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In 1986, four exceptional bronze votive objects were found within a tumble of rocks on 
the top of Mount Mizpe Yammim, in the Upper Galilee of Israel. Two seasons of excava-
tion uncovered the foundations of a substantial stone platform and, on a lower terrace, 
a sizable walled enclosure and small temple. In this article, we present the results of a 
complete investigation of the site’s stratigraphy and architecture, along with descrip-
tions, catalog, and illustrations of the full array of finds, as well as a synthetic discussion 
situating the cult within its political and cultural milieu. Dedicants brought a somewhat 
unusual array of gifts, primarily small ceramic oil and perfume vessels manufactured on 
the Phoenician coast. On the basis of the Phoenician inscription etched onto the bronze 
situla as well as the coastal origin of the majority of dedicatory oil vessels, the cult’s 
dedicants must have been Phoenicians themselves. Mizpe Yammim was most probably a 
fortified Phoenician border shrine founded in the later sixth or early fifth century b.c.e. 
when the city of Tyre was granted administrative control over the Upper Galilee. In the 
later fourth century b.c.e., with the conquest of Alexander and the subsequent transfer of 
power from Persian to Ptolemaic control, the sanctuary’s raison d’être as a border post 
dissolved and the cult was abandoned. The state and disposition of many of the finds do, 
however, suggest a final coda of deliberate and systematic damage. The likeliest context 
would be the Hasmonaean era, in the late second or early first century b.c.e., when Ju-
daean colonists moved into the Galilee, although there remain other plausible historical 
contexts to explain the last episode of the sanctuary’s life.

introduction

Mount Mizpe Yammim (Arabic Jebel el-
Arbain) forms the southernmost spur of 
the Meiron massif, a range that rises from 

the coastal plain of southern Phoenicia, which today 
includes southern Lebanon and northern Israel and 
extends eastward to the Jordan River Valley (fig. 1; 
old map reference 1934.2604; new map reference 
243400.760400). The mountain demarcates Upper 
from Lower Galilee, a fundamental topographical di-
vision that, in many historical eras, was also a political 
and cultural divide (Frankel et al. 2001: 141). From the 
summit, at an elevation of 734.1 m above sea level, 
there is a stunning panorama in all directions: Mount 
Hermon to the north; Mount Tabor and the Lower Gal-
ilee to the south; the Jordan Valley, Golan plateau, and 

Sea of Galilee to the east and southeast; and the Medi-
terranean to the west (fig. 2).1

The site was identified in the course of a comprehen-
sive survey of the Upper Galilee (Frankel et al. 2001: 
38, site 310).2 In 1986, four bronze objects, clearly 
offerings, were discovered on the top of the mountain 
(Frankel and Ventura 1998). This led to two seasons 

1 The triangulation point on the peak is no. 420 P. The iron pin 
marking it is emplaced in one of the building stones of the Western 
Compound.

2 The site was initially discovered and reported to the Depart-
ment of Antiquities by Yoav Sagi in the early 1960s. A. Druks and 
N. Tfilinski then made a brief exploration and submitted an unsigned 
report to the Department (Druks and Tfilinski 1965). They identified 
it as an Iron Age (Israelite) fort, probably because they dated the 
local coarse pottery on the surface to the Iron Age. Frankel’s survey 
team correctly dated this pottery to the Persian era and subsequently 
excavated the site.
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of excavation in 1988 and 1989, which revealed a sub-
stantial stone-built compound on the summit and, to 
the east, a large walled rectangular enclosure of about 
2.5 dunams (fig. 3). Along the southern wall of this en-
closure, close to the Western Compound, was a small 
structure comprising one long room and side room. In-

side the long room were two built stone platforms and 
an additional 99 small votive offerings. On the basis 
of the finds, stone platforms, clearly non-domestic 
character of the structure, and mountaintop location, 
the walled enclosure was identified as a temenos and 
the long room built into the southern wall as a temple.

Fig. 1. Topographic map of the Meiron massif in northern Israel and southern Lebanon. Map adapted from Dunand and 
Duru 1962: frontispiece. Published courtesy of the Librairie d’Amérique et d’Orient.



272012 THE SANCTUARY AT MIZPE YAMMIM

Fig. 2. View from the site of Mizpe Yammim, looking north across the Upper Galilee plateau.
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Until now, only brief summary articles about the 
site have appeared (Frankel 1989–1990; 1993; 1997). 
In 2010–2011, the authors restudied the excavation 
rec ords in conjunction with the finds, oversaw a petro-
graphic study (Shapiro and Berlin: see Petrographic 
Appendix, below), and visited the site in an attempt to 
resolve some outstanding questions about its plan and 
function.3 Here we present our results: discussion of 
the stratigraphy and architecture; descriptions, catalog, 
and illustrations of the full array of finds; and a syn-
thetic discussion situating the cult within its political 
and cultural milieu. The site was most probably a forti-
fied Phoenician border shrine founded in the later sixth 
or early fifth century b.c.e. when the city of Tyre was 
granted administrative control over the Upper Galilee. 
In the later fourth century b.c.e., with the conquest of 
Alexander and the subsequent transfer of power from 
Persian to Ptolemaic control, the sanctuary’s raison 
d’être dissolved and the cult was abandoned.

the site

The Approach

The summit has steep drops on the north, east, and 
south sides, but a broad sloping saddle on the west 

3 In preparing this report, we utilized all available information 
from the excavation and subsequent studies. In reconstructing de-
tails of stratigraphy and plan, we relied heavily on the excavation 
field notes. Here we describe the procedures that the excavators 
used. In selected areas of the Western Compound, excavators re-
moved piles of stone or soil accumulations. In the area of the temple, 
the preserved tops of walls showed at surface, and the excavators 
used these as guides. They cleared inside the building and imme-
diately to its west (Locus 1). In all excavation areas, material was 
collected within discrete locales—e.g., in the southeastern corner, 
on top of the north wall, next to the altar—and assigned sequential 
basket numbers. All specific finds of note—e.g., a coin, a complete 
juglet—received individual basket numbers. Basket numbers and a 
short description of their general locations were recorded in lists and 
inserted onto sketch plans.

 Loci were defined once excavation was completed, by grouping 
together baskets that had been excavated in close proximity. For the 
Western Compound, each small excavated area was assigned an indi-
vidual locus number. Within the temple, locus numbers were assigned 
to discrete areas within the building. In our study of the stratigraphy 
and finds, we determined that some of those original locus numbers 
could be collapsed. The plan (fig. 10) shows the assignment of final 
locus numbers. The following shows the locus numbers that were 
originally assigned to these areas and their final designation:

Final locus includes earlier loci:
Final Locus 5 includes earlier Loci 5 and 10
Final Locus 6 includes earlier Loci 2, 6, and 7
Final Locus 8 includes earlier Loci 8 and 18
Final Locus 16 includes earlier Loci 16 and 21

(fig. 4). The topography thus requires an approach 
from this direction, and, in fact, ancient rock-cut steps 
can still be seen at one point on the present path (fig. 5). 
Once close to the summit, however, one is confronted 
by a mass of stone tumble and the strongly built lower 
courses of the Western Compound extending along the 
entire width. The preserved remains are apparently be-
low any threshold level. As for the entrance to the site 
itself, a path probably led to the northwest corner of 
the summit, as there is a somewhat flatter and wider 
approach from this side. We did not succeed in locat-
ing the exact position of the primary entrance to the 
site itself.

The Summit Area and Western Compound (fig. 6)

The summit of the mountain is covered by a sub-
stantial stone construction with two parts: a high, sol-
idly built platform (ca. 8.5 × 9 m) on the west and a 
long narrow open-air court on the east (10 × 25 m).

The platform must have been an impressive struc-
ture. The foundation and lower courses were built 
of large dressed ashlars (figs. 7 and 8, left); portions 
of the western and northern walls are preserved to 
five courses high. On the top of the platform and to 
the north, west, and south lie substantial numbers 
of ashlars and roughly hewn stones that attest to 
the structure’s significant original size (fig. 7). The 
excavators cleared several small probes within and 
around the base of the platform (Loci 3, 4, 11, 12, 
14, 19, and 20; figs. 6, 8). They found an incoherent 
array of adjoining and abutting walls each with only a 
single exterior face, forming smaller square and rect-
angular spaces. Excavation within these spaces down 
to bedrock recovered stones and a great deal of bro-
ken pottery, seemingly representing ancient artificial 
fill. The pottery primarily comprised nondiagnostic 
body sherds, most in an extremely coarse, grit-laden 
pink-brown fabric, which we here define as Galilean 
coarse wares (GCW), and a lesser number in Phoeni-
cian semi-fine (see further below for pottery descrip-
tions and discussion). The latest of the few datable 
pieces found was a semi-fine ovoid juglet with flat 
bottom ( juglet no. 107, unillustrated), a type identical 
to many recovered from the temple (see fig. 22.1–4 
and further discussion below) and dating to the fifth/
fourth centuries b.c.e. On this admittedly scanty evi-
dence, we postulate a construction date in the Persian 
period.

East of the high platform is a long narrow courtyard 
(10 × 25 m) with a surface of smoothed bedrock. The 
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Fig. 5. Rafael Frankel standing next to rock-cut steps on approach path to site.

Fig. 4. View of saddle leading to the summit of Mizpe Yammim, looking east from the site.
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Fig. 7. West side of Western Compound foundations and rock tumble.

Fig. 6. Detail plan of the Western Compound with locus numbers.
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eastern side of the courtyard is demarcated by a wall 
in which one door jamb remains in situ; this provided 
passage from and to the lower walled temenos. A low 
wall demarcated the western edge of this courtyard. 
Only foundations were preserved, and there was no 
evidence for the location of a doorway.

The Lower Terrace and Temenos Area

The temenos was built on a long terrace situated 
about 5 m below and to the east of the summit. The 
slopes of this terrace are irregular, being quite steep 
on the east and south but more gentle on the north and 
west. Impressive walls built of large, roughly drafted 
limestone blocks enclose the terrace on its north, east, 
and south sides (fig. 9), creating an elongated rectan-
gular enclosure of about 30 × 90 m.

The Temple and Side Room (figs. 10, 11)

Five meters southeast of the Western Compound 
and incorporated into the southern enclosure wall 
were two rooms: a long, broad hall (6 × 13.7 m) 
on the west and a smaller side room (4.8 × 4.4 m) 

to the east. Entry into the main hall was through 
an opening about 1 m wide in the north wall. This 
opening was off-center, about 2 m to the east of the 
midpoint of the wall. Inside the main hall, the exca-
vators found two stone platforms, one in the north-
west corner and the second along the southern wall. 
Already at surface, and in greater quantities lower 
down, were objects and vessels that were clearly 
dedications; hence, the main room may be identi-
fied as a temple and the stone platforms as altars at 
which offerings were laid.

The temple and the side room were partially hewn 
out of and partially built upon the bedrock ridge of the 
southern edge of the terrace, and the slope drops pre-
cipitously below the southern walls of both rooms. The 
temple’s northwest corner was carved from the bedrock, 
and the remainder of the northern wall of both rooms 
was constructed directly on bedrock. It still stands to 
a height of about 1.7 m. The floor of the  temple was 
paved with stone slabs; built within this paving were 
three stone column bases aligned along the room’s 
central axis (figs. 12, 13). The opening in the northern 
wall was aligned with the space between the eastern 
and central column bases, so that when people entered 

Fig. 8. Western Compound, Locus 19, looking north. On the left is a portion of the east wall of the Western 
Compound.
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Fig. 10. Detail plan of the temple and side room, with locus numbers.

Fig. 9. Temenos wall on the east side of the lower terrace, viewed from below.
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the temple they could see and move across the width 
of the room.

Raised stone benches, also partially hewn out of 
the bedrock, ran the length of the southern, eastern, 
and northern walls. On the southern wall, abutting 
the bench, was an altar, about 2 × 1.5 m, situated be-
tween the western and central column bases (fig. 12). 
Immediately to the east, also abutting the southern 
bench, two ashlar blocks lay flat on the paving. A sec-
ond altar was nestled directly into the temple’s north-
western corner (figs. 14, 15). This altar was in part 
formed of bedrock and in part built of large, roughly 
finished fieldstones. When the excavators cleared the 
northwestern altar, they found a large stone slab bro-
ken in two pieces leaning against the southern side; 
this may have served as a kind of level top (fig. 14). 
After removing the stone slab and the dirt behind, it 
was clear that the altar’s eastern half was constructed 
of four flat ashlars laid as steps against the bedrock 
(fig. 15).

Dedicatory vessels and objects were found through-
out the temple but in the heaviest concentrations on 
and around the two altars (figs. 16, 17; see table 1 for 
the distribution of finds). None of these items showed 
signs of fire, nor did the excavators encounter evidence 
of ashy or burned fills within the temple. Since the col-
umn bases indicate that the building was roofed, it is 
unlikely that the altars served as sacrificial platforms. 

Rather, they seem to have functioned as resting spots 
for the offerings that visitors left here. Several animal 
skulls found near the western platform and quantities 
of animal bones found just outside the temple to the 
west may be evidence of sacrificial or festive meals, 
either within or outside the building.

A side room (Locus 26) abuts the eastern wall of 
the temple. Only the lower foundation courses of the 
walls were preserved, so no entrance could be identi-
fied. Most of the floor of this room was packed dirt; 
in the southwestern corner was a patch of fieldstone 
paving. Only four dedicatory objects were found in-
side; thus, it does not appear to have been used as a 
repository for offerings. On the other hand, the room 
was filled with enormous quantities of broken, un-
restorable coarse pottery fragments, all of Galilean 
coarse wares (on which see further below). This may 
have been a storeroom for utility paraphernalia such 
as large jars, pitchers, and cooking pots. The fact that 
the pottery is so broken down may suggest purpose-
ful damage by later visitors, although the fabric is so 
soft and friable that the vessels could also simply have 
deteriorated on their own over time.

Architectural Summary

The identification of a temenos and temple on the 
lower terrace inspires two related questions: (1) the 

Fig. 11. View of the temple, looking east toward the side room.
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function of the Western Compound; and (2) the re-
lationship between that large construction and the 
temenos and temple. Both queries are complicated by 
the Western Compound’s incomplete preservation and 
the absence of telling finds. We evaluate the site as a 
whole at the end of this study, after the full presenta-
tion of the finds. Here we offer partial answers based 
on the architectural and topographic evidence. We can 

imagine two possibilities. The first is that the strongly 
built central podium was the foundation for what was 
essentially a marker, built high in order to be visible 
from the roads below and also to be able to function 
as observation post and guard tower. The second pos-
sibility is that it served as a kind of stage or platform 
for religious ceremonies connected with the temenos.

We favor the first explanation for several reasons. 
First, the Western Compound, by its situation and 
bulk, dominates the site and actually blocks rather than 
facilitates easy approach to the temenos. Second, both 
the open court to the east of the high platform and the 
intervening wall create significant barriers such that 
activities carried out on the platform would have been 
hidden to people in the temenos. Third, the massive 
construction reflected by the still-standing founda-
tions, interior walls, and extensive stone tumble are 
quite elaborate, more than would be needed for a stage 
support. Indeed, the Western Compound is the most 
substantial construction at Mizpe Yammim. Its large 
size, impressive building technique, and position on 
the very crest of the mountain reflect a significant in-
vestment of time and resources. The Western Com-
pound was strongly built, to stand tall and so be seen 

Fig. 13. Central column base, in situ inside temple.

Fig. 12. View of the temple, looking southwest, with two of the column bases indicated. Note the 
altar along the southern wall and two ashlars next to it.
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Fig. 15. Altar in the northwestern corner of the temple, from the southeast, after removal of the 
broken stone slab.

Fig. 14. Altar in the northwestern corner of the temple from the southeast, with broken stone slab 
in situ.



36 BERLIN AND FRANKEL BASOR 366

from afar. The adjacent lower temenos, with its small 
temple, appears to have been dependent on it, rather 
than vice versa.

the finds

The finds can be grouped into four categories. First 
are items that were clearly or most probably offer-
ings: small ceramic juglets and bottles, and individual 
objects, precious and otherwise. There are 103 such 
items, listed in table 1. Almost all of the ceramic of-
ferings are in a ware called Phoenician semi-fine, 
which petrographic analyses show was manufactured 
on the coast between Tyre and Mansuri, just north of 
modern Rosh ha-Niqra (see Petrographic Appendix). 
All of the offerings that are datable either objectively 
(i.e., silver coins) or by close comparanda (i.e., pot-
tery, fibulae, jewelry) come from the fifth and fourth 
centuries b.c.e. This indicates that the sanctuary was 
most regularly visited and maintained during the time 
that the region was under Achaemenid Persian rule.

The second category of finds comprises animal 
bones. Great quantities were recovered from the stony 

ground to the west of the temple (fig. 10: Locus 1); 
lesser amounts were found inside the temple itself. 
More than 20,000 pieces were counted, most of min-
ute size; the total weight was just over 30 kg. Analy-
sis shows that 95% of the bones were sheep or goat, 
almost 5% were bovine, and a final 0.2% were pig 
and goose. In addition to the broken fragments, several 
skulls of sheep and cattle were found on the north-
west altar inside the temple. While the skulls may have 
been special offerings, the precise nature of the mass 
of faunal remains is unclear. The excavators did not 
find the bones within specially delineated areas, such 
as pits or piles, nor did they find associated vessels or 
equipment such as spits. The great quantities just out-
side the temple may represent periodic cleaning out of 
the building or may indicate an area in which sacrifices 
and meals occurred. While some of the bones may be 
ritual residue, others may derive simply from meals 
enjoyed by the site’s guards in the years when a watch-
tower stood on the western platform, or by casual visi-
tors or temporary inhabitants in periods before or after 
the use of the tower and its associated sanctuary.

The third category of finds, recovered inside and 
in the side room of the temple, consists of masses of 
fragmentary coarse pottery, handmade, grit-laden, and 
low-fired. This pottery, which the excavators termed 
“Galilean Coarse Ware” (GCW), was by far the most 
abundant type of remain at the site and in fact is the 
most common find at sites in eastern Galilee with Per-
sian-period occupation (Frankel et al. 2001: 61–62, 
table 3.4). None of this pottery was restorable; diag-
nostic fragments reflect a utilitarian corpus consisting 
largely of store jars, pitchers and decanters, and bowls 

Fig. 17. Juglet and carrot-shaped bottle as found at the bot-
tom of the northwestern altar in the temple.

Fig. 16. Carrot-shaped bottles as found around the bottom 
of the northwestern altar in the temple.
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large and small. Of the 381 datable diagnostic frag-
ments, 5 may be Iron Age in date (although they may 
possibly date to the sixth century b.c.e.), while the 
remaining 376 fragments date to the fifth and fourth 
centuries b.c.e. (table 21). Petrographic analysis of 
23 GCW sherds from Mizpe Yammim and another 10 
sherds from other sites in Galilee indicate that all were 
likely manufactured in eastern Galilee, though varia-
tions in the type and number of inclusions suggest a 
number of small manufacturies, probably located in 
different villages (see Petrographic Appendix).

The fourth category comprises miscellaneous re-
mains that may or may not be sanctuary-related: 2 
coins and 15 small fragments of household pottery 
variously datable to the Persian, Hellenistic, and Ro-

man periods (table 22). While some may have been 
brought as offerings or for use in the sanctuary, others 
may be debris from casual visitors.

Below we present descriptions and discussions of 
all the finds recovered (except the bones), beginning 
with those that seem definitely to have been offerings. 
Of the 103 objects that can identified as offerings, 75 
are ceramic containers for perfume or scented oil, ei-
ther juglets or bottles (see table 2 for an overview). 
There are five specific types, including several not 
classified in the standard typology (for which see 
Stern 1982: 119–24). At the end of each description, 
we list other occurrences, examples in both the same 
shape and,  insofar as we can determine, the same ware. 
In addition to the bottles and juglets, the excavators 

Table 1. Summary of Votive Offerings from the Site by Type and Area
Sanctuary Bldg. Side

Room Locus 1
Western  

Compound
Surface 

near sanctuary TotalWest half East half
Juglets & bottles 39 14 4 8 7 3 75
Core-form glass 2 — — — 1 — 3
Jewelry 3 2 — 1 1 — 7
Slate palette — — — — 1 — 1
Fibulae 3 1 — — — 1 5
Arrowheads — 2 — — — 1 3
Coins 2 — — — — — 2
Bronze weights 1 1 — — — — 2
Bronze & stone figurines 4 — — — 1 — 5
Total 54 20 4 9 11 5 103

Table 2. Summary of Juglets and Bottles from the Site by Type and Area
Sanctuary Bldg. Side

Room Locus 1
Western

Compound
Surface 

near sanctuary TotalWest half East half
Carrot-shaped bottles 4 1 — — — — 5
Piriform juglets with flat bottom, 
white ware 2 — 1 1 1 — 5

Piriform juglets with flat bottom, 
semi-fine 2 — — 2 — 1 5

Ovoid juglets with bottle top, 
messy disk foot 15 — — — — — 15

Ovoid/globular juglets with 
thickened rim and flat bottom 18 1 2 — 3 1 25

Ovoid juglets with stumpy foot, 
white ware 7 — 1 — — — 8

Miscellaneous juglets 6 — 2 1 2 1 12
Total 54 2 6 4 6 3 75
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recovered a miscellany of 23 other objects. Almost all 
came from inside the sanctuary building and thus were 
likely dedications. To this group should be added the 
four bronze objects found in the vicinity of the sanc-
tuary building prior to excavation: an inscribed situla 
and three figurines, of an Apis bull, a prancing lion 
cub, and a recumbent ram (Frankel and Ventura 1998).

Carrot-Shaped Bottles (fig. 18; table 3)

Five carrot-shaped bottles were found inside the 
sanctuary building, of which four are cataloged. All 
are handmade, about the same size, and apparently of 
the same ware, a granular, light brownish pink with 
many small, rounded, red and white inclusions. They 
are differentiated by small variations in rim form, the 
size and configuration of the mouth and neck opening, 
the wall thickness, and the heaviness of the bottom. 
Potters clearly copied the specific and rather impracti-
cal shape of these vessels from more finely made im-
ports, either the elegant white Assyrian bottles of the 
mid-seventh to mid-sixth centuries b.c.e. known from 
sites throughout Mesopotamia and the Levant (Stern 
1982: 125) or decorated vessels from northern Syria 
(e.g., Deve Hüyük: Moorey 1980: fig. 3.16, 17).

Distribution

Carrot-shaped bottles are found in greatest con-
centrations throughout the region of Yehud, though 
never in quantity at any one place; Stern cites ex-
amples from Beer Sheba, Bethany, Beth Shemesh, 
Beth Zur, En Gedi, Jerusalem, and Tell el-Ful (Stern 
1982: 125). North of Yehud such bottles appear at Tell 
en-Nasbeh (McCown 1947: 226, fig. 58.9; Wampler 
1947: pls. 75.1732, 27.465–66) and Hazor (Yadin et 
al. 1958: pls. 80:22, 154:14). The absence of carrot-
shaped bottles at sites with large exposures of Per-

sian-period occupation, such as Dor, Tel Michal, and 
Apollonia-Arsuf, coupled with the southern tilt in the 
distribution pattern, may indicate that the bottles were 
manufactured in Yehud, which of course would also 
suggest that the scented unguent they carried came 
from there as well. This is Stern’s Type C2 (Stern 
1982: 125–27, fig. 197).

Piriform Juglets with Flat Bottom, Semi-Fine Ware 
(fig. 19; table 4)

The elements of this juglet are a flat bottom, a 
small, sack-like piriform body, short narrow neck, 
thickened or slightly cupped rim, and sturdy vertical 
handle, slightly pulled out to provide room for easy 
grasping. All examples of this occur in semi-fine 
ware, indicating that potters on the southern Phoe-
nician coast manufactured these vessels. It appears 
from the photographs and published descriptions 
that the ware of the juglets from Tel Megadim, Tel 
Mevorakh, and Tel Michal are also Phoenician semi-
fine, although there is no scientific confirmation of 
this. A large group of juglets of identical form from 
Deve Hüyük may indicate another manufactory in the 
northern Euphrates region (Moorey 1980: fig. 4.35, 
36, 43, 44). All of these productions appear to be 
smaller, plain versions of a contemporary decorated 
piriform juglet type known from Al Mina and Deve 
Hüyük (Lehmann 1998: fig. 9:11; Moorey 1980: fig. 
4.39, 40; see also Stern 1982: 120, fig. 180).

Distribution

This juglet type has been recovered from Ayelet 
ha-Shachar (Kletter and Zwickel 2006: fig. 6:4); Hazor 
(Yadin et al. 1961: pls. 191:1, 11, 257:15, 364:8, fourth 
century b.c.e.; Bonfil and Greenberg 1997: fig. 2.60:8, 
photo 2:55, fourth century b.c.e.); Tel Abu Hawam 

Table 3. Carrot-shaped Bottles Illustrated in Figure 18

No. Type Locus Basket Preservation, ware, description
1 Bottle 8 418 Two joining fragments preserve entire vessel; clean break at neck. Granular, light 

brownish pink (5YR 7/6); many small rounded red and white inclusions.
2 Bottle 8 419 Intact. Ware same as no. 1, above. Surface abraded. Mouth opening evenly 

finished; short cylindrical neck.
3 Bottle 8 399 Intact. Ware same as no. 1, above. Rim and neck attached slightly off-center; 

mouth opening very small. Traces of vertical and horizontal paring.
4 Bottle 15 353 Intact. Sandy brownish pink (7.5YR 7/6); many small, rounded white inclusions. 

Body irregular, one side pared more than the other. Mouth opening very small, 
irregularly shaped.
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(Hamilton 1934: pl. 32:3; 1935: fig. 7); Dor (Stern 
1995: fig. 2.11:4, in levels of the fifth and fourth cen-
turies b.c.e.); Lachish (Tufnell 1953: pl. 73.29, tomb 
4005, post-586 b.c.e.); Tel Megadim (Stern 1982: fig. 
186); Tel Mevorakh (Stern 1978: fig. 9.17, pl. 28.7); 
Tel Michal (Singer-Avitz 1989: figs. 9.1:7, 9.2:10, 

9.15:9, Strata XI–IX, late sixth–fifth century b.c.e.); 
Shiqmona (Elgavish 1968: pl. 33:20); Sukas (Riis 
1970: fig. 26a, fifth century b.c.e.); Tel Kedesh/Tell 
Abu Qudeis in the lower Galilee (Stern and Beit Arieh 
1979: fig. 8:14). This is Stern’s juglet Type 3 (Stern 
1982: 121–22).

Fig. 18. Carrot-shaped bottles. See table 3 for descriptions.
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Fig. 19. Piriform juglets with flat bottom, Phoenician semi-fine ware. See table 4 for descriptions.

Ovoid Juglets with Bottle Top and Messy Disk Foot, 
Semi-Fine Ware (figs. 20, 21; tables 5, 6)

These small vessels have an ovoid body, with the 
greatest diameter just above the midpoint, a cylindri-
cal neck, and a protruding, thickened rim fashioned 

like a modern-day soda bottle. Like the piriform jug-
lets, these also have a sturdy, slightly pulled-out verti-
cal handle to facilitate grasping. Most notably, all rest 
on a thick, uneven disk foot with messy protrusions 
and grooves that appear to be the result of the potter 
quickly hacking the vessel off the wheel. All examples 
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are in Phoenician semi-fine ware and thus were man-
ufactured on the coast between Tyre and ʿAkko. Inter-
estingly, the only certain other occurrences of these 
juglets are from graves at Atlit, Tell Abu Hawam, and 
Hazor, which suggests that they were made especially 
to provide casual, inexpensive offerings.

Distribution

This ovoid juglet type has been found at Atlit 
(Johns 1933: pl. 31.791), Tel Abu Hawam (Hamilton 
1934: pl. 32:8, 9), Hazor (Yadin et al. 1958: pl. 79:8), 
and perhaps also at Tel Michal (Singer-Avitz 1989: fig. 
9.8:11, Stratum VII, early fourth century b.c.e.). It is 
similar in general form to Stern’s Type 6 (Stern 1982: 
123–24, fig. 189), though Stern’s Type 6 has a high 
foot and is generally painted.

Ovoid and Globular Juglets with Thickened Rim 
and Flat Bottom, Semi-Fine Ware (figs. 22–24; 
tables 7–9)

These two forms, both manufactured in Phoenician 
semi-fine, are almost identical. Vessels have a simple, 
flat bottom; small body; sturdy, slightly pulled-out 
vertical handle; long cylindrical neck; and simple 
thickened rim. They differ only in the shape of the 
body, some being ovoid and some globular (meaning 
that the point of greatest diameter is variously above 
or at the midpoint). Since they are contemporary and 
come from the same production zone, the difference 
is rather minor and may reflect nothing more signifi-
cant than that they come from nearby workshops or 
even two different potters in the same workshop. As 
with the ovoid juglets with messy disk foot described 

above, these also are uncommon and almost never ap-
pear in household deposits (the vessel from Shiqmona 
is the only example).

Distribution

Similar ovoid juglets have been found at Hazor 
(Yadin et al. 1958: pls. 80:9, 154:18; Yadin et al. 1961: 
pls. 191:2, 3, 9, 10, 364:4, 5, fourth century b.c.e.; 
Bonfil and Greenberg 1997: fig. 2.60:3, 4, 11, photo 
2:51, fourth century b.c.e.); and Megiddo (Lamon and 
Shipton 1939: pl. 1:3, 5). They are similar in form to 
Stern’s Type 6 (Stern 1982: 123–24, fig. 189), though 
Stern's Type 6 has a high foot and is generally painted.

Globular juglets have been found at Jaffa (Avner 
and Eshel 1996: pl. 1.1); Shiqmona (Elgavish 1968: 
pl. 33:19); Hazor (Yadin et al. 1958: pls. 80: 1, 7, 
8; 154:15, 16, 19; Bonfil and Greenberg 1997: fig. 
2.60:5, photo 2:54, fourth century b.c.e.); and Me-
giddo (Lamon and Shipton 1939: pl. 1:4). They are 
similar in form to Stern’s Type 6 (Stern 1982: 123–24, 
fig. 189), though Stern’s Type 6 has a high foot and is 
generally painted.

Ovoid Juglets with Stumpy Foot and Sunken 
Shoulder, White Ware (fig. 25; table 10)

The distinguishing features of this juglet are its 
bottle top, inset neck, thick walls, and stumpy foot. 
All examples are in Phoenician white ware, a grittier, 
paler version of semi-fine ware also manufactured in 
the vicinity of Tyre (Berlin 1997: 10–11). Vessels of 
identical form and fabric were found at Tel Anafa, but 
those carry a band of light red wash around the body, 
whereas the Mizpe Yammim juglets are plain. Three 

Table 4. Piriform Juglets with Flat Bottom Illustrated in Figure 19

No. Type Locus Basket Preservation, ware, description

1 Juglet 19 165 Thirty-nine joining fragments preserve entire vessel. Phoenician semi-fine ware 
(2.5Y 7/2–4), soft and slightly gritty, fully fired. Simple thickened rim, narrow 
base with no indication of string cutting.

2 Juglet 1 246 Six joining fragments preserve most of vessel from bottom to just below rim, 
beginning and base of handle. Ware same as no. 1, above.

3 Juglet 8 397 Intact. Ware same as no. 1, above.
4 Juglet 26 433 Ten joining fragments preserve entire vessel to top of neck. Ware same as no. 1, 

above.
5 Juglet 8 300 Eight joining fragments preserve most of lower body, half of upper body, top 

and bottom of handle. Ware same as no. 1, above.
6 Juglet 26 360 Intact except for rim. Messy button base. Ware same as no. 1, above.
7 Juglet 26 455 Twelve joining fragments preserve complete vessel to lower neck. Messy button 

base. Ware same as no. 1, above.
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very fragmentary juglets of this type and ware were 
analyzed by thin-section (unillustrated; see Petro-
graphic Appendix, samples 1–3).

Distribution

This type of ovoid juglet is similar to ex-
amples from Tel Anafa (Berlin 1997: 51–52, PW 

49–52, pls. 9, 74); it is also possibly similar to a juglet 
from Tel Mevorakh (Stern 1978: fig. 9.21).

Miscellaneous Juglets (figs. 26–27; tables 11–12)

In addition to the 63 juglets and bottles that may be 
grouped according to types, another 12 vessels were 
found that are singular forms and largely without par-

Fig. 20. Ovoid juglets with bottle top and messy disk foot, Phoenician semi-fine ware. See table 5 for 
 descriptions.
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allels elsewhere. Most of these miscellaneous juglets 
were manufactured in Phoenician white ware or semi-
fine, and so were brought from the coast to be dedi-
cated in the sanctuary.

Bronze and Stone Figurines

Two figural pieces were found during the excavation. 
One, a bronze Osiris, comes from the West Compound 
(fig. 28; H. 10.2 cm). The bearded figure stands erect 
on a small square pedestal, with a vertical peg below 

and a small loop on the left side. He wears the Atef 
crown and uraeus on his head, and holds his identify-
ing attributes of crook and flagellum in his right and 
left hands, respectively. The Mizpe Yammim Osiris is 
essentially identical to one found at Gibeon (Pritchard 
1964: fig. 50.1), very close to one found in the High 
Place at Dan (Biran 1994: fig. 39), and is similar to one 
of the seven Osiris figurines found in a cache of bronze 
figurines at Ashkelon (Iliffe 1935: pl. 30:1). Details of 
style and proportion—especially the arrangement of the 
stiffly opposing hands—conform with Osiris figurines 

Table 5. Ovoid Juglets with Bottle Top and Messy Disk Foot, Illustrated in Figure 20
No. Type Locus Basket Preservation, ware, description

1 Juglet 22 452 Eleven joining fragments preserve entire vessel. Phoenician semi-fine ware 
(7.5YR 7/6), chalky light peach brown; many fine and small white and red 
inclusions, fully fired.

2 Juglet 8 434 Two joining fragments preserve entire vessel. Ware same as  no. 1, above.
3 Juglet 16 451 Ten joining fragments preserve complete profile, about two-thirds of 

circumference, lower handle stub. Ware same as no. 1, above.
4 Juglet 15 310 Single fragment preserves complete vessel to neck. Ware same as  no. 1, above. 
5 Juglet 8 359 Single fragment preserves complete vessel except for handle. Ware same as no. 1, 

above.
6 Juglet 17 339 Fourteen joining fragments preserve entire vessel except for handle. Ware same 

as no. 1, above.

Table 6. Ovoid Juglets with Bottle Top and Messy Disk Foot, Illustrated in Figure 21
No. Type Locus Basket Preservation, ware, description

1 Juglet 23 431 Two joining fragments preserve entire foot and lower half of body. Phoenician 
semi-fine ware, same as fig. 20.1, above.

2 Juglet 8 253 Two joining fragments preserve entire foot, about one-quarter of lower body. 
Semi-fine ware, same as fig. 20.1, above.

3 Juglet 15 318 Two joining fragments preserve entire foot, most of lower body. Semi-fine ware, 
same as fig. 20.1, above.

Fig. 21. Ovoid juglets with bottle top and messy disk foot, Phoenician semi-fine ware. See table 6 for descriptions.
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from Egypt dating to the 26th Dynasty (664–525 b.c.e.) 
(Page-Gasser 2001: 57; Roe der 1956: 156–57, 549, 
Type 199, Abb. 212, pl. 23h).

The second piece, a statuette carved from a block 
of green schist depicting Isis, Osiris, and Horus, was 
found broken in two pieces near the altar inside the 
temple (fig. 29; H. 13.5 cm; see also Frankel 1997: 
51).4 The figures are carved in relief, standing on a 
base, erect and facing forward, so close that their arms 

4 We thank Adi Erlich for her help with the description of this 
statuette and for several helpful bibliographic suggestions.

touch. The soft stone has worn away most details, in-
cluding the faces of each figure.

On the left stands Isis. On her head is a crown with 
the horned disk above, her hair coming down on either 
side of her shoulders in a formal, wig-like style. Her 
left arm is stretched straight down along her body; her 
right arm is broken at the elbow, but the space remain-
ing suggests that it was slightly elevated or extended. 
She wears a long, form-fitting sheath. Her legs are 
straight and her feet parallel. Osiris stands in the cen-
ter. He wears the Atef crown but without a discernible 
uraeus. The front of the figure is so worn that most 

Fig. 22. Ovoid juglets with thickened rim and flat bottom, Phoenician semi-fine ware. See table 
7 for descriptions.

Table 7. Ovoid Juglets with Thickened Rim and Flat Bottom Illustrated in Figure 22
No. Type Locus Basket Preservation, ware, description

1 Juglet, ovoid 9 254 Single fragment preserves complete vessel to top of neck. Phoenician semi-
fine ware (5YR 7/8), chalky golden brown; many fine and small white and red 
inclusions; fully fired.

2 Juglet, ovoid 15 370 Two joining fragments preserve complete vessel to top of neck. Ware same as 
no. 1, above.

3 Juglet, ovoid 8 253 Eighteen joining fragments preserve most of vessel to mid-neck and lower handle 
attachment. Ware same as no. 1, above.

4 Juglet, ovoid 15 417 Single fragment preserves complete vessel to top of neck. Ware same as no. 1, 
above.
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details are invisible, though his distinctive, narrow, 
triangular beard remains. He wears a long robe with 
a decorated neck piece, his arms crossed close to his 
chest. Like Isis, his legs are straight and feet parallel. 
The figure on the right is only partially preserved. He 
wears the double crown of Upper and Lower Egypt, 
and his hair extends down and over his shoulder. His 
face and body are mostly broken away, but it is pos-
sible to make out the shallow grooves delineating his 
short kilt. His right arm hangs rigidly against his side. 
His left leg is advanced, and the toes on the preserved 
right foot are long and carefully delineated. Bronze 
statuettes of Osiris and his family standing in this pre-
cise arrangement are known from Egypt in contexts 

of the Third Intermediate period (Dynasties 21–24, 
1070–712 b.c.e.) (Roeder 1956: 490–92, Type 664, 
Abb. 758; for the feet, Taf. 66c).

In addition to the small bronze Osiris and schist 
statuette, four bronze items were found prior to exca-
vation in the course of an archaeological survey led 
by Y. Tepper: a situla (fig. 30), an Apis bull (fig. 31), a 
prancing lion cub (fig. 32), and a recumbent ram (fig. 
33; for all, see Frankel and Ventura 1998).5 During 
the excavation, it became clear that the bronzes had 

5 All four are currently on loan from the Israel Antiquities Au-
thority to the Israel Museum and are on exhibit in the Museum’s 
Archaeology wing.

Fig. 23. Globular juglets with thickened rim and flat bottom, Phoenician semi-fine ware. See table 8 for 
 descriptions.

Table 8. Ovoid Juglets with Thickened Rim and Flat Bottom Illustrated in Figure 23
No. Type Locus Basket Preservation, ware, description

1 Juglet, globular 8 398 Intact. Phoenician semi-fine ware (7.5YR 7/6); soft pale brown; many fine and 
small white and red inclusions; fully fired.

2 Juglet, globular 15 449 Twelve joining fragments preserve complete vessel to top of neck. Semi-fine ware, 
same as no. 1, above.

3 Juglet, globular 8 323 Single fragment preserves complete vessel to top of neck. Semi-fine ware, same as 
no. 1, above.

4 Juglet, globular 8 253 Five joining fragments preserve rim and neck to beginning of shoulder, upper 
portion of handle. Semi-fine ware, same as no. 1, above.
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probably been situated on or immediately next to the 
northwestern altar in the temple. Although these have 
been fully published, in the interest of completeness 
we here provide summary descriptions.

The situla (fig. 30) (L. 16.7 cm) is decorated with 
five engraved bands depicting, from top to bottom, the 
first line of a two-part Phoenician inscription; the solar 
bark being towed by jackals; a single male worship-
per making an offering of flower, food, and drink to a 
group of Egyptian deities; six rectangles containing 
kneeling human figures with falcon and jackal heads, 
which represent the souls of Pe and Nekhen; and an 
elaborate lotus flower. The second part of the Phoeni-
cian inscription runs vertically between the beginning 

and end of the second decorated band. The inscription 
had been added secondarily to the situla. The original 
reading was as follows: “(belonging) to ʿkbw the son 
of bd ʿsmn/I am making (this inscription?) for Astarte 
because/(she) heard (my) voice” (Frankel and Ventura 
1998: 40–49; Kamlah 1999: 168–69; Herrman 2000). 
Weippert (1999) offers an emendation: “(Votive offer-
ing of) ʿAkbor, son of Bodʾeshmun, made to Astarte, 
because she heard his voice.” Weippert notes that the 
theophoric name would suggest a Sidonian dedication. 
Dated parallels for the script as well as the vessel’s 
form and decoration come from the sixth and fifth cen-
turies b.c.e. The situla was probably made in Egypt, 
with the inscription added later.

Fig. 24. Tops and bottoms of ovoid and globular juglets with thickened rim and flat bottom, Phoenician 
semi-fine ware. See table 9 for descriptions.

Table 9. Ovoid Juglets with Thickened Rim and Flat Bottom Illustrated in Figure 24
No. Type Locus Basket Preservation, ware, description

1 Juglet 5 276 Single fragment preserves entire rim, most of neck, upper part of handle. 
Phoenician semi-fine ware (5YR 7/8); chalky golden brown; many fine and small 
white and red inclusions; fully fired.

2 Juglet 8 422 Single fragment preserves entire rim and neck, upper part of handle. Semi-fine 
ware, same as no. 1, above.

3 Juglet 8 365 Single fragment preserves half of rim and neck. Semi-fine ware, same as no. 1, 
above.

4 Juglet 1 268 Two joining fragments preserve entire bottom and lower body. Semi-fine ware, 
same as no. 1, above.

5 Juglet 15 343 Single fragment preserves entire bottom. Semi-fine ware, same as no. 1, above.
6 Juglet 13 411 Single fragment preserves entire bottom and lower body. Semi-fine ware, same as 

no. 1, above.
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The Apis bull (fig. 31) (H. 7.5 cm, L. 7.8 cm) has a 
sun disk with a uraeus between his horns, an upside-
down triangle incised on his forehead, a decorated 
ribbon around his neck, a blanket pattern etched on 
his back, and winged scarabs in front and behind the 
blanket. When it was found, the left hind leg was 
missing; it was found during the excavation inside the 
sanctuary. It is likely that the bull originally stood on a 
rectangular base that was later deliberately broken off 
(Frankel and Ventura 1998: 49–51).

The lion cub (fig. 32) (L. 8.6 cm, H. 4.7 cm) 
crouches on its haunches as if about to pounce. The 
figure is cast but the mane is not molded; rather, all 

details are sketchily rendered by etching. There is a 
hole through the body; that and the unusual stance sug-
gest that it was originally attached to another object 
or vessel as a decorative detail (Frankel and Ventura 
1998: 51–53).

The recumbent ram (fig. 33) (H. 4.6 cm, L. 6.1 cm) 
sits on folded legs, with his head facing sideways. 
Long ears hide his horns; a long tail reaches to the 
ground. The figure is pure bronze, cast, with minimal 
delineation of features such as eyes and nostrils. The 
body is smooth and without markings. Similarly sized 
and posed bronze animals have been found at Ash-
kelon and Tell Abu Hawam (Iliffe 1935: 68, pl. 34:4–7; 

Fig. 25. Ovoid juglets with stumpy foot and sunken shoulder, white ware. See table 10 for descriptions.

Table 10. Ovoid Juglets with Stumpy Foot and Sunken Shoulder, Illustrated in Figure 25
No. Type Locus Basket Preservation, ware, description

1 Juglet 8 323 Single fragment preserves rim to top of neck. White ware (10YR 7/4); gritty with 
many small and medium angular white and rounded gray inclusions; fully fired.

2 Juglet 15 321 Single fragment preserves half of foot to lower wall. White ware, same as no. 1, 
above.

3 Juglet 8 380 Single fragment preserves most of foot to lower body. White ware, same as no. 1, 
above.

4 Juglet 15 362 Twenty joining fragments preserve complete foot and lower body, and about one-
third of upper body to shoulder. White ware, same as no. 1, above.

5 Juglet 1 255 Single fragment preserves entire foot and lower body. White ware, same as no. 1, 
above. Very lumpy, uneven resting surface.
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Fig. 26. Miscellaneous juglets. See table 11 for descriptions.

Table 11. Miscellaneous Juglets Illustrated in Figure 26
No. Type Locus Basket Preservation, ware, description

1 Juglet 8 426 Four joining fragments preserve entire vessel to top of neck, including handle. 
White ware, same as fig. 25.1, above. Heavy walls, inset neck, and narrow handle, 
oval in section. Parallel: Hazor (Yadin et al. 1958: pl. 80:2, 3, 5; Yadin 1972: 
194–96; Bonfil and Greenberg 1997: 159, photos 2.51, 55).

2 Juglet 5 311 Forty-five fragments, most joining, preserve about half of vessel from neck to 
foot. White ware, same as fig. 25.1, above. Neck sunk into shoulder, thick string-
cut disk foot.

3 Juglet 19 166 Three joining fragments preserve entire lower body, about one-third of upper body 
to bottom of neck, and lower handle attachment. White ware, same as fig. 25.1, 
above. Messy stubby disk foot, uneven resting surface. The shape and ware are 
very similar to so-called Samian bottles (Culican 1975: fig. 2A; Lehmann 1996: 
481, Form G26a/1), which are of East Greek manufacture.

4 Juglet or 
amphoriskos

8 305 Single fragment preserves entire bottom, about one-third of lower body. 
Phoenician semi-fine ware, same as fig. 24.1, above. Narrow body, thick walls, 
heavy solid toe.

5 Juglet 1 392 Single fragment preserves entire lower body. Sandy yellowish brown (10YR 7/6); 
many small and medium red and white inclusions. Neat hole in center of bottom.
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Fig. 27. Miscellaneous juglets. See table 12 for descriptions.

Table 12. Miscellaneous Juglets Illustrated in Figure 27
No. Type Locus Basket Preservation, ware, description

1 Juglet 16 338 Intact. Gritty, light pink-brown (5YR 7/6) with many small, medium, and large rounded and 
angular white inclusions. Slightly lopsided. Thick disk foot, uneven resting surface. 

2 Juglet 15 394 Single fragment preserves entire vessel to top of neck, with lower handle attachment. Ware same 
as no. 1, above. Slightly lopsided. Thick walls and thick, uneven disk foot.

3 Juglet 8 421 Six joining fragments preserve complete profile, entire rim, neck, and handle, about half of body. 
Semi-fine ware (7.5YR 7/6).

4 Juglet 1 278 Six joining fragments preserve entire vessel to mid-neck, with lower handle attachment. Soft, 
semi-fine ware (5YR 7/8), with many small and medium rounded red and white inclusions; fully 
fired. Neat, even globular body; nicely finished disk foot. Parallels: Dor (Stern 1995: fig. 2.11:6, 
Area C2, Phase 6a, ca. 400–350 b.c.e.).

5 Juglet 19 167 Single fragment preserves about one-third of rim and top of neck. Ware same as no. 4, above. 
Straight, thick ledge rim.

6 Dipper 
juglet

8 317 Intact. Ware same as no. 4, above. Neat disk foot, not string-cut. High-swung, flattened oval 
handle, good for grasping. Parallels: Shiqmona (Elgavish 1968: pl. 34:22–26, fifth/fourth 
centuries b.c.e.).

7 Dipper 
juglet

none 231 Single fragment preserves about one-third of rim, entire neck and handle, about one-third 
of upper body. Ware same as no. 4, above. Thin, even walls, neatly beveled rim. Parallels: 
Shiqmona (Elgavish 1968: pl. 33:12, fifth/fourth centuries b.c.e.).
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Hamilton 1934: 18, no. 39). All were hollow, filled 
with lead, and clearly functioned as weights. It is 
probable that the Mizpe Yammim ram, though solid 
bronze, was also intended to be a weight (Frankel and 
Ventura 1998: 51; and see further below).

Slate Palette (fig. 34)

A single small fragment of the midsection of a slate 
palette was found in the Western Compound (Locus 
12, basket 159; P. W. 5.0 cm, Th. 0.7 cm). There is a 
neatly drilled hole toward one edge. The material is 

a smooth, dark blue-gray stone. The form is similar 
to animal-shaped palettes from the Naqada II period 
(3500–3200 b.c.e.; see Ciałowicz 1991: 30–32; Petrie 
1920: pl. 43:3J, 8D, 9D; 1921: pl. 53:20c). Both the 
material and the form are Egyptian.

This object was already an antiquity by the time it 
arrived at Mizpe Yammim, since such palettes were 
produced in Egypt only in Predynastic times—that 
is, through the fourth millennium b.c.e. but not after-
ward (Petrie 1920: 36; Ciałowicz 1991: 10, 19–21). 
Two explanations for the presence of this item at 
Mizpe Yammim may be offered. It could have been a 
curio acquired in Egypt. Modern excavation of some 
Egyptian cemetery sites show use of the cemeteries 

Fig. 31. Bronze Apis bull.
Fig. 32. Bronze lion cub.

Fig. 33. Bronze recumbent ram.

Fig. 34. Slate palette.
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in both the Predynastic and Late periods, a situation 
that would explain how in the fifth century b.c.e. 
someone could have come across objects buried 3,000 
years earlier (e.g., Minshat Abu Omar, in the Egyptian 
Delta; Kroeper 1996: 70). A second possibility would 
link the acquisition of an ancient Egyptian grave good 
with the infamous episode recounted by Herodotus 
(Histories 3.37), in which a burial ground at Memphis 
was ransacked during the invasion of Cambyses in 525 
b.c.e. Sidonians and Tyrians are attested as part of that 
expeditionary force, and the fact that three Sidonian 
kings were buried in looted Egyptian anthropoid sar-
cophagi dating from the sixth century b.c.e. provides 
circumstantial support for the veracity of this episode 
and Phoenician participation in it (Buhl 1959: 15–19, 
213–15; Hamdy Bey and Reinach 1892: 373; Kelly 
1987: 47–48; Elayi 2006).6

Core-Formed Glass

A rim fragment of a core-formed glass alabastron 
was found in the West Building (fig. 35.1; table 13), 
and two tiny wall fragments of core-formed glass 
bottles came from the temple. All three vessels belong 
to Grose’s Mediterranean Group I, which includes the 
most widespread and most elegant of such vessels, and 
which were produced in quantity from the later sixth 
through the early decades of the fifth century b.c.e. 
(Grose 1989: 110–15). No workshops that manufac-
tured core-formed glass vessels of this group have been 
located, but the distribution of finds strongly suggests 
that they were made in Ionia and the southeastern Ae-
gean. About 40 core-formed vessels of Mediterranean 
Group I have been found in Persian-period contexts in 
the southern Levant, the majority at sites on the coast 
and in Galilee (Jackson-Tal 2008: 81–83).

Jewelry

A few fragments of silver, bronze, and stone jew-
elry were found: a silver inlay in the shape of a Hathor 
wig (fig. 35.2; table 13); a small eye-shaped bangle in 
beaten silver (fig. 35.3); a fragment of a bronze brace-
let with the ends cast and finished as animal heads (fig. 
35.4); two beads, one of carnelian and barrel-shaped, 

6 Possibly relevant here is the inscription on the bronze situla. 
Weippert (1999) has suggested an emendation of the dedicant’s 
name to Bodʾeshmun, which would then support his identification 
as a Sidonian. If, as seems probable, the situla was made in Egypt 
but the Phoenician inscription added later, this object could be taken 
as another small piece of circumstantial support.

the second of blue glass formed into a biconical loz-
enge (fig. 35.5, 6; table 13); and a silver ring (fig. 35.7; 
table 13). An identical eye-shaped bangle was found 
in the sanctuary atop Mount Gerizim, and an identical 
Hathor-wig inlay was recovered in a rich Late Bronze 
Age tomb near the town of Kouklia, on Cyprus. An-
imal-adorned bracelets very similar to this example 
are known from sixth- to fourth-century b.c.e. con-
texts at Deve Hüyük, Kamid el-Loz, Akhziv, Kedesh, 
and Hazor. Persian-period producers continued a long 
tradition of crafting inexpensive versions of luxurious 
animal-style adornments in precious metals, not only 
bracelets but also armlets and anklets (Moorey 1980: 
78; Hachmann and Penner 1999: 219–20).

Weights

One small bronze weight in the shape of a truncated 
spheroid was found in the eastern half of the sanctuary 
building (fig. 35:8; table 13). Neither the shape nor the 
weight, 11.17 g, conforms to a known Phoenician form 
or standard. The closest comparanda are three small 
square weights weighing between 11.0 and 11.4 g, 
one of which was found with a group of graduated 
weights from Ashkelon (Iliffe 1935: 68); the other two 
are said to come from Jerusalem and Lebanon (Elayi 
and Elayi 1997: 57, nos. 39–41). It is also possible that 
this weight was made on the standard of the Judaean 
shekel, which seems to have weighed between 11 and 
11.5 g (Tufnell 1953: 353–55; Rimon 2005 105; Klet-
ter 1998: 76). However, such Judaean weights were 
stone rather than bronze, and in any event none are 
known from certainly dated Persian-period contexts 
(Stern 1982: 215–17).

This is actually one of two weights from the site, 
the other being the bronze recumbent ram found 
prior to excavation and discussed above (fig. 33). It 
weighs 246.3 g, also a size that cannot be linked to a 
known standard. The closest analogue is a small lion 
weight found at Nimrud, inscribed on the bottom in 
Phoenician or Aramaic LMLK, weighing 250.7 g and 
dating to the eighth century b.c.e. (Elayi and Elayi 
1997: 46, no. 1). The meaning of these objects as 
dedications is unlikely to be connected to their origi-
nal function as commercial weights; more probably 
it relates to the worth of their material, even if the 
worth of the bronze was relatively nominal. The of-
fering of weights as dedications is known from other 
Phoenician sanctuaries—for example, the Sanctuary 
of Milkʾastart at Oumm el-ʿAmed (Dunand and Duru 
1962: 175–76).



532012 THE SANCTUARY AT MIZPE YAMMIM

Arrowheads

Three bronze arrowheads were found, two in the 
eastern half of the sanctuary building (fig. 35:9, 10; 
table 13) and one on the surface within the teme-
nos (fig. 35:11; table 13). All have a long socket 
and sharp three-lobed blade. This type, convention-
ally termed Irano-Scythian, was the standard type of 
arrow head used by imperial Achaemenid troops, as 
evidenced by the quantities found at Persepolis as 
well as on battlefield sites from the Persian-Greek 
wars of the fifth century b.c.e. (Schmidt 1957: 99; 
Moorey 1980: 64–66; Stern 1982: 154–56). It is im-
possible to determine if the arrowheads were, in fact, 
purposeful dedications, although it may be noted that 
their date conforms with that of the sanctuary’s ac-
tive life, and such items have been found in other 
Phoenician sanctuaries—for example, the Sanctuary 
of Milkʾastart at Oumm el-ʿAmed (Dunand and Duru 
1962: fig. 72, middle).

Fibulae

The excavators recovered five fibulae, four from 
inside the temple itself and the fifth on the surface 
within the temenos. All have spring catches and neatly 
folded catch plates. The four found in the temple are 
small, with triangular bows and grooved or beaded 
decoration on each arm (fig. 35:13–16; table 13; Stro-
nach 1959: 195–96, Type III 4; 197–200, Type III 7; 
Muhly and Muhly 1989; Stern 1982: 153; Pedde 2000: 
Groups C4.2, C1.4, C4.1). The fifth is larger, with an 
undecorated arched bow (fig. 35:12; table 13; Pedde 
2000: 156–57, Group B5). Despite their formal differ-
ences, all belong to a single large category in Pedde’s 
corpus, typical of Levantine sites in the second half 
of the fifth and fourth centuries b.c.e. (Pedde 2000: 
367–68).

Coins (fig. 36; table 14)7

In the western half of the sanctuary were found 
two tiny silver fractions from the mint of Tyre in the 
Persian period. According to new research (Elayi and 
Elayi 2009), these should be dated from the last quar-
ter of the fifth to the mid-fourth century b.c.e. One 
further Seleucid bronze coin from the mint of Tyre was 
found, most probably from the reign of Antiochus IV 

7 We thank Danny Syon for the identification and description 
of the coins.

(175–164 b.c.e.). In the temenos, a much worn Byzan-
tine follis was found from the mint of Constantinople, 
dating to the first decades after the monetary reform of 
Anastasius in 498 c.e.

Other Pottery (figs. 37–42; tables 15–22)

In the fills within the sanctuary and the West Build-
ing, the excavators also recovered a great deal of lo-
cally manufactured, coarse, handmade pottery (figs. 
37–39; tables 15–17, 21) as well as a small scattering 
of other pottery from Iron Age, Persian, and later times 
(figs. 40–42; tables 18–20, 22). The specific coarse 
wares represented are Galilean coarse wares (GCW), 
all of which derive from eastern Upper Galilee (Fran-
kel et al. 2001: 61–62); a gritty, light yellow-pink 
coarse ware likely made in the Hula Valley (fig. 38.3–
5; table 16); and a low-fired, smooth, light brown ware 
also likely made in the Hula Valley (not illustrated; see 
Petrographic Appendix, sample 41).

Galilean coarse wares (GCW) comprise primarily 
vessels dating to the Persian period; a few items could 
date to the Iron Age but may also be as late as the 
sixth century b.c.e. Petrographic analysis shows that 
there were several ware formulations, all comprised 
of the same basic matrix but with identifiably distinct 
types and ratios of temper. Most of the shapes found at 
Mizpe Yammim are common household forms—jars, 
jugs, decanters, bowls, and cooking pots. With the ex-
ception of two fragments bearing wedge-shaped im-
pressions (fig. 39.8–9; table 17), they are undecorated. 
The only unusual component among the coarse wares 
are fragments of two large scoops (fig. 37.5; table 15; 
and unillustrated). Both are broad, shallow bowls but 
with somewhat different shapes. One has a partially 
bent wall and a wide irregular profile. The second frag-
ment (fig. 37.5; table 15) has a sharply folded-in rim 
which creates a pinched shape, and a thick strap handle 
that extends from the rim out, around, and down to the 
lower wall. To our knowledge, no such vessels have 
been identified from Persian-period sites in the Levant. 
Scoops of a somewhat different form are quite widely 
attested from frontier administrative sites of the tenth 
through seventh centuries b.c.e., where they generally 
appear in or near food storage facilities (Gitin 1993). 
These earlier scoops, which were also made in coarse, 
undecorated wares, are broad, shallow bowls with a 
bent wall and two low, wide strap handles. They ap-
pear to have been used by officials when apportioning 
food. The two Mizpe Yammim scoops may also have 
been used for meting out portions.
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In the Petrographic Appendix, we provide full vi-
sual descriptions and petrographic analyses of the Iron 
Age and Persian-period coarse wares, along with a dis-
cussion of their likely origins.

As for the remaining wares and types of pottery 
found, fragments of 18 come from the Persian pe-

riod—that is, during the certain lifetime of the sanctu-
ary itself. Three are imported: a black-slipped cup; a 
shallow banded bowl; and a squat lekythos (fig. 40.1–
3). The color and quality of their fabric and decoration 
suggest production in the southeast Aegean or north-
ern/central Levant. The remaining 15 are cooking 

Fig. 35. Miscellaneous finds from the temple and temenos. See table 13 for descriptions.
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Table 13. Miscellaneous Finds from the Temple and Temenos, Illustrated in Figure 35
No. Type Locus Basket Preservation, ware, description

1 Glass 
alabastron

4 144 Core-form. Single fragment preserves half of rim and neck. P. H. 2.8 cm. Opaque dark blue 
ground with unmarvered yellow thread attached around rim, and yellow and white marvered 
threads circling upper wall. Subclass of Mediterranean Group 1:B, late sixth–late fifth 
centuries b.c.e. (Grose 1989: 112–13). Form and decoration same as Grose 1989: 141, no. 
89; colors same as Grose 1989: 138, no. 106.

Not ill. Glass 8 416 Single tiny wall fragment. Core-formed. Dark blue ground, two diagonal lines incised on surface.
Not ill. Glass 8 453 Single tiny wall fragment. Core-formed. Dark blue ground with marvered white threads 

swirled on surface. Same color and design as an alabastron from Hazor (Bonfil and 
Greenberg 1997: 161, photo 2.63).

2 Silver inlay, 
Hathor wig

1 116 Two joining fragments preserve thin piece of silver shaped like a Hathor wig. H. 2.6 cm. 
Small hole pierced at center top. Parallel: Paleopaphos, Cyprus, Kouklia Evreti tomb 8 (on 
display in the National Museum of Cyprus, Nicosia; late Bronze Age).

3 Silver bangle, 
eye-shaped

15 309 Single small eye-shaped bangle of hammered silver. L. 2.0. Parallel: Mount Gerizim (Magen 
2008: pl. 17, top, far right).

4 Bracelet 8 393 Bronze. Single fragment preserves about one-fifth of circumference, one end preserved. Animal 
finial. Est. D. 3.9 cm. Parallels: Akhziv (Dayagi-Mendels 2002: fig. 3.3:4); Deve Hüyük (Moorey 
1980: fig. 11.271–280); Hazor (Yadin et al. 1961: pl. 365:6); Kamid el-Loz (Hachmann and 
Penner 1999: pl. 20.1–13); Kedesh (two unpublished examples: K10M001, K10M017); Samaria 
(Crowfoot, Crowfoot, and Kenyon 1957: fig. 106:2); Tel Mevorakh (Stern 1978: pl. 46.2). See 
discussions by Moorey (1980: 78) and Stern (1982: 151).

5 Bead 4 145 Carnelian, barrel-shaped. 
6 Bead 15 357 Blue glass, biconical lozenge shape. 
7 Ring 6 229 Silver. Covered with neat, narrow incised lines as if to suggest tiny links or beads. D. 1.5.
8 Weight 15 337 Intact. Bronze. Solid truncated spheroid. 11.17 g. Hendin (2007: no. 224) published an 

almost identical weight purchased in Jerusalem.
9 Arrowhead 15 332 Single fragment, all edges broken away. Trilobe, socketed, bronze. P. H. 2.4 cm.

10 Arrowhead 15 332 Intact. Trilobe, socketed, bronze. H. 2.8 cm.
11 Arrowhead surface 

find
corner 
of exc.

Tip broken off. Trilobe, socketed, bronze. P. H. 2.9 cm.

12 Fibula, large, 
arched bow

lost lost Bronze. Single fragment preserves bow and beginning of spring. L. 7.5 cm. Bow is shallow 
arch, undecorated. Parallels: Lachish (Tufnell 1953: pl. 58.22); Megiddo (Lamon and 
Shipton 1939: pl. 78.20); Tel Megadim (Stern 1982: fig. 257 top); Tel Michal (Muhly and 
Muhly 1989: fig. 25.13:250, 251); Stronach 1959: 190, Type II 1, fig. 6.1; Pedde 2000: 
156–57, Group B5, pls. 19–20.

13 Fibula, 
triangular

5 285 Bronze. Intact. L. 6.7 cm. Triangular bow with even, narrowly spaced, grooved rings on each 
arm imitating wire wrapping. Parallels: Stronach 1959: 195–96, Type III 4, fig. 7.6; Pedde 
2000: 228–29, Group C4.2, pls. 47–50; Deve Hüyük (Moorey 1980: fig. 14.354; Pedde 2000: 
pl. 47:637); Keisan (Nodet 1980: pl. 100:2, 7); Lachish (Pedde 2000: pl. 49:658, 659).

14 Fibula, 
triangular

15 358 Bronze. Single fragment preserving entire bow. P. L. 3.8 cm. Triangular bow with collared 
bead ornament on each arm. Parallels: Stronach 1959: 197–200, Type III 7, fig. 9; Pedde 
2000: 186–88, Group C1.4, pls. 29–32; Tel Jemmeh (Pedde 2000: pl. 32.450); Keisan (Nodet 
1980: pl. 100:4); Tel Michal (Muhly and Muhly 1989: fig. 25.13:243).

15 Fibula, 
triangular

16 450 Bronze. Single fragment preserving entire bow. P. L. 4.5 cm. Triangular bow with grooved 
bands on each arm. Parallels: Pedde 2000: 216–18, Group C4.1, pls. 42–46; Tel Anafa 
(Herbert 1978: 28, fig. 13); Kamid el-Loz (Pedde 2000: pl. 42: 586, 587); Kourion (Giesen 
2001: 217, Type XII.1, pl. 62, top); Meqabelein (Pedde 2000: pl. 43:598); Tell Sukas (Pedde 
2000: pl. 42:585); Ugarit (Pedde 2000: pl. 43.592, 593). 

16 Fibula, 
triangular

16 402 Bronze. Two non-joining fragments preserve entire bow and piece of spring and pin. P. L. 6 
cm. Triangular bow with grooved bands on each arm. Parallels: see no. 15, above.

Not ill. Pin or needle 16 303 Bronze. P. L. 3.7 cm. Single fragment preserving piece of thin shaft. P. L. 6.6 cm.
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Table 14. Coins Illustrated in Figure 36
No. Type Locus Basket Preservation, ware, description

1 Coin: Reg. no. 
463

23 454 Autonomous Tyre, 425–396 b.c.e.
Obverse. Seahorse with curled wings to left. Dotted border.
Reverse. Owl standing left, head facing. Over right shoulder, crook and flail. 
Dotted border.
Þ, 1/16th sheqel, 6, 0.57 g, 9 mm. Worn.
Elayi and Elayi 2009: 65–76, nos. 430–612.

2 Coin: Reg. no. 
454

below 
temple 
floor

463 Autonomous Tyre, 396–358 b.c.e. (?).
Obverse. Dolphin to left. Below, murex shell. Dotted border.
Reverse. Owl standing left, head facing. Over right shoulder, crook and flail. 
Dotted border.
Þ, 1/16th sheqel, 8, 0.54 g, 11 mm. Worn.
Elayi and Elayi 2009: 181–85, nos. 1599–640.

3 Coin: Reg. no. 
227

17 227 Antiochus IV (?) (175–164 b.c.e.), Tyre.
Obverse. 
Head of king right (features of Antiochus IV). Hole centering.
Reverse. ΒΑΣΙΛΕΩΣ [ΑΝΤΙΟΧΟΥ] Palm tree with two bunches of dates. No 
date. Hole centering.
Æ, 0, 1.89 g, 15 mm. Beveled edge, worn. 
Houghton et al. 2008: fig. 2:85, no. 1462.

Not ill. Coin: Reg. no. 
268

surface find Byzantine emperor, 498–538 c.e., Constantinople.
Obverse. [---]  Bust right (traces).
Reverse. M Above, below, on right and on left traces of devices. Below, CON.
Æ follis, 6, 7.85 g, 25 mm.

Fig. 36. Coins. See table 14 for descriptions.
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Fig. 37. Galilean coarse wares (GCW), Iron Age and later. See table 15 for descriptions.

Table 15. Galilean Coarse Wares, Iron Age and Later, Illustrated in Figure 37
No. Type Locus Basket Preservation, ware & petrographic group, description

1 Decanter 16 423 Two joining fragments preserve about one-third of rim and neck, and one handle. Iron Age 
GCW, Group 1 (Petrographic Appendix, sample 22).

2 Cooking pot 16 334 Single small rim fragment. Dark red-brown with many small and medium rounded and angular 
white grits. Dark gray core. Iron Age GCW, Group 2 (Petrographic Appendix, sample 23).

3 Cooking pot 15 367 Single small rim fragment. Dark red-brown with many small and medium rounded and angular 
white grits. Dark gray core. Iron Age GCW, Group 3 (Petrographic Appendix, sample 24).

4 Cooking pot 26 445 Single small rim and handle fragment. Iron Age GCW, Group 1 (Petrographic Appendix, 
sample 25).

5 Scoop 5 277 Six joining fragments preserve rim, part of body, and upper and lower handle attachments. 
GCW (not sampled). A second scoop, also in GCW, was found in Locus 15.



58 BERLIN AND FRANKEL BASOR 366

Fig. 38. Galilean and Hula Valley coarse wares, Persian period. See table 16 for descriptions.

pots in ʿAkko sandy cooking ware, a distinctive warm 
red-brown sandy cooking ware produced in that city 
(Berlin 1997: 12). Eight of the cooking pots have a 
short neck and plain rim, and seven have a short neck 
and narrow ledge rim.

The remaining fragments come from household 
vessels dating to the Hellenistic, Roman, and Frankish 
periods. From the Hellenistic period are two saucers 
and two bowls made of a granular light brown ware 
likely manufactured on the coast between Tyre and 
ʿAkko (fig. 40.4–7; table 18; Berlin and Stone in press); 

a cooking pot in ʿAkko sandy cooking ware (Berlin 
1997: 12; Berlin and Stone in press); and a ledge rim 
jar made of spatter-painted ware from the Hula Val-
ley (Berlin 1997: 7–9). From the early Roman period 
comes one cooking pot also made of ʿAkko sandy 
cooking ware and a mold-made lamp in a form and fab-
ric typical of Phoenician sites and likely manufactured 
on the southern Levantine coast (figs. 41.1–2, 42.1; 
tables 19–20; Rosenthal-Heginbottom 1995: 244–45). 
The latest ceramic finds are three fragments of glazed 
dishes dating to the Frankish era (fig. 42.2–4; table 20). 
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Table 16. Galilean and Hula Valley Coarse Wares, Persian Period, Illustrated in Figure 38
No. Type Locus Basket Preservation, ware & petrographic group, description

1 Krater 1 381 Single small rim and wall fragment. GCW, Group 1 (Petrographic Appendix, sample 27).
2 Krater 15 321 Single small rim and wall fragment. GCW, Group 2 (Petrographic Appendix, sample 28).

3 Mortarium 16 423 Single small rim and wall fragment. Light yellow-pink coarse ware, Hula Valley 
(Petrographic Appendix, sample 29).

4 Mortarium 15 321 Single small rim and wall fragment. Light yellow-pink coarse ware, Hula Valley 
(Petrographic Appendix, sample 30).

5 Mortarium 5 259 Single small rim and wall fragment. Light yellow-pink coarse ware, Hula Valley 
(Petrographic Appendix, sample 31)

Finally, the excavators found two post-Persian coins: a 
bronze of Antiochus IV, minted in Tyre; and a Byzan-
tine follis (fig. 36.3; tables 14, 22). Clearly, these later 
items reflect occasional subsequent visits, possibly by 
people who still knew and cared for the sanctuary.

the chronology and character of 
the site and its visitors

The sanctuary at Mizpe Yammim was receiving of-
ferings by the fifth century b.c.e., though on present 
evidence it is not possible to establish precisely when 
it was built. Almost all of the dedicatory objects date 
between the later sixth and the mid-fourth centuries 
b.c.e.; these include all the ceramic oil and perfume 
vessels, the core-formed glass, the fibulae, the bronze 
situla, and the other bronze and stone figurines. The 
latest finds that are definitely identifiable as votive 
are the two silver Tyrian coins of the first half of the 
fourth century b.c.e. The few fragments of Hellenistic 
household pottery and the single bronze coin of Anti-
ochus IV do indicate occasional visitors in the second 
century b.c.e. On present evidence, it is impossible to 
say if cult activity continued into the eras of Ptolemaic 
and Seleucid rule, although the simple fact of visitors 
to the site might suggest awareness of or interest in its 
earlier status. On the basis of the Phoenician inscrip-
tion etched onto the bronze situla as well as the Phoe-
nician coastal origin of the majority of dedicatory oil 
vessels, the cult’s original dedicants are likely to have 
been Phoenicians themselves.

The broad-room temple at Mizpe Yammim, with its 
interior stone platforms and benches, is similar in size 
and shape to contemporary structures at Kharayeb and 
Makhmish, although the poor preservation at these 
two sites makes close comparison difficult. General 
architectural similarities notwithstanding, however, 

the sanctuary at Mizpe Yammim is unique in a num-
ber of respects:

•	 The site is a strategically located yet isolated 
mountain peak. This is in contrast to all other 
Phoenician sanctuaries of this era, which are 
situated inside or very near to a settlement—
as, for example, at Kition (Caubet 1986), Su-
kas (Riis 1970: 40–87), Kharayeb (Chéhab 
1951–1952: 8–9), ʿAkko (Dothan 1985: 86, 
92), Dor (Stern 2000: 164–68; 2010: 5–6), 
Makhmish (Avigad 1960; 1961), Tell es-Safi 
(Stern 1982: 158), Beer Sheba (Stern 1982: 
160), and Tel Sippor (Negbi 1966: 1).

•	 A large, apparently fortified structure was 
built as part of the temenos.

•	 The finds were left inside the temple, rather 
than being periodically collected and depos-
ited in special pits or bothroi.

•	 The dedications consisted primarily of small 
oil flasks.

•	 There were no terracotta figurines.
•	 Among the dedications was a small collec-

tion of Egyptian objects. These include the 
slate palette, the bronze Apis bull, the bronze 
Osiris figurine, the schist statuette, and the 
bronze  situla.

The characteristics described above lead to a num-
ber of questions. Who built the structures here? Was 
the site’s primary purpose as a sanctuary or something 
else? Where did the dedicants hail from? What was the 
nature of the cult ritual?

To answer these questions, we must first consider 
the site’s location and character along with contem-
porary sites in the vicinity. Mizpe Yammim sits at the 
southeastern corner of the mountains of Upper Gali-
lee, a point that marks the edge of that region’s natu-
ral territory (fig. 1). As the name indicates, there is a 
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capacious vista encompassing both the Sea of Galilee 
to the southeast and the Mediterranean to the west. 
Thus, the site’s position is, first and foremost, stra-
tegic. On the basis of plan and finds, the function of 
the Western Compound that dominates the summit is 
unclear, but it is likely to have been a fortified watch-
tower sited to be readily seen as well as to allow a view 
of approaching caravans and envoys.

In the fifth century b.c.e., a line of settlements 
extended north from Mizpe Yammim along the east-
ern edge of the Upper Galilee plateau. Nearest to the 
sanctuary was the reoccupied building at Ayelet ha-
Shachar, possibly the center of an extended settlement 
whose residents used the ancient citadel mound at 

Hazor as their necropolis (Kletter and Zwickel 2006: 
179; Bonfil and Greenberg 1997: 161). About 10 km 
northwest was a large village at Keren Ben Zimra, an-
other strategically located site with spectacular views 
in every direction (see map, fig. 1; personal commu-
nication, Emmanual Eisenberg and Alon de Groot). 
Another 10 km to the north was the mound of Kedesh. 
Here, around 500 b.c.e., an enormous ceremonial 
and administrative building was constructed at the 
southeastern end of the lower tel (Herbert and Berlin 
2003). The building was oriented to the east, but the 
finds indicate an affiliation with the Phoenician city of 
Tyre. The construction of a large, official building here 
strongly suggests that in the fifth century b.c.e., Tyre 

Fig. 39. Various coarse wares, Perisan period. See table 17 for descriptions.
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controlled the Upper Galilee as far as its eastern edge. 
This massive land grant likely occurred at the end of 
the sixth century b.c.e. when Darius I oversaw the re-
organization of the Achaemenid Empire; at this same 
time, the city of Sidon was awarded control of Dor 
and Joppa and their respective agricultural hinterlands.

These facts—Mizpe Yammim’s strategic and geo-
graphically pertinent location, the construction of a 
probable watchtower dominating the western side of the 
temenos, the establishment of a Tyrian administrative 
building at Kedesh at the end of the sixth century b.c.e., 
and the likely grant of Tyrian control over the Upper 
Galilee—provide a compelling context for understand-
ing the appearance of a Phoenician sanctuary here. The 
constructions here probably comprised a kind of forti-
fied border spot with a protective shrine demarcating 
that portion of Galilee that belonged to Tyre.8

8 This conclusion suggests that the division between Upper and 
Lower Galilee described by Josephus, which fixed the divide along 
the eastern continuation of the Matlul Zurim scarp, maintained the 
situation established (or continued) in Persian and perhaps earlier 
eras. On this point, it is worth noting that Mizpe Yammim is situated 
immediately above a probable ancient road that crossed the border 
between Upper and Lower Galilee. That road ran through a small 
valley leading to the settlements of Kfar Hananiah and Beer Sheba, 
two places that the Mishnah (Sheviʾit 9.2) and Josephus (JW 3.3.39) 
noted as marking the border. In antiquity, and today as well, watch-
towers often occur at spots where a road crosses a border. For a full 
discussion of the topographic and historical evidence, see Frankel 
et al. 2001: 141–42.

In this light, the dedications brought to the site 
provide an interesting view of the cult’s visitors and 
their activities. The finds are a peculiar mix of a few 
exotic items alongside a large number of small, poor 
vessels and objects (fig. 43). Of the 103 objects that 
can be identified as offerings, 78 are small juglets and 
bottles, of which 75 are ceramic and 3 are core-formed 
glass. These simple items clearly comprised the stan-
dard dedication brought to the sanctuary, and several 
aspects are worth noting. First, almost all the forms re-
flect their function as oil or perfume containers. With 
the exception of two wide-mouth dipper juglets (fig. 
27.6–7; table 12), all the rest have a small body for 
restricted capacity, a narrow neck and mouth for easy 
stoppering, and a thickened or cupped rim to catch er-
rant drops. The great number of these containers indi-
cates that people regularly brought scented oils to the 
sanctuary, whether to use during cult ritual or to leave 
as gift offerings.

A second important aspect regards the wares in 
which the 75 ceramic juglets and bottles occur. Almost 
all are made of Phoenician semi-fine, which derives 
from the region around the cities of Tyre and ʿAkko-
Ptolemais. Eight vessels, including the five carrot-
shaped bottles, are in different fabrics whose origin 
cannot be classified with confidence. Thus, visitors to 
the sanctuary brought most of their gifts from shops in 
coastal cities, a point that underscores that area’s links 
to and with eastern Galilee.

Table 17. Various Coarse Wares, Perisan Period, Illustrated in Figure 39
No. Type Locus Basket Preservation, ware & petrographic group, description

1 Jug 15 320 Single small rim and neck fragment. Persian-period GCW, Group 1 (Petrographic Appendix, 
sample 32).

2 Jug or jar 18 386 Single small rim fragment. Persian-period GCW, Group 2 (Petrographic Appendix, sample 33).

3 Jug or jar 26 433 Single small rim fragment. Persian-period GCW, Group 1 (Petrographic Appendix, sample 34).

4 Jar 16 334 Single small rim fragment. Hard, somewhat gritty, light pinkish brown fabric, with many fine 
white, small rounded black, and occasional small rounded white inclusions, and light gray core. 
Persian-period GCW, Group 3 (Petrographic Appendix, sample 35).

5 Pithos 26 425 Single small rim fragment. Persian-period GCW, Group 2 (Petrographic Appendix, sample 36).

6 Jar, torpedo 16 351 Single small rim fragment. Light pinkish white fabric, with many fine and small rounded white 
and black, occasional small rounded red inclusions. Likely origin: coastal plain south of Carmel 
(Petrographic Appendix, sample 38).

7 Cooking 
pot

16 409 Single small rim and handle fragment, from vessel with a tall, smoothly vertical neck with 
thickened rounded rim. Likely origin northern: Hula Valley (Petrographic Appendix, sample 40).

8 Wedge- 
impressed 

sherd

6 240 Single small shoulder fragment. Five irregular rows of sharply articulated wedge-shaped 
impressions. Parallels: Tel Anafa (Berlin 1997: PW566, 567, pl. 71); Ein Gedi (Stern 1982, figs. 
225, 226). Persian-period GCW, Group 2 (Petrographic Appendix, sample 39).

9 Wedge- 
impressed 

sherd

6 273 Single small shoulder fragment. Two irregular rows of larger and smaller wedge-shaped 
impressions. Persian-period GCW, not sampled.
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All of the Mizpe Yammim juglets are unusually 
small, each capable of holding only a small quantity 
of perfume or oil which thus would not have cost very 
much. However, it is interesting that only one of the 
juglet forms found at Mizpe Yammim appears regu-
larly at sites of the Persian period: the piriform juglet 
with flat bottom (fig. 19). This form appears over a 
broad area of Syria and northern Phoenicia down to the 
southern Phoenician coast and Galilee. Examples are 
known in different wares, indicating the existence of 
different workshops whose potters nonetheless shared 
the same formal idea. All the other juglets found at 
Mizpe Yammim are rarely attested, and then only at 

sanctuaries or in graves. Potters probably manufac-
tured these vessels specially in order to meet demand 
for inexpensive offerings, token gifts for apparently 
undemanding deities.

The quantity of perfume juglets found at Mizpe 
Yammim stands in contrast to the virtual absence 
of other types of household pottery such as saucers, 
bowls, and cooking vessels. The lack of household 
pottery does not, however, mean that no food was 
consumed here, since the quantities of animal bones 
found outside the temple must reflect periodic meals.

The concentration of perfume juglets and bottles 
appears, in and of itself, unusual; at the few other 

Fig. 40. Other pottery of the Persian and Hellenistic periods. See table 18 for descriptions.
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Phoenician sanctuaries known so far, such vessels are 
only occasional finds. Conversely, at Mizpe Yammim 
there is not a single example of a terracotta or stone 
figurine, which is the standard votive found at Phoe-
nician shrines (see, e.g., Avigad 1960; Chéhab 1951–
1952; 1953–1954; Dothan 1985: 92; Negbi 1966; 
Stern 2010). This is an interesting discrepancy. Indeed, 
the distinction is so marked—quantities of juglets but 
not a single figurine at Mizpe Yammim, as opposed to 
quantities of figurines but hardly any juglets at other 
Phoenician sanctuaries—as to suggest that the char-
acter of ritual at Mizpe Yammim was fundamentally 
different from that at other Phoenician shrines. Lack-
ing written evidence regarding Phoenician cult and 
worship, we can only suggest some ideas. The com-
mon sanctuary offerings of figurines depicting bearded 
males or pregnant females may reflect dedicants’ be-
liefs in and prayers to specific deities such as Baʾal and 

Astarte. Figurines depicting temple boys, female mu-
sicians, and drummers may reflect ceremonial activ-
ities of young men and women. The complete absence 
of such figurines at Mizpe Yammim might suggest 
that rituals here did not include such participants or 
ceremonies, and even that the cult was not primarily 
focused on the traditional Phoenician deities.

To whom, then, were these dedications offered? As 
the bronze situla with the dedicatory inscription at-
tests, at least one visitor directed his gift to Astarte. 
But this is not sufficient evidence to assert that other 
offerings, and especially the many small perfume 
containers, were offerings to this deity; indeed, the 
absence of such vessels at other shrines with Astarte 
dedications suggests they were not. The absence of 
figurines, especially the usual female types, along with 
the notable absence of other dedicatory objects usu-
ally thought to have been given by women, such as 

Table 18. Other Pottery of the Persian and Hellenistic Periods, Illustrated in Figure 40
No. Type Locus Basket Preservation, ware, description

1 Cup 15 292 Single fragment preserves lower portion of handle. Fine, soft, orange-brown fabric (5YR 
7/6), fully fired. Shiny black slip on all surfaces, worn off of inside. Parallel: Tell Sukas 
(Plough 1973: pl. 6.132b, sixth century b.c.e.).

2 Lekythos 5 284 Single fragment preserves entire base to lower body. Ware same as no. 1, above. Shiny 
black slip outside, largely worn off of underside. Low torus ring foot, demarcated from wall 
with a groove. Parallel: Athens (Sparkes and Talcott 1970: no. 1128, pl. 38, ca. 420–400 
b.c.e.).

3 Bowl 20 107 Single small rim fragment. Fine, dense, light orange fabric (5YR 6/6). Matte black slip on 
outside, largely worn away, and applied inside below rim in two narrow, uneven horizontal 
bands. Parallel: Al Mina (du Plat Taylor 1959: fig. 1:10); Apollonia-Arsuf (Roll and Tal 
1999: fig. 4.15:3, Area H, Stratum 2, late sixth–mid-fifth century b.c.e.); Hazor (Yadin 
et al. 1961: pls. 182:18, 355:9); Tel Mevorakh (Stern 1978: fig. 17.1–3, 5–8); Tell Sukas 
(Plough 1973: 38–41, pl. 7:136a, Phase F, sixth century b.c.e.).  

4 Fishplate 5 276/4 Three joining fragments preserve complete profile, about half of circumference. Granular, 
light brown fabric; thin matte slip fired black outside, mottled inside, with stacking circle 
around center of floor. Parallels: Dor (Guz-Zilberstein 1995: fig. 6.3:26, Area C2, Phase 3a, 
third century b.c.e.); Tel Michal (Fischer 1989: fig. 13.2:15, 16, Stratum IV, second century 
b.c.e.); Samaria (Crowfoot, Crowfoot, and Kenyon 1957: figs. 54.8, 55.7 HFW deposit, ca. 
300–150 b.c.e.).

5 Fishplate 19 168/3 Single small rim fragment. Ware same as no. 4, above. Matte red slip inside and outside. 
Parallels: see no. 4, above.

6 Bowl 15 304 Single small rim fragment. Ware same as no. 4, above. Matte red slip inside and on upper 
outside wall. Parallels: Dor (Guz-Zilberstein 1995: fig. 6.1:7, photo 6.1a, Area C1, pre-3a, 
ca. 275–150 b.c.e.); Tel Michal (Fischer 1989: fig. 13.2:9, Stratum IV, second century 
b.c.e.); Samaria (Crowfoot, Crowfoot, and Kenyon 1957: fig. 49:10, Hellenistic group, 
third–second centuries b.c.e.).

7 Bowl 5 276/1 Two joining fragments preserve entire foot. Ware same as no. 4, above. Parallel: Dor (Guz-
Zilberstein 1995: fig. 6.1:30, Area C2, Phase 5, ca. 350–275 b.c.e.).

8 Jar, ledge rim 
and flanged neck

8 297 Two joining fragments preserve about one-fifth of rim and neck, and beginning of one handle. 
Spatter-painted ware. Parallel: Tel Anafa (Berlin 1997: PW 468, pl. 55, ca. 125 b.c.e.).
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jewelry, may reflect a Phoenician shrine not connected 
to the culture’s standard fertility cult and instead fre-
quented largely by men. The five fibulae further sup-
port this hypothesis, since artistic and archaeological 
evidence combine to suggest that fibulae were equally 
likely to have been worn by men. Representations of 
men with robes fastened by fibulae appear in several 
of the Persepolis reliefs, including the Cappadocian 
delegates on the Apadana as well as throne bearers 
on the relief from the Hall of One Hundred Columns 
(Walser 1966: Abb. 42:9, 45:9, 48:1, 2, 49:1–2). At 
Kamid el-Loz, fibulae appear in as many male as fe-
male graves (Poppa 1978: 54, 136–39; Hachmann and 
Penner 1999: 86). A preponderance of male visitors 
makes sense in light of Mizpe Yammim’s remote loca-
tion and probable strategic purpose.

Most of the more valuable offerings at Mizpe Yam-
mim are Egyptian in origin or subject. These include 

the slate palette, the schist figurine, the bronze situla, 
the Apis bull, and the Osiris figurine. The slate palette 
and the schist statuette are definitely Egyptian in ori-
gin; neither slate nor green schist occur in this region. 
Both objects were already antiquities at the time they 
were brought to the site, and may well have originated 
in Egyptian tombs, from which they were pilfered and 
possibly then resold (see comments above, in the de-
scription of the palette). The remaining bronzes date 
to the Persian period. Who brought these objects to the 
sanctuary, and why?

The Apis bull and the Osiris figurine, along with the 
recumbent ram weight, are the same types as objects 
from a bronze hoard found long ago at Ashkelon (Iliffe 
1935). None of the Ashkelon objects are identical to 
those from Mizpe Yammim, but the overlap of subject 
and material is of interest. The Ashkelon cache com-
prised 29 figurines and 11 weights, of which 4 were 

Fig. 41. Roman pottery. See table 19 for descriptions.

Table 19. Roman Pottery Illustrated in Figure 41
No. Type Locus Basket Preservation, ware, description

1 Cooking pot north of 
N wall of 

temple

212 Single small rim and handle fragment. ʿAkko sandy cooking ware, fully fired. 
Parallels: Tel Anafa (Berlin 1997: PW 189, pl. 21, third/second centuries b.c.e.); 
Tel Beth Yerah (Ben-Nahum and Getzov 2006: fig. 5.11:3, 4, third–early second 
century b.c.e.). 

2 Cooking pot 15 223 Single fragment preserves about one-quarter of rim and one handle. Sandy, 
brown-red cooking ware. Shape same as Kfar Hananya cooking pot Type 4B 
(Adan-Bayewitz 1993: 126–28, ca. 50–200 c.e.) but in a different ware.
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Fig. 42. Roman and Frankish-period pottery. See table 20 for descriptions.

Table 20. Roman and Frankish-Period Pottery Illustrated in Figure 42
No. Type Locus Basket Preservation, ware, description

1 Lamp surface find 132 Mold-made. Four fragments, three joining, preserve small piece of rim and about half of 
bottom and one-quarter of lower wall. Ware same as fig. 40.4 [table 18], above. Parallels: 
Dor (Rosenthal-Heginbottom 1995: figs. 5.22:10, 5.23:1–3, Type 26, second century c.e.).

2 Dish 13 411 Four joining fragments preserve small portion of floor. Green glaze. Frankish.

3 Dish 4 146 Single fragment preserves about one-third of foot and floor. Yellow underglaze with runny 
green overglaze. Frankish.

4 Dish 4 154 Single fragment preserves small piece of rim and body. Yellow underglaze with runny 
green overglaze. Frankish.
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animal shapes and the remaining 7 geometric. All are 
said to have come from a single room that also held 
black- and red-figure pottery and Aegean wine am-
phoras; on the basis of the pottery as well as the style 
of the figurines themselves, they have been dated to 
the fourth century b.c.e. Explanations for this cache 
vary. The excavator believed the objects came from a 

metalworker’s shop. Stern, in his overview of Persian-
period cult objects, notes that no tools were found, and 
for that reason he thinks it more probable that they 
were part of a sanctuary treasury (Stern 1982: 159). 
Considering that the original excavation was only a 
salvage sounding of limited extent, the full context can 
hardly be known, and an explanation based on absence 

Table 21. Summary of Galilean Coarse Wares and Other Coarse Diagnostic Fragments by Type and Area
Sanctuary Bldg. Side

Room L. 26 Locus 1 TotalWest half East half

IRON AGE
Cooking pot, grooved rim, GCW — 1 1 — 2
Decanter, GCW — 3 — — 3
PERSIAN PERIOD
Torpedo jar, white ware 11 7 3 5 26
Jar, narrow thickened rim, GCW 7 21 13 4 45
Jar, hole mouth, GCW — 1 1 — 2
Pithos, thick rolled rim, GCW 6 12 2 — 20
Large jar handles, GCW 45 101 32 15 193
Krater, ledge rim, GCW 4 11 1 1 17
Jug, trefoil rim, GCW 1 — — — 1
Jug, squared rim, GCW 1 — 1 — 2
Juglet, globular, GCW — — — 1 1
Bowl, small, plain rim, GCW 4 3 5 5 17
Bowl, small, inturned rim, GCW — — 2 — 2
Mortarium, rolled rim, white ware 3 4 — — 7
Disk foot, small, GCW 1 — — 1 2
Disk foot, large, GCW 4 4 — 1 9
Ring foot, small, GCW 3 3 2 — 8
Ring foot, large, GCW 4 9 — 5 18
Lamp, folded, GCW 6 — — — 6
Total 100 180 63 38 381

Table 22. Summary of Other Datable Pottery and Coins by Type and Area
Sanctuary Bldg. Side

Room L. 26 Locus 1
Western

Compound TotalWest half East half
POTTERY
6th–4th c. b.c.e. 9 8 2 1 1 21
3rd–2nd c. b.c.e 3 1 — — 1 5
Late 1st c. c.e. — 1 — — — 1
12th c. c.e. — — — — 3 3

COINS
Hellenistic 1 — — — — 1
Byzantine — — — 1 — 1
Total 13 10 2 2 5 32
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should probably be avoided. When the Ashkelon cache 
was found, no Phoenician sanctuary sites were known. 
With the benefit of the information now available, the 
difference between the various groups of votive finds 
and the Ashkelon bronzes is striking.

Five features of the Ashkelon hoard are notable. 
First, there is the repeated appearance of several types, 
such as Harpocrates (seven examples), Osiris (seven 
examples), and the Apis bull (three examples). Sec-
ond, despite the repetition of these subjects, no two 
objects are identical or even very close in appear-
ance. All vary widely in style, size, and quality of 
technique. Third, all of the 29 figures are of Egyptian 
subjects. Fourth, on the basis of style and technique, 
it appears that their origins vary. Most of the figurines 
conform to Egyptian workmanship, but a few do not 
and are identified as local productions. Finally, there 
are the weights, 11 in all. The marked variations in 
style make it unlikely that these objects came from 
a metalworker’s shop; an individual craftsman would 
probably produce at least a few identical items. Also, 
the wine jars and figured pottery would be odd items 
in a metalworker’s shop. The repeated subjects, varied 

styles and origins, and the weights instead suggest that 
these objects come from a shop, and that the figurines 
were merchandise for sale (Roeder [1956: 544] came 
to the same conclusion). The shop catered to custom-
ers with cosmopolitan tastes: Greek drinking cups, 
Aegean wine, and little Egyptian figurines, to carry 
as charms or perhaps offer up as exotic dedications. 
Steady shipping between the Levant, Egypt, the Ae-
gean, and Greece brought goods along with the styles 
and ideas of one culture into the realm of another.9

At both Dan and Beer Sheba, similarly eclectic 
collections of Persian-period Egyptian and Egyptian-
style faience and bronze objects were found in pits 
within sanctuary spaces (Giveon 1973; Derfler 1993: 
67–69; Biran 1994: 214). Dedicants to these sites 
probably made their purchases at shops similar to that 
described above. As at Ashkelon, in Tyre and ʿAkko 

9 A green jasper scarab seal found at Lohamei HaGetaʾot, just 
north of ʿAkko, is an excellent example of the Phoenician inter-
est in, and modification of, Egyptian themes and styles in this pe-
riod (Brandl 1991). The object’s form and material identify it as 
of Phoenician manufacture; the scene shows Egyptian deities with 
non-Egyptian attributes.

Fig. 43. A selection of the ceramic offerings dedicated at Mizpe Yammim, including carrot-shaped bottles, ovoid and globular 
juglets with thickened rim and flat bottom, ovoid juglets with messy disk foot, piriform juglets with flat bottom, miscellaneous 
juglets, and a scoop in Galilean coarse ware.
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too there were surely merchants who bought and sold 
exotic trinkets, old and new. In this context, we note 
Ephraim Stern’s acute observation that at these and 
other sites where objects of Egyptian subjects occur, 
no Egyptian deity is ever named; this is further support 
for the notion that buyers of such objects were moti-
vated more by the cachet of foreign style than specific 
subject matter (Stern 2001: 500; contra Kamlah [1999: 
184], who believes these objects are evidence of Egyp-
tian cult beliefs). We may imagine a Tyrian official en 
route to eastern Galilee first stopping to buy the bronze 
Osiris or schist palette to leave as a dedication at the 
little border sanctuary at Mizpe Yammim.

In sum, the site of Mizpe Yammim presents a set 
of unique and unusually well-preserved structures and 
remains. On the mountain’s summit stood a large, 
strongly built platform that seems to have supported 
a watchtower. On the long lower terrace beyond the 
summit was an open-air temenos and small broad-
room temple. Within the temple were two constructed 
altars, on top of and around which visitors left offer-
ings. Some of those offerings were exotic objects from 
Egypt or evoking Egyptian deities—the bronze Osiris, 
Apis bull, and situla or the schist statuette—but the 
majority were unusually mundane, comprising simple, 
small, even crude perfume juglets. All of the juglets 
were of coastal Phoenician fabric and so were prob-
ably acquired in Tyre, ʿAkko, or another coastal city. 
Enormous quantities of bone reflect feasts and pos-
sibly sacrifices. As to the identity of those who made 
the trek up there, as well as the identity of the deity 
or deities on whose behalf they came, we can only 
hypothesize. The source of the dedicatory juglets, 
coupled with the Phoenician inscription added to the 
situla, suggests visitors from the coast. At least one 
dedicant made his offering to Astarte.

Finally, the presence at this strategic and command-
ing spot of a Phoenician watchtower and shrine sug-
gests that one of the coastal cities, most probably Tyre, 
held sway over the entirety of the Upper Galilee from 
the earlier fifth through the mid-fourth centuries b.c.e. 
Since this region, along with the entirety of the Levant, 
was under the direct administration of the Achaemenid 
Persian kings throughout these years, it is reasonable 
to assume that imperial officials knew and approved of 
this expansion of Tyrian territory. The picture afforded 
us by the archaeological remains from Mizpe Yam-
mim provides a material counterpoint to the scenario 
known from the biblical books of Ezra and Nehemiah: 
Judaeans allowed to return to their ancestral capital 
at the same time that Tyrians were allowed to expand 

into what they may have regarded as their ancestral 
territory.

the end of the sanctuary

The latest objects that are certainly dedications date 
to the first half of the fourth century b.c.e. None of the 
few remains that date after this time are necessarily 
cultic, although we note that all were found within the 
upper fills of the temple and so could reflect something 
other than casual visitors. Still, even if the site retained 
an aura of sanctity, such a sense was clearly not wide-
spread. From the next 400 years, from the early third 
century b.c.e. through the later first century c.e., there 
were found just two saucers, a bowl, a jar, a bronze 
coin of Antiochus IV, two cooking pots, and a lamp. 
From the Byzantine era there is one coin; from Frank-
ish times a few glazed dishes. It appears that visits to 
Mizpe Yammim for purposes of making an offering or 
participating in cult activities largely ended with the 
transfer of power from Achaemenid to Ptolemaic rule 
and, in fact, is probably a direct result of that historical 
moment.

As we explain above, the sanctuary’s original rai-
son d’être probably sprang from the establishment 
of Tyrian control over Upper Galilee, an event best 
demonstrated by the construction of the large admin-
istrative building at Kedesh at the end of the sixth cen-
tury b.c.e. In 332 b.c.e., as Alexander and his army 
advanced south from their victory at Issos, kings and 
councils in the cities along the Phoenician coast pre-
pared to accept or defy the new hegemon. The officials 
of Tyre chose, or were ordered by the still-standing 
Persian king, to take the latter course, with the full 
knowledge that this would entail a sturdy, united, and 
probably lengthy defense (Grainger 1991: 35–36). To 
prepare and focus their forces, they likely summoned 
home any Tyrian officials residing at Kedesh. As we 
know, the result of their decision was one of the most 
famous events of Alexander’s campaigns, a siege of 
seven months that ended with half the city destroyed, 
thousands of people killed or captured, their extensive 
territory dismantled, and their political power denuded 
(Arrian 4.4.10–21). Galilee lay outside any unified 
political authority for a generation, until 301 b.c.e. 
when Ptolemy I and Seleucus I crafted a settlement in 
which they divided control over the southern Levant at 
the Eleutherus River (Will 1984: 60). Under the Ptol-
emies, the building at Kedesh was returned to use as a 
Galilean administrative center, but at this time, as we 
know from the Zenon papyri, officials were sent from 
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and reported back to Alexandria (Herbert and Berlin 
2003; Tcherikover 1937). In this new political and cul-
tural arrangement, there was no need for a Phoenician 
mountaintop shrine marking the border between Up-
per and Lower Galilee. The sanctuary at Mizpe Yam-
mim lost its reason for being and so was abandoned.

But, as the archaeological remains reveal, there 
is a final coda. The disposition of many of the finds 
suggests an episode of deliberate and systematic dam-
age. The excavators recovered eight votive juglets in 
the open entry area northwest of the temple. Since the 
building’s western wall was still standing, the juglets 
must have been thrown through the door in the north-
ern wall. More suspicious is the pattern of breakage of 
the offerings both outside and inside the temple. While 
some objects and vessels were intact or nearly so, most 
were not. One leg of the bronze Apis bull had been 
bent until it snapped and then was thrown to the other 
side of the temple. The schist statuette was broken in 
two pieces. The great majority of the juglets had been 
decapitated, broken at the neck, and separated from 
their rims (e.g., figs. 16, 18.1, 19.1–7, 20.3–4, 22.1–4, 
23.3, 24.1–3, 25.1, 26.1–3, 27.2–5;  tables 3–5, 7–12). 
While occasionally a broken rim was found close to 

the rest of the vessel, in the majority of cases broken 
vessels could not be made whole. It appears that at 
some point visitors entered the sanctuary, found these 
objects and vessels lying on the platforms, benches, 
and floor, broke them, and in the case of the juglets, 
tossed the tops some distance away. Since the exca-
vators did not find tops for the majority of broken 
vessels, these may have been thrown well outside the 
sanctuary building, perhaps down the slope.

There are no finds by which we might identify the 
perpetrators, nor are there any references in the ancient 
written record (but see Rappaport 1992 for the larger 
context). Several historical contexts are possible: Has-
monaean soldiers on their way to or from the battle 
against Demetrius near Kedesh in 144 b.c.e.; Judaean 
colonists recently moved into the Galilee in the later 
second and first centuries b.c.e. (Syon 2006; Berlin 
2006: 142–44); Jewish rebels preparing Galilean de-
fenses in the years just before the revolt against Rome 
in the 60s c.e.; or some other unattested episode of 
political antagonism and cultural intolerance. Sadly, 
there is no shortage of plausible historical contexts for 
this last episode of the sanctuary’s life.

petrographic appendix

The majority of the pottery found at Mizpe Yam-
mim belongs to one of two ware groups: Phoeni-
cian semi-fine wares and Galilean coarse wares. A 
smaller group is represented by a light gray coarse 
ware probably made in the Hula Valley. A few of the 
Galilean coarse wares date to the Iron Age; how-
ever, of the samples examined, most of the Gali-
lean coarse wares, all of the Phoenician semi-fine, 
and all of the Hula Valley coarse wares date to the 
Persian period.10

10 In this report we use the following terms and definitions:
Inclusions: Naturally occurring components of matrix.
Sand: Fine grains (0.06–2.0 mm) of disintegrated rocks and/or 

minerals, often added to the ceramic paste.

phoenician semi-fine (mansuri-tyre 
main group and subgroup)

Visual Description

Ten sampled vessels fall into this petrographic 
group: seven juglets, two torpedo jars, and a krater 
(samples 1–5, 7–8, 19, 21, 38). They range in color 
from yellowish red (5YR 4/6–8) to pale brown (7.5YR 

Silt: Extremely fine grains (0.05 mm and less) of disintegrated 
rocks and/or minerals, often comprising part of the natural matrix 
of the sherd.

Temper: Non-plastic material added by potter.
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6/4–6), are often fully fired, but sometimes have a 
barely visible firing core. Most have a clean, dense, 
chalky, almost powdery texture with fine white and red 
inclusions. Some have a more granular texture, with 
small and occasional medium angular lime inclusions 
and quartz sand.

Petrographic Description

All samples are characterized by a ferruginous 
fine calcareous matrix.11 Within the section, there are 
some dark reddish brown bodies, ranging in size from 
silt to coarse sand (0.05–1.5 mm). Almost all of these 
bodies share a reddish brown aureole and also have 
a nucleus of ferrizated foraminifera shell,12 indicat-
ing that the shell came into contact with iron oxides. 
These bodies may have originated within an iron-
oxide-bearing layer within the clay or chalk deposit. 
The matrix includes very fine subrounded to subangu-
lar grains (average size 0.2 mm) of quartz, feldspar, 
limestone, shell, coral (Amphiroa sp.), and sporadic 
chert. Firing temperatures are estimated between 700 
and 750 °C for all but three vessels (samples 1, 8, and 
38), which were fired at lower temperatures, between 
650 and 700 ºC.

Of the seven juglets, five share a matrix that was 
well cleaned and properly prepared (samples 2–5, 7). 
Fine inclusions take up 1–8% of the sherd’s volume, 
amounts probably naturally present in the clay. Both 
inclusions and voids, when present, are oriented con-
cordant with the vessel surfaces, indicating that the 
raw material was well kneaded before being thrown 
on the wheel. Two of the juglets are of poor-quality 
matrix and manufacture (samples 1 and 8). Their paste 
was badly prepared and contains about 20% calcar-
eous material with a few chalk balls of larger sizes 
(0.3–0.5 mm) along with shell fragments. These two 
vessels were fired at lower temperatures, between 650 
and 700 ºC.

Two of the remaining three vessels in this group—a 
torpedo jar and a krater (samples 19 and 21)—contain 
additional larger-size particles, so that together, fine 
and coarse inclusions total 11–12% of the sherd’s vol-
ume. Potters probably added these to provide structure 
for the walls of these larger vessels.

The third vessel, a torpedo jar (sample 38), has a 
poor-quality mixed matrix with about 8% coarse inclu-

11 Fabrics rich in iron oxides reached a sintering point at lower 
temperatures, a fluxing property well known by ancient potters (Go-
pher, Sadeh, and Goren 1992: 13–14).

12 The identifiable foraminifers are dated to the Eocene.

sions, mostly Amphiroa sp. (destroyed coral), as well 
as some quartz and chert grains. It appears that potters 
simply added unsorted beach sand to the matrix.

Probable Origin

Both matrix and temper are characteristic of the 
coastal area between Mansuri and Tyre, where Eo-
cene formations are very close to the seashore. This 
area is defined by dunes built largely of quartz sand 
with shell debris, closely bounded by foraminiferous 
chalk and limestone hills of the Eocene age. The clay 
used as the raw material for this pottery could well 
have originated on the top of these formations. Fer-
rizated foraminifers’ shells, together with the coral 
that is present in all samples, both feature in the lithol-
ogy of the coastal area between Mansuri and Tyre; 
such shells do not appear in clays found south of 
Rosh HaNiqra. The absence of additional temper in 
most of the sampled vessels, along with the average 
firing temperature, indicate that potters here availed 
themselves of local clays that were sufficiently fine 
for their needs.

galilean coarse wares (gcw)

Visual Description

From the Galilean coarse wares found at Mizpe 
Yammim, we sampled 4 Iron Age and 19 Persian-
period vessels. We also compared the Mizpe Yammim 
samples to nine samples of Persian-period GCW from 
the site of Yodefat and to one sample from Meiʾar, 
both in the western Lower Galilee. Galilean coarse 
ware vessels are medium to soft, light pinkish brown 
in color, with some small and medium rounded and 
angular white, a few small rounded black and medium 
angular red, and many fine white and small rounded 
black inclusions, and a light gray core. The defining 
characteristic of the ware is added temper, which is 
usually abundant and large in size.

Petrographic Description

Our analyses resulted in the definition of two main 
chronological groups, each with several subgroups. 
The two chronological groups, Iron Age and Persian-
period wares, may be differentiated by the presence/
absence of ooliths. Ooliths occur in all of the identifi-
able Iron Age GCW vessels but in none of the identifi-
able Persian-period GCW vessels.
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Iron Age GCW, Groups 1–3

Four Iron Age sherds represent three petrographic 
subgroups. All samples contain ooliths. Ooliths appear in 
soils that develop on top of lower Cretaceous formations, 
which occur in the immediate vicinity of the site, near 
Kfar Hananya, on the Rammim ridge north of Safed, and 
in the southern Hula near the Chorazin Plateau.

Iron Age Group 1 (samples 22 and 25): The matrix 
of these samples is ferruginous and highly forami-
niferous, with silty dolomite and sporadic (less than 
1%) silty quartz, some large, naturally occurring cal-
cite and limonitic ooliths, and no added temper. The 
vessels were fired between 650 and 700 ºC.

Iron Age Group 2 (sample 23): The fabric is dark 
red-brown, with many small and medium rounded and 
angular white grits, and a dark gray core. The matrix is 
ferruginous, with 5% quartz silt and including one oo-
lith within the thin-section. Coarse tempers, compris-
ing about 10% of the sherd’s volume, are rounded and 
subrounded (1 mm) limestone and fossiliferous shells’ 
grains. This sherd differs from those of Group 1 in that 
there are no foraminifers but there is added temper. It 
was fired for a short time around 750 ºC.

Iron Age Group 3 (sample 24): This group has a 
ferruginous matrix with some silty quartz but with 
only small quantities of silty basaltic minerals, larger 
calcite crystals (0.4–1.0 mm) comprising about 12% 
of the sherd’s volume, and one basalt grain. The firing 
temperature was around 650–675 ºC.

Persian-period GCW Groups 1–3

Twenty-nine sherds represent three petrographic 
groups. Three different types of matrix can be identi-
fied. The first is a ferruginous, slightly silty matrix; 
the second is mostly ferruginous and some forami-
niferous; the third is slightly ferruginous but largely 
foraminiferous. To all three of these matrices, potters 
added the same tempers: mixtures of chalk, lime-
stone, shells, fossils, terra rossa soil balls, ferruginous 
shale—all elements easily found along the wadi beds 
of Galilee—along with some organic materials such 
as chaff and straw. Within the matrix, these tempers 
are badly sorted and coarse in size, with grains av-
eraging 2.5 mm across but as large as 8 mm. From 
sherd to sherd, tempers vary in their relative amounts 
and also may be present in different quantities. Firing 
temperatures for Groups 1 and 2 range between 650 
and 700 ºC, while Group 3 sherds were fired at tem-
peratures lower than 650 ºC.

Persian-period Group 1 (Mizpe Yammim samples 
9, 11–13, 18, 26, 27, 32, 34, 37):13 All share a ferrugi-
nous matrix with some calcareous clay and very small 
amounts of silt. All sherds show voids from burned-
out organic matter. Some of these voids are surrounded 
with gray aureoles. Such aureoles appear when the fir-
ing is too short to completely destroy the organic ma-
terial. Coarse inclusions range from about 7% (sample 
18) to 10% (samples 9, 11–13).14 Inclusions comprise 
chalk, crystalline limestone, ferruginous shale, terra 
rossa nodules, and aquatic shells. The chalk appears as 
rounded to elongated bodies, poorly sorted and vary-
ing in size from 0.5 to 2.0 mm. The limestone grains 
are subangular or subrounded in shape and range from 
0.7 to 1.0 to 2.5 mm in size. Two kinds of limestone 
appear: crystalline and biogenic (i.e., laden with fossil 
shells). The shale particles are subrounded and, like 
the limestone grains, range from 0.7 to 1.0 to 2.5 mm 
in size. The terra rossa nodules are smaller, ranging 
between 0.5 and 1.0 mm. Aquatic shell fragments are 
variously sized and mostly elongated. Some are fresh, 
coming from wadi beds, while others are fossiliferous, 
deriving from eroded limestone. None of the samples 
contain quartz or dolostone.

Persian-period Group 2: (Mizpe Yammim samples 
14, 15, 17, 28, 33, 36, 39). The significant distinc-
tion between the groups is the volume of foraminifers 
within the clay matrix. Group 1 has none, and Group 2 
has about 10%, some complete and some fragmentary.

Persian-period Group 3: (Mizpe Yammim samples 
10, 35; Yodefat samples 91, 92, 95). The samples’ 
matrices are exceptionally rich in foraminifers, about 
20–25%. As a result of the increased volume of fora-
minifers, the fabric of Group 1 is more ferruginous 
than calcareous, while the fabric of Group 3 is more 
calcareous than ferruginous. Samples of Group 3 were 
fired at lower temperatures or for shorter periods of 
time, with the result that some charred organic mate-
rial remains, giving these sherds a grayish cast. The 
Mizpe Yammim samples also contain glauconite in-
clusions (0.4–2.5 mm), which fired yellow. Glauconite 
is one of the characteristic components of Kabri marl, 
which is widespread in western Galilee.

13 This group also includes the samples taken from Yodefat 
(numbers 88, 89, 90, 93, 94, 96) and Meiʾar, as mentioned above.

14 The sample of GCW from Meiʾar falls into Persian-period 
Group 1 as well, though in this sample, coarse inclusions comprise 
only 5% of the matrix.



72 BERLIN AND FRANKEL BASOR 366

Probable Origin

Aspects of matrix and tempers allow us to identify 
the central region of Galilee as the most probable origin 
of both Iron Age and Persian Galilean coarse wares. 
This area is defined by a Cenomanian geological for-
mation composed of both soft and hard sedimentary 
rocks, including limestones, dolostones, marls, and fo-
raminiferous chalks. These rocks underlie terra rossa 
soil. These specific geological and lithological compo-
nents match the range of tempers present in this pottery. 
Further, some of the identifiable fragments of fossils 
that appear in the thin-sections date to the Cenomanian 
and so must derive from these formations.

Other aspects allow us to postulate that this pot-
tery was manufactured in multiple locales and prob-
ably in small batches by casual producers. First, the 
three different matrices indicate at least three different 
sources of raw materials. Second, the specific tempers 
are all easily found throughout the region, and potters 
clearly did not distinguish carefully in their selection 
and quantities when preparing the paste. Third, the fir-
ing temperatures are unusually low for vessels of such 
size. Finally, there are no consistent or specific types 
but rather general shapes with many small differences. 
All of these aspects are consistent with small-scale, 
occasional manufacture of the sort generally termed 
“household production.”

hula valley coarse wares

Visual Description

Three sampled vessels, all mortaria, represent two 
new petrographic groups that differed in their base fab-
ric from Galilean coarse wares. All three are coarse 
and moderately hard, with a porous surface texture 
and frequent, small rounded voids. The first group, 
Hula Valley coarse ware, Group 1 (samples 20 and 
29), are both light in color, ranging from light yellow-

ish brown (10YR 6/4) to yellowish white, and slipped 
with a matte cream or light green slip (around 2.5Y 
8/3), with small to medium red and black inclusions 
and occasional larger rounded black pellets. The mor-
tarium in the second group, Hula Valley coarse ware, 
Group 2 (sample 31), is pale pink in color (around 
2.5YR 6/6–2.5YR 7/6).

Petrographic Description and Probable Origin

Hula Valley coarse ware, Group 1 (samples 20 
and 29): Both vessels are in a ferruginous fabric, with 
quartz added as temper, though in differing amounts. 
In sample 20, the quartz grains comprise about 15% 
of the matrix, and in sample 29 about 10%; they are 
rounded to subangular, some fine (0.1–0.3 mm) and 
some medium-size (0.5–0.7 mm). Some quartz grains 
have remnants of iron coating. There is one chert grain 
in the sample 20 thin-section. There are also a few 
subrounded voids. Both samples have a completely 
vitrified matrix, which indicates firing between 850 
and 900 ºC. The combination of quartz sand and high 
firing temperature created a hard, strong fabric.

The fine and medium subangular to rounded 
quartz grains probably derive from high-quality 
sandstones of the lower Cretaceous formations. The 
region’s only such formations occur in the northern 
Hula Valley.

Hula Valley coarse ware, Group 2 (sample 31): 
This is a ferruginous fabric with about 2% quartz silt, 
containing some chert and basaltic minerals of olivine 
and plagioclase, and only a few inclusions of grog and 
chalk (1–2 mm). Grog inclusions are vitrified, indi-
cating previous firing. There are irregular, elongated 
voids indicating burned-out organic temper, and vitri-
fied grog inclusions indicative of previous firing; the 
vessel itself was fired at around 700 ºC.

The basaltic minerals and chert suggest the Hula 
Valley as a possible place of origin.

Sample List
Sample 

no. Fig. no. Type Locus Basket Ware group
1 Not ill.; like 

fig. 25
Juglet, ovoid 
with stumpy foot

8 378 Phoenician semi-fine (Mansuri-Tyre subgroup).

2 Not ill.; like 
fig. 25

Juglet, ovoid 
with stumpy foot

16 451 Phoenician semi-fine (Mansuri-Tyre main group).

3 Not ill.; like 
fig. 25

Juglet, ovoid 
with messy disc 
foot

8 253 Phoenician semi-fine (Mansuri-Tyre main group).
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Sample 
no. Fig. no. Type Locus Basket Ware group
4 Not ill.; like 

fig. 20
Juglet, ovoid, 
messy disk foot

8 400 Phoenician semi-fine (Mansuri-Tyre main group).

5 Not ill.; like fig. 
19:5–7.

Juglet, piriform, 
flat bottom

surface find 202 Phoenician semi-fine (Mansuri-Tyre main group).

6 Not ill.; same 
form as in fig. 
19.

Juglet, piriform, 
flat bottom

23 307 Fabric contains very few (0.1%) quartz grains and is marked by 
over-tempering with dolomitic sand (22–25%), meaning sand 
was added by the potter. Some sand grains are rhombic, others 
subangular, indicating that this dolomitic sand was not crushed 
from rock but originated as stream or wadi sand that was then 
gathered by the potter. No shell temper, so probably not coastal 
in origin. Firing temperature between about 700 and 750 ºC.15

7 Not ill.; like 
fig. 23

Juglet, thickened 
rim

15 341 Phoenician semi-fine (Mansuri-Tyre main group).

8 Fig. 26.2 Juglet, misc. 8 311 Phoenician semi-fine (Mansuri-Tyre subgroup).
9 Not ill. Body sherd 8 326/1 Persian GCW, Group 1. Fabric also contains small amount of 

calcite and several terra rossa nodules.
10 Not ill. Body sherd 8 326/2 Persian GCW, Group 3
11 Not ill. Body sherd 26 433/1 Persian GCW, Group 1
12 Not ill. Body sherd 26 433/2 Persian GCW, Group 1. Fabric also contains one quite large (2.5 

mm) fossiliferous limestone fragment.
13 Not ill. Jar 16 409/1 Persian GCW, Group 1
14 Not ill. Jar 16 409/2 Persian GCW, Group 2
15 Not ill.; like fig. 

38.2
Krater 15 336/2 Persian GCW, Group 2

17 Not ill.; like fig. 
38.3

Orange jar 15 336/6 Persian GCW, Group 2

18 Not ill. Baggy jar 15 336/7 Persian GCW, Group 1. Fabric contains fewer and more 
dispersed organic materials, meaning the sherd was fired at a 
lower temperature or for a shorter period of time. Temper a little 
finer.

19 Not ill.; like fig. 
39.6.

Torpedo jar 15 336/11 Phoenician semi-fine (Mansuri-Tyre main group) with 
additional temper consisting of several chalk balls of larger 
sizes (0.3–0.5 mm) and shell fragments.

20 Not ill.; like fig. 
38.3

Mortarium 15 336/14 Hula Valley coarse ware, Group 1. Barely vitrified matrix (milky 
greenish), meaning a firing temperature between 850 and 900 ºC. 
Temper about 10%, quartz sand, rounded to angular grains 
(0.1–0.3 mm), well sorted. Some quartz grains have remnants of 
iron coating. One chert grain. The combination of quartz sand and 
high firing temperature created a hard, strong fabric.

21 Not ill. Krater 15 336/16 Phoenician semi-fine (Mansuri-Tyre main group) with 
additional large temper of limestone and shell (0.7–2.0 mm).

22 Fig. 37.1 Decanter, Iron 
Age

16 423 Iron Age GCW, Group 1

23 Fig. 37.2 Cooking pot, 
Iron Age

16 334 Iron Age GCW, Group 2

24 Fig. 37.3 Cooking pot, 
Iron Age

15 367 Iron Age GCW, Group 3

25 Fig. 37.4 Cooking pot, 
Iron Age

26 445 Iron Age coarse ware, Group 1

26 Not ill. Bowl lid 26 445 Persian GCW, Group 1, with coarser shell fragments.
27 Fig. 38.1 Krater 1 381 Persian GCW, Group 1, with coarser chalk fragments.

15 Recent research reveals some degree of similarity to Roman-era storage jars from a kiln excavated by Yardenna Alexandre at Karm 
er-Ras (recently Kfar Kana).
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Sample 
no. Fig. no. Type Locus Basket Ware group
28 Fig. 38.2 Krater 15 321 Persian GCW, Group 2, but very low fired, no higher than 

600 ºC.
29 Fig. 38.3 Mortarium 16 423 Hula Valley coarse ware, Group 1. Barely vitrified matrix, fired 

between 850 and 900 ºC. Quartz grains, rounded to subangular, 
some fine (0.1–0.3 mm) and some medium-size (0.5–0.7 mm), 
about 15% of the matrix, along with a few subrounded voids.

30 Fig. 38.4 Mortarium 15 321 Ferruginous fabric with rounded and subrounded grains of 
various igneous and metamorphic rocks and minerals (granite, 
dolerite, schists) found together only in ophiolitic belts. Temper 
comprising about 12–15% of matrix. This fragment contains 
only hard rocks and minerals. Probable origin Cilicia/Hatay/
Cyprus fabric region.

31 Fig. 38.5 Mortarium 5 259 Hula Valley coarse ware, Group 2. Ferruginous fabric, about 
2% quartz silt containing some chert and basaltic minerals of 
olivine and plagioclase, only a few inclusions of grog and chalk 
(1–2 mm), and irregular elongated voids, indicating burned-out 
organic temper. Vessel fired at around 700 ºC; grog inclusions 
vitrified, indicating previous firing.

32 Fig. 39.1 Jug 15 320 Persian GCW, Group 1
33 Fig. 39.2 Jug or jar 8 386 Persian GCW, Group 2
34 Fig. 39.3 Jug or jar 26 433 Persian GCW, Group 1. Sample also contains several 

Palaeocene calcareous nanofossils (Discoaster multiradiatus) 
(also like the Meiʾar sample).

35 Fig. 39.4 Jar 16 334 Persian GCW, Group 3
36 Fig. 39.5 Pithos 26 425 Persian GCW, Group 2
37 Not ill. Jar, holemouth 26 445 Persian GCW, Group 1
38 Fig. 39.6 Jar, torpedo 16 351 Phoenician semi-fine (Mansuri-Tyre subgroup)
39 Fig. 39.8 Wedge-

impressed sherd
6 240 Persian GCW, Group 2

40 Fig. 39.7 Cooking pot 16 409 Ferruginous matrix including about 10% quartz silt with added 
temper of coarse quartz sand, subangular and subrounded (0.1–
0.5 mm), comprising about 12% of the sherd’s volume. Fired 
around 750 ºC. Probable source: lower Cretaceous formation of 
the northern Hula.

41 Not ill. Krater 15 321 Low-fired brown: calcareous ferruginous matrix with silty 
dolomite. Contains about 12% of rounded dolostone and chalk 
inclusions and terra rossa nodules (1.5–2 mm). Probable source: 
central Hula Valley.
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