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ABSTRACT 

The relationship and interconnections between Middle Bronze Age Palestine and Middle Kingdom Egypt have long been the subject of 

continued debate, influenced by changing perspectives on the nature of the Middle Bronze Age and evidence regarding the chronological 

synchronisms and correlations between the two regions. Difficulties in understanding this relationship are augmented by the extreme paucity 

of existing data that may shed light on the problem. This article reexamines current available data that allow synchronisms to be made 

between Palestine and Egypt during the early second millennium BCE, and suggests possible conclusions concerning the nature of this 

relationship and the significance of the continuing scarcity of evidence for Egyptian interaction with the southern Levant. 

INTRODUCTION 

T he beginning of the Middle Bronze Age in the southern 

Levant, its level of development, its international 

interconnections, and its chronological synchronisms, 

particularly with ancient Egypt, has long been subject to 

continued scholarly debate. The understanding of probable 

interaction between Palestine and Egypt during the Middle 

Bronze Age and Egyptian Middle Kingdom has changed 

drastically since the early twentieth century and still remains 

highly unsatisfactory, influenced by changing perspectives of the 

nature of the Middle Bronze Age and evidence for the 

chronological correlations between the two regions. In the 

southern Levant, Middle Bronze Age I1 is an ambiguous period, 

both in terms of its internal level of development and degree of 

urbanism, but also regarding the synchronisms between Palestine 

and Middle Kingdom Egypt, which therefore affects 

understanding the interconnections between the two regions.2 

During the past half century, continued excavation and 

subsequent interpretation have altered this knowledge, yet 

current understandings remain plagued by interpretative 

problems, stemming in great part from the relative paucity of 

information available for analysis. Compared to other eras both 

before and after, the evidence for this relationship during the 

Middle Bronze Age is notable for its scarcity, and what little 

evidence that does exist provides only a few datum points. 

In particular, two primary issues stand forward for 

consideration: 1) the connections that may be made between 

archaeological data in Palestine and Egypt and the subsequent 

chronological correlations derived from them, and 2) the 

implications that these synchronisms then have for the ensuing 

relationship ( or lack thereof") between the two regions. Here, the 

relative lack of data pertaining to the first point hinders proper 

evaluation of the second one. If the synchronisms between Egypt 

and the southern Levant are not clearly established, then any 

understanding of the nature of their interaction becomes subject 

to vagaries of chronological confusion that then impinge on the 

ability to link developments and progressions in one region to 

those occurring in the other. 

BACKGROUND AND SIGNIFICANCE OF THE PROBLEM 

Over thirty years ago, in his highly influential article 

published in 1975, J. Weinstein asserted-against the prevailing 

view of most scholarship until then-that there was little or no 

Egyptian presence in or interaction with the southern Levant at 

the beginning of the Middle Bronze Age.3 He maintained that 

the lack of Egyptian interest in Palestine stemmed, to a great 

degree, from the fact that there was little or nothing there to 

interest it. At the time of this analysis, scholarly consensus 

generally viewed the MB I in Palestine as a very short period in a 

region occupied by a semi-nomadic population, possessing few 

cities or large settlements, and marked by a relatively 

undeveloped culture; only in the following MB II did large cities 
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and an urban character appear.4 Under the circumstances 

dictated by knowledge at the time, Weinstein's perspective of the 

undeveloped nature of the region, together with the prevailing 

correlations that placed the beginning of MB I contemporary 

with the first rulers of the Middle Kingdom, provided a plausible 

explanation for the lack of intensive Egyptian interest. 

Weinstein then made the further observation that evidence 

suggested that minimum trade or other contact tended to exist 

between the regions when Egypt was strong and Palestine weak, 

and that this situation changed when this power dynamic was 

reversed. To Weinstein, based on contemporary knowledge, this 

phenomenon seemed somewhat paradoxical, but also highly 
significant. His final comment in the article, therefore, noted that 

"future analyses of Palestine's relations with Egypt in the Middle 

Bronze Age should take this phenomenon into account."5 

In the more than three decades that have elapsed since 

Weinstein's article, much of this assessment of Egyptian 

disinterest in Palestine has dominated the field, despite increased 

knowledge of the more complex nature and urban development 

of MB I, evidence for its longer chronological span lasting almost 

two centuries, and more nuanced assessments of distribution of 

Egyptian artifacts throughout the eastern Mediterranean.6 Yet 

his observation regarding the significance of the inverse 

relationship between the degree of contact and the relative 

strength of each region-an observation that underscores the 

need for interpretation and explanation as well as continued 

acquisition of evidence-has not received the same level of 

attention. 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL DATA 

Excavations in Palestine in recent decades have provided a 

limited, yet crucial, set of data that outline basic synchronisms 

between Palestine and Egypt, and from that, enable the 

delineation of chronological parameters. The primary sites for 

establishing synchronisms between Egypt and the southern 

Levant are Tell el-Daba in the Egyptian Delta, Ashkelon on the 

southern coast of Palestine, and Tel lfshar, located further to the 

north and slightly inland on the coastal plain (Figure 1) .7 In 
addition, recent excavations at Tell el-Burak in southern 

Lebanon have yielded additional evidence that may help establish 

correlations, pending further publication of these data.8 

In Palestine, only two data sets provide evidence for 

interaction between Egypt and the southern Levant in MB I. 
These are: 1) Egyptian pottery and a group of clay sealings found 
in Phases 14 and 14/ 13 from excavation of the gates and 

ramparts at Tel Ashkelon, and 2) sherds and one complete vessel 

of Egyptian Marl C fabric from Phases A-C at Tel Ifshar. Both 

data sets have been published, although not comprehensively in 

final site reports; these materials may then be linked to seriation 

sequences in Egypt, particularly from the Tell el-Daba 

excavations, to establish a relative synchronization for the local 

phases and strata in which they were found. 

• Tell el-Dab'a 

Figure I: Map of the eastern Mediterranean 
showing the location of sites mentioned in the text 

Ashkelon 

The Egyptian material at Ashkelon comes from a series of 

strata relating to the gate and fortifications at the north of the 

site.9 The corpus consists of a small number of ceramic types, 

including water vessels (zirs), storage jars, ring stands, bowls and 

cooking pots; 10 a group of more than forty clay sealings were also 

found in a sealed deposit in the filling of the Phase 14 moat. 11 On 

the basis of the ceramic evidence and the clay sealings, Ashkelon 

Phase 14-the earliest gate and the dry moat-is equated with 

Tell el-Daba G/4 (and perhaps the latter part of Tell el-Daba H), 

while the second gate of Phase 13 is correlated with Tell el-Daba 

G/1-3.'2 The Middle Bronze Age pottery found in these phases 

links the Ashkelon gate Phases 14 and 13 to Aphek Phase 2-3 and 

Aphek Phase 4, or late 3-4, respectively (Table 1).13 

The absolute chronology associated with these synchronisms 

then suggests that Ashkelon Phase 14 dates to the first half of the 

eighteenth century BCE, and the late Twelfth Dynasty, while 

Phase 13 falls into the middle to late eighteenth century and is 

contemporary with early Dynasty Thirteen. 14 This correlation 

links the overall Palestinian MB I development, as represented by 

the Aphek ceramic sequence, to this chronological framework as 
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well. The Ashkelon data suggest that late Aphek Phase 2 and the 

transition from early MB I to the later phases of MB I also took 

place during the first half of the eighteenth century BCE; 

accordingly, the second half of MB I (Aphek Phases 3 and 4) is 

contemporary with the end of the eighteenth century and the 

early Thirteenth Dynasty. 

Ashkelon Phase Tell el-Daba AphekPhase Suggested Date Dynast_y 

Phase 14, Gate 1 LateH, G/4 Late Phase 2, Phase 2-3 1800- 1750 BCE Late 12th Dynasty 

Phase 13/14, Moat Deposit G/4 Phase 3 1775 - 1750 BCE 12th-13th Dynasty 

Phase 13, Gate 2 G/1-3 Phase3-4 1750- 1725 BCE 13th Dynasty 

Table 1: Chronological and stratigraphic correlations for the data from Ashkelon. 

Ifshar 

The Ifshar corpus of Egyptian ceramic material, consisting of 

sherds and one complete vessel, was found in Phases A-Eat one 

location at the site-Area C-and therefore, like the material 

from Ashkelon, provides only a very limited data set, representing 

a minimum of eight to a maximum of twelve vessels total.15 Most 

of the sherds are from vessels with fairly long chronological 

ranges, and are also, by and large, fairly common forms, which 

provides challenges in establishing precise dates for these data. 

The sherds from Phase A and Phase B in particular possess a 

considerable range in date, from the latter part of the reign of 

Senwosret I through the late Twelfth Dynasty and into the 

Thirteenth. 16 From this, the excavators suggest a date sometime 

in the mid-Twelfth Dynasty, in the time frame of the reigns of 

Amenemhet II through Senwosret III (1911 - 1850 B.C.E) for 

the period of the transition to Phase B.17 In addition, the 

Ifshar Phase AphekPhase 

Phase A Phase 1 

PhaseB Phase 2 

Phase C Phase 2 

complete bottle made from Marl C fabric from Tel Ifshar, 

associated with Phase C, may be dated on typological grounds 

between late in the reign of Amenemhet II through Senwosret III 

(ca. 1890- 1850).18 Overall, then, the excavators correlate Phases 

A-C of Tel Ifshar and especially the transition to Phase B with 

the reign of Amenemhet II through Senwosret III, or the early to 

middle nineteenth century. 19 

The local pottery found in these phases at Tell Ifshar includes 

sherds of Levantine Painted Ware, which dates relatively early in 

the typological sequence of the Middle Bronze Age in Palestine, 

consistent with Aphek Phases 1-2. Most recent analysis, 

therefore, places Ifshar Phase B coeval with Aphek Phase 2.20 

This results in the correlation between the earlier phases of MB I 

with the early to middle part of the Twelfth Dynasty, with a 

chronological range in the middle of the nineteenth century BCE 

(Table 2). 

Suggested Date Dynast_y 

Early nineteenth century Early-mid 12th Dynasty 

1900 - 1850 BCE Mid-12th Dynasty 

1890 - 1850 BCE Mid-12th Dynasty 

Table 2: Chronological and stratigraphic correlations for the data from Tel Ifshar. 

Radiocarbon Dating 

Adding to the archaeological material is the evidence prov-

ided by radiocarbon dating, although, again, at present data is 

available from only a few sources. The C 14 information primarily 

comes from Tel Ifshar in Palestine, Tell el-Daba in Egypt, and 
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Tell el-Burak in southern Lebanon. 
Daces from Tel If,har, hased on a selection of culcigens from 

che site, predomin,uely from Phases B-C, suggest rh,tc the 

beginning of Mil I in Palestine should be placed no earlier than 

l 920 BCE, and is probably, in face, somewhat lowcr.21 This 
would equate chc early phases of MB I to chc flrsc half of chc 

nineteenth century, which is consistent with the archaeological 
data from the site. This correlation is also consistent with the 

radiocarbon dating from Phases 1 and 2 at Tell Burak in 

southern Lebanon, which arc also dated to approximately 1900 

BCE and the first half of the nineteenth century, respectively.22 

This chronology, however, does not fit well with the lower daces 

assigned co the archaeological material from Tell el-Daba or its 
synchronisms with the material from Ashkclon, as interpretation 

of the latter calls for the early part of MB I to be moved 

approximately fifty to one hundred years lower, to the first half of 
che eighteenth cencury or even lacer, as ouclined above (Table 1 ). 

DISCUSSIOK 

Clearly, therefore, some discrepancy exists between these data 
sets, with subsequent implications for the synchronisms between 

Egypt and Palestine. The Ashkelon data suggest chat the earlier 
phases of MB I are co be correlated with the latter half of che 

Middle Kingdom and into che early Second Intermediate Period. 

In contrast, evalu,ttion of the Ifahar material places chis 

synchronization considerably earlier, with the early part of MB I 
coeval with the early to middle Twelfth Dynasty, which seems to 

be corroborated by the radiocarbon dates. 
While further resolution of chis problem waits on che 

discovery and analysis of additional data, chis discrepancy in 

chronolo6ry and synchronization may be somewhat mitigated by 
allowing for the following considerations: 1) The Ashkelon 

Phase 14 material correlates with late Aphek Phase 2, or even the 

transitional Phase 2-3, 21 which places chis m,tcerial towards the 

vcty end of the formative Mil I phases in Palestine, and 2) the 

material from the Moat Deposit, presumed to be a combination 

of Phase 14 occupational material deposited together with Phase 
13 material during the Phase 13 filling of che Phase 14 mmtc, is 

equated with late Aphck Phase 3-4, or even the transitional Mil I 

- Mil II Aphck Phase 4.24 As such, chis clearly provides only a 

terminus post quern for the filling of the moat. The beginning date 

of the previous phase, Phase 14 (late Aphek Phase 2), in which 

the moat and first gate were constructed, and which predates this 

filling materi,u, is nor yet escahlished, and its subsequent duration 

likewise remains unclear. 

Another significant point is that chc earliest phases of Mil I, 

corresponding co Aphek Phase I and early Phase 2, while 
identified at Tel lfshar, are not-to date-present at Ashkelon. 

Nor have they been found at Tell el-Daba; the Palestinian 

sequence there stares wich che presence of already developed MB 
I material, coeval to Aphck Phase; 2. The presence; of a 

monumental gate and fortification system at Ashkelon, however, 
strongly implies the existence of serclement at the site or in the 

surrounding region chat pre-dared chis construction, as che 

resources and labor necessary for chis architectural construction 

would, by necessity, have been derived from these; sources. Before 

a complex architectural system may be built there first muse be 

population and organizational systems capable of constructing it. 

Although evidence for earlier MB I serclement has nor yec been 
found at Ashkelon, ic seems reasonable co suggest rh,tc earlier MB 

I phases exist in the vicinity of Ashkdon or at chc site icsdf chat 

correspond to the earlier MB I material represented by Aphek 
Phase I and the early part of Phase 2. Consequently, the disparity 

between the low dates suggested by the Ashkelon data and che 
higher chronolo6ry indicated by the Td Ifshar material need not 

necessarily be quite as extreme as ic appears initially. 

SYKC:HRONISMS AND INTERC:ONNEC:TIOKS 

The dominant discourse regarding chc E6ryptian-Palcstinian 

relationship in the Middle Bronze Age since the mid-1970s has 
been influenced by Weinstein's assertions that Middle Kingdom 

Egypt virtually ignored the southern Levanc, in great pare because 
of chc undeveloped nature of MB I Palestinc.25 When \Veinsccin 

wrote his seminal article, other than evidence derived from a few 

excavations at some of the major td sites in Palestine, such as 
Megiddo, Jericho, and Tell Beit Mirsim, very little was known 

about Middle Bronze Age society and development in Palestine. 

Most notably, none of the sites jusc mentioned p ossess the full 
sequence; of Mil I phases, and much of the evidence from Jericho 

and Mcgiddo consists predominately of mortuary remains, which 

are of less value in deriving information regarding nature of 

secclement systems and patterns, or sociec,u org,mizacion.26 To 

earlier scholarship, based on chese data, ic appe,tred that MB 
Palestine did not achieve any significant level of urban 
organization until quite late in MB I or even into MB II, at which 

point Egypt itself was in decline, diminishing the level of 

Egyptian-Palestinian interaction char might he expected co occur 

and leading co Weinstein's observations of the apparently 

paradoxical inverse relationship between the two regions. 

The prevailing synchronisms of the time that placed the 
beginning of MB I coev,u with the first rulers of the Twelfth 

Dynasty and contemporary ev,uuation of some of the ,wailable 
E6,yptian textual and pictorial evidence bolstered this 

understanding. Interpretation of the Execration Texts, for 

example, with their lists of various cities and their rulers in 
Palestine, viewed chem as describing a region wich liccle hy way of 

urban culture or complex social and political organization until 

relatively late in MB 1.27 Likewise, the famous description of the 
"land ofYaa" in "The Talc of Sinuhc" and Sinuhc's numerous 

adventures there, combined with the correlations that placed that 

text in early MB I rather than the Intermediate Bronze Age, 
served co emphasize chis s,tme point in che minds of some 
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scholars.28 And finally, early twentieth century analysis of the 

painting in Tomb No. 3 belonging to the nomarch Khnumhotep 

III at Beni Hasan,29 contemporary with the reign ofSenwosret II, 
which depicts a group of Asiatics bringing goods to Ei,'Ypc, 

interpreted these individuals, led by the "patriarchal" fli,.,_m; of 

Abi-Shai and carrying their belongings on donkeys, as 

representative of the nomadic character of Palestine.1° 

Based on the synchronisms derived from the current data, 

however, the primary developmental phase of MB I Palestine 

(Aphek Phase 2) is coeval with the middle pharaohs of the 

Twelfth Dynasty rather than with the beginning of the Middle 

Kingdom. Concurrently, the clear evidence for strong growth 

and maintenance of urbanizing society in Palestine during these 

early phases of MB I merits a re-assessment of the apparent lack 

of Ei,,yptian interaction with che region.31 The revised 

correlations and evidence from MB I Phase 2 in Palestine clearly 

indicate chat local systems h,td begun to achieve considerable 

strength and complexity early in the era. 

By the middle of the strongly established and powerful 

Twelfth Dynasty in Egypt, MB I Palestine, rather than exhibiting 

a relatively undeveloped landscape, was well on its way to 

establishing strong complex urban systems throughout the 

region, comprised of large organized centers surrounding by 

growing supporting networks.32 This is illustrated by che 

fortifications at Ashkelon, the large public buildings at Tel Ifshar 

and Aphek, and other manifestations of urban development 

throughout the southern Levant, together with the growth of 

numerous smaller sites throughout Palestine. Additional 

evidence may also be derived from the account of the return to 

Ei,,ypt of two ships laden with goods and resources in che Mic 

Rahina inscription, which enumerates the notable events that 

cook pl.tee during one year in the long reign of Amenemhec Il.33 

While the two cities mentioned in the text are most likely to be 

located in the northern Levant, there is also some discussion of 

materials derived from Palestine as well, which serves to reinforce 

the perspective of growing urbanism in the region. 

Re-assessment of much of the older Egyptian textual evidence 

in light of this understanding also supports chis perspective. The 

current correlations indicate that the "The Talc of Sinuhe" 

should be considered contemporary with the Intermediate 

Bronze Age, rnther than early MB I, serving to dampen the fervor 

regarding whether the description of the "land of Y aa" does or 

docs not describe the landscape of Middle Bronze Age Palestine. 

Furthermore, while the Execration Texts certainly may aid in the 

identification of toponyms in Palestine, they shed more light on 

Egyptian attitudes towards foreigners th,m they do in reg,trd to 

elucidating the probable political and social character of MB I 

Palestine.34 Finally, the lkni Hasan tomb painting, which is 

invaluable in providing actual visual representation of the 

inhabitants of contemporary Palestine, is also of limited use for 

determining social organization. Making generalizations about 

the social and political order of an entire region based on the 

description and depiction of 37 individuals-of whom only 

fifteen appe,tr in the p,tinting itself-and who are themselves 

perhaps idealized within Egyptian canonical iconography, cle,trly 

vastly oversimplifies the processes of societal complexity. By 

contrast, however, the depiction in the Beni Hasan tomb 

painting of a duckbillcd axe, which is a type fossil for early MB I, 

serves to further reinforce the correlations between these early 

MB I phases md the middle rulers of the Twelfth Dynasty. 

Therefore, while the ,tssertion that Egypt Ltrgely ignored its 

neighbor to the northeast still appears largely valid, even in light 

of the two-extremely small-data sets from Tel Ifshar and 

Ashkelon, and the evidence for interaction derived from the Mit 

Rahina text, the accompanying view that this phenomenon 

resulted in part from the undeveloped narnrc of Palestine can no 

longer be the compelling explanation. Clearly, if the current 

synchronizations are correct, there most certainly was 

"something" in Palestine contemporary with the second half of 

the Twelfth Dymsty. By the early to middle phases of MB I and 

continuing into the transition in MB II, the southern Levant 

clearly possessed complex and thriving urban systems. The 

relevant issue therefore is not whether there was Egyptian 

interaction with the southern Levant-the data provide evidence 

for commercial interaction, albeit on a very limited scale-the 

more pertinent question is why this interaction remained so 

minimal. 

If Egypt did interact with Palestine to any significant degree, 

it is remarkable that so little evidence for chis contact exists, 

despite incre,tsingly widespread excantion at Middle Bronze Age 

sites in chc southern Levant, and evidence for the urbanizing 

character of MB I. If, however, as indicated by che continuing 

paucity of material, Egypt did generally disregard Palestine in MB 

I, a reasorntble explanation for this phenomenon is required. Was 

chis rather minimal degree of interaction determined by the level 

of Palestinian development in MB I, or were there other factors 

dictating Egyptian policy and subsequent actions, or did it 

perhaps derive from a combination of these factors? What 

interprerntion m,ty be given to exphin the lack of interaction 

between these two neighboring and contiguous regions for a 

period of almost two centuries during the second millennium 

BCE? 

While evidence relating to Egyptian interest in the southern 

Levant remain meager and are subject to discrepancies in 

interpretation, as outlined above, the small bur distinct data sets 

from Ashkelon and Tel Ifshar indicate a certain degree of 

Egyptian interaction with Palestine in early MB I, most probably 
of a commercial rnttureY Yet, when compared to the ,tmount of 

Egyptian material and other evidence for Ei,')'p tian interaction 

with ocher regions of the ancient world during the Middle 

Kingdom, such as chat found in the northern Levant, as well as 

the evidence for intensive Egyptian activity in Nubia, the 

overwhelming impression that Egypt generally ignored its 
neighbor to the northe,tst remains difflculc to discount. 
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The recent analysis of the material from Tel Ifahar has 

prompted the investigators to question whether this relative lack 

of Egyptian material is indeed indicative of an absence of Egypt in 

Palestine or whether the ceramics from that site instead represent 

che "tip of an iccbcrg,"36 and the bulk of evidence pertaining to 

chis relationship still remains to be discovered through future 

excavations. Given the nature of the majority of the data from 

chat site-simple sherds from common Egyptian vessels-this 

point is, to be sure, highly relennt. Until recently, plainware 

sherds of Egyptian marl fabrics, such as those found at T cl Ifshar, 

might have gone entirely unnoticed in most Palestinian 

excavations, due to a combination of the sheer bulk of excavated 

pottery produced at these sites and the general ignorance of 

E1:,,yptian pottery held by most excavators in the southern 

Levant." Given those factors, it is highly probable that additional 

Egyptian ceramics and further evidence for commercial relations 

might he uncovered, particularly at sites chat might have acted as 

particip,mts in linked networks throughout the region. 

Y cc, again, even at the two sites where Egyptian ceramics have 

been excavated, the corpus of material is extremely small, is 

limited to specific and relatively isolated locations at those sites, 

and is comprised of sherds ofhasic and/or common vessels. Items 

indicative of exchange in luxury items or made of higher value 

materials remain absent. Even the scalings from Ashkclon would 

have been used in connection with basic and/or bulk 

commodities, rather than high value goods. This fact remains 

highly significant for establishing the nature of the contact 

and/or exchange between Egypt and Palestine, and the 

significance chat poses for understanding chc economic direction 

and development of both regions. The minimal and prosaic 

nature of the Egyptian materials implies a low-level exchange, and 

one of relatively little intensity, both in terms of frequency and in 

che amount of goods being transferred. When compared to the 

vast amounc of goods and materials being transshipped co and 
from the northern Levant, and acquired from Nubia, such as, for 

example, the materials received from both regions cited in the 

Mir Rahirnt inscription, the interaction with Palestine appetrs 

minor and inconsequential by comparison-from the E1:,')'ptian 

perspective. 38 

For Palestine, however, the impact of chis exchange may have 

been extremely different. As demonstrated hy the current 

synchronisms, chis exchange was contemporary with the early to 

middle phases of MB I in Palestine, a period in which che larger 

urban sites achieved greater size, differentiation, and presumed 

power, and when, concurrently, the small network of supporting 

sites in the countryside increased in density and organization, 

giving rise to chc mutually symbiotic relationship between urban 

centers and rural himcrlands.39 Even a small amount of contact 

with a developing region, particularly regarding economic, 

exchange, and support systems for a burgeoning urban culture, 

would have significant impact on that growth.'10 The Egyptian 

materials found at Ashkelon point to interaction with the larger, 

and in this case, predominately coastal, trading centers 

developing in Palestine, while the ceramics at Ifahar may also 

indicate the existence of systemic network growth ,Jong the 

coastal regions as wdl.41 

Herc, the examination of this relationship as just one part of a 

larger incerconnecced system of interacting regions and politics, 

in which the activities and development of both Egypt and 

Palestine were themselves influenced by interaction and contact 

with ocher regions, provides further perspective. Egypt's 

interaction with Palestine represents only one aspect of Egyptian 

activity in the broader world. For Egypt, despite the growing 

complexity and organization of Middle Bronze Age Palestine, the 

goods ,md resources to be acquired from it pales in comparison 

with those that could be exploited from Nubia, or from locales in 

che northern Levant. \Vhcn Egypt was at the height of its 

strength and power, it concerned itself with those more powerful 

and resource-rich regions, both for purposes of economic 

exploitation of the former and for diplomatic and commerci,J 

interaction with the latter, with lesser attention to the 

comparatively resource-poor region of Palestine on its 

northeastern border. 

What little Egyptian trade with P,t!estine that did occur, 

which appears to have consisted of the exchange of relatively low

value commodities, remained quite minimal on the broader scale 

of interconnections in the ancient world. Y ct, while this 

interaction left-to date -only minor evidence of exchange at 

Palestinian sites, it may very well have held great significance for 

Palestinian development. The external influence derived from 

chis relationship may have spurred fi.mher growth in che region, 

particularly in local systems, while simultaneously, Palestine was 

also free to develop those systems and networks that provide the 

backbone of a stable urb,m sociery without excessive interference 

from the Egyptian power.42 

As Egypt declined, the increasingly strong and stable systems 
in Palestine, as illustrated by the growth of Ashkelon, Aphek, and 

Ifi:har, were able to increasingly participate in international trade 

and interaction, including intensified trade with Egypt, 

accounting for the increase in Eh,yptian material in Palestine in 

the later MB I contemporary with the Thirteenth Dynasty. 

Concurrencly, the amount of Thirteenth Dynasty interaction 

slowly decreased in the previous areas of primary interest as 

Egyptian stability and power declined. Egyptian m,tterials found 

in che northern Lcvanc decreased throughout the ensuing 

Thirteenth Dynasty, while simultaneously Egypt abandoned its 

Nile fortresses and eventually withdrew from its position of 
power and control in Nubi,t.4 l 

The synchronisms between Egypt and Palestine, together 

with the evidence provided from the continuing and persistent 

absence of data for interaction in MB I, indicate chat E1:,')'pt's 

strength, on the one hand, exercised to great degree in regions 

outside the southern Levant, actually may have encouraged the 

growth of MB I culture in P,t!estine. Egypt's subsequent slow 
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decline during the Thirteenth Dynasty, on the other hand, then 

allowed for Palestine to capitalize on its increasing strength 

derived from chat previous exchange, thereby le,tding to its 

greater development in MB II. This relationship, while still 

demonstrating an inverse character, thus no longer appears 

NOTES 

This paper utilizes chc following terminology: Intermediate 

Bronze Age, Middle Bronze Age I, and Middle Bronze Age 

II. 

The numerous and competing absolute chronologies for 

this period in ancient Egypt, which range from ultra-high 

to ultra-low, augment chis problem. The chronological 

framework utili,ed herein is derived from I. Shaw, The 

Oxford History of Ancient 1c,;opt (Oxford: Oxford 

Universit)', 2002), which represents a middle, or low

middle chronology. Given chat the primary focus of chis 

study is chat of examination the narnre of chc 

interconnections between Egypt and Palestine, however, 

the absolute chronological dates of specific phases are of 
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