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_Kinneret and arly Iron Age Chronology

Ernst Aryxel Knauf — Bern

Introduction
The prelımıinary report‘ Kınneret though undoubtedly ONEC of the best hat
Fritz ‚VeTrT co-authored demonstrates el the fallacıes into 1C| S{u  Orn adherence the
tradıtional chronology, insufficiıent recording, categorizatıon of features wıthout theoretical
background in social/historical anthropology and, last but nolL east, Bıble-based Vis1ıOoN of
Israel/Palestine’s ancıent Nıstory Cal ead Its discussıion 1S, therefore, of methodological interest.

Deficiencles ın data-pocessing AIC evıdent d Abb. z where the Stratum walls of the 1994-1999
excavatıons combined wıth the «Stratum V» walls of the Zl SCadsSOImls. {f VF Dro0) cr

needed that the [WO stratigraphies do nOoL match, ıt thıs plan 1C| ShOows dense OCCupatıon in the 1ving
quarters and acropolıs. In Kınneret !, the early Iron Age Irata WEIC nOL only wrongly
iıdentified, they WeEeIiIC also wrongly synchronized. I he identifications A1IC meanwhıiıle corrected ollows

Stratum Frıtz 199() (Kınneret Frıitz Münger 2002

VI ıllage, Iron 127A 1 centuries CIty, Iron 1 entury)
CIty, Iron [1A Davıd) CIty, Iron n entury)
CIty, Iron HA (Solomon) OCcCupatıon, Iron /10 centuriıes

1S in the of Stirata and that the discrepancles of the [WO Kınneret stratıgraphies
Obvı0us. In the 1g! of the 21 excavatıons. theestrata chould he re-arranged

Area Kınneret Stratum Kınneret II Stratum

B,

E,
F,

E, E e SS Kn
Evıdently, whoever 1S responsible for Abb has NOL done hıs OT her homework, and dıd NO :ealıze the
roblem C VCIN when aCEl wıth raphıc express1ion. 5Subphases of Stratum indıcated in the plan
of Area (D E3 Abb but noTt in the plan f Areas /N/R/S (p 15 Abb. 5) The ideosyncrasies
imprec1s1ons) of the excavator's terminology (indiıcatıng the absence f consistent ınterpretatıve heory)
m1g be ıllustrate« Dy the followıng cComparatıve (EB nOTL regarded)

— —i Frıtz Münger, Vorbericht ber dıe zweıte ase der Ausgrabungen in Kınneret el-‘Oreme) amn See
Gennesaret, SS} ZDPV 118 (2002) Da  D
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Stratum Perji0od Frıtz) Nature Frıtz) Perod (Knauf) Nature O Knauf)
hamletIh Kn Nachbesiedlung auf denm ir JB/1UU (late R  ın

(Eıisenzeit [1) dwe:  chen e1l der carlv centuries)
Kuppe

{{ JIh hr Stadt auf der Kuppe Ir IB (8  A0 ccn{ury) Ortre: of Jeroboam il
(Eusenzeıit I1) zer‘!  rt durch JTıglatpıil- destroyed ha

111
11 ('’hr Festung auf dem Ir I1A ( ccnluryf [51

(Eusenzeıt 11) nördlıchen eıl der
Kuppe

Chr 1/ (late I0  INn carly Squatltier OCCUpatıon (II1 theNachbesiedlung auf dem
(Eısenzeıt gesamiten Hüge!  54 M cent-urles) ruıns of

JIn (2Ar betestigte Stadt auf dem ir IC 10  \ century) CI ha
(Eisenzeıt esamiten Hüge!l

(Br befestigte Stadt autf dem Ir (late 11  U / early Cıty Ha
(Eıisenzeıt dzEeEsamlen Hügel 10 cent-uries)
E: Chr. befestigte Stadt (15  AL century) town/Tfortress U ha
(Spätbronzezeıt unbekannter

Ausdehnung auf dem
gesamiten Hügel

Vl Chr. befestigte Stadt {11 16  L century) town/fortress, Ca ha
(Mittelbronzezeıt C unbekannter Ausdehnung
Spätbronze-zeıt auf dem gl  mMi{e] Hügel

15 MOST CUrI10US that the 9' CeENLUrY watchtower IS attrıbuted ralum of OWN (Stratum 1D whereas
the Persian per10d «Open Court uıldıng>» In Area 1S nOL (ın addıtıon. Centiury DOLLETY has nOoL been
recorded anywhere the sıte, whereas thın Caltter of Persian peri0d Ceramıc:! attested Irom ‚Op-S01l all
OQOVCI the

The ]4C date for Stratum VZ
An olıve pıt irom Tatum VI® 15 ate' cal ıth probabilıty of 68 3 n 12
1e, its true date. les outsıde thıs ıth probabilıty of A Un The date as g1ven 1S nearly
useless. Because the date and ıts standar: devıatıon Al noft indıcated (whıch Constıtutes d

CAaSC of unprofessional behavıour ON the pa of the author[s1’), the reader 1S ımpeded in
calculatıng the 20 (95 On probabılıty) her/hıs O0 W I hat Tatum V{ m1g date hback
into the ate 12lh early „lh Century 1S exclude: DY the pottery assemblage. The I4C date places
Stratum VI and thus, the foundatıon of the Iron CIty, the end of the e (T the beginning f

ththe 10lh centuries. For Stratum hen only CENLUTY date remaıns possıble.

( Nau' Festungen: RGG- 100
ateı stratıgraphic ndwiıch:; there eX1Ssts, however, (HIC (previousiy unıdentified) 9 .century sherd Iron

JA) from Stratum- 111 fill (Kınneret Jate 60
The classıfıcatıon A eıther &‘  » ()I «CILy» eflects the sıte’s 27018(0)7 in the settlement hıerarchy f the ime.
It 1S ‚yon| IN Yy comprehensıon how sıte A whole slope of known dıimensions and 11l be of

«unknown dimensions».
IS not stated whether the pit from 1C the organıc materı1al derıves belong: {8 the foundatıon ()I the duratıion

of Stratum
And thus cContinues the abuse of NC data from Frıtz. Kınneret: Excavatıons al Tell el-Oreimeh Jel KIinrot)

Prelıminary Report the 4-19' S5easons, 26 (1999) Y2-1 F E1 (cf. FA Knauf. {Ih7Z \ |2001] 26 ]
19), where the IOCUSs in question attrıbuted «Stratum 7 Stratum V of
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Megiddo and Kınneret VI nd
According T1LZ Münger”, Kınneret VI 1$ CONteEMPOrarYy wıth Megı1ıddo VIB, and the end of
Kınneret predates the destruction of Megı1ıddo VIA Ihe 1rS! statement IS MoOsSsTI probably
„ and the second proposıtion 15 unfounded Dy the evıdence presently avaılable. present
IN Y ()W rev1Iisıon 1Irs

Period Date Phılistine Pottery Megiddo Kınneret

Iron - monochrome —g dD-— —aD
Iron 1100/1075-1000/9 / bichrome VIB Kınneret Harbor?
Iron IC< 1000/975-925/900 decadent

950-900 destruction abandonment

T1LZ ünger date Kınneret VI the Iron the basıs of (ONC Phıilistine bıichrome el
irom Stratum ]] Area (p >  at the plece «kann 11UT AUuSs Stratum VI sSstammen>»
WOU only ıf the tell ıts immediıate vicınıty WEIC o1d of Al y er Iron settilement
actıvıty. But thıs 1S NOL the AA salvage and IESCUC soundıngs wıth insufficıent INCanNnls and
un! DYy the ave SsShown that there W d Iso settlement actıvıty outsıde the ell in the
reg10n where Kinneret's harbor 1$ be expected. EFven ıf the ates for the foundatıon,
duratıon and termıinatıon of Kınneret Harbor unknown 12), the (HIIC Phılistine eTl!
should be attı1buted Kınneret OTr rather than Tel 1NT0! VI for [WO reasons'}: (a) We all

that the mpetus for the foundatıon of Kınneret VI amnle from the ast (which 0€Ss not
111Call that ıfs populatıon consisted of iımmıgran!| only), and the establıshmen! of the Or
cshould ave preceeded, then, the estahblıshment of the cıty; (D) the thousands, ıf nofTt ten-
thousands of Stratum VI cherds irom ater 1C| ave been collected, washed. «read» and
hrown Out tween 1982 and 999° notL single Philistine eTt! 15 reported. There m1g!
remaın another problem, NOL discussed the basıs of the evidence presently avaılable:
Can all y ll fIrom Area be ute: Stratum VE

Ihe assumption hat Kınneret en! before Megı1ddo 18 ase! the of
ecaden! Phıilıstine W alt and collared-rım Jjars Kınneret and eIr absence Meg1ıddo (p 18)
Even ıf thıs WETC Mue, it WOUuU noL be conclusıve, gıven the VC] hıgh degree of
regional varıatıon ıIn the Iron per10: Evıdently, ere Iso dıfferences in the DOLLETY
assemblages of Kınneret center and Tel adar (satellıte in the Sdalllc per10d, and there Can be

OUu! that both sıtes elonge: the SadIne polıtical System and had completely
118, anı 18

Ihe necessity re-introduce d] Iron Age well ıllustrated DYy the dıfficulties 1C| Dothan had in
fıtting the «decadent Philistine» Ottery into the tradıtıional chronology; c1. (Frıtz Münger, ZDPV 118 17
wıth 24
I0 do nOoTt understand the reference iın 1 1C| speaks about 111 OLLerYy In Straturfi VI Is

VI?
thıs I1Ccalnl that the fl In the glacıs should be attrıbuted rather than N: OT leals —  — wıth rather than

Of COUTSC, it m1g well orıginate from trader's in Philistine OlLlery (en for Dan VI) havıng had hıs
sıesta under iree the s{1 unoccupıied ell who after dıscoverıing cracked pIeECE h1is merchandıse eft
the specımen where he had rested NM1S head3. Megiddo VIA/B and Kinneret VI and V.  According to Fritz & Münger*, Kinneret VI is contemporary with Megiddo VIB, and the end of  Kinneret V predates the destruction of Megiddo VIA. The first statement is most probably  wrong, and the second proposition is unfounded by the evidence as presently available. I present  my own revision first:  Period  Date  Philistine Pottery  Megiddo  Kinneret  Iron IA  1150/25-1100/1075  monochrome  —gap-  =gap  Iron IB  1100/1075-1000/975  bichrome  VIB  Kinneret Harbor?  Iron IC®  1000/975-925/900  decadent  VIA  vI  V  950-900  destruction  abandonment  (Fritz &) Münger date Kinneret VI to the Iron IB on the basis of one Philistine bichrome sherd  from a Stratum V fill Area G (p. 12)'°. That the piece «kann nur aus Stratum VI stammen»  would only be true if the tell or its immediate vicinity were void of any other Iron I settlement  activity. But this is not the case: salvage and rescue soundings — with insufficient means and  funds — by the IAA have shown that there was also settlement activity outside the tell in the  region where Kinneret's harbor is to be expected. Even if the exact dates for the foundation,  duration and termination of Kinneret Harbor are unknown (p. 12), the one Philistine sherd  should be attıibuted to Kinneret Harbor rather than Tel Kinrot VI for two reasons'': (a) We all  agree that the impetus for the foundation of Kinneret VI came from the east (which does not  mean that its population consisted of immigrant only), and the establishment of the harbor  should have preceeded, then, the establishment of the city; (b) among the thousands, if not ten-  thousands of Stratum VI sherds from later fills which have been collected, washed, «read» and  thrown out between 1982 and 1999'*, not a single Philistine sherd is reported. There might  remain another problem, not to be discussed on the basis of the evidence as presently available:  can any fill from Area G be attributed to Stratum V?  The assumption that Kinneret V ended before Megiddo VIA is based on the presence of  decadent Philistine ware and collared-rim jars at Kinneret and their absence at Megiddo (p. 18).  Even if this statement were true, it would not be conclusive, given the very high degree of  regional variation in the Iron I period. Evidently, there are also differences in the pottery  assemblages of Kinneret (center) and Tel Hadar (satellite) in the same period, and there can be  no doubt that both sites belonged to the same political system and had a completely  * ZDPV 118, 12 and 18.  ? The necessity to re-introduce an Iron Age IC is well illustrated by the difficulties which T. Dothan had in  fitting the «decadent Philistine» pottery into the traditional chronology; cf. (Fritz &) Münger, ZDPV 118, 17  with n. 24.  19 1 do not understand the reference in n. 17 to n. 11 which speaks about MB III pottery in Straturfi VI fills. Is  VP?  this to mean that @e fill in the glacis should be attributed to VI rather than V, or deals n. 11 with V rather than  '' Of course, it might as well originate from a trader's in Philistine pottery (en route for Dan VI) having had his  siesta under a tree on the still unoccupied tell, who after discovering a cracked piece among his merchandise left  the specimen where he had rested his head ...  !? _ Of the estimated 200-300,000 sherds processed, 3 % should derive from Stratum V if nothing but topsoil  would have been excavated (calculated on the basis of [estimated settlement extension x estimated duration per  period]; pre-VI and post-IV strata have been overestimated in this calculation, compared to the known occurrences  of their material in the assemblages, and Stratum VI has only be given a duration of half a generation). As,  however, numerous fills of Stratum V containing predominantly Stratum VI material have been excavated, it  stands to reason that more than 10,000 Stratum VI sherds have passed under the eyes of the pottery readers. If the  Philistine bichrome sherd is attributed to Stratum VI, Philistine pottery would represent less than 0.01 % of its  pottery population.  7ı  e  0172 (If the estimated 200-300,000 cherds Drocessed, o should derıve from Stratum ıf othıng but opsoı1l
woul have been excavated (calculated the basıs of lestimated settlement extension estimated duratıon CI
per10d]; pre-V. and post-IV sSirata have een Overestimated In thıs calculatıon, ompared to the known (YXCCUTTENCES
of theır materal In the assemblages, and Stratum has only be gıven duratıon f half generat1on). As,
however, of Stratum containıng predominantly Stratum materıal have een excavated, ıt
stands 1CasON that INOTC than Stratum sherds have passe: under the CYCS of the Ottery readers. It the
Philistine bıchrome er 15 attrıbuted Stratum VI, Philistine Ottery woul. represent ess than ().O1 n of 1ts
DOLLETY populatıon



synchroniızed hıstory in Iron But the statement 15 sSımply NC IiTrue ecaden Phıilıstiıne pDOLLETY
has already een publıshed from Meg1ddo vIA® Aas collared-rım Jar Irom Megıddo VBI4
(!) HC ea| ONEC CXpeCL that sımılar Jars irom Meg1ddo VIA 111 be publıshed SOONECET
ater.

Bor the time being. ıt 1S perfectly possibly that Kınneret Wäas abandoned before Meg1ddo
VIA Was destroyed, but the Oopposite 15 equalliy possıble. Ihe question CannoTL be decıded Dy
urther analysıs of the Megıddo and Kınneret SCQUENCECS alone. but only Dy multivarıant
analysıs of sufficıent number of Sıtes Irom northern Israel NC eiIr Ceramıc evidence 1$
avaılable

Did Davıd destroy Kınneret VA?
Fritz concludes, er correctly jomning OSse of who maiıntaın hat Iron Kınneret W d

Aramaean sıte for couple of 5  years (D 20, the translatıon 1$ mine): «In hıs Casc, the
destruction of the cCıty the end of the 111h Century COU. ave een caused DYy the Israelıtes,
who ubdued Aramaean terr1tory Iso in the COUTSC of stal  CD formatıon under aVl (2 Sam An

In an Yy Casec ıt cCannotft be eXcIiude: hat the destruction of the Stratum CIty due the
expansıon of the Davıdıc empire». ese bold statements PIECSUDDOSC (1) that the bıblıcal
chronology which attrıbutes reign of both Davıd and Solomon 1S COTrreCL, and avl

rule between 1011 and 1004:; (2) hat the Arameans mentioned in Sam A  O NCIude:
the Aramaeans who 1ve' Kınneret; (3) hat avl accomplıshed the defeat of ese Aramaeans
in the 1rS (or ID of hıs reign.

It 15 11O W largely accepted that the «4() yCalS>» of Davıd and Solomon indıcate the ack
of annalıstic data for the frue length of eır reigns *. I he hıstorıical avı and Solomon together
mıg easıly ave een In for less han years‘”.

Ihe only Aramaeans eieate:| by Davıd In Sam e  O the Aramaeans of
in Lebanon)”®. Kınneret W in all probabıilıty, the capıtal of Geshur‘?. Wıth

Megıddo 1{1 263 fıg c1. also (Frıtz Münger, ZUP V 18 ET
14 Megıddo I1 282 fg the Dithos 25) l1g. mıght belong the collared-rım class (rım
missıing), ct. ıbıd S3T wıth probabılıty of PE  m3 being the number of collared-rım Dıtho1 Iirom egl  O
after the eSse) expedition completion ot excavatıng and processing V1A-pottery, the ıumber of other
pıthol from the S\allle iIratum. hat Call Jready be stated wıth confıdence: “/m
15 Q Fınkelsteıin, State Formatıon In Israe|l and (C’ontrast In Context. (Contrast in Irajectory. NEA
62 (1999) 35-52, 4 /; 1d., 314 (1999) 5370 59f.
16 S Edelman, Saul ARBD (1992). 989-999 YO21:; ıd S aul ben Kısh in Hıstory and Iradıtion: V _ Frıtz

Davıes ed:. Ihe Origıins of the Ancıent Israelıte States (JSO1.S 228:; 42-159 Hayes
Miller, Israelıte and udaean Hıstory (1977) 679:; strom. The H1sStory of Ancıent Palestine from

the Palaelolithic (u(0] lexander‘  S Conquest, ed elman (SJO1.5 146; 5()1 and
Nıemann, Herrschaft, Könıgtum und Staat FAI wıth I1 l wıth 54: DD wıth Ü:
Nau: Kıng Solomon’s Copper Supply .Lipınskı ed.: Phoenicıa and the ıble tudıa Phoeniıcıa (1991)
167-186 172-174; ıd Die Umwelt des en JTestaments (NSK-ATI 22 Donner, Geschichte des
Volkes Israel und seıner Nachbarn in Grundzügen Bn  Bn 4/1:; 2000) 259f
17 The MmMoOst intellıgent efense of long re1gns for avı and olomon. alpern Davıd' Secret Demons
229-242, DTK  S that nearly everythıng narrated In Sam and n am A ings S dıd actually happen (tO
certaın degree, at east). Thıs 1S VeErYy unlıkely, C.B. in the Casec f the Queen of but also In other instances
(cf. infra, 18 and 23) In addıtiıon Halpern’s calculatıon of the ıfe CXPECIANCY f udaean ings
calculated the probabılıty for kıng of Israe]l and (as enumerated ın Kgs) have led tfor 40 yCAaI ıf
0.007 and the probabılıty for [Wi ings of 4() years-re1gns in SUCCESSION, 0000005
18 Aram-Damascus in 851 interrupts the Zobah-account. 18 lıterary addıton from tıme when Damascus
become promiınent (Le:, from the entury) and contradıcts the INOTE rehable the OT g1INS of the
Damascene state in n  n ings {Ihe miılıtary confrontation wıth took place In Iransjordan nOoL In
Galılee Halpern, Demons, 67/-195:; 347). ASs the presently diıscussed sad Xample sShows, ıt 1S inadvısıble [0

into speculatıons about Davıd's probable (T possıble deeds OT mısdeeds wıthout consulting Halpern  S
Demons, the estandard-work for YCaIS COMIC.



Geshur avı W as the best of CZ Sam 3 3)20 10 interpret Joab’'s M1SSION (jeshur (ın
order conduct Absalom back Ome from the Ourt of HIS grandfather, Sam
miılıtary cCampaıgn WOU contradıct Jos A According h1s reference, Geshur W,

peacefully integrated into Israe] (but nOotLt necessanl  b  y already Dy the time of Davıd) In all y CAaSC,
Joab's M18S10N Cal DY 110 be ate: the century“‘.

An lllh CeENLUrYy cCampal1gn agaınst al y Aramaeans, and especılally against the Aramaeans
of Geshur, 15 sımply impossıble ‚VEn accordıng MOSL conservatıve readıng of the bıblıcal
narratıve. IT ere VE W ds chance for ONEC of Davıd's armıes destroy, pıllage and plunder
Kınneret. ıt would ave een In the COUISC of Sheba's pursult the VeIy end of Davıd's reign““.
{t 1S, however, hıghly OUu' ıf the roya AImY, in hıs CasC, Ver penetrate‘ into the reg10ns
north of Benjamin””. In thıs CAasec agaln, only (moderately) I0Ww chronology COUu bring
Kınneret and aV together. But the maın pDo1n 15 avl conquered and destroyed
Kınneret because, accordıng the archaeological record, Kınneret W ds destroyed
DYy CONquest all

The end of Kinneret
The ıte of tratum m1g be termınated Dy mul destruction, earthquake abandonment.
Which of ese ree possıbılıties applıes Kınneret VA)

IT yYOUu fınd destruction debrıs (Characterıze' DYy charcoal, ashes and partly completely
mudbrick firagments), and under the T1S skeletons wıth aITOW points in heır spines,

spear-blades in theır chests, and skuils cleft by sharp NeavVy instruments, yOu MOStT probably
excavatıng the remaıns of milıtary Wiıthout dead bodies, wıllful estruction 1S much
harder Of COUTSC OMNC COU imagıne hat the people WEIC deported, the hOuses pıllaged,
and the Cıty hen urne:« In the ‚dSC Kınneret Na there Was pıllagıng, because household
inventories WeTiIC OUnN! under the debrıs In SOTIIC (other WCIC empty““), includıng
objects of PreC10us metal (p 191). ere 15 Iso estruction debris“ Stratum floors, but
SOTNC In Stratum S: indıcatıng that the earthquake 1C| destroyed Stratum VI Iso caused
SOTIIC ıre(s) earthquakes usually do. Ihe mudbrick 'all in Area (p 14) COU hus
be easıly explained. ere 1S, however, ODstaclie thıs explanatıon: ıf the ıre that produced
the wall TO| Out urıng the fınal destruction of Stratum N where IS the charcoal? And
where 1S the radıocarbon date 1t‘?° If. ASSUTC firom the pOortT, the dIiCcd surroundıng the

wall Was clean of harcoal and ashes, the ıre must ave OCcCcurred urıng the lıfespan of
the iIratum and havıng een extinguished by the inhabıtanits, the damage Was repaired).

Ihe complete household assemblages under the mudbrick collapse in favor of nother
earthquake““ cCausıng the termıinatıon of Stratum and poss1ibly 1SO the conflagration whıch

19 naurf, Kınneret and Naftalı Lemaz:re 5 b6 ed., Congress Volume (O)slo 998 Aı 80:; 2000)
219-233 228f.
2U OT the polıtical ratio IN the fact makıng Ostıle act agaılnst Geshur ON Davıd's part VeC unlıkely
ndeed), cf. Halpern, Demons, 2531 31 5f.
( Halpern. Demons, 238f.

272 E Halpern, Demons, S: ıthın the framework of Halpern’s reconstruction, destruction ayers In Galılee
could be attrıbuted the Absalom revolt Demons, 76-378).
L Sheba's revolt 18 tenth-century feature in Sam 2 but Abel-Beth-Maacah probably belongs the nınth
CENLUTY; cf. nauf, Ihe Queens Story: lectiO dıfficıhor 272002 www.lectio,unıbe.ch).
24 Whether thıs fact indıcates partıal abandonment OTr patıal dıfferentiation wıthın houses 1S ubject for further
reflection and study

Frıiıtz Münger do nOoL dıfferentiate between «destruction ebrıis» and «collapse» in violatıon oft present
estandards In recordıng and interpretation.
26 1S, paradoxically, OIC lıkely that a SCVEIC earthquake 15 ollowe: Dy another MO VOGIC quake rather than mıiıld
ONC, Cc1_ Buchanan, 1quıty (2000). Hopefully, the earthquake ‚eOTY wıl] be tested Dy se1ısmologısts, al least



ended Tel ar Alternatıvely, the populatıon ‘led in such ab> panıc that they eft
consıderable amount of their household g00ds behind and returned, because the seitlers of
Tatum establıshe"' themselves LOP of the T1S covering and A consıderable SaAD
chould then separate and IV“ One Cal iımagıne hat people fled when they Tel ar
g0Ing in flames G TEl Hadar W destroyed DY CONquest), but in hıs vasSıs. he Ag TeSSOT
WOU ave OM from the ast (cf. Kgs Agaın. hıs SCENATIO 1S Iess lıkely than the
earthquake hypothesıis, because the DOLLETY of Tatum continue Stratum ceramıcs.
Ihıs implıes hat Kınneret W ds already in full decline and gradual abandonment) when the
earthquake StrUuC| the SUFrV1VOTS eturned eIr sıte. but they dıd NnOTL ave the economiıcal DOWECI
and technical TCAalNls al yIMMOIC :ebuıld it Ihe lIıtespan of Kınneret and Can be estimated at
ONEC generatiıon less for Stratum V{ cıty construction m1g nOlL have een completed when
the 1rs earthquake struck) and [WO Tree generations tor Stratum (two generations atteste\
DYy the 7 phasıng, and possıble 17 for the assumed per10( of decline when uılldıng
actıviıl]es had already eased) TIhe duratıon of he Iron CIty Cal  —_ hen be calculated

For hıstorJans who ATrec wıllıng lısten {0O what archaeology has 5SdY, there much
thintereresting features be OUunNn! in the SDan between the lllh and the centuries RCHE han

aVı nd hıis 1gNOMIN10US GAF6ET.

at Tel Hadar:; for archeo-seismology, cf. Sh Marco gnon Armageddon Quake: Kevelatıons from
Megiddo (2002) 3 also accessible Dy www.tau.ac.ıl/—archpubs/index.html27 Considerabl: enough for the houses collapse naturally, cf. /iadeh-Seely Abandonment and Sıte
Formation Processes An Ethnographic and Archaeologıcal udy Kaplan ed. Archaeology, Hıstory andl
Culture ın Palestine and the Near .Aast. Essays in Memory of Albert OC Books |999) E  P SE


