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Introduction

The ancient people known to us as ‘Phoenicians’ inhabited the northern part of the southern
Levantine coast, a region that is currently divided between modern Syria, Lebanon, and Israel
(Map 1). Their homeland consisted of a narrow strip of land bounded from the east by mighty
mountainous ranges and from the west by the Mediterranean Sea. Although the land was rich with
water sources, it offered limited resources and arable soil. In this land, an urban centered
civilization of autonomous city-states emerged, whose people were known throughout the Ancient
Near East as exceptional merchants (Ezek. 28: 4-5; Homer, Odyssey 15: 415ff), expert seafarers
(1 Kgs. 9: 26-28; Herodotus 4: 42; Pliny, Hist. Nat., 4: 36; 7: 208; Strabo 16: 2.24), and gifted
artisans capable of producing magnificent works of art from stone, metal and textiles (2 Chr. 2: 6;
Homer, lliad 6: 289; 23: 470ff; Odyssey 15: 415ff; Pliny, Hist. Nat. 9: 60). They were especially
renowned for the manufacture of fabrics tinted with the majestic crimson dye, which was produced
from murex shells, an industry they long held as a monopoly. In Ezekiel’s prophecy on Tyre (28:
4-5), one of the most prominent cities in Phoenicia during the Iron Age, the city is described as a
wealthy trade center, and its king as a wise and skillful merchant. Pliny (Hist. Nat. 7: 208) credited
the Phoenician with the invention of the cargo ship, and Strabo (16: 2.24) stated that they were
skilled in the sciences of astronomy and arithmetic thanks to their practice of night sailing. Their
superior navigational skills and ship constructing abilities allowed them to sail further than any
other Ancient Near Eastern maritime culture. The Phoenicians ventured through the waters of the
Mediterranean basin and beyond the straits of Gibraltar, sailing to Europe and Africa founding
colonies and trading stations along the way.

However, despite these acknowledged traits, and despite ca. two centuries of research, scholars
today still refer to the Phoenician culture as a lost civilization. While the Phoenicians in the western
Mediterranean are relatively well known, the veil of mystery thickens when dealing with the
Phoenician homeland, which will be the focus of this study. Nearly any aspect of Phoenician
culture had at some point provoked, or still provokes, much debate among scholars. From the most
basic issues such as their name and place of origin to more controversial concerns such as the

infamous practice of child sacrifice.



The main reason for this obscurity is the profound want of genuine Phoenician written sources.
Although thousands of Phoenician inscriptions were found throughout the years, the vast majority
of which consist of short, laconic, phrases, comprised mainly of names of people and deities, often
in repetitive formulas. Even such important compositions written by Phoenician authors, such as
Philo of Byblos, survived only in fragments quoted by much later Christian authors. In order to
bridge the gap in knowledge, scholars must turn to exterior sources and to the field of archaeology.
Unfortunately, these do not always clarify queries but rather often raise further ones.

The problem with exterior texts, such as biblical, classical, Christian writings, is that they are
largely bias. The Phoenicians are often described as idolatrous, barbarian, or simply as ‘the others’,
thus their credibility is questionable at best. Other ancient texts, such as Egyptian or Mesopotamian
documents, may shed some light on Phoenician culture; however, they are usually far too laconic.
For these reasons, archaeology must play a key role in the rediscovering of Phoenician culture and
has done so in recent years. However, the archaeology of the region is not without difficulties of
its own. The main problem of Phoenician archaeology is that most major Phoenician settlements
lay beneath modern urban centers. Many of which were inhabited continually from the Neolithic
period to the present day. This situation often prevents, or largely restricts, full archaeological
investigations in the hearts of Phoenician culture. Another key factor is the political instability of
the region, mainly in Lebanon and Syria, which inhibit archaeological research in the Phoenician
homeland for many years. Nevertheless, during the past decades an ever-growing cache of data
was acquired from archaeological soundings in Phoenician sites. Furthermore, several important
city centers are luckily located outside their modern successors. The city of Byblos is perhaps the
most important example, which unfortunately was excavated during the early twentieth century
and therefore its publication does not stand in modern scholarly scrutiny. The situation is far better
for smaller settlements excavated in recent decades such as Sarepta, Tell el-Burak, and Tell “‘Arqa.

As stated above, Phoenician culture was that of autonomous city-states. Indeed, the Phoenicians
seem to have zealously held on to this Bronze Age social structure long after it gave way to
nationalism and statehood in the southern Levant. Modern scholars often tend to emphasize the
regional and individual nature of each Phoenician city to a point that some even question whether
the Phoenicians can be referred to as an ethnic unit. As Aubet (2001: 9) stated, the Phoenicians

were “a people without a state, without territory and without political unity.” In the following



study, I aim at examining this very issue through an analysis of the Phoenicians in the eastern
Mediterranean during the Iron Age I-11l, ca. 1200-332 BCE, the zenith of the Phoenician
civilization. By analyzing various aspects of the material culture which were unique to the
Phoenicians throughout the periods in question, | shall attempt to identify a ‘Phoenician koiné’,
i.e. a shared material culture which reflected a common ethnic, religious, cultic, and social identity
(Burke 2008: 160), which developed despite the lack of political unity.

Archaeological Research of the Phoenicians in the Eastern Mediterranean

Interest in Phoenician antiquities began during the nineteenth century with soundings and
explorations of various European diplomats, travelers, and art dealers who robbed many exquisite
artifacts, mainly recovered from ancient tombs, and brought them back to Europe (Sharp
Joukowski 1997: 391; Tahan 2010: 195). In 1860, J.E. Renan arrived to Lebanon, under the
commission of Napoleon I, in order to survey the ancient sites of Phoenicia. Renan even
attempted to excavate Tyre, however his soundings bore little results (Renan 1864).

Western interest in the antiquities of the Ancient Near East, sparked by the wave of “orientalism’
in art, literature, and cultural studies, had alarmed O. Hamdy Bey, an Ottoman administrator and
founder of the Istanbul Archaeology Museum and of Istanbul Academy of Fine Arts (Eldem 2004).
Upon learning of an American attempt to excavate in Sidon, Hamdy Bey prompt an excavation
which uncovered the Ayaa royal necropolis and the famed sarcophagi of Tabnit and Eshmunezer.
Systematic modern archaeological research in Lebanon began only under the French Mandate
authority (1920-1946), during which the Service des Antiquites was created. Soon after,
archaeological excavations were conducted by French expeditions in famous sites such as Byblos,
Sidon, Tyre, and Baalbek. In 1946 Lebanon became an independent nation, and the Directorate
General of Antiquities (DGA) was established. A new era of archaeological activities devoted to
research and restoration, which combined local and foreign expeditions began. Some of the most
important archaeological excavations of Phoenician sites were carried out at that time, such as
Tyre (Bikai 1978), and Sarepta (Pritchard 1978).

This era came to a staggering halt during the Lebanese Civil War, which raged, between 1975-
1991 (Ward 1994: 66-70; Massih 2010: 68; Tahan 2010: 195). The long years of warfare took a

severe toll on Lebanon’s ancient sites and antiquities, which to this day cannot be fully measured.
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Besides years of violence and destruction, looting and pillaging of most known ancient sites was
carried out systematically throughout Lebanon (Seeden 1987; Fisk 1993; Ward 1994: 75; Sader
2013). Ironically, the civil war had also a positive effect on Lebanese archaeology. The destruction
in Lebanon’s modern cities opened a window of opportunities that enabled archaeologists to
investigate areas underneath previously densely populated zones (Ward 1994: 66-70).

Since the early 1990’s an overwhelming amount of building projects had begun in Lebanon’s
major cities, the largest of which was the Beirut Central District (BCD) (Asmar 1996: 7-13; Ortali-
Tarazi 1998-1999: 9-11). These projects were proceeded by numerous salvage excavations led by
the DGA and international universities, partly with the financial aid of such international and local
organizations as UNESCO and the Hariri Foundation (Badre 1997: 6; Curvers and Stuart 1998-
1999: 13). These new archaeological projects, such as the BCD, allow us to glimpse into the
ancient Phoenician settlements that lay below the modern ones. Though the information acquired
through these soundings is often fragmentary (Sader 2013), it still sheds further light on the
Phoenician civilization.

Archaeological research in northern Phoenicia had also experienced a period of renewal in recent
years. Many excavation projects had begun in the Gabla plain, in sites such as Tell Sukas (Riis et
al. 2004), and Tell Tweini (al-Maqdissi 2008; Vansteenhuyse 2010). Unfortunately, the Syrian
civil war, which started in 2011 and still rages when these lines were written, had put all
archaeological projects conducted in Syria to halt. Currently only a handful of excavations in
Phoenician sites are conducted in Lebanon, which include such sites as Sidon, Beirut, Tell “‘Arga,
and Tell el-Burak. In Israel, the situation is far better with regular and renewed excavations in

important sites along its northern coast such as, Dor, Akko, and Tell Keisan.

Name

One of the most basic elements that defines a people is its name (Moscati 1968: 3), however the
name used today to identify the ethnic group known as ‘the Phoenicians’, was not the name they
used for themselves. In fact, the name Phoenician does not appear in any Ancient Near Eastern
text. It was bestowed upon them in antiquity by the ancient Greeks, and no other nation in the

Ancient Near East used this name to identify the population or its land (Paraskevaidou 1991: 523-



524; Markoe 2000: 10; cf. Krahmalkov 2000: 11-13).* The same also applies for the Phoenicians
who settled the western Mediterranean, given by the Romans the name ‘Punic’ (Prag 2006).

The etymology of the name was debated extensively. Early scholars maintained the name
Phoenicia meant “The Land of Palms’ (Rawlinson 1889: 3), a notion that may have been suggested
already in antiquity. According to Achilles Tatius (Leucippe and Clitophon 2: 14) Tyre was named
after the palm tree. Presently most scholars agree the name Phoenicia, Greek Phoinix, was derived
from the Greek word goivié - phoinds that first appears during the ninth or eighth centuries BCE.
The etymology of Phoinés is quite complex as the word may be understood in several meanings.
Phoinos can signify a palm tree or its fruit, a musical instrument (Herodotus 4: 192), or a fabulous
bird (Hesiodus, frag. 171 R.), but most commonly it signified the color purple, crimson, or red.
Greek lexicographers linked phoinds with the production of purple dyed textiles, as it could also
be interpreted as ‘blood’ or ‘to stain with blood’. Another interpretation linked phoinds with the
dark complexion of Asian people. This latter interpretation appeared in the works of classical
authors as the origins of the name Phoenicia (e.g. Pliny, Hist. Nat. 9: 60-63) (Speiser 1936; Moscati
1968: 3-4; Muhly 1970: 24-25; Paraskevaidou 1991: 523-524; Markoe 2000: 10). Yet another
association with the color red was to the Persian Gulf, also known as the Red Sea, which was
considered by the ancient Greeks to be the Phoenicians’ place of origin (Muhly 1970: 24-25;
Markoe 2000: 10).

Webster (1966: 66) suggested that the origin of the Greek phoinds, stems from Mycenaean Po-ni-
ki-jo or Po-ni-ki which appears in Linear B texts from Knossos and Pylos dated to the end of the
Late Bronze Age, and refers to an eastern aromatic herb or condiment, or to decorative elements,
presumably red in color, which was also mentioned by Pliny the Elder (Hist. Nat. 22: 15) (cf.
Ventris and Chadwick 1973: 136; Melena 1975: 77-84). Other scholars attempted to link the Greek

! According to Krahmalkov (2000: 11-13), the name Phoenician, or perhaps Punic, may appear in the book of Psalms
which is dated to the first half of the first millennium BCE. In Psalms 45: 13-14 there is a reference to the marriage of
a Phoenician princess of Tyre to the king of Israel:

“And, O daughter of Tyre, the richest of the -N2 773123-9) .4y PWY--9m TID LA0m2 k-na¢
people shall entreat thy favor with a gift. All LD T
glorious is the king’s daughter within the

palace...”

Krahmalkov (ibid.) maintains that “daughter of Tyre” — bt-gr is semantically parallel to bt-mlk pnymh, which should
not be translated as “The king’s daughter within”, but rather as daughter of the king of the Phoenicians — Pon(n)im.
The term Pon(n)im, referring to the Punic language rather than the people, also appears later in Plautus’ Poenulus
(985-987, 990-991), a translation of the Greek comedy Carchedonius.
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phoinds to Ugaritic or Hebrew words such as puwwa or pwt meaning ‘dye’ or ‘substance’, others
to Egyptian fnhw, which means ‘wood-cutter’, however these similarities seem pure acoustic
(Muhly 1970: 31; Aubet 2001: 9).

As mentioned above, the Phoenicians did not refer to themselves as such, but rather, most often as
the citizens of their city-state, e.g. Tyrians, Sidonians, etc. Nevertheless, late textual and epigraphic
evidence indicate that the Phoenicians referred to themselves in a much broader sense as
Canaanites, and to their land as Canaan (Bourogiannis 2012a: 38-39) (see further below).
Cuneiform tablets found in Tell Mardikh, identified as Ebla, may indicate that the name Canaan
appeared as early as the mid second half of the third millennium BCE, ca. 2250 BCE, as ca-na-na
or ga-na-na, although this reading is still debated. Canaan appears in Akkadian documents from
Mari, dated to the eighteenth-century BCE, spelled as ki-na-ah-nu. From the fifteenth to the
fourteenth centuries BCE it also appears in documents from Nuzi in the same spelling, in texts
from Ugarit as kn’ny, and in texts from Alalakh as ki-in-a-nim (Mazar 1965: 8; Sasson 1984: 90;
Na’aman 1994a: 398-99; Tubb 1998: 15-16). The name Canaan also appears in Egyptian New
Kingdom inscriptions of Amenhotep Il, ca. 1450-1425 BCE, and Merneptah’s ‘Israel Stele’, ca.
1227-1217 BCE. Canaan is frequently mentioned in the EI-Amarna letters referring to the land and
its monarchs (e.g. EA 8; 9) (Na’aman 1994a: 399-403; Schoville 1998: 158-159, 161). The Hebrew
bible also uses the term Canaan to describe the northern part of the coast. Furthermore, in the table
of nations in Gen. 10: 15 the eponym Canaan is described as the father of Sidon (Aharoni 1967:
7; Na’aman 1994a: 397; Aubet 2001: 10):

“And Canaan begot Sidon his  ".ng-nX)--17532 17°%-n% 727 ,1w101"
firstborn, and Heth.”

The etymology of the name Canaan has also been thoroughly discussed. One interpretation
suggests that Canaan is derived from the Semitic root v15, which means to ‘be subdued’ (Tubb
1998: 15-16) or ‘to sink’, possibly referring to the movement of the sun setting in the west. This
would suggest that Canaan should be understood as “west” (Astour 1965b: 348) or the ‘lowland’
(de Vaux 1968: 24). This interpretation corresponds to the Akkadian name Amurru that was often
used to signify the western Mediterranean coast and literally translates to “west” or ‘westerner’
(Astour 1965b: 348; Schoville 1998: 159; Thompson 2002: 79). Another suggestion was that the



name stems from the Hebrew word 1%, meaning simply ‘here’ (Tubb 1998: 15). But the two most
commonly accepted theories are either that Canaan is derived from the above mentioned Akkadian
or Hurrian words which translate to ‘blue cloth’, once again associating Canaan to the production
of purple-blue dyed textiles (Mazar 1965: 8; Tubb 1998: 15-16; cf. Muhly 1970: 28-29).2 The
second theory suggests a connection to the Hebrew word kina’nu which means merchant, thus
rendering Canaan as the land of merchants (Mazar 1946: 9-11; 1965: 8, fn. 26-29; Astour 1965b:
347; Aubet 2001: 10).

Lemche (1991: 39, 50), argued that the inhabitants of the land of Canaan did not have any clear
idea of the size or boundaries of the land, and thus used the name Canaan in an imprecise manner.
He further suggested that during the second millennium BCE the name Canaan was not used for
self-definition (ibid.: 52; 1996; 1998). However, this view was disputed by such scholars as
Na’aman (1994a; 1999) and Rainey (1996). Rainey (1996: 12) stated that “the self-consciousness
of being Canaanite and of living in Canaan was not lost on some segments of the Iron Age
population. It was even kept alive, especially among the residents of the Phoenician cities, down
into the Hellenistic period.” During the Late Bronze Age, the rulers of the city-states of the
southern Levant referred to themselves as Kinahu or Kinanu, as evident by the EI-Amarna letters
(Na’aman 1994a: 399-403; Schoville 1998: 158-159, 161). Indeed, this tradition continued well
into the classical period as evident by second century BCE coins from Beirut which bear the
inscription ‘Laodicea, a metropolis in Canaan’ (Babelon 1893: 166).

The name Canaan was also used in the western Punic colonies, or at least in Cartage, as evident
by an inscription on a funerary stele found at Cartage, which reads “man of Canaan” (KAI 116). It
appears that the Canaanite identity of the people of Carthage endured long after the city fell to the
Romans. According to Augustine of Hippo (Patrologia Latina, 35: col. 2096), when the local
inhabitants of fourth century CE Carthage were asked who they were, they replied Canani (Harden
1963: 22).3

2 This interpretation leads to a “chicken and egg” question, i.e. what came first, the name of the land from which
stemmed a name for its product, the purple dye, or vice versa. Mazar (1965: 9), followed by Muhly (1970: 28),
maintained that it was first known for its main export and only later did it apply for all of the land.

3 1t should be mentioned that the term Tyrians — Sorim, was also used in North Africa at that time (Krahmalkov 1994:
73).



Alongside Phoenicians and Canaanites, ‘Sidonians’ was often used in antiquity as an adjective in
order to identify the Phoenicians at large. In the Homeric epics, Sidonians appears synonymous
with Phoenicians, e.g. lliad 23: 744-745; Odyssey 13: 272-285 (Mazar 1946: 7; Winter 1995: 247).
However, there are also passages in which Sidonians appear to be differentiated from the
Phoenicians, e.g. lliad 23: 743-744; Odyssey 4: 83-84 (Sherratt 2005: 35). The same phenomenon
occurs in the Hebrew bible, which often refers to Canaanites-Phoenicians as Sidonians, e.g. Deut.
3:9; Josh. 13: 4, 6; Jdg. 18: 7; 1 Kgs. 11: 5. However, it also appears that at times, the biblical

author refers to Canaanites and Sidonians as two separate nations, e.g. Jdg. 3: 3:

“The five lords of the Philistines, and all the 37 23787 *w133-92) ,0°AW9D 310 nwng"
Canaanites, and the Sidonians, and the  ".mag Ri2? 7v 7970 Pv2 Van--111297 77 2w
Hivites that dwelt in mount Lebanon, from
mount Baal-Hermon unto the entrance of

Hamath.”

It is also noteworthy to mention that the people of the Lebanon Mountains were also distinguished
as a separate group. Sherratt (2005: 35) suggested that it is possible ‘Sidonians’ was applied for
the people of Sidon while ‘Phoenician’ was applied for the people of Tyre. Boyes (2012: 38-39,
fn. 10) maintains that the Phoenicians, or perhaps more specifically the people of Tyre and Sidon,
referred to themselves when dealing with foreigners, as Sidonians, as epigraphic evidence seem to
suggest. Two eighth century BCE inscriptions found on bronze bowls in Cyprus, most likely dated
to the reign of Hiram 11 of Tyre, refers to the latter as “king of the Sidonians’ (KAl 31) (Krahmalkov
2000: 342-43; Boyes 2012: 38-39). In another inscription from Cyprus which mentions Ethbaal
IV of Tyre, dated to ca. 532 BCE, it seems again that men from Tyre refer to themselves as
Sidonians (Lemaire 2004; Elayi 2006: 23; Boyes 2012: 35-38). It is possible that the Phoenicians
adopted the term “Sidonians’ as a metonym for Phoenicians, as reflected in the Hebrew bible,
Assyrian inscriptions, and Greek texts (Boyes 2012: 38-39, fn. 10). Nevertheless, it is also possible
that *Sidonians’ was simply used to identify people under Sidonian hegemony (Tal 2005: 89), as
may be reflected in a second century BCE Greek inscription found in Yavneh-Yam which refers

to its inhabitants as ‘Sidonians’ (Isaac 1991). Another possibility is that the use of ‘Sidonians’



reflected past political ties, especially among the people of Tyre. Tyre and Sidon were situated in
close proximity and thus became political and economic rivals that were in constant strife for
supremacy over one another. Such connections may be reflected in the myth of the re-founding of
Tyre by Sidonian refugees recorded by Josephus (Ant. 8: 62) and Justinus (Epitome. 28: 3.5) (cf.
Boyes 2012: 38).

Origins

The question of the origins of the Phoenicians is a conundrum that was tackled already in antiquity.
The common view was that the Phoenicians were not indigenous to the southern Levant.
According to Herodotus (1: 1.1; 7: 89.2), both Phoenician and Persian scholars claimed that the
Phoenicians migrated into the southern Levant from the Persian Gulf, which was then known as
the Red Sea. Strabo (16: 3.4), following Herodotus, had also argued that the Phoenicians originated
from islands situated in the Persian Gulf. This belief was also perpetuated by other classical authors
such as Pliny (Hist. Nat. 4: 36), and Justinus (Epitome. 18: 3.2-4), and preserved in the scholarship
of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Scholars such as Rawlinson (1889: 28-31),
Harden (1963: 21), and Gray (1964: 25) maintained that the Canaanites migrated or invaded
Canaan from the Persian Gulf or the north Arabian steppe during the third millennium BCE.
Early archaeological research seemed to support the “foreign ancestry’ of the Phoenicians. Kenyon
(1966) maintained that during the last stages of the Chalcolithic period, an amalgamation of groups
of various origins occurred from which the relatively uniformed and urbanized culture of the Early
Bronze Age emerged. Albright (1968b: 96-98), based on linguistic analysis of the occurrence of
Semitic names of sites and Semitic words in Egyptian of the period, also maintained that the
Canaanites occupied the southern Levant by the end of the fourth millennium BCE. This view
continued to thrive well into the late twentieth century, as presented by Schoville (1998: 162-163),
who maintained that the Canaanites, who ushered in the Early Bronze Age, which is marked by
the first urbanization process in the region, had migrated from the east or north-east during the last
centuries of the fourth millennium BCE. Although scholars such as Kenyon (1966: 6-8) maintained
that nothing of the Chalcolithic-Ghassulian culture was preserved in later periods, the scholarly
consensus today is that continuity from the Chalcolithic period can be traced in the Early Bronze
Age, at least to some extent (Gophna and Portugali 1988; Mazar 1990: 88-89, 104-105).

9



A more dramatic change in the material culture of the southern Levant was noted during the Middle
Bronze Age IlA, during which large and prosperous city-states emerged throughout the region.
The change in material culture was not confined solely to urbanism, but can also be noted in other
cultural aspects such as architecture, burial customs, and pottery traditions. This new era of
urbanism came about after ca. three centuries of decline in the aftermath of the collapse of the
Early Bronze Age II-111 urban society, i.e. the Intermediate Bronze Age. This period parallels to
the first Intermediate period in Egypt during which there seems to have been a break in Egypt’s
connections with the southern Levant, and particularly with Byblos. Although excavations at
Byblos unearthed a massive destruction layer dated to the end of the Early Bronze Age Ill, similar
to those found at many important Levantine centers dated to the same period, it appears the city
quickly recovered and that cultural continuity prevailed (Mazar 1990: 174ff).

Scholars such as Albright (1926: 251-253, 266) and Kenyon (1966), who promoted the ‘Amorite
hypothesis’, speculated that the reason for the changes in the material culture of the Middle Bronze
Age was the forceful invasion of west Semitic seminomadic groups to the southern Levant and
Mesopotamia. These people were known in Mesopotamian documents as ‘Amurru’ (cf. Dever
1970: 140; Lapp 1970: 114-115). Other scholars maintained that the demise of the urban centers
of the Early Bronze Age should be attributed to Egyptian campaigns, which left the land in ruins
and thus the Amorites could infiltrate it unopposed (Mazar 1968; Callaway 1978; Ben-Tor 1992:
124-125). Regardless of the reason for the destruction or abandonment of the major centers of the
Early Bronze Age, it was widely accepted that new ethnic groups of a nomadic nature had found
their way into the southern Levant and that they were responsible for the major changes that
occurred (Gophna 1992: 156-158).

In the past few decades, forceful invasion theories have been mostly abandoned, considering that
most of the sites in the southern Levant were simply deserted rather than destroyed. Scholarly
consensus shifted to emphasize the indigenous nature of the Middle Bronze Age society and the
continuation of its material culture from earlier periods (Richard 1980; Burke 2008: 160).

Today most scholars agree that during the Intermediate Bronze Age, a shift in social and economic
order occurred which is not necessarily dependent on the arrival of new ethnic groups. It is more
than possible that at least some of the nomadic groups which were seen as responsible for the
collapse of the Early Bronze Age urban system were already present in its fringes. These groups

may have absorbed into them some of the urban population after their cities’ collapse and they
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reverted into a semi-pastoral lifestyle. The truly new ethnic groups, which may still be referred to
as Amorites, seem to have migrated to the southern Levant from many different regions and were
also absorbed into the local population (Mazar 1990: 169-171; Dever 1998: 295; llan 1998: 297-
301).

As stated above, cultural continuity in the Phoenician coast is strongly evident in Byblos. The
famed ‘Temple of the Obelisks’ was constructed over an earlier Early Bronze Age temple
following the same outer lines, which suggests urban continuity between the two periods. The
wealth of rich artifacts found dated to the Middle Bronze Age I1A demonstrate the might of Byblos
at that time (Mazar 1990: 188-189). Therefore, Mazar (ibid.) suggested that a possible origin to
the Middle Bronze Age IIA culture in the southern Levant may be population from Byblos that
migrated south due to overpopulation in the narrow Phoenician littoral. The question of the origin
of various Canaanite traditions which appear to have begun in the Middle Bronze Age IIA is
especially relevant to the origins of Phoenician culture, as many of these traditions were practiced
by the Phoenicians almost without a pause until the second half of the first millennium BCE (see
below).

As stated above, Phoenician culture was primarily urbanized, as the landscape is not optimal for
pastoral nomadism or large-scale agriculture. Furthermore, the relatively isolated landscape of the
Phoenician coast, and especially that of southern Phoenicia, was not so accessible to large
population movements as it is bounded by the impregnable Lebanon Mountains. Also, it seems
that the cities of Phoenicia were always able to recover quicker from cataclysmic events which
devastated other regions (Mazar 1990: 174; Markoe 2000: 11-12). It appears therefore that the
indigenous inhabitants of the *‘Phoenician’ society endured along the Phoenician coast, more so
than the urban population of other regions that had turned to a sedentary or semi-sedentary
lifestyle. It is therefore more likely that the changes in material culture which occurred in Phoenicia
were a result of interaction and trade with Syria, Mesopotamia, and the rest of the Levant
(Gerstenblith 1983) rather than population movements, although these too must have left an impact

to some extent.

In recent years, a new approach to the question of ethnic identity emerged in the form of ancient
DNA studies. These attempt to trace movements of ancient people according to specific genes

unique to them found in their genetic ancestry. Several DNA studies focusing specifically on the
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Phoenician population began sampling both modern and ancient DNA from sites in Lebanon, as
well as other typically ‘Phoenician’ sites throughout the Mediterranean basin, which were
historically connected with the Phoenician western expansion. These studies suggest that there is
a common source of related lineages rooted in Lebanon that can be traced back to the Neolithic
period (Gore 2004; Chiaroni et al. 2008; Zalloua et al. 2008). Similar DNA studies conducted in
the Levant demonstrated a distinction between coastal and inland populations (EI-Sibai et al.
2009). However, a recent DNA study analyzing a mixture of ancient DNA, from individuals buried
in Sidon in ca. 1700 BCE, and compared to individuals from modern Lebanon, suggests that
although there is a great degree of autochthonic continuity in the southern Levant from the
Neolithic period, a mixture with Iranian populations occurred, most likely during the Middle
Bronze Age (Haber et al. 2017: 274-282). This may suggest that the ancient Greek sources
mentioning the Persian Gulf as the place of origin of the Phoenician were not so wrong.
Nevertheless, it should be stated here that while these studies may shed further light on the ancestry

of ancient peoples, their application is still problematic (Finkelstein et al. 2012: 140-141).

Language and Script

Phoenician was a Northwestern Semitic language belonging to the Canaanite group alongside
Hebrew, Ammonite, Edomite, and Moabite. Several Phoenician dialects were used in the different
Phoenician cities and can be distinguished. However, during the first millennium BCE, the
dominating dialect was that of Tyre-Sidon and is known as ‘Standard Phoenician’, which was
widespread throughout Phoenicia and its eastern colonies. Only in Byblos, a distinct dialect which
was defined as archaic can be seen. It appears that during the ninth and eighth centuries BCE
Phoenician was adopted as a lingua franca in the region and beyond. Standard Phoenician spread
during the early first millennium BCE throughout the Mediterranean with the Phoenician
colonization movement and evolved into a distinct dialect that became known as Punic (Amadasi
Guzzo 1997: 317-318; Krahmalkov 2000: 10-11). By the ninth century BCE, Phoenician, as well
as other languages in the southern Levant, developed a unique dialect differentiating it from other
Semitic languages (Joffe 2002: 454).

The Phoenician script is comprised of a twenty-two consonantal sign system, written from right to
left, which developed from proto-Canaanite. It is possible to identify both a formal and a cursive
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script; however, it appears that it was always less formal and more cursive in style (Amadasi Guzzo
1997: 321). Like dialect, Phoenician script may also be differentiated from other Semitic scripts
by the ninth century BCE (Joffe 2002: 454).

Language was recognized as an important characteristic of ethnicity already in the Ancient Near
East and different peoples would be distinguished according to their tongue, as evident by
Mesopotamian, Egyptian and Greek writings (Schwartz 1995: 3-8). Although some scholars stress
the similarity of Phoenician to other Semitic languages such as ancient Hebrew (e.g. Aubet 2001:
9), Phoenician displays many grammatical features which range from phonology, morphology and
syntax to discourse features, that distinguish it from other western Semitic languages (Holmstedt
and Schade 2013: 1). Furthermore, the particular use of certain verbs and nouns can identify the
language as Phoenician, e.g. the use of the 3 person singular suffix (Rollig 1983b: 381-385).
Another example is the use of the verb p’l 5¥o which signifies an action and was used in Phoenician
(e.g. Niehr 2008: 16) but not in ancient Hebrew, which employed the verb ‘sh - 7wy (Galil 2009:
215). Another important example is the use of words of cultic significance such as mlk. Although
scholars previously maintained ‘molech’ was a name of a deity, the consensus today is that
‘molech’ was a sacrificial term that signified a ritual practiced by Canaanites (Eissfeldt 1935;
Mosca 1975; Day 1989: 9-14). Such nouns, verbs and grammatical syntax enable researchers to
identify inscriptions as Phoenician or otherwise (cf. Eph’al 1998: 113-114; Halayga 2008; Galil
2009: 210ff).

Cultural elements such as a name, ancestry, and language are vital components of ethnicity. These
elements create social boundaries that often distinguish one ethnic group from the other. Since the
Phoenicians left us so little written evidence on their ethnicity and identity, these may be
reconstructed from an amalgamation of self-ascription and ascription by others, and also from the
shared cultural elements which are manifested in their material culture (Shibutani and Kwan 1965:
47; Kamp and Yoffee 1980: 88; Cashmore 1994: 106; Sparks 1998: 1; Bunimovitz and Faust 2003:
420; Malkin 2003: 59-60; Dever 2007: 51-52). These shall be further discussed below.
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Chapter One

Geographical Borders

The physical conditions which formed the unique region known as Phoenicia were created by three
major geological processes; sedimentary rocks which were deposited at the fringes of the Arabian-
Nubian shield, consisting mainly of marine sedimentary rocks due to the distance from the shield,
the Alpine orogeny fold, which occurred mostly during the Eocene, and the most recent geological

process was the Syrian-African rift, which took place mainly during the Pleistocene (Klein 1983).

Greater Lebanon, which encompasses most of Phoenicia, is traditionally divided into three main
geographical units running NNE-SSW along the coastline (Map 6):
1. The western mountain range and highlands of the Lebanon Mountains, including the Litani
highlands and the upper Lebanese Galilee.
2. The elevated upland basin of the Beqga’, which is situated ca. 800 m. above sea level.
3. The eastern mountain ridge of the Anti-Lebanon, ending with the Hermon Mountain at the
south.
These mountain ranges are major uplifts, with Late Cretaceous rocks forming the highest point of
Mount Lebanon, at 3088 m. above sea level, and Middle Jurassic rocks forming the summit of
Mount Hermon at 2,814 m. (Fig. 1.1). To these we may add the coastal plain which follows the
same NNE-SSW orientation (Walley 1997: 82) and is the central unit relevant to this study.

The Phoenician Coast

The coast of Phoenicia is a well-defined geographic unit with characteristics typical of the northern
Mediterranean coast (Braudel 2002: 14-21). Unlike the wide region of the southern coastal plain
or the Syrian coast further north, the majority of the Phoenician coast consists of a narrow strip of
land, ranging between 6.5 km to a few hundred meters in width. It is bordered from the east by the
mighty Lebanon Mountains and from the west by the Mediterranean Sea (Map 2). The coast of

Phoenicia is not a continuous strip of land. It is divided into small sub-units by rocky areas of
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mountain slopes and river gorges that often reach directly to the sea, which through a long process
of erosion, created cliffs, coves, and natural bays all along the coast. The Phoenician littoral is also
characterized by a narrow continental rise, which formed small islets opposite of the coast and
natural coves that could accommodate ships with relatively large hulls, unlike the northern Syrian
coast and the southern coast beyond the Carmel, which are very wide and shallow (Aharoni 1967:
19-21; Moscati 1968: 5-7; Prag 1974: 195; Ron 1983: 9-11; Kingsley and Raveh 1996: 6-8;
Bourogiannis 2012a: 38).

The coast of Phoenicia can be subdivided into several units from north to south, separated by rock
promontories and river valleys (Ron 1983: 11):
1. The Gabla plain, from Ras Shamra to Arwad
The Akkar plain, from Arwad to Tripoli
From Tripoli to Byblos
From Byblos to Beirut
From Beirut to Sidon
From Sidon to Tyre
From Tyre to Akko
The Akko plain, from Akko to the head of the Carmel

The Carmel coast, from the head of the Carmel to the Sharon plain

© o N o 0o B~ WD

In most of these subunits, only one major urban center existed, surrounded by several smaller
settlements which constituted its hinterland. Nearly all the major cities of Phoenicia were situated
ca. 35-40 km apart, however not every sub-region enjoyed the same conditions. While the Akkar
and Akko plains are 9-10 km wide, the stretch of land from Sidon to Tyre, is only 2 km wide at its
widest point, providing limited terrain for agriculture and habitation.

The Phoenician coast can also be more broadly divided into northern and southern Phoenicia.
Northern Phoenicia consisted of the region south of Ras Shamra to Byblos, and southern Phoenicia
consists of the area from Byblos to the Carmel coast. Northern Phoenicia includes the Akkar plain,
and perhaps also the Gabla plain further north, whose terrain is more suited for agriculture, though
they too were full of marshland in antiquity due to poor drainage. The Akkar plain was an

especially strategic point since it served as a land corridor via the ‘Homs gap’ to and from inland
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Syria (Prag 1974: 195; Badre 2006: 67; Thalmann 2010: 86).

Southern Phoenicia is more isolated from outside influences by the Mount Lebanon range, and
despite its abundance of water sources, which include many natural springs and perennial rivers
that flow into the Mediterranean, the majority of the terrain is not optimally suited for agriculture
since it is often rocky and covered by sand dunes or marshes (Prag 1974: 195; Aubet 2001: 17).
Further south lies the fertile Akko plain, which served as southern Phoenicia’s main agricultural
hinterland (Prausnitz 1993a: 31). South of it, begins the Carmel ridge, which creates another
narrow coastal strip that due to poor drainage was filled in antiquity with marshes. Apart from the
large Akko bay, the coves at Dor and ‘Atlit located in the Carmel coast are the only two natural
bays on the central or southern Levantine coast (Mazar 1992: 3; Elgavish 1994: 45; Haggi 2009:
1). Ironically, it was in southern Phoenicia, with its harsher natural conditions, that the most
prosperous Phoenician cities flourished.

The Borders of Phoenicia

The borders of Phoenicia cannot be confined to the classic definition of borders between states
since Phoenicia was never a united political entity led by a single central governing unit with clear
territorial boundaries (Peckham 1987: 79; Lemche 1991: 154). Phoenicia’s borders were cultural
borders set within the Phoenician sphere of influence.* Many scholars attempted to define the
borders of Phoenicia based mainly on biblical texts, classical historiographical studies, and even
modern politics (Herzog 2009: 39). Baramki (1961: 1) proposed the borders of Phoenicia stretched
from the Orontes in the north to the Kishon in the south. Harden (1963: 25) suggested it was from
Arwad in the north, to Dor in the south. Chami (1967: 5) proposed it was from Myriandrus on the
Gulf of Iskenderun in the north, and Dor in the south. Moscati (1968: 5) maintains that the
northernmost Phoenician city was Tell Sukas and the southernmost was Akko. Katzenstein (1997:
6) suggests the northern border was mount Cassius (Jabel el-Akra) in the north and Nahal Soreq
in the south. Sader (2000: 227-232) suggested Phoenicia stretched from the Gulf of Iskenderun in
the north and the Akko plain in the south, and Lipinski (2003: 297) suggests the northern border

4 Markoe (2000: 11) suggested the borders of Phoenicia were of an economic nature.
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was at cape Posideium (Ras al-Basit), and the southern border was at Nahal Soreq, to name but a
few examples (Elayi 1982: 83, fn. 1).

Nonetheless, it appears that the accepted scholarly convention is that the land stretched from the
area south of Ras Shamra (Ugarit) in the north and the head of the Carmel in the south (Ganor
1974: 16; Markoe 2000: 10-11; Killebrew 2005: 96). Tell Sukas, situated in the Gabla plain, is
considered to have been the northernmost Phoenician settlement, and Tel Mevorakh, located on
the southern bank of Nahal Taninim, which separates the Carmel coast from the Sharon plain,
seems to have been the southernmost settlement.

However, this broad definition of Phoenicia cannot
Arwad »

always be applied. The borders of Phoenicia o Tell Kazel

expanded and contracted according to the status of

Tripolis

its major cities, their spheres of influence, and that
of their neighboring kingdoms throughout the
ages. Nevertheless, a Phoenician ‘core’ region can Byblos
still be defined, in which Phoenician culture )
thrived mostly in an autonomous state throughout .
the periods.

It is widely accepted that this region consisted of
the area from Arwad, situated opposite of the
Gabla plain, in the north to the head of the Carmel
in the south, a distance of some 250 km (Map 3) -
(Ganor 1974: 16; Lipinski 1991: 165). However, it

km.

Map 3.
appears that this region should be further narrowed to include only the area from perhaps Tripoli,

in the north, to the head of the Carmel in the south, excluding Arwad from the mainland territory.
While Arwad should probably be considered as an integral part of Phoenicia,® there are no

indications that it controlled the mainland territory opposite of the island during most of the Late

> Although since only small-scale archaeological excavations were conducted on the island as of yet, this remains an
educated speculation based mainly on classical written sources, e.g. the description of Phoenicia in Pseudo-Scylax’
Periplus (Lipinski 2004: 269).
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Bronze or Iron Ages (Vidal 2008: 9-10).

The Bronze Age

During the Bronze Age, Phoenicia was an integral part of greater Syria. It appears that only during
the Old Kingdom period, ca. 2700-2400 BCE, the Egyptians made a distinction between the
Phoenician coast, with which they were most familiar with, and greater Syria, referring to it as
Fnhw, as it appears in texts such as the ‘Tale of Sinuuhe’ (Aharoni 1967: 131; Redford 1986: 131;
Nibbi 1991; Goedicke 2004: 18; Weippert 2010: 51-62). From the Middle Kingdom period, ca.
2000-1550 BCE, more general terms appear to describe the southern Levant at large, such as
Retenu, which signified the entire southern Levant up to the Euphrates (Schoville 1998: 161).
After the Egyptian conquest of Canaan during the Late Bronze Age, the Egyptian administrative
system divided the area of Phoenicia into three geographic districts. The southern coast, from
Beirut southwards as far as the Sinai Peninsula, was considered as Canaan. The northern coastal
area from Byblos to Arwad formed part of the Amurru district, which the Egyptians may have also
referred to as Djahi, and the third district consisted of the Galilee and the Lebanese Bega’ which
was named Apu (Aharoni 1967: 42; Weinstein 1981: 12; Nibbi 1991; Markoe 2000: 15-16). It
appears that the entire area under Egyptian rule was also known as the land of Hurru or Ha-rw
(Schoville 1998: 161), a term that also appears in the “Wenamun Report’, which is dated to the
Iron Age | (ANET: 26; Katzenstein 1997: 6; Schipper 2005: 103ff).

During the Late Bronze Age, the area north of Phoenicia was a well-defined political territory with
powerful kingdoms and established borders. During the fourteenth century BCE, the kingdom of
Amurru was established. Its capital was set at Tell Kazel, and its territory extended as far south as
Tripoli (Stieglitz 1991: 45; Goren et al. 2003: 1; Gubel 2009b: 45). Further north was the kingdom
of Ugarit, whose southernmost border seem to have been located at Tell Tweini, identified with
Gibala (Badre 2006: 67; Bretschneider et al. 2011: 77). Beyond that was the Hittite empire
centered in Asia Minor (Collins 2007: 21ff). It was recently suggested that Arwad did not possess
any mainland territory during the second half of the second millennium BCE (Briquel-Chatonnet
2000: 130-131; Vidal 2008: 9-10). During the mid-fourteenth century BCE, the energetic king of
Amurru, Abdi-Ashirta had begun to pursue his territorial ambitions by waging war against the

cities of Phoenicia. It appears that for a short period, all the area of Phoenicia, as far south as Ushu,
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Tyre’s mainland town, was under the hegemony of Amurru. However, his reign over Phoenicia
was very short lived (Kitchen 1962: 41; Jidejian 1968: 46-50; 33; Redford 1992: 173-174;
Katzenstein 1997: 29-33).

The southern Phoenician border was less well defined at that period; however, it may have been
near the mouth of the Yarkon River which remained a border area during the Iron Age | (Gadot
2011: 123-125). Geographically, Nahal Taninim, located just south of the Carmel, seems to have
served as the natural southern border.

The Iron Age |

During the early stages of the Iron Age, after the demise of the great kingdoms of the Late Bronze
Age, the southern Levantine coast underwent many changes; most notable of which was the arrival
of foreign groups known as the *Sea-People’ who settled along the coast and hinterland. The
accepted scholarly convention is that the Sea-People seized the southern, and later, central parts
of the coast, between Gaza and Akko (Stieglitz 1990a; Stern 1990; Gadot 2006). Further north,
they occupied the Latakia region on the northern coast of Syria (Dothan 1989: 4-9; Stager 1991a:
31-36; Negbi 1992: 601). This hypothesis seemed to have been corroborated by textual evidence
such as the ‘Onomasticon of Amenope’ (Gardiner 1968: 24ff; Katzenstein 1982; cf. Gilboa and
Sharon 2008: 159), and the “‘Wenamun report’, which mentions that Dor was inhabitant by Skl
Sea-People during the early eleventh century BCE (Schipper 2005: 103), and also by early
excavations at Dor (Stern 1990: 28; 2012), and other sites along the southern coast, such as Akko
(Dothan 1976; 1985: 12-14), and further inland such as Tell Keisan (Humbert 1980: 229-230).
However recent studies conducted in southern Phoenicia suggest that the coastal-
Canaanite/Phoenician culture endured along the Carmel coast, and even further south, north of the
Yarkon River, during the Iron Age I. As the archaeological record suggests, sites dated to the Iron
Age 1 in this region are marked by the same continuity in Canaanite material culture that can be
seen in traditional Phoenician sites, and shows little evidence of foreign material culture (Gilboa
2005; Gilboa et al. 2008: 116-117; Gilboa and Sharon 2008: 157-160; Herzog 2009: 39-41). The
southern border during this period must have been located at Tell Qasile, situated near the mouth
of the Yarkon River, which displays a mixed Phoenician-Philistine material culture (Mazar 1985:
126-127; Fantalkin and Tal 2009: 240; Burke 2011: 71).
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Nonetheless, many scholars still maintain that the first wave of Phoenician expansion to the south
and east occurred only during the Iron Age IB, i.e., the second half of the eleventh century BCE.
It was suggested that at that time, the Phoenicians expanded southwards into the western Galilee
and beyond the Carmel littoral into the coastal plain of the Sharon, perhaps by military force, as
destruction layers dated to that period were noted in Dor (Stern 1990: 27-32; Markoe 2000: 30-
31), and Tell Qasile (Mazar 1985: 126-127). Excavations in inland sites such as Tel Dan (Biran
1994: 135-144) and Tell Keisan (Briend and Humbert 1980: 197ff) in the Galilee reveal notable
changes in their city plans and urban expansion, similar to those attested in the cities of Phoenicia
dated to the eleventh century BCE. These changes were believed to have been a result of the
Phoenician movement east, however they may also simply reflect the same architectural evolution
that occurred in Phoenicia. It was also suggested that the Phoenicians penetrated even further east
deep into the northern valleys region which served as trade arteries from the coast inland. Two of
these arteries stretched from Akko across the northern valleys. One to Beth-Yerah and beyond the
Jordan River, and the other to Megiddo and Beth-Shean. From Megiddo the route continued in a
general north-eastern direction towards Damascus via the Jezreel and Hulah Valleys, to the
Lebanese Beqga’ (Gal 1990: 26-27; Tal 2005: 71-74, Fig. 1). Studies and excavations of sites in the
northern valleys region indicate that the area served as a border between Phoenicia and Israel
during the Iron Age, as the material culture suggests (Mazar 2003; Gal 2011).

In the north the situation appears to fit better to the classic scholarly convention. It seems the
former region of Amurru and Ugarit was severely affected by the Sea-People’s invasions. In the
Akkar and Gabla plains, destruction layers were noted in sites such as Ras Ibn Hani, Tell Sukas,
Tell Tweini, and Tell Kazel, all dated to ca. 1200 BCE, and attributed to Sea-Peoples incursions.
New settlements were built shortly after in a new architectural style and orientation. The material
culture found in these layers also seems to indicate the presence of new ethnic entities in the region
(Tsirkin 2003: 10, fn. 9; Al-Magqdissi 2008: 10; Gubel 2009b: 45-47; Vansteenhuyse 2010;
Bretschneider et al. 2011: 82-85).

It is possible that during the second half of the eleventh century BCE, a Phoenician expansion into
the Akkar plain occurred. A series of arrowheads bearing the inscription “Zakarbaal, king of
Amurru” were found along the coast. It is tempting to identify this Zakarbaal with the king of

Byblos mentioned in the Wenamun Report, dated to ca. 1075 BCE. If that is the case it may be
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understood that Byblos had gained influence in the Akkar plain, however this theory cannot be
proven (Starcky 1982; cf. Gubel 2009b: 48). As for Arwad, it appears the city was not powerful
enough to attain a hold on the mainland at that time. The texts of Tiglath-Pileser I’s campaign to
the Akkar plain (Grayson 1991: A.0.87.3: 16-25, A.0.87.10: 28-32) suggest that the island of
Arwad was not considered as part of the land of Amurru (Gubel 2009b: 47). It is therefore safe to
assume that during the Iron Age | the northern border of Phoenicia on the mainland was set in

Tripoli or Byblos.

The Iron Age 11

During the Iron Age Il many of the new nations of the southern Levant, which were formed during
the early Iron Age, became powerful states that began gaining influence and territory. Many
scholars maintain that during the early Iron Age Il, the coastal plain down to the slopes of the
Carmel ridge, including sites such as Tell Abu-Hawam, Akko, Tell Keisan, and Achziv, was under
a Phoenician-Tyrian hegemony (Lipinski 1991: 156; Herr 1997: 131; Aubet 2001: 14; Lehmann
2001: 94; 2002: 85; Nigro 2014: 263; cf. Boyes 2012: 41). Stern (2000: 101ff) maintained that for
a short period between ca. 1050-1000 BCE the city of Dor was also under the hegemony of the
Phoenicians. Katzenstein (1997: 106-107), based mainly on biblical accounts (e.g. Jdg. 1: 31-32),
maintains that sites further inland such as Aphek, Helbah, and Rehob were also under the
hegemony of Tyre. However, with the rise in power of the kingdom of Israel, either under David
and Solomon during the tenth century BCE, or more probably under Omri and Ahab during the
ninth century BCE (Finkelstein and Silberman 2001: 131ff), the borders of Phoenicia seem to have
narrowed. According to Stern (2000: 104ff), during the early stages of the tenth century BCE, the
Carmel coast fell under the hegemony of Israel. However, Gilboa and Sharon (2008: 161-163)
suggest that the material culture in Dor during the early stages of the Iron Age Il (Iron 1|2
Transition) points to continuity rather than abrupt change. It was only during the following period
(Late Iron 2a/b Horizon), which is dated to the early ninth century BCE, that a change in material
culture is noted (ibid.: 162). This seems to indicate the Phoenicians continued to control the coast
of the Carmel during the early stages of the Iron Age Il. Furthermore, radiocarbon dating of the
artificial harbor at *Atlit, which displays Phoenician hallmarks (see chapter 3), date its construction
to the late ninth or early eighth century BCE (Haggi 2006: 57; Haggi and Artzy 2007: 75-76). The
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cemetery at “Atlit also indicates the site was inhabited by Phoenicians at that time (Haggi 2006:
44-49).

The southern border with the kingdom of Israel, is believed to have been set at the Kishon River,
which flows from the Jezreel valley through the Akko valley into the Mediterranean near Tell
Abu-Hawam. Tell Abu-Hawam was identified by Aharoni (1967: 238) with the biblical town
n12% nmw Sihur-Libnath, located near the head of the Carmel (cf. Mazar 1950: 777-786; Lipinski
1991: 160-161), and described as the border between Phoenicia and the tribe of Asher in Josh. 19:
24-30 (Gal 1990: 135-137; 1992: 102-104; Lipinski 1991; Elgavish 1994: 56). However, the
border at that time should probably be stretched further south at least as far as ‘Atlit.

Israelite penetration to Phoenician territory along the coast may have intensified during the Iron
Age 1B in the Sharon plain and the Carmel coast. Stratum I1l, dated to the Iron Age II, at Tell
Abu-Hawam displays both Phoenician and Israelite material culture (Balensi et al. 1993: 10). At
Shigmona, the excavators suggest that during the Iron Age 11, a prosperous fortified Israelite city
existed (Elgavish 1994: 55). And as mentioned above, a change in the material culture was also
noted at Dor, where the previous Canaanite-Phoenician material culture is replaced by an
‘Israelite’ material culture similar to that found in Megiddo, Yogneam, and sites of the Jezreel
valley (Stern 2000: 104-111; Gilboa and Sharon 2008: 163; cf. Herr 1997: 132; Katzenstein 1997:
107). This Israelite penetration may be reflected in the story of the conquest of the land by Joshua
(17: 11) (Stern 2000: 85-87). It seems that Dor remained under Israelite hegemony until its
conquest by Tiglath-Pileser 111 in the eighth century BCE (Stern 2000: 104-129; Gilboa and Sharon
2008: 166-167).

The western border with the kingdom of Israel seems to have been located in the hinterland of the
Akko plain, in the hill or mountain country. This border is evident by the presence of fortresses
such as Har Adir, Tel Harashim, Horbat Rosh Zayit, and Tel Kabri, which also served as
administrative centers (Lehmann 2002: 74; Ben-Ami 2009). Frankel and others (Frankel et al.
2001: 104) suggested on basis of the ceramic assemblage that the fort at Har Adir was under a
Phoenician, most likely Tyrian, hegemony. Lipschits and Finkelstein (2011: 292) on the other hand
suggest, based on architectural elements, that Har Adir could have been an Israelite stronghold on
the border with Tyre during the ninth century BCE. Ben-Ami (2009: 49-51) suggested that Tel

23



Harashim was an Israelite fort since the Iron Age 1l casemate wall unearthed at the site is similar
in measurements to the fortifications of Israelite Hazor (Strata X-1X). Furthermore, similar pottery
assemblages were noted at both Hazor and Tel Harashim, which suggests the two sites coexisted
and were perhaps connected. The pottery assemblage at Horbat Rosh Zayit, located 15 km east of
Akko on the border of the Akko valley, is similar to those found in sites such as Megiddo, Ta’anch
and Hazor, which may also suggest Israelite occupancy (Gal and Alexandre 2000: 197-201).
Regardless of the identity of the inhabitants of these fortresses, their mere presence suggests a
border excited between Phoenicia and the kingdom of Israel (Ben-Ami 2009: 51-52; Lipschits and
Finkelstein 2011: 292).

The Hebrew bible records that king Solomon gave Hiram | of Tyre twenty cities in the Galilee,
which Hiram called ‘the lands of Cabul’, as payment for his assistance in the construction of the
temple at Jerusalem (1 Kgs. 9: 11-13). However, the narrative changes in 2 Chron. 8: 2, in which
it is Hiram who gives the cities to Solomon, which may reflect that the area of the Akko plain was
subjected to territorial transitions between Tyre and Israel (Gal and Alexandre 2000: 199; cf. Aubet
2001: 57-59).

The northern border during the early stages of the Iron Age Il is more elusive. It may have been
located somewhere between Arwad and Ras-Shamra, however it is also possible that Byblos or
Tripoli signified the northern border of Phoenicia on the mainland. Ras el-Bassit is the
northernmost site that displays signs of Phoenician occupancy during the Iron Age 1, as early as
the ninth century BCE (see below), however it may have only been a Phoenician enclave in an
area mostly dominated by other kingdoms. The island of Arwad most likely remained an
independent Phoenician city-state, protected in its island fortress. However, during the early stages
of the Iron Age II, the powerful kingdoms of Syria have extended their influence over the Gabla
and Akkar plains on the coast. Excavations in sites in the region displays mixed material culture
of Arameans, Aegeans, and Phoenicians. From the beginning of the Iron Age Il, Assyrian sources
indicate the ‘Land of Amurru’ as a territory occupied by a confederation of political entities
independent of Hamath (Gubel 2009b: 51). However, it is also believed that the most important
site in the region, Tell Kazel, was under the hegemony of the kingdom of Hamath until the
Assyrian conquest during the eighth century BCE (Peckham 2001: 26; Na’aman 2009: 105).
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The Neo-Assyrian Period

During the second half of the eighth century BCE, with the rise of Tiglath-Pileser Il (744-727
BCE) to the throne, Assyria began to reorganize and occupy territories on the Mediterranean coast.
Between 743-738 BCE Assyria managed to crush the independent states of Syria and turn them
into directly ruled Assyrian provinces. Tiglath-Pileser Il launched an attack during his first
campaign on the cities of the northern Levantine coast. The cities Sumur, ‘Arga, Usnu, and Siannu,
located north of Byblos in the Akkar plain, were annexed into a new Assyrian province and
suffered deportations. It is possible that Byblos was also annexed at that time (Oded 1974: 43, fn.
23; Katzenstein 1997: 202-204). The seat of the new province was probably set in Tell Kazel,
identified as Sumur (Aubet 2008: 186). It appears that Arwad was also subjected to the Assyrian
province of Sumur (Katzenstein 1997: 211). The cities of southern Phoenicia may have been less
effected, although it is possible their influence was restricted to the coast and its immediate
hinterland. This period marks a severe settlement decline in the Hula valley, which experienced a
revival only during the Hellenistic period (Zwickel 2007: 175-179). Katzenstein (1997: 210-211)
suggested Tyre was still the most powerful Phoenician city at that time and its hegemony may
have extended to the border of the new Assyrian province in northern Phoenicia, perhaps to the
Nahr el-Kelb, and in the south it probably stretched as far as the Carmel ridge.

After Hiram 11 (738/9-734/730 BCE) of Tyre joined the rebellion of Rezin of Damascus and Pekah
of Samaria in 736 BCE, it appears the coast of the Carmel was conquered and reorganized as an
Assyrian province with its capitol at Dor (Stern 2000: 138-139; cf. Gilboa 1996: 131-133;
Na’aman 2009: 106). The coast south of the Carmel seems to have been under Philistine
hegemony, as the annals of Sennacherib (ANET: 287-288) describe the cities of Jaffa, Azor, Beth-
Dagon, and Bene-Barak as belonging to Ashkelon (Na’aman 1998b: 219-223; Fantalkin and Tal
2009: 241-242, fn. 64; Burke 2011: 73).

During the reign of Sennacherib (704-681 BCE), Luli of Sidon rallied to him the cities of Phoenicia
and rebelled against Assyria. After the suppression of the rebellion, a new king was appointed and
Sidon is given a sizeable territory (Tadmor 1966: 95-96; Katzenstein 1997: 246-287). According
to the annals of Esarhaddon (680-669 BCE), Sidon ruled from Al-Mina in the north to the Litani
River in the south (Lipinski 2004: 19, 36). Tyre, however appears to have lost considerable
territory in the aftermath of the aforementioned rebellion. In the south, the fertile Akko plain was

reorganized and incorporated into an Assyrian province (Na’aman 1994b: 3-8; 2009: 99; Zwickel
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2012: 6; cf. Alt 1953: 377-378).

During the reign of Ashurbanipal (668-631 BCE), Phoenician territory seems to have narrowed
even further. The destruction of the stratum E3 fortress at Kabri should probably be attributed to
Ashurbanipal’s campaign against Tyre. The new fortress, of stratum E2, dated to the seventh
century BCE, may have become an Assyrian outpost (Lehmann 2002: 86) reflecting the
transformation of Phoenician territory into an Assyrian province. However, during the final years
of Ashurbanipal’s reign, Assyria grew increasingly weaker, and it appears the cities of Phoenicia
began to recover and regain some of their former dependencies. Tyre may have reasserted itself
over Akko and the Akko plain in the south (Klengel 1992: 232-234), however this seems to be the
southernmost border at that time, as excavations show that Dor on the Carmel coast was abandoned
sometime between 635-630 BCE and was not resettled until the Iron Age 111 (Gilboa and Sharon
2008: 167).

After the demise of Assyria, it is possible that Egypt under Psammetichus | (664-610 BCE), and
perhaps also Necho Il (610-595 BCE), exploited the power vacuum in the southern Levant and
reasserted itself as a regional power. The Phoenician coast may have become an Egyptian
dependency directly ruled by a provincial authority of the pharaoh (Freedy and Redford 1970: 475-
477; Katzenstein 1978: 162; Redford 1992: 441-442; Markoe 2000: 46-47).

The Neo-Babylonian Period

Egyptian expansion in the southern Levant was put to a halt in 605 BCE as Necho Il (610-595
BCE), who joined forces with his former enemy Assyria, met the Babylonian army led by
Nebuchadnezzar (604-562 BCE) on the battlefield at Carchemish and was defeated. It appears the
Babylonian conquest took a severe toll on the cities of Phoenicia and their spheres of influence
were greatly reduced. The Carmel coast and Akko plain seems to have remained unoccupied
during most of this period (Lehmann 2001: 96; 2002: 87; Stern 2001: 315-316). However, it seems
that in the final years of the Neo-Babylonian period, during the reign of Nabonidus (556-539 BCE),
the cities of Phoenicia somewhat recuperated and regained their influence in the eastern
Mediterranean. According to Xenophon (Anab. 1: 4.6), during Cyrus’ campaign in Cilicia, the
Persian army camped at Myriandrus, which was a Phoenician trading station in Babylonian

territory (Katzenstein 1997: 342) that many have been founded already during the reign of
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Nabonidus.

Iron Age I

In October 539 BCE Babylon was conquered by Cyrus the Great (559-530 BCE). Shortly after,
during the reign of Cyrus or Cambyses, Phoenicia came under the dominance of the Achaemenid
Empire (Dandamaev 1989: 60-65). At first Phoenicia fell under a widespread area known as
Athura (Assyria), which included all of Mesopotamia and the southern Levant. Later during the
reign of Darius | (522-486 BCE), this area was subdivided and a new province known as
Abranahara (i.e. beyond the river) was formed. This province, the fifth Satrapy, encompassed all
of the southern Levant west of the Euphrates including Cyprus (Ward 1996: 193; Markoe 2000:
50). The satrapy was divided into administrative units such as Samaria, Yehud (Judah), Ammon,
Moab, and Edom.

During the Iron Age I, also known as the Persian period, Phoenicia enjoyed a privileged status
in the Achaemenid Empire. The entire Levantine coast, from Cilicia in the north to the Sinai
Peninsula in the south, was placed under the hegemony of the Phoenicians. The territory beyond
Phoenicia was divided between the three most prominent Phoenician city-states, Sidon, Tyre, and
Arwad. According to the Periplus of Pseudo-Scylax (104), dated to post 337 BCE, the borders of
Phoenicia during the Iron Age Il stretched from the Tapash River in the north, which separates
Syria and Cilicia, and the city of Ashkelon in the south. Lipinski (2004: 269-271, fn. 13) identifies
Tapash as the city of Al Mina. According to Avi-Yonah (1984: 24), the city of Gaza was not
included in the Phoenician territory since it served as an administrative and military base of the
Persian army.

Sidon was the most powerful and prosperous of the Phoenician cities during the majority of the
Persian period. According to the inscription on the Eshmunezer sarcophagus (KAI 14), dated to
the end of the sixth century BCE, besides its local dependencies, Sidon ruled over the coastal
region of the Sharon Plain from Dor to Jaffa, and perhaps even further south as far as Yavneh-
Yam (Jidejian 1968: 93; Elayi 1980: 25-26; 1982; Markoe 2000: 52; Briant 2002: 607-608;
Betlyon 2005: 11; Tal 2005: 89; Noonan 2011: 286-287).

Tyre was the second most important Phoenician city during the Persian period, and it controlled

over its traditional dependencies on the coast including the Akko plain and perhaps the northern
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part of the Carmel coast. It was also given hegemony over the major centers of the former Philistine
coast including Ashkelon, Ashdod, and perhaps also Gaza (Cross 1964; Elayi 1980; 1982; Stager
1991b: 28-29; Stern 2001: 373, 380; Betlyon 2005: 11; Tal 2005: 89; cf. Avi-Yonah 1984: 23-24).
Further inland, Tyre dominated the upper, and perhaps also lower, galilee, as attested by the
Phoenician temple at Mispe Yamim (Niehr 2008: 15-17).

Arwad was awarded hegemony over vast areas in the north. According to Quintus Curtius (4.1.5-
7), Arrian (Anabasis 2: 13.7), and Strabo (16: 2.14) the city ruled over considerable territory not
only on the coast but also inland, perhaps as far as Hamath. Elayi (1982: 89-90) suggested the
northern limit of Arwad was at Paltos, just south of Tell Sukas, and its southern border was the
Nahr el-Kabir (Eleutheros river). Riis, (Lund 2004: 61) also maintains the northern border was set
at Tell Sukas, however numismatic evidence dated to the late Iron Age Il suggests that Arwad’s
influence extended far north into coastal Syria, perhaps as far as Al Mina at the mouth of the
Orontes (Markoe 2000: 62-63).

The cities of Phoenicia continued to control the entire Levantine coast almost without pause
throughout the Iron Age Ill. The situation abruptly changed with Alexander’s conquest of the
Levant between 333-332 BCE, which ushered the beginning of the Hellenistic period. At that time,
the cities of Phoenicia not only continued to prosper as economic centers but had even managed
to retain their traditional dependencies. However, they would never again hold sway over vast

territories as they did during the Iron Age III.

Summary

‘Phoenicia’ is an elusive term that refers to the land inhabited and dominated by the major cities
of Phoenicia. Although this definition encompasses geographical regions over which the cities of
Phoenicia extended their hegemony, it cannot be understood solely in territorial terms but rather
as spheres of influence. Since Phoenicia was never a united political entity, its borders cannot be
easily drawn. Furthermore, since the Phoenicians were a maritime people, and their land stretched
along the Mediterranean, there was no need for territorial continuity. Phoenicia could engulf
certain enclaves within an otherwise foreign territory, such as the island of Arwad or Tell Sukas.
Nevertheless, a Phoenician “core’ region in which the Phoenician culture thrived throughout the

ages can still be defined. This area encompassed the southern part of Phoenicia, from Tripoli or
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Byblos in the north, to the head of the Carmel in the south (Map 2), and bordered in the east by
the Lebanon Mountains, and the hills beyond the Akko valley. It was in this region, which was
relatively isolated from greater Syria, that Phoenician culture not only endured continuously from
the Bronze Age to the Iron Age I11, but also thrived, prospered, and extended its cultural influence

over large areas beyond their humble land.
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Chapter Two

The History of Phoenicia

Composing the history of Phoenicia is a difficult task that was seldom tackled as a large
comprehensive subject, but rather, broken into the individual histories of the major Phoenician
city-states. The main problem, as always, is the profound want of genuine Phoenician written
sources. Although over six thousand Phoenician and Punic inscriptions were found and translated
in the past, the vast majority of these consist mainly of laconic inscriptions that seldom revel more
than names of deities and men. We therefore must lean heavily on exterior historical sources for
each period in question. The most important sources for the Bronze Age come from Egypt, most
notably of which are the Late Bronze Age Amarna correspondence of various Levantine cities
with the Egyptian court. For the Iron Age | and especially Il the main sources are the annals of
Assyrian kings and their exploits, and for the Iron Age Il11, i.e. the Persian period, the compositions
of various classical authors. The problem with these sources is that most of them treat the
Phoenicians as ‘the others’, and seldom as ‘the enemy’, and are thus clearly bias. Furthermore,
most classical sources as well as the Hebrew bible are often anachronistic and should be treated
with caution. Nevertheless, it is possible to glean valuable information from all these sources that
shed light on Phoenicia and its people. Another valuable source, which is becoming increasingly
more affluent in recent years, is archaeology. As stated above, the archaeological exploration of
the Phoenicians and their past in modern Syria, Lebanon, and Israel has underwent and is currently
experiencing periods of academic prosperity and the written sources can, at least in part, be
corroborated with archaeological data.

The earliest scientific studies concerning the Phoenicians, published during the nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries, were of a linguistic and epigraphic nature, such as W. Gesenius’s
“Paldographische Studien tber Phonizische und Punische Schrift” published in 1835 or his
“Scripturae Linguaeque Phoeniciae” published two years later, or G.A. Cooke’s “Text-Book of
North-Semitic Inscriptions” published in 1903, to name a few. These studies raised an increasingly
growing interest with the Phoenicians and their culture, and in 1855, J. Kenrick attempted
composing the history of Phoenicia entitled simply ‘Phoenicia’. Between the years 1860 and 1861,

a French expedition led by E. Renan, commissioned by Napoleon Ill, surveyed the Phoenician
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coast documenting visible relics and excavating ancient remains. This important study was
published in two volumes under the title “*Mission de Phénicie” in 1864. In 1889, two major
compositions were published on the history of Phoenicia, the first by R. Pietschmann entitled
“Geschichte der Phonizier’” and the more eminent “History of Phoenicia” by G. Rawlinson. These
studies were, in a large sense, based on the then known written sources, thus perpetuating many
misconceptions on the Phoenicians and their cultural legacy. Adding the fact that these
compositions were written from an arrogant nineteenth century European egocentric point of view
both studies became largely obsolete. During the twentieth century, scientific interest in Phoenicia
and its people had peaked and more and more academic papers were published on the Phoenicians,
their influence, and contribution to Western culture. Among these are G. Contenau’s book ““La
Civilisation Phénicienne” published in 1926 and republished in 1949, and W.F. Albright’s
important essay “The Role of the Canaanites in the History of Civilization™ published in 1942 and

then republished in a revised edition in 1961.

The first question one must ask himself when dealing with the history of Phoenicia is when does
Phoenician history begin? As stated above, the views on this matter are somewhat divided. Some
scholars maintain that the ‘true’ Phoenicians emerged only during the beginning of the Iron Age
ca. 1200 BCE, when the southern Levant was finally free of Egyptian dominion. These scholars
often refer to the Bronze Age inhabitants of the region as ‘Proto-Phoenicians’ (Muhly 1970: 26;
Elayi 1980: 14; Bondi 2001a: 23). Others propose a much earlier starting date during the second
or even third millennium BCE (Harden 1963: 21; Markoe 2000: 11). We tend to agree with the
latter view as both archaeological and historical evidence suggest it is impossible to separate the
Bronze Age inhabitants of the northern Levantine coast from those of the Iron Age. It was perhaps
Moscati (2001a: 19) who put it best by stating that “Phoenician civilization was the result of
continuation, and not of the innovation that took place around it.” Nevertheless, the scope of the
entire history of Phoenicia is too great a subject to be tackled here, and thus our focus will be on

the Iron Age, ca. 1200-332 BCE, representing the zenith of Phoenician civilization.

The Bronze Age

Throughout the long history of Phoenicia, its cities were hardly ever truly independent political
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units, but rather autonomous entities subjected to the major powers that dominated the Ancient
Near East. The most dominant political and cultural power in the southern Levant during the
Bronze Age was Egypt. Archaeological evidence suggests that Phoenician connections with Egypt
were formed as early as the beginning of the third millennium BCE, from the reign of the Pharaohs
of the first dynasty (Jidejian 1968: 16-17; Bondi 2001a: 23), and Prag (1986) had proposed an
even earlier fourth millennium date. Egypt’s harsh climate forced it to import many raw materials
and manufactured products from its neighboring lands. Remains of wood of southern Levantine
origin, one of Phoenicia’s leading exports (Markoe 2000: 19), was found in the royal tombs of the
first dynasty at Abydos (Ward 1963: 19, fn. 1; Redford 1992: 38). Cedar oil, which was essential
for the mummification process, was also a prized commaodity that could be found in Phoenicia.
Among the Bronze Age Phoenician cities, Byblos stood out throughout the period as the most
prominent and prosperous of them all. Scholars maintain that it was Byblos’ location that first
drew Egyptian attention. The ancient city was situated on a rock promontory where the cedar
bearing mountains came closest to the sea. It had a small but adequate natural harbor, thus making
it the most suitable for the cedar trade. An Egyptian inscription from the reign of Pharaoh Senefru
(ca. 2670-2620 BCE), of the fourth dynasty, tells of a fleet of forty ships transporting cedar logs
from Byblos to Egypt (ANET: 227). Thanks to its Egyptian connections, Byblos became very
prosperous at a very early stage. At ca. 2800 BCE, the city was already fortified. First attempts of
city planning were made, and the famous temple of the ‘Lady of Byblos’ - Baalat Gebal was
founded (Jidejian 1968: 16-20) in the city’s preexisting sacred precinct.

It appears that the nature of Egyptian-Byblite relations in these early stages of history was not of
dominance and subjugation, but rather of mutual interest and respect. Excavations uncovered many
prestigious offerings and gifts sent by the pharaohs of the fourth-sixth dynasties in the temple’s
earliest strata, evident of its importance and to the warm relations between Egypt and Byblos at
that time (Redford 1992: 40-42).

Our information concerning the rest of Phoenicia is far more limited. Excavations in Tyre have

® This was apparently not the case for the rest the southern Levant. Resources for the Old Kingdom’s ambitious
building projects were not always acquired by trade. Occasionally a military expedition was launched in order to
obtain cheap foreign labor and various commodities. Captives from such expeditions account for a large part of
Egypt’s alien population during the Pyramid age (Redford 1992: 51-55). Nevertheless, whether or not Egypt ruled
over the southern Levant or parts of it during the Early Bronze Age is still undetermined (Ben-Tor 1992; 93-95).
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demonstrated that the island was already occupied by the middle of the third millennium BCE,
which corroborates with Herodotus’ account on the foundation of the city of Tyre in 2750 BCE
(2: 44.3). The excavations revealed that a permanent settlement was present on the island
throughout the Early Bronze Age (Bikai 1978: 72). During excavations of a large structure at Tyre,
a seal of an Egyptian official was found dated to the same period that may indicate Egyptian
presence on the island (Bikai 1978: 6, 84).” At Beirut, a small section of the Early Bronze
settlement was excavated revealing massive walls, 0.50 m. thick, preserved to a height of 0.90 m.
which indicate the city was a well-fortified center (Badre 1997: 14-22).

Over the next centuries Egypt’s relations with the city-states of the southern Levant somewhat
deteriorated (Redford 1992: 64-80), however its favorable relationship with Byblos still endured.
During the nineteenth and eighteenth centuries BCE, Byblos, much like Ug