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The Arab and Roman ruins described point to continuous settle-
ments in this plain from Roman to Crusading times. The Hebrew
tombs on the hill-side and near Tell Subeih indicate that the Israelites
had settlements here prior to Maccabacan times. In all probability
minute examination and excavation would discover traces of occupa-
tion from the very earliest times. The scrub with which it is
covered, and continuous cultivation, made it impossible for me to
find any potsherds.

Tell Subeih is, T would suggest, a very likely position for the
ancient Succoth. It is admirably located for self-defence, could
easily be made a strong fort, and has a very powerful spring in the
very heart of it. There is extensive grazing all round it, abundance
of stone for building purposes, and I assume bulrushes could easily
be procured from the bed of the Jabbok for the erection of booths
for cattle. It commands the entrance from the west into the plain
and the east country behind it. No enemy could have entered by
that route very easily without the consent of its occupants. The
men of Succoth could have done much to obstruct the progress
of the Midianites eastward, especially if Succoth was situated at
Tell Subeih and the Midianites chose the route through the plain
El-Ardah.

That Succoth was somewhere in this very vicinity is perhaps
indicated by the fact that the name in its Arab form still clings to

the district.
(To be continued.)
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THERE are several technical points raised by the Rev. W. J. Phythian-
Adams in his discussion of this subject (Q.S., January, 1927), which
must appeal to all students of archaeology, particularly those who
have had the opportunity of working in Palestine, and cannot be too
strongly emphasized lest they should be lost to sight in the peculiar
mist that enshrouds questions affecting early Biblical history.
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While much has been done in recent years towards establishing
a basis of chronology by potsherds, no precise dating is yet attained
in regard to the common types of the Bronze Age. The whole of this
culture period, which terminates visibly about 1200 B.c., is divided
for convenience of reference (and for parallelism of method with other
fields of research) into three phases, viz. the Karly, Middle and Late.
These three phases are distinguishable culturally from one another ;
the recently published Bulletin (No. 3) of the Palestine Museum
illustrates this fact succinctly by the changes of Vase-types. Therein
four plates are devoted to the Karly Bronze Age and show crude
pottery vessels, some with flat bottoms and elementary or ** ledge ™
handles, as well as more finished vessels burnished and decorated
with line patterns in reddish-brown or purplish paint. The two
plates that illustrate the Middle Bronze Age indicate marked changes
in form and handles, with a new tendency to the reproduction of
metallic shapes. The last three plates show the Late Bronze Age
to be distinguished by a noticeable development in both form and
decorative tendencies, in particular by the infiltration of foreign
wares with new shapes and technique. These vases were selected
for illustration because they are admittedly characteristic of their
respective culture phases in the Bronze Age, and have for the most
part distinctive features. But they are not the common types.
Though they are found freely in the chief siten of excavation, they
form a small proportion only of the vast quantities of potsherds
long regarded as nondescript. It is only now that the modern
scientific excavator is learning to discriminate between these, by
their associations with the established types, their technique and
their stratification. They are, however, the objects which illustrate
most particularly the local ceramic art, with ull its changes, its
conservatism and its eccentricities.

Now, though the three phases of the Bronze Age are distinguished
in this and other ways, there is no chronological line between them.
Pertaining, in fact, to a period which is locally prehistoric, it is not
possible to assign to them any dates at all except by their relation
to or with foreign work which can be dated independently. This
process at once introduces a liability to error, which the conscien-
tious archacologist will endeavour to control. Objects imported
may not be ‘* deposited ”’ until some time after they were made, or,
again, comparison with objects abroad may show resemblances
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which have no chronological relationship. It is recognized that
buildings at Jericho and at Shechem have striking analogies in Hittite
work of Asia Minor, but nothing can be inferred reliably from this as
to authorship or date until and unless links be established by excava-
tion in the intervening ground. It results that it is impossible to
agsign a reliable limit to the rise of the Bronze Age, and if the date of
2500 B.C. be accepted as a working hypothesis, it is liable to an error
no smaller than 500 years. The beginning of the Middle Bronze Age
is equally uncertain : Egyptian chronology fails to help, though
relations are established, because the Hyksos period is involved,
and though the “ short date  for this is commencing to take root, it
cannot yet be adopted with scientific confidence. The boundary
between the Middle Bronze Age and the Late Bronze Age, bordering
as it does upon the XVIIIth Dynasty, when the activities of the
Pharaohs begin to throw the light of history upon Palestine, would
seem to be capable of approximation ; but that light is uncertain
before the age of Thotmes III (the early 15th century B.c.), and if
a working hypothesis accepts 1600 B.c.—-1200 B.c. as the limits of the
Late Bronze Age, it is to be admitted that the earlier date is liable
to an error of a hundred years or more.

Further complications are well known to the modern excavator.
Vases and objects in Late Bronze Age deposits, though dated maybe
in certain cases to the Tell El-Amarna period, are found to have a
considerable range, which prevents that date being assigned to them
in other cases. Further, a comparison of dated groups from Beisin,
Megiddo and elsewhere suggests that development was local in some
matters rather than general or collateral. In particular, the infiltra-
tion (and imitation) of foreign imports was not always uniform, but
shows wide margin in certain places. The culture chart of one city
was not necessarily that of its neighbour. Applying this result at
once to the problem before us, it must not be assumed that archaeo-
logical criteria established at sites on the northern trade routes or
the coast can be applied without reserve to the problems of inland
Jericho.

Secondly, it is permissible to argue from personal experience of
a life devoted to excavation, after the interruption which the War
and consequent events have occasioned in the study of results, how
unlikely it is that the minutiae of evidence derived from an excavation
made 17 or 18 years ago can now be recovered in their totality for
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the testing of a new theory based on new criteria. Any conclusion
based on incomplete data must be insecure. The personal equation
also is a factor in all excavations, for each excavator has his special
lines of thought and interest ; its coefficient must be greater at this
interval of time. It is no derogation to the value of the work done
at Jericho in 1907-9 by Doctors Sellin and Watzinger or of their
publication in 1913 to say that an attempt to revise the results on
any but the broadest lines in the light of new criteria must raise
doubts and questions that cannot be answered without further
excavation.

To take u single illustration. On Plate 21 of their volume,
Jericho, there iu figured a fragment of pottery G 2 of a specinl type.
It came from the ** Israelitish "’ (red) layer in the north of the area
(p- 124). This class of pottery is now well known (Palestine Museum
Bulletin, No. 3, PL. VII, Fig. 5). It filters into Palestine during the
Late Bronze Age, together with other vases (the * Bilbil ”” group) with
which it is associated also in Cyprus (J.H.S., XVII, 1897, pp. 150,
151, Figs. 7, 8), where also it appears to be foreign. It does not
seem to appear in Egypt, but the vases associated with it occur as
early as the time of Thotmes III. It is found in Palestine as early
as the deposits of the Amarna period. 8o far, then, as it appeara to
be known, it makes its appearance in the coastal areas and Esdraelon
during the 14th century B.c. At what time did it appear in
Jericho 7 In what relation was it found to the walls of the “ red
city ¥ Did it underlie the masonry ¥ Was it found upon the floor
of a room? Did it lie in a superficial deposit of the period when
the mound was almost deserted ? Can these vital questions be
answered now ! For the pottery in question marks a cultural
epoch and suggests commercial relations ; and this fragment is only
one of the many that must now form the subject of a searching
cross-examination.

To sum up, it would appear that while the revision of terminology
and main periods follows naturally upon the new results, and is on
these broad lines obviously correct, it is not possible to assign any
date to the destruction of the “ red ” city that would not be liable
to an error of a century or maybe two centuries. That city
flourished in the Middle Bronze Age and perished somewhere about
its close by a sudden catastrophe. It did not fade away with the
Middle Bronze Age, but was destroyed shortly before or shortly
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afterwards. In view of what has been said at the beginning, it is
not possible to date precisely anywhere in Palestine the end of the
Middle Bronze Age, much less in Jericho. Tt ecannot be said whether
the Middle Bronze Age culture continued longer in that area or
disappeared earlier. Nor is it clear what interval of time is to be
allowed between that epoch and the destruction of the city. The
Late Bronze Age fragmen} and kindred problems must be borne in
mind. If we take as a central approximation the date of 1550 B.c.,
as has been proposed, we must admit a liability to error on archaco-
logical grounds of not less than 150 years. In this connexion it is
significant, as Thomsen has reminded us (art., * Jericho,” in Real-
lextkon, p. 156), that the place does not appear to have had sufficient
military or political importance in the middle of the 14th century B.c.
to gain mention in the Amarna letters, and this would seem
accordant with a theory of its destruction prior to that date. The
general conclusion to be derived from these considerations is that
probably the *““red” city of Jericho was destroyed somewhere
between M60 B.c. and 1400 B.c., with a liability to error of 50 years
on either side.

Lastly, as to the date of the destruction of the city by Joshua.
This problem has been complicated unnecessarily by the Merenptah
theory of the Exodus, which modern criticism has shown to have
only a flimsy foundation and may be dismissed. Unfortunately,
this theory has taken root and is difficult to deracinate. But, in
fact, we are left with no other than the Biblical sources upon which
to base a calculation, and these show a big margin of discrepancy.
It will be found, however, that the result overlups substantially at
one limit the possible date of the observed destruction of the city,
and in view of the general agreement between the circumstances
noted by the excavators and the Israelitish tradition, it ix useless to
complicate the issue by introducing a new theory of an independent
catastrophe. History will demand less theory and more research,
greater precision of method, and a commonsense, albeit logical, inter-
pretation of results.



