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The Late Bronze Age remains an important period for the
formation of Israel, whether one accepts the Biblical record or
not. If one accepts the biblical story, the Late Bronze age is
the time of the exodus from Egypt, the conquest of Canaan,
and the period of the Judges. For those who do not accept
the biblical story, they still have to make sense of the “proto-
Israelites”1) of Iron Age I from the highlands,2) and the appear-
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ance of Israel in the Merneptah Stele.3)
The events that occurred during the Late Bronze Age are

illuminated by three types of sources: the Egyptian records, the
biblical narratives, and the archaeological evidence.4) This essay
is one of synthesis and will analyze the Late Bronze Age by
focusing mainly on the Egyptian evidence. The archaeological
source is promising, especially considering the latest published
surveys, but it is my perception that a good understanding of
the transition from the MB II to the LB I is lacking in the
archaeological circles.5) A more major problem is the fact that
the results from the surveys are inherently vague; in the best

ö
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case they make a distinction between a LB I and a LB II occupa-
tion of the site.6) The situation from the excavated tells is better,
but some of the supposed gaps at certain sites(e.g. Tell Beit
Mirsim, Jericho, Shechem) have been recently questioned.7)

The Egyptian records consist mainly of a series of military
campaigns, and are useful mostly for the Asiatic toponyms men-
tioned in them, and the “people” that are encountered in these
campaigns. The difficulty comes when one tries to identify these
toponyms with known places in Canaan, and when one attempts
to figure out the social and political condition of the groups
of people mentioned in the inscriptions. The Amarna Letters
(c. 1360-1330 B.C.)8) offer some solutions, but their shorcom-
ings for illuminating the Late Bronze Age are due to the vague-
ness in the descriptions (because they assume that the toponyms
and people mentioned in them are well known to the addressee),
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and to the short period that they cover. Despite the short-
comings of the evidence, in the rest of this article I will attempt
to describe the Cananite landscape during the Late Bronze Age
in a chronological fashion.

The Egyptian texts pertaining to Western Asia are few in
number and difficult to use prior to the reign of Thutmose
III(c. 1479-1425 B.C.E.),9) especially because of the ambiguous
toponyms.10) However, these texts can help us understand the
Egyptian interests in Canaan, and can at least give us an idea
about the cities that were still inhabited during the campaigns
mentioned in these texts. They can also give us some valuable
information about the people groups that Egypt encountered
in Western Asia.
The first king of the 18th dynasty, Ahmose, expelled the

Hyksos rulers from Avaris and then undertook one or two cam-
paigns in Asia.11) The first campaign is mentioned in the auto-
biography of Ahmose son of Abana, and the only Canaanite
town mentioned is Sharuhen, which was besieged for three years
before being conquered.12) There is strong evidence that the
identification of this site with Tell el-Far‘ah (S)13) is correct.
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The biographical inscription of Ahmose Pennekhbey refers to
the capture of a prisoner in Djahy, but this information does
not help in reconstructing the settlement pattern in Canaan.
Djahy is usually just a term for the Asiatic region in general
at this time.14) A few other inscriptions from the 18th dynasty
mention the following toponyms: Kedem, “lands of Fenkhu,”
Tunip, Upper Retenu, God’s Land, Naharin, the land of Mitanni,
Niy, and the Euphrates river.15) The term “lands of Fenkhu”
probably refers to Canaan in general or Phoenicia, while the
rest of the toponyms suggest involvment in Syria, rather than
Canaan.16) A campaign against the Shasu is known from the
reign of Thutmose II(c. 1493-1479 B.C.), and was usually
thought to have taken place in the Negev, but a reasonable
case has been made for locating the Shasu region in southern
Syria or northern Canaan.17)

The key event for the building of the Egyptian empire in
Canaan is considered the expedition of Thutmose III(c.
1479-1425 B.C.E.) to Megiddo in the 22nd year of his reign.18)
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This campaign was directed against the cities of western Canaan,
the Plain of Esdraelon, and the territories farther north and
east, whose princes gathered together at Megiddo to make a
united stand against the Egyptian king.19) What is of special
interest for this essay, is the topographical list of Syro-Palestinian
toponyms from the temple of Amun at Karnak. The basic list
contains 119 place-names of which about 65-70 names have
been plausibly identified.20) What is a striking aspect of this
list is that it apparently does not mention any sites in south-cen-
tral Palestine, in the eastern Shephelah, in the hill country, or
south of Wadi Hasa on the eastern side of Jordan.21) According
to the texts related to this list, it seems that Thutmose III did
not destroy Megiddo, and he did not attack each one of these
places individually.22) Megiddo was the gathering place for the
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Asiatic princes of all these towns, therefore the defeat of
Megiddo was followed by a swearing of allegiance of these prin-
ces to the Egyptian king.23) Prisoners and booty were also carried
off from these places,24) but there is no mention of destruction
of any of the cities mentioned in the list of Tuthmose III.25)
However, it is usually agreed that following the battle of
Megiddo, we enter a new phase in the history of Canaan; this
is a phase in which Tuthmose III followed up on his conquests
and established a series of military forts and administrative cen-
ters in Palestine and southern Syria.26) Therefore, it seems that
according to the texts, even if the cities of Palestine were not
destroyed, they were more impoverished as a result of the tribute
paid to the Egyptian king following their capitulation. Some
cities lost part of their population which was taken prisoner,
and they were all bound by an oath to the Egyptian king.27)
All these cities were along the major trade routes between Egypt
and Syria, along the Jezreel Valley, and some on the King’s
Highway. The following campaigns are too general, and were
directed at northern Syria; thus they do not give us any important
information about Canaan.
Before discussing the Egyptian texts dealing with the cam-

paigns of Amenhotep II and Tuthmose IV, I will analyze the
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few Akkadian documents discovered in Canaan that can help
my analysis. A series of Akkadian letters were discovered in
the archives of the prince of Tanaach, and are believed to have
been composed earlier than the Amarna letters, probably during
the time of Amenhotep II.28) A second letter from Gezer is
dated slightly later, probably to the time of Tuthmose IV.29)
Both of these letters are dated to the first part of 15th century
and offer some clues about a few cities in Canaan. The following
cities are mentioned in the Tanaach letters: Rubute, Gurra, Gaza,
Megiddo, and Rehob/Rahabu. It seems that the town of
Tanaach was one of the important towns in the Jezreel Valley,
which dominated at least part of the region. In letter no. 5,
the ruler of Tanaach is asked:”...give charge to thy towns and
let them do their work, anyone injures my person who attacks
(thy) town.”30) At the same time, it is visible from both the
Tanaach letters and the letter from Gezer, that these towns
are under some form of Egyptian authority. They are expected
to provide troops and tribute, and to appear before the Egyptian
official: “Send my brethren together with their chariots, and
send me the horse(s) as thy tribute and special gifts (for me).
And as for all the captives who are there with thee, send them
to me tomorrow in Megiddo.”31) However, it seems that the
Egyptians did not enjoy a complete obedience from these sub-
jects, the prince of Tanaach did not respond positively to his
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request.32)
Therefore, at this point it can be inferred that both Megiddo

and Gaza were cities which at least acknowledged the Egyptian
authority. Tanaach and Gezer seem to have been important re-
gional centers, with authority over smaller towns around them.
Rehob and Gurra are most likely located in the plain of
Esdraelon, while the location of Rubutu is uncertain, but could
be the biblical Rabbah in the northern Shephelah.33)
Papyrus Hermitage 1116A34) mentiones eleven toponyms,

of which seven can be placed in northern Palestine: Megiddo,
Kinnereth, Achshaph, Shimron, Ta’anach, Mishal, and Hazor.
Ashkelon is also mentioned, Sharon (as a political entity), and
a different text refers to Lachish. Two toponyms cannot be
identified. It seems that envoys from these towns were in Thebes
sometimes in the second half of the 15th century, therefore these
cities must have existed at this time, and were under clear
Egyptian domination.35)
During the reign of Amenhotep II(1427-1400 B.C.E.) we

have Egyptian evidence for new campaigns in Palestine. Three
military campaigns took place in Canaan and northern Syria
during the time of Amenhotep II. The first campaign was to
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northern Syria, but on the way there, Amenhotep II mentions
the hacking up of the city of Shamash-Edom, a city that should
probably be identified with Adamah of Naphtali.36) The second
campaign is more relevant for the situation in Canaan. In his
9th year, Amenhotep II proceeded to Retenu in a campaign di-
rected only against the Sharon and Jezreel Plains. The city of
Aphek37) surrendered, and four cities around Socoh, in the
Sharon plain were captured: Mepesen, Khettjen, Adorain, and
Migdal-yene(t). It is not clear from the text if the city of Yaham
was captured. The city of Anaharath38) was plundered, and the
prince of Geba-Somen was brought with his family and retainers
to Amenhotep II in the vicinity of Megiddo39) and replaced.40)

The plunder taken in this expedition is important for the
information about the population makeup that it offers. In his
list of plunder we find: 127 rulers of Retenu, 179 brothers of
the rulers, 3600 Habiru, 15,200 living Shasu, 36,300 Hurru,
15,070 living Neges, and 30,652 families thereof. The total num-
ber of prisoners in this list comes to 101,128. This is an unusually
high number and poses a problem which “remains an enigma.”41)



Cristian G. Rata┃The Canaanite Landscape during the Late Bronze Age 49

The Egyptian stele found at ancient Chinnereth, by the Sea
of Galilee, has been connected with one of Amenhotep II’s
campaign. This probably took place to check the advance of
the empire of Mitanni, and it is possible that at this point Egypt
controlled Canaan only as far as Chinnereth.42) It should be
noted that so far, the military efforts of the Egyptian kings
were concentrated around via Maris, Sharon, and northern
Palestine and Syria. There is no mention of the Judean hills,
the hill country, or the regions to the south.

The reign of Tuthmose IV(c. 1401-1391 B.C.E.)and most
of the reign of Amenhotep III(c. 1388-1351 B.C.E.) do not
shed much light on the population of Canaan at this time.
Amenhotep III’s reign has been peaceful and prosperous, with
no military campaigns reported in the Levant.43) However, the
Amarna letters, some of which belong to the end of Amenophis
III’s reign, are of considerable importance for the situation in
Canaan. As I have already mentioned, these letters date to ca.
1360-1330 B.C.E., and are mostly connected with the reign of
Akhenaten(c. 1351-1334 B.C.E).44)
These letters are important because they mention a number

of cities from Canaan which can be identified, and they give
a hint about the population makeup and the existing political
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situation. The following Canaanite cities can be identified with
a high degree of certainty:45)

Bashan-Aduru, Araru, Ashtaroth, Busuruna, Halanu, Kenath,
Siri-bashan, Hayyunu, Shahimi, Tubu, Udumu, Yabiluma.46)
Jordan Valley-Hazor, Yeno’am, Beth-Shean, Pehel, and per-

haps Zaphon.
Jezreel Valley-Megiddo, Tanaach, Ahtiasna/Ahtiru(m)na,

Shim’on, Shunem, Gina[th], Burquna, Japhia, Hannathon,
Harabu, Gintikirmil.
Coastal plain-Gath-padalla, Joppa, Ashkelon, Gaza, Yurza,

Gath.
Shephelah-Gezer, Rubute (between Gezer and Jerusalem),

Ajalon, Zorah, Lachish, Keilah.
Hill country-Shechem, Jerusalem, Manahath, and apparently

Beth Horon.

In contrast to the Egyptian topographical lists, the Amarna
letters include towns from the Shephelah, the hill country, and
a number of cities east of the Jordan river. Southern Transjordan
and the Canaanite cities in the Negev are still missing. This
conspicuous gap is consistent with the gap from Egyptian topo-
graphical lists (though smaller), and is visible on both sides of
the Jordan, roughly between Pehel and the Dead Sea. The city
of Shechem is the only city in the later territories of Benjamin
and Ephraim, and only Zaphon can be plausibly placed in
Jordan, south of Pella/Pehel.47) Therefore, it seems (considering
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the texts) that the hill country of Palestine was still sparsely
populated.
It has been suggested that at this time Syria-Palestine was

divided in three large administrative districts whose headquarters
were at Gaza, Sumur, and Kumidi. Thus the cities south of
Galilee were under the jurisdiction of Gaza (on both sides of
the Jordan), and the cities to the north were controlled by
Kumidi. Sumur probably controlled the northern Lebanese
Beqa‘, the Phoenician coast, and Amurru.48) A network of zix
garrison cities were left to administer and rule the land: Gaza
and Joppa in the south, Ullasa and Sumur in the north, Beth
Shean in northern Palestine, and Kumidi in the south of Beqa‘
valley of Lebanon.49)

It is important to recognize that the major cities of this
period were small, considering the amount of military help that
they request. Thus the prince of Megiddo wants 100 men (EA
244), while the princes of Gezer and Jerusalem are satisfied
with 50 each (EA 237; 289; 295).50) From the texts, it seems
that only Hazor and Shechem can be considered territorial king-
doms at this point. Other important city-states in Palestine were
Jerusalem, Gezer in the northern Shephelah, Ashkelon on the
coast, Lachish, Gath(?), Gath-padalla in the Sharon region,
Rehob, Megiddo, Shim’on, Acco, and Achshaph in the northern
plains.51) It seems that in general the cities in the hill country
and the Shephelah (areas which seem to have been more sparsely
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populated) ruled more extensive territories than the cities in
the plains where the cities were closer to each other.

Two groups of people are of importance when discussing
the settlement of Canaan during the Late Bronze Age: the ‘Apir
u,52) and the Sutu.53) The ‘Apiru, the (SA.)GAZ of the Akkadian
texts, are mentioned as early as the Third Dynasty of Ur, at
the end of the third millennium B.C. Our concern is mainly
with the ‘Apiru of the Amarna texts. It is clear from these texts
that the term ‘Apiru is not an ethnic designation, but rather
a “pejorative term” used for people who did not accept Egyptian
authority or who wished to throw it off.54) They were a class
of stateless and reputedly lawless people in both Palestine and
Syria.55) Many times they were hired soldiers, especially by the
kingdoms in the hill country(Shechem, Hazor), to attack other
cities(e.g. Megiddo in EA 246). Two questions would be useful
to be answered regarding these people: what percentage of the
population of Canaan did they represent, and where were they
settled? The first question is impossible to answer with a reason-
able degree of certainty because we lack the adequate textual
sources. A possibility would be to calculate the percentage of
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‘Apiru taken as prisoners by Amenhotep II from his list of slaves
during his second campaign. In this case the ‘Apiru would repre-
sent 6.5 percent of the population, a reasonable figure.
Their places of habitation are also hard to determine, but

it is clear that their concentration is in areas in or close to
the mountains.56) It seems that there is only one clear case where
the ‘Apiru are stationed in a city, and that is for defensive pur-
poses: “The ‘Apiru captured Mahzibtu, a city of the ki[n]g, my
lord, and plundered [it] and sen[t] it up in flames, and then
the ‘Apiru took refuge with Ama[nhatp]e (ruler of Tushultu in
Syria).”57) In most cases, it is generally agreed that the ‘Apiru
are living outside the cities. Thus Na’aman refers to the ‘Apiru
and the Sutu as “nonurban elements,”58) and Bottero sees the
‘Apiru as a group of people “entre nomads et sedentaires.”59)
The Sutu60) appear in a few cases alongside the ‘Apiru,61)

and the term was the Akkadian appellation for nomadic pastoral
elements.62) They are also hired as mercenaries, sometimes on
the side of the Egyptian king (EA 195), but usually with the
‘Apiru against the interests of the king of Egypt (EA 246 and
318). Both the Sutu and especially the ‘Apiru seem to have been
a major problem for the cities in Canaan which were “loyal”
to the Egyptian kings.
The Shasu are another group of people that have to be dis-
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cussed in relation to the Canaanite population during the Late
Bronze Age.63) It seems that they should be identified with the
Sutu of the cuneiform texts.64) The Shasu are encountered already
by Tuthmose II in the 18th Dynasty, but the more important
encounters are those by Tuthmose III, Amenophis II, and Seti
I.65) From the second campaign of Amenophis II, already men-
tioned above, we see that he took as slaves 15,200 Shasu.66)
This is a substantial number, and if we calculate the percentage
from the total number of prisoners, the Shasu represent 27.5
percent of the total, the ‘Apiru 6.5 percent, and the rest 66
percent. This could conceivably represent more or less the pop-
ulation of the country in the late 15th century.67) A linguistic
analysis of the non-Egyptian names found in the Amarna letters
show that 52 percent bear clear north-west Semitic names, 33
percent certain or probable Indo-Aryan names, 5 percent certain
or probably Hittite names, and 10 percent uncertain, but not
Egyptian names.68)

By analyzing all the texts which mention the Shasu, Giveon
has concluded that they are Bedouins, as it is obvious from
the title of his book. Their means of subsistence are those of
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a semi-nomadic people.69) However, the texts also speak of the
Shasu as living in the cities during the time of Ramesses II.70)
By analyzing all the evidence Ward concludes the following:

All of these descriptions-semi-nomadic shepherds,
town-dwellers, desert Bedouin-are compatible with the defi-
nition of Shasu as a social class whom the Egyptian encoun-
tered primarily as soldiers-of-fortune. Some Shasu were sed-
entary, others were not...71)

While Ward is certainly correct to point out that the Shasu
can be found in cities, it is clear from the rest of the texts,
all of the texts before Ramesses II, that the Shasu have usually
a non-sedentary way of life. The classical example which points
to the pastoralist way of life for the Shasu is Papyrus Anastasi
VI: “We have finished with allowing the Shasu clans folk of
Edom to pass the fort of Merneptah that is Soccoth, to the
pools..., to keep them alive, and to keep alive their livestock.”72)
The conclusion should be that the Shasu were mostly a semi-no-
madic people, sometimes settled, who were characterized by
warlike tendencies, because the Egyptians encountered them
mostly as bands of robbers and mercenaries.73) The word Shasu
could derive from Hebrew, with the meaning “to plunder, pil-
lage,” or from Egyptian, with the meaning “to travel, wander
about.”
It is clear from the texts that the Egyptians usually associated
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the Shasu with the rugged hill-country east of the Jordan valley
and the Wadi Arabah, and perhaps the desert which lies beyond.
Two sources specifically identify the Shasu with Edom and Mt.
Seir, but the Egyptians also encountered these people west of
Transjordan, from southern Syria to the Negev. Therefore, the
Shasu can be safely placed in Palestine and Edom.74)

The campaigns of Seti I(c. 1294-1279 B.C.E.), Ramesses II(c.
1303-1213 B.C.E.), and Merneptah(c. 1213-1203 B.C.E.) take
us into the LB IIB period. Their military campaigns and the
archaeological remains from this period point to a clearer mili-
tary occupation of Canaan than before. Seti I encountered both
the ‘Apiru(from Mt. Yarmuta in northern Palestine) and the
Shasu, usually in the context of war as enemies.75) By analyzing
the city lists from these campaigns, it seems that these kings
campaigned as usually mostly in Syria.76) But, Seti I conquered
Beth-Shean, Rehob, Yeno’am, Kedesh in Galilee, and Hammath
in northern Palestine.77) Ramesses II conquered Kerepna and
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Merom (both places are probably in Upper Galilee), Acco,
Gath-Asher (in western Galilee), and mentions Hazor, Acshaph,
Adamin, Kiriath-anab and Adurun (both in Bashan),78) Shechem,
and Megiddo. Merneptah mentions the destruction of Ashkelon,
Gezer, Yeno’am, and the “laying waste” of the people of Israe
l.79)

Stele of both Ramesses II and Seti I have been found at
Beth Shemesh. A stele of Seti I has been found at Tell
el-Shishab, north of the Yarmuk, and one of Ramesses II at
Sheikh Said (just north of Tell el-Shishab) showing Egyptian
lordship over this region. What is more important for my essay
is the explicit references to Moab and to Seir/Edom from
Ramesses II through Ramesses III and later. Ramesses II plun-
dered the mount of Seir, and mentions the capturing of the
towns of Butartu (probably Raba Batora) and Dibon in the land
of Moab.80)
From the campaigns of these last three mentioned kings,

the raids in Canaan are consistently located along major routes
(as in previous times), along the coast and in the Jezreel Valley.
Peleh/Pella in central Jordan is mentioned several times, but
it was also named in previous campaigns. An increase in the
importance of Galilee is sensed because of the mention of
Hammath and Adami. But, the most important developments
seem to have taken place on the eastern side of the Jordan.
Edom is attested, and Mt. Seir seems to have been important
enough to attract the vengeful presence of Ramesses II. Moab
has at least two cities during the time of Ramesses II which
were worth capturing. At the end of the Bronze Age, on the
western side of Jordan, Israel is recognized as a group of people
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distinct from the Canaanites (at least different from the
Canaanite city-system) by Merneptah. These later campaigns do
not seem to shed any light on the hill country of Judah, the
Shephelah, and Negev.

It is clear from this essay that the Egyptian texts are indis-
pensable for a good understanding of the Late Bronze Age in
Canaan. However, only the texts are inadequate for a more com-
prehensive view. The reason is quiet simple: the Egyptian cam-
paigns and texts are usually focusing on the major routes and
cities of Canaan because that is where Egyptian interests and
influence were found. That is because the New Kingdom Egypt
wanted the main ‘highways’ to be secure for both economic
and military reasons. In the few cases when we have documents
from the cities of Canaan (during the Amarna period), we get
a more complete picture and we learn something about the
fringe areas (e.g. the hill country), and about the non-sedentary
groups which usually acted against Egyptian interests. Therefore,
the information gathered from archaeological excavations and
surveys is indispensable for a more complete understanding of
the Canaanite landscape during the Late Bronze Age.81)
However, from the information found in the Egyptian texts,

the following brief sketch is possible and generally accepted82)
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about the Canaanite landscape. After the expulsion of the
Hyksos, the Egyptian policy was not clearly developed and relied
mainly on periodic military campaigns concentrated around via
Maris, Sharon, Northern Palestine and Syria. The rebellion
against Egypt centered at Megiddo was “the wake up call” that
led to “new and more aggressive imperial measures to regulate
the region through tighter control of local princes, having regular
shows of force, and establishing treaties and marriage alliances.”83)
During this period (LB I) there is clear evidence of an increasing
Egyptian authority over Canaan which was concentrated over
the major trade routes and cities (e.g. Megiddo, Gaza, Gezer,
etc.). However, the information about the fringe areas84) is al-
most inexistent.
The LB IIA takes us into the more turbulent Amarna age.

During this time, the Egyptians paid little attention to events
outside their borders, most likely due to internal weakness. It
is clear from the Amarna letters, that the major cities were fairly
small, and there were constant threats from the ‘Apiru bands
and other outcasts which seem to roam freely in areas that used
to be under firm Egyptian control. Now, for the first time in
LBA, we get some understanding of the settlements in the hill
country. The few ‘great cities’ of the hill country (e.g. Hazor
and Shechem) were territorial kingdoms which rules more ex-
tensive areas.
During the LB IIB period, the 19th dynasty took a more

active role in Canaan as the Egyptians tightened their control
by the establishment of various administrative centers to oversee
their military and economic interests. Public security seems to
have been restored and the threat from non-sedentary groups
seems to have been contained. However, the archaeological evi-
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dence at the end of Late Bronze Age, demonstrates that there
were a series of destructions during the reign of Ramesses II
that were only partially recovered by Merneptah.85) This was
the context in which the emergence of Israel seems to be de-
tected in the archaeological record in the hill country of
Palestine.
It should be noted that there are two Egyptian texts that

deserve further analysis for the understanding of Late Bronze
Canaan and in connection with the emergence of Israel. Both
of them were briefly mentioned in this survey. The first one
comes from the campaign of Amenhotep II’s 9th year(c. 1418
B.C.E.) where he lists more than 100, 000 prisoners. While this
list is usually believed to be exaggerated,86) it fits fairly well
with the evidence we have from archaeological data for a consid-
erable decline in the population of Canaan.87) The second dis-
puted text is the Berlin statue pedestal relief 21687 published
by Peter van der Steen, Christ offer Theis, and Manfred Görg.88)
If their reading is correct, it means that we have an attestation
of Israel in Canaan close to the middle of the second millennium
B.C.E. In that case, the Israelites could be partly responsible
for the troubles of Amarna age, and later for some of the de-
structions at the end of the Late Bronze Age. In my opinion,
these texts deserve further consideration and analysis to see if
they are also supported by the archaeological and epigraphic
evidence, even if Israel’s presence in Canaan this early upsets
most current models about its emergence.
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주요어

가나안 후기 청동기 시대 샤수 하피루 아마르나 이집트 이스라

엘 힉소스
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초록

후기 청동기 시대의 가나안

크리스챤 라타

횃불 트리니티 신학대학원 대학교 교수

이논문은 주로이집트 문헌을참고로 후기청동기 시대의가나안을

다룬다 이 논문은 힉소스 의 추방부터 제 대 왕조의 마지막

왕까지를 연대기적으로 다룬다 이 시기에 가나안의 많은 주요 도시들

이 작은 도시로 전락하고 구릉 지대에 사는 주민들이 흩어져 거주하는

등 가나안 땅의 인구가현저하게감소했다 힉소스추방이후이집트는

주요 도로 주변을 중심으로 간헐적인 군사 원정 정책을 폈다

므깃도를 중심으로 일어난 이집트에 대한 반란은 지방 군주들을

더옭아매는통제정책으로 그지역을 다스리는 좀더공격적인 제국주

의 정책을 구사하게 했다 시대 는 우리를

훨씬더 정국이불안한 아마르나시대로 이끈다 이시기동안 이집트인

들은 가나안 일어나는 일에덜 관심을 기울여큰 비용을 들이게 되었다

이 사실은 주요 도시가 군소 도시로 전락했다는 아마르나 편지에서

명확하게드러나고이집트의 확고한영향력아래있던 지역에서자유롭

게 떠돌아 다니는 추방당한 방랑 민족 때문에 계속 위협에 직면했다는

기록에서도 이 사실은 명확하게 드러난다 우선 시대

에서 우리는 처음으로 구릉 지대 정착민들을 보다 더 잘 이해할

수 있었다 시대 동안 제 왕조는 가나안 땅에 다양한 관할

관청을세워이들을훨씬더통제하는등 가나안땅에서훨씬더적극적

인 역할을 감당했다 아무튼 후기 청동기 시대 말의 고고학적 증거들은

시대끝 무렵 계속 멸망이 있었다는사실을 보여준다 이때 가나안

구릉 지대에서는 이스라엘의 출현이 간파되기 시작했다
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This article sketches the Canaanite landscape during the Late
Bronze Age by relying mainly on the evidence from Egyptian
texts. It proceeds in a chronological fashion starting with the
expulsion of the Hyksos and ending with the last kings of the
19th dynasty. The texts suggest a significant population decline
in Canaan with many of the major cities being small and with
a sparsely populated hill country. After the expulsion of the
Hyksos, the Egyptian policy relied mainly on periodic military
campaigns concentrated around the major routes. The rebellion
against Egypt centered at Megiddo led to more aggressive im-
perial measures to regulate the region through tighter control
of local princes. The LB IIA(c. 1400-1300 B.C.E.) takes us into
the more turbulent Amarna age. During this time, the Egyptians
paid a lot less attention to events in Canaan, and it is clear
from the Amarna letters that the major cities were small, and
most were facing constant threats from non-sedentary outcasts
who seem to have roamed freely in areas that used to be under
firm Egyptian control. Now, for the first time in LBA(c.
1550-1200 B.C.E.), we get a better understanding of the settle-
ments in the hill country. During the LB IIB the 19th dynasty
took a more active role in Canaan as they tightened their control
by the establishment of various administrative centers. However,
the archaeological evidence at the end of Late Bronze Age, dem-
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onstrates that there were a series of destructions toward the
end of LBA. This was the context in which the emergence
of Israel begins to be detected in the hill country of Canaan.


