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CHAPTER ONE

AN INTRODUCTION

THE CENTRAL PROBLEM

Given the ever-expanding corpus of work focusing on Egypt’s impe-
rial interests during the New Kingdom (c. 1550 to 1069 B.C.), it is
only with the best of excuses that one may venture in good faith to
add to it. General books and articles exist,! as do works focusing on
the empire in Syria-Palestine,? Libya,® or Nubia.* Within these broad
categories, scholars have studied military,” economic,’ and adminis-
trative’ topics as well as specific time periods,” certain archaeologi-
cal sites,” and aspects of imperial terminology.'” While such works
have added immeasurably to our understanding of Egyptian impe-
rialism in the New Kingdom, their very proliferation highlights the
complexity of the topic as well as the contentious dialogue it often
provokes.

My own excuse for introducing this work into the mix is that
despite such prodigious scholarship in the field of New Kingdom for-
eign relations, no one has yet attempted a cross-frontier investigation
of the military bases that housed imperial functionaries and troops.
During the New Kingdom, the pharaonic administration erected

! Kemp 1978; Frandsen 1979; Leclant 1980.

2 Gardiner 1920; Alt 1944; 1950; Helck 1971; Weinstein 1981; Oren 1984a;
1987; T. Dothan 1985; 1987; Redford 1990; 1992; Knapp 1992; Bunimovitz 1995.

% Habachi 1980a; O’Connor 1987a; 1990; Kitchen 1990.

* Sive-Soderbergh 1941; Emery 1965; Kemp 1972a; Trigger 1976; Kitchen
1977; Hein 1979; Adams 1984a; 1984b; Morkot 1987; 1991; 1995; Bourriau 1991;
S. T. Smith 1991; 1995; 2003; O’Connor 1993; Valbelle 1994.

> Faulkner 1953; Christophe 1957; Schulman 1964a; Yoyotte and Lopez 1969;
Spalinger 1982; Kadry 1982; Chevereau 1994.

® Ahituv 1978; Na’aman 1981; Bleiberg 1983b.

7 Abdul-Kader 1959; Helck 1960; Habachi 1969a; Groll 1983; Murnane 1997.

% Several 1972; Redford 1979a; Hachmann 1982a; Sabbahy 1987; Singer 1988a;
Dever 1992; T. Dothan 1992; Weinstein 1992; Bietak 1993; O’Connor 1998; Hasel
1998; Higginbotham 2000.

9 Sdve-Soéderbergh and Troy 1991; James and McGovern 1993; Snape 1997:
2001.

1 Lorton 1974a; 1974b; Bleiberg 1983; 1985; 1996; Galan 1995.



2 CHAPTER ONE

military bases in Syria-Palestine, Nubia, Libya, and at key points
along the borders of the Nile Valley itself. As I hope to demonstrate
in the chapters that follow, our understanding of military strategy
can be significantly enhanced through an analysis of how these bases
evolved over time and on different frontiers. Such an approach to
the study of Egypt’s empire—and indeed to imperialism in general—
is particularly valuable for four overarching reasons.

1. As opposed to a study focused upon military campaigns, the
recorded versions of which tend to amplify the personal valor of the
king at the expense of logistical details, a study of fortified bases
(“fortresses”) and unfortified bases (“administrative headquarters”) illu-
minates some of the more constant and practical concerns of impe-
rial management. While well-publicized armed expeditions took place
only sporadically, Egyptian bases were staffed year round; thus the
mundane details of the administration and management of these
compounds are particularly informative.

2. The geographic distribution of military bases throws into relief
the areas of their empire that the Egyptians felt possessed a partic-
ular strategic or economic importance. The positioning of a fortress
or administrative headquarters near a river ford, by a gold mine,
along a major trade route, or in a particularly volatile border area,
for example, often betrays imperial stratagems left unarticulated in
royal texts.

3. The timing of the installation of a new base or the abandonment
of an older one is a sensitive barometer of shifting imperial priori-
ties. The erection of new bases may reflect increased insecurity, a
new emphasis on territorial control, or a rethinking of imperial infra-
structure. Similarly, the abandonment of a base or a series of bases
might be due either to military setbacks or, conversely, to the suc-
cessful pacification of a region.

4. Military bases almost invariably served as nodes of communica-
tion between imperial representatives and local populations. While
state propaganda often obscures our understanding of relations between
these two groups, the study of military bases can provide a much
fuller picture. Egyptian outposts, after all, are the concrete materi-
alization of the interplay between imperial ambitions and indigenous
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(re)actions. As such, these compounds have the potential to reveal
traces of collaboration, of resistance, and of economic symbiosis,
among other complexities.

In order to fully explore Egypt’s New Kingdom military bases and
the broader issues surrounding them, it is vital that both textual and
archaeological evidence be considered. These two data sets comple-
ment one another, and indeed without both sources of information
our understanding would be much reduced. In many cases, bases
known from texts have yet to be located by archaeologists—and the
converse 1s also true. Yet even in less extreme instances, the informa-
tion that the two corpora provide is fundamentally different and in
many instances mutually exclusive. As it 1s the core project of this
book to analyze the textual and archaeological data relevant to Egyp-
tian military bases, I will take the opportunity within this introduc-
tion to focus upon the nature of my sources, as well as some specific
issues relevant to their interpretation. In addition, I will highlight a
few of the most important arguments and conclusions of this study.

THE TEXTUAL RECORD

Textual references to military bases appear throughout the New
Kingdom in a number of different genres, the two most prevalent
being royal and private inscriptions. Often these compounds are men-
tioned in reports of royal campaigns, in enumerations of an indi-
vidual’s titles, or amidst the biographical information that is often
included in steles and on tomb walls. There are other quite fruitful
sources as well. The Amarna archive, a corpus of some 350 letters
exchanged between late Eighteenth Dynasty pharaohs and Near
Eastern rulers of territories both large and small, sheds a tremen-
dous amount of light on Egyptian bases in Syria-Palestine. Indeed,
the archive is particularly precious given the paucity of contempo-
raneous excavated installations.

Fortresses and administrative headquarters also make appearances
in letters sent between Egyptians, such as the Twentieth Dynasty
correspondence between Djutmose—a necropolis scribe who was serv-
ing on a military expedition in Nubia—and his associates in Thebes.
So-called model letters likewise constitute an extremely rich source
of information. Known examples of these documents are restricted
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largely to the Nineteenth Dynasty and appear to have been selected
or composed in order to instruct future scribes how to draft a proper
“business letter.” While it i1s unknown whether the letters, which
often indirectly concern the administration of fortresses, are genuine
(i.e., copies of missives that were at some point actually sent between
two officials), there is no reason to believe them to be in any way
atypical of administrative letters.!" Jar inscriptions and a few other
miscellanea round out the types of texts that bear reference to mil-
itary bases.

Often highly specific in nature, textual evidence can include the
names of the buildings themselves, many of which reference the sup-
posed function of the base (such as “Usermaatre-Meryamun-is-the-
repeller-of-the-Tjemeh” [KRI V, 14: 13]). Texts also often provide
descriptions of the resident personnel (criminals with amputated noses,
in the case of Tjaru [Urk. IV, 2144: 15-17]) and hints as to the
activities that took place within the base (such as the stockpiling of
foodstuffs [EA 294: 18-24] and the repair of chariots [P. Anastasi
I, 26: 3-9], both at Jaffa). In each chronologically based chapter of
this book, the textual sections aim to flesh out our knowledge of the
names and locations of these compounds; of the personages—royal,
official, martial, and civil—associated with them; of the functions the
personnel performed; and of the role these structures played in Egypt’s
overall military strategy. This information, combined with that gar-
nered from the contemporary archaeological remains, provides a
fuller understanding of the methods by which the Egyptians pro-
tected and administrated their empire at each particular period.

A second, and equally important, goal of the textual study has
been to sharpen the quite vague definitions of several Egyptian terms
that are of paramount importance for understanding the nuances of
Egypt’s imperial strategy. Over the years, Egyptologists have trans-
lated the words ftm, mnnw, mkdr, nhtw, bhn, and sgr variously as “fort,”
“fortress,” “castle,” “keep,” and “stronghold.” Yet there has been lit-
tle attempt to isolate the structural and/or functional distinctions
among them. By examining the specific occurrences and general pat-

" The exception to this rule is P. Anastasi I, which appears to have constituted
an elaborate lesson in rhetoric, mathematics, foreign vocabulary, and Syro-Palestinian
geography. The verbose and satiric style of the document leaves no doubt that it
was composed solely for pedagogic purposes (see the discussion of this text in chap-
ter five).
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terning of these words, however, it is indeed possible to arrive at
definitions for some terms and to identify important patterning in
others. The results of this endeavor are discussed comprehensively
in the concluding chapter of this work and are summarized below.

Briefly, this study suggests that ftm-fortresses were defined pri-
marily by virtue of their function. Most often placed at vulnerable
points of entry into the Nile Valley, jtm-fortresses monitored move-
ment and prevented unauthorized passage between one specific
restricted area and another. In this manner the fortress itself served
as a geographic “seal” or “lock,” a ftm in Egyptian terminology."
Architecturally, however, ftm-fortresses ranged in size from relatively
modest forts (such as the roughly 1,600 m? installation at Kom el-
Qulzoum) to enormous fortress-towns (like Tjaru [Tell Heboua I,
which extended over 120,000 m?. The size of any given jim, then,
seems to have been determined by the particular political and envi-
ronmental circumstances of its emplacement.

If a broad similarity in scale and structure was neither inherent
nor even important within the lexical category of the fjim-fortress,
architectural coherence seems to have been vital to the identity of
mnnw-fortresses as a group. The massive enclosure walls of excavated
New Kingdom mnnw define an area that ranges in size from 10,000 m?
(Aksha) to only 54,000 m? (Sesebi). Uniformly temple-centered, mnnw
are composed of well-defined cultic, administrative, and domestic sec-
tors. A preoccupation with defense is far more evident in the archi-
tecture of the Libyan mnnw than in their Nubian counterparts. On
both frontiers, however, the Egyptians erected these fortress-towns
to protect areas threatened by hostile incursions and to lay claim
physically and economically to a territory over which they professed
political control.

Him and mnnw are the only two terms for “fortress” that are dis-
covered in FEighteenth Dynasty inscriptions. It is notable, however,
that the word dmi, meaning “town” or “settlement,” is also employed
upon occasion, both as a synonym for “fortress-town” (mnnw) and as
a designation of individual administrative headquarters in Syria-
Palestine. Dmiw are also depicted along the Ways of Horus in Seti
I’'s Karnak relief. In this context they are distinguished from the
other forts by their elaborate structure and by their location in the

2 Wh. III, 352; Badawy 1968: 527; Lesko 1984b: 198.
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most fertile pockets of the northern Sinai. It is apparent, then, that
while the term dmi is certainly not to be translated as “fort” or
“fortress,” the Egyptians themselves utilized this word without com-
punction to refer to those of their bases at which a significant pop-
ulation resided.

The remaining terms of interest in this study, mkdr, nhtw, bhn, and
sgr, did not come into use as designations for Egyptian military bases
until the Nineteenth Dynasty. Unfortunately, however, it is impossi-
ble to discern precise meanings or definitive archaeological corre-
lates for any of them. Indeed, although architectural, pictorial, and
textual evidence all suggests that the compact, non-dmi forts erected
along the Ways of Horus were virtually identical to one another in
form and function,"” the labels pertaining to the compounds utilize
three out of four of these latter terms (mkdr, nhtw, and bhn).

It is argued in this work that unlike the Eighteenth Dynasty vocab-
ulary (htm and mnnw), the new and often imported' terms in the
Nineteenth Dynasty could be employed rather loosely as synonyms
for one another and for the concept of “fortified structure” or “mil-
itary base.” As is explored in greater depth in chapter seven, dis-
tinct patterns of usage among these terms are indeed discernable. A
comprehensive review of textual material suggests, for example, that
nftw often housed prisoners of war, that bfnw may well have been
connected at least on occasion with agricultural estates, and that
mkdrw were limited primarily to the route across the northern Sinai.
Still, however, the relative paucity of attestations for these later terms
and the lack of secure architectural correlates for any of them
significantly hamper efforts to develop concise, finely honed definitions.

THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL RECORD

An investigation into the archaeology of military bases is the logical
counterpart to an examination of the texts concerning them. Following
the textual studies within each chapter, then, are analyses of the
excavated structures identified by others or myself as fortresses or
administrative headquarters. These identifications are made on the

1% See chapter five.
" For the Semitic derivations of mkdr, bin, and sgr, see the in-depth discussions
of these terms in chapter seven.
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basis of the architecture of the compounds and their associated arti-
facts. Each structure is then studied in the context of its immediate
environment for the total assemblage of evidence it provides as to
the ways in which the base functioned during its life span and the
nature of the population that inhabited it.

The purpose of the archaeological investigation is to understand
each military base within its own geopolitical landscape. The nature
of the artifacts found within a structure is vitally important to deter-
mining how it functioned and who resided within.” Also stressed,
however, is the wider context of the compound, such as the settle-
ment in which it was embedded and the relations of the base to
other Egyptian emplacements and to local indigenous communities.
Subtle and often elusive issues, such as the social and economic rela-
tionships forged between Egyptian and local populations, are often
revealed via a study of military bases. Likewise, the architecture of
the building itself reveals a great deal when factors such as the pres-
ence or absence of fortifications, storage facilities, or strictly admin-
istrative areas are taken into account. Finally, the built structures
associated with a fortress or administrative headquarters (i.e., wells,
industrial areas, granaries, cultic buildings, cemeteries, and so forth)
often help to determine the purpose of the Egyptian base and the
nature of its community.

An archacological investigation of an Egyptian military base answers
important questions about the establishment, life history, and end of
such a complex. Among the most important aspects of this study,
however, is the examination of (1) the overall patterning of Egyptian
fortresses and administrative headquarters within each period and
(2) the evolution of these patterns over time. Such a broad-based
investigation into the spatial and temporal contexts of Egyptian
emplacements serves to significantly complement and contextualize
both the existing isolated site reports and the trends observed in the
study of the textual material. Perhaps the most valuable contribution

5 Two recent dissertations, one by Higginbotham (1994, published in 2000 as a
book) and another by Mumford (1998), have dealt extensively with the range of
Egyptian and Egyptian-style artifacts found in Syria-Palestine and have produced
object catalogues for most of the northern sites discussed in this work. The method-
ology and the conclusions of these dissertations differ significantly from that pre-
sented here, resulting in little redundancy. Bearing these studies in mind, however,
this work addresses the artifacts discovered in and around military bases, but it does
not make them a primary focus.
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of the archaeological investigation, however, is its focus upon the
variability in form and function of imperial architecture. The exis-
tence of this diversity suggests that the Egyptian government pos-
sessed an in-depth understanding of the geopolitical realities of each
subject territory and, further, endeavored to tailor and continually
adjust its imperial blueprint in order to maintain optimal efficiency
and efficacy in its administration.

EGYPTIAN-STYLE MATERIAL CULTURE AND VARIANT
THEORETICAL APPROACHES

By way of concluding this introductory chapter, I would like to touch
briefly upon two theories previously proposed to explain a dramatic
escalation in Egyptian-style material culture between the Eighteenth
and Nineteenth Dynasties in Syria-Palestine. These theories, put forth
by James Weinstein and Carolyn Higginbotham, will be discussed
in greater detail in chapters four and five. Given that some of the
issues—especially those raised by Higginbotham—have direct bear-
ing on all of the chapters in this book, however, it is important to
address them at the outset. Further, taking the opportunity to do so
allows me to elaborate upon certain significant theoretical and method-
ological approaches that inform this work.

Without going into undue detail, the situation that begs explana-
tion is why the number and variety of Egyptian-style artifacts and
architectural remains excavated in Canaan should skyrocket with the
advent of the Nineteenth Dynasty. Prior to this period, Egyptian-
style architecture is unattested north of the Gaza Strip, and Egyptian-
style artifacts are by and large restricted to portable or prestige goods.
In the Nineteenth Dynasty, however, enclaves of Egyptian-style archi-
tecture and material culture suddenly proliferate in the wadi systems
of the Negev, at the major coastal harbors, and along the two most
important north-south transit routes in Canaan: the Via Maris and
the Jordan Valley.

In a seminal article on the evolution of Egypt’s foreign relations
during the New Kingdom, Weinstein suggested that this increased
archaeological visibility reflected a shift in imperial policy to a much
more intensified military occupation. He writes, “Whereas in prior
centuries Asiatic revolts had been suppressed by Egyptian troops,
who then either returned home or went back to one of a handful
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of garrisons situated at certain strategic points in the region, in the
13th and 12th centuries B.C.E. the Egyptians stayed in Canaan in
much larger numbers than before.”'® Weinstein’s explanation, then,
is satisfying in its simplicity—more pots reflect the presence of more
people. As will be discussed below, however, a study that includes
textual as well as archaeological evidence for Egyptian enclaves abroad
does much to problematize this notion.

For her part, Higginbotham examined the same problem and came
up with an entirely different explanatory hypothesis. She suggested
that the vast majority of Egyptian or Egyptian-style material culture
in Ramesside Canaan—including almost all of the buildings that are
here identified as administrative headquarters—constituted the prod-
uct of elite emulation. According to her theoretical framework, which
I will hereafter refer to as the elite emulation model, “peripheries of
prestigious cultures sometimes derive a legitimating function from
the core cultures. Features of the “great civilization” are adopted
and adapted by local elites and their communities to provide an
iconography of power which transfers some of the prestige of the
distant center to local rulers.”’” As viewed from the vantage point
of this model, then, most of these “administrative headquarters” (also
sometimes termed “governor’s residencies”)'® can be interpreted as
the villas of elite Canaanites, men who flaunted their worldliness and
access to power by occupying Egyptian-style dwellings and utilizing
Egyptian-style artifacts.

The elite emulation model has been proposed as a preferable alter-
native to the so-called durect rule model, implicitly espoused by schol-
ars like Weinstein. Proponents of this more traditional view posit “an
Egyptian military and administrative presence in Palestine consisting
of garrison-hosts and bureaucrats posted in imperial centers through-
out the region.”" Although the elite emulation model is central to
the most recent synthetic analysis of Egyptian-style architecture in
Canaan,” it is not followed in this work. By way of explanation,
then, I will briefly state three facets of the elite emulation model
that are, in my view, problematic.

16 Weinstein 1981: 18.

7 Higginbotham 2000: 6.
8 Cf. Oren 1984a.

' Higginbotham 2000: 12.
% Higginbotham 2000.
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1. According to the expectations set up to lest the elite emulation model in Canaan,
direct rule and elite emulation must necessarily be two mutually excluswe phenomena.

The notion that it is appropriate to contrast the elite emulation
model with the direct rule model in order to proclaim one or the
other more fitting to the situation in Ramesside Canaan requires
that these two models be defined by a series of diametrically opposed
expectations. Yet in this process, an unrealistic dichotomy between
the two models leaves the complex nature of imperial peripheries
unrecognized. It is vital to this theoretical framework that direct rule
and elite emulation cannot coexist. As political anthropologists have
often demonstrated, however, an empire erected without the aid of
indigenous collaborators is virtually unimaginable.

Savvy imperial governments, both ancient and modern, have rec-
ognized that the co-option of local elites is vital to stability in a
region. As elites inevitably form the nexus of an extremely wide array
of social networks, their acceptance of and cooperation with a for-
eign power often communicate to their countrymen that imperial
rule is in fact palatable. Likewise, given their familiarity with admin-
istering their own country, local elites possess a cultural knowledge
that is invaluable to a foreign power desirous of erecting an effective
government.

For their own part, ambitious elites often consciously co-opt impe-
rial styles as potent symbols by which they intend to convey mean-
ing to two separate audiences. To the imperial power, the acculturated
elite announces his affinity with the ideology and goals of the rul-
ing government and thus his own ripeness for promotion within the
system. Likewise, to his countrymen, the elite expresses his political
alliance with the ruling power of the day. Such an affiliation broad-
casts the clout of the elite with those that now govern, and in many
cases it also proclaims his access to a whole new vocabulary of cul-
tural sophistication.

Thus, when it comes to imperial territories, the top-down phe-
nomenon of direct rule cannot and should not be neatly divorced
from the largely bottom-up phenomenon of elite emulation. Such a
crisp division, however, is inherent to the elite emulation model,
which is largely defined by its opposition to the direct rule model.
Yet even proponents of the former must admit that the Egyptians
utilized native Canaanites both as vassals and as Egyptian func-
tionaries, yet always i comjunction with a military presence in the form
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of “imperial centers, staffed by small numbers of soldiers and admin-
istrators.”' With such a situation clearly spelled out in the texts—
and, I argue, also in the archaeology—it is little wonder that “both
the textual and the archaeological evidence fail to provide a perfect
correlation with the expectations for either the Direct Rule or the
Elite Emulation model.”?

2. According to the elite emulation model, if Canaan had been directly ruled by
the Egyptians, then former imperial enclaves in Canaan, like those in Nubia, should
extubit purely Egyptian-style archaeological remains.

It has already been stated that a major difficulty in applying the
elite emulation model to Ramesside Canaan is that the mutually
exclusive distinctions between elite emulation and direct rule create
a specious set of opposed archaeological expectations. Yet even if
one puts such concerns aside, one of the fundamental expectations
set out for the direct rule model remains difficult to defend. The
closest parallel for direct rule in Ramesside Canaan is stated to have
been the New Kingdom experience in Nubia.? It is therefore posited
that a situation of direct rule in Canaan should manifest itself in a
series of imperial enclaves within which the material culture would
be entirely Egyptian in style.

In order to address the numerous reasons why this represents a
highly problematic conclusion, it is useful to briefly review the geopo-
litical history of the two frontiers under consideration: Nubia and
Syria-Palestine. This exercise will help elucidate the danger of impos-
ing identical theoretical models upon two such dissimilar frontier
zones. Concomitantly, it will also serve as a useful preface to our
investigation of New Kingdom imperialism, especially for readers
who are not already familiar with the history of Egypt and its dom-
inated peripheries.

The topographical, cultural, and historical backdrops for the imposi-
tion of Egyptian rule on Nubia and Syria-Palestine are startlingly dis-
similar from one another. At the beginning of the New Kingdom in
Lower Nubia, the Egyptians encountered a loosely organized, middle-
range soclety, which had endured sporadic Egyptian domination for

! Higginbotham 1996: 162.
2 Higginbotham 2000: 129.
# Higginbotham 2000: 12.
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over a thousand years. Ironically, however, cultural barriers between
Egyptians and Nubians had only begun to break down in the Second
Intermediate Period, when the Nubians were in fact free from direct
pharaonic control.?* In the Second Intermediate Period, Lower Nubia
came under the suzerainty of the kingdom of Kush, an Upper Nubian
power with significant cultural ties to Egypt.* The selective adop-
tion of Egyptian material culture that began under Kerman rule
rapidly accelerated until by the middle of the Eighteenth Dynasty
the artifact assemblages of Nubians became virtually indistinguish-
able from those of Egyptians. The seeming ease with which the
Nubians adopted Egyptian material culture, however, is not entirely
difficult to understand given that both populations lived a life largely
dictated by the cycle of the Nile’s annual flood, and both similarly
practiced a mixed economy of agriculture and cattle herding.

The situation that the Egyptians faced at the beginning of the
New Kingdom on their northern frontier was very different from
their experience in the south. Egypt had never before extended its
empire significantly into Syria-Palestine, although sporadic military
campaigns into the region are evidenced from the Iirst Dynasty
onward. In the Middle Bronze Age, moreover, Canaan had wit-
nessed a fluorescence of urban life, and a network of elaborately
fortified city-states newly ornamented the Syro-Palestinian landscape.
Most impressively, members of this culture had succeeded in wresting
control of the eastern Delta from the Egyptians in the Second Inter-

# Throughout the Egyptian occupation of Nubia in the Middle Kingdom, the
indigenous population appears to have maintained its cultural boundaries intact; at
least the archaeological record shows very little mixing of C-group and Egyptian
assemblages. Some scholars (Junker 1925: 11; Sdve-Soderbergh 1941: 41) have sug-
gested that this separatism on the part of the Nubians may be read as a conscious
form of resistance to Egyptian authority. Alternatively, it may have been that the
Egyptians practiced a deliberate policy of apartheid, viewing the Nubians as “not
people to be respected. They are wretches!” (Parkinson 1991: 45; Boundary stele
of Senwosret III at Semna and Uronarti).

» Egypt and Kerma had been trading partners since the Middle Kingdom
(Bourriau 1991: 130). Egyptian architectural and artistic models were adopted selec-
tively by the rulers of Kush, and indeed the virtually identical technology employed
suggests that Egyptian architects and craftsmen may well have been resident at
Kerma itself (O’Connor 1978: 57). Certainly, after the Kushite takeover of Lower
Nubia, the new rulers hired limited numbers of Egyptian expatriates to man the
formerly Egyptian-controlled fortresses in Lower Nubia and to refurbish their tem-

ples (Save-Soderbergh 1949; S. T. Smith 1995; 2003).
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mediate Period and had dominated this area for at least a century.?

Even after the first pharaohs of the Eighteenth Dynasty managed
via repeated military incursions to gain a foothold in Syria-Palestine,
they soon discovered an intrinsic difficulty in controlling it. The
topography varies wildly in Syria-Palestine, often within extremely
short distances, and, as if in sympathy, the internal politics of the
region tend toward schism and factionalization. Frequent destruction
levels at many tells and information from contemporary documents—
such as the Amarna letters—offer eloquent testimony to the uneasy
relations and ever-shifting alliances among city-states, rural villages,
nomadic populations, and outside powers. Egyptian culture and
administration could be relatively easily transposed onto the loosely
integrated, Nilotic culture of Nubia. To introduce almost anything
fundamentally Egyptian into the varied topography of Canaan, with
its myriad autonomous polities and ethnically diverse population,
however, proved more difficult. For this reason, despite the appear-
ance of New Kingdom Egyptian enclaves and the adoption of occa-
sional Egyptian-style artifacts, the people of Syria-Palestine remained
largely true to their traditional culture throughout the period of
Egyptian rule.

Despite the fundamental and quite blatant differences between the
two frontiers, however, it is remarkable that in Egyptian art, rhetoric,
and official ceremonies, Nubians and Syro-Palestinians grovel before
the pharaoh in identical poses of submission. The appointment of
indigenous rulers (wrw) and the education of their heirs in Egypt
demonstrate that the Egyptians did in fact attempt to extend such
symmetry to their imperial efforts on the two frontiers. The pharaonic
government, however, was also intensely practical. In the adminis-
tration of its empire, Egypt’s primary goals were to maintain power
and to enrich the crown.

In the north, the most expedient way to extract resources was to
utilize the system already in place, i.e., the local governments. The
relatively egalitarian society of Lower Nubia, however, had no such
ready-made system in place. Further, rulers of the early Eighteenth
Dynasty had already eradicated the powerful kingdom of Kush in

% For discussion and bibliography pertaining to the Hyksos period in Egypt and
Canaan, see Van Seters 1966; Dever 1985; Bietak 1991a; 1996; Oren 1997; Ryholt
1997.
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Upper Nubia, the only political entity whose infrastructure could
perhaps have been co-opted. Therefore, with no surviving complex
local hierarchy intact, the long-term goals of the imperial government
were best served by investing in a complete reorganization of the
Nubian economy and governmental structure along Egyptian lines.

Although the Egyptians largely realized their goal of attaining
effective political and economic control on both frontiers, the archae-
ological remains of Egyptian bases in the north and in the south are
essentially dissimilar. With regard to Canaan, it is misleading to
assume—along with Higginbotham’s elite emulation model—that an
authentic Egyptian military base should possess a thoroughly Egyptian-
style material culture. Instead, it is important to recognize that indige-
nous material culture always existed side by side with Egyptian-style
artifacts, even in the areas of the northern empire that the Egyptians
occupied continuously throughout the New Kingdom.

Indeed, in all sites east of the Sinai, local Canaanite goods over-
whelmingly predominated and might well be expected to have done
so. Given prohibitive transport costs, the Egyptian administration
almost certainly obtained from local populations the majority of the
items with which military bases were furnished and supplied. Such
local procurement of resources undoubtedly occurred with regard to
Nubian fortresses as well. New Kingdom Nubia’s pervasive Egyptian-
style material culture, however, effectively masks many of the obvi-
ous distinctions between local and imported goods or, indeed, between
the detritus of indigenes and that of imperialists. Therefore, the
expectation that Canaanite bases, like those of Nubia, should exhibit
purely Egyptian material culture neglects to take into account that
by the mid-Eighteenth Dynasty Egyptian-style assemblages were in
fact the norm in Nubia, and military bases constituted no exception
to this rule.

3. The methodology set up to lest the elite emulation model privileges the study of
indwidual calegories of artifact over the study of artifact assemblages.

My third and last major hesitation with the methodology, and hence
the conclusions, of the elite emulation model is that the means used
for testing it is based on a study of discrete artifact categories. Such
an emphasis leads to a focus upon the distribution of entities like
faience vessels or scarabs rather than the distribution of sites at which
numerous disparate categories of Egyptian or Egyptian-style artifacts
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converge. I will here elaborate upon this point, as it represents an
important divergence in methodology between my own study and
that undertaken by Higginbotham, and also because it allows me to
clarify with respect to this book important matters of terminology
and theoretical outlook.

Anyone investigating archaeological evidence for Egyptian pres-
ence abroad has to contend with the rather irksome fact that the
difference between an Egyptian artifact and one that only looks
Egyptian is often all but impossible to discern with the naked eye.
Archacologists working at New Kingdom Canaanite sites frequently
excavate artifacts that appear to be of Egyptian origin but that when
tested in a laboratory prove to have been of local manufacture. In
Nubia, meanwhile, the main challenge is finding something that usn’
Egyptian in appearance.

For purposes of clarity, then, this study recognizes three major
categories of seemingly Egyptian objects:

1) A true “Egyptian” object, i.e., an import from Egypt itself

2) An “Egyptian-style” object, i.c., an almost perfect imitation of
an “Egyptian” object that is fabricated out of local materials

3) An “Egyptianizing” object, l.c., an adaptation or a reworking
of Egyptian motifs or styles in a manner alien to Egypt’s artis-
tic tradition

Although Egyptianizing objects will occasionally be discussed in this
work, the main focus is upon Egyptian and Egyptian-style objects.
Without chemical testing of an artifact, or in many cases even proper
publication of a site, distinguishing between the two categories is
difficult.”” One of the very few site reports to include trace analysis
of many of its objects is the recent republication of the Beth Shan
materials by James and McGovern. At Beth Shan, it was determined
that the Egyptian-style pottery, small faience objects (such as pen-
dants and jewelry), and the vast majority of the “special” ceramic
items (such as the ubiquitous clay cobra figurines and duck heads)
had been fashioned locally, although according to typically Egyptian

# There are several fortuitous exceptions. Alabaster vessels, for example, may be
fashioned out of calcite from Egypt or gypsum from Isracl. While these materials
are relatively easy to distinguish at a glance, even this situation gets complicated if
the objects are not photographed well or if the material is identified simply as
“alabaster” in the text.
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manufacturing techniques.”® The similarity of these artifacts in both
technology and style to Egyptian models implies that, although the
materials were local, the artisans themselves may not have been.

The production of Egyptian-style items abroad may well have been
a cost-cfficient method of providing soldiers and administrative per-
sonnel stationed in foreign lands with at least some of the comforts
of home. Additionally, at least in terms of ceramic production, it
may have suited the Egyptian government to produce standardized
forms that could be utilized for rationing or ritual. To complicate
matters, however, it i3 probable that some of the Egyptian-style
objects in Canaan were manufactured by Egyptians or by Canaanites
for a Canaamte market. D. Ben-Tor, for example, argues that a high
percentage of the Middle Bronze ITA-IIB scarabs found in Canaan
were, in fact, produced and utilized by the resident Canaanite pop-
ulation.” 1. Ben-Dor, meanwhile, suggests that a particular style of
calcite “Egyptian” vessel, found much more often in Canaan than
in Egypt, had been manufactured by Egyptians primarily to satisty
a Canaanite market.” Clearly, then, the examination of one object,
whether Egyptian or only Egyptian in style, is able to reveal very
little in isolation. An investigation into the greater contexts of archi-
tectural and artifact assemblages, however, allows patterns to be rec-
ognized and reasonable hypotheses to be formulated.

While elite emulation may indeed account for the occasional appear-
ance of Egyptian or Egyptian-style prestige objects on Canaanite soil,
it is seldom the only explanation for their presence. In Late Bronze
Age tombs, for example, it is not uncommon to find an Egyptian
or Egyptian-style prestige good deposited in the same context as
Mycenaean tableware, Mitanni-style cylinder seals, and high-quality
local ceramics. Such eclecticism more likely reveals a cosmopolitan
taste for luxury goods than it does the desire by the deceased or his
family to emulate aspects of each specific culture. Similarly, certain
Egyptian prestige goods may originally have come to Syria-Palestine
as gifts bestowed upon loyal foreign dignitaries by the Egyptian gov-
ernment. This practice is well documented in New Kingdom texts.?
Most importantly for this work, it is difficult to use the elite emu-

% James and McGovern 1993: 102, 162, 171-173.

2 D. Ben-Tor 1995: 16-17.

30 1. Ben-Dor 1944: 101.

SUCf. Urk IV, 1246: 6-8; 1301: 15-16; Caminos 1974: 26; EA 265: 7-15.
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lation model to explain the high percentage and impressive variety
of utilitarian or otherwise humble Egyptian-style artifacts discovered
within strategically situated Egyptian-style compounds.

As has already been stated, the elite emulation model is not fol-
lowed in this work, but—as an alternative explanatory framework—
it serves as a valuable reminder to caution. The present study abides
by the rule that the wider the range of Egyptian or Egyptian-style
artifacts discovered at a Syro-Palestinian site, the greater the prob-
ability that Egyptians themselves had at one time been resident. Five
broad categories of Egyptian or Egyptian-style material culture are
recognized within this study: architecture, statuary or hieroglyphic
inscriptions, pottery, nonprestige goods,* and prestige goods.*”> While
exceptions are made for insufficiently published sites, each compound
that is designated within this work as an Egyptian military base will
have possessed in its immediate environs objects in at least four of
these categories. The greater the variation in the types of “Egyptian”
and “Egyptian-style” artifacts at a site, after all, the less likely it is
that these artifacts can be explained away by elite emulation, trade,
official gifts, or the like.

SO, WHAT DOES THE METHODOLOGY EMPLOYED
BY THIS STUDY CONTRIBUTE?

As a partial answer to this question, let us return to the problem
stated above, namely that it is necessary to explain why archacologi-
cal evidence for imperial activity in Egypt dramatically increases from
the Eighteenth to the Nineteenth Dynasty. The elite emulation model
simply ignores this question, leaving the reader to conclude that emu-
lation must have become fashionable, all of a sudden, a full two and
a half centuries after the establishment of the empire. While theo-
retically possible, this hardly seems plausible—especially considering

32 These include figurines, ceramic objects, small frit or faience amulets, scarabs
bearing hieroglyphs or amuletic designs, and generally any Egyptian-style artifact
fashioned out of common materials.

% Objects are considered prestige goods on the basis of the quality of their work-
manship and the costliness of their materials. Items fashioned of ivory, calcite, gold,
silver, or semiprecious stones are always deemed prestige goods. Faience vessels and
core-formed glass vessels also fall into this category due to the technical expertise
demanded in their manufacture (James and McGovern 1993: 162-163).



18 CHAPTER ONE

that the active co-option of elites is often especially characteristic of
early stages of imperial development.™

Far better suited to explain the suddenness of this change is James
Weinstein’s theory, namely that the material trappings of Egypt’s
empire only become visible after the introduction of a policy shift
on the part of the Nineteenth Dynasty rulers. These later pharaohs,
he argues, committed more troops and administrators to Canaan
than ever before and stationed these personnel in the region per-
manently. This argument would indeed appear to fit the archaeo-
logical evidence admirably. When one conducts an intensive study
of the textual as well as the archaeological evidence for Egyptian
bases in Canaan, however, the situation becomes less clear. There
is in fact no evidence for any substantive change from the Eighteenth
to the Nineteenth Dynasty in the number or nature of the imperial
officials and/or troops stationed in the region.

In order to present my own view on the subject, obtained as the
result of this in-depth analysis of both archaeological and textual
bodies of evidence, let me anticipate arguments more fully presented
in chapter four’s overview of late Eighteenth Dynasty involvement
in Syria-Palestine. There and elsewhere in the course of this book,
it will hopefully be demonstrated that a policy change did indeed
mark the transition between the Eighteenth and Nineteenth Dynasties
on the northern frontier. This change of policy, however, did not
in fact influence the sheer density of Egyptian bases situated through-
out Canaan, nor necessarily the numbers of individuals stationed
permanently in the region.

In chapter four, textual evidence is put forth to demonstrate that
the archaeological invisibility of the Eighteenth Dynasty imperial per-
sonnel stationed north of the Gaza Strip stemmed from two specific
policies. First, the Amarna letters inform us that it was evidently
common practice for Egyptian troops to be billeted locally in com-
pounds that had been commandeered from Canaanites. Second, as
Thutmose III relates in his annals, the troops were supplied in all
their needs by taxes and obligations levied on local populations.
Thus, considering that the occupying forces lived in Canaanite build-
ings and were supplied with Canaanite food in Canaanite pots, it is
little surprise that evidence for Egyptian personnel stationed in the

3t Bartel 1985: 15; Sinopoli 1994: 164.
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region is primarily limited to small personal and portable objects as
well as the occasional inscription.

This still leaves open the question, however, of what accounts for
the sudden and dramatic visibility of these bases at the turn to the
Nineteenth Dynasty. The answer that I propose, which is elaborated
in chapter four, is that this situation represents the material corre-
late to an edict issued by Horemheb, the last king of the Eighteenth
Dynasty. As part of his efforts to legitimize his rule and to remove
any lingering tarnish of his association with the Amarna Period
pharaohs, Horemheb enacted a series of policy reforms designed to
combat formerly routine abuses of governmental authority. One such
abuse, allegedly introduced by Thutmose IlI, was the practice of dis-
placing the costs of imperial processions onto the shoulders of the
nomarchs whose territories the king and his court passed through.
Such a “craven” practice, Horemheb argued, imposed undue hard-
ship on local officials and must in the future be discontinued.

Within this work, I argue that just as Thutmose III had displaced
the costs of royal ventures within Egypt onto the shoulders of local
officials, he similarly defrayed the expense of imperial travel by assign-
ing to his northern vassals the responsibility for housing and provi-
sioning imperial functionaries. Substantiation for this claim can be
found within Thutmose III’'s own inscriptions and also in the stri-
dent complaints expressed by late Eighteenth Dynasty vassals. It fol-
lows logically, then, that Horemheb’s reform of this practice would
similarly have been extended north of Egypt’s borders in order to
appease the long-standing resentment among his vassals at having
their resources and facilities co-opted according to imperial whim.
As a corrective to this abuse, then, Horemheb implicitly assumes
responsibility for creating a permanent, self-sufficient infrastructure
to support the needs of royal functionaries. As a result of Horemheb’s
reform in Canaan, I argue, one finds Egyptian-style buildings newly
constructed in Ganaan, Egyptian craftsmen newly imported, and the
material trappings of empire for the first time archaeologically evident.

I offer the outline of this particular thesis not in an attempt to
foreground a central focus of this work but rather to serve as a con-
crete illustration of the utility of employing multiple lines of evidence
to address problems of New Kingdom imperialism. As I hope will
be amply demonstrated, the textual and archaeological evidence gath-
ered and synthesized within this study allows for an enhanced appre-
ciation of the variability and flexibility of frontier strategy as it evolved
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over time and across borders. Further, it is hoped that the results
will provide new insight into the practicalities of imperial occupa-
tion and also into the highly contextual reactions of indigenes to the
imposition of foreign governance.

THE ORGANIZATION OF THIS BOOK

In order to highlight the ever-evolving and fundamentally political
nature of Egyptian foreign policy in the New Kingdom, the chap-
ters of this work are ordered on a chronological basis. The early,
middle, and late Fighteenth Dynasty, the Nineteenth Dynasty, and
the Twentieth Dynasty each receive a separate chapter, and such a
division of time is attractive for two reasons. First, the pharaohs of
cach temporal grouping, by and large, faced similar threats abroad
and, in consequence, developed a relatively consistent foreign pol-
icy.” Treating these reigns together allows for a greater understanding
of the context of international relations under any given king. Second,
each of these periods is at least potentially recognizable in the archae-
ological record due to the appearance or disappearance of various
types of signature ceramic types. In Syro-Palestinian archaeology, the
same divisions of time bear the names Late Bronze IA, IB, IIA, IIB,
and Iron Age IA.%

Chapter two focuses upon the early Eighteenth Dynasty, or the
LB IA period, from the reign of Ahmose to the end of Hatshepsut’s
tenure as pharaoh (c. 1550-1458).” In both Syria-Palestine and
Nubia, the rulers of this era established the empire by means of a
series of far-flung military expeditions. The stretch of time lasting
from Thutmose III’s assumption of sole kingship until the death of

% Pharaohs who pursued foreign policies that differed from the rest of their
cohort—such as Hatshepsut, Horemheb and Ramesses III—usually reigned either
at the beginning or the end of each period.

% See the discussions and charts in Weinstein 1981; Leonard 1989: 6-7; Mumford
1998: 12-13. The tripartite division of the Eighteenth Dynasty is also valid in terms
of Egyptian ceramic chronology. It is, however, extremely difficult to differentiate
between Nineteenth and Twentieth Dynasty ceramic forms (Bourriau 1981: 72-73;
Hope 1987: 97).

% While the equation between specific groupings of pharaohs and the various
Syro-Palestinian archaeological periods is generally agreed upon, the exact chronol-
ogy 1s not. The absolute dates provided in this work follow those adhered to in the
most recent synthesis of Egyptian history (Shaw 2000: 481). Margins of error and
preferences for different chronological schema have resulted in the wide array of
dates that have been preferred by individual scholars, but most of these dates differ
from one another by a few decades at most.
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his grandson, Thutmose IV (c. 1458-1390), or the LB IB period, is
the subject of chapter three. During this time, Egyptian kings sub-
dued the Syro-Palestinian and Nubian frontiers via continued military
strikes and the development of a sophisticated imperial infrastruc-
ture. Chapter four takes as its subject the greater Amarna Age, or
the LB IIA period, which comprised the reigns of Amenhotep III
through Horemheb (c. 1390—1295). In both frontiers, a drastic drop
off in campaigns is witnessed, and the infrastructure set in place by
the mid-Eighteenth Dynasty pharaohs was largely relied upon to
maintain Egyptian rule in these subject territories.

The Nineteenth Dynasty (c. 1295-1186), coeval with the LB IIB
period, is addressed in chapter five. These pharaohs reinitiated inten-
sive campaigning, especially in the north, and constructed fortresses
for the first time along the Libyan frontier. The final historically
based chapter, chapter six, spans the Egyptian Twentieth Dynasty
(c. 1186—-1069), or the IA IA period. This era witnessed a brief resur-
gence of Egyptian power in the reign of Ramesses III and soon
thereafter the almost complete withdrawal of Egypt back into its tra-
ditional boundaries. Given the distinct character of each of these five
periods, it is not surprising that the nature of the archaeological and
textual evidence for military bases likewise varies quite substantially
among them.

The chapters themselves are subdivided into two or three sections,
thereby focusing in sequence upon the fortresses and administrative
headquarters of Syria-Palestine, Nubia, and—in the case of chapters
five and six—also Libya. Likewise, the discussion of each frontier
includes three components: an overview of the evolution of imper-
1al events and strategy, a presentation and analysis of textual sources,
and a site-by-site review of archaeological evidence. Because it is
important that this work, despite its formidable bulk, be as user
friendly as possible, the main conclusions that can be drawn from
the studies of the texts and material culture are presented in sum-
mary form within each initial overview. Thus, the nonspecialist may
elect to confine his or her reading within any given chapter to the
frontier overviews as well as to the discussion of contemporary cross-
frontier policy that serves as each chapter’s conclusion. For the more
particularly interested reader, however, the in-depth treatment of
individual texts and archaeological sites will be indispensable. Within
these sections, the reader will find the specifics to justify the broader
conclusions presented in the overview, in this introduction, and in
the book’s final chapter.
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CHAPTER TWO

FRONTIER POLICY IN THE EARLY
EIGHTEENTH DYNASTY

OVERVIEW OF EGYPTIAN INTERACTIONS WITH SYRIA-PALESTINE

Historical summary

Before the Egyptians could even consider erecting an empire in Syria-
Palestine, they first had to rid the northern portion of their own
country of the Hyksos, who had ruled it for a little over a century.
Although the Theban dynasty under the successive reigns of Seqenenre-
Tao II and Kamose had already initiated the reconquest, it was not
until the reign of Ahmose that the foreigners were definitively defeated.
The autobiographical text of a soldier named Ahmose son of Ibana
is the primary source of information concerning this war (Urk. IV,
1: 16-4: 13).

Ahmose son of Ibana took part in the siege of the Hyksos capi-
tal at Avaris (modern Tell el-Dab’a) and fought in at least three
other battles against Hyksos supporters during the course of the siege.
The first clash took place at a local canal, the second in the imme-
diate environs of the capital, and the third in a town south of Avaris.'
Recently discovered relief fragments from Ahmose’s mortuary tem-
ple at Abydos depict horses, archers, and other warlike subjects,
almost certainly indicating that scenes of Ahmose’s battles against
the Hyksos had once adorned the temple walls.?

! Breasted (AR II: 6) believed the quote, “Then one fought in (the) Egypt, south
of this town (dmi)” (Urk. IV, 4: 3), to refer to a rebellion that took place in Upper
Egypt, south of the soldier’s native town of Elkab. As Avaris is referred to in the
narration of the preceding battles as a “town” (dmi—Urk. IV, 3: 7) and also as
“this place” (Urk. IV, 3: 16), however, there is no reason to assume that an Upper
Egyptian locality is meant. On the contrary, it makes much more sense to posit a
battle against a Lower Egyptian polity loyal to the Hyksos cause (see also Sive-
Soderbergh 1941: 142). A campaign against a Hyksos ally was undertaken by
Kamose (Smith and Smith 1976: 60) and is implied in the Rhind Mathematical
Papyrus colophon (discussed below—Helck 1975a: 78). Tell Farasha, a town less
than 20 km south of Tell el-Dab’a, which possessed both Hyksos burials and ceramic
(Yacoub 1983: 175-176), would have been a prime candidate for such a campaign.

? Harvey 1994: 3-5; 1998.
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In addition to the autobiography of Ahmose son of Ibana, an
intriguing colophon inscribed upon the Rhind Mathematical Papyrus
sheds light on what must have been the last few months of Hyksos
control in Lower Egypt. On the reverse of the papyrus, well over a
decade after the composition of the main body of the text, pivotal
events in Egypt’s civil war had been jotted down.” The text reads,
“Regnal year 11,* second month of Shomu—Heliopolis was entered.
First month of Akhet, day 23—this southern ruler advanced to Tjaru.
Day 2[5]—it was heard, “Ijaru has been entered.”” As both the
colophon and the border-fortress of Tjaru (modern Tell Heboua I)
are discussed extensively below, it will suffice here to note that con-
trol of this strategic point would have allowed Ahmose to block an
important route through which the Hyksos rulers in southern Canaan
could have sent reinforcements to their counterparts at Avaris.

By isolating his foe from outside help, and by means of a pro-
tracted siege (Urk. IV, 3: 7), Ahmose was able to reunite Egypt and
thereby to found the Eighteenth Dynasty. The Hyksos ruler at Avaris
may have surrendered in the end—for there appears to be no con-
crete evidence of a destruction level at the site. According to the
archacological record, in fact, the city seems simply to have been
abandoned.” Thus, it is not an unlikely scenario that the inhabitants
of Avaris and allied towns were forced into exile following their sur-
render. Further, such a mass exodus may have survived in cultural
memory at least as late as Josephus, who records that the Hyksos
were allowed to depart for Canaan as a condition of their surrender.®

At some point subsequent to the Theban victory, perhaps even
directly upon its heels, the Egyptians felt it wise to eliminate the
threat of a renewed Hyksos attack by besieging Sharuhen (Urk. IV,
4: 14-17), modern Tell el-Ajjul.” This powerful Hyksos center lay

* See Helck 1975a: 78.

* The regnal year is almost certainly that of the last Hyksos ruler Agenenre
Apophis II given that the obverse of the papyrus is dated to the 33rd year of
Apophis. The reference to Ahmose as “this southern ruler” further suggests that a
northern Hyksos sympathizer had written the document (Helck 1976: 33—-34; Redford
1992: 128-129).

> Bietak 1990: 9-16; 1996: 67.

® See Helck 1956: 40; Redford 1970: 40; Weinstein 1997: 94.

7 The rationale for following Stewart (1974: 61) and Kempinski’s (1974) identification
of Tell el-Ajjul as Sharuhen is discussed in detail below. One important factor in
this conclusion, however, was the impressive nature of the Hyksos remains at the
site. Petrie (1932: 1) estimated that over 1,000 tons of stone had been excavated
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just across the Sinai from Egypt at the eastern end of the Ways of
Horus—a military and trade route that began at the fortress of Tjaru
in the eastern Delta, traversed the northern Sinai, and ended in the
vicinity of Tell el-Ajjul and Gaza some 220 km farther.® As the most
expedient land route between Egypt and Canaan, the Ways of Horus
was of immense strategic importance. Tell el-Ajjul was also located
at the head of the Via Mars, the foremost Canaanite highway in the
Late Bronze Age.” By virtue of the settlement’s position, then, the
inhabitants of Tell el-Ajjul had the potential to interfere with almost
all land traffic exchanged between Egypt and Canaan.

The soldier Ahmose son of Ibana records taking part in the siege
of Sharuhen. Although this is the only recorded military activity in
southern Canaan during the reign of Ahmose, it is quite possible
that the Egyptians in fact fought several battles in nearby locations
during the three years that this siege took place. Certainly, the
Egyptians had not hesitated to conduct subsidiary campaigns while
they besieged Avaris. Such a scenario is relevant with regard to the
widespread destruction levels witnessed in southern Canaan at the
beginning of the LB IA. The possible role of early Eighteenth Dynasty
Egyptian armies in the termination of the region’s Middle Bronze
Age 1s discussed below.

Ahmose pa-Nekhbit, another soldier from Elkab, records having
fought with Ahmose in Djahy (Urk. IV, 35: 16—17)—a rather vague
toponym that encompassed both Canaan and Lebanon.'’ Due to the
fact that Ahmose pa-Nekhbit survived until the reign of Hatshepsut,
the great-granddaughter of the pharaoh Ahmose, this battle must
have occurred late in Ahmose’s reign. The necessity of such a delayed
date suggests that Ahmose pa-Nekhbit’s Djahy campaign in all like-
lihood is not to be identified with the siege of Sharuhen.'

A further indication of battle in the reign of Ahmose is found on
a stele that dates to his 22nd year. In its text, there is mention of

from the fosse to build the city and its fortifications. The enclosed area of the town,
protected by a 6 m deep fosse, 3 m high ramparts, and a thick enclosure wall, was
twice as large as Megiddo (Tufnell 1993: 50).

8 See below; Gardiner 1920; Oren 1987; 1993a; 1999.

? Dorsey 1991: 57. The so-called King’s Highway that ran along the highlands
did not become particularly important until the Iron Age, when settlement in the
hill country intensified.

1" Gardiner 1947a: 145-146%; Drower 1980: 425; Sabbahy 1986: 163-164.

"' Helck 1971: 114; James 1980: 295 (contra Vandersleyen 1971).
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oxen, “which his majesty captured [in his| victories [among]| the
Fenkhu” (Urk. IV, 25: 12), dragging quarried stone. The term Fenkhu,
in its most common usage, designated the Lebanese coast,' and so
it is tempting to associate the presumed Fenkhu expedition with a
jar fragment that mentions a hunting or pleasure outing in Kedem.
This locality is known from the story of Sinuhe to have been located
somewhere in the general vicinity of Byblos."”” The jar fragment,
found in a tomb that originally belonged to Ahmose’s wife or his
son, bears traces of what might be Ahmose’s name."*

No Syro-Palestinian campaigns can be assigned without a doubt
to the reign of Amenhotep I. The discovery of several blocks of a
dismantled temple doorjamb at Karnak, however, may indicate that
Amenhotep I had, in fact, been quite active in the north.” The
blocks depict offering bearers from Tunip, Kedem, and a locality
called d3iwny—and Kedem is again mentioned on the jamb in a
context that may pertain to military ventures. Although d3uny is
otherwise unknown,'® Kedem and Tunip were located in modern
Lebanon and the Orontes River valley respectively.!”

Now, the jar fragment mentioning recreation taken in Kedem—
discussed above in connection with the campaigns of Ahmose—may
in fact date to the reign of Amenhotep L'® in which case two com-
memorations of this king’s visit to Kedem may have survived.

Admittedly, Bradbury believes that both the Karnak blocks and the

12 Giveon 1982a: 1039. Vandersleyen (1971: 89-127; followed by Shea 1979: 3)
suggests that in the earliest part of the Eighteenth Dynasty “Fenkhu” may have
been a generic word for Canaan. There is no proof that this is necessarily so, how-
ever, despite Vandersleyen’s evident desire to connect the Fenkhu campaign to the
siege of Sharuhen. Fenkhu-land is also mentioned in a rhetorical inscription (Urk.
IV, 18: 6) in conjunction with Khenthennefer, a Nubian locality in which Ahmose
son of Ibana fought under Ahmose (Urk. IV, 5: 5—for discussions of Khenthennefer,
see Goedicke 1965; O’Connor 1987: 115, and n. 75). Given that the toponyms
appear to have been juxtaposed to emphasize the vast extent of Ahmose’s empire,
it makes sense that the term Fenkhu should have referred to the farthest reaches
of Egypt’s control in the north, i.c., the Phoenician coast.

% Gardiner 1916b: 133, B 29; Redford 1979a: 271.

" Carter 1916: 152; Vandersleyen 1971: 48, 124, n. 6; Redford 1979a: 274-275;
James 1980: 312; Bradbury 1985: 77; Hoffmeier 1989: 185.

5 Redford 1979a.

1o Gilula (1985: 49) has suggested that d3iwny be equated with biblical Zion in
the neighborhood of Jerusalem. Such a locality, however, would have necessitated
a substantial detour for a northern campaign.

7 See Redford 1979a: 271 for a discussion and extensive references.

18 James 1980: 309.
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jar fragment date to Thutmose I; however, her arguments have not
gone unchallenged."” For his part, Weinstein agrees with Redford
that the blocks date in all probability to the reign of Amenhotep I,
although he notes that dating the blocks with reference to their sup-
posed context is somewhat problematic.?’

The preparative work likely undertaken along the Phoenician coast
and in the Orontes valley by the first two rulers of the Eighteenth
Dynasty appears to have paid off in the reign of the third. Thutmose
I’s campaign against the Mitanni peoples of the land of Naharin—
located east of the Euphrates in northern Syria—is celebrated in
numerous monuments, both royal?’ and private.” Many other in-
scriptions, although they do not specifically mention Thutmose I's

1 Bradbury 1984-1985: 19; 1985: 78-79. Against her views, see Hoflmeier
1989: 185.

% Redford’s (1979a: 273) argument that the blocks originally belonged to a tem-
ple of Amenhotep I stems primarily from their context among other monuments
of Amenhotep I in the third pylon at Karnak. Weinstein (1991: 110) points out
that although such an assignment is probably correct, there is no definitive proof
that the blocks came from the third pylon. Further, he notes that the third pylon
contained dismantled monuments of a number of early Eighteenth Dynasty rulers.

2 Naville 1898: pl. 80 and Urk. IV, 697: 5. The only reference to the Mitanni
campaign on a royal monument of Thutmose I-—"his northern (frontier) is on that
inverted stream which flows downstream in a southerly direction” (Urk. IV, 85:
14)—is fraught with debate. Although this description would appear to fit the
Euphrates River, which ran from north to south in contrast to the Nile, the Euphrates
campaign should not have occurred as early as regnal year 2, when the Tombos
inscription was completed. Some scholars thus argue that the Tombos inscription
must have been antedated (Sdve-Séderbergh 1941: 147-149; Redford 1979-1980:
68-69), while others believe the description might refer to a Nubian, Egyptian, or
Red Sea location (for extensive references, see Bradbury 1984-1985: 5-7 and Bryan
2000: 245, n. 2). It is also possible, however, that although Thutmose I had not
yet reached the Euphrates, he knew of the river and claimed it as a border in
anticipation of just such a future campaign.

2 The biographies of Ahmose son of Ibana (Urk. IV, 9: 8-10: 3) and Ahmose
pa-Nekhbit (Urk. IV, 36: 9-11) directly concern Thutmose I's invasion of Mitanni.
It is now believed that descendants of the two men inscribed the texts upon the
respective funerary monuments during the reign of Thutmose III (Bryan 2000: 71).
The great wealth of personal and historical detail contained within each text, how-
ever, suggests that they were originally composed during the lifetimes of the two
veterans. The other private tomb containing information possibly pertinent to
Thutmose I’s Mitanni campaign belonged to a soldier named Amenemhet (Borchardt
1920: pl. 18). It is not entirely clear, however, whether the sovereign referred to
in connection with the Mitanni expedition is indeed Thutmose I or whether it is
Amenhotep I. In view of the fame of Thutmose I’s campaign to Mitanni, and the
absence of a known campaign to the same region during the reign of his prede-
cessor, Thutmose I appears the more likely candidate.



32 CHAPTER TWO

campaign, may bear evidence relating indirectly to it.”> The most
complete narration of the battle comes again from the autobiogra-
phy of Ahmose son of Ibana, who writes of an “expedition to Retenu
to slake his (= Thutmose I’s) desire throughout the foreign lands.
His majesty arrived at Naharin. His majesty, Lp.h., found that fallen
one while he was marshaling (his) troops. Then, his majesty made
a great slaughter among them. Without number were the living cap-
tives which his majesty brought off in victory” (Urk. IV, 9: 8-14).2*
Both Ahmose son of Ibana (Urk. IV, 9: 17) and Ahmose pa-Nekhbit
(Urk. 1V, 36: 11-12) report capturing chariots in the course of the
battle. On his return home, after having erected a stele on the cast-
ern bank of the Euphrates (Urk. IV, 697: 5), Thutmose I indulged
in an elephant hunt in the north Syrian land of Niy.”
Significantly, although a great many references to Thutmose I’s
northern campaigns are extant, none refers to Canaan, the heart-
land of the Egyptian empire. We know only that Thutmose in all
probability appointed an overseer of the storehouse at the Ways of
Horus (Urk. IV, 547: 4), which is a subject discussed at length below.
Thutmose I's foreign policy, instead, seems to have been directed
northward, primarily focusing upon the kingdom of Mitanni. Mitanni
emerged at the beginning of the sixteenth century as the major polit-
ical power in northern Syria and held its preeminent position until
the late fourteenth century, when a dynastic feud led to the usurpa-
tion of much of its territory by Assyria and Hatti. During the reigns
of Thutmose III (Urk. IV, 649: 9) and Amenhotep II (Urk. IV,

% Yor example, Berlin 14994, Agyptische Inschrifien aus den Staatlichen Museen zu Berlin
17 1924: 115; Naville 1908: 165-166; Urk. IV, 1069: 3—13. Items such as the faience
bowl found at Alalakh in Level V (Woolley 1953: pl. 8a) and the ring from Hamath
(Porter and Moss VII: 392) are intriguing, yet they cannot be employed as evi-
dence for military campaigns in these regions.

# According to Redford (1979a: 276), such prisoners may have included the
palace guard Senimose (Urk. IV, 1069: 9) and the overseer of works Benya (Porter
and Moss I: 410; Save-Soderbergh 1960b).

» Naville 1898: pl. 80. Most scholars view Thutmose I’s excursion into Mitanni
territory as a successful razzia, intended by the king to be a show of force rather
than an attempt at serious conquest. Bryan (2000: 73), however, suggests that
Thutmose I's own relative silence concerning his Mitanni campaign may indicate
that the king met with a stronger resistance from his Syrian foe than he had orig-
mnally anticipated. The fact that Thutmose III desired to emulate his grandfather’s
accomplishment, however, would suggest that the venture did not end in humilia-
tion. Likewise, given the relative dearth of inscriptions dating from Thutmose I's
reign in general, it is untenable to employ an argument of silence in the historical
reconstruction of this reign.
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1314: 1-6), the king of Mitanni directly interfered in Canaanite
affairs, and Thutmose I’s thrust northward may have been designed
to combat just such political meddling.

A single northern expedition is known for Thutmose I’s son,
Thutmose II, and this campaign appears to have been of a very
different sort than those undertaken by his father. Ahmose pa-Nekhbit,
the seasoned veteran from Elkab, records fighting and taking pris-
oners among the Shasu (Urk IV, 36: 12-14), a predominantly semi-
nomadic people encountered in areas ranging from the Sinai,” to
the Transjordan,” to the central hill country (KRI I, 9: 3-5) and
Syria (KRI II, 103: 12-108: 10).?® Throughout the New Kingdom,
the Shasu were mainly attacked in order to eradicate the threat that
these groups posed to the safety of caravans and travelers or to set-
tled populations in general. Like many pastoral peoples, the Shasu
offered a victorious army little in the way of booty.” Their poten-
tial to wreak havoc upon an imperial infrastructure, however, was
substantial.

Thutmose II boasted that during his reign messengers traveled
unmolested in the land of the Fenkhu (Urk. IV, 138: 10), and this
happy situation may have been the result of his campaign against
the Shasu or of a similar military effort to secure safe passage for his
messengers.”’ After all, envoys utilized these trade routes to bring
Thutmose II precious and exotic diplomatic gifts, such as live elephants

% Epigraphic Survey 1986: pl. 6. Although the text of Seti’s battle relief at Karnak
indicates that his Shasu foes were located in the hills of Kharu, the battle scene
makes it quite clear that Shasu also frequented the northern Sinai and the envi-
rons of Gaza.

2 Giveon 1971: 235-236. Given the association of the toponym 3 $3sw, “[Land
of | the Shasu,” with the Transjordan in New Kingdom lists, and the mention of
Shasu from Edom in P. Anastasi VI, 5455, the geographical “homeland” or base
of the Shasu could well have been in this area (Giveon 1971: 235; Ward 1972:
50-56). See Astour (1979), however, who argues that the majority of the toponyms
are in fact to be situated in the Biga’ Valley and in central Syria.

% Astour 1979.

# The Karnak reliefs of Seti I depict the king offering booty to the god Amun
prior to his first northern campaign, which included a battle against the Shasu
(Epigraphic Survey 1986: pl. 2). The plunder consists of elaborately carved vases
and pots with motifs including Bes lids, running cows, ibex heads, and marsh plants.
The objects depicted resemble some of the finest alabasters from Tutankhamun’s
tomb and must be credited to the rulers of Retenu as the accompanying inscrip-
tion implies.

A like claim was put forth by Hatshepsut, who boasted, “roads that were
blocked up are being trod” (Urk. IV, 385: 17).
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from Niy in Syria.”’ While these gifts in no way indicate an exer-
tion of political control over the donor countries, they do demon-
strate the recognition of Egypt as a force with which to be reckoned.
Similarly, the gifts suggest that the wide web of royal trade networks,
evidenced so vividly in the Amarna letters, was already well estab-
lished in the early Eighteenth Dynasty.

After Thutmose II’s death, his wife Hatshepsut acted as a ward
for Thutmose III and eventually elevated herself to the status of
coregent. In her tenure as pharaoh, Hatshepsut sponsored mining
activities in the Sinai (Urk. IV, 373: 1-2) and commissioned trad-
ing ventures to Lebanon (Urk. IV, 373: 3-5; 534: 11-535: 16), Punt
(Urk. IV, 372: 14-17), and Tjehenu-Libya (Urk. IV, 373: 6-11).
While it is likely that she was indeed deeply involved in trading and
mining ventures, others of her claims are definitely overblown. For
instance, Hatshepsut neither drove the Hyksos from Egypt™ nor
donated millions of prisoners of war to Egyptian temples (Urk. 1V,
248: 8).

Evidence for Syro-Palestinian campaigns during Hatshepsut’s reign
is slight at best. Such a deemphasis on martial activity is unusual,
but it is possible that Hatshepsut purposefully downplayed achieve-
ments in this sphere since they would have reflected more highly on
her coregent than on herself.* Scattered hints, however, such as the
overseer of the royal armory’s statement that he followed his lord
“in the southern and northern foreign countries”* or the retrospec-
tive references to Gaza and Sharuhen in Thutmose III’s annals, dis-
cussed below, suggest that the Egyptian armed forces under Hatshepsut
did indeed see action in Syria-Palestine.

The annals of Thutmose III further illuminate the situation in the
north during the coregency of this pharaoh and his aunt. In the
annals it is written: “Now for a [long] period of years Ret[enu had
fallen into] anarchy, every man [showing hostility] towards his neigh-
bor [...].”" Heated debate has centered upon the degree of blame

! Naville 1898: pl. 80.

3 Gardiner 1946: pl. 6.

% Taking a different point of view, Redford (1967: 58) suggests that more in-
formation concerning Hatshepsut’s military successes might have survived if Thut-
mose III had not “destroyed it so as not to invite comparison with his own military
successes.”

" Hieroglyphic Texts 24: 9-10.

% This translation follows Redford’s (1979b: 338-342) reassessment of the Karnak
inscription.
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that should placed upon internecine warfare versus the early Eighteenth
Dynasty armies for causing the widespread destruction levels wit-
nessed at many of the Middle Bronze Age IIC sites in Canaan.*
The extent of this damage is impressive. Well over twenty sites appear
to have been violently destroyed, while many others suffered aban-
donment.”” The blow to Canaan was severe enough, in fact, that
less than half of the towns that flourished in the Middle Bronze Age
were rebuilt in the succeeding period. Indeed, even those towns that
eventually did see new construction often had lain vacant for numer-
ous decades.”® This great spate of destructions, which vividly marks
the transition between the Middle and Late Bronze Ages in Syria-
Palestine, is generally agreed to have occurred over roughly a cen-
tury, L.e., the span of time between Ahmose’s accession and Thutmose
IIT’s battle at Megiddo.*

While many scholars believe that the Egyptians decimated numer-
ous towns in their desire to rid CGanaan of any potential Hyksos
strongholds,” others are less convinced of Egyptian involvement. The
latter prefer to see the destructions as a product of internal strife*'—
perhaps aggravated by the influx of Hyksos refugees from Egypt.*
Likewise, the damage is often attributed to disruptive migrations, to
attacks by northern populations,” to natural disasters or other eco-
logical downturns,™ or to a general systems collapse caused by a
variety of factors.*

% See especially the series of articles by Hoflmeier, Dever, and Weinstein in
Levant 21 (1989), Levant 22 (1990), and Levant 23 (1991).

3 Kenyon 1980: 555-556; Dever 1985: 70; 1990: 76, 80; Weinstein 1981: 2-5.

% Gonen 1992a: 216-217.

% See for example, G. E. Wright 1961: 91; Hoffmeier 1989: 181; Dever 1990:
76. Kenyon (1979: 180) condensed the time period into only twenty years or so,
but most scholars now prefer to view the transition as a much more gradual process.

0 Campbell et al. 1971: 8; Kenyon 1979: 180; Dever 1985: 80; 1990: 76;
Weinstein 1981: 8-10; 1991: 105.

' Dever (1990: 78) points out that such stress is not evident in the Canaanite
city-state system prior to this time. The famously elaborate Hyksos fortification tech-
niques may well indicate, however, that the threat of warfare was a very real con-
cern in Middle Bronze Age Palestine.

# Bienkowski 1986: 128; Bunimovitz 1990: 444; Hoffmeier 1991: 122. See
Weinstein (1997: 95), however, who argues that Egyptian influence on Canaanite
material culture actually declines from MB IIC to LB IA. This is not what one would
expect were the territory to have experienced a massive influx of Egyptianized
Hyksos.

# Helck 1971: 120; Redford 1979a: 286, n. 146; 1979b: 341; Dever 1990: 77;
Na’aman 1994: 175-187.

* Bartlett 1982: 94; Finkelstein 1988: 342-343; Bunimovtiz 1994: 181-186.

# Redford 1982c: 117; Bienkowski 1986: 28; Gonen 1992a: 216-217.
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Those who seck to shift the emphasis away from the Egyptians
generally cite the scarcity of known early Eighteenth Dynasty mili-
tary campaigns into Canaan,® the lack of patterning in the distrib-
ution of destroyed sites (along strategic routes or in specific trouble
spots, for example),” a lack of faith in Egypt’s techniques for siege
warfare,” and a concern that the Egyptians were not in the habit
of destroying conquered towns.* The foremost of these qualms is
perhaps the least serious criticism for two reasons. First, compara-
tively few monuments of early Eighteenth Dynasty pharaohs have
survived.”” Buildings such as temples, on which royal victories were
generally broadcast, tended to suffer dismantlement or vigorous refur-
bishing at the hands of later rulers. Evidence for the campaigns of
the early Eighteenth Dynasty, then, have most frequently survived
in biographical statements of individuals—of which there are also
comparatively few that date to the early Eighteenth Dynasty.”!

The second reason why the dearth of recorded military campaigns
into Canaan is not particularly surprising is that pharaohs rarely
commemorated battles in which they themselves did not take cen-
ter stage. It is quite likely that early Eighteenth Dynasty rulers gen-
erally commanded the more glamorous forays into Lebanon and
Syria and left mundane “mopping up” expeditions in the south to
able generals. Indeed, exceptional finds such as the Amenemhet II
daybook® or the Amarna letters” allow an insight into the almost
routine nature of military activity in reigns that otherwise have tra-
ditionally been viewed as predominantly pacifistic.

The large-scale destruction of Middle Bronze Age Canaan—elo-
quently attested in the archaeological record, yet completely absent
from textual evidence—may well have been caused by a continual
and determined effort on the part of Egyptian armies to subdue the

% Hoffmeier 1989: 188-189.

* Bunimovitz 1995: 332-333.

% Redford 1979a: 273.

* Shea 1979: 2-3.

% In Urkunden der 18. Dynastie, the inscriptions dating from the reigns of Ahmose
to Hatshepsut in total occupy about a third as much space as that allotted solely
to the inscriptions of Thutmose III.

' The combined number of Theban tombs contemporary with the early Eighteenth
Dynasty rulers from Ahmose to Hatshepsut does not equal the number of tombs
dating to the reign of Thutmose III alone (Porter and Moss 1951: 476).

2 Altenmiiller and Moussa 1991.

% Moran 1992.
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countryside. In addition, it is more than likely that the anarchic con-
ditions described by Thutmose III at the beginning of his annals led
to a significant number of destroyed communities. Nomadization, a
situation in which people living in agriculturally based communities
flee their homes in times of political instability, is a recognized phe-
nomenon and surely took place as raids by Egyptians, nomadic
groups, and neighboring communities made settled life less and less
safe.”* In a war-torn feedback loop, chaos begets chaos, and it is
likely that Canaan was an extremely unsettled environment for much
of the early Eighteenth Dynasty. The Egyptians, it appears, were
able to set up bases in the southernmost area of the country and
may have had a garrison farther north, a possibility discussed below.
It has been aptly noted, however, that the impressive military ven-
tures of Thutmose I and Thutmose III might not have been accom-
plished quite so easily if Syria-Palestine had not been at that point
“a weakened, partly desolated and ruined country.””

Finally, it is perhaps possible that the virtual absence of Canaan
from early Eighteenth Dynasty records is due to the fact that pharaohs
on their northern campaigns generally avoided the region. Progress
through an unsafe and conflict-ridden environment would certainly
have been slow, and indeed others could well have plundered from
local communities the foodstuffs upon which an Egyptian army would
depend for sustenance. The sea route, however, was familiar to the
Egyptians from well over a thousand years of procuring Lebanese
timber, and employment of maritime transport would have allowed
the Egyptians to bypass the south altogether. While the pharaohs
secured access to cedar forests, fought daring battles against Mitanni,

 For discussions of the process of nomadization both in general and with respect
to Late Bronze Age Canaan, see Finkelstein and Perevolotsky 1990; Hopkins 1993:
209-210. Gonen (1981: 80) notes that although the number and size of Canaanite
polities plummeted dramatically in the Late Bronze Age, the number and size of
cemeteries remained virtually unchanged from the Middle Bronze Age. To explain
this situation, she suggests a subsistence switch by a significant percentage of the
population to a pastoral or at least a non agrarian-based economy. It is surely not
insignificant that the first secure mention of the Shasu-bedouin dates to the ecarly
Eighteenth Dynasty. Ward (1972: 53) describes this population as “a group of free-
booters . . . who were encountered predominantly in their dual role of mercenaries
or robber-bands serving or preying on the towns and caravan-routes of Canaan . ..a
social class, not an ethnic group.” The emphasis placed by Thutmose II (Urk. IV,
138: 10) and Hatshepsut (Urk. IV, 385: 17) on securing formerly dangerous roads
also makes sense in this context.

» Na’aman 1994: 183.
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and took their recreation in Kedem and Niy, then, the frustrating
and inglorious task of combating disorder in Canaan in all prob-
ability was left primarily to seasoned military men.

Summary of the textual and archaeological evidence for early
Eughteenth Dynasty northern fortifications and admanistrative headquarters

In the ecarly Eighteenth Dynasty, Egypt’s pharaohs appear to have
pursued two main goals with respect to their northern frontier. First
and foremost, they needed to rid Egypt and southernmost Canaan
of the Hyksos and their sympathizers. Post-conquest military policy,
therefore, seems to have been aimed at securing Egypt’s victories by
erecting fortresses or garrison outposts in now depopulated former
Hyksos strongholds. Whether these new bases were replenished with
a robust Egyptian population or rather supplied only with a mod-
est cadre of soldiers depended on whether the bases were located
inside the Nile Valley or to the northeast of it.

In Egypt, Ahmose and his successors built—among other instal-
lations—a “palatial fortress” at Tell el-Dab’a, the site of the former
Hyksos capital.’® Likewise, the Egyptians reoccupied the Hyksos
stronghold at Tell Heboua I (Tjaru), which guarded one of the major
entry points from the Sinai into the eastern Delta. Conquered by
Ahmose even before Avaris itself, this site was emptied of its former
inhabitants, repopulated with Egyptians, and fortified on such a grand
scale that it can only be considered a fortress-town (see figure 9).
By concentrating a substantial population base at such a vulnerable
point of entry, the early Eighteenth Dynasty rulers undoubtedly
intended the sheer bulk of the town to intimidate would-be invaders.

Taken in conjunction with the numerous granaries and storage
facilities excavated at Tell Heboua I, the appointment of a resident
overseer of the storehouse may suggest that the settlement also early
on served as a staging post for regular campaigns northward into
Canaan. Considering that virtually no such expeditions are specifically
mentioned in early Eighteenth Dynasty texts, the tremendous quan-
tities of grain stored at this point of access to the military highway
across the Sinai is extremely important. The existence of such an

% Bietak 1996: 71. Considering its location firmly within Egypt proper and the
fact that only the foundations remain, this installation is not here subject to detailed
discussion.
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infrastructure provides a strong argument that the Ways of Horus
was already well traveled at the outset of the New Kingdom and
that, consequently, many MB IIC/LB IA Canaanite destruction lev-
els may indeed be aptly laid at the feet of Egyptian soldiers.”’

By the opening of Thutmose III’s sole reign, this king was able
to lead his army across the Sinai in ten days. The accomplishment
of such a feat, which would have been the envy of later Assyrian
and Persian generals, suggests both that the Egyptian troops were
well provisioned with food and that the local wells were efficiently
maintained and guarded from brigands. The emplacement of an
efficient policing system in the north Sinai must have been a nec-
essary first step toward the development of the chain of fortified way
stations that punctuated this route in the late Eighteenth and Nineteenth
Dynasties.

Just across the Ways of Horus, an early Eighteenth Dynasty gar-
rison likely occupied Gaza. Certainly, the site’s inhabitants presented
no obstacle to the progress of Thutmose III’s troops on his first cam-
paign of victory and, indeed, seem instead to have feted the army
in celebratory style. Further, the settlement, locally known as gdt
(Gaza), apparently already bore the formal Egyptian name of “The-
ruler-seized-(it).” Such bombastic monikers are as characteristic of
Egyptian emplacements in Canaan as they had been in the Middle
Kingdom of Nubian fortress-towns. Given ancient Gaza’s location
under the modern city, however, questions concerning its role both
in the Hyksos period and in the early Eighteenth Dynasty remain
largely unanswered.

Thutmose III’s annals also imply that prior to his assumption of
sole rule, troops had been quartered north of Sharuhen (Tell el-
Ajjul). Conditions of unrest, however, had caused the garrison to
retrench at Sharuhen and await pharaonic intervention. Although
the former location of this garrison is not known, Gezer and Lachish
are two Intriguing candidates. As particularly important Hyksos power
bases, either of these towns may have fallen victim to the same
Egyptian strategy of eradication and reoccupation as had been enacted
at Tell el-Dab’a, Tell Heboua I, and Tell el-Ajjul. Likewise, due to
their strategic importance as links between the hill country and the

" For the possibility that Tell el-Borg, a similarly strategic site only 6 km from
Tjaru, was fortified at this time, see the discussion in chapter three.
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coastal route, both Gezer and Lachish received a substantial amount
of Egyptian attention throughout the New Kingdom—suggesting that
their importance may well have been recognized early on.

While the garrisoning of Gezer and/or Lachish is pure specula-
tion, the Egyptian occupation of Tell el-Ajjul (Sharuhen) has been
demonstrated by means of excavation. This southerly Canaanite town,
which had withstood a three-year-long Egyptian siege, would have
served as an excellent launching point for Hyksos troops intent on
retaking the Delta, and Ahmose undoubtedly wished to avoid such
renewed conflict. Once the Egyptians gained their hard-won entrance
into Sharuhen, a peaceful surrender for the Hyksos inhabitants does
not seem to have been an option. Indeed, a thick and vitreous
destruction layer suggests that the Egyptians entirely eradicated the
Hyksos town, a move that represented a logical decision in terms of
border security.

Likely because Tell el-Ajjul was a Hyksos center located outside
of Egypt, however, the authorities did not attempt to repopulate it
with Egyptian citizens as they had Tell el-Dab’a and Tell Heboua
I. Instead, archaeological evidence suggests that the government sim-
ply installed a small garrison at the site to maintain order and to
keep watch over the remnants of the local Canaanite population (see
figure 10). Judging from the remains, the base itself seems to have
consisted primarily of an administrative headquarters and its out-
buildings. The plan of this main building is somewhat ambiguous
due to later damage, but it can be convincingly reconstructed as a
center-hall house. Such buildings were not only popular among
wealthy Egyptian officials, but many were also employed as admin-
istrative buildings in Nineteenth and Twentieth Dynasty Canaan.

Judging from the artifacts discovered at Tell el-Ajjul, there is lit-
tle question that the inhabitants of the garrison were either Egyptian
or strongly influenced by Egyptian culture. Likewise, the discovery
of a storage jar stamped with the twin cartouches of Hatshepsut and
Thutmose III suggests that the garrison received at least some level
of direct Egyptian provisioning in the early Eighteenth Dynasty. The
inhabitants of the base may also have supported themselves through
the ownership of cattle and the extraction of taxes from local farm-
ers.”® It is interesting, however, that there is no evidence for an

% As T will argue in chapter four, the relative self-sufficiency of this and other
bases located just adjacent to the ecastern edge of the Ways of Horus was unchar-
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adversarial relationship between the soldiers and the indigenous pop-
ulation. The lack of defensive architecture, the high percentage of
local cooking pots discovered in and around the headquarters, and
the large number of burials in the town cemetery, in fact, suggest
that the Egyptian garrison interacted with the locals frequently.”
Whether the Canaanites acted as auxiliary troops, service personnel,
or even marriage partners, however, is unknown.

While the first goal of early Eighteenth Dynasty foreign policy,
then, was to eradicate nearby trouble spots and to fortify the areas
surrounding Egypt’s border, the second goal was broader in scope.
Although textual evidence and widespread destruction layers indi-
cate that the Egyptians were active in Canaan, the more highly
touted royal campaigns in the early Eighteenth Dynasty struck far
to the north in Syria and Lebanon. The dual aim of these cam-
paigns seems to have been to re-open lucrative trade routes and to
eliminate interference from Mitanni—the other Near Eastern super-
power of the day. While the early Eighteenth Dynasty rulers do not
appear to have erected or occupied any permanent bases in the
north, this task would be assiduously attended to when Thutmose
IIT ascended to sole rule.

Textual references to early Eighteenth Dynasty northern fortifications
and administrative headquarters

Regn of Ahmose

l. rnpt-sp 11 3bd 2 Smw ‘k.tw ‘twnw 3bd | 3ht sw 23 twn wr pn rsy
r 3rw sw 2[5] sdm.tw r-dd ‘kw t3rw (Rhind Mathematical Papyrus,
colophon; Helck 1975a: 78)

Regnal year 11, second month of Shomu: Heliopolis was entered. First
month of Akhet, day 23: this southern ruler advanced to Tjaru. Day
2[5]: it was heard, “Tjaru has been entered.”

acteristic for the Eighteenth Dynasty. The military administration at this period pre-
ferred to co-opt existing Canaanite infrastructures whenever possible. For reasons
of border security, however, the early Eighteenth Dynasty Egyptians had already
climinated any settlements that potentially possessed such requisitionable resources.
In such high-security zones, then, the military was by necessity forced to provide
for its own garrisons.

% This high percentage of local cooking pots found in association with an Egyptian
base could be compared with the case at New Kingdom Askut in Nubia (see S. T.
Smith 2003: 113-124).
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The province of Tjaru is only once referred to by name before the
advent of the New Kingdom. In the Middle Kingdom text “The
Teaching of Dua-khety,” the prologue states that Dua-khety, a man
from Tjaru, composed it while journeying south to enroll his son in
a scribal school at the capital.®® In this text, as well as in the Rhind
Mathematical Papyrus and in most other New Kingdom sources, the
writing of Tjaru is determined by a town-sign.®’ This spelling sug-
gests that Tjaru had served as a population center or “town” since
the Middle Kingdom. Although Tjaru is known from numerous New
Kingdom texts® to have been the location of the jim-fortress that
safeguarded and regulated the border between the eastern Delta and
the overland route to Canaan, its exact location has only recently
been satisfactorily determined.

Many different archaeological sites have been proposed as the
ruins of Tjaru,” but before the mid-1980s general consensus held
that the fortress was located at Tell Abu Sefeh.®* This town, strate-
gically located on a narrow isthmus between Lake Menzalah and
Lake Ballah, possessed an imposing Roman fortress and fragments
of monuments bearing the names of three Nineteenth Dynasty rulers:
Ramesses I, Seti I, and Ramesses I1.> A survey and soundings under-
taken at the site by the Ben Gurion University expedition and exca-
vations initiated by the North Sinai Salvage Campaign, however,
have recovered no sherds or i situ archaeological remains that date
prior to the Saite Period.®® While Tell Abu Sefeh, then, was assuredly

% Lichtheim 1975: 18; Simpson 1973: 330. The definitive edition of this text is
Helck 1970.

1 Gardiner sign O 49. Posener (1969: 5) reads ¢31¢ rather than ¢3rw. If his read-
ing were in fact correct, then the P. Rhind inscription would mark the first attested
occurrence of the toponym f3rw.

2 Examples are gathered and analyzed in subsequent chapters.

8 Suggestions for Tjaru’s location have included Tanis (Brugsch 1974: 992-997),
Ismailiya (Erman 1906: 73), an area southwest of Bubastis (Nibbi 1989: fig. 1), a
location somewhere between Pi Ramesses and Heliopolis on the Pelusiac branch of
the Nile (Vandersleyen 1993: 85), and Qantara or its immediate vicinity (Bietak
1975: 131, 133; Cavillier 1998: 17).

0 See, for example, Kiithmann 1911: 38; Gardiner 1918: 242-244; 1947h:
202-204%*; Spiegelberg 1923: 32; Hamza 1930: 66; Hayes 1951: 89; Aharoni 1968:
42; Zaba 1974: 191; Faulkner 1980: 219; Kruchten 1981: 47; Oren 1984b: 9;
Gomaa 1984: 946; Baines and Malek 1994: 167; B. Davies 1995: 127, n. 499.

% Griffith and Petrie 1888: pl. 51; Clédat 1909: 113-120; Hoffmeier 1997: 183.

% For the work of the Ben Gurion team, see Oren 1987: 113, n. 3. For a sum-
mary of the results of the northern Sinai salvage work, see Hoffmeier 1997: 183,
195, n. 76. The obelisk and stone base found at Tell Abu Sefeh by Griffith in 1886
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not the site of the New Kingdom town of Tjaru, the large Roman
fortress that covers the majority of the site may perhaps be identified
with classical Sile.?’

Excavations at Tell Heboua I, initiated by Abd el-Maksoud in
1986 as part of the North Sinai Salvage Campaign, have convinced
most scholars that this was the site of Tjaru during the pharaonic
period.®® Like Tell Abu Sefeh, Tell Heboua I was located on a nar-
row, elevated spit of land that projected between two bodies of water
(in this case paleolagoons that had been indirectly watered in antiq-
uity by the Pelusiac branch of the Nile).” Before excavation had
even begun, it was apparent that Tell Heboua I possessed a plethora
of New Kingdom sherds and other artifacts, a door-jamb with car-
touches of Seti I, and a massive enclosure wall. Archacological work
at the site has since revealed a number of carved stone blocks that
bear the toponym “Tjaru,””” and an associated survey of Tell Heboua
I’s environs identified several discrete areas devoted to New Kingdom
cemeteries, habitations, and administrative buildings.”"

Of most direct relevance to the Rhind Mathematical Papyrus
colophon under discussion, however, are the numerous Hyksos-period
artifacts that have been discovered at Tell Heboua I. These include
contemporaneous ceramic, a horse burial, and a pair of steles inscribed

and published in Petrie 1888: pl. 51 were discovered on the surface of the site and
are thought to have been transported there at a later date, given the lack of any
other contemporaneous material (Hoffmeier 1997: 183).

% Oren 1984b: 34, 35; Hoffmeier 1997: 196, n. 112. The equation between
ancient Egyptian Tjaru and classical Sile is made on philological grounds (see
Gardiner 1918: 243). Given that Abu Sefeh was located barely 10 km from Tell
Heboua I/Tjaru, it is quite likely that the Greco-Roman fortress-town had been
founded as a replacement for Tell Heboua I, once the older town had become
physically and environmentally degraded. An analogy may be seen in the transfer
of the toponym Tjeku from Tell er-Retabah to nearby Maskhuta in Saite times
(Redford 1982b: 1055).

% Valbelle and Maksoud 1996: 60—65; Hoffmeier 1997: 185-186; Redford 1998:
45, n. 4. Griffith (Griffith and Petrie 1888: 101) described Tell Heboua I in the
late nineteenth century as “[a] small heap of red bricks on the sand, 20 yards
square and very unimportant in itself.” He believed it to be a Turkish guard-post.
Gardiner (1920: 107), meanwhile, identified Tell Heboua as the fort labeled “Dwelling-
of-the-Lion” found on Seti I’s depiction of the Ways of Horus at Karnak (KRI I,
10: 1).

5 Marcolongo 1992: 24; Hoflmeier 1997: 185-186; Maksoud 1998: 23-24.

0 Maksoud 1987a: 14-15; 1998: 35-39. Information concerning the blocks bear-
ing the toponym “Ijaru” comes via a personal communication from James Hoflmeier,
April 28, 2001.

' See Valbelle et al. 1992.
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with the name of the Fourteenth Dynasty king Nehesy.”” It seems,
then, that Tjaru may well have served as a conduit between the
Hyksos capital at Tell el-Dab’a and other Hyksos-dominated city-
states in southern Canaan. Given the strong Hyksos presence at the
site, it is logical that Ahmose would have attempted to capture Tjaru
in order to prevent the allies of his enemies from funneling man-
power and supplies through this strategic gateway.

The Rhind Mathematical Papyrus provides the information that
both Heliopolis and Tjaru had been captured prior to the fall of
Tell el-Dab’a, which lay between the two towns on the Pelusiac
branch of the Nile. If the Hyksos were still in full control of their
capital, it is perhaps likely that Ahmose was forced to take a cir-
cuitous route through the Wadi Tumilat and north via the Bitter
Lakes in order to reach Tjaru. Conversely, if the Egyptians had
already effectively bottled up the Hyksos at Tell el-Dab’a, Ahmose
could have surged northward with impunity. Given the significant
time lapse between his capture of Heliopolis and his arrival at Tjaru,
however, Ahmose and his soldiers may either have faced resistance
in the course of their journey or have found themselves temporar-
ily preoccupied with the activities that followed a successful conquest.

Ahmose’s capture of Tjaru, a move that allowed him effectively
to 1solate his opponents, would indeed have been one of the major
turning points of the war against the Hyksos. As will be discussed
below, however, no evidence has yet been unearthed at Tell Heboua
I to indicate that the conquest of Tjaru was a particularly violent
affair. Indeed, as at Tell el-Dab’a, the archaeological remains are
more consistent with abandonment than with fierce fighting. Given
this intriguing and rather unexpected fact, it is tempting to specu-
late that a peace settlement, perhaps involving a large-scale banish-
ment of the town’s Hyksos inhabitants, may have been negotiated.
It is important to note, however, that at both Tjaru and Tell el-
Dab’a the Egyptians lost no time in reclaiming their territory by
transforming these towns, architecturally at least, into thoroughly
Egyptian centers.

72 Maksoud 1983: 3-5; 1998: 37-39; Hoffmeier 1997: 185. Although it is not
clear that Nehesy should be considered a Hyksos ruler, the distribution of artifacts
bearing his name suggests that his realm, like that of the Hyksos, was centered
upon the Pelusiac branch of the Nile. Indeed, Bietak (1984: 62) suggests Avaris as
Nehesy’s capital on the basis of both artifacts and texts.
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Text from the reign of Thutmose III, with relevance perhaps to the reign of
Thutmose 1

1. whm nsw imy-r sd3w kn sn-nfr m3’-hrw ir(t) n imy-r st m w3tt-hr”
dhwty-h3y-tp m3’-hrw (Statue of Sennefer; Urk. IV, 547: 3-4)

The king’s herald, overseer of the treasury, the valiant one, Sennefer,
justified; engendered by the overseer of the storehouse in the Way of
Horus, Djehuty-hay-tep, justified.

Although a “Way of Horus” is referred to in the mythic topogra-
phy of at least two religious writings (Pyramid Text 363; Urk. IV,
237:9), it first appears as a distinct terrestrial landmark in the
Instructions to King Merikare.”* In this text a Tenth Dynasty king
boasts to his son that he had filled the eastern district from Hebenu”
to Way of Horus with towns to repel Syro-Palestinian incursions.
The Way of Horus appears again in the Story of Sinuhe as the
fortress at which Sinuhe must stop and declare his business to the
commander (tsw) in charge of the frontier patrol (phr)).”® Given the
fact that officials from the royal court arrived in boats to fetch Sinuhe
for his journey to the palace, the Way of Horus must have been
accessible from Egypt by water.

The association of the Way of Horus with an eastern Delta border-
fortress that was accessible by water has led many scholars to assume
a shared identity between it and the fortress of Tjaru, discussed
above.”” According to this assumption, the preeminent border-fortress

7 “Wstt pr” is an alternate writing for the more common wzwt fir (Wh. 1, 248;
Faulkner 1986: 52; Valbelle 1994: 381). The former toponym is found in the Theban
tombs of Sennefer and Puyemre. One further example may appear in a list of fowl-
ing and fishing grounds dating to the late Eighteenth Dynasty (Caminos 1956:
19-20). Whereas Erman argued that because w3ft-hr and w3wt-hr were written slightly
differently they signified two distinct places, the similarity in context between the
sites designated one way or the other strongly suggests that the two versions should
be equated (Davies 1922: 81-82, n. 1).

7 Line 88. Publications of this text include, most recently, Helck 1977a and
Quack 1992. An overseer of the Way of Horus (imy-r pr wst-hr) is attested also on
a Fifth Dynasty funerary inscription at Giza (Hassan 1953: figs. 40, 42, 52).

7 The identification of Hebenu is much debated, although an eastern Delta
location would appear proper given the context. The various arguments for its
whereabouts are summarized in Ward 1971: 28-29, n. 113 and Hoflmeier 1997:
70, n. 22.

% Gardiner 1916b: 147, 1. 242.

77 Erman 1906: 72-73; Gardiner 1920: 113; Bietak 1980: 63; Wente 1990: 110,
n. 15. It is significant that the fortress designated as Way(s) of Horus and the fortress
of Tjaru never appear in the same text, even in such sources as the Karnak relief
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of the New Kingdom could be identified either by the town in the
vicinity of which it lay (Ijaru) or by the name of the overall dis-
trict (Way of Horus).” So far, pre-Hyksos architecture has yet to be
found at Tell Heboua I or in its environs, but Middle Kingdom lev-
els have been reached at Tjaru only in a small number of sondages.”
Throughout the New Kingdom, however, it appears almost certain
that when the name “Way(s) of Horus” was used to signify a par-
ticular fortress, rather than a larger district, it designated Tjaru.

The fact that Sennefer’s father, presumably a contemporary of
Thutmose I, was appointed as an overseer of the storehouse® in the
Way of Horus (i.e., Tjaru) suggests that Egypt had already reinvested
in its border defenses and stocked them with supplies shortly fol-
lowing the defeat of the Hyksos. Indeed, as will be discussed below,
evidence from recent excavations at Tell Heboua I demonstrates that
not only was the border-fortress largely complete at or before the
reign of Thutmose III, but also that a substantial area had indeed
been given over to storage. Perhaps significantly, the most impres-
sive storage area so far discovered—Zone B—was provided with a
sizable house, seemingly perfect for the abode of an “overseer of the
storehouse of the Ways of Horus.”

of Seti I, P. Anastasi I, or the Late Egyptian Miscellanies (see chapter five), all of
which focus upon the eastern Delta border zone. Although Valbelle (1994: 384)
warns against an “équivalence rigoureuse” between the two toponyms, she does
note their mutual exclusivity, positing that during the course of the New Kingdom
a fortress in the Way of Horus district may have gradually come to be known as
Tjaru rather than Way(s) of Horus.

8 The toponym Way(s) of Horus appears to have designated a particularly marshy
and fertile area of the northeastern Delta. Since Gardiner’s (1920) study of the
Karnak reliefs, it has also been viewed by many as the name of a fortified high-
way running along the northern Sinai between Tjaru and Gaza. Two major the-
ories exist as to why this route through the Sinai would have been dubbed the
Way(s) of Horus. According to one theory, it gained its name because it was the
road that the king, as the living Horus, would take on his campaigns to Syria-
Palestine. Alternatively, it may have been that the god Horus lent his name to the
route by virtue of his position as the patron deity of the easternmost Delta (Bietak
1980: 62).

7 Maksoud 1998: 39. Due to extensive building in the Hyksos period and in the
New Kingdom, it is also likely that much of the Middle Kingdom architecture may
have been destroyed or at least deeply buried as the centuries passed.

8 An overseer of the storchouse is also known from a Middle Kingdom secal
impression found at the fortress of Uronarti (Martin 1971: 222).

81 For this house, BAT I, see the section on the archaeology of Tell Heboua I
below.
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At least two other overseers of the storechouse at Tjaru secem to
have been involved with facilitating shipments of wine in the Nine-
teenth Dynasty (KRI II, 688: 9—15). Storage space at the fortress,
however, could also be utilized for less innocuous purposes. Weapons
to equip soldiers while on campaign, for example, were stored at
Tjaru in the Twentieth Dynasty (P. Lansing 9, 10).*? Further, one
might surmise that the border-fortress also served as a depot for the
food supplies required by armies on the long journey across the
Sinai. Certainly, the large number of granaries at Tjaru suggests that
some were in fact put to this use. Considering that historical texts
are silent regarding the employment of the overland route to Canaan
in the reign of Thutmose I, such varied textual and archaeological
evidence attesting to an interest in Tjaru at this period is particu-
larly valuable.

Text from the rewgn of Thutmose III, with relevance to the reign of
Hatshepsut and Thutmose 111

L. ist ‘b’ nw [§3] m rnpwt iw rtfnw w3 r] h’d3 s nb hr [rwd] r sn-nw.f
[...] bpr.n is m h3[w kyw iw]’yt ntt im m dmi n Srhn st $3 ‘m yrd
nfryt-r phw t3 w3(w) r bst3 hr hm.f (Annals of Thutmose III; Redford
1979; Murnane 1989)*

Now for a [long] period of years Ret[enu had fallen into]| anarchy,
every man [showing hostility] towards his neighbor [...]. It was in the
tim[es of others] that it happened that the [garr]ison which had been
there (was) in the town of Sharuhen, and (the region) from Yurza as
far as the marshes of the earth had falllen) to rebelling against his
majesty.

This historical retrospective, which prefaces the narration of Thutmose
IIl’s first official campaign into Syria-Palestine, introduces three impor-
tant pieces of information. First, it indicates that “for a long period
of years” Retenu, a toponym designating Syria-Palestine generally,*
had been plunged into chaotic circumstances. This passage has been

8 In the Twentieth Dynasty there is yet another text (P. Harris I, 78: 9-10) that
refers to weapons having been stored centrally, perhaps also in arsenals as at Tjaru.

8 Sethe transcribed this text in Urk. IV, 648: 2-7; however, his restorations have
not been followed by other scholars (Redford 1979b: 338). Murnane (1989: 186)
generally subscribes to Redford’s transcription but prefers “Now for a long period
of years con[ten|ti[ousness was in (or throughout?) Asia (or this land)’—uw r[k]t m
(or fi) stt (or (3 pn).

# Gardiner 1947a: 144% Drower 1980: 425.
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discussed above with respect to the tumultuous transition between
the Middle and Late Bronze Ages in Canaan.

Second, the text states that prior to Thutmose III’s assumption of
sole rule, an Egyptian garrison had been present in Retenu, pre-
sumably in the dual role of conqueror and peacekeeper. Although
the time period at which this occurred is not stated, and Thutmose
IIT could conceivably be referencing events from generations back,
it makes sense to assume that the garrison had only recently been
expelled from its base.”” Indeed, the crisis that had precipitated this
event, the rebellion radiating from Yurza (modern Tell Jemmeh)*
to the far reaches of Syria, appears to have been the a priort cause
of Thutmose III’s first campaign. While it is not stated, then, that
the garrison occupied a specific military installation in Retenu dur-
ing the reign of Hatshepsut, it appears probable that Egyptian forces
were in fact present in the region at that time.

The third fact to be gleaned from this inscription is that the retreat-
ing Egyptian garrison fell back to Sharuhen, presumably one of the
few remaining polities under Egypt’s direct control. The location of
Sharuhen has been debated vigorously, but most scholars agree that
the town should be identified with one of two former Hyksos strong-
holds in the Wadi Ghazzeh, either Tell el-Far’ah South® or Tell el-
Ajjul.® Albright first suggested the site of Tell el-Far’ah as a candidate,
remarking, “it is exceedingly strong and the topographic location is
admirably adapted for Sharuhen.”® Many scholars have since fol-
lowed this identification, citing the city’s former glory as a Hyksos

# Both O’Connor and Redford (personal communications) regard the notion that
the Egyptians had been “pushed back” to Sharuhen with wariness. Such an inter-
pretation, however, is not only consistent with the text itself but adds to the impres-
sion that Egypt’s nascent empire was in a period of crisis prior to the campaign of
Thutmose III

% B. Mazar 1951; Amiran and Van Beek 1975: 545; Dorsey 1991: 68.

8 The site of Tell el-Far’ah South will henceforth be designated simply as Tell
el-Far’ah, as Tell el-Far’ah North bears little import for the understanding of New
Kingdom foreign policy.

# Goedicke (1980: 210-211) has suggested that Sharuhen should be taken as a
broad term that denoted an area of southeastern Canaan corresponding approxi-
mately to later Philistia. He believes that the three years given by Ahmose son of
Ibana is far too long for the siege of a single city. Instead he would amend the
text to refer to the “towns” of Sharuhen. His theory is not, however, generally fol-
lowed. Other alternative suggestions for the site of Sharuhen include Anaharath
(Aharoni 1960: 179; Wells 1995: 151), Tel Sera’ (a popular suggestion in the nine-
teenth century—see Rainey 1993: 183%) and Tell Haror (Rainey 1988; 1993).

% Albright 1929: 7.
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center—as evidenced by archaeological remains—and its close fit
with post-New Kingdom Egyptian and Biblical references.”

In 1957, a reanalysis of the Middle Bronze Age levels at Tell el-
Ajjul prompted Stewart to suggest that this site provided a closer fit
with textual evidence pertaining to Sharuhen. This hypothesis remained
unpublished until 1974, the same year as Kempinski published an
article that reached the same conclusion.” Tell el-Ajjul was not only
far larger than Tell el-Far’ah in the Middle Bronze Age (roughly 28
acres as opposed to 7.5 acres), but it was also located strategically
on the main north-south highway in southern Canaan, where a topo-
graphical list of Amenhotep III at Soleb, later copied by Ramesses
IT at Amara West, suggests that Sharuhen should be located.” In
contrast, Tell el-Far’ah lay over 20 km to the southwest in a rela-
tively isolated stretch of the Wadi Ghazzeh.”

In addition, Tell el-Ajjul yielded evidence for both a flourishing
late Hyksos occupation” and a destruction layer dating to the LB I
period, as might be expected if the site were indeed seized by Ahmose.
Neither feature was found at Tell el-Far’ah.” Finally, there is sub-

% Abel II: 451; Horn 1962: 1; Giveon 1964: 247; T. Dothan 1973: 130; Yisraeli
1978: 1074; Ahituv 1979: vi; Shea 1979: 2; Hoflmeier 1989: 184; 1991: 120.

9 Stewart 1974: 3; Kempinski 1974. Tell el-Ajjul has also been suggested as the
site of ancient Gaza (Petrie 1931) or Beth ‘Eglayim (Tufnell 1975: 52; Aharoni
1982: 94; T. Dothan 1982¢: 35).

9 Fairman 1940: 165. In these lists Sharuhen is grouped with towns such as
Gaza, Raphia, and Jaffa—all three of which are located on the eastern stretch of
the Ways of Horus highway and the southern end of the Via Maris.

% Hoffmeier (1991: 120) cites Thutmose III’s claim that the rebellion stretched
from Yurza (Tell Jemmeh) to the marshes of the earth to argue that Tell el-Far’ah,
which is south of Tell Jemmeh, is a more suitable site for Sharuhen than Tell el-
Ajjul, which is north of it. According to the inscription, he argues, Tell el-Ajjul
would have lain in enemy territory, and it would thus have been an unsuitable
place for an Egyptian army to retreat. While Tell el-Far’ah indeed lies south of
Tell el-Ajjul, it is accessed via the Wadi Ghazzeh, which places it in essence 20
km farther from Egypt than Tell el-Ajjul. A rebellion extending from Yurza out-
ward, therefore, would presumably indicate that all territories to the north and east
had rebelled, leaving only isolated Egyptian enclaves at the sites of Tell el-Ajjul and
Gaza.

9 Besides settlement, burial, and ceramic evidence, Weinstein (1981: 8) notes that
Tell el-Ajjul had the greatest number and the widest variety of Hyksos royal name
scarabs in Canaan. He firmly believes that it was this city’s position as a powerful
Hyksos center that earned it the wrath of Ahmose.

% Kempinski (1974: 150) cites the lack of bichrome ware and Hyksos scarabs
bearing the names of Apophis and Khayan as evidence that the late Hyksos occu-
pation of Tell el-Far’ah was not substantial. Regarding the lack of a destruction
level at Tell el-Far’ah, which he believes to be Sharuhen, Hoffmeier (1989: 183)
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stantial evidence that the Egyptians occupied Tell el-Ajjul in the
early Eighteenth Dynasty—precisely the period in which the texts
suggest that a garrison was indeed present at the site. At Tell el-Far’ah,
the LB IA period is all but unattested, and there is no evidence for
an Egyptian occupation.” Stewart and Kempinski’s arguments have
been widely accepted and in some cases elaborated upon.”” The
identification of Tell el-Ajjul as Sharuhen is followed in this work.

If Egyptian bases existed at both Tjaru (Tell Heboua I) and
Sharuhen (Tell el-Ajjul) in the early Eighteenth Dynasty, it is pos-
sible to see a pattern whereby Egyptian forces erected military bases
upon the sites of newly conquered Hyksos strongholds. In doing so,
the Egyptians effectively rid the area of potentially hostile Hyksos
elements. Moreover, as both towns were located in areas of primary
strategic importance (ljaru at the gateway from the northern Sinai
into Egypt and Tell el-Ajjul at the link between the Ways of Horus
and the Via Maris), the Egyptians were able in this manner also to
secure their borders against future land attacks.

Just where the Egyptians stationed their garrison in Retenu prior
to its retrenchment at Sharuhen is unfortunately not known. Based
upon an apparent military predilection for the reoccupation of Hyksos
strongholds, however, it 1s tempting to suggest either Gezer or Lachish.
Both of these sites yielded a comparatively large number of Hyksos
royal name scarabs (three for Lachish and four for Gezer)”® and
appear to have been either occupied by or in intensive contact with

has argued that Ahmose son of Ibana mentions only that Sharuhen was besieged
(hmst), not that it was destroyed. In order to bolster his view that the Egyptians
may not have destroyed the cities they conquered, he points to a similar lack of a
destruction level at Tell el-Dab’a, the Hyksos capital of Avaris. For scholars who
have come to a similar conclusion about the Egyptian reluctance to destroy con-
quered towns, see Shea 1979 and Hasel 1998: 87-90.

% There is neither settlement nor cemetery material at Tell el-Far’ah from this
period, and Weinstein (1991: 111, n. 6) maintains that LB I pottery has been found
in negligible quantities on the tell.

9 Redford 1979a: 286, n. 146; Tufnell 1984; Gonen 1992a: 211; Dessel 1997:
38. Weinstein (1981: 8; 1991: 106) has pointed out that Tell el-Ajjul yielded 18
Hyksos royal name scarabs, 43% of the total known from Canaan. Significantly,
more Hyksos royal name scarabs have been found at Tell el-Ajjul than are known
from Egypt proper! Tell el-Far’ah, on the other hand, has revealed only two such
scarabs.

% Only Jericho, which yiclded three Hyksos royal name scarabs, approached the
totals of Gezer and Lachish (Weinstein 1981: 240). Jericho appears, however, to
have lain abandoned during the LB IA period (Kenyon 1976: 563).
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Egypt later in the Eighteenth Dynasty.” Further, the position of both
Gezer and Lachish as conduits between the Via Maris and the trou-
blesome Hill Country may have made them particularly attractive
to the Egyptians, who presumably wished to keep an eye on the
highlanders as well as to guard the lowland transit route.

Text from the reign of Thutmose III, with possible relevance to the reign of
Hatshepsut and Thutmose 111

1. rapt-sp 23 tpy Smw sw 4 sw n hb-nsw nt h3 r dmi n mh.n p3 hks
gdt [rn.f n h3rw] (Annals of Thutmose III; Urk. IV, 648: 9—11)

Year 23, first month of Shomu, day 4, day of the king’s festival of
appearance. (Arrival) to the town of The-ruler-seized-(it), Gaza being
[its Syrian name].

The Egyptian army’s first stop upon leaving Egypt and traversing

the Ways of Horus road across the northern Sinai'™ was the town

of Gaza,"' where the soldiers rested for a night before resuming
their march northward. In this text Gaza is provided with two names,
one Egyptian, “The-ruler-seized-(it),” and one Syrian, “Gaza.” The
Egyptian custom of renaming conquered towns, especially those that
were subsequently placed under direct rule, is well known.'” The
same types of formal or royally inspired names were also applied to
Egyptian fortresses newly constructed in foreign territory.'™

9 See chapter four, particularly. Redford (1979b: 341, n. 15) tentatively suggests
Byblos for the location of the northern garrison. While the site certainly would have
been the focus of much northern activity in the early Eighteenth Dynasty, one
would expect a garrison retreating from Byblos to have left for Egypt by boat rather
than to have made the long landward journey toward Tell el-Ajjul.

% Thutmose III’s army covered the 220 km of the Ways of Horus, from Tjaru
to Gaza, in a period of 10 days. This meant that the army likely traveled some 22
km a day on average, a particularly good pace for troops on the move (Kitchen
1977: 218; Astour 1981: 14; Dorsey 1991: 13). The speed with which Thutmose
IIT and his army traversed this distance has led Oren (1987: 70) to suggest that the
chain of wells across the northern Sinai must have been effectively policed in his
reign. As yet, however, no early Eighteenth Dynasty archaeological evidence sug-
gests the presence of way stations across the northern Sinai.

01 Gaza is generally thought to be located at Tell Harube (T. Dothan 1982:
35¢; T. Dothan and M. Dothan 1992: 48; Ovadiah 1992: 464), a site briefly exam-
ined by Pythian-Adams but never subjected to modern or thorough excavation.

102 See, for example, “Sumur of Sese” (P. Anastasi I, 18: 8-19: 1), “Ramesses-
Meryamun, the town which is in the Valley of the Cedars” (KRI II, 14: 6-10), or
“this town, Ramesses-is-strong” (P. Anastasi III, 5: 3), all discussed in chapter five.

15 Examples from Thutmose III’s sole reign include “Menkheperre-is-the-one-
who-subdues-the-wanderers” (Urk. IV, 740: 1) and “Slaying-the-foreigners” (Urk.
IV, 1228: 12), both of which are discussed in chapter three.
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It scems apparent, then, that by the time the annals were writ-
ten, Gaza had already lost its autonomy. From the reign of Thutmose
IIT until the end of the New Kingdom, Gaza served as a head-
quarters for the Egyptian administration in Canaan and apparently
lacked a local dynasty of its own. It is unknown, however, whether
Gaza was first seized during this particular campaign or at some
point prior to it. Some scholars suggest that Thutmose III both cap-
tured and renamed Gaza at the time of his first campaign, and this
is certainly possible.'” As Gaza was located north of Yurza (Tell
Jemmeh), it may have been situated within the sphere of general
rebellion.'” Although the town of Gaza must, according to the
chronology of the campaign, have been conquered in the space of
a day (presumably at the tail end of one long march and prior to
the beginning of another), one could easily imagine that its inhabi-
tants surrendered without struggle upon sighting the approach of
Thutmose III’s vast army.

Several facts, however, appear to suggest otherwise. To begin with,
one might expect that the capture of Gaza would have received
more fanfare in the narrative of the annals if it in fact represented
the first victory of the first campaign. Secondly, Gaza does not appear
in Thutmose III’s exhaustive lists of conquered Canaanite towns,
although the nearby hostile polities of Yurza (Urk. IV, 783: no. 60)
and Jaffa (Urk. IV, 783: no. 62) do. Third, it would appear poor
planning for Thutmose III to have directed his army, presumably
hungry and tired after their tenth straight day marching, to storm
an enemy town.'” A sounder strategy, it seems, would have been
to halt the army on friendly ground in order to fortify them with
food, drink, and a good night’s sleep before they resumed their march
northward to Megiddo. Fourth, Gaza was located barely 6 km, less
than an hour’s walk, from the Egyptian base at Sharuhen (Tell el-
Ajjul)—a base garrisoned already in the joint reign of Hatshepsut

104 Spalinger 1982: 135; Rainey 1993: 179*. Katzenstein (1982: 112) suggests that
Gaza had been conquered by earlier Eighteenth Dynasty kings but was renamed
in honor of the anniversary of Thutmose III’s coronation. Redford (personal com-
munication) believes similarly that the name had been given to Gaza to indicate
the new legal status of the town as property of the Egyptian government, but that
the timing of the campaign is too condensed for Gaza to have been captured on
this campaign.

195 Although, if one takes the position that Gaza was in fact closer to Egypt than
Tell Jemmeh (due to the necessity of reaching the latter through a detour via the
Wadi Ghazzeh), it is not necessary to view Gaza as located in enemy territory.

16 Murnane 1989: 188, n. 33.
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and Thutmose IIL.'7 Presumably if Gaza and Sharuhen were not
allied, it would have been difficult for them to coexist in such close
proximity.

The final clue suggesting that Gaza had in fact been captured
prior to Thutmose IIT’s first official campaign is the character of the
town’s Egyptian name. When Egyptian rulers captured or built in
foreign territories, they were seldom shy about (rejnaming the towns
and/or fortresses after themselves.'” To have the pharaoh who seized
Gaza identified solely as “the ruler” (p3 fk3) 1s strange. It is tempt-
ing, then, to speculate that the elliptical structure of Gaza’s desig-
nation in this particular inscription could be explained if the town
had originally been named for Hatshepsut. Regardless, however, of
whether Gaza was conquered in the reign of Hatshepsut, the reign
of one of her predecessors,'™ or the first year of Thutmose III's sole
reign, it is clear that the site was one of the oldest and most secure
of the Egyptian bases in Canaan. It is deeply disappointing, then,
that the early Eighteenth Dynasty town has never been excavated.

Archaeological evidence for early Eighteenth Dynasty northern
Jortifications and administrative headquarters

Tell Heboua I, Tjaru (see figure 9)

It is no coincidence that Tjaru, which had once been one of the
most important Hyksos bases, was transformed following its defeat
into New Kingdom Egypt’s most famed fortress. Any power attempt-
ing to control the eastern Delta would immediately realize the strate-
gic value of the site. Due to an extensive series of paleolagoons,
indirectly irrigated by the Pelusiac branch of the Nile, Egypt was
afforded natural protection on its easternmost flank. There were,
however, two primary weak points through which uninvited for-
eigners could make their way to Egypt.'"” To the south, the well-
watered Wadi Tumilat provided a straight, if narrow, chute into the

17 Consult the section below regarding early Eighteenth Dynasty archacological
evidence at Tell el-Ajjul.

1% Indeed, pharaohs of the Nineteenth Dynasty appear to have routinely renamed
installations built by other pharaohs after themselves (see, for example, the whole-
sale renaming of the forts along the Ways of Horus in the reign of Ramesses II,
discussed in chapter five).

1099 Miiller 1893: 159; Alt 145: 10; Murnane 1989: 188, n. 33.

10 Holladay 1982: 1-2; Redford 1997: 65, n. 29.
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southern Delta area. Far more accessible to a visitor from Syria-
Palestine, however, was the naturally raised land bridge that spanned
the lagoons at Tell Heboua I. It was upon this modest isthmus that
Tjaru had been settled in the Middle Kingdom, perhaps as a com-
ponent in the “walls of the ruler” system of border control.'"!

The discovery of two steles bearing the name of the king ‘Aa-seh-
re Nehesy''? suggests that under the Hyksos, Tjaru may have enjoyed
royal patronage. Recently excavated architecture from the Second
Intermediate Period has revealed a burgeoning settlement, which
included numerous habitations, tombs, and an unusually large num-
ber of granaries.'"” Although it is not specifically attributed to the
Hyksos in the excavation report, a glacis to the east of the site bore
strong similarities to the “type de massif a été recognue dans le Delta
a Tell el-Yahoudiyeh et dans differénts sites de Palestine.”''* Indeed,
given the probable employment of Tjaru as a conduit between the
Hyksos in Egypt and their counterparts in Canaan, and given the
Hyksos propensity to fortify their settlements with glacis, the exam-
ple at Tell Heboua I should provisionally be assigned to the Hyksos
occupation.

As discussed above, Ahmose’s conquest of the Hyksos base at
Tjaru has left no observable trace in the archaeological record.
Whether the site had been abruptly abandoned or whether the inhab-
itants surrendered is not known. The Egyptians, however, appear to
have found much to co-opt in the Hyksos installations, as several
Hyksos-period houses were expanded and reused in the early New
Kingdom.'"

The most dramatic Egyptian imprint on the town of Tjaru was
the construction of a massive mud-brick enclosure wall. It is not
clear under which pharaoh the project was initiated, but work seems

" The earliest levels of the site have been reached only in sondages (Maksoud
1998: 39), so it remains unclear whether Tjaru was fortified at this time. Bietak
(1984: 61), however, suspects so. For a review of the earliest attestations of Tjaru
and the possible involvement of this border town in the “walls of the ruler,” see
above as well as Hoffmeier 1997: 167-168.

12 Maksoud 1983.

15 Levels Va—IVa date to the Hyksos occupation (Maksoud 1998: 37-38). The
impressive number of Second Intermediate Period grain storage installations has led
Maksoud (1998: 115) to speculate that the site may have served as a sort of fortified
granary at this time.

""* Maksoud 1998: 111.

1% Maksoud 1998: 115-116.
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to have been concluded at or before the reign of Thutmose III.'°
Although the entire circuit of the rectangular enclosure wall is not
delineated, enough has been excavated to indicate that the New
Kingdom pharaohs had designed Tjaru on an unprecedented scale
for a fortress-town. The settlement wall enclosed an area of at least
120,000 m? and indeed possibly twice that amount.'”” For comparison’s
sake, the powerful Hyksos town of Sharuhen (Tell el-Ajjul)—one of
the larger Canaanite polities of the day—occupied only 116,875
m2'118
Aside from its great extent, the enclosure wall at Tjaru was also
unusual in that it possessed a skirting wall.'"? This second, outer wall
was bastioned in a similar fashion to the inner wall but was far less
substantial in nature. While the inner wall extended 4—7 m in width,
the outer wall measured only 1.2 m. Undoubtedly built to frustrate
those who intended to sap or scale the main wall, the double wall
may also have served to shield the inner wall from sandstorm-related
damage.'® In good Egyptian fashion, neither wall employed stone
foundations, although in certain areas preexisting Hyksos architec-
ture had been shaved down and employed as a platform."!

Disregarding for the moment the unprecedented size of the emplace-
ment at Tell Heboua I and its unusual double wall, the ecarly
Eighteenth Dynasty town of Tjaru is not significantly different from
other contemporancous large-scale Egyptian constructions. Tjaru’s
rectangular plan, its bastioned walls, and even the “state-size” brick
employed in its construction'? are reminiscent of the early Eighteenth
Dynasty fortified town at Sai. Indeed, such walled fortress-towns were
to be constructed in Nubia throughout the Eighteenth and Nineteenth
Dynasties.

Due to the poor preservation of the main outer wall, only one
gate has been uncovered at Tjaru. This monumental entranceway,
reinforced by two bastions, granted entrance to the fortress from the

116 Maksoud 1998: 36.

"7 Maksoud 1998: 111.

18 Albright 1938: 337.

19 The Middle Kingdom fortress of Buhen (see below) and the Twentieth Dynasty
fortress at Tell er-Retabah (see chapter six) also possessed double walls. Otherwise,
however, this feature is quite rare.

20 Maksoud 1998: 112-113.

12l Maksoud 1998: 36-37.

122 Most of the bricks utilized at Tjaru had dimensions of 40 x 20 cm (Maksoud
1998: 45), while those employed at Sai measured 41 x 19.5 cm (Azim 1975: 109).
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west, the side from which one would approach Tjaru if traveling from
the Nile Valley. Its eastern counterpart, the gate presumably provid-
ing access to the Ways of Horus highway, has yet to be discovered.

Against the town’s northern wall, the Egyptian authorities installed
a series of granaries and at least two unusually well-built, modestly
sized buildings—BAT. I and BAT. IV.'” The smaller but better pre-
served of the two structures, BAT. I, at roughly 64 m? in area, can
easily be classified as a “center-hall” house.'”* As is typical of a cen-
ter-hall house, BAT. I had a roughly square plan and a series of
chambers organized around one central room. Significantly, BAT. I
could be accessed via the street or from the grain storage area, and
so it appears likely that the building’s owner, perhaps an overseer
of the storehouses like Sennefer’s father, enjoyed authority over Tjaru’s
storage facilities.'” As will be discussed extensively in chapters five
and six, imperial architects employed the plan of the center-hall
house as a model for administrative buildings in Canaan during the
Nineteenth and Twentieth Dynasties. Whether BAT 1. served as a
house or an administrative building in this case, however, is not
entirely clear.

The plan of BAT. IV, the other possible administrative building,
is unfortunately rather difficult to make out due to later damage.
Judging from the preserved portions of the building, however, it is
likely that BAT. IV also adhered to a center-hall plan, although, at
196 m? in area, this building was substantially larger than the nearby
BAT. I. While no artifacts have been recorded to illuminate its func-
tion, BAT. IV’s location in the granary complex suggests that it also
served an administrative function. Certainly, keeping track of the
foodstuffs and other items stored at Tjaru would have been a daunt-
ing task in itself. Maksoud estimates that the border-fortress’ granary
could have stored some 178.35 metric tons of grain,'*
not inconsistent with what would be expected of a storehouse that
provisioned armies for their treks across the Sinai. Whether the grain

an amount

12 Maksoud 1998: 36, 119-120.

12 For center-hall houses as an architectural type, see Badawy 1968: 93-96; Oren
1984a; Higginbotham 2000: 264-277; Arnold 2001: 124-126.

% Other domestic buildings, including some built in the Second Intermediate
Period that had been reused or expanded, were found throughout the excavated
areas (Maksoud 1998: 36, 115-116).

126 Maksoud 1998: 114.
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stored at the fortress was locally grown or requisitioned by the state
from a number of sources, however, is unknown.'?

The great quantity of bread molds discovered in public places at
Tell Heboua I indicates that at least some level of industrial food
production took place at the site. It is unfortunately unclear, how-
ever, with which institutions the molds should be associated. Excavations
also uncovered evidence for extensive bronze production. According
to the associated detritus, the primary articles manufactured in this
process were weights, hooks, and—mnot surprisingly—arrowheads.
Evidence for weaving, on the other hand, came primarily from domes-
tic dwellings.'®

Tell el-Ajjul (see figure 10)

Petrie and his associates excavated Tell el-Ajjul in five seasons, from
1930 to 1934 and again in 1938; they published the site in a series
of volumes entitled Ancient Gaza. Although the excavators produced
prompt reports, their methodology, conventions of notation, and their
ideas concerning chronology shift from volume to volume, resulting
in data that are often difficult to interpret.'” In addition, they did
not collate their architectural plans,'”” and they present artifacts in
isolation from their context, noting only general provenience and
occasionally absolute level. Such a system renders the stratigraphic
levels difficult to discern. For these reasons, it is particularly unfor-
tunate no one has attempted a comprehensive synthesis and reeval-
uation of the Late Bronze Age material, such as was undertaken by
Stewart with regard to the Middle Bronze Age levels.'!

127 Maksoud (1998: 121) suggests that a good portion of the grain was indeed
local, given the fertility of the eastern Delta and the number of bones of domesti-
cates found scattered around the site.

128 Maksoud 1998: 122.

129 See Albright 1938a for a penetrating critique of Petrie’s excavations.

% Yassine (1974) attempted to devise a coherent city plan from the scattered
plans given in Ancient Gaza 1-V, yet the result, as he admits, is largely hypotheti-
cal and includes only Middle Bronze Age architecture.

Bl See Stewart 1974. Gonen (1992b: 70-82) restudied the Late Bronze Age ceme-
tery material, and her analysis is particularly interesting. It is to be regretted, how-
ever, that she rarely includes specifics. Thus, while she might state that six burials
in the Eastern Cemetery should be dated to the Late Bronze Age I, she neglects
to list which six burials these were. Stewart (1974: 7) was apparently in the process
of extending his examination to the Late Bronze Age levels at Tell el-Ajjul when

he died.



Figure 9. Border-fortress at Tell Heboua I (Tjaru)
(after Maksoud 1998: 128, fig. 1)
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In conjunction with these procedural concerns, the stratigraphy of
the site itself was not without its own inherent difficulties. According
to Petrie:

Mixture was caused by erosion, but a more serious mixture was caused
by the innumerable grain pits sunk by the Arabs, and afterwards filled
up as rubbish holes. The digging of these had thrown up earlier mate-
rial and so brought objects upward, while it let late things fall down
below. Hence in judging of the range of any kind of pottery or other
objects, it is only a continuity of occurrence which is decisive, while
single examples at very different levels may be regarded as sporadic.'®

Considering this potent mixture of ambiguous stratigraphy and con-
fusing publication, it is not surprising that there has been a fair
amount of disagreement as to the chronology of the site.

Petrie’s belief that Palace V constituted the first Eighteenth Dynasty
building at the site was successfully challenged by Albright."”® Based
on his own analysis of the ceramic material, Albright believed that
Ahmose’s attack on the town resulted in the destruction level that
separated Palace I (and contemporaneous City III) from Palace II
(and contemporancous City II). The amount of bichrome ware in
Palace II and City II convinced him that this stratum was in fact
coeval with Megiddo level IX—the city that Thutmose III attacked
in his first campaign. Because of this supposed correlation, Albright
argued that the destruction between City and Palace 1I and Palace
IIT (= City I) resulted from the campaigns of Thutmose IIL."** This
view has been followed by numerous scholars'™ and was originally
subscribed to by Stewart and Dever.'*

132 Petrie 1932: 5.

95 Petrie 1932: 1, 14; Albright 1938a: 342.

134 Tt should be noted that Sharuhen is not listed among the Canaanite towns
conquered by Thutmose III, suggesting that it, like Gaza, was loyal to the Egyptian
government and would not have provoked a military campaign. Even if the town
were hostile, however, the timing of Thutmose III's campaign to Megiddo makes
it extremely unlikely that the army would have had time to conquer Sharuhen on
its route northward.

1% Yassine 1974: 131; Weinstein 1981: 4; Oren 1992: 110, 116.

136 Stewart 1974: 58; Dever 1976. Stewart had worked with Petrie in the fourth
season of excavation at Tell el-Ajjul. A notebook he compiled for classroom use
was edited and published posthumously in 1974. Within the bulk of the text, Stewart
subscribed closely to Albright’s chronology. In a postscript that he wrote in 1957,
however, he revised his ideas substantially based upon contemporary studies of
Cypriot ceramic.

o
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In 1957 Stewart formulated a revised chronology, which was pub-
lished formally in 1974."" In the same year, Kempinski produced
an article arriving at a similar conclusion.””® Both scholars suggested
that the destruction level separating Palace II (= City II) and Palace
III (= City I) should be associated with Ahmose’s siege rather than
an undocumented attack by Thutmose III nearly a century later.
This reevaluation of the stratigraphy is based largely on a reassess-
ment of the chronological range of bichrome ware, which is now
known to have begun in MB IIC." Hyksos royal name scarabs, dis-
covered in association with the building deposits and the destruction
layer of City II, were also taken into account.'® According to this
reassessment, then, the first Eighteenth Dynasty building on the site
would in fact have been Palace III. This conclusion has been accepted
by numerous scholars'' and is followed in this work.

Palace III, henceforth termed Building III, replaced two succes-
sive Hyksos-period structures that had also been situated on the
acropolis of the tell. In keeping with the general state of the exca-
vations, Petrie was able to map only a small portion of Building III,
and he published this without a scale, a north arrow, or adequate
written explanation. Although the reconstruction of Building III must
remain tentative, it is tempting to see in it the outline of a center-
hall residence. According to this reconstruction, Building III would
have been more or less square, at roughly 27 m to a side, and have
been accessed via a porch at the corner.'* Such side entrances are
in fact typical of center-hall houses in Egypt.'*

Most scholars who have written on Tell el-Ajjul since Petrie’s day
describe Building III as an Egyptian fortress,'** despite the fact that

=)

7 Stewart 1974: 62-63.

198 Kempinski 1974: 148-149.

1% Kempinski 1993a: 53.

10 Kempinski 1993a: 53.

U Tufnell 1975: 60; Redford 1979a: 286, n. 146; Dever 1985: 70.

"2 If this reconstruction were correct, Building III would be equivalent in scale
to the center-hall residence of Nakht (Badawy 1968: 101) or to Ramesses III's tem-
ple palace at Medinet Habu (Badawy 1968: 41). The architecture of Building III
has also been compared to a mortuary temple at Tell ed-Dab’a (Bietak 1979: 252)
and to the fortified structure in level VII at Beth Shan (Albright 1938a: 353-354,
but see James and McGovern 1993: 58, who disagree). Indeed, given the incom-
plete preservation of Building III, numerous comparisons are possible.

5 Borchardt and Ricke 1980: plan 30; Kemp 1991: fig. 97; Arnold 2001: 124.

"** Albright 1938a: 353-354; Kempinski 1974: 148; Tufnell 1975: 57; Weinstein
1981: 4; Dessel 1997: 40.

-
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the structure lacks obvious signs of fortification and although evi-
dence for specifically Egyptian-style masonry techniques is weak.'*
While the outer walls of the building were in some cases up to 2.6 m
thick, the presence of a drain in the southwestern corner and the
relatively thin internal walls suggest that the structure may have
served a primarily residential or administrative purpose. It is notable,
however, that Petrie’s team discovered 14 arrowheads scattered in
the direct vicinity of the building and one inside it. Although this is
admittedly slim evidence, these weapons may provide a hint that the
building did in fact serve as the headquarters of a garrison, perhaps
even that mentioned in the annals of Thutmose II1.'*

Remains of thin-walled structures, conceivably barracks, houses or
workshops, were uncovered just to the south of Building III, and a
long block of nine small rooms lay to its west. Judging from the ori-
entation and the thickness of the outer walls, this western annex
almost certainly had been constructed as a unit with Building III.
The small size of the rooms and the apparent lack of connecting
doorways could suggest a storage-related function for the structure.

A study of the material culture associated with Building III bears
out the theory that its inhabitants were either Egyptian or individ-
uals who routinely interacted with Egyptians. Four scarabs, a plaquette,
and one scarab impression were found in the appropriate levels'’
of Building IIT and its immediate vicinity. The scarab impression
bore the cartouche of Thutmose III and may perhaps provide evidence
for an Egyptian administrator stationed at the site. Another scarab
and the plaquette had been inscribed with the name of the god
Amun, and the remaining two scarabs bore amuletic hieroglyphs.'*®

Because scarabs were easily portable and were popular in Canaan
and Egypt alike, Egyptian-style ceramic is perhaps a better indica-
tor of an Egyptian cultural affiliation. Unlike Mycenaean or Cypriot
ceramics, New Kingdom Egyptian wares were in general neither

5 Albright (1938a: 353) mentions that Building IIT had been built “in Egyptian
fashion,” presumably indicating a lack of stone foundations. Otherwise there is lit-
tle reported about the construction methods employed by the masons.

116 While there is always the possibility that the projectiles were remnants of the
battle for control of the tell, they appear to have been mixed in with material con-
temporaneous to Building III. If they were specifically associated with a destruction
layer, Petrie does not mention it.

"7 Based upon the plan of Building III and its environs (Petrie 1932: pl. 48),
the range of absolute levels for contemporaneous objects is roughly between 1094
and 976.

18 Petrie 1932: pl. 8.
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known for their intrinsic beauty nor utilized as containers for highly
valued trade goods. The presence abroad of relatively humble Egyptian-
style utility wares—typically fashioned from local clays and discov-
ered in combination with other forms of Egyptian-style material
culture—is thus often understood as betraying the on-site presence
of a potter who had catered to Egyptian tastes.

At Tell el-Ajjul, 13 of the 21 reconstructable vessels found in asso-
ciation with Building III have close Egyptian parallels."”” Of the
remaining eight forms, one was a Cypriot import, one a Canaanite
storage jar, and the rest were deep carinated bowls of the type often
used for cooking. Such a pattern could suggest, perhaps, that Canaanite
servants or even wives cooked for the inhabitants of Building III. By
contrast, however, an Egyptian spinning bowl" that came from a
contemporary context a little farther afield might possibly imply that
at least one Egyptian woman was resident at the site. This conclu-
sion is admittedly highly speculative, given the fact that Egyptian
men employed in workshops also wove and, indeed, that the bowl
may not have been utilized by an Egyptian at all.

Undoubtedly the most illuminating sherd with respect to relations
between the Egyptian government and the inhabitants of Tell el-Ajjul,
however, is a storage jar fragment. This otherwise unremarkable arti-
fact had been impressed before firing with the paired cartouches of
Hatshepsut and Thutmose III, dating it to the time at which the
annals indicate that an Egyptian garrison retreated to Sharuhen.'!
The presence of the sherd suggests that the resident troops were at
least occasionally directly provided with supplies by the imperial
government.

Further evidence concerning the economic life of the garrison,
however, suggests a greater degree of self-sufficiency. A goose-shaped
branding iron discovered just outside Building III hints that the gar-
rison may have possessed a herd of cattle, thereby meeting some of
its needs locally."® The ownership of such a herd, in combination

149 Of the following forms, the first combination is Petrie’s corpus number, while
the second is its parallel in Holthoer’s (1977) classification of New Kingdom pot-
tery: 3C: PL 4; 12G7: PL 8; 15H1: CU 1; 23K17, 19: CC 3; 31K6: WD 1; 32A9
(x 3): GV 1; 32A10-11: GV 1; 34Z210-11: JU 1; 55W9: AO 1; 69D: XO 6.

190 Petrie 1932: pl. 27: 15W3.

11 Petrie (1932: 1) originally associated this sherd with Building V. A subsequent
examination, however, has shown that the sherd should in fact be correlated with
Building III (Kempinski 1974: 148 and n. 18).

192 Petrie 1932: pl. 19, no. 272. For Egyptian brands and the branding of ani-
mals, see Eggebrecht 1975: 850-852; Freed 1982: 14. A second, admittedly less



66 CHAPTER TWO

perhaps with rights to a portion of the local agricultural surplus,
would have rendered the garrison able to support itself without rely-
ing upon Egyptian imports.

The thriving Middle Bronze Age town that Ahmose besieged at
the opening of the Eighteenth Dynasty shrank by 60 to 90 percent
in the course of the Late Bronze Age."” With the exception of the
arca immediately surrounding the Egyptian administrative head-
quarters, the contemporary town is barely represented in the archae-
ological record, and Petrie’s reports mention it only in passing."”*
The local cemeteries contemporary with Building III flourished, how-
ever. In her reexamination of the Late Bronze Age mortuary remains,
Gonen identified some 133 individual pit burials that could be dated
to this time period.'”

Gonen reconciles the discrepancy between the sparsely occupied
tell and the large number of burials by suggesting that the descendants
of the former Middle Bronze Age inhabitants continued to utilize
the cemeteries at Tell el-Ajjul.'™® Although Gonen’s hypothesis may be
correct, one would not need to postulate many more than ten deaths
per year in a permanent garrison to arrive at the same count.””” The
relatively high incidence of Egyptian ceramics, scarabs,"® and Egyptian-
style material culture (such as amulets or alabaster vessels) certainly
suggests that the population buried at Tell el-Ajjul, if not ethnically
Egyptian, was at least profoundly influenced by Egyptian culture.'’

likely, possibility is that the brand was used to mark prisoners of war for the tem-
ple of Amun. It is known that prisoners of war were occasionally branded with the
reigning king’s cartouche (P. Harris I, 77: 3—4; KRI II, 280: 13—=see chapter six),
so it is conceivable that people or animals destined for the temple of Amun at
Karnak or elsewhere would have received such an identifying marker.

155 Gonen 1984: 64.

154 Petrie 1952: 5; Gonen 1981: 80; Kempinski 1993a: 53.

1% Gonen 1992b: 70. Gonen (1992b: 77) dates LB I from Ahmose to Thutmose
III and begins LB II with the reign of Amenhotep II

%6 Gonen 1981: 80.

157 As Petrie and his team found out in their first season of work, the area around
Tell el-Ajjul can be extremely malarial (Petrie 1931: 1). Disease and casualties at
war could well have accounted for such a death rate. Malaria was apparently known
in Egyptian texts as (3w dw, or the “evil wind” (Westendorf 1980: 1167), and it has
historically plagued the southern coastal region of Cianaan (Amiran 1953: 198, 202).

% Only one scarab, that of Amenhotep I, demonstrably predates Thutmose IIT
(Petrie 1931: pl. 14: 129). Providing the scarab wasn’t an heirloom, however, it
may offer evidence for Egyptian interest in the site in the reign of Ahmose’s son.

199" A complete reexamination of the Late Bronze Age and Early Iron Age ceme-
tery material at Tell el-Ajjul, undertaken with an eye toward discerning ethnicity
and gender in the burials, would significantly further our understanding of the demo-
graphics of the town’s population at this time period.
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Figure 10. Administrative headquarters at Tell el-Ajjul
(after Petrie 1932: pl. 48)
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68 CHAPTER TWO
OVERVIEW OF EGYPTIAN INTERACTIONS WITH NUBIA

Historical summary

Egypt’s reconquest of Nubia began in the reign of Kamose, who is
generally assumed to have been the older brother of Ahmose, first
king of the Eighteenth Dynasty. Kamose’s southern campaigns are
mentioned in the text of a confiscated letter, purportedly sent from
the Hyksos ruler Apophis to the newly enthroned Kushite king, res-
ident at Kerma. In his message, which was intercepted along the
oases route, Apophis invited the Nubian leader to invade Upper
Egypt while the bulk of Kamose’s forces were fighting in the north.
Such a move, Apophis argued, would be a fitting retaliation for the
strikes Kamose had made against both of their territories.'®

Two contemporary steles present further evidence for the historicity
of Kamose’s campaigns in Nubia, undertaken presumably to elimi-
nate the very real threat of an attack on his southern border. The
first stele, recovered from the Nubian fortress of Buhen, belonged
to a soldier named Ahmose, who claimed to have captured 46 peo-
ple while following the ruler—an impressive accomplishment.'®!
Although battle in Nubia is not expressly referred to in the second
stele, the steward Emhab reports having reached both Avaris and
Miu by year three of an unspecified Second Intermediate Period
ruler, most probably Kamose.'® If Miu is, in fact, to be located in
the region of the fourth cataract,'™ there is a strong possibility that
Kamose may have reached Kerma in his push southward. If so, the
destruction layer at the site, which Bonnet has dated to the end of
the Hyksos period,'® may perhaps have been due to one of Kamose’s
southern razzias.

1% See Smith and Smith 1976: 61.

11 Maclver and Woolley 1911a: 90-91. The element ms is all that remains of
the king’s name. Based on the space remaining within the cartouche and the epi-
thet “mighty ruler” (hk3 nht), however, Vandersleyen (1971: 62-64) has mounted a
strong case that Kamose’s name should be restored.

192 Cerny 1969: 91; Baines 1986: 41-53; Sive-Soéderbergh and Troy 1991: 1-2;
Goedicke 1995: 3-29.

19 Zibelius-Chen 1972: 120; 1988: 192. In an early article, O’Connor (1982:
930) suggested that Miu was situated between the second and third cataracts,
although he now agrees with Kemp (1978: 29, n. 68) that a location in the Shendi
Reach is more probable (O’Connor 1987b: 123-124, 126). Stork (1977: 279-280),
meanwhile, has situated Miu between the fourth and fifth cataracts. Clearly, there
is little agreement as to the location of this toponym.

16 Bonnet 1979: 8. The date of the destruction of Kerma is not certain. In recent
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Of the Middle Kingdom fortress-towns in Lower Nubia, only Faras
and Buhen yielded evidence pertinent to the reign of Kamose. At
Faras, archaeologists discovered scarabs bearing this pharaoh’s car-
' The text of yet another stele discovered at Buhen, how-
ever, is far more informative. In this monument, a great officer of
the city (3w 3 n niwt)'® explicitly refers to a project to rebuild the
walls of Buhen in the third year of Kamose.'”

While the Egyptians of the Fourth Dynasty had been drawn to
Buhen primarily to take advantage of nearby copper sources, it was
surely the site’s strategic location just downstream of the second
cataract that prompted Senwosret I to construct an elaborate fortress
there. Similarly, it would almost certainly have been these very same
strategic concerns that spurred Kamose’s decision to refurbish Buhen’s
fortifications. The second cataract and the formidable Batn el-Hajar,
just south of it, could only be navigated during the flood season,
and even then extreme care had to be employed. Buhen’s riverside
position just north of the cataract, then, was an ideal locale from
which to monitor or intercept riverine traffic—for boats would be
highly vulnerable as they negotiated the dangerous granite outcrops
of the cataract. The network of hills located in close proximity to
the fortress-town similarly allowed the Egyptians to keep close sur-
veillance over the land routes that bypassed the cataract region.'®®
If Buhen indeed marked Egypt’s official southern frontier at the end
of Kamose’s reign,'” maintenance of tight security would have been
of primary importance.

After Kamose’s death, his brother Ahmose continued efforts to
stamp out Hyksos and Kerman threats. At Buhen the new pharaoh
completed the refurbishment of the crumbling Middle Kingdom

touche.

works Bonnet has dated it to the “early Eighteenth Dynasty” (Bonnet 1999: 405)
and very tentatively to the reign of Thutmose II (Bonnet 2001: 228). As will be
discussed below, however, it would appear extremely unlikely that the Egyptians
had not launched a successful attack on Kerma by this late date.

16 Griffith 1921: 86 and pl. 18.

1% This title is known from Middle Kingdom sources, including a seal impres-
sion from the fortress of Semna (Leprohon 1993: 431, n. 141).

1 H. S. Smith 1976: pl. 2, fig. 1.

% H. S. Smith 1972: 55-57.

1% No inscriptions or buildings that can be unambiguously ascribed to Kamose
are found farther south than Buhen. Further, the attention and expense required
to refurbish the site’s fortifications suggest that this emplacement represented Egypt’s
first line of defense. Kamose does not appear to have undertaken work on any
other Nubian fortress-town in his reign.
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fortifications and installed a tsw, or military commander, named
Turi."”” With Buhen thus secure, Ahmose launched possibly as many
as three campaigns to the south. These expeditions are narrated in
the inscriptions of the soldier Ahmose son of Ibana.'”

In the first campaign (Urk. IV, 5: 4-14), Ahmose fought in
Khenthennefer (4nt-hn-nfi), an imprecise toponym that Goedicke has
suggested refers to the area beyond the last Egyptian fortification.'”
As the Middle Kingdom fortresses did not extend past Semna and
Semna South'” in the second cataract, it is likely that the battle in
Khenthennefer occurred farther upstream. One possible locale for
this conflict may, in fact, be the vicinity of Sai. Certainly, this island
represents the largest center of Kerman culture north of Kerma
itsell.'’* Further, as will be discussed below, the wholesale conver-
sion of Sai into an Egyptian fortress-town in the reign of Ahmose'”
suggests definitive early Eighteenth Dynasty victories in this area.

The location of Ahmose’s second recorded battle (Urk. IV, 5:
16-6: 9) is even less precisely known than that of his first. Accord-
ing to the description, the battle was engaged on the river and
resulted in the capture of an individual referred to only as the “south-
ern enemy,” perhaps a designation of the previously vanquished

170 Randall-MacIver and Woolley 1911b: pl. 35. This individual will be discussed
at length below.

" From the narration of the text, it is unfortunately ambiguous whether the
three battles took place in one extremely busy southern campaign or whether two
or three separate campaigns should be envisioned. For the purposes of this discus-
sion, however, the issue is not critical. A campaign to Nubia may also be alluded
to on an inscribed block found at Karnak that describes an expedition bound south
of Thebes (Abdul-Khader Mohammed 1966: pl. 5; Redford 1970: 23, n. 2).

72 Goedicke 1965: 111.

175 Judging from its relatively small size, Semna South might be more aptly
described as a fortified outpost, a dependency of the much larger fortress of Semna,
located 1 km farther north (Kemp 1991: 175-176).

I Gratien 1978; 1986.

75 A sandstone statue of Ahmose and a decorated sandstone block depicting the
king offering to a deity have been found at Sai and likely attest to Ahmose’s spon-
sorship of the fortress-town (Vercoutter 1973: 24—25; Arkell 1966: 82; Berg 1987: 5;
Morkot 1987: 31). The form of Ahmose’s name on the monuments is relatively
late, and it has been argued on these grounds that Amenhotep I founded the
Egyptian town but was moved by filial piety to celebrate his father on temple relief
and by erecting a statue in his honor (Vandersleyen 1971: 71, 77, 202, 213). Save-
Soderbergh (1941: 145) suggests that the statue may have been brought to the
fortress-town at a later date. The possibility that Ahmose himself founded Sai late
in his reign, however, appears most succinctly to fit the archaeological and textual
evidence and is adopted here.
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leader of Sai or Kerma. Finally, a third struggle (Urk. IV, 6: 11-15)
eradicated a “fallen one” named Teti-‘n, who had “gathered to
himself rebels.” Whereas prisoners had been taken in the first two
battles, the troublemakers in the third were uniformly executed, pre-
sumably as a stern warning to those who might dare propose fur-
ther rebellions.

Unfortunately, the information provided by Ahmose son of Ibana’s
narrative is not sufficient to determine whether Ahmose, in extend-
ing his power southward, succeeded in controlling Kerma directly.
Bonnet reports a rebuilding of the city’s fortifications shortly after
their destruction at the end of the Second Intermediate Period.'”® If
the Egyptians frowned upon vassals refurbishing their fortifications,
as appears to have been the case in Syria-Palestine,'”’” the repairs to
the defensive system at Kerma may indicate that the site had fallen
back into Kushite hands in Ahmose’s reign or shortly thereafter.

The campaigns of Amenhotep I to Nubia are likewise known solely
from the inscriptions of Ahmose son of Ibana (Urk. IV, 6: 15-8: 2)
and his fellow soldier from Elkab, Ahmose Pa-Nekhbit (Urk. IV, 36:
1-4). The latter individual records two campaigns in which he fol-
lowed the ruler. The first took place in Kush and yielded the sol-
dier one prisoner, while the second battle occurred at the otherwise
unknown toponym ¥’muw-khk3.

Ahmose son of Ibana describes only one conflict but provides more
detail than his comrade-in-arms. He states that an expedition had
been formed “to extend the borders of Egypt” (Urk. IV, 7: 2).
Presumably this would have meant that the campaign took place
south of Sai, where Amenhotep I was in the process of continuing
work on his father’s fortress-town.'” Following the Egyptian victory,
the text states that the Nubian leader’s people (mmf) and cattle had
to be “sought” (hy), indicating that the enemy may well have been
seminomadic. The pursuit of the missing people and animals appar-
ently ended near the “Upper Well” from whence Ahmose son of
Ibana led Amenhotep I back to Egypt in the space of two days’
time (Urk. IV, 7: 15). This Upper Well has been plausibly identified

as Selima Oasis—a verdant area that was accessible from Sai, capable

176 Bonnet 1979: 8.
7 Gonen 1992a: 218.
178 Porter and Moss VII: 165; Vandersleyen 1971: 71.
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of supporting both people and cattle, and located on a well-known
caravan track to Egypt.'”

In addition to his work at Sai, Amenhotep I sponsored a temple
at the second cataract fortress of Uronarti (Urk. IV, 78: 8-12).'%
Turi, the former tsw of Buhen who had been subsequently promoted
to the position of viceroy of Kush, directed this project and also
carved inscriptions near the second cataract fortress of Semna.'®!
Amenhotep I set up royal steles in or near the Lower Nubian fortresses
of Faras'"™ and Aniba,'™ and blocks bearing his name have been
found at Elephantine.'® Significantly, however, Amenhotep I's work
at these Middle Kingdom fortress-towns appears to have focused
upon the refurbishment of temples rather than fortifications. In this
respect, then, it is potentially important that the military title fsw
was replaced at Buhen with the civil title 23-’, or mayor, a further
testament to the very early demilitarization of Lower Nubia in the
New Kingdom.

It may have been Amenhotep I’s successor, Thutmose I, who
finally defeated the last Kushite king. An inscription at Sehel lauds
the pharaoh for overthrowing wretched Kush (Urk. IV, 89: 5-7),
and Thutmose I boasts in his inscription at Tombos of overthrow-
ing the Nubian ruler and leaving none to take his place (Urk. IV,
83: 17-84: 5). Although Ahmose Pa-Nekhbit is, as usual, frustrat-
ingly laconic in his report of the conflict (Urk. IV, 36: 5-8), Ahmose
son of Ibana states that Thutmose I had journeyed to Khenthennefer
in order to cast out violence and suppress raiding (Urk. IV, 8: 4-6).

179 Berg 1987: 7. Although Selima would, in fact, have been a “Lower Well”
with respect to Sai, the name might have been a traditional one, utilizing Aswan
as a reference point, as the trail that led north from Selima ended at Aswan. It
appears logistically incredible, however, that Ahmose could have led his sovereign
from Selima to Egypt in two days’ time. It is possible, then, that while the pursuit
may have ended at the Selima Oasis, the Upper Well could have referred to the
Dunqul Oasis farther north along the same trail. In this case a two-day trip to
Egypt would have been physically feasible, if still an extraordinary feat. While it is
also possible that the defeated people and their cattle fled to one of the many wells
located in the desert west of Kerma and Kawa (see Kitchen 1977: fig 1), these
water sources would have been situated even farther from Egypt than Selima Oasis.

180 Reisner 1955: 26.

181 Breasted 1908: 45; Sdve-Soderbergh 1941: 145-146.

18 Porter and Moss (VII: 126) mention fragments of a stele from the rock tem-
ple of Hathor of Ibshek, which they tentatively ascribe to Amenhotep I.

18 Although the stele was found at Kasr Ibrahim, it may well have originally
stood in the main temple at Aniba (Plumley 1964: 4, pl. 1, 3).

18 Habachi 1975b: 1221.
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On his return trip, the pharaoh hung “the fallen one . . . that wretched
Nubian bowman” head downward off of the prow of his ship (Urk.
IV, 8: 13-9: 5). According to the courtier Ineni, some of the more
fortunate prisoners of war, captured “after the overthrow of vile
Kush,” were subsequently donated to the temple of Amun at Karnak
(Urk. IV, 70: 1-4).

It was in or closely following the reign of Thutmose I, as well,
that the capital of Kush at Kerma was abandoned—perhaps as the
result of an imperial dictate—for a less elaborate settlement located
closer to the river."® Evidence that Thutmose I succeeded in pene-
trating Upper Nubia far upstream of Kerma is in fact demonstrated
by the presence of his inscription on Hagar el-Merwa, an imposing
rock-face located midway between the fourth and fifth cataracts. The
inscription served to inform Nubians of the penalty for transgress-
ing the stele, baldly stating that any violator’s “[head (?)] shall be
cut off...and he shall have no heirs.”'™ Not far from Hagar el-
Merwa, at the site of Kurgus, the ruins of a fortress that Arkell
believed to be of early Eighteenth Dynasty date still stand.'®” As yet
poorly understood, this structure will be the subject of more detailed
discussion below.

A royal inscription from the reign of Thutmose II mentions mnnw
fortress-towns that had been constructed during the reign of his
father, Thutmose I, “in order to repress the rebellious lands of the
bowmen of Khenthennefer” (Urk. IV, 139: 1). The proximity of the
ruins at Kurgus to the inscription at Hagar el-Merwa, and of the
intriguing archaeological remains at Tombos to the Tombos inscrip-
tion, has led various scholars to propose that Thutmose I had, in
fact, constructed Egyptian bases at these sites.'™ While the lack of
excavation at both Tombos and Kurgus has thus far prevented the
testing of this theory, both remain plausible candidates for the mnnw-
fortresses in Thutmose II’s inscription.

"% Bonnet 1979: 8; 1991: 114.

1% Arkell 1950: 38 and fig. 4. The repetition of a similar threat in Amarna let-
ter EA 162 suggests that such punishment may have been meted out to rebels as
part of a cross-frontier policy. In a letter written to a particularly troublesome vas-
sal, Akhenaten threatens, “If for any reason you prefer to do evil, and if you plot
evil, treacherous things, then you, together with your entire family, shall die by the
axe of the king” (EA 162: 35-38; Moran 1992: 249).

7 Arkell 1950: 39.

188 For references, see the sections devoted to these fortresses below.
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The only other fortresses in or around which Thutmose I (or his
viceroy) left inscriptions had been built by pharaohs in the Middle
Kingdom and the early Eighteenth Dynasty. These include Ele-
phantine,'® Kubban,'” Serra East,'"”! Semna,'” and Sai.'” Trenches
found below the temple-based settlements of Sedeinga and Sesebi
have led to speculation that these sites may well have experienced
aborted beginnings in the early Eighteenth Dynasty, but there is no
evidence that architecture had been erected at either site at this
period.'” The fortresses of Gebel Sahaba,'” Dabenarti,'"” Mayanart,'”’
and Dorginarti'”® are all likewise excluded from consideration, as
they are now believed to postdate the New Kingdom.

Thutmose II’s Aswan inscription details the events of this pharaoh’s
only known Nubian campaign (Urk. IV, 138: 11-141: 7). This expe-

18 Habachi 1975b: 1221.

% Porter and Moss VII: 84. As this fortress guarded the rich Wadi Allaqi gold
mines, it is perhaps not a coincidence that the first substantive evidence for the
resumption of gold mining in Nubia is in the reign of Thutmose I (Manley 1996: 63).

9" Hughes 1963: 129. The architecture, ceramic, and burial evidence points to
a reoccupation of Serra in the New Kingdom, although the later Christian settle-
ment has largely obscured this level. Thutmose I is represented by a seal impres-
sion on an amphora, which may indicate royal interest in the site.

92 Porter and Moss VII: 145.

19 Porter and Moss VII: 165; Vercoutter 1956: 28.

9 For Sedeinga, see Adams 1984a: 227. For Sesebi, see Fairman 1938: 153;
Kemp 1978: 22. At the site of Soleb, Giorgini (1959: 169) found a gate, a quay,
and a pond that predated the main temple-town of Amenhotep III.

19 Based upon its dissimilarity to Middle Kingdom fortress-towns, Kemp (1978:
22) tentatively assigned the complex to the New Kingdom. Sive-Séderbergh
(1967-1968: 235) briefly explored Gebel Sahaba, but when this scholar and his
team revisited the site in conjunction with the Scandinavian Joint Expedition to
Sudanese Nubia, they found it more typical of the Twenty-fifth Dynasty in terms
of both its construction and its material culture (Save-Soderbergh and Troy 1991:
322-323).

19 Ruby (1964: 54, 56) suggested that Dabenarti fortress, located directly oppo-
site Mirgissa, had been built in the New Kingdom. The fortress appears never to
have been occupied, and Ruby argued that if it had been built in the Middle
Kingdom, it would have been reoccupied in the New Kingdom. Despite Rubys
objections, one might suggest that Dabenarti had been originally constructed in the
Middle Kingdom as a pair or gateway with Mirgissa. Similar pairs of fortresses
include Semna and Kumma, Ikkur and Kubban, and Faras and Serra.

7 The second cataract fort of Mayanarti has also been dated to the New Kingdom
on the basis of its architecture (Dunham 1967: 177-178). The pottery, however, is
almost exclusively of much later date (Dunham 1967: 178).

1% Despite the presence of architectural elements and various small finds from
the Ramesside period, which at first led scholars to assume a New Kingdom date
for the fortress (Knudstad 1966: 182-183, 186), Heidorn (1991: 205) has recently
demonstrated that an assignment to the Third Intermediate Period is more probable.
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dition was mounted in response to a rebellion that may well have
been prompted by news of Thutmose I's death."” Upon receiving
the intelligence that a leader in the north of Kush—perhaps the
exiled ruler of Sai—and two of the sons of the slain ruler of Kush
were plotting “to rob the people of Egypt in order to steal the cat-
tle from behind these mn(n)w-fortresses, which your father . .. built”
(Urk. IV, 138: 15-17), Thutmose II dispatched his army to quell
the rebellion. Perhaps significantly, Bonnet interprets the restoration
of Kerma’s main temple around 1500 B.C. as archaeological evi-
dence for just such an organized rebellion at this time.*”

The response to this uprising was unusually harsh, perhaps sig-
naling a growing pharaonic impatience with resistance. Following the
Egyptian victory, the Nubian males were uniformly slaughtered with
the exception of “one among those children of the ruler of wretched
Kush, who was brought alive as a living prisoner together with his
(Lit. their) underlings (Arw)” (Urk. IV, 140: 10—11). On analogy to
later policy, the Kushite prince may well have been held in an
Egyptian stronghold (nftw—Urk. 1V, 690: 2-3; P. Harris I, 76: 7-9;
77: 3-6; KRI V, 24: 1-3), taught Egyptian (KRI V, 91: 5-7), edu-
cated at court,”" and perhaps given an official position in service of
the king””—until the day came when he would be returned to his
homeland to rule as a loyal vassal of Egypt (Urk. IV, 690: 4-5).

Revolts during the first year of a new pharaoh’s reign, such as
that narrated above, are common throughout Egyptian history. In
Syria-Palestine as well as Nubia, local leaders frequently took advan-
tage of the temporary disruption in routine to test a new pharaoh’s
ability to enforce his demands of tribute and taxes. Such revolts may
also have been integrally connected to the oaths administered to for-
eign rulers in the king’s name, for it is almost certain that these
bonds were held as valid not for perpetuity but only for the lifetime
of the treaty partners.”” Aside from this one retaliatory campaign,

1% The same inscription that records the rebellion also announces Thutmose II’s
coronation (Morkot 1987: 32).

20 Bonnet 1991: 114.

2! Feucht 1985: 43.

22 Kitchen 1977: 224-225; EA 296: 25-29.

203 Redford 1984: 25. It is interesting to note in this regard that the application
of this oath to vassals is first noted in the reign of Thutmose II's father. Upon his
coronation, Thutmose I sent a letter to his viceroy giving his full titulary and com-
manding: “Now you shall cause that the oath be established in the name of my
majesty” (Urk. IV, 80: 17). In addition, it is stated in the Tombos stele that “the
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however, no other military ventures to Nubia are recorded for
Thutmose II’s reign.

This king did, however, sponsor a good deal of cultic construc-
tion, including work on the southern temple at Buhen®* and on tem-
ples at the second cataract forts of Semna and Kumma.?” Although
it was only the temples at these sites that received new embellish-
ments rather than the fortifications themselves, a military presence
may still have been maintained. On the doorjamb of the temple at
Kumma, for instance, the viceroy Seni left an inscription after “he
had inspected the Medjay in its entirety” (Urk. IV, 142: 5).2%

An isolated cartouche of Thutmose II at Napata (Gebel Barkal)*”
is of particular interest, for it suggests that a fortress, or at least a
temple, may have been established at the site in the early Eighteenth
Dynasty. Not only is Napata important in being, with the possible
exception of Kurgus, the farthest-flung Egyptian base in Upper Nubia,
but the town was also located at the head of the primary trade route
that connected Upper Nubia to the Butana region. Indeed, the vast
majority of the exotic southern African goods that reached Egypt
would originally have been transported along this route.*”®

Hatshepsut, the last pharaoh of the carly Eighteenth Dynasty,
appears like her predecessors to have campaigned in Nubia. One
contemporary claims to have been in the royal entourage “when he
overthrew the Nubian bowmen, and when their leaders were brought

oath is taken with it (= the name of Thutmose I) in all lands because of the great-
ness of the potency of his majesty” (Urk. IV, 86: 1-2). Such oaths may have been
renewed on campaign or at the time of a royal coronation, given that Thutmose IIT
reports that foreign rulers were present at his own coronation (Urk. IV, 161: 14).

2% Porter and Moss VII: 135. It should be noted, however, that “the inscriptions
in which they (= the names of Thutmose I and II) occur are by no means explicit,
and one is left to guess just what part, if any, these two played in bringing the
monument to existence” (Caminos 1974: 11). The temple is generally ascribed to
Thutmose II's wife Hatshepsut.

2 For Semna, see Porter and Moss VII: 149. For Kumma, see Porter and Moss
VII: 152.

26 Unfortunately, it is not entirely clear whether the term “Medjay” should be
interpreted as designating the land of the Medjay (as the determinative might sug-
gest) or the Medjay people. If the latter were indeed correct, it is still not clear
whether the Medjay inspected by the viceroy were in fact Medjay tribesmen or
whether they were instead police employed by the Egyptians. Given that both groups
may have served the same purpose with regard to the fortress, however, the point
is to some extent immaterial.

27 Wilkinson 1835: 472.

28 Sive-Soderbergh 1941: 155; Kemp 1978: 27-28; Adams 1984a: 228; Shinnie
1991: 51.
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to him as living captives. I saw when he razed Nubia, being in his
majesty’s following.”?” The structure of this inscription is peculiar,
for just prior to the narration of the battle, Hatshepsut is designated
with the feminine pronoun. While it is possible that the author felt
it appropriate to switch from feminine to masculine in the context
of military ventures, it i3 also conceivable that the pronoun “he”
referred to Hatshepsut’s stepson and coregent, Thutmose III. Certainly,
the Armant stele (Urk. IV, 1246: 3-5) indicates that Thutmose III
campaigned to the south while sharing power with Hatshepsut. In
the process, he evidently captured a rhinoceros and quelled a rebel-
lion in Miu—a territory that may have been located in the vicinity
of the fourth cataract.’* Finally, to celebrate his far-flung victory the
king erected a boundary stele, just as he would later do at the edge
of the Euphrates in Syria.

Fragmentary references to a Nubian battle in the reign of Hatshepsut
have also been found at Deir el-Bahri,?!!
Djehuty claims to have witnessed his king plunder vile Kush (Urk.
IV, 438: 10). An additional reference to the defeat of vile Kush is
found on a double-dated year 12 graffito near the rapids at Tangur,?"?
and the courtier Senenmut may possibly have included a reference
to this battle in his tomb (Urk. IV, 399: 5). On a more peaceful
note, Hatshepsut built or added to the temples at Elephantine, Faras,
Buhen, and Kumma.?"

and an official named

29 Habachi 1957a: 99; Redford 1967: 57.

210 Zibelius-Chen 1972: 120; 1988: 192. The Armant stele does not present a
coherent chronological structure within which to situate the campaign to Miu. A
description of the campaign is sandwiched between a reference to the eighth
campaign, during which Thutmose III had also set up a stele (Urk. IV, 1245:
18-1246: 2), and a more detailed discussion of the first campaign (Urk. IV, 1246:
14-1247: 11). Stork (1977: 241; followed by O’Connor 1982: 904-905 and Zibelius-
Chen 1988: 195) dates the Miu campaign to year 35, as a boundary stele of
Thutmose III was apparently carved at Kurgus in this year and placed near Thutmose
I’s stele (Arkell 1950: 38; Vercoutter 1956: 68—69). Although this would appear a
good argument for dating the campaign later, reference to a “first victorious [expe-
dition]” placed (quite literally) beneath the nose of the accompanying depiction of
a rhinoceros could indicate that the battle in Miu took place just prior to the first
campaign (Drower 1940: 159-160; Redford 1967: 61-62; Reineke 1977: 372).

21T Naville 1908: pl. 165; Redford 1967: 58-59.

212 Reineke 1977: 370.

213 For Elephantine, sec Habachi 1975b: 1218. For Faras, sce Arkell 1966: 102;
Karkowski 1981: 67-69. For Buhen, see Caminos 1974. For Kumma, see Porter
and Moss VII: 152, 153.
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Summary of the textual and archaeological evidence for early
Lighteenth Dynasty southern fortress-towns

To summarize with broad brushstrokes, then, the early Eighteenth
Dynasty experience in Nubia, it is readily apparent that a great deal
of military effort was required to vanquish the Kushite kingdom
based at Kerma, as well as other independent or allied leaders of
polities stretching from Sai to Miu. In addition to the numerous
campaigns that are known from this era, accidents of preservation
have no doubt obscured others,”'* and any that resulted in Egyptian
losses were likely never recorded. The difficulty in subduing Upper
Nubia should be contrasted with the Egyptian experience in Lower
Nubia, an area that appears to have been largely pacified by the
reign of Kamose!

The variant political situation in Upper and Lower Nubia is
reflected in the archaeological evidence for Egyptian construction
programs. None of the Middle Kingdom fortresses north of the sec-
ond cataract, with the exception of Buhen, were refortified. While
many were reinhabited and provided with temples, the older fortress-
towns served as nuclei for primarily civilian settlements. Most of the
Lower Nubian fortresses upstream of the second cataract had in fact
been situated in broad pockets of fertile land, so it is likely that the
settlements were largely self-sufficient and perhaps even produced an
agricultural surplus. The imperial government may have intended,
then, for these reestablished communities to underwrite some of the
costs of imperial ventures, such as gold mining or quarrying.’”’

The early Eighteenth Dynasty government seems in its resuscita-
tions of the Middle Kingdom fortress-towns to have adopted the
Thirteenth, rather than the Twelfth, Dynasty model of occupation.
That is to say, instead of employing a rotating garrison that manned
a fortress until it was relieved by new troops, the Egyptians regarded
the fortress-town essentially as a civil settlement. The population of
such an establishment would not only farm their own land, thereby
necessitating less state support, but they would also rise to arms to
defend themselves if danger arose. The Egyptians had employed such
strategies to populate and defend their border areas for well over a

21" The campaigns of the first two kings of the Eighteenth Dynasty, for instance,
are known solely from the biographies of two soldiers at Elkab.
25 Trigger 1976: 118; S. T. Smith 1991: 93-94.
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thousand years. As a Herakleopolitan king had articulated it in the
First Intermediate Period, “The Asiatic is a crocodile on its shore,
it snatches from a lonely road; it cannot seize from a populous
town.”?!°

The transformation of the older Nubian fortresses from primarily
martial to fundamentally civil settlements is also betrayed in the writ-
ing of the word mnnw, or fortress-town. In an inscription at Deir el-
Bahri, the word is determined with a “town-sign” rather than an
“enclosure-sign” as was traditional. Although this new writing did
not supersede the earlier, it is a telling reflection of how the definition
of what constituted a mnnw-fortress evolved with the reoccupation of
Nubia in the early Eighteenth Dynasty.

With regard to the demilitarization of the fortress-towns, the excep-
tion that proves the rule is Buhen (see figure 12). This Middle
Kingdom installation, which together with associated hilltop watch-
posts closely guarded the northern end of the second cataract, likely
served as Egypt’s southernmost border-fortress under Kamose and
in the early part of Ahmose’s reign as well. Certainly, we find a
“great officer of the city” overseeing the refurbishment of the town’s
fortifications already in Kamose’s third year. Likewise, upon Ahmose’s
accession, this king appointed an individual named Turi to serve as
tsw, or military commander of Buhen. This title had been borne by
the highest-ranking officer at the fortress since the Middle Kingdom.
With the appointment of this commander and the refurbishment of
Buhen’s fortifications, then, it is clear that both Kamose and Ahmose
felt it vital to maintain tight military security at the cataract’s end.

Yet, even in the reigns of these two kings, certain factors serve to
temper this picture. For one, although archaeological work has
confirmed that repairs were indeed undertaken to Buhen’s fortifications
at this period, these refurbishments seem often to have been effected
for cosmetic reasons. Likewise, excavators deemed the masonry on
a number of the more practical repairs downright slipshod. Certainly,
the refortification did very little to restore the fortress to the marvel
of military engineering that it once had been. The vast majority of
the elaborate defenses that characterized the early building were
either not renewed or, indeed, were consciously paved over.

Likewise, it is of some interest that the fsw-commander appears
to have been stationed at the fortress in the company of his wife,

216 Tichtheim 1975: 105.



80 CHAPTER TWO

as she is depicted by his side on a votive stele erected at the local
temple. Further, the nearly even ratio of men to women in New
Kingdom interments at the site suggests that the commandant would
not have been the only man whose family resided with him at the
fortress. Considering this, then, it should be of little surprise that the
title “Zsw of Buhen” seems to have been permanently retired once
Amenhotep I promoted Turi to the position of viceroy of Kush.
From that time forth, the leadership position at the fortress-town
would be fulfilled by a £3-, or mayor. Clearly then, when an ex-
pected threat from the south failed to materialize, the early Eighteenth
Dynasty administration felt free to relax its vigilance at Buhen just
as it had already done with regard to the other fortress-towns in
Lower Nubia.

In the midst of the second cataract itself, a number of Middle
Kingdom fortresses were likewise reoccupied, such as Uronarti, Semna,
Shelfak, Kumma, and Mirgissa. At these already ancient forts, atten-
tion seems likewise to have focused primarily upon refurbishing non-
military installations such as temples. Indeed, the benefices bestowed
by a young Thutmose III on the cults located at Semna, Uronarti,
and Shelfak attest to a desire on the part of the Egyptian govern-
ment to bolster the religious and community life of individuals sta-
tioned in the desolate second cataract region.

Now, precisely because conditions were so inimical in the Batn
el-Hajar, it is clear that the renewed inhabitants of the Middle
Kingdom fortresses were not simply there to settle the land and to
maintain an imperial presence, as was the case in the north—the
region was both too arid and the river too dangerous for this. Thus
most scholars believe that at least some of the inhabitants stationed
in the second cataract fortresses were employed in order to help
facilitate shipping ventures. Moreover, an inscription of a viceroy of
Kush at Kumma may also suggest that the authorities retained the
services of desert scouts, a security precaution first instituted in the
Middle Kingdom. Such men—trained in the art of tracking enemies,
fugitives, smugglers, and the like—are discovered operating out of
military bases on all three frontiers during the New Kingdom. Con-
sidering the manifest value of their services, this is hardly surprising.

Whoever the inhabitants of the second cataract forts were, how-
ever, the state does not appear to have been overly concerned with
their physical safety. Of all these citadels, only Mirgissa appears to
have been refortified, and this may perhaps have been related to
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the traditional function of this site as a trading entrepdt.?’” Evidence
tying specific Eighteenth Dynasty rulers and/or a flourishing con-
temporary population to the site, however, is admittedly slim. Indeed,
Egypt’s expansion to the south must quickly have rendered obsolete
Mirgissa’s former status as the single sanctioned point of Egypto-
Nubian trade.

This expansion into Upper Nubia would, moreover, have negated
the second cataract forts’ function as the first line of defense for
Lower Nubia. Judging from archaeological remains, the most imme-
diate threat to Egyptian holdings at the dawn of the New Kingdom
would have been posed by the Nubians who inhabited the island of
Sai. This settlement represented the largest community of Kerman
Nubians north of Kerma itself, and judging from their frequent
appearance in the Middle Kingdom execration texts, trouble from
this region was nothing new. Ahmose’s strikes southward seem to
have been directed, at least in part, toward eradicating this threat,
and to this end his ventures were remarkably successful. Eventually,
the resident population seems to have been either slaughtered or
banished from the island. Then, over the ruins of the Kerman set-
tlement, the Egyptians erected Sai—the first of a new breed of Upper
Nubian fortress-towns (see figure 13).

The architects of the fortress of Sai appear to have taken an
amended version of Buhen as their model—in effect expanding
Buhen’s inner citadel to the area encompassed by its outer enclo-
sure wall. As at Buhen itself, the Egyptian authorities constructed
monumental administrative buildings, a temple, storage facilities, and
domestic areas. What is interesting, however, is that even though
Sai represented the southernmost Egyptian settlement in Nubia at
the time of its construction, there appears to have been little emu-
lation of the elaborate defenses of the Middle Kingdom fortresses.
The wall at Sai, although substantial at 5 m thick, did not possess
parapets, a glacis, or the outer skirting wall of older models. Similarly,

217 Vercoutter et al. 1970: 2023, 181-184; S. T. Smith 1995: 139. Ceramic evi-
dence and a gold mounted scarab of Thutmose I found at Askut may possibly indi-
cate early Eighteenth Dynasty activity at this second cataract fortress as well (Badawy
1964: 51). S. T. Smith (1995; 2003) has studied Badawy’s excavations at Askut and
has written a great deal about the importance of the Egyptian expatriate commu-
nity on the island and its relations with local Nubians (particularly Nubian women)
in easing the transition from Kushite rule in the Second Intermediate Period to
Egyptian rule in the New Kingdom.
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the cemeteries were located outside of the town walls, something not
risked by the Middle Kingdom inhabitants of Buhen. These features
suggest, then, that either the relations between the Egyptians and
the indigenous population were relatively peaceable or, perhaps, that
Nubian populations had been displaced from the region.

While Sai was founded by Ahmose, or at the very latest by
Amenhotep I, inscriptions of Hatshepsut and her husband Thutmose
II imply that their father, Thutmose I, had in his lifetime newly
established a whole series of mnnw-fortresses. While it is impossible
at present to identify the sites upon which these fortresses were
founded, Tombos, Kurgus, and perhaps even Napata are three intrigu-
ing possibilities. According to military logic and the presence of asso-
ciated inscriptions, all three make for very attractive candidates. It
is thus unfortunate that compelling archacological evidence for the
presence of these mnnw-fortresses has been harder to come by.

The presence of a victory stele carved at the behest of Thutmose
I on a rock face at Tombos first led Breasted to suggest that a nearby
crumbling stronghold represented the remains of this king’s fortress.
While this identification has not been borne out by recent archaeo-
logical work, there is plenty of evidence for Eighteenth Dynasty set-
tlement in the region. Likewise, the presence of a modern Nubian
village undoubtedly obscures much of the earlier remains. If an early
Eighteenth Dynasty fortress were indeed situated at Tombos, this
installation would have shared two important features in common
with Sai. First, its position less than a day’s walk north of Kerma
would have been dictated by the Kerman capital itself, just as the
presence of a Kerman population at Sai undoubtedly dictated the
placement of that fortress. Secondly, like Sai, the fortress would have
been built on an island, the optimum in defensive locations. Excavations
at Tombos, currently undertaken under the direction of S. T. Smith,
should in the future clarify matters substantially.

As at Tombos, the association of a heavily weathered military
edifice with a monumental inscription of Thutmose I led to the sug-
gestion that this compound too should be enumerated among
Thutmose’s mnnw—a hypothesis that a team under the direction of
W. V. Davies is currently testing. Such an early Eighteenth Dynasty
fortress at Kurgus would have been located at the farthest extent of
Egypt’s penetration into the Sudan. Because of its extremely periph-
eral location, the fortress could not have been founded before the
reign of Thutmose I.
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Unlike Sai and Tombos, it is doubtful that a base at Kurgus would
have been situated primarily with reference to a powerful local polity.
Instead, the governing factors might more likely have been trade,
security, and the presence of a nearby gold mine. Indeed, the same
extremely arid environs of Kurgus, which undoubtedly discouraged
indigenous settlement, also may have made it difficult for a garrison
based at the site to support itself with crops grown locally. Because
of the possible need to provision a population at Kurgus, then, it is
not unlikely that a further early Eighteenth Dynasty fortress should
be sought somewhere in the great expanse between Tombos and
Kurgus. As will be discussed below, the strategic location and the
importance of Napata in the mid-Eighteenth Dynasty make this site,
also, an intriguing candidate for further exploration.

At present it is impossible to determine whether Tombos, Kurgus,
or Napata should be included among the plurality of mnnw estab-
lished by Thutmose I. If so, judging from the Aswan-Philae text of
Thutmose II, one might expect Tombos and Napata, at least, to
have been staffed by Egyptians who owned herds of cattle as well
as land. These fortresses, however, would also have been located
significantly farther upstream than previous bases and in areas that
suffered repeated rebellions. Considering their frontier status, then,
it i3 also possible that establishing a resident civilian settlement at
these bases so early in the Eighteenth Dynasty might have been
deemed unwise.

The stated purpose of the mnnw-fortresses built by Thutmose I
was “to repress the rebellious lands of the bowmen of Khenthennefer”
and to transform them into serfs (ndf) whose labor benefited the
Egyptian government and/or its chosen representatives. Whether or
not the term ndt should be interpreted in its strict juridical sense,
the archaeological record indicates that graves in traditionally Nubian
cemeteries experienced a precipitous impoverishment following the
assertion of Egyptian control. Further, the information that the ndt
had formulated a plan to steal cattle from the fortresses may well
suggest that the Nubians regarded the cattle as their own rightful
property. It would not be far-fetched, in fact, to postulate that the
inhabitants of the fortress-towns had acquired much of their chattel
by force or levy from the recently subjugated local population. The
erection of fortress-towns, fully stocked with Egyptians and their cat-
tle, then, must have been intended to clearly and incontrovertibly
establish Egyptian dominance over the land and its peoples.
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Figure 13. Fortress-town at Sai
(after Azim 1975: 94, 98)
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Textual references to early Eighteenth Dynasty southern fortress-towns
Reign of Ahmose

1. nsw-bity nb-phty-r’ s3 r’ ’h-ms mry hr nb bhn di(w) ‘nh dd wa3s
mi 1’ dt in tsw n bhn twri [htp di] nsw hr nb bhn di.f $sw(?)*'® k3w
3pdw n k3 [n] tsw n bhn twri whm ‘nh (Northern Temple of Buhen;
Randall-Maclver and Woolley 1911: 88, pl. 35)

The king of Upper and Lower Egypt, Nebpehtyre, son of Re, Ahmose,
beloved of Horus, lord of Buhen—may he be given life, stability, and
dominion like Re, eternally—by the commandant of Buhen, Turi. [An
offering that] the king [gives] (to) Horus, lord of Buhen, that he may
grant alabaster(?), cattle, and fowl for the ka [of | the commandant of
Buhen, Turi, repeating life.

Although the refurbishment of Buhen’s fortifications may not yet
have been fully accomplished, Ahmose installed a man named Turi
to act as fsw, or commandant, of the fortress. A fsw 1s associated
with Buhen as early as the reign of Senwosret I,*'Y and two men
who served at the fortress under the ruler of Kush in the late Second
Intermediate Period also held this title.?*” Although Ahmose adhered
to a long-standing tradition, then, in appointing a ftsw at Buhen, it

is notable that following his reign the title is never again applied to

a fortress official.??!

Turi’s promotion directly from fsw of Buhen to viceroy of Kush
is undoubtedly a testament to the paramount importance of this
fortress in Ahmose’s military strategy.”” An official named Kamose,

218

Although it is difficult to discern in the photograph of the stele on plate 35,
the sign resembles the jar-stand of the phoneme “g” but without the central trian-
gle. It does, however, also resemble the silhouette of the “baggy shaped” alabaster
vessel manufactured in Egypt during the Second Intermediate Period (see Ben-Dor
1944: 101-102; Randall-Maclver and Woolley 1911b: pl. 90, no. 10862). As alabaster
is frequently paired with cattle and fowl in the ki di nsw formula, it seems likely
to have been intended here.

219 H. S. Smith 1976: 50-51.

20 Sgve-Soderbergh 1949: 54-55; H. S. Smith 1976: 56, 81.

21 As discussed in chapter three, the tax list and the copy of the Duties of the
Vizier presented in Rekhmire’s tomb are drawn from originals that do not post-
date the reign of Ahmose and may in fact date significantly carlier. The attesta-
tion within these sources of fsw of Elephantine and Bigeh, then, cannot be used to
argue for the survival of this title into the mid-Eighteenth Dynasty.

22 Turi seems to have been preceded as viceroy of Kush by at least two other
individuals (H. S. Smith 1976: 206), although this is debated (Simpson 1963: 32ff;
Habachi 1972: 52). It appears unlikely, however, that Turi’s father also served as
king’s son of Kush, despite the awarding of this title to him in a stele dedicated
by a descendant (H. S. Smith 1976: 208). Regardless of whether the office of the
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whose stele dates stylistically to the beginning of the Eighteenth
Dynasty, apparently succeeded Turi as the highest official at Buhen,
but this man assumed the title of /3-’, or mayor, rather than com-
mander.”” Mayors are also attested at the New Kingdom fortress-
towns of Sai, Soleb, Faras, and Aniba.?? In all probability, the
pronounced preference for this latter title should be understood as
an indication of the fundamentally civil nature of these settlements
following the initial reconquest of Nubia.

This particular sandstone stele, described by the excavators as hav-
ing been found “in the thickness of the left jamb” of the temple
doorway,”” depicts the commandant of Buhen in the company of a
woman who must certainly be identified as his wife.”® The appear-
ance of the couple, standing side by side on a stele dedicated at the
local temple, may suggest that Turt’s wife resided with him at the
fortress. Certainly, the 1:1 ratio of male to female burials in the New
Kingdom cemetery at Buhen demonstrates that the on-site presence
of Turi’s wife would have been in no way remarkable.??’

Evidence for such an even split between the sexes is, moreover,
invaluable for determining the nature of Buhen’s reoccupation at the
outset of the New Kingdom. Based upon archacological evidence,
scholars believe that early in the Middle Kingdom a revolving gar-

“king’s son of Kush” had been created in the reign of Kamose or Ahmose, how-
ever, it is clear that the administration of Nubia emerged nearly fully fledged at
the outset of the Eighteenth Dynasty. For discussions of the role and responsibili-
ties of the king’s son, or viceroy, of Kush, see Reisner 1920; Save-Soderbergh 1941:
177-181; Habachi 1980c: 630—640.

23 H. S. Smith 1976: 207.

2% Posener 1958: 58.

2 Randall-Maclver and Woolley 1911a: 88.

2% Randall-Maclver and Woolley (1911a: 88) identify her as “a female figure,
probably Isis.” Given the figure’s extremely short stature with respect to Turi and
her lack of any divine paraphernalia, however, it seems more probable that she
was in fact his wife.

#7 Randall-Maclver and Woolley excavated approximately 637 bodies in the New
Kingdom cemeteries H and J. Of this total, 47 were sexed as male and 42 as
female. When calculated the ratio is 1: 1.119. Children accounted for 33 burials
total or .06%. Such a low number suggests that infants and children may have
been generally buried in areas other than the main town cemeteries. Unfortunately,
the excavators found it extremely difficult to date individual interments. Multiple
burials in chamber tombs had in almost all cases been plundered, and very seldom
could datable pottery be associated with a particular individual. In pit tombs, on
the other hand, where interments were usually single, the grave goods often amounted
solely to a string of beads or a scarab. The 1:1 ratio, therefore, includes burials of
the entire New Kingdom.

[N
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rison of men staffed the fortress. As the Twelfth Dynasty wore on,
however, the Egyptian government’s fiscal and political influence in
Nubia gradually waned, and the garrison troops apparently became
much more invested in the fortress-town, perhaps even marrying
locally and forming kinship ties with the surrounding community.
Finally, in the Thirteenth Dynasty, the vast majority of Buhen’s sol-
diers were likely born, raised, and buried at the site.””® Judging from
the even balance of men and women resident at Buhen in the New
Kingdom, then, it would seem that Egypt’s government had decided
to model its reoccupation upon the citizen-garrisons of the Thirteenth
Dynasty rather than upon the system as it had originally been
designed.

Reign of Thutmose 11, with relevance to the reign of Thutmose 1

l. wnw m nd(w)t nt nb t3wy hmt n k3t sbit r hwtf rmt kmt r hnp
mnmnt hr-s3 nn n mnw kd.n itk m nhtw.f nsw-bity 3-hpr-k3-r’ ‘nh(w)
dt r hsf h3swt bstt iwntyw nw hnty-hn-nfr (Aswan-Philae rock inscrip-
tion; Urk. IV, 138: 14-139: 1)

The ones who were as serf(s) of the lord of the two lands are think-
ing of plotting. The rebels will rob the people of Egypt in order to
steal the cattle from behind these mn(n)w-fortresses, which your father,
the king of Upper and Lower Egypt, Aakheperkare, may he live eter-
nally, built in his victory in order to repress the rebellious lands of the
bowmen of Khenthennefer.

Although substantive references to early Eighteenth Dynasty Nubian
fortresses are rare, Thutmose II’'s Aswan-Philae rock inscription, for-
tunately, provides a wealth of information on its own. From this text
several facts of importance can be gleaned. First, it is apparent that
Thutmose I is credited with building a plurality of fortresses that
were intended to repress® the rebellious Nubians of Khenthennefer.
This locality, which Goedicke believes to have referred to the area

28 Emery, Smith, and Millard 1979: 98.

29 The word fsf may also be translated as “to drive away,” “to ward off;” or
“to oppose” (Wb. III, 335-336; Lesko 1984: 194; Faulkner 1986: 197). While all
are viable translations, I have favored “to repress” because it seems that the aim
of early Eighteenth Dynasty policy in Nubia was to pacify and co-opt the indige-
nous population, not to eradicate it. An argument for a translation of “to ward
off ” or “to repel,” however, could be mounted considering the similarity in Thutmose
IP’s phraseology to the Egyptian name for the Middle Kingdom second cataract
fort of Uronarti, fsf wntiw (see Save-Soderbergh 1941: 81). The purpose of this
barren fort was surely to repel, rather than to repress, northward-faring Nubians.

EEINT3
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beyond the southernmost Egyptian fortification,” was the object of

campaigns by Thutmose I (Urk. IV, 8: 5) and also by Ahmose (Urk.
IV, 5: 5) at the very beginning of the dynasty. Presuming that
Thutmose II did not credit his father with building fortresses that
in reality he only refurbished or added to,”®' one would expect these
new installations to have been located south of the early Eighteenth
Dynasty fortress of Sai.

Appropriately dated Upper Nubian fortresses-towns, however, are
distressingly elusive in the archaeological record. Thus, the search
for Thutmose I’s mnnw-fortresses has so far yielded only Tombos and
Kurgus, sites with intriguing archacological remains, monumental
inscriptions of Thutmose I, and strategic advantages that would have
been of interest to a power bent on the pacification of Upper Nubia.
Because early Eighteenth Dynasty occupation has yet to be confirmed
at either site, however, both remain at present only best guesses.

As will be discussed in more depth below, a fortress situated on
the island of Tombos would have been ideally placed both to keep
an eye on the recently conquered capital of Kush and to isolate it
from northern Kerman population centers. A fortress erected at
Kurgus, on the other hand, could have easily monitored and safe-
guarded the desert road that led between Korosko in Lower Nubia
and Kurgus in Upper Nubia. Thus, any potentially seditious com-
munication between Kerma and Nubians to the north may have
been effectively stymied through the occupation of both Tombos and
Kurgus. Given that the early Eighteenth Dynasty marks the only
time that maintaining a close oversight over Kerma would have been
of pressing concern to the Egyptian government, it is perhaps not
surprising that these mnnw, if erected by Thutmose I, fell into obso-
lescence relatively quickly.

It is highly tempting to speculate that Thutmose I may also have
erected an as yet undiscovered fortress at Napata, as a cartouche of
his son, Thutmose II, was discovered there.?®> Located in a fertile
stretch of the Dongola Reach, Napata controlled the major trade
route to the Butana region. A fortress placed at Napata would not

20 Goedicke 1965: 111.

1 Emery (1965: 181), for instance, believes the fortress in question might be
Buhen as it “alone among the strongholds in that area was big enough to accom-
modate large numbers of people and their cattle.”

%2 Wilkinson 1835: 472.
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only have alleviated the isolation otherwise experienced by Kurgus,
but in combination with this fortress, it would also have given the
Egyptians control of both the land and riverine trade routes from
Nubia to the southern savannah regions. Such an argument, based
largely upon common sense and the simultaneous occupation of
Kurgus, however, must unfortunately remain hypothetical.?”*

The placement of Thutmose I's fortresses is also potentially impor-
tant with respect to a second issue. The Aswan-Philae inscription of
Thutmose II refers to the flight of the ruler of Kush in the reign of
Thutmose 1 “on the day of the good god’s slaughtering, this land
being divided into five districts (ww),*** each man being a possessor
of his portion...” (Urk. IV, 139: 5-7). It is unfortunately ambigu-
ous, however, whether “this land” referred to all of Nubia or only
to Upper Nubia, where the battle had taken place. Likewise, it is
unclear whether the men assigned portions of Nubia to rule were
themselves Nubian elites or whether they were drawn from the ranks
of Egypt’s administrators.

Two scenarios suggest themselves, depending upon whether one
imagines that Thutmose I awarded slices of the old Kushite king-
dom to Egyptian administrators or to indigenous rulers. If the for-
mer, one might expect the Lower Egyptian districts to have centered
upon Kubban (Egyptian b3ki), Aniba (Egyptian mi’m), and Buhen
(Egyptian bwhn), the three major cult centers of the Egyptian-imposed
Horus god of Nubia. Each of these centers, moreover, appears to
have been located in a relatively fertile eco-zone and to have sup-
ported a substantial population during the Eighteenth Dynasty.”

If Thutmose II’s inscription referred to the division of Lower Nubia
among indigenous rulers, however, a different arrangement might be
expected. For instance, if the fiefdoms followed regional C-group

235 As will be discussed in chapter three, however, it is interesting to note that

the mnnw-fortress at Napata—in which Thutmose III constructed a sanctuary—is
named simply “Slaying-the-foreigners,” and that Thutmose III makes no claim to
have built anything more than the sanctuary itself. As demonstrated in numerous
Syro-Palestinian examples, Thutmose III commonly compounded his own name
with the name of his constructions (Urk. IV, 661: 4-6; 739: 15-740: 1). Thus, one
might have expected this king to have referred to the fortress at Napata as
“Menkheperre-is-the-one-who-slays-the-foreigners,” if he had in fact founded it.

21 Siave-Soderbergh and Troy (1991: 210) and Posener (1955: 92-94) prefer to
read “three” rather than “five.”

2 For the importance of these three centers and geographic zones, see Sive-
Soderbergh 1941: 200-205; Christophe 1951; Trigger 1965: 110; Emery 1965:
175-176.
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population centers, a division between the three territories of Dakka
(opposite the fortress of Kubban), Aniba, and I'aras would make emi-
nent sense.”” On the other hand, it is also quite possible that Lower
Nubia could have been divided between the two indigenous prince-
doms that are known from New Kingdom sources: those of Tekhet,
a polity centering on the vicinity of the Middle Kingdom fortress at
Serra, and Mi’am (at Aniba).?” The principality of Tekhet will be
discussed in more detail below.

Whatever the administrative division in Lower Nubia, that of
Upper Nubia is unlikely to have differed substantially whether the
men in charge were Egyptians or Nubians. In both cases, the divi-
sions almost certainly would have centered upon the former indige-
nous population centers of Sai and Kerma.”® There is a further
possibility that all five administrative districts were located in Upper
Nubia. In modern times, for example, five distinct tribes dominated
the area from the second to the fourth cataracts alone, whereas two
were located in the relatively barren Abu Hamed reach.” If it was
in fact Kush that had been split into five divisions, then, in addition
to Sai and Kerma/Tombos, further districts may have been located
in the vicinity of Napata, Kurgus, and perhaps also Bugdumbush,
as O’Connor suggests.**

As to whether the men who each shared a portion of Nubia were
Egyptian administrators or indigenous leaders, the latter may per-
haps be a more likely hypothesis. It would have been politically
astute on the part of the Egyptians to subdivide the former empire
of Kush, which included Lower as well as Upper Nubia, among a

26 O’Connor 1993: 156. Conveniently enough, these centers would also have
been in close proximity to New Kingdom Egyptian towns, each a civil reoccupa-
tion of a Middle Kingdom fortress-town. In the late Eighteenth Dynasty tomb of
Huy, three Lower Nubian rulers present their children, a bride, and gold to the
pharaoh, while three Upper Nubian rulers present exotic gifts and gold.

#7 For the princedom at Serra, see Sdve-Soderbergh 1960a; 1963. For the prince-
dom at Mri’am, see Simpson 1963. Morkot (1991: 299) suggests a third Lower
Nubian princedom may have been situated at Kubban, although his argument is
based upon the agricultural productivity of the area rather than material or textual
evidence.

2% Although the older town of Kerma was abandoned around the time of
Thutmose I (Bonnet 1979: 8), the population moved nearby to a settlement closer
to the riverbank. An Egyptian administrator may well have been headquartered 10
km to the north at Tombos.

9 Adams 1984a: 59, fig. 9.

20 O’Connor 1993: 61.
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number of much smaller, loyalist chiefdoms. Moreover, both Thut-
mose I’s Tombos stele (Urk. IV, 86: 1) and his coronation inscrip-
tion (Urk. IV, 80: 17) indicate that oaths of fealty had been
administered to a number of Nubian rulers in his reign. In the act
of officially recognizing the leaders to whom he applied this oath,
Thutmose I in fact both legitimized and regulated their authority.

For the early Eighteenth Dynasty, a great deal of information
exists concerning the Lower Nubian rulers of Tekhet. These indi-
viduals, together with their families, appear to have been intimately
associated with the pharaonic administration, possessing titles like
“vigilant agent of the lady of the two lands,” “scribe,” and “royal
acquaintance.”®! In Upper Nubia, however, the leaders of Kush may
have enjoyed a greater degree of autonomy. As Morkot has pointed
out, the right to offer the king inw,** thereby asserting an indepen-
dent, reciprocal relationship with the crown, appears in Nubia to
have been restricted to the rulers of Kush.?* Likewise, archaeologi-
cal and textual evidence both suggest that the Egyptian presence in
Upper Nubia was far less intensive than in Lower Nubia.

To return again, more directly, to the subject of Thutmose II's
Aswan-Philae inscription, the narrative also provides important infor-
mation about the population of the Egyptian fortress-towns with
respect to the surrounding countryside. According to the text, i
kmt (“people of Egypt”) and their cattle inhabited the fortresses them-
selves. In contrast, the rebellious Nubians are termed ndt, a word
that designates individuals who were forcibly tied to the land upon
which they worked.?*

0 H. S. Smith 1976: 154, 208-209; Sive-Soéderbergh and Troy 1991: 191-204.

#2 Bleiberg (1996: 114) defines iw as an official gift from a ruler or an indi-
vidual to the pharaoh that, while not necessarily implying equality, indicates an
exchange relationship.

235 Morkot 1991. In order to stress the difference in status between the princes
of Wawat and Kush, Morkot could also have pointed to the tribute scene in the
late Eighteenth Dynasty tomb of Huy. In this painting, three rulers of Wawat pre-
sent their own children to the pharaoh along with an offering of gold. The three
rulers of Kush pictured in the register below, however, give only gold and exotic
gifts. Presumably, the covenant worked out between the rulers of Kush and the
pharaoh did not include the mandatory surrender of heirs apparent to the Egyptian
court.

2 Faulkner 1986: 143; Lesko 1984: 42; see also Wh. II, 377. Ndt is a contrac-
tion of ny di, meaning a person who is “of the estate” (Lorton 1974: 115; contra
Bakir 1952: 40). Its New Kingdom application to foreigners is uniformly vague; the
common formula states simply that the inhabitants of certain places were “as ndt
of his majesty (m ndt n him.f).” Lorton (1974: 115) suggests that the word developed
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If the conquered Nubians were indeed legally and socially regarded
as ndt, this would have been a concrete manifestation of Thutmose
III’s boast: “Indeed, all foreign lands are as serfs (ndf) of his majesty”
(Urk. IV, 795: 13-14).** The transformation of the Nubian people
into a subject workforce appears to have been a direct result of the
foreign policy of Thutmose I. In his stele at Tombos, the king
explained that his campaigns had been intended “to extend the
boundaries of Egypt and the territory of Khaftet-hir-nebes, so that
the sand-dwellers and the foreigners shall labor for her” (Urk. IV,
83: 3-6). From these statements it is clear that the early Eighteenth
Dynasty campaigns into Nubia were not solely aimed at eradicating
the Kushite threat to the south and regaining unfettered access to
trade routes and gold mines. In addition, it appears to have been
part of pharaonic policy to co-opt Nubian resources (human, ani-
mal, and agricultural) for the benefit of the Egyptian state.?*® In the
early Eighteenth Dynasty, moreover, the immediate representatives
of the state would have been the small colonial enclaves centered
within the fortress-towns.

That the quality of life for the population of Egyptian-dominated
Nubia plunged precipitously in the course of the early Eighteenth
Dynasty is clear. A startling example of this phenomenon is wit-
nessed at the cemetery of Fadrus 185, an Eighteenth Dynasty Nubian
cemetery located within the princedom of Tekhet and between the
fortresses of Serra and Buhen. Whereas graves classified as lower
class**” had accounted for 35.2% of the cemetery in the earliest

the more general meaning of “subjects” with reference to foreigners in the New
Kingdom. While this may be true, the choice of words is surely not incidental. It
is likely that a people whose sovereignty had been taken away were indeed thought
of as crown property. Such individuals could be removed to Egypt to work as slave
labor or they could be assigned to Egyptian estates in their homeland. As ndl, it is
clear that they were no longer free to decide their own destiny. Mt is another cat-
egory of unfree laborers to whom the inhabitants of foreign lands were compared
(see Urk. IV, 102: 14-15; for a discussion of this term, see especially Bakir 1952:
22-25).

5 Likewise, Thutmose III claims in his Gebel Barkal stele, “My majesty sub-
dued all foreign lands, Retenu being under the sandals of my majesty, the people
of Nubia being as ndt of my majesty” (Urk. IV, 1236: 13-15). See also the Mahatta
rock stele, in which Amun states to Amenhotep III, “I give you the southerners as
ndt of your majesty” (Urk. IV, 1664: 6).

#6 The equation of the Syro-Palestinian population with nd¢ (Urk. IV, 138: 9)
in the reign of Thutmose II may indicate that similar practices were the norm in
the core of the northern empire as well.

7 Graves that possessed fewer than four pots and only small, non-prestige goods
were classified as lower class (Troy 1991: 224, 250).
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period of the Eighteenth Dynasty (Fadrus la), by the joint reign of
Hatshepsut and Thutmose III the number had soared to 70.6%
(Fadrus Ib). Tellingly, this impoverished segment of the population
would jump yet another 20 percentage points before the close of the
Eighteenth Dynasty.?*

It is at first confusing to find such a situation occurring in the
heartland of the princedom of Tekhet, a dynasty of indigenous rulers
whose names and titles are known from their tombs and scattered
inscriptions. A look at the nearby sepulcher of the prince Djehuty-
hotep (whose Nubian name was Pa-Itsy), however, clarifies matters.
In this pyramid-capped monument, which appears to have been typ-
ically Egyptian in almost all of its salient details, the prince is shown
inspecting the grounds of a large country estate in the exact man-
ner of an Egyptian elite.?” It appears, then, that by the reign of
Hatshepsut the relationship between a Nubian ruler and his larger
community may have shifted to resemble more closely that of an
Egyptian noble to the commoners who worked upon his estate.

The co-option of Nubian rulers by the Egyptian government is
observable within the cemetery of Fadrus itself, which shows a suc-
cession of elite tombs moving in three stages from typical C-group
tumuli, to an Egyptian-style tomb with a mortuary temple, to pyra-
mid-topped Egyptian-style funerary monuments.”” The first depar-
ture from traditional C-group architecture appears to have taken
place in the reign of Ahmose or Amenhotep I. At this time the
prince of Tekhet was Djehuty-hotep’s grandfather, d3i-wi-’, who
already possessed the Egyptian name of Teti in addition to his own.”!
Significantly, it may have been in the reign of his son rwuw, prince
of Tekhet under Thutmose I and II, that the heirs to Lower Nubian

28 Troy 1991: 249-251. Fadrus is one of the only New Kingdom Nubian ceme-
teries to have been subjected to intensive analysis by its excavators. While one
should bear in mind that Fadrus is only a single cemetery, and not necessarily a
typical one, the progressive impoverishment of Nubian burials throughout the New
Kingdom is a recognized phenomenon. See Emery (1965: 179), Sive-Séderbergh
(1967-1968: 232, 237), and Sinclair and Troy (1991: 183-184). For an alternate
opinion, however, see Adams (1984a: 238) and O’Connor (1993: 62), who argue
that the assimilated Nubians enjoyed a standard of living comparable to or higher
than that of peasants in Egypt.

9 Sive-Soderbergh 1960a.

0 Such transitional stages in the process of acculturation have been found else-
where as well. See Save-Soderbergh 1962: 96; 1963b: 57-58; 1964: 31; Bietak 1968:
105-117, 150-157.

1 Williams 1991: 74.
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chiefdoms were first delivered to the Egyptian court to be raised.”?
Although there is no hard and fast proof that Djehuty-hotep and
his brother Amenemhet had been brought up at court, such a hypoth-
esis would explain the titles of “scribe” and “true royal acquain-
tance” that Amenemhet held prior to his assumption of princedom.*?

Save-Soderbergh has suggested that the relatively rapid disap-
pearance of C-group material culture in the course of the early
Eighteenth Dynasty may indicate that the move toward Egyptianization
was not entirely organic.”* According to his view, the process may
have been analogous to the spread of Christianity, whereby the con-
version of an entire nation often followed shortly on the heels of the
acceptance of Christianity by its leader. Certainly, if the treatment
of foreign prisoners of war within Egypt itself is any indication, one
can assume that the Egyptian administration strongly encouraged
assimilation. Upon entrance to the Nile Valley, foreign captives were
given Egyptian names,”” dressed in Egyptian clothes, and encour-
aged to learn the Egyptian language, so that “they might go upon
the road, which (they) had not descended (before).”°® Indeed, it is
even possible that Nubians who refused to abandon their traditional
way of life were made to feel increasingly unwelcome in Egyptian-
governed territory as the Eighteenth Dynasty wore on.*’

It 1s, of course, this mass assimilation, and perhaps also the exo-
dus of more traditionally oriented Nubians from areas of Egyptian
control, that renders the indigenous Nubian and the Egyptian expa-
triate extremely difficult to differentiate in the New Kingdom. The
increasing impoverishment of traditionally indigenous cemeteries like

#2 This policy, well known from Egyptian records, is most succinctly explained
by Thutmose III himself: “Now the children of the rulers and their brothers were
brought to be in strongholds (nfiw) in Egypt. Now, whoever died among these
rulers, his majesty will cause his son to stand upon his place” (Urk. IV, 690: 2-5—
see chapter three). The twentieth-century colonial practice of educating Algerian
elite in Paris or Indian elite at English universities served much the same purpose
of indoctrinating the native upper classes with the ideology of the colonial power.

»3 H. S. Smith 1976: 208; Save-Séderbergh and Troy 1991: 206, 210-211. More
generally, see Save-Soderbergh and Troy 1991: 182-2009.

t Sive-Soderbergh and Troy 1991: 189.

»5 Indeed, these adopted names often incorporated the name of the pharaoh
under whom the individual had been captured (Sauneron and Yoyotte 1950: 68).

»% Bruyere 1930: 35-36, II. 2-6.

»7 Such communities of Nubian traditionalists are exceptional in the archaeo-
logical record after the early Eighteenth Dynasty (Siave-Soderbergh 1962: 96; Adams
19684a: 236—237; Kemp 1978: 43).
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Fadrus, however, lends archaeological substantiation to the notion,
derived from textual evidence, that much of the Nubian population
were regarded as ndl, or chattel belonging to the state. Indeed, the
statement in Thutmose II’s inscription that ndf were planning to steal
cattle away from the Egyptian fortresses causes one to wonder if the
Egyptians had appropriated Nubian cattle as a means of both paci-
fying and rendering dependent the local population. From the myr-
1ad representations of cattle in C-group art and the frequent association
of bucrania with mortuary structures, it can be inferred that cattle
had traditionally occupied a place of crucial symbolic and economic
importance in Nubian society.

Reign of Hatshepsut, with relevance to the reign of Thutmose 1

1. 3-hpr-k3-r’ m sp.f tpy nhtw.f iw [...] hri iw.i r rdit hnt(y) [...]
imy 3t.f [mk(?)] hm n nhm [...] nb mnnw nsw nw hm . . . (Fragments
from Deir el-Bahri; Naville 1908: pl. 165)

... Aakheperkare in his first occasion (of) his victory [...] before me.
I will cause that [...] sail southward [...] which is in his moment.
Behold (?), assuredly [...] did not save [...] every [...] (of) the royal
mnnw-fortresses of (his) majesty.

The above portion of a monumental inscription was recovered from
Hatshepsut’s Deir el-Bahri mortuary temple and published by Naville
among a collection of similar fragments. These isolated pieces of text
are extremely difficult to make sense of, but taken together they
scem to refer to two campaigns, one undertaken by Hatshepsut’s
father, Thutmose I, and another authorized by the queen. The lat-
ter conflict appears to have involved plotting on the part of the
Nubians and action taken by a royal garrison.””

What is of paramount importance for this discussion, however, is
the writing of the word mnnw, or fortress-town, which is here deter-
mined with the niwt-town hieroglyph, instead of the more usual pr-
house determinative. This rare variation of the word appears to
acknowledge within the writing system of the Egyptian language the
fundamental change in the form and function of Nubian fortresses

»% Naville 1908: pl. 165; Redford 1967: 58-59. The garrison is termed w’yt nt
wy(t) (Naville 1908: pl. 165). Although where this royal garrison was stationed is a
particularly interesting and relevant question, no evidence is forthcoming. Hatshepsut
is attested in temple contexts at Faras, Kumma, and Buhen, but military officials
or personnel from her reign in Nubia are as yet unknown.
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between the Middle and New Kingdoms. Whereas the former were
designed with almost hypertrophic attention to defense, the New
Kingdom fortifications are relatively simple in design and not par-
ticularly formidable in nature. At Buhen, although the walls were
rebuilt, the drawbridge, ditch, ramparts, and parapets were aban-
doned.* At Sai the fortifications are scarcely more substantial than
the enclosure walls of Theban temples, and at the majority of rein-
habited Middle Kingdom fortresses no repairs at all were adminis-
tered to the outer walls.

New Kingdom fortresses, as discussed above, appear in most cases
to have functioned primarily as colonial settlements. The civilian
character of the majority of the fortresses is attested in the textual
record by the profusion of associated administrative and religious
titles and by the relative dearth of military titles. Archaeologically,
their civil nature is evidenced not only by the overflow of domestic,
religious, and administrative buildings outside the often-dilapidated
fortress walls but also by the intensive royal sponsorship of temple
construction. As the temple appears to have been the economic and
social center of most New Kingdom towns, early FEighteenth Dynasty
rulers must have realized that if their imperial efforts were to suc-
ceed, the Egyptian population living in Nubia needed strong com-
munity centers far more than well-designed ramparts, bastions, or
parapets.

Reign of Thutmose I, while still a ward of Hatshepsut

l. dddt m hm n stp-s3 ‘nh wd3 snb n htmty-bity smr w’ty s3 nsw
imy-r h3swt [...] imi ht.tw p3 htp-ntr ir.n nsw-bity nb t3wy nb irt-ht
he-k3aw-r’ [...] n [ntrw] nb[w t3—sty] m hwt-ntr nt it ddwn hnty t3—sty
[...] hbyt nt tpy-rnpwt it Sm> hk3t 50 it Sm’ hk3t 204 bdt 20 r hrt-
rnpt it hnm itnw pdwt k3 n idr n [...] n it ddwn k[3 n idr] [...] k3
n idr n hb hsf iwntyw hpr.ty.fy m 3bd 4 prt sw 21 hbyt nt tpy-rnpwt
it Sm’ hkst 50 it Sm’ hk3t 204 bdt 15 r hrt-rnpt r hsf iwntyw [...] it
Sm’ hk3t 26 r hrt rnpt n hmt-nsw wrt mr-sgr r w’f h3swt [...] wdn
st hm.f hr h3tyw-> hk3-hwt n tp rsy (83° m) 3bw m htr n tow rnpt
(Year 2 inscription of Thutmose III on temple walls at Semna; Urk.
IV, 194: 1-6; 195: 8-15; 196: 34, 7-8)

What was said in the majesty of the palace, Lp.h., to the seal-bearer
of Lower Egypt, the sole friend, the king’s son and overseer of for-

%9 Emery, Smith, and Millard 1979: 13, 16.
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cign countries [...] Cause that one inscribe the god’s offerings, which
the king of Upper and Lower Egypt, the lord of the two lands, the
lord of performing rituals, Khakaure, made [...] for al[l the gods of
Nubia] in the temple of (his) father Dedwen, foremost in Nubia [. . ]
Offerings for the New Year’s festivals: Upper Egyptian grain, 50 hekat-
measures; Upper Egyptian grain, 204; emmer, 20; to the yearly allowance
of (his) father Khnum, opposer of bows. A bull of the herd for the
[...] of (his) father Dedwen, a b[ull of the herd] [...] A bull of the
herd for the festival of Repelling-the-bowmen which will happen in
the fourth month of Peret, day 21. Offerings for the New Year’s fes-
tival: Upper Egyptian grain, 50 hekat-measures; Upper Egyptian grain,
204 hekat measures; emmer, 15 to the annual allowance at Repelling-
the-bowmen [...] Upper Egyptian grain, 26 hekat-measures to the
annual allowance of the great king’s wife Mereseger at Subduing-the-
foreign-countries [...] His majesty decreed it for the mayors (and) the
district governors of the Head of the South (beginning with) Elephantine,
as their taxes of every year.

Given that in his second regnal year the dictates of Thutmose III
would in reality have been crafted by his regent, this inscription must
be viewed as part and parcel of early Eighteenth Dynasty foreign
policy. The inscription occurs on the wall of a recently restored
Middle Kingdom temple at Semna dedicated to Khnum and Dedwen.
As part of the renewal, Senwosret III was installed among the deities
worshiped at the temple, and orders were given to the viceroy that
all original festival offerings should be reinstated. The funds to cover
these expenses were to be extracted from mayors and estate man-
agers in the Head of the South and Elephantine.”” Indeed, Semna’s
rocky and desolate environs almost certainly could not have yielded
food for its own garrison, much less have produced a surplus with
which to honor the gods.

Interestingly, the names of two other second cataract fortresses are
witnessed in this text. The Middle Kingdom name for the fortress
at Uronarti, Repelling-the-bowmen, appears twice. In the first instance,
a bull of the herd was to be donated to the festival of Repelling-
the-bowmen, which occurred on the 21st day of the 4th month of
Peret. In addition, the king assigned some 254 hekat-measures of

20 Tn the tomb of Rekhmire, the mayors and district governors of the Head of
the South, beginning with Elephantine and the fortress of Bigeh, are among the
officials charged with making payments to the vizier’s office (Urk. IV, 1119: 16-1120:
5). Clearly, these officials must have been among the most important and the wealth-
iest in Nubia.
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Upper Egyptian grain to Repelling-the-bowmen as the annual allow-
ance to support the festal offerings on the New Year. The Middle
Kingdom fortress of Shelfak, or Subduing-the-foreign-countries, is
likewise mentioned in the endowment. Through the renewed offerings,
the cult of a great king’s wife, based at Shelfak, would receive 26
hekat-measures of Upper Egyptian grain annually.

Given the fact that Semna, Uronarti, and Shelfak were all located
in reasonably close proximity to one another, it makes sense that
their cultic festivals should have been to some extent interrelated.
Just as the Theban temples jointly shared certain religious festivals
via the medium of cultic visits and processions, one can imagine that
the cults of Dedwen and Senwosret III, present at both Semna and
Uronarti,®® would have occasionally combined ceremonies for spe-
cial days of worship. Such an intertwining of religious rites would
have served to provide the isolated communities located in the sec-
ond cataract region with a larger social network. Certainly, as will
be seen in chapter three, the bolstering of temples and temple com-
munities in Nubian fortresses would become one of Thutmose III's
major priorities during his sole reign.

2. nfr ntr nb 3wy nsw-bity mn-hpr-r’ ir.n.f m mnw.f n it(f) hnmw

hw §s3w irt n.f hwt-ntr m inr hd nfr n §3°t (Dedication inscription
within the temple of Kumma; Urk. IV, 211: 16-212: 1)

The good god, lord of the two lands, king of Upper and Lower Egypt,
Menkheperre. He made (it) as his monument for (his) father Khnum,
smiter of desert antelope,” making for him a temple consisting of
beautiful white stone from Sha’at.

As early as the reign of Senwosret I, Egypt related with hostility to
the Nubians who inhabited the island of Sai.*®® Under its ancient
name, Shaat, the settlement is enumerated in the execration lists
along with others of Egypt’s most hated and feared southern foes.”*

#! The New Kingdom temple at Shelfak has not been located, but New Kingdom
attestations of activity at the site include inscriptions from the time of Thutmose I
and Thutmose III, an inscription of a mayor (£3ty-’), a commander of police or
desert scouts (hry mdsw), six scribes (ss), and six scribes of the army (s§ ms”) (Hintze
1965). In general, however, excavation at the site suggests that it was not intensively
occupied in the New Kingdom (Trigger 1965: 109; 1976: 123; Arkell 1966: 102).

%2 For a possible interpretation of this divine epithet as “smiter of the Shasu-
nomads,” see Giveon 1971: 195-196; also Ward 1972: 38—40.

2% Vercoutter 1956: 73.

2+ Posener 1940: 49, 55; O’Connor 1991: 147.



EARLY EIGHTEENTH DYNASTY 101

Indeed, given this evident enmity on the part of the Egyptians, it is
not surprising that archaeological evidence reveals Sai to have been
the major Kushite population center north of Kerma.”” In the reign
of Ahmose or his son Amenhotep I, however, the Egyptians not only
conquered Sai, but they also began the process of converting it into
a fortress-town.

The early Eighteenth Dynasty fortress built at Sai was valuable
to the Egyptians for a variety of reasons. Iirst, it secured the island
from the resurgence of a hostile local power. It also allowed the
approach to the second cataract to be easily monitored. Likewise, a
well-traveled overland caravan route that ran parallel to the Nile
Valley could be accessed with relative ease from Sai, as it ran clos-
est to the river at this point. Finally, according to this inscription,
Sai had another attraction as well. Limestone was not as plentiful
in the sandstone- and granite-rich Nubian river valley as it was in
Egypt proper. The quarry located at Sai, then, must have attracted
the interest of the Egyptian government, which desired to employ
this beautiful white stone in royal building projects. Certainly,
Hatshepsut and Thutmose III found Sai a convenient base from
which to harvest stone for the temple to Khnum that they erected
in the second cataract fortress of Kumma.

Archaeological Evidence for Early Eighteenth Dynasty
Southern Fortress-Towns

Buhen (see figure 12)

It is a testament to the relative ease with which Lower Nubia was
pacified that the first Middle Kingdom fortress to undergo extensive
renovation in the early New Kingdom was Buhen. Egyptians had
occupied the site as early as the Old Kingdom due to the presence
of nearby copper ore.”® With its location at the northern end of the
second cataract, surrounded by hills that offered excellent positions
from which to monitor desert trails around the cataract, the site was
a strategist’s dream.?"’

265 Gratien 1986.
26 Emery 1963.
27 The fortress was also associated with a road, which could be traced for 6 km

and is thought to have led to a copper mining area (Emery, Smith, and Millard
1979: 4).
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In the Middle Kingdom, Senwosret I sponsored the construction
at Buhen of an elaborate fortress, the defenses of which consisted of
an inner citadel, approximately 150 x 138 m in area, and a 5 m
thick buttressed enclosure wall.?®® The citadel itself was protected by
round bastions, brick-paved ramparts, parapets, a substantial ditch
that could at times be flooded with water, and a glacis. Outside the
main fort, the Egyptians erected yet another wall, which extended
roughly 712 m in perimeter on the three inland sides of the fortress.
This outer wall was roughly 5 m thick and likewise protected with
towers, a ditch 3 m deep and 6 m wide, a second brick wall on the
counterscarp, and a glacis. At some point midway thorough the
Second Intermediate Period, however, these formidable defenses were
penetrated, and Kushite personnel occupied the fortress along with
the remnants of the Egyptian forces that had declared their loyalty
to the ruler (k3) of Kush.*® As S. T. Smith has argued, the con-
tinued presence of Egyptian expatriates in Nubian fortresses such as
Buhen and Askut may well have eased the transition from Egyptian
control to Kushite control and back again at the beginning of the
New Kingdom.?”

By Kamose’s third year, Buhen seems to have been firmly back
in Egyptian hands and to have become the focus of a renewal pro-
ject. While the impressive outer fortifications were not altered, the
inner citadel received new skin walls of 1.2 m in thickness on its
northern, western, and southern sides. The new fortifications strength-
ened the fortress, yet many of the specifically defensive features of
the Middle Kingdom complex were not reduplicated. For example,
the western gateway of the outer wall was shortened and simplified,
while the inner citadel’s defensive ditch, ramparts, bastions, and draw-
bridge were paved over to the north and west to form a sunken
brick road. Indeed, even in the areas that the Egyptians refortified,
the work was often shoddy, and new towers were almost always con-
structed directly atop rubble from the old.

The administrative heart of the inner citadel at Buhen, and the
likely residence of Turi during his tenure as tsw, was Block A, a

%8 Most of the information here summarized concerning Buhen has come from
the Emery, Smith, and Millard (1979) excavation report.

%9 Scholars differ as to whether the Kushite takeover was accomplished peace-
fully (S. T. Smith 1995: 110-126; 2003: 80-81) or by force (Emery, Smith, and
Millard 1979: 3, 92).

20°S. T. Smith 1995; 2003: 80-81.
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43 x 25 m, two-story building altered little from its Middle Kingdom
plan. Directly inside its corner entrance, a staircase led to the ram-
parts and battlements—the only such staircase preserved in the
fortress. Meanwhile, a shorter staircase gave access to the second
story of the building itself, which may have contained a residential
suite. Certainly, there was no room for domestic space on the first
floor, as this level consisted solely of four columned halls and four
long, narrow rooms. Undoubtedly, the two easternmost of these
rooms served as a larder, given that wine jars bearing the name of
Hatshepsut were found here along with the detritus of many other
food and drink containers.””!

The northernmost pair of rooms, accessed though a central 15-
pillared hall, may well have served as an audience chamber for the
tsw and later the f#3y-" of Buhen, judging from the layout of the
rooms and the monumentality of the architecture. Although Block
A had been constructed in the Middle Kingdom and remained lit-
tle altered in the New Kingdom, it shares a few features in com-
mon with the administrative headquarters identified in LB IIB and
IA IA Canaan and thereby also with the center-hall houses of Amarna.
These salient features include its corner entrance, the relatively thick
walls and second story, and the internal arrangement of a central
hall surrounded on four sides with rooms and corridors.

The entire northeastern third of the inner citadel of Buhen, in
which Block A was located, appears to have been devoted to reli-
gious and administrative buildings. Block D, just east of Block A,
may have served as a storage area, although the floors had been
whitewashed with gypsum plaster—perhaps suggesting that the build-
ing had other, loftier functions.””? The discovery of a furnace for
copper smelting makes it clear that industrial pursuits occurred in
the building as well, although it is doubtful that the furnace had
been present already at the beginning of the New Kingdom. The

2! Due to the extremely denuded state of the fortress and the disruption of the
original deposits in ancient and modern times, the contexts of very few of the
archacological deposits can be considered secure (Emery, Smith, and Millard 1979:
93-94). The great conglomeration of jars and sealings found in the eastern halls of
Block A, however, allow for reasonable assurance that this area had indeed been
utilized for storage.

42 Emery (1961: 85 and Emery, Smith, and Mallard 1979: 10) suggests on the
basis of its plan that the area served as a barracks in the Middle Kingdom. Large-
scale barracks, however, have yet to be discovered at other New Kingdom fortress-
towns.
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functions of blocks G and H are also uncertain, although both com-
plexes are closely associated with the temple built by Hatshepsut and
may have served, respectively, as workshop and storage areas. As a
testament to the importance of this stone temple, dedicated to the
worship of Horus of Buhen,?” Hatshepsut made sure to provide it
with its own separate gateway and quay.

To the southwest of the commandant’s quarters lay blocks B and
C, which appear from their architecture to have served as domes-
tic, workshop, and storage areas. Immediately to the southeast, how-
ever, roughly 8,100 m? of the inner citadel could not be accurately
planned due to severe denudation. The few walls that remained were
built mostly atop the grid-like Middle Kingdom walls. While the ear-
lier architecture suggests storage compartments*’* or foundations for
houses or workshops,”” the New Kingdom walls displayed a more
open configuration—leaving the function of this area somewhat
obscure.

Outside of the citadel walls, but inside the area protected by the
enclosure wall, Ahmose had reconstructed a Middle Kingdom tem-
ple,?”® apparently also dedicated to the god Horus of Buhen.?”” The
intermediate zone in which it was located, although unfortunately
much denuded, contained traces of serpentine walls and mud-brick
buildings. On analogy with the fortresses of Mirgissa and Kor, at
which troops appear to have been housed outside the citadel yet
inside the area protected by the outer fortification, it has been sug-
gested that troops were quartered in this zone at Buhen as well.?”
After the first few reigns of the Eighteenth Dynasty, however, when
the settlement at Buhen became predominantly civilian in nature,
the outer walled area may well have been given over to houses,
workshops, and livestock.?”

Reliefs also honored Satis, Amun-re, Montu, Isis, and Anubis.
2% Emery, Smith, and Millard 1979: 102.
2% Emery 1961: 85.
476 Randall-MacIver and Woolley 1911: 83-94; Emery, Smith, and Millard 1979: 3.
The reasons why Hatshepsut felt it necessary to construct an additional tem-
ple to Horus of Buhen inside the fortress are obscure. Perhaps Ahmose’s mud-brick
temple was deemed too humble or dilapidated to serve such an important base; it
is true that the artistic workmanship of the earlier temple is decidedly homespun.
Alternatively, maybe the two temples served different populations—a split perhaps
between the elites and administrators housed within the fortress and the humbler
townsfolk and soldiers quartered outside.

7% Emery, Smith, and Millard 1979: 102.

29 Perhaps such an area would have protected the fortress’ cattle in times of
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The excavators of Buhen located two New Kingdom cemeteries
(H and J) in the desert northwest of the outer fortification. Due to
the practice of multiple burials and the plundered and weather-beaten
state of the cemetery itself, chronological differentiation among and
even within graves is unfortunately difficult to achieve. Moreover,
the distinction in burials between Egyptians and assimilated Nubians
is also extremely nebulous due to the general homogeneity of the
material culture.?®

Definite distinctions can be drawn, on the other hand, between
the haves and the have-nots: i.e., those tombs that possessed a high
ratio of goods to bodies and the tombs in which individuals were
buried with little or no grave goods. Unfortunately, however, it is
the very absence of material culture that makes the interpretation of
the latter category difficult. While these graves could be evidence for
an underclass of Nubian ndt, or serfs, the difference might also be
related to the chronological depth of the cemetery. Throughout both
Nubia and Egypt, Nineteenth and Twentieth Dynasty burials are in
general characterized by a marked decrease in grave goods, and thus
many of the seemingly impoverished burials at Buhen could in fact
date to this period of time.*"!

The early New Kingdom fortress-town of Buhen as a whole, then,
seems to have been occupied by a religious and administrative hier-
archy, as well as a general civilian population. Although Kamose
and Ahmose had devoted imperial resources to refurbishing Buhen’s
fortifications, most of the truly defensive features had in fact been
paved over. Indeed, the restoration seems more cosmetic than prac-
tical. After the reign of Ahmose, however, military security admittedly

trouble—as is implied by Thutmose II’'s Aswan inscription, demonstrating that the
cattle had been brought “behind the fortresses” for safekeeping.

%0 The only Nubian ceramic found in the graves was Kerma ware, which—
according to Williams (1992: 4-5)—"was exported to Egypt and commonly used
by Egyptians in Nubia.” Given the presence of Kerma ware in similar contexts at
Tombos, however, its presence might perhaps be evidence for the incorporation of
Upper Nubians, perhaps female marriage partners, into the settlement (personal
communication, S. T. Smith 2003).

%1 As will be discussed in chapters five and six, there is a startling lack of evi-
dence for a resident population, Egyptian or Nubian, in the Nineteenth and Twentieth
Dynasties, although public works and even warfare are known to have taken place
at this period. It has been suggested that the reason so few late New Kingdom
graves have been found in Nubia is that—as in Egypt—this period was character-
ized not only by multiple burials in family tombs (many of which were later badly
looted) but also by a radically restricted assemblage of grave goods (Kemp 1978: 40).
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does not seem to have been of paramount importance to either the
Egyptian government or the inhabitants of the fortress-town. While
in the Middle Kingdom the population of Buhen buried their dead
within the enclosure walls, the New Kingdom cemeteries were located
well outside the fortress town—perhaps indicating that the indige-
nous population was deemed less of a threat. Likewise, after the
tenure of Turl as tsw of Buhen, military titles disappear. Throughout
the New Kingdom female interments exist in a 1:1 ratio with their
male counterparts at Buhen, and weapons are scarcely evidenced.
Judging from archaeological and textual evidence, then, it appears
likely that inside a generation or so the original New Kingdom gar-
rison may have been replaced by a body of “citizen soldiers.”

Sai (see figure 13)

Like many of the New Kingdom installations in Nubia, Sai was less
a fortress-town than it was a fortified town. Although its enclosure wall
was 5 m thick and bastioned, Sai’s defenses were decidedly simple
in comparison to the fortresses of the Middle Kingdom. In lieu of
combining an elaborately defended outer wall and an inner citadel,
the entire town of Sai fit within the boundaries of one 238 x 140
m enclosure wall.?® Unfortunately, the construction of an Ottoman
fortress directly atop the Egyptian town has done much damage to
the site. As the excavators themselves confessed, very few artifacts
were found i sifu, and the ceramic record was only interesting sta-
tistically, for no wares could be confidently associated with their
original contexts.”” Bearing this in mind, then, it is quite lucky that
the two-fifths of the site that could be excavated yielded definable
architecture.

Temple A, one of the earliest buildings at Sai, appears to have
been sponsored by Ahmose or his son and to have been dedicated
to Amun. The temple is dwarfed, however, in comparison to two
palatial-sized buildings (perhaps 66 x 27 m each), which occupied
the easternmost excavated area of the town. Of the two, the east-
ern structure was unfortunately too damaged for its plan to be divined,
but its western counterpart possessed a large, six-columned hall as
well as numerous grand chambers. The great size of these buildings

2 Azim 1975: 120.
2 Azim 1975: 96.
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is contrasted with the narrow residential zone squeezed into the space
west of the buildings and ecast of the granary. These houses, built
with significantly smaller bricks than those used for the palaces or
the granary,”* included three four-room houses of identical plan and
two larger residential complexes, perhaps meant for elite officials or
extended families. Finally, in the southwestern corner of the fortress-
town, next to the gate, a large granary contained at least twelve cir-
cular silos. The original number of silos, however, was likely much
higher.?®

Judging from textual sources, the town of Sai appears to have
been governed in the New Kingdom by a /3f-" rather than a fortress
commander.” It is thus likely that the two palatial buildings had
been intended to serve as headquarters for this official and as lodg-
ings for the pharaoh or a viceroy during the course of official vis-
its. While the fortress-town at Sai does not appear to have supported
a purely military population,®” the presence of a strong Egyptian
community on the island assured the Egyptian government that the
formerly troublesome Kushite polity of Shaat would not be resur-
rected.” In addition to literally obliterating a former threat to Egyp-
tian power, Sai’s location provided easy access to the desert caravan

%1 Azim 1975: 120.

* Four additional silos can be distinguished on the plan, although, as these
underlie other silos, all could not have functioned simultaneously. Utilizing Kemp’s
(1991: 309) estimation that a round silo of 2.5 m—not filled entirely to capacity—
would have held 125 khar-measures of grain, or 9,500 cubic liters, the granary at
Sai would likely have contained 3,750 khar-measures of grain or 285,000 cubic
liters. Such an amount could have supported 156 workers over the period of a year
(Eyre 1987: 202). Although it is possible, given the ratio of state buildings to habi-
tations in the excavated portion of the site, that the actual population of Sai was
not especially large, it seems probable that the 12 silos alone could not have sup-
ported both the administrative elite and the rank-and-file settlers at the site.
Unfortunately, later Meroitic building has obscured the early layout of this part of
the fortress. In year 20 of Thutmose III, the viceroy Nehi would refurbish the gra-
nary and replace the silos with at least 17 rectangular magazines, each measuring
13 m x 3.75 m on average (Vercoutter 1958: 155; Azim 1975: 116).

%6 Posener 1958: 58.

%7 For the scattered information pertinent to the New Kingdom cemeteries at
Sai, see Minault and Thill 1974; Vercoutter 1974: 21; Geus 1976: 63-69; Gout-
Minault 1976. The material culture associated with the graves was typical of the
New Kingdom repertoire anywhere in Egypt or Nubia.

%8 The Kerman cemeteries at Sai were discontinued at the end of the Seventeenth
Dynasty, and in their place at least two pharaonic cemeteries were established. The
abrupt transition suggests either that all of the Kermans were forced to evacuate
the island or that any Kermans who remained were forced to assimilate to Egyptian
culture.
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route that led to the Selima Oasis, northward through a chain of
wells, and finally to Upper Egypt.*® Indeed, with all of its strategic
advantages, Sai might best be envisioned as a “new town” of the
type employed from ancient times onward to bring order and sta-
bility to regions plagued by invasions and banditry.*”

Possible early Fighteenth Dynasty Base: Tombos (no plan available)
In 1908 Breasted visited the island of Tombos and remarked upon
the remains of “a Nubian stronghold of sun-dried brick, which may
contain the nucleus of Thutmose I's fortress.””' Breasted and oth-
ers have been tempted to assign the ruins to Thutmose I because
they believe the compound to be mentioned in a victory stele of this
king that had been carved onto a nearby rock-face. According to
their interpretation of the text, Thutmose I had built a fortress for
his army at Tombos and named it “None-faces-him-among-the-entire-
nine-bows.”?? Even scholars who don’t subscribe to this reading,
however, are often tempted to view Thutmose I as the founder of
the ruined fortress that Breasted described.*”

The fortress’ proximity to Thutmose I’s Tombos stele and its loca-
tion barely 10 km north of the Kushite capital at Kerma are both
features that would make a date in the reign of Thutmose I quite

% Vercoutter 1986: 199-200.

20 See, for example, the Instructions of Merikare, “For the mooring-post is staked
in the district I made in the east from Hebenu to Horusway; it is settled with
people, of the best in the whole land, to repel attacks against them” (Lichtheim
1975: 103).

1 Breasted 1908: 45.

22 The controversy has centered upon the lines: km3s.n nbw fwt="31 mnw n msf
tm hst sw m pdt-psdt dmd(wt) (Urk. IV, 85: 2—4). Breasted (1988a: 30) and the schol-
ars who follow him (Leclant 1978: 68; Bradbury 1984-1985: 4; Zibelius-Chen 1988:
193; Shinnie 1996: 81) tend to translate the text roughly as follows, “The lords of
the palace created a fortress (mn/njw) for his army, (called) There-is-none-facing-
him-among-the-united-nine-bows.” It is my opinion, along with scholars such as
Sethe (1914: 43-44), Save-Soderbergh (1941: 150; 1991: 3), Goedicke (1974b: 14),
Redford (1979a: 274), Berg (1987: 2), and S. T. Smith (personal communication),
however, that it is the king himself who is metaphorically the “fortress.” According
to this reading, the lines should be translated to the effect of “(Thutmose I is the
one) who the lords of the temple created, a fortress for all of his army, he who
faces aggressively the entire nine-bows like a young panther.” Such a reading fits
the grammar and the general laudatory context of the inscription far better than
the former suggestion.

2% Emery 1965: 175; Redford 1979a: 277; Morkot 1987: 31, n. 26; O’Connor
1989: 255.
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reasonable. Early Eighteenth Dynasty forces based at Tombos would
have been situated in a perfect position both to launch attacks on
Kerma and later to keep an eye on the newly (re)conquered polity.
Two other strategic considerations would have rendered Tombos an
attractive locale for the establishment of a military base. First, like
Sai, Tombos was an island, and an island base in the third cataract
may have been particularly attractive to the imperial government.
Certainly, the longevity of Egypt’s fortresses in the second cataract
demonstrate that such installations were not only defensively unpar-
alleled, but they were also logistically useful in monitoring and assist-
ing riverine traffic. Second, archaeological evidence suggests that a
settlement located at Hannek—just across the river from Tombos—
had been a Kerman center of some prominence.?”* Establishing a
base at Tombos, then, may have been one of the only ways for the
early Eighteenth Dynasty rulers to prevent this strategic location from
falling back into Kerman hands.

It is highly unfortunate, then, that archaeological recognizance to
date has not confirmed the presence of a New Kingdom fortress at
Tombos.?” The fact that a sizable New Kingdom cemetery is located
on the mainland just east of the island, however, is of great inter-
est. So far as can be determined, burials date back at least to the
reign of Amenhotep II and possibly to the time of Hatshepsut. While
the town site associated with the cemetery has yet to be definitively
identified, a concentration of New Kingdom sherds near the south-
ern end of the village of Tombos suggests that a town or possibly
a fortress-town may have been situated in this area. Such a location
would have allowed the inhabitants to maintain a close watch on
southern river traffic and may thus have been particularly desir-
able.?

Possible early Fighteenth Dynasty Base: Kurgus (no plan available)
As was the case at Tombos, the assignation of the otherwise un-
dated crumbling mud-brick fortress at Kurgus to Thutmose I is based

208, T. Smith 2003: 89-93.

2% Sive-Séderbergh and Troy 1991: 3. S. T. Smith believes that the fortress that
Breasted described is probably Christian. Near the southern end of the modern vil-
lage of Tombos, Smith observed walls that could possibly belong to a fortress. This
area will be investigated further in future seasons (S. T. Smith, personal commu-
nication).

2% S T. Smith 2003: 136-166 and personal communication.
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primarily upon a nearby monumental inscription.””” Thutmose I’s
text warned Nubians against transgressing the stele that had been
given to him by Amun, threatening any Nubian who did so with
the loss of cattle and heirs. As Zibelius-Chen points out, however,
the inscription offers little to intimidate the illiterate, and the text
would presumably have required military accompaniment to render
it effective.”

The fortress of Kurgus is located beyond the fourth cataract, at
the farthest point upstream on the Nile that exhibits i siu evidence
for an Egyptian presence.” The Abu Hamed reach is among the
most desolate areas of the Nubian Nile Valley, and it is unlikely that
a substantial agricultural population could have existed in the near
vicinity. Without fertile fields, then, a fortress located at Kurgus
would by necessity have imported all of its foodstuffs, presumably
from the nearest Egyptian center at Tombos or perhaps even Napata—
a substantial stretch of Nile in either case. The positioning of the
fortress appears even less practical when one realizes that an army
invading Upper Nubia from the south would far more likely utilize
the desert trail connecting the West Butana to Napata than it would
the slow and tortuous route northward on the Nile.

There are a number of reasons, however, why New Kingdom
strategists might have deemed the control of Kurgus important.

1. Kurgus is located in close proximity to a gold mine, although it
is unknown to what extent this mine was utilized during the New
Kingdom.*"

2. Kurgus is positioned at the southern head of a well-worn trail
leading northward to Korosko in Lower Nubia. The great length

27 See Arkell 1966: 82 or Bradbury 1984-1985: 34 for the text. Scholars who
believe the fortress to date to Thutmose I include Morkot 1987: 31; Shinnie 1996:
81. W. V. Davies and his team from the British Museum conducted a test exca-
vation at the fortress in November 2000. While they found no evidence for the
compound being a pharaonic construction, its dating remained unclear (personal
communication).

2% Zibelius-Chen 1988: 165.

29 Although there is no proof, it is tempting to equate Kurgus with Karoy, the
traditional claimed boundary for Egyptian influence in Nubia. See, however, Stork
(1977: 260), who believes the fortress was located in Miu and therefore served as
an outpost or trading station.

%0 Vercoutter 1959: 135; O’Connor 1982: 903; Morkot 1987: 31. It is, perhaps,
important to note that gold-bearing ores are not found between the general regions
of Tombos and Kurgus (O’Connor 1982: 903).
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and aridity of the trail made traversing it extremely difficult before
the arrival of the camel, and it has only been relatively recently
that New Kingdom inscriptions were discovered at some of the

wells. 3!

Given the presence of the inscriptions, however, it is likely
that the trail was indeed utilized as a transit route in the New
Kingdom and that the Egyptian government attempted to mon-
itor it by employing the services of local Medjay or other desert
peoples.

3. A military base at Kurgus, if erected in conjunction with a base
at Napata, would have ensured that the Egyptians held a mono-
poly on all trade routes—via land and water—that led from Upper
Nubia to Lower Nubia or to the southern lands.

4. Kurgus is located on a rocky stretch of water that would poten-
tially pose peril to passing ships. Such positioning, then, is rem-
iniscent of the Middle Kingdom second cataract fortresses, which
seem to have been utilized both to monitor and to aid riverine
traffic.

Although it remains unknown whether Thutmose I in fact sponsored
the construction of the fortress at Kurgus, the twenty or more New
Kingdom inscriptions found at the nearby rock face of Hagar el-
Merwa attest to considerable New Kingdom interest in the site.
Unfortunately, our ability to determine the date of the fortress at
Kurgus is considerably hampered by the lack of an accurate plan.
At present all we have to work from is Arkell’s summary descrip-
tion. According to his report, the fortress walls formed an imperfect
rectangle, with the eastern and western walls measuring 77.7 m, the
northern wall 68.6 m, and the southern wall only 64 m. Such mea-
surements yield the fortress an area only slightly smaller than that
of the Middle Kingdom fortresses of Shelfak and Uronarti. A large
entrance was present at the eastern or desert side of Kurgus, and a
small entrance opened to the north. The northern wall appears to
have been protected by a curtain wall and a glacis, both admittedly
unusual in New Kingdom military architecture,™ while the western

%01 Macadam 1955: 8; Damiano-Appia 1992; Morkot 1995: 180. For the ardu-
ous nature of the trail, even traversed in modern day on donkey back, see Werner
1987: 120-132.

%2 This feature is only paralleled by the Libyan fortress constructed by Ramesses
IT at Zawiyet Umm el-Rakham (see chapter five).
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wall possessed a stone facing to help shield it from high floods.
Myriad mud-bricks, measuring on average 38 x 20.5 x 9.6 cm,
formed the 5.5 m thick outer walls.”™ Assuredly, the joint Sudan
Archaeological Research Society and British Museum expedition cur-
rently investigating Kurgus will further our understanding of the
nature of early Eighteenth Dynasty activity at the site.

NORTHERN AND SOUTHERN FORTIFICATIONS AND ADMINISTRATIVE
HEADQUARTERS IN THE EARLY EIGHTEENTH DYNASTY:
A CROSS-FRONTIER PERSPECTIVE

Although an architectural comparison between Tell el-Ajjul and
Nubian fortress-towns such as Buhen or Sai yields far more differences
than shared features, one important similarity in Egyptian policy on
the two frontiers may nonetheless be discerned. Namely, it appears
to have been an institutional practice on the part of the Egyptians
to banish a particularly troublesome conquered population and to
erect a military base in its place. Tell el-Dab’a (Avaris), Tell Heboua
I (Tjaru), and Tell el-Ajjul (Sharuhen) had all been important Hyksos
centers before their subsequent reoccupation by early Eighteenth
Dynasty settlers.

With regard to the Nubian frontier, the flourishing Kerman pop-
ulation of the island of Sai disappears in the early Eighteenth Dynasty,
only to be replaced by an Egyptian fortress-town. Likewise, while
the Egyptians may have been originally content to keep an eye on
Kerma from a nearby base at Tombos,** it is notable that follow-
ing its conquest the old town was abandoned and replaced by a new
settlement built closer to the river. Significantly, this replacement
town exhibited a mixed Kerman and Egyptian-style cultural assem-
blage.

Our understanding of early Eighteenth Dynasty installations on
both frontiers is hampered by a scarcity of textual information and
modern archaeological investigations. The Egyptian-style brand found

05 Arkell 1950: 38-39. Such measurements are roughly consistent with those dis-
covered at other Eighteenth Dynasty constructions, such as Malkata and Tjaru
(Hayes 1951: 164; Maksoud 1987: 15).

0% There is, of course, the possibility that the Egyptians did not occupy Kerma
directly because of a treaty relationship worked out between the Egyptian govern-
ment and the remnants of the Kerman kingdom.
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at Tell el-Ajjul and Thutmose II’s reference to the cattle that belonged
to the Nubian fortresses suggests that Egyptian bases may well have
possessed resident herds. Otherwise, the provision of staple goods
probably differed in the north and in the south. Given the large
civilian population that would have been present at fortress-towns
like Buhen and Sai, it is probable that the inhabitants of these bases
cultivated their own cereals. Tell Heboua I may well have been sim-
ilarly self-sufficient, given its great size and fertile environs. At Tell
el-Ajjul and at other relatively modest northern garrison posts, how-
ever, sustenance for the troops would likely have been extracted as
taxes from nearby polities. Certainly this practice is known to have
occurred as ecarly as the sole reign of Thutmose III (see chapter
three). The storage jar found at Tell el-Ajjul, which had been impressed
with the dual cartouches of Hatshepsut and Thutmose III, however,
may also suggest that local provisions were supplemented on occa-
sion with deliveries from Egypt.

It is interesting that the practice of erecting fortress-towns on for-
eign soil during the early Eighteenth Dynasty appears to have been
limited to the southern frontier. While Upper Nubia and Syria-
Palestine represented equally virgin territory, Egypt’s long occupa-
tion of Lower Nubia and the comforting presence of the Nile almost
certainly rendered the southern land less alien to potential settlers.
If so, it may have been significantly easier to recruit Egyptians to
inhabit a Nile Valley town than one in Syria-Palestine, where agri-
cultural and cultural practices were far more foreign to the Egyptian
tradition. Alternatively, it may have been that the pharaonic gov-
ernment had no intention of settling the Levant. Indeed, garrisons
may well have been placed in southern Canaan predominantly as
peacekeeping forces and as added protection for the Egyptian bor-
der but not as proto-settlements for an expanding Egyptian state.
With regard to Syria-Palestine, archacological and textual evidence
suggests that Egypt may have preferred the role of absentee land-
lord to that of homeowner.






CHAPTER THREE

FRONTIER POLICY IN THE
MID-EIGHTEENTH DYNASTY

OVERVIEW OF EGYPTIAN INTERACTIONS WITH SYRIA-PALESTINE

Historical summary

With the death of Hatshepsut, Egypt’s Syro-Palestinian vassals and
her northern enemies seized the opportunity to rid themselves of
Egyptian interference in their lands. A coalition that included hun-
dreds of towns “from Yurza untl the ends of the earth” (Urk. 1V,
648: 4) met Thutmose III’s army at the town of Megiddo. Due to
a bold move on the part of the pharaoh, the rebels were roundly
defeated and forced to seck safety within the town itself. After a
seven-month siege the enemy surrendered, took oaths of loyalty, and
departed for their homes as chastened Egyptian vassals. Although
Thutmose III would campaign annually for the better part of the
next twenty years, this battle appears to have held special impor-
tance for him.!

For modern scholars as well, the battle of Megiddo is viewed as
a critical turning point in Egypt’s foreign policy with regard to its
northern empire.” While recorded campaigns occurred sporadically
in the early Eighteenth Dynasty, for two decades after Thutmose
II’s battle at Megiddo expeditions northward took place almost annu-
ally. In some years the army would wage battles against new or
rebel territories, and in others the Egyptians simply flexed their mar-
tial muscles and collected tribute. Similarly, it is only after the bat-
tle of Megiddo that references to Egyptian installations on foreign
soil become almost commonplace in the textual record. Whatever
the inhibiting factors may have been during his coregency with

! The battle of Megiddo is allotted a disproportionate amount of space in the
annals (Urk. IV, 647: 5-667: 15) and is also referenced in numerous other monu-
ments (cf. Urk. IV, 184: 4-186: 7; 757: 14-760: 16; 766: 17-767: 12; 808: 8-809: 7;
1234: 6-1236: 15).

2 Cf. Weinstein 1981: 7, 15; Redford 1990: 33-34; Knapp 1992: 92.
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Hatshepsut, upon her death Thutmose III actively set about the task
of formalizing his empire.

Thutmose III’s military campaigns are well known from both royal
and private texts. Foremost among the officially commissioned sources
are his annals, which he had carved upon the temple walls at Karnak,
“causing that (each) campaign be recorded by name, together with
the plunder which [his majesty broJught away from it” (Urk. IV,
647: 7-8). That the annals were compiled in part from daybook
entries is known not only from contemporary accounts (Urk. IV,
661: 14—662: 6; 1004: 9—10) but also from modern grammatical
analyses.” On the strength of this documentary core, scholars accept
the annals as a relatively trustworthy, if inevitably biased, record of
Thutmose III’s campaigns.

The famed battle of Megiddo, undertaken both to quell an empire-
wide rebellion and “to extend the boundaries of Egypt” (Urk. IV,
648: 15), has been frequently discussed from a tactician’s point of
view.* It is also interesting, however, with respect to the information
it offers on Egyptian fortresses and administrative installations. The
narrative of Thutmose III’s campaign begins with a departure from
Tjaru (Urk. IV, 647: 12), the Egyptian border-fortress that had been
seized by Ahmose, reequipped by Thutmose I (see chapter two), and
provided with fortifications no later than the reign of Thutmose IIL.°
After a remarkably quick crossing of the Ways of Horus, perhaps
suggesting that the fresh-water wells along the Sinai littoral were at
least protected and maintained if not actually fortified,” Thutmose
and his army reached Gaza (Urk. IV, 648: 9-11). At this town,
christened in Egyptian “The-ruler-seized-(it),” the Egyptian army cel-
ebrated the anniversary of their pharaoh’s coronation. It may also
have been at this point that the army reconnoitered with a garrison
that had earlier retreated to nearby Sharuhen (Tell el-Ajjul) due to
the revolt (Urk. IV, 648: 5).

5 Spalinger 1982: 122-123; 134-142; Redford 1986a: 122-124.

* Nelson 1913; Faulkner 1942: 2-15; Spalinger 1979a: 47-54; Davies 1986.

> Maksoud 1998: 36.

% Oren 1979: 186. Seal impressions bearing the cartouche of Thutmose IIT occur
in Eighteenth Dynasty levels at Haruba site A-289 (phase IV-Oren 1993a: 1390).
While such impressions are often found in later reigns, there is at least a possibil-
ity that this site had been established in the northern Sinai as early as the mid-
Eighteenth Dynasty. See also the discussion of the mid-Eighteenth Dynasty fosse at
Tell el-Borg below.

7 See the discussion concerning this garrison and its whereabouts in chapter two.
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Between Gaza and Megiddo, Thutmose III camped with his army
(Urk. IV, 652: 13; 655: 15), and just prior to the battle he posi-
tioned garrisons (i’p!)® in the north and south (Urk. IV, 656: 16),
although it is not entirely clear whether these garrisons also camped
or whether they had been billeted in nearby towns. It was only when
the need for a prolonged siege became apparent, however, that the
Egyptians truly settled in for the long haul. The army, perhaps with
the help of prisoners of war (Urk. IV, 184: 15-16),” surrounded
Megiddo with a stockade to aid in the process of monitoring entrance
or exit to the city. This stockade, constructed with fruit trees (or
perhaps “pleasant” trees)'” and surrounded by a ditch, was given the
formal name, “Menkheperre-is-the-one-who-encircles-the-Syro-
Palestinians (styw)” (Urk. IV, 661: 6). During the work, Thutmose
IIT himself 1s said to have occupied an eastern f#m (Urk. IV, 661:
1) located in close proximity to the besieged city. The nature of this
structure will be discussed below.

The hundreds of place names given in the topographical lists that
pertain to Thutmose III’s first campaign (Urk. IV, 781: 6-806: 6)
and their often precise geographic clustering have led scholars to
suggest that Thutmose III and his army conducted numerous raids
on surrounding areas while the siege was in progress.'' Indeed, archae-
ologists have assigned many a destruction layer to these presumed

8 The interpretation of @’y as “garrison troops” follows Schulman 1964a: 17-18.
Others prefer the more neutral translation “combat-ready troops” or the like (Redford,
personal communication). See Faulkner (1953: 44) for a noncommittal discussion.

% In a retrospective of his first campaign, Thutmose III records that he placed
the enemy “in a prison (4nrf) that they themselves had built, the enclosure (snw)
around it as a stable rampart (sbty mnf)” (Urk. IV, 184: 15-16). While this state-
ment may have referred to a separate holding area for prisoners of war, it could
also have been a metaphorical designation for the Egyptian-built wall, which in
enclosing the city effectively imprisoned the enemy army. Alternatively, it may have
referred to the city of Megiddo itself, which had become a prison to those entrapped
within.

10 Literally, “all their sweet (or pleasant) trees” (ht.sn nb bnr—Urk. IV, 660: 16).
Breasted (AR II: 185, n. h) suggests the interpretation “fruit trees.” Presumably the
Egyptians may have chosen fruit trees as a building material not only for their
inherent qualities but also for the havoc the loss of such an important source of
income would wreak on the local economy. Nelson (1913: 60—61) has gathered a
number of comparative examples of armies constructing stockades around besieged
cities. In one case the wall had likewise been fashioned from fruit trees.

' Noth 1938: 26-65; Edel 1953a: 97; Helck 1971: 133. Alternative views on the
lists are that they served primarily as compilations of well-known itineraries (Redford
1982a: 59-60; 1986a: 125-126; followed by Hoffmeier 1989: 187-188). Likewise,



118 CHAPTER THREE

subsidiary battles.'”” Given the gradual nature of the MB IIC/LB I
transition and the general chaos that accompanied it (see chapter
two), however, such definitive attributions must be approached with
caution.

During the seven-month siege of Megiddo, the army appears to
have supported itself by harvesting the city’s fields (Urk. IV, 667:
10—15), commandeering its cattle (Urk. IV, 664: 9—14), and accept-
ing “clean grain, wine, large cattle, and small cattle for the army of
his majesty” (Urk. IV, 662: 16) from delegates of polities who deemed
it prudent to ally themselves with the Egyptians. In the end, how-
ever, the long siege paid off. Not only did cach city that took part
in the conspiracy depart Megiddo as an Egyptian vassal (Urk. IV,
1235: 16-1236: 5),"” but the Egyptians returned home with more
than 2,000 Canaanite slaves (Urk. IV, 665: 5—12), numerous luxury
goods (Urk. IV, 665: 13-667: 8), and the exclusive rights to the
products and produce of three Syro-Palestinian towns (Urk. IV, 664:
17-665: 3), which were later dedicated to Amun (Urk. IV, 744: 3-8).
Much debate has centered upon the location of these three towns,
Yenoam ( y-nw-"3-m), Nuges (i-n-i-w-g-s3), and Herenkeru (hw-r-n-
k3-rw), which before their donation to Amun had contained estates
belonging to the king of Kadesh.'" While Herenkeru is otherwise

it has been suggested by Yeivin (1950: 51-62; followed by Aharoni 1968: 146, 152),
albeit perhaps less persuasively, that the organization of Thutmose III’s topographical
lists reflects the administrative organization of Canaan in the Hyksos Period or the
early Eighteenth Dynasty.

12 Kaplan 1972: 78; M. Dothan 1976: 17; Na’aman 1977: 173, n. 7; Dever
1990: 78.

'3 The annals also state that following the battle enemy leaders were appointed
anew (Urk. IV, 663: 2). Presumably this statement indicates that these individuals
were (re)established in their offices specifically as officially sanctioned Egyptian vas-
sals. Such an event is remembered by Addu-nirari in Amarna letter 51: “[No]t[e]
(that) when Manakhpiya, the king of Egypt, your ancestor, made [T]alku], my
ancestor, a king in Nukhasse, he put oil on his head and [s]poke as follows: “‘Whom
the king of Egypt has made a king, [and on whose head] he has put [oil], [no]
one [shall...]”” (EA 51: 4-9; Moran 1992: 122). Bryan (1991: 340-341) believes
the reference may have been to Thutmose IV, as he was literally “the father of
your father,” but it appears more likely that the phrase was meant less literally, as
“ancestor” (see Campbell 1964: 68-69 as well as the discussion and references found
in Moran 1992: 122, n. 1).

" Urk. IV, 664: 17-665: 2 reads: “A list of what was carried off afterward by
the king from the houschold goods of that fallen one, which were in Yenoam, in
Nuges, and in Herenkeru.” Although theoretically “that fallen one” could designate
cither the king of Megiddo or the king of Kadesh—as these two men were the
major ringleaders of the rebellion—this term in the annals is reserved solely for the

king of Kadesh (Urk. IV, 663: 12-664: 7).
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unknown,” Yenoam is most often associated in textual sources with
sites situated in the northern Transjordan.'

The location of the town of Nuges, however, has garnered by far
the most controversy, for many have equated it with Nukhasse—a
northern Syrian territory (and town) in the vicinity of Qatna.'” This
has frustrated a number of other scholars who wish to locate all
three toponyms together in a restricted area.' If one presumes, how-
ever, that the king of Kadesh used each of these cities as a military
and political base (much as the late Fighteenth Dynasty Egyptians
utilized Gaza, Sumur, and Kumidi), one would expect to find these
headquarter-cities spread throughout the land. Indeed, their assign-
ment to Amun rather than to a local vassal ruler may imply that
ownership of the polities had simply been transferred directly from
the ruler of Kadesh to the king of Egypt."

Thutmose III’s donation of these three towns to Amun for the
purpose of providing annual revenue need not necessarily have entailed

5 Redford (1982a: 6364, 72 and 74; followed by Spalinger 1983: 99) associates
h-rn-k-rw with h-r-k-r, no. 101 on Thutmose II’s Karnak list of toponyms. This
town, which has been identified as modern Kerek, would provide a Transjordanian
location for the site. Given the divergent spellings and the fact that neither Yenoam
nor Nuges appears on the Karnak list, however, this identification is far from certain.

1 According to the Beth Shan stele of Seti I (KRI I, 11: 8-12: 14), Yenoam
was involved in an insurrection affecting Beth Shan, Rehob, Pella, and Hamath,
which was quelled in a single day’s time. Yenoam also appears among Transjordanian
toponyms in lists of Seti I and Ramesses II (Edel 1966; Simons 1937: XIII-XVI,
XXIV), and perhaps also in P. Anastasi I (see Hasel 1998: 147, n. 25 for a dis-
cussion of the pros and cons of interpreting y’n...as a miswriting for yn’m).
Amenhotep III’s mortuary temple toponym list (Edel 1966: 11-13), however, situ-
ates Yenoam in a north Syrian context—adjacent to Takhasy and Damascus, which
has prompted scholars such as Na’aman (1977: 168-177) to suggest alternate loca-
tions. For a comprehensive history of the debates surrounding the identity of Yenoam,
see Na’aman (1977: 168), Giveon (1980: 245), and Hasel (1998: 147-148). Proposed
locations have included Tell el-’Abeidiyeh, Tell en-Na’ameh, Tell Yin’am, and Tell
esh-Shihab.

7 Gardiner 1947a: 146%, 168*-171%; Astour 1963: 238; Edel 1966: 4 and 65;
Helck 1971: 344. But see Na’aman (1977: 171-172; followed by Spalinger 1983:
99), who believes Nuges to be located in the Transjordan. This assignment, how-
ever, appears largely motivated by a desire to place Nuges in close proximity to
Yenoam.

18 Sidve-Soderbergh 1946: 36; Alt 1959a: 135, 138; Na’aman 1977: 170-171;
Drower 1980: 451.

' Ahituv 1978: 94. Even if these cities were not used as bases per se, Na’aman
(1977: 172) points out that during the period of Mitanni rule in Syria, it was com-
mon for nobles to own estates in far-flung territories. The parallels he provides
demonstrate that it would not have been odd for the king of Kadesh to own prop-
erty in both Syrian and Transjordanian towns as part of his personal holdings.
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any Egyptian construction within them. The crops could simply have
been sown, harvested, and transported to the Theban temple by
locals on behalf of the Egyptians. An inscription on a statue of the
overseer of works under Thutmose III, however, might point to a
different scenario. On the back of his statue, Minmose listed from
south to north temples that had been constructed under his watch.
Second to last on his list is a temple to Hathor, lady of Byblos, and
last is a temple to Amun—the vicinity of which was unfortunately
too badly damaged to discern (Urk. IV, 1443: 19-20).* It is not
impossible, then, that the Egyptians had constructed a temple to
Amun (or, alternatively, had refurbished the local temple of a male
deity identified by the Egyptians with Amun) in one or all of these
towns.?! The bsk-revenue produced by the polities, then, may well
have been destined for a local temple of Amun.?

Monumental stone blocks discovered at Byblos bore the cartouche
of Thutmose III and thus suggest that Egyptian funds indeed helped
adorn or augment the temple precinct of the famed lady of Byblos.*
That such “Egyptian” temples on foreign soil played an extremely
important economic role with respect to the local and imperial
economies 1is indicated by a biographical inscription of Thutmose III's
treasurer, Sennefer. This official records having presented offerings
of millions of things to the goddess of Byblos in exchange for timber

% Helck (1971: 444) suggested that the temple to Amun was located at Gaza,
as a temple to Amun existed at the site in the Twentieth Dynasty (P. Harris I, 9:
1-3). One would expect a more northerly location for the temple, however, judg-
ing from the south-to-north ordering of the list. It may be of some significance,
then, that an Amarna letter from the citizens of Tunip refers to their loyalty since
the time of Thutmose III and to the fact that the gods of the king of Egypt “dwelled”
in Tunip (EA 51: 6-10; Moran 1992: 130).

2l An official named Amenhotep, who served in the reign of Thutmose III’s son,
Amenhotep II, bore the title “overseer of the foreign lands of Amun” (Der Manuelian
1987: 140). While it is unclear exactly what such a title meant, it is at least a pos-
sibility that it designated responsibility for the oversight of lands belonging to Amun
temples outside Egypt proper.

2 Bleiberg (1981: 110) notes that these three towns and the rulers of Lebanon
who were charged with provisioning the harbors are the only northern entities
specified as providing b3k Given the connection in Egypt between b3k-payments
and temple economy (Bleiberg 1988), these areas may in fact have submitted their
b3k to a local Egyptian-oriented temple or to an institution that in turn redistrib-
uted the goods as rations to those employed in imperial interests. The fact that the
b3k-payments provided by the Lebanese rulers to the harbors were specifically des-
ignated for the use of the Egyptian army on campaign is important in this regard.

# Woolley 1921: 200; Dunand 1939: pl. 27, nos. 1317 and 1318; Montet 1998:
14, 249, no. 947; pl. 152.
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“on behalf of —l.p.h.—your majesty (i.e., Thutmose III)” (fry-tp [nk
wd3 snb hm.k]—Urk. IV, 535: 4). A similar incidence of a commer-
cial transaction being carried on under the guise of the presentation
of gifts to an “Egyptian” deity occurs in Hatshepsut’s Punt relief at
Deir el-Bahri. In this case, the myriad wonders brought back from
Punt were reciprocated by offerings given to Hathor, lady of Punt,
“on behalf of—lp.h.—her majesty” (hmy-tp ‘nh wdz snb hmt.s—Urk.
IV, 323: 5).2* Given the role that temples played in the national and
international economy, it is perhaps fitting that Minmose not only
constructed at least two temples on foreign soil but that he also
assessed taxes for both Syro-Palestinians and Nubians (Urk. IV, 1442:
4-11).%

The last event of Thutmose III’s first campaign that bears special
import for this study is the construction of a mnnw-fortress in Lebanon
dubbed “Menkheperre-is-the-one-who-subdues-the-wanderers” (Urk.
IV, 739: 12-740: 1). As this fortress will be discussed at length below,
it will suffice to note that Lebanon was an area of prime interest
for the Egyptians, not only with regard to the timber that could be
obtained there but also because of its excellent harbors and strate-
gically situated mountain passes. Although the exact whereabouts of
Thutmose III’s Lebanese mnnw remains unknown, the Egyptians quite
likely founded it adjacent to a harbor, a cedar forest, and a major
mountain pass. Further, given the amount of trouble that Thutmose
III faced in subduing the northern coast of Lebanon on his subse-
quent campaigns, it is also probable that the fortress had been erected
in the south—perhaps in the vicinity of Byblos.

Little is known about the next three campaigns of Thutmose III
and virtually nothing at all of a military nature.”® The king appears
to have focused upon solidifying his power in other ways. For example,

# Tt is perhaps not coincidental that both Byblos and Punt are referred to as
“God’s Land” in Egyptian inscriptions.

» For an in-depth discussion of financial transactions masked as divine offerings,
see Liverani 1990: 248-249; 2001: 170-175.

% A block found in the Cairo Museum and assumed to come from the second
(Sethe 1984: 676) or third (Drower 1980: 453) campaign of Thutmose III mentions
offerings given to Amun-Re and Re-Horakhty, a recreation taken by the king, the
torching of foreign towns, and the plundering of villages (Urk. IV, 676: 6-16). The
context of the block, however, is highly insecure, and Redford (1992: 159, n. 144)
suggests that it may have belonged, in fact, to the narration of the eighth cam-
paign. Given the reference to Amun-Re and Re-Horakhty, however, the fifth cam-
paign might be an equally viable candidate.
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by accepting a diplomatic envoy from Assur (Urk. IV, 668: 6-15),
and presumably reciprocating in kind, the Egyptians and the Assyrians
almost certainly entered into a mutually advantageous alliance against
Mitanni.”” Likewise, Thutmose III cemented a relationship with a
presumably powerful ruler of Retenu by entering into a diplomatic
marriage (Urk. IV, 668: 17-670: 14).

By year 29, however, Thutmose III was back on the warpath,
“destroying the countries that rebelled against him” (Urk. IV, 685:
5). In this campaign, as his predecessors had done commonly in the
past (see chapter two), Thutmose III entirely bypassed Canaan and
arrived on the shores of Lebanon by boat.? The two towns con-
quered in this campaign, Ullaza®™ and Ardata, were both located at
the very northern edge of what at that time could have been con-
sidered Egyptian territory. Iurther, the fact that Ullaza was gar-
risoned with troops from Tunip (Urk. IV, 686: 3) suggests that it
was at the urging of Tunip that the two coastal towns had renounced
their Egyptian vassalage.”

Despite its location at the farthest fringe of Egypt’s empire, north-
ern Lebanon possessed at least one Egyptian installation, namely a
storchouse of offerings (s’ n wdnw) at which the army sacrificed to
Amun and Re-Horakhty following a successful battle (Urk. IV, 685:

? Countries such as Cyprus, Babylon, and Hatti—themselves no friends of
Mitanni—sent similar envoys later on in Thutmose III’s reign. Indeed, during one
of these diplomatic détentes, Egypt and Hatti may well have entered into a formal
treaty agreement (Gurney 1980: 671).

% Although a marriage is not explicitly stated, the annals record the arrival of
a princess together with her slaves, dishes, personal ornaments, a gold horn, and
sundry gifts reminiscent of the trousseaus known from the Amarna letters (EA 13;
22; 25). That Thutmose III married at least two other northern princesses is evident
from the grave of the three “Asiatic princesses” found at Thebes (Winlock 1948).

# The sudden appearance of Thutmose IIT on the shores of Lebanon and his
departure from the area by boat (Urk. IV, 687: 1) allow for such a supposition to
be made (Sdve-Soderbergh 1946: 34-35).

% Sethe restored the broken toponym as wr(t/] after Young; however, this read-
ing is not followed by Breasted (AR II: 195). Numerous authors (see Helck 1971:
137; Drower 1980: 454; Redford 1992: 158) have restored the name of this city as
Ullaza. Although the site of Ullaza has not been definitively identified, evidence
from the Amarna letters confirms its placement on the coast north of Arvad (EA
104; 109; 140). Given its vassalage to Tunip, the town must have been easily acces-
sible via a mountain pass from the Orontes Valley.

* Indeed, given that Ullaza served as an Egyptian base in the late Eighteenth
Dynasty (EA 104; 105; 109; 117; 140—see chapter four), it is perhaps possible that
the fortress built by Thutmose III in Lebanon was located at Ullaza and that the
transference of its loyalty to Tunip constituted its “rebellion” against Egypt.
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13-16). It is unclear whether this building should be regarded as
more akin to the Amun temple(s) on Syro-Palestinian soil, discussed
above, or to the system of harbor provisioning developed by Thutmose
III and addressed below. In Egypt a sn” generally served not only
as a storage facility but also as a workshop in which raw materials
were transformed into finished goods or foodstuffs. Incidentally, from
the time of Thutmose III onward, kings routinely boasted of filling
temple $7’w with prisoners of war.*

The following year, the Egyptians again sailed** northward, this
time presumably utilizing the harbors they had just secured to pen-
etrate the Lebanese mountains and to reach the Orontes Valley. In
order to check the rebellion that had evidently spread southward
from Tunip, Thutmose III attacked Kadesh and succeeded at the
very least in destroying its crops.” The Egyptians stormed the appar-
ently unrepentant Ardata as well, although the annals are ambigu-
ous as to whether Sumur and an otherwise unknown town suffered
the same fate (Urk. IV, 689: 7-15).

The number and frequency of these post-Megiddo northern rebel-
lions emphasize just how easily the oaths elicited after conquest could
be broken. Perhaps it is not a coincidence, then, that Thutmose 11
in the course of this campaign also introduced a policy designed to
ensure good behavior on the part of his vassals. From this time forth,
the Egyptians exacted from their vassals a son or a brother to be
held at the Egyptian court until the death of the vassal (Urk. IV,
690: 2-5). This policy was meant ostensibly to ensure that the vassal’s

2 Although it is unclear, the annals secem to indicate that the storchouse of
offerings was located somewhere south of Ullaza and north of Ardata. It is tempt-
ing, then, to suggest that it was located at Sumur, one of the best-known Egyptian
garrison towns in the Amarna Period. As this harbor settlement was the site of
future conflicts later in Thutmose’s reign, however, it seems not to have been under
firm Egyptian control in the mid-Eighteenth Dynasty.

% See Murnane 1998: 185-187.

% The word for expedition is determined by a boat (Urk. IV, 689: 5), and no
Canaanite sites are mentioned. The Egyptian reliance on the navy is also illumi-
nated by a papyrus of the royal dockyard at Peru-nefer dated to year 30 (Glanville
1931 and 1932; although see Redford 1965: 110). According to this document, no
less a personage than the crown prince Amenhotep oversaw the work of the ship-
wrights.

# This battle may have been referred to in the autobiography of the soldier
Amenemheb, who recorded two campaigns against Kadesh. During the first of these
armed contests, Amenemheb reports capturing two maryannu-warriors (Urk. IV,

892: 8-10).



124 CHAPTER THREE

intended heir would indeed inherit his post, as Egypt pledged to
protect and install these heirs apparent. Concomitantly, however, it
served both to indoctrinate future rulers with Egyptian culture and
to provide Egypt with extremely valuable hostages.

During the course of Thutmose III’s seventh campaign, the Egyptians
continued their previous activities: quelling rebellions on the coast
of Lebanon and creating new imperial policies. Regarding the for-
mer, the town of Ullaza and its resident garrison from Tunip were
once more defeated in battle (Urk. IV, 690: 15-691: 8). This time,
however, Thutmose III installed one of his own garrisons (Urk. IV,
1237: 9-15) in order to discourage further rebellions. This had the
effect of not only preventing the important harbor town from switch-
ing loyalties yet again but also of providing the Egyptians with an
alternative to Byblos for the procurement of timber (Urk. IV, 1237:
9-18).

In terms of policy formation, Thutmose III also made at least two
adjustments to his imperial infrastructure. First, he designated a fixed
portion of the Syro-Palestinian harvest to be delivered annually—as
bsk—to the Egyptians (Urk. IV, 694: 3-8).*® Second, he commanded
that the rulers of Lebanon—as part of their 43k—equip their harbors
“with loaves, with oil, incense, wine, and honey,” thereby assuring
the Egyptians of plentiful supplies wherever they chose to land (Urk.
IV, 692: 15-693:14).” Presumably, based upon the inclusion of grain
in later repetitions of this list (Urk. IV, 713: 7; 723: 8; 727: 11), the
requisitioned Syro-Palestinian harvests would have been stored at the
harbors as well.* The only item on the harbor lists that does not

% On the basis of Taanach letters 2 and 5, as well as Amarna letter EA 365,
Na’aman (1981b: 141-143) has argued that in the reign of Thutmose III the entire
southern Jezreel Valley became crown property and was thenceforth serviced by
corvée labor. While the evidence does not seem to support such a vast area as
being entirely Egyptian-owned, it does appear that certain land was in fact worked
on behalf of the Egyptian government at this time. Much of the b3krevenue, how-
ever, may also have come from private fields.

% As ship’s captains during the Late Bronze Age routinely hugged the shore,
docking their ships at the first sign of a storm or at nightfall, these harbors would
have been well utilized (see Drower 1980: 507).

% References to the equipping of the harbors according to an annual contract
(nt-) with goods requisitioned from annual taxes (h#r and b3kw) also occur in the
eighth (Urk. IV, 700: 6-9), ninth (Urk IV, 707: 10-14), thirteenth (Urk. IV, 719:
7-11), fourteenth (Urk. IV, 723: 4-9), and seventeenth (Urk. IV, 732: 6-8) campaigns.

The goods with which the harbors were stocked resemble closely those requested



MID-EIGHTEENTH DYNASTY 125

appear to have been intended as sustenance, in fact, is incense. It
is highly probable, however, that incense would have been utilized
in the cultic rituals that also took place at these installations, if
Thutmose III's offerings to Amun and Re-Horakhty at a s»” in the
fifth campaign (Urk. IV, 685: 13-16) are at all representative.

If Thutmose III’s victory against the confederacy at Megiddo
loomed large in his personal history, the battle against Mitanni forces
in his eighth campaign was perhaps his crowning glory. The annals
provide the information that he reached the Euphrates, set up his
stele beside that of his grandfather, traveled southward to Niy, and
received embassies from the Babylonians and the Hittites,*—both
sworn enemies of Mitanni (Urk. IV, 697: 3-16; 698: 15-699: 1; 700:
16-701: 9). Outside sources, however, do much to flesh out the pic-
ture.” From these we learn that Thutmose III embarked on his jour-
ney from the coast near Byblos (Urk. IV, 1232: 2—4) and that his
army fought in the vicinity of Aleppo (Urk. IV, 891: 2-3), Carchemesh
(Urk. IV, 891: 8-9), and Qatna (Urk. IV, 188: 15-16). Battles in
Sindjar (Urk. IV, 891: 16-892: 5) and Takhasy (Urk. IV, 893: 5-13;

of vassals in advance of the Egyptian troops in the Amarna letters (Na’aman 1981a:
181). As Alt (1959: 110) has suggested, it is also quite probable that the harbors
served as depots where inland vassals, who were not concerned per se with equip-
ping the harbors, could deliver their taxes for pickup by the Egyptians. Such a sys-
tem would be equivalent to that in Egypt of farmers bringing their tax to mooring
places along the Nile. For discussions of the term nt-; see Redford 1970: 43, n. 1;
Lorton 1974: 178; Murnane 1990: 73-74.

% The Kurustama treaty, concluded between Egypt and Hatti to provide for the
resettlement of northern Anatolian Kaskan peoples into Egyptian sovereign terri-
tory, appears to have been drafted at some point between the reigns of Thutmose
III and Thutmose IV (Schulman 1977-1978: 112-113; 1988: 58). As this embassy
marks the first appearance of Hittite diplomats in Egyptian records, it is not impos-
sible that at this meeting negotiations took place and treaties or formal agreements
were drawn up between the two powers. A very fragmentary copy of this text is
extant, and later references to it are found in the Deeds of Suppiluliuma and the
Plague Prayers of Mursili II (for translations of these documents, see Schulman
1988: 66-67; Murnane 1990: 31-32).

1 Sources of relevance to the eighth campaign not mentioned above include: the
Constantinople obelisk (Urk. IV, 587: 1-3, 13-15), the Armant stele (Urk. IV, 1245:
18-1246: 2), the “poetical” stele (Urk. IV, 613: 9-12), the University of Pennsylvania
stele (Spalinger 1978: 35—41), the inscription of Minmose (Urk. IV, 1448: 13), the
statue of Yamu-Nedjeh (Urk. IV, 1370: 8-11), the tomb of Menkheperresonb (Urk.
IV, 931: 1-3), the tomb of Montu-iwy (Urk. IV, 1467: 9-15), and perhaps the
royal stele found at Khirbet e’Oreimeh (Albright and Rowe 1928: 281-287). The
mention of a campaign to Djahy in the tomb of Tjanni (Urk. IV, 1004: 2-9) is
not directly assignable to any particular battle.
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1442: 16-20; Davies 1922: 33, pl. 29) may also have taken place
on this campaign.*

Despite the successes of the eighth campaign, throughout the
remainder of his reign Thutmose III faced continual challenges in
maintaining his northern border. In the ninth campaign he captured
three towns, one of which was located in the vicinity of Nukhasse
(Urk. IV, 704: 5-7)—an area supposed to have been ceded to the
god Amun! The next year he fought against a Mitanni force in the
city of Araina (Urk. IV, 710: 3-711: 2), and three years later he
was back to quell a revolt in Nukhasse (Urk. IV, 716: 14-15). His
fourteenth campaign, waged against the Shasu (Urk. IV, 721: 10—13),
may well have taken place in the Negev, where Thutmose III is
known to have fought at some point during his career (Urk. IV,
890: 14-15). As is apparent from later texts, however, Shasu war-
riors could be encountered even in the northernmost reaches of the
Egyptian empire.*

In a final bit of irony, Thutmose III’s last campaign engaged the
same enemy he had fought nearly twenty years previously—the king
of Kadesh. The Egyptian monarch embarked at the coastal city of
Irqata and overthrew it, traveled through the mountains to fight at
Tunip,” headed southward along the Orontes, and captured towns
in the vicinity of Kadesh (Urk. IV, 729: 7-730: 10; 894: 5-895: 8).
Not surprisingly, among the auxiliaries gathered at Kadesh were
Mitanni troops. Indeed, given the fact that all the known rulers of
LB I Kadesh bear Mitanni names, it is likely that the two thrones
were related by blood as well as contract.**

Although Thutmose III’s son and heir Amenhotep II did not cam-
paign annually, records from his third, seventh, and ninth years indi-
cate that he was indeed active in Syria-Palestine during the first half

1 Faulkner 1946: 40—41. The principles by which the autobiography of Amenemheb
was organized are rather unclear, which interferes with the certain assignment of
his narratives to particular campaigns.

2 See KRI II, 103: 12-108: 10; Giveon 1971: 15-17, 22-23; Astour 1979; Gorg
1979: 199-202.

# That Tunip had at least for a time in the reign of Thutmose III been under
Egyptian sovereignty is suggested by the depiction in the tomb of Menkheperresonb
of a prince of Tunip bringing his child to the Egyptian court (Urk. IV, 930: 2-3)
and by the protestation in EA 59: 5-12 (Moran 1992: 130) that Tunip had been
ruled by Egypt in the time of Thutmose III. Indeed, the letter states that Egyptian
gods dwelled in Tunip, which may be a reference to an Egyptian sanctuary or at
least the incorporation of Egyptian deities into a Tunipian temple.

* Redford 1992: 140.
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of his reign.®” Amenhotep II recorded his initial campaign on two
steles, erected respectively at Amada and Elephantine.*® Although
the bulk of the inscriptions focused upon works Amenhotep II had
performed for the gods, space at the end was reserved for a sum-
mary of a campaign that had been undertaken “in order to broaden
the boundaries of Egypt” (Urk. IV, 1296: 15).

According to the inscriptions, since Thutmose III had last cam-
paigned in Takhasy—an area located in the Biga Valley south of
Kadesh*—seven of the local leaders had rebelled against Egyptian
authority. To remedy the situation, Amenhotep quickly journeyed to
Takhasy and dispatched the offenders with his mace, although whether
he did so literally or metaphorically is another question.” Presumably
in order to discourage future rebellions at home and abroad, the
corpses of his victims were treated brutally and widely displayed.
Hung downward off the prow of the royal bark during Amenhotep’s
return trip, the bodies of the seven rulers later ornamented the walls
at Thebes and Napata (Urk. IV, 1296: 13-1298: 8).*

® One source perhaps relevant for understanding Amenhotep II’s foreign policy
is the famous letter he composed to the viceroy of Kush, Usersatet, in which he
refers to the viceroy’s participation in military campaigns and refers to him as the
“[possessor of a] woman from Babylon, a maidservant from Byblos, a young maiden
from Alalakh, and an old woman from Arapkha” (Urk. IV, 1344: 4-7).

¥ Given the fact that both Amenhotep II’s third and his seventh campaigns were
designated as his “first,” there is much speculation that Amenhotep was still a core-
gent of Thutmose III in his third year (see the discussion in Helck 1971: 156, n. 106;
Der Manuelian 1987: 32-39, 57-58). After the death of his father, then, Amenhotep
may have renumbered his campaigns to reflect his activity as sole pharaoh (Alt
1954: 40; Redford 1965: 119-122; Yeivin 1967: 120), although this is much debated
(Murnane 1977: 44—47; Wilson 1969: 245, n. 1; Krauss 1978: 174—175). If Amenhotep
authored the diplomatic letters found at Taanach while prince, as some believe,
these documents would provide further evidence of his active role in Syria-Palestine
before his assumption of sole power (see Rainey 1973a: 73).

17 Edel 1953: 158, n. 69; 1966: 11; Ward 1992: 1165.

% Some have viewed this statement as referring to the materialization of the
smiting scene, wherein the pharaoh would ceremonially execute his prisoners in the
presence of the god. Ritner (1995: 171, n. 171) interprets the grammar of the pas-
sage as indicating that the seven rulers were sacrificed in Egypt before Amun. Such
had been the interpretation of Breasted (AR II: 313), although Yoyotte (1980-1981:
37, n. 29) expressed doubts regarding it. If the cult centers to Amun were indeed
constructed in Syria-Palestine during the reign of Thutmose III, however, it may
be possible to reconcile a sacrifice before the god with a Levantine setting. The
exposures of the corpses at Thebes and Napata may also be relevant, as both set-
tlements were also centers of worship for Amun.

¥ References to Takhasy are found in two private inscriptions relevant to the
reign of Amenhotep II. A certain Amenerhatef served as standard bearer in a reg-
iment called “Crushing Takhasy” (Der Manuelian 1987: 54—55), and Takhasy is
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Amenhotep’s year seven campaign was also undertaken ostensibly
to widen Egypt’s boundaries “and to give things to those who were
loyal”” (Urk. IV, 1301: 16). Recorded on the Memphis (Urk. IV,
1301: 15-1305: 11) and Karnak (Urk. IV, 1310: 10-1314: 12) ste-
les,”! the campaign appears a blur of battles fought, prisoners taken,
and peace offers accepted. Minor skirmishes occurred at Shamash-
Edom,” at a ford of the Orontes River, and in the Biga Valley vil-
lages of Mendjat and Khashabu. The local populations offered no
resistance, however, in the marshy territory of Niy and at the towns
of Hetjara, Inka, and Kadesh. The Egyptians, further, quelled an
uprising in ¢-k3-1y, a city that some have identified as Ugarit,”® when
rebels threatened to expel both the loyalist ruler and the Egyptian
troops stationed in the city to protect him. Comparable sedition may
subsequently have been avoided by the capture of a Mitanni mes-
senger in the Sharon Plain. A testament to the success of his cam-
paign, Amenhotep II left Canaan with an additional 2,214 people
swelling his ranks. These included not only those that he and his
army had captured in battle but also several hundreds of the chil-
dren and wives of Syro-Palestinian rulers.

The Memphis (Urk. IV, 1305: 13-1306: 10; 1307: 4-1309: 10)
and Karnak (Urk. IV, 1314: 14-1315: 8) steles relate the events of
year nine as well, when Amenhotep II returned northward for a

mentioned in a royal letter sent to the viceroy of Kush, Usersatet—the very man
who would have been responsible for displaying the Takhasian corpse upon the
walls of Napata. In the letter the king writes, “These people of Takhasy are all of
no consequence. What earthly use are they?” (Urk. IV, 1344: 8-9).

% Thutmose III employed the same phrase on his Armant stele with reference
to his Syro-Palestinian campaigns (Urk. IV, 1246: 6-8). These instances illustrate
what is apparent from the Amarna letters, namely that Syro-Palestinian vassals rou-
tinely received both wealth and staple goods in return for their loyal service. About
this practice, however, Egyptian sources are typically mute.

>l The campaign may also be detailed on a stele thought to come from Coptos
(Urk. IV, 1318: 10—20). Although the narrative is too fragmentary to yield any sort
of coherence, the king is said to have shot arrows at a slab of copper, a feat that
is also mentioned in connection with the year seven campaign. Briefly, the stele
alludes to an hour-long fight in Retenu in which the enemy army was marshaled
in divisions and thoroughly routed. The lands of the Fenkhu and the Syro-Palestinians
(3mw) are also mentioned, although in this case the context looks to be rhetorical.

2 The name of this town has also been rendered Shamshatam (Drower 1980:
460). Although its location is not known exactly, context dictates that it must have
been west of the Orontes in the general vicinity of Qatna (see the many references
cited in Der Manuelian 1987: 59, n. 66).

»* The identity of this polity is discussed in the textual section below.



MID-EIGHTEENTH DYNASTY 129

period of roughly four months. This time, however, the insurrections
appear to have been localized closer to home: along the Via Mars,
in the vicinity of the Jezreel Valley, and in the region of Galilee.
The narrative of the campaign opens in the town of Aphek, located
in the Sharon plain, which the Egyptians may well have reached
following an uneventful land march or, alternatively, after having
disembarked from their ships at Jaffa. After the peaceful surrender
of the town, the Egyptians pressed on to Ychem, the site just south
of Megiddo at which Thutmose III and his councilors had debated
plans of attack years before (Urk. IV, 649: 3—4).

Amenhotep II then plundered the villages of Mepesen and Khettjen,
two small settlements west of Sucho,’ and the larger towns of Iteren
and Migdol-yenet. The inhabitants of these polities were rounded
up and detained within a wall of fire,” while the bulk of the army
had apparently to be occupied elsewhere. Later in the campaign,
the town of Anaharath—south of the Sea of Galilee®>—was plun-
dered and the Egyptians replaced a presumably rebellious ruler in
Geba-Shemen® with a loyalist successor. Following this event the king
and his army journeyed home. Given the relatively restricted area
covered by Amenhotep II and the seemingly insignificant nature of
his conquests, many scholars have assumed that judicious editing on

* Sucho has been identified with modern Ras es-Suweke (Helck 1971: 161).

» The statement in Urk. IV, 1307: 12-16 reads: “... they were made into liv-
ing prisoners. Two ditches were made around all of them, and it was filled with
flame. His majesty watched over them alone until daybreak, his battle-axe in his
right hand, there being no one with him. Lo, the army was far from him, except
for the servants of pharaoh.” Yeivin (1967: 127), following Vikentiev (1949), believes
that the text refers to a “fiery holocaust” of the prisoners themselves, perhaps as a
sacrifice to Amun. Der Manuelian (1987: 72-73) slightly amends this view, seeing
the burning event not as a sacrifice to Amun, but rather as a terror tactic. Although
Amenhotep II does not appear to have shied from employing brutal methods to
achieve intimidation, as evidenced by his treatment of the rulers of Takhasy (Urk.
IV, 1296: 13-1298: 8), an alternative explanation might be that the wall of flame
was in fact employed as a holding device during a night when the Egyptian army
was not at its full strength. As future slaves, prisoners of war were a valuable com-
modity (Bakir 1952: 100-101; Hayes 1980: 376), and comparable holocausts of
human victims are unattested. Likewise, should such a sacrifice have occurred, given
its potential value as a terror tactic, it would likely have entailed a good deal more
pageantry and have garnered a larger audience.

% Anaharath is thought to have been located at Tell el-Mukharkhash (Aharoni
1967: 149, 155).

" This town is most commonly identified with Tell el-Amer, 18 miles northwest
of Megiddo near the entrance to the Plain of Acre (Yeivin 1950: 57; Rainey 1973a:
74-75; Der Manuelian 1987: 74-75).
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the part of the Egyptians has obscured other important—and per-
haps not entirely successful—events in the campaign.”

Three rosters of the booty from the year nine campaign survive:
one within the text of the Karnak stele (Urk. IV, 1315: 5-17),% the
second within the text of the Memphite stele (Urk. IV, 1306: 6-10;
1307: 7-1308: 13), and the last in a summation at the end of the
Memphite stele (Urk. IV, 1308: 18-1309: 8). Interestingly, the con-
tent of each of these lists differs significantly from the others. For
example, the Karnak text records 550 maryannu-warriors taken as
prisoner, the Memphis text gives 74, while the Memphis summation
ignores this category altogether. The Memphis text, on the other
hand, is the only one that mentions the number of the enemy dead
(495) and provides a cattle count.

Most dramatically, the Memphis summation provides head counts
that differ from the other booty lists not only in being more detailed
(including Apiru, Shasu-bedouin, Khorians, and Nukhassians),” but
also in listing far higher numbers. Indeed, the professed total of cap-
tured individuals from this source is 89,600 people, while the num-
bers given in actuality add up to a total of 101,128 prisoners! In
contrast, the Karnak text listed a total of more than 792 prisoners,
and the Memphite text proper listed over 415. Even allowing for
the ambiguous totals of categories such as “womenfolk” and “chil-
dren”—categories not even listed in the Memphite summation—the
totals in both the Memphis and Karnak texts are much, much,
smaller. They are also, however, far more in keeping with the num-
bers of captives attested from other New Kingdom campaigns.

% Aharoni 1967: 215; Drower 1980: 462; Rainey 1981: 62%-63*.

» The summary at the end of the Karnak stele appears to concern only one
campaign, and as it directly follows the description of the year nine expedition, one
would assume that the booty stemmed from this venture. Curiously enough, how-
ever, the number of captured maryannu-warriors and their wives appears to be
exactly the same as that given for the year seven campaign (Urk. IV, 1314: 10 and
1315: 14; Edel 1953: 167-170).

5 Spalinger (1983: 99) does not equate ngs with Nukhasse in either the annals
or the Memphis stele, preferring to see it as an otherwise unknown Transjordanian
town in close proximity to Yenoam. Any town that could yield 15,070 prisoners,
however, would surely have been one of the major political players of the day, and
it is unlikely that it would go otherwise unnoticed in Egyptian inscriptions. In addi-
tion, the other names on the Memphis list (Apiru, Shasu, and Khorites) refer to
broad occupational, ethnic, or territorial groups. The population of a single town,
then, would be out of place in the list. Interestingly, Spalinger (1983: 99) does
acknowledge that ngs should be equated with Nukhasse in the contexts of the mor-
tuary temple of Amenhotep III and in the Kadesh inscriptions of Ramesses II.
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There are many debates regarding the validity of the Memphis
summation totals. Some scholars have defended them, employing
analogies to other Near Eastern powers—most notably the Assyrians
and Hittites—who practiced mass deportation.®’ Likewise, Redford
has argued that the nature of the archaeological evidence is consis-
tent with such a policy.”? Considering, however, that after two decades
of near constant campaigning Thutmose III managed to return to
Egypt with well under 10,000 people, it appears highly unlikely that
Amenhotep II-—even in three campaigns—could explode the num-
ber tenfold. A study by Janssen, moreover, has argued that Egypt’s
agrarian society could not have supported such an enormous influx
of foreign slaves.*

The tendency of most scholars, therefore, has been to seek some
other way to explain the extremely high numbers. According to some,
Amenhotep II simply exaggerated the totals, either in innocent con-
fusion® or for propagandistic purposes.”” Others have suggested that
the numbers also include prisoners captured in Amenhotep II’s other
campaigns® or even in those of his father as well.”” One particu-
larly interesting theory proposes that the high totals represented a
type of early census, listing according to best estimation the popu-
lation of different categories of individuals living in Syria-Palestine.
Such subject people could be counted, at least metaphorically, as
“human chattel” of his majesty.”® Even Aharoni, who didn’t view
the list as a census, accepted its value for broadly determining the
ethnic breakdown in the Levant during the mid-second millennium.*

Regardless of whether Amenhotep II indeed deported as many
Syro-Palestinians as he claimed, his prowess evidently earned the
respect of not only the kings of Babylon and Hatti, who perhaps

' Amer 1984: 27; followed by Weinstein 1998: 223.

? Redford 1990: 38; 1992: 168-169.
3 Janssen 1963: 141-147.

6 Spalinger 1983: 100.

% Schulman 1982: 306, n. 65.

% Edel 1953: 167-172; Alt 1954: 33.

7 Helck 1971: 344.

% Janssen 1963: 147. There is, as Spalinger (1983: 93) points out, a difficulty in
accepting this theory wholeheartedly, as the list on the Memphis stele does not
seem sufficient to account for all the populations present in Syria-Palestine at this
time. One would have to assume that the “Nukhassians” stood for all the residents
of Syria. Even so, this would put the Syrians on roughly equal footing with the
Shasu-bedouin, which seems wrong.

9 Aharoni 1968: 156.

o o
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were simply reaffirming bonds already forged with Thutmose III,
but also of Mitanni—Egypt’s major rival in southern Syria. These
three major powers sent embassies to the court of Amenhotep II fol-
lowing his year nine campaign (Urk. IV, 1309: 13-20; 1326: 1-13).7
It has been suggested by some that the “Kurustama treaty,” which
negotiated the settling of Anatolians in the Egyptian territory of Amki
(and presumably simultaneously solidified peaceable relations between
Egypt and Hatti), was drawn up at this time.”! Others think that a
similar agreement with Mitanni accounted for the evidently peace-
ful conditions prevailing in the latter half of Amenhotep II’s reign.”

The peace between Egypt and Mitanni apparently still held early
in the reign of Thutmose IV, as is evidenced by a diplomatic mar-
riage between this pharaoh and the daughter of Artatama I of Mitanni
(EA 29: 16-18). Several short inscriptions also highlight the pres-
ence of Mitanni envoys at the Egyptian court (Urk. IV, 1597: 14—1598:
2; 1620: 9).” Interestingly, Merrilles has noted that a marked influx
of Cypriot imports to Egypt occurs in the reign of Thutmose IV—
this after a virtual hiatus of such imports during the reigns of T