el Dor, on Israel’s
Mediterranean coast,
is the site of one of the
most conquered cities in the
Levant. Although practically every
major people of the region
occupied or ruled the site at one
time or another—leaving behind
an accumulation of debris 45 feet
high—it was the Phoenician
culture that dominated Dor
for some 800 years. Twelve
years of excavation at this
site 12 miles south of Haifa
have réivealed a wealth of ~
‘remains and new -—-- - - g
-discoveries, now presented 4
by Ephraim Stern, director. .|
of the Dor excavation, in
this three-part article.
In the January/February
BAR Stern traced Dor's history
from its Canaanite rools in the
20ih century B.C.E., through its
conquest and occupation by the
Sikils—a Sea Peoples tribe—up lo ils
reconquest by the Phoenicians in
about 1050 B.C.E. In this
installment, he tells the story of the
Phoenician-Israelite city, ils
development as a major port and
its fall to the Assyrians in 733
B.C.E. Part Il next issue, will look
at the succession of absentee
landlords—Assyrian, Babylonian
and Persian—who ruled Dor until
the city's complete Hellenization in
the third century B.C.LE.
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The Phoenician city that arose on the ruins of the Sikil city was not
simply prosperous, it expanded both on the east and on the south.
(By that time the sea had already eaten away at the western side of
the city.) The new city walls were built on the outer slope of the
rampart that the Sikils had amassed outside their city wall. Later the
city also expanded to the north.

Excavation of the tell proved especially difficult because it had
been continuously cultivated, and many of the exposed or partially
exposed stones had been almost incessantly plundered. As a result of
illegal excavations on the eastern slope, the incline to the tell is very
moderate, despite its once great height.

In addition to the expansion of the tell that I have described,
there also was at one time a great “lower city.” Almost nothing is
known of this lower city. In my opinion, it extended nearly a mile
to a sandstone ridge on the east, which apparendly served as the
city’s principal burial ground and, in some periods, also as the main
source of its building stone. Remains of plundered hewn graves and
quarry sites have been found here in abundance. The earliest stra-
tum of the lower city so far exposed dates from the Hellenistic
period (and is therefore beyond the scope of this article), but earlier
remains may be uncovered in the future.

Phoenician Dor was at least the equal of the four major Phoenician
cities—Byblos, Tyre, Sidon and Arwad—in both size and impor-
tance. But in contrast to these other major Phoenician cities, Dor’s
ourstanding state of preservation affords an unparalleled opportunity
to study a major Phoenician harbor town on the eastern Mediter-
ranean coast, from the beginning of Phoenician development in the
late 11th century B.C.E* 1o its end in the late Hellenistic period
(64 B.C.E.). After 12 years of excavation, we can state with confi-
dence that this is the largest Phoenician city in a good state of
preservation.

We have uncovered the remains of the first Phoenician city at
Dor—the one that succeeded the Sikil or Sea People city—in only
a few places (principally in our area B1). It dates to the late 11th
century B.C.E. and has been exposed only in an area about 35 by
70 feet. Here we found several long walls built mostly of mudbricks
and have traced them for lengths up to 45 feet. As far as we can
judge from the fragmentary remains uncovered, the structures were
large and must have been public buildings, probably standing near
the city’s eastern gate. This gate must be buried beneath later gates,
and we have not yer found it. Within the structures, we found
interior walls that subdivided the space. Berween these dividing
walls and the outer walls was a complicated series of closely super-
imposed clay tloors.

These buildings extended only as far as the inner edge of the Sikil
rampart. This probably indicates that this rampart was still used as
a major defensive barrier by the earliest Phoenician city.

On the floors of these buildings, we found Phoenician bichrome

* B.C.E. (Before the Common Era), used by this author, is the alternate designarion
corresponding to B.C. often used in scholarly licerature.




Culturally
Phoenician, Dor
was conguered by
the lsraelites in
about 1000 B.CEE,
and was turned
inte & major port in
the ninth century
B.CE

PRECEDING PAGES: Although it lacks a head, the female
figurine (right) strikes a characteristic pose—holding her
breasts—that identifies her as the fertility goddess Astarte
(also known as Ashtoreth), the consort of the Phoenician
storm-god Baal. Found in excavation area A at Dor (left), this
pottery figurine dates to the ninth or eighth century B.C.E.
(For another Astarte figurine, see p- 29.)

The excavation at Dor has also uncovered a beautiful
example of the ivory-carving skill for which the Phoenicians
were renowned: a Phoenician woman’s head (bottom), less
than an inch high, from the Iron Age II period (1000-586
B.C.E.). Based on its strong resemblance to an object recently
found in a Phoenician tomb in Akhziv, this head probably
served as a handle on the cover of a pyxis, a round ivory box.

potsherds of the earliest types known. We also found
an assemblage of Cypriot white-painted and bichrome
sherds that are rare in Cyprus and even rarer in Pal-
estine and on the Phoenician coast to the north. For-
tunately, these sherds are securely dated to the second
half of the 11th century B.C.E., thereby providing an
excellent chronological indicator for dating this stra-
tum at Dor. :

Less important to the archaeologist, but more beau-
tiful, are two other finds imported from Cyprus: an
ivory plaque engraved with a classical Cypriot mo-
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tif—a bull goring a lotus flower—and a cylinder seal
depicting dancing men, bulls and weapons.

How should we interpret this mixture of
Phoenician and Cypriot elements? The Cyprior ves-
sels could of course simply be the result of trade
links. It is more likely, however, that the trade was
internal berween the Phoenician inhabitants of Dor
and those of Cyprus. Studies of the distribution of
Phoenician pottery on the island of Cyprus reveal
that it has been found nor only on the eastern side of
the island, bur also on the far western side. Patricia
Bikai, who has studied the date and distribution of
this pottery, suggests that the first Phoenician settle-
ments on Cyprus were already established by the sec-
ond half of the 11th century B.C.E." Thus the trade
reflected in the Cypriot marerials from this Phoenician
city at Dor may have been internal trade berween
Phoenicia’s earliest colonies and the mainland.

The Phoenician rule of Dor did nor last long. The
Bible makes it clear that this area was conquered by
King David. In the summer of 1992, we reached a
section (in our area G) of the floor of the Phoenician
city that David conquered; there amid the other evi-
dence of destruction was the complete skeleton of a
woman whose head had been crushed
by a stone, apparently a casualty of the
battle. (See “A Death at Dor,” begin-
ning on page 30 of this issue.)

David brought the entire northern
Palestinian coast under direct Israelite
control. According to the census con-
ducted by David, the northern border
of Israel extended nearly to Tyre and
Sidon (2 Samuel 24:6-7). Dor would
then have been quite far south of Israel’s
northern border and an integral part of
David’s kingdom. David may even have
made some grants of land in the Dor
vicinity to Israelite settlers who came
from inland areas.

King Solomon developed close rties
with Hiram, king of Tyre. However,
two Biblical passages relating to the
transfer of cities seem to conflict. In
2 Chronicles 8:1-2, we are told that
Solomon “rebuilt the cities that Huram
[Hiram] had given to him.” In the
parallel text in 1 Kings 9:11, we are
told that Solomon gave 20 towns to
Hiram in gratitude for his help in build-
ing his palace and the Temple to the
Lord. (See “Cabul—A Royal Gift
Found,” starting on p. 38 of this issue.)

The apparent conflict can be resolved
by the following sequence of events:
During the first half of Solomon’s reign,
the northern border of his kingdom
extended all the way to the southern
border of Phoenicia proper. In the sec-
ond half of his reign. he ceded back to
Phoenicia everything north of the
BIBLICAL
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POT AND PIECES FROM DOR. This
reconstructed vase (above) represents the
earliest known rype of Phoenician bichrome
ware. Painted in two different colors, it is
characterized by a round body, among other
~lements. Cypriot bichrome ware (right,

ve) and Cypriot white-painted ware
(right, below), hard to find even in Cyprus,
have also rurned up at Dor. Archaeologists
found these sherds on the clay floors of large
public buildings, built mostly of mudbricks,
that they uncovered in area B1. The sherds,
and hence the buildings, are securely dated
to the late 11th century B.C.E. and are the
remains of the first Phoenician city at Dor.
The Cypriot pottery may be the telltale sign
of trade berween Dor and Phoenician colo-
nies on Cyprus, which some archaeologists
believe were already established at this time.

Carmel coast. At that point, Dor
remained in Israelite territory, just
south of the new northern border.
No doubrt Solomon sertled some Israel-
ites in this area. As the Bible records,
“Solomon . . . settled Israelites in [these
formerly Phoenician cities]” (2 Chronicles 8:2).

_ater, after returning the area north of the Carmel to
Phoenician control (the population there was mostly
Phoenician anyway, as indicated in several recent exca-
vations north of Dor), Solomon organized the remain-
ing territory into 12 districts. Dor became the capiral of
the fourth district. According to 1 Kings 4:11, the
district of Dor was governed by Solomon’s son-in-law—
married to his daughter Taphath. His name, however,
is given only as ben-Abinadab, the son of Abinadab.
Thus we know the man’s father’s name, bur we do not
know his name. Incidentally, this same form of per-
sonal name is also found on a Phoenician ostracon
(from the Persian period, however) excavated at Dor;
this ostracon bears a list of several names, all written in
the same form: “son of X.”

The Bible notes that two of the 12 district gover-
nors were Solomon’s sons-in-law; as applied to the
ruler of the district of Dor, this is probably the Bible's
way of indicating the city’s importance.

Dor flourished during the reigns of King David
and King Solomon, as did the entire Sharon and
Carmel coast. This has been established by excava-
tions at a number of sites in the area—Tell Jerishe,
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Tell Qasile, Tel Mikhal, Tel Mevorakh, Shigmona and
Tell Abu Hawam, as well as at Dor. Both David and
Solomon mainrtained close ties with the cities of
Phoenicia, especially Tyre, which ar this period were all
that remained of the rterritory formerly known as
Canaan. Phoenicia, as it has now become known, was
confined largely to the modern Lebanese coast. Yet it
preserved the knowledge and expertise acquired by the
Canaanites in the course of the second millennium—
in art, construction, metalwork, seal carving, wooden
furniture making. weaving, the use 0Fpurp!c dye, Ship—
building and seafaring. Phoenician influence undoubt-
edly helps to account for the prosperity of the area in
David and Solomen’s reigns. In addition, both David
and Solomon encouraged the development here of ports
and maritime trade, with and without the cooperation
of the Phoenicians, for this was the only portion of the
coast under the exclusive control of the Israclite king-
dom. During the United Monarchy, Dor became
Isracl's principal port; it was through Dor that Isracl
maintained its commercial tes with neighboring Tyre
and other Phoenician cities.

As for the Phoenicians, although ac first they ex-
panded by military force in northern Palestine, de-
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stroving the Sikil city of Dor as well as other sites in
the area, they soon learned to expand instead by com-
merce and colonies. Thus their expansion farther south
along the coast was peaceful, by means of trade. This

strategy benefited both peoples.

Even after David's conquest of Dor,
the city continued to be inhabited
mostly by Phoenicians, and their cul-
ture remained dominant; this contin-
ued to be the case after Solomon gave
(in other words, returned) o Hiram
the territory north of the Carmel range.
Indeed, the Phoenicians continued 1o
inhabit Dor for centuries under a suc-
cession of foreign rulers—after the Isra-
elites came the Assyrians, then the
Babvlonians, then the Persians and then
a series of Hellenistic rulers starting with
Alexander the Grear (332 B.C.E.) and
continuing with the Prolemies (300-200
B.C.E.), one of whom, Prolemy II,
Philadelphus (283-246 B.C.E.), put an
end to the Phoenician character of the
city and rebuilt it on the Greek model.

From the archaeological evidence, we
would not know that the Israelites un-
der David and Solomon controlled the
arca around Dor (even after Solomon
gave Hiram of Tyre 20 cities north of
Dor). The Biblical record leaves no
doubt thar this was the case, bur this is
not apparent from the material culture
unearthed so far. This shows that de-
spite Israelite control, most of the area
continued to be populated by
Phoenicians, or perhaps that the local
Israelites adopted Phoenician culture.

Upon Solomon'’s death, his kingdom
split in two—Israel in che north ruled
by Jeroboam and Judah in the south
ruled by Rehoboam. All this time Dor,
although Phoenician in culture, re-
mained in Israelite hands. In 925
B.C.E., the fifth year of Rehoboam’s
reign, however, Pharaoh Shishak of
Egypt invaded Judah and Israel and
ravaged large areas (1 Kings 14:25).
Worst affected were the Shephelah, the
Jezreel Valley and the Beth-Shean val-
ley. The route of Shishak’s military
campaign is recorded in a long inscrip-
ton found in his temple at Karnak,
which' adds several derails to the bricf
Biblical description. Shishak also erected
a victory stela at Megiddo, part of

which was found in the excavation of that site. This
stela confirms thar Shishal captured and destroyed
Megiddo..I believe that the destruction of the United
Monarchy city of Dor was also Shishak’s work and
that this Israelite port suffered the same fate as

Megiddo and Beth-Shean.
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Evidence of Shishak’s destruction of the cities of
the Sharon coast is gradually becoming clearer and

clearer as more and more sites are excavated. My own

Tel Mevorakh® was destroved at rthis

time and was not rebuilt for 500 vears. This scems to

~ DOR'S CHRONOLOGY

Tinted periods are described in
this installment.

20th century B.C.E.
Earliest remams of Canaanite cily

1200 B.C.E.

Sea People (Sikil)
occupation begins

1050 B.C.E.
Destruction of Sikil ity
Phoenicians gain control

1000 B.C.E. -

Israelites capture Dor

925 B.C.E.
Pharach Shishak’s invasion
probably destroys Dor.

874-853 B.C.E.
King Ahab of Israel rebuilds Dor.

133 B.CE
Assyrian King Tiglath-pileser IIl
conquers Dor,

630 B.C.E.
Assyrians lose control of Dor
Rule by unknown power during

30-year interregnum

Babylonian King Nebuchadnezzar
conquers Dor

Late 6th century B.C.E.
Persian rule begins

332 B.C.E.
Hellenistic rule beging

have been the case ar other sites as
well—at Tell Jerishe, on the banks of
the Yarkon River; at ‘Tell Qasile, far-
ther down the Yarkon; at Tel Mikhal.
south of Dor; and at Tell Abu Hawam,
north of Dor. near the estuary of the
Kishon River.

Unfortunately. the archacological evi-
dence of the Unired Monarchy at Dor

is abour as meager as the evidence of

the previous citv, the earliest Phoenician

city at Dor that arose on the ruins of

the Sikil or Sea People ciry. We did,
however, find part of the citv wall from
the United Monarchy, which passes
under a later gateway (the so-called
four-chambered gate of the Divided
Monarchy).

Several traces of walls and floors from
residential buildings of the United
Monarchy period have also been found.
It is clear from this marerial that al-
ready in the tenth century B.C.E. the
city's buildings were built in the well-
known Phoenician-Israclite style—rthat

is, with walls consisting of intermittent
hewn pillars with uncut fieldstone fill
in the spaces between the pillars (see
photo, p. 24). We have uncovered
enough of this area to be able 1o sav
that the city of Dor during the United
Monarchy was carefully laid out with
streets at right angles.

The ceramics include imported Cyp-
riot potterv found aongside the usuy!
local Phoenician
bichrome ware and the Cypro-
Phoenician pottery known as Red-on-
Black ware. This period also marks the
first appearance of red-slipped burnished
vessels, mostly jugs and juglets but also
including some delicate thin-walled
bowls that later became the hallmark of

ware, as well as

the entire Phoenician world, This pot-
tery is known by different names—
cither based on its “color (red-slipped
ware) or based on sites at which it was
first found in considerable quantities
(Akhziv ware or Samaria ware, ete.).
As we have seen, from David 1o

Shishak, Dor was formally a part of the Israclite
empire, althongh it was on the northern border in the
latter half of Solomon's reign. Despite this formal
connection with Isracl, the city remained essentially a

P See Fphraim Stem, "Excavations ar Tell Movorakh Are Predude oo
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Phoenician city—at least it had a large Phoenician
population and was in many ways dominated by
Phoenician culture. If this was true during the United
Monarchy of David and Solomon, it was also true of
Dor during the Divided Monarchy.

Despite the devastation wrought by Shishak’s lighr-
ning carnpa1gn Egypt did not annex any territory.
His campaign was mainly to take spoil and to bring
local rulers under the Egyptian sphere of mﬂucncc.

Dor of the Divided Monarchy was also a well-
fortified city. In this stratum, we have found the city
gate on the eastern side of the city. The great stone
base consists entirely of huge limestone blocks. This
base originally supported a mudbrick superstructure,
but all that remains today is the base. We call this the
four-chambered gate because it had two chambers on
each side, created by a pier that divided the space in
half. In its original state, each pair of chambers was
the lowest level of two entrance towers thar flanked

. gateway itself.

The huge blocks of limestone from which the city
gate was constructed were probably brought from the
Carmel ridge nearly a mile to the east. Some of the
limestone blocks in this gateway structure are almost
5 feet long and 3 feet high. The walls of the gateway
are more than 6 feer thick. The entire gateway struc-
ture is nearly 70 feet wide and almost that deep. This
was truly an impressive structure.

The passage through the gate, berween the two
chambers on each side, was paved with crushed sand-
stone. A plaza paved with small stones lay in front of
the gate. A stone-paved road led to an outer gate,
located to the northeast of the inner, four-chambered
gate. Thus far we have excavated only a small parr of
the outer gate. And even some of the derails of the
inner gate remain unclear—for example, whether it
had one or two pairs of doors. This uncertainty exists
because we have not yer exposed the entire structure.
To do so, we would have to remove the two-cham-
_ered gare above it and the gates above that, all from
later periods.

In each of the eastern chambers, on both sides of
the gateway, we found a rectangular stone basin, which
fortunarely survived the destruction of the four-cham-
bered gate and was incorporated into the two-cham-
bered gate, perhaps because they were made of stone.
Basins of this type have also been found in other gates
of the period (such as at Gezer) and have been inter-
preted as water receptacies for both men and animals;
they served either those coming to the city or, more
likely, the gate’s garrison.

On one of the inner sides of the gate, facing the
city, we found a row of seven decorative orthostats
(well-hewn and smoothed stone slabs), each of which
is about 5 feet high and 3 feet wide.

Excavating this city gate has not been easy. As al-
ready indicated, several gates from later periods are
above it. One of the four chambers was entirely de-
stroyed by pits dug during the Persian period (sixth-
fifth centuries B.C.E.). And under this gate runs an
earlier (tenth century B.C.E.) wall. The four cham-
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area G
{resrdances}

area F
{temples)

bers had two different floors in different phases. When
we found them, they had been covered with sand and
other marterial by later builders. In this fill, we found
sherds from the 11th century B.C.E. and a faience
seal in the shape of a lion, with the cartouche of
Pharaoh Tuthmosis 111 (1490-1436 B.C.E.) on the
back. If this sounds confusing, it can look even more
confusing out in the field as one uncovers it inch
by inch.

Adjoining the gate on each side was a solid offset-
inset city wall, the base of which was built party of
mudbricks and partly of stone (with no logical order).
A clay glacis covered with plaster was built against it.”

Beneath the gate, we found remains of walls and
buildings that contained late tenth-century sherds.
Stratigraphically, the situation is clear: The gate had
to have been built after that date—after Shishak’s
destruction of the city in 925 B.C.E. South of the
gate, we found a plaster floor that reached as far as
the gate, and on the floor lay late eighth-century
sherds. On a similar floor on the west, we found
traces of destruction by a fierce conflagration, includ-
ing ash and the remains of charred wood that prob-
ably came from the gate’s superstructure; here too lay
sherds from the late eighth century B.C.E. Again the
stratigraphic situation is clear: The Divided Monar-
chy city gate was destroyed in the late eighth century
B.C.E. There is no difficulry finding a cause for this
destruction. Only a verv powerful enemy could have
destroyed a city defended by such powerful fortifica-
tions: the Assyrians.

In 733 to 732 B.C.E., Assyrian armies led by King
Tiglath-pileser 111 ravaged Israel for the first time.
Both the Bible and Assyrian sources provide the sce-

* See Neil Asher Silberman,
mate Wall and Offset-Inser Wall,”

“A Question of Defense—Glacis, Case-
BAR, May/Junc 1984,
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R o area C
areaE {residences)
{slupyard} ¢

- S ~area A
{residences)

The principa!
discovery in each
excavation area at
Tel Dor is shown

in parentheses.



DISTINCTIVE DOR ARCHITECTURE. Known as
Phoenician-Israelite, this building style featured walls of
uncut fieldstones with interspersed pillars of cut stones. This
especially clear example, found in area C1, dates to the Per-
sian period (538-332 B.C.E.). A pillar of larger blocks, with
regular edges and smoothed faces, stands at center, flanked
by uncut, irregular fieldstones. The people of Dor built
structures using this type of wall from the tenth to the third
centuries B.C.E.

nario. First, the Assyrians conquered the Galilee and
the Jezreel Valley in the northern part of the kingdom
of Israel. Then the Assyrians proceeded to the north-
ern coast—to Dor and the Sharon plain—leaving a
destroyed Dor in their wake. Before completing the
conquest of the northern kingdom (Israel), however,
Tiglath-pileser Il had to return home to wage war
against the Babylonians, who at that time rebelled
against him. He never again returned to the West. He
was succeeded by his son Shalmaneser V (726-722
B.C.E.). He too campaigned in Israel and in 722
B.C.E. destroyed Samaria, the capital of the northern
kingdom. This marked the end of the kingdom of
Israel. The Israelite population was exiled, never to be
heard from again; the ten Israelite tribes whose terri-
tory composed the northern kingdom became known
as the Ten Lost Tribes. It is in this context that we
must place the destruction of the Divided Monarchy
city of Dor.

Bur we are getting a little ahead of the story. We
know who destroyed this city. But who built the
impressive fortifications that only an empire as pow-
erful as Assyria could destroy?

To answer this question, we are going to take an
excursion to nearby Megiddo. Megiddo was excavated
in the 1930s by an American team from the Univer-

2

sity of Chicago, which almost completely uncovered
the mound. The city at Megiddo (stratum IV A) that
corresponds to Divided Monarchy Dor was extremely
large and was surrounded by a wall with a gate whose
plan is identical to the four-chambered gate at Dor.
Both gates were built to the same design. They were
probably the work of the same architect.

At Dor we nave concentrated on the outer fortifi-
cations of the city; only a small part of the city itself
has been investigated, and we know very little abour
the city’s residential buildings or its plan. At Megiddo,
however, the excavators exposed the interior of the
city as well. In addition to the fortifications, they also
excavated two large complexes of subles capable of
housing about 450 horses,” an impressive water sys-
tem and important public buildings. The American
excavators initially attributed this city to King
Solomon, but on reexamination, Yigael Yadin con-
cluded—and | agree—thar it was built by Ahab, a
king of Israel who reigned about 100 years after
Solomon—from abour 874 1o 853 B.C.E.

Other Israelite cities with similar impressive build-
ings have been excavated since the excavation of
Megiddo—Hazor, Dan, Beth-Shean and, very recently,
Jezreel. At each site, archaeologists found massive for-
tifications and monumental buildings from the ninth
century B.C.E. Special mention should be made of
Samaria, the capital of the kingdom of Israel, because
in addition to its impressive fortifications, excavarors
recovered the famous palace (probably Ahab’s) that

* There is, however, considerable dispure among archacologists as to
whether these buildings are stables or storchouses (see John D, Currid,
“Puzzling Public Buildings.” BAR, January/February 19925 see also
“"Megiddo Stables or Storchouses™ and Yigael Yadin, “In Defense of
the Smbles at Megiddo,” both in BAR. Seprember 1976). In my view.
they were stables. g
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contained the remains of the “ivory house,” where the
Samaria ivories were found. You will recall that the
Bible refers to Ahab’s “ivory palace” (1 Kings 22:39).
(The eighth-century prophet Amos excoriated those
in" Samaria who “lie on ivory beds. .. fc:lh(ing on
lambs™ [Amos 6:4] and predicted the destruction of
its “ivory palaces” [Amos 3:15].)

I have no doubr that when other Israelite cities are
excavated, similar monumental buildings that can be
attributed to Ahab will be discovered.

The Bible does not have much good to say about
Ahab because he married Jezebel, the daughrcr of
Ethba’al, king of the Sidonians. Recently the seal of
this Phoenician queen, who had such an effect on
Ahab, may have been found; carved in strikingly
Phoenician style, it is inscribed with the name Jezebel
(see photo, p. 28). Under his wife’s influence, Ahab
even built a temple to Baal in Samaria. Bur despite its
negative assessment of his reign, the Bible acknowl-

es “all the cities [or, in some translations, fortifica-
vons] that [Ahab] built” (1 Kings 22:39).

Ahab was also a great military leader. The Bible
tells us of his wars against the Arameans and against
Ben-hadad, king of Damascus, whom he finally de-
feated. He thus forced Ben-hadad to give him markets
in Damascus (1 Kings 20, especially verse 34).

Another aspect of Ahab’s military prowess is re-
corded in Assyrian records. Ahab joined a coalition of
states that halted a major Assyrian advance into Syria
in 853 B.C.E. at the famous battle at Qarqar on the
Orontes River. According to an inscription of
Shalmaneser 111 (858-824 B.C.E.), who led the
Assyrian troops, the allied coalition of 12 kings was
headed by the king of Damascus (Ahab’s old enemy)
and the king of Hamath. Orther units were furnished
by various kings of Syria and Phoenicia. Supporting
troops even came from Egypt and Arabia. Ahab was
right there as one of the leaders with the kings of
Damascus and Hamath. The king of Israel apparently

not hesitate to confront the powerful Assyrians.
ndeed, Ahab supplied 2,000 chariots, more than any
other member of the coalition (Damascus supplied
1,200, and Hamarch, 700). Ahab also contributed
10,000 infantry troops to the coalition (the same
number as Hamath; Damascus contributed 20,000).°

It is surprising that none of this is mentioned in the
Bible. The reason may be that the Biblical author so
thoroughly disapproved of Ahab thar he did nor want
to praise him for his military accomplishments. Per-
haps inevitably, or perhaps perversely. I have devel-
oped a certain fondness for this usually despised king
of Isracl. Not only was he a great builder, he was also
a military hero who died a hero's death. In one of the
wars that Israel and Judah waged against Aram., Ahab
was mortally wounded. Fearful thac his troops would
retreat if thev saw this, Ahab refused to leave the field
of battle; instead, the Bible tells us, in a passage of
grudging admiration, Ahab had himself “propped up
in [his] chariot facing Aram [while] the battle raged
all dav. The blood from the wound ran down into

the hollow of the charior, and at dusk he died”
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DOMESTIC DOR. Found in excavation area B1, the jug,

bowl and sherds shown here represent typical Phoenician

pottery from the tenth century B.C.E.

(1 Kings 22:35).

Ahab’s extensive military involvement obviously
demanded well-fortified cities and an administration
that could raise and manage a large armv. No doubt,
the creation of charior cities (where large chariort forces
were based). such as Megiddo, was one of the foun-
dations of Ahab’s administrative Imli:_')'.

On the basis of all this evidence, it seems reason-
able to conclude that Ahab was the builder of the
Divided Monarchy city of Dor with its four-cham-
bered gate and offset-inset wall—and of Samaria, Beth-
Shean, Hazor, Dan and Jezreel as well.

Although we have not vet excavated extensively
inside Dor and know little of its buildings or internal
organization, we can pru':icr that the hui]t]ings from
this period at Dor will be no less magnificent than
those discovered at these other cities, especially
Megiddo and Samaria. In some ways Dor may be
even grander. We have alreadv noted the similariry
berween the four-chambered gates at Dor and at
Mcgiddo: the p]an is identical. The gate at Mf’gir]dn
15 S]ighd}' |argcr than that ar Dor, but the construc-
tion at Dor is far more n‘l;igniﬁccnt. The 1\-1{'giddu
gate was constructed by Israclites using relatively small
stones. In contrast, the gate at Dor was probably built
by Phoenician masons, the finest builders of the time,
style: They used huge,

who employed their own spacia
well-hewn limestone blocks brought from the Carmel
cliffs. If the gates of the contemporancous Phoenician
coastal cities—Arwad. Byblos. Tyre and Sidon—arc
ever discovered, they will no doubr display this same
massive manner of construction.

Ahab's extraordinary construction campaign in so
many citics of his kingdom will inevitably invite com-
parison with Herod the Grear (37-4 B.C.E), the great-

est of the builder-kings of Isracl. In light of the accu-
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four-chambered gate
(ninth century B.C.E.)

two-chambered gate
(late eighth century B.C.E.)

two-chambered gate above
four-chambered gate

---- assumed structures

interior of city

road to outer gate

e / (ninth century B.C.E.)
/ Fp e fl 5m
paving stones * =
{ninth century B.C.E.) 0 1511

by King Ahab of Israel (874-853 B.C.E.),
so it was probably also built by Ahab’s
architects.

All that remains of this four-chambered
gate, as 1t is called, are its base of lime-
stone blocks and debris from its former
mudbrick superstructure, Archaeologists
faced a difficult task in trying to distin-
guish the components of this gate from
earlier and later structures, below and
above the four-chambered gate. A two-
chambered gate from the Assyrian

destruction of Dor in 925 B.C.E—
probably in the next century—a new,
monumental gate was built on the
eastern side of the city (see plan, below).
Standing almost 70 feet wide and nearly
as deep, with 6-foot-thick walls, the gate
consisted of two chambers on each side
of the central passageway. These
chambers were the lowest story of two
towers. The plan of this gate is identical
.m Megiddo’s stratum-TVA gate, built

Sometime after Pharaoh Shishak’s

occupation (end of the eighth century
B.C.E.) and other gates lie above, and an
earlier, tenth-century B.C.E. wall lies
below. The detail plan (above, left) shows
the superimposition of the two-chambered
gate on top of the four-chambered gate, as
well as a stone-paved road that linked the
inner, four-chambered gate with an outer
gate to the northeast.

A row of seven orthostats—well-hewn
and smoothed slabs standing about 5 feet

high and 3 feet wide—decorated one of

excavated structures TREL_
B (ninth century B.C.E | R

- --- assumed structures

interior of city

offsey

i -inset wall
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the inner sides of the four-chambered gate.
The tops of these orthostats, not yet fully
uncovered, appear on the left side of the wall
at the center of the photo of the gate area
(above). Traces of this gate’s fiery destruction
appear as a layer of orange and black debris
visible to the left of the orthostats.

An offset-inset wall adjoined the four-
chambered gate on each side (see plan, left).
The salients in this type of wall allowed the

enders to concentrate more firepower on

8onc attacking a particular section of wall,

because they could launch their arrows and
slingstones from either side as well as from
the front.

A sherd (below) from a rare, late Geometric
Greek bowl (750-700 B.C.E.), found on the
floor of the four-chambered gate, helped to fix
the date of the gate’s destruction, which came
at the hands of the Assyrians under Tiglath-
pileser in 733 B.C.E.

MAROCH

mulating m'chac‘o]ogicnl evidence, Ahab mav well be
described as the greatest of the builder-kings of Isracl
between Solomon and Herod.

Other aspects of Ahab’s personality are also remi-
niscent of Herod: Although both were grear builders.

they were not otherwise admirable men. More pero-
nent here: Just as Herod built a harbor at Caesarea. so
Ahab rebuilt Dor as a great fortified port.

Ahab needed a large harbor near the Phoenician
centers so that he could cooperate with the
Phoenicians in maritime trade and undertake joint
trading voyages. The old harbor at Dor with its bays
proved an ideal base on which to build. ' believe 1|mt
the central bay, which was extensively developed ir
the Hellenistic period, was firsi durdn sed in Almh s
time; the area of the central bav ﬁcncmll\ resembles
the inner harbor (kothon in Phoenician) found at other
sites in the western Mediterranean. such as (::lrlhag(‘
in North Africa and Motya in Sicily. This central bayv
may have been used for shipbuilding. The nearby
Carmel forests could easily have provided the raw
material. In the last few secasons. near the southern
harbor (in area D2}, we came upon and began to
excavate a monumental 1)1:itding‘ with walls over 6
feet thick. The building is probably a storehouse asso
ciated with the harbor. Even rhmlgh we have not
finished excavating it, it is already clear thar this is
one of the largest buildings of the period ever discov-
ered in Isracl.

Like the Phoenicians, the Israelites were experienced
sailors at this time. This is reflected in a rarely noted
passage in the Bible. When a Judahite ship was
wrecked at Ezion-Geber in the south, Ahab’s son
Ahaziah offered to have his Israclite sailors man the
ship in cooperation with the Judahites, presumably to
prevent future wrecks (1 Kings 22:48-49 [49-50
Hebrew]).

Another reflection of Israel's seafaring abiliny is a
recently published seal with a complete ship on it that
closely resembles contemporaneous ’hoenician ships
depicted in Assyrian relicfs (see photo, p. 28). Profes-
sor Nahman Avigad, who pubiished this scal. describes
the ship as Israclite-Phoenician, perhaps of the
“Tarshish™ oy pe, whose home port may have been
Dor.* The ship on the seal may have identified the
owner as belonging o a f'mul\ of sailors or. more
likely, \hlpm\nus The name on the seal. "Oniyahu
son OFMU.I\, hints at this: in Hebrew, onrpaline means
a ship, or even a ship of Yahweh, It;r'u:]'l.. god.

At this time, in the ninth centuny B.C.L., th(‘ border
between Isracl and Phocenicia was Lln(lmll‘rlc(”_\' open
and free. Elijah, for example. could freely wravel
“Zarephath [Sarepra
for an extended [wrind of ume (1 Nings 17:8-24).

of the Sidonians™ and remain there

Phoenician influence at Dor was also fele in the
rc|igim1.\‘ sphere. As previoush noted, Ahab, under

Jezebel's influence, built o ump!v v Baal (1 Kings

16:31-33). The well-known contest between Elijah
and the 450 pruphn't.\' ol DBaal ook p|;uc on Mi.
Carmel. onlv a fow miles from Dar (1 Kines 17:149-

40y, Phocnician pricsis who sen ed 1 Baal s temple ar

27




THE SEAL OF JEZEBEL. This recently discovered seal may
well have belonged to Jezebel, the wife of King Ahab of Israel
(874-853 B.C.E.) and the daughter of Ethba’al, king of
Sidon, a major Phoenician city. The Bible condemns Jezebel
for promating worship of the Phoenician god Baal (1 Kings
17 and 18).

Carved in the Phoenician style, the seal incorporates such
Egyptian elements as the ankh, at upper left, and the winged
disk, across the center. Four mirror-image paleo-Hebrew
letters, two just below the winged disk and two at lower left
and right, spell out yzbl Jezebel. They are written in mirror-
image form so as to read correctly when the seal is impressed
in wer clay.
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ISRAELITE SEAFARERS may have plied the Mediterranean
in ships like the one depicted in this modern impression
made from a seal found near Samaria. The two lines of paleo-
Hebrew script say “Oniyahu son of Merav.” Oniah is the
Hebrew word for ship: the theophoric suffix -yahu refers to
Yahweh, the personal name of Israel's God. The name
Oniyahu may thus mean “ship of Yahweh.” The seal owner
probably belonged to a family of shipowners.

Although not well known for their seamanship, the Israel-
ites of the ninth-century B.C.E. were nevertheless experi-
enced sailors, as evidenced by this seal and by a passage in the
Bible in which King Ahaziah of Israel offers his men to help
the Judabhites sail their ships (1 Kings 22:48-49). The Israel-
ites, probably in King Ahab’s time (874-853 B.C.E.), appear
to have developed Dor into a major seaport, converting the
central bay into a harbor and building an enormous harbor
storehouse (see excavation area D on plan, p. 23).

Dor may well have been among those who perished
in the contest.

Our finds also include several figurines of the god-
dess Astarte (Ashtoreth), which may have been asso-
ciated with the temple of Baal.* We also excavated a
rare clay mold used to produce some of these figu-
rines. The goddess is depicted naked, with her hands
supporting her breasts.

These Astarre figurines were molded in a style char-
acteristic of Phoenician tradition. They are very differ-
ent from the Astarte common in Judah and Philistia.
In details their heads more nearly resemble the Egyp-
tian goddess Hathor; their bodies are usually made as
plaques—thar is, molded in front with a plain, flat or
hollow, back. By contrast, Astarte figurines from Judah
and Philistia are often handmade rather than made in
a mold. Worskip of the local Baal and Astarte was
widespread among the entire population, both Israel-
ite and Phoenician, as the Bible itself acknowledges
(see, for example, 1 Kings 16:31-33).

At least one temple at Dor was dedicated to the
Israelite God. We know this from a Hebrew seal dis-
covered before our excavation began. Now in a pri-
vate collection, it was supposedly found “near
Samaria.” It is inscribed in old Hebrew letters—the
kind used before the Babylonian Exile: “(Belonging)
to (Ze)kharyau, priest of Dor.” Thar the seal’s owner
had a Yahwistic name (the suffix yau is an abbreviated
form of the name Yahweh, the personal name of the
Israelite God) indicates that he served in a temple
dedicated to this God.

During the Divided Monarchy, the kings of the
northern kingdom erected temples in their principal
cities in order to draw their citizens away from the
Temple at Jerusalem. Especially important were the
temples at Bethel and at Dan (1 Kings 12:28-33).
The remains of the temple area of Dan have recently
been uncovered in an excavation led by Avraham
Biran.™ The Bible does not mention a temple at Dor,
but other temples of Yahweh apparently existed in

* See Ephraim Stern, “What Happened 1o the Culr Figurines? lsra-
elite Religion Purified After the Exile.” BAR. July/August 1989,

** See John C.H. Laughlin, “The Remarkable Discoveries at Tel Dan,”
BAR. Seprember/Ocrober 1981: and Hershel Shanks. “Avraham
Biran—Twenry Years of Digging ac Tel Dan,” BAR, July/August 1987,
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both Israel and Judah, even though they are not
mentioned by name in the Bible. According to Pro-
fessor Avigad, who published the “priest of Dor” seal,
the temple at Dor “may have been built by Rehoboam,
but it seems more likely that it was erccted during the
rebuilding of the city at the time of the Omri dy-
nasty—or, more precisely, in the reign of Ahab.™ We
hope that one day we will locate and excavate the
Israelite temple at Dor.

Despite the priest of Dor’s Yahwistic name, it is
highly likely that the cult of the temple incorporated
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NAKED and holding her breasts, this Astarte figurine is a
modern cast made from a seventh-century B.C.E. mold
found in excavation area B2 at Dor. It stands 6 inches high
and wears a wig similar to that worn by the Egyptian goddess
Hathor. Crafted in a Phocnician style, the Astarte figurines
from Dor have bodies that are molded in front, with a plain,
flac or hollow, back. This technique differs from those pro-
duced in Judah and Philistia, which are often handmade
rather than made in a mold. The discovery of these figurines
at Dor shows the religious influence of the Phoenicians on
the Israelites, many of whom worshiped Baal and Astarte
during the Divided Monarchy (late tenth to late eighth
centuries B.C.E.).

Phoenician elements—a female deity as well as a male
deity was probably worshiped in this temple. At the
contemporancous Israclite temple at Kuntiller ‘Ajrud
in the Sinai, Phoenician inscriptions were found along-
side Hebrew inscriptions. One of the Hebrew inscrip-
tions mentions “lybwh smrn wl’ sreh” (Yahweh of

Samaria and his asherah). It is likely that the temple
at Dor was also dedicated to this pair. When—even-
tually—we do find the temple of the Yahwistically
named priest of Dor, we will probably find in addi-
tion numerous figurines of the Astarte type described
above. Until that time, we will have to console our-
selves by producing “homemade”™ copies of these figu-
rines in the mold we found and presenting them as
souvenirs to expedition members and guests.

Ivory carving was one of the most highly developed
Phoenician crafts, and it is clear that the Phoenicians
passed on their knowledge to the inhabitants of the
kingdom of Israel. Ivories were generally of two types:
larger pieces that were applied to walls and to furni-
ture and smaller objects forming all or part of boxes,
incense and cosmetic spoons, and knife and sword
handles. Among our finds was a small (less than an
inch high) woman’s head carved in ivory. Judging
from a very close parallel, recendy discovered in a
Phoenician tomb at Akhziv, it was the handle of a
round lid that covered a round ivory box known as a
pyxis (see photo, p. 18).

Another of our ivories is part of a handle carved in
relief. The relief depicts a lioness with raised tail,
crouched ready to spring.

Our most important artistic find from this period,
however, is a limestone plaque portraying the head of
a Phocnician noble (see cover photo). Carved in a
style similar to that of contemporaneous ivories, our
plaque was probably part of a complex scene that
served as a wall decoration.

It was this city builc by Ahab that fell o the
Assyrians in 733 B.C.E. S
Uncredited photos in this installment and in part I are by Zev Radovan,
courtesy of the author.

'Patncia M. Bikai, The Phoenician Pottery of Cyprus (Nicosia, 1987),
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*See James B. Pritchard, ed., Ancient Near Eastern Texts Relating 1o
the Old Testament, 3rd ed. (Princeton, NJ: Princeion Univ. Press,
1969), pp. 278-283.

'Nahman Avigad, “A Hebrew Seal Depicting a Sailing Ship,” Bulle-
tin of the American Schools of Oriental Research 246 (1982), pp. 59-61.

*Avigad, “The Priest of liur," Israel Exploration Journal 25 (1975),
pp. 103-104.
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