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CHAPTER 7

THE MYSTERY OF THE 'SEA PEOPLES'

EricH. Cline and David O'Connor

Introduction

For some historians, the story of the Sea Peoples is a dramatic one. In this version of
their story, the Sea Peoples came sweeping across the Mediterranean ca. 1200 BC,
wreaking havoc and creating chaos, leaving smoking ruins and destroyed cities in
their wake. To them is attributed the collapse of the Hittite empire, the downfall of
Cyprus, the destruction of Syro-Palestinian and Canaanite petty kingdoms, and
perhaps even the demise of the Mycenaeans and the Minoans (Figure 7:1). In this
version, in effect, the Sea Peoples are held responsible for the very collapse of Bronze
Age civilization in the Aegean and eastern Mediterranean and for bringing on a
.centuries-long Dark Ages that followed.

This dramatic historical account, based almost entirely on a handful of Egyptian
inscriptions, provides an explanation for major change in the archaeological record,
where Bronze Age is followed by Early Iron Age, amid a series of massive shifts in
centres of political power and major upheavals in a series of key Late Bronze Age
centres of population. Yet, in the archaeological record, in the ceramic traditions and
architecture of the various civilizations around the eastern Mediterranean, the Sea
Peoples remain curiously difficult to identify. As aresult, the Sea Peoples continue to
perplex and mystify historians and archaeologists of the ancient Mediterranean.
Inscriptions celebrating Egyptian kingship in the 13th and especially 12th centuries
BC present them as a major and aggressive force in the eastern Mediterranean, upon
which they had an impact that to some scholars seems catastrophic. Yet even in this
apparently detailed written record, the Sea Peoples, on present evidence, seem to
come suddenly from nowhere, cause widespread disruption, take on some of the
greatest powers of the region, and equally abruptly disappear from history, save for
one or two historic peoples of later times (e.g. Redford 1992: 289-294).

Texts produced for Merenptah and Ramesses| |1, and large-scale scenes carved on
the latter's mortuary temple at Medinet Habu in West Thebes, are the principal
sources of information about the Sea Peoples (for these and other texts, see Appendix,
pp. 135-138). At the heart of the Sea Peoples mystery is a short text inscribed on the
walls of the mortuary temple of pharaoh Ramesses 111 (ca. 1187-1156 BC). It islaconic
but explicit, and awe-inspiring in its implications:
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The foreign countries made a conspiracy in their islands. All at once the lands were
removed and scattered in the fray. No land could stand before their arms, from Hatti,
Qode, Carchemish, Arzawa, and Alashiyaon, being cut off at [one time]. A camp [was
set up] inone placein Amor. They desolated its people, and itsland was like that which
has never come into being. They were coming forward toward Egypt, while the flame
was prepared before them. Their confederation was the Philistines, Tjekeru, Shekelesh,
Denye(n), and Weshesh, lands united. They laid their hands upon the lands as far as
the circuit of the earth, their hearts confident and trusting: 'Our plans will succeed!'

(Wilson 1969: 262)

In hieroglyphs, this passage occupies lessthan three vertical columns of text, but it has
generated an enormous amount of scholarly literature and public speculation since it
wasfirst publishedin 1844 (e.g. Oren 2000). The Sea Peoples, asmodern historians call
them, are the "foreign countries ... in their islands" referred to above, and have long
provoked scholarly debate because the most fundamental questions about them still
have no definitive answers.

The Egyptian sources provide the names of at least nine Sea Peoples. With these
names the problems of the historian begin, for the Egyptian scripts record only
consonants, whereas the contemporary cuneiform scripts of Mesopotamia record
syllables; from the start, it is difficult to be sure that a name in one script corresponds
to a name in another. An additional problem is the lack of a sign regularly denoting
the sound T in the hieroglyphic script; various solutions were possible, such as 'n'+'r',
or a single 'r', but there are often uncertainties in reading, particularly for foreign
names. New Kingdom writing introduces a selection of signs in combinations that
appear to echo the syllabic structure of cuneiform, but there remains extensive debate
over the vocalization of each name. Herewe follow Redford (1992: 251, 248 n. 34, 251,
252, 476, 483, 485, 488); an exceptionis Lukki, for which see Gardiner (1947: 314, 316).
The nine names attested are, in the text of Ramesses |1l (above), the Peleset, Tjekru,
Shekelesh, Danuna or Da'anu, and Washosh, and, in other sources, the Eqwosh,
Lukki, Shardana and Teresh. Given the problems in reconstructing the vowels
between the consonants in the Egyptian writings, it is not surprising that these names
usually have not been identified yet with specific regions, whether those from which
the Sea Peopl es originated, or those in which they resettled themselves &fter the events
described during the reign of Ramesses IIl. The Sea Peoples are bound to remain
elusive, as long as they exist only as names rendered in Egyptian scripts.
Identificationswith namesin other scripts and languages may help, though they grow
more speculative the greater the gap in time; without corroboration in the material
unearthed in secure archaeological contexts, it is difficult to know whether a nameis
even intended to denote a separable 'people' rather than aless distinct part of a larger
movement (Kuhrt 1995). The questions remain: who is giving which names, and on
what grounds, to whom in this Egyptian reflection of history? Equally mysterious are
the cultures and organizations of the Sea Peoples, and the degree of their diversify
when at least nine different 'ethnic' names were involved. Although the Sea Peoples
are depicted in Egyptian art, and perhaps appear in sources from various parts of the
Levant and the Aegean, and although Egyptian texts provide some glimpses of the
Sea Peoples' political and military structure, and of their material culture, al in al the
data remain meagre.
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Perhaps most important of al - because it implies so much about the capabilities
and nature of the Sea Peoples - is that, according to the most dramatic reading of the
Egyptian writings, they created an aggressive coalition so powerful and effective that
it brought about the collapse of some of the most powerful contemporary kingdoms
in the Levant and they even aimed to invade Egypt itsdf.

The extant list of states unable to resist the Sea Peoples appears to include the
names of cities and empires regardless of scale, and securely located place names as
well as more problematic ones (Figure 7:1 above). Some authors, such as Redford
(1992: 251, 473, 480, 484), have ventured theidentification of geographical and 'ethnic’
locations: Khatte was the imperial state of the Hittites, which had dominated much of
Anatolia and Syria but was perhaps weakening at this time. Arzawa and Qode would
be large polities on the south Anatolian coast, with Qode extending further.
Carchemish lay in modern Syria, while Alashiya probably represented all or much of
the large island of Cyprus. Findly, the region in which the Sea Peoples set up their
camp and which was devastated as a result was Amor, generally identified as the
better attested Amurru (Redford 1992: 474), an extensive coastal region straddling
modern Syria and Lebanon. Moreover, not only did the Sea Peoples advance on
Egypt, by land and sea, but, in the reign of Ramesses |11, the Egyptians had to fight two
great battles to halt the onslaught. According to the inscriptions and depictionsin the
templeto hiscult at Medinet Habu, onetook place, onland, in Djahy (roughly, modern
Israel and Palestine); the other in what the Egyptians call ‘the mouths of the river', by
which term some area along Egypt's Mediterranean coast is apparently meant.

Recent scholars have drawn very different opinions from the same basic data.
Redford (2000: 13) and many others concluded that both battles actually took place,
and Redford even hypothesizes where: the land and sea battles may have taken place
within sight of each otherjust beyond the mouth of the Pelusiac branch (Redford 2000:
13) of the Nile. Drews (2000) accepts the sea or river mouth battle, but doubts that the
land battle occurred. Cifola (1988) suggests that there were no large-scale battles, but
instead many lesser conflicts between Egypt and the Sea Peoples extending over along
period of time, conflicts which the Egyptian sources misleadingly telescope together.
And, in any event - whatever the specific details of the Sea Peoples' invasion of the
eastern Mediterranean might have been - it ill remains to be shown that, as Redford
(1992: 243-244) argues, "the movement of the Sea Peoples ... changed the face of the
ancientworld morethan any other single event beforethe time of Alexander the Great".

Various Sea Peoples interacted with Egypt and other lands 26 years before
Ramesses |11 clashed with the Sea Peoples in his eighth regnal year (ca 1180 BC).
Monumental inscriptions from the reign of King Merenptah record that in his fifth
regnal year (ca. 1209 BC) Egypt'swestern Deltawas invaded by a Libu (Libyan) army,
which had originated in, probably, the then Libyan homeland of Cyrenaica
(O'Connor 1990: 37-38; Snape Chapter 6, this volume). The Libyan forces were
accompanied by contingents of Sea Peoples, namely the Eqwosh, Teresh, Lukki,
Shardana and Shekelesh, as allies or mercenaries; the combined attack by Libyansand
Sea Peoples was defeated (Breasted [1906] 2001:238-264; | skander 2002). This prelude
to the struggles under Ramesses |11 broadens the timeframe and number of 'peoples
involved, but leaves the principal questions unsolved: namely who the Sea Peoples
were, where they had come from, and where they finally settled.
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Unified society or ad-hoc alliance?

The primary Egyptian sources on the Sea Peoples date to the reigns of Merenptah and
Ramesses 111, and include a wall inscription, a stela and two inscribed columns, all
celebrating King Merenptah's victory over the Libyans and the Sea Peoples. The wall
inscription occurs at Karnak temple (Breasted [1906] 2001, 3:241-252); the stelais from
Kom el Ahmar or ancient Athribis (Breasted [1906] 2001, 3:253-256); one columnisin
Cairo Museum (Breasted [1906] 2001, 3: 252-253; Edel 1961: 101-103); and the other is
at Heliopolis (Bakry 1973). The Ramesses |11 sources comprise a series of large scenes
along the external north face of his mortuary temple at Medinet Habu (western
Thebes) and with a long text accompanying a scene on the west wall of that temple's
first court (Medinet Habu | 1930: pls. 29-44,46). In addition, Ramesses' defeat of the Sea
Peoples is briefly described in P. Harris, a document actually prepared during his
successor's reign (Breasted [1906] 2001, 4: 201). Other textual references to the Sea
Peoples are provided in the Appendix.

Together, the texts of Merenptah and Ramesses 11 provide all known names for
specific Sea Peoples, but the overlap between the two seems limited. The inscriptions
from the reign of Merenptah refer to the Eqwosh, Teresh, Lukki, Shardana and
Shekelesh; Ramesses Ill's list comprises Shekelesh, Peleset, Tjekru, Danuna and
Washosh (df. Breasted [1906] 2001, 3: 239-256 with Edgerton and Wilson 1936: 30, 35,
45, 47-48, 53, 130-131). P. Harris provides an ailmost identical list to that of Medinet
Habu (Breasted [1906] 2001, 4: 201) but substitutes Shardana for Shekelesh, and, being
less close in time to the actual events, may offer a less accurate record. In addition,
Sandars (1985: 112) notes that although the Teresh are not listed at Medinet Habu by
Ramesses |11 as part of the Sea Peoples whom he defeated, a captive chief of the Teresh
is shown among his prisoners in the pictoria reliefs there, and that a later stela of
Ramesses |11 mentions the Teresh in the same breath as the Peleset.

In Merenptah's texts, the Shardana, Shekelesh and Eqwosh are described as
"foreign lands of the sea" (Breasted [1906] 2001, 3:249,255). The Teresh and Lukki are
listed alongside the others, and al five are described collectively as northerners who
came from every land (Breasted [1906] 2001, 3: 241); since the relevant texts are very
fragmentary, the Teresh and Lukki too may have been identified as "of the sed". The
texts of Ramesses HI specificaly identify all five peoples named as foreign countries
(who) made a conspiracy in their isles (Edgerton and Wilson 1936: 53) and elsewhere
refer to them generally as the northern countrieswho were in their isles (Edgerton and
Wilson 1936: 41) and asthe countrieswho came from their land in theislesinthe midst
of the sea (Edgerton and Wilson 1936:42). The translation of the relevant word (iw) as
ideorisland is accepted by most Egyptol ogists (Faulkner 1999,12; Gardiner 1947:281;
Lesko and Lesko 1982: 21). P. Harris also refersto the Danuna "in their isles’, and the
Shardana (= Shekelesh?) and Washosh "of the sea" (Breasted [1906] 2001,4: 201).

The Lukki

The Lukki (Egyptian LA) are well known from numerous additional inscriptions,
Hittite as well as Egyptian; possibly because they were notorious pirates. Most
scholars see the Lukki as originating in Anatolia. Although there is some discussion
asto where exactly in Anatolia they came from, most agree that it was probably south-



112 Eric H. Cline and David O'Connor

western Anatolia, in the area later known as Lycia and Caria. They are believed to
haveraided Cyprus upon occasion, as recorded in the Amarna L etters of the mid-14th
century BC, and to have fought on the side of the Hittites against the Egyptians at the
Battle of Kadesh ca. 1286 BC (Warburton 2003).

Very unfortunately, evidence for the Lukki in Anatolia is purely textual; no
cultural remains have yet been definitely identified as being able to identify such a
‘Lukki group' (Bryce 1979,1986:1-41,1992: 55-57; Sandars 1985: 37,107).

The Shardana

The Shardana (Egyptian srdn) appear already in the Amarna Letters of the mid-14th
century BC, where they are found serving as part of an Egyptian garrison at Byblos
(Moran 1992: 201-202). They were mercenaries and, as such, fought both for and
against Egypt in various conflicts during the latter part of the Late Bronze Age.
Sandars (1985: 50, 106) notes in particular a fragmentary inscription of Ramesses ||
from Taniswhich reads: " Shardana, rebellious of heart... [and their] battleshipsin the
midst of the sea" and which claims that Ramesses "destroyed [the] warriors of the
Great Green [i.e. the Mediterranean], and lower Egypt spends the night sleeping
peacefully" (Gardiner 1947, 1. 195). None of the texts give a homeland for the
Shardana. In the Egyptian pictoria reliefs, they are shown wearing horned helmets
and frequently carrying round shields, but these facts are of little help in ascertaining
their origin (Sandars 1985. 106-107). From the similarity between the words
‘Shardana’ and 'Sardinia, scholars frequently suggest that the Shardana came from
there. On the other hand, it is equally possible that this group eventually settled in
Sardinia after their defeat at the hands of the Egyptians and only then gave their name
to this island, as Maspero and others have suggested (see detailed discussion of the
various hypotheses in Drews 1992: 21-22, 1993: 53-61). For the time being such
equations between similar-sounding names must be treated with the greatest caution
in the absence of any corroboratory evidence.

In P. Harris, the deceased Ramesses IIl declares that the Shardana (and the
Washosh) were brought as captives to Egypt, that he "settled them in strongholds
bound in my name", and that he "taxed them all, in clothing and grain from the store-
houses and granaries each year" (or that he 'supplied them with clothing and grain',
following the interpretation by Grandet 1994,2:243 n. 920) (after Breasted [1906] 2001,
4: 201; Sandars 1985: 133). This would seem to indicate that the Shardana had been
settled somewhere close enough to be taxed or supplied every year, and so an areano
further away than Canaan. This location may be further substantiated by the
Onomasticon of Amenemope, a composition dating to ca. 1100 BC, which lists the
Shardana among the Sea Peoples who were settled on the coast there (Gardiner 1947,
1: 194-199; Knapp 1992:124; Sandars 1985:133). If this is the case, then perhaps the
Shardana came originaly from Sardinia and were eventually settled in coasta
Canaan. However, the Shardana are listed - in P. Wilbour - as living in Middle Egypt
during the time of Ramesses V, which would suggest that at least some of them were
settled in Egypt (Leahy 2001: 259). It is also significant that the Shardana are the only
foreign people mentioned among the subjects of the deceased king Ramesses 11, in his
address to his subjects in P. Harris, where they are listed among the military
contingents (column 75, line 1; Grandet 1994,1: 335).
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Scholars often call attention to the ruins found on the island of Sardinia - in
particular the Bronze Age circular stone structures known as nuraghi whose function
is <till debated - and hypothesize about their relationship to the Shardana (eg. Knapp
1992: 119-122, 124-125; Vagnetti 2000). Most recently, Zertal (2001) claims that Iron
Age El-Ahwat in Israel has stone architectural features which appear similar to those
found on Sardinia. He hypothesi zes that EI-Ahwat may have been one of the villages/
towns/cities established by the Shardana when they were settled in Canaan by the
Egyptians. So far, however, there is no identifiable Shardana pottery found at this or
any other site in the region, and the interpretation of the architecture at El-Ahwat
remains open to question.

The Teresh

The Teresh (Egyptian TrS) do not feature in Egyptian texts before the time of
Merenptah, when they appear in both his Great Karnak Inscription and on the
Athribis (Kom el Ahmar) stela. It has been suggested that the Taruisha mentioned in
Hittite textsand probably located in north-western Anatolia (i.e. Troy) areto belinked
with the Teresh, but thisis highly speculative. Other suggestions link the Teresh with
the Greek Tyrsenoi and the Tyrrhenians of central western Anatolia mentioned much
later by Herodotus. Herodotus claimed that the Tyrrhenians migrated from central
western Anatolia to central Italy, where they found later fame asthe Etruscans (Drews
1992; Sandars 1985: 111-112). On the Teresh, it has recently been proposed (Drews
2000: 177) that they are to be identified with Tyrsenia, said to be the original Greek
namefor Italy. Thisstill leaves unanswered the question of whether the Teresh would
have come from Italy or would have gone there after being defeated by the Egyptians.
It remains difficult to assess such connections, given the gap of centuries between
aleged event and written source. The link seems possible, if still speculative, only in
conjunction with the other alleged western Mediterranean associations of Sea Peoples
(see above, on the Shardana, and below on the Shekelesh).

Amidst al these hypotheses, the reality remains that there is no archaeological
evidence to support any of the above identifications, and there are, as yet, no
archaeological remains which can be shown to be distinctively Tereshian.

The Shekelesh

The Shekelesh (Egyptian skis) may be the "Sikilayu who livein ships" mentioned ina
letter sent by the Hittite king to the last king of Ugarit. In Egyptian texts, the Shekelesh
first appear in Merenptah's Sea Peoples inscriptions (Drews 2000: 178-180; Sandars
1985: 112). Based on the similarity between the words 'Shekelesh' and 'Sicily' - but
without any supportive archaeological evidence - scholars have frequently suggested
that the Shekelesh came from the island of Sicily. However, linguistically speaking, it
is equally possible that this group settled in Sicily only after their defeat at the hands
of the Egyptians and only then gave their name to thisisland. As Sandars (1985:112—
113) notes, the colonizing Greeks of the eighth century BC found people known as the
Skels already living on this island whom they believed had migrated to the island
from southern Italy after the Trojan War. Instead of migrating to the island from
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southern Italy, however, they may have come al the way across from the fina
battlegrounds in the Egyptian Delta.

It is till quite conceivable that there was in fact no connection at al between the
Shekelesh and Sicily. Very unfortunately, as a result of the paucity of reliable
archaeological evidence, the significance for so-caled Sikil remains - including
pottery and incised cow scapulas possibly used for divination and/or musical
instruments (Stern 1994, 1998, 2000) - at a number of sites located south of Mount
Carmel in modern Israel, remains unclear, with detailed parallels not specified.

Other sites on the Carmel coast which have yielded possible Skil remainsinclude
Td Zeror and Ein Hagit, as well as the famous engravings of ships found on the rocks
of the Carmel ridge, which could be representations of the ships of the Sea Peoples
(Raban and Stieglitz 1991: 37-38,41-12).

The Egwosh/Akawasha

The Eqwosh (Egyptian 3kws also called the Akawasha) are a little-known group who
arementioned only in Merenptah's Sea Peopl es inscriptions. It has often been claimed
that the Eqwosh might be the Egyptian attempt to reproduce the word Achaioi - that
is to say, the Achaeans, i.e. Homer's Mycenaeans, coming from mainland Greece,
Crete, and the Cycladic islands of the Bronze Age Aegean (see Drews 2000: 181-182).
A possible linguistic link with the Ahhiyawa mentioned in Hittite texts has also been
suggested, but the identification of Ahhiyawa with the Achaeans/Mycenaeans is
itsdf a hotly contested matter (Niemeier 1998).

As for most of the other Sea Peoples, there are no distinctive archaeological
remains attributable specificaly to the Eqwosh or Akawasha.

The Tjekru

The Tjekru (Egyptian Tkr) are elusive in Egyptian and other texts prior to the time of
Ramesses |11, but are found later in the story of Wenamun, details of which may date
to ca. 1100 BC (Loprieno Chapter 3, thisvolume; Pritchard 1969: 25-29). As Sandars
(1985: 158,170) has noted, the Tjekru have long been suggested to have connections
with the Teucri of the Troad, and with the Greek Teucer, the legendary founder of
Salamis in Cyprus after the Trojan War, but this does not help in determining their
origins, for the chronology of these connectionsisunclear, if the connectionsreally did
indeed exist at all.

The Onomasticon of Amenemope, perhaps composed ca. 1100 BC, provides a
nugget of information by listing the Tjekru in between the Shardana and the
Philistines. If the details found in the story of Wenamun and the Onomasticon of
Amenemope are correct, then perhaps the Tjekru eventually settled (or were forcibly
settled) on the coast of Canaan near the Sharon Plain following their defeat by
Ramesses|11. Indeed, one potentially revealing line in the story of Wenamun describes
histravailsin aharbour town in Syria-Palestine, beginning: "I reached Dor, atown of
the Tjekru..." (Dothan 1982:4-5; Gardiner 1947:199-200; Niemeier 1998:47; Pritchard
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1969: 26). Dor is precisely the coastal town where Stern excavated remains that he
interpreted asmaterial culture of the 'SeaPeoples' (see above, under Shekelesh). Stern
refers to the Sea Peoples at Dor as Sikils rather than Tjekru, suggesting that the fina
letter should be vocalized as an T rather than asan V - i.e. that the name should be
seen as Tjekel rather than Tjekru - this providing a linguistic connection to Sicily and
the Sikels. Tjekel would then be an alternate name for the Shekelesh. Indeed, it has
been suggested that the Shekelesh of Merenptah's inscriptions and the Tjekel of
Ramesses I11'sinscriptions form one and the same group, just as M erenptah's Eqwosh
and Ramesses |11's Danuna may be two names for the same group (Drews 2000 78-
180, citing earlier bibliography including Edel 1984). If thisis correct, then Sicily may
have been the original source of, and coastal Canaan a fina destination for, the
Tjekru/Tjekel/Shekelesh/Sikels. However, the names Tjeker and Shekelesh appear
side by side, for example in the Ramesses |11 inscription quoted above, and this may
be thought to negate attempts to equate the two. Nevertheless, the identification of
Dor as a Tjeker town in the Tale of Wenamun' - i.e. after the end of the New
Kingdom/Bronze Age - provides one answer to the question of where at least some
of the Sea Peoples settled (and compare the case of the Peleset, below).

The Danuna

It has long been suggested that the Danuna (Egyptian Dnjn) are to be equated with the
land of Danuna. If so, then they - or rather their land - are mentioned in Hittite |etters
and in the Amarna Letters as being located in south-eastern Turkey in the Adana
region of Cilicia, to the north of the city of Ugarit (Moran 1992: 238-239). It has also
been frequently suggested that the Danuna should be equated with Homer's Danaans
or Danaoi, hisalternatenamefor the Achaeans. Currently, nothingisagreed, although
those who equate the Danuna with the Danaans/Danaoi suggest that they would
have come from the Aegean region, while those who equate them with the land of
Danuna suggest that they would have either come from, or settled in, the coastal
region of south-eastern Turkey or northern Syria

Most recently, Drews has noted the similarity between the Dnjn of the Sea Peoples
inscriptions and the ti-ni-li (vocalized as Tanaja) of the earlier eighteenth Dynasty
inscriptions, primarily of Tuthmosis|Il and Amenophis |ll. Tangja has been identified
astheexpression in Egyptian textsfor the Mycenaeans of Bronze Agemainland Greece.
He suggeststhat Danuna and Tangjaare two words for the same place and people and
that the Danuna should be equated with Homer's Danaans/Danaoi rather than with
the Hittite land of Danuna. He also observes that the Danuna (= Tangja/lDanaoi?) of
Ramesses I11's Sea Peoples inscriptions have apparently taken the place of the earlier
Eqwosh (= Achaoi/Achaeans?) of Merenptah's Sea Peoples inscriptions (Drews 2000:
181-182). It is possible that the Danuna had an Aegean origin, with afina settlement
in the coastal region of south-eastern Turkey (i.e. the area of Adanain Cilicia).

Another suggestion relates the Danuna to the biblical tribe of Dan, which would
suggest that Sea Peoples also ultimately re-settled or were settled by the Egyptiansin
Canaan. If so, some of the archaeological remains uncovered by the excavations at the
ste of Tell Dan in northern Israel may be pertinent (Machinist 2000: 67; Raban and
Stieglitz 1991: 41; Sandars 1985:162-164; Y adin 1968: 9-23).
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The Peleset

The Peleset (Egyptian Prst/Plst) are aimost universally identified with the Philistines
of the Bible (Drews 1998: 50-61; Machinist 2000; Sandars 1985: 164-166). The Peleset
first appear in Egyptian texts under Ramesses IIl. There is no indication as to their
origin, although they were 'islanders' (see above). Suggestions have ranged from
Crete to Arzawain Anatolia to Canaan, but there is as yet no clear evidence to resolve
the question (Drews 1993:54-72,1998: 53-57; Niemeier 1998: 47).

However, if the Peleset really are synonymous with the Philistines, then we know
where they ended up - for the Bible talks at great length about the Philistine cities in
Canaan. We know this from other sources as well; for instance, the Onomasticon of
Amenemope, perhaps composed ca. 1100 BC, lists the Peleset among the defeated Sea
Peopleswho re-settled or were settled by the Egyptians on the coast of Canaan (Drews
1998: 50; Gardiner 1947: 200-205; Knapp 1992: 124). In addition, the archaeological
remains of the Philistines are numerous, primarily pottery, but aso including full-
blown architecture and other material goods from sites such as Tell Qasile, Tell
Migne/Ekron, Ashdod, and Ashkelon in Israel. Perhaps most significant in this
context is the identification of so-called Mycenaean Late Helladic 11IC: |b Aegean-
inspired pottery which seems to be locally made in Syro-Palestine - and the question
arises as to whether Philistine pottery can be described as a degenerate form of
Mycenaean pottery and used to support a hypothesis that at least some of the
Philistines originated in the Aegean (Brug 1985; Dothan 1982,1995,1998,2000; Dothan
and Dothan 1992; Finkelstein 2000; Killebrew 2000; Kling 2000; Mazar 2000; Oren
2000). As Killebrew (1998:166) notes:

Thus, in my opinion, the appearance of large quantities of Aegean-inspired localy-
produced Mycenaeen IIIC: Ib and its related wares a a number of sites in Syria-
Pdedtine is a dassc case study in materia culture of the incursion of new peoples
settling a severa centers on the southern coagta plain of Canaan et the dose of the
Bronze Age. Though the materia culture hasitstradition in the Aegean, these peoples,
termed Philigtines in the biblical account, probably originated on Cyprus, Rhodes,
and/or in southern Anatolia

The Washosh

In contrast to the Peleset/Philistines, "of the shadowy Washosh", Sandars (1985:158)
once said, "virtually nothing is known, unless they had any connection with the
'‘Wilusa' (Wilusiya) of Hittite writings, that may have lain in south-western Anatolia,
or with 'llios' (Troy) in the north-west". We may know nothing about the origins of
the Washosh, but we can make an educated guess as to where some ended up. In P.
Harris, Ramesses Il says that the Washosh (and the Shardana) were "brought as
captives to Egypt", that he "settled them in strongholds bound in my name", and that
he "taxed them all, in clothing and grain from the store-houses and granaries each
year" (Breasted [1906] 2001,4: 201; for arecent alternative interpretation as 'supplied’
rather than 'taxed’, see above under Shardana). This would seem to indicate that at
least some of the Washosh had been settled in Egypt itsdf. However, thereis as yet no
identifiable archaeological material which can be associated with them.
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The Sea Peoples in general

According to the Egyptian sources, the Shekelesh, Peleset, Tjekru, Danuna and
Washosh were al islanders, each living on land entirely surrounded by water, and
the Shardana and Eqwosh occupied territories which, at the least, had a coast fronting
the sea. The status of the Teresh and Lukki, in these regards, remains uncertain,
although it is generally accepted that the Lukki are to be associated with the south-
western coast of Anatolia, as the area is later known as Lycia. Moreover, again
according to the Egyptian texts, the specific Sea Peoples were al northerners relative
to Egypt, while those named in Ramesses Ill's texts apparently originated west of
central Anatoliaand Cilicia, to judge from the geographical sequence of the kingdoms
which they attacked.

From this we must infer that the five Sea Peoples who collaborated in the Libyan
attack on Merenptah's Egypt must have sailed to Libyato do so, because the invasion
originated in the Libyan homeland - in al probability Cyrenaica (O'Connor 1990:37-
38). The Sea Peoples in question could not have traversed the Egyptian Delta and the
land route (controlled by Egyptian fortresses) to Cyrenaica. As for the rather different
set of Sea Peoples involved in the invasion of Egypt in the time of Ramesses 111, the
Egyptian texts state they came by sea (Edgerton and Wilson 1936: 30, 55) but also,
more surprisingly, by land (Edgerton and Wilson 1936: 30, 55). Moreover, the
contingent moving by land was apparently a very big one, for Ramesses seems to
have organized a large military force to deal with it (Edgerton and Wilson 1936: 35-
39) and earlier the Sea Peoples had set up asubstantial camp, "in one place" (Edgerton
and Wilson 1936: 53), from which base they supposedly devastated the entire and
extensive land of Amor or Amurru.

The Sea Peoples' advance by land may have been due to two factors, insofar asthe
Egyptian evidence is concerned. First, unlike the Sea Peoples involved in invading
Merenptah's Egypt, those identified under Ramesses Ill were accompanied by
women and children and presumably possessions, conveyed in heavy-looking
wooden carts drawn by slow- moving zebu-oxen, apiece of pictorial evidence omitted
from the accompanying inscriptions (Medinet Habu |: pl. 32; but see now also
discussion contra in Drews 2000). Apparently, the vessels of the Sea Peopleswere not
suitable for these purposes. Second, while the polities attacked by the Sea Peoples dll
had shipping, capable to some degree of opposing the seaborne advance of the
former, they aso had extensive inland territories more effectively overcome or
reduced by forces moving by land.

Since the land contingent was organized specifically by peoples dl identified as
"islanders", a very considerable organizational effort is implied. Indeed, there is
archaeological evidence for destructions at numerous sites - both inland and coastal -
in the Aegean, Anatolia, Cyprus, and Syria-Palestine, all occurring within a 50-year
period from ca. 1225-1175 BC. The question which has been debated for the past
century or more is whether the Sea Peoples caused all of these destructions or if, in
fact, they are even al related - various alternate theories proposed during the past
century have included earthquakes, drought, famine, interna rebellions, and
systems-collapse (Drews 1993; Nur and Cline 2000; Stiebing 2001; also Betancourt
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2000; Sandars 1985:83). However, that the Sea Peoples' route to Egypt went viaUgarit
in North Syria seems beyond question, if a letter found at that site is any indication:

Say to the king of Alashiya [Cyprus], my father: Thus saystheking of Ugarit, your son:
My father, now the ships of the enemy have been coming. They have been setting fire
to my dities and have done harm to the land. Doesn't my father know that &l of my
infantry and [chariotry] are stationed in Khatte, and that dl of my ships are stationed
intheland of Lukki? They haven't arrived back yet, so theland isthus prostrate. May
my father be aware of this matter. Now the seven ships of the enemy which have been
coming have done harm to us. Now if other ships of the enemy turn up, send me a
report somehow(?) so that | will know.

(RS20238-Ugaritica5.24 (trans. Beckman 1996: 7);
Sandars 1985:142-143; Scheeffer 1968: 87-89)

However, the Egyptian sources also raise some significant geographical issues. First,
why are the two lists of Sea Peoples (Merenptah's and Ramesses |I's) so different in
composition? This raises the possibility that the two sets of peoples were
geographically remote from each other, eg. perhaps along the eastern and western
sides of the Aegean respectively, or perhapsin one case west of the Aegean altogether.
The two sets have in common only the Shekelesh for certain, though possibly also the
Shardana and the Teresh. Possibly, quite different factors were at work, involving
politica and other relations amongst the various Sea Peoples rather than their
geographical disposition. However, given our till very imperfect understanding of
the Sea Peoples, any reasonable possibility suggested by the Egyptian sources needs
to be kept in play until definitive evidence to the contrary emerges.

In some instances the Egyptian sources display a selectivity that may be
significant, but whether in relationship to the Sea Peoples themselves, or to specific
compositional needs (written or pictorial) is debatable. For example, two of
Merenptah's documents highlight only one of the several Sea Peoples accompanying
the Libyans, noting that the Libyan leader mobilized the Shekelesh and "every foreign
country involved" (Edel 1961; also Bakry 1973), i.e. the other Sea Peoples mentioned
on the other stelae of Merenptah. Presumably, the compression was for reasons of
space, but it is not known why the Shekelesh were chosen as the specific
representative of the entire group. Only the Shekelesh may have been involved in
both of the initiatives against Egypt: perhaps there was something especially
distinctive about them.

A similar kind of selectivity is seen in the texts of Ramesses I11. The full list of the
relevant Sea Peoples is provided only twice, and in different texts (Edgerton and
Wilson 1936: 53, 131); al five are (except for perhaps substituting Shardana for
Shekelesh) also listed in P. Harris (Breasted [1906] 2001, 4: 201). Elsewhere in the
Medinet Habu texts, when limited space or a desired compositional emphasis
required that not all the Sea Peoplesbe listed, it is typically the Tjekru and the Peleset
who are named.

For example, in a scene showing prisoners from a fifth year campaign against
Libyans and from the 8th year conflict with the Sea Peoples being presented to Amun-
Ra, the compositional structure allowed only two registers. One appropriately depicts
Libu, but the other (Figure 7:2) only the great fallen ones of Tjekru, asif they are more
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significant than the other Sea Peoples, or - perhaps the same thing - can stand for all
the others (Edgerton and Wilson 1936:44-46). Moreover, in atext primarily describing
the 5th year Libyan campaign, the essentials of conflict with the Sea Peoples are
reported laconically, but while the northern countries are specified, only the Tjekru
and Peleset are named, asif the two are more significant than the others (Edgerton and
Wilson 1936: 30).

The Peleset are singled out in other ways. In an elaborate depiction of arms being
issued, for both the 5th year (Libyan) and 8th year (Sea Peoples) campaigns, Tjemehu
(an archaic term for Libya) stands for the former, and the Peleset for the latter, as if
somehow representative of the entire confederation of Sea Peoples (Edgerton and
Wilson 1936:35). Moreover, in the especially important and large-scal e representation
of the king presenting Sea Peoples prisoners to Amun-Ra (west wall, first court) the
text epitomizes his defeat of the Sea Peoples by referring only to the Peleset, Danuna
and Shekelesh, while the three registers of prisoners are labelled, from top to bottom,
as leaders of every country (i.e. implicitly, all the Sea Peoples?), the Danuna and the
Peleset (Edgerton and Wilson 1936: 47-48). Finally, the Peleset are once described as
"hidden in their towns" (Egyptian dmiw; Edgerton and Wilson 1936: 35).* Towns are
not otherwise associated with Sea Peoplesin Egyptian sources.

Much of the information concerning the Tjekru and the Peleset may be due to
variations in usage, or misused conventional terms. However, given the paucity of
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Figure 7:2 The presentation of Tjekru Sea Peoples and Libyan prisoners to the god Amun-Ra;
Medinet Habu (Oriental Institute, Chicago).
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evidence about Sea Peoples the possibility that more was implied should not be
overlooked.

Finaly, the historicity of the textual records, both of Merenptah and Ramesses 11,
is an important issue. First, are the historical records of Ramesses Ill's reign, as
displayed at Medinet Habu, actually those of Merenptah, copied from his nearby, and
now largely destroyed, mortuary temple? The case has been made (Lesko 1992), but
is not supported by most scholars. In any event, it would simply push the question of
the historicity of the texts about the Sea Peoples back into an earlier reign, without
changing the essentials.

The second, more important point is the common suggestion that the demands of
temple symbolism, royal ideology and, more crudely, propaganda mean that the
records of Ramesses Il are not to be taken at face value. On the same grounds, the
historical narratives describing Merenptah's contacts with Libyans and Sea Peoples
should be equally suspect. An extreme example of this scepticism is provided by
Cifola (1988), who argued that the Sea Peoples in Ramesses Ill's time were not a
coherent body, or a confederation; and that the process of their migration into the
eastern Mediterranean was not unitary, but involved different groups at different
times. This resulted in many small-scale clashes between Egyptians and Sea Peoples,
which the Egyptians transformed into two great, but nonexistent, battles in the
Medinet Habu records.

However, the explicit Egyptian statements must be accepted at face value, at least
for now. Under Merenptah, some Sea Peoples joined Libyans in a substantial, if
abortive invasion of the western Egyptian Delta. Relatively soon after, another group
of Sea Peoples created an effective combined military and migratory force that moved
along the southern coast of Anatolia, and then down aong the Levantine coast, and
coastal lands. The Egyptian sources appear to claim that the kingdoms encountered
en routewere unable to resist; and the process wasrelatively rapid, even if it involved
a few years, rather than a few months. Finaly, the Sea Peoples offered a very
substantial threat to Egypt and, as the attack on the Nile mouths indicates, intended
to penetrate and settle in Egypt. The Egyptians successfully prevented this, but did
settle their many Sea Peoples prisoners in royal strongholds in Egypt and perhaps
elsewhere (Breasted [1906] 2001:201), in part as amilitary resource. Infact, at Medinet
Habu, Sea Peoples are shown fighting on the Egyptian side in the battles against the
Libyans, Nubians (Figure 7:3) and others, although in theory these events sometimes
antedate the eighth year victories.

For example, Sea Peoples with feathered headdresses appear fighting on the
Egyptians' side against Nubians (Medinet Habu I: pl. 8) and, with horned helmets, in
attacks on two citiesin the Levant (Medinet Habu II: pls. 88, 94). All these events are
undated, and may be unhistorical, included in the decorative programme to fill out its
cosmographic coverage. However, in the Egyptian campaign against Libyans in the
fifth regnal year of Ramesses Il (i.e. three years before the conflict with the Sea
Peoples), several relevant scenes show Sea Peoples in both feathered headdresses and
horned helmets fighting on the side of the Egyptians (Medinet Habu I: pls. 17,18,19,
24). This could have been anachronism, since the scenes were probably designed and
carved after the eighth regnal year; or the Egyptian army might have included Sea
Peoples before Ramesses I11's conflict with the Sea Peoples. They could have been
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Figure 7:3 Ramesses lll slaughtering Nubians; Sea Peoples are included in the Egyptian army.
Lower right detail shown below; Medinet Habu (Oriental Institute, Chicago).
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Sea Peoples employed in the Egyptian army.
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former prisoners of war of King Merenptah captured only 11 years before. This
likelihood is reinforced by the fact that Ramesses I11's battles with the Sea Peoples
themselves included Sea Peoples (horned helmets only) fighting on the Egyptian side
(Medinet Habu I: pls. 30, 35, 32)! Finaly, in the battle against Libyans in the eleventh
regnal year of Ramesses Ill, Sea Peoples, wearing both feathered headdresses and
horned helmets, join the Egyptians in the conflict (Medinet Habu I1: pl. 71).

In Djahy, however, Egypt - while victorious in battle - was less successful in
stemming or controlling Sea Peoples' settlement in the area. No surviving record after
Ramesses 111 refers to the Danuna, Shekelesh or Washosh (this last people in fact is
attested only at Medinet Habu) but the case is quite different as regards Tjekru and
Peleset. After Ramesses |11, Egypt's domination of the areanow occupied by Lebanon
and lsrael seems to have gradually but unceasingly contracted (Weinstein 1981: 22-
23) while the demographic and cultural composition of the region changed
considerably. Sea Peoples were part of this change. As discussed above, an Egyptian
text of ca. 1100 BC, less than a century after Ramesses Ill's victory, shows that
Shardana, Tjekru and Peleset were settled in the coastal regions of Canaan (Redford
1992: 292). The Peleset went on to become the Philistine kingdoms of the Bible
(Redford 1992:298 ff), and afictional, but historically based description of an Egyptian
envoy's adventuresin ca. 1082 BC revealsthat Dor (on the coast of modern Isragl) was
a Tjekru town (see above, Tjekru). We have no clear indication as to where the
defeated remnants of the Eqwosh, Danuna, Teresh, Washosh, and the Lukki settled,
but the Lukki may well have simply made their way back home to south-western
Anatolia, while the Danuna may conceivably have settled in the biblical area of Dan -
what is now northern Israel.

Pictures worth a thousand words?

So far, this discussion has been based mainly on Egyptian textual sources: but at
Medinet Habu these are complemented by a rich pictorial record concerning the Sea
Peoples.

The pictorial record (Figure 7:4) comprises several large-scale scenes
(complemented by relatively short texts) extending along the external face of the north
side of the mortua