet not listed 

Not 
pictured 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:192 

Lachish 
V/IV 5174 Bes green-blue Pl. 34:14 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:196 
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Lachish 
V/IV 5175 Bes green-blue Pl. 34:13 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:196 

Lachish 
V/IV 5176 Bes green-blue Pl. 34:12 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:196 

Lachish 
V/IV 5177 cat green-blue Pl. 34:17 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:196 

Lachish 
V/IV 5178 cat green-blue Pl. 34:16 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:196 

Lachish 
V/IV 5180 Mut green-blue Pl. 34:15 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:196 

Lachish 
V/IV 5179 Ptah Sokar 

green-
blue, black Pl. 34:11 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:196 

Lachish 
V/IV 5181 Sekhmet not listed 

Not 
pictured 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:196 
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Lachish 
V/IV 5182 Sekhmet not listed 

Not 
pictured 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:196 

Lachish 
V/IV 5172 wedjat eye blue Pl. 34:8 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:196 

Lachish 
V/IV 5183 wedjat eye blue-green Pl. 34:9 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:196 

Lachish 
V/IV 5173 wedjat eye green-blue Pl. 34:10 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:196 

Lachish 
V/IV 4825 

Aegis of 
Bast blue Pl. 34:26 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 

Lachish 
V/IV 4826 

Aegis of 
Bast blue Pl. 34:27 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 

Lachish 
V/IV 4831 baboon 

white w/ 
black Pl. 35:32 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 
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Lachish 
V/IV 4830 barbary ape green Pl. 35:31 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 

Lachish 
V/IV 4833 falcon blue Pl. 35:34 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 

Lachish 
V/IV 4819 

Horus the 
Child green Pl. 34:22 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 

Lachish 
V/IV 4824 

Isis and 
Horus white Pl. 34:23 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 

Lachish 
V/IV 4928 lion green Pl. 34:25 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 

Lachish 
V/IV 4827 menyt blue Pl. 34:24 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 

Lachish 
V/IV 4832 ram green Pl. 35:33 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 

Lachish 
V/IV 4822 Sekhmet blue Pl. 34:20 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 

Lachish 
V/IV 4817 Sekhmet blue Pl. 34:19 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 
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Lachish 
V/IV 4823 Sekhmet green Pl. 34:29 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 

Lachish 
V/IV 4820 Sekhmet not listed 

Not 
pictured 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 

Lachish 
V/IV 4816 Sekhmet white Pl. 34:21 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 

Lachish 
V/IV 4821 Sekhmet white Pl. 34:28 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 

Lachish 
V/IV 4834 sow 

blue w/ 
black Pl. 35:35 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 

Lachish 
V/IV 4829 sphinx 

blue w/ 
black Pl. 35:30 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 

Lachish 
V/IV 4944 Sekhmet yellow Pl. 35:36 

Murray 
1953:378; 
Tufnell 
1953:214 

Megiddo H-
3 

94/H/45/
ARI wedjat eye 

blue 
w/black 

Fig. 
12.28:2 

Sass 
2000:390; 
Gadot and 
Finkelstein 
2000: 332 

Megiddo II M3244 wedjat eye 
green 
w/brown Pl. 75:2 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:116 

Megiddo II M4417 Nefertum not listed Pl. 76:3 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:120 
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Megiddo II M4528 
not 
specified 

blue 
w/brown Pl. 74:29 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:120 

Megiddo 
III M88 Bes blue Pl. 74:2 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:122 

Megiddo 
III M333 Ptah Sokar blue 

Not 
pictured 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:122 

Megiddo 
III M927 

falcons 
(human 
heads) 

green 
w/brown Pl. 76:6 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:123 

Megiddo 
III 5239 Ptah Sokar 

green 
w/brown 

Not 
pictured 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:123 

Megiddo 
III M924 uncertain blue Pl. 74:34 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:123 

Megiddo 
III M923 wedjat eye 

blue 
w/brown Pl. 75:18 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:123 

Megiddo 
III 5355 wedjat eye green Pl. 75:15 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:123 

Megiddo 
III M3353 wedjat eye green Pl. 75:1 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:124 

Megiddo 
III M5429 wedjat eye blue Pl. 75:3 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:126 

Megiddo 
III M4473 wedjat eye 

blue 
w/brown Pl. 75:13 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:129 

Megiddo 
III M4406 

Aegis of 
Bast green Pl. 74:19 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:130 

Megiddo 
III M4372b wedjat eye blue Pl. 75:5 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:130 

Megiddo 
III M4379 wedjat eye blue Pl. 75:6 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:130 

Megiddo 
III M4651 wedjat eye green 

Not 
pictured 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:130 
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Megiddo 
III M4410 wedjat eye green Pl. 75:7 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:130 

Megiddo 
III M4372a wedjat eye 

green 
w/brown Pl. 75:4 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:130 

Megiddo 
III M4405 uncertain 

green 
w/brown Pl. 74:30 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:131 

Megiddo 
III M4489 Bes blue Pl. 74:1 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:132 

Megiddo 
III M4516 wedjat eye green Pl. 75:9 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:132 

Megiddo 
III M4614 

Aegis of 
Bast green Pl. 74:20 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:134 

Megiddo 
III M5428 wedjat eye green 

Not 
pictured 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:134 

Megiddo 
III M4668 wedjat eye 

blue 
w/brown Pl. 75:10 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:136 

Megiddo 
III M4714 wedjat eye 

green 
w/brown Pl. 75:8 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:136 

Megiddo 
III M4562 Hathor blue Pl. 74:31 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:137 

Megiddo 
III M4731 wedjat eye 

blue 
w/brown Pl. 75:11 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:138 
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Megiddo 
III M5069a wedjat eye blue Pl. 75:23 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:143 

Megiddo 
III M5069b wedjat eye 

blue 
w/brown Pl. 75:24 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:143 

Megiddo 
IIIB M4344 cat green Pl. 76:4 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:129 

Megiddo 
IIIB M4761 

Bast/ 
Sekhmet green Pl. 74:32 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:137 

Megiddo 
IIIB M4779 Bes green Pl. 74:4 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:137 

Megiddo IV M275 uncertain not listed 
Pl. 
101:16 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:141 

Megiddo IV M280 wedjat eye blue Pl. 75:27 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:141 

Megiddo IV M792 wedjat eye green Pl. 75:17 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:141 

Megiddo IV M4663 wedjat eye 
blue 
w/brown Pl. 75:14 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:142 

Megiddo IV M980 wedjat eye 
green 
w/brown Pl. 75:19 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:142 

Megiddo IV M4775 wedjat eye green Pl. 75:12 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:143 

Megiddo IV M5084 wedjat eye blue Pl. 75:26 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:144 

Megiddo IV M5192 wedjat eye blue Pl. 75:21 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:144 

Megiddo IV M5266 wedjat eye 
blue 
w/brown Pl. 75:22 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:144 

Megiddo IV M4801 Ptah Sokar 
green 
w/brown 

Not 
pictured 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:145 

Megiddo IV M5256 
Aegis of 
Bast blue Pl. 74:25 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:146 
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Megiddo IV M5362 
Aegis of 
Bast blue Pl. 74:26 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:146 

Megiddo IV M5373 
Aegis of 
Bast green 

Not 
pictured 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:146 

Megiddo IV M5231 Bes blue Pl. 74:6 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:146 

Megiddo IV M5300 Bes purple Pl. 74:5 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:146 

Megiddo IV M4570 Khnum? blue Pl. 74:36 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:146 

Megiddo IV M5338 Ptah Sokar green Pl. 74:15 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:146 

Megiddo IV M5219 uncertain blue 
Not 
pictured 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 

Megiddo IV M5379 uncertain blue Pl. 74:37 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 

Megiddo IV M5200 wedjat eye blue Pl. 75:25 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 

Megiddo IV M5247 wedjat eye blue Pl. 75:29 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 

Megiddo IV M5271 wedjat eye blue 
Not 
pictured 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:147 

Megiddo IV a419 Horus-Re not listed 
Pl. 
206:65 

Loud 
1948:149 

Megiddo IV a254 
Aegis of 
Bast not listed 

Pl. 
206:66 

Loud 
1948:158 

Megiddo IV a298 Ptah Sokar not listed 
Pl. 
206:64 

Loud 
1948:160 

Megiddo K-
3 (F) 

96/K/61/
AR2 uncertain not listed 

Fig. 
12.28:1 

Sass 
2000:390; 
Gadot and 
Finkelstein 
2000:341 
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Samaria-
Sebaste Q 89 wedjat eye blue (light) Fig. 91: 6 

G. M. 
Crowfoot 
1957: 
389-390 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 1751 wedjat eye blue (light) Fig. 91:7 

G. M. 
Crowfoot 
1957: 390 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 5002 bes head blue (light) Fig. 91:8 

G. M. 
Crowfoot 
1957: 390 

Samaria-
Sebaste Q 2298 wedjat eye blue (light) Fig. 91:9 

G. M. 
Crowfoot 
1957: 390 

Samaria-
Sebaste 4632 Bes 

blue-green 
(pale) 

Not 
pictured 

Reisner 
1924:376 

Samaria-
Sebaste 4107 wedjat eye 

green 
(pale) 
w/black 

Not 
pictured 

Reisner 
1924:376 

Samaria-
Sebaste 2789 wedjat eye 

green 
(pale) Pl. 57:b1 

Reisner 
1924:376 

Samaria-
Sebaste 4402 Bes 

blue-green 
(pale) 

Not 
pictured 

Reisner 
1924:376 

Samaria-
Sebaste 3780 goddess blue-green 

Not 
pictured 

Reisner 
1924:376 

 
Object no. context locus notes 

H10220 

oil press 
building, on 
floor H1007 

Egyptian.  Model of shrine 
entrance w/3 walls and cat 
in center. 

E1/16980 pit 2063 

fragment from the upper 
portion of the pendant.  Pit 
contains remains from 9th-
6th c. 

G17609 
foundation 
trench 1136 

foundation trench contained 
material from the 10th-7th 
c. BCE 

E1/9983 sealed floor 1311 

fragment, with little relief, 
but some paint at eyebrow 
and iris 

152 fill not specified 

reservoir ceramics were 
almost clean Iron 
IIC/Persian - intentional fill 
from the next building 
phase. 

no number 
listed 

tomb 
repository   wedjat eye with silver pupil 
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345 tomb Tomb 106   

319 tomb Tomb 106 
long, pierced horizontally at 
top and bottom 

327 tomb Tomb 106   

321 tomb Tomb 106   

7083 room J.15:1073   

6275 room J.17:1040   

5060 tomb Tomb 224 

top and feet missing.  Mostly 
blue, with black headdress.  
Pierced for hanging, but 
really large for a pendant!  4 
inches before breaking? 

5061 tomb Tomb 224 
Similar to 4823 from Tomb 
218. 

5058 tomb Tomb 224 

No information re: piercing.  
Probably pierced, because 
most such are. 

5059 tomb Tomb 224 

No information re: piercing.  
Probably pierced, because 
most such are. 

6264 room J.15:1039   



 

 

636 

1262 tomb 
Tomb 1002: 
layer 3 

Head of a lion (Sekhmet) 
surrounded by necklaces, 
carried by Bast.  

1311 tomb 
Tomb 1002: 
layer 9 

No piercing visible, green w/ 
traces of black paint on 
plumes and head.  Legs 
missing. 

1263 tomb 
Tomb 1002: 
1-5 

from top part (layers 1-5) of 
tomb contents.  No catalog 
info, e.g. piercing?  

1275 tomb 
Tomb 1002: 
1-5 

from top part (layers 1-5) of 
tomb contents.  No catalog 
or info, e.g. piercing?  

1447 tomb 

Tomb 1002: 
layers 11-
13, 
unstratified 

from lower part (layers 11-
13, unstratified) of tomb 
contents.  No catalog info, 
e.g. piercing?  

1448 tomb 

Tomb 1002: 
layers 11-
13, 
unstratified 

from lower part (layers 11-
13, unstratified) of tomb 
contents.  No catalog info, 
e.g. piercing?  

1343 tomb 

Tomb 1002: 
layers 11-
13, 
unstratified 

from lower part (layers 11-
13, unstratified) of tomb 
contents.  No catalog info, 
e.g. piercing?  Shape of 
amulets not given, just 
presence of 3 
"Miscellaneous" faience 
amulets. 

1596 tomb 

Tomb 1002: 
layers 11-
13, 
unstratified 

from lower part (layers 11-
13, unstratified) of tomb 
contents.  No catalog info, 
e.g. piercing?  Shape of 
amulets not given, just 
presence of 3 
"Miscellaneous" faience 
amulets. 

1297 tomb 
Tomb 1002: 
layer 8   
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1595 tomb 

Tomb 1002: 
layers 11-
13, 
unstratified 

from lower part (layers 11-
13, unstratified) of tomb 
contents.  No catalog info, 
e.g. piercing?  Shape of 
amulets not given, just 
presence of 3 
"Miscellaneous" faience 
amulets. 

1590 tomb 
Tomb 1002: 
layer 2   

1282 tomb 
Tomb 1002: 
1-5 

from top part (layers 1-5) of 
tomb contents.  No catalog 
or info, e.g. piercing?  
Normally pierced, and no 
base, so probably was a 
pendant. 

1286 tomb 
Tomb 1002: 
layer 6-10 

from middle part (layers 6-
10) of tomb contents.  No 
catalog info, e.g. piercing?  
Normally pierced, and no 
base, so probably was a 
pendant. 

1337 tomb 

Tomb 1002: 
layers 11-
13, 
unstratified 

from lower part (layers 11-
13, unstratified) of tomb 
contents.  No catalog info, 
e.g. piercing?  Normally 
pierced, and no base, so 
probably was a pendant. 

1594 tomb 

Tomb 1002: 
layers 11-
13, 
unstratified 

from lower part (layers 11-
13, unstratified) of tomb 
contents.  No catalog info, 
e.g. piercing?  Normally 
pierced, and no base, so 
probably was a pendant. 

13545/80 

courtyard 
floor, 
domestic S 3608   

40305/80 
domestic 
floor S 3710 only lower half preserved 

4815 tomb Tomb 218 right hand missing.  

426 tomb Tomb 107   
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418 tomb Tomb 107 No information re: peircing. 

430 tomb Tomb 107 
Small faience cat.  No 
information re: piercing.  

424 tomb Tomb 107 
No information re: piercing, 
and doesn't appear pierced.  

423 tomb Tomb 107   

428 tomb Tomb 107 No information re: peircing. 

431 tomb Tomb 107 
Listed under miscellaneous, 
under the tomb number.  

425 tomb Tomb 107 

No information re: piercing, 
but some examples are 
pierced. 

427 tomb Tomb 107 

No information re: piercing, 
but some examples are 
pierced. 

429 tomb Tomb 107 

No information re: piercing, 
but some examples are 
pierced. 

419 tomb Tomb 107 

No information re: piercing.  
Probably pierced, because 
most such are.  

420 tomb Tomb 107 

No information re: piercing.  
Probably pierced, because 
most such are. 4 ex. in 107.  

421 tomb Tomb 107 

No information re: piercing.  
Probably pierced, because 
most such are. 4 ex. in 107. 
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422 tomb Tomb 107 

No information re: piercing.  
Probably pierced, because 
most such are. 4 ex. in 107. 

559 tomb Tomb 116 

v. small (<2 cm.)  Tomb re-
used 700-600 but Tufnell 
dates all amulets, pendants, 
and scarabs to the earlier 
burials (875). 

560 tomb Tomb 116 

No information re: peircing. 
Tomb re-used 700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all amulets, 
pendants, and scarabs to the 
earlier burials (875). 

5174 tomb Tomb 120 

Bes with feather headdress. 
No information re: piercing, 
but some examples are 
pierced. Tomb re-used 700-
600 but Tufnell dates all 
amulets, pendants, and 
scarabs to the earlier burials 
(900-800). 

5175 tomb Tomb 120 

Bes, uncrowned.  No 
information re: piercing, but 
some examples are pierced. 
Tomb re-used 700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all amulets, 
pendants, and scarabs to the 
earlier burials (900-800). 

5176 tomb Tomb 120 

Top of head missing.No 
information re: piercing, but 
some examples are pierced. 
May be 700-600.  Tomb re-
used 700-600 but Tufnell 
dates all amulets, pendants, 
and scarabs to the earlier 
burials (900-800). 

5177 tomb Tomb 120 

Tomb re-used 700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all amulets, 
pendants, and scarabs to the 
earlier burials (900-800). 
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5178 tomb Tomb 120 

Tomb re-used 700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all amulets, 
pendants, and scarabs to the 
earlier burialss (900-800). 

5180 tomb Tomb 120 

Mut, head and bust only.  
Tomb re-used 700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all amulets, 
pendants, and scarabs to the 
earlier burials (900-800). 

5179 tomb Tomb 120 

Green blue figure with black 
tonsure.  Tomb re-used 700-
600 but Tufnell dates all 
amulets, pendants, and 
scarabs to the earlier burials 
(900-800). 

5181 tomb Tomb 120 

No information re: piercing, 
but some examples are 
pierced. Tomb re-used 700-
600 but Tufnell dates all 
amulets, pendants, and 
scarabs to the earlier burials 
(900-800). 

5182 tomb Tomb 120 

No information re: piercing, 
but some examples are 
pierced. Tomb re-used 700-
600 but Tufnell dates all 
amulets, pendants, and 
scarabs to the earlier burials 
(900-800). 

5172 tomb Tomb 120 

No information re: piercing.  
Small, probably pierced.  
Tomb re-used 700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all amulets, 
pendants, and scarabs to the 
earlier burials (900-800). 

5183 tomb Tomb 120 

No information re: piercing.  
Small, probably pierced.  6 
small wedjats. Tomb re-used 
700-600 but Tufnell dates all 
amulets, pendants, and 
scarabs to the earlier burials 
(900-800). 
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5173 tomb Tomb 120 

No information re: piercing, 
but most examples are 
pierced. Tomb re-used 700-
600 but Tufnell dates all 
amulets, pendants, and 
scarabs to the earlier burials 
(900-800). 

4825 tomb Tomb 218   

4826 tomb Tomb 218 
No information re: piercing.  
Small, probably pierced. 

4831 tomb Tomb 218 

sacred to Thoth.  White, with 
black paint on head.  Legs 
missing. 

4830 tomb Tomb 218 Thinker pose.  

4833 tomb Tomb 218 legs and stand, mssing.  

4819 tomb Tomb 218 No information re: piercing.  

4824 tomb Tomb 218 head and bust missing.  

4928 tomb Tomb 218 

couchant lion, incised criss-
cross lines on base of stand.  
Lion amulets rare in Egypt - 
usually lioness of Sekhnet 
only. 
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4827 tomb Tomb 218   

4832 tomb Tomb 218 Sacred to Amon of Thebes.  

4822 tomb Tomb 218 

appears pierced, but no 
notation.  Lower part 
missing.  Trace of 
hieroglyphs on plinth 

4817 tomb Tomb 218 

visible piercing, but no 
notation.  Legs missing, 
hieroglyphs incised on 
plinth. 

4823 tomb Tomb 218 
legs missing.  Second 
example from 224 

4820 tomb Tomb 218 No information re: peircing. 

4816 tomb Tomb 218 
right ear and suspension 
hole missing. 

4821 tomb Tomb 218 seated.  Small pendant. 

4834 tomb Tomb 218 
traces of black spots, similar 
on both sides. 
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4829 tomb Tomb 218 blue amulet with black hair 

4944 tomb Tomb 223 

Sekhmet, feet missing, 
heiroglyps inscribed on 
plinth translate to "Words 
spoden by Sekhmet-Re" 

94/H/45/ARI 

occupational 
debris 
outside 
building 94/H/45 

black eyebrow and pupil.  
Shares its number with a 
bronze fibula, Fig. 12.31:6.  
Field locus was 94/H/26.  
Final locus is 94/H/45 

M3244   660 fragmentary 

M4417   1446   

M4528   1443= 

back incised with 'nh, but 
identity of figure unclear - 
only bottom section remains. 

M88   88 back molded, not plain 

M333   201 
back plain, except for ridge.  
Similar to Pl. 74:18, str. V. 

M927   300 
2 human headed horus 
falcons on pedestal 

5239   290 

Back plain, except for ridge.  
For comparison, see Pl. 
74:17, str. V 

M924   300 

small, w/ uncertain 
identification.  Small holes at 
base. 

M923   300   

5355   W=299 2 secondary piercings 

M3353   517   
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M5429   1060   

M4473   1414 
very thin - only 4 mm thick, 
so piercing also tiny. 

M4406   1440= 
back plain, loop for 
suspension 

M4372b   1432   

M4379   1435   

M4651   1426= For example see Pl. 75:17. 

M4410   1440= 
hole in pupil meets 
longitudinal piercing 

M4372a   1432   

M4405   1444= 

green and sepia glaze, both 
sides delicately worked, 
headdress unusual; posture 
(holding  breasts?) suggests 
mother goddess, but similar 
specimen classified as Ptah 
Sokar by Petrie (Amulets 
[London, 1914] Pl. XLVII: 
176o.  Looks to me like a 
possible Bes. 

M4489   1480 back molded, not plain 

M4516   1474 

2 holes in back meet 
longitudinal piercing and 
were perhaps made 
secondarily for sewing 
amulet onto garment. 

M4614   1507= back plain 

M5428   1426= For example see Pl. 75:17. 
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M4668   1545   

M4714   N=1552   

M4562   S=1560 

loop for suspension on back; 
probably Hathor head with 
Upper Egyptian crown on 
pillar(?) with lotus capital, 
which is a frequent use of 
the Hathor head in Egypt. 

M4731   N=1584   

M5069a   1561-   

M5069b   1561-   

M4344   1412   

M4761   1566 

loop for suspension on back.  
Registry lists locus as "in 
1601". 

M4779   S=1571 back plain 

M275   Square Q12 

pierced laterally, but id of 
amulet (or that it is an 
amulet) uncertain 

M280   Square Q12   

M792   Square O14   

M4663   
977 (Square 
Q8)   

M980   315   

M4775   1541 Locus is "in 1576". 
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M5084   1576   

M5192   1650   

M5266   1630   

M4801   
1693 
(Square Q9) 

Back plain, except for ridge.  
For comparison, see Pl. 
74:17, str. V 

M5256 fill 1674 back plain 

M5362 fill 1674 back plain 

M5373 fill 1674 
back plain.  For example see 
Pl. 74:23, Str. V. 

M5231 fill 1674 back plain 

M5300 fill 1674 back plain 

M4570 fill 1674 
Khnum? With scepter or 
staff 

M5338 fill 1674 back plain 

M5219 fill 1674 
seated figure.  For example 
see Pl. 74:40, Str. V. 

M5379 fill 1674 

blue glaze - same outline as 
the coffee bean-eyed 
munhata (malhata?) 
figurine, a small coneheaded 
tripartite figure. 

M5200 fill 1674 cf. Megiddo Pl. 75:17, 30 

M5247 fill 1674   
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M5271   1674 For example see Pl. 75:27. 

a419   N=338   

a254   E=2046   

a298   W=2049   

96/K/61/AR2 

occupational 
debris 
outside 
building 96/K/61 

Sass posits id as 
mummiform (?) deity.  
Question mark is his.  Field 
locus was 96/K/21.  Final 
lcosu is 96/K/61. 

Q 89   Qb 
no stratigraphic information 
given.  

Q 1751 with ivories Qe 

Date based on Egyptian 
parallels.  No stratigraphic 
information given 

Q 5002   Qn 
no stratigraphic information 
given. 

Q 2298   Qg 
no stratigraphic information 
given 

4632 
Osorkon 
house S7-772 head and feet missing 

4107 
Osorkon 
house S7-712 sub 

probably a pendant - most 
such amulets are 

2789 

under 
Hellenistic 
wall S3 front broken off 

4402   S9-913 sub lower part only 

3780   S4-406 upper part gone 
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APPENDIX H: SCARABS 

 

Site/ 
Stratum 

Object 
no. 

scarab 
material 

scarab 
color picture/ pl. reference 

Batash 
II 7593 

steatite, 
glazed yellow Pl. 39:1 

Brandl 
2001:266-
268 

Hazor VI A2424/1 faience 
not 
specified 

Pls. 
CLXXXVII:19, 
CCCLX:2 

Yadin, et al 
1961:  Pls. 
CLXXXVII:19, 
CCCLX:2 

Hazor VI A2423/1 faience 
not 
specified 

Pls. 
CLXXXVII:20, 
CCCLX:3 

Yadin, et al 
1961:  Pls. 
CLXXXVII:20, 
CCCLX:3 

Hazor 
VII A4716 faience blue 

Pls. LX:13, 
CXLIX:22  

Yadin, et al 
1958:14 

Lachish 
II 346 glass 

not 
specified Pl. 43:21 

Murray 
1953:368; 
Tufnell 
1953:186-
187 

Lachish 
II 368 steatite 

white/gra
y/black Pl. 43:19 

Murray 
1953:368; 
Tufnell 
1953:186-
187 

Lachish 
II 330 glass 

not 
specified Pl. 43:58 

Murray 
1953:369; 
Tufnell 
1953:186-
187 
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Lachish 
II 368 steatite 

white/gra
y/black Pl. 43:36 

Murray 
1953:369; 
Tufnell 
1953:186-
187 

Lachish 
II 375 carnelian 

red-
orange no picture 

Tufnell 
1953:186 

Lachish 
II 324 faience 

not 
specified no picture 

Tufnell 
1953:186 

Lachish 
II 373 faience 

not 
specified no picture 

Tufnell 
1953:186 

Lachish 
II 375 faience 

not 
specified no picture 

Tufnell 
1953:186 

Lachish 
III 1329 glass 

not 
specified Pl. 43:7 

Murray 
1953:368; 
Tufnell 
1953:236 

Lachish 
III 7160 steatite 

white/gra
y/black no picture 

Tufnell 
1953:125 

Lachish 
III 416 jasper green Pl. 54:62 

Tufnell 
1953:188 

Lachish 
III 4863 limestone 

not 
specified no picture 

Tufnell 
1953:210 

Lachish 
III 5057 amethyst purple no picture 

Tufnell 
1953:217 

Lachish 
III/II 6252a steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:10 

Murray 
1953:368; 
Tufnell 
1953:113 

Lachish 
III/II 6252b steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:57 

Murray 
1953:369; 
Tufnell 
1953:113 
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Lachish 
IV 5056 glass blue Pl. 43:60 

Murray 
1953:369; 
Tufnell 
1953:217 

Lachish 
IV 5055 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:45 

Murray 
1953:369; 
Tufnell 
1953:217 

Lachish 
IV/III 1451 glass 

not 
specified Pl. 43:26 

Murray 
1953:368; 
Tufnell 
1953:236 

Lachish 
IV/III 1143 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:32 

Murray 
1953:369 

Lachish 
IV/III 1259 glass blue Pl. 43:47 

Murray 
1953:369; 
Tufnell 
1953:236 

Lachish 
IV/III 1281 glass 

not 
specified Pl. 43:53 

Murray 
1953:369; 
Tufnell 
1953:236 

Lachish 
IV/III 1450 glass 

not 
specified Pl. 43:39 

Murray 
1953:369; 
Tufnell 
1953:236 

Lachish 
IV/III 1452 glass 

not 
specified Pl. 43:46 

Murray 
1953:369; 
Tufnell 
1953:236 

Lachish 
IV/III 1445 hematite 

silver/ 
black Pl. 43:54 

Murray 
1953:369; 
Tufnell 
1953:236 

Lachish 
IV/III 1294 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:34 

Murray 
1953:369; 
Tufnell 
1953:236 

Lachish 
IV/III 1296 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:55 

Murray 
1953:369; 
Tufnell 
1953:236 



 

 

651 

Lachish 
IV/III 1310 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:37 

Murray 
1953:369; 
Tufnell 
1953:236 

Lachish 
IV/III 1328 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:31 

Murray 
1953:369; 
Tufnell 
1953:236 

Lachish 
IV/III 1334 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:49 

Murray 
1953:369; 
Tufnell 
1953:236 

Lachish 
IV/III 1335 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:42 

Murray 
1953:369; 
Tufnell 
1953:236 

Lachish 
IV/III 1345 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:41 

Murray 
1953:369; 
Tufnell 
1953:236 

Lachish 
IV/III 1444 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:33 

Murray 
1953:369; 
Tufnell 
1953:236 

Lachish 
V 3567 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:51 

Murray 
1953:369; 
Tufnell 
1953:224 

Lachish 
V/IV 404 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:16 

Murray 
1953:368; 
Tufnell 
1953:188 

Lachish 
V/IV 405 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:3 

Murray 
1953:368; 
Tufnell 
1953:188 

Lachish 
V/IV 562 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:2 

Murray 
1953:368; 
Tufnell 
1953:192 



 

 

652 

Lachish 
V/IV 565 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:17 

Murray 
1953:368; 
Tufnell 
1953:192 

Lachish 
V/IV 569 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:15 

Murray 
1953:368; 
Tufnell 
1953:192 

Lachish 
V/IV 569a steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:5 

Murray 
1953:368; 
Tufnell 
1953:192 

Lachish 
V/IV 570 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:20 

Murray 
1953:368; 
Tufnell 
1953:192 

Lachish 
V/IV 5162 glass 

not 
specified Pl. 43:22 

Murray 
1953:368; 
Tufnell 
1953:196 

Lachish 
V/IV 5165 glass 

not 
specified Pl. 43:23 

Murray 
1953:368; 
Tufnell 
1953:196 
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Lachish 
V/IV 5161 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:9 

Murray 
1953:368; 
Tufnell 
1953:196 

Lachish 
V/IV 5163 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:4 

Murray 
1953:368; 
Tufnell 
1953:196 

Lachish 
V/IV 4861 glass 

not 
specified Pl. 43:27 

Murray 
1953:368; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 

Lachish 
V/IV 4845 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:13 

Murray 
1953:368; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 

Lachish 
V/IV 4846 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:11 

Murray 
1953:368; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 

Lachish 
V/IV 4847 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:12 

Murray 
1953:368; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 

Lachish 
V/IV 4851 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:1 

Murray 
1953:368; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 

Lachish 
V/IV 4852 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:6 

Murray 
1953:368; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 

Lachish 
V/IV 4856 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:14 

Murray 
1953:368; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 
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Lachish 
V/IV 4857 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:18 

Murray 
1953:368; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 

Lachish 
V/IV 6525 glass 

not 
specified Pl. 43:25 

Murray 
1953:368; 
Tufnell 
1953:247 

Lachish 
V/IV 403 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:30 

Murray 
1953:369; 
Tufnell 
1953:188 

Lachish 
V/IV 398 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:43 

Murray 
1953:369; 
Tufnell 
1953:188 

Lachish 
V/IV 567 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:56 

Murray 
1953:369; 
Tufnell 
1953:192 

Lachish 
V/IV 566 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:29 

Murray 
1953:369; 
Tufnell 
1953:192 

Lachish 
V/IV 5167 limestone 

not 
specified Pl. 43:61 

Murray 
1953:369; 
Tufnell 
1953:196 
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Lachish 
V/IV 5164 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:59 

Murray 
1953:369; 
Tufnell 
1953:196 

Lachish 
V/IV 5168 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:35 

Murray 
1953:369; 
Tufnell 
1953:196 

Lachish 
V/IV 4844 limestone 

not 
specified Pl. 43:52 

Murray 
1953:369; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 

Lachish 
V/IV 4848 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:40 

Murray 
1953:369; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 

Lachish 
V/IV 4850 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:44 

Murray 
1953:369; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 

Lachish 
V/IV 4849 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 43:50 

Murray 
1953:369; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 

Lachish 
V/IV 4866 glass blue Pl. 45:125 

Murray 
1953:372; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 

Lachish 
V/IV 4853 steatite 

not 
specified Pl. 45:128 

Murray 
1953:372; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 
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Megiddo 
H-3 

96/H/68/A
R1 

steatite, 
glazed green Fig. 12.42:1 

Sass 
2000:404; 
Gadot and 
Finkelstein 
2000:335 

Megiddo 
II M4102 steatite 

white/gra
y/black 

Pls. 67:28, 
68:28 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:116 

Megiddo 
II 1068 steatite 

white/gra
y/black Pl. 72:4 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:116 

Megiddo 
II M3165 

steatite, 
glazed   

Pls. 67:30, 
68:30 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:117 

Megiddo 
II M4154 

steatite, 
glazed   

Pls. 69:5, 
70:5 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:127 

Megiddo 
II M4404 

steatite, 
glazed, 
w/silver   

Pls. 67:44, 
68:44 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:130 

Megiddo 
III 2763 faience blue Pl. 72:1 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:122 

Megiddo 
III 1534 faience 

not 
specified Pl. 72:5 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:122 

Megiddo 
III M1221 

steatite, 
glazed   

Pls. 69:1, 
70:1 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:123 

Megiddo 
III M2400 faience 

not 
specified 

Pls. 69:3, 
70:3 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:125 

Megiddo 
III M2923 faience blue 

Pls. 67:37, 
68:37 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:126 

Megiddo 
III M4237 faience 

not 
specified 

Pls. 69:6, 
70:6 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:128 

Megiddo 
III M4377 faience 

not 
specified 

Pls. 69:8, 
70:8 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:130 

Megiddo 
III M4500 

steatite, 
glazed   

Pls. 67:45, 
68:45 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:132 
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Megiddo 
III M4599 serpentine 

green to 
black 

Pls. 69:9, 
70:9 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:134 

Megiddo 
III M5049 faience 

not 
specified 

Pls. 67:52, 
68:52 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:136 

Megiddo 
III M4754 

steatite, 
glazed   

Pls. 67:48, 
68:48 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:139 

Megiddo 
IV M2299 marble 

not 
specified 

Pls. 69:16, 
70:16 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:141 

Megiddo 
IV M277 

steatite, 
glazed   

Pls. 69:10, 
70:10 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:141 

Megiddo 
IV M4520 faience blue 

Pls. 69:26, 
70:26 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:143 

Megiddo 
IV M5470 

steatite, 
glazed   

Pls. 69:32, 
70:32 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:144 

Megiddo 
IV M5067 faience blue 

Pls. 69:33, 
70:33 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:145 

Megiddo 
IV M5188 faience blue 

Pls. 69:34, 
70:34 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:145 

Megiddo 
IV M5370 

hematite 
w/bronze 

silver/ 
black 

Pls. 69:35, 
70:35 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:145 

Megiddo 
IV M5303 steatite 

white/gra
y/black 

Pls. 69:36, 
70:36 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:146 

Megiddo 
IV M5255 

steatite, 
glazed   

Pls. 69:27, 
70:27 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:146 

Megiddo 
IV a13 

steatite w/ 
bronze 
setting 

not 
specified 

Pls. 153:235, 
159:235 

Loud 
1948:158 

Megiddo 
IV/III M5199 

steatite, 
glazed 

not 
specified 

Pls. 69:25, 
70:25 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:142 
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Megiddo 
unstrat. 92/H/5/9 steatite 

white/gra
y/black Fig. 12.41:3 

Sass 
2000:404; 
Gadot and 
Finkelstein 
2000:331 

Samaria-
Sebaste Qc 1750 faience 

blue 
(dark) Pl. xv:13 

Crowfoot 
1957:85 

Samaria-
Sebaste Qn 4831 glass white Pl. XV:2 

Crowfoot 
1957:85 

Samaria-
Sebaste Qk 2394 steatite 

dark 
brown Pl. XV:1 

Crowfoot 
1957:85 

Samaria-
Sebaste C 204 glass white not pictured 

Crowfoot 
1957:86 

Samaria-
Sebaste Te 283 carnelian 

red-
orange no picture 

Crowfoot 
1957:86 

Samaria-
Sebaste Qn 1446 faience blue not pictured  

Crowfoot 
1957:86 

Samaria-
Sebaste C 1020 steatite 

green-
yellow Pl. XV:5 

Crowfoot 
1957:86 

Samaria-
Sebaste Dg 760 stone black not pictured 

Crowfoot 
1957:86 



 

 

659 

Samaria-
Sebaste 4635 gold gold Pl. 56:d 

Reisner 
1924:366, 
377 

Samaria-
Sebaste 4857 faience blue not pictured 

Reisner 
1924:376 

Samaria-
Sebaste 3593 faience blue Pl. 56:e9 

Reisner 
1924:376 

Samaria-
Sebaste 3715 ivory ivory Pl. 56:e2 

Reisner 
1924:377 

Samaria-
Sebaste 3980 faience green Pl. 56:e7 

Reisner 
1924:377 

 

Object no. context locus notes? 

date of 
manu-
facture 

7593 

inside 
holemout
h jar 778 

Building 743. imitation 2nd 
intermediate period scarab, 7th 
c. acc to Brandl.  3 registers: 
Upper register: "live" and 
"protection" or "magesty" 
central: winged solar disc. 
Bottom: 2 red crowns, "soul" 
or "spirit", dung beetle.   

A2424/1   80a 

Figure seated on throne w/ nb, 
and crook in front,  
hieroglyphics behind   

A2423/1   80a     
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A4716   69a 

probable heirloom.  2 registers 
- top:nfr sign, uraeus, and 
falcon with outstretched wings 
(Horus symbol).  Center;  
Stylized solar disk   

346 tomb 
Tomb 
106 MB heirloom 

1185-
665 

368 tomb 
Tomb 
106 

htp-mn-yr-M' '-(?)-Nb.  Amun-
theme. Dyn. XXV-XXVI? 767-585 

330 tomb 
Tomb 
106 

bird; above it, "every day".  
Dyn. XXIII-XXVI. 828-525 

368 tomb 
Tomb 
106 

Possibly nfr-n[u]b-R', a Delta 
king.  Dyn xxv.   767-585 

375 tomb 
Tomb 
106 

no inscription.  Unclear if it's a 
scarab, scaraboid, or seal. 670-580 

324 tomb 
Tomb 
106 

illegible inscription.   Unclear if 
it's a scarab, scaraboid, or 
seal.  Probably scarab or 
scaraboid, since they're made 
of faience (paste). 670-580 

373 tomb 
Tomb 
106 

illegible inscription.  Unclear if 
it's a scarab, scaraboid, or 
seal.  Probably scarab or 
scaraboid, since they're made 
of faience (paste). 670-580 

375 tomb 
Tomb 
106 

illegible inscription.  Unclear if 
it's a scarab, scaraboid, or 
seal.  Probably scarab or 
scaraboid, since they're made 
of faience (paste). 670-580 
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1329 tomb 

Tomb 
1002: 
layers 
11-13 

Mn-M' 't-hpr flanked by n[u]b 
signs.  Dyn XIX or later.   810-710 

7160 room 
H/G.17:
1089 Probably an LB heirloom 

1550-
1200 

416 tomb 
Tomb 
107 uninscribed 900-800 

4863 tomb 
Tomb 
218 illegible 900-800 

5057 tomb 
Tomb 
224 plain 860-820 

6252a courtyard 
K.15: 
1033 

Wsr-M' 't-R', stp-n-[y]mn. 
Amun-theme.  Dyn XXII, 
ca.769 769 

6252b courtyard 
K.15:10
33 

right, snake, left scorpion.  
Dyn. XXIII-XXVI(?) 828-525 

5056 tomb 
Tomb 
224 

Lb heirloom, Dyn XIX.  Flowers 
with bent stem 

1185-
665 

5055 tomb 
Tomb 
224 

LB heirloom. 'nh (ankh?) 
between notched lines; nb on 
each side.  Dyn XIX.  

1185-
665 

1451 tomb 
Tomb 
1002 

Hawk-headed, long-coated 
figure, preceded by snake 
wearing Red Crown; nb below.     828-656 

1143 tomb 
Tomb 
1002 

Feather crowned wigned 
kneeling figure holding 2 
lotuses.  Below wings on right, 
udjat, on left, 2 unreadable 
signs.  Dyn XXV-XXVI? 767-585 

1259 tomb 
Tomb 
1002 

LB heirloom. 'nh between M''t 
feather facing outwards.  Dyn. 
XIX 

1185-
665 

1281 tomb 
Tomb 
1002 

antelope, undefined object in 
front, tree behind.  Cf. 1441, 
1449 

1185-
665 
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1450 tomb 
Tomb 
1002 

boat of the sun, over "the good 
god".   946-712 

1452 tomb 
Tomb 
1002 

nh between snakes facing 
outwards. Dyn XXII. 946-712 

1445 tomb 
Tomb 
1002 

animal, couchant, facing left. 
No date given. 

1185-
665 

1294 tomb 
Tomb 
1002 

wedjat-eye and unreadable 
hieroglyphs; nb above and 
below.  Dyn XXIII-XXVI(?). 828-525 

1296 tomb 
Tomb 
1002 Monkey 946-712 

1310 tomb 
Tomb 
1002 

Suggested Reading: good of all 
existences/forms.  Dyn. XXIII-
XXVI 828-525 

1328 tomb 
Tomb 
1002 

R' seated (?). LB heirloom, 
dyn. XIX or later. 

1185-
665 

1334 tomb 
Tomb 
1002 

two lions and heron (b' bird).  
Dyn XXII 946-712 

1335 tomb 
Tomb 
1002 

Crocodile on right, hpr between 
snakes on left.  Rope-border.  
MB heirloom, designs.  

1185-
665 

1345 tomb 
Tomb 
1002 

Center: bird; above: ankh; 
below:  rn-rn-rn  preceded by 
nfr; nb at right side.  MB 
heirloom. Designs and writing. 

1185-
665 

1444 tomb 
Tomb 
1002 

LB heirloom. Hathor head, 
crowned snake on each side, 
nb below.  

1185-
665 

3567 tomb 
Tomb 
521 

Too early, but only just.  
Kneeling Nile figure, partly 
erased, and animal.   Dyn. XXI 
(?). 

1070-
946 
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404 tomb 
Tomb 
107 

Amun-theme.  Dyn XXII or 
later 946-712 

405 tomb 
Tomb 
107 

Mn-hpr-R' in cartouche, S-
spirals at each side.  Could be 
a later use heirloom, but 
probably Dyn xxii, the second 
Mn-hpr-R'. 946-712 

562 tomb 
Tomb 
116 

Mn-hpr-R' in cartouche.  Dyn 
XVIII.  Heirloom.  Tomb re-
used 700-600 but Tufnell dates 
all amulets, pendants, and 
scarabs to the earlier burials 
(875). 

1550-
1200 

565 tomb 
Tomb 
116 

Amun-theme.   Dyn XXII or 
later.  Tomb re-used 700-600 
but Tufnell dates all amulets, 
pendants, and scarabs to the 
earlier burials (875). 946-712 

569 tomb 
Tomb 
116 

[Y]mn-R', 4 strokes below.  Nb 
on each side. Amun-theme.  
Dyn XXII or later.  Tomb re-
used 700-600 but Tufnell dates 
all amulets, pendants, and 
scarabs to the earlier burials 
(875). 946-712 

569a tomb 
Tomb 
116 

Mn-hpr-R' in imitation 
cartouche, M''t feather with 
stroke above on each side.  
2nd Mn-hpr-R', dyn. XXII.  
Tomb re-used 700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all amulets, 
pendants, and scarabs to the 
earlier burials (875). 946-712 

570 tomb 
Tomb 
116 

Rn-rn between uprights, rn on 
each side.  Above, nfr. MB 
heirloom.  Tomb re-used 700-
600 but Tufnell dates all 
amulets, pendants, and 
scarabs to the earlier burials 
(875). 

1185-
665 
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5162 tomb 
Tomb 
120 

LB heirloom.  Smiting king 
pose, late Ramesside originally.  
Tomb re-used 700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all amulets, 
pendants, and scarabs to the 
earlier burials (900-800). 

1185-
665 

5165 tomb 
Tomb 
120 

MB heirloom.  Woman holding 
branch, another branch behind 
her, and snake in front.  Tomb 
re-used 700-600 but Tufnell 
dates all amulets, pendants, 
and scarabs to the earlier 
burials (900-800). 

1185-
665 

5161 tomb 
Tomb 
120 

Mn-hpr-R'.  Dyn XXII; Tomb 
re-used 700-600 but Tufnell 
dates all amulets, pendants, 
and scarabs to the earlier 
burials (900-800). 946-712 

5163 tomb 
Tomb 
120 

2nd Mn-hpr-R', XXII dyn.  
Tomb re-used 700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all amulets, 
pendants, and scarabs to the 
earlier burials (900-800). 946-712 

4861 tomb 
Tomb 
218 

LB heirloom. 2 captives on 
either side of a central chain of 
linked spirals.  Dyn XIX or 
later, poor work. 

1185-
665 

4845 tomb 
Tomb 
218 

ymn, 4 strokes below.  Lotus 
stem springs from nb on left 
curves over top to bud on 
right. Amun-theme.. Dyn XXII 
or later 946-712 

4846 tomb 
Tomb 
218 

Tyt-[y]mn "Integral part of 
Amun", nb on each side.  
Amun-theme.   946-712 

4847 tomb 
Tomb 
218 

ymn, 5 strokes below.  Lotus 
stem springs from nb on left 
curves over top to bud on 
right. Amun-theme.  Dyn XXII 
or later 946-712 
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4851 tomb 
Tomb 
218 

Dyn XVIII, Thutmosis III with 
ape. Heirloom 

1550-
1200 

4852 tomb 
Tomb 
218 

Mn-hpr-R' at top.  R'-Mny-k-t'w 
below.  Dyn XXII or later 946-712 

4856 tomb 
Tomb 
218 

[Y]mn-R', stroke and circle 
below.  Nb on each side.  
Amun-theme. Dyn XXII or later 946-712 

4857 tomb 
Tomb 
218 

[Y]mn-R', 3 strokes below. 
Vertical.  Amun-theme.  946-712 

6525 tomb 
Tomb 
6006 

Hawk-headed figure, holding 
w's-scepter. LB heirloom, dyn. 
XIX or later. 

1293-
1185 

403 tomb 
Tomb 
107 

Above: sphinx with hs vase 
over back; below: figure 
holding 2 palm branches.  
Reading: Hs-nb-hh "Praise the 
Lord eternally" (?). LB 
heirloom, dyn. XIX or later. 

1293-
1185 

398   
Tomb 
107 

Broken.  Center: moon sign 
with hpr below.   Inner border 
of half circles.  Rope pattern 
border.  MBII or Dyn XXII 
(946-712).   

1185-
665 

567 tomb 
Tomb 
116 

Monkey.  Dyn. XXII.  Tomb re-
used 700-600 but Tufnell dates 
all amulets, pendants, and 
scarabs to the earlier burials 
(875). 946-712 
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566   
Tomb 
116 

Hawk, preceded by snake; nb 
below, hieroglyphs: Yry-m''t. 
"Doer of righteousness" (?). 
Dyn XXIII-XXV. Tomb re-used 
700-600 but Tufnell dates all 
amulets, pendants, and 
scarabs to the earlier burials 
(875). 828-656 

5167 tomb 
Tomb 
120 

2 branches.  Tomb re-used 
700-600 but Tufnell dates all 
amulets, pendants, and 
scarabs to the earlier burials 
(900-800). 

1185-
665 

5164 tomb 
Tomb 
120 

MB Heirloom.  lotuses w/ 
looped stems. Tomb re-used 
700-600 but Tufnell dates all 
amulets, pendants, and 
scarabs to the earlier burials 
(900-800). 

1185-
665 

5168 tomb 
Tomb 
120 

design divided into 2 parts 
horizontally by 2 wedjats.  
Reads: good protection(?). Dyn 
XXII.  Tomb re-used 700-600 
but Tufnell dates all amulets, 
pendants, and scarabs to the 
earlier burials (900-800). 946-712 

4844 tomb 
Tomb 
218 

antelope facing left towards 2 
palm trees.  Dyn XXII. 946-712 

4848 tomb 
Tomb 
218 

Center: alphabetic sign h; 
above, lotus flower (?); below, 
double rectangle; at each side, 
debased C-spirals. MB heirloom 
w/ designs. 

1185-
665 

4850 tomb 
Tomb 
218 

Hpr flanked by R', winged 
snakes or hawks on each side. 
Dyn XXII. 946-712 

4849   
Tomb 
218 

stag w/ branch/ tree. See 
1451, Lachish. Dyn. XXIII-
XXVI. 828-525 
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4866 tomb 
Tomb 
218 

LB heirloom, Dyn xix.  King 
seated before m''t feather, R' 
above.  Very worn. 

1200-
586 

4853 tomb 
Tomb 
218 

triangular object between 
snakes, n above, nbbelow.  
Lower half only extant. 

1200-
586 

96/H/68/AR1 
occupatio
nal debris 96/H/68 

PT1 - IAII.  Perforated.  Single-
line border; winged sun(?) in 
lunette, straight-winged sun as 
register divider; amuletic 
hieroglyphics" (Sass 
2000:404).     

M4102   568 

Horus falcon as Re with uraei 
and nb; type of back perhaps 
dyn. XX-XXV   

1068   
Square 
P13 duck w/hieroglyphs   

M3165   1004 

nfr as center of design, four 
identical symbols surrounding, 
oriented out.   

M4154   1290-  hunting scene   

M4404   1443- 

silver ring fragment in piercing; 
reclining griffin w/ double 
crown above row of collars 
above 2 falcons between pairs 
of wings    

2763   177 scarabaeus beetle   

1534   
Square 
O13 

Mn-hpr-Re between two ma'at-
feathers   

M1221   317 nfr s' Re   

M2400   849 wedjat and decorative motif   
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M2923   994 

2 indistinct human (?) figures 
above nb. Locus listed as "in 
1601".   

M4237   1349 
ape or monkey and nfr (cf. Pl. 
67:50)   

M4377   1434 
reclining quadruped, 'nh, and 
crude ntr nfr   

M4500   1475 
decorative figures and 
hieroglyphs (cf. 67:43, 67:44)   

M4599   1505 scorpion   

M5049   
W=154
6 

lion facing uraeus (cf. Pl. 
72:11).  Registry has number 
wrong - calls it 69:52, which is 
a slope surface find.     

M4754   1592 
ma'at feather as center of 
design   

M2299   
Square 
Q14 3 horned quadrupeds   

M277   
Square 
Q12 

reversed scroll between 'nh 
signs    

M4520   1482= 
s' nsw under crude ntr nfr 
(facing opposite directions)   

M5470   1650 2 quadrupeds under tree   

M5067   
1693 
(Q9) 

horned quadruped and 
unidentifiable objects   

M5188   
1693 
(R8) 

horned quadruped before 
branch(?)   

M5370   
1693 
(Q10) 

fragment of bronze ring 
remains.  Winged sphinx and 
horned quadruped   

M5303 fill 1674 
name of Thutmose III (Mn-hpr-
Re) between protecting hawks   
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M5255 fill 1674 

sphinx under ntr(?) nfr (facing 
opposite directions)cartouche 
of Ramses IV (Hk'-ma'at-re) 
scarabaus with dot above and 
below, and bearded falcon 
wearing double crown.     

a13   N=2046 in bronze looped setting   

M5199   
977 
(P7) decorative hieroglyphs   

92/H/5/9 

sounding 
near city 
wall 92/H/5 

perforated.  Originally set in a 
metal mount (not found) for 
which edge of  scarab was 
trimmed and a socket drilled 
into the middle of each side.  
"Rope border, two recumbent 
sphinxes tête-bêche, one with 
straight wings and Egyptian 
double crown, the other with 
curved wings and sun disk; 
papyrus flower in between, 
turned 90°" (Sass 2000:404).   

Qc 1750 w/ ivories Qc 

"Ren-ar", var. of "Ra-ne-Ra 
group.  Broken.  Dyn. XXII-
XXIII.   

Qn 4831   Qn 

XXVth Dyn date based on 
Petrie  Crowfoot says might be 
earlier.  Broken, only carved 
back remains, not seal side.    

Qk 2394   Qk 

Meaning of text uncertain - 
relates to beauty.  Ben-Dor 
called it an Israelite imitation 
of a Hyksos scarab.  Iron II 

C 204 tomb 

S 
Tombs 
103 meaning of signs uncertain.   

Te 283   Te 
no inscription, X inscribed on 
back   

Qn 1446   Qn 
lion couchant and some 
uncertain signs.     
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C 1020   E 207 

Top: possibly Ra-Djed-Ra, aka 
Shabataka, Dyn. XXV, w/ 
falcon headed griffin.  Broken.  
Rowe - dyn. XXV (712-663) 
based on cartouche name.  
Ben-Dor - 8th c. based on 
associated pottery.   

Dg 760   Dg 

on base:  griffin, winged 
serpent, winged solar disc, 
ostrich plumes, and signs.  
How big was it????   

4635 

disturbed 
debris 
beside 
Israelite 
wall S8-885 

human figure. context is in 
debris of the correct yellow 
color for the Israelite period.  
Egyptian made.   

4857 cave 
S11 N 
cave 

Uninscribed.  Cave contained 
only Israelite potsherds.  
Egyptian-made.   

3593   S6 a 

Probably earlier than later - 
excavated at end, ergo bottom 
of pit. Reisner does not provide 
inscription translation.  
Egyptian made.   

3715 floor S4-413 

2 winged bird over 4-winged 
scarab.  Very flat.  Asiatic 
made.   

3980 
next to 
Fort Wall 

S6-626 
E 

Bull, Nb over, something in 
front.  Reisner does not provide 
inscription translation, but 
suggests Saite period based on 
quality of work. Post-Israelite 
deposit.  Egyptian made.   
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APPENDIX I: SEALS 

Site/Stra
tum 

Object 
no. seal shape 

seal 
material seal color picture/ pl. 

Arad VII   oval 
not 
specified black Pp. 36-37 

Arad VII   oval 
not 
specified red-orange Pp. 36-37 

Arad VII   oval 
not 
specified 

red-orange 
(light) Pp. 36-37 

Arad VIII   oval stone not specified not pictured 

Hazor VI A2473/1 ovoid stone not specified 

Pls. 
CLXXXVII:22, 
CCCLX:4,5 

Jerusalem 532 oval stone gray not pictured  
Jerusalem 
Ketef 
Hinnom 

no 
number 
listed 

ring w/flat 
bezel silver silver 

Barkay 
1986:27 
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Jerusalem 
Ketef 
Hinnom 

no 
number 
listed ovoid limestone brown 

Barkay 
1986:34 
(Hebrew) 

Lachish II 322 circular glass not specified Pl. 45:137 

Lachish II 369 conical glass blue Pl. 45:139 

Lachish II 366 conical steatite 
white/gray/bl
ack Pl. 45:145 

Lachish II 374 roundish bone bone Pl. 45:129 

Lachish II 370 

seal 
w/hedgeho
g back porphyry not specified Pl. 45:138 

Lachish II 364 cylinder glass not specified Pl. 45:155 

Lachish II 365 cylinder glass not specified Pl. 45:154 

Lachish 
II/I 3437 conical carnelian red-orange Pl. 45:141 
Lachish 
III 4825 

not 
specified hematite silver/ black no picture  

Lachish 
III 3566 rectangular bone bone 

Pl. 56:24; 
37:4 

Lachish 
III 3568A rectangular bone bone 

Pl. 56:25; 
37:1 
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Lachish 
III 1342 round 

steatite, 
bronze 
mount not specified Pl. 57:14 

Lachish IV 7293 conical limestone not specified Pl. 45:142 

Lachish IV 3020 rectangular steatite not specified Pl. 45:130 

Lachish V 476a ovoid steatite not specified Pl. 45:135 

Lachish V unreg matzevah glass green Pl. 45:132 

Lachish V 475a cylinder glass not specified Pl. 45:153 

Lachish 
V/IV 564 conical glass not specified Pl. 45:147 

Lachish 
V/IV 567a conical glass not specified Pl. 45:140 



 

 

674 

Lachish 
V/IV 568 rectangular steatite not specified Pl. 45:131 

Lachish 
V/IV 4859 conical hematite black Pl. 45:150 

Lachish 
V/IV 4858 round steatite not specified Pl. 45:126 

Lachish 
V/IV 4839 

square-
bottom 
conical limestone not specified Pl. 45:151 

Lachish 
V/IV 4860 

square-
bottom 
conical 

serpentin
e 

green to 
black Pl. 45:143 

Lachish 
V/IV 4843 rectangular steatite not specified Pl. 45:136 

Lachish 
V/IV 4941 ovoid faience not specified Pl. 45:134 

Lachish 
V/IV 4942 rectangular glass not specified Pl. 45:133 
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Lachish 
V/IV 561 cylinder steatite not specified Pl. 45:152 

Megiddo 
F-2 

94/F/22/
AR1 lion steatite not specified Fig. 12.43 

Megiddo 
II 2168 cylinder 

serpentin
e 

green to 
black Pl. 66:12 

Megiddo 
II 1040 cylinder 

serpentin
e 

green to 
black Pl. 72:15 

Megiddo 
II M4298 cylinder 

serpentin
e 

green to 
black Pl. 66:2 

Megiddo 
III M2019 fibula bronze bronze Pl. 71:72 

Megiddo 
III M4186 

square 
stamp limestone not specified Pl. 71:73 

Megiddo 
III M2916 spherical ceramic not specified Pl. 73:5 
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Megiddo 
IV M794 cylinder faience not specified Pl. 66:10 

Megiddo 
IV M4800 disc ceramic not specified Pl. 71:74 

Megiddo 
IV M4780 bell limestone not specified Pl. 71:75 

Samaria-
Sebaste Qc 1581 cone agate yellow Pl. XV:19 

Samaria-
Sebaste Qc 1640 ovoid faience blue Pl. XV:20 

Samaria-
Sebaste Bc 179 cylinder 

not 
specified dark gray Pl. XV:18a-b 

Samaria-
Sebaste Qk 2395 ovoid stone 

blackened by 
fire Pl. XV:21 

Samaria-
Sebaste Qk 2397 trapezoid stone not specified pl. XV:23 

Samaria-
Sebaste Qc 1756 round 

bronze 
w/glass 

bronze w/ 
red and 
green Pl. XV:28 

Samaria-
Sebaste Qg 2232 

calf 
couchant 

lapis 
lazuli blue Pl. XXVI:8 
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Samaria-
Sebaste Qy 2 conical glass blue Fig. 92:80 

Samaria-
Sebaste Qc 1445 conical stone green Fig. 92:81 

Samaria-
Sebaste 591 

circular 
(flat) ivory ivory 

P. 16:21; Pl. 
90:12 

 

Object 
no. reference context locus notes 

date of 
manu-
facture 

  

Rainey 
1987:36-
37 letter room   

writing only - Eliashib ben 
Eshyahu. 2 of 3 seals 
have string remaining in 
holes.  Color is a guess 
from article pictures   

  

Rainey 
1987:36-
37. letter room   

writing only - Eliashib ben 
Eshyahu. 2 of 3 seals 
have string remaining in 
holes.  Color is a guess 
from article pictures   

  

Rainey 
1987:36-
37. letter room   

writing only - Eliashib ben 
Eshyahu. 2 of 3 seals 
have string remaining in 
holes.  Color is a guess 
from article pictures   
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Aharoni 
1967:246-
247 room   

Writing only - ldrshyhu 
ben Uzza/Ezer. Last letter 
is missing, and engraving 
is crude.  Made of soft, 
local stone, not normally 
used for seals.  Hole 
unfinished at chip, so 
fracture probably 
happened during drilling, 
rendering the seal 
unusable.   

A2473/1 

Yadin, et 
al 1961: 
Pls. 
CLXXXVII:
22, 
CCCLX:4,5   188     

532 

Aulde and 
Steener 
1996:67-
68; 
Prignaud 
1964 

destruction 
debris   

to Haggy/ Yishal written 
on it.  Resembles steatite.   

no 
number 
listed 

Barkay 
1986:26 

tomb 
repository   

Seal ring, all silver, w/ 
galloping griffin engraved 
on it.     

no 
number 
listed 

Barkay 
1986:29 

tomb 
repository   engraved w/name Palta   

322 

Murray 
1953:372; 
Tufnell 
1953:186-
187 tomb 

Tomb 
106 

Obverse nfr m''t; reverse 
8 petalled rosette (Colt).   

1200-
586 

369 

Murray 
1953:372; 
Tufnell 
1953:186-
187 tomb 

Tomb 
106 

antelope, bird in flight.  
Traces of bronze pin in 
pierced conoid.  Dyn xxvi 
or later. 685-525 

366 

Murray 
1953:372; 
Tufnell 
1953:186-
187 tomb 

Tomb 
106 

stylized tree w/ winged 
sphinx on each side.   100-800 
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374 

Murray 
1953:372; 
Tufnell 
1953:186-
187 tomb 

Tomb 
106 

Quadruped t or R' above. 
Iron II or later 

1000-
586 

370 

Murray 
1953:372; 
Tufnell 
1953:186-
187 tomb 

Tomb 
106 Seal shows bird 730-700 

364 

Murray 
1953:373; 
Tufnell 
1953:186-
187 tomb 

Tomb 
106 

abstract design of circles 
linked by tangents in 2 
registers.  Late 2nd 
millenium BC. 

1200-
1000 

365 

Murray 
1953:373; 
Tufnell 
1953:186-
187 tomb 

Tomb 
106 Stylized birds 

800-
600? 

3437 

Murray 
1953:372; 
Tufnell 
1953:220 tomb 

Tomb 
504 

lion trampling antelope. 
6th-5th c.  Space was 
probably a dyeing 
establishment during the 
Iron II. 600-400 

4825 
Tufnell 
1953:209 tomb 

Tomb 
218   900-800 

3566 
Tufnell 
1953:224 tomb 

Tomb 
521 

seal, pierced boss for 
suspension. 1000 

3568A 
Tufnell 
1953:224 tomb 

Tomb 
521 

seal, pierced for 
suspension. 1000 

1342 
Tufnell 
1953:236 tomb 

Tomb 
1002: 
layer 
13 

Illegible Hebrew 
inscription.  Seal is set in 
bezel, and has something 
protruding from it with a 
hole to go through.  Not a 
ring - necklace? 810-710 

7293 

Murray 
1953:372; 
Tufnell 
1953:114 ramp 

J.15:1
038 

long-necked antelope in 
front of tree.  Not pierced 

700-
600? 

3020 

Murray 
1953:372; 
Tufnell 
1953:200 tomb 

Tomb 
191 

Obverse lion; reverse 
geometric design.  

1070-
946 
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476a 

Murray 
1953:372; 
Tufnell 
1953:190 tomb 

Tomb 
110 

heirloom.  Date is for 
burial, not object.  
Obverse king kneeling 
holding staff, nfr behind; 
reverse lion w/ sun disk 
above and hieroglyph 
behind.  Dyn XXII.   946-665 

unreg 

Murray 
1953:372; 
Tufnell 
1953:200 tomb 

Tomb 
194 

obverse Hathor head 
between snakes.  
Reverse, fish. LB I, Dyn 
XVIII, Heirloom? 

1550-
1400 

475a 

Murray 
1953:373; 
Tufnell 
1953:190 tomb 

Tomb 
110 

2 long-coated people 
adoring tree, and to the 
right, 2 animals rampant, 
facing each other.  Mid-
2nd millenium BCE. 

1550-
1400 

564 

Murray 
1953:372; 
Tufnell 
1953:192 tomb 

Tomb 
116 

antelope, facing left.  
Tomb re-used 700-600 
but Tufnell dates all 
amulets, pendants, and 
scarabs to the earlier 
burials (875). 

1000-
586 

567a 

Murray 
1953:372; 
Tufnell 
1953:192 tomb 

Tomb 
116 

Illegible.  Tomb re-used 
700-600 but Tufnell dates 
all amulets, pendants, 
and scarabs to the earlier 
burials (875). 

1200-
586 

568 

Murray 
1953:372; 
Tufnell 
1953:192 tomb 

Tomb 
116 

obverse hawk and 
hieroglyphs; reverse tyt-
ymn (amun theme).  See 
Lachish 4868, 2666. Dyn 
XXII(?).  Tomb re-used 
700-600 but Tufnell dates 
all amulets, pendants, 
and scarabs to the earlier 
burials (875). 946-712 

4859 

Murray 
1953:372; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 tomb 

Tomb 
218 

bull, sun sign above.  
Drilled style.   

1200-
1000 
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4858 

Murray 
1953:372; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 tomb 

Tomb 
218 

obverse, cross pattern 
similar to Lachish 400, 
possibly derived from 4 
Red Crowns.  Back 
decorated. 

1200-
586 

4839 

Murray 
1953:372; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 tomb 

Tomb 
218 

Long necked animal, head 
turned back, w/ figure on 
left.  Same type as no. 
5052, 7285.   

1000-
586 

4860 

Murray 
1953:372; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 tomb 

Tomb 
218 

2 ostriches, 1 inverted, 
'blob' style.  See Lachish 
4836 

1200-
586 

4843 

Murray 
1953:372; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210   

Tomb 
218 

Obverse winged griffin 
couchant; reverse winged 
and horned animal 
couchant.  LB II 
heirloom? 

1400-
1200 

4941 

Murray 
1953:372; 
Tufnell 
1953:214 tomb 

Tomb 
223 

Obverse winged snake 
over mn sign.  Reverse, 
wedjat-eye.  Dyn. XXII or 
later. 946-712 

4942 

Murray 
1953:372; 
Tufnell 
1953:214 tomb 

Tomb 
223 

Obverse in relief, antelope 
kneeling; reverse, cross 
pattern.    LB or later. 

1400-
1200 

561 

Murray 
1953:373; 
Tufnell 
1953:192 tomb 

Tomb 
116 

2 bes figures, 1 between 
2 pairs of hawks w/ wings 
spread.  Rope pattern 
border.  Dyn. XXII or 
later. Tomb re-used 700-
600 but Tufnell dates all 
amulets, pendants, and 
scarabs to the earlier 
burials (875). 946-712 

94/F/22
/AR1 

Sass 
2000:408; 
Gadot and 
Finkelstein 
2000:325 

Ashy 
material 
under floor 

94/F/2
2 

PT2 - mixed, later.  
Perforated.  Blocky lion 
shaped seal, but stamp is 
just cross-hatching.  
Tool/decoration rather 
than identification?   

2168 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:116   

Squar
e Q12 

winged griffin and stand 
on human figure before 
tree.  Tree is a Cypriot 
form   
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1040 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:116   

Squar
e Q13 

hunter w/bow, shooting 
unicorn/stag, w/ sun 
overhead   

M4298 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:120   1379 

2 men (priests?) facing 
tree (of life?) with 
tree/branch and 
unidentifiable objects 
behind one of them.  
Assyrian style,    

M2019 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:124   500 

Bronze elbow fibula, 
segmented decoration, 
pin missing, w/ seal at 
elbow.  Spring end in 
form of animal head(?), 
clasp formed by beak of 
pigeon.  Seal shows 
horned quadruped before 
branch/tree.     

M4186 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:125   

559 
(P7) 

griffin(?) before tree, 2 
dots above tree and 2 
below griffin   

M2916 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:126   999 incised dots   

M794 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:141   

Squar
e O13 

man w/staff/spear beside 
quadruped, unidentifiable 
objects in field (astral 
symbols?)   

M4800 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:145   

1693 
(Q9) 

seal on base of pottery 
vessel; tree and 
unidentifiable signs   

M4780 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:146 fill 1674 incised grid on bottom.     

Qc 1581 
Crowfoot 
1957:87 

constructio
n fill w/ 
ivories Qc     

Qc 1640 
Crowfoot 
1957:87 w/ ivories Qc 

broken, 2-sided: one sied 
a man holding 
staff/scepter, other side 
rosette.  Dyn XXII-XXIII   

Bc 179 
Crowfoot 
1957:87   Bc 

Akkadian writing, in late 
Assyrian handwriting.  
Dated on that basis.   



 

 

683 

Qk 2395 
Crowfoot 
1957:87   Qk 

2 beareded figures 
adoring crescent moon 
above altar.  Letters kaf, 
lamed, mem under 
horizontal line below 
figures.   

Qk 2397 
Crowfoot 
1957:87   Qk 

Mid-northern Kingdom.  
crude style, parallels in 
notes. Man leaping over 
bull?   

Qc 1756 
Crowfoot 
1957:88 w/ ivories Qc 

bronze seal w/ ring 
handle.  Winged figure or 
solar disc w/ wings and 
tail.  Traces of red and 
green paste remain.   

Qg 2232 
Crowfoot 
1957:88   Qg 

Hole through center.  Calf 
couchant as handle?  
Image for sealing is robed 
figure, w/ star overhead.  
No date give.     

Qy 2 

Crowfoot 
1957:88, 
397 

outside 
tower Qy 

Broken at suspension 
hole.  Man facing left 
holding two lions(?) in 
outstretched hands.  No 
stratigraphic information 
or dates given, but text 
states that some are from 
Iron Age   

Qc 1445 

Crowfoot 
1957:88, 
397   Qc 

Subject not understood. 
Looks like it has three 
legs, no  head, but some 
grass growing out of the 
back, or a large cowlick. 
No stratigraphic 
information or dates 
given, but text states that 
some are from Iron Age   

591 
Lyon 
1924:28   

F 4.3 
m. 

The 1908 excavations 
recorded depth but not 
period per given object.  
Person standing between 
2 palm branches.   
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APPENDIX J: SCARABOIDS 

 

Site/ 
Stratum 

Object 
no. 

scaraboid 
material 

scaraboid 
color 

picture/ 
pl. reference context 

Lachish II 372 limestone 
not 
specified Pl. 44:78 

Murray 
1953:370; 
Tufnell 
1953:186-
187 tomb 

Lachish II 6239 bone bone Pl. 44:86 

Murray 
1953:371; 
Tufnell 
1953:112 

room? 
wall? 

Lachish II 323 glass 
not 
specified 

Pl. 
44:109 

Murray 
1953:371; 
Tufnell 
1953:186-
187 tomb 

Lachish II 320 jasper green 

Pl. 
45:158, 
54:43 

Murray 
1953:373 tomb 

Lachish II 329 steatite 
not 
specified 

Pl. 
45:157 

Murray 
1953:373; 
Tufnell 
1953:186-
187 tomb 

Lachish II 328 limestone pink 
Pl. 
45:171 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 347-
348 tomb 

Lachish II 371 malachite green 
Pl. 
45:168 

Tufnell 
1953:186-
187, 347-
348 tomb 
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Lachish II 348 
bronze 
w/feldspar 

bronze w/ 
unspecified Pl. 54:15 

Tufnell 
1953:187 tomb 

Lachish IV 5054 limestone 
not 
specified Pl. 44:83 

Murray 
1953:370; 
Tufnell 
1953:217 tomb 

Lachish IV 5051 bone bone 
Pl. 
44:100 

Murray 
1953:371; 
Tufnell 
1953:217 tomb 

Lachish IV 5052 limestone 
not 
specified 

Pl. 
44:101 

Murray 
1953:371; 
Tufnell 
1953:217 tomb 

Lachish IV 5053  limestone 
not 
specified 

Pl. 
44:117 

Murray 
1953:371; 
Tufnell 
1953:217 tomb 

Lachish IV 7268 bone bone 
Pl. 
44:120 

Murray 
1953:371; 
Tufnell 
1953:238 tomb 

Lachish IV 7285 bone bone 
Pl. 
44:102 

Murray 
1953:371; 
Tufnell 
1953:238 tomb 

Lachish 
IV/III 1260 bone bone Pl. 44:66 

Murray 
1953:370; 
Tufnell 
1953:236 tomb 

Lachish 
IV/III 1295 bone bone Pl. 44:62 

Murray 
1953:370; 
Tufnell 
1953:236 tomb 

Lachish 
IV/III 1307 bone bone Pl. 44:67 

Murray 
1953:370; 
Tufnell 
1953:236 tomb 

Lachish 
IV/III 1308 bone bone Pl. 44:63 

Murray 
1953:370; 
Tufnell 
1953:236 tomb 

Lachish 
IV/III 1330 bone bone Pl. 44:65 

Murray 
1953:370; 
Tufnell 
1953:236 tomb 
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Lachish 
IV/III 1440 bone bone Pl. 44:64 

Murray 
1953:370; 
Tufnell 
1953:236 tomb 

Lachish 
IV/III 1442 limestone 

not 
specified Pl. 44:68 

Murray 
1953:370; 
Tufnell 
1953:236 tomb 

Lachish 
IV/III 5448 bone bone 

Pl. 
44:114 

Murray 
1953:371; 
Tufnell 
1953:106 room 

Lachish 
IV/III 2666 steatite 

not 
specified 

Pl. 
44:110 

Murray 
1953:371; 
Tufnell 
1953:198 tomb 

Lachish 
IV/III 1309 bone bone Pl. 44:89 

Murray 
1953:371; 
Tufnell 
1953:236 tomb 

Lachish 
IV/III 1315 bone bone 

Pl. 
44:103 

Murray 
1953:371; 
Tufnell 
1953:236 tomb 

Lachish 
IV/III 1439 bone bone 

Pl. 
44:118 

Murray 
1953:371; 
Tufnell 
1953:236 tomb 

Lachish 
IV/III 1454 bone bone 

Pl. 
44:107 

Murray 
1953:371; 
Tufnell 
1953:236 tomb 

Lachish 
IV/III 1455 bone bone 

Pl. 
44:108 

Murray 
1953:371; 
Tufnell 
1953:236 tomb 

Lachish 
IV/III 1336 glass 

not 
specified Pl. 44:95 

Murray 
1953:371; 
Tufnell 
1953:236 tomb 

Lachish 
IV/III 1441 glass 

not 
specified Pl. 44:93 

Murray 
1953:371; 
Tufnell 
1953:236 tomb 
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Lachish 
IV/III 1446 glass 

not 
specified Pl. 44:92 

Murray 
1953:371; 
Tufnell 
1953:236 tomb 

Lachish 
IV/III 1449 glass 

not 
specified Pl. 44:94 

Murray 
1953:371; 
Tufnell 
1953:236 tomb 

Lachish 
IV/III 1453 limestone 

not 
specified Pl. 44:87 

Murray 
1953:371; 
Tufnell 
1953:236 tomb 

Lachish V 3567a hematite 
silver/ 
black Pl. 44:96 

Murray 
1953:371; 
Tufnell 
1953:224 tomb 

Lachish 
V/IV 399 limestone 

not 
specified Pl. 44:73 

Murray 
1953:370 tomb 

Lachish 
V/IV 402 limestone 

not 
specified Pl. 44:75 

Murray 
1953:370; 
Tufnell 
1953:188 tomb 

Lachish 
V/IV 563 glass 

not 
specified Pl. 44:72 

Murray 
1953:370; 
Tufnell 
1953:192 tomb 

Lachish 
V/IV 5169 bone bone Pl. 44:76 

Murray 
1953:370; 
Tufnell 
1953:196 tomb 
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Lachish 
V/IV 5170 limestone 

not 
specified Pl. 44:77 

Murray 
1953:370; 
Tufnell 
1953:196 tomb 

Lachish 
V/IV 4836 limestone 

not 
specified Pl. 44:85 

Murray 
1953:370; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 tomb 

Lachish 
V/IV 4837 limestone 

not 
specified Pl. 44:84 

Murray 
1953:370; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 tomb 

Lachish 
V/IV 4838 limestone 

not 
specified Pl. 44:79 

Murray 
1953:370; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 tomb 

Lachish 
V/IV 401 bone bone 

Pl. 
44:119 

Murray 
1953:371; 
Tufnell 
1953:188 tomb 

Lachish 
V/IV 400 limestone 

not 
specified 

Pl. 
44:116 

Murray 
1953:371; 
Tufnell 
1953:188 tomb 

Lachish 
V/IV 5166 bone bone Pl. 44:90 

Murray 
1953:371; 
Tufnell 
1953:196 tomb 
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Lachish 
V/IV 4835 limestone 

not 
specified Pl. 44:88 

Murray 
1953:371; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 tomb 

Lachish 
V/IV 4842 limestone 

not 
specified 

Pl. 
44:121 

Murray 
1953:371; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 tomb 

Lachish 
V/IV 4854 steatite 

not 
specified 

Pl. 
44:111 

Murray 
1953:371; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 tomb 

Lachish 
V/IV 4855 steatite 

not 
specified 

Pl. 
44:112 

Murray 
1953:371; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 tomb 

Lachish 
V/IV 570a bone bone 

Pl. 
44:122 

Murray 
1953:372; 
Tufnell 
1953:192 tomb 

Lachish 
V/IV 568a bone bone 

Pl. 
45:161 

Murray 
1953:373; 
Tufnell 
1953:192 tomb 

Lachish 
V/IV 4840 bone bone 

Pl. 
45:159 

Murray 
1953:373; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 tomb 

Lachish 
V/IV 4841 bone bone 

Pl. 
45:162 

Murray 
1953:373; 
Tufnell 
1953:209-
210 tomb 
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Megiddo 
F-3 

94/F/7
0/AR2 

glass 
w/silver-
plated 
bronze 

green 
(light) w/ 
silver 

Fig. 
13.4:1 

Deutsch 
2000:426; 
Gadot and 
Finkelstein 
2000:326 burial 

Megiddo 
H-3 

94/H/8
/AR3 

not 
specified 

not 
specified 

not 
pictured 

Gadot and 
Finkelstein 
2000: 332 

collapse 
and 
occupati
onal 
debris 

Megiddo 
II 2715 bone bone Pl. 72:11 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:116   

Megiddo 
II 2288 marble 

not 
specified Pl. 72:9 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:116   

Megiddo 
II 2366 schist 

not 
specified Pl. 72:10 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:116   

Megiddo 
II M4301 serpentine 

green to 
black 

Pls. 
67:29, 
68:29 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:116   

Megiddo 
II M4375 amethyst purple 

not 
pictured 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:118   

Megiddo 
II M4297 limestone 

not 
specified 

Pls. 
67:31, 
68:31 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:118   

Megiddo 
II M4162 faience 

not 
specified 

Pls. 
67:32, 
68:32 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:119   

Megiddo 
II M4318 faience 

not 
specified 

Pls. 
67:35, 
68:35 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:120   

Megiddo 
II M4315 lapis lazuli blue 

Pls. 
67:34, 
68:34 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:120   

Megiddo 
III M1098 limestone 

not 
specified 

Pls. 69:2, 
70:2 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:123   



 

 

691 

Megiddo 
III M4316 

steatite, 
glazed   

Pls. 
67:36, 
68:36 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:126   

Megiddo 
III M4270 limestone 

not 
specified 

Pls. 69:7, 
70:7 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:128   

Megiddo 
III M4444 

steatite, 
glazed   

Pls. 
67:43, 
68:43 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:129   

Megiddo 
III M5048 limestone 

not 
specified 

Pls. 
69:29, 
70:29 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:143   

Megiddo 
IIIB M4725 glass blue 

Pls. 
67:54, 
68:54 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:140   

Megiddo 
IV M257 faience 

not 
specified 

Pls. 
69:17, 
70:17 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:141   

Megiddo 
IV M721 limestone 

not 
specified 

Pls. 
69:18, 
70:18 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:141   

Megiddo 
IV M4646 faience 

not 
specified 

Pls. 
69:28, 
70:28 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:143   

Megiddo 
IV M5317 sandstone 

not 
specified 

Pls. 
69:30, 
70:30 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:144   

Megiddo 
IV M5459 

steatite, 
glazed   

Pls. 
69:31, 
70:31 

Lamon and 
Shipton 
1939:144   

Megiddo 
unstrat. 

92/H/1
0/31 limestone buff 

Fig. 
12.42:2 

Sass 
2000:404; 
Gadot and 
Finkelstein 
2000:331 

soundin
g in 
northwe
st 
sector 
of tell 
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Megiddo 
unstrat. unreg limestone white 

Fig. 
12.42:3 

Sass 
2000:408 surface 

Samaria-
Sebaste Bc 180 glass 

dark, 
white 

Pl. 
XV:15a-b 

Crowfoot 
1957:86 

above 
south 
wall of 
tower 

Samaria-
Sebaste 

Qc 
1639 steatite 

brown-
gray Pl. XV:11 

Crowfoot 
1957:86 

construc
tion fill 
w/ 
ivories 

Samaria-
Sebaste C 241 faience greenish Pl. xv:12 

Crowfoot 
1957:86 tomb 

Samaria-
Sebaste C 1022 faience blue Pl. XV:13 

Crowfoot 
1957:86   

Samaria-
Sebaste C 1021 glass blue (dark) Pl. XV: 10 

Crowfoot 
1957:86   

Samaria-
Sebaste 

Dk 
1070 glass blue (dark) 

not 
pictured 

Crowfoot 
1957:86   
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Samaria-
Sebaste 

Qn 
5004 steatite gray Pl. xv:14 

Crowfoot 
1957:86   

Samaria-
Sebaste 

Qh 
1465 faience blue 

not 
pictured 

Crowfoot 
1957:87   

Samaria-
Sebaste 3704 faience blue Pl. 56:e8 

Reisner 
1924:376 floor 

Samaria-
Sebaste 4594 ivory ivory Pl. 56:e1 

Reisner 
1924:377 

beside 
cistern 

Samaria-
Sebaste 4858 faience blue (light) 

not 
pictured 

Reisner 
1924:377   

Samaria-
Sebaste 3432 

rock 
crystal clear Pl. 56:e5 

Reisner 
1924:377   

Samaria-
Sebaste 3586 stone black Pl. 56:e4 

Reisner 
1924:377   

 

Object no. locus notes 

date of 
manufa
cture 

372 Tomb 106 
Man arms raised, inverted 
animal, 'blob' style. 

1000-
586 

6239 J.15:1030 
2 ostriches, plant/man 
between them; 'blob' style. 

1200-
586 

323 Tomb 106 

Very Egyptianish. hawk-
headed figure, right arm 
raised, snake (?) in left hand, 
signs unreadable.  Dyn XXII or 
later.   946-712 

320 Tomb 106 
lion rampant, initial letter sin 
below line.  Broken.   
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329 Tomb 106 

Murray calls it "cowroid", but 
it looks scaraboid.  Dy-n-R' 
between ankh signs reversed.  
Mb heirloom in Iron Age  

1900-
1550 

328 Tomb 106 

Upper register: lshbn'.  lower 
register 'h'b. This is a 
scaraboid with a Hebrew seal 
on it, including the double line 
separating the two registers.   670-580 

371 Tomb 106 

Broken.  Scaraboid shape, 
hebrew inscriptions.  Upper 
register:  two stars.  Lower 
register, probably …h(?)yhw, 
end of a name.   670-580 

348 Tomb 106 

scaraboid feldspar in mount. 
Wire coil decoration next to 
scaraboid. 670-580 

5054 Tomb 224 Man holding branch. 
1000-
586 

5051 Tomb 224 
2 horned animals, long shaggy 
necks, heads turned back. 

1000-
586 

5052 Tomb 224 
2 horned animals, long shaggy 
necks, heads turned back. 

1000-
586 

5053 Tomb 224 

Pattern derived from two s' 
signs with snakes on each side 
(?). 

1200-
586 

7268 Tomb 1004 
5 ring-and-dot circles, w/lines 
extending from 3.     

1000-
586 

7285 Tomb 1004 
2 animals, long shaggy necks, 
1 inverted.   

1000-
586 

1260 Tomb 1002 
2 men, side-by-side, arm 
upraised.  Semicircular heads.   

1200-
586 

1295 Tomb 1002 
man standing, semicircular 
head. 

1200-
586 

1307 Tomb 1002 
Man on right, 2 objects on 
left, 'blob' style 

1000-
586 

1308 Tomb 1002 

man, arm raised, semicircular 
head, in front, nb sign on end 
(or debased croc.)  

1200-
586 
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1330 Tomb 1002 
2 men, 1 inverted, 
semicircular heads.   

1200-
586 

1440 Tomb 1002 
man, arm raised, squarehead, 
facing lion.   

1200-
586 

1442 Tomb 1002 2 men, 'blob' style 
1000-
586 

5448 H.14:1002 crude wedjat eye. 
1000-
586 

2666 Tomb 160 
Amun-theme.  Tyt-ymn. Dyn 
XXII or later 946-712 

1309 Tomb 1002 Antelope.   
1200-
586 

1315 Tomb 1002 lion, large nb below.   
1200-
586 

1439 Tomb 1002 
9 ring-and-dot circles, 8 
radiating from central circle.   

1000-
586 

1454 Tomb 1002 
Stylized crested bird, spread 
wings.   

1000-
586 

1455 Tomb 1002 

Appears to be a highly stylized 
crested bird.  Head and 
tailfeathers/ legs abstract.  
Design may be derived from 
Lachish 5374, 1454. 

1000-
586 

1336 Tomb 1002 
antelope w/ conventional 
plants.   

1200-
586 

1441 Tomb 1002 antelope w/ plants.   
1200-
586 

1446 Tomb 1002 
antelope facing left, w/plant or 
debased scorpion. 

1000-
586 

1449 Tomb 1002 
antelope w/ conventional 
plants. 

1200-
586 

1453 Tomb 1002 
2 animals, 1 w/head turned 
backwards, 'blob' style. 

1000-
586 

3567a Tomb 521 
Antelope facing left, w/ plant, 
drilled syle.  

not 
specified 

399 Tomb 107 see 402, 563, 5367.   
1000-
586 
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402 Tomb 107 see 563, 399, 5367 
1000-
586 

563 Tomb 116 

3 men, 'blob' style, Tomb re-
used 700-600 but Tufnell 
dates all amulets, pendants, 
and scarabs to the earlier 
burials (875).   

1000-
586 

5169 Tomb 120 

Man seated, holding boy by 
the hand. Tomb re-used 700-
600 but Tufnell dates all 
amulets, pendants, and 
scarabs to the earlier burials 
(900-800). 

1200-
586 

5170 Tomb 120 

Man leading horse. Circle 
above horse's back to 
represent load(?)/ sun disk(?).  
Tomb re-used 700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all amulets, 
pendants, and scarabs to the 
earlier burials (900-800). 

1200-
586 

4836 Tomb 218 
2 ostriches, 1 inverted, 'blob' 
style.  See Lachish 4860 

1200-
586 

4837 Tomb 218 
Man between 2 ostriches.  
'blob' style.  

1200-
586 

4838 Tomb 218 
Man and horse, hawk (?) in 
background, 'blob' style.   

1000-
586 

401 Tomb 107 See Lachish 1439. 
1000-
586 

400 Tomb 107 

Cross pattern, with circle in 
center, and curves extending 
out between cross-arms. 
Perhaps derived from 4 red 
crowns (?).  See Lachish 
4858;  

1200-
586 

5166 Tomb 120 

Antelope facing left, w/plant.  
Tomb re-used 700-600 but 
Tufnell dates all amulets, 
pendants, and scarabs to the 
earlier burials (900-800). 

1200-
586 
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4835 Tomb 218 antelope and plant.   
1200-
586 

4842 Tomb 218 
5 ring-and-dot circles divided 
by line ending in blob. 

1000-
586 

4854 Tomb 218 hieroglyphs: M' 't-s t-R'.   
1200-
586 

4855 Tomb 218 
hieroglyphs, same as 4854, 
but with snake in front.   

1200-
586 

570a Tomb 116 

8 ring-and-dot-circles, 2 
connected by a line, and w/a 
central dot. Tomb re-used 
700-600 but Tufnell dates all 
amulets, pendants, and 
scarabs to the earlier burials 
(875). 

1000-
586 

568a Tomb 116 

Imitation script.  Tomb re-
used 700-600 but Tufnell 
dates all amulets, pendants, 
and scarabs to the earlier 
burials (875). 

1200-
586 

4840 Tomb 218 imitation script 
1200-
586 

4841 Tomb 218 imitation script 
1200-
586 

94/F/70/AR2 94/F/70 

glass scaraboid w/ silver-
plated bronze ring fragment of 
about 1/4 of ring.  Found on 
finger bone in grave.  w/lion 
walking, tail raised, and a 
possible letter nin behind it   

94/H/8/AR3 94/H/8 
no further information is 
available.     

2715 Square R12 lion (cf. Pl. 67:40, 52)   
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2288 Square O14 

human figure adoring 
unidentifiable object, tree 
behind   

2366 Square P13 geometric design   

M4301 569 
walking figure with staff, bird 
behind person.   

M4375 1033= described but not pictured   

M4297 1071 
3 imitation cartouches and 
tree or branch   

M4162 1279= 
king striking enemy, nh signs 
in field   

M4318 1406 
horned quadruped before 
unidentifiable sign.   

M4315 1405= 
Hebrew script on top, pictures 
below it.    

M1098 317 geometric design   

M4316 957= 

lower Egyptian crown, falcon, 
and uraeus; wedjat carved on 
back   

M4270 1356= scorpion or crab   

M4444 1414 

imitation cartouche, reclining 
sphinx, and decorative 
hieroglyphs    

M5048 1561- 

antlered quadruped before 
branch or tree, human figure 
above   

M4725 1635 
griffin above winged disk and 
winged scarabaeus   

M257 Square Q14 
horned quadruped with nfr 
above (and before?) it   

M721 Square Q14 design indistinct (worn)   
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M4646 1541 
falcon(?) with double crown.  
Locus is "in 1576".   

M5317 1576 

human figure between 2 
unidentifiable objects.  Locus 
is "in 1576"   

M5459 1610= broken, cartouche in center   

92/H/10/31 92/H/10 

perforated.  "Single-line 
border; galloping ibex flanked 
by branches, star above" 
(Sass 2000:404).  
Mesop/Syro/Pal decoration.   

unreg none 

found after season near 
Schumacher's corbelled tomb.  
No border (or worn off).  
"Walking quadruped (bull"); 
head obliterated; scorpion 
(and crescent?) above; 
unclear motif or blemish below 
head" (Sass 2000:408). 
Mesop/Syro/Pal decoration.   

Bc 180 Bc 

Dark glass with thick white 
iridescence.  Image of horse 
with rider, fighting lion(?).  
Layard provides Assyrian 
parallels.   

Qc 1639 Qc 

shows horse w/long man, 
lunar disc, solar disc, mace-
like sign.  Dynasty XX-XXIII.    

C 241 S tombs 

Cartouche in center. Ra-men 
above, hieroglyphs below 
illegible. Adoring figures in 
lines on each side.  Date not 
mentioned.   

C 1022 E 207 

Designs on both top and 
bottom.  On Base:Ra-ne-Ra. 
Top: Eye. Dyn xxii-xxiii.  See 
Qc 1750   

C 1021 E 207 
Egyptian design.  Dynasty 
XXIII or later   

Dk 1070 Dk 
figure of 4-legged animal 
running   
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Qn 5004 Qn 

Top register: ankh. Center: 
winged bird-headed sphinx, 
uraeus in front.  Bottom: 
winged scarab beetle. Level VI 
- end of the Northern Kingdom   

Qh 1465 Qh animal walking, lion(?)   

3704 S4-406 Bes; Egyptian-made    

4594 
S4 beside 
cistern 5 

found near rock w/Iron II 
sherds.  Possibly carved 
w/horse figure? Hard to see.  
Reisner wasn't sure.  Asiatic 
made   

4858 S10 d Inscribed plate broken off.   

3432 S5-361     

3586 S4-349 sub Scorpion(?) Asiatic made   
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APPENDIX K: BEADS BY COLOR AND MATERIAL FROM CHAPTER 7 

Bead 
Material Color Number Sites Notes 
agate red 2 Samaria   

agate not specified 7 

Lachish, 
Megiddo, 
Samaria   

agate 
brown, 
white 2 

Lachish, 
Megiddo   

agate black, white 1 Samaria   
alabaster white 1 Megiddo   

amethyst purple 3 
Megiddo, 
Samaria   

bone bone 707 
Hesban, 
Lachish 

1 He, 706 L, 
705 from 
tombs.  527 
in T. 223. 

bronze bronze 1 Lachish   
calcite white 1 Megiddo   

carnelian red-orange 984 

Batash, City 
of David, 
Hazor, 
Lachish, 
Megiddo, 
Samaria 

1 B, 8 CoD, 
1 Ha, 878 L, 
64 M, 32 S.  
L - 860 in 
tombs. 18 in 
tel, mostly 
single - 
probably 
accidental 
deposition.  
473 in T. 
1002, 197 
in 218, 82 in 
120, 39 in 
106, 35 in 
107, 18 in 
223, 15 in 
224, 5 in 
110, 1 each 
in 116, 189, 
194, 4026. 

ceramic gray 1 Megiddo   

ceramic brown 24 Lachish 
all from 
tombs 
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chalcedony not specified 73 

Lachish, 
Megiddo, 
Samaria 

71 L, 1 M, 2 
S.  At L, all 
but one in 
tombs.  35 
in 1002, 18 
in 187, 9 in 
116, 3 each 
in 187,120, 
1 each in 
218, 223. 

chalcedony blue-green 1 Samaria   
chalk white 1 Lachish   

coral not specified 1 Lachish   

corundum not specified 1 Megiddo 

really hard - 
rare early 
use. 

faience yellow 232 
Lachish, 
Samaria 

231 L, 1 S.  
L tombs: 
139 in 
1002, 30 in 
218, 22 in 
107, 10 in 
106, 7 each 
in 116, 223, 
6 in 224, 5 
in 219, 3 in 
120.  2 from 
Tel. 

faience white 6 Lachish 

2 from 
tombs, 3 
from fill, 
one from a 
gatehouse 
floor. 

faience not specified 135 

City of 
David, 
Lachish, 
Megiddo 

1CoD - only 
eye bead in 
group. 19 L; 
13 in T. 
218, 6 from 
domestic 
contexts.  
15 from M 
fill 1674m. 
Remainder 
scattered on 
site. 

faience greenish 1 Lachish   
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faience green-blue 3 Lachish 
all from 
tombs 

faience green 1 Samaria   
faience gray 1 Lachish fill 

faience brown 2 Lachish 
found 
together 

faience 
blue-green 
(light) 1 

City of 
David   

faience blue-green 5 Lachish 
all from 
tombs 

faience 
blue (light)/ 
gray 1 Megiddo   

faience blue (light) 19 

Lachish, 
Megiddo, 
Samaria 

13 L, 4 M, 2 
S. L - none 
from tombs.  
All from tel. 

faience blue (light) 1 Lachish 
from trash 
pit 

faience blue (dark) 2 Samaria   

faience blue (bright) 1 Samaria   

faience blue 716 

Lachish, 
Megiddo, 
Samaria 

696 L, 8 M, 
12 S; L 
Tombs - 561 
in 218, 39 in 
120, 23 in 
1002, 18 in 
224, 16 
each in 106, 
107, 10 in 
116, 6 in 
223, 2 in 
110, 1 in 
114. 3 from 
Tel 

faience black 1 Lachish   

faience/ 
shell not specified 1 Lachish 

not specified 
which it is.  
Found in 
domestic 
courtyard. 

flint not specified 2 Lachish   
garnet red 1 Megiddo   



 

 

704 

glass 

yellow-
green, 
white, green 
(dark) 1 

City of 
David eye bead 

glass 

yellow-
green, 
white, black 1 

City of 
David eye bead 

glass yellow-gray 4 Megiddo   

glass 

yellow, 
white, blue-
black 1 Megiddo   

glass 

yellow, 
blue-black, 
white 1 Megiddo   

glass 
yellow, blue, 
green 1 Samaria   

glass 

yellow, blue 
(dark), 
green 1 Megiddo eye bead 

glass yellow, blue 1 Lachish   
glass yellow 5 Megiddo   

glass 
white, 
yellow 1 Lachish   

glass 
white, green 
(dark) 1 Lachish   

glass white, green 1 Lachish   

glass 
white, 
brown 1 Lachish   

glass white, blue 2 Samaria eye bead 

glass white, black 8 Lachish 
all from 
tombs 

glass white 7 

Lachish, 
Samaria, 
Megiddo 

2 L, 4 S, 1 
M.  M 
described as 
pearl-
colored. 

glass red-brown 2 
Lachish, 
Megiddo   

glass 

red (dark), 
blue-gray, 
white, green 1 Megiddo   

glass red 2 Megiddo   

glass 
not specified 
- 2 colors 1 Samaria   
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glass not specified 37 

Batash, 
Hazor, 
Lachish, 
Megiddo, 
Samaria 

2 B, 5 Ha, 
24 L, 3 M, 4 
S.  L all 
from tombs; 
16 in T. 
1002. 

glass mottled 27 
Lachish, 
Megiddo 

26 L, 1 M.  
L: 2 on tel, 
14 in T. 
106, 4 each 
in 224, 107, 
1 each 116, 
120. 

glass iridescent 3 Lachish   

glass 

green, 
white, dark 
(?) 1 Samaria eye bead 

glass green, white 2 
Lachish, 
Samaria   

glass 
green, gray, 
blue 2 Megiddo eye bead 

glass 
green, 
black, blue 3 Lachish   

glass green (light) 1 Megiddo   

glass 
green 
(dark), gray 1 Megiddo   

glass green 21 

Lachish, 
Megiddo, 
Samaria 

12 L (10 in 
T. 1002), 3 
M, 6 S 

glass gray-white 1 Lachish   
glass gray, yellow 1 Megiddo   

glass 
gray, dark 
(?) 1 Megiddo   

glass 
gray, blue 
(light) 1 Megiddo   

glass gray 1 Lachish   

glass 
dark, white, 
dark 1 Samaria   

glass dark, white 2 Samaria   
glass dark 2 Samaria   
glass clear 3 Samaria   

glass 
brownish-
yellow 1 Megiddo   

glass 
brown, 
yellow 1 Lachish   

glass 
brown, 
white 4 

Lachish, 
Samaria 3 L, 1 S 
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glass 
brown, 
green, white 1 Lachish   

glass brown, gold 1 Samaria   
glass brown 2 Samaria   

glass 
blue-green, 
yellow 5 Lachish 

3 together, 
2 in 
separate 
tombs 

glass 

blue-green 
(light), 
white, blue 
(dark) 2 Samaria eye bead 

glass blue-green 2 Megiddo   
glass blue-gray 3 Megiddo   

glass 
blue-black, 
white 1 Megiddo   

glass 
blue-black, 
gray-white 2 Megiddo   

glass blue-black 4 Megiddo   

glass 
blue, yellow, 
orange 1 

City of 
David   

glass 
blue, yellow, 
green, blue 1 Samaria   

glass blue, yellow 1 Lachish   

glass 
blue, white, 
yellow 2 Lachish   

glass 
blue, white, 
brown 1 Lachish   

glass 
blue, white 
blue 11 Lachish eye bead 

glass blue, white 3 

Lachish, 
Megiddo, 
Samaria 

1 eye bead, 
2 not 

glass blue, pink 1 Lachish   

glass 
blue, gray-
white 2 Megiddo   

glass 

blue (light), 
white, blue 
(dark) 1 Samaria   

glass 
blue (light), 
white 1 Megiddo   

glass 
blue (light), 
gray-white 3 Megiddo   
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glass blue (light) 16 

City of 
David, 
Lachish, 
Megiddo, 
Samaria   

glass 
blue (dark), 
yellow, gray 2 Megiddo   

glass 
blue (dark), 
yellow 1 Megiddo   

glass 
blue (dark), 
white, blue 10 Samaria   

glass 
blue (dark), 
white 1 Samaria   

glass 
blue (dark), 
gray-white 1 Megiddo eye bead 

glass blue (dark) 13 
Megiddo, 
Samaria   

glass blue (bright) 6 Megiddo   

glass blue 28 

Lachish, 
Megiddo, 
Samaria   

glass 
black, white, 
yellow 1 Megiddo   

glass 
black, white, 
blue 1 Megiddo eye bead 

glass 
black, white, 
black 1 Samaria eye bead 

glass black, white 3 
Lachish, 
Samaria 2 L, 1 S 

glass 
black, 
brown 1 Megiddo   

glass black 9 
Lachish, 
Samaria 2 L, 7 S 

glass amber 3 Samaria   

glass, metal dark, light 1 Samaria   
glass/ 
faience not specified 1 Batash   

glass/ 
faience blue 1 Lachish 

technically, 
this was 
glass/ 
Egyptian 
blue 

gold gold 1 Lachish   

ivory ivory 1 
City of 
David   
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jasper gray-black 1 Lachish   

lapis lazuli blue (dark) 3 

City of 
David, 
Samaria 2 CoD, 1 S 

lead silver/black 1 Megiddo   
limestone yellow 1 Lachish   
limestone white 1 Lachish   
limestone red-gray 1 Samaria   

limestone not specified 35 

Batash, 
Lachish, 
Megiddo 

2 B, 27 L, 6 
M.  At L, 22 
in T. 218.  3 
from Tel, 1 
each from T. 
107, 110. 

limestone gray 94 Lachish 

15 in T.106, 
14 in 107, 
65 in 218 

limestone black 2 Lachish   
malachite green 2 Lachish   

milky quartz white 3 Megiddo   

not specified not specified 2 Hazor   
obsidian black 1 Hesban   
onyx gray, white 1 Lachish   

onyx 
black, white, 
gray 1 Megiddo   

onyx black 2 Lachish   

opal not specified 1 Hazor   
orthoclase 
feldspar not specified 1 

City of 
David   

porphyry purple 1 Samaria   
quartz yellow 1 Lachish   

quartz not specified 2 
Lachish, 
Megiddo   

quartzite not specified 1 Lachish   
quartzite-
chert not specified 1 Lachish   
resin brown 1 Lachish   

rock crystal clear 33 

Lachish, 
Megiddo, 
Samaria 

1 CoD, 1 M, 
30 L tombs, 
1 S 

rose quartz pink 1 Megiddo   
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sandstone not specified 2 Megiddo   

serpentine not specified 5 

Hazor, 
Lachish, 
Megiddo 

1 Ha, 3 L, 1 
M 

shell not specified 7 

Batash, 
Hesban, 
Lachish, 
Megiddo 

1 B, 1 He, 3 
L, 2 M 

shell 
(conus) not specified 1 Lachish   

shell 
(cowrie) not specified 7 Lachish 

all from L 
tel, not 
tombs 

shell 
(dentalium) not specified 2 Lachish 

domestic 
areas 

smoky 
quartz gray 1 Megiddo   

steatite not specified 2 Megiddo   
stone white 1 Lachish   
stone red 1 Hazor   
stone pink 1 Lachish   

stone not specified 5 

Hazor, 
Lachish, 
Samaria 

1 Ha, 3 L, 1 
S 

stone green 2 Samaria   
stone gray-white 1 Lachish   
stone gray 1 Samaria   
stone dark 1 Samaria   

stone black 7 
Lachish, 
Samaria 2 L, 5 S 

unbaked 
clay not specified 6 Lachish   
    3503     
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