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ABSTRACT 

Recent deconstructionist trends within Syro-Palestinian archaeology and biblical 

studies have now converged on the Israelite Monarchy causing two major ceramic 

reappraisals of the Iron Age I and II Periods. The result is a proposal for a new low 

chronology in Syro-Palestinian archaeolo^. These trends are creating more problems 

than they are solving by naively assuming ceramic change was consistent throughout 

Syro-Palestine and manipulating the archaeological data to fit the new models. 

The dissertation addresses the radical archaeological and historical 

reconstructions of the current trend by focusing on the Iron Age I-II transition in the 

northern parts of the Philistine coast and Shephelah (foothills)— Aijalon Valley Region. 

Excavations at Tel Miqne-Ekron provide new evidence for an evaluation of recent 

chronological proposals and aide in the development of a ceramic corpus of the Aijalon 

Valley Region. As a border site between the coastal region and the hills, Tel Miqne is an 

important site to isolate and compare regional variations and the complex socioeconomic 

variables that pattern the archaeological record. 

The dissertation is divided into three parts. Part I includes a review of current 

work in Syro-Palestinian Iron Age research and an overview of ceramic theory 

development. Part II contains the core database: 1) development of the Tel Miqne 

Stratum IV typology, and 2) a comparanda with other sites in the region and attempt to 

isolate the chronological and spatial patterns of the Iron Age transition (11/10th century 

B.C.E.). Part III contains the results and interpretations. This study concludes that: 1) 
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ceramic change is not chronologically homogeneous and therefore regional variation 

must be incorporated in all ceramic analyses; 2) the proposed new Low Chronology for 

the Iron Age in the southern Levant cannot be supported by the archaeological evidence; 

and 3) the Aljalon Valley Region reflects the complexity of the Iron Age transition as 

many ethnic elements and political groups vied for control of the important crossroads 

and access to coastal ports. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Introduction 

Current trends in Syro-Palestinian archaeology and biblical studies are focusing 

on the Israelite Monarchy, specifically, the nature of the Davidic-Solomonic Dynasty. A 

deconstnictionist paradigm in biblical studies has become vogue as evidenced by the 

proposal of new models (Lemche 1988, Davies 1992, and Thompson 1992). Most of 

these models have ignored or misused the archaeological data.' Recently these 

deconstnictionist trends have been adopted by some outspoken archaeologists as the 

well-established Iron Age archaeological record has been challenged. Israel Finkelstein 

(1995a, 1996) is one of the leaders in attempting to reinterpret reconstructions of the 

archaeology of the Iron Age within the context of these trends. 

At the core of the debate is the interpretation of the archaeological record. Pottery 

is the basic building block for the chronology and reconstruction of the political and 

social world of the past. The most dramatic change evident in the Iron Age II ceramic 

horizon was the introduction of red slip and burnished decoration on the tableware. 

Albright was the first to acknowledge this as a diagnostic feature and noted that the 

changes in this decorative technique would be important for establishing the chronology 

' Dever has been one of the few archaeologists to address the misuse of the archaeological record in light of 
these new paradigms and label these trends as deconstnictionist (1994b, 1995, and 1998). 



of the 10th and 9th centuries B.C.E. (1933). Albright's conclusions became the standard 

for Syro-Palestinian ceramic chronologies. The association between the 10th century 

B.C.E. and the appearance of the red slip decorative technique came into question in the 

1980s. It was publicly known as the "debate over David and Solomon."^ This debate 

about the historicity of David and Solomon was focused on the archaeological data 

attributed to the 10th century B.C.E. and an attempt to define the nature of state 

development in the southern Levant during the Iron Age. 

The following decade the Iron Age I horizon became the target of these 

reevaluations, particularly, the Philistine ceramic corpus (Bunimovitz 1990; Finkelstein 

1995a, 1997; and Ussishkin 1990). The result of these major ceramic reappraisals is the 

proposal of a new low chronolo^ in Syro-Palestinian Archaeology (Finkelstein 1995a, 

1996a, 1996b). Finkelstein has proposed that the dates of key sites be lowered almost 100 

years. Holladay (1990) had previously proposed a redating based on a chronological-

quantitative analysis of red-slip burnished decoration. The outcomes are a radical 

reconstruction of the Philistine arrival and settlement in ancient Palestine and the dating 

of the origin of the Israelite State to the 9th century B.C.E. This leads to the logical 

postulation that the textual account of David and Solomon has no historical basis.^ This 

has not gone unnoticed among the biblical deconstructionists as they now have allies in 

the field of Syro-Palestinian archaeology (Thompson 1997). It is not certain if there is a 

~The principle scholars and the issues were defined in a special issue dedicated to this debate in the Bulletin 
of the American Schools of Oriental Research in 1990 (Volume 211121%). 
^Most scholars acknowledge that the textual record contains redactions and propagaxKla, however, many 
hold the view that the text contains reliable historical data to reconstruct the rise of the Israelite State. 
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direct cause and effect reladonship or if that both biblical historians and archaeologists 

are independently adopting vogue post-processual trends. Nevertheless, a dialogue has 

been forged with the recent colloquium held in Jerusalem on *The Formation of a State, 

Historical, Archaeological and Sociological Problems in the Period of the United 

Monarchy in Israel-

Research Probiem 

The main issue of the current debate regarding the archaeological record is the 

dating of particular ceramic assemblages. The advances made in ceramic chronologies in 

the southern Levant are discredited if different scholars can use the same assemblages to 

support their individual ceramic schemes. The problem is positivistic approaches that 

assume ceramic change was consistent throughout the southern Levant (e.g. Holladay 

1990, Finkelstein 1997, Ussishkin 1990, and Wood 1992). The results of these theoretical 

views are: Holladay wants to redate the Qasile corpus based on his Gezer ceramic scheme 

(1990, 1993); Ussishkin attempts to redate ancient Palestine based solely on the Lachish 

ceramic corpus (1985); and Finkelstein proposes to redate the Philistine ceramic 

chronology based on the absence of Myc IllCrIb potteiy in Lachish Level VI (1995a). 

The underlying theoretical misconception is the assumption that time is the only factor 

•^Select papers are published in The Origins of The Ancient Israelite State by Volkmar Fritz and Philip R. 
Davies (editors), 1996. 
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influencing ceramic development and variation, and thus ceramic change was consistent 

throughout the southern Levant. 

The methodological and theoretical problems of the recent proposals to redate the 

Iron Age of the southern Levant are due to a simplistic approach to ceramic analysis. This 

has led to an inaccurate reconstruction of the Philistine settlement. In addition, these 

proposals are relying only on the ceramic corpuses of the southern Shephelah (e.g., 

Lachish, 'Eton, Beit Mirsim) and the Jezreel Valley (e.g. Jezreel) to reconstruct the 

ceramic chronology of the southern Levant, while de-emphasizing other valuable 

assemblages (e.g. Tell Qasile, Tel Batash, Gezer, Tel Miqne-Ekron). A cursory review of 

the relevant ceramic assemblages demonstrates that there was significant regional 

variation in the ceramic corpuses of the southern Levant. Some ceramic forms continued 

for longer periods within certain regions, while these same forms went out of use in 

nearby regions. Sometimes the influ.x of particular imports or decorative techniques was 

only adopted within certain regions. Archaeologists cannot naively assume that ceramic 

change was the same between two adjoining regions. 

Research Objective 

The research objective is to investigate ceramic change within a particular region 

and a specific chronological horizon to demonstrate that ceramic change is complex and 

that many variables influence the patterning of the archaeological record. This 

dissertation will study the nature of the 11/lOth century B.C.E. transition in the northern 
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Shephelah and northern Philistine coast in light of the recent excavations at Tel Miqne-

Ekron. The study of this region is ideal to implement the research objective. It is a border 

region between the Philistines and the Israelites (or between the coastal dwellers and the 

hiil-country inhabitants), and it dates to a period between the rural social organization of 

the Iron Age I and the intense process of state development of the Iron Age U. 

The first component of the research objective is to isolate and define a key period 

in the evolution of a ceramic horizon— in this particular study, it will be the 11/lOth 

century B.C.E. transition. The Iron Age has traditionally been divided at 1000 B.C.E., 

distinguishing the Iron Age I (1200-1000 B.C.E.) from the Iron Age II (1000-586 

B.C.E.). This artificial division produced a tendency among archaeologists to ignore the 

cultural continuation between the two periods. A key ceramic horizon that has been 

overlooked or misunderstood is the spatial and chronological development between the 

Iron Age I corpus and the Iron Age II corpus. This horizon is defined by the almost 

complete absence of the Philistine bichrome pottery and the introduction of red slip and 

burnished potterv', which became the hallmark of the Iron Age II. 

The second component of the research objective is to study the ceramic 

assemblages of a particular region in order to investigate the extent of ceramic 

homogeneit\ and variability between neighboring sites. The key region for this study is 

the geographic region of the northern Shephelah and the northern Philistine coast. This 

region is defmed by the Yarkon River to the north, the Sorek River to the south, the 

Mediterranean Sea to the west, and the Western Highlands to the east. In the center of 

this region is the Aijalon Valley. The Aijalon Valley Region was chosen for several 
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reasons. First, the area has been extensively investigated and several excavation reports 

have been published allowing for an analysis between the different assemblages. Second, 

the area contains a recently excavated site—Tel Miqne-Ekron, which provides new 

ceramic data to compare to previously published assemblages. Third, the central feature 

of this region is a broad plain (Plain of Ono) allowing for easy interaction between sites 

in the region. This plain is the natural watershed for the Aijalon Valley. The Aijalon 

Valley Region provides an excellent sample of sites for the research objective. The total 

area of the Aijalon Valley Region is within a 20 km radius. Each site within the study 

region has a neighboring site on the average at least 13 km (8 miles) distance. Thus, all 

sites are within a day's walking distance, allowing for easy communication and 

interaction among the sites in the region. This is an ideal region to investigate both 

components of the research objective. 

Underlying the two components of the research objective is a ceramic analysis of 

the Tel Miqne-Ekron Stratum IV ceramic assemblage. The Miqne ceramic corpus is an 

appropriate case study to meet the research objectives; it is a recently excavated and 

unpublished corpus that will provide new data in which to evaluate the new models. The 

significance of the Miqne assemblage has increased as current Iron Age stratigraphy and 

ceramic seriation have recently been questioned and the Davidic and Solomonic 

archaeological evidence has come under reevaluation. The Tel Miqne-Ekron Stratimi IV 

assemblage is crucial to the current debate because it is a transitional Philistine 

assemblage dating to the 11/lOth century B.C.E. with a significant amount of red-slip 

burnished pottery. The assemblage is also important for the development of a ceramic 
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coqjus of the Philistine Coastal Plain and the Shephelah (foothills). The Tel Miqne-Ekron 

Stratum IV will become a primary assemblage for the Iron Age corpus because of the 

location of the ancient site and the nature of the Miqne cultural horizons. The ancient city 

of Ekron experienced major building and rebuilding projects throughout its history, 

especially during the Iron Age I period. These building activities have allowed the 

excavation project to delineate major stratified assemblages throughout the Iron Age I. 

Thus, the Miqne assemblage provides a clean, unadulterated seriation of the ceramic 

corpus of the Iron Age I at the ancient city of Ekron. 

Research Design and Theoretical Approach 

The first part of the research design is to provide a thorough analysis of the 

Miqne-Ekron Stratum IV ceramic assemblage. This analysis will be part of the Tel 

Miqne-Ekron Final Publication Project. The analysis consists of three components: I) 

development of a ceramic typology, 2) statistical analysis of the assemblage, and 3) a 

comparanda to place the assemblage in a chronological and spatial context within the 

larger 11/10th century B.C.E. ceramic horizon of the southern Levant. 

In addition to this individual assemblage analysis, a comprehensive regional analysis will 

be conducted and the results of this analysis will be a ceramic typology for the Aijalon 

Valley Region during the 11/lOth century B.C.E. This will be the first time a 

comprehensive ceramic typology has been done on a regional corpus. Although Syro-

Palestinian archaeologists acknowledge that many variables pattern the ceramic record. 



the majority focuses on chronological variables alone.^ Changes in pottery are not always 

directly related to evolution of form or design over time. Political and cultural boundaries 

affect the patterning of ceramics over the geographical landscape. Economic factors such 

as trade, markets, consumerism, and major and minor trade routes, also influence the 

ceramic record. The region of the northern Shephelah and the Philistine coast during the 

Iron Age transition is an optimal case study to illustrate the multiplicity of variables that 

pattern the ceramic record. 

A contextual (mterpretive) theoretical approach will be utilized'm this study. 

Syro-Palestinian archaeologists and biblical scholars have not developed a well-defined, 

complex theoretical approach to coalesce the archaeological and textual data. In the past 

decade, some scholars have attempted to address epistemological issues. Unfortunately, 

no one has produced a cohesive methodology. Some of the issues regarding the nature of 

the archaeological record and inferences about material culture have also been debated 

within the larger field of archaeology. These debates can be characterized by and 

polarized between processualists and post-processualists. Archaeologists are accepting 

the fact that the reconstruction of the past, even if it is solely based on the archaeological 

data, must deal with the same epistemological and methodological issues as the historian. 

^The main exception to this statement is the work by Franken on the Deir Alia and Jerusalem material 
(1982, with Steiner 1990). 
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Presentation of Data 

The dissertation consists of three parts. The first consists of Chapter One, which is 

an overview of Iron Age research and current issues. The second part contains the 

data—the core of the dissertation and the results of the research project. The central 

component is the ceramic analysis of the Stratum IV assemblage of Tel Miqne-Ekron. 

This analysis is unpublished and the results of the dissertation research will be published 

as part of the Final Report of the Tel Miqne-Ekron Excavations. The second part consists 

of three chapters. Chapter Two is an overview of the 1 l/lOth century B.C.E. ceramic 

assemblages of the Aijalon Valley Region. It is a summary of the major excavated sites 

relevant to the study. Chapter Three contains the results and summary of the unpublished 

Tel Miqne-Ekron Stratum IV assemblage of Field IV. Chapter Four is the reevaluation 

and presentation of the 11/lOth century B.C.E. corpus of the Aijalon Valley Region. This 

will be the actual model produced from the research project. 

The third part contains the results, interpretations, and the historical 

reconstructions based on the 11/10th-century B.C.E. cultural horizon of the Aijalon 

Valley Region. Chapter Five discusses the archaeological ceramic typology in light of the 

recent trends in Iron Age research. Emphasis is placed on an evaluation of the Low 

Chronology. Chapter Six is the conclusion and results of the study. This chapter will also 

discuss prospects for future study. 
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The 11/lOth century B.C.E. Aijalon Valky Region 

The case study of the Aijalon Valley Region during the I l/lOth century B.C.E. 

cultural horizon will address the radical archaeological and historical reconstructions of 

the current trends in Iron Age research. The results of the study will demonstrate two 

important methodological and theoretical issues in the dating of archaeological cultural 

horizons: ceramic change is not chronologically homogeneous and regional variation 

must be incorporated in all ceramic analyses 

Ceramic assemblages within the same chronological horizon are not always 

homogeneous. Several variations based on sub-regional distribution patterns can exist. 

The I l/IOth century B.C.E. Aijalon Valley Region ceramic typology will demonstrate 

that there is significant sub-regional variation within a particular cultural horizon. The 

presence or absence of any particular ceramic form or diagnostic type cannot be used as 

the only indicator for relative dating. 

The implications of the underlying methodological issues of the study will show 

that recent trends to redate the Iron Age ceramic corpus in Syro-Palestinian archaeology 

are flawed. The proposed Low Chronology for the Iron Age in the southern Levant 

cannot be supported by the archaeological evidence. The 11/lOth century B.C.E. Aijalon 

Valley Region ceramic tj pology will demonstrate that although there are chronological 

patterns distinguishable in the ceramic record, ceramic variation is evident in 

contemporary assemblages of neighboring sites. Therefore, any archaeological or 

historical interpretation must account for this variability of the archaeological record. 
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The results of the study provide important data for future Iron Age research. The 

study will validate current research that shows the various patterns in the material culture 

are attributed to the many ethnic and political groups that vied for power during the Iron 

Age. 
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CHAPTER 1 

OVERVIEW; IRON AGE RESEARCH 

Introduction 

Various trends and issues have dominated the research designs and interpretations 

of the Iron Age. Two of these trends implicit in the analyses of the archaeological record 

are the confirmation of biblical history and the identification of ethnic elements. 

Researchers have used archaeology as a means to validate or invalidate the biblical 

record. Some of the results of this focus have produced nothing more than a restatement 

of the interpretations of the ancient sources themselves. The biblical narrative has 

influenced archaeological research in that scholars have over emphasized the search for 

ethnic markers. Research was centered on the identification of sites with particular ethno-

political groups and developing trait lists of these groups. 

Not only was the biblical narrative a major undercurrent in research, but also 

among field archaeologists, an overemphasis on chronology was present. Since 

Albright's ceramic typology, based on Tell Beit Mirsim, analyses of archaeological data 

have focused on the development and refinement of ceramic typologies. These analyses 

were based on an uni-dimensional approach to ceramic change. Most discussions 



assumed that ceramic change was consistent throughout the Levant and did not account 

for regional variation. 

In spite of these methodological misuses, undertones and disagreements, a 

consensus of the nature of the cultural-historical development in Syro-Palestine has 

developed and crystallized within this past decade. This is evident by the recent 

publications of Archaeology of the Land of the Bible (10.000-586) (Mazar 1990a), The 

Archaeology of Ancient Israel (Ben-Tor 1992), The Archaeology of Society in the Holy 

LandiX^ewy 1995), and two major multi-volume encyclopedias The New Encyclopedia of 

Archaeological Excavations in the Holy Land (Stem 1993) and The Chrford Encyclopedia 

of Archaeology in the Near Blast (Meyers 1997). 

.\rchaeological research has exploded in the last quarter of a century as Israeli 

institutions and foreign archaeological teams have initiated new projects. Several 

comprehensive surveys have also been conducted by the Archaeological Survey of Israel 

of the Israel .Ajitiquities .Authority (formerly the Department of Antiquities). The Israel 

Antiquities .^uthoritv" is publishing the results of the comprehensive surveys conducted in 

the 1970s and 1980s; at least twenty reports have been published to date. 

The following chapter will summarize the history of research and give a brief 

overview of the results of the recent archaeological activity; including, the current 

consensus among scholars of the interpretations of the archaeological record and 

reconstructions of Iron Age archaeology. After this summary, issues within Iron Age 

research relevant to this dissertation will be discussed. An attempt has been made to 

present the data separate from the interpretations, which is an artificial separation as most 
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scholars would acknowledge that interpretation cannot be separated from the 

archaeological data (Hodder 1999). A conscious effort has been made to discuss the 

archaeological data and then present the various interpretations of the data. 

History of Research 

The exploration of the Holy Land has a long history. The 19th century was 

characterized by treasure hunting for major national museums. Although the roots of 

Syro-Palestinian archaeology can be traced to these earlier periods, the actual birth and 

definition as a separate enterprise is quite recent. There were no comprehensive attempts 

to write a histor\- of the region based on the archaeological discoveries until the middle of 

this century. The archaeology of Syro-Paiestine, and for purposes of our discussion, the 

Iron Age of the southern Levant, was initiated and characterized by the work of Albright 

in the early 20th century. 

Destruction and Stratigraphy: William F. Albright 

The first comprehensive and modem treatment of the Archaeology of Syro-

Palestine was .Albright's seminal work The Archaeology of Palestine (1949). This was 

the first time a synthetic work incorporated all sites and their stratigraphic data into 

chronological periods.^ This has become the standard for all subsequent scholarship. At 

^Although th« Archaeology of the Holy Land began in the 19th and 20th centuries, the emphasis was on 
discovery and exploration of spectacular finds and sites. Albright's work was the first time a comprehensive 
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the core of Albright's theoretical framework were a positivistic epistemological approach 

and an attempt to defme the evolutionary trajectory of the ancient Near East.7 As New 

World anthropologists were developing evolutionary models for society (i.e. the band to 

state model), Albright was developing his model for the Near East. This is evident in the 

title of one of his monographs, From the Stone Age to Christianity (1946). The 

underlying premise is to show how society evolved from the prehistoric periods up to the 

first century B.C.E., the culmination of human evolution according to Albright. 

Albright adopted the conquest model as an explanation for the many destruction 

levels of various tels. An overemphasis on correlating and fmding destructions in the 

archaeological record as evidence of Joshua's campaigns became the goal of many 

archaeological investigations in the previous decades. With the establishment of the State 

of Israel and renewed national projects, the search for destructions and the correlation of 

stratigraphy became the dominant methodological approach for many projects. This 

period marks the birth of biblical archaeology as a theoretical paradigm and research 

methodologies were developed correlating the archaeological record with the biblical 

account. The excavations of Hazor best illustrate this dominant paradigm by Yigal Y a din, 

Hebrew University of Jerusalem (Yadin et. al1958, 1960, Ben Tor [ed.] 1989). 

discussion that was based on systematic and scientific stratigraphic excavations were incorporated into the 
history of the region. For summaries of the development of the discipline in the 19th and early 20th 
centuries, see Daniel (1981), King (1983), Moorey (1991), and Silberman (1982). 

7 Although Albright does not discuss his theoretical influences, it is apparent that he was working within the 
common paradigms of the social sciences during the 1940s and 1950s (for a summary of these paradigms 
see appropriate chapters in Daniel (1981), Moorey (1991), and Trigger (1989). 
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Settlement Data: Yohanan Aharoni 

The next phase of Syro-Palestinian Archaeology can be characterized by the 

publication and translation into English of Aharoni's The Archaeology of the Land of 

Israel (1978). This was the next comprehensive work published on the archaeology of the 

region. The excavation of tels continued to be a major focus of archaeological research, 

the main difference is that this period ushered in an emphasis on landscape archaeology. 

This emphasis was not articulated as landscape archaeology but as Historical Geography. 

Aharoni was perhaps first a historical geographer and second an archaeologist, as evident 

by his earlier work; The Land of the Bible (1962). This new emphasis on settlement 

panems and survey work coincided with the creation of a new program at Tel Aviv 

University. The Institute of .Archaeology, founded in 1969. Also, during this period, the 

Department of Antiquities (now the Israel Antiquities Authority) carried out extensive 

survey and recognizance work throughout the country. To date, over 20 reports have been 

published in the Land of Survey Series. Perhaps the best monograph illustrating this new 

settlement emphasis of the Tel Aviv school is The Archaeology of the Israelite Settlement 

(1988), by Israel Finkelstein. 

The 'New Archaeology:" William G. Dever 

The next phase in Syro-Palestinian archaeology was an attempt to divorce the 

research aims from biblical studies and align the archaeological endeavor with the 

research aims of anthropology. This is a uniquely North American paradigm. As 

processual archaeology was becoming the dominant paradigm in New World 
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Archaeology, Dever was the sole crusader to incorporate this paradigm into Syro-

Palestinian Archaeology. Although this phase overlapped the emphasis on landscape 

archaeology, it took time for Syro-Palestinian archaeologists to adopt the new paradigm 

of separating the research goals of archaeology from biblical studies. Within the 

literature, the incorporation of the processual paradigm was relegated to a debate between 

the 'American' vs. the "Israeli' School. The excavation of tels continued to be a dominant 

methodological approach, but now the emphasis was to use the data to develop laws of 

human behavior, such as state formation or settlement processes rather than verifying the 

biblical record. Research designs emphasized anthropological models instead of 

historical. One of the major shifts in terms of field methodology, was a multi-disciplinary 

emphasis. The results were an incorporation of various specialists (e.g. geologists, 

osteologists, archaeobotanists, etc.) to excavate and interpret the data. Another noticeable 

change in the field methods, was an emphasis on all aspects of human culture— now 

rural senlements and the common people were being studied alongside the kings and elite 

of societv. The best examples of the utilization of anthropological models can be found in 

Stager's study of the family (1985) and the recent edited volume. From Nomadism to 

Monarchy (1994).' 

^L. Stager. 1985 "The Archaeology of the Family in Ancient," Israel Bulletin of the American Schools of 
Oriental Research 260:1-36; Finkelstein and Na'aman (editors). 
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Current Approaches 

The processual model that became the dominant paradigm in New World 

.Archaeology never fully developed in Syro-Palestinian Archaeology in terms of 

theoretical approaches, although many advances were made in methodological aspects of 

the discipline.' The cultural-historical paradigm continues to be the dominant approach. 

With the post-processual shift in North American and Continental archaeological theory, 

Syro-Paiestinian archaeology was poised to fully adopt the new post-processual 

paradigm. This paradigm shift was introduced and articulated by IDever at the Second 

International Congress on Biblical Archaeology held in Jerusalem, 1990.'° Although 

Dever was attempting to propose adopting the new theoretical approach of Contextual 

.A.rchaeolog\- (as defined by I. Hodder), the slight nuances of this theoretical shift were 

not noticed as archaeology of the southern Levant was already moving in this direction." 

Perhaps the most noteworthy changes in terms of scholarship are a clear definition 

of the difference between archaeological data and te.xtual data and the realization that 

archaeologists are attempting to reconstruct the past just as the historians, except that they 

^The anempt to develop general laws of human behavior or a functionalist's neo-evolutionist approach by 
processual archaeology was never adopted in the field of Syro-Palestinian archaeology. Several reasons can 
be given for this phenomenon. First, most scholars were trained as historians or biblical scholars. These 
scholars worked in fields or departments other than Anthropology (i.e. history, biblical or religious studies. 
Near Eastern studies), where the dominant paradigm was cultural-historical. Another factor is that historical 
te.xts are a primary source for the study of the ancient Near East, archaeologists continued to engage and 
use the par^igms of the historian. 
^'^'Biblical Archaeology: Death and Rebirth," In Biblical Archaeology Today, 1990 A. Biran and J. 
Aviram (editors), pp. 70^722. 
^ ^Thompson, apparently unaware of the paradigm shift in archaeoiogy, labels the new approach proposed 
by Dever as nothing more than a return to the ".Albrightean" approach (1996). 
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use different datasets. The result is a more complex and refined approach to the 

utilization of the archaeological and textual data, with the goal of reconstructing the past 

in the southern Levant within its cultural and geographical context. 

Regional Studies 

Our knowledge of the Iron Age horizon has been greatly increased with various 

regional studies. These studies have facilitated various syntheses of data and regional 

analyses. Recent excavations and surveys by Israeli government and academic 

institutions have paved the way to produce new syntheses of the social and cultural 

changes of this region. The excavations in the Negev (Beersheba, Tel Masos) and the 

Shephelah (Lachish, Tell 'Eitun, Tell es-Safi, Lahav) have allowed for new regional 

reconstructions that include these recently excavated sites with excavations of the 

prev ious generations (e.g. Tell el-Hesi, Tell el-Far'ah (s). Tell el-Ajul, Tell Jemmeh, 

Jericho). Also, with the accumulation of new data, the Egyptian administration in Canaan 

has been re-evaluated (Oren 1984) along with the geo-political nature of the Egyptian 

Empire and its collapse (Weinstein 1981, 1992). 

In the Western Highlands, various survey projects have produced synthetic works 

of this region. The most comprehensive is Finkelstein's work on the Israelite settlement 

(1988). Complementary to Finkelstein's Ephraim survey and the excavations of Shiloh 

and 'Izbet Sartah, is the Manasseh survey by Zertal (1986). These two surveys 

complement the earlier work of Aharoni in upper Galilee (1957). 



These new studies allow a more comprehensive analysis of the Iron Age horizon. 

The older models, based on the destructions of major tell sites (e.g. Megiddo, Hazor, 

Beth Shean, Lachish, Tell Beit Mirsim), have to be re-evaluated in light of the more 

recent excavations and surveys. Although there are many differences of opinion 

concerning the interpretation of the archaeological data— a consensus has developed 

among scholars within the past decade. 

Overview of the Iron Age in the Southern Levant 

The disruption of societies across the Eastern Mediterranean at the end of the 13th 

century B.C.E. changed the geo-political nature of the Levant. The Late Bronze Age—Iron 

I horizon in the southern Levant was the period when the balance of power between the 

Egyptian and the Hittite Empires ended. With the collapse and decline of the Egyptian 

and Hittite states, a power vacuum was created that prompted local ethno-political groups 

to develop into the small territorial-states of the Iron II period. During the Iron Age I 

Period, the Levant became a staging ground for smaller states to develop (e.g. Phoenicia, 

Philistia, Israel/Judah, Edom, Moab, Ammon, and Damascus). Along with the disruption 

of the geo-politics of the whole eastern Mediterranean, the internationalism of the Late 

Bronze Age ended as evidenced by the complete cessation of imports. The collapse and 

destruction of the Egyptian controlled city-states and a shift in settlement patterns 

represent this period. The Southern Coastal Plain was changed with the arrival of the Sea 

Peoples and the Western Highlands were exploited with the appearance of new 
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agricultural settlements. In the first half of the I2th century, Egypt (20th Dynasty) re

established control in the urban centers of the previous period but these are again 

destroyed, ca. 1200 B.C.E. In spite of the drastic changes in the geo-politics, intemationai 

trade, and the ethnic composition of the period, the material culture reflects strong 

affinities with the previous Late Bronze Age. Iron Age LA represents remnants of 

Canaanite Bronze Age cultures overlapped by new cultures. Toward the end of the Iron 

Age I as new states were developing in the Levant, the material culture begins to reflect 

regionalism. This period has traditionally been associated with the biblical period of the 

Judges. 

The 12th century B.C.E. in the southern Levant is an important transitional period 

to study the variables that influence and change socio-cultural systems in society. Within 

the southern Levant, the 12th century B.C.E. is recognized in the archaeological record 

by destruction levels at various sites and changes in settlement patterns. The complexity 

of social dislocation and cultural change during this period has produced many models 

and interpretations in Aegean and Near Eastern archaeology .-- Earlier approaches have 

attempted to reconstruct the political history and view changes in the archaeological 

record as reflections of historical events (e.g. Egyptian campaigns, Hittite State 

dissolution, Israelite Exodus and Conquest). With the advent of sociological paradigms in 

Biblical Archaeology, and the extensive amount of data fi-om excavations and surveys, 

newer approaches are focusing on defining the processes of cultural change. The Iron 

^^See Ward and Joukowslcy (1992) for discussion. 
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Age I period is part of a larger collapse and a regional development. This regionalism is 

represented through various material culture patterning—settlement location, subsistence 

patterns, building activity, cult, ceramics, and other industry. 

If the Iron Age I period can be characterized by regionalism, the Iron Age II 

period can be characterized by regional states. The Iron Age II Period (1000-586 B.C.E.) 

represents the full development of the various regional states in the southern Levant. The 

period is also characterized by a long steady evolution of its material culture. The 

characteristic feature of this period is the definitive hierarchy of settlement (capital cities, 

royal cities, regular centers, secondary centers, rural towns, villages, fortresses, and 

isolated farms). Compared to the earlier periods, the Iron Age II experienced great 

population growth and considerable increase in the size and number of settlements. The 

period corresponds to the rise of the Israelite Monarchy. The period is characterized by a 

rise in the standard of living, the distribution of luxury goods to a wider populace, and 

evidence of social stratification. Many ceramic vessels with ownership inscriptions, pre-

fired inscriptions, tomb curses, and furniture markers are representative of a population 

that is more literate than what was previously assumed by scholars. It is apparent that 

writing was used in many domestic and craft contexts beyond the circles of the elite of 

societv- (Barkay 1992:349, contra Young 1998). Well-plaimed cities and monumental 

architecture are common aspects of this period. A marked increase in public buildings 

(temples, palaces, storehouses, stables, etc.) is also evidence of growth of national states 

in the region. 



Terminology and Chronology 

Archaeologists haye diyided the Iron Age in various ways, causing much 

confusion. Most agree that the Iron Age Period starts at the beginning of the 12th century 

B.C.E., after the destruction and cessation of imports of the Late Bronze Age, and ends 

with the Babylonian campaigns at the beginning of the 6th century B.C.E. The Iron Age 

has been sub-divided in various periods according to historical events. Albright suggested 

the traditional division that terminates the Late Bronze Age toward the end of the 

thirteenth century (ca. 1200 B.C.E.). He divided the Iron Age into two periods, making 

the division at the 9th century B.C.E. congruent with the Divided Monarchy. The period 

ca. 1200—1150 B.C.E. is termed Iron Age I. D. Ussishkin suggested an alternative 

subdivision that terminates the Late Bronze Age ca. 1150 B.C.E.Ussishkin includes 

this phase with the Late Bronze Age due to the considerable cultural continuity evident at 

key Canaanite sites. Mazar's suggestion that we retain the current terminology is more 

sound (1985:290). Mazar retains the 12th century B.C.E. as the division between the Late 

Bronze Age and Iron Age for the following reasons: 1) the begirming of the 12th century 

represents the end of the 19th Dynasty in Egypt (1186 BC-Kitchen), 2) international trade 

connections cease at this time, 3) major Canaanite centers are destroyed (e.g. Hazor, 

Megiddo, Beth-Shean), 4) cessation of LB temples (e.g. Lachish), 5) introduction of new 

ethnic elements (Philistines), 6) not to confuse already existing terminology. 

^ ^Ussishkin bases this on the excavations of Lachish. 
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Tabic 1: Iron Age Periodization 

B.C.E. EGYPT Albright/ 
Wright 

Ahaioni/ 
Amiran 

NEAEHL Mazar Tel Aviv' 

1200- 1150 20th 
dynasty 

Iron Age 
lA 

Iron Age 
lA 

Iron Age LV LB2 

1150- 1000 Iron Age 
IB 

Iron Age 
IB 

Iron Age IB Iron Age I 

1000-900 
(lOth 

century) 

21st 
dynasty 

Iron Age 
IC3 

(1000-918) Iron Age 
n4 

(1000-
840 

[800]) 

Iron Age 
Da (1000 

-900) 

Iron Age 
UA5 (1000 

-925) 
Iron Age Ua® 

(10-9th 
century) 

900 - 800 
(9th 

century) 
22nd 

dynasty 
Iron Age 

IIA 

Iron Age 
n4 

(1000-
840 

[800]) 
Iron Age 

nb 
Iron Age 

UB 

(925 - 720) 

Iron Age Ua® 

(10-9th 
century) 

800-700 
(8th 

century) 
23.24th 
dynasty 

Iron Age 
IIA 

Iron Age 
in 

(800-
586) 

Iron Age 
He 

Iron Age 
UB 

(925 - 720) Iron Age lib 
(8th cent.) 

700 - 586 
(7th 

centur%) 
25th 

dynasty 

Iron Age 
IIB 

Iron Age 
in 

(800-
586) 

Iron Age 
He 

Iron .Aae 
lie (720 -

586) 

Iron Age nia 1 
(7th-€arly 6th) 

586-600 
(6th cent.) 26th 

dvTiasty 
Persian Persian Persian Persian 

Iron Age Illb 
(586 - late 6th 

cent.) 

' This column is actually a combination of various scholars who are associated with Tel Aviv University (Finkelsieiru 
L'ssishkin, and Barkay). 

-Ussishkin places [A la with the LB based on the material cult. Based on essential characteristics of LB that end in 
1200 this should not be adopted. 

-'Albright & Wright the division is LAi = period of the Judges and the United Monarchy. 
4Aharoni & Amiran (1958) changed the division based on the Hazor excavations. 

^Mazar adopted the 19S8 with the divisions based on the division of the Monarchy & the .Assyrian conquest of the 
North. 

^9th century = history (928-Divided (Cingdom and Shishak destructions [925] but material culture is the same (Barkay). 

Absolute Dates: 
950 Rebuilding of Hazor by Solomon 
925 Shishak Destruction Levels (Megiddo) 
876 Foundation of Samaria by Omri? 
701/586 Lachish II/TII (Sennacherib and Nebuchadnezzer) 

The transition between the Iron Age I and Iron Age II is also contested. The 

"American School" (Albright/Wright) associates the beginning of the Iron Age II with 

the Divided Monarchy, while the Israeli school associates the beginning of Iron Age II 
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with the United Monarchy. Most scholars have adopted the 10th century B.C.E. as the 

start of the Iron Age II because the material culture demonstrates a sharp change between 

the 12-Ilth centuries B.C.E. and the 10th century. The 9th century B.C.E. presents 

another difficulty in the periodization of the Iron Age. Scholars are divided on whether 

this century should be associated with the previous 10th century B.C.E. or if it belongs 

with the following 8th century B.C.E. (see Table I). There are two variables in the 

archaeological record that influence the various positions. The first is the various 

destructions at the end of the 10th century B.C.E. associated with the campaign of 

Shishak. The second is the similarity between the 9th century and 10th century ceramic 

assemblage. Most scholars accept 586 B.C.E., the destruction of Jerusalem, as the end of 

Iron II. Recently Barkay (1992) has proposed extending the Iron Age to the end of the 6th 

century B.C.E. based on dramatic changes in the material culture (specifically the 

ceramics) and not on any historical dead reckoning. 

Settlement Patterns and The Stratieraohic Record 

The collapse of the Late Bronze Age created a vacuum allowing Palestine to enter 

a phase of regionalism that would eventually develop into the small states of the LA II. 

These regions are the Western Highlands, Southern Coastal (Philistine) Plain, Jezreel 

Valley, Phoenician Coast, and Transjordan. Most sites continue from Late Bronze Age II, 

although there is a break at many sites (ca. 1200 B.C.E.). The stratification of nearly all 

12/1 Ith-century sites is complex. Although there are many breaks at the beginning, it 

appears that the 20th dynasty attempted to regain control of Egyptian hegemony in the 
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area. The continuation of Canaanite culture and the strong Egyptian presence in the 

country are evident at several sites.'-* This period (1200-1150 B.C.E.) is de6ned as the 

Iron Age lA Period. Ussishkin wants to define this period as the continuation of the Late 

Bronze Age due to the strong Egyptian presence. Although there are some sites that 

demonstrate a strong Egyptian presence, the settlement patterns and material culture of 

the southern Levant reflect that the area experienced the same collapse of the Late Bronze 

as the whole eastern Mediterranean. The sharp cessation of imports signals a new 

archaeological period. 

During the next 150 years (Iron Age IB), various regions began to experience 

population growth and renewed occupation of former city-states. The Canaanite centers 

in the Jezreel valley continued to flourish: for instance, Beth-Shean & Megiddo had well-

planned towns w/ temples; Megiddo had a densely built, flourishing city with a palace 

and city gate but no city wall. The southern coastal plain contained thriving Philistine 

cities (Tel Miqne-Ekron, Qasile, Ashdod, and perhaps Tel es-Safi and Ashkelon). The 

Western Highlands continued to be a marginal region due to a long process of 

sedentarization between small villages and towns into the cities of the Iron Age II. 

The 12th century B.C.E. witnessed some drastic change within the archaeological 

record. This change is represented by four phenomenon attested to in the archaeological 

record: 1) complete cessation of ceramic imports and their imitations, 2) wide-spread 

Beth-Shean, Megiddo, Lachish, Tel Mor, Tel Sera', Shechetn, Gezer, tell el-Far'ah (S), B«th-Shean: 
Building 1500 w/ rebuilt Egyptian Temple (Stratum VI), Megiddo: Royal Palace and Temple (Stratum 
VIIA); famous Megiddo ivories were found in the palace, Lachish: Area P Temple rebuilt (Stratum VI); 
bronze plaque w/ Ramses III, pottery bowls w/ hieratic script. 
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destruction, 3) a shift in settlement; marginal zones were now being exploited, and 4) 

arrival of new ethno-political groups along the coast (e.g. Sea Peoples). These patterns in 

the archaeological record led Albright and Yadin to view the Late Bronze Age-Iron Age 

lA horizon as the period of the Israelite conquest and settlement described in the biblical 

account. The discontinuity of the archaeological record was initially interpreted as the 

evidence supporting the biblical account of the Israelite conquest Thus, the Military 

Conquest Model was introduced to explain the phenomenon evidenced in the 

archaeological record. Although there were already some discrepancies between the 

archaeological data and the biblical account (see Dever, 1990a and A. Mazar, 1990a for 

discussion), the proponents of the Conquest Model assumed that further research would 

clarify these discrepancies. As this hypothesis was tested and new data was accumulated, 

it was apparent that the Conquest Model produced more problems than it solved in the 

reconstruction of the past. The only sites that do not conflict with the biblical narrative 

are Lachish, Hazor, and Bethel (A. Mazar I990a:334). With the stratigraphic evidence 

presented below, it becomes apparent that these destructions must be interpreted in light 

of other historical events and social processes, rather than the appearance of a military 

coalition under the leadership of Joshua. Ironically, if there is evidence of military 

conquest and the settlement of a new ethnic group within the southern Levant, it is not in 

the Western Highlands, but along the coast; not against Canaanite cities but Egyptian 

strongholds; and not Israelites but Philistines. It appears that the biblical account reflects 

various regional events that have been edited into one unified national history by the 

biblical editors. 



Earlier reconstructions of events and changes in the archaeological record focused 

on the discontinuities. If we also take into account the continuities, we realize that older 

models fall apart. Although there were widespread destructions at the end of the 13 th 

century, most of these sites were rapidly rebuilt and were still controlled by Egypt (see 

Table 2). The Iron Age I assemblage shows a strong continui^ with the assemblage of 

the Late Bronze Age (see below), the discontinuity within the ceramic assemblage is only 

evidenced by the cessation of imports and luxury wares. This reflects discontinuity only 

in the market and trade, not in the local population. 

Most sites continue from the Late Bronze EI, although there is a break at many 

sites (ca. 1200 B.C.E.)- The stratification of nearly all the sites is very complex. Many of 

these sites are "de nova" occupations and a stratigraphic sequence is difficult to develop. 

Also, since the ceramics of the Iron Age 1 reflect a strong Late Bronze Age tradition it is 

difTicult to determine the ceramic typology between the 13th —12th, and the 12th -11th 

centuries B.C.E. The strongest diagnostic measurement is the absence of imports. A 

discussion of three of these regions (Coastal Plain, Jezreel Valley, and the Western 

Highlands) will be sufficient to illustrate the regionalism during this transition. 

The Iron Age lA period represents the first half of the I2th century B.C.E. This 

was the last phase of Egyptian control in the southern Levant. Although many urban 

centers were destroyed, most were rebuilt soon afler. The continuation of Canaanite 

culture and the Egyptian presence is evident at many sites. Almost all of the sites 

destroyed at the end of the Late Bronze Age were suddenly rebuilt and remained 
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dominate on the landscape. These sites are: Beth-Shean, Megiddo, Lachish, Tel Sera', 

Tel Mor, and Tel el-Far'ah (south). Egyptian activity continued at the Timna mine. 

In Stratum VI of Beth-Shean, a new temple was modified based on the 

predecessor in the 13th century B.C.E. Building 1500 was a typical Egyptian style 

residency with a lintel bearing a dedicatory inscription dated to the time of Ramses 

Megiddo's royal palace and temple were also rebuilt (Stratum VTIB) according to the 

same ground plan (Stratum VILA.) of the destroyed city of the 13th century B.C.E. At 

Lachish, the temple in Area P was rebuilt in Stratum VI. In Stratum VI a bronze plaque 

inscribed with the name of Ramses III, pottery bowls bearing Egyptian hieratic script, 

and a tomb with an anthropoid coffin also bearing hieratic script were uncovered 

(Ussishkin 1985). .\nother site that exhibits a re-establishment of Egyptian control is 

Stratum IX of Tel Sera', which included bowls with Egyptian hieratic dedicatory 

inscriptions (Goldwasser 1984).'® The fort at Tel Mor was also rebuilt in Iron Age lA 

(Strata VI-V). 

Although the southern Levant experienced widespread destruction at the end of 

the Late Bronze Age, it is apparent that Egypt was able to regroup and regain control 

during the Iron Age lA. Ussishkin (1985) and Dever (1992b) define the Iron Age lA as 

representative of the 13th century continuity based on the suddenness with which the 

Egyptians regained their control. 

^ ^ A statue of Rameses III vvas found in secondary use at a later level. Most of the anthropoid coffins found 
in the cemetery date to the Iron Age lA. 
' ̂ One of these inscriptions bore the date "'year 20," probably referring to a regal year of Rameses III. 
Goldwasser presents a case for reconstructing Egyptian administrative practices involving grain. 
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One of the notable advances in archaeological inquiry is the study of the 

settlement of the Sea Peoples in the southern Levant, particularly the Philistine 

settlement. A number of destructions and changes in settlement patterns along the coast 

and slightly inland reflect the arrival of the Philistines (see Table 2). The phenomenon of 

the Philistines is demonstrated by I) locally made styles of monochrome Late Mycenaean 

lIIC:lb pottery; 2) new cuitic elements; temples (Tell Qasile) and various paraphernalia 

with Aegean and Cypriot backgrounds, new burial practices (anthropoid coffins with a 

mixture of Aegean and Egyptian influences, and 3) some new architectural innovations 

such as apsidal building and ashlar masonry.The hallmark of Philistine presence is the 

Philistine bichrome pottery. Almost all sites with a disturbance or destruction of the 13-

12th century B.C.E. occupation contain Philistine Bichrome ware immediately above 

these levels (Dever I992b:103). These sites include Affuleh, Tel Qiri, Aphek X12, Tel 

Batash, Beth-Shemesh, Tel Haror, and Tell el-Far'ah. 

Original interpretations of Israelite conquest were based on .Albright's conquest 

model due to the numerous late 13th century B.C.E. destructions. The only sites with 

destructions that could possibly be associated with the Israelites are Hazor (Stratum XIII) 

and Bethel. It is clear, based on the several surveys, that the Iron Age I settlements in the 

hill country were largely indigenous peoples of Palestine, perhaps displaced Canaanites. 

settling the hill country. Another view is that these settlements represent a gradual 

settlement shift from the eastern Transjordan west toward the Judean Hill country 

' ̂ See T. Dothan (1982) and A. Mazar (1985b, 1990a) for examples. 



53 

(Finkelstein 1988). Current research views the settlement shift in the hill country as 

Troto-Israelites" who were displaced Canaanites of the Late Bronze Age (whether 

displaced urbanites moving toward a process of ruralization or displaced semi-nomadic 

herders in the process of sedanization) (Dever 1992b: 103, Block-Smith and Nakhai 

2000). It is this group that later became the territorial state of Israel. The only 

distinguishing ceramic feature is the large "collar-rim" storage Jars that are derived from 

the Late Bronze Age pithoi. 

The Iron Age II Period can be characterized as an urban period reflected by the 

rise and development of secondary states. The settlement pattern and stratigraphic record 

support this. During the Iron Age II Period, the archaeological data strongly supports and 

corresponds with the textual record (biblical, Egyptian, and Assyrian te.xts). So much so, 

that one scholar refers to this period as historical archaeology and emphasizes a historical 

versus an anthropological approach (Barkay 1992:302). The archaeological record 

supports the existence of the various small nations mentioned in te.xts. The most recent 

comprehensive analysis for the period reflects these nations in the patterning of the 

material culture (Herr 1997). Herr isolates and defines seven major regions (states). 

Phoenicia and Philistia are on the northern and southern coastlines respectively. The 

primary sites for Phoenicia are Abu Hawam, Acco, Achzib, Bira, Dor, Kabri, Tel Keisan, 

Rosh Zayit, and Shiqmona. The material culture of this region suggests a strong Aegean 

influence, especially in the imported vessels. The primary sites for Philistia are Ashdod, 

Tell Jemmeh, Miqne-Ekron, Tell 'Ajjul, Deir el-Balah, Tel Sera, and to a lesser extent, 

Ashkelon and Azor. 
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There are at least 250 Iron Age I sites known from surveys. Some of the important 

sites that have been excavated are 'Ai, Radannah, Giloh, and 'Izbet Sartah. 

Unfortunately, the ceramic sequence is not as well established due to the lack of well-

sequenced sites. It is known that there is no evidence of a drastic change of material 

culture due to the military campaigns of the Israelites. Rather, the picture looks 

over\v helmingly like the Late Bronze Age Canaanite tradition. The typical features of this 

region are settlement locations on hilltops near arable lands, terrace farming, a distinctive 

type of'four-room" courtyard house. Some archaeologists simplify these subsets and 

discuss a northern and southern culture. By Iron Age II, there are enough variations in the 

material culture to warrant the various sub-regions. Sub-regions are Galilee, Huleh Basin. 

Jezreel Valley. Samarian and Judean Hills, and the Negev. In Syria and Transjordan. they 

are Aram, Ammon, Moab, and Edom. Primary sites for Transjordan are Hesbon, 

Rabbath-Ammon, Balu', En Gev, Tel Hadar. Soreg, Rumeith, Deir 'Alia, Jalul, Safut, 

Sahab. Tell es-Sa'idiyeh. and "Umayri. 

Campaigns by Egypt and Assyria in the region provide major destructions and 

allow for stratigraphic correlation between sites. These are the Campaigns of the 

Egyptians by Shishak in 925 B.C.E., the Assyrian campaigns of Sermacherib in 701 

B.C.E. and Nebuchadnezzer of Babylon in 586 B.C.E. Essential sites for stratigraphic 

correlation are Gezer, Tell Qasile, Lachish, Megiddo. Hazor, and now Miqne, Tel Batash. 

and Ashkelon. 
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Table 2: Iron Age Sites and Stratigraphy 

SITES lA lA lAlB 1000-900 900->00 SOO-700 700-5«6 586-600 
12-1150 (1150-1000) {lOth Centurv) (9ih Century) (8th Centurv) (7th Centurv) (6th Cent.) 

Eopt Dv n :0 Dvn2 1 
Dan VI V rv ai II 
Hazor xn XI X DC vm vn VI V3 VA 
Tel Hadar 
Tel Kinroc IV in n 1 
Tel Yin'am 1 
Beth-Shean • VI* upp VI low V ucoerV IV 
Me^iddo VUA* VTB VIA* V3 VA-IVB* rvA m a 
YoOTeam xvni xvn* X'VI XV XIV* xra xn XI 
Tel Jezreel endosuie* 
Tel Oiri rx vni vu\ VTIB-C VI v 
Taanach LA* ffl* — IIA UB* ni IV V 
Tell el-Far'ah N" (g«p?) Vila VDb vnc vnd VUe vnei 

Affiileh [nb nia 
Tell Keisan 12 II 10 9c-a Sc—>« 7 6 5 4b 4a 3b 
T. Abu-Hawam VB-VA IV 01 
Tel Mevoraidi — fvin vnn VII 
Shechem Xi X IX VBI vn VI v 
T. es-Sa'idiyeh ceraeterv xnr?) XI X >V1 
Tell Deir Alia A—>B c ->I 
Shilch town 
Tell el-Ful Per. 1 Period II ii->(?) 
"Ai r II 
Gibcon 
Beth-iur 
Jerusalem 15 14 13 12 II 10 lO.A 
Ramat-Rahel VB VA 
Giloh 
Tel Aphek X|l Xio X9 Xg X7 X6 
Izbet Sartah ni II I 
Tell Oasile XII XI X IX vui -vir 
Gezer xrv XIII X IX* VIII vn VT V 
Beth-Shemesh 1 III [ia lib lie 
Tel Batash ! Vc-a IV III n i 
Tel Miqne • VTI VI V [V* (III) <ll) Ic lb* la 
Tel Sippor Hi?) II 1 
Tel Mor • V 1 
Ashdod xni xn XI X IX vin VII VI 
Lachish • VI* V IV m* u* 
Tell Beit-Mirsim B3 B-> B3 AT A-, 

Tel Halif vn — —> VII VIB VTA 
Tel Sera" LX VTH VII 1 VI 
Tell Jemmeh 'sap) -EF- -CD- .AB 
Tell el-Hesi VIII (city ID vnd— ->vnc vn VI 
Tel el-Aliul 
Oeir el-Balah 
Tell el-Far'ah S VII VI V rv ni n — 
Tel Beer-sheba DC vm 
Arad xn XI x DC vni vn-vi 
Tel Ira city 
•Artier n 1 
Tel Goren V 
Oadesh Bamea e«ffv fort middl e fort late fort 
T. el-Kheleifeh Period I (?) n in IV 
Tel Vlasos m 0 I 
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Ceramics 

One of the elements of the archaeological record is ceramics. Pottery sherds are 

essential diagnostic features because they are durable and have cultural remnants encoded 

on them. In earlier studies of the material culture, Albright's conquest model was 

supported by the destructions and by the appearance of a new form of pottery vessel— 

the ''collar-rim" storage jar. [n the previous discussion, it was demonstrated that the 

destructions could not be explained by the appearance of a single conquering ethnic 

group (with the exception of the Philistine coastal plain). The destructions are better 

e.xplained with a model that accounts for the various regional dynamics are evidenced by 

various stratigraphic differences and by certain historical events (e.g. Egypt's last attempt 

to regain political domination in the southern Levant). This same conclusion is now 

supported by the ceramic data. Previous models emphasized the discontinuity within the 

archaeological record, but upon closer e.xamination, the continuity demands a different 

interpretation. 

Late Bronze II local ponery is uniform throughout the country. This uniformity-

reflects a standardized industry (Gonen 1992:232). Common local pottery forms are the 

pithoi. jars, cooking pots, kraters. jugs, juglets, flasks, goblets, lamps, and bowls. Most of 

these local forms follow MB II generally, but with steady deterioration. In decoration, 

burnish virtually ceases and is replaced by paint. A particular diagnostic feature of the 

Late Bronze II is a group of vessels known as the bichrome ware. Concurrent with this 

local industry, imported pottery reached an unprecedented growth during the Late Bronze 
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Age. The Late Bronze II is characterized by a wealth of imported pottery, originating in 

various parts of the eastern Mediterranean (Cyprus, Mycenae, Syria, and Egypt). In the 

13th century, these imports start to taper off, indicative of the slow process of collapse of 

the major trade. In form. Late Bronze IIB repertoire continues into the 12th century 

B.C.E. local pottery. 

Discontinuity is evidenced in the 12th century B.C.E. by the complete cessation 

of Mycenaean and Cypriot imports. Egyptian forms continue into Iron Age lA 

(particularly at those sites where Egypt reestablished hegemony soon after the 

destructions ca. 1200 B.C.E.). Discontinuity is also evidenced with the Philistine pottery. 

Philistine bichrome wares constitute a new corpus that is derived from Late Mycenaean 

IllCilb. The distribution of this pottery is clearly associated with the arrival of the 

Philistines (T. Dothan 1982, A. Mazar 1985b, and Dever 1992b). The Philistine ceramic 

repertoire reflects eclectic tendencies with its combinations of Mycenaean, Cypriote, 

Egv'ptian, and Canaanite features. This repertoire uses Mycenaean forms with Canaanite 

decorations. 

New features in the Iron Age I horizon found in the two new major settlement 

areas (Western Highlands and the Upper Galilee), are large storage jars (pithoi) and 

cooking pots. Along with a marked association with the Later Bronze II period in form, 

the pottery represents a degeneration of forms, reduction of types, and simplicity of 

forms. In addition to the storage jars and cooking pots, other utensils include jugs, 

kraters, and bowls. Most forms do not contain the painted decoration that is common in 

the valley sites. There are two types of storage jars: northern (Galilean) and the central 
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hills ("collar-rim"). The "collar- rim" jar is the most common pithoi in the Western 

Highlands. It is large and ovoid, with sloping shoulders, a tall narrow neck, a folded rim, 

and a prominent ridge (collar) around the base of the neck. It is so characteristic of the 

settlements in the Western Highlands that it has commonly come to be associated with 

the Israelite conquest. It is now known that this jar actually first appeared in the 

Canaanite culture of the Late Bronze Age (Aphek) (A. Mazar 1990a). This jar is also 

quite common in Transjordan, and other non-hill country sites (Megiddo, Tell Qasile, and 

Tell Caisson). In the north. Tell Dan is the only site with this regional type of "collar-

rim" storage jar. In the Galilee, a different type of storage jar exists. The Northern storage 

jar features a carinated body, a wide neck, and handles placed at the juncture of the body 

and neck. This northern type is related to storage jars of Tyre. 

A second diagnostic form relevant to the Late Bronze Age-Iron Age I transition is 

the cooking pot. Various studies have shown an evolution between the 13th century 

B.C.E. Canaanite cooking pot and the subsequent I2th and I Ith century B.C.E. cooking 

pots. The Late Bronze .\ge cooking pot possessed an everted triangular rim which 

evolved into a less pointy, tongued rim (Type B), which eventually evolved into the 11th-

lOth century long tongue on the rim cooking pot (Zertal 1991). 

In summary, the ceramic data reveals three phenomena. First is the cessation of 

imports which is due to the collapse of markets and trade throughout the eastern 

Mediterranean. A second feature is continuity overall of the Iron Age I ceramics with the 

Late Bronze Age; continuing the Bronze Age tradition with only slight degeneration. 

This demonstrates that there was not a drastic change of new groups coming into the 
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southern Levant, but the local population went unchanged in spite of the political 

upheaval. The third phenomenon is a regionalism of assemblages. Although there is an 

overall continuity of the Canaanite tradition, the ceramics of the southem Levant reflect 

various regional variations based on slight differences of form or function. Part of this 

regionalism is due to new ethno-political groups (Philistine assemblage). Other parts are 

due to the social processes of settlements adapting to new subsistence patterns (storage 

jars of the hill regions) and the natural regional standardization as markets became 

geographically localized within various regions (e.g. Galilee, coast, and Jezreel valley). 

The pottery of the Iron IIA period (10th-9th century B.C.E.) reflects the nature of 

a highly urbanized and state level of society. Though several features show continuity' 

with the Iron Age I, the 10th century B.C.E. is characterized by the considerable unity of 

the ceramic horizon throughout the country. There is considerable improvement in the 

qualitv of the pottery with regard to surface treatment and firing. Imports begin to appear 

in large quantities and continue throughout the Iron Age. The imports consist of so-called 

Cypro-Phoenician ware—fine red slipped and burnished pottery decorated with 

concentric circles painted in black. A local version incorporating this Phoenician 

influence is the "Samaria Ware." The classic feature of Iron Age II pottery is the 

development of the red-slip hand and wheel burnished pottery. There is a relative 

chronology between the hand-burnished red-slip pottery of the tenth century and the red-

slip wheel burnished pottery of the 9th century B.C.E. New forms are squat ovoid 

storejars, T-rim kraters, thickened-rim bowls, bar-handled bowls, one-handled jugs and 

pitchers, and piriform button-base juglets. 
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The Iron Age liB period (8th-7th century B.C.E.) is characterized by well-dated 

pottery assemblages. There is more regionalism reflected in the assemblages. Barkay 

introduces four major regional corpuses for this period: 1) the Phoenician coast and the 

western Galilee; 2) the Samaria hills, the valleys, and the eastern Galilee; 3) the Judean 

Hills, the Shephelah, the Judean Desert, and the Beersheba Valley; 4) the Southern 

Coastal Plain. New forms include ovoid storejars, large pithoi, decanters, half-moon 

bowls, high ridged-rim and rilled-rim cooking pots, small amphorae, burnished flask

pitchers, plates and saucers, and stump-base lamps. Red-slip wheel burnishing remains a 

characteristic feature- especially in Judah, Israel, Phoenicia, and to a limited extent on 

the Southern Coastal Plain. Cooking pots gradually lose the sharp carnation at mid-body 

and become more rounded. Other diagnostic forms are lamelekh-type jars, burnished 

black globular juglets, and Assyrian palace ware. 

Issues in Iron Age Research 

With the explosion of archaeological data since the 1970s, archaeologists are now 

proposing models to explain the archaeological record based primarily on the 

archaeological data and secondarily on the biblical text and ancillary ancient near eastern 

texts and inscriptions. There are four major research focuses in Iron Age archaeological 

research in the southern Levant: the Israelite Settlement, the rise of the State in the 1Oth 

century, Philistine material culture, and the socio-cultural adaptive strategies of the 

region. Although, each of these topics is dependent on the other, it is possible to discuss 
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each separately and define particular scholars, sites, and research for each independently. 

Among these four major focuses are several overlapping issues in Iron Age research 

relevant to the 11/10th century B.C.E. transition. Those that are pertinent to this study are 

the nature of the Israelite settlement and state development, ethnic identification, red-slip 

burnish pottery, and the recent low chronology proposed for the Iron Age. 

Israelite Settlement 

Our knowledge of the Iron Age has been greatly increased with various regional 

studies. These studies have allowed for various syntheses of data and regional analyses. 

When the conquest model was shown an inaccurate reconstruction of the Iron Age 

settlement pattern, scholars were still left with the issues of the rise of the Israelite State 

in Iron Age II and the mention of a "people" called Israel in the Memeptah Stele. With 

the exception of the current revisions, almost all scholars acknowledge the entity of an 

Israelite State at the beginning of the Iron Age II period. The basic question currently 

being debated is when and in what context should the term Israelite be used. The Israelite 

State did not suddenly appear "ex nihilo" in the hill country in the 10th century B.C.E. 

The issue was openly debated with the publication of Israel Finkelstein's The 

Archaeology of the Israelite Settlement 

Some of the original explanations for the destructions and new settlement patterns 

of the 12th century B.C.E. were proposed in the light of the traditional approach to define 

cultural change in terms of migrations or diffusion. The traditional views for explaining 

the major upheavals in the Eastern Mediterranean in the 12th century B.C.E. were mostly 
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concerned with natural disasters such as earthquakes, famine, or climatic change (Hallo 

1992). During the initial period of model development, the two dominant models were 

the Conquest Model and the Peaceful Infiltration Model. These earlier models were 

influenced by current trends that viewed social change as outward. Alt, a biblical 

historian, was influenced with the trends in current social theory and introduced a 

Peaceful Infiltration Model. This model defined the Israelite settlement as a transition 

between semi-nomadic tribes into agricultural settlements. With the excavation of major 

tels in Israel, archaeologists started to isolate destruction levels. This led Albright and his 

students to adopt the unified military Conquest Model that agrees with the biblical 

account of the conquest of Canaan in the book of Joshua. The Conquest Model became 

one of the dominant explanations for the destructions and change in settlement patterns in 

the southern Levant during these formative years of Syro-Palestinian archaeology." 

Every destruction associated with the collapse of the 13th century became associated with 

either Israelites conquering the hill-country in a single sweeping militar>' campaign led by 

Joshua, or Philistines conquering the coastal plain. .\haroni"s use of ecological and social 

systems approaches gave the Peaceful Infiltration Model a facelift as he offered a model 

of slow and peaceful Israelite Settlement in the remote, marginal, and inhospitable 

' ̂ Currently there are two dates associated with the Conquest .VIodei. Those few who take a literalist view 
of the biblical account tend to date the Conquest to the 15th century B.C.E. Most scholars who support a 
Conquest Model, however, date it to the 13A century B.C.E. A corollary collapse model recently 
introduced also proposes military conflict as the explanation for the destructions but attributes the activity 
to the Egyptians and not an Israelite tribal group. James Weinstein views the transition between the Late 
Bronze Age and Iron Age I as the collapse of Egyptian control over the southern Levant (1992). Weinstein 
postulates a two-phase collapse of Egyptian control of their main centers of power in the southern Levant. 
The first military conflict occurred circa 1200 B.C.E. The Egyptians were able to reestablish control over 
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regions that were devoid of Canaanite inhabitants. Aharoni's support of this model was 

based on his upper Galilee survey and work in the Beersheba Valley. Among 

archaeologists, these two models became the framework for subsequent research and 

interpretation of the archaeological record. 

The next phase of model development was influenced by Marxist social theory, 

and the Peasant Revolt Model was proposed. Major proponents for this model were 

Mendenhall, Gottwald, and Alstrom.^' The Peasant Revolt Model e.xplains the LB/IA I 

transition in terms of the overthrow of the Late Bronze Canaanite city-states by local 

peasants. This model states that the Canaanite overlords in the fertile zones (e.g. Jezreel 

Valley, Coastal Plain) overta.xed their peasants in order to support their luxurious lifestyle 

(import lu.xury items). The peasants who revolted against this social injustice eventually 

overran these overlords. Thus, the destruction of the Canaanite city-states is viewed as a 

reaction by agricultural peasants to the social class differentiation between themselves 

and the land owTiing overlords. With the overthrow of the Canaanite overlords, the 

peasants "took to the hills" and populated marginal zones. Peasants overturned the 

Canaanite citv -state societies and fled. These same peasants became part of a "Yahwistic 

revolution," that later emerged as monarchic Israel. Political unrest within society is well 

documented in the El-Amama Letters (see below) of the I4th century B.C.E. The 

correspondence between the Canaanite city-state rulers and Egypt demonstrates that there 

major Canaanite city-states (e.g. Hazor, Megiddo. and Lachish), but these fell again to Canaanites in 1150 
B.C.E. 
^ ^Although Mendenhall proposed this model much earlier, Gottwald's analysis is the first among textual 
scholars to incorporate the archaeological record into model building. 
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were groups within society (Shasu and Hapiru) who were causing political unrest among 

the population. 

These three models (Conquest, Peaceful infiltration, and Peasant Revolt) became 

the major models to explain the nature of the Israelite Settlement and continue to be 

proposed as the major paradigms in spite of the various new theories. The next period of 

model development (late 1980s and 1990s) attempted to find a single trajectory to explain 

the Israelite Settlement. Most of these models adopted current trends of the New 

Archaeology that views social change in terms of general laws. Like the earlier socio-

revolution model, most of these models view the origin of the Israelites as an internal 

development. A period of model development to explain the changes between the Late 

Bronze Age and Iron Age, based on processual archaeological theory, soon started to 

crystallize. Soon, another group of models was proposed with a more sophisticated 

approach to synthesizing the archaeological (and textual) data. These models placed an 

emphasis on defming social processes and developing general laws of culture. Processual 

models that have been introduced to explain the cultural change between the Late Bronze 

Age and Iron Age I have focused on different processes: 1) collapse and center and 

periphery theory, 2) sedentarization ( ruralization, 20 retribalization, resedentarization ), 

20 A second social process identified during the Late Bronze-Iron Age transition is ruralization. Stager 
(1985) notes that the most serious defect ofGottwald' speasant revolt model is its partial explanatory 
power (1985:85). If the farming villages in the marginal zones were the product of this Yahwistic 
revolution, then why do we find these villages all over the Levant- and especially in Transjordan? Stager 
explains the Late Bronze-Iron Age I transition as a trend toward decentralization and ruralization, 
especially in marginal "frontier" zones. The decline of the Late Bronze Age city-state system and areas of 
Egyptian imperial control (ibid.) brought about this trend. 
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techno-fimctionalist, ecological determinist, economic theory,-^ and paleodemographic 

The most prominent and influential model is the sedentarization model proposed by 

Finkelstein. Finkelstein (1988) expanded Aharoni's view and suggested a peaceful 

gradual migration over time from east to west as nomadic tribes settled into agricultural 

settlements and slowly moved from Transjordan to the Westbank. He later developed his 

theory by attempting to provide a sociological model for the entire settlement history of 

the southern Levant. Finkelstein postulates a long history of cyclical periods of growth 

and degeneration. The Iron Age I period is one of these periods of abatement between the 

Bronze Age and later Iron Age (Finkelstein 1993). His model is an ecological determinist 

approach. 

This group of processual models has one common denominator— they all 

reconstruct the Iron Age settlement pattern from indigenous people from the Late Bronze 

Age. The current developing trend is to view the Israelite settlement and rise of the state 

as a conglomeration of various trajectories. Most of the proponents of the above 

processual models probably fall into this category. The current state of model 

development is influenced by post-processual trends. The present paradigm can best be 

summed up as a Complex Model or Synthesis Model. Dever has recently adopted this 

viewpoint. Dever proposes a symbiosis or 'Indigenous' model (1997). Although this 

model has not been fully articulated, Dever notes that recent research and analysis is 

A foiiith sociological model is an economic model proposed by Vfuhly (1992). Coote and Whitelam 
(1987) have also developed an economic model for early Israel. This model proposes that the processes 
involved in ihe LB/IAI transitioa were economic in nature. Entrepreneurs looking for new markets which 
later developed into the trade networks of the Iron Age II throughout the eastern Mediterranean. 
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demonstrating that any current interpretation of the archaeological record must propose 

that the Iron Age I inhabitants come from the local Late Bronze Age inhabitants 

(1997:26). In an earlier article, Dever proposes a multi-component model in which there 

are multiple variables that affected the nature of the Iron Age I settlements and material 

culture (i.e. outside invasion, ruraiization, changes in adaptive strategies, etc.). 

Most scholars agree that in the 13th/12th centuries B.C.E. the Levant underwent a 

crisis manifested by a decline in the Late Bronze Age urban culture evidenced by the 

changes in demographic patterns and destructions, and the drastic change in the material 

culture (e.g. cessation of imports and luxury goods). The debate concerning the origin of 

the Israelites can best be illustrated in a popular Smithsonian symposium on the "Rise of 

.Ajicient Israel."-- Dever notes that the Iron Age I ceramic horizon evolved out of the Late 

Bronze Age II ceramic horizon— thus the Israelites came out of Late Bronze Age 

Canaanite society. Dever offers a symbiotic model using state collapse theory to explain 

the social processes. Dever also illustrates that the Iron Age II ceramic horizon evolved 

from the Iron .Age I and therefore refers to the Iron Age I hiII-countr>' settlers as "proto-

Israelites." The issue in terms of reconstructing the ancient society is when and if the Iron 

Age I settlers knew they were Israelites. The question now moved to the ethnic identity of 

the Israelites instead of where they came from. 

This symposium was organized by the Biblical Archaeology Society to address some of the most critical 
and hotly debated issues involved in the origins of ancient Israel. This was accomplished by inviting three 
keynote speakers with several scholars addressing the issues presented. The proce«Mlings are published in 
The Rise of Ancient Israel (1992), edited by Hershel Shanks. 
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It is apparent that the Israelite Settlement did not consist of a singular mass 

migration and conquest from without. There is a general consensus that there was not one 

singular trajectory or event (i.e. revolution, ecological adaptation, etc.) that caused the 

seniement, but that the process of Israelite settlement, as well as settlement patterns 

throughout the Levant during Iron Age I, consisted of a multitude of events and 

processes. It is now known that a major component of the settlement was from the local 

Canaanite population, and that the Iron Age I settlers came from the Late Bronze Age 

occupants (Indigenous Theory-Symbiosis). The debate has moved from the origin of the 

Israelite Settlement, to the origin of the Israelites themselves. In other words, what was 

the process of the Iron Age I highland settlers becoming the state of Israel in the Iron Age 

II? The question has shifted to the ethnicity of Iron Age Palestine. 

Ethnicitv 

During the 1990s, the debate shifted from the origin of ancient Israel and the 

nature of the Israelite settlement to ethnicity. Ethnicity is an important factor, particularly 

for the Iron Age I horizon. A major premise in the debate is the assumption of the 

minimalist school that Israel is a literary and theological concept that was created in the 

Persian period or later and that archaeologists cannot distinguish Israelite from Canaanite 

culture.-^ The questions of ethnicity are: did the ancients recognize ethnicity and can 

ethnicity be distinguished in the archaeological record? 

For a full discussion of these trends see Dever (1998) where he has documented the ideological 
assumptions of this trend. 



Many ancient Near Eastern texts of the Late Bronze Age and Iron Age document 

the presence of several ethno-cultural groups in Palestine: Egyptians, Hurrians, 

Canaanites, Philistines, and Israelites. One of the hingepins of the debate is the mention 

of Israel in the Meroeptah stele. This stele records an Egyptian campaign into Canaan and 

mentions several political entities (Ashkelon, Gaza, and Yanoam) and a group of people 

called Israel. The stele dates to 1207 B.C.E. We know that the new Iron Age I settlements 

originated out of the Late Bronze Canaanite culture and that these settlements were the 

foundations for the Israelite State. The question is when and how did these settlers view 

themselves differently from their neighbors? Although this question is addressed in all 

works dealing with the emergence of ancient Israel, it is only recently that monographs 

have addressed it as a singular theoretical issue. The shift in research emphasis toward 

the nature of ethnicity and ancient Israel has recently been explored in textual research. 

Two major volumes exploring ethnicity in ancient te.\ts, particularly the Hebrew Bible, 

are Ethnicity- and Identity in Ancient Israel and Ethnicity and the Bible. 

The topic of ethnicity in the archaeological record has also recently been debated. 

The difficult\ of identifying ethnic elements in the material culture of the southern 

Levant prompted a special session at the Pottery Analysis and Interpretation Seminar at 

the Annual Meeting of the American Schools of Oriental Research in November 1995.--

Dever presented a paper at this conference and appeared to have defmed more 

specifically his "proto Israelites." Dever noted that upon closer examination of the Iron 

See Kenton L. Sparks Ethnicity and Identity in Ancient Israel i\99%) and the edited volume Ethnicity 
and the Bible by M. G. Brett (1996). 
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Age I horizon certain corpora can start to be differentiated (e.g. Philistine, Hill-Country, 

Canaanite), and it is these ceramic differences, along with other material correlates, that 

isolate a group in the hill-country distinct from other groups. He proposes that in terms of 

the ceramic forms that he presents (cooking pots, kraters/deep bowls, ovoid storage jars) 

that the end of the Late Bronze Age "Canaanite" tradition and the transition to the true 

"Iron Age" should be dated ca. 1100-1050 B.C.E., not ca. 1200 B.C.E. (Dever 1995:206). 

This observation is important for the proposed study of the 11/lOth B.C.E. transition. 

Dever notes that the Iron Age horizon begins in the 11th century B.C.E. with the final 

disappearance of Egyptian hegemony, the acculturation of the Philistines, the assimilation 

of Canaanite population groups elsewhere, and "proto-urban" trends in the hill countrv 

that eventually lead to the emergence of the Israelite state (ibid.). The periodization of 

archaeological horizons is not limited to a few ceramic forms. Most scholars would keep 

the traditional period of the ending of the Late Bronze Age and the beginning of the Iron 

Age at 1200 B.C.E. What is significant about Dever's comments is the importance of the 

I Ith centurv B.C.E. as a time of various socio-economic and political transformations 

throughout the region. The 1 Ith century B.C.E. addresses various issues of the origin and 

identity of the Israelites, ethnic elements, and the rise of the Israelite state. 

Rivka Gonen's smdy of Late Bronze burial patterns demonstrates that the Late 

Bronze city-states contained many ethnic groups (1992). Each of these groups was part of 

the Egyptian controlled city-state system. If we did not have the variation in the burial 

practices, these ethnic groups would not be recognizable in the archaeological record. 

25The papers presented at this session were published in Biblical Archaeologist S8:4, 199S. 
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The Late Bronze material culture is homogeneous throughout the southern Levant and 

differences are based on social class and not ethnic groups (i.e. rich urban centers along 

the coast and in the major valleys will be different from farm settlements in the hills; an 

Egyptian fort will be different from a merchant center). This is not to say that there is no 

ethnicity. The point is that an Egyptian fort represents a military class, and this military 

class might contain various ethnic groups such as Egyptians, Canaanites, and Philistines 

(e.g. Deir el-Balah). The dynamics of regionalism are more complex than the simple 

equation of geographical regions representing different ethnic enclaves. Are the 

occupants of major urban centers such as Megiddo, Beth-Shean, and Hazor ethnically 

different from those occupants in the hills of northern Galilee or the central hills? Most 

Philistine sites contain local Canaanite ceramic forms, which demonstrates that Philistia 

is not an uni-ethnic region, but contains Egyptian centers as well as a local Canaanite 

population. Sites that are on geographical boundaries (e.g. 'Izbet Sartah) contain a 

mi.xrure of regional elements. Does this phenomenon represent a mi.xed ethnic population 

or trade berween different regions? Many more studies must be conducted to isolate those 

variables attributed to ethnicity, and those variables that reflect other social processes. 

Philistines 

The appearance of the Philistine settlement in the southern Levant is not as widely 

contested as the Israelite settlement. Most scholars accept that the Philistines were one 

group of the Sea Peoples who migrated from the Aegean, and that evidence of their 

presence is preserved by the entirely new material culture in the Iron Age I period along 
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the southern coastal plain. This culture includes burial types, new ceramic forms and 

styles, and cultic elements (Aegean temples, Ashdoda figurines, and hearths). Philistine 

studies and studies of the southern coastal plain have been greatly enhanced by the work 

of the Dothans. The popular book People of the Sea, by Trude and Moshe Do than (1992), 

illustrates the life work of the Dothans and their accomplishments in the recent decades 

concerning the accumulated knowledge of the Philistines. Four of the five Philistine cities 

of the Pentapolis have been identified—Gaza, Ashkelon, Ashdod, and Ekron. Major 

Philistine sites have been excavated (Ashdod, Tel Miqne-Ekron, Tell Qasile, Ashkelon), 

as well as many coastal sites (e.g. Abu Hawam, Dor, Aphek, Tel "Eitun tombs). Although 

Philistine material cultiire is a syncretistic blend of Aegean, Egyptian, and Canaanite 

elements (T. Dothan 1992:333), the dominant element is Aegean, as demonstrated by-

decorative motifs on pottery, cultic practices, burial customs and funerary rites and 

architectural styles. Research has also defined the chronological and stylistic evolution of 

the Philistine ceramic repertoire into three major periods: an initial stage of settlement 

consisting of Monochrome potterv' (Myc IlICl :b) dating to the Iron Age lA Period; a 

second period consisting of the hallmark Philistine bichrome pottery; and a third period 

dating to the end of the eleventh cenmrv' B.C.E., containing degenerate forms. 

The issue that scholars debate is the nature of the settlement. Albright was the 

first to postulate a garrison-troop theory. Albright takes seriously Ramses Ill's 

inscriptions at Medinet Habu as he states: "The Philistines were evidently settled in the 

Coastal Plain by permission of the Pharaoh, as becomes clear from his inscriptions 

(1932:58)." This was the dominant view by most scholars. Currently, most scholars see 
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the Philistines as part of the greater migration of Aegean peoples who were able to 

establish control of the southern coastal strip and settle this region (Block-Smith and 

Nakhai 2000, Wood 1991). 

A second issue in Philistine settlement is whether their arrival occurred in one 

phase or in multiple phases. Trude Do than notes that there are two major ceramic 

assemblages for the Philistines: the monochrome phase (Myc IllCilb), and the bichrome 

phase. Based on these assemblages, she postulates that there was a second wave of 

Philistine migration just before the middle of the 12th century B.C.E. This view of two-

waves has been put to rest by her student Ami Mazar who notes that there is no evidence 

for tw o waves of settlement. He bases this conclusion on his analysis of the Philistine 

occupation, particularly at the site of Tell Qasile (1985a). L. Stager (1995) has also 

supported this analysis. Recently, Finkelstein (1995) has proposed a low chronology for 

the Philistine bichrome pottery. He proposes that the Philistine Monochrome pottery be 

dated to ca. 1135 B.C.E. and the Philistine bichrome pottery should date to the 1 Ith 

centurv and perhaps even to the beginning of the 10th century B.C.E. (Finkelstein 

1995:224). Finkelstein's dramatic ceramic reappraisals will be discussed below. 

Rise of the State: The Archaeology of David and Solomon 

Yigal Yadin set the dominant paradigm for the archaeology of David and 

Solomon.-^ He was the first to notice the similarity between the 6-chambered gates and 

Albright was probably the first to define this paradigm in Biblical Archaeology. Yadin's work at Hazor 
and subsequent publications defined the material culture of the United Monarchy. 
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casemate walls of Hazor, Megiddo, and Gezer and the account of Solomon's building 

projects recorded in I Kings 9:15. Most scholars recognize the relationship between the 

archaeological record and the biblical text. Solomonic monumental architecture became a 

well-established benchmark in the archaeology of the United Monarchy (Dever 1982, 

Aharoni 1978, and A. Mazar 1990a:375-387). 

During the 1990s, two trends swept the research of the United Monarchy. The 

first trend was a shift in the theoretical framework to view state formation as part of a 

long historical process.-^ Now scholars view the rise of the state as part of the socio

political process in the Levant rather than finding archaeological finds that match the 

account of David and Solomon in the Hebrew Bible. This trend of adopting 

anthropological models to explain cultural change rather than the documentation of 

historical events is evident in the recent publication From Nomadism to Monarchy 

(Finkelstein and Na'aman 1994). This volume documents the current shift in research to 

examine the rise of the Israelite State within a larger sociological development. 

A second trend is a chronological shift. The rise of the Israelite State is dated to 

the 10th century B.C.E. Although this date is influenced by the texts (both biblical and 

extra-biblical), most archaeologists find collaborative evidence for this date based on the 

archaeological record of comparative ceramics and stratigraphy.-' Some scholars have 

challenged the traditional date of the Solomonic Monumental Architecture (Wrightman 

1990, Finkelstein 1996a) and recently Finkelstein produced the most systematic and 

7 -' This is due to the influence of the Annates school. 
See Holladay (1995) for a succinct summary of current research. 



forceful challenge to the current ceramic and stratigraphic sequence of the Iron Age 

(1995, 1996a, and 1997). Finkelstein dates strata that were commonly thought to be 10th 

century B.C.E. to the 9th century B.C.E. The result is that the monumental architecture 

that was associated with the rise of the State—specifically with the reign of David and 

Solomon, is now associated with the Divided Monarchy of the 9th century B.C.E. The 

kingdom of David and Solomon is assumed to be a small chiefdom, which eventually 

evolved into a centralized state in the 9th c (Finkelstein 1996a). 

Iron Age Potterv: High. Middle, or Low 

At the core of Finkelstein's Iron Age revisions is a reevaiuation of the current 

ceram.ic chronology in which he strongly advocates a Low Chronology for the Iron Age 

horizon in Syro-Palestine. Finkelstein's proposal is based on the dating of the Philistine 

Pottery and the so-called "9th century Dark Age." Finkelstein agrees that the 

Monochrome Ware (Myc IIIC:Ib) represents the initial settlement of the Philistines. He 

proposes that the earliest date for the appearance of the Monochrome pottery is ca. 1135 

B.C.E. (1995a:224). Finkelstein's proposal is based on the fact that Monochrome Ware is 

not found in any clear 20th Dynasty contexts (particularly Lachish VI and Tel Sera IX). 

He rejects the explanation that the Philistines and Egyptian 20th Dynasty sites coe.visted 

or had a symbiotic relationship (contra Dothan 1989 and Singer 1989). 

Finkelstein notes that there are few strata at various sites during the first half of 

the Iron Age II Period. This two hundred year period (lOth and 9th centuries B.C.E.) 

should exhibit more stratified layers than is usually found at major tels. Most sites have 
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well defined strata that date to the 10th and 8th centuries, but none to the 9th century, 

hence the term "9th century dark age." His solution to redate various Iron Age I strata 

(particularly in the I Ith century) appears to solve this problem of the 9th century 'dark 

age.' The question needs to be raised if there is such a problem. The pattern is that there 

are more strata in the Iron Age I period than there are in the Iron Age II Period. Either 

Syro-Palestinian archaeologists have misdated the strata, and some should be lowered, 

thus leveling out the strata across a longer historical continuum, or there was more 

destruction and construction in the ancient cities of ancient Palestine during the Iron Age 

I period than the Iron Age 11 period. A second point that Finkelstein makes is that the 

Low Chronology also spreads out the evolution of the ceramic chronology over a longer 

historical continuum. The Philistine monochrome, bichrome. and red-slip tradition 

evolved over a three hundred-year period, rather than the traditional two hundred-year 

period. 

The Low Chronology lowers conventional dates in the Iron Age almost 70 years. 

The main factors are the "dark age" of the 9th century B.C.E. and the dating of Philistine 

potterv. He bases this new evaluation on Philistine Bichrome pottery and on excavations 

at Arad and Jezreel. The result is that Megiddo VA-VTB, Arad XII, and Beersheba VII 

should all be redated to the ninth century B.C.E. rather than the tenth century B.C.E. The 

new interpretations from the Low Chronology move the formation of the Israelite State 

from the 10th century B.C.E. to the 9th century B.C.E.^' 

^ complete analysis of the Law Chronology is presented in Chapter 5. 
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Solution: The 11/lOth Century B.C.E. Transition 

These current issues in Iron Age archaeology are colliding into each other 

requiring a solution. The Iron Age has traditionally been divided at 1000 B.C.E., 

distinguishing the Iron Age I (1200-1000 B.C.E.) from the Iron Age II (1000-586 

B.C.E.). This artificial division produced a tendency among archaeologists to ignore the 

cultural continuation between the two periods. An important ceramic horizon that has 

been overlooked, or misunderstood, is the 1 l/lOth-century B.C.E. cultural horizon. This 

horizon is important because it contains the key to an accurate reconstruction of the 

ceramic chronology of the Iron Age. It is a period between the rural social organization of 

the Iron Age I and the intense process of state development of the Iron Age II. The 

11/10th century B.C.E. transition in the northern Shephelah and northern Philistine coast 

is significant in light of Finkelstein's redating of important Iron Age strata. Key strata 

associated with this horizon were destroyed. In the north these strata are Dan V, Tel 

Hadar IV, and Tel Kinrot (el-Oreimeh) V. In the Jezreel Valley key strata are Megiddo 

VIA, Jokneam XII, and possibly Taanach IB.^® In the Yarkon Basin and Southern Coastal 

Plain, significant strata are: Tel Aphek X9, Izbet Sartah I, Tell Qasile X, Gezer X 

Ashdod X, and Tel Miqne IV. 

Finkelstein proposes dating Taanach IB from the mid 12th centuiy B.C.E. to the end of the 11th. centuiy 
B.C.E. (1998b). 



Defining the Horizon 

The 11/10th century B.C.E. ceramic horizon is defined by the transition of the 

Philistine bichrome pottery to the red slip and burnished pottery, which became the 

hallmark of the Iron Age II. A cursory review of the relevant ceramic assemblages 

demonstrates that there was significant regional variation in the ceramic corpuses of the 

southern Levant. T. Dothan (1982) defined this horizon for the Philistine coastal Plain. In 

her earlier work of the Philistine ceramic chronology, she noticed three major stages of 

the Philistine ceramic repertoire. The first was the Monochrome stage, the second was the 

Philistine bichrome stage, and the third was a debased Philistine Phase. This third stage is 

characterized by the absence of the hallmark Philistine Bichrome Pottery and the 

replacement decoration of red slip, hand-burnishing and dark-brown decoration. Several 

of the classic types disappear and new hybrid types are created (T. Dothan 1982:98). 

A second important corpus to isolate the 11th-10th century B.C.E. transition is the 

red-slip burnished Iron Age pottery. The importance of the red-slip burnished corpus was 

initially noted by Albright in his comments in the Tel Beit Mirsim monograph: "We now 

come to the great class of ring-bumished bowls, plates and saucers, both with and without 

handles;... Since I plan to devote a special monograph, for which we do not have 

sufficient space in this volume, to this vast and intricate subject, we must content 

ourselves with a summary description of the outstanding divisions of the classes involved 

(Albright 1932:85)." Albright was the first to associate the red-slip hand burnished 

pottery with the lOth century B.C.E. and the red-slip wheel bumished with the 9th 



century B.C.E. This initial observation was also noted with the excavations of the major 

sites of Megiddo and Hazor, and later by Taanach and Gezer. 

Kenyon challenged Albright's chronology. With the excavations of Samaria, 

Kenyon dated the appearance of this pottery to the 9th century B.C.E. and attempted to 

lower the Megiddo and Hazor stratigraphy (Crowfoot, et. al. 1957). One of the issues 

pertinent to the debate was whether sherds within the fill beneath the floor were 

contemporary with the surface. Kenyon assumed they were and when red-slip burnished 

pottery was found she associated it with her dating of the earliest level. She dated the 

founding of Samaria to the 9th century B.C.E. based on the biblical account. Wright 

(1959) addressed the issue and a stratigraphical methodological discussion followed over 

the nature of fills and debris layers (Kenyon 1964, Wright 1962).^' 

With the exception of the lone challenge by Kenyon, Albright's observations 

remained the standard chronology until the next generation of archaeologists entered the 

field. The next phase of red-slip burnished pottery research was a refining period. With 

the excavation and analysis of the Tell Qasile ceramic corpus, A. Mazar (1985b) noticed 

that in the Philistine Coastal Plain the red-slip tradition begins in the 11th century B.C.E. 

Mazar was the first to propose that the red-slip burnished tradition, although indicative of 

the Iron Age 11, initially started in the I Ith century B.C.E. The essential assemblage for 

the Qasile corpus is Qasile X. 

' For a complete discussion and evaluation of the Samaria stratigraphy debate see R. Tappy's recent 
reevaluation: The Archaeology of Israelite Samaria (1992). 
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Orna Zimhoni (1985) published a preliminaiy analysis of the Lachish region 

corpus (Lachish, Tel 'Eton, Tell Beit Mirsim) focusing on the 9th-8th century B.C.E. 

horizon. Based on her analysis, she proposed lowering Albright's dates. She also noted a 

methodological issue when attempting to analyze the red-slip burnished corpus. Zimhoni 

demonstrates that the color of the slip is a diagnostic feature and should be incorporated 

in any analysis of the red-slip burnish corpus.^-

The latest refinement of the red-slip burnished corpus is J. Holladay's study of the 

Gezer gate material (1990). Holladay introduced a complex statistical analysis of the red-

slip burnish corpus. He stated that the Qasile X assemblage is misdated by the excavator 

and should be lowered to the 10th century B.C.E. 

Paradiem Shift: Search for 'Saul and David' not 'David and Solomon' 

Current trends and the history of research associated with the "search for David," 

make a major paradigm shift necessary. Archaeological research has focused on proving 

whether David existed and if we can associate any archaeological data with him. This is 

apparent in the recent debate over whether or not there is anything in Jerusalem that can 

be associated with him (Steiner 1998, Cahill 1998, and Na'aman 1998). The recent 

"House of David" inscription found at Dan particularly highlights this type of research. 

One of the main components of Iron Age research is to isolate the processes of state 

^-This observation was confirmed when this writer compared the Tel Miqne assemblage with the Tell Beit 
Mirsim collection in storage at the Albright Institute. The Philistine red-slip had a brownish red-slip while 
the Tell Beit Mirsim had a red-orange hue. The slip color might be indicative of regional workshops and 
their access to clay rather than chronological varij^les. 



formation and not merely match the archaeological record with assumed historical 

sources. Iron Age research should shift from studying the Israelite Settlement and the 

Israelite State as separate research strategies. The transition between Iron Age I and Iron 

Age II is critical for the understanding of cultural processes during this period. Hence, 

scholars need to begin to emphasize those variables in the archaeological record that will 

best define cultural processes. The 11/lOth-century B.C.E. transition becomes an 

essential cultural horizon to define these variables. 



81 

CHAPTER 2 

THE AIJALON VALLEY REGION: 
11/lOTH CENTURY B.C.E. SITES 

Introduction 

As stated in the introduction, the two components of the research objective are the 

analysis of a particular ceramic horizon within a specific region. For this particular study, 

the objective will be accomplished by an analysis of the 11/lOth century B.C.E. ceramic 

transition in the Aijalon Valley Region. The first component is a regional ceramic 

analysis based on the new unpublished Tel Miqne Stratum IV assemblage. The Tel 

Miqne ceramic assemblage will be discussed in Chapter Three and the Aijalon Valley 

Region ceramic typology will be introduced in Chapter Four. This chapter will focus on 

the second component of the research objective— The Aijalon Valley Region. 

The Aijalon Valley Region is an ideal region to study ceramic change and 

variation within a particular chronological period. The Aijalon Valley is at the confluence 

of four regions; the Sharon Plain, Philistine Plain, Shephelah, and the Western Highlands. 

Within this region, there have been fourteen substantial archaeological excavations of 

sites with Iron Age stratigraphy. Four more sites from the Western Highlands and three 

from the Sharon Plain are also included in the database to illustrate regional differences. 

The following chapter is divided into two sections. The first discusses the geography of 
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the Aijalon Valley. The second part discusses the Iron Age stratigraphy of the twenty-two 

archaeological sites in the database. As stated above, the pertinent ceramic assemblages 

of these sites will be discussed in Chapter Four. 

GEOGRAPHY 

The Levant consists of four major north-south zones: the Coastal Plain, the 

Western Highlands, the Central Rift Valley, and the Eastern Plateau. The Coastal Plain 

and the Western Highlands are pertinent to this study. These two major north-south 

regions can be further subdivided. The Coastal Plain consists of three major plains: the 

Plain of Asher in the north, the Plain of Sharon in the center, and the Philistine Coastal 

Plain in the south (Baly 1974).^^ The Western Highlands is also sub-divided into three 

regions: Judea in the south, Samaria in the center, and Galilee in the north (Omi and Efrat 

1980:53). The Aijalon Valley forms a natural east-west dividing line between the Sharon 

and Philistine Plain and the Samaria and Judean Hill-countries. This valley was the major 

roadway from the coast into the hills to the east. To the north of the Aijalon Valley is the 

Yarkon River, which is the natural outlet into the Mediterranean Sea of the Shiloh 

drainage system from the Samaritan Hills. To the south of the Aijalon Valley is the Sorek 

River (Nahal Sorek) which is the outlet for the Sorek drainage System that drains the 

Modem geographers further divide the coastal region into eight sub regions based on climate, 
vegetation. land use, population, and major land features. These units are fiom north to south: Tyre Valley 
and Acre Ptain (divided by Cape Rosh ha-Niqra); Zebulon Valley, Carmel Coast Sharon Plain (between 
Mt. Carmel and the Yarkon River). Judean Plain and the Southern (Philistine) Plain separated by Nahal 
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watershed from the Judean Hills, specifically the Jerusalem region. This study is 

concerned with the intersection of these four sub-regions. 

The Sharon Plain is about 32 miles in length with an average width of 11 miles. 

The Sharon Plain is bordered by the Mediterranean Sea on the west and the Western 

Highlands to the east. The plain consists of three geographical features: along the coast 

there are three major north-south sandstone ridges with lowland areas between them; a 

central corridor consisting of red sand hills; and a small eastern corridor, one to four 

miles in width that sldrts the lowland hills and collects alluvial soil from the Western 

Highlands. These geological features are intersected by east-west rivers that serve as 

outlets from the central hills into the Mediterranean Sea. The nature of the sandstone 

ridges and red sand hills has caused this plain to be inundated with several swamps and 

marshlands. The soil in the area, with the exception of the eastern corridor, is inadequate 

for agriculture, thus extensive oak woodlands developed in this region.^"* The slopes of 

the Western Highlands consist of hard limestone making access difHcult. but in the north, 

there is soft chalk which permits access into and over the hills. The swampland and 

difTicult access into the Western Highlands has allowed access through the Sharon Plain 

only through the eastern corridor skirting the Western Highlands. At the northern end, 

three chalk passes allow access over the Carmel Ridge into the Jezreel Valley and into 

the hills. 

Lakhish (Lachish River); and the Negev Coast (between Wadi el-'Ahsh and the mouth of Nahal Besor 
(Omi and Efrat 1980:35). 

a complete description and ancient descriptions, see H. Weeks (1992) and bibliography thete. 
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The Philistine Coastal Plain is south of the Sharon Plain. Its-aorthern boundary is 

the Joppa-Aijalon line, which includes the Plain of Ono, and its southern boundary is 

south of Gaza where it is engulfed by the loess soil of the Western Negev. The region of 

the Western Negev consists of the Besor River, which forms the western drainage of the 

Beersheba Valley into the Mediterranean Sea. Although the Philistine Coastal Plain is 

structurally similar to the Sharon Plain, the character is somewhat different. The plain is 

buffeted from the hills by the Shephelah (lowland), a broad expanse of Eocene limestone. 

The width of land is nearly double the size of the Sharon Plain and the sand dunes are 

more extensive. The Philistine Plain is higher than the Sharon Plain. It is over 100 feet 

above sea level and in the Gaza area, it is over 300 feet. There is less rainfall than to the 

north. The height of the land and the decrease in rainfall prevent the formation of marshes 

along the Shephelah as in the Sharon Plain. The landscape of the Philistine Coast is "one 

of rolling downland, with wide valleys and distant views (Baly 1974:139)." 

The Western Highlands contain the Samaria Hill country (Hill country of 

Ephraim and Manasseh) and the Judean Hills separated by the Bethel Plateau. An 

intermediate zone like the Shephelah of the Judean Hills does not separate the Samaria 

range from the Sharon.^^ The eastern side is largely steppe while the west contains 

several valleys providing easy access to the mountains. The Judean Hills are to the south 

and are surrounded to the east and south by arid zones (Wilderness of Judah and the 

Negev) and to the west by the Shephelah. The Shephelah is a separate geographical unit 

Some have erroneously associated the "Shephelah of Israel" in the hilly region between the mountains of 
Samaria and the Coastal Plain of the Sharon (Brodsky 1992:1204). 



that serves as a buffer zone between the hills and the Philistine Coastal Plain. There are 

sLx valleys that cross the Shephelah. The northern two are important for this study: The 

Aijalon Valley and the Sorek Valley. 

Major Highways and Roadways 

The natural geographical regions of the Levant greatly influenced the major 

highways and ancient roadways. Peiiiaps the most important highway in antiquity was 

the great international coastal highway (Via Maris) that connected the continents of 

Africa and Asia. This highway connected Egypt in the south with Mesopotamia. 

Phoenicia, and the northern regions. It followed the coast going through Gaza to Aphek 

along the eastern edge of the Sharon plain to the Carmel range. East west traffic across 

ancient Palestine used either the Beersheba Valley in the south or the Jezreel Valley in 

the north. In the Western Highlands, the main internal road followed the central ridge 

along the watershed.^^ The major access from the international coastal highway and the 

hill country was through the Aijalon valley. 

The Aijalon valley differs from the other valleys cutting throughout the Shephelah 

because it is a wide down-faulted basin instead of a river valley (Baly 1974:145). This 

makes it an ideal road to head up into the hill country from the coast. This road was a 

main road during antiquity and it remains the major route up to Jerusalem even today. 

This route is commonly called the "Ridge Route" or "Watershed Route." Dorsey refers to this route as 
the "National Highway" (1991: II7). This is contrast to the International Coastal Highway to the west. 
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The major highway up to Jerusalem from the urban center of Tel Aviv follows this 

ancient road. 

The Aijalon Valley Region 

The intersection of the major international and regional highways, along with the 

confluence of the two coastal regions, the hill country, and the Shephelah, make this area 

an essential region to study the interrelationships between borders. Historically, it was a 

staging ground for the Philistine expansion towards the north and up into the hill-country, 

and it was an important region for the inhabitants of the hill-country (Canaanites and 

Israelites) to e.xpand down to the coast to establish a port. In spite of the political borders, 

this area provided a natural conduit for the exchange of cultural and technological 

innovations. This region was originally part of the tribal allotment of Dan (Joshua 19:40-

48), from the Yarkon River to the Sorek Valley. Although scholars disagree on the dating 

of the tribal allotments in the book of Joshua, most would agree that they reflect political 

and regional realities during the Iron Age. The Danite territory provides a clue that this 

region was considered its own geo-political entity. An analysis of the material culture 

will provide many chronological indicators for the evolution of the material culture and 

the nature of settlement in the region. In later texts, this region is referred to as the 

"Valley of the Craftsmen" (Nehemiah 6:2). 
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Figure 1: The Aijalon Valley Region 
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SITES AND REGIONS 

Yarkon Basin Region 

The Yarkon Basin has been extensively excavated. This is due in part because it 

has been extensively built up because of its proximity to the modem city of Tel Aviv. 

The region was important in antiquity as it provides the only inlet river to navigate boats 

inland. It also separates the marshlands of the Sharon Plain from the Philistine Coastal 

Plain. Four major excavated tels provide valuable information for the reconstruction of 

the Iron Age: Aphek, Izbet Sartah, Gerisa, and Tell Qasile. Unfortunately, only Izbet 

Sartah and Tell Qasile have been adequately published. 

Aphek (Tel Ras el-'Ain) 

Tel Aphek (map reference 143.168) is situated on one of the major crossroads. 

The site is located about 12 kilometers east of the modem city of Tel Aviv. The tel is 15 

meters above the Yarkon spring, about 100 dunams in size. It is the easternmost site— 14 

kilometers from the mouth of the Yarkon River. The name appears in Egyptian 

Execration te.xts and in the topographical list of Thutmose III and Amenhotep II (ANET 

329, 242,245). Aphek is mentioned in the biblical text as one of the conquered Canaanite 

cities (Joshua 12:18). In the biblical text, Aphek is the northern border of Philistia. Aphek 

became the base to launch attacks up north against King Saul (1 Samuel 29:1) and east 

into the hill country where the Ark was captured in the battle of Eben-ezer (1 Samuel 
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4:1). The site was known by various names in later periods, the Hellenistic city of Pegae, 

and Antipatris in the Roman period. 

There were three periods of excavations on the site after a survey in 1923 by 

Albright in which he proposed that the tel should be identified with Aphek.^^ The first 

excavations were two small test pits by J. (Dry of the Mandatory Department of 

Antiquities (1936). In 1961, A. Eitan, of the Israel E>epartment of Antiquities and 

Museums, excavated three areas on the southeast side of the tel (Eitan 1993:62-64). M. 

{Cochavi and P. Beck of the Institute of Archaeology at Tel Aviv University conducted 

the third major excavation of the site. From 1972 to 1985, thirteen seasons of excavations 

were conducted along with a regional archaeological survey conducted from 1973 to 

1978.j* The Tel Aviv-Aphek project exposed seven major areas on the tel and a test pit 

250 meters north of the tel. Excavations have revealed that the site had been extensively 

occupied from the Chalcolithic to the Ottoman period, and remnants of the Ottoman fort 

still occupy the mound. The site and its surrounding area are now a national park. 

Perhaps the most significant discovery was the Egyptian governor's residency (Palace 

VI). Several written documents were found within the debris of this palace (cuneiform 

tablets, bulla, ring, and a dedicatory plaque). This palace and the city were destroyed. The 

excavators note that the identity of Aphek's destroyers should probably be identified with 

the new inhabitants who immediately settled the site (Beck and Kochavi 1993:68). 

^ ̂ Albright acknowledged that Alt was the first to associate the site with Aphek. 
^^The survey was under the direction of 1. Beit-Arieh, R. Gophna, M. Kochavi. D. Eitam, and I. 
Finkelstein on behalf of the Institute of Archaeology at Tel Aviv University and the Archaeological Survey 
of Israel. 
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Of the areas excavated only four produced Iron Age remains and out of these four 

areas. Iron Age I strata was isolated on the acropolis of the site (Areas A and X). It can be 

surmised that aiier the Late Bronze Age destruction the site was initially populated and 

rebuilt on the acropolis and then the site expanded to the south during the Iron Age II 

(Areas D and G). Two residential quarters were built after the destruction of the Egyptian 

Governor's residency (Stratum X-I2, 13th century B.C.E.). The palace was left in ruins; a 

retaining wall was erected to prevent the ruined palace to collapse into the eastern 

residential quarter. Remains of superimposed structures were excavated but their plans 

are difficult to reconstruct. To the north of the palace was the second residential quarter. 

In the Northern (garter three square buildings, identical in plan and size were excavated. 

Each building was divided into a back room (1/3 of the building) and a paved front room, 

which was possibly a courtyard area. The excavators note that these buildings are similar 

to those found at Tell Abu Hawam and postulate that these sites were destroyed and 

populated by the same people group (Beck and Kochavi 1993:68). In the next strata X-10 

and X-9, large quantities of Philistine bichrome pottery were found. There were many 

pits in Stratum X-10 and Stratum X-9 consisted of many ash layers and remains of 

organic materials. Within this ash layer Ashdoda type statuettes and a clay tablet with an 

undecipherable script was found. Beck and Kochavi concluded that Ashdod at this time 

was not a fortified city but only a stronghold (ibid.. 69). 

The next stratum is key to the 11/10th centuiy B.C.E. transition in the region. 

Stratum X-8 consists of a four-room house that was partially cleared. The bases of its 

columns are round stone drums. Associated with the four-room house are several silos. 
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These silos were found over the entire area of the acropolis. One silo contained seven 

storejars, two jugs, an Egyptian bowl, and seven arrowheads. Based on the pottery the 

excavators date this phase to 1000 B.C.E. The stratum (X-7) after this phase consisted of 

isolated walls; most of this stratum on the acropolis was destroyed by the Ottoman 

occupation. To the west in Area A, remains of two four room houses that date to the 10th 

century B.C.E. were destroyed, probably associated with the Shishak invasion in 925 

B.C.E. (Stratum A-8). These two houses were violently destroyed. Unfortunately, the 

ceramic assemblages of the Iron Age are not published. 

'Izbet Sartah 

'Izbet Sartah is located on the borderline between the hills and the Coastal Plain; 

it sits on the western fringe of the Western Highlands overlooking the Coastal Plain to the 

west. The site guards the Aphek Pass; Aphek lies 3 kilometers to the west. The site was 

excavated from 1976-1978. M. Kochavi directed the excavations, and Israel Finkelstein 

serv ed as the field director. The tel consists of three strata: Stratum I dates to the 12th 

centurv B.C.E.. Stratum II to the late 11th century, and Stratum I to the early 10th century 

B.C.E. 

Stratum III was the founding village; it spanned the 12th cenmry B.C.E. and was 

abandoned at the beginning of the 11th century B.C.E. The Stratum III settlement 

consisted of an oval shaped village about half an acre in area. The settlement contained a 

central courtyard with a wall with adjacent rooms around the perimeter The courtyard 



contained several stone lined silos. The settlement was abandoned leaving few vessels. 

Those that were found dated to the 12th century B.C.E. 

Stratum II represents a reoccupation of the site at the end of the 11 th century 

B.C.E. after a considerable gap. This settlement was different than the earlier settlement 

as evidence of planning was found. The settlement is about one acre. The center of the 

settlement had a large four-room house (Building 109). Several small houses were built at 

the edge of the hill. Between these houses and the large central house were several silos. 

This settlement survived for a short period. At the beginning of the 10th century B.C.E. 

the site was resettled on a smaller scale. Evidence of this resettlement (Stratum I) was 

found in the rebuilding and remodeling of Building 109. There are only minor differences 

architecturally between Stratum I and II. Some of the small houses went out of use in 

Stratum I and several new silos were found. The pottery is almost identical between 

Stratum I and II. only a statistical analysis demonstrates the difference between each 

stratum. 

The site has been well published.^*' A thorough ceramic analysis has been 

produced providing one of the essential comparative corpuses. The ceramic typology 

consists of 28 ceramic types; 2027 sherds were used for the statistical analysis (Stratum 

III = 523. Stratum II = 548, Stratum I = 554, Silos = 402). The corpus is key in that it 

illustrates the similarity between the end of the 1 Ith century B.C.E. and begiiming of the 

10th century B.C.E. ceramic horizon. 

Finkelstein. 'Izbet Sartah: An Early Iron Age Site near Rosh Ha 'ayin, Israel. London, 1986. 



Tell Qasile 

Tell Qasile (map reference 1309.1678) is on the north bank of the Yarkon River 

about 1.75 kilometers east of the estuary. Two major excavations were carried out. The 

first excavation was under the direction of B. Mazar from 1948 to 1950. The second 

major excavations were between 1971 and 1974 under the direction of Amihai Mazar. 

.Although a few sherds from the Middle Bronze Age were found, the initial occupation of 

the tel dates to the beginning of the Iron Age. Twelve major strata were distinguished 

dating from the Iron Age to the Early Arab Period. Two major fields were excavated, a 

smaller field (Area B) on the western side of the tel and two areas that exposed part of the 

Persian city wall and Iron Age rock cuttings (Areas D and E). Area A is located on the 

southern half of the tel and consists of a residential quarter. Area C is the sacred precinct 

with a series of Philistine temples. 

The site was first occupied in the late 12th and early 11th century B.C.E. (Stratum 

XIn. In the residential area (Area A) only a few remains survived the deep foundations of 

stratum .X. One of the buildings preserved was built of mud brick and consisted of two 

adjoining structures. A large stone pavement was found near the area of the fortifications. 

The project notes that the Stratum XII consisted of large buildings that were razed when 

the city was destroyed by a conflagration. In the Sacred Precinct (Area C), two phases 

were discerned in Stratum XII. The first phase consisted of several floor fragments and 

remains of structures. Over this phase was the construction of the first of a series of 

temples. Two buildings were excavated in Stratum XII. The temple (Building 319) 

consisted of a single room with mudbrick benches along the walls. In the center was a 
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plastered, raised platform with a frontal stepped projection. To the east and north of the 

temple was a spacious courtyard. Southeast of the temple was a second public building. 

The central part of the building consisted of a large hall with a hearth built on an elevated 

elliptical brick platform. No evidence of a conflagration as in Area A, but possibly 

evidence of an earthquake. 

In Stratum XI, the city was rebuilt. In Area A some of the buildings attributed to 

this stratxim were reused in Stratum X. Although a new temple (Building 200) was 

erected in Area C, the basic layout of the sacred precinct remained the same. The walls of 

the Stratum XII Temple 319 were enlarged as well as the entrance, but now the structure 

consisted of a large hall and a small comer cubicle in the southwest. The excavators 

could not determine if this was a small partition wall or if it was a separate room. Several 

votive offerings and cult objects were found in this comer. This temple also had a large 

courtyard to the north and east. An auxiliary building identified as a small shrine 

(Building 300) was erected to the west of the main temple. The walls of this shrine were 

lined with benches and the southwest comer contained a raised platform with two steps. 

Other buildings to the south of the temple were also excavated; most continued the same 

layout of the earlier stratum. 

Stratum X was the best-preserved stratum, due to the fact that this stratum was 

widely destroyed and its foundations were built to bedrock, destroying earlier strata. The 

nature of the city remained the same while architectural plans changed. The residential 

quarter consisted of a street with rows of houses on either side. The houses were built 

following a uniform plan; A square courtyard in one comer with two adjoining long and 
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narrow rooms meeting at an angle. Some of the courtyards contained a row of pillars, 

indicating that the courtyard was roofed. Some of the rooms were used as storerooms, 

dwelling rooms, and workshops. A new temple was built in the sacred precinct (Building 

131) which was an enlarged version of the previous temple. A new antechamber was 

added to the east and the interior was remodeled. The partition wall was moved to the 

northwest comer and a raised platform was built against it. 

Stratum IX was built directly on top of the ruins of the Stratum X city. The 

Temple was partially reconstructed. This stratum was only meagerly preserved. The first 

series of excavations identified this stratum as belonging to the 10th century and the 

following stratum they dated to the 8th-7th centuries B.C.E. After the second project 

exposed these strata in Area C, it became clear that Stratum IX-VIII both date to the 10th 

century B.C.E. and there was a gap of occupation during the 9th century to the beginning 

of the 7th century B.C.E. 

The pottery corpus of Tell Qasile provides one of the best Iron Age I corpora, 

particularly for this study because the site has revealed rich, well-stratified assemblages 

from the various strata. Nearly 500 complete vessels were found in Area C. The Tell 

Qasile corpus provides a detailed stratigraphic and typological development of the 

pottery types and decoration from the 12th through 10th centuries B.C.E. A. Mazar 

conducted a complete stratigraphic and typological analysis based on statistical as well as 

morphological variables.^ Stratum XII included the main types of Philistine pottery: 

Mazar Excavations at Tell Qasile, Part Two. The Philistine Sanctuary: Various Finds, The Pottery, 
Conclusions. Appendixes. Jerusalem, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 1985. 
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bowls, kraters, jugs with strainer spouts, and stiinip jars. The pottery is decorated with 

thick white slip, bichrome decoration appears on some of the vessels. The ceramic 

assemblage of Stratum XI is similar to Stratum XII with monochrome decorations 

becoming more frequent. In Stratum X the white slip and bichrome decoration nearly 

disappears and is replaced by a red slip, sometimes with an irregular burnish. The 

Philistine forms take on a degenerate form. 

Tei Kudadi 

Tel Kudadi (map reference 1291.1678) sits on the north bank of the Yarkon 

River. It is a small mound, 8 m. above sea level. Most of the site has been washed away 

by the Mediterranean Sea and the Yarkon River. The site consists of a small fort to guard 

the estuary of the Yarkon River into the Mediterranean. This site was initially settled in 

the 9th century B.C.E. until the Byzantine period. The major Iron Age strata consisted of 

two fortresses, the first dating to the 9th century B.C.E., and the second to the 8th century 

B.C.E. When Tell Qasile diminished in importance as an inland port, the fort at Tel 

Kudadi was established. Minor excavations were conducted in 1936 by P.L.O. Guy 

(Mandatory Department of Antiquities) and the following years (1937-38) by E.L. 

Sukenik and S. Yeivin of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem. This site was uninhabited 

during the 11/lOth century B.C.E. and therefore it does not provide pertinent ceramic data 

to this study. The site is important because it shows that the major site of the Yarkon 

River moved from Tell Qasile to Tel Kudadi in the Iron Age II Period. 
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Tel Gerisa 

Tel Gerisa (map reference 1319.1665) sits on the southern bank of the Yarkon 

River, about 4 kilometers east of the estuary. The site is at the end of the Coastal Plains 

on the third kiirkar ridge. The ridge forms a barrier up the estuary and the site is at the 

end of the navigable stretch of the Yarkon River (Herzog 1993:480). The site is named 

after the nearby Arab village. It has been identified as Gath-Rimmon (Joshua 19:45. 21-

24) and Gath (Knt) in Thutmose III city list (no. 63) (B. Mazar 1986:109). The site is 40 

dunams and is located in the modem city of Ramat Gan. 

To date, there have been two major excavations. From 1927-1950, E. Sukenik 

conducted five seasons of excavations. S. Geva of the Hebrew University conducted a 

brief excavation in 1976. Z. Herzog of Tel Aviv University undertook a second major 

excavation beginning in 1981. Three seasons of excavations were conducted. Only the 

Middle Bronze fortifications have been extensively published (Geva 1982). The site was 

occupied from the Early Bronze III period until Iron Age IL the end of the 10th century 

B.C.E. After the destruction in the 10th century B.C.E., the site was abandoned and was 

not inhabited until a brief period during the early Arab Period. The tel consists of two 

mounds, north and south, with a low area between them. The site has been extensively 

excavated, mostly on the southern mound. Two major areas (A and B) were excavated on 

the southern mound. Area D is on the northern mound, and Area C in the low central area 

where Middle Bronze and Late Bronze Age remains were found. Early Bronze and 

Middle Bronze strata were found in Area A and Iron Age remains were only found on the 

north and south mounds (Field D and B). In Field B, there were 6 occupation phases (Bl-
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B6). There were two (BI and 82) dated to the lOth century B.C.E. and the other 4 were 

dated to Iron Age I. These four occupation phases represent three major strata but only 

the latest contained substantial remains. The latest stratum (B3) consisted of three 

buildings. Two of the buildings contained column bases dividing open courtyards from 

rooms. This stratum was violently destroyed. Ceramic vessels included several types of 

storage Jars, flask with a small bowl attached, and several small bowls decorated with 

Philistine motifs and red-slipped and burnished (Herzog 1993:484). The excavator dates 

this phase to the nearby Qasile X and postulates that this was a small village near the 

central city of Qasile ribid.). On top of this destroyed strata, a leveling phase of gray earth 

fill covered the Philistine settlement and two additional phases dating to the second half 

of the 10th centxuy were found. This settlement was smaller than the previous settlement 

and was probably a small farm. 

In Field D, on the northern mound, the excavations have exposed five strata of the 

Iron Age I. The three earliest strata contained segments of walls and foundations. These 

strata contained early Philistine pottery. The next two strata each consisted of pits dug 

into the three earlier Iron Age I strata. Pottery associated with these pits included 

intermediate-stage Philistine vessels and collared-rim vessels. This phase of pits was also 

found in Area A. The phase that was destroyed in the southern mound was not found on 

the north mound. The excavators concluded that the northern part of the tel was not 

occupied at the end of the 11th century and was used for storage. 

The transition from the Late Bronze Age to the Iron Age I was not clear. It 

appears that both mounds were occupied during the Iron Age I settlement consisting of 
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Philistine pottery. During the 11th century B.C.E. settlement on the northern mound was 

limited ro storage facilities and the settlement was isolated on the southern mound which 

in turn was destroyed at the end of the I Ith century B.C.E. The settlement was rebuilt in 

the lOth century with a small farm. Although a major excavation was conducted at this 

site, no final report is published. To date, only preliminary reports, which lack pertinent 

ceramic data are published (Herzog 1993). 

Plain of One 

The Plain of Ono is in the northern tip of the Philistine Coastal Plain and is on the 

natural watershed that leads to Jaffa. Today, the Plain of Ono is in an urban area and 

contains the modem Ben Gurion Airport. Most sites e.xcavated in this region have been 

salvage e.xcavations. Sites with limited excavations are Jehud (el Yehudiya, map 

reference 139.159), Bene Barak (el-Kheiriyah, map reference 133.160), Beth Dagon 

(map reference 134.156). Ono (Kfar' Ana), Lod. Jaffa, and Azor. Although many sites 

are mentioned in Egyptian Texts dating to the Late Bronze Age (e.g. Thutmose III city 

lists), it appears that this area was not extensively populated in the Iron Age I or Iron Age 

Il.A. The name is mentioned in later biblical text (1 Chronicles 8:12, Nehemiah 6:2, 

11:35) and several sites are mentioned in Sennacherib's campaign. The only sites 

yielding evidence of I l/lOth-century B.C.E. occupation are Azor and Jaffa; 

unfortunately, these sites have only preliminary publications of the archaeological data. 
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Azor 

Tei Azor (Yazur, map reference 131.159) is located about 6 icilometers southeast 

of the modem city of Jaffa, in the industrial quarter of the city of Hoion. Azor (Azuru) is 

mentioned in Sennacherib's campaign as a city captured from Sidqa king of Ashkelon 

{ANET, 287). The site is on an important point on the Via Maris. The ancient highway 

skirted the eastern edge of sand dunes as it came up the Philistine Coast when the sand 

dunes end and it is possible to travel northwest to Jaffa; Azor is located at this juncture in 

the highway. The site is 15 dunams and has not been excavated. Several salvage 

excavations have been carried out and cemeteries dating to the Chalcolithic, EB I, MB II, 

LB, and Iron .Age I-II, have been found.^' 

Moshe Dothan excavated the Bronze and Iron Age tombs in 1958 and 1960 

(Dothan 1961, 1993b). These excavations examined three areas (B, C, and D). Area B 

contained a Late Chalcolithic-Early Bronze Age burial cave. To the north of this cave 

was another burial cave containing objects and pottery dating from the Middle Bronze 

Age n. Late Bronze Age I - the Iron Age 1. This last phase contained human and equine 

burials. Area D is the largest area with forty-five excavated tombs dating to the Iron Age. 

.Most of these Iron Age tombs destroyed earlier Late Bronze Age burials. Dothan 

differentiates five types of burials: Pit burials (I2th—I Ith century B.C.E.), burials in large 

pottery jars (I Ith—10th century B.C.E.), brick coffins (11th century B.C.E.), cremation 

the 1950s by J. Perrot and M. Dothan, 1960s by R. Gophna, A. Dniks, A. Ovadiah, M. Broshi, and Y. 
Shapira; and in the 1970s by A. Ben-Tor, M. Broshi, O. Negbi, and E. Ayalon; in the early 1980s by E. 
Ayalon and S. Fani (Ben Tor 1993:125). 
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(2nd half I Ith century B.C.E., similar to Qasile X), and communal (10th - 9th century 

B-C.E.)- Unfortunately, the Azor assemblage is not internally stratified and is not 

published. Its usefulness for this study is to help establish distribution and to reconstruct 

the history of the region. 

Jaffa 

The ancient city of Jaffa is mentioned in several ancient te.xts. It was an important 

city in antiquity. Modem buildings have prevented extensive excavations of the Bronze 

and Iron Age levels. In 1950-1954, parts of the ancient mound were excavated. In Area 

A in the south of the modem city, seven occupation levels were found, from the Middle 

Bronze Age IIC to the Hellenistic Period. Level III dates to the Iron Age and contains 

t\vo sublevels. Level IIIA dates to the 8th century B.C.E., and Level IIIB dates to the late 

11th century B.C.E. Level IIIB contained a part of a beaten earth courtyard with an ash 

pit nearby. The floor and pit contained Philistine sherds from the I Ith centmy B.C.E. 

Excavations in Area A revealed a Pre-Philistine Lion Temple dated from the end 

of the thirteenth to the beginning of the twelfth centuries B.C.E. This temple consisted of 

a long hall with a citadel with mudbrick walls attached on the south side. The floor was 

covered with the skull of a lion, a partial scarab seal near the skull, and a small amount of 

pottery. On top of this temple were the two phases of Level III. The Iron Age I Level IIIB 

consisted of depressions and pits with 11th century B.C.E. Philistine pottery in them. 

Layers of ashy earth represent the next Iron Age Level IIIA. At the bottom of these ashy 

layers were two cattle burials with stone markers. The excavators note that this area was 
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associated with religious ritual (Kaplan and Ritter-Kaplan 1993:658). The pottery of this 

site is also not published and this assemblage cannot be utilized for this study. It is 

important to note that according to the excavators, this site was only settled in the second 

half of the 11th century B.C.E. after the stratum containing the Lion Temple. 

Philistine Coastal Sites 

The Philistine coast has been settled throughout the history of the region. This 

area controls an important section of the Via Maris. The importance is particularly 

illustrated during the Late Bronze Age when several Egvptian strongholds (e.g. Jaffa. 

Ashdod, and Gezer) were established in this region. Several major tel sites have been 

excavated in this coastal region. Most recently are the excavations of Tel Miqne-Ekron 

and Ashkelon. The Tel Miqne Project is currently in an aggressive publication phase 

while the .Ashkelon E.xcavation Project is in the field. The only ceramic assemblage in 

this region that can be utilized in this study is Tel Ashdod and the new evidence from Tel 

Miqne (Chapter 3). 

Ashdod 

Tel Ashdod is 6 kilometers south of modem Ashdod. The tel sits inland from the 

Mediterranean Sea (map reference 118.129). The mound consists of a lower city ca. 70 

acres and an acropolis, ca. 20 acres. The ancient city and its inhabitants are mentioned in 
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several ancient Near Eastern documents.^- Ashdod is known from its biblical description 

as one of the five Philistine cities. The site was excavated under the direction of M. 

Dothan and J. Swauger with D. N. Freedman (first two seasons). Nine seasons of 

excavations (1962-1972) were carried out in six major excavation areas with several 

soundings. The excavations have revealed twenty-three major strata dating form the MB 

lie to the Byzantine Period. 

The site was extensively occupied during the Iron Age. Stratum X and IX date to 

the 11th and 10th centuries B.C.E. respectively and are essential strata for any discussion 

of the 11/lOth century B.C.E. transition. Both strata were violently destroyed. These two 

strata have been found in almost all areas excavated, although four of the areas have 

provided the best e.xposures. Stratum X represents a new city plan in almost all areas as 

the previous stratum was destroyed. Stratum X contains some typical Philistine bichrome 

pottery but also red slip and burnished pottery. Within this new class of pottery, a 

distinctive t\ pe has been found. This pottery is called "Ashdod" ware; it is red-bumished 

vessels decorated with black bands around the vessel. This type also appears in the 10th 

cenrur\ B.C.E. Stratum IX. In Area A, a limited area of Stratum X was e.xposed and a 

section of a rectangular fortress was found. On the floors of this fortress was typical 1 Ith 

centur> B.C.E. Philistine bichrome pottery. In the following Stratum IX some of the 

fortress walls were reused. In Area G, a large tower and several houses were excavated. 

In Area H, three Iron Age I Philistine strata were found. This area contained two building 

•*-See M. Dothan (1993a) for a review. 
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complexes separated by a street. Stratum X was a period of rebuilding and expansion 

evidenced by the occupation of the lower city and the construction of a gate (Area M). 

Stratum X was destroyed. The pottery consists of vessels similar to Stratum XI (llth 

century B.C.E.); particularly the Philistine decorated vessels, and vessels that are 

common in the 10th century B.C.E. The excavators date the founding of this stratum to 

the last quarter of the 11 th century B.C.E. and its destruction to the first half of the 10th 

century B.C.E. 

Few remains were excavated dating to Stratum IX on the acropolis (Areas A. G, 

and H). A few walls were reused. Just east of Area G (Area K), evidence of a well-

planned city was uncovered. This area had a central street and drainage channel. In the 

lower city, a new gate was constructed in Area M. This gate consists of two towers and 

three chambers. The gate's plan and measurements are similar to 10th century B.C.E. 

gates found at Gezer, Megiddo, and Hazor, with the exception that the Ashdod gate is 

lacking an additional chamber. In Area D, a succession of Iron .Age II stratigraphy w as 

found. Of particular importance are floors with "Wshdod" ware on ±em. This stratum is 

difficult for this study because it is dated from the 10th century to the 9th centurv B.C.E. 

This phase in Ashdod's history does not provide adequate data to develop a ceramic 

ty pology of the 11/10th century B.C.E. 

To date, five excavation reports have been produced. The reports are divided 

between excavation seasons and excavation fields. There is no coalescing of the data, 

therefore there is not an overall discussion of the pottery for each stratum, and there are 

various degrees of accuracy and detail between each area. There are at least nineteen 
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pottery plates that provide comparisons with other assemblages of the 11/lOth century 

B.C.E. horizon. Area G, in the northern part and Area M and the eastern gate of the 

Lower City provide the best stratigraphic comparisons. 

Ashkelon 

The ancient city of Ashkelon is mentioned frequently in the ancient sources. The 

city was an important commercial seaport throughout its history. It is best known in the 

biblical sources as one of the five Philistine cities. The site of Ashkelon has the potential 

to provide a stratigraphic sequence for the Philistine settlement and growth in the Iron 

.A.ge. The site has been e.xtensively occupied since the Early Bronze Age until the Arab 

and Crusader Periods. Although the tel has the advantage of providing a sequence of 

occupation in the southern Philistine coast due to its rich history of occupation, this also 

makes it difficult to excavate. The site is on the Mediterranean Coast about 16 kilometers 

north of Gaza (map reference 107.119). The site is a conglomeration of settlement 

mounds and ruins as the city occupied various parts of the area in different periods. The 

ancient city is isolated in an area 2 kilometers long. Currently the site is the Yigal Yadin 

National Park. 

The site has a long history of excavations. Garstang and Phytian-Adams 

excavated a large Roman building in 1921-1922. Since the 1930s, there have been several 

salvage excavations undertaken by the Department of Antiquities. In 1985, the first large-

scale excavations were undertaken under the direction of L. E. Stager, sponsored by the 

Harvard Semitic Museum as the Leon Levy Expedition. The new excavation has only 
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produced preliminary reports. To date, the expedition has defined 17 major strata from 

the Chalcolithic period to the Modem Arab. The Iron Age transition levels have only 

recently been e.xposed in some areas. Preliminary findings demonstrate a stratigraphical 

sequence from monochrome (Mycenaean IIIC:lb) to bichrome ("Philistine") pottery 

during the Iron Age I Period. In the central part of the site (Grid 38), occupation from the 

Iron Age II Period have been excavated. The processing of these finds is in its initial 

stage as this project is still in the excavation phase. The results of the Ashkelon 

excavations will be a major contribution for the Iron Age transition and will help define 

the ceramic chronology. Unfortunately, the results are not available for this present study. 

Tel Miane-Ekron 

Tel Miqne is a key to the establishment of a ceramic typology for the Aijalon 

Valley Region. Tel Miqne is one of the largest Iron Age sites in Israel, composed of a 40 

acre lower tell and a 10 acre upper tell. Tel Miqne (Khirbet al-Muqanna, map reference 

1356-1362.1315-1321) is about three kilometers northeast of Kibbutz Revadim on the 

southern bank of the Nahal Timnah, ca. 20 kilometers from the Mediterranean sea shore. 

Tel Miqne is identified as the ancient site of Ekron, one of the five cities of the Philistine 

Pentapolis. Large-scale excavations have been carried out at this site since 1981 under the 

co-directorship of Trude Dothan of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem and Seymour 

Gitin of the Albright Institute of Archaeological Research. The tel is on the 100m contour 

line separating the Philistine Coastal Plain from the Inner Coastal Plain near the westem 

slope of the Shephelah. Miqne was a border site lying on the westem edge of the Inner 
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Coastal Plain separating Philistia and Judah. It overlooks the ancient network of 

highways leading northeast from Ashdod to Gezer and inland via the Nahal Sorek to Beit 

Shemesh. Through this frontier zone ran many of the main commercial arteries of the 

Levant, the control of which was a source of constant contention, not only between 

Philistines and Israelites, but also between the superpowers of the day — Egypt, Assyria, 

and Babylonia (Dorsey 1991). 

The results of the Tel Miqne Ekron Excavation Project have brought to light five 

major historical horizons of the Bronze and Iron Ages (see references of T. Dothan and S. 

Gitin). The first was the I5th-13th century B.C.E. Canaanite remains of the Late Bronze 

.A.ge. The second was the extensive occupation of the Sea Peoples/Philistines in the 12th 

and 11th centuries B.C.E. within a fortified city of 50 acres. The third occurred in the 

10th century B.C.E. when the city was reduced in size and lost some of its importance as 

a major Philistine border city. The fourth was in the 7th century B.C.E. when the city 

reached its zenith of economic activity and was one of the most important olive oil 

production centers in the ancient Near East. The fifth was a sporadic settlement, with at 

least one large courtyard building, dating to the 6th century B.C.E. These are the major 

strata of the site. There is evidence for occupation in other periods. There is ceramic 

evidence for occupation from the Chalcolithic to the Middle Bronze Age. After the Iron 

Age strata, the site was sparsely settled during the Roman, Byzantine, and Islamic 

Periods. This settlement was restricted to the northeast acropolis and its slopes. 

The first cultural horizon is represented by the apparently unwalled Late Bronze 

IIB settlement of Stratum VIII. This was only one of many settlements within the larger 
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Canaanite community that had a common material culture, political and economic 

system. Its end was distinctly marked by a massive destruction which covered a large 

building complex with bins and storage areas containing large amounts of wheat, barley, 

and lentils, as well as a significant number of Cypriot imported ceramic vessels. 

The second major horizon is marked by the appearance of an Iron Age I fortified 

city. This was Ekron, one of the Philistine capital cities. The appearance of Mycenaean 

IIIC: 1B pottery in the earliest occupation phases of Stratum VTI together with cultic 

hearths which have Aegean affinities, marks the beginning of this chapter and can be 

dated to the first third of the 12th century B.C.E. Its 50 acres and its position as one of the 

main urban units within Philistia demonstrate the importance of Ekron. Throughout this 

stage and the remainder of the Iron Age 1 period. Stratum VII-IV. Ekron functioned as a 

frontier city, guarding the Philistine's northeastern border with Judah. Stratum VI is 

marked by the first appearance of Philistine Bichrome pottery and Stratum IV is 

dominated by pottery of the red-slip and burnished tradition.-*^ 

The ne.xt horizon is the transition from a large urban center functioning as a 

frontier city to a small fortified settlement in an area that no longer served as a border 

zone except in an historical sense. This occurred at the beginning of the Iron Age IIA 

period, in the lOth century B.C.E., when the United Monarchy of Israel and then Judah 

became the major powers in the region and dominated parts of Philistia. It was then, at 

^^Dothan, T. "The Arrival of the Sea People— Cultural Diversity in Early Iron Age Canaan," in S. Gitin 
and W. G. Dever, Eds. Annual of the American Schools of Oriental Research, XLDC (1989), pp. 1-14; 
"Ekxon of the Philislines-Part 1," Biblical Archaeology Review, XVI (1990), pp. 20-36. 
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the end of Stratum IV that the lower city was abandoned and Ekron was reduced in size 

to a much smaller settlement restricted to the upper-city or northeast acropolis of the site. 

During the late 10th to 8th centuries B.C.E.. Strata III-II, a new city wall was constructed 

and the northeast acropolis was rebuilt with monumental stone architecture. The material 

culture, while still reflecting the coastal/Philistine traditions, was influenced by the 

Judean hinterland. 

At the beginning of the 7th century. Stratum IC, the lower city was reoccupied, 

the upper city rebuilt, and Ekron transformed into a major fortified city, encompassing an 

area of more than 65 acres. When Ekron became part of the Neo-Assyrian Empire, it 

became the largest and most intensive olive oil production center in the ancient Near 

East. In Stratum IB, the last third of the 7ih century B.C.E., the city, which was under 

Egyptian hegemony, was destroyed in 603 B.C.E. by he Neo-Babylonian King 

Nebuchadnezzar. Stratum lA, represented only in the lower city, had randomly scattered 

remains and a large Assyrian-type courtyard building dated by its pottery to the 6th 

century B.C.E. 

There are nine major strata excavated at Tel .Vliqne. The main strata for Iron Age 1 

are Strata VII-IV, and for Iron Age II, Strata IV-I. There were extensive excavations in 

four major fields, each exposing a major part of the ancient city. Field I exposed a major 

part of the acropolis (upper city). Field III exposed the southern city gate and part of an 

extensive olive oil industry. Field IV, located in the center of the lower tel, was an elite 

area where a series of Philistine temples have been found. All these three fields exposed 

all levels of the Iron Age. A fourth major field. Field II, only exposed a major section of 



110 

the industrial belt of the 7th century B.C.E. In addition to these four major fields, three 

smaller investigations in other areas of the tel were also conducted.^ 

In Iron Age I, a fortified city was founded. Evidence of the destroyed Late Brotize 

Age city located on the upper acropolis was found in every excavated area. Built on the 

destruction layer was a well-fortified city that extended also to the lower tel. This city. 

Stratum VII, is characterized by the appearance of Mycenaean IIIC: IB pottery in the 

earliest occupation phases together with cultic hearths, which have Aegean affinities. 

This ceramic evidence marks the beginning of the Iron Age occupation of Ekron and can 

be dated to the first third of the 12th century B.C.E. The city was divided into four zones 

of occupation that remained the same until the site was destroyed in 603 B.C.E. by the 

Babylonians. The Late Bronze Age upper tel became the acropolis of the city with an 

extensive pottery manufacturing center. The elite zone contained the cultic sanctuary of 

the city. The southern part of the site (Field III) became the main entrance to the city and 

an industrial belt was built around the perimeter of the site. The ne.xt major stratigraphic 

phase corresponds to the second two-thirds of the 12th century B.C.E. (Stratiun M). The 

city continued to grow and expand internally evidenced by new domestic buildings and a 

large cultic area in Field IV. Stratum VI is marked by the first appearance of Philistine 

Bichrome pottery, which continued into Stratum V. 

•^Two probes were conducted in Field V and Field VII, Field V exposed a series of farmsteads dating firom 
the Roman to the Islamic period, and Field VII was excavated to test the extent of the Strata III/II 
occupation. The last year of excavations, a large area was excavated (Field X) to investigate the Iron Age 
occupation in the western part of the tel. 
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Stratum V represents the first half of the 11th century B.C.E. and contains 2 major 

occupational phases. In Field I, the last phase contains two occupational phases. 

Although the occupational zones remained the same at the beginning of the 11th century 

B.C.E., drastic changes took place at Ekron. Major architectural changes occur to the city 

as all areas of the city were expanded. Stratum V represents a major architectural and 

cultural development in the history of the site. All public buildings are rebuilt on a more 

massive scale while some industrial zones go out of use. Buildings at the city-gate and in 

the elite zone were enlarged with massive monumental architecture. In Field III, Building 

Complex 403 was built as a large public building east of the city-gate. In Field IV, the 

cultic building with a courtyard was built into a multi-story megaron temple (Building 

350). The hallmark Philistine bichrome pottery becomes the dominant tableware 

decoration. Based on the new and expanded construction and building renovations, this 

was a zenith for the city of Ekron. These buildings continued to be reused throughout the 

11th centurv- B.C.E. 

During the second half of the 1 Ith century B.C.E., the cit>' underwent some minor 

modifications. Changes in spatial organization and repairs of the monumental buildings 

are noticeable. This period is stratigraphically assigned to Stratum IV. At the city-gate 

(Field III), major renovations drastically changed spatial relationships and functions of 

rooms. The large building complex (403) was reorganized. The southern rooms became a 

large courtyard area and the emphasis was shifted to the north, a large sump went out of 

use. It is possible that this is a key to the major changes as drainage might have 

necessitated changes in orientation. In the elite-cultic zone, no changes were made to the 
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architectural plan althou^ the major change is noticed in the cult. The cultic nature of 

Building 350 was retained although the hearth tradition went out of use in the central hall. 

Floors were raised and new cultic installations were built. Unfortunately, the changes in 

the auxiliary building have been obliterated by the building activities of Stratum I. The 

Philistine bichrome pottery becomes debased and the introduction and dominance of the 

red-slip and hand-bumish tradition is characteristic of this stratum. The evolution of 

cultural adaptation and intrarsite city development is evident in all excavation fields 

producing a clear picture of material cultural change. 

The beginning of the 10th century B.C.E. (Stratum III) marks the transition from a 

large urban center to a small fortified settlement. At the end of Stratum IV, the city was 

destroyed. The lower city was abandoned and Ekron was reduced in size to a much 

smaller settlement restricted to the upper city (northeast acropolis). During the late 10th 

to 8th centuries B.C.E., Strata III-II, a new city wall was constructed and the northeast 

acropolis was rebuilt with monumental stone architecture. The material culture, while 

still reflecting the coastalThilistine traditions, was greatly influenced by the Judean 

hinterland. 

Tel Miqne Stratum IV has provided an important assemblage to evaluate the 

11/10th century B.C.E. horizon in the Aijalon Valley Region. This assemblage is 

extensively discussed in Chapter 3. 
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Northern Shephclah 

The northern Shephelah is defined for this study as the region encompassing the 

northern two transverse valleys of the Shephelah, the Aijalon, and Sorek valleys. Within 

this region, five major sites have been excavated— Gezer, Beth-Shemesh, Timnah (Tel 

Batash), Yarmouth, and Azekah. Of these sites, the first three provide excellent 

comparative ceramic material for this study. The most important site throughout the 

history of the region was Gezer. This city guarded the main east-west route into the 

Western Highlands from the intersection with the Via Maris. 

Gezer 

Gezer (Tel Jezer, Tell el-Jazari, map reference 1425.1407) is a 33 acre rectangular 

shaped mound located 8 kilometers south-southeast of the modem city of Ramleh. The 

site is in a strategic position as it guards the intersection of the Via Maris and the major 

east-west route into the Western Highlands— the approach to the Aijalon Valley. Gezer 

is located in the northern Shephelah. It sits in a fertile area with springs at the base of the 

mound. Gezer is mentioned in Egyptian texts of the New Kingdom (Thutmose III, 

Amama leners, Memeptah), biblical texts, and the site is depicted in a relief at the palace 

of Tiglath-pileser III atNimrud (see Dever I993c:496-497 for discussion). The ambiguity 

of the biblical texts demonstrates that Gezer was in the buffer zone between Philistia and 

Israel mostly under Philistine hegemony. An infamous text for the reconstruction of 

Syro-Palestine in the 10th century is I Kings 9:15-17 where it is recorded that Gezer was 



114 

given as a dowry to the daughter of pharaoh as she was given in marriage to Solomon. 

The text mentions Solomon's building projects in Jerusalem and Hazor, Megiddo, and 

Gezer. 

R. A. S. Macalister first excavated Gezer between 1902 and 1909; it was later 

excavated in 1934 under the direction of A. Rowe. Both excavations were sponsored by 

the Palestine Exploration Fund. Modem excavations were conducted at Gezer during the 

1960s and early 1970s. The project was initiated by G. E. Wright and sponsored by the 

Hebrew Union College Biblical and Archaeological School in Jerusalem. Wright became 

the advisor as W. G. Dever became the director of the Phase One project (1966—1971) 

and J. D. Seger the director of the Phase Two (1972—1974). In 1984 and 1990, two small 

seasons of excavations were conducted to address the dating of the outer gate (Dever 

1984 and 1993b). To date, five excavation volumes have been published by the Hebrew 

Union College Project. The modem excavations have defined 26 strata from the Late 

Chalcolithic to the Early Roman Period. The site is one of the important sites for the 

chronologv of the Iron Age because it was continuously occupied had. The ten 

excavation fields can be grouped into five major areas of the tel. Three major areas were 

excavated on the southern part of the tel: the "South Gate" which includes Field IV and a 

sondage to the west (Field 1); the "Building Complexes to the east of the south gate (Field 

VII) including a sondage to the west of these buildings (Field II) and a small sounding 

(Field X): and the area of the Solomonic Gate (Field III).^^ In addition to these three 

'^^Field in was also reexcavated in the 1984 and 1991 seasons (Dever 1986, 1993b). 
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major areas, two other areas that were excavated are the Acropolis (Field VI) with nearby 

soundings (Field IX) and the High Place (Field V) with two sondages to the north of the 

High Place (Field VII). 

The excavators of Gezer have isolated three major Iron Age periods: the Philistine 

(Strata XIII to XI), an ephemeral post-Philistine/pre-Solomonic phase (Strata X-IX), and 

the Israelite period (Strata VIII-V). The Philistine period was excavated in the acropolis 

(Field VI) and in Fields I and 11. The acropolis contains a series of occupation and 

destructions. The first period consisted of a large public granary that was destroyed and 

then rebuilt. It was again destroyed and then abandoned in the mid-twelfth century B.C.E. 

The adjacent threshing floor went out of use and the area became a residential area. Two 

courthouse houses on the upper terrace have been excavated. These houses were again 

destroyed and were poorly rebuilt. In Field I and 11, both soundings. Strata X and IX were 

only exposed in two excavation squares. Although this is a limited exposure, the 

e.xcavators were able to determine that this was a domestic area. Fragments of house 

walls and courtyard surfaces were e.xcavated. 

The pottery of this Iron I horizon (early 12th century B.C.E.-early-mid I Ith 

century B.C.E.) is a mixture of local traditions of degenerate Late Bronze Age pottery 

and the Philistine bichrome ware. The excavators note that the Philistine bichrome wares 

are relatively scarce, and the decline toward the end of the period (Dever 1993:504). The 

following phase (field II and VI) are what the excavators label ephemeral post-

Philistine/pre-Solomonic phases (Strata X and IX). These phases contain unbumished, 

thin red slipped vessels. The architecture was much poorer than the earlier strata. This 
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phase was destroyed and the destruction was attributed to the pharaoh who gave the city 

to Solomon. The next stratum is the first Israelite level (Stratum VIII) to which the 

"Solomonic Gate" is associated. 

The essential strata for this particular study are Strata X and IX ("post-

Philistine/pre-Solomon Strata"). Of the total Iron Age published corpus (Gezer I, II, and 

IV) of 1,145^ vessels (mostly sherds), 148 of these are dated to the Iron Age transition. 

Most of the sherds belong to courtyard debris of the acropolis (Field VI) and the southern 

quarter, which is west of the southern gate (Fields I and II). 

Beth Shemesh 

Tel Beth Shemesh is in the northeastern Shephelah. 20 kilometers west of 

Jerusalem (map reference 1477.1286). In the biblical record the city was located near 

Zorah. Eshtaol, and Ekron. It is mentioned in the border list of the tribe of Dan (Joshua 

19:41); it also appears on the northern border of Judah (Joshua 15:10), as a Levitical city 

in Judah (Joshua 21:16). Beth Shemesh was the town to which the ark was returned by 

the Philistines (1 Kings 4:9). The mound sits on a ridge between the Sorek Valley to the 

north and Wadi 'Illin to the south and west. The tel is about 7 acres. There were three 

major excavations of the mound. The first was a British expedition led by D. Mackenzie 

on behalf of the Palestine Exploration Fund (1911-1912). The next was an American 

excavation by E. Grant of Haverford College during the years 1928-1933. Although the 

included in this count is a published plate of 16 vessels dating of **Palace 10000" of the 10th century 
B.C.E. (Stratum VIII). This is part of the 1984 excavations (Dever 1986:9-34). 
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excavation was under the direction of Grant, G. E. Wright provided the ceramic analysis 

of Grant's excavations. The third expedition is currently in the field. In 1990, an Israeli 

team led by S. Bunimovitz and Z. Lederman on behalf of the Bar-Ilan University began a 

major excavation project. Although the two earlier excavations had excavated almost 

three-quarters of the site, the current project has produced new data to provide for a better 

understanding of the site's history and a reinterpretation of the stratigraphic conclusions 

of Wright. 

Excavations have revealed six major strata dating from the EBIV/MBIIA to the 

Hellenistic-Medieval period. Of importance to the Iron Age transition are Stratum III and 

Stratum II. Wright originally dated stratum III to the end of the mid-1 Ith century when it 

was violently destroyed. The recent excavations have refined the dating to the end of the 

12th/beginning of the 11th century B.C.E. Stratum III was a large unplanned village with 

characteristic bichrome Philistine pottery. There are three phases in Stratum II: Ila (c. 

1000-959 B.C.E.), lib (c. 950-eighth century), and lie (8th century - 586 B.C.E.). The last 

rvvo phases were originally separated based on the ceramic analysis; there was no 

architectural stratification. In Stratum Ila, the settlement took on a new city plan. A 

casemate wall was built around the mound, and the city was planned in a concentric 

pattern with a belt of houses abutting the casemate wall with a circular street separating 

these houses from the buildings in the center of the city. The renewed excavations have 

found that there was a second revetment wall lower on the slope of the city as part of the 

fortification system. 
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The ceramic corpus of Beth Shemesh is important for this study. Unfortunately, it 

cannot provide a well-defined stratigraphic correlation, especially between Stratum Ila 

and lib. Hopefully the new excavations will rectify this simation. Wright's ceramic 

analysis does provide a useful comparative study. It is ̂ parent that the site was 

abandoned during the 11th century B.C.E. and was not reoccupied until the Stratum Ila 

town was rebuilt. The massive fortification systems attest to this new town as belonging 

to the United Monarchy. Although there is no stratum that is contemporary with the 

11/10th century ceramic horizon, the Stratum III and Ila assemblages provide a useful 

ceramic comparison for the Iron Age transition. 

Timnah 

Timnah (Tel Batash, map reference 141.132) is on the southern bank of Nahal 

Sorek, located in the northern lower Shephelah. The site is located in a fertile alluvial 

valley. Tel Batash is square in shape (200 meters long at the base). The site was 

originally identified as the ancient citv" of Ekron. With the association of Tel Miqne as 

Ekron, most scholars now identify Tel Batash with the site of biblical Timnah. The site 

was excavated under the direction of G. L. Kelm and A. Mazar. Twelve seasons were 

carried out from 1977 to 1989. The mound was e.xtensively excavated on the northeastern 

comer and the eastern area where the city gate was located. In the northeastern comer six 

major excavation fields were opened (Areas A, B, D, E, F, and I). In the city-gate area, 

three major fields were excavated (Area C, G, and H). Twelve major strata were 

discovered dating from the Middle Bronze Age HE until the Persian Period. Four strata 
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date to the Iron Age, Stratum V and Stratum IV are relevant to the 11/10th century B.C.E. 

transition. 

Stratum V was a Philistine city with several building phases dated from the 12th -

I Ith centuries B.C.E. This city was walled. In Area C, remains of the city wall and a 

large mudbrick structure were excavated. The mudbrick structure is interpreted as a large 

substructure for a citadel or large public building.**^ In Area B, an earlier Late Bronze 

Age building (Building 442) was reused and modified during Stratum V (Building 313). 

Fragmentary remains of domestic buildings were excavated in Area D. No finds were 

found in these houses, indicating that the city was abandoned rather than destroyed. The 

pottery- vessels consist of characteristic Philistine bichrome decoration. 

Stratum IV is dated to the 10th century B.C.E. and represents an unwalled town. 

Evidence of two occupation phases was found. Although only excavated in limited areas, 

it is apparent that the town was sparsely populated with a different orientation and 

building technique than the Stratum V city. This change in architectural features and 

town planning, along with the ceramic finds and historical-geographical data; led the 

excavators to identify Stratum IV as an Israelite town (Mazar 1997:255). The typical 

pottery is red-slipped irregular hand burnished. The Stratum IV city was destroyed 

towards the end of the 10th century B.C.E. The ne.xt Iron Age II stratum (Stratum III) 

was a new city with a well-planned fortification system as well as a city layout. The end 

of Stratum III can be securely dated to 701 B.C.E. 

"^^Brandl and Ussishkin have suggested that this is the substructure of the Stratum III inner gate 
(U ssishkin 1990:82-88). 
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Two major publications are available, A two-volume stratigraphic report** and a 

popular summary of the site.^' Unfortunately, only two pottery plates are available for a 

comparative study for the 11/lOth century B.C.E. transition. When the ceramic report is 

published, Tel Batash will be an important assemblage to define the 11/lOth century 

B.C.E. ceramic corpus. 

Tel Yarmouth 

Tel Yarmouth (Khirbet el-Yarmuk, map reference 147.124) is located in the 

central Shephelah, about 5 kilometers south of Beth Shemesh. The site overlooks Nahal 

Yarmut, a seasonal tributary of Nahal Sorek. The identification of the tel with the biblical 

city of Jarmuth is generally accepted among scholars. It is mentioned as a Canaanite city 

in Joshua's Conquest that became a city in Judah (Josh. 10:3-5, 10:23, 12:1, Neh. 11:29). 

The tel is about 40 acres in area and contains a small acropolis of almost 4 acres. 

A. Ben-Tor conducted the first excavations on behalf of the Hebrew University of 

Jerusalem in 1970. Three areas were opened exposing remains of the Early Bronze Age. 

P. de Miroschedji, on behalf of the Centre De Recherche Francais de Jerusalem and the 

Institute of Archaeology at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, resumed a second 

excavation. This project has been e.xcavating the site continuously since 1980. Most of 

the excavation has concentrated on exposing the Early Bronze Age strata of the lower 

city, although a small sounding on the acropolis have revealed occupation from the Late 

^^Timnah (Tel Batash) I: Stratigraphy and Architecture (Mazar 1997a). 
'^^Timnah: A Biblical City in the Sorek Valley (Kelm and Mazar 1995). 
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Bronze Age II to the Early Byzantine. Of importance is the Iron Age IB stratum (Stratum 

III) which the excavators date to the mid-eleventh century based on ceramic comparisons 

to Beth Shemesh III and Tell Qasile XI-X. Stratum III shows evidence of destruction. 

Although not published, this stratum will become an essential assemblage for the 11/lOth 

century B.C.E. transition. 

Azekah 

Tel Azekah (Tell Zakariya, map reference 143.123) is located in the Judean 

Shephelah about 9 kilometers northeast of Beth Guvrin. The site is generally accepted as 

the location of the ancient city by the same name. The tel, located in the Elah Valley, sits 

at the edge of a ridge. The site is mentioned in the biblical and extra-biblical texts.^° 

The site was excavated at the turn of the century, 1898-1899 under the direction of F. J. 

Bliss, assisted by R. A. S. Macalister. The expedition was under the auspices of the 

Palestine Exploration Fund. The site was excavated in four major areas: three towers 

were excavated at the southwestern end of the mound; a large rectangular fortress with 

towers was excavated on the southeastern acropolis; half of the fortress was excavated to 

bedrock; and a trial pit was dug in the center of the mound. The stratigraphy and history 

of the site was divided into four major periods: Early Pre-Israelite (century?-1500 

50it is mentioned in the battle between Joshua and the S Amorite Wings (Josh 10:10-11), a battle camp of 
the Philistines was located in the Elah Valley between Socoh and Azekah, it was part of the northern 
Shephelah district of Judah (Josh 1S:35), Rehoboam fortified Azekah (2 Chronicles 11:9), and it was 
mentioned in Jeremiah as the last fortress of Judah to withstand the Babylonian assault (Jeremiah. 34:7). 
The name is mentioned in an Assyrian inscription and in one of the LacUsh Letters. 
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B.C.E.), Late Pre-Israelite (century 1550-800 B.C.E.), Jewish (century 800-300 B.C.E.), 

and Seleucid (century 300- ? B.C.E.)- Albright (1960:30-31) revised the four periods to 

century 200-300 years earlier. 

Western Highlands (Hill Country of Samaria and Judah) 

Although this region is outside of the present study, a brief mention of essential 

sites is in order to illustrate the regional character of the Aijalon Valley Region ceramic 

assemblage. A few sites are mentioned because they offer an important corpus 

comparison. Although there are many sites that can be analyzed (e.g. Jerusalem, Gibeon, 

Tel el Ful, Tel en-Nasbeh), the following four sites are mentioned because they provide 

well-stratified homogeneous assemblages that are useful for comparison. These sites have 

also been fully published with quantitative analysis of the assemblages. The differences 

berw een the ceramic corpuses of the Aijalon Valley Region and the Western Highlands 

will be illustrated in Chapter Four. The stratigraphic record will be discussed below. 

Khirbet ed-Dawwara 

Khirbet ed-Dawwara (map reference 1778.1415) is a small one-level town/village 

of the Iron Age I located in the hill-countiy at the desert fringe. It is 10 kilometers north 

of Jerusalem and 1.5 kilometers southeast of the modem Arab village of Mukhmas. Two 

seasons of excavations were conducted in 1985 and 1986 under the direction of Israel 

Finkelstein on behalf of Bar-Ilan University. Three excavation areas were opened up: 
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Area A to the west. Area B on the northeast comer, and Area C on the southeast comer. 

Excavations determined that a wall surrounded the site. Inside the wall excavators found 

remains of buildings, mostly of the four-room type. The site was abandoned and there are 

no signs of conflagration or destruction. The finds were poor. Excavators found only a 

few vessels, but a large quantity of sherds (Finkelstein 1990: 176). Pottery characteristic 

of the Iron Age I was found, mostly cooking pots and collared rim jars. The excavators 

assigned most of the pottery to the 10th century B.C.E. The assemblage includes kraters, 

cooking pots, jugs, and cooking jugs. There were a few bumished sherds. Based on the 

ceramic evidence the excavator dates the foundation of the site to the second half of the 

eleventh century B.C.E. and the abandonment of the site to the end of the tenth century 

B.C.E. 

Shiloh 

Tel Shiloh (Khirbet Seilun, map reference 1775.1626) is about 30 kilometers 

north of Jerusalem. The site is located just off the main hill country road between 

Jerusalem and Shechem. The area of the tel is about 3 hectares and is at the northern end 

of a fertile valley. The site was excavated by three separate expeditions. Two early 

expeditions were conducted in 1915 by A. Schmidt and from 1926 to 1932, under the 

direction of H. Kjaer (known as the Danish Excavations). In the 1980s (1981 to 1984) a 

major expedition was headed by I. Finkelstein, S. Bunimovitz, and Z. Lederman of Bar-

Ilan University. There are twelve major excavation areas on the site. The Danish 

expedition excavated five areas and the Bar-Ilan expedition excavated ten areas (the Bar-
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Ilan reopened and expanded three of the Danish areas). The site was occupied in the 

Middle Bronze and Late Bronze Ages. There was a 200 year gap in occupation during the 

end of the Late Bronze and the beginning of the Iron Age I (1350-1150 B.C.E.). The tel 

was resettled at the end of the I2th century B.C.E. and this settlement was destroyed in 

the middle of the 11th century B.C.E. The site was again resettled in the late Iron Age II 

(8th -7th century B.C.E.). The site was occupied in later periods (Roman, Byzantine, and 

Medieval). 

The important assemblage for the 11/lOth century B.C.E. Iron Age transition is 

Stratum V. Remains of Stratum V were found throughout the site. Architectural features 

that date to Stratum V are: the pillared buildings (Area C), stone-lined silos, and pits 

(Areas D, H, K, and M), dumps (Area J), pavements (Area D) and an installation (Area 

E). These architectural features lack stratigraphic relationships with each other and the 

excavators were not able to determine if they represent one or more occupational phases. 

The key remains that provide the basis for the dating of the stratum and a historical 

reconstruction comes from the buildings on the westem side of the tel: Buildings 312 and 

335 of the Bar-Ilan excavation and Houses A and B of the Danish expedition. These 

buildings were built up against the Middle Bronze Age city-wall by dismantling part of 

the glacis and constructing the houses panially within the glacis. 

The excavators date this stratum to the late 12th century and first half of the 1 Ith 

century B.C.E. Based on a ceramic comparison with other hill country assemblages 

('Izbet Sartah, Khirbet ed-Dawwara, Giloh, Mt. Ebal), Bunimovitz and Finkelstein place 

the Shiloh assemblage between the early Iron I strata of'Izbet Sartah III, Giloh and Mt. 
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Ebal and the late 1 Itb-lOth centiuy strata of 'Izbet Sartah II-I and Khirbet ed-Dawwara 

(Finkelstein, Bunimovitz, and Lederman 1993:162). The Shiloh Stratum V assemblage is 

a rich assemblage due to the fact that the site was destroyed by fire and the population 

abandoned the site. 

The Iron Age I ceramic analysis was based on 60 whole or complete vessels and 

2172 sherds.^' Most of the whole and complete vessels come from the pillared buildings 

(55 total [including 9 from the Danish expedition]). The sherds were collected from Area 

C (Pillared Buildings and Debris 623) and the Area D silos. 

Giloh 

Giloh (map reference 1676.1264) is located on a ridge southwest of Jerusalem 

between the Valley of Rephaim to the north and the town of Beit Jala to the south. The 

site is named after the modem Jerusalem suburb with the same name. The biblical city of 

Giloh must be located farther south near the town of Debir (Josh 15:51). Ami Mazar 

(1981:32) tentatively identifies the ancient site with Baal Perazim, where David defeated 

the Philistines in the battle at the Valley of Rephaim (2 Samuel 5:20; 1 Chronicles 14:11). 

The site is about 2 acres and sits on a high summit and is off the watershed and main road 

leading from Jerusalem to Hebron. The site was excavated between 1978-82 by A. Mazar 

(1981, 1990b). Excavations have revealed a village of the twelfth century B.C.E. with a 

^' The excavators use the terms "complete" and ''nearly complete." while in this study the terms •'whole" 
and "complete" are used to designate vessels that are completely preserved and vessels that are preserved 
well enough to provide a complete profile of the vessel, respectively. Of the total of the whole and 
complete vessels, 9 are from the Danish expedition (Finkelstein et 1993:153). 
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tower to the north. The village accommodated a few families and was abandoned during 

the twelfth century B.C.E. A watchtower was built on the site in the 8th or 7th century 

B.C.E. 

Although this site does not contain an assemblage that dates to the 11/lOth 

century B.C.E. transition, the Giloh Iron Age I assemblage is a key comparative 

assemblage because it helps define the initial Iron Age I horizon in the hill country. 

Sharon Plain (Southern) 

This region is also outside of the .Aijalon Valley Region, but it is worth 

mentioning because some important sites have been e.xcavated in the region that can 

assist in defining the I l/lOth century B.C.E. ceramic horizon. Key sites that have 

produced data for the 11/10th century B.C.E. transition are: Tel Michal/Makish, Tel 

Poleg. and Tel Mevorakh.^- Three sites have published assemblages that can contribute 

to this study, and can provide comparative material for the Yarkon Basin sites. These 

sites are Tel Michal. Tel Mevorakh, and Tel Poleg. The differences between the ceramic 

corpuses of the Aijalon Valley Region and the Sharon Plain will be illustrated in Chapter 

Four. Although the ceramic analysis is not comprehensive, some diagnostic ceramic 

forms of the Sharon Plain Iron Age ceramic corpus will be referred to in the Aijalon 

Other sites of the Sharon Plain with Iron Age remains are Tel Zeror, Tel Hefer, Tel Mikhmoret. 
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Valley Regional ceramic typology. Therefore, the stratigraphic record of these sites will 

be discussed below as part of this regional archaeological database. 

Tel Michal (Tel Makish) 

Tel Michal (map reference 131.174) overlooks the Mediterranean about 6.5 

kilometers north of the Yarkon River. The site consists of 5 hills on a kurkar (sandstone) 

cliff. There have been two excavations on the site. N. Avigad excavated the NE hill 

between 1958 and 1960 (Avigad 1961) and a major excavation, directed by Z. Herzog, J. 

D. Muhly, and G. Rapp, Jr., was conducted between 1977 and 1980 (Herzog, Rapp, and 

N'egbi 1989). The site was occupied from the Middle Bronze Age IIB to the Roman 

Period. .A. watchtower was built on the site during the Early Arab Period. There were 

three major gaps in occupation: During the Iron Age I Period (12-11th centuiy B.C.E.), 

the 9th century B.C.E., and the Late Iron Age III Period (7th-6ih century B.C.E.). Herzog 

postulates that these gaps are abandonments due to the changing political economic 

dynamics in the region (Herzog et. al. 1989). The site was abandoned when international 

commerce declined in the thirteenth century B.C.E. The site was reestablished after the 

Yarkon River became the main anchorage enroute to Jerusalem during the 10th century 

B.C.E. This was due to renewed relations between the United Monarchy and the 

Phoenicians. During the Divided Monarchy, when the border between Israel and Judah 

was at the Yarkon, the site was abandoned again. The site was resettled when the Sharon 

Plain became an important "bread basket" during the Persian Period. 
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The important strata for this study are Strata XTV and XIII dated by the 

excavators to the second half of the 10th century B.C.E. All five mounds were occupied 

during the 10th century except for the northern hill, which was only occupied during the 

Persian Period. During the Iron Age, the High Tell was reoccupied as well as the three 

low hills to the east. This is the first time the settlement of Tel Michal expanded beyond 

the high tel. Preservation of Iron Age strata was very poor. Pottery assemblages could not 

always be assigned to a particular stratum. 

On the High Tell, remains of four domestic structures were defined. Two of these 

structures were excavated on the upper terrace (Structures 423 and 1522/1513) and 

remnants of the other two structures were found on the lower terrace (Structure 1401 and 

777). On the upper terrace. Structure 423 was used in Strata XIV and XIII while 

Structure 1513 of Stratum XIII was built over Structure 1522. On the lower terrace both 

structures (1401 and 777) were dated to Stratum XIV, remnants of walls and rebuilding 

were found dating to Stratum XIII. Stratum XIII was poorly preserved due to the 

destruction by later construction of a Persian fort. Structure 423 of the upper terrace 

produced most of the stratified Iron Age pottery- of Tel Michal. The pottery from this 

house was the largest Iron Age assemblage at Tel Michal (Moshkovitz 1989:69). To the 

south of Structure 423 a deep probe (Locus 88) was excavated that contained pottery that 

was apparently dumped outside the house. A complete storage jar, fragments of cooking 

pots, and hand burnished bowls were recovered from this probe. The excavators assigned 

this pottery to Strata XIV-XIII. 
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On the eastern hillock, a small cultic building (Structure 300) was excavated. This 

structure consisted of a single room with a stone platform (altar), oven, and several pits 

inside and outside the structure (favissae). Several goblets and chalices were found in this 

structure. Structure 300 belongs to Stratum XIII. Beneath the structure evidence of 

ephemeral architectural remains of an earlier phase (Stratum XIV) of this building were 

found. A second cultic structure was located on the northeastern hillock (Tel Makish). 

Avigad (1961) excavated this site. This was an open-air "high place" consisting of a ten 

meter square enclosure built of stones and mudbrick. 

On the southeastern hillock, remains of four structures were excavated. It appears 

that the hill consisted of a string of houses encircling a central courtv ard. These buildings 

yielded only meager pottery remains, only a black juglet is published (Singer-.Avitz 

1989a:85, Fig. 7:22). 

Tel Poleg 

Tel Poleg (map reference 1550.1849) lies about 14 kilometers north of Tel Michal 

on a kurkar spur about 1.2 kilometers inland from the Mediterranean Sea. Ram Gophna. 

P. Beck, and J. Naveh excavated it in 1959 and 1964. The excavations revealed that the 

Iron Age strata were not substantially preserved. Tel Poleg was an unfortified settlement 

whose remains were destroyed by a quarry. The pottery was published in the Tel Michal 

excavation report (Singer-Avitz 1989b). 
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Tel Mevorakh 

Tel Mevorakh (map reference 1441.2156) is located at the northern end of the 

Sharon Plain where it meets the Carmel coast. The tel sits on the southern bank of the 

Crocodile River (Nahal Tanninim). The site controls an important point on the north-

south coastal road; to the west is swampland and to the east are mountains. Tel Mevorakh 

must be crossed to use the Jokneam pass or to head north up the coast to Dor. The 

excavators note that Dor was probably the capital of this area during the Late Bronze and 

Iron Ages (Stem 1978:1). The site is a small mound less than one dunam in area. Its 

ancient identification is unknown. 

Ephraim Stem of Hebrew University* carried out four seasons of excavations 

during 1973-1976. E.xcavations were confined to a large area on the summit with two 

trenches radiating to the north and east. Excavations have revealed that the site had a long 

history during the Bronze and Iron Ages; it contained a fortress during the Middle Bronze 

Age, a Late Bronze Age sanctuary-, and an administrative center during the Iron Age. 

The site was destroyed at the end of the Late Bronze .Age (13th century B.C.E.) 

and was not rebuilt until the end of the I Ith-beginning of the 10th century B.C.E. 

(Stratum VIII) when a large podium was erected over the Late Bronze Age temple. Most 

of the evidence of this superstructure was removed during Stratum VII when a large four-

room house (Building L-130) surrounded by a courtyard and fortification wall was 

constmcted. The excavators date Stratum VIII to the time of David and Stratum VII to 

the Solomonic Period. Although only two pottery plates of Stratum VIII are published. 
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they represent a single assemblage and help provide a relative dating to the 11/lOth 

century B.C.E. ceramic horizon of the Sharon Plain. 
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CHAPTERS 

THE TEL MIQNE-EKRON STRATUM IV 

CERAMIC TYPOLOGY 

This chapter will discuss the first part of the research design, which is a thorough 

analysis of the Tel Miqne-Ekron Stratum IV ceramic assemblage. The Tel Miqne-Ekron 

Stratum IV assemblage belongs to the coastal corpus of the 11/10th century B.C.E. 

ceramic horizon. The analysis consists of a ceramic typology based on a statistical 

analysis of the assemblage and a sample of parallels. Since the Tel Miqne-Ekron ceramic 

corpus is unpublished, the Stratum IV assemblage will be presented and discussed 

separately in this chapter. A fuller discussion of the 11/lOth century B.C.E. ceramic 

horizon will be discussed in Chapter Four. 

THE TEL MIQNE-EKRON EXCAVATION PROJECT 

Introduction 

The Tel-Miqne Ekron Project, began in 1981, as a long-term interdisciplinary 

research program designed to investigate the political, cultural, and economic processes 
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of interaction between Philistines and Israelites during the Iron Age (1200-600 B.C.E.). 

The Project's ultimate goal is the formulation of a database to address the nature of the 

Philistine and Israelite border zone. The excavation's immediate goals are concerned with 

three primary issues critical to the study of the archaeology of ancient Israel involving the 

process of urbanization during the Iron Age, and the geopolitical, economic and 

environmental factors which influenced this process. They are: I) The founding and 

development of an urban settlement at the beginning of the Iron I period marked by the 

first appearance of the "Sea Peoples' (Philistines), of which Ekron has a wealth of 

evidence; 2) the process of urban contraction and expansion of Iron Age cities, of which 

Ekron has three well-defmed examples; 3) the regional and international impact on 

commerce and industry of the Neo-Assyrian Empire in the 7th century B.C.E., for which 

the Assyrian vassal city state of Ekron has produced the most significant model. 

The project originally started with a pilot investigation involving a site survey and 

an initial probe on the eastern side of the acropolis (Field I). In 1984, a long-term 

research program was established based on the positive results obtained from the pilot 

project. E.xcavations on the acropolis were expanded and a new field was opened on the 

south of the tel (Field III) to examine the city wall systems and the inner city of the Iron 

II period. It was designed as a horizontal exposure to address questions of town planning 

and urban adaptation to environment, agriculture, and industrial development. In 1985, 

while excavations continued in Fields I and III, a series of trenches were opened in the 

center of the lower tel. Field IV. In 1986—1988, the northem-most probe was expanded 

and excavation continued in Fields I and III. During this time, probes were also opened in 
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Fields II, V, VII, and IX. To further examine the settlement patterns of the tel, 

excavations continued in 1990, and in 1992—1995 in each of the main excavation fields— 

I, III, and IV (Pigure 2). The project staff based on the historical, archaeological and 

environmental data is developing a model for the settlement in each period. 

The Tel Miqne-Ekron publication project consists of two major levels of 

publication. The first level is the individual field reports, which contain the descriptions 

of loci, stratigraphic relationships, and all the recorded data (e.g. photo lists, ceramic, and 

material culture lists, etc.). Most of these reports are in various stages of preparation with 

half already published or in press. The second level is the analysis of the results. The 

analysis will be produced in a multi-volume final e.xcavation report based on the major 

chronological strata of the site. The principle e.xcavators will conduct the analysis w ith 

various contributions by the field archaeologists and specialists. This research of the 

ceramic production and distribution of the Northern Shephelah and Philistine Coastal 

Plain will be coalesced with the settlement model developed for the Tel Miqne 

Excavation and Publication Project. 

Field Methodology 

The field method and recording system employed during the excavations were 

based on the Balk/E)ebris Layer Method.53 In its implementation, many of the 

^^The Balk/Debris Layer method as defined in: W. G. Dever and H. D. Lance, A Manual of Field 
Excavation (New York, 1978); J. D. Seger, Haru&ook for Field Operations (Jerusalem, 1971); S. Gitin, 
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fundamental aspects of the general Near Eastern 'architectural' tradition were 

incoq^orated as the result of the ongoing methodological discussion of the two project 

directors.-"* The site was surveyed and a grid system containing 6 meter squares (areas) 

was laid out. The grid was divided into fields. Since the Tel Miqne-Ekron excavation 

project was a field school, a major part of the research methodology incorporated a well-

designed teaching componenL Each field consisted of a Field Archaeologist, area 

supervisors, and volunteers. An area supervisor or assistant area supervisor supervised 

each square (area). An area supervisor was a student who had at least one year experience 

supervising an area. An assistant area supervisor was a student who had one year field 

e.xcavation experience. The area supervisor was responsible for the complete field 

recording of their assigned square and the supervision and training of volunteers assigned 

to them. The field archaeologist was responsible for the entire excavation process and the 

superv ision and training of staff. 

Ceramic Analysis 

One of the central features of the Project's research is a ceramic typology 

development. This ceramic typology development is the initial database to address the 

larger issues of the project. The database will allow analysis between the various strata of 

Gezer III:TEXT. PR I. Annual of the Welson Glueck School of Biblical Archaeology, Vol. Ill, Chaps. I and 
II — "Methodology" (Jenisalem, 1980). 

Bar-Yosef and A. Mazar, "Israeli Archaeology,"' World Archaeology, Vol. 13, No. 3 (1982) p. 315. 
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the site (internal analysis) and the second component will be an intra-site comparison to 

place Tel Miqne-Ekron within a larger contextual framework. The data base development 

starts from the field. All ceramics are collected with a near 100% save of all collected 

pottery.^^ Each bucket is initially read for its content and this initial field reading is 

recorded. In the lab, the ceramics are analyzed in various ways. Restore Loci (loci with 

restorable vessels) are first restored to obtain as many ceramic profiles as possible. After 

the restoration, each bucket is analyzed within its loci and a more thorough analysis is 

conducted. Each bucket is quantified for its contents and diagnostic sherds are drawn and 

described along with the complete or almost complete vessels. Each sherd is then 

analyzed and placed with its attributes into a computer database. This database will 

provide a statistical analysis of the ceramic record. 

TEL iVnONE STRATUM IV CERAMIC ANALYSIS 

At the heart of this research is the ceramic corpus development. The site of Tel 

Miqne provides an excellent starting point to address ceramic trends during the 11th 

century B.C.E. in the Philistine Coastal Plain because it has well-stratified assemblages. 

Unfortunately, due to the site's contraction at the beginning of the 10th century B.C.E. 

(Stratum III), only a small sample of ceramics is available to establish a corpus for the 

auxiliary study was the usefulness of counting and weighing for ceramic analysis. This internal study 
showed that counting and weighing did not alter an analysis based on the traditional diagnostic analysis of 
sherds. In spite of this finding, the project continued to save 100% of the sherds excavated for possible 
restoration and only after the laboratory analysis and quantitative analysis were sherds discarded. 
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I0th-8th centuries B.C.E. Thus, the Tel Miqne corpus provides an excellent database for 

ceramic change during the Iron Age I but lacks relevant assemblages for Iron Age II until 

the 7th centur>' B.C.E. 

Research Design of the Tel Miqne-Ekron Stratum IV Ceramic Analysis 

The ceramic assemblage of Tel Miqne-Ekron Stratum IV is part of the larger 

database for the Tel Miqne-Ekron Excavation Project. The development of the ceramic 

analysis is done in conjunction with the research goals and publication of the Project. The 

analysis for each stratum is based on the individual researcher, the particular issues for 

each period, research design of the project, and nature of the data. .Although it would 

appear that there would be some inconsistencies within the individual analyses among the 

researchers, the individual designs for each stratum are developed in conjunction with the 

principal investigators and within the overall design of the project. There are some 

general principles for each model that is developed. 

The best Iron Age ceramic typologies appropriate for the Tel Miqne material are A. 

Mazar's of Tell Qasile (1985a) and S. Gitin's ceramic typology for the Iron II at Gezer 

(1990). Qasile contains 58 major types (excluding the Philistine pottery) and Gezer's 

typology is based on 118 major types. These two typologies were consulted and utilized 

for the initial ceramic corpus development for Stratum IV at Tel Miqne. Besides these 

intra site comparisons, the Tel Miqne-Ekron Stratum IV ceramic typology was developed 

in conjunction with the Iron I (Strata VII-V) that is currently being developed by T. 
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Dothan and with S. Gitin's analysis of the Iron II pottery (Gitin 1989). As these sources 

provided the core database, an initial typology was formulated based on the complete 

vessels and some sherds from well-stratified contexts. This became the control group. 

Once this working typology was established, it became the control for an analysis of each 

individual basket. A database program was used to classify each basket. One of the 

problems associated with the data analysis of the sherds was the problem of what each 

basket represented. The baskets could represent a variety of depositional data: each locus 

could have any number of baskets based on the collection procedure and history. The 

inconsistencies of the individual basket were overcome by incorporating the baskets back 

into the larger dataset— the locus. 

.A.S the process of cataloging and quantifying each basket was carried out, the 

typology was updated as new forms were found within vessels, which were not 

represented w ithin the initial typology. Very rare was the occasion where new types were 

found, usually only variations of a type. Besides a quantification of the ty pes, decoration 

or various distinguishing attributes were also noted. 

The ceramic analysis consists of two major components. The fu^t is the 

development of a typology and defining ceramic parallels with other regional 

assemblages. The second component is a quantitative analysis, which attempts to analyze 

basket could represent excavation of a locus that consisted over an extended period of excavation. For 
example a debris nught have been excavated over a three day period and each buket would represent the 
collection for each day. Multiple baskets could also represent the amount of pottery. An area supervisor 
might have collected two baskets that day due to the amount of pottery found in a particular locus. Or as the 
locus was being excavated, the supervisor might have decided to excavate the locus wir*'in smaller units for 
a closer spatial control. This was a common occurrence with surfaces. 
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the frequency of types; a spatial analysis; and the collection of data to test the relationship 

and distribution of types between surfaces and fills. A major emphasis of this second 

component is an attempt to address the nature of the red slip burnishing technique. 

The typology was based on secure stratigraphic loci associated with surfaces within 

buildings. Almost all the types are based on pottery found within secure contexts 

associated with the last phase of the Stratum IV occupation of the site. Only one or two 

sherds are found within secondary conte.xts. 

Methodology 

The ceramic analysis consists of two major components. The first is the 

development of a typology and ceramic parallels with other regional assemblages. The 

second component is a quantitative analysis, which attempts to analyze the frequency of 

ty pes; a spatial analysis; and the collection of data to test the relationship and distribution 

of t\ pes between surfaces and fills. 

The typology was based on secure stratigraphic loci associated with surfaces within 

buildings. Almost all the types are based on pottery found within secure contexts 

associated with the last phase of the Stratum IV occupation of the site. Only one or tuo 

sherds are found within secondary contexts. 

Another variable that influenced the typology was the nature of the sherd data. Most 

of the database consists of sherds; therefore, individual types were developed mainly due 

to morphology of individual parts (i.e. rims, bases, and handles), size, and decoration. For 
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instance, a trefoil jug rim could belong to a globular or elongated jug; with a handle from 

the rim to the shoulder or from the neck to the shoulder; it could be a wide and short-

necked jug or a long-necked jug. Therefore, the typology consists of only one Jug Type 

for trefoil rim jugs. It is probable that the assemblage contained several types of trefoil 

jugs as ev idenced from other assemblages, but due to the nature of the archaeological 

record, these variations cannot be distinguished in our typology. 

Definition of Ceramic Terms 

One of the problems with ceramic t> pologies is that scholars use different terms 

to describe the same phenomenon. Following are definitions of terms and how they will 

be applied in the ceramic analysis and discussion. 

Ceramic Horizon 

The term ceramic horizon refers to a set of corpuses and assemblages that are 

contemporarv. It was always assumed that ceramic horizons are homogeneous. Recent 

research has demonstrated that ceramic horizons are very heterogeneous and different 

regions might exhibit different patterns or consist of different corpuses (contra Wood 

1990). The problem with some of the current redating of Iron Age assemblages is an 

attempt to try to force them to be homogeneous. A closer examination of some of the 

redating proposals (i.e. Holladay 1990, Finkelstein 1995) reveals that each scholar is 

using a particular assemblage as the datum (e.g. Gezer, Lachish), and then they each try 
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to make other assemblages fit. Hence, Holladay proposes moving Qasile X down SO 

years and Finkeistein wants to redate the Philistine coastal assemblages and move them 

down 100 years. 

Ceramic Corpus 

A ceramic corpus is a group or collection of assemblages that are related either by 

site or region, class, or family. For example, the Tel Miqne-Ekron corpus refers to all the 

ceramics from the site. The Philistine ceramic corpus refers to a particular group of 

ceramics that are associated with Philistine sites. The Philistine corpus is a subset of the 

coastal corpus, and is a subset of the Iron Age I ceramic horizon. In the literature, corpus 

is used interchangeably with class. For the purposes of this study, these terms are defined 

separately. Whereas corpus is used broadly for any type of grouping of assemblages, 

class denotes a group of ceramics that are associated with each other based on function or 

common attributes. For example: the bichrome class, storage vessels, tableware, imports, 

or cult v essels— each referring to a particular class of vessels. 

Ceramic Assemblage 

This term is used to describe a particular group that, for all practical and 

theoretical purposes, is uncontaminated in that it is found to be in a single archaeological 

context— that is to say, a group of vessels found within a room or building that provides 

unquestionable stratigraphic context in regards to the vessels contemporaniety. 

Demonstrating that the excavation was conducted properly, without the mixing of 



143 

archaeological assemblages, it should be postulated that all the vessels within the 

assemblage are contemporaneous and are associated. 

Diagnostic 

This term usually refers to a particular vessel type or distinguishing characteristic 

such as form or decoration. It is applied to those vessels or features that can be utilized as 

"index vessels," the presence or absence which define a chronological period, regional, or 

ethnic element. Associated with the term is the ability to use the vessel as a terminus 

post- or ante- quem. 

It is key that archaeologists are describing the same phenomenon when they 

attach labels and definitions to ceramics. Unfortunately, several scholars assume that a 

particular corpus is representative of a complete ceramic horizon for the southern Levant. 

Hence, Holladay assumes that red slip burnishing is a diagnostic feature for the 10th 

century B.C.E. in the southern Levant and when confronted with an assemblage 

containing red slip burnish and Philistine pottery (e.g. Qasile X), he wants to reassign the 

assemblage to the 10th centmy B.C.E. instead of the 1 Ith century B.C.E. This creates 

problems as the excavator (A. Mazar) based his dating of the Philistine bichrome pottery 

as diagnostic feature of the I Ith centur\ B.C.E. in the southern Levant. There is a simple 

solution to the apparent discrepancies in the archaeological record. If the integrity of each 

assemblage is assumed (Gezer and Qasile X), then our interpretation of the ceramic 

horizons must be updated to reflect the new data. Albright's original observation of the 

association of the red slip burnish tradition with the 10th century B.C.E. in the southern 
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Levant appears to be valid. This is supported by the excavations of Gezer, Beth Shemesh, 

Hazor, etc.^^ Based on the excavations on the Philistine coastal plain in the last decade, it 

is becoming clear that the red slip burnish tradition first originated at the end of the 11th 

century B.C.E. Albright's original observations must now be updated— the red slip 

burnish tradition is now associated with the rise of the Israelite state in the hill-country. 

There appears to be a clear distinction between the two corpuses. The coastal corpus has 

the red slip burnish tradition associated with the end of the 11th century B.C.E. as the 

Philistines exchanged the Philistine bichrome decorative technique for the red slip and 

burnish. The hill-country corpus does not fully adopt this decorative tradition until the 

beginning of the 10th century B.C.E. 

The same issues are involved in Finkelstein's radical reappraisal of the Iron Age. 

For e.xample, he wants to redate the Philistine corpus (Myc IllCrlb bichrome) because it 

does not reflect the southern Shephelah corpus (i.e. Lachish, Tel 'Eton). There are many 

variables that pattern the corpuses: economics, politics, and ethnicitv'; archaeologists, in 

their attempt to reconstruct the past, must realize that regions are going to contain 

different assemblages, and the ceramic horizons are not as homogeneous as originally 

assumed. 

^^see Dever (1990a, 1992b, and 1995) and HoUaday (1995) for a complete stratigraphic and site 
discussion. 



145 

Database 

The Tel Miqne Stratum IV database contains over 1600 records (n = 1608). Of 

these individual records, 83 are whole or complete vessels and the rest are sherds. The 

majority of sherds (73 %) are bowls (n = 1187). The database consists of 70% of the 49 

distinct t>'pes or sub-types (n = 1122) within the typology; 30% (n = 493) of the database 

consists of those sherds that could only be classified as to their particular class (e.g. 

cooking pot, bowl). 

THE TEL MIONE-EKRON STRATU>I IV CERAMIC TYPOLOGY 

The main distinguishing mark of the Tel Miqne-Ekron Stratum IV Assemblage is 

the transition from the hallmark Philistine bichrome pottery to the red slip and burnished 

pottery of the Iron II. The Tel .Miqne-Ekron Stratum IV assemblage continues the forms 

and t\ pes of the non-Philistine potter>' of Stratum VI and V with the introduction of new 

forms and variations, most notable in the bowls. The Philistine tradition is evident in the 

continuation of traditional forms (e.g. bell-shaped bowls) and in the cany-over of the 

Philistine red painted decoration prevalent in Stratum V (notable on various tableware 

vessels: jugs, pilgrim flasks, etc.). Although the red slip burnished decoration makes its 

first significant appearance in Stratum V, it is not until Stratum IV do we notice its 

dominance in the corpus. This new emphasis on the red slip burnish decorative technique 

is demonstrable based on the quantitative analysis conducted on the Miqne-Ekron 
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Ceramic Database. The Miqne Stratum IV assemblage belongs to the coastal corpus of 

the 1111 Oth century B.C.E. ceramic horizon. 
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Figure 3 Tel Miqne Building 350 (Field IV) 

Stratigraphic Context 

Stratigraphically and historically, the Stratum IV assemblage represents the last 

phase of the initial Philistine occupation and expansion of Ekron. Stratum IV is the last 
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phase of the major re-building projects of Stratum V evident in every Field, especially 

Building 350 in Field IV and Buildings 401 and 402 in Field III. The important loci were 

associated with the destruction debris of these buildings. The majority of the pottery 

came from public buildings. The Philistine Megaron Temple/ Administrative Complex 

(Building 350) and the Administrative Buildings associated with the Southern Gate 

Administrative Comple.x provided the majority of the pottery. Building 350 consists of a 

large complex with a large pillared hall with three rooms. Most of the complete vessels 

come from these rooms. 

Bowls 

Bowls comprise over 70% of the total whole vessels of Stratum IV (n = 1185). The 

wide range of variations and hybrids between various forms makes this class of ceramics 

difficult to classify. There are 5 major groups with 23 tv pes. Of these tv-pes, several sub-

tv pes are defined based on surface treatment of the slip and decoration, unlike the Tell 

Qasile corpus where sub-types are defined based on appliques (i.e. handles, etc.). 

The Tel Miqne Stratum IV bowls can be grouped into four basic shapes with 

variations: I) carinated, 2) round or semi-hemispherical, 3) cyma-profiled, and 4) bell-

shaped. Within these basic shapes are three sizes: small thin walled bowls, medium bowls 

(usually round or bell-shaped), and large round thick rimmed bowls that become common 

in the Iron Age II. There are very few flat bases that are common in the Late Bronze Age 

and early Iron Age I, almost all bowls have ring bases. 
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The most noticeable decorative feature is the abundance of red slip. Some of the 

bowls have traces or remnants of red painted bands which are a common decorative 

technique of Philistine pottery of Tel Miqne-Ekron Stratum V. Red slip and burnishing is 

found only on certain forms {Bowl Types 7-11,18, and 21). 

Carinated Shallow Bowls (Types 1-4) 

Carinated bowls are the most common bowl forms in Stratum IV. As a group, they 

tend to be shallow. The basic form is a shallow bowl with a sharp straight-sided 

carination or incurved rim. The rim diameter is usually between 13—15 cm in diameter 

(e.xcludtng Bo-wl Type 3). These bowls have a simple rim, sometimes pinched, always 

with a ring-base. The height is about 1/3 of the vessel width (usually 4-6 cm). There are 

4 major types. 

Bowl Type 1 (Figure 4:1-4) 

Bowl Type 1 (Fig. 4:1) is one of the most common Bowl Types of the Tel Miqne 

Stratum IV assemblage (nearly 18% of all bowls, n = 210). It is a carinated shallow 

incurved bowl with a simple rim. It has a red slipped interior and exterior, and a ring-

base. (Note: Bowl Type 16 is a large size of this form). There are several variations of the 

application of slip. The rim diameter is IS cm with a height of 4 cm It is finished with a 

"weak red" slip {Munsell color lOR 4/4). It is made on a fast wheel and achieves its final 

shape by shaving the lower body. The base is also carved in this manner. 
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Bowl sub-Type 1.1 (Fig. 4:2) is similar to Bowl Type I except the application of the 

slip is not as thorough. The exterior application tends to be more of a wash producing 

circular washed strokes and the ware of the vessel is seen through the wash. Bowl sub-

Type 1.2 (Fig. 4:3) is similar to Bowl Type I except the application of slip is only on the 

interior and partially on the exterior. The exterior application of the slip is over-the-

shouider with drip marks. Bowl sub-Type 1.3 (Fig. 4:4) is also the same as Bowl Type I 

except with painted white concentric rings on interior. These rings are I cm apart and 

.3-.5 cm thick. There is only one complete example of this type. 

Parallels: Similar bowls are found at Tel Mevorakh Stratum VIII, but with no 

decoration {\lexorakh Fig 20:2). The decoration of Bowl sub-Type 1.3 has parallels at 

Tell Qasile Strata XI and X {Qasile II, Figs. 12:2; 22:1, 5; 26:1-2. 39:12). 

Bowl Type 2 (Figure 4:5-7) 

Bowl Type 2 (Fig. 5, 6) is the most common Bowl Type of the Tel Miqne-Ekron 

Stratum [V assemblage (n = 303, 25%). It is a shallow carinated straight-sided bowl with 

a simple rim and a ring base. This bowl lacks any surface treatment. It also has a ratio of 

1:3 between its rim diameter (13-15 cm) and its height (5-6 cm). This bowl has also been 

shaved on its exterior lower body to form its carinated shape. One is an anomaly, it is 

smaller, taller, and thicker (Fig. 4.6). In Stratum V, this type has red paint on top of the 

rim. Bowl sub-Type 2.1 (Fig. 4:7) is the same as Bowl Type 2 except a larger version and 

not as shallow. It is thicker than the average bowl of Bowl Type 2. Its rim diameter to 

height ratio is 2:1, 15 cm, and 6.7 cm respectively. Its ring-base is also larger, 5.5 cm. 
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Parallels: Parallels of Bowl Type 2 are found at Qasile Stratum X {Qasile II Fig 

33:9,10), Beth Shemesh Ila ('Ain Shems IVPI LXni:l-8) and at Hazor {Hazor III-IV PL 

CLXXI:7, although this vessel is more rounded). 

Bowl Type 3 (Figure 4:8-10) 

Bowl Type 3 is unique; it is a small straight sided bowls/lid (n = 24). It is unclear if 

some of these vessels were used as lids. Bow Type 3.2 (Fig.4:10) was found with a group 

of round bowls {Bowl Type 5) and perhaps should be associated with these vessels in 

terms of ftmctional use. Only three vessels have been identified in the excavated corpus. 

Bowl Type 3 (Fig. 4:8) is a significantly smaller version of Bowl Type 2 that is nearly half 

its dimensions. A carinated straight-sided slight cyma-profile with a ring-base. Shaved on 

lower body. Its rim diameter is 8.3 cm with a height of 3.4 cm 

Bowl sub-Type i. / (n = 1) is the same as Bowl Type 3 e.xcept with a button base 

(Fig. 4:9). It has a slight carination with an indented center. Bowl sub-Type 3.2 (n = 2) is 

wheel made as closed vessel from rim to base, therefore a possible lid. Straight-sided 

simple rim with a button base. Evidence of e.\terior shaving. Sometimes it has a slight 

carination (Fig. 4:10). 

Parallels: Bowl Type 3 has some similar bowl parallels from Tell Qasile Stratum X, 

Qasile Bowl Types 3 and 10. 
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Figure 4: Tel Miqne Stratum IV Bowl Types 

Scale 1:5 

Type Reg. No. Locus Description 

1. BL I I\?sW9.225.10 9012 Buff clay, brown core, well levigated, red slip interior and 
exterior, "weak red" 1 OR 4/4. 

2. BL 1.1 IVNW9.197 9013 Buff, brown core, well levigated with red slip-wash, lOR 4/4. 
3.BL 1.2 IVNW9.196.12 9013 Red slip interior and part of e.xterior, black painted lines 

inside. 
4. BL 1.3 IVNW9.248 9015 Red slip interior and e.Yterior. white painted lines. 
5. BL 2 IVNW9.250 9015 Buff clay, brown core, well levigated. 
6. BL 2 1VNW9.177 9014 Buff clay, brown core, well levigated. 
7. BL 2.1 IVNW8.305.1 8034P Buff clay, brown core. 
8. BL3 IIISE27.245.9 Field III Bufif-pink color, grey core, well levigated. 
9. BL3.1 IVNW25.156 25033 Buff color. 

10. BL 3.2 IVNW9.170 9014 Buff color. 
11. BL4 IVNW9.290.6 9028 Brown core, red slip interior and half of exterior. 
12. BL4.1 rVNW9254 9023 Red slip interior and exterior. 
13. BL 4.2 rVNW8.260.21 8025 Red slip interior and exterior. 
14. BL 4.3 IVNW8.252.13 8025 Buff clay, red slip interior. 
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Bowl Type 4 (Figure 4:11-14) 

Bowl Type 4 (Fig. 4:11) is a hybrid between Bowl Types I and 2. Type 4 represents 

4.5% of bowls (n = 54). It appears to be a red slip incurved Bowl Type I but the rim was 

changed to a straight-sided rim of Bowl Type 2. It has a carinated straight-sided slightly 

incurved rim and has a red slip interior and half exterior with over-the-shoulder drip. It 

has a ring-base with an indentation on the inside center of bowl. Its rim diameter is 14-15 

cm with a height of 5-6 cm. The slip color is Munsell color lOR 4/6 - 6/6 weak red. 

Bowl sub-Type 4.1 (Fig. 4:12) is a larger version of Bowl Type 4. There is no 

indentation on the inside center. This bowl has black lines along the top of rim in sets of 

sLx lines and a pronounced ring-base. Bowl sub-Type 4.2 (Fig. 4:13) is rounded with a 

slightly carinated body. Its form is similar to Bowl Type 7 but its body thickness keeps it 

in this family. It has a red slip on its interior and exterior. Bowl sub-Type 4.3 (Fig. 4; 14) 

is the same as Type 4 but with red slip interior straight-sided with slightly everted rim 

(slight cyma profile). 

Parallels: A similar Bowl Type is found at Tell Qasile X {Qasile II Fig 33 .9,10). 

Rouoded Bowls 

The group of rounded bowls is the second most common form of the Tel Miqne 

Stratum IV assemblage comprising nearly 20% of the total bowls (n =224). There are two 

distinct classes within this group: thick plain rounded bowls {Bowl Type 5) and fine thin-

walled bowls usually decorated with a burnished red slip {Bowl Types 6-11). This group 
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of bowls either has plain rims (Bowl Types 5-7) or grooved and/or everted rims {Bowl 

Types 8-11). The plain undecorated bowls {Bowl Type 5) have their antecedents in Tel 

Miqne Stratum V and are part of an earlier local Canaanite tradition of the Iron Age I. 

The thin-walled bowls {Bowl Type 6-11) are shallow wheel-made bowls and are highly 

burnished. This group of bowls is found at almost all Iron Age sites. 

Bowl Type 5 (Figure 5:1-3) 

Bowl Type 5 is a very common bowl at Tel Miqne (7.5%, n = 88). It is only found 

in Room C of Building 350 (Field IV), with a few exceptions. It is a plain rounded bowl 

with a ring-base, slightly thickened in-tumed rim. In Stratum V the in-tumed rim is more 

pronounced and the base is slightly footed, some of these are found in Stratum IV. Its rim 

diameter is 12-13 cm and its height is 5.5-6 cm. It has a height to width ratio of 2:1. 

Sometimes this bowl has a slightly thickened rim (Fig. 5:2) and sometimes it is slightly 

carinated (Fig. 5:1). 

Parallels: Parallels to this bowl are found in the north at Megiddo V {\tegiddo I PI. 

30:124) and Hazor {Hazor //-/// PI. CLXXI:3). In the Aijalon Valley Region, parallels 

are found at Tell Qasile Strata XII-X {Qasile II Figs. 12:3,4; 11:3; 24:1; 28:7; 39:3; some 

with red slip and burnish decoration, 39:8 and 44:1), Tel Ashdod {Ashdod IV Fig. 6:2; 

Ashdod V Fig. 45:2), Tel Gezer Strata XI-IX {Gezer I Fig. 34:14; Gezer III Fig. 14:13; 

Gezer /FFigs. 40:6, 8; 43:15, 45:16, 19), and Beth Shemesh {'Ain Shems /rPls. LXII:19, 

24-25, with flat bases; LIX:15, 17-18,22). 
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Bowl Type 6 (Figure 5:4-8) 

Although Bowl Type 6 (Fig. 5:4) is similar in form to Bowl Type 5, it is a different 

vessel (n = 73, 6% of all bowls). The main diagnostic difference is the thickness of the 

vessel walls. A rounded simple rim bowl with slight carination, thin walled with ring base 

and red slip on the interior and the upper half of the exterior, up to the carination. A slight 

indentation in the interior center. There is evidence of burning on some of the bowl rims. 

It has a rim diameter of 13 cm and a height of 5.8 cm (a ratio of 1:2). Its slip color is a 

weak red {Munsell 10 R 4/4). 

Bowl Sub-Type 6.1 (Fig. 5:5) is the same as Bowl Type 6 except with a thickened 

rim. Bowl sub-Types 6.2 and 6.2.1 (Fig. 5:6-7) are the same as Bowl Type 6.1 except with 

no slip. Bowl Type 6.2 is a thick rimmed vessel while Bowl Type 6.2. / is a thin rimmed 

vessel. Sub-Type 6.3 (Fig. 5:8) has the same features as Bowl Type 6.1 but with a red slip 

interior and a band of red slip around the exterior rim (1.2 cm beneath rim). 

Parallels: Parallels are found at Hazor XB {Hazor ll-lll PI. CLXXI: 12). Megiddo 

(Megiddo II PI. 87:21, Bowl 361), and Tell Qasile (Qasile 11 Fig. 33:11). This Bowl Type 

is found in a later conte.xt at Gezer VIB^^ {Gezer III Pis. 13:1; 20:1, 2). Gitin (1990:165) 

notes that although this is a common form, parallels are rare. He dates the appearance of 

this form (with red slip and burnish) to the second half of the 10th century B.C.E. The Tel 

Miqne-Ekron Bowl Type 6 is probably the antecedent to this later form at Gezer. 

58 Gitin Type 45 (1990:165). 
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Bowl Type 7 (Figxire 5:9-15) 

Bowl Type 7 (Fig. 5:9) is similar to Bowl Type 6 except it is shallower and not as 

semi-hemispherical (n = 28). Its rim diameter (14 cm) to height (4.6 cm) is 1:3 as 

opposed to 1:2 of Bowl Type 6. It has a ring-base with a shaved lower body. It has a red 

slip interior and over-the-shoulder/drip exterior slip. The basic type consists of a simple 

rim with the red slip interior and over-the-shoulder drip exterior slip as a surface 

decoration. Variations of the basic type include thickened rim and/or body and 

burnishing. 

Bowl sub-Type 7.1 (Fig. 5:10) has a red slip covering the upper exterior and upper 

1/2 of the exterior. There is burnishing on the top half of the vessel's exterior, on both the 

slip and upper body. On the mside of the vessel, burnishing is only found on rim (1 cm 

from top). Bowl sub-Type 7.2 (Fig. 5:11) has a thickened body and rim. Bowl sub-Type 

7.3 (Fig. 5:12) has a red slip burnished interior and exterior. It is highly burnished with 

burning along rim. The burnishing on the e.xterior of the bowl comes up to the point of 

carination. The e.xterior of the bowl is nicely slipped, unlike Type 7.2 where the slip is 

sloppily applied. Bowl sub-Type 7.4 (Fig. 5:13) is without slip. It is burnished on the 

interior and upper e.\terior and is shaved on the exterior bottom of the body. There are 

black painted perpendicular lines along the rim. They are grouped into a cluster of five 

lines. The diameter of the rim is 13 cm. Bowl sub-Type 7.5 (Fig. 5:14) is similar to Bowl 

Type 7.4 but is decorated in red slip and burnish with a thickened flattened rim. It has a 

cluster of seven lines along the top of the rim. Bowl sub-Type 7.5.1 (Fig. 5:15) is the 

same as Bowl sub-Type 7.5 except it is thinner. 
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Parallels: Thin walled bowls become popular in Iron Age II probably due to the 

influence of Phoenicia. These bowls are usually red slipped and highly burnished. The 

classic example of this class of vessels is the Samaria Ware. Miqne Bowl Type 7 has the 

same form as Types 5 and 6, but starts to have the fine ware features of this class of thin 

walled bowls. It is difficult to find comparisons based on pottery plates. Most of the 

examples are from 10th or 9th century strata. Vessels that are similar to Bowl Type 7 are 

found in the north at Hazor XA {Hazor //-/// PI. CLXXIV:2), Taanach IIB (Taanach I 

Fig. 48:7-14), Tel 'Amal III {Amal Fig. 15:3); in the Sharon Plain at Tel Michal {Michal 

Fig. 7.1:2), Tel Mevorakh VTI {Mevorakh Fig. 12:1, 2); in the Aijalon Valley Region at 

Gezer X-IX (Gezer IV PI. 43:4), and at Tel Ashdod {Ashdod IV Fig. 1:3; Ashdod V Fig. 

47:11). .A.t Lachish, these thin walled rounded bowls are part of the 10th and 9th century 

strata (Lachish Strata V and IV). Several bowls that belong to Zimhoni's second Bowl 

Type (B-2) are similar to Miqne Bowl Type 7 {SIAPI Fig. 3.5:4-5, 15, and 18). 

Bovvi Types 8 and 9 (Figures 5:16-18; 6:1, 2) 

Bowl Types 8 and 9 are rounded bowls with grooves. This is a common Bowl Type 

in the 1 l/lOth century B.C.E. transition in the Philistine Coastal Plain. Bowl Type 8 (n = 

16) is a rounded shallow bowl with a slightly concave simple rim (Fig. 5:16, 17). It is 

decorated with a red slip burnished interior and the upper 1/2 of the exterior. The exterior 

burnishing technique has produced 2-3 deep grooves. These deep grooves become a 
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Figure S: Tel Miqne Stratum IV Bowl Types 5-8 

Scale 1:5 

Type Res. No. Locus Description 

1. BL 5 IVNW9.180 9014 BufF-green clay, brown core, well levigated. 
2. BL 5 rVNA^-9.183 9015 Buff'green clay, brown core, well levigated. 
3. BL 5 IVNW.9.190 9019 Buff clay, brown core. 
4. BL 6 rV-N"W9.218 9012 Red slip interior and exterior. 
5. BL 6.1 IV'NW9.175 9014P Red slip interior and exterior. 
6. BL 6.2 IVNW9.168.21 9012 Red broNVTi clay, brown core. 
7. BL 6.2.1 [VSW24.172.21 24023.1 Red brown clay, brown core. 
8. BL 6.3 IVNW9.189.5 9015 Red slip interior and band along exterior rim. 
9. BL 7 IVNW9.242.4 9014.1 Light brown clay, red slip interior and upper 1/2 of exterior. 

10. BL 7.1 IVNW9.197.12 9013 Red slip interior and red slip and burnish upper 1/2 e.xterior. 
11. BL 7.2 rVNW8.245.6 8023 Red slip interior and red slip and burnish upper 1/2 exterior. 
12. BL 7.3 IVNW9.I86.35 9015 Dark brown slip and highly burnished interior and upper 1/2 

exterior. 
13. BL 7.4 rVNW9.201 9014.1 BufT. horizontal and irregular burnished, black paint on rim. 
14. BL 7.5 IVNW9.179 90I4P Red slip and irregular hand burnishing on the interior and 

exterior, black paint on inside rim. 
15. BL 7.5.1 IVNW9.I78 9014P Red slip and irregular hand burnishing on the interior and 

exterior, black paint on inside rim. 
16. BL 8 IVNW9.186.8 9015 Red slip, Munsell color lOR 3/3 "dusky red" on interior and 

exterior, irregular hand burnish interior and part of exterior. 
17. BL 8 IVNW24.131.9 24021.1 Red slip interior and exterior, irregular hand burnish interior 

and part of exterior, black paint on inside of rim. 
18. BL 8.1 IVNW9.173.12 9014P Red slip and horizontal hand bunush on interior. 
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common decorative feature of the Tel Miqne-Ekron Round Bowls (see Types 9 and 10). 

In Strata IC/B, it becomes the dominant Bowl Type. Sometimes it has black lines 

perpendicular to the rim, painted on the exterior. Its rim diameter is 12 cm and the slip is 

Munsell color lOR 3/3 "dusky red." Bowl sub-Type 8.1 {n = 2) is the same as Bawl Type 

8 except it is decorated with red slip and burnish (Fig. 5:18). 

Bowl Type 9 (n = 7) is a rounded bowl with slightly incurved thickened simple rim 

with a single incision on the exterior (Fig. 6:1). It is similar to Bowl Type I except its 

form is round. It is decorated with a red slip interior and 1/2 of the upper exterior 

{Munsell color lOR 4/6 red). The slip appears to be painted on. Its rim diameter is 17-18 

cm with a height of 5.8 cm. Its ratio is 1:3. There is only one example of sub-Type 9.1. 

Bowl Type 9.1 (Fig. 6:2) is the same as Bowl Type 9 e.xcept highly burnished with knobs 

and thumb ledge appliques on rim. It has a flat base. 

Parallels: Parallels are found in southern and coastal sites. Miqne Bowl Type 9 is 

equal to Qasile Bowl Type 5 {Qasile II Figs. 22:2; 46:3). Other similar bowls were found 

at Tel .A.shdod {AshdodII-III 37:16; 39:26; 45:12) and some bowls from Lachish 

have the same decoration and grooves but the rim is bulbous {Lachish III PI. 99:588, 591, 

594, 595, 597). 
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Thin Carinated Bowls with Thickencd and/or Everted Rims 

Bowl Types 10 and 11 (Figure 6:3-5) 

Bowl Types 10 and II possibly belong to the Carinated Bowl Family except that 

they are thin wailed (fine ware) and burnished. They are thin carinated bowls with 

thickened and/or everted rims. They are best associated with the Round Bowl Family, 

although both have a slight carination. 

Bowl Type 10 (n = 6) is a thin-walled simple rim bowl with a red slip interior and is 

red slip burnished on the upper 1/2 of the exterior, some traces of burnishing on interior 

(slip color is Munsell color lOR 4/4 weak red). It has a slight carination with an out-

tumed rim. Its rim diameter is 14.5. Bowl sub-Type 10.1 is slightly thicker with no 

burnishing. 

Bowl Type 11^^ (n = 6) is a rounded shallow bowl with simple out-turned rim. It 

has an exterior grooved incision at the point of turn and a ring-base. Most are decorated 

with a red slip burnished interior with either the exterior completely red slipped and 

burnished or only the top half. The burnishing is a combination of hand and wheel. It is 

painted with black concentric circles in the interior and along the ridge and exterior top of 

rim. Its rim diameter is 13.5 cm with a height of 3.5 cm. Its ratio is 1:4. 

Parallels: A bowl diat belongs to the same class of thin carinated bowls is Tell 

Qasile Bowl Type 12. Qasile Bowl Type 12 is found in Strata XI and X {Qasile II Figs. 

Bowl type 11 may belong to a later stratum. Three examples come from loci that were beneath Stratum I 
surfaces and above Stratum IV debris. 
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19:38; 22:19, 22; 44:19, 20). Another similar bowl is a red sipped "cyma-profiled" bowl 

of Qasile X {Qasile II Fig. 44:3). Another parallel is found at Gezer (Gezer III Type 72, p. 

197). 

Deep Bowls 

Bowl Types 12 and 13 (Figure 6:6-12) 

Bowl Types 12 (n = 13) and 13 (n = 3) are deep bowls. These bowls are difEicult to 

classify because most examples are only sherds. These bowls are defined by the height to 

rim width ratio. The height of the bowl is twice that of the rim diameter. It could be 

argued that these bowls are variations of round bowls (Miqne Type 5) or bell-shaped 

bowls {Miqne Type 14). Bowl Type 12 (n = 12) is a semi-hemispherical bowl with plain 

slightly flattened rim with exterior grooves and a rounded base (Fig. 6:6). It is decorated 

with a red slip interior and e.xterior, with two tool-made incisions on the exterior of the 

rim. Its rim diameter is 12 cm with a height of 6.7 cm (ratio 1:2). Bowl sub-Type 12.1 

(Fig. 6:7) is the same as Bowl Type 12, except it is not decorated and has a more 

pronounced carination. Bowl sub-Type 12.2 (Fig. 6:8) is the same as Bowl Type 12 except 

it is burnished on the interior and exterior. Bowl sub-Type 12.3 (Fig. 6:9) has red slip on 

the interior and e.xterior and no grooves, while Bowl Sub-Type 12.4 (Fig. 6:10) is 

decorated with red slip only on the inner rims and exterior. 
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Figure 6: Tel Miqne Stratum IV Bowl Types 9-13 

liPl 

Scale 1:5 

Type Reg. No. Locas Description 

1. BL 9 
2. BL 9.1 
3. BL 10 

4. BL II 

5. BL 11 
6. BL 12 
7. BL 12.1 
8. BL 12.2 
9. BL 12.3 

10. BL 12.4 
11. BL 13 
12. BL 13.1 

IV'NW24.125.29 
IVN^-8.260.58 
rV'NW8.234.23 

r\'NW7.19 

IV'NW24.127 
IVNW9.178 
rVNW40.55.3 
rVNW24.130.5 
IVNW8.257.I5 
IVNW23.36.4 
rV'NW24.195.35 
IVNW40.58.4 

24021P Red slip interior and upper exterior. Munsell color lOYR 4/6. 
8025P Red slip and horizontal burnished on interior and upper e.\terior. 
8026 Brown clay, brown core, well levigated. Red slip with highly 

horizontal burnishing on interior. 
7006.1 Brown clay, excellent levigation. Red slip and horizontal hand 

burnish on interior and upper e.xterior. black paint on inside and rim. 
24021 Red slip on rim of e.xterior. 
9014 Red slip interior and exterior, tool made incisions on rim. 
40009P Buff clay, brown core, well levigated. 
24023 Red slip and irregular hand bunushing on interior and exterior. 
8025 Red slip on interior and e.\terior. 
23013.1 Red drip slip and on interior rim and e.xterior. 
24035 Red slip interior and exterior wth bunushing on die rim. 
40013 BtifFclay. 
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Bowl Type 13 (n = 1) is a semi-hemispherical bowl with knobs along upper part of 

exterior (Fig. 6; 11). It has a red slip interior and exterior with slight burnishing on the 

rim. The rim is thickened and flattened on top forming a rectangular (square) shaped 

profile and has a faint groove on its exterior. Bowl Type /i. / (n = I) is a plain semi-

hemispherical bowl with a folded over thickened rim (Fig. 6:12). 

Parallels: Similar bowls were found at Tell Qasile (Qasile II Figs. 22:25; 34; 11; 

53:3). The Tell Qasile deep carinated bowl {Qasile Bowl Type II) has the same 

dimensions as the Tel Miqne Bowl Type 12, but its shape is similar to the cyma-profiled 

bowls (see Miqne Bowl Type 15).^ 

Bell-Shaped Bowls 

These bowls continue from Iron Age I traditions of the Philistine pottery corpus. 

They are noticeable in the database by the shape of their rim. The rim is a simple everted 

rim with a diameter of 10.5-11.5 cm. Since the major diagnostic features between this 

group of bowls are the handles, they are grouped together as one type (n =63). There are 

four major groups I) loop handles; 2) plain with vestigial horizontal handles; 3) Philistine 

painted with red horizontal lines, 4) a fourth type is a bell-shaped bowl with red slip 

decoration. 

Qasile II ^A2. 
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Bowl Type 14 (Figure 7:1-8) 

Bowl Type 14 (Fig. 7:1) has a simple slightly everted rim with loop-handles. The 

rim diameter is 11.5 cm with a height of 6.2 cm (ratio 2:1). It has a ring-base with a 

pinkish ware {Munsell color SYR 7/4 Pink). Bowl sub-Type 14.1 (Fig. 7:2-3) is the same 

classic Bowl Type 14 but with vestigial horizontal handles. The rim diameter is 11.5 cm 

with a height of 5.6 cm. It has a ring-base with a slight reddish brown ware {Xfunsell 

color 5 YR 6/4). Sub-Type 14.2 (Fig. 7:4) is the same as Bowl sub-Type 14.1 except it is 

decorated with two painted red bands around the body and on top of the rim. This is the 

common Philistine painted decoration of Stratum V. It has a simple rim that is semi-

flanened. Its rim diameter is 10.5 cm with a height of 7 cm, footed ring-base. Bowl sub-

Type 14.2.1 (Fig. 7:5) is similar to Bowl sub-Type 14.2 except larger and with a 

horizontal handle instead of a vestigial handle. The rim diameter is over 14 cm. Bowl 

sub-Type 14.3 (Fig.7:6-8) reflects the transitional nature of Miqne Stratum IV as Iron I 

Philistine forms start to reflect the red slip tradition that becomes dominant in Iron Age 

[I. It is a hybrid containing the classic Iron Age I Philistine bell-shaped bowl and the red 

slip decorative technique which becomes popular in the Iron Age II period (Fig. 7:6). 

Sometimes the red slip is applied to the interior and the rim (Fig. 7:8) or the exterior and 

the inside of the rim (Fig. 7:7). This example is found at Ashdod. The rim diameter is 12 

cm with a footed-base. 
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Type 

1. BL 14 
2. BL 14.1 
3. BL 14.1 
4. BL 14.2 
5. BL 14.2.1 
6. BL 14.3 
7. BL 14.3 
8. BL 14.3 
9. BL 15 

10. BL 15.1 
11. BL 15.2 
12. BL 15.3 

1J:BL 15.4 
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Figure 7: Tel Miqne Stratum IV Bowl Types 14-15 

'\.. 
4. 

7 ~ 

"""' 9. ... ... 
'0. 
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Reg. No. Locus 

IVNW25.151.12 25027.1 

IVNW24.195.13 24035 
IVNW8.260.57 8025 
IVNW23 .172. 7 23023.1 

IVNW24.292.3 2402 1. 1 

IVNW9.16 9014.1 
IVNE24.141.13 . 24020 
IVNW27.224.1 27053 
IVNW24.127 24021 
IVNW23.28 23010 
IVNW9.168.32 9014 
IVNW8.223. 7 8016 

IVNW23.35 23013P 

_J 

10 . 

Scale 1:5 

Description 

Pinkish ware, Munsell color 5 YR 7/4. 
Red-brown clay. 
Red-brown clay. 
Red-brown clay, red painted bands on exterior body and rim. 
Red-brown clay, red painted bands on exterior body. 
Red slip on interior and exterior. 
Buff clay, brown core, red slip on exterior and rim. 
Light brown clay, brown core, red slip on interior and rim. 
Light brown clay. 
Light brown clay, red slip interior. 
Light brown clay, red slip interior and upper half of exterior. 
Red slip horizontal hand burnish interior and upper half of 
exterior, black paint on top of rim. 
Red slip interior and exterior. 
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Parallels: These bowls are found at all Philistine coastal sites and in bordering 

regions. For a complete analysis see discussion in T. Oothan (1982:97-106) and for an 

update on Dothan's analysis see the discussion in A. Mazar (l985a:87-90). 

Medium and Large Bowls 

This group of bowls consist of the entire medium {Bowl Type 15, rim diameter >15 

cm) and large size bowls (Rim diameter > 20 cm). They are grouped together based on 

size although most of them represent a larger bowl of earlier types. 

Bowl Type 15 (Figure 7:9-13) 

Bowl Type 15 (n = 25) is a large carinated bowl with cyma-profile (Fig. 7:9). This 

bowl is similar to Qasile Family C {Type 8). It is a very common bowl in the Miqne 

Stratum IV assemblage. Although it is one of the most common forms at Tel Miqne, 

there is no whole vessel that has been excavated. It has a simple thickened rim with a ring 

base. There is no core. It has a rim diameter of 16—18 cm. It is plain without any 

decoration. Its rim diameter is 16 cm and it is decorated in a variety of techniques 

producing various sub-types. 

Bowl sub-Type 15.1 {n = \) is decorated with a red slip interior and a plain exterior 

(Fig. 7:10). It is poorly slipped giving the impression of a wash. Bowl sub-Type 15.2 (n = 

17) is similar to Bowl sub-Type 15.1 except the red slip decoration is also on the upper 

exterior {over-the-shoulder). Bowl sub-Type 15.3 (n = 5) is the same as Bowl sub-Type 
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15.2 but it is burnished with black painted lines that are perpendicular to the rim and on 

top of the rim (Tig. 7:12). The red slip burnishing decoration is on the 'mterior and over-

the-shoulder. Bowl sub-Type 15.4 (n = 3) is the same as Bowl sub-Type 15.2 e.xcept the 

slip color is brown (Fig. 7:13). Its slip color is Munsell color 5 YR 3/2 dark reddish 

brown. Cyma-profiled bowls are a common Iron Age I form and last until the beginning 

of the 10th century B.C.E. They are notably absent m the Jezreel, Samaria, and Lachish V 

assemblages. 

Parallels: This Bowl Type is found throughout Iron Age I sites.^^ These bowls are 

found at 'Izbet Sartah, Bowl Types 3 and 6 {'Izbet Sartah Figs. 21:18; 22:15, 17), Tell 

Qasiie {Qasile II Figs. 33:24; 39:17, 20-21); Gezer {Gezer /FPls. 36:1-2; 37:20; 40:7; 

41:18); Beth Shemesh {'Ain Shems /FPls. LIX:13-14, 20; LXII:7-9, 15, 32); and at 

Ashdod {Ashdod V Figs. 43:2-5; 45:3; 47:9). Other parallels from the north are found at 

Megiddo VIA and Jokneam XVII (Zarzeki-Peleg 1997, Figs. 2.2 and 3.2). 

Bowl Type 16 (Figure 8:1-4) 

Bowl Type 75 (n = 8) is a large version of Bowl Type 6 of the Round Bowl Family 

(Fig. 8:1-2). It is round with a simple rim (diameter = 16-17 cm). It is decorated with a 

red slip on its interior and the upper half of its exterior (over-the-shoulder). Only t\\ o 

examples are known in the assemblage. One example (Fig. 8:1), the application of the 

^ ̂  For a full discussion of this Bowl type in other regions see A. Mazar (198Sa:39-41). 
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exterior slip is sloppy, while the second example (Fig. 8:2), the application of the slip is 

nicely painted. The second example has a thinner body wall. 

Bowl sub-Type 16.1 (n = 2) has a red slip interior and over-the-shoulder drip 

application on the exterior. It has a flattened rim slanted inside with traces of grooves on 

outside rim. There is only one example (Fig. 8:3). It is unclear if this is an anomaly or if it 

is an actual type. Bowl sub-Type 16.2 (n = 1) is the same shape as Bowl Type 16 except it 

is a larger version with a slight carination (Fig. 8:4). The rim diameter is 27 cm, nearly 

2/3 larger than Bowl Type 16. It contains brown burnish on the interior with brown/red 

slip on the exterior. 

Parallels: Parallels are found at Tell Qasile Strata XII-X (Qasile II Figs. 11:1; 

12:1; 18:4; 22:4; 24:1-with knob handle; 28:9; 39:14), Beth Shemesh Stratum III {'Ain 

Shems PI. LXII:17), Timnah {Jimnah Fig. 5:12), Tel Ashdod {Ashdod ^Fig. 45:6), Tel 

Mevorakh Stratum VII (Mevorakh Fig. 12:5,10, 12-13), Beersheba (Beer-Sheba II Fig. 

20:4), and Shiloh Stratum V {Shiloh Fig. 6.60:2). 

Bowl Type 17 (Figure 8:5-7) 

Bowl Type 17 (Fig. 8:5) is a group of medium sized shallow bowls with simple rims 

and a shallow disc base (n = 7). The rim diameter is 22 cm and its height is 5.5 cm. Bowl 

sub-Type 17.1 (Fig 8:6) is similar to Bowl Type 17 except it is decorated with a bar 

handle and it is red slipped and burnished. Its rim is slightly incurved. Bowl sub-Type 

17.2 (Fig. 8:7) is morphologically similar to Bowl Type 17, except it has a thickened T-

shaped rim. 
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Figure 8: Tel Miqne Stratum IV Bowl Types 16-18 

10. 
Scale 1:5 

Type Res. No. Locus 

1. BL 16 rVNW24.n8.6 24021 
2. BL 16 IVNW24.125 2402IP 
3. BL 16.1 IVN"W8.251.8 8025P 
•4. BL 16.2 rVNW8.250.13 8025 
S. BL 17 IVNW24.138.7 24019 
6. BL 17.1 1VNW24.131. 24021.1 

7. BL 17.2 IIISE27.195 Field m 
8. BL 18.1 IVNW8.254.1 802S 
9. BL 18.2 IVNW8.258.23 8025 

10. BL 18.3 
11. BL 18.4 rVNW8.258.2l 8025P 

Description 

Light bro>»Ti clay, red slip on interior and upper exterior. 
Red slip on interior and upper exterior. 
Red slip on interior and part of exterior. 
Dark broMrii slip on interior and upper e.Yterior. 
BufT clay. 
Bu£f clay, red slip, and irregular hand burnish inside and 
outside. 
BufT clay. 
Red slip on interior and exterior. 
Red slip and irregular hand burnish on interior. 
Red slip and irregular hand burnish on interior and rim 
Red slip on interior and e.xterior. 
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Parallels: Similar bowls are found at Tell Qasile in Strata X and IX {Qasile II Fig. 

24:5,6; 43:14; and 52:2). 

Bowl Type 18 (Figure 8:7-11) 

Bowl Type /<9 is a group of six round bowls with red slip and burnish decoration 

and thickened inverted rims. There is a wide variation of rim morphologies. Bowl sub-

Type 18.1 (n = 3) is has an incurved thickened box-shape rim (Fig. 8:8). It is completely 

red slipped and burnished with a ring base. Bowl sub-Type 18.2 (Fig. 8:9) is red slipped 

and burnished on the interior only, it has a thickened flat-to rim with signs of burning. 

Bowl sub-Type 18.3 (Fig. 8:10) is morphologically similar to Bowl sub-Type 18.1, but it 

is more rounded and thinner. It is red slipped and burnished on the outside top only. Bowl 

sub-Type 18.4 (Fig. 8:11) has an incurved thickened rim with two incised grooves along 

the outside of the rim. It is also red slipped and burnished. Bowl Type 18.4 has the body 

shape of Bowl Type 18 but the incised rim of Bowl Type 19. One example has a knob. 

Parallels: Bowl Type 18.1 has a parallel from Tell Qasile {Qasile II 52:2, 9); Bowl 

Type 18 has a parallel from a lOth century context from Tel Lachish, Bowl Type B-7 

(5/.4/'/Fig. 3.11:1,5, 7) 

Bowl Tvpe 19 (Figure 9:1-2) 

Bowl Type /P (n = 4) is a medium-sized rounded bowl with an incurved rim with 

two incised grooves along the outside of the rim. It is decorated with a red slip on the 

interior and over-the-shoulder exterior. The grooved incision decoration along the outside 
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of the rim becomes a dominant decorative technique in Mlqne Stratum IB. Bowl Type 19 

has a rim diameter of 17.5 cm and a height of 7.2 cm. Its slip color is Munsell color 10 R 

4/4 weak red. 

Parallels: Bowl Type /9 is similar to Tell Qasile Type 9 {Qasiie H fig. 46:3) and 

Ashdod {Ashdod FFig. 45:9). 

Bowl Type 20 (Figure 9:3) 

Bowl Type 20 1) is a carinated bowl with a simple rim with a slight groove on 

the inside rim. Its rim diameter is 28 cm. There is only one example of this type of bowl. 

Bowl Type 20 is a large version of Bowl Type 2. 

Bowl Type 21 (Figure 9:4-7) 

Bowl Type 2/ (n = 4) is a medium size carinated shallow bowl with a folded over 

ledge rim (Fig. 9:4). Its rim diameter is 19 cm with a height of 4 cm. The rim is similar 

to Bowl Type 18, except the overhang is more prominent. Bowl sub-Type 2/. / (n = 6) is 

similar to Bowl Type 21 except it is decorated with a red slip and the rim is flattened with 

a slight indentation on top (Fig. 9:5, 6). The rim thickness on top is I cm and its diameter 

is 20 cm with a height of 6.2-7 cm and it has a ring-base. Bowl sub-Type 21.2 (n = 8) is a 

medium size carinated bowl with folded rim, which has also been flattened (Fig. 9:6). It 

is red slipped and hand burnished on the interior and exterior. It also has a ring base. 

Parallels: Similar bowls are found at Megiddo {Megiddo /, Type 101 PI. 28:101), 

Tell Qasile {Qasile //Bowl 14, Fig. 12:11, 13; 53:3), and Tel Masos {Masos PI. 131:1). 
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Figure 9: Tel Miqne Stratum IV Bowl Types 19-24 

Type Ree. No. Locus Description 

I. BL 19 rVNW9.168.35 9014 Red slip on interior and upper 1/2 of exterior. 
2. BL 19 IVNW27.74 27024 Red slip with borizontal and irregular burnishing on interior 

and upper half of exterior. 
3. BL 20 IVNW9.191.14 9015 Buff-green clay. 
4. BL21 rVNW24.185.28 24023.1 Buff clay. 
5. BL2I.1 IVNW8.252.16 24023.1 Red slip on interior and exterior. 
6. BL21.1 IVNW9.1/4 9014 Red slip on interior and exterior. 
7.BL21.2 rVNW8.256.27 8025P Red slip and hand burnished on the interior and exterior. 
8. BL 22 IVNW8.277.4 8029 Buff clay. 
9. BL 22.1 rVNW24.146.1 24021.1 Buff-gteen clay. 

10- BL 23 IVNW8.24l.ll 8026 Red slip on interior and exterior. 
11. BL 24 rVNW9.292.3 9028 Red slip and highly burnished on interior and exterior. 
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Bowl Type 22 (Figure 9:8, 10) 

Bowl Type 22 (n =3) is somewhat similar to Bowl Type 21 except larger and cruder 

(Fig. 9:8). In profile, this bowl appears similar to cyma-profiled bowls, but its 

development places this bowl in the class of everted thick walled bowls. Bowl Type 22 

has a rim diameter of 22 cm. Bowl Type 22. / (n = 4) is the same as Bowl Type 22 except 

deeper and larger (Fig. 9:10). Its rim diameter is 34 cm, 35% larger than Bowl Type 22. 

Parallels: Qasile {Qasile II Fig. 46:13) and Timnah {Timnah Fig. 5.12). 

Bowl Types 23 and 24 (Figure 9:9, 11) 

Bowl Types 23 and 24 are two small bowls. Bowl Type 23 (Fig. 9:9) is a hand-made 

bowl slightly carinated with red slip over-the-shoulder. Its slip was weak red. Bowl Type 

24 (Fig. 9:11) is a small bowl. It is a carinated, simple vertical rim, decorated with red 

slip on the interior and e.xterior. 

Parallels: Bowl Type 24 has a parallel at Tell Qasile (.Qasile II Fig. 34:11). 

KRATERS 

There are eleven types of kraters differentiated in the Stratum IV assemblage. 

Unfortunately, there are no whole or complete vessels, therefore the types are solely 

based on rim and upper body differences. Krater rims of other Iron Age assemblages (e.g. 

Tell Qasile) exhibit a great degree of variation within individual types. It is postulated 
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that the Miqne assemblage probably also exhibits the same degree of variation. With this 

in mind, there are basically two groups of kraters: smaller kraters which could be 

interpreted as large deep bowls (rim diameter 22-26 cm) and larger heavier kraters (rim 

diameter 32-36 cm). In general, the small kraters reflect the handleless simple rims and 

thinner bodies of the Iron Age I Philistine kraters. The large kraters exhibit the typical 

Iron Age II large thick carinated kraters with thickened rims. The database consists of 49 

sherds, which comprise 3% of the total database. Of these 49 sherds 28 are diagnostic 

(60%). It appears that the small kraters were more common than the large (60% as 

opposed to 40% of the diagnostic sherds). 

The Tel Miqne Stratum IV kraters demonstrate the transitional nature of the 

assemblage. The small kraters {Krater Types 1-5) are a later development of the classic 

Iron Age I bell-shaped kraters and the large kraters (Krater Types 6-12) are typical lOth 

century kraters. 

Small Kraters (Figure 10) 

There are 5 basic types of small kraters. There are no whole or complete forms (n = 

16). The t\'pology is based on variations of the rims. These kraters fit into the class of 

bell-shaped kraters common in the Iron Age I. It appears reasonable to assume that the 

form is influenced by the Philistine bell-shaped kraters. These small kraters are not 

common during the Iron Age II. 
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Krater Type 1 (Figure 10:1) 

Krater Type I krater has a T/hammerhead rim that is vertically oriented. The rim is 

flanened on top. This krater has a rim diameter of 20 cm. Five e.xamples were found in 

the database, four of these were found in Room B of Building 350. 

Krater TvT?e 2 (Figure 10:2-4) 

Krater Type 2 (Fig. 10:2) has a thickened T-shaped rim with a vertical overhang. Its 

rim diameter is 20 cm. Krater sub-Type 2.1 (Fig. 10:3, 4) has a rim that is flattened 

forming a mushroom shaped rim or a bulbous rim in profile. This sub-type eventually 

evolves into Krater Type 3 as the outside overhang eventually becomes completely 

flattened. There is only one example found for each type and all were found in Room B. It 

is possible that this was not a distinguishable type, with Krater Type 2 actually a variant 

form of Krater Type I and the sub-types are actually variants of Krater Type 3. 

Krater Tvpe 3 (Figure 10:5) 

Krater Type i (n = 3) is similar to Krater Type 2.1 except the overhang is 

completely flattened against the rim. In profile, the rim is thickened with an emphasis on 

the outside. It looks like an externally thickened rim with an interior flange. Its rim 

diameter is 19 cm. Its stance is vertically oriented. 



175 

Krater Tvpe 4 (Figure 10:6-7) 

Krater Type 4 (n = 3) has a rim that is completely rolled-over forming a round 

bulbous rim in section (Fig. 10:6). Krater sub-Type 4.1 is the same as Krater Type 4 but 

is red slipped (Fig. 10:7). 

FCrater Tvpe 5 (Figure 10:8) 

Krater Type 5 (n = 1) is a bell-shaped krater. It is a medium sized carinated krater 

with a flattened rim decorated in red slip. 

Parallels: This class of small to medium size kraters {Types 1-5) has many 

parallels in Iron Age I assemblages. These kraters belong to the class of bell-shaped 

kraters w ith vertical body walls. The Vliqne class of small kraters tends to have vertical 

body walls as opposed to the more rounded bell-shaped bodies of kraters from other 

assemblages. The classic bell-shaped body is found in earlier Iron Age I strata at Tel 

Miqne. therefore the vertical stance might be a later development of the bell-shaped 

kraiers. The Tel Miqne sample size is too small to define this morphological pattern of 

the Stratum IV small kraters. 

Krater Type I has a parallel from Gezer {Gezer / PI. 35:23). Krater Type 2 has 

parallels in the Yarkon River sites: Tell Qasile Stratum XII {Qasile II Fig. 13:28), 'Izbet 

Sartah Krater Type 4\ and at Tel Ashdod {Ashdod //-/// Fig. 2:6, 12). Krater Type 3 has a 

parallel that is red slipped at Tell Qasile Stratum IX {Qasile II Bowl Type 7 Fig. 53:3). 

Krater Type 4 has parallels at Tell Qasile {Qasile II: Krater Type 4, Fig 53:5), Gezer 
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Figure 10: Tel Miqne Stratum IV Small Kraters 

Scale 1:5 

Type RCK* NO. Locus Description 

1. KR 1 IVNW8.253.5 8025P Buff clay. 
2. KR2 IVNW8.251.10 8025P Buff clay, levigation = fair. 
3.KR2.I rVNW8.260.2 8025P Light brown clay. 
4. KR2.1 IVNW8.257.5 8025 Buff-green clay. 
5.KR3 rVNW8.260 8025P Light brown clay. 
6. ICR 4 rVNW9.197.13 9013 Light brown clay. 
7.KR4.1 IVNW40.58.58 40013 Red slip exterior, and possibly upper interior. 
8.KR5 rVNW7.32.3 7007 Red slip with burnish exterior and interior. 
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(Gezer I PI. 35:29), and at Khirbet ed-Dawwara {Kh. ed-Dawwara Fig. 13:2). Krater 

Type 5 has a parallel at Tell Qasile Stratum IX (Qasile II Fig. 53:4). 

Large Kraters (Figure 11) 

There are seven types of large kraters. Most of these kraters have parallels in lOth 

century B.C.E. assemblages, they appear to be the forerunners of the Iron Age 11 large red 

slipped/bumished carinated kraters. 75% of these kraters are red slipped and burnished as 

opposed to only two vessels of the small kraters decorated with red slip and burnish, 

Krater Types 4.1 and 5 (Fig. 10:7-8). These large kraters have thick walls, they are either 

carinated or with rounded bodies and thick rims usually with a large lip. Almost all the 

defined types only have one example with the exception of Krater Type 6. It is plausible 

that there are two types of large kraters based on body morphology: carinated kraters and 

rounded kraters. Both types exhibit a wide range of rims. Within the range of rims, two 

basic rims appear to be common in the Stratum IV assemblage: thickened mushroom 

shaped rims (e.g. Kraters Types 6 and 8), and T-shaped or ledge rims {Krater Types 7, 

10-12). 

Krater Type 6 (Figure 11:1-2) 

Krater Type 5 (n = 3) is a red slip sharply carinated krater with a thickened ridged 

rim that is flattened on top (Fig. 11:1). It is vertically hand burnished. The outside rim 

diameter is 32 cm with a rim thickness of 2.6 cm. The slip color is Munsell color lOR 4/4 
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weak red. Krater sub-Type 5. / (n = 1) is the same as Krater Type 6 except the red slip is 

inside only (Fig. 11:2). The overhang of the rim not as pronounced. Krater sub-Type 6.1 

has a rounded slightly everted rim and two small handles from rim to point of carination. 

This krater has a simple rounded handle. 

Parallels: Parallel kraters date to the 10th century B.C.E.: Gezer {Gezer /FPL 

44:18), Tel Michal Strata XTV-XIII {Michal Fig 7.2:4, "grooved rim krater"), Tel Poleg 

(Tel Poleg Fig 35:7), and Tel Ashdod Stratum Xb {AshdodIV T'\%. 2:3). 

Krater Type 7 (Figure 11:3-5) 

Krater Type 7 (n =1) is a red slip decorated krater with a T-shaped ledge rim with a 

slight overhang that is flattened on top (Fig. 11:3). It has an outside rim diameter of 36 

cm and its rim thickness is 2.9 cm. Its slip color is Munsell color 10 R 4/4 weak red. 

Krater sub-Type 7.1 (n =1) is a rounded krater with a sharp incision and carination (Fig. 

11:4). Krater sub-Type 7.2 (n =1) has a red slip interior and upper e.xterior drip and a 

little more rounded (Fig. 11:5). The rim and upper half of the e.xterior is burnished over 

the slip and part of the unslipped body. It has sloppy horizontal hand burnishing on the 

body. Only one example of each of these vessels was found. They were grouped together 

in the database because of similar rim morphology, although it is quite clear that they 

have different body forms. 

Parallels: Tel Miqne Krater 7 is similar to Lachish BL-2I of Stratum V, which dates 

to the 10th century B.C.E. (SIAPI p. 101-03). Other parallels are found at Gezer Strata 
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XI-IX (Gezer I PI. 35:14; Gezer II Pi. 30:4), Izbet Sartah Krater Type 4; and Giloh 

(Giloh II Fig 11:9). 

Krater Tvue 8 (Figure 11 ;6) 

Krater Type 5 (n = 1) is a large krater with a globular everted rim, red slipped 

burnished. It appears to be a holemouth, forerunner to a common form in the Iron Age 11. 

Parallels: Similar kraters are found at Tell Qasile Stratum IX {Qasile II Figs. 53:9, 

11; 54:8, 9), 'Izbet Sartah Krater Type 9, Tel Michal Strata XIV-XIII {Michal Fig. 7.2:3), 

Beth Shemesh Stratum II ('Ain Shems PI. LXIV:l, 3-7, 11), and Timnah Stratum IV 

{Timnah Fig. 5.12). 

Krater Type 9 (Pigure 11:7) 

Krater Type 9 (n = 1) is a large carinated krater, with an everted rim flattened at top 

forming an everted lip or ledge rim that is outwardly thickened. It is decorated with a red 

slip. Its rim diameter is 34 cm with a thickness of 3 cm. Its slip color is Xlunsell color 

lOR 4/4 weak red. This form becomes quite common in the Iron Age II. 

Parallels: Parallels are found at Tell Qasile Stratum IX {Qasile II Figs. 53 .9,11; 

54:12) and Giloh {Giloh II Fig. 11:9, 11). 
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Figure 11: Tel Miqne Stratum IV Large Kraters 
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Reg. No. Locus Description 

IVNW8.226.3 8025 
IVNW7.32.2 7007 

Brown clay, red slip vertical hand burnish interior and exterior 
Red slip vertical hand burnish interior and exterior. 

IVNW24.246.3 2404 7 
IVNW8.260.3 8025P 
IVNW9.228.1 9012 

Grey core, red slip interior and exterior. 
Buff ware. 
Red slip and irregular hand burnish on interior and upper half 
of exterior. 

IVNW24.190.1 24032 Red slip on interior and exterior. 
IIISE4.36 Field III Red slip with burnish on interior and exterior. 
IVNW10.91.1 10025.1 Buffclay. 
IVNW40.58.1 40013 Light brown ware. 
IVNW40.58.36 40013 Red slip and burnish on interior and exterior. 
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Krater Type 10 fFigure 11:8) 

Krater Type 10 {n= 1) is similar to Krater Type 7 except with a more massive 

exterior overhang. The overhang is tipped closer to wall of the vessel and the rim 

diameter is 34 cm. It is bufif in color. 

Parallels: A parallel to this krater is found at Tell Qasile Stratum IX {Qasile II Fig. 

54:15). 

Krater Type 11 (Figure 11:9) 

Krater Type II (n =1) has a rolled over rim forming T-shape in section, white-buff 

color, undecorated it has a handle from rim to point of carination. Interior rim diameter is 

34 cm. 

Parallels: .A. similar icrater is found at Tell Qasile {Qasile II Fig. 16:25). 

Krater Tvpe 12 (Figure 11:10) 

Krater Type / J (n = 1) is a large version of Krater Type I. It has a T-shaped rim, 

thick body and red slip and burnishing on rim and body. 

Parallels: Parallels are found in sites located in the Philistine Coastal Plain such as 

Tell Qasile Stratum XII {Qasile II Fig. l6:25-plain) and Tel Ashdod Stratum Xb {Ashdod 

/FFig. 2:14). 
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CHALICES 

The Tel Miqne Stratum IV chalices are all bowl-shaped, most with sharp 

carinations and everted flaring rims. No complete chalice has been found. The chalices 

make up nearly 2% (n = 29) of the assemblage. There are three types of chalices, 

although it is possible that the differences are arbitrary since only six diagnostic 

fragments were distinguished. Fragments of chalices were found in all rooms of Building 

350. The chalices are similar to coastal assemblages, particularly Ashdod, Qasile, and Tel 

Michal. The Miqne Stratum IV assemblage is typical of the 11/lOth century B.C.E. 

ceramic horizon. Chalice Type I illustrates the tvpical Iron Age 1 chalice with a shallow 

carinated bowl with an inverted rim. Chalice Type 2 is the prototype Iron Age II chalice 

with a deep bowl. In the Stratum I Miqne assemblage (7th century B.C.E.), the deep bowl 

becomes a cup. 

Chalice Tvpe I (Figure 12:1-2) 

Chalice Type I (n =2) is a chalice with a rounded bowl (Fig. 12:1). It has an everted 

flaring rim. The diameter of the rim (end of flare) is 14.3 cm and the length of the lip is 

2.1 cm. There is evidence of burning in the interior and on the rim. The depth of the bowl 

is 4 cm. Chalice sub-Type I.I (1) is rounded with an everted flaring rim (Fig. 12:2). It is 

decorated with red slip on the interior and exterior with black and white horizontal lines 

on the exterior. The inside diameter is 11 cm. Its slip color is Munsell color 10 R 4/4 weak 
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red. Chalice Type I retains the shallow bowl common among Iron Age I chalices (e.g. 

Beth Shemesh, Tell Qasile, Tel Ashdod, and Tel Michal). 

Parallels: Parallels are found at Taanach {Taanach I Fig. 53:5), Tell Qasile (Qasile 

II Figs. 40:8,43:12, 22; 47:9), Beth Shemesh Stratum Ila ('Ain Shems /KPls. LXII:48, 

49, 53; LXIV:33, 35), and Tel Ashdod Stratum X (AshdodIVFig. 5:1-2; 8:10). 

Chalice Type 2 (Tigure 12:3) 

Chalice Type 2 (n= 1) is a chalice with a sharply carinated deep bowl with a flat 

flaring rim; red slip interior and exterior. The rim diameter is 17 cm (end of lip) and the 

thickness of the flare is 2.75 cm. Its body has two ridges on the upper part of stem and a 

stepped foot. The Munsell color of the slip is lOR 4/4 weak red. 

Parallels: Parallels are found at Tel Ashdod Stratum X (Ashdod/FFigs. 5:1; 8:7) 

and Beth Shemesh Stratum Ila ('Ain Shems PI. LXII:48). 

Chalice Tvpe 3 and Miscellaneous Fragments (Fieure 12:4-5) 

Chalice Type i (n = 2) is a chalice with a slight carination and an everted upward 

flaring rim (Fig. 12:4). The rim diameter is 14 cm. Figure 12:5 is a fragment of the 

bonom of a bowl with an upper stem. There is evidence of burning on the inside center. 

Parallels: Similar chalices are found at 'Izbet Sartah Type 10 ('Izbet Sartah Figs. 

6:10; 21:19), Tel Michal (Michal 7.5:5), Tell Qasile Stratum XI-X Chalice Type 2 

{Qasile II Figs. 32:4,5; 40:8; 47:9-slip on rim with black lines), and Beth Shemesh 

Stratum Ila ('Ain Shems /rPl. LXII:49, 53). 
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GOBLETS 

The Tel Miqne Stratum IV goblets are typical Iron Age I goblets with a narrow 

neck. No whole example were found although two nearly complete examples were found 

missing only the top of the neck and rim. These two goblets were found in Room A of 

Building 350. Goblets comprise 6.2% (n = 10) of the assemblage. Eight sherds have been 

found in addition to the two nearly complete vessels. A. Mazar (I985a:5l) notes that the 

goblet with a high neck was a common shape during the 12th-l 1th centuries B.C.E. in the 

Valley of Jezreel and in Philistia. Examples are known from Beth-Shean, Megiddo VI, 

Taanach IB, Beth Shemesh, Ashdod, Qasile, and Tel Michal.®- Mazar notes that the main 

use of these vessels was a cultic context. He also notes that these vessels were found in 

cultic contexts at three sites (Megiddo, Beth-Shean, and Tell Qasile). Since his analysis, 

two additional cultic sites can be added to this group (Tel Michal and Tel Miqne). 

Goblet Type 1 (Figure 12:6-7) 

Goblet Type / (n =1) is a goblet with a round body with trumpet base (Fig. 12:6). It 

is decorated with a red slip. Its dimensions are: base = 5.5 cm with a height (to neck) = 12 

cm. The \tunsell color of the slip is I OR 4/4 weak red. Goblet sub-Type /. / (n = I) is the 

^^See references in Mazar (I98Sa:51) and Michal. 
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Figure 12: Tel Miqne Stratum FV Chalices and Goblets 

5. 

Scale 1:5 

Type Reft. N'o. Locus Description 

1. CH 1 UISE.27.178.1 Field in Light brown clay. 
2. CH 1.1 IVNW8.247.22 8023 Red slip on interior and exterior with black and white paint on 

outside of body. 
3. CH2 IVNW24.148 24023 Red slip interior and exterior. 
4. CH3 rVNW24.148 9014P Light brown clay. 
5. CH IVNW24.125.4 24021 Light brown clay. 
6.GB 1 rVNW9.l89.33 9015 Red slip exterior. 
7. GB 1.1 IVNW9.186 9015 Red slip exterior. 
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same as Goblet Type I except larger (Fig. 12:7). Its dimensions are: base diameter = 9.5 

cm and the height (to neck) = 16.5 cm. 

Parallels: Similar goblets are found at Qasile Strata XI-X {Qasile II Figs. 32:8; 

34:16; 40:14, with black painted bands). 

COOiONG POTS 

There are four major types of cooking pots in the Tel Miqne-Ekron Stratum IV 

assemblage. The cooking pots make up less than 1% (15 sherds) of the assemblage. This 

small number is reflective of the function of Building 350 as a temple. Almost all of the 

cooking pots were in Room D. Sherds were found in Rooms D and E but none in the main 

rooms of the Megaron Temple. The cooking f)ots also reflect the overlap of the Iron Age 

I horizon with the Iron Age II. The assemblage contains cooking pots with flanged rims 

of the Iron .\ge I and plain rims with a groove (concave, elongated rim). The Tel Miqne-

Ekron Stratum IV cooking pot assemblage is noticeable missing the earlier Late Bronze 

Age-Iron Age I triangular shaped cooking pot and the Iron Age II grooved-rim cooking 

pots. All the cooking pots consisted of dark brown clay with white lime inclusions with a 

dark grey core. 

Cooking Pot Type 1 (Figure 13:1) 

Cooking Pot Type I (n =1) has a carinated body with a ridged elongated concave 

rim. This cooking pot begins to have a lower carination that becomes common of late 
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Iron Age II cooldng pots. It is similar to Tell Qasile CP lb and 'Izbet Sartah Cooking Pot 

Type 16. This cooking pot is common in the 11th century and appears as earlier as the 

12th century (Izbet Sartah Stratum III). This is the only cooking pot found in one of the 

three rooms of Building 350 (Room A). Most of the earlier cooking pots have a high 

carination, while the later cooking pots the carination is lower as in our example. 

Parallels: Parallels are found at 'Izbet Sartah Cooking Pot Type 16 {'Izbet Sartah 

Figs. 7:16; 22:2, 4; 24:12), Tel Mevorakh (Mevorakh Figs. 14:2,3; 20:7), Tell Qasile 

Strata XI-X Cooking Pot Type I {Qasile II Figs. 23:11-13; 44:11,13), Tel Michal Strata 

XIV-XIII {Michal Figs. 7.1.9; 7.5.10), Beth Shemesh Stratum Ila Shems IVV\. 

63:37). Shiloh Stratum V {Shiloh Fig. 6.57:12), Khirbet ed-Dawwara {Kh. ed-Dawwara 

Figs. 16.4; 17.7), and Taanach Period IIA {Taanach I Fig. 23:10). 

Cooking Pot Type 2 (Figure 13:2-4) 

Cooking Pot Type 2 (n = 7) is a cooking pot with a carinated body, simple internally 

thickened rim that is flattened on top (Fig. 13:2-3). The rim is either inverted or straight. 

Sometimes it has a pronounced outer edge. This cooking pot has an oval-shaped handle 

that is slightly flattened on top. Cooking Pot sub-Type 2.1 (n = 1) is the same as Cooking 

Pot Type 2 but with a larger rim (Fig. 13:4). This is the most common cooking pot in the 

assemblage (66% of all cooking pots). This type of cooking pot is common in southem 

sites (Brandfon 1984:40, Finkelstein 1986:68). This cooking pot is equivalent to 

Beersheba Cooking Pot Type b with a flattened rim and 'Izbet Sartah Cooking Pot Type 14 

cooking pot with plain rim. 
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Parallels: Similar cooking pots are found at Tel Gezer Strata XIII-IX (Gezer II PI. 

28:9; Gezer lW\s. 39:7; 43:7), 'Izbet Sartah Type 14 {'Izbet Sartah Figs. 7:14; 15:8, 13; 

18:19), Beersheba Stratum IX{BeerSheba //Fig. 18:2-6), Tel Michal Strata XIV-XIII 

{Michal Fig. 7.2:6), and Tel Poleg {Tel Poleg Fig. 35.9-12). 

Cooking Pot Type 3 (Fipire 13:5) 

Cooking Pot Type i (n = 1) is a typical Iron Age I carinated cooking pot with a 

folded over flanged rim. This type of cooking pot is common throughout the region and 

has a long chronological range in the 12th and 11th centuries B.C.E. This cooking pot is 

the same vessel as the "erect tongued rim" cooking pot of Izbet Sartah (Cooking Pot Type 

12). the Shiloh everted rim cooking pot {Cooking Pot Type /), and the Qasile Cooking 

Pot Type la triangular, short and straight rim cooking pot (Zarzeki-Peleg 1997, thin 

triangular rim cooking pot). 

Parallels: Parallels are found at 'Izbet Sartah Type 12 {'IzbetSartah Figs. 16:6-7, 8; 

17:5: 18:17). Tell Qasile {Qasile II Figs. 23:11; 24:! 7; 25:14). Tel Ashdod Stratum XII 

(Ashdod I Fig. 34:14; Ashdod //-/// Fig. 84:11), Tel Gezer Stratum XIII {Gezer IV PL 

23:22), Shiloh {Shiloh Fig. 6.52:12), Giloh {Giloh 1 Fig. 7:16), Taanach {Taanach I ¥'\%s. 

49:1, 3; 66:2-9, 19-20, 30-32), Megiddo (Zarzeki-Peleg 1997. Fig. 3:6), and Jokneam 

XV'III (Zarzeki-Peleg 1997, Fig. 2:6). 
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Figure 13: Tel Miqne Stratum IV Cooking Pots 
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Description 

Light brown ware, grey core, large white grits. 
Brown clay, grey core, white grits. 
Light brown-pinkish clay, grey core, white grits. 
Light brown clay, grey core, white grits. 
Red-brown clay, grey core, white grits. 
Light brown clay. 
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Cooking Pot Type 4 (Figure 13:6) 

Cooking Pot Type (n = 2) is a coastal cooking jug. This sub-class of cooking 

jugs has many parallels. Most of these jugs tend to have a straight neck with thickened 

rim. This type of cooking vessel has a short chronological range- from the second half of 

the 1 Ith century to the end of the 10th century B.C.E. The coastal jug has a round 

outward flaring rim (examples are found at Qasile, Ashdod, Khirbet ed-Da>^Avara). 

Parallels: Tell Qasile Stratum X Cooking Pot Type 3 {Qasile II Fig. 41:1), Tel 

Ashdod Strata XII-X {Ashdod //-/// Fig. 74:6), Khirbet ed-Da^\^ara Cooking Pot Type 

II {Kh. ed-Dawwara Fig. 15:7), Lachish {Lachish VP\. 42:2-4,6), Beersheba {Beer-

Sheba I PI. 54:12-14; Beer-Sheba II Txgs. 22:11-16; 28:7-12), Tel Masos Strata II-I 

{Masos Pis. 139:6; 140:11; 152:1-3), Taanach Period IIB {Taanach /Figs. 50:1-3; 67:3-

6), Megiddo Strata VI-V {MegiddoI?\. 7:166-169; Megiddo IIPI. 81:7), Tel Mevorakh 

Stratum VIII {Xlevorakh Fig 13:14-16), Megiddo (Zarzeki-Peleg 1997, Fig. 3:5), and 

Jokneam (Zarzeki-Peleg 1997, Fig. 2:5). 

STORAGE JARS 

There is no complete storejar in the Tel Miqne Stratum IV assemblage, therefore it 

is difficult to develop a typology or determine parallels. Two types of storejar rims can be 

defined. The only variation is rim height and diameter, the two types represent a larger 

and smaller storage jars. Storejar sherds represent 7.7% of the assemblage (n = 125). 

Sherds were found in all rooms with the majority in Rooms D and F (entrance and main 
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hall of Building 350). Based on isolated sherds of rims, handles and bases, the typical 

Stratum IV storage jar is the common plain/thick rimmed short necked storage jar with an 

egg-shaped/ oval body. This type of storage jar is common in the 11th century and 

beginning of 10th (see discussions in Finkelstein 1986:84-88, Mazar 1985a;55-56). Based 

only on rim morphology parallels are Qasile Type I and 'Izbet Sartah Type 23. Mazar 

notes that this storage jar is common in the central and southern parts of the country and 

rare in the northern part, particularly the Jezreel Valley sites (Megiddo, Taanach, and 

Beth Shean) (Mazar 1985a:54). As at Tell Qasile, this was the most common jar at Tel 

Miqne. 

Storage Jar Tvpes 1 and 2 (Figure 14:1-7) 

Storage jar Type I (Fig. 14:1-2) is a storage jar with a short neck and a thickened 

ring-rim. The rim diameter is 8.5 cm. Its ware is buff or buff-pink. This form is similar to 

Qasile Type I. Storage jar Type 2 (Fig. 14:3) has the same ware as Storage jar Type L 

the only difference is that it is a smaller rim, the inside diameter is 6 cm. Several 

fragments of bases and handles were found, most support the parallel identification with 

Qasile Storage jar Type I, with rounded loop handles, oval in section without ridges and 

a rounded base (Fig. 14:4-6). One stump base (Figure 14:6) appears to be similar to 

Qasile Storage jar Type 2. 

Parallels: Parallel storage jars are found at Tell Qasile Stratum XI {Qasile II Figs. 

30:3-4; 34:18,19; 41:2; 43:19-21; 47:10; 48:2-8,10-15), Izbet Sartah (7zZ>e/&2rtoA Figs. 

20:7, 10; 21:6; 22:12-14), Tel Masos Strata lU-II iMasos Pis. 131:7, 12; 133:8; 135:14; 
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137:12, 148:9, 151: 10,11, and 157:11), Beersheba Strata IX-Vffl //Figs. 

19:1-2; 23:1, 2), Ashdod Stratum X {AshdodIVFigs. 3:17; 18:19), Gezer Strata XIII-IX 

{Gezer I Pis. 27:11; 35:11; Gezer /KPls. 29:12; 30:26-27). and Tell Keisan Stratum 9 

(Pis. 59:2-3, 5; 60:3). 

JUGS 

Tel Miqne-Ekron Stratum IV jugs are classified into two major groups: plain jugs 

with no slip (one is painted), with handles from rim to shoulder, and black and white 

decorated jugs (decorated with a slip and painted with black and white lines), commonly 

defmed as Ashdod Ware (Jug Types 4 and 5). Both groups contain a variety of forms: 

wide-opening jugs, trefoil, spouted jugs, and jugs with thin necks. It is difficult to 

develop a classification system for the Tel Miqne-Ekron Stratum IV jugs. This difficulty 

is also noticed in other assemblages (i.e. Izbet Sartah, Qasile). Jugs have many variables 

in which to develop a classification system; do you classify all jugs with high necks 

including trefoil rims or do you make each jug its own unique type. This can lead to a 

large and unyielding typology. The Tel Miqne typology is based on those variables that 

are distinguished by the sherd data (see discussion above). In the comparative typology 

with other assemblages, the individual Tel Miqne Jug Types might overlap with multiple 

types in other assemblages. The most popular jug is the wide neck, including the trefoil 

rim (Jug Types /, i, and 5). Jugs represent just over 6% of the assemblage (n = 79). 
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Jug Type 1 (Figure 14:8-9) 

Jug Type I (Fig. 14:8) is a plain jug with a short straight wide neck with slightly 

ev erted rim with rounded thickened lip (one example has a slight flange). This jug has a 

small loop handle from rim to shoulder. Its rim diameter is 9 cm and it has a simple oval-

shaped handle. Jug Sub-Type LI (Fig. 14:9) is similar to Jug Type I but with a more 

pronounced rim forming a ridge versus the outward rounded rim of Jug Type /. The rim 

diameter of Jug Type I.I is 8 cm. 

Parallels: Similar jugs are found at Tell Qasile Stratum X {Qasile II Fig. 50:17), 

Ashdod {Ashdod/^Figs. 3:12; 8:2; Ashdod TFigs. 43:12; 46:1), Khirbet ed-Dawwara 

(AT?. ed-Da\vwara Figs. 13:6; 15:5, 6; 18:6), a similar jug is found at Beth Shemesh 

Stratum III, but it has a double handle i'Ain Shems /FPls. LXI:38. 42). 

Jug Tvpe 2 (Figure 14:10) 

Jug Type 2 (n = I) is a plain jug with bands of red paint. It has a high narrow^ neck 

with a rounded handle from rim to shoulder (just below the lip of the rim). It has a 

slightly everted rim with red bands painted around the body. It was found associated with 

a bama. It is similar to Qasile Jug Type 2. 

Parallels: A similar jug with red slip is found at Tell Qasile Stratum X {Qasile II 

Fig. 41:7). 
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Figure 14: Tel Miqoe Stratum IV Storage Jars and Jug Types 1-4 
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Type Rec. No. Locus Dcscriprion 

1. SJ 1 IVNW24.195.6 24035 BufFclay, grey core. 
2. SJ 1 rVNW39.72.15 39017 Light bro^^^l clay, grey core. 
3. SJ2 IVNW23.61.12 23022 Buff clay. 
4. SJ IVNW25.191 25034.1 Buff clay. 
5.SJ IVNW24.195 24035 Buff clay. 
6. SJ rVNW24.242.8 24050 Light brown clay. 
7. SJ IVNW24.138.1 24019 Buff clay. 
8, JU 1 IVNW24.195.20 24035 Red brown ware. 
9. JU 1.1 IVNW24.188.7 24023.1 Light brown ware. 

10. JU2 IVNW39.73 39017 Buff-pink with bands of red paint on its exterior. 
11. JU3 IVNW26.42.1 26004 Brown clay, black core. 
12. JU4 IVNW24.195.5 24035 Red slip on exterior with black and white lines on the neck. 
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Jug Type 3 (Figure 14: 11) 

Jug Type 3 (n = 4) is similar to Jug Type 1 except with a higher neck. It has a 

double-ridged handle that is slightly oval. The handle is attached from the upper body to 

the rim. 

Parallels: Tell Qasile Stratum X (Qasile II Fig. 44:32), a similar jug with the same 

form but a different rim was found at Tel Michal (Michal Fig. 7.5:13), Beth Shemesh 

Stratum Ila ('Ain Shems Pl. LXII:47). 

Jug Type 4 (Figure 14:12) · 

Jug Type 4 (n = 1) is a jug with a high neck with rounded handle from middle of 

neck to shoulder. It is decorated with red slip with black and white stripes. It has a ridge 

on the neck at the point of handle attachment. 

Parallels: It is similar to Qasile Type 2 (Qasile II Figs. 20:4-7; 41:14), and 

parallels are found at Ashdod Stratum IX (Ashdod IV Fig. 11 :2) and 'Izbet Sartah Stratum 

I ( 'lzbet Sartah Fig. 19:7). 

Jug Type 5 (Figure 15:1-4) 

Jug Type 5 (n = 1) is a trefoil mouth jug decorated with red slip and black and 

white stripes around the body (Fig. 15:1 ). It is globular in shape with a straight neck, 

thickened inverted rim with a ridge on exterior. It has a pinched form trefoil mouth with a 

handle from rim to shoulder. Its handle is oval with three ridges. Its rim diameter is 9 em 

and the rim thickness is .8 em. Jug sub-Type 5.1 (n ~ 4) is a plain trefoil jug, the Munsell 
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Figure 15: Tel Miqne Stratum IV Jugs and Amphorae 
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Reg. No. Locus Description 

IVNW24. 195.24 24035 Red slip with black and white painted bands on exterior. 
IVNW23.62.39 23022.1 Buff ware. 
IVNW10.82.7 10020 Light brown ware. 
IVNW7.26.7 7007 Red slip on rim and inside of rim. 
IVNW197.33 9013 Red slip exterior with black and white bands on body. 
IVNW23.283 .6 25074 Red slip, brown core. 
IVNW25.214.9 25059 Red slip. 
IVNW8.253.1 3 8025P Brown ware. 
IVNW43.53.43 43015 Red slip. 
IVNW24.129.14 24021.1 Red slip with black and white painted bands on body. 
IVNW24.120.14 24021 Red slip with black and white painted bands on body. 
IVNW6.258.17 8025P Red slip with black and white painted bands on body. 
IVNW8.259.26 8025P Red slip with black and white painted bands on body. 
IVNW24.174.5 24032 Buff ware. 
IVNW8.258.4 8025P Buff ware. 
-- Red slip and burnished with black and white painted bands 

on body. 
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color is cream white (Fig. 15:2-3). Jug sub-Type 5.2 (n = 1) is a small fragment (Fig. 

15:4). It is red slipped and burnished. The rim is intumed and thinner then Jug Type 5. 

Parallels: Parallel jugs are found at Tell Qasile Stratum X Jug Type 4 {Qasile II Fig. 

41:10), 'Izbet Sartah {'Izbet Sartah Fig. 22:8), Gezer Stratum X {Gezer II PI. 35:33), 

Shiloh Stratum V (Shiloh Fig. 6.59:6), Khirbet ed-Dawwara (Kh. ed-Dawwara Fig. 18:8), 

Tel Michal Stratum XlV-Xin (Michal Figs. 7.3:5; 7.5:12) 

Spouted Jugs 

Jug Type 6 (Figure 15:5) 

Jug Type 6 {n= I) is a spouted jug of the Ashdod Ware class. Its Munsell color is 

weak red. The diameter of the inside neck is 3 cm and the diameter of the body is 16 cm. 

Parallels: Beth Shemesh Stratum III i'Ain Shems IV9{. LX:25) and Khirbet ed-

Dawwara {Kh. ed-Dawwara Fig. 15:8). 

Jug Type 7 (Figure 15:6-7) 

Jug Type 7 (n = 3) is a spouted strainer jug decorated with a red slip and vertical 

hand burnishing. It has an oval body and is decorated with black and white paint with a 

thin long neck. The Tel Miqne-Ekron Stratiun IV spouted strainer jugs belong to the Iron 

Age I horizon. Sites in the Aijalon Valley Region with strainer-spout jugs are Tell Qasile, 

Tel Gezer, and Beth Shemesh. Strainer-spout jugs are also found at Tel Mevorakh and 

Timnah. 



198 

Other Jug Fragments (Figure 15:8-9, 16) 

Several jug fragments have been presented in Figure 15. These fragments, although 

diagnostic, cannot be associated with any particular type in the Miqne assemblage. These 

fragments do have parallels from other assemblages. This group of jug sherds includes 

two trefoil high neck jugs and several decorated body and base fragments of Ashdod 

Ware. 

Parallels: Parallels to these jug sherds are found at Tell Qasile {Qasile H Fig. 49:5, 

6) and 'Izbet Sartah Stratum II {'Izbet Sartah Fig. 15:18, Jug Type 19). 

AMPHORAE 

No complete amphorae were found, although several complete rims were 

excavated. It is possible that these rims belong to a Jug because no evidence of handles 

was found. .Ajnphorae represent less than 1% of the Miqne Stratum IV assemblage (.4%. 

n = 6). Even w ithin this small sample size, several variations in rim were noticed in the 

assemblage. Like the jugs, there are two groups of amphorae, plain and decorated 

{Ashdod Ware). It is difficult to find parallels at other sites, the only comparison can be 

decoration and rim morphology. All the amphorae were found in Room D of Building 

350 with the exception of one found in Room B. 
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Ashdod Ware Amphorae 

Amphora Tvpe 1 (Figure 15:10-13) 

Amphora Type I is defined solely by rim and neck fragments of four different 

vessels. Amphora Type I represents a heterogeneous group of amphorae. All the rims are 

molded inverted rims with straight wide necks and have black and white molded rims. 

Each rim is different but all are decorated with red slip and are painted with black and 

white lines. Amphora sub-Type /. / (n = I) has a hammer head rim with an inside rim 

diameter of 9 cm (Fig. \5:\Q). Amphora sub-Type 1.2(n= I) consists of a thickened 

inverted square-shaped rim (Fig. 15; II). Its inside rim diameter is 11 cm. Amphora sub-

Type /.i (n = 1) has an everted carinated outwardly thickened rim with an inside rim 

diameter of 10 cm (Fig. 15:12). Amphora sub-Type 1.4 (n = I) has a thickened rim with a 

groove on top of the rim with a ridge on the side (Fig. 15:13). The inside rim diameter is 

10 cm. 

Parallels: Comparisons to these rims can be found at Tell Qasile {Qasile II Fig. 

14:30) and Tel Ashdod Strata IX-VIII {Ashdod I 42:10, 12; Ashdod II-III Figs. 89:1; 

\03.2-, AshdodIV 14.8). 
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Plain Amphorae 

Amphora Tvpe 2 (Figure 15:14-15) 

Amphora Type 2 (n = 2) is a plain amphora with a thickened rim. There are only 

two examples, both have a round outward thickened and folded rim. The inside rim 

diameter of both is 10 cm. 

JUGLETS 

There are two basic Juglets in the Tel Miqne-Ekron Stratum IV Typology: dipper 

juglets and piriform type juglets. Juglets represent 4.1% of the Tel Miqne-Ekron Stratum 

IV assemblage (n = 66). More than half of the juglets were found in the entrance (Room 

F) and the main hallway {Room D) (59%, n = 39). This data does not include the black 

juglets {Jiiglet Types 4 and 6). About half of all juglets were decorated with red slip. 

JugletTvpe 1 TFigxire 16:1-2) 

Juglet Type / (n = 3) is a dipper juglet with cylindrical body and a trefoil rim (Fig. 

16:1). This is a typical Iron Age II form. It has a flat base with a thickened pinched rim 

that is flattened. Juglet Type 1 has a single handle attached from the rim to the shoulder 

and a red slip exterior. The height is 13.5 cm and its base diameter is 5-6 cm. Juglet sub-
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Type /./ (n = 1) is a plain juglet with rounded base, one handle attached from shoulder 

with a rounded handle (Fig. 16:2). It has a light reddish brown ware. 

Parallels: Parallels for Juglet Type J are found at Beth Shemesh Stratum Ila {'Ain 

Shems PI. LXIV:42) and Tel Michal Strata XTV-XUI {Michal Figs. 7.1:13; 7.3:6; 7.5:14). 

Juglet Type 2 rpieure 16:3) 

Juglet Type 2 (n = 1) is a dipper juglet with an oval body, rounded base, a handle 

from the rim to its shoulder, and a pinched/pressed rim. It has pink ware. Its height is 

12.5 cm. 

Parallels: Beth Shemesh ('4Shems PI. LXIV:42), Timnah {Timnah 5.12), Tel 

Michal Stratum XIII {Michal 7.3:8), and Tel Mevorakh Stratum VII {Mevorakh Fig. 

16:10). 

Juglet Tvpe 3 (Figure 16:4) 

Juglet Type i (n = 4) is a dipper juglet with a sack-shaped rounded body. It has a 

triangular mouth with a thickened rounded everted rim with one handle attached from the 

rim to the shoulder. Traces of red slip appear on the body. 

Juglet Tvpe 4 (Figure 16:5) 

Juglet Type 4 (n = 1) is a small black juglet with a ring-base. The stratigraphic 

relationship of this juglet is uncertain, it was found in winter clean-up. Rounded black 
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juglets with high narrow necks are common in the 10th century B.C.E. and are found in 

some earlier contexts. 

Parallels: 'Izbet Sartah Juglet Type 26 {'Izbet Sartah Fig. 19:24). 

Juelet Type 5 (Figure 16:6,7) 

Juglet Type 5 (n = 1) is a juglet with a round body and thin neck (Fig. 16:6). It is 

decorated with a red slip and black and white painted bands. It has a thickened ring rim 

with a ridge at the point where the handle attaches to the rim. The handle attaches from 

the rim to the middle of the neck. Juglet sub-Type 5. / (n = 1) is similar except it is only 

decorated with red slip (Fig. 16:7). This form is common in the 10th century B.C.E., 

although exact parallels could not be found. This type of juglet is probably a local 

imitation of the Cj^jriot Black-on-Red juglet that flourished in the 10th—early 9th 

centuries B.C.E. (Rast 1978:29, Gitin 1990:163—164). Most examples have a shorter 

neck, some have a rounded base instead of a ring base as the Tel Miqne-Ekron juglet. 

Parallels: Similar juglets are found at Beth Shemesh Stratum III {'Ain Shems PI. 

LXI:35, without a ridge) and Tel Michal Stratum XIII {Michal Fig. 7.3:3, 12). The 

Taanach Period IIB Juglet TT63 is similar but has vertical burnish, red-tan slip, black 

painted bands, and a shorter neck than Tel Miqne-Ekron Juglet Type 5 (Taanach /, Figs. 

40:1; 92:4 with a round base). 
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Juglet Type 6 (Figure 16:8, 9) 

Juglet Type 5 is a small highly burnished black/brown juglet. There are two 

examples in the Tel Miqne-Ekron Stratum IV assemblage. Each has two knobs on the 

center of their bodies. This juglet has an oval body and mouth with vertical burnishing 

and a rounded base. 

FLASKS 

The Tel Miqne-Ekron Stratum IV pilgrim flasks are differentiated by their handles. 

There are two types, both are lentoid shape. Flasks represent only .24% of the Tel Miqne-

Ekron Stratum IV assemblage (n = 4). Two whole flasks were excavated, both were from 

Field III. A. Mazar notes that these flasks are one of the most common vessels throughout 

the Iron Age I with the exception of hill-country sites and they become extinct during the 

10th century B.C.E. (1985a:7l). 
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Figure 16: Tel Mlqne Stratum IV Juglets and Flasks 
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Type Res. No. Locus 

1. JG 1 IVNW24.I44 24021 
2. JG 1.1 IVNW25.148 25027P 
3. JG2 IVNW24.197 24035 
4. JG3 IVNW24.159.17 24026.1 
5. JG4 rVNW9.262 9024 
6. JG5 IVNW9.192.34 9015 
7.JG5.1 IVNW9.247 9015 
8. JG6 IVNW27.88.3 27026 
9. JG6 IVNW27.88.7 27026 

10. FL 1 inSE23.274 Field QI 
11. FL2 IIISE27.152 Field m 

Description 

Red slip. 
Red-brown ware. 
Buff-pink ware. 
Red slip on exterior. 
Black exterior. 
Red slip and black and white pointed bands. 
Red slip. 
Dark brown slip, vertical hand burnished. 
Dark brown slip, vertical hand burnished. 
Buff ware, red painted concentric circles. 
Red painted concentric circles. 



205 

Flask Type 1 and Type 2 rFigure 16:10, 11) 

Flask Type I (Fig. 16:10) is a pilgrim flask constructed out of two bowls. It has the 

following dimensions: height = 12.2 cm, body diameter = 9 cm, and its rim diameter is 

3.5 cm. It has rounded handles. There are traces of red concentric circles on the body. 

Flask Type 2 (Fig. 16:11) is similar to Flask Type I except it has flattened handles. It has 

the following dimension: height = 13.5. body diameter = 8.5 cm, and the rim diameter is 

3.7 cm. This flask also has traces of red painted concentric circles. Both flasks are the 

same type of flask as Tell Qasile Flask Type I. 

Parallels: Tell Qasile Strata XII-X Type I {Qasile //Figs. 11:23; 20:12; 37:3, 5, 6, 

8-9: 42:12. 13; 50:10), Ashdod Strata XII-X {Ashdod V 74:16) Tel Masos (.V/aso5 PI. 

156:14). and Tel Keisan {Keisan PI. 76:2-4). 

PYXIDES 

There are two major groups of pyxides: ring-base and rounded bases. This tv pology 

is similar to the Qasile assemblage (Mazar 1985:77). Pyxides represent .5% of the 

assemblage (n = 9). Most of the pyxides were found in Room A of Building 350. two 

were found in Room D. There is no whole example in the assemblage, all are missing the 

top of the neck and rim. 
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Pyxis Type 1 and Type 2 (Figure 17:1-6) 

Pyxis Type I is the most common type of pyxis. It is carinated just below the center 

with a ring-base. It has horizontal handles with red painted concentric circles on its upper 

body (above the handles). There are two body types, an elongated body typical of Iron 

Age I (Figure 17:2,4, 6) and a short, squat body of the Iron Age II Period (Figure 17:1, 3, 

5). Amiran notes that the squat shape starts to already appear in Iron I (1969:277). 

Pyxis Type 1 (Fig. 17:1) is the squat body shape. It has a middle diameter of 7.7 cm 

and its base is 2.7 cm. Its body is buff color. Pyxis sub-Type 1.1 (Fig. 17:2) is similar to 

Pyxis Type I but is more elongated with a softer carination. It has black horizontal 

(concentric circles) handles and traces of patches of red slip. Its middle diameter is 8.8 

cm and its base is 3.4 cm. This is the largest pyxis. Pyxis sub-Type 1.2 (Fig. 17:3) is 

decorated with red bands and has a squat shape body. Pyxis sub-Type 1.3 (Fig. 17:4) has 

an elongated body and has red slip with white painted bands. It has a ring base with 

horizontal handles. Pyxis sub-type 1.4 (Fig. 17:5) is a squat shape body that is globular, it 

is decorated with black and white paint on a red slip {Ashdod Ware). 

Pyxis Type 2 (Fig. 17:6) is the elongated body shape. Similar to Pyxis Type 1.3 

except with handles higher up. It is decorated with a red slip. 

Parallels: Tell Qasile Strata X-IX {Qasile II Figs. 42:17; 52:7). 



207 

Pvxis Type 3 (Figure 17:7, 8) 

Pyxis Type 3 has a rounded body and base and is teardrop-shaped. It is very small 

compared to the other pyxides. Pyxis sub-Type 3.1 (Fig. 17:8) has a rounded base, red 

slip, and is smaller than Pyxis Type 3. 

Parallels: Beth Shemesh Stratum III ('Ain Shems IV PI. LX: 17). 

LAMPS 

Three lamp fragments were found in Building 350, representing .2% of the 

assemblage (n = 3). There are two types of lamps in the Tel Miqne-Ekron Stratum IV 

assemblage. Both are rounded as in the Iron Age tradition. A. Mazar notes that in Stratum 

X at Tell Qasile both of these types appear side by side. Mazar also states that these two 

main types of lamps appeared together throughout a 250 year time span from the second 

half of the 1 Ith centur>' B.C.E. to the first half of the 10th century B.C.E. He notes that 

during this time span the lamp gradually transitioned from the rounded lamp with rim 

continuing the side of the body to the flanged, horizontal rim lamp (1986:78). The Miqne 

assemblage has the same patterning, with Lamp Type I representing the earlier plain rim 

and Lamp Type 2 representing the later flanged rim lamp. 

Lamp Type 1 (Figure 17:9, 10) 

Lamp Type I (Fig. 17:9) has a simple rounded rim. Its body thickness is .4 cm Lamp 

sub-Type LI (Fig. 17:10) has a simple flattened rim. Its body thickness is .4 cm. 
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Parallels: Similar lamps are found at Tell Qasile Strata XI-IX {Qasile II Fig. 

32:14; 43:1, 3; 52:8), Tel Ashdod Stratum X {Ashdod/FFig. 5:5, 8), and Beth Shemesh 

Stratum III {'Ain Shems /FPls. LXI:33, 34; LIX:18, 19). 

Lamp Type 2 rFigure 17:11) 

Lamp Type 2 has a rounded body with horizontally flanged rim. Its body thickness 

is 1 cm. 

Parallels: Tell Qasile Stratum X {Qasile II Figs. 36:7, 43:2), Tel Ashdod Stratum 

X {Ashdod r Fig. 46:4), Tel Michal Strata XTV-Xni {Michal Figs. 7.1:16; 7.3:13), and 

Timnah Stratum V {Timnah Fig. 5.12). 

VARIA (Figure 17:12-14) 

Figure 17:12 is a storage jar base reused as a lid. It is shaved with a height of 7 cm. 

Figure 17:13 is a fragment of a sieve. This fragment is decorated with red slip. Figure 

17:14 is the rim fragment of a large vessel that is probably a basin. 
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Figure 17: Tel Miqne Stratum FV Pyxides, Lamps, and Varia 
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Type Ree. No. Locus Description 

1. PX I rV'NW9.194 9015 Buff ware, horizontal hand burnished. 
2. PX 1.1 IVNW9.168 9014? Red slip, horizontal hand burnished. 
3. PX 1.2 IVNW9.312.2 9026 Buff ware with red paint. 
4. PX 1.3 IV>rW9.265.6 9023 Red slip. 
5. PX 1.4 IVNW9.189 9015 Red slip, with black and white paint on exterior. 
6. PX2 IV'NW9.189 9015 Red slip. 
7. PX3 rVNW9.l89.3 9015 BufF ware. 
8. PX3.1 [VNWI0.85 10020.1 Red slip. 
9. LP 1 rVNW8.242.4 8023 Brown ware. 

10. LP 1.1 rVNW9.168.8 9014P Light-brown ware. 
11. LP 2 rVNW9.l91.17 9015 Brown-pink ware. 
12. SJ IVNW29.100 39035 Storejar base reused as a lid 
13. Sieve rVNW8.257.25 8025P Red slip. 
14. Pithoi IVNW24.i95.I0 24035 Brown-grey ware. 
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CHAPTER 4 

THE 11/lOTH CENTURY CERAMIC HORIZON 

IN THE AIJALON VALLEY REGION 

Introduction 

One of the problems with a regional ceramic analysis is the varying degrees of 

ceramic data available from each site. This is particularly acute when the research 

involves a transitional period such as the Iron Age I and Iron Age II transition. One of the 

goals of the study is to address the Low Chronology that proposes to lower the dates of 

Iron Age archaeological pjeriods about 100 years. The best way to address chronological 

issues using the archaeological record is to conduct a deductive study, typical of the 

scientific method. One of the problems is that data tends to be ignored as various scholars 

focus on their theoretical models. The following regional ceramic analysis will posit that 

the current scholarly dating for the Iron Age assemblages is accurate. In the following 

chapter, a discussion of the implications of the findings will address the methodological 

deficiencies of the Low Chronology. The objective of the following regional analysis is to 

define the ceramic horizon for the 11/lOth centuiy B.C.E. in the Aijalon Valley Region. 
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A second objective is to illustrate a theoretical foundation for all ceramic analyses, which 

is, ceramic assemblages, can be different even within a particular region. Once this is 

demonstrated, then the axioms of the Low Chronology model will be shown wanting. 

The 11/lOth Century B.C.E. Ceramic Horizon 

The 1/lOth century B.C.E. ceramic horizon of the Aijalon Valley Region consists 

of three chronological anchors. The first is the widespread destruction and collapse of the 

Late Bronze Age in the Levant. The second is the evidence of destructions in the 10th 

centurv associated with the campaigns of Shishak. Although historians might debate the 

interpretation of these two phenomena of the archaeological record, it is evident that 

scholars can postulate that these destructions are associated with a particular event or 

timeframe. Between these two chronological anchors is the Philistine ceramic corpus. 

The Philistine ceramic corpus represents a consistent development of stylistic changes 

throughout the Iron .Age I period, thus providing a relational ceramic comparison 

between assemblages. Dothan has demonstrated that there are three main phases: .A. 

monochrome phase which dates to the Iron Age lA (Mycenaean IllC. lb), the hallmark 

Philistine bichrome (Iron Age IB-2nd half of the 12th to the 1st half of the 11th centur> 

B.C.E.), and a degenerate phase when the bichrome decoration gives way to the dominant 

red slip (end of Iron Age IB). These three data points provide anchors to coalesce ceramic 

assemblages throughout the Levant and in this particular study the Aijalon Valley 

Region. A fourth datimi is a destruction phase at the beginning of the 10th century B.C.E. 
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associated with the end of the third major phase of Philistine ceramic corpus. Most 

scholars associate these destructions with the emergence of the Israelite State in the 

Western Highlands. 

The datum for the 11/lOth-centuiy B.C.E. horizon of the Aijalon Valley Region is 

the Philistine bichrome pottery. After the Monochrome phase, an intensive growth and 

e.xpansion in the Philistine Coastal Plain is found in the archaeological record. This is 

documented by the abundance of Philistine bichrome pottery found associated with 

several urban senlements (e.g. Tel Miqne, Tell Qasile, Ashkelon, Beth Shemesh, and 

Gezer). Sandwiched between this period of Philistine urban expansion and the 

destructions at the end of the Iron Age I period is a phase that is differentiated by the 

introduction of red slip and the decline of the Philistine pottery.This phase is important 

to illustrate the variations within each ceramic horizon and to allow inferences about the 

changes in settlement patterns and state formation in the southem Levant. 

.-Kijalon Valley Regional Corpuses 

The Aijalon Valley Region consists of four sub-regions; Yarkon River Basin, 

Plain ofOno. Northern Shephelah, and the Northern Philistine Coast. There are fourteen 

major excavated sites, of which only five provide published ceramic corpuses, not 

including the Tel Miqne-Ekron corpus (Chapter 3). A complete stratigraphic discussion 

T. Dothan first defined this third phase of the Philistine corpus (1982). 
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of the archaeological record of each of these sites and regions has been discussed in 

Chapter 2. 

The Aijalon Valley Regional Ceramic Model uses these corpuses as the 

foundation for the analysis and typology. The six published ceramic corpuses, including 

the Miqne-Ekron material (Chapter 3), of the Aijalon Valley Regional Dynamic are Tell 

Qasile, 'Izbet Sartah, Ashdod. Tel Miqne, Gezer, and Beth Shemesh. Seven other 

corpuses are used sporadically to demonstrate the regional character of the Aijalon Valley 

Region. Three are in the Sharon Plain (Tel Michal, Tel Poleg, and Tel Mevorakh), and 

four are in the Western Highlands (Khirbet ed-Dawwara, Shiloh, Khirbet Abu Tuwein, 

and Giloh). When appropriate, references are made to other corpuses belonging to the 

1 l/'lOth century- B.C.E. horizon. The ceramic data is grouped by typological form and 

within the discussion of each form, the sub-regions are highlighted. One of the problems 

with any ceramic comparison is that each ceramic typology is subjective. Some 

archaeologists see several differences between vessels while others will tend to see one 

t> pe with variations. .Another problem is realizing the emic and etic behavior of the 

potters and the culture. Typological problems have been discussed in Chapter 2. 

Fortunately, the ceramic assemblages used in this study allow for straightforward 

comparisons of the various ceramic forms. 
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'Izbet Sartah Corpus 

The 'Izbet Sartah ceramic corpus consists of 26 total types of vessels with an 

additional 11 types differentiated by specific features (e.g. decorated sherd, ring base, 

etc.). The types are grouped by all three strata of the site, from the 12th century B.C.E. 

until the end of the 11th century B.C.E. 'Izbet Sartah I ceramic assemblage comes from 

Building 1 09a (reoccupied and remodeled four-room house) and from Stratum I silos. 

Finkelstein notes that there are no typological differences between the assemblages of 

Stratum I and II. The differences are quantitative reflecting a short occupation gap 

(Finkelstein 1986:44-45). The assemblage consists mainly of rim fragments, 554 sherds 

were analyzed from Building 1 09a. The marked distinction of the Stratum I assemblage is 

the increase in burnished sherds. 

Table 3: 'lzbet Sartah: Stratum I Assemblage 
n % % 

! Bowls and kraters 75 18.6 Jugs 81 14.6 
Chalices 3 .5 Misc. decorated sherds 8 1.4 
Cooking pots 116 24.4 Philistine sherds 8 1.4 
Pilgrim's flasks 2 .4 Bases 51 9.2 
Juglets 13 2.4 Varia 13.2 
Storage jars and pithoi 77 13.9 Burnished Sherds 120 16.6 

Tell Qasile Corpus 

The Tell Qasile Corpus (see Table 4) is perhaps the most comprehensive ceramic 

analysis in the region. The Tell Qasile Report (Qasile II) provides an extensive database 

and report. The ceramic report contains three features: a complete typology for all 
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vessels, plates based on stratigraphy and context, and the computerized sununaiy of all 

sherds and whole vessels. There are about 60 ceramic types and various sub-types in the 

Qasile Corpus spanning the 12th century B.C.E. to the beginning of the 10th century 

B.C.E. Most of the vessels come from temples, therefore the corpus might represent a 

specialized cultic context. On the other hand, the Qasile corpus provides an excellent 

database because of the well-stratified deposits due to remodeling of the temples. This is 

particularly acute in Are C where large amounts of rich, homogeneous groups of whole 

or complete pottery vessels were found in clear stratigraphic contexts. 

The relevant stratum for this study is Stratum X. the Tell Qasile corpus contains 

867 sherds and whole vessels dating to this stratum. The most common vessels were 

bowls (n = 358, 41%), storage jars (n = 151, 17.4%), and jugs (n = 92, 10.5 %). 

Table 4: Tell Qasile Stratum X Assemblage 
Vessel Tvpe Total % ! Vessel Type Total "/o 
Bowls 358 41% ; Jugs 92 10.5% 
(Craters 55 6% I Juelets 26 1 3% 
Chalices 1 34 4% ! Flasks 49 5.5% 
Goblets ! 14 1.5% I Pyxides 3 ! .3% 
Cookine Pots 1 34 6.3% ! Lamps 14 1 1.5% 
Storase jars 1 151 17.4% 1 Stirrup Jars 14 1 1.5% 
-•Kmphorae ! 21 2% I Other 2 1 .1% 

Tel Gezer Ceramic Corpus 

The essential strata for this particular study are Strata IX - IX (end of the 

Philistine and the "post-Philistine/pre-Solomon Strata"). Of the total Iron Age published 



216 

corpus (Gezer I, II, and IV) of 1,145^ vessels (mostly sherds), 101 are dated to Stratum 

XI, 91 to Stratum XII/XI,®^ and 148 are dated to Strata X-IX. Most of the sherds belong 

to courtyard debris of the acropolis (Field VI) and the southern quarter, which is west of 

the southem gate (Fields I and II). Of the complete Gezer corpus, only two horizons have 

a complete ceramic typological analysis— the Late Bronze Age (Seger 1988) and the 

Late Iron Age II (Gitin 1990). Any discussion of the Iron Age I typology is cursory 

(Gezer I: pp. 26, 59-61; Gezer II: pp. 54-59; Gezer IV-. 77-S7,l 11-117, 119-124). 

Table 5; Tel Gezer Strata XI/X Assemblage 
•I Tr\ral Vessel Type Total % Vessel Tvpe Total % i 

Bowls 82 38 Jugs 9 4.2 ' 
(Craters 49 i 23.6 Juizlets 1 .5 ! 
Chalices -> ! .9 Flasks 1 .5 1 
Goblets — i — Pvxldes 2 .9 1 
Cooldne Pots 30 1 13.8 Lamps — i 
Storage jars 37 1 17.1 Stirrup Jars 1 .5 i 
.Amphorae — ; — Other — — ' 

Total Vessels (n) = 216 

The difficulty of the Gezer material is that it is published by individual fields and 

over several years. Hence, a scholar must be careful to read all phases of each stratum to 

get a complete picture. After a careful review of the archaeological data, it can be 

postulated that that Strata X and IX is the same cultural horizon. In Field II, one of the 

^Not included in this count is a published plate of 16 vessels dating of "PaJ s lOOC the 10th century 
B.C.E. (Stratum VIII). This is part of the 1984 excavations (Dever 1986:9-3-' 
65 Field I: 24 sherds (PI. 28); Field II: 35 sherds (Pis. 29,30); Field IV: 133 sherds (Pis . ^-37, 40-42, 44). 
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first fields excavated, two phases with several sub-phases were excavated (Phase 8A-C 

and 7A-B). Most of these are architectural phases usually attributed to the addition of a 

single wall. These architectural phases were not found to be a single major phase in other 

excavated fields (e.g. Phase 4 of Field VI, Phase 8 of Field VII, and Phase 2 of Field X). 

Based on the complete picture established from all excavated fields. Stratum X and IX 

represent one cultural horizon. This cultural horizon can be dated to the first half of the 

Iron Age IIA period. This horizon (Stratum X and IX) is built on top of the destruction of 

Stratum XI and it in turn is destroyed. These two destructions coincide with the historical 

record (Egyptian campaign) and other patterns of the material culture in the region. 

Several sites in the vicinity are destroyed at the end of Iron Age I (e.g. Tel Miqne, 

Aphek), hence this ceramic horizon at Gezer can be associated with other ceramic 

assemblages associated with the end of the 11th century B.C.E. destructions. 

The results of combining these two strata (X and IX) lowers the date of the Iron 

Age strata (Strata XIII-XI) by ca. 50 years. This does not change the character or nature 

of the historical conclusions reached by the e.xcavation staff. The changes for the other 

Iron .Age I strata coincide with the now established chronology of the Philistine corpus. 

In fact, this observation was already made in the second volume of the Gezer excavation 

reports (Gezer If). Dever initially noted that Phase 9 of Field II dated to the last half of 

the 11th century B.C.E. (Dever et. al. 1986:58). The two architectural horizons found in 

the Field II sounding, are not found in any other excavation fields. Thus, this is only a 

localized rebuilding of the structure in Field II. The three major strata containing 

Philistine pottery (Strata XIII-XI), coincide with the stratigraphy of other sites in the 
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region with Philistine pottery. Strata X-IX is between two destruction layers. It is built on 

the destruction of Stratum XI and the Shishak destruction of Stratum VIII. The most 

distinguishing feature of the Stratum X corpus (11/IOth century B.C.E. horizon) is the 

Philistine bichrome pottery ends.®^ 

Beth Shemesh 

The Beth Shemesh Ceramic corpus is problematic for this study. First, the site 

was excavated during the early period of archaeological research in Palestine and the 

stratigraphic ceramic typology cannot fully be relied on. Second, the dating of the 

relevant strata (Strata III and II) is also problematic. The original dating placed the 

destruction of Stratum III to the mid-1 Ith century B.C.E. Stratum II was divided into 

three separate strata (Ila, lib, and lie) by G. Wright. These divisions were not based on 

Table 6: Beth Shemesh Strata Ill/IIa Assemblage 
1 Vessel Type ! Total 1 % i Vessel Tvpe ' Total % 
i Bowls • 57 28.6 i Jues ; 22 11 

Kraters 25 : 12.6 ! JuKlets i 9 4.5 
1 Chalices ! 21 ! 10.6 1 Flasks j 5 2.5 

Goblets 1 - 1 1 Pyxides 1 3 1.5 
! Cooking Pots ' 20 : 10 i Lamps 1 4 2 

Storaae jars 29 14.6 ! Stirrup Jars ! 2 I 
i .Ajnphorae 1 — 1 — 1 Other ! 2 I 
i Total Vessels fn) = 199 

In Field II, the end of Philistine bichrome pottery is attributed to Phase 9 (Stratum XI) (Gezer II, p. 58) 
and in Field VT to Phase 5 A (Stratum XI). Since the ceramic data come from only one excavated square, it 
can be an isolated phenomenon. Another explanation is that they stratigraphic phases in Field II can 
probably be lowered. Field II was part of the initied excavations and results were published before a 
complete ceramic and stratigraphic analysis of the site was completed. Phase 12 consists of various pits, a 
phenomenon associated with Iron Age lA at several sites. 
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stratigraphy but were separated based on ceramic chronology. These divisions will be 

reevaluated and redefined with the results of the new Bar Ilan excavations. Preliminary 

results date Stratum III to the end of the 12th century /beginning of the 11 th century 

B.C.E. and determined that there are only two separate strata of the Iron Age 11 period 

(Stratum Ila was destroyed by Shishak and Stratum lib was destroyed by Sennacherib). If 

the new dates are accurate, then the Beth Shemesh corpus does not provide a comparative 

ceramic assemblage for this study. 

The dating of Stratum III should be held to the original date proposed by Grant 

and Wright based on the published pottery. The key to the dating of the Stratum III 

assemblage is the lack of Philistine bichrome pottery and the abimdance of later Philistine 

potter}.' with red concentric circles. According to Bunimovitz and Lederman (1993:253), 

the Stratum III, destruction conspicuously contains Philistine bichrome pottery. If this is 

the case, then the new dating should be adopted.®' 

Tel Ashdod Ceramic Corpus 

The Ashdod ceramic corpus is difficult to use. The important stratum is Stratum 

X and possibly Stratum IX. The site is well published. Unfortunately, the discussion of 

the pottery is scattered throughout various excavation reports because the data are 

published by individual seasons and fields. These reports are uneven in their discussion 

Wrightman's (1990b) proposal to date Stratum IIA to the middle of the 8th centuiy must be rejected at 
hand. Although he is correct to illustrate the mixture of pottery in all strata, his analysis to lower the dates 
of the ceramic assemblage are not supported by the renewed Bar Ilan excavations. 
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of ceramic assemblages. Some of the plates appear to have pottery from different strata. 

The best discussion and stratigraphic control is in Area M and G. 

1 Table 7: Tel Ashdod Stratum X Asscmblaee 
j Vessel Type Total % Vessel Type Total % 
! Bowls 61 37.8 JUKS 13 8 
^ Kraters 20 12.4 JuKlets 16 10 
1 Chalices 7 4.3 Flasks 3 2 
j Goblets — Pyxides — — 

i Cookine Pots 8 5 Lamps 4 2.5 
j Storase jars 16 10 Stirrup Jars 7 — 

i Amphorae ? Other 13 8 
1 Total Vessels fn) = 161 

The Stratum X corpus represents a "post-Philistine" stratum. The typical 

Philistine bichrome pottery can still be found sporadically, particularly the large krater-

like bowls and the small bell-shaped bowls. Most of the pottery is red-slipped, hand-

burnished. and decorated with black and white bands. This technique was first found at 

Tel Ashdod and hence has been commonly referred to as "Ashdod Ware." 

Tel Miqne Ceramic Corpus 

The Tel Miqne ceramic corpus is fully discussed in Chapter four. In brief, the 

11/lOth-century B.C.E. ceramic horizon of Tel Miqne is represented by Stratimi IV. 

There are 67 major vessel types. 
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1 Tabic 8: Tei Miqne Stratum IV AssemUaee 
1 Vessel Type Total % Vessel Type Total % 
! Bowls 1187 73.6 JURS 98 6 
! Kraters 49 3 Juelets 66 4.1 
' Chalices 29 1.8 Flasks 4 .25 
^ Goblets 10 .6 Pyxides 9 .56 
i Cooking Pots 14 .9 Lamps 3 .19 
! Storase jars 125 7.8 StiiTUP Jars — 

1 .Amphorae 6 .4 Other 13 .8 
i Total Vessels fn ) = 1613 

Corpuses of the Western Highlands (Giloh. Shiloh. Khirbet ed-Pawwara) 

The Western Highlands region is out of the purview of this study. These 

assemblages are included to provide a comparison. One of the difficulties is the lack of 

chronological and stratigraphical relationships such as destructions and/or Philistine 

bichrome pottery. The only assemblage that has an assemblage dating to the 11/lOth 

Table 9: Khirbet ed-Daw-wara Assemblage 
Vessel Tvpe Total % Vessel T\-pe Total % 
Bowls 23 8.6 Jugs 60 22.6 
Kraters 1 12 4.5 Juglets 3 1.1 
Chalices 2 1 Flasks — 

Goblets 1 — Pyxides — 

Cookina Pots 1 97 36.6 Lamps 1 .4 
Storage jars ! 44 16.6 Stirrup Jars — — 

.Amphorae ' — — Other 23 8.6 
i Total Vessels (n) = 265* 
i *Published total = 353. 88 are sherds of bases and/or painted sherds. 

century B.C.E. is Khirbet ed-Dawwara. The Western Highlands corpus provides an 

important datum for comparing the uniqueness of the Aijalon Valley coq)us, particularly 
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in decorative techniques of tableware. The Western Highlands corpus lacks the variation 

found in the Aijaion Valley Region. 

Sharon Plain 

The Sharon Plain is also out of the purview of this study. The Tel Mevorakh and 

Tel Michal assemblages provide an important datum for comparing the uniqueness of the 

Aijalon Valley corpus. Sometimes ceramic forms from these assemblages are included in 

the discussion to provide a comparison between the Aijalon Valley Region ceramic 

corpus and the Sharon Plain ceramic corpus. One of the difficulties is the lack of 

chronological and stratigraphical relationships such as destructions and/or Philistine 

bichrome pottery. Neither of these two assemblages has an archaeological stratum that 

dates to the 11/10th 

Table 10: Tel Mevoral^ and Tel Michal iOth centur>- B.C.E. Assemblages 
Tel Mevorakh Tel Michal Tel Mevorakh Tel Michal 

: Vessel Type Total i % Total % Vessel Tvpe ; Total % Total % 
i Bowls 48* i 44 10* 15.4 JUfiS 8 7.3 7 10.7 j 
! fCraters 15 1 13.8 5 7.7 Juelets ! 3 2.7 13 20 I 
i Chalices 2 1 1.8 — — Flasks ! — — — ! 
i Goblets — 1 — 7 10.7 Pyxides — — — 

: 1 
Cookina Pots 24 22 10 15.4 Lamps 1 .9 3 4.6: 

; Storaee jars 7 i 6.4 10 15.4 Stirrup Jiirs ! — — — 1 
1 Amphorae — i — ... — 

Other i 1 .9 - 1 
I Total Vessels: Tel Mevorakh: n = 109; Tel Michal: n = 65 
I *20 bowls are Cypro-Phoenician. 2 bowls at Tel Michal 



223 

century B.C.E. horizon. The Tel Mevorakh (Stratum VII) and Tel Michal (Stratum XIV) 

assemblages both date to the 10th century B.C.E. and any comparisons between these 

assemblages and the Aljalon Valley 11/lOth century B.C.E. ceramic horizon must be 

used with caution. 

REGIONAL CERAMIC ANALYSIS 

BOVVLS 

Yarkon River Basin ('Izbet Sartah and Qasile) 

'Izbet Sartah 

Of bowls and kraters 47.6% are burnished in Stratum I (compared to 6.1 % for 

Stratum III and 32.6% for Stratum II).®' There are three basic Bowl Types at 'Izbet 

Sartah. An open bowl with a thickened slightly inverted rim {Type 1) that goes out of use 

in Stratum 1. The second is an S-profiled carinated bowl (Type 3) with a similar 

Total of burnished sherds for the complete assemblages are (Stratum HI = 2.9%, Stratum II = 9.1%, and 
Stratiim I = 16.6%). 
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distribution pattern throughout each stratum. In Stratum II and I, about half of all bowls 

are red slipped and burnished {Type 6). The third Bowl Type is the rounded bowl with 

plain rim (Type i),  which also is decorated with red slip and burnish (Type 8). 

Tell Qasile 

The Tell Qasile corpus contains six bowl families with a total of 17 Bowl Types 

and variations of these types. The six families are; A) round bowls with plain rim, B) 

rounded bowls with thickened or everted rim, C) carinated bowls, D) flat bowls, E) beil-

shaped bowls, and F) various bowls. The three most common Bowl Types in the 11/10th 

centur\' B.C.E. horizon are the round bowl with plain rim {Type /), the 'cyma' profile 

bowl {Type 8) and the bell-shaped bowl {Type 16, Philistine Type 1). These three Bowl 

Types account for 82% of the total bowls. 

Table 11: Tell Qasile Bowl Types 

FAMILY A 
BL 1 round bodv, plain rim. tiaurine base BL 9 1 Carinated Bowl with Two Loop Handles 

vvith I or 2 horizontal handles (la), knob 
! handle (lb), or bar handle (Ic) 

BL 10 j Small Offering Bowl w/ carinated body 

BL 2 1 Rounded Bowl with rounded base BL 11 Deep Carinated Bowl 
' horizontal handles (2a). bar handle (2b) BL 12 Thin Carinated bowl with Thickened rim 

B L  3  Small Offering Bowl with rounded body BL 13 Carinated Bowl with 3 Loop-Feet 
B L 4  Deep Rounded Bowl F.AMILY D: FLAT BOWLS (DISHES) 
B L  5  Rounded Bowl with Grooved Rim BL 14 Flat Carinated Bowl with Thickened or 

Everted Rim (bar-handle 14a) 
FAMILY B: Round Bowls with Thkkencd or 

Everted Rim 
BL 15 Flat Dish with Carinated Body 

BL 6 ! Bowl with everted rim FAMILY E: BL 16 BeU-Shaced Bowls 
BL 7 i rounded bowl with thickened Rim FAMILY F: VARIOUS BOWLS 

FAMILY C: Carinated Bowls BL 17 SpinninK Bowls 
B L 8  Carinated "Cyma" Profile and Simple Rim 

with a horizontal handle (8a), knob handle 
(8b), and bar handle (8c) 

BL 18 HandMade Bowl (cup w/ loop handle 
18a) 
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Figure 19: Tell Qasile Bowl Types 
(Qasile II) 

Bowl TxQe Plate No. Bowl Tv~ Plate No. Bowl TxQe Plate No. Bowl TvQe Plate No. 
1. BL 1 39:13 11. BL 2 45:6 21. BL 8 33:16 31. BL 16 34:7 
2. BL 1 39:12 12. BL 1 46:4 22. BL 8 33:15 32. BL 16 44:6 
3. BL 1 39:6 13. BL 2 45.5 23. BL 8 33:19 33. BL 16 34:11 
4. BL 1 44:1 14. BL 1 33 :21 24. BL 18a 34:13 34. BL 16 34:9 
5. BL 1 39:1 15. BL 8 39:19 25. BL 18 34:12 35. BL 11 43:15 
6. BL 1 33:13 16. BL 2 45:8 26. BL 16 44:4 36. BL 9 33:37 
7. BL 1 33:22 17. BL 1 33 .23 27. BL 1a1 45:10 37. BL 1c 39:15 
8. BL 2 45:7 18. BL 1 45:9 28. BL Sa 44:5 38. BL 11 33:28 
9. BL 1 43:12 19. BL 15 33.34 29. BL 16 34:10 39. BL 3 33:29 
10. BL 1 39:7 20. BL 5 46:3 30. BL 16 46:5 40. BL 3 33:32 
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Figure 20: Tell Qasile Bowl Types (continued) 
(Qasile II) 

Bowl TxQe Plate No. Bowl TxQe Plate No. Bowl TvQe Plate No. Bowl TyQe 
1. BL 6 43:16 5. BL 8 43:17 9. BL 17 40:1 13. BL 8 
2. BL la 39:14 6. BL 8 34:15 10. BL 15a 33:35 14. BL lb 
3.BL 8 39:17 7. BL 6 45:11 11. BL 13 40:2 15. BL lb 
4.BL 8 39:21 8.BL 8 39:23 12. BL 8 39:18 16. BL 7 
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Plate No. 
34:14 
43:14 
45:13 
45:12 
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Gazer 

The Gezer bowl typology is based on sherds from Field VI {Gezer IV) and Field 11 

{Gezer 11). There are 81 bowls published. There are eight basic types of the 1 l/lOth-

century B.C.E. horizon (Stratum XI). Half of these types are in the Iron Age I tradition 

{Types 1-4) and the other half includes new forms that become popular in the lOth 

century B.C.E. (Types 5-8). The most common types are the rounded bowls with simple 

rims {Type I, Fig 21:1-4), cyma profiled bowls {Type 2, Fig. 21:5,6, 9), and Philistine 

bell-shaped bowls {Type 4, Fig. 21:10-14). These three Bowl Types account for 56% of 

the published bowls. 

Table 12: Gezer Bowl Types Total j % 
Tvpe I Rounded Simple Rim ("planer bowls") 15 i 18.3 
Tvpe 2 Cvma-Profile 12 14.6 
Type 3 Hemispherical Bowls 10 ! 12.2 
Tvpe 4 "Philistine Bowl ("small hemispherical bowls"); 19 i 23 

• Tvpe 5 Incurved Bowl w/Thickened Rim (usuallv bulbous) 5 ! 6 
Type 6 : Bar-Handled Bowls-w/thickened rim, forms similar to Type 5 and 7 6 i 7.3 

i Tvpe 7 : Large incurved bowl with folded over bulbous rim 3 1 3.6 
Tvpe 8 Small Bowl: sliizhtly carinated upper shoulder, everted or knob rim 5 1 6 , 

Type I round bowls (18.5%, n = 15) with simple rim probably include two classes 

of bowls with different histories. The round bowls evolve from the Late Bronze Age 

platter bowls (Fig. 21:1-3), and are commonly referred to as Manassite bowls in Western 
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Figure 21; Gezer Bowls 
Gezer I{\91Q), Gezer 7/(1974), Gerer/F(1986) 

1.Type 1 av, PL 42:1) 
2. Type I 0, PI- 35:20) 
3. Type 1 GV, PI. 40:5) 
4. Type 1 (IV, PI. 43.14) 
5. Type 2 (IV, PI. 41:21) 
6. Type 2 av, PI. 41:18) 

7. Type 3 GV, PI. 42:20) 
8. Type 3 (TV, PI. 45:19) 
9. Type 2 (TV, PI. 41:10) 

10. Type 4 GV, PI. 45:18) 
11. Type 4 (IV, PI. 45:14) 
12. Type 4 GV, PI. 45:15) 

13. Type 4 (TV, PI. 41:13) 
14. Type 4 GV, PL 41:14) 
15. Type 5 (IV, PL 43:12) 
16. Type 6 GV, PL 44:12) 
17. Type 7 (n, PL 30:13) 
18. Type 8 (TV, PL 41:19) 
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Highlands sites. During the Iron Age 11 Period, round bowls with simple rims that are 

thin walled and well-levigated become common. These bowls are usually decorated with 

red slip and burnish (Fig. 21:4). These bowls include Samaria bowls. The Gezer Bowl 

Type I (Fig. 21:1-4) includes both types of bowls although the Iron Age I horizon bowls 

dominate the assemblage. 

Type 2 bowls (Fig. 21:5, 6,9) account for nearly 15% of the bowls (n = 12). The 

cyma-profiled bowls show the natural progression of the carination dropping to the lower 

part of the body. The early Iron Age I bowls have the carination near the rim (Fig. 21:6, 

9), while the later Iron Age I bowls are smoother in profile (Fig. 21:5). In this class of 

bowls in the Gezer Corpus are the "Gezer Bowls." These bowls are common to the site of 

Gezer in the Iron Age I period. They are cyma-profiled bowls with a cross pattern in the 

inside of the bowl (Gezer IV: Pis. 37:3, 36:1, 2). These three examples in the assemblage 

probably date to the early 11th century B.C.E., although it is possible that some belong to 

the 11/10th-century B.C.E. horizon. 

The Type 4 Philistine bowls account for 23% of the bowls (n = 19). This group of 

bow ls contains the classic Philistine bell-shaped bowl with horizontal handles (Fig 

21:14), and the smaller degenerate forms without the monochrome decoration (Fig. 

21:10). 

Another popular bowl at Gezer is the semi-hemispherical bowls {Type 3) (Fig. 

21:7-8). These bowls account for 11% of the bowls (n = 9). This bowl is a common Iron 

Age I form found especially in the 1 Ith century B.C.E. ceramic horizon. Bowl Types 5-8 

(Fig. 21:15-18) are the forerunners of the Iron Age II period. These bowls are 22% of the 
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total bowl assemblage. They all illustrate Iron Age II features, particularly in the lOth 

century B.C.E.; carinated or incurved body profiles, thickened rims, bar-handles (Fig. 

21:16), and red-slip and burnished decoration (Fig. 21:15, 17). 

Beth Shemesh 

The Beth Shemesh bowl typoIo©f includes Bowl Types from the 12th/l Ith 

century B.C.E. and the 10th century B.C.E. (Stratum III and Ila). The most common 

types are found in Stratum III and Ila: Rounded bowls with simple rim and cyma-profiled 

bowls. The most common is the rounded bowl. These bowls are typical Iron Age I bowls 

that evolve from the Late Bronze Age platter bowls. The Beth Shemesh corpus contains 

both ring and flat bases. These bowls are found both in Stratum III and Stratum Ila. One 

sub-group found in Stratum III is decorated with red concentric bands. This decoration is 

not found in Stratum Ila. The second most common type is the cyma profile bowl, in 

Stramm Ila; the carination is lower on the body than in Stratum III. Two bowls are found 

only in Stratum III—Philistine bell-shaped bowls {Type 4) and carinated bowls with 

everted or 

Tv-pe Table 13: Beth Shemesh Bowl Types III lla Total 
I Round Bowls with simole rim 14 2 16 
2 Cyma Profile bowls 8 — 8 
3 Carinated Bowls with everted rim and ioxraved rim 8 — 8 
4 Philistine bell-shaped bowl 4 — 4 
5 Thick rimmed bowls usually with plastic appliques 1 9 10 
6 Shallow carinated straiizht sided bowl with a simple rim. rine base 8 8 
7 Misc. bowls 2 1 3 

Total; 37 20 57 
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Figure 22: Beth Shemesh Bowls 
('Ain Shems IV) 

Type <TI. No.^ 
1.1 axiii .9) 
2.1 axni.io) 
3. 1 axil.22) 
4. 1 axil. 19) 
5. 1 axil.20) 
6. 1 axil. 17) 

Tvpg (PL No.> 
7. I aiX.15) 
8. 1 aiX.32) 
9. 1 aiX.29) 

10. 1 (LXII.23) 
11. 6 aXIII.6) 
12. 6 aXIII.5) 

Tvpc fl»l. 
13. 1 aix.31) 
14.1 axiii.i) 
15.6(LXn.I4) 
16. 5 {LXnil6) 
17.6aXIII.2) 
18.6 axin.3) 

Type n*!. No.> 
19. 3 (LXn.I3) 
20. 3 aiX^3) 
21. 3 aiX.14) 
22.3aiX.16) 
23.3aiX.12) 
24. 3 aX.9) 

Type fl»l. No.^ 
25. 4(LXin.Il)  
26. 4 aXII.4) 
27. 5 (LXini9) 
28.4(LXn.ll) 
29.2aX.Il) 
30.3aX.I2) 

TvoerPLNo.^ 
31. 2 axn.15) 
32. 2 aXII.8) 
33. 3 (LXn.l2) 
34. 3 aXII.5) 
35. 4 axn.6) 
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usually incurved with an inverted rim. These thick-rimmed bowls, either bulbous or 

rolled over become a common Iron Age 11 form. The last bowl type contains medium-

grooved rims {Type 3). Thick rimmed bowls are typical 10th century B.C.E. bowls; the 

Beth Shemesh bowls usually have plastic appliques. Bowl Type 5 is a common bowl in 

the 11/10th century B.C.E. ceramic horizon. 

Philistine Coastal Plain (Ashdod and Miqne) 

Ashdod 

The Ashdod Stratum X Bowl Corpus consists of 61 total bowls.®' There are 7 

major types. Perhaps the most distinguishing characteristic of this group is the abundance 

of decoration. Nearly 80% of all bowls (not including the hallmark Philistine bichrome) 

are slipped and/or burnished (n = 54). Of the 11 bowls that are plain, two are burnished 

(Fig. 23:4,17). There is no dominant type in the assemblage, although this may reflect the 

excavators choice of which pottery to publish than the actual percentages in the 

archaeological record. The two most common bowls are the carinated {Type 3) and the 

bell-shaped bowl {Type 5). 

Bowl Type / is a round bowl with a simple rim. This typje is found in earlier Iron 

Age 1 stratum. There are six bowls and four are red-slipped and hand burnished (Fig. 

23:1, 3, 5, 6, and 10). Bowl Type 2 (Fig. 23:9, 11-14). is a cyma-profiled bowl. This bowl 

is also common in all Iron I strata. There are seven examples, almost all are decorated. 
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usually with red concentric circles and bands. One example has horizontal handles.^° 

Bowl Type 3 (Fig 23:2, 7-8, 15-17, 19) is well represented in Stratum X when it first 

dominates the Iron Age 1 corpus. This type is very common and varies from shallow 

bowls {Type 3a; Fig. 23:7,17) to medium-size deep bowls {Type 3b; Fig. 6:2, 16, 19). All 

are decorated usually with interior slip and burnish and partially slipped and burnished on 

the exterior. One bowl also has a grooved-rim as Type 4 (Fig. 23:17). Type 4 bowls (Fig. 

23:4, 18, 20, 24)) are round shallow bowls with grooves on the outside of the rim. These 

bowls make their first appearance at the end of the 11th century and are common in the 

10th century B.C.E. 

Type Table 14: Ashdod Bowl Types Total (%) 

1 1 Round Bowls 6 10 
1 i Cvma Profiled Bowls 7 11.5 

Sat { Carinated 10 16.4 
4 ; Carinated with Grooved Rim 4 6.5 

5ab Bell-Shaped Bowls 15 24.5 
6 Thick Rimmed Bowls with Appliques (bar handles, knobs, etc.) 8 13 

7a b Medium-Laree invened Thick Rims (rolled over) 8 13 
Total (- 3 base frajonents) 61 

Several of these bowls could belong to earlier or later strata. 
"^0 Ashdod II-III, Fig. 88:2. 
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Bowl Type 5 is a Philistine bell-shaped bowl. There are two types, the common 

bichrome decoration that has its floret in the 11th century B.C.E. (Type 5a, Fig. 23:31) 

and the degenerate bell-shaped bowl that is smaller with degenerate horizontal handles 

and is usually red-slipped and burnished (Type 5b^ Fig. 23:25, 27). Bowl Type 6 (Fig. 

23:21-23, 26-2TJ represents a grouping of several different types of bowls based on wide 

shallow bodies, appliques (bar handles or knobs), and a thickened rim. The upper body 

profile is usually incurved with an inverted rim. These thick-rimmed bowls, either 

bulbous or rolled over, become a common Iron Age II form. The last bowl type contains 

medium-large bowls. The medium bowls {Type 7a, Fig. 23:29-30, 32, 34) are deep thick 

rimmed bowls usually red-slipped and burnished. The thickened rim is either T-shaped, 

bulbous, or a ledge in profile. Bowl Type 7b (Fig. 23:32) is a large bowl with a folded 

over rim, one of which is red-slipped and burnished.^' 

Tel Miqne-Ekron 

The Tel Miqne Ekron Stratum IV assemblage contains 5 major groups with 24 

types. Bowls comprise over 50% of the assemblage. The most common bowls are 

shallow bowls (incurved, straight-sided carinated), round bowls (thin-walled and semi-

hemispherical), cyma-profiled, and Philistine bell-shaped bowls. The assemblage also 

contains a group of fme thin walled bowls (grooved rim, carinated, everted rims) and 

large bowls with bulbous rims. A complete description can be found in Chapter 3. 

^' .Ashdod [V, Fig. 1:18. 
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Western Highlands 

It is important to note some of the variations between a nearby region. Missing 

from the Aijalon Valley Region are bowls typical of Shiloh: Manassite bowls and bowls 

with incised decorationsJ2 The Khirbet ed-Dawwara assemblage contains five types:73 1) 

a rounded bowl with a plain rim (some are similar to the Manassite bowls), 2) a large . 

bowl with carinated upper shoulder and a somewhat thickened rim ("similar to the S-

profiled carinated bowls" (Finkelstein 1990:181 )); 3) Bowls with bar-handles; 4) straight-

sided carinated shallow bowl; 5) and a red-slipped burnished bowl. The assemblage 

contains 19 unslipped or burnished bowls and 4 red slipped burnished bowls. Of these 23 

bowls, 8 are published. 

Summary: Bowls 

There are three major Bowl Types found at all sites in the Aijalon Valley Region. 

These are 1) round bowls with plain rim, 2) Cyma-profiled (S-shaped) bowls, and 3) 

degenerate Philistine bell-shaped bowls. New forms are large incurved thickened rim 

72 These bowls are dated from the late 12th-first 1/2 of the 11th century B.C.E. These bowls are missing 
from Iron Age I horizon of the Aijalon valley assemblages. 

73 Finkelstein ( 1990: 180) divides the bowls into two main types unburnished and burnished (Types 1 and 
2). He discusses four different bowls under Type 1. 



238 

bowls (bulbous, folded over), bar handles and appliques, and small bowls with incurved 

or straight-sided rims. 

I Table IS: Aijalon Valley Region— Bowls 
ll/lOth century B.C.E. Ceramic Horizon 

1 Qasile | 'Izbet | Gezer 

Bowl Types; | Sanah { 
Beth j Ashdod i Tei Miqne | Kh. ed 

Shemesh i ! ! Dawwara 
1 type numbers 

! Round, simple rim i 1-4 5.8 1 1 1 1 1 5. 6 1 
j Cyma profile ! 8 3.6 2 2 ! 2 t 15 

Bell-shaped bowls 1 16 28 4 4 5a  ̂ 14 
Hemispherical 1 (11) 3 12. 13 
Carinated -Shallow j 

incurved i 1.4 
straight sided i 1 6 2-3 4 
everted-erooved rim 5 1 ! 4 8.9.19 

Round-thin Nvalled 12 i ! 8 (4) 7. 10, 11 • 
Flat Bowls 14-15 
Large Bowls 

Round- thick rim 
(1) 
7 

• 

i 6.7 
(1) : 
5 ; 6. 7a/b 

16-17 . 2 
18 

Round-everted rim 1 6 5 A 
J 1 i 

Carinated ' 11 jafb 20-22 
Misc. Bowls i 9,10, 

' 13.17,18 
1 7 23 i j 

Decoration: 1 • | 

bumishina * i : • • • • 
1 
1 

• • i 

red slip * • • I • • • 5 
bar-handles • ! : 6 1 • . 3 ; 
horizontal handles • • i i 

appliques • 1 • ! • ' 6 1 • ! ! 

Of the round bowls, there are several variations. Two major shapes can be 

distinguished among all the types. The first is a wide, shallow bowl that is the 

continuation of the Late Bronze platter bowls. The second shape is a hemispherical 
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(deep) bowl. The diameter is usually the same as the height. Some reports do not 

distinguish between the two types probably because both have simple rims. 

One of the major trends in the 11/10th century B.C.E. horizon in the Aijalon 

Valley Region is that red slip and burnish becomes common. This decorative technique is 

common among the medium/large thickened rim bowls and small thin-walled bowls. Red 

slip and bumish becomes a common decorative technique in the 10th century throughout 

the southern Levant. It is rare in the Western Highlands and at 'Izbet Sartah. It can be 

postulated that the red slip bumish technique becomes common initially on the coast and 

then becomes popular in the 10th century throughout the Levant, particularly in the 

Western Highlands. This technique is so popular that Holladay attributes it to David and 

Solomon (1993. 1995). Although there are particularly forms that the red slip/bumish 

technique is popular, the technique was applied to almost all Bowl Types. There might be 

chronological sequence in the application of the slip. Several corpuses have a progression 

from a slip or wash to a heavy slip in the 10th century B.C.E.'-* 

-A. second decorative technique is red concentric circles painted on the inside of 

bowls or red paint around the rim of the bowl. This is found in the stage of Philistine 

pottery just after the bichrome phase. These bowls are common in 11th century B.C.E. 

strata and are found, with less frequency, in all 11/lOth century B.C.E. assemblages in the 

A-ijalon Valley Region with the exception of'Izbet Sartah. 

Trends that are apparent in the horizon that will become common in Iron Age II 

are straight-sided shallow bowls, thick rim bowls (folded over or bulbous), and incurved 
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rims. Another development is the large bowls with rims found on kraters. The krater is an 

Iron Age I form that becomes a common for the Iron Age repertoire. At the end of Iron 

Age I, several large bowls that can be classified as kraters are found in this horizon. 

Most of the assemblages have less than ten types of bowls. Tell Qasile and Tel 

Miqne are unique in that there are 18 and 23 types respectively. This quantitative 

variation among the assemblages is probably attributed to the archaeological context. 

Both assemblages come from cultic contexts. Temple 131 of Tell Qasile and Temple 350 

at Tel Miqne. It might be postulated that this variation is due to the typological system 

adopted by the excavators; in spite of the large number of types. Tell Qasile and Tel 

Miqne assemblages each have either six (Tell Qasile) or five (Tel Miqne) major groups 

(Tell Qasile = families). Thus, the difference in the quantity of types is actually small 

variations among major types of bowls. Even if this was the case, these variations should 

be noticed in the other assemblages with less variation of Bowl Types. Hence, this pattern 

of a larger variation of Bowl Types between the Tell Qasile and Tel Miqne assemblages 

than the other .\ijalon Valley sites is due to the cultic context of the archaeological 

record. 

74 Dever, as early as 1970, noted this progression {Gezer I, p. 61). 
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KRATERS 

Yarkon River Basin ('Izbct Sartah and Tell Qasile) 

'Izbet Sartah 

There are three main types of kraters at 'Izbet Sartah. The first is a krater with 

thickened ledge rim {Type 2) that only appears in Stratum III. This is a common 13th -

12th century B.C.E. The second type has a slightly everted rim {Type 4) and is sometimes 

red slip and burnished {Type 7). The third krater is a red slip hand burnished krater with 

thickened everted rim {Type 9) that is common at the end of the 11th century beginning 

of the 10th century B.C.E. 

Kraters Types 4 and 7 (Fig. 24:7-8) occur in all three strata at 'Izbet Sartah (Iron 

A g e  I )  b u t  a r e  m o s t  c o m m o n  i n  S t r a t u m  I  { T y p e  4  =  1 0  s h e r d s ,  9 . 7 % ;  a n d  T y p e  7 = 1 3  

sherds, 12.6%). Unfortunately, only sherds were found, therefore it was difficult for the 

excavators to determine the shape of the complete vessel. Sometimes Type 7 has the top 

of the rim painted with short black strokes. Krater Type 9 (n = 7, 6.8%) is typical of 

Stratum I, with only 3 sherds found in the earlier Stratum 11.^^ 

The published 'Izbet Sartah Stratum I assemblage contains three kraters that are 

not identified as any of the four Krater Types (Fig. 24:2-4). Each of these three kraters 

Finkelstein notes that this form is common at the end of the I Ith century and during the 10th centuiy 
B.C.E. (1986:61). 
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appears to have features common to other types of vessels. The two-handled krater (Fig. 

24:3) appears to have a rim of 'Izbet Sartah Cooking Pot Type 16 and the red slipped and 

burnished krater with a high neck and sloping shoulders (Fig. 24:4) appears to have 

features of amphora. The third krater (Fig. 24:2) has incised decoration on its rim, a 

common feature of kraters from Shiloh (Bunimovitz and Finkelstein 1993: 155). 

4. 
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1. Type 9 
2. Type 4? 

1. 
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Tell Oasile 

The Tell Qasile corpus consists of four major types of kraters with various sub

types (Fig. 25). The Stratum X assemblage contains 55 vessels that represent 6% of the 

total ceramic assemblage. Krater Type I (Fig. 25:2-3, 5, and 7) is a carinated krater with 

two loop handles and it has two sub-types: Type la (Fig. 25:4) with horizontal handles 

and Type lb (Fig. 25:1, 10) with spiral decoration on the upper body. Type I is the most 

common krater in Stratum X (n=34). The definition is very general, as there are almost 

no two identical rim fragments (Mazar 1985:45). The rim is either everted or flanged, and 

flat on top. The wall above the carination is vertical or slightly inverted. Krater sub-Type 

lb is Type of the Philistine Pottery Corpus (T. Dothan 1982). Dothan notes that this 

t\ pe of krater belongs to the third Philistine stage and is only found at Tell Qasile 

(1982:92).76 

Type Table 16: Tell Oasile Kraters Total 
1 1 Carinated-2 -loop handles 22 
! la-horizontal handles (2). lb-spirals (10) 12 
i Bell-shaped: 2a-thick rim CI). 2b-evened rim (7) 9 
1 3 Cariitated-simpie vertical rim; 3a-thick rim (2) 5 
i 4 Rounded thickened rim 1 

Total: D3 

There is one example from nearby Tell Jerisheb. Although spiral decorations appear on bell-shaped 
kraters, they are unique to Type lb carinated kraters of Tell Qasile (Mazar 198Sa:46). 
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Figure 25: Tell Qasile Kraters 
(Qasile II) 

~ Plate No. Tvpe Plate No. ~ Plate No. ~ Plate No. 
1. 1b 47:1 4. 1a 46:10 7.2b 47:3 10. 1b 46:11 
2. 1 46:14 5. 1 46.12 8.3a 44:29 11. 2a 40:5 
3. 1 40:4 6. 1 44:23 9.2b 46:7 12.3 44:10 
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Bell-shaped Krater Type 2 (Fig. 25:6, 9, 11) can be divided between kraters with 

thickened rim {Type 2d) and kraters with everted rims {Type 2b). Type 2b is the most 

common form (Fig. 25:6, 9). This krater decreases in frequency from Stratum XII to 

Stratum X reflecting the degeneration of traditional Philistine bichrome pottery in the 

11th century B.C.E. Tell Qasile is the only assemblage of the 11/lOth century B.C.E. 

ceramic horizon with these typical Philistine carinated kraters. Krater Type 3 (Fig. 25:8, 

12) is the only form that is not decorated with slip or burnish. The basic form has a 

carinated body and a simple vertical rim. In Stratum X, the krater's rim becomes 

thickened {Type 3a). Krater Type 4 with a rounded thickened rim only appears in Strata 

IX and VIII (Iron Age 11).^'^ 

Northern Shephelah (Gezer and Beth Shemesh) 

Gazer 

There are four major Krater Types of Stratum XI-IX. Half of all kraters (53%) are 

of the Philistine bell-shape {Type I). There are two body types; large deep kraters (rim 

diameter = 30 cm) and smaller version (rim diameter = 15 cm). The smaller Type I 

kraters are usually plain or decorated only along the rim with red paint (Fig. 26:1-7). 

Most of the rims are "T rims" that are slightly inverted but some are ledge-shaped. 

Horizontal handles are found on some of these kraters. Type 1 kraters retain earlier 

There is one example found in the computerized database. Locus 171 (Mazar 1985a:158). 



246 

Philistine traditions in their decoration. Several bichrome sherds common to the early 

11th are found (Type la) as well as typical red painted vessels common to the mid-11th 

Type Table 17: Gezer Krater Types Total 

1 Philistine Bell-Shaped (a. bichrome (7), b. red paint (7), 
century red slip/burnish ( 4), d. "Ashdod ware" (2) e. 27 
undecorated (7) 

2 Carinated: plain, "hammer" rim (medium/large) 11 (6/5) 
a. red slip burnished, 2 
b. knob rim 

3 Hooked rim, high neck, sometimes sharply everted 8 
4 2 handled krater, hammer rim 3 

Total 51 

century B. C .E. These kraters also illustrate the later decorations of plain (Type 1 e) or red 

slip and/or burnish (Type Jc). Type ld examples come from a mixed Stratum X-IX locus. 

They are typical Ashdod Ware, which only appears in Stratum IV of Tel Miqne but in 

Stratum X and IX at Tel Ashdod. The dating of the Gezer kraters can fit either strata, 

although a Hippo storage jar decorated in the Ashdod ware style is found in the Shishak 

destruction in Field II (Stratum VIII). 78 

78 ( Gezer II Plate 31: 12). 
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Krater Type 2 (Fig. 26:8-11) is the second most common krater in the Gezer 

Strata IX-X assemblage (25.5%). It is a carinated krater with a thick rim that also 

has a medium type (rim diameter = 30 cm.) and a large type (rim diameter =40 cm.). The 

rim morphology is also varied but the common feature is a thickened "T-shape" or 

"Hammer rim" sometimes bulbous in profile. There are two hybrids {Types 2a and 2b). 

One is a red slip and burnished krater (Fig. 26:11) and the other is a plain krater with a 

knob attached to the rim (Fig. 26:10). 

Krater Type i is a unique type only found in the Gezer assemblage in the 11/lOth 

century B.C.E. horizon (Fig. 26:12-15). Krater Type 3 has an extended neck usually 

everted with a thickened rim with an interior pendent lip. In some examples, the pendent 

is softened giving the krater a "T"-shape or rectangular rim in profile. Krater Type 4 is a 

two-handled carinated krater (Fig. 26:16). This form becomes common in the Iron Age II 

horizon. The Gezer kraters are plain with thick hammer rims. These kraters appear in 

earlier strata but they start to loose their sharp carination and the body profile becomes 

more rounded. 

Beth Shemesh 

There are three basic Krater Types of the Beth Shemesh Stratum Ill/IIa. Based on 

the published plates it would appear that each type is evenly distributed and no form is 

dominant in the assemblage. Type I is the typical Philistine bell-shaped krater (Fig. 27:1-

8). These kraters are plain or with red painted bands and most have horizontal handles. 
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~ Plate No. Ill!£ Plate No. ~ Plate No. Ill!£ Plate No. 
1. 1 LX.6 8. 1 LXII.10 14. 2a LXI.15 20. 3 LXIV.3 
2. 1 LX.7 9. 2a LXI.lO 15. 2b LXI.16 21. 3 LXIV.4 
3. 1 LX.10 10. 2b LXI.11 16. 3 LXII.21 22. 3 LXIV.5 
4. 1 LX.13 11. 2a LXI.12 17. 3 LX.26 23. 3 LXIV.6 
5. 1 LXII. I 12. 2b LXI.13 18. 3 LXIV .I 24. 3 LXIV.7 
6. 1 LXII.2 13. 2a LXI.l4 19. 3 LXIV.2 25. 3 LXIV.ll 
7. 1 LXII.3 
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Krater Type 2 (Fig. 27:9-15) is a carinated with either a "T" rim {Type 2d) or a 

flattened thick rim {Type 2b). This krater is similar to Gezer Type 2. Beth Shemesh 

Krater Type i is a round carinated krater with a diickened "T" rim krater that is bulbous 

in profile (Fig. 27:16-25). Two examples come from Stratum III and the other seven are 

from Stratum Ila. The two earlier kraters are plain and one has red paint on its rim. All of 

the Stratum Ila examples are red slipped and burnished in the interior and upper half of 

the exterior. This is the typical development of decoration. 

! Type Table 18: Beth Shemesh Krater Types Total 

i 1 Philistine Bell-Shaoed 8 
i •> a. Carinated: hammer rim 4 
t 
1 b. Carinated: flattened rim 3 
! 3 2 handled krater. hammer rim red slipped/burnished 10 

Total 25 

Philistine Coastal Plain (Ashdod and Miqne) 

Ashdod 

There are 20 published kraters in the Ashdod Stratum X assemblage. Of these 20 

kraters, five distinct types can be distinguished (Table 19). The dominant type is the 

Philistine kraters {Type /), which accounts for over half of all kraters (60%). Of these 

kraters there are three basic shapes: I) large two-handled carinated kraters (Tig. 28:3), 2) 

bell-shaped kraters with horizontal handles (Fig. 28:2,4-5), which is the most common 
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form, and 3) a hybrid between the two body shapes that forms a round-carinated bowl 

with horizontal handles (Fig. 28:7).^' Ashdod Type I kraters are divided into three sub

types based on decoration. Type la (Fig. 28:3, 8) kraters are decorated in the bichrome 

tradition. These kraters either have a bell-shape or a carinated body. There is one krater 

with an unusual shape (Fig. 28:8). Type lb consists of those kraters that are decorated in 

the "degenerate" Philistine decoration either in red paint and/or red slip (reddish-brown) 

and degenerate horizontal handles (Fig. 28:4, 5, 7, 9). Type lb are undecorated bell-

shaped kraters (Fig. 28:2). 

Type Table 19: Ashdod Krater Types Total 
1 Philistine (Carinated. bell-shaped, round-carinated) 

; a. bichrome (4). b. red slip, painted bands (5). century-
1 plain (3) ! 

12 

2 ' Carinated: "T" rim. a. plain (1). b. red slip burnished (2) ' 3 
3 1 Sharply Carinated thickened rim 1 
4 i "Ashdod Ware" amphora shaped krater 1 3 
5 i Multi-Handled large krater I 

Total 20 

Krater Type 2 is a large carinated krater (Fig. 28:1). These kraters are thick walled 

with a thick "T" shaped rims. These kraters are sometimes red slipped and burnished both 

inside and outside. Krater Type 3 is also carinated (Fig. 28:6). There is only one example 

in Stratum X (there is a second example in Stratum XI, Ashdod IV\ Fig. 41:4). This krater 

is red slipped and burnished on the interior and exterior. 

The first two body shapes are T. Dothan's Philistine Types 18 and 2 respectively (1982). 
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Krater Type 4 (Fig. 28:10) is a unique krater. The Tel Ashdod corpus has 

published three examples.**^ This krater is similar to the body of an amphora. Its body has 

a rounded bottom and a vertical upper body. These two parts are separated by a sharp 

carination. There are two handles in the middle of the body between these two body 

parts. Krater Type 4 is decorated in red slip and burnish and black painted bands around 

the upper exterior rim and the center of the body beiow the carination (Fig. 28:10). 

Krater Type 5 is a typical Iron Age I multi-handled krater (Fig. 28:11). 

Tel Miqne-Ekron 

The Tel Miqne assemblage contains twelve t> pes of kraters of which there are 

tv-o major groups: smaller kraters, which could be interpreted as large deep bowls, and 

larger heavier kraters. See Chapter 3 for a complete discussion. 

Western Highlands 

.At Khirbet ed-Dawwara. there are three basic types of kraters: red slip burnished 

kraters {Type 4), a carinated krater with a thickened rim, and a category of all other 

kraters {Type 5) which includes three sub-types. One example of Type 5 (Fig. 29.7) is a 

typical Iron Age I two-handled internally sloping bodied kraters with a ridge on the neck. 

A second subtype (Fig. 29.6) is an early Iron I form that has a vertical rim that is bulbous. 

Ashdod IV-. Fig. 3:1-2, Ashdod V: Fig. 44:8 
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The last subtype (Fig. 29:3) is another typical Western Highlands krater with incisions 

along the rim. This is the common Shiloh krater. Of the above three types (and the 

various sub-types), there are 12 sherds of the complete Khirbet ed-Dawwara corpus. Of 

these 12 sherds, 22% were burnished. 
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Figure 29: Khirbet Ed-Dawwara Kraters 
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Summary: Kraters 

Kraters are a difficult form in which to develop a typology. Since most 

assemblages consist only of sherds, typologies tend to be based on rim morphology. This 

also creates a problem as almost no two rims are alike. Kraters come in two basic forms: 

medium/large carinated kraters with thick rims and small thin-walled kraters. It is 

probable that Iron Age I kraters are influenced by the two main Krater Types of the 

Philistine corpus. Missing from the 11/lOth century B.C.E. horizon in the Aijalon Valley 

Region is the multi-handled krater common in Iron Age I assemblages. One example was 

found at .Ashdod (Ashdod ////// Fig 4:4) and another was found in Stratum IV at Tel 

Miqne.®' 

In general, there is a marked distinction in the Aijalon Valley kraters when 

compared to the Western Highlands during the 11/lOth century B.C.E. horizon. Kraters in 

the Aijalon Valley Region have a higher degree of red slip and burnish. This contrast is 

particularly noticeable in a comparison between the Tell Qasile and 'Izbet Sartah 

assemblages, and even more so when we look at the Khirbet ed-Dawwara assemblage. 

The Aijalon Valley Region ceramic corpus also contains the introduction of mushroom 

shaped rims that become common in Iron Age II. 

^ ^ This krater was documented in the ceramic restoration lab of the Tel Miqne-Ekron excavation project by 
the author. 
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COOKING POTS 

Yarkon River ('Izbct Sartah and Tell Qasile) 

'Izbet Sartah 

The 'Izbet Sartah ceramic corpus consists of six major types of cooicing pots (see 

Table 20). Each cooking pot is found in each stratum. There is quantitative patterning 

among the six types. Three of the types are typical of early Iron Age I cooking pots 

{Types 11-13) and the other three are common to the Iron Age II {Types 14-16). The 

Izbet Sartah cooking pot corpus provides an e.\cellent e.xample of the Iron Age I ceramic 

horizon evolving from Late Bronze Age ceramic traditions to those that become 

dominant in the Iron Age II. The Stratum I assemblage contains 135 sherds. 

Type Table 20: 'Izbet Sartah Stratum I Cooking Pots n = % 
11 Triangiilar-rimmed cookine pot 3 2.2 
12 Cooking pot with erect "tongued rim" 17 2-2 
13 Cookine pot with slanted "tongued rim" 20 14.8 
U . Cooking pot vviith plain rim 12 8.8 
15 1 Cooking pot with ridged rim 28 20.7 
16 Cooking pot with thickened ridged rim 36 26.6 

Total 116 1 

Cooking Pot Type I / has a thickened everted rim, triangular in profile that is in 

the Late Bronze Age tradition. This type of cooking pot is found in assemblages dating to 



257 

. r  c  )  

Figure 30; 'Izbet Sartah Cooking Pots 
('Izbet Sartah) 

Tvp« IXBS Plate No. Type Plate No. Type PIf tf N9. 
1. 15 20.5 6. 16 20.17 11. 13 24.13 16. 16 24.11 
2. 14 24.8 7. 16 20.19 12. 16 24.7 17. 12 24.9 
3. 14 22.5 8. 13 20.18 13. 14 24.6 18. 14 22.3 
4. 15 20.16 9. 15 24.10 14. 16 21.1 19. 16 22.2 
5. 16 22.4 10. 13 22.1 15. 12 24.14 20. 17 24.15 
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the 12th century B.C.E., and perhaps to the mid-l Ith century. Finkelstein proposes that 

the sherds in Strata II and I are probably intrusive (1986:64). Types 12 and 13 have 

tongued rims, either erect {Type 12) or slanted {Type 13) (Fig. 30:10-11, 15, 17). These 

types are common throughout the country and have a long chronological range in the 

I2th-11th centuries, although they are typical of the 12th century and are found in large 

quantities in the Western Highlands. 

Cooking Pot Type 14 has a plain rim, usually concave on the interior (Fig. 30:2-3, 

13, and 18). This type is common in the Negev and is dominant in the 11th century 

B.C.E. It is also found in 10th century contexts at Gezer and Aphek.'^ Cooking Pot Types 

15 (Fig. 30:1, 4, and 9) and 16 (Fig. 30:5-7, 12, 14, 16, and 19) are cooking pots with 

ridged rims, the only difference is that Type 16'\s thickened. These are the most common 

pots at Izbet Sartah in Stratum I. They appear in the 11th century and the 10th century 

B.C.E. 

Jug Type / 7 is a wide-necked jug that is classified as a cooking pot. The 'Izbet 

Sanah coqjus consists of two types: a globular body with either a ridged rim®-" or a simple 

vertical rim*-^ and a cooking jug with an oval body (Fig. 30:20). This type of cooking jug 

is typical of the 11th century and is common in 10th century strata. 

See Finkelstein (1986:68) for comparisons. 
Finkelstein 1986:69; Fig. 16.16. 

84 ibid.: Fig. 19:8. 
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Tell Oasile 

There are three types of cooking pots in the Tell Qasile Corpus, but only two 

types are found in Stratum X(see Table 21). The Stratum X assemblage consists of 34 

sherds, all but one are Cooking Pot Type I. Cooking Pot Type I has a shallow, carinated 

body and an inverted rim (Fig. 31:1-10). There are four sub-types of Cooking Pot Type 1. 

\ 

TVD* Plate No. 
1. la 47:4 
2. lb 47:7 
3. lb 47:6 

Figure 31; Tell Qasile Cooking Pots 
{Qasile 11) 

IXBS Plify ^9- Ixat Pl'te No. Tvne PUtc No. 
4. la 47:8 7. lb 47:5 10. lb 40:17 
5.1c 45:20 8. 1c 45:22 11.3 41:1 
6.1b 40:16 9. 1b 40:15 
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Cooking Pot Type la has a triangular, short and straight rim. This type of cooking 

pot continues the Late Bronze Age tradition. Mazar postulates that sherds from Stratum X 

may be intrusive (I985a;52). Type lb has an elongated rim, concave at its upper part and 

the lower part of the rim is usually sharp with a groove below the rim (Fig. 31:2, 3, 6, 7, 

9, 10). This is a very conunon cooking pot in all Iron Age I contexts and becomes 

dominant during the 11th-10th centuries B.C.E. It is the dominant form in Stratum X and 

Stratum IX at Tell Qasile. Cooking Pot Type Ic has a thickened rim, which is usually 

inverted, elongated flat, or grooved (Fig. 31:5, 8). There is only one example of Cooking 

Pot Type 3 at Tell Qasile (Fig. 31:11). It has a flaring rim and one handle. It is made of 

black clay. 

Type Table 21: Tell Qasile Cookine Pots Total 

I 1 Shallow. Carinated body, everted rim j 
la. triangular, short and straight rim ! 

1 lb. elongated concave rim 
' 1 century inverted, elongated flat or grooved rim 

Id. rounded. conve.\ rim 1 
00

 
Deep cooking pot with rounded, inverted rim — 

3 Cooking pot with a flaring rim and one handle 1 
i Miscellaneous 1 

Total 34 

Northern Shephelah (Gezer and Beth Shemesh) 

Gezer 

The Gezer Iron Age I horizon represents the common Late Bronze - Iron Age 

evolution from triangular rims to the elongated, concave, cooking pot rim and from 
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Type Table 22: Gezer Stratam Xl/X CooldnK Pots Total 
1 Trianeular Profiled Rim. LB tradition 6 
2 Flanged Rim, lAl tradition, elongated concave rim 10 
3 Simple rim (soudl and iaree w/ handles) 6 
4 Simple rim N^ith short rim (small and Iaree w/ handles) 2 
5 Rideed rim 4 
6 Inverted ridged rim? 1 
7 Cooking Jug 1 

Total 30 

handle-less cooking pots to cooking pots with handles that are common in the Iron Age 

II. The 11/lOth century B.C.E. horizon at Gezer consists of several variations, but seven 

types of cooking pots can be distinguished within the assemblage. 

The tw o dominant types of cooking pots of the Gezer assemblage are typical Iron 

Age I forms. The first is the triangular profiled rim cooking pot {Type I) that is an 

outgrowth of Late Bronze Age cooking pots (Fig. 32:1). The only difference is that the 

Iron Age I triangular profiled rim cooking pot rims tend to be vertical and are not as 

concave as the earlier tradition. This is the second most common cooking pot in the 

Stratum X3-X Gezer assemblage. The most common cooking pot is Cooking Pot Type 2. 

which is an elongated concave flanged rim cooking pot (Fig. 32:2—4). Type 2 accounts for 

32% of all cooking pots. 

Cooking Pots Type 3 and Type 4 are simple thickened rim cooking pots (Fig. 

32:5-6, 9, 11). Type 3 has two sub-types: a smaller rim diameter (ca. 22 cm.) cooking pot 

and a larger cooking pot with two handles (ca. 32-40 cm.). Both sub-types have inverted, 

elongated flat rims that sometimes form a slight flange on the interior. Type 3 represents 
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19% of the total cooking pot assemblage. Type 4 is very similar to Type 3, except that the 

rim and neck are shorter. 

Cooking Pot Type 5 is a common cooking pot of the Iron Age II ceramic horizon 

(Fig. 32:8). Type 5 is a slightly concave ridged rim cooking pot. This cooking pot initially 

occurs in Stratum X, it probably is an earlier transitional form of S. Gitin's Cooking Pot 

Types 102 or 104 (Gitin 1990:214-217). 

Cooking Pot Type 6 is unique to the 11/lOth century horizon in the Aijalon Valley 

Region (Fig. 32:12). There are no parallels found in the Iron Age I horizon. A parallel is 

found at Lachish V.«5 Cooking Pot Type 6 has an inverted rim with an inward thickened 

at the upper edge. The inward folding of the rim creates a concavity in the interior of the 

vessel. Cooking Pot Type 7 only occurs once in Strata XI-X. It is a thick rim everted 

flaring cooking jug with one handle (Fig. 32:10). These become more common in the 

lOth century B.C.E. 

Beth Shemesh 

The Beth Shemesh Stratum III cooking pots are similar to the Tel Gezer 

assemblage. The Beth Shemesh cooking pots consists of twenty examples that represent 

four major t>'pes (see Table 23). Cooking Pot Type I (Fig. 33:1-3) is a triangular rim 

cooking pot and Cooking Pot Type 2 (Fig. 33:4-6) is a flanged rim cooking pot. Both are 

typical Iron Age I cooking pots, both represent 20% of the cooking pot assemblage. 

Zimhoni 1997:127-28, Lachish Cooking Pot 6. 
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17. 18. 19. 20. 
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Figure 33; Beth Shemesh Cooking Pots 
('Ain Shems IV) 

lies Plate No. Tvp« PUte No. Tvne PhH ^9- lXB£ Pl«te No. 
1. I LXII:33 6.2 LXU:45 11.3b LXII:36 16.4 LXn:35 
2. 1 LXU:30 7.3a LXII:34 12.3b LXIV:22 17.4 LXn:29 
3.1 LXra:32 8.3a LXII:31 13.3b LXIV:20 18.4 LXm:35 
4.2 LXn:26 9.3b LXn:27 14.3b LXIV;2l 19.4 LXn;38 
5.2 LXII:28 10.3b LXn:46 15.4 LXn:37 20.3b LIX:17 
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Type Table 23: Beth Shcmesh Cookios Pots Total 
1 Triangular orofiled 3 
2 Flanged rim 3 

Simple Rim 
a. vertical 2 
b. inveited. slightly carinated bodv 7 

4 Ridsed rim 4 
Misc. 1 

Total 20 

Cooking Pot Type 3 (Fig. 33:7-14, 20) is a simple rim cooking pot with two sub

types. Sub-type 3a (Fig. 33:7, 8) has a vertical stance. Cooking Pot Sub-type 3b (Fig. 

33:9-14, 20) is the most common type of cooking pot, it represents 35% of all cooking 

pots. It has a thickened and inverted. Type 4 (Fig. 33:15—19) is a ridged rim cooking pot. 

There is one example that has a thickened simple rim. 

Philistine Coastal Plain (Ashdod and Miqne) 

Ashdod 

It is difficult to develop a cooking pot tvpology for the Ashdod Stratum X 

assemblage. Tel Ashdod Stratum X has only 8 published examples. Rim types that are 

discemable are: flanged rims, simple rims, and ridged rims. There is also an everted 

thickened rim cooking jug. One cooking pot has a reddish yellow slip. 
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Figure 34: Ashdod Cooking Pots 
(Ashdod 11-IIL Ashdod IV) 

Reference 
2.IVl0:15 
6. II-III 7 4: 1 0 

Reference 
3. IV 10:14 
7. II-III 74:11 

Reference 
4. IV 8:1 
8. II-UI 74:6 

The Tel Miqne-Ekron Stratum IV assemblage consists of four major types of 

cooking pots, which represent less than 1% ( 15 sherds) of the assemblage. The Cooking 

Pot Types are 1) a ridged elongated concave rim, 2) simple internally thickened rim, 3) 

folded over flanged rim, and a 4) coastal cooking jug. 
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Western Highlands 

The Shiloh and Giloh assemblages contain two types of cooking pots: the 

triangular profiled rims of the Late Bronze Age tradition and the typical flanged rim 

cooldng pots of the Iron Age I horizon. The Khirbet ed-Dawwara assemblage has six 

major types of cooking pots: cooking pots with thickened everted rim {Type 6); cooking 

pots with erect rim {Type 7); thickened slanted rim cooking pot {Type 8); cooking pot 

with a rim concave on inner side {Type 9), a simple rim with exterior ridge {Type 10); and 

a cooking jug {Type 11)*^ 

Sharon Plain 

Tel Mevorakh cooking pot typology has two types. Cooking Pot Type 1 contains 

cooking pots that are flanged, ridged, or triangular in profile. Cooking Pot Type 2 is a 

cooking Jug. The cooking jug {Type 2) either has a simple rim or a ridged rim. 

The Tel Michal and Tel Poleg cooking pot corpus contains three major types. The 

main type is the typical simple rim with an external ridge. The Tel Michal ridged rim 

cooking pot is unique when compared to the Aijalon Valley assemblages in that the ridge 

is pronounced and sharp. This is the only type found at Tel Poleg. The second major type 

is a globular cooking jug. The third is a cooking pot with an inverted rim with an inward 

The Khirbet ed-Dawwara typology is very similar to "Izbet Sartah (e.g. Khirbet ed-Dawwara Type 6 = 
'Izbet Sartah Type 11, Type 7 = Type 12, Type 8 = Type 13, Type 9 = Type 14, Type II = Type 17). 
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thickened at the upper edge. The Sharon Plain assemblages reflect their later chronology. 

Noticeably missing are the triangular profiled cooking pots or flanged rim cooking pots 

of the Iron Age I. A third cooking pot missing from this assemblage are the simple 

elongated rims common in the 11/lOth century B.C.E. horizon. 

Summary: Cooking Pots 

The cooking pot is one form in the Aijalon Valley corpus that illustrates the 

transitional nature of the 11/10th century B.C.E. horizon. In each assemblage of this 

horizon, there are typical Iron Age I and Iron Age II forms found alongside each other. 

The Aijalon Valley Region corpus contains five major cooking pots. 

The triangular profiled rim cooking pots were dominant and popular in the Late 

Bronze Age, they continue into the Iron Age I and go out of use at the beginning of the 

Iron Age II. During the 11 'lOth centurv B.C.E. ceramic horizon, these cooking pots are 

no longer used or produced in the Philistine coastal sites (e.g. Tell Qasile, Ashdod, and 

Tel Miqne). These types of cooking pots are still found in I l/lOth century B.C.E. ceramic 

assemblages in the Shephelah (Gezer, Beth Shemesh) or on the edge of the Western 

Highlands ('Izbet Sartah). Apparently, this type of cooking pot was still popular in the 

hills and foothills at the end of Iron Age I. 
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Cooking Pots with flanged ("tongued") rims*' evolve from the cooking pots of the 

Late Bronze Age tradition. There are several variations of this type of rim (erect, slanted, 

and elongated). This cooking pot is found in all sites in the Aijalon Valley Region and 

Western Highlands. Flanged rim cooking pots are common Iron Age I cooking pot forms 

into an elongated flanged rim that is the hallmark cooking pot rim of the Iron Age I. This 

type is usually concave with a variety of rims. This type of cooking pot is found at all 

Aijalon Valley Region ('Izbet Sartah Types 12 and 13, Tell Qasile Types la and lb, Gezer 

Type 2, Beth Shemesh Type 2, and Tel Miqne Type 3) sites and neighboring regions 

(Western Highlands and Sharon Plains). 

Table 24: Aijalon Valley Region—Cooking Pots 

i Te! 
: Cookine Pot Type ! Qasile 

•Izbet { Tel j Beth 
Sartah | Gezer ( Shemesh 

Tel j Tel j Western 
Aihdod ; Miqne ' Highlands 

Sharon i 
Plain ! 

Trianaular Profiled 3 i 6 i 3 • 
1 

Flanged-Tongued I 
erect 7 ! 17 
slanted ' 20 
elongated. conca\ e . 18 i 

1 3 
1 

10 i 

2 1 1 

1 i 

V 

Plaia'simple rim , 7 
(vertical, invened) 

12 8 1 9 
1 

I i 8 
1 

V V : 

i 

j Ridged rim 
w/ inverted rim 

28 
36 

4 1 4 1 3 1 1 1 ! 
2 1 i 111 ! i 

Cooking Jug i 1 ! 1 I ! I 1 2 1 ^ 
' Other (unknown) I 1 ! ! 1 : 1 ! 3 [ 

Total 1 34 116 t 31 ! 20 i 8 ! 15 1 — 1 
I Western Highlands includes Shi oh, Giloh, and Khirbet ed-Da^vwara j 

Sharon Plain includes Tel Mevorakh, Tel Michal. Tel Poleg 

This type of cooking pot is also referred to as "triangtilar in section." (Amiran 1969:227). 
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The plain rim cooking pot is predominantly a southern form (Brandfon 1984:40, 

Amiran 1969:228-231 ). It also appears in all sites in the Aijalon Valley Region ('Izbet 

Sartah Type 14, Gezer Type 3, Beth Shemesh Type 3, Tel Miqne Type 2). A simple, short 

plain rim is found at Khirbet ed-Dawwara, which dates to the 11/1 Oth century B.C.E. 

ceramic horizon. 

The ridged rim cooking pot first appears in the 11th century B.C.E. and becomes 

common in the lOth century B.C.E. It is found at all sites in the Aijalon Valley Region 

('Izbet Sartah Type 15 and 16; Beth Shemesh Type 4, Qasile 1b, Gezer Type 5, Tel Miqne 

Type 4) and in neighboring regions (Western Highlands and Sharon Plain). This cooking 

pot dates to the end of the Iron Age I and Iron Age II. 

The cooking jug is used selectively in the Aijalon Valley Region. It is found at 

Tell Qasile but not at neighboring 'Izbet Sartah; the Gezer and Tel Miqne assemblages 

contain a cooking jug but the neighboring site of Beth Shemesh does not have a cooking 

jug. In the Western Highlands and Sharon Plain, it is found in 11 /1 Oth century and 1Oth 

century assemblages. 

Each of the five types of cooking pots long chronological ranges, from 100 to 200 

years. In spite of this, the cooking pots are a sensitive chronological indicator when taken 

as a group. For example, the triangular and flanged rim cooking pots are commonly 

found in the Iron Age I ceramic horizon, the plain/simple rim cooking pots are found in 

the 11th and 1Oth centuries B.C.E., and the ridged rim cooking pot belongs to the Iron II 

ceramic horizon. An assemblage that contains each of these cooking pots can be 

accurately placed at the end of the 11th century or beginning of the 1Oth century B.C.E. 
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TABLE WARE AND MISCELLANEOUS VESSELS 

In the following analysis of tableware and miscellaneous vessels, due to the small 

database, each individual vessel type will be discussed for the complete region instead of 

a site by site analysis. Any conclusion based on the distribution of these vessels must 

account for the uniqueness of the archaeological record and the vessels themselves. 

Several of the vessels were found only in cultic contexts. The Tell Qasile tableware 

corpus has the best sample size of whole and complete vessels. Needless to say, it has the 

best ceramic analysis and discussion and a well-developed typology. 

Juglets 

There are 55 juglets in the 11/lOth century B.C.E. Aijalon Valley sites of this 

study (27 juglets are from comparative sites outside of the study region, 13 are from Tel 

Michal and 14 are from Tel Mevorakh). There are two major Juglet Types: dipper juglets 

that come in a variety of shapes and piriform juglets. Three other major types are a hybrid 

between dipper and piriform juglets, a group of specialized juglets, and small black 

juglets. 
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i Table 25: Juslcts— 11/lOth century B.C.E. Aijalon Valky Rccion 

Juglet Type 
TeU 

Qasil 
e 

'Izbet 1 
Sana | Gezcr 

h 1 

Beth 
Shemesh Ashdod 

Tel 
Vfichal 

Tel ! 
Mevorakh i 

' 

: Dipper Juplets 
elliptical body 

; oval bodv • 
1 sack-shaped body 
i cylindrical bodv 

8 
5 
4 
8 

I 

1 2 6 

9 
5 

4 i 8 
6 1 23 1 

! 
j Piriform Juglets 1 1 7 6 2 : 17 
1 Hybrid: Piriform/Dipper 4 4 
1 Specialized Juglets 1 4 ! 5 
i Small black Juglet i ! 1 ! 2 1 ^3 
i CvTjriote-black on red j 4 2 i 6 
1 Other 1 : 1 
! UnknowTi j 1 i i 

Totals: 1 26 3 1 1 9 16 13 ! 14 ; 82 

There are 26 juglets in the Tell Qasile Stratum X assemblage, which represents 

3% of the assemblage. There are two main Juglet Types, both types are 12-13 cm high 

and have a trefoil mouth. Juglet Type I is a juglet with an elliptical body and pointed base 

that continues the Late Bronze Age dipper juglet tradition. Juglet Type 2 is a juglet with a 

sack-shaped body. There are several variations in the body shape. These juglets either 

have a rounded or pointed base. There is a small juglet with a ring base, cylindrical body, 

and a handle. This vessel was found burnt; it is possible that it was painted in black with 

horizontal lines. 

There are two types of juglets found at 'Izbet Sartah. Juglet Type 25 is a plain-

ware juglet Juglet Type 26 is a burnished juglet. Only fragments of juglets were 

found, therefore the typology is based solely on decoration. The 'Izbet Sartah ceramic 

analysis lacks details in the discussion. It is apparent that the assemblage contains a 
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Figure 35: Aijalon Valley Region Juglets (11/10th century B.C.E.) 
('lzbet Sartah, Ashdod 11-IIL IV, V, Qasile II, 'Ain Shems) 

Site Plate Site Plate Site Plate Site Plate 
l.'Izbet Sartah 21:9 9. Ashdod IV 3:6 17. Ashdod v 46:6 25. Qasile 42:3 
2.'Izbet Sartah 21:10 10. Ashdod IV 8:5 18. Ashdod IV 3:5 26. Qasile 50:5 
3. Gezer IV 44:8 11. T. Michal 7.3.9 19. Ashdod V44:9 27. Beth Shemesh LXI:35 
4. Ashdod IV 8:6 12. T. Michal 7.3.10 20. Qasile 42:4 28. Beth Shemesh LXI:39 
5. Michal 7.3 .8 13. Ashdod v 46:2 21. Qasile 36:4 29. Beth Shemesh LXI:40 
6. Ashdod v 46:8 14. Ashdod v 46:3 22. Qasile 36:5 30. Beth Shemesh LXI:36 
7. Ashdod IV 3:7 15. Ashdod IV 3:9 23. Qasile 50:4 31. Beth Shemesh LXIV:42 

8. Ashdod II-liT 74:12 16. Qasile 42:2 24. Qasile 42:1 
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trefoil juglet with a simple inverted rim and a piriform juglet with a ring base. 

Tel Gezer only produced one example of a juglet, which was a fragment of a 

unique spouted juglet. The most common Juglet Type of Beth Shemesh is a piriform 

juglet (n = 7). There is also one sack-shaped dipper juglet and a small black juglet. 

Although Ashdod contained the two common type of jugiets (2 sack-shaped dipper 

jugiets and six piriform jugiets), its most common jugiets were hybrids between these two 

types and several unique jugiets. 

The most common Juglet Type is the dipper juglet. The dipper juglet usually has a 

trefoil mouth with either a simple or thickened rim that is sometimes everted. A single 

handle extends from the shoulder to the rim. These tend to have a wide and e.xtended 

neck when compared to dipper jugiets of the Iron Age IIB period. The dipper juglet come 

in many shapes. Philistine sites (Qasile and Tel Miqne) have the most variations in body 

shape. The dipper juglet with elliptical shape retains the Late Bronze Age tradition. This 

shape is only found at Tell Qasile. The most common Iron Age I form is the sack-shaped 

dipper juglet. The introduction of oval and cylindrical body dipper jugiets appears in the 

11/10th centur>- ceramic horizon. These shapes become more common in the dipper 

jugiets of the 10th/9th century B.C.E. (Gitin 1990:160-61). Dipper jugiets are usually 

plain but have red slip and or burnishing in the 10th cenmry B.C.E. Only the Tel Miqne 

assemblage has dipper jugiets that are decorated with red slip and burnish. 

The next major type of juglet is the piriform juglet (27% of all jugiets). This type 

of juglet is pear-shaped with a base (usually ring but sometimes flat). It has a handle from 

the shoulder to the neck. This is the most common type at Beth Shemesh (n = 7) and Tel 
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Ashdod (n = 6). Two other piriform jugiets are found at Tell Qasile and 'Izbet Sartah. All 

piriform jugiets in the horizon are decorated. Usiially with red slip and burnish and black 

painted bands. Based on the distribution of piriform jugiets, this form becomes dominant 

in the southern coast and eventually moves northward to the Yarkon basin sites. 

Tel Ashdod has a unique class of jugiets that have diagnostic features of several 

other types of vessels. There is a juglet that has the bottom shape of piriform jugiets and 

the top of dipper jugiets. A second group of jugiets appear to be miniature versions of 

jugs. These are jugiets with typical "beer jug" strainers, spouts, and wide open necks. 

Pilgrim's Flasks 

Flasks are one of the most common vessels throughout the Iron Age I and they 

become e.xtinct during the 10th century B.C.E. (Mazar 1985:71). Most of the examples in 

the study corpus come from Tell Qasile, only thirteen examples are not from Tell Qasile 

(.Ashdod = 3. Gezer = I. Tel Miqne = 4. Beth Shemesh = 5).*^ The flask typologj is 

based on the Qasile flasks. 

There are five major groups of flasks in the Tell Qasile corpus. The Tell Qasile 

corpus includes all the variants in shape and decoration known in the Iron Age I of 

Palestine (Mazar 1985:76). The Stratum X database contains 49 examples, which 

There are three examples from the Sharon Plain at Tel Mevorakh. 
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represents 5.5% of the total assemblage. All types occur in Stratum X.*' Flask Type I is 

the most common flask (n = 21). The average height is 13-14 cm and the average 

diameter is 9 cm. This flask has a narrow neck that ends in a simple everted rim. It has 

two diagonal handles attached to the body and to the bottom of the rim. 

Type Table 26: Tell Oasile Stratum X PUsrim Flasks 
1 Small Lentoid Flask 
2 Lentoid Flask with Metooe decoration 
3 Comcosite Flask 
4 Flask with Lentoid Body and SDoon-shaped Neck 
5 Globular Flask 

a. Large globular flask 
b. small globular flask 

Flask Type 2 is similar to Type I except it is large (average diameter =19 cm). 

Type 2 is usually decorated on either side by two groups of concentric red lines with 

black painted triglvphs between them; some have a black and red Maltese cross at the 

center of the body. Mazar notes that this is a typical Philistine decorative style 

(1985a:72). 

Flask Type i is a composite flask. There are only two examples and they both 

date to Stratum X. One is a double flask and the other is a triple flask. The double flask is 

decorated with black paint on a buff surface that is self-slipped. It is decorated with 

The computerized database does not include any Type 3,4 ot 5 flasks, although the published pottery 
plates contain examples. This error in publication ^storts the final tallies of the flasks and their 
percentages. 
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concentric circles and each handle has a "branch" motif. The triple flask has a bufTslip 

and is slightly burnished. One flask of Flask Type 4 was found in Stratum X. Flask Type 

5 is a globular flask that comes in two sizes. 

Table 27: Aijalon Vallc^ f Region Pilgrini Flask Types 
Types 1 2 3 4 5 J ToUl 

Tell Oasile 21 4 2 I 2 19 49 
'Izbet Sartah 
Tel Gezer 1 1 
Beth Shemesh 4 I 5 
Ashdod 3 3 
Tel Miqne 4 4 
Tel Mevorakh 2 I i 3 

Totals 35 5 2 1 1 3 ! 19 65 

The 'Izbet Sartah pilgrim's flask (Type 24) is the typical lentoid shaped flask with 

uvo handles. Only three sherds were found in Stratum I. These sherds are not described in 

the excavation report. At Tel Ashdod, three complete flasks were found. All are similar to 

Qasile Type I flasks. Two of them are red slipped with black and white painted 

concentric circles and the third is decorated with red concentric circles. Beth Shemesh 

contains four flasks that are the Qasile Type 1 and a fifth that is the same type but almost 

twice as large. Some have traces of red slip and some are painted with red concentric 

circles. 
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Figure 36: Aijalon Valley Region Flasks (11/10th century B.C.E.) 
(Qasile IL 'Ain Shems, Gezer II) 

Site Plate Site Plate Site Plate 
1. Qasile 42:10 6. Qasile 42:16 10. Qasile 50:8 
2. Qasile 42:12 7. Qasile 36:10 11. Gezer 11.30:10 
3. Qasile 42:13 8. Qasile 36:8 12.Beth Shemesh LX.26 
4. Qasile 42:11 9. Ashdod II/III74: 15 13.Beth Shemesh LX.27 
5. Qasile 42:15 
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Chalices 

Chalices are a ver>- characteristic Iron I form where they attain their height of 

popularity in Iron Age I (Amiran 1969:213). The assemblage consists of 34 examples 

which is 4%. Tell Qasile has two types of chalices. One is a chalice with inverted rim 

{Type I) and the second is a chalice with carinated, flaring rim {Type 2), which 

sometimes is horizontal forming a ledge. Chalice Type 2 is the most conmion in Stratum 

X. Most chalices are plain but some are decorated with a red paint and sometimes with 

black painted lines on the rim. The 'Izbet Sartah chalice {Type 10) has an everted ledge 

rim and stepped foot. Only three sherds were found in Stratum I. Only two of these three 

sherds were published and both are undecorated rim and bowl fragments. 

Gezer has two chalice fragments, one is a strainer. The Beth Shemesh assemblage 

contains 21 chalices, but only one is complete. The Beth Shemesh chalice assemblage is 

ver\ similar to Tell Qasile. The most common type is the carinated chalice with flaring 

rim. There is one example of an inverted rim chalice. Most have a simple trumpet foot. 

Two of the chalices have a stepped foot and one of these has ridges. The majority are 

plain but a couple are decorated either with a red painted band along the rim or black 

painted decoration on the foot. One unique chalice has a spout in the center of the bowl. 

Tel Ashdod contains seven chalices; all belong to the carinated flaring rim type. 

In the central Western Highlands, the chalice is rare but it appears that it is a cyma-

profiled bowl with a simple rim and trumpet foot. There are two examples one each from 

Khirbet ed-Dawwara and Giloh. 
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Figure 37; Aijaloo Valley Region Chalices (11/lOth century B.C.E.) 
('Izbet Sartah, Qasile II, Gezer IV, Timnah, 
Ashdod IV, 'A in Shems, Kh. ed Dawwara) 

Site Refcrcnce Site Site Reference 
1. 'Izbet Saitah 24:5 9. Timnah 5:12 17. Beth Shemesh LXII:48 
2. 'Izbet Sartah 21:19 10. Ashdod IV5:2 18. Beth Shemesh LXII:50 
3. Qasile 32:4 11. Ashdod IV8:10 19. Beth Shemesh LXn:49 
4. Qasile 40:8 12. Ashdod IV 8:7 20. Beth Shemesh LXII.54 
5. Gezer IV 46:21 13. Beth Shemesh LIX:26 21. Tel Michal 7.5.5 
6. ed-Dawwara 14:9 14. Beth Shemesh LIX:22 22. Tel Michal 7.5.6 
7. Gezer IV37:8 15. Beth Shemesh LXU:53 
8. Qasile 32:6 16. Ashdod IV5:1 
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Goblets 

The goblet attains its greatest popularity in the Late Bronze Age with only 

isolated examples found in Iron Age I (Amiran 1969:213). Most of these are found in 

cultic contexts. Only Tel Miqne and Tell Qasile (n = 14, Stratum X) contain goblets in 

their database. Tel Michal has three fragments that date to the· l Oth century B.C.E. The 

Qasile goblet has a high trumpet foot, sometimes stepped. The body is hemispherical 

with a high neck that ends in a flaring plain rim. Sometimes there is a ridge beneath the 

rim. Most of these goblets are decorated. Some are covered with an unburnished red slip, 

horizontal red or red and black bands. One example is decorated in Philistine bichrome 

decoration with the bird motif. 
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Figure 38: Aijalon Valley Region Goblets (11/10th c B.C.E.) 
(Michal, Qasile II) 

Site 
1. Tel Michal 
2. Tel Michal 

Reference 
7.5.16 
7.5.15 

Site 
3. Tel Michal 
4. Qasile 

Reference 
7.5.17 . 
34:16 

Site 
5. Qasile 
6. Qasile 

Reference 
40:14 
32:9 
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Pyxides 

This form is frrst introduced into the Levant in the Late Bronze Age. It was first a 

Mycenaean import and then local potters imitated the vessel. These vessels are difficult to 

classify because of the variations of each individual type. There are some general 

characteristics for all Iron Age pyxides. Body shapes are generally piriform with two 

points of carination, a sloping carination at the shoulder and a sharper carination near the 

base. Other body types are the teardrop, squat, and rounded. Pyxis bases are either ring, 

flat, or rounded (sometimes rounded to a point). Handles are either loop, horizontal, or 

lug. They are usually decorated with painted bands, sometimes with metopes. They 

usually have inverted rims that are plain or slightly thickened. There are eight pyxides 

(not including Tel Miqne) in the database of this study. They are from Beth Shemesh (3), 

Tell Qasile (3), and Gezer (2). 
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Figure 39: Aijalon Valley Region Pyxides (11/10tb century B.C.E.) 
('A in Shems, Qasile IL Gezer IV, Shiloh) 

Site Plate 
l. Beth Shem. LIX.21 
2.Beth Shem. LX.17 

Site 
3. Beth Shem. 
4. Qasile 

Plate 
LX.23 
50:18 

Site 
S. Qasile 
6. Gezer 

Plate 
42:17 
IV 36:14 

Site 
7. Gezer 
8. Shiloh 

Plate 
IV 37:17 
6.50.8 
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The Gezer pyxides are piriform in shape with thickened rims and are decorated in 

red bands. Two of the Beth Shemesh pyxides are the squat shaped with rounded bases 

and lug handles. One is decorated with red bands around the body. The third is a unique 

pyxis with a flat base referred to as a "pyxoid pot." Tell Qasile has a typical piriform ring 

base pyxis with degenerate horizontal handles painted with red bands. There are also, two 

round bodied py-xides. 

Lamps 

There are two types of lamps in the I l/lOth centiuy B.C.E. transitional 

assemblages. The first {Type /) is the typical Iron Age I lamp with a rounded base and 

body and the rim continuing the sides, though with a minor carination (Fig. 40:1, 4-5, 

7-8, and 10). The second type {Type 2) has a more distinct rim where it becomes 

horizontally flanged (Fig. 40:2-3, 6, and 9). Mazar notes that the second half of the 11th 

centurv' B.C.E. and the fu^t half of the 10th century B.C.E. saw the transition between 

these two lamps (1985a:78). 

• Table 28; Aijalon Valley Region Lamp Types (11/lOth century B.C.E.)~I 
Sites Type 1 Type 2 Unknown Total 
Tell Oasile 4 2 8 14 
Ashdod 2 I I 4 
Tel Miqne 2 1 3 
Beth Shemesh 4 4 
Timnah (Str. V) 1 1 
Tel Michal (10th centuir B.C.E.) 2 1 3 
Tel Mevorakh 1 1 

Total 30 
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Figure 40: Aijalon Valley Region Lamps 
('A in Shems, Michal, Timnah, Qasile IL Ashdod IV) 

Site Plate Site Plate Site Plate Site Plate 
l.Beth Shemesh LXI:34 4. Ashdod IV.5:8 7. Qasile 32:14 9. Qasile 43:2 
2. Timnah 5.12 5. Ashdod IV.5:5 s.·Qasile 43:1 10. Qasile 43:3 
3.Michal 7.1:16 6. Qasile 36:7 
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Other Vessels 

Only one example of a cup and saucer was found in the database. This was from 

Tell Qasile found at the entrance to Shrine 300. Cup and saucers are known from Late 

Bronze Age II contexts to the 10th century B.C.E. (Mazar 1985a:78). The Qasile example 

has a pinched rim on the saucer part. Three spinning bowls were found at Ashdod. 

One strainer appears in published reports of the Aijalon Valley Regional database 

for the 11/10th centiuy B.C.E. from Beth Shemesh (Stratum Ila). The closet comparison, 

both regionally and chronologically, is from Shiloh. Both examples are carinated with a 

rounded bottom and one handle. Other ceramic vessels include a rattle from Beth 

Shemesh found in Stratum III, two miniature vessels from Qasile and Ashdod; and a 

kemos fragment from Ashdod. Nine stands were found at Tel Ashdod. The cylindrical 

stands range from small stump stands for large storage vessels to the long cone-shaped 

stands commonly referred to as incense stands in the literature. 
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Figure 41: Aijalon Valley Region MisceUaneous Vessels 
(Ashdod /1-/L Ashdod IV, 'Ain Shems, Qasile II) 

\ 

Pbte No. Site Plate No. Site Plate No. 
IV 6:1 S.Beth Shem. LXIV:39 9.Ashdod II-III 5:1 
v 44:10 6. Ashdod II-III 5:5 10. Qasile 45:2 
44:17 7.Ashdod IV 5:7 11. Ashdod IV 8:9 

4. Beth Shem. LX:l9 8.Ashdod IV 5:6 12. Qasile 45 :1 
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JUGS 

Yarkon River Basin ('Izbct Sartah and Tell Qasile) 

'Izbet Sartah 

The 'Izbet Sartah corpus contains three types of jugs. Jugs make up 14.6% of the 

Stratum I assemblage. The three types are wide-necked jugs (Type 17), rounded jugs with 

narrow, ridged neck and neck to shoulder handle (Type 18), and a red-slipped and 

burnished rounded jug {Type 19). Jug Type 17 was the dominant Jug Type at 'Izbet Sartah 

throughout the Iron Age I.^® There are two sub-types: a trefoil rim jug with a rim-to-

shoulder handle and a cooking jug. The cooking jug has been discussed above. There are 

only six examples of Jug Type 18, one of which belongs to Stratum I. Jug Type 19 is 

found in all strata but increases in frequency in Stratum I (n=5). Sometimes the 

decoration includes horizontal stripes. 

Tell Qasile 

A large group of jugs was found in Stratum X. There is a variety of shapes and 

sizes, therefore the jug typology of the Tell Qasile corpus is based on broad categories. 

Nevertheless, the Tell Qasile assemblage provides the framework for the jug typology of 

The interpretation of this pattern is unclear. Since this type also includes cooking jugs, most of the jugs 
in the database could actually belong to the cooking pot class of vessels. The publications do not provide 
the amounts for each sub-type. 
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Figure 42; 'Izbet Sartah Jugs 
{'Izbet Sartah) 

Pbte ^9' PIf ^9' Phtf Pi«te Nil. Plate No. Plate No. Plate No. 
1. 21:7 3. 22:6 5. 24:18 7. 22:7 9. 24:17 11. 24:20 13. 22:8 
2. 21:8 4. 21:11 6. 23:11 8. 24:16 10. 24:19 12. 23:12 



289 

\ 

10. 
0 20 
-===a em 

0 10 
~em 

Figure 43: Tell Qasile Stratum X Jugs 
(Qasile II) 

Type Plate Type Plate Type Plate Type Plate 
1. 1 41:9 4. 5e 36:2 7. 5d 41:12 10. 4 49:1 
2. 2 41:8 5. 4 41:10 8. 5a 36:1 11. Phil3 37:16 
3. 6 41:11 6. 2 41:7 9. 5b 50:1 12. 5c 35:3 
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the study horizon. There are six major types of jugs. Jug Type I is a jug with a high neck 

and handle from rim to shoulder. These jugs are 20-25 cm high with a diameter of 15-17 

cm. Type I Jugs have a rounded body with a wide and high neck and a simple or slightly 

molded everted rim. Jug Type 2 is similar but the handle is from the middle of the neck to 

shoulder. Although Mazar classifies Type I jugs as having a wide high neck (1985a:61), 

when compared to other jugs of the Iron Age I horizon, these necks are narrow. In the 

11/10th century B.C.E. horizon, QasileJug Types I and 2 are classified within the same 

type; although based on the Qasile assemblage there are noticeable differences. Jug Type 

2 only occurs in Stratum X of the Qasile corpus and some of these jugs probably fall into 

the Narrow ridged neck jugs. 

Jug Type 3 has a short wide neck. These jugs have a globular body, low and wide 

neck with a slightly thickened rim. There is a loop handle from the rim to shoulder and a 

ring base. Mazar notes that the distribution of these jugs is limited to the south and to the 

late 12th-11th centuries B.C.E. (1985:63). Jug Type 4 is a. trefoil rim jug. There is one 

example of a jar-jug. 

Jug Type 5 is a strainer jug. Jug Type 5 has five sub-types. Sub-Type 5a is a 

strainer jug with Philistine decoration (Fig. 43:8). Sub-Type 5b (Fig. 43:9) has a handle 

from rim to shoulder and is decorated with horizontal red bands (Class 6 of the Philistine 

Pottery) and sxxb-Type 5c (Fig. 43:12) has a basket handle with red slip and black 

decoration. Sub-Type 5d (Fig. 43:7) is a single example of a strainer jug of the Phoenician 

bichrome group. Sub-Type 5e (Fig. 43:4) also is a single example of a miniature strainer 

jug-
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Jug Type 5 is a globular jug. All examples date to Stratum X; there are two 

complete vessels. The examples are all decorated in the Phoenician "Bichrome" 

technique. These jugs contain a ridged neck with an everted rim. There is a loop handle 

attached at the ridge on the neck. The jug is made of two hemispherical shells joined 

along the vertical axis. Each of the two parts is decorated with two groups of concentric 

circles, each with a wide red band flanked by groups of two narrow black lines with a 

white line between. 

One unique vessel is the stirrup jar. These are typical Philistine vessels (Dothan's 

Type 3) that evolved from the Mycenaean prototypes and date to the Iron Age I. Stirrup 

jars are found in the Iron Age I ceramic horizon from Gezer, Beth Shemesh, Ashdod, and 

Tel Miqne. Eleven stirrup jars were excavated in Temple 131 or Building 225. 

Northern Sbephelah (Gezer and Beth Shemesh) 

Gezer 

It is difficult to develop a Gezer jug typology for Strata XI-X. There are 10 

fragments or sherds of jugs. There are five base fragments ( four are ring base and one is 

rounded). There is one fragment of a Philistine stirrup jar, a fragment of red slip strainer 

spout, and a fragment of a trefoil mouth jug. One fragment of a jug rim is molded with a 

ridge. There are no parallels but the shape is similar to rims of amphora of the Tel Miqne 

assemblage. 
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1. 2. 

5. 
6. 

Figure 44; Gczer Jugs 
{Gezer I, Gezer II, Gezer IV) 

Reference RtftfTttCT Reference RrffrtQ^ 
1. n.30:22 2. IV.37:26 3. IV.36:8 4. 1.35:33 5. 11.30:9 6. IVJ6:5 

Beth Shemesh 

There are 18 jugs published in the Beth Shemesh assemblage. Most were from 

Stratiim III although there are four from Stratum Ila. The most common Jug Type is the 

strainer spout jug (n = 6). Most of these jugs are decorated with red slip and brown and 

white paint. A couple of the jugs have basket handles, a ̂ ical Philistine feature in the 

Iron Age I. The second most conunon Jug Type is the wide-high neck jug (n = 6). It is 

possible that some of these might be trefoil jugs, of which only one is discernible in the 
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Figure 45: Beth Shemesh Jugs 
('A in Shems IV) 

Plate No. Plate No. Plate No. Plate No. 
1. LXI:29 3. LXI:42 5. LX:22 7. LX:l4 
2. LXI:31 4. LXI:38 6. LX.:24 8. LX:15 

Plate No. 
9. LX:16 
10. LX:18 

-· ··::.-· 

pottery plates. All the Stratum IIa jugs are of this type. Sometimes the rims are thickened. 

Another jug is a jug with a round body with a low neck. The rim is simple (one example 

is thickened) and everted. There is one example of an almost complete stirrup jar 

decorated in Philistine style. A fragment of a molded jug rim and neck is red slipped and 

burnished with black painted bands around the rim. All jugs have a ring base. 



294 

Philistine Coastal Plain (Ashdod and Miqne) 

Ashdod 

The most common Ashdod Jug Type is the wide-high neck jug with a single 

handle (n = 6). One of these has a light red slip, hand burnished and black painted bands 

(Ashdod Ware). There is one example each of a jug-jar, a narrow ridged neck red slipped 

jug, and a wide low neck jug. There is a unique form of a wide flaring neck jug or large 

flask. This form may be intrusive (Ashdod V p. 93). Both are ridged and one is decorated 

with red slip and burnished with black painted bands. Another unique form is possibly a 

second jug-jar. There is only a fragment of the top part of the vessel. It is similar to jugs 

found in later strata (Ashdod V, p. 93). It is decorated with horizontal red bands. 

Miqne 

Stratum IV jugs are classified into two main groups: plain jugs and Ashdod ware 

jugs. Both groups contain a variety of forms, wide-opening, trefoil, spouted jugs, and jugs 

with narrow ridged necks. There are six major Jug Types (Chapter 3). 
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Figure 46: Ashdod Jugs 
(Ashdod IV, Ashdod V) 

Reference Reference Reference 
3. IV.8:4 5. IV.8:3 7. V.47:3 
4. V.44.3 6. IV.8:8 8. V.43:11 

Reference 
9. V.48:7 
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Sharon Plain 

The Tel Michal assemblage contains trefoil mouth jugs (n =2), wide high-neck 

jugs (n=2) and a spherical jug with ring base that has a long neck with a handle drawn 

from mid neck to the shoulder. This jug is decorated with black and red concentric circles 

(Singer-Avitz 1989a, Fig. 7.3:3). Most parallels come from 10th century strata. A 

majority of the jugs are red slipped and burnished. One jug has a globular body, round 

base and a narrow neck (ibid.. Fig 7.3:11). The Tel Mevorakh assemblage contains 

several fragments of Cypriote bichrome jugs. Other jugs are two single handles red 

slipped burnished jugs, a decorated strainer-spout jug, and a plain jug with a simple rim. 

Western Highlands 

There are 393 jugs in the Shiloh assemblage. The most common jug was the 

trefoil rim type. There is a jug with three handles used as a base. similar vessel was 

also found at Giloh (A. Mazar 1981 Fig. 5:10). A third vessel was the jar-jug. It has the 

body shape of storejars with three handles and usually a trefoil mouth. The Giloh jug 

assemblage is based on rim sherds. All are molded rims with ridges on the neck. Mazar 

notes that these profiles are not common in Iron Age I sites (1981:20). The Khirbet ed-

Dawwara assemblage consists of trefoil jugs, round jugs with wide-high rims. Fragments 

of a strainer spout jug and decanter were also found. 
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Summary: Jugs 

Jugs average 10% of the Aijalon Valley Region ceramic assemblages (e.g. Tel 

Miqne = 4.1%, Tzbet Sartah = 14.6%). Unlike, other classes of vessels, jugs are 

heterogeneous as a class demonstrating a variety of shapes. Therefore, a typological 

classification can only be proposed based on general characteristics and features. The 

most common jugs in the Aijalon Valley Region 11/lOth century B.C.E. ceramic horizon 

are the trefoil, wide neck (high and short), and the strainer spout jugs. There is not a 

particular Jug Type that is found at all sites in the Aijalon Valley Region (see Table 29). 

The Aijalon Valley Region Jug Types illustrate that neighboring sites can have different 

distribution and patterning. 

There are some specialized jugs that are common at Tell Qasile and appear 

infrequently at isolated sites in the Aijalon Valley Region. These jugs are the high neck, 

stirrup jars, globular jugs, and the jar-jugs. Stirrup jars are a tv pical Philistine type and 

are predominantly found at Tell Qasile. The three examples from Gezer and Beth 

Shemesh probably came from earlier 11th century B.C.E. strata (Gezer XI and Beth 

Shemesh III). One example of a high neck jug is found at Tel Miqne and one example of 

ajar-jug is found at Shiloh in an 11th century B.C.E. context. High neck jugs are known 

since the Late Bronze Age and throughout the Iron Age 1. Most examples come from the 

north (e.g. Megiddo, Hazor, and Taanach). 
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Table 29: Aijalon Valley Region Jag Types (ll/lOth century B.C.E.) 

'Izbet Beth Tel Western Sharon 
JoK Types Qasile Saitah Gezer Shemesh Ashdod Miqne Highlands Plain total 

Trefoil Jug 2 101 1 I 6 2 23 
j Wide 

high neck l(+5)- 6^ 4 5 3 24 
short neck 13 3 1 4 V 21 

Strainer-spout 9 1 6 4 V 1 21 
Narrow 

ridged neck • 1 I I 3 I 7 
high neck 30 1 31 

Decanter <7 <7 

Stirrup Jar 14 1 2 17 
Globular Jugs 4 4 
Jar-Jug I 1 V 2 
Other 1 1 I 3 2 1 5 14 
Unknown 33 5 6 5 I 59 3 1 113 

total 92 17 10 24 13^ 81 13' 13® 280 
*at least one. most grouped in high neck type * total does not include several bichrome jug sherds 
'accurate count unavailable, database includes totals are for Kh. ed-Dawwara, - Jug Tvpe found : 
cooking jugs (n=75) at other sites (Giloh- Shiloh) 
" possibly trefoil, details are missing in plates not including se%'eral Cypriote bichrome fragments I 

one is decorated in "Ashdod Ware" 

STORAGE JARS AND PITHOI 

Yarkon River Basin ('Izbet Sartah and Tell Qasile) 

'Izbet Sartali 

The 'Izbet Sartah corpus contains four major storage jars, of which only three are 

found in Stratum I. Storage jars and pithoi constitute 13.9% of the Stratum I assemblage 

(n = 77). Storage Jar Type 20 has a thickened everted rim with thickened, pointed bases 
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Figure 47; 'Izbct Sartah Storage Jars 
{'Izbet Sartah) 

fiefrren^^ Reference Reference Reference Reference Reference RtffmiCT Reference 
1.20:7 4.23:10 6.20:9 8.20:8 10.21:3 12.23:14 14.20:11 16.22:12 
2.23:16 5.23:13 7.23:15 9.21:5 11.21:4 13.23:18 15.22:14 17.22:13 
3. 20:10 
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(Fig. 47:1, 3, 6, 8, and 14). This storage jar is typical of the Late Bronze Age. Almost all 

of this type of storage jar was found in Stratum III, only two sherds were found in 

Stratum II. Storage Jar Type 21 is the typical Iron Age I Collared-rim storage Jar (Fig. 

47:9-11). Finkelstein notes that the variation among rims does not necessarily denote 

chronological patterns (1986:77. contra Rast 1978:9-10 and Callaway 1969:8-9). There 

are 13 sherds of Type 21 in Stratum I. Two of the sherds had thick rims and eight had 

narrow rims (almost the exact opposite ratio of Stratum III). Storage Jar Type 22 is a 

short-necked, thick-rinuned storage jar (Fig. 47:15—17). Only 15 (20%) sherds of this 

type of storage Jar were found in Stratum I. This type is conmion in the 12th-l 1th 

centuries B.C.E., particularly in the coastal plain. The most popular storage Jar at 'Izbet 

Sartah was Type 23 (54% of all storage Jar rims). It is a plain-rimmed, short-necked 

storage Jar (Fig. 47:2, 5, 7, and 12-13). There are two sub-types: one has a thicker and 

shorter rim and the second has a narrow rim and longer neck. Finkelstein suggests that 

the second sub-type may be a later variant. Most parallels to this storage Jar come from 

I I-lOth centur>' B.C.E. strata (e.g. Masos II, Beersheba IX-VII, Tell Qasile XI-IX). 

Tell Qasile 

The Tell Qasile storage Jars are dominated by one type (Type /), although there 

are 5 major types in the corpus." Storage Jar Type 1 has an elongated egg-shaped body 

with an inclined rounded yet slightly carinated shoulder (Fig. 48:1). It has a short vertical 
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neck with a simple, rounded rim. Sometimes the rim is slightly thickened or cut 

diagonally. It has rounded loop handles that are oval in section and lack ridges. The base 

is usually rounded In Stratum Xout of 151 storage jars, 137 are Type I. Mazar notes that 

this type of storage jar is conmion in the 11th century B.C.E. in the central and southern 

parts of the country (1985a:54). 

Storage Jar Type 2 only occurs in Strata XII and XI and is the typical four-

handled storage jar with a thickened triangular profiled stump base that is the 

continuation of the Late Bronze Age storage jars. There is one example of Storage Jar 

Type 3 (Fig. 48:3). This is ajar with a sharply carinated shoulder, elongated body, narrow 

vertical neck, and simple rim. Mazar states that this is a rare type known only in Stratum 

X ands is the last survival of a well-known type in the Late Bronze Age II— the 

"Canaanite Commercial Jar" (1985a:56).^ 

Storage Jar Type 5 represents two types of Egyptian jars. There are two complete 

examples. One is a sack-shaped storage jar that widens toward the lower part of the body 

(Fig. 48:4). The neck is high and vertical and the rim is slightly thickened. The second 

has a characteristic Egyptian shape. It has a wide round body with a rounded base, a 

vertical narrow neck without handles (Fig. 48:2). Storage Jar Type 6 (Fig. 48:5—6) is the 

t\ pical "collared rim" pithoi of the Iron .Age 1. Only three small fragments were found. 

The rims are rounded and everted or thickened {Type 6a) or thickened and inverted {Type 

^ ̂  The publication lists six t3rpes. In the ceramic discussion and database there is no Type 4. Apparently, 
this is a typographical error in the publication. The numbering system has been retain^ to avoid confusion 
in referencing the Tell Qasile publication (i.e. there is no Type 4 storage jar). 

See Amiran (1969:138-142) for a full discussion of this type of storage jar. 
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Figure 48: TeU Qasile Storage Jars 
(Qasile II) 

Plate Plate Plate Plate Plate Plate Plate 
1.34:18 2.47:13 3.48:1 4.48:9 5.41:4 6.45:16 7.47:11 
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6b). The Storage Jars of Fig. 48:7-8 are unique vessels in the assemblage. The excavation 

report (Qasile It) does not discuss these vessels. 

Northern Shephelah (Gezer and Beth Shemcsh) 

Gezer 

There are four major Storage Jar Types and one pithoi of Stratum XI {Gezer IV\ 

pp. 113-14). The Gezer Stratum XI assemblage contains 38 rim sherds and one base. 

Type / is a knob rim storage jar often slightly grooved around the inside (Fig. 49; 1-6, 9). 

This is the most common storage jar in the Gezer Stratum XI assemblage (44.7%). 

Storage Jar Type 2 (n = 8) first appears in Stratum XI. It has a simple, short, inward 

sloping rim (Fig. 49:7-8, 10, 11). This storage jar is the same as Tell Qasile Type L 

Table 30; Gezer Storaee Jar Types Total "-0 
I ! Knob rims, siichtly grooved inside 17 44.7 
2 i Simple vertical short rims 8 21 ^ 
3 ' Thin walled elongated rims 4 10.5 . 
4 ! Grooved "water iar" rim 8 21 1 
5 i Pithoi 1 2.6 i 

Total; 38 
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Figure 49: Gezer Storage Jars 
( Gezer IL Gezer IV) 

Plate No. 
7. II 30:23 
8. II 30:26 
9. IV 42:18 

Plate No. 
10. IV 42:3 
11. II 30:27 
12. IV 40:10 

Plate No. 
13. IV 42:10 
14.IV41:3 
15. II 30:20 
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Plate No. Plate No. 
16. IV 41:6 19. IV 44:16 
17.IV42:14 20.II30:21 
18. IV 42:8 

which is the dominant storage jar at Tell Qasile X. This pattern can represent a regional 

difference or perhaps a chronological pattern. The Gezer Stratum XI is originally dated to 

the mid-11th century and the Qasile X assemblage to the end of the 11th century B.C.E. 

Storage Jar Type 3 (n = 4) is a thin-walled, elongated rim slightly concave on the exterior 

(Fig. 49:12-14). A sub-type has a flange and is undercut. Storage Jar Type 4 (n = 8) 

might be related to Type 3. These are "grooved rim water jar rim" storage jars (Fig. 

49:15-20). The Gezer publications note that this is a common lOth century B.C.E. type. 
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The typology is based solely on rims. An analysis based on the fragments of bases 

suggests that the Gezer storage jars are slightly "stumpy," and the body is becoming less 

elongated and more globular (Dever, ed. 1986:114). Storage Jar Type 5 is a rim of a large 

pithoi {Gezer II: PI. 30:25). 

Beth Shemesh 

Beth Shemesh Stratimi III and Ila have four major types of storage jars. Each 

storage jar type is found in Stratum III. Only Storage Jar Type 3 and Type 4 are found in 

Stratum Ila. Storage Jar Type I is the typical Iron Age I collared rim pithoi (Fig. 50:1-4). 

Storage Jar Type 2 is the typical short vertical thickened rim storage jar (Fig. 50:5—8). 

Storage Jar Type 3 is the most dominant storage jar at Beth Shemesh (Fig. 50:9—13). 

Wright notes that the collared rim jars were rare at Beth Shemesh and the Storage Jar 

Type 3 storage jars were the most common.'^ Storage Jar Type ^ is a group 

Type i Table 31: Beth Shemesh Storage Jar Types Total % 1 
I ; Collared Rim Pithoi 6 24 •; 
2 1 Short vertical Thickened Rim 4 16 i 

» ^ 
! :> i eloneated thin-walled (sometimes everted) (Str. Ila) 9 36 1 

4 i iCnob rims 5 20 ; 
5 ! Miscellaneous I 4 i 

Total: 25 ; 

• 

In the original ceramic discussion of the excavation report no type numbers were assigned to vessels. 
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of storage jar rims that vary in profile (Fig. 50: 14-17). The common denominator is that 

they are all thickened. This type of rim profile has been referred to as knob rims ( Gezer 

IV, p. 113). Storage Jar Type 5 is a unique storage jar (Fig. 50: 18). No parallels were 

found in Iron Age I assemblages. There are some similar rims in Lachish V, in which 

Zimhoni attributes to a variation ofholemouthjars (1997:139, Fig. 3.54:1). 

2. 3. 4. s. 
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6. 7. ~ 8.\ 9. -" ~ 1~ 

~~~'r 
12. 1

' 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 18. 

Plate No. 
1. LXI:l 
2. LXI:2 
3. LXI:3 
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Figure W; Beth Shemesh Storage Jars 

Plate No. 
4. LXI:4 
5. LXI:21 
6. LXI:22 

('Ain Shems IV) · 

Plate No. Plate No. Plate No. 
7. LXI:23 10. LXII:40 13. LXII:43 
8. LXI:25 11. LXII:41 14. L.XI:7 
9. LXII:39 12. L.XII:42 15. LXI:19 

Plate No. 
16. LXI:24 
17. LXII:44 
18. LXI:20 
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Philistine Coastal Plain (Ashdod and Miqne) 

Ashdod 

There are seven major types at Tel Ashdod. The typical Ashdod storage jar of 

Stratum X is the egg<shaped elongated storage jar (Tel Ashdod Storage Jar Type /). All 

the other storage jar types are represented by a single example, with the exception of 

Type 5, which has two examples. Storage Jar Type I represents over half of all storage 

jars from .\shdod X. It is a medium-sized egg-shaped body. The shoulders are slightly 

carinated and the handles extend from the lowest part of the shoulder to the body. It has a 

vertical neck with a thick rim. The rim profile has several variations. 

Type i Table 32: Tel Ashdod Storaee Jar Types i Total j 
I 1 Ese-Shaped eionisated vertical rim ' 8 i 
-) ' LB tradition 1 1 ' 
3 1 Canaanite Commercial Jar 1 
4 ' Simple vertical slightly everted short-neck l 1 
5 i Oval bodv. handles attached to middle of bodv i 1 
6 ; Cvlinder, inverted ledge rim i 2 ; 
7 ; Hole Mouth wth ridee rim ! I i 

: .Vfiscellaneous bases 1 4 j 
1 Total: 1 19 1 

Storage Jar Types 2 and 3 appear to retain the Late Bronze Age tradition of a 

symmetrical, elongated triangular-shaped body with a thickened base. Both these storage 

jars appear out of context. This same phenomenon of storage jars reminiscent of the Late 

Bronze Age is found at Tell Qasile. Ashdod Storage Jar Type 2 is paralleled with Tell 
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Qasile Storage Jar Type 2 and Ashdod Storage Jar Type 3 is similar to Tell Qasile 

Storage Jar Type3. 

Storage Jar type 4 is represented by a single rim fragment. This is the common 

1 Ith century B.C.E. vertical short-necked simple rim storage jar. Storage Jar 5 is an oval 

shaped storage jar with handles in the middle of the body. This storage jar is also unique 

to the 11/10th century horizon as it is a typical form of the late Iron Age. Storage Jars 

Types 6 and 7 are unique to the Ashdod corpus. They are both wide mouth storage jars. 

Storage Jar Type 6 is defined as a cylindrical storage jar with a slight carination leading 

into a high neck with ledge rim. One of these storage jars is red slipped and burnished. 

Storage Jar Type 7 is the forerunner of the Late Iron Age II hole mouth jars common in 

coastal and southern sites. The one example has a horizontal grooved rim and is red 

slipped. 

The Tel Ashdod storage jar assemblage presents several anomalies when it is 

compared to other assemblages in the study region. Either some of the vessels are 

intrusive or the Tel .Ashdod assemblage should be dated later than the other assemblages 

in the study region. Another possibility is that the tradition among the Ashdod potters 

incorporated trends earlier than at other sites. 

Tel Miqne 

The Tel Miqne Stratum IV assemblage only consists of fragments of rims. 

Storage jars represent 7.7% of the assemblage. Although there are two types of storage 
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jars, in actuality, it is the same storage jar as the simple vertical rim storage jars (Qasile 

Type !. 'Izbet Sartah Type 23) common in the ceramic horizon. The only difference is 

size. 

Western Highlands Sites 

The most common storage vessels of the Western Highlands are the large pithoi, a 

noticeable contrast to the coastal assemblages. Storage jars constitute a significant 

percentage of Iron Age I assemblages in the Western Highlands ('Izbet Sartah 14-18%, 

Giloh 49%, Mt Ebal 36-40%, Shiloh 12-16 %, and IChirbet ed-Dawwara 13%). Of these 

storage jars, the collared-rim pithoi usually accounts for over 50% of all storage jars (see 

data in Finkelstein [ed.] 1993:158). The collared-rim pithoi were more popular in the 

later phases of the Iron I (11th century B.C.E.) than in the earlier part of the horizon. The 

collared rim storejar tends to have two types of rims: thickened and narrow, long-neck 

with a thickened rim. usually everted and short-necks. Noticeably missing in the .Aijalon 

Valley Region assemblages are handles with incisions and holes. This decorative 

technique w as very popular in the Western Highlands (for a complete discussion of this 

phenomenon see Finkelstein 1988:285-287). 

The Khirbet ed-Dawwara assemblage is contemporary with the 11/10th century 

B.C.E. sites in this study. The Khirbet ed-Dawwara assemblage contains four types of 

storage jars. Storage Jar Type 16 (Fig.52:5, 7, and 10) is the typical collared-rim storage 

jar of the Iron Age I. This storage jar dominate the storage jars (54.5%). Storage Jar Type 

17 (Fig. 52:8, 11) Is a neckless pithoi. This storage jar is not found in the early Iron I 
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assemblages of the Western Highlands, but it is common in 10th century B.C.E. 

assemblages and later. Storage Jar Type 18 (Fig. 52:2—3, 6) is a plain-rim storage jar that 

is popular from the mid-11th to early 10th century B.C.E. Storage Jar Type 19 (Fig. 52:1, 

4) is a ridged neck storage jar that is known from the beginning of the 10th century 

B.C.E. 
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Figure S2; Khirbet ed-Dawwara Storage jars 
(Kh. ed-Dawwara) 

Fifc No. Fig. No Fig. No Fig. No Fig. No Fig. No 
1. 15:10 3. 16:8 5. 16:9 7. 17:9 9. 15:3 11. 16:12 
2. 16:7 4. 15:11 6.16:10 8. 16:11 10.16:6 
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Summary: Storage Jars 

The dominant storage jar of the Aijalon Valley Region sites is the plain, short rim 

elongated egg-shaped storage jar. This jar is typical of the 11-lOth century B.C.E. This 

storage jar accounts for over 67% of all storage jars from all the sites in the study. 

There are two distinct patterns of storage jar distribution within the Aijalon Valley 

Region. First, most of the sites on the coastal plain (Ashdod, Tell Qasile, and Tel Miqne) 

do not have the t>'pical Iron Age I collared rim pithoi. The only sites where the collared 

rim pithoi is found in significant numbers is Beth Shemesh and 'Izbet Sartah, both on the 

fringe of the Western Highlands. Second, sites that serve as ports along the coast (e.g. Tel 

-Ashdod and Tell Qasile) have either the Canaanite commercial jar or the triangular-

shaped body storage jar typical of the Late Bronze Age tradition. These storage jars are 

not found at any of the other sites. 

Several other storage jars become dominant types in Iron Age II, specifically the 

10th centur\- B.C.E. These storage jars (e.g. narrow rim long-neck, molded rims, and the 

"knob" rims) comprise 15% of the total storage jar assemblages of the Aijalon Valley 

Region. The 11/lOth century B.C.E. horizon 
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Table 33: Aijalon Valley Region Storage Jar Types 
(ll/lOth century BCE) 

-Izbet ! { irtii i i fd i Kh.ed- j Total j 
Storaae Jar Type Qasile Sanah Gezer Shemesh Ashdod Mtqne Daw^^ara 

Pithoi 5( 1 )  
j collared Rim 
! neckless 

6(2) 21(13) 1(6) 
-

16 (24) 
17(6) 

52 

' LB Tradition 2(0) 20(0) 2(1) 1 1 
i Canaanite 3(1)  3(1)  2 
i commercial 
; Elongated egg-
• shaped, shon vertical 
i thick rim 1 

22(11) 2 
(8) 

2(4) 1(8) • 18 (4) 
; 235 

' Plain Rim, short neck 
1 1 

(137) 23(53) 4( 1 )  l & 2  
(5) 

; Narrow Rim. long-
1 1 i neck 

3(9) j i 
i 1 

9 

1 "Knob" Rim 1(17) 4(5) i 1 22 
j Hole Mouth 6 & 7  

(3) •; 

Molded Rim 3,4 
(ridced erooved) ( 1 2 )  19( 1 0 )  
Hippo Jar — — 

Other 5( 2 )  5 ( 1 )  5( 1 )  4 
total 142 77 38 25 15 5 44 350 

Note: Vessel Tvpe Number is in bold. Total Vessel count is in parentheses. 

The 11/lOth century- B.C.E. Ceramic Assemblage in the Aijalon Valley Region 

The 11/lOth century B.C.E. Aijalon Valley Region ceramic typology 

demonstrates that ceramic distribution patterns are more complex than originally thought 

during the early period of Syro-Palestinian research. A basic premise of dating methods 

using ceramic typological studies is that ceramic change is constant throughout history 

and archaeologists only have to develop comparative sedation schemes for relative dating 

between ceramic assemblages. This premise is well documented, particularly in the 
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southern Levant and has been useful for accurate dating among various assemblages. 

Scholars have also noticed that as a general trend, changes in the ceramic record are 

constant, but that there are also certain patterning that shows not all ceramic horizons are 

completely homogeneous. Ceramic distribution trends are more complex with many 

variables affecting the patterning and distribution of ceramics. These factors are use and 

activity distribution, ceramic production and distribution (economic factors), social and 

political organization (see discussions in Rice 1987, Sinopoli 1991, and Orton et. al 

1994). Current ceramic theory notes that it is possible for assemblages of neighboring 

sites to exhibit some heterogeneity. The 11/lOth century B.C.E. Aijalon Valley Region 

ceramic tv pology exhibits both these premises of ceramic chronological correlation and 

the heterogeneous spatial patterning of ceramic distribution. 

All assemblages within the study region can be accurately dated to the end of the 

11th century to the beginning of the 10th century B.C.E. This is a typical transitional 

ceramic horizon that e.xhibits trends that were common in the earlier century (Iron Age I) 

that are now going out of use and new trends that become dominant in the following 

century (Iron Age II). One of the specific trends that becomes dominant in the Iron Age II 

is standardization. The 11/lOth century B.C.E. ceramic horizon exhibits the initial stage 

of this standardization of vessels. The standardization of ceramic forms is usually 

attributed to stable political entities (i.e. states), but more specifically, stable trade 

relationships.'^ 

For a full discussion of ceramic standardization and state development in the Iron Age II Period see 
Barkay (1992:325) and HoUaday (1995). 
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The transitional nature of the Aijalon Valley Region 11/lOth century B.C.E. 

ceramic horizon is evidenced by bowls that are typical of the Iron Age I and bowls 

typical of the 10th century B.C.E. side by side in each assemblage. For instance, all 

assemblages have typical Iron Age I round simple rim bowls and the cyma profiled 

bowls, both of which evolved from the Late Bronze Age tradition. Another bowl type 

typical of the Iron Age I is the bell-shaped bowls that originates from Aegean proto

types. The common bowls of the lOth century B.C.E. found in most of the assemblages 

are the large bowls with round thick rims and bowls with burnishing, red-slip and bar-

handles. 

The Aijalon Valley Region cooking pots also exhibit traits of the Iron Age I and II 

periods. Cooking pots common in the Iron .Age I period that are found in the Aijalon 

Valley Region I I/lOth century B.C.E. corpus are the triangular profiled, flanged rim 

cooking pots, and the plain/simple rim cooking pots.'® Common lOth century cooking 

pots are the ridged rim cooking pots and the cooking jugs, although both these types 

make their first appearance in the 1 Ith century B.C.E. 

Several vessels have a long life-span and cannot be used to date an assemblage 

with precision. They are typical Iron Age I vessels that continue into the 10th century 

B.C.E. These vessels are chalices, pilgrim flasks, and lamps. Chalices are found in 

limited numbers in the Aijalon Valley Region (Qasile, Beth Shemesh, and Tel Miqne). 

Apparently, the most common chalice type of the Aijalon Valley Region is the carinated 

The plain rim cooking pots make there earliest appearance in the 11th century B.C.E. 
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everted rim. This is also the most common type of chalice throughout the 11th and 10th 

centuries B.C.E. in the Jezreel Valley, Coast, and the South (A. Mazar 1985a:49). In the 

Western Highlands, the common chalice is a cyma-profiled bowl. The most common 

pilgrim flask of the Aijalon Valley Region is the small lentoid flask, it is found at all sites 

except 'Izbet Sartah. This is the most common flask type found throughout Iron Age I in 

the southern Levant, except in the Western Highlands (A. Mazar 1985:71). Mazar notes 

that this type becomes extinct during the 10th century B.C.E. (ibid.). The Aijalon Valley 

Region lamps are also typical of Iron Age I assemblages. They exhibit the same rounded 

base and body characteristic of 11th century B.C.E. sites. There are two types, one with 

the rim continuing the sides with a minor carination and the second type has a more 

pronounced horizontally flanged. The second type becomes common in the 10th century 

B.C.E. Both types are found side by side in the same assemblages. 

The second trend of the 11/10th century B.C.E. Aijalon Valley Region ceramic 

tvpolog\ are sub-regional variations and vessel types that are found only in certain 

assemblages. For example, triangular profiled cooking pots— remnants of the Canaanite 

Late Bronze Age, are only found at those sites adjacent to the Western Highlands (e.g. 

Tel Gezer, 'Izbet Sartah, and Beth Shemesh), while only sites on the coast (e.g. Tell 

Qasile, Tel Ashdod, and Tel Miqne) contain cooking jugs. The notably e.xception is 

Gezer, which also contains a cooking jug. The Western Highlands and Sharon Plain also 

contained cooking jugs in the 10th century B.C.E. Based on this patterning, it is clear that 

the cooking jug started in the Philistine coastal sites in the 11th century B.C.E. and 
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eventually dispersed up the coast to the Sharon Plain and into the Western Highlands. 

Pyxides are only found at Tell Qasile, Tel Miqne, Beth Shemesh, and Gezer. 

The storage jar class of vessels exhibits the greatest diversity of distribution. 

There is one dominant type that is found in abundance at all sites in the region. This is the 

elongated egg-shaped storage jar with a short neck with a plain or thick rim. The common 

collared rim pithos of the Iron Age I is found throughout the southern Levant but it is 

heavily concentrated in the Western Highlands. During the 11/10th century B.C.E. 

transition in the Aijalon Valley, the collared-rim storage jar is only found at 'Izbet Sartah, 

Gezer, Beth Shemesh. It is not found at any of the coastal sites, with the exception of a 

couple of examples at Tell Qasile. Gezer and Beth Shemesh are only about 12 km (7 mi.) 

from Tel Miqne. yet this storage jar, which has a long life-span extending into the 10th 

century B.C.E., is not even found at Tel Miqne. A second storage jar tj-pe with limited 

distribution is the "knob" rim storage jar that is only found m the northern Shephelah at 

Gezer and Beth Shemesh. The Canaanite commercial jar is only found at port sites along 

the Mediterranean Sea (Tell Qasile and Ashdod). 

Some storage jars that become dominant in the Iron Age II period are also found 

in limited distribution in the 11/lOth century B.C.E. horizon in the region. These are the 

molded rim (ridged/grooved), the hippo jar, and the hole mouth jar. The hole mouth jar is 

found at .A.shdod and might be intrusive. The molded rim and hippo jars are only found at 

Gezer. 
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Yarkon Basin 

The Aijalon Valley Region ceramic typology shows marked differences between 

Tell Qasile and 'Izbet Sartah. Tzbet Sartah retains strong traditions of the Western 

Highlands, collared-rim pithoi, triangular-profiled cooking pots, and flanged cooking 

pots. This is in contrast to Tell Qasile, which has a strong coastal and Philistine influence 

(e.g. bell-shaped and hemispherical bowls, Canaanite commercial jars, and cooking jugs). 

The Tell Qasile assemblage also is adopting trends that become common in the 10th 

centiiry B.C.E. throughout the southern Levant such as red slip and burnishing techniques 

and the large round bowls that become common in Iron Age II. These large round bowls 

are probably a hybrid between the Iron Age I kraters and bowls. Although both sites 

contain most of the same vessel types, the assemblages are noticeably different in vessel 

frequency. For instance, 'Izbet Sartah does contain some bell-shaped bowls, but very few 

and they are isolated sherds. Tell Qasile has collared rim pithoi. but their presence in the 

assemblage is statistically insignificant. 

Philistine Coastal Sites 

The Philistine coastal sites (Tell Qasile, Ashdod, and Tel Miqne'^) exhibit the 

greatest degree of homogeneitv' among the individual assemblages. Of the eight major 

bowl types (not including the category of miscellaneous bowls) of the study. 75% are 

found in every site. The only two types that are not found are flat bowls that are only 

The Tell Qasile assemblage would also be considered a coastal site and it exhibits the same vessels 
within its assemblage. In terms of its geographic location, it is also discussed with the Yarkon Basin sites. 
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found at Tell Qasile, and the hemispherical bowls that are found at Tell Qasile and Tel 

Miqne but are absent at Ashdcxl. All these sites also exhibit similar decorative techniques 

such as red slip, burnishing, bar and horizontal handles, and appliques. 

The conmion storage jars and jugs at these sites are the elongated egg-shaped 

storage Jars, the trefoil jugs, wide jugs, narrow neck jugs, and the strainer-spout jugs. 

Each site's assemblage contains the same types of cooking pots, flanged rim, plain/simple 

rim, ridged rim, and cooking jugs. Juglets also exhibit a high degree of homogeneity. The 

typical juglets are dipper (oval, sack-shaped, and cylindrical bodies) and the piriform. 

Northern Sbepheiah 

The northern Shephelah sites (Gezer and Beth Shemesh) are unique in that while 

there is a high degree of similarity between the assemblages, they each also contain 

vessels only found at one of the sites. Both sites have a strong local tradition with vessels 

belonging in the Late Bronze Age tradition and trends similar to assemblages in the 

Western Highlands. Vessels that belong in this category are the triangular profiled 

cooking pots, flanged rim cooking pots, and collared rim pithoi jars. Both sites contain 

the typical elongated egg-shaped short rim storage jars common to all sites in the Aijalon 

Valley Region, and they both have 'knob' rim storage jars that are only found in the 

northern Shephelah. Narrow rim long-necked storage jars are only found at Beth 

Shemesh and molded rim storage jars and hippo jars are only found at Tel Gezer.Both 

Molded rim (ridged/grooved) storage jars become popular in the 10th century B.C.E. They are found at 
Khirbet ed-Daw^vara. 
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sites contain all cooking pots that are common in the Aijalon Valley Region, with the 

notable exception of cooking jugs, which are usually only found at coastal sites during 

this horizon, but also are found at Tel Gezer. 

The bowl types within this sub-region contain the main bowl types of Iron Age I 

horizons such as round simple rim, cyma-profiled, and bell-shaped bowls. Both sites also 

contain bowls that become common in the 10th century B.C.E. such as large bowls with 

round rims. Dissimilarities are also evident among bowl types. The Gezer assemblage 

contains hemispherical and round thin walled bowls while carinated shallow bowls 

(straight sided) are only found at Beth Shemesh. The Northern Shephelah assemblages 

both contain trefoil jugs, strainer-spout, and stirrup jars. Only the Beth Shemesh 

assemblage has wide jugs with the high and short necks. Both sites have the typical Iron 

Age lentoid pilgrim flasks. 

Conclusion 

The 11/lOth century B.C.E. Aijalon Valley Region ceramic horizon contains three 

major corpuses that reflect geographical-ethnic distribution patterns. These are the 

Philistine-coastal corpus. Hill country (Western Highlands), and the Northern Shephelah. 

The Northern Shephelah corpus has two trends: a coalescing of the other two corpuses, 

and a strong retention of earlier Late Bronze Age traditions (Canaanite). 
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The ceramic analysis and distribution model demonstrates that archaeologists 

need to adopt complex models to interpret the ceramic record. During the 11/10th century 

B.C.E. transition in the Aijalon Valley Region, ceramic assemblages demonstrate that 

although there was regional similarities in the 11/lOth century B.C.E. ceramic horizon, 

there were also stark differences. Some assemblages did not fully adopt all ceramic forms 

of the horizon. There are many reasons for this discontinuity among the assemblages. 

Archaeological ceramic theory has isolated several variables: regional variation, 

production and distribution, economics, and social and political boundaries. For example, 

although 'Izbet Sartah is the closet site to Tell Qasile, Tell Qasile has more similarities 

with Ekron and Ashdod, sites that are over twice the distance than 'Izbet Sartah. 

A second methodological point is that the 11/10th centur\- B.C.E. ceramic horizon 

contains forms that are typical of Iron Age I and forms that are typical of the 10th century 

B.C.E. In this ceramic database, we see that if we attempt to date based solely on one 

diagnostic ceramic form, we can distort and misdate assemblages by nearly 200 years. 

Ceramic analysis must start to document trends in various assemblages before any 

anempt at chronological correlations. 
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CHAPTERS 

THE AIJALON VALLEY REGION CERAMIC 

TYPOLOGY ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL 

ISSUES 

Introduction 

The research objective of this study was to investigate ceramic change within a 

particular region and a specific period to demonstrate that ceramic change is complex and 

that many variables influence the patterning of the archaeological record. This objective 

was accomplished by the case study of the 1 l/lOth century B.C.E. transition in the 

northern Shephelah and northern Philistine coast in light of the recent excavations at Tel 

Miqne-Ekron. The data presented in previous chapters demonstrate that ceramic 

assemblages within the same ceramic horizon are not always homogeneous, even within 

a closely defined region. Although the broader theoretical implications for the 

interpretation of the archaeological record are outside the scope of this study, the implicit 
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findings are pertinent to addressing current trends in Syro-Palestinian archaeolo^ and 

biblical studies. 

This chapter will address the recent proposal of the Low Chronology and will 

offer some possible historical interpretations of the archaeological record. The Aijalon 

Valley Region ceramic corpus of the 11/lOth century B.C.E. horizon, and specifically the 

new data from Tel Miqne-Ekron, provides an excellent case-study to judge the validity of 

the recent proposal. In the previous chapter, it was shown that during the 11/10th century 

B.C.E. transition in the Aijalon Valley Region, that although there were regional 

similarities in the 11/lOth century B.C.E. ceramic horizon, there were also stark 

differences due to sub-regional variation. This sub-regional variation was probably 

influenced by social and political boundaries. The ceramic analysis of this study 

demonstrates that the traditional chronology should not be abandoned. Although a 

cursor>' review of Finkelstein's theoretical arguments in support of the Low Chronology 

would appear sound, a closer look at the nature of the ceramic data contradicts them. In 

addition to a review of the Low Chronology in light of the 11/10th centur\' B.C.E. .Aijalon 

Valley Region ceramic corpus, a brief historical reconstruction based on interpretations 

of the archaeological data will also be presented. 
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The Current Debate 

The term Low Chronology was first defined by Israel Finkelstein in his 1995 

article, "The Date of the Settlement of the Philistines in Canaan."" In this article, he 

proposes lowering the currently accepted dates of the initial Philistine occupation in 

Southern Canaan from the 12th centtuy B.C.E. to the 11th century B.C.E. He bases this 

proposal on two postulates. The first postulate is that the Egyptian's ruled over the 

southern coastal plain and the Shephelah (Ashkelon-Lachish line) in the first half of the 

12th century B.C.E. until the middle of the 11th century B.C.E. The second postulate is 

the underlying ceramic theoretical assumption of the Low Chronology. The proposal 

assumes that sites in close proximity to each other must have similar ceramic 

assemblages. Finkelstein assumes that if the Philistines were in sites in the southern 

coastal plain during Iron Age lA as evidenced by locally made monochrome potterv' 

(Myc lIIC;lb). this pottery should also be found at sites controlled by Egy ptians. Since 

these sites (e.g. Lachish VI and Tel Sera' X) do not have monochrome pottery, the initial 

Philistine presence must postdate these levels. The result is that all strata with 

Monochrome Philistine pottery must be lowered nearly 100 years to the end of the 12th 

century B.C.E. or beginning of the 11th century B.C.E. This creates a domino effect 

lowering all Iron Age strata of the Philistine countryside. The major conclusion of 

Proposals to redate Iron Age stratigrapby were already presented in the literature by Ussishkin (1985) 
and Wrightman (1990a). 
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Finkelstein's proposal is to redate the Philistine arrival in the southern coastal plain to the 

end of the 12th century B.C.E., after the fmal collapse of the Egyptian administration in 

the region. 

The next stage of Finkelstein's Low Chronology proposal came a year later with 

the publication of his article, "The Archaeology of the United Monarchy: An Alternative 

View (1996a)." In this article, Finkelstein states that the current dating of the rise of the 

Israelite State to the 1Oth century B.C.E. is wrong. The basic premise is that with the 

lowering of Iron Age strata ca. 100 years, all the evidence of state development that was 

originally dated to the 1Oth century B.C.E. (e.g. monumental architecture, gate systems, 

palaces, etc.) should now be dated to the 9th century B.C.E. Thus, biblical references to 

the Davidic and Solomonic Kingdoms are a later "glorification of the past" by the biblical 

editors. Finkelstein does not abandon David and Solomon. He proposes that they were 

nothing more than leaders of major chiefdoms. As the archaeological horizons are 

reinterpreted under Finkelstein's Low Chronology, the smaller village sites of the 11th 

century B.C.E. now belong to David and Solomon. The monumental architecture of the 

lOth century B.C.E. now belongs to the 9th century B.C.E. Finkelstein dates the rise of 

states in the Iron Age to the 9th century B.C.E. or the Divided Monarchy of the biblical 

account. Finkelstein's arguments were based on the stratigraphy ofMegiddo and Jezreel. 

During 1996, Finkelstein published a second article focussing on the stratigraphy of 

Megiddo and Beth-Shan in the Iron Age I period (1996b). The premise of this article is to 

redate Beth-Shan Lower V (S-2) to the 1Oth century B.C.E. rather than the 11th century 

B.C.E. 
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The underlying premise of these articles was quickly challenged. A. Mazar 

published an immediate response to Finkelstein's article that proposed a redating the 

United Monarchy (1997b). A. Mazar concluded that Finkelstein's suggestion to push the 

date of the Monochrome Philistine pottery beyond the end of the Egyptian presence in 

Canaan is based on a debatable assumption. According to Finkelstein, since Lachish VI 

and Tel Sera' IX (ca. 1200—1150 B.C.E.) do not have Monochrome Philistine pottery, all 

assemblages with Monochrome Philistine pottery must postdate them. Mazar notes that 

even with the redating of the Monochrome Philistine pottery, Lachish and Tel Sera' still 

do not have Philistine Monochrome pottery! Regardless of when Finkelstein wants to 

redate the Monochrome Philistine pottery, he is still left with the initial problem of the 

absence of Monochrome Philistine pottery at Lachish and Tel Sera*. Mazar also presents 

a point by point critique of Finkelstein's article, of which two additional critical points 

were introduced into the debate. The first is that Mazar introduces several important 

northern assemblages that contradict the redating proposal of the Low Chronology. He 

discusses these strata in the conte.xt of biblical historiography. The second critical point is 

that Mazar introduces other ceramic horizons that exhibit regional patterning such as the 

Khirbet Kerak Ware distribution of the Early Bronze III Period and the Bichrome pottery 

of Middle Bronze Ill/Late Bronze I Horizon. 

A second article addressing the Low Chronology was published by A. Zarzeki-

Peleg (1997).99 Zaizeki-Peleg addresses the Iron Age stratigraphy of northern Israel, 

"Hazor, Jokneam and Megiddo in the Tenth Century B.C.E.," Tel Aviv 24:258-288. 
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which is one of the main pillars of Finkelstein's Low Chronology. Zarzeki-Peieg presents 

a ceramic typological study of three important northern sites (Megiddo, Jokneam, and 

Hazor) and concludes that the stratigraphical redating of the Low Chronology is not 

possible. The argumentation is as follows; Finkelstein wants to move Megiddo VIA from 

the end of the 11th century B.C.E. to the mid-lOth century B.C.E., which will move 

Megiddo VB to the end of the 10th century B.C.E. Zarzeki-Peleg demonstrates in her 

article that Megiddo VTA belongs to the same horizon as Jokneam XVU (end of 11th 

centiuy B.C.E.). The Zarzeki-Peleg ceramic typology introduces several ceramic forms 

that are parallel between Megiddo VIA and Jokneam XVII (1997, figures 2-5).^®® She 

also demonstrates that Megiddo VA-IVB and Jokneam XIV (Figures 6-7) are 

contemporary. A second point of her ceramic typological analysis is that Hazor Xb is 

much later than Jokneam Stratimi XVII. She presents ceramic charts illustrating that 

Jokneam Strata XV-XIIl have the same development as Hazor Strata Xb-lXa (Figures 

8-12). The conclusion is that Megiddo Strata VIA and VB-IVA carmot be lowered, 

because Hazor Xb would have to be redated from the beginning of the 10th century 

B.C.E. to the end. The result of accepting the changes proposed by the Low Chronology 

would be only allowing for two centuries for 7 major strata at Hazor. Thus, Zarzeki-Peleg 

notes that the currently accepted date of the 10th century B.C.E. for Hazor X must 

remain. Based on ceramic analyses and typological analogies, Jokneam XVII must 

Al! these forms are also common in the Aijalon Valley Region during the 11/10th century B.C.E. 
transition. These fonns are, round bowls with simple rim, carinated bowls ("cyma-profiled), triangular rim 
cooking pots, cooking jugs, stirrup jars, chalices and small lentoid flasks, and spoon shaped flasks. 
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predate Hazor X (end of 11th century B.C.E.), and since Jokneam XVII is contemporary 

with Megiddo VIA, Megiddo VIA cannot be lowered to the 10th centxiry B.C.E. as 

Finkelstein proposes. 

Finkelstein promptly responded to these two criticisms of the Low Chronology 

with three articles. The first was an article addressing A. Mazar's criticism (1998a). This 

article was mainly polemical. Finkelstein accused Mazar of using the biblical account to 

define his chronological interpretations while his own interpretations were based on the 

archaeological record. The next two articles (Finkelstein 1998b, 1999) presented 

reinterpretations of Iron Age stratigraphy of northern sites, both in response to criticisms 

of the Low Chronology. The first article redates the Taanach Iron .A.ge stratigraphy and 

the second redates the Hazor stratigraphy. Finkelstein acknowledges that Zarzeki-Peleg's 

conclusions regarding the relative stratigraphy are accurate and notes that she does not 

provide any data regarding the absolute chronology. Finkelstein's article attempts to 

address this by a comparison of the Jezreel Enclosure with the Hazor Citadel in .Area B. 

Since the Jezreel Enclosure can be dated, based on the biblical account, to the 9th centurv' 

B.C.E., then Hazor X and Megiddo VA-FVB must also be redated to the 9th century. 

Responses to these articles about the Low Chronology came in a recent journal.'®' 

First. Na'aman (2000) challenges Finkelstein's redating of the Philistine Monochrome 

ponery using Trojan Grey Ware from Lachish and Tel Miqne-Ekron. Na'aman notes that 

'01 Nadav Na'aman, "The contribution of the Trojan Grey Ware from Lachish and Tel Miqne-Ekron to the 
Chronology of the Philistine Monochrome Pottery," and Amnon Ben-Tor, "Hazor and the Chronology of 
Northern Israel: A Reply to Israel Finkelstein." Bulletin ofthe American Schools of Oriental Research, 
Volume 317. 



329 

Philistine Monochrome pottery appears directly above sites with Trojan Grey Ware and 

therefore Finkelstein's "post Mycenaean IIIB-pre Monochrome phase" is an 

unsubstantiated creation. A second article by Ben-Tor (2000) addresses Finkelstein's 

redating of the northern sites, particularly Hazor. Ben-Tor's article first critiques the 

archaeological data of Finkelstein's redating of Hazor (1999) based on a comparison with 

the Jezreel enclosure. Secondly, he addresses two methodological issues: the validity of 

treating Jezreel as a key site for Iron Age chronology in Israel, and the relationship 

between archaeological record and the biblical data. 

Tenets of Finkelstein's Low Chronolo^ 

Currently. Finkelstein is the only outspoken proponent of the Low Chronology 

There are two crucial corpuses and one theoretical ceramic distribution postulate 

underlying all the arguments and various points and counterpoints in the debate. The two 

crucial corpuses are Lachish and Tel Jezreel. All scholars agree as to the relative dating 

among all assemblages within the Iron Age ceramic horizon, the point of contention is 

the absolute dating of the horizon. 

Jezreel Enclosure 

One of the tenets of Finkelstein's absolute dating is based on the dating of the 

Jezreel enclosure to the 9th century B.C.E. (i.e. the enclosiu^ was built by either Omri or 

 ̂ Ussishkin and Wrightman who first published views that belong to the Low Chronology, have not 
published or openly supported Finkelstein in the literature. 
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Ahab). Ironically, one of the major polemics in Finkelstein's publications, particularly in 

his response to A. Mazar (1998a), is the "accusation" that biblical archaeologists are 

basing Iron Age chronology solely on the biblical record.'"^ Regardless of the polemics 

on the use of archaeology and the biblical text, most archaeologists accept the association 

between the Jezreel enclosure and its founding by either Omri or Ahab. The issue is that 

the ponery of the enclosure is similar to ceramic assemblages that are currently dated to 

the 10th century B.C.E. (Zimhoni 1992). Finkelstein assumes that all other assemblages 

must be lowered, hence his adamant support of the Low Chronology. Ben-Tor notes that 

to use the Jezreel enclosure assemblage as the type site to lower the date of all other 

assemblages is the methodological flaw in Finkelstein's argument (2000). In his recent 

article, Ben-Tor points out the problematic stratigraphy and the loci that cannot be 

associated with secure floor levels but are probably earlier fills. 

Lachish and Philistine Monochrome Pottery 

The second tenet of Finkelstein's Low Chronology proposal is dating the 

appearance of Philistine Monochrome pottery (Myc IIlC:lb) after Lachish VI. He 

assumes that sites traditionally dated to Iron Age lA (ca. 1200-1150/30 B.C.E.) should 

^ This double standard of Finkelstein accusing his opponents of relying on textual records while his key 
site is solely based on the biblical account was forcibly illustrated by Ben-Tor's response to the Low 
Chronology (2000). 

This methodological problem is similar to the critique of Kenyon's dating of the Samaria stratigraphy. 
For a complete discussion of the Samaria dating issue see Tappy, 1992. 
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Table 34: 5 Phases of Finkelstein's Low Chronology 
) 

late 13th-earlv early 12th — ca. late 12th — beg. 1 Ith c B.C.E., lOth c B.C.E. 
I2tfa c. B.C.E. 1130 B.C.E. of lithe. B.C.E. poss. early 10th 

j  LB 11 j  Post Myc lUB; Monochrome Philistine 
1  1 Pre-Monochrome Bichrome 
! AphekX12* XII GAP XI0. X9 
i  Jaffa ! 'Lion Temple' GAP 
i  Tel Mor 7 1 Mor 6-5 GAP 4 3 *  
: .A.shdod XIV« GAP XI lib XII XI* 
1  Gezer XV ! XIV XIII XII XI X IX* 
1  T. Beit .Vlirsim C 1  B3 GAP B2 B1 
i  Lachish VII Lachish VI* GAP GAP V* 
i  Tel Sera' i  IX* GAP VIII 
i  Tel Miqne 1  VIIIA* VII V I - V  IV* 
1  Ashkelon ! GAP Occupied 
' Tel Masos • IL II I 

T. el Farah- Cemeterv 900 GAP * 

Tel Haror B6-5 GAP B4-: 
Beersheba IX VIII Vl\ 
•Arad • XII 

' T. el-Jarisheh GAP * 

f T. Zipper III GAP GAP II ; 
Tel Batash VI GAP GAP V 

: HalifVlII ! GAP GAP VII—> 
Tell Jemmeh GAP GAP * 

Deir el-Balah , GAP 
Meeiddo VlIA GAP VIE VIA* VB 
Beih-Shean Lower VI (S3) GAP G.\P S2* 

: Hazor GAP GAP GAP XII XI X 
: Jokneam GAP GAP XVIII XVII 

• = destruction 

all contain the same ceramic forms. Thus, if Lachish VI is contemporary with Philistine 

Monochrome sites (e.g. Tel Miqne, Ashkelon, Tell Qasile, etc.), it should contain this 

type of pottery. Since Lachish VI does not contain Philistine Monochrome pottery, this 

pottery must post-date the Iron Age lA. The result is an artificially created phase 
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(Finkelstein's 2nd Phase, Table 34) adding 70-100 years to the Iron Age cultural horizon. 

To account for the introduction of this phase, Finkelstein must lower all previous dates 

within the Iron Age. The result is a cultural horizon in the southern Levant that is 

represented by major abandonment of several sites (see Table 34). This cultural horizon 

of major abandonments is Finkelstein's Third Phase (ca. late 12th century B.C.E.-

beginning of the 11 th century B.C.E.). The phase is after the Egyptian withdrawal of the 

southern coastal plain, ca. 1130 B.C.E., and the arrival of the Philistines. Finkelstein 

briefly acknowledges these gaps but does not attempt to explain such a drastic 

demographic change in the archaeological record (1995:231-32). 

.An alternate and more plausible explanation for the abandonment of Lachish 

during the later Iron Age I was offered by Greenberg (1987). He examined the Tell Beit 

Mirsim material and offered a forceful proposition that the Iron Age I inhabitants were 

neither Philistines or Israelites because the pottery continued in the Canaanite traditions. 

The ceramic assemblages bear closer resemblance's to Tel Gezer than Philistine sites on 

the coast or sites in the Western Highlands. He proposes that the remnants of the 

inhabitants of Lachish VI relocated to Tell Beit Mirsim. 

Geographical Segregation: Principle of Homogeneitv of Assemblages 

The reliance on the Lachish ceramic corpus to lower the Iron Age horizons is also 

based on an underlying theoretical ceramic distribution model. The Low Chronology 

model purports that all contemporaneous sites must exhibit the same ceramic patterning. 

For example, if Site A has Pot C then Site B across the valley must also have Pot C. As 
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stated earlier, one of the basic assumptions of the Low Chronology is that Lachish VI 

must contain Philistine monochrome pottery if it is to be contemporary with those sites 

that have this ponery. The nature of Finkelstein's argument is illustrated by his reply to A. 

Mazar: 

The only way out of this equation [lack of Monochrome pottery in Egyptian 

strongholds, and lack of Egyptian p>ottery in Monochrome strata] is to argue for a 

complete segregation between the two neighboring conMnunities; the gates of the 

Philistine cities were closed to Egyptian finds, including the popular Egyptian pottery, 

with not one fmd or one vessel penetrating through the 'iron curtain.' At the same time, 

not one Monochrome vessel crossed the lines and found its way to the Egyptian 

strongholds or to Canaanite cities influenced by Egjptian culture. The reader should be 

reminded that we are dealing with sites located only several kilometeres away from each 

other, and with a period praised for its dynamic trade and cultural melange (Finkelstein 

1998a: 168). 

Several attempts have been made to demonstrate that some contemporary sites 

can e.xhibit marked differences in ceramic distribution. Mazar uses the Khirbet Kerak 

ware of the Early Bronze III and the Middle Bronze Ill/Late Bronze I Bichrome pottery 

as examples. Finkelstein refutes these case studies by showing that they refer to sites in 

different regions several kilometers away, not nearby as in the case of the Philistine 

Monochrome pottery (1998a). 

This important theoretical issue needs to be addressed in the Low Chronology 

debate. One of the major theoretical developments in the discipline of Syro-Palestinian 
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archaeology is the development of ceramic typologies for chronological comparisons. 

Almost all relative chronology is based on the degree of homogeneity between ceramic 

assemblages. All of the redating of Iron Age sites proposed by supporters of the Low 

Chronology are based on whether or not a particular ceramic type, in this case, Philistine 

Monochrome pottery, was used at one site but not at a nearby site. Finkelstein 

vehemently believes that Philistine Monochrome pottery must be found at Egyptian 

stronghold sites (i.e. Lachish) to be contemporary with Philistine Monochrome sites, so 

much so. that he refers to any criticism based on this theoretical point as 'apartheid 

theory' (Finkelstein 1998a: 168). The 11/lOth century B.C.E. Aijalon Valley Regional 

ceramic t\'pology is an excellent case study to test the tenets of the Low Chronology to 

determine if the archaeological record supports the theory. 

The Ailalon Vallev Region Ceramic Tvpoloev and the Low Chronoloev 

Finkelstein's Low Chronology can easily be tested by a comparison bet%veen the 

Lachish V assemblage and all the other assemblages that are lowered to the 10th centurv" 

B.C.E. This would include all the sites in the Aijalon Valley Region currently dated to the 

11th/'10th century B.C.E. Recently Oma Zimhoni produced a ceramic analysis of three 

major ceramic forms from Lachish Strata V and IV (1997)."'5 This analysis was part of 

her M.A. Thesis at Tel Aviv University. In Zimhoni's typology, there are 27 bowl and 

These fonns are bowls, cooking pots, and storage Jars. 
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krater types, 7 cooking pot types, and 8 storage jar types. A quick perusal of the ceramic 

typology of Lachish V (Zimhoni 1997:72—156) shows that almost all the major vessel 

tv pes of the Aijalon Valley Region (Chapter 4) are missing! Lachish V does not contain 

any cyma profiled, bell-shaped, hemispherical, or the round and simple rim bowls of the 

Iron Age I. Of the cooking pots, there are no triangular profiled or flanged rim cooking 

pots. The Lachish V assemblage does contain cooking jugs and plain and simple rim 

cooking pots, but these cooking pots clearly show later developments than the Aijalon 

Valley Regional types. Among the storage jars, Lachish V is missing the large collared 

rim pithoi found in almost all 11th century B.C.E. sites. Most of the Lachish V storage 

jars have an oval body typical of the Iron Age II tradition. In the 11/10th century B.C.E. 

Aijalon Valley Region corpus, storage jars still maintain the elongated body common in 

Iron Age I storage jars reminiscent of the Late Bronze Age tradition. 

It is important to note that in all of the articles Finkelstein has written in support 

of the Low Chronology, he does not produce any ceramic comparisons between Lachish 

and post-Philistine Bichrome strata (Finkelstein's 5th Phase). This study of the Aijalon 

Valley Region, for the fu^t time coalesces the ceramic data in order to produce a regional 

typology for Finkelstein's 5th Phase. The Aijalon Valley Region ceramic typology 

illustrates that these assemblages are not contemporary with Lachish V, and the cultural 

horizon they represent must be earlier than the 10th century B.C.E. Finkelstein might 

think that he has solved the 9th century gap in the archaeological record, but, when his 

proposal is tested against the data, it creates much more confusion in the material record 

than it solves. 
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The 11/10th century B.C.E. Aijalon Valley Regional ceramic typology also 

provides an excellent case study to test the assumption that contemporary sites should 

exhibit the same ceramic tv-pes (principle of homogeneity). Finkelstein might be correct 

in refuting Mazar's examples of ceramic spatial patterning between major regions 

(1998a), but Mazar's critique is still theoretically valid. As illustrated in Chapter 4, the 

11/10th centmy- B.C.E. Aijalon Valley Region ceramic typology supports the view that 

intra-regional assemblages can contain ceramic types that are not found m all of the sites. 

Although there are similarities between all the assemblages in the region, there are also 

individual vessel types that only appear at one site or within one sub-region. For example 

of the nine major bowl t> pes of the Aijalon Valley Region, only three types are found in 

all sites. There are five major coolung pots, only three are found at all sites. Triangular 

profiled cooking pots are remnants of the Canaanite Late Bronze Age and are only found 

at those sites adjacent to the Western Highlands (e.g. Tel Gezer, 'Izbet Sartah, and Beth 

Shemesh), while only sites on the coast (e.g. Tell Qasile, Tel Ashdod, and Tel Miqne) 

contain cooking jugs.The Western Highlands and Sharon Plain also contained cooking 

jugs in the 10th centur>' B.C.E. Based on this patterning, it is clear that the cooking jug 

started in the Philistine coastal sites in the 11th century B.C.E. and eventiially dispersed 

up the coast to the Sharon Plain and into the Western Highlands. Dipper juglets and 

piriform juglets are found at Beth Shemesh and Tel Miqne but not at nearby Gezer. Large 

106 notably exception is that Gezer also contains a cooking jug. 
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collared rim pithoi are found at 'Izbet Sartah, Gezer and Beth ~hemesh but not at the 

coastal sites of Tel Miqne or Ash dod, but they are found a asile, which is on the 

coast. Gezer has "knob" rim and molded rim storage jars. ~th Shemesh is the only other 

site within the region that also has "knob" rim storage jars. In the lOth century B.C.E., 

Khirbet ed-Dawwara has molded rim storage jars. 

The inconsistency of the assumptions of the Low Chronology .. can be illustrated 

with just one of the above examples. If we were interpret the Aijalon Valley Region 

based on the assumptions of Finkelstein's homogeneity of assc blages principle, than all 

the sites in the study will have to post or pre- date Gezer because of the absence of 

molded rim storage jars. Or perhaps we would have to lower the Gezer assemblage to the 

1Oth century or raise the Khirbet ed-Dawwara assemblage to the 11th century. A more 

plausible interpretation is that Gezer, as a Canaanite enclave, incorporated molded 

storage jar rims earlier than those sites on the coastal plain. As the Khirbet ed-Dawwara 

assemblage shows, these storage jars became popular in the 1Oth century B.C.E. in the 

Western Highlands. 

When Finkelstein's principle of homogeneity of assemblages is actually applied to 

the archaeological record, it is shown too simplistic a principle for the development of 

ceramic distribution models. The 11/1 Oth century B.C.E. Aijalon Valley Region ceramic 

typology demonstrates that within one cultural horizon within a specific region it is 

possible for assemblages of neighboring sites to be heterogeneous. When other regional 

assemblages are as intensely studied as the Aijalon Valley Re~ion, they will also · 

demonstrate that this principle does not work. Ceramic di§tr~;..;. tion patterns are more 
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complex than the simplistic typologies of the earlier period of biblical archaeology. The 

irony is that Finkelstein is the one who is practicing biblical archaeology of the earlier 

generations and his critics are reconstructing the past based on more sophisticated 

approaches to the archeological record. 

Historical Overview of the Aijalon Valley Region 

The above discussion demonstrated that the Low Chronology does not accurately 

interpret the archaeological record. The ceramic data does not support the suggested 

chronological changes or the theoretical underpirmings of the model. On the surface the 

Low Chronology proposal might appear as if it solves several of the issues in regards to 

the patterning of the archaeological record, but upon closer examination, the model 

creates more issues than it solves. Hopefully, this attempt to influence the scholarly 

consensus will dissipate. Before Finkelstein's attempt to reinterpret current scholarly 

consensus, Syro-Palestinian research was already making major advances in coalescing 

tlie Iron Age archaeological record and providing a historical reconstruction that 

incorporated the growing archaeological data. For the first time, archaeological research 

was complementing the scholarly research of the textual record instead of being 

dominated by the biblical record. This current research is best summarized in an article 
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by Elizabeth Bloch-Smith and Beth Alpert Nakhai.'o^ The picture that is emerging is that 

the Iron Age I cultural horizon contained several regionally-based amalgamations rather 

than widespread conformity. These regions eventually became the small states of the Iron 

Age II period. Block-Smith and Nakhai conclude that no single model can explain these 

variations, and any historical reconstruction of the period must account for a wide array 

of influences on the material record: ethnicity, subsistence strategies, political 

boundaries, etc. A corollary of this position is that any attempt to redate the Iron Age 

chronology must take into account the regional nature of Iron Age settlement and not 

assume the record should reflect a homogeneous material culture. The 11/10th century 

B.C.E. Aijalon Valley Region ceramic typology supports these current scholarly trends 

and interpretations of the Iron Age archaeological record. 

The 11th Century B.C.E. in fhe Land of Israel 

The Aijalon V^alley Dynamic during the 11/lOth century B.C.E. must be viewed 

in its larger context. During the Late Bronze Age, the Levant was under Egvptian control. 

This dominance is evident in the Jezreel and Beth-Shan Valleys and along the Via Maris. 

During the collapse of the Late Bronze Age throughout the eastern Mediterranean, 

Egypt's dominance waned. There was a resurgence of control during the beginning of the 

12th century B.C.E. (Iron Age lA). In the southern Levant the Egyptians apparently were 

107 Landscape Comes to Life: The Iron Age I," Near Eastern Arcl|iff«^l"fv 62:62—92, 101—127 (2000). 
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able to rebuild Lachish (Lachish VI), Lion Temple at JafTa, and a Governor's residency at 

Aphek. 

The I Ith century B.C.E. in Syro-Palestine was a period of ethnic, political, and 

cultural complexity (Dever 1994c, Mazar 1994, Block-Smith and Nakhai 2000). This 

region included Canaanites, Phoenicians, several groups of "Sea Peoples", tribes of 

Israelites,"" several people groups in Transjordan (Geshurites, Ammonites, Moabites, 

and perhaps Edomites), Arameans in Syria and desert nomads (Amalekites and 

Midianites). The region contained various socio-political entities such as city-states, 

loosely formed associations of rural villages and towns, and nomadic groups. The 

collapse of the Egyptian domination in the raid-12th centurv- B.C.E. created a vacuum 

that led to various power struggles as the various political and ethnic groups organized 

into new conglomerations and alliances. This process eventually led to the small states of 

the Iron Age II Period. 

A. Mazar recently provided an overview of the northern Shephelah in the Iron 

Age (1994b ). He describes the history and geography of the northern Shephelah based on 

the recent e.xcavations at Timnah and Ekron with the biblical, historical, and geographical 

sources. He emphasizes the ethnic identification of the various inhabitants and the 

demographics and developing states. Mazar postulates that Gezer was a Canaanite cit\, 

108 Dever introduces the term "proto-Israelite" to describe this initial phase of Israelite identity as various 
tribal and village groups formed a common ethnic and political identity that materialized into a small state 
in the Iron Age II period (1993a, 1994a, 1995a). 
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Ekron was Philistine, and Timnah was a daughter Philistine site of Ekron. He bases this 

on the abundance of Philistine pottery found at Timnah. He notes that Beth Shemesh is 

problematic because of the similarity between its material culture with Timnah during the 

11th century B.C.E. The biblical account does not mention the site in the Samson stories 

and in the ark narrative the biblical writer describes Beth Shemesh as an Israelite town. 

The recent ceramic analysis of the 11/10th century B.C.E. in the Aijalon Valley adds to 

these recent historical reconstructions. 

Aijalon Valley Region During the 11/lOth century B.C.E. 

To understand the Aijalon Valley during the end of the 11th century B.C.E., it 

must be viewed in the context of the preceding period. The Aijalon Valley Region is a 

perfect example of how the various groups of the Iron Age I Period developed into the 

regional political entities of the Iron Age II Period. The archaeological record at the 

beginning of the lOth century B.C.E. shows that this was the zenith of Philistine 

occupation in the southern Levant. During the 11th century B.C.E., the Philistines had 

several urban centers and daughter sites extending into the northern Shephelah. 

This area is at the confluence of four major geographical regions: the Sharon 

Plain, Philistine Plain, Shephelah, and the Western Highlands; and is the natural highway 

into the central hill-country from the International Coastal Highway (Via Maris). Ancient 

Israel knew the uniqueness of this region. In the biblical texts, this region is described as 

the tribal allotment of Dan (Joshua 19:40-46) and the second district of Solomon's 
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administration (1 Kings 4:7-17). It is clear that whatever historical reconstruction is 

proposed for these texts, this region was defined as its own unit— either a geographic or 

political unit. It was a contested border that constantly changed hands. Since this region 

constantly submitted to political and social change, it is an important region to investigate 

the nature of ceramic distribution. 

Philistine Coastal Sites 

The Philistine coast was highly urbanized during the Iron Age. Ekron, Ashdod, 

Ashkelon were all major urban sites. The Philistines initially occupied this region (Brug 

1985; Dothan 1989, 1990; Mazar 1994a, 1994b) in the early I2th century B.C.E. The 

Philistines reached their cultural and political zenith in the 11th century B.C.E. Tel 

-Vliqne-Ekron grew from a small 10 acre site to a large site of about 50 acres. Based on 

the Philistine Bichrome pottery distribution the Philistine influence e.xtended into the 

northern Shephelah and into the Yarkon Basin. 

Yarkon Basin 

Initial Philistine settlement was probably sparse along the Yarkon River. Scholars 

associate the initial stage of the Philistine with the appearance of Myc IllCrlb pottery, 

which is the occupational phase over most Late Bronze Age destructions in the Philistine 

Coastal Plain. The Egyptian Governor's residency at Aphek was destroyed at the end of 

the Late Broiue Age. The preceding period. Iron Age LV (1200-1 ISO B.C.E.), saw 

drastic changes in settlement patterning. There was a new settlement built over the 
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Egyptian Governor's Residency at Aphek. This was a sparse settlement with a new 

pattern of material culture as evidenced by the pottery. A new settlement was also built at 

'Izbet Sartah. 'Izbet Sartah is directly east of Aphek, just at the edge of the Western 

Highlands. 

Ouring the Iron Age IB, the Yarkon Basin was extensively settled and was part of 

the Philistine growth and e.\pansion at the end of the 12th century B.C.E. and 11th 

centurv' B.C.E. Aphek probably became a Philistine stronghold. During this phase, a large 

quantity of Philistine bichrome pottery was excavated. A second Philistine site was 

founded near the mouth of the Yarkon at Tell Qasile. Tell Qasile was a fortified city with 

a major cultic zone containing a temple. At Tel Gerisa, the southern mound was 

extensively settled and the north was apparently used for storage. During this urban 

e.xpansion on the Yarkon River, 'Izbet Sartah was abandoned. 

The Yarkon River sites continued to be occupied and rebuilt throughout the I Ith 

century' B.C.E. while at the fringe of the Western Highlands. 'Izbet Sartah was resettled. 

.A.t the beginning of the 10th century B.C.E.. Tell Qasile and Gerisa were destroyed. The 

e.xcavation reports are unclear if .\phek was destroyed at the end of the 11th century 

B.C.E. In one area of the excavations (Area X) there was evidence of several ash layers. 

During the 10th century B.C.E., the Yarkon River sites were resettled, although they were 

no longer major Philistine settlements but were small farms or villages. The settlement at 

'Izbet Sartah continued in use until the mid-10th century B.C.E. 

The Aijalon Valley Region ceramic typology shows marked differences between 

Tell Qasile and 'Izbet Sartah. 'Izbet Sartah retains strong traditions of the Western 
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Highlands, collared-rim pithoi, triangular-profiled cooking pots, and flanged cooking 

pots. This is in contrast to Tell Qasile that has a strong coastal and Philistine influence 

(e.g. bell-shaped and hemispherical bowls, Canaanite commercial jars, and cooking jugs). 

The Tell Qasile assemblage is starting to incorporate trends that become common in the 

10th century B.C.E. throughout the southern Levant such as red slip and burnish and the 

large round bowls. Although both sites contain most of these vessels, the assemblages are 

noticeably different in vessel frequency. 

Plain of Ono 

The area was important during the Late Bronze Age as evidenced by the mention 

of several names in the Execration Texts. This area was not well populated during the 

Iron Age I or Iron Age IL\. It appears that during the 12th century B.C.E. this region, 

particularly Azor. was used as a necropolis. The Lion Temple of Jaffa was destroyed and 

there is no evidence of reoccupation until the 1 Ith century B.C.E. (Level IIIB). This is 

congruent with the Philistine urban e.xpansion of the 11th century B.C.E. 

Northern Shephelah 

An Egyptian governor's residence was located at Gezer during the Late Bronze 

Age suggesting that the Egyptians controlled this important site that guarded the pass into 

the Western Highlands. The excavations reveal a partial hiatus in the occupation and 

there are no signs of widespread destnirtion of the site during the Late Bronze Age-Iron 

Age I transition. This suggests that the gyptians no longer controlled Gezer. During the 
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12th and 11th centuries B.C.E. Gezer was extensively built up but also experienced 

several destructions. This horizon contains pottery within the local Canaanite traditions 

plus Philistine bichrome pottery. The Philistine pottery represents less than 5% of the 

assemblage, suggesting either trade relations or a mixed population that included 

Philistines. The destructions are evident that the city continued to retain a certain degree 

of independence during the Philistine expansion of the 12th and 1 Ith centuries B.C.E. 

The city was evidently in decline during the 11/lOth century B.C.E. transition based on 

the poorer architecture and remains. The 11/lOth century B.C.E. ceramic assemblage 

supports the current identification of this sub-region as a Canaanite enclave (A. Mazar 

1994b, Dever 1992b). The Gezer assemblage retains strong local Canaanite elements. 
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSION 

The case study of the Aijalon Valley Region during the I I/lOth century B.C.E. 

cultural horizon addressed the radical archaeological and historical reconstructions of the 

current trends in Iron Age research. The Tel Miqne-Ekron ceramic assemblage has 

prov ided new evidence that allowed for an accurate evaluation of recent chronological 

proposals and aide in the development of a ceramic corpus of the Aijalon Valley Region. 

This study concluded that: 1) ceramic change is not always chronologically 

homogeneous; 2) the proposed new Low Chronology for the Iron Age in the southern 

Levant cannot be supported by the archaeological evidence; and 3) the Aijalon Valley 

Region reflects the complexity of the Iron Age transition as many ethnic elements and 

political groups vied for control of the important crossroads and access to coastal ports. 

The 11/10th century B.C.E. Aijalon Valley Region typology consists of the 

convergence of three sub-regional ceramic corpuses: a coastal corpus (Philistine), 

Western Highland corpus, and a Northern Shephelah (Canaanite) corpus. The ceramic 

horizon also exhibits common vessels of both the Iron Age I and Iron Age 11. Therefore, 

it is difficult to assign an absolute date to the individual assemblages or the horizon as a 
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whole. Hence, the designation 11/lOth centuiy. Based on comparative ceramic typology, 

most of the assemblages probably date to the end of the 11th century B.C.E., although as 

with any transitional period, they could also date to the beginning of the 10th century 

B.C.E. Perhaps with the publication of other assemblages within the study region, a more 

accurate chronological picture can be established. 

The results of the study also demonstrate two important methodological and 

theoretical issues in the dating of archaeological cultural horizons. First, ceramic 

assemblages within the same chronological horizon are not always homogeneous. Several 

variations based on sub-regional distribution patterns can exist. Second, these ceramic 

distribution patterns are complex and simplistic models to e.xplain chronological change 

in the archaeological record must be abandoned. The 11/lOth century B.C.E. Aijalon 

Valley Region ceramic typology demonstrates that there is significant sub-regional 

variation within a particular cultural horizon. Some ceramic forms continued for longer 

periods of time within certain sites while these same forms went out of use in nearby 

sites. Sometimes the influx of particular imports or decorative techniques was only 

adopted within certain regions. Archaeologists cannot naively assume that ceramic 

change was the same between two adjoining sites within a region. 

The implications of the underlying methodological issues of the study show that 

recent trends to redate the Iron Age ceramic corpus in Syro-Palestinian archaeology are 

flawed. The proposal of the Low Chronology to redate current Iron Age ceramic horizons 

based solely on isolated ceramic assemblages or individual ceramic types is found to be 

based on theoretical assumptions that cannot be supported by the archaeological record. 
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The 11/lOth century B.C.E. Aijalon Valley Region ceramic typology demonstrates that 

although there are chronological patterns distinguishable in the ceramic record, ceramic 

variation is evident in contemporary assemblages of neighboring sites. Any 

archaeological or historical interpretation must account for this variability of the 

archaeological record. Finkelstein's assumption that sites contemporary with 

Monochrome Philistine pottery must also contain this type of pottery is wrong. A 

comparison of the assemblages between his type site of Lachish and the Aijalon Valley 

Region sites shows that these sites are not contemporary. A critical evaluation of other 

assemblages, particularly from sites in the north, will also show that Finkelstein's 

redating proposals are wrong. 

The results of the study provide important data for future Iron Age research. First, 

the study validates current research that shows there are regional variations in the 

material culture during the Iron Age, particularly the Iron Age I. In addition to the 

Aijalon Valley Region ceramic ty pology, other intensive regional ceramic typologies 

should be developed to develop a more accurate model of ceramic chronological change. 

These types of studies will allow future research to defme production and distribution 

patterns of ceramics in order to isolate political and ethnic boundaries. The study also 

validates the current trends to view the Iron Age I period as a time of intense ethnic and 

regional diversity (see Block-Smith and Nakhai 2000). Although ethnicity is difficult to 

isolate in the archaeological record, recent trends in state formation studies are 

emphasizing the importance of ethnic identification and group boundaries in state 

development. 
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A lot of archaeological and biblical research has focused on defining the Davidic 

and Solomonic State. This is evident by the emphasis of archaeological research on the 

lOth century B.C.E. in the Land of Israel and the archaeology of Jerusalem. Recent trends 

in biblical studies have de-emphasized historical criticism of the biblical text and have 

adopted emphases that focus on the literary structures. Perhaps the most visible school of 

this literary approach is the "Copenhagen School" which adopts current deconstructionist 

trends. The basic issue of this approach is to view the historicity of the biblical account as 

suspect and part of a mythological or historical fiction of the Hellenistic period. It has 

become vogue to view the biblical account in this light. Recent trends to redate the Iron 

Age ceramic horizons are probably based on the trends in biblical studies instead of the 

archaeological data. Even though Syro-Palestinian archaeology and biblical studies must 

integrate their research strategies, archaeologists must refrain from letting theoretical 

trends in biblical studies dominate the interpretation of the archaeological record. The 

irony is that the archaeological record is supporting the general historical framework of 

the biblical te.vt. 

The conclusions of this study have far reaching impact on the field of Biblical 

Archaeology. While some biblical scholars view the archaeological record as ambiguous, 

a more sophisticated approach acknowledges the complexity of the record. The irony is 

that historical interpretations must be based on expertise and control of the ceramic data. 

The assumptions of previous generations concerning the nature of the ceramic record are 

grossly naive. As this study illustrates, the Aijalon Valley Region during the 1 l/lOth 

century B.C.E. was a complex amalgamation of many ethic and political groups. 
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Archaeological research must develop research strategies that isolate and define these 

sub-regional variations within the cultural horizons. It is only with a more sophisticated 

view of ceramic variation that a fuller view of the archaeological landscape during the 

Iron Age can come into focus. 
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