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ABSTRACT 

 

 

This study systematically establishes a methodology for the dating of scarabs and stamp 

seals from the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I in the Southern Levant. First, it recounts the 

history of the field’s dating of the typological forms of scarabs. Second, it systematically 

employs three methodologies for dating the typological forms of scarabs from the 19th 

Dynasty, 20th Dynasty, and early Third Intermediate Period. Each methodology assesses 

different portions of the glyptic corpus. Next, the study evaluates the dating of scarabs 

and stamp seals on the basis of stylistic criteria. The complex relationship between the 

Egyptian empire and Southern Levantine vassals is examined through glyptic art. 

Egyptianizing motifs rooted in local Levantine traditions from the Middle Bronze 

reemerge in the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I. Motifs half a millennium old are engraved 

once more as Egyptian empire wanes during the Iron I. Finally, this methodology for the 

dating of scarabs and stamp seals is used to examine the representations of deities within 

the burial cults of the Southern Levant. Though the Egyptian empire is in control of the 

Southern Levant during the Late Bronze IIB, local traditions continue to govern local 

material culture and cultic practices.   
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

  

 

Egyptian imperial presence in Palestine was at a high during the Late Bronze IIB. 

Egyptian centers guarded the road through the Sinai, aiding travel from Egypt proper to 

Palestine. Prices of a few staple goods, like sesame oil, rose at the end of the 19th 

Dynasty as harbingers of what was to come (Janssen 1975a: 330–333). Within decades, 

an economic crisis overtook Egypt. Other staples spiked during the middle of the 20th 

Dynasty (Černý 1934: 173–178). The price of emmer, used to make bread, doubled and 

quadrupled initially until what was once one to two deben of copper per khar rose to an 

unthinkable eight and even 12 deben (Janssen 1975a: 112–117). Barley, a staple for beer-

making, also increased steeply during the reign of Ramesses VII (Janssen 1975a: 119–

122). The price of small cattle rose dramatically (Janssen 1975a: 165–167).1 As intra-

Mediterranean trade waned in the Iron IA and food prices soared in Egypt, famine 

plagued the Hittite regions as well (Harrison 2010: 83–84).  

As the price of cereals rose, the Egyptian imperial system maintained those 

programs, which it deemed central to its mission. Wages at the village of Deir el-Medina, 

paid in cereals, remained steady during the 20th Dynasty (Jansen 1975a: 555–556). Yet 

as Deir el-Medina continued unabated, the mines at Timnah in the Negev ceased, and 

Egyptian imperial presence likely pulled out after Ramses VI (Rothenberg 1988: 122–

124). Presumably the mines at Timnah were deemed to no longer be essential to Egypt’s 

retracting foreign presence. As the cost of staples rose dramatically under Ramses VII, 

                                                      
1 The price of small cattle does fluctuate throughout the 19th Dynasty, but the prices attested under Ramses 

IX and the later 20th Dynasty are not seen at other times in the Ramesside period (Janssen 1975a: 166). 
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royal projects in distant reaches of the empire suffered from the weight of a strained 

Egyptian economy.  

As the New Kingdom’s presence in the Southern Levant waned toward the end of 

the Ramesside period, and Egyptian influence retracted during the Third Intermediate 

Period, the Southern Levant underwent dramatic changes. Vibrant trade through intra-

Mediterranean networks between Egypt, the Southern Levant, Syria, Turkey, Crete, and 

Cyprus once deeply influenced even local ceramic assemblages in Palestine during the 

Late Bronze. Non-elite traditions were passed between these regions presumably by the 

presence of foreigners. For instance, the local, Canaanite cooking pot of the Late Bronze 

IIB used Egyptian technology in its temper (Master 2011: 260–261). Yet as Egyptian 

trade retracted during the Third Intermediate Period, evidence for subtle Egyptian 

influence on local ceramic traditions also receded (Master 2011: 262). Egyptian imports 

to Philistine sites on the southern coast slowed in strata with so-called Philistine 

bichrome.  

Egyptian trade networks did persist into the Iron I, albeit in a diminished capacity. 

Minimal Egyptian contact continued at small sites in Palestine; local sites like Tell el-

Aḥwat and ‘En Haggit still purchased an occasional Nile perch. As shifts within the trade 

networks occurred, this study will look at import patterns and local engraving traditions 

for these amulets. Some crafted local scarabs, limestone conoids, and pyramidal stamp 

seals. The engraved, at times, local motifs and form. At other times, Egyptianizing motifs 

mimicked contemporary Egyptian scarabs like the so-called Mass-Produced 

Ramesside/Post-Ramesside scarabs. Local engravers even resurrected Middle Bronze 

styles of engraving and motifs.  
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Surveys showed new sites appearing during the Iron I (Zertal 2004; 1991; 1994; 

Finkelstein 1988; 1988–1989). Occupation at vibrant urban centers of the Late Bronze 

IIB—Hazor, Bethel, Beth Shemesh,2 Tell Beit Mirsim, and Ta‘anach—was disrupted 

(Lapp 1967b). Though the disruptions were not contemporary due to a single, limited 

cause, these disruptions were part of a broader transition in the region and the 

Mediterranean (Bunimovitz 1994: 186).  

Even as older urban centers ended, new polities emerged in the Southern Levant. 

Countless scholars, however, have demonstrated that the material culture of these polities 

showed continuity with what preceded. A distinct assemblage of material culture also 

appeared on the Southern Levantine coast identified as the so-called “Sea Peoples.” Yet 

even in the region under their influence, Late Bronze traditions persisted unseen in bowl-

lamp-bowl deposits under walls (Bunimovitz and Zimhoni 1993; Mazow 2005: 436–

444). Numerous local ceramic forms from the Late Bronze, like the cooking pot, 

persisted into the Iron I (Killebrew 1998: 103–104, Ill. III:7:1–4). The corpus of glyptic 

art will be placed alongside these other studies of this transition from the Late Bronze. 

 

GLYPTIC ART AND LOCAL PATTERNS 

OF CONSUMPTION  

 

During this time of waxing and waning trade, Egyptian objects made their way into the 

cargo on the holds of ships traveling among the ports of the Mediterranean. While many 

traded commodities no doubt perished from the archaeological record, numerous types of 

Egyptian goods are attested at ports around the Mediterranean. The Southern Levant 

                                                      
2 While Elihu Grant’s excavations with Haverford College from 1923 to 1928 are notoriously unreliable, 

Shlomo Bunimovitz and Zvi Lederman have returned to the site in 1990 and uncovered a destruction in the 

city’s occupation between Stratum IV of the Late Bronze and Stratum III of the Iron Age I.  
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participated in these Late Bronze trade networks along with Cyprus, Syria, and the 

Aegean.  

Scarabs from Egypt moved about the Mediterranean due to intra-Mediterranean 

trade. This trade was dynamic and not controlled by one entity. Whereas Egypt had 

dominated the trade routes to the Aegean in the Late Helladic I–II, they became one 

among many trade partners in the latter Late Bronze (Cline 1994: xvii). Toward the end 

of the 14th century, Cline argues that Mycenaeans, instead of Crete, came to control trade 

with Egypt and the Near East (Cline 1994: xvii).  

Scarabs found their way among the cargos of these ships. In the Late Bronze 

shipwreck of Uluburun, scarabs were found among the cargo (Bass 1961: 274; Bass 

1986: 293). If the Uluburun shipwreck is indicative, scarabs were not the most commonly 

traded good. Canaanite storage jars from Syro-Palestine and so-called Cypriot Milk 

Bowls were the most common item traded in the Aegean (Cline 1994: xvi).  

Certain ports did have a likely affinity for certain items (cf. Cline 1994: xvii). It 

seems that Palestine’s preference for glyptic items made its ports favorable for their sale. 

In contrast to the vast Southern Levantine corpus of Late Bronze scarabs, Cline lists only 

49 scarabs found in secure Late Bronze contexts from the Aegean, demonstrating their 

relative lack of popularity at these ports. Because each port likely had its own purchasing 

proclivities, local patterns of consumption must be examined. Scarabs should not be 

reduced solely to a proxy for imperial power where scarabs indicate the administrative 

nature of a site and royal-name scarabs demonstrates Egyptian imperial presence (pace 

Zertal 2012: 16). Instead, one must examine how local purchasing patterns reveal local 
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practices. This will be done in the final chapter. Here, scarabs purchased for burial cult 

will be used to discuss how the pantheon appears in local burial cults. 

In the past, local religious trends of the Southern Levant were often explained by 

comparison with Ugaritic texts. These texts were removed geographically and 

chronologically from the Southern Levant. Instead of moving to a site on the North 

Syrian coast to an earlier period, this study of glyptics examines the local religious trends 

present in burial cult during this otherwise opaque period. It examines locally produced 

stamp seals of the Iron I alongside imported glyptic items of the Iron I and the Late 

Bronze IIB to determine trends in both the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I.  

 

A NOTE ON EGYPTIAN RULE AND EGYPTIANIZING ART: 

HIGGINBOTHAM AND MORRIS 

 

Discussion of local consumption and local production of Egyptian art raises the question 

of the nature of Egyptian rule in the Southern Levant. The standard narrative among 

historians and archaeologists of the Southern Levant understood the relationship to be 

one of direct control during the 19th Dynasty. Shifts in Egyptian imperial strategy to 

control the Via Maris brought larger portions of the region under direct imperial control 

(Weinstein 1981; Singer 1988; Morris 2005). In recent decades, the nature of that direct 

rule has been questioned (Higginbotham 1996; 2000; Bryan 1996).  

This has brought into focus the following questions: What were the mechanisms 

of Egyptian administrative and military control in Canaan? What level of control of the 

region did they maintain? What does Egyptianizing or Egyptian pottery in the Southern 

Levant mean for the identifying the mechanisms of that control? Particularly relevant for 

this study is the following question: Can Egyptian art on scarabs indicate direct imperial 
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control of the region? And does Egyptianizing art necessarily point toward local rule by 

Egyptian educated elite? 

Due to the Egyptian incursions into the Southern Levant during the early New 

Kingdom, the Egyptian military gained a foothold in the region. Their imperial presence 

influenced local media and art. The nature and degree of that influence—direct or 

indirect—has been linked to the imperial control in the region. The influence of empire 

on local artistic traditions is not determined by a simple correlation where direct rule 

results in “real” Egyptian artistic forms and indirect rule in Egyptianizing forms. This 

assumes that local polities are passive recipients of imperial artistic traditions when under 

direct rule. Instead, both direct and indirect rule may result in Egyptianizing art. This is 

especially true for a medium like glyptics where scarabs were not solely—if even 

largely—the gift of the imperial power. Instead, they appear among the cargo of ships, as 

noted above (Bass 1961: 274; Bass 1986: 293). They were purchased by individuals as 

amulets in life and in their family’s burials. As such, glyptic art reflects interregional 

trade as merchants sailed the Mediterranean and local patterns of consumption (cf. Cline 

and Landau 2007; Pulak 1998). Regardless of whether the local governor was an 

Egyptian military commander stationed in the area or a local Canaanite ruler, who had 

been sent to Egypt for education and returned,3 family purchased these amulets for local 

burial cults to protect their dead as they journeyed to the Underworld. Even the name of 

                                                      
3 This was a practice known from the Amarna letters. Betsy Bryan has argued that during the 19th Dynasty 

local Canaanite kings were sent to the Egyptian court to be reared (Bryan 1996: 39–40). This practice is 

attested in the Amarna letters where the residents of Tunip, whose king is dead, request that the heir to the 

throne, the son of Aki-Teššup, be permitted to return to rule (EA 59:13–20). This same practice likely lies 

behind a ruler in Canaan, called PuXuru, an Egyptian term meaning “the Syrian.” Albright stated similarly. 

He argued that Canaanites held the same office as the Egyptian officials bearing the same title. However, 

one Akkadian term may refer to more than one type of official so that it need not prove that Canaanites 

held the same Egyptian position. In fact, Albright argued rightfully that multiple Egyptian titles were 

subsumed under the Akkadian term rabū (Albright 1975: 103–104).  
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kings on royal scarabs were likely believed to have apotropaic effects. Royal scarabs 

need not indicate local imperial presence at a site. Adherents chose amulets for local 

burial cults that resembled Egyptian motifs or local motifs that reflect the local 

iconographic tradition regardless of the ethnicity of their local ruler. Scarabs with local 

motifs, motifs imitating Middle Bronze traditions, and Egypto-Canaanite deities likely 

reflect burial cult instead of direct, imperial control of the region. 

 

THE PROBLEM OF DATING GLYPTIC ART IN THE  

LATE BRONZE IIB AND IRON I 

 

In order to examine local trends within burial cult, a large roadblock stands in the way. 

No systematic and full-length study of late New Kingdom and early Third Intermediate 

Period scarabs and stamp seals has been done (for a study of the Late Bronze, see Lalkin 

2008). As a result, dating these items is highly fraught. This study will take key steps 

toward rectifying that problem. 

Early 20th century scholars published studies of scarabs, but few attempted dating 

any of the corpus other than those scarabs with the royal titulary (e.g., G. Fraser and H. 

Frasier 1900). Instead, early researchers focused publications on scarabs with royal 

names or administrative officials (Hall 1913; Petrie 1889 and 1917) because the date of 

the item could be determined. Study of these small items was altered dramatically when 

Petrie’s archaeological method was able to specify the depositional location of these 

items. As early as 1888, Petrie recorded the precise context of amulets—including 

scarabs—better than his contemporaries.  

  Rowe was the first to make a comprehensive volume of the scarabs and plaques 

he believed to come from Palestine (1936). Items, purchased or excavated, from what 
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would become the Rockefeller Museum’s collection formed the basis of his publication. 

He identified a number of scarabs from a variety of archaeological contexts across 

Palestine. This enabled him, in theory, to date the scarabs’ typological forms. While this 

had been done prior to Rowe, he is the first to base his date on their typological form.4 

His dates demonstrate that he recognized a number of scarabs to be heirloom items (e.g., 

1936: No. 395). Unfortunately, his criteria for dating are almost never explicit, and his 

sample size too small to state certainly that a scarab is of a narrow date and not an 

heirloom item. While a number of Rowe’s conclusions turned out to be overly precise, he 

was the first to link a large corpus of scarabs to their archaeological context.  

Recent publications of New Kingdom or Third Intermediate Period scarabs have 

perpetuated these early 20th century problems. They cite literature as outdated as the 

systems of classification by Newberry (Brandl 2010: 215; 2012b: 377–378, 381, 387) and 

Rowe (Brandl 1999: 18*–19*; 2004a: 124, 141–142; 2007: 191, 194; 2009: 636–637, 

645–646; 2010: 211, 214, 216; 2012a: 234, 235–236, 247–248, 255–256, 259–260). 

Rowe’s range of dates assigned to each typological form—clypeus, side, and elytra—is 

cited and the overlap of the three ranges becomes the date assigned the scarab. For 

instance, a scarab with a clypeus used from the 13th to 18th Dynasty and elytra from the 

18th to the 26th Dynasty is assigned a date in the 18th Dynasty (Brandl 2007a: 193–194; 

see also Brandl 2004a: 128 [No. 8]). In the publication of a number of New Kingdom and 

Late Period glyptic items, Rowe’s typology is rarely qualified or critiqued explicitly, 

though the author no doubt does.5  

                                                      
4 For an overview of the typological forms and their respective dates, see Rowe 1936: 297–307. 
5 I thank Baruch Brandl for the conversations in which he noted the tendency of Rowe to date scarabs 

according to the archaeological context in which they were found.  
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The typological form, as it is currently understood, is insufficient to date the 

scarab in a number of instances. Certain forms of the clypeus, elytra, and sides were used 

from the Middle Kingdom through the Late Period. In these instances, the glyptic 

specialist must then date the item based on other scarabs with similar motifs or 

technology from secure archaeological contexts. Systematic errors have found their way 

into the Late Bronze and Iron I scarabs due to the frequent use of the dates of Petrie and 

for archaeological contexts. In some instances, scarabs that Petrie purchased were even 

said to come from excavated context (e.g., Brandl 2007a: 193).6  

Not infrequently Petrie and his colleagues dated contexts based on inscribed items 

with the royal titulary which may have been heirlooms themselves (for another example, 

see Bell 1991: vi–vii); this leads, at times, to a consistent error of higher dates for 

archaeological contexts. Therefore, dates of scarabs in Egypt have, at times, been based 

on one item with the royal titulary, found with the scarab. This error is compounded 

when that scarab from an Egyptian context is then used to date a scarab from the 

Southern Levant (e.g., Brandl 2012a: 254). In general, contexts with scarabs should not 

be dated upon a possible heirloom item. Instead, it is more methodologically sound to 

date the ceramic assemblage. When Petrie and his contemporaries do date contexts based 

on the ceramics as they understood them, their dates are in need of significant revision 

based on up-to-date ceramic typologies. Too frequently Petrie is unable to detect Third 

Intermediate contexts, which are key to this study. 

                                                      
6 Brandl dates a scarab based on all excavated parallels which he says come from 13th century contexts. 

One parallel is said to come from Petrie’s excavations at Tell el-Yehudiyeh (Brandl 2007a: 193 [No. 1]) 

when, in fact, only scarabs marked with a small “F” on the plates are from excavations (Petrie 1906: 15, Pl. 

XI). The parallel scarab from Egypt was, in fact, bought on the market. 
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Gurob is a key example of this systematic error. Scarabs from Gurob are 

frequently cited in current research to support a 19th Dynasty date scarabs in Palestine 

(e.g., Brandl 2012a: 245; Brandl 2009: 641–642 [No. 55]7, 644). At times, circular 

reasoning results because the scarabs were used to date the ceramics at Gurob (Brunton 

and Engelbach 1927: 15 [§33]). Brunton and Engelbach date many of the finds from 

Gurob to the New Kingdom or the 19th Dynasty (Brunton and Engelbach 1927: 9–24). 

However, David Aston argues that the ceramics of the cemetery show that while the town 

was occupied into the reign of Ramesses V, the tombs were reused in the Third 

Intermediate Period until the 8th–7th centuries (Aston 1996: 39). Therefore, the ceramics 

of each tomb group should be reevaluated based on current ceramic typologies of 

Egyptian pottery. It is likely that dates of the tombs from Gurob will be lowered. 

This re-evaluation is often not possible based only on the publications of Petrie or 

his colleagues. An example will illustrate the problem. Brandl uses a scarab from a tomb 

in Gurob to date a Levantine parallel at Tell el-Aḥwat to the 19th Dynasty (Brandl 2012a: 

245). Brunton and Engelbach date the tomb of the Egyptian scarab certainly to around the 

time of Ramses II in the text of the volume (1927: 9), but their date is less certain on the 

plate of the same volume (Pl. XXIV). The published pottery from this tomb is impossible 

to date based on Brunton’s and Engelbach’s publication. The tomb contained two funnel-

necked jars (Engelbach and Brunton 1927: Pl. XXIV, No. 15 [43n and 43t]) and a bowl 

with inflected contour and rounded base (Pl. XXIV, No. 18) according to the publication.  

                                                      
7 No specific archaeological context is mentioned for this scarab (Petrie 1891: Pl. XXIII [No. 71]). As such, 

the site’s entire occupation much be considered as the date of the context where it was found, including the 

18th Dynasty (Petrie 1891: 20, Pl. XXIV) and the Third Intermediate Period (Aston 1996: 39). 
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The bowl’s form matches that of Group 6 of Aston’s Phases I (1996: 60, Fig. 188 

b and c) or Group 5 of Phase II (67, Fig. 206i).8 It is found in assemblages, like Tomb 

359 at Deir el Medineh (Nagel 1938: fig. 26 and 27) and Tell el-Yehudiyeh (Naville and 

Griffith 1890: Pl. XV, No. 2), which have been identified as 20th Dynasty assemblages 

(Aston 1989: 12, n. 17). The bowl in Aston’s Phase I tends to be found in all Nile fabrics 

except one and is most commonly uncoated, red-slipped or red-slipped on uncoated 

fabric (Aston 1996: 60). The same form of Aston’s Phase II tends to be found in uncoated 

or red slipped rim on uncoated and red slipped wares (Aston 1996: 60). In contrast to 

Aston’s careful discussion, Engelbach and Brunton describe the fabric only as ‘RED’; 

this is not uncommon for early 20th century publications. It is difficult, if not impossible, 

to identify the form from Engelbach and Brunton’s publication as either Bourriau’s late 

New Kingdom Phase 3 or Aston’s Phase I or II.  

The jars of the tomb with the supposed 19th Dynasty glyptic are funnel-necked 

jars of Aston’s Phase I (1996: 63, fig. 194 b–e). The form tends to occur in the 20th 

Dynasty9 as a red slipped or uncoated ware. The phase is dated to 12th through 10th 

centuries (1996: 59). 20th Dynasty assemblages, like Tomb 35910 and 1159A at Deir el 

Medineh or a tomb from Tell el-Yehudiyeh (Aston 1989: 12, n. 17), include this form 

(Nagel 1938: 31, figs. 21–22, esp. No. 74; 67, fig. 50, No. 9; Naville and Griffith 1890: 

45–47, fig. XIV, No. 7).  

                                                      
8 For another example of the ceramic form from a 20th Dynasty context, see Naville and Griffith 1890: Pl. 

XV, No. 2. Aston confirms that this context is 20th Dynasty according to current ceramic typologies (1989: 

12, n. 17). 
9 For examples of the form in 20th Dynasty contexts, see Naville and Griffith 1890: Pl. XIV, No. 6. Aston 

affirms that according to current ceramic typologies this context contains 20th Dynasty ceramics (Aston 

1989: 12, n. 17). 
10 Aston does state that Tomb 359 at Deir el Medineh is mixed with earlier material from Tomb 360 (1989: 

12, n. 17), but the form appears in other 20th Dynasty contexts so that he is comfortable listing it among the 

Phase 1 assemblage (1996: 63, fig. 194, b–e). 
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Both forms of the bowl and funnel-necked jars are found in Aston’s Phase I. 

Aston’s Phase I comes after Bourriau’s New Kingdom Phase 3. Bourriau ends her New 

Kingdom Phase 3 on the last year of Ramses II’s reign (Bourriau 1981: 72), but Aston 

extends the period at least to the reign of Merenptah based on the ceramics from 

Merenptah’s tomb (Aston 1989: 11). While it is likely folly to date ceramic assemblages 

to one specific king because assemblages do not change dramatically with each new king, 

Aston’s Phase I and Bourriau’s Phase 4 do overlap generally in the 20th Dynasty. 

Therefore, the forms of the pottery from this Egyptian tomb, used to date Southern 

Levantine scarabs to the 19th Dynasty, are also found at least during the 20th Dynasty.  

The date of the tomb’s ceramics—whether Bourriau’s New Kingdom Phase 3 or 

Phase 4—rests on the fabric of the ceramic forms. However, the identification of the 

fabric cannot be made based on the publication of Brunton and Engelbach alone. Without 

this key piece of information, the ceramicist is hard-pressed to assign the tomb to 

Bourriau’s New Kingdom Phase 3 of the 19th Dynasty or Phase 4 of the 20th Dynasty. 

Frequently, the forms remain the same between Bourriau’s Phases 3 and 4, but Nile E 

fabric is proportionally less in the later phase which is contemporary with the 20th 

Dynasty (Aston 1989: 12). For the pottery from this tomb, Brunton and Engelbach only 

list the fabric as “LT-RED” and “RED” on the plate (1927: Pl. XXIV). It is unclear if this 

indicates red slip or the color of the fabric. Petrie’s 1927 publication cannot be used to 

identify conclusively the fabric of the form and scarabs from the tomb cannot be 

conclusively dated to 19th or 20th Dynasty. A broader date of the 19th and 20th 

Dynasties must be assigned. Zertal’s reliance upon the glyptic art to support a higher date 



13 

 

for the site of Tell el-Aḥwat is called into question, and independent discussions of the 

ceramics have also questioned a higher date. 

While the re-evaluation of the ceramics of each context and tomb group is 

necessary, especially those of Petrie and his associates, the poor archaeological method is 

an insurmountable hurdle to accurate dating, especially in the case of Gurob. Martha 

Bell’s dissertation chronicles the problems in Petrie’s archaeological method at Gurob 

(1991: 11). Bell records how Petrie excavated elsewhere, though he visited the site 

weekly (121–122). He blamed his untrained assistant Hughes-Hughes, who also was not 

always at the site, for the absence of detailed recording at Gurob (122–123; cf. 140–141). 

While Petrie was no doubt an observant and skilled excavator, his absence at the site calls 

into question the trust that Southern Levantine scholars place in the data collected at the 

site of Gurob. Further, he assumes inaccurately that New Kingdom contexts were 

undisturbed in the Third Intermediate Period (Bell 1991: 144).  

Glyptic art from other sites, dated to the New Kingdom and Third Intermediate 

Period and excavated by Petrie, suffer from a similar problem. David Aston notes how 

Petrie “somewhat arbitrarily” dated a tomb from Tell Nebesheh (1996: 25). Petrie also 

published the “Great House” from Tell el Retabeh (1906) as dated to 1400–800 BC, but 

Aston states that there is no pottery later than the New Kingdom in the publication (1996: 

27). At Tel el-Yehudiyeh, Petrie published a number of graves and classified the graves 

according type. While the relative order of Petrie’s types was accurate according to 

Aston, the Ramesside and Third Intermediate Period dates assigned to each type were not 

(1996: 29). Petrie also dated pottery from Heliopolis to specific dynasties in the 

Ramesside and Third Intermediate Period, but Aston states that “for the most part, 
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however, these dates are incorrect” (1996:31). Ceramic forms at Heliopolis, dated by 

Petrie to the 20th Dynasty, were, in fact, Saite. The now well-known problems with the 

ceramic typology of the late New Kingdom and Third Intermediate Period plague Petrie’s 

work.  

The problem of dating ceramic assemblages in the late Ramesside and early Third 

Intermediate Period is not limited to Petrie’s excavations. Anthes also dated tombs at 

Memphis to the 21st Dynasty (Anthes 1959; 1965), yet Aston argues that the ceramics 

are Ramesside (1996: 32–33). Engelbach argued that three cemeteries—B, E, and F—

were reused in the Third Intermediate Period (Engelbach 1915: 1), but Aston says only 

the pottery of one child burial is later than the 19th Dynasty (1996: 37). Due to the 

problematic dating of contexts in early 20th century excavations, the dates of Egyptian 

parallel scarabs should only be used cautiously only after the ceramic assemblages have 

been reevaluated in light of current ceramic typologies. Advances in ceramic typologies 

for Egyptian pottery must be taken into account during these periods when using scarabs 

from Egypt itself.  

  

OVERVIEW OF THIS STUDY 

As shown above, the archaeological contexts of scarabs in Egypt has too often been 

relied upon. If Aston is correct and these sites are often dated too high, this would have 

led to a systematic error in the dating of scarabs from the Southern Levant. Instead of 

relying upon the publication of late New Kingdom scarabs from Egypt where ceramic 

typology hinders the dating of archaeological contexts associated with these scarabs, this 
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study will create its own typology of scarabs based on scarabs from secure archaeological 

contexts in the Southern Levant.  

First, this study will offer a history of scarab typology in the Southern Levant in 

Chapter Two. This history will outline the various methodologies that have been used to 

date scarabs based on their typological form. It will review and evaluate the three basic 

methodologies—dating by royal titulary, archaeological context, and foundation 

deposits—that have been used to date scarabs based on typological form. While the final 

methodology based on foundation deposit has only been proposed but never been 

executed, the third chapter will return to Hornung and Staehelin’s proposal. All three 

methodologies rely upon a sufficiently large sample size to make sure their conclusions.  

Second, this study will execute all three methodologies with scarabs that come 

from Late Bronze IIB and Iron I contexts in Chapter Three. Since each methodology has 

inherent weaknesses, only by using all three methods can one ensure that idiosyncrasies 

of, say, royal name scarabs do not skew the overall conclusions about the date of a 

typological form. It was found that few typological forms are diagnostically significant 

for dating, though some tendencies can be identified and used together with other features 

to suggest a date of production. Finally, this study attempted to form a scarab typology 

based on foundation deposits in Egyptian contexts. Unfortunately, it will be shown that 

the sample size is limited for this methodology.  

Third, this study will date glyptic art based on the motif on their base in Chapter 

Four. Motifs with a larger sample size will be examined. When more common motifs 

occur in collocation with other less common motifs, the latter can also be dated. Here, it 

will be demonstrated that a surge in imitations of Middle Bronze styles and motifs that 
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were local to Canaan centuries earlier re-emerge. Tempting though it may be to identify 

simplistically this phenomenon with the Egyptian presence in the Southern Levant during 

the Late Bronze IIB, this phenomenon is distinct. While it begins in the Late Bronze IIB, 

it gains momentum in the Iron IA. As imported ceramics taper off and local potters make 

imitations of imported Mediterranean wares, local artisans also create their own scarabs 

for local consumption. While these local artisans mimic actual Egyptian motifs from the 

so-called Mass-Produced Ramesside/Post-Ramesside Scarabs, they also resurrect distant 

local memories. One suspects that the scarab form and these local motifs were not even 

viewed as Egyptian due to their centuries long use in the region. The category of 

Egyptian and Egyptianization are not sufficiently nuanced to capture the various 

phenomenon occurring as the Egypt retracts during the 20th Dynasty and early Third 

Intermediate Period.  

After establishing a means for dating glyptic items based on their typological 

form and their base, Chapter Five will discuss two distinct phenomena that reveal local 

religious traditions during the Late Bronze IIB and Iron IA. First, imported scarabs 

during the transition between the Late Bronze IIB and Iron IA will be examined to show 

local preference for Ptah in burial cults. The Southern Levant preferred Ptah while Nubia 

avoided the deity. The local preference in one location and avoidance in another cannot 

be explained solely as a reflex of imperial control when both locations are under imperial 

control. Instead, the tendency reflects local preference in burial cult and opens a small 

window into the pantheon of the Southern Levant as it was refracted through Egyptian 

imports. Finally, Chapter Five will address the pantheon of Southern Levantine burial 

cults in the Iron I after Egyptian presence wanes. Locally made stamp seals and scarabs 
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with similar motifs will be examined here. Deities from an Egypto-Canaanite 

iconographic tradition continue to be crafted in local production even after the Egyptian 

empire has retracted.  
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CHAPTER 2 

 

A HISTORY OF SCARAB TYPOLOGY  

 

 

During the early 20th century scholars published multiple catalogues of scarabs from 

Egypt and Palestine. These catalogues included typologies based on the individual 

corpora in the scholars’ possession (Hall 1913; Petrie 1917; Rowe 1936). As 

archaeologists were increasingly able to date contexts based on loose11 stratigraphic 

levels12 (Phythian-Adams 1920; Fitzgerald 1930; Albright 1932b; 1938; 1943a), a 

parallel typology of scarabs emerged. This chapter will offer a broad overview of the 

methodologies that have shaped the scarab typologies that the field has used and the 

principal critiques of those methodologies. Then, it will offer a detailed history of 

scholarship from the late 19th century through the present. This overview and history will 

form the backdrop to an analysis of scarab typology during the Late Bronze IIB and Iron 

I in Chapter Three.  

 

OVERVIEW 

                                                      
11 Archaeological method varied in the early 20th century. Often, they were unable to locate floors—

especially beaten earth floors—due to their excavation techniques. For example, Fitzgerald noted at Beth 

Shean that floors could not be exactly determined, and his rough dates for each stratum were appropriately 

ambiguous (Fitzgerald 1930: 1–2). Albright was able, at times, to identify what he called beaten earth 

(1932a: 14; 1938: 27; 1943b: 145), pisée (1938: 32), plaster (1938: 35; 1943b: 47), and gypsum surfaces 

(1938: 40). He also speaks of successive floors with successive pottery assemblages (1932a: 53, 61). 

However, he was not always able to locate floors and conceded that the frequent destruction of Tell Beit 

Mirsim permitted him to separate strata that would otherwise remain unidentified (Albright 1932b: xiii). 

While the day-to-day archaeological technique of the early 20th century was imprecise, notable few 

archaeologists were skilled enough to limit the negative effects of their archaeological method by choosing 

more secure contexts as the foundation to their typologies. Interestingly, Albright chose contexts which 

were relatively more secure when he distinguished B1, B2, and B3 pottery (e.g., stone lined silos in the early 

Iron Age at Tell Beit Mirsim and the stone floors of the Late Bronze at Bethel). Stone floors also provided 

a helpful terminus post quem (1934: 7). 
12 These loose stratigraphic levels were, at times, assigned an absolute date based on items of glyptic art 

(Fitzgerald 1930: 5). This date could be lowered later on when the glyptic item was believed to be an 

heirloom (Rowe 1940: ix). 
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Since the early 20th century, the dates associated with each typological form have 

generally been established using two different methodologies. In the first methodology, 

the royal titulary engraved on the base provided the basis for a scarab’s date of 

production. All scarabs with a royal titulary, regardless of archaeological context, formed 

the corpus on which specialists based their typologies of backs, sides, and bases. The 

specialist then dated the so-called design scarabs—those without a royal titulary—based, 

in part, on the dates assigned to the typological forms. Posthumously produced royal 

scarabs was the chief barrier to accurate dates for typological forms.  

Using the second methodology, typological forms were dated based on 

archaeological context. The specialist identified the date of the scarabs’ archaeological 

contexts in order to establish diachronic and regional trends. The greatest barrier to 

accurate dates under this methodology arose due to the use of scarabs as heirlooms in 

later archaeological contexts. This problem was, at times, mitigated when the sample size 

of the corpus was sufficiently large enough that the date of popular use could be 

distinguished from later use as heirlooms. 

Ceramic typologies of the early 20th century encountered a similar problem of 

earlier pottery in later contexts; initially, ceramic specialists were unable to identify 

pottery used as heirlooms. In the 1920s Phythian-Adams, Albright, and De Vaux 

recognized that other ceramicists had post-dated archaeological contexts because they 

failed to recognize that earlier pottery in later archaeological contexts should not date the 

context.13 These three archaeologists overcame the problem of post-dating archaeological 

                                                      
13 William Foxwell Albright notes in a personal letter to William Badé in 1925 that he, Père Vincent, and 

Phythian-Adams had “reacted very strongly against the postdating of ceramic series in Palestine, which 

leads to the most extraordinary anomalies and contradictions” (Personal letter from William F. Albright to 

William F. Badè on February 21, 1925. The Archive of the American Philosophical Society). 
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contexts by noting the relative frequency of a ceramic forms across very broad levels 

(Phythian-Adams 1920). Similarly, Tufnell and others sought to overcome a comparable 

weakness in scarab typology by prioritizing archaeological contexts with large corpora of 

scarabs. A large corpus permitted them to identify the period of initial production, 

popular production, and heirlooms present in later contexts when the typological form 

became much less frequent.  

In the 1970s Egyptologists Erik Hornung and Elisabeth Staehelin published a key 

challenge to scarab typology based on these two methodologies. They argued the 

typological dates assigned to scarabs were less certain than previously thought (Hornung 

and Staehelin 1976: 26–29; 32–33). They noted that scarabs with a royal titulary were 

frequently produced posthumously when the royal name doubled as a cryptographic way 

to write the name of Amun (Hornung and Staehelin 1976: 26). Staehelin and Hornung 

argued that Egyptian kings which ruled for short periods of time—especially those for 

with a damnatio memoriae—would not be likely candidates for posthumous production; 

scarabs of these less popular monarchs were the best means for forming a reliable 

typology that avoided posthumous production when dating typological forms. 

Unfortunately, a corpus of royal scarabs from short-reigning kings would be severely 

limited in size. Foundation deposits in Egypt, they argued, could provide a sizable corpus 

of scarabs with the royal titulary from secure archaeological contexts because the context 

could be dated to only one king’s reign.  

As skepticism about the reliability of dates assigned to typological forms grew in 

subsequent publications, a number of Egyptologists followed Hornung and Staehelin. 

They assigned broader dates to scarabs (e.g., Teeter 2003: 13–15) or avoided altogether 
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the dating of scarabs from their excavations, leaving the task to later specialists (e.g., 

Williams 1992: 104). Despite these objections, a few publications of corpora from Egypt 

continued to assign tighter dates to scarabs (e.g., Schlick-Nolte and Droste zu Hülshoff 

1990;14 Mlinar 2001). Intriguingly, Egyptologists have been more likely to accept the 

critique of Hornung and Staehelin than scholars of the Southern Levant (e.g., Ben-Tor 

2005). Below, I will argue that the differences between the corpora from Egypt and the 

Southern Levant have led naturally to a rift between proponents and opponents of a 

scarab typology which dates the typological forms.  

 

A SURVEY OF THE HISTORY OF SCHOLARSHIP 

 

In the late 19th century, a few scholars used broad typologies to date individual objects. 

Scholars from the early 20th century—Newberry (1906), Hall (1913), Petrie (1917), the 

early publication of Tufnell (Tufnell et al. 1940), and Rowe (1936)—dared address 

scarab typology in multiple periods. After 1940, the customary narrowing of specialized 

fields occurred, and publications of scarab typologies tended to focus on scarabs from 

shorter periods of time; individual studies systematically covered one or more of the 

following periods: the First Intermediate Period, Middle Kingdom, and Second 

Intermediate Period. A clear gap in the scholarship occurred for periods after the Second 

Intermediate Period. Few scholars after the 1930s and 1940s discussed the scarabs of the 

New Kingdom, Third Intermediate Period, and the Late Period (Keel 1995a; Lalkin 

2008). Even fewer systematically discussed the typology. More often specialists 

published a limited number of scarabs from individual strata at a single site in the final 

                                                      
14 This publication does not date specific typological forms of scarabs’ backs, sides and heads. Dates are 

often assigned by the motif on the base in this volume. 
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report of that site. By the nature of the genre of final reports, no systematic treatment of 

the broader typology of the period was required. 

 

BROAD SCARAB TYPOLOGIES OF MULTIPLE PERIODS  

(1890S–1950S) 

 

The earliest publications of scarabs focused on those with the royal titulary (Loftie 1884; 

Petrie 1889; Fraser and Fraser 1900; Ward 1902). One of Petrie’s earliest publication on 

the topic lamented the poor treatment of the amulet in museums and proposed new 

criteria for dating so that museums might give scarabs appropriate attention (Petrie 1889: 

6). Initially, he argued that scarabs could be dated based on the glaze’s color and 

hardness together with their size (1889: 6–10; cf. Hornung and Staehelin 1976: 27). 

Petrie did not return to a number of these criteria in his later publications. 

As early as the late 19th century, excavators recognized the widespread 

unreliability of scarabs with the royal titulary for dating archaeological contexts (Naville 

and Griffith 1890: 17). Already in 1889, Petrie identified scarabs with the royal titulary—

especially those of Thutmosis III—as posthumously produced. However, he claimed to 

be able to date scarabs to the period of their inscribed royal titulary based on two criteria: 

similar workmanship and a similar color of glaze on scarabs of the same reign where that 

color was also absent from scarabs of later reigns (Petrie 1889: 9–10). Petrie’s early 

volume on scarabs made no attempt to date the scarabs based on a typology of their sides, 

heads, and backs. In fact, the backs were neither shown nor discussed in the plates. This 

was also true for other earlier monographs devoted to scarabs (e.g., Loftie 1884). 

 John Ward was the first to show images of some—not all—scarabs’ backs (Ward 

1902: vii, Pls. 1–15). He claimed that an expert could, with some difficulty, make some 
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conclusions on the date of a scarab based on “the form of the backs of the scarabs and the 

style of the hieroglyphs or the ornament” (Ward 1902: vii). While Ward claimed scarabs’ 

backs permitted him to date the items, he offered no explicit typological discussion of 

those backs and their associated dates. Instead, he primarily published scarabs with the 

royal titulary; it is unclear how developed his own typology of scarabs’ backs was in 

1902.  

Like Petrie, Ward argued that the throne name of Thutmosis III was produced 

posthumously, but he attempted no identification of later, posthumous productions based 

on the form or color of the scarab (Ward 1902: 51, 53). He did explicitly identify a 

Middle Kingdom style of engraving. This permitted him to date a few scarabs to the 

Middle Kingdom that lacked a royal titulary (Ward 1902: 100–101, Pls. 11–12). 

A few years later, Newberry identified and dated basic forms of the scarab in his 

primer for collectors purchasing scarabs from the market (Newberry 1906: 70–76). 

Newberry surveyed basic shifts in the form before the Middle Kingdom through the 25th 

Dynasty. For example, he argued that scarabs down through the Hyksos period tended to 

omit divisions of the elytra (Newberry 1906: 72). While Newberry noted shifts in the 

typological form, he did not attempt to date scarabs without a royal titulary (Newberry 

1906: 189–194, Pls. 39–42).  

In 1913, the identification of specific typological forms became much more 

detailed. Hall identified 50 distinct types in 13 groups (Hall 1913: xxx–xxxv). Hall’s 13 

groups were organized along a continuum from naturalistic to schematic forms; this 

division persists today in some typologies. Hall dated the typological groups based on 

scarabs with the royal titulary (Hall 1913: xxxv). Based upon this limited corpus, Hall 
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argued the elytra and legs to be more typologically significant than the head. He 

discounted Petrie’s earlier claim that the color of glaze was diagnostically significant, 

though he did not mention Petrie by name (Hall 1913: xxx); Petrie himself will also 

abandon this claim about color in subsequent publications. Hall identified individual 

characteristics as diagnostically significant for scarabs from certain periods. For example, 

he argued that a triangle at the corner of the wings’ cases, later known as the humeral 

callosity, occurred in the 18th Dynasty (Hall 1913: xxx).  

Hall then used his typology to argue that scarabs of Thutmosis III were 

manufactured posthumously because his throne name appeared on scarabs with earlier 

and later typological forms (Hall 1913: xxxvi). For the first time in publications, scarabs 

were explicitly dated by their typological form and not by their glaze or titulary alone. 

Four years later Petrie again published the scarabs with royal names, but now he included 

an extended discussion of scarabs’ sides, backs, and heads. He based his typology no 

longer on the color of the glaze and styles. Instead, it resembled Hall’s.  

It is unclear how early Petrie adopted typological criteria for dating scarabs. In the 

intervening years between Petrie’s 1889 and 1917 publications of royal scarabs, his 

excavation reports inconsistently included drawings of scarabs’ backs and sides (Petrie 

1891; 1906). If he had already begun to date scarabs based on their backs and sides, his 

publications did not include relevant pictures to verify his dating. Thus, it is unclear when 

and why Petrie shifted his typological criteria for dating, yet authors publishing prior to 

his 1917 volume and Hall’s 1913 volume allude to their reliance upon Petrie (Ward 1902: 

vii, ix). It may be that private conversations informed one another’s publications, though 

they did not cite one another explicitly or publish fully their methodology. Following 
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Petrie’s discussions of a typology of scarabs’ sides, backs, and heads in 1917 and 1925, 

there was a marked shift in his published illustrations. Thereafter, Petrie and his students 

consistently included drawings of the backs, sides, and heads (e.g., Brunton and 

Engelbach 1927: Pls. 21–31, 40–41; Brunton 1930: Pls. 4, 19, 34, 43). 

In Petrie’s 1917 volume, he identified twenty-three classes of scarabs. He 

assigned a range of dates to each class based on the royal names engraved on the base 

(1917: 5–8, Pls. 59–71; 1925: Pls. 27–30). Petrie noted that the basic classes were 

commonly manufactured over the span of thirteen dynasties. Therefore, assigning a 

scarab to a general class in Petrie’s early typology was of little help when assigning a 

narrow date to the object. Instead, Petrie believed these classes were more useful to 

identify the location of production rather than the date of production (Petrie 1917: 5–6; 

see also Petrie 1889: 9).  

Petrie identified certain characteristics of workmanship as diagnostically 

significant for dating. He disclosed that characteristics of a short range of time were 

“often quite trivial” (Petrie 1917: 6)—perhaps even idiosyncratic. Petrie also argued that 

while certain typological forms were not diagnostic for identifying a narrow date for 

production, the form still occurred more frequently in certain periods. Therefore, for 

Petrie, they were significant, though not definitive, when dating an individual scarab 

(Petrie 1917: 6). 

Petrie identified a limited number of characteristics that pointed toward a narrow 

date of production (1917: 6). His diagnostically significant criteria were as follows:  

(1) Feathered sides were produced in the 10th through 13th Dynasties. 

(2) A square head begins in the middle of the 12th Dynasty and extends through 

the 13th and 16th Dynasties.  
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(3) A pointed clypeus extending over the head is produced only during the 

Hyksos period.  

(4) A form with a long head, called Hypselogenia, is rare in the 12th Dynasty and 

is not found after Ramses II.  

(5) The palm-branch pattern on the back is produced from the 11th to the 14th 

Dynasty.  

(6) Curling lines are found on the back from the end of the 12th Dynasty to the 

end of the 25th Dynasty.  

 

Curiously, the dates of these diagnostically significant traits tended to cluster in the 

Middle Kingdom and Second Intermediate Period. In fact, later chief works on scarab 

typology would focus on these periods (Ward 1978a; Ward 1978b; Tufnell 1984; Ward 

and Dever 1994). Petrie’s work may suggest indirectly that dating based on idiosyncratic 

characteristics of the typological form is more readily done in these periods than in the 

Ramesside period and the early Third Intermediate Period, which is the focus of this 

study. 

Because the combination of diagnostically significant features quickly multiplied 

the number of typological forms, Petrie identified the order in which one must identify 

significant features when classifying the scarab. In so doing, he ultimately prioritized 

what he deemed to be the most diagnostically significant characteristics. First, Petrie 

identified whether the legs were feathered (Classes C and D); the two classes with 

feathered legs were then generally divided according to the form of the head (Petrie 1917: 

7, Pl. 59). Next, scarabs with notches for humeral callosities were assigned to types E 

through G and those lacking notches to types H through N. Among the notched scarabs, 

the types were further sub-divided by the shape of the head (Petrie 1917: Pls. 60–62). 

Scarabs lacking notches, however, were not divided first by the head; instead, they were 

divided by the form of the clypeus and then the head (Petrie 1917: Pl. 63–67). Petrie 
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boasted that each scarab could be assigned a typological form in less than a minute 

(Petrie 1917: 7). 

Petrie offered no reasoning for the order of diagnostic features upon which his 

classification was built. By examining the order deductively, it seems Petrie identified 

those characteristics of a narrower date, which did not generally overlap with subsequent 

groups. For instance, Petrie’s first division of feathered legs—Classes C and D—tended 

to occur prior to the 18th Dynasty with only three exceptions (Petrie 1917: Pl. 59, C28, 

C36, and D48). The second broad group with triangular humeral callosities—Classes E, 

F, and G—occurred most often in the 18th Dynasty and later—that is, after the periods 

assigned to classes C and D. Finally, scarabs with a serrated clypeus (Classes F through 

K) and a smooth clypeus (Classes L through N) were grouped together. 

Petrie did not bracket the scarabs of Thutmosis III as posthumously produced in 

his later work (1917: xxvi–xxix; see also 1889: 9–10), though he argued for their 

posthumous production earlier. Instead, he now claimed that the great majority of scarabs 

of Thutmosis III were from the reign of Thutmosis III himself (Petrie 1917: 26). Petrie’s 

overconfidence in style as a criterion for dating appears to have harmed his typology for 

the 18th Dynasty and later (cf. Jaeger 1982). Contemporary scholars followed Petrie’s 

earlier views, and argued these scarabs presented problems for dating associated strata 

(Albright 1935: 12, 14).  

The studies of scarab typology during the subsequent decades altered minimally 

the methodology for dating based on the head, sides, and backs (e.g., Reisner and 

Wheeler 1930). Steindorff published the personal collection of King Fouad (Steindorff 

1936: 162), but his typology was rudimentary with only five proposed types. As with 
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Hall’s typology, the typological forms ranged from realistic to conventional. Steindorff 

made similar observations to Hall’s, like the absence of triangular humeral callosities 

before the 18th Dynasty (Hall 1913: xxx; Steindorff 1936: 162).15 Subsequently, scholars 

published large corpora of scarabs, like that of the Montet Jar (Montet 1928–1929: 45–

59), but no significant changes occurred to the typology of scarabs in the 1920s.  

Rowe was the next scholar to alter significantly the typology. His typology is still 

frequently cited in current publications of late New Kingdom scarabs (e.g., Brandl 

2012a). Therefore, his typology should be addressed and systematically deconstructed. 

Rowe helpfully eliminated Petrie’s idiosyncratic order for identifying diagnostically 

significant characteristics. Instead, the side, head, and back were assigned a separate 

classification (Rowe 1936: x–xi; 297–307; Pls. 32–35). Each form was then assigned a 

range of dynasties based on other scarabs—royal and non-royal—with that typological 

form. Within this system, the narrowest range of dates of the combined three typological 

forms would then give excavators a general date for each scarab. 

While an inventive method that relied, no doubt, upon contemporary 

advancements in the typology of ceramics to date more reliably archaeological contexts, 

Rowe did not explicitly discuss how he formed the initial classification types nor how he 

dated each type. Instead, he said it was “self explanatory” (Rowe 1936: x). Due to 

Rowe’s terse presentation, I can only deductively determine his methodology. 

Unfortunately, Rowe multiplied unnecessarily the number of typologically 

significant forms (Hornung and Staehelin 1976: 26–29; Keel 1995a: 39–40). Whereas 

                                                      
15 A few decades later Martin widened the corpus of scarabs to include those with private names. Based on 

his expanded corpus, he also cited the triangular humeral callosities as indicative of the 18th Dynasty 

(Martin 1971: 4–5, Type 4 aj). 
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earlier typologies had a continuum of forms ranging from realistic to conventional, Rowe 

created a new type for each form. Many of Rowe’s typological forms were represented 

by too few scarabs to suggest a reliable date based on the associated archaeological 

contexts of the group and scarabs with a royal titulary. Many forms occurred on one16 or 

two17 items. Of Rowe’s 274 typological forms, 145 occur once and 31 twice. 

Approximately two out of three typological forms occurred too infrequently at the time of 

Rowe’s publication to be considered a diagnostically significant form. Further thwarting 

the typology’s utility, those typological forms occurring on a larger number of scarabs 

tended to be assigned a range of dates so broad that the date of the form was useless.18 

Approximately 20% of Rowe’s typological forms were found on a significant number of 

scarabs and assigned a date narrower than the Middle Kingdom or Second Intermediate 

Period through the Third Intermediate Period or later.19 Of the remaining 20% of Rowe’s 

                                                      
16 The following typological forms from Rowe’s corpus were represented by only one scarab: HC 2, HC 

10, HC 18A, HC 20, HC 21, HC 26, HC 29, HC 34, HC 35, HC 37, HC 40, HC 41, HC 42, HC 44, HC 48, 

HC 49, HC 53, HC 73, HC 75, HC 77, HC 78, EP 2, EP 4, EP 6, EP 7, EP 9–EP 11, EP 14–EP 24, EP 26, 

EP 28, EP 30, EP 36–EP 37, EP 39–EP 40, EP 44, EP 46–EP 47, EP 49–EP 52, EP 54–EP 56, EP 59, EP 

64–EP 72, EP 74–EP 77, EP 79–EP 108, EP 110–EP 111, EP 113–EP 116, EP 118–EP 128, Side 1, Sides 

5–6, Side 8, Side 10, Side 20, Side 32, Side 43, Side 45, Sides 47–49, and Sides 52–67. 
17 The following typological forms were represented by two scarabs: HC 7, HC 19, HC 23, HC 36, HC 60, 

HC 62, HC 64–HC 66, HC 68–HC 69, HC 71–HC 72, HC 74, HC 76, EP 25, EP 29, EP 31, EP 41, EP 57–

EP 58, EP 62, EP 78, EP 109, EP 117, Side 14, Side 17, Side 28, Side 35, Side 46, and Side 50. 
18 40 typological forms had four or more scarabs, but Rowe dated the typological forms very broadly from 

the Middle Kingdom or Second Intermediate Period through the Third Intermediate Period or later: HC 1, 

HC 5–HC 6, HC 9, HC 11–HC 12, HC 24–HC 25, HC 27, HC 31–HC 32, HC 39, HC 51, HC 55, HC 67, 

HC 79, EP 1, EP 5, EP 27, EP 33–EP 34, EP 42–EP 43, EP 61, EP 73, Side 2, Side 18, Side 22, Sides 26–

27, Side 30, Side 31, Sides 33–34, Sides 37–39, Sides 40–41, and Side 44. 
19 48 typological forms occurred on four or more scarabs dated to a period narrower than the Middle 

Kingdom or Second Intermediate Period through the Third Intermediate Period. They were as follows: HC 

3–HC 4, HC 8, HC 13–HC17, HC 22, HC 28, HC 30, HC 33, HC 38, HC 47, HC 52, HC 54, HC 56–HC 

59, HC 61, EP 3, EP 8, EP 12–EP 13, EP 32, EP 35, EP 38, EP 45, EP 48, EP 53, EP 60, EP 63, and EP 

112. See also Sides 4, 7, 9, 12–13, 15–16, 21, 24–25, 29, 36, 42, and 51. Other potentially significant forms 

with two or three scarabs in the group were assigned a narrower date. It is possible that Rowe’s corpus was 

too small and additional scarabs excavated after Rowe’s publication may have rendered these forms 

diagnostically significant for dating. They included the following: HC 46, HC 50, HC 65, Side 3, Side 11, 

Side 19, and Side 23. 
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typological forms, one-quarter are dated to the Middle Kingdom and/or the Third 

Intermediate Period; these periods are not the focus of this study.20 Overall one might 

argue that Rowe’s typology loosely confirmed Petrie’s general conclusion in 1917 that 

most typological forms were not useful for dating. Nonetheless, scarab typology may still 

be useful, even if many of Rowe’s forms may not be diagnostically significant (Keel 

1995a: 40).  

Because this study focuses on the scarabs from Late Bronze IIB and Iron I 

contexts, I will discuss deductively Rowe’s method by examining in detail his typology 

of the 18th Dynasty, the Ramesside period, and the beginning of the Third Intermediate 

Period.  

Rowe identified 70 typological forms as produced only in the New Kingdom.21 

Only eight of these forms occurred on more than three scarabs in his corpus.22 Rowe’s 

methodology becomes clearer when he dated a form based on one or two scarabs. Rowe 

preferred to date both the scarabs and their typological forms based on the date of the 

archaeological context wherein the scarab or scarabs were found;23 this failed to account 

for the possibility that his limited corpus may have consisted of heirloom(s).24 

                                                      
20 HC 4, HC 28, HC 33, HC 59, and EP 3. See also Sides 4, 9, 13, 16, 21, 25, and 51. Other potentially 

significant forms from the Middle Kingdom and/or the Second Intermediate Period included the following: 

Side 3, Side 11, and Side 19. 
21 Typological forms identified by Rowe as produced during the New Kingdom: HC 7, HC 15, HC 18A, 

HC 21, HC 26, HC 34, HC 42, HC 44, HC 46, HC 50, HC 53–HC 54, HC 56, HC 60, HC 65, HC 72, HC 

75–HC 76, HC 78, EP 7, EP 10–EP 13, EP 17–EP 19, EP 22, EP 24–EP 26, EP 28, EP 30, EP 35, EP 37, 

EP 39–EP 40, EP 47–EP 51, EP 54, EP 59–EP 60, EP 62, EP 65, EP 67, EP 71, EP 80–EP 81, EP 83, EP 

88–EP 89, EP 109–EP 115, EP 123, EP 128, Side 23, Side 28, Side 35, Side 43, Side 45, Side 49, and Side 

64.  
22 Forms that occurred on more than three scarabs included HC 15, HC 54, HC 56, HC 60, EP 12, EP 35, 

EP 48, and EP 112.  
23 I would also like to thank Baruch Brandl who noted in conversation that Rowe’s dates tended on the 

whole to be skewed toward the date of the archaeological context. 
24 See the typological forms dated to the 19th or 20th Dynasty by one scarab. These scarabs were found in 

contexts identified by Rowe as 19th Dynasty. The forms were as follows: HC 44 in Tomb 905B at Tell el-
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Consequently, Rowe’s typology could contain systematic errors: typological forms may 

be dated too low and too narrow. In one instance, Rowe failed to recognize the highly 

distinctive engraving style of scarabs from the Middle Bronze (Rowe 1936: 139, No. 579, 

Pl. XV; cf. Petrie 1932: Pl. VII, No. 70; Pl. LVII). Instead, he dated this scarab to the 

18th Dynasty, which is the period of their archaeological context (Keel 1997: 194–195 

[Tell el-‘Aǧul 273]). He also dated its head and back—HC 75 and EP 25—solely to the 

18th Dynasty based on one scarab (Rowe 1936: 139, No. 579). The methodologies of 

Rowe and other scholars of the 1930s recognized that scarabs could be heirloom items 

found in later archaeological contexts, but their methodologies for dating the typological 

forms did not adequately account for this.  

Rowe’s chart of typological forms with their respective dates gives the semblance 

of a certain, tight typology (1936: Pl. XXXII–XXXV) when, in fact, 60% of the forms 

were based on the date assigned to one or two scarabs. One is reminded of Hornung and 

Staehelin’s later warning that the multiplication of typological forms can be a reductio ad 

absurdum (Hornung and Staehelin 1976: 32). 

 Further, Rowe assigned narrower dates to individual scarabs than was required by 

the range of dates assigned to the combination of typological forms of the scarab’s head, 

back and side. For example, Rowe dates a scarab from Tomb 967 at Tell el-Far‘ah 

(South) solely to the 19th Dynasty (Rowe 1936: 176 [No. 731]). The scarab’s typological 

form is as follows: 

 

                                                      
Far‘ah (South) (Rowe 1936: 190, No. 800), EP 22 (Rowe 1936: 181, No. 181), EP 71 from Tell el-‘Ajjul’s 

Tomb 1166E (Rowe 1936: 123, No. 519), EP 123 from Tomb 905A at Tell el-Far’ah (South) (Rowe 1936: 

169–170, No. 710), HC 21 from Room No. 1078 at Beth Shean dated to Ramses III (Rowe 1936: 200, No. 

849).  
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Fig. 1 – Example of Rowe’s Dating a Scarab by Typological Form 

 

    
 

    Typological Form Range of Dates  
Head-Clypeus Type 27  12th–25th Dynasties 

Elytra-Prothorax Type 33  c. Hyksos–22nd Dynasties 

Sides   Type 22  c. 13th–26th Dynasties  

 

Based upon the assigned dates for each typological form (Rowe 1936: 297–307), this 

scarab can only be dated to the broad period of the Hyksos period through the 22nd 

Dynasty, yet Rowe dated the item only to the 19th Dynasty, which was approximately the 

date assigned to this whole tomb by the excavators, based on a jug and a scarab of 

Ramses II from the group of tombs (Starkey and Harding 1932: 24). As shown above, 

Rowe tended to date items to the period of the archaeological context where the glyptic 

was found. No other criterion—such as the base’s motif or engraving style—was 

explicitly stated by Rowe as narrowing the assigned date of the scarab. 

Rowe did not often state his additional criteria for further narrowing of the date of 

each item’s production. This must be determined deductively. Rowe organized the 

scarabs of his catalogue chronologically so that, say, scarabs with the throne name of 

Thutmosis III (Rowe 1936: Nos. 473–523)25 preceded those of Amenophis II (Rowe 

1936: Nos. 526–532). He assigned most scarabs with the throne name of Thutmosis III to 

                                                      
25 Rowe does not discuss how the throne name of Thutmosis III may be manufactured after his reign. 
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the 18th Dynasty and too often shied away from identifying posthumous production of 

scarabs with royal names (Keel 1995a: §80). Following the grouping by royal titulary, 

scarabs with similar motifs were grouped together. Presumably the motif guided his 

dating, though never stated explicitly. 

In the decades that followed Rowe’s formative, though flawed, publication, 

significant advancements in the ceramic typology of the Southern Levant occurred. The 

publication of the ceramics of Beth Shean (Fitzgerald 1930), Tell Beit Mirsim (Albright 

1932b; 1938; 1943a) and Lachish (Tufnell et al. 1940; Tufnell 1958) by strata enabled 

the finer dating of archaeological contexts where scarabs were found, though problems in 

daily archaeological method persisted. As archaeologists dated the contexts with greater 

certainty and the method of daily excavation in the field improved, the dating of scarabs 

in the Southern Levant also changed.  

 

SCARAB TYPOLOGIES OF A SINGLE PERIOD OR SITE:  

NARROWING THE FIELD THROUGH SPECIALIZATION 

 

In the decades after Rowe, short discussions of scarabs were included in the final reports 

of sites (Guy 1938: 184–186; Lamon and Shipton 1939: Pls. 67–73; Loud 1948: Pls. 

148–159; Murray 1953: 360–363; Tufnell 1958: 92–126).26 Often final reports of the 

early 20th century recognized that scarabs could be heirloom items, but they did not 

systematically account for that fact in their methods of dating. For instance, Guy listed a 

possible Hyksos scarab in the same tomb with a scarab he dated to the 19th Dynasty 

(1938: Pl. 95, Nos. 30–31); he dated the tomb to Ramses II based on the presence of a 

                                                      
26 During this same period, Murray publishes a review of Middle Bronze scarabs but does not date them 

based on their backs, sides, or heads (Murray 1949). That discussion has not been excluded from this 

overview. 
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royal scarab of Ramses II (1939: 40, Pl. 100, No. 5), though the scarab itself could have 

been an heirloom. Admittedly, the ceramic typology of the Southern Levant was too 

underdeveloped in the early 1930s to distinguish between Late Bronze IIB, Late Bronze 

III,27 and early Iron I assemblages.28 In the early 20th century, a scarab with a royal 

titulary offered hope of greater precision that the ceramic typology could not provide.  

In Murray’s work on the scarabs of Lachish, she explicitly stated criteria that were 

once only implicit in Rowe’s methodology. Murray’s publication of scarabs continued to 

recognize the foundational observations of Petrie, like the posthumous production of 

scarabs with the throne name of Thutmosis III, but Murray noted the date of the 

archaeological context as proof of the posthumous production of scarabs of Thutmosis III 

(Murray 1953: 360–362).  

Despite brief discussions of archaeological contexts associated with scarabs, 

broad stylistic and technical criteria were the stated basis for dating rather than the 

typology of the heads, backs, and sides (e.g., Murray 1953: 361, Nos. 1 and 2; 362, No. 

                                                      
27 The problem of the chronology at the end of the Late Bronze has been discussed for decades. Tufnell 

proposed a Late Bronze III period which included the end of the 18th Dynasty and the 19th Dynasty (1958: 

93). Amiran’s seminal pottery volume aligned the whole Late Bronze with the Egyptian New Kingdom 

(1969: 124). She understood the Late Bronze IIB to have similar dates as Tufnell’s Late Bronze III, but 

Amiran determined the upper bounds of the period based on Mycenaean IIB ware. For Amiran, the imports 

to Akhenaten’s short-lived capital of Amarna provided the peg that divided the Late Bronze IIA and IIB. 

The end of the Late Bronze IIB period has been placed as part of the Iron Age (Stern 1993) and Late 

Bronze (Ussishkin 1985). Here, I use the term Late Bronze III not to refer to Tufnell’s Late Bronze III 

assemblage, which includes both a Late Bronze IIB assemblage and a transitional assemblage between the 

Iron I and Late Bronze IIB. Instead, the Late Bronze III refers to the transitional assemblages where 

Mycenaean imports have tapered off, and imitations of imports are produced in the Southern Levant (e.g., 

imitations of Cypriot White-Shaved juglets and imitations of so-called Cypriot Milk Bowls). This 

corresponds to the local stratum S-4 at Beth Shean, which Mazar understands to be the first of the Iron IA 

strata at Beth Shean (Mazar 2006: 13).  
28 Albright was able to identify a Late Bronze II (Stratum C), Iron IA (Stratum B1) and Iron IB (Stratum B2) 

pottery based on the successive contexts associated with stone-lined silos of Tell Beit Mirsim, which 

provided cleaner contexts than the daily archaeological method sometimes permitted (Albright 1943: 2–4). 

His prescient ceramic typology, however, did not detect these finer divisions. 

 



35 

 

156). Unfortunately, Murray only rarely stated her criteria for dating (Murray 1953: 368–

373). In the short descriptions included on the plates, she assigned narrower dates within 

the New Kingdom, but she offered no criteria for dating scarabs to the Ramesside—much 

less the late Ramesside period (Murray 1953: 368, No. 22). While we may wish for a 

more thorough and systematic discussion of her criteria, Murray’s publication surpassed 

the final reports of her contemporaries.29  

Murray dated scarabs based on the date of the first appearance of the base’s motif 

(Murray 1953: 362, No. 14–16). She used the archaeological context of the single, 

earliest appearance of the motif to date later parallels.30 Murray did not ask whether the 

earliest scarab was itself an heirloom. The small size of her corpus rendered her 

conclusions tentative, but she used the evidence in hand as best one could. For a motif 

that occurred on a sizable corpus, Murray could have argued that the terminus post quem 

for the motif was tentatively the period of the earliest archaeological context. 

                                                      
29 Loud’s brief publication of the scarabs at Megiddo also lacked a systematic discussion of the criteria 

used to date the glyptic art (Loud 1948: Pls. 149–159). He included a short description of each item on the 

adjacent plate. The description occasionally included a date, but more often he offered none. Loud only 

ventured to date two scarabs definitively to the New Kingdom (Loud 1948: Pl. 152, Nos. 154 and 164). 

With each scarab, he noted the stratum in which the scarab was found and, less often, a parallel for the 

motif on the base. Loud dutifully published the scarabs’ heads, backs, and sides, but did not comment on 

them nor date them accordingly (Loud 1948: Pls. 154–159). One does wonder if Loud noted the 

methodological uncertainties of dating scarabs and was hesitant to apply Rowe’s methodology from a 

decade earlier. Loud, however, never discussed the scarabs in the text of his second volume other than to 

list them in the register of finds.  

Before Loud’s publication, earlier publication of scarabs and other pieces of glyptic art from 

earlier excavations at Megiddo also lacked an explicit methodology (Guy 1938: 184–186; Lamon and 

Shipton 1939: Pls. 67–73). Lamon and Shipton’s 1939 manuscript was submitted in 1937, and there is no 

engagement with Rowe’s typology (1936). It is uncertain whether Lamon and Shipton doubted Rowe’s 

methodology or were just unfamiliar with his publication and its application since it was only recently 

published at the time of their submission. In any case, few used Rowe’s typology during the decades that 

followed when publishing the final reports of Southern Levantine sites. 
30 For example, Murray argued that the motif of Amun-Re’s name flanked by nb-signs appeared first in the 

18th Dynasty based on the appearance of the motif in the Tomb of Maket (Murray 1953: 362; see also 

Hankey and Tufnell 1973). She made no argument why this motif could not have been used on scarabs of 

the early 18th Dynasty, which would have been heirlooms in the Tomb of Maket.  



36 

 

During the subsequent decade, scarabs and their typology became the grounds 

upon which the battles over chronology were fought. In one instance, Stock used stylistic 

characteristics of motifs on the bases to argue for a different absolute chronology during 

the Second Intermediate Period (Stock 1955: 22–23; 45–46). He noted the forms of the 

backs, but he argued that the bases were more diagnostically significant. In the end, his 

chronology for the Second Intermediate Period was overturned (Martin 1971: 1), and his 

methodology failed to offer greater precision in dating.  

 In the 1970s and 1980s, major monographs were devoted to scarab typology of a 

limited range of time. Most focused on the corpora of the Middle Kingdom and Second 

Intermediate Period (Martin 1971: 1–6, 150–154, 201–203, Pls. 50–57; Ward 1978a; 

1978b; Tufnell 1984). Martin’s work repeated and extended the application of Hall’s 

methodology for establishing a scarab typology. While Hall’s typology used only royal 

scarabs, Martin expanded the corpus by adding private-name scarabs (Martin 1971: 1–6). 

He based his typology largely on the backs, in part, for pragmatic reasons—only the 

backs were published—and, in part, because the backs in this period were distinctive 

enough to be diagnostically significant on their own (1971: 3). As with Hall’s earlier 

typology, the backs ranged from the most naturalistic to the most “debased,” stylized 

forms. He argued the shift toward stylized, so-called “debased” forms increased gradually 

as production developed from the 12th Dynasty through the Second Intermediate Period 

(1971: 4–5). Peculiarly, he associated the degeneration of artistic standards in the colossal 

gateways of the Madâmud temple with the degeneration of the naturalistic scarab backs 

toward more stylized forms. He argued the smaller number of scarabs made of exotic 

stones was the result of smaller amounts of available raw materials. 
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In forming his typology, Martin cautiously excluded all scarabs of the 12th 

Dynasty which likely had posthumous production—namely, the scarabs of Senusret I, 

Senusret III and Amenemhat III—in order to avoid the errors of Weill who crafted a 

chronology where the 12th Dynasty was contemporary with the Second Intermediate 

Period rulers.  

Martin made two primary contributions to the methodology of scarab typology. 

First, he widened the corpus upon which a typology is founded to include private-name 

scarabs. These scarabs are far less likely to be posthumously produced. Unfortunately, 

private-name scarabs are common in the period he studied and not subsequent periods, 

which are the subject of this study. Martin also systematically reported the size of the 

corpus on which the date of individual forms was based. As a result, he rightfully 

acknowledged that he could date certain forms with greater certainty than others.31 He 

also noted that his corpus may have been skewed because of changes in the 

administrative structure of Egypt during the Middle Kingdom which resulted in greater 

seal-bearing officials (1971: 5). While Martin noted the reason for the increase in private-

name scarabs, he did not state the corollary effect upon scarab typology: the typological 

form may appear to decrease and go out of style, when in fact, the structure of the 

administration could have changed and the typological form continued on so-called 

design scarabs. Therefore, individual typological forms may require a longer date. 

Next, Tufnell and Ward moved forward the methodology for establishing the 

dating of typological forms (Tufnell 1958: 92–111, Pls. 30–41; 1975, 1984; Ward 1978). 

                                                      
31 For instance, the three subtypes of Martin’s Type 1 were each dated based on the meager evidence of one 

to three scarabs with either a royal name or a private name, while the form 5d was attested on 59 scarabs 

and Type 6 on 880 scarabs (Martin 1971: 4–5).  
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With the advancements in archaeological method and ceramic typology from the 1930s to 

the 1960s, they were able to assess with greater reliability the typological form of the 

scarabs based on the date of the archaeological contexts in which scarabs were located.  

Tufnell’s early work on scarabs covered the scarabs from the Bronze Age 

contexts at Lachish (1958); this work preceded Weill’s and Martin’s work on typology. 

Approximately three decades later, Tufnell published a systematic discussion of the early 

Second Millennium Scarabs (1984). The methodology of her earlier publication 

foreshadowed the latter.  

In her earlier publication, Tufnell published the sides, backs, and bases of each 

scarab (1958: Pl. 30–41); she dated them based on a combination of motifs, styles, backs, 

heads, and sides (1958: 93). Unfortunately, her methodological choices with regard to 

scarab typology and dating were often implicit in her earlier publication and must be 

deductively concluded. Her early observations and dates were, at times, logical 

conclusions based on the corpus she had, but at other times they fail to withstand 

systematic scrutiny. 

She divided the scarabs from the Second Intermediate Period into two groups 

based on two archaeological contexts with very similar ceramic assemblages (1958: 109–

110). She contrasted the two groups—Tombs 157 and 153—by examining their motifs. 

The former group had only symbols of northern Egypt and the later a combination of 

northern and southern symbols. Tufnell interpreted this historically as two successive 

periods which were so close in date that they had the same ceramic assemblages. She 

dated the former—Tomb 157—to an earlier period before the rulers expanded out of 

lower Egypt and the latter—Tomb 153—to a period after expansion. Stratigraphic 
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observations bolstered her conclusion that Tomb 157 was earlier (1958: 109). She based 

her methodology for forming a scarab typology first on separating groups based on 

successive archaeological contexts whose relative order was known through stratigraphic 

observations. Then she interpreted the motifs on the scarabs’ bases through a historical 

lens.  

Tufnell then used the typological forms to argue for relative dates of scarabs 

within these two archaeological contexts. Unfortunately, her reasoning is not always 

clear. While she maintained Tomb 153 to be later than Tomb 157, she argued that a 

scarab from Tomb 153 was of an earlier date based on its back and Side 6 (1958: 102, 

No. 107). She claimed that the typological form of the scarab pushed the likely date of 

the scarab to an earlier period; Tufnell identified Side 6 as indicative of the earlier series. 

There were 11 instances of this side; only one came from an assemblage she identified as 

earlier (1958: No. 95). If anything, the side’s form should have pushed her date later to 

the period of greatest frequency. Tufnell does date scarabs with Side 6 to the 12th 

through 18th Dynasties, indicating a long period of production for this typological form 

(1958: Nos. 168 and 209). Perhaps Tufnell was arguing that Side 6 was more popular 

during the earlier dynasties, though its range of production was longer. Unfortunately, her 

corpus did not support this distribution, and she did not state her reasoning explicitly.32  

Another scarab, discussed by Tufnell’s early work, came from an archaeological 

context dated to both the Middle Bronze II and the Early Iron periods (Tufnell 1958: 101, 

117, 238, No. 132). In two different sections, she dated the scarab to both the 19th and 

                                                      
32 She dated two of the three scarabs with Side 6 from Late Bronze I–II and Late Bronze III contexts to the 

Second Intermediate Period (1958: Nos. 209, 215, and 216). Tufnell’s reasoning can only be inferred 

deductively because she never stated explicitly her reasoning. 
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20th Dynasties (101) and the 18th Dynasty or later (117). In another instance, Tufnell 

dated a scarab later than the archaeological context in which it was found, and she offered 

no further explanation (1958: No. 132). Its base had the motif of the rope border, which 

Tufnell dated to the Second Intermediate Period and the Ramesside period (1958: 101). 

Rather than date the scarab to the Middle Bronze III—the period of Tomb 511 where it 

was found—she assigned the scarab to the Ramesside period with no further explanation 

(1958: No. 132).  

Other scarabs in Tufnell’s study were assigned dates based on their typological 

form. Tufnell noted that Sides 11 and 16 placed two scarabs in the middle of the Duweir 

series rather than early in that series (1958: 94). Tufnell believed these two typological 

forms to be diagnostically significant for dating scarabs to the Second Intermediate 

Period.33 

Here, we will follow the data Tufnell assembled for these two forms of the side to 

ascertain deductively her method for dating typological forms. Her charts showed 27 

scarabs with Side 11. Their archaeological contexts clustered during the Second 

Intermediate Period, which Tufnell dated to the Middle Bronze III34 (Tufnell 1958: Nos. 

16, 23, 40, 53, 58, 63, 75, 92, 102, 104–106, 111–112, 115–119, 121–122, 124–125, and 

131). Only three scarabs with Side 11 came from Late Bronze contexts. Tufnell dated 

these two scarabs to the Second Intermediate Period and, thereby, argued they were 

heirlooms in later contexts (Tufnell 1958: Nos. 207 and 213). Tufnell’s analysis, 

                                                      
33 Tufnell implied that the middle of the Lachish series (1958: 94) referred to the Second Intermediate 

Period when she said that the middle of the series was, for her, contemporary with Tomb 153, which she 

dated to the Middle Bronze III (1958: 230–231). 
34 My remarks here are not arguing for or against Tufnell’s chronology and assessment of the Middle 

Bronze III. Instead, I attempt to make explicit her methodology for dating the typological forms of scarabs 

by using her stated dates of the archaeological contexts. 
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however, did extend the production of Side 11 rarely into the New Kingdom (1958: No. 

348). It seems likely, though not explicitly stated, that she based the later date on the 

motif of Amun-Re’s name rather than the date of the specific archaeological context. 

Elsewhere in her monograph, Tufnell argued that the motif of Amun-Re became popular 

in the late New Kingdom based on the archaeological contexts of scarabs bearing this 

motif (1958: 108). In effect, she has determined the range of dates for both the 

typological form of the side and the motif, and then determined where the two ranges 

overlapped. While Tufnell argued Side 11 tended to be produced during the Second 

Intermediate Period, she assigned the scarab a later date because she prioritized the dates 

of contexts containing scarabs with this motif over the dates of contexts with scarabs 

using this form of the side.  

Tufnell also discussed the date of another typological form, Side 16. According to 

Tufnell’s works, this typological form tended to occur on scarabs in the middle of the 

Lachish series—the Second Intermediate Period (1958: 94). She identified 11 scarabs 

with this side. The associated archaeological contexts, according to Tufnell, ranged from 

the Middle Bronze III to the Iron I, but scarabs with Side 16 tended to cluster in 

archaeological contexts dated to the Late Bronze.35 Accordingly, Tufnell dated over half 

of these scarabs to the New Kingdom.36 It seems Tufnell believed Side 16 was produced 

during both the Second Intermediate Period and the New Kingdom, though she stated that 

                                                      
35 Tufnell identified the archaeological contexts with Side 16 as follows: the Middle Bronze III (No. 26), 

Late Bronze I–Late Bronze III (1958: Nos. 201, 202), Late Bronze II–III (1958: Nos. 298, 307), Tufnell’s 

Late Bronze III (1958: Nos. 337, 358, 365), and Late Bronze III–Iron I (1958: Nos. 339, 343, 386). 
36 The scarabs Tufnell dated to the New Kingdom were as follows: 18th Dynasty (1958: No. 307), 18th–

19th (1958: No. 365), and 19th Dynasty or 20th Dynasty (1958: Nos. 337, 339, 343, 358, 386). 
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the typological form was more popular in the middle of the Lachish series. Her dating of 

scarabs tended to assign longer dates to typological forms of the scarab. 

In a number of instances, Tufnell’s unspoken methodology for dating is opaque. 

For instance, she argued that a scarab with the name of Ahmose I was a Ramesside 

reissue rather than an heirloom item in a Late Bronze III context (1958: 97, No. 359). She 

offered no criteria for her conclusion that the item was posthumously produced. The 

scarab was engraved with Side 38, but, according to her own analysis, this side occurred 

on scarabs from archaeological contexts dated from the Middle Bronze III to the Iron I.37 

She dated the production scarabs with this side equally to the broad and later New 

Kingdom.38 Her dating of the typological form of the scarab’s side nor the motif required 

her to conclude this was a Ramesside reissue. At best, her criteria are unstated and 

unidentifiable. If she used a systematic assessment of the typological form of the scarab, 

we are unable to know it from her publication of scarabs from Lachish in 1958. 

In the years following Tufnell’s publication of scarabs from Lachish, Kenyon’s 

excavations at Jericho produced 427 scarabs from Middle Bronze contexts, and Diana 

Kirkbride published them (1965). The corpus was large enough that more certain 

conclusions and finer chronological divisions between periods were thought to be 

possible. Kenyon divided the phases of Jericho’s tombs into five distinct ceramic phases. 

However, she was unable to discover smaller chronological divisions (1965: 580). She 

                                                      
37 Scarabs with Side 38 were from the following archaeological contexts: Middle Bronze III (Tufnell 1958: 

Nos. 41 and 72), Late Bronze I–III (Nos. 208, 219, 242, 253, 255, 261, 264–265, 275–276, and 293), Late 

Bronze III (Nos. 346, 349–350, 359, 361, 367, and 373) and the Late Bronze III–Iron I (No. 385). By far, 

the largest number of scarabs occurred in Late Bronze contexts. 
38 Tufnell’s dates for the scarabs’ production are as follows: Second Intermediate Period (1958: Nos. 41 

and 72), 18th Dynasty (1958: Nos. 208 and 293), 18th–19th Dynasty (1958: Nos. 261, 276, 346, 350, 361, 

and 373), 18th–20th (1958: No. 367), 19th Dynasty (1958: Nos. 219, 242, 253, 255, 275, 349, and 359), 

and 19th–20th Dynasty (1958: No. 385).  
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argued that the art of the seal engraver was too conservative to detect changes between 

the five sub-phases of the Middle Bronze. At times, she was able to detect that certain 

scarabs were popular in different phases. For instance, she argued that the cross pattern 

died out during Groups IV and V (1965: 586). She helpfully acknowledged that some of 

the differences may have arisen due to preference for a certain engraver by one family, 

and they did not reflect typological trends (1965: 581). While she found no vast 

difference between the scarabs of different periods of the Middle Bronze, she clearly 

understood that the typology of scarabs was founded upon a logically prior ceramic 

typology to date the contexts. 

Oddly, Kirkbride rarely argued that scarabs without royal names were heirlooms. 

For instance, scarabs with concentric circles occurred three times in tombs from Group II, 

seven times in Group III, thrice in Group IV, and twice in Group V. Kirkbride might have 

interpreted this distribution in two ways. It could have indicated production during 

Groups II and III while scarabs from Groups IV and V were heirlooms because they were 

fewer in number. The distribution also could have indicated that they were produced 

during all these periods, but their popularity tapered off during the final, two periods. 

Choosing between these two options will always be fraught, though it becomes less 

fraught the larger the size of the sample. Ultimately, Kirkbride concluded that the motif 

was produced throughout the whole series (1965: 586). While she explicitly considered 

the possibility that scarabs with the royal name may have been heirlooms, her 

methodology for identifying heirlooms among all forms and motifs either can not be 

known through deductive reasoning or it was inconsistently applied. 
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Tufnell revisited Kirkbride’s conclusions about Jericho’s Middle Bronze scarabs 

in her publication of the scarabs of Megiddo (1973). She reassessed the scarabs of 

Megiddo after multiple scholars reworked the Middle Bronze stratigraphy of Megiddo 

(Kenyon 1958; 1969; T. Thompson 1970; Müller 1970). Kenyon pointed out that the 

archaeological method of the Megiddo excavations, published by Loud and Guy, 

produced systematic errors. Their excavations assumed architectural features of the same 

height to be of the same stratum. Terraces and foundations were systematically associated 

with earlier strata rather than identified as intrusions dug into earlier strata (Kenyon 1958: 

51*; 1969: 25). Intramural tombs, common in the Middle Bronze, were particularly 

problematic because they were dug below architecture. Therefore, the Megiddo 

excavators misidentified these tombs as from earlier phases (Kenyon 1958: 51*–52*; 

59*–60*; 1969: 25–36). To correct the problem, Kenyon redated Megiddo’s tombs based 

on the stratigraphy of the architecture above the tomb as well as the pottery within. She 

classified the Megiddo assemblages using the groups found in her excavations of 

Jericho’s tombs. Despite her crucial contribution, disagreement remains over the 

stratigraphic assignment of these tombs and the date of the ceramic assemblages within 

them (T. Thompson 1970: 40–43; Müller 1970).  

Because the stratigraphy of Megiddo shifted, Tufnell re-analyzed the scarabs in 

order to confirm to herself that her system remained valid (1973: 69). She wanted to 

verify that the system could be applied to sites other than Jericho. She used the 

stratigraphic assignments of Müller as the basis for her conclusions. Stratigraphy was 

again the explicit basis for her scarab typology, though she realized that the proposed 

stratigraphy could require future modification (1973: 71). While my discussion of the 
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methodology underlying scarab typology cannot tackle the weighty problem of Middle 

Bronze chronology here,39 no typology can be formed on the basis of faulty stratigraphy. 

The disagreements between Kenyon and later scholars must be accounted for lest the 

scarab typology be proven unreliable.  

Tufnell again argued that the sides, backs, and heads were diagnostically 

significant for dating but offered little discussion beyond a description and lists of the 

forms for each scarab drawn (1973: 70–71, 73–74). Heads were divided broadly into four 

types. She correlated the different types of heads with the length of the scarab (1973: 79, 

80). While she asserted the significance of the heads, she only described how motifs wax 

and wane in popularity in the corpora of Megiddo and Jericho in 1973. 

Two years later Tufnell published an article on the scarabs from the Egyptian sites 

of Kahûn and Uronarti (1975). Unfortunately, she dated the occupation of these sites 

based on inscriptional evidence alone, not ceramics. Earlier periods of lesser occupation 

may be undetectable in inscriptional evidence. Further, the scarabs were not assigned to 

stratigraphic contexts or horizons at Kahûn and Uronarti, as occurred with the corpus 

from Megiddo. The lack of stratigraphic control for the corpora at Kahun and Uronarti is 

problematic. The inscriptions at the sites assigned a range of approximately 200 years 

when both sites were occupied. Then, Tufnell created profiles of each site’s corpus based 

                                                      
 39 I am not referring to the ubiquitous discussion of the Intermediate Early Bronze Age as the ‘new’ name 

of the former Middle Bronze I. Kenyon herself was the one to propose the terminology of Intermediate 

Early Bronze Age for Tell Beit Mirsim H and the ‘new’ Middle Bronze I was Tell Beit Mirsim G–F (1951: 

106, n. 1). Her proposed stratigraphy for Megiddo (1958; 1969) already assumed her proposed shift in 

terminology. Even with this shift, there were clear differences between her proposed tomb groups at 

Megiddo and Müller’s. In one instance, Müller’s XII/Ib corresponded to Kenyon’s Middle Bronze IIA, 

Middle Bronze IIB, and Middle Bronze IIF. In another, Müller’s XI/2 corresponded to Kenyon’s Middle 

Bronze I, Middle Bronze IIA, Middle Bronze IIIB, and Middle Bronze IIC. Also, Müller’s IX/2 

corresponded to Kenyon’s Middle Bronze IIA, Middle Bronze IIB, Middle Bronze IIC, Middle Bronze IIF, 

and Middle Bronze IIG. 
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on the different design classes. She compared these profiles with that of Megiddo, the 

corpus from the Montet Jar, Jericho’s Groups I–V, and Ruweise’s Tomb 66; she then 

formed a relative order of these corpora. The Montet Jar was said to be earliest40 (Tufnell 

and Ward 1966). Megiddo was slightly earlier than Jericho. Kahun was said to be closest 

to Tomb 66 at Ruweise, and Uronarti was closest to Jericho Groups IV–V (1975: 70). 

Tufnell identified differences in the corpora to be of chronological significance. 

Differences may also have reflected regional differences since the sites are located on the 

Syrian coast, Palestine, and Egypt. Explicitly stated criteria identified as diagnostically 

significant for chronology were related to motifs rather than typological forms. There is 

no systematic discussion of the heads, backs, and sides in Tufnell’s 1975 publication. 

Tufnell’s seminal work on scarabs and their typological forms appeared less than 

a decade later. Building upon her earlier publications (1958; 1973; 1975; 1975–1976; 

Tufnell and Ward 1966), she drew together her previous observations about individual 

corpora together with other Southern Levantine corpora in a full monograph entitled 

Studies on Scarab Seals: Scarab Seals and their Contribution to History in the Early 

Second Millennium B.C. (1984). It also followed Ward’s earlier volumes (1978a, 1978b). 

As in her earlier articles, the volume focused on scarabs from the Middle Kingdom and 

Second Intermediate Period. Her corpus was comprehensive when published.  

She identified the different corpora where either a context or a set of contexts 

formed an assemblage of scarabs to which she assigned an overall date. The assemblages 

                                                      
40 While Tufnell and Ward dated the collection to the end of the First Intermediate Period (1966), Tufnell 

noted that the jar included items which could also have been dated to the Middle Kingdom (1984: 3). The 

overly narrow dates may reflect the overall tendency of the corpus, but the corpus may, in fact, have 

scarabs from the First Intermediate Period and Middle Kingdom. In the end, though, I am not arguing here 

for a certain date of the Montet Jar or other corpora. I only wish to make explicit her methodology. 
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reflected her earlier article (1975): Kahun, Uronarti, Montet Jar, Ruweise’s Tomb 66, 

Jericho’s Groups I–V, Megiddo E–G, and Ajjul’s AT or Ajjul’s Level III. She 

intentionally chose corpora from a geographical range so that she could identify 

geographic changes from the 12th Dynasty on (1984: 52). She also chose corpora with a 

narrow chronological range so she could determine smaller shifts from the 12th Dynasty 

through the Second Intermediate Period; she believed that corpora of too long a period 

would blur her conclusions (Tufnell 1984: 53).  

After choosing her corpora, she established the date of each corpus based on 

inscriptions, the ceramic assemblage of the context, other artifacts from that context, 

and/or its relative stratigraphic order. When one means of dating was missing, as 

occurred with the stratigraphic location of the Montet Jar, she relied more heavily on 

other criteria.  

After she established the date of her corpora, the motifs of each corpus were 

assessed and compared chronologically. For example, Design Class 1—geometric 

designs—was found to decrease from the First Intermediate Period through the Second 

Intermediate Period while motifs with Egyptian signs and symbols increased (Tufnell 

1984: 24–25, 45, Table 2). She used the same methodology to assess the chronological 

range of the typological forms of the heads (1984: Table 3), backs (1984: Table 4), and 

sides (1984: Table 5) of each scarab. She produced the same assessment for each corpus 

within the Middle Bronze itself to determine the typological progressions within the 

Middle Bronze itself (1984: 47–52, Tables 6–25). 
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Overall Tufnell placed too much trust in the conservative craft of engraving 

scarabs to solve chronological problems in the Middle Bronze. She argued that scarabs 

were a better basis for chronology than ceramics, which had shorter periods of use:  

“The advantage of using groups of scarab-seals rather than pottery as a final 

common denominator in an attempt to solve the problems of Middle Bronze 

chronology is that they are the products of an industry closely linked in the 

repertory of design and in the traditions of the craft for a thousand years. The skill 

required to shape and engrave the stone with complicated designs was not easily 

learnt, but the final product was hardly affected by the regional and economic 

differences which disturbed the contemporaneous development of pottery forms 

and of ceramic craftsmanship.” (Tufnell 1984: 53) 

 

Tufnell expected the engraving of a very soft stone, like steatite, to be too technologically 

difficult for numerous workshops to master the art of production in different artistic 

traditions. Therefore, she believed the tradition to be constant across regions due to the 

engravers’ training; scarabs permitted her to link firmly and tightly Southern Levantine 

and Egyptian chronologies. She was right to assert that pottery may have regional 

developments that must be accounted for in a typology. However, she replaced ceramics 

with a much more conservative art form, like scarabs, and created further problems. 

Further, Ben-Tor’s later demonstration of the regional variation between Egyptian and 

Southern Levantine production undermines the methodological assumptions undergirding 

Tufnell’s work (2007). Imported ceramics of shorter duration, not scarabs, form a tighter 

alignment of relative assemblages across regions. 

Tufnell distinguished between scarabs with a royal titulary and scarabs with 

decorative scarabs, exhibiting stylistic criteria. She noted the tendency of royal scarabs to 

be heirloom items, capable only of providing a terminus post quem rather than a terminus 

ante quem (Tufnell 1984: 24). The royal scarabs could only be used explicitly for dating, 

she argued, when stylistic considerations also agreed. It is unclear why she assumed that 
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scarabs without royal names were not in danger of also being heirloom items. Presumably 

she thought scarabs without the royal name would be valued less by later generations 

and, therefore, were less likely to be kept as heirlooms.  

This volume, unlike her earlier articles, categorized systematically all heads, 

sides, and backs. Her earlier article plotted only the correlation between the frequency of 

four basic forms of the head and the length of the scarab (1973: 79–81, Fig. b). Both 

aspects were diagnostically significant for Tufnell’s earlier typology. Her later volume 

charted the four basic types of heads systematically through different corpora (1984: 31–

38), but she drew the correlation not between head types and scarab length, but head 

types and motifs (Tufnell 1984: 31). Because Tufnell deemed motifs to have greater 

chronological significance, she charted the correlation presumably to show a 

chronological progression between different types of the head. 

Ward cautioned against solely using style to date scarabs (Ward 1978a: 1). 

Tufnell shared this caution but noted that when a site with short-lived occupation can 

yield significant numbers of scarabs to provide a representative sample of the period’s 

trends, style could be combined with the form of the scarab to date the item of glyptic art 

(Tufnell 1984: 115).  

 

CRITIQUE OF THE TWO METHODOLOGIES  

 

From this overview of the history of scholarship, it is apparent that scholars of Syria-

Palestine and Egypt have used two broad methodologies to form a reliable scarab 

typology that can be used to date these pieces of glyptic art. One methodology uses 

scarabs with royal and private names, presumed to be of a certain date, to date the 



50 

 

production of typological forms of the scarab. The other uses large corpora of scarabs 

from contemporary archaeological contexts to determine when different forms were first 

produced and later became popular.  

As noted above, each methodology has its inherent weaknesses. Typologies based 

on scarabs with royal and private names are particularly alluring because of their promise 

of precision. They date production to a specific reign of an Egyptian king, even when the 

item was found in a later archaeological context, a less secure archaeological context, or a 

collection of scarabs of unknown provenance.41 The reliability of this methodology rests 

upon the identification and elimination of posthumous production from the corpus. 

Hornung and Staehelin astutely identified those scarabs from kings who reigned shortly 

or experienced a damnatio memoriae as least likely to be produced posthumously (1976: 

27). The queen’s scarabs were also less likely to be posthumously produced. These royal 

scarabs form a reliable corpus for dating typological forms. Unfortunately, the corpus 

would be too small to make reliable conclusions about the relative levels of popularity of 

forms across reigns. Further, the absence of a typological form of scarab during a reign 

might not be evidence of the absence of production because the sample size was limited 

due to the short reign of the king. 

Posthumous production of scarabs with a royal name is especially likely when the 

royal titulary doubles as cryptographic writing of Amun. Hornung and Staehelin pointed 

out that cryptographic spelling of Amun’s name became popular in the New Kingdom 

according to their analysis of scarabs of unknown provenance (1976: 42). The throne 

names of Thutmosis III (mn Xpr Ro) and Amenophis III (nb m#ot Ro) were likely 

                                                      
41 The perpetual danger of forgery makes this option untenable, though Hornung and Staehelin attempted 

analysis of scarabs of unknown provenance (Hornung and Staehelin 1976). 
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candidates for a cryptographic writing of Amun (Drioton 1957: 19 [cf. Nos. 13 and 33]; 

Hornung and Staehelin 1976: 42). Posthumous production would be more common 

among scarabs with these throne names. As noted above, scarabs with a portion of the 

royal titulary of Thutmosis III and Amenhotep III were identified as posthumously 

produced since the late 19th century (Petrie 1891: 27; Ward 1902: 51, 53; Hall 1913: 

xxxvi), though their cryptographic writing was not identified. Interestingly, Hornung and 

Staehelin concluded plausibly, though not definitively,42 that among their collections of 

likely Egyptian scarabs, the relative frequency of a scarab tended to correspond to the 

length of the king’s reign, except during the reigns of common posthumous production—

Amenhotep I, Thutmosis III, and Amenhotep II (Hornung and Staehelin 1976: 54, 63). 

Further, the distribution between the five different parts of the royal titulary would be 

skewed toward one name that consisted of three signs that could be read 

cryptographically as the name of Amun. The popularity of the throne name of Thutmosis 

III is explained by a variety of factors, including the posthumous production of the 

cryptographic writing of the name of Amun and the later use of the throne name in burial 

contexts, as seen on coffins of the 21st Dynasty (1976: 61). The popularity of Amenhotep 

I’s scarabs may also have occurred because of the later worship of Ahmes-Nefertari, 

mother of Amenhotep, and Amenhotep I as protector deities at Thebes during the 19th, 

20th, and 21st Dynasties (Hornung and Staehelin 1976: 56). Their scarabs were produced 

during the Ramesside period as amulets to protect during death. Interestingly, Hornung 

                                                      
42 Unfortunately, most conclusions of Hornung and Staehelin cannot be conclusive because they were 

based on seals of unknown provenance, which they assumed to be from Egypt and to be looted equally 

from different regions and archaeological contexts across ancient Egypt. They are to be praised for working 

skillfully under imperfect conditions; few scarabs from secure contexts in Egypt were available, yet they 

came to plausible conclusions while recognizing the limits of their corpus. Hornung and Staehelin found 

that their vast corpus exhibited striking statistical trends. Scarabs with a specific royal titulary were 

relatively as frequent as the length of reigns, except for those with cryptographic writing of Amun. 
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and Staehelin noted that there may have been similar rates of production at the accession 

of a king, but the variety of forms and motifs on these scarabs argued against a uniform 

series issued by standardized royal workshops (1976: 55). The foundation deposit of 

Hatshepsut in Deir el-Bahri confirms their conclusion, showing diversity in form, motif 

and writing during one period of production (1976: 55). If the name can be confidently 

identified as not cryptographic, the likelihood of posthumous production decreases 

markedly.  

Posthumous production also ramped up during later periods when foreign rulers—

Persian and Ptolemaic—controlled Egypt. Hornung and Staehelin supposed that foreign 

kings’ names did not have the same magical value as Egyptian kings’ names so that later 

production of earlier names became advantageous (Hornung and Staehelin 1976: 28). If 

scarabs do not come from contexts dated to the Iron IIC or Persian period or later in the 

Southern Levant, this danger is mitigated. This is the case in our study. A scarab typology 

using royal names lures the researcher with its promises of a precise date of production 

no matter the archaeological context, but the researcher must carefully examine each 

reign to determine its reliability. Unfortunately, the sample size will likely be small when 

posthumous production is least likely. In these cases, conclusions will necessarily be less 

certain. 

The second methodology is founded upon dating typological forms based on the 

archaeological context of each scarab. One approach prioritizes a few large corpora from 

the archaeological record. The corpora are arranged in relative order to one another, and 

the researcher identifies diachronic trends in typological forms and motifs between these 

corpora (e.g., Tufnell 1984; Ben-Tor 2007). This methodology benefits from a larger 
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sample size than one based on royal name scarabs. Like the previous methodology, it 

suffers from the intrinsic problem of heirloom items.  

The problem of heirlooms is best addressed by enlarging the corpus upon which 

the typology is based. As noted above, a similar problem was encountered in early 

ceramic typologies of the 1930s; Phythian-Adams and others overcame the problem of 

post-dating by doing statistical analysis of the frequency of ceramic forms in each period 

(1920: 62–65, Figs. 3 and 5). When the frequency of a form was highest, the form was 

considered to be popular. As the frequency of the form tapered off in subsequent periods, 

the form was presumed to be an heirloom. Frequency of a form during different periods 

should form a bell-shaped curve. A typology of scarab forms would do well to follow a 

similar process. The frequency of each typological form should be plotted according to 

period. This methodology requires a large sample size. The larger the sample size, the 

more reliable the typology becomes. 

 

A WAY FORWARD:  

BENEFITING FROM ALL METHODOLOGIES 

  

This study focuses on two archaeological horizons with distinct, successive ceramic 

assemblages: Late Bronze IIB and Iron IA/IB which correspond broadly to the 19th 

Dynasty, 20th Dynasty, and the beginning of the Third Intermediate Period. Both 

methodologies will be employed because they complement one another and address 

different corpora. If the scarabs with the royal titulary were made in different workshops 

from non-royal scarabs, their typological forms may even be different. Following the 

suggestion of Hornung and Staehelin, a third methodology will also be implemented; it 

will be based on scarabs from Egyptian foundation deposits of one ruler. By employing 
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all three methodologies, we may be able to detect slight differences between scarabs with 

the royal titulary and those without. By using all three methodologies, typological forms 

deemed diagnostically significant for dating will become more secure and the weaknesses 

of each methodology will be lessened.  
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CHAPTER 3 

 

TOWARD A SCARAB TYPOLOGY OF 

LATE NEW KINGDOM SCARABS  

 

 

The previous chapter outlined the history of scarab typology and identified two broad 

methodologies for determining diachronic changes within that typology. This study will 

employ both methodologies in order to limit the weaknesses of each. A typology based 

on scarabs with the royal titulary offers precision in dating typological forms from shorter 

reigns when there is less posthumous production, but the sample size is limited. A 

typology based on the archaeological context of scarabs works best when the sample size 

is large. Both methodologies will be employed below both to expose and shore up the 

weaknesses of the other. 

The field has classified typological forms in two broad ways. Some studies have 

multiplied the number of typological forms (Rowe 1936) while others limited the number 

of typological forms. Rowe did the former. He divided heads into 78 types, backs into 

128 types, and sides into 67 types. Hornung and Staehelin would accuse this method of 

reductio ad absurdum (1976: 32). No scarab is like the next. On the other end of the 

spectrum, the field tended toward simplification of the typology. The backs were 

narrowed to approximately five types that ranged from realistic to schematic (Hall 1913; 

Steindorff 1936; Martin 1971; Tufnell 1973). This methodology, however, failed to 

capture idiosyncratic changes in style which may be unique to a limited period of time 

and are diagnostically significant for dating. It is most prudent to permit the number of 

forms to proliferate, if only to determine through this study that a typological form is not 

diagnostically significant for dating. 
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Fig. 2 – Upper View of the Scarab’s Typological Form – Modified image of The 

Metropolitan Museum of Art, Rogers Fund, 1927 (27.3.206, top). Image  The 

Metropolitan Museum of Art. 

 

 

 

First, I will offer an extended note about the systems of classification used below. 

The classification of the clypeus, head, pronotum, and elytra follows Keel, and Keel, in 

turn, relied upon his predecessors in the field (Keel 1995: 39–57). Keel tends to use 

systems which permit him to track smaller variations within the typological forms, while 

not dividing the forms ad nauseum. Keel’s classification of heads follows Tufnell’s 

corrected typology (1984: 32, Fig. 12; Keel 1995: 43, Fig. 45). Tufnell’s system classifies 

the forms according to that which was common during the Middle Kingdom and the 

Second Intermediate Period. Occasionally her typology lacks forms common in the New 

Kingdom. Keel and Eggler provide an amended version of Tufnell’s chart, which has 

been used here (Keel 1995: 51, Figs. 54–66 Eggler 2006: XVI, Fig. 1). Heads A1 and D4 

are often confused with one another. Both forms tend to be rounded, and it is difficult to 

determine when the head should be classified as trapezoidal (i.e., Type D) instead of 

lunate (i.e., Type A). Tufnell’s classification of the heads does not include the clypeus. I 
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have rectified this by documenting the ridges on the top of the clypeus where it meets the 

head and grooves at the bottom, which are adjacent to the shaft’s end. These aspects are 

designated in the third and fourth columns of the charts below. 

 

Fig. 3 – Side View of the Scarab’s Typological Form – Modified Image of The 

Metropolitan Museum of Art, Rogers Fund, 1927 (27.3.206, side). Image  The 

Metropolitan Museum of Art. 

 

 

 

 
 

 

The sides are classified according to Tufnell’s modified system (1984: 37, Fig. 14 

= Keel 1995: 55, Fig. 69). Tufnell divides them broadly into two groups: those that are 

chip-carved (see Fig. 2) and those which are less deeply engraved with scoring (1984: 

36). Occasionally, the depth of engraving is subjective so that forms D1 and D5 are, at 

times, confused with E4 and E5. Hirsute forms—D6, D7, D8, and D10—were hashed on 

the sides (see Fig. 2). 

I have modified Keel’s classification of the back so that greater detail can be 

documented to determine if individual features are diagnostically significant for dating 

(see Fig. 1). Keel records the presence or absence of humeral callosities. I have added a 

description of the type of humeral callosity and noted when the engraver changes its 

location. Further, I have noted both the line(s) between the elytra and the line(s) between 
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the pronotum and the elytra (see Fig 1). These divisions are noted in the seventh column. 

The first notation refers to the division between the elytra and the pronotum and the 

second notation refers to the division between the elytra. For example, when the seventh 

column notes “I / II,” it indicates that there is one line dividing the elytra and two 

dividing the elytra from the pronotum. Then, I have identified whether or not there is a 

recessed line around the edges of the elytra. Lastly, I have noted “yes” when the recessed 

line joins the line dividing the elytra. When an element is no longer extant, it is marked 

with a dash.  

 

A SCARAB TYPOLOGY BASED ON  

THE ROYAL TITULARY 

 

A typology based on scarabs with the royal titulary must guard against two primary 

phenomena: posthumous production of earlier, popular kings and later production of a 

titulary that doubled as cryptographic writing of the name of Amun. Hornung and 

Staehelin proposed the problem be avoided through examining kings whose reigns were 

shorter or for whom there was a damnatio memoriae. (1976: 27). This ensures less 

posthumous production. Other than Ramses II and possibly Ramses III, the scarabs of 

most rulers of the 19th and 20th Dynasties and the early Third Intermediate Period are 

helpful for determing a typology. 

 

19TH DYNASTY 

 

Ramses I. This king had a sufficiently short reign so that posthumous production of 

scarabs with his royal name was unlikely. Unfortunately, an abbreviated form of his birth 

name would have been indistinguishable from later Ramesside kings (e.g., Keel 2010a: 

102–103 [Bet-Schean 16]; 268–269, 294–295 [Bet-Schemesch 120, 179]; 2010b: 252–
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253, 256–257, 332–333, 400–401 [Tell el-Far’a Süd 525, 535, 715, 715, 885]), as long as 

his epithets were omitted. His throne name, however, was distinct from other kings 

(Beckerath 1999: 148–149; e.g., Hornung and Staehelin 1976: 270, Nos. 393–394), and 

they may be used to form a typology. Unfortunately, the reign was so short that no scarab 

with the distinctive throne name was found in an archaeological context from the 

Southern Levant.  

Seti I. Seti I succeeded Ramses I. Though his reign was substantially longer than 

Ramses I, the number of his scarabs found in the Southern Levant was still far less than 

his successor, Ramses II, for whom posthumous production was almost certain. Possible 

attestations of Seti I’s royal titulary occur on four scarabs from Deir el-Balah, Tell el-

Far‘ah (South), and Tall Deir ‘Alla. Only one is certainly a scarab from the reign of Seti 

I.  

Deir el-Balah 57. This scarab comes from an anthropoid sarcophagus at Deir el-

Balah, excavated illicitly by Moshe Dayan. As such, its archaeological context is 

uncertain, though the site of its origin is known. The first phrase of the throne 

name of Seti I is clearly engraved on the base (mn m#ot Ro; Beckerath 1999: 150–

151), but there are two additional signs: wsr and a poorly executed Hq# or onX (cf. 

Newberry 1906: Pl. XXXIV, No. 16; Hornung and Staehelin 1976: 270, No. 397). 

If the sign is a poorly executed Hq#, this may be part of the epithet mentioned in 

one of Seti I’s throne names (Beckerath 1999: 150–151 [T7]; cf. Newberry 1906: 

Pl. XXXIV, No. 19) where the m#ot is not rewritten. Other scarabs from the 

Southern Levant write the name similarly (Keel 2010b: 262–263 [Tell el-Far’a 

Süd 547]). The other sign, wsr, remains unexplained. Keel argued that it may be 

an anomalous combination of the throne names of Seti I and Ramses II (Keel 

2010a: 426). Interestingly, there are a number of scarabs where both throne names 

are engraved and m#ot doubles as part of both throne names (Petrie 1917: Pl. XL, 

No. 51; cf. Nos. 46–50). While there are parallels, the phenomenon has not been 

completely explained. Was this a locally produced scarab from the Southern 

Levant? The local artisan may have been less familiar with the Egyptian writing 

system and may have amalgamated the names. If the collection of Hornung and 

Staehelin is, in fact, from Egypt as they suppose, then this phenomenon may also 

be an Egyptian practice (Hornung and Staehelin 1976: 270, No. 397). These 

questions suggest that this scarab should not be used when forming a typology. 
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Tell el-Far’ah (South) 519. This is a rectangular plaque with a rounded back. 

The base has the throne name of Seti I possibly combined with the throne name of 

Ramses II mn m#ot Ro wsr m#ot Ro (Beckerath 1999: 150–151 [T1]; Petrie 1917: 

Pl. XL, Nos. 46–51). The back of the domed plaque has a cartouche with either a 

cryptographic instance of Amun’s name or the throne name of Thutmosis III. The 

cartouche is flanked by antithetical m#ot signs.  

Tell el-Far’ah (South) 547. This scarab is an abbreviated form of Seti I’s throne 

name mn m#ot Ro Hq# m#ot (Beckerath 1999: 150–151 [T7]). The m#ot is written 

only once (cf. Petrie 1917: Pl. XL, No. 51). As the only definitive scarab with the 

royal titulary of Seti I, the typological form of the scarab is significant, and it is 

discussed in the chart below. The head is Tufnell’s A1. Both humeral callosities 

are depicted, and the division between the wings is a single line. The form of the 

legs is Tufnell’s E9A.  

Tall Deir ‘Alla 13. As in Deir el-Balah 57 and Tell el-Far’ah South 519, the base 

has the throne name of Seti I possibly combined with the throne name of Ramses 

II. The base reads mn m#ot Ro wsr [m#ot Ro] (Beckerath 1999: 150–151 [T1]; Petrie 

1917: Pl. XL, Nos. 46–51). This scaraboid is made of faience in the form of a 

hippopotamus.  

 

Table 1 – Scarabs of Seti I 

 

As is clear, the sample size of this king’s scarabs is very small. Conspicuously, 

three of the four scarabs found in the Southern Levant do not have a clear writing of Seti 

I’s royal titulary. Three of these scarabs from the Cisjordan and Transjordan were a 

                                                      
43 I have cited scarabs by noting the English name of the site with Keel’s number from his four volumes of 

his comprehensive corpus (Keel 1997; Keel 2010a; Keel 2010b; Keel 2013). 
44 Keel classifies this scarab as E9a instead of D1 as I have done. The distinction between E and D 

typological forms is the method of engraving. Scarabs of the E-type are notched or grooved, not chip-

carved. The depth of the engraving determines the classification. I was not able to view items that were 

held by the Institute of Archaeology or the British Museum in London. I must rely upon the published 

photographs. The engraving appears too deep to be notching. 
45 The first notation classifies the type of line between the pronotum and the elytra while the second 

classifies the line(s) between the elytra. If there is no line between the elytra or the elytra and the pronotum, 

the column reads ‘0’ for the scarab.  

Scarab Head Clypeus 

(Shape) 

Clypeus 

(Ending) 

Side Humeral 

Callosities 

Elytra Edges 

of 

Elytra 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

54743 

A1 Trapezoid Ridged 

(horizontal 

line), Not 

Grooved 

D144 Two 

(equilateral, 

slightly inset) 

I / I45 None 
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combination of the throne names of Seti I and and Ramses II. One wonders if these 

scarabs were locally produced. Only one scarab—Tell el-Far’ah South 547—clearly has 

Seti I’s royal titulary. It adds very little to the broader discussion of scarab typolog.  

Ramses II. After scarab production tapered off during the Amarna period and the 

reign of Horemheb, production increases again under the 66-year reign of Ramses II 

(Hornung and Staehelin 1976: 69). While scarabs with the titulary of Ramses II may be 

alluring when forming a broader typology of scarabs, the systemic problems of the corpus 

should be addressed. Alternative spellings of the throne name may indicate posthumous 

production (Hornung and Staehelin 1976: 69–70). 

The throne name is the most common part of the titulary found on Ramesside 

scarabs, though the birth name did become more popular during the late 18th and 19th 

Dynasties (Hornung and Staehelin 1976: 70). Ramses II’s throne name was reused by a 

later king of the Third Intermediate Period, Sheshonq III (Beckerath 1999: 154–155 [T9]; 

188–189 [T1]). Therefore, the archaeological context must be known with some degree 

of certainty in order to ensure that the scarab was not posthumously produced in a later 

period. When the terminus ante quem of the archaeological context excludes a reading of 

Sheshonq III, then the scarab may be used to form the typology of scarabs during the first 

half of the Late Bronze IIB. Scarabs with the throne name of Ramses II or Sheshonq III 

are as follows: 

Aphek 30, Tell el-‘Aǧul 301, Tell el-‘Aǧul 302, Tell el-‘Aǧul 369, Tell el-‘Aǧul 

559, Tell el-‘Aǧul 1039, Tell el-‘Aǧul 1224, Akko 16, Ashdod 8, Beth Shean 63, 

Beth Shean 89, Beth Shean 154, Beth Shean 180, Beth Shean 226, Beth Shean 

235, Beth Shemesh 204, Beth Shemesh 204, Dan 4, Tall Deir ‘Alla 17, Deir el-

Balah 9, Deir el-Balah 11, Dothan 28, Dothan 39, Tell el-Far’ah South 146, Tell 

el-Far’ah South 232, Tell el-Far’ah South 474, Tell el-Far’ah South 548, Tell el-

Far’ah South 549, Tell el-Far’ah South 550, Tell el-Far’ah South 551, Tell el-

Far’ah South 647, Tell el-Far’ah South 649, Tell el-Far’ah South 679, Tell el-



62 

 

Far’ah South 712, Tell el-Far’ah South 714, Tell el-Far’ah South 753, Tell el-

Far’ah South 761, Tell el-Far’ah South 762, Tell el-Far’ah South 781, Tell el-

Far’ah South 782, Tell el-Far’ah South 783, Tell el-Far’ah South 784, Tell el-

Far’ah South 789, Tell el-Far’ah South 819, Tell el-Far’ah South 822, Tell el-

Far’ah South 856, Tell el-Far’ah South 866, Gath 24, Gath 33, Tel Gath Carmel 1, 

Tel Gath Carmel 6, Jerishe 13, Gezer 5, Gezer 390, Gezer 400, Gezer 401, Gezer 

613, Tel Harasim 11, Hebron 3, Lachish (Rowe 1936: 161, No. 676); Lachish 

(Murray 1953: Pl. 43A, No. 10), Megiddo (Rowe 1936: 162, No. 679), Megiddo 

(Loud 1948: Pl. 153, No. 212). 

 

Fig. 4 – Tell el-Far‘ah (South) 474 – IAA I.7165 

 

         
 

Of these scarabs, a number come from unknown archaeological contexts46 (Keel 

1997: 226–227 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 369, 1039, and 1224]; Keel 2010a: 176–177 [Bet-Schean 

180], 306–307 [Bet-Schemesch 204]; Keel 2010b: 374–375 [Tell el-Far’a Süd 822] Keel 

2013: 104–105, 108–109 [Gat 24, 33], 124–127 [Gat Carmel 1, 6]; 144–145 [Tel Gerisa 

13], 168–169, 336–337, 342–343, 430–431 [Geser 5, 390, 440, 441, 613], 558–559 [Tel 

Harasim 11]; Eggler 2006: 398–399 [Tall Deir ‘Alla 17]) or a context dated to the Iron 

IIA or later (Keel 1997: 664–665 [Aschdod 8]; Keel 2010a: 138–139 [Bet-Schean 89], 

                                                      
46 Scarabs from Akko, Ashdod, and Deir el-Balah have a similar titulary (Keel 1997: 550–551, 594–595 

[Akko 60, 182, and 183], 678–679 [Aschdod 46]; Keel 2010a: 454–457 [Der el-Balah 127, 129, 131]), but 

they were purchased on the market, though they appear in Keel’s volume of scarabs and seals of known 

provenance. Therefore, these scarabs may reflect the throne name of Sheshonq III, and they should not be 

used to form a typology of scarabs. 
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406–407 [Der el-Balah 11], 506–507 [Dotan 39]). Therefore, they cannot be assigned 

only to Ramses II—instead of Sheshonq III—based solely on the royal titulary engraved 

on the base. If the scarab comes from a Late Bronze IIB or Iron I context, the 

archaeological context provides the terminus ante quem and the researcher can more 

certainly assign them to the reign of Ramses II. In one instance, Keel assigns Tell el-

‘Aǧul 369 to Ramses II and mentions no other stylistic criterion whereby he dates this 

scarab to Ramses II and not Sheshonq III. A few of these scarabs come from uncertain 

contexts, but the site itself—Deir el-Balah—was most heavily occupied during the Late 

Bronze IIB (Keel 2010a: 412–413, 418–419, 442–443 [Der el-Balah 25, 26, 39, 68, 97]). 

Unfortunately, even this site is occupied during the Iron II (Dothan 2010: 153–162), and 

these scarabs cannot be definitively assigned only to Ramses II. 

Other scarabs with the first half of the throne name of Ramses II cannot be dated 

to the reign of Ramses II only. Instead, these scarabs are broadly Ramesside. They are 

incapable of informing a scarab typology that identifies diachronic change between the 

19th and 20th Dynasties (Keel 1997: 170–171 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 199]; Keel 1997: 684–685 

[Aschdod 61], 743–744 [Aseka 27]; Keel 2010a: 118–119, 136–137, 148–149 [Bet-

Schean 47, 88, 115], 320–321 [Bet-Zur 8], 406–407 [Der el-Balah 10]; Keel 2010b: 228–

229, 264–265, 268–269, 306–307 [Tell el-Far’a Süd 469, 553, 554, 555, 562, 651, 652]; 

Keel 2013: 102–103 [Gat 19], 288–289 [Gezer 275]).  

 One scarab with the throne name of Ramses II can be definitively assigned to 

Ramses II because the spelling of Ramses II’s throne name was used during the first year 

of his reign (Keel 1997: 536–537 [Akko 16]; Beckerath 1999: 154–155 [T1], Footnote 1). 

Two other scarabs include an additional epithet “Beloved of Thoth” (Keel 2010a: 404–
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405, 430–431, 458–459 [Der el-Balah 9, 68, 134, 135]) which is not part of the titulary of 

Ramses II according to Beckerath (1999: 154–157), but the epithet may have been used 

on scarabs from Egypt (Hornung and Staehelin 1976: 70–71, No. 401). 

 Less commonly the birth name appears on scarabs of the Ramesside period. A 

number of these scarabs can definitively be assigned to the reign of Ramses II. They read 

Ro-msw mry Jmn-Ro (Keel 2010a: 82–83 [Bet-Mirsim 91], 280–281 [Bet-Schemesch 

147]; Keel 2010b: 264–265, 306–307, 360–363 [Tell el-Far’a Süd 552, 650, 680, 786, 

791]; Keel 2013: 110–111 [Gath 34], 340–341, 348–349 [Geser 398, 418]; Kunath 1985). 

Other scarabs with the birth name lack an epithet and, therefore, can be assigned to 

multiple Ramesside kings (Keel 2010a: 102–103 [Bet-Schean 16]). 

 Based on this evidence, the following scarabs have been analyzed as likely to 

reflect typological form of scarabs which artisans produced during the reign of Ramses 

II:  

 

Table 2 – Scarabs of Ramses II 

                                                      
47 When a scarab’s side, back, or head is not known due to the item being lost, stolen, or broken with no 

image of the item available, I have marked the form with a dash. If the side is either too difficult to see in 

the available photographs, it has been marked with a question mark. 

 

Scarab Head Clypeus 

(Shape) 

Clypeus 

(Ending) 

Side Humeral 

Callosities 

Elytra Edges 

of 

Elytra 

Tell el-

‘Ajjul 

301 

A1 -47 - - 0 III / II - 

Tell el-

‘Ajjul 

302 

A1 Trapezoid Ridged 

(three 

lines, 

bottom), 

Grooved 

D5 2 I / I Reces-

sed, 

No 
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48 Because the item is made of faience, it was not carved and its features are less deeply constructed and 

items of this material are less informative for a scarab typology. 
49 The custom of engraving a royal cartouche on the back of the scarab comes about in this period 

(Hornung and Staehelin 1976: 71). 

Tell el-

‘Ajjul 

55948 

A1 Trapezoid? - D1 0 I / I None 

Akko 16 - - - D1 - - -

  

Aphek 

30 

- Rectangular Ridged 

(four 

lines, 

bottom), 

Not 

Grooved 

D6 - - - 

Beth 

Mirsim 

91 

B2 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 2 (equila-

teral) 

I / I Reces-

sed, ? 

Beth 

Shean 

63 

A1 Trapezoid Ridged 

(two 

lines, 

bottom), 

Not 

Grooved 

D6 2 (right 

angle) 

I / II Reces-

sed, ? 

Beth 

Shean 

154 

Bifacial Rectangular Plaque 

Beth 

Shean 

226 

B6 Trapezoidal Ridged 

(four 

lines, 

top), Not 

Grooved 

D6 0 0 None 

Beth 

Shean 

235 

A4 Trapezoid Ridged 

(four 

lines, 

bottom; 

one line, 

top), Not 

Grooved 

D6 Back with 

Cartouche 

and Two 

Antithetical 

Uraei49 

0 None 

Beth 

She-

mesh 

147 

A1 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Grooved 

D1 2 (equila-

teral) 

I / I Reces-

sed, ? 
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50 This item is made out of carnelian. The stone’s greater hardness invariably affects its typological form. 

Fewer details are possible 
51 While Keel identifies this head as D4 (Keel 2010a: 502), I have identified it as A1 because the slight 

ridge of the head is visible, separating the head from the clypeus. 
52 Keel assigns this head to B2 (Keel 2010b: 90). While the head does form an hourglass, a grove separates 

the upper portion of the head from the pronotum. The head does not curve into the pronotum, however.  
53 Keel identifies this scarab’s side as D1 (Keel 2010b: 90), though the legs merge with the base and are not 

squared off as specified in Tufnell’s typology (1984: 36). 
54 Keel identifies the side as E9a, though there are no visible grooves or notching in the photograph.  
55 Keel identifies the head as D4. However, the images of Tell el-Far’ah South 474 (IAA I.7165) above 

show that there is both a half oval engraved on the top of the head, and the clypeus is separated from the 

head by an engraved line.  
56 Keel identifies this side as E5 (Keel 2010b: 230). However, the front and middle legs are clearly notched 

in the image of the scarab that is included above.  

Dan 4 A1 

(open 

to 

cly-

peus) 

Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E7 0 II / III None 

Deir el-

Balah 

950 

A151 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 II / II V-

Shape 

at 

Rear 

Deir el-

Balah 

103 

A3 Trapezoid Ridged 

(two 

lines, 

top), 

Grooved 

D6 2 (equila-

teral) 

I / I Reces-

sed, 

No 

Dothan 

28 

A4 Trapezoid Ridged 

(one line, 

top), Not 

Grooved 

D6 2 (equila-

teral, inset) 

I / I  Reces-

sed, 

No 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

146 

B552 Trapezoid Ridged 

(three 

lines, 

bottom), 

Not 

Grooved 

D153 0 0 / 0, 

Short 

Groove 

None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

232 

B2 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D554 0 0 / 0 None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

474 

B655 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D756 2 (equila-

teral) 

I / I 

(slight 

triangle 

created 

at the 

Reces-

sed, 

No 
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top by 

poor 

engra-

ving) 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

548 

A4 Trapezoid Ridged 

(one, 

top), 

Grooved 

D6 2 (equila-

teral) 

I / I Reces-

sed, 

No 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

549 

A4 Trapezoid Ridged 

(two, top; 

four, 

base), 

Grooved 

D6 0  0 / 0 

(short 

groove) 

None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

550 

D3 Trapezoid Gently 

Ridged, 

Grooved 

D6 2 (equila-

teral) 

I / I Reces-

sed, 

No 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

551 

B8 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Grooved 

D6 0  0 / 0 

(short, 

hooked 

groove) 

None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

552 

A4 Trapezoid Ridged 

(three, 

bottom; 

one, top), 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 2 (equila-

teral) 

I / I Reces-

sed 

(prono

-tum 

and 

ely-

tra), 

Yes 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

647 

Domed Rectangular, Bifacial Plaque 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

649 

D3 Rectangular Ridged 

(two 

lines, 

top), Not 

Grooved 

D6 0 0 / 0 

(short, 

hooked 

groove) 

None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

650 

D3 Rectangular Not 

Ridged; 

Grooved 

(three 

notches) 

D6 2 (equila-

teral) 

II / I Reces-

sed, 

No 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

A3 - Ridged 

(two 

lines, 

D6 2 (equila-

teral) 

I / I Reces-

sed, ? 
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57 This scarab was engraved in carnelian, and the hard stone decreases the detail with which the scarab’s 

typological form is executed. 

South 

679 

top), Not 

Grooved 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

680 

B2 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 2 (equila-

teral) 

I / I None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

712 

D3 Trapezoid Ridged 

(two 

lines, 

top), Not 

Grooved 

D6 2 (equila-

teral) 

I / I Reces-

sed, 

No 

(cur-

ved) 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

714 

D4 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D6 2 (equila-

teral) 

I / I None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

75357 

B2 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

? 0 I / I None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

761 

- - - - - - - 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

762 

A1 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Grooved 

(three, 

bottom) 

D6 0 0 / 0 None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

781 

B2 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Grooved 

(two, top; 

five, 

bottom) 

D6 2 (equila-

teral) 

I / I Reces-

sed, 

No 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

782 

D10 

(three 

ver-

tical 

lines) 

Trapezoid Ridged 

(horizon-

tal); Not 

Grooved 

E11 0 II / II None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

A1 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

D1 2 (equila-

teral) 

I / I None, 

Two 

Hori-
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58 The classification of this cowroid follows Keel’s typology (1995: 79–80). 

South 

783 

Not 

Grooved 

zontal 

Lines 

along 

Rear 

above 

Shaft 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

784 

Cowroid, Type III58 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

786 

B2 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E11 2 (equila-

teral) 

I / I Reces-

sed, 

No 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

789 

- - - D5 - - - 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

791 

- - - - - - - 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

819 

- - - - - - - 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

856 

D4 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E11 0 II / I None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

866 

A1 Trapezoid Ridged 

(three 

lines, 

bottom), 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 2 (equila-

teral) 

I / I None 

Tel 

Jemmeh 

24 

Impression in Jar Handle 

Gath 34 A1 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Grooved  

D6 2 (right 

angle?) 

I / I Reces-

sed, 

Yes? 
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59 The head is lunate (i.e., A1), and there is an hourglass form engraved around the head to form the 

clypeus. 

Gezer 

398 

D4 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D6 2 (equila-

teral) 

I / I Reces-

sed, 

No, 

(cur-

ved, 

two 

lines 

engra-

ved on 

rear) 

Gezer 

418 

B2 Trapezoid Ridged 

(three 

lines, 

bottom), 

Not 

Grooved 

D8 2 (equila-

teral) 

I / I  Reces-

sed, ? 

Hebron 

3 

- - - - - - - 

Lachish 

(Rowe 

1936: 

161, No. 

676) 

D10 Trapezoid Ridged E5 0 0 / 0 None? 

Lachish 

(Murray 

1953: 

Pl. 43A, 

No. 10) 

A1 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

? 2 (equila-

teral, 

larger) 

I / I None? 

Megid-

do, 

(Rowe 

1936: 

162, No. 

679) 

A1 + 

B259 

Trapezoid? Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved? 

D5 0 0 None? 

Megid-

do, 

(Loud 

1948: 

Pl. 153, 

No. 

212) 

B2? Rectangular Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D6 None I / I  Reces-

sed, 

No? 
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 52 scarabs are likely to have a portion of the titulary of Ramses II engraved on 

their bases. It is noteworthy that over half of these scarabs come from Tell el-Far’ah 

(South) alone. The number exceeds even the burials of Deir el-Balah whose connections 

with Egypt are unquestioned in the Late Bronze IIB. 

 Merenptah. Scarabs with the titulary of Merenptah (Beckerath 1999: 158–159) 

decreased markedly during Merenptah’s reign. A similar decrease was noted in Egyptian 

collections of unknown provenance (Hornung and Staehelin 1976: 72). Four scarabs from 

the Southern Levant portray both the throne name and the birth name of this king (Keel 

2010b: 112–113, 226–227 [Tell el-Far’a Süd 197, 464]). The birth name occurs on one 

glyptic while the throne name occurs on the remaining two scarabs. The scarabs tend to 

come from one site in the southern Coastal Plain on the Via Maris. One additional scarab 

comes from Megiddo.  

 

Table 3 – Scarabs of Merenptah 

                                                      
60 This scarab was engraved on a hard stone, jasper. Fewer details are engraved on seals made of harder 

stone.  
61 The legs cannot be viewed because the metal encasing covers them.  

Scarab Head Clypeus 

(Shape) 

Clypeus 

(Ending) 

Side Humeral 

Callosities 

Elytra Edges 

of 

Elytra 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

197 

Falcon or Human-Headed Sphinx of Carnelian 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

46460 

A1 Rectangu-

lar 

Not 

Ridged; 

Grooved 

(two 

grooves 

on the 

bottom) 

Unknown61 0 

 

I / I None 
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 Seti II. Two scarabs from the Southern Levant have the throne name of Seti II 

engraved on their bases. Each scarabs has a different epithet with his throne name (wsr-

Xpr(w)-Ro mrj-Jmn; Beckerath 1999: 160–161 [T3–T6]; Keel 2010a: 180–181 [Bet-

Schean 188]).  

 

Table 4 – Scarabs of Seti II 

 

 

                                                      
62 This item is made of faience, which becomes more popular during the late 19th Dynasty according to 

Hornung and Staehelin (1976: 72). 
63 This item was purchased and should not figure into the overall typology. 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

754 

- - - D6 - - - 

Megiddo, 

(Loud 

1948: Pl. 

152, No. 

151, 157, 

No. 

151)62 

A1? - - E1 0 I / I None 

Scarab Head Clypeus 

(Shape) 

Clypeus 

(Ending) 

Side Humeral 

Callosities 

Elytra Edges 

of 

Elytra 

Beth 

Shean 

18863 

A1 - Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E11 2 (equila-

teral?) 

I / I 0 

Ekron 

34 

Scarab 

Covered 

by 

Ancient 

Metal 

Casing 

- - - - I / I 0 
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 Siptah. One scarab from the corpus of the Southern Levant has the throne name of 

Siptah engraved on its base (#X-n-Ro stp.n-Ro; Beckerath 1999: 162–163 [T3]; Keel 

2010a: 294–295 [Beth Schean 189]; 294–295 Beth-Schemesch 180]; cf. Hall 1913: 228, 

No. 2275). His reign is short enough to ensure that posthumous production was unlikely. 

 

Table 5 – Scarabs of Siptah 

 

 

 Tausret. No scarab with her name was found, though a small fragment of a 

faience vessel was found at Tall Deir ‘Alla with her name engraved (Yoyotte 1962).  

 

20TH DYNASTY 

 

A decline in the number of 20th Dynasty scarabs has been long noted in the Southern 

Levant. The decline has been used to mark the date of Egyptian withdrawal from the 

region (Brandl 2004b: 57). The presence of royal scarabs is understood to be a marker of 

Egyptian economic and military presence in the region, and the absence of glyptic art is 

evidence of a lack of economic and military relations.  

Interestingly, Hornung and Staehelin also noted in their collection of largely 

Egyptian items a decline in the production of royal scarabs in the 20th Dynasty. There 

was also a decline in images on scarabs. They presumed the decline in royal scarab use 

was caused by a weakening of royal institutions. It was no longer presumed, they argued, 

Scarab Head Clypeus 

(Shape) 

Clypeus 

(Ending) 

Side Humeral 

Callosities 

Elytra Edges 

of 

Elytra 

Beth 

Shemesh 

180 

A1 Trapezoid Ridged 

(one line, 

top), 

Grooved 

E12 0 I / I 0 
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that a scarab with the royal titulary would provide protection in the journey to the 

underworld (1976: 69). Therefore, while the decline in the number of 20th Dynasty royal 

scarabs in the Southern Levant may reflect changing Egyptian policy in the region, it may 

also reflect a shift in production in Egypt itself. As royal institutions weaken, it is 

reasonable that their presence in the Southern Levant also descreased. While Egyptian 

presence may have declined during the 20th Dynasty, dating final Egyptian imperial 

presence in the Southern Levant precisely to Ramses IV may be overly certain. 

Sethnakht. There is only one scarab with the name of Sethakht. It originally was 

understood to be a combination of the names of Ramses II and Ramses III (Ohata 1970: 

64). Instead, Brandl has astutely pointed out in his helpful article on 20th Dynasty scarabs 

that the scarab comes from Sethnakht (2004b: 57–58). Indeed the scarab does depict the 

throne name of Sethnakt (wsr Xow-Ro mrj-Jmn stp.n-Ro; Beckerath 1999: 164–165 [T4]). 

While found in a Roman tomb, Brandl argues that it “undoubtedly originated in the Iron 

I, Sea People’s settlement, which existed at the site” (Brandl 2004b: 58), though the site 

was occupied continuously from the Late Bronze IIB through the Iron I (Kochavi 1993: 

1525). Thus, the site was occupied during the reigns of both Ramses II and Ramses II. 

 

Table 6 – Scarabs of Sethnakht 
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Ramses III. After Ramses II, Ramses III had the most royal scarabs in the 

Southern Levant. Half of Ramses II’s royal scarabs came from Tell el-Far’ah (South), but 

only four of the fifteen scarabs of Ramses III come from the same site. The birth name 

occurs on seven scarabs (Ro-msj-sw Hq#-Jwnw; Beckerath 1999: 166–167 [E3]; Brandl 

2012a: No. 12; Stager et al. 2008: Fig. 15.15; Keel 2010a: 220–221 [Bet-Schemesch 7]; 

Keel 2010b: 266–267 [Tell el-Far’a Süd 557, 558]; Keel 2013: 210–211 [Gezer 100]; 

Schulman 1988: 139, Fig. 46:7), and the throne name is engraved on the rest of the 

corpus. 

 

Table 7 – Scarabs of Ramses III 

                                                      
64 Unfortunately, the excavator provides only the image of the bases of both glyptic items. No view of their 

backs or sides has been published (Ohata 1970: Pl. LXIII, Nos. 2 and 3).  

 

Scarab Head Clypeus 

(Shape) 

Clypeus 

(Ending) 

Side Humeral 

Callosities 

Elytra Edges of 

Elytra 

Zeror 

(Ohata 

1970: 

64, Pl. 

LXIII, 

No. 

2)64 

Un-

known 

Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown Unknown 

Scarab Head Clypeus 

(Shape) 

Clypeus 

(Ending) 

Side Humeral 

Callosi-

ties 

Elytra Edges 

of 

Elytra 

Tell el-

Aḥwat 

(Brandl 

2012a: 

No. 12)  

B2 

(pronotum 

cuts into 

the head 

with a 

Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Grooved 

D5 0 0 None 
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65 Unfortunately, this item was stolen, and its typological form cannot be identified 
66 This scarab is located in a metal clasp. Its features are not visible. 

triangular 

notch) 

Ashdod 

6565 

- - - - - - - 

Ash-

kelon 

(Stager 

et al. 

2008: 

258, 

261, 

Fig. 

15.15) 

- - - D5 - - None 

Beth 

Shean 

85 

Domed Rectangular Plaque with Cartouche of Throne Name on Back 

Beth 

Shean 

222 

A4 Trapezoid Ridged (1 

line, top), 

Grooved 

D6 0 0 None 

Beth 

She-

mesh 7 

A1 Rectangu-

lar 

Ridged (1 

line, top; 2 

lines, 

bottom), 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 2 (equi-

lateral) 

I / I None 

 

Beth 

She-

mesh 

138 

A1/D4 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Grooved at 

Base 

D5 2 (equi-

lateral) 

I / I Reces-

sed, 

No 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

556 

A4 Trapezoid Ridged (1 

line, top; 5 

lines, 

bottom), 

Grooved 

D1 0 I / I  None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

55766 

- - - - - - - 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

558 

B5 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 0 None 
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67 Scarab is faience, and details of scarab are highly friable and worn. 
68 The plates do not show either a photograph or a drawing of the sides of the scarab. Instead, the text states 

the form of the side (Tufnell 1958: 126). Tufnell provided a plate with images of those side (Tufnell 1958: 

Pl. 41, No. 22). 

 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

790 

A1 Curved Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D6 0 0 None 

Tel 

Jemme

h 6567 

? ? Not 

Ridged?, 

Not 

Grooved 

E12 0 0 None 

Gezer 

100 

Bifacial Plaque 

Lachish 

388 

(Tufnell 

1958: 

37, 98, 

126, 

No. 

388, Pl. 

39, No. 

388)  

B2 Trapezoid Not 

Grooved, 

Not 

Ridged 

D668 0 0 None 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

154, 

Pls. 

152: 

195, 

158: 

195) 

Scaraboid 

Timnah 

(Schul-

man 

1988: 

139, 

Fig. 

46:7) 

B2  Rectangu-

lar 

Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E9A 0 0 None 
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Ramses IV. This king’s royal scarabs are the third largest group of royal scarabs 

during the Ramesside period and the beginning of the Third Intermediate Period. The 

group has sometimes been expanded to include scarabs that read wsr m#ot stp-mn and 

69wsr-M#ot mn stp-Ro. Brandl helpfully noted that these scarabs should be removed from 

the royal corpus (e.g., Culican 1988: 93, Fig. 14.1; Bliss and MacAlister 1902: Pl. 83.24s; 

Lalkin 2004: 20, Fig. 1.3) because these pseudo-royal titularies are not attested 

(Beckerath 1999: 166–169; pace Lalkin 2004). Other scarabs depict errors in the writing 

of the titulary where the throne names of his first year (wsr-M#ot-Ro stp.n-Jmn; Beckerath 

1999: 166–167 [T1]) and his second year (Hq#-M#ot-Ro stp.n-Jmn; Beckerath 1999: 168–

169 [T5]) are erroneously combined. The errors are not consistently repeated, as if, to 

create a standardized type of scarab (Keel 2010b: 266–267 [Tell el-Far’a Süd 556]). 

Another scarab has been attributed to Ramses IV based on the birth name flanked by two 

M#ot-feathers. Some, like Kitchen and Brandl, have confidently assigned the scarab to 

Ramses IV. While Kitchen and Brandl argue that the flanking M#ot-feathers are part of 

the birth name and show examples that prove their writing (Brandl 2004: 62–63, Pl. 5, 

Fig. a–e), this feature does occur on other scarabs with throne-names where the M#ot-

feathers are not read as part of the titulary (e.g., Jaeger 1982: 70, 83, 92, 99, 100). While 

many of these examples attest the M#ot-feathers outside of the cartouche so that they 

clearly should not be read with the titulary, other examples attest no cartouche with 

flanking M#ot-feathers where the engraver intends the M#ot-feathers to be included within 

the reading of the titulary (Jaeger 1982: 99, §439). On three scarabs from Aphek, Tel 

Rehov and Shechem, the M#ot-feathers is likely a stylistic addition to the birth name. A 

                                                      
69 There is an additional scarab of Ramses IV that is not discussed here. Brandl noted that it was 

forthcoming (Brandl 2004b: 63, No. 9), but I have not located it in publications. 
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similar phenomenon occurs on a glyptic piece from a foundation deposit of Ramses III 

(Petrie 1906: Pl. XXXIV). Unfortunately, this group is too uncertain to be assigned to 

one king and not multiple kings of the Ramesside period (Ro-msw; Keel 1997: 84–85  

[Afek 17]; Uehlinger 1988: 21; Giveon 1988: 46–48).70 The caution of Uehlinger and 

Keel is prudent. 

 

Table 8 – Scarabs of Ramses IV 

 

                                                      
70 The scarab appears in a late Iron I archaeological context (Keel 1997: 84; Giveon 1988: 46–48). If the 

archaeological method and stratigraphy of the site was accurate, this glyptic piece can be assigned to 

multiple Ramesside kings because the date of the archaeological context provides a late terminus ante 

quem.  
71 This scarab is described with as much detail as can be collected at the time of its publication because all 

items of glyptic art were missing (Keel and Münger 2005: 273). 

Scarab Head Clypeus 

(Shape) 

Clypeus 

(Ending) 

Side Hume-

ral 

Callo-

sities 

Ely-

tra 

Edges 

of 

Elytra 

Ashdod 

(Keel 

and 

Münger 

2005: 

276, Fig. 

6.1, No. 

4)71 

- 

 

- - - - - - 

Beth 

Shean 

145 

B2 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Grooved 

D6 2 (equi-

lateral) 

I / I Reces-

sed line, 

No 

Beth 

She-

mesh 

137 

A1 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 2 

(isosce-

les)  

I / I Reces-

sed, No 

(curved) 

City of 

David 

(Brandl 

2012b: 

A1 Trapezoid Ridged 

(one 

horizon-

D5 2 (right 

angle) 

I / I None 
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Ramses V–VI. I know of no scarabs or glyptic items attributed to the reigns of 

theses kings in the Southern Levant. 

Ramses IX. Only one glyptic piece from the Southern Levant—not a scarab—has 

the throne name of Ramses IX engraved on the base (nfr-k#-Ro stp.n-Ro; Beckerath 1999: 

172–173 [T1]).  

 

Table 9 – Scarabs of Ramses IX 

                                                      
72 The location of this scarab is unknown. The precise details of its typological form cannot be ascertained. 

381–

382, Fig. 

13.4) 

tal), Not 

Grooved 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

559 

A1/D

4 

Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 2 (equi-

lateral) 

I / I Reces-

sed line 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

South 

716 

A1 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 2 (equi-

lateral) 

I / I Reces-

sed line 

Gezer 

1072 

- - - E11 0 - - 

Megid-

do 

(Lamon 

and 

Shipton 

1939: 

Pl. 

69:27) 

A1 Trapezoid

? 

Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 ? ? 

Scarab Head 
 

Clypeus 

(Ending) 

Side Humeral 

Callosities 

Elytra Edges 

of 

Elytra 
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Ramses X. One scarab has been identified as possibly having the throne name of 

Ramses X (Xpr-M#ot-Ro; cf. Beckerath 1999: 174–175 [T1]; Keel 2010b: 98–99 [Tell el-

Far’a Süd 164]). If this scarab does, in fact, depict his titulary, it has omitted the epithet 

stp.n-Ro. Further, Keel keenly notes that the signs themselves may also be a 

cryptographic way to write Amun’s name (Keel 2010b: 174) in which the Xpr-sign is the 

second phoneme in the name of Amun (Drioton 1957: 14). Though Drioton may be right, 

his cryptographic system is so flexible as to be impractical at times. According to 

Drioton’s system, this sign can, in fact, be used for any phoneme in the name of Amun. 

Due to these uncertainties, this scarab cannot be definitively assigned to the reign of 

Ramses X. 

 

SIAMUN AND THE END OF THE IRON I:  

A NOTE ON CHRONOLOGY 

 

This study is limited to glyptic items from Iron I contexts. The debate over the absolute 

date assigned to the end of the Iron I in the Low and High Chronologies is relevant to this 

study. If the High Chronology is correct, scarabs with the titulary of Ramses III and 

Ramses IV will be found in Late Bronze IIB/Iron I transition or Late Bronze III contexts 

while scarabs with the name of Siamun will be found in Iron IIA contexts.  

The glyptic items from Lachish with royal names have been cited as evidence for 

the upper bounds of the Iron I (Krauss 1994; Lalkin 2004). Two scarabs from Lachish—

one from Ramses III and another from Ramses IV—are of particular interest. In early 

20th century scholarship, it was argued that Lachish was destroyed during the reign of 

Gezer 

103 

Cartouche Scaraboid 
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Merenptah at the earliest, though later dates were also considered possible73 (Albright 

1937: 23–24; Albright 1939: 11–23; cf. Dothan 1960: 62–63) and even probable74 

(Tufnell 1958: 36–37) because of a scarab of Ramses III found on the surface of the tell 

(Tufnell 1958: No. 388). In recent years, advocates of the Low Chronology have argued 

the Late Bronze IIB/Iron I transition or Late Bronze III must be lowered to include 

Ramses IV based upon the scarabs from Lachish.  

It has been traditionally argued that if the absolute date of the beginning of the 

Iron I is lowered, the end must also be lowered as well. If this argument is true, scarabs 

with the titulary of Siamun could be found in archaeological contexts from the end of the 

Iron I instead of the Iron IIA. Unfortunately, any data set related to this question will be 

                                                      
73 Throughout the 1930s the ceramic chronology becomes more certain. As this occurs, Albright drops 

incrementally his date for the transition between Strata C and B at Tell Beit Mirsim, which is the transition 

between the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I. First, he lowers Lachish’s destruction to at least the second half of 

Ramses II’s reign (1935: 13–14). By 1937, Albright says that the destruction of Lachish was, at the earliest, 

after the fourth year of Merenptah due to a hieratic inscription on a bowl that refers to the fourth year of, 

what is assumed to be, an Egyptian reign. According to Albright’s 1937 argument, the evidence of the bowl 

dovetails nicely with the stele of Merenptah that records a campaign through the Southern Levant shortly 

thereafter (1937: 24). While Albright makes the argument for the plausibility of the bowl’s reference to 

Merenptah, he also rightfully notes that the bowl could refer to the fourth year of other Egyptian kings, like 

Siptah or Seti I (1937: 24; 1939: 21). By 1939, Albright continues to date the destruction to Merenptah but 

notes that it may have occurred “conceivably at the beginning of the 12th century” (1939: 21). Albright’s 

willingness to date the destruction into the 12th century is even more striking when one recognizes that his 

article employs the higher Egyptian chronology of Borchardt (1939: 21). This would imply that Albright 

considered possible—though not plausible—that the destruction of Lachish occurred during the 20th 

Dynasty. This suggests Albright recognized that the epigraphic date of the hieratic inscription was not tight 

enough to rule out a date during the fourth regnal year of Ramses III or Ramses IV (pace Kraus 2006: 123–

124). Albright ruled out these other kings based on the circumstantial evidence of a destruction mentioned 

by Merenptah. 
74 Tufnell preferred a later date for the destruction of Lachish VI. She dated it to the reign of Ramses III. 

The re-examination of a hieratic bowl from Tufnell’s excavations confirmed this date, as did the later 

excavations of Ussishkin. With regard to the bowl with a hieratic inscription, Redford revisited the 

paleography of the bowl and noted, like Černý before him (1958), that ligature of b# on the bowl reflected 

the paleography of either the 19th or 20th Dynasties (Redford 1979: 66–67). Redford, reading the interior 

of the bowl first, argues that Albright’s inclination to date the bowl to Merenptah was correct due to the 

date of his accession. Goldwasser, however, reads the exterior of the bowl first and dates the bowl to 

Ramses III (1982: 137–138; see also 1984: 87). However, the order of her reading is not based on an exact 

parallel from Tel Sera‘. Only the exteriors of the bowls from Tel Sera‘ were inscribed. In the end, one need 

not choose between the dates of Goldwasser and Redford to date the earliest possible end of Lachish VI to 

Ramses III. A bronze object with the cartouche of Ramses IIII was also found by Ussishkin’s excavations 

in Locus 4164, sealed by the destruction debris (Ussishkin 1983: 123–124, 168–169, Fig 13, Pl. 30:1–3; 

Giveon 1983). 
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limited. There are few scarabs securely dated to any king of the Third Intermediate 

Period, even among the larger collections of unknown provenance. Only Psusennes I and 

Siamun are said to be represented in small numbers (Hornung and Staehelin 1976: 73).  

Münger has cited a scarab engraved with that which he believes to be the birth 

name of Siamun. The scarab comes from an Iron I stratum at Dor and is evidence for the 

Low Chronology (Münger 2003: 72, Fig. 4; 2005: 388, 397–399, Nos. 23–24). If true, the 

Iron I would extend beyond 980 BCE. There is a second scarab with the same titulary 

from Megiddo, but unfortunately it comes from an uncertain context (2003: 72). The 

scarab from Dor is within a secure context from Stratum 7 in Area G with a ceramic 

assemblage dated to the Iron I (2003: 72).  

If these two scarabs are, in fact, from the reign of Siamun as Münger argues, they 

have a shortened version of Siamun’s birth name, z#-Jmn, and not the fuller version of his 

name z#-Jmn mrj-Jmn, which is the standard way to write his birth name (Beckerath 

1999: 180–181). It is crucial to note that the shortened phrase is not limited to royal 

scarabs of Siamun. The phrase is also found with a lotus bloom in what is likely to be a 

cryptographic writing of the name of Amun (Keel 1997: Tell el-‘Aǧul 214; Hornung and 

Staehelin 1976: 73, 178, Nos. 433–434). One scarab even writes the goose-sign twice, as 

if, the first sign is to be read as z3 “son,” and the second sign is to be read together with 

the mn-sign as a cryptographic way to write Amun’s name (Keel 2010a: Bet-Schean 28).  

Münger dismisses the cryptographic reading of Hornung and Staehelin. He states 

that Hornung and Staehelin have not offered a satisfactory justification for their argument 

(2003: 72–73; 2005: 399), but does not explicitly dispute their discussion of 

cryptographic ways to write the name Amun (1976: 177). 
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Hornung and Staehelin argue that the occurrence of Siamun’s birth name on 

scarabs is atypically large when compared to the number of glyptic pieces with his throne 

name. They reiterate Jaeger’s observations that the first three names of the royal titulary 

appear only on scarabs from the reign of Thutmosis I through Thutmosis III (Hornung 

and Staehelin 1976: 26, 42; Jaeger 1982: 45 [§108]). In other reigns of the New 

Kingdom, scarabs employ only the throne name and the birth name, and the throne name 

is more common. Hornung and Staehelin demonstrate this by calculating the ratio of 

scarabs with the throne name to those with the birth name (for examples of this method, 

see Hornung and Staehelin 1976: 55–63). Kings with a short reign or a damnatio 

memoriae have a similar ratio. because there is likely no posthumous production during 

the reigns of these kings. When the ratio is not as expected, Hornung and Staehelin note 

that there is an alternative reason that leads to posthumous production. In the corpus of 

scarabs with the titulary of Siamun, the birth name is abnormally high and written with a 

non-standard spelling (1976: 177, Nos. 434–435). The birth name is a cryptographic way 

to write Amun’s name  in which the goose-sign, G39, can also be read as the phonetic 

value m or, less likely, as a bilateral mn (1976: 177). Following Drioton’s earlier work on 

cryptographic writing, Hornung and Staehelin state that bird-signs are one way to write 

the phoneme m (Hornung and Staehelin 1976: 176; Drioton 1949: 120–121; cf. Hölbl 

1979: 89-102).75 

                                                      
75 While it is certain that cryptographic writing systems were used during the 18th Dynasty, the flexibility 

of the system is, at times, overextended. Unfortunately, publications discussing this writing system are 

scattered over many articles, and there is no systematic treatment of cryptographic texts (e.g., Drioton 

1933; 1938; 1940; 1949; 1957; Grapow 1936). The cryptographic writing system tends to follow the 

Rebus-principle of acrophony where the alternative reading of the sign will often be the first consonant of 

the alternative reading. For example, the Ma‘at-feather is typically read as the phoneme y, but it can be 

used in cryptographic writing to represent the first phoneme m of the word Ma‘at (Drioton 1957: 16).  
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Cryptographic writing is challenging precisely because its conventions are 

intended to be mysterious. Yet conventions must be accepted and used repeatedly by a 

community to be comprehensible by that community. Cryptographic readings are often 

proposed when the standard reading of the signs gives a superficial reading. For example, 

cryptographic writing was found in the tomb of Thutmosis I to write the Book of the 

Dead (Grapow 1936: 23-29). Because the passage was longer and known, cryptographic 

writing conventions could be identified and understood. When the text is shorter as on a 

scarab, the reading is more fraught because there is no broader context to determine that 

the engraver intends to use cryptographic writing conventions. Instead, one must look for 

other clues to point to a shift in to cryptographic writing conventions.76 Hornung and 

Staehelin find these clues in the abnormally shortened form of the birth name and the 

relative frequency of the birth name on scarabs. If the birth name of Siamun were 

intended, the addition of Ro to the birth name on the scarabs from Megiddo and Dor is 

unusual (Beckerath 1999: 180–181). For these reasons, it is best to look for alternative 

readings of these two scarabs. The cryptographic reading is certainly plausible and should 

                                                      
Hornung and Staehelin admit that, at times, Drioton’s readings have been overly creative (1976: 

174). Indeed, Drioton’s own statements that “les applications de ce système variaient presque à l’infini” 

(1957: 12) do make one hesitate at the system’s elasticity. Drioton even lists 14 signs which have three 

values—j, m, and n—so that any of these fourteen signs could be used to write any letter of the name of 

Amun (Drioton 1957: 13–15). In fact, Drioton proposes that three identical signs are used to write the name 

of Amun where each sign represents a different phoneme with the same sign (Drioton 1957: 18–19). He 

argues that even a cartouche flanked by two uraei is a way to write the name of Amun where the cartouche 

represents the phoneme m and the uraei write both the initial and final phoneme of Amun’s name (Drioton 

1957: 18). Drioton finds creative and sometimes implausible ways to read the image rather than view it as 

an artful way to depict the name of the king flanked by two uraei. Though the problems are notable, 

Hornung and Staehelin maintain that this form of writing has been used on scarabs, and they credit him 

with a productive approach to these scarabs (Drioton 1938: 240, 243). While caution is certainly in order 

when employing Drioton’s elastic system, the cryptographic writing conventions are undeniable on scarabs. 

Determining when these cryptographic conventions are intended is the more difficult task. 
76 Hölbl notes that cryptographic readings of Amun on scarabs are too often proposed when scarabs with 

three signs have no apparent reading. With the conclusion in hand, the writing system is deciphered. Hölbl 

rightfully critiques this methodology which begins with a presumed conclusion (1979: 90–91). 
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not be dismissed too readily, and these two scarabs cannot certainly be said to date to the 

reign of Siamun. One must look to broader sets of data to determine whether the High or 

Low Chronology is preferred. Possibly scarabs of Siamun alone cannot solve the debate 

over the High and Low Chronologies.  

  

ANALYSIS OF TYPOLOGICAL FORMS: 

SCARABS WITH THE ROYAL TITULARY 

 

This study has assembled the corpus of royal scarabs from the 19th and 20th Dynasties, 

which come from archaeological contexts in the Southern Levant. The corpus 

demonstrates both the strengths and weaknesses of this methodology. First, the corpus is 

quite limited in size. While there are many scarabs with a portion of the royal titulary 

engraved on their bases, only 86 royal scarabs of known, Southern Levantine provenance 

are unambiguously assigned to only one king during the 19th Dynasty, 20th Dynasty, and 

the early Third Intermediate Period. Scarabs with an abbreviated form of the birth name 

of Ramses, while numerous, could be assigned to a number of kings during the 19th or 

20th Dynasties. Other scarabs have a portion of the royal titulary that matches multiple 

kings, like the throne-name of Ramses II and Sheshonq III. These factors limit the size of 

the corpus. Any typology founded on this corpus will have inherent limits.  

 In order to identify diachronic change from the Late Bronze IIB to the Iron I, we 

will divide the scarabs into two groups—those from the 19th Dynasty and those from the 

20th Dynasty. These groups correspond broadly to the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I, 

respectively. There are no royal scarabs from the early part of the Third Intermediate 

Period due to decreased production of royal scarabs during this period and Egypt’s 

retraction from its empire. Consequently, the corpus from the 20th Dynasty and the early 
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Third Intermediate Period is smaller than the 19th Dynasty corpus. The 19th Dynasty 

corpus has 61 scarabs while the later has 25 items. The 20th Dynasty corpus is less than 

half the size of the earlier group. Some glyptic items were broken or stolen, and this 

limits further the size of the two corpora.  

 This study will now compare the relative frequency of the typological forms of 

the heads, sides, and backs during the 19th and 20th Dynasties. In the tables below, the 

proportion of scarabs with a certain form during the earlier period will be compared with 

the proportion of scarabs with that same form from the later period. Unfortunately, the 

sample size for each period differs. The sample size affects the probability that the data 

collected is accurate. In the final two columns of each table, this study has calculated the 

probability that the change in distribution between the 19th and 20th Dynasties is 

statistically significant.  

Changes in proportions are known to be less reliable, especially when the sample 

size is small. In this study, the corpus of scarabs from the 19th Dynasty is small while the 

20th Dynasty corpus is even smaller. Therefore, the Z-test was performed to determine 

the probability that diachronic change did, in fact, occur. This test assumes a normal 

distribution.  

The results are doubly blind. In other words, my data may attest that the A1 head 

increases in popularity from the 19th to the 20th Dynasty, but I do not know if this form 

of the head actually does increase or decrease. The p-value is said to be double-tailed. 

The p-value of the test is the likelihood that this study could be replicated with the same 

results as found here, when the proportions were, in fact, the same during the two 

periods. In other words, the p-value indicates how likely it is that the data I collected is, 
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in fact, false. Therefore, the lower the p-value, the higher the probability that the data 

collated here reflects what actually happened in the corpus of scarabs from the 19th to the 

20th Dynasty. A p-value should be below 5% when a change between the 19th and 20th 

Dynasties is said to be statistically significant. If the p-value is below 30%, it may be said 

that there is some evidence that the data collected by this study reflects an actual change 

in the typology between the two corpora of scarabs. 

 

Table 10 – Probability of Typological Change in the Form of the Head on Scarabs with 

the Royal Name 

 

Typological 

Form of the 

Head 

19th Dynasty 20th Dynasty Z-

Value77 

P-Value 

of the 

Test78 
Value Percentage Value Percentage 

A1 1879 39 8 57 -1.195 23% 

A3 2 4 0 0 –80 – 

A4 5 11 2 14 -0.289 77% 

B2 981 20 3 21 -0.080 94% 

B5 1 2 1 7 -0.701 48% 

B6 2 4 0 0 – – 

B8 1 2 0 0 – – 

D3 4 9 0 0 – – 

D4 3 7 2? 14? -0.699 48% 

D10 2 4 0 0 – – 

Total 

Number of 

Scarabs 

46 — 14 – – – 

 

                                                      
77 The Z-test is as follows: 𝑍 =  

𝑝1− 𝑝2

√
𝑝̂1 𝑞̂1

𝑛1
 +

𝑝̂2 𝑞̂2
𝑛2

 where 𝑝̂1 or 𝑝̂2 ≠ 0.  

78 The P-value indicates the likelihood that the test would be replicated with the same results when, in fact, 

P1 and P2 were the same, and there was no change between the two periods. 
79 One scarab had a head in the form of both A1 and B2. It was noted twice. 
80 As noted above, the Z-test can not be used when 𝑝̂1 or 𝑝̂2 = 0. Therefore, a dash has been inserted into 

the table at these points. 
81 See previous footnote.  
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 Overall three forms, which were popular in the 19th Dynasty, remain popular in 

the 20th Dynasty—A1, B2, and A4. It is tempting to conclude that the A1 head did 

become more popular in the 20th Dynasty. Based upon the Z-test, there is some evidence 

that the schematic form of the head—A1—did increase in popularity from the 19th to the 

20th Dynasty, though ideally the P-value would be much lower. Also, forms which were 

represented by one or two scarabs during the 19th Dynasty were rarely even present in 

the corpus from the 20th Dynasty. This likely reflects the small sample size. A typology 

founded only upon royal scarabs of known provenance in the Southern Levant cannot 

speak about levels of production increasing and decreasing. Based upon this data alone, 

no change in the form of the head is diagnostically significant enough to distinguish 

between 19th and 20th Dynasty forms.  

 Engravers also add different details to the clypeus below the head. Some 

engravers add ridges to the clypeus that are parallel to the shaft of the scarab and extend 

to the bottom of the clypeus. Some scarabs add ridges at the top of the clypeus, but they 

tend to be fewer in number. Only rarely are horizontal ridges—perpendicular to the shaft 

of the scarab—engraved onto clypeus. Finally, the very end of the clypeus which rests on 

top of the shaft can be notched or grooved (see Fig. 1). The table below analyzes the 

clypeus to determine if any change is diagnostically significant for dating: 

 

Table 11: Probability of Typological Change in the Form of the Clypeus on Scarabs with 

the Royal Name 

 

Typological 

Form of 

Clypeus 

19th Dynasty 20th Dynasty Z-

Value 

P-Value 

of the 

Test 
Value Percentage Value Percentage 



90 

 

Ridged 21 49 4 29 -1.396 16% 

1 line, top 5 12 3 21 -0.752 45% 

2 lines, top 5 12 0 0 – – 

4 lines, top 1 2 0 0 – – 

Any lines, 

bottom82 

9 21 2 14 -0.627 53% 

2 lines, bottom 1 2 1 7 -0.700 48% 

3 lines, bottom 6 14 0 0 – – 

4 lines, bottom 2 5 0 0 – – 

5 lines, bottom 0 0 1 7 – – 

Horizontal 

ridge 

(perpendicular 

to shaft) 

1 12 1 7 -0.593 55% 

Not Ridged 23 53 10 71 -1.257 21% 

Grooved / 

Notched 

adjacent to 

shaft 

12 28 4 29 -0.071 94% 

Not Grooved 30 70 10 71 -0.071 94% 

Total Number 

of Scarabs  

43 – 14 — –  

   

Most changes in the form of the clypeus cannot be said to be diagnostically 

significant between 19th and 20th Dynasty corpora. The Z-test determined that the 

variation in two variables was statistically significant. First, the number of scarabs with 

and without ridges varied significantly between the two periods. Second, scarabs with 

any sort of ridging decreased in the 20th Dynasty while the number of scarabs without 

any sort of ridging increased. This change is expected if scarabs made of faience 

increased in the later period. The study will return to the decreasing popularity in ridging 

later in this chapter where I form a scarab typology based on archaeological context. 

Beyond the change in the ridging, no significant diachronic change can be detected in the 

form of the clypeus between the two periods. Next, we will examine the sides of scarabs.  

                                                      
82 This is the total number of scarabs with any number of lines at the bottom. As such, this number is the 

sum of the next five lines.  



91 

 

 

Table 12: Probability of Typological Change in the Form of the Side of Scarabs with the 

Royal Name 

 

Typological 

Form of 

Side 

19th Dynasty 20th Dynasty Z-

Value 

P-Value 

of the 

Test 
Value Percentage Value Percentage 

D1 6 13 1 6 -0.921 36% 

D5 9 20 10 59 -2.931 0.3% 

D6 21 46 3 18 -2.360 2% 

D7 1 2 0 0 – – 

D8 1 2 0 0 – – 

E1 1 2 0 0 – – 

E5 1 2 0 0 – – 

E7 1 2 0 0 – – 

E9A 0 0 1 6 – – 

E11 4 9 1 6 -0.420 67% 

E12 1 2 1 6 -0.654 51% 

Total 

Number of 

Scarabs 

46 — 17 — – – 

  

One shift in the form of the legs is statistically significant. The number of scarabs 

with hirsute legs drops dramatically from 46% to 18% during the 20th Dynasty (D6) 

while the scarab legs, which are similarly constructed but lacking hair, increase markedly 

from 20% to 59% during the 20th Dynasty. The Z-test indicates that the two changes are 

highly likely to have occurred. In fact, the two shifts are likely related. The form of the 

legs remains the same, but increasingly the hair is not depicted in the 20th Dynasty. 

Again, this tendency toward schematization and omitting of detail is common on faience 

scarabs. As will be shown in the final section of this chapter, scarabs with the royal 

titulary in foundation deposits from Egypt itself increasingly are made of faience during 
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the 20th Dynasty. The decreasing detail may be related to a change in medium occurring 

on royal scarabs during the 20th Dynasty. 

Next, this study will examine the engraved features on the backs of the scarab—

humeral callosities, the division between the elytra, the division between the pronotum 

and the elytra, and a recessed line along the edges of the elytra.  

 

Table 13: Probability of Typological Change of the Form fo the Back of Scarabs with the 

Royal Name 

 

Typological 

Form of the 

Back 

19th Dynasty 20th Dynasty Z-

Value 

P-Value 

of the 

Test 
Value Percentage Value Percentage 

2 Humeral 

Callosities 

25 53 783 44 -0.626 53% 

No line 

dividing the 

elytra 

10 21 684 43 -1.517 13% 

One line 

divides the 

elytra 

31 66 885 57 -0.603 55% 

Two lines 

divide the 

elytra 

5 11 0 0 – – 

Three lines 

divide the 

elytra 

1 2 0 0 – – 

No line divides 

the pronotum 

from the elytra 

10 21 986 64 -3.042 0.2% 

One line 

divides the 

pronotum 

from the elytra 

32 68 887 57 -0.739 46% 

                                                      
83 The total corpus has only 16 items so that n = 16 for the Z-test in this case. 
84 The total corpus has only 14 items so that n = 14 for the Z-test in this case. 
85 The total corpus has only 14 items so that n = 14 for the Z-test in this case. 
86 The total corpus has only 14 items so that n = 14 for the Z-test in this case. 
87 The total corpus has only 14 items so that n = 14 for the Z-test in this case. 
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Two lines 

divide the 

pronotum 

from the elytra 

4 9 0 0 – – 

Three lines 

divide the 

pronotum 

from the elytra 

1 2 0 0 – – 

No recessed 

line along the 

extremities of 

the elytra 

26 55 1288 80 -1.981 5% 

Recessed line 

along the 

extremities of 

the elytra 

19 40 5 33 -0.520 60% 

Total Number 

of Scarabs 

47 —  17 — – – 

 

 Again, the typological forms of the back remain generally stable from the 19th to 

the 20th Dynasty, except for one feature. Scarabs with no division between the elytra or 

between the pronotum and the elytra increase. Again, scarabs with the royal titulary tend 

toward less detail and greater schematization during the 20th Dynasty.  

Overall this study shows that the typological form of the scarab generally remains 

stable from the 19th to the 20th Dynasty, but smaller details are omitted. Typological 

forms tend toward greater schematization in the 20th Dynasty. Hirsute legs become less 

popular in the 20th Dynasty, and the number of scarabs with no division between the 

elytra and the pronotum rises.  

Two further observations should be stated. A number of typological forms that are 

said to be typical of the New Kingdom—especially the 19th Dynasty—are absent from 

the royal scarabs (Keel 1995: 51, Fig. 54–66). Rarely, if ever, did these forms appear 

                                                      
88 The total corpus has only 15 items so that n = 15 for the Z-test in this case. 
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among thee royal scarabs (1995: 51, Figs. 60–63). For instance, one form of the head 

became popular during the late 18th and 19th Dynasty, yet no scarab with the royal 

titulary uses this form (Eggler 2006: XVI, Fig. 1 [D10]). It seems likely that a different 

set of artisans engraved scarabs with the royal titular. Were these artisans commissioned 

by the royal institutions? Or was there a more conservative tradition of scarab production 

for scarabs with the royal titulary, and many artisans knew this tradition? These artisans 

may even have replicated these conservative typological forms in order to add prestige to 

their items. While the precise nature of production may not be known presently, the 

typological forms crafted on scarabs with the royal titulary tend to be more conservative, 

introducing fewer innovations into the typology. 

 

A SCARAB TYPOLOGY BASED UPON 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL CONTEXT 

 

The second methodology forms a scarab typology based on a larger data set from certain 

archaeological contexts. Both Rowe and Tufnell based their typologies on this 

methodology, though they accomplished it with varying levels of success due to the 

archaeological method of each’s day. Unlike earlier periods (Tufnell 1984; Ward 1978; 

Martin 1971), no broad, in-depth examination of scarab typology has occurred for the 

later New Kingdom since Rowe’s discussion. Instead, there are fragmentary discussions 

of individual glyptic items in the final reports of different sites. It is key that such a study 

take place so that royal scarabs alone do not determine the scarab typology of this period 

because the royal corpus tend toward conservative engraving traditions. Below, this study 

looks at individual corpora from Late Bronze IIB and Iron I contexts. This study includes 

no scarabs from the transition between the two periods because the transitional period 
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spans the 19th and 20th Dynasties. By not including these scarabs, this study will be able 

to compare the results of a typology based on each methodology. With a larger data set, 

this study can examine trends among all scarabs and not just those with the royal titulary.  

Each method has its own weaknesses. While a typology based on the royal 

titulary may suffer from posthumous production, a typology based on archaeological 

context suffers from the opposite problem: typological forms from earlier periods are 

present in later archaeological contexts. Later forms are not present, as long as excavators 

use sound archaeological method. A typology based on archaeological context is able to 

identify typological forms as residual due to their statistical infrequency in the corpus. 

Fewer and fewer heirlooms are present the later the context is from the date of the 

scarab’s production. For instance, the number of heirlooms from the Second Intermediate 

Period in Late Bronze I contexts is greater than those in Late Bronze IIB contexts. 

 

LATE BRONZE IIB CORPORA 

 

This study will look only at archaeological contexts where the archaeological method was 

sufficiently advanced to ensure contexts were excavated in a more secure manner. This 

excludes scarabs from a number of sites. Sites—like Grant’s excavation at Beth Shemesh, 

Free at Dothan, MacAlister’s Semitic Periods at Gezer, Garstang at Jericho, Kelso at 

Bethel, Sellin at Ta‘anach, Badé at Tell en-Naṣbeh, and Seller at Beth Zur—were not 

excavated according to depositional units and cannot be included in this study. This study 

will also exclude other sites that were admirably excavated according to loci in the early 

20th century, but the daily archaeological method was too imprecise, despite being 

progressive for their day (e.g., Tufnell et al. 1940, Pl. XXXIIA–XXXIIIB). This study 
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must also exclude scarabs from contexts which have been dated by heights, though they 

were excavated later in the 20th century (e.g., Brandl 2007a).  

Other sites, like Rothenberg’s work at Site 200 at Timnah, were excavated with 

an awareness of stratigraphy, yet their method of recording does not enable us to align 

consistently their stratigraphic observations with the material culture excavated. For 

instance, the scarabs are said to come from various loci. These loci refer to general areas 

of excavation rather than discreet depositional acts (Rothenberg 1988: 41–51). Locus 108 

is in the southeastern portion of Site 200’s structure, and locus 106 is in the southwestern 

area (Rothenberg 1988: 27, Illus. 10a). Two scarabs are said to come from these two loci 

(Schulman 1988: 137–139, Eg. Cat. 181* and 190*, Figs. 46:1 and 46:5). They come 

from a general region of the structure that corresponds to Loci 106 and 108 (Rothenberg 

1988: 41–51), but the excavators did not record the precise location within the horizontal 

plane. Further, within each locus, multiple periods are present. The excavators were 

aware of the stratigraphic shifts between depositional units within the horizontally 

designated space of the locus. For instance, they recognized and recorded the olive green-

grey interface within Locus 106 (Rothenberg 1988: 44–47). They recorded the 

relationship of some artefacts to that depositional unit, but not all. So this study cannot 

determine if these two scarabs were in secondary deposition within the Roman 

occupational debris of Phase 1 or the earlier New Kingdom occupational debris of Strata 

III or IV. In only a few instances do the excavators describe the relationship of scarabs to 

those depositional acts (e.g., Rothenberg 1988: 58 [Eg. Cat. 193*] and 66 [Eg. Cat. 187]). 

Consequently, only one glyptic can be said to come from a New Kingdom archaeological 

context, though it is likely true that a number of these items were found in these contexts. 
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Scarabs coming from Deir el-Balah’s illegal excavations by Moshe Dayan have 

also been excluded since the site was occupied in multiple periods from the Late Bronze 

IIB through the Iron II.89 Scarabs from contexts where the associated ceramic assemblage 

have not been published are also not included in the typology at this time because the 

date of their archaeological context remains uncertain (e.g., Keel 1997: 626–631 [Akko 

271, 274–277, 281–282]). Scarabs from tombs of one period will be incorporated into the 

data set.90 Though the archaeological method may be lacking in the excavation of certain 

tombs, the tomb itself functions as a “sealed” archaeological context. For instance, the 

tombs at Tell el-Far’ah (South), though excavated early in the 20th century, can be 

incorporated when they were short in duration, and analysis of the ceramics has been 

updated (e.g., Braunstein 1998).91  

As the earlier study of royal scarabs separated the 19th from 20th Dynasty, this 

study will compare the corpora of the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I. Contexts that span the 

Late Bronze IIB and Iron IA will not be included because they may reflect both the 19th 

and 20th Dynasties. 

 

Table 14 – Scarabs from Late Bronze IIB Contexts 

                                                      
89 This is truly unfortunate. The corpus is large and valuable. The corpus seems to support the idea that 

certain forms—like the D10 head—are not only present in the Late Bronze IIB but popular. Unfortunately, 

because of Dayan’s so-called excavation technique nothing further can be stated. 
90 The tombs of Megiddo, as published by Guy, do not distinguish between Late Bronze IIA and Late 

Bronze IIB burials (Guy 1938: 141). Unfortunately, they cannot be included until their pottery is 

reassessed.  
91 Tell el-‘Aǧul has tombs with scarabs, and the tombs have been dated to the Late Bronze IIB. However, 

unlike Tell el-Far’ah (South), Petrie’s pottery has not been reassessed. Because this has not yet occurred, 

these tombs have been excluded from the typology.  
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92 This item is made of faience. As expected, it is less detailed. 

Scarab Head Clypeus 

(Shape) 

Clypeus 

(Ending) 

Side Humeral 

Callosities 

Elytra Edges 

of 

Elytra 

Aphek 

4 

Stamp Impression 

Aphek 

5 

B6 Trapezoid Ridged 

(five, 

bottom), 

Not 

Grooved 

D8 0 0 None 

Aphek 

6 

A4 Trapezoid Ridged 

(three, 

bottom), 

Not 

Grooved 

D10 0 Notched 

/ 0 

None 

Aphek 

7 

E10 Trapezoid Ridged 

(horizontal 

with 

ridging on 

head), Not 

Grooved 

E8 0 Notched 

/ 0 

Reces-

sed  

(short 

line), 

No 

Aphek 

8 

Ring 

Aphek 

11 

A4 Trapezoid Ridged 

(one, top), 

Not 

Grooved 

–  0 Notched 

/ 0 

None 

Aphek 

23 

A4 Trapezoid Ridged 

(one, top), ? 

E11 0 I / I None 

Aphek 

24 

B1 Trapezoid Ridged 

(one, top), 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 I / II None 

Aphek 

2592 

D4 ? Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E11 0 I / I None 

Aphek 

29 

- - - E9 - - - 
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93 Because the scarab is not made of steatite, the features are increasingly schematic. 
94 This scarab comes from Stratum IX, assigned to the Late Bronze IIA by Dothan (T. Dothan 2010). This 

date was challenged based on what seems to be a rightful reassessment of the stratigraphy and pottery 

(Killebrew et al. 2006). Therefore, these scarabs have been included here. 

 

Aphek 

34 

Cowroid 

Ashdod 

3 

D8 Triangle Ridged 

(one, top), 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 Notched 

/ 0 

None 

Ash-

kelon 

109 

E2 Inverted 

Trapezoid 

Ridged 

(three, 

bottom), 

Not 

Grooved 

E5 0 I / I None 

Azor 

20 

D5 Trapezoid Ridged 

(four or 

five, top), 

Not 

Grooved 

D6 0 II / II None 

Azor 

2193 

G1 None Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E11 0 0 None 

Deir el-

Balah 

(Brandl 

2010: 

207–

208, 

No. 1, 

Fig. 

18.1: 

1)94 

Seal Impression 

Deir el-

Balah 

(Brandl 

2010: 

210–

211, 

No. 3, 

Fig. 

18.1:3) 

Seal Impression 
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95 While one might rightfully question the excavation technique of early 20th century excavations, Albright 

notes explicitly the depositional location of this scarab. This item was found in the burned debris of 

Stratum C, which was under the Strata of B (1932b: 52).  
96 This scarab is made of faience, and the features are highly schematic. 
97 Keel classifies the head as A1, but this feature will fail to distinguish those items that have a lunate head 

and those that have no head and clypeus indicated. In this study, the latter is classified as G1 following 

Eggler (2006: XVI). 
98 Again, this item is faience. Its features are schematic. 

Beit 

Mirsim 

1195 

D10 Rectangu-

lar 

Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E5 2 I / I  Reces-

sed, No 

Beth 

Shean 

1696 

G197 None Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 0 None 

Beth 

Shean 

1798 

A1 None Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E12 0 Notched 

/ 0 

None 

Beth 

Shean 

18 

- - - E11 - - None 

Beth 

Shean 

19 

G1 None Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D6 0 0 None 

Beth 

Shean 

20 

A6 - - E7 0 0 None 

Beth 

Shean 

21 

A1 Trapezoid Ridged 

(three, 

bottom to 

top), 

Grooved 

D6 2 I / I Reces-

sed, No 

Beth 

Shean 

22 

A3 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D6 0 I / I None 

Beth 

Shean 

23 

A3 Trapezoid Ridged 

(three, 

bottom), 

Not 

Grooved 

D6 2 I / I  None 
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99 Keel classifies this as A3, but there is a clear circular line engraved inside the head. 

Beth 

Shean 

24 

D1 Trapezoid Ridged 

(four, 

bottom) 

E11 0 Ridged 

Hori-

zontally 

along 

Line of 

Pro-

notum  

None 

Beth 

Shean 

25 

Duck Scaraboid 

Beth 

Shean 

26 

Oval Plate 

Beth 

Shean 

27 

Round Plate with Handle 

Beth 

Shean 

29 

A899 Trapezoid Ridged 

(two, top), 

Grooved 

D6 2 I / I None 

Beth 

Shean 

30 

D4 Trapezoid Ridged 

(three, 

bottom), 

Not 

Grooved 

E12 2 I / I None 

Beth 

Shean 

32 

D4 Trapezoid Ridged 

(four, 

bottom), 

Not 

Grooved 

? 0 I / I None 

Beth 

Shean 

33 

G1 None Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E12 0 I / I None 

Beth 

Shean 

34 

Oval Bifacial Plate 

Beth 

Shean 

40 

Ring 

Beth 

Shean 

41 

Bifacial Rectangular Plaque 
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100 This item is made of faience, and the features are schematic. 
101 Again, this item is made of faience, and its features are schematic. 
102 This scarab is made of faience, and its features are schematic. 

 

Beth 

Shean 

111 

A8 Trapezoid Ridged 

(three, top 

to bottom), 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 2 I / I Reces-

sed, 

Yes 

Beth 

Shean 

113100 

G1 None - D1 0 0 / I None 

Beth 

Shean 

114 

A1 Curved Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 I / II None 

Beth 

Shean 

115 

A1 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 I / I  None 

Beth 

Shean 

127101 

A1 - Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D1 0 0 None 

Beth 

Shean 

128 

B8 Trapezoid Ridged (4 

lines, 

bottom), 

Not 

Grooved 

D6 0 0 None 

Beth 

Shean 

129 

A5 Trapezoid Ridged 

(five, 

bottom; 

one, top), 

Not 

Grooved 

D6 2 I / I Reces-

sed, No 

Beth 

Shean 

130 

A1 Rectangu-

lar 

Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E12 2 I / I None 

Beth 

Shean 

131102 

A1 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 0 None 
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103 This scarab is made of faience, and its features are schematic. 
104 This scarab is made of faience, and its features are schematic. 
105 This scarab is made of faience, and its features are schematic. 
106 This scarab is made of faience, and its features are schematic. 

Beth 

Shean 

133 

A1 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D6 2 I / I Reces-

sed, No 

Beth 

Shean 

139103 

A1 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 0 None 

Beth 

Shean 

142104 

B2 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E12 2 I / I Reces-

sed, 

Yes 

Beth 

Shean 

144105 

B2 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E12 2 I / I  None 

Beth 

Shean 

150 

Ring 

Beth 

Shean 

152 

Oval Plate with Handle 

Beth 

Shean 

209 

E2 Rectangu-

lar 

Ridged 

(three, 

from top to 

bottom), 

Not 

Grooved 

E12 0 0 None 

Beth 

Shean 

224 

A1 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Grooved 

D6 2 I / I  Reces-

sed, No 

Beth 

Shean 

225 

D2 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Grooved 

D6 2 I / I Reces-

sed, No 

Beth 

Shean 

226 

B6 Trapezoid Ridged 

(four, top; 

four, 

bottom) 

D6 0 0 None 

Beth 

Shean 

227106 

A1 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 0 None 
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107 While Keel classified this item as E9a, it is clearly hirsute.  
108 This scarab is made of faience. Its features are schematic. 
109 Keel classified this head as D4. It seems there are ridges on the lateral sides of the head. 
110 Keel classified this head as D4. There are ridges on the lateral sides, however.  

Beth 

Shean 

228 

D4 Trapezoid Ridged 

(one, top; 

four, 

bottom) 

D6 2 I / I Reces-

sed, 

Yes 

Dor 51 A1 Trapezoid Ridged 

(four, 

bottom; 

one, top) 

D6107 0 0 None 

Dor 54 Scaraboid 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

150 

D4 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 2 I / I None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

471 

A1 Trapezoid Ridged 

(one, top), 

Not 

Grooved 

D6 2 I / I  Reces-

sed, No 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

472108 

G1 - Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 0 None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

474 

D5109 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E5 2 I / I Reces-

sed, No 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

475 

A1 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 2 I / I Reces-

sed, No 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

476 

D10 

(chec

-ke-

red) 

Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 II / II None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

477 

D10 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E12 0 Notched 

/ 0 

 

None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

D3110 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

E12 0 Notched 

/ 0 

None 
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111 This item is made of faience. Its features are schematic.  

(South) 

478 

Not 

Grooved 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

479 

D10 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E12 0 II / II None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

484 

D10 Trapezoid Ridged 

(one, 

horizontal), 

Not 

Grooved 

E5 0 0 Reces-

sed, No 

(angled 

lines 

around 

back 

end of 

the 

shaft) 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

485 

A3 Trapezoid Ridged 

(three, 

bottom), 

Not 

Grooved 

D6 0 II / II None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

513 

Fish Scaraboid 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

514 

A4 

 

Trapezoid Ridged 

(one, top; 

four, 

bottom) 

E12 0 I / I None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

777 

A4 Trapezoid Ridged 

(one, top; 

three, 

bottom) 

? 0 I / I  None 

Gath / 

Tell es-

Safi 44 

Bifacial Rectangular Plaque 

Gath / 

Tell es-

Safi 

58111 

A1 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E12 0 I / I None 

Gath / 

Tell es-

Safi 

(Keel 

and 

Bifacial Rectangular Plaque 
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Münger 

2012: 

457, 

No. 4, 

Pl. 

18.2:1) 

Gath / 

Tell es-

Safi 

(Keel 

and 

Münger 

2012: 

457, 

No. 5, 

Pl. 

18.2:2) 

D8 / 

B2 

Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 0 None 

Gath / 

Tell es-

Safi 

(Keel 

and 

Münger 

2012: 

458, 

No. 11, 

Pl. 

18.3:3) 

Scaraboid 

Gezer 

650 

A1 Curved Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E12 0 Notched 

/ 0 

None 

Hazor 

64 

B9 Curved Ridged 

(five, 

bottom), 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 I / I None 

Tel 

Jerishe 

17 

Bifacial Oval Plate 

Tel 

Jerishe 

18 

B2 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E11 2 I / I None 
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Tel 

Jerishe 

19 

A1 Curved Ridged 

(five, 

bottom) 

E5 0 II / III None 

Tel 

Jerishe 

23 

wd#t-eye Scaraboid 

Tel 

Jerishe 

40 

D10 Circular Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E2 0 Notched 

/ 0 

None 

Lachish 

(Gi-

veon 

1988: 

82–83 

[No. 

94])  

A1 Trapezoid Ridged 

(three, 

bottom), 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 I / I  None 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

145, 

Pls. 

152: 

205, 

159: 

205) 

A6 / 

B2 

? Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E12 0 0 None 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

145, 

Pls. 

152: 

178, 

158: 

178) 

A1 Trapezoid Ridged 

(one, top), 

Not 

Grooved 

D6 2 I / I Reces-

sed 

(cur-

ved), 

No 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

146; 

Pls. 

152: 

190, 

A6 Trapezoid Ridged 

(one, top; 

five, 

bottom) 

D6 0 Notched 

/ 0 

None 
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158: 

190) 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

146, 

Pls. 

152: 

208, 

159: 

208) 

- - - E12 0 I / I None 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

148, 

Pls. 

152: 

187, 

158: 

187) 

- - - E11 0 0 None 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

148, 

Pls. 

152: 

186, 

158: 

186) 

A1 Trapezoid ? D5 0 Notched 

/ 0 

None 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

153, 

Pls. 

152: 

207, 

158: 

207) 

D4 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D4 0 I / I None 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

Unknown, Not Shown on Plates 
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154, Pl. 

152: 

194) 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

154, 

Pls. 

152: 

200, 

158: 

200) 

B2 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E11 0 0 None 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

154, 

Pls. 

152: 

201, 

158: 

201) 

Scaraboid 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

154, 

Pls. 

152: 

195, 

158: 

195) 

A1 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D4 0 0 None 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

154, 

Pls. 

152: 

196, 

158: 

196) 

A1 Trapezoid Ridged 

(four, 

bottom), 

Not 

Grooved 

D4 0 I / I None 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

A1 ? Not 

Ridged, 

E2 0 0 None 
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112 This scarab is made of faience. Its features are schematic. 
113 This scarab is made of faience. Its features are schematic. 

1948: 

155, 

Pls. 

152: 

198, 

158: 

198)112 

Not 

Grooved 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

155, 

Pls. 

152: 

197, 

158: 

197) 

Scaraboid 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

155, 

Pls. 

152: 

193, 

158: 

193)113 

A1? Trape-

zoid? 

Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D1 0 0 None 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

156, 

Pls. 

152: 

170, 

158: 

170) 

B2 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E4 0 0 None 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

156, 

Pls. 

152: 

A1 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 0 None 
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114 This scarab is made of faience. Its features are schematic. 
115 This scarab is made of faience. Its features are schematic. 

 

173, 

158: 

173)114 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

156, 

Pls. 

152: 

174, 

158: 

174) 

D3 Trapezoid Ridged 

(four, 

bottom), 

Not 

Grooved 

E7 0 0 None 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

156, 

Pls. 

152: 

182, 

158: 

182)115 

A1 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E11 0 I / I None 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

156, 

Pls. 

152: 

169, 

158: 

169) 

 

B2 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E11 0 0 None 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

156, 

Pls. 

152: 

171, 

A1 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E2 0 0 None 
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116 This scarab is made of faience. Its features are schematic. 
117 This scarab is made of faience. Its features are schematic. 
118 This scarab is made of faience. Its features are schematic. 

158: 

171)116 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

156, 

Pls. 

152: 

199, 

158: 

199)117 

? ? Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E2 0 0 None 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

156, 

Pls. 

152: 

172, 

158: 

172)118 

A1 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 0 None 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

156, 

Pls. 

152: 

202, 

158: 

202) 

A1 Trapezoid Ridged 

(lines, 

bottom), 

Not 

Grooved 

E11 0 0 None 

Megid- 

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

158, 

Pls. 

152: 

180, 

158: 

180) 

A1? Trapezoid Not 

Ridged? 

Not 

Grooved 

D6 2 I / I Reces-

sed 
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Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

158, 

Pls. 

152: 

183, 

158: 

183) 

A1 Curved Ridged 

(lines at 

bottom) 

E1 0 0 None 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

163, 

Pls. 

152: 

206, 

159: 

206) 

D8 Triangular Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 I / II None 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

163, 

Pls. 

152: 

188, 

158: 

188) 

A1 Trapezoid Ridged 

(four, 

bottom; 

one, top?), 

Not 

Grooved 

D6 2 I / I Reces-

sed 

(cur-

ved), 

No 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

163, 

Pls. 

152: 

189, 

158: 

189) 

A1 Trape-

zoid? 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

? 0? I / I  ? 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

163, 

Pls. 

D10 Trapezoid Ridged 

(one, 

horizontal), 

Not 

Grooved 

E4 0 II / II None 
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152: 

175, 

159: 

175) 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

163, 

Pls. 

152: 

176, 

159: 

176) 

D8 Triangular Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E11 0 Notched 

/ 0 

None 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

165, 

Pls. 

152: 

177, 

158: 

177) 

? Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E7 0 0 None 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

171, 

Pls. 

152: 

209, 

159: 

209) 

D8 Curved Ridged 

(seven, 

bottom) 

? 0 0 None 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

171, 

Pls. 

152: 

204, 

159: 

204) 

A1? Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 I / II None 

Megid-

do 

A1 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

E11 0 I / I None 
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119 This item is made of faience. Its features are schematic. 

(Loud 

1948: 

176, 

Pls. 

152: 

184, 

158: 

184)119 

Not 

Grooved 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

181, 

Pls. 

152: 

203, 

159: 

203) 

A1 ? Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D1 0 I / I None 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

182, 

Pls. 

152: 

179, 

158: 

179) 

D8 Trapezoid Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E11 0 Notched 

/ 0 

None 

Megid-

do 

(Loud 

1948: 

187, 

Pls. 

152: 

185, 

158: 

185) 

? ? ? E11 0 0 None 

Timnah 

(Schul-

man 

1988: 

139, 

Eg. 

B2 - Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E11 0 0 None 



116 

 

 

 

SCARABS FROM  

IRON I CONTEXTS 

 

Scarabs discussed in this section will correspond to the 20th Dynasty and Third 

Intermediate Period. Scarabs from Iron I contexts are securely dated to these Egyptian 

dynasties. By structuring the two corpora in this way, this study will compare the two 

methodologies of scarab typologies to determine their relative weaknesses and strengths. 

This means that scarabs from periods that spanned the Late Bronze IIB and Iron IA—like 

Tell el-Far’ah (South)—have not been included because the period of use of these tombs 

was too long. While far less egregious, the scarabs from Strata VI (Lower) and VI at Beth 

Shean that span the end of the Late Bronze IIB and Iron IA have also been excluded (e.g., 

Keel 2010a: 108–111 [Beth Shean 28, 31]). 

Scarabs from sites dated to the Iron I whose ceramics have not been adequately 

published are also excluded from this study. As noted above, the scarabs from Tell el-

‘Aǧul tombs have been assigned a date by Petrie (1932), but their pottery has not been 

reassessed recently. Without a reassessment, archaeological contexts may or may not be 

accurately dated, and I cannot conclude whether the scarabs are certainly from Iron I 

contexts (e.g., Keel 1997: 174–175 and 188–189 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 210 and 257]).  

This study also excludes more recent excavations, like those scarabs from Achziv, 

which Prausnitz excavated and assigned to the Iron I. Giveon first published a number of 

these scarabs. Giveon reported the dates of each archaeological context, but the pottery 

from the tombs had not been published. In fact, the date of a key cist tomb for this 

Cat. 

193*, 

Fig. 

46.7) 
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study—Tomb 1009—changed throughout Prausnitz’s publications. Initially, he dated the 

tombs on the tell to the 11th century120 (Prausnitz 1969: 85–91), and later he redated 

Tomb 1009 to the first half of the 11th century based on the finds in Tomb 979 (Prausnitz 

1997: 22–23; E. Mazar 2001: 16, Footnote 5). Later Mazar dated the Eastern Cemetery in 

which Cist Tomb 1009 was located, to the 10th century based on the absence of one 

Cypriot import—the White Painted Barrel juglet (Mazar 2001: 10). However, Dayagi-

Mendels reports that the White Painted Barrel juglet was found in Tomb 17 of the eastern 

cemetery (ZR) (Dayagi-Mendels 2002). Mazar notes that this vessel was reported as part 

of Tomb 17 of the Southern Cemetery (Z) rather than the eastern (ZR). Without proper 

publication of Prausnitz’s excavations at Achziv, problems will persist. Therefore, 

scarabs from Prausnitz’s excavations have been excluded from this study (e.g., Giveon 

1988: 26–30, Nos. 10, 11, and 12, Pl. 1.10–12; Keel 1997: 52–53 [Achsib 92–94]).  

Purchased scarabs have also been excluded. This eliminates the Akko corpus that 

likely has many Iron I seals. While Keel included it in his catalogue of provenanced seals 

(1997: 530–637), Giveon and Kersetz noted that the corpus came from both locals and 

grave robbers (1986: 7).  

 

Table 15 – Scarabs from Iron I Contexts  

Scarab Head Clypeus 

(Shape) 

Clypeus 

(Ending) 

Side Humeral 

Callosi-

ties 

Elytra Edges 

of 

Elytra 

Aphek 

17 

A1 Trapezoid Ridged 

(four, 

bottom; 

one, top), 

Not 

Grooved 

D6121 2 I / I Reces-

sed? 
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120 Eilat Mazar states that Prausnitz dated this set of tombs to the 10th century (Mazar 2001: 16, Footnote 

5), but a close reading of Prausnitz’s text shows that he was only dating the so-called warrior tomb to the 

10th century. 
121 This scarab was unfortunately stolen. Giveon published a photo and drawing of the scarab’s back and 

base, but not the side view (Giveon 1988: 46–48, No. 40). The drawing of the scarab’s back indicates that 

the legs were hirsute. When the hirsute legs are visible from above, the scarab is often the form D6. 
122 The excavators argue that the site was founded in the second half of the 13th century and then ceased to 

exist in the first half of the 12th century (Zertal 2012: 51–54). If this were the case, a number of the scarabs 

would have likely been produced during the Late Bronze IIB. However, as Zertal states, his proposed dates 

contradict the radiocarbon dating of the site (Zertal 2012: 52; see also Sharon et al. 2007: 11–12, 14, and 

25), which places the site in the latter half of the Iron I period (Zertal 2012: 51–53). The radiocarbon date 

of the stratum was determined by twelve olive pits taken from one oil press in Area C1 (Locus 4348); 

short-lived samples like olive pits tend to give more reliable dates. The number of samples also increases 

the reliability of the date of the olive press. Sharon et al. noted that there was no reliable way to seriate the 

hill country sites during the Iron I. Instead, the radiocarbon date can only be said broadly to be Iron I 

(Sharon et al. 2007: 12).  

Unfortunately, all of the samples come from only one context in Area C1 (Lavie-Alons 2012: 

111–112). Zertal hypothesizes that these short-lived samples could have been wrong due to inaccuracies in 

sampling or continued use of the oil press after abandonment of the site (Zertal 2012: 52–53). The samples 

can only be said to date the olive press in that area. The room U310 in which the oil press was found was 

constructed with walls built secondarily (Wall 4314 and Wall 4304) to the wall that abuts the city wall 

(Wall 3360122). It is possible, though not definitive, that the oil press was secondary stratigraphically to the 

other buildings of the area. Because radiocarbon dating does not offer greater precision in dating the site 

beyond a broad Iron I date for the olive press, ceramics must be relied upon to adjudicate between the 

radiocarbon date and the date proposed by Zertal. 

Be’eri and Cohen analyze the pottery as Late Bronze IIB and Iron I (Be’eri and Cohen 2012: 181–

224). Sam Wolff raises essential questions about the quantitative analysis of the pottery that would permit 

one to date the site to the Iron IA instead of the late Iron I (2014: 172–174). Woff asks: How many Late 

Bronze cooking pots (CP1–2) occur as opposed to Iron I cooking pots (CP 3–5)? Do they occur in distinct 

contexts or mixed together? Wolff argues that these statistics would enable the ceramic expert to place the 

site in the transition from the Late Bronze IIB to the early Iron Age instead of the last half of the Iron I. 

Because this analysis was not done, it is possible that the site was occupied in the later Iron I. In fact, Sam 

Wolff argues the site was occupied throughout the Iron I. 

 

Aphek 

31 

D3 Trapezoid Ridged 

(one, top), 

Not 

Grooved 

D8 0 Notched 

/ 0 

None 

Aḥwat 

(Brandl 

2012a: 

235–

237, 

No. 

1)122 

D9 Triangular Not 

Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E11 0 Notched 

/ 0 

None 

Aḥwat 

(Brandl 

2012a: 

237–

238, 

No. 2) 

A1 Trapezoid Ridged 

(three, 

bottom), 

Not 

Grooved 

E11 0 0 None 
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Aḥwat 

(Brandl 

2012a: 

241–

243, 

No. 4) 

Rectangular Bifacial Plaque 

Aḥwat 

(Brandl 

2012a: 

243–

244, 

No. 5)  

Scaraboid 

Aḥwat 

(Brandl 

2012a: 

244–

245, 

No. 6)  

B2 Trapezoid Ridged (one, 

top; five, 

bottom), Not 

Grooved 

D6 2 I / I  Reces-

sed, No 

Aḥwat 

(Brandl 

2012a: 

246–

247, 

No. 7) 

D4 Unclear Ridged 

(three, top to 

bottom), Not 

Grooved 

E11 0 0 None 

Aḥwat 

(Brandl 

2012a: 

247–

249, 

No. 8)  

B5 Trapezoid Ridged 

(three, 

bottom), Not 

Grooved 

E11 0 0 None 

Aḥwat 

(Brandl 

2012a: 

249–

255, 

No. 9) 

A1 Trapezoid Ridged (one, 

top), Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 I / I  None 

Aḥwat 

(Brandl 

2012a: 

255–

257, 

No. 10)  

A1 Curved Ridged 

(three to 

four, 

bottom), Not 

Grooved 

E11 0 0 None 
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123 This head is slightly different from the form designated by Tufnell (1984: 32, Fig. 12). The inset triangle 

on the head opens up to the pronotum, and there is no line dividing the pronotum from the head.  

 

Aḥwat 

(Brandl 

2012a: 

260–

261, 

No. 12) 

D8123 Trapezoid Ridged 

(three, 

bottom), Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 0 None 

Arad 

21 

Lion Scaraboid 

Ashdod 

3 

D8 Triangular Ridged (one, 

top), Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 Notched 

/ 0 

None 

Ashdod 

4 

Round Plate 

Ashdod 

5 

Scarab is missing. There is only an image of the base. 

Ashdod 

27 

Pyramidal Stamp Seal 

Ashdod 

58 

- - - D5 0 I / - None 

Ashdod 

59 

A1 Curved Ridged 

(three, 

bottom), Not 

Grooved 

? 0 I / I None 

Ashdod 

60 

Scarab was stolen. There are only an image and impression of the base. 

Ashdod 

61 

Scarab was stolen. There are only an image and impression of the base. 

Ashdod 

62 

Scarab was stolen. There are only an image and impression of the base. 

Ashdod 

63 

Scarab was stolen. There are only an image and impression of the base. 

Ashdod 

65 

Scarab was stolen. There are only an image and impression of the base. 
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124 The top of the head extends into the pronotum in a triangular shape. 
125 I have not seen this item. There is no image of its back, head, and sides. I am relying on the assessment 

of Keel, here (Keel 2010a: 186–187 [Bet-Schean 204]). 

Azor 1  B2124 Trapezoid Ridged (one, 

top), Not 

Grooved 

E1 0 0 None 

Beth 

Shean 7 

B10 Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E11 0 I / I None 

Beth 

Shean 8 

B2 Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E12 0 Notched 

/ 0 

None 

Beth 

Shean 9 

D10 Rectangu-

lar 

Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E11 0 I / III None 

Beth 

Shean 

10 

E2 Trapezoid Ridged 

(three, 

bottom), Not 

Grooved 

E11 0 0 None 

Beth 

Shean 

11 

Scaraboid 

Beth 

Shean 

12 

G1 ? Ridged 

(horizontal), 

Not 

Grooved 

E12 0 0 None 

Beth 

Shean 

13 

D3 Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E11 0 Notched 

/ 0 

None 

Beth 

Shean 

14 

A1 Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 2 I / I None 

Beth 

Shean 

35 

Scaraboid 

Beth 

Shean 

59 

A1 ? Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 2 I / I None 

Beth 

Shean 

61 

G1 - Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E12 0 I / I None 

Beth 

Shean 

204125 

G1 - - E12 - - - 
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126 This item is made of faience. Its features are schematic. 
127 This item is made of faience. Its features are schematic. 

Beth 

Shean 

222 

A4 Trapezoid Ridged (one, 

top; six, 

bottom) 

D6 0 0 None 

Beth 

Shean 

223 

A1 Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 0 None 

Beth 

Shean 

229 

G1 - Ridged 

(four, 

bottom), Not 

Grooved 

E12 0 I / I Reces-

sed, No 

Beth 

Shean 

230126 

A1  Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 0 None 

Beth 

Shean 

231 

A1 Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 0 None 

Beth 

Shean 

232 

A1 Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 0 None 

Beth 

Shean 

233 

A1 Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Grooved 

D6 2 I / I None 

Beth 

Shean 

234 

A4 Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 I / I None 

Beth 

Shean 

235 

A5 Trapezoid Ridged (one, 

top; four, 

bottom), Not 

Grooved 

D6 0 II / II Reces-

sed, No 

Beth 

Shean 

236 

B10 Rectangu-

lar 

Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E9A 0 Notched 

/ 0 

None 

Beth 

Shean 

237 

A1 Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Grooved 

D5 2 I / I Reces-

sed, No 

Beth 

Shean 

238 

A1 Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E12 0 0 None 

Beth 

Shean 

239127 

A1 Rectangu-

lar 

Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 0 None 
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Beth 

Shean 

240 

A1 Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D1 0 0 None 

Beth 

Shean 

241 

A1 Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 0 None 

Beth 

Shean 

242 

Rectangular Bifacial Plaque 

Beth 

Shean 

243 

Domed Rectangular Plaque 

Beth 

Shean 

244 

Pyramidal Stamp Seal 

Beth 

Shean 

245 

Stamp Impression 

Beth 

Shean 

246 

Stamp Impression 

Beth 

Shean 

247 

Stamp Impression 

Beth 

Shean 

248 

Stamp Impression 

Beth 

Shean 

249 

Stamp Impression 

Beth 

Shean 

250 

Stamp Impression 

Beth 

Shean 

251 

Stamp Impression 

Dan 18 

 

Rectangular Plaque with Domed Back 

Dan 19 Pyramidal Stamp Seal 

Dor 23 D10 Rectangu-

lar 

Ridged (one, 

horizontal), 

Not 

Grooved 

E11 0 I / I None 
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Dor 29 B5 Trapezoid Ridged 

(four, 

bottom) 

E11 2 I / I None 

Dor 35 A6 Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Grooved 

D5 2 I / I Reces-

sed, No 

Dor 55 A6 Trapezoid Ridged 

(lines, 

bottom), Not 

Grooved 

E12 0 I / I None 

Dor 56 A3 Rectangu-

lar 

Ridged (one 

top; ?), Not 

Grooved 

D6 2 I / I Reces-

sed, No 

Dor 59 Seal Impression 

Ebal 1 B2 Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E9A 0 Notched 

/ 0 

None 

Ebal 2 A1 ? Ridged, Not 

Grooved 

D6 2 I / I Reces-

sed, No 

Ebal 3 So-Called Pyramidal Stamp Seal 

Ekron 2 A1 Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E12 2 I / I Reces-

sed, No 

Ekron 3 A3 Trapezoid Ridged (2, 

top; ?), ? 

D5 2 I / I Reces-

sed (cur-

ved), No 

Ekron 4 A1  Trapezoid Ridged 

(three, 

bottom), Not 

Grooved 

D6 - - - 

Ekron 8 Ring 

Ekron 

16 

A1 Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Grooved 

D6 2 I / I Reces-

sed, No 

Ekron 

18 

D4 Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D6 2 (right 

angle) 

I / I None 

Ekron 

20 

Ring 
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128 This item is made of faience. Its features are less detailed. 

Ekron 

21128 

- - - D5 0 0 None 

Ekron 

30 

- - - E11 - - - 

Ekron 

31 

- - - - - - - 

Ekron 

46 

Finger Ring 

Ekron 

47 

B2 Circular Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E2 0 0 None 

Ekron 

52 

B2 Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 I / 0 None 

Ekron 

64 

Seal Impression 

Ekron 

69 

Oval Plate with Bundled Handle 

Ekron 

70 

Seal Impression 

Ekron 

71 

Seal Impression 

Ekron 

72 

Pyramidal Stamp Seal 

Ekron 

73 

Seal Impression 

Ekron 

74 

Seal Impression 

Horvat 

Eleq 2 

B2 Trapezoid Ridged 

(three, 

bottom), Not 

Grooved 

E11 0 0 None 

Tell 

‘Aitun 

3 

Conoid Stamp Seal 
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129 Item is made of faience. Its features are schematic. 

Tell 

‘Aitun 

4 

Conoid Stamp Seal 

Tell 

‘Aitun 

5 

Scaraboid 

Tell 

‘Aitun 

6 

Rectangular Bifacial Plaque 

Tell 

‘Aitun 

8129 

B2 ? Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E11 0 0 None 

Tell 

‘Aitun 

9 

B5 Rectangu-

lar 

Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E12 0 I / I None 

Tell 

‘Aitun 

10 

Rectangular Bifacial Plaque 

Tell 

‘Aitun 

11 

A1 Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 0 None 

Tell 

‘Aitun 

12 

Cowroid with Lateral Ladders on Each Side 

Tell 

‘Aitun 

13 

F1 - Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 Double 

V-Shape 

in 

Center 

None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(North) 

36 

D3 Rectangu-

lar 

Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

? 0 Notched 

/ 0 

None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

151 

A1 Trapezoid Ridged 

(three, 

bottom), Not 

Grooved 

D5 2 I / I None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

152 

Fish Scaraboid 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

153 

B2 Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E12 2 I / I None 
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130 Item is made of faience. Its features are schematic. 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

154 

B5 Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E12 0 0 None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

155 

A6 Trapezoid Ridged (one, 

top; five, 

bottom) 

D5 0 II / II None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

156 

A6 Trapezoid Ridged 

(three from 

top to 

bottom), Not 

Grooved 

D6 0 I / 0 Reces-

sed 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

157 

Conoid / Scaraboid 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

158 

A3 Trapezoid Ridged 

(three, 

bottom), Not 

Grooved 

D5 2 I / I Reces-

sed, No 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

159 

D4 Trapezoid Ridged 

(three, 

bottom), Not 

Grooved 

D6 2 I / I ? 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

160130 

A1 ? Not Ridged? 

Not 

Grooved? 

D5? 0 0 None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

161 

G1 - Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

? 0 I / ? None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

198 

Location of scarab is unknown. There are no images of its side, back, or 

head. 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

218 

B2 Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E12 0 0 None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

A1 Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 2 

(square) 

I / I Reces-

sed, ? 
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(South) 

219 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

220 

Pyramidal Stamp Seal 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

221 

Conoid Stamp Seal 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

226 

Location of scarab is unknown. There are no images of its side, back, or 

head. 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

227 

Conoid Stamp Seal 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

228 

A3 Trapezoid Ridged (one, 

top; three, 

bottom) 

E9A 2 I / I None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

229 

E2 Trapezoid 

 

Ridged (3, 

bottom; 1, 

top; triangle 

engraved 

onto 

pronotum 

above the 

head), Not 

Grooved 

E11 2 (double 

lines 

forming 

right 

triangle) 

I / I None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

232 

B2 ? Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E9A 0 I / 0 None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

237 

Rectangular plaque with domed back on which a cartouche is engraved 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

250 

E2 Trapezoid Ridged (two, 

bottom), Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 I / I (in- 

com-

plete 

lines) 

None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

Conoid Stamp Seal 
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(South) 

256 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

264 

A1 Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 I / I None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

268 

A1 Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Grooved 

D5 2 I / I None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

269 

D4 ? Ridged (two, 

bottom), Not 

Grooved 

E9A 2 (right 

angle 

triangle) 

I / I None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

270 

A1 Trapezoid Ridged 

(three, 

bottom), ? 

D5 2 

(vertical 

lines 

drawn in 

humeral 

callosi-

ties) 

I / I None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

271 

Oval Plaque with Bundled Handle 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

285 

Conoid Stamp Seal 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

288 

Domed Rectangular Plaque 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

289 

Oval Plaque with Bundled Handle 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

290 

Rectangular Plaque with Domed Back 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

291 

Rectangular Bifacial Plaque 
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131 The item is made of faience. The form is schematic.  
132 The item is made of faience. The form is schematic. 
133 The item is made of faience. The form is schematic. 
134 The item is made of faience. The form is schematic.  

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

292 

A3 Trapezoid Ridged (two, 

top; 

3threebotto

m), Not 

Grooved 

E11 2 I / I None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

296 

Ring 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

297 

A1 Trapezoid Ridged 

(three, 

bottom), Not 

Grooved 

D5 2 I / I None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

384 

Cowroid with ladder decoration on lateral sides 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

385131 

A8 Trapezoid Ridged (one, 

top), Not 

Grooved 

D5 2 I / I None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

927132 

A1? ? ? D1? 0? 0 None 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

928133 

- - - - - - - 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

929134 

Scaraboid 

Tell el-

Far’ah 

(South) 

932 

A1 ? Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

? 0 Notched 

/ 0 

None 

Tel 

Jerishe 

7 

Pyramidal Stamp Seal 
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135 Item is made of faience. It has more detail than is typical for faience scarabs. 
136 This scarab is only known from a drawing because the scarab was lost (Dever 1986: Pl. 61.14). 

Therefore, the form of the scarab has been concluded based on this drawing. 
137 The head is formed by two triangles that meet. The form of the head is not exactly like B2, nor is it 

completely like B8, yet the two superimposed triangles forming the head and the clypeus seems closest to 

what the engraver was attempting to achieve. 

Tel 

Jerishe 

27 

B2 Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E11 0 Notched 

/ 0 

None 

Tel 

Jerishe 

38 

Oval Plaque with Bundled Handle 

Tel 

Jerishe 

39 

Conoid Stamp Seal 

Tel 

Jerishe 

45 

 

D10 Rectangu-

lar 

Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E9 2 II / II None 

Gezer 

639135 

B9 ? Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E10 0 I / I None 

Gezer 

643 

B12 Rectangu-

lar 

Ridged 

(lines, 

bottom) 

E12 0 I / I None 

Gezer 

646 

B2 Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E12 2 I / I None 

Gezer 

647 

- - - E9A 2 I / I Reces-

sed, ? 

Gezer 

651136 

D4 ? Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E11 0 I / I Reces-

sed? 

‘Izbet 

Ṣarṭah 

(Gi-

veon 

1986: 

104, 

Fig. 25) 

D8 Inverted 

triangle 

Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E4 0 Notched 

/ 0 

None 

Tel 

Keisan 

(Keel 

1990b: 

195–

D8137 Triangle Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E10 0 I / I None 
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204 

[No. 

10]) 

Tel 

Keisan 

(Keel 

1990b: 

246 

[No. 

30]) 

Seal Impression 

Tel 

Keisan 

(Keel 

1990b: 

246–

247, 

[No. 

31]) 

Seal Impression 

Tell 

Kinrot 

(Mün-

ger 

2007: 

83–85, 

No. 1, 

Fig. 1) 

D3 Trapezoid Ridged (one, 

top), Not 

Grooved 

E9 - Notched 

/ 0 

None 

Lachish 

(Gi-

veon 

1988: 

86–87, 

No. 99) 

- Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Grooved 

(three at 

base) 

D6 - - Reces-

sed, No 

Lachish 

(Giveo

n 1988: 

88–89, 

No. 

102)  

A1 Trapezoid Ridged 

(horizontal 

hashing) 

D5 2 I / I None 

Lachish 

(Gi-

veon 

1988: 

90–91, 

No. 

106) 

A1 Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Grooved 

D6 0 I / I  Reces-

sed, No 
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Lachish 

(Gi-

veon 

1988: 

90–91, 

No. 

107)  

A1 Trapezoid Ridged 

(four, 

bottom), Not 

Grooved 

D4 0 0  None 

Megid-

do 

(Har-

rison 

2004: 

No. 1, 

Pl. 

39:1)  

? ? Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D6 0 I / I None? 

Megid-

do 

(Har-

rison 

2004: 

No. 2, 

Pl. 

39:2) 

A1 ? Ridged 

(four, 

bottom), Not 

Grooved 

E11 0 I / I  None 

Megid-

do 

(Har-

rison 

2004: 

No. 3, 

Pl. 

39:3) 

? ? ? ? 0 ? / I ? 

Megid-

do 

(Har-

rison 

2004: 

No. 4, 

Pl. 

39:4) 

G1? - ? ? ? ? 

 

? 

Megid-

do 

(Har-

rison 

2004: 

No. 5, 

A1 Trapezoid ? ? 2 (right) I / I None 
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Pl. 

39:5) 

Megid-

do 

(Har-

rison 

2004: 

No. 6, 

Pl. 

39:6) 

- - - ? - - - 

Megid-

do 

(Har-

rison 

2004: 

No. 7, 

Pl. 

39:7) 

A1 Trapezoid Not Ridged? 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 2 I / I Reces-

sed, No 

Megid-

do 

(Har-

rison 

2004: 

No. 8, 

Pl. 

39:8) 

Scaraboid 

Megid-

do 

(Har-

rison 

2004: 

No. 9, 

Pl. 

39:9) 

A1 ? Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 I / I None 

Megid-

do 

(Har-

rison 

2004: 

No. 10, 

Pl. 

39:10) 

- - - D5 0 I / I None? 

Megid-

do 

(Har-

rison 

A1? ? ? D5 0 0 None 
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2004: 

No. 11, 

Pl. 

39:11) 

Megid-

do 

(Har-

rison 

2004: 

No. 12, 

Pl. 

39:12) 

D8 Triangle Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E4 0 0 None 

Megid-

do 

(Har-

rison 

2004: 

No. 13, 

Pl. 

39:13) 

Oval Bifacial Plate 

Megid-

do 

(Har-

rison 

2004: 

No. 14, 

Pl. 

39:14) 

A1 Trapezoid Ridged 

(three, 

bottom), Not 

Grooved 

D5? 0 I / I None 

Megid-

do 

(Har-

rison 

2004: 

No. 15, 

Pl. 

39:15) 

Fish Scaraboid? 

Megid-

do 

(Har-

rison 

2004: 

No. 16, 

Pl. 

39:16) 

Scaraboid? 

Megid-

do 

Scaraboid 
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138 While the clypeus is wide, as the form G1 indicates, the head is engraved as a semi-circle within the 

pronotum.  

(Har-

rison 

2004: 

No. 17, 

Pl. 

39:17) 

Megid-

do 

(Har-

rison 

2004: 

No. 18, 

Pl. 

39:18) 

G1 - Ridged 

(lines, 

bottom), Not 

Grooved 

E5 0  I / I None 

Megid-

do 

(Har-

rison 

2004: 

No. 19, 

Pl. 

39:19) 

B6 Rectangu-

lar 

Ridged (two, 

top; three, 

bottom), ? 

E10 0 Notched 

/ 0 

None 

Megid-

do 

(Har-

rison 

2004: 

No. 20, 

Pl. 

39:20) 

A1 ? Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

D5 0 0 None 

Megid-

do 

(Har-

rison 

2004: 

No. 21, 

Pl. 

39:21) 

B5138 - Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E11 0 0 None 

Megid-

do 

(Har-

rison 

2004: 

No. 22, 

B2 Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E4 - - - 
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139 This item is made of faience. Its features are schematic. 
140 The excavators report that the item is made of blue paste (Guy 1938: Pl. 152). Therefore, its features 

have little definition. 

Pl. 

39:22) 

Megid-

do 

(Har-

rison 

2004: 

No. 23, 

Pl. 

39:23) 

D4 Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E12 0 Notched 

/ 0 

None 

Megid-

do 

(Har-

rison 

2004: 

No. 24, 

Pl. 39: 

24)139 

B2? ? Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E11 0 0 None 

Megid-

do 

(Har-

rison 

2004: 

No. 25, 

Pl. 

39:25) 

The item’s base is only shown in publication. 

Megid-

do 

(Har-

rison 

2004: 

No. 26, 

Pl. 

39:26)
140 

B2 Trapezoid Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E5 0 0 None 

Megid-

do 

(Har-

rison 

2004: 

No. 27, 

- - - - - - - 
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Pl. 

39:27) 

Megid-

do 

(Har-

rison 

2004: 

No. 28, 

Pl. 

39:28) 

B2 Rectangu-

lar 

Not Ridged, 

Not 

Grooved 

E4 0 Notched 

/ 0 

None 

Megid-

do 

(Har-

rison 

2004: 

Pl. 

40:1) 

Conoid Stamp Seal 

Megid-

do 

(Har-

rison 

2004: 

Pl. 

40:2) 

Pyramidal Stamp Seal 

Megid-

do 

(Har-

rison 

2004: 

Pl. 

40:3) 

Conoid Stamp Seal 

Megid-

do 

(Har-

rison 

2004: 

Pl. 

40:4) 

Conoid Stamp Seal 

Megid-

do 

(Har-

rison 

2004: 

Pl. 

40:5) 

Oval Plate with Handle 
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141 This scarab is made of faience. It has more detail than is standard for faience scarabs. There was one 

additional scarab from Tel Qasile. Its stratigraphic location was uncertain, and it has not been included here 

(Mazar 1985: 19–20, Fig. 6.2). 

Tell en-

Naṣbeh 

(Mc-

Cown 

1947: 

149, Pl. 

54:34; 

Shuval 

1990: 

143 No. 

44) 

Plate 

Tell en-

Naṣbeh 

(Mc-

Cown 

1947: 

153–

154, Pl. 

55:81; 

Shuval 

1990: 

139, 

No. 35) 

Impression 

Qasile 

(Mais-

ler 

1967: 

64–67, 

Fig. 2) 

Pyramidal Stamp Seal 

Qasile 

(Mazar 

1985: 

18–19, 

Fig. 

6.1, 

Photo 

15)141  

A1 Trapezoid Ridged, Not 

Grooved 

D6? 0 I / – None 

Qasile 

(Mazar 

1950–

1951c: 

Pl. 36c) 

Pyramidal Stamp Seal 
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Rehov 

(Keel 

and 

Mazar 

2009: 

65*, 

Fig. 

6.2) 

Keel and Mazar only published an impression of the base and a discussion 

of its archaeological context.  

Shiloh 

(Brandl 

1993b: 

215–

216 

[No. 

14]) 

Seal Impression 

Shiloh 

(Brandl 

1993b: 

216–

217 

[No. 

15]) 

Round Plate 

Shiloh 

(Brandl 

1993b: 

217–

218 

[No. 

16])  

Pyramidal Stamp Seal 

Shiloh 

(Fin-

kelstein 

et al. 

1985: 

59, Pl. 

20:4; 

Shuval 

1990: 

158, 

No. 80) 

Jar Impression 

Shiq-

mona 

(Elga-

vish 

1977: 

Pl. IXb; 

Ellipse? 
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ANALYSIS OF SCARAB TYPOLOGY 

ACCORDING TO ARCHAEOLOGICAL CONTEXT 

 

This study will now look for diachronic change within the typological forms of scarabs 

from Late Bronze IIB and Iron I context. First, the study will look at heads to scarabs. 

The distribution during the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I is as follows:  

 

                                                      
142 There is no image of the back, head, or side of this scarab in the publication (Lapp 1967a: Fig. 24). 

Shuval 

1990: 

156, 

No. 75) 

Ta‘a-

nach 

(Lapp 

1967a: 

34, Fig. 

24; 

Shuval 

1990: 

153, 

No. 69) 

Conoid 

Ta‘a-

nach 

(Lapp 

1967a: 

34–35, 

Fig. 24; 

Shuval 

1990: 

132, 

No. 17) 

?142 

Yoq-

ne‘am 

(Ornan 

2005: 

349, 

No. 3) 

Conoid 
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Table 16: Probability of Typological Change in the Form of the Head of Scarabs 

Organized by Archaeological Context 

 

Typological 

Form of the 

Head 

Late Bronze IIB Iron I Z-Value P-Value 

of the 

Test 
Value Percentage Value Percentage 

A1 38 39 41 37 -0.297 77% 

A3 3 3 5 5 -0.743 46% 

A4 5 5 2 2 -1.167 24% 

A5 1 1 1 1 0 100% 

A6 3 3 4 4 -0.394 69% 

A8 2 2 1 1 -0.588 56% 

B1 1 1 0 0 – – 

B2 9 9 17 15 -1.347 18% 

B5 0 0 5 5 – – 

B6 2 2 1 1 -0.588 56% 

B8 1 1 0 0 – – 

B9 1 1 1 1 0 100% 

B10 0 0 2 2 – – 

B12 0 0 1 1 –  – 

D1 1 1 0 0 – – 

D2 1 1 0 0 – – 

D3 2 2 4 4 -0.856 39% 

D4 6 6 6 5 -0.316 75% 

D5 2 2 0 0 – – 

D8 6 6 5 5 -0.316 75% 

D9 0 0 1 1 – – 

D10 7 7 3 3 -1.314 19% 

E2 2 2 3 3 -0.465 64% 

E10 1 1 0 0 – – 

F1 0 0 1 1 – – 

G1 6 6 7 6 0 100% 

Total 

Number of 

Scarabs 

98143 — 111 — – – 

 

Overall the distribution of forms of the head is remarkably similar for both the Late 

Bronze IIB and Iron I. In almost all forms, there is only a two to three percent difference 

                                                      
143 Two scarabs had two possible typological forms for the head. I counted each possibility as one value but 

then only divided by the total number of heads that were assigned a typological form.  
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between the two periods. The only forms to experience a shift greater than two to three 

percent are: B2, B5, and D10. Both B5 and B2 rise in popularity in the Iron I by five to 

six percentage points while D10 drops to a mere 3%. It is reasonable to conclude that the 

drop in frequency is due to the fact that D10 has likely become a form of the head present 

on heirlooms rather than continuously produced in the Iron I. As such, D10 is a head 

likely produced during the 19th Dynasty or Late Bronze IIB. The Z-test also indicates 

that there is some evidence that this shift did, in fact, occur. Further, scarabs with the D10 

head have not been found in archaeological contexts dated only to the Late Bronze IIA or 

earlier. Excavations performed during the early 20th century did produce scarabs with 

this head from contexts dated to the whole Late Bronze II (e.g., Albright 1938: 70–72 and 

86, Pl. 32:6; Grant 1934: 31, Fig. 3:7; Keel 2010a: 492–493, 502–503 [Dothan 5 and 

29]), but the date of the production of D10 remains secure because of the broad date of 

these contexts and the questionable archaeological method of these excavations. One 

scarab with the D10 head is said to come from the Late Bronze I tomb, but this comes 

from the notoriously problematic excavations of MacAlister where the object was found 

in a dump which was later attributed to the tomb (1912: 301). Using the current data set, 

no example of a scarab with this head comes from a certain context prior to the Late 

Bronze IIB. The form does occur in Egypt (Petrie 1925: Pls. XXVIII [M11], XXIX 

[P85]; Petrie 1917: Pl. LXVIII, Nos. 50, 55, 78; Brunton and Engelbach 1927: Pl. XXIII, 

No. 4). This likely indicates that some scarabs with this head were produced in Egypt.  

Idiosyncratic variations on the D10 head occur at Tell el-Far’ah (South). A 

checkered pattern is engraved on the head (Keel 2010b: 230–231, 242–243, 282–285, 

316–317 [Tell el-Far’a Süd 476, 500, 597, and 677]; Keel 2013: 448–449 [Geser 657]). A 
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number of idiosyncratic forms occur on scarabs from Tell el-Far’ah (South), indicating 

possible local production in the Southern Levant. There is one instance of a checkered 

head that came from the antiquities market in Egypt, but its provenance is unknown 

(Petrie 1925: Pl. XXVII, No. 64).  

 Earlier in this chapter, the scarab typology based on the royal titulary suggested 

that the A1-head increased in popularity from the 19th to the 20th Dynasty. That 

typology was based on a sample size of fourteen scarabs for the 20th Dynasty. The larger 

sample of scarabs from archaeological contexts of the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I shows 

no increase in production of the A1 head. The change is not likely to be diagnostically 

significant. 

Noteworthy is the dramatic rise in the number of typological forms engraved on 

scarabs without the royal titulary. Some of these typological forms are present because 

the corpus is larger, and greater variation is more likely in a larger corpus. Additionally, 

the typological forms of scarabs from earlier periods—heirlooms—were inevitably found 

in later archaeological contexts, though they were absent from the analysis of scarabs 

with the royal titulary. When a scarab has the royal titulary of the late New Kingdom on 

its base, the engraving tradition is more conservative, and the engraver creates fewer 

forms. Typological forms that are relatively new and especially popular in the New 

Kingdom (e.g., Keel 1995: 51, Abb. 54–66) are rare or non-existent among the corpus of 

scarabs with the royal titulary of the late New Kingdom.  

 

Table 17: Probability of Typological Change in the Form of the Clypeus of Scarabs 

Organized by Archaeological Context 
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Typological 

Form of the 

Clypeus 

Late Bronze IIB Iron I Z-Test P-Value 

of the 

Test 
Value Percentage Value Percentage 

Ridged 41 43 45 41 -0.290 77% 

1 line, top 14 15 14 13 -0.411 68% 

2 lines, top 1 1 3 3 -1.040 30% 

4 lines, top 2 2 0 0 — — 

Any lines, 

bottom144 

29 30 34 32 -0.309 76% 

2 lines, bottom 0 0 2 2 — — 

3 lines, bottom 10 10 20 18 -1.671 9% 

4 lines, bottom 11 11 6 6 -1.275 20% 

5 lines, bottom 5 5 2 2 -1.155 25% 

Numerous 3 3 4 4 -0.391 70% 

Horizontal 

ridge 

(perpendicular 

to shaft) 

3 3 3 3 0.000 100% 

Not Ridged 58 60 65 60 0.000 100% 

Grooved / 

Notched 

adjacent to 

shaft 

3 3 6 6 -1.047 29% 

Not Grooved 85 89 94 86 -0.651 52% 

Total Number 

of Scarabs  

96 — 109 — — — 

  

A comparison between the distribution of typological forms of the clypeus shows again 

striking similarities between the corpora of the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I. The 

distribution of forms is strikingly similar. While there was a 21% drop in forms with 

ridging on the clypeus among scarabs with the royal titulary, there is no drop among non-

titulary scarabs. Either the drop in ridging among scarabs with the royal titulary was 

caused by a small sample size in the first set of data or the number of faience scarabs with 

20th Dynasty names increases, causing increased schematization of the form. It should 

                                                      
144 This number is determined by adding the five lines that follow. This number helps determine if there 

was an overall shift in the number of scarabs with any number of lines at the bottom of the clypeus. 
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not be said that a more schematic clypeus is a feature of all scarabs during the 20th 

Dynasty or Iron I. 

 

Table 18: Probability of Typological Change in the Sides of Scarabs Organized by 

Archaeological Context 

 

Typological 

Form of 

Side 

Late Bronze IIB Iron I Z-Test P-Value 

of the 

Test 
Value Percentage Value Percentage 

D1 4 4 2 2 -0.842 40% 

D4 3 3 1 1 -1.022 31% 

D5 21 21 37 33 -1.981 5% 

D6 21 21 15 14 -1.332 18% 

D7 0 0 0 0 — — 

D8 1 1 1 1 0.000 100% 

D10 1 1 0 0 — — 

E1 1 1 1 1 0.000 100% 

E2 4 4 1 1 -1.374 17% 

E4 0 0 4 4 -2.151 3% 

E5 5 5 2 2 -1.171 24% 

E7 3 3 0 0 — — 

E8 1 1 0 0 — — 

E9 1 1 2 2 -0.601 55% 

E9A 0 0 6 4 — — 

E10 0 0 3 3 — — 

E11 16 16 21 19 -0.573 57% 

E12 15 15 15 14 -0.205 84% 

Total 99 — 111 — — — 

  

 

Again there is marked similarity between the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I corpora. Only 

two forms change greater than 5%: D5 and D6. Both have a P-value that indicates there is 

some evidence that this change is statistically significant. The form D5 rises in 

popularity, while the form D6 decreases. Interestingly, the same shift was present in the 

scarabs with the royal titulary. Among scarabs with the royal titulary, the non-hirsute 
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form—D5—rose in popularity by 39% among scarabs with the royal titulary while the 

hirsute form—D6—dropped in popularity by 28%. The diachronic change in the 

popularity of the D5 and D6 forms is clear, and this change is not limited to scarabs with 

the royal titulary. Unfortunately, it will not be sufficient on its own as a criterion for 

identifying an object as produced in the 19th Dynasty or 20th Dynasty. It may, however, 

tip the scales, if other stylistic features are present.  

As occurred with the typological forms of the head, new forms are present in the 

typology of non-titulary scarabs. The new typological forms include D4, D10, E2, E4, 

E8, E9, and E10. Five of the seven new forms are highly schematic. Scarabs with the 

royal titulary less commonly use schematic forms of the legs where a single line is 

engraved around the base. In other words, scarabs with an E-type side are more common 

among scarabs without the royal titulary. The corpus of scarabs with the royal titulary 

have sides E11 and E12 on approximately one out of every ten scarabs during the 19th 

and 20th Dynasty while approximately three in ten without the royal titulary have sides 

E11 and E12 during the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I. Highly schematic sides are three 

times more common among scarabs without the royal titulary. 

Finally, this study returns to the engraved features on the back of the scarab.  

 

Table 19: Probability of Typological Change in the Form of the Backs of Scarabs 

Organized by Archaeological Context 

 

Typological 

Form of the 

Back 

Late Bronze IIB Iron I Z-

Value 

P-Value 

of the 

Test 
Value Percentage Value Percentage 
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2 humeral 

callosities 

22 19 33145 29 -1.772 8% 

No line 

dividing the 

elytra 

46 41 33 29 -1.906 6% 

One line 

divides the 

elytra 

42 37 60 53 -2.449 1% 

Two lines 

divide the 

elytra 

7 6 3 3 -1.091 28% 

Three lines 

divide the 

elytra 

1 1 

 

0 0 — — 

No line divides 

the pronotum 

from the 

elytra 

41 36 51 45 -1.384 17% 

One line 

divides the 

pronotum 

from the 

elytra 

44 39 55 49 -1.522 13% 

Two lines 

divide the 

pronotum 

from the 

elytra 

8 7 3 3 -1.385 17% 

Three lines 

divide the 

pronotum 

from the 

elytra 

1 1 1 1 0.000 100% 

No recessed 

line along the 

extremities of 

the elytra 

84146 74 93 83 -1.657 10% 

Recessed line 

along the 

extremities of 

the elytra 

17147 15 19 17 -0.410 68% 

                                                      
145 There were 112 scarabs which did or did not have humeral callosities. 
146 The total number of scarabs with or without recessed lines outlining the elytra is 101. In certain 

instances, the sides were not extant while portions of the lines dividing the elytra and the pronotum were. 
147 Again, the total number of scarabs with or without recessed lines outlining the elytra is 101.  
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Notches 

between 

pronotum and 

elytra 

13 12 15 13 -0.227 82% 

Total 113 —  113 — — — 

 

The number of typological forms is greatest among the backs of the scarabs. 

However, none of the changes was significant—i.e., greater than 20%. In fact, a 

comparison with the typological forms of scarabs with the royal titulary shows that few 

changes were similar.  

 

Table 20: Comparing the Two Methods for Determining Diachronic Change in the 

Typology of the Scarab 

Typological Form of the Back Typology Based on the 

Royal Titulary: Change 

between the 19th and 

20th Dynasties 

Typology 

Based on 

Archaeological 

Context: 

Change 

between LB 

IIB and Iron I  

2 humeral callosities -9% +10% 

No line dividing the elytra +22% -12% 

One line divides the elytra -9% +16% 

Two lines divide the elytra -11% -3% 

Three lines divide the elytra -2% -1% 

No line divides the pronotum from 

the elytra 

+43% +9% 

One line divides the pronotum from 

the elytra 

-11% +10% 

Two lines divide the pronotum from 

the elytra 

-9% -4% 

Three lines divide the pronotum 

from the elytra 

-2% 0% 

No recessed line along the 

extremities of the elytra 

+25% +8% 

Recessed line along the extremities 

of the elytra 

-7% +2% 
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Rarely did the second methodology confirm the change found by the first methodology. 

In fact, they often moved in opposite directions. For instance, royal scarabs with a single 

line dividing the elytra decreased in the 20th Dynasty while the form became more 

common among all scarabs.  

Scarabs with the royal titulary became more schematic during the 20th Dynasty, 

but the schematization of scarabs without the royal titulary far out-stripped the royal 

scarabs. Engravers of the 20th Dynasty eliminated the division between the elytra, the 

division between the pronotum and elytra, and the recessed line around the wings. 

Meanwhile, scarabs without the royal titulary experienced no consistent change in their 

typological form. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

 

This study of Late New Kingdom and early Third Intermediate Period scarabs has shown 

that one cannot date scarabs from the late New Kingdom based solely on the typological 

form. Rarely does the form even contribute to the dating of the scarab. It can, however, 

tip the scales. Schematic heads B2 and D10 do increase. Production of the D10 head is 

even concentrated in the Late Bronze IIB and decreasing in the later Iron I. The form of 

the clypeus-head is also executed on a possible locally produced scarab (Keel 1997: 184–

185 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 245]). Non-hirsute legs—D5—also increase in popularity during the 

Iron I. These forms, however, cannot be used as a sole criterion for dating. They must be 

considered together with other factors. Rowe’s typology often dated typological forms 

only to the 19th Dynasty, and his work is still cited today in the publications of Late 
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Bronze IIB and Iron I scarabs. Despite Rowe’s work, the form of the scarab’s back, head, 

and side is often unable to date an item on its own. 

 

ADDENDUM: 

A DISCUSSION OF SCARAB TYPOLOGY BASED  

ON FOUNDATION DEPOSITS  

 

Petrie published a number of collections of scarabs from Egypt, but few published large 

collections of scarabs excavated later in the 20th century (e.g., Teeter 2001; Williams 

1992: 104–117; Figs. 11–16). The date of the archaeological contexts associated with 

these published scarabs was often wider than is ideal; ceramic typology can often only 

limit the date of the context to the late 18th through the 19th and sometimes 20th 

Dynasties. Other collections of Scarabs came from unknown contexts due to the 

archaeological method employed by late 19th and early 20th century archaeologists like 

Petrie or Uvo Hölscher. Also, the limited size of the published corpus from sure 

archaeological contexts rendered dates for the scarab typology tenuous in Egypt 

(Hornung and Staehelin 1976: 26–28).  

To overcome these problems, Hornung and Staehelin suggested a typology be 

formed based on foundation deposits (1976: 26). Foundation deposits form unique 

corpora that rarely suffer from posthumous production148 or a small sample size. 

Unfortunately, scarabs were not always present in foundation deposits (Weinstein 1973: 

lxxiii). Foundation deposits did not include scarabs regularly in the Old Kingdom, Middle 

Kingdom, or the Second Intermediate Period (Weinstein 1973: 30–87). The practice was 

first attested during the reign of Hatshepsut in the New Kingdom (Weinstein 1973: 93), 

                                                      
148 In only two occurrences were foundation deposits reused in Egypt, and they occurred in the Late Period 

(Weinstein 1973: 299–300). 
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and these deposits provided a dateable corpus of scarabs with presumably no posthumous 

production.  

A list of New Kingdom foundation deposits is discussed below. There were few 

foundation deposits from the 18th Dynasty prior to Hatshepsut. In other literature, 

scholars have identified some votive deposits or caches of items under temples 

inaccurately as foundation deposits (Weinstein 1973: lxxi–lxxii). This study will follow 

Weinstein’s assessment of foundation deposits. A locus will only be identified as a 

foundation deposits when the cache of items is located in a foundation trench (Weinstein 

1973: 92). This will ensure that posthumous production will not creep into this study.  

Foundation Deposit of Thutmosis I at Thebes. There was only one known 

foundation deposit from the reign of Thutmosis I, but it contained no scarabs (Weinstein 

1973: 149).  

Foundation Deposit of Hatshepsut and Thutmosis III at Deir el-Bahri. More 

foundation deposits were known from the period of Hatshepsut through Amenhotep III 

than any other period. Weinstein explains that this was due to the heavy building in 

Abydos and Thebes in this period (Weinstein 1973: 92). At least fifteen foundation 

deposits—lettered A through N—are known from the temple at Deir el-Bahri. Excavators 

found another and assigned it the letter ‘W’ (Wysocki 1985: 298). The initial fifteen 

foundation deposits were found by three successive archaeologists: Naville, the Earl of 

Carnarvon, Howard, and Winlock. Carnarvon and Carter found two foundation deposits 

found—J and K. They contained no scarabs according to their publication (Carnarvon 

and Carter 1912: 30–32). In fact, only one foundation deposit contained scarabs 

(Weinstein 1973: 149–174). This foundation deposit at Deir el-Bahri contained 334 
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glyptic items of which 306 were scarabs (Hornung and Staehelin 1976: 26; Hayes 1959: 

87, Fig. 48; Serpico 2011: 843–884). 

Hayes published many of the scarabs from his excavations (1959: Fig. 48), and 

they are part of the collection at the Metropolitan Museum of Art. The scarabs were 

inscribed with the names of Hatshepsut, Thutmosis III, Neferure, twice with the 

praenomen of Thutmosis I, the name of Amun Re, and decorative motifs (Weinstein 

1973: 160, n. 170). The scarabs’ forms tend to be traditional. Heads were of the following 

forms: A1,149 A3,150 A5,151 A8,152 B2,153 and F6.154 A composite form of the head that 

combines A5 or A3 with A8 is one of the most common forms of the head.155 Of the 213 

known scarab heads from this deposit, 30% are of the type A3, 23% of the type A5, and 

42% of a composite A3/A5 with A8 form. Only 3% of the scarabs’ heads are not of either 

                                                      
149 Examples of scarabs with the head A1: 27.3.253, 27.3.267, and 27.3.272. 
150 Examples of scarabs with the head A3: 27.3.168, 27.3.169, 27.3.172, 27.3.174 27.3.179, 27.3.181, 

27.3.184, 27.3.192, 27.3.194, 27.3.195, 27.3.199, 27.3.200, 27.3.205, 27.3.215, 27.3.217, 27.3.231, 

27.3.237, 27.3.239, 27.3.255, 27.3.257, 27.3.258, 27.3.259, 27.3.264, 27.3.265, 27.3.269, 27.3.270, 

27.3.275, 27.3.280, 27.3.281, 27.3.282, 27.3.283, 27.3.284, 27.3.285, 27.3.286, 27.3.293, 27.3.295, 

27.3.296, 27.3.305, 27.3.308, 27.3.317, 27.3.319, 27.3.321, 27.3.323, 27.3.326, 27.3.328, 27.3.333, 

27.3.334, 27.3.335, 27.3.336, 27.3.337, 27.3.338, 27.3.339, 27.3.340, 27.3.341, 27.3.353, 27.3.358, 

27.3.359, 27.3.362, 27.3.370, 27.3.375, 27.3.378, 27.3.385, 27.3.388, and 27.3.390. 
151 Examples of scarabs with the head A5: 27.3.165, 27.3.173 (?), 27.3.176, 27.3.183, 27.3.193, 27.3.195, 

27.3.196, 27.3.241, 27.3.292, 27.3.214, 27.3.222, 27.3.224, 27.3.242, 27.3.246, 27.3.254, 27.3.256, 

27.3.260, 27.3.266, 27.3.268, 27.3.276, 27.3.278, 27.3.287, 27.3.288, 27.3.289 (?), 27.3.294, 27.3.304, 

27.3.307, 27.3.309, 27.3.310, 27.3.317, 27.3.322, 27.3.329, 27.3.330, 27.3.332, 27.3.343, 27.3.346, 

27.3.356, 27.3.357, 27.3.360, 27.3.371, 27.3.372, 27.3.373, 27.3.374, 27.3.386, 27.3.387 (?), 27.3.389, 

27.3.392, 27.3.393, 27.3.394, and 27.3.395. 
152 Examples of scarabs with the head A8: 27.3.202, 27.3.210, and 27.3.213. 
153 Examples of scarabs with the head B2: 27.3.198 and 27.3.212. 
154 Examples of scarabs with the head F6: 27.3.204. 
155 Examples of the composite head: 27.3.166, 27.3.167, 27.3.170, 27.3.171, 27.3.175, 27.3.177, 27.3.178, 

27.3.182, 27.3.185, 27.3.186, 27.3.187, 27.3.188, 27.3.189, 27.3.190, 27.3.197, 27.3.201, 27.3.204, 

27.3.206, 27.3.208, 27.3.209, 27.3.211, 27.3.218, 27.3.219, 27.3.220, 27.3.221, 27.3.223, 27.3.228, 

27.3.232, 27.3.233 (?), 27.3.234, 27.3.235, 27.3.236, 27.3.240, 27.3.243, 27.3.244, 27.3.245, 27.3.247, 

27.3.248, 27.3.249, 27.3.250, 27.3.261, 27.3.262, 27.3.263, 27.3.277, 27.3.279, 27.3.290, 27.3.291, 

27.3.297, 27.3.298, 27.3.299, 27.3.300, 27.3.301, 27.3.302, 27.3.303, 27.3.306, 27.3.312, 27.3.313, 

27.3.314, 27.3.315, 27.3.316, 27.3.318, 27.3.320, 27.3.324, 27.3.325, 27.3.327, 27.3.331, 27.3.342, 

27.3.344, 27.3.345, 27.3.347, 27.3.348, 27.3.349, 27.3.350, 27.3.351, 27.3.352, 27.3.354, 27.3.355, 

27.3.361, 27.3.363, 27.3.364, 27.3.369, 27.3.376, 27.3.377, 27.3.379, 27.3.380, 27.3.381, 27.3.382, 

27.3.383, 27.3.384, and 27.3.391. 
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A3, A5, A8, or a combination of these forms. The clypeus is often decorated with a 

recessed line around the edge. The sides and legs are almost always a hirsute form of the 

legs—Type D6156—and only occasionally the non-hirsute form D5 occurs.157 Of the 209 

scarabs of known sides, 97% are of the hirsute form, D6. The skill of engraving is clearly 

superior to that found on many scarabs imported to the Southern Levant.  

While Hornung and Staehelin argued that there was an overwhelming diversity of 

scarab forms in Hatshepsut’s foundation deposit from Deir el-Bahri (1976: 55), I would 

counter that there are definite forms which dominate the corpus. In fact, an uncommon 

composite form of the head—A3 or A5 together with A8—is strangely popular. A 

common, schematic scarab head—A1—is oddly rare. Hornung and Staehelin argued 

against royal workshops creating these forms (1976: 55), but the distribution of 

typological forms of the heads and sides documented here likely points to one workshop. 

A royal workshop or a workshop commissioned by a royal entity likely made this batch 

                                                      
156 Examples of scarabs with hirsute legs of the form D6: 27.3.165, 27.3.166, 27.3.167, 27.3.168, 27.3.169, 

27.3.170, 27.3.171, 27.3.172, 27.3.173, 27.3.174, 27.3.175, 27.3.176, 27.3.177, 27.3.178, 27.3.179, 

27.3.181, 27.3.182, 27.3.183, 27.3.184, 27.3.185, 27.3.186, 27.3.187, 27.3.188, 27.3.189, 27.3.190, 

27.3.192, 27.3.193, 27.3.194, 27.3.196, 27.3.197, 27.3.198, 27.3.199, 27.3.201, 27.3.202, 27.3.204, 

27.3.206, 27.3.209, 27.3.210, 27.3.211, 27.3.213, 27.3.214, 27.3.215, 27.3.217, 27.3.218, 27.3.219, 

27.3.220, 27.3.221, 27.3.222, 27.3.223, 27.3.224, 27.3.228, 27.3.231, 27.3.232, 27.3.233, 27.3.234, 

27.3.235, 27.3.236, 27.3.237, 27.3.239, 27.3.240, 27.3.241, 27.3.242, 27.3.243, 27.3.244, 27.3.245, 

27.3.247, 27.3.248, 27.3.249, 27.3.250, 27.3.253, 27.3.254, 27.3.255, 27.3.256, 27.3.257, 27.3.258, 

27.3.259, 27.3.260, 27.3.261, 27.3.262, 27.3.263, 27.3.264, 27.3.265, 27.3.266, 27.3.267, 27.3.268, 

27.3.269, 27.3.270, 27.3.272, 27.3.275, 27.3.276, 27.3.277, 27.3.278, 27.3.279, 27.3.280, 27.3.281, 

27.3.282, 27.3.283, 27.3.284, 27.3.285, 27.3.286, 27.3.287, 27.3.288, 27.3.289, 27.3.290, 27.3.291, 

27.3.292, 27.3.293, 27.3.294, 27.3.295, 27.3.296, 27.3.297, 27.3.298, 27.3.299, 27.3.300, 27.3.301, 

27.3.302, 27.3.303, 27.3.304, 27.3.305, 27.3.306, 27.3.307, 27.3.308, 27.3.309, 27.3.310, 27.3.312, 

27.3.313, 27.3.314, 27.3.315, 27.3.316, 27.3.317, 27.3.318, 27.3.319, 27.3.320, 27.3.321, 27.3.322, 

27.3.323 (?), 27.3.324, 27.3.325, 27.3.326, 27.3.327, 27.3.328, 27.3.329, 27.3.330, 27.3.331, 27.3.332, 

27.3.333, 27.3.334, 27.3.335 (?), 27.3.336, 27.3.337 (?), 27.3.338 (?), 27.3.339, 27.3.340 (?), 27.3.341, 

27.3.342, 27.3.343, 27.3.344, 27.3.345, 27.3.346, 27.3.347, 27.3.348, 27.3.349, 27.3.350, 27.3.351, 

27.3.352, 27.3.353, 27.3.354, 27.3.355, 27.3.357, 27.3.358, 27.3.359, 27.3.361, 27.3.362, 27.3.363, 

27.3.364, 27.3.369, 27.3.370, 27.3.371, 27.3.372, 27.3.374, 27.3.375, 27.3.376, 27.3.377, 27.3.378, 

27.3.379, 27.3.380, 27.3.381, 27.3.382, 27.3.383, 27.3.384, 27.3.385, 27.3.386, 27.3.387, 27.3.388, 

27.3.389, 27.3.390, 27.3.391, 27.3.392, 27.3.393, 27.3.394, and 27.3.395. Only the forelegs are hirsute: 

27.3.373. 
157 Examples of D5 include 27.3.195, 27.3.271, 27.3.356, 27.3.360, 27.3.271, and 27.3.391. 
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of scarabs as one coherent group to be deposited together. In fact, it is this fact that makes 

this corpus less useful for forming an overall typology of scarabs for the early 18th 

Dynasty. Artisans did not replicate the idiosyncratic form of the head in subsequent 

foundation deposits of the 18th Dynasty.  

Foundation Deposit of Thutmosis III at Karnak. Three foundation deposits with 

scarabs of Thutmosis III marked the corners of a single building at Karnak (Mensan 

2007: 21–25). The deposit also contained a copper axe, two adze blades, a knife blade, 

and two nails (21). A number of glyptic items with the name of Thutmosis III were 

found. The corpus included nine gold cartouches and 156 faience cartouche-shaped 

plaques but no scarabs (22–23, 25). The same was true of two foundation deposits of 

Thutmosis III located east of the Temple of Amun. The deposits had numerous plaques, 

but the report mentioned no scarabs (Abd el-Hamid 1987: 46, Pl. III). 

Foundation Deposits of Thutmosis III at Koptos. Petrie found seven deposits with 

18 scarabs (Adams 1975: 103, 105) of which he published 15 (Petrie 1896: Pl. XV, Nos. 

44–58; cf. Weinstein 1973: 178–180). The publication only included images of the bases 

and no backs. Further, the location of only one scarab is currently known (Adams 1975: 

105). It is not possible to speak about the heads, sides, and backs of scarabs from the 

foundation deposits of one king based on one item. 

Scarabs from the palace of Amenhotep III at Malkata. Another key collection 

came from the Palace of Amenhotep III at Malkata, which Amenhotep’s son, Akhenaten, 

abandoned (Hayes 1951: 233, Fig. 34). Due to its limited range of occupation, the 

collection is useful for dating typological forms (Teeter 2003: 14). Unfortunately, Hayes 

did not publish the scarabs’ backs. 
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Foundation Deposits from Amenhotep IV through Horemheb. Known foundation 

deposits are few during the end of the 18th Dynasty (Weinstein 1973: 141–142). 

Amenhotep IV built the Triple Temple at Sesebi in Nubia which had four excavated 

foundation deposits. Unfortunately, there was no final report and only a preliminary 

report (Blackman 1937; Weinstein 1973: 144–145). These deposits included three 

scarabs of blue faience and scaraboids (Blackman 1937: 148, Pl. XVII, No. 2; Weinstein 

1973: 218). The backs and sides are not shown in the publication in 1937. The Egypt 

Exploration Society did give one scarab as a gift to the Världkultur Museerna Medelhavat 

(MM14299; see Blackman 1937: Pl. XVII, No. 2, upper right). Its head is of the form B2 

and the side is D5. The two typological forms tend toward schematization, which is 

typical for faience. I was unable to locate the other two scarabs.  

Two more foundation deposits were excavated the following year below the one 

wall at Sesebi, and excavators found one scarab and scaraboids (Blackman 1938: 153; 

Weinstein 1973: 218–219). The scarab’s side is of the form D1 and its head B2 

(Brooklyn Museum, 38.551). Again, the scarab is made of faience and tends toward 

schematization. While it is helpful to know the typological forms of these two scarabs 

from the reign of Amenhotep IV, a typology cannot be founded on two scarabs—

especially those made of faience.  

Hölscher also excavated foundation deposits of Aye at Medinet Habu (Hölscher 

1939: 86–98). Hölscher found scarabs in foundation deposit 5 (Teeter 2003: 63, No. 83, 

Pl. 26c [OIM 14958]) and foundation deposit 6 (Teeter 2003: 30, No. 18, Pl. 5e 

[OIM14975]; 49, No. 55, Pl. 19b [OIM 14977]; 62, No. 82, Pl. 26b [OIM 14976]; 30 

[OIM 14978]). The five scarabs from these deposits were made of faience. Their forms 
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are, as expected, schematic. The forms of the heads are A1 (Teeter 2003: 63, No. 83, Pl. 

26c; 62, No. 82, Pl. 26b) and B2 (Teeter 2003: 30, No. 18, Pl. 5e; 49, No. 55, Pl. 19b). 

The forms of the sides are D1 (Teeter 2003: 63, No. 83, Pl. 26c; 62, No. 82, Pl. 26b) and 

E2 (Teeter 2003: 30, No. 18, Pl. 5e; 49, No. 55, Pl. 19b). 

Foundation Deposit of the Temple of Seti I at Abydos. The contents of foundation 

deposits from the 19th and 20th Dynasties tended toward mass production and poorly 

made objects (Weinstein 1973: 225). These deposits often included more small faience 

objects in the 19th and 20th Dynasties (Weinstein 1973: 251). The deposit of Seti I at 

Abydos contained forty-eight faience and steatite scarabs, but there is only a brief 

reference to the deposit in its publication (Cairo 1956: 138; Weinstein 1973: 252–253). 

There are no published images of the backs and sides of the scarabs. 

Foundation Deposits of Siptah and Tausret at Thebes. Petrie also found 

foundation deposits for Siptah and Tausret in Siptah’s mortuary temple and Tausret’s 

mortuary temple. The deposits contained pottery, scarabs of Siptah and Tausret, plaques, 

and rings (Petrie 1897: 14–17, 29, Pl. XVI–XIX; Petrie 1917: 28, §58; Aston 1996: 16; 

Kroenke 2011: 14). Unfortunately, the publication of these deposits was early in Petrie’s 

career when he did not consistently draw the backs, heads, and sides of scarabs (Petrie 

1897: Pl. XVI, Nos. 1 and 7; Pl. XVIII, No. 3). Porter and Moss did not mention the 

current location of the scarabs from the foundation deposits of these two buildings (Porter 

and Moss 1972: 429 and 447). Petrie scattered many of the items from these foundation 

deposits throughout the world in exchange for financing his excavations (Kroenke 2011). 

The University of Pennsylvania’s Museum received a few (E2127A, E2127B, E2127C, 



158 

 

E2131, E2137A, and E2137B). A number are in the Petrie Museum (UC 12839,158 UC 

12840; UC 12843–12844;159 UC 29381a, UC 29381b, UC 29381c,160 UC 29382–UC 

29384, UC 29385a–f, UC 29386–UC 29388, UC 29389a-n, UC 29390–UC 29406, UC 

29407a, UC 29407b, UC 29407c, UC 29408, UC 29439, UC 61665, and UC 61683161). 

The Edwards Department at University College (Kroenke 2011: 16 and 25–26, n. 26), 

Manchester Museum (Man. 1555–1574, Man. 1577–1581, Man. 1585–1592, Man. 

1594162), the Ashmolean, and the Fitzwilliam Museum (E.SC.263a) also received items. 

Three men who financed the excavations also received a significant number of unknown 

items from these foundation deposits (Kroenke 2011: 17). Some items also became part 

of Petrie’s personal collection. Petrie’s workers sold off other items from the foundation 

deposits before Petrie could retrieve them (Petrie 1897: 2), and Reisner reportedly 

purchased some and gave them to the Phoebe A. Hearst Museum of Anthropology 

(Kroenke 2011: 19, Fig. 3-1; PHAMA 6-19967–PHAMA 6-19983). Unfortunately, the 

provenance of these purchased items cannot be known with certainty. Kroenke also 

pointed out how Petrie’s records and museums’ holdings do not match so that the total 

number of items is uncertain (Kroenke 2011: 22–23). The University of Arizona returned 

and excavated the area and found four foundation deposits not excavated by Petrie’s 

workers (Kroenke 2011: 11; Wilkinson 2011: Fig. 4-7). While Petrie claimed to have 

cleared all the foundation trenches, the University of Arizona continued to find 

                                                      
158 This scarab is only partially extant. It may fit with a back that is listed as another item of the inventory. 
159 This item is missing and may have been traded by Petrie, according to the Museum’s assessment.  
160 This scarab is also only partially extent. It may fit with a back that is listed as another item of the 

museum’s inventory. 
161 Kroenke identified these accession numbers as scarabs from these foundation deposits (2011: 25, n. 17). 
162 Kroenke identified these accession numbers as scarabs from these foundation deposits (2011: 26, n. 27). 



159 

 

foundation deposits (Wilkinson 2011: 47). They found over three thousand artifacts 

throughout their areas of excavation (Wilkinson 2011: 46), but they report no scarabs. 

All scarabs from these foundation deposits were reported to be faience (Kroenke 

2011: 12, Table 3-1). Images of the backs, sides, and heads were shown for only a limited 

number of scarabs in these scattered collections. These faience scarabs unsurprisingly 

have schematic heads of the A1 type (UC 29381a, UC 29385a-f,163 UC 29408A, UC 

29408B, UC 29408C, UC 29389a-i; E.SC.263a), and their sides, when discernable, are 

likely the schematic D1 (UC 29407A, UC 29407B, UC 29407C, and E.SC.263a).  

Foundation Deposits of Ramses III at the Mortuary Complex at Medinet Habu. 

There were green faience scarabs inscribed with the birth and throne names of Ramses III 

in the foundation deposits of the mortuary complex at Medinet Habu (Weinstein 1973: 

273–274; Porter and Moss 1972: 523).  

Four foundation deposits were found in and near foundation trenches of the fourth 

building phase of the Palace “Garden” at Medinet Habu. One corner deposit contained 

three faience scarabs (Hölscher 1941: 67, fig. 41 D; Hölscher 1951: 18, 47, Fig. 19, cf. Pl. 

29; Hölscher 1932: Fig. 14; Weinstein 1973: 274). The photograph of the scarabs showed 

only the back and head of one scarab, but the image was not high resolution to determine 

the form (Hölscher 1932: Fig. 14). 

Hölscher found a single foundation deposit in the “Royal Stables” at Medinet 

Habu. It contained one scarab and other items (Hölscher 1934: Pl. 7 [Square H7]; 

Hölscher 1951: 18, 47, Fig. 19; Weinstein 1973: 275). Its head, back, and sides are not 

shown in the publications. 

                                                      
163 The museum lists six items under this accession number, but only five are shown in the museum’s 

image.  
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Teeter published scarabs from foundation deposits from the walls west of the 

second palace at Medinet Habu (Teeter 2003: 36, No. 29, Pl. 10c (OIM 14933)) and 

opposite the inner enclosure walls at Medinet Habu (Teeter 2003: 68, No. 93, Pl. 29b 

(Cairo 59809)). Other scarabs were questionably found in or near foundation deposits of 

Ramses III at Medinet Habu (Teeter 2003: 64, No. 86; 89, No. 136; 100, No. 159), but 

they are not included here due to the uncertainty of their exact deposition. Teeter’s 

published scarabs were all reported as faience and, as expected, their forms are 

schematic. They have heads of types D4 (Teeter 2003: 36, No. 29, Pl. 10c) and B2 

(Teeter 2003: 68, No. 93, Pl. 29b). Sides are also of the form D5 with no hirsute details 

(Teeter 2003: 36, No. 29, PL. 10c) and E11 (Teeter 2003: 68, No. 93, Pl. 29b). 

Foundation Deposits of Ramses III and Ramses IV at Tell el-Retabeh. A 

foundation deposit of Ramses III was also found below a fortification wall of Tell el-

Retabeh (Petrie 1906: 28, 30, 33, Pl. 34 and 34c [middle]; Aston 1996: 16). Again, this 

early publication from Petrie did not publish the backs, sides, or heads of these scarabs. 

 Two foundation deposits of Ramses IV were found while excavating the mortuary 

temple of Ramses III, but excavators found no associated building (Anthes 1939: 116–

117, Pl. 56, 58). In the first deposit, there were eight bronze plaques, six faience plaques, 

and one faience cartouche (Anthes 1939: 116). In the second deposit, there were four 

silver plaques, nine faience plaques, two faience cartouches, and one uninscribed scarab 

in this corpus (Anthes 1939: 116). The scarab is the only item of relevance to this study. 

It is a dull dark blue faience, and its form can not be ascertained from the publication 

(Anthes 1939: Pl. 58J). 
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Foundation Deposits of Ramses IV164 at Abydos. Two foundation deposits—

Deposit 36 and Deposit 74—were found in the southeast and southwest corners of the 

temple of Ramses IV (Petrie 1903: 19, Pl. LVIII; Ayrton et al. 1904: 52, Pl. XXIV; 

Weinstein 1973: 276). Deposit 36 had eight uninscribed scarabs and Deposit 74 had 15. 

The back and head of only one scarab is illustrated in the publication, and the B2 head 

lacks detailed engraving (Ayrton et al. 1904: 52, Pl. XXIV, No. 10). Two scarabs from 

the foundation deposit of Abydos are located in the Penn Museum (E11566 and E11567), 

two in the Metropolitan Museum of Art (MMA 03.4.56a and MMA 03.4.56c), one at the 

Boston Museum of Fine Art (MFA 03.1761), and two in the British Museum (BM 38126 

and BM 38127), but there are no images of these seven items. 

Foundation Deposit of Ramses IV at Thebes. Another foundation deposit of 

Ramses IV contained similar objects (Carnarvon and Carter 1912: 48, Pl. 40). Under the 

northeast corner of the building, a foundation deposit consisted of a deposit of bricks in 

the sand. There were 143 electrum and faience items. There were plaques of blue faience, 

but no scarabs were recorded.  

One additional uninscribed scarab of blue faience was found in the second 

foundation deposit at the mortuary temple of Ay and Horemheb at Medinet Habu. The 

deposit was dated to the reign of Ramses IV (Hölscher 1939: 115, 116–117, Pl. 58J; 

Porter and Moss 1972: 459; Weinstein 1973: 279–281). The scarab’s back and head were 

shown in the publication, but its sides were not. The head is likely of the A1 type 

(Hölscher 1939: Pl. 58J).  

                                                      
164 Petrie mistakenly identified these foundation deposits as from Ramses III (Petrie 1903: 19), but Gauthier 

corrected this identification (Gauthier 1913: 186, No. XXXIV; Weinstein 1973: 276).  
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Two additional blue faience scarabs were found in Deposit 236, which was to the 

side of the entrance to the tomb of Ramses IV in the Valley of the Kings (Thomas 1966: 

127–128, Fig. 13, No. 2; Weinstein 1973: 281–284, Fig. 19). There was no published 

image of the scarabs, and the current whereabouts of the deposit is unstated (Porter and 

Moss 1964: 500). 

 Eight foundation deposits of Ramses IV were also found under the mortuary 

temple of Ramses IV-V-VI at Deir el-Bahri, but they remained unpublished, except for a 

short description and two photographs (Lansing 1935: 6–8, Figs. 3–4; Hayes 1959: 371–

372, Fig. 234; Weinstein 1973: 278–279). Neither Lansing nor Hayes published a 

drawing or image of the back of the glyptic items from this deposit (Lansing 1935: Fig. 4; 

Hayes 1959: Fig. 234) so that it is not possible to tell from the image which items are 

bifacial oval plaques or scarabs. Weinstein reported that there was an occasional scarab, 

and Hayes stated that the Metropolitan Museum of Art received one blue faience scarab 

from these deposits (Hayes 1959: 372). Unfortunately, it is difficult to identify scarabs in 

these publications.165  

There was no foundation deposit of known provenance after Ramses IV and prior 

to Psusennes I possibly due to the decrease in construction during this period (Weinstein 

1973: 226, 251).166 No foundation deposits I found from the 21st Dynasty contained a 

scarab.  

 

                                                      
165 As noted above, Hayes stated that one blue faience scarab was given to the Metropolitan Museum of Art 

(Hayes 1959: 371), but no item in the Metropolitan Museum of Art is identified as a scarab among the 

accession numbers MMA 35.3.118–286, which are the numbers Weinstein gave for these deposits. 

However, there were four scarabs identified as coming from foundation deposits at Asasif in the collection 

of the Metropolitan Museum of Art (MMA 16.10.60, MMA 16.10.61, and MMA16.10.62). There are no 

images of these three scarabs available. 
166 There is a plaque of Ramses V, but it is unknown provenance (Weinstein 1973: 226).  
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SUMMARY OF A TYPOLOGY BASED ON FOUNDATION DEPOSITS 

 

The seminal work by Hornung and Staehelin did not abandon the possibility that a 

typology of scarabs’ forms could be identified and securely dated, if dateable corpora 

without posthumous production could be identified (1976: 26–28; 32–33). Foundation 

deposits were key because they lacked posthumous production and their date was secure 

(1976: 26). However, the corpora of scarabs from New Kingdom foundation deposits 

present four systematic problems.  

First, the sample size is exceedingly small. A large corpus may initially seem 

plausible because the sizeable foundation deposit of Hatshepsut at Deir el-Bahri is well 

known. However, more than five scarabs in a deposit is rarely attested in foundation 

deposits outside the anomalous group from Deir el-Bahri. The next two largest corpora of 

glyptic pieces from foundation deposits are the 48 glyptic items from a foundation 

deposit of Seti I at Abydos and 23 scarabs from Abydos during the reign of Ramses IV. 

So far this study has identified 333 scarabs from foundation deposits of the 18th Dynasty, 

but only 27 come from deposits outside of Deir el-Bahri. Further, the presence of scarabs 

in foundation deposits is limited chronologically (Weinstein 1973: lxxiii). One could not, 

say, form a scarab typology of Egyptian-produced scarabs from the Middle Kingdom and 

Second Intermediate Period based on foundation deposits.  

Second, small faience items increased in number in foundation deposits even as 

they decreased in quality during the Ramesside period. Faience plaques, cartouche-

shaped plaques, and model offerings became more common during the 20th Dynasty. 

One plausibly imagines one mold for each group of items. That mold produced 

numerous, identical scarabs, plaques, and model offerings for one foundation deposit. By 
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the 20th Dynasty, faience scarabs were increasingly uninscribed. Faience scarabs tend 

toward schematization because detail is less possible in the medium. One might 

mistakenly identify schematic typological forms as characteristic of the 20th Dynasty 

scarabs when, in fact, artisans produced more faience for the foundation deposits of this 

period. 

Third, production for royal foundation deposits may not reflect the trends in 

broader production. As noted in the chapter above, certain typological forms were 

characteristic of scarabs found in archaeological contexts contemporary with the 19th 

Dynasty, but they are not found on contemporary scarabs with the royal titulary or in 

foundation deposits. The popular forms from the foundation deposit of Hatshepsut at Deir 

el-Bahri are not necessarily the popular forms on scarabs less likely to have been 

produced for royal purposes. Consequently, it is difficult to create a general scarab 

typology from the scarabs of the foundation deposits alone. 

Lastly, the scarabs are neither published sufficiently nor are images often 

available from museums. Due to the way that key excavations, like Petrie’s, funded their 

excavations, individual museums have a single scarab from different foundation deposits. 

The collection from one foundation deposit may be scattered around the world. I hope to 

overcome this problem in future work on the problem.  

These four systemic problems form formidable barriers to founding a scarab 

typology based only on the scarabs from Egyptian foundation deposits. These corpora 

would, however, be useful when used together with other methodologies. While the 

engraving tradition of scarabs from artisans employed to craft royal scarabs may reflect a 

smaller range of forms than those in the overall corpus, they remain a key data point 



165 

 

because of their lack of posthumous production and the certainty with which the corpus is 

dated.  
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CHAPTER 4 

 

STYLISTIC CRITERIA FOR DATING GLYPTIC ART 

 

 

This study turns now to the base of the scarab. We will establish a methodology for 

identifying the criteria used to date motifs to the Iron I and Late Bronze IIB. As in the 

previous chapter, the size of the corpus will be the primary obstacle to confident 

identification of these criteria. The corpus must be large enough to demonstrate a normal 

distribution of glyptic pieces, arranged by the date of thire archaeological context. 

Ideally, a normal distribution will show when artisans began producing a motif, when the 

motif reached its highest level of popularity and its later appearance as an heirloom. A 

number of motifs—like the name of Amun-Re—remain popular throughout not only the 

Late Bronze IIB and Iron I but also the Late Bronze IIA. Motifs that persist throughout 

the entire New Kingdom will not be addressed here because the motifs cannot be dated to 

the period studied here. Apart from very popular scenes, few motifs have a sufficient 

sample size to demonstrate a normal distribution during the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I. 

The motifs with the greatest number of examples will be discussed first. Then, this study 

will move to smaller groups of seals. 

 

ANRA-SCARABS: 

LOCAL PRODUCTION IN THE MIDDLE BRONZE  

AND LATE BRONZE IIB–EARLY IRON I  

 

The group of scarabs referred to as ANRA scarabs is of sufficient size to make 

conclusions about its dates of production, which include the Middle Bronze, the transition 

from the Late Bronze IIB to Iron I and Iron I.  
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This group consists of those scarabs with two or three often repeated signs of 

varied sequence: o (D36), n (N35), and r (D21). The scarabs come largely from 

archaeological contexts of two periods in the Southern Levant: most often the Middle 

Bronze IIB and less frequently the transition from the Late Bronze IIB to the Iron I or the 

Iron I. In contexts after these two periods of heightened production, ANRA scarabs are 

less common because they were used as heirlooms after production tapered off.  

Middle Bronze: Keel 1997: 96–97 [Afek 51]; 100–101 [Afula 3]; 108–109 [Tell 

el-‘Aǧul 11 and 12167]; 114–115 [Tell el ‘Aǧul 30]; 116–117 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 36], 

128–129 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 73], 132–133 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 83, 85], 134–135 [Tell el-

‘Aǧul 91]; 140–141 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 105]; 142–143 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 114], 230–235 

[Tell el-‘Aǧul 378, 381, 387, 390]; 254–255 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 447]; 260–261 [Tell 

el-‘Aǧul 463]; 268–269 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 486]; 278–279 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 515]; 304–

307 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 596, 598, 602], 310–311 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 614, 615]; 316–317 

[Tell el-‘Aǧul 628, 629]; 322–323 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 644]; 324–325 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 

652]; 328–331 [Tell el-Aǧul 666, 672]; 334–339 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 678, 683, 694]; 

344–345 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 706]; 350–351 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 725, 726]; 364–365 [Tell el-

‘Aǧul 763, 767]; 366–367 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 773]; 378–379 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 804]; 386–

387 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 831]; 404–405 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 883, 884]; 408–411 [Tell el-

‘Aǧul 895, 900]; 434–435 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 974]; 440–441 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 987]; 474–

481 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 1084, 1085, 1086, 1089, 1096, 1099]; 484–487 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 

1116, 1124]; 514–515 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 1207]; 732–735 [Aschkelon 117, 119]; 752–

753 [Asor 12]; 756–757 [Asor 23168]. Keel 2010a: 42–43 [Bet-Mirsim 1, 2169]; 

52–53 [Bet-Mirsim 20, 24]; 54–55 [Bet-Mirsim 28]; 192–193 [Bet-Schean 

                                                      
167 The certainty of the archaeological contexts of scarabs from Tell el-‘Aǧul varies. The precise date of 

contexts on the tell is less certain due to archaeological method used by Petrie. The following scarabs come 

from less secure contexts on the tell of Tell el-‘Aǧul: 11, 12, 30, 36, 73, 378, 381, 387, 390, 447, 463, 598, 

614, 615, 628, 629, 644, 652, 666, 672, 678, 683, 694, 706, 725, 726, 763, 767, 773, 804, 883, 884, 987, 

1084, 1085, 1086, 1089, 1116, and 1207. Other scarabs from Tell el-‘Aǧul simply have no clear 

stratigraphic context (e.g., Tell el-‘Aǧul 515). Scarabs from tombs at Tell el-‘Aǧul, however, are more 

reliable because the tomb functions like a secure depositional unit. The following scarabs come from tombs 

at Tell el-‘Aǧul: 83, 85, 91, 105, 114, 486, 602, 831, 895, 900, 974, 1096, 1099, and 1124. The same is true 

for scarabs from other Middle Bronze tombs (e.g., Keel 1997: 752–753 [Asor 12]). 
168 While some may question the archaeological method of Moshe Dothan’s excavations in the 1950s, I do 

not think these questions warrant exclusion of this scarab from the Middle Bronze corpus. While individual 

depositional units and their assignment to strata dated to specific sub-phases of the Middle Bronze may be 

less certain, an assignment to the broader Middle Bronze—the goal of this portion of the study—is not 

doubted. 
169 While the archaeological method of the excavations at Tell Beit Mirsim may be less than ideal, the 

assignment of these five scarabs only to the broader Middle Bronze is not questioned. See the previous 

footnote. 
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217170]; 328–329 [Tel Bira 2171]; 596–601 [Tel Esur 2,172 6,173 11]; Keel 2010b: 

8–9 [Tell el-Far‘a-Nord 14174]; 20–21 [Tell el-Far‘a-Nord 43175]; 34–35 [Tell el-

Far‘a Süd 14,176 15]; 38–39 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 24]; 42–43 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 32, 

34]; 46–47 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 42]; 52–53 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 56, 57]; 56–57 [Tell 

el-Far‘a Süd 66]; 64–69 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 89, 90, 95]; 74–75 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 

111]; 104–105 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 179]; 212–213 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 432]; 216–217 

[Tell el-Far‘a Süd 439]; Keel 2013: 196–197 [Geser 69];177 Jericho:178 Kirkbride 

1965: Figs. 282.8, 16, 19, 20; 283.23; 285.9, 14, 15, 16, 17, 19; 286.11, 13, 18; 

287.1, 9; 290.17, 25, 27; 292.14, 17, 20; 293.7, 10; 294.13, 14, 15; 295.3, 6, 11, 

19, 22; 296.10, 11, 12; 297.15; 298.12; 299.15; 200.25, 26, 30; 301.1, 3, 8, 10; 

302.1, 2, 18; 303.14. Kabri: Mizrachy 2002: 333–335, No. 22;179 Lachish: Tufnell 

1958: Pls. 30.20,180 35; 32.90, 105; Megiddo:181 Loud 1948: Pl. 149, Nos. 17, 19, 

39, 50, 51; Pl. 150, No. 66; Shiloh: Brandl 1993b: 209–210, No. 6;182 

Transjordan: Eggler and Keel 2006: 42–43 [Amman 56]. 

 

                                                      
170 This scarab comes from Locus 98519 in Area R, and it was assigned to Stratum R-3 (Brandl 2007b: 

592–593, Fig. 8.10).  
171 While the excavations of Prausnitz are difficult to use due to the archaeological method used, this scarab 

comes from a Middle Bronze tomb (Locus 1003). Therefore, it has not been excluded on the basis of poor 

archaeological method because the tomb functions as its own “sealed” context. 
172 All three scarabs from Tel ’Esur with the ANRA motif come from Grave 3. Though excavated in the 

1950s, the tomb functions as a gross depositional unit. 
173 This scarab has ANRA signs, but the ANRA signs are intersperced with a more diverse set of signs and 

motifs as is typical in the locally made, Middle Bronze IIB scarabs (Ben-Tor 2007). 
174 This scarab comes from a tomb; the context can be relied upon. Another ANRA scarab from the tell of 

Tell el-Far‘ah (South) is less certain (Keel 1997: 7–8 [Tell el-Far‘a Nord 13]). 
175 This scarab comes from Grave AA in Field II of Tell el-Far‘ah (North).  
176 All ANRA scarabs from Tell el-Far‘ah (South) come from Middle Bronze tombs.  
177 Though the excavations of Macalister are uncertain due to his early 20th century archaeological method, 

this scarab comes from a tomb. The tomb functions as a secure depositional unit. 
178 The sequence of Middle Bronze groups at Jericho was reviewed again after Megiddo was reassessed 

(Kenyon 1958; 1969; T. Thompson 1970; Müller 1970; Tufnell 1975). Here, my conclusions do not rest 

upon the internal sequence of Middle Bronze contexts at Megiddo and Jericho. It is sufficient to show that 

these contexts are from the Middle Bronze. Two ANRA scarabs, however, from Garstang’s excavation of 

presumed Middle Bronze contexts are too uncertain to be included here (Garstang 1932: Pl. 37, No. 50; Pl. 

38, No. 88). 
179 This scarab was excavated in Tomb 902 at Kabri (Mizrachy 2002: 319).  
180 Four scarab from Lachish came from Middle Bronze tombs (Tufnell 1958: Pls. 30.20, 35; 32.90, 105). 

An additional eight scarabs may come from Middle Bronze contexts, but the publication does not 

consistently state where they were found (see Tufnell 1958: 113–115; Pls. 30.21, 34, 45, 51, 54, 55; 32.87, 

88).  
181 These scarabs come from Tombs 3111, 4415, 5259, and 3058 at Megiddo. These tombs are all assigned 

to Middle Bronzre Strata XI and XII, and both were considered contemporary with Tell Beit Mirsim’s E1 

and E2 (Loud 1948: 5). While the internal sequence of Megiddo’s Middle Bronze contexts has been 

reworked by later archaeologists (Kenyon 1958; 1969; T. Thompson 1970; Müller 1970; Tufnell 1975), my 

argument does not rest on assigning contexts to specific divisions within the Middle Bronze. 
182 This impression was found in Locus 1526 in Area F, which was assigned to the Middle Bronze III 

(Brandl 1993b: 209–210; 57–62, Fig. 4.1) 
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Late Bronze I: Keel 1997: 452–453 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 1025 and 1028183]; Keel 2010a: 

130–131 [Bet-Schean 74184]; 386–387 [Dan 13]; Keel 2010b: 18–19 [Tell el-

Far‘a-Nord 37]. Keel 2013: 452–453 [Geser 667;185 Lachish: Tufnell 1958: Pl. 

34.158,186 159, 160, 161; 36.232; Pella: Richards 1992: 100–105, Nos. 22,187 23, 

24, 25, 26.  

 

Late Bronze IIA: Keel 2010a: 398–399 [Dan 38188]; Keel 2013: 438–439 [Geser 

632189]; ‘Ara: Ben-Tor and Keel 2014: 190–191 [AR 299], 192–193 [AR 302], 

196–197 [AR 311, AR 314].190 Lachish: Keel 2004b: 1539, No. 8, Fig. 23.37.1; 

1548, No. 20, Pl. 23.41.2. 

 

Late Bronze IIB: Keel 1997: 80–81 [Afek 5191]; 198–199 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 286192]; 

270–271 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 494];193 Keel 2010b: 46–47 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 43]; 

Lachish: Keel 2004b: 1543, No. 19, Fig. 23.41.1; Eggler and Keel 2006: 62–63 

[‘Amman Flughafen 7]. 

 

Iron I: Keel 1997: 52–53 [Achsib 94];194 Keel 2010a: 98–99 [Bet-Schean 6]; 204–

205 [Bet-Schean 236]; 210–211 [Bet-Schean 249]; 492–493 [Dotan 7]; Keel 

2010b: 200–201 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 404]; 216–217 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 439]; 242–

243 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 502]; 254–255 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 529]; 276–281 [Tell el-

                                                      
183 The corpus from Tell el-‘Agul is smaller than one might expect because a number of scarabs have not 

been included due to the uncertain archaeological method used during their excavation (Keel 1997: 150–

151 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 133]; 366–367 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 770]; 404–405 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 881]). Since my argument 

rests on frequency in different periods, I have listed in this footnote those excluded so that the reader does 

not have a false perception of the number of ANRA scarabs from possible Late Bronze I contexts. 
184 This scarab comes from Tomb 59 in Square C2. Another scarab from early 20th century excavations on 

the tell was assigned to the Late Bronze I, but it was not included here (Keel 2010a: 168–169 [Bet Schean 

160]).  
185 While most so-called ANRA scarabs from Gezer are from uncertain contexts due to the archaeological 

method of Macalister’s excavation, this scarab was excavated later in the 20th century after archaeological 

method had improved. 
186 All five scarabs from Lachish were found in Tomb 4004; the context has been dated to the Late Bronze I 

(McGovern 1986: 69, 71, 83) despite Tufnell’s date of the Tomb to the transition between Middle Bronze 

III–Late Bronze III (Tufnell 1958: 281–285). Though the majority of the tomb’s finds likely date to the Late 

Bronze I as McGovern suggested, the tomb’s use continued into the Iron Age (Tufnell 1958: 281). Ceramics 

not published by Tufnell point to a later date for the tomb (Margill 2006: 41). 
187 All five scarabs came from the same grave–Tomb 62–in Area XI, though the loci differ.  
188 This scarab comes from Locus 7190 in Area B. The locus has been assigned to Stratum VIIB. 
189 This scarab comes from Tomb 10A. 
190 The scarabs from graves at ‘Ara, located on the Wadi oIron/oAra, spanned the Middle Bronze I through 

the Late Bronze IIA. The scarabs have been placed under the latest period of use of the tomb, Late Bronze 

IIA. 
191 This scarab comes from Locus 1200 in a tomb in Area G (Giveon 1988: 40). 
192 The scarab came from Petrie’s excavation of Tomb 1166 (Petrie 1932: 9). Unfortunately, Petrie dates 

the tomb largely based on the scarabs with royal names from within the tomb (Petrie 1932: 15). 

 
193 This scarab has been listed under the latest possible date of the context, though Petrie dated the context 

more broadly to the entire Late Bronze II.  
194 See Chapter Three for a discussion of the problematic dating of Grave 1009 at Achziv.  
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Far‘a Süd 578, 579, 581, 582, 585, 586, 587]; 302–303 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 641, 

644]; 312–313 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 669]; 320–321 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 686]; 328–331 

[Tell el-Far‘a Süd 704, 706]; 382–383 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 843];195 386–387 [Tell 

el-Far‘a Süd 850]; 392–393 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 867]; Keel 2013: 64–65 [Tel 

Gamma 146]; 150–151 [Tel Gerisa 27]; Kinneret: Münger 2007: 83–85, No. 1, 

Fig. 1; Pl. 17, No. 1; Lachish: Tufnell 1958: Pl. 39.341;196 Megiddo: Harrison 

2004: 100, No. 5, Pl. 39, No. 11; 100, No. 6, Pl. 39, No. 12 = Loud 1948: Pl. 153, 

No. 213; Eggler and Keel 2006: 366–367 [Tall as-Sa‘idiya 2]. 

 

Iron IIA: Keel 2010a: 470–471 [Dor 17]; Keel 2010b: 16–17 [Tell el-Far‘a-Nord 

32]; 138–139 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 257]; Eggler and Keel 2006: 34–35 [Amman 44]. 

 

Iron IIB: Keel 1997: 30–31 [Achsib 24, 26]; 44–45 [Achsib 68]; Keel 2010a: 

218–219 [Bet-Schemesch 2];197 224–227 [Bet-Schemesch 15, 22]; Keel 2010b: 

148–149 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 280]; Keel 2013: 24–25 [Tel Gamma 52].198  

 

Iron IIC: Keel 2010a: 390–391 [Dan 25]; 398–399 [Dan 40]; Keel 2010b: 164–

165 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 316]; 394–395 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 869]; Eggler and Keel 

2006: 124–125 [Chirbat al-Mudayyina 10]. 

 

Late Roman: Keel 2010a: 138–139 [Bet-Schean 93]. 

 

The ANRA group was not known at the sites that Tufnell identified as late Middle 

Kingdom—Kahun, Uronarti, and Ruweis (Tufnell 1975: 72; Tufnell 1984: 121). This 

absence led some to conclude that the group was not produced in Egypt during the 

Middle Kingdom (D. Ben-Tor 1997: 171). However, Ben-Tor’s latest work concluded 

persuasively that precursors to the group were produced in this period, though they were 

rare in Egypt (Ben-Tor 2007: 20). Tufnell had already noted a plaque with so-called 

ANRA signs flanking the name of Senusret III (1975: 72; Weill 1918: 250), but this 

plaque alone does not conclusively prove Middle Kingdom production because the item 

                                                      
195 This item was found in Cemetery 900 which is predominantly Late Bronze IIB–Iron IA, but its exact 

context is unknown and, therefore, somewhat uncertain. 
196 Cave 559 was dated by Tufnell to the Late Bronze III; the cave contained two imitation Base Ring jugs 

that point toward the Late Bronze IIB/Iron I (Tufnell 1958: 246). A similar assemblage comes from the 

Iron IA strata after the destruction of Ekron VIII and prior to the appearance of the monochrome Philistine 

wares in the material studied by Rachel Ben-Dov and Anne Killebrew. 
197 While the pieces of glyptic art from the tell of Beth Shemesh are not included here, Tomb 1 functions as 

a defined locus where the ceramic assemblage forms the basis for the date of the tomb.  
198 The date of the archaeological context of this impression is not certain. 
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may have been produced posthumously. Other examples, dated to the mid- to late 12th 

Dynasty, are known from Memphis (Richards 1992: 32, note 80; cf. Keel 1995a: 175). 

Ben-Tor concluded compellingly that production of this motif increased in the Second 

Intermediate Period both in Egypt and the Southern Levant. She argued for Canaanite 

production of most variants of this type (Ben-Tor 2007: §IIA3c and §IIIA3c). Production 

of seals with this motif likely continued during the Late Bronze at a reduced rate, and the 

motif even appeared on cylinder seals from the Southern Levant during this period 

(Tufnell 1940: Pl. XXXIIIA, No. 44).  

The ANRA motif was first noted by Weill who was unable to determine their 

meaning (Weill 1918: 191–193 and 785–787). At that time, Weill noted the peculiar way 

the n-sign was written on a plaque with the name of Senusret III (1918: 191 and 250; see 

also Tufnell 1984: 121; Keel 1995a: 175). Weill astutely noted the decorative way the 

signs could be flipped to fill negative space on the seal’s base (1918: 192), and that the r 

could be engraved as a nb-sign to fill negative space at the bottom of tapering areas 

(1918: 193). Unable to read the signs, Weill asked whether the names in the cartouches 

were real or illusory (1918: 785).  

Early on, Petrie tried to translate the varied sequence (1919: 46). A few years 

later, he remarked that the group might be “ignorantly written” and that the signs were 

“mere blunders” for dj.n Ro which Petrie translated as “Ra gave” (Petrie 1925: 17). 

Murray also attempted to read these scarabs (Murray 1949: 92–99; Tufnell 1948: 104–

105). She argued that the repeated sequence was a reference to the god Ro. For Murray, 

the signs could not be haphazard and meaningless because the seals of the Hyksos period 

were of such high quality, workmanship, and material—often encased in gold bezels  
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(Murray 1949: 95). Murray read the sentence dj.n rn Ro as “The name of Re is given,” 

and rdj.n Ro as “Re has given” or “The Gift of Re” (Murray 1949: 96). However, even 

Murray recognized that at times the writing could not be made into intelligible phrases 

(Murray 1949: 95). She offered strained readings of signs that were flipped pleaseingly 

on a horizontal axis in order to fill negative space because she failed to recognize the 

fundamentally decorative nature of the signs. In one instance, a scarab from her 

publication has an outer symmetrical column with the signs z#-r-n-r-z# which Murray read 

as z3 rn from two directions so that the terminal sign, n, is shared by both phrases 

(Murray 1949: No. 22). However, the next scarab in Murray’s corpus has a similar 

alternating patterns (Murray 1949: No. 23), but the signs of the outer columns can not be 

read in the same way (z#-n-o-n-z# and z#-n-r-n-z#). The vast variety in the order of repeated 

signs frustrates attempts to read them. Instead, it is clear that the longer signs are placed 

at the narrowing ends of the columns while wider signs fill the broader part of the 

columns. 

One scholar has attempted to read these signs as a reference to the god El 

(Richards 2001). Goldwasser also attempted to read the sign D36 as “giving an offering,” 

the n-sign as a reference to “water” or “drink” and r-sign or t-sign as “bread” or “cake” 

(Goldwasser 2006: 130–131). Daphna Ben-Tor rightfully noted, however, that the wide 

variety of additional signs—including hieroglyphs and pseudo-hieroglyphs—argues 

against reading the phrase in these ways (Ben-Tor 2009: 86). These false starts and 

numerous unproductive readings lead the researcher back to Hornung and Staehelin’s 

conclusions: they argue that, though the sequence could be a magical spell like those that 

occur in later Egyptian texts (Hornung and Staehelin 1976: 51), these signs are 
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unmistakably decorative due to the malleable way the signs rotate to fill negative space 

and the shape of the space determines the sign engraved.  

It may be that a related sequence of hieroglyphs began in Egypt and was 

intelligible in its early form, yet as scarabs with this phrase were imported to the Southern 

Levant, they were replicated by artisans who no longer understood the meaning of the 

signs. Goldwasser and Ben-Tor have suggested that the unique political relationship 

between Canaan and Egypt in the Second Intermediate Period may have resulted in elite 

emulation among locally produced, Levantine Middle Bronze scarabs (Goldwasser 2006: 

121; Ben-Tor 2009: 83). For example, a Middle Bronze scarab from Tell el-‘Aǧul was 

likely an import to the Southern Levant. The scarab may read Ro (N5) with a 

complementary r (D21) and o (D36) (Keel 1997: 266–267 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 483]). Though 

the precise origin of the phrase is unknown, the sequence became part of the local glyptic 

tradition in the Southern Levant where it became unintelligible in the hands of novice, 

local scribes. The sequence varies widely (D. Ben-Tor 1997: 175), frustrating any 

possible reading. The random distribution of signs, inconsistent sequences, and 

association with other unintelligible signs points to unintelligible readings on scarabs 

produced in the Southern Levant (Ben-Tor 2009: 84).  

As the signs became an established part of the local glyptic tradition of the 

Southern Levant, they were used decoratively. At times, one form of a sign was chosen 

because it fit in the space provided by the registers or cartouche. For instance, when the 

base is divided by vertical registers so that the upper and lower extremities of the register 

taper due to the oval shape, a longer and thinner sign is engraved comfortably at the ends 

of the register (e.g., Murray 1949: Nos. 22 and 23). Circular or oval signs are frequently 
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engraved at the top and bottom of rounded cartouches. Such examples lead Hornung and 

Staehelin to conclude that the choice of characters may, in fact, have been based on 

appearance rather than sound. They note that the long, flat characters—n, r, o—tend to be 

reserved for the central portion of a column (Hornung and Staehelin 1976: 51–52).  

These decorative signs are also local Levantine approximations of Egyptian 

hieroglyphs. The most malleable sign of the ANRA group is the r, and the engravers 

often failed to distinguish between t, nb, and r. The blurring of these signs is clear when 

one column is a symmetrical copy of another. The careless mirror image of the r-sign can 

become either a nb-sign or a t-sign, while the n-sign and o-sign are mirrored across the 

same axis without change (Keel 1997: 132–133 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 83];199 222–223 [Tell el-

‘Aǧul 358]; cf. 434–435 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 974]; Keel 2010b: 52–53 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 57]). 

In one instance, the engraver appears to have intended for two rows of ANRA signs to 

have the same sequence, yet the upper row has a nb-sign while the lower row has an r-

sign (Keel 1997: 268–269 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 486]). The lack of differentiation among these 

three signs is also clear in a repetitive sequence. For example, one scarab has three 

columns with the sequence rnrnrn in which the r-signs occasionally resemble the nb-sign 

(Keel 1997: 52–53 [Achsib 94]).200 Three other scarabs repeat the signs in a set order—r, 

o, n—but the second r-sign resembles a t-sign or nb-sign (Keel 1997: 386–387 [Tell el-

‘Aǧul 831], 448–449 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 1011], 476–481 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 1089, 1096, 1098]; cf. 

Keel 1997: 348–349 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 722]). The nb-sign appears relatively frequently after 

                                                      
199 When discussing the ANRA motif’s tendencies, this study will cite scarabs from primary, secondary, 

and less secure contexts because, at this time, the broad tendencies of the motif are more important than 

establishing the date of the individual item. 
200 For other repeated sequences, see also Keel 1997: 326–327 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 540] and 448–449 [Tell el-

‘Aǧul 1015]; Keel 2010a: 42–43 [Bet-Mirsim 1, 2]; Keel 2010b: 42–43 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 32]; cf. Keel 

1997: 632–633 [Akko 288]. 
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an n-sign in a vertical column because the lower edge of the preceding sign creates a 

negative space that is filled perfectly by the nb-sign rather than the r-sign or t-sign (Keel 

1997: 476–481 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 1089, 1096, 1098]; Keel 2010a: 42–43 [Bet-Mirsim 1]). 

The confusion of the t-sign with the r-sign also frustrates any attempts to read the 

sequence as “Ra of Ra” as if Ra were self-referential. The evidence is sufficient to 

demonstrate that the signs are decorative, and the engraver did not know Egyptian well 

enough to write legibly.  

As noted above, the nb-sign and t-sign fill negative space created by other motifs. 

Signs are chosen that conform to both the ends of a curved cartouche. Narrower signs are 

engraved at the end of a tapering column. As expected, the nb-sign tends to be written in 

the curved bottom of a cartouche while the t-sign is engraved in the curved top of a 

cartouche (Keel 1997: 198–199 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 286]; 234–235 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 390]; 410–

411 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 900]; 474–475 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 1082, 1084]; Keel 2013: 64–65 [Tel 

Gamma 146]; 390–391 [Geser 518]; 438–439 [Geser 632]; 570–571 [Tel Harasim 40, 

elytra]; Kabri: Mizrachy 2002: 333–335, No. 22; Lachish: Keel 2004b: 1548, No. 20, Fig. 

23.41.2). The engravers also tended to chose signs that conform to the negative space 

created by the extremities of a column. A column that tapers at the top often ends with a 

t-sign (Keel 1997: 254–255 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 447]; 442–443 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 992]; 448–449 

[Tell el-‘Aǧul 1015]; Richards 1992: No. 25; Ben-Tor and Keel 2014: 190–191 [AR 

299]) or an r-sign engraved askew in the negative space (Keel 2010b: 216–217 [Tell el-

Far‘a Süd 439]), while its lower extremity may end in a nb-sign (Keel 1997: 310–311 

[Tell el-‘Aǧul 615]; 338–339 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 694]; 448–449 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 1015, 1016]; 
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Keel 2010a: 192–193 [Bet-Schean 217]; 398–399 [Dan 38]; Richard 1992: No. 25; cf. 

Keel 1997: 310–311 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 614]).  

The inability to distinguish between these three signs is not limited to the ANRA 

group. This phenomenon is also known from other locally produced Middle Bronze 

scarabs from the Southern Levant. For example, an engraver attempting to write the name 

Ptah mistakenly engraves a nb-sign instead of the t-sign (Keel 1997: 100–101 [Afula 

4]).201 This Ptah scarab shows a passive knowledge of the Egyptian writing system in the 

Middle Bronze, but the knowledge is that of a novice. 

 Curved o-signs (D36) also tend to conform to the negative space provided. The o-

sign may curve to fill the ends of a cartouche (Keel 1997: 234–235 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 390]; 

254–255 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 447]; 334–335 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 678]; 350–351 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 726]; 

404–405 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 881]; 410–411 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 900]; 441–442 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 987]; 

Keel 2010b: 42–43 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 32]; Keel 2013: 304–305 [Geser 312]; Lachish: 

Keel 2004b: 1548, No. 20, Fig. 23.41.2; Megiddo: Loud 1948: Pl. 149, No. 17; Eggler 

and Keel 2006: 42–43 [Amman 56]) or the end of a row or column (Keel 1997: 365–366 

[Tell el-‘Aǧul 763]; 404–405 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 883]; 416–417 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 919]; 476–477 

[Tell el-‘Aǧul 1089]; 480–481 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 1098]; 514–515 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 1207]; 734–

735 [Ashkelon 119]; Keel 2010b: 34–35 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 14]; 74–75 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 

111]; 242–243 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 502]; 382–383 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 841202 and 842]; 

Pella: Richards 1992: No. 22.). 

                                                      
201 This study will return to the discussion of the local production of Ptah scarabs in the Southern Levant in 

Chapter Five. 
202 This item’s current location is unknown. Only a drawing of the item is available. 
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The n-sign is often engraved with its peculiar Southern Levantine form of a 

horizontal line with vertical ticks (D. Ben-Tor 1997: 171), though this sign is 

occasionally engraved as a standard zig-zag line. Because the Southern Levantine 

engravers could not distinguish between the peculiar local form and the standard form of 

the n-sign, both forms of the n-sign often appear on one scarab’s base (Keel 2010a: 42–

43 [Bet-Mirsim 1]; 398–399 [Dan 38]; Ben-Tor and Keel 2014: 198–199 [AR 315]). 

A number of scholars have noted that the ANRA signs tend to be wide and thin 

(Tufnell 1984: 121; Keel 1995a: 175). Additional long, thin signs are used in collocation 

with ANRA signs on Southern Levantine scarabs of the Middle Bronze, while the variety 

of additional signs combined with ANRA signs decreases sharply on scarabs produced 

during the transition between the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I. Ward has pointed out the 

signs typically added to the Middle Bronze ANRA scarabs from Egypt and Nubia (Ward 

1987: 24-25). In fact, the forms of these signs tend to be peculiar to the Southern Levant 

(D. Ben-Tor 1997: 171):  

 

od Keel 1997: 295–296 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 566]; 436–437 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 981]; 

448–449 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 1014]; 478–479 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 1097]; Keel 2010a: 32–33 

[Bet-Gamliel 1]; 52–53 [Bet-Mirsim 24]; 514–515 [Efrat 1]; 600–601 [Tel Esur 

11]. Keel 2013: 250– 251 [Geser 190]; 294–295 [Geser 290]; 306–307 [Geser 

318]; Jericho: Kirkbride 1965: Figs. 282.19; 286.12, 18; 294.13, 14; 301.8. 

Lachish: Keel 2004b: 1539, No. 8, Fig. 23.37.1; Garstang 1932: Pl. 38, No. 14; 

Megiddo: Loud 1948: Pl. 150, Nos. 76, 87; Harrison 2004: 100, No. 5, Pl. 39, No. 

11.  

ḥtp  Keel 1997: 334–335 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 678]; 340–341 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 699]; 

692–693 [Aschkelon 13]; Keel 2010a: 578–579 [En-Samije 13]; 586–587 [En-

Samije 33]; 598–599 [Tel Esur 6]; Keel 2010b: 16–17 [Tell el-Far‘a-Nord 32203]; 

46–47 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 43204]; 52–53 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 56]. Keel 2013: 25–26 

                                                      
203 Only a drawing of this item is extant and must be relied upon for analysis. 
204 The form of the sign is not clearly a standard form of ḥtp. The increasingly wide range of forms of the 

sign demonstrates the local nature of the writing (see also D. Ben-Tor 1997: Fig. 6, Nos. 6–8). 
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[Tel Gamma 52]; 304–305 [Geser 312];205 380–381 [Geser 493];206 Ben-Tor and 

Keel 2014: 196–197 [AR 314]; Jericho: Kirkbride 1965: Figs. 290.17, 27; 293.10; 

295.6; 297.15; 302.18; Kabri: Mizrachy 2002: 333–335, No. 22; Garstang 1932: 

Pl. 38, No. 9; Lachish: Tufnell 1958: Pls. 32.87, 90; 34.160; Megiddo: Loud 

1948: Pls. 149, No. 17; 150, No. 66. 

Dw207 Keel 2010a: 131–132 [Bet-Schean 74]; Megiddo: Loud 1948: Pl. 149, No. 

51. 

k3  Keel 1997: 367–368 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 773]; 441–442 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 987]; 

448–449 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 1014]; 478–479 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 1097]; 732–733 

[Aschkelon 117]; 770–771 [‘Atlit 32]; Keel 2010a: 32–33 [Bet-Gamliel 1]; 192–

193 [Bet-Schean 217]; 328–329 [Tel Bira 2]; 514–515 [Efrat 1]; Keel 2010b: 16–

17 [Tell el-Far‘a-Nord 32];208 64–65 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 89 (?)]. Kirkbride 1965: 

Figs. 293.10; 294.13; 295.19; Megiddo: Loud 1948: Pls. 150, Nos. 66, 76; 151, 

No. 129. 

 z3  At times, the ANRA signs are also collocated with z# or “protection” 

possibly for amuletic purposes. See Keel 1997: 96–97 [Afek 51]; 132–133 [Tell 

el-‘Aǧul 85]; 164–165 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 174]; 234–235 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 387]; 312–313 

[Tell el-‘Aǧul 614]; 378–379 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 804]; 486–487 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 

1121];209 732–733 [Aschkelon 117]; Keel 2010a: 34–35 [Bet-Gamliel 6]; 328–

329 [Tel Bira 2]; 600–601 [Tel Esur 11]; Keel 2010b: 38–39 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 

24]; 52–53 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 57]; 66–69 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 90 and 95]; Keel 

2013: 274–275 [Geser 240]; 314–315 [Geser 337]; 408–409 [Geser 564]; Jericho: 

Kirkbride 1965: Fig. 285.16, 17; Garstang 1932: Pl. 37, No. 50. See also the 

following related scarabs: Keel 1997: 422–423 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 936]; 452–453 [Tell 

el-‘Aǧul 1024].210 

Xo Keel 2013: 250–251 [Geser 190]; 382–383 [Geser 500];211 Jericho: 

Kirkbride 1965: Figs. 282.16; 285.16, 17; 286.13; 287.1; 289.15; 290.17, 27; 

293.3; 294.14, 15; 296.11; 297.15; Garstang 1932: Pl. 38, No. 14; Lachish: 

Tufnell 1958: Pl. 34.158, 159; Shiloh: Brandl 1993b: 209–210, No. 6; Megiddo: 

Harrison 2004: 100, No. 5, Pl. 39, No. 11 = Loud 1948: Pl. 153, No. 213. 

 

So-called ANRA motifs are found on both scarabs and cylinder seals of the 

Middle Bronze. Local cylinder seals show the Egyptianizing ANRA signs absorbed into 

Levantine motifs (Teissier 1996: 37, No. 71) and cartouches with the three ANRA signs 

                                                      
205 This item has not been located in current collections and is only known from a drawing. 
206 This item has not been located in current collections and is only known from a drawing. 
207 Scarabs have a schematic version of sign N26 (Hoch 1998: 39). 
208 This item has not been located in current collections and is only known from a drawing. 
209 This item has not been located in current collections and is only known from a drawing. It comes from 

an unknown context. 
210 These examples include only one of the three ANRA-signs.  
211 This item also comes from the highly problematic excavations of MacAlister at Gezer, and only a 

drawing is available. 
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(Teissier 1996: 31–32, Nos. 61, 62, 217, 218, and 220). These cartouches are situated 

between what may be either a god and the king (Teissier 1996: No. 217) or the pharaoh 

and an official (Teissier 1996: Nos. 61, 62). Similar to scarabs discussed above, the order 

and arrangement of the ANRA-signs on Middle Bronze cylinder seals tend to conform to 

the shape of the negative space, and the r-sign or nb-sign fill the negative space created 

by the curved top or bottom of the cartouche (Teissier 1996: Nos. 217, 61, and 62). The 

attire of the lower-ranking figure—whether it is the king before the god or an official 

before the pharaoh—is noticeably Levantine on the cylinder seals with the ANRA motif. 

These factors point toward local production of cylinder seals with an Egyptianizing 

motif. Only the n-sign is not engraved in the local Levantine form of a straight line with 

vertical hashes (Teissier 1996: 31, No. 71; Tufnell 1984: 121). The ANRA signs have 

been incorporated and absorbed into the local Levantine glyptic tradition of the Middle 

Bronze on both scarabs and cylinder seals. The motif is part of an Egyptian sphere of 

influence and always appears with Egyptianizing motifs on locally produced Southern 

Levantine scarabs.  

 

LATER IMITATIONS OF THE MIDDLE BRONZE ANRA-MOTIF 

 

Now that this study has explored the full range of the Middle Bronze tradition of this 

motif, it will turn to later imitations. As shown above, Southern Levantine archaeological 

contexts with ANRA scarabs are most often dated to the Middle Bronze and the Late 

Bronze IIB–Iron I, though they are also found in the interim Late Bronze I period and 

later Iron II contexts. The distribution of scarabs with this motif is bimodal showing two 
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periods of likely production. The frequency of scarabs with the ANRA motif is 

distributed chronologically as follows: 

 

Table 21: Scarabs with the ANRA Motif Organized by Date of Context  

 

 

Period 

 

 

Frequency 

 

Middle Bronze212 

 

 

151 

 

Late Bronze I 

 

 

16 

 

Late Bronze IIA 

 

 

8 

 

Late Bronze IIB 

 

 

6 

 

Iron I213 

 

 

35 

 

Iron IIA 

 

 

4 

 

 

Iron IIB 

 

 

8 

 

Iron IIC 

 

 

5 

  

                                                      
212 This study has not distinguished between different periods of the Middle Bronze because it is not the 

focus here. By the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I, the memory of these scarabs would almost certainly not have 

distinguished between scarabs produced in different periods of the Middle Bronze. If the reader is 

interested in pursuing this question, they should consult the excellent 2007 work of Daphna Ben-Tor.  
213 Archaeological contexts from the transition between the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I have been included 

here because the latest date of this transition is during the Iron I. This gives the semblance that production 

occurred during all of the Iron I when, in fact, there is solid evidence for the rise in production during the 

transition between the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I. 
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Late Roman 

 

1 

  

 

Early in the 20th century Hall proposed imitations of Hyksos scarabs in the 19th Dynasty 

(Hall 1913: xv), but he did little more than note that Delta traditions were popular in both 

periods.  

The later imitations of Middle Bronze ANRA signs belie their true date of 

production by combining ANRA signs with other motifs that became increasingly 

popular in the Ramesside period. One scarab’s base combines ANRA signs with the 

name of Ptah and Amun-Re, deities who are much more common on late New Kingdom 

scarabs (Keel 2010b: 276–277 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 579]).  

This same scarab from Tell el-Far‘ah (South) also uses a later form of the o-sign 

with a double loop. Later imitations commonly write the o-sign with a double loop, 

sometimes resembling the dw-sign (Keel 1997: 30–31 [Achsib 24]; Keel 2010a: 138–139 

[Bet-Schean 93]; 204–205 [Bet-Schean 236]; 492–493 [Dotan 7]; Keel 2010b: 242–243 

[Tell el-Far‘a Süd 502]; 254–255 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 529]; 276–281 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 

579, 581, 586, 587]; 302–303 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 641]; 312–313 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 669]; 

320–321 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 686]; 380–381 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 834]; 392–393 [Tell el-

Far‘a Süd 867]). ANRA scarabs from excavations with questionable archaeological 

method—like Grant’s excavations at Gezer—may also be dated to the Late Bronze IIB to 

Iron I period based on the presence of this form of the sign (Keel 2013: 284–285 [Geer 

266]; 306–307 [Geser 317]). Additional scarabs lack the three other signs from the 

ANRA motif, but they have the same idiosyncratic form of the o-sign. These scarabs are 

also later imitations (Keel 2010b: 286–287 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 600]; Keel 2013: 432–433 
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[Geser 618]; Megiddo: Harrison 2004: 100, No. 6; Pl. 39, No. 12 = Loud 1948: Pl. 153, 

No. 214).214  

Though rare, this double-looped sign does occur on locally made items from the 

Middle Bronze, but it is a different phenomenon on scarabs with the ANRA motif (Keel 

2013: 314–315 [Geser 337]; see also Kirkbride 1965: Fig. 286.13; Tufnell 1958: Pls. 

32.105; 34.159, 161). As discussed above, ANRA scarabs produced in the Middle Bronze 

often combine the repeated ANRA-signs with other signs or attempted signs. The dw-like 

sign (N26), which resembles the double-looped form of the o-sign, is engraved alongside 

the ANRA motif on Middle Bronze scarabs. The combination of other repeated signs 

with the ANRA signs is common on ANRA scarabs from the Middle Bronze, but it is 

uncommon on scarabs from the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I. Additionally, this sign can be 

found on other locally made Middle Bronze scarabs in which it is decoupled from the 

ANRA motif (Kirkbride 1965: Figs. 288.12; 294.13; 298.12). While this form occurs 

rarely on Middle Bronze scarabs, the double-looped form of the sign is a distinct and 

common phenomenon on later imitations of the ANRA motif.  

The later imitations—like the Middle Bronze scarabs—mistake the nb-sign for an 

r-sign (Keel 2010a: 138–139 [Bet-Schean 93]; Keel 2010b: 242–243 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 

502]; 276–277 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 578]; 280–281 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 586]; 302–303 [Tell 

el-Far‘a Süd 641 and 644]). Unsurprisingly, the “mistaken” nb-sign fills the negative 

                                                      
214 There are additional scarabs that Keel has identified as Ramesside imitations of the ANRA scarabs with 

the double looped o-sign, but they are from a private collection donated to the Israel Museum and published 

by Giveon and Kertesz (1986). The collectors claimed and it was reported in the IAA log housed at the 

IAA storerooms in Beth Shemesh that they come from “Akko and the area.” Because an antiquities dealer 

may increase the value of an item by telling a credible story during its sale, these narratives must be viewed 

with suspicion and their inclusion in a catalogue of provenance items must be questioned. The scarabs with 

ANRA signs that reflect this later form of the o-sign are as follows: Keel 1997: Akko 27; Keel 1997: 

Aschkelon 13. 
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space that commonly occurs when the flat end of the n-sign precedes it in the column 

(Keel 2010a: 138–139 [Bet-Schean 93]. Keel 2010b: 242–243 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 502]; 

276–277 [Tell el-Far’a Süd 578]; 280–281 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 586]; 302–303 [Tell el-

Far‘a Süd 641]). As in the Middle Bronze, the undifferentiated r/t/nb-signs on later 

imitations often conform to the negative space on a scarab’s base; t-signs are written at 

the top of the scarab’s base or the top of a curved cartouche (Keel 1997: 30–31 [Achsib 

24]; Keel 2010b: 302–303 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 641]; 312–313 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 669]; 

320–321 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 686]; 382–383 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 843]; 392–393 [Tell el-

Far‘a Süd 867]) and nb-signs at the bottom of a base or cartouche (Keel 2010b: 302–303 

[Tell el-Far‘a Süd 641]; 312–313 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 669]; 320–321 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 

686]; 330–331 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 706]; 382–383 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 843]; 392–393 [Tell 

el-Far‘a Süd 867]; Keel 2013: 284–285 [Geser 266]). 

Additionally, the n-sign of the ANRA signs tends to have many more vertical 

ticks on later imitations than on Middle Bronze examples (Keel 2013: 306–307 [Geser 

317]), but this criterion on its own is not diagnostic for later imitations because this form 

of the n-sign occurs regularly on Middle Bronze scarabs. 

Other signs were also engraved alongside ANRA signs on scarabs from the 

Middle Bronze. The Xoj-sign (N28) was one such sign (Keel 2013: 2–3 [Tel Gamma 2]; 

Keel 2013: 206–207 [Geser 90]; Pella: Richards 1992: No. 23; Ben-Tor and Keel 2014: 

196–197 [AR 197]; Jericho: Kirkbride 1965: Fig. 282.16; Megiddo: Loud 1948: Pl. 150, 

No. 87; Megiddo: Loud 1948: Pl. 153, No. 231 = Harrison 2006: Pl. 39, No. 11). During 

the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I, the collocation of the Xoj-sign with ANRA signs may 

continue on locally produced scarabs from the southern Coastal Plain; one scarab 
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engraves Xoj, n, r/nb, and o in a column (Keel 2010b: 242–243 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 502]). 

The telltale sign of likely, though not definitive, later production is the double-looped o-

sign, which has been combined with xoj. Another scarab from a Late Bronze IIB–Iron I 

context also has a similar xoj-sign combined with ANRA-signs. Interlocking scrolls 

surround the column of pseudo-writing (Keel 2010b: 278–279 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 585]).215 

Another scarab from a Late Bronze IIB and Iron I context features the Xoj-sign at the 

bottom of a column with the repetitive sequence rorororo above (Keel 2010b: Tell el-Far‘a 

Süd 850). Again, there are no other criteria beyond the archaeological context that point 

toward the identification of this scarab as a later imitation of Middle Bronze scarabs. It is 

prudent in these instances not to date the item’s production with any certainty. 

 Later imitations may very rarely mimic the combination of ANRA signs with a 

greater variety of signs, which was a common phenomenon in the Middle Bronze. One 

scarab from Tell el-Far‘ah (South) combines the ANRA signs with the k#-sign and Xpr-

sign (Keel 2010b: 280–281 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 586]). It mimics the layout of Middle 

Bronze scarabs with three columns of signs, but it may belie its later production by using 

a later form of the o-sign that more closely resembles the dw-sign. The head and clypeus 

resemble a common Middle Bronze form (D1 from Tufnell 1984: 32, Fig. 12), but the 

tools used to engrave this scarab failed to create the deep grooves typical of the Middle 

Bronze. 

 Archaizing is not limited to the image on the base. In a few instances, even the 

backs of the scarabs replicate the baroque details of Middle Bronze scarabs. For example, 

a hashed line is typical of the backs of Middle Bronze scarabs (Keel 1997: 38–39 [Achsib 

                                                      
215 I tend not to identify a scarab as a later imition unless the item exhibits more than one feature of later 

production. 
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48]; 140–141 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 108]; 206–207 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 306]; 232–235 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 

385, 390, and 391]; 238–239 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 400]; 254–255 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 448]; 292–293 

[Tell el-‘Aǧul 560 (?)]; 304–305 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 592]; 310–311 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 614]; 336–

337 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 683]; 366–367 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 773]; 378–379 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 807]; 445–

446 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 1001]; 470–471 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 1070]; 474–475 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 1083]; 

504–505 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 1179]; 750–751 [Asor 8]; Keel 2010a: 194–195 [Bet-Schean 

220]; 246–249 [Bet-Schemesch 66,216 71]; 254–255 [Bet-Schemesch 85]; Kirkbride 

1965: Fig. 283, No. 22). This Middle Bronze element has been added to the back of a 

later imitation of the ANRA scarabs (Keel 1997: 30–31 [Achsib 24]). Similarly, curved 

lines are also added on the elytra of Middle Bronze scarabs (e.g., Kirkbride 1965: Fig. 

289, No. 2). These curved lines have been imitated on the elytra of later scarabs with the 

ANRA motif (Keel 1997: 30–31 [Achsib 24]). Also, additional lines appear at angles on 

the elytra of Middle Bronze scarabs (Kirkbride 1965: Fig. 286, No. 18; cf. Keel 2010a: 

18–19 [Betaniën 7]; 292–293 [Bet-Schemesch 171]; Kirkbride 1965: Fig. 292, No. 18). A 

later imitation of the ANRA motif adds similar lines to the elytra (Keel 1997: 52–53 

[Achsib 90]). Lastly, Middle Bronze scarabs occasionally add curled lines to the back of 

the scarab (Kirkbride 1965: Figs. 293, No. 5; 295, No. 1). A later imitation does likewise 

(Keel 2010b: 280–281 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 587]).  

 Twenty of thrity-five scarabs from Iron I contexts with the ANRA motif come 

from Tell el-Far‘ah (South). A production center was likely located at this southern site. 

                                                      
216 All three scarabs listed here were excavated by Grant at Beth Shemesh. They come from uncertain 

contexts. Despite this, the overwhelming evidence from Middle Bronze contexts at other sites makes the 

conclusion certain. 
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We will return to the Tell el-Far‘ah (South) below as this study continues to examine 

later imitations of Middle Bronze motifs. 

 

LATER IMITATIONS OF OTHER MIDDLE BRONZE MOTIFS 

 

While most motifs on scarabs found in Late Bronze and Iron I contexts lack a sufficient 

number of examples to date them securely to a period narrower than the New Kingdom 

or Late New Kingdom, the larger corpus of ANRA scarabs produced in the transition 

from the Late Bronze IIB to the Iron I can be examined for other archaizing motifs from 

the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I period. Because the sample size of later imitations of the 

ANRA motif is larger, conclusions can be more certain. Later imitations of ANRA 

scarabs can then be used to identify the telltale signs of later imitations of other Middle 

Bronze motifs. Motifs which were produced locally in the Middle Bronze reemerge in the 

Late Bronze IIB and Iron I as local production increases yet again. These local traditions 

were not entirely dormant during the Late Bronze I and Late Bronze IIa, but local 

production was on a much smaller scale. 

 

STRIDING LION 

 

The motif of a striding lion from locally produced Middle Bronze scarabs is imitated on 

later scarabs. Leonine motifs vary widely on the Egyptian scarabs of the Middle 

Kingdom and the Second Intermediate Period as well as the local Levantine scarabs from 

the Middle Bronze. Animal motifs were not popular on the Egyptian series of the Middle 

Kingdom and Second Intermediate Period; they were increasingly popular on the locally 

produced scarabs, which Ben-Tor calls the Late Palestinian series (Ben-Tor 2007: 31–33, 
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97, 147, and 177; Pls. 19, Nos. 6; Pl. 62, Nos. 29–30; Pl. 99, Nos. 35–40; Pl. 100, Nos. 1–

36; Pl. 101, Nos. 1–11; Tufnell 1984: Pl. 40). Few animals, apart from the hippopotamus 

goddess Twosret, appear on Egyptian scarabs of the Middle Kingdom.217 Ben-Tor 

soundly concludes that the relatively small number of examples of lions from the 

Egyptian series of the Second Intermediate Period and the large number of scarabs with 

lions from the Late Palestinian series indicates that the motif is of Southern Levantine 

origin and production (Ben-Tor 2007: 97, §IIA9d). Indeed, the number of scarabs with a 

leonine motif in the Southern Levant is very high in the Late Palestinian series (Tufnell 

1984: Pl. 40; cf. Pls. 36–39, 41; Ben-Tor 2007: 146–147, §IIIA9; 177, §IVA9d). 

The leonine motif is both hollowed-out and outlined in Middle Bronze examples 

(Ben-Tor 2007: 177). When outlined, the raised portions of the lion’s body are often 

hashed in one or two directions, which is typical of other Middle Bronze motifs. The lion 

may be striding, recumbent, or have lowered hindquarters (Tufnell 1984: Pl. 40; Ben-Tor 

2007: Pls. 99, Nos. 35–39; Pl. 100, Nos. 1–35; Pl. 101, Nos. 1–11). The lion may be 

striding with its feet on the bottom of the scarab’s base (Ben-Tor 2007: Pl. 99, Nos. 35 

and 38) or over an enemy (Ben-Tor 2007: Pl. 99, No. 40) or animal (Ben-Tor 2007: Pl. 

100, Nos. 4, 9, 13, 16, 20, 26, 34; Pl. 101, No. 1). Only rarely does a Middle Bronze 

scarab depict a lion with an anthropomorphic figure who is not being trampled (Ben-Tor 

2007: Pl. 100, No. 28 and Pl. 101, No. 10). 

The later imitation of the striding-lion motif differs from Middle Bronze 

examples. While Middle Bronze scarabs exhibit greater variation, later imitations narrow 

the motif to simply a striding lion. The earlier form of the motif depicts the striding lion 

                                                      
217 A scarab from Kahun with a recumbent lion is one of the few examples of Egyptian scarabs with an 

animal motif (Ben-Tor 2007: 31–33, §IA9).   
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walking on the edge of the scarab’s base with his front leg slightly raised (Ben-Tor 2007: 

Pl. 99, Nos. 3, 38; Pl. 100, Nos. 1, 3, 5, 18, 19, 29, 36; Pl. 101, No. 2). Often another 

element—half-circles, an n-like sign, a branch, or the uraeus—is engraved in front of the 

lion’s mouth (Keel 1997: 136–137 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 96]; 234–235 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 388]; 382–

383 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 816]; 450–451 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 1017]; 490–491 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 1134]; 

732–733 [Aschkelon 118]; Keel 2010a: 194–195 [Bet-Schean 221]; Keel 2010b: 38–39 

[Tell el-Far‘a Süd 25]; 46–47 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 44]; 206–207 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 418]; 

210–211 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 425]; Tell el-Ḥesi: O’Connell et al. 1978: 85f; Jericho: 

Kirkbride 1965: Figs. 290.21 and 296.17; Kabri: Mizrachy 2002: 328–329, No. 15; 

Transjordan: Eggler and Keel 2006: 408–409 [Tall Deir ‘Alla 31]; Beqa: Kamid el-Loz: 

Kühne and Salje 1996: Pl. 19.77; cf. Keel 1997: 258–259 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 461]; Tufnell 

1984: Pl. 40; Keel 2013: 560–561 [Tel Harasim 15]). While this motif may have been 

imported occasionally from Egypt (cf. Petrie 1925: Pl. 14.877; Hornung and Staehelin 

1976: 344, No. 780; Brandl 1993b: 211–212, Fig. 8.9), its higher frequency in the Middle 

Bronze corpus of Southern Palestine suggests it was also locally made.  

Engravers of the Middle Bronze executed this leonine motif in two ways: a 

hollowed-out style and a deeply grooved outline (Ben-Tor 2007: 177, §IVA9d). Scarabs 

with the hollowed-out motif tend to be made of faience. Faience made the standard 

outlining and hashing of the Middle Bronze style difficult to execute because smaller 

details could not easily be implemented in the molds (Keel 2013: 190–191 [Geser 53, 

53a]). Many of the later imitations are made of other materials, and, accordingly, few 

execute the motif by hollowing out the lion’s body (Keel 2010b: 310–311 [Tell el-Far‘a 

Süd 660]). 



189 

 

Later imitations of the Middle Bronze motif outline the lion’s body, but the front 

leg is lowered. In front of the lion, the artisans added an unidentified motif that consists 

of one or two lines that conform to the shape of the negative space (Keel 2010a: 282–283 

[Bet-Schemesch 153218]; 434–435 [Der el-Balah 79219]; Keel 2010b: 238–239 [Tell el-

Far‘a Süd 490220]; 310–311 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 660221]; 340–341 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 

734222]; Keel 2013: 58–59 [Tel Gamma 135223]; 152–153 [Tel Gerisa 33224]; 558–559 

[Tel Harasim 13225]). The lion’s raised body is not hashed as occurs in the Middle 

Bronze.  

                                                      
218 As noted above, the excavations of Grant are unreliable. Nonetheless, this item has been included as part 

of a broader corpus of later imitations of Middle Bronze motifs so that the reader can view the full corpus 

of the proposed motif. This item mimics the Middle Bronze style, but the shallower engravings and further 

schematization suggest that this scarab is a later imitation of the Middle Bronze motif. 
219 Both the style of engraving and the form of the head and clypeus point to later production. Note the head 

and clypeus are of the form D10 which was discussed above in Chapter Three as an indicator of Late 

Bronze IIB and Iron IA production. 
220 The style of engraving, the even greater schematization of the motif, and the archaeological context 

indicate that this item is a likely later imitation of a Middle Bronze tradition. The head is highly 

schematized (B10). This form of the head and clypeus is common on other scarabs that have an imitation of 

Middle Bronze motifs (Keel 2010b: 340–341 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 734]; Keel 2013: 152–153 [Tel Gerisa 

33]).  
221 The archaeological context and the form of the head (D10) point toward a later production. The motif 

imitates the overall layout of Middle Bronze leonine motifs, but the motif is not engraved in the fully 

schematic style. Instead, it mimics those leonine motifs which were hollowed out.  
222 The archaeological context and shallower style of engraving indicate a later imitation. The head is also 

heavily schematized (B10) as occurs on other scarabs which imitate a Middle Bronze motif (Keel 2010b: 

238–239 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 490]; Keel 2013: 152–153 [Tel Gerisa 33]). Unfortunately, a B10 head is not 

diagnostically significant for Late Bronze IIB or Iron I production on its own. The archaeological context 

only extends to the Iron IA, indicating these imitations may have been contemporary with the 19th or early 

20th Dynasty. 
223 The date of this production is indicated by both the shallower engraving and the highly schematized 

leonine motif. Again, the head and clypeus are highly schematic as well, but this feature is not 

diagnostically significant on its own, as discussed in Chapter Three. 
224 The shallower engraving and the highly schematized outline of the leonine motif indicate that this item 

was a later imitation of the Middle Bronze tradition of engraving. Unfortunately, the archaeological context 

is unknown. The head and clypeus are again highly schematized (B10) as occurs on two other scarabs 

(Keel 2010b: 238–239 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 490]; 340–341 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 734]).  
225 The style of engraving and the highly schematized outline of the leonine motif point toward later 

production. Again, the wider range of leonine motifs on Middle Bronze scarabs has been narrowed on the 

later imitations to only the striding lion motif. The imitation is again executed almost exclusively in an 

outlined style rather than hollowed out. Unfortunately, the archaeological context is not helpful as a further 

indicator of its date of production. The form of the head is an idiosyncratic schematization which attempts 

to mimic imperfectly Middle Bronze ridging.  
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On Late Bronze II and Iron I scarabs, the motif of the striding lion is not limited 

to an imitation of a Middle Bronze style. A related striding lion motif is engraved in a 

New Kingdom style in which leonine features are hollowed out, rather than outlined 

(Keel 2010b: 286–287 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 601]; 300–301 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 638]; 366–

367 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 799]; Keel 2013: 446–447 [Geser 650]; Shiloh: Brandl 1993b: 

215–216, No. 14; cf. Keel 2013: 208–209 [Geser 97226]; 214–215 [Geser 104]). A similar 

motif is also found on the so-called Mass-Produced Post-Ramesside scarabs, which will 

be discussed below (e.g., Keel 2013: 144–147 [Tel Gerisa 11 and 16]).  

A related sphinx with a lion-body and a human head also appears on one scarab as 

a Ramesside imitation of a Middle Bronze motif and style. The motif was found on a 

scarab from a Middle Bronze context (Keel 1997: 258–259 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 461] = Tufnell 

1984: Pl. 40.2647). Here, it is outlined and engraved in a style common to the Middle 

Bronze in which the raised motif includes small dashes engraved over the body of the 

sphinx. The Middle Bronze motif is imitated in the Ramesside period (Keel 2010b: 366–

367 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 800]). Like the imitations of the striding lion motif discussed 

above, the later imitation of the Middle Bronze motif is not engraved deeply. The legs of 

the sphinx are outlined, the tail ends in an ovular shape, and a double line is engraved to 

conform to the negative space in front of the sphinx. Like other Ramesside imitations, the 

motif is more highly schematized with fewer details than the Middle Bronze motif. 

Further, the head and clypeus of the scarab are a form that tends to have been produced 

during the Late Bronze IIB and beginning of the Iron I (D10). The context of this scarab 

                                                      
226 Though Keel dates this item and the following (Keel 2013: 214–215 [Geser 104]) to the second half of 

the 18th Dynasty through the 19th Dynasty, their archaeological context is highly uncertain due to the 

excavation techniques of Grant. 
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from Tell el-Far‘ah (South), the style of engraving, the increased schematization of the 

motif, and the shape of the head and clypeus confirm that this scarab is a likely 

Ramesside production in a Middle Bronze style. 

 

ANTHROPOMORPHIC FIGURE WITH A LOTUS BLOOM 

 

A number of scarabs depict a right-facing anthropomorphic figure with its back arm at 

the side and front arm extended at a roughly 90-degree angle to the body, often holding 

an attribute, such as a lotus bud. Ben-Tor noted that the motif of a kneeling 

anthropomorphic figures is rare among Nubian and Egyptian scarabs, and she identified 

the motif as a Canaanite production (Ben-Tor 2007: 100–101). The motif is common 

among the Middle Bronze scarabs of Ben-Tor’s Early Palestinian series, which were 

found in the Southern Levant (Ben-Tor 2007: 149, Pl. 63, Nos. 20–26). The 

anthropomorphic figure can hold a bloom, a branch, or nothing, and the body’s stance 

varies. The motif exhibits greater variety in Ben-Tor’s Early Palestinian Series than is 

found on later Late Bronze and Iron I imitations. By the Late Palestinian Series, the motif 

increases markedly in popularity (Ben-Tor 2007: 180, Pl. 104, Nos. 17–40; Pl. 105, Nos. 

1–7; cf. Keel 1997: 206–207 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 306]; 300–301 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 585227]; 318–

319 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 634228]). A variety of collocations and bodily stances appear in Ben-

Tor’s Late Palestinian Series.  

The motif continued to be produced in the Late Bronze I in a schematized version 

in faience. Ben-Tor and Keel identified a group of faience scarabs, which they called the 

Beth-Shean IX group (Ben-Tor and Keel 2012: 87–104), and this group included locally 

                                                      
227 As noted above, the archaeological contexts on the tell at Tell el-‘Aǧul are uncertain. 
228 Again, the archaeological context on the tell at Tell el-‘Aǧul is uncertain. 
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produced faience scarabs with the motif of the anthropomorphic figure (Keel 2010a: 158–

159 [Bet-Schean 136]; Keel 2013: 436–437 [Geser 628]; 562–563 [Tel Harasim 22]; cf. 

Lachish: Tufnell 1958: Pl. 37/38, Nos. 308 and 311; Qubeibeh: Ben-Arieh et al. 1993: 

82, Fig. 5; Ta‘anach: Sellin 1904: 28–29, Fig. 23). The artisans of the Late Bronze I motif 

expanded the range of the motif that was standard in the Middle Bronze, and a variation 

of the kneeling anthropomorphic motif in which the figure holding the lotus bloom is 

seated a low-back throne also appears among the scarabs of the Beth Shean IX group 

(Keel 2010a: 158–59 [Bet-Schean 138]; 308–309 [Bet-Schemesch 206229]). The 

engravers of the Southern Levant returned to a common iteration of the local motif at the 

end of the Late Bronze IIB and Iron IA. The anthropomorphic figure is both standing and 

kneeling while often holding a bloom (Keel 1997: 142–143 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 112 and 114]; 

200–201 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 293]; 306–307 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 600]; 338–339 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 694]; 

358–359 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 745]; 752–753 [Asor 15]; Keel 2010a: 144–145 [Bet-Schean 

105]; 194–195 [Bet-Schean 220]; 398–399 [Dan 38]; Keel 2010b: 204–205 [Tell el-Far‘a 

Süd 415]; 206–207 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 419]; 212–215 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 432, 434, 436, 

438230]; Keel 2013: 578–579 [Tel Haror 9]; cf. Keel 1997: 108–109 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 

14231]). The motif is executed in a typical Middle Bronze style in which the legs and front 

arm are depicted with a double line that outlines the bodily feature. The back arm rests at 

the figure’s side and is either engraved with a double line (Keel 2010b: 244–245 [Tell el-

                                                      
229 The archaeological context of this item is uncertain because of the archaeological method used during its 

excavation. 
230 Unfortunately, this item was not found and is only known from a drawing (Starkey and Harding 1932: 

Pl. 44, No. 34). 
231 The archaeological contexts of scarabs from the tell is highly uncertain due to Petrie’s excavation by 

level at Tell el-‘Aǧul.  
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Far‘a Süd 415, 419]; 212–213 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 432]) or a single line that curves inward 

at the knee so that the arm’s inner side is formed by the outer edge of the figure’s back 

(Keel 2010b: 212–215 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 434,232 438233]).  

Several scarabs combine the anthropomorphic figure holding a bloom with the 

ANRA motif discussed above. In a number of instances, the ANRA motif is clearly a 

later Ramesside imitation because the engraver used the later form of the double-looped 

o–sign (Keel 2010a: 204–205 [Bet-Schean 236]; Keel 2010b: 280–281 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 

587234]; 328–331 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 704235 and 706236]; Keel 2013: 24–25 [Tel Gamma 

55237]; cf. Keel 2013: 570–571 [Tel Harasim 40238]). The anthropomorphic figure on the 

Ramesside imitations is executed in a clearly Middle Bronze style with double lines for 

the legs and front arms, yet the artisans of the later imitations have occasionally reverted 

                                                      
232 This item fortunately came from a tomb. The tomb functions as one depositional unit. 
233 This item is known only from a drawing. The location of the item itself is unknown. 
234 The ANRA motif is clearly a Ramesside imitation, as is the form of the head and clypeus (D10; see 

Chapter Three).  
235 The highly schematic style of engraving and the later form of the double-looped o-sign indicate that the 

scarab is a likely Ramesside production. The archaeological context—dated to the Late Bronze IIB through 

the Iron IA—provides the terminus ante quem for the scarab’s production. Each indicator points to 

production at a time contemporary with the 19th or early 20th Dynasty. 
236 The anthropomorphic form has been combined with the ANRA motif. The later form of the double-

looped o-sign indicates that this is a Ramesside imitation. Further, the anthropomorphic form is highly 

schematic and lacks details, which were typical on Middle Bronze versions of the motif. For instance, there 

is little hashing on the raised portion of the anthropomorphic motif–a feature that is common Middle 

Bronze examples of the motif. Lastly, the archaeological context—dated to the Late Bronze IIB and Iron 

IA—provides the terminus ante quem for the item’s production. 
237 Though the archaeological context is uncertain due to Petrie’s method of excavation, the motif has both 

the anthropomorphic motif and a later form of the double-looped o-sign, common among Ramesside 

imitations of the ANRA motif. The anthropomorphic figure is even more schematic than the common 

Middle Bronze motif. Lastly, the form of the head and clypeus (D10) of this scarab also indicates Late 

Bronze IIB or Iron IA production. 
238 The archaeological context of this scarab is clearly secondary and provides no helpful terminus ante 

quem. The ANRA motif has been added to a cartouche both on the base and the back of the scarab. The 

ANRA motif does not have the later form of the double-looped o-sign. The anthropomorphic figure is 

highly schematic with few details. The figure does not fill the negative space as most Middle Bronze and 

Late Bronze IIB imitations do. This may be due to the different material from which this scarab was made. 

The material likely altered how the tools ran across and shaped the seal. The form of the head and clypeus 

(D10) is a standard Late Bronze IIB and Iron IA form (See Chapter Three). While this example is not 

certainly a Ramesside imitation, there are a number of criteria that point in this direction.  
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to a New Kingdom style by engraving the back arm with a single line that does not curve 

inward at the knee (Keel 2010b: 280–281 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 587, 588]; 328–331 [Tell el-

Far‘a Süd 704, 706]; 24–25 [Keel 2013: Tel Gamma 55]). In two instances, the head is 

adorned with three or four straight lines radiating upward as if depicting very crudely the 

crowns of an Egyptian king (Keel 2010b: 280–281 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 587]; 328–329 

[Tell el-Far‘a Süd 704]). The Egyptianizing impulse and local tradition is unmistakable. 

These factors confirm that this motif was imitated in the Ramesside period. This study 

has identified sufficient evidence to determine that other scarabs with the 

anthropomorphic motif holding a bloom are later imitations, though they lack the later 

form of the ANRA motif (e.g., Keel 2010b: 280–281 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 588]). 

The distribution of these local imitations of Middle Bronze motifs follows a 

similar pattern to that of the ANRA motif noted above. Twenty-three later, local 

imitations of the Middle Bronze motif are likely extant among the Southern Levantine 

scarabs of known provenance. The greatest number of scarabs—nine—comes from Tell 

el-Far‘ah (South). Other sites in the southern Coastal Plain and northwestern Negev 

account for just under half (ten scarabs). Another three imitations were found at the 

Egyptian center of Beth Shean. The motif is absent at the following 

Egyptian/Egyptianizing centers identified by Eliezer Oren as so-called Governors’ 

Residencies—Tel Sera‘, Tel Hesi, Tel Masos, and Aphek (Oren 1984). The absence of 

Egyptianizing scarabs at Deir el-Balah is also noteworthy. One should also raise the 

question whether these imitations of Middle Bronze motifs should be strictly identified as 

Egyptianizing because the motif was, in fact, also a local motif that had been produced in 

the Middle Bronze and Late Bronze I. Were these objects even regarded as imitations of 
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foreign traditions after centuries of use and production in the Southern Levant? It is 

certainly possible, if not likely, that a long-standing motif may have come to be 

recognized chiefly as a local phenomenon. 

 

RED CROWN 

 

Tufnell identified the red crown as a motif on Middle Bronze scarabs (Tufnell 1984:119–

120). Where possible, Tufnell distinguished between local Palestinian and Egyptian 

trends in the corpora of the Middle Bronze. Tufnell’s system of classification was 

followed and refined by Ben-Tor for late Middle Kingdom and Second Intermediate 

Period scarabs (Ben-Tor 2007: 18–19; 79–81; 129–131; 162–163). Ben-Tor 

acknowledged that the schematic, poorly engraved “L-shaped” red crowns are local 

Canaanite versions of the Egyptian sign. Ben-Tor noted the presence of this form of the 

red crown in her Early and Late Palestinian series (Ben-Tor 2007: 19, 80, 130). Only two 

examples were found in the eastern Delta where Canaanite imports were more common 

(Ben-Tor 2007: 80), but the tête-bêche arrangement of the red crown appeared in the 

local Palestinian sequence (Ben-Tor 2007: 131).  

Production of the schematic, Canaanite imitation of the motif ramped up again in 

the Late Bronze IIB, and it became even more popular during the Iron IA. These scarabs 

imitate the Middle Bronze style of engraving. The Egyptian and Palestinian scarabs from 

the Middle Kingdom and Second Intermediate Period almost always show the red crown 

in pairs. Exceptions are most common among the locally made “L-shaped” red crown in 

the Early (Kirkbride 1965: Fig. 286, No. 7; Tufnell 1973: Fig. 1, No. 20; Ben-Tor 2007: 

Pl. 54, Nos. 26–27) and Late Palestinian series (Tufnell 1958: Pl. 32, Nos. 118 (?) and 
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124; Giveon 1985: 114–115, No. 10; Mackay and Murray 1952: Pl. 10, No. 102). The 

later imitations depict the motif in pairs less frequently. 

It is clear that Late Bronze IIB and Iron I imitations depict the red crown when the 

artisan combines the red crown with other motifs already shown to be later imitations. 

For example, the ANRA motif is combined with the red crown on a number of later 

imitations (Keel 2010b: 278–279 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 581239]; 380–383 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 

834240 and 843241]). The form of the o-sign belies later production in the first two 

examples noted. The red crown on the Ramesside imitations is highly schematized, but 

not standardized on later imitations. One crown has a set of two vertical lines that form 

the back of the crown with another set of lines positioned at a right angle to the crown’s 

back (Keel 2010b: 278–279 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 581]; 380–381 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 834]). 

Another crown is crafted with a single line forming the back and a double line at a right 

angle. At times, on the later imitations the shorter set of double lines is not closed at the 

end. The likely corpus of later imitations depicting this motif consists of the following 

scarabs: 

                                                      
239 The scarab depicts two red crowns at a ninety-degree angle to one another. Adjacent to the red crowns, 

the ANRA motif uses the double-looped o-sign, indicating that the scarab is a later production. The 

archaeological context—dated to the Late Bronze IIB and Iron IA—provides the terminus ante quem for 

the scarab’s production. 
240 Unfortunately, this item was lost, and the back and sides were not drawn. Only a drawing of the base is 

extant. The archaeological context is also unknown. The later double-looped o–sign is the only criteria on 

which one can assert that the scarab is a later imitation. Therefore, this seal is a possible, though not 

definitive, imitation. 
241 This item has a Late Bronze IIB form of the head-clypeus (D10). Its precise archaeological context is 

uncertain, though it comes from the cemetery with tombs of the 900-series. These tombs are dated to the 

end of the Late Bronze and the beginning of the Iron Age (Laemmel 2012: 171–178). The ANRA motif on 

this scarab does not exhibit definitive proof of Ramesside imitation, though the many tick marks on the n-

sign hint that this is the case. 
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Keel 2010b: 136–137 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 251242]; 146–147 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 

275243]; 184–185 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 365244 (See upper motif)], 228–229 [Tell el-

Far‘a Süd 470245]; 238–239 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 491246]; 240–241 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 

497247]; 254–255 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 532248]; 276–277 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 580249]; 

310–313 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 662250 and 664251]; 322–323 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 

691252]; 354–355 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 770253 (See upper motif)]; 370–371 [Tell el-

                                                      
242 Unfortunately, the scarab was lost, and nothing is extant other than a drawing of the base. The scarab 

comes from Tomb 528. Tombs from the 500-series tend to be dated to Braunstein’s second period, which is 

the late Iron I and early Iron IIA (Braunstein 1998: 502–594; cf. 543, 547–548, 569, 572–579, 584–585). 

Unfortunately, the precise tomb of the scarab’s provenance cannot be identified. 
243 This item comes from a tomb dated to the Iron I and possibly the Iron IIA. The back is highly schematic, 

but there is no feature that is diagnostically significant.  
244 This scarab comes from Grave 212, which is dated to the Iron IIA–B and may extend into the Iron I 

(Keel 2010b: 184). The form of the scarab is not indicative of a smaller range of dates for the item. The 

engraving is shallower than its Middle Bronze counterparts.  
245 No back of the scarab has been published, and it is located in a collection in Kyoto University. The 

archaeological context is dated to the Late Bronze and Iron Age (Keel 2010b: 228). 
246 This scarab was found in Tomb 930, which is dated to the entire Late Bronze II and early Iron I 

(Braunstein 1998: 749–750; pace Keel 2010b: 238). The form of the scarab has no feature that is 

diagnostically significant for only the Late Bronze IIB and/or Iron IA.  
247 The scarab’s form is not diagnostically significant for the Late Bronze IIB and/or Iron IA. The 

archaeological context—Tomb 925—indicates that the terminus ante quem of the item’s production is the 

Iron IA (Braunstein 1998: 738–740).  
248 This scarab was located in Tomb 966 which is dated to the entire Late Bronze II and Iron IA (Braunstein 

1998: 831–832; pace Keel 2010b: 254). The form of the scarab’s head, clypeus, and elytra are not 

indicative of the Late Bronze IIB and/or Iron I.  
249 The head and clypeus of this scarab are of the form D10 which is indicative of the Late Bronze IIB and 

Iron IA period (See Chapter Three). The item was found in Grave 934, dated to the Iron IA (Braunstein 

1998: 754–769). 
250 The form of the scarab is not diagnostically significant for dating the item. The item comes from Tomb 

935 which is dated to the Iron IA (Braunstein 1998: 770–775). The archaeological context is not sufficient 

to date this item to the Iron IA or immediately earlier. Instead, the date must be established by dating the 

motif itself.  
251 The form of the scarab is not diagnostically significant for dating. The item came from Tomb 935 which 

is dated to the Iron IA (Braunstein 1998: 770–775). The archaeological context is not sufficient to date this 

item to the Iron IA or immediately earlier. Instead, the date must be supported by the motif or the 

typological form of the scarab.  
252 This scarab has a schematic typological form, but the form cannot be dated to a narrow range within the 

Late Bronze IIB and/or Iron I. The scarab comes from Tomb 936 which is dated to the Iron IA (Braunstein 

1998: 776; pace Keel 2010b: 322). 
253 The form of the scarab is not diagnostically significant for dating. The scarab came from Grave 982 

which is dated to the Late Bronze IIB and Iron IA (Braunstein 1998: 850–854). The archaeological context 

is not sufficient to date this item to the Iron IA or immediately earlier. Instead, the date must be supported 

by other criteria. 
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Far‘a Süd 810254]; 380–381 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 834255]; Keel 2013: 120–121 [Gat 

57256]; cf. Keel 2013: 24–25 [Tel Gamma 56257]. 

 

This corpus of later imitations of a Middle Bronze motif consists of sixteen items. Six of 

the sixteen items come from contexts dated only to the Iron IA, and thirteen come from 

contexts that include the Iron IA. The three remaining items come from unknown or 

insecure contexts. Two items may be residual since they come from contexts that 

conclude in the Iron IIA or IIB. On this basis, the revival of this Middle Bronze motif 

dates to the end of the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I. Late Bronze IIB production is probable 

based on the corpus above. Four items come from contexts that could not be dated more 

narrowly than the Late Bronze IIB–Iron IA. Fourteen of the sixteen later imitations come 

from one site, Tell el-Far‘a South, while the other two scarabs come from sites on the 

southern Coastal Plain. Their distribution is not unlike the distribution of the ANRA-

motif and the anthropomorphic figure holding a bloom, though the motif of the red crown 

is more restricted in its geographic distribution. 

The Middle Bronze form of the red crown frequently uses a thin rectangle to form 

the back of the crown and a quarter circle to form the lower portion of the crown (Keel 

2010b: 390–391 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 859]; Keel 2013: 4–5 [Tel Gamma 9]; 192–193 

                                                      
254 While the form of the scarab’s head, back, and sides is highly schematic, this form is not sufficient to 

establish a narrow and later date for the item. The scarab’s archaeological context, Tomb 984, is dated to 

the Iron IA (Braunstein 1998: 857–864). The archaeological context alone is not sufficient, but the context 

can point in this direction when combined with another criterion, like the date of the motif itself. 
255 See the footnote in the previous paragraph for a discussion of this scarab and its unknown 

archaeological context. 
256 The form of the scarab is highly schematic, but no narrow date can be proposed based on the scarab’s 

form. The item is a surface find. Only the motif may narrow the date of the item. This will be returned to at 

the end of this section. 
257 While the form of the scarab is highly schematic, this is not sufficient evidence to establish a tighter date 

for the scarab. Further, the archaeological context of Petrie’s excavations on the tell are not sufficiently 

precise to provide a reliable terminus ante quem for the scarab’s production. Only the motif can be used to 

establish a date for the item. 
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[Geser 59]) or an irregular quadrilateral (Keel 2013: 60–61 [Tel Gamma 137]; 104–105 

[Gat 23]; 172–173 [Geser 13 and 16]) with a curved line extending upward from the 

crown’s lower half.258 At times, the engraving of the archaizing form of the red crown is 

so superbly engraved that imitations are very difficult to distinguish from Middle Bronze 

examples. In two instances, an excellent imitation of a Middle Bronze red crown is 

combined with a later, highly schematic imitation (Keel 2010b: 184–185 [Tell el-Far‘a 

Süd 365259] and 354–355 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 770260]). The later form of the crown belies 

the likely Iron IA or Late Bronze IIB production of these two scarabs. Some later 

imitations are more skilled in their archaization because they mirror the Middle Bronze 

form of the red crown more closely (Keel 2010b: 318–319 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 682]; 322–

323 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 689]; 382–383 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 843261]). In addition to the date 

of its archaeological context, the form of the head and clypeus (D10) of the latter scarab 

is the primary feature that points to its true date of production because the engraver 

executed the motif so skillfully (Keel 2010b: 382–383 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 843]). 

The later iteration of the red crown motif appears in a range of different 

collocations. In a number of instances, horizontally oriented scarabs depict an wd3t-eye 

or dd-pillar to the left of the red crown. This collocation occurs on fourteen different 

                                                      
258 A scarab from Gezer, said to be from a Late Bronze I tomb, shows a highly schematized red crown, 

typical of later imitations. This schematized red crown is engraved at the top of the scarab’s base. 

Unfortunately, the context of this scarab is highly uncertain. Macalister noted that this scarab was part of a 

group purchased some time after the excavation of the tomb. He reported that this group of scarabs was 

found in the dump during the excavation of this tomb (Macalister 1912: I 301f, 314, No.4 = Keel 2013: 

200–201 [Geser 74]). 
259 The scarab’s form is more common in the New Kingdom, but its form does not preclude other dates. 

The motif is shallowly engraved. The scarab comes from Tomb 212 which has been dated to the Iron IIA-

B, though no reassessment of the pottery has occurred recently. 
260 The form of the scarab is not diagnostically significant for dating this scarab. The scarab came from 

Tomb 982 which is dated to the Late Bronze IIB and Iron IA (Braunstein 1998: 850–854). 
261 This item was found in Cemetery 900 which is predominantly Late Bronze IIB–Iron IA, but its exact 

context is unknown and, therefore, uncertain. 
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scarabs (Keel 2010a: 172–173 [Bet-Schean 170262]; 270–271 [Bet-Schemesh 126263]; 

442–443 [Der el-Balah 98264]; Keel 2010b: 80–81 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 125265]; 80–81 [Tell 

el-Far‘a Süd 126266]; 238–241 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 491267 and 497268]; 254–255 [Tell el-

Far‘a Süd 532269]; 312–313 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 664,270 and 666271]; 322–323 [Tell el-Far‘a 

Süd 691272]; 370–371 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 810273]. Keel 2013: 16–17 [Tel Gamma 36274]; 

120–121 [Gat 57275]). Eight276 other scarabs portray the red crown in a horizontal 

                                                      
262 This scarab comes from a context dated to the Late Bronze IIB and Iron IA.  
263 This scarab comes from Tomb 11 which is dated to the Late Bronze IIA through the Iron IIA. 
264 This item comes from an unknown context (Keel 2010b: 442–443 [Der el-Balah 98]). 
265 This scarab comes from Tomb 902C at Tell el-Far‘ah (South) whose ceramics date to the Iron IA 

(Braunstein 1998: 690) and possibly the final decades of the Late Bronze IIB (Laemmel 2012: 171–178).  
266 The scarab’s head-clypeus, back, and sides point to a New Kingdom date, but this is not definitive. The 

form of the red crown also points in the same direction, but again this is not a definitive criterion on its 

own. The scarab comes from Tomb 902C, which is dated to the Iron IA (Braunstein 1998: 690). While no 

one feature on its own indicates this item is a later imitation, the combination of all three criteria make the 

conclusion more certain.  
267 This scarab comes from Tomb 930 which is dated to Late Bronze II and Iron IA based on ceramics 

(Braunstein 1998: 749–750). The scarab’s form is schematic but cannot be dated to a narrow range of dates 

within the New Kingdom. The execution of the motif itself is shallow. Again, no one feature on its own 

indicates that this scarab is not Middle Bronze, but together they point in this direction. 
268 This scarab comes from a context dated to the Iron IA (Braunstein 1998: 738–739; pace Keel 2010b: 

240). The form of the scarab is highly schematized but not indicative of a narrower date within the New 

Kingdom. The form of the red crown is of a later Iron IA form.  
269 See earlier footnote for a discussion of the Late Bronze II and Iron IA date of the context where this 

scarab was found.  
270 This scarab was located in Tomb 935, dated to the Iron IA (Braunstein 1998: 770–775).  
271 Like the previous scarab, this scarab was found in Tomb 935, dated to the Iron IA (Braunstein 1998: 

770–775). The scarab’s form is schematic, but this is not diagnostically significant for dating the item to 

any period narrower than the New Kingdom. The form of the red crown motif resembles that of the Iron IA 

imitation of the Middle Bronze motif. 
272 This scarab comes from Tomb 936 which is dated to the Iron IA (Braunstein 1998: 776; pace Keel 

2010b: 322).  
273 This item came from Tomb 984 dated to Iron IA (Braunstein 1998: 857–864). The form of the scarab is 

not diagnostically significant for assigning a narrower date to this scarab. Only the motif on the base can 

point toward a date in the Iron IA and possibly the end of the Late Bronze IIB. 
274 This scarab comes from an unknown context which cannot be dated. The head and clypeus of the scarab 

(D10) are dated largely to the Late Bronze IIB and Iron IA before it tapers off during the rest of the Iron I.  
275 This scarab comes from an unknown context which cannot be dated. The form of the scarab is highly 

schematic. The form of the motif is the primary criterion on which a narrower date for the scarab’s 

production rests. 
276 There is one additional cowroid that Keel designated as a Ramesside imitation (Keel 2010a: 420–421 

[Der el-Balah 42]). The base has a red crown and is oriented horizontally. It is unclear to me that the style 

of engraving is necessarily indicative of the later imitations. Its archaeological context is unknown since it 

comes from Dayan’s collection. As such, this scarab lacks an exact provenance.  
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orientation in which the red crowns flank both sides of a central motif (Keel 2010a: 210–

211 [Bet-Schean 250277]; 270–271 [Bet-Schemesch 125278]; 416–417 [Der el-Balah 

34279]; 504–505 [Dotan 34280]; Keel 2010b: 146–147 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 275281]; 228–229 

[Tell el-Far‘a Süd 470282]; 276–277 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 580283]; 322–323 [Tell el-Far‘a 

Süd 689284]). Thirteen of the twenty-one scarabs come from Tell el-Far‘ah (South). Of 

the eight remaining scarabs, five come from the southern Coastal Plain. Two were found 

at the Egyptian center of Tel Beth Shean. This geographical distribution mirrors earlier 

distributions of imitations of Middle Bronze motifs, but the motif is represented at an 

even greater number of sites, including Beth Shemesh, Deir el-Balah, and Tell es-

Safi/Gath.  

Sixteen of the twenty-one scarabs come from a securely dated archaeological 

context. Ten of those sixteen come from contexts dated only to the Iron IA, strongly 

indicating Iron IA production. Six scarabs come from contexts that include the Iron IA 

and extend back into the Late Bronze II or forward into the Iron IIA. One item from 

Dothan comes from a context dated to the Late Bronze only. If Tomb 1 from Dothan is 

accurately dated based on the ceramics, the imitation of this Middle Bronze motif must 

                                                      
277 This impression was found in Locus 78717 in Stratum S-3a, which Mazar assigned to the Iron IA 

through the beginning of the Iron IB.  
278 This scarab came from Tomb 11 which has been dated from the Late Bronze IIA to the Iron IIA.  
279 The archaeological context of this item is uncertain because it comes from Dayan’s collection.  
280 This scarab comes from Tomb 1 in Area K and has been dated to the Late Bronze IIA–B.  
281 The form of this scarab is highly schematic and is unhelpful for dating its production, though an Iron I 

date can not be precluded. The scarab itself is engraved shallowly as one expects from a later imitation. 

Keel dates this item to the Iron IA and extends its date of production into the Iron IIA (Keel 2010b: 146). 

Unfortunately, the context has not been republished by a ceramist after the days of Petrie’s publication.  
282 This scarab comes from Tomb 957 which has been dated the Late Bronze IIB and Iron IA (Keel 2010b: 

228). 
283 This scarab comes from Tomb 934 which Braunstein dates to the Iron IA (Braunstein 1998: 754). 
284 This scarab comes from Tomb 936, which Braunstein dates to the Iron IA (Braunstein 1998: 776). The 

scarab’s head and legs point toward a New Kingdom date, though they do not preclude other dates. The 

shallow engraving is similar to other Iron IA imitations of Middle Bronze motifs.  
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begin in the Late Bronze IIB. The chronological distribution indicates that production 

almost certainly took place in the Iron IA, but it began in the Late Bronze IIB.  

Another collocation of motifs with the red crown orients the scarab vertically; the 

red crown is over a nb-sign and to the right of a wd3t-eye, dd-pillar, or nfr-sign (Keel 

2010a: 484–485 [Dor 51285]; Keel 2010b: 184–185 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 365286]; 235–236 

[Tell el-Far‘a Süd 489287]; 310–311 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 663288]; 318–319 [Tell el-Far‘a 

Süd 683289]; 354–355 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 770290]; Keel 2013: [Tel Gamma 56291]; 652–

                                                      
285 This item appears only in Keel’s volume (2010a: 484). The head-clypeus, back, and sides cannot narrow 

the date of production beyond the New Kingdom. The engraving is deeper than the typical imitations of the 

Middle Bronze motifs. The item comes from a context reported to be dated to the Late Bronze IIB. This is 

one of the few examples of an imitation of a Middle Bronze motif, which comes from a context dated only 

to the Late Bronze IIB. Either imitations of this Middle Bronze motif were produced in the Late Bronze IIB 

or this is actually a Middle Bronze scarab. If the latter is true, it is noteworthy that the form of the red 

crown motif resembles the form of the motif from Ben-Tor’s Early Palestinian Series more than the L-

shaped crown. I lean toward assigning the item to the late Late Bronze IIB because the forms of the head-

clypeus, sides, and back are more popular in the New Kingdom. Unfortunately, the scarab’s typological 

form is also known in earlier times, and this criterion is not definitive.  
286 As noted in an earlier footnote, this scarab comes from Tomb 212 which is dated to the Iron IIA–B, and 

the date of the context may extend back into the Iron I (Keel 2010b: 184).  
287 Unfortunately, this scarab cannot be found. Only a drawing of the base is extant. Therefore, the forms of 

its back, sides, and head-clypeus are unknown. The item comes from Tomb 921, which is dated to the 

whole Late Bronze IIB or Braunstein’s Period I (Braunstein 1998: 732). 
288 This scarab’s form is more likely to be from the New Kingdom. Its depth of engraving may indicate that 

the scarab comes from either the Middle Bronze or Iron IA, though the execution may be ever so slightly 

less standardized than one expects for the Middle Bronze. The scarab comes from Tomb 935, which is 

dated to the Iron IA (Braunstein 1998: 770). These factors, though not definitive, cause me to designate this 

item as a later Iron IA imitation.  
289 This scarab depicts a red crown to the right and above three signs. The depth of engraving and the form 

of the scarab indicate a later imitation. The archaeological context, Tomb 936, is dated to the Iron IA and 

indicates a later date for the seal’s production (Braunstein 1998: 776).  
290 Unfortunately, the item could not be found by Keel. The forms of the head-clypeus, elytra, and hirsute 

legs can be detected from the drawing by Starkey and Harding (1932: 26, Pl. 57.353). The scarab’s 

typological form is more likely, though not definitively, dated to a period after the Middle Bronze. The 

archaeological context, Tomb 982, is dated to the whole Late Bronze IIB and Iron IA (Braunstein 1998: 

850). Because the item was not found, it is difficult to determine the style and depth of the engraving. 

These factors point toward a later imitation, but this conclusion cannot be stated unequivocally.  
291 See footnote 253 for a discussion of this item’s insecure archaeological context.  
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653 [Tell el-Hesi 9292]; Lachish: Tufnell 1958: Pl. 39, No. 350;293 Keel 2004b: 1556, No. 

33, Fig. 23.45.4294). Yet another combination is oriented vertically, and the red crown is 

also flanking both sides of a central sign in which all three signs are over a nb-sign (Keel 

2010b: 318–319 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 682295]).  

Finally, there is one instance of addorsed red crowns over a nb-sign and under 

either a t-sign or an inverted nb-sign (Keel 2014: 564–565 [Tel Harasim 28296]). The 

scarab comes from a context at Tel Harasim dated to the entire Late Bronze II. 

Interestingly, this scarab may hold a clue that points toward local production. The red 

crowns on the scarab from Harasim are of two types: the local, Middle Bronze L-shaped 

type and another common Middle Bronze form of the motif. The scarab’s layout consists 

of a vertically oriented base depicting a nb-sign below and above a central row of signs; 

the central row of signs consists of a red crown and another motif. Scarabs with a similar 

layout as Harasim’s scarab can be found in the Early and Late Palestinian Series (Ben-

Tor 2007: Pls. 54.21, 26, 27; 79.1, 5, 7, 8; cf. Kabri: Mizrachy 2002: 333–335, No. 22). 

Tufnell also identified the local “L-shaped” crown, which is found on the scarab from 

Harasim (1984: 119); Ben-Tor also noted the form of the red crown in the Late 

                                                      
292 This item could not be found. Only a drawing of the base is extant. There is no drawing of the form of 

its back, sides, or head-clypeus. It is said to come from City IV, but Bliss’ excavations of the tell are too 

unreliable to be used for dating this item.  
293 This scarab comes from Lachish’s Locus 556 which is a pit in Square A.24. Tufnell dated Tufnell the 

context to her Late Bronze III; Tufnell notes that the context contains both an imported pilgrim flask and a 

poor imitation of a lentoid flask (1958: 245). Poorly executed, local imitations become popular when trade 

weakens in the Mediterranean, and local populations continue to demand these ceramic forms which were 

previously available through intra-Mediterranean trade (Morris 2005: 701). 
294 Keel’s scarab from Lachish comes from Locus 3078, which is assigned to Level VI (?) of Ussishkin’s 

Late Bronze III (Ussishkin 2004: 57). 
295 The scarab depicts a nfr-sign flanked by two outward facing red crowns over a nb-sign and below a 

stylized Htp sign. The form of the scarab’s head and back are more likely to be New Kingdom than Middle 

Bronze. The context of the scarab itself is Tomb 936, dated to the Iron IA (Braunstein 1998: 776). The 

depth of engraving also indicates a later imitation instead of a Middle Bronze scarab. These three factors 

make likely the conclusion that this scarab is a later Iron IA, possibly Late Bronze IIB, imitation.  
296 This item comes from a context assigned to the entire Late Bronze II (Keel 2014: 564). 
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Palestinian series of the local Middle Bronze scarabs (Ben-Tor 2007: 130). This vertical 

arrangement of the scarab’s base with a nb-sign or ḥtp-sign above and below a row of 

signs is not found in the Egyptian series from the Middle Kingdom and Second 

Intermediate Period (Ben-Tor 2007: Pls. 8 and 34). The layout of this scarab from 

Harasim may indicate that this is a local imitation of a local Middle Bronze motif. 

Another likely Iron IA imitation of a Middle Bronze motif orients the scarab 

vertically; the red crown is above a set of motifs—including any of the following signs: 

wd3t, nfr, or dd. All of these signs are engraved over a nb-sign (Keel 2010b: 136–137 

[Tell el-Far‘a Süd 251297]; 235–236 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 489298]; 318–319 [Tell el-Far‘a 

Süd 683299]; 354–355 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 770300]). In another example, a vertically 

oriented scarab shows an uraeus to the right of an n-sign and a wD#t-eye whose downward 

tick connects to a lower nb-sign; these three signs are below a highly schematized red 

crown (Tufnell 1958: Pl. 39.341). This scarab comes from a context dated to Tufnell’s 

Late Bronze III where imitation imports, like two base ring jugs, are combined with 

forms that anticipate the ceramic forms of the Iron I (Tufnell 1958: 246). In another 

collocation, a vertically oriented scarab depicts a nfr-sign between two dd-pillar over a 

nb-sign and below a red crown (Keel 2010b: 310–311 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 662301]). 

                                                      
297 Unfortunately, this item could not be found. It is only known from a drawing of its base. The forms of 

its elytra, sides, and head-clypeus are unknown. This study cannot observe the depth or style of engraving 

to ensure that it is a later Iron IA imitation because it is only known from a drawing. The scarab comes 

from Tomb 528 which has been dated to late Iron I and possibly the Iron IIA (Keel 2010b: 136). Tombs 

from the 500-series tend to be dated to Braunstein’s second period, which is the late Iron I and early Iron 

IIA (Braunstein 1998: 502–594; cf. 543, 547–548, 569, 572–579, 584–585). 
298 See the previous paragraph for a description of this scarab, which comes from a context dated only to 

the Late Bronze IIB.  
299 See the previous paragraph for a description of this scarab, which comes from an Iron IA context.  
300 See the previous paragraph for a description of this scarab, which comes from a Late Bronze IIB–Iron 

IA context. 
301 The scarab’s typological form is not diagnostically significant for a narrow range of dates. The depth of 

engraving could indicate either a Middle Bronze production or an excellent Iron IA imitation. Braunstein 

dates the archaeological context, Tomb 935, to the Iron IA (Braunstein 1998: 770). 
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In conclusion, there are 41 items determined to be Iron IA and Late Bronze IIB 

imitations of the Middle Bronze red crowns. 31 of the 41 scarabs come from Tell el-

Far‘ah (South). This likely indicates at least one center of local production. 17 of these 41 

scarabs come from contexts dated to the Iron IA alone. 26 of the 41 items come from 

contexts that, at least, include the Iron IA. Two come from contexts dated only to the 

Late Bronze IIB, demonstrating that there was earlier production prior to the Iron IA, 

though the motif likely reached its greatest popularity in the Iron IA.  

It is noteworthy that the highest level of production of what might otherwise be 

considered Egyptianizing motifs does not occur during the period of greatest Egyptian 

hegemony, namely the first half of the reign of Ramses II during the Late Bronze IIB. 

Instead, this local imitation of earlier local motifs surges at a time when intra-

Mediterranean trade has declined. Local imitations of once common Late Bronze ceramic 

forms—Base Ring Ware and so-called Cypriot Milk Bowls—also surge. Could it be that 

as intra-Mediterranean trade declines, local population continue to demand amulets in the 

form of scarabs to protect their dead who are making their precarious passage from this 

world to the underworld? Local engravers, recognizing this demand, return to local 

motifs from the Middle Bronze, knowing that the local market will value and purchase 

scarabs that reflect the long-standing, local traditions. 

 

WD#T-EYE 

 

Among these later imitations discussed above, the wd3t-sign was engraved alongside the 

later imitation of the red crown. The later form of the wd3t-sign differs from the Middle 

Bronze form. Locally made scarabs from Middle Bronze contexts depict the wd3t-eye 
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with a vertical line extending down from the central portion of the eye, but this line does 

not tend to end with a nb-like shape (e.g., Keel 2013: 198–199 [Geser 70]). In contrast, 

the later form of this sign frequently has a line extending downward from the eye that 

ends in a nb-like sign (Keel 1997: 616–617 [Akko 245302]; Keel 2010a: 172–173 [Bet-

Schean 170303]; 420–421 [Der el-Balah 46304]; 442–443 [Der el-Balah 98305]; Keel 

2010b: 240–241 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 497306]; 254–255 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 532]; 312–313 

[Tell el-Far‘a Süd 664307]; 312–313 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 666308]; 322–323 [Tell el-Far‘a 

Süd 691309]; 370–371 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 810310]; Keel 2013: 16–17 [Tel Gamma 36311]; 

                                                      
302 This item comes from an unknown context. The form of the red crown is that of the later Iron IA and 

Late Bronze IIB imitation. The form of the scarab’s back, sides and head-clypeus are not diagnostic for 

dating the item to the New Kingdom.  
303 This scarab comes from Stratum (Lower) VI at Beth Shean which is dated to the very end of the Late 

Bronze and the Iron IA (Keel 2010b: 172). The scarab is in the shape of a fish; the fish-shaped scarab is 

produced at the end of the 18th and 19th Dynasty with possible production into the Iron I (Keel 1995: 68–

69 [§151]). 
304 The form of the scarab does not permit the item to be dated to the Middle Bronze, Late Bronze IIB, or 

Iron Age I. The schematic form of the red crown on its base is the later form of the sign. The precise 

archaeological context of this item is unknown since it came from Moshe Dayan’s collection. 
305 The form of this scarab does not permit this study to date the item to either the Middle Bronze, the Late 

Bronze IIB, or Iron I. The schematic form of the red crown on its base is the later form of the sign. The 

archaeological context of this item is unknown since it came from Moshe Dayan’s collection. 
306 The scarab’s form is not diagnostically significant for the Late Bronze IIB or Iron IA. The 

archaeological context—Tomb 925—forms the basis for the terminus ante quem of its production as the 

Iron IA (Braunstein 1998: 738–740).  
307 This scarab was excavated in Tomb 935; Braunstein dated the tomb to Iron IA (Braunstein 1998: 770–

775). 
308 This scarab comes from Tomb 935, which is dated to the Iron IA (Braunstein 1998: 770–775). The 

scarab’s form does not permit this study to identify the item as either a Middle Bronze scarab or a later 

imitation.  
309 As noted in an earlier footnote, the form of this scarab cannot be dated to a narrow range of dates. It 

comes from Tomb 936 which is dated to the Iron IA (Braunstein 1998: 776; pace Keel 2010b: 322). 
310 This item was discussed above. Braunstein dated this scarab’s archaeological context, Tomb 984, to the 

Iron IA (Braunstein 1998: 857–864).  
311 While this scarab comes from an unknown archaeological context, the form of the head-clypeus (D10) 

points toward a Late Bronze IIB or possibly Iron IA date. The scarab depicts both signs in the form of a 

later imitation of the Middle Bronze motif.  
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24–25 [Tel Gamma 56312]; Lachish: Tufnell 1958: Pl. 39.341;313 Keel 2004b: 1556, No. 

33, Fig. 23.45.4;314 cf. Keel 2013: 652–653 [Tell el-Hesi 9315]) or a horizontal tick at the 

bottom (Keel 2010a: 420–421 [Der el-Balah 42316]; Keel 2010b: 238–239 [Tell el-Far‘a 

Süd 491317]). This later form of the wd3t-eye with a tick is also combined with the later 

imitation of the Middle Bronze motif of an anthropomorphic figure holding a lotus bloom 

(Keel 2010b: 280–281 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 588318]). Finally, the wd3t-eye appears on one 

scarab as a highly schematic scarab, produced in the Iron IA or Late Bronze IIB; its 

schematic tendencies are due to its reproduction in faience (Keel 2010a: 278–279 [Bet-

Schemesch 141319]).  

There are eighteen scarabs with the later form of the wd3t-eye. Seven scarabs are 

from contexts dated only to the Iron IA, and another seven scarabs come from unknown 

contexts. Two additional items come from periods that include the Iron IA. Only two 

scarabs come from contexts dated only to the Late Bronze IIB. As occurred with other 

imitations of Middle Bronze motifs, this group of later imitations was produced largely in 

the Iron IA, though production began earlier in the Late Bronze IIB. Approximately half 

                                                      
312 Unfortunately, this item comes from Petrie’s excavation on the tell. As such, the date of the context is 

highly uncertain. The form of the scarab is schematic and cannot be dated to a narrow range of dates. Both 

the wd3t-eye and the red crown are later forms of these motifs.  
313 This scarab comes from Cave 559, which Tufnell dated to the Iron IA; the cave contained two imitations 

of a Base Ring jug. The ceramics of the cave and the scarab’s typological form point toward an Iron IA 

date of production (Tufnell 1958: 246). 
314 This scarab from Lachish comes from Locus 3078, assigned to Level VI (?) of Ussishkin’s Late Bronze 

III (Ussishkin 2004: 57). 
315 This scarab was discussed above. The scarab came from Bliss’ City IV at Tell el-Hesi, but Bliss’ 

excavations are too unreliable to be used with any certainty. 
316 The scarab comes from Moshe Dayan’s collection. No narrower date can be offered for the item based 

on this limited information. 
317 The scarab comes from Tomb 930, which Braunstein dated to the entire Late Bronze II and early Iron I 

(Braunstein 1998: 749–750; pace Keel 2010b: 238). The typological form of the scarab has no feature that 

is diagnostically significant for only the Late Bronze IIB or Iron IA. 
318 The typological form of this scarab does not permit the item to be dated to a narrow range of dates. The 

scarab comes from Tomb 934, which Braunstein dates to the Iron IA (Braunstein 1998: 754). 
319 This item comes from the excavations of Grant. Consequently, the date of the archaeological context is 

uncertain. The scarab is highly schematized because it was fashioned out of faience.  
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of the scarabs come from Tell el-Far‘ah (South), indicating likely local production at that 

site. Otherwise, the scarabs are centered at sites in the southern Coastal Plain and western 

Shephelah (Tell el-Hesi, Lachish, and Tel Jemmeh) and along the coast (Acco and Deir 

el-Balah).  

 

DD-PILLAR 

 

As shown above, the dd-pillar was engraved on the base of scarabs imitating Middle 

Bronze motifs of the red crown (Ben-Tor 2007: 18, Pl. 8, Nos. 17 and 20). The central 

dd-pillar flanked by addorsed motifs—red crowns and uraei—resurges again among Iron 

IA and Late Bronze IIB imitations of the Middle Bronze style (Keel 2010a: 492–493 

[Dothan 6320]; 504–505 [Dothan 34321]; Keel 2010b: 382–383 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 843322]). 

The dd-pillar is combined with other Iron IA and Late Bronze IIB imitations of Middle 

Bronze motifs—like the ANRA signs (Keel 2010b: 382–383 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 843]).  

Other collocations with dd-pillars occur. Unfortunately, these scarabs often come 

from uncertain contexts. In one instance, three dd-pillars form a column along the long 

axis of the base while two additional dd-pillars are engraved at a right angle to the 

vertical column, creating four quadrants on the base (Keel 2010: 24–25 [Tel Gamma 

54323]). In each quadrant, there is an outward facing red crown and the quadrants are 

symmetrical across the axes created by the dd-pillars. Unfortunately, neither the 

                                                      
320 The form of this scarab does not permit me to date this item to one period. This scarab comes from 

Tomb 2 which remains unpublished; its dates are broad and extend from the Late Bronze IIA through the 

Iron IA.  
321 This scarab comes from Tomb 1 at Dothan which has been dated to all of the Late Bronze II period. One 

cannot assess this broad date for the tomb until the final publication of the tomb has been published.  
322 While this scarab came from an unknown context in Cemetery 900, the form of its head-clypeus (D10) 

indicates that this is a likely Late Bronze IIB or Iron IA imitation.  
323 Unfortunately, Keel was unable to find this item. Only a drawing of its base is extant. The item came 

from Petrie’s excavations of the tell. Therefore, the date of the archaeological context is uncertain. 
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archaeological context, the typological form of the scarab nor the motif itself can be said 

to point definitively to a later date of production. In another instance, three dd-pillars are 

engraved at right angles to one another, creating four quadrants in which addorsed red 

crowns are placed; two nbw-signs form the final half of the shorter axis (Keel 2013: 562–

563 [Tel Harasim 19324]). In this instance, the archaeological context does not help to 

date the scarab, but the form of its head-clypeus (D10) does point to a possible later date 

for its production. Finally, a scarab from a Late Bronze IIB–Iron IA context depicts a 

Middle Bronze layout; the scarab may be a later imitation. The dd-pillar is flanked by nfr-

sign and onX-sign, and a nbw-sign is above the motif (Keel 2010b: 244–245 [Tell el-Far’a 

Süd 506325]). Unfortunately, no definitive production date can be hypothesized for this 

scarab. 

Of all the later imitations of Middle Bronze motifs covered so far, this motif has 

the least number of scarabs from securely dated archaeological contexts. Of these six 

scarabs, three came from uncertain contexts. Only one scarab comes from a context dated 

only to the Iron IA. The other scarabs were dated to the Late Bronze II as well. Unlike 

previous imitations, the geographical distribution of these scarabs is not centered at Tell 

el-Far‘ah (South), though two items do come from this site. 

 

URAEI 

 

                                                      
324 Unfortunately, this scarab was a surface find. The scarab’s head-clypeus (D10), however, indicates a 

likely date of production in either the Late Bronze IIB or Iron IA. Further, the shallow depth of engraving 

indicates that this is likely a later imitation of a Middle Bronze layout of motifs. 
325 This scarab comes from Tomb 922 which has been dated to the Iron IA (Braunstein 1998: 734). The 

form of the scarab’s back, head, and sides is not indicative of a narrower range of dates. 
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The uraeus appears occasionally on Iron IA and Late Bronze IIB imitations of Middle 

Bronze styles. A hollowed-out uraeus is engraved to the left of ANRA-signs in which the 

form of the double-looped o-sign clearly marks the seal as a later imitation (Keel 2013: 

284–285 [Geser 266326]). This collocation points toward a likely Late Bronze IIB and 

Iron IA production; it is prudent to look for other imitations of the Middle Bronze style 

and motif.  

 The later form of the uraeus imitates the Middle Bronze outline of the puffed-up 

upper neck and diagonal hashing across the raised interior of the uraeus which is left by 

the outline. However, the Ramesside tool may not create the deep, angular grooves of the 

Middle Bronze, and the engraving style belies later production (see Keel 2004b: 1556, 

No. 33, Fig. 23.45.4327). 

 In another instance, an uraeus is engraved in a hollowed-out, Middle Bronze style. 

Hashed diagonal lines are engraved on the base of the hollowed out neck and body of the 

uraeus (Keel 1997: 88–89 [Afek 30328]). Two lines are engraved on the top of this 

archaizing uraeus as possible horns or a poorly engraved double-feathered headdress. 

These so-called horns mimic uraei found on scarabs from the Middle Bronze (Keel 1997: 

436–437 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 977329]; 632–633 [Akko 285330]; cf. Petrie Museum UC 11843) 

                                                      
326 MacAlister’s archaeological method does not permit one to assign a secure date to the context where 

this scarab was found. The scarab’s form also does not permit a narrow range of dates to be assigned to this 

item. 
327 Keel’s scarab from Lachish comes from Locus 3078, Level VI (?) of Ussishkin’s Late Bronze III 

(Ussishkin 2004: 57), which is equivalent with this study’s Iron IA.  
328 This scarab comes from a context that is dated broadly to the entire Late Bronze and the Iron I (Keel 

1997: 88). 
329 This scarab comes from an unknown context. However, the form of the head and clypeus as well as the 

motif and layout on the base indicate that this scarab is likely from the Middle Bronze. 
330 The archaeological context of this item is uncertain. However, the layout of the motif and its execution 

on the base indicate that this scarab was produced during the Middle Bronze.  
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but may also mirror a headdress for the uraeus also found on scarabs from contexts dated 

to the Iron IA and Late Bronze IIB period (Keel 1997: 226–227 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 369331]. 

Keel 2010b: 98–101 [Tell el-Far’a Süd 165332 and 166333]; 244–245 [Tell el-Far’a Süd 

505334]; 252–253 [Tell el-Far’a Süd 527335]; 342–343 [Tell el-Far’a Süd 738336]; Keel 

2013: 254–255 [Geser 196337]). The uraeus faces a cartouche with the throne name of 

Ramses II ensuring that the scarab executed in a Middle Bronze style was produced at a 

later date, and, in fact, it is likely an Iron IA or Late Bronze IIB imitation. 

 Another scarab replicates a standard Middle Bronze motif and layout; it is likely 

an heirloom from the Late Bronze IIB or Iron IA period that was excavated in a later 

context, Locus 732, at Ashkelon from the late seventh century (Keel 1997: 721–722 

[Aschkelon 84]). Similar, though not identical, layouts occur on Middle Bronze scarabs 

(Ben-Tor 2007: 161–162, Pl. 77, No. 22). The two uraei and centered falcon are outlined 

as occurs in the Middle Bronze where an upraised relief often remains. Unlike the Middle 

Bronze style of engraving, no hashing occurs on the raised relief. It is possible, though 

                                                      
331 This scarab comes from an unknown context. The form of the scarab’s head-clypeus, back, and sides is 

not diagnostically indicative of a specific narrow period of time. However, the base clearly depicts the 

throne name of Ramses II. 
332 This scarab comes from Tomb 532, which is dated to the Iron IB (Braunstein 1998: 528). The form of 

the scarab’s back, sides, and head-clypeus are not indicative of a narrower range of dates.  
333 This scarab, like the previous item, comes from a tomb dated to the Iron IB (Braunstein 1998: 528). The 

form of the scarab is unknown because it is covered by a metal bezel.  
334 This scarab comes from Grave 928B which is dated to the Late Bronze II and Iron IA (Braunstein 1998: 

743).  
335 This scarab comes from Grave 961, which is dated to the Late Bronze IIB through Iron IA (Keel 1997: 

252). The form of the faience scarab cannot be used to date the item to a narrow range of dates because 

faience is often highly schematic and, therefore, non-diagnostic.  
336 This scarab come from Tomb 960H, which is dated to the Iron IA (Braunstein 1998: 813). The form of 

the scarab does not date the item to a narrow range of dates. 
337 This scarab comes from an uncertain context due to the excavation techniques of MacAlister. The 

faience scarab does not have a distinct shape to aid in the dating of the item because faience is often highly 

schematic. 
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not certain, that this is an imitation of a Middle Bronze motif in either the Late Bronze 

IIB and Iron I or Iron II periods.  

 As noted with the previous motif of the dd-pillar, the sample size is small. Three 

scarabs may be imitations of the Middle Bronze motif. It is impossible to identify a 

period of popular use based on three scarabs. A larger sample size is required to make a 

certain conclusion. Further, the three scarabs with this motif come from three different 

sites. In fact, it is difficult even to speak of the scarabs as a coherent group. 

 

N-SIGN 

 

A number of scarabs that imitate Middle Bronze styles of engraving in the Iron IA and 

Late Bronze IIB include an idiosyncratic n-sign with many vertical tick-marks. 

Ramesside scarabs with the later wD#t-eye are one such group that uses this n-sign 

(Lachish: Tufnell 1958: Pl. 39.341; Keel 2004b: 1556, No. 33, Fig. 23.45.4). 

Unfortunately, the idiosyncratic form of the sign cannot be used on its own as a criterion 

for dating because the sample size is too small. It may, however, offer a small clue for 

dating.  

 

ROSETTE  

 

The four-petalled rosette with curled ribbons in each quadrant may have been produced 

again in the Iron IA and Late Bronze IIB periods, but the date of this group remains 

uncertain due to the limited sample size (e.g., Keel 1997: 50–51 [Achsib 88338]). Four-

petalled rosettes are also found on Middle Bronze scarabs and later (Ben-Tor 2007: 169, 

                                                      
338 This scarab comes from Tomb 1009, whose date is uncertain. See Chapter Three for a discussion of its 

date. 
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Pl. 87; Keel 1997: 82–83 [Afek 12]; 116–117 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 38]; 146–147 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 

121]; 194–195 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 276]; 356–357 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 744]; 388–389 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 

835]; 754–755 [Asor 21]. Keel 2010a: 106–107 [Bet-Schean 25]; 134–135 [Bet-Schean 

81339]; 172–173 [Bet-Schean 167]; 358–359 [Dan 15]. Jericho: Kirkbride 1965: Figs. 

283, Nos. 2 and 16; 285, No. 19; 286, No. 1; 292, No. 3; 293, No. 2). The curled ribbons 

may also end in concentric circles during the Middle Bronze (Keel 1997: 314–315 [Tell 

el-‘Aǧul 623]; 318–319 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 633340]. Keel 2010a: 18–19 [Betaniën 8]). A 

scarab with concentric circles at the ends of the rosette and in the center may have been 

reproduced in the Iron I (Keel et al. 2010a: 10–11 [Beërscheba 10341]). Another rosette 

motif was found on a scarab from an Iron I–IIA context; it includes a schematic bloom 

above and below the rosette (Keel 1997: 176–177 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 220342]).343 The head-

clypeus of this latter scarab confirms the suspicion that this is the product of a later 

artisan.  

                                                      
339 The archaeological context of this scarab is mixed with debris from the Early Bronze IV, Late Bronze I–

IIA, and the late Roman period. The second side includes the throne name of Amenophis II and should 

likely be dated to his reign since his throne name is not a cryptographic way to write Amun’s name. 
340 Brandl cites Tell el-‘Aǧul 623 and 633 as comparative material for the later imitations of Middle Bronze 

motifs (Brandl in Keel 2010a:10). In so doing, Brandl argues that these two scarabs are later imitations. 

These two scarabs come from Fields T and E, respectively, at a height of 750’’. The archaeological context 

of the excavations of Petrie are notoriously uncertain where heights were used to determine strata. In fact, 

Keel places all scarabs from a height of 750’’ from different areas at Tell el-‘Aǧul—including areas J, EB, 

G, E—together, as if in the same stratum (Petrie 1934: Pl. 5.63–74). Glyptic items from the Late Bronze 

IIB and Iron I were found in Field A. Tufnell notes that there are no recognizable Iron Age objects on the 

mound, but some graves did include black-on-red III juglets and Philistine pottery of the Iron Ages (Tufnell 

1993: 52). Therefore, there was some Iron Age occupation of the tell. Kempinski stated that Fort V lasted 

from the 13th through the 12th centuries (Kempinski 1993a: 53). 
341 This scarab comes from an unstratified context (Keel 2010a: 10). The highly schematic form of the 

scarab cannot be assigned to a narrow range of dates. 
342 This scarab comes from Grave 1036, which is dated from the Iron I through the Iron IIA (Keel 1997: 

176). Unfortunately, the tombs of Tell el-‘Aǧul have not been re-examined recently. The form of the head-

clypeus (D10) indicates a Late Bronze IIB or Iron IA date for the item and betrays its later production. 
343 Another scarab with a related rosette motif has been identified as a Ramesside imitation by Keel, but 

this scarab comes from the market and will not be considered as part of this study (Keel 1997: 564–565 

[Akko 99]). 

 



214 

 

 Another scarab with a four-petalled motif is also interspersed with ribbons in each 

quadrant. The ribbons merge with the tails of uraei; this scarab comes from a Late Bronze 

IIB–Iron I context and may be a later imitation of the Middle Bronze motif (Keel 2010a: 

512–513 [Ebal 1]). Here, the early Iron IA date of the archaeological context helps 

narrow the date, but it is not definitive. Another possible later imitation may occur on a 

faience scarab from an early Iron I context (Keel 1997: 682–683 [Aschdod 58]344).  

 Another Middle Bronze version of the four-petalled motif has an interwoven and 

curving ribbon (Ben-Tor 2007: 170, Pl. 88; Kirkbride 1965: Fig. 283, No. 18; Fig. 284, 

No. 1). These variations of the motif may have been imitated in the Iron IA and Late 

Bronze IIB period (Keel 1997: 52–53 [Achsib 93345]; 58–59 [Achsib 107346]).  

 In conclusion, there are seven items that have been proposed as Late Bronze IIB 

and Iron IA imitations of the Middle Bronze motif of the four-petalled rosette. 

Unfortunately, few of these are from contexts that can be dated accurately and carefully. 

If the excavators were correct in reporting the archaeological context of these items, then 

there is possible, though not definitive, proof of later production. 

 

REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF  

LATE BRONZE AND IRON I IMITATIONS  

OF MIDDLE BRONZE MOTIFS 

  

Many Iron IA and Late Bronze IIB imitations mimicked scarabs which Ben-Tor showed 

to be locally produced. The highest concentration of these scarabs was clearly found at 

Tell el-Far‘ah (South). Distribution declined as one moved away from this site. It is 

                                                      
344 This scarab is reported as being located in Stratum XIIIb or the Iron IA (Brandl 1993a: 133).  
345 This scarab also comes from Tomb 1009 at Achziv. Please consult Chapter Three for the difficulties in 

assigning a date of the Iron I or Iron IIA to this tomb.  
346 This scarab was a surface find. Its form is not indicative of a narrow range of dates for production.  
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tempting to note the designation of Tell el-Far‘ah (South) as a so-called Governor’s 

Residency when discussing these so-called Egyptianizing scarabs (Oren 1984: 47–48; 

Morris 2005: 744–752). However, these scarabs were noticeably absent at Eliezer Oren’s 

other so-called Governor’s Residencies in the region—Tell Sera’, Tel Hesi, and Tel 

Masos (Oren 1984: 39–45; Morris 2005: 752–755). The extensive corpus of Deir el-

Balah had only a few instances of later imitations of Middle Bronze motifs despite its full 

collection of scarabs from the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I (Keel 2010a: 420–421 [Der el-

Balah 42 and 46]; 434–435 [Der el-Balah 79]; 442–443 [Der el-Balah 98]; 450–451 [Der 

el-Balah 118]). It cannot be argued that the imitation of Egyptianizing motifs is caused 

solely by the dominant imperial presence of the Egyptian imperial power in the region. In 

fact, production seems highest not during the first half of Ramses II’s reign when 

imperial control was at a zenith but during the Iron IA when intra-Mediterranean trade 

had waned.  

These motifs were already produced locally in the Middle Bronze. After centuries 

of use as heirloom items and occasional continued production on cylinder seals and the 

Beth Shean IX group of the Late Bronze I, they had become a local phenomenon. Iron IA 

and Late Bronze IIB imitations called upon local memories of burial practices and 

replicated those practices again at this later time. 

 It is also noteworthy that ANRA scarabs were found only rarely in late New 

Kingdom contexts in Egypt. Two ANRA scarabs were found at Qustul in Nubia 

(Williams 1992: Figs. 13a, 14r347), and one is likely from the Middle Bronze due to the 

                                                      
347 Williams identifies Fig. 11k as an ANRA scarab, but the presence of four repeated r-signs and one k# is 

not sufficient to identify this as an ANRA scarab.  
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typological form of the scarab and the vertical motifs which flank the vertical column of 

ANRA signs (Williams 1992: Fig. 14r, Pl. 48j). This further confirms that these locally 

produced scarabs are calling upon local memories in earlier amulets for local burials. 

 It is also striking that production of these motifs ramped up in the Iron IA rather 

than the Late Bronze IIB. Their production was not merely a simple response to the 

strong Egyptian imperial presence in the Southern Levant during the first half of Ramses 

II. Instead, local production increased even as trade networks connecting the 

Mediterranean waned. As these trade networks broke down, local populations still 

demanded the goods once bought through these networks. Local potters produced 

imitations of Base Ring ware and Cypriot Milk Bowls for local consumption. Even as 

local populations bought imitations of these ceramic forms, they desired amulets to 

accompany their dead in burial as they moved from this world to the underworld. When 

Egyptian scarabs were no longer available for purchase, local engravers increased 

production of scarabs that evoked Middle Bronze traditions, and local memories 

reemerged.  

Even as local engravers drew upon long-standing local traditions, they also 

produced newer motifs on locally produced scarabs and stamp seals of the Iron I. This 

study will now turn to these groups. 

 

SO-CALLED MASS-PRODUCED RAMESSIDE SCARABS 

The so-called Mass-Produced Ramesside scarabs form another key group of glyptic art of 

this period. This group was first noted by Montet (1942: 218–219). The group is 

characterized by a common style of deep—sometimes called coarse—engraving, heavy 
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schematization, and a limited range of motifs. While the group been described as mass-

produced due to the greater number of items within this group, the lack of standardization 

within the group is evident when compared to groups like the foundation deposit of 

Hatshepsut. Further, many scarabs within this group were made of steatite which requires 

individual engravers crafting each item.348 If all items were made of faience, the term 

mass-produced would be more fitting.  

Motifs executed in this style include but are not limited to the Master of 

Crocodiles (Keel, Uehlinger, and Shuval 1990: 341–343; Keel, Keel-Leu, and Schroer 

1989: 268–27; e.g., Keel 1997: 60–61 [Achsib 115349]; 170–171 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 200350]; 

442–443 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 996351]; 614–615 [Akko 242352]; Keel 2010a: 222–223 [Bet-

Schemesch 10353]; 474–475 [Dor 26354]; Eggler and Keel 2006: 408–409 [Tall Deir ‘Alla 

33]; cf. 570–571 [Akko 115355]; Keel 2010a: 136–137 [Bet-Schean 87356]; Megiddo: 

Harrison 2004: Pl. 40, No. 4), a lion trampling an enemy (e.g., Keel 1997: 612–613 

                                                      
348 I thank Baruch Brandl for his conversation with me on how items made of steatite cannot be described 

as mass-produced. 
349 This item of glyptic art comes from Tomb 979 at Achziv. Unfortunately, the date of this tomb has not 

been published fully so that the date remains uncertain. See Chapter Three for a discussion of the date of 

this tomb. 
350 This scarab’s archaeological context is unknown. 
351 This scarab’s archaeological context is unknown.  
352 This scarab comes from a much later context dated to the Hellenistic period (Keel 1997: 614). 
353 This scarab portrays a Master of Crocodiles motif. The form of the head-clypeus (D10) was produced in 

the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I as discussed in Chapter Three. The scarab comes from Tomb 1, which 

extends from the Iron IIA through the Iron IIB.  
354 This scarab comes from a much later context dated to the Persian through Hellenistic period (Keel 

2010a: 474). 
355 While this item is said to be a surface find from Akko, it comes from the extensive collection of A. 

Lefkovitz. As such, it is unclear whether or not it has a verified context; it has not been included in the 

discussion of the group. A dealer may claim an item came from a certain site to increase the scarab’s value; 

only verified scarabs can be included here.  
356 This scarab portrays a motif similar to the ‘Master of Crocodiles,’ but the anthropomorphic figure holds 

only one crocodile. The seal comes from a grave that contained Early Bronze IV, Late Bronze IIB–Iron IA, 

and Roman material. As such, the item is likely to be Iron I. 
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[Akko 233357]; Keel 2010a: 6–7 [Beërscheba 4358]; 428–429 [Der el-Balah 62a359]; Keel 

2013: 204–205 [Geser 83360]; Lachish: Rowe 1936: No. S.86, Pl. XXIX;361 Tel Rekesh: 

Münger 2005: 390, Pl. 23.6.36; cf. Keel 1997: 572–573 [Akko 121362]; Eggler and Keel 

2006: 186–187 [Madaba 8363]; 232–233 [Pella 69364]), a kneeling-anthropomorphic figure 

over a branch (Keel 1997: 174–175 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 210365]; Keel 2010b: 110–111 [Tell el-

Far‘a Süd 195366]; Eggler and Keel 2006: 372–373 [Tall as-Sa‘idiya 14367]), and a 

hunting scene with a chariot (Staehelin and Hornung 1976: 192, n. 3; Keel, Uehlinger, 

and Shuval 1990: 342; Keel 1997: 612–613 [Akko 233368]; Keel 2010b: 124–125 [Tell 

el-Far‘a Süd 224369 and 226370]; 130–131 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 236371]; 136–137 [Tell el-

Far‘a Süd 250372]; Keel 2013: 360–361 [Geser 448373]; 446–447 [Geser 651374]; Keel 

                                                      
357 This scarab was a surface find. 
358 This scarab was located in a fill, called Locus 1683 from Area A-1, assigned to Stratum 7. 
359 Unfortunately, this item has no context since Moshe Dayan excavated the burial and donated his finds to 

the Institute of Archaeology at Tel Aviv University.  
360 This scarab comes from Tomb 96 which is dated to the Iron IB through the beginning of Iron IIA.  
361 This domed-back plaque was found in Tomb 191, which Rowe assigned to the Iron I (Rowe 1936: 260). 
362 This item was reported as a surface find; it appears to come from a collector who donated their 

collection to the Israel Antiquities Authority. It is a rectangular plaque with a domed back. 
363 Unfortunately, this item was bought, and its provenance cannot be verified with certainty. 
364 This scarab comes from Tomb 89 and Locus 1.4 in Area II, which is dated to the Iron I (Keel and Eggler 

2006: 232). 
365 This scarab comes from Tomb 1029 which has been dated to the Iron I (Keel 1997: 174). Unfortunately, 

no one has published a full reevaluation of the ceramics of this tomb since Petrie (see also Keel, Uehlinger, 

and Shuval 1990: 340–341). 
366 The archaeological context of this scarab is unknown. 
367 This scarab comes from Tomb 65 in Square 200 of Area BB (Eggler and Keel 2006: 372). 
368 This scarab was found on the surface of the tell. 
369 This item was found in Tomb 533 which is assigned to Braunstein’s Period 2, which corresponds to the 

end of the Iron I and beginning of the Iron IIA. 
370 This scarab comes from Tomb 601 which has been dated to the Iron I (Braunstein 595).  
371 This scarab comes from Tomb 609 which Braunstein has dated to the end of the Iron IB and beginning 

of the Iron IIA based on ceramics (Braunstein 1998: 598). 
372 This scarab comes from Tomb 506 which has been dated to the end of the Iron I and beginning of the 

Iron IIA (Braunstein 1998: 507). 
373 This scarab was found in the Fourth Semitic period. Unfortunately, MacAlister’s excavations are too 

uncertain to be of use here. 
374 This item was found in Locus 15045 in Field VI and Area NE15.102; the locus is dated to the Iron IB. 

The item could not be found, however, and only a drawing is available.  
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1997: 572–573 [Akko 118375]; Qasile: Mazar 1985: 18–20, Fig. 6; Mazar 1950–1951c: 

Fig. 13a;376 Shiloh: Brandl 1993b: 217–218, No. 16377) or without (e.g., Keel 1997: 698–

699 [Aschkelon 25378]; Keel 2010a: 128–129 [Bet-Schean 66379]; 472–475 [Dor 24380 and 

25381]; Keel 2010b: 120–121 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 216382]; 142–143 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 

264383]; 186–187 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 369]; 190–191 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 378384]; Keel 2013: 

20–21 [Tel Gama 44385]; 34–35 [Tel Gamma 78386]; Ta‘anach: Giveon 1986: No. 95;387 

cf. Keel 1997: 560–561 [Akko 87388]; 598–599 [Akko 191389]; Keel 2010a: 486–487 

[Dor 57390]; 538–539 [Ekron 49391]; Keel 2010b: 374–375 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 823392]; 

Keel 2013: 460–461 [Geser 682393]; Megiddo: Loud 1948: Pl. 163, No. 18; Eggler and 

Keel 2006: 126–127 [Chirbat an-Nuhas394]; Ta‘anach: Lapp 1937: 34, Fig. 24.2; cf. Keel 

                                                      
375 Keel describes this scarab as a surface find, but it comes from the extensive collection of Lefkovitz 

(Keel 1997: 572).  
376 This scaraboid came from public Building L in Stratum VIII (Mazar 1950–1951c: 206, Fig. 13a).  
377 This pyramidal stamp seal made of bone was found in an Iron I context (Brandl 1993b: 218). 
378 This scarab comes from a Hellenistic stratum at Ashkelon and is a likely heirloom.  
379 This scarab was found in Locus 1708 of Square P7 assigned to Stratum V (James 1966: 88f, 159, Fig. 

75; 332, Fig. 109.8); Yannai date Upper V to the Iron I (1996: Fig. 2). 
380 This enstatite scarab comes from Locus 9730 in Area G. It was assigned to Phase G-7b (Iron IB to Iron 

IIA).  
381 This scarab comes from Locus 9814 in Area G. It is from Phase G-7b dated to the Iron I and Iron IIA 

(Gilboa, Sharon, and Zorn 2004: 33, Fig.1.5 and 39, Fig. 4).  
382 This scarab was found in Tomb 133, which was assigned to Braunstein’s Period 2 which spanned the 

end of the Iron IB and the beginning of the Iron IIA (Braunstein 1998: 488). 
383 This scarab comes from Tomb 102 which corresponds to the Iron IB (Keel 2010b: 142). 
384 This scarab comes from Cemetery 500, but its exact context within the cemetery is unknown. 
385 The archaeological context of this item from Petrie’s excavations is unknown.  
386 This scarab comes from Room EM at the base of a wall at a height of 188’. 
387 This scarab was found in the courtyard of a cultic area (Giveon 1986: No. 95; Shuval 1990: 132). 
388 This item is described as a surface find; it should also be noted that the item comes from an extensive 

private collection and its true provenance is likely unknown. 
389 Again, Keel describes this scarab as a surface find, though it comes from the sizeable collection of 

Beter. As such, its provenance and assignment to Akko should be questioned. 
390 This scarab came from Locus 19053 in Area D2. The seal was unpublished prior to Keel’s volume. Only 

a broad date of the Iron IB through the Iron IIA is given as the date of the context (Keel 2010a: 486).  
391 This item was a surface find. 
392 The scarab was bought; its archaeological context is uncertain. 
393 This scarab comes from an unknown context. It was part of a collection. 
394 This item was a surface find. 
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1997: 560–561 [Akko 85,395 86,396 87,397 and 89398]). Some have expanded the motifs 

included within this group (Münger 2005: 394–395). Other contemporary motifs are 

executed similarly with a coarse style of engraving, deeply hollowed-out motifs, and 

highly schematic elements. One such motif is an anthropomorphic figure standing before 

a caprid with a scorpion or n-sign above the back of the caprid (Keel 2010a: 480–481 

[Dor 42399]). Another motif depicts two lion—one above another (Keel 1997: 218–219 

[Tell el-‘Aǧul 345400]; Keel 2010b: 122–123 [Tell el-Far‘a 222401]; Keel 2013: 510–511 

[Tel Hadid 2402]; cf. Keel 1997: 562–563 [Akko 91403]; 574–575 [Akko 126404]) or a lion 

below a possible crocodile (Keel 2010b: 122–123 [Tell el-Far‘a 223405]). The motifs on 

these Mass-Produced Ramesside/Post-Ramesside scarabs do occur on Egyptian scarabs 

as well; motifs like the Master of Crocodiles (Petrie 1925: Pl. XII, No. 962; Pl. XIX, No. 

                                                      
395 Keel describes the scarab as a surface find (Keel 1997: 560), though the item comes from the extensive 

collection of Lefkovitz.  
396 Keel again describes the scarab as a surface find (Keel 1997: 560), though the item comes from the 

extensive collection of Lefkovitz.   
397 As noted with the previous two scarabs, the item is described as a surface find, though it comes from 

Lefkovitz’s extensive private collection (Keel 1997: 562). 
398 As with the three previous scarabs, Keel describes this as a surface find, though it comes from 

Lefkovitz’s extensive private collection (Keel 1997: 562).  
399 This scarab was found in Locus 17219 in Area D2. Its first publication in Keel’s volume dates the 

context to the Iron IB–IIA (Keel 2010a: 480). 
400 This scarab comes from an unknown archaeological context. 
401 This scarab was located in Tomb 135 which has been assigned to the end of the Iron IB and the 

beginning of the Iron IIA (Braunstein 1998: 492). Braunstein describes how parallels of this scarab occur 

from the end of the Iron I through the end of the Iron IIA (Braunstein 1998: 493, Fig. 14.1). While the 

scarab could have been produced later than the beginning of the Iron I, she assigns the tomb a date based on 

the ceramic evidence. Unfortunately, this item could not be found in order to be photographed. Only the 

drawing from Petrie’s excavations is extant. 
402 This scarab was found in a favissa dated to the Iron IIC.  
403 Keel describes this scarab as a surface find, though it was part of the extensive, private collection of 

Lefkovitz (Keel 1997: 562). 
404 Again, Keel describes this scarab as a surface find though it comes from the extensive, private collection 

of Lefkovitz (Keel 1997: 574). 
405 This scarab was excavated from Tomb 135, and it has been assigned to the end of the Iron IB and the 

beginning of the Iron IIA (Braunstein 1998: 492). Unfortunately, this item could not be found in order to be 

photographed. Only the drawing from Petrie’s excavations is extant. 
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1561) and the lion over an enemy (Petrie 1925: Pl. XII, No. 967) are known from scarabs 

originating from Egyptian sites. 

Yet another motif is executed in this same style depicting a royal figure, often 

wearing a white crown and uraeus, seated on a chair while an anthropomorphic figure 

often stands in front of the seated figure (Keel 1997: 376–377 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 798406]); 

608–610 [Akko 224407 and 229408]; Keel 2010a: 212–213 [Bet-Schean 251409]; Keel 

2013: 52–53 [Tel Gamma 117410]; 406–407 [Geser 560]; cf. Keel 1997: 558–559 [Akko 

83411]). A similar motif of a seated, royal figure with an adherent also occurs on scarabs 

from Egypt (Petrie 1886: Pl. XXXVIII, Nos. 161–162; Petrie 1907: Pl. XXIII, No. 67; 

Petrie 1925: Pl. XII, No. 961; Petrie and Ellis 1937: Pl. VI, Nos. 65 and 72). One scarab 

from Beth Shean depicts this motif. It is likely a local imitation (Keel 2010a: 212–213 

[Bet-Schean 251]). On the imitation scarab, the torso of the seated royal figure is 

triangular because the motif has unknowingly mimicked images of the Egyptian royal 

figure which show arms bent toward the torso, and the upper arms form a triangle 

(Brunton 1930: Pl. XXXIV, No. 11; Petrie 1891: Pl. XXVI, No. 20; Petrie 1891: Pl. 

XXIII, Nos. 9–10; Williams 1992: Fig. 13j; cf. Rowe 1936: No. 632). On the scarab from 

Beth Shean, the triangular upper torso is replicated, though the upper arms are not bent 

                                                      
406 This scarab comes from Field T at Tell el-‘Aǧul, but its context is uncertain. In fact, the archaeological 

contexts of most items found on a tell by Petrie’s early twentieth century excavations are uncertain. 
407 This scarab is described as a surface find.  
408 This scarab was found on the surface of the tell.  
409 This impression comes from Locus 98707 which was assigned to Stratum S-2, dated to the Iron IB 

(Panitz-Cohen and Mazar 2009: Fig. 12.31). The archaeological context provides the lowest possible date 

of the item’s production.  
410 The archaeological context of the storage jar handle impressed with this seal is unknown; Rowe only 

states that it came from Tel Jemmeh (Rowe 1936: 256–257). 
411 Keel describes this item as a surface find, but it comes from the extensive collection of the private 

collector Lefkovitz (Keel 1997: 558). Interestingly, the motif is so highly schematic that the seated figure 

lacks markers of his royal status. 
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toward the torso. Instead, one arm is extended toward the standing figure, and the other is 

akimbo on the waist. The triangular motif of the upper torso on Egyptian scarabs has 

become a frozen form that the local engraver imitated without understanding its Egyptian 

origin. 

 Other conoids show local production of motifs that mirror this group. The motif 

of two lions engraved one above another on the so-called Mass-Produced 

Ramesside/Post-Ramesside Scarabs has also be replicated on a conoid of the Iron I and 

Iron IIA (e.g., Keel 1997: 584–585 [Akko 156412]). The deep, hollowed out engraving 

can also be observed on one conoid from Dor, which portrays a common motif 

from this group, namely the lion trampling an enemy (Keel 2010a: 484–485 [Dor 

48413]). Again, another conoid combines the standard, local motif from the Iron I 

of a bovine figure and its nursing young with the image of a hunter with bow in 

hand from this group (Keel 2010a: 188–189 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 373414]).  

 Another impression is likely made with a seal that was locally produced (Keel 

2013: 32–33 [Tel Gamma 70]). The seal from Tel Jemmeh mimics the royal figure 

wearing a white crown and holding a crook and flail while seated on a throne. The royal 

figure on the local imitation does not have similar proportions to Egyptian examples of 

the same motif. Egyptian scarabs often portray the royal figure as having a triangular 

upper torso (Petrie 1888: Pl. I, No. 22; Petrie 1907: Pl. XIIIE, No. 9; Petrie 1909: Pl. XII, 

                                                      
412 Keel describes this item as a surface find at Akko (Keel 1997: 584), though the item comes from the 

extensive collection of Lefkovitz. Because the item comes from a private collection, its provenance and the 

site to which it is assigned should be questioned.  
413 This conoid comes from Locus 17204 in Area D2. The seals and the stratigraphy have not been 

officially published. Only Keel provides a rough date for the archaeological context, namely the Iron Age 

(Keel 2010a: 484). 
414 The conoid comes from Grave 224 which is dated to the Iron IIA (Keel 2010b: 188). The seal itself is 

likely, though not definitively, produced during the Iron I. 



223 

 

B25; Brunton and Engelbach 1927: Pl. XXIV, No. 12; Petrie 1930: Pl. XX, No.40; Pl. 

XXXIV, No. 11; cf. Brunton and Engelbach 1927: Pl. XL, Nos. 18 and 23; Engelbach 

1923: Pl. XXI, Nos. 153 and 208; Naville and Griffith 1890: Pl. XVI, No. 2) that narrows 

at the waist and expands toward the knees (Petrie 1888: Pl. I, No. 22; Pl. XLI, No. 14; 

Naville and Griffith 1890: Pl. XVI, No. 2; Petrie 1907: Pl. XIIIE, No. 9; Petrie 1923: Pl. 

XXI, No. 153; Petrie 1930: Pl. XX, No. 40). Egyptian scarabs do not depict the white 

crown slumped over the back of the head (Petrie 1888: Pl. I, No. 22; Pl. XLI, No. 14; 

Petrie 1988: Pl. XX, No. 40; Pl. XXXIV, No. 11; Brunton and Engelbach 1927: Pl. XL, 

Nos. 23 and 26; Engelbach 1923: Pl. XXI, Nos. 153, 207, and 208) as occurs on the seal 

from Tel Jemmeh. All of these non-Egyptian aspects of the motif confirm that the scarab 

is likely locally made. 

 Local imitations of the hunting scene from this group also occur on a locally 

produced pyramidal stamp seal made of ubiquitous bone (Brandl 1993b: 217–218 [No. 

16]) and conoids of the Southern Levant (Keel 2013: 36–37 [Tel Gemme 83415]; 218–219 

[Geser 113416]). On one local conoid, the anthropomorphic figure is shortened to fit along 

the rounded edge of the conoid’s circular base (Keel 2013: 36–37 [Tel Gemme 83]). On 

the other conoid, the anthropomorphic figure appears to be peculiarly seated while raising 

his bow. His odd bodily form was likely engraved to fit onto the circular face of the seal. 

In another instance, an elaborate conoid depicts a similar hunting scene; the 

anthropomorphic figure wears a likely white crown while standing on a chariot with bow 

                                                      
415 This conoid was found in Room KB at the base of a wall which is 176’ high. Unfortunately, 

archaeological contexts from a tell excavated by Petrie are less than certain, and his dates should be 

questioned (see Chapter One). 
416 This conoid comes from the Fourth Semitic Period. Unfortunately, the excavations of MacAlister are too 

uncertain to establish certain dates for his archaeological contexts.  
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pointed toward a schematic, legless caprid. A figure, wearing a feather, stands in front of 

the chariot and horse. This figure has been misinterpreted by the Southern Levantine 

artist; typically, such a figure portrayed with a feather is an enemy on Egyptian scarabs 

(Petrie 1915: Pl. XVII, No. 64), and his arms are bound behind his back (cf. Teeter 2003: 

150–151, No. 242; Petrie 1915: Pl. XVII, No. 72; Qasile: Mazar 1985: 18–20, Fig. 6). 

This locally made conoid, however, portrays the feathered figure as leading the horse of 

the royal chariot. Additionally, the Southern Levantine artist has engraved a highly 

schematic form of the name of Amun on the lateral sides of the conoid where the n-sign 

is a mere line and the sun disk for Re a dash. The writing of Re’s name is not written first 

as is typical for deities’ names. The locally made conoid has mimicked the writing and 

motifs of Egyptian scarabs, though imperfectly. This same conoid also mimics the dyad 

of deities from Egyptian scarabs on one lateral side (Williams 1992: Fig. 13f; Teeter 

2003: 21 [No. 9]; 72 [No. 102]); all defining characteristics of the deities that make up 

each dyad are eliminated. Instead, two basic stick figures are portrayed with linking 

interior hands. This conoid has clearly mimicked the motif of the so-called Mass-

Produced Ramesside/Post-Ramesside scarabs and other Egyptian scarabs while adapting 

them to local traditions. 

 While it is clear that there is local production in the Southern Levant mimicking 

the motifs of the so-called Mass-Produced Ramesside/Post-Ramesside Scarabs, the 

motifs themselves likely originate in Egypt. Scenes on scarabs from Egypt are often more 

varied and the motifs less standardized than in the Southern Levant. The hunter standing 

with bow in front of two quadrupeds occurs on scarabs from Egypt (Petrie 1888: Pl. VIII, 

No. 79; Petrie 1925: Pl. XIV, Nos. 963–966 and 1483; Petrie and Ellis 1937: Pl. VI, No. 
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57). Egyptian scarabs depict the hunter standing (Petrie 1925: Pl. XIV, Nos. 964 and 965) 

or kneeling (Petrie 1925: Pl. XIV, No. 963). The hunter may even be engraved so 

schematically that his exact posture is unclear (Petrie 1925: Pl. XIV, No. 966). The 

hunter pursues his prey before him; this prey consists of one (Petrie 1925: Pl. XIV, No. 

963) or two animals—a lion and a caprid—which may be engraved along the base of the 

scarab’s face (Petrie 1925: Pl. XIV, No. 964) or one above the another (Petrie 1925: Pl. 

XIV, No. 966; Petrie and Ellis 1932: Pl. VI, No. 77).  

Traditionally, the group was dated to both the 19th and 20th Dynasties of the 

Ramesside period (Wiese 1990: 89–95). However, Keel rightfully lowered the date of the 

group’s production to the 20th through 22nd Dynasty (Keel, Shuval, and Uehlinger 1990: 

272). Münger further lowered the date of the corpus to the end of the 20th Dynasty 

(Münger 2005: 397–400). Münger expanded his corpus of so-called Mass-Produced 

:Post-Ramesside scarabs to over 200 seals. The corpus was contemporary with a period 

when Late Philistine Decorated Ware of Qasile X was popular from the late Iron I; this 

corresponds, for Münger, to the 21st Dynasty, instead of the 19th and 20th Dynasties; he 

then made an argument for the Low Chronology based on his new date for the group 

(Münger 2003 and 2005: 400). His argument is aided significantly by arguing one scarab 

is not a cryptographic writing of Amun but an abbreviated form of Siamun’s name. I have 

argued above that the reading of Siamun’s name is less than certain (Chapter Three), and 

a cryptographic writing of Amun must remain a likely reading of the base.  

Münger’s date reflects, no doubt, the period of greatest popularity of this group. 

In addition, the group was produced prior to that period, albeit in faience. A faience 

scarab with a common motif of this group was found in Qasile XII which is 
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contemporary with the 20th Dynasty and most certainly predates strata with Late 

Philistine Decorated Ware (Mazar 1985: 18–20, Fig. 6). While the Low Chronology 

argues for a lowering of dates assigned to the strata of the so-called Philistine bichrome 

wares during the later Iron IB (i.e., Ashkelon 18–17; Ekron VI-V; Ashdod XII–XI; Qasile 

XI–X), the Low Chronology does not lower the immediately earlier strata—Ashkelon 19 

and Qasile XII—to the 20th Dynasty or the late Iron I. Since the scarab from Qasile XII 

can not be excluded from the corpus of so-called Mass-Produced Ramesside scarabs 

based on its material, the earliest production of this group should be said to begin during 

the 20th Dynasty. Both the style of engraving and the motifs of this group of scarabs 

from the 20th and 21st Dynasty were mimicked on locally made seals.  

 

IMITATING EGYPTIAN MOTIFS ON 

LOCAL STAMP SEALS 

 

In the Iron I, a shift occurs both in Egyptian interaction in the Southern Levant and the 

glyptic repertoire. In the middle of the 20th Dynasty, the cost of staples rises steeply 

(Černý 1934: 173–178). A number of texts attest the rising price of emmer, which is used 

to make bread. Emmer rose from one to two deben of copper per khar to eight and even 

12 deben (Janssen 1975a: 112–117). Barley for beer increases steeply during the reign of 

Ramesses VII (Janssen 1975a: 119–122).417 The price of small cattle, though fewer texts 

attest its price, also increases during the later portions of the 20th Dynasty (Janssen 

                                                      
417 Interestingly, the prices return to normal by the end of the 20th Dynasty for both emmer and barley, 

though barley continues to fluctuate (Janssen 1975: 116 and 122). This will be addressed later on in this 

study, where Egyptian imports of limited number are noted on the edges of the hill country in Iron I 

contexts at sites like El-Aḥwat (Wolff 2014: 173; Lernau 2012: 362–368; Finkelstein 2002a: 193–194) and 

‘En Haggit. 
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1975a: 165–167).418 Sesame oil may also have risen toward the end of the 19th Dynasty 

and the middle of the 20th Dynasty (Janssen 1975a: 330–333). As staples fluctuated in 

price, other non-staple commodities, like furniture remained remarkably steady 

throughout the 20th Dynasty (Janssen 1975a: 180–184, 187–191, and 555).419 While the 

price of cereals rose, the wages of the village of Deir el-Medina, paid in cereals, remained 

steady during the 20th Dynasty (Jansen 1975a: 555–556). It was, no doubt, advantageous 

to work directly for the imperial power within Egypt itself. While this community, hired 

by the royal apparatus for the necropolis, may not have been representative of the broader 

economic trends in Egypt (Janssen 1975a: 561–562), it is surely not coincidence that the 

mines at Timnah in the Negev function only through Ramses VI,420 but no royal name is 

attested beyond this point. As the cost of staples rose dramatically under Ramses VII, 

royal projects in distant areas of the empire likely suffered under the weight of a strained 

Egyptian economy. 

 It may be that trade with the Southern Levant was maintained more than the rest 

of the Mediterranean. Southern Levantine ceramics were found in contexts in Egypt 

associated with the 20th Dynasty up through Ramses VI. The burials of Ramses III, 

Ramses IV, and Ramses VI contained Canaanite storage jars (D. Aston and B. Aston 

1987: 27).421 While Southern Levantine storage jars were present, there was a noticeable 

                                                      
418 The price of small cattle does fluctuate throughout the 19th Dynasty, but the prices attested under 

Ramses IX and the later 20th Dynasty are not seen at other times in the Ramesside period (Janssen 1975a: 

166). 
419 Janssen notes that other barter economies experience similar phenomena where the prices of goods are 

not interconnected (Janssen 1975b: 179–180). 
420 See the bracelet from Timnah which attests Ramses VI’s name (Rothenberg 1988: 122–124). 
421 Unfortunately, the Levantine storage jars of the Iron I are difficult to distinguish from the Egyptian 

storage jars, except by fabric (Aston 1989: 18–19). It is possible that Canaanite storage jars have gone 

unnoticed in both Egypt and Egyptian storage jars in the Southern Levant. Despite this problem in the 

publications, Levantine pottery was clearly imported into Qantir during the Iron I (Aston 1989: 19). 



228 

 

decrease in Mycenaean wares during the 20th Dynasty. At Qantir, the earlier capital of 

Ramses II, the evidence for Aegean imports during the 20th Dynasty is only slight (Aston 

1989: 17). Other sites—like Deir el Medineh and Tell el-Yehudiyeh—attest very limited 

numbers of potential Aegean imports during the 20th Dynasty. (Aston 1989: 17–18).  

 

LOCALLY MADE GLYPTIC ART OF THE IRON I 

 

As trade networks wane during the 20th Dynasty, locally made stamp seals of the Iron I 

become increasingly popular. This group consists of conoid and pyramidal-shaped stamp 

seals. Often, they are made of limestone422 which is readily available locally and less 

likely to be an import due to its local ubiquity. Below, we will first establish the dates of 

these items by establishing the terminus ante quem for certain forms of the stamp seal; 

these forms appear first in the Late Bronze IIB/Iron I transition or Iron I. Items which 

come from Iron I contexts can then be certainly assigned to the Iron I since the form 

provides the terminus post quem for the seal’s production and the archaeological context 

provides the terminus ante quem. Then, we will discuss their means of manufacture and 

finally their motifs. Among these seals, a number show the influence of Egyptian culture, 

despite the waning presence of the Egyptian empire.  

 

PYRAMIDAL FORM OF THE STAMP SEAL 

 

The pyramidal form of the stamp seal appears initially in contexts dated to the transition 

between the Late Bronze IIB to the Iron I (Keel 1994: 28–30). Often, the form is 

constructed from soft stones (Buchanan and Moorey 1988: 17). The form’s origin is 

                                                      
422 Keel’s article on pyramidal stamp seals shows the overwhelming use of limestone for this type (1994: 

29, Nos. 1–5, 7–11, 14–16).  



229 

 

unclear. Initially, Buchanan and Moorey state that the form appears to be particular to 

Philistine assemblages; they also note that sometimes this form of the stamp seal has 

Egyptian-related motifs (Buchanan and Moorey 1988: 17). A pyramidal seal from Egypt 

was found, but the archaeological context of the item is uncertain (Abd el-Maksoud 1998: 

42, 259, Fig. 44, No. 449). It remains unknown whether the form in Egypt predates the 

form in the Southern Levant. Keel, looking for a prototype for this unprecedented form, 

proposes the form came from a replication of the shape of Late Bronze anchors, which 

were placed in cultic areas as votive offerings to request protection from deities (Keel 

1994: 28). Other excavations, however, showed that a related limestone form of the 

pyramidal stamp seal was not limited to Philistine areas, and predated Philistine arrival 

ever so slightly (Brandl 1986–1987: 170–171). Though the group’s geographical origin is 

unclear, the pyramidal stamp seals begin either at the tail end of the Late Bronze IIB or 

the Iron IA. The pyramidal stamp seal from Mt. Ebal has been dated to the transition 

between the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I (Brandl 1986–1987: 171) based on two parallels 

at Tell Beit Mirsim assigned to Stratum C, but Albright himself questioned the security of 

the assignment to Stratum C (Albright 1936–1937: 73). While it is possible that the 

pyramidal stamp seal from Mt. Ebal is an heirloom in Stratum IB and should be dated to 

Stratum II, which is the transition between the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I, no parallels 

point to this conclusion definitively (Zertal 1986).423 

 

                                                      
423 This pyramidal stamp seal was excavated deep in the northern portion of Layer C of the fill (Locus 249) 

which was in Area A (Zertal 1986: 115). The site has two general strata where Stratum II predates Stratum 

IB. The locus with the limestone pyramid-like seal was assigned to Stratum IB. The overall ceramic 

assemblage of Stratum IB is dated to an early portion of the Iron I based on the relative frequency of the 

Late Bronze cooking pot with outward tilted neck (19%) compared with the Iron I cooking pot with a 

vertical neck (Zertal 1986: 128–131). 
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CONOID FORM OF THE STAMP SEAL 

 

The conoid form of the stamp seal may be loosely defined as a shape where the height is 

equal or exceeds the shortest axis of the base (Keel-Leu 1990: 333–378; Keel 1995a: 

100–105, §§246–260; Buchanan and Moorey 1988: 15–17); this definition excludes those 

shorter seals which would otherwise be classified as scaraboids because their oval base is 

longer than their height. The base of a conoid may be circular, or oval. The upper end of 

the conoid may be either rounded (Keel 1997: 8–9 [Tell Abu Hawam 12]) or squared. 

The sides taper as they extend up from the base, and they tend to tapper at a steady rate. 

The lower end of the stamp seal may have a recessed line around the base (Keel 1997: 8–

9 [Tell Abu Hawam 12]), or it may be smooth. The dome is often pierced, but this is not 

always the case.  

Schaeffer noted that the conoid form of the stamp seal was found during the Iron I 

at Enkomi, but it was absent earlier at Ugarit (Schaeffer 1952: 71, Fig 22); this 

observation has remained more or less valid, though he didn’t note that the form began in 

the Chalcolithic (for a Chalcolithic stamp seal, which Schaeffer classified as Iron I, see 

Schaeffer 1952: Fig. 29, No. 3). Since his publication, Chalcolithic sites have yielded a 

number of seals with the conoid form; the Chalcolithic form tends to have a larger 

diameter on the base, a convex base, and a much shorter height relative to the diameter 

(e.g., Keel 2013: 524-525 [Ha-Goscherim 25–26], 528–529 [Ha-Goscherim 35], 530–531 

[Ha-Goscherim 37]). After a long hiatus, the conoid form began again in earnest during 

the Late Bronze IIB–Iron I transition (Buchanan and Moorey 1988: 15). The form was 

found in a stratum at Enkomi contemporary with the end of the Late Bronze IIB in the 

Southern Levant (Keel-Leu 1990: 337).  
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Buchanan and Moorey attempt to determine the origin of the conoid form by 

finding the earliest archaeological context in the Mediterranean with a conoid. They 

discuss five options: an Aegean, Cretan, Cypriot, Anatolian, or Egyptian origin 

(Buchanan and Moorey 1988: 16). They conclude rightly that there is not sufficient 

evidence to support one option over another since they are generally contemporary. 

Unfortunately, conoids from the Amuq are inconclusive; in fact, no stamp seal in 

Meyer’s publication comes from the Iron I or earlier (Meyer 2008).  

Conoids have rarely been found in contexts dated to the Middle Bronze (Keel 

1997: 114–115 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 31]. Keel 2010a: 60–61 [Bethel 40]; 334–335 [Tel Burga 

1]. Keel 2010b: 30–31 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 7]; Kantor 1958a: 81–82, No. 53) and Late 

Bronzes (Keel 2010a: 60–61 [Bet-Mirsim 40]; Tufnell 1958: 65–66, Pl. 54, No. 13424. 

Pritchard 1963: 12. Loud 1948: Pl. 162, No. 6425). Unfortunately, a number of these 

contexts come from excavations with unreliable archaeological method (e.g., Grant 1934: 

43). If these archaeological contexts have not been compromised, and I am inclined to 

believe that there are too many for all to be compromised, the appearance of this form did 

occur in an earlier period, but it is very rare.  

 

EGYPTIAN INFLUENCE ON LOCAL  

IRON I STAMP SEALS 

                                                      
424 The pottery of Tomb 216 indicates that the burial was used over more than one generation during the 

end of the Late Bronze I and the Late Bronze IIA (Tufnell 1958: 65–66, Pls. 52–53). McGovern publishes 

the pottery of the central Baq‘ah Valley Project and confirms the date that Tufnell assigned to the tomb 

three decades earlier (McGovern 1986: 65, 69, 79). The archaeological context of this ceramic seal is 

securely dated since no pottery appears to come from a later date. 
425 This conoid is assigned to Locus 2105 at Megiddo (Loud 1948: Pl. 162). Glyptic art expert, Meyer, cited 

this seal as evidence for the appearance of the conoid form during the Middle Bronze–Late Bronze 

transition (Meyer 2008: 67, n. 375). Loud assigns the conoid only to Stratum VIII, but he assigns the locus 

itself to the broader Stratum VIII–VIIB (Loud 1948: 191). As such, this conoid may be dated to the Late 

Bronze I through the beginning of the Late Bronze IIB. If it comes from the Late Bronze IIB, it does not 

alter the date for the appearance of the conoid form as drastically.  
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Stamp seals from the Iron 1 form a unique corpus. They are often made of low-quality, 

ubiquitous materials, like limestone or bone. As such, they are more likely to be local 

productions. Fortunately, the date of this corpus can be fixed. Fixing the date of seals is 

often not easy. This is uncommon in glyptic corpora, where individual seals are often 

used as heirlooms. However, the production of Southern Levantine stamp seals began in 

earnest in the Late Bronze IIB–Iron I transition or Iron I providing the terminus post 

quem, and stamp seals from Iron I contexts have a terminus ante quem supplied by the 

archaeological context itself. Therefore, these stamp seals can be dated with a very high 

level of certainty to the transition between the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I and Iron I.426  

 As the Iron I progresses, Egyptian empire recedes under the 20th Dynasty. Royal 

scarabs drop off after Ramses IV (Brandl 2004). Items of Egyptian material culture 

become fewer. Dan Master’s petrographic analysis of the rims of Iron I storage jar from 

Ashkelon shows a drop off in trade in the later half of the Iron I. Evidence for Egyptian 

interconnections—like Nile Perch—continue into the second half of the Iron I, but they 

are very limited. Only one Nile perch was found at ‘Ein Haggit (Wolff 1998: 453)427 and 

another at El-Aḥwat428 (Zertal 2012: 364) during the later Iron I. As connections with 

Egypt remain but decline during the 21st Dynasty, the stamp seal steadily gains 

popularity.  

                                                      
426 Unfortunately, the greater part of the corpus of Iron I stamp seals does not come from datable contexts. 

Of 488 stamp seals dated to the Iron I or Iron I/IIA by Keel, 66 come from contexts dated only to the Iron I. 

100 stamp seals have been dated by Eggler and Keel roughly to the Iron I or Iron I/IIA in the Transjordan. 

22 are from Iron I contexts in the Transjordan. 
427 I thank Sam Wolff for pointing out this limited Egyptian influence in the later Iron I both at his site of 

‘En Haggit and El-Aḥwat.  
428 For the lower date of El-Aḥwat’s ceramics, see Finkelstein 2007 and Wolff 2014. Unfortunately, the 

final publication of the pottery from Zertal’s site (e.g., Be’eri and Cohen 2012: 192–193), fails to include 

the relative frequency of forms like the Late Bronze cooking pot and the Iron I cooking pot; similar key 

data was included in Zertal’s own 1986 publication of the ceramics of Mount Ebal (Zertal 1986: 128–130). 
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EGYPTIAN DIVINE TRIADS AND DYADS  

 

A small group of stamps seals with inscriptions on both the base and four lateral sides 

demonstrate the use of Egyptianizing motifs typically found on imported scarabs. A 

conoid-like stamp seal with rounded sides is found at Tel Jerishe in the Iron I. Two of the 

lateral sides and base engrave the name of Amun and Amun-Re. A winged uraeus is 

depicted on another side, a striding lion on another, and a winged, falcon-headed figure. 

The base depicts a reclining lion. The item is made of ivory (Keel 2013: 142) or possibly 

bone (Shuval 1990: 123)—either material is atypical for Egyptian seals. 

 The next two seals mix Egyptianizing motifs; one motif has broader implications 

for a common motif on stamp seals that otherwise might appear generic. A conoid was 

found at Tell el-Far‘ah (South) on the surface in Cemetery 800 (Keel 1994: 29, Fig. 18; 

Keel 2010b: 116–117 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 210]); one lateral side depicts the name of 

Amun-Re, another a striding lion and a third motif that would appear generic, if not for 

clear echoing of a common Egyptian motif on scarabs. Three figures stand side-by-side 

with their arms hanging at their sides. This calls to mind the divine triads common on 

Scarabs of both the Southern Levant and Egypt.  

 These triads are found on scarabs throughout Egypt—Harageh at the entrance to 

the Fayum (Engelbach 1923: Pl. 21, No. 159), Memphis (Petrie and Walker 1909: Pl. 34, 

No. 24), Riqqeh (Engelbach 1915: Pl. 18, No. 98), Nebesheh (Petrie 1888: Pl. 1 [Left 

column, middle]), Sedment (Petrie and Brunton 1924: Pl. 58, No. 41), and Medinet Habu 

(Teeter 2003: 73, No. 103). Local stamp seals imitate these divine triads on the local 



234 

 

conoid of Tell el-Far’ah (South) but the distinctive iconography of each god is noticeably 

absent. The motif becomes simple hollowed-out stick-like figure which join hands. 

 A similar motif occurs on an Egyptianizing conoid from Ashkelon (Keel 1997: 

721–722 [Aschkelon 83]). Instead of a triad, it depicts a dyad. These dyads are also 

common on Egyptian pieces of glyptic art (Williams 1992: Fig. 13f; Teeter 2003: Nos. 9 

and 102). On the Southern Levantine conoid, the divine dyad is shown together. 

However, in the locally made conoid from Ashkelon, again, there is no iconography to 

distinguish these gods from others. This tendency to replicate the Egyptian motif without 

the noticeably Egyptianizing elements of the motif will be returned to in the final chapter. 

 

THE CAPRID FROM THE MIDDLE BRONZE TO THE IRON I 

 

Scarabs with a caprid together with a branch, o-sign, or a geometric motif were produced 

among the local scarabs from the Middle Bronze; Ben-Tor placed this group among her 

Late Palestinian Series (Ben-Tor 2007: 175; Pl. 96.1–97.5). The motif continued on 

locally made faience scarabs which were produced during the Late Bronze I or IIA period 

(Keel 2010a: 160–161 [Bet-Schean 140429]). At the end of the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I, 

local engravers in the Southern Levant return to this motif on scarabs of enstatite (Keel 

2010a: 126–127 [Bet-Schean 62430]; Keel 2010b: 393–394 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 865431]) and 

                                                      
429 The scarab was found in Square R/7–8, Locus 1213, which was assigned by James to Stratum VII 

(Late).  
430 This scarab, made of enstatite, was found in Locus 1519 of Square R7, which is associated with Stratum 

Upper V from the Iron IIB. The archaeological context allows for a production date that is later than the 

Iron I.  
431 This scarab comes from the Southern Area, Room EF, level 386’2’’, which has been assigned to Stratum 

E and dated to the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I. However, excavations on a tell from Petrie’s early 20th 

century excavations are less than certain due to his excavation by level. 
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conoids made of ubiquitous local stones (Keel 2010a: 126–127 [Bet-Schean 64432]; 322–

323 [Bet-Zur 13433]; Eggler and Keel 2006: 378–381 [Tall as-Sa‘idiya 27434 and 28435]). 

The caprid is also depicted on faience objects that poorly mimic the bundled-back 

handles (Keel 2010b: 128–129 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 233436]). Local traditions continue this 

motif from the Middle Bronze and Late Bronze I on locally made scarabs down through 

the Iron I and possibly Iron IIA on locally made conoids (Keel 1997: 50–51 [Achsib 

86437]; 412–413 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 908438]).  

Interestingly, a possible calcite scarab was engraved with a caprid and two dots 

engraved behind its horns. The motif of the caprid is hollowed out; this style of engraving 

is similar to a few Middle Bronze scarabs (Ben-Tor 1997: Pl. 96.1 and 96.5; Keel 2013: 

120–121 [Ekron 56439]). This scarab was likely made from a local material. It was 

                                                      
432 This conoid was also found in a context associated with Building 1584 assigned to Stratum (Lower) VI 

of the end of the Late Bronze and the Iron IA (James 1966: 12.20, Fig. 77, 80.2; Mazar 1997:70). The strata 

of Beth Shean, however, have been reassigned to different periods by later archaeologists. Yannai noted 

that Building 1700 and 1584 were integrated and both were aligned with Building 1500 to the west and 

Building 1024 to the east (Yannai 1996: 192, Fig. 2). Yannai believes that all these buildings were 

constructed together at the same time which was founded in Level VI and continued in Level V. Yannai 

then dates “Lower V” to the 12th century. According to his analysis, Building 1584 would begin prior to 

the 12th century and continue into the Iron I (pace Keel 2010a: 126). If this is the case, the seal can come 

from the Late Bronze IIB, Iron I, or later. While Yannai may be correct, the seal’s context has greater 

problems because the locus’ precise relationship to Building 1584 is ambiguous. It is only said to have been 

found north of the building. Despite the uncertainty of the archaeological context, the seal’s form and style 

of engraving is in line with the style of Iron I conoids. 
433 While this conoid is likely an Iron I seal, the item comes from a much later context, which is dated to the 

Hellenistic period (Keel 2010a: 322).  
434 This scaraboid came from Tomb 335 in Square 700 of Area BB, which is dated to the Iron IA. Green 

assigns this tomb to his Phase 3, which was the Iron IIA–B (Green 2006: 126 and 271). 
435 This scaraboid came from the same tomb—Tomb 335 of Square 700 in Area BB—discussed in the 

previous footnote. The tomb is dated to the Iron IIA–B according to Green’s helpful re-evaluation of the 

cemetery (Green 2006: 126 and 271).  
436 This bundled-back seal comes from Tomb 504, which Braunstein dated to the end of the Iron I and 

beginning of the Iron IIA (Braunstein 1998: 505). 
437 A conoid from Achziv uses the form and style of engraving that is typical of the Iron I and Iron IIA. 

Unfortunately, this specific conoid comes from an unknown archaeological context. Nonetheless, the 

conoid likely demonstrates continued use of the motif. See also Keel 1997: 58–59 [Achsib 111].  
438 Unfortunately, this conoid comes from an uncertain archaeological context at Tell el-‘Aǧul.  
439 This limestone conoid comes from Area T, Locus 99010, which is dated to the transition between the 

Late Bronze IIB and Iron I. 
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engraved with a motif mimicking a local Middle Bronze motif, but not the Middle 

Bronze style of engraving. As such, this scarab is almost certainly produced locally. 

Unfortunately, the uncertainty of the archaeological context makes it difficult to 

determine if the terminus ante quem for the scarab is the Iron I or Iron IIA.  

The motif of the caprid with branch or other object is itself not necessarily 

Egyptianizing, though a similar motif can be found on Egyptian scarabs. It can be traced 

from earlier local engravers who inscribed the motif on an Egyptian-type seal form, the 

scarab. The motif is decoupled from its Egyptianizing seal form and engraved on a local 

conoid. It is possible that, though the motif was coupled with an Egyptianizing seal form 

for so many centuries, the motif itself was not considered to be Egyptianizing in any way. 

It may be that the scarab form had been locally used for so many centuries that the scarab 

form itself lacked a definitive Egyptian association.  

 

  NON-EGYPTIANIZING MOTIFS OF LOCALLY  

PRODUCED STAMP SEALS 

 

A very common local motif of the Iron I depicts an animal with its young between its 

legs. Sinuous motifs of likely scorpions fill the negative space above the back and in front 

of the adult (Ta‘anach: Lapp 1967a: 34, Fig. 24;440 Yoqne’am: Ornan 2005: 349, No. 3, 

Fig. III.3 = Shuval 1990: 154, No. 71441). Often the motif depicts an adult suckling its 

                                                      
440 This seal came from a vessel whose neck indicated it was a cooking pot; the vessel contained many 

objects, including pebbles, a scarab with a man raising a sword or stick toward two animals engraved over 

one another, a metal baboon, metal turtle, metal frog, heavy metal weights, beads, shell sticks, rectangular 

hematite block, an iron nail, polishing stones, and this conoid. The area was designated by Lapp as a cult 

area (Lapp 1967: 34). Lapp notes a similar deposit at Megiddo found in Tomb 912B, though admittedly the 

deposit from Megiddo is much richer (Guy 1938: Pls. 128–130).  
441 This conoid comes from Locus 2528 in Stratum XVIII–XVIIb? (Ornan 2005: 349, No. 3).  
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young between its legs, but occasionally a related motif does not (Ornan 2005: 349, No. 

3).  

Through these Iron I motifs incorporating caprids, local traditions from Late 

Bronze IIA and IIB re-emerge. Locally produced, rectangular, bifacial plaques from Late 

Bronze IIA (Brandl 2008) demonstrate the popularity of simple motifs, composed of one 

figure—almost always an animal and often a caprid or lion (e.g., Petrie 1932: Pl. 7.14 = 

Keel 1997: 176–177 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 218]; Giveon and Kertesz 1986: 40–41, No. 154 = 

Keel 1997: Akko 130; cf. Keel 1997: 218–219 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 342442]). These caprids and 

lions are executed by simple, engraved line, but their Late Bronze execution was more 

nuanced than the increasingly schematic, Iron I motifs (Keel 2013: 114–115 [Gat 44]). 

According to Daphna Ben-Tor, a motif with a caprid was a popular element within the 

local glyptic during the Late Palestinian Series (Ben-Tor 2007: 175, Pls. 96–97) more so 

than the Early Palestinian Series (Ben-Tor 2007: Pl. 62, Nos. 24–30). The motif is almost 

absent from the Egyptian Series of the Middle Kingdom (cf. Ben-Tor 2007: Pl. 19, Nos. 

5–18) and Second Intermediate Period (cf. Ben-Tor 2007: Pl. 40, No. 30). Similarly, the 

conoid form, which rose in popularity during the Iron I, often features simple motifs 

involving caprids, engraved with simple lines. These conoids, which appear in this 

transition, are often made from ubiquitous limestone—a likely indicator of their local 

production.  

 

CONCLUSION 

                                                      
442 This rectangular, bifacial plaque comes from an unknown context (Keel 1997: 218).  
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Local production of both scarabs and stamp seals in the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I has 

been demonstrated. Imitations of local Middle Bronze motifs can be shown to mimic 

local motifs on scarab forms. One might superficially connect these locally produced 

scarabs to Egyptian imperial influence in the Southern Levant during the 19th and early 

20th Dynasties. It might be tempting to note the elevation of the memory of the Hyksos 

during Ramses II as seen in the 400-year stela (Montet 1933). As such, the rise of Middle 

Bronze motifs in the Southern Levant during the Late Bronze IIB would be understood to 

be Egyptian emulation of this earlier period. A careful examination of the evidence, 

however, points in a different direction.  

 The local production of these Middle Bronze motifs recalls designs popular in the 

local Early and Late Palestinian Series—not the Egyptian series of the Middle Kingdom 

and Second Intermediate Period. These motifs were popular in local, Canaanite burials, 

and these scarabs continued to be used as heirlooms throughout the Late Bronze I and II 

periods. Further, a number of these local motifs continued to be produced in the Beth 

Shean IX group of the Late Bronze I. Continuous use and production throughout the Late 

Bronze ensured that these traditions were understood to be part of the local glyptic 

tradition. Therefore, local engravers returned to these motifs in the Late Bronze IIB. 

When intra-Mediterranean trade waned in the Iron IA as food prices soared in Egypt and 

famine plagued the Hittite region, local engravers ramped up production of these local 

traditions as the local market continued to demand amulets in the form of scarabs for 

their burials. Local populations continued to demand amulets that would protect their 

dead as they passed from this world into the underworld.  
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 While Egyptian trade networks persisted into the Iron I, they were diminished. As 

access waned, local engravers met the demand for amulets by crafting local, limestone 

conoids and pyramidal stamp seals using, at times, local and, at other times, 

Egyptianizing motifs that mimicked contemporary Egyptian scarabs like the so-called 

Mass-Produced Ramesside and Post-Ramesside scarabs. The market demanded both local 

and Egyptianizing motifs to protect their dead as they were led into the underworld.   
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  CHAPTER 5 

 

GLYPTIC ART AND THE PANTHEON OF  

SOUTHERN LEVANTINE BURIAL CULTS 

 

 

With a methodology for dating scarabs and stamp seals of the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I 

in hand, this study will turn to two broad instances of evidence for the local pantheon in 

the Southern Levant. Both imported scarabs and locally produced scarabs and stamp seals 

will be examined for evidence of the local pantheon and local cultic practices as they 

relate to the use of amulets in life and in burial cult. First, imported scarabs will be used 

to establish local preference for a specific deity during the end of the Late Bronze IIB and 

Iron IA. Second, scarabs and stamp seals largely of the Iron I depicting deities in both 

local and Egypto-Canaanite traditions will be examined.  

 

LOCAL GLYPTIC CONSUMPTION AND PRODUCTION 

 IN THE SOUTHERN LEVANT: BEYOND EMPIRE 

 

During Egypt’s New Kingdom, under Thutmosis III, Egyptian imperial power expanded 

markedly. Thutmosis III’s reign became the ideal that subsequent rulers of Egypt 

emulated when pushing back the foreign forces of chaos that threatened the boundaries of 

Egypt. Later Pharaohs projected Empire by copying his lists of conquered places. These 

lists, though more than mere fiction, cannot be taken at simple face value. Early on in the 

18th Dynasty, Pharaohs conquered Nubia. New Kingdom Pharaohs projected Empire 

upon these Nubian subjects through numerous building programs and reliefs. The empire 

constructed temples and fortresses along the Nile to ensure the movement of gold and 

other natural resources from Nubia into Egypt’s center. The empire’s buildings and 

reliefs reminded Nubians of their subjugated status. The Ramesside monumental gates to 
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the Nubian cities of Amara West displayed in pictures the story of Nubian defeat lest any 

subject entering the city dare forget whose subject they were.  

 At Beit el-Wali, Ramses II constructed a temple that retold the story of conquest 

over chaos where the walls mirrored the Egyptian empire (Ricke, Hughes, and Wente 

1967). Though this temple was modest in size, its iconographic program was mythical in 

size. The temple told the story of pushing back chaos, a narrative that was common to 

New Kingdom temples (Baines 1995: 308, 313; Arnold 1997: 177). One entered his 

temple from the west; the walls to the right and left mirrored the layout of the geography. 

To the right and left, the Pharaoh charged toward the door, driving the enemies back to 

the entrance. Piles of enemy bodies gathered in heaps under the hooves of his horse. As 

one entered, Nubian enemies were depicted to one’s right—appropriately placed on the 

southern wall. The Shasu of the Sinai, Libyans and Syrians were to the left, appropriately 

located on the northern wall. The foreign chaos was pushed to the edges of the empire 

and temple.  

Once subjugated, Syrians, Libyans, Shasu, and Nubians processed subjugated 

through the temple’s entrance hall, deeper into the temple’s hall. Subjects are depicted as 

vanquished recipients of an Egyptian worldview. They express their new-found 

conversion to an Egyptian cosmology. A defeated Syrian chief, gripped by his hair as he 

is about to be slain by the Pharaoh, declares: “I did believe that there was no other like 

Ba‘al, (but) the Ruler—Pharaoh—is his true son forever.” Ramses II, about to thrust his 

weapon into the Syrian, is victoriously declared to be the son of the Syrian deity, Ba‘al.  

While these reliefs portray the Empire’s subjects as passive recipients of the 

empire’s imperial and artistic programs, were the subjects of Egyptian imperial power 
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truly passive? How did the subjects of empire construct identity under empire? Did they 

adopt Egyptian imperial ways while also repudiating them? Did they adopt while 

unknowingly altering the imperial program? Did the Egyptian material culture, loosed 

from the empire’s control, become something the Empire never intended? In Peircean 

terms of semiotics, did the object itself become generative, accumulating new 

interpretants?  

 The scarabs and seals of the end of the Late Bronze—the Late Bronze IIB—have 

been described largely as direct reflexes of Egyptian imperial control. Where the Empire 

goes, the subject follows, so it is argued. When Ptah rises in the Egyptian pantheon of the 

19th Dynasty, there is a simultaneous increase in Ptah scarabs in the Southern Levant. Or 

the idealization of the Hyksos by the 19th Dynasty in the 400-year stela results in 

Southern Levantine consumption of scarabs imitating Middle Bronze motifs (See Chapter 

Four for a different explanation of the phenomenon of imitations of Middle Bronze styles 

and motifs.). The Southern Levantine subjects of Egypt’s empire become passive 

recipients of the colonizer’s cosmological and artistic program. Cultural exchange, it is 

commonly argued, moves in one direction—from the agent of empire to the subject of 

empire. 

 

PTAH SCARABS OF THE RAMESSIDE PERIOD:  

RELIGIOUS TRADITIONS AND PATTERNS OF CONSUMPTION 

 

As argued in the previous chapter, the typological form of a scarab can only rarely be 

used to date a glyptic to the 19th Dynasty. Instead, the date of a set of objects can be 

determined by looking at the distribution of the motifs and styles of engraving according 

to the archaeological context. 



243 

 

Scarabs with images of Ptah himself or writing of his name occur as early as the 

Middle Bronze and Late Bronze IIA infrequently. Then the number of scarab depicting 

Ptah rises dramatically in Late Bronze IIB contexts.  

The production of scarabs with the name Ptah goes back to the Middle Bronze 

(Keel 2002: 209–213; Ben-Tor 2009: 87–88). Keel notes nine Middle Bronze scarabs 

from excavations in Palestine where the name of Ptah was written (Ben-Tor 2007: Pl. 

55.17; 81.31–37). The written form of the name of Ptah is absent on the contemporary 

Middle Kingdom Egyptian scarabs (Ben-Tor 2009: 87). The number of scarabs with Ptah 

is unique to the Southern Levant. This distribution of Ptah scarabs in the Southern Levant 

is likely because of local production of Ptah scarabs in the Middle Bronze, as Ben-Tor 

argued. The engraver is likely local with the scarabs inverting the t-sign as the common 

nb-sign (Ben-Tor 2007: 165–166).  

Following this period of low levels of production, scarabs with Ptah and Sakmet 

become rare in Late Bronze I and Late Bronze IIA archaeological contexts. One seal with 

Ptah can be dated to a period contemporary with the Late Bronze I due to the cartouche 

of Amenophis II (Keel 1997: 194–195 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 272]). Four glyptic items that depict 

Ptah are assigned to contexts dated to the broader Late Bronze I and IIA.443 In contrast to 

the minimal number of Ptah scarabs from both the Middle Bronze and Late Bronze I–IIA, 

glyptic items with Ptah dramatically rises to fifty-one items in contexts associated with 

the Late Bronze IIB and Iron IA. A clear spike in consumption in the Southern Levant 

                                                      
443 Scarabs from contexts that have been dated to the Late Bronze I and IIA include: Keel 1997: 186–187, 

393–394 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 250, 847]; Keel 2010a: 156–157, 160–161 [Bet Schean 134, 143]; Keel 2010a: 

248–249 [Bet Schemesch 73].  
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occurs during this period.444 Then scarabs with Ptah decrease during the Iron I to 20% of 

their previous level as the scarab type becomes an heirloom445 and their frequency tapers 

off.  

In the late New Kingdom, Ptah had become prominent in the pantheon of the 

Egyptian empire.446 Throughout Egyptian history, numerous local Egyptian deities, like 

Ptah, had been associated with the creation of world, but they did not rise to a place of 

prominence in the pantheon. Ptah’s residence, however, was in Memphis. Over time, 

Ptah came to figure prominently in the pantheon, though he did not have a defined role in 

the mythology of Egypt—no cycle of Ptah existed like those of Osiris or Re. And yet 

Ptah would come together with two other deities to form major triads in Egypt. 

When the temple of Beit el-Wali was built by Ramses II, the temple’s innermost 

niche was flanked by Ptah to north and Min-Amun-Kamutef to the south. Just as Ptah is 

centered in the northern town of Memphis, Ptah was placed on the north side of the niche. 

On the south, Min-Amun-Kamutef, whose worship was centered in Coptos in the south—

flanked the southern end of the niche. The temple walls mirrored Egypt’s topography. 

                                                      
444 Keel 1997: 198–201 [Tell el-‘Aǧul 289, 290, 291, 295]; Keel 1997: 754–755 [Asor 20]; Keel 2010a: 

108–109, 118–119, 150–151, 196–197, 202–203, 210–211 [Bet Schean 26, 48, 122, 224, 235, and 248]; 

Keel 2010a: 502–503 [Dothan 30]; Keel 2010b: 82–83, 86–89, 223–224, 232–233, 236–237, 240–243, 

250–251, 270–271, 284–285, 294–295, 300–303, 306–307, 316–317, 326–331, 336–337, 350–351, 354–

355, 366–367 [Tell el-Far’ah Süd 129, 130, 139, 141, 142, 456, 481, 488, 498, 500, 523, 565, 595, 597, 

620, 621, 622, 623, 624, 639, 642, 651, 677, 698, 700, 702, 705, 708, 722, 762, 769, 772, 774, and 801]; 

Keel 2013: 122–123 [Gat 58]; Keel 2013: [Geser 100]; Keel 2013: 566–567 [Tel Harasim 30]; Keel 2013: 

654–655 [Tell el-Hesi 11]. Another scarab comes from a context dated to both the Late Bronze IIB–Iron IA 

and late Roman (Keel 2010a: [Bet Schean 90]). 
445 Keel 1997: 6–7 [Tell Abu Hawam 8]; Keel 2010a: 134–135 [Bet Schean 83]; Keel 2010a: 518–519 

[Ekron 8]; Keel 2010b: 92–93, 104–105, 156–157, 384–385 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 152, 175, 296, 846]; Keel 

2013: 64–67 [Tel Gamma 148, 152, and 153]; Harrison 2004: Pl. 39:15. 
446 A quick note on the Memphite Theology. Though Ptah can be shown to have risen in prominence in the 

Egyptian pantheon, the Memphite Theology can not be martialed in support of this argument. The text 

equates Ptah with the primeval God Atum who created the cosmos through his heart and tongue. Though 

the text claims to have been written in the Old Kingdom, it is either Ramesside or later. Even without the 

Memphite Theology, the rise of Ptah can be demonstrated.  
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Ptah and Min-Amun-Kamutef were placed in the culminating positions at the end of the 

entrance and columned halls. They were located in the second deepest point of the 

temple. Ptah’s status was not that of local deity limited to Memphis, but now he was the 

god of the northern part of the cosmos. 

In the temple of Abu Simbel—also in Nubia—Ramses II, again, created a cultic 

niche which contained an image of himself, Re-Harachte, Amun-Re, and Ptah. Ptah was 

an integral part of this eminent triad of deities.  

In addition to Ptah’s prominence in the Beit el-Wali temple and the temple at Abu 

Simbel, the temple of Gerf Hussein in lower Nubia also depicts Ptah and Ptah-taten 

prominently. Like the previous two temples, it was built in the reign of Ramses II; it is 

located 87 km south of the First Cataract on the west side of the Nile (Hawass 2004: 52–

120). On the south wall of the Hypostyle hall, one scene depicts the Pharaoh making 

sacrifices and burning incense to Ptah and in another the king gives cloth to Ptah-Tatnen 

(Hawass 2004: 59). Four niches at the bottom of the Hypostyle wall contain a divine 

triad; two triads involve Ptah and the King (Hawass 2004: 58–59). In the sanctuary itself, 

there is the stone platform, probably for the sacred barque. On the west wall, there is a 

niche with Ramses II, Ptah, Ptah-Tatnen and Hathor (Hawass 2004: 61, 63). Ptah’s rise 

among the reliefs of 19th Dynasty temples is clear. 

With the rise of Ptah, there is a contemporary rise in the number of scarabs using 

an image of Ptah or referring to Ptah during the 19th Dynasty. Tell el-Far’ah (South) 

outstrips all sites with 42 items referring to Ptah or showing an image of a mummified 

Ptah with w3s-scepter or dd-pillar. Nearly one-third of all Ptah scarabs from the Southern 

Levant prior to the Iron IB are from Tell el-Far‘ah (South). All except one come from 
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contexts dated to the Late Bronze IIB-Iron I transition, concurrent with the late 19th and 

early 20th Dynasty. These Ptah-scarabs come from cemeteries at Tell el-Far’ah (South) 

with the highest density of Egyptian artifacts,447 but they also come from cemeteries with 

less Egyptian material culture.448  

After Tell el-Far‘ah (South), sites identified as having a so-called Governor’s 

Residency—Beth Shean and Deir el-Balah—have the next highest number of Ptah 

scarabs. After these—sites in the shephelah with no Egyptian garrison form the next 

group of consumers. Finally, a smattering of sites on the coast, throughout the Jezreel and 

the Shephelah have one Ptah scarab.  

 As noted above, this has been explained as the result of Egyptian imperial 

presence. Because Ptah rose in the 19th Dynasty, Ptah’s scarabs are thought to be 

consumed in the Southern Levant. However, the rise of Ptah only explains production of 

the scarabs in Egypt. It does not explain consumption. If Egyptian imperial presence were 

sufficient to cause these scarabs to be consumed, the same situation should occur in 

Nubia which was arguably under greater Egyptian imperial control than the Southern 

Levant.  

 

TESTING THE HYPOTHESIS:  

PTAH SCARABS IN NUBIA 

 

Nubia permits us to test this hypothesis that colonial rule will result in certain 

consumption patterns by those under imperial rule. Nubia, runs along the Nile, south of 

the first cataract at Aswan (Welsby 2001: 551). Egypt controlled Nubia since the 18th 

                                                      
447 Keel 2005: 749; Keel 2010b: Tell el-Far‘a Süd 130, 139, 141, 142, 250, 456, 459, 478, 488, 495, 498, 

523, 565, 579, 595, 597, 620–624, 639, 651, 700, 702, 705, 708, 722, 762, 767, 769, 774, 801, and 921. 
448 Keel 2010b: Tell el-Far‘a Süd 152, 175, and 296. 
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Dynasty. Their grip far exceeded any control they maintained over the Southern Levant, 

as shown by the complex hierarchy of rulers from Viceroy of Kush and down—a 

hierarchy not mirrored in the Southern Levant according to the texts we currently have.  

Thanks to the multiple dams of the 20th century, the region was explored 

extensively by archaeologists. With each threat of a dam, the local government issued a 

call for surveys and excavations. As a result, in the first decade of the 20th century, 

Reisner and Firth explored the region, and the government in Cairo published their 

volumes (Welsby 2001: 552). A century of exploration permits us to make more sound 

conclusions about the Nubian response to Egyptian empire.  

 During the Second Intermediate Period, the Kushite kingdom had expanded and 

pushed back the Egyptian empire. By the beginning of the New Kingdom, the Egyptian 

Pharaoh Ahmose retook northern sites from the Hyksos, causing them to retreat to 

Sharuhen. In the south, he pushed back the Kushite kingdom (Welsby and Anderson 

2004: 94). By the reign of Thutmosis I (ca. 1525–1516), Egypt claimed to have expanded 

through the Third Cataract of Nubia, and the king proclaimed that he “penetrated the 

valleys which the royal ancestors knew not” (Welsby 2001: 554). 18th and 19th Dynasty 

inscriptions upstream from the third cataract likely indicate control this far. Beyond that 

point, there are few sites with heavy Egyptian influence. As Egypt expanded into Nubia 

throughout the 18th Dynasty, how did local populations negotiate identity and Egyptian 

empire? Did they adopt Egyptian customs? Adopt but transform them? Repudiate them? 

 Nubian burials of the New Kingdom show an astounding mixture of thoroughly 

Egyptian practices with local Nubian traditions. Pyramids top chambered tombs in which 

local people were interred in both an Egyptian style of extended burial and a Nubian 
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flexed position. Even after the Egyptian empire receded in the late 20th Dynasty, local 

Nubian traditions of burial re-emerge in the Pre-Napatan period, suggesting that all along 

a complex negotiation of Egyptian identity was taking place—rather than a wholesale 

adoption. They were not merely recipients of local Egyptian rule who quickly forgot their 

own traditions. 

 Now this study will look at the scarabs found in tombs. We will move from the 

First Cataract southward. The study will note New Kingdom tombs but will point out 

especially when excavators have noted that there is 19th Dynasty use or reuse of the 

tombs. Without 19th Dynasty reuse, the absence of Ptah will not be indicative of different 

patterns in purchasing of scarabs and different emphases in burial cult. 

 

Nubian Sites with Scarabs of Ptah 

 

The Cemeteries from Ginari to Gerf Houssein. These cemeteries are located just south of 

the First Cataract, and they were excavated by Firth. Firth published 46 scarabs 

associated with these tombs. None depict Ptah. This is not surprising because a number of 

these scarabs come from the Middle Bronze when Ptah did not figure prominently among 

the glyptic corpus (Firth 1912: Pl. 42). 

Dakka. Dakka and surrounding cemeteries were excavated also by Firth (Firth 

1915). He published 60 scarabs which include 18th and 19th Dynasty items. Three of 

these depict Ptah or include a phrase related to him (Firth 1915: Pl. 41, Nos. 30-31, 59). 

Two show Ptah before either a m#ot-feather or a dd-pillar with a m#ot-feather on top (Firth 

1915: Pl. 41, Nos. 30–31). Another places Ptah with w#s-scepter in front of a standing 
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and taller figure. The last scarab has the standard phrase “Ptah [is] lord of truth” (Firth 

1915: Pl. 41, No. 59). 

Cemeteries between Dakka and Wadi el-Arab. Firth continued his survey of the 

Nile valley between Dakka and Wadi el-Arab. He excavated 18 cemeteries that yielded 

235 scarabs (Firth 1927: x, Pls. 35–36). Of these, three depict Ptah. One scarab from 

Cemetery 100 has the standard phrase engraved “Ptah [is] Lord of truth” (Firth 1927: 

111, No. 111). Another from Cemetery 126 shows Ptah with w#s-scepter before the 

phrase nb t#wy, mn-Xpr-Ro and a nfr-sign behind Ptah (Firth 1927: Pl. 26, No. 181). 

Finally, a scarab from Cemetery 136 shows Ptah between two dd-pillars with m#ot -

feathers above each (Firth 1927: Pl. 26, No. 216).  

Aniba. Among the 197 scarabs and two rings from Aniba, the throne name of 

Ramses II is present twice, indicating 19th Dynasty use of the cemetery when Ptah was 

rising in prominence (Steindorff 1937: Pl. 54, Nos. 29, 31). Two scarabs refer to Ptah. 

One scarab refers to “Every good work, Ptah richly rewards” (Steindorff 1937: Pl. 54, 

No. 36) and another says “Ptah [is] lord of Maat” (Steindorff 1937: Pl. 54, No. 41). It 

should be noted, here, that a number of scarabs here are from the Middle Bronze and a 

relative absence of Ptah among this collection is not as surprising. 

Qustul and Adindan. While the cemeteries at Qustul were dated largely to the 

18th Dynasty, Ramesside reuse of the cemetery did occur, as shown by the presence of 

scarabs with the throne name of Ramses II (Williams 1992: 15). In other words, 19th 

Dynasty tombs and scarabs are unlikely in this cemetery, but there will be some. 

However, Williams has no definitive ceramic markers that permit him to subdivide the 

ceramics after the Amarna period and so he puts together all tombs and contexts form the 
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late 18th Dynasty, 19th, and 20th Dynasties (Williams 1992: Table 3). No scarabs with 

Ptah are found. 

Cemeteries from Es-Seboua (Wadi el-‘Arab) to Adindan. Along this stretch of the 

Nile, excavations were performed and 108 scarabs retrieved. One depicts Ptah before a 

royal figure (Emery and Kirwan 1935: Pl. 32, No. 57). 

Debeira East. The tombs of the Debeira, a village 21 km north of Wadi Halfa, 

were being plundered. Salvage excavation was done for two of the tombs (Sherif 1960: 

53–61). Six items were found; there was no depiction of Ptah. Chamber B of Tomb 1 

produced a heart scarab with Chapter 30B of The Book of the Dead (Habachi 1960: 56), a 

worn faience scarab with the throne name of Thutmosis III (Habachi 1960: 56), and a 

green faience, bifacial scaraboid with one side depicting nfr ntr mn-Xpr-Ro above two 

uraei and the other depicting four symmetric uraei (Habachi 1960: 57). The second tomb 

from these salvage excavations also produced a heart scarab (Habachi 1960: 60, No. 21, 

Pl. 20). 

Buhen. On the west bank of the Nile, MacIver and Wooley excavated near the 

Second Cataract (Randall-MacIver and Wooley 1911). They excavated two cemeteries at 

Buhen that yielded scarabs: Cemeteries H and J (Randall-MacIver and Wooley 1911: Pls. 

56–59). Among 158 pieces of glyptic art, there were no depictions of Ptah. This is not 

entirely surprising since the main use of the cemeteries was only in the 18th Dynasty 

(Randall-MacIver and Wooley 1911: 129), but the excavators note that tombs did 

continue in use during the 19th and 20th Dynasties as a stela to Seti I indicates (Randall-

MacIver and Wooley 1911: Pl. 34, No. 10988). 
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Amara West. Amara West sits on an island in the middle of the Nile north of the 

third cataract in Nubia. Upon approach, it would have appeared as a thoroughly Egyptian 

city, despite being in the heart of Nubian territory. When approaching the city through the 

western gate, scenes of the conquest of Nubia would have surrounded the subjects, 

reminding them of their relationship to Egyptian imperial power (Spencer 1997: 18–19). 

This seemingly Egyptian site was established as the administrative center under Seti I, as 

shown by the stamped cartouches on the mudbricks used to build the town’s wall. As 

such, the site has 19th Dynasty occupation and it was excavated recent enough that the 

ceramics can be dated to more narrow periods within the later New Kingdom, thanks to 

David Aston’s work. They even argue that they can recognize the Pre-Napatan period 

ceramics. 

The town was surrounded by two cemeteries—Cemetery C to the northeast and 

Cemetery D to the northwest (Binder 2011; Binder et al. 2011). The earliest burials in 

underground chambers date to the New Kingdom; they resemble those found in Nubia 

and Egypt proper. Grave goods show a marked affinity for Egyptian modes of burial, and 

yet the Nubian burial tradition persists in flexed burials and the marking of the 

underground, central chamber with a mound (Binder et al. 2011: 63). The local tradition 

of burial in a flexed position later resurges in the Post-New Kingdom burials of Cemetery 

C (Binder et al. 2011: 63).  

Chamber tombs in Cemetery C with multiple interments have yielded scarabs. 

Grave 201 is the largest chamber tomb that the excavators have examined and published 

so far (Spencer 2009: 58; Binder 2011: 42–44). Though it was looted, they estimate the 

tomb contained 41 adults and 14 children. Despite the looting, the tomb still contained 
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toiletry items, like wooden pigment containers, a cosmetic applicator, earrings, and a Bes 

amulet. The tomb includes 18th and 19th Dynasty glyptic items. Seven faience and 

steatite scarabs remained. Interestingly, scarabs with three burials in the Western 

chamber were found in situ in the hand or beneath the head. No depiction of Ptah 

appears.  

Another chamber tomb, Grave 234, was excavated in Cemetery C, though it also 

was looted (Binder 2011: 44). It was the third largest chamber tomb excavated with at 

least eight burials in the eastern chamber and six in the western. All was in the extended 

position, which is standard in burials of Egypt proper. One individual was in a flexed 

position—typical of Nubian burials. The excavator notes that the ceramics indicate a late 

New Kingdom date for this tomb (Binder 2011: 50). There are no depictions of Ptah. 

Finally, Tomb 211 was a combination of the chamber and niche type tombs. The 

niche burial was covered by a slab and was not looted; the chamber tomb contained four 

adults, a neonate and a child of one or two years (Spencer 2009: 58–59; Binder 2011: 48–

50, Fig. 12, Pls. 18–20). While the niche burial was not looted due to the heavy slab, 

there were no grave goods. The chamber yielded only the glyptic item shown.  

 Finally, six scarabs were found in Cemetery D of Amara West. Unfortunately, 

four were noted by the excavations in 1939, but they are not published; it is unclear if 

they were even recorded in in the 1930s (Binder et al. 2011: 51, 54). Two scarabs were 

recorded and they have been published (Binder et al. 2011: 53, Figs. 31 and 37). Both 

recorded scarabs were found in a pyramid tomb. The western chamber of the tomb 

contained an undisturbed ceramic assemblage which the excavators argue can be dated, 

based on David Aston’s typology, to the 19th Dynasty (Binder et al. 2011: 57). A hieratic 
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jar label has also been dated based on paleography to the reign of Ramses II (Binder et al. 

2011: 53). This is in line with the scarab of Ramses II. 

Sai. Sai is one of the largest islands in the Nubian Nile. Due to the alluvium at the 

edges of the island, it is ideal for cultivation and has been inhabited since the Early 

Dynastic Period (Welsby and Anderson 2004: 114). The site is located between the 

Second and Third Cataracts, approximately 15 km upstream from Amara. The site came 

under Egyptian control during the reign of Ahmose and a life-size statue of Ahmose has 

been found at the site (Welsby and Anderson 2004: 115). Due to its strategic position, the 

site remained under Egyptian control throughout the New Kingdom. Two cemeteries are 

to the south of the site (Minault-Gout and Thill 2012).  

 Of the 58 glyptic items from New Kingdom burials (Minault-Gout and Thill 

2012: 239–264), 18 come from tombs assigned to the late 18th and 19th Dynasties 

(Minault-Gout and Thill 2012: 12). The items reflect this range with seals from the 18th 

(Minault-Gout and Thill 2012: 252, T8Cc94) and 19th Dynasty (Minault-Gout and Thill 

2012: 258, T20Cb74). Only one scarab mentions Ptah (ptH nb m#ot) (Minault-Gout and 

Thill 2012: 252, T11P1).  

Soleb. The site of Soleb is south of the Third Cataract. A New Kingdom 

necropolis was excavated and published (Giorgini 1971). 62 items were found in this 

New Kingdom cemetery. Five of them depict Ptah—this is our highest concentration of 

scarabs—however, it does not even rival the 42 scarabs of Tell el-Far‘ah (South). First, 

Ptah with two b#-birds on dd-pillars before an adorant (Giorgini 1971: 207, fig. 284, 

T17c4). Second, Ptah is displayed with a w#s-scepter before a dd-pillar with an onX-sign 

on top (Giorgini 1971: 224, Fig. 428, T19p10). Third, Ptah holds a w#s-scepter and an 
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uraeus in front of him (Giorgini 1971: 291, Fig. 567, T32p17). Fourth, Ptah holding a 

w#s-scepter and a sign for a wall behind him so that the excavators argue this alludes to 

the epithet “Ptah, south of his wall” (Giorgini 1971: 324–325, Fig. 641, T39c5). 

Tombos. Tombos is located at the third cataract, where rocky terrain and 

treacherous rapids abound (Smith 2007). Its granite quarry drew in Pharaohs of Egypt 

from different periods who sought to make their colossal or large statuary. It forms a 

gateway to the fertile Dongola reach. It is the only excavated, New Kingdom cemetery 

with largely Egyptian material culture in the Dongola reach (Smith 2007: 2). The 

cemetery of Dokki Gel, further up the Nile, has tombs with mixed Nubian and Egyptian 

material culture but not predominately Egyptian. Two seals were found in Unit 8, a burial 

with a large underground chamber. The tomb contained mid-18th Dynasty pottery (Smith 

2007: 5, Pl. 4). Both scarabs are also from the early 18th Dynasty (Smith 2007: 4, Pl. 2).  

In Unit 6, another underground chamber tomb at Tombos, four scarabs were 

found. One amphora at the entrance to the chamber tomb is dated by the excavators to the 

Late Ramesside period (Smith 2007: Pl. 5). The tomb contains typical Egyptian burial 

goods with two women in a flexed position, according to Nubian burial tradition (Smith 

2007: 5, Pl. 7). One woman was buried with one scarab and one oval plaque (Smith 2007: 

Pl. 7). Because of the mixed Egyptian and Nubian burial traditions, Smith concludes that 

this woman had become part of the colonizer’s system (Smith 2007: 6). The burial also 

contains two other scarabs—one of which is relevant to this study. Ptah stands with the 

w#s –scepter before a falcon-headed figure with a sun disc. A total of one of scarab from 

New Kingdom contexts at Tombos depicts Ptah.  
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This survey shows that scarabs of Ptah are markedly less popular in Nubia during 

the later New Kingdom than in the Southern Levant. Though both places are under 

imperial rule, that imperial rule did not dictate all aspects of local consumption. Ptah is 

prominent in the elite reliefs of the temples, but imperial power has its local limits. 

While the rise of Ptah in Egypt may have resulted in greater production of his 

scarabs, this need not be matched by greater consumption of the amulet sold off ships 

traveling the Mediterranean. In fact, among the scarabs from secure contexts in the 

Aegean, as listed by Eric Cline, there are no scarabs with Ptah (Cline 1994). The Aegean 

had an even smaller desire for Ptah than Nubia. 

 

EARLIER GLYPTIC TRADITIONS OF PTAH IN  

THE SOUTHERN LEVANT 

  

What local factors might contribute to greater consumption of scarabs with a Ptah-motif 

in the 13th century? A closer look at earlier glyptic traditions related to Ptah show that 

there was already West Semitic—dare I say local—production of scarabs and glyptic 

pieces related to Ptah in the Middle and Late Bronzes, though there is some disagreement 

about that production.  

 Middle Bronze Scarabs referring to Ptah were already produced locally in the 

Southern Levant, as noted by Ben-Tor, though she does not believe the craftsmen knew 

what they were writing (Ben-Tor 2007: 132-133). Often, the t sign is flipped vertically to 

engrave the more common nb-sign (Keel 1997: Afula 4; Brandl in Keel 2010a: Bet 

Mirsim 61; Beth Zur 15). 
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Afula 4.449 The name of Ptah is written above a nbw-sign and between two onX-

signs. The t-phoneme is written upside down, indicating likely local production. 

Keel dated this to the 13th through 15th Dynasties.  

‘Atlit 38. The name of Ptah is engraved above untranslatable signs. The form 

places this seal in the end of the Middle Kingdom or beginning of the Second 

Intermediate Period, though the context is broadly Middle Bronze through Late 

Bronze.  

Tell Beit Mirsim 61. This scarab comes from a Middle Bronze context. Brandl 

notes the common phenomenon of the inverted t-sign (Brandl in Keel 2010a: 70).  

Beth Zur 15. The scarab has the name of Ptah written in the center, though the t-

sign and p-sign have been inverted.  

En-Samije, Northwest of Jericho, this site produced a scarab with an image of 

Ptah with a w#s-scepter in front of a figure. Unfortunately, this item was looted by 

Dayan. The style and form of the scarab point to a Middle Bronze date.  

Tel Haror. There is a stamp onto a jar stopper. The form is mummified but not 

definitively Ptah. Brandl dates the stopper to the Middle Bronze IIC and says that 

it is locally made (Brandl in Keel 2013: 572 [Tel Haror 3]).  

A limited number of scarabs with Ptah have been published from Egypt (Tell el-

Yehudiyeh: Griffith 1890: Pl. 10.1; Tell er-Retabeh: Petrie 1906: Pl. 33.2B).  

Two locally made glyptic items also portray Ptah. Scarabs with Ptah are known 

from Akko (Akko 3) but unfortunately this was a surface find.  

 

The possible West Semitic production of glyptic items with Ptah was not limited to 

scarabs. Another rectangular bifacial plaque from Tel Mor was determined by Baruch 

Brandl to depict Ptah. While Keel assigns all bifacial plaques to local production, Brandl 

hedges and notes a similar item at Kamid el-Loz. While the precise location of 

production in the West Semitic world is difficult to determine, these past patterns of 

consumption may indicate that local traditions would happily include Ptah in their 

pantheon—in fact, they may already have done this prior to the 19th Dynasty. 

 

IDENTITY OF PTAH IN THE SOUTHERN LEVANT 

 

                                                      
449 References simply to a site with a number refer to Keel’s indispensable volumes. The anglicized version 

of the site name has been paired with Keel’s catalogue number. His comprehensive catalogue provides a 

complete bibliography with each glyptic item. 
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Ptah is relatively popular in the Southern Levant, especially along the coast and 

Shephelah yet he is largely absent from the Nubian tombs. Empire alone cannot explain 

the presence of Ptah scarabs in the Southern Levant. What hints might one glean about 

local Canaanite religious practice at the end of the Late Bronze IIB and Iron IA? Most 

often, this question is answered by turning mechanically to the Ugaritic texts for hints. 

The equivalent local, West Semitic deity is sought. The Ugaritic texts are mined—one 

might even say exploited—for information about West Semitic cult in order to equate 

northern and Southern Levantine pantheons.  

Who is Ptah—but a creator and craftsman deity? Ones says. Then the process 

turns up Kothar-wa-hasis, a low-level deity in Ugaritic myth who has a somewhat higher 

profile in the daily life of the cult and in ritual texts.  

Kothar is a craftsman deity and artisan in the Ba‘lu and ’Aqhat cycles (Pardee 

1999a: 490). Kothar provides Ba’al clubs to defeat Yam (KTU 1.2 iv: 7–28). In the story 

of Aqhat, the protagonist is given a set of bow and arrows, made by Kothar-wa-hasis 

(KTU 1.17–19).  

This academic process of equating deities, however, is done as if we are ancient 

scribes, making modern own polyglot lists—where the first column is the northwestern 

Semitic Pantheon and the archaeological item we have in hand. The process of creating 

these lexical lists, however, was anything but a foregone conclusion. In the very section 

of the lexical list where Kothar is identified, the scribe has reached a problem.  

The list of gods is organized according to the Sumero-Akkadian column—the first 

column—so that the god DUTU or Shamash is followed by his companion DA-A, 

Mesopotamian goddess Aya, the spouse of Shamash in Sippar, Larsa and perhaps 
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Babylon (Galter 1999: 126; see also Nougayrol et al. 1968: 248, n. 6). However, a 

problem has arisen. The West Semitic god of the Sun—Shapshu—is naturally aligned 

with Shamash, but she is a female. Now, the West Semitic companion of Shapshu must 

be a male. With a little creativity, Galter and Nougayrol suggest that a Hurrian deity is 

chosen because of the similarities in sound. Hurrian Ay-ya is aligned with Sumerian, DA-

A. The Hurrian deities had been associated with sweet waters and wisdom—just like 

Kothar. In any case, the alignment of deities from different pantheons is anything but 

certain, and must be done with care.  

Interestingly, the description of El’s image are similar to Ptah. El is known in 

Ugaritic texts with the epithet referring to the “grey hair of his beard” (KTU 1.4, iv:58; 

1.6 iii:4, 10, 14; 1.16 v:23). And ‘the Ancient of Days’, converges with images of the 

bearded Ptah. One is even tempted to return to the opaque epithet of El from the epic of 

Aqhat bny bnwt which has been interpreted as referring to El’s creating power as 

“Creator of creatures.” Unfortunately, there is little certainty when translating this epithet, 

tempting though it may be.  

If this argument is correct, this study can join numerous previous scholars who 

argued that El was not demoted in the pantheon of the Southern Levant. One need not 

make this argument by running solely to the texts of Ugarit—removed geographically 

and chronologically from the Southern Levant. One can even make this argument based 

on the material culture of the Southern Levant itself. Through critical analysis of local 

construction of identity through Egyptian iconography, this study fills the geographic and 

chronological gap between the evidence from Old Hebrew poetry and the Ugaritic texts 

themselves.  
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EGYPTO-CANAANITE DEITIES IN SOUTHERN  

LEVANTINE BURIAL CULT  

 

Seals, by nature of their limited size, are abbreviated. Attributes, which normally 

accompany deities are not always included. This can limit the ability of researchers to 

identify deities portrayed. Further, the style of scarabs in the late New Kingdom and Iron 

It becomes increasingly schematic. As schematization increases, attributes and unique 

headdresses once included, are omitted or truncated. By the early Iron IIA, dyads and 

triads of deities become simple pairs and triplets of stick-like figures. As the tendency 

toward schematization grows, distinguishing between deities, royal figures, and human 

adherents becomes progressively more difficult. Two key ways remain to identify deities. 

First, anthropomorphic figures standing on the back of animals can be conclusively 

identified as deities. Second, those with a conical headdress or wings are likely deities as 

long as the headdress is not a crude attempt to convey a royal image by imitating a 

headdress that resembles the blue crown. Using these criteria, a list of glyptic items from 

the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I has been assembled.  

This study will begin with those seals which have numerous attributes and/or 

identifying elements and move toward those with greater schematization and fewer 

identifying elements. Seals with the greatest number of attributes show clearly the 

inherent problems with identifying deities on small glyptic items based on iconographic 

features where no inscription is present to confirm the identification. It will demonstrate 

the problems that arise with the reification of iconographic tendencies as “rules” for 

identifying deities. 
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WINGED FIGURES WEARING A HEADDRESS & STANDING ON ANIMALS  

 

First, this study will look at three scarabs which have all four elements—a figure with a 

headdress, streamer, wings, and standing on an animal. Each element will be discussed 

separately. Two of the three scarabs come from an excavation, though the exact 

archaeological contexts are fraught for different reasons; the final scarab comes from a 

private collection. Archaeological context provides little guide toward the dating of these 

scarabs. Instead, their motif and style of engraving offer clues about their date. 

 

Table 22: Scarabs Depicting a Winged, Anthropomorphic Figure with Headdress and 

Standing on an Animal 

 

Seal Archaeological 

Context 

Form 

(Material) 

Description 

Keel 1997: 

572–573 

[Akko 119]  

While Keel says it 

was a surface 

find, it comes 

from the 

extensive private 

collection of 

Lefkovitz (Keel 

1997: 560). 

Scarab 

(enstatite) 

There is a winged figure with a 

conical headdress standing on the 

back of a quadruped. The headdress 

has no streamer. The quadruped 

could be a horse and less likely a 

lion.450 The length of the 

quadruped’s neck is not certain but 

is closer to a horse, as is the tail. 

Above the tail of the quadruped 

there is a schematic wD#t-eye with 

no shape at the bottom of the tick 

marks extending down from the 

eye. The wings and head of the 

anthropomorphic figure and the 

body of the quadruped are hollowed 

out with hashing in the base of the 

hollowed out portions. This hashing 

is reminiscent of a Middle Bronze 

style of engraving. The conical 

                                                      
450 Because animals are so schematic, quadrupeds with a long neck and no horns are generally categorized 

as horses while quadrupeds with short necks and no long horns are generally lions and quadrupeds with 

long horns are said to be caprids. 
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headdress has one diagonal line 

engraved on its lower third. A 

highly schematic uraeus, caprid or 

horns is engraved protruding from 

the base of the headdress. 

Keel 2010b: 

374–375 

[Tel el-Far‘a 

Süd 821] 

Northern Area, 

Level 377’ which 

is a highly 

uncertain 

archaeological 

context 

Scarab 

(enstatite) 

A standing anthropomorphic figure 

is depicted with schematic wings 

extending from each shoulder. The 

figure stands on a long-necked 

quadruped which likely has horns, 

but the precise identification of the 

quadruped is uncertain. The figure 

has an oddly shaped headdress with 

a protrusion to the front which is 

likely an imitation of the uraeus on 

a crown. There is a likely streamer 

coming off the back of the head.  

Jericho: 

Garstang 

1933: 36, 

Fig. 11 = 

Rowe 1936: 

173, Pl. 

XVIII [No. 

722] 

Tomb 11. Iron 

I?451 

Scarab 

(steatite) 

Anthropomorphic figure with a 

conical headdress and streamer 

standing on the back of a 

quadruped. The quadruped may be 

a lion or a bull, but is likely a lion 

based on its torso-to-legs ratio and 

its small ears.452 A raised tail is a 

clear marker of a lion, but it is not 

clear that the animal has a tail. 

Cornelius rightfully argues that the 

figure has wings (1994: 198). The 

lines extending at a ninety-degree 

angle from the torso and then 

another set of lines extending 

downward at a ninety-degree angle 

confirm that these are schematic 

wings. Shuval argues that the figure 

                                                      
451 Rowe dates this tomb to the entire 18th Dynasty and the early Iron I (Rowe 1936: 173). Due to the 

fluctuations within ceramic chronologies in the 1930s and the fluctuations in understanding Jericho’s 

occupation (e.g., Wright 1940: 33–36; 1941: 28), Rowe’s date should not be relied upon too strictly. Shuval 

slightly expands Rowe’s lower date, asserting that the tomb was in use from the 18th Dynasty through the 

Iron I. He confirms his Iron I date for the tomb based on the pottery and a scarab with a cryptographic 

writing of Amun’s name mn-Xpr-Ro which is dated to the Iron I based on Jaeger’s assessment. It is unclear 

from Shuval’s publication which pottery he is assessing. Weippert and Weippert did re-evaluate the 

ceramics of Jericho’s tell. They found Iron I ceramics, though they were not able consistently to identify 

the Iron I stratigraphy (Weippert and Weippert 1976: 130).  
452 The commentators on this scarab demonstrate the difficult nature of identifying the precise identity of 

this quadruped. Cornelius says that it is either a bull or lion but leans toward lion (Cornelius 1994: 1999) 

while Shuval says that it is a bull with lines marking where a padding for a saddle would have been placed 

(Shuval 1990: 135). Garstang called it a “hoofed animal, presumably a bull” and Rowe follows this 

designation (Rowe 1936: 173). 
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holds a bundle in his back arm 

(1990: 135), but Cornelius 

plausibly identifies this as a 

schematic uraeus. The uraeus 

commonly occurs under the 

outstretched wings (Cornelius 

1994: Pl. 47, BM23a–BM 27 and 

Pl. 48, BM28–BM36, BM 39–

BM40). The archaeological context 

provides the terminus ante quem for 

the date of the scarab. The 

archaeological context and the 

motif point toward either a Late 

Bronze IIB or Iron I date.  

 

The scarab from Akko intentionally executes a motif common in the late New 

Kingdom while replicating a Middle Bronze style of engraving and a Middle Bronze 

typological form of the scarab. The back of the scarab exhibits curled lines engraved 

unevenly on the back of the scarab. The baroque motif engraved on the scarab’s back 

mirrors similar baroque elements on Late Bronze IIB–Iron I imitations (Keel 2010b: 280–

281 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 587]) of earlier Middle Bronze typological forms which have 

baroque, curved lines on the elytra and wings (e.g., Kirkbride 1965: Figs. 293, No. 5; 

295, No. 1; Ben-Tor 2007: Pl. 70, Nos. 7 and 9; Pl. 71, No. 4–10, 12, 16–18; Pl. 72, Nos. 

1–2, 4). The motif of a winged figure with a conical headdress, however, is not popular 

until the late New Kingdom; scarabs with this motif come from contexts dated to the 

transition between the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I.453 The motif is not present on any 

scarab that comes from a context dated only to the Late Bronze IIB. Unfortunately, only 

nine scarabs with a winged figure came from a datable archaeological context; the sample 

                                                      
453 Scarabs come from contexts dated to the Iron I, though production may begin prior to the end of the Iron 

(Keel 2010a: 474–475 [Dor 27]; Keel 2010b: 92–93 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 153]; 124–125 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 

225]; 130–131 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 238]; 154–155 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 292]; 188–189 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 374]; 

334–335 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 718]; 410–411 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 919]; Lachish: Rowe 1936: 138 [No. 575]).  
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size is not large enough to rule out definitively a date for production during the Late 

Bronze IIB. Middle Bronze imitations also became popular during the Iron I. The second 

scarab with a winged figure with headdress standing on the back of an animal occurs on a 

scarab engraved in the course, hollowed out style of the so-called Mass-Produced 

Ramesside/Post-Ramesside Scarabs, and this group comes from the Iron IB and early 

Iron IIA.  

Winged Anthropomorphic Figure. Anthropomorphic figures with wings tend to 

be identified with Baal454 and not Reshef within the literature. Studies have shown that 

instances of a winged figure have never been definitively connected with Reshef. Other 

deities in Asiatic dress—albeit minor ones like Keserty—also have wings (Stela Cairo JE 

87230455 in Leibovitch 1948: 435–444; Stadelmann 1967: 123–124; Helck 1971: 466). 

Winged figures identified with Baal, however, are not based on inscribed examples where 

the deity is definitively identified.  

Unfortunately, images identified as Baal are very rarely inscribed with Baal’s 

name456 (Schaeffer and Dussaud 1929: 294; Schaeffer 1931: 10, Pl. VI; Cornelius 1994: 

134, 151–153, Pl. 39), while deities like Reshef are repeatedly inscribed with the deity’s 

name. The one image identified explicitly as Ba‘al-Zaphon lacks distinctive iconographic 

markers that are often used to identify Ba’al. The figure on the Mami stela from Ugarit is 

identified explicitly with Ba‘al by its inscription. On this stela, Ba‘al wears a conical 

headdress with a streamer that extends from the top of the hat to the ground and, 

                                                      
454 Scarabs with this motif have been occasionally identified with Reshef (e.g., Cassirer 1959; Matouk 

1977: 76, 337, Nos. 264–268), but that identification was rightfully rejected (Schulman 1979: 73–74). This 

will be discussed below. 
455 This item is of unknown provenance.  
456The Mami Stela from Ugarit is a private stela in Egyptian style. Another stela mentions Ba‘al-Melqart.  
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according to Cornelius, ends in a flower. Ba‘al-Zaphon holds a w#s-scepter and faces a 

table with jar and a lotus. Ba‘al-Zaphon is written with the Seth-determinative—a 

phenomenon that occurs with the writing of Ba‘al’s name in Egypt (Cornelius 1994: 152, 

Footnote 5; see also Allon 2007: 19–21. Keel, Uehlinger, and Shuval 1990: 308). 

Another stela from centuries later mentions Ba‘al-Melqart, and a set of seals has similar 

iconography to the stela, though they are clearly produced later in the first millennium 

(Culican 1960–1961: Pl. I, Figs. 1b, 1g-h, 1j. Cornelius 1994: Fig. 31c); the divine figure 

on this stela of Ba‘al-Melqart shows a bearded man with a conical headdress while 

holding an ankh in the right hand and the left arm is bent, holding an axe. None of these 

inscribed items explicitly link Ba‘al with a winged figure.  

The identification of Seth-Ba‘al with a winged figure is based on those items 

which show a winged anthropomorphic figure in the Asiatic garb of Ba‘al, slaying a 

horned snake (Cornelius 1994: 161–167, Pls. 43 and 44 [BR17 and 19]; Keel, Uehlinger, 

and Shuval 1990: 314–315, Figs. 89–90) similar to Seth’s slaying of Apophis (te Velde 

1967: 109; Keel 1998: 76). In addition, two limestone stela, numerous pieces of glyptic 

art have a similar image (Keel 1978: 50–56, Figs. 46–55; Cornelius 1994: 212–224, Pl. 

50–51 [BM74–BM87457]). As noted above, Ba‘al’s name is written with the 

determinative of Seth because the two deities are identified with one another, though they 

are not identical. During the Amarna period, the Phoenician king, Abimilki of Tyre, 

                                                      
457 Of 14 items listed by Cornelius, three come from known archaeological contexts. The archaeological 

contexts are as follows: (1) BM 76 from Tell el-Far‘ah (South), Tomb 902 of the Iron IA (Braunstein 1990: 

690) (2) BM77 from Lachish, Locus 120, Grid A6, No. 5162 which is a Late Bronze chamber that was 

again used during the latter Iron IIB and IIC (Tufnell 1953: 193–196) (3) BM86 from Ugarit’s northern 

trench and (4) BM87 from a level at Beth Shean attributed to Amenophis III in room 1068. The early 20th 

century excavations of Beth Shean, however, are notoriously fraught. 
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knows he can successfully draw upon Ba‘al’s imagery when writing to and describing the 

Egyptian king (EA 147).  

Quadrupeds on which the Deity stands. These three scarabs depict the winged, 

anthropomorphic figure standing either on a horse (Keel 1997: 572–573 [Akko 119]), a 

long-necked quadruped with horns—possibly a gazelle or Seth-animal (Keel 2010b: 374–

375 [Tel el-Far‘a Süd 821]), or a lion (Rowe 1936: 173, Pl. XVIII [No. 722]). As such, 

they provide a helpful introduction into the fraught discussion of identifying the deity 

based on the animal whose back it stands upon.   

In the first instance, a winged anthropomorphic figure stands on the back of a 

likely horse. The horse has been conclusively identified as the animal upon which female 

Astarte sits, but it may also be associated with Reshef (Hoffmeier and Kitchen 2007: 1). 

The inscription on the limestone stela from Tell el-Borg confirms this identification. On 

this same stela from Tell el-Borg, Reshef was associated with horses as well, but the 

association was indirect. Reshef was said to be “Lord of the estate (or house) of the stable 

of horses” (Hoffmeier and Kitchen 2007: 131). Te Velde noted that the horses of 

Thuthmosis III were said to become Seth, and the image of Seth was sometimes engraved 

on horses’ blinkers (1977: 20). This evidence, however, is circumstantial.  

A relief from Sai offers better evidence for the connection between Reshef and 

horses.458 This sandstone relief, broken but inscribed, refers explicitly to Reshef; only a 

horse’s head and a shield are shown and they are likely associated with Reshef, who is 

mentioned in the inscription (Cornelius 1994: 84–85 [RR38]; cf. Cornelius 2004: 40–41; 

see also Simpson 1960: 65; Schulman 1977: 14; Münnich 2013: 112–115). It is not 

                                                      
458 For scholars who say there is no connection between Reshef and horses, see Schulman 1979: 74 and 

Keel, Uehlinger, and Shuval 1990: 127, Fig. 1a. 
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implausible that Reshef is occasionally connected with a horse. However, many still 

argue that the scarab from Akko does not depict Reshef because it depicts a winged 

anthropomorphic figure on a horse (Keel 1997: 572–573 [Akko 119]). Reshef is never 

shown definitively to be winged. If the wings are a sure marker of Seth-Ba‘al, then they 

distinguish this male equestrian deity from other male equestrian deities (Cornelius 1994: 

211). Would that there were no other minor West Semitic deities with wings459 to make 

this handy rule for identifying Seth-Ba‘al certain (Cornelius 1994: 209–212). As noted 

above, this is not the case. 

The second item depicts a similar figure with wings and an oddly shaped 

headdress with a protrusion; this figure stands on a caprid with long horns (Keel 2010b: 

374–375 [Tel el-Far‘a Süd 821]). This creates a problem. Typically figures on caprids’ 

backs are identified with Reshef (Cornelius 1994: 112–124) while those on lions are 

identified as Seth-Ba‘al (Cornelius 1994: 195–208; Keel, Uehlinger, and Shuval 1990: 

294). In addition, figures with wings tend to be identified with Seth-Ba‘al, and those 

without wings are identified with Reshef. One possible way out of this impasse is to 

identify the animal as the mythical Seth-animal. Unfortunately, the horns of the 

quadruped on the scarab from Tell el-Far‘ah (South) are not awkwardly and 

unrealistically extending straight from the head as occurs on the Seth-animal. Instead, 

they curve forward slightly.  

Identification of deities is not as simple as outlined above. In fact, a number of 

winged West Semitic deities are portrayed as standing on lions; they include Ishtar, 

                                                      
459 Keserty, another minor West Semitic deity depicted with wings, was noted above. An associated animal 

with Keserty is unknown. Cornelius also notes other Semitic deities depicted with wings: the female Ishtar, 

Urartian Haldi, and Shadrapa (Cornelius 1994: 195).  
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Urartian Haldi, and a minor deity Shadrapa (Cornelius 1994: 195). Further, very few 

items identified definitively with Seth-Ba‘al or Ba‘al are inscribed. It may be that either 

the iconography of Ba‘al is more varied or this is an entirely different deity depicted here. 

The tendencies within the iconographic traditions, which were identified by earlier 

studies, likely remain true, but they do not permit the viewer to identify lesser known 

deities or less common representations of that deity. 

Finally, a scarab from Jericho depicts a winged figure standing on a lion 

(Garstang 1933: 36, Fig. 11 = Rowe 1936: 173, Pl. XVIII [No. 722]). This 

anthropomorphic figure would typically be identified with Seth-Ba‘al based on both main 

features—the wings and the animal. However, the previous scarab from Tell el-Far‘ah 

(South) stands as a warning against creating a simplistic, universally applied rule for 

identification.  

Conical headdress. A conical headdress can sometimes resemble the Egyptian 

White Crown when it is schematically engraved on abbreviated stamp seals and scarabs. 

West Semitic male deities commonly wear this headdress. They include Reshef 

(Schulman 1984: Pl. 1α–δ, Pl. 2a–c; Schulman 1985: Figs. 2, 5 [BM 263], 7 [Memphis: 

M-2792], 8 [Hildesheim 1100], 10 [UCL 14400], 11 [OI 10569], 12 [Cairo JE 70222], 13 

[Aberdeen 1578], 14 [Cambridge: EGA 3002.1943], and 15 [Avignon 16]), Ba‘al 

(Cornelius 1994: 138–139), Mekal (Thompson 1970), and Keserty (Stadelmann 1967: 

123). 

Streamer. The streamer occurs on many different West Semitic deities who are 

wearing the conical headdress. Deities include Seth-Ba‘al (Cornelius 1994: 52–53; 149–
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150 [BR8]460), Reshef (Cornelius 1994: 64–65 [RR32]461; Schulman 1984: Pl. 1α–δ, Pl. 

2b; Schulman 1985: Fig 5 [BM 263], 7 [Memphis: M-2792], 8 [Hildesheim 1100], 9, 11 

[OI 10569], 12 [Cairo JE 70222], 13 [Aberdeen 1578], 14 [Cambridge: EGA 3002.1943], 

and 16 [Avignon 16]), Mekal (H. Thompson 1970;462 Cornelius 1994: 225), and Keserty 

(Stadelmann 1967: 123; Leibovitch 1948). As such, the streamer is not diagnostically 

significant for identifying the deity. As such, the headdress and streamers have no 

bearing upon the identification of the deities on these three scarabs. Further, those glyptic 

items with only an anthropomorphic figure in a conical headdress with a streamer are 

unidentifiable.  

Six scarabs depict an anthropomorphic figure with a conical headdress and 

streamer. No other defining characteristic occurs with these scarabs. Five of the six 

scarabs come from Late Bronze IIB and Iron I contexts. The precise context of the sixth 

scarab is unknown due to the archaeological method used during Petrie’s excavations in 

the early 20th century. As noted above, the identity of the deity cannot be determined 

based on the headdress and streamers. Curiously the majority of the scarabs—four of 

five—come from an Iron IA context, and the final scarab may show a beginning of 

production in the Late Bronze IIB. The sample size is small but when combined with 

other representations of Egypto-Canaanite deities on scarabs, the distribution remains 

similar. 

 

                                                      
460 The inscription makes the identification certain. 
461 The inscription makes the identification certain. 
462 Again, the inscription makes the identification certain. 
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Table 23: Scarabs Depicting an Anthropomorphic Figure Wearing a Streamer and 

Standing on a Lion 

 

Seal Archaeological 

Context 

Form 

(Material) 

Description 

Keel 2010a: 

148–149 

[Bet-Schean 

114]  

Square Q8, Locus 

1366, Stratum VII 

(Late Bronze IIB) 

Scarab 

(steatite) 

A right-facing anthropomorphic 

figure has a conical headdress with 

a streamer hanging down the 

figure’s back. The front arm holds a 

staff. 

Keel 2010a: 

408–409 

[Der el-

Balah 17]  

Grave 118 (Iron 

IA463) 

Scarab 

(Carnelian) 

A right-facing anthropomorphic 

figure has a conical headdress with 

a streamer hanging down the 

figure’s back. The front arm holds a 

staff. The figure’s skirt is triangular. 

Keel 2010b: 

86–87 [Tell 

el-Far‘a Süd 

138] 

Grave 902C (Iron 

IA) (Braunstein 

1998: 690) 

Scarab 

(enstatite) 

An anthropomorphic figure wears a 

skirt and holds a spear that extends 

from the back wing upraised to the 

ground. The anthropomorphic 

figure also wears a conical hat with 

a streamer and a uraeus. 

Keel 2010b: 

92–93 [Tell 

el-Far‘a Süd 

153] 

Grave 542 (Iron 

IA) (Braunstein 

1998: 549) 

Scarab 

(enstatite) 

An anthropomorphic figure wears a 

skirt and has two wings 

outstretched on either side. The 

anthropomorphic figure also wears 

a conical hat with a streamer and 

possibly a double uraei. Two uraei 

are engraved below the outstretched 

wings. 

Keel 2010b: 

94–95 [Tell 

el-Far‘a Süd 

154] 

Grave 542 (Iron 

IA) (Braunstein 

1998: 549) 

Scarab 

(faience) 

An anthropomorphic figure wears a 

skirt. The anthropomorphic figure 

also wears a conical hat with a 

streamer and possibly a double 

uraei.  

Keel 2010b: 

388–389 

[Tell el-

Far‘a Süd 

855]  

Southern Area, 

Room EF, Level 

386’, Stratum E 

Scarab 

(faience?) 

Two left-facing figures are standing 

with conical headdresses. One has a 

headdress that is like the white 

crown with a streamer and the other 

is oddly shaped. Only the upper 

portions of their torso and head 

were preserved. 

                                                      
463 The drinking set from Tomb 118 comes from the Iron IA (Muhly 2003: 26; cf. Moorey 1980). 
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Conical headdress with gazelle appendage. The gazelle appendages occur on 

multiple stela throughout Egypt (Schulman 1984: Pl. 1β [Chicago 10569]; Schulman 

1985: Figs. 3, 4 [Cairo 25063], 7 [Memphis: M-2792], 12 [Cairo JE 70222] (?)), though 

uraei also likely occur on Reshef (Schulman 1984: Pl. 2b; Schulman 1985: Figs. 6 [Berlin 

14622 and Turin 50067], 8 [Hildesheim 1100], 10 [UCL 14400], 11 [OI 10569], and 16 

[Avignon 16]). As shown by a number of inscribed stelas from private worship in Egypt, 

a gazelle appendage occurs on the headdress of an anthropomorphic figure who is 

definitively identified as Reshef on the inscription which accompanies the motif 

(Cornelius 1994: 32–33 [RR7, OIC 10569]; 41–42 [RR 18]; 46–47 [RR 24]; 59–69 [RR 

28]). As is the case with so many features, this appendage is also shown with other deities 

like Keserty and Shed (Leibovitch 1948: 436–437, Figs. 1–2). It cannot be used to 

identify conclusively the deity. 

Now this study will turn to individual elements in a motif that have been used to 

identify specific deities. 

 

ANTHROPOMORPHIC FIGURE ON A CAPRID  

13 related glyptic pieces depict one anthropomorphic figure standing on a caprid. 

Occasionally, these figures have headdresses, but often they do not. Schematization is 

maximized. Six of the 13 glyptic pieces come from unknown contexts. Of the remaining 

pieces, they were found in archaeological contexts that cluster within the Iron I with one 

coming from a Late Bronze context and one from the Iron IIA–B. If the Late Bronze 

context of Albright’s seal from Tell Beit Mirsim is accurate, this may reflect the 
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beginning of production of this motif while the latter scarab may show that items with 

this motif continued to be used as heirlooms.464  

This group is similar to one of the scarabs in the previous group (Keel 2010b: 

374–375 [Tel el-Far‘a Süd 821]), but the anthropomorphic figures of this group lack 

wings. Often, a wing-less figure is identified with Reshef (Keel 1990b: 198). As shown 

above (Keel 2010b: 374–375 [Tel el-Far‘a Süd 821]), the presence of a caprid alone is 

not definitive for an identification with Reshef. Other deities may be depicted with a 

caprid. One need only point to the two glyptic items which depict two anthropomorphic 

figures standing on the backs of caprids (Keel 2010a: 232–233 [Bet-Schemesch 35]; Keel 

2010a: 258–259 [Bet-Schemesch 95]). Due to the high schematization in the Iron I and 

IIA scarabs, precise and certain identification is not possible. Looking at the whole group 

of glyptic items with deities from these periods, one may reach a plausible conclusion but 

individual scarabs can not be identified certainly with Reshef. 

 

Table 24: Seals and Scarabs Depicting an Anthropomorphic Figure on a Caprid 

 

Seal Archaeological 

Context 

Form 

(Material) 

Description 

Keel 

1997: 

560–561 

[Akko 84]  

While Keel 

says it was a 

surface find, it 

comes from the 

extensive 

private 

collection of 

Lefkovitz (Keel 

1997: 560). 

Scarab 

(enstatite) 

There is an anthropomorphic figure with 

a hollowed out body and head. The base 

of the hollowed out body is hashed to 

depict the clothing of the figure. He 

stands on the back of a caprid whose 

body is also hollowed out and hashed to 

show texture. The hollowing-out and 

hashing is reminiscent of Middle Bronze 

techniques of engraving. 

                                                      
464 It should be noted that a style of engraving from the Iron IIA tends to depict anthropomorphic figures 

lacking a torso.  It may be that this item is not an heirloom from the Iron I but an Iron IIA production. In 

either case, the motif still tends to be most often found in Iron I contexts.   
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Keel 

1997: 

570–571 

[Akko 

111]  

While Keel 

says it was a 

surface find, it 

comes from the 

extensive 

private 

collection of 

Lefkovitz (Keel 

1997: 560). 

Scarab 

(enstatite) 

A hollowed out anthropomorphic figure 

with a hashed base stands on the back of 

a presumable quadruped with long horns. 

The hollowing-out and hashing is 

reminiscent of Middle Bronze techniques 

of engraving. 

Keel 

2010a: 

60–61 

[Bet-

Mirsim 

39] 

Southwest 

Quarter, Square 

4, Stratum C 

(Late Bronze) 

Ring 

(Limestone) 

It’s not definitive that the linear 

engraving of the quadruped depicts a 

horned animal, but it is possible. 

Anthropomorphic figure with arms 

extended outward and legs downward 

with the torso extended, giving the 

appearance of a third leg; two circular 

engravings above the arms; linear 

engraving 

Keel 

2010a: 

234–235 

[Bet-

Schemesh 

40]  

Grave 1, Iron 

IIA–B  

Scaraboid 

(limestone) 

A crude, linear engraving is used to 

execute an anthropomorphic figure which 

lacks a torso and hovers above the back 

of a horned caprid.  

Keel 

2010b: 

164–165 

[Tell el-

Far‘a Süd 

314]  

Grave 229 

which extends 

from the Iron I 

through the 

Iron IIB and 

possibly the 

Iron IIC 

Scarab 

(enstatite) 

An anthropomorphic figure stands on the 

back of a caprid; two lions one above 

another are engraved behind the figure’s 

back.  

Keel 

2010b: 

182–183 

[Tell el-

Far‘a Süd 

358]  

Grave 241 

which extends 

from the Iron I 

through the 

beginning of 

the Iron IIA 

Scarab 

(enstatite) 

An anthropomorphic figure stands on the 

back of a caprid. The caprid’s horns and 

the anthropomorphic figure fill the 

negative space created by the vertically 

arranged base. 

Keel 

2013: 

183–184 

[Geser 

44] 

Fourth Semitic 

period. Due to 

the 

archaeological 

method, the 

archaeological 

context is 

uncertain. 

Conoid 

(limestone) 

There are two caprids engraved over one 

another and an anthropomorphic figure is 

engraved standing on the back of the 

upper caprid. 
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Keel 

2013: 

246–247 

[Geser 

179]  

Third Semitic 

period. Due to 

the 

archaeological 

method, the 

archaeological 

context is 

uncertain. 

Scaraboid 

(limestone) 

A highly schematized anthropomorphic 

figure with only legs and a head hovers 

above the back of a caprid whose head is 

turned backward over its body. The 

quadruped could also be a horse due to its 

longer neck but the poor execution of the 

engraving makes the identification of the 

animal less certain. A possible scorpion is 

engraved above the head of the head. 

Keel 

2013: 

278–279 

[Geser 

249]  

Fourth Semitic 

period. Due to 

the 

archaeological 

method, the 

archaeological 

context is 

uncertain. 

Scarab 

(enstatite) 

There is an anthropomorphic figure 

standing on the back of a long necked 

caprid. The anthropomorphic figure has a 

streamer that extends from the head down 

to the tail of the horse. 

Keel 

2013: 

474–475 

[Gibeon 

20]  

Grave 3 dated 

to the end of 

the Iron IB 

through the 

Iron IIA 

Conoid 

(limestone) 

A quadruped with likely horns is 

engraved in a linear style. An 

anthropomorphic figure stands on the 

back of the quadruped that has slight 

protrusions that curve indicating likely 

horns. 

Keisan: 

Keel 

1990b: 

195–204, 

No. 10, 

Pl. VII, 

No. 10. 

Locus 626, 

Stratum 9A 

(Iron I) 

Scarab 

(steatite) 

An anthropomorphic figure with a blue 

crown and either a streamer or a robe 

stands on the back of a long horned 

quadruped. Shuval identifies the figure as 

Reshef (Shuval 1990: 142). This scarab 

has a side of E11 and reflects the 

increasing schematization of the Iron I, 

but that schematization on its own is not 

definitive for dating. The deep style of 

engraving, motif and schematic 

typological form push the date of this 

scarab toward the Iron I. 

Tell en-

Naṣbeh: 

McCown 

1947: Pl. 

54, No. 

34.  

Tomb 32, Strip 

N 

Bifacial 

Plaque 

On one side, there is a caprid with an 

anthropomorphic figure standing on the 

back. 
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Qasile: 

Maisler 

1967: 64–

67; Mazar 

1977: 236 

[Hebrew] 

Locus QI, 

Stratum X 

Pyramid 

with all 

lateral faces 

engraved 

Two of the four faces depict a figure on 

the back of a caprid. One has an 

anthropomorphic figure standing on the 

back of a caprid whose body is hashed. 

The other lateral side has a quadruped, 

possibly a caprid or a bull (Shuval 1990: 

123), facing right with a seated figure 

(Maat, Shuval 1990: 123) on its back. 

 

WINGED FIGURE WITH URAEI 

Six scarabs depict a winged figure with uraei under those wings. Five of the six scarabs 

come from a known archaeological context and every context is a burial. All 

archaeological contexts include the Iron IA while one extends backward into the Late 

Bronze IIB and two extend downward into the Iron IIA. Production may have begun in 

the Late Bronze IIB, yet the period of greatest use was likely in the Iron IA. While the 

sample size is small, it mirrors the chronological distribution of other groups of Egypto-

Canaanite deities on scarabs and stamp seals.  

 

Table 25: Scarabs Depicting a Winged Figure with Uraei 

 

Seal Archaeological 

Context 

Form 

(Material) 

Description 

Keel 1997: 

626–627 

[Akko 268]  

Unknown context Scarab 

(enstatite) 

An anthropomorphic figure stands 

with wings outstretched and wears a 

headdress with two protrusions. 

There are two outward facing uraei 

on either side of the figure and 

below the wings. Below the figure 

are two signs of an abbreviated 

form of the throne name of 

Thutmosis III or more likely a 

cryptogram for Amun.  



275 

 

Keel 2010b: 

130–131 

[Tell el-

Far‘a Süd 

238] 

Grave 635 (Late 

Bronze IIB–Iron 

I)  

Scarab 

(enstatite) 

A standing anthropomorphic figure 

is depicted with schematic wings 

extending from each shoulder. Two 

outward-facing uraei are engraved 

below the wings. The figure wears a 

conical headdress with a streamer.  

Keel 2010b: 

92–93 [Tell 

el-Far‘a Süd 

153] 

Grave 542 (Iron 

IA) (Braunstein 

1998: 549) 

Scarab 

(enstatite) 

An anthropomorphic figure wears a 

skirt and has two wings outstretched 

on either side. The anthropomorphic 

figure also wears a conical hat with 

a streamer and possibly a double 

uraei. Two uraei are engraved 

below the outstretched wings. 

Keel 2010b: 

124–125 

[Tell el-

Far‘a Süd 

225] 

Grave 533, which 

Braunstein 

assigns to the Iron 

I and beginning of 

the Iron IIA 

Scarab 

(Enstatite) 

A standing anthropomorphic figure 

is depicted with schematic wings 

extending from each shoulder. Two 

outward-facing uraei are engraved 

below the wings.  

Keel 2010b: 

154–155 

[Tell el-

Far‘a Süd 

292]  

Grave 117 which 

has been assigned 

to the Iron I and 

beginning of the 

Iron IIA 

(Braunstein 1998: 

478) 

Scarab 

(enstatite) 

A standing anthropomorphic figure 

is depicted with schematic wings 

extending from each shoulder. Two 

outward-facing uraei are engraved 

below the wings. The figure wears a 

double protruding headdress. 

Keel 2010b: 

334–335 

[Tell el-

Far‘a Süd 

718]  

Grave 960C 

which has been 

assigned to the 

Iron IA 

(Braunstein 1998: 

813) 

Scarab 

(enstatite) 

The scarab depicts a likely royal 

figure standing with wings 

outstretched while wearing a white 

crown with a possible uraeus 

displayed schematically and a 

streamer falling down the back of 

the figure. A falcon stands in front 

of the figure and a hippopotamus is 

above.  

 

One scarab from an Iron I context depicts a winged figure, but there are no uraei 

under the wings (Keel 2010b: 334–335 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 718]=Shuval 1990: 134, No. 

22). The seal depicts an engraved hippopotamus above the winged figure and a falcon 

under one wing. The anthropomorphic figure has a beard, a conical headdress, and 

streamer tied to the top of the headdress. A number of scholars identify him as Seth 
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(Shuval 1990: 92; Keel, Uehlinger, Shuval 1990: 306; Keel 2010b: 334; Giveon 1985: 

46, No. 73) because the falcon and hippopotamus are sacred to Seth (Giveon 1971: 163–

164, 246; Keel 1978: 339–340). The connection between Seth and the hippopotamus is 

not obvious, however. The hippopotamus can be connected easily with Taweret who was 

said to be the consort of Seth by a much later tradition, Plutarch. Here, the Greek god 

Typhon is said to be Taweret’s consort, and Typhon is identified with Seth (te Velde 

1967: 35, 38; Plutarch, Isis and Osiris 19.1). Would that there were another source 

connecting Seth and the hippopotamus that was not so late.  

On a sandstone stele from a temple at Edfu, there is an image of Horus slaying a 

small hippopotamus in the water, which is said to be Seth (Keel 1978: 338, Fig. 451). If 

this is the appropriate reference and not Taweret, Seth is the hippopotamus rather than 

merely being associated with the hippopotamus. This relief, like Plutarch, is also late and 

dates to the reigns of Ptolemy IX/Alexander I according to Keel (Keel 1978: 408, Fig. 

451). An earlier tradition connecting Seth and a hippopotamus would be ideal. An astral 

text from the 20th Dynasty may connect Seth with a hippopotamus, but the connection is 

based solely on proximity of Seth’s foreleg to the hippopotamus (Parker 1974: 61). A 

connection based solely on astral proximity is tenuous at best. It may be that two 

instances of circumstantial evidence—winged figures being, at times, connected with 

Seth-Ba‘al and a hippopotamus connected tenuously with Seth-Ba‘al—are the best one 

can do. If the wings are a likely marker of Seth-Ba‘al, then this scarab and the larger 

group of scarabs may be said plausibly to depict Seth-Ba‘al. Unfortunately, wings alone 

are not sufficient to identify the deity with complete certainty, as was shown above.   
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While the identity of the deity in this group is not definitively known, the scarabs 

do reflect a Canaanite iconographic tradition. Five of six scarabs have a conical headdress 

and streamer; only one scarab does not. Though the headdress and streamer cannot be 

identified with a specific deity, they do point to the likely influence of a Canaanite 

iconographic tradition.  

 

ANTHROPOMORPHIC FIGURE ON A LION 

Six seals depict a male, anthropomorphic figure standing on a lion. Sometimes the 

anthropomorphic figure wears a conical headdress (Keel 2010b: 376–379 [Tell el-Far‘a 

Süd 828–829]). The glyptic forms include conoids, scaraboids, impressions, scarabs, and 

a pyramidal stamp seal. Interestingly, only two of these were found in burial contexts. 

Commonly anthropomorphic figures who stand on lions are identified with Ba‘al or Seth-

Ba‘al and those on a caprid with Reshef (Cornelius 1994: 195–208). Reshef is nowhere 

clearly identified as standing on a lion’s back. Reshef is identified with Nergal in offering 

lists (RS 20.24; del Olmo Lete 1999: 308–310), and Nergal does stand on a lion 

(Cornelius 1994: 196). Though the two deities may be identified with one another, they 

are not identical. Therefore, the connection of Reshef to the lion should ideally be shown 

rather than relying upon a deity with whom he is associated in sacrificial lists. While it 

may be true that Seth-Ba‘al more commonly and Reshef never are associated with the 

lion, a number of other West Semitic deities are portrayed as standing on lions. They 

include Ishtar, Urartian Haldi, and a minor deity Shadrapa (Cornelius 1994: 195). In 

general, it is less common for Egyptian iconographic traditions to depict deities on 
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lions465 (Cornelius 1994: 195). Further, glyptic items that portray two anthropomorphic 

forms standing on a lion confirm that one should identify all instances of this motif with 

the same deity (Keel 2010a: 120–121 [Bet-Schean 53]; Keel 2013: 216–217 [Geser 

108]). As such, the deity is unidentifiable in this group, but the group itself is more at 

home in the Canaanite iconographic tradition. 

 

Table 26: Scarabs and Seals Depicting an Anthropomorphic Figure on a Lion 

 

Seal Archaeological 

Context 

Form 

(Material) 

Description 

Keel 2010a: 

606–607 [Tel 

Eton 3]  

Area C, 

Southwest portion 

of the Tel, Locus 

9, Grave C1 (Iron 

I) 

Conoid 

(calcite) 

This conoid portrays an 

anthropomorphic figure with no 

torso, standing on the back of a 

quadruped which is likely a lion. 

Keel 2010b: 

376–377 

[Tell el-Far‘a 

Süd 828] 

Northern Area, 

Stratum Y. 

However, 

excavations on 

the tell are highly 

uncertain. 

Impression An anthropomorphic figure stands 

on the back of a lion. The figure 

wears a conical headdress and 

holds either a sword or a spear.  

Keel 2010b: 

378–379 

[Tell el-Far‘a 

Süd 829] 

Northern Area, 

Stratum Y. 

However, 

excavations on 

the tell are highly 

uncertain. 

Impression An anthropomorphic figure stands 

on the back of a lion. The figure 

wears a conical headdress. While 

the figure may hold a spear, if the 

same seal was used to make this 

impression and the previous one 

(Tell el-Far‘a Süd 828), that spear 

is not visible here. The impression 

is less deep.  

Keel 2013: 

222–223 

[Geser 121]  

Fourth Semitic 

period. Due to the 

archaeological 

method, the 

Scaraboid 

(limestone) 

A “starfish,” stick figure is 

engraved above a highly 

schematized quadruped whose had 

is turned backward over its body. 

                                                      
465 The West Semitic influence on the representations of Seth-Ba‘al and Astarte are further emphasized 

when noting the relative infrequency of this phenomenon in Egyptian traditions (e.g., Hoffmeier and 

Kitchen 2007). Exceptions to this general observation include Tutankhamun on panthers and Seti II on a 

lion (Edwards 1977: 190–191), as noted by Cornelius (1994: 195, n. 3). 
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archaeological 

context is 

uncertain. 

The quadruped is uncertain but it 

does not have an extended neck as 

is expected on a horse and no 

horns are depicted. By process of 

elimination, it is plausibly a lion. 

Megiddo: 

Schumacher: 

89, Pl. 

XXVII, f = 

Shuval 1990: 

145, No. 49. 

Near the city gate, 

Stratum 4 

Scarab 

(faience) 

There are two lions over one 

another on half of the base. The 

other half shows an 

anthropomorphic figure standing 

on the back of a lion. 

Qasile: 

Mazar 1950–

1951c: 206, 

Pl. 36c  

Stratum X (Mazar 

1950–1951:   

Pyramidal 

Stamp Seal 

An anthropomorphic figure stands 

on the back of a quadruped. The 

form is pyramidal like. The 

quadruped has no distinguishing 

marks such as a long neck of a 

horse or clear marks for horns. By 

process of elimination, this is 

plausibly a lion.  

 

ANTHROPOMORPHIC FIGURE ON A HORSE 

An anthropomorphic figure with no other identifying marks stands or sits on the back of a 

horse on three scaraboids from the Iron I and Iron I–Iron IIA. Because the sample size is 

immensely small, one can not be certain that this motif as produced only in the Iron I on 

miniature art. As noted above, Seth-Ba‘al is certainly and Reshef plausibly connected 

with the horse (Cornelius 1994: 73–87, 209–212; for Reshef, see especially Cornelius 

1994: 84 [RR 37]). In addition, Astarte is clearly shown on a horse within the Egypto-

Canaanite tradition (Leclant 1960: Pl. IA, IIA; Keel 1990b: 211; Hoffmeier and Kitchen 

2007). She may even be found on one scarab from Akko (Keel 1997: 532–533 [Akko 4]; 

Keel, Uehlinger, and Shuval 1990: 213, Fig. 39). Astarte’s connection with horses is also 

confirmed within the Ugaritic texts (śśw oTtrt KTU 1.86:6). Interestingly, a number of 

instances depict the anthropomorphic figure sitting on the horse rather than standing. 

Cornelius hypothesized that this may due to a different function of the horse; whereas a 
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deity stands on a lion and caprid for their numinous power, a figure may sit on a horse for 

practical purposes, namely to do battle (Cornelius 1994: 81). Since the writing of 

Cornelius’ helpful volume, the stela form Tell el-Borg was found (Hoffmeier and Kitchen 

2007). The stela depicts Astarte seated in a chair which rests on the back of a horse. Two 

seals depict an anthropomorphic figure seated on a horse (Keel 1997: 532–533 [Akko 4]; 

Keel 2013: 466–467 [Gibeon 4]), but two depict the anthropomorphic figure standing on 

a horse whose muzzle is led or held by another anthropomorphic figure. Due to the highly 

schematic nature of these seals, one can not choose one of these three deities over the 

others.  

 

Table 27: Scarabs and Seals Depicting an Anthropomorphic Figure on a Horse 

 

Seal Archaeological 

Context 

Form 

(Material) 

Description 

Keel 2010a: 

608–609 

[Tel Eton 5]  

Area C, 

Southwest portion 

of the Tel, Locus 

9, Grave C1 (Iron 

I) 

Scaraboid 

(calcite) 

This conoid portrays a short 

anthropomorphic figure with no 

torso, standing on the back of a 

horse. Another figure stands in 

front with arm raised to the muzzle 

of the horse. 

Keel 2013: 

466–467 

[Gibeon 4] 

Grave 3 dated to 

the end of the Iron 

IB through Iron 

IIA 

Scaraboid 

(bone) 

A quadruped with a long, notched 

neck is held by the muzzle by a 

standing anthropomorphic figure. 

The long neck and absence of horns 

likely indicates that the quadruped 

is a horse. Another 

anthropomorphic figure is seated on 

the back of the quadruped. 

Keel 2013: 

468–469 

[Gibeon 8] 

Grave 3 dated to 

the end of the Iron 

IB through the 

Iron IIA 

Scaraboid 

(stone or 

bone) 

An anthropomorphic figure stands 

on the back of a long-necked 

quadruped with notched neck. 

Another anthropomorphic figure 

that lacks a torso holds the 

quadruped by the head. 
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TWO ANTHROPOMORPHIC FIGURES ON A HORSE AND LION 

I have saved this group of seals for last. The figures may be identified with a greater 

degree of certainty. Because the group is more certainty, too often the distinguishing 

elements of this group have been used to identify deities in other motifs. This group 

consists of glyptic items depicting two standing figures on a caprid and lion, respectively. 

In every instance, the right-facing caprid is to the right and the lion is second. Four of 

eight scarabs or impressions depict the second figure, which stands on the lion, with 

wings (Keel 2010a: 474–475 [Dor 27]. Keel 2010b: 188–189 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 374]; 

410–411 [Tell el-Far‘a Süd 919]. Lachish: Rowe 1936: 138 [No. 575]); two of those four 

winged figures also have a streamer (Keisan: Keel 1990: 246: 246–247 [No. 31]). Due to 

the apparent standardization of the motif, it is likely that the same two deities are 

intended each time the motif is engraved. The second anthropomorphic figure is believed 

to be Seth-Ba‘al because of the presence of both wings and the lion (Keel, Uehlinger, and 

Shuval 1990: 306). If the second figure is Seth-Ba‘al, this narrow the choice for the first 

figure. Anthropomorphic figures without wings tend to be identified with Reshef 

(Cornelius 1994: 195–197, 201–203, 205–206 [BM 57–BM 62, BM 67]).  

Uniquely only one of these glyptic pieces comes from a grave. This is especially 

curious when compared with the contexts where other glyptics were found. Could it be 

that this collocation was not an amulet used primarily for aiding the journey into the 

underworld? 
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Table 28: Scarabs and Impressions Depicting Two Anthropomorphic Figures on a Horse 

and a Lion, Respectively 

 

Seal Archaeological 

Context 

Form 

(Material) 

Description 

Keel 1997: 

560–561 

[Akko 86]  

While Keel says it 

was a surface find, 

it comes from the 

extensive private 

collection of 

Lefkovitz (Keel 

1997: 560). 

Scarab 

(enstatite) 

There are two anthropomorphic figures 

standing on the backs of two quadrupeds. 

The first figure has no identifying features 

but holds either his back arm upward or his 

back arm holds a sword or staff upward. 

The first figure stands on a long-necked 

caprid. The second figure holds a bow and 

stands on a likely lion. Each element of the 

motif is executed by hollowing out the 

motif. 

Keel 1997: 

680–681 

[Aschdod 54]  

Surface find Scarab 

(enstatite) 

There are two quadrupeds arranged along 

the base of the scarab with an 

anthropomorphic figure standing on the 

back of each. The first quadruped has a 

long neck and horns depicted. The second 

quadruped is likely a lion. Both 

anthropomorphic figures have their arms 

raised but there are no other defining 

characteristics of these two figures. 

Keel 2010a: 

474–475 [Dor 

27]  

Area G, Locus 

9251, Phase G-4 or 

3; Persian pit 

Scarab 

(enstatite) 

There are two figures standing on the backs 

of quadrupeds. The front figure is standing 

on the back of a caprid while the back one 

has arms/wings raised as the figure stands 

on a lion.  

Keel 2010b: 

188–189 [Tell 

el-Far‘a Süd 

374] 

This scarab comes 

from Grave 224 

which has been 

assigned to the 

Iron IIA (Keel 

2010b: 188). 

Scarab 

(enstatite) 

Two anthropomorphic figures stand on the 

backs of quadrupeds. The first has no 

defining characteristics and stands on a 

likely caprid. The second has wings 

outstretched and stands on a likely lion. 

Cornelius identifies them as Ba‘al and 

Reshef (Cornelius 1994: 202 [BM 59]). 

Keel 2010b: 

410–411 [Tell 

el-Far‘a Süd 

919]  

Northern Area, 

Room VL, Level 

376’, Stratum 

V/W. While this 

stratum is 

identified as Iron 

IB and Iron IIA, 

Scarab 

(enstatite) 

There are two anthropomorphic figures 

standing on the backs of two quadrupeds. 

The first figure has no identifying features 

and stands on a long-necked caprid. The 

second figure has wings and an abbreviated 

streamer. This second figure stands on a 

lion. 
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excavations on the 

tell are highly 

uncertain due to 

the archaeological 

method. 

Keel 2013: 

464–465 

[Geser 691] 

Field A, Square 

Y9, Locus 11131, 

Basket 11340 

which is dated to 

the Iron IB-

beginning of Iron 

IIA by Ortiz and 

Wolff. 

Impression  Two quadrupeds are engraved along the 

base. The first has a head that is more 

caprid-like while the second quadruped is 

more lion-like. The first quadruped has a 

tree-like motif standing on its back and the 

second figure has an anthropomorphic 

figure standing on its back. It’s not clear 

that this impression should be placed under 

this category since the first figure is clearly 

not an anthropomorphic figure.  

Keisan: Keel 

1990b: 246–

247 No. 31; 

Pl. X, No. 31 

Locus 635, 

Stratum 9A (Iron 

I) 

Impression The impression shows two 

anthropomorphic figures standing on the 

backs of two quadrupeds. The first one, 

which is on the left of the impression, has 

long ears or horns, and it is a likely caprid. 

The second quadruped is likely a lion 

(Cornelius 1994: 201 [BM57]). The first 

anthropomorphic figure has no 

distinguishing elements while the second 

appears to wear a high had (highly 

schematized white crown?) with a streamer. 

Lachish: 

Rowe 1936: 

138 [No. 

575]. 

Surface find Scarab 

(enstatite) 

There are two figures standing on the backs 

of quadrupeds. The first quadruped has 

portions of the ears or horns extended. The 

second is a lion (Cornelius 1994: 201–202 

[BM 58]). The second quadruped has a 

winged anthropomorphic figure standing on 

its back. If Lachish was uninhabited for a 

portion of the Iron I, the date of this item is 

curious. 

 

FEMALE ON AN UNKNOWN QUADRUPED 

There is only one item which depicts an anthropomorphic figure that is clearly marked as 

female. This figure is shown on an unidentifiable quadruped. The relative absence of the 

body marked as feminine is noteworthy. 
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Table 29: Seal Depicting a Female on an Unknown Quadruped 

 

Seal Archaeological 

Context 

Form 

(Material) 

Description 

Keel 2010b: 

138–139 

[Tell el-

Far‘a Süd 

256]  

Grave 509 which 

has been assigned 

a date to the Iron 

IB  

Conoid 

(limestone) 

This is one of the few instances 

where a female figure appears to 

stand on the back of a caprid. There 

may be another caprid in front of 

this figure. 

 

ANTHROPOMORPHIC FIGURES ON UNKNOWN QUADRUPEDS 

Finally, there are three scaraboids whose motif is so schematic that it defies any 

identification of the quadrupeds or the anthropomorphic figures. 

 

Table 30: Scaraboids Depicting an Anthropomorphic Figure on Unknown Quadrupeds 

 

Seal Archaeological 

Context 

For 

(Material) 

Description 

Keel 2010b: 

410–411 

[Tell el-

Far‘a Süd 

917]  

Unknown context Scaraboid 

(Limestone) 

An anthropomorphic figure with an 

abbreviated torso floats above a 

quadruped. Due to the poor 

execution of the seal, it is likely 

that the anthropomorphic figure 

was intended to be portrayed as 

standing on the quadruped. There is 

another poorly executed motif in 

front of the anthropomorphic figure 

and floating above the head of the 

quadruped. It is likely a scorpion 

based on the common motifs of 

seals of this period but it is difficult 

to identify the element on its own 

without other parallels. Its material 

makes it a likely candidate for local 

production. Keel lists Tell el-Far‘ah 

(South) 891 as a parallel for the 

style and Tell ‘Aitun 3 as a parallel 



285 

 

for the god. See also Jericho: Rowe 

1936: No. 722 = Shuval 1990: 135, 

No. 25. 

Keel 2013: 

348–349 

[Geser 416] 

Fourth Semitic 

period. Due to the 

archaeological 

method, the 

archaeological 

context is 

uncertain. 

Scaraboid 

(limestone) 

Two quadrupeds are engraved tête-

bêche. An anthropomorphic figure 

is engraved above the back of one 

as if standing on tis back. The other 

caprid has a possible “starfish” 

stick anthropomorphic figure but it 

may also be a star similar to the 

one that separates the two 

quadrupeds. 

Megiddo: 

Harrison 

2004: Pl. 39, 

No. 8 = 

Loud 1947: 

Pl. 153, No. 

221 

Locus 2101, 

Square K9, Area 

AA 

Scaraboid A quadruped which is made of 

three circular engravings for the 

body and one for the head. The 

figure above may be either a 

misshapen anthropomorphic figure 

or another quadruped at a 90-

degree angle. I think it is more 

likely that the motif is of two 

animals engraved at right angles to 

one another. 

 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

Forty-eight scarabs and stamp seals depict deities that show influence from the Canaanite 

iconographic traditions. Of the forty-two glyptic items from identifiable contexts, twenty-

one come tombs and twenty-one come from contexts on the tell. Therefore, they likely 

function as amulets both in life and death. The new Iron I conoids are found in both in 

graves and on the tell. They mimic the motifs that were found on scarabs, scaraboids, bi-

facial plaques, and rings. Conoids are found both in burials and on the tell indicating that 

these new seals mirrored both the motifs of scarabs and their use as amulets in life and 

death.  
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 Curiously, it is the motifs that one is tempted to associate coarsely with Reshef 

and Seth-Baal that are most often found on the tell. Five seals with an anthropomorphic 

figure on a caprid, six seals with an anthropomorphic figure on a lion, and six seals with 

two anthropomorphic figures on a lion and caprid were found in contexts on the tell.  In 

other words, seventeen of twenty-one seals with Reshef, Seth-Ba‘al, or Reshef and Seth-

Ba‘al were found on the tell. Could it be that these deities were used as amulets for the 

ailments that plagued the living? Amulets found in graves and, therefore, used to usher 

the dead into the Underworld appear to be more diverse. They likely include Reshef and 

Seth-Ba‘al, but are not limited to these deities. 

With regard to the date of these seals with an Egypto-Canaanite or Canaanite 

deity, they tend to be found in contexts dated to the Iron I, though their production began 

during the Late Bronze IIB. Two seals were identified as coming from only Late Bronze 

contexts, indicating that production of these Egypto-Canaanite traditions began prior to 

the Iron I.  

Twenty-nine total seals come from dateable archaeological contexts. Twelve seals 

came from contexts dated to the Iron I alone while twenty-two came from contexts that 

included the Iron I. Three came from contexts dated only to periods after the Iron I, and 

ten came from contexts that included the Iron IIA. This indicates the the period of 

greatest use was the Iron I, though production continued into the Iron IIA. Interestingly, 

this conclusion mirrors broadly the local production of scarabs with motifs that imitate 

Middle Bronze traditions. Yet again, as Egyptian imperial influence wanes, local 

traditions of local deities re-emerge. Local engravers chose those local traditions which 

have Egyptian connections.  Thoroughly local images of a simple anthropomorphic figure 
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on a lion or caprid—representing local gods like Reshef and Ba‘al—are produced 

alongside Egypto-Canaanite versions of these same gods.  

Ellen Morris suggests that Egypt may have intentionally fostered in the Late 

Bronze IIB the very cults which Egypt and Canaan shared (Morris 2005: 391). If Morris 

is correct, the production and sale of glyptics in the Egypto-Canaanite traditions during 

the Late Bronze IIB is expected. When the trade networks that once fed the market with 

both Ptah-scarabs and scarabs in the Egypto-Canaanite traditions tapered off, local 

engravers continued to produce these Egyptianizing and thoroughly local versions of 

these motifs for local consumption as local people sought to protect both the living and 

the dead from malevolent forces. 
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CHAPTER 6 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

A recent, systematic study of Southern Levantine scarabs and stamp seals from the Late 

Bronze IIB and Iron I had not been undertaken. Studies tended to treat the corpora 

separately: Lalkin studied Southern Levantine scarabs from the New Kingdom (Lalkin 

208). Buchanan and Moorey examined the Iron Age stamp seals within the Ashmolean’s 

collection (Buchanan and Moorey 1988). Though stamp seals and scarabs were treated in 

separate studies, the stamp seals clearly showed an awareness of the glyptic traditions 

engraved on scarabs. Motifs on each were interrelated and required that the two corpora 

be treated in the same study. Keel’s seminal review of all scarabs and stamp seals from 

the Southern Levant was a timely addition to the field (Keel 1995), though an in-depth 

study of this transitional period was still needed.  

Recent studies—often in final reports—covered the glyptic art of only one site. 

This led to an additional lacuna in the field’s treatment of scarabs. There was no 

systematic treatment of the typological forms of Late New Kingdom scarabs since Rowe 

(Rowe 1936). While a number of recent studies of late New Kingdom scarabs cited Rowe 

when dating individual scarabs (Brandl 1999; Brandl 2004a; Brandl 2007; Brandl 2009; 

Brandl 2010; Brandl 2010a), there was no recent collation of all the data to determine 

where Rowe’s typology was inadequate. This collation had to be undertaken before one 

could examine the relationship between the locally produced stamp seals of the Iron I, the 

locally made Egyptianizing scarabs, and the imported Egyptian scarabs. Otherwise, one 

would be unable to determine whether motifs on Iron I stamp seals relied upon Egyptian 

or Egyptianizing glyptic traditions from the Late Bronze IIB. In short, one would never 
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be able to speak about continuity between the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I glyptic corpora 

without undertaking a thorough study of the typology of late New Kingdom scarabs. 

Glyptic studies in numerous final reports dated individual scarabs to only the 19th 

Dynasty. The date of these glyptic items has occasionally been used to support the date of 

an entire site (Zertal 2012). The study of the scarab’s typological forms showed that, in 

fact, there were very few forms which could be dated to only the 19th or 20th Dynasty. 

One form of the head and clypeus—D10—could be dated to only the 19th Dynasty. 

Otherwise, a narrow date is often not possible based solely on the typological form of the 

scarab. Despite this negative conclusion, trends could be identified.  

The form of the scarab’s head, side, and back tended toward greater 

schematization during the 20th Dynasty and in the Iron I. Interestingly, this trend 

occurred not only on scarabs with and without the royal name in the Southern Levant but 

also on scarabs from foundation deposits in Egypt proper. Therefore, similar patterns 

were observed on both locally produced scarabs from the Southern Levant and scarabs 

with the royal name that were likely produced by artisans connected to the royal 

administration in Egypt. Schematization increased on both Levantine produced scarabs 

and imported, Egyptian scarabs as faience became more popular. Despite similar trends 

toward schematization, the typological forms of scarabs without the royal name were 

more numerous. In other words, royal scarabs tended toward greater conservatism and 

less innovation. This may be explained in two ways: it may either confirm the assumption 

that scarabs with the royal name were produced in Egypt by artisans connected with the 

royal administration. Alternatively, it could also show that artisans unconnected with the 

royal administration knew that the consumer preferred greater conservatism on scarabs 
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with the royal name. Because both royal scarabs from the Southern Levant and royal 

scarabs from foundation deposits tended toward conservatism, it may be true that both 

were produced by artisans connected to the royal administration, but it may still be true 

that artisans not hired by the royal administration were producing royal scarabs because 

they were marketable as effective amulets that aided both the buyer during life and the 

dead as they descended into the Underworld.  

Interestingly, proportions of scarabs with a certain typological form often 

remained stable from the Late Bronze IIB to Iron I. If a certain typological form was the 

most popular form in the Late Bronze IIB, it often retained that level of popularity in the 

Iron I. In contrast, newer typological forms were less stable. As noted in Chapter Three, 

idiosyncratic variants of the new D10 head occured at Tell el-Far’ah (South), a likely 

center of local production. A unique checkered pattern was engraved on the head of a 

number of scarabs from Tell el-Far‘ah (South) (Keel 2010b: 230–231, 242–243, 282–

285, 316–317 [Tell el-Far’a Süd 476, 500, 597, and 677]; Keel 2013: 448–449 [Geser 

657]). Locally produced scarabs tended toward greater variation. Scarabs without the 

royal titulary exhibited this greater variation. A greater number of typological forms of 

the head, clypeus, and side were noted on scarabs without the royal titulary. This 

variation points toward decentralization of the local Levantine artisans of the Late Bronze 

IIB and Iron I. There was likely no centralized administration which hired and trained 

these local artisans. Instead, they likely produced what they themselves knew the market 

demanded.  

Trends noted on royal scarabs often did not occur on scarabs without the royal 

titulary. While the A1 head increased in popularity on scarabs with the royal titulary, the 
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A1 head remained stable on scarabs without the royal titulary. While the frequency of 

ridging on royal scarabs did not decrease, ridging on scarabs without the royal titulary 

did. The local artisans, who crafted scarabs without the royal titulary, did not replicate the 

trends of those artisans producing royal scarabs. This points toward decentralized 

production. 

Decentralized local production also led to an increased number of typological 

forms engraved on scarabs without the royal titulary. The sides of non-royal scarabs 

exhibited seven new typological forms that were not present on the scarabs with the royal 

titular: D4, D10, E2, E4, E8, E9, and E10. Of these seven forms, five were highly 

schematic. Even the popularity of hirsute legs decreased as non-hirsute legs increased. 

Non-royal scarabs from local artisans tended toward greater variation and greater 

schematization than scarabs with the royal titulary. While this does not point to mass-

production in the Late Bronze IIB and Iron I, increased production did result in less 

detailed forms.  

Decentralized local production also led to a reemergence of local glyptic 

traditions that were known from the Middle Bronze Age. The following motifs were 

popular on local Middle Bronze scarabs and later imitations from the Late Bronze IIB 

and Iron I: the ANRA motif, the striding lion, the anthropomorphic figure with lotus 

bloom, the red crown, the wd3t-eye, and the dd-pillar. Small variations between Middle 

Bronze and Late Bronze-Iron I forms of these motifs offered telltale signs of later 

production. Increased schematization and shallower engraving also marked these later 

imitations by local artisans. As the typological form of the scarab tended toward greater 

schematization, the locally produced motifs also followed similar trends.  
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The Beth Shean IX group showed that these local glyptic traditions were not 

entirely dormant during the Late Bronze I and IIA periods, though production was on a 

much smaller scale during the Late Bronze I and IIA. The Beth Shean IX group 

continued to produce the ANRA motif, the striding lion, and an anthropomorphic figure 

with a lotus bloom in the Late Bronze I. Though hundreds of years intervened between 

the local Levantine scarab production of the Second Intermediate Period and Late Bronze 

IIB–Iron I imitations, local traditions persisted. 

Scarabs depicting the deity Ptah followed a similar pattern. Ptah-scarabs, though 

rare, were produced locally in the Southern Levant during the Middle Bronze, Late 

Bronze I, and Late Bronze IIA. The local popularity of these scarabs likely led to greater 

consumption of Ptah-scarabs in the Late Bronze IIB when Egyptian production increased 

dramatically because Ptah rose to prominence during the 19th Dynasty. Local glyptic 

traditions lay behind consumption patterns of imported Egyptian scarabs and local 

production. While scarabs often have been viewed as a direct reflection of Egyptian 

influence in the Southern Levant, a vibrant local tradition has likely reemerged in the 

Late Bronze IIB and Iron IA. Even as Egyptian empire retreats during the 20th Dynasty, 

local artisans independently craft seals which the local populations recognize as having a 

long, local tradition. 
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