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284 Chapter Eight

Mycenean pottery is for the most part negligible and chronologically dispersed 
across two centuries.10 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.”11 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.12 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. I 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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286 Chapter Eight

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 
(Ahlström, 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, Maşat Höyük, and Kuşaklı, 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. 

AdG
Texte surligné 



288 Chapter Eight

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 Fall of the Bronze Age and the Destruction that Wasn’t 
B y  J e s s e  M i l l e k  
  
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). 
 

 
“Map of the sea–land invasions in the Aegean Sea and Eastern Mediterranean at the end of the Late Bronze 
Age. Some of the main cities destroyed during the raids of the Sea Peoples are displayed with a fire logo” 

(Kaniewski, David, Joël Guiot, and Elise Van Campo. 2015. “Drought and societal collapse 3200 years ago 
in the Eastern Mediterranean: a review.” Wiley Interdisciplinary Reviews: Climate Change 6: 2 Figure 1). 



 

 
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 Höyük, 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 Höyük 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 Höyük. The destruction 
was a scholarly invention not an archaeological reality. 
 

 
Alaca Höyük’s Sphinx Gate. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Acre,_Israel#/media/File:Aerial_view_of_Acre_1.jpg
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Alaca_H%C3%B6y%C3%BCk#/media/File:Sphinx_Gate,_Alaca_H%C3%B6y%C3%BCk_02.jpg


 
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 II, 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 archaeologist’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 Höyük, 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. 
 
Jesse Millek is a Visiting Scholar in the Institut für Ur- und Frühgeschichte und Vorderasiatische 

Archäologie at the University of Heidelberg. His new book is The Fall of the Bronze Age: Destruction 

and Its Impact on Ancient Societies (Lockwood Press: Georgia). 

 

 

jmmil
Cross-Out

jmmil
Typewritten Text
The correct title of the book is:
"Destruction and Its Impact on Ancient Societies at the End of the Bronze Age"

AdG
Texte surligné 

AdG
Texte surligné 



AdG
Note
2021 paper on same subject



The Mediterranean Sea and the  
Southern Levant

Archaeological and Historical Perspectives from the  

Bronze Age to Medieval Times

Edited by
Jens Kamlah and Achim Lichtenberger

2021

Harrassowitz Verlag · Wiesbaden

In Kommission



Bibliografische Information der Deutschen Nationalbibliothek:
Die Deutsche Nationalbibliothek verzeichnet diese Publikation
in der Deutschen Nationalbibliografie; detaillierte bibliografische Daten sind  
im Internet über http://dnb.de abrufbar.

Bibliographic information published by the Deutsche Nationalbibliothek:
The Deutsche Nationalbibliothek lists this publication
in the Deutsche Nationalbibliografie; detailed bibliographic data are available  

in the Internet at http://dnb.de.

© Deutscher Verein zur Erforschung Palästinas e.V., Wiesbaden 2021
Das Werk einschließlich aller seiner Teile ist urheberrechtlich geschützt.
Jede Verwertung außerhalb der engen Grenzen des Urheberrechtsgesetzes ist  

ohne Zustimmung des Verlages unzulässig und strafbar. Das gilt insbesondere für 
Vervielfältigungen jeder Art, Übersetzungen, Mikrover lmungen und für die 

inspeicherung in elektronische Systeme.
Gedruckt auf alterungsbeständigem Papier.

Coverfoto: Wikicommons, NMB

Gestaltung und Satz: Carina Sprenger  
Druck und Verarbeitung: Memminger MedienCentrum AG, Memmingen
Printed in Germany

ISSN 0173-1904
ISBN 978-3-447-11742-5

Informationen zum Verlagsprogramm finden Sie unter http://www.harrassowitz-verlag.de



Table of Contents

Introduction 

and

 

 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1

Concepts

World of the Old Testament  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

’s Views on 

Interconnected  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Bronze Age . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 121 

Destruction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 141

 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

 . . . . . . . . . . . . .



VI

 

 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

and

 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Elisabeth Yehuda,



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, , 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 rst 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) 1. Despite the varied approaches attemp-

ting to nd an answer(s) for what brought about the end of the LBA, two 

1 For an overview see 2014, 139 – 170; 2016; 

2019c, 27 – 85.
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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 

’s advances in military technology theory as the Sea Peoples appear as 

a destructive force wielding new Naue type II swords and guerilla tactics 2, 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 3, or climate change induced drought which also drove the populace to 

war and destruction and who also became known as the Sea Peoples 4. 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 5. The Sea Peoples and destruction remain as in-

2 1993.
3 1987; 2005, 27 – 29.
4 

5 

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 

rst 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, I 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 6 

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 7

from 8 are the most infamous of this group of texts 9 (Fig. 2). 

The inscriptions from  have been debated at length in terms 

of their historical value 10. 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 

6 Though it should be noted that the term ‘Sea Peoples’ is a modern invention as it 

is translated from the French  coined by French Egyptologist G. 

 in 1881 ( 2013, 2).
7

Tjekker, Weshesh, and Peleset (Philistines). However, as previously noted by 

 and , the designation “of the sea” appears only in relation to 

the Sherden, Shekelesh, and Eqwesh ( 2013, 2 note 1).
8 For a recent overview of all texts from , see 2018.
9 For an overview of the textual sources for the Sea Peoples, see  

2013.
10 See 

.
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in regard to destruction in the Eastern Mediterranean are the opening lines of 

conspiracy in their islands. All at once the lands were removed and scattered 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 

ame 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 con

plans will succeed!’ 11”

There are several issues with the assertion that the Sea Peoples caused a vast 

rst problems is the omission of almost the entirety of the Levantine coast. 

and the nebulous region of Djahy which may or may not be located in the 

Levant 12. 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,  has argued that while the site itself was not mentioned 

11 
12 See .

 (The Epigraphic 
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in the  texts, this is due to the inscriptions describing states not 

regions. If this were the case, Ugarit would be included as part of Carchemish 
13. However, as I have pointed out previously, the 

con ation 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 14. As 

 has noted, Ramesses II’s text describes city-states (e. g. Aleppo, Car-

chemish, Kadesh, Ugarit, and Tunip), regions (e. g. Amurru, Arzawa, Djahy, 
15. 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 

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 

 

-

struction” in Canaan, Lebanon, or Ugarit 16.

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  

has pointed out, The  text describes these regions and cities as 

being “fdq.” Normally a city or country is “ ” that is destroyed 17, while “fdq” 

‘split’ or ‘chop’. Thus, the countries in the list are not described as ‘destroyed’, 

but as separated from each other 18. According to , only Amurru can be 

 has pointed out, in Ramesses III’s 5th regnal year, three years prior to the 

events of year 8, Ramesses describes an Egyptian invasion of Amurru where 

13 
14 2020, 117 – 118. See the translation in  1927.
15 
16 See the texts in a, 241.243.249; 1906b, 201.
17 See .
18 2001, 301. s view is that this list represents the then Hittite 

 describe Cyprus as being under Hittite control toward 

fragmentation of the Hittite empire and the civil war which helped bring it about 

along with some resulting turmoil in Egyptian border regions ( 2001, 

303).
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he reports that as a result of his campaign, “Amurru is (but) ashes 19.” This lays 

out the possibility that Amurru was rst 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  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 

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 20. 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 re ect the historical records 

which those events are purportedly based on 21.

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 22

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 2010, 15 – 16.
20 a, 241.243.249; 1906b

2018, 21 – 41.
21 See also 1998 and 2001 for the modern historical background 

and the place which the Sea Peoples played in early 20th century social Darwinism 

and European expansion.
22 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 23. 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 rst 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 24”  and  have 
rightly pointed out that all of the texts from Ugarit only make it clear that in 
the last fty 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 25.” 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 him 26. The Shardana 27, were well known in Egypt and 
Ugarit and had served both countries as mercenaries. As  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.  posits, it might even be that they were killed along with 
the people from Ugarit to whom they were in service 28. Finally, there is RS 
34.129 where an unnamed Hittite king, though likely  Šuppiluliuma II, asks to 
interview one Ibnadušu, “whom the people from Šikila –  who live on ships 
had abducted 29.” These Šikila have been equated with the Egyptian Shekelesh 
one of the ve “tribes” who attacked Egypt during the 8th year of Ramesses III 

23 RS 20.18 - 2003, 43 – 46.
24 RS 20.238.
25 2016, 120.
26 RS 20.238.
27 For an overview concerning the historical sources relating to the Shardana see: 

, 2013.
28  1995, 125 – 134.
29 1978, 53 – 56; 1998, 343.
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and are described as “of the sea” in the Egyptian historical records 30. 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 31. However, there are several issues with this claim. 
The rst and most glaring is that the text itself never describes the Šikila as 
causing any destruction or harm to any city or town. The only crime the Šikila 
have committed is that they abducted Ibnadušu and are not well known to the 
Hittite king. Moreover, much like the Lukka and the Shardana, even though 

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  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 2013, 2 note 1.
31  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 32

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 33. It has been assumed countless times that the 

appearance of this pottery indicated the validity of the  account 

which was believed to have portrayed an arrival which was inaugurated by 

the destruction of the local inhabitants of the Levant and Cyprus 34. 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 35.

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 archaeological record does 

not convey that the Sea Peoples caused any kind of destruction ca. 1200 BC. 

and Gath, have no evidence that they were destroyed 36, Ashdod 

only has a limited ash layer which is unlikely to be evidence of a destruction 

32 See for example: 1992; -

. 

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 ed.) 1992; ) 1998; 

ed.) 2000; ed ) ) 

2013; 2014; 2016; ed.) 2017.
33 See  2010.
34 See for example  1995 and  2013.
35 See 2017; 2018; 2019a; 2019b; 

2020.
36 
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event 37. 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 38.

Indeed, for many other sites typical assumed destroyed by the Sea Peoples 

in the Southern Levant, there is no archaeological evidence that they were 

37 
38 .

Sites “destroyed” by the Sea Peoples in the 

Southern Levant.



Just What did They Destroy? 69

destroyed at the end of the LBA. 39, 40, Akko 41, Dor 42, 
43, Timnah 44, 45, 46, 47, 

48, 49, and Shiqmona 50 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 

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 51. The same can be said of 

-

verity of the damage is not certain. However, after the destruction event at 

, there was a local material culture phase which was then followed 

by a peaceful intrusion of Sea Peoples material culture as  was 

not destroyed prior to the arrival of this material culture at the site 52. Likewise, 

at , the nal Egyptian building, Building F, was abandoned without 

destruction, and it was only after this did Sea Peoples material culture appear 

at the site 53.

 have only exposed a limited picture of the 

end of the LBA.  While there is some minor evidence of destruction from one 

39 
40  2017, 120
41 
42 
43  2017.
44 
45 
46 
47 , Personal Communication 

48  2019c, 166.
49  1993, 1037.
50  2019c, 164.
51  2017, 120 – 122.
52  2017, 123 – 125. This may also include  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 (  2017, 

126).
53  2007, 45 – 46;  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 54. Moreover,  who is 

preparing the pottery from the nal two years of excavations at , has 

informed me that the date for end of Stratum 13 is likely much lower occur-

ring sometime around 1150 BC 55. 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-

the Sea Peoples 56 -

fered two non-Sea Peoples related destruction events. The domestic structure 

in Area S was likely destroyed in a kitchen re 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 
57. 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.

54  2017, 126 – 127. The same can be said of  and  both 

of which have some evidence of destruction but there is no clear extent of the 

damage or what might have caused it (  2019c, 182 – 183).
55  Personal Communication:
56  2014, 119.
57  2017, 127 – 128.
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3.2.  Lebanon

Lebanon has no sites which are typically assumed to have been destroyed by 

the Sea Peoples 58. 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 59. 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.

58 Though   2015 do put Byblos as destroyed on their 

map of destruction by the Sea Peoples.
59  2006, 110.137; 2009, 32;  2008;  2014, 618.  men-

tions a destruction of Sidon at the end of the 13th century BC (not in association 

with the Sea Peoples). However, continued excavations at the site have yielded 

no evidence of a destruction (

However, excavation at the site continues and this picture lacking a destruction 

could be changed by future nds at Sidon.

Sites “destroyed” by the Sea Peoples in the 

Northern Levant.
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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) 60. However, the archeological evidence again paints 

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 , 

traces of re were only found against the western wall of a domestic structure 

while the  showed no signs of destruction. For , 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 

, 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 61. 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.

evidence of destruction and likely destruction by human hands. For 

, only the  was destroyed as all other buildings were found 

unharmed and abandoned 62.  and  have noted in their excel-

lent overview of the destruction that the  was likely destroyed 

by humans 63. 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 , is predicated on the assumption that  was destroyed 

with all of the surrounding region by the Sea Peoples 64. However, the archival 

material found in the  dates at the latest to 1230 BC. Meaning, 

it is well within the realm of possibility that the structure was destroyed well 

before 65. Moreover, in the following settlement at the beginning of 

the Iron Age, while there are some innovations in the ceramic tradition which 

were in uenced by “Cypro-Aegean” styles, the ceramics demonstrate a strong 

60  1986;  1990; 

 2011.
61  2020, 103, 111 – 113.
62  2020, 109 – 111.
63  2006.
64  1995, 149 – 151.
65  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 66.

The destruction of  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 67. In the , 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 68. An additional 25 arrowheads were found in the 

which too were scatted about the area suggesting they were 

not in storage at the time of the destruction 69. 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 70. Moreover, the foundational 

reason for assigning this destruction to the Sea Peoples is again the texts from 

, which as pointed out above speci cally omits Ugarit as one of 

Finally, there is 

the kingdom of Amurru 71

-

plexes appears to have been destroyed at the beginning of the 12th century BC 

while the domestic structures in Area II seem to have been unharmed. Again, 

weapons were found scattered throughout the site in the temple and domestic 

Eastern sector where one arrowhead was found on a street 72. 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 before the destruction 73, and after the destruction there 

66 .
67  1992;  2008. The  appears to have been spared the torch 

(  1963, 206; 1966, 132;  1994, 212 – 213).
68  1994, 219 – 225. See as well g. 309 (Les armes) on p. 383.
69  1992, 117.
70  2016, 118 – 120.
71  2006.
72  2020, 114 – 116.
73 
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was no signi cant changes to the material culture which continued the local 

tradition 74. 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  there was no sup-

planting of the local culture by the Sea Peoples after the destruction in Area 

event by human hands, and because this is the one region which the 

-

bility that the site was destroyed by the Sea Peoples though this attribution is 

not certain. Again, as  has noted, the region was possibly destroyed by 

Ramesses III in his 5th regnal year and the destruction could possibly be attri-

buted to the Egyptians instead or perhaps even to another group 75.

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  and 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. 

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 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 , there was a peaceful intru-

sion of the Handmade Burnished ware in part of the site before the destruction 

-

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 

3.4. Cyprus

The Sea Peoples play a special role on Cyprus as they gure largely into the 

debate of how the Hellenization of the island began 76. This is of course a 

74 .
75  2010, 15 – 16.
76 See discussion in:  1998; 2000; 

b; 2014.
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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) 77. The rst site 

is Enkomi where the excavator  described the destruction as a “ter-

ri 78,” and he assumed that 

the site had been destroyed by Mycenaeans eeing destruction on Greece 79. 

However, a closer examination of the archaeological record reveals that the 

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) 80. In the other half of 

the rooms, most only had a layer of decomposed  or mudbrick and only 

two rooms, Rooms 11 and 56, had signi cant marks of destruction as both 

77 See  2016, 132;  2017.
78  1971, 513.
79 
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 (  1969, 46 – 73).

Sites “destroyed” by the Sea Peoples on Cyprus.
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were found with fallen walls and traces of re 81. Likewise, in the Area I struc-

ture, many rooms had no evidence of destruction and many of those that did 
82. 

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  or mudbricks resulted from the gradual deteri-

oration of the structures if they were not maintained due to a brief hiatus, a 

hiatus which proposed could have lasted some 10 – 20 years 83. The-

refore, while Enkomi is often times cited as have been destroyed in a massive 

con agration, the archaeological record does not convey this as traces of re 

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  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 84. Thus, 

given the lack of excavated material from Sinda dating to the end of the LC 

-

struction event, Sea Peoples or otherwise. For Kition, there is clearly no signs 

of destruction at the end of the LC IIC. As both  and  

81 
82  1969, 164 – 168.256 – 257.
83  1971, 513 – 514.
84  2003, 29 – 33.42 – 46.

Modified plan of Enkomi Area III Level IIB detailing where traces of destruction 

were uncovered (  1969, Plate 252).
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and reconstruction of the buildings and temples in both areas is not evidence 

temple precinct where ashlar masonry was utilized in the remodelling. 85 Jud-

ging from the excavation reports there is no reason to disagree with -

 and ’s interpretation as there is no evidence that any of the 

structures were destroyed at the end of the LC IIC 86.

85 1985, 92.273 – 75; 1992, 80.
86 

Modified plan of Enkomi Area I Level IIB detailing where 

traces of destruction were uncovered (  1969, Plate 272).
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At Maroni- , 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 87. Likewise, at Kalavasos-

, 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 

oil 88. 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,  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 89. Furthermore, 

there is a lack of any vitri cation in either of the two pithos halls which likely 

would have been the case if the pithoi were still lled with olive oil. This sug-

gests that any remaining olive oil was removed or used before the building’s 

abandonment and partial destruction. The re 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 brie y 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 re hazard and moreover, it would have ung 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 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 90. From 

this, it seems that Kalavasos-  was abandoned, Building X 

87 
88 1984a, 24; 1984b; 1988; 1991; 1992; 1996; 1997.
89 1984a, 25; 1984b, 14 – 15.
90  1986, 316.318; 1983, 97 – 98; 1996, 41; 2008, 312.
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was reused brie y by squatters who accidently caught part of the building on 

re 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- has yielded 

no evidence of a destruction event in the transition from the LC IIC to the LC 

IIIA. No signs of burning or wall collapse were uncovered, and it remained 

occupied until it was abandoned in the LC IIIA without a destruction 91. The 

upper site Alassa  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, II and III. All three buildings were continuously occupied through 

the LC IIIA without a break in the transition from the LC IIC to the LC IIIA 92. 

Likewise, at Kourion ( , 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 93. Another site lacking a destruction is Kouklia  . 

What is known about Kouklia from the LC IIC, apart from the 

poorly preserved Sanctuary I 94, is largely derived from tombs and the two 

well llings at 95. Some burnt pottery which was uncovered in the well 

llings was assumed to be the result of a destruction of the site by the Sea 

Peoples 96. 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 ring of the vessels. 97  Given that nothing is 

known of the actual settlement, some burnt pottery in a well lling is hardly 

 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 98. Here, destruction was found 

throughout the entire settlement along with evidence of warfare as weapons 

91 1986, 66 – 67; 1989, 41; 1991, 173; 2017, 9 – 68.
92 1994; 1996; 2000; 2007; 2009; 2017, 129 – 214.256 – 273; -

1997
93  1969, 7.11.16.19 – 21; 1970, 35;  1983, 9.37 – 52.
94 1984, 91 – 102.
95 1984, 52;   1985, 146. For a full 

discussion of the wells and their contents see   2016.
96  1969, 42. Though  later acknowledged that the burnt pottery was 

 1984, 79).
97  2016, 217 – 234.
98 See discussion in  2001;  2012a; 2012b.
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were found in open spaces and on a street 99. 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  and  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 100.”

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 101. For 

Alassa (  and ), Kition, Kouklia , 

Kourion ( )-  and Maroni-  there is no archaeological 

precedent which supports the argument that they were destroyed at the end 

of the LC IIC. At Kalavasos- , 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 . However, there is no evidence to suggest that it was 

the Sea Peoples who destroyed the site as  and  have 

pointed out.

-

shiya to Ugarit and Egypt. Traditionally, Alashiya has been placed without any 

99  1988, 16.22.24.27.29.32.39.103.108.109.111.114.118.11

III 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 

as it was found in a pit it is not certain it was from this likely attack.
100 1988, 266.
101 It should be mentioned that  and  have already cast doubt 

on the amount of destruction on Cyprus. See  2011;  2013a; 

2014;  2015.
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certainty at Enkomi 102. However, petrographic analysis of tablets sent from 

Alashiya point to a location near Alassa 103. 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  nor Alassa  were destroyed at 

the end of the LC IIC. The same can be said for Kourion ( )-  

which too was not destroyed and remained occupied during the LC IIIA. At 

nearby Maroni- , the site was abandoned without any indication it had 

been attacked or destroyed. Likewise, as I have argued, Kalavasos-

 was initially abandoned without destruction, and its Building X was 

only partially destroyed most likely due to an accentual re 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 

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 

-

104. However, as 

 has pointed out, there is currently no reasonable linguistic evidence 

102 1992, 79.
103  2003. However, it should be noted that  has recently de-

monstrated that the methodology of the examination of these tablets was awed 

(  2017). Thus, the question remains unanswered.
104 See  2011 for an overview of all of the traditional and modern theories for 

-
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105.” Given that 

region and thus no destruction can be linked with it. With that said, neither can 

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.  and 

be identi 106; however, the linguistic problems aside as 
107, 

there is no physical evidence of destruction at the end of the LBA at 
108.

For Arzawa, it no longer existed at the time of Ramesses III as the Hit-

tites had rearranged the region at the end of the 14th century BC and divided 

it into several vassal states 109. 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 110. Finally, at Carchemish, no evidence for a destruction 

event has been uncovered in either the original excavations conducted by 

 nor in the renewed excavations led by 111. Thus, even 

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 

105  2011, 263.
106  2016, 
107  2011, 249 – 250.
108  2012, 51;  

2019b.
109  2001, 301.
110  2009, 35.
111  2017;  2019b.
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arrived in the Levant 112, 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 12th 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-

of the Egyptian references to the various “tribes” of the Sea Peoples 113, there 

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 

 has pointed out 

and it does not mention anything about Canaan, Lebanon, or Ugarit as having 

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 speci cally 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 

112 For the theory that they came from mainland Greece see -  2010. 

For the contra see 

DNA analyses of the Philistine cemetery at Ashkelon conducted by  

 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 (  2019).
113 See  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 .

Taking both the textual and archaeological sources together, , 

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 

-

gical side at 

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 III himself. It remains a possibility 

that 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 114. For other sites such 

as Aphek, Ekron, , and  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 , , and  in the Northern Levant. At 

, only the  was destroyed and the date of this destruction 

is uncertain, and for , 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, , , Akko, Dor, , 

, , , , , , 
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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 Mukiš. 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  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 ve sites which can be found in the scho-

larly  literature as destroyed were never destroyed at the end of the LC IIC 115. 

Building X at Kalavasos-  was only burned after it had been 

abandoned and reused by squatters. Enkomi had limited traces of re 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 

 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 (   and ), Kition, Kouklia , Kou-

rion ( )-  and Maroni- .
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