
terminologically not to the main owner of the stela but
to the individual ancestor for whom they are depicted
performing the cult; subsidiary ritualists may even be
defined by their relation to the leader of the specific rit-
ual procession, rather than either its recipient or the
main stela owner.19 The stela thus offers a fairly large
number of “egos” in the anthropological sense, whereas
the main dedicatee of the stela is made clear through
size and pride of place according to the usual conven-
tions. In cases like this (and hence preferably as a general
practice), it offers greater analytical acuity to keep the
category of stela owner/main dedicatee distinct from
the reference point of kinship terminology (“ego”).

Theseminor issues onemight have with the approach
taken in the bookmainly fall on the Egyptological side of
the “dialogue” referred to in the subtitle. Despite the
undoubted importance of the insights offered by the de-
tailed and nuanced understanding of the material, this
is probably not where the most important contribution
of the book lies. Rather, it is in the introduction of an up-
dated and conceptually nuanced interdisciplinary frame-
work that allows fresh approaches to an area that has
been slightly stagnant in spite of its indisputable impor-
tance for ancient Egyptian social structure. Whether in

the specific form of the “koinography” espoused here
or not, future studies in this area will do well to adopt
the focus on groups in perpetual development, and the
focus on the “etic grid” of kin groups over the emic ter-
minology (often not attested in enough detail to tease
out their exact delineation) should prove highly useful,
both in further studies of material of the kind explored
here and in other times and places of Egyptian history.
In this area in particular, but also in the general under-
standing of the social setting and importance of stelae of
the periods examined here, the book represents an im-
portant step forward.
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Tel Beth-Shemesh: A Border Community in Judah. Renewed Excavations 1990–2000: The Iron Age. By Shlomo
Bunimovitz and Zvi Lederman. 2 Vols. Tel Aviv University, Sonia and Marco Nadler Institute of Archaeology,
Monograph Series 34. Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2016. Pp. xiii + 774. $189.50 (cloth).
REVIEWED BY MICHAEL G. HASEL, Southern Adventist University

Tel Beth-Shemesh is strategically located on the south-
ern side of the Sorek Valley in southern Israel, guarding
the entrance from the coastal plain into the Judean hill
country. It is one of many sites located along the Iron
Age north-south border area between Philistia and Ju-
dah. Excavations at the site were conducted in four dif-
ferent phases: the Palestine Exploration Fund expedi-
tion directed by Duncan Mackenzie (1911–1912); the
Haverford College expedition directed by Elihu Grant
(and published by G. Ernest Wright) (1928–1933); the
Renewed Excavations directed by Shlomo Bunimovitz
and Zvi Lederman on behalf of Bar-Ilan University,

Ben-GurionUniversity of the Negev, and Tel Aviv Uni-
versity (1990–present); and recent salvage excavations
directed by Yehuda Govrin (2018–present). This two-
volume set is the first final excavation report of the
Renewed Excavations. They focus on the Iron Age re-
mains uncovered during the first decade of work from
1990–2000, and represent the life work of Bunimovitz
and Lederman, who have dedicated thirty years to ex-
cavate Tel Beth-Shemesh. The final reports have been
long anticipated by archaeologists working in the South-
ernLevant and are particularly important for the on-going
discussions and debates surrounding the emergence of

19 For example, in the fourth central sub-register from the top,
which shows the cult to Kemeni (most likely the brother of the wife
of the main dedicatee), we see first “his sister,” followed by a num-
ber of people defined in relation to her, each carrying a label as “her
son” or “her daughter.”
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Judah and Israel, as well as later aspects of geopolitical
history in the border region with Philistia.

The essays in the two volumes are written by twenty-
five excavation participants and associated specialists. Vol-
ume I is divided into five parts. Part One is comprised
of introductory essays that provide an overview of the
first three expeditions and their history, as well as the
strategic location and importance of Beth-Shemesh.
Like most large expeditions in Israel, the Renewed Ex-
cavations greatly benefited from an international team
of staff and volunteers from the United States and Can-
ada, including North-Central Bible College, Indiana
University, Emory University, and PrincetonUniversity.
Later, Louisiana College, Harding University, and the
University of Lethbridge became overseas partners. The
expedition directors are to be commended for integrat-
ing an interdisciplinary approach within an anthropo-
logical theory framework into their fieldwork from its
earliest inception. They describe their efforts as process-
ual in the sense that they “strive to go beyond stratigra-
phy and chronology and learn about human behavior”
(p. 24). They also refer to the site’s geopolitical associ-
ation as it relates to its material culture, as well as the
concept of Beth-Shemesh as a border site, as essential
to the processual approach and seeing changes in behav-
ior patterns. At the same time, they view their approach
as an eclectic disciplinary framework that also incorpo-
rates post-processual concepts, “combining the best of the
three major archaeological paradigms—culture-historical,
processual and post-processual/interpretive” (p. 25). This
integration is elaborated upon in Part Two, which fo-
cuses on strategy and methodology.

Part Three deals with the last days of Beth-Shemesh
in the seventh century BC and, in particular, the aban-
donment of the massive water reservoir. The directors
ask, “If Beth-Shemesh was destroyed in 701 BC, what
was 7th-century BCE pottery doing inside the reser-
voir and in the fill blocking its entrance?” (p. 91). The
authors suggest, based on the data of their excavation,
that the site was abandoned after the Assyrian campaign
of Sennacherib in 701 BC (pp. 54–55, 150–53, 467):
“The final Iron Age Phase at the site . . . involved only
water drawing from the underground reservoir . . . the
tell was abandoned until its partial settlement in the
Byzantine and Arabic periods” (p. 150). The mystery
of the presence of seventh century pottery in the reser-
voir fills can now be explained with the discoveries made
in recent salvage excavations to the east of modern
Route 38, which passes directly over the tell. The new
excavations, overseen by the Israel Antiquities Authority

and a CRM firm in preparation for major road expan-
sion, have uncovered a massive settlement dating to the
seventh–sixth centuries BC in an area of the tell not in-
vestigated by the Renewed Excavations. The newest ex-
cavation and survey data in the region suggest that the
Shephelah was at least partially reoccupied after the end
of the eighth century BC, including other sites such as
Lachish, Socoh, Tel Burna, Tel ‘Erani, Tel Zayit, Khirbet
el-Ra’i, and Tel Maresha.

Part Four contains the analysis of Levels 6–4, the
Iron Age I, which the excavators date from 1150–
950 BC. Beth-Shemesh is said to have been Canaanite
in this period, based on what the excavators interpret
as a strong Canaanite cultural tradition. However, four
major lines of evidence presented in the report mitigate
against the Canaanite identification of Level 4 at Beth-
Shemesh: it is reported that Level 4 has “identical pot-
tery types”with Khirbet Qeiyafa (p. 214), a site that has
been identified by its excavators as Judahite (see be-
low); that the two sites of Beth-Shemesh and Khirbet
Qeiyafa “share the same material culture (e.g., pottery,
architectural elements)” and “the firstmonumental build-
ings at the site” (p. 214 n. 13); that there is a “meager
amount of Philistine pottery” (p. 226); and that there is
“an almost complete absence of pig bones” contrasted
“with the relative abundance of pigs in Iron I levels at
sites regarded as Philistine” (p. 227) and that this ab-
sence also contrasts with Late Bronze Canaanite sites
(p. 228). The authors then logically ask whether “Iron
Age I Beth-Shemesh can be defined as an Israelite town”
(p. 228), acknowledging the preponderance of the evi-
dence pointing in this direction. But their answer is neg-
ative, since they insist that the absence of pig bones is not
necessarily an indicator of the ethnic identity of the in-
habitants (p. 228). Instead, to maintain their interpreta-
tion of Level 4 as Canaanite, they suggest that Khirbet
Qeiyafa, which exhibits similar traits, was “built by the
Canaanite inhabitants of the Shephelah” (p. 214 n. 13).
This is despite the fact that the excavators of Khirbet
Qeiyafa have made the case for the Judahite nature of
their site based on a number of additional arguments:
the extensive urban planning of the stone casemate forti-
fications, which are so typical of Judahite, rather thanCa-
naanite or Philistine cities; the pottery at KhirbetQeiyafa,
which is predominantly Judahite with only a miniscule
number of imported Philistine ceramics; several early He-
brew inscriptions; the absence of pig bones, the absence
of which has been traditionally interpreted as an ethnic
indicator; the two gates, which suggest an identification
with biblical Shaarayim (2 Sa, 17:52); and the strategic
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geopolitical position of Khirbet Qeiyafa guarding the en-
trance to theValley of Elah opposite Philistia.1 Additional
sites situated as border towns between the coastal plain
and the Shephelah region (Socoh and Khirbet el-Ra’i)
have recently exhibited similar features, such as the same
type of “Qeiyafa” pottery found at Tel Beth Shemesh.
Should all of these sites now be reinterpreted as Canaan-
ite, or is it more likely that Beth Shemesh is Judahite?
The limited exposure of Beth-Shemesh in this period
would suggest caution in using it as a standard or correc-
tive to reinterpret the systematic and extensive urban plan-
ning of Khirbet Qeiyafa, and, by implication, Socoh and
Khirbet el-Ra’i.2 It seems more logical that these were all
part of the Judahite expansion westward, which would
explain the absence of pig bones and the many other fea-
tures they have in common in contrast to Philistine and
Canaanite sites.

Part Five focuses on Level 3, Iron IIA, dated to
950–790 BC. The authors describe this level as the
transformation of the site from a village to a royal ad-
ministrative center based on a great variety of public
buildings, a large pillared building in Area B, private
houses, fortifications, and the installation of the under-
ground water reservoir. Level 3 is described as a very
long-lived phase covering some 160 years. The authors
align themselves against the Low Chronology of Israel
Finkelstein in favor of the modified traditional chronol-
ogy of AmihaiMazar, employing the anchor of Shishak’s
(Shoshenq I) destruction of Arad XII as the beginning
point of the period. They argue that the long-lived
Level 3 city did not come to an end in an earthquake
ca. 791–753 BC (Amos 1:1; Zech 14:5), as a number
of excavators at Gezer, Lachish, Tell es-̣Sạfi/Gath, Tel
Goded, and Hazor have suggested. Rather, they con-
tend that the site was destroyed in the conflict between
kings Jehoash of Israel and Amaziah of Judah (p. 369;
cf. 2 Kgs 14:8–14; 2 Chron 25:17–24). To be sure,
the archaeological destruction discovered at the site (which
includes massive conflagration) does not seem to sup-
port an earthquake event, but neither does it correspond
to the textual details relating to the Jehoash/Amaziah
conflict. The texts do not indicate the capture or destruc-

tion of Beth-Shemesh; rather, they refer only to the break-
ing down of the wall of Jerusalem, the capital.

Volume II contains four parts. Part Six concerns the
Level 2 city, Iron IIB, dated to 790–701 BC. Level 2
ends in the destruction of the site by Sennacherib, some-
thing paralleled at many other cities in the region at the
end of the eighth century. An excursus on lmlk handles
by AndrewG. Vaughn (pp. 498–501) correctly indicates
that the evidence from ongoing excavations points to
the fact that these royal storage jars date from the reign
of Hezekiah and not after. This conclusion is supported
by data from Lachish, where the largest number of lmlk
handles have been found to date, including during the
recent excavations by the Fourth Expedition to Lachish
(2013–2017).

Part Seven contains complementary specialist stud-
ies on specific find categories, including anthropomor-
phic and zoomorphic figurines and hollow vessels, Iron
Age artifacts, jewelry, loom weights, a gaming board,
and archaeobotanical remains. Part Eight deals with ra-
diocarbon studies. Very few short-lived samples were
sent by the Renewed Excavations for radiocarbon dat-
ing, which is unfortunate given the debate that has en-
sued over the Low Chronology hypothesis. These in-
clude only one sample from Level 6, two samples from
Level 5, three samples from Level 4, and six samples
from Level 3.3 The interpretation of this data in Chap-
ters 22 and 24 exhibit chronological conflicts. The ex-
cavators agree in Chapter 22 that “the pottery assem-
blages from Level 4 at Beth-Shemesh and Khirbet
Qeiyafa clearly show their typological resemblance, at-
testing at the contemporaneity of the two settlements”
(p. 677), and they date these to the eleventh–tenth cen-
tury BC horizon. But Eli Piasetzky in Chapter 24 sug-
gests that these few samples support the Low Chro-
nology (p. 690), an argument long advocated for in
previous publications.4 A second chronological conflict
concerns the end date of Level 3, which the excavators
place at 790 BC. Here Piasetzky points out that the
dates suggested by C14 would come after 790 BC, around
750 BC, which “makes the suggestion highly unlikely
that the Iron II fortified city of Beth-Shemesh was de-
stroyed as the result of the conflict between Jehoash,
king of Israel and Amaziah, king of Judah” (p. 690).
But perhaps too much weight is being placed on just a

1 For the final reports not cited in the present volumes, see
Garfinkel, Ganor, andHasel,Khirbet Qeiyafa Vol. 2 (2014); Garfinkel,
Ganor, andHasel,Khirbet Qeiyafa Vol. 4 (2018); on the Iron Age pot-
tery, Kang and Garfinkel, Khirbet Qeiyafa Vol. 6 (2018); Garfinkel,
Ganor, and Hasel, Footsteps of King David (2018), 163–83.

2 Garfinkel et al., “Khirbet el-Ra’i” (2019).

3 Combining the earlier samples discussed in Chapter 23 with the
newer samples from Chapter 24, evaluated by Piasetzky.

4 Finkelstein and Piasetzky, “Radiocarbon Dating the Iron Age”
(2010).
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few samples. Elizabetta Boaretta, Ilan Sharon, and
Ayelet Gilboa in Chapter 23 conclude that “the bound-
aries calculated above are of limited importance . . . be-
cause the sequence is a rather loose one” (p. 685). Based
on the newest data, which was not available when the
report was published, the Finkelstein-Piasetzky position
must now be completely reevaluated. An additional fifty-
nine samples from the Shephelah region—including fif-
teen from Khirbet Qeiyafa, thirty-six from Lachish, and
eight from Khirbet el-Ra’i—clearly support the tradi-
tional Late Bronze and Iron Age chronology based on
internal and independent comparisons.5 Part Nine con-
tains the detailed lists of stratigraphic layers, loci, and
features.

Included in both volumes are hundreds of black and
white photos, drawings, and plans. The photos might
have been produced in color with the newer digital print-
ing technologies available today, but perhaps the excava-
tors preferred the more traditional approach. Each chap-
ter also has separate references. Altogether, these first
two magnificent volumes of the Renewed Excavations
at Tel Beth-Shemesh provide a most significant addition
to the corpus of data currently emerging from the recent
excavations in the border region of Judah and Philistia.

The new excavations have already transformed our un-
derstanding of the early period and promise to provide
further stimulus for reflection, discussion, and under-
standing of the early and on-going history of the king-
dom of Judah.
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Decorated Pottery in Cyprus and Philistia in the 12th Century BC, Cypriot IIIC and Philistine IIIC, Volumes I–II.
By Penelope Mountjoy. Contributions to the Chronology of the Eastern Mediterranean 36. Vienna: Verlag der
Österreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2018. Volume 1: pp. 681; Volume 2: pp. 606 + numerous illustra-
tions. 290€ (cloth).
REVIEWED BY AREN M. MAEIR, Bar-Ilan University

Penelope Mountjoy is a member of the small group of
contemporary scholars with deep expertise of the Late
Bronze Age Aegean and Aegean-style pottery. As in her
previous publications,1 in the book under review the
author once again demonstrates unparalleled knowl-
edge of the finest details relating to this topic, with a
close study of the decorated Aegean-style “IIIC” pot-
tery from Cyprus and Philistia.

The pottery under discussion appears in Cyprus and
the Levant in the transition between the Late Bronze
and Iron Ages; it is very often associated with the so-
called “Sea Peoples” and is clearly closely related to the
Late Helladic IIIC pottery. This pottery has played an
important, even crucial, role in the understanding of
the transitions between the Late Bronze and Iron Ages
in Cyprus, Philistia, and other regions. Thus, the detailed
discussions in this volume are of paramount importance
for anyone studying this period and the relevant cultures
in the eastern Mediterranean.

The publication is divided into two volumes. In Vol-
ume 1 (which is also most of Part 1), the author focuses

5 Garfinkel et al., “Lachish Fortifications and State Formation”
(2019). The samples were processed by the same Oxford University
lab that processed the Beth-Shemesh, Level 4 samples.

1 E.g., Mountjoy, Mycenaean Decorated Pottery (1986); Mount-
joy,Mycenaean Pottery (1993); Mountjoy,Regional Mycenaean Deco-
rated Pottery (1999).
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