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Mycenean pottery is for the most part negligible and chronologically dispersed
across two centuries.”® While there certainly was contact between these
regions, there is not sufficient evidence to say that they had a tightly connected
political and economic system, one in which the failure of one would cause a
breakdown in the others. Nevertheless, even if one assumes there was a system
to collapse, it is clear that destruction could not have been a causal factor in
that collapse.

Destruction, the End of the Late Bronze Age,
and Where We Go from Here

This study has sought to challenge the more than a century of research and
excavations that have erroneously embedded destruction into the core of the
end of the Late Bronze Age narrative. But it also brings to the fore several
other important points that need to be taken into further consideration. The
first is, as stressed in chapter 2, there is the need for a strict definition of what
constitutes a destruction, as well as a systematic method to define and describe
destruction events. None of the following suggestions will bear any fruit if
there is no accepted concept for what is or is not a destruction. Until such
a time when a definition and system for demarcating destruction is broadly
accepted, such as the one presented here, there can be no hope of having an
informed conversation on the subject, as everyone will continue to talk past
each other, much as they would if there was no standard typology of Late
Helladic pottery. If a system such as this one can be widely adopted then we
can address the following issues to help bring more clarity not only to the end
of the Late Bronze Age, but to the ancient world in general.

One of the issues that needs to be addressed in the future is the subcon-
scious assumption that periods of transition are fraught with more destruction
than the periods before the transition or collapse. This is obvious, as most pe-
riods of transition are oftentimes assumed to be accompanied by a string of
destructions or “destruction horizon”"' However, it is my opinion that it is un-
likely that only the end of the Late Bronze Age suffers from false destructions
in any of their three forms. Indeed, this has already been demonstrated for an-
other period in the southern Levant, as Jodi Magness (1993, 43, 53, 66-71, 86—88,
90-91, 118) has uncovered that many of the destruction events associated with
the Muslim conquest of Palestine were misdated by more than a century and
had only been artificially constricted into a single chronological horizon. Like-

10. For further details, see the discussion in Millek 2019c¢, 122-40, 200-204.

11. This is indeed the case for the southern Levant, which has a “destruction horizon” at the end
of the Early Bronze Age, Middle Bronze Age, and, as discussed in this book, Late Bronze Age. For
the Early Bronze Age, see Butzer 1997, 271-72; Richard 2014, 343; Prag 2014, 388; Gallo 2014. For
the Middle Bronze Age, see Burke 2014, 411.
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wise, Ryan Boehm (2013, 319-25) has demonstrated that, despite the traditional
view that the synoikismos in the late fourth and third centuries BCE in northern
Greece and western Asia Minor was a period of widespread destruction, in fact
there is an overwhelming lack of evidence for destruction at this time. It is more
than likely that many of the supposed “destruction horizons” are either gener-
ally false, as is the case for the end of the Late Bronze Age, or that at the least
there is less destruction than has oftentimes been presumed to be the case.

Much of the reason for this theoretical supposition that destruction was
rampant in periods of transition likely stems from the assumption that the
end of a period or age must be preceded by violent destruction. Thus, as was
the case with many of the assumed or false citations discussed in chapter 3,
sites were presumed destroyed not based on any evidence, but rather because
the site had a layer dated to ca. 1200 BCE. Since the underlying assumption
dictated that all or almost all sites were destroyed ca. 1200 BCE many sites were
presumed destroyed, even if there was a general lack of evidence, or what was
found likely represented burning in only a single room or the day-to-day use of
a hearth.”? Consequently, in many cases of false destruction ca. 1200 BCE, the
theory superseded the physical archaeological evidence. It is more than likely
that this is also the case in other periods and regions that have lists of sites
destroyed ca. any given date.

Moreover, in many instances where destruction was uncovered, it was
simply assumed that the destruction was caused by violent warfare or by an
earthquake, depending on the theoretical leaning of the excavator interpreting
the material. Because of this, other possible causes were overlooked or ignored,
as the evidence had to fit into a preconceived theoretical mold that did not
allow for accidental fires, structural engineering failures, or even evidence of
warfare in sites that were supposedly destroyed by an earthquake. Thus, there
needs to be a reappraisal of all so-called destruction horizons, to see what sites
actually have evidence of destruction, when the evidence dates to, whether
there is evidence of abandonment or crisis prior to the destruction event, and
what the scale and possible causes for the destructions are. Until this work is
undertaken, any discussion of a “destruction horizon” should be taken with
a measure of caution, as it is more than likely that these other “horizons of
destruction” too are rife with errors that need to be expunged.

This leads to two other vital points. The first of these is that typically during
these periods of crisis, collapse, transition, or change, depending on how one
chooses to view it, there is the undercurrent in the literature that these were
more violent points in history than in the times preceding them. Thus, not only
is there supposedly more evidence for widespread destruction, but violence and

12. T have provided several quotations in the previous chapters where many have stated just
this, that all sites in a given region were destroyed.
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unrest is typically assumed to be at greater levels than in the preceding decades.
The end of the Late Bronze Age is an excellent example of this assumption, yet,
there is nothing to suggest that the years surrounding 1200 BCE were any
more violent than the previous centuries. If we were to ask the people of the
Levant if the LB I or LB II were without violence, the inhabitants of Megiddo
would likely answer no, as they were utterly defeated by Thutmoses III and
put under Egyptian subjugation along with the majority of the Levant. The
Amarna Letters do not provide a picture of peace and tranquility during the
fourteenth century BCE in Canaan and the central Levant, but rather portray
fighting between petty polities who were also harassed by groups of Habiru
(Ahlstrom, Rollefson, and Edelman 1993, 239-71). The situation at Qatna
certainly challenges the notion that the period during the Late Bronze Age
was less violent than its end, as the site suffered a massive destruction, likely at
the hands of Suppiluliuma I, and it never regained its former glory. Ugarit was
caught in a tug of war between Egypt, Mitanni, and the Hittites, while Mitanni
itself was completely obliterated as an entity by the Hittites and Assyrians.

Other sites that could challenge the prevailing view of the intra Late Bronze
Age periods are Troy VIh, Beycesultan, Magsat Hoytiik, and Kusakli, which all
suffered greater damage during the course of the Late Bronze Age than at its end
ca. 1200 BCE. While historians bemoan the loss of Linear B and writing in Greece
at the end of the Late Bronze Age, what is oftentimes lost in the discussion is
the complete annihilation of Linear A, which resulted in the disappearance of
an entire language group at the end of the fifteenth century BCE (Tomas 2010;
Wiener 2015). The loss of Linear A was in many ways worse than the disappear-
ance of Linear B, as at least Greek survived, while whatever language Linear A
represented appears to have gone out of existence. From here, the list could go
on, as Egypt, Hatti, Mitanni, Babylonia, Assyria, and others were constantly at
war with someone, extending their reach through violent and at times destruc-
tive conquest, while they too faced threats from uprisings, other kingdoms and
empires, as well as from population groups they could not control, such as the
Kaska, Habiru, Sashu, Libyans, pirates, and bandits, to name only a few.

Thus, while the end of the Late Bronze Age is typically described as a period
of more overt violence and destruction, the historical record does not indicate
that it was any more tumultuous than the Late Bronze Age as a whole—that is,
unless one reaches into the realm of Greek myth and the bombastic narration
provided by one pharaoh on one of his monuments that largely reflects violence
done against the Sea Peoples by the Egyptians rather than the other way around.

This then leads into the second point, which is that the assumption that
transitional periods such as the end of the Late Bronze Age were fraught with
more destruction, and not only that, but also more-devastating destruction than
in the preceding centuries, is not based on any factual evidence or systematic
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study. It is merely an assumption. If one were to ask how many destruction
events occurred during the LB I in the Levant, what was their scale, what were
the probable causes, and what resulted after the destruction, no lists or maps
exist to answer this question. Destruction during a period or age has gone
largely unstudied as a phenomenon. While the amount of destruction at the
end of the Late Bronze Age is outwardly compared to destruction during the
Late Bronze Age, we simply do not know how much destruction actually took
place in any given period for any given region. Consequently, we cannot say
that there was more destruction and more devastating destruction at the end
of the Late Bronze Age, as we do not know how much destruction occurred
before it or after it. Thus, much as all periods of collapse, crisis, transition, and
their “destruction horizons” need to be reevaluated, the entire archaeological
record requires reexamination, as we cannot compare one data set to another
data set that does not currently exist in any tangible form. If there is to be any
comparison, we must first understand how destruction affected sites during a
period to see if there are drastic differences between interperiod destructions
and destructions at the end of a period or age. Until that time, it is fruitless to
say there was more destruction at the end of a period such as the Late Bronze
Age, as we simply do not know what the rate of destruction was, the average
scale, distribution of cause, and the effect of these destructions during any fifty-
to-one-hundred-year span of time.

From here it is clear where the study of destruction needs to go. Essential-
ly, every destruction event from every period needs to be critically reexamined,
while interperiod destruction events need to be sought out. If Late Helladic pot-
tery had been accumulating over the course of the past one-hundred-plus years
from hundreds of excavations without ever being examined under a common
rubric or typology, while it would be a monumental task to study this body of
material, the effort would be worthwhile. It would reveal troves of information
that have gone undetected, challenging theories and upending assumptions.

Likewise, attempting to reinvestigate all destruction events would be a
mammoth task; however, it too will be worth the while. Over the course of
such an endeavor, theories and reconstructions of the past will be challenged,
upended, or shown to be fallacious, while also reaffirming others when the
evidence warrants it. We can examine how populations reacted to destructive
crises both during and outside periods of transition. The method of analyz-
ing destruction would be refined, improved, and expanded, just as what has
been presented here was not meant to be the end of the discussion on examin-
ing and interpreting destruction, but merely the beginning. This endeavor of
course will not happen all at once, and it will need to be done site by site and
destruction horizon by destruction horizon, but if it is completed, the benefits
to our understanding of the ancient world will far outweigh the cost in time.
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Only by thoroughly studying destruction over the millennia can we come to a
better understanding of how destruction in its myriad of forms affected ancient
societies and discover what new knowledge lies lurking in the darkness of the
unstudied destruction event.



The Ancient Near East Today

CURRENT NEWS ABOUT THE ANCIENT PAST

The Fall of the Bronze Age and the Destruction that Wasn’t
By Jesse Millek

In any telling of the end of the Late Bronze Age (LBA) in the Eastern Mediterranean, there is one key
theme that emerges as an integral component of any theory attempting to explain the collapse of the
empires ca. 1200 BCE. Destruction. Trade networks were broken apart because the ports of trade were
destroyed by earthquakes and pirates. Egypt lost its grasp on the southern Levant because the Sea Peoples
destroyed their strong holds. The Hittite empire’s interior was sacked and burned by the Kashka, while its
cities and towns on the Mediterranean coast were too destroyed by the Sea Peoples. Indeed, almost every
major and many minor sites in the Eastern Mediterranean have been cited as destroyed ca. 1200 BCE as
part of a massive destruction horizon.

This viewpoint is the most noticeable in the maps of destruction which showcase the breadth and width of
the devastation ca. 1200 BCE. The first of these was made by Robert Drews in his 1993 book, The End of
the Bronze Age Changes in Warfare and the Catastrophe Ca. 1200 B.C. In it, he created a map titled, “The
Eastern Mediterranean: Major sites destroyed in the Catastrophe” which featured 47 sites destroyed at the
end of the LBA. Drews’s map, and those that have followed, helped to visualize just how many sites were
destroyed ca. 1200 BCE, both for the scholar and for the layperson alike. It gave the impression that,
wherever one looks in the Eastern Mediterranean, one will find a city of ruins due to the turmoil brought on
by the end of the LBA.

Robert Drews’s 1993 map of “Major sites destroyed in the Catastrophe” (Drews, Robert. 1993. The end of
the Bronze Age: Changes in warfare and the catastrophe ca. 1200 BC. Princeton: Princeton University
Press: 9 figure 1).
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“Sites destroyed ca. 1200 BC” (Cline, Eric H. 2014. 1177 B.C The Year Civilization Collapsed. Princeton:
Princeton University Press: 110-111 Figure 10).
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The map showcasing destruction from the Late Bronze Age collapse page on Wikipedia.

Yet, what if this wasn’t the case, and Drews’s map was inaccurate, and that over half of all destruction
events he claimed affected the Eastern Mediterranean at the end of the LBA never happened at all, or at
least not ca. 1200 BCE? As it turns out, this is in fact the case, and Drews’s “Map of the Catastrophe” is a
perfect example of how many destructions from this supposed “destruction horizon” were misdated,
assumed, or simply invented out of nothing and are what we can call, false destructions.

This first type of false destructions are misdated destructions. Certain destruction events have been put on
maps or have been cited as taking place at ca. 1200 BCE, but the destruction occurred either well before or
well after 1200 BCE. For instance, Drews asserted that Hazor, in northern Israel, was destroyed around
1200 BCE. Yet, while the site’s LBA monumental structures were indeed burned, this event took place
during the first half of the 13th century BCE, well before the end of the LBA. A similar story is true for the
site of Miletus on the southwestern coast of Anatolia. While Drews’s put it on the map as destroyed ca.
1200 BCE, the “Third Building Phase” actually dated between 1130-1060 BCE, well after 1200 BCE.
Furthermore, it is not even clear if there was a destruction event at the end of the “Third Building Phase” at
all.

Aerial photo of Tel Hazor. Remains of Iron and Bronze Age cities are seen in the upper tell.


https://www.asor.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/12/Fig4-2-e1671564781822.jpg
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tel_Hazor#/media/File:Tel_hatzor.JPG

The second type of false destructions is the assumed destruction where scholars have assumed a destruction
took place based on limited or no evidence. For example, Acco, on Israel’s northern coast, is featured on
Drews’s and most other maps of destruction ca. 1200 BCE. Drews even went so far as to claim that a
scarab of the Egyptian Queen Twosret, which was found in the ash from Acco’s “destruction,” accurately
dated it to around 1190 BCE. The only issue though, is that Drews did not mention that the ash layer was
uncovered next to a kiln in an industrial area of the site, and that the ash was refuse from the industrial
activity. There is in fact no evidence of destruction at Acco.

A view of modern Acco.

For Sinda, which is situated in the hinterlands of Enkomi on Cyprus, incomplete evidence from a limited
excavation carried out in a short single season during the 1940s was blown out of proportion into a
destruction. Only some ash and some minor signs of burning were uncovered with no clear evidence of
destruction such as fallen walls, smashed objects, mudbricks, or more severe evidence of burning. Minor
signs of ash and burning can come from any number of mundane sources such as cooking, a hearth, or
industrial activities, and there is no clear archaeological evidence that Sinda was destroyed ca. 1200 BCE.

The last type of false destructions is the most pernicious, the false citation. Take for example the site of
Alaca Hoyiik, which is one of the preeminent destructions in Anatolia at the end of the Hittite empire both
for Drews and others who came after him. The only problem is that Drews’s evidence for this destruction
was a single article written by Kurt Bittel, a famous Anatolian archaeologist, who stated that at least some
of the monumental buildings at Alaca Hoyiik were destroyed by fire based on the finds from the first
season of excavations in 1935. However, in the report on the 1935 excavation, the excavator, Arik, never
said that he found evidence of an end of the LBA destruction. Moreover, over the last 90 years of
excavations, no destruction dating to ca. 1200 BCE has ever been found at Alaca Hoyiik. The destruction
was a scholarly invention not an archaeological reality.

Pl & e oy
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There is also Kition on Cyprus, which is again one of the featured destruction events from the end of the
Late Bronze Age. However, in 1992, the excavator Vassos Karageorghis described the end of the Late
Bronze Age as, “At Kition, major rebuilding was carried out in both excavated Areas I and I, but there is
no evidence of violent destruction; on the contrary, we observe a cultural continuity.” What is more
interesting though, is that the article that this quote appeared in is the same article Drews cited to claim that
Kition was destroyed.

So, how bad is the problem? How many false destructions are there at the end of the LBA? If one goes
through archaeological literature from the past 150 years, there are 148 sites with 153 destruction events
ascribed to the end of the Late Bronze Age ca. 1200 BCE. However, of these, 94, or 61%, have either been
misdated, assumed based on little evidence, or simply never happened at all. For Drews’s map, and his
subsequent discussion of some other sites which he believed were destroyed ca. 1200 BCE, of the 60
“destructions” 31, or 52%, are false destructions. The complete list of false destructions includes other
notable sites such as: Lefkandi, Orchomenos, Athens, Knossos, Alassa, Carchemish, Aleppo, Alalakh,
Hama, Qatna, Kadesh, Tell Tweini, Byblos, Tyre, Sidon, Ashdod, Ashkelon, Beth-Shean, Tell Dier Alla,
and many more.

Given this rate of false destructions, the question is, just how did it get to be that so many false destructions
made their way into the scholarly literature? There is no single answer to this question, however, one of the
main reasons for the problem is that up to this point there has been no accepted method of examining,
describing, and defining destruction events in the archaeological record. Thus, one archacologist’s ash next
to an industrial installation is another’s massive violent destruction by conflagration. Another problem is
the over citation of certain books and articles which themselves have inaccuracies rather than the original
excavation reports. The article by Bittel, which began the false destruction of Alaca Hoytik, is the go-to
article for those discussing destruction in Anatolia at the end of the LBA keeping this false destruction
alive. Drews too is a key reference for most discussions of destruction ca. 1200 BCE, and the false
destructions he brought into the scholarly world have gone on to become scholarly fact through his
repeated citation.

Now, this should not give the impression that there was no destruction at the end of the LBA, as certainly
sites like Ugarit, Emar, Hattusa, Mycenae, and Pylos did suffer destruction. However, even here, of the 59
destruction events that did occur ca. 1200 BCE, not all were equal as some were major events while others
barely affected the site, but this is a discussion for another time.
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Just What did They Destroy?

The Sea Peoples and the End of the Late Bronze Age
By Jesse Michael Millek

Abstract

The Sea Peoples, destruction, and the end of the Late Bronze Age in the
Eastern Mediterranean ca. 1200 BC are almost synonymous in much of the
scholarly literature. While there are a wide range of theories for where the Sea
Peoples originated and what drove them to leave their homes, they are always
a factor in what brought about the Late Bronze Age civilizations. The Sea
Peoples are then also notorious as being the harbingers of destruction whether
it being Enkomi on Cyprus, Ras Samra, the capital of Ugarit in Syria, the sites
of the Philistine Pentapolis in the Southern Levant and many others beyond
these. However, when attempting to assess the effects that the Sea Peoples
had on the Eastern Mediterranean it is necessary to step back and reexamine
the textual and archeological evidence to see what if anything they destroyed.
The purpose of this article is first to critically examine the textual evidence
from Egypt and Ugarit to see if it truly does describe the Sea Peoples as cau-
sing destruction. Secondly, I will critically assess the archeological data from
cities and towns which have been assumed to have been destroyed by the Sea
Peoples to see if there is any archaeological evidence of the supposed path of
destruction caused by the Sea Peoples.

1. Introduction

The collapse and transition witnessed at the end of the Late Bronze Age
(henceforth LBA) in the Eastern Mediterranean has been explored through
multiple theoretical models (Fig. 1)!. Despite the varied approaches attemp-
ting to find an answer(s) for what brought about the end of the LBA, two

' For an overview see CLINE 2014, 139—-170; KNaPP/MANNING 2016; MILLEK
2019c¢, 27-85.
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Egypt: Dynasties Egypt: Kings Southern Levant Cyprus Aegean
Mid-late 18" Thutmose 1T LBIB LCTIA LHIIB
Dynasty 1475- 1479-1425 1450-1400 1450-1375 1450-1400
1295
Amenhotep IIT LB IIA LCIIB LH IIIA:1
1390-1352 1400-1300 1375-1340/25 1400-1375
LH IITA:2
1375-1300
19" Dynasty Ramesses II LB IIB LCIIC LH IIIB
1295-1186 1279-1213 1300-1200 1340/1325-1200 1300-1190
20" Dynasty Ramesses I11 Tron A LC IITA LH IIIC
1186-1070 1186-1155 1200-1150 1200-1100 1190-1030
Iron IB LC 1B
1150-1000 1100-1050

Fig. 1. Comparative chronology chart.

factors appear time and again. These are the notorious Sea Peoples, and de-
struction, often times caused by the aforementioned Sea Peoples. This true of
Drews’s advances in military technology theory as the Sea Peoples appear as
a destructive force wielding new Naue type II swords and guerilla tactics?, to
social unrest that caused disenfranchised people groups to turn to marauding
around the Eastern Mediterranean who later came to be known as the Sea
Peoples?, or climate change induced drought which also drove the populace to
war and destruction and who also became known as the Sea Peoples*. In some
cases, the traditional Sea Peoples narrative is taken at more or less face value
that groups of people from the west came and destroyed the great civilizations
of the Eastern Mediterranean?. The Sea Peoples and destruction remain as in-

2 Drews 1993.

3 LIverani 1987; 2005, 27-29.

KANIEWSKI et al. 2010; 2013; LANGGUT/FINKELSTEIN/ LITT 2013; KANIEWSKI/

Guiot/vaN Campo 2015.

5 Lunp 1986; COURBIN 1990; LAGARCE/LAGARCE 1995; BADRE 2006; YoN 2006,
21; JunG 2009; BRETSCHNEIDER/ VAN VYVE/JANS 2011; STERN 2013; FISCHER
2017.
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tegral factors in the discussion of how the societies of the Levant and Cyprus
transitioned from the LBA to the Iron Age.

The purpose of this article is to reassess the narrative that the Sea Peo-
ples, whether they be the traditional Sea Peoples, raiders, peasants, or famine
driven horde, caused a swath of destruction in the Levant and Cyprus. I will
first examine the documentary evidence to see what the texts actually say
about the destruction caused by the Sea Peoples, and I will follow this by ex-
amining sites in the Levant and Cyprus which have typically been assumed to
have been destroyed by the Sea Peoples. Through this, [ will attempt to answer
the question, just how much destruction can actually be associated with the
Sea Peoples at the end of the LBA in the Levant and on Cyprus.

2. Sea Peoples and Destruction in the Textual Sources

The genesis for much of the assumed destruction caused by the Sea Peoples®
comes from the texts uncovered in Egypt and the Ugarit which describe, or
supposedly describe, these people groups and their activities in the Eastern
Mediterranean’. Ramesses I1I’s Year 8 inscriptions and their related reliefs
from Medinet Habu® are the most infamous of this group of texts® (Fig. 2).
The inscriptions from Medinet Habu have been debated at length in terms
of their historical value'’. However, what will be discussed here is simply
whether or not these texts describe the assumed swath of destruction typically
assigned to the Sea Peoples at the end of the LBA. The text which is referenced

Though it should be noted that the term ‘Sea Peoples’ is a modern invention as it
is translated from the French peuples de la mer coined by French Egyptologist G.
MaspERO in 1881 (KILLEBREW / LEHMANN 2013, 2).

7 These are the Lukka, Sherden, Shekelesh, Teresh, Eqwesh, Denyen, Sikil/
Tjekker, Weshesh, and Peleset (Philistines). However, as previously noted by
KiLLEBREW and LEHMANN, the designation “of the sea” appears only in relation to
the Sherden, Shekelesh, and Eqwesh (KILLEBREW / LEHMANN 2013, 2 note 1).
For a recent overview of all texts from Medinet Habu, see REDFORD 2018.

For an overview of the textual sources for the Sea Peoples, see ADAMS/ COHEN
2013.

10 See CrroLA 1988; LEsko 1992; DrRews 2000; O’CoNNOR 2000; REpFOrRD 2000;
CLINE/O’CoNNOR 2003; KauN 2011; BEN-DoR Evian 2015; 2017; JAMES 2017.
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’c’li;k 'l;z
i - [ "

Fig. 2. The Sea Battle of Ramesses I1I Year 8 from Medinet Habu (The Epigraphic
Survey 1930, Plate 37; Courtesy of the Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago).

in regard to destruction in the Eastern Mediterranean are the opening lines of
Ramesses I1I’s Year 8 inscription which reads:

“Year 8 under the majesty of (Ramesses III) [...]. The foreign countries made a
conspiracy in their islands. All at once the lands were removed and scattered in
the fray. No land could stand before their arms, from Hatte, Qode, Carchemish,
Arzawa, and Alashiya on, being cut off at [one time]. A camp [was set up] in
one place in Amor. They desolated its people, and its land was like that which
has never come into being. They were coming forward toward Egypt, while the
flame was prepared before them. Their confederation was the Philistines, Tjekru,
Shekelesh, Denye(n), and Washosh, lands united. They laid their hands upon the
lands as far as the circuit of the earth, their hearts confident and trusting: ‘Our
plans will succeed!”'"”

There are several issues with the assertion that the Sea Peoples caused a vast
swath of destruction in the Levant and Cyprus based on this text. One of the
first problems is the omission of almost the entirety of the Levantine coast.
Of the key areas of the Levantine coast only Amurru is mentioned in the text
and the nebulous region of Djahy which may or may not be located in the
Levant '2. However, Canaan, all of the Lebanese coastal sites which were well
known to the Egyptians, and Ugarit are conspicuously missing from the text.
For Ugarit, LiveraNT has argued that while the site itself was not mentioned

" EDGERTON/ WILSON 1936.
12 See BIETAK 1993; KAHN 2011; BEN-DOR EVIAN 2017; HOFFMEIER 2018.
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in the Medinet Habu texts, this is due to the inscriptions describing states not
regions. If this were the case, Ugarit would be included as part of Carchemish
in the list of lands “cut off”!*. However, as I have pointed out previously, the
conflation of Carchemish to represent Ugarit in the Egyptian texts glosses
over the Egyptian precedent already set in Ramesses II’s texts of the Battle
of Kadesh where Ugarit and Carchemish are clearly separate entities . As
HaseL has noted, Ramesses II’s text describes city-states (e.g. Aleppo, Car-
chemish, Kadesh, Ugarit, and Tunip), regions (e.g. Amurru, Arzawa, Djahy,
Kizzuwadna, and Retjenu), and a foreign country (Hatti)'®. Thus, it can be
assumed that the absence of Ugarit is not because it has been subsumed into
Hittite Carchemish; rather Ugarit, like Canaan and Lebanon, simply were not
considered as “cut off”” by the Sea Peoples in the Egyptian view of events.
Therefore, for nearly the entirety of the Levant, there is no Egyptian historical
source which suggests that they were destroyed by the confederation of the
Sea Peoples as no other Egyptian texts be that Merneptah’s Year 5, Ramesses
III’s Year 5 inscriptions, nor the Papyrus Harris ever mention any kind of “de-
struction” in Canaan, Lebanon, or Ugarit '®.

Nevertheless, one of the most difficult issues with this text is that while
it is often times cited as referring to the destruction of the six northern lands,
the inscription does not actually state that they were destroyed. As MULLER
has pointed out, The Medinet Habu text describes these regions and cities as
being “fdg.” Normally a city or country is “f}” that is destroyed ', while “fdg”
as a noun means ‘part/section/portion’ and as a verb it means ‘taking apart’,
‘split’ or ‘chop’. Thus, the countries in the list are not described as ‘destroyed’,
but as separated from each other . According to MULLER, only Amurru can be
described as actually suffering a destruction in the Medinet Habu texts. Yet, as
KAHN has pointed out, in Ramesses III’s 5" regnal year, three years prior to the
events of year 8, Ramesses describes an Egyptian invasion of Amurru where

13 LIVERANI 1995, 49.

14 MILLEK 2020, 117—118. See the translation in WILSON 1927.

1S HAaSEeL 2011, 72-75.

16 See the texts in BREASTED 1906a, 241.243.249; 1906b, 201.

17 See HASEL 1998, 33 -34.

'8 MULLER 2001, 301. MULLER’s view is that this list represents the then Hittite
empire as texts from Hatti describe Cyprus as being under Hittite control toward
the end of the LBA. Thus, the fact that these were split or cutoff represents the
fragmentation of the Hittite empire and the civil war which helped bring it about
along with some resulting turmoil in Egyptian border regions (MULLER 2001,
303).
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he reports that as a result of his campaign, “Amurru is (but) ashes '°.” This lays
out the possibility that Amurru was first invaded and destroyed by Ramesses
and was thus not destroyed by the Sea Peoples, or at the least, one cannot say
with any certainty which, if either of the two groups were responsible for the
destruction. Therefore, from a linguistic point of view, the Medinet Habu texts
do not actually relate a picture of destruction in the Levant or on Cyprus other
than perhaps in the isolated local of Amurru.

As mentioned above for Canaan, Lebanon, and Ugarit, there is also no
mention of destruction in any other region in the Egyptian textual records
outside of the opening lines of Ramesses I1I’s Year 8 inscription from Medinet
Habu. Merneptah’s Year 5 Great Karnak Inscription, Ramesses III’s Year 5
inscription, the remainder of the Year 8 inscription, and the Papyrus Harris are
all silent in terms of the Sea Peoples causing any kind of destruction anywhere.
All that is said in these texts is that Merneptah or Ramesses destroyed and
killed the various groups of the Sea Peoples not that the Sea Peoples them-
selves caused any destruction?’. Therefore, while the Egyptian textual records
which mention the Sea Peoples are employed to demonstrate the destruction
caused by the Sea Peoples, this is only the result of overinterpreting the texts
and adding in destruction and regions destroyed which all Egyptian texts re-
lating to the Sea Peoples never describe as destroyed. This represents a his-
torical reconstruction of events which does not reflect the historical records
which those events are purportedly based on?!.

Textual evidence from other regions too is of no help in trying to recon-
struct a historical narrative where the Sea Peoples, or “tribes” of the Sea
Peoples, caused a massive swath of destruction. For Cyprus, there is only
the letter, EA 38, which could possibly be related to destruction by the Sea
Peoples on the island. In this letter, the king of Alashiya states that, “Men
of Lukka, year by year, seize villages in my own country?2.” Yet, this letter
predates the end of the LBA by some 150 years making it too chronologically
desperate from ca. 1200 BC to be of any historical value for the end of the
LBA. Moreover, the text mentions no destruction. Also, of interest here is RS

19 KanaN 2010, 15-16.

20 EDGERTON/ WILSON 1936. BREASTED 1906a, 241.243.249; 1906b, 201; REDFORD
2018, 21-41.

21 See also SILBERMAN 1998 and MULLER 2001 for the modern historical background
and the place which the Sea Peoples played in early 20" century social Darwinism
and European expansion.

22 MORAN 1992, 111.
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20.18 in which Eshuwa, the high commissioner of the land of Alashiya writes
to the beleaguered king of Ugarit Hammurabi, saying that he is on the lookout
for the “20 ships of the enemy.” However, in the letter, Eshuwa never men-
tions any kind of harassment of his own lands by said “enemy ships” let alone
destruction®. Likewise, there is no historical documentation stating that any
sites in Canaan or in Lebanon were attacked or destroyed by the Sea Peoples.
The only region of the Levant which may have textual reference to the Sea
Peoples is Ugarit. However, even here there are issues with the assertion that
it is the Sea Peoples as known from the Egyptian sources.

The first issue at hand is that no known “tribes” of the Sea Peoples are
ever named as destroyers in any of the letters from Ugarit. While the assai-
lants are referred to as, “ships of the enemy?**” KNAPP and MANNING have
rightly pointed out that all of the texts from Ugarit only make it clear that in
the last fifty years of the site’s history it was “harassed periodically by enemy
ships from the sea and by land-based troops on their own border%.” Moreover,
while it is typically assumed that the enemies on ships are referencing the Sea
Peoples known in the Egyptian textual record, three of the “tribes” of the Sea
Peoples were known to the people of Ugarit and yet are not named as attackers.
Lukka of course was known to the Ugarit as the last king of Ugarit Hammurabi
claims all of his ships were stationed in Lukka at the time when the enemy
ships were distressing him2°. The Shardana?’, were well known in Egypt and
Ugarit and had served both countries as mercenaries. As LORETZ has pointed
out, if they too were part of the attack, they are never mentioned, and given
Ugarit’s historical relations with the group, it seems doubtful that they would
not be named. LORETZ posits, it might even be that they were killed along with
the people from Ugarit to whom they were in service?. Finally, there is RS
34.129 where an unnamed Hittite king, though likely Suppiluliuma II, asks to
interview one Ibnadusu, “whom the people from Sikila — who live on ships
had abducted®.” These Sikila have been equated with the Egyptian Shekelesh
one of the five “tribes” who attacked Egypt during the 8" year of Ramesses II1

23 RS 20.18 CocHAVI-RAINEY 2003, 43—46.

24 RS 20.238.

25 KNAPP/MANNING 2016, 120.

26 RS 20.238.

27 For an overview concerning the historical sources relating to the Shardana see:
EMANUEL, 2013.

28 LoreTZ 1995, 125—134.

2% DIeTriCH/LORETZ 1978, 53 —56; HOFTUUZER/ VAN SOLDT 1998, 343.
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and are described as “of the sea” in the Egyptian historical records*°. Because
of this single reference it was assumed to be evidence that the unnamed ene-
mies on boats present in the other texts from Ugarit were in fact the Sea Peo-
ples of Egyptian notoriety 3!. However, there are several issues with this claim.
The first and most glaring is that the text itself never describes the Sikila as
causing any destruction or harm to any city or town. The only crime the Sikila
have committed is that they abducted Ibnadusu and are not well known to the
Hittite king. Moreover, much like the Lukka and the Shardana, even though
Sikila/Shekelesh were known to the people of Ugarit and if we are to assume
the Sikila/Shekelesh attacked Ugarit they are never mentioned as being part
of the enemies on ships. Therefore, it would seem likely that given their omis-
sion that they were not part of the attackers on boats. What can be taken from
the literary evidence from Ugarit is that while three “tribes” of the Sea Peoples
were known by name, none of these are ever mentioned as being the enemies
on ships. To argue that the naval forces mentioned in the Ugaritic texts are
in some way related to the Sea Peoples mentioned in the Egyptian texts is to
argue from silence taking a logical leap where there is no textual bridge bet-
ween these two accounts.

Taken all together, there is in fact no reliable historical source which
claims the Sea Peoples caused any kind of destruction toward the end of the
LBA. The Egyptian sources never mention the majority of the Levant, never
mention that the physical destruction of cities or towns took place, or the texts
have been read in a way where one line from Medinet Habu which linguisti-
cally does not even say that the northern regions and cities were destroyed
have been believed to be evidence that the Sea Peoples caused a vast amount
of destruction. Likewise, in the texts from Ugarit, despite the fact that three of
the “tribes” of the Sea Peoples were known to them, they are never mentioned
in any of the attacks on the city or its environs. All that can be said is that
people on boats attacked the city which would indicate any coastal group in
the Eastern Mediterranean. Therefore, from a textual perspective, there is no
strong link between the Sea Peoples and destruction.

30 KILLEBREW/LEHMANN 2013, 2 note 1.
31 SINGER 1999, 722.
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3. Sea Peoples and the Physical Destruction of Cities and Towns

Despite the absence of destruction in the textual accounts, because the texts
were believed to have been a story of mass destruction a vast swath of sites
throughout the Levant and Cyprus have been presumed to have been destroyed
by the Sea Peoples . One crucial factor in this is the appearance of the locally
made LH IIIC pottery or Handmade Burnished ware which are presumed to
be the physical remains of the arrival of the Sea Peoples or in the case of the
Southern Levant the Philistines **. It has been assumed countless times that the
appearance of this pottery indicated the validity of the Medinet Habu account
which was believed to have portrayed an arrival which was inaugurated by
the destruction of the local inhabitants of the Levant and Cyprus**. What will
follow here is a brief analysis of the archaeological record from the sites pur-
ported destroyed by the Sea Peoples in the Levant and Cyprus as much of the
detailed evidence has been presented elsewhere *.

3.1. The Southern Levant

For the Southern Levant, both major and minor sites have been ascribed a de-
struction by the Sea Peoples (Fig. 3). However, the archacological record does
not convey that the Sea Peoples caused any kind of destruction ca. 1200 BC.
Of the four excavated sites of the Philistine Pentapolis, two sites, Ashkelon
and Tell es-Safi/Gath, have no evidence that they were destroyed?®, Ashdod
only has a limited ash layer which is unlikely to be evidence of a destruction

32 See for example: DEVER 1992; DREwS 1993; STAGER 1995; JUuNG 2009; BRET-
SCHNEIDER / VAN VYVE/JANS, 2011; STERN 2013; KANIEWSKI/ GUIOT/ VAN CAMPO
2015; FiscHER 2017. Other references to destruction either assumed to have been
caused by or believed to have been possibly caused by the Sea Peoples can be
found in the general volumes on the end of the LBA or articles on the subject of
the end of the LBA and the Sea Peoples which are too numerous to note here. See
for example WARD/JOUKOWSKY (ed.) 1992; GITIN/MAZAR/STERN (ed.) 1998;
OREN (ed.) 2000; BACHHUBER / ROBERTS (ed.) 2009; KILLEBREW / LEHMANN (ed.)
2013; CLINE 2014; KNAPP/ MANNING 2016; FISCHER / BURGE (ed.) 2017.

33 See DOTHAN 1982; YASUR-LANDAU 2010; BOILEAU et al. 2010.

34 See for example STAGER 1995 and STERN 2013.

35 See YASUR-LANDAU 2010, 221-226.340; MiLLEK 2017; 2018; 2019a; 2019b;
2020.

36 MILLEK 2017, 122—-123.125-126.
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Fig. 3. Sites “destroyed” by the Sea Peoples in the
Southern Levant.

event®. At Ekron, only a single storage building was found destroyed, but
this was followed by a local Canaanite phase which was then followed by a
peaceful intrusion of Sea Peoples material culture without destruction .
Indeed, for many other sites typical assumed destroyed by the Sea Peoples
in the Southern Levant, there is no archacological evidence that they were

37 YASUR-LANDAU 2010, 340; BEN-SHLOMO 2011, 202; MILLEK 2017, 122.
3% MILLEK 2017, 125.
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destroyed at the end of the LBA. Tell Abii Hawam*°, el- ‘Afiile*°, Akko*', Dor *,
Jaffa®®, Tell el-Batasi/Timnah*, Tel Zoror®, Tell Gerise*, Tell Gemme*', Tel
Movorak™®, Tel Mikal*, and Shigmona*° all have no evidence that they were
destroyed ca. 1200 BC. Thus, in general, Sea Peoples or otherwise, there is a
lack of destruction of coastal sites in the Southern Levant toward the end of
the LBA.

Nevertheless, this is not to say that some sites typical assumed to have
been destroyed by the Sea Peoples did not suffer a destruction event. Aphek
was indeed destroyed toward the end of the LBA. However, like Ekron,
this was followed by a local Canaanite phase which was then followed by a
peaceful intrusion of Sea Peoples material culture®'. The same can be said of
Tell Bet Mirsim which suffered a destruction event, though the extent and se-
verity of the damage is not certain. However, after the destruction event at 7e//
Beét Mirsim, there was a local material culture phase which was then followed
by a peaceful intrusion of Sea Peoples material culture as Tell Bét Mirsim was
not destroyed prior to the arrival of this material culture at the site>?. Likewise,
at Tel Mor, the final Egyptian building, Building F, was abandoned without
destruction, and it was only after this did Sea Peoples material culture appear
at the site>.

Other sites such as 7ell Késan have only exposed a limited picture of the
end of the LBA. While there is some minor evidence of destruction from one

39 ArtzY Personal Communication: 04/07/2016.

40 DotHAN 1993, 37; MILLEK 2017, 120

41 YASUR-LANDAU 2010, 170.

42 MILLEK 2017, 125

43 BURKE et al. 2017.

4 MAzAR/KELM 1993, 153; MILLEK 2017, 123.

45 Omnata/KocHavi 1964, 284; MiLLEK 2017, 131—-132.

46 Herzoc 1990, 52.

47 ALBRIGHT 1932, 74; WRIGHT 1939, 460; BEN-SHLOMO, Personal Communication
18/08/2015.

48 MILLEK 2019c, 166.

49 Herzoc 1993, 1037.

50 MILLEK 2019c¢, 164.

St MILLEK 2017, 120-122.

52 MiLLEk 2017, 123—125. This may also include Tel/ Haror which only has minor
evidence of destruction at the end of the LBA and a few sherds of locally made
“Aegean” pottery were found in the following Canaanite phase which was fol-
lowed by a peaceful intrusion of Sea Peoples material culture (MILLEK 2017,
126).

33 BARAKO 2007, 45—46; MILLEK 2018, 5—8.
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room dated to this transitional phase, there is currently no way to know the
extent of the destruction or what caused it**. Moreover, BURDAJEWICZ who is
preparing the pottery from the final two years of excavations at 7el/l Késan, has
informed me that the date for end of Stratum 13 is likely much lower occur-
ring sometime around 1150 BC%. Thus, this destruction event could not have
been caused by the Sea Peoples nor was it part of the end of the LBA. At La-
chish, while it has been assumed that Stratum VII was possibly destroyed by
the Sea Peoples *, the archaeological evidence points out that Stratum VII suf-
fered two non-Sea Peoples related destruction events. The domestic structure
in Area S was likely destroyed in a kitchen fire as the most severe evidence
of burning was found in the kitchen while the Fosse Temple III was likely
ritually terminated by the local inhabitants possibly to make way for the grand
Acropolis Temple built in Level VI*7. Therefore, when taken all together, for
both sites inside and outside of the Philistine Pentapolis in the Southern Le-
vant, there is no archaeological evidence that the Sea Peoples caused a mas-
sive swath of destruction. In fact, the archaeological record indicates there
was very little destruction in the coastal regions of the Southern Levant and
sites slightly inland which have been assumed to have been destroyed by the
Sea Peoples. This archaeological evidence in fact validates the Egyptian tex-
tual records which do not ascribe any destruction to the Sea Peoples in Canaan
ca. 1200 BC.

34 MILLEK 2017, 126—127. The same can be said of Tell Qassis and Tell Qémiin both
of which have some evidence of destruction but there is no clear extent of the
damage or what might have caused it (MILLEK 2019¢, 182—183).

55 BurDAIJEWICZ Personal Communication: 04/16/2020.

¢ CLINE 2014, 119.

57 MILLEK 2017, 127—128.
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Fig. 4. Sites “destroyed” by the Sea Peoples in the
Northern Levant.

3.2. Lebanon

Lebanon has no sites which are typically assumed to have been destroyed by
the Sea Peoples*®. This, however, is given the fact that as of yet there is no evi-
dence that any site in Lebanon was destroyed at the end of the LBA *. There-
fore, given that there is an absence of destruction in Lebanon at the end of the
LBA, there of course could not be any destruction caused by the Sea Peoples.

5% Though Kantewski/ GuioT/vaN Campro 2015 do put Byblos as destroyed on their
map of destruction by the Sea Peoples.

3% BELL 2006, 110.137; 2009, 32; CHARAF 2008; SADER 2014, 618. SADER men-
tions a destruction of Sidon at the end of the 13" century BC (not in association
with the Sea Peoples). However, continued excavations at the site have yielded
no evidence of a destruction (SERHAL Personal Communication 11/04/2018).
However, excavation at the site continues and this picture lacking a destruction
could be changed by future finds at Sidon.
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3.3. The Northern Levant

Six coastal sites in the Northern Levant have been ascribed a destruction by
the Sea Peoples (Fig. 4)%. However, the archeological evidence again paints
a different picture than what has been presented in the scholarly literature.
To begin with, three of the sites assumed to have been destroyed by the Sea
Peoples have little evidence that they were destroyed at all. At Ras el-Bassit,
traces of fire were only found against the western wall of a domestic structure
while the grand bdtiment showed no signs of destruction. For Tell Tivéni, ash
was only found in some locations dated to the end of the LBA, and where
ash was present, it only ranged in thickness from 2—15 cm. Likewise, at Tell
Sukas, only small patches of red-burnt earth, some charcoal and ashes were
uncovered in Complexes I and II, and this minor evidence of burning was
not found in all areas®'. Thus, for these three sites, there is a lack of evidence
that would indicate that the sites were destroyed at all let alone that they were
destroyed by the Sea Peoples.

Of the remaining three sites in the Northern coastal Levant, there is clear
evidence of destruction and likely destruction by human hands. For Ras Ibn
Hani, only the Palace Nord was destroyed as all other buildings were found
unharmed and abandoned 2. LAGARCE and LAGARCE have noted in their excel-
lent overview of the destruction that the Palace Nord was likely destroyed
by humans ®. That being said, there is no clear indication who destroyed the
building nor is there even a clear date for the destruction of the building.
The date for the destruction of ca. 1185 BC, slightly before the destruction
of Ras Samra, is predicated on the assumption that Ras Samra was destroyed
with all of the surrounding region by the Sea Peoples . However, the archival
material found in the Palace Nord dates at the latest to 1230 BC. Meaning,
it is well within the realm of possibility that the structure was destroyed well
before Ras Samra . Moreover, in the following settlement at the beginning of
the Iron Age, while there are some innovations in the ceramic tradition which
were influenced by “Cypro-Aegean” styles, the ceramics demonstrate a strong

60 LunD 1986; COURBIN 1990; LAGARCE/LAGARCE 1995; BADRE 2006; YoN 2006,
21; JUNG 2009; BRETSCHNEIDER / VAN VYVE/JANS 2011.

6l MILLEK 2020, 103, 111—-113.

62 MILLEK 2020, 109—111.

9 LAGARCE/LAGARCE 2006.

64 BOUNNI/LAGARCE/LAGARCE 1998, 86 —88; LAGARCE/LAGARCE 1995, 149—151.

65 MILLEK 2020, 110—111.
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continuation with the local tradition indicating there was no supplanting of the
local culture with that of the Sea Peoples .

The destruction of Ras Samra too was likely by human hands. Almost
the entire city was burned prior to being largely abandoned other than by a
few pastoralists who used the ruins as pens for animals®’. In the Ville Sud, a
domestic quarter of the city, 32 arrowheads and 12 additional weapons were
found strewn throughout the city streets, open spaces, and in houses uncovered
in a disorderly manner suggesting they were deposited during armed combat
which took place in the city ®*. An additional 25 arrowheads were found in the
Centre de la ville which too were scatted about the area suggesting they were
not in storage at the time of the destruction®. Given all this, there is ample
evidence that the site was destroyed in an act of war. However, there is again
no evidence as to who the culprits were. The textual evidence does not give
any clues as to who was harassing Ugarit, and there is also a great deal of un-
certainty as to the dates for many of those texts . Moreover, the foundational
reason for assigning this destruction to the Sea Peoples is again the texts from
Medinet Habu, which as pointed out above specifically omits Ugarit as one of
the regions “cut off”” or split apart by the Sea Peoples.

Finally, there is 7ell Kazel, possibly Sumur/Simyra the ancient capital of
the kingdom of Amurru’!, which too suffered a destruction event. However,
only Area IV which comprised a temple and two adjoining domestic com-
plexes appears to have been destroyed at the beginning of the 12" century BC
while the domestic structures in Area Il seem to have been unharmed. Again,
weapons were found scattered throughout the site in the temple and domestic
complexes in Area IV as well as in a domestic structure in Area II North-
Eastern sector where one arrowhead was found on a street ™. This is again evi-
dence to suggest that the site was destroyed by humans; however, once again
there is no evidence as to who destroyed the site. Handmade Burnished ware,
one of the typical pottery types associated with the Sea Peoples, had already
appeared at Tell Kazel before the destruction ™, and after the destruction there

% pu P1Ep 2006—-2007; 2011.

67 Yon 1992; Carrot 2008. The Ville Sud appears to have been spared the torch
(SCHAEFFER 1963, 206; 1966, 132; CaLLOT 1994, 212-213).

68 Carrot 1994, 219-225. See as well fig. 309 (Les armes) on p. 383.

% Yon 1992, 117.

70 KNAPP/MANNING 2016, 118—-120.

I BADRE 2006.

72 MILLEK 2020, 114—116.

73 BADRE/GUBEL 1999-2000, 197—198; CapET 2003, 118; BADRE 2006, 94.
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was no significant changes to the material culture which continued the local
tradition 7. This indicates, that much like several sites in the Southern Levant,
traditional Sea Peoples material culture arrived at the site as a peaceful intru-
sion not associated with destruction. Moreover, at Tel/l Kazel there was no sup-
planting of the local culture by the Sea Peoples after the destruction in Area
I'V. With that said, given that the site does appear to have suffered a destruction
event by human hands, and because this is the one region which the Medinet
Habu texts actually described as destroyed not cut off, it does remain a possi-
bility that the site was destroyed by the Sea Peoples though this attribution is
not certain. Again, as KAHN has noted, the region was possibly destroyed by
Ramesses IIT in his 5™ regnal year and the destruction could possibly be attri-
buted to the Egyptians instead or perhaps even to another group ™.

Taking all of the archaeological evidence from the Northern coastal Le-
vant together, there is again no strong case that the Sea Peoples destroyed the
region. Half of the sites typically assumed destroyed by the Sea Peoples were
not destroyed at all, and for Ras Ibn Hani and Ras Samra there is no clear cul-
prit who caused the destruction witnessed at these two sites though humans do
appear to be the likely agents of destruction over natural or accidental causes.
Only for 7ell Kazel does it remain a possibility based on the archeological and
textual evidence that the site may have been destroyed by the Sea Peoples.
However, at Tell Kazel and throughout the remainder of the Northern Levant,
there was no supplanting of the local culture with that of the Sea Peoples in the
beginning of the Iron Age. Indeed, for 7ell Kazel, there was a peaceful intru-
sion of the Handmade Burnished ware in part of the site before the destruction
of Area IV much the same as there were many peaceful intrusions of Sea Peo-
ples material culture in the Southern Levant. Given that the Sea Peoples were
already at the site, it remains a strong possibility that another non-Sea Peoples
related group caused the destruction uncovered in Area I'V.

3.4. Cyprus

The Sea Peoples play a special role on Cyprus as they figure largely into the
debate of how the Hellenization of the island began’. This is of course a

74 BADRE ef al. 1994, 345; CAPET/GUBEL 2000, 430.

7S Kann 2010, 15-16.

76 See discussion in: KARAGEORGHIS 1998; 2000; Voskos/ Knapp 2008; KNaPP
2013, 451-465; Iacovou 2008; 2013b; 2014.
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Fig. 5. Sites “destroyed” by the Sea Peoples on Cyprus.

topic too large to be taken up here and I will only focus on the archaeological
evidence for destruction at sites typically assumed to have been destroyed
by the Sea Peoples or possibly by the Sea Peoples (Fig. 5)7". The first site
is Enkomi where the excavator Dika1os described the destruction as a “ter-
rific disaster that must have affected the whole town 8, and he assumed that
the site had been destroyed by Mycenaeans fleeing destruction on Greece .
However, a closer examination of the archaeological record reveals that the
site did not suffer a tremendous destruction event if any at all. In the Area III
structure at the end of its Level IIB dating to ca. 1200 BC, half of the rooms
of the building showed no signs of destruction (Fig. 6)%. In the other half of
the rooms, most only had a layer of decomposed pisé or mudbrick and only
two rooms, Rooms 11 and 56, had significant marks of destruction as both

77 See KNAPP/MANNING 2016, 132; FISCHER 2017.

78 Dikaros 1971, 513.

79 Dikalos 1971, 513-514.

80 Rooms 1,4,5,6,7,8,9,12,17, 19,40, 41, 42,43, 45,47, 60,70, 77, 78, 79, 79a,
87 and 88 (DIkAIOS 1969, 46—73).
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Fig. 6. Modified plan of Enkomi Area III Level IIB detailing where traces of destruction
were uncovered (Dika1os 1969, Plate 252).

were found with fallen walls and traces of fire ®'. Likewise, in the Area I struc-
ture, many rooms had no evidence of destruction and many of those that did
appear to have been only mildly affected by this destruction event (Fig. 7).
No weapons of war were found and there is no clear indication what might
have caused the partial damage to these structures. That said, it is possible that
much if the decomposed pisé or mudbricks resulted from the gradual deteri-
oration of the structures if they were not maintained due to a brief hiatus, a
hiatus which Dika1os proposed could have lasted some 10—20 years®. The-
refore, while Enkomi is often times cited as have been destroyed in a massive
conflagration, the archaeological record does not convey this as traces of fire
were limited as well as evidence of destruction in general.

At Sinda, in the hinterlands of Enkomi, the archaeological evidence from
a short single season in the late 1940s conducted by FURUMARK does not prove
any details if the site was destroyed or not at the end of the LC IIC as only
some traces of ash but no other signs of destruction were uncovered®. Thus,
given the lack of excavated material from Sinda dating to the end of the LC
IIC, it is difficult to draw any concrete conclusions regarding this possible de-
struction event, Sea Peoples or otherwise. For Kition, there is clearly no signs
of destruction at the end of the LC IIC. As both KARAGEORGHIS and DEMAS

81 Dikalos 1969, 46—73.

82 DikA10S 1969, 164—168.256—257.

83 Dikaros 1971, 513-514.

84 FURUMARK/ADELMAN 2003, 29—-33.42—46.
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Traces of fire: ‘ Stone/mudbnck: @ Decomposed pisé/'mudbrick: ©

Fig. 7. Modified plan of Enkomi Area I Level IIB detailing where
traces of destruction were uncovered (Dika1os 1969, Plate 272).

state, Floor IV found in both Areas I and II ended peacefully. The dismantling
and reconstruction of the buildings and temples in both areas is not evidence
of destruction but a deliberate effort to expand and remodel especially in the
temple precinct where ashlar masonry was utilized in the remodelling. * Jud-
ging from the excavation reports there is no reason to disagree with KAra-
GEORGHIS and DEMAS’s interpretation as there is no evidence that any of the
structures were destroyed at the end of the LC ITC %,

85 KARAGEORGHIS/DEMAS 1985, 92.273 —75; KARAGEORGHIS 1992, 80.
86 KARAGEORGHIS/DEMAS 1985, 6-11.25-37.
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At Maroni-JVournes, there is again a lack of evidence that the site was
destroyed. Two structures, the Ashlar Building and the West Building were
found without any evidence of destruction. Both buildings and the site as a
whole appear to have been peacefully abandoned at the end of the LC IIC
and remained unoccupied for some 450 years®’. Likewise, at Kalavasos-Ayios
Dhimitrios, the site was largely abandoned at the end of the LC IIC. Evidence
of destruction was only found in a single structure, Building X, which appears
to have played an administrative role in the production and storage of olive
0il ®. The partial destruction of Building X appears to have taken place after
the site had been abandoned as the excavators discovered that most moveable
objects in Building X had been removed. Moreover, SOUTH has pointed out
that a layer of naturally built up dust was found at the bases and inside of the
pithoi in Room A. 152, the pithos hall, implying that the room had been out
of use for some time when the structure was partially burned ®. Furthermore,
there is a lack of any vitrification in either of the two pithos halls which likely
would have been the case if the pithoi were still filled with olive oil. This sug-
gests that any remaining olive oil was removed or used before the building’s
abandonment and partial destruction. The fire that destroyed part of but not the
entirety of Building X likely came as an accident and not an act of warfare or
arson as it appears that the building was briefly reused by squatters after the
initial abandonment but before the burning event.

In the pithos hall, Room A. 152, a hearth made from a pithos base was
uncovered near the south wall which is an unusual location. When Room A.
152 would have still functioned as a storage area for oil, the hearth would have
been a fire hazard and moreover, it would have flung ash into the valuable oil
stored in the pithoi. Thus, this is evidence of a secondary use of the room.
This is in conjunction with animal bones which were found piled up against
a wall in the courtyard in association with grinding equipment and domestic
wars even though the building does not appear as if it was originally used as
a dwelling. At the same time, a corridor off the courtyard was blocked off by
a poorly made wall and this corridor was found to contain more animal bones
and copper slag. All of this appears to be evidence of a secondary use of the
building after it had been abandoned with the rest of the settlement®. From
this, it seems that Kalavasos-Ayios Dhimitrios was abandoned, Building X

87 CADOGAN 1996, 16—19; 2011, 401.

8 SoutH 1980; 1982; 1983; 1984a, 24; 1984b; 1988; 1991; 1992; 1996; 1997.
89 SoutH 1984a, 25; 1984b, 14—15.

%0 RussEL 1986, 316.318; SoutH 1983, 97-98; 1996, 41; 2008, 312.
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was reused briefly by squatters who accidently caught part of the building on
fire as there is no evidence to suggest the involvement of humans and thus no
evidence of destruction be the Sea Peoples.

For Alassa, the lower residential site Alassa-Pano Mandilaris has yielded
no evidence of a destruction event in the transition from the LC IIC to the LC
IITA. No signs of burning or wall collapse were uncovered, and it remained
occupied until it was abandoned in the LC IIIA without a destruction®!. The
upper site Alassa Paliotaverna has yielded the remains of three ashlar buil-
dings and here too, no LC IIC to LC IIIA destruction has been uncovered in
Buildings I, IT and I11. All three buildings were continuously occupied through
the LC IITA without a break in the transition from the LC TIC to the LC TITA *.
Likewise, at Kourion (Episkopi)-Bamboula, a possible port for Alassa, no de-
struction was found at the end of the LC IIC and there was continuity at the site
into the LC IIIA %. Another site lacking a destruction is Kouklia Palaepaphos.
What is known about Kouklia Palaepaphos from the LC IIC, apart from the
poorly preserved Sanctuary 1%, is largely derived from tombs and the two
well fillings at Evreti®. Some burnt pottery which was uncovered in the well
fillings was assumed to be the result of a destruction of the site by the Sea
Peoples”. The recent examination of this pottery, mainly the pithoi sherds,
demonstrates that only a few examples had traces of burning and it was not
clear if this happened pre or post firing of the vessels.®” Given that nothing is
known of the actual settlement, some burnt pottery in a well filling is hardly
sufficient evidence to conclude Kouklia Palaepaphos was destroyed, let alone
by the Sea Peoples.

The only site on Cyprus which was destroyed was the small settlement
of disputed function at Maa Paleokastro®®. Here, destruction was found
throughout the entire settlement along with evidence of warfare as weapons

o1 HADIISAVVAS 1986, 66—67; 1989, 41; 1991, 173; 2017, 9—-68.

92 HADIISAVVAS 1994; 1996; 2000; 2007; 2009; 2017, 129-214.256—-273; HADJI-
SAVVAS/ HADJISAVVA 1997

%3 BENSON 1969, 7.11.16.19-21; 1970, 35; WEINBERG 1983, 9.37-52.

%4 For a discussion of Sanctuary 1, see Maier/ KARAGEORGHIS 1984, 91—-102.

95 MAIER/KARAGEORGHIS 1984, 52; MAIER/VON WARTBURG 1985, 146. For a full
discussion of the wells and their contents see VON RUDEN ef al. 2016.

%6 MaIER 1969, 42. Though MaIER later acknowledged that the burnt pottery was
not sufficient evidence to conclude there had been a destructive event (MAIER/
KARAGEORGHIS 1984, 79).

97 KESWANI 2016, 217-234.

°8  See discussion in KARAGEORGHIS 2001; GEORGIOU 2012a; 2012b.
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were found in open spaces and on a street®. However, while it does appear as
if the site was destroyed by humans and not a natural disaster, there is no ob-
vious culprit. As the excavators KARAGEORGHIS and DEmAS described it, “We
might suggest that they were ‘pirates’, ‘adventurers’ or remnants of the ‘Sea
Peoples’, but this is simply another way of saying that we do not know '%°.”

What is clear from the Cypriot examples is that there is far less destruc-
tion on Cyprus than what has been reported in the scholarly literature °!. For
Alassa (Pano Mandilaris and Paliotaverna), Kition, Kouklia Palaepaphos,
Kourion (Episkopi)-Bamboula and Maroni-Vournes there is no archaeological
precedent which supports the argument that they were destroyed at the end
of the LC IIC. At Kalavasos-Ayios Dhimitrios, Building X was only partially
burned after it had been abandoned and reused as a temporary dwelling. For
Enkomi, the structures found in Areas I and III show minimal evidence that
they were burned or damaged, and it is not clear if either structure was actu-
ally destroyed. A similar story is true for Sinda. Despite it too being a common
place name on maps of destruction, based on the excavated remains from the
LC IIC it is entirely impossible to say with any certainty if there was a de-
struction or not given the vague and limited excavations undertaken at the site
nearly 70 years ago. Indeed, based on the limited information it is likely better
to assume the site was not destroyed since there is limited evidence suggesting
a destruction event. The only site that was destroyed, and likely by humans,
was Maa Paleokastro. However, there is no evidence to suggest that it was
the Sea Peoples who destroyed the site as KARAGEORGHIS and DEmaAs have
pointed out.

Ofinterest here are the recent petrographic studies of tablets sent from Ala-
shiya to Ugarit and Egypt. Traditionally, Alashiya has been placed without any

9% KARAGEORGHIS/DEMAS 1988, 16.22.24.27.29.32.39.103.108.109.111.114.118.11
9.128. One arrowhead was found in Area II Street A. Another was found in Area
IIT Building III Room 79 while two more were found in the open-air Area 88
between Buildings II and III. A bronze sling bullet was found north of Area II in
Room 55 while another was found in Room 60. Another sling bullet was found
in Area III Building III Room 84 while another was found in Area 88. The point
of a bronze dagger was found in Area III Building II Room 65 while another was
found in Building III Room 84. An additional bronze dagger was found south of
Room 77. One other bronze dagger was found in Pit a from Building II. However,
as it was found in a pit it is not certain it was from this likely attack.

100 KARAGEORGHIS/ DEMAS 1988, 266.

101 Tt should be mentioned that Iacovou and GEORGIOU have already cast doubt
on the amount of destruction on Cyprus. See GEORGIOU 2011; Tacovou 2013a;
2014; GeEoraIiou 2015.
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certainty at Enkomi 2. However, petrographic analysis of tablets sent from
Alashiya point to a location near Alassa'®. If it is indeed the case that Ala-
shiya was situated in the mountainous region around Alassa, it is noteworthy
that this is the one region where destruction seems to be the most absent.
Neither Alassa Pano Mandilaris nor Alassa Paliotaverna were destroyed at
the end of the LC IIC. The same can be said for Kourion (Episkopi)-Bamboula
which too was not destroyed and remained occupied during the LC IIIA. At
nearby Maroni-Vournes, the site was abandoned without any indication it had
been attacked or destroyed. Likewise, as I have argued, Kalavasos-Ayios Dhi-
mitrios was initially abandoned without destruction, and its Building X was
only partially destroyed most likely due to an accentual fire brought on by
the squatters inhabiting the building. Therefore, the entire region where the
petrographic analysis places Alashiya, lacks any evidence of a physical and
violent invasion by the Sea Peoples even though this is the very region which
Ramesses I1I described as “cut off.” Even if one were to assume, that despite
the linguistic troubles of doing so, that Ramesses III meant that Alashiya was
destroyed, the very region likely to have been Alashiya was devoid of destruc-
tion. However, even if the location of Alashiya was at Enkomi, as it has been
traditionally believed, there is no strong evidence of a destruction at the site
and there is certainly no evidence of destruction by warfare or human hands.
Thus, no matter where one places Alashiya on Cyprus, the general lack of de-
struction indicates Alashiya was not destroyed by the Sea Peoples.

3.5. Sea Peoples Destruction Elsewhere

What is also warranted here is a brief discussion of the three other locations
mentioned as “cut off” by Ramesses IlI, that is, Qode, Arzawa, and Carche-
mish. The location of Qode has traditionally been assumed to be Kizzuwatna
though more recently it has been assumed to be Tarhuntassa '™, However, as
SmmoN has pointed out, there is currently no reasonable linguistic evidence

102 KARAGEORGHIS 1992, 79.

193 GOREN et al. 2003. However, it should be noted that GILBERT has recently de-
monstrated that the methodology of the examination of these tablets was flawed
(GILBERT 2017). Thus, the question remains unanswered.

104 See SIMON 2011 for an overview of all of the traditional and modern theories for
the location of Qode and why all of these suggestions fail to offer a realistic solu-
tion for the location of the Qode.
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to pinpoint where exactly Qode was located other than that it was in “North
Syria, and, more precisely, the territory of Naharina/Mittani'®.” Given that
Qode’s geographic location is an unknown, no sites can be linked with this
region and thus no destruction can be linked with it. With that said, neither can
a lack of destruction be associated with Qode either. Only when the location
has been secured can we know if there was destruction or not, and if there was
destruction, what kind and whether or not this may be related to the activities
of the Sea Peoples. KNAPP and MANNING have recently suggested that Qode
be identified as Qadesh in Syria '%; however, the linguistic problems aside as
Qode is mentioned as an ally of Qadesh and are thus two separate entities 7,
there is no physical evidence of destruction at the end of the LBA at Tell Nebi
Mend (Qadesh) '%,

For Arzawa, it no longer existed at the time of Ramesses Il as the Hit-
tites had rearranged the region at the end of the 14" century BC and divided
it into several vassal states'”. Furthermore, there is a dearth of excavation in
the vassal states that later made up the area that was once known as Arzawa.
Thus, there is no archaeological evidence to say if there was or was not de-
struction at the end of the LBA and what might have been the cause of said
possible destruction ''°. Finally, at Carchemish, no evidence for a destruction
event has been uncovered in either the original excavations conducted by
WOOLLEY nor in the renewed excavations led by MarRcHETTI'!!. Thus, even
taking these other city/region/state into account, there is either no evidence
of destruction, or currently the situation is equivocal given that there is a lack
of excavations or that the precise location of the region is still an unknown.

4. Just What did the Sea Peoples Destroy?

The Sea Peoples as an archeological and historical phenomenon goes far
beyond the question of whether or not they caused any destruction at the end
of the LBA. Questions still range from where they originated and how they

105 Smvmon 2011, 263.

106 KNAPP/MANNING 2016,

107 Smvmon 2011, 249-250.

108 BourkE 2012, 51; BOURKE Personal Communication 10/08/2018; MILLEK
2019b.

109 MULLER 2001, 301.

110 JunG 2009, 35.

1 PprER 2017; MARCHETTI Personal Communication 07/08/2018; MILLEK 2019b.
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arrived in the Levant ', which branch out into further sub questions concer-
ning pots, foodways, architecture, entanglement, hybridization, as well as Bi-
blical studies and the Philistines. The results of this study do not answer or
attempt to answer any of these questions. Whether or not the Sea Peoples came
from the Aegean or from a multitude of locations in the Levant and Cyprus is
not a concern regarding whether or not these groups caused destruction. This
is the matter at hand, simply if there is reliable historical and archeological
evidence to say whether or not the Sea Peoples, whoever they might be and
from wherever they might have originated, caused the destruction of cities
and towns in the Levant and Cyprus at the beginning of the 12" century BC.
From the survey of the textual and archaeological evidence, there is no
reliable proof to suggest that the Sea Peoples caused a vast swath of destruc-
tion or indeed any destruction at all. On the textual side of this question, of all
of the Egyptian references to the various “tribes” of the Sea Peoples '3, there
is only one instance which speaks of the Sea Peoples “cutting off” sites and
regions in Anatolia and Cyprus. This single line has been transformed into a
historical and archaeological narrative whereby the Sea Peoples ravaged the
Eastern Mediterranean. The fact that a line from one text of dubious histori-
city was taken as evidence for widespread destruction is problematic in and of
itself. However, the text itself does not even say that the Sea Peoples destroyed
Hatte, Qode, Carchemish, Arzawa, and Alashiya as MULLER has pointed out
and it does not mention anything about Canaan, Lebanon, or Ugarit as having
been “cut off.” Likewise, from the perspective of Ugarit, despite knowing the
names of three of the “tribes” of the Sea Peoples, never once are any of these
groups designated as the enemies on boats indicating that the attackers could
have been any group with access to boats. Given that there has been nearly
two centuries of scholarship investigating the Sea Peoples, and that in that
time never once has a single concrete historical reference been uncovered
which specifically states that the Sea Peoples caused destruction despite that
there are several regions producing documentation describing events occur-
ring at the time, it seems unlikely to me that any such historical evidence will

12" For the theory that they came from mainland Greece see YASUR-LANDAU 2010.
For the contra see MIDDLETON 2012. One recent development in this question is
DNA analyses of the Philistine cemetery at Ashkelon conducted by FELDMAN et
al. demonstrates that there is a genetic link in the Ashkelon Philistine population
to the Aegean beginning either at the end of the LBA or the beginning of the Iron
Age (FELDMAN et al. 2019).

'3 See ApDAMS/COHEN 2013.
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be uncovered in the future. From a textual point of view, there is never a men-
tion of any named group of the Sea Peoples causing any destruction outside of
one possibility, that being Amurru and 7ell Kazel.

Taking both the textual and archaeological sources together, 7ell Kazel,
the possible capital of Amurru, is the only site which might have been de-
stroyed by the Sea Peoples. From the textual side, Amurru is described as
destroyed by the Sea Peoples in Ramesses I1I’s Year 8 and from the archaeolo-
gical side at Tell Kazel, its Area 1V, the temple complex, was destroyed shortly
after 1200 BC which would coincide with the traditional historical dates for
the movements of the Sea Peoples. However, even here, there is no conclusive
evidence that the site was destroyed by the Sea Peoples as Handmade Bur-
nished ware appeared at the site prior to this destruction event representing
a peaceful intrusion of Sea Peoples material culture. Therefore, there is no
certain evidence that this destruction event was brought on by the Sea Peoples
over another local group or even Ramesses I1I himself. It remains a possibility
that 7ell Kazel was destroyed by the Sea Peoples, but this is all it remains as,
a possibility.

Despite the inherit historical issues of assuming that the Sea Peoples
caused destruction in the Eastern Mediterranean, numerous sites have still
been assigned a destruction by them. Nevertheless, historical issues aside, the
archaeological record itself does not support the notion that the Sea Peoples
were the harbingers of destruction. For the Southern Levant, 14 sites which
have been claimed to have been destroyed by the Sea Peoples have no evi-
dence that they were destroyed at the end of the LBA ''%. For other sites such
as Aphek, Ekron, Tell Bét Mirsim, and Tel Mor each witnessed a peaceful
intrusion of Sea Peoples material culture without being preceded by a de-
struction event. Therefore, in general, there is no physical evidence of the Sea
Peoples invaded the Southern Levant bringing destruction in their wake. The
same can be said of Lebanon as no destruction was found in the region, and
for Ras el-Bassit, Tell Tweni, and Tell Sukds in the Northern Levant. At Ras
1bn Hani, only the Palace Nord was destroyed and the date of this destruction
is uncertain, and for Ras Samra, while it is clear that the site was destroyed in
an act of war, there is no clear archeological or historical evidence to say who
destroyed it as the textual evidence uncovered at the sites does not mention

114 Ashkelon, Tell es-Safi/Gath, Tell Abi Hawam, el- ‘Afiile, Akko, Dor, Jaffa, Tell
el—BcVz.tds“l' /Timnah, Tel Zaror, Tell Gerise, Tell Gemme, Tel Mavorak, Tel Mikal,
and Sigmona.
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any of the “tribes” of the Sea Peoples known to the inhabitants of Ugarit.
There is no sure evidence to suggest that the destruction was caused by the Sea
Peoples. That being said, there is no standout candidate for the destruction,
nor can it even be said from which direction the destroyers came as trouble
was also heading in the direction of Ugarit by sea and by land from the vici-
nity of Mukis. Because of this uncertainty and the lack of a solid candidate for
who the enemies were, it is likely that the Sea Peoples will remain as the go
to option for many when trying to identify who destroyed Ras Samra despite
the textual issues which never mention Ugarit as destroyed by the Sea Peoples
and that the people of Ugarit themselves never claimed the Sea Peoples who
they were aware of were attacking them.

For Cyprus, there is also a general exaggeration for how much destruc-
tion took place on the island as five sites which can be found in the scho-
larly literature as destroyed were never destroyed at the end of the LC TIC '3,
Building X at Kalavasos-Ayios Dhimitrios was only burned after it had been
abandoned and reused by squatters. Enkomi had limited traces of fire and it
is not clear if there was a destruction, and Sinda is so poorly understood and
excavated it is entirely unclear what transpired at the site at the end of the LC
IIC destruction or otherwise. Only Maa Paleokastro shows any real signs of
destruction and by warfare at that. Nevertheless, there is no physical or textual
evidence to suggest that the site was destroyed by the Sea Peoples.

What all of this evidence, or I should rather say, the lack of evidence
points to is that there is no historical or archaeological evidence that suggests
that the Sea Peoples were destructive agents at the end of the LBA or at the
beginning of the Iron Age. This has far reaching consequence for the end of
the LBA as the Sea Peoples cannot be employed as a causal explanation for
the collapse and transition witnessed throughout the Eastern Mediterranean.
Therefore, the Sea Peoples as a phenomenon are more likely to be the result
of whatever was transpiring at the end of the LBA than the cause of those
events and conditions which helped to bring in the Iron Age. While it appears
that there were movements of groups of people, no matter where exactly they
originated, they do not appear to have destroyed and pillaged along their way.
The Sea Peoples came to the Levant more as the bringers of a new type of pot
than the bringers of overwhelming destruction.

115 Alassa (Pano Mandilaris and Paliotaverna), Kition, Kouklia Palaepaphos, Kou-
rion (Episkopi)-Bamboula and Maroni-Vournes.
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