
potah_Egypt _CROSSROADS II_ A G A M Ahřbet_35 mm C M Y K

9 788073 085759

ISBN 978–80–7308–575–9

edited by Jana Mynářová,
Pavel Onderka 
and Peter Pavúk

M
yn

ář
o

vá
, O

n
d

er
ka

an
d

 P
av

ú
k 

(e
d

s.
)

Proceedings of an International 

Conference Held in Prague, 

September 15–18, 2014

There
and Back Again – 
the Crossroads II

T
he

re
 an

d 
B

ac
k 

A
ga

in
 –

 th
e 

C
ro

ss
ro

ad
s 

II





There
and Back Again 
– the Crossroads II
Proceedings of an International Conference Held in Prague,

September 15–18, 2014

edited by Jana Mynářová, 
Pavel Onderka 
and Peter Pavúk

Charles University in Prague
Faculty of Arts
2015

strana 1 — titul



The book was published from the financial means allocated for the research project 
of the Czech Science Foundation GA ČR P401/12/G168 “History and Interpretation
of the Bible”.

Reviewed by Luca Girella and Jordi Vidal

Contributors: A. Ahrens, F. Blakolmer, L. Bonadies, V. Boschloos, D. H. Cline, E. H.
Cline, S. Cohen, P. P. Creasman, V. Dubcová, J. P. Emanuel, G. Gestoso Singer, 
F. Höflmayer, D. Kahn, U. Matić, E. Morero, A. Morriconi, E. F. Morris, J. Mynářová,
P. Onderka, N. Papadimitriou, P. Pavúk, R. Prévalet, G. Tucci, Z. Simon, V. Vrtal, 
J. Weingarten, H. Wilde

Cover: Glass flask of Maiherperri from the Egyptian Museum in Cairo. Photo by An-
dreas F. Voeglin, Photographer Antikenmuseum Basel, Switzerland; the entire Social
Network of the Amarna letters with four clusters (© D. H. Cline – E. H. Cline).

Type-setting layout: AGAMA® poly-grafický ateliér, s.r.o., Praha
Print: PBtisk a.s.

© Charles University in Prague, Faculty of Arts, 2015

ISBN: 978–80–7308–575–9

strana 2



SAILING FROM PERIPHERY TO CORE IN THE LATE BRONZE
AGE EASTERN MEDITERRANEAN

Jeffrey P. Emanuel

The unprecedented interactivity and complexity of the Late Bronze Age has been
well documented.1 Though clearly an imperfect model, the dynamics of this pe-
riod have frequently been described using the jargon of World Systems Theory,
as its terminology competing and complementary cores, associated interfaces, pe-
ripheries, and small worlds, etc. offers a means to visualize and analyse the rela-
tionships between state actors on the world stage (see now Galaty – Parkinson
2010; Tartaron 2013). Echoes of the elite communication and core-core exchange
so well-known from the Amarna period can be found in elite emulation in the pe-
ripheries and, further downstream, in local import substitution that took place in
areas around the Eastern Mediterranean, while the Mycenaean pottery that blan-
keted the region in this period provides material testimony to the sheer scale of
the widespread and interlocking trade networks that supported the Late Bronze
Age system on multiple levels. The “restructuring of power relationships and eco-
nomic roles” that marked the collapse of the LBA world, in turn, demonstrate the
vulnerability inherent in such a delicate and interdependent system (Sherratt –
Sherratt 1998: 339–341).

The maturation of the Late Bronze Age system was marked in part by the ap-
parent evolution of peripheral actors from the fringe of the multi-level economic
system they supported into principal actors upon whose actions the fate of the
whole ultimately ended up balancing (Sherratt 1998; id. 2003; Sherratt – Sherratt
1998). Key among these were the merchants and intermediaries who operated
deep within the multi-level economic system of the age: traders, itinerant sailors,
and in some cases mercenaries whose involvement in the system may have begun
as an effort by states to expand their economic influence and regional prowess
relative to their partners and rivals. These non-state actors were not “peripheral”
in the World Systems sense, but their position at the periphery of state and non-
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state interaction is perhaps best described by that term. As Artzy and Sherratt in
particular have noted, the symbiotic relationship between these seems to have
evolved to such a degree that these middle-men became integral parts both of in-
ternational communication and of national economic activity, and they ultimately
became such a critical part of the overall system that they ended up playing what
may have been a key role in its ultimate downfall.2

Related to this is another reality that appears, at the most casual glance, to be
similarly paradoxical: the volume of piratical activity in the seemingly peaceful
Late Bronze Age, best known from Amarna, Ramesside, Hittite, and perhaps
Mycenaean textual sources.3 On closer inspection, this is not such a paradox after
all: such a state of affairs should, in fact, be expected in an affluent, internationalist
period like the Late Bronze Age. After all, piracy is naturally most successful when
coastal settlements and trade routes are present, regular, and prosperous (Horden
– Purcell 2000: 157). Excessive piratical activity in less prosperous circumstances,
on the other hand, could result in the wholesale abandonment of coastal sites in
the affected areas, and thus the loss of raiding targets that supported such activity
(Hitchcock – Maeir 2014: 4; cf. Emanuel 2012: 5, 6 n. 20, with further references).
Many of the peripheral actors who propped up the Late Bronze Age system may
have found their origin in, or spent their “off-season” conducting, piratical activ-
ities (Ormerod 1924: 74–77; Wachsmann 1998: 320). When the system was
strongest, though, many of these remained legitimate and largely peaceful, ulti-
mately becoming, in Artzy’s words, “an essential part of a trade network, a posi-
tion obtained because of their peculiar expertise: capital in the form of a boat and
knowledge of navigation, the requirement for successful maritime commerce.”
However, as the Late Bronze Age wore on and the economic situation became less
favourable from the point of view of some “fringe” merchants and mariners,
a number may have, as Artzy has so vividly put it, “reverted to marauding prac-
tices,” causing “the image of ‘Sea Peoples’ familiar to us from the Egyptian
sources” to emerge (Artzy 1997: 12; cf. Hitchcock – Maeir 2014: 11). 

Oared Galley and Brailed Sail

This brings us to the subject of maritime technology. It should be no surprise that
those who depended most upon the sea for their livelihoods may have been
among the first to experiment with innovative technologies (Georgiou 2012: 527).
Though perhaps not responsible for their invention, a subset of these “nomads of
the sea” may have played a key part in driving maritime innovation, laying the
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groundwork for one or more inflection points that saw the widespread adoption
of new technologies and tactics. 

One such inflection point in the Eastern Mediterranean can be traced to the
transition from the Late Bronze to the Early Iron Ages, in the years surrounding
1200 BCE, and its impetus may be seen in the tools and tactics of the aforemen-
tioned peripheral mariners of the LBA. It is at this time that the Helladic oared
galley began to be paired with a new type of rigging, with a square sail and single
(upper) yard which could be manoeuvred from the stern in a manner similar to
Venetian blinds (Roberts 1991: pls. XVIIa, XIX–XX; Wachsmann 1998: 251; Mark
2000: 130, fig. 5.8).

The oared galley represents a true break with Minoan and Cycladic tradition
(as seen, for example, at Akrotiri), and it has been called “the single most signifi-
cant advance in the weaponry of the Bronze Age Eastern Mediterranean” (Wedde
1999: 465). Until this point, ship design had been typified by Minoan sailing ves-
sels and Cycladic craft like those known from Akrotiri, and sailing craft had relied
on large square sails held fast by an upper yard and a lower yard (called
a “boom”). This “boom-footed square sail” was best suited to downwind travel,
while the brailed rig offered an improvement in manoeuvrability and access to
more points of sail (Sølver 1936: 460; Casson 1971: 273–274; Roberts 1991: 55, 59,
pls. XVIIIa, XX). Once outfitted with this rig, the galley became an ideal vessel for
rapid, sustained travel, as well as for raids and other activities that required both
agility and celerity.

Though the sails are furled in in the representation, just this type of ship and
rigging combination can be seen in action in the famous naval battle relief from
Ramesses III’s mortuary temple at Medinet Habu (Epigraphic Survey 1930: pls.
37–39, henceforth MH I; cf. Wachsmann 1981; also 1982; 1998: 164–172; 2000: 116–
122; 2013: 33–84; Fig. 1). Equally remarkable are the Egyptian vessels shown in
this battle: these appear to be based on riverine “traveling ships,” rather than
being derived in form from Helladic vessels, yet they possess identical rigging to
the Sea Peoples ships. Other innovations present in identical form on the two
sides’ ships are the top-mounted crow’s nests and decking. These elements would
eventually be incorporated into the ship architecture of the Greeks and Phoeni-
cians, thus ensuring their endurance far beyond the LBA–Iron I transition. While
examples of these individual components can be seen in Aegean and Syro-
Canaanite ship iconography, though, Medinet Habu provides the first example
for their use in combination, which makes their identical appearance on vessels
representing two distinctly different cultures such a remarkable occurrence (Figs.
2–3). 

The appearance of these innovations on Egyptian ships is a hapax that appears
only at Medinet Habu. All the same, though, they are also depicted as fully and
properly integrated components. Such an appearance may indicate a “breaking-
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in” period prior to the combat memorialized at Ramesses III’s mortuary temple,
during which Egyptian shipwrights (such as they were) and sailors familiarized
themselves with these new components. Such a period was likely necessary due

Sailing from Periphery to Core in the Late Bronze Age Eastern Mediterranean

166

Fig. 1

Naval battle relief from
Ramesses III’s mortuary
temple at Medinet Habu
(MH I, pl. 39).

Fig. 2

Egyptian ship from 
the Medinet Habu naval
battle (illustration by 
the author).

Fig. 3

Sea Peoples ship from
the Medinet Habu naval
battle (illustration 
by the author).



to the radical departure the loose-footed, brailed sail represented from the tradi-
tional Egyptian rig, with its boom and “web of lifts” (Raban 1989: 170; cf. Roberts
1991: 55–56, pls. XVIIb, XVIIIa; Wachsmann 1998: fig. 2.11; Tzachili 1999). 

Where, then, did these elements come from, and how were they transferred
to the land of the pharaohs? Given its prominence in the LBA Eastern Mediter-
ranean world, and its status as a target of pirates (e.g. ARE II §916; EA 38; cf.
Emanuel 2012), Egypt surely had occasion to come into some form of contact with
peripheral actors discussed above. This contact likely spanned the spectrum of
these pirates, raiders, and traders’ activities, from legitimate communication,
transportation, and exchange to illicit action like coastal raiding. A possible ex-
ample of the former holds an important clue regarding the earliest use of the
brailed rig, and Egypt’s exposure to it, can be seen on a fragmentary relief from
Saqqara (Capart 1931 pl. 67; Fig. 4). The relief, unfortunately found out of context,
has primarily been assigned to the 18th Dynasty (Capart 1931: 62; Schulman 1968:
33; Millet 1987; Vinson 1993: 136 n.12, 138–139), though the Canaanite amphoras
pictured in the scene may permit a later date (cf. Killebrew 2007: 167–173, figs.
1.3, 4.6). Remarkably, the relief depicts portions of the masts, furled sails, down-
ward-curving yards, and top-mounted crow’s nests of two seagoing ships in iden-
tical fashion to those seen at Medinet Habu, despite a temporal distance between
the two of perhaps a century or more. Remarkably, the parallels even extend to
minute details like the container suspended from the rigging of one of the Saqqara
ships, which is also seen on one of the Egyptian ships (E1) at Medinet Habu (Nel-
son 1943 fig. 4; Vinson 1993: 137). Unfortunately, no evidence of hull design is to
be found on this fragmentary relief.

Maritime contact between New Kingdom Egypt and the coastal polities of the
Levant is attested from at least the 18th Dynasty, of course, with elements of ship
construction being transferred to Egypt and ships themselves being appropriated
by Thutmose III in the 15th century.4 Further, Thutmose III’s shipyards, located in
the Memphite district of prw-nfr, appear to have been staffed with Syro-Canaanite
shipwrights.5 Though the brailed rig is not yet attested at this early date, such
close contact between Syro-Canaanite mariners and Egypt certainly demonstrates
one straightforward mechanism of direct technological transference. Further, un-
like the brailed rig, the downward-curving yard can also be seen in depictions of
Levantine seagoing vessels from the 14th century BCE. A Levantine provenience
of the top-mounted crow’s nest and downward-curving yard helps explain both
their absence on galleys depicted in their native Aegean milieu and their presence
on Sea Peoples’ vessels of Helladic oared galley type that are shown in the area of
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the Levant and Egypt, while the development of the brailed rig in the area of the
Canaanite littoral could also explain its nearly simultaneous appearance on Egypt-
ian and Aegean ships at a slightly later date.

In the Aegean, the Helladic oared galley, brailed sail, and warriors in the ‘Sea
Peoples’ tradition can be found on pictorial pottery from Kynos (modern Li-
vanates) in central Greece. Fragments of a krater dating to LH IIIC Middle (late
12th–early 11th century BCE) show antithetic oared galleys, manned by rowers and
spear-wielding warriors wearing “hedgehog helmet”-style headgear,6 which is
likely equivalent to the feathered headdresses seen most prominently in depic-
tions of the “Sea Peoples” at Medinet Habu.7 These “feather-hatted” and “hedge-
hog-helmeted” warriors suddenly appear around the Aegean and Eastern
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Fig. 4

Relief from Saqqara
showing two vessels
with downward-curving
yards, brailed rigs, and
top-mounted crow’s
nests (Vinson 1993: 
fig. 4b).

6 Dakoronia 1990; id. 1996; id. 2006; Wachsmann 1998: 130–132; Emanuel 2015.
7 Sandars 1985: 134; Vermeule – Karageorghis 1982: 132; Mountjoy 2005: 425; Yasur-Landau 2013:

30, 34.



Mediterranean at this time, and it may be no coincidence that some of their earliest
representations can be found in the earliest scenes of naval combat, and in con-
junction with oared galleys (Yasur-Landau 2013: 27; Emanuel 2015). The earliest
representation of this type of headdress may be found on a late 13th–early 12th cen-
tury BCE krater from Bademgediği Tepe (ancient Puranda) in western Anatolia
(Meriç – Mountjoy 2002: 92; Mountjoy 2005; id. 2011: 484, 487). Like the Kynos
krater (and like the Medinet Habu relief more broadly), the Bademgediği Tepe
vessel features a scene of naval combat, albeit an unfortunately fragmentary one.
Atop the decks of two antithetic ships are rows of warriors holding spears and
round shields (Fig. 5). We cannot see either ship’s rigging, but the vessel on the
left (facing right) clearly depicts rowers manning oars on a level below that of the
warriors, thus confirming the presence of at least partial decking, as on the Kynos
vessels.

Though its sail, yard, and backstay are not pictured, the nearly complete ship
at right on the Livanates krater, referred to as “Kynos A,” is clearly outfitted with
the brailed rig (Fig. 6). Though it is clear that Kynos A is closely related to the
ships depicted at Medinet Habu, there are structural differences between this
painted representation and the vessels shown in Ramesses III’s famous relief. The
yards and sails so clearly shown at Medinet Habu are absent from the Kynos ves-
sels, and the latter also lack crow’s nests atop their masts. Though we should al-
ways remember that the absence of a feature in iconography does not necessitate
its physical or historical absence (after all, even the most faithful representations
of ships are not ships themselves! (Wachsmann 2013: xviii–xix)), the crow’s nest
is not a known feature of Helladic or Egyptian vessels in the pre-Medinet Habu
period (cf. Wachsmann 1998: 253). The first crow’s nests to appear in LBA repre-
sentations of seagoing ships come from Egyptian depictions of Syro-Canaanite
vessels, and are found in the 18th dynasty tomb of Kenamun (TT 162) and the 19th–
20th Dynasty tomb of Iniwia (Landström 1970 figs. 403, 406). Because of this, it has
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Fig. 5

Sea battle illustration 
on a Transitional 
LH IIIB2–IIIC Early 
(or LH IIIC) krater from
Bademgediği Tepe
(Mountjoy 2011: fig. 3).



been suggested quite plausibly that the crow’s nest originated in the area of the
Syro-Canaanite littoral (e.g. Davies – Faulkner 1947: 43; Wachsmann 1981: 214; id.
1998: 51, 56). Given their regular contact with the region, as well as the clear value
of a lookout on a raised platform for raiding and paramilitary functions, it is per-
haps unsurprising that some group(s) of Sea Peoples may have adopted the crow’s
nest from Levantine seafarers along with the brailed rig (Wachsmann 1981: 
214–216; id. 1998: 252; id. 2013: 262 n.135).

Transference to Egypt

The Saqqara relief demonstrates that Egyptians came into contact with the brailed
rig and top-mounted crow’s nest prior to Medinet Habu (likely by a century or
more). However, they do not seem to have adopted it immediately. Why is this,
and who might have provided the knowledge and the impetus for the implemen-
tation of this innovation?

As noted above, these new elements of maritime technology only appear on
Egyptian vessels once: in the context of a naval battle against the identically-
equipped ships of the Sea Peoples. This suggests there was little impetus for its
adoption prior to the increase until around that time. In light of this, I would 
suggest that, rather than adopting this technology directly from Syro-Canaanite
shipwrights, its transfer may have taken place through contact with the aforemen-
tioned “pirates, raiders, and traders” Artzy’s “nomads of the sea” during the
century prior to Ramesses III’s famous battle. The first overt mention in the
Ramesside period of seaborne threats against Egypt can be found in the formulaic
Aswan stele of Ramesses II’s second year, in which the pharaoh claims (among
other conquests) to have “destroyed the warriors of the Great Green (Sea)” so that
Lower Egypt can “spend the night sleeping peacefully” (Kitchen1996: 182, hence-
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Fig. 6

Sea battle illustration on
a LH IIIC Middle krater
from Pyrgos Livanaton
(Mountjoy 2011: fig. 2).



forth RITAT II; de Rougé 1877: 253.8; cf. Emanuel 2013: 24 n. 30). Ramesses men-
tions these raiders by name in the Tanis II rhetorical stele: “Sherden…came bold-
[hearted…] in warships from the midst of the Sea,” he claims, and were defeated
and “carried off to Egypt” as prisoners (RITAT II 120). 

As the first Sea Peoples group to be specifically named as such in the Egyptian
sources and the first whose capture and impressment is documented (Emanuel
2013: 15) it is worth considering that elements of the ships sailed by the these
raiders at the time of their initial defeat by Ramesses II may have been used as
prototypes for the hybrid Egyptian vessels that were sailed against the maritime
component of the later invasion. Though it should not be assumed that the Sher-
den hailed from the Aegean (or that the warriors with horned helmets in the
Medinet Habu naval relief are, in fact, Sherden), there is good reason to associate
this group with a variation of the Helladic oared galley.

First, the Sherden are associated with their fellow Sea Peoples by virtue of
their apparent participation in two separate invasions: the Libyan migration of
Merneptah’s fifth year, and the invasion of Ramesses III’s eighth year as recounted
in the posthumous Great Harris Papyrus (not the version inscribed at Medinet
Habu). The second is a model, recently republished by Wachsmann, of a Helladic
galley from Gurob in Middle Egypt (Wachsmann 2013). The model features
a curved hull; stanchions, which on a real ship would have supported the super-
structure and partial decking; and a stem-post decorated with what may be an
upturned bird’s head similar to those on the Kynos vessels and other Helladic
galley representations. 

The Sherden are connected to the region where the model was discovered by
the monumental Wilbour Papyrus, a registry from the reign of Ramesses V that
assesses landholdings in Middle Egypt for tax purposes. Over 100 Sherden, “stan-
dard-bearers of the Sherden,” and “retainers of the Sherden,” sometimes “together
with [their] brethren,” are listed in the document as landowners and occupiers.
These Sherden bear “good Egyptian names” (Gardiner 1948a: 80), and appear
amid frequent mentions of multigenerational residency (Gardiner 1948a: 80; 
id. 1948b: 28, 62, e.g., §§59.27.19 and 150.59.9, 25). While this seems to support 
significant Egyptianisation by this time, the continuation of the term “Sherden”
as an identifier for individuals at least into the 11th century BCE, along with the
Gurob ship-cart model, suggests that not all of these individuals had yet become
assimilated (Emanuel 2013: 18–19, 21; Wachsmann 2013: 206). 

None of the Sherden listed in P. Wilbour are explicitly associated with mar-
itime pursuits, this should not necessarily be surprising, and it may even have
been by design (Emanuel 2013: 15, 25 n. 35). The seafaring nature of the Sherden
is clear from the previously discussed evidence. However, an effort may to have
been made to downplay the nautical affinities of those who had entered Egyptian
service and society. For example, Sherden in the Egyptian military and society are
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never referred to as being “of the Sea,” an epithet that appears to be reserved for
those fighting against Egypt. It is possible that this may also help explain the vari-
ation in the horned helmets seen in the Medinet Habu naval battle and the tradi-
tional depiction of Sherden headgear as a type of “our Sherden” versus “their
Sherden” representation (Roberts 2009). Altogether, though, the ship-cart from
Gurob, if properly attributed to a Sherden, is powerful evidence not only for this
group’s association with the Helladic oared galley, but also for at least one mem-
ber’s attempt to maintain his foreign identity during what seems to have been
a period of accelerated acculturation into Egyptian society.

Changes in Egyptian Terminology

Returning to Tanis II for a moment, it is noteworthy that the encounter it describes
was unique enough that it apparently forced the Egyptians to invent a new term
for “warship” in order to commemorate it.8 The result was the vivid, if stilted,
aHaw aHA (m-Hry-ib pA ym), which can be literally translated as “ships of fighting (in
the heart of the sea).” As seagoing ships had been used for some time in the Egypt-
ian military,9 the need to fabricate a new term suggests something new in the
minds of the Egyptians responsible for its transmission or documentation. This
may mean the Sherden sailed in a new type of vessel, that they employed new
raiding tactics, or (likely) a combination of both (Emanuel 2013: 15).

As Artzy has previously suggested (Artzy 1988; id. 1997: 3 n.10), the introduc-
tion of a new vessel type into the Egyptian repertoire (and vocabulary) may also
be supported by the determinatives used in the Tanis II inscription and in
Ramesses III’s Inscription of Year 8 at Medinet Habu. The determinative utilized
with aHaw in Tanis II is a typical Late Bronze Age Syro-Canaanite ship, similar in
form to the aforementioned trading vessels depicted in the 18th Dynasty Tomb of
Kenamun (Yoyotte 1949: 67; Landström 1970 fig. 403). At Medinet Habu, on the
other hand, the determinatives are dramatically different. The Year 8 inscription
mentions ships four times: the Sea Peoples’ ships are referenced once, and three
types of Egyptian vessels are said to have been “prepared like a strong wall…
along the Nile mouth” against the assault (MH I pl. 46, col. 20; Edgerton – Wilson
1936: 54). Each reference to an Egyptian ship is accompanied by a distinct deter-
minative, which seems related to that ship’s function. Most interestingly, the aHa

ship, known terminologically from Tanis II, is paired with a different determina-
tive in Ramesses III’s inscription. Instead of a Syro-Canaanite cargo ship, the de-
terminative used at Medinet Habu appears to be a vessel of the same type as that
manned by the Egyptians in the naval battle relief.
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Experimentation and Familiarization

The Egyptian iconographic record contains a small number of images that may
depict experimentation with the brailed rig. Each of these, however, is problem-
atic, primarily because of the presence of a boom in the most secure representa-
tions (Vinson 1993; id. 1994). At Medinet Habu, on the other hand, the brailed rig
is paired with a loose-footed square-sail. Further, though the Saqqara relief sug-
gests that Egyptians may have come into contact with this rig via Syro-Canaanite
traders in the late 18th or 19th Dynasties along with the top-mounted crow’s nest
it is possible that the full value of such a technological “package” only truly be-
came apparent when the Sherden and their aHaw aHA m-Hry-ib pA ym were encoun-
tered (and likely captured) early in Ramesses II’s reign. Of course, the distinction
need not be binary, as both the Sherden and those aboard the ship offloading
Canaanite amphorae in the Saqqara relief may belong to the population elements
variously referred to as “pirates, raiders, and traders” or as “nomads of the sea”
in other words, actors upon the periphery of the world stage, who interacted with
those at the core and ensured the multidirectional flow not only of objects, but of
ideas and of information (Artzy 1997; id. 1998; Sherratt 1998; id. 2003; Emanuel
2012; Gilan 2013; Hitchcock – Maeir 2014). These may even be related (or even
identical!) groups; we simply lack the evidence, at present, to make such clear
identifications and to draw such fine distinctions between the various individuals
and groups operating in such capacities at this time. However, appropriating in-
novative maritime technology from these “rebellious-hearted” enemies in the first
quarter of the 13th century BCE would have allowed for roughly a century of ex-
perimentation and familiarization prior to the snapshot in time etched on the walls
of Medinet Habu. 

Conclusion

Dissemination of materials, technology, customs, and information from core to
periphery is commonly found throughout the study of systems, both ancient and
modern. Of course, the flow of information, material, etc. never goes only one
way. However, in the brailed rig, we appear to have a case of a technological in-
novation not only being transmitted from core to core, with the assistance of those
on the periphery (as would be the case if it were being carried from, say, the Myce-
naean Aegean to Ramesside Egypt by these seaborne intermediaries), but from
individual peripheral actors to multiple cores with general simultaneity. While
iconography suggests that this diffusion only achieved shallow penetration in
Egypt, the vessel type memorialized at Medinet Habu is a clear forebear of the
Greek dieres and Phoenician bireme of the Iron Age, two of the most important
vessel types of the ancient world (Casson 1971: 55–60; Wachsmann 1998: 174). In
this sense, even if these “nomads of the sea” were not responsible for inventing
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the brailed rig, they seem to have served as a mechanism for its diffusion across
the Mediterranean, where it remained a key piece of maritime technology for the
next millennium and beyond. 
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