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Introduction 
  
 So there is really no fact to “prove”, or clearly indicate, that the Exodus happened 
in the second half of or during the 13th century BCE. As Israel Finkelstein says, in the 
13th century Jericho wasn´t inhabited and in the 14th century it was poor and small, with 
no city walls described in the Bible (p. 82, Israel Finkelstein, Neil Silberman, 2007), so I 
tried to look and examine the situation at the closest date when Jericho had walls, and 
massive. And it was in ca. 1550 BCE, the end of MB Age. And I think the results of this 
examination are quite interesting. As I believe, there are certain facts pointing to the end 
of MBA. Let´s look at them. 
 
 
The text layers 
  
 Before we start it should be stressed that the accounts of the Books of Joshua and 
Judges do indeed show many facts – or “layers” – that are definitely of a later date than 
the end of MBA. Textual criticism and, I think, even more archaeology are the only ways 
how to uncover and distinguish them. Sometimes without these “layers” it isn´t even 
possible to understand the text in its fullness, especially in case of apparent 
inconsistencies or contradictions… 
 For example, in case of our Books one of the most visible signs is the mention of 
“iron chariots” that are often mentioned as the reason of not conquering an area by the 
Israelites (Josh 17,18; Judg 1,19). Although according to the 1890-1892 AD excavations 
at Tell el-Hesi conducted by Flinders Petrie and Frederick J. Bliss there were found 
remains of what was identified as an iron blast furnace, with slag and ashes, which was 
dated to 1500 BC, nevetheless, it seems to be a very early date to mention “iron chariots” 
at the end of MBA (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lachish). There are also other such 
indications, and we will mention some others later in the text. However, this examination 
will, though, try to show that there are really some data which - by their nature - point to 
the facts from the MBA end, to the tradition of 1550 BCE… We´ll start by looking at the 
military point of view of the Conquest. 
 
 
How ? 
  
 Before we can look at any archaeological data, it is important to examine the 
military feasibility of a possible conquest by the Israelites of the MB Canaan. First of all, 
is it at all possible that a “rag-tag army”, composed of some nomads traveling on foot, 
would be able to defeat allied Canaanite armies and lay siege and conquer so numerous 
well-defended MB Canaanite cities, fortified with strong walls, earthen embankments, 
glacis and towers, scattered all over the country ? Interestingly, the same question was 
made by some ancient Israelites when they returned from Canaan that they had spied out. 
The cities were large, with walls up to the sky, the people were strong and tall (Num 
13,28-33; Dt 1,26-28). Behind it we can feel the awe that this urban culture had aroused 
among some Israelites. However, as to the possibility of conquest of this land by the 
Israelites, I think that the answer is, still, “yes”. Therefore we have to look at the data 



pertaining to the Joshua´s campaign to find out some key elements pointing to the 
possibility of such an action. 
 Campaign´s outline First, let´s have a brief outline of the campaign with its most 
important features, as it gives the Book of Joshua. The campaign in Cisjordan (as 
opposed to the Moses´ Transjordan campaign) starts with the crossing of the Jordan 
(3,14-17) and camping at Gilgal (4,19). The first conqured city is Jericho with the divine 
collapse of the city walls (Josh 6,20), the slaughter of its inhabitants (6,21) and the 
subsequent burning of the city (6,24). Then they try to capture Ai, first, the they don´t 
succeed (7,4-5) and then they do (8,1-25). The city is burnt (8,28). Then the inhabitants 
of Gibeon and its adjacent towns make a deal by a clever deception with the Israelites and 
are spared (9,3-21). On hearing that the king of Jerusalem summons the kings of Hebron, 
Jarmuth, Lachish and Debir (Josh 10,3) and as a punishment they lay siege to Gibeon 
(10,5). As a response, after hearing this Joshua marches the whole night from Gilgal 
(10,7-9) and in the Battle of Gibeon deafeats the southern Amorite coalition of five kings 
(Josh 10,10). Then, in a quick order, the towns of Makkedah (10,28), Libnah (10,29-30), 
Lachish (10,30-31) – being helped by Gezer (10,33) – Eglon (10,34-35), Hebron (10,36-
37) and Debir (10,38-39) are defeated. Then the Book suggests that Joshua captured also 
other towns in the region and returned to his base camp at Gilgal (10,40-43). After that 
the northen alliance – composed of the kings of Hazor, Madon, Shimron, Acshaph and 
many other northern cities gathers and makes camp at Merom (11,1-5) but in the Battle of 
the Waters of Merom Joshua defeats even this coalition (11,7), despite their numbers and 
cavalry (11,4). Then the city of Hazor is captured and burned (11,10) and all other of 
these royal cities are totally destroyed  (11,12). Then, the Book says Joshua wages war 
for a long time with the kings of the cities in the country (11,18)… 
 So, we see that the towns are many – so how could have made a nomad, infantry 
army make such an action ? By looking again at the Book of Joshua again and seeing 
some of its information within a broader historic context we can find some elements 
which could illuminate it. 
 Organisation First of all, despite being nomadic, the group is far from a 
disorganized bunch of nomads traveling across the countryside. For example, from the 
Book of Numeri, Chapter 2, we can see that on traveling across the desert each Israelite 
tribe had its specific place around the Tent of Meeting and also across the whole of 
Pentateuch there are many rules and instructions on how to behave, so very probably, 
despite being nomadic, this society was socially organised. From the Book of Joshua we 
know that they have officers and organize themselves (Josh 1,10-11). 
 Number Given the time, the army was quite big in number, being 40.000, as the 
Book of Joshua gives it (Josh 4,13). If we look at the other armies of the time, the 
Thutmose III´s army at Megiddo 100 years later is estimated to be around 10.000-20.000 
men (p. 17, Cline, Eric, 2000). At Megiddo, we have just an army – although one of the 
strongest superpowers of the time, Egypt´s – but in case of Israelites we have a whole 
ethnic group on the move. It was not unusual for nomads to go to war with their wives 
and children, leaving them behind before going to battle (Judg 6,5). Also the Sea Peoples 
are shown in the reliefs of the Medinet Habu temple of Ramesses III as accompanied by 
women and children loaded in ox-carts (p. 371, Trevor R. Bryce, 1998). Although it may 
seem strange now, it may have been an action of security (it´s safer to take one´s wives 
and children with to war than to leave them and risk of them being attacked unprotected 



by another nomadic group or an army of a settled enemy). So, although this number 
seems big, it is not unrealistic for that time and roughly this number was needed if 
someone wanted to attack and conquer many cities of a country at that time. 
 Surprising manoeuvres The Book of Joshua puts it that Joshua was very good at 
surprising military manoeuvres, thereby often surprising and defeating his opponents. We 
can see it in the capture of Ai (an ambush attack, Josh 8,1-23) and the Battle of Gibeon (a 
quick all-night march and a subsequent surprise attack, making them confused and 
disorganized, Josh 10,9-10). 
 Speed When it was needed, Joshua used the advantage of a quick action. We´ve 
seen it in the Battle of Gibeon and the above-mentioned all-night march before it. We 
also have a passage of Josh 10,16-19 when Joshua orders his soldiers not to stop but to 
continue chasing the defeated army (Josh 10,19) so they can´t reach their cities – 
although some did (Josh 10,20). Thereby they can´t rest, they can´t easily organize anew, 
prepare and defy them in a better position. Joshua routs these cities in a quick fashion 
(Josh 10,28-39), not giving them a chance to organize themselves better. They fight as a 
whole, and in a quick attack a big number conquers a city more easily. We also see this 
speed in the Battle of the Waters of Merom when Joshua and his whole army is said to 
“come against them suddenly, attack them and the Lord gave them into their hand” (Josh 
11,7). 
 Overall development of the situation It is also the overall development of the 
situation that helps Joshua to conquer the cities quicker. First, the resisting armies 
organize to fight an open battle with them. This gives them the advantage of a bigger 
number but once they are defeated and reduced in numbers in this way, it is less easy for 
them defend themselves in their fortified cities. In this situation it is also harder to help 
one another and many are left on their own with the defense of their city. It was indeed a 
hard decision – either to stand the enemy in an open battle with the possibility of beating 
them with bigger numbers but after the defeat the defense is harder or to stay in their 
cities hoping that with time the enemy will tire of sieges and will stop laying them to 
their cities and will move away. 
 The situation was very similar 100 years later with Thutmose III at Megiddo first 
defeating a coalition of Canaanite city-states and then laying a 7-month siege to Megiddo 
(p. 21, Eric Cline, 2000). Only then he goes on and in other campaigns he captures other 
cities. It was also similar to a situation 1700 years later, when Saladdin in 1187 AD first 
defeats the joined Crusader army at Hattin and then continues capturing the Palestine 
towns one by one. 
 Perseverance Besides being speedy Joshua is also shown persevering. After 
destroying the northern alliance, after a quick destruction of main strong places in the 
country, Joshua is said to continue waging war for a long time (Josh 11,18). He probably 
knows that even after having destroyed the great armies in a substantial manner, in order 
to gain territory and in order not to give his enemies a chance to get stronger he must 
proceed and conquer the cities one by one, a long time. Only this way he will be 
successful. So he embarks on a longer campaign of not great victories but persistent 
sieges of smaller and minor cities. 
 Morale Next very important feature – and maybe crucial – is morale. It is well 
known that even smaller and worse-equipped armies (and not only armies, but also 
individuals and groups in other areas of life) have been able to defeat or overcome their 



bigger or better-equipped enemies or opponents only with the strength of their morale 
and resolve. 
 Joshua is shown (maybe after his own experiences in the desert) to be well aware 
of this fact and he does all his possible to strengthen the morale of his people. On the 
other hand, his opponents are shown to be in a defeatist stance, scared and “melted”. 
Rahab says that the all who live in the country are melting in fear of the Israelites because 
they have heard what happened to the Egyptians at the Red Sea and what happened to 
Sihon and Og, the Amorite kings in the Transjordan (Josh 2,9-11) and the spies announce 
it to Joshua (2,24). On the other hand, Joshua encourages people and says that as a sign 
that God is with them, they will cross the Jordan with the Ark before them (3,9-13). On 
hearing this the hearts of the Amorite and Canaanite kings melt down again and they lose 
courage (5,1). But with the events at Ai the situation changes (7,5) and Joshua – although 
himself scared, but still trusting (7,7-8) – has to save the situation (7,10-26). Then the 
Lord encourages him once again to gather all his forces and continue (8,1). Again the 
men of Gibeon, after what had happened, are shown to be scared and that´s why they 
resort to their ruse (9,3-24). Then, after the defeat of the five kings Joshua does one of his 
biggest courage-raising deeds when he summons all the men of Israel and says the army 
commanders to put their feet on the necks of these kings and not to be afraid and 
discouraged but instead, to be strong and courageous, that the Lord will do this to all their 
enemies (10,24-25). And finally, Joshua is encouraged before the battle near Merom and 
Israel wins (11,6-8). So the morale contributes greatly to their victory. 
 Divine intervention And last, but not least, whether one believes it or not, the 
Bible shows that it was also the God´s help that helped the Israelites to win. Joshua is 
shown being constantly guided, advised and encouraged in his actions throughout the 
whole of Book and by following this advice he wins. God is said to help the Israelites 
with miracles, too, with tearing down the walls of Jericho (6,20), with showing Achan as 
violating his command (7,16-18), with hurling down hailstones (10,11) and holding back 
the sun over the Valley of Aijalon (10,12-13). And maybe also in causing confusion 
among their enemies (10,10;11,6), although here it can be the combination of both natural 
and supernatural causes.  
 So, to conclude, if we take into consideration the size of the army, Joshua´s 
leadership and military skills (his tactical and strategic skills, his courage, his 
determination, his not giving up, his speed and perseverance), the overall development of 
the situation, the army´s morale and - if one believes – God´s help, we can come to an 
idea of how something like this was achieved… 
 Defeating the chariotry It all may seem feasible, but still – the most amazing 
victory seems to be the defeat of a big chariotry army led by Hazor by the infantry army 
of the Israelites at the Waters of Merom. It may be Joshua´s biggest victory. Because it is 
quite understandable with Jericho, Ai and even with the southern alliance – most of it 
happened in the hill country and in a hilly terrain it is difficult to deploy the full 
advantage of chariotry. It may have been the case at Merom, too, but still, this army 
seems big – do we have any clues ? 
 I think we have. And it comes from a time that isn´t so distant from our supposed 
Joshua´s time, it could come from around 1200 BCE, the time when almost the whole 
eastern Mediterranean fell under the attacks of the Sea People. Among the scholars 
there´s still a debate as to what caused this widespread and all-changing catastrophe, 



proposing both natural and man-made factors as the primary cause of this demise of Late 
Bronze civilizations. 
 One of the most interesting – and in my view, most probable – arguments comes 
from Robert Drews. Instead of turning to natural events, he explains it in view of human 
factors. According to him, as he tries to support it on archaeological, epigraphic and 
literary-historic references, it was the change in warfare of the “more barbaric” nations 
that caused this destruction. 
 According to Robert Drews, it was around at this time that these nations found a 
way how to defeat with their own resources the richer and “more civilized” palatial 
cultures of the eastern Mediterraean with their chariot-based warfare. According to him 
the chariot warfare had emerged in the MBA in the 17th cnt BCE at the latest (p. 105, 
Robert Drews, 1995) and stayed one of the most important aspects of warfare until the 
end of Late Bronze Age. 
 Before this “chariotry time” the war had been primarily an affair of massed 
infantry composed of bowmen and spearmen, each other trying to defeat or rout their 
opponent (p. 105, ibid). With the coming of the chariot with its speed, the composite bow 
with its longer effective range and the armour of the chariot crew known as “sariam” , 
this became an effective way of how to attack these non-armoured, rather static infantry 
army, and that´s why chariots spread so quickly as a tool of contemporaneous warfare. 
The chariot crews also had an advantage of speed and better protection and position when 
they pursued fleeing enemies (p. 105, ibid). So this chariot warfare stayed dominant for 
some centuries. 
 However, the Sea Peoples seem to have found a tactic how to deal with this 
weapon on their own, infantry-based way. From the point of view of weaponry it was – 
as the most important items, besides others - the infantry armour that nevertheless 
allowed flexibility and speed, the javelin, or a longer dart, that was thrown, and the new 
type of sword, the Naue Type II, that allowed, besides the usual thrusting, also slashing 
(pp. 174-208, ibid). And it was also a new conduct of warfare that brought these weapons 
to their full advantage. 
 Instead of being stationary and expecting the chariots, the Sea Peoples ran in big 
numbers, better protected by their armour, towards and around the chariots, hurling their 
javelins at the crew and the horses, thus incapacitating them, and then meeting them and 
the enemy´s infantry in hand-to-hand combat, having an advantage of their superior 
swords. The important aspect was that they ran, thus making it more difficult to be hit by 
the chariots´ bowmen, and that they were in big numbers, often called as “hordes” (p. 
210-211, ibid), which made it impossible for the chariots´ bowmen to incapacitate them 
decisively. As the chariots were a very expensive item, even the richest kingdoms 
couldn´t have as big a number of them as the Sea Peoples has their infantry members. 
This way, using these “running and swarming” tactics (p. 210-211, ibid), the Sea Peoples 
were able to destroy in a relatively short time almost the whole of the eastern 
Mediterranean. 
 And how does it all apply to the ancient Israelites ? In many ways. First of all, it 
was the same kind of opponent that the Israelites had to face, as we´ve seen it described 
by the Bible. Too, the time “fits”, as 1550 BCE falls within the timespan when the 
“chariot warfare” was commonly deployed in the suitable conditions, on a more even 



terrain. And last, it seems as an especially “fit” warfare for the society of an Israelite 
type. 
 Because this “running and swarming” warfare is very simple warfare, however, 
for it being successful, some pre-conditions have to be met. This is the warfare of “less 
civilized” people and was the first, primordial tactic used by humanity, and it is so even 
today, among some very remote tribes. However, when this tactic is opposed by a massed 
infantry, in having the same enemy numbers the massed infantry has a better chance to 
succeeed due to its compactness and cohesiveness and that´s why this tactic later replaced 
the simple, less organized “running” tactic. And, as we´ve seen, this “massed infantry” 
tactic was later replaced, too, by “chariot tactic”. However, with the “chariot warfare” 
some of the advantages of the most simple “running” tactic came again to the fore, and 
the situation changed to something else, too. But, having returned to this simpler tactic, it 
was only big numbers, aided by the above-mentioned material military equipment, that 
allowed the Sea Peoples to prevail in clash with the Late Bronze civilizations. 
 However, the Israelites didn´t have all that equipment. It´s very probable that they 
weren´t armoured in any way (they may have had some shields) and they didn´t have the 
improved Naue Type II sword, either. Their weapons seem to be especially the javelin, 
the sling and the standard sword of the time. 
 The possession of the javelin is attested biblically, too, in the story of Joshua 
(Josh 8,18; 8,26). It was also a very natural weapon for the ancient Israelites of the time. 
The javelin as a hunter´s weapon has been used among primitive tribes until today and it 
was commonly used so in antiquity, too, as it is preserved on, e.g. Greek artifacts. Many 
“less civilized” nations and groups, having it as one of their primary weapons, gained 
outstanding skills in handling the javelin. Strabo (4.4.3) described the Gauls´ skill in 
hunting birds with javelins, declaring that the Gallic hunters were able to throw their 
javelins farther than they could shoot an arrow (p. 181, ibid). 
 In primitive societies it was also the primary weapon when a tribe was involved in 
a guerilla with its neighbours. However, in classical times in “more civilized” societies 
the javelin was of little importance on the battlefield (p. 181, ibid). The reason seems 
clear. As Robert Drews argues, in antiquity, until the end of this period – with the 
exception of the Late Bronze Age and part of the previous Middle Bronze Age when 
chariot warfare was predominant – a standard battle was a matter of primarily two 
fighting infantries, with other units such as cavalry having only supporting role. And also, 
the cavalry took over the tasks previously assigned to chariotry (p. 164-167, ibid). 
Apparently, when two strongly armoured infantries met, it would have been very risky to 
throw the javelins because in order to defeat the opponent this way the army would have 
had to hit and incapacitate the majority of the opposing foot soldiers. As the opposing 
soldiers were very many, it would have been impossible to do so, even when having 
excellent javeling-hurling skills. 
 With chariots, on the other hand, it was different. As already said, even the 
biggest and richest empires and kingdoms could have only a limited number of expensive 
chariots, far fewer than foot soldiers. Here it was possible and much easier, with using 
“swarming and running” tactics, to incapacitate with javelins big horses and their crews, 
and then to finish the battle in the “conventional” hand-to-hand way. That´s why, as 
Robert Drews argues, once the “barbarian” people realized this and found their effective 
tactics, they effectively put to an end this chariot warfare (p. 104, ibid). However, 



although these cases are rare, where appropriate, this javelin-hurling tactics was used in a 
similar way also in later times. In Arrian´s history of Alexander´s campaign, he says 
(Anab. 3.13.5) that when Alexander learned that Darius had a hundred scythed chariots in 
the middle of his line at Gaugamela, he responded by placing his Agrianes, as well as 
Balakros´s javelineers, as a screen for his heavy infantry. The Agrianes were javelin men 
from the mountains of Paeonia, apparently a “less civilized” region. These mountain men 
were deadly marksmen, and not one Persian chariot got through the screen. And Robert 
Drews argues, something similar could have happened at the end of the Bronze Age with 
the Sea Peoples (pp. 181-182, ibid). 
 Another noteworthy feature of this weapon was, as based on the archaeological 
and pictorial evidence, that these javelins of the end of the Late Bronze Age were were 
not as long as javelins that we know from modern track-and-field events, but a much 
smaller missile, perhaps only half or third the site of today´s sporting javelins, a kind of 
large darts. These were lighter and better to throw and so thin that a man could have two 
in his hand. These were most probably used for throwing and Robert Drews distinguishes 
them from lances, longer and heavier, a different weapon used for thrusting. The Sea 
Peoples are depicted, as in Medinet Habu reliefs of the pharaoh Ramesses III in 1187 
BCE, as having these shorter “javelins”. A later parallel could be the Roman iaculum (pp. 
180-192, ibid). Interestingly, the word used for the “javelin” in Josh 8,18; 8,26 is בכידון 
(bakeedon), which, as it seems, is a word used for a javelin or a dart, so perhaps smaller 
weapon, as opposed to חנית (khaneeth) which is more a spear or a lance used for 
thrusting (http://strongsnumbers.com/hebrew/3591.htm; 
http://strongsnumbers.com/hebrew/2595.htm). So it seems that the Israelites´ javelins 
were very similar in shape and use to the Sea Peoples´ javelins. 
 The next weapon is the sling, also known as the shepherd´s sling. Also this 
weapon has been historically used for hunting game and in combat. It´s a very ancient 
weapon, too. It is certain that slings were known to Neolithic peoples but around the 
Mediterranean, but it is quite possible that the sling was invented during the Upper 
Paleolithic. With the exception of Australia the sling became common all over the world.  
 Today, people generally don´t realize the advantages of the sling and are not 
aware of just how much it was used in antiquity. Whereas sling-bullets are common finds 
in the archaeological record, slings themselves are rare. This is because a sling's materials 
are biodegradable and because slings, having always been a very ancient weapon of 
“simple” people, were considered low-status weapons, rarely preserved in a wealthy 
person’s grave. Nevertheless, this “humble” weapon was very effective and that´s why so 
commonly found. 
 Representations of slingers can be found on artifacts all over the ancient world, 
including Assyrian and Egyptian reliefs, the columns of Trajan and Marcus Aurelius. The 
sling is mentioned by Homer and many other Greek authors. The oldest known extant 
slings were found in the tomb of Tutankhamun who died about 1325 BCE. They were 
probably intended for the departed pharaoh to use for hunting game. 
 As a weapon, the sling had several clear advantages. In general, a sling bullet 
lobbed in a high trajectory can achieve ranges approaching 400m (Chris Harrison, 2006) - 
significantly farther than what could be achieved by most bows, including the longbow. 
The only bows that would have a greater range would be Asiatic composite bow, such as 
the Mongol bow, which had a range of approximately 500 meters. Modern authorities 



vary widely in their estimates of the effective range of ancient weapons and, of course, 
bows and arrows could also have been used to produce a long-range arcing trajectory, but 
ancient writers repeatedly stress the sling's advantage of range. The sling was light to 
carry and cheap to produce; ammunition in the form of stones was readily available and 
often to be found near the site of battle. 
 As to the ammunition, the simplest projectile was a stone, preferably well-
rounded. The size can vary dramatically from pebbles weighing no more than 50 g (2 oz) 
to fist-sized stones weighing 500 g (1 lb) or more. Projectiles could also be purpose-made 
from clay; this allowed a very high consistency of size and shape to aid range and 
accuracy. Many examples have been found in the archaeological record. The best 
ammunition was cast from lead. Leaden sling-bullets were widely used in the Greek and 
Roman world. For a given mass, lead, being very dense, offers the minimum size and 
therefore minimum air resistance. In addition, leaden sling-bullets are small and difficult 
to see in flight. 
 The ancient authors seem indicating that slings could cause injury through even 
through armour. However, this could be done not by penetration, but rather by a 
percussive effect. The late Roman writer Vegetius (end of 4th or the beginning of the 5th 
cnt AD), in his work De Re Militari writes: Soldiers, notwithstanding their defensive 
armour, are often more annoyed by the round stones from the slings than by all the 
arrows of the enemy. Stones kill without mangling the body, and the contusion is mortal 
without loss of blood. It is universally known the ancients employed slingers in all their 
engagements. So, if slings had that effect in the final time of the Western Roman Empire, 
how much bigger the effect must have been against the far less developed armour of the 
Bronze Age. 
 Also Xenophon says that in the famous retreat of Ten Thousand, 401 BCE, the 
Greeks suffered severely from the slinger in the army of Artaxerxes II of Persia, while 
they themselves had neither cavalry nor slingers, and were unable to reach the enemy 
with their arrows and javelins. This deficiency was later rectified when they set up their 
own slinger units of 200 Rhodians, who in the end were able to hurl their leaden sling-
bullets twice as far as the Persian slingers, who used large stones (Xenophon, Anabasis, 
chapter III). 
 It is generally known that many ancient peoples used the sling in combat and that 
organized armies included specialist slingers as well as equipping regular soldiers with 
slings as a back up weapon. Interestingly, very often, as it is widely used with missiles 
and planes in today´s air forces, symbols or writings were moulded into lead sling-
bullets. Many examples have been found including a collection of about 80 sling-bullets 
from the siege of Perusia in Etruria from 41 BCE. Examples of symbols include a stylised 
lightning bolt, a snake, and a scorpion - reminders of how a sling might strike without 
warning. Writing might include the name of the owning military unit or commander or 
might be more imaginative: "Take this," "Ouch," and even "For Pompey's backside" 
added insult to injury, whereas dexa (catch!) is just sarcastic. 
 Various ancient peoples enjoyed a reputation for skill with the sling, be it the 
Acarnanians of Thucydides, or Livy, e.g., refers to the inhabitants of three Greek cities on 
the northern coast of the Peloponnesus as expert slingers. However, Livy also mentions 
the most famous of ancient skillful slingers, the people of the Balearic Islands. On these 
islands this tradition continues even today. 



 As already mentioned, the sling was known throughout the Americas. 

In the ancient Andean civilizations such as Inca Empire slings were made from llama 
wool. It was used for hunting and warfare. One notable use was in Incan resistance 
against the conquistadors. These slings were apparently very powerful. According to a 
conquistador, an Incan sling "could break a sword in two pieces" and "kill a horse" (p. 84, 
Charles C. Mann, 2005). Some slings could hurl massive stones and its span could be as 
much as 86 inches (2.18 m) and could weigh an impressive 14.4 oz (410 g) ounces 
(408 grams). Today, they are also used by llama herders; the animals will move away 
from the thump of a stone. The stones are not slung to hit the animals, but to persuade 
them to move in the desired direction. 
 And they are mentioned in the Bible, too. Although they aren´t specifically 
mentioned in the Joshua´s story, they´re already mentioned in the Book of Judges 
(20,16), and already with an exquisite Israelite marksmanship, where the Benjamites are 
said to have seven hundred (quite a big number – my note) chosen men, “each of whom 
could sling a stone at a hair and not miss”. This is believed to be the oldest known textual 
reference to slings ever. Slings are also mentioned, apart from the famous story of David 
and Goliath (1 Sam 17), in 2 Kgs 3,25; 1 Chron 12,2 and 2 Chron 26,14. 
 
 So, taking into consideration all that has been said thus far, it is very probable that 
the Israelites had them at the time of Joshua, too, and, bearing in mind the character of 
their contemporaneous society, they could be supposed to be quite good at hurling them. 
 And finally, as to the last important Israelite weapon, the sword, it must have been 
very similar to the contemporaneous swords, too. The sword חרב (charev), a word for 
“cutting instrument”, is mentioned in the story of Joshua, too, in a not very pleasant 
context (Josh 6,21; 8,24; 10,11; 10,28-39; 11,10-14). 
 So the Israelites, when confronting the northern chariot army, was in a similar 
position than the Sea Peoples, except for two quite important disadvantages – they 
weren´t armoured as well as the Sea Peoples (if they were armoured whatsoever) and 
they didn´t have superior swords compared to their enemies. The rest was similar. 
 So, when confronting the northern chariot army and choosing their tactics, they 
had two choices – either to stand “massed” in a whole and expect the army attack in that 
position, as the contemporaneous “culturally higher” armies often did, and be so 
protected by the “safety” of the mass, or to take the initiative and attack first. The first 
option would very probably have meant destruction when confronting the more mobile 
chariots. So, in order to succeed, they had a chance only when doing the latter. And that´s 
exactly what the Bible tells us they did. “Joshua and the whole army came against them 
suddenly at the Waters of Merom and attacked them” (Josh 11,7). The important word 
here is פתאם (pithom), meaning “suddenly”, “immediately” which could indicate the 
speed and swiftness of the attack. 
 However, with this “running and swarming” tactic and the disponible military 
equipment to succeed, three conditions had to by met – there had to be big numbers so 
that the chariot arrowmen didn´t have a possibility and couldn´t incapacitate all the 
coming foot soldiers (which, we´ve seen, was met by the number of 40 000), the 
attacking “runners” had to have very good skills in commanding these “throw” weapons 
(which, again, was quite possible to have been met because people with lower material 
culture were supposed to command these “hunting” skills much better than the “more 



civilized” people, most often farmers, and the Israelites as a nomadic group were such, 
culturally being closer to “hunting” and “grazing” society and its respective skills), and 
last, very importantly, there had to be – courage. 
 Because it wasn´t easy to stand, non-armoured, on their feet, against an army of 
chariots. We can imagine the psychological effect on the soldiers when a chariot army set 
off and was quickly approaching an opposing army, especially composed of foot soldiers. 
That´s why it´s completely understandable why Joshua´s army is said not wait and 
immediately start. Only that way there was the chance to incapacitate horses and the 
chariot crews with javelins and possibly slings. And it´s also understandable, again, why 
Joshua put so much effort on morale- and courage-raising and why courage is given so 
special a place in the description of the campains (Josh 10,22-25). It was so important, 
vitally, it was the matter of life and death.  
 So, bearing in mind the culture of the Israelite and Canaanite societies of the time, 
their material possibilities and the biblical statements, also looking to other records from 
ancient history, we can have quite a good picture of how this clash must have looked like. 
The Israelites in big number and quickly moving attacked the chariot army, incapacite it 
with their throw weapons and then they met them in hand-to-hand combat with swords 
and possibly other hand weapons. Here they didn´t have any advantage and they had to 
show “skill”, courage and resolve. This way they could have defeated their enemy and 
turned them to flight (Josh 11,8). So the ancient Israelites may have been the 
predecessors of the Sea Peoples in deploying this simple, but courage demanding tactics. 
Without armour and better swords they performed it in an even more marked way. 
 Too, the importance of courage when deploying this tactics is visible from the 
later development when later Israelites, not of the Joshua generation which was 
considered to be courageous and skilled in warfare (Judg 3,2), stated that they couldn´t 
“drive out the Canaanites because they had iron chariots” (Josh 17,16; Judg 1,19). In fact, 
it wasn´t the reason. The real reason could have been that later they were divided among 
tribes and weren´t united, thus they didn´t have sufficient numbers, and the second reason 
could be that they simply didn´t have the required courage. Which, purely humanly, is 
understandable. Maybe the next occasion when they were able to unite again on a big 
scale (although even here not completely) was much later in the story of the next defeat 
of the Late Bronze northen coalition of the king Jabin of, again, Hazor, and his 
commander Sisera against Barak, as it is also witnessed by the song of Deborah, a very 
old text. But we´ll speak about this story later. Interestingly, too, although Robert Drews 
considers the Israelite proto-history a legend, he mentions the number of the Israelite 
army of 40 000 and their victories as an examples from this region of something 
connected to 1200 BCE events (pp. 173, 211, Robert Drews, 1995). 
 Sieges and duration of Conquest After Joshua defeating the northern coalition, it 
came to sieges of towns and conquering them. Although the Bible doesn´t speak 
specifically about it, the Conquest doesn´t seem to have been a quick course of action, as 
it is hinted by the Bible itself nevertheless (Josh 11,18). The Bible doesn´t tell anything 
specific about the Israelite sieging tactics, but seems to indicate that the time of 
conquering the land was rather lengthy. Some cities, as Hebron and Debir, are once said 
to be conquered by Joshua (Josh 10,36-39), then by Caleb, or Othniel, respectively (Josh 
15,13-17), just another time specifically by Judah, and Othniel, again (Judg 1,9-13). Once 
Joshua is said to have conquered all to Gaza (Josh 10,41), another time the Coastal Plain 



cities of Gaza, Ashkelon and Ekron are said to be conquered by the men of Judah (Judg 
1,18). Most probably these conquests of Judah are the real ones (these stories also contain 
more details about them) and only later, when the memories got more blurred, they were 
all ascribed to Joshua, as the main character of the Conquest. Some other cities could 
have been conquered, as we shall see, only at the beginning of the Late Bronze Age. 
However, all of them are bearers of the initial, Conquest tradition, and all taken together, 
they testify to a rather lengthier Conquest. 
 As with the open-field warfare method, I think that from the contemporaneous 
historical context we can get some hints as to the Israelite siege tactics and warfare. At 
that time already, siege tactic doesn´t generally seem to be very developed, as it will be 
the case later in time, it seems restricted to ladders and ladder-like tools. With the simple 
Israelites of the time, we can´t expect any sophisticated siege techniques, either. 
 So the Israelites´ sieging technique seems to be simple esplanade, as it was often 
the case with other contemporaneous armies, too. The soldiers came to the walls, set 
ladders and tried to scale the ramparts, supported by their shooting fellow soldiers. 
Obviously, as it is generally agreed, such a technique is the most dangerous and risky 
conquest technique and in order to be succeessfull, speed and surprise of its deployment 
are crucial factors as well as numbers (as we´ve also seen in the case of open battle) and 
courage, all the ingredients that we´ve already spoken about. Besides big numbers of 
attackers being required, they seem to be based much on individual and personal qualities 
of the attackers such as resolve and determination. It can be also said that very often the 
aim of esplanade wasn´t to conquer this way, only to get to the city gate and open it for 
the attacking army. 
 As the Bible suggests, some conquests of cities used the speed and surprise 
strategy and were coup de main. Some could have been longer. But also this played for 
the Israelites. As the Bible suggests, they didn´t want to go anywhere else, they wanted to 
gain this territory, so they could have had time and patience for lengthier sieges, unlike 
the marauding armies often do whose sieges are often short and if they don´t succeed, the 
leave. So the Israelites were simply set on conquest and that was raising their chances. 
 As we shall also see, the Conquest was accompanied by the wholesale 
abandonment of many countryside places and settlements, not only the major towns. It is 
also in line with the biblically described “war for land”. So the cities could have lost their 
food supply base and starvation may have played its role, too. Also, with time, the 
Israelites could have got more skills in conquering cities, as we see it in history in stories 
of other rather nomadic societies who went on a conquering trail, e.g. the medieval 
Mongols. We see that sometimes it wasn´t easy to get into the city but they found another 
way (Judg 1,22-26). All together, we can´t say how they were conquering the cities, but 
we can guess that the personal and individual qualities played their role, too. But we can 
say that the initial Conquest of Canaan seems to be, after closer look, a lengthier process, 
not just some short campaigns, as it might seem at first look. Of course, later tradition, as 
it often and naturally happens, lost many details and only the main features of the story 
have stayed preserved in the final later biblical redaction. 
 Conclusion However, to conclude the military possibility of the Conquest by the 
Israelites of the time, I think that from the strictly military point of view there is no 
obstacle to believe that the Israelites were able put to the knees their culturally higher 
adversaries and bring an end to their rule… 



 But how can we know that this all isn´t just a memory of the style of fighting and 
warfare of some old times, a distant memory of the catastrophe caused of the Sea Peoples 
that had happened, only adjusted to later Israelite needs ? In order to respond to this we 
have to look at the archaeological and biblical data, what they tell about the time of 
Conquest and if they bring forward any information that could lead us to the period of 
1550 BCE. And too, whether it is possible to merge this information into one single 
meaningful unit… 
 
 
1550 Tradition 
  
 So, are there any data in the description of the Conquest that could lead us to the 
1550 tradition ? If we look at the Bible, especially the Book of Joshua, but also at other 
books, I think we can find – despite obvious later layers - some that point exactly at the 
time of the end of the Middle Bronze Age… 
 
 
General political situation  
  
 First of them could be the general political situation being described in the Book 
of Joshua. The cities there seem quite independent and they seem to organize their 
resistance themselves. We see the king of Jerusalem summoning the southern alliance 
(Josh 10,1-4) and the king of Hazor doing the same in the north (Josh 11,1-5). So here we 
see a political system where there is a dominant city-state, the biggest, and other city-
states are quite independent, with only a small reliance on the biggest city. The decision-
making of these city-states is independent, we don´t see any extra force from “abroad” to 
influence it. 
 This situation fits very well the MBA end. There is no foreign power to intervene 
in the situation in Canaan. To the south the native Egyptian pharaohs are busy fighting 
the Hyksos and the defending Hyksos have no time to look back at Canaan. To the north 
the kingdom of Mitanni is only forming, being occupied in its own territory to set up a 
kind of unified political structure and momentarily didn´t have any means, resources and 
strength to exert influence over the northern region of Hazor, needless to say in the region 
of Jerusalem further south.  
 So politically, in Cisjordan it seems to be a relatively loose union or coalition of 
more independent cities coordinated by the biggest and most dominant city of the region 
and in Transjordan the Bible says there have been two strong more unified Amorite 
kingdoms (Num 21,21-35; Dt 2,24-3,11). 
 In the Late Bronze Age the situation in Canaan is different. In Transjordan it is 
hard to imagine exerting any military activity without involving Egypt sooner or later. As 
we see for example in the Amarna Letters, at the beginning the city may be left to 
organize its defence itself but when the situation deteriorates Egypt is here to deploy its 
own forces. So it is hard to imagine Joshua conquering one city after another without the 
Egyptians coming sooner or alter to the word. However, in the Book of Joshua we don´t 
see anything like that. 



 Too, in Transjordan the situation in LBA seems to be completely different. As the 
general archaeological record has shown it, instead of the strong unified kingdoms with 
some level of urban culture we have here a poorly populated region, inhabited in great 
part by nomads, with very little permanently settled population living in very scanty 
urban settlements. The Amarna Letters – although, of course, the actual archaeological 
record is more exact - show very scantly urbanism in the central Transjordan and no 
urbanism in the southern Transjordan (the King Sihon´s territory). In fact, it is generally 
agreed that the greatest part of Transjordan of the time had been inverted to nomadism… 
 Bearing in mind all this we see that instead of LBA the situation described in the 
Books of Joshua and the relevant parts of the Books of Numbers and Deuteronomy fits 
much better to the MB end of around 1550 BCE. 
 
 
Amorites  
  
 The next important fact is a strong Amorite presence. By reading the Book of 
Joshua one meets several ethnicities but one seems to be dominant – and it´s the 
Amorites. The Book mentions at more instances several ethnicities living in Canaan - 
Canaanites, Hittites, Hivites, Perizzites, Girgashites, Amorites and Jebusites (Josh 3,10), 
these same except Girgashites are mentioned in Josh 9,1;11,3;12,8 and these seven plus 
the citizens of Jericho are added (Josh 24,11) but only one – and these are Amorites – 
seems to be given when the Bible wants to say that they are dominant. Theirs is the hill 
country (Josh 5,1; 10,5-6; 10,12) while the Canaanite kings lived “by the sea” (Josh 5,1). 
But when the Book wants to speak about only one ethnicity relative to the country – it´s 
the Amorites. In Josh 24,15 it speaks about the land of the Amorites where the Israelites 
are living, in Josh 24,18 it mentions “all the nations driven out before the Israelites, 
including the Amorites”, so the Amorites are given a special place. We find the tradition 
of this Amorite primacy also in other biblical books, too (Judg 6,10; 1 Kgs 21,26). So it 
would attest to a strong influence that the Amorites had in the country at thet time, it 
suggests that they were a bit special among other nations, something like the first, that 
they were somehow dominant. In Transjordan the Amorites are consistently mentioned as 
such (Josh 2,10; 9,10; 12,2; 13,10; 13,21; 24,8; 24,12). 
 It recalls very much of the Hyksos, “heqa khasut”, “ rulers of the foreign lands”, 
“foreign rulers” of the Egyptians of the same time who were a special social group, ruling 
class of the society. As Manfred Bietak gives it, “nearly all the Hyksos names have been 
convincingly decoded as West Semitic (Donald Redford, 1970, Kim Ryholt, 1997, and 
Thomas Schneider, 1998), with some differences in interpreting the etymology” 
(Manfred Bietak, Article from 1 Jan 2008, The Oxford Encyclopedia of Ancient Egypt, 
2001, 2005). The Hebrew for “Amorite” is אםרי ('ěmōrî) as well as the Akkadian 
“amurrû”, both mean “westerner” (The American Heritage, Dictionary of the English 
Language, 4th Ed., 2009, by Houghton Mifflin Company) and in the Akkadian context 
this most probably meant “west of Mesopotamia”. So in all probability all these 
expressions refer to the same people, West Semites inhabiting Canaan and western Syria 
of the time, as it is generally agreed (not mentioning here the Amorites ruling in 
contemporaneous  Mesopotamia). As well, it is agreed that these West Semitic people 



ruled during and at the end of MBA in Canaan and from at least 17th century BCE until 
the end of MBA in Egypt..  
 If we look at the situation in LBA, it seems a bit different. Although Hurrian (i.e. 
non-Semitic, Indo-European) names “more at home in Syria first appeared in 
seventeenth-century-BCE inscriptions from Gezer, Hebron, Shechem, and probably 
Hazor as well (Aaron Shaffer, 1988), by the fifteenth century the number of Hurrians had 
increased significantly, with names appearing frequently at sites such as Ta´anach and 
Shechem” (p. 115, Jonathan Michael Golden, 2004). According to Yohanan Aharoni, 
from the examination of the local rulers´ names of the Amarna Letters, the following 
picture emerges: along the Phoenician coast from Byblos to Tyre only rulers with Semitic 
names were found; in the Beqa´ , the Damascus region, Bashan, the Jezreel Valley and 
the Plain of Acco the predominant names are Hurrian and Indo-European; in the regions 
farther south there is a considerable mixture (p. 150, Yohanan Aharoni, 1979). Although 
in the “regions farther south there is a considerable mixture” and various ethnicities 
appear to have been living there at the time, “the Egyptian pharaoh Thutmose III and his 
successors actually referred to the southern Levant as “Hurru” at this time (p. 115, 
Jonathan Golden, 2004). 
 And Yohanan Aharoni, based on an analysis of various texts, conjectures this 
development of Amurru as a geographical term – “from a general name for Syria and 
Palestine in Akkadian documents towards the end of the third millennium B.C. Amurru 
became the political title for southern Palestine-Syria (here probably meant Canaan plus 
Lebanon – my personal note) in the Hyksos Age. Later it was restricted to the small 
kingdom of Amurru, located in the Lebanon region (especially the Beqa´ Valley, not the 
coast – my personal note) during the Amarna Age; its kings were evidently striving to 
revive the ancient glories of Amurru in their small principality between Egypt and Hatti” 
(pp. 149-150, Yohanan Aharoni, 1979). 
 To conclude, it seems probable that while there were many ethnicities living in 
Canaan in the MBA and at its end, nevertheless, this period was characterized more by 
the Amorite prominence in Canaan while in the LBA, the Amorites seem to have lost 
their ruling hegemony in most places and – as we can see from the pharaonic references - 
even the Hurrians appear to be more dominant. So, bearing all this in mind, it seems that 
this memory of “Amorite prominence”, as it is given in the Book of Joshua and other 
biblical books, reflects better the end of MBA than the subsequent LBA… 
 
 
Walled cities  
  
 The third feature to point to the MBA Conquest is the character of the 
contemporaneous fortifications. The Bible says that at the time and shortly before the 
Conquest the Cannanite cities were “fortified and very large” (Num 13,28), “with walls 
up to the sky” (Dt 1,28; 9,1), Too, the Book of Joshua tells of the “fortified cities” (Josh 
10,20; 14,12) of the Canaanites of the time. And indeed, the general archaeological 
record shows that at that time it was one of the peaks of fortified towns, not only in 
Cisjordan but in the Transjordan, too. On the other hand, later, in the LBA most cities 
were without fortifications and the few cities with some fortifications were those with the 
fortifications left from the MBA. As Jane M. Cahill has put it, “the Late Bronze Age was 



a period during which settlemsnts were smaller in both number and size than during the 
previous Middle Bronze Age and during which virtually all settlements, regardless of 
strategic location and/or importance, remained either unfortifid or fortified solely by 
defense systems built during the Middle Bronze Age” (p. 27, Jane M. Cahill, in Andrew 
G. Vaughn, Ann E. Killebrew (eds.), 2003). 
 
 But how can we know that these all signs aren´t just a basic real general historic 
framework but the details of Conquest are nevertheless thought up, only a skilled 
invention ? How can we know that this framework isn´t just a background, a much faded 
and very imprecise memory of some earlier time, a reflexion of a very ancient epoch that 
the Israelites blurrily remembered, a very distant past into which they later invented their 
own mythical details of conquered cities, in its details just a nice “nation-building myth” 
? As much as killing enemies can be “nice”, of course… In order to respond to this we 
have to look at the archaeological and biblical data of the individual cities and territories 
of Conquest both in the Cisjordan and Transjordan whether they bring forward any 
information that could lead us to the period of 1550 BCE and whether it is possible to 
merge this information into one single meaningful unit… We shall first look at the 
Cisjordanian cities and territories. 
 
 
The Cisjordanian Cities and Territories 
  
 So, in order to make the picture clearer we must examine the most important 
cities from the MBA perspective, both as they are depicted in the story of Conquest and 
other stories and as archaeology shows them to us. 
 Jericho (Tell es-Sultan/Tel Jericho) Nobody questions the destruction and 
conflagration of this MBA walled site at the end of MBA. MB Jericho was a well-
fortified town, complete with three successive plastered ramparts. Houses and shops were 
set out in a town plan near the city gate (p. 691, David Noel Freedman, Allen C. Myers, 
Astrid B. Beck, 2000). Kathleen M. Kenyon , Jericho excavator, reported “The defenses 
... belong to a fairly advanced date in that period” and there was “a massive stone 
revetment... part of a complex system” of defenses (pp. 213–218, Kathleen Kenyon, 
1957). The glacis rose 50 feet above the level of the surrounding plain and the wall was 
built on top. Three phases were observed in the building of this glacis, the huge retaining 
wall belonging to the last phase. This city flourished and came to a violent end in about 
1560 BC (p. 258, Avraham Negev, Shimon Gibson, 2005). On Jericho destruction 
Kathleen Kenyon states, the “final stage of the Jericho Middle Bronze Age town was 
destroyed by a violent fire. Walls and floors are hardened and blackened, burnt débris and 
beams from the upper storeys fill the rooms, and the whole is covered by a wash from 
burnt walls that accumulated during the period of abandonment” (p. 92, Kathleen 
Kenyon, in Cambridge Ancient History, Volume 2, Part 1, 2000). This is completely in 
line with the biblical description. What is questioned - and why this city is cited as one of 
the most prominent examples of the non-historicity of Conquest -  however, is the time of 
its destruction. As mostly believed time of the Exodus is the 13th century - and at Jericho 
in the 13th century no traces of occupation have been found, and in the 14th century the 
settlement was small and poor, almost insignificant and had no fortifications (p. 82, Israel 



Finkelstein, Neil Asher Silberman, 2007) - it doesn´t fit. Also, no trace of occupation has 
been found between about 1300 BC and the 11th century BC, the probable date of earliest 
IA remains (p. 40, John J. Bimson, David Livingston, BAR Sep/Oct 1987). However, we 
look at the MBA end, it fits completely. 
 Ai and Gibeon In the case of Ai, generally believed to be (Khirbet) et-Tell, the 
situation is different. This town is frequently given as an example of Conquest´s non-
historicity, both in LBA and MBA. The reason is that (Khirbet) et-Tell was a promiment 
city in EBA, one of the biggest of its time (in fact, the capital of its region with ca. 10 ha 
/27 acres) (p. 143, Israel Finkelstein, Neil Asher Silberman, 2007), however, this city 
didn´t have any MBA and LBA occupation, evidently Jerusalem replacing its position in 
those times, and it was reoccupied only in IA I as a 2.4 ha (6-acre) unwalled farming 
village which was subsequently abandoned (p. 18, John Ch. H. Laughlin, 2006). So how 
could it have been an apparently fortified town (because it was left open, Josh 8,17) that 
had been burned (Josh 8,19;8,28) ? 
 I think there are good reasons to believe that (Khirbet) et-Tell was not the MB Ai. 
The first reason is the location. John Bimson and David Livingston have expressed their 
doubts about the right localization of Ai as (Khirbet) et-Tell. Their argument is following 
– the biblical Ai is located to the east of Bethel (Gn 12,8; Josh 7,2; 8,9-12; 12,9) and 
Bethel is traditionally considered to be Tell Beitin, since its identification in 1838 by 
Edward Robinson who had based his identification on both etymology and topography. 
The lexical argument seems right, Beitin shows a well-attested change from Hebrew 
lamed (l) to Arabic nun (n) in the termination of names. But this can´t be taken as a 
definitive proof, since there is a very long gap in the tradition of Bethel´s location (400 
AD - 1800 AD) and it is well known that the same place names can “move” over time 
around a considerable area. And too, the topographic identification here seems incorrect. 
The topographic identification was based on Onomasticon of Eusebius (later revised and 
amplified by Jerome) according to which Bethel lay at (or near) the 12th Roman 
milestone from Aelia (present-day Jerusalem). Having only imprecise measuring method 
at the time, Edward Robinson placed Bethel at Beitin. However, today we know that 
Beitin lies at the 14th milestone, not the 12th, so the biblical Bethel must have lain a bit 
more south, closer to Jerusalem. There´s another problem. According to Gen 12,8, a 
mountaim lay to the east of Bethel, between Ai and Bethel. But in fact, there is a valley 
instead of a mountain to the east. Edward Robinson himself admitted it. And what´s 
more, the Book of Joshua (16,1-3; 18,11-13) places Bethel on the border between 
Benjamin and Ephraim. However, as John Bimson and David Livingston conclude, the 
natural geographical border, to which the Bible list otherwise conform, lies south of 
Beitin. They cite a modern Israeli historical geographer, Zechariah Kallai, who also 
acknowledges this anomaly (pp. 46-47, John J. Bimson, David Livingston, BAR Sep/Oct 
1987). And we can also add the fact that the later Iron Age II Israelite temple which, 
according to the Bible, was built and long in use in Bethel, hasn`t been found yet (p. 256, 
Israel Finkelstein, Neil Asher Silberman, 2007). So, I think, the exact location of biblical 
Bethel, whence the biblical Ai, is reasonably doubtful. 
 Another point is Ai´s name. As it has been raised many times, “Ai”, meaning 
“ruin”, is definitely a strange name for a populated town. Who would have called their 
town “Ruin” ? So, it is, indeed, very strange name for a town - unless there is a real ruin 
nearby after which the town gets its name... Moreover, not only that, but in the biblical 



text “Ai” is given with the Hebrew definite article “HA”, being “Ha-Ai”, something like 
English “The Ruin” which is completely unusual since town names are usually given 
without article. So this suggests even stronger that there was a real ruin nearby, “the ruin” 
to which everybody referred to, after which the MB “Ai” got its name. So we can 
suppose that the Early Bronze (Khirbet) et-Tell wasn´t called “Ruin” at all but it became 
a ruin at the end of EBA. It became a very famous ruin – as we´ve already said, it was the 
biggest EB town of the region – and after that famous ruin the MB Ai, being nearby, got 
its name. 
 And the third point to raise about (Khirbet) et-Tell as Ai is its size. The Bible says 
that the MB Gibeon was “larger than Ai” (Josh 10,2). Gibeon is generally identified with 
Tell el-Jib. As Kathleen M. Kenyon writes, “there was extensive occupation on the site in 
EBA, on the evidence of sherds found in later debris on the tell, and in MBA on the 
evidence of an appreciable number of tombs. No town wall for either period has been 
located, but it is unlikely that a site that was obviously of some importance was not 
fortified”. The MB tombs came to an abrupt end, so Gibeon, as the author concludes, 
may have been abandoned at the beginning of the period of the Eighteenth Dynasty. The 
LB tombs found point to the end of the period of the Eighteenth Dynasty. The next 
evidence of occupation is the building of a town wall in the 12th century BC (pp. 546-7, 
Kathleen M. Kenyon, in Cambridge Ancient History, Volume 2, Part 1, 2000). And as the 
website bible-history.com  states, “Iron Age I (1200-900 B.C.) apparently was the city's 
golden age. Near the beginning of the period, a wall about 5 feet thick and more than a 
half mile in circumference enclosed the sixteen-acre town” (http://www.bible-
history.com/geography/ancient-israel/gabaon.html; p. 4, Bianca Buccitelli, 2010). So if 
(Khirbet) et-Tell comprises 10 ha (27 acres) and Tell el-Jib at the peak of its history 
didn´t have more than 6.5 ha (16 acres), bearing in mind Josh 10,2 (Khirbet) et-Tell can´t 
be the MB Ai. It also fits with the biblical account, as at first only 2000 to 3000 men were 
sent to attack Ai (Josh 7,3). This reason of size was given already in 1947 by Jan Simons 
as one of the reasons why (Khirbet) et-Tell can´t be the biblical Ai (p. 311, Jan Simons, 
1947, see also p. 270, Jan Simons, 1959). 
 So to sum it up, I think there are three good reasons for rejecting (Khirbet) et-Tell 
as the MB Ai – location, name and size. The MB Ai must be fortified, burned, smaller 
than (Khirbet) et-Tell and be located relatively near this site. 
 As to Gibeon, it´s in line with the biblical record. Logically to its becoming an 
allied town, the Bible doesn´t present any information on its destruction (it isn´t even in 
the list of the defeated kings in Josh 12,9-24). In all probability (and in line with the 
above-mentioned data on the Eighteenth Dynasty, respectively LBA I) the town was 
simply abandoned by its inhabitants at the end of MBA when they left it to live among 
the nomadic Israelites. 
 
Southern Campaign  
 In the Battle of Gibeon the Israelites met the southern alliance and subsequently 
encountered some of its cities. As its king organizes the resistance, and in later times it 
becomes so prominent, we´ll speak first about Jerusalem. 

Although Jerusaleḿs king plays the role of the organizer of the southern 
coalition before the Battle of Gibeon, the conquest of town is not given in the Book of 
Joshua. It´s only the Book of Judges that states that it was conquered by Judah (Judg 1,8). 



So it implies that despite the defeat of its king in open battle, the Israelites under Joshua 
didn´t conquer this supposedly strong city. Another alternative is that later – still during 
Joshua´s life or maybe even later – the tribes splittered in their campaigns and started 
fighting their own campaigns in their respective future territories and so it was only the 
tribe of Judah which conquered the city. As such, this story is not depicted in the Book of 
Joshua but of Judges. Whatever the case seems to be, we should explore the possible 
position of this city at the end of MBA. 
 The Book of Joshua describes the king of Jerusalem´s leading role in organizing 
the coalition, so according to the Bible it must have been a major city in the Southern Hill 
Country. Can archaeology prove it ? To start with, as it is generally recognized, 
Jerusalem is archaeologically a special case. It´s due to its history and prominence, and 
consecutively, due to its continuous occupation until this day. Therefore it´s extremely 
difficult to excavate, as only some areas are open to excavation. 
 The oldest Jerusalem`s territory seems to comprise the so-called „City of David“ 
(the southernmost spur of the ridge), the Temple Mount (the place where today the 
Herod`s trapezium is located) and the Ophel (a place between the City of David and the 
Temple Mount). However, sometimes the whole City of David is called the Ophel, so the 
terminology is not united here. The City of David is considered to be the oldest part of 
Jerusalem of all these three areas and it is also where – the Temple Mount is due to its 
sacredness and also Herod`s trapezium “off-limits” - most of the excavation has been 
done so far. Even here it is difficult to excavate, as this area is built over quite densely, 
too. 
 As Jane M. Cahill puts it, “the historical record is scant, and Jerusalem´s 
archaeological remains are fragmentary, difficult to excavate, and mostly unpublished” 
(p. 13, Jane M. Cahill, in Andrew G. Vaughn, Ann E. Killebrew (eds.), 2003). It is also 
due to the fact that “buildings in Jerusalem have traditionally been constructed of stone 
rather than brick, (so) Jerusalem´s builders have traditionally excavated to bedrock to 
secure both firm foundations and building stones … these building practices have 
prevented the accumulation of superimposed archaeological strata characteristic of tells 
(Shiloh) … also caused irreparable damage both to the archaeological record and to the 
City of David ridge (Kenyon) … (and) earlier remains (are) preserved only when 
exploited or avoided by later builders” (pp. 18-19, ibid).  However, what we know from 
different sources can tell us something about the role of the city in MB and LB Ages. 
 In the Egyptian Execration Texts which are the most important source about 
Palestine in the 20th-19th cnt BCE is Jerusalem (together with Shechem) given a 
prominent place (pp. 144, 147, Yohanan Aharoni, 1979), so it implies that at that time it 
was one of the two most important settlements in the hill country. In c. 1800 BCE – 
corresponding roughly to the time of the Execration Texts - a  fortification wall of 
“especially large cyclopean stones” was built close to the centre of the City of David´s 
eastern slope. Yigal Shiloh found it had been built in phases, buttressing was added to it 
and both the wall and its buttressing continued in use until the IA II (pp. 21-22, Jane M. 
Cahill, in Andrew G. Vaughn, Ann E. Killebrew, eds., 2003). Too, recently, in a press 
release on 7 Sept 2009, Eli Shukron and Ronny Reich announced a find of an 8m-high 
MB fortification wall of huge cut stones, of 4-5 ton boulders, inside the City of David, on 
a slope of the Silwan Valley, dated to c. 1700 BCE 
(http://www.cnn.com/2009/WORLD/meast/09/04/israel.wall.discovered/index.html). As 



to MBA, survey and excavations conducted in the hills surrounding Jerusalem have 
revealed a fairly dense concentration of settlements and burial sites ascribable to MBA II 
throughout the region but apart from these walls not much from this period was found in 
Jerusalem itself (p. 26, Jane M. Cahill, in Andrew G. Vaughn, Ann E. Killebrew, eds., 
2003). 
 So based on the Execration Texts it is possible to conclude that at that time 
Jerusalem was one of two most important towns of its region which is also attested by the 
construction of the massive MB town walls found. That not more has been found is, 
given the above-mentioned status of the site, not surprising. However, bearing in mind 
the finds in the surroundings (and evidence of the massiveness of the fortification walls 
and their continued use in later times) it is quite reasonable to suppose that at the end of 
MBA Jerusalem was a major town in the hill country, in line with its description given by 
the Bible…  
 This said, however, leaves open the question of Jerusalem`s status in comparison 
to other towns of the southern coalition. Judging from its sheer size - the spur of the City 
of David´s covered on its crest 4.8 ha (12 acres), and 6 ha (15 acres), if the eastern slope 
area is included (pp. 163-6, John Laughlin, 2006) and its coalition partners Hebron (Jebel 
er-Rumeide/Tell Rumeide) 6 ha (15 acres), Lachish (Tell ed-Duweir) 7.3 ha (18 acres), 
and Eglon (Tel Eton) 6 ha (15 acres), I don´t give Jarmuth´s size, here, we´ll speak about 
Jarmuth later – the city was definitely not bigger than its coalition partners, so based on 
this criterion it can´t qualify as their leader, only at best as one of the equals. So, if we 
take into consideration this situation, as to Jerusalem´s status at the end of MBA, there 
are two possibilities – in its surrounding region it was considered for some reason as 
“primus inter pares”, “the first among the equals”, or it was simply one of the equal 
partners whose king – as Gibeon was nearest it – simply called on the others to come to 
help him fight in a joint effort a common enemy... 
 As to Jerusalem`s MB status, there is, however, another possibility that I would 
like to propose. It is a generally known fact that in the City of David the biggest 
archaeological remains have been found from the Middle Bronze Age II and from the late 
Iron Age II (p. 84, Israel Finkelstein, Neil Asher Silberman, 2010), but less from the 
periods “in-between”. The scanty finds from the periods from in-between these times 
have been explained by Jerusalem`s specific building techniques (the use of stone and a 
need to found it on the bedrock) and also by the fact that on the steep sides of the City of 
David these remains have been removed by erosion, something like in case of Jericho. 
 However, as Margreet Steiner (who has reviewed Kathleen Kenyon`s materials as 
well as other data) argues, it could be different. These vast materials found from the 
periods of MB II and late Iron Age II (and less from the periods in between) are also true 
of pottery. As Margreet Steiner argues – against those who believe that the “in-between” 
architectural remains have been removed almost all by erosion, as it is also often argued 
in case of Jericho, too - the amount of pottery found is a far better indicator in 
determining a settlement´s importance than architectural remains because pottery is not 
so likely to be washed away by erosion in big amounts, thus a more reliable indicator (p. 
350, Margreet Steiner, in Andrew G. Vaughn, Ann E. Killebrew, eds., 2003). So this 
could mean that Jerusalem was really and comparatively significant only in MB II and IA 
II periods. But still only on a pair with its other partners of the southern coalition… 



 On the other hand, another explanation is offering itself. I haven´t seen all the 
necessary details on all Jerusalem excavations, however, reviewing this situation made 
me come to an alternative view. It´s true that the amount of pottery found at the City of 
David strongly suggests that there was a significant occupation at the site in the Middle 
Bronze Age II and Iron Age II while in other times it doesn´t seem so. But what´s strange 
– and it´s not completely understandable to me – why the City of David is considered the 
oldest and basic tell of Jerusalem, its very core. Perhaps it´s due to the fact that 
approximately midway east of the City crest is the Gihon Spring, the most important 
water source in the area, so it was supposed that the ancient settlement was naturally built 
on the hill immediately above this water source. 
 However, what´s not completely natural here is that the core settlement was 
usually built for defensive purposes around the top of the closest elevation, and in case of 
Jerusalem it is the Temple Mount (c. 740 m above sea level) and not the City of David (its 
southern tip c. 640 m above sea level), making the decrease in elevation close to 100 m 
(p. 14, Jane Cahill, in ibid). It is generally known that in the Middle Bronze Age the cities 
were bigger in both number and size than in the subsequent Late Bronze Age (p. 27, 
ibid). Very often in the Middle Bronze Age for bigger cities both upper (the acropolis) 
and lower tell were occupied while in the Late Bronze Age only the upper tell was 
inhabited. So this makes one to think whether the City of David wasn´t just the 
Jerusalem`s lower tell, with the Temple Mount being the upper one, having been 
occupied throughout all times while the City of David was occupied only in the times of 
the biggest town expansion and population which was in the MB II and Iron Age II. The 
rest of the time only the access to the Gihon Spring would have been fortified and 
connected to the upper city by a fortified area and/or an underground passageway. 
 This proposition would explain some mysterious features on Jerusalem´s strange 
archaeological situation. First, it would explain why only the Middle Bronze Age and 
Iron Age II are so strongly attested at the City of David while not the other periods. If the 
City was just the lower tell, it´s understandable. If this is true, than Jerusalem would 
really have been one of the biggest city in the region of the Southern Hill Country and the 
Shephelah in the Middle Bronze Age (if not the biggest), and not just „one of the equals“. 
As we`ve seen, the cities of the southern coalition are all given to be of around 6 ha (15 
acres). So sheerly from the territorial extent, Jerusalem´s 5-6 ha (12,5-15 acres) could 
qualify it at best as one of the equals. However, these are only the measures of the City of 
David. When the trapezium of the Temple Mount platform - which has c. 14.4 ha (36 
acres) - was built by Herod the Great, it doubled the size of this area 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Temple_Mount). So the original size of Jerusalem´s 
acropolis could have been c. 7.2 ha (18 acres). This, together with the City of David´s 
(lower tell) c. 5 ha (12 acres) makes 12 ha (30 acres), thus being twice as big as the other 
cities of the southern coalition. This fact would have put into different light the fact why 
it was the king of Jerusalem who, as the biggest, summoned the southern coalition, and 
thus it wouldn´t be explained by the fact that the Gibeon events happened near Jerusalem, 
so Jerusalem´s king summoned his equals to join forces and help him. It could also 
explain why Jerusalem figures so prominently also in the Egyptian MB Execration Texts, 
although this time seems to be only the one when the city`s real MB expansion was just 
starting.. 



 The Temple Mount as the upper tell could also possibly explain the strange, 
erratic series of passageways under the southeastern triple-arched Huldah Gate, some 
leading below the southern Mount Temple wall and beyond the Mount´s southern edge 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Huldah_Gates). They were maybe connected to the Charles 
Warren´s shaft system, ensuring underground access to water from the upper tell. In the 
Middle Bronze Age this access to the spring could have been twofold – by underground 
passageways and by having fortified the spring area (the latter has been archaeologically 
attested), and also by the Middle Bronze surface fortifications, leading from the spring 
area and the City of David to the Temple Mount. Based on their finds, both Kathleen 
Kenyon and Yigal Shiloh believed that the Middle Bronze fortifications near the Gihon 
Spring remained in use from the Middle Bronze Age II until the Iron Age II (pp. 21-3, 
Jane Cahill, in ibid). 
 So if this supposition is true, it could explain the prominence and special position 
of Jerusalem in the region of Southern Hill Country in the Middle Bronze Age by far 
more convincingly. Here it would be interesting to compare from this perspective 
Jerusalem of the time with contemporaneous Lachish and Gezer… 
 Lachish (Tell ed-Duweir/Tel Lachish), is most probably the biggest town out of 
the four summoned by the king of Jerusalem. Lachish` mound has 12 ha (30 acres) in size 
at its base narrowing to around 7.3 ha (18 acres) on its summit (pp. 176-8, John Laughlin, 
2006). So the summit of the tell, impressively separated all around by a valley, is 7.3 ha 
(18 acres) – however, even like this it is one of the largest city mounds in southern 
Canaan (cf., e.g., Megiddo`s summit of 5.3 ha, 13 acres). In the Middle Bronze Age, it 
was made a major forttress. Below the crest a moat, or fosse, was dug around the 
circumference; between it and the brick wall, whose foundations began about 30 m (100 
ft) above the valley floor, a plaster-covered glacis was laid. Within the city a palace-
citadel rose above the city walls (pp. 56-7, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, 1986). Although the 
Bible mentions only its capture (Josh 10, 31-32), the city was destroyed by fire at the end 
of MBA period (p. 225, John H. Walton, Victor Harold Matthews, Mark William 
Chavalas, 2000, see also tau.ac.il). 
 So if Jerusalem was of 12 ha (30 acres), it could be natural that Lachish of 7.3 ha 
(18 acres) at the time, along with Hebron, Eglon and Debir, were somehow subordinate 
to Jerusalem and it reflected in their summoning by its king. 
 Gezer (Tell el-Jazari, Tel Jezer), however, could be another case. The site of 
some 12 ha (30 acres) is not only one of the largest in pre-Roman Palestine; throughout 
the last three millennia BC it was one of the six most important cities in the country (p. 
196, Avraham Negev, Shimon Gibson, 2005). In the Middle Bronze Age Gezer became 
one of the foremost Canaanite cities. The entire tel was surrounded by a massive wall 
constructed of large blocks of stone 4 m. wide, with strong towers erected at intervals 
along it. This fortification wall (known as the "inner wall") was protected on the outside 
by an earthen rampart some 5 m. high, consisting of compacted alternating layers of 
chalk and earth covered with plaster. It had a triple entryway south gate and adjoining 
citadel 5017. So it was one of the most massively fortified Canaanite sites (p. 328, 
Watson E. Mills (ed.), 1997; 
http://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/Archaeology/Gezer.html; mfa.gov.il). The 
Middle Bronze strata showed densely built-up and continually occupied levels with rather 



elaborate terraces, courtyards, cisterns, houses and a beautifully plastered granary (p. 198, 
Avraham Negev, Shimon Gibson, 2005). 
 These levels were violently destroyed, along with the “South Gate” of field IV, in 
c. 1550-1500 BC (p. 198, ibid). This Middle Bronze Age town was covered by a thick 
layer of burnt debris (p. 327, Kathleen Mary Kenyon, 1985). Although the Bible 
mentions only the defeat of the king and his people (Josh 10,33), according to the 
archaeological record this MB city was destroyed, too, in a violent conflagration, traces 
of which were found in all excavation areas of the tel (mfa.gov.il). 
 So considering its size and the built-up area covering the entire tell, this city in the 
Middle Bronze Age could have been comparable with the suggested 12-ha (30-acre) 
Jerusalem of the time, and it could explain why the king of Jerusalem hadn`t initially 
summoned this city – being an equal with him - to fight with him at Gibeon. It`s possible 
that only later, after the defeat of the Jerusalemite coalition at Gibeon and subsequent 
attack of Lachish, that the king of Gezer, seeing the seriousness of the situation, came to 
help on his own initiative the smaller nearby Lachish (Josh 10,33). So bearing in mind 
this situation, it maybe isn`t simply a chance that Jerusalem isn´t mentioned in the Book 
of Joshua – as opposed to Hazor (Josh 11,10) - as the head of all those kingdoms in the 
Southern Hill Country... It could have been a major and bigger city compared to many 
others in the south, but – as we shall see later - definitively not to all in southern Canaan, 
and also definitively not in the way Hazor was… 
 After having treated Lachish and Gezer we can look at the other towns of the 
southern campaign. The next easily identifiable city is Hebron, its tel being Tell 
Rumeide/Tel Hebron (alternatively called Jebel er-Rumeide), a terraced hill of 6 ha (15 
acres). Here in c. 1750-1650 BCE a strong city wall was erected, following the line of the 
older and lower EB wall. This MB wall was constructed entirely of huge, uncut, 
cyclopean stones, some more than 1.8 m (6 ft) long. Its excavator Philip C. Hammond 
determined that it continued in use into later times. The later MB place occupation is 
attested by the find of a burial cave on the south slope of the tell, among various artifacts 
were Egyptian scarabs from the Hyksos period (c. 1680-1560 BCE). From LBA period 
the finds are especially from LBA II period, at which time Hebron was an active city. In 
some cases Philip Hammond determined that houses built in MBA continued to be used 
in LBA, as shown by pottery found in them. In rooms and tombs scarabs of the pharaohs 
Thutmose III, Amenhotep III and Ramesses II were found, all of them a strong pharaohs. 
(pp. 26-31, Jeffrey R. Chadwick, BAR, Sep/Oct 2005). Hebron is maybe mentioned in the 
Amarna Letters (EA 281) as Harabuwa (http://www.specialtyinterests.net/eae.html#281). 
 Although not much has been found, the finds seem to suggest that there was some 
gap in occupation in LB I. This gap could point to the conquest at the end of MBA and 
following abandonment of this site for some time at the beginning of LBA. Although 
Josh 10,36-37 doesn´t mention any destruction of the site, only its conquest and the 
subsequent slaughter of its inhabitants. From what has been found so far, it is difficult to 
dermine whether the site was battered down or not. 
 However, with the destruction levels one must be cautious. It is easy to determine 
the destruction of a place, if it ended up in a conflagration. But in other cases it doesn´t 
need to be so clear. A good example is Megiddo. In the layers of this city, for the long 
period of 2000-1150 BCE in which the city thrived, “stratigraphy during this long period 
has been made very difficult, in part due to a lack of clear destruction levels “ (p. 184, 



John Laughlin, 2006). So, if the destruction of a city was not by fire and the city was 
relatively quickly afterwards rebuilt (thus removing signs of destruction), it is difficult to 
prove destruction although it physically really happened. In case of Megiddo we know of 
its conquest of Thutmose III after a 7-month siege (p. 21, Eric Cline, 2000) - which is 
broadly believed to have happened, opening the way for the Egyptian control of Canaan - 
nevertheless, a clear destruction level is missing. So if the destruction wasn´t by fire, 
often only a gap in occupation is the only sign attesting to it. But in this case, too, one 
cannot be certain if the gap means abandonment of the place or its conquest – it can 
atttest to both. 

So, in case of Hebron, bearing in mind the current status of known data, only 
a probable gap in LBA I could point to a MB conquest of this place... 

The two towns nearest Hebron mentioned in the southern campaign are Eglon and 
Debir. In the case of Debir (aka Kirjath-Sefer, Josh 15,15), two places have been 
proposed to be the biblical Debir – Tell Beit Mirsim and Khirbet Rabud. Originally 
William F. Albright, Tell Beit Mirsiḿs excavator, designated this site as Debir (pp. 8-10, 
William F. Albright, 1926) but later Khirbet Rabud, a bigger place (6 ha, 15 acres), took 
over this identification. However, as at Khirbet Rabud the first walled city was built only 
in LBA in the 14th cnt BCE (p. 426, Avraham Negev, Shimon Gibson, 2005), I don´t 
believe it to be Debir. Tell Beit Mirsim has only 3 ha (7.5 acres), so it is only half the size 
compared to the cities of the southern coalition (the above-mentioned Jerusalem, Hebron, 
Jarmuth, Lachish and Eglon), and maybe its comparatively small size is the reason why it 
isn´t given among the major cities of the southern coalition (Josh 10,3-5). 
 Tell Beit Mirsiḿs MB town was founded c. 2000 BCE. Then this town was 
destroyed by fire in about 18th cnt BCE. The site was reoccupied afterwards, in about 
17th cnt BCE, and strongly fortified. The revetment of the its wall was 7m high and its 
polygonal construction is strikingly reminiscent of the glacis of the Middle Bronze wall 
of the fourth city of Jericho, as William F. Albright concluded. A dry moat was cut across 
a narrow neck connecting it with another nearby and more extensive hill. The foundations 
of this city were laid in the bed of ashes marking the division between the strata of these 
two periods. According to the archaeological record, this city was also partially destroyed 
and accompanied by a conflagation at the East Gate. On the pottery evidence William 
Albright dated this destruction to the 16th cnt BCE. Later, in its LBA town, except for 
typical pottery the Cypro-Phoenician ware was found plus several sherds of Egyptian 
faience, attesting to its cosmopolitan relations. To add to the picture of the town there are 
excellent wells of ground water a mile below and two miles above the tell (rightly said 
shafts giving access to underground streams or springs), undoubtedly of great antiquity, 
which replace usual surface springs in this dry area. These wells were identified as 
“upper and lower gulloth” (Josh 15,19) by M. G. Kyle (pp. 3-12, William F. Albright, 
1926). From all this described we can that the archaeological picture fits the biblical 
picture (Josh 10,38-39; 15,17)... Also Kathleen M. Kenyon, on the basis of published 
works, stated that there had been a destruction at Tell Beit Mirsim at the end of MBA 
followed by abandonment, and occupation was resumed in the second half of the 15th cnt 
BCE (pp. 319-320, Kathleen Mary Kenyon, 1985). 
 As to the second town, Eglon, Tel ´Eton/Tell ´Aitun is currently proposed as the 
site of this city (http://www.biu.ac.il/js/le/teleton/20062007/Location.htm). Its 
localization has been made on the basis of Josh 15,39 which shows its proximity to 



Hebron in the line “Lachish – Baskat – Eglon”. It also is a 6-ha (15-acre) mound, so it 
qualifies as a major city, as given in the composition of the southern coalition (Josh 10,3-
5). It is located in the trough valley, on the south-eastern part of the Judean Shephelah, 
just below the Hebron hills, and is located some 11 km east-southeast of Tel Lachish. The 
ancient city is situated near an important junction between the north-south road that 
meandered along the trough valley connecting the Beersheba valley and the Ayalon 
valley, and the east-west road that connected the coastal plain and the Shephelah with 
Hebron, and which passed along wadi Adoraim. Its location near large valleys also 
secured its proximity to fertile soils, increasing its economic importance 
(http://www.biu.ac.il/js/le/teleton/20062007/Location.htm). So, having in mind these 
facts, they point to the probability of this tel´s being the biblical Eglon... 
 The tel is currently being excavated by Avraham Faust, however, the actual 
excavation has only reached the very end of the LBA. The surface survey has attested the 
the site occupation both in LB and MB Ages (personal communication with its excavator 
Avraham Faust), but only from the excavation we´ll know whether this site played a 
major role at the end of MBA or not. 
 In the case of the three remaining cities mentioned in the southern campaign 
description (two, Makkedah and Libnah, as conquered and one, Jarmuth, as its king 
defeated), the situation is much less clear. In case of Makkedah and Libnah  several tels 
have been proposed as their location, so it is difficult to decide on and identify them. 
 But what deserves the biggest attention here, is Jarmuth . Jarmuth is not given as 
a conquered city in the southern campaign, however, it figures in the composition of the 
southern alliance - so it must have been a major city at that time - and it is listed among 
the defeated kings (Josh 12,11), so we might suppose that it was captured, too. Jarmuth is 
also special because in the place of currently identified site, Tel Yarmut(h)/Khirbet el-
Yarmuk , no MB city has been found. So, what could it mean – that the biblical statement 
is not accurate here ? It doesn´t need to be so. It is generally agreed that, for many 
reasons, the place names “move” over time around some region, so it means that 
localities more or less close to each other have over time borne the same name, only in 
different periods. As William F. Albright put it, “names of towns and villages are 
frequently displaced over a considerable local area (p. 14, William Albright, 1953, in p. 
47, John J. Bimson, David Livingston, 1987). Also Yohanan Aharoni puts several 
examples of the transfer of names (pp. 123-124, Yohanan Aharoni, 1979). Could this be 
the case of MB Jarmuth, too? 
 Tel Yarmut is a site of nearly 16 ha (40 acres), consisting of a small acropolis and 
a large lower city. In 1970 excavations were conducted by Ammon Ben-Tor and since 
1980 it has been excavated by Pierre de Miroschedji. The town´s major period of 
occupation was EBA, from the second half of the 4th millennium BC through to c. 2300. 
Excavations revealed a remarkable EB city with monumental architecture without 
parallel in the archaeology of the period, with massive fortifications, a monumental offset 
gateway, a sanctuary (the so-called “White Building”), palatial buildings, and domestic 
dwellings, all of which date from EB III (p. 545, Avraham Negev, Shimon Gibson, 
2005). According to Israel Finkelstein, at that time the town was a centre of a polity-
centre (pp. 69-70, John Strange, in Mogens Herman Hansen (ed.), 2000). So the town 
was inhabited during the Early Bronze Age II-III but after that, c. 2300 BCE, it was 
abandoned. The reoccupation took place in the Late Bronze Age (c. the 14th -13th century 



BCE). At that time only the acropolis and its immediate vicinity were settled. The pottery 
from this time is of local Canaanite type together with imported Cypriote and Mycenaean 
ware. During this period Yarmuth was probably no more than a village. The limited 
occupation continued through the whole Iron Age. In IA I the occupation was from late 
12th cnt into the 11th cnt. From the late 12th cnt, besides other things, a large amount of 
pottery was found. From the 11th cnt a great assemblage of jars, craters, jugs and bowls 
with fragments of Philistine painted pottery was discovered. It contained pottery similar 
to Tel Qasile Stratum XI-X and indicates a Philistine settlement. The archaeological 
excavations can convey little about the later periods because the upper strata from Iron 
Age II through Byzantine Period were degraded by erosion and the construction of 
terrace walls. No in situ remains from Iron Age II were discovered. The archaeology 
cannot indicate anything about Jarmuth’s history after Iron Age I (pp. 282-283, Eero 
Junkkaala, 2006). However, the site continued to be inhabited until the Early Byzantine 
period (4th cnt AD) (p. 545, Avraham Negev, Shimon Gibson, 2005). 
 As to the conservation of the place name it seems to go to great antiquity. As the 
International Standard Bible Encyclopedia of 1915 states, “In Eusebius, Onomasticon 
(OS2 132 31; 266 38) mention is made of a Iermochos, or Jermucha, 10 Roman miles NE 
of Eleutheropolis (Beit Jibrin). The site of this once important place is Khirbet el 
Yarmuk, a ruin, with many old walls and cisterns, on the top of a hill 1,465 ft. above sea 
level. It is nearly 2 miles NW of Belt Nattif, from which it is visible, and 8 1/2 miles, as 
measured on map, N-NE of Belt Jibrin” (E. W. G. Masterman; http://www.bible-
history.com/isbe/J/JARMUTH/; Orr, James, M.A., D.D. General Editor. "Definition for 
'JARMUTH'". "International Standard Bible Encyclopedia". bible-history.com - ISBE; 
1915). So we can see that Arabic toponym “Yarmuk” was taken from Byzantine 
“Iermochos”, which all refer to the same place, Khirbet el-Yarmuk. We can push the 
location with this same toponym even to the biblical times. The name Jarmuth occurs in 
the Bible seven times, six in Joshua (10:3, 5, 23; 12:11; 15:35; 21:29) and once in Neh. 
11:29 (p. 281, Eero Junkkaala, 2006). The first three references in Josh 10,3-5-23 refer to 
the description of the southern campaign and Josh 12,11 is a listing in the list of the 
defeated kings, so they describe the king and his city that we are interested in. Josh 15,35 
enumerates the city in the allotment for Judah in his territory. Josh 21,29 is Jarmuth of 
Issachar, so it´s a completely different city. And Neh 11,29 mentions Jarmuth in Judah as 
one of the places where Israelites settled down to live after the return from the 
Babylonian captivity. So to locate Jarmuth, only Josh 15,35 and Neh 11,29 are relevant. 
If we try to localize these places, we see, that very probably they refer to the same place, 
and it is again Khirbet el-Yarmuk. There are small discrepancies, out of the presently 
known settlements Josh 15,33-35 puts Jarmuth in the line Zorah – Zanoah – Jarmuth – 
Adullam while Neh 11,29-30 puts it like Zorah – Jarmuth – Zanoah – Adullam, so 
Zanoah and Jarmuth exchange their places. But this is understandable if we bear in mind 
that these “lines” are not real physical lines (straight rows) of settlements and rather 
enumerate places all around an area. So, in this light the exchange of places is 
understandable, although they refer to the same place. So, going thus far, we can say that 
the toponym of Jarmuth referring to the same place goes from the Arab times through 
Byzantine times through the post-exilic times back to the times when the text of the 
allotments for individual tribes – and especially the allotment for Judah - were written. 



 But what is the time when these text were written ? As to the time of their 
compilation, we can only guess, but for the reasons about which I will speak more in 
detail later, I think that these text retain especially Iron Age and some Late Bronze 
traditions, and only relatively few traditions from the end of MBA. But to give just two 
reasons now – these texts allot cities and settlements to individual tribes whereas we 
know from the archaeological record - and from some hints from the Bible, too - that 
before the Israelites settled down, they had lived as nomads an unsettled, nomadic life. 
Archaeologically, we know it from the initial circular shape of their first settlements – as 
very many nomads recently turned to a settled life do (pp. 106-108 , Israel Finkelstein, 
Neil Asher Silberman, 2007), – and from the generally known fact that in LBA very 
many areas were inhabited rather by nomads than by settled population.. Very probably, 
at the beginning these nomads just allotted some territories among themselves, they 
probably delimited borders, as we see it – for our convenience - in the case of Judah in 
Josh 15,1-2, and only later, as they began to live a settled life, they founded initially small 
settlements and then, with time, bigger cities. Very probably these settlements and cities 
had their original Canaanite names that the Israelites had kept in their tradition, and too, 
these settlements were in many cases – but not exclusively, of course – founded at sites 
of previous Canaanite settlements, for strategic and other reasons. Something like this is 
described in Josh 15,21-62. And we know from the archaeological record, too, that for 
the Israelites this process of settlement began – on a larger scale – in around 1200 BCE 
(pp. 102-104, ibid). 
 So, as the text of the allotment for Judah speaks about specific settled places, for 
these reasons I think it speaks about their distribution rather in Iron Age. Another point, 
the text speaks quite in detail about the settlements in the hill country, the Shephelah and 
the Negev Desert, but it doesn´t speak anything about the settlements on the coastal plain, 
adjacent to the Shephelah. While in these former areas even smaller settlements are 
enumerated, as to the latter coastal plain the text states – “Ekron, with its surrounding 
settlements and villages; west of Ekron, all that were in the vicinity of Ashdod, together 
with their villages; Ashdod, its surrounding settlements and villages; and Gaza, its 
settlements and villages, as far as the Wadi of Egypt and the coastline of the Great Sea” 
(Josh 15,45-47). So it is obvious they didn´t know much about these settlements, on the 
coastal plain they knew only the big cities. It´s logical because in Iron Age I these areas 
were inhabited by the Philistines. And third, according to the presently known 
archaeological record, some of the settlements that are given in the same text, have only 
IA and later pottery so they can´t reflect older that IA tradition. One of them is Zanoah 
(Khirbet Zanu) where – although unexcavated yet – the surface survey showed only late 
IA and Byzantine pottery (p. 1172, Geoffrey Bromiley, 1995). The second is Socoh (Tel 
Sokoh/Khirbet Abbad), unexcavated as yet, too, where only IA artifacts has been found 
(p. 559, Geoffrey Bromiley, 1995). And the third is Mareshah, in the same text a bit 
below (Josh 15,44), but definitely within the same group of the western foothills (Josh 
15,33-44). The consensus of scholarly opinion agrees that it should be identified with 
Tell Sandahanna. This is predicated on references in the Biblical text, Josephus and 
Eusebius. Biblical references include Mareshah among the Judean cities in Joshua 15:44 
along with Keilah and Achziv. It is included in the list of cities fortified by Rehoboam (2 
Chron. II: 7-9) following Adullam , Gath and along with Adoriam, Ziph and Lachish. It is 
mentioned again with Lachish, Adullam, Achziv and Moreshet-Gath (Micah 1:13-15). 



However, what´s interesting for us, the excavations have shown that there was a distinct 
presence at Mareshah (p. 58, Frederick J. Bliss and R. A. Stewart Macalister, 1902; p. 5, 
Amos Kloner 2003) only from the beginning of Iron Age II, meaning from the eight to 
sixth century BCE (http://www.travelujah.com/groups/entry/Tel-Maresha). 
 So, for these reasons I think that the text Josh 15,35 reaches to and describes the 
situation in IA. And, knowing this, we can say that the location of Jarmuth with the same 
toponym spans unchangingly from the Arab period down to Iron Age. But what about the 
even earlier times, LBA and MBA ?  
 Here, I think, we can´t be so sure. In this work I´m trying to bring forward the 
reasons why I think that the description of the Conquest contains very many traditions 
reaching to the end of MBA. So I believe, without going into details now, that in LBA the 
Israelites lived a nomadic life in some territories of Canaan and only in ca. 1200 BCE 
they settled down. So wasn´t it possible that sometime in LBA (or maybe even in early 
IA) the name of the place shifted, as we know it from other examples, and the MB 
Jarmuth changed its place and “moved” to its later and present location, being at Tel 
Yarmuth/Tell el-Yarmuk ? 
 In order to answer this question, we have to look in the vicinity whether we don´t 
have here a possible candidate. As we have seen here above, the LB and IA Tel Yarmuth 
was rather a village than a city, occupying mostly the EB acropolis, and definitely doesn´t 
fit the description of a major Canaanite city, the one that made up the coalition of the 
biggest cities of the southern hill country and Shephelah against Joshua. So, is there any 
such city ? Yes, it is. Approximately 10 km SW as the crow flies, there´s Tel Burna/Tell 
Bornat. The site hasn´t been excavated yet, but according to the surface survey, as to 
EBA, its excavators Joe Uziel and Itzaq Shai state that they found more EB sherd that 
they had thought and they think that the site may have been a small city, probably at that 
time under the control of one of the larger entities (possibly Yarmuth), 
(http://telburna.wordpress.com/2009/12/09/the-early-bronze-age-at-tel-burna/), that is 
present-day Tel Yarmuth. According to the survey there was a considerable presence of 
Middle Bronze Age pottery, too. The MB artifacts found at the site were scattered around 
5 ha (12.5 acres), suggesting the size of this settlement in MBA 
(http://telburna.wordpress.com/2009/12/15/the-middle-bronze-age-at-tel-burna/). This 
size is a good match to the other cities of the southern coalition, as we´ve already said 
here above – in Jerusalem, the spur of the City of David´s covered on its crest 4.8 ha (12 
acres), and 6 ha (15 acres), if the eastern slope area is included, Hebron (Jebel er-
Rumeide/Tell Rumeide) 6 ha (15 acres), Lachish (Tell ed-Duweir) 12 ha (30 acres) at its 
mound base, 7.3 ha (18 acres) on its summit and Eglon (Tel Eton) 6 ha (15 acres)… Tel 
Burna seems to be a bit smaller, but it is obviously within the same category. Moreover, 
its excavators think that the unique shape of the tell may be a result of the construction of 
a rampart and that the site may have been encompassed by earthworks mentioned 
(http://telburna.wordpress.com/2009/12/15/the-middle-bronze-age-at-tel-burna/). In 
LBA, unlike many other sites in the period, the city seems still thriving, the surface finds 
dating to the LB cover an area of 6 ha (15 acres), and the number of LB sherds identified 
are more than any other period. So this is a very unusual trend of growth (and not 
diminishing) of a site in the LB (http://telburna.wordpress.com/2009/12/29/the-late-
bronze-age-at-tel-burna/). In IA I, approximately between 1200-1000 BCE, however, the 
city diminishes. It is shrinking to about 2 ha (5 acres), it is not very large. The period also 



marks the arrival of the Philistines. At the site, a few important finds from this period 
were collected in the survey.  One of the most interesting is the collection of Philistine 
pottery. Although the excavators think that Tel Burna was on the Judean side of the 
Philistine-Judean border, they say, that this find is an indication that research needs to 
rethink how borders worked in the past (http://telburna.wordpress.com/2010/01/30/the-
iron-age-i-at-tel-burna/). 
 But why could Tel Burne be LB and MB Jarmuth ? Do we have any hints ? Yes, I 
think, we have. There´s Tell el-Hesi letter (EA 333), a cuneiform tablet of the Amarna 
Letter type, dug up at Tell el-Hesi by Frederick. J. Bliss in 1892. Tell el-Hesi is located 
on a strategic point between the coastal plain and the Shephelah. No MB remains has 
been found, but “stratified remains of the Chalcolithic/Early Bronze Age, the EB III, the 
entirety of the Late Bronze Age (LB), the second half of the Iron Age, the Persian Period, 
and the Ottoman Period are known, as well as residual Neolithic and Chalcolithic 
materials” (Jeffrey Blakely, Tell el-Hesi: Fields I and III (Neolithic to Modern), “Tell el-
Hesi 2002 Overview”, 
http://www.fas.harvard.edu/~semitic/wl/digsites/Cisjordan/TellelHesi_02/). The tablet 
was found discarded in a rubbish dump outside an impressive building, strongly suggests 
the presence of an Egyptian commissioner in the town in the late Eighteenth Dynasty 
period – more precisely, Amarna Period - and bears a communication between an 
Egyptian stationed at nearby Lachish to his superior officer stationed (at least 
temporarily) at Tell el-Hesi (http://www.archaeowiki.org/Tell_el-Hesi). More precisely, 
an Egyptian official named Paapu, at that time stationed at Lakisha (Akkadian for 
“Lachish”), reports a treachery of Zimredda, at the time the mayor of Lachish, involving 
Shipti-Balu (probably a mayor of another town) and “the forces of Yaramu” (which is 
generally believed to be Akkadian for “Jarmuth”). He announces that Shipti-Balu said to 
Zimredda that the forces of Jarmuth had asked Shipti-Balu for 11 bows, 3 daggers and 3 
swords, they would join Shipti-Balu, and together they would go against the forces of the 
king, that is the pharaoh. Paapu reports that Zimredda rejcts these accusations and says 
that the one who is disloyal is Paapu. So Paapu sends a messenger Rabi-Ilu. (Text 
Istanbul Arkeoloji Müzeleri, Tell el-Hesi, Fi. 11 Copy BE 1/2, pl.LXIV, №147; VAB 2/1, 
p.15 Photograph BE 1/2, pl.XXIV, №66-67 Transl/ation/iteration Albright 1942 
Translation Ebeling, p.370; Albright, ANET, p.490; Na´aman, in Stern, E. and Urman, D. 
(eds), Man and Environment in the Southern Shephelah: Studies in Regional Geography 
and History, Massada, 1988, sect. 94 (Hebrew) Find Provenance Tell el-Ḥesi) This could 
imply that Jarmuth at the time was a rather more important settlement, involved in the 
trickery of the polity, rather than a village located at Tel Yarmuth. Moreover, there is 
another testimony, from the neighbouring northen polity of Gimtu  (Akkadian for “Gath”, 
Tell es-Safi). Gimtu (Gath) bordered on the territory of Lakisha (Lachish) to the south-
east. To the west lay Ashqaluna (Akkadian for “Ashqelon”) and Ashdod, while to the 
north the border between Gimtu (Gath) and Gazri (Akkadian for “Gezer”) seems to have 
followed the course of the Sorek Valley (http://www.archaeowiki.org/Gimtu). Gimtu 
(Gath) seems to have a problem concerning the settlement of Qiltu (identified as Keilah 
/Khirbet Qila/). Shuwardata, the then mayor of the Gimtu (Gath), refers to Qiltu (Keilah) 
as “my city” (EA 280:23), however, in other letters (EA 279-280; EA 289:25-28; EA 
290:14-18), this city seems to be a focus of contention between Gimtu (Gath) and 
Urusalim (Akkadian for “Jerusalem”). Keilah lies squarely in the transitional zone 



between the Shephelah and the Judean (Southern) Hill Country, so was located in the 
south-east corner of Shuwardata’s domain (http://www.archaeowiki.org/Qiltu), so this 
dispute between Gath and Jerusalem (the LB polity-centre of the Southern Hill Country) 
is understandable. However, what´s interesting for us, this dispute implies that the Elah 
Valley settlements (being right to the east of Gath) belonged to Gath (Keilah is at the end 
of this valley and closer to the hill country, that´s why is was a matter of dispute). As Tel 
Yarmuth lies on the northern ridge of the Elah Valley, it should naturally have belonged 
to the polity of Gath. On the other hand, Tell el-Hesi letter implies more that Yaramu lay 
within the polity of Lachish. Here, Tel Burna doesn´t lie in the Valley of Elah, it lies 
more to the south-west and is much closer to Lachish than Tel Yarmuth, geographically 
naturally fitting to the polity of Lachish. That´s why - based on the Tell el-Hesi letter 
implications and the dating of Josh 15 location of settlements to IA -  I think, that it is 
possible, that MB and LB Jarmuth lay at the site of Tel Burna and only later (during the 
Iron Age) this toponym changed place to Tel Yarmuth. But why should it have changed 
the place and how ? 
 As already said, in Iron Age I (ca. 1200 – 1000 BCE) Tel Burna shrank from the 
LB 6 ha (15-acre) settlement to a 2 ha (5-acre) settlement, thus losing to a significant 
degree its importance. However, at Tel Yarmuth, it was still visible to see the magnificent 
16 ha (40-acre) ruin of its Early Bronze city. As we have already said, the International 
Standard Bible Encyclopedia of 1915 AD states that even at that time these remains were 
visible (walls, cisterns,..), all the more in Iron Age, 3000 years earlier. Moreover, we 
can´t be sure who inhabitated this region at that time. At Beth Shemesh (Tel Beth 
Shemesh /Beit Shemesh/), to the north-northwest of Tel Yarmuth, the pottery used during 
this period was in the Canaanite and Philistine tradition but the bones of the animals 
attest to a diet typical of the Israelites of the hill country 
(http://www.mfa.gov.il/MFA/History/Early%20History%20-
%20Archaeology/Beit%20Shemesh%20-
%20Biblical%20city%20on%20the%20border%20between). So it´s difficult to determine 
what population inhabited this city. I think – in accordance with the biblical statement (1 
Sam 6,12-16) – that it was rather inhabited by the Israelites with stronger cultural 
relations to their Philistine neighbours because the diet is a more important cultural factor 
than pottery. Pottery can change hands, its possession isn´t so culturally sensitive, but the 
eating habits – especially in the Israelite environment – are more important, they are 
culturally and ethnically determinative. At Tel Yarmuth, too, Philistine pottery was found 
(p. 283, Eero Junkkaala, 2006), so it might have been a Philistine city. Also the biblical 
story of David and Goliath brings out an interesting detail. The Philistines assembled for 
war at Socoh of Judah and pitched camp at Ephes Dammin, between Socoh and Azekah. 
Saul and the Israelites assembled there, too, in the Valley of Elah. The Philistines 
occupied one hill and the Israelites another, with the valley between them (1 Sam 17,1-3). 
As it was the time under Saul when the Philistine garrisons had been driven out of the 
Israelite-occupied territory, the Philistines might have pitched camp at the border of the 
time, which was between Socoh and Azekah. As Judah´s Socoh was on the southern edge 
of the valley, Saul and his army probably stood there, and the Philistine army stood on 
the northern edge where Tel Yarmuth is located, too (with Azekah to the west). So maybe 
really Tel Yarmuth of the time was Philistine, too, but we can´t be sure. At Tel Burna, 



being to the southwest from the gathering place of the armies, IA I Philistine pottery has 
also been found, suggesting Philistine presence, too. 
 Moreover, it is even more possible, as we´ve seen from the example of Mareshah, 
that Josh 15 doesn´t reflect the Iron Age I distribution of settlements (that is the 
“Philistine Age”) but is a bit later, coming from the Iron Age II, and reflecting the IA II 
settlement layout (that is the “Monarchical Age”) during which the Philistines may have 
been pushed more to the coastal plain and more Israelite settlements were in the 
Shephelah… Maybe further excavation in the region will answer even more to it… 
 Nevertheless, whatever the case be – whether the sites of Tel Yarmuth and Tel 
Burna were occupied by the Philistines or not – it could have happened that the Israelites, 
with both settlements lying in their mutual proximity, seeing the big ruin of Tel Yarmuth 
and the small settlement of Tel Burna of the time, confounded these places and started to 
consider the big ruin of Tel Yarmuth to be Joshua´s Jarmuth, one of the most important 
cities of the southern coalition. This confounding could have been even easier, if the 
Philistines had really inhabited this region at the time, and the Israelites – being already 
settled at the time – had lost for some time contact with this region… 
 So, considering it all – only IA origin of Judah 15 settlements, Tell el-Hesi letter 
and the big and visible ruin of Tel Yarmuth – I think it possible that during that time the 
Israelites confounded the place of MB Jarmuth and started to consider and call the big EB 
ruin “Jarmuth”, thereby moving Jarmuth a different, nearby place… 
 This location of Tel Burna being a bit “off the way” of the trail of the Israelite 
southern campaign could explain, too, why Jarmuth isn´t mentioned as a conquered city 
(only the king is defeated in the Battle of Gibeon) in the description of the campaign 
(Josh 10,1-39) and why only later its king is given in the list of the defeated kings (Josh 
12,11). After resuming where they stopped – near Azekah and Makkedah (Josh 10,11) –
aftter finding putting to death the five Amorite kings (Josh 10,16-27), the Israelites 
continued in their southern campaign, starting with the conquest of Makkedah and 
Libnah (Josh 10,28-30). But then the Israelites didn´t turn west towards the coastal plain 
(where Tel Burna lay) but continued south to Lachish (Josh 10,31) and that´s why 
Jarmuth initially could have been omitted and they conquered it only later. As well 
Adullam from the same region is listed only among the defeated kings (Josh 12,15), not 
in the trail of the southern campaign. This time this city didn´t lie to the west, but to the 
east of the campaign trail, deeper in the Elah Valley… 
 And as to Makkedah and Libnah, the first two conquered cities in the southern 
trail of conquered cities, it´s obvious that they are usually sought in between Azekah and 
Lachish… The may not be as big as the main cities of the southern coalition but 
definitely not mere villages… 
 In summing up the whole southern alliance and campaign, all those cities are 
quite clear – with the exception of the very beginning of the trail of conquered cities, 
Jarmuth, Makkedah and Libnah… However, even here, in particular in the special case of 
Jarmuth, there seems to be an explanation – quite probable to me – of how the things 
developed there… However, as of now, these three cities are the three least clear cities of 
all the important cities in the conquest of Canaan… 
  
 
 



Northern Campaign 
 With cities of northern coalition - Hazor, Madon, Shimron and Achshaph, I think, 
it´s much clearer. In the case of Hazor (Tel Hazor/Tell el-Kedah, alternatively Qidah, 
Qedah, or Tell el-Waqqas), with around 80 ha (200 acres) by far the biggest city in 
Canaan, nobody questions its destruction by fire at the end of MBA, completely in line 
with the biblical description which says that Hazor was the head of all those kingdoms, 
Joshua captured and burnt it (Josh 11,10-11). It also mentions a king by the name of Jabin 
(Josh 11,1).  
 The mound comprises two distinct parts – an upper city, the tell, an area of 12 ha 
(30 acres) and a lower city, a large expansive plateau area covering 70 ha (175 acres). It 
is first mentioned in the Egyptian Execration Texts and it also occurs frequently in the 
archives of Mari where it is referred to as a centre for the caravans that travelled from 
Hazor to Babylon. According to these documents it also took an active part in the tin 
trade. At that time, in MB II, Hazor flourished. The lower city started in the middle of the 
18th cnt when the city was fortified for the first time. It had impressive defense systems - 
earthen rampart and moat, and gateways. However, in the next phase in the 16th cnt 
(stratum 3, Middle Bronze Age IIC) the city suffered a violent destructionby in a 
conflagration. In the Upper City the MB IIB-C remains include a large building, probably 
a palace. To the MB levels belongs a brick wall on a stone foundation, 23 feet wide, 
which probably defended the acropolis. The LB strata were separated from the preceding 
Middle Bronze Age city by a substantial destruction layer, stratum post-XVI (pp.220-2, 
Avraham Hegev, Shimon Gibson, 2005). 
 Too, the excavation at the site has yielded a mid-second millennium BCE 
Akkadian inscription incised on a clay tablet (dating from the Old Babylonian Period) 
referring to a king named Ibni  who, according to William G. Dever, “was apparently part 
of a dynasty by that name in the 18th – 16th cnt BCE” (Dever 2003:67). It is generally 
held that Akkadian Ibni is linquistically equivalent toHebrew Jabin (p. 57, Anthony J. 
Frendo, in John Day (ed), 2004), so here this find seems to confirm the biblical story, too. 
Also Kenneth Kitchen was of the view that Jabin was a dynastic name like Abimelech (p. 
68, Kenneth Kitchen, 1966). This could suggest a king from this dynasty ruling at Hazor 
at the time of the Conquest…  
 If we look at the other cities, Shimron seems best identifiable next. Tel 
Shimron/Tell es-Semuniyeh (Khirbet Sammuniyeh) has traditionally been identified 
with the biblical site of Shimron and “the tell and its surroundings extend over an area of 
c. 150 dunams” (15 ha, 37.5 acres) (Israel Antiquities Authority http://www.hadashot-
esi.org.il/report_detail_eng.asp?id=636&mag_id=112). Zvi Gal says that in the EB and 
MB II Ages Tel Shimron was the biggest settlement in the Jezreel Valley (p. 9, Zvi Gal, 
1992). This is in line with Israel Finkelstein´s division of peer-polity centres and units in 
EB and MB Ages (pp. 69-70, John Strange, in Mogens Herman Hansen (ed.), 2000). I 
think this is the reason why Shimron, being at that time the biggest in the Jezreel Valley, 
figures so prominetly among the kings of the northern coalition, being the third (Josh 
11,1). 
 Next in order, the fourth, is Achshaph. According to Papyrus Anastasi I from the 
days of Ramses II Achshaph is located between Acco and Mount User (probably Mount 
Carmel), thus locating it within the Acco plain (p. 9, Assaf Yasur-Landau, Eric H. Cline, 
George A. Pierce, 2008). Textual evidences suggest that Akšapa – together with Akko 



about which we´ll speak later - represented two of the most important cities in the Akko 
Plain during the second millennium BCE. As such, two main candidates have been 
suggested for sites that could feasibly be identified with Akšapa – Tel Regev/Tell Harbaj 
(Khirbet /K/harbaj), near the southern border of the Akko Plain, and Tel Kis(s)on/Tell 
Keisan, on the eastern side of the Akko Plain, south-east of Akko itself (Briend 1972; 
Lemaire 1991:140-141; Lipinski 1991:158-159), the discussion currently being as to 
what site should be identified with the city (p. 16, Avraham Negev, Shimon Gibson, 
2005). 
 Here the considerations of size favour the latter identification: whilst Tell Harbaj 
is a small mound of 3-4 ha (7.5-10 acres), Tell Keisan is an impressive and larger site of 
ca. 6 ha (15 acres) which clearly dominates the surrounding area. Moreover, excavations 
conducted at Tell Keisan (Jean-Baptiste Humbert 1993) indicate its settlement in both the 
second and first millennia BCE, fitting textual indications extremely well 
(http://www.archaeowiki.org/Topographical_List,_First_Campaign_of_Thutmose_III). 
Too, the petrographic analysis of the 14-cnt Amarna Letter no. 223, (pp. 231-3, Yuval 
Goren, Israel Finkelstein, Nadav Na´aman, 2004, in Assaf Yasur-Landau, Eric H. Cline, 
George A. Pierce, 2008) coming from the ruler of Achshaph Endaruta, has shown that the 
origin of the tablet is likely to be Tell Keisan, thus significantly favouring it as the site of 
ancient Achshaph, a suggestion which was first made half a century ago by Yohanan 
Aharoni (p. 121, Yohanan Aharoni, 1957, in p. 9, Assaf Yasur-Landau, Eric H. Cline, 
George A. Pierce, 2008). 
 For these reasons I agree with the current trend of placing Achshaph at Tell 
Keisan, being bigger than Tel Regev. Tell Keisan attained its greatest prosperity and 
physical extent in EBA and MBA (pp. 194-195, Glenn Markoe, “Phoenicians”, 2000). 
As already said, it´s one of the largest mounds in Israel located in the heart of the Akko 
Plain, approx. 6 miles from Akko (Acre), (p. 280, Avraham Negev, Shimon Gibson, 
2005) and dominates the entire plains south-east to Acre. The site is located on the 
coastal section of the ancient road of Via Maris, the major highway that connect Egypt to 
Syria and the north (http://www.biblewalks.com/Sites/kisson.html). The city was the link 
between the mountainous region and the Mediterranean coast where grain brought from 
inland was traded for goods brought by ship to Akko (p. 280, Avraham Negev, Shimon 
Gibson, 2005). It was big in EB I-II, 10 ha (25 acres), and surrounded by a brick wall, 
and in MB it was a bit smaller, 6 ha (15 acres). It was protected by a Cyclopean wall, 
earthen rampart and glacis. At that time it was a prosperous and powerful city-state that 
served as a distribution centre for goods arriving from other areas. At the beginning of 
LBA, as Egyptian stelae indicate, it was under Egyptian domination (p. 280, ibid). Taking 
together its localization by extrabiblical sources, its strategic location and size, it´s quite 
natural to identify it with Achshaph and to understand why this city is given as fourth in 
the order of cities… Apparently, Akko didn´t take part in these hostilities…  
 What´s interesting, according to Israel Finkelstein both of these cities, Shimron 
and Achshaph, were in LBA the smallest polity centres in the region – 
 
 the polity of Shimron, with Tell es-Sammuniyeh as the capital, had approximately 
550 km2, 3 800 inhabitants, 25 settlements 



 and the polity of Achshaph, with Achshaph (not identified as yet) (as it is given in 
the text-  my personal note) as the capital, 375 km2, 2 000 inhabitants, 11 settlements 
(they still had the important harbour Tell Abu Hawam). 
 
 In comparison to other regional centres - 
 the polity of Megiddo, with Tell es-Mutesellim as the capital, controlling the 
Jezreel Valley, had 700 km2, 7 400 inhabitants in 24 settlements, 
 the polity of Rehob, with Tell el-Sarem as the capital, controlling the northern 
Jordan Valley west of the river, had 850 km2, 4 700 inhabitants in 46 settlements (in this 
city-state the Egyptian stronghold Beth-Shean /Tell el-Husn/ was situated), 
 the polity of Akko, with Tell el-Fukhar as the capital, had 600 km2, 5 600 
inhabitants in 14 settlements, 
 the polity of Hazor, with Tell Waqqas as the capital, controlling the Hule Valley 
and Upper Galilee, had 2 500 km2, 16 600 inhabitants in 34 settlements,  
 
(pp. 71-72, John Strange, in Mogens Herman Hansen (ed.), 2000), so we see their relative 
minority and loss of significance vis-a-vis the other major regional centres. 
 Archaeologically, in case of Tel Shimron, although it has been the subject of a 
number of surface surveys (Yuval Portugali 1982), the site is yet to benefit from 
systematic excavation. First it was thought that there was an occupational gap at the site 
during the Late Bronze Age. A more recent surface survey, however, did turn up Late 
Bronze Age sherds. These indicated that LBA occupation on the mound was apparently 
confined to the upper mound, leaving a vast area enclosed by the Middle Bronze Age 
ramparts uninhabited and seemingly unfortified (pp. 170-188, Yuval Portugali, 1982). 
 So it seems - although they still remained polity centres - that their MB 
destruction had led to their loss of prestige and to their relative decline – especially 
Shimron in relation to Megiddo. 
 And there´s another point. If we look at the list of the defeated kings, at its 
“northern group” (Josh 12, 19-23), we see that there are not cities included which seem to 
have been important rather in LBA, especially Rehov and Beth-Shean.  
 Tel Rehov/Tell es-Sarem, the site of Rehov, most recently excavated by Amihai 
Mazar, is the largest mound in the alluvial Beth-Shean Valley, extending over 10.2 ha (26 
acres), composed of an upper mound and of a lower mound to its north, each covering 
about 5.1 ha (13 acres), and was an important major settlement down to Iron Age, so its 
non-inclusion seems strange. It was definitely important in LBA, as we can see it even 
from the contemporaneous Egyptian sources. A fortification system from EBA II-III has 
been found, too. The system included a 9.5-m-wide mud brick wall preserved to a 
maximum height of 6.5 m, abutted on its outer side by an earthen glacis preserved to 13 
m wide and 3.5 m high. This impressive fortification system, which apparently 
surrounded the upper mound, suggests that Tel Rehov may have been the main city in the 
Beth-Shean Valley during this period, perhaps even a center of a city state, as it would 
become in the second millennium BCE. As to MBA, the excavations have not yet 
reached this period. The previous excavator Nehemia Zori published an Old Babylonian 
seal from his survey of the mound and mentions Middle Bronze Age pottery, however, no 
such pottery has been revealed by the most recent Hebrew University expedition. Few 
graves from this period were excavated by Yogev near the mound. 



(http://www.rehov.org/Rehov/Results.htm) Amihai Mazar (Based on article submitted to 
the Encyclopedia of Archaeological Excavations in the Holy Land, Supplementary 
Volume (edited by E. Stern). This absence of MB pottery by the most recent expedition is 
striking. It seems, although it may have been some settlement, if any, it probably was 
small and unimportant. 
 The situation is even clearer at Beth-Shean (Tel Beth-Shean/Tell el-Hosn). Beth-
Shean, most recently excavated again by Amihai Mazar, is not important because of its 
size (it covers an area of ca. 4 ha /10 acres/, which for extended periods was only 
partially occupied) but because of its administrative and military character, especially in 
LBA when Beth-Shean was an Egyptian garrison town and the seat of the governor. It is 
one of the most imposing mounds in Israel, with its steep, impressive shape. In EBA a 
unique public buildings of mudbrick was built there and it appears that its function 
related to a centralized socio-economic organization. It possibly fulfilled a role in 
economic administration such as the concentration and re-distribution of agricultural 
produce by a central authority. In MBA there was an occupation gap during the MB IIA 
(20th-19th centuries BCE), and perhaps even during the early part of the MB IIB (18th 
century BCE). Following this lapse, permanent settlement was renewed, though 
apparently limited to the summit of the mound, covering an area of ca. 1.2 ha (3 acres). 
Then a small settlement was built which existed only during the latter part of the period, 
in the 17th-16th centuries BCE. As the excavator concludes, the Middle Bronze Age 
settlement at Tel Beth-Shean was small and of secondary importance, and was apparently 
unfortified. The Late Bronze Age and Iron Age I was the time of the Egyptian New 
Kingdom (15th-12th centuries BCE). During this era, Beth-Shean served as the center of 
Egyptian imperial rule in the north of Israel. This period yielded temples, governors' 
residencies, and dwelling quarters of the soldiers and officials of the Egyptian garrison 
stationed at the site. In this era a series of temples was built, too. The most renowned 
finds of this excavation included three monumental basalt stelae with inscriptions from 
the reign of Seti I and Ramsess II, a life-size statue of Ramsess III, as well as numerous 
other Egyptian stelae and inscriptions, which constitute the most significant assemblage 
of Egyptian monuments to be found in Israel. The many objects of artistic value and 
ritual vessels which were found in the temple and its vicinity represent, until today, one 
of the most valuable collections of such artifacts dating to the second millennium BCE to 
be found in Canaan (pp. 62-76, Amihai Mazar, 1997; 
http://www.rehov.org/project/tel_beth_shean.htm). So here we see even clearer the 
minority and non-importance of MB Beth-Shean to its time in LBA… So it seems that 
the settlements of Rehov and Beth-Shean were only some minor ones in MBA and so 
their non-inclusion into the list is completely understandable… 
 On the other hand, the towns of Taanach, Megiddo, Kedesh, Jokneam in Carmel 
and Dor are included.  
 Taanach (Tell Ti´innik/Tell Ta´annek) was, according to its excavator Paul 
Lapp, delimited throughout its history by its EB fortifications which were nearly 5.6 ha 
(14 acres) (p. 2, Paul W. Lapp, 1967). It is at a strategic point at the intersection of 
important roads coming from Akko in the north, Jerusalem in the south and the 
Mediterranean coast in the west. In MB II it was a regional service center (p. 486, 
Avraham Negev, Shimon Gibson, 2005), described as “impressive”, and it was smaller in 
LBA (pp. 1268-9, Siegfried Kreuzer, 2000). 



 Megiddo (Tel Megiddo/Tell el-Mutesellim) is a 6 ha (15-acre) mound. It was also 
strategically located, controlling the Via Maris as it emerges from a narrow pass in the 
Carmel ridge leading eastward into the Jezreel Valley. In MBA it was surrounded by a 
fortification wall, entered through an impressive city gate and a glacis extended down 
from the base of the city wall. It continued to be an important centre in LBA, too. (pp. 28-
31, Israel Finkelstein and David Ussishkin, 1994).  
 Jokneam (also called Yokne´am) (Tel Yokneam/Tell Qeimum) is a bit smaller, 4 
ha (10-acre) mound (p. 231, John Laughlin, 2006). It stands as a gate to the entrance of a 
pass through Mount Carmel towards the south. This steep hill was a mighty city in the 
biblical times, and due to its strategic location played an important role in ancient history 
of the region (http://www.biblewalks.com/sites/Yokneam.html). In MB II the settlement 
was fortified, it had a 3-m wide wall and glacis (pp. 232-233, John Laughlin, 2006). In 
the late Bronze period (1550BC- 1200BC) the city expanded. In this period it was an 
important city. It was mentioned in list of cities that were conquered in 1468 BC by  
Egyptian Pharaoh Thutmose III (http://www.biblewalks.com/sites/Yokneam.html). 
 Dor (Tel Dor/Khirbet al-Burj or Tantura) is another large mound, this time 
located on Israel's Mediterranean coast (http://dor.huji.ac.il/theSite.html). It´s one of 
Israel's largest archaeological sites, it is one of the few natural harbors on Israel's 
Mediterranean coast, and a spectacularly beautiful location, Dor is. A city of up to 10,000 
people in its heyday, it is now a tall mound of deposits about 75 feet high and 75 acres in 
area (http://berkeley.edu/news/media/releases/2003/12/18_teldor.shtml). Jonathan 
Golden gives it a size of 10 ha (25 acres) in the Bronze Age (p. 145, Jonathan M. Golden, 
2009). The town was founded in the Middle Bronze Age, c. 2000 BCE 
(http://dor.huji.ac.il/theSite.html). The Late Bronze Age city of Dor has not been 
excavated yet (http://dor.huji.ac.il/periods_LB.html). 
 As to Kedesh, at least three different sites with the name Kedesh have been 
suggested. The first is Tel Abu Kudeis (Tell Abu Qudeis) a small mound in the Jezreel 
Valley between Taanach and Megiddo. The second one is Khirbet el-Kidish/Qedish on 
the south-western shore of the Sea of Galilee. And the third one Tel Kedesh/Tell Qades 
in northern Galilee, approx. 10 kilometres northwest from Hazor. (p. 295, Eero 
Junkkaala, 2006). In order to express an idea of which one of these it could be, we have 
to look back at and evaluate our previous cities… 
 The pair of Hazor-Shimron (Hazor - in MBA and later the biggest Canaanite city, 
Shimron - only in MBA the biggest city in the Jezreel) and not of other cities (in 
particular, Rehov, Beth-Shean and Megiddo which were prominent especially in LBA) 
points to the situation being described in MBA. 
 The inclusion of Taanach, Megiddo and Jokneam (the Jezreel cities) not into the 
main northern coalition forces in Josh 11,1 (given by name, expressly stated) but only 
their inclusion in the list of the defeated kings (Josh 12,21-22) points to MBA, too. All 
these three cities were in MBA major and important (important enough to be included in 
the list) but not as important as Shimron (to be included in Josh 11,1 as the main coalition 
forces). Interestingly, all three cities stood strategically at three points on the ends of 
three roads through which one cold enter the Jezreel Valley from the Sharon Plain, 
Yokne´am to the north, Taanach  to the south and Megiddo in the middle. These roads are 
mentioned in the annals of the Campaign of Megiddo of Pharaoh Thutmose III who chose 



the middle one near Megiddo in his famous battle… 
(http://megiddo.tau.ac.il/projects_wadi_ara.html) 
 The addition of Achshaph (at that time a city of approximately the same size 
Megiddo and Taanach) into main northern coalition forces in Josh 11,1 is due most 
probably to the fact that at that time it was the most important city in the nearby Akko 
plain that participated in the campaign, while Shimron was the biggest city in the Jezreel 
that participated… In the coastal plain, the bigger and coastal Akko of 20 ha, 50 acres (p. 
193, Glenn Markoe, 2000) apparently didn´t participate, otherwise it would have been 
included instead of Achshaph… 
 To the list also Dor is added as a major costal power that probably was defeated, 
too. It is given as it was a major city on the coast, although we don´t know yet its MB 
size. But very probably it was the most important city on the coast just south of the 
Carmel ridge, one of the biggest cities of the northern Canaan region… Despite its size, it 
is not mentioned in the Battle of the Waters of Merom. Very probably it didn´t participate 
in it, along with Akko. From the verses of Josh 11,2-3 we can see what areas were the 
armies called upon from – northern kings who were in the mountains (that means the area 
around Hazor and area to the west and south from it, the mountainous Galilee), the 
Arabah south of Kinnereth (that means the area south of the Genesareth Lake, beside the 
area west of the Jordan, maybe also a bit the area east of the Jordan, too, but not Maacah 
and Geshur who were most probably located in Transjordan to the west of the lake and 
are later mentioned as not conquered, Josh 13,13), in the western foothills (that means the 
area between the mountainous Galilee and the coastal plain), in Naphoth Dor on the west 
(that means the Carmel ridge) and, besides other nations, the Hivites below Hermon in 
the region of Mizpah (most probably the Hula Valley). So we see that, although the Akko 
plain is included through the participation of Achshaph, the most extreme coastal strip is 
not included here. So, from the description of the area that participate in the battle (in 
which Dor isn´t located, so that it means Dor didn´t participate in the battle) and from the 
fact that Dor is nevertheless listed among the defeated kings, we can deduce that it was 
only later that Dor was most probably conquered, in an additional and different 
expedition, and not in the initial campaign (Josh 11,18)… 
 Having all this in mind, it can help us what Kedesh is meant as having been 
conquered. We see in the “List” that only the most important and major cities are given. 
So it can´t be Tel Abu Kudeis, being so small. And by comparing Khirbet el-
Kidish/Qedish and Tel Kedesh/Tell Qades, we can see which is by far a better match. Tel 
Kedesh is the largest unexcavated tel site in Upper Galilee, occupying 8-10 ha (20-25 
acres), with the tel itself and its environs rich in remains from the Early Bronze Age 
through to modern times 
(http://www.umich.edu/~kelseydb/Excavation/Kedesh/NoFrames.html). It is in the 
extreme north and some forces from the Valley of Mizpah are given as participating, 
however, Kedesh is not given as such (otherwise, being so big, it would have been given 
as one of the main participants). So from it we can conlude that although some nearby 
forces participated in the Battle of Merom, this city itself didn´t (being so far, on the 
“edge”), something similar as was the case of Akko, where this city (being also on the 
“edge”, on the coast) didn´t participate either, but the towns from the Akko plain 
(especially Achshaph) did. However, the fact that it is given in the list of the defeated 



kings could mean that it was conquered only later, in a different expedition, in the same 
manner as Dor. 
 Here, it is appropriate to mention also Tel Dan/Tell el-Qadi, too, another extreme 
north city from below Hermon. It was a very big city, in MBA it had 20 ha (50 acres) (pp. 
106-107, John Laughlin, 2006), however, it is not mentioned either in the battle nor in the 
list of the defeated kings. But still, at the end of MBA, dated to late 16th or 15th cnt, this 
city most probably met a violent end, too, as an ash layer was discovered in one of the 
squares. There are two possibilities for its omission. This city, lying right on the border of 
territory given as conquered by Joshua (Josh 11,17), maybe wasn´t conquered by Joshua 
but later by one of the Israelite tribes, Asher or Naphtali, just like Judah is given to have 
conquered Adonizedek at the beginning of the Book of Judges (1,4-7)… Too, this city is 
given to have been conquered later in connection with the story of Dan (Judg 18), so the 
Israelites had a tradition of its later conquest which “covered over” the story of its first, 
16th cnt conquest… And maybe the combination of both of these factors is possible… 
 So to conclude, we can say this part of the “List” giving the northern conquered 
cities points to MBA again. It gives only the important regional cities at the end of MBA 
-  Taanach, Megiddo, Kedesh, Jokneam in Carmel and Dor (the town of Acco apparently 
was never conquered) and doesn´t give Rehov and Beth-Shean which became important 
only in LBA... 
 All that having been said, there´s only one important city left to be identified. 
We´ve seen that the order of cities in Josh 11,1 seems to express their importance and 
size in relation to each other and in relation to the other cities in their region at the end of 
MBA. The first, third and fourth have been located in their MB context and there remains 
the second – Madon. This city is definitely important because in Josh 11,1 only the king 
of this city, Jobab, is mentioned by name (along with the king Jabin of the biggest Hazor) 
and two remaining city kings are not. So, looking at the map of Galilee and the Jezreel 
Valley of MBA, there´s only one site which qualifies as smaller then Hazor and bigger 
that any other – and that is Tel Kabri. 
 The mysterious Tel Kabri is generally considered the second biggest city. 
It was excavated by Aharon Kempinski and Wolf-Dietrich Niemeier. They found that 
during the MB II period (by authors given as) (ca. 1750-1600 BC) the site had been a 
centre of a strong coastal polity. In size and importance, it may have been second only to 
Hazor in Galilee (Aren Maeir 2000:43; David Ilan 1995: 3007) and, with Ashkelon on 
the southern coast (Stager 2002), was arguably one of the two strongest coastal powers in 
MB II Canaan. As to dating the authors of this cited study use the newer tripartite 
division MB I (1940/20-1750/1730 BCE, MB IIA in the earlier system), MB II (1750/30-
1600 BCE, MB IIB), MB III (1600-1530/1470 BCE, later MB IIB or MB IIC), however, 
as they note, it is almost impossible to distinguish between MB II and MB III in the 
western Galilee, so that MB II, the final period there, is the equivalent of MB II and MB 
III in other regions (Peilstöker 2004:227;  Kempinski 1983) (pp. 1-2, Assaf Yasur-
Landau, Eric H. Cline, George A. Pierce, 2008). So I think in this context MB II means 
the end of MBA. 
 The evidence suggests the lack of an urban polity in the northern part of the 
western Galilee during MB I, the settlements were villages and enjoyed an independent 
status. There were bigger settlements, too, one of them being Tell Kabri, but they were 
unfortified and there is no indication that they centralised power. This rural picture in the 



north was in direct contrast with the situation in the southern part of the plain, which was 
dominated in MB I by Acco – the only fortified centre in the western Galilee. This can be 
seen from the archaeological record and from the Egyptian Execration Texts. But in late 
MB I, quite suddenly, most probably as a consequense of competition with Acco, there 
appears of a large fortified centre at Tel Kabri and other secondary sites in the north. The 
ramparts of Tel Kabri, built during this late MB I, encircled an area of 32 ha (80 acres), 
two or more times larger than the size of the earlier MB I settlement (Kempinski, 
Scheftelowitz, and Oren 2002:451). At the same time, a very large late MB I public 
structure or “proto-palace” was built at the site (pp. 8-10, Assaf Yasur-Landau, Eric H. 
Cline, George A. Pierce, 2008). 
 The authors think that Tell Kabri played a dominant role on the Acco plain during 
the MB II period (David Ilan 1995:307; Aren Maeir 2000:43; Peilstöker 2004:432-433). 
But at the same time Acco maintained its MB I settlement hierarchy and thus remained 
an important regional centre (Kempinski, Scheftelowitz, and Oren 2002:451; Finkelstein 
1992; Burke 2004:215,265) (pp. 13-14, Assaf Yasur-Landau, Eric H. Cline, George A. 
Pierce, 2008). 
 Then, at the end of MB II the palace and the MB II town came to an end at the 
same time as some of the other settlements in the western Galilee, but not all of them, 
some of which survived into LB I. The authors think that this MB II town was either 
destroyed or deserted (p. 19, ibid). I think this is non-surety about the way of demise of 
the city is in complete harmony with the biblical record which expressly states that  
Joshua took these royal cities, totally destroyed them but didn´t burn them, except Hazor 
(Josh 11,12-13) – hence the authors non-surety because as the cities weren´t burnt it´s 
difficult to determine the way of their demise... However, it doesn´t exclude a possibility 
that some parts of town were destroyed by fire, for example, the palace at Tel Kabri 
(http://digkabri.wordpress.com/excavations/), only that these cities weren´t burnt in the 
style of “burnt offerings as, for example, Jericho and Hazor…  
 Another argument for identifying Tel Kabri with the biblical Madon could come 
from Yohanan Aharoni and from the fact that, as he states, the name of Madon, except 
for this account for Joshua´s battle, isn´t found in any other source (p. 226, Yohanan 
Aharoni, 1979), in the Bible we find it only in Josh 11,1 a 12,11 (p. 262, Eero Junkkaala, 
2006). As Tel Kabri had been abandoned since its demise and only much later - LB is 
represented only by isolated sherds found in the debris and no appreciable LB settlement 
was discerned there - it became an Iron Age fortress with imported Greek pottery and 
additional evidence for the presence of Greek mercenary soldiers 
(http://digkabri.wordpress.com/excavations/) 
(http://www.tau.ac.il/humanities/archaeology/projects/kabri/history.html), it could 
suggests that after a long period of abandonment it became a non-Israelite settlement, a 
Phoenician one – maybe one of those that Solomon gave to Hiram, the king of Tyre (1 
Kings 9,11) and so its absence from any other sources and mentions is completely 
understandable... 
 After Tel Kabri´s demise the regional vacuum was filled in part by an increase in 
the political power of Acco and a continuation in the habitation of the major hilltop 
centre of Mi´ilya (perhaps a rival MB II site of 24 ha on the eastern and northeastren 
slopes of Har Meiron) which, according to pottery finds, was active through LB I (p. 14, 
Assaf Yasur-Landau, Eric H. Cline, George A. Pierce, 2008). 



 That´s why, taking into consideration the importance of Tel Kabri at the end of 
MBA and its non-mentioning thereafter, I strongly suggest that Tel Kabri was the biblical 
Madon… 
 Moreover, the right above-mentioned city of Mi´ilya  could help us to solve the 
one before last line from the list of the northern conquered cities and that is Josh 12,20. It 
mentions the king of Shimron-Meron. We´ve already spoken about Shimron, but why 
that “Meron” is added there ? We know that in the “List” only the major northern cities 
are included. Mi´ilya could fit among those cities because it had 24 ha (60 acres). And we 
know that it lay on the eastern and northeastern slopes of Har Meiron, Mount Meron. So 
it is quite possible that this city – being so close to Mount Meron – was called Meron. 
The mountain may have given its name to this city or vice versa. As an important 
conquered MB settlement (unlike Tel Kabri, after its MB conquest it could have resumed 
its LB life) it could have initially been added to the list. However, a later scribe, not 
knowing this city and its MB importance, could have added it to Shimron and made one 
city (and king) of these two major MB cities… 
 And all this leads us to the last line of the northern cities and that´s Josh 12,23, 
“the king of Goyim in Gilgal”.  Here I think that it simply meant smaller towns (or 
maybe their kings) that had been conquered in the region of Galilee and only later, too, 
one king of one city became out of it… 
 So, to sum up all the northern coalition, as it is given in Josh 11,1-5 and Josh 12, 
it seems that especially the Jezreel Valley and Galilean cities took part in it and the most 
important city of a specific sub-region are given (but only those which actually 
participated in the battle). On the other hand, it seems that major cities from the 
extremities of the region didn´t participate. 
 In this light we can understand the composition of the four most important cities 
(Josh 11,1). From the participating cities, in the northeastern sub-region, it was Hazor, the 
biggest Cannanite city. In the northwestern sub-region, it was Madon (Tel Kabri), the 
second biggest city in the northern region. In the southern-southeastern sub-region it was 
Shimron, the biggest MB city in the Jezreel Valley. And in the southwestern sub-region, 
it was Achshaph (Tell Keisan) which seems to be the biggest participating MB city from 
the southern coastal plain. Acco may have been bigger than Achshaph but it lay on the 
coast (the western extremity), so it seems that it didn´t participate in the Battle of the 
Waters of Merom. Neither is it given in the “List of the Defeated Kings”, so it seems – 
due to its not so important location from the Istraelite view, being so far by the sea - that 
it was never conquered. Taanach, Megiddo and Jokneam are on a par with Achshaph in 
size but in the Jezreel they were overshadowed by Shimron – and as Achshaph was the 
biggest participating city from the coastal plain – it was added to Josh 11,1 as the fourth 
most important city… 
 As to the “List” cities, Dor (from the western extremity, too) seems not to have 
participated in the Battle, too, and only later – as it is given in the list – seems to be 
conquered. The same applies to Kedesh (a city from the northern extremity). And Dan 
(another city from the northern extremity) – not given even in the list, although it shows 
traces of MB destruction – may have been conquered only later by an Israelite tribe, 
Asher or Naphtali… In the eastern extremity, it seems that the people of Geshur and 
Maacah – living in the region to the west of the Genesareth Lake, next to kingdom of Og, 
the king of Bashan (Josh 12,4) – didn´t participate, too… And the southern extremity 



weren´t, as to the south of the Jezreel there was the mid-region between the territory of 
the southern and northern coalition – the hill country and the Plain of Sharon – and some 
of its cities are mentioned in the “list”, too. However, these cities – as not being in the 
composition of the northern coalition and being only later in the list – seem not to 
participate, either… 
 So, to sum up the situation in the north, it seems that the prominence of Shimron 
over Taanach, Megiddo and Jokneam in the Jezreel and the non-inclusion of Rehov and 
Beth-Shean attests to the MB time of the Conquest over its LB time… After determining 
the time of the depicted Conquest, the situation being described can help us – on the basis 
of their size - to identify the remaing cities. So it seems that the biblical description of the 
northern campaign is an accurate picture of the Canaanite balance-of-power situation in 
the Jezreel and Galilee region at the end of MBA… 
 Too, we can suppose that the demise of MB Shimron opened the way to a later 
LB bloom of Megiddo and Rehov and the demise of Madon (Tel Kabri) opened the way 
to a later fuller bloom of Acco…  
 
The southernmost cities 
 After going over the cities of southern and northern alliance, the next group are 
the southernmost cities. In the “List” three are given – Geder, Hormah and Arad (Josh 
12,13-14). 
 The destruction of Arad  is described in Nm 21,1-3, so it´s due more to the 
Moses´ times than Joshua´s. If we look at the archaeological record, it seems to point to 
MBA, too.  
 The Arad - Beersheba valley (the eastern biblical Negev) is possibly one of the 
most thoroughly archaeologically researched regions of Israel. Most of the area has been 
surveyed by teams from the Archaeological Survey of Israel and all the large sites have 
been (or are being) excavated. Although there were many settlements in earlier and later 
ages, in Middle Bronze Age II an archaeological hiatus appears to have existed in the 
area. Only two sites, Tel Masos and Tel Malhata are known to have been occupied as 
fortresses during this period. This absence of settlement continued through the Late 
Bronze Age when even these sites were abandoned. (Itzhaq Beit-Arieh and other 
contributors, 1999). 
 However, when we look at the data from Tel Masos, it doesn´t seem to survive 
until the end of MBA, as Tell Malhata does.. 
 Tel Masos (Khirbet el-Meshash) is situated on the edge of Wadi Beer-Sheba, 
approximately 12 km east of the modern town of Beer-Sheba. Its MB site is an enclosure 
of 1.7 ha (4.25 acres) from the 18th cnt BC. The site lay at the location where the east-
west route passed Wadi Beer-sheba and crossed the north-south path from the Judean 
hills towards the Central Negev and the Araba. According to its excavator, Aharon 
Kempinski, in the course of time, in different periods, the crossroads shifted from Tel 
Masos to Tel Malhata (at the same location, only 6 km to the east) and back, thus always 
one of these nearby sites becoming the “crossroads of its time”. These forts were very 
similar and their function was to protect the end of the route which connected the 
Shephelah (coastal area) with Transjordan. From both Tel Masos and Tel Malhata the 
route branched off northwards to the Judean hills and Hebron, one of the more important 
towns in south Canaan at that time. At Tel Masos the fortified MB II enclosure was 



occupied only for a short time in the middle of the 18cnt BC. After the middle of the 
18cnt BC the protective function passed from Tel Masos to the fort in Tel Malhata, a 
conclusion which can be drawn on the basis of the assemblage of stratified pottery: Tel 
Malhata was occupied from the later part of the 18th cnt to the beginning of the 16th cnt 
BC. During the entire Late Bronze Age (1600-1200 BC) there was no settlement in Tel 
Masos or in the neighbouring Tel Malhata (pp. 29-30, Aharon Kempinski, 1978). 
 At Tel Malhata (Tell el-Milh), 8 miles southwest of Tel Arad, the earliest 
habitation of the site dates to EB II, when ancient EB Arad flourished as the major city of 
the Negev. At that time Tel Malhata was Arad´s daughter, located on the northern bank 
of the wadi bearing the same name. That settlement came to an end when the “mother” 
city ceased to exist, in the 27th cnt BC. The second period of settlement dates from MB II 
(17th-16th cnt). In this period a fortified settlement was established on the southern bank 
of the wadi while the deserted EB settlement opposite was resettled as an open suburb 
beside the fortified town. The MB walled town occupied an area of 1 ha (2.5 acres) only, 
being on the eastern, higher part of the existing town. It existed until the very end of the 
MB period (p. 309, Avraham Negev, Shimon Gibson, 2005). 
 Here we can see that at the end of MBA only one settlement in the Beersheba 
Valley. Could it be Arad of Nm 21,1-3, “the Cannanite king who lived in the Negev” ? 
As it was close to EB, IA and later Arad and the only settlement in the area, all seems to 
indicate that Tel Malhata was the MB II Arad. 
 In LBA no settlements were in the region, and in IA the name Arad moved to Tel 
Arad which served as a fortress during the period of the Judean kingdom as well as 
during the Persian and Hellenistic periods. The site continued to serve as a fortress in 
Roman-Byzantine times, and is one of the forts of the Roman limes. The name has been 
preserved unchanged by the Bedouins in the vicinity for about 12 centuries, ever since 
the destruction of the last wayside station which still existed in the early Arabic period. 
(p. 31, Aharon Kempinski, 1978). So Arad´s orthogenesis seems to be quite similar to 
that of Jarmuth. Arad also seems to change place going into IA and ever since the same 
place has kept its name up to modern times… And again, the biblical description of Arad, 
a city in the Negev, fits much better MBA than LBA when no such city was in that 
region… 
 Speaking of Arad, one, but important detail hasn´t been dealt with – and it´s its 
renaming to Hormah according to the biblical narrative (Nm 21,3)… Was Arad renamed 
Hormah ? In Josh 12,14, both Hormah and Arad are listed, so it seems they were 
considered to be separate cities… I think this calling of Arad Hormah is due to a mistake 
and confusion of a later Deutoronomy writer (or more probably compilator) who, 
knowing of some city in the south called Hormah, attributed this name to Arad. The last 
biblical mention of Hormah is from IA, in the story of David (1 Sam 30,30) (p.31, ibid). 
So it is possible that later this city was renamed and the later compilator, not knowing the 
exact location of this southern city, attributed it to the well-known Arad… 
 However, besides once mentioning Arad in connection to Hormah, Hormah 
figures in more biblical texts and in these texts it is not directly connected to Arad. The 
one such text is Judg 1,17 which gives the story of the men of Judah going together with 
“the Simeonites their brothers” against the city of Zephath, totally destroying it and 
therefore calling it Hormah. The other texts are the settlement allotments of Judah and 
Simeon – as shown above in the case of Jarmuth, most probably IA texts - both of which 



mention Hormah and place it seemingly at the same location (Josh 15,30; 19,4), in 
between Beersheba and Ziklag and to the east of these cities… Within this territory most 
often Tel Halif/Tell Khuweilifeh (Tell el-Khuleifeh), a site at the juncture of the northern 
Negev and the Judean hills, is identified with Zephath/Hormah, and I think so, too. 
However, what´s intriguing with Tel Halif is that it has a gap in occupation between 
2300-1550 BCE, so it couldn´t have been destroyed at the end of MBA because it simply 
didn´t exist. Here I think is significative the fact that the conquest of Zephath/Hormah is 
not given in the Book of Joshua, but in the Book of Judges and it´s described as the joint 
work of Judah and Simeon. So it seems that this city was only conquered after the tribes 
had split up and the context of its placement in the Book of Judges seems to indicate that 
this story happened in LBA and not in the time of Joshua at the end of MBA. And indeed, 
Tel Halif has a destruction level between the strata X and IX, dated approximately to 
1400 BCE (http://www.cobb.msstate.edu/dig/lahav/graphics/halifstrata.gif). So I think 
Tel Halif could be LB Zephath/Hormah which kept its name at least until the Iron Age. 
Too, I think its inclusion among the defeated kings and their cities is due to its quite early 
capture, relatively not long after the initial Josgua´s conquest. Similar situation is with 
Bethel, another city given in the “List” (Josh 12,16), the capture of which is described not 
as done by Joshua but by the house of Joseph, Ephraim and Manasseh (Judg 1,22-26)… 
 As to the last southern city, Geder - in the “List” placed between Debir and 
Hormah (Josh 12,13-14), thus suggesting its southern location -Yohanan Aharoni 
considered the name of this city, mentioned in the Bible only this one time (Josh 12,13), 
to be the usual confusion of Hebrew ד (daleth) and ר (resh), thus Geder גדר is 
a corrupted Gerar גרר , the most important Canaanite city in the Western Negev (p. 231, 
Yohanan Aharoni, 1979). One has to note here that the signs for “d”  and “r”  were very 
similar and easily confounded both in Phoenician and Paleo-Hebrew “alphabets”. The 
site of ancient Gerar is generally accepted to be Tel Haror/Tell Abu Hureireh (Abu 
Hureira), during the MBA one of the largest cities in southern Cannan, covering 16 ha 
(40 acres). The tel is surrounded by a rampart of beaten earth and sits on the western bank 
of the Wadi esh-Sheri’ah, in the valley of Gerar, in the western Negev 
(http://www.bibleplaces.com/gerar.htm). It was occupied through the entire Bronze and 
Iron Ages but it's most prosperous period was in the Middle Bronze Age 
(http://www.oldtestamentstudies.net/chron/generalcityrecords.asp?item=5&variant=0). 
It seems that this corruption occurred later, when a later scribe, not knowing the 
importance of this city in MBA, corrupted its meaning to Geder, another less important 
city in Iron Age (1 Chron 27,28)… (p. 230, John H. Walton, Victor Harold Matthews, 
Mark William Chavalas, 2000). 
 So these southernmost cities seem to reflect better a situation at the end of MBA, 
too. MB Arad (Tel Malhata) was the only major fortified city in the eastern Negev and 
Geder-Gerar (Tel Haror) the most important city in the western Negev.  
Zephath-Hormah may have been considered a major victory and capture in the time 
relatively shortly after the Conquest and that´s how it could have found its way into the 
“List”…  
 
The “Middle” Cities 
 After looking at the southernmost cities there´s the fourth major region, and it´s 
the so-called “Middle Cities”, the cities in between the cities of the southern and northern 



alliances (coalitions), the cities of the Central Hill Country and the Plain of Sharon. The 
conquests of these cities and the conquest of this region are not described anywhere in the 
Books of Joshua and Judges, they´re only implied from the “List” and the later 
development. Five of these cities are given below the cities of the southern campaign – 
Bethel, Tappuah, Hepher, Aphek and Lasharon (Josh 12,16-18) and one, Tirzah, below 
the cities of the northern coalition (Josh 12,24). 
 First we´ll speak about Bethel because it´s a city a bit “apart”. Its conquest is not 
given in the Book of Joshua but at the beginning of the Book of Judges by the tribe of 
Benjamin (Judg 1,22-26). The site of Bethel is traditionally identified with (Tell) Beitin. 
Although when speaking here above about the location of Ai I tried to sum up the 
collected arguments why this localization is justifiably doubtful, we can look at the 
archaeological record of this site, too. It was a fortified MB city with the city wall of 3.3 
m, when later in the period wide clay revetment and defensive buildings inside the wall 
were added (pp. 465-466, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, A-D, 1979). Although its excavations 
were briefly reported and evidence is difficult to assess, this city may have continued in 
occupation at the beginning of LBA. The main LB town, in which the houses were well 
built, seems however to have been rather later, perhaps in the 15th-14th cnt BCE (p. 547, 
Cambridge Ancient History, Volume II, Parts 1-2, 2000). Later Bethel was one of the rare 
fortified cities in the Late Bronze Age. The Middle Bronze Age walls were re-used and a 
partially new Late Bronze wall was built above it. The city had a very sophisticated 
drainage system, an olive oil factory with three installations, and the masonry work was 
very skilled as well. The Late Bronze Age II city contains two different occupation levels 
with a conflagration between them in the late 14th or early 13th century BCE. The last 
Late Bronze Age town was destroyed by fire. According to Albright and Kelso, this took 
place sometime about 1240-1235 BCE. The first Iron Age occupation was totally 
different, as the building patterns, pottery and other remains showed a great cultural 
break between Late Bronze Age II and Iron Age I. According to Albright and Kelso, it is 
obvious that instead of being a Canaanite city it became an Israelite town. (pp. 28-35, 
William F. Albright & James L. Kelso 1968, in Eero Junkkaala, 2006). So the 
archaeological record of this site could conform its biblical story. The site may not have 
been conquered at the MB end, but shortly afterwards, but the biblical story states that the 
house of Joseph managed to get into town by some secret way, thus it was conquered 
non-destructively. Later the Canaanites seem to return to the city and it was subsequently 
destroyed in LBA by conflagration two more times until it definitively became an 
Israelite city.  
 As to Bireh, a site proposed for Bethel by John Bimson and David Livingston 
based on the revision of Eusebius´ data and other biblically stated topographical details 
(given here above), it hasn´t been excavated, and, as they state, modern occupation seems 
to exclude for the foreseeable future. However, at Ras et-Tahuneh, the highest point in 
town, the surface survey produced pottery from the Chalcolithic, Early Bronze, Middle 
Bronze II, Iron I, Iron II, Persian and Arabic periods (pp. 47-48, John Bimson, David 
Livingston, 1987). So it could point to a MB II settlement at this site, too… 
 One has to bear in mind especially in case of Bethel, too, that the locations with 
the same name could change over the course of various historic ages, and Bethel could 
have been located in one of these places in one historic era, and not in another. Having all 



this in mind, one has to be very careful with localization of Bethel, especially in the very 
special case of this town… 
 Out of the five remaing cities the most easily identifiable is Aphek (Tell Ras el-
´Ain/Tel Aphek). It was inhabited in EBA, MBA, LBA, IA and in Hellenistic, Roman 
and Byzantine times. It was a major city already in EB II (3000-2700 BCE), when it was 
an enclosed, walled city of nearly 12 ha (30 acres). After a gap of 2300-2000 BCE in 
MBA it became once again an important city (p. 21-22, John Laughlin, 2006), and that´s 
why Israel Finkelstein gives it as the centre of its MB polity (pp. 69-70, John Strange, in 
Mogens Herman Hansen (ed.), 2000). However, in the latter part the city began to decline 
until its violent destruction in the middle of the 16th cnt. In LBA it was rebuilt, in its 1st 
phase in the 15th-14th cnt it had a palace, and in the 2nd phase in the 13th cnt there was an 
Egyptian´s governor house there until during the 13th cnt was again violently destroyed 
(p. 21-22, John Laughlin, 2006). So here its conquest at the end of MBA is visible even 
archaeologically and the city was at that time the centre of its polity, which explains its 
inclusion into the “List”. 
 Then we have the city of Tappuah. The toponym “Tappuah” occurs in the Bible 
only five times and all of these occurrences are in the Book of Joshua (Josh 12,17; 15,34; 
16,8; 17,7- 8). The first one is in the “List”, the second one refers to a town in Judah, the 
third one refers to a town in the northern border of the territory of Ephraim (Josh 16,8), or 
part of the southern border of the territory of Manasseh (Josh 17,7- 8). From the context 
of the “List” (it´s between Bethel and Hepher) it´s obvious that this Central Hill Country 
Tappuah is meant. So we know that it lay between the territories of Ephraim and 
Manassseh. This city is usually identified as the site of Tell Skeikh Abu Zarad. It is a 
high mound with a distant panoramic view, the sheikh’s tomb and an enormous heap of 
stones on the summit. It isn´t an excavated site, it´s been only surveyed in the Ephraim 
survey by Israel Finkelstein.The amount of pottery sherds collected is as follows: Middle 
Bronze Age 15, Late Bronze Age (available, not counted), Iron Age I 10 and Iron Age II 
45 sherds (Israel Finkelstein 1988, 152, 186). This follows the general image of the 
region where the Middle Bronze Age and the Iron Age were more densily populated than 
the Late Bronze Age (p. 259, Eero Junkkaala, 2006). So it seems that in MBA this site 
could have been an important regional centre. 
 More to the north in the northern hill-country there´s Tirzah , usually identified as 
Tell el-Far´ah (North), a 10 ha (25-acre) site. It was excavated by Roland de Vaux. It 
was a city fortified already in EB II (3000-2650 BCE), in MB II (18th cnt) it became a 
true fortified city and the city gate for this time is believed to have continued (with 
repairs and changes) throughout the Iron Age. The LB presence is poorly preserved, the 
activity for this time is unclear (p. 117, John Laughlin, 2006). 
 As to Hepher, three sites are usually suggested, Tel Hefer/Tell el-Ifshar and Tell 
Assawir – both on the Sharon Plain - and Tell el-Muhaffar, on the northern margins of 
the Dothan Valley. Hepher in relation to an area is only in Josh. 12:17 (in the “List”) and 
in 1 Kings 4,10 where it is described as an area, “the land of Hepher”, in connection with 
the town of Socoh, a Solomon´s district (p. 260, Eero Junkkaala, 2006). According to 
Adam Zertal, the performer of the Samaria Survey (1992), Tell el-Ifshar and Tell Assawir 
are improbable candidates for Hepher. Tell el-Ifshar is too small site to be a Canaanite 
city-state and Tell Assawir contains no remains from the 10th century, so it couldn´t be 
connected to Socoh at the time of Solomon. Adam Zertal suggested, after his survey in 



the area, that Hepher should be identified with Tell el-Muhaffar (Adam Zertal 1992-III, 
139). In Josh 17,2 and in Num. 26,32-33 the Hepher family is situated in the area of 
Manasseh. In addition, several names mentioned in these Bible passages have a 
resemblance with the names found in the excavations at Samaria and called Samaria 
Ostraca. Geographically, those sites could be located in the region around Shechem 
(About the Samaria ostraca, see Aharoni 1979, 356-369). This information supports the 
location in the hill country. Furthermore, the name of the site in question is found in older 
maps as Umm el-Haffeh or Mu-Haffar. Accordingly, the name Tell el-Muhaffar has the 
same sounding as Hepher, and is the best proposal for this city (pp. 260-261, Eero 
Junkkaala, 2006). Adam Zertal also argued that in Joshua 12,17 the Canaanite kings are 
referred to in pairs and because the territory of the “king of Hepher” is listed alongside 
the territory of Tappuah known to be in northern Manasseh, Hepher must have controlled 
the area north of the hill country. In Solomon´s day, therefore, the former Canaanite 
territory became the large Hepher district under the supervision of Solomon´s official, 
Ben-hesed. So he identifies Tell el-Muhaffar as Hepher on the basis of the toponym 
“Muhaffar”, connection to Tappuah in Josh 12,17 and his own survey of the region (pp. 
10-13, John M. Monson, in Daniel M. Master, John M. Monson, Egon H. E. Lass and 
George A. Pierce, 2005). 
 Tell el-Muhaffar lies in the Dothan Valley, as already said, in its northern part. In 
MB II the most prominent settlements were Tell el-Muhaffar which controlled the 
northern half of the valley, Tell Dothan which controlled the southern half and Ibleam 
(Tell Bel´ameh) which was situated at the meeting point of the Jezreel and Dothan 
Valleys. Based on the biblical text Adam Zertal supposed that the List of the Conquered 
Kings (Josh 12) reflected the territories of Canaanite cities in the mid to second 
millennium BC and 1 Kings 4,10, the “Land of Hepher” likely referred to the entire 
Dothan valley, perhaps as far as the border with the hills of Tell Dothan in the south. So 
according to the Bible in MBA and in the monarchical era Dothan (Tell Dothan) was 
likely came under Hepher´s (Tell el-Muhaffar) control and only under the Omride 
dynasty Tell Dothan became prominent (pp. 10-13, ibid). I agree with Adam Zertal in his 
identification of Tell el-Muhaffar as MB and later Hepher based on their morphological 
similarity, the biblical context of Josh 12,17 and his own researches. Only excavation can 
confirm its supremacy in the valley in MBA. However, the Bible suggests here, too, that 
in MBA Hepher was a regionally important town. 
 The last “middle” city given by the “List” is the mysterious Lasharon, in the 
Bible mentioned only in this verse (p. 292, Eero Junkkaala, 2006). It´s so mysterious that 
the LXX even denies its existence, and instead it explains its entry as a word precising 
the location of Aphek, “Aphek of the Sharon (Plain)”. I have another suggestion. What´s 
interesting, if we look at the map there seems to be a significant gap. The other areas are 
covered quite homogeneously. In the far south of the Central Hill Country there´s Bethel, 
approximately in the middle is Tappuah and approximately in the north of the Central 
Hill Country there´s Tirzah. Hepher is in the Dothan Valley and Aphek in the Sharon 
seems to be quite to the south of the territory, being most probably the polity centre of the 
southern Sharon. However, there´s quite a big gap between Aphek and Hepher, in the 
northern part of the Sharon Plain. And we have here the name “Lasharon”, suggesting 
very much something that lay in the Sharon. So based on this one can suggest that the 
biggest MB site in this area, the northern Sharon, could be the city of Lasharon. Too, in 



the “List”, as the cities are enumerated, there are given in the “south-north” direction as 
Bethel-Tappuah-Hepher for the hill country (Josh 12,16-17). Also for the Sharon, Aphek 
is listed first, so it could suggest that the second Lasharon is in the north, too (Josh 
12,18). 
 It could be the above-mentioned Tell Assawir . It lies not far (14 km) from the 
Mediterranean Coast and near the entrance into the historical ‘Ara pass. The tel is 
relatively large in the area, some 6 ha (15 acres) and almost round in form. It rises above 
the flood plain of the northern Sharon and near the hills, where the hill-country begins. 
Nearby, to its east, there are very rich and famous springs: the springs of Assawir, a well 
known camping place for traders and armies. Benjamin Mazar was one of the impressed 
by the tell and wrote that it is a “large tell, one of the most important sites of the northern 
Sharon plain and the most important junction of the region. Several main roads meets 
here and creates the ‘Via Maris’ (http://assawir.haifa.ac.il/gen_info.html). It was a major 
fortified site of the Middle Bronze and Late Bronze Ages. The excavations have shown 
that the large mounded site of Assawir was established in the early second millennium 
B.C. and was protected by a steep-sided earthen rampart and glacis, a typical feature of 
Bronze Age Canaanite towns (http://findadig.bib-arch.info/digs/tell_assawir). Then, life 
continued in the Late Bronze Age, during the Egyptian rule (1550-1200 BE) and even in 
the beginning of the Iron Age (Early Israelite) period (1200-1000 BE). During the time of 
the kingdom of Israel (1000-722 BCE) it was abandoned, for reasons that the excavators 
don´t know so far. The life renewed only during the Persian period (535-332 BCE), but in 
a much smaller scale (http://assawir.haifa.ac.il/gen_info.html). So also here the site´s 
non-existence in the time of monarchy and later up to the Persian times could explain 
why Lasharon is not mentioned in the Bible anymore but here. So it could have been Tell 
Assawir or another, even bigger MB northern Sharon city, located more to the south than 
Tell Assawir... 
 And the last town that I would like to speak about in connection with the “middle 
cities” is Shechem (Tell Balatah). Shechem is not a city mentioned in the “List” but its 
conquest is implied from the fact that the Israelites assembled there to renew the 
covenant. 
 Joshua assembled all the tribes of Israel there, together with their elders, leaders, 
judges and officials so that they presented themselves before God. He gave them there 
the “Covenant Renewal Speech”, they renewed the covenant there, Joshua drew up 
decrees and laws for them there, recorded it the Book of the Law of God, he took a large 
stone and set it up there under the oak near the holy place of the Lord to be as a witness 
for them (Josh 24,1-27). So it became a special place for the later Israelite tradition, the 
place where the covenant was renewed after the conquest and division of the country, the 
place that symbolically and solemnly “closed up” these events... 
 The site has a 4-4.8 ha (10-12 acre) mound. The first Cannanite city was built 
here in MB I, around 2000 BCE. It had a large earthen podium (pp. 206-207, John 
Laughlin, 2006). The resulting MB phase was the main phase of occupation and it 
witnessed the settlement's expansion to its greatest extent and was revealed across a total 
of eight major strata (XXII-XV). The MBA saw the construction of large fortification 
systems and the formation of an acropolis, starting in Stratum XX (early MB IIB), as well 
as the later building of the so-called Fortress Temple (Migdol) in Stratum XVI (MB IIC). 
The final MB II settlement at Shechem (Stratum XV) was decisively terminated with 



widespread destruction, suggestive of military intervention 
(http://www.archaeowiki.org/Shechem), found by G. Ernest Wright, its excavator. 
 In LBA period, according to Amarna Letters, the city seems to be dominant in the 
Central Hill Country, just like Jerusalem in the Southern Hill Country. It could be 
interesting to see the relation of this city in MBA to other cities of the hill-country, 
inparticular Tappuah and Tirzah. But this will be possible to be seen only through 
excavation.  
 So, after revising the “middle cities” they seem to suggest, too – although many 
are not excavated - that in MBA they were (it is especially visible in the case of Aphek) 
major regional cities…  
 
“The List of Defeated Kings” 
 After having looked at all the major areas and towns of the Conquest we can get 
to the “List of the Defeated Kings”. We´ve already spoken about the majority of the 
towns listed here, so we can have a look only at those aspects of these towns that haven´t 
covered more in detail so far.  
 At first we can reckon a little bit the nature of this “List”. Although in the “List” 
the kings are presented as “defeated” - which could imply that they were defeated only in 
an open battle but their cities didn´t necessarily need to have been conquered – I think 
that here conquered towns are really meant. Josh 12,7-8, an introduction to the “List”, 
speaks about “the kings of the land that Joshua and the Israelites conquered on the west 
side of the Jordan”, so within this context these kings seem to refer to “conquered land” 
and “towns of this land”, too. 
 Second, we could speak more about the degree of destruction of these towns. 
We´ve already spoken here above about the “Megiddo case”, too, and about the fact that 
it is not always easy – unless the destruction is by conflagration or is really devastating – 
to see the traces of a capture. There also could have been “non-destructive captures” - not 
only archaeologically hardly traceable but actually “non-destructive”. We know the case 
of Bethel where the Israelites got the information of how to get into the city in a hidden, 
secret way (Judg 1,22-26), eventually possibly not damaging the city much. It is also 
possible that with time and more sieges the Israelites could have become “more 
experienced” at capturing settlements, founding ways and methods how to get into a town 
without really substantially damaging it, so some of the captures could have been only 
“slightly destructive”. The Bible itself speaks about different captures and different extent 
of destruction that these cities sustained. In only three cases of “Joshua´s towns” – 
Jericho (Josh 6,24), Ai (Josh 8,28) and Hazor (Josh 11,11) – the Bible expressedly says 
that these cities were burned up, and in one case, Jerusalem, the Bible says that the city 
was “set on fire” (Judg 1,8). And indeed, in two identified of these three “Joshua cities” 
we can see this destruction by conflagration at the end of MBA. In case of Jerusalem, 
we´ve already said here above how special the situation of this city is and how difficult it 
is to get any data from this period… With other cities the Bible is express that they 
weren´t burned, only “totally destroyed” – and it is especially the case of Madon, 
Shimron and Achshaph (Josh 11,12), the cities of northern coalition, tha case of Eglon 
and Hebron (Josh 10,34-37), the cities of the southern coalition, and the case of 
Zephath/Hormah (Josh 1,17)… That could be the reason why, for example, the 
excavators weren´t sure whether the MB Tel Kabri was destroyed or abandoned (p. 19, 



Assaf Yasur-Landau, Eric H. Cline, George A. Pierce, 2008)… In case of other cities, in 
particular the cities of the southern campaign, Makkedah, Libnah, Lachish and Debir, the 
Bible speaks only about that these cities were “put to the sword” and that Joshua and the 
Israelites did to them as they had done to the king of Jericho (Josh 10,28-39). As the king 
of Jericho, his people and all living things in the city were put to the sword (Josh 6,21), 
the Bible in these passages doesn´t necessarily refer to the destruction of buildings in 
these cities, although the context implies the destruction of these cities, too… In any case, 
in some of them it was possible to see the traces of this destruction from that time even in 
the 20th cnt AD at the archaeological digs… Lachish (Tel Lachish/Tell ed-Duweir) was 
destroyed by fire, Gezer (Tel Jezer/Tell el-Jazari) was destroyed in a violent 
conflagration, Debir (Tell Beit Mirsim) was found partially destroyed and traces of 
conflagration were found at the East Gate, Eglon (Tel ´Eton/Tell ´Aitun) and MB Jarmuth 
(Tel Burna/Tell Bornat) are unexcavated, Makkedah and Libnah are not positively 
identified… The dwellings of MB II city of Hebron were in a bad state of preservation 
owing to later building activities (p. 224, Avraham Negev, Shimon Gibson, 2005) and 
were later reused (p. 31, Jeffrey R. Chadwick, 2005), so, as in case of Jerusalem, it´s 
difficult to “read” from such material… Also in case of positively identified and 
excavated “middle cities” of Aphek and Shechem we have a report in the case of the first 
of “terminated with widespread destruction” and in the case of the latter of “violent 
destruction”… In any case, we could have seen so far that there are traces of violent 
destruction in many of these cities... 
 Third, it seems that in the “List” not only the towns conquered during Joshua´s 
conquests are included but also those of the time relatively shortly before (as in the case 
of Arad) or relatively shortly after (as the case of Zephath/Hormah and Bethel). However, 
all these cities relate to approximately the same time, around 1550 BCE, the most often 
given time of the end of MBA. So we can say that these cities reflect the MB tradition. 
Also, before the “List” which relates to Cisjordan, the chapter of Josh 12 speaks about the 
conquest of the Amorite states in Transjordan, having happened shortly before the 
Cisjordanian conquest, too (Josh 12,1-4). So apparently all this part all together doesn´t 
speak only about the proper “Joshua´s conquests”, but about other related conquests, too, 
all relating to approximately the same time, around the end of MBA… 
 And fourth, it´s appropriate to speak about the importance and layout of these 
cities. As already said, many of these cities seem to be regionally important cities 
particularly at the end of MBA. Out of the positively identified this is the case especially 
of Jericho, Gibeon and Shimron. Many other cities were important both in MBA and 
LBA. So, taking it all together, the “List” seems to rather indicate a balance-of-power 
situation at the end of MBA. The cities of the “List” (also including the suggested cities) 
seem to homogeneously cover the whole of the Cisjordanian territory, with their 
dominant regional role… So it seems that these cities weren´t included in the “List” by 
“accident”, randomly, but were specifically chosen to reflect their special role at a 
specific time… 
 However, the exception here are the southern Coastal Plain (no cities of this 
region are included at all) and the very coast of the Akko Plain. We´ll speak about the 
possible reasons for their omission later here below… 
 Having said all that, we can look now at some specific cities, that haven´t been 
covered so far or deserve some special additional comment. The conquest of Gezer isn´t 



described in the trail of the southern campaign, it may have been conquered later. Its 
inclusion into the “List” is due to its importance at the MBA end. Libnah  and 
Makkedah (Josh 12,15-16) seem not to be regionally as important as the other towns of 
the southern campaign. Their inclusion is most probably due to the fact that they are a 
part of the story of the southern campaign and so they seem to find the way into the 
“List”. What´s interesting, it´s Adullam . The biblical site is identified with Khirbet esh-
Sheikh Madhkur, whereas the site of the later periods is identified with nearby Khirbet 
Id el-Ma, which has possibly retained the ancient name of the site (p. 17, Avraham 
Negev, Shimon Gibson, 2005). Adullam  is not given in the story of the southern 
campaign and still is listed between Libnah and Makkedah (Josh 12,15). I think when the 
“List”´s author or compilator had had these two towns among the listed, he also added 
Adullam because it was in the same area and was a comparable town to these previous 
ones. Adullam hasn´t been excavated yet. It could be interesting to see its MB status 
through excavation. And the last city is interesting through its non-inclusion, and it´s Dan 
(Tel Dan). It lay on the extreme fringe of the territory conquered by Joshua, it was a 
rather major MB town with the traces of destruction and yet it doesn´t figure in the list. I 
think it is due to the fact that in the later tradition Dan was perceived as a town that was 
conquered only relatively later, after the initial conquest´s time, as a separate story of the 
tribe of Dan. As such it is given in the Bible more times (Josh 19,47; Judg 18)… So I 
think that the initial MB conquest of Tel Dan could have been done by the tribe of Asher 
or Naphtali in the middle of the 16th cnt but as the Israelites were nomads at the time, 
they didn´t settle down in the town and later in LBA this town was reoccupied by the 
Canaanites. So later the Danites had to conquer it for the second time and that was the 
conquest that was most remembered in the tradition, “covering” and “putting aside” the 
first 16cnt conquest. So I think this could be the reason why Dan wasn´t included among 
the “defeated kings”… 
 
 
The Transjordanian Cities and Territories 
  
 After looking at the situation in Cisjordan we can now look at the Transjordanian 
territory. Altough there´s not so much data available here as in Cisjordan, it is possible to 
make some conclusions. According to the Bible in Transjordan there seem to be two 
strong unified Amorite kingdoms, the Kingdom of Sihon, reaching from the River Arnon 
to the River Jabbok (Num 21,24; Dt 2,24-37; Josh 12,2-3; 13,9-10), with Heshbon as its 
capital (Num 21,25; Dt 1,4; 4,24; Josh 13,10) and the Kingdom of Bashan, the Kingdom 
of Og (Num 21,33; Dt 3,1-11; Josh 12,4-5; 13,11-12), with capitals at Ashtaroth (Dt 1,4) 
and Edrei (Josh 12,4; 13,12). The Israelites eventually defeat them and take over their 
countries (Num 21,21-35; Dt 2,24-3,20; Josh 12,1-5). 
 While we have shown here above that Amorites seem to be a dominant etnicity in 
Cisjordan, in Transjordan these kings and their kingdoms are referred to as Amorite 
constantly (Num 21,21-34; Dt 2,24; 3,8; Josh 2,10; 13,10). This is in line with Middle 
Bronze Syria where – although Akkadian remains the language used for writing and 
Akkadian names persist alongside Amorite examples – Amorite names are ubiquitous in 
the textual sources and the monopoly of rulership is enjoyed by them (pp. 290, 325, Peter 
M. M. G. Akkermans, Glenn M. Schwartz, 2003). 



 Also, these societies seem to be highly sedentarised and also urban in MBA. It 
seems that during this period large and distinct communities arose in parts of northern 
and central Jordan (http://www.kinghussein.gov.jo/his_citystates.html; 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/History_of_Jordan). Recent research has also documented a 
substantial Middle Bronze presence in the Hawran region south and southeast of 
Damascus. According to Frank Braemer´s survey of the eastern Hawran, settlements 
proliferated over the entirety of that region, including a possible regional center at Tell 
Debbeh, north of Suweida (p. 319, Peter M. M. G. Akkermans,Glenn M. Schwartz, 2003) 
 On the Sihon´s territory these were, for example, Tell el-´Umeiri (Tall al-
Umayri), Sahab, Safut, Tell Jawa South and Madaba (pp. 35, 36, 39, 42, Eveline van der 
Steen, 2002; http://www.jordanexpert.com/html/madaba.htm). On the Og´s territory, 
these were, for example, Pella, Tell Abu al-Kharaz and Tell Deir ´Alla, important 
settlements in the Upper Jordan Valley (pp. 42, 44, Eveline van der Steen, 2002; pp. 7-8, 
Peter M. Fisher, 2006) or, for example, Tell el-Hammeh, Bosrah and Tell Rukeis more to 
the east-northeast (p. 147, Eveline van der Steen, 2002; 
http://acl.arts.usyd.edu.au/research/rukeis/jordan.html; p. 320, Peter M. M. G. 
Akkermans, Glenn M. Schwartz, 2003). 
 Strong fortified towns and villages also appear at this time 
(http://www.jordanembassy.ro/history.htm). A new and different type of fortification 
appeared at sites like Amman's Citadel, Irbid, Tabaqat Fahl (or Pella), Tall al-Umayri or 
Tall Nimrin. Towns were surrounded by ramparts made of earth embankments and the 
slopes were covered in hard plaster, making it slippery and difficult to climb. Pella was 
enclosed by massive walls and watch towers 
(http://www.kinghussein.gov.jo/his_citystates.html; 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/History_of_Jordan; http://www.hesban.org/umayri.html). 
The Middle Bronze Age remains are, for example, remarkably well preserved at Tell 
Rukeis. There are two main phases of occupation associated with a massive basalt 
fortification wall with a chambered gateway. 
(http://acl.arts.usyd.edu.au/research/rukeis/jordan.html). 
 And it seems that while during this period large and distinct communities arose in 
parts of northern and central Jordan, the south was populated by a nomadic, Bedouin-type 
of people known as the Shasu (http://www.kinghussein.gov.jo/his_citystates.html; 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/History_of_Jordan). 
 At the end of MBA a number of MB towns in Transjordan were destroyed during 
this time, too (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/History_of_Jordan; 
http://www.kinghussein.gov.jo/his_citystates.html). 
 So here the picture seems to be very similar to that in Cisjordan. There were 
developed cities with a considerable amount of sedentarised population there, fortified in 
the typical style. What´s interesting, it seems that while the central and northern 
territories – those of the Amorite kings - were quite urban, the southern territories – those 
of Moab and Edom - were nomadic. So at that time Moab and Edom, the Israelites´ 
“cousins”, show interesting similarities to the Israelites, while the “other” nations had a 
different lifestyle. 
 The Bible says that these kingdoms and territories were Amorite and at that time 
we have a strong Amorite dominace and rulership in Syria. And a number of cities are 
destroyed, too, in a manner similar to the Cisjordan. 



 So I think that the picture that the Bible gives fits very well with the situation in 
the Transjordan at the end of MBA as well… 
 
 And we can conclude this part with a brief look at some interesting towns. First of 
all, there´s the imposing Tall el-Hammam, called the “Queen of the Southern Jordan 
Valley”, being excavated by Steven Collins. This is an enormous site, put approximately 
at 1 km2 (http://www.tallelhammam.com/), thus making 100 ha (250 acres). It´s located 
in the “Jordan Disk”, the biblical term used to describe the widened, “circular” area of the 
southern Jordan Valley north of the Dead Sea. It lies at the cross-hairs of the main trade 
route, on the south side of Wadi Kefrein, about 14 km northeast of the Dead Sea, 
commanding broad views of the southern Jordan Valley. Its inhabitants were able to 
control and/or influence the flow of commodities traveling north-south along the main 
route on the east side of the river and along the eastern shore of the Dead Sea, and east-
west from the direction of Cisjordanian Jericho and from the Transjordanian Highlands. 
As such, any city so located would have had an important impact on the local/regional 
economy (http://www.tallelhammam.com/). 
 What´s interesting, the city was so big even in EBA. Architecturally, the major 
contributors to the enormity of the site are the cities of the Early Bronze Age (3300-2350 
BCE), Intermediate Bronze Age (2350-2000 BCE), and Middle Bronze Age (2000-1550 
BCE). The massive 5.2-meter-thick EBA city wall rings the lower and upper talls to an 
elliptical diameter of 500 x 750 meters. The same fortifications were refurbished and re-
used during the IBA, and were later swallowed up by the construction of massive MB II 
fortifications over 35 meters thick, including the city wall and outer rampart/glacis with 
multiple (interior) stone stabilizer walls. The MBA fortifications also include mudbrick 
and packed-earth ramparts rising above the lower city to a height of 20 to 30 meters, 
contributing to the 400x250-meter elongated oval footprint of the upper tall, and creating 
its 36-degree slope. The upper tall is topped by ruins from Iron Age 2/3, which are 
surrounded by 3-meter-thick city walls and numerous towers, with a 4-
chambered gateway flanked by monumental towers (http://www.tallelhammam.com/). So, 
having this in mind, at the time it was on a par with Hazor, the biggest Canaanite 
Cisjordanian city (80 ha, 200 acres), even a bit bigger. 
 So it´s only natural, that during the Bronze Age Tall el-Hammam flourished as the 
epicenter of a major city-state with numerous satellite towns, villages, and hamlets within 
its hegemony. However, towards the end of MBA there´s a demise of Tall el-Hammam, 
together with all the other Jordan Disk sites, followed by five- to seven-century 
occupational hiatus (http://www.tallelhammam.com/). How much is it reminiscent of 
Num 21,25 that Israel captured “Heshbon and all its surrounding settlements”… It recalls 
one big city, therefore with a central position, with many small satellite settlements in its 
surroundings, something in the northern Syrian style... Therefore, I strongly suggest that 
MB Tall el-Hammam is MB Heshbon… 
 What´s interesting, Heshbon is usually identified with Tall Hisban (Tell Hesban), 
lying 10-15 km east of Tall el-Hammam. Tell Hisban has only IA architecture and as 
such is frequently cited as an example against the “historicity” of the Conquest. However, 
I think, that here happened the already mentioned transfer of toponyms between nearby 
places - Arad moving from Tel Malhata to Tel ´Arad and Jarmuth moving from Tel 
Burna to Tel Yarmouth – and again, as in the case of these two previous sites, in the same 



transition from LBA into IA… As we´ve seen the Iron Age at Tall el-Hammam is much 
smaller, only the upper tall is topped by the ruins from Iron Age 2/3, and with the rise of 
IA Tall Hisban it could have come to the transfer of place name… I think the transfer in 
this period is quite natural as it was the period of changing lifestyles, coming from 
nomadic into more sedentarised… During LBA - during a period of nomadism when 
people weren´t so attached to places – people moved and had the place names in their 
heads. And with people settling down - and having a memory of an important place name 
in the area - they could have given a long transferred important name to a new major 
settlement in the area… 
 
 After looking for the capital of the Kingdom of Sihon we can look at the two 
capitals of the northen Amorite kingdom of Bashan, the Kingdom of Og, Ashtaroth and 
Edrei. We´ve seen here above from Frank Braemer´s survey that in MBA settlements 
proliferated over the entirety of the eastern Hawran region. It must have been very similar 
in the western Hawran, too, because this area was closer to MB urban societies of the 
eastern Upper Jordan Valley and farther away from the desert regions. Both cities of 
Ashtaroth and Edrei are thought to be located in this western Hawran area. Unfortunately, 
they´re not excavated. 
 Edrei is identified with the modern Edr´a – or Der´a(h), alternatively – which 
which stands on a rocky promontory on the southwest edge of the Lejah (the Argob of the 
Hebrews, and Trachonitis of the Greeks). The ruins of Edr'a are the most extensive in the 
Hauran. They are 3 miles in circumference 
(http://www.christiananswers.net/dictionary/edrei.html). The town of between 4,000 and 
5,000 inhabitants is about 29 miles as the crow flies east of the Sea of Galilee. It is the 
center of an exceedingly fruitful district. The accumulated rubbish in the town covers 
many remains of antiquity. It is, however, chiefly remarkable for the extraordinary 
subterranean city, as yet only partially explored, cut in the rock under the town. This is 
certainly very ancient, and was doubtless used by the inhabitants as a refuge in times of 
stress and peril. (For a description see Schumacher, Across the Jordan, 121; 
http://bibleencyclopedia.com/edrei.htm). A number of the ancient houses still remain; the 
walls, roofs, and doors being all of stone. The wild region of which Edrei was the capital 
is thus described in its modern aspect: "Elevated about 20 feet above the plain, it is a 
labyrinth of clefts and crevasses in the rock, formed by volcanic action; and owing to its 
impenetrable condition, it has become a refuge for outlaws and turbulent characters, who 
make it a sort of Cave of Adullam...It is, in fact, an impregnable natural fortress, about 20 
miles in length and 15 in breadth" (Porter's Syria, etc.). Beneath this wonderful city there 
is also a subterranean city, hollowed out probably as a refuge for the population of the 
upper city in times of danger (http://net.bible.org/dictionary.php?word=edrei). 
 Tell Ashtara (Tell Ashterah) – most probably ancient Ashtaroth – lies in the 
western Hawran, too, north of Der´a. Ashtaroth is noticed on monuments from 1700 – 
1500 BC (the end of MBA is given sometimes plus/minus 50 years, and especially  is it 
different in the Syrian context – my personal note) 
(http://net.bible.org/dictionary.php?word=ASHTAROTH). It is a town is of great 
antiquity and is mentioned already in the Egyptian Middle Bronze Execration Texts (pp. 
59-60, Avraham Negev, Shimon Gibson, 2005). 



 So, although it isn´t possible to say much about these unexcavated sites, the 
disappearance in LBA of MB Ashtaroth from monument inscriptions could suggest its 
MB conquest and demise as a major city. Of course, we meet it again in the Amarna 
Letters as Ashtartu (referenced in EA 197 and EA 256), but its MB grandeur seems to 
have eluded… 
 
 We can conlude that the Transjordanian territory with its urban character and 
fortified sites in MBA fits the biblical description of the Kingdoms of Sihon and Og. Tall 
el-Hammam fits very well the image of Heshbon – a capital of a rather centralized state – 
with its many settlements of various sizes. And the consecutive after-MB “gap” in 
occupation in LBA with prevailing nomadism could attest to the arrival of nomads who 
could have overthrown this more sedentarised and urban society… This pattern of 
desedentarisation is the same as in the Cisjordan… However, I even think that this 
pattern of desedentarisation is in LB Transjordan (in particular, in Sihon´s territory) much 
stronger than that in the Cisjordan and so – having in mind the biblical description of 
Transjordan – it points to the events having happened in MBA rather than in LBA even 
more strongly than in the Cisjordan… This difference between MBA and LBA is here 
even bigger and more significant than that in the Cisjordan… 
 
 
The Bible 
  
 And finally, it´s the Bible itself, which seems to point rather to the 1550 tradition 
than 13th cnt BCE when the Conquest is most often believed to have happened. 
 The well-known passage from 1 Kings 6,1 states that Solomon began to build the 
Temple of the Lord in the 480th year after the Israelites had come out of Egypt. As 
Solomon´s reign is is usually dated with considerable comfidence to about 971 – 931 
BCE, the fourth year would be 967 BCE. So according to this information the Exodus 
should be placed to 1447 BCE (p. 42, John Bimson, David Livingston, 1987). Also in the 
story of Jephthah, one of the “Judges”, Jephthah says to the king of the Ammonites that 
they – at his time already – have lived in Gilead 300 years. So even if Jephthah had lived 
right before the time of Saul – and, of course, he didn´t but had lived well before him – 
that would place the Exodus to 1300 BCE at the latest, even now earlier that during the 
13th cnt. And last, if we count up all the chronological data that are given in the Book of 
Judges, we get the number 410 years (p. 434, Jozef Heriban, 2001). So it places the 
coming into Canaan in ca. 1410 BCE, again much later than 13th cnt… 
 The number 480 seems to be highly symbolical, for example, 12 tribes of Israel x 
40 years in the wilderness, having been composed by two symbolical numbers. However, 
this number could reflect at least an approximate tradition about the duration of the time 
of “Judges” and the coming into Canaan. The number of years in the Book of Judges 
seems to support this tradition, too. On the other hand, the end of MBA is most often 
placed in the “Canaanite” and “Egyptian” context to 1550 BCE. But, for example, based 
on the works of previous authors, Assaf Yasur-Landau, Eric Cline and George Pierce 
place the end of MBA in between 1530-1470 BCE (p. 2, Assaf Yasur-Landau, Eric H. 
Cline, George A. Pierce, 2008) and Joe Uziel and Itzhaq Shai mention the current debate 
of moving the MB end 50-100 years up or down 



(http://telburna.wordpress.com/2009/12/15/the-middle-bronze-age-at-tel-burna/). So it´s 
obvious that this year of 1550 BCE is also set only approximately for the reasons of 
convenience. 
 It´s obvious, too, that for nomads without strong literal tradition (and sometimes 
tumultuous times that they had to come through) it´s must have been far more difficult to 
keep an accurate track of time and years and their dating can´t be expected to be 100 
percent accurate. However, their timing tradition seems to point to the end of MBA in 
quite a surprisingly accurate manner. All the more, if we consider the placing of MB end 
a bit earlier than 1550 BCE, as it is done nowadays… 
 
 
Signs´ Summary Thus Far 
  
 Now is the time to summarise all the arguments that have been presented for the 
MB time of the Conquest so far. 
 
 Rather MBA than LBA 
 First of all, it seems that the biblical data points far more to the end of MBA than 
to some time in LBA. 
 1) The cities of Cannan are described as heavily fortified, “fortified up to heaven” 
which fits much better MBA than LBA.  
 2) In the Cisjordan these cities are described to be operating independently of any 
external factor or power as independent self-governing city-states. This again fits much 
better the MB end, with the Egyptians fighting the Hyksos and not having time to 
interfere in Canaanite matters, than LBA with Egyptians controlling Canaan through their 
local Canaanite “rulers” or “mayors” and interfering in the Canaanite matters politically 
and militarily.  
 3) In the Transjordan we have two strong rather urban and centralized kingdoms, 
as it is at the end of MBA, rather than some smaller cities under Egyptian control in the 
northern Transjordan and no cities in the southern Transjordan, as it is in LBA. 
 4) In these city-states Amorites appear to be the dominant ruling element (as it is 
in the Cisjordan) or these city-states are described as having Amorite kings (as it is the 
case in the Transjordan). This again points more to the MB end than LBA when Hurrians 
seem to have more power than before and the southern Canaan is called Hurru. 
 5) The archaeological record of the cities being described in the Bible fits better 
the end of MBA than the LB period. This is especially the case of Jericho (not being 
fortified and being so unimportant in LBA, so its walls couldn´t have collapsed), the case 
of Arad (in LBA there was no city in the far south as opposite to MB II Tel Malhata), the 
case of Hazor-Shimron (the combination of these two cities as those among the 
regionally strongest fits better the MB period with strong and dominant Shimron than 
LBA with Shimron relatively much weaker) and the case of MB Tell el-Hammam (which 
fits better the description of Heshbon as a capital of a strong kingdom than LBA with 
nomadic population and no cities in southern Jordan at all). Overall, the cities in the “List 
of the Defeated Kings” seem to reflect better the political and power situation at the end 
of MBA than in LBA.  



 6) And finally, the Bible itself in its time-giving of these events points more to the 
MB end than LBA.  
 Summing up all these arguments it seems justified to surmise that the Conquest 
description conforms more the time of the end of MBA than any time in LBA. 
 
 Aetiological consideration 
 The case of Jarmuth may be sought to be explained rather “aetiologically” than 
“historically”. Instead of changing the place name in Iron Age one could argue that the 
story of the conquest of Jarmuth is an invention based on the existence of a big EB ruin 
and the consecutive devising of a story. 
 However, I think, that the case of Ai is against “aetiological consideration”. EB 
Ai was a big city, and subsequently a big ruin, so the potential “aetiological myth-maker” 
with the aims of making “nation´s heroic deeds” wouldn´t have devised a story of Gibeon 
(which wasn´t conquered) as bigger than Ai (which was). Instead, he would have devised 
– on the basis of a big EB ruin – a story of a big and powerful Ai which was heroically 
conquered.    
 
 Military Conquest possibility 
 All in all, bearing in mind the amount of places that are described in the Book of 
Joshua, the long time that had happened between the possible historical realization of 
these events and the time when these events were definitively recorded in writing, 
bearing in mind the possible inaccuracies which – given these circumstances – could 
have intruded into the text, bearing in mind all the questions which have been raised and 
still remain open, after showing it possible that according to the biblical record the 
Israelites could have had numbers, military skills and “other help” for conquering all the 
country, all in all, seeing that very many biblical facts still remain fitting to the 
archaeological record and social possibilities, I think, one is allowed to reconsider the 
Military Conquest of Canaan by ancient Israelites as a historical possibility… 
 
 
Other possible destroyers and the general pattern of destruction  
  
 After raising points in favour the historicity of the Conquest by ancient Israelites 
at the end of MBA, I think, that it is appropriate now that we look at the other possible 
destroyers of MB Canaan. It is generally agreed – for reasons that we shall state here 
below - that these destroyers are most mysterious… And, after they had done it, where 
did they go? What happened to them ? In the course of time many destroyers have been 
suggested and subsequently rejected, and so this question remains largely open today… 
 As the possible destroyers these social groups have been suggested – Egyptians, 
and the Hyksos from the south, Hurrians from the north, some nomadic groups from the 
east and an internal rebellion from within Canaan itself. Or, possibly, a combination of 
these factors. So, we can look at what´s possible to say about them… 
 
The Egyptians 
 The first possible destroyer are the Egyptians. It´s been suggested that the 
Egyptian pharaoh Ahmose I, the founder of the 18th Dynasty and his successors, after 



having driven the Hyksos out of Egypt continued in their campaign and conquered and 
subjugate the people of Canaan, subsequently creating the Egyptian Late Bronze 
dominion over Canaan. 
 In revising the Egyptians as possible invaders and destroyers, there´s nothing that 
convicingly points to them, on the contrary, it seems to be the opposite. Usually the 
Egyptians as invaders didn´t seek to destroy and raze their enemies but instead they 
sought to subdue them so these enemies could become tribute payers. It was done so by 
the pharaohs of the 18th Dynasty, the dynasty of which Ahmose I was the founder. We 
can see it since Thutmose III, the most possible “real subduer” of Canaan, and his 
successors. 
  Sometimes it´s argued that after conquering Sharuhen Ahmose I wasn´t set on 
subduing Canaan but simply on suppressing it, so he was simply destroying Canaanite 
towns. Although, as already said, it wasn´t the usual Egyptian custom, there´s also 
nothing in the Egyptian records to point to it. From the time of Ahmose I we have the 
accounts of two of his soldiers – “Ahmose, son of Abana (Ebana)” and “Ahmose Pen-
Nekh(e)bet” - who followed him in his campaigns, as well as they followed the 
successive pharaohs, too. 
 Let´s look at what Ahmose, son of Abana, writes of his military career with 
Ahmose I:  
 
     Now when I had established a household, I was taken to the ship "Northern", 
because I was brave. I followed the sovereign on foot when he rode about on his chariot. 
When the town of Avaris was besieged, I fought bravely on foot in his majesty's presence. 
Thereupon I was appointed to the ship khaemmennefer ("Rising in Memphis"). Then 
there was fighting on the water in "P'a-djedku" of Avaris (a water canal of Avaris). I 
made a seizure and carried off a hand (a proof of killing). When it was reported to the 
royal herald the gold of valour was given to me. Then they fought again in this place; I 
again made a seizure there and carried off a hand. Then I was given the gold of valour 
once again.  
     Then there was fighting in Egypt to the south of this town. and I carried off a man 
as a living captive. I went down into the water - for he was captured on the city side - and 
crossed the water carrying him. When it was reported to the royal herald I was rewarded 
with gold once more.  
     Then Avaris was despoiled, and I brought spoil from there: one man, three 
women; total, four persons. His majesty gave them to me as slaves. Then Sharuhen was 
besieged for three years. His majesty despoiled it and I brought spoil from it: two women 
and a hand. Then the gold of valour was given me, and my captives were given to me as 
slaves.  
     Now when his majesty had slain the nomads of Asia, he sailed south to Khent-
hen-nefer (a Nubian region south of the second cataract), to destroy the Nubian Bowmen. 
His majesty made a great slaughter among them, and I brought spoil from there: two 
living men and three hands. Then I was rewarded with gold once again, and two female 
slaves were given to me. His majesty journeyed north, his heart rejoicing in valour and 
victory. He had conquered southerners, northerners.  
     Then Aata came to the South. His fate brought on his doom. The gods of Upper 
Egypt grasped him. He was found by his majesty at Tent-taa (probably a place in Kush, 



the canal of Tinettaa). His majesty carried him off as a living captive, and all his people 
as booty. I brought two young warriors as captives from the ship of Aata. Then I was 
given five persons and portions of land amounting to five arura in my town. The same 
was done for the whole crew. 

  Then came that foe named Tetian. He had gathered the malcontents to himself. 
His majesty slew him; his troop was wiped out. Then I was given three persons and five 
arura of land in my town. (http://www.reshafim.org.il/ad/egypt/ahmose_inscription.htm) 
 
 So here we can see that except the sieges of Avaris and Sharuhen, he states none. 
There would have been numerous opportunities to sieges in Canaan, if one wants to 
conquer this country. He only mentions two campaigns in Nubia and a rebellion by 
Tetian. And also one point that is usually left overlooked or uncommented – after the 
capture of Sharuhen, “his majesty had slain the nomads of Asia” and only then sailed 
south to Nubia. These nomads, or Shosu, as they are called, could have been either the 
nomads of Negev, biblical Amalekites or Edomites – or there is another possibility. The 
most common dates for Ahmose I´s reign are about 1550–1525 BC, although other dates 
1570–1546, 1560–1537 and 1551–1527 are given, too (p. 193, Nicolas Grimal, 1988; pp. 
47-49, Wolfgang Helk, 1983). He came to throne at about 10 - so his mother, Ahhotep, 
reigned as regent until he was of age – and he reigned about 25 years, dying at 35 (pp. 
192-194, Nicolas Grimal, 1988). It is thought that the defeat of the Hyksos occurred 
relatively late in Ahmose's reign (p. 209, Ian Shaw, 2000), although at the latest in his 
22th regnal year (p. 195, Donald B. Redford, 1967). If we suppose the Canaan´s 
Conquest to have occured around 1550 BCE – again, we can´t be precise here – it is 
possible that at the time of Ahmose I´s capture of Sharuhen Canaan had been already laid 
waste by the 1550 intruder. So, after capturing Sharuhen Ahmose I had nobody to fight in 
the plundered country, inhabited only by roving nomads, the Israelites. And that´s why 
Ahmose, son of Abana, could have written that after “his majesty had slain the nomads of 
Asia”, he turned south. (If these Shosu were met north of Sharuhen and we suppose the 
1550 Conquest of Canaan, this could be the first extra-biblical reference to the Israelites 
in Canaan, more precisely to the tribe of Judah or Simeon). 
 So, after possibly having seen that the country up north was inhabited mainly by 
the Shosu and the towns were in ruins and that there was nothing worth capturing in the 
country – full of ruins and roved only by nomads - he turned south.  
 Presenting this situation, too, one can ask why the Hyksos had fortified 
themselves in Sharuhen (on the basis of Josh 19,6 supposed to be Tell el-Farah /South/) 
and not, let´s say, at Tell el-´Ajjul, being a bit closer to Egypt. Of course, there could have 
been other reasons for them going supposedly to Tell el-Farah (S), but this could be one 
of the possibilities. Another interesting point comes from Josephus, citing Manetho. He 
says that the Hyksos, after leaving Sharuhen, went to Syria (Book 1, section 73, Josephus 
Flavius, Against Apion, quoting Manetho´s Aegyptiaca, from 
http://www.reshafim.org.il/ad/egypt/manetho_hyksos.htm)... Again, this source is 
relatively late, but if one takes the possibility that Canaan had really been destroyed and 
deurbanized already at that time, the Hyksos´ journey to Syria – to their kinship - seems 
only natural…  



 Anyway, although Ahmose´s, son of Abana, testimony about Canaan is only such, 
we have also others about the possible presence of Ahmose I´s in Canaan. Although 
Ahmose Pen-Nekhbet writes much less that Ahmose, son of Abana, he writes: 
 
 Hereditary prince, count, wearer of the royal seal, chief treasurer, herald [of his 
Lord, ....], Ahmose, called Pen-Nekhbet, triumphant; he says: "I followed King 
Nebpehtire (that is, Ahmose I), triumphant. I captured for him in Zahi (Canaan from the 
south up to the Lebanon border, the Jordan watershed) a living prisoner and a hand." 
 
 Then we an ostracon found in the tomb of Ahmose I´s wife, Ahmose-Nefertari, 
which mentions the king stoppig to hunt at Kedem (Carter 1916: pl. 21, no.4;. 
Vandersleyen 1971: 124 and n. 6). From the Egyptian Middle Kingdom tale of Sinuhe we 
know that Kedem was somewhere near the city of Byblos, so here the region of Lebanon 
or its vicinity is meant (p. 6, James M. Weinstein, 1981). Zahi (Djahi, Djahy or Tjahi) 
was the Egyptian designation for southern Retenu (p. 285, Alan Gardiner, 1961).  
It ran from approximately Ashkelon to Lebanon and inland as far as Galilee (p. 47, 
George Steindorff, 1942). It was the watershed of the Jordan river during the Eighteenth 
dynasty of Egypt and Nineteenth dynasty of Egypt battles with Kadesh. Egyptian 
conflicts with Kadesh are first mentioned in the Twelfth dynasty of Egypt using the term 
Qdem in reference to people coming south from upper Retenu or the watershed of the 
Orontes river (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Djahy). 
 So we can conclude that the Egyptian name for Canaan was Retenu while Djahi 
meant the Jordan watershed, southern Retenu, present-day Cisjordanian and 
Transjordanian territory, and Kedem (Qedem) meant upper Retenu, the Orontes 
watershed, present-day Lebanese territory and most probably the territory in Syria east of 
this Lebanese territory, too. Then we have another piece of evidence, "a graffito in the 
quarry at Tura whereby 'oxen from Canaan' were used at the opening of the quarry in 
Ahmose's regnal year 22." (p. 195, Donald B. Redford, 1967). 
 From these pieces of information (using Ahmose Pen-Nekhbet´s information and 
the Tura graffito´s information) it is sometimes concluded that during his 22nd regnal year 
Ahmose I reached Djahi, southern Canaan, and later (using Ahmose-Nefertari´s ostracon 
information) he reached Kedem, northern Canaan. 
 However, as we can see, all this information is far from describing any campaigns 
in Canaan. Ahmose Pen-Nekhbet´s information – that he reached Djahi – can as well 
mean the Sharuhen operation, as Sharuhen lay in Djahi. The oxen brought from Canaan 
needn´t necessarily have been brought as spoil from Canaan but could have been – now 
the way after the Hyksos´defeat open – procured in many other ways (trade, gift and 
others). So the best information about Ahmose I´s stay in Canaan comes from Ahmose-
Nefertari´s ostracon. But what could mean that “the king stopped to hunt at Kedem” ? It 
offers many interpretations. He could have been there with his soldiers and amused 
himself this way… He could have been there for a visit of some local ruler and it was  
part of entertaining him… 
 So while it seems that Ahmose I really was in Canaan, more precisely in Kedem, 
there´s no mention whatsoever about any campaigns. At around that time, at least tens of 
cities or settlements fell in Canaan. It´s hard to imagine that Ahmose I´s soldiers – 
Ahmose, son of Abana, and Ahmose Pen-Nekhbet – wouldn´t have participated in, at 



least, just any one of these sieges or captures if Ahmose I really had been the conqueror. 
As their records show they served under Ahmose I´s successors at the throne, so we can´t 
explain it by their quitting the military service before Canaan campaign. On the contrary, 
as we´ve seen, Ahmose, son of Abana, after Sharuhen conquest mentions his southern, 
Nubian campaigns under Ahmose I – but nothing in Canaan. So we can say that there´s 
no information about Ahmose I´s Canaan campaign at the very place where would expect 
it to be. Moreover, if Canaan at Ahmose I´s time was really “empty of towns” already, it 
would have explained his relative ease how he got as far north as Kedem. If he had used 
the usual Egyptian “Via Maris” along the coast through a country inhabited only by 
nomads, it would have been easy for him to reached relatively quickly Kedem where 
“civilization started” and there were still many towns and a high degree of urbanization… 
 Also Ahmose I´s successors don´t show any interaction with southern Canaan, 
thus suggesting it was “empty”, “de-urbanized” at their time. With Amenhotep I - 
usually dated to 1526 – 1506 BCE, although it´s diputed 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Amenhotep_I) - we don´t have any recorded campaigns in 
Syrio-Palestine. Ahmose, son of Abana, speaks about a Nubia invasion and the defeat of 
the Nubian army (pp. 17-18, James Henry Breasted, 1906) and Ahmose Pen-Nekhbet 
fought in a campaign in Kush (p. 18, James H. Breasted, 1906). However, it is quite 
possible that they refer to the same campaign. We know that Amenhotep I reached as far 
as the third cataract because he built a temple at Sai (p. 28, Ian Shaw and Paul Nicholson,  
1995). Then Ahmose Pen-Nekhbet also mentions a campaign in Iamu in the land of 
Kehek, but this land is believed to be west of the Nile (p. 310, T.G.H. James, Egypt: 
From the Expulsion of the Hyksos to Amenophis I. in I. E. S. Edwards (ed) et al., 1965). 
 Amenhotep I's Horus and Two Ladies names (first two names), "Bull who 
conquers the lands" and "He who inspires great terror", are generally interpreted to mean 
that Amenhotep I intended upon dominating the surrounding nations (p.202, Nicolas 
Grimal, 1988), so if there had been possibilities to conquer in southern Canaan, it´s 
probable that Amenhotep I would´ve used them. Again, this indicates that southern 
Canaan was poorly inhabited in terms of urban settlements at the time. 
 With his successor, Thutmose I, we do have attested northern campaign. He 
campaigned deep into the Levant and Nubia, pushing the borders of Egypt further than 
ever before (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thutmose_I), so he definitely was a conquest-set 
pharaoh. His reign is usually dated to 1506–1493 BC, although this is disputed, too 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thutmose_I). We know of four his campaigns, three in 
Nubia and one in Syria. The Nubian ones were in his 1st (upon his coronation), 3rd and 4th 
regnal years and the Syrian one in his 2nd. 
 In his first Nubian campaign, according to Ahmose, son of Abana, Thutmose 
travelled down the Nile and fought in the battle, personally killing the Nubian king. Upon 
victory, he had the Nubian king's body hung from the prow of his ship, before he returned 
to Thebes (p. 34, George Steindorff and Keith Seele, 1942). During his reign, he initiated 
a number of projects which effectively ended Nubian independence for the next 500 
years. Among others, he also appointed a man called Turi to the position of viceroy of 
Cush, also known as the "King's Son of Cush.” (p. 27, James H. Breasted, 1906) With a 
civilian representative of the king permanently established in Nubia itself, Nubia did not 
dare to revolt as often as it had and was easily controlled by future Egyptian kings (p. 35, 
George Steindorff and Keith Seele, 1942). 



 But his Syrian campaign is even more interesting for us. In the second year of his 
reign he had a stele cut at Tombos, which records that he built a fortress at Tombos. This 
indicates that he already fought a campaign in Syria; hence, his Syrian campaign may be 
placed at the beginning of his second regnal year (p. 35, George Steindorff and Keith 
Seele, 1942) This second campaign was the farthest north any Egyptian ruler had ever 
campaigned. Although it has not been found in modern times, he apparently set up a stele 
when he crossed the Euphrates River (p. 289, Ian Shaw and Paul Nicholson, 1995). 
During this campaign, the Syrian princes declared allegiance to Thutmose. However, 
after he returned, they discontinued tribute and began fortifying against future incursions 
(p. 36, George Steindorff, 1942). Thutmose celebrated his victories with an elephant hunt 
in the area of Niy, near Apamea in Syria (p.179, Alan Gardiner, 1964) and returned to 
Egypt with strange tales of the Euphrates, "that inverted water which flows upstream 
when it ought to be flowing downstream”. The Euphrates was the first major river which 
the Egyptians had ever encountered which flowed from the north, which was downstream 
on the Nile, to the south, which was upstream on the Nile. Thus the river became known 
in Egypt as simply, "inverted water” (p. 36, George Steindorff, 1942). 
 So we see that this military pharaoh got a firm grip on Nubia by setting up the 
Egyptian administration and presence there and made Syrian princes swore allegiance to 
him. However, we don´t have any record about his activities in Canaan, especially Djahy. 
Moreover, in the above mentioned Tombos Stela he says that when he led a campaign 
into Asia all the way to the Euphrates, he found no one who fought against him (p. 30, 
James H. Breasted, 1906). It can have various interpretations – his predecessor had 
pacified Canaan to a high degree, it was just boasting or at that time Canaan was still so 
little urbanized that there were simply no significant settlements to put pressure on them. 
We´ve seen that his predecessor Amenhotep I doesn´t have any records on Canaan 
campaign, either, so these two latter possibilities seem more probable. Another 
interesting point is his surprise at the Euphrates and its “inverted flow” as the Egyptians 
knew only the Nile flowing northwards as well as the Orontes in the same direction. But 
here comes up another question – didn´t they know the Jordan far closer south which 
flows southwards exactly as the Euphrates ? So again there are two possibilities – either 
the Jordan was too small to be considered a proper “river” or at that time they hadn´t 
known the Jordan… It could be possible if in Canaan they really only had used the Via 
Maris to get quickly along the coast past the deurbanized country to urban Syria… So, 
anyhow we look at it, here too it seems more probable that this military pharaoh had 
nothing to be really concerned with… 
 The next pharaoh, Thutmose II, generally dated from 1493 to 1479 BC, although 
this is much disputed (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thutmose_II), had only two 
campaigns led by his generals. Upon his coronation, Kush rebelled, as it had the habit of 
doing upon the transition of Egyptian kingship, but he seems to have easily crushed this 
revolt with the aid of his military general (p. 50, Breasted, James Henry, 1906).  
Thutmose also seems to have fought against the Shasu Bedouin in the Sinai, in a 
campaign mentioned by Ahmose Pen-Nekhbet (p. 180, Alan Gardiner, 1964). These most 
probably were biblical Amalekites or Edomites. Although this campaign has been called 
a minor raid, there is a fragment which was recorded by Kurt Sethe which records a 
campaign in Upper Retenu, or Syria, which appears to have reached as far as a place 
called Niy where Thutmose I hunted elephants after returning from crossing the 



Euphrates. This quite possibly indicates that the raid against the Shasu was only fought 
en route to Syria (p. 51, James Henry Breasted, 1906). Also here it seems to apply the 
same as with Thutmose I… 
 About Hatshepsut, a successful female pharaoh, usually dated to 1479–1458 BC, 
there´s evidence that she led successful military campaigns in Nubia, the Levant, and 
Syria early in her career and also sent raiding expeditions to Byblos and Sinai shortly 
after the Punt expedition which took place roughly during Hatshepsut's nineteenth year of 
reign. Very little is known about these military expeditions of hers 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hatshepsut). 
 So it seems that it was finally Thutmose III , most often dated to 1479–1426 BCE 
(including the first twenty-two years when he was co-regent to Hatshepsut), nearly a 
hundred years after the MB destruction of Canaanite cities who really came to conquer 
and control the Canaanite cities. After her death and his later rise to being the pharaoh of 
the kingdom, he created the largest empire Egypt had ever seen; no fewer than seventeen 
campaigns were conducted, and he conquered from Niya in north Syria to the fourth 
waterfall of the Nile in Nubia (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thutmose_III). He was an 
active expansionist ruler, sometimes called Egypt's greatest conqueror or "the Napoleon 
of Egypt “ (p. 85, James H. Breasted, 1914). Here, his conquest is depicted in detail. The 
first of his campaigns included the famous Battle of Megiddo (most often dated to 1457 
BCE) where he defeated a coalition of Canaanite and Syrian forces. With this First 
Campaign is associated the so-called “Topographical List of Thutmose III”, with 
toponyms inscribed on the Sixth and Seventh (south) Pylons of the Great Temple of 
Amun at Karnak 
(http://www.archaeowiki.org/Topographical_List,_First_Campaign_of_Thutmose_III). 
It includes many cities from Syria, Lebanon, the area in Syria east of Lebanon and 
Cisjordanian and Transjordanian cities, too, even including the toponym “Negev”. 
Interestingly – although many Canaanite cities are listed there - even at that time no city 
from the hill country has been identified in this list. 
 So it seems that until the reign of Thutmose III the Egyptians hadn´t put their foot 
firmly on Canaan. I think it is in line with the development of LB Canaanite cities. For 
example, according to archaeological record the Late Bronze Age settlement at Tell 
Balatah (Shechem) was not occupied before Late Bronze IB (around 1450; p. 105, 
Lawrence E. Toombs, 1972) when a new fortification system was built on the ruins of the 
Middle Bronze Age fortifications. (p. 71, Eveline J. van der Steen, 2004). As Shechem is 
in the heart of the Central Hill Country, we can say that around 100 years after the MB 
destruction the LB city life had reached the remotest corners of Canaan, although, 
obviously, it never regained its MB development. The same time is approximately the 
time when Thutmose III in the Battle of Megiddo defeats and subdues the coalition of 
Canaanite and Syrian forces. Interestingly, this battle is very similar in style with the 
battles of Joshua at Gibeon and at the Waters of Merom, only much bigger because it 
included not only the combined forces from Canaan, but also from Syria. But on the other 
hand, the cities at that time weren´t so strong and developed as at the end of MBA. First, 
an army is defeated in open battle and then it comes to sieges. Except for the siege of 
Megiddo in his First Campaign, Thutmose III laid many sieges in his following 
campaigns. 



 So we can suppose that it was only with the full LB urban development of Canaan 
that the Egyptians started to control it. It seems natural as it is difficult to control and 
exact tribute on moving nomads. Also, in the conquered MB Canaanite cities we have no 
material which would point to an Egyptian conquest. 
 To sum it up, there are no records – both archaeological and written – that the 
Egyptians controlled southern Canaan, Djahi, in any substantial way at the beginning of 
LBA (LB IA). It seems that it wasn´t until Thutmose III´s time when the Egyptians 
started to control Djahi in a proper way typical for their LB empire. Up to that time it 
seems that they mostly had used the coast and its Via Maris to transfer to northern 
Canaan and Syria where the prospects of spoil, tribute and subjugation were much bigger. 
 These are the reasons why many prominent Egyptologists share similar views. 
Donald Reford and others have shown that Ahmoses' campaign was restricted to 
Sharuhen and its neighborhood to punish the Hyksos (Donald Redford 1979, 274; 
Manfred Bietak 1991, 58; James Weinstein 1981, 1-28). According to Manfred Bietak, 
the first substantial campaign against inland Palestine was by Thutmose III (Manfred 
Bietak 1991, 59)… 
 And we can add a last piece of evidence - from a survey of the Central Hill 
Country Israel Finkelstein does not connect the Egyptian conquest with the end of the 
Middle Bronze Age. He states that “there is no solid archaeological evidence that many 
sites across the country were destroyed simultaneously, and such campaigns would fail to 
explain the wholesale abandonment of hundreds of small rural settlements in the remote 
parts of the land” (James K. Hoffmeier 1990, 87). This “wholesale abandonment of 
hundreds of small rural settlements in the remote parts of the land” doesn´t point to the 
Egyptians, controlling their foreign subjects and exacting tribute. It points to an invader 
set, first of all, on the territory more than tribute and taxes... 
 
The Hyksos 
 After treating the Egyptians a bit at length – which, however, will be useful for 
the later part, considering the life of the Istraelites under the Egyptian might – we can 
look at other possible 1550 destroyers. The next ones from the south are the Hyksos. The 
Hyksos are even less possible destroyers. 
 First of all, they were ethnically and culturally related to the Canaanites, or more 
precisely, to their Amorite overlords, the warring elite. Nearly all Hyksos names were 
convincingly decoded as West Semitic (Donald Redford, 1970, Kim Ryholt, 1997, 
Thomas Schneider, 1998), that is Amorite, of the “Westerners”. In line with this, they had 
a similar culture with the contemporaneous Canaanites. As, for example, Israel 
Finkelstein and Neil Silberman state, during the Egyptian Second Intermadiate Period the 
influence of  Canaanite culture in the Egyptian Goshen (western Delta) gradually rose 
since 1800 BCE until, in ca. 1650 BCE, it had become completely Canaanite (p. 60, 
Israel Finkelstein, Neil Asher Silberman, 2007). So it seems that before, in MBA, the 
contacts were quite tight, so after their expulsion from Egypt they would likely have been 
received by their Canaanite “brothers”. However, as we´ve seen, they seem to have left 
for Syria. 
 Second, if something improbable had happened and they would have attacked 
their kinship, they wouldn´t have destroyed the country the way it is decribed here above, 
the whole territory, including countryside, having been depopulated. They were the 



“ruling elite”, they were used to dominate, they needed their subjects so that they could 
live from them. So they wouldn´t have destroyed the whole culture, the whole social 
hierarchy because this way they would have lost their “resource base”, the main reason 
why they wanted to dominate. Instead, they would just have tried to replace the ruling 
elite and consequently live from this newly acquired “resource base”. 
 And last, they don´t even seem to be strong enough at the time to be able to 
perform something like this. The more they governed in Egypt and got used to easy and 
luxurious life the more they seem to lose their military prowess, a force that may have 
brought them to power in Egypt… Too, if we think about their numbers at Sharuhen, it 
seems strange that the garrison of a single fortress, at that time maybe accustomed more 
to control than to fight, would be able to destroy all southern Canaan, and so relatively 
quickly… 
 For all these reasons, the Hyksos seem to be even less probable conquerors than 
the Egyptians… 
 
The Mitannians 
 The Mitannians, the possible conqueror from the north, were very similar to the 
Hyksos in their style of ruling. Here, I call the Mitannians the inhabitants of the State of 
Mitanni (although they didn´t need to be Hurrians, the ruling layer of this state). The 
Hurrians are people of Hurrian origin not living within the State of Mitanni, for example, 
in Canaan. If we look at the way of their spread in Syria, it tells us much about the 
character of their conquests and rule. 
 As early as Akkadian times, Hurrians (Nairi) are known to have lived east of the 
river Tigris on the northern rim of Mesopotamia, and in the Khabur valley. The group 
which became Mitanni gradually moved south into Mesopotami sometime before the 
17th century BC. Hurrians are mentioned in the private Nuzi texts, in Ugarit, and the 
Hittite archives in Hattushsha (Boğazköy). Cuneiform texts from Mari mention rulers of 
city-states in upper Mesopotamia with both Amurru (Amorite) and Hurrian names. Rulers 
with Hurrian names are also attested for Urshum and Hashshum, and tablets from 
Alalakh (layer VII, from the later part of the old-Babylonian period) mention people with 
Hurrian names at the mouth of the Orontes. There is no evidence for any invasion from 
the northeast. Generally, these onomastic sources have been taken as evidence for a 
Hurrian expansion to the South and the West. Their sphere of influence is shown in 
Hurrian place names, personal names and the spread through Syria of a distinct pottery 
type (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mitanni). 
 So we see that Hurrians also didn´t disrupt the whole culture of a territory where 
they were seeking to penetrate, but they seemed to take over the ruling places and use the 
existing social fabric to their proper use. It wouldn´t be in the very interest to destroy the 
resources on which they lived. As the archaeological record shows, there are the same 
traits in the pottery assemblages, architectural types and diverse craft products in early 
second millennium Canaan and Syria, indicating a homogeneity of MB Levantine 
material cculture (p. 293, Peter M. M. G. Akkermans, Glenn M. Schwartz, 2004). In 
MBA Canaan was culturally “Syrian”, and not “Egyptian”, showing cultural 
homogeneity with the north and, e.g., the use of Akkadian in Amarna Letters even later in 
LBA was one of the remnants of this cultural influence... 



 So on penetrating deeper south the Hurrians wouldn´t have had any reason, 
cultural or other, to behave militarily different from their conduct to the north. They 
wouldn´t have disrupted completely their “material base”. So, for reasons very similar to 
the Hyksos, they don´t seem to be the 1550 destroyer, either. However, it is possible that 
the disruption of southern Canaanite society eased their penetration south in LBA, as it is 
suggested by the above mentioned pharaonic calling of southern Canaan “Hurru”, as well 
as other marks of their quite strong presence… 
 
An Eastern Invasion 
 The next possibility is the invasion from the east, the Transjordanian territory. 
However, here too, as we´ve seen, the relatively high urban character of MB 
Transjordanian society was disrupted, so it´s difficult to look for the destroyer from 
within this territory itself. On the contrary, the Transjordan seems to have suffered the 
same way the Cisjordan did… 
 
Internal Rebellion 
 So the last possibility is an internal rebellion from within Canaanite society itself. 
This is problematic, too. First, as we´ve seen, there´s the problem of the character of this 
destruction, having been “wholesale”, including the countryside and small rural 
settlements, too. Based on this it can´t be explained as a revolt of peasantry against their 
overlords, but the peasantry seems to have been afficted in a similar way as the urbanites 
and the nobility. 
 It´s difficult to explain it as an inter-city rivalry because in that case only some 
cities or some places would have been afflicted, with another prevailing. Or, at worst, it 
would have caused a general period of “weakness” and decline – something like the 
Egyptian “Intermediate Periods” – but eventually the culture would have continued, it 
would´ve resumed relatively shortly thereafter, it wouldn´t have meant a complete 
“erasing” of this culture from vast territories for a long time. The pattern of the MB 
destruction seems to indicate that the Canaanites with their culture were pushed off from 
vast territory and it took them 100 years to “return back” – and that, too, never again in 
such an extent as it had been in MBA… 
 Too, no climatic change has been attested for the area at the time – it seems to be 
the contrary. Although there are studies seeking to explain the MB-LB and LB-IA 
changes in terms of climate – which really could be valid for EB-MB change – the data 
from the closest areas (the Dea Sea, the Hule area) show something else. A study by 
Neev and Emery (1967), cited by Crown (1972), analysed the runoff/evaporation ratios of 
the Dead Sea. Their conclusions indicate a humid spell until ca 2300 BC followed by a 
dry episode, after which the climate remained stable until 0 BC, being 'mostly dry with 
some humid episodes'… The results of this study were confirmed by other studies in the 
area: Horowitz (1971, cited in Crown 1972) came to the same conclusions for the Huleh 
area. The results were modified later by David Neev (cited in Neumann and Parpola 
1987, 161): according to him the results suggested a rise in sea level starting about 2000 
BC, with a stable sea level lasting until Hellenistic times (p. 43, Eveline J van der Steen, 
2004). So there´s no “climatic support” to justify an internal revolt… 
 Considering all this the best explanation seems to be a new social or ethnic group 
coming from the outside… 



The Israelites ?  
 So after revising all the possible destroyers it seems that the invader hadn´t come 
from within the territory, netheir was it any known external power in the area, making 
this destroyer most mysterious… So we can look at the MB destruction from the Israelite 
viewpoint… 
 First, the above mentioned character of conquest of the territory fits best the 
Israelite way. Their primary interest was first of all – although spoil was a part of it, too - 
to acquire land, territory to live. The character of the MB conquest reflects exactly this 
aim, by its complete desertion of both rural and urban settlements. It was not a war for 
supremacy, overlordship, but for territory. 
 Second, of all these nations and social groups in question, only the Istraelites have 
a tradition of conquest - as I´ve tried to show by its various features – very similar to the 
1550 conquest. The known records of any of these communities – in particular, the 
Egyptians – don´t seem to show any signs to make the MB destruction attributable to 
them. 
 Third, the archaeological record, as I´ve tried to show here above, fits very well - 
at least I think so - with their tradition of Conquest, as it was transferred by tradition to 
later generations…  
 Fourth, the early Israel, in its sedentarised form, emerged at the end of LBA in the 
very heart of the territory that they had a tradition to have conquered 250 years earlier… 
 And last, the Israelite invasion – the coming of relatively big number of nomadic 
people – could explain the fact why the Canaanite countryside was so degraded and 
depopulated in LBA, starting in the 16th century BCE (p. 101, Israel Finkelstein, Neil 
Asher Silberman, 2007) … 
 So, after revising all the possible destroyers of MB Canaan we can add yet 
another argument in favour of the Israelite Conquest – the overall pattern of destruction, 
as expressed both in the archeological record and in the surviving Israelite tradition of the 
Conquest… 
 
 
Joshua´s territory and the land of Canaan 
  
 After the defeat of the northern coalition Joshua is said not to stop but continue 
waging war against the kings of the country for a long time, striking them down (Josh 
11,17-18). So we can see that it was the time when cities fell one by one… How big a 
territory did he actually conquer ? How did this territory fit into the whole land of Canaan 
? And could this tell us something more about Canaan of the time ? Here, the Bible tells 
us something, too… 
 At the first glance it seems easy. Maybe the most noticeable – at least, to me - is 
the passage of Josh 13,2-5 when we have a scene that Joshua is already advanced in years 
and God is speaking to him about what country is still to be taken. Here there seem to be 
two big areas that hadn´t been taken – “all the regions of the Philistines and Geshurites, 
from the Shihor River on the east of Egypt to the territory of Ekron on the north, all of it 
counted as Canaanite (the territory of the five Philistine rulers in Gaza, Ashdod, 
Ashkelon, Gath and Ekron – that of the Avvites” (Josh 13,2-3), that is roughly the 
Coastal Plain, and “from the south, all the land of the Canaanites, from Arah of the 



Sidonians as far as Aphek, the region of the Amorites, the area of the Gebalites, and all 
Lebanon to the east, from Baal Gad below Mount Hermon to Lebo Hamath” (Josh 13,4-
5), so a northern territory… 
 
The Unconquered North 
 The northern unconquered territory is divided into three parts. We shall speak 
about this territory, its supposed borders and its other important features more in detail 
later in these two next chapters while setting them in context with other issues that we´ll 
speak about. However, we can delineate this territory roughly now. 
 “From the south, all the land of the Canaanites, from Arah of the Sidonians as far 
as Aphek, the region of the Amorites”, is roughly today´s southwestern Lebanon, or 
Qedem. 
 “The area of the Gebalites” is roughly today´s northwestern Lebanon. “Gebal”, or 
“Gubla” of the Amarna Letters is the ancient name for today´s Byblos, so here “the area 
of the Gebalites” is a region around Byblos. Just how big this region could be and is 
meant here, we shall speak about it later. 
 And for the third region, “all Lebanon to the east, from Baal Gad below Mount 
Hermon to Lebo Hamath”, it´s good to identify one place now. For “Baal Gad below 
Mount Hermon”, its localisation is helped by the fact that it´s placed under Mount 
Hermon, this making it easier. 
 The “Valley of Lebanon” is identified with the Biqa´ Valley and the Hermon is 
identified with Jebel esh-Sheikh, the southern peak of the Antilebanon mountain range. 
Baal Gad is also given as being “in the Valley of Lebanon below Mount Hermon” (Josh 
11,17). The apparent discrepancy between the two descriptions (“in the Valley of 
Lebanon” and “below Mount Hermon”) may be accounted for assuming that the author 
of the descriptions treated the Litani river as part of the valley of Lebanon. For him, 
Lebo-Hamath marked the northern end of the valley and Baal Gad its southern end. Baal 
Gad must be sought north or east of the land of Mizpeh (the Marj-´Ayyun valley) (Josh 
11,3), along the south-western foot of Mount Hermon. It is best located at the 
headquarters of the Hasbani river, near the modern town of Hasbaya (p. 144, Nadav 
Na´aman in, Karel van der Toorn, Bob Becking, Pieter Willem van der Horst, 1999). 
 About Lebo Hamath we shall speak later but it is generally considered to be a 
place somewhere in the today´s Biqa´ Valley, as the expression “all Lebanon to the east”, 
that is east of “the area of the Gebalites” and of the southwestern territory, suggests. So 
the third area could roughly be the Biqa´ Valley, just how much to the north it could be, 
we shall see later. It is also possible that within “all Lebanon to the east” also the area to 
the east of the Antilebanon mountain range is meant, but here only Damascus was a 
major city and otherwise very much of this territory was and is composed of the desert 
and not very arable land. 
 So, all together, we can say that within this northern unconquered territory of Josh 
13,4-5 roughly present-day Lebanon is meant and possibly some territories to the east of 
Lebanon in present-day Syria. For now, the most important point is “Baal Gad under 
Mount Hermon” (at or near Hasbaya) because along this point we can roughly draw a 
west-east line that made the northernmost border of the territory by Josh 13,4-5 given as 
unconquered by Joshua. Let´s look at the other territory given as unconquered, the 
Coastal Plain. 



The Coastal Plain 
 Josh 13,2-3 implies that the Coastal Plain with the five Philistine cities hasn´t 
been taken, either. However, this seems to be in stark contrast with what we´ve said on 
the initial Egyptian incursion into Canaan, starting with Ahmose I where it seems that the 
Egyptians didn´t come across any cities and rather they met the Shosu. It is also in sharp 
contrast with the archaeological record because we find destroyed MB cities here, too. So 
were those really the Egyptians in the end who had conquered and destroyed these 
Coastal Plain cities ? It doesn´t necessarily need to be so. At the beginning of the Book of 
Judges there´s a biblical passage, Judg 1,18, which says that “the men of Judah took 
Gaza, Ashkelon and Ekron”.  
 And it really looks so. MB Gaza is usually considered to be Tell el-´Ajjul . It was 
the largest and richest site in southern Canaan in MB IIB-C 
(p. 25, Celia J. Bergoffen, in Erica Ehrenberg, 2002). The estimates of the size of the 
rectangular Tell el-'Ajjul differ. Petrie (1931: 2) suggested an area of approximately 13 ha 
(32.5 acres) which is occupied by the tell, whereas the corrected estimate of Albright 
(1938: 338) is approximately 11 ha (27.5 acres). The tell is definitely smaller today 
because of erosion and bulldozing. It is difficult today to recognize the eastern limit of 
the tell to the north-east because of levelling and farming 
(http://www.fischer.praktikertjanst.se/default.asp?id=3121). The tell dates from the 
Middle and Late Bronze Age. Archaeological excavations conducted by F. Petrie, its first 
excavator, have shown that the tell’s apogee corresponds to the Middle Bronze II (p. 78, 
Christophe Morhange, Mohamed Hamdan Taha, Jean-Baptiste Humbert, Nick Marriner, 
2005). Around the end of MBA, evidence for mass burning and destruction were 
observed (p. 56, Jonathan Michael Golden, 2004). It was the westernmost of a line of 
fortified cities of the Middle Bronze IIB which were found in the western stretches of the 
Besor river, along its banks of the Besor river, three in its western stretches. These were 
Tell el-´Ajjul, Tell Jemmeh and Tell el-Far´ah (South) which, according to Nadav 
Na´aman, survived into the beginning of the Late Bronze Age. Later, with the destruction 
of Tell el-´Ajjul, the city of Gaza (Tell Ghazze/h/) took its place. Then this line-up of 
three cities (Tell el-Fa´rah, Tell Jemmeh and Gaza) endured throughout the Late Bronze 
Age (p. 247, Nadav Na´aman, 2005). 
 The next one is Ashkelon (Tel Ashkelon/ Tell el-Hadr), one of the oldest, largest 
and most important cities in the Holy Land The city covered some 64 ha (160 acres) (pp. 
56-58, Avraham Negev, Shimon Gibson, 2005). It was a thriving Middle Bronze Age 
(2000-1550 BCE) metropolis (http://www.fas.harvard.edu/~semitic/ashkelon/explore/), 
the biggest MB city on the coast and the second biggest MB city in the whole of 
Cisjordan, only after Hazor. Its commanding ramparts including the oldest arched city 
gate in the world, eight feet wide, and even as a ruin still standing two stories high. The 
thickness of the walls was so great that the mudbrick Bronze Age gate had a stone-lined 
tunnel-like barrel vault, coated with white plaster, to support the superstructure: it is the 
oldest such vault ever found. The Bronze Age ramparts were so capacious that later 
Roman and Islamic fortifications, faced with stone, followed the same footprint, a vast 
semicircle protecting Ashkelon on the landward side. On the sea it was defended by a 
high natural bluff (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ashkelon). This period of the city was 
brought to an end around 1550 BCE (pp. 37-38, John Laughlin, 2006). 



 And the third one was Ekron  (Tel Miqne/Khirbet el-Muqanna´). It is a ca. 20 ha 
(50-acre) tell, with an acropolis of 4 ha (10 acres) and a lower city of 16 ha (40 acres) (p. 
383, David Noel Freedman, Allen C. Myers, Astrid B. Beck, 2000), excavated by Trude 
Dothan and Seymour Gitin. The tell had, apparently, assumed its square shape from the 
original outline of the fortifications of the Middle Bronze Age Canaanite city, which was 
occupied in the period 1750-1550 BCE. This is the lowest level of nine extensively 
excavated strata, and spanned an area of 24 ha (60 acres) or more. The Middle Bronze 
Age city was destroyed and abandoned in the mid-sixteenth  century BCE (p. 98, Trude 
Dothan in Neil Asher Silberman, David B. Small, 1997). 
 So these cities were really conquered around the end of MBA and the Israelites, 
namely the tribe of Judah, had a tradition of their conquest. So could the non-inclusion of 
this territory in Josh 13,2-5 and its stated conquest of Judah (Judg 1,18) mean that at the 
time of Joshua this territory hadn´t been conquered, and only subsequently it was taken 
by Judah ? Although at the first glance it may look so, it doesn´t necessarily need to be 
so, either. 
 There´s another biblical passage, maybe at first not so apparent, Josh 11,16-17, 
which says that 
 
 “Joshua took this entire land: the hill country, all the Negev, the whole region of 
Goshen, the western foothills, the Arabah and the mountains of Israel with their foothills, 
from Mount Halak, which rises toward Seir, to Baal Gad in the Valley of Lebanon below 
Mount Hermon”. 
 
 Many of the regions are clear – the Arabah is the Jordan Valley from the 
Genesareth Lake down to the Dead Sea, the hill country are the hills of the Central and 
Southern Hill Country, the Negev is the desert south to these hills. Then we have the 
region of Goshen, the western foothills and the mountains of Israel with their foothills, 
and here, the different interpretations begin. Because “foothills” is in some translations 
translated as “lowland”. So in its first meaning it could mean that only present-day 
“Shephelah” – that is, the southern western foothills of Judah – were taken and not the 
adjacent Coastal Plain, and in the latter meaning, the “lowland was taken”, it could mean 
that the whole territory as far as the coast has been conquered. So here we have a very 
good example of how translation is sometimes not a “pure translation” but at the same 
time an interpretation. Because the first translation, the “foothills”, means that it is in line 
with Josh 13,2-5 where the Coastal Plain is said not to have been taken, while the latter 
translation, the “lowland”, could mean that the territory of the Coastal Plain has been 
taken and is in open contradiction with Josh 13,2-5… The same applies to the translation 
“the mountains of Israel with their foothills”, in the first meaning the coast of Akko is 
excluded and in the latter it is included. 
 It is due to the Hebrew word used, שפלה (sh´fela), literally “low country”  
(http://strongsnumbers.com/hebrew/8219.htm), coming fromשפל (shaphel) meaning 
„abase“, „bring down“, „bring low“ (http://strongsnumbers.com/hebrew/8213.htm), so 
here the translation „lowland“ is completely justified and it could mean „the territory as 
far as the coast“. But how can we know ? 
 Could the last unexplained territory, the “Land of Goshen”, help us here ? It is 
generally agreed that Goshen was the region east of the Bubastic branch of the Nile 



(http://bibleencyclopedia.com/goshen.htm) in Egypt. But here, a territory not in Egypt is 
described but somewhere in the Cisjordan. Could this name, Cisjordanian “Land of 
Goshen”, going in the logical line, be the adjacent territory to the “Egyptian Goshen”, the 
present-day Costal Plain ? Yes, it can. But it can be also the territory between the Coastal 
Plain and the present-day Egyptian “Wadi Arish” because it is also next to the Egyptian 
Goshen, even closer… I rather think it is an older name for the Coastal Plain. But can we 
be surer ? 
 Fortunately, there is yet another biblical passage describing this territory, and it 
Josh 10,40-41, closing the description of the southern campaign. It follows 
 
 “So Joshua subdued the whole region, including the hill country, the Negev, the 
western foothills and the mountain slopes, together with all their kings…Joshua subdued 
them from Kadesh Barnea to Gaza and from the whole region of Goshen to Gibeon” 
 
 So here again we have a similar territory, this time not the whole “Djahi” but the 
territory only as far north as Gibeon, simply “the south”. Again, instead of “foothills” 
we´ve got שפלה (sh´fela), so it could mean “lowland”, too. Interesting is the addition of 
“slopes”, literally אשדות (ashedoth). 'Ashedah is "a pouring out,", “a spring” 
(http://bibleencyclopedia.com/ashdoth.htm), so plural 'ashedoth are springs, hence “the 
places – which are usually the slopes - of a mountain from which springs gush forth”. So 
it seems that here in this passage “the springs”, “the slopes” are added to make it clearer 
what territory is meant – הר (har) the “mountain”, that is the “hill country”, שפלה 
(sh´fela) the “lowland”, that is the Coastal Plain, and אשדות (ashedoth) the „springs“, the 
„slopes“, meaning the foothills between the hill country and the Coastal Plain, that is the 
present-day „Shephelah“. This interpretation could be confirmed in the following verse 
where this territory is described as being „from Kadesh Barnea to Gaza“ and „from the 
whole region of Goshen to Gibeon“ (Josh 10,41). Interestingly, it looks like „from west 
to east“ and „from south to north“. In this interpretation it could mean that Kadesh 
Barnea lay more to the west (somewhere near the southern tip of the Dead Sea) than to 
the south and „the region of Goshen“ was meant as the south. However, what´s most 
important to us is that Gaza on the coast is included, meaning that by „the hill country, 
the springs and the lowland“ really a territory as far as the coast is meant... So it seems 
justified to conclude and conjecture that in Josh 11,16-17 and Josh 10,40-41 the territory 
down to the coast is meant as having been conquered and this is in line with Judg 1,18 
and the MB archaeological record, too. 
 However, why do we have then Josh 13,2-5 where the Coastal Plain is not 
included as “conquered” ? I think that reason is – and the mention of the “Philistine 
Pentapolis” seems to confirm it more – that this passage is a later Iron Age text. At that 
time the Coastal Plain was in the hands of the Philistines and the Israelites of the time 
may have forgotten that once they had really conquered this territory and so the IA scribe 
put the words into God´s mouth saying to Joshua that this territory is still to be 
conquered… On the other hand the passages of Josh 10,40-41, Josh 11,16-17 and Judg 
1,18 seem to reflect an older, MB tradition, as it has been evidenced by the 
archaeological record. Too, the first two of these passages are in the chapters of Josh 1-
12 where, at least as I think, most - though not exclusively - of the MB tradition is 



included, and Josh 13,2-5 is among the chapters of Josh 13-24 where – again, not 
exclusively – many LB and IA traditions are intermingled. 
 Next, when speaking about the northern territory of Josh 11,16, this 
understanding of the sh´phelah helps us to have an idea of what territory is meant here by 
“the mountains of Israel and their foothills”, i.e. “lowland”, “sh´phelah”. In this line it 
can be the whole territory of the northern Djahi down to the coast, including the 
mountains of Galilee, the Jezreel and the whole Plain of Akko, too. And indeed, if we 
look at the archaeological record, the city of Achzib (Tel Achziv/Tell Az-Zeeb), being 
located on the coast, a 7 ha (17.5-acre) site, a walled MB city, with MB IIB fortifications 
including a rampart system (a fosse and stone revetment), had these fortifications 
violently destroyed at the beginning of LBA (p. 16, Avraham Negev, Shimon Gibson, 
2005). 
 With Akko/Tell el-Fukhar (Tell el-Fukhkhar), it is less clear. It was excavated 
by Moshe Dothan with the assistance of Avner Raban and Michal Artzy. Preliminary 
reports indicate that the earliest occupation of the site dated to MB I or II. The first two 
phases of the rampart fortifications system are dated to MB II and in one area a city gate 
was excavated. The glacis was later shaved during the MB III at the upper part to form a 
flat area for the construction of buildings. The last phase of fortifications was composed 
almost entirely of sand. These ramparts probably continued to function into Late Bronze 
Age. However, little material remains indicating occupation were present during this 
period and there was no evidence of a destruction. In addition, no Late Bronze walls or 
city gate were found despite this being a major focus of the excavations. However, there 
have been some problems with the dating of some buildings and stratigraphy which will 
hopefully be cleared up by the final reports (pp. 130-2, Michael G. Hasel, 1998). So it is 
possible that Akko wasn´t conquered, but it is also possible that it was conquered 
sometime at the beginning of LBA despite not having found traces of conquest, as was 
the case of Megiddo. Little LB material remains found could indicate that the site could 
have abandoned at least in the beginning of LBA. From the time of Thutmose III on, we 
know that the city was occupied, as we see it from the Karnak topographical list of 
Thutmose III and from Amarna Letters (p. 130, ibid), although it was not fortified, which 
was usual for coastal towns of the time, though. 
 So, with Achzib destroyed at the beginning of LBA and Akko having little LB 
material remains, one could cautiously surmise that in the beginning of LBA the MB 
conqueror controlled the whole of Akko Plain including the coast. 
 So, to conclude the Coastal and Akko Plains, it seems that the Israelites around 
the end of MBA really did conquer the whole of Cisjordan, from the Arabah to the coast, 
as the Bible and the archaeological record show us, although they may have stayed some 
pockets of former occupation, as it is suggested by the Bible, too (Josh 23,7; 23,12; Judg 
2,21-23). However, what is not completely clear, is who actually did it. For example, in 
Josh 10,36-39 Joshua and the Israelites are said to have conquered Hebron and Debir, but 
in Josh 15,13-17 and Judg 1,9-13 only Judah is said to conquer these two cities. In Josh 
10,40-41 and 11,16-17 Joshua is said to conquer the Coastal Plain and from Judg 1,18 it 
seems that it was Judah. All these things could have happened during Joshua´s life or 
relatively shortly thereafter, here the tradation is blurry… What we can say is that the 
biblical tradition holds that the Israelites conquered the whole of Cisjordan and the dating 
to around the end of MBA seems to fit, too. Here too, it is also possible – as the 



archaeological record suggest – that some of these conquests were done at the beginning 
of LB (by the tribes of Judah for the Costal Plain and the tribe of Asher for the Akko 
Plain). However, as we´ve seen in the case of Hormah, all these conquests relatively 
shortly before (Arad, Heshbon and others) and after MB end are considered to belong in 
the Israelite perception to the same MB tradition… 
 
Josh 11,16-17 and the North 
 Also, while the situation in the Coastal Plain at the end of the Middle Bronze Age 
and the beginning of Late Bronze Age seems to be different from what is suggested by 
Josh 13,2-3, on the other hand Josh 11,17 confirms the information of Josh 13,4-5 that 
“Baal Gad under Mount Hermon” was the southernmost limit of the unconquered 
territory and gives the same “Baal Gad under Mount Hermon” as the northernmost limit 
of the conquered territory… So we can assume that this was really the fact at the end of 
MBA/beginning of LBA. The reason for this conformity could be that from the beginning 
of LBA until IA the situation didn´t change in broad terms and in this time this territory 
was never firmly in the hands of the Israelites.  
 
The Coastal Plain cities and their “List” implications 
 What´s also noteworthy in relation to the MB cities of the Coastal Plain and the 
Akko Plain, it´s their non-inclusion in the “List of the Defeated Kings”. We´ve seen that 
in the “List” major MB cities conquered relatively shortly before, at and after the end of 
MBA have been included. Gaza (Tell el-´Ajjul) with ca. 12 ha (30 acres), Ashkelon with 
some 64 ha (160 acres), Ekron with some 24 ha (60 acres) and Achzib with 7 ha (17.5 
acres), too, would have easily fitted in the “List”, and yet, they are not included… What 
could be reason of this ? 
 I think the reason seems to be this later IA tradition, as expressed in Josh 13,2-5. 
We can´t be sure when exactly this “List” was drawn up. There seem to be indications of 
some manipulation with the “List”, of “adjusting” it to some later state of knowledge.  
 In verse 13 the town of Gerar may have become a later better known town of 
Geder. The town of Meron (Mi´ilya) may have been added to the town of Shimron and a 
new Shimron Meron was created in verse 20. 
 In the LXX in verse 18 the two towns of Aphek and Lasharon became one, 
βασιλεα Aφεκ της Σαρων (basilea Aphek tes Saron), “the Kingdom Aphek of the 
Sharon” . And the verses 19 and 20, describing – as we´ve seen – the area where the 
changes from its MB state to its later states may have been biggest is in the LXX 
completely shuffled and changed. “Madon” of verse 19 moved into verse 20 where 
together with “Meron” they created Μαρρων (Marron), a completely different city. The 
city of Shimron changed into Συµοων (Symoon) and the city of Achshaph into Αζιφ 
(Azif). So in the LXX these verses are as follows 
 
 19. Kingdom Asor (that it, Hazor) 
 20. Kingdom Symoon, Kingdom Marron, Kingdom Azif 
 
 The same chnges happened in the LXX in Josh 11,1 where these cities are given 
as the main participants of the northern campaign. Most probably these MB cities were 



changed for similarly sounding and regionally roughly corresponding later cities, 
regardless their contemporaneous size and importance. 
 So although we can see that there have been manipulations with the “List” of 
Joshua 12, fortunately these manipulations haven´t “erased” completely the MB character 
of the “List” which can be seen at a closer look, as we´ve tried to show so far. 
 However, as to the cities of the Coastal Plain, I think that they too seem to have 
suffered from later interferences and have been removed. As stated, the reason could the 
later tradition expressed in Josh 13,2-5 when in the Iron Age the area was under the 
Philistine habitation. So the only tradition that has been left as to their earlier MB status, 
significance and the following conquest is Judg 1,18. 
 And we can say more about these cities. Based on their MB size - Gaza (Tell el-
´Ajjul) 12 ha (30 acres), Ashkelon 64 ha (160 acres), Ekron 24 ha (60 acres) - and their 
location they really seem to have been the three power centres of the end of MBA, their 
inclusion and enumeration in Judg 1,18 doesn´t seem to be accidental at all and it seems 
to reflect – same as the composition of the chief cities of the northern coalition in Josh 
11,1 – their leading role in their respective sub-areas of the Costal Plain at the end of 
MBA. 
 Very interesting is a comparison of this verse with verse Josh 11,22 from the 
whole passage on the Anakites (Josh 11,21-22).This verse says that “no Anakites were 
left in Israelite territory; only in Gaza, Gath and Ashdod did any survive”, suggesting that 
these were the cities that hadn´t been conquered and this had allowed the Anakites to 
survive. All together the verses Judg 1,18 and Josh 11,22 speak about all five cities of the 
future Philistine Pentapolis, they speak about the relatively same territory but each one of 
these verses highlights (except for common Gaza) a different city. I think this is not an 
accident, either. 
 If we look at Ashdod (Tel Ashdod/Tell Isdud), it is a mound of two parts - the 
acropolis, with an area of approximately 8 ha (20 acres) and the lower city, with an area 
of at least 28 ha (70 acres) (p. 55, Avraham Negev, Shimon Gibson, 2005). The first 
fortified city was there already in MB III (MB IIC), consisting of walls, a rampart and a 
two-entry gate (p. 34, John Laughlin, 2006). The city acropolis was apparently fortified 
by means of a substantial mud brick wall. The lower city was seemingly not occupied 
during the MB period (http://www.archaeowiki.org/Ashdod). From an archaeological 
perspective, the main periods of occupation were during the Late Bronze and Iron Ages 
(p. 34, John Laughlin, 2006), when it represented a city of primary importance 
(http://www.archaeowiki.org/Ashdod). 
 The LB Canaanite occupation dated from ca. 1450 – 1230 BCE. It had brick 
buildings and stone pavements of courtyards and streets and perhaps a public building 
with thick walls (p. 55, Avraham Negev, Shimon Gibson, 2005). Area G revealed the 
construction of several phases of strong brick fortifications, or - more likely - fortified 
buildings that continued throughout LB II strata. The thick brick walls (1.20 m wide) of 
these structures were placed on tall stone foundations. In regard to its plan, this building 
has been likened to that of the Egyptian 'residencies' revealed at a variety of other sites 
from the period. A fragmentary stone doorjamb inscribed with the title of an Egyptian 
'fanbearer on the king's right hand', perhaps resident in Ashdod, is thought to have 
originated in this building (http://www.archaeowiki.org/Ashdod). The lower city south of 
the acropolis also contained houses dating to the same phases of LBA. It was apparently 



fortified by a brick wall, placed on a high stone foundation (p. 55, Avraham Negev, 
Shimon Gibson, 2005). The pottery of the last Canaanite stratum included local 
Canaanite forms, imported Mycenaean IIIB vessels and late Cypriote ware of well-
attested types of the late 13th cnt BCE, all testifying to the city´s connection to the 
international trading network of the period (Moshe Dothan 1978, 126) (p. 65, Seymour 
Gitin, William G. Dever, 1989).  
 So there was a large and prosperous Late Bronze city located at Tel Ashdod – 
what´s interesting, this important LB city is not mentioned either in the Amarna Letters 
or in any other Late Bronze Egyptian source (p. 156, Nadav Na´aman, 2005b). As Nadav 
Na´aman suggested, the name “Ashdod” is only of a later provenience and in LBA the 
city may have been called Tianna in the Amarna Letters (pp. 156-163, ibid), something 
similar to, as the Bible preserves it, when the towns of Hebron, Debir and Hormah were 
called Kiriath Arba (Josh 14,15; 15,13), Kiriath Sepher (Josh 15,15; Judg 1,11-12) a 
Zephath (Judg 1,17), respectively, before. 
 We can also say that nearby this city was a merchant settlement at Tel Mor, some 
5 km north of Ashdod and under a kilometer from the sea. It had a harbour from which, 
in LBA, wine and oil were being exported to Cyprus and Egypt. During the 18th Dynasty 
there were storehouses with walls four feet thick. Ramses II and his successors erected a 
garrisoned fortress of several stories to protect the maritime trade. The archaeological 
evidence shows that the fortress came to a violent end and the flourishing port ceased to 
prosper, during the second half of the 13th cnt BCE. It was a abandoned a while and then 
a smaller Egyptian fortress was subsequently built (p. 81, Trudy Ring, Robert M. Salkin, 
Sharon La Boda, 1996). 
 The second city mentioned in Josh 11,22 is Gath (Tell es-Safi/Tel Tsafit), 
currently being excavated by Aren Maeir. The site is over 40 hectares in area 
(http://ancientneareast.tripod.com/Gath_Safi.html). Finds from the MB IIB (and a few 
MB IIA) were found on various parts of the tell in the survey (including a scarab of 
Khyan, found in the 1960s). Recently, in the 2006 season, evidence of an impressive MB 
IIB fortification was found in the vicinity of the summit of the tell, comprising a stone 
wall/tower and a packed earth rampart/glacis. 
 The Late Bronze remains at the site are impressive as well, evidence of the 
Canaanite city of Gath, which is mentioned in the El-Amarna letters. Finds from this 
period include a large, apparently public building, cultic-related finds, and a small 
collection of Egyptiaca, including two Egyptian hieratic inscriptions, both inscribed on 
locally-made vessels. This city was apparently destroyed at the end of the Late Bronze 
Age, most probably with the arrival of the Philistines 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gath_%28city%29). Tell es-Safi was one of the three 
dominant cities on the western border of the Shephelah during the Late Bronze Age 
period, between Gezer on the north and Lachish on the south 
(p. 412, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, E-J, 1982) and seems to have been a centre of its 
territorial polity (pp. 71-72, John Strange, in Mogens Herman Hansen, 2000). 
 If we compare it with Ekron, we´ve seen that Ekron in MBA was already a 24-ha 
(60-acre) town comprising its acropolis and lower city while Gath´s MB fortifications 
were found in the vicinity of the tell´s summit. On the other hand, during the Late Bronze 
Age Ekron was resettled on a smaller scale of about 4 ha (10 acres) on the upper tell  



(p. 98, Trude Dothan in Neil Asher Silberman, David B. Small, 1997) while Ashdod 
seems to be a really major Late Bronze Age Canaanite city. No wonder that Aren Maeir 
speaks about a “jigsaw” relationship between nearby Ekron and Gath, meaning that at the 
time that one city was big the other was small and vice-versa 
 A similar situation seems to be with Ashkelon and Ashdod. In MBA Ashkelon 
was a city similar to only Hazor in Cisjordan and relatively nearby Ashdod was occupied 
only on the acropolis. In LBA the situation seems to change – at Ashkelon LB remains 
have been uncovered in the southern part of the tel, with fragmentary buildings and brick-
line burial vaults reminiscent of those found at Tell el-Daba (Avaris) in the Nile 
Delta.(pp. 56-58, Avraham Negev, Shimon Gibson, 2005) and generally not much is 
known from this period, although the city is known from the Amarna Letters. 
 In case of Gaza the location seems to move from MB Tell el-´Ajjul to LB Tell 
Ghazze(h), which was the Egyptian main stronghold in the province and the capital of the 
province Canaan (pp. 69-72, John Strange, in Mogens Herman Hansen, 2000). 
 So, based on it all, we can really conclude that both texts – although they speak 
seemingly about the same territory - speak about different time periods. Judg 1,18, of 
Judah capturing “Gaza, Ashkelon and Ekron – each city with its territory”, is the 
reflexion of a Middle Bronze tradition. These three cities seem to dominate the Coastal 
Plain of the time – with Ashdod being the satellite town of nearby Ashkelon and Gath of 
nearby Ekron. In LBA, however, the situation changed and Ashdod and Gath appear to 
become dominant over Ashkelon and Ekron, thus showing that Josh 11,22 reflects a Late 
Bronze tradition, one of the very few such passages – in my view - of the Middle Bronze 
chapters of Joshua 1-12...  
 This changing situation wasn´t obviously understood and remembered by the later 
tradition. It´s interesting to note that the LXX “corrects” Judg 1,18 and instead of Hebrew 
“conquered these cities” says “didn´t conquer these cities”. This “correction” is well in 
line with the following verse 19 “The Lord was with the men of Judah. They took 
possession of the hill country, but they were unable to drive the people from the plains, 
because they had iron chariots” and that´s most probably the reason why this “correction” 
was made, simply to organize the information of this passage as a “logical whole”. 
 However, the verse 19 seems to be of a later, Late Bronze or Iron Age origin – as 
it is suggested by the mention of “iron chariots”, too - and that why it wasn´t in line with 
the information of the previous, obviously Middle Bronze verse 18. Fortunately for us, 
both of these pieces of information were preserved while composing this whole passage 
in Hebrew, despite its apparent illogicity. But later a Septuagint scribe, understandably 
not knowing the historical context, considered this illogicity, as it seems, just an earlier 
scribal error and “corrected” it… 
 So, considering this all, it seems that in Middle and Late Bronze Ages there were 
fewer dominant cities on the Coastal Plain and a real pentapolis emerged only in Iron 
Age with the Philistine arrival. And last, I think, the data from Judg 1,18 – expressing this 
Israelite tradition - and their seeming agreement with the archaeological record could be 
another contribution in favour of the belief that the Coastal Plain was conquered by the 
Israelites and not the Egyptians… 
 
 
 



The six biblical areas 
 So, to assess all the areas described by the Bible, we can say that out of the six 
biblical areas being depicted as conquered around the times of Joshua – the Coastal Plain, 
the Far South, the Southern Hill Country and the Shephelah, the Central Hill Country and 
the Sharon, the Jezreel and Galilee, the Transjordan – four of them, with the current state 
of knowledge, seem to point to the Middle Bronze Age. These are  
 
 - the Far South with Tel Malhatah as Arad existing only in MBA and Gerar being 
an important MBA city, 
 - the Coastal Plain with dominant Gaza, Ashkelon and Ekron as a reflexion of the 
MB state-of-power in opposition to Gaza, Ashdod and Gath dominant in the following 
LBA, 
 - the Jezreel and Galilee with dominant Hazor, Madon, Shimron and Achshaph, 
each the biggest MB town having been conquered in their respective sub-region, most 
expressly visible in case of Shimron as the biggest and most important MB town in the 
Jezreel in opposition to its relatively minor status in the subsequent periods, 
 - the Transjordan with its stronger Middle Bronze urban character in opposition to 
its much weaker urban and much stronger nomadic character in Late Bronze Age, most 
significantly visible in the case of Heshbon (Tall el-Hammam) and its satellite settlements 
where at the end of MBA significant urban settlement existed, in opposition to the 
nomadic and non-urban character of this territory in the subsequent Late Bronze Age. 
 
 In the case of the Southern Hill Country and the Shephelah – as of now, its 
description can fit both MBA and LBA as all mentioned cities of this territory seem to be 
inhabited and have some importance in both of these periods. However, if we include 
Jericho which in the Arabah east of the Southern Hill Country, which was heavily 
fortified and ended up in a conflagration at the end of MBA as opposed to its small, 
unimportant and unfortified settlement in the 14th cnt and no occupation between 1300 
BCE and the 11th cnt, also this region points to MBA rather than LBA… 
 In the case of the Central Hill Country and the Sharon, it´s interesting. According 
to the preserved literary sources, Shechem seems to have been an extremely important 
city of the Central Hill Country at the beginning of MBA (Egyptian Execrations Texts) 
and in LBA (Amarna Letters). However, in the “List” Shechem is not stated, instead 
Tappuah (Tell Skeikh Abu Zarad), Hepher (Tell el-Muhaffar) and Tirzah (Tell el-Far´ah 
North) are given. It would be interesting to see through excavation if this corresponds to 
the actual situation at the end of Middle Bronze Age, if these sites had outgrown and 
were really bigger and more important at that time than the contemporaneous Shechem, 
something similar to Akko and Tel Kabri where Akko seems to be important at the 
beginning of MBA and later, but Kabri seems to be more important at the end of MBA 
(pp. 8-19, Assaf Yasur-Landau, Eric H. Cline, George A. Pierce, 2008), though… 
 
The “List” implications for other cities 
 After treating the Coastal Plain cities we can look at the Akko Plain coastal cities, 
too. I think Achzib with its 7 ha (17.5-acre) and its destruction at the beginning of LBA, 
thus meeting the “requirements”, could have made its way into the “List” but the IA 
tradition, too – the coast north of the Carmel range was inhabited by the Phoenicians - 



may have removed its place from the tradition that made the final arrangement of the 
“List of the Defeated Kings”. However, in the case of this city we don´t even have a 
written memory of its initial conquest, as we have it in case of Gaza, Ashkelon and 
Ekron. 
 In case of Akko , as we´ve already said, on the basis of its material remains known 
so far we can´t be sure of its conquest. However, even if it had been conquered at the 
beginning of LBA, it wouldn´t have stayed in the final redaction of the “List”, just like 
the Coastal Plain cities and Achzib, for the same reasons… 
 And after dealing with the northern Akko Plain cities there are two remaining 
“List” cities that need further comment – and it´s Gezer and Jerusalem. 
 Gezer is in the “List” and on the same time this city is twice (Josh 16,10; Judg 
1,29) given as unconquered. What doest it mean – that its king was defeated (Josh 10,33) 
but the city itself never conquered ? Although maybe that´s the message that the editor of 
the text wanted to convey but it doesn´t need to be so. It may have come here to 
something that I have called for myself “harmonization” or “alignment”. 
 We´ve seen (Josh 12,7) that although the “List” enumerates the defeated kings, in 
all probability their territory (and very probably, their cities, too) is meant here as 
defeated or conquered. We´ve seen, too, from the archaeological record, that Gezer was 
really conquered at the end of MBA, and in a substantial conflagration. So this is in line. 
Why then the city is given twice as unconquered ? 
 And here, I think, it came to “harmonization”. After its initial conquest, after 
some time Gezer again was regained and reinhabited by the Canaanites. It all was eased 
by the fact that the Israelites were nomadic at the time and didn´t dwell in the cities. And 
then, after Gezer´s reinhabitation by the Canaanites, it wasn´t so easy already for the 
Israelites to drive out the inhabitants of LB Gezer. So in LBA and later Gezer remained 
for a long time in the hands of the Canaanites and the Israelites regained it again only at 
the time of Solomon. 
 So the Israelites had two traditions – the tradition of Gezer´s conquest, the older 
one, and the tradition of Gezer having been inhabited by the Canaanites for a long time, 
the newer one. Of course, after some time, relatively long time – if the Conquest 
happened at around 1550 BCE, the Late Bronze Age finished at around 1200 BCE and 
Iron Age I at around 1000 BCE – they could have asked themselves how it was possible 
that although they had a tradition of Gezer´s conquest, Gezer had been so long, as they 
remembered, inhabited by the Canaanites. Too, with time the old memory or tradition of 
Gezer´s conquest – also confronted with the “new” reality of unconquered Gezer - could 
have got more and more “blurry”, uncertain and unclear. 
 So, finally, when it came to editing the text of the Book of Joshua, the later editor 
– working maybe with some old texts or traditions - sought to “reconcile” these different 
and often contradictory traditions or facts. Gezer had apparently been in the hands of 
others, but they had some distant and old tradition of conquering that city. So maybe the 
city itself hadn´t been conquered – it was just a very old tradition and can such a tradition 
be completely trustworthy ? - only its king may have been conquered in a different battle. 
The city hadn´t been conquered and its king was still defeated in a battle. This seemed to 
be in line both with the tradition and the contemporaneous “reality”, so the editor 
“harmonised” the tradition this way “harmonisation” happened, “harmony” with the 
tradition and reality… 



 Doing something like that is completely natural for logically thinking people. The 
only disadvantage of this natural behaviour is that this way some very distant and true 
memories are lost and elude from our common consciousness… 
 I think more cases of “harmonization” or “alignment” happened with the tradition 
of Israelite history in its long run, thus creating textual “layers”. Fortunately, textual 
criticism and – especially – archaeology can help us uncover and separate these traditions 
from each other. Without archaeolocical record it wouldn´t be at all possible to write for 
me the current study and recognize these different layers, thus trying to bring sense to it 
all… And without “layers” of different traditions it wouldn´t be possible to understand 
the often contradictory information that one finds in the text… 
 We shall speak about some more “harmonisations” later. However, not at all 
places it has come to “alignment” and so it too can help us in trying to reconstruct the 
course of events… 
 With this in mind, we can get to Jerusalem. Jerusalem, being in the “List” seems 
to reflect the its LB beginning tradition, having been conquered by Judah (Judg 1,8). 
Jerusalem too is given as unconquered, twice, once by Judah (Josh 15,63), then by 
Benjamin (Judg 1,21). This is understandable since formally Jerusalem was on the 
territory of Benjamin (Josh 18,28) but the dominant Judah was often fighting elsewhere 
than on its original territory. With time these “boundaries” became more and more formal 
and some of the tribes became more dominant, the smaller tribes more or less merging 
with them… Here, fortunately, is an example of “non-harmonization” – in the same text 
Jerusalem is given as both conquered (Judg 1,8) and unconquered (Judg 1,21). 
Obviously, these passages reflect different traditions – the first one the Middle Bronze 
tradition and the second one the Late Bronze and Iron Age tradition, up to the time of 
David who finally and definitively got Jerusalem for the Israelites… 
 So to summarise the “List”, we can say that we have here some examples of 
“harmonisation” – by the non-inclusion of the Coastal Plain and the Akko Plain cities in 
it and by not mentioning the conquest of Gezer despite being on the List… However, by 
far not all information has been “harmonized” and it is still possible to recognize in the 
“List “ and in the description of southern and northern campaigns the traces of Middle 
Bronze Age reality…  
 
The borders 
 After treating “Joshua´s territory” and the “List”, that is the Israelite territory at 
the beginning of LBA, and before dealing with some aspects of the “Land allotment”, it 
is needed and also interesting to look at the borders of the land of Canaan as they were 
expressed in the Israelite tradition and which at some point – according to the Bible 
especially in times of David and Solomon – represented roughly the territory that was 
controlled by these kings. 
 There are basically two more detailed boundary delineations – the one in Num 
34,3-12 and the other in Ezek 47,15-20. For our purposes, as we shall see later, especially 
interesting and question-raising is the northern border. In Num 34,7-9 it follows the line 
 
 “from the Great Sea to Mount Hor and from Mount Hor to Lebo Hamath. Then 
the boundary will go to Zedad, continue to Ziphron and end at Hazar Enan”. 
 



In Ezek 47, 15-17 it is like  
 
 “from the Great Sea by the Hethlon road past Lebo Hamath to Zedad, Berothah 
and Sibraim (which lies on the border between Damascus and Hamath), as far as Hazer 
Hatticon which is on the border of Hauran” and recapitulates “the boundary will extend 
from the Sea to Hazar Enan, along the northern border of Damascus, with the border of 
Hamath to the north.” 
 
 If we look at them, they have some names similar, so they may reflect the same 
line. The common names here are the “Great Sea”, “Lebo-Hamath”, “Zedad” and “Hazar 
Enan”. 
 The easiest is the Great Sea, the Mediterranean, but this, of course, doesn´t help 
us much because the sea is all along the length of the Canaan´s western border. 
 The second easiest is maybe Zedad. It is most commonly considered to be the 
modern Sadad, (e.g., pp. 59-60, Yigal Levin, 2006) a town in Syria, 60 kilometers 
(37 mls) south of Hims, and 101 kilometers (63 mls) northeast of Damascus, a very old 
town which dates back to 2000 BC (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sadad,_Syria). 
 And the next one is Lebo-Hamath, a very important place, maybe crucial, the 
most important in the north, because it is referred to so many times throughout the Bible 
as the northernmost point (Num 13,21; Josh 13,5; Judg 3,3; 1 Kings 8,65; 2 Kings 14,25; 
Ez 47,15-20; 48,1; Am 6,14; 1 Chron 13,5; 2 Chron 7,8; Am 6,14). It is universally 
accepted (p. 56, Yigal Levin, 2006) to be near modern Leboue (alternatively Lebweh or 
Labwa) in the northern Beqa´ Valley. It is a major site at the main Orontes source, in an 
oasis-like area. It comprises the large Tell Qasr Labwa, locates in the “oasis”, and the 
equally large Tell Labwa South, 1 km to the east (pp. 271-272, Leon Marfoe, 1995, in p. 
320, Edward Lipinski, 2000). There is definitely a well-known town with this or similar 
names, dating to a very old antiquity. 
 However, at least in the biblical context, Lebo-Hamath doesn´t appear to be a 
town, or settlement, but a geographical feature. In the Bible, very often we have two 
descriptions for the land from the north to the south, “from Dan to Beersheba” – that is, 
in tems of towns – and “from Lebo-Hamath to the Brook of Egypt” – that is, it seems, 
some clearly distinctive geographical features, and not settlements. So in the biblical 
context Lebo-Hamath doesn´t appear to be a town. However, it can be argued that the 
settlement of Lebuoe lies in some special place in the Biqa´. The valley narrows in that 
place, going through a “pass”, so Lebo-Hamath could refer to that special geographical 
feature of the place. Since “Lebo-Hamath” can be translated as something like “the 
entrance to Hamath” or “the entrance of Hamath”, this pass could be this “entrance” 
through which one can pass, going from the south, in the direction of the famous city of 
Hamath. So, based on Num 34,7-9 and Josh 13,5 one can think that it ran from some 
important mountain north of Byblos through Leboue to Sadad, or in a similar line, 
reflecting some reality.  
 All this seems logical and plausible. However, there seem to be some 
inconsistencies, too. One problem is the town of Helbah, the inhabitants of which Asher 
did not drive (Judg 1,31). All this implies that it lay within the territory allotted to Asher, 
hence within the borders of Canaan. Many solutions have been suggested to locate it. One 
is to identify it with the city of Ahlab, being listed in the same biblical verse. The 



location of Ahlab is thought to be at Giscala (now el-Jib), NW of the Sea of Galilee, or at 
Khirbet el-Mahalib, 4 mls NE of Tyre. Or it is identified with Helkath (Josh 19,25) in the 
Akko Plain. All this in order not to identify it with the similarly sounding Halba, the 
present-day capital of the northernmost Akkar District in Lebanon. Halba seems to be too 
much to the north, and also outside the borders delineated here above. 
 Another problem is the “Hethlon road” along the border, given in Ezek 47,15 and 
Ezek 48,1, referring to the town of Hethlon, past which the road went by. It replaces 
Mount Hor from Num 34,7. Again, a suggestion has been to identify it 'Adlun  on the 
river Qasmiyeh, neat the Litani River. However, much more in harmony with the line of 
the other border towns, especially Sadad, is its identification with present-day Haitla  
(also Haïtla, Haitala, Haytlah, Heitala, Heitla, Heitlah, Khaithala) to the northeast of 
Tripoli. The "way of Hethlon" would then be along the Eleutherus valley, between Homs 
and the Mediterranean, and to this identification the Septuagint seems to give testimony, 
indicating some path of "descent" from the Biqa' (W. M. Christie, from James M. A. Orr, 
D.D., 1915). Also Haitla´s current name is more similar to ancient Hethlon and it is close 
to the city of Halba, too, to the northeast of it. It´s possible that even in antiquity a road 
ran from Halba, from the coast, past Haitla in the mountains to the Orontes plain south of 
Hamath. 
 So, if we identify Hethlon with modern Haitla, as it is very often done, the border 
of Ezek 47,15-17 follows today´s natural border very much. It runs past Nahr al-Kabir 
(al-Janoubi), also known as Nahr el-Kebir (Nahr el-Kabir) or simply Kebir (Kabir), 
flowing through the Hims Gap (Homs Pass) and then into the Mediterranean Sea, 
forming the northern end of the border between modern day Lebanon and Syria. The 
river was known in ancient times as the Eleutherus (Eleutheros, Eleuteris) (Josephus, The 
Jewish War 1:363 pg 75 Translated by G.A.Williamson 1959, printed 1981) and is 
referred to as such in the Bible, too (1 Maccabees 11,7 and 12,30). If this is true, then 
Mount Hor should be some mountain close to Haitla. Then, from this point, the border 
goes in a roughly straight line to Sadad… 
 If we identify these two “points”, it can help us to identify Lebo-Hamath because 
Lebo-Hamath is said to be between these two points. And if we look at the map, we see 
what is in between – the northernmost reaches or “tips” of the Lebanon and Antilebanon 
mountain ranges. So I quite strongly believe that Lebo-Hamath is the northern end of the 
Biqa´ Valley, on its way to Hamath, between the northernmost reaches of the Lebanon 
and Antilebanon mountain ranges. 
 The reasons are manifold. It is definitely a geographical feature. There something 
similar in the place where I live. I live in a Bratislava neighbourhood called Lamač. 
Lamač lies in a valley or pass between a mountain called Devínska Kobyla and the Small 
Carpathians mountain range. If one wants to come to Bratislava from northwest, they 
must come from the Záhorská Plain though this valley or pass between the two 
mountains, a feature which is called “Lamač-Gate”, that is, “a gate to Bratislava through 
Lamač”. This “gate” is obviously visible from afar on the plain when approaching 
Bratislava from this direction. I think something similar happens when one comes to the 
Biqa´ from the north. They have the mountain ranges on both sides and the valley in 
between. Likewise, if one leaves the Biqa´, it´s like going through a gate to the territory 
of Hamath, hence “Lebo-Hamath”, “Hamath-Gate”. So I think these northernmost 
reaches are a very distinct geographical feature, making a natural border area even today. 



 Too, it seems that it isn´t so only today but it has been like that since antiquity. 
Anson Rainey – considering the border going through Leboue - pointed out that with the 
exception of Qidshu (Kedesh on the Orontes), all of the towns listed in the early 15th cnt 
topographical list of Thutmose III are south of Num 34,7-11 border (pp. 11-12, Anson F. 
Rainey, 1996, in p. 62, Yigal Levin, 2006). However, if we take the border of Lebo-
Hamath as to be between the northernmost mountain reaches, even Kedesh (Kadesh) is 
within this area, so within the borders of Canaan, all the towns fitting. (Of course, Kadesh 
was something “in between”, being right on the border, in the Lebo Hamath area. In this 
light we can understand its importance for the pharaohs and the Hittites alike). 
 Moreover, as to “Canaanite” identity, Anson Rainey states that Amarna Letters 
from these towns show particular “Canaanite” language, compared to the Hurro-
Akkadian dialect of those to the north (pp. 11-12, Anson F. Rainey, 1996, in p. 62, Yigal 
Levin, 2006). So based on this we can say that most probably the people south of Lebo-
Hamath had closer contacts among themselves, creating their own dialect even when 
communicating Akkadian, and so were a bit separated from those north of Lebo-Hamath 
who had their own dialect of Akkadian, too. This could mean that this geographical 
border was felt as such by the people in the region themselves and these people felt to be 
culturally different from the others, the Canaanites vs. the Syrians (“Naharians”), the 
inhabitants of Naharin to the north of Canaan. This geographical and cultural division 
was then taken over by Thutmose III and expressed in his list. Later it formed the natural 
border between the Egyptian territory of Canaan and the Hittite empire 
(http://www.answers.com/topic/hethlon). Anson Rainey concludes that “the political and 
sociological situation that prevailed in the 13th cnt BCE (and earlier – my note) provided 
the matrix for subsequent developments in the Iron Age… the memory of Canaan as an 
entity was transmitted to subsequent generations” (pp. 11-12, Anson F. Rainey, 1996, in 
p. 62, Yigal Levin, 2006). 
 And it really seems so. In all probability this Lebo-Hamath line – being natural – 
was in the Iron Age the border line between two Aramaean kingdoms located south and 
north of it - the Kingdom of Zobah in the Biqa´ and the Kingdom of Hamath to the north 
of the Biqa´. Lebo-Hamath was a “gate” between these two polities and no wonder that 
these kingdoms clashed through it. In this light it is possible to understand how and why 
Toi/Tou, the king of Hamath, in the 10th cnt congratulated David through his son 
Joram/Hadoram for having defeated Hadadezer, the king of Zobah (2 Sam 8,3-10; 1 
Chron 18,3-10). According to this biblical passage it seems that the kingdom of Zobah 
was the dominant Aramaean kingdom of the area at the time and it often clashed with the 
kingdom of Hamath over their common Lebo-Hamath border, that´t why Toi/Tou is so 
glad that David had conquered the big Toi´s rival. At that time Aram-Damascus could 
have been an ally and maybe subdued to the kingdom of Zobah. Also in the description 
of the wars of Saul only the kings of Zobah are mentioned (1 Sam 14,47), suggesting 
Aram-Damascus wasn´t as important at the time. This could shed light on why Zobah is 
described as having been at war with the Kingdom of Hamath (2 Sam 8,10; 1 Chron 
18,10) at that time, the two strongest rivals of the region. It was only under Solomon and 
with the Rezon´s flight to Damascus, his taking control of it and causing trouble to 
Solomon (1 Kings 11,23-25) when the balance of power seems to start changing and 
Damascus started to be the dominant Aramaean kingdom of the area. From the extra-
biblical sources it seems that later Zobah came under the dominance of the polity of 



Hamath, according to these sources at least from the mid 9th cnt BCE up to the 8th cnt 
BCE (p. 322, Edward Lipinski, 2000) and it finished by being absorbed by Hamath in the 
first half of the 8th cnt BCE (p. 344, ibid). This, however, doesn´t change the fact that 
before these events Lebo-Hamath could have been a natural border between these two 
kingdoms, with the focal point of Zobah in the central area of the Beqa´, as it is supposed 
by Edward Lipinski (p. 326, ibid). 
 In this very border area of Lebo-Hamath later Riblah was located, between the 7th 
and 6th centuries BCE for about a quarter of a century the northern administrative centre 
for the whole Levant, first under Egyptian and then under Babylonian rule (p. 70, Yigal 
Levin, 2006) and this area is even today the border area between Lebanon and Syria. So 
we can say that this natural border goes back to at least the 2nd millennium and it could 
have been a border – if not cultural, then possibly geographical, delineating two areas - 
before 1500 BCE, too. Having all this in mind, it seems quite natural, too, that this border 
of Canaan was such also for the Israelites, inhabitants of the region. 
 Having said that, although it isn´t completely clear, it doesn´t mean that some of 
the Israelite kings couldn´t have passed this border and occupy a territory behind it, like 
Jeroboam II (2 Kgs 14,25-28). But even in case of Jeroboam II it is not completely clear 
what is meant by “he recovered for Israel both Damascus and Hamath, which had 
belonged to Yaudi (2 Kgs 14,28) because in the verse 25 it´s said that “he was the one 
who restored the boundaries of Israel from Lebo Hamath to the Sea of the Arabah”. In the 
verse 28 it can mean that he restored some of the territories of Hamath and Damascus 
(e.g. Zobah in the Biqa´ Valley which at times belonged to these kingdoms and was 
considered part of their territory) or that he conquered the town of Hamath itself but 
didn´t make it part of the territory of his kingdom... Anyways, all this doesn´t change the 
border and territory south of Lebo-Hamath as a single historical, geographical, and 
sometimes cultural unit…  
 All this could mean that the descriptions in Num 34,3-12 and in Ezek 47,15-20 
reflect the same reality, the natural border that has been as such for a long time. From 
then the line led to Sadad, being to the east, on the edge of the desert (p. 73, Yohanan 
Aharoni, 1979). As for the continuation of the northern border, it is difficult to locate the 
other names and places, but very probably today´s Al-Qaryatayn was one of them. With 
Al-Qaryatayn we´re already in the Syrian Desert. Yohanan Aharoni considered 
“Hawwarin” to be “Ziphron” and “Al-Qaryatayn” to be “Hazar-enan”, the two desert 
oases east of Sadad (p. 73, ibid). 
 So this could be the northern border. In Egyptian terms it was Retenu, which was 
composed of southern Djahi (Southern Canaan, roughly along the present-day southern 
Lebanese border) and northern Q´dem (Kedem), northern Canaan, roughly present-day 
Lebanon and the Syrian territory to the east of Lebanon). To the north of Retenu 
(Canaan) there was the Egyptian Nah(a)rin. 
 Of course, we´ve seen that this northern border of Lebo-Hamath hadn´t been 
reached around the time of Joshua, instead, the border at that time seemed to be roughly 
at the present-day Lebanese border, old Egyptian Djahi, including the territories to the 
east in Transjordan. However, the so-delineated northern border will help us to 
understand some other facts later… 
 As to the rest of the borders, we´ll delineate it only quickly. Although the eastern 
border is said in Numbers and Ezekiel to go from Al-Qaryatayn roughly to the Jordan, if 



fact after the developments in the Transjordan with the kingdoms of Sihon and Og the 
eastern border went from approximately Al-Qaryatayn to Salecach (Josh 13,11), present-
day Salkhad in Syria, as it is also expressed in Josh 12,4-5 and Josh 13,30-31. From 
Salkhad it went southwest to the middle of the Arnon gorge (Josh 13,9) and then along 
the Arnon River to the Coast of the Dead Sea. From there it continued to the southern tip 
of the Dead Sea. As to the southern border, I´m not going to engage in its description as 
this border seems to be least clear of all, and it really is so. The described southern places 
are largely unknown and it is not even a consensus on what the brook of Egypt is, being 
suggested the Besor River, the Al-Arish River or even the Pelusiac branch of the Nile. 
The last one doesn´t seem very probable. However, we don´t need to know the southern 
border very precisely for our present purposes. The western border is obviously the 
Mediterranean. 
 
The P´rath or the River 
 When speaking about the borders, one of its features is still to be mentioned, and 
it´s the Euphrates River. The “River”, as it is often simply called, also figures 
prominently among the features defining the boundaries of the land (Gn 15,18; Ex 23,31; 
Dt 1,7; 11,24; Josh 1,4; 1 Kgs 4,21; 4,24). And, of course, it enters very often into the 
disputes concerning the land boundaries and also the boundaries of the Israelite 
kingdom… 
 However, there´s something strange about the “River”. The Bible, as it seems, 
never mentions another great river – the Orontes. And it´s really strange because the 
Orontes and Lebo-Hamath, the northern border, being in the same area, are so closely 
related, and also the Orontes is closer to the historic Israelite territory than the Euphrates. 
 And there are other strange facts. If we look at the story of David going to fight 
Hadadezer (2 Sam 8,3; 1 Chron 18,3), it´s written that “David defeated Hadadezer, the 
son of Rehob, the king of Zobah, when he went to restore his rule by the Euphrates 
River”. However, the context of this sentence doesn´t suggest that David went to capture 
the area near the Euphrates, but near the Orontes, more precisely the area around the 
upper reaches of the Orontes. Because if we look at this passage, we see that even at the 
time of David there were two polities there. When David went to fight Hadadezer of 
Zobah, we read that “the Aramaeans of Damascus came to help Hadadezer, the king of 
Zobah (2 Sam 8,5; 2 Chron 18,5). 
 So if David had wanted to capture the Euphrates, he wouldn´t have gone to Zobah 
but against Damascus, because Damascus, and not Zobah, was the obstacle in reaching 
the Euphrates. Behind Damascus, there wasn´t any major adversary in the way, only the 
Syrian Desert and then the Euphrates itself. However, by David going to Zobah to 
capture “the River”, the context suggests that he hadn´t gone to capture the Euphrates but 
the Orontes. In this verse, the name of פרת (p´rath) “Euphrates” is stated, but 
interestingly, in some Hebrew manuscripts it is missing, and the reference in this verse in 
those manuscripts is only to “the River” (cf p. 517, Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia, 
1990). What´s also interesting there are also extra-biblical references about the River, 
Hazael´s booty inscriptions, which according to Edward Lipinski refer rather to the 
Orontes than the Euphrates too (p. 367, Edward Lipinski, 2000). So it could suggest that 
originally at that time the Orontes – being closer to all the people in the Canaanite region 
than the Euphrates - was known in the region as “the River”, and as such under this name 



it found its way into early Israelite scriptures. And in this form, it stayed preserved at 2 
Sam 8,3 in some Hebrew manuscripts. Later, when the geographical references of the 
time had been forgotten by the Israelite tradition, it was confounded to mean the 
Euphrates in some instances. And the biblical scribes, intending to make the scripture 
more “understandable” to readers, added the name P´rath, “Euphrates”, to the “River”, 
which is reflected in many manuscripts…  
 I think this proposition could clear up a double problem – the absence of any 
references to the Orontes which is clearly closer to the Canaanite events or stories than 
the Euphrates, and second, it could make clearer – and I think, more meaningful - many 
references and questions concerning the limits of Canaan and the land. 
 Also, in the Books of Kings we have a well-known similar confounding of the 
names of “Aram” and “Edom”, as it has been pointed out by a number of scholars (pp. 
14-18, André Lemaire, Hadad l´Édomite ou Hadad l´Araméen, in BN 43, 1988, in p. 368, 
Edward Lipinski, 2000), resulting from the frequent confusion of ד/ר (r/d), the same as it 
has been already referred to here above in the case of the city of Geder/Gerar. It´s worth 
noticing here that not only in the present-day Hebrew alphabet but also in its 
predecessing Paleo-Hebrew (i.e. Phoenician or Proto-Canaanite) alphabet the signs for 
„r“ and „d“ are very similar, easily leading to confusion.  If we look at 2 Sam 8,12, the 
placement of Aram among the nations living in the south isn´t very natural plus we 
already have Aramaeans here in the same verse in the person of Hadadezer, the king of 
Zobah. Too, if we compare the two following verses, 2 Sam 8,13-14 and 1 Chron 18,12-
13, from the context of position of these passages in their respective narratives we see 
that they speak very probably about the same event, also adding the same number of 
18 000 defeated troups. Abishai of Chronicles and David of Samuel are not contradictory 
since Abishai achieved this victory on behalf of David, thus this victory can also be 
attributed to David, the ruler, which has been a common practice until present. However, 
if we compare Chronicles verses 12-13, both speaking about Edom, and 2 Samuel verses 
13-14, the first speaking about Aram and the latter about Edom, for a simple comparison 
it´s quite obvious that the mention of Aram is a mistake. Also the verse 13 seems to be 
naturally linked to the verse 14 and so it seems illogical to speak here about two 
nationalities. For these two reasons, „Aram“ of verse 13 should in all probability be read 
„Edom“, a mistake very probably done later in the course of tradition transmission. Too, 
the story of „Hadad from Edom“ (1 Kgs 11,14-22) seems to refer to and speak about 
Aram rather than Edom, since Hadad is an Aramaic name (p. 358, Edward Lipinski, 
2000) and we know from the biblical sources (Dt 23,7), too, that the Israelites felt 
a certain affiliation and closeness to the Edomites, so it´s difficult to understand all those 
killings of Edomites which fit much more the Aramaeans, the biggest Israelite enemy of 
the monarchical times. 
 So, as in confounding “Aram” and “Edom”, drawing on the similarity of 
consonants and the ignorance of older realia, it could have come to something similar in 
the case of the Orontes and the Euphrates. If we take the Orontes as the historical 
boundary of Canaan and the river of reference in many biblical statements, we´ll be able 
to see much better unity with other descriptions of borders as well as with the boundaries 
as understood by other nations involved in the region. Let´s look at some of these 
statements. 



 In Gn 15,18, although P´rath is explicitly given, from the context the Orontes fits 
better the boundaries of the land, being in the area of Lebo-Hamath. In Ex 23,31 only 
 the River – is mentioned and its oppositon from the wilderness – (han-nahar) הנהר
suggest south-north direction, again the Orontes. In Dt 1,7 P´rath is given in connection 
to Lebanon, as if the Euphrates was by Lebanon, possibly as its northern boundary, „up to 
P´rath“, so here the Orontes fits very well, too. In Dt 11,24 maybe the real Euphrates is 
meant, but not as the northern but rather as the eastern boundary, depending on what 
„Rear Sea“ means. Josh 1,4 is not very clear what direction is meant here but it could be 
a corruption of „from the Negev to Lebanon“, that is „south-north“ and „from the 
Euphrates to the western sea“, east-west, again the Euphrates could be as the eastern 
border. In 1 Kgs 4,21 (Eng) (alternatively 1 Kgs 5,1) it could be the Orontes, if the north-
south direction is meant, or the Euphrates, if the northeast-southwest direction is meant. 
But maybe the latter is meant as the next 1 Kgs 4,24 (Eng) (alternatively 1 Kgs 5,4) is 
probably the clearest reference to the Euphrates, „from Tiphsah (a city on the Euphrates 
– my note) to Gaza“, a northeast-southwest direction. (Also a very clear reference to the 
Euphrates is in 2 Kgs 23,29; 24,7; 2 Chron 35,20 but here not the Israelite but the 
Egyptian boundaries of Necho II´s are described. It´s generally known that the Egyptians 
held for some short time Carchemish and towns west of the Euphrates, such as Hamath. 
However, these was not already within the territory of Canaan but of Naharin, that is 
Syria). On the other hand, the above mentioned 2 Sam 8,3 is maybe one of the clearest 
references to the Orontes.  
 So it seems that in the later Israelite tradition the references to both the Orontes 
and Euphrates were confounded, merged into one, and only the Euphrates – paradoxically 
a more distant river, but apparently more famous than the Orontes - stayed. Obviously, 
also the contemporaneous references to the Orontes as only „the River“ by the people of 
the Canaanite region – clear to them at the time, but not so clear later - could have helped 
this later confounding. 
 If we combine these river references with references to Lebo-Hamath like – 
paraphrasing - ´the spies explored the land up to Lebo-Hamath´ (Num 13,21), ´the land 
that is to be conquered as far as Lebo-Hamath´ (Josh 13,5), ´under Solomon there was an 
all-Israelite assembly, people from the Wadi of Egypt to Lebo-Hamath (1 Kings 8,65), 
´Jeroboam II restored the boundaries of Israel from Lebo-Hamath to the Sea of the 
Arabah´ (2 Kgs 14,25), it seems there was only one northern border – the border of Lebo-
Hamath, the border of northernmost tips of the Lebanon and the Antilebanon ranges. 
Furthermore, there´s the story of David´s census and like Joab and the army commanders 
went all around the country coming from Gilead to the land of Tahtim Hodshi, literally 
 then to Dan Jaan and around toward Sidon (2 Sam ,(tukhteem khod´shee) תחתים חדשי
24,6). We´ve seen here above – especially referring to the “List” - that the Septuagint 
“corrections” rather blur than elucidate the original meaning, but here, I think, the LXX 
maybe rightly preserves and elucidates an older tradition and puts this unclear Hebrew 
expression like “they went εις την γην Χετιειµ Καδης” (eis ten gen Chetieim Kades) 
(pp. 1-2, A. H. Lewis in Geoffrey W. Bromiley, K-P, 1995), “to the land of Kadesh of the 
Hittites”, that is Kadesh-on-the-Orontes in the area of Lebo-Hamath, once, in the Late 
Bronze Age, some time under the dominance of the Hittites. 
 So we can say that very many biblical elements – if they bear into account the 
“hiding” of the Orontes in the Euphrates – could consistently point to the same norther 



border, the border of Lebo-Hamath, the border of Hamath-Gate, the same border as it was 
understood by other ancient nations, too, the area that includes the northern reaches of the 
Orontes. The Euphrates, on the other hand, could refer rather to the eastern border, or at 
best the northeastern point of the border (1 Kgs 4,24). 
 
Lebo-Hamath and Josh 13,2-5 
 Summarising it all – and excluding the Coastal Plain which we´ve shown to have 
been conquered, irrespective of their future Philistine occupation - this identification of 
the northern border line, in particular of Hethlon and Lebo-Hamath, could help us know 
more precisely what area is understood as not to be conquered in Josh 13,2-5. 
 “The area of the Gebalites” of Josh 13,5 could reach up to Hethlon, the northern 
natural boundary, which could be understandable because Byblos (Gebal) was very 
important city in those times, and to the east it could reach to the mountain peaks of the 
Lebanon Range, the eastern natural boundary, as it is also implied by the next sentence of 
Josh 13,5, “all Lebanon to the east, from Baal Gad below Mount Hermon to Lebo-
Hamath”, that is the Biqa´ Valley, where this same easternmost Gebalite border is the 
westernmost border of the Biqa´ Valley territory. 
 And “from Baal Gad below Mount Hermon to Lebo-Hamath”, if we place Lebo-
Hamath at the northernmost tips of the Lebanon and Antilebanon Ranges, is simply the 
whole of the Biga´ Valley, another natural geographic territory. 
 So, as already said, the unconquered land was roughly the territory of Lebanon 
plus some territory to the east of the Antilebanon… All these delimitations can help us 
understand the location of some cities in the “land allotment”… 
 
 
Land allotment and “unconquered” towns 
  
 Now that we have an idea of the outlined land borders and an awareness of textual 
layers as we´ve seen them in the cases of Jarmuth and the cities of the Costal Plain, we 
can easier understand and localize the towns in the “land allotment” as well as understand 
the towns that are given as unconquered. That having said, this treatment shall be far 
from exhaustive, instead, we just shall look at some specific, important aspects. 
 We´ve seen in the case of Jarmuth on the basis of archaeological record, the 
distribution of towns and settlements in the Judah´s allotment reflect Iron Age, and 
maybe even Iron Age II reality when the Israelites had lived a long time a settled life, 
different from their nomadic past. The dating of this text, later than MB times, explains 
the fact why some important and key cities are given in the land allotment as 
unconquered. 
 We´ve alredy said here above that by 1450 BCE a re-urbanisation of the 
Canaanite towns had taken place. Also the Israelites had changed by that time. The Bible 
says that ´after Joshua had dismissed the Israelites, they went to their own inheritances. 
The people served the Lord throughout the lifetime of Joshua and of the elders who 
outlived him and who had seen all the great things the Lord had done for Israel. But after 
that whole generation had been gathered to their fathers, another generation grew up, who 
knew neither the Lord nor what he had done for Israel. And then the Israelites did evil in 
the eyes of the Lord and served the Baals and Ashtoreths and followed and worshipped 



various gods of the peoples around them. They forsook the Lord and provoked his anger. 
And in his anger the Lord handed them over to raiders who plundered them. He sold 
them to their enemies all around, whom they were no longer able to resist. Whenever 
Israel went out to fight, the hand of the Lord was against them to defeat them, just as he 
had sworn to them. They were in great distress´ (Judg 2,8-15). We read as the Lord 
reproached them through his angel that they had broken the covenant and therefore he 
would not drive out the people of the land and they would be thorns in their sides and 
their gods would be a snare to them (Judg 2,1-3). He also said that he would use these 
nations to “test” them and see whether they would keep his way and walk in it as their 
forefathers had done (Judg 2,22) and also it will teach war those generations who hadn´t 
had that experience (Judg 3,2). 
 So we see that after the initial conquest the Israelites weren´t so “successful” and 
had lost some of their fighting abilities. That made the Canaanites regain some of their 
previous positions, although never to such a degree as before in the Middle Bronze Age. 
The Canaanites reoccupied the towns, especially the previous major ones and lived in 
them. And the Israelites weren´t able to drive them out again from those towns, very 
often it was only in the Iron Age in the monarchical time that the Israelites regained the 
control of these towns. 
 And the Bible gives these towns as unconquered - in the Southern Hill-Country it 
was Jerusalem. First Judah took it (Judg 1,8) but then the Bible depicts both Judahites 
(Josh 15,63) and Benjamites (Judg 1,29) – apparently because it lay on the territory of 
Benjamin near the big and strong Judah - as not being able to drive Jebusites out of it and 
it was only done much later by David (2 Sam 5,6-10). Next Gezer in Ephraim was 
reoccupied and unconquered (Josh 16,10; Judg 1,29) and it seems that it was only the 
Egyptian pharaoh who conquered it and gave it to Solomon (1 Kgs 9,16). We´ve seen – 
obviously for it to “make sense” to a later redactor - that Gezer was “harmonized”, its 
initial conquest is not mentioned by the Bible, only that his king had been defeated (Josh 
12,12) and later is Gezer given as unconquered. Neither Manasseh did drive out the 
people of Taanach and Dor and Ibleam and Megiddo and their surrounding settlements 
(Josh 17,11-12; Judg 1,27) plus the town of Endor, that is Naphoth Dor (Josh 17,11), all 
important Late Bronze and later towns. Zebulun did not drive out the Canaanites in 
Kitron and Nahalol (Judg 1,30). 
 Also territories and its people – other than the above mentioned territory of 
present-day Lebanon (Josh 13,4-5) - are said not to have been conquered, such as the 
people of Geshur and Maacah (Josh 13,13). From the order of description in Josh 13,9-11 
they seem to have lived east of the Genesareth Lake, under the Mount Hermon and to the 
west of Bashan. This Geshur could be Garu, a land mentioned in Late Bronze Age in the 
EA 256, east of Lake Tiberias (Genesareth Lake) in Jaulan (Albright 1943), the capital of 
which is unknown (p. 72, John Strange in Mogens Herman Hansen, 2000). Also Dan is 
said not to be able to live in Mount Heres, Aijalon (possibly the valley) and Shaalbim 
(Judg 1,35), usually identified with modern Selbit (Salbit)/Tel Sha´alevim (Tel Sha´alvim) 
(p. 1193, Eric F. Mason in David Noel Freedman, Allen C. Myers, Astrid B. Beck, 2000). 
 
Three special cases 
 And then there are special cases that require a special comment. First of them is 
the Coastal Plain. As we´ve seen both its territory (Josh 10,41) and major cities are said 



to have been conquered (Judg 1,18) in the time around the end of Middle Bronze Age. 
However, there are also biblical verses that give this territory as unconquered (Judg 1,19). 
This discrepancy evidently was posing problem to the ancient scribes and redactors, too. 
Because in one verse we have the information that the men of Judah took Gaza, 
Ashkelon, Ekron and their territories (Judg 1,18) and immediately in the next verse it is 
contradictorily said that Judah was nor able to drive out the people from the plains, 
because they had iron chariots (Judg 1,19). For obviously this reason the LXX “corrects” 
this passage and says that the men of Judah did not take these three cities of Gaza, 
Ashkelon and Ekron, apparently in the view of the LXX´s translators putting this 
information “in line”, trying to make sense of it by these “corrections”. However, we´ve 
seen from the archaeological record that these three cities were major at the end of MBA 
and were really conquered, which corroborates the information about their conquest and 
makes it valid. 
 And so it´s only the archaeological record that makes us now able to align these 
apparently contradictory pieces of information. In the Late Bronze and Iron Ages these 
cities were reoccupied by the Canaanites, and later by the Philistines, and this tradition is 
expressed in the verse Judg 1,19. This tradition is also preserved in the passage of Josh 
11,21-23, where the cities of Gaza, Gath and Ashdod, from the archaeological record this 
time major Late Bronze cities, are given as unconquered. 
 Later both of these traditions found way in the same text and were, for obvious 
reasons, completely contradictory. That´s why the scribe of LXX – not knowing the 
developments of the situation – emended and “corrected” this information, which is 
apparently a case of pure “harmonization”. Fortunately, in the Hebrew text the 
unemended and “uncorrected” information has been preserved, despite its obvious 
contradictory nature, making us able to understand its MB origin and also the later 
redactional work… As to placing Judg 1,19 to a post-MB time, also the mention of iron 
chariots makes the information of the unconquered Coastal Plain of a later date… 
 All this shows us, too, how traditions from different periods ended up in the 
different places of the text, all this attesting to much redactional work… However, as 
we´ve seen, despite this redactional work much original information has remained 
preserved in the text, as we saw it in the case of the “List” and its towns, too…  
 The second special case is one of the unconquered towns of Manasseh. We´ve 
seen that Taanach, Dor, Ibleam and Megiddo weren´t conquered (Josh 17,11-12; Judg 
1,27) plus in Joshua the town of Endor, that is, Naphoth Dor is added (Josh 17,11) but 
together with them in this verse one other city is given as such, a city that has been very 
important when speaking about the region and cities of the northern coalition – and this 
city is Beth-Shean. This city also has a special story in the Book of Joshua when it is 
specifically given as unconquered (Josh 17,16-18). 
 We´ve seen that Beth- Shean - later in Late Bronze Age a very important city - 
wasn´t mentioned at all when speaking of the northern cities, and it was, together with 
others, one of the signs that this story spoke about the Middle Bronze Age instead of 
some later period…  
 So why is this city mentioned here in the Book of Joshua ? The knowledge, as 
we´ve seen, that the information in the “land allotment” part of the Book of Joshua is 
from different time periods will help us understand this information, too.  



 We know from the archaeological record that Beth-Shean in MBA II was only a 
small settlement, apparently not fortified by the typical massive ramparts or glacis, but in 
LBA with the coming of the Egyptians its position and significance changed… Not in 
terms of size since during this time its occupation did not exceed an area of ca. 1.2 
hectares but for its military importance. During a period of over 300 years of the 
Egyptian New Kingdom, Beth-Shean served as the center of Egyptian Pharaonic rule in 
northern Land of Israel. At the same time there was no significant Canaanite settlement at 
the site during this period. Beth-Shean essentially served only as the headquarters of 
Egyptian rule, containing administrative buildings, temples, and dwelling quarters of the 
Egyptian officials and the soldiers serving in the Egyptian garrison.Despite its having 
been an administrative and military centre of the Egyptian New Kingdom, it never 
developed into a vital urban centre. Surveys in the region clearly indicated that the main 
Canaanite and Israelite town in the valley was situated at Tel Rehov (Tell es-Sarem), 5 
km south of Beth-Shean (pp. 62-76, Amihai Mazar, 1997; 
http://www.rehov.org/project/tel_beth_shean.htm). 
 The occupation strata from this period at Beth-Shean may be divided into three 
subdivisions, concurrent with the main chapters in the history of the Egyptian New 
Kingdom:  
 

- Strata IXa-b: The Eighteenth Dynasty (Following the reign of Tuthmosis III until 
the late 14th century  BCE) 

- Strata VIII-VII: The Nineteenth Dynasty (13th century BCE). 
- Strata Late VII and Lower VI: The Twentieth Dynasty (12th century BCE). 
 

Each of these sub-periods contained two occupational phases; the latest of each one of 
them being destroyed in a violent destruction. These three subsequent destructions during 
the time of the New Kingdom could have been caused by uprisings of the local 
population during periods of weakness in the Egyptian hold over Canaan at the end of the 
18th, 19th and finally the 20th dynasties (pp. 62-76, ibid). 
 Later in the 11th cnt BCE the settlement was of a purely Canaanite nature. As 
Amihai Mazar, its excavator, surmises, the story of Saul and his sons and the hunging of 
their bodies after the battle on the Gilboa (1 Sam.31; I Chron 11) might have had 
happened with a framework of a Philistine military campaign from Philistia to the Gilboa, 
because no traces were found that the Philistines really lived in the city. The town of the 
11th century BCE had been destroyed by fire, which apparently was not as extensive as 
that which terminated the previous occupation (pp. 62-76, ibid). So it is possible that the 
Philistines controlled the Canaanites living in the Jezreel “only” militarily, they might 
have had the garrisons in the area like with the Israelites (1 Sam 10,5; 13,3-4) and may 
have been paid taxes, but otherwise they didn´t intrude into their life. It´s possible that 
they hung Saul´s family bodies as a caution to the Israelites, and maybe to the Canaanites 
as well… 
 So, as we´ve seen, as the absence of any report or mention on Beth-Shean in the 
description of the northern campaign and as well as in the “List of Conquered Kings”, 
that is, towns, seems to be no chance, because it refers to the Middle Bronze Age II when 
Beth-Shean was just a small unimportant settlement, so the report and inclusion of Beth-
Shean in the “Land Allotment” part seems to be no chance, either. 



 This information being incorporated in the part of “Land Allotment” of the Book 
of Joshua as well as the mention that the Israelites couldn´t drive out the Canaanites 
because they had iron chariots (Josh 17,16-18) all point out to a later than Middle Bronze 
era. The fact that Beth-Shean is mentioned as the first in both orders of towns (Josh 
17,11; Judg 1,27) plus Beth-Shean is given as the only town a special comment (Josh 
17,16-18) maybe isn´t a chance, either, and expresses the importance of this 
comparatively small town  from the military point of view in the Late Bronze Age… 
 What´s interesting, too, is that the Egyptians aren´t mentioned here, but instead 
the Canaanites are given. But we´ll speak about that in the next part, treating the 
“Egyptian period” in the history of Canaan…  
 And the last point to speak about are the northern towns in the land allotment, 
especially of Asher, but also of Naphtali and Dan. We´ve already said that the 
identification of the town of Helbah as the present-day Halba in the northernmost 
Lebanon is feasible only within the border limits going along the “Hethlon road”, that is 
the Nahr al-Kabir, to Lebo-Hamath area. Also other evidence is interesting. 
 Naphtali has the towns of Beth-Shemesh and Beth-Anath as unconquered (Judg 
1,33). Naphtali doesn´t have his northern border specifically defined (Josh 19,32-34), but 
if we look at the Naphtali´s settlement distribution in Josh 19,35-39, from the sequence of 
settlements these towns seem to be among the northernmost cities of Naphtali, from the 
context lying somewhere between the Huleh Valley and the present-day southern 
Lebanese to the northwest, these areas including. 
 The situation with Asher is less clear and maybe therefore more interesting. Asher 
is said not having driven out the inhabitants of many cities – Acco, Sidon, Ahlab, Aczib, 
Helbah, Aphek or Rehob (Judg 1,31). From more sources Asher seems to be a dominant 
tribe in the north, something like Judah in the south. In 2 Sam 2,8-9 we read as Abner 
took Ish-Bosheth to Mahanaim and “made him king over Gilead, Asher, Jezreel, and also 
over Ephraim, Benjamin and all Israel”. From it we can see that Asher was perceived as 
dominant in the north, in fact, he represented the north just like Judah represented the 
south. 
 Also from the extra-biblical sources we can infer some of Asher´s dominance. 
There is also a name on the Seti I´s topographical list from Karnak, i-s-r (pp. 146-147, 
Jan Jozef Simons, 1937). Yohanan Aharoni believed that this could be the earliest 
reference to the tribe of Asher (p. 179, Yohanan Aharoni, 1979). This mention refers to a 
region that was according to the biblical tradition inhabited by Asher. In fact Asher may 
have been the only Israelite tribe the name of which is recorded in extra-biblical sources 
of the time. So this rather more important role of Asher may be reflected in the settlement 
distribution, too. 
 There are interesting facts here. From their position the first five cities in Judg 
1,31 seem to represent the settlements on the Phoenician coast up north to Halba near the 
present-day northern Lebanese border, that is, the whole of present-day Lebanese coast, 
covering all coast within the Lebo-Hamath border. Then there are the cities of Aphek and  
Rehob. 
 There are more Rehobs that are known. The Rehob of the Jezreel can be excluded 
because it lay on the territory of Issachar. Then, on the territory of Asher, if we look at 
Josh 19,24-31 there seem to be two Rehobs. The Rehob of the verse 28 seems to be in the 



Akko Plain or a bit to the north but definitely on the coast. Then there´s another Rehob in 
the verse 30, near the towns of Aphek and Ummah. 
 From the Bible we know that there was a Rehob near Lebo-Hamath (Num 13,22) 
(Eng Num 13,21). Then we know that the town of Laish (Dan) lay in a valley that was 
near or belonged to Beth-Rehob (the House of Rehob), the “town of Rehob” (Judg 
18,28). And according to 2 Sam 8,3; 8,12 Hadadezer, the king of Zobah, was a “son”, 
descendant of Rehob. As Zobah lay in the Biqa´ Valley and Laish (Dan) was in the valley 
near the town of Rehob and there was a Rehob near Labo-Hamath, very probably all 
these references speak about the same town of Rehob, lying the the Biqa´. And as we´ve 
already said, the first five cities of Judg 1,31 – Akko, Sidon, Ahlab, Aczib and Helbah – 
lay all along the coast and it seems that the area comprised is the whole of Lebanon, two 
two last cities – Aphek and Rehob - could have lain anywhere in the whole of  Biqa´, 
“from Baal Gad below Mount Hermon to Lebo-Hamath” (Josh 13,5). Edward Lipinski, 
speaking and analyzing the places and history of the Aramaean kingdom of Zobah, places 
Rehob at Tell ar-Rahib in the central Biqa´ Valley, occupied in Iron Age I-II where the 
current name of its mound may well have preserved its ancient name (p. 333, Edward 
Lipinski, 2000). This location seems to be corroborated by the fact that relatively nearby, 
some 20 km to the north, at the source of Nahr Ibrahim, lies present-day Afqa (ancient 
Apheca), which could be the biblical Aphek (p. 294, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, A-D, 1986), 
in the Lebanon mountains between the coast and the Biqa´, mentioned together with 
Rehob twice in the Bible (Josh 19,30; Judg 1,31). Although it has a bit different spelling 
קיאפ and (Josh 19,30) אפק –  (Judg 1,31) – it can be the same city with, the second time 
only with „full spelling“. 
 So it seems that Judg 1,31 really describes cities all around Lebanon and involves 
all the above-mentioned territory that is described as unconquered in Josh 13,4-5, “from 
the south, all the land of the Canaanites, from Arah of the Sidonians as far as Aphek, the 
region of the Amorites, the area of the Gebalites, and all Lebanon to the east, from Baal 
Gad below Mount Hermon to Lebo-Hamath”. 
 And Aphek in this passage of Josh 13,4-5, given as a limit here, seems to be the 
same as Aphek of Judg 1,31. As we´ve already said, in the passage of Josh 13,4-5 
roughly the territory of present-day Lebanon seems to be divided in three parts. The first 
one is the Southwest, the second is the Northwest, the Gebalite territory, and the third is 
the East, the Biqa´ Valley. In the first one, literally 
 

האמרי גבול עד אפקה עד לצידנים אשר ומערה מתימן כל ארץ הכנעני  
(mitteman kol eretz hak´naani oom´ara asher latztzidonim ad afeka ad g´vool haemori),  
 
Aphek in the Lebanon mountains seems to be its northern limit and the southern limit is 
said in this verse to be „Arah of the Sidonians“. 
 However, when we look at the original here above מערה (m-´-r-h) is given and it 
is a subject of dispute as to how it should be read and what it really means. Although in 
the here cited „New International Version (1984)“ of the English Bible it is translated as 
„from Arah“, in the majority of other English translations, both older and newer, it is 
translated as Mearah, literally „cave“, and by it an area in the south is meant.  
 As to Mearah, various places have been proposed. One of them is Mughar Jezzin, 
east of Sidon, another Mogeiryie(h), northeast of Sidon (p. 294, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, 



A-D, 1986). The third one is a mountainous region of Upper Galilee, remarkable for its 
caves and fastnesses (Jamieson-Fausset-Brown Bible Commentary; 
http://bible.cc/joshua/13-4.htm), near the present-day town of Maghar (also al-Maghar or 
Mghar), literally meaning “the cave” in Arabic, located between the mountains of Lower 
and Upper Galilee, with numerous hillside caves showing signs of ancient habitation 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Maghar,_Israel), on the south slopes of Mount Hazon 
(http://www.fotw.net/flags/il-lcmgr.html).  
 I believe it to be the first, Mughar Jezzin, the cave of modern-day Jezzine, in the 
precipices of the Lebanon mountains, 10 mls east from Sidon, on the road to Damascus. I 
think this is most in line with Josh 19,28 where Sidon is shown as the northernmost limit 
of Asher allotment. So a place to the east of Sidon could be the southernmost limit of the 
unconquered territory, reflecting the Iron Age nature of these two texts. Interestingly, this 
delimitation is maybe the only one that delineates some border through some points being 
in the Lebanon mountains, and not on the coast or in the Biqa´. 
 I think, too, when speaking about the territory of Asher that there are two 
traditions. The Judg 1,31-32 – taking into account the size of the territory claimed here 
and also its fitting to the borders of Lebo-Hamath, the whole of Canaan – reflects a post-
Middle Bronze tradition when the Israelites or tribe of Asher still claimed the whole of 
the Canaanite territory. On the other hand, Josh 19,24-31 reflects a later, Iron Age 
tradition when the tribe of Asher had been long “pushed” south and inhabited only 
territory up to Sidon. However, the towns of Ummah, Aphek and Rehob (Josh 19,30), 
being at the end of this passage and which may be an interpolation, not being on the 
territory described as south of Sidon but instead being in the middle of the Biqa´, are 
maybe the only remains of an older tradition, the one which is expressed in Judg 1,31-32. 
 Also, when speaking about Asher and it´s distribution in the north, it would be 
interesting to look at what the Bible tells us about the placement of the new territory of 
Dan. However, as this change happened only later some time in the Late Bronze and Iron 
Ages, we shall speak about it in the next part of this study. 
 So, to sum it all up, the passage of Josh 13,2-5, mentioning the Philistine 
Pentapolis and the Coastal Plain as not conquered, reflects a younger, Iron Age tradition 
as opposed to Josh 11,16-17 and Judg 1,18 which reflect an older, post-Middle Bronze 
tradition when this territory was still for some time in the hands of the Israelites. 
 However, as already said, in the north, despite being from the Iron Age Josh 13,2-
5 reflects roughly accurately the situation after the end of MBA, too, when present-day 
Lebanon was perceived as the land still to be conquered. It is possible that later, as the 
Bible says in the times of David and Solomon and of some later Israelite kings, some 
Israelites, especially the tribe of Asher and Dan, might have had some settlements there, 
although the size of these settlements and the density of the Israelite occupation are not 
known. As we´ve seen, from the monarchical times we can see this Israelite presence on 
these territories from the mentions like ´all Israel from Lebo-Hamath to the Wadi of 
Egypt gathered´ (1 Kgs 8,65) and also from the story like “went to … the region of 
Tahtim Hodshi” (2 Sam 24,6) which indicate the Israelite presence - to the unknown 
degree - as far as Lebo-Hamath. However, the Bible doesn´t speak about how these 
settlements were evolving in the times of shifting Israelite-Aramean successes up to the 
time of Assyrian conquest… 
 



The textual layers dating 
  
 Based on all that we´ve said thus far, after having treated the Canaanite towns and 
the territory of the times of Joshua and comparing them with later periods, both as they 
appear to be preserved in the biblical text and as the current archaeological record shows 
us, we can come to some basic conclusions as to the time of origin of the various texts in 
the Book of Joshua. 
 From what we´ve seen as of now, we see how much archaeology has helped us to 
illuminate otherwise contradictory texts and information. Also, besides archaeology 
there´s logic of the text that can help us distinguish some of the “pieces” out of which the 
final text is composed. So, both combining the archaeological and also the inherent logic 
of the text, we can roughly comment on the text and set apart some of the “layers”. 
 
 Josh 1,1 – 11,20 (The Record of Conquest) I think this text contains very much 
of the MB tradition, it is basically a MB tradition text, more than most of the rest of the 
Book. Having said that, it doesn´t mean, of course, that the text is completely coherent, 
without various redactions and some possible later interpolations. 
 On the other hand, the information that, at the first glance, would seem to be of a 
later date is maybe earlier than generally thought. These could be the references to “the 
articles of iron ” from Jericho (Josh 6,19; 6,24), mentioned as a part of booty that should 
be dedicated to the Lord, that is, precious objects made of iron. These references to iron 
artifacts from around 1550 BCE seem very early. In fact, they seem to be quite well in 
line with the contemporaneous reality. 
 Before the iron was used as a weapon, it had long been used for producing 
precious decorative objects. Beads made of meteoric iron in 3500 B.C. or earlier were 
found in Gerzah, Egypt by G. A. Wainwright. Meteoric iron was highly regarded due to 
its origin in the heavens and in history it was often used to forge weapons and tools or 
whole specimens placed in churches. Items that were likely made of iron by Egyptians 
date from 3000 - 2500 BCE. In Mesopotamia, in Asmar (Sumerian city of “Eshnunna”), 
and in northern Syria, at Tall Chagar Bazaar, samples of smelted iron were made 
sometime between 3000 and 2700 BC (pp. 29-32, Mary Elvira Weeks, Henry M. 
Leichester, 1968). In the Hittite environment, recent excavations have discovered 
evidence of iron tool production dating back at least as far as the 20th century BC (Asahi 
Shimbun, "Excavation in Turkey Set to Rewrite History of Iron Age," at 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hittites). 
 However, the first iron production started in the Middle Bronze Age and it took 
several centuries before iron displaced bronze. The Hittites are generally considered in 
this domain to be the forerunners of the Iron Age. They began to smelt iron between 1500 
and 1200 BC and the practice spread to the rest of the Near East after their empire fell in 
around 1200 BCE, thus starting the Iron Age (cf. pp. 29-32, Mary Elvira Weeks, Henry 
M. Leichester, 1968). 
 In any way, iron (although not used in weapons) seems to be a very well known – 
and precious - commodity in MBA Mesopotamia. In the Old Babylonian period (roughly 
the Middle Bronze Age) raw iron cost five times the price of silver, the silver costing 
twice the price of copper. On the other hand, in the New Babylonian period (626 – 539 



BCE) when iron was already common, for one shekel of silver one could get 225 shekels 
of raw iron (p. 369 and following, Bruno Meissner, 1925, in p. 238, Josef Klíma, 1988). 
 We already know that in MBA Canaan was culturally much closer to the north, 
Syria and Mesopotamia, than to the south, Egypt. So these precious iron articles from 

Jericho could very well be related to trade with the north. The אדרת שנער (addereth 
shin´ar) “Shinarite (Babylonian) garment (mantle)” which Achan stole from the spoil 
(Josh 7,21) seems to point to that northern trade even further…  
 On the other hand, these MB tradition data doesn´t seem to be an inherent whole. 
As we´ve seen here above, the cities of Hebron and Debir, are once said to be conquered 
by Joshua (Josh 10,36-39), then by Caleb, or Othniel, respectively (Josh 15,13-17), just 
another time specifically by Judah, and Othniel, again (Judg 1,9-13). As we´ve said, these 
“Caleb and Othniel versions” seem to be more original because they have more details, 
e.g. that Hebron had been called Kiriath Arba before (Josh 15,13; Judg 1,10) and that the 
three Anakites – Sheshai, Ahiman and Talmai – had ruled there before (Josh 15,14; Judg 
1,10) and that Debir had been called Kiriath Sepher before (Josh 15,15; Judg 1,11) and 
the story of Othniel and Acsah  and the springs of water (Josh 15,16-19; Judg 1,13-15). 
Related story is in Josh 14,6-15, too. Respectively, in the simplified version of the 
conquest of Hebron and Debir in Josh 10,36-39 is ascribed to Joshua as the main 
character of the Conquest. 
 In the description of the southern campaign in Josh 10 there seem to be logical 
inconsistencies, too. After the Battle of Gibeon and the defeat of the five southern kings, 
after the events over Aijalon Joshua is said to return to the camp at Gilgal (Josh 10,15) 
while in the following verses he is said to command the Israelites not to stop and pursue 
quickly their enemies and then that they returned to the camp at Makkedah (Josh 10,21). I 
think that the real course of action was that after the victorious battle Joshua told the 
Israelites to use the present advantage and continue pursuing the Canaanites while they 
were disorganized, defeated and in the open so that only few of them reached their 
fortified cities (Josh 10,20) but at that point they didn´t start to conquer these cities, 
turned back and returned to the camp at Makkedah to deal with the five kings (Josh 
10,21). Joshua then may have quickly conquered the towns in the region around 
Makkedah but the conquest of the whole territory of the South including the towns such 
as Jerusalem, Hebron, Debir, Ekron, Ashkelon and Gaza wasn´t the result of a relatively 
quick southern campaign, as it seems to be suggested from Josh 10,36-43 – which seems 
to be just a later simplified version of this MB tradition – but these events could have 
been lengthier and finished only in the later years of Joshua´s life by the tribes of Judah 
and Simeon (Judg 1,1-20 and the respective references here above) or maybe even 
completely after Joshua´s death (Judg 1,1; the city of Zephath-Hormah). This could be 
implied by the verses like “Joshua waged war against all these kings for a long time” 
(Josh 11,18) and “I will not drive them out in a single year, because the land would 
become desolate and the wild animals too numerous for you. Little by little I will drive 
them out before you, until you have increased enough to take possession of the land (Ex 
23,29-30). 
 So although this passage of Josh 1,1 – 11,20 seems to preserve mostly MB 
tradition, it is not coherent, seems to have come from many various previous sources 
which were made into a whole by later text arrangement. However, all of this arranged 
information seems to be the bearer of the initial, Conquest tradition, the oldest part and 



tradition. It is quite well possible that much of this information was taken over from the 
Book of Jashar (Josh 10,13), seemingly a very early record of the events of the Conquest, 
or similar sources. It seems that later, when this early information was not completely 
understood by later generations – and maybe also perceived as “outdated”, or “out of 
place” by them – that this early information was “adjusted” to the contemporaneous 
reality of that generation, thus coming to all later redactions. However, as already said, it 
seems that this passage of the Book has preserved much of the original, MB tradition... 
 This passage is logically closed by Josh 11,16-20 which enumerates the 
conquered land and seems to be – for all the reasons in this study given so far (no records 
of the conquest by Egyptians + Judg 1,18), and also due to the fact that it is given as a 
closing immediately after the description of the southern and northern campaigns – as the 
most original and earliest description of the conquered territory as opposed to seemingly 
later Josh 13,2-5 with its “Philistines” and different placement in the text… 
 
 Josh 11,21-23 (Anakite passage) As we´ve already said, the archaeological 
record seems to show the Late Bronze provenance of this passage. Also stylistically and 
logically it seems to be a later appendage – after the natural conclusion of Josh 11,16-20 
it adds new information and then just adds another new conclusion in Josh 11,23. 
 
 Josh 12 (Transjordanian territory and kings and the List) This seems to be a 
passage composed mostly of MB information, although – as we´ve already said – there 
seem to be later interference and “adjustments”, such as the change of Gerar to Geder 
(12,13), Goyim in Gilgal as having a king (12,23) and also even later “adjustments” by 
the LXX...  
 
 Josh 13,1 – 21,45 (Land Allotment) In this passage the information from all 
Middle Bronze, Late Bronze and Iron Ages seems to be mixed most. The Iron Age 
traditions we´ve seen in the descriptions of the towns of Judah because only in this period 
the Israelites lived a settled life in towns and village (the density and number of 
settlements is especially visible in Judah), the archaeological record about the town of 
Maresha (Tell Sandahanna) (Josh 15,44) speaks even only about the Iron Age II period. 
The information about the non-conquest of Beth-Shean (Josh 17,16-18) speaks about the 
Late Bronze and Iron Age I period as well as the information about the other towns not 
having been conquered – e.g. Jerusalem (Josh 15,63), Gezer (Josh 16,10), Ibleam, Dor, 
Endor, Taanach and Megiddo (17,11-12). Also the use of iron in the deployment of 
weapons in the Beth-Shean passage (Josh 17,14-18), “iron chariots”, point to a later 
period. On the other hand, passage where the boundaries aren´t described by towns but 
geographically – e.g. Judah (Josh 15,1-12), Joseph (Ephraim and Manasseh) (Josh 16,1-9; 
17,7-10) or Benjamin (Josh 18,11-20) could have much MB material. 
 However, even here seem to be bigger wholes coming from the Middle Bronze 
Age tradition - Josh 14,6-15 (Hebron given to Caleb); Josh 18,1-10 (Casting of lots at 
Shiloh). 
 
 Josh 22 – 24 (Eastern Altar and Joshua´s Speeches) seem to belong to the 
Middle Bronze Age. Josh 24 a 23 (Joshua´s speeches) are very similar and they may 
come from only one original event. Josh 24 seems to be older, there are more details – 



Shechem as a place of its happening (24,1), the mentions of the forefathers, Terah the 
father of Abraham and Nahor (24,2), a large stone memorial (24,26-27), mentions of the 
Amorites as the dominant ethnicity in the land (24,15; 24,18) – whereas Josh 23 seems to 
be very general. However, this stress on the importance of keeping the law of the Lord in 
this speech may come from a real memory of Joshua´s speech, too. Josh 22 (Eastern 
Tribes´ altar) seems to me very old, too. 
 
 Judg 1,1-26  (The Beginnings in the Land) Also, although it doesn´t concern the 
Book of Joshua, from what we´ve said so far, it seems apparent that the very beginning of 
the following Book of Judges seems to retain and have the same MB tradition, more 
specifically the verses of Judg 1,1-26, so we have to introduce it, too. It is a very varied 
mix of several stories and information, so it seems that this passage was composed very 
often not only appending a story to story, but a sentence to sentence. 
 The story of the conquest of Zephath-Hormah given here may chronologically 
and archaeologically belong to the beginning of the Late Bronze Age, as we´ve already 
shown, but still be within the same Conquest tradition, when the Israelites were still 
dominant and on the “conquering trail”. Out of the whole passage, which up to the verse 
20 speaks only about the tribe of Judah (including Simeon), only one part of the verse 19, 
Judah “were unable to drive the people from the plains because they had iron chariots” 
(as we`ve said, being contradictory to the verse 18), seems to come from a later time… 
 Also the information in the verse 21, right after this part about Judah, that the 
Benjamites were unable to dislodge the Jebusites living in Jerusalem, seems to come 
from a later time, apparently in contradiction with the verse 8. Here the “harmonization” 
wasn´t completely perfect, either. 
 The next story right after this, the conquest of Bethel (1,22-26), speaking about 
the house of Joseph, although may come from the very beginning of the Late Bronze 
Age, can be attributed to the Conquest tradition because it speaks about a conquest. 
 All the rest that follows, until the stories of the specific judges start, that is the 
passage of Judg 1,27-36, seems to come from the consecutive Late Bronze Age, with 
some of its facts also valid up into the Iron Age I, until the beginning of the Israelite 
Monarchy. For this reason, we´ll speak about this passages, obviously, in the next part of 
the study, “Living under the Might of Egyptians”. 
 
 
Anakites and Amorites 
  
 After having spoken about the towns and territory of the time of Conquest it also 
appropriate to say something little about the seemingly dominant non-Israelite people 
who lived at that time in the land of Canaan. 
 We´ve already spoken about the Amorites and their place among the Canaanite 
people at that time. Too, especially when referring to some Amorites, in the Bible we 
have quite often mentions about very tall people, giants, among them. Be it Og (meaning 
“gigantic”), the king of the Amorites in Ashtaroth and Edrei, the kingdom of Bashan (Dt 
3,11; Josh 12,4) or the Anakites from the southern Amorite-dominated hill-country (Nm 
13,22-33; Dt 2,10-11; Josh 11,21-23; 14,12-15; 15,13-14; Judg 1,20). While these 
mentions seem strange – and definitely they are exaggerated – they don´t need to be 



completely thought up. They may really be related to the Amorites and we may find 
parallels to something similar in other times and periods of human history. 
 The “Amorite hypothesis” has been known through William F. Albright, and the 
well-known attempts to associate Amorite invasions with episodes of deurbanisation (the 
Early Bronze IV period) or reurbanisation (Middle Bronze Age) are today considered 
dubious. As Peter Akkermans and Glenn Schwartz say, the reason for this state of affairs 
undoubtedly involves the difficulties of identifying either pastoral nomads or ethnicity in 
the archaeological record. Pastoralist groups are archaeologically elusive because the 
brevity of their temporary occupations results in very limited physical remains (p. 290, 
Peter M. M. G. Akkermans, Glenn M. Schwartz, 2003). So we can see that the “Amorite 
hypothesis” it´s not accepted as especially not being archaeologically possible to 
corroborate. Although it´s true that it is very difficult to learn from the archaeological 
record about the ethnicity and some cultural traits of the ancient people, in the case of the 
Amorites we have some written records from the relatively nearby Mesopotamia that 
could possibly tell us something about the Amorites in Canaan, too. I think, in some 
aspects, they may have been very similar to later Vikings and the whole situation and 
development may have been very alike to what I call the “Viking model”. 
 From the preserved records we know quite a lot about the Vikings of the early 
medieval Europe and later. We know that they originated from very humble conditions, 
comparatively from a not very favourable natural environment and their culture was 
considered “lower” to their more southern Germanic neighbours. Also in terms of 
behaviour they were “rougher and tougher” people. However, in some aspects they were 
very advanced, for example in their sailing skills. They also were definitely more 
“warlike” than their southern and easterm neighbours. They were very courageous 
warriors and sailors and at some point they began spreading terror thoroughout their 
neighbouring territories. These were first just raids, with “snatch, grab and withdraw” 
tactics, aimed at spoil, first it was just individual settlements that were destroyed and 
suffered under their attacks, but then, attacks began to be broader in scope, with the aim 
of gaining and controlling territory, full-scale invasions. It wasn´t a one-off wave, but 
over the course of time there had been many raids and “penetrations”, from small 
incursions to big and numerous attacks. From their homeland in Scandinavia there were 
moves in two basic directions – “eastern drive”, into the territory of present-day Russia 
and then down to the Black Sea as far as Constantinople, and “southern drive” into the 
territory of present-day British Isles, Benelux and France, from there to southern Italy, 
Sicily and as far as the Levant as part of the Crusades. Very often they formed a ruling 
elite and created new states on these territories, as it was the case in Russia, England, 
Sicily and southern Italy, the Principality of Antioch and elsewhere. Sometimes these 
Viking-ruled entities fought each other. Sometimes they served as excellent warriors in 
the service of other monarchs, as was the case of Constantinople and the Byzantines. 
With time and in new cultural environment, they often went “civilized”, they adopted in 
many ways the local culture and administration, although sometimes introducing some of 
their own cultural traits. And, in the end, while very often they had been the destroyers of 
the older and more civilized way of life, subsequently, with time and change of their own 
lifestyle, on their newly acquired territories they became the developers of a new 
civilization, building on the existing traditions, but often with the introduction of their 
own particularities. 



 We find many parallels with the Amorites. References to the group “Martu” (= 
Amorite) first appear in texts from the mid-third millennium, sometimes in association 
with the Jebel Bishri desert region northeast of Palmyra (p. 288, ibid). So, they too seem 
to have come from rather harsh natural conditions. "The MAR.TU land" appears in the 
earliest Sumerian texts, such as Enmerkar and the Lord of Aratta, as well as early tablets 
from Ebla; and for the Akkadian kings Mar.tu was one of the "Four Quarters" 
surrounding Akkad, along with Subartu, Sumer and Elam 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Amorite). 
 Also their nomadic culture was considered “low”. They appear as nomadic clans 
ruled by fierce tribal chiefs, who forced themselves into lands they needed to graze their 
herds. Some of the Akkadian literature of this era speaks disparagingly of the Amorites, 
and implies that the neo-Sumerians viewed their nomadic way of life with disgust and 
contempt, for example: The MAR.TU who know no grain.... The MAR.TU who know no 
house nor town, the boors of the mountains.... The MAR.TU who digs up truffles... who 
does not bend his knees (to cultivate the land), who eats raw meat, who has no house 
during his lifetime, who is not buried after death... (Edward Chiera, 1934a). They have 
prepared wheat and gú-nunuz (grain) as a confection, but an Amorite will eat it without 
even recognizing what it contains! (Edward Chiera, 1934b) That many Amorites were 
nomadic pastoralists herding flocks of sheep and goats is clear from a variety of written 
sources. Southern Mesopotamian texts of the late third millennium refer to them as 
uncouth outsiders and the Amorite rulers themselves allude to their nomadic past (pp. 
288, 290, Peter M. M. G. Akkermans, Glenn M. Schwartz, 2003). 
 The Akkadian king Naram-Sin records campaigns against them in northern Syria 
and his successor Shar-Kali-Sharri followed suit (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Amorite). 
 Then, by the turn of the new, second millennium, a new era seems to come in the 
ancient Near East. As we´ve seen, unlike the 16th BCE, when we can´t attest any 
convincing major climatic event to bring about the end of MBA civilization, in the 22nd 
century BCE there is broadly attested the 4.2 kiloyear BP aridification event, causing the 
22nd century BCE drought which in all probability induced – or at least contributed - to 
the downfall of the Egyptian Old Kingdom as well as Mesopotamian Akkadian Empire 
(cf http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/22nd_century_BC_drought). It´s possible that this 
drought and the subsequent lack of fertile lands further enhanced the natural 
“expantionist drive” of the largely pastoral Amorites and from the 21st century BC on a 
large-scale migration of Amorite tribes, among other populations, infiltrated 
Mesopotamia, precipitating the downfall of the Neo-Sumerian Third Dynasty of Ur, and 
acquiring a series of powerful kingdoms, culminating in the triumph under Hammurabi of 
one of them, that of Babylon (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Amorite). 
 By the time of the southern Mesopotamian Neo-Sumerian Ur-III (The Third 
Dynasty of Ur) empire in the late third millenium, immigrating Amorites had become 
such a force that kings such as Shu-Sin were obliged to construct a 170 mile wall from 
the Tigris to the Euphrates to hold them off, called Muriq-Tidnim (Akkadian, “repeller of 
the Tidnum Amorites”) (p. 79, William H. Stiebing Jr., 2003; p. 288, Peter M. M. G. 
Akkermans, Glenn M. Schwartz, 2003). While some Amorites were considered an 
external menace, it is clear that many Amorite individuals functioned successfully within 
southern Mesopotamian society, sometimes operating at the highest political levels (p. 



288, Peter M. M. G. Akkermans, Glenn M. Schwartz, 2003). This also alludes of the 
Vikings. 
 As the centralized structure of this neo-Sumerian empire slowly collapsed, the 
component regions began to reassert their former independence, and places where 
Amorites resided were no exception. Elsewhere, armies of Elam were attacking and 
weakening the empire, making it vulnerable. Some Amorites aggressively took advantage 
of the failing empire to seize power for themselves. There was not an Amorite invasion as 
such, but Amorites did ascend to power in many locations, especially during the reign of 
the last king of the Ur-III Dynasty, Ibbi-Sin. Leaders with Amorite names assumed power 
in various places, including Isin, Larsa, and Babylon 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Amorite). This is something similar to the Vikings, too. 
Then the Elamites finally sacked Ur. Some time later, the most powerful ruler in 
Mesopotamia (immediately preceding the rise of Hammurabi of Babylon) was Shamshi-
Adad I of Assyria another Amorite (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Amorite). 
 Something similar happened to the west, too. After the collapse of the Ur kingship 
and the Early Bronze polities in Syria, we find Amorite rulers in place from the 
Mediterranean to the Persian Gulf (p. 288, Peter M. M. G. Akkermans, Glenn M. 
Schwartz, 2003). 
 While newer social theories assume a “dimorphic coexistence” between nomadic 
pastoralists and sedentists, a mutually profitable dependent relationship, as opposed to the 
older theory of permanent antagonist stance between these two groups, as Peter 
Akkermans and Glenn Schwartz note, this, of course, did not preclude hostilities between 
the two, just as a similar lifestyle doesn´t preclude hostilities between various groups of 
sedentists (p. 290, ibid). It was the case of the Vikings, too, who were known as traders, 
trading in fur and other commodities considered of value further south, this, nevertheless, 
didn´t prevent them from their military activities, very often in situations where the 
circumstances were suitable for it. 
 This emergence of new ethnic groups seems particularly clear from the textual 
sources that begin to reappear in the first few centuries of the second millennium in Syria. 
Rulers with names in Amorite, a Semitic language, preside over an array of Syrian and 
Mesopotamian political entities and include among their number the above-mentioned 
Shamshi-Adad, founder of the first northern Mesopotamian empire c. 1800 BC, the Old-
Assyrian, and his younger contemporary the famous Hammurabi of Babylon, the founder 
of the Old-Babylonian one. Sometimes these kings refer explicitly to their kinship with 
other Amorite rulers: Hammurabi, for example, claimed descent from the same ancestors 
as Shamshi-Adad (p. 288, ibid). 
 However, the cultural continuity was preserved in many aspects. While Amorite 
names are ubiquitous in the textual sources of Middle Bronze Syria, Akkadian remained 
the language used for writing, and Akkadian names persist alongside Amorite examples. 
Hurrian names are also evident in texts from the Jezireh and as far west as Alalakh near 
the coast, indicating the movement of Hurrian-speakers, or at least Hurrian naming 
practices, from the Khabur region to the west in the early second millennium (p. 290, 
ibid). But some things were new. The rise of the Amorite kingdoms in Mesopotamia 
brought about deep and lasting repercussions in its political, social and economic 
structure. Men, land, and cattle ceased to belong physically to the gods or to the temples 
and the king. The new monarchs of the new kingdoms gave, or let out for an indefinite 



period, numerous parcels of royal or sacerdotal land, freed the inhabitants of several 
cities from taxes and forced labour, and seem to have encouraged a new society to 
emerge, a society of big farmers, free citizens, and enterprising merchants which was to 
last throughout the ages. The priest assumed the service of the gods, and cared for the 
welfare of his subjects, but the economic life of the country was no longer exclusively (or 
almost exclusively) in their hands (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Amorite). 
 In general terms, Mesopotamian civilization survived the arrival of Amorites, as it 
had survived the Akkadian domination and the restless period that had preceded the rise 
of the Third Dynasty of Ur. The religious, ethical, and artistic directions in which 
Mesopotamia had been developing since earliest times, were not greatly impacted by the 
Amorites' hegemony. They continued to worship the Sumerian gods, and the older 
Sumerian myths and epic tales were piously copied, translated, or adapted, generally with 
only minor alterations. As for the scarce artistic production of the period, there is little to 
distinguish it from the preceding Ur-III era (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Amorite). So 
here´s another similarity to the Vikings who in many cases tok over the culture of their 
subdued nations. 
 Just like the Vikings, the Amorites seem to expand east, to Mesopotamia, and 
south, to Canaan, as the Bible seems to indicate, and later to Egypt, as we´ve seen it in 
the West Semitic, Amorite names of “heqa khasut”, “foreign rulers”, the Hyksos and in 
the tales of the “shepherd kings”. Just like the Vikings, they seem to bring destruction 
first, and then, a little later, they seem to be developers of a new civilization in 
Mesopotamia and Egypt, partly taking over and adapting to the local culture and partly 
bringing something new. If this is true, then the Amorites could be linked to both the 
deurbanisation (the Early Bronze IV period) and the subsequent reurbanisation (Middle 
Bronze Age) in Canaan. And just like the Vikings they seem to be an elite class who rule 
over the subdued territories and their people and establish their kingdoms and ruling 
bodies, asserting their power. 
 So while we´re lacking the archaeological evidence for something “specifically 
culturally Amorite” in Canaan itself, the textual evidence from Mesopotamia and both 
textual and archaeological evidence from Egypt, in the middle of which Canaan lay, 
make possible – and I think, very probable - the same political and cultural “Amorite-
Viking” scenario, just as the Bible suggests in some parts of the Book of Joshua. It is then 
possible that in Canaan, just like in Mesopotamia, the Amorites were both the destroyers 
and, after some “civilizing”, the renewers of the Canaanite civilizations of the Early and 
Middle Bronze Ages. They seem not to have come as one big widespred ethnic wave, but 
rather in the form of many small raids in various territories over a longer period of time, 
eventually taking power in many places and creating a ruling elite. However, the majority 
of the original „non-Amorite“ population had prevailed. They also seem not having 
brought a new distinct culture, but rather taking over (very often as culturally inferior) the 
higher culture of the conquered. As such, of course, they are very difficult to trace 
archaeologically. But as we´ve seen, the developments in Mesopotamia and Syria around 
the end of the third millennium, and later in Egypt, as well as the biblical references, all 
seem to indicate that on this territory between Mesopotamia-Syria and Egypt, an Amorite 
ruling elites were very dominant in many places throughout the whole of the Middle 
Bronze Age… 



 And interestingly, this Amorite-ruled civilization seems to come to an end at 
approximately the same time everywhere, around the end of MBA. In Mesopotamia the 
era of the Amorite kingdoms, ca. 2000–1600 BC, is sometimes known as the "Amorite 
period" in Mesopotamian history. The principal Amorite dynasties arose in Mari, 
Yamkhad, Qatna, Assyria (under Shamshi-Adad I), Isin, Larsa, and Babylon. This era 
ended with the Hittite sack of Babylon (c. 1531 BC) which brought new ethnic groups - 
particularly Kassites and Hurrians - to the forefront in Mesopotamia 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Amorite). As we´ve seen, around the same time it was 
similar in Egypt, with the expulsion of the Hyksos, and in Canaan, with the destruction of 
its Middle Bronze civilization. So we could call the time of approximately 2000 BCE – 
1500 BCE the “Amorite Age” in the Near East. From the 15th century BC onward, the 
term Amurru is usually applied to the region extending north of Canaan as far as Kadesh 
on the Orontes (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Amorite). 
 All this makes us see in a new light the God´s words to Abraham, as they are 
reported in the Bible, that Abraham´s descendants would be strangers in the land not their 
own and would be enslaved and mistreated there 400 years, but then they would come 
back to Canaan in the fourth generation, “for the sin of the Amorites has not yet reached 
its full measure” (Gn 15,12-16). If the Conquest was around 1550 BCE and the Israelites 
had lived in Egypt 400 years, that makes Abraham´s time in Canaan to be around 2000 
BCE, the time when the Amorites had just begun developing their Middle Bronze urban 
culture in Canaan and this urban culture was just developing, with cities smaller and not 
highly developed, with much land still left for grazing. The sentence “the sin of the 
Amorites has not yet reached its full measure” could mean that the Amorites would rule 
for some time, but after that, when “their sin has reached its full measure”, the Israelites 
would come and end the time of the Amorites, the Middle Bronze Age. So we can see 
these words as a kind of prophecy from the time when the rule of the Amorites was just 
beginning… And interestingly, as we´ve said, the same happened at approximately the 
same time to the Amorites in the other regions inhabited by them, too. 
 The “Viking model” could help us understand the Anakites and the Rephaites 
(giants), too. It is generally known that the Vikings were especially tall people for their 
time, very often they were a head taller than their opponents, as we know it from 
descriptions from the “early” age of their invasions or “later” descriptions, as, e.g., the 
description of Bohemond I of Antioch (Bohemond of Taranto) by Anna Comnena in her 
Alexiad. “Everyone admired his appearance and shivered at his reputation. Nobody in the 
Byzantine Empire had met a man like this before, whether barbarian or Greek. He was 
more than a foot taller than anyone else, slender, with broad shoulders and chest, and 
strong arms. His whole person was well proportioned according to the canon of 
Polycleitus; he was neither too thin nor fat; he had powerful hands, an erect carriage, 
burly shoulders… He breathed easily through a nose and nostrils that were in proportion 
to his broad chest. This warrior had a certain charm, somewhat spoiled, however, by the 
feeling of terror he inspired. The man´s obdurate and savage personality was revealed in 
the whole person, in the way he stood and in the way he glanced about him. Even his 
laugh could make his followers shiver. Courage and passion raged in his body and in his 
soul, and both these qualities were were directed toward war. His mind was flexible and 
cunning, always devious. His words were calculated and his replies always ambiguous 
(pp. 70-71, Régine Pernould, 2003). I think in this description – though not entirely - 



could be a certain resemblance of how Og, the king of the Amorites, must have effected 
on his contemporaries. As Anakites lived in the same places where the Amorite presence 
was especially strong, in the Southern Hill-Country, (Josh 10,5-12; 5,1; 7,7; ) and Og was 
the king of the Amorites (Josh 9,10), so similarly the Amorites could have been also 
comparatively taller people to the other inhabitants of the contemporary Near East (Dt 
1,26-28), which could have been another feature that made them successful warriors. And 
this contemporaneous fact could have been later reflected in the traditions of these tall 
people. So also this, at first glance completely thought up biblical information – despite 
obvious later exaggerations developed while handing the tradition down - could have a 
natural explanation… 
 
 
Conclusion 
  
 From what we´ve said so far, we can draw some conclusions on the nature of 
Conquest and the Book of Joshua. Based on all already treated – and what is quite 
obvious just from casual reading without studying the Book of Joshua into detail – we see 
that the Book of Joshua doesn´t stress the anthropological nor the social aspect of the 
events it describes – for some obvious reasons, because these were much clearer to the 
contemporaneous people, and too, they were considered only secondary so it wasn´t felt 
to write much about them. But instead, the spiritual side was considered primary, and we 
can feel it especially strongly in some passages. 
 The Book describes and presents as something natural a military conquest of the 
land and widespread slaughtering of its inhabitants, which is barely acceptable for us with 
our present cultural and moral settings. I think, it is possible to explain and understand 
this fact only if we don´t tear it out of its time context and don´t regard it with our present 
eyes. We have a tendency to think that people, their cultural and moral paradigms have 
always been similar to our present ones and don´t bear into consideration that even 
morality and ethics have had a “history” and from the beginning of humanity they have 
evolved to our present state from more simple and primitive “forms”. The Book of 
Joshua reflects exactly one stage in this ethical development and evolution. It speaks of 
people of 3500 years ago, with completely different cultural and social understanding of 
morality and ethics, of good and evil, from our present ones, both the Israelites and their 
adversaries. The treatment of some facts in the Book of Joshua is possible to understand 
only in this light. 
 However, despite all obvious violence that the Book depicts, there are some 
positive features in it, even today to us. It is also a Book about faith, about believing the 
Lord despite difficulties that is maybe most vividly and visibly described – at least to me 
- by Joshua and the elders laying facedown in front of the Lord for the whole day after 
the defeat at Ai (Josh 7,6-9). 
 Second, looking at the Book from the historic point of view, the Book wants to be 
a chronicle, but obviously some much time had passed while handing down this tradition 
that chronology and important social feature of these times had become blurred. That´s 
why we see these “harmonisations” that tend to adapt and adjust a later tradition - at the 
time not remembered and understood well - to some later social contexts, obviously, so 
that it would “make sense”. That´s why we have there all those “colourings” that make 



some stories – in their details – look later than their real core actually is. It can be 
compared, for instance, to medieval paintings that display biblical events. The form is 
medieval and contemporaneous – because the painters didn´t know the social aspects of 
the times (like clothing, food, natural environment, architecture) – but it doesn´t mean 
that the core of the scene that is displayed, is contemporaneous or invented. The core is 
very often historic and much earlier, only not knowingly presented under a later form. 
 So, as we´ve seen, we can see this later form quite often in the Book of Joshua - 
and only some detailed look, combined with archaeological results, too, which are 
undispensable here - can make us distinguish the apparent real “core” under the “colours” 
and “harmonisations” of the later times. Obviously, as we´ve seen, the final redaction of 
the Book wasn´t made earlier than the Iron Age II. However, in a closer examination, I 
believe we can see that it is quite justified and reasoned to consider the events described 
in the Book - with the present knowledge – to have real historic value… That they reflect 
the memory of the end of the Middle Bronze Age, the 1550 tradition, that has been 
preserved despite all later infringements, alterations and misunderstanding… And also, as 
we´ve seen, as it seems, this tradition isn´t contained only in the Book of Joshua, but it is 
to be seen in the very beginning of the subsequent Book of Judges… And last, too, as 
we´ve seen, this undispensable contribution of archaeology is that it can help us make – 
together in combination with the biblical text – even the possible reconstruction of some 
forgotten aspects and details of some of the events depicted… 
 
 
Shiloh 
  
 We can close this part symbolically, at Shiloh. Shiloh was a very important place 
for the Israelites in the times of Joshua and later in the times of Judges up nearly until the 
time of the Monarchy, something that would later become Jerusalem. According to the 
Israelite tradition the Ark was there, so it was the “first Jerusalem” and its sanctuary was 
the most sacred place of the Israelites. 
 At this site, Tel Shiloh(h)/Khirbet Seilun, the layers of the respective times was 
most recently excavated by Israel Finkelstein. It sits on the confluence of two wadis, and 
is surrounded by fertile land. On the top of the tell all earlier remains had been removed 
by Roman to Medieval builders (p.70, Eveline J. van der Steen, 2004), so there is now 
only exposed bedrock (p. 210, John Ch. H. Laughlin, 2006), and thus the adjacent area 
was only excavated. 
 MB IIC Shiloh had a glacis and a town, the first walled city from this period 
(1650-1550 BCE) had 1.6 ha (4 acres). It was destroyed at the end of the period (p.70, 
Eveline J. van der Steen, 2004; pp. 210-211, John Ch. H. Laughlin, 2006). 
 From the subsequent Late Bronze Age much pottery and other objects were 
found. Broken pottery vessels were found in a thick deposit of ashes and bones, many 
sherds were identified as belonging to chalices and bowls. However, no architecture from 
the period was found, there was the absence of any building remains. This Late Bronze 
settlement revealed a higher percentage of sheep/goat and a lower percentage of cattle 
than the Early Iron Age. The Late Bronze deposit was uncovered from only one area (D). 
Israel Finkelstein concluded that the site must have been a nomadic sanctuary in this 



period. It was deserted before the end of the Late Bronze Age (pp. 70-71, Eveline J. van 
der Steen, 2004; pp. 210-213, John Ch. H. Laughlin, 2006). 
 So at Shiloh, if we reckon the Conquest to have happened around 1550 BCE, the 
archaeological record fits very well the biblical. At Shiloh the whole assembly of the 
Israelites gathered and set up the Tent of Meeting there. The country was brought under 
their control, but there were still some Israelite tribes who had not yet received their 
inherintance. So Joshua sent them to map out the land, then they returned to Joshua in the 
camp of Shiloh where he cast lots for them in the presence of the Lord (that is, the Ark 
was there) and he distributed the land to them according to their tribal divisions (Josh 
18,1-10). We also know that later the Israelites had an annual festival of the Lord in 
Shiloh (Judg 21,19) and in Samuel´s times the Ark was still there and the people came 
there every year (1 Sam 1-4). 
 So, according to the biblical account, it seems that the Lord´s sanctuary was there 
throughout the Late Bronze and Early Iron Ages up to the time of Monarchy. And also 
according to the archaeological record there seems to be a nomadic sanctuary at Shiloh in 
the Late Bronze Age that is there in its nomadic character up until shortly before the end 
of the Late Bronze Age, in around 1200 BCE, the time when the first Israelite settlements 
and houses appear in the hill country… 
 And it all leads us to a new time in Canaan when the situation changes. It´s a time 
when the strong Middle Bronze urban character of the land slightly changes and more 
nomadic aspects of life rise up, especially in some parts of the country… It´s also the 
time when a new power slowly comes to the fore and so do new challenges… And that´s 
the situation that the subsequent part of this study, “Living under the Might of 
Egyptians”, will seek to describe… 
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