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From Monarchy to Markets: 

The Phoenicians in Hellenistic Palestine 

ANDREA M. BERLIN 
Center for Hellenic Studies 

3100 Whitehaven St. NW 

Washington, D.C. 20008 
andrea_ m_berlin@umail.umd.edu 

Outside of a few scattered inscriptions and historical references, little information 
exists concerning Phoenician activities in Hellenistic Palestine. Now, however, a ce- 
ramic ware of demonstrably late Hellenistic date and Phoenician (probably Tyrian) ori- 

gin has been identified, along with the corpus of shapes produced in it and their various 
distributions. The ware is called Phoenician semi fine, and its distribution pattern 
reflects later second century B.C. Phoenician market routes. Vendors apparently ser- 
viced only two regions: the city and hinterland of CAkko-Ptolemais and the Hula Valley. 
Notably, though the country's Phoenician population was dispersed in both the south 
and the north, regular demand for these Phoenician products was solely in the north. 
Northern "colonists" may have been less willing to assimilate than Phoenicians living 
in the south. The stronger cultural and economic ties maintained between the north and 

Tyre may have been a factor in the region's subsequent political restructuring. 

INTRODUCTION 

A little investigated consequence of Alexander 
the Great's conquest of Phoenicia and Pal- 
estine in 332 B.C. was the abrupt dismem- 

berment of the kingdoms of the southern Phoenician 

dynasts. For the previous 200 years, the cities of 

Tyre and Sidon had controlled the major cities and 
settlements of the Palestinian coastal plain, begin- 
ning with the Tyrian hegemony of CAkko in the 
north (Elayi 1980: 13-28; Stern 1982: 237-44). 
Epigraphic and archaeological evidence attests to 

Persian-period cultural and economic ties as well: 
Phoenician dedicatory inscriptions, votive deposits, 
and purple dye manufacturies occur at settlements 
all along the coast (Dothan 1985; Stern 1982; 1995). 
After the campaigns of Alexander, however, this 

plethora of Phoenician material goods mysteriously 
vanishes, even from those sites at which the Phoe- 
nician cultural presence had been most abundant.1 
One might assume that, in the aftermath of both Al- 
exander and the Diadochoi, the region's Phoenician 

population assimilated wholesale to some prevail- 
ing "hellenizing" ethos, were it not for an interest- 

ing postscript. In the subsequent Herodian period, 
the northern coastal plain including the 'Akko Val- 

ley, as well as most of the Upper Galilee (as far as 

Qedesh-Naphtali) reverted to Tyrian control. In other 
words, the borders of the domain and hinterland 
of Tyre during Herodian times corresponded almost 

exactly to those in effect during the Persian period 
(fig. 1). Thus, despite 200 years of political power- 
lessness, Tyre recouped most of her former territory. 
This implies the presence throughout the Hellenistic 

period of a continued Phoenician influence in north- 
ern Palestine at least. Despite the lack of historical 
testimonia, can the nature and specific extent of that 

presence be assessed? 
Direct evidence for Phoenician activities in Hel- 

lenistic Palestine is minimal and sporadic. That evi- 
dence is comprised of the same categories of artifacts 
as those from Persian-period levels: votive dedica- 
tions and private and official inscriptions (table 1). 
While one can assume a Phoenician population at 
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TABLE 1. Sites with evidence for Phoenician occupation during the Hellenistic period. 

Site Evidence for Hellenistic Period Phoenician Occupation Reference 

CAkko-Ptolemais Dedicatory inscription to Astarte and Atargatis Avi-Yonah 1959 
Yavneh-Yam Petition from Sidonian colony Isaac 1991 
Ashdod Shrine of Dagon 1 Mace 10.84 
Marisa Burial inscription of Sidonian leader Peters and Thiersch 1905 
Shechem? Petition from Sidonian colony Josephus Ant. 12.5?259-60 

S t o % 50'hokm 

\ Persian period 
\\ Phoemcian 

political control 

Herodian period 
,// i Tyrian 

/// political control 

IDUMAEA 

Fig. 1. Phoenician political control in Palestine during 
Persian and Herodian times. 

least at sites where such finds occur, the evidence is 

unfortunately too limited to shed light on what was 

surely an active and influential relationship. 
To begin to identify and assess that relationship, 

one would like to have a category of artifact that is 

demonstrably Phoenician or of Phoenician origin, 
and that also has been found in consistently high 
quantities (this leaves out Phoenician votive figu- 
rines). An obvious candidate is coinage and, in fact, 
finds and distribution of Phoenician coins have been 
used in an attempt to demarcate areas of influence 
and to assess the intensity of trade; notable studies 
are those by R. Hanson (1979; 1980) in regard to 

Tyrian economic hegemony in early Roman Galilee. 

Coinage is, however, a problematic category, because 
the intrinsic value of a coin allows it to be usefully 
passed on, so that its ultimate user and findspot can 
be far removed from and unrelated to its origin. The 
best reflection of this phenomenon is the very ex- 
istence, at indisputably Jewish sites (e.g., Qumran), 
of hoards of Tyrian shekels, collected for Temple 
tribute. 

The category of artifact found and published in 
the largest quantity is, of course, pottery. But pottery 
has other advantages than sheer abundance. Unlike 
coins, pottery is neither of such intrinsic value nor 
ease of transport that it passed from person to per- 
son on its own merits. Whether one is considering a 
filled unguent bottle or an empty decanter sold for 
table service, it was much more likely for vendors to 
have traveled some distance to sell such wares than 
for buyers to have gone far to purchase them (Pea- 
cock 1982: 156; Adan-Bayewitz and Perlman 1990: 
170; Vossen 1984: 341-45). Unlike coins, then, pot- 
tery findspots are likely to be fairly close to the 

places where they were acquired. As the most abun- 
dant reflection of what was available from the local 

weekly market, pottery can provide evidence for an 

important but ephemeral phenomenon: small-scale 
economic interaction.2 

The main problem with trying to use pottery to 
assess Hellenistic Phoenician activities in Palestine 
is that, until quite recently, no Hellenistic Phoenician 

pottery had ever been identified. That is no longer 
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the case. It is now possible to identify as Phoeni- 
cian a specific ware and the corpus of forms pro- 
duced in that ware. Moreover, both the ware and the 
forms are sufficiently distinctive that they are readily 
recognizable, such that their occurrence-or non- 
occurrence-at various sites can be documented and 
so that reliable distribution maps can be compiled. 
(For the preparation of these maps, I have consulted 
both published and unpublished excavation rec- 
ords.) These maps illuminate a heretofore invisible 
category of activity: Phoenician market spheres. In 
so doing, they allow an assessment of Phoenician- 
Palestinian economic interactions during Hellenistic 
times. 

SEMI FINE POTTERY: 

A HELLENISTIC PHOENICIAN WARE 

This Hellenistic Phoenician ware was first iso- 
lated and defined in 1969, during the second season 
of excavation at Tel Anafa, a small mound in the 
northeastern corner of the Hula Valley.3 S. Weinberg, 
director of the excavation, recognized a ware that 
was common to vessels of several different forms, 
and he named it semi fine (Weinberg 1970: 20). He 
chose this name because of the clean nature of the 
biscuit and the fact that many of the vessels were 
designed for table use; thus, though they were gen- 
erally undecorated, they seemed of better quality 
than other plain or cooking fabrics. Semi fine is fairly 
soft, well-levigated, and pale buff in color. It has 
a chalky texture and a fine, dusty film adheres to 
the fingers upon handling. At the time nothing was 
known about the ware's chemical or petrographic 
composition, but it was clearly distinctive and con- 
sistent by eye and feel. Subsequent scientific analy- 
ses have confirmed this original impression: semi 
fine ware is a single, chemically definable fabric that 
was used to produce a wide variety of shapes. 

Samples of semi fine ware have been tested by 
both petrographic and neutron activation analyses 
(NAA). In the NAA, seemingly similar wares from 

Shiqmona and Tell Keisan, both in the area of 
CAkko-Ptolemais, were also tested. The NAA re- 
vealed two things: first, that all of these samples were 
chemically consistent and probably derived from a 

single clay source; second, that this clay source did 
not precisely match any known Palestinian clays 
(Gunneweg and Yellin 1997: 237-38). Semi fine 
ware had a chemical pattern similar to that of some 

pottery from northern coastal sites, though that fact 

says nothing about the ware's actual source. In this 

regard, petrographic analysis provided another clue. 
All samples submitted for thin sectioning revealed 
a fine, dense clay matrix with minimal temper, which 
was identified as fine sand; fragmentary and crushed 
gastropod shells, and occasional clam shells (Raut- 
man 1997: 216-27, fig. 2). This would indicate that 
the temper, and probably the clay source as well, 
should be on or quite close to the coast. 

Several source candidates could be postulated for 
a ware that occurs in quantity at some Palestinian 
sites and ought to have been produced on or near 
the coast. The most reasonable are southern Phoe- 
nicia, Cyprus, or a site in the Sinai or Delta region 
of Ptolemaic Egypt. This last possibility can be 
conclusively ruled out, however, based on another 
fortuitous find from Tel Anafa: a large semi fine 
baggy jar, probably intended for wine or oil, with a 
handle stamped in the manner of the well-known 
and better-traveled Aegean transport amphorae. The 

stamp, impressed on the handle before the jar was 
fired, is in Phoenician characters and reads "Ger- 

melqart," a good Phoenician name (Naveh 1987: 
25-26, inscription 1). An identical stamp occurs at 

Byblos and the name itself is attested in inscrip- 
tions from Sarepta, Cyprus, and many Punic sites. 
Such a stamp, and such a vessel, clearly came from 
a Phoenician-speaking producer, ruling out Ptole- 
maic Egypt. 

The final piece of evidence necessary to pinpoint 
the origin of semi fine pottery is the identification of 
sites at which it occurs in such quantity that the 
source is likely to have been close by.4 On the basis 
of published data, only two such sites exist. The first 
is Oumm el-Amed, 20 km south of Tyre on the 
southern Phoenician coast. Since ca. 700 B.C. Oumm 
el-Amed had been the site of a simple farm on a 
small plain facing the sea. After the Ptolemaic con- 

quest of Phoenicia, two temples were built there, 
one to Ptolemy I and the other to Milk-Astart; a 

large-scale manufacture of olive oil began. Occupa- 
tion increased steadily throughout the next century, 
and an inscription from the 130s records another 

major building project. Most inscriptions and all re- 

ligious dedications are in Phoenician, and so attest 
to Oumm el-Amed's Phoenician population. Practi- 
cally all of the pottery found there is the ware now 
recognizable as semi fine; a full range of shapes oc- 
curred and the ware in general was characterized as 
the local ceramic (Dunand and Duru 1962: 199- 
203, figs. 78-81). 

Semi fine ware was probably not manufactured at 
Oumm el-Amed itself, but rather at the second site 
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Fig. 2. Phoenician semi fine pottery of the Hellenistic period. 

at which it occurs in bulk: Tyre. In the excavations 
of that city's Sanctuary of Apollo, semi fine ware 
is extremely common throughout the Hellenistic 
levels (Bikai, Fulco, and Marchand 1996: pls. 44- 
48, M-42, "Red Earth").5 Although no kiln sites 
have yet been found, regular pottery manufacture 
certainly took place in or near the city, and it seems 
likely that semi fine was one of the wares produced. 
In any event, the overriding abundance of semi fine 
ware in southern Phoenicia, coupled with the sci- 
entific and epigraphic evidence (above), pinpoints 
this region for the ware's origin.6 

THE PHOENICIAN SEMI FINE 

WARE ASSEMBLAGE: DATE 

AND DISTRIBUTION 

The range of shapes produced in semi fine ware 
was not all inclusive. The ware was used primarily 
to make five general types of vessels (fig. 2): small 
toilet and storage vessels, including ointment pots, 
juglets, unguentaria, and amphoriskoi (figs. 3-5); de- 
canters for table use, including small jugs, lagynoi 
and table amphorae (figs. 6-8); saucer lids (their 
precise function not always distinguishable; fig. 9); 

Juglet 

Baggy jar 
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Fig. 3. Semi fine juglet. Fig. 4. Semi fine fusiform unguentarium and amphoriskos. 

large, baggy jars for wine or oil, of the stamped sort 
already mentioned (fig. 10); and lamps. Notably ab- 
sent from this list are cooking pots and kitchen util- 
ity vessels, such as mortaria (though a few semi fine 
funnels are known). Such choices are probably due 
to the soft character of the clay body. 

Reliable evidence for dating the appearance of 
semi fine pottery in Palestine comes from three sites: 
Tel Anafa, Shiqmona, and Dor. At Tel Anafa, from 
levels below or associated with the first floors of .:i !;ig.. 
a villa constructed around 125 B.C., examples of 
every form of semi fine ware so far identified have 
been found (Herbert 1994: 14; Berlin 1997: 9-10). 
Semi fine vessels continued to be used during the 
villa's early first century B.C. occupation, but not 
in the site's early first century A.D. phase. At Shiq- 
mona, semi fine juglets, amphoriskoi, unguentaria, 
and baggy jars were recovered from rooms de- 
stroyed ca. 130 B.C. (Elgavish 1976: figs. 4:9-11, 
5:14-16, 6:18). In levels of the second half of the 
second century B.C. at Dor, much the same array of 
shapes was found, along with some table amphorae Fig. 5. Semi fine ointment pot. 
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Fig. 6. Semi fine table jug. H. 19 cm. w . -. . 

Fig. 7. Semi fine lagynos. 

and lagynoi (Guz-Zilberstein 1995: figs. 6:25.7-14, 
6:28.9-12, 6:29.1-6, 6:33.7, 11, 6:38.8-9). Distri- 
bution of semi fine thus began in the second half 
of the second century B.C. and continued at least 
through the beginning of the first century B.C. There 
is no evidence for continued production in early 
Roman times; shapes specific to this period do not 
occur in semi fine ware, and the amount of the ware 
found in early Roman levels drops off, suggest- 
ing that those fragments that do occur are simply 
residual. 

An important characteristic of the semi fine cor- 
pus, and one that distinguishes it from many ce- 
ramic operations, is that three distinct categories of 
vessels were produced.7 The first were vessels made 
as containers for other merchants to fill and sell- 
such as ointment pots, unguentaria, amphoriskoi, and 
the large baggy jars. The second were vessels made 
for direct sale, such as table jugs, table amphorae, 
and saucers. The design of these last precluded their 
being sold already filled; purchase would have been 

for the sake of the vessel itself. The last category 
were lamps, whose manufacture in general occurred 
in separate workshops dedicated solely to their man- 
ufacture (Adan-Bayewitz and Perlman 1990: 170- 
71). This characteristic means that various semi fine 
vessels could have had differing distributions; mer- 
chants selling large quantities of wine or oil may not 
have supplied empty table decanters as well. 

Since these various categories were not neces- 
sarily marketed in tandem, I have tracked the dis- 
tribution of various semi fine vessels according to 
three groups, divided by size and function, much as 
ancient vendors might have done (figs. 11-13). The 
first group consists solely of the large and bulky 
semi fine wine or oil jars, presumably transported 
full and so with some difficulty. The second group 
consists of medium sized decanters for table service, 
sold empty and so for their own value; this group 
includes jugs, lagynoi, and table amphorae. The last 
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I 
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Fig. 9. Semi fine saucer lid. 

Fig. 8. Semi fine table amphora. 

group are the smallest vessels, some certainly and 
others possibly sold for their contents; these include 
ointment pots, juglets, unguentaria, and amphoriskoi. 
Even full, these last would have been easily stowed 
and carried.8 Findspots are differentiated according 
to the quantities recovered (figs. 11-13): a star on 
each figure indicates that there are many examples, 
such that a steady level of demand and supply may be 
assumed, while a dot reflects a few finds only, indi- 
cating casual rather than habitual acquisition. 

The distribution of the most cumbersome ves- 
sels-baggy jars-is shown in fig. 11. Salles (1993: e 
272, no. 553, fig. 233) identified a semi fine baggy 
jar found at Kition, on Cyprus, as a "Phoenician 
wine amphora" and perhaps it was. But the evidence 
for large-scale olive oil production at sites such as 
Oumm el-Amed suggests that such jars may have 
carried oil as well. The findspots of these Phoenician 
imports are primarily on or close to the coast, which Fig. 10. Semi fine baggy jar. 

,das 
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* Sites with occasional finds of semi fine pottery 
* Sites where semi fine pottery 

has been found in quantity 

""10 0 50km 

CYPRTjS Tel 
Kition Tvrel Wawiyat 

JUDAEA 

IDUMAEA 

Fig. 11. Distribution of semi fine baggy jars (Phoenician 
wine/oil amphorae). 

is wholly unsurprising, since such vessels would 
most easily have been moved by water. Coastal sites 
include Tyre (Bikai, Fulco, and Marchand 1996: 

pi. 41:11, 13), Tell es-Samarriyeh (Feig 1989: fig. 
15:9-10), CAkko-Ptolemais (Dothan 1976: fig. 45:1; 
M. Hartal personal communication), Shiqmona (El- 
gavish 1974: pls. 10:211, 17:235, 23:251-52), Dor 

(Guz-Zilberstein 1995: fig. 6:38.8-9), and Strato's 
Tower (Berlin 1992: fig. 54:6). One or two semi fine 

baggy jars were also found at two sites in the Akko 

plain, Tell Keisan (Briend and Humbert 1980: pl. 

Sites with occasional finds of semi fine pottery 

* Sites where semi fine pottery 
has been found in quantity 

os lo 20= 
1 

on0km 

<CYPRUS: 
T W 

Paphos Tyrer4 

-Ya 
JUDAEA 

* Marisa 

IDUMAEA 

Fig. 12. Distribution of semi fine serving vessels: jugs, 
lagynoi, table amphorae. 

7:8) and YoqneCam (Ben-Tor, Portugali, and Avissar 
1983: fig. 8:1, pl. 2B). A less obvious, and even un- 

expected, exception to this easily accessible coastal 

pattern is the small cluster of sites in the Hula. At 
least 37 semi fine baggy jars were found at Anafa 

(Berlin 1997: 155-56, PW 480-83, pls. 57, 88), and 
one or two examples are attested each from Dan 

(M. Hershkovitz, personal communication), Tel Wa- 

wiyat (A. Onn, personal communication), and Kitya 
(I. Shaked, personal communication; this is from 

survey and so is no indication of quantity). The ab- 
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Fig. 13. Distribution of semi fine personal vessels: oint- 
ment pots, juglets, unguentaria, amphoriskoi. 

sence of finds from any sites in either Samaria or 
Judaea is to be expected; more interesting to note is 
the lack of finds from the Galilee proper. 

The distribution of Phoenician semi fine serv- 
ing vessels-jugs, lagynoi, and table amphorae-is 
shown in fig. 12. Unlike the baggy jars, these vessels 
would have been sold empty (the lagynoi could con- 
ceivably have been filled but no evidence, such as 
stoppering marks, suggests that they were). Though 
particular sites differ, the pattern is very much the 
same, being almost wholly coastal, or easily acces- 
sible from the coast, with a small cluster in the Hula, 
and a notable absence in between. Coastal sites in- 
clude Paphos, on Cyprus (Hayes 1991: fig. 10:17, pl. 

5:8), and in the Levant, Tell CArqa (Thalman 1978: 
fig. 42:2), Tyre (Bikai, Fulco, and Marchand 1996: 
pls. 41:8, 19, 42:10, 45:4, 47:13, 48:4), Oumm el- 
Amed (Dunand and Duru 1962: figs. 79:a,b, 80:k,n), 
CAkko-Ptolemais (M. Hartal, personal communica- 
tion), Shiqmona (Elgavish 1974: pls. 9:205, 15:228, 
33:301), Dor (Guz-Zilberstein 1995: figs. 6:31.6-8, 
6:32.5, 6:33.6), Yavne-Yam (Moshe Fischer, per- 
sonal communication), and Ascalon (L. Stager, per- 
sonal communication). Slightly inland sites include 
Tell Keisan (Briend and Humbert 1980: pl. 9:12, 
12a), Yoqnecam (Ben-Tor, Portugali, and Avissar 
1983: fig. 7:15), and Marisa (T. Levine, personal 
communication). Sites in the Hula again figure 
prominently, especially in terms of quantities recov- 
ered: the Anafa vessels include about 340 jugs, 35 
lagynoi, and 90 table amphorae (Berlin 1997: PW 1- 
9,24-27,29-31,38-42, pls. 1,5,6, 8, 73,74). A few 
serving vessels were also found at Dan (M. Hersh- 
kovitz, personal communication) and Tel Wawiyat 
(A. Onn, personal communication). The absence of 
such vessels from any Galilean sites is again notable. 

In figure 13 the distribution of small, easily carried 
semi fine vessels, including ointment pots, juglets, 
unguentaria, and amphoriskoi is shown. Most, if not 
all, of these forms would have been filled, stoppered, 
and sold for their contents. These smaller vessels are 
found at more, and more dispersed, sites than those 
from either larger category, which is not surprising 
considering the practicalities. Coastal sites include 
Tyre (Bikai, Fulco, and Marchand 1996: pls. 41:3, 
42:11, 45:10, 46:4, 7), Oumm el-Amed (Dunand and 
Duru 1962: figs. 79:d-g, 1, 80:f-h), CAkko-Ptolemais 
(M. Hartal, personal communication), Shiqmona 
(Elgavish 1974: pls. 9:203-4, 206-8, 16:229-34, 
22:246-49, 33:302-4), Dor (Guz-Zilberstein 1995: 
figs. 6:25.7-14, 6:26.16-40, 6:28.9-12, 6:29.1-6), 
Strato's Tower (Raban 1987: fig. 11, middle left), 
Ashdod (Dothan 1971: figs. 10:9, 24:13, 79:12), and 
Ascalon (L. Stager, personal communication). Sites 
inland but easily reached from the coast include 
Tell Keisan (Briend and Humbert 1980: pls. 14:17, 
17:a-d, 20, 20a, 21, 27), YoqneCam (Ben-Tor, Portu- 
gali, and Avissar 1983: fig. 9:7), and Abu Shusha 
(Giveon 1963: fig. 2:6). As with larger shapes, small 
semi fine vessels are also commonly found in the 
Hula. Considerable quantities are attested from Anafa, 
where a minimum of 177 amphoriskoi, 523 juglets, 
105 fusiform unguentaria, and 8 ointment pots were 
found (Berlin 1997: PW 53-58, 69-76, 99-106, 
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127-29, pls. 10-11, 14-15, 74-76). Other sites in the 
Hula Valley at which small semi fine vessels occur 
are Dan (M. Hershkovitz, personal communication), 
Tel Wawiyat (A. Onn, personal communication), and 
Al-Maniyeh (I. Shaked, personal communication). 

In addition to all of these sites, whose arrange- 
ment conforms to the distribution pattern of the 
previous categories, three sites east of the Sea of 
Galilee also received small semi fine vessels. Only 
a few examples were recovered: three amphoriskoi 
from Ein Gev (G. Covo and T. Renner, personal 
communication); a single juglet from Horvat Kanaf 
(personal study); and a single amphoriskos from Tell 
esh-Shuna North (Philip and Baird 1993: fig. 11:1). 
In addition, semi fine amphoriskoi are attested out- 
side the Levant; some few examples were found at 
Paphos (Hayes 1991: pl. 13:2-4, fig. 25:3), Delos 
(Bruneau et al. 1970: pl. 45:D150), Aegina (Karo 
1931: fig. 35, back; Smetana-Scherrer 1982: taf. 
54:678), and Athens (Thompson 1934: E126, fig. 
100). Considering both the portability and apparent 
popularity of this particular category of semi fine 
ware vessels, their absence from sites in the Galilee, 
Samaria, or Judaea is quite remarkable. 

TYRIAN MARKET ROUTES IN 

HELLENISTIC PALESTINE 

The distribution of sites at which various semi 
fine ware vessels have been found suggests supply 
by a few specific sea and land routes. Coastal sites 
with harbors, such as 'Akko-Ptolemais and Dor, 
probably received their wares via ship. Inhabitants 
of small coastal sites without harbors, such as Shiq- 
mona, could have acquired goods either by small 
skiff or overland from nearby market centers. Non- 
coastal sites, on the other hand, are arranged in two 

geographic clusters which reflect supply by specific 
land routes. The first includes those sites running 
southeast from the plain of CAkko-Ptolemais: Tell 
Keisan, Yoqnecam and Abu Shusha. All are neatly 
arranged along the road beneath the Carmel Moun- 
tain ridge, one of the oldest and most easily traveled 
routes in Palestine. A vendor supplied from 'Akko- 
Ptolemais could readily ply this route to visit a 
weekly market. The fact that semi fine pottery is 
attested almost halfway across the Jezreel Valley, 
however, renders the absence of finds elsewhere in 
this area or in the adjacent and easily accessible 
lower Galilee a point of some interest. Was demand 

simply too low to make a longer trip worthwhile? 

The second cluster of land-supplied sites is in the 
Hula Valley. Two routes were available to a Phoe- 
nician vendor wanting to supply a market there. 
One was through the Jezreel Valley to Beth She'an- 
Scythopolis, then north up the Jordan River Valley 
past the Sea of Galilee, and on into the Hula's fer- 
tile lowlands. The second was overland from Tyre 
itself-a less regular but more direct path. The 
sparse quantities of semi fine pottery recovered from 
the three sites east of the Sea of Galilee are rele- 
vant here. These sporadic examples, coupled with 
the complete absence of semi fine ware vessels from 
much larger sites nearby (such as Pella and Beth- 
She'an) suggest that it was by the second route, 
directly from Tyre, that sites in the Hula Valley were 
supplied.9 

The distribution of Phoenician semi fine pottery 
reveals the existence of a string of market connec- 
tions between Tyrian merchants and many Palestin- 
ian sites during the Hellenistic period, with vendors 
traveling via both sea and land routes. More notable 
than the mere occurrence of this relationship, how- 
ever, is its specific extent. A comparison of any of 
the distribution maps-especially that of the baggy 
jars (fig. 11)-with the map detailing the political 
borders of the southern Levant in the Herodian 
period (fig. 1) is especially illuminating. The terri- 
tory and hinterland of Phoenicia essentially enclose 
those sites at which Phoenician semi fine ware jars 
have been found. This close configuration may be re- 
lated to the restructuring brought about in the early 
Roman period. It is possible, for example, that the 
economic relationships nurtured by these Hellenistic- 
period marketing routes sustained patterns of cul- 
tural cohesiveness that eventually resulted in renewed 
political hegemony. 

PHOENICIAN CULTURAL PRESENCE 
IN HELLENISTIC PALESTINE 

The replacement of Persian-period Phoenician 

political control with these now recognizable Helle- 
nistic-era marketing patterns provides new illum- 
ination on Hellenistic Phoenician activities. Two 

large side issues do, however, remain. The first con- 
cerns the raison d'etre behind these specific market 
routes, and especially the unanticipated reliance of 
Hula Valley settlements on Tyrian vendors and their 
wares. The most reasonable explanation, of course, 
is that heavy demand for Phoenician unguents, wine, 
and serving vessels came from local Phoenicians 
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themselves. This much is obvious at the few sites, 
such as Oumm el-Amed and CAkko-Ptolemais, where 
there exist both epigraphic evidence for a Phoe- 
nician population and abundant finds of semi fine 

pottery. Such a congruity seems even more likely 
in light of the absence of Phoenician semi fine ware 
at the many Palestinian sites accessible to, but ap- 
parently not supplied by, Phoenician vendors, espe- 
cially those in the Galilee. 

This conclusion bears in particular on the cultural 
ties and identification of the late Hellenistic pop- 
ulation of the Hula Valley. This region is one for 
which no traditional affiliation is attested, either 

textually or epigraphically. As a consequence, both 
its political and social make-up are issues of long- 
standing ambiguity.10 However, the consistent and 
diverse supply of Phoenician products, as evinced 

by the Hula Valley finds, clearly reflects a strong 
local demand, one apparently met by Phoenician 
vendors who regularly traveled an overland route 
from Tyre. It is reasonable to suppose that their jour- 
neying here, as probably everywhere else that their 
wares occur, was in response to the demands of the 

many Phoenicians living in the area. 
The decidedly "Phoenician" character of the Hula 

Valley settlements' Hellenistic-period material cul- 
ture may further document the social phenomenon 
of "identity-conscious social groups." In a provoca- 
tive 1989 article, M. Stevenson coined this term to 
describe peoples who perceive themselves as shar- 

ing important common characteristics distinct from 
their immediate neighbors (Stevenson 1989: 271). In 
both ethnographic and archaeological test cases, such 

groups, when living in locales in which their cul- 
tural identity could not be taken for granted (such as 

groups that have moved away from their homeland 
or are living side-by-side with peoples of other so- 
ciocultural groups) deliberately acquired "identity- 

signaling" characteristics. These show up most clearly 
in material assemblages. The implications of this 
study are intriguing. Perhaps the quantity of Phoe- 
nician vessels found at Hula Valley sites (and espe- 
cially at Tel Anafa) could be considered such a 
characteristic. If so, their presence could reflect the 
desire of this region's settlers to maintain Phoenician 
market connections to retain a feeling of Phoenician 
cultural identity. 

The conclusion that Phoenician market routes 
serviced sites with Phoenician populations, though 
reasonable, highlights the second side issue. Sev- 
eral sites with Phoenician populations were not so 

regularly supplied. At the site of the best known 
settlement of Phoenicians in Hellenistic Palestine, 
the Sidonian colony at Marisa, only a few semi fine 
ware vessels have been recovered.ll This disparity 
of distribution, with a fairly dispersed "colonial" 
Phoenician population but a quite restricted market 
demand, might be explained by differing levels of 
cultural assimilation. Whereas the Phoenicians set- 
tled in the CAkko plain and especially the Hula Val- 

ley were eager to retain the signs of Phoenician 
cultural life, those settled in the southern part of 
Palestine were more acculturated. It has long been 
noted that by the middle of the second century B.C. 
most members of the Phoenician colony at Marisa 
had Greek names, which might suggest that other 

aspects of their lifestyle had become assimilated as 
well. In any event, southern Palestinian Phoenicians 
did not choose to identify themselves culturally by 
deliberately purchasing Tyrian pottery, as did their 
northern brethren. This suggests that their sense of a 

specific Phoenician cultural identity had evaporated, 
to the point where their physical presence is no 

longer distinguishable in that region's archaeologi- 
cal record.12 

NOTES 

1From Dor, for example, there was found a wide and 
abundant array of Persian-period Phoenician terracotta 
figurines and votives; but from subsequent Hellenistic lev- 
els there were very few and none identifiable as Phoenician 
(Stem 1995: 435-54; Rosenthal-Heginbottom 1995: 455- 
56). F Millar provides a detailed overview of this situa- 
tion, but admits to the problem: "The archaeological 
record for this period is extremely poor; nothing that I have 

found, at any rate, has given me any clear conception of a 
material culture of Phoenicia. . ." (Millar 1983: 59). 

2Local markets, and the routes that supplied them, are 
one of the most important yet least well-documented as- 

pects of ancient life. In his seminal study, MacMullen 
(1970) defined three categories of periodic market: urban 
markets, markets connected to religious festivals, and 

weekly local/rural markets. Of this last he noted, "the 
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movement of goods within any given 15 mile radius has 
been the most neglected aspect of commerce, but must 
have been the most common" (MacMullen 1970: 333). 
Most ethnographic studies show that pottery, and espe- 
cially coarser wares, were marketed by middlemen at 
weekly local markets, each located 30-40 km from the 
others (Vossen 1984: 359-76; Peacock 1982: 156; Adan- 
Bayewitz and Perlman 1993: 228-34). Outside of the tri- 
annual pilgrimage festivals celebrated at the Temple in 
Jerusalem, no evidence from Hellenistic Palestine attests to 
the existence of markets at religious festivals (de Ligt and 
de Neeve 1988: 406-7). 

30n the excavations in general, and the stratigraphy 
and architecture of the Hellenistic remains, see Herbert 
1994: 14-19, 31-109. 

4Semi fine never constituted a majority of the wares 
from any level excavated at Tel Anafa. It was most abun- 
dant there in deposits dated to the early first century B.C. 
and the early first century A.D. (though in the latter case 
most of the ceramics are residual), when it comprised 
10.3% and 10.2% by weight of the identified wares (Berlin 
1997: 7, fig. 1). 

51 originally presented a version of this paper at the 
conference on "Culture and Ethnicity in the Hellenistic 
East," held in March 1994 at the University of Michigan. 
At that time, Patricia Bikai told me that semi fine ware 
was the most common pottery fabric found at Tyre from 
the middle Hellenistic through at least the early Roman 
period. She confirmed that the archaeological storerooms 
at Tyre were full of vessels made of this fabric and that 
the local archaeologists had dubbed it "powder ware." A 
new publication by Bikai, Fulco, and Marchand (1996) on 
the pottery from the excavations of the Sanctuary of 
Apollo at Tyre is the first to document the city's Hellenis- 
tic pottery. 

6A third site at which semi fine ware is quite common 
is CAkko. In recent excavations (unpublished) near the new 
courthouse quantities of semi fine were recovered; how- 
ever, in contrast to both Tyre and Oumm el-Amed, at CAkko 
several other wares are also attested. I thank M. Hartal for 

allowing me to see and comment on these finds. 

7Ethnographic studies of traditional potters and their 
marketing systems affirm that specialization by size and 
function is the norm. Vossen (1984: 366) identifies 16 pro- 
duction centers in the Moroccan countryside, of which 12 
specialized in water jars and four in cooking pots. The 
same picture derives from Spain (Vossen 1984: 341-45) 
and Upper Egypt, where potters again produce either cook- 
ing vessels or large and small water jars, but not both (per- 
sonal observation). 

8I have not included lamps on these distribution maps. 
Information on semi fine lamps, their form, and their dis- 
tribution, will appear in Dobbins (unpublished). 

9The earliest epigraphic evidence for a road between 
the Hula and the coast is a milestone of Caracalla found 
at Tel Dan (Avi-Yonah 1950-1951: 54-60). This road, 
which linked Caesarea Philippi to Tyre, and so traversed 
the northern edge of the basin, would certainly have fol- 
lowed an already established route. 

l?The Hula Valley could have been populated ex- 
clusively or in part by Jews, Ituraeans, and Phoenicians. 
Avi-Yonah long ago (1966: 68-70) asserted that the re- 
gion was conquered by Alexander Jannaeus, and there- 
after controlled by the Hasmoneans. Few others have been 
willing to identify the area's late Hellenistic population. 
An exception is Schottroff (1982: 134), who believes it 
to have been held by the Ituraeans. Grainger (1991: 142) 
notes (as do many) Josephus' identification of Kedasa 
(Qedesh on the plateau just west of the Hula Valley) as a 
Tyrian city in the first century A.D. (JW 2.18.1 ?459), and 
speculates that this control began in the era of Tyrian 
independence (i.e., after 126 B.C.). He does not, however, 
suggest that Tyre laid claim to the Hula Valley as well, 
instead regarding it as a natural boundary beyond the 
city's mountainous hinterland, which would have ended at 
Kedasa. 

111 am indebted to T. Levine for the chance to see, dis- 
cuss, and cite the Marisa assemblage. 

12Millar (1987: 129-32) makes much the same point 
regarding the material evidence for cultural fusion in Hel- 
lenistic Syria. 
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