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Chapter 1: Introduction 

 The end of the Late Bronze Age has long been classified as a period of violent, damaging 

upheaval, made all the more mysterious by the lack of recognizable agents of destruction and the 

following Dark Age that engulfed the entire region at the beginning of the Iron Age, circa 1200 

BC (Dothan and Dothan 1992, Drews 1993, Sandars 1985, Yasur-Landau 2010).  Speculation 

has run rampant within the field about both the identity of the attackers and the nature of the 

destruction; much debate has been centered around whether or not the destruction of a number of 

Late Bronze Age towns was the result of an attack and not attributable to a natural phenomenon.  

The general consensus of most contemporary scholars is that the Sea Peoples, blamed in the 

Medinet Habu inscriptions of Ramsses III for two attacks on Egypt, settled in Canaan and 

included the people that history and the Bible know as the Philistines (Cline forthcoming, 

Dothan and Dothan 1992, Drews 1993, Sandars 1985, Yasur-Landau 2010).  Many of these 

biblical Philistine sites demonstrate very distinctive pottery assemblages following the Bronze 

Age collapse, the study of which allows a more detailed cultural examination of sites along the 

eastern Mediterranean coast.   

This paper focuses not only on those cities destroyed at the end of the Late Bronze Age 

but also those that were not destroyed yet still show intrusive pottery levels.  Both types aid in 

the quest to discover more about the Philistines, their general location of origin, and where they 

settled in the Iron Age.  More than in just the Levant, intrusive pottery can be found all the way 

into Anatolia, most importantly at Tell Ta’yinat, on the Amuq Plain in Turkey, which has 

revealed and been mentioned in Hieroglyphic Luwian inscriptions as being ruled by “Taita, King 

of Palistin” (Hawkins 2009, 2011, Harrison 2009, 2010). Further examination of Ta’yinat in 

comparison with Philistine sites could elucidate a connection between the two regions and 
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perhaps determine whether Taita’s Palistin is the same as Philistia, found in southern Canaan, or 

is its own separate entity.   

The processes of trade play a pivotal role in the examination of not only the time period, 

but also the entire region studied here.  Following Renfrew (1979), there are several important 

factors of interregional interaction that must be explored to truly understand the mechanism at 

work between Canaan and the Aegean.  The Eastern Mediterranean demonstrates, more than 

most regions, a great deal of supposition that the cultural change that characterizes the Early Iron 

Age was set in motion as a result of an invasion.  Though this conclusion has been largely taken 

for granted for many decades, the heedless devotion to the idea of a Sea Peoples as a militant 

force, the type of idea of which Renfrew himself classifies as “outdated and inadequate” 

(1979:23), is beginning to weaken as a greater number of scholars examine the more subtle 

nature of the Aegean influence on the area.  In the midst of further examining the processes of 

trade, the importance attached to long distance acquisition (Helms 1993), clearly present in the 

importation of Mycenaean wares to the Levant, can be used as both an indicator of the 

relationship between the two regions and a sign of migration instead of diffusion when imitations 

of previously imported wares begin to be made locally. 

The evidence presented here examines, on the most superficial level, the relationship 

between the Aegean and the Eastern Mediterranean, and on a more intensive level, the 

relationship between northern Palistin and southern Philistia.  It attempts to understand not the 

origins of the Sea Peoples, but their fate and how their migratory presence is physically 

manifested across the areas where they settled at the end of the Late Bronze Age and the 

beginning of the Early Iron Age.  It is my belief that, though the lands of Philistia and Palistin 
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share similar names, they are not significantly related to each other following the Philistines’ 

departure from Palistin, centered at Tell Ta’yinat. 



 

 4 

Chapter 2: Background 

2.1 Late Bronze Age 

 The Late Bronze Age, spanning roughly from 1500 BC to 1200 BC, was a time of great 

mercantile trade throughout the Mediterranean region, as can be seen in surviving contemporary 

documents as well as numerous instances of imported pottery throughout the Levant; its end has 

been referred to in some scholarly circles as simply “the Catastrophe” (Cline forthcoming, 

Sandars 1985, Drews 1993).  The destruction and subsequent reoccupation of many sites by what 

appears to be a different population with origins in neither Canaan nor Egypt can be observed by 

the production of a different type of material culture than the previous occupation.  The style and 

typology of this new culture seems to support the Aegean, or perhaps Cyprus, as the its initial 

point of origin (Yasur-Landau 2010:5, 164, 180, Betancourt 2000:297, Killebrew 1999, 2005).  

Among the possibilities, the Aegean is the most widely accepted, but this general conclusion still 

leaves plenty of uncertainty as to the exact place within the entirety of that region, especially 

considering the only real clues to this new culture’s identity more specific than their pottery style 

come from the reliefs at Medinet Habu in Egypt, which portray them in a variety of different 

battle costumes (Yasur-Landau 2010:180-2).  Apart from those reliefs, the Sea People are not 

especially well attested in the archaeological record until at least one group settled in Philistia 

(Bauer 1998:150).  To make analysis more difficult, there are no sites in the Western 

Mediterranean, Aegean or otherwise, that can be securely classified as a Sea Peoples settlement 

to serve as a possible point of origin for at least one group of these elusive people (Cline 

forthcoming).  The lack of securely identified homeland prevents scholars from understanding 

which types of material culture identify the different groups from each other and makes 
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comparisons between the Sea Peoples as an intrusive culture and the Sea Peoples as a native 

culture impossible.  

The transition to the Iron Age also brought about a marked shift in demographic 

organization.  The Bronze Age was renowned for its widespread city states, which can be seen in 

the Levant as well as the Mycenaean palatial system, which collapsed also near the end of the 

Bronze Age; the Iron Age, on the other hand, was an era of large urban areas, built over the 

sometimes burned remains of smaller Late Bronze sites (Dothan 2000:155).  Overall, 80% of 

Iron Age sites were inhabited during the Late Bronze Age, but the differences between the two 

occupation levels are clearly visible in the archaeological record.  The growth of the urban state 

can be seen in the near disappearance of the middle-size cities that were most common in the 

Bronze Age, accompanied by a decrease in the total number of sites present in Philistia 

(Finkelstein 2000:168-169).  Although there are relatively fewer sites present in many regions 

during the Iron Age, many are substantially larger than any in the Bronze Age, indicating that an 

urban setting was much more prevalent in the Iron Age than in the Bronze (Finkelstein 2000:169, 

Bauer 1998:160). 

 

2.2 The “Sea Peoples” 

 In 1881, Gaston Maspero labeled a group of loosely conglomerated peoples described in 

the Medinet Habu inscriptions, “Peuples de la Mer,” a more concise nomenclature than the 

myriad of group names the Egyptians had used to describe them; the name also ignores the fact 

that the Egyptians referred to them as people from the “northern hill countries” (Nibbi 1975:3-4, 

Sandars 1985:9-11, Dothan and Dothan 1992:27-8, Roberts 2008:4-5).  Despite Maspero’s 

intention not to suggest they were a unified force but instead to simply name the group in a less 
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cumbersome manner, the name has since morphed in connotation, and since then the Sea Peoples 

as a single unit have become the favored scapegoat of scholars of the Bronze to Iron Age 

transition (Roberts 2008:5, Dothan and Dothan 1992:27-8).  They have been blamed for war in 

Egypt, the collapse of the Hittite empire, the fall of the Mycenaean palatial system, and the “fall 

of Troy” (Sandars 1985:10, Yasur-Landau 2010).  Though they have been blamed for all of these 

things, there is very little concrete evidence of them having done so; for example, not a single 

sunken ship has been found that can be classified as of the Sea Peoples, though if one was, it 

would likely have birds head bow figures and no oarsmen, if the reliefs at Medinet Habu are to 

be believed (Wachsmann 2000:103, O’Connor 2000:85). 

 When considering their actual lifestyle and migration pattern, the name “Sea Peoples” 

becomes even more apparently a misnomer.  Though they are most often depicted on ships in the 

reliefs at Medinet Habu, it is likely that land travel was a much more significant part of their 

migration.  It is clear from epigraphic evidence that Ugarit was menaced not only by sea but also 

by land; inscriptions mention that the city’s armies were not in the place they had been ordered 

to be waiting, in Apshuna instead of Murkish, which could have led to the city’s fall (Yasur-

Landau 2010:165).  This is an enlightening development regarding the idea of the Philistines in 

Canaan being connected to Palistin in the Amuq Valley because Murkish, where the attack 

originated and the forces were staged, is located within the Amuq Valley (Yasur-Landau 

2010:121). Even without this textual example, there are other problems with the idea of the Sea 

Peoples being solely of the sea.   

The wind and currents in the Mediterranean favor travel from the Aegean to the Levant 

rather than the other way around, lending further support to land travel playing a significant part 

of the migration from the Aegean (Yasur-Landau 2010:102).  In addition, the mechanics behind 
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Figure 1: Sea Peoples from Medinet Habu with feathered helmets (from Wachsmann 
2000:110) 

organizing enough ships and families in some kind of order would likely be nearly impossible 

after the passing of the centralized Mycenaean palatial system (Yasur-Landau 2010:121).  Even 

if organization had been achieved, there is limited passenger capacity aboard ships, even 

ignoring Linear B tablets that imply that said ships were mainly full of men, making full family 

transport much more implausible (Yasur-Landau 2010:46-7, 121).  The end of the Bronze Age 

was also a very unique time in terms of overland transit.  With the Hittite empire collapsing, 

travel by land from the Aegean through Anatolia and down into the Levant was much less 

restricted by state borders and controlled trade routes that had previously strictly constrained 

migration traffic in the area.  This land route would have taken about three months of moving 

every day from start to finish, longer than a sea voyage but much cheaper and requiring much 

less large-scale organization; it was also not restricted by limited space, allowing entire families 

to migrate together (Yasur-Landau 2010:102, 120-1).  In addition to overland travel being more 

feasible logistically, it is shown in the drawings of Ramsses III that the people who attacked 
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Figure 2: Sea Peoples from Medinet Habu with horned helmets (from Wachsmann 2000:111) 

Egypt were coming south with ox-carts and moving slowly (Nibbi 1975:66).  They may have had 

a seafaring contingent, but it seems apparent this was not the Sea Peoples’ main method of 

migration. 

 Another incorrect assumption tacitly implied by the modern understanding of the name 

“Sea Peoples” is that they were a single group when scholars know they were not (Roberts 

2008:5, Nibbi 1975:3, Sandars 1985:9, Dothan and Dothan 1992:27-8).  As was clear when 

Sandars published the first edition of her book in 1978, the Sea Peoples were not a cohesive 

group of people but a conglomeration of many different peoples, including the 

Peleset/Philistines, the Shekelesh/Sikkil/Tjekker, the Denyen, the Sherden/Sherdana, the 

Lukki/Lukka, the Tursha/Teresh, the Ahhiyawa, and the Weshesh/Eqwosh, each of which were 

by no means simply seafarers (O’Connor 2000:85, Sandars 1985:10, Cline and O’Connor 

2003:109, Roberts 2008:4).  These groups can usually be distinguished from each other in reliefs 

because many have particular attributes apparent in their garb.  The Sherden have horned 

helmets decorated with a knob or disc, while the Shekelesh have unadorned horned helmets (see 
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Figure 2); the Peleset, the Tjekker, the Denyen, and the Weshesh generally lack beards, have 

reed helmets, carry round shields, spears, lances, and swords, but never have body armor nor use 

a bow and arrow (see Figure 1, O’Connor 2000:85). 

 Though all of these groups comprise the larger corpus of Sea Peoples, only the Peleset, 

who settled along the littoral of Canaan, are mentioned in the Bible, to the exclusion of the 

Sikkil/Shekelesh, the Sherden, and the Denyen, who are said to have been numerous and settled 

in the Levant, but along the coast north of the Peleset boundary, towards Akko and east of the 

Jordan River (Stern 2000:197).  Despite the textual and scholarly-hypothesized expectations of 

these populations, there has yet to be any solid archaeological evidence of a Sea Peoples group in 

the Jordan Valley or north of the Yarkon River until the coast of modern Syria (Stern 2000:197, 

Gilboa 2005).   

 Egyptian texts refer to the Sikkil/Shekelesh as a serious sea power, though it has been 

theorized that they, specifically, were assimilated by either the Philistines or the local population 

when they settled in the northern Levant in the early Iron Age, leading to their Biblical omission 

(Stern 2000:197-201).  This would be difficult if not impossible to prove with the archaeological 

record.  It has also been suggested that, based on their name, they either originated in or settled 

on Sicily (Cline and O’Connor 2003:113).  Though the fate of the Sikkil/Shekelesh is by no 

means clear, the destiny of the Sherden is even more elusive.  The mercenary Sherden were 

never given an origin in texts of the time, though it has been suggested the root of their name 

links them with Sardinia; M. Dothan hypothesized that they settled in the Plain of Akko, though 

the area, as will be examined more in depth later, still shows heavy Canaanite pottery influence 

(Cline and O’Connor 2003:111, M. Dothan 1989:63).  Stern, however, has suggested that 

perhaps the Sherden, as well, had been assimilated into the local Canaanite population even more 
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quickly than the Philistines, effectively masking their occupation in the archaeological record 

(Stern 2000:208), another event that is almost impossible to see in the archaeological evidence 

alone.  The Denyen have been prescribed a number of final destinations by archaeologists: the 

first, starting at Tell Qasile and heading finally to Tell Dan because some believe the Denyen, 

Greek Danaoi, and Danites of the Bible were the same people; the Danites are mentioned as 

living on boats and were given no genealogy (Sandars 1985:163).  This theory seems to have 

been disproved through lack of archaeological evidence (Stager 1991:18, Mazar 1985:121, Cline 

and O’Connor 2003:115-7).  The other suggests that they settled on Cyprus and caused the name 

to change from Alashiya to Yadanana, or “Isle of the Denyen” (Stager 1998:337), but this also 

has yet to be substantiated archaeologically. 

 

2.3 Egyptian Evidence 

 The clearest epigraphic attestations of the Sea Peoples occur in Egypt, detailing two 

substantial attacks on the pharaonic kingdom over the course of roughly fifty years, though it has 

been clear since before Nibbi’s and Sandars’s late 1970s publications that there have been 

numerous misconceptions arising from the interpretations of early 19th century Egyptian 

scholars.  Many had simply not been revisited until recently and thus had been incorrectly 

influencing scholars who did not look too closely (Nibbi 1975, Sandars 1985).  It has been noted, 

as well, that the early scholars did not account for the ability of populations to change their 

identity over time, as well as assumed that each group of the Sea People had a distinguishable 

and diagnostic “culture” (Roberts 2008:7-8). 

 The first attack came during the reign of Merenptah, whose reliefs mainly memorialize 

his victory against a united force of Libyans, Shardana/Sherden and Sikkils/Shekelesh; the now 
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famous Peleset/Philistines are not mentioned in these inscriptions (Cline and O’Connor 

2003:111, Redford 2000:8).  The second attack occurred in the eighth year of the reign of 

Ramsses III, chronicled in depth in the Medinet Habu inscriptions as well as the Papyrus Harris 

(Nibbi 1975:63, Cline and O’Connor 2003:111, Roberts 2008).  One particular section of 

Ramsses III’s text is often quoted to describe the destruction of cities in Greece and Anatolia 

during the end of the Late Bronze; as a consequence of many generations of scholars building off 

of the work of those who went before them, this excerpt has often been taken out of context: 

The foreign countries made a conspiracy in their islands. All at once the lands were 
removed and scattered in the fray. No land could stand before their arms, from Hatti, 
Qode, Carchemish, Arzawa, and Alashiya on, being cut off at [one time]. A camp [was 
set up] in one place in Amor. They desolated its people, and its land was like that which 
has never come into being. They were coming forward toward Egypt, while the flame 
was prepared before them. Their confederation was the Philistines, Tjekeru, Shekelesh, 
Denye(n), and Weshesh, lands united. They laid their hands upon the lands as far as the 
circuit of the earth, their hearts confident and trusting: 'Our plans will succeed!'  (Cline 
and O’Connor 2003:109, from Wilson 1969: 262) 
 

The difficulty in fully comprehending these reliefs is compounded by the inability to separate the 

images depicting the Sea Peoples from the other victims of Egyptian conquest portrayed in the 

Medinet Habu inscriptions.  Redford suggests that this problem arises because the Egyptians 

Figure 3: Land Battle at Medinet Habu (from O’Connor 2000:96) 
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intended for the entire inscription to be seen as a whole, to elevate the glory of the pharaoh, and 

not for the Sea Peoples reliefs to be distinguishable from the others (Redford 2000:8), a very 

plausible conclusion.   

 Despite this confusion, the inscriptions still provide us with some information about the 

Sea Peoples and some of the information gathered from it long ago, for example Champollion’s 

1836 association of the Peleset with the Philistines, still rings true today (Dothan and Dothan 

1992:22, Nibbi 1975:3, Bauer 1998:150).  In general, however, it seems wise to err on the side of 

caution and take interpretations from nearly a century ago with a grain of salt, and wiser still to 

have them reexamined by modern scholars to determine whether or not we are attempting to 

build a framework of the Sea Peoples on a flawed base. 

 

 

 

Figure 4: Sea Battle at Medinet Habu (from Wachsmann 2000:106) 
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2.4 Possible Causes 

 The exact nature of the Sea Peoples’ influx into the eastern Mediterranean has been 

highly contested throughout the scholarly community.  Since the majority of the evidence we 

have comes from Egypt, they have long been classified as violent scourges that twice tried to 

destroy Egyptian society.  On the other hand, their presence is substantiated in southern Canaan 

by the sudden appearance of relatively well-made Mycenaean IIIC:1b pottery above destruction 

levels of Late Bronze Age cities in the eastern Mediterranean which seems to be telling us 

something rather different (Barako 2000:515, Bauer 1998:150, Killebrew 2000:197).   

 More recently, Ramsses III’s motives with his Medinet Habu inscription have been called 

into question (Bauer 1998).  Sherratt and Bauer suggest that the reason behind the vilification of 

the Sea Peoples by the Egyptians related to the nature of the two societies themselves.  Whereas 

Egyptian civilization was highly centralized with an elite class dependent upon that particular 

organization, the Sea Peoples were a likely loosely defined and barely centralized group, which 

may have been very difficult for strongly centralized societies like pharaonic Egypt to 

understand (Bauer 1998:152).  Since people fear what they do not understand, it is possible the 

Egyptian elite found a decentralized system extremely threatening to their way of life.  Sherratt 

and Bauer suggest that, because of this fear, the Sea Peoples were cast as a military threat to 

Egypt, since that was an easier concept for common people to comprehend, when in reality the 

Sea People may have posed a more political and economic threat than anything else (Bauer 

1998:152).  While it is possible and even likely that there was a military encounter between the 

two powers, there is reason to doubt that the Egyptians were accurately portraying their foes in 

their inscriptions (Bauer 1998:150-1, Sandars 1985:120), as there is with every inscription of a 

“victorious” ancient king.   
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 It has also been suggested that the Sea Peoples were merchants slowly migrating east and 

south, though this theory is difficult to prove when trying to integrate it with the archaeological 

record (Barako 2000:513).  A point against this mercantile immigration theory is the lack of a 

satisfactory explanation regarding the absence of imported pottery in the early Iron Age, which 

will be described in detail in chapter four.  If the Philistines were truly a trading society, 

imported wares should be visible in all the cities they occupied, but instead, the population in 

Philistia relied on pottery whose general typological had been imported but had been produced 

and styled locally.  The urban nature of the settlements they occupied also raises questions, as do 

the destruction levels that often immediately preceded Iron Age cities (Barako 2000:513-5).  A 

culture focused on trade is not likely to destroy a town before settling there to trade, a pattern 

that can be seen in the settlements of an archaeologically proven mercantile society, the 

Phoenicians.  The Phoenicians settled in cities with relatively small populations or those which 

had been abandoned, constructing their trade networks from there without having to majorly 

rebuild the city before they did so.  If the Sea Peoples were merchants and also the cause of the 

destruction of the cities they came to occupy, they would have had to remake the entire 

infrastructure before they could begin to work (Barako 2000:513-5). 

 Another theory relating to the destruction of Late Bronze Age sites could have provided 

an advantage to sackers, if indeed there were any: earthquakes (Nur and Cline 2000, 2001).  

Though originally written off by skeptics as unable to the cause of the destruction of Ugarit, 

despite an assertion by Claude Shaeffer, the site’s first excavator, Nur and Cline presented the 

concept of the “earthquake storm” into the scholarly consciousness (2000, 2001, Cline 

forthcoming).  The hypothesis notes the multitude of major fault lines found throughout the 

eastern Mediterranean that cause relatively strong, periodic earthquakes that are capable of 
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felling even modern buildings.  A more recent example of an earthquake storm is provided in 

twentieth century Turkey where, over the course of thirty years a chain of earthquakes measuring 

over 6.5 on the Richter scale moved west along a 1000 km fault where tectonic pressure and 

strain had been slowly building for over 200 years.  The release of the long-accumulated strain in 

one area, in the form of an earthquake, starts a chain reaction of temblors along the fault as the 

pressure releases in a domino effect, creating an earthquake storm.  These periods of intense 

seismic activity can last longer than thirty years and perhaps as long as sixty or eighty (Nur and 

Cline 2000:46).  Within the eastern Mediterranean, forty-seven sites were destroyed over a 

period of fifty years at the end of the Late Bronze Age, the destructions of which have mostly 

been attributed to the Sea People.  Nur and Cline, however, at least partially attribute this mass 

destruction to a fifty year long earthquake storm spanning roughly 1225BC to 1175 BC.  While 

they do not suggest that this is the sole cause of the destructions, they posit that it could have 

very likely helped, since several destroyed cities from the Late Bronze Age show evidence of 

rebuilding from before the start of the Iron Age, when the “invaders” would have arrived 

(2001:34).  The archaeological evidence of an earthquake is very similar to violent destructions 

in some ways-- collapsed roofs, patched and reinforced walls; similar to poor construction or 

other natural problems in others-- leaning doorways, offset walls, and slipped keystones; but also 

unique-- with crushed skeletons, bodies buried under fallen debris, and toppled columns to name 

a few examples.  Earthquakes can also start fires that may have created the distinct ash layers 

present at the end of many Late Bronze cities (Nur and Cline 2000:48, 2001:35). 

 Reaching back even further, the initial cause of the migration of the Sea Peoples, 

regardless of their intentions and actions, is also an unknown.  There is evidence of a grain 

shortage at Hatti during the end of the Late Bronze Age and a subsequent massive shipment of 
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wheat to Anatolia from Egypt to help stave off starvation, perhaps caused by a drought (Yasur-

Landau 2010:98, Cline forthcoming).  Social and economic factors could have also played a part 

in the migration, the most likely culprit being the collapse of the Mycenaean palatial system.  

The decline of Bronze Age Mycenaean centralized power halted the flow of compensation to 

people working in palaces and making elite goods for royal individuals; by the time the Sea 

Peoples arrived in Canaan in the 12th century, the pottery and associated goods were of a much 

rougher quality than they had been when sponsored by elite benefactors (Yasur-Landau 2010:34, 

99, 101).  T. Dothan goes further and suggests that the full settlement of Canaan by the Sea 

People happened in several waves of migration from the Aegean, which can be seen in pottery 

typologies of some Philistine cities (T. Dothan 2000:156). 

 

2.5 Taita and the Land of Palistin 

 The impetus of this thesis’s question settles firmly on Hieroglyphic Luwian inscriptions 

from the Aleppo Citadel and Tell Ta’yinat on the Amuq Plain in southern Anatolia.  The 

inscriptions from Aleppo were found on reliefs uncovered at the Temple of the Storm God, an 

important cult center discovered in 1996 after much speculation that it had been buried beneath 

the modern city.  These two seem to suggest that “Taita, King of Palistin” controlled a large area 

of land that, based on archaeological evidence, contained an increased amount in Mycenaean 

IIIC:1b pottery, a ware type linked with the Sea Peoples, specifically the Philistines (Harrison 

2010, Hawkins 2011:35, Lawler 2009).  The first of these inscriptions was found in 2003 and the 

second in the 2004-05 field season, both dated to the Levantine Dark Age spanning from 1200 

BC to 1000 BC (Hawkins 2011:35).  As with many other cities, there was very little 

archaeological evidence of human activity in the preserved areas of Aleppo during the Dark Age 
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until excavations at the Citadel uncovered the temple, which includes twenty-six reliefs but few 

inscriptions (Hawkins 2011:36).  The relevant title was 

originally translated as “Taita, King of Padasatini” or “Taita, 

King of Wadasatini” but upon further examination, Hawkins 

altered the translation to “Palistin,” noting that it is sometimes 

written in other locations as “Walastin” (Hawkins 2011:36).  

Regardless of its exact spelling, this translation significantly 

alters the implications of the text, since the name “Palistin” is 

clearly related to the Peleset of the Medinet Habu inscriptions 

(Hawkins 2009:167, Hawkins 2011:36, Harrison 2009, 2010).  

Harrison notes that if Philistia and Palistin were not 

historically linked then they likely shared at least a common 

ethnic association, an idea that is echoed by Yasur-Landau 

(Harrison 2010:83, Yasur-Landau 2010:163).  From the 

locations of these inscriptions, the general territory of Palistin 

can be postulated, centering on the Amuq Plain and stretching 

as far north as possibly Carcemish, south to the Middle Orontes valley near modern Hama, and 

east to Aleppo and ‘Ain Dara, since part of Taita’s kingly duties included restoring ‘Ain Dara as 

well as the Temple of the Storm God at Aleppo (Harrison 2010:84, Hawkins 2011:53).  Yasur-

Landau goes on to suggest that the land of Palistin was formed along the migration route of the 

Sea Peoples on their way down toward southern Canaan and Egypt, where they faced their 

eventual confrontation with Ramsses III (2010:163).  

 Despite knowing the location of Palistin, it is unclear exactly which ethnic group Taita 

Figure 5: Taita from Aleppo 
inscriptions 
(from Hawkins 2011:39) 
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himself was associated with, since his inscriptions are written in Hieroglyphic Luwian (Hawkins 

2011:52).  It has been suggested that the formation of his regional kingdom was a consequence 

of the collapse of the Hittite empire and that Palistin’s kings had Hittite names, which could be 

linked to the royal line from Hatti.  That then begs the question of how integrated the Hittite 

influence would have been with the new Aegean population, or perhaps the Aegean influence on 

a majority Hittite population (Harrison 2011:52).
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Chapter 3: Pottery 

 Before further discussion about pottery, it must be clarified that the pottery wares 

examined here are attributed not to the Sea Peoples as a whole, but only to the Peleset/Philistines 

after they settled in Canaan.  Lacking an origin for all of the different groups who comprise the 

Sea Peoples, scholars can only work backwards from the one group that demonstrates a 

substantial archaeological presence.  Though they are also heralded by the appearance of new 

architectural styles, changes in loom weight shape, the arrival of the Aegean-style hearth, the 

introduction of a new type of seal and “Ashdoda” figurines, and, some argue, the discovery of 

anthropoid coffins (Yasur-Landau 2010:3-4, 122-93), the importance of pottery in determining 

the presence of the Philistines cannot be understated.   

Though it is by no means given that pots are representative of the people using them (for 

example Binford 1962, Ben-Shlomo et al. 2008, Yasur-Landau 2010:4), there is evidence that, in 

the case of the early Iron Age settlers in the eastern Mediterranean, pottery provides at least a 

relatively reliable indicator of population shift in some areas, rather than the spreading influence 

of a pottery type or city.  As with all hypotheses of this nature, the evidence cannot be applied to 

every scenario without question, but it seems very solidly based in regards to certain Philistine 

cities, as will be explained further in this chapter (Ben-Shlomo et al. 2008, T. Dothan and 

Zukerman 2004, Killebrew 1999, 2000, 2005). 

 

3.1 Nomenclature and Influence 

 Two main, sometimes conflicting, in-depth typologies have arisen in the past few decades 

to organize the artifacts of early Philistine material culture; both are heavily based on finds from 

the excavations at Tell Miqne/Ekron and Ashdod, the two most intensely excavated and 
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published sites that produced Aegean-influenced pottery.  They also highlight a conflict of 

nomenclature within the corpus studied here that needs clarification.  T. Dothan and Zukerman 

call into question the naming of the pottery level associated with the earliest Iron Age 

occupations itself, Mycenaean IIIC:1b, from here on Myc IIIC:1b (2004).  They argue that the 

original classification of the type, branching from the Late Hellenic IIIC typology by Furumark, 

is flawed by the lack of unambiguous definition of Mycenaean IIIC:1a, indicating that Myc 

IIIC:1b should be reconsidered as a name (T. Dothan and Zukerman 2004:2), despite being 

generally adopted by many archaeologists digging at Philistine settlements.  Killebrew, on the 

other hand, would prefer to classify it as Mycenaean IIIC Middle, though seems content to use 

Myc IIIC:1b for the time being until the field has accepted the new terminology (Killebrew 

2005:206).  Given the prevalence of the use of the name Myc IIIC:1b used to describe the style 

within the literature of the field, this paper will also refer to it as Myc IIIC:1b. 

 In the years leading up to the Iron Age, there are several indications that influence and 

interaction methods throughout the Mediterranean were changing, eventually leading to the 

major alterations that characterize the Iron Age.  The rise of Aegean influence can be inferred by 

the increase of imported material goods that reached Canaan in the Late Bronze Age.  It is 

possible that this was simply a consequence of elite contact and emulation in the eastern 

Mediterranean of their Mycenaean counterparts, which could account for the large amounts of 

imported Hellenistic and Mycenaean fineware that have been found throughout the region 

(Yasur-Landau 2010:194).  The truth is, no matter the type, imported Mycenaean pottery can be 

found throughout Canaan during the Late Bronze Age, both in burials and occupation layers 

(Yasur-Landau 2010:194), but it is never made locally.  Within this exchange, the majority of 

imports to the south have been be argued to be of Cypriot origin, instead of Aegean, leading 
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some to posit that one or more of the settled populations of Sea Peoples in the Iron Age 

originated in Cyprus, though some argue directly against that point (Killebrew 2005, T. Dothan 

and Zukerman 2004:2). 

 

3.3 Typologies 

 The typologies of this period are defined mainly by the same people who are invested in 

renaming the Myc IIIC:1b levels: Killebrew and T. Dothan and Zukerman.  Though the 

structural framework of their respective systems is different, the main ideas are generally similar, 

making them not truly mutually exclusive but more a different way to view the material. 

 Killebrew divides the Myc IIIC:1b assemblage into two types, Type I and Type II, using 

examples taken from Tell Miqne/Ekron (Killebrew 1999, 2000, 2005).  Type I includes kraters, 

of which there are three different types ranging in shape; juglets, which are believed to have 

originated from the eastern Mediterranean; jugs, with either trefoil or round mouths; and cooking 

pots.  Type I vessels were produced locally, using calcareous clay made up of loess and chalk, 

into which large quantities of crushed calcite were added so that, when fired, the vessels would 

show the same off-white or pink color that characterized imported Aegean wares (Killebrew 

1999:109, 2000, 2005: 227).  They were tempered with small amounts of silty quartz or iron 

oxide, unlike the previously made local Canaanite wares (Killebrew 2005:227).  Type II was 

made up of mostly container forms, with larger, sand-sized quartz temper, and diagnostic 

cooking jugs that are clearly of a different technological origin than the cookware of the earlier 

Canaanite tradition (Killebrew 1999:84,107, 109, 2005:225).   

T. Dothan and Zukerman’s typology is much less binary; each type of vessel falls into its 

own type, with Type A being medium to large-size round bowls, Type B being large carinated 
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Figure 6: Pottery Types 

A. Philistine Cooking Jug 

(from Ben-Shlomo et al. 

2008:228) 

B. Canaanite storage jug (from Killebrew 2005:121) 

C. Myc IIIC:1b Bell-shaped bowl (from Dothan & Zukerman 

2004:10) 

D. Handmade Burnished Ware 

    (from Badre 2006:86) 

   

E. Cypriot bowl 

(Yasur-Landau 2010:144) 

     

 

 

F. Myc IIIC:1b decorative motifs (from Killebrew 

2005:98)

A 

B 

C 

D 

F 

E 
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bowls with strap handles, Type C being small carinated bowls with strap handles, and so on until 

Type P (2004).  The authors distinguish after the type classification the different technologies 

and fabric associated with each type of ware, but do not seem to include them in their overall 

classification scheme.  They do note that the quality of the vessel itself may have been dependent 

on fabric, since the darker type, Type II as Killebrew would classify it, was generally of coarser 

temper and less smooth in make (T. Dothan and Zukerman 2004:31). 

 

3.4 Technological Differences 

 In addition to differences of temper, the process of making the intrusive Myc IIIC:1b 

pottery demonstrates a noticeable deviation from the method used to create indigenous Canaanite 

wares.  Canaanite techniques included coil, mold, or wheel production and fabric containing 

considerably more temper, whereas the Myc IIIC:1b wares were made only by fast wheel and 

with very little temper, as mentioned before (Killebrew 1999:244).  The Myc IIIC:1b potters also 

used a much lower firing temperature, which can be seen by kilns uncovered at Tell 

Miqne/Ekron; these kilns prove beyond doubt that Myc IIIC:1b pottery was produced at Tell 

Miqne/Ekron some with vessels found in situ still inside them (Killebrew 1999:244, Janeway 

2008:124).   

 

3.5 Canaanite and Philistine Wares 

 Notwithstanding the new pottery techniques that arrived in the eastern Mediterranean, 

there are a few examples of Canaanite technology that remained in place throughout the entire 

Late Bronze to Iron Age transition.  Canaanite storage vessels remained not simply present but 

prevalent in assemblages throughout the southern littoral, to the exclusion of Mycenaean types.  
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This implies that either the new Mycenaean-style potters produced Canaanite storage vessels in 

addition to their own wares, using their own technology to make their wares and the traditional 

Canaanite techniques to make storage jars, or more likely the Canaanite population continued to 

cohabit peacefully alongside the new population (T. Dothan and Zukerman 2004:32).  In 

addition to the continuance of indigenous storage jars, Canaanite flasks were fairly widespread, 

as were cyma bowls and hemispherical bowls, though not to the extent as the former two types 

(Killebrew 2005:225). 

 It was originally thought that the earliest attestations of the Philistines in the 

archaeological record could be found in the occurrence of Philistine Bichrome pottery, but it has 

since been shown that the Bichrome style arose as a local variation of Myc IIIC:1b (Killebrew 

2000: 244, 2005:219).  This type of ware, as well as the process involved in its construction, is, 

much like its predecessor, completely different from the previous Canaanite methodology 

(Killebrew 2000:234).  On the basis of this complete change in pottery production techniques 

found on the southern coast of Canaan and observed extensively at sites labeled as Philistine, it 

seems reasonable to conclude that a new population is responsible for their production. 

 

3.6 Decoration  

 According to Killebrew (2005), the early Philistine pottery assemblage was very drab 

compared to the Canaanite style it replaced, with only simple linear patterns throughout the early 

Philistine record.  As later wares grew more complex, non-linear patterns such as antithetic 

spirals, stemmed spirals, stemmed tongues, antithetic tongues, scales, and zigzags appeared 

(Killebrew 2005:226).  In addition, the even more complex designs of checkerboards, lozenges, 

fish, and birds are present, though fish and birds became much more popular on the later 
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Philistine Bichrome wares than on Myc IIIC:1b (Killebrew 2005:226).  As with the pottery types 

themselves, the decorations exist in many variations across the eastern Mediterranean but are all 

based on earlier Myc IIIC:1b designs. 

 It has also been suggested by the Dothans that the complete sequence of Myc IIIC:1b 

pottery provides evidence of a second and even third wave of immigrants who integrated 

themselves with the original colonist population but also brought new, typologically related 

pottery technologies with them (T. Dothan 1989:6).  Using this hypothesis, the Simple Style 

pottery that characterizes Dothan’s first wave of settlers is shortly thereafter augmented by the 

second phase’s Elaborate Style that demonstrates different, more elaborate, artistic patterns and 

appears at nearly the same time in Cyprus as well as in the Levant.  With the third wave came the 

Philistine Bichrome, the hypothesis concludes (T. Dothan 1989:6).  This pattern cannot be 

observed at every site, however, and has been presented in a number of different fashions over 

the years, leading to some confusion in regard to its actual manifestation. 

 

3.7 Social Change 

 It is not based solely on typology that this pottery is classified as indicative of a new 

population; in this case, in addition to differences in temper, decoration, and production 

techniques, there are several changes that make the conclusion more defensible.  When 

examining the instances of imported pottery, differences between food and drink wares provide 

one of the clearest examples a shift between Bronze and Iron Age technologies.  During the Late 

Bronze Age, Canaanite cities, or most likely the elites of those cities, were importing kraters 

from the Aegean from which to drink wine, but the absence of several other types of vessels 

indicates that the Canaanites were using them in a manner of their own devising rather than 
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copying the ritualistic practices of the Aegean (Yasur-Landau 2010:196).  The Canaanite 

assemblage lacks decanters, mixing bowls, ladles, and water holders, all of which were used in 

the Mycenaean style of wine drinking, as well as the kylix, extremely popular in Aegean 

assemblages but scarce in Canaanite collections.  Yasur-Landau hypothesizes that this difference 

could be indicative of Canaanites simply not importing forms that did not match their own 

cultural style of drinking (2010:196).  The same instance of populations using imported 

foodwares differently than in that wave’s place of production was observed by Deetz in the 

diagnostic use of forks in America (1996:168-70).  By the time the fork had crossed the Atlantic 

Ocean, the shape of spoons and knives in Europe had already changed to compensate for the new 

utensil; these differently shaped spoons and knives arrived in America before the widespread use 

of the fork, necessitating that Americans create a new style by which to eat their food, 

accounting for the changing shape of their old utensils before the introduction of the new one 

(Deetz 1996:168-70).  Thus, instead of a fork holding down food to be cut as in Europe, in 

America it is also turned upside down and used to bring food to the mouth like a spoon.  This 

cultural difference can be observed today and demonstrates not only the differences in use of the 

same piece of technology, but also the strong conservation of foodways regardless of whether or 

not the ware is being used “correctly” (Deetz 1996:168-70). 

 Late Bronze Age reliefs make it clear that the Mycenaeans and Canaanites had very 

different practices of drinking and toasting; where the Aegeans used drinking vessels with stems, 

the Canaanites used round-bottomed bowls (Yasur-Landau 2010:196).  Since food practices 

remain remarkably conservative in most societies throughout the archaeological record (Ben-

Shlomo et al. 2008:226, Deetz 1996:168-170, Yasur-Landau 2010:19-22), it seems likely that the 

importation and later production of new styles of Mycenaean vessels indicates a change in ritual 
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performance in Canaan; due to high retention of foodways, it is very plausible that different 

groups of people are producing and using the new-to-Canaan Aegean drinking wares (Ben-

Shlomo et al. 2008:226, Yasur-Landau 2010:194-7).  This same level of high conservation can 

be seen in food vessels as well.  The introduction of the new pottery style to Canaan brought 

with it another kind of cooking pot, distinctive because of its temper, ware, and burned exterior 

(Ben-Shlomo et al. 2008:225).  The introduction of the cooking jug with a globular/ovoid body, 

rounded mouth, everted rim, short neck, rounded shoulders, usually handles, a disc or ring base, 

and char marks on one side, shows a new cooking tradition appearing in the southern Levant 

(Ben-Shlomo et al. 2008:226).  In some places, like Tell Miqne/Ekron, this type of vessel 

replaced the Canaanite version, while in other places such as Ashdod, where the data are not as 

clear, it seems the replacement was not complete (Ben-Shlomo et al. 2008:226).  Further 

evidence of this new population is apparent in the geographic range of these new cooking jugs, 

frequent inside Philistia and very scarce outside of it at the beginning of the Iron Age but 

gradually expanding to wider territory during the Iron Age (Ben-Shlomo 2008:230-1).  A 

different social structure which was imposed upon cities during the Iron Age compared to the 

Late Bronze is apparent in the increased urbanization and city planning mentioned above, as well 

as the construction of a city wall in some sites like Tell Miqne/Ekron, and the speed at which 

said urban centers were constructed upon the arrival of the Iron Age population.   

 As Killebrew points out, the Bible has biased most laypeople to view Philistines as 

uncultured and rude, but the rising urbanization and changing pottery techniques of the early Iron 

Age paints a very different picture of whom these people actually were (Killebrew 2005:197).  

When all of these factors are considered, along with the archaeological evidence from the area 

examined in chapter four, surrounding regions, and Egypt, it seems clear that these intrusive 
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populations in Canaan are the first attestations of the Philistines along the eastern Mediterranean 

coast (Ben-Shlomo 2008:244).
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Chapter 4: Iron Age Sites 

 There are many sites throughout the eastern Mediterranean and the Levant that 

demonstrate a shift from Canaanite to Mycenaean IIIC:1b pottery at the end of the Late Bronze 

Age.  Unfortunately, the amount of accessible information on these sites varies greatly, based on 

time of excavation, publication language, or if the site has been published at all.  Ideally, the 

end of this section would provide a table of the number or percentage of total intrusive Philistine 

wares as compared to Canaanite vessels present at each city throughout the region, along with 

other statistics regarding the assemblages, but the information necessary for such an undertaking 

is not available given the present accessible site reports. 

Despite these problems, this chapter will attempt to present the available information in 

the most uniform way possible.  There are five sites within this list that have been biblically 

classified as part of the Philistine Pentapolis, Ashdod, Ashkelon, Ekron, Gath, and Gaza, all of 

which will be discussed at varying lengths in the chapter below.  The inclusion of these sites by 

name in the archaeological record in addition to the Bible, however, allows archaeologists to 

begin with the assumption that these sites were, in fact, Philistine, and from there search for 

unifying characteristics; using these traits, comparison of other sites can become much more 

accurate in determining if they, too, hosted a Philistine occupation.   

 

4.1 Akko Plain 

The Akko Plain is located north of the Yarkon River in what was the land of Phoenicia 

and contains three archaeological sites of interest to this paper: Akko, Tell Keisan, and Tell Abu 

Hawam.  It is also the location where, according to M. Dothan, the Sherden/Shardana group of 
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the Sea Peoples settled following the Sea Peoples’ defeat by Ramsses III (M. Dothan 1989, 

Gilboa 2005).   

 The city of Akko itself 

was a small Late Bronze Age 

town with a large imported 

corpus of Mycenaean and 

Cypriot wares, which 

transitioned to locally made 

Myc IIIC:1b wares at the start 

of the Iron Age, demonstrating 

a typology argued to be even 

more similar to Aegean and 

Cypriot styles than comparable 

wares at Ashdod (Bauer 

1998:155, M. Dothan 1989:60). 

Most everyday pottery, 

however, such as cookwares 

and storage jars, continued to 

be made in the Canaanite style 

(M. Dothan 1989:60).  The site shows some evidence of new styles of pottery production, 

metalworking, and processing of Murex mollusks to create purple dye, indicating to some that a 

new population had settled in the town (Barako 2000:524, M. Dothan 1989).   

Figure 7: Canaan and Phoenicia, emphasis Akko Valley 
(from Bauer 1998:153) 
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 In regards to the ethnicity of that new population, M. Dothan argued that, since scholars 

know the Tjekker/Sikkil and the Peleset settled the middle and southern coastal areas of Canaan, 

the Sherden/Shardana must have settled further north (1989:63).  He postulated that their 

location would have been north of the Carmel ridge to Tyre, placing them squarely in the 

territory of the Akko Plain in its entirety, but this theory has been called into question, especially 

in the light of the extensive collection of Canaanite wares that remained in use on the plain 

throughout the Bronze to Iron Age transition (M. Dothan 1989:63, Stern 2000:208, Gilboa 

2005:56).  When viewed as a whole, the corpus is made up of almost exclusively Canaanite 

sherds with few Myc IIIC:1b sherds, mostly from small skyphoi which have been tested and 

shown to be made further south in Philistia, not locally (Gilboa 2005:56).  It is possible the 

Sherden/Shardana were rapidly incorporated by Canaanite society, or that cities north of the 

Yarkon River did not experience the same type of cultural change those south of it did (Stern 

2000:208, Gilboa 2005:56).  Unfortunately, this question cannot be examined in further depth 

until more publications of Akko during this time period appear. 

 Tell Abu Hawam was a port city that rose to prominence in the middle of an occupational 

gap in the 12th century while Akko faded as a population center.  Upon first excavation, Abu 

Hawam yielded no examples of locally produced Myc IIIC:1b wares, though further projects 

have uncovered a few sherds, along with some Phoenician-made wares, though their 

chronological association is unclear (Bauer 1998:155-6, Stern 2000:205).  Much like Akko, it 

would seem that Abu Hawam lacks signs of invasive Philistine material culture, but further 

excavation is necessary for a further in depth analysis. 

 Tell Keisan is located inland, about 10 km southeast of Akko, and was destroyed around 

1200 BC, an event that has been attributed to the Sea Peoples who, some claim, settled there 
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soon thereafter (Barako 2000:524, Stern 2000:205).  The site yielded both Myc IIIC:1b and 

Philistine Bichrome pottery immediately following the destruction phase but in relatively sparse 

amounts, leading some researchers to believe the site may have been relatively poor 

economically while others conclude that the numerous Mycenaean sherds that the former are 

searching for are simply not there (Stern 2000:204-5, Barako 2000:524, Gilboa 2005:56).  The 

site itself was short lived and was destroyed or abandoned again shortly after the reoccupation 

examined above (Stern 2000:205). 

 

4.2 Tel Dor 

 Tel Dor, found about 20 km south of the Bay of Akko, is the one site along the eastern 

Mediterranean that has been attributed in 

Egyptian text to a group of Sea Peoples 

who were not the Philistines: the Sikkil 

(Gilboa 2005:47, Bauer 1998:156, Stern 

2000:198).  Unfortunately, after decades of 

excavation, there seems to be little or no 

evidence of the Sikkils, despite many Iron 

Age exposures, which have revealed no 

Myc IIIC:1b and few Philistine Bichrome 

sherds (Barako 2000:524, Gilboa 2005:49).  

Very little can be said about the Late 

Bronze occupation of the site, including whether or not the site was destroyed at its close, since 

those levels have not been reached in many places; it is apparent that the Bronze Age levels were 

Figure 8: Cites north and south of the Yarkon 
River, emphasis Tel Dor (from Gilboa 2005:48) 
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a great deal smaller than the Iron Age town, which was fortified upon construction, probably 

sometime after the advent of Philistine Bichrome pottery given the location of some of the sherds 

(Gilboa 2005:50).  Unlike the Late Bronze Age levels, a great deal can be said about the Iron 

Age, the material culture there, and what it means for the supposed Sikkil occupation. 

 Unlike the more southern sites, Dor lacks the typical Philistine material culture and 

demonstrates one that is remarkably different.  Indeed, it fits the paradigm of no noticeable 

change in pottery assemblage that seems to be prevalent throughout the northern cities of 

Phoenicia (Gilboa 2005:53-54, 60).  The commercial wares at Tel Dor are the only ones that are 

regularly decorated, and their motifs seem to be versions of what had been decorating pots in the 

Late Bronze Age, with perhaps some Cypriot influence; even the shape of the wares are within 

the Canaanite variations (Gilboa 2005:54).  Instead of the Iron Age signaling a cessation of all 

importation echoing the more southern Philistine sites, Dor shows evidence that the residents 

were still involved in regular trade with both Egypt and Cyprus, almost to the exclusion of 

Philistia.  In place of locally made Mycenaean wares, Dor demonstrates locally made “wavy-

band” Cypriot pithoi (Gilboa 2005:54).  The fact that these pithoi are absent in Philistia hints that 

Phoenicia had a much stronger Cypriot influence and culturally separates the two regions of the 

Levantine coast.  Based on this evidence, Gilboa put forth the idea that the lands to the north and 

the south of the Yarkon River demonstrated two different kinds of society (2005:66).  The south, 

Philistia, was characterized by intense introduction of new technologies by very visible 

migrating groups.  The north, Phoenicia, had immigrant groups that are much less evident, if 

they occurred at all; continued trade with other Mediterranean societies; and a distinctly Cypriot 

influenced style, juxtaposed against Philistia’s Mycenaean flare (Gilboa 2005). 
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4.3 Ashdod 

 Ashdod, one of the Pentapolis cities of the Lords of the Philistines can be found near the 

southern coast of Canaan, north of Ashkelon and west of Ekron.  Mentioned in tablets from 

Ugarit, Ashdod was widely known 

in the Bronze Age as an industrial 

trade center, which was 

likely of significant importance to 

the later Philistine residents (T. 

Dothan 1982:17, 36).  The 

excavation of Ashdod by M. and 

T. Dothan was the first step that 

set off the cascade of 

reexaminations of the Sea Peoples 

and their effect upon the eastern 

Mediterranean region.  The site 

itself was also where 

archaeologists made the initial 

discovery of Myc IIIC:1b pottery 

and noticed its strong association 

with Aegean type wares (Yasur-

Landau 2010:3).   

 Since Myc IIIC:1b preceded the Philistine Bichrome levels, M. Dothan suggested, in the 

first iteration of the waves of settlers theory, that Ashdod represented at least two waves of 

Figure 9: The Philistine Pentapolis cities (from Killebrew 
2005:198) 
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Philistine settlement, one arriving during the reign of Merenptah and one, more infamous, 

occurring during the reign of Ramses III (Yasur-Landau 2010:3).  The Late Bronze town also 

included an Egyptian “governor’s residence” during the 13th century, indicative of a strong 

Egyptian presence in the area (Yasur-Landau 2010:221, Bauer 1998:154). 

 The Late Bronze Canaanite town at Ashdod occupied a small area of the total tell, limited 

to the acropolis and a small section to the northeast; that level, Stratum XIV, met a fiery end at 

the close of the age, though ash layers are not present throughout the entirety of the site (Yasur-

Landau 2010:221, Barako 2000:521).  Much like many of the other sites in this chapter, a 

completely different population arrived and colonized at least a section of the Late Bronze site 

following its destruction; at Ashdod, this population brought with it the diagnostic Myc IIIC:1b 

pottery (Barako 2000:521).  Areas G and H of M. Dothan’s excavation exposed substantial levels 

from the earliest Iron Age transitional levels, H being the most economically well-off of any area 

excavated at Ashdod, and a collection from both allowed for an overview of ceramics present at 

the city (M. Dothan and Ben-Shlomo 2005:3).  The Late Bronze levels have only yielded a few 

sherds, but the indigenous Canaanite tradition is definitely present in the Iron Age assemblage, 

particularly in the earliest Iron I stratum, XIII, where the Canaanite vessels outnumber the others 

and include plain hemispherical bowls, decorated kraters, open cooking pots, storage jars, and 

flasks, some still bearing signs of the 13th century Egyptian influence (M. Dothan and Ben-

Shlomo 2005:7).  Myc IIIC:1b monochrome pottery first appears in Stratum XIII, but is 

unfortunately associated with floors which were not found, making their context unclear.   

Unlike Ekron but similar to Tell Qasile, Ashdod does not have the earliest phases of 

Simple Myc IIIC:1b pottery (M. Dothan and Ben-Shlomo 2005:7).  What they do have is an 

extensively published late Myc IIIC:1b assemblage, which the authors themselves note is a 
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rarity, including open forms such as bell-shaped bowls, kraters, and carinated strap-handled 

bowls, kylikes, stirrup jars and strainer-spouted jugs decorated with geometric, bird, and fish 

patterns harkening back to the Aegean (M. Dothan and Ben-Shlomo 2005:7).  Though the 

assemblage is well documented, much of Stratum XIII has been disturbed by later intrusive pits 

or was only excavated within the confines of buildings present in later strata, usually XII and XI.  

Despite this, M. Dothan was still able to make a distinction between levels XIIIa and XIIIb in 

area G, one of the more intact areas of excavation (M. Dothan and Ben-Shlomo 2005:13, 15).  

The Myc IIIC:1b pottery from Ashdod begins during the XIIIb phase, where sherds of fine 

levigation, controlled firing, and supplemented calcite levels appears in three distinct styles.  

Group A has fine temper, a relatively low firing temperature, and a light brown, white, or buff 

color after firing, Killebrew’s Type I ware; it is the most like the Mycenaean imported wares 

from the Late Bronze Age (M. Dothan and Ben-Shlomo 2005:65).  Its decorations are made in 

dark monochrome with finely crafted decorative motifs.  Group B is slightly darker in color with 

slightly coarser temper, with low firing temperatures and smaller vessel shapes; its coloration is 

much more like Philistine Bichrome ware except it is unslipped and so is still a monochrome 

ware (M. Dothan and Ben-Shlomo 2005:65).  Group C is made of self-slipped reddish clay that 

also resembles Philistine Bichrome but is painted like Myc IIIC:1b pottery (M. Dothan and Ben-

Shlomo 2005:65).   

Myc IIIC:1b bell-shaped bowls dominate Ashdod’s corpus, a ratio that is very common 

among Philistine sites (M. Dothan and Ben-Shlomo 2005:66).  Philistine Bichrome pots also 

appear in Stratum XIII and seem to exist roughly contemporaneously with Canaanite cooking 

pots, though this could be due to unclear stratigraphic associations.  The Canaanite wares 

themselves continue to constitute a large percentage of the Stratum XIII assemblage, around 73% 
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of all rim sherds collected, but decrease by Stratum XII to 51.8% of rim sherds (M. Dothan and 

Ben-Shlomo 2005:70).  Over time, the frequency of Canaanite forms decreased and by the end of 

the early Iron Age, the assemblage was dominated by Philistine Bichrome with few attestations 

of the older Canaanite wares (M. Dothan and Ben-Shlomo 2005:7). 

  

4.4 Ashkelon 

 Ashkelon and its publication seem to be the middle ground of the Pentapolis cities. Gath 

and Gaza are barely published at the Iron Age level, Ekron and Ashdod are extensively, and 

Ashkelon resides somewhere in the middle.  Excavation there began in the 1920s, continued for 

two seasons, then stopped when the British excavation team thought they would not find the 

Philistine occupation, not realizing it was so far below the current surface of the tell, 12-15 feet 

(Stager 1991:7).  Excavation began again in the 1990s with the Leon Levy Project, but there has 

still not been enough excavated to say much about the Late Bronze Age layers of occupation 

(Stager 1991, 1998, Barako 2000:521, Bauer 1998:155).  It is clear that, much like Ekron and 

Ashdod, the Late Bronze port town was much smaller than the Iron Age city that was built on 

top of it, which reached 50-60 hectares in size (Bauer 1998:155, Stager 1998:345).  Late Bronze 

Age Ashkelon also shows evidence of Mycenaean and Cypriot imports during the reign of 

Merenptah that only halted when Ramses III took the throne, after which local Myc IIIC:1b 

wares appeared (Stager 1991:13).  Unlike Ekron and Ashdod, there has been no in depth 

discussion of a destruction layer, leading some to believe that Ashkelon had been abandoned and 

not razed before the Iron Age occupation began (Yasur-Landau 2010:226).  Iron Age pottery was 

found at Grid 38, where a complete pottery sequence was unearthed, from Myc IIIC:1b to 

Philistine Bichrome.  The corpus included carinated bowls and bell-shaped bowls, decorated 
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with distinctly Philistine patterns of monochrome antithetic spirals, horizontal bands, and wing 

motifs, to name a few (Stager 1991:13).  Viewing Ashkelon in addition to the other cities in the 

Philistine Pentapolis, it serves only to supplement the conclusions formed at the two more 

intensively excavated sites. 

 

4.5 Gaza 

 Gaza is the furthest south of the Pentapolis cities and was of substantial size before the 

Philistine occupation level (T. Dothan 1982:17).  The ancient tell itself, called Tell Harube, is 

found 5 km from the coast and in the northeast part of the modern city.  Since it is located 

underneath a living town, there were only a few soundings that have been dug and few 

publications of the findings (T. Dothan 1982:35).  At this point, there has not been enough 

excavation at Gaza to say anything about the transition from the Late Bronze to the Iron Age, 

much less the pottery assemblage present. 

 

4.6 Gath 

 Gath is the Pentapolis city about which the least is known.  After the publication of T. 

Dothan’s seminal work, The Philistines and their Material Culture, in 1982, Gath was identified 

securely as modern Tell es-Safi; the recent publication of the tell does not mention anything 

about the early Iron Age levels (Maeir 2012).  Killebrew mentions that the Iron Age levels had 

not been reached in both Gaza and Ashkelon, and Ben-Shlomo et al. claim that cooking jugs of 

Aegean influence have been found there from the beginning of the early Iron Age (Killebrew 

2000:208, Ben-Shlomo et al. 2008:226, 236).  Since the information in the field about Gath is 
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both conflicting and extraordinarily incomplete, it must be accorded the same status as Gaza, 

unusable in the Late Bronze to Iron Age transition until further information is available. 

 

4.7 Ekron/Tell Miqne 

 Ekron is the furthest north and inland of the Pentapolis cities, found on the border of 

Judah and Philistia in antiquity.  Ekron is one of the two Pentapolis sites whose name was lost, 

after its destruction by Nebuchadnezzar in the 6th century BC; the modern mound is named Tell 

Miqne and it remains well preserved today (T. Dothan 1997:97, 2000:147).  Despite its title 

being lost to time, Ekron was one of the largest cities in Canaan during the Iron Age and was part 

of the Philistine network of trade throughout the area, as well as a producer of Myc IIIC:1b 

pottery (T. Dothan 1997:98, 99, 2000:145).  Like the other Pentapolis sites, the upper city and 

acropolis were destroyed at the end of the Late Bronze Age and the culture immediately 

following the ash layer was very different from the one it had replaced, made even more clear at 

Ekron by the construction of a large fortification wall (T. Dothan 2000:147).  Late Bronze Age 

Ekron yielded both Mycenaean and Cypriot imported pottery and over time, demonstrated the 

same marked urbanization as other Philistine towns at the beginning of the Iron Age, starting as a 

4 hectare settlement on the upper tell in the Late Bronze Age and expanding to 20 hectares at the 

start of the Iron Age (T. Dothan 2000:147, Bauer 1998:154-55, Yasur-Landau 2010:223, Barako 

2000:520). 

 Ekron follows the same paradigm as Ashdod with regard to pottery traditions as well, 

with a different style replacing many Canaanite wares at the start of the Iron Age, when imports 

of Mycenaean pottery ceased and the production of Myc IIIC:1b began, though, as is true 

throughout most of Philistia, the use of Late Bronze Age Canaanite storage jars remained 
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prevalent (T. Dothan 2000:153, Bauer 1998:155).  The Canaanite cookware was replaced by the 

Philistine globular shaped cooking jug that first appeared in the Iron Age levels of Ekron with 

the Myc IIIC:1b wares; by the end of the Iron I, they had almost completely replaced the 

indigenous cooking wares, which can also be observed at Ashdod (Killebrew 1999:93).  The first 

appearance of Myc IIIC:1b pottery coincides with the newly enlarged Iron Age city, with 

Philistine Bichrome pottery appearing later in the 12th century, all alongside the local Canaanite 

wares (T. Dothan 2000:152-3).  Unlike the proportions seen at Ashdod, the Mycenaean-types 

wares represent the majority of sherds present in the upper city, about 60% (T. Dothan 

2000:153). 

 Due to the sheer number of vessels and sherds at Ekron, it has formed the basis of both T. 

Dothan and A. Killebrew’s pottery typologies, with additional information provided by Ashdod 

and Ashkelon when needed (T. Dothan 2000, T. Dothan and Zukerman 2004, Killebrew: 1999, 

2000, 2005).  Needless to say, the pottery found at Ekron parallels the sherds found at the other 

two excavated Pentapolis sites, with fine, well-fired fabric in a range of light colors that were 

produced locally and decorated in dark monochrome.  M. and T. Dothan also based their three 

wave settler theory on the Ekron assemblage; they saw in the corpus three distinct styles.  The 

most recent of the hypothesis’s permutations states that Philistine Bichrome pottery arrived with 

the first wave, followed by a different style of Bichrome with the second, and the final wave 

brought in burnished red slip pottery which eventually became more dominant than Bichrome (T. 

Dothan 2000:156), but that seems to discount Myc IIIC:1b as an Aegean-type pottery, which 

seems to confuse and counteract their argument. 
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4.8 Tell Dan 

 Tell Dan, also called ancient Laish, is found near Mt. Hermon and has been suggested as 

a settling point of the Denyen (Biran 1974:27, 1980:168).  Unfortunately, many of the 

publications on the site contain very little information about the forms, fabric, and make of 

pottery and tend to focus much more 

on the biblical Danite/Israelite 

population that settled there after the 

Philistine occupation.  Dan, like 

many other cities in this chapter, has 

limited Late Bronze Age exposures 

except for a tomb; the “Mycenaean 

Tomb,” yielded imported Mycenaean 

wares and local Canaanite wares, as 

well as a few examples of Cypriot 

pottery (Biran 1980:172).  Beyond 

this, the reports note a find of 

Philistine pottery, but no description 

of where that pottery fits typologically 

is given (Biran 1974:35).  Dan also has no evidence of a destruction layer at the end of the Late 

Bronze, though there is evidence of destruction during the Iron I period, which has been 

attributed to the arrival of the Danites detailed in Joshua and Judges (Biran 1974:26-7).  The link 

with the Sea Peoples comes from an association by Sandars that the Denyen and the Danites 

were the same people; she notes that in Judges, the Danites are mentioned in association with 

Figure 10: Phoenicia, emphasis Tell Dan (from 
Barako 2000:517 
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ships where all other Israelites had no association with the sea (Sandars 1985:163).  In addition, 

Judges 18 goes on to suggest that perhaps the Danites had changed their religion and observed 

Judaism differently than all the other tribes (Sandars 1985:163).  As intriguing as this may be, 

there is no archaeological evidence to suggest this, only partially because of the lack of 

publications that detail the Philistine or other Sea Peoples occupation levels at Tell Dan.. 

 

4.9 Tell Kazel 

 Tell Kazel is located on the 

Syrian coast, about 3.5 km from the 

Mediterranean, about 18 km south of 

Tartous.  Rising 25 m above the Akkar 

Plain, it is one of the three largest sites 

in the area and squarely inside the Homs 

Gap, a corridor that connects inland 

Syria to the Mediterranean through a 

break between the Mount Lebanon and 

Jebel Ansariyeh mountain ranges, 

situating it on a very important trade 

route (Badre 2011:205). Evidence 

shows that in the Middle Bronze Age, 

all other sites in the area were 

abandoned and Kazel prospered, 

perhaps mentioned in the Amarna texts 
Figure 11: The Levant, emphasis Tell Kazel (from 
Boileau 2010:1681) 
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as ancient Sumur, a stronghold of the Amurru; the American University of Beirut has excavated 

the site since 1985 (Badre 2011:205). 

 The Late Bronze Age level of occupation at the site, Phase 6, demonstrates both local and 

imported pottery, with imported Cypriot pottery forming 75% of the assemblage.  These Cypriot 

wares are much like what is found at other sites along the Levantine coast and include Base Ring 

Ware, White Slip Ware, Monochrome, Shaved Ware, White Painted Ware, Red Lustrous Wheel-

made Ware, and Red on Black Ware (Badre 2011:206-8).  At Kazel, White Slip Ware was the 

most common, 57% of the imported corpus, and Base Ring Ware came in second, which 

comprises 31% of the sherds (Badre 2011:208).  In addition to Cypriot ware, Phase 6 Kazel 

boasts an imported Mycenaean pottery collection that is one of the most extensive in the eastern 

Mediterranean, though not as diverse as some of the other sites in the area (Badre 2011:209).   

 During the last phase of the Late Bronze Age, Phase 5, the Cypriot imports continued, 

though not in such substantial numbers and the imported Mycenaean wares began to resemble 

locally made vessels found in the region surrounding it, especially those from Ugarit.  

Eventually, all imports ground to a halt, perhaps because of an embargo on the area by the 

Hitties during the last stages of Phase 5 (Badre 2011:211-14).  The site was abandoned during 

the Late Bronze to Iron transition and occupied by squatters who are thought to be responsible 

for the largest assemblage of a pottery type that is scarce elsewhere in the Levant, Handmade 

Burnished Ware (HBW), many pieces of which seem to be shaped in Aegean and Cypriot styles 

(Yasur-Landau 2010:166, Boileau 2010:1685).  The HBW was petrographically analyzed and 

found to be made of local clays, though very coarse, porous fabrics with poorly sorted temper, 

indicating a low level of sophistication and skill in their production (Boileau 2010:1686)  Along 

with the HBW, dated to the end of the 12th century, the transitional squatter level also yielded 
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Anatolian grey ware and sparse Mycenaean sherds before being destroyed violently by fire 

(Mazzoni 2000:122, Yasur-Landau 2010:166).  After the earliest Iron Age squatters vacated the 

site, it shows a new building phase marking the start of legitimate occupation during the Iron I 

and indicating that the builders were, at least in part, continuous with the previous population 

though the author does not specify how this is so (Badre 2011:220-1). 

 Despite the lack of Myc IIIC:1b pottery present at the site, several researchers claim that 

a new group of people, perhaps a group of the Sea Peoples, settled at Tell Kazel as part of the 

intermediate “squatter” level, citing the appearance of HBW as evidence (Yasur-Landau 

2010:168, Boileau 2010:1688).  The introduction of HBW to the assemblage where none had 

been previously shows the influx of, at the very least, a new potting technology that probably 

originated elsewhere.  Since no previous population of Sea Peoples created HBW, it can be 

assumed that these people were not part of that conglomeration.  It is possible these people came 

from Anatolia, as evidenced by the grey ware that appears in the other vessels, leading Yasur-

Landau to posit that Tell Kazel could show the migration of a non-Aegean population to the 

Levant (2010:167). 

 

4.10 Ugarit 

 The city of Ugarit, modern Ras Shamra, was a thriving hub of trade throughout the Late 

Bronze Age until its sudden destruction, probably between 1190 and 1185 BC, and subsequent 

abandonment that lasted more than 600 years (Cline forthcoming).  Ashy destruction levels can 

be found throughout the entire city, in some places two meters high, along with collapsed walls 

and terraces.  It was originally suggested that an earthquake destroyed Ugarit but more textual 

and archaeological evidence has been found to suggest that, instead, invaders razed the city; in 
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this case it seems that the attackers might have left traces inside the city itself in the form of 

arrowheads found throughout the destroyed city (Cline forthcoming, Yasur-Landau 2010:164). 

 Because of its status as a trading center, tablets 

written in more than five languages have been 

uncovered there along with pottery from all over the 

Mediterranean and Aegean, including 80 Canaanite jars 

found in a warehouse at the port (Cline forthcoming).  

These vessels, paired with correspondence between 

Ugarit and cities abroad, augment the archaeological 

record to paint a hazy picture of the events leading up to 

the destruction of the city.  There are three letters that 

provide direct evidence for maritime raids but say 

nothing about who is responsible, while a fourth 

mentions something about the land of Sikilaya (Yasur-

Landau 2010:164).  It is also clear through these letters 

that Ugarit was attacked by sea and by land, and its 

army was camped at Apshuna in the north instead of 

Murkish in the Amuq Valley, where the enemy is said to be coming from, perhaps an ill-timed 

act of defiance against the Hittite kings (Cline forthcoming, Yasur-Landau 2010:165, Singer 

2000:22). 

 

 

 

Figure 12: The Levantine Coast 
emphasis Ugarit  
(from Gilboa 2005:48) 
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4.11 Ras Ibn Hani 

 Ras Ibn Hani was likely a royal household of elites from nearby Ugarit and was 

evacuated and destroyed at roughly the same time (Barako 2000:522, Yasur-Landau 2010:165, 

Cline forthcoming).  Unlike Ugarit, Ras Ibn Hani was immediately rebuilt by people who 

produced locally made Myc IIIC:1b style pottery in surprising quantity while still making several 

forms of wares that had been previously produced there (Singer 2000:24, Yasur-Landau 2010:4, 

166).  Despite this, some scholars feel that 

Ras Ibn Hani does not demonstrate evidence 

of a Sea Peoples/Philistine occupation, 

which in this case seems extreme and 

unwarranted, especially considering that the 

archaeological record also includes an influx 

of Philistine cookware (Barako 2000:522, 

Vansteenhuyse 2010:41-2).  That being said, 

sources conflict as to whether this Philistine 

cookware has yet been found or published 

(Yasur-Landau 2010:166, Barako 2000:522). 

 Of all of the sites discussed in this chapter, Ras Ibn Hani proves by far the most 

frustrating.  It is listed in many places as one of the most important sites for this period in the 

northern Levant (Bretschneider and van Lehrberghe 2011:191), but there has yet to be anything 

other than preliminary site reports published.  This leaves the field with startlingly little 

information on this very important city despite its excavation and makes it very difficult to 

postulate on the likelihood of a Philistine occupation for certain.  

Figure 13: The Northern Levant, emphasis Ras 
Ibn Hani and Ras Bassit (from Boileau 
2010:1681 
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4.12 Ras Bassit 

 Ras Bassit, located north of Ugarit and Ras Ibn Hani, also shows evidence of evacuation 

and destruction followed by immediate reoccupation by producers of Myc IIIC:1b type vessels 

(Cline forthcoming).  Unfortunately, beyond this and the knowledge that they also produced 

Philistine cookware, very little has been published about Ras Bassit, making it even more 

mysterious than Ras Ibn Hani.  At present, given the evidence presented, it seems viable to 

conclude that Ras Bassit supported at least some kind of Philistine occupation, but neither the 

scope nor the extent can be stated with any certainty. 

 

4.13 Tarsus 

 Very few reports have been written directly about Tarsus.  The majority of them were 

published in the 1930s, before the advent of radiocarbon dating and many, if not all, of the recent 

ideological innovations in regards to the Sea Peoples mentioned in this paper.  Nevertheless, a 

decent amount of information can be gleaned from the early site reports.  Tarsus, unlike any of 

the other sites mentioned in this chapter, is more of an outsider to the eastern Mediterranean than 

not.  Located on southeastern Anatolia, in a land then called Cilicia, Tarsus apparently lacked 

much interaction with the Aegean before the start of the Iron Age (Yasur-Landau 2010:160).  

The city itself was destroyed at the end of the Late Bronze Age by fire and was followed by an 

“unimpressive occupation,” though in this level yielded locally-produced Mycenaean-style 

pottery, of the Late Hellenistic IIIC type, related to Myc IIIC:1b (Yasur-Landau 2010:159-60).  

Tarsus can be seen as a stepping-stone in the land-based Aegean Sea Peoples migration to the 

southern Levant, since, as certain scholars point out, there is very little mercantile or strategic 
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importance attached to the site, especially in its “unimpressive” early Iron Age state (Yasur-

Landau 2010:159-60).  Given the 

evidence, it seems very plausible that 

Tarsus was a stopping point along the 

road to eventual settlement in Canaan. 

 The Mycenaean wares found at 

Tarsus are what Goldman calls “Granary 

style” and began showing up in relatively 

large amounts less than a meter below 

ground (1936, 1937).  This Granary style 

ware became much more prevalent 

between the “fifteenth and sixteenth  

meter,” but was mixed into an 

assemblage with a monochrome “drab” 

ware throughout its entire appearance in 

the record; these “drab” pieces were 

more haphazardly made with heavy wheel 

marks visible on their surfaces (Goldman 

1936:262, 279).  The pottery immediately above the Mycenaean wares were those of the Cypriot 

Iron Age, allowing Goldman to date the Mycenaean wares stratigraphically, despite pits at the 

site that altered the depths of many sherds.  She does note, however, that the Cypriot Iron Age 

wares are never found in the same layer as the Mycenaean wares (Goldman 1936: 279).  The 

painted pottery at the site was almost all of Mycenaean style and has been proven to be in use at 

Figure 14: The Eastern Mediterranean emphasis 
Tarsus (from Yasur-Landau 2010:139) 
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the time of the destruction by a number of burnt vessels found in the debris of Tarsus’s palace; 

the wares were also present in the short reoccupation immediately following the destruction 

(Goldman 1936:281).  

Goldman notes that there are three varieties of Granary type wares found at Mycenae 

itself: the most common light ware decorated with simple designs with black or brown paint; 

open, dark painted bowls; and closed style vessels which are often decorated ostentatiously with 

stylized birds or octopods (Goldman 1936:281).  The second type is not found at Tarsus, and the 

third type is rare, allowing her to date the site as she did.  When she compared the Tarsus sherds 

to those found at Mycenae and Tiryns, she found that they were made with the same techniques 

and with the same type of clay, indicating to her that they were in fact, imported (Goldman 

1936:283), a matter that petrographic analysis should be applied to today to test.  This “squatter” 

occupation appeared to settle in a relatively organized manner above the ruins of Late Bronze 

Age Tarsus and then “disappeared again as suddenly as it had come” (Goldman 1937:283).  She 

goes on to suggest that the Mycenaean-based settlers were not economically well-off people and 

wondered, with surprising foresight, if they were perhaps one of the groups of Sea Peoples who 

had threatened Egypt in the Medinet Habu inscriptions (Goldman 1937:54).  She also makes sure 

to clarify that the amount of Mycenaean pottery at Tarsus is nowhere near equal to the amounts 

found in the Levant and so Tarsus is unlikely to be a Mycenaean outpost of any real substance 

(Goldman 1937:54). 

 

4.14 Tell Tweini 

 Tell Tweini, ancient Gibala, is one of the largest tells on the Jebleh Plain, 30 km south of 

Lattakia and 40 km south of Ugarit (Bretschneider and Lerberghe 2011:183, Vansteenhuyse 
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2000:39).  It spans 11 hectares, with the entirety of the occupation located on the tell itself, rising 

15-20 m above the plain surrounding it (Vansteenhuyse 2000:39, Bretschneider and van  

Lerberghe 2011:183).  It is situated near the modern city of Jebleh, now 1.5 km from the 

Mediterranean Sea, and set at the merging of two rivers, though in the Late Bronze and Early 

Iron Age the tell was connected with the shore 

through a lagoon harbor, a conclusion formed after 

palynological analysis (Bretschneider and van 

Lerberghe 2008:11, 2011:183).  Tell Tweini/Gibala 

is another site located strategically in the crossroads 

of a great trade network, with access to routes 

through the Jebel Ansariyah to the Orontes Valley, 

allowing it to reach the Mediterranean Sea, inland 

Syria, Anatolia, and Mesopotamia all from one place 

(Bretschneider and van Lerberghe 2008:11, 

2011:184).   

 Because of its strategic location, Gibala fell 

under the influence and control of the Ugaritic 

kingdom in the Late Bronze Age; Ugarit was 

destroyed between 1190 and 1185 BC and Gibala met 

the same fate between 1194 and 1190 BC, though unlike Ugarit, Tell Tweini was reoccupied a 

short time later (Bretschneider and van Lerberghe 2008:32, 2011:188, al Maqdissi 2008:343, 

Cline forthcoming, Vansteenhuyse 2000:40).  Much like at Ugarit, bronze arrowheads were 

found scattered throughout the burned level, indicating street-to-street fighting rather than simply 

Figure 15: The Northern Levant 
emphasis Tweini (from Vansteenhuyse 
2010:48) 
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a fire or earthquake as an agent of destruction, and many buildings abandoned during the Late 

Bronze Age were reoccupied in the Iron II level (Cline forthcoming, al-Maqdisi 2008:343).  In 

the Late Bronze levels before the destruction, Tweini imported pottery from Cyprus, as well as 

several kinds of Late Helladic IIIC sherds, Canaanite storage jars, and a few examples of the 

Handmade Burnished Ware so prevalent at Tell Kazel (Bretschneider and van Lerberghe 

2011:189, Vansteenhuyse 2000:41-2, al-Masdiqqi 2008:344).  Some of the earliest Iron Age 

occupations are hazy, perhaps because of reused floors, leaving what Bretschneider and van 

Lerberghe term a “ghost level” that is difficult to define in terms of chronology (2008:112).  

Despite this, it is clear that the people who settled at Tell Tweini brought with them Aegean 

material culture, demonstrated in megaron-style buildings and Myc IIIC:1b pottery and 

indicating that the settlers at Tell Tweini were likely the same people as those along the coast of 

southern Canaan (Vansteenhuyse 2010:41-2, Cline forthcoming, Bretschneider and van 

Lerberghe 2011:191).  Tell Tweini does have unique features, which is clear when viewing the 

local pottery corpus.  The best example is the lack of bell-shaped bowls or kraters decorated with 

antithetic spirals, which are widespread elsewhere in coastal Canaan (Bretschneider and van 

Lerberghe 2008:113). 

 

4.15 Tell Qasile 

 Tell Qasile represents the opposite end of what Ugarit brings to this chapter.  Instead of 

being burned and abandoned at the end of the Late Bronze Age, or even destroyed and 

reoccupied at the end of the Late Bronze or beginning of the Iron Age, Qasile is a Philistine site 

built on relatively virgin soil (T. Dothan 1982:96).  The site, whose ancient name is still 

unknown, covers 1.3 hectares and is located strategically about 250 meters from the modern day 
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course of the Yarkon river and about 2 km east of the Mediterranean Sea (Stager 1998:319, 

Mazar 1980:3).  At the end of the Late Bronze Age, three sites had surrounded the area on which 

Qasile was erected, Tell Aphek, Tel Grisa, and Jaffa; after their destruction and abandonment, 

Qasile was able to become the dominant 

trading port in the region (Mazar 

1980:10). 

 The earliest levels of pottery 

come from Stratum XII, the lowest level 

before bedrock where, strangely, some 

Middle Bronze Age Canaanite sherds 

have been found (Mazar 1980:9).  

Stratum XII, arguably from the mid-

twelfth century during what some call the 

second phase of Philistine cultural expansion, shows the same dominance of bell-shaped bowls 

within the pottery corpus as sites throughout Canaan, almost 50% of the total.  These bowls have 

been divided into six categories: rounded bowls with plain rims, rounded bowls with thickened 

or everted rims, carinated bowls, flat bowls/dishes, bell-shaped bowls, and varia (Mazar 1985).  

In addition, the assemblage included kraters, goblets, cooking pots, storage jars, jugs, flasks, 

stirrup jars, and juglets.  Where the differences begin to arise in the Qasile corpus is in the full 

chronology of the typology.  The earliest phase of Myc IIIC:1b pottery is missing from the site 

and only Philistine Bichrome pottery is present; despite the lack of a Canaanite town on the site 

before its occupation by the Philistines, Canaanite wares are present in the assemblage.  This 

implies that the pottery tradition was transplanted whole from a previously established city that 

Figure 16: The Levant, emphasis Tell Qasile  
(from Gilboa 2005:48) 
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occupied a former Canaanite site, perhaps one further south closer to the Philistine heartland 

(Mazar 1985:122). 
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Chapter 5: Tell Ta’yinat 

 After considering each of these sites in turn, Tell Ta’yinat must be examined to provide a 

consistent comparison point against all of the sites detailed in chapter 4.  As mentioned earlier, 

two Hieroglyphic Luwian inscriptions were discovered at the Aleppo Citadel a decade ago, 

mentioning Taita, a king 

of the “Land of Palistin” 

in the eleventh century 

(Hawkins 2009, 2011).  

Taita’s territory is 

named in a manner 

clearly sharing some 

type of origin with the 

Peleset, both as a group 

of Sea Peoples in the 

Medinet Habu inscriptions and the later land of Philistia on the southern littoral of Canaan 

(Harrison 2010:83, Yasur-Landau 2010:163).  Taita being mentioned so prominently in an 

inscription so far away from his center of power suggests that Ta’yinat was a far-reaching, 

influential center during a time when it was previously believed something just short of chaos 

ruled, a time labeled the Dark Age that is only now having light shed on it (Harrison 2009b:174).  

Gaining power from the collapse of the Hittite empire at Hattusa, Neo-Hittite rump states began 

to appear, one of which was centered at Ta’yinat, rising to dominance in the Amuq Valley with 

the decline of nearby Alalakh, which was destroyed and abandoned in the early twelfth century 

(Harrison 2010:91) 

Figure 17: Anatolia and Northern Syria, emphasis Amuq Plain 
(from Janeway 2008:126) 
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 The Amuq Valley, also called the Valley of Antioch, can be found in the south eastern 

part of modern Turkey.  The valley is a crossroads in two different directions: north and south 

from the Mediterranean Sea to the Anatolian mountains, and east and west from Anatolia itself 

into Mesopotamia; a survey led by Robert Braidwood in 1937 found 178 tells on the plain alone 

(Janeway 2008:124-5).  Ta’yinat is found along the northern bend of the Orontes River; it covers 

35 hectares, 20 of which make up the upper mound.  The first researchers at the site, from the 

University of Chicago in the late 1930s, realized that it had been abandoned from the Early 

Bronze Age to the Iron Age, when Alalakh began to wane, but the shift in the center of power 

was not the only thing to change during the early Iron Age (Harrison 2010:84).  Unlike in 

Philistia, the Amuq Valley witnessed an increased number of occupied sites, from thirty in the 

Late Bronze Age to forty-seven in the Iron Age, 74% of which were new settlements (Janeway 

2008:125-7). The Late Bronze Age phase in the valley, Phase M, showed small-scale 

importation of pottery, which ceased at the end of the age.  The next phase, Phase N, reveals 

eighteen sites, including Ta’yinat, yielding locally produced Myc IIIC:1b pottery, more than had 

been importing wares at the end of the previous age (Harrison 2010:89, Janeway 2008:127-8).  

The most common locally-made Myc IIIC:1b forms on the Amuq Plain are skyphoi and bell-

shaped bowls, as seen throughout Philistia, all of which have everted rims and ring bases, 

decorated with a horizontal band along the handle; bell-shaped bowls represent 30% of the total 

sherds on the entire plain, while at Ashdod and Ekron they represent greater than 50% of the 

assemblage (Janeway 2008:129-30).  The Early Iron Age levels of Ta’yinat itself possessed an 

assemblage thoroughly integrated with Myc IIIC:1b pottery, including shallow bowls, bell-

shaped bowls, kraters, amphorae, and spouted jars, most often decorated with red on pink or 

black on buff designs.  This new phase of pottery is painted in 90-95% of uncovered sherds, a 
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notable change from the Late Bronze assemblage (Harrison 2010:88-9, Janeway 2008:127).  In 

addition to sharing Myc IIIC:1b pottery with Philistia, Ta’yinat also shares the same diagnostic 

cookware, the “Philistine Cooking Jug” (Harrison 2010:89, Janeway 2008:140).  This form is 

characterized by dark fabric with crushed shell temper, an oviod body, everted rim with a 

thickened lip, a disc base and one or two handles; the same style of cooking ware is found at 

Ekron, Ashdod, and Ashkelon (Janeway 2008:134, 140).  Unlike Ekron, Ashdod, and Ashkelon, 

however, Ta’yinat shows no evidence of Philistine Bichrome wares, instead yielding Bichrome 

from a different style entirely (Harrison, personal communication). 

 Along with pottery technology, Ta’yinat revealed something else unexpected: a bird 

motif painted on a few sherds that seems to closely resemble the figureheads of the bird headed 

boats of the Sea Peoples from the 

Medinet Habu inscriptions; 

Wachsmann refers to the long 

necked, projecting beaked boat 

figureheads as “waterbirds” 

(2000:121, Janeway 2008:134).  In 

the end, a strainer jug from Tarsus 

proved to show the greatest 

resemblance to the Ta’yinat bird 

(Janeway 2008:134), linking the Cilician site with Mycenaean pottery to one in the Amuq Valley 

and signaling a similar if not the same culture’s presence in both locations. 

Figure 18: Figureheads on Sea Peoples boats from 
Medinet Habu (from Wachsmann 2000:125) 
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Chapter 6: Analysis and Conclusions 

 The cities in the previous chapters present a relatively well-delineated mix of cities 

demonstrating evidence of intrusive locally produced Mycenaean-style pottery, cities also 

demonstrating later evidence of Philistine Bichrome, and cities that yielded neither.  In keeping 

with Gilboa’s hypothesis involving clear boundaries between Phoenicia and Philistia (2005), the 

Yarkon River seems to provide a relatively solid physical divider between the northern and 

southern regions of the Levant.  This division holds true until the northern coast of Syria where 

cities would have likely been within the zone of influence of Taita’s “Palistin.”  Ashdod, Ekron, 

Ashkelon, Tell Tweini, Tell Qasile, and likely Gaza and Gath all show evidence of some level of 

Philistine material culture in their pottery corpus including cooking wares.  Where possible, they 

demonstrate Myc IIIC:1b vessels in early Iron Age levels followed by an evolution in style that 

led to the creation and production of Philistine Bichrome, which is prevalent throughout the 

region later during the Iron Age.  In the middle, cites in Phoenicia including Akko, Tell Abu 

Hawam, Tell Keisan, Tel Dor, and Tell Kazel have yielded no evidence of any large-scale 

Philistine material culture, Myc IIIC:1b or Philistine Bichrome, apart from a few sherds that may 

have arrived there by trade but do not constitute an entire level of occupation or production.  As 

the sites move further north in the Levant into what is defined by inscription and inference as 

“the Land of Palistin,” they begin to again show evidence of some form of migrant Mycenaean 

occupation in the form of Myc IIIC:1b pot sherds, though at some sites this seems to still be up 

for debate.  The farther north cities include Ras Bassit, Ras Ibn Hani, and Tarsus, in addition to 

Tell Ta’yinat.   

 What is clear about these ancient cities in Syria is that, though they produced Myc 

IIIC:1b wares during the early Iron Age and used cookware classified today as Philistine, they do 
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not show any attestations of the later Philistine Bichrome ware, instead having their Bichrome 

vessels, where noted, influenced by a different culture.  This indicates that, while cities on the 

coast of Syria and those in Philistia may have had common origins, they diverged sometime 

before the advent of Philistine Bichrome ware.   

 It is possible that the sites north of Phoenicia were stopping points in the migration down 

towards Egypt, or that some colonists settled there and were influenced by the northern groups 

around them while other colonists continued to move further and further south.  It also raises the 

question as to why there are no Mycenaean-influenced settlements of any kind in Phoenicia.  If 

the settlers bypassed the area by heading inland, there should be evidence of their occupation 

further east, though there has yet to be any evidence uncovered.  On the other hand, if they 

traveled closer to the coast there is also a lack of archaeological evidence, though it can be 

assumed these settlers would have manifested a similar culture to those in Philistia, as seen 

further north and south in Canaan.  There would also likely be many examples of this material 

culture along their route, since many written sources inform us that progress was very gradual, 

involving moving entire families from the Aegean all the way around the coast of the 

Mediterranean, which would have allowed plenty of cultural material to accumulate in their 

wake.  It is also very possible that if these sites exist, they have not yet been excavated. 

 The lack of concrete information highlights the need for more in depth excavation of sites 

along the Phoenician coast, especially those located in modern day Lebanon.  It also 

demonstrates the importance of final site reports, or any type of site reports, at many Syrian sites 

including Ras Bassit and especially Ras Ibn Hani, which is cited as extremely important but has 

still only put forth preliminary publications that can only be found in French.  It also makes it 

abundantly clear that there has yet to be any archaeological evidence of a Sea Peoples group 
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other than the Peleset settling along the eastern Mediterranean littoral.  There is no evidence of 

the Sikkils at Dor, nor the Danuna at Tell Dan, at least until further, more comprehensive site 

reports are published.  Tell Kazel provides researchers hope for a different, Anatolian-based 

group settling and bringing with them Handmade Burnished Ware, but as yet there seems to be 

no consensus on who those people were, much less if they were a group of Sea Peoples and 

where they originated. 

 In addition to increased publication, this area of study would benefit immensely from a 

uniform and scientific analysis of the potsherds collected at sites throughout the region.  Though 

some cities have been examined petrographically, for example Tell Qasile and Tell Kazel, the 

vast majority of sites have very little information about the actual wares found on site.  Further 

information about the production of pottery in the region, whether that new data pertains to 

location or composition, can only benefit the field; when it is clearer where and how the wares 

were created, it will, hopefully, allow for a more consistent and comprehensive view of the 

culture and practices of the people responsible.  Indeed, as Renfrew notes, in order to fully 

understand the processes at work during interregional interactions, scholars must be aware of the 

origins and fabric with which the material culture is made to form accurate conclusions (Renfrew 

1979:23). 

 Further evidence that the population settled in southern Canaan had some ties, at least in 

origin, with the “Land of Palistin” to the north comes from the inscriptions detailing the fall of 

Ugarit.  As mentioned previously, the unnamed attackers began their offensive against the city 

from Murkish, in the Amuq Plain (Yasur-Landau 2010:121), the heartland of Palistin’s 

influence.  Considering this connection from a material perspective, the idea of a “center out 

there” and mystified place of origin could be useful for analysis (Helms 1993).   
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 From Helms’ perspective, skilled craftsmen and long-distance traders shared the same 

aura of outside, an idea that was good for their craft, since many useful things come from 

outside, though just as often, outside equates with strange (Helms 1993).  With that in mind, if 

the Levant had been previously importing Aegean wares, it seems highly unlikely that, without 

the influx of a new population, a people would switch to producing previously imported wares 

while attempting to match the form and style despite being locally made.  Such an action would 

halt the activities of the skilled long-distance traders.  What seems more likely is that, upon 

arrival, the Mycenaean settlers in the Levant took to making the same types of wares as they had 

at home, relying on previous knowledge while simultaneously harkening back to the place where 

they originated.  Killebrew’s Type I pottery, made to look like the imported Mycenaean pottery, 

is a prime example of this reaching back to previous ideas.  Their pottery was associated with 

their origin, and therefore distant pottery created to look the same would have the same affect.  

This would allow the settlers to remain connected with the Aegean and, possibly, the land of 

Palistin, as well.  Unfortunately, this is another very difficult mechanism to observe in the 

archaeological record, though it can be assumed that, if it applies to many of cultures in the 

world today, it may apply to ancient ones as well. 

 To return to the thesis of this paper, with this information I sought to determine the 

relationship between Taita’s land of Palistin and Philistia on the southern coast of Canaan.  

Given the evidence provided from sites along the Levantine littoral, it seems clear that Palistin 

and Philistia, though no doubt sharing similar origins in the Aegean based on Myc IIIC:1b 

pottery and cookware assemblages, were two separate entities before the rise of Philistine 

Bichrome ware.  Though this point is relatively clear, the need for further excavation or 

published reports cannot be stressed enough, especially in Lebanon and along the Syrian coast.  
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It also seems evident that the Sea Peoples were not the major military power they have been 

made out to be, but were more likely a migrant, economic force that made its way across the 

region, settling down as they did so.  This leaves the multitude of destruction levels found 

throughout the Levant at the end of the Late Bronze Age unexplained, but simply blaming the 

burning of these cities on the Sea Peoples is now more a way to simply write off a complicated 

moment in history without much analysis of the information available today.  Though the Late 

Bronze to Iron Age transition will likely never be crystal clear to archaeologists, more data could 

considerably lighten the outlook and allow for a more thorough understanding of who the 

Philistines were and where they came from.
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