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TEL KEDESH

Tel Kedesh is located on the edge of a mountainous
plateau that extends about 20 miles (36 km) east-
ward from Tyre, on the Mediterranean shore, to the
edge of the Hula basin. The site, which measures
2,953 ft (900 m) north–south, dominates a small,
well-watered, fertile upland valley about 1,476 ft
(450 m) above sea level. Steep cliffs demarcate its
eastern edge, forming a precipitous and topographi-
cally dramatic boundary with the Hula basin almost
1,312 ft (400m) below. Tel Kedesh is a double mound,
with a high northern acropolis and a long lower tell
that extends some 1,312 ft (400 m) to the south.
Throughout recorded history, the site’s geographic

position has informed its character as a border set-
tlement. It was a Canaanite stronghold in the time of
Joshua (Josh 12:22), a tribal city of refuge for the
Israelites (Josh 20:7, 21:32), and an outpost of the
Phoenician city of Tyre in the time of the Jewish
revolt against Rome (Josephus, J.W. 2.459, 4.104).
Chronological Range. Surveys and excavations

have documented occupation at Tel Kedesh from
the third millennium B.C.E. through 1948, when Arab
villagers living on the acropolis left during the Israeli
War of Independence. The period discussed in the
present entry is much shorter, however, as it reflects
only the findings of the authors’ excavations from
1997 to 2010. In these years, work focused on a single

large building at the southeastern corner of the
lower plateau along with a few smaller structures
immediately west of the building. This large build-
ing was constructed early in the period of Achae-
menid Persian rule, meaning the time of Ezra,
Nehemiah, and the Chronicler, and then occupied
more or less continually until the later second cen-
tury B.C.E., meaning the time of the Maccabees.
Summary of Excavation Results. In six excavation

seasons between 1999 and 2010 approximately two-
thirds of a large structure were excavated; it was
well built and in places lavishly decorated, measur-
ing 183.7 ft (56 m) east–west by 131.2 ft (40 m)
north–south, with rooms organized around a large,
off-center courtyard. This building, the Persian–
Hellenistic Administrative Building, served under
three successive foreign dynasties: the Achaemenid
Persians, the Ptolemies, and the Seleucids. The build-
ing was abandoned after a nearby battle in 144/43
B.C.E. between the Hasmonean Jonathan and the
Seleucid Demetrius II. It was partially reoccupied
during the last third of the second century B.C.E. by
people whose origins and affiliations are uncertain
but whose lifestyle was different and poorer than that
of the previous occupants. While the Administrative
Building’s footprint remained the same throughout
its occupations and remodelings, different masonry
techniques distinguish the Persian, imperial Hellenis-
tic and postimperial Hellenistic builders.
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The Achaemenid Period. In the year 538 B.C.E., the
Persian monarch Cyrus entered the city of Babylon
in triumph, consolidating his hold over the heart-
land of the former Neo-Babylonian empire and
thereby bringing the entirety of the southern Levant
under Achaemenid Persian rule. In Babylon, Cyrus
encountered groups of foreign exiles who had been
brought forcibly to the city after their own home-
lands had been taken. Among these exiles were
Judeans, whom Cyrus famously allowed to return
to Jerusalem. When the Judeans returned, it was to a
region still inhabited by other peoples whom the
Babylonians had permitted to remain. Chief among
those who had stayed in the intervening era were
Phoenicians, whose coastal cities prospered through-
out the sixth century B.C.E.
The Persian Administrative Building: plan and

date of construction. Stratigraphic and architectural
data allow for the partial reconstruction of an earlier
structure on whose foundations the Hellenistic
Administrative Building was fashioned. The strati-
graphic evidence comes from fills beneath the large
pebble/cobbled floor of the western court as well
as those running beneath the northwestern and
southeastern corners, where no pottery later than
the Persian period appears. The architectural evi-
dence consists of the types and arrangements of
building stones. While most walls were constructed
of coarse, dark gray limestone boulders, roughly
hewn, several also incorporate distinctive large ash-
lar blocks of fine, hard-grained, white limestone.
The large limestone ashlars are all in their original
positions, whereas the upper parts of those same
walls were clearly rebuilt of smaller rubble and
smaller, poorer-quality limestone ashlars and rubble
associated with floors of Hellenistic date. Thus, the
lower courses with large limestone ashlars appear to
predate the Hellenistic era and are likely remnants
of earlier, Persian-era walls. On the eastern side of
the building are two substantial lengths of white
limestone blocks: first, a 32.8 ft (10 m) north–south
stretch and, second, 13 ft (4 m) to the east, a 39.4 ft
(12 m) north–south stretch connected to a short
east–west corner leg. Circular setting marks on the
surfaces indicate that they originally supported

columns and, thus, may be termed stylobates. The
marks appear on two central blocks of the western
stylobate and on every third block of the eastern
stylobate and its corner leg. Finally, within Hellenis-
tic-period walls east and west of the stylobates,
short column shafts of white limestone were reused
as building stone. Neither bases nor capitals for
these columns have been found.
These various pieces of evidence support a partial

reconstruction of the original building. The exterior
footprint is the same as that of the later Hellenistic
building. Entry was from the east, into a �-shaped
colonnaded court. Once inside, one passed between
two large columns on the western stylobate into a
large open-air courtyard in the building’s western
half. This courtyard had a thick floor of crushed
whitewashed limestone, with a drainage channel
in the southeastern corner. Around the courtyard
were various narrow rectangular or square spaces.
The size and form of the exterior entrance and the
manner in which access from the plain below was
achieved cannot be determined.
The Administrative Building’s substantial size

and elaborate plan reflect a palatial and/or admin-
istrative function. It is similar in several respects to
the so-called Residency at Lachish. Both structures
are wide rectangles with entry on the short side, a
large interior courtyard whose entry was framed by
columns, and long, narrow spaces to the sides and
rear. Both buildings employed interior freestanding
columns, although their specific forms differed: at
Lachish columns were built up with short drums,
while at Kedesh they were constructed of longer
shaft sections.
A specific date for original construction and dura-

tion of use may be derived from a close analysis of
the imported Attic pottery found in fill deposits
throughout the site. A total of 248 fragments of
Attic pottery occur, of which 170 are narrowly dat-
able. They range from ca. 510–480 B.C.E. down to ca.
325–275 B.C.E. The great majority of vessels are cups
and bowls suitable for table service, though a fair
number of lekythoi (oil or perfume flasks) also occur.
It appears that the Administrative Building was
constructed by ca. 500 B.C.E., in the early years of
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Achaemenid control and shortly after the first wave
of Judeans were granted permission to return from
Babylon to rebuild the Temple in Jerusalem.
The function of the building and the character of

its inhabitants. Few artifacts remain from the two
centuries of Persian-period occupation. The occu-
pants left little behind, and subsequent use of the
building erased most earlier floors and fills. A hand-
ful of objects, along with the local pottery, provide a
partial reflection of the lives and character of the
building’s inhabitants. These fall into four groups:
imported and luxury goods, commercial/administra-
tive items, utilitarian objects, and household pottery.
Various imported and luxury goods, almost all

represented only by small fragments, reveal reason-
ably well-off and well-connected inhabitants. In
addition to the Attic pottery, these include two
dishes of polished hard stone, several perfume bot-
tles of glass and alabaster, two bronze bracelets with
animal finials, a pair of small silver earrings, a faience
amulet in the form of Horus, two small lumps of kohl,
two conical glass seals, and a green jasper scarab.
Such vessels and jewelry represent the era’s standard
small luxuries and, as such, reveal little about the
specific character of the building’s inhabitants.
The glass seals and scarab are more informative.

One glass seal shows the Persian king, identifiable
by his jagged crown and long, folded robe, dominat-
ing two lions in a pose known as “Lord of the Ani-
mals.” The second glass seal shows a variant, with the
Phoenician deity Melqart smiting two lions. Finally,
on the bottom of the jasper scarab is a finely carved
profile head, helmeted, bearded, with a long aquiline
nose and full lips: a powerful person, with eastern
characteristics. Phoenician workshops produced
scarabs of this material and style. These small items
suggest elite, or at least well-connected, Phoenician
inhabitants who admired and identified with the
dominant Persian political culture.
Items reflecting commercial or administrative

activity include a stamped bulla (clay that carries
a seal impression) that originally bound a papyrus
document and large numbers of a transport jars for
liquid commodities. Each jar has a narrow body, a
small mouth suitable for stoppering, a sturdy handle

for grasping, and a tapered wall to facilitate stack-
ing. Petrographic analysis shows that these trans-
port containers come from the Hula basin, just
below the Kedesh plateau. They likely carried some
local commodity, perhaps wine or oil.
The bulla may be this period’s most important

find. The impression, stamped by a conical stone
seal, shows two rampant gazelles propping them-
selves against a central, tall, stylized sunflower,
their heads turned outward. Each has only a single
foreleg. A lunate crescent hangs in the space above
the sunflower. The type of seal and image style are
Neo-Babylonian. An almost identical seal impressed
13 tablets in the famousMurasu archive fromNippur,
a collection of business records from a well-con-
nected entrepreneurial family dating between 427

and 404 B.C.E. While Kedesh is not a place name
attested in this archive, Tyre is: six tablets cite Tyre
or Tyrians in the context of business transactions.
Several conclusions follow. First, the seal that

impressed the Kedesh bulla is likely connected
with the Murasu family or a business associate.
Second, since the Kedesh bulla sealed papyrus
rather than a clay tablet, the seal itself probably
traveled from Nippur, meaning that its owner “com-
muted” from Mesopotamia to the Levant. Third,
the frequency with which Tyre is mentioned in the
archive suggests that the seal’s owner was transact-
ing business there. The bulla probably came to
Kedesh by way of a commercial document sent
from Tyre.

Phoenician glass seals from the Persian period. Andrea Berlin
and Sharon Herbert, Tel Kedesh Excavations

TEL KEDESH 375



Two bronze chisels, a bronze pruning knife, and
a bronze sickle attest to residents’ readiness for
household and agricultural tasks. The household
pottery from this period’s occupation comprises
transport and storage jars, cooking vessels, pitchers,
and small bowls. Petrographic analysis indicates
that over 90 percent of the jars were made in the
eastern Upper Galilee and Hula Valley, suggesting
that Kedesh was a locale for the collection of agri-
cultural products. Most of the pitchers and bowls
were also made locally, whereas almost all of the
cooking vessels come from coastal suppliers, which
reflects a regular market route to the west during
this period.
During the Persian period the occupants of this

large building appear to have been well-connected
elites and/or business people, possibly from Tyre.
The building’s size suggests ceremonial as well
as commercial or administrative functions. Its spe-
cific situation at the mound’s southeastern corner
and facing eastward indicates that it was designed
to receive visitors and goods from the Kedesh
valley and, likely, the Hula basin. This orientation,
coupled with the quantity of locally made transport
jars, suggests that one function was storage and
shipment of agricultural products to the Phoenician
coast.
The biblical connection. The establishment, early

in the Achaemenid era, of a sizable commercial and
administrative structure at the easternmost edge of
the mountainous Phoenician plateau represents
the expansion, or more properly the renewal, of
Tyrian control over the Upper Galilee. This expan-
sion must have been approved by Achaemenid
officials. The evidence of the Administrative Build-
ing supplies a companion scenario to that attested
in the books of Ezra and Nehemiah: Judeans were
allowed to return to their ancestral capital, and
Tyrians were permitted to reexpand into ancestral
territory.
These political and territorial realities carry

pointed implications for our understanding of the
work of the Chronicler, a writer who reframed the
story of the rise of the house of David with an eye to
his own time and place. The Chronicler was

especially assertive about reimagining the actions
and territories of King Hiram of Tyre, a contempo-
rary of Kings David and Solomon. (1) In 1 Kings
9:10–14 Solomon gives to Hiram 20 cities in the
Galilee, but in the parallel passage of 2 Chronicles
8:2 Solomon rebuilds the cities that Huram (as the
Chronicler calls him) had given to him. (2) In 1 Kings
5:9–11 Hiram sends lumber and workers for the
temple, in return for which Solomon pays a yearly
tribute of 20,000 cors of wheat and 20,000 cors of
oil, an arrangement reflecting the Tyrian monarch’s
greater standing; in 2 Chronicles 2:3–16, payment is
reframed as a one-time exchange of goods for ser-
vices, suggesting that the two kings were equals. In
these and other examples the author not only
reverses the point of his own sources but does so
in spite of both present-day and earlier reality. The
Chronicler apparently found Tyrian control of the
Upper Galilee too painful or unjust and crafted a
revised earlier history in response.
The Imperial Hellenistic Occupations. The

Administrative Building’s Persian-era occupants
probably abandoned the building around the time
of Alexander the Great’s (r. 336–323 B.C.E.) siege of
Tyre in 332 B.C.E. The datable Attic pottery indicates
reoccupation by ca. 300 B.C.E., likely upon the agree-
ment between Ptolemy I (r. 323–285 B.C.E.) and
Seleucus I (r. 312–281 B.C.E.) after the Battle of Raphia
in 301 B.C.E. After Antiochus III’s (r. 223–187 B.C.E.)
victory over the Ptolemaic forces at Panion in 199

B.C.E., Kedesh, along with the city of Tyre and all of
Coele-Syria, became part of the Seleucid kingdom.

A clay bullae stamped with a seal in the Neo-Babylonian
style. Andrea Berlin and Sharon Herbert, Tel Kedesh
Excavations
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The building remained in use as a regional admin-
istrative center until 144/43 B.C.E.
The Hellenistic Administrative Building: plan and

dates of use. It is impossible to say in what condition
of disrepair the Ptolemaic arrivals found the build-
ing after 30 years of abandonment. They maintained
the building’s footprint and orientation around the
western court but made internal modifications, a
process that subsequent occupants continued. Early
in the imperial Hellenistic occupation builders
closed off the east entrance, subdivided the open
colonnaded court, and moved the entrance to the
north, slightly east of center. They left the Persian
entrance stylobates in place but removed the col-
umns. Using debased kurkar limestone, they built
narrower, pier-and-rubble walls along the building’s
external south side and in rooms southeast of the
courtyard. In places they masked these inferior
materials by a facing of fine, molded and painted
stucco. They inserted double sets of rooms north
and south of the western courtyard and a single row
of rooms along the west.
The function of the building and the character of

its inhabitants. The building in its final form was a
multipurpose administrative center functioning as a
storage and distribution depot for agricultural
goods as well as a reception and feasting site, with
large areas set aside for food preparation. Storage is

attested by rooms full of unusually large jars (capac-
ity 34.3 gallons [130 liters]) to the southwest, west,
and north of the western courtyard. Collection and
distribution occurred in three rooms south of the
western courtyard, in which were plastered bins of
various shapes and sizes, including one tub with a
drainage hole apparently intended for liquids, pos-
sibly wine. Three lavishly decorated rooms in the
center of the building accommodated reception and
feasting. Walls here were adorned with molded and
painted stucco; two rooms had plain white mosaic
floors. Several rooms along the building’s northern
and southern edges were devoted to food prepara-
tion, with ovens, grinding installations, and multiple
drainage systems.
In the early to middle second century B.C.E., the

northwestern corner of the building was turned into
an archive complex. The excavators found over
2,000 impressed sealings (bullae) here, of which
1,765 were readable. The collection is overwhelm-
ingly Greek in subject and style, with 75 percent of
the readable bullae bearing Greek mythological/
anthropomorphic figures. Another 20 percent carry
individual portraits whose styles range from smoothly
idealized to idiosyncratic and realistic. For the most
part these are impressions from the kind of seal rings
one would expect private individuals to use on docu-
ments such as sales of property, wills, and marriage
contracts. Only a few of the seals can be definitely
identified as official. Themost exciting among these is
an impression from a seal of the city itself, showing a
shaft of wheat with a bunch of grapes to one side and
the name KUDISS[OS] written below. The fact that
the city’s name is in Greek is especially interesting in
light of another seal represented by 15 impressions
bearing an image of Tanit and an Aramaic–Phoeni-
cian inscription reading “He who is over the land.”
The seal likely belonged to a regional administrator,
one who either identified as Phoenician or alterna-
tively sought a specifically Phoenician legitimacy.
Only a few official Seleucid symbols occur, including
the anchor (seven examples) and the dolphin, rep-
resenting Tyre (five examples). There are a number
of idealized portraits of Seleucid monarchs, though
the precise status of these images is problematic.

Hellenistic seals with Greek and Phoenician mythological
figures. Andrea Berlin and Sharon Herbert, Tel Kedesh
Excavations
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While some likely come from official correspon-
dence, many were probably from the rings of private
individuals who had adopted the royal portrait as a
gesture of honor or pride.
Continuous occupation through the Seleucid era

left few coherent deposits from the earlier Ptolemaic
period. The most sizable body of evidence is pottery,
largely jars for transport and storage and the stan-
dard array of utilitarian vessels for cooking, serving,
and dining. As in the Persian period, in Ptolemaic
times almost all the jars were locally made, while
vessels for cooking and dining came from the coast,
reflecting steady traffic to and from the eastern
Upper Galilee. This picture is nicely reified by two
references to Kedesh in the Zenon papyri, records of
a civil servant who worked for the finance minister
of Ptolemy II (r. 285–246 B.C.E.). In 259 B.C.E. Zenon
traveled the country overseeing imperial properties
and stopped twice at Kedesh, once to pick up flour
and once to take a bath. From Kedesh he went
directly to

(
Akko-Ptolemais on the coast and, from

there, home to Egypt.
The most impressive finds from the Administra-

tive Building date to the period of Seleucid control,
that is, after 200 B.C.E. These fall into four main
groups. First are singular, imported objects found
mostly in the archive complex. These include a large
lagynos (wine decanter) from the Aegean island of
Chios, a wide black-slipped stamped platter from
Italy, several smaller Italian black-slipped dishes,
and a few small jars of Mesopotamian glazed pot-
tery. All may have been gifts from official visitors;

their wide geographic scope suggests that the site’s
administrators played their part in the era’s busy
diplomacy. Such activity is also suggested by a single
spectacular discovery: a solid gold mnaieion (one-
mina coin), the largest gold issue struck in antiquity,
minted in the year 191/90 in Kition, Cyprus, under
the aegis of Ptolemy V (r. 203–180 B.C.E.). The coin
had been hidden in the east wall of a storeroom
immediately east of the archive room, an area with
limited access. Such a coin did not function as
regular currency but may have been brought to
the site by a Ptolemaic official coming to meet a
Seleucid counterpart.
The second group comprises assorted ceramic

vessels. Tables were set with fine black- and red-
slipped dishes made in the area around Antioch;
drink was poured from decanters made near Tyre;
over 40 Aegean wine jars attest to imported vin-
tages. Perfume came in small flasks from Cyprus
and Tyre. All suggest the creature comforts allowed
by broad market connections and regular traffic to
and from the coast.
Third is an array of small finds: almost 30 bronze

fibulae; bronze kohl sticks, pins, and stirring rods;
small and large beads of stone, glass, andbone. All are
common types, modest in material and workman-
ship. Most were found in utility and storage rooms
north and south of the western court and likely
belonged to workers who spent their days in service
to the building’s ranking officials.
Finally, as in the preceding Ptolemaic and Persian

periods, were many locally manufactured jars of
substantial size in the storerooms north, west, and
south of the western courtyard. Residue analysis of
two jars showed them to have held bread wheat
(Triticum aestivum), an unusual grain for this time
and place that may have derived from agricultural
experiments in the Kedesh and Hula Valleys.
From the early third through the mid-second

centuries B.C.E., the Administrative Building func-
tioned as a collection and distribution depot for
agricultural commodities. After the Seleucids took
control, the building was remodeled to include an
archive complex and elaborate reception rooms.
The administrators were probably locals, possibly a

Gold mnaieion minted in Kition, Cyprus by Ptolemy V,
191/90 B.C.E. Andrea Berlin and Sharon Herbert, Tel Kedesh
Excavations
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continuing line of well-connected Tyrians working
on behalf of distant imperial rulers.
The biblical connection. The author of 1 Macca-

bees specifies Kedesh as the place to which the
forces of the Seleucid king Demetrius II (r. 145–139,
129–125 B.C.E.) fled in the wake of a battle with the
Hasmonean Jonathan in the year 144/43 B.C.E. (1Macc
11:63–67). The biblical writer is focused on Jonathan,
who is said to have killed thousands, stayed three
days, and returned to Jerusalem. Nothing suggests
that the site was of particular importance, an impres-
sion furthered by Jonathan’s choice to quickly depart.
In several rooms of the Administrative Building as

well as in a small building to the west were deposits
of whole and freshly broken pottery and other
objects that clearly had been abandoned in haste.
Datable objects, including bullae, imported ampho-
rae, and coins, reflect activity down to the year 144
B.C.E. The congruence of archaeological evidence and
biblical testimony strongly suggests that the battle
recounted in 1 Maccabees ended the imperial Helle-
nistic phase of the building. But questions arise. Why
did Jonathan not use his victory to curtail Phoenician
influence or advance Hasmonean expansion? Why
did he not leave behind a small contingent to hold
the building and so take advantage of its ample
supplies? Since it is clear that the Hasmoneans did
leave quickly, why did the local officials not return?
The building had not been seriously damaged.
Despite the Seleucid rout, there was little threat of
repeat attack.
That such questions can be posed in turn sug-

gests that the written sources are poor guides to
understanding the political currents of the mid-sec-
ond century B.C.E. On the evidence of the building’s
strategic location, imperial administrative func-
tions, and Phoenician connections, three linked pos-
sibilities may be advanced. First, the Hasmoneans
did not regard the Phoenicians, or more properly
the Tyrians, as enemies and, thus, did not seek
enrichment or territory against them. Second, the
Seleucid rout may have been a liberating episode
also for local administrators, who were emboldened
to unloose themselves from imperial interests in
favor of their own. Third, since the Administrative

Building remained vacant for a time and never re-
gained full occupation, the Seleucids either could or
would not reassert hegemony here. This suggests
weakness, both military and political.
A final point is worth stressing. The date of this

battle is exactly one year before the Hasmonean
Simon took the Akra and emptied Jerusalem of its
Seleucid encampment. The author of 1 Maccabees
frames this event as the liberation of Judea and the
solidification of Hasmonean rule; the victory was
made into an annual celebration. The congruence
of events at Kedesh and in Jerusalem is striking. In
both places, smaller local forces prevailed over the
Seleucids. In each place, a single event ended several
centuries of imperial rule. In the two generations
following, both Phoenicians and Judeans developed
independent political organizations. The primary
difference is that the Judean history is known
via ancient textual evidence but the Phoenician
history in known only via modern archaeological
excavation.
The Post-Seleucid-Period Occupation. Excavation

revealed a final period of occupation within the
Administrative Building following the battle between
Jonathan and Demetrius. This post-Seleucid occupa-
tion was short, minimalist, and poor. The evidence is
limited to scattered and disjoined roomlets within the
Administrative Building. Objectively datable remains
comprise 55 coins and three stamped amphora han-
dles. The earliest coins are of Antiochus VII (r. 139/
38–129 B.C.E.), dating between 140 and 133 B.C.E., and
the latest to Antiochus IX (r. 115–95 B.C.E.), dating
114–112 B.C.E. The three handles date between 140

and 129 B.C.E. These attest to the Administrative
Building’s brief reoccupation from ca. 140/35 to ca.
114/12 B.C.E.
The character of the buildings and their

inhabitants. The people who moved into the Admin-
istrative Building had neither the aspiration nor the
resources to return it to its former glory. They fash-
ioned small rooms with flimsy, single-row walls,
constructed without foundation trenches against
or above the more substantial building walls. They
did not occupy the entire building but clustered in
its northern and eastern sectors. Their new walls
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and rooms sometimes blocked corridors that had
made the original building an integrated structure.
In many rooms they built tanurs (i.e., ovens), often
using storage jars salvaged from the previous Seleu-
cid occupation.
The sketchy character of the architecture appears

at odds with some of the material remains, notably
imported red-slipped plates and dishes (Eastern
Sigillata A [ESA]) and cast-glass bowls, manufac-
tured on the northern and central Levantine coast,
respectively. These products, which were widely
available throughout the region, reflect the comfort-
able lifestyle and buying power of a growing middle
class. At Kedesh, however, neither group occurs in
quantity; fragments of about 75 ESA dishes (calcu-
lated from 363 fragments) and 25 glass bowls were
found. Compared to the over 20,000 fragments of
ESA and over 4,000 cast-glass fragments from the
contemporary Greco–Phoenician villa at Tel Anafa
in the Hula Valley, the small number of these
imports at Kedesh hardly suggests a middle-class
lifestyle. The ESA and glass vessels, along with the
three imported amphorae and a few cooking pots,
jugs, and jars made in the environs of

(
Akko and

Tyre, indicate that the new inhabitants maintained
some communication with coastal suppliers, whether
on their own or secondhand.
Most of the goods acquired by the Administrative

Building’s new inhabitants were cooking vessels,
jugs, and storage jars. Their quotidian character is
not surprising, but their origins and styles are. Cook-
ing vessels include over 300 fragments of high-
necked pots and casseroles manufactured in a
dark gray-brown ware tempered with basalt, likely
produced to the south of Kedesh, on the Golan or
Chorazim plateau near the Sea of Galilee. The jugs
and storage jars were made of a soft, tan-gray ware
manufactured near the site itself. These basaltic
cooking vessels and marl utility vessels do not
appear at sites in the Hula basin but do occur at
small settlements on the eastern Upper Galilee pla-
teau and around the Sea of Galilee. These distribu-
tion patterns suggest that the building’s new
inhabitants were connected to new market routes,
an impression strengthened by the absence of

vessels in spatter-painted ware, made in and still
popular throughout the Hula basin. Finally, the spe-
cific forms of the new cooking pots, jugs, and jars
resemble those of vessels made much farther south,
in the regions of Samaria and Judea.
A point of outstanding interest is the origin of the

building’s final inhabitants. One possibility is that
they were new arrivals from farther south, whether
the lower Galilee, Samaria, or Judea, where pottery
of the same ware and styles also occurs. Another
possibility is that they were local returnees, poorer
folk who moved in after the building’s administrative
elites fled. Continued connections with coastal sup-
pliers might be adduced in support of this hypothesis.
Reoccupation by local poor is, however, difficult to
reconcile with the shift to suppliers and styles from
farther south and the concomitant cessation of con-
tacts with nearby suppliers from the Hula.
The biblical connection. The post-Seleucid reoc-

cupation of the Administrative Building is contem-
porary with the consolidation of the Hasmonean
kingdom under Simon (r. 142–135 B.C.E.) and John
Hyrcanus I (r. 135–104 B.C.E.). Ancient sources
(1 Macc; 2 Macc; and Josephus, Ant. 13, J.W. 1) focus
on the specifics of Hasmonean rule and relations
with already established powers. At the start of his
rule, Simon attacked several cities in Idumea and
on the coast and evicted the Seleucid encampment
in Jerusalem. Shortly thereafter, however, Antiochus
VII forced the nascent state into renewed political
submission, a position maintained through the
first 20 years or so of John Hyrcanus’s rule. In his
later years John Hyrcanus undertook aggressive
territorial expansion, actions corroboratedbymodern
archaeological evidence, beginning with the destruc-
tion of the Idumean city of Marisa in 112/11 B.C.E.
In other words, Hasmonean expansion outward

from Judea and the concomitant pressures such
actions would have brought on local and perhaps
unsympathetic populations date to the very end
of the post-Seleucid reoccupation of the Adminis-
trative Building. During the entire 20 or so years
that new inhabitants lived there, the region re-
mained far beyond the reach of the Hasmonean
state. This chronological gap means that there is
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little justification for drawing a direct connection
between the character of the building’s reoccupa-
tion and events recounted in the ancient sources.

[See also Lachish and Samaria/Sebaste.]
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TELL BALATA

See Shechem.

TELL DEIR ALLA

Tell Deir Alla is a large tell in the central east Jordan
Valley. It measures 695.5 ft (212 m) east–west and
600 ft (183 m) north–south. It is 98.4 ft (30 m) high,
and its base is 748 ft (228 m) below sea level. The
east end of the tell is cut by the main north–south
road through the valley. Its surface is bare, except
for the cemetery of the local village, which extends
over the southeast base, and some houses built at
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