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Abstract 

 

There can be no more important topic in historical studies than chronology, 

for it is chronology which gives meaning to history by placing individuals, 

events and material remains within their true sequence. If this sequence does 

not match historical actuality, then, the historical narrative drawn from the 

available evidence may appear confused, incomplete or even contradictory.  

The history of the Near East is bound together by an accurate and 

continuous absolute chronology which stretches back to the early first 

millennium BC. However, beyond that point in time we are forced to rely upon 

relative chronologies for the histories of the Great Kingdoms of Egypt, 

Babylonia, Assyria and Hatti, amongst others. Scholars have pieced together 

these relative chronologies over the last one-two centuries using information 

from King-lists, royal annals and administrative documents. The end result of 

this major enterprise is, today, what can best be described as an extremely 

complex but little understood jigsaw puzzle composed of a multiplicity of 

loosely connected data. 

 Moreover, many of the pieces of this puzzle are missing. For example, 

while the relative chronology of the Egyptian New Kingdom (18th-20th 

Dynasties) is fairly well established, it is separated from the absolute 

chronology of the 7th century BC Saite Dynasty by the chronologically 

indeterminate and confused Third Intermediate Period (21st-25th Dynasties). 

Meanwhile, Assyrian chronology is generally considered reliable as far back 

as the 14th century BC. However, there are almost 100 years during the 11th-

10th centuries BC from which practically no contemporary Assyrian 

documents have survived, thereby raising doubt in the minds of some writers 

over the true chronology of this period. And as for the known synchronisms 

between Egyptian and Mesopotamian monarchs which are now seen as 

confirming the historical reliability of the current Late Bronze Age Near 

Eastern chronology, these synchronisms are not without their own significant 

difficulties. 

 The aim of my thesis has been to investigate the chronology of the Near 

East during the Late Bronze and Early Iron Age periods (c. 1600–700 BC) to 

see whether or not the current ‘conventional’ chronology is as reliable as its 

 i



adherents maintain; and if not, to investigate the possibility of constructing an 

alternate chronology which better matches historical actuality. 

As a result of my research, I will argue that the conventional chronology is 

fundamentally wrong, and that Egyptian New Kingdom (Memphite) dates 

should be lowered by 200 years. This chronological adjustment will be 

achieved in two stages: first, the removal of precisely 85 years of absolute 

Assyrian chronology from between the reigns of Shalmaneser II and Ashur-

dan II; and second, the downward displacement of Egyptian Memphite dates 

relative to LBA Assyrian chronology by a further 115 years. Moreover, I will 

rely upon Kuhnian epistemology to structure this alternate chronology so as to 

make it methodologically superior to the conventional chronology in terms of 

historical accuracy, precision, consistency and testability. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The history of the Ancient Near East is founded upon the twin pillars of Assyrian and 

Egyptian chronology. Just as Assyrian chronology prevails east of the Euphrates and 

is the base upon which the histories of Babylonia, Hanigalbat and Elam are 

constructed, so also Egyptian chronology is used to measure historical time west of 

the Euphrates, most notably for the Hittite and Mitannian kingdoms, and for the 

Syrian principalities. Unfortunately, despite the many advances made during the last 

one-two centuries in constructing an ancient chronology for this region, there still 

remains significant uncertainty over the absolute historical chronology for these 

Ancient Near Eastern civilisations.1 Assyrian chronology is generally considered 

historically accurate to within about a decade back to c. 1400 BC, beyond which point 

it becomes increasingly uncertain due to missing regnal figures, genealogical 

confusion, and, in some cases, to a complete lack of contemporary documents to 

verify the status of numerous individuals who are only identified as Assyrian kings in 

much later compositions. Admittedly, the early Assyrian king Shamshi-Adad I can be 

synchronised fairly precisely with his Babylonian contemporary Hammurabi I of the 

First Dynasty of Babylon. However, scholars are presently unable to agree on when 

this Babylonian dynasty ruled; and with the key date for the fall of the First Dynasty 

of Babylon varying by over a century depending upon whether one accepts a High 

(1642 BC), Middle (1595 BC) or Low (1522 BC) date for this event.2 

Egyptian chronology is also uncertain for the Late Bronze Age (LBA) period.3 

While not of the same magnitude, the Egyptian New Kingdom is similarly bedevilled 

by a High, Middle and Low debate in which the accession year of the pivotal 18th 

Dynasty Pharaoh Tuthmosis III varies between 1504, 1490 and 1479 BC, and with 

corresponding dates for the equally important 20th Dynasty Pharaoh Ramesses II 

varying between 1304, 1290 and 1279 BC.4 The Third Intermediate Period in Egypt 

                                                           
1 Cryer (1995); Gasche et al. (1998); Reade (2001). 
2 See esp. the various papers in Åström (1987-1989). Gasche et al. (1998) argue for an ultra-low date of 

c. 1500 BC. 
3 For discussion of Egyptian chronology, see Wente and Van Siclen (1976:217-261); Wilhelm and 

Boese (1987); Kitchen (1987, 2000); Ward (1992:53-66); Beckerath (1997). 
4 These particular dates have been determined by means of astronomical (lunar and Sothic) 

measurements found in various ancient Egyptian documents (see Parker 1957 esp. p. 41; and Casperson 
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(henceforth TIP) is cause for further significant chronological uncertainty. The TIP 

covers the interval between the close of the 20th Dynasty, generally dated sometime 

during the first quarter of the 11th century BC, and the earliest independently attested 

absolute date of 664 BC. This latter year witnessed an invasion of Egypt by the 

Assyrian king Ashurbanipal, which simultaneously ended the period of 25th Dynasty 

Kushite rule and inaugurated the 26th Dynasty under Psammetichus I of Sais.5 There 

is currently significant disagreement over the absolute duration of the TIP, as well as 

over the degree to which the 21st to 25th Dynasties overlapped each other.6 

 The chronology of the Ancient Near East became a topic of great scholarly 

controversy in 1991 with the publication of Centuries of Darkness, written by P. 

James and four colleagues. These authors combined their individual areas of expertise 

to examine Late Bronze and Early Iron Age historical and archaeological evidence 

from the Near East and neighbouring regions, encompassing an area stretching from 

Spain in the west to Mesopotamia in the east and from Central Europe in the north to 

Sudan in the south. James et al. identified a multitude of anomalies in our current 

understanding of this evidence,7 and which they argue are primarily the result of using 

an incorrect conventional Ancient Near Eastern chronology to interpret the history 

and archaeology of this vast region.8 The solution to most of these anomalies is, they 

                                                                                                                                                                      
1986, 1988). However, the confidence once placed in Sothic dating in establishing a reliable Egyptian 

chronology (Parker 1957, 1976; Kitchen 1996:xlv) is now increasingly being challenged (see, most 

recently, Bietak 1998:322; Brein 2000; Firneis 2000; Wells esp. 470; O’Mara 2003); while Egyptian 

lunar data is also considered to be extremely problematic (Schaefer 2000). 
5 Kitchen (1996:399-404). 
6 See Kitchen (1996) for his comprehensive work on the Egyptian TIP; and Kitchen (2000:39-52 esp. 

39-41, 50-51) for a summation of his chronological conclusions. For further discussion, see Young 

(1963); Baer (1973); Spencer and Spencer (1986); Aston (1989); Aston and Taylor (1989); Leahy 

(1989); Hagens (1996); Dodson (2000); Broekman (2002b).  
7 See Nijboer (2005) for a recent discussion of such anomalies within the Mediterranean region during 

the Iron Age. 
8 As the term ‘conventional’ Ancient Near Eastern chronology will be used throughout my thesis, it is 

probably wise that I provide a definition at the earliest opportunity. While this term lacks precision, for 

the purpose of the present discussion I take it to mean a date-range for the accession of Tuthmosis III 

between 1504 and 1479 BC, and for the accession of Ramesses II between 1304 and 1279 BC: see 

Rowton (1970:193-208); and Brinkman (1977); cf. Wilhelm and Boese (1987:117) who would reduce 

these dates somewhat further. As for the ‘conventional’ Assyrian chronology, this places the accession 

of king Ashur-uballit I in 1365 BC ; however, once again, there is some chronological uncertainty, with 
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argue, to lower the end of the LBA from c. 1200 to 950 BC, and which would reduce 

the duration of the TIP from about 400 years to 160 years.9 James et al. argue that this 

chronological revision can be achieved by significantly overlapping the 21st and 22nd 

dynasties, which are currently arranged consecutively, combined with an overall 

shortening of the 22nd-23rd dynasties.10  

 Centuries of Darkness, and associated articles by the same authors, elicited an 

immediate response, most notably in The Cambridge Archaeological Journal of the 

same year, and where a number of eminent scholars from various affected disciplines 

rejected any ultra-low Bronze Age chronology as implausible.11 These authors’ 

criticism falls into three main categories of evidence: the first two involve the 

supposed reliability of both Egyptian and Mesopotamia chronology, and the historical 

and archaeological repercussions which would flow from any radical alteration to 

either of these two chronologies; while the third criticism involves the findings of 

various scientific dating techniques, primarily radiocarbon dating but also 

dendrochronology and ice-core analysis.  

 Kitchen has been the most critical reviewer presenting the Egyptological case, 

dismissing the ultra-low chronology on two principal grounds.12 First, he discusses 

several of the Egyptian derived anomalies cited by James et al., including:  

 The apparent incompatibility between the ‘Memphite’ genealogy and the 

conventional chronology: the Memphite genealogy is a list of High Priests of Ptah 

at Memphis that was composed by Ankhefensekhmet, a member of this priestly 

family who lived during the reign of Shoshenq V in the late 8th century BC; the 

later sections of this list cover the Egyptian New Kingdom and most of the TIP. 

However, only eight generations of priests are included for the whole period 

between Ramesses II (Memphite date 1304-1237 BC) – with whom a further 4 

generations are correlated – and Shoshenq I (c. 945-924 BC), thereby requiring an 

improbable average figure of some 37 years per generation over a full eight 
                                                                                                                                                                      
the reign-length of the later king Ninurta-apil-Ekur having alternate King-list figures of  both 13 and 3 

years (see Grayson ARI 1 and 2). 
9 James et al. (1991 esp. 318). 
10 See James et al. (1991:258, Table 10:4). 
11 See the relevant papers in CAJ 1/2 (1991:227-253). And see James et al. (1992) for a response to this 

criticism. 
12 Kitchen (1991b); also see Kitchen (1996:xlii-xlvi). 
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generations. While the general explanation of this anomaly is that the Memphite 

genealogy is incomplete, and missing some three or four generations of 

Ankhefensekhmet’s ancestors, James et al. argue that this genealogy might in fact 

be accurate, and that it is the conventional New Kingdom chronology which 

should be significantly lowered in order to achieve a more reasonable average 

figure for this period.13  

 In addition, there is the puzzle of the great royal cache of empire Pharaohs and 

their relatives found at the site of Deir el Bahri: this cache was closed in Year 10 

of Pharaoh Siamun (c. 969 BC) by Psusennes III, the 21st Dynasty HPA 

responsible for placing the royal remains within the tomb.14 However, the tomb 

was apparently opened some three decades later in Year 11 of the 22nd Dynasty 

founder Shoshenq I (c. 935 BC) to permit the single burial of the apparently 

unmeritorious 2nd prophet of Amun, Djed-Ptah-ef-ankh A. James et al. note that 

the coffin of this individual would seem, at face value, to have been buried deep 

within the crowded tomb, rather than at its entrance. And they believe that this 

finding is at odds with the current belief that this was a late intrusive burial. 

Conversely, this finding would be consistent with their argument that Siamun of 

the 21st Dynasty ruled after Shoshenq I of the 22nd Dynasty.15  

 There is also the confusing physical arrangement of the tombs of Psusennes I of 

the 21st Dynasty and Osorkon II of the 22nd Dynasty, an arrangement which 

requires the construction of the former tomb some time after the latter, despite the 

fact that, according to the conventional arrangement of TIP Pharaohs, Psusennes I 

would have died about 140 years before Osorkon II.16 The general response to this 

apparent anomaly is to argue that Osorkon II usurped an undecorated tomb which 

had originally been built for a king of the 21st Tanite Dynasty who preceded 

Psusennes I.17 If true, this would mean that, according to the conventional 

chronology, this major tomb construction remained undecorated and, to the best of 

our knowledge, unused for almost 200 years (minimum dates c. 1039-850 BC); 

                                                           
13 James et al. (1991:239-42). 
14 Kitchen (1996:277-78). 
15 James et al. (1991:242-43). 
16 See James et al. (1991:243-45); Rohl (1995:98-107). 
17 Montet (1947:46). Also see Dodson (1988:221-233).  
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yet, despite this apparent neglect, Pharaoh Osorkon II would have inexplicably 

chosen to use such a repeatedly overlooked tomb for his own burial. Conversely, 

had the tomb of Psusennes I been built after that of Osorkon II, as proposed by 

James et al., then this apparent anomaly would disappear.18  

 A further anomaly concerns the sequence of Apis bull burials found at the Sakkara 

necropolis. This burial practice was part of a cult which had been established at 

nearby Memphis from the earliest days of Egyptian history. When one of these 

sacred animals died it was mummified and buried at Sakkara, at which point 

another young bull was found to take its place. A well defined sequence of burials 

belonging to the New Kingdom period apparently end during the reign of 

Ramesses XI, while the next mummified bull to have been recovered is dated to 

Year 23 of Osorkon II of the 22nd Dynasty;19 although, the discovery in the 

Sakkara necropolis of an embalming table dated to the reign of Shoshenq I20 

might tend to suggest that Apis bulls were buried at Memphis from the start of the 

22nd Dynasty. This hiatus in Apis bull burials therefore spans the entire 21st 

Dynasty. However, were the 21st Dynasty to have overlapped the 22nd Dynasty, 

as proposed by James et al., then this anomaly could be mostly explained. 

                                                          

 Finally, there is the problematic identification of the biblically cited Pharaoh 

Shishak with the historical figure of Shoshenq I. At present there is a significant 

discrepancy between, on the one hand, the list of conquered cities/towns referred 

to in Shoshenq’s great topographical list from Karnak, and which indicates that 

the Egyptian army bypassed Judah to attack coastal Palestine and Israel,21 and, on 

the other hand, the Hebrew Bible’s account of Shishak having captured the 

fortified towns of Judah before marching on Jerusalem and taking away all the 

treasures from both the Jerusalem Temple and from the royal palace (1 Kgs 15:25-

26; 2 Ch 12:2-5). Again, were the conventional chronology to be significantly in 

error, then, this anomaly would disappear since the biblical reference to Shishak 

would then refer to a Pharaoh other than Shoshenq I. 

 
18 James et al. (1991:243-45). 
19 See James et al. (1991:236-38). 
20 Kitchen (1996:189 n. 7). 
21 See, e.g., Na’aman (1996:170-71). On the geography of Shoshenq’s Palestinian campaign, see 

Kitchen (1996, §§ 253-258, and Excursus E); Ahlström (1993); Finkelstein (2002a). 
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  Kitchen answers such points as these by making the general argument that a gap in 

our knowledge does not equate to a gap in antiquity, that is, the original evidence that 

might have resolved these anomalies has either not yet been unearthed, or else it has 

already been irretrievably destroyed. While this may be a perfectly understandable 

position to take, nevertheless, current research has to address the evidence as it now 

stands, and to try and resolve the anomalies that currently exist. Also, some of the 

accompanying arguments presented by Kitchen do not appear particularly convincing. 

For example, regarding the arrangement of tombs occupied by Psusennes I and 

Osorkon II, Kitchen notes how Pharaoh Amenemope came to later occupy the 

chamber originally prepared for the wife of his predecessor, Psusennes I, eliminating 

every trace of her ‘effects’ in the process.22 But to compare a chamber belonging to a 

queen with a whole tomb belonging to a king is not really to compare like with like. A 

king’s presence is far more likely to permeate the whole tomb, while this queen’s 

effects, even accepting that she had actually been buried in the chamber reserved for 

her, may well have been restricted to just her coffin and a few accompanying funerary 

objects. Similarly, regarding the lack of Apis bull evidence from the entire 21st 

Dynasty, Kitchen notes how no Apis bulls have been found from the time of their first 

mention during the 1st Dynasty until their actual appearance under Amenophis III of 

the 18th Dynasty; and he playfully asks if this absence of bulls should not also lead 

one to collapse 16 centuries of Egyptian history to eliminate this artifactual gap?23 

But, once again, this is hardly a fair comparison: nobody knows where these earlier 

Apis bulls may have been buried, or indeed how. On the other hand, the absence of 

21st Dynasty burials constitutes a clear gap in an otherwise well defined 

archaeological sequence.  

  Kitchen also dismisses the apparent discrepancy between the Shoshenq I campaign 

itinerary and the Old Testament (OT) account of Shishak’s activities as ‘frivolous and 

exaggerated’. He suggests that Shoshenq had to subdue both Hebrew kingdoms, and 

so that one should not be surprised that many northern towns appeared in the list, even 

though the OT reference to Shishak concerns only the kingdom of Judah. Similarly, 

he argues that since Shoshenq’s topographical list is incomplete, Jerusalem (and 

presumably every other important fortified town in Judah) may have been lost in a 

                                                           
22 Kitchen (1991b:237). 
23 Kitchen (1996:xliii). 
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lacuna.24 However, the attention paid by numerous scholars to the fact that not a 

single highland Judean town appears in the Karnak list would indicate that this matter 

is hardly frivolous or exaggerated. Moreover, the view that Shoshenq would have had 

to subdue the northern kingdom of Israel is clearly contrary to the biblical account, 

where Rehoboam, king of Israel, is only ever referred to as a beneficiary of Shishak’s 

patronage. Therefore, why would Rehoboam have turned against Shishak only five 

years after his return from receiving safe sanctuary in Egypt? We are, after all, not 

dealing here with a case of rebellion by a vassal upon the death of a reigning king. 

Rather, we must now imagine that Rehoboam was an ingrate willing to rebel against a 

Pharaoh who had treated him so well, and of whose military power he had personal 

knowledge. While many would argue that the OT is not a reliable source of historical 

information, nonetheless, if it is going to be introduced into a discussion on 

chronology, then, surely all the core details of the relevant passage must be treated 

with equal respect. 

 Kitchen’s second line of argument against any ultra-low chronology consists of 

evidence that positively supports the conventional chronology, including:  

 Various genealogical links spanning the TIP dynasties, the most important being a 

marriage-alliance made between Shoshenq I, the founder of the 22nd Dynasty, and 

Psusennes II, the last known Pharaoh of the 21st Dynasty: this synchronism is 

seen as demonstrating that the 21st and 22nd Dynasties were essentially 

consecutive, rather than overlapping as argued by the ultra-low chronologists. 

 There is also the presence of an unbroken series of High Priests of Amun in 

Thebes which runs from the reign of Ramesses XI, the last Pharaoh of the 20th 

Dynasty, through to the late 22nd/23rd Dynasties. Similarly, there is a continuous 

line of High Priests of Ptah in Memphis that overlap the 21st and 22nd Dynasties. 

Both these priestly genealogies are said to rule out any (significant) chronological 

shortening of the TIP. 

 Furthermore, there is evidence for various LBA synchronisms, arising principally 

from the El-Amarna letters, which is currently seen as providing unbreakable links 

between certain Egyptian monarchs (Amenophis III, Akhenaten and 

Tutankhamun) and their independently dated contemporaries in Mesopotamia 

                                                           
24 Kitchen (1991b:236). 
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(Ashur-uballit I of Assyria, and Kadashman-Enlil I and Burnaburiash II of 

Babylonia).25  

 This latter body of evidence from El-Amarna has always proved a critical factor in 

support of the conventional LBA chronology. This is because the apparently 

independent and accurate Assyrian chronology, the backbone of Mesopotamian 

chronology, does indeed situate the Mesopotamian authors of these Amarna letters as 

historical contemporaries of their conventionally dated Egyptian addressees.26 

However, James et al. deny that the Assyrian chronology can be used to support the 

Egyptian chronology, or vice versa, arguing that the two chronologies are currently 

linked through a series of circular arguments.27 

  Postgate addresses the issue of Mesopotamian chronology in his CAJ (1991) 

article, arguing that Assyrian chronology is an insurmountable obstacle to any radical 

lowering of LBA chronological dates. He feels it unnecessary to refute the hypothesis 

of James et al. in detail, noting that they do not provide a detailed solution as to how 

such a lowering of the LBA Assyrian chronology could be achieved.28 James et al. 

do, however, suggest that a combination of co-regencies and parallel dynasties were 

in place during this LBA-EIA period, and such that historically contemporary kings 

were incorrectly recorded as successive in Assyrian and Babylonian King-lists and 

chronicles.29 While Postgate acknowledges that such practices as dynastic overlap 

occurred during the early sections of the King-lists, he denies that this feature can be 

used to discredit the later sections where reigns are recorded with exact figures, and 

where the King-lists and eponym lists are in total agreement. In fact, he believes that 

it is practically impossible to telescope the Assyrian King-list during these later 

sections, and particularly not at any time after Tukulti-Ninurta I (1244-1208 BC). 

Postgate also criticises the argument presented by James et al. as logically 

inconsistent: for example, having argued that a document identifying Ili-hadda and 

Ashur-nirari as contemporary ‘kings of Assyria’ supports the operation of parallel 

Assyrian kingships, James et el. do not accept the consequences of this datum, 

                                                           
25 See Kitchen (1996:xlii-xlvi) for discussion of this material. 
26 Kitchen (1991b esp. 236, and 1996:xlv-xlvi). 
27 James at al. (1991:304-308). 
28 Postgate (1991:244-246). 
29 James et al. (1991:291-310). 
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namely, that Ili-hadda does not appear in the Assyrian King-list, and therefore cannot 

support the thesis that the Assyrian chronology was artificially expanded.30 

  Finally, there is the whole separate issue of scientific dating, which is generally 

seen as supporting the conventional chronology.31 However, this methodology also 

has its problems, as evidenced by the fact that it lies at the heart of two ongoing and 

intense debates: one concerns the ‘Low Chronology’ proposed by Finkelstein for the 

history and archaeology of Iron Age ‘Palestine’;32 and the other the equally intense 

debate over the date of the LBA volcanic eruption of Thera.33  

  Any attempt to challenge the prevailing Ancient Near Eastern chronology that 

wishes to be taken even half seriously must, in my opinion, simultaneously tackle all 

three of the above identified strands of evidence used in support of the chronological 

status quo. To deal with just the Egyptian evidence in detail, while ignoring an 

equally detailed analysis of the Mesopotamian evidence, or vice versa, will not 

succeed in overcoming the massive intellectual commitment that rightly accrues to the 

current long-established and widely-accepted historical/chronological paradigm. 

Equally, scientific dating is increasingly coming to be seen as a major factor in this 

chronological debate, and so that its findings must also be included in any 

comprehensive discussion. 

 I therefore plan to discuss all three of these issues in my thesis. I will examine the 

Mesopotamian evidence first (in Chapter 2) for two principal reasons. First, the 

Assyrian King-lists, combined with other associated chronological evidence, provides 

the only basis upon which to potentially build a precise and accurate Near Eastern 

chronology capable of spanning the period from the LBA down to the earliest attested 

absolute historical dates; the TIP chronology is currently too uncertain for Egyptian 

chronology to serve this purpose. And second, the Assyrian evidence is presently seen 

as the greatest historical obstacle to any radical alteration of the conventional 
                                                           
30 Postgate (1991:245). While subsequent response to the James et al. thesis has been slightly more 

mixed, nonetheless, the general opinion of the scholarly community remains negative (see, e.g., 

Balmuth 1992; Dodson 1992; Kitchen 1991a, 1996:xlii-xlvi; Kohl 1995; Manning and Weninger 1992; 

Ray 1991, 1992; Ward 1994). 
31 See, e.g., Kemp (1991:243-44); Snodgrass (1991:247); Sherrat and Sherrat (1991:248-49). 
32 The term ‘Palestine’ is used to denote the territory broadly encompassed by the ancient Iron Age 

kingdoms of Israel, Judah, Philistia and southern Phoenicia; and which more or less corresponds to the 

Bronze Age territory known to the Egyptians as Canaan. 
33 See Chapter 5 for a detailed discussion of these two debates. 
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chronology, since the regnal dates of LBA Assyrian kings are deemed to be accurate 

to within about a decade or so back to c. 1400 BC. Therefore, until one can establish 

the nature and reliability of Assyrian chronology, any speculation about other less 

precise and less accurate chronologies of the Near Eastern civilisations would seem 

methodologically premature.  

 Next, in order to bridge the historical/chronological gap between Mesopotamia and 

Egypt, I will examine the intermediary civilisations of Mitanni/Hanigalbat and Hatti 

in Chapter 3; the chronology, and therefore history, of both these Great Kingdoms 

must be made compatible with any alterations made to Mesopotamian and/or 

Egyptian chronology.  

 I will deal with the Egyptian evidence in Chapter 4, in particular the criticisms 

raised by Kitchen to an ultra-low chronology. More specifically, I will argue, contra 

Kitchen, that the TIP chronology cannot be definitively established on its own internal 

evidence.34 Rather, the available evidence is open to considerable variation in 

interpretation, thereby permitting significantly different chronological hypotheses to 

emerge. And, as regards the standard chronological arrangement of the TIP dynasties, 

I believe it suffers from numerous persistent anomalies where historical and 

archaeological evidence is seemingly irreconcilable with chronological expectations.  

 I will discuss in Chapter 5 the various scientific dating techniques used in 

historical and archaeological research, namely dendrochronology, radiocarbon dating, 

and ice-core analysis. Furthermore, having assessed the reliability of these techniques, 

I will examine the ongoing scholarly debate over the date of the LBA volcanic 

eruption of Thera, as well as the debate surrounding Finkelstein’s ‘Low Chronology’. 

 The conclusion I have drawn from this research is that the conventional 

chronology is fundamentally wrong, and that Egyptian New Kingdom (Memphite) 

dates should be lowered by 200 years. This chronological adjustment will be achieved 

in two stages: first, the removal of precisely 85 years of absolute Assyrian chronology 

from between the reigns of Shalmaneser II and Ashur-dan II; and second, the 

downward displacement of Egyptian Memphite dates relative to LBA Assyrian 

chronology by a further 115 years.  

 Finally, it was suggested to me at this stage of my studies that I should examine 

the repercussions of this alternate chronology for Near Eastern archaeology. And 

                                                           
34 Kitchen (2000 esp. 41). 
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certainly while it is one thing to provide an alternate chronology for the Ancient Near 

East, one critical test of any such chronology must be its ability to make sense of 

archaeological evidence. Furthermore, such an investigation may go some way 

towards pre-empting some of the possible objections that might occur to those 

archaeologically informed historians who may feel that any radical lowering of LBA 

Near Eastern chronology is simply incompatible with archaeological evidence. I will 

therefore examine, as a test case, the ability of the alternate chronology developed in 

Chapters 2-4 of my thesis to make sense of the archaeological and historical evidence 

from Canaan/Palestine; this is a particularly appropriate region to investigate because 

its history and archaeology relies upon the chronologies of both Egypt and 

Mesopotamia. Unfortunately, the resultant investigation exceeds the word limit of my 

thesis and so I have had to include this material in appendices. I will first examine (in 

Appendix 1) the chronology and ‘history’ of Israel-Judah, using the OT as the 

principal source of information. Then, using the newfound chronological/historical 

insights derived from combining Chronology A-E with Biblical chronology, I will 

proceed (in Appendix 2) to investigate the archaeology of Iron Age Canaan/Palestine. 

 



 

  



 

Chapter 1    METHODOLOGY 

I would now like to briefly discuss the methodology that I have adopted in my 

research. I believe that the current malaise surrounding so many issues relating to the 

Late Bronze and Early Iron Age history of the Near East can best be understood in 

terms of Kuhnian epistemology. Kuhn’s core philosophical idea involves paradigms, 

which he defines as ‘universally recognised scientific achievements that for a time 

provide model problems and solutions to a community of practitioners’.1 To explain 

paradigm change, Kuhn utilises a theory of ‘normal’ versus ‘revolutionary’ science. 

Normal science is best understood as a process of puzzle solving which occurs within 

the parameters of a prevailing paradigm, or conceptual world-view, and which is 

marked by an attitude of inherent resistance to paradigm change on the part of the 

relevant practitioners.2 Furthermore, normal science is characterised by two principal 

outcomes: first, it achieves considerable advances in our knowledge; and second, it 

produces ‘anomalies’, that is, instances where theory and observation are 

unexpectedly in conflict with each other. When anomalies become sufficiently 

important, and remain resistant to solution, they take on a special function, in that they 

can bring the prevailing paradigm/theory to a point of crisis.3 The relevant community 

can now respond in a number of ways, one being the emergence of a period of 

revolutionary (or extraordinary) science in which there is an attempt to resolve the 

state of crisis through the development of new paradigms/theories.4 If this exercise is 

to prove successful, the new theory should fulfil certain requirements: most 

importantly, it must be able to resolve the various anomalies that triggered the crisis; 

while, at the same time, preserving most of the puzzle-solving solutions offered by the 

old paradigm.5  

 One of the key distinguishing features separating ‘normal’ from ‘revolutionary’ 

science is that the former is characterised by cumulative additions to our knowledge, 

while the latter involves a profound break with the previous paradigm/theory; and 

where, moreover, there is a state of incommensurability between the new and old 

                                                           
1 Kuhn (1962:x). 
2 Kuhn (1962:64-65). 
3 Kuhn (1962:62-65). 
4 Kuhn (1962:66-67). 
5 Hoyningen-Huene (1993:233). 
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paradigms. Kuhnian epistemology distinguishes between the universal object-sided 

moments (i.e., the unchanging, and ultimately inaccessible, world-in-itself) and the 

particular subject-sided moments (i.e., the paradigm, which is constituted by the 

totality, or a part thereof, of these moments), both of which combine to create one’s 

perception of reality.6 Because our perceived world always contains a subjective, 

theory-laden, component, any change in theory necessarily brings with it a change in 

our understanding of ‘reality’. This feature prohibits, for example, the advocates of 

two competing theories from being able to freely communicate with each other from a 

neutral standpoint, that is, their perceived worlds are incommensurate. This tendency 

towards incommensurability has certain characteristics: Kuhn speaks about members 

of competing scientific schools disagreeing about ‘what is a problem and what a 

solution’, resulting in the opposing advocates: ‘inevitably talk[ing] through each other 

when debating the relative merits of their respective paradigms. In the partially 

circular arguments that regularly result, each paradigm will be shown to satisfy more 

or less the criteria it dictates for itself and to fall short of a few of those dictated by its 

opponents’.7  

 However, incommensurability between paradigms is not total, and therefore 

communication is possible. For this communication to be genuine it requires that the 

proponents of different paradigms must attempt to fully engage with the conceptual 

framework of the other community, as when, for example, individuals become as fully 

at home in another language as in their own native tongue.8 The degree to which 

Kuhn believes this ‘conversion’ to another paradigm is possible, and the mechanism 

whereby it might occur, is admittedly not clear-cut.9 Nevertheless, Kuhn does argue 

that ‘conversion’ is not a fully rational process, that is, there is ‘no supra-institutional 

framework for the adjudication of revolutionary difference’.10 On the other hand, 

Kuhn is not a pure relativist, for he argues that the universal object-sided moments 

impose order upon our perception of the phenomenal world, and so that successive 

paradigms can be seen as ‘better’ than their predecessors, that is, they are judged 

better able to capture the essence of the world-in-itself.  
                                                           
6 Hoyningen-Huene (1993:36-37). 
7 Kuhn (1962:109). 
8 Hoyningen-Huene (1993:256-58). 
9 Hoyningen-Huene (1993:256-58). 
10 Kuhn (1962:93). 
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 Normal science and revolutionary science are not to be seen as inferior-superior 

dualities in the scientific enterprise. Rather, they are mutually enhancing, though 

fundamentally different, elements of a single organic process.11 Normal science 

appears to provide the anomalies that produce the crises out of which revolutionary 

science creates a new paradigm, which then allows normal science to resume, albeit 

within a now radically different conceptual framework or world-view. An obvious 

analogy from nature would be the lifecycle of the lepidopterist family of insects, a 

cycle which passes through the three phases of caterpillar, chrysalis and butterfly, 

before returning to the caterpillar stage to begin the cycle all over again. Just as the 

chrysalis phase involves a fundamental breakdown in the structure of the caterpillar 

body, only for a radically reconstituted entity to emerge in the form of the butterfly, so 

also with the transformative role of crises in the formation of new paradigms. 

 Even for those who accept Kuhn’s paradigm epistemology, there still remains the 

critical question of how to recognise the imminent emergence of a new paradigm. The 

difficulty for the researcher is to know whether the anomalies he encounters are of a 

type that will be successfully resolved within the operative paradigm/theory, for 

example, with the subsequent addition of some new piece of information or 

interpretative technique, or whether those anomalies are such that they require a new 

theory in order to successfully resolve the conflict between paradigm and nature, or 

between theory and fact.  

 In order for the scientific enterprise to be successful Kuhn believes that it requires 

that its practitioners (unconsciously) adopt a position of inherent resistance to 

paradigm change, a characteristic which permits normal science to continue apace 

without unnecessary distraction: ‘so long as the tools a paradigm supplies continue to 

prove capable of solving the problems it defines, science moves fastest and penetrates 

most deeply through confident employment of those tools’.12 However, occasionally, 

the anomalies become too problematic for certain members of the respective 

community to retain faith in the correctness of the current paradigm, at which point 

they begin to seek new theories which will satisfactorily resolve the anomalous 

problems. It must, of course, be added that from an historical perspective most 

anomalies are sooner or later resolved by normal science, that is, within the prevailing 

                                                           
11 Kuhn (1962:152). 
12 Kuhn (1962:76). 
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paradigm, while most attempts at resolving such anomalies through the creation of 

new theories are proven to be wrong.13  

 Kuhn describes the state of crisis caused by the scientists’ inability to satisfactorily 

resolve anomalies within the prevailing paradigm/theory as ‘“the essential tension” 

implicit in scientific research’.14 Put differently, what from one perspective can be 

seen as a puzzle waiting for future resolution, may be seen from another perspective 

as a crisis-creating anomaly that can only be resolved through ‘revolutionary’ 

science.15  

 In Kuhnian epistemology, there can be no unequivocal confirmation of a theory, 

and so that adherents of two competing paradigms can both be seen as advancing 

legitimate scientific opinions. On the other hand, where unequivocal confirmation is 

presupposed, ‘one party to the dispute appears to be behaving “unscientifically,” (or 

“irrationally,” “unreasonably,” “dogmatically,” and the like)’.16 This potential for 

critics to use disparaging language is particularly relevant to the various debates 

surrounding Ancient Near Eastern chronology discussed in the Introduction, and 

where, as anyone who has read the literature will attest, there is an increasing 

tendency for the various protagonists to use such language to describe the positions of 

their opponents. 

 On a related matter, Kuhn’s employment of hermeneutics in the reading of 

historical texts has been described as follows: 

One maxim for the improvement of interpretation consists in the injunction to 

seek out passages of the text which appear obviously erroneous, implausible, or 

even absurd. Such passages should be viewed primarily as indicators of the need 

for improved interpretation, not as signs of the author’s confusion. If 

interpretations of such passages can be found which eliminate their earlier 

implausibility, the meaning of portions of the text previously thought to be 

understood may change, for those conceptual changes whose initial, local effect 

was to make implausible loci plausible propagate throughout the text.17  

                                                           
13 Kuhn (1962:186). 
14 Kuhn (1962:79). 
15 Kuhn (1962:78-80). 
16 Hoyningen-Huene (1993:152). 
17 Hoyningen-Huene (1993:21). 
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 A further critical conclusion of Kuhnian epistemology is that in the presence of an 

existing paradigm: ‘a scientific theory is declared invalid only if an alternate 

candidate is available to take its place... The decision to reject one paradigm is always 

simultaneously the decision to accept another, and the judgment leading to that 

decision involves the comparison of both paradigms with nature and with each 

other’.18 Another relevant feature of Kuhnian epistemology is that competing 

paradigms must be judged in a holistic manner, that is, they cannot be compared in 

any ‘fully systematic, “point-by-point” comparison’.19 Also, it must be stressed that 

for Kuhn it is the group, rather than the individual, which ultimately dictates the 

acceptance or rejection of a particular paradigm or theory.20  

 This now brings us to the crucial practical question of how should one compare the 

merits of competing paradigms. In this regard, Kuhn mentions various criteria that 

allow one to decide between competing theories as to which is the better. However, 

these ‘criteria of choice... function not as rules, which determine choice, but as values, 

which influence it’; also, the complex interweaving of these criteria prevents ‘a shared 

algorithm of choice’ from being possible.21 In other words, there can be no claim to 

pure objectivity, or total rationality, in the choice made, for the subjective element of 

one’s understanding of reality always impinges upon the decision making process. 

Nonetheless, from amongst the standard set of criteria used for evaluating a good 

theory, Kuhn selects the following five characteristics as particularly important: 

First, a theory should be accurate: within its domain, that is, consequences 

deducible from a theory should be in demonstrated agreement with the results of 

existing experiments and observations. Second, a theory should be consistent, 

not only internally or with itself, but also with other currently accepted theories 

applicable to related aspects of nature. Third, it should have broad scope: in 

particular, a theory’s consequences should extend far beyond the particular 

observations, laws, or sub theories it was initially designed to explain. Fourth, 
                                                           
18 Kuhn (1962:77). 
19 Hoyningen-Huene (1993:221). This finding clearly has methodological repercussions for my thesis, 

and where space precludes the inclusion of my complete chronological model. Nonetheless, I believe 

that the detail, scope and precision of the present work will permit a sufficiently satisfactory basis for 

comparison against the conventional chronological paradigm. 
20 Kuhn (1977:320-21). 
21 Kuhn (1977:331). 
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and closely related, it should be simple, bringing order to phenomena that in its 

absence would be individually isolated and, as a set, confused. Fifth - a 

somewhat less standard item, but one of special importance to actual scientific 

decisions - a theory should be fruitful of new research findings: it should, that 

is, disclose new phenomena or previously unnoticed relationships among those 

already known.22 

Of course, when deciding between competing paradigms, an individual will inevitably 

rank these criteria, and other related values such as predictability and plausibility, 

according to his or her own particular measure of their relative importance; and so 

that any application of these criteria will differ from one person to another, whether 

by a small or large amount.23  

 I should point out at this juncture that in developing his philosophy of science, 

Kuhn was primarily, and possibly exclusively, concerned with the so-called ‘hard’ or 

‘pure’ sciences. Furthermore, history (along with philosophy) is almost completely 

excluded from Kuhn’s definition of science.24 It might therefore appear that the use of 

paradigm theory in the present work, which deals with the history of the Late Bronze 

and Early Iron Age periods, is inappropriate. However, that would be to 

misunderstand the nature of my thesis, which is primarily an attempt to define the true 

time-space reality of the Ancient Near East, as expressed in the cultural 

manifestations of chronology and geography. My understanding of history is that, at 

its most fundamental level, it is a spatio-temporally ordered and irreversible series of 

causal relationships.25 Indeed, how can one even speak of history in the absence of a 

true and accurate historical chronology to correlate the events, experiences and 

material artefacts from which history is constructed? Rather, to the extent that our 

operational chronology differs from the true historical chronology, then, the resulting 

‘historical’ narrative must be viewed as primarily fictional, since it will ultimately be 

engaged in either reversing the order of true historical cause-and-effect relationships, 

                                                           
22 Kuhn (1977:321-22). 
23 Kuhn (1962:185). 
24 See Hoyningen-Huene (1993:4-7). 
25 However, it may be noted that there are some philosophical objections to a causal theory of time (see 

Denbigh 1981:30-32); and, more particularly, to the concept of ‘reducing spatio-temporal relations to 

causal relations’ (ibid:32). 
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or else it will tend to separate the cause from its resultant effect to such a degree that 

the true historical relationship can no longer be detected.26 Equally, geography maps 

the space within which events are located, that is, a space which changes over time, 

both conceptually and physically. In presenting an alternate spatio-temporal model for 

the correlation of historical and archaeological evidence I am therefore engaged in an 

activity that underlies even the purest of sciences. 

 Using Kuhn’s own definition of what constitutes science we can further adumbrate 

the scientific nature of chronology as it relates to history. First, ‘normal’ science is 

characterised by paradigms, which, as seen above, are universally recognised world-

views that permit a community of practitioners to generate, for a time, model 

problems and solutions. Moreover, ‘[t]o a very great extent the term “science” is 

reserved for fields that do progress in obvious ways’.27 This progress also entails that 

‘the members of a mature scientific community work from a single paradigm or from 

a closely related set’.28 I would equate these characteristics of science to, for example, 

the current debate over Ancient Near Eastern chronology, where there are various 

competing, but closely related, chronological models vying to best capture historical 

reality; whether based on scientific technologies such as 14C-, ice-core or tree-ring 

dating, or based on re-interpretations of the historical and archaeological evidence. 

Incidentally, Kuhn sees this tendency towards a proliferation of competing theoretical 

models, combined with a general lack of consensus over which model to support, as 

symptoms of crisis leading to extraordinary science.29  

 Second, science, as it relates to the issue of progress, can be seen as a discipline 

that has as one of its primary aims the accomplishment of an ever more accurate 

correspondence between theory and observation, and with the further understanding 

that this process be measured in quantifiable terms.30 Once again, this characteristic of 

science is fully satisfied in chronological studies, since the very foundation of any 

historical interpretation must ultimately be based upon an accurate and precise 

absolute chronology capable of integrating all relevant information according to its 

true historical setting.  
                                                           
26 Cf. Cryer (1995:651). 
27 Kuhn (1962:160). 
28 Kuhn (1962:162). 
29 Hoyningen-Huene (1993:233-34). 
30 See Kuhn (1962:42, 168-70). 
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 Finally, according to Kuhn, science is characterised by two crucial attributes: first, 

its puzzle-solving capability;31 and second, its capacity to generate anomalies that 

may lead to a state of crisis, and potentially to scientific revolution.32 I will argue that 

these two attributes provide a test of how well competing paradigms conform to 

reality. To see how this equation can be understood in the present work, let us return 

to Kuhn’s five criteria for measuring a good theory, that is, according to whether or 

not it is: accurate, consistent, broad, simple, and fruitful.  

 Accurate: This characteristic is essential in order to provide a reliable method of 

relating a theoretical model to the vast body of relevant evidence it attempts to 

encompass. In particular we are here concerned with chronological accuracy (i.e., 

the degree of conformity with the true historical chronology), as well as precision 

(i.e., the refinement of measurement). Sufficient evidence for constructing a 

precise and accurate historical chronology for the Ancient Near East can 

potentially be found in two sources: first, there are numerous contemporary 

historic documents which can often establish the minimum (and sometimes 

maximum) period of rule of many monarchs; and second, there are the various 

Late Bronze and Early Iron Age King-lists.  

 Consistent: Once developed, a functional absolute chronology should ideally 

contain no internal contradictions. However, perfection is never possible when 

dealing with historical interpretation, and so that a more realistic aim should be to 

provide an alternate chronology that is far superior to the conventional chronology 

in reducing the number of current anomalies, and without encountering any 

definitive contradictory evidence. 

 Broad: Egyptian chronology is the principal tool used to measure historical time 

west of the Euphrates, including in Canaan/Palestine, at least until the Assyrian 

incursions into Syria-Palestine in the 8th century BC. Similarly, Assyrian 

chronology is the foundation of historical studies for lands lying east of the 

Euphrates. Therefore, in proposing any radical alteration to the conventional 

chronology of either Egypt or Assyria, the repercussions of such a measure must 

ultimately be examined in detail throughout the various other interconnected 

                                                           
31 Kuhn (1962:39-39, 179). 
32 Kuhn (1962:67-68, 82, 84-86). 
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regions to make sure that the chronological outcome forms part of a totally 

coherent historical and archaeological model. 

 Simple: This attribute has two consequences for the alternate chronology that I am 

arguing for, and which, for ease of reference, I have called ‘Chronology A-E’ (A = 

Assyria; E = Egypt). First, it means limiting the core cluster of hypotheses that 

make up Chronology A-E to an absolute minimum. I argue below for only two 

core chronological hypotheses, to be fully discussed in Chapter 2:1.1 and 2:1.2. 

Secondly, where additional auxiliary hypotheses are necessary to develop the 

broad chronological/historical narrative of my thesis, then, they must not only be 

made compatible with the available evidence, but they should also ideally provide 

a more coherent understanding of the historical and archaeological evidence than 

that which is currently achieved using the conventional chronology. As a 

demonstration of this coherency, Chronology A-E will aim to be superior to the 

conventional chronology in making sense of various pieces of evidence, primarily 

textual, which at present remain isolated from any broader historical narrative.  

 Fruitful: Any new chronology that wishes to be taken seriously must be capable of 

revealing new, or previously unobserved, historical relationships. In addition, it 

must be capable of predicting historical relationships for which there is presently 

no evidence, but relationships which are hopefully waiting to be discovered in 

either some future archaeological dig or, alternatively, historical relationships that 

may currently remain unrecognised in extant archives because scholars have 

misinterpreted the data by virtue of having used an incorrect (conventional) 

chronology. The radical realignment of Egyptian and Mesopotamian chronology 

that I will argue for in the following pages provide ample opportunities for a 

wealth of just such new historical synchronisms. 

 Having briefly outlined these methodological criteria, I would like to finish this 

chapter by making some specific comments on how they will manifest themselves 

within the present work. The accuracy and precision that I hold to be a necessary 

constituent of Chronology A-E is based upon employing the Late Bronze and Early 

Iron Age King-list regnal figures for both Assyria and Babylonia. This does not, of 

course, mean that I believe these figures to be necessarily historically accurate, simply 

that in the absence of essentially reliable King-list figures then it will be impossible to 

 21 
 



 

reconstitute an accurate chronology for this period, and therefore one capable of being 

tested to anywhere near the degree required by the methodology outlined above. 

Admittedly, King-lists are necessarily late compositions and therefore cannot, in and 

of themselves, be considered of equal value to contemporary documents. Nonetheless, 

a clear measure of their reliability is how well they integrate the history of the various 

neighbouring kingdoms. Should the King-list figures be significantly in error, then, 

when they are used to correlate one civilisation, kingdom, or dynasty relative to its 

neighbours, the resulting synchronisms could not, by definition, reflect historical 

actuality. On the contrary, under such conditions one would expect an accumulation 

of unacceptable historical and archaeological anomalies to gradually emerge. And this 

is just what I will argue has arisen from using the conventional Assyrian-Egyptian 

chronology. Equally, it would seem unwise to assume that the King-list figures are 

incorrect, or unnecessarily problematic, simply because they presently produce 

anomalous historical or archaeological results, without first questioning whether or 

not the various King-lists have been assembled in a historically accurate manner. 

 As noted above, Chronology A-E is founded upon two core chronological 

hypotheses: the first of these will be the removal of precisely 85 years of absolute 

Assyrian chronology from between the reigns of Shalmaneser II and Ashur-dan II, 

and the second, the downward displacement of Egyptian Memphite chronology 

relative to LBA Assyrian chronology by a further 115 years. A necessary consequence 

for Assyrian and Babylonian history of this chronological revision is that I must argue 

for the operation of parallel/collateral regencies in both kingdoms for various periods 

during the Late Bronze and Early Iron Ages. However, as noted in the Introduction, 

this proposal is not without historical precedent in Mesopotamia (and, indeed, in 

Second Intermediate Period Egypt) where such parallel/collateral dynasties are 

acknowledged for the early phases of Assyrian and Babylonian King-lists and 

chronicles. 

 Moreover, arguing for parallel/collateral dynasties cannot be an ad hoc response 

introduced simply to resolve difficulties arising from chronological revision. Rather, 

this proposal must be integrated in a holistic manner into a new historical narrative, 

and one that is constrained by the methodological criteria discussed above. In 

particular, such parallel/collateral dynasties must be argued for on the basis of acute 

chronological precision, and must also be able to demonstrate a geographical logic 

that speaks of politico-territorial continuity. For example, with specific reference to 
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the removal of 85 years of absolute Assyrian chronology from between the reigns of 

Shalmaneser II and Ashur-dan II, I argue that Ashur-dan deposed Shalmaneser in the 

latter’s penultimate year of reign, at which point he (Ashur-dan) introduced his own 

three immediate ancestors (Ashur-rabi II, Ashur-resha-ishi II and Tiglath-pileser II) 

into the Assyrian King-list, thereby, from a modern historical perspective, erroneously 

extending Assyrian chronology for the preceding period. In addition, I argue that the 

dynasties of Ashur-dan II and Shalmaneser II were closely related descendants of 

Tiglath-pileser I, and who vied with each other during several generations for control 

of contiguous territories, one the Assyrian homeland situated in the Tigris valley, and 

the other, the neighbouring kingdom situated in the Habur valley, and variously 

known as both Mitanni and Hanigalbat. 

 This proposed dynastic intrigue between these two branches of the Assyrian 

royal family should in no way be seen as either extraordinary or implausible, as 

evidenced by the almost parallel earlier history of this specific territory. The once 

Great Kingdom of Mittani/Hanigalbat had been incorporated into Greater Assyria 

during the reign of Tukulti-Ninurta I in the late 13th century BC when Ili-hadda, a 

minor member of the Assyrian royal family, was installed as its ruler. Subsequently, 

this individual’s son, Ninurta-apil-Ekur, conquered the Assyrian homeland to found a 

new dynasty of kings residing in the ancient Assyrian capital of Ashur. The outcome 

of this ongoing dynastic intrigue is, I argue, that Mitanni/Hanigalbat survived for 

almost two centuries beyond its presently understood demise during the reign of 

Tukulti-Ninurta I, sometimes functioning as an independent kingdom, and sometimes 

as a vassal of Assyria. 

 Another necessary outcome of Chronology A-E is the need to occasionally 

argue for multiple onomastic identities for the same person. To those readers who 

might see this as an ad hoc solution to overcome difficulties arising out of 

Chronology A-E’s reconfiguration of Ancient Near Eastern history, I would note that 

there are various kings of the LBA who were known by distinct names. The most 

notable of these are the ruling elite of Hatti who, it would appear, generally held both 

a Hittite (i.e. Indo-European) and Hurrian name; for example, the founding ruler of 

the Hittite appanage kingdom of Carchemish bore both the Hittite name of Piyashili 

and the Hurrian name of Sarri-Kusuh. Furthermore, in certain of these instances the 

presence of such dual-named kings within distinct dynastic lines is only known to us 

through the chance survival of a single document, as when, for example, Tiglath-
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pileser I specifically records that a king of the land of Alshi, a certain Kili-Teshub, 

son of Kali-Teshub, also bore the (native) name of Irrupi.33 

 The chronological accuracy and precision that I endeavour to make the hallmark 

of Chronology A-E is also essential in order to satisfy Kuhn’s other primary criteria of 

Breadth/Expansiveness, Simplicity, Consistency and Fruitfulness. At present the 

chronology of the LBA Near East is an amalgamation of three loosely connected sub-

chronologies, namely those of Egypt (which also fixes Hittite chronology), Assyria 

and Babylonia. However, Egyptian chronology currently permits three alternate years 

for the crucial accession date of Tuthmosis III (i.e., 1504, 1490 and 1479 BC), and 

where, accordingly, the synchronisation of Egyptian and Assyrian chronology has a 

relative uncertainty of at least 25 years (or a full generation). Assyrian-Babylonian 

and Egyptian-Babylonian chronology suffers from an equal, if not greater, degree of 

uncertainty. One can, of course, find in many a historical work precise dates provided 

for the LBA kings of each of these three Great Kingdoms. However, there is to my 

mind very little integrated supporting argument presented to substantiate those dates 

in relation to the chronologies of the neighbouring Great Kingdoms. This current lack 

of chronological precision makes it near impossible to develop truly testable 

chronological/historical arguments spanning the Great Kingdoms of the Near East 

since there is no stable chronological point of reference from which to begin. Rather, 

at present, the chronological uncertainty involved in synchronising the histories of 

these neighbouring kingdoms means that each embryonic argument is quickly 

dissipated as the number of historical interpretations capable of being assigned to each 

historical text begins to rapidly multiply. 

 Chronology A-E, on the other hand, will present just such an integrated region-

wide chronology for the Ancient Near East, and one that provides precise and readily 

testable synchronisms between the chronologies of the various Great Kingdoms. A 

consequence of this precision is that should the evidence I have used to construct 

Chronology A-E be shown to be significantly wrong or improperly understood, or 

should the arguments based on that evidence be shown to be illogically constructed, 

then, the whole chronological edifice should begin to quickly unravel as the number 

of anomalies begin to proliferate. From the perspective of providing a testable 

chronological model, Chronology A-E can therefore be said to be far simpler than the 

                                                           
33 Wiseman (1975:458). 
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current loose arrangement of Ancient Near Eastern regional chronologies. 

 As outlined in the Introduction, the conventional chronology is burdened by 

various persistent and serious historical anomalies. And the number of such anomalies 

discussed will be greatly increased in the course of the present work. Applying 

Kuhn’s criterion of consistency, the aim of my thesis is to significantly reduce the 

number of these anomalies when the historical data is reinterpreted in terms of 

Chronology A-E. The reason I believe that Chronology A-E can resolve these 

presently irresolvable anomalies is due to the fact of having already satisfied the two 

criteria of accuracy/precision and breadth. By integrating the chronologies of Egypt, 

Assyria and Babylonia into a tightly connected supra-chronology for the Ancient Near 

East, historical data from each of the presently loosely connected chronological 

regions can now be brought together in a far more mutually enhancing manner; in 

other words, the whole can become much greater than the sum of its individual parts. 

One expression of this greater chronological precision is that the historical 

information derived from currently isolated texts – that is, texts that do not contain 

sufficient information to be confidently placed within a specific historical context – 

can be greatly enhanced. For example, I bring together in Chapter 3:1 various texts, 

many of them currently isolated, from Assyria, Hatti and Egypt to propose a 

completely new and detailed understanding of the history of upper Mesopotamia 

during the middle Late Bronze Age period, and one that primarily concerns the impact 

of emerging Hittite and Assyrian expansionist policies upon the kingdom of 

Mitanni/Hanigalbat. 

 Finally, by profoundly reconfiguring the chronological relationships between the 

Great Kingdoms of Egypt, Hatti, Mittani/Hanigalbat, Assyria and Babylonia, a 

paradigmatically new set of historical relationships between these kingdoms must 

emerge. The unravelling of these relationships will act as both a test of the efficacy of 

Chronology A-E versus the conventional chronological arrangement, and, if 

Chronology A-E is essentially correct, as the basis for further fruitful research, of both 

a textual and archaeological nature. 

 It goes without saying that it will not be an easy task to convince readers that 

Chronology A-E is superior to the conventional chronology in bringing harmony to 

the historical data from the Ancient Near East. If Kuhn is correct, and I believe he is, 

then the issue of incommensurability between alternate paradigms will be a difficult 

obstacle to overcome. However, Kuhn also argues that the universal object-sided 
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moments of reality are capable of imposing order upon the perceived world. And I 

have faith that if Chronology A-E is as historically accurate as I believe, then, it will 

prove of sufficient use to historians and archaeologists in making sense of their 

respective areas of research to ultimately succeed; its functionality will necessarily be 

the measure of either its success or failure. 

 In conclusion, it has to be stated that applying the above articulated 

methodological attributes will necessarily make the resulting thesis both detailed and 

complex. I have, of course, attempted to reduce this detail and complexity to a 

minimum, and so that the associated argument is as simple to understand as possible. 

In so far as I have failed in this endeavour, I hope that the reader will see the 

remaining complexity as a necessary component of any serious attempt at overturning 

the current chronological paradigm.  

 

 



 

Chapter 2  MESOPOTAMIAN CHRONOLOGY 

Introduction 

The radical revision of Ancient Near Eastern chronology has been attempted on 

various occasions during the past half-century or so, and with relatively little success 

amongst mainstream scholarship, at least in so far as lowering the conventional dates 

for the Late Bronze and Early Iron Age periods is concerned. I believe that this failure 

can, in part, be explained in terms of Kuhn’s observation that the decision to reject 

one paradigm is only ever done in the presence of a superior paradigm which better 

reflects the universal object-sided moments of reality. And, to my mind, previous 

attempts at presenting an overarching alternate chronological paradigm have been far 

from superior to that which currently exists. I therefore believe that all those who wish 

to challenge the conventional LBA chronology must develop an alternate model that 

is, in terms of methodology, as good as, if not better than, the current chronological 

model. More specifically, Kuhn has listed five primary attributes for measuring the 

quality of competing paradigms: accuracy, consistency, scope, simplicity and 

fruitfulness. And I have already explained how these attributes are to be understood in 

terms of testing alternate chronological models (see Chapter 1). The primary intention 

of my thesis is to now use these attributes to construct an alternate Ancient Near 

Eastern chronology that is methodologically superior to the conventional chronology. 

 For clarity of explanation I must now explain what I mean by the term 

‘conventional’ chronology as used in my thesis. As noted in the Introduction, the 

presently calculated accession year of Pharaoh Tuthmosis III varies between 1504, 

1490 and 1479 BC. These dates are generally referred to as the Memphite, 

Elephantine and Theban calendars respectively; dates which depend upon the 

presumed location for the observation of the heliacal rising of the star Sothis (or 

Sirius), a key astronomical datum used in reconstructing Egyptian chronology. For 

consistency sake, I have chosen to adopt the Memphite calendar throughout the 

present work as representative of this ‘conventional’ Egyptian LBA chronology. 

Wherever Theban or Elephantine dates are encountered in the literature they will be 

suitably adjusted in order to synchronise them with the Memphite calendar. This 

adjusted chronology will then provide a standard temporal framework for use in 

correlating Egyptian historical and archaeological evidence with that from the various 
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other civilizations that I discuss. As regards the ‘conventional’ Assyrian chronology, 

this will be understood to mean one based upon 1365 BC as the first regnal year of 

king Ashur-uballit I. I will refer to dates based upon these two ‘conventional’ Ancient 

Near Eastern calendars with the suffix CC (conventional chronology). In contrast, I 

will use the suffix AC (alternate chronology) with dates defined according to 

Chronology A-E. I will reserve the suffix BC for where the date is unequivocally 

established as historically accurate, that is, from the reign of Adad-nirari II (911-891 

BC) in Assyria and from 664 BC in Egypt, or where the date is derived from absolute 

dating techniques, such as radiocarbon dating. 

 Any radical change to the conventional LBA Near Eastern chronology must first 

adequately deal with Assyrian chronology, the central pillar of Mesopotamian 

chronology.1 Mesopotamian chronology, in turn, sets the chronological parameters of 

the LBA Egyptian monarchs identified in numerous documents as contemporary with 

various Babylonian and Assyrian kings, either directly or through intermediary 

synchronisms with other monarchs of this period, most importantly those from Hatti 

and Mitanni/Hanigalbat. More specifically, because the LBA Egyptian, Assyrian and 

Babylonian chronologies are linked in unbreakable ways through various historical 

synchronisms, most notably those found in the El-Amarna Letters (henceforth EA),2 

one cannot change Assyrian chronology without also examining the associated 

consequences for the chronology and history of the whole Near East.  

 In assessing the possibility of any radical change to LBA chronology, the first 

question to ask is therefore whether or not Assyrian chronology, from say Ashur-

uballit I (who appears as the author of EA 15 and 16) onwards,3 can be lowered by 

anywhere near the figure proposed by the ultra-low chronologists, thereby potentially 

preserving the synchronisms presently held to exist between various Assyrian, 

Babylonian and Egyptian monarchs. However, if such a radical lowering is not 

possible, then, one should examine whether there is scope for any change whatsoever 

in Assyrian dates. Moreover, if one accepts the general reliability of the reign lengths 

                                                           
1 For Mesopotamian chronology, see Brinkman (1968, 1976); Rowton (1970:193-208); Grayson ARI 1 

and 2. 
2 All cited references to the Amarna Letters are from W. Moran (1992), The Amarna Letters, unless 

otherwise stated. 
3 See Yamada (1994:33 with n. 76) on the high quality of the Assyrian King-list post- Eriba-Adad I, the 

father of Ashur-uballit. 
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ascribed to the various monarchs in the Assyrian King-list – and to do otherwise 

would be to abandon the possibility of ever reconstructing a precise chronological 

model based on Assyrian records, and so to remove one of the essential prerequisites 

of the present work – then the only way in which LBA Assyrian dates could be 

significantly lowered is to accept that the surviving Assyrian King-list contains one or 

more ‘parallel’ reigns, whereby kings listed as successive were, in fact, contemporary. 

 I will argue in the present chapter for two primary chronological hypotheses: first, 

the removal of precisely 85 years of absolute Assyrian chronology from between the 

reigns of Shalmaneser II and Ashur-dan II; and second, the downward displacement 

of Egyptian Memphite dates relative to LBA Assyrian chronology by a further 115 

years. These two measures will utterly reconfigure the chronology, and therefore 

history, of the Ancient Near East. Of course, were the conventional Egyptian-

Assyrian chronology to be essentially correct, then, these two chronological measures 

should result in a totally absurd outcome. I must leave it to the reader to judge the 

merits of my case.  

2:1 Assyrian Absolute Chronology 

2:1.1 Shadow Kings of Assyria 

The concept of parallel reigns/dynasties has been advocated for LBA Assyria for 

more than half a century. Poebel suggested that Assyria fractured into four kingdoms 

upon the death of Tukulti-Ninurta I when three of his sons, Ashur-nadin-apli, 

Ashurnasirpal and Enlil-kudur-usur, along with Ili-hadda the vizier of Hanigalbat, all 

vied for power.4 More recently, James et al., Newgrosh, and Hagens have all 

proposed parallel Assyrian dynasties as part of their arguments for an ultra-low LBA 

chronology.5 That the ancient Mesopotamians practiced such anachronistic recording 
                                                           
4 Poebel (1943:56-57). 
5 See: James et al. (1991:299-304) who build upon Poebel’s thesis; Newgrosh (1999, 2002a, 2002b) 

who argues for the operation of two parallel dynasties (one of warrior-kings, the other of priest-kings) 

between the assassination of Tukulti-Ninurta I and the reign of Ashur-dan II, thereby eliminating 150 

years from the Middle Assyrian period; and Hagens (2002) who argues for a regional division of 

Assyria in the wake of Ashurnasirpal I’s death that resulted in two competing dynasties ruling different 

parts of the country, and which would involve a lowering of LBA Assyrian chronology by about 80 

years. I should note at this point that the core material presented in Chapters 2-4 of my thesis, together 

with other relevant findings which cannot be included due to limitations of space, was completed 
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is evident in the Assyrian King-list, where the ancestors of the Amorite king Shamshi-

Adad I, the son of Ila-kabkabu, are recorded as predecessors of the native Assyrian 

dynasty which Shamshi-Adad replaced, when, in fact, both dynasties were 

contemporary.6 The (Assyrian) Synchronistic Chronicle also places the Kassite 

dynasty of Babylonia as successive to the First Sealand dynasty, when, once again, 

they are known to have been for the most part contemporary; Ea-gamil, the last king 

of the Sealand dynasty, was a contemporary of Ulamburiash, the 14th king of the 

Kassite dynasty.7  

 One section of the Assyrian King-list clearly stands out as a potential site for an 

introduced genealogy of ‘parallel’ kings. Contemporary textual evidence from the 

reign of Ashur-dan II onwards leaves little doubt that he and his successors occupied a 

united Assyrian throne. Indeed, from the reign of Adad-nirari II, the son of Ashur-dan, 

until the end of the Assyrian empire there is an uninterrupted eponym list which 

allows the regnal years of all these kings to be ascribed an absolute historical date. 

Similarly, to my mind, there is no doubt that the predecessors of Shalmaneser II ruled 

over a single united kingdom, as portrayed in the Assyrian King-lists. However, the 

intervening period between Shalmaneser II and Ashur-dan II provides a number of 

noteworthy anomalies in the historical and archaeological evidence that may suggest 

dynastic intrigue: 

1. Contemporary texts are almost non-existent for the intervening Assyrian monarchs 

Ashur-nirari IV, Ashur-rabi II, Ashur-resha-ishi II and Tiglath-pileser II; a single 

exception, which mentions Ashur-rabi II and Ashur-resha-ishi II, will be discussed 

below. 

2. Between the reign of Ashur-dan II and his son and immediate successor, Adad-

nirari II, there occurs for the first time in the Assyrian eponym canon a change in 

                                                                                                                                                                      
between 1998 and late 2000 during a Masters degree at the University of Melbourne; copies of this 

work were sent to Peter James (received July 2001), to Professor John Brinkman (received 15-10-

2001), and subsequently to Professor A.K. Grayson (received December 2002). My present candidature 

is a continuation of this earlier (discontinued) degree. 
6 See Yamada (1994 esp. 11-23) for discussion. 
7 Compare the Synchronistic Chronicle (Assur 14616c), in Oppenheim ANET:272-74, with Chronicle 

20 (Chronicle of Early Kings) ll. 12ff., in Grayson ABC:156. 
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the position of the king’s eponym from first to second place.8 

3. There is a discrepancy between the 32-year reign allotted Tiglath-pileser II in the 

Khorsabad King-list, and the 33 eponyms assigned to his reign in KAV 22;9 this 

discrepancy is quite unusual, though admittedly not unique.10 

4. In the entire Assyrian eponym canon there are only the following three reigns 

which contain repetitive eponyms, in the form of ‘One after RN’.11 First, while 

Shalmaneser II officially reigned for twelve years (1031-1020 CC), he only held 

distinct eponyms for the first eleven years; the eponym for Year 11 is ‘Si[...]’ and 

that for Year 12 is simply ‘One after [Si...]’. Second, for Shalmaneser II’s son and 

successor, Ashur-nirari IV (1019-1014 CC), the six eponyms of his rule are of the 

form: ‘Ashur-nirari’, ‘One after Ashur-nirari’, ‘Second after Ashur-nirari’, and so 

on until ‘Fifth after Ashur-nirari’. Finally, Tiglath-pileser II had distinct eponyms 

for the first two years of his reign, while the third eponym is again repetitive and 

given as ‘One after Ashur-beli-la[mur]’, the same eponym used for his second 

year.12  

5. The reign of Shalmaneser II is omitted from the Nassouhi King-list, a document 

probably composed during the reign of Ashur-dan II, or shortly thereafter;13 the 

omission of a king, particularly one with such a long reign-length, is unique for 

this period.14 

6. Whereas one would expect two royal stelae to have been deposited between those 

of Shalmaneser II and Ashur-resha-ishi II, namely those of Ashur-nirari IV and 

Ashur-rabi II, only one has been discovered.15 

 While each of these six anomalies might be independently explained by resort to a 

                                                           
8 See Tadmor (1958b:28 n 53); and Grayson ARI 2, § 455. 
9 Brinkman (1973:311). 
10 See Rowton (1946:99-101). 
11 See Larsen (1974:21). 
12 ARI 2, §§ 332, 335, 353. 
13 Brinkman (1973:312, and also pp. 306, 314). 
14 Both Ber-nadin-ahhe, son of Ashur-nirari II, and Ashur-nasir-apli, a son of Tukulti-Ninurta I, may 

have reigned for short periods and had their names omitted from the King-list (ARI 1:37 n. 89a; ARI 2, 

§ 319). 
15 ARI 2:70 n. 279. 
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combination of scribal error, pure coincidence, or the vagaries of archaeological 

preservation, their totality surely merits investigation. As a solution, I propose a single 

historical explanation that makes coherent sense of all these anomalies, and one which 

has untold parallels down through the ages, namely, the replacement of one dynastic 

line of kings by another. More specifically, I argue that Ashur-dan II deposed 

Shalmaneser II in the latter’s 12th regnal year. I have arranged Table A (Assyria A 

and Assyria B) so that Ashur-dan II is assumed to have acquired the kingship of 

Assyria directly following the twelfth year of Shalmaneser II (Assyria A), and also to 

have introduced his three immediate ancestors, Tiglath-pileser II, Ashur-resha-ishi II 

and Ashur-rabi II into the Assyrian King-list at that time. This will further mean that 

the six years of Ashur-nirari IV’s reign are now made contemporary with the first six 

regnal years of Ashur-dan II’s reign; also the three ancestors of Ashur-dan II, with 

their allotted ‘reigns’, are now placed contemporary with Ashur-dan’s proposed 

legitimate predecessors as kings of Assyria in Assyria A (see Assyria B). I have 

included alternate chronology (AC), conventional chronology (CC) and known 

absolute (BC) dates in columns 1 and 2 of Table A for clarity sake. However, I have 

only included AC dates in columns 3 and 4 since Babylonian chronology is essentially 

dependent upon Assyrian chronology during this period. 

 According to this arrangement, the absence of contemporary documents from the 

reigns of Ashur-rabi II, Ashur-resha-ishi II, Tiglath-pileser II and Ashur-nirari IV can 

be explained as a consequence of these monarchs having never reigned as truly 

authentic kings of the Assyrian homeland. Meanwhile, the quite distinct reign lengths 

attributed to Ashur-rabi II (41 years), Ashur-resha-ishi II (5 years) and Tiglath-pileser 

II (32 years) leave little doubt that these three individuals were also rulers in some real 

political sense. A discussion of where these three individuals held kingship, and the 

manner whereby they acquired that kingship, will be discussed in Chapter 2:1.6 and 

2:1.7. However, for the moment, I would simply note, in relation to Anomaly 1 

(above), that the only surviving contemporary document from the combined reign of 

these four kings (including Ashur-nirari IV) was composed in the city of Shadikannu, 

located on the banks of the Habur River. This votive inscription, which was found at 

Ashur on a clay cylinder, relates how a certain Bel-erish, vice-regent of the city of 

Shadikannu, had constructed a quay wall and repaired a temple in his city.16 Now, 

                                                           
16 RIMA 2, A.O.96.2001. 
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documents from the reigns of Adad-nirari I, Shalmaneser I and Tukulti-Ninurta I 

provide ample evidence to show that the Habur Valley, from its junction with the 

Euphrates to its headwaters on the southern flank of Mount Kashiyari, constituted a 

core region of the kingdom known as Hanigalbat.17 That being the case, then, the 

possibility must remain open that Bel-erish held office at a time when Ashur-rabi II 

and Ashur-resha-ishi II ruled a successor kingdom to Hanigalbat, one which included 

Shadikannu, and which was also contemporary with a full and independent kingdom 

of Assyria proper.  

 Anomalies 2 and 3 can be explained by resort to a precise arithmetical 

relationship, as depicted in Table A, which links the sudden change in the position of 

the king’s eponym between the reigns of Ashur-dan II and Adad-nirari II, from first to 

second place, with the added eponym of Tiglath-pileser II in KAV 22 (above). I 

would argue that for reasons connected with the proposed usurpation, Ashur-dan II 

was unable to be crowned king in Ashur in the year immediately following 

Shalmaneser II’s last ‘true’ regnal year as king of Assyria, i.e., his eleventh. However, 

for administrative purposes, this interregnum year had to be allocated an eponym, 

which, naturally enough, was placed between the end of Tiglath-pileser II’s actual 

thirty-two year reign and the beginning of his son Ashur-dan II’s own reign. This 

interregnum eponym could then be interpreted in one of two distinct ways. First, it 

could be seen as the thirty-third eponym of Tiglath-pileser II, which is presumably the 

source of the KAV 22 figure. Alternatively, it could be understood as the first of 

Ashur-dan II’s reign, even though in this instance it could not be included in the 

official count of his regnal years. And it was presumably this second understanding 

that led his immediate successor, imitating this unintended new eponym protocol of 

Ashur-dan, to now hold the office of eponym in his second year, a practice which was 

to continue for the next 170 years until the reign of Tiglath-pileser III. 

 A further consequence of this arithmetical relationship is that, as arranged in Table 

A, the first repetitive eponym of Tiglath-pileser II’s reign (which occurs in his third 

year, i.e., 965 AC) now coincides precisely with the first year of Ashurnasirpal I’s 

reign. I would therefore argue that the use of these highly unusual repetitive eponyms 

marks out a change in political status between the kings of Assyria and those of its 

neighbour ruled by the ancestors of Ashur-dan II. Whereas Tiglath-pileser II could 

                                                           
17 Harrak (1987:101-107, 195). 

 33 
 



 

maintain independent eponyms during his first two years, his first repetitive eponym 

(in his third year) marked the subordination of this king by Ashurnasirpal I at the very 

start of the latter king’s own reign. And subsequently, when Ashur-dan II made 

Shalmaneser II his subordinate, this necessitated that Shalmaneser, and his successor 

Ashur-nirari IV, also adopt repetitive eponyms; a united Assyrian throne should only 

require one eponym official at any given time. The fact that Shalmaneser II and 

Ashur-nirari IV were ascribed repetitive eponyms, in the same manner as Tiglath-

pileser II, and that these repetitive eponyms were repeated by the successors of Ashur-

dan II, would indicate an essentially political rather than military coup d’etát. And, 

since I will argue in Chapter 2:1.6 for a very close family connection between the 

ancestors of Ashur-dan II and Shalmaneser II, one might imagine that Ashur-dan 

permitted Shalmaneser II and his son to live out their natural lives in some form of 

privileged custody.18  Then, following the demise of Ashur-nirari IV after six years of 

‘token kingship’, this dynasty of Assyrian kings came to an end. The repetitive 

eponyms identified in Anomaly 4 can, I believe, be seen as the result of two 

competing royal dynasties vying for the kingship of Greater Assyria. 

 Finally, as regards Anomalies 5 and 6 – that is, the omission of Shalmaneser II’s 

reign from the Nassouhi King-list; and the absence in Assur of two royal stelae 

between those of Shalmaneser II and Ashur-resha-ishi II, as would have been 

expected – these are totally explicable in the context that: (1), the presumed author of 

the Nassouhi King-list, Ashur-dan II, had deposed/subordinated Shalmaneser II; and 

(2), that Ashur-nirari IV was the last of his dynasty to lay some sort of claim to the 

kingship of Assyria, so that with his passing there remained no familial successor to 

honour his kingship by erecting a royal stela.19  

                                                           
18 Cf. Grayson ARI 2, § 905, who suggests that Ninurta-apil-Ekur, also the founder of a new Assyrian 

dynasty, permitted brothers of the previous king to remain at the royal court. 
19 The absence of contemporary documents, excluding burial stelae, from the reigns of Ashur-nirari IV 

to Tiglath-pileser II inclusive is highly unusual: even the two-year reign of Eriba-Adad II has revealed 

three contemporary texts; the three-year reign of Shamshi-Adad IV four texts; the reign of 

Ashurnasirpal I two texts (three if the White Obelisk is credited to him); and Shalmaneser II, who I 

argue had his name deliberately removed from the Nassouhi King-list, is even attested with at least one 

contemporary inscription (see Grayson RIMA 2, A.O.90 – A.O.93 for details). 
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2:1.2 Tuthmosis III, Ashur-uballit I and El-Amarna Letter 15 

Royal Gifts   I have identified in Chapter 2:1.1 a potential ‘parallel’ reign of Assyrian 

kings covering a total period of precisely 85 years.20 And, after a long and detailed 

investigation of the historical and archaeological evidence relating to the period 

covered by the remaining kings of Assyria, post Ashur-uballit I, I can see no credible 

evidence to indicate that the reigns of these kings were not successive. That being the 

case, then, if the Egyptian New Kingdom dates are to be lowered beyond a 

corresponding 85 years, this can now only be achieved by displacing the Egyptian 

chronology downwards relative to Assyrian chronology. After an extensive period of 

research and experimentation, it became clear to me that in order to harmonise this 

alternate chronology of Assyria, as defined in Table A, with that of the conventional 

Egyptian (Memphite) calendar, that the quantity of this displacement should amount 

to a further 115 years. This therefore means that the total reduction in Egyptian 

(Memphite) dates amounts to 200 (85 + 115) years.21 The result of this chronological 

realignment translates into a totally new set of historical relationships, with Assyrian 

monarchs (and their known contemporaries) now being placed alongside Egyptian 

monarchs (and their known contemporaries) who, according to the conventional 

chronology, would have lived over a century earlier.22 

                                                           
20 This figure comprises: 41 years (Ashur-rabi II); 5 years (Ashur-resha-ishi II); 32 years (Tiglath-

pileser II, King-list figure); 1 year (12th year of Shalmaneser II = interregnum year); and 6 years 

(Ashur-nirari IV) – total 85 years.  
21 The use of the Memphite calendar in defining the Egyptian conventional chronology is purely a 

matter of convenience, as it will now mean that the conventional chronology (CC) Memphite dates and 

the proposed alternate chronology (AC) Egyptian dates defined by Chronology A-E are precisely 200 

years apart, thereby making the mental adjustment between the two sets of dates a relatively simple 

matter for the reader. The Theban calendar is 25 years lower than the Memphite calendar, and so that 

Theban and Memphite dates are equivalent in the present context, only that the downward 

displacement of Theban dates relative to the Assyrian conventional chronology would now amount to 

90 years instead of 115 years. However, the so-called Elephantine calendar, which involves lowering 

Theban dates by a further 11 years (see Kitchen 1987:42-43), would not be compatible with 

Chronology A-E as presently envisaged.  
22 See Table L, which depicts the chronologies of various kingdoms that are discussed below. The dates 

provided there for the kings of Hatti and Mitanni are based upon the conventional Egyptian calendar; 

although a further degree of precision has been added as a result of research carried out in association 

with my thesis, not all of which can be included here. The Assyrian and Babylonian regnal dates will 
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 The first Assyrian king of whom there is contemporary evidence that he 

corresponded with Egypt is Ashur-uballit I, who sent two letters to the Egyptian court 

(EA 15 and 16): EA 15 is addressed simply to the ‘king of Egypt’; while the addressee 

of EA 16 is generally accepted as Amenophis IV (Akhenaten).23 This synchronism, 

combined with various other direct and indirect LBA royal synchronisms between 

Egypt, Hatti and Mesopotamia constitutes one of the principal cornerstones of the 

conventional LBA chronology.24 Under normal circumstances there would be little 

reason to doubt the historical accuracy of this El-Amarna synchronism for Ashur-

uballit I.25 However, the fact that Akhenaten moved the Egyptian capital from Thebes 

to a new site at El-Amarna could have produced just the conditions likely to result in 

corruption to documents held in the royal archive. If, as I presently propose, Ashur-

uballit I lived about 100 years earlier than Akhenaten, then, it must surely be 

accepted, as a hypothetical possibility, that EA 16 was a later copy brought from the 

former capital at Thebes, and made especially for the El-Amarna archives. One might 

imagine that this proposed copy was intended as a template for future 

correspondence;26 and which inadvertently included the name of the then reigning 

Pharaoh (i.e., Akhenaten) as the letter’s addressee. I accept that this is a case of 

special pleading, and which is generally to be strictly avoided, however, the weight of 

value given to this letter cannot be considered in isolation. Rather, it must be judged 

in terms of the total historical and archaeological evidence. 

 That two such old letters from Assyria should have been retained in the royal 

archives may lie in the fact that there is no evidence of Assyrian diplomatic contact 

with Egypt during the century or so interval between the reign of Tuthmosis III (see 

below) and the Amarna period. Furthermore, EA 15 and 16, in contrast to all the other 

international letters found in the archive, omit the customary introduction, ‘For me all 

goes well’;27 a royal greeting that might not have been firmly established some 100 

                                                                                                                                                                      
be argued for below. 
23 Moran (1992:39 n. 1); Kitchen (2000:43).  
24 Kitchen (2000:43). 
25 Admittedly, some proponents of an ultra-low LBA chronology have argued that the Ashur-uballit of 

EA 15 and 16 may be (James et al. 1991:340), or is (Newgrosh 2002a:100-107), a non-canonical king 

from a much later period. 
26 See Goren et al. (2004:24). 
27 Moran (1992:xxiii). See Artzi (1978) for further discussion of these two texts. 
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years before the Amarna period. Unfortunately, recent petrographic analysis of the El-

Amarna letters was unable to test EA 15 and 16, and so that the actual nature of the 

EA 16 tablet (original letter or Egyptian copy) cannot presently be established.28  

 EA 15 is an exploratory letter which politely requests to be informed of the 

Egyptian king’s mood, and to allow Ashur-uballit’s messenger to make his 

observations and then depart. Ashur-uballit, who titles himself simply as ‘[king of] 

Assyria’, refers to ‘agreements which my forefathers never sent’, and he also 

mentions three specific gifts sent to the Pharaoh as a peace offering: a fine chariot, 

two horses and ‘one stone ... of beautiful lapis lazuli’.29 By the time EA 16 was 

written, Ashur-uballit was able to title himself ‘king of [Assyria], great king, your 

brother’.30 Also, Ashur-uballit is now able to chide the Pharaoh in EA 16 for not 

having sent him the amount of gold requested, claiming that:  

when Ashur-nadin-ahhe (II), my ancestor, wrote to Egypt, he was sent twenty 

talents of gold. When the king of Hanigalbat wrote to Egypt to your father, he 

sent him twenty talents of gold. [Now] I [am the equal] of the king of 

Hanigalbat but to me you have sent [a mere ... talents of] gold.31  

That Ashur-uballit achieved equality with the king of Hanigalbat is supported by the 

testimony of his great-grandson, Adad-nirari I, who described Ashur-uballit as 

‘disperser of the hordes of the extensive land of Subaru, extender of borders and 

boundaries’.32 This claimed victory over the ‘Subarians (i.e., Mitannians)’ has quite 

convincingly been related to Ashur-uballit I’s assumption of the title of ‘Great 

King’.33 

 International Politics  Meanwhile, the first historically attested Egyptian 

correspondence between Egypt and the kings of Assyria, Babylonia and Hatti is 

recorded during the reign of Tuthmosis III. This Pharaoh assumed sole rule in his 

22nd year (1483 CC) following a long co-regency with his stepmother, Hatshepsut. 

Thereupon he immediately made preparations to campaign in Canaan and Syria, and 
                                                           
28 See Goren et al. (2004). 
29 ARI 1, § 310. Cf. Moran (1992:38 n. 8); Artzi (1978:28). 
30 ARI 1, § 313. 
31 ARI 1, § 316. 
32 RIMA 1, A.O.76.1:27-32. 
33 See Goetze (1975a:121). 
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just two and a half months later his expeditionary force was on the march. Within 

approximately one year he had achieved a crushing victory over a confederation of 

Syrian and Canaanite states at Megiddo. Subsequent campaigns in his 24th, 25th and 

28th years, which seem to have gone unopposed, brought further tribute from the 

kings of Syria-Canaan. Tuthmosis III launched his eighth campaign into Syria in Year 

32/33 (1473/2 CC), crossed the Euphrates close by Carchemish, and defeated a 

Mitannian army on native soil. Following this victory he received congratulatory 

messages from Babylonia, Assyria and Hatti. In Year 35 (1470 CC), Tuthmosis again 

encountered the Mitannian army, this time northwest of Aleppo, and which he again 

claims to have routed.34 

 During this general period, Mitanni was the other great Near Eastern power and 

sometime principal enemy of Egypt. It comprised a vast empire situated between the 

Euphrates and the Hurri-Land, located southwest of Lake Van, as well as controlling 

vassal states in north Syria.35 While the chronology and names of the ruling kings of 

Mitanni at this time is still a matter of considerable debate, Saustatar is often 

considered the Mitannian contemporary of Tuthmosis III.36 Saustatar is known to 

have sacked Ashur and carried off a door of silver and gold to his capital at 

Washshuganni, an event which was still remembered in the time of 

Shattiwaza/Kurtiwaza, a descendent of Saustatar and subsequent king of Mitanni in 

the mid-fourteenth century CC.37 A letter from Nuzi also shows that Saustatar 

governed territory around Kirkuk [in ancient Arrapkha], located to the southeast of 

Ashur. Evidence of actual Mitannian rule over Assyria during the fifteenth century is 

reflected in Hurrian names appearing in legal documents found at Ashur; and in a 

series of stelae erected in that city, two of which belonged to ‘officers of a later 

generation whose father and grandfather had been officials in Ashur of the “king of 

Khanigalbat”’.38 

 Now importantly, Tuthmosis III makes mention in his 24th year (1481 CC = 1281 

AC in Table L) of gifts received from the king of Assur: the first item mentioned in 

one list of ‘tribute’ is a large block (weighing 20 deben) of genuine lapis lazuli; and 
                                                           
34 See Drower (1973:452-58); Astour (1989:120 n. 426).  
35 See Gurney (1973:670). Also see Drower (1973:423, 436). 
36 See Giles (1997:12); and CAH II/1 and II/2, Chronological Tables. 
37 Gadd (1975:27). 
38 Drower (1973:464). 
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the first two items mentioned in the second list of the same year appear to include 

‘h[orses]’ and a special attachment accompanying a chariot of the finest wood.39 But 

according to Chronology A-E, as defined above, the year in which Tuthmosis III 

received these three special gifts from the king of Assyria now coincides precisely 

with the accession year of Ashur-uballit I (i.e., the year preceding his first regnal year 

in 1280 AC).40 And, undoubtedly, the Egyptian military success in Syria-Canaan 

during the years 1483 to 1481 CC (1283 to 1281 AC) could not have gone unnoticed 

by the reigning Assyrian monarch. I would therefore propose that when Ashur-uballit 

I succeeded his father, Eriba Adad I, in 1281 AC (his accession year), he must have 

judged this an opportune occasion to declare independence from his Mitannian 

overlord, and in so doing he opened exploratory diplomatic relations with the 

Egyptian Pharaoh, as outlined in EA 15; and so that the three Assyrian gifts recorded 

in EA 15 will now become the almost identically described gifts received by 

Tuthmosis III in his Year 24. 

 As seen above in EA 16, Ashur-uballit relates how Ashur-nadin-ahhe (II), his 

recent predecessor, had received some 20 talents of gold from Egypt, and how later-

on the father of the present Pharaoh had sent the king of Hanigalbat/Mitanni an equal 

quantity of gold, whereas the addressee has only been willing to send Ashur-uballit a 

paltry fraction of that amount, even though Ashur-uballit can now claim equality with 

the king of Hanigalbat. As noted above, Saustatar was once the overlord of Assyria; 

and Ashur-uballit I’s adoption of the titles ‘Great King’ and ‘brother’ of the Pharaoh 

in EA 16 is generally associated with his known liberation of Assyria from the control 

of the king of Hanigalbat. The fact that Ashur-nadin-ahhe and the king of Hanigalbat 

had both received the same amount of gold from their Egyptian contemporaries must 

mean that at the time of his correspondence Ashur-nadin-ahhe was an independent 

king of Assyria; a vassal of the Mitannian king would not have been treated in such a 

                                                           
39 Breasted (1906, vol. 2, §§ 446, 449). 
40 I am assuming that the solar calendar was in use in both Assyria (Reade 2001:2; cf. Gasche et al. 

1998:50; and Rochberg 1995:1931-32) and Egypt (Robins 1995:1811) by this date. Were the Assyrians 

to have used a lunar calendar to calculate the regnal/eponym years during this period, then, the 

accession of Ashur-uballit I (who lived 250 years earlier than Tiglath-pileser I) would have to be 

lowered by seven solar years in absolute terms. However, the precise synchronisms arising out of the 

present study would strongly indicate that Assyrian regnal/eponym years were based on the solar year, 

at least from the reign of Ashur-uballit I onwards.  
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manner by the Pharaoh. This further indicates that the king of Hanigalbat, who can 

surely only be Saustatar according to the presently proposed chronology, must have 

conquered Assyria sometime after the accession of Ashur-nadin-ahhe. And, according 

to the Assyrian King-list, Ashur-nadin-ahhe II ruled from 37 to 28 years before the 

reign of Ashur-uballit I;41 which corresponds in Chronology A-E (see Table L) to the 

years 1317 to 1308 AC. 

 Furthermore, Ashur-uballit informed the Pharaoh in EA 16 that the king of 

Hanigalbat had corresponded with the Egyptian king’s father, whereas Ashur-nadin-

ahhe (II) is only said to have corresponded with Egypt (see Fig. 1 below). This 

distinction is consistent with the actual father (and not merely an ancestor) of the 

addressee having been referred to in relation to the king of Hanigalbat, while Ashur-

nadin-ahhe had presumably corresponded with an earlier ancestor.42 According to the 

conventional chronology, Tuthmosis III’s father, Tuthmosis II, ruled from 1507 to 

1504 CC (1307 to 1304 AC), and his grandfather, Tuthmosis I, from 1519 to 1507 CC 

(1319 to 1307 AC),43 dates which are therefore readily compatible with Saustatar’s 

conquest of Assyria having coincided with the end of Ashur-nadin-ahhe II’s reign in 

1308 AC. The earlier period of diplomatic relations between Egypt and Ashur-nadin-

ahhe would now neatly coincide with Tuthmosis I’s apparent war, in his second 

regnal year (1518 CC/1318 AC), against the kingdom of Mitanni/Hanigalbat. During 

this campaign he erected a stela beside the Euphrates River, a feat only once repeated 

during the entire history of Egypt when Tuthmosis III placed his own stela alongside 

that of his grandfather.44 This date (1318 AC), which coincides with Ashur-nadin-

ahhe II’s accession year in Chronology A-E, would have presented just the right 

conditions for an alliance between Egypt and Assyria. Furthermore, though possibly 

coincidental, the death of Tuthmosis I in 1508/7 CC (1308/7 CC), and the associated 

expiry of any existing diplomatic accord between Egypt and Assyria,45 would have 

provided an appropriate occasion for Saustatar to conquer Assyria. 

                                                           
41 ARI 1:157-58. 
42 See Table B for the genealogical relationship between Ashur-uballit I and Ashur-nadin-ahhe II. 
43 See Kitchen (2000:44) for reign lengths. Cf. Beckerath (1997:123) who assigns Tuthmosis II 13/15 

years. 
44 Giles (1997:9). 
45 See Moran (1992:40, EA 16 n. 9), suggesting a marriage alliance between Ashur-nadin-ahhe II and 

the Pharaoh. 
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Egypt Hanigalbat Assyria 
   
Tuthmosis I  Ashur-nadin-ahhe II 
 (1319-1307 AC)   (1317-1308 AC) 
   
Tuthmosis II King of Hanigalbat (Saustatar?) Eriba-Adad I 
 (1307-1304 AC)  (1308 AC -?)  (1307-1281 AC) 
   
Tuthmosis III  Ashur-uballit I 
 (1304-1250 AC)   (1280-1245 AC) 
   

Fig. 1  An alternate arrangement of the kings of Egypt, Hanigalbat and Assyria 

according to Chronology A-E. 

 The Mitannian sovereignty over Assyria would, then, have lasted during the 27-

year reign of Ashur-uballit’s father, Eriba-Adad I. This would be sufficient time for 

three generations of Mitannian officials to have served in Ashur (as previously noted), 

provided the first generation was close to its end at the time of the Mitannian 

conquest, and the third generation had just come to maturity prior to the Assyrian 

liberation. Meanwhile, dated according to the conventional chronology, Assyria 

would have remained a vassal of Mitanni for over a century, from the reign of 

Saustatar in the early fifteenth century CC – Saustatar being the only known 

Mitannian king to have conquered Assyria – until the defeat of Mitanni by Ashur-

uballit I in the mid-fourteenth century CC. Taken at face value, this should seem an 

excessively long period during the LBA for any of the major kingdoms to have 

subjugated its neighbour, since rebellion and wars of conquest were an almost 

universal corollary of each Great King’s accession. Furthermore, it would fail to 

explain why the then reigning Pharaoh should have treated Ashur-nadin-ahhe II 

(1402-1393 CC) as an equal of the king of Hanigalbat, as described in EA 16, when 

this Assyrian monarch would presumably have been a vassal of the Mitannian king 

during that period. Equally, Ashur-bel-nisheshu (1419-1411 CC) signed a peace treaty 

with Karaindash, king of Babylonia,46 a treaty that would not have been possible were 

Assyria a vassal of Mitanni at that time. And should Assyria have won its 

independence from Mitanni by the time of Ashur-bel-nisheshu or Ashur-nadin-ahhe 

II, then, how can one explain the change in Ashur-uballit’s titles from EA 15 to 16, a 

change that is generally associated with his having liberated Assyria from Mitannian 

domination (as noted above). 
                                                           
46 Drower (1973:465). 
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2:1.3 Hanigalbat and Assyria 

I proposed in Chapter 2:1.1 that the dynasty of Ashur-rabi II should be seen as 

successors to the kings of Hanigalbat. My intention in the current sub-section is to 

present a case for the continuance of kingship in Hanigalbat from the time of its 

decline as a Great Kingdom until the reign of Ashur-rabi II, as chronologically 

defined in Table L.47 By the end of Tukulti-Ninurta I’s reign, Mitanni/Hanigalbat 

appears to have been fully incorporated into the Assyrian empire, and with Hanigalbat 

ruled by Assyrian officials rather than local vassal rulers; the Assyrians having 

apparently constituted a ruling class in contrast to the majority Hurrian populace who 

provided the workforce. Moreover, various administrative centres were established 

throughout the territory to govern at a regional level on behalf of the Assyrian king; 

and with transactions between these colonial centres of power in Hanigalbat and the 

Assyrian chancellery having utilised the Assyrian eponym system for dating, as 

evidenced by documents found in Hanigalbat at such sites as Dur-katlimmu and Tell 

Fray.48 

 However, within a few years of Tukulti-Ninurta’s death, and presumably as a 

direct consequence of it, Hanigalbat again had its own local king. This seems clear 

from a letter written by the Babylonian king Adad-shuma-usur, and jointly addressed 

to the Assyrian king, Ashur-nirari III, and to Ili-hadda the ruler of Hanigalbat, both of 

whom he titles as ‘kings of Assyria’. Ili-hadda, a descendant of Eriba-Adad I, was the 

Assyrian ‘Grand Vizier’, though he also bore the title ‘King of Hanigalbat’; also, Ili-

hadda’s son, Ninurta-apil-Ekur, was later able to gain the Assyrian throne, thereby 

elevating a new branch of the Assyrian royal house to power.49 One understanding of 

the Adad-shuma-usur letter, in referring to Ashur-nirari III and Ili-hadda as ‘kings of 

Assyria’, is that it was meant as an insult: according to Grayson, ‘[t]he Babylonian, in 

putting Ili-hadda on an equal footing with Ashur-narari (the monarch proper), 

intended an insult in tune with the tone of the whole letter’.50  
                                                           
47 I will discuss the integrated history of the three Hurrian kingdoms known as Mitanni, Hanigalbat and 

Hurri land in Chapter 3. 
48 See Harrak (1987 esp. 267-75) for discussion and references. 
49 ARI 1:137-38 1*, §§ 889-91, 916. 
50 ARI 1, § 889. Professor Brinkman, personal communication (email dated 31-12-2001), also writes: ‘it 

is true that, after the Assyrian takeover of the former kingdom of Hanigalbat, the chief Assyrian officer 

in the region was sometimes referred to with the title “king” but never with the implication that this 
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 But was this letter really meant as an insult, or was Adad-shuma-usur simply 

recording the actual geopolitical realities at that specific time? In the 

‘Muwatalli:Alaksandu Treaty’, the Hittite Great King Muwatalli explicitly recognised 

as his equal the kings of Egypt, Sanhara (Babylonia), Hanigalbat and Assyria.51 And, 

according to the conventional Egyptian chronology, Muwatalli became king about 

1320 CC (1120 AC), or a few years earlier, and his reign ended about 1294 CC (1094 

AC).52 Therefore, according to Chronology A-E, these dates would now permit that 

following the death of Tukulti-Ninurta in 1123 AC (see Table L), and with the former 

Assyrian empire in the process of disintegration, the then Grand Vizier, presumably 

Ili-hadda, had claimed the throne of Hanigalbat for himself. This scenario would then 

explain why Muwatalli recognised the contemporary king of Hanigalbat as equal in 

rank to the other Great Kings.  

 The next reference to a king of Hanigalbat occurs in KBo I 14, a letter widely 

accepted to be from Hattushili III to his Assyrian counterpart.53 The historical content 

of the letter suggests a date about the beginning of the author’s reign, since he 

complains that when he attained kingship the Assyrian monarch failed to send him 

either a messenger or the appropriate royal gifts.54 Hattushili’s first year as Great 

King of Hatti can be independently dated, according to Egyptian synchronisms, to 

about the 16th year of Ramesses II’s reign, i.e., 1289/8 CC (1089/8 AC).55 Hattushili 

wrote in this letter that:  

                                                                                                                                                                     

[From there? They ra]id the territories of the city of Carchemish, from here the 

territories of the city [...]. The king of the land Hanigalbat has been writing to 

me saying: [’The city Tu]rira is mine, from there I continually wrote [to you].’ 

Turira is mine or yours, and the affair of Turira is no concern of the king of 

Hanigalbat....56 

 
individual was of equal rank with the king of Assyria.’ Cf. Astour (1996:30). 
51 Trans. Beckman (1999:87-93, No. 13 (CTH 76) § 11). 
52 See Goetze (1975a:127, 1975b:256) respectively. 
53 See Harrak (1987:68-75) for transcription, translation, and a general discussion of this text. Also see 

Rowton (1966:250-51); and Goetze (1940:31) who both favour Hattushili III as the author. 
54 Harrak (1987:74, KBo I, 14, rev. 2-10). 
55 Rowton (1959:9). 
56 KBo I, 14 obv. 6-19, trans. in Harrak (1987:73). Cf. Beckman (1999:148, No. 24B § 1) who 
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According to Chronology A-E, the Assyrian correspondent of Hattushili III can only 

be Ashur-dan I (1094-1049 AC) – the son and immediate successor of Ninurta-apil-

Ekur, son of Ili-hadda – since his reign completely encompasses that of Hattushili (c. 

1088-1057 AC in Table L). The reason that Hattushili refuses to acknowledge the 

authority of the king of Hanigalbat over the affair of Turira now begins to make much 

more sense. When Ninurta-apil-Ekur captured the throne of Assyria, he presumably 

left a brother (or son) as a subordinate king of Hanigalbat, possibly adopting the 

‘Grand Vizier/king of Hanigalbat’ system employed by Tukulti-Ninurta I just a few 

short years earlier. From the perspective of Hattushili, and presumably also Ashur-dan 

I, this then reigning king of Hanigalbat was but a vassal of the Assyrian king, and 

therefore had no right to independently communicate with the other Great Kings over 

international matters.57 

 One can now also establish the earliest date for the death of Hattushili’s elder 

brother, and predecessor, Muwatalli. According to the so-called ‘Apology of 

Hattushili’,58 after Muwatalli died he was succeeded by his son, Urhi-Teshub, who 

took the royal name of Murshili (III). When, after seven years, Urhi-Teshub attempted 

to deprive his uncle Hattushili of the kingship of Hakpissa, Hattushili openly declared 

war against him.59 Urhi-Teshub was defeated by Hattushili and sent into exile for the 

remainder of his life.60 Now, the author of KBo I 14 also states that his predecessor 

had sent the Assyrian addressee ‘good gifts’, which, bearing in mind the subject 

matter of the discussion, were presumably sent at the time of the Assyrian king’s own 

coronation.61 Although the relevant word defining the genealogical relationship to the 

author is missing, the space available only allows a reconstruction of: ‘[a-hi] or [a-bi], 

that is “my brother” or “my father”; there is no room for the name Urhi-Teshub’.62 As 
                                                                                                                                                                      
considers that the sentence denying the king of Hanigalbat any right to interfere in the matter of Turira 

was originally said by the Assyrian king to the Hittite king and should therefore be understood in this 

letter to be in quotes. Be that as it may, this understanding would make no appreciable difference to the 

following discussion. 
57 Beckman (1999:3). 
58 See Sturtevant and Bechtel (1935:71-72) for translation. 
59 Bryce (1998:286). In the ‘Apology’, Hattushili speaks of having submitted to Urhi-Tesup for seven 

years (ibid.), which presumably refers to that period of Urhi-Tesup’s reign then completed. 
60 Bryce (1998:287-88). 
61 Harrak (1987:74, rev. 2-13). 
62 Rowton (1966:251). 
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this reference can only apply to Muwatalli according to Chronology A-E, this must 

mean that Muwatalli survived until the accession of Ashur-dan I (1095 AC). These 

dates therefore permit a perfect match with the figure of seven years assigned to Urhi-

Teshub, whose reign can now end with Hattushili III’s accession in 1089/8 AC, 

thereby supporting the historicity of this datum.63 

2:1.4 The First Assyro-Hittite War of Tiglath-pileser I 

Documentary Evidence  In order to discuss the next mention of a king of Hanigalbat, 

i.e., after the individual in KBo I 14, we need to first examine the reign of Tiglath-

pileser I. While much of the documentary evidence I am about to discuss is presently 

unable to be ascribed precise dates, I will argue that these documents actually refer to 

the military campaigns of Tiglath-pileser I at the start of his reign. This king records 

how, in his accession year, he traversed Mount Kashiyari on the way to defeating 

20,000 Mushku troops who had (recently) occupied the land of Kadmuhu. In the next 

year (his first regnal year), Tiglath-pileser set out against the rebellious Shubaru. He 

next mentions how:  

... the god Ashur... commanded me to extend the border of his land, 4,000 

Kasku (and) Urumu, unsubmissive troops of the Hittites – who had seized by 

force the cities of the land Shubartu which were vassals of the god Ashur my 

lord – heard of my coming to the land Shubartu ... Fearing battle they submitted 

to me (ARI 2, § 18).64  

This land of Shubartu is distinguished from the land Mitanni, which later features in a 

hunting expedition, ‘in the desert, in the land Mitanni, and at the city Araziqu which is 

before the land Hatti’ (§ 43). In Tiglath-pileser’s second regnal year, the Assyrian 

army was able to proceed further upstream along the Tigris Valley as far as the 

rebellious land of Isua (§ 24); and which is presumably the same land as the well 

known Hittite vassal kingdom of Isuwa/Ishua later referred to in § 96, since Isuwa, 

situated at the source of the Tigris, seems to be the natural extension of Tiglath-

pileser’s northward thrust along the Tigris Valley. 

 According to Chronology A-E, Tiglath-pileser’s first regnal year was 1030 AC, 

                                                           
63 Contra Archi (1971:187 n. 8). 
64 I have placed the following frequent references to ARI 1 and 2 in the text for ease of reading. 
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some 26 years after the start of Tudhaliya IV’s reign about 1056 AC.65 Now RS 

34.165 is a letter, found at Ugarit, which was sent by a king of Assyria to 

(presumably) the king of Ugarit, who is generally identified with Ibiranu, son of 

Ammistamru II.66 The king of Ugarit is informed that Tudhaliya [IV], king of Hatti, 

had previously accused the Assyrian king of laying hands upon one of his (i.e., the 

Hittite king’s) vassals, and so had declared war on Assyria.67 Before the Assyrian 

king and his army could reach the city Taidu he received further correspondence from 

Tudhaliya, offering to send back fugitives and soldiers who had fled from the king of 

Ashur and entered the land of Hatti.68 The Assyrian king next approached the city 

Nihriya and demanded that Tudhaliya order the Hittite garrison occupying the city to 

leave. Tudhaliya refused, whereupon the Assyrian king removed his army from 

Nihriya to the city Shura, presumably for strategic reasons. A fugitive from the Hittite 

army fled to the Assyrian king, informing him that the Hittites were in battle order 

and on the march against the Assyrians. The Assyrian king advanced to meet the 

Hittites; he then writes: ‘I won a great victory. [...] were led off [...] with his troops 

before me went away [...]’.69  

 Singer has neatly compared the historical details of RS 34.165 with those of 

another document (KBo IV 14), found at the Hittite capital, which also mentions the 

city Nihriya in the context of war between Hatti and Assyria.70 The text comprises a 

long treaty, written in Hittite, between an unidentified king of Hatti and an unknown 

partner. The Hittite king blames his partner for failing to support him in a conflict 

with his enemy, the Man of Ashur.71 The text continues:  

                                                           
65 See Chapter 2:2.3 for this date. 
66 See Singer (1985a:100) for detailed discussion. The identity of the Assyrian king is uncertain, due to 

the badly damaged state of the introductory formulae, and also to the fact that only the second 

component of the king’s name has survived; nonetheless, the name of Shalmaneser [II] has been 

restored (Singer 1987:414). This identification, should it prove correct, stands in total contradiction to 

Chronology A-E, where I argue that the king concerned must have been [Tukulti-A]-esarra rather than 

[Shalman]-eser. Unfortunately, I have been unable to have this alternate reading tested. 
67 Singer (1985a:101). Cf. Harrak (1987:140, ll. 12-30a) who transcribes the relevant phrases as 

referring to an ally rather than a vassal of the Hittite king. 
68 Harrak (1987:140, ll. 30b-37). 
69 Harrak (1987:142) 
70 Singer (1985a esp. 109ff.). See Harrak (1987:218) for partial translation of KBo IV 14. 
71 Singer (1985a:109). 
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As (the situation) turned difficult for me you kept yourself somewhere away 

from me. Beside me you were not! Have I not fled from Nihriya alone? When it 

thus occurred that the enemy took away from me the Hurri lands, was I not left 

on my own in Alatarma?72  

 Meanwhile, IBoT I 34 is a letter from the king of Hanigalbat to the Hittite king, in 

which the writer refers to himself as ‘your son’, and in which the Hittite king is 

repeatedly referred to as ‘my father’, thus indicating a relationship of vassal and 

overlord respectively.73 The historical component of the letter reads as follows: 

(7-9) What sin did I commit against my father? And Halpa-ziti the king of 

Aleppo (and) Ehli-sharruma the king of Ishuwa before [...] (10-14) If a man has 

two judges, the one comes forth and the other does not c[ome forth]. Now the 

king of Ashur my enemy has asked, and in accordance (with the words) of Adad 

my lord he acted. The Sun my father heard. (15-17) I am living in the city 

Shinamu and Ehli-sharruma has sent his message to me... (lacuna).74 

While neither the identity of the Hittite nor Hanigalbatian king is given, the letter has 

been dated to the reign of either Hattushili III or Tudhaliya IV, on account of the 

reference to Ehli-sharruma, king of Isuwa, who was a contemporary of both these 

kings.75 It would also appear from this letter that the king of Hanigalbat was forced to 

abandon his capital for the city Shinamu to avoid the attention of the Assyrian king. 

Furthermore, Taidu appears in line 5 of another letter (KBo XXVIII 65), dated about 

the same time as IBoT I 34, and again sent by a king of Hanigalbat to his overlord, the 

Hittite king.76 And we know from Assyrian documents that Taidu, which is generally 

located on the southern flank of Mount Kashiyari, was the capital of Hanigalbat from 

at least the reign of Adad-nirari I (ARI 1, § 392). But we have also just seen that the 

Assyrian king in RS 34.165 was on his way to the city Taidu when he received further 

correspondence from Tudhaliya (above). Moreover, the city Shura/Shuru, where this 

                                                           
72 Singer (1985a:110). 
73 Even if these terms were to refer to actual biological relationships it would not affect the following 

discussion.  
74 See Harrak (1987:77-79) for translation and discussion with earlier references. 
75 Harrak (1987:78 n. 36). 
76 Harrak (1987:79). 
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Assyrian king retreated to from Nihriya, has been identified with present day Savur at 

the northern edge of Tur-(c)Abdin (= Mount Kashiari).77 And, according to the annals 

of Ashurnasirpal II, the city Shura was specifically located in Hanigalbat.78 Finally, 

Shinamu, the city recorded in IBoT I 34 as the apparent temporary residence of the 

king of Hanigalbat following the reported interference by the Assyrian king, has also 

been located to the north of Mount Kashiyari.79 

 Historical Interpretation   I now wish to present the following historical scenario 

so as to bring together this body of somewhat disparate Hittite and Assyrian 

documentary evidence (see Fig. 2). In Tiglath-pileser’s accession year (1031 AC), he 

records that he ‘traversed the rough terrain of Mount Kashiyari’ on his way to defeat 

the Mushku troops then occupying the land Kadmuhu (ARI 2, § 12). As Mount 

Kashiyari and Hanigalbat are inextricably linked in the inscriptions of Adad-nirari I 

and Shalmaneser I, this route from Ashur to Kadmuhu must be assumed to have 

passed through the territory of Hanigalbat. This earliest Assyrian campaign could 

therefore have occurred in the year preceding Tiglath-pileser’s victory over the Hittite 

troops (§18), which means that it can potentially be correlated with the campaign in 

IBoT I 34, where the king of Hanigalbat speaks of having two judges, the kings of 

Hatti and Assyria, and how the latter had acted against him (above). As the king of 

Hanigalbat is still in communication with the Hittite king, whom he refers to as his 

overlord, this letter must surely be dated prior to the Assyrian victory over Tudhaliya, 

as described in RS 34.165. With the king of Hanigalbat now residing in Shinamu, 

Tudhaliya would have written to the Assyrian king (i.e., Tiglath-pileser) accusing him 

of laying hands upon his vassal (RS 34.165, ll. 12-30a), i.e., the king of Hanigalbat, 

and also threatening warfare against Assyria. The fact that the king of Hanigalbat was 

accused of having committed a sin against his overlord, the Hittite king (IBoT I 34, ll. 

7-9), might indicate that he had offered no resistance to the Assyrian king’s 

interference in Hanigalbat territory during the previous year. However, he is 

presumably still maintaining a show of allegiance to the Hittite king, being uncertain 

over which way the forthcoming war between Hatti and Assyria will turn out. 

                                                           
77 Harrak (1987:105). See also Singer (1985a:108 with n. 51). 
78 ARI 2, § 643. See Harrak (1987:105) who also cites the ‘Broken Obelisk’ of Ashur-bel-kala as 

further evidence that Shura lay specifically in Hanigalbat. 
79 Harrak (1987:203 with n. 161). 
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Hanigalbat Hatti Ugarit Assyria 
    
King of Hanigalbat 
(Author of IBoT I 34; 
and KBo XXVIII 65.) 

Tudhaliya IV 
(King of Hatti referred to 
in RS 34.165; and 
proposed: author of KBo 
IV 14; and recipient of 
IBoT I 34 and KBo 
XXVIII 65.) 

Ibiranu 
(Recipient of RS 
34.165.) 

Tiglath-pileser I 
(Proposed: 
author of RS 
34.165; and 
Assyrian king in 
IBoT I 34.) 

    

Fig. 2  Royal correspondence. 

 In the following year Tiglath-pileser set out to expel the Hittite troops then 

occupying the cities of the land Shubartu (ARI 2, § 18), presumably referring to any 

remnant Hittite troops remaining in Hanigalbat, and possibly also including the cities 

of Mitanni. However, before he reached Taidu he received a messenger from 

Tudhaliya, initially presenting two hostile tablets, but subsequently a friendly tablet 

on which was written: ‘I swear that I will send back to him (i.e., the Assyrian king) 

the fugitives [...] and I will [...] the soldiers of [...] who fled from the king of Ashur 

and entered the land of Hatti [...]’ (RS 34.165, ll. 30b-37). Mention in this letter of 

both the city Taidu and (later) the city Shura – situated to the south and north of 

Mount Kashiyari respectively (above) – could mean that the fugitives and soldiers 

referred to here were those who had fled Hanigalbat in the previous year when 

Tiglath-pileser had passed through Mount Kashiyari on his way to Kadmuhu. 

Tudhaliya was by this stage presumably willing to abandon Hanigalbat to its fate, but 

when Tiglath-pileser also insisted that he withdraw Hittite troops from Nihriya this 

proved an unacceptable demand. This refusal was presumably because Nihriya 

guarded the approaches to the Ergani Pass and the copper mines at Ergani Maden, as 

well as ultimately controlling access to Hittite territory in eastern Anatolia. Having 

realised that Tudhaliya was not willing to give up this critically important city, 

Tiglath-pileser withdrew his army to Shura in order to prepare for the upcoming battle 

with the Hittites.   

 The outcome of the ensuing battle is attested in RS 34.165 and KBo IV 14. 

According to the first document, the Assyrian king won a great victory, something or 

somebody was led off, and the Hittite troops went away. And in KBo IV 14 the Hittite 

king does not hide the nature of the calamity, honestly admitting that he fled from 

Nihriya to Alatarma, and that he had lost the Hurri lands to Assyria. Meanwhile, 

according to Tiglath-pileser’s own annals, the Hittites: ‘heard of my coming to the 
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land Shubartu. The splendour of my valour overwhelmed them. Fearing battle they 

submitted to me (ARI 2, § 18).  

2:1.5 The Second Assyro-Hittite War of Tiglath-pileser I 

The Syrian Campaign  If the above historical interpretation should prove 

acceptable, then, a king of Hanigalbat was still active in 1030 AC. In order to 

understand the historical circumstances that led to Ashur-rabi II assuming the 

kingship of Hanigalbat in 1013 AC, as I believe to be the case, one must again turn to 

the annals of Tiglath-pileser. Temporal markers included within the numerous 

inscriptions of this Assyrian king allow the various campaigns to be assigned to the 

following regnal years and/or periods: Inscription No. 1 covers the period from his 

accession year to his 5th regnal year (see ARI 2, §§ 12 and 40); Inscription No. 2 

covers the first ten regnal years (see § 72); and Inscription No. 3 includes, for the very 

first time, Tiglath-pileser’s Syrian campaign, during which he conquered the entire 

land Amurru, the Phoenician cities of Byblos, Sidon and Arvad, and the Hittite 

territories in northern Syria ruled over by Ini-Teshub, king of Carchemish (§§ 81, 82).  

 One particular phrase of chronological significance appears in Inscription Nos. 3 

and 4 (§§ 83 and 97), where Tiglath-pileser speaks of having crossed the Euphrates 28 

times in pursuit of the Ahlamu Arameans. This claim immediately follows the Syrian 

campaign in Inscription No 3 (§§ 82-83), and it almost immediately follows that 

campaign in Inscription No 4 – only one campaign intervenes, namely to the city 

Milidia and nearby locations (§§ 95-97). Excluding the campaign to the city Milidia, 

which could readily have been accomplished as part of the return journey from 

Carchemish to Ashur, Tiglath-pileser’s next recorded campaign, as recorded in 

Inscription No 4, was against Karduniash, which he attacked twice during the reign of 

Marduk-nadin-ahhe, first in the eponym of Ashur-shumu-eresh, and second in the 

eponym of Ninuaya (§§ 98-100). But Inscription No. 3 is actually dated to the 

eponym of Ninuaya (§ 86). And since it seems reasonable to assume that these annals 

were written to commemorate the important events of the preceding year, this would 

mean that Tiglath-pileser’s Syrian campaign occurred in the year preceding his second 

encounter with the Babylonian army in the eponym of Ninuaya. However, according 

to Chronology A-E, where Marduk-nadin-ahhe is dated to 1016-999 AC,80 this would 

                                                           
80 See Chapter 2:2 and 2:3 for a discussion of Babylonian chronology. 
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mean that Tiglath-pileser’s Syrian campaign occurred at the earliest in 1017 AC (his 

fourteenth regnal year).  

 Furthermore, the figure of ‘28 times’ used in relation to the Ahlamu Arameans is 

followed by a phrase which has been interpreted to mean both ‘twice a year’ and 

‘twice in one year’.81 Assuming there were no breaks in campaigning against the 

Arameans, the first understanding would equate to 14 years, and the second to 27 

years of campaigns. However, since it is not until regnal Year 4 that any mention of 

having crossed the Euphrates in pursuit of the Arameans appears in inscription No. 1 

(§ 34), the Syrian campaign can be dated, according to these two understandings, to 

either Tiglath-pileser’s 17th (1014 AC) or 30th (1001 AC) regnal years respectively. 

Also, it will be seen in the following pages that the events described in Tiglath-

pileser’s campaign against Amurru and Carchemish could not have occurred as late as 

his 30th year. Therefore, let us accept as a working hypothesis that Tiglath-pileser’s 

Syrian campaign began in his 17th regnal year (1014 AC); this date is appropriately 

placed after the ‘ten year’ annals of Tiglath-pileser I (c. 1020 AC), and also after the 

accession year of Marduk-nadin-ahhe in 1017 AC (above). 

 Tiglath-pileser records the following feats for his Syrian campaign: 

I marched to Mount Lebanon.... I continued to the land Amurru (and) conquered 

the entire land Amurru. I received tribute from the lands Byblos, Sidon, (and) 

Arvad. I rode in boats of the city Arvad, of the land Amurru... to the city 

Samuru which is in the land Amurru...  

Finally, upon my return I became [lord] of the entire land Hatti [...] (and) 

[imposed] upon Ini-Teshub, king of the land Hatti, hostages, tax, tribute and 

(impost consisting of) cedar beams.82  

The first and most pressing question to ask is why, after some seventeen years of 

                                                           
81 See Grayson ARI 2, § 83 with n. 108; and Brinkman (1968:127). Note, however, that by the Neo-

Assyrian period the counting of Euphrates river-crossings was apparently treated in an artificial and 

schematic manner (see Yamada 1998). 
82 Adapted from Grayson ARI 2, §§ 81-82. Cf. Hawkins (1974:70-71) on the conventional 

understanding of Tiglath-pileser’s encounter with Ini-Teshub. Note also that, according to Chronology 

A-E, the ‘land Amurru’ referred to here now becomes the same kingdom ruled by Šaušgamuwa just a 

few years earlier in his joint-treaty with Tudhaliya IV; and therefore need no longer be seen as a ‘broad 

geographical’ term (Singer 1991a esp. 70).  
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apparent peace between Hatti and Assyria, following the first Assyro-Hittite War of 

1030 AC, did Tiglath-pileser choose this moment to wage an all-out war against 

Hittite territory in Syria? To my mind the most plausible answer, and one borne out 

by evidence from both Hatti and Ugarit, is that Tudhaliya IV had very recently died, 

thereby allowing the Assyrian king to take advantage of the political turmoil that 

invariably accompanied the death of a Great King. 

 Tudhaliya was succeeded by the crown prince Arnuwanda III, who ruled for only 

a brief period before the inhabitants of Hatti rebelled against him, bringing about his 

death.83 This was only the second time in more than two centuries of the Hittite 

Empire that a king of Hatti had died in such a manner. The first such king was 

Tudhaliya III (the Younger), son and immediate successor of Tudhaliya II, who was 

apparently murdered by a faction of the royal family after only a very short reign and 

replaced by his brother Shuppiluliuma (I). Moreover, Shuppiluliuma I, together with 

the other princes and the army, had sworn allegiance to Tudhaliya III.84 The fact that 

he was then murdered must surely point to some sudden and extraordinary event as 

the cause; in fact, I argue in Chapter 3:2.2 that the short reign of Tudhaliya III was 

ended as a consequence of his defeat at the hands of Tushratta, king of Mitanni. 

Bearing in mind this proposed precedent, and the unsettling coincidence that the 

throne name taken by Arnuwanda III’s successor was also Shuppiluliuma (II), I would 

now propose that Arnuwanda was deposed and killed as a consequence of Tiglath-

pileser’s sweeping victories in Syria,85 a campaign which culminated in the above 

cited subjugation of Carchemish and its Syrian territories c. 1014/1013 AC.  

 The Ugarit archives contain a number of highly valuable documents from the final 

phase of the city’s occupation that may help to explain the cause of the rebellion 

against Arnuwanda, and his subsequent death.86 One tablet (RS 18.40), written by an 

Ugarit commander named Shiptibaal to the king of Ugarit, was found amongst a 

number discovered in a kiln. After the relevant greeting the text reads: ‘Thy servant in 

Lawasanda fortified [his] positions with the king. And behold, the king retreated, fled, 

and there he sacrificed ... (rest incomprehensible)’.87 Astour has identified Lawasanda 
                                                           
83 Bryce (1998:361, KUB XXVI 33). And see Singer (2000) on the last days of the Hittite empire. 
84 Astour (1989:73). 
85 Cf. Astour (1996:50-53). 
86 See Yon (1992) on the final years of LBA Ugarit. 
87 Astour (1965:257, RS 18.40). Unfortunately, these Ugarit texts are apparently very difficult to 
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with the city named Lusanda, which was situated in Eastern Cilicia not far from 

Mount Amanus. Furthermore, he also considers that the king referred to by Shiptibaal 

can only be the king of Hatti himself.88 Another letter (RS 18.38) from the same kiln 

demonstrates the dire predicament faced by the Hittites. It was written by the king of 

Hatti to Ammurapi, the last king of Ugarit before its final destruction, and states: ‘the 

enemy [advances?] against us and there is no number [...] our number is pure (?) […] 

whatever is available, look for it and send it to me’.89 Albright believed that the 

enemy name mentioned here should be restored as ’atrym, i.e., the Ugarit and later 

Aramean word used for the ‘Assyrian(s)’.90 Yet another tablet from the kiln (KTU 

2.47) describes a serious military crisis in the kingdom of Ugarit: Yadinu, an Ugarit 

military commander located somewhere on the Mediterranean coast, warns the king to 

protect his country, and he also appeals for supply ships and 400 Apiru (troops?); on 

the same tablet is the king’s reply to Yadinu, exhorting him not to let the dynasty go 

to ruin, and also mentioning a border patrol, the army and the border.91 The 

provenance of these three letters suggests that they are dated to the same period, and 

this would then indicate that both the kingdoms of Hatti and Ugarit suffered a very 

serious crisis at this time. Also, if Astour’s understanding of RS 18.40 is correct, then, 

                                                                                                                                                                      
interpret; and where competing versions sometimes seem to present quite disparate historical accounts 

(see below). 
88 Astour (1965:257). However, Albright (1975:514; cf. Albright 1968:140) proposes that it was the 

king of Siyannu who fled from Lawasanda and was then killed. As a choice between the king of Hatti 

and the king of Siyannu, the former would seem a far more likely candidate to have been mentioned in 

the context of a military operation in Eastern Cilicia at this time, and when the king of Siyannu, an 

individual under the direct authority of the king of Carchemish, would have been, at most, only a minor 

player in the developing drama. However, even if it should have been the king of Siyannu who was 

referred to in this letter, the situation does not change significantly since he would presumably have 

been there in support of the Hittite king against the enemy referred to in RS 18.38. And the flight of 

either king would indicate a victory for the enemy and a corresponding defeat of the Hittite coalition. 
89 Astour (1965:256). 
90 Albright (1968:139-40 with n. 22); cf. Wachsmann (1998:334). Also see Harrak (1987:260) who 

states the position of Albright as suggesting ‘that the final destruction of Ugarit was caused by 

Assyria’. However, Albright (1968:141), believing that the Assyrian intervention in Syria was that 

which occurred during the reign of Tukulti-Ninurta I, merely attempts to use the date of Tukulti-

Ninurta’s campaign to date the destruction of Ugarit; however, he clearly acknowledges that this 

Assyrian campaign never reached Ugarit. 
91 Wachsmann (1998:336 and esp. ns. 3 and 4). 
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the crisis involved a combined Hittite-Ugarit military operation in the region of 

Mount Amanus, during which the coalition forces were routed and the Hittite king 

was forced to flee by an enemy, which one scholar has identified with the Assyrians.  

 Other letters that would seem to be suitably dated to this period of crisis are RS 

16.402, 16.379 and 34.143, the first two being found at the same depth in the Ugarit 

Central Archives.92 An Ugarit commander named Ewir-Sharruma wrote RS 16.402 to 

his ‘Lady’, who was apparently the mother of the Ugarit king. Although quite 

fragmentary, enough of this letter survives to understand its main concern: an 

unidentified enemy has invaded Mugishhe; Ewir-Sharruma has occupied a site on 

Mount Amanus, where the enemy is pressing him hard; meanwhile, the king of Ugarit 

is campaigning somewhere else, away from the capital, though almost certainly in the 

same theatre of war as directly affected by the events in Mukish and on Mount 

Amanus.93 A close temporal relationship between RS 16.402 and 18.40 is suggested 

by virtue of the geographic proximity of Lawasanda, Mount Amanus and Mukish, 

together with the context of warfare evident in both letters. RS 16.379 is a letter from 

the king of Ugarit (on campaign) to the Queen, his mother, whom Astour judges to be 

identical with the ‘Lady’ of Ewir-Sharruma’s letter;94 while the Ugarit king reports 

that he is waiting to see if the Hittites will mount or not. The third letter (RS 34.143), 

which has been assigned to the reign of Ammurapi, may also concern this joint 

Hittite-Ugarit campaign since it relates a complaint by the king (of Carchemish) to the 

king of Ugarit that ‘the latter’s army is not stationed in Mukis but in Apsuna and that 

its quality is poor’.95 These three letters might then best be dated to the middle stages 

of the prevailing war, after RS 18.38 where the Hittite king, aware of the enemy 

threat, is calling upon the Ugarit king for support, but before RS 18.40 where the 

Hittite king has already fled. 

 These various texts, particularly those found in the kiln, and so dated to the last 

phase of occupation in Ugarit, have generally been interpreted as referring to the 

hostile actions of the Sea Peoples, and other associated tribal groups, who are deemed 

to have been responsible for the final destruction of Ugarit, as well as for much of the 

political chaos that accompanied the end of the Bronze Age in Anatolia and Syria-
                                                           
92 See Astour (1965:257-58) for translations and discussion. 
93 Astour (1965:257). See Dijkstra (1987:43) for a more comprehensive translation of the text. 
94 Astour (1965:258). 
95 Yamada (1992:445). 
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Canaan around 1200 CC (1000 AC). And, indeed, according to the conventional 

chronology, it would be difficult to imagine what other enemy might have been 

responsible for such military reports emanating from Ugarit and the nearby territory 

of Mukish and Mount Amanus, other than the Sea Peoples.96 However, as regards the 

enemy in RS 16.402 who invaded Mukish being identified with the Sea Peoples, 

Dijkstra wrote the following:  

Such a historical reconstruction however, does not go very well with our 

interpretation of lines 7-9. A certain king has taken certain things (...cities, 

territories?) to his own country. Such a remark sounds more like an (sic) border 

incident or, in any event, a territorial war.... Furthermore, it would be strange 

that the headman of the invaders was indicated as king.97  

According to Chronology A-E, a fully coherent understanding of the various texts 

now becomes possible. Following the conquest of Amurru and the subjugation of the 

coastal cities of Byblos, Sidon and Arvad, the Assyrian army of Tiglath-pileser 

proceeded north to capture the entire land Hatti, ruled by Ini-Teshub, king of 

Carchemish and viceroy of Hatti’s Syrian territories (above).98 In addition to the land 

of Carchemish itself, a Hittite governor ruled Mukish at that time,99 and who was 

presumably responsible to the king of Carchemish. Also, Siyannu (and Ushnatu) – 

situated between the southern border of Ugarit and the kingdom of Amurru – along 

with the Nuhashe lands had been ruled directly from Carchemish since the reign of 

Niqmepa of Ugarit in the mid-14th century CC (mid-12th century AC).100 Avoiding 

the difficult and dangerous coastal route from Arvad to Ugarit, Tiglath-pileser 

returned by boat from Arvad to Samuru (ARI 2, §§ 81-82), from where he presumably 

turned due east towards Qadesh on the upper Orontes River, and then travelled via the 

Orontes Valley towards its terminus in Mukish, before heading in a north-easterly 

direction to the city of Carchemish. It was presumably at a strategic point on this 

route, i.e., at Lawasanda near Mount Amanus, that the Hittite and Ugarit forces 

prepared to face the Assyrian army, only for the Hittite king to flee in panic. 
                                                           
96 As held by, e.g., Albright (1968:141); and Astour (1965:258). 
97 Dijkstra (1987:46). 
98 See Hawkins (1974:70-71) for discussion of this Assyrian campaign. 
99 Klengel (1992:140). 
100 Klengel (1992:136, 142, 156). 
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Djikstra’s interpretation of RS 16.402, i.e., that the enemy king took territory in the 

region of Mukish to his own land, is perfectly matched by the actions of Tiglath-

pileser, who claims to have done precisely that in his own annals. 

 The presently argued historical scenario is supported by the archaeological 

evidence from Alalakh, the capital of Mukish, a site which would have lain directly in 

the proposed path of the Assyrian army. The last Bronze Age period at Alalakh (Tell 

Atchana) has been divided into two periods, phases 1 and 2 (of Level I). Phase 1 was 

marked by a significant increase in Hittite presence at the site, and with a Hittite cult 

possibly introduced into the main sanctuary of a newly built temple.101 Phase 1 

suffered significant damage, including to the temple, which was burned. This 

structure was rebuilt in Phase 2 along different architectural lines recalling the much 

earlier (pre-Hittite) ‘native’ buildings. Also, a relief of Tudhaliya was now set 

underfoot to be dishonoured.102 Phase 2 continued until the period of widespread 

destruction associated with the Sea Peoples in Year 8 of Ramesses III. Also 

particularly noteworthy is the prevalence of Mycenaean pottery in Phase 2, and which 

is said to suggest strong international trade at that time.103 The destruction of Phase 1 

would now find a suitable date during the capture of Mukish by Tiglath-pileser’s 

army. And the change in architecture would neatly reflect the changed political 

conditions prevailing in the immediate aftermath of that Assyrian victory. As for the 

blatant dishonouring of the statue of Tudhaliya, one simply cannot imagine this 

occurring while the Hittites controlled Mukish, and so the fact of its occurrence 

clearly demonstrates a lack of Hittite sovereignty for at least some short period prior 

to the final destruction of the LBA city.104  

 Tudhaliya IV had apparently instituted an embargo on Assyrian trade with, and 

through, Amurru: Shaushga-muwa, its king, was specifically told that ‘[n]o ship [of] 

Ahhiyawa may go to him (the king of Assyria?)...’.105 These trade stipulations would 

                                                           
101 Woolley (1953:168-69). 
102 Woolley (1953:169). Güterbock (1954:105 with n. 15) has identified this relief as belonging to a 

prince Tudhaliya, whom he suggests might be the prince Tudhaliya, son of Murshili II, who is known 

to have been involved in Syrian affairs along with the kings of Carchemish and Amurru. 
103 Woolley (1953:170). 
104 See Mieroop (1999:58) who notes how the ‘image/text became the individual’, and so that its 

mutilation represented the individual’s subjugation. 
105 Trans. in Beckman (1999:103-107, No. 17 (CTH 105) § 13). 
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surely have also applied to all the Hittite vassal territories in Syria, including Ugarit 

and Mukish. With Tiglath-pileser having taken control of all Syrian lands between the 

Mediterranean and Assyria, this previously prohibited trade with Ahhiyawa – 

generally identified with the Mycenaean kingdom(s) – would now have been able to 

take place along whichever route best suited, thereby explaining the sudden 

prevalence of Mycenaean pottery in Alalakh Phase 2. 

 Political Aftermath The maritime activities of Tiglath-pileser I at Arvad, prior to 

his return trip to Samuru by sea, may also have been specifically referred to in a 

Hittite treaty with Alashiya. The text (KBo XII 39), as restored by Meriggi, ‘mentions 

the king of Ashur “who never crossed the sea (who) never passed the gate of 

Alashia”…’106 This treaty has been dated to either Tudhaliya IV or to one of his two 

sons, Arnuwanda III or Shuppiluliuma II;107 the presently argued historical scenario 

would make the treaty partner almost certainly Shuppiluliuma II. Meriggi believed 

that this passage was included in the treaty to contrast the success of the Hittite king, 

in conquering Alashiya, to his (putative) Assyrian contemporary Tukulti-Ninurta I, 

who did not.108 But such an interpretation is difficult to understand in terms of the 

career of Tukulti-Ninurta, of whom there is no historical evidence to suggest that he 

ever reached the Mediterranean Sea, let alone to have sailed upon it; a feat which 

would surely have been commemorated in his annals had it occurred. 

 However, I do believe that such a specific reference to ‘passing the gate of 

Alashiya’ should be taken at face value, i.e., the king of Assyria never crossed the sea 

(to Alashiya), and never passed the gate of Alashiya, even though he was in a position 

to do so. From the perspective of the Hittites, the ‘gate of Alashiya’ was presumably a 

reference to the relatively narrow passage separating the northeast tip of Cyprus from 

the Syrian mainland directly opposite at Ugarit.109 And with Arvad a mere 60 km 

south of Ugarit, and only some 100 km from Cyprus, the maritime voyage(s) of 

Tiglath-pileser’s army c. 1014 AC would have been of immediate relevance to the 

Hittite and Alashiyan signatories of a treaty signed shortly afterwards. Of course, this 

                                                           
106 Cited in Harrak (1987:259). 
107 Güterbock (1967:80-81). Also see Singer (2000:26 n. 17) for further references. 
108 Cited in Saporetti (1977:325). 
109 Alashiya has recently been identified with Cyprus through petrographic analysis of diplomatic 

letters from the rulers of Alashiya during the 14th and 13th centuries CC; and with its capital probably 

located at Alassa or nearby Kalavasos in southeast Cyprus (Goren et al. 2004:70-75). 
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understanding would make absolutely no historical sense in terms of the conventional 

chronology where the reign of Tiglath-pileser I (1115-1077 CC), the first Assyrian 

ruler since Shamshi-Adad I who is recorded as having reached the Mediterranean,110 

did not begin until almost 100 years after Hattusha was destroyed c. 1200 CC.   

 Two further events of major historical importance from this period also merit 

interpretation in light of the presently argued chronological hypothesis. First, 

Shuppiluliuma II signed a treaty with Talmi-Teshub, the immediate successor of Ini-

Teshub, in which both kings were apparently deemed of equal status.111 Second, one 

of the first known actions of Talmi-Teshub was to negotiate the divorce of Ammurapi 

from Ehli-Nikkalu, a daughter of the Hittite Great King. This divorce, which is 

discussed in two edicts and a letter (RS 17.266, 17.355 and 20.216),112 is 

unprecedented in Hittite history. Also, in and of itself, it must be considered 

extremely strange that a king of Ugarit should have rejected the daughter of his Hittite 

overlord. The most telling of the three documents is RS 20.216, in which the king of 

Carchemish accuses Ammurapi of precipitously expelling the Hittite princess from 

her estate just as a diplomatic agreement was about to be finalised.113 No mention is 

made of the reason for the divorce, though it cannot have been due to infertility on the 

part of Ehli-Nikkalu, the one possible culturally admissible reason, since she was 

subsequently to be married to Tanhuwatassa, the king of the land Hapisse (RS 

17.355).  

 Meanwhile, another letter (RS 20.212), possibly also belonging to the reign of 

Ammurapi,114 would find a suitable date after the RS 20.216 diplomatic agreement 

between the Great King and Ammurapi. This letter was probably written by the king 

of Carchemish, acting as intermediary between the Hittite king and the king of Ugarit. 

In this letter the king of Ugarit is told to comply with the Great King’s command to 

have Ugarit ships carry a consignment of grain from Mukish to the citizens of Ura. 

Importantly, the political status of the three parties featured in this letter is illuminated 

by the following passage: 

                                                           
110 See Kupper (1973:3) for reference to Shamshi-Adad I’s campaign. 
111 Klengel (1992:127). 
112 Trans. in Beckman (1999:183-185: Nos. 38A (RS 17.226), 38B (RS 17.355) and 38 C (RS 20.216)). 
113 Although the names of the sender and the addressee are not given, the subject matter seems to leave 

little doubt that Ammurapi is the king of Ugarit concerned (Beckman 1999:184). 
114 Klengel (1992:149 with n. 351). 
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The king [of Hatti] has exempted you from service obligations and, when he 

sealed and gave you the documents, did he not say because of that, ‘He will 

obey and carry out whatever they write him (to do)’? But now, why have you 

not carried out what they write you [to do]? Just as I have carried out all the 

things the king, your lord, has ordered me (to do) (and) he has exempted [me], 

you must also do whatever the king, your lord, writes you (to do).115  

If correctly understood, this letter reveals that the king of Ugarit had previously 

signed a treaty with the Great King that released him from service obligations, though 

there was apparently a verbal condition attached which meant that the king of Ugarit 

was expected to carry out certain requests of the Great King. The Great King also 

apparently released the king of Carchemish from the same duties. 

 It would therefore appear that we are dealing here with a period of momentous 

change in the power relationship between Hatti and its Syrian vassal kingdoms, a 

change which is eminently explainable in terms of Tiglath-pileser’s conquest of 

Hatti’s Syrian territories (above), and which would have initially nullified, for all 

practical purposes, the treaty relations between the Great King and both Ammurapi 

and the king of Carchemish. While one can only speculate on the precise course of 

events, we may imagine that with Assyrian troops occupying the captured Syrian 

territories that the new Hittite king, i.e., Shuppiluliuma II, may have been in no 

position but to accede to Tiglath-pileser’s demands. One might, for example, suggest 

that control of the southern Syrian territories lying directly between Assyria and the 

Mediterranean, especially Amurru, were now transferred to Tiglath-pileser, thereby 

safeguarding, at least for the present, Assyrian trade with the west. Furthermore, the 

kingdom of Ugarit was presumably to be released from a vassal relationship with 

Hatti. As regards Ammurapi this would then explain the need for his divorce from 

Ehli-Nikkalu and, equally importantly, provide a convincing explanation for why the 

Great King would have acceded to such a humiliating agreement. It would also 

explain the presumptuousness and newfound independence that allowed Ammurapi to 

unceremoniously evict the Hittite princess from her estate.  

 As regards the exemption from service obligations granted to the king of 

Carchemish, as referred to in RS 20.212, this must surely have concerned 

Carchemish’s future relationship with both Hatti and Assyria. Certainly Carchemish 
                                                           
115 Wachsmann (1998:341, RS 20.212). 
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could no longer be expected to militarily support Hatti in a war with Assyria, or to 

carry out any instructions from the Hittite king that would disadvantage Assyrian 

trade through Carchemish territory. The result of this imposed, and more equal, 

approach by Carchemish towards Hatti and Assyria might then explain the particular 

nature of apparent near-equality between Shuppiluliuma and Talmi-Teshub in their 

joint-treaty (above). However, while Ammurapi may have been naturally disposed 

towards breaking off relations with the Hittite king, the close family ties binding the 

Great Kings at Hattusha with this dynasty’s sub-branch ruling in Carchemish were 

presumably strong enough to ensure that when the Assyrian threat to north Syria had 

sufficiently diminished, the two new kings, Shuppiluliuma II and Talmi-Teshub, were 

again ready to act in concert with each other. While Ammurapi might refuse to carry 

out the instructions of the Hittite king, he could now expect no sympathy or support 

from Talmi-Teshub, as shown in RS 20.212. 

 The above discussion might be seen to present one possible chronological 

objection. If as seems apparent from the manner in which Ehli-Nikkalu is referred to 

in RS 17.226 and 20.216 she was the daughter of the reigning Great King, i.e., 

Shuppiluliuma II as presently argued, and Shuppiluliuma only became king after the 

Assyrian victory of c. 1014 AC, then why one might ask did the marriage occur in the 

first place. The presently argued historical scenario only makes sense if the marriage 

between Ammurapi and Ehli-Nikkalu occurred before the Assyrian victory, and 

consequently before Shuppiluliuma’s accession. Under normal circumstances such a 

marriage would seem somewhat unlikely, since at that earlier stage Shuppiluliuma 

was not even the crown prince, a post then held by his brother, the future Arnuwanda 

III. However, it is known from KUB XXVI 33 that when Arnuwanda was murdered 

he had no children, not even a pregnant wife.116 As for Tudhaliya IV, he was probably 

in his seventies by the time the marriage took place (post-1030 AC), and so that he 

may have had no daughters of suitable age to marry the young king of Ugarit. The 

daughters of Shuppiluliuma, assuming that he was already acknowledged as the next 

in line of succession after Arnuwanda, would then have become the most suitable of 

the available royal princesses for marriage with Ammurapi. 

 There is one final and somewhat puzzling problem that remains to be discussed 

before ending the present topic, namely, why did Tiglath-pileser not specifically 

                                                           
116 Bryce (1998:361). 
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mention in his annals the victory over Tudhaliya IV at Nihriya but, instead, merely 

reported a victory over Hittite troops (ARI 2, § 18)? After all, Tudhaliya himself 

acknowledged defeat at the hands of the Assyrian king in KBo IV 14. Furthermore, 

Tiglath-pileser informed Ibiranu in RS 34.165 of his victory over Tudhaliya (as 

previously argued). Also, Tiglath-pileser had no qualms in proudly proclaiming his 

later double-victory over the Babylonian king Marduk-nadin-ahhe (ARI 2, § 100). A 

possible answer to this conundrum may be found in two distinct references to the 

sovereignty of Malatya, the first contained in the annals of Tiglath-pileser’s first five 

regnal years, in which reference to his victory over the Hittite troops was included, 

and the second within the annals written after his Syrian campaign. The campaign of 

Tiglath-pileser’s fourth year records: ‘...I marched to the rebellious and unsubmissive 

city Milidia of the land Hanigalbat.... they submitted to me and I had mercy on them. I 

did not storm that city (but) I took hostages. I imposed upon them as uninterrupted 

tribute one homer of lead ore’ (ARI 2, § 32). The use of the term ‘Hanigalbat’ in this 

passage has been judged a scribal error because the phrase is later replaced by 

‘Milidia of the great land Hatti’.117  

 The first known Assyrian capture of Malatya/Milidia was achieved by 

Shalmaneser I during his conquest of the kingdom of Hanigalbat, an event that 

subsequently became a point of legal dispute between Shalmaneser and his Hittite 

contemporary over its ownership.118 Clearly, then, the frontier location of Malatya 

was such that it could be seen as belonging to one or other of the two great kingdoms 

of Hatti and Mitanni/Hanigalbat, and so that when Shalmaneser conquered Hanigalbat 

he could also claim legitimate right to Malatya. With such a precedent, then, when 

Tiglath-pileser conquered the Hurri lands during the war with Tudhaliya in 1030 AC 

(above), he could, with some justification, similarly claim ownership of Malatya. 

 However, whatever Tiglath-pileser’s initial aspirations may have been, he must 

have realised by the end of Year 5, i.e., four years after his victory over Tudhaliya 

near Nihriya, that the Assyrians were not yet in a position to conquer Syria, and 

thereby gain direct access to the Mediterranean trade that had been specifically denied 

them by the Hittite king in the treaty with Shaushga-muwa (above). Maintaining good 

relations with the Hittites would therefore still have remained crucial for trade 

                                                           
117 See Grayson ARI 2:13 n. 69. 
118 See Harrak (1987:139, KBo XVIII 24). 
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purposes. And such relations would certainly not have been improved by Tiglath-

pileser openly boasting in his annals about his defeat of Tudhaliya near Nihriya; that 

the Hittite Great Kings were subject to receiving such public slights negatively is 

evidenced by Hattushili III’s complaint to Ramesses II over how the Pharaoh had 

publicly depicted the Hittites in an unfavourable light at the battle of Qadesh.119 

Tiglath-pileser’s stressing the Hanigalbatian, rather than Hittite, ownership of Malatya 

might therefore be considered as another conciliatory gesture on his part; that is, 

Tiglath-pileser had only conquered territories which had previously belonged to the 

kings of Assyria. Equally, the Hittites could no longer boycott Assyrian trade with the 

west for fear of inciting Tiglath-pileser to invade Syria so as to gain direct access to 

the Mediterranean ports. Such a situation of, albeit reluctant, cooperation between the 

two kings might also help explain the presence of an Assyrian delegation in the 

southern Anatolian town of Uda, quite possibly during the reign of Tudhaliya IV;120 

and which might otherwise be seen as contrary to the instructions contained in the 

Shaushga-muwa treaty. 

 Following Tiglath-pileser’s later conquest of Syria the whole situation changed 

completely. It was now no longer necessary to assuage Hittite feelings for diplomatic 

and trading purposes, and so it could now become a point of open pride that the 

important city Malatya had indeed belonged to the kingdom of Great-Hatti. Hawkins 

maintains that the relevant phrase ‘must be construed as “the great land of Hatti”, not 

as traditionally, “the land of Great-Hatti”’.121 However, according to the presently 

proposed scenario, there can be no doubt that Great Hatti was meant. Indeed, the 

Assyrian scribes are very particular in their distinction between the ‘great land Hatti’, 

which occurs only in this one reference to Milidia (ARI 2, § 96), and ‘the land Hatti’, 

which occurs on five occasions where it is clearly associated with the city of 

Carchemish (ARI 2, §§ 34, 70, 82, 83, and 95), and once as being located opposite the 

land Mitanni and the city Araziqu (§ 43). The ‘land Hatti’ therefore completely 

corresponds with the territory ruled by the Hittite viceroy residing at Carchemish. 

Malatya, on the other hand, was situated in the Hittite province of Tegarama, and 

ruled over by the Great King, and so was therefore part of ‘Great Hatti’. The 

distinction between the two terms is therefore both precise and consistent. I would 
                                                           
119 Bryce (1998:308). 
120 Singer (1985a:103 n. 18). 
121 Hawkins, RLA 4, p. 153; also see Hawkins (1974:71 ns. 24-25). 
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therefore propose that the replacement of ‘the land Hanigalbat’ by ‘the land of Great 

Hatti’ was not due to a scribal error but, rather, was a consequence of the evolving 

political conditions under which the two inscriptions were written.122 

2:1.6 Ashur-rabi II and the Aramean Invasion of Assyria 

It is now possible to discuss the dynasty of Ashur-rabi II in a more informed historical 

context. With a single exception, there is a complete lack of genealogical evidence 

spanning the transition from Ashurnasirpal I to Ashur-rabi II; the exception being the 

lone reference in the Assyrian King-list which states: ‘Ashur-rabi, son of Ashur-nasir-

apli (I), ruled for forty-one years’.123 Because Ashur-dan had usurped the throne of 

Shalmaneser II, as argued in Chapter 2:1.1, I would now propose that Ashur-rabi was 

made the nominal son of Ashur-nasir-apli I, Shalmaneser’s immediate predecessor, so 

as to symbolically assert a legitimate, and continued, line of royal succession. Again 

note the omission of Shalmaneser II in the Nassouhi King-list, a document probably 

written by Ashur-dan II.  

 Bearing in mind that the first regnal year of Ashur-rabi II (1013 AC), and the 

proposed date of Tiglath-pileser’s Syrian campaign (1014 AC), have been calculated 

using completely separate criteria, it is particularly noteworthy that these two events 

are now almost contemporary. Furthermore, there can be no doubt but that the Syrian 

campaign of 1014 AC would have reverberated throughout the whole Near East. Also, 

if Chronology A-E is correct, then, in the following year, in the eponym of Ninuaya, 

Tiglath-pileser carried out his second campaign against Babylonia during which he 

sacked its northern cities including Babylon; the Assyrian campaign of the previous 

year against Babylon could have occurred at the end of 1014 AC following the return 

of Tiglath-pileser from his Syrian campaign.124 The supreme power of Tiglath-pileser 

at this point in his reign must mean that Ashur-rabi II – at the very beginning of his 

own reign, and ruling over territory in the region of Hanigalbat – was a vassal of 

Assyria. However, it was equally argued in Chapter 2:1.4 that all of 

Hanigalbat/Mitanni was under Assyrian control from the time of Tiglath-pileser’s 

earlier victory over Tudhaliya IV and the unnamed king of Hanigalbat in 1030 AC. 
                                                           
122 See Mieroop (1999:47) on how royal annals could be rewritten to accommodate political 

developments. 
123 ARI 2, §§ 339ff. 
124 See Grayson ARI 2, §§ 98-100, for details. 
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Therefore, as far as the territory on the east bank of the Euphrates is concerned, the 

situation before and after the Syrian campaign of 1014 AC was more or less the same. 

I can therefore see no logical reason why Tiglath-pileser would have abolished the 

kingship of Hanigalbat in 1030 AC, only to reintroduce it in 1013 AC.  

 Two options therefore present themselves, either Ashur-rabi was a member of the 

preceding dynasty, presumably still descended from Ili-hadda, or else he belonged to 

a new Assyrian dynasty installed by Tiglath-pileser. The fact that Ashur-rabi’s two 

immediate successors, Ashur-resha-ishi (II) and Tiglath-pileser (II), bore the same 

names as Tiglath-pileser (I), and of his father Ashur-resha-ishi (I), might indicate the 

latter option. If correct, this would further suggest that Ashur-rabi II may have been a 

son of Tiglath-pileser I, bearing in mind Ashur-rabi’s long reign length of 41 years, 

and that his reign began about a generation after the start of Tiglath-pileser’s own 

reign in 1030 AC; this proposed genealogy would neatly produce two successive 

instances of near-papponymy. Be that as it may, the political situation will not change 

with regard to the following discussion. 

 Three texts from the Emar archives refer to a siege of this Hittite vassal city by 

Hurrian forces. One of the texts (Emar VI 42) specifically mentions the king of the 

Hurrian troops as the enemy; and it also records how the troops of Emar struck this 

enemy and saved the city.125 These three texts, which are all dated to the reign of 

Pilsu-Dagan, the penultimate king of Emar prior to its destruction about the end of the 

Bonze Age, are considered to refer to a single event.126 Based on a prosopographic 

study of the archive, the reign of Pilsu-Dagan is judged broadly contemporary with 

the second half of Ini-Teshub’s reign as king of Carchemish.127 And, as seen above, 

Ini-Teshub was still the reigning king in 1014 AC. This would therefore suggest that 

this attack on Emar by the king of the Hurrian troops (i.e., the king of Hanigalbat as 

presently proposed) occurred c. 1040-1014 AC, assuming that Ini-Teshub’s reign did 

not exceed 50 years. However, as argued above, the contemporary king of Hanigalbat 

was a vassal of the Hittite king down to 1030 AC, and therefore not likely to have 

attacked Hittite territory. I would therefore propose that the most likely occasion for 

the Hurrian attack on Emar was as part of Tiglath-pileser I’s 1014 AC Syrian 

campaign; the earlier campaign against Hatti c. 1030 AC did not affect the territory of 
                                                           
125 See Astour (1996) for a detailed interpretation of this text based on the conventional chronology. 
126 Adamthwaite (2001:262-66 esp. 264). 
127 Adamthwaite (2001:72). 
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Carchemish situated on the western bank of the Euphrates. One might then imagine 

that while Tiglath-pileser’s army travelled west from Ashur, and via Tadmor, to the 

Phoenician coast, and from there north to Mukish and then on to the city Carchemish, 

Hurrian troops, presumably led by their king, attacked Emar, appropriately situated on 

the bank of the Euphrates just opposite the land of Mitanni/Hanigalbat, only to be 

repulsed by Emarite troops. This date of 1014 AC would both suitably allow for the 

siege of Emar to have occurred during the kingship of Pilsu-Dagan, and also provide 

sufficient time for Pilsu-Dagan’s replacement by his son and successor, Elli, prior to 

the final destruction of the city during the widespread unrest associated with the Sea 

Peoples invasion in Years 5-8 of Ramesses III (1203-1200 CC = 1003-1000 AC in 

Table L).128  

 My present intension is not to discuss the complex issue of the Ahlamu Arameans, 

a major topic in its own right, but, rather, to limit myself to a small number of texts 

concerning this tribal/ethnic confederation of peoples which have specific relevance 

to the presently argued historical/chronological thesis. By Tiglath-pileser’s fourth 

year, the Arameans had already occupied territory along both sides of the Euphrates 

Valley, from the land Suhu all the way north to the region opposite Carchemish (ARI 

2, § 34). And their presence west of the Euphrates was so strong that the Assyrian 

king was forced to campaign against them twice a year for fourteen years leading up 

to the Syrian campaign in 1014 AC (above). Moreover, the situation was to turn even 

worse for Assyria about a decade later. In the poorly preserved ‘Assyrian Chronicle 

Fragment 4' (ll. 10-13), there is an apparent reference to the disastrous repercussions 

of Aramean infiltration into Assyria towards the end of Tiglath-pileser I’s reign, and 

where there may even be a reference to the capture of Assyria, though this remains 

uncertain:  

[...] the harvest of the land of Ashur, all of it, [was rava]ged. 

[...] they were numerous, they cap[tu]red, the hous[es of the A]ram[eans] 

[...] fortress of Nineveh, the land downstream [...] 

[... Tiglathpil]eser (I), king of Assyria, [marched] to Kadmuhi.129 

                                                           
128 Beckman (1996:5). Cf. Adamthwaite (2001:200-201, 272) who calculates that the final destruction 

of Emar occurred by about 1220 CC. 
129 ABC, p. 189, Assyrian Chronicle Fragment 4. 
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The fate of Tiglath-pileser is unknown. However, this apparent campaign to Kadmuhi 

(Katmuhu), which was situated on the west bank of the upper Tigris and adjacent to 

Mount Kashiyari,130 occurred after Marduk-shapik-zeri became king of Babylonia (ll. 

8-9), and therefore within six years of the end of Tiglath-pileser’s reign (i.e., between 

998 and 992 AC). 

 Ashur-bel-kala, who came to the throne only three years after the death of his 

father, Tiglath-pileser I, was forced to campaign against the Arameans throughout 

much the same territory as had Tiglath-pileser, and encompassing the region from 

Carchemish south to the land Suhu, as well as throughout Mitanni/Hanigalbat, Mount 

Kashiyari and beside the Tigris River.131 There is also a royal hymn ascribed to 

Ashurnasirpal I, who became king only six years after the death of Ashur-bel-kala, 

which seems to refer to an invasion of Assyria and the overthrow of the cult of ‘Ishtar 

of Nineveh’. The relevant historical section reads as follows: 

... I was begotten in the midst of the mountains which none knoweth, ...; thou 

didst take me from out of the mountains and didst call me to the threshold of the 

peoples... Out of thy mouth came forth the command to renew the statues of the 

gods which had been burned. The temples which were fallen into ruins I 

repaired, the overthrown gods I restored and brought back to their places...132 

Meanwhile, by the Neo-Assyrian period, powerful Aramean kingdoms were found: 

from Damascus, north through Hamath to Zobah, and thus lying due east and north of 

Antilebanon; further east through Bit-Adini, situated on both banks of the upper 

Euphrates, and just south of Carchemish; and even further east to include the 

kingdoms of the upper Habur River, such as Gozan.133  

  It is appropriate at this point to introduce a badly broken passage in the annals of 

Ashur-dan II, and which touches upon the proposed arrangement of Assyrian kings in 

Table A. The relevant section begins with Ashur-dan II recording how, during his 

accession and first regnal years, he defeated troops of the Yausu who came upstream 

to attack Assyria. The Yausu were presumably an Aramean (or associated) tribal 
                                                           
130 Harrak (1987:60). 
131 See Grayson RIMA 2, A.O.89.6, and A.O.89.7 § iii. 
132 Olmstead (1951:72). Cf. Wiseman (1975:470). 
133 See Brinkman (1968:277-85); and Albright (1975:529-35). Also see Sadar (1992) for a fuller 

discussion; cf. McClennan (1992). 
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group, since the text immediately goes on to mention booty taken from the Arameans 

who were located downstream from Ashur.134 The next section, though not 

mentioning the Arameans, refers to the time of Shalmaneser II and records how some 

apparent catastrophe had struck Assyria, and one which was presumably associated 

with the people mentioned next, whom Ashur-dan again claims to have defeated, 

apparently somewhere close by the junction of the Lower Zab and Tigris Rivers.135  

The passage next mentions: ‘... the land of the Arameans, which is behind the land 

Pi[..., which from the time of Ashur-ra]bi (II), king of Assyria, my forefather, the 

cities of the district of [my land, ...] they captured for themselves ...’; while Ashur-

dan’s next clearly identifiable campaign was to the land Katmuhu.136  

 The mention of Shalmaneser II before Ashur-rabi II in the above sequence is 

consistent with the standard chronological order of these kings, and therefore contrary 

to the arrangement depicted in Table A. However, an alternative understanding is 

possible when viewed in terms of the gradual re-conquest by Ashur-dan of territory 

lost to the Arameans, and associated tribal groups, during the previous decades, and 

where the latest territory lost (i.e., during the reign of Shalmaneser II) would have 

been the first to be recaptured, and where the earlier territory lost (i.e., during the 

reign of Ashur-rabi II) would have been recaptured second. With such a geographic 

model in mind, then, the land captured by the Arameans during the time of Ashur-rabi 

II would suit a location between the Lower Zab and the Hamrin mountains, consistent 

with Ashur-dan’s line of progress from Ashur downstream to the area of the junction 

with the Lower Zab, and from there to ‘the land of the Arameans’. Such a location 

would be consistent with identifying the ‘land of Pi[...]’, behind which lay the land of 

the Arameans, with the land of Pilasqi, which, following the war between Adad-nirari 

I and Nazimuruttash, formed one terminus of the border between Assyria and 

Babylonia east of the Tigris.137  

 Moreover, according to Shalmaneser III, an Aramean king captured the city of 

Mutkinu on the eastern bank of the upper Euphrates, and the city of Pitru on the 

western bank, both in the time of Ashur-rabi II.138 If understood in terms of the 
                                                           
134 ARI 2, § 361. See Heltzer (1981:86) who identifies the Yauru as an Aramean tribe. 
135 Brinkman (1968:176). 
136 ARI 2, §§ 362-64. 
137 ABC, Synchronistic Chronicle (21, i. 29'-30'). 
138 Lukenbill (1926:218, § 603). 
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conventional chronology, then, this information should appear rather strange, for 

despite the major activity of Aramean tribes during the reigns of Tiglath-pileser I and 

Ashur-bel-kala, resulting in major Aramean inflicted depredation to the Assyrian 

heartland (above), it would apparently still have taken at least another sixty years 

before the Assyrian outpost fortresses of Mutkinu and Pitru were lost by the Assyrians 

during the reign of Ashur-rabi II. However, according to Chronology A-E, the 

Aramean conquest of these two Assyrian outposts would have occurred at the very 

same time as the Aramean depredations suffered by Assyria at the end of Tiglath-

pileser’s reign, and during that of his son Ashur-bel-kala.  

2:1.7 The Dynasty of Ashur-rabi II and the Kingdom of Hana 

I now wish to return to discussing the generational conflict between the descendants 

of both Tiglath-pileser I and Ashur-rabi II for the kingship of ‘Greater Assyria’, as 

proposed in Chapter 2:1.1. The Bel-erish inscription demonstrates that the kingdom 

ruled by both Ashur-rabi II and his son Ashur-resha-ishi II included the city of 

Shadikannu. This site was located a distance of between two and four days march 

north from Dur-katlimmu along the Habur River (ARI 2, §§ 434, 577). This places it 

within the lower one-third of the Habur Valley, that is, within the former kingdom of 

Mitanni/Hanigalbat, whose centre of power was located in the Habur triangle.139 

Moreover, Ashur-bel-kala, son of Tiglath-pileser I, campaigned against a Tukulti-

Mer, king of the land Mari (ARI 2, §§ 210, 220). Also, at about this same time, a 

certain Tukulti-Mer, king of the land Hana, son of Ili-iqishi, king of the land Hana, 

was sufficiently influential to be able to dedicate an offering to the god Shamash at 

Sippar in northern Babylonia.140 But, according to Table A, this Tukulti-Mer must 

now have been a contemporary of Ashur-rabi II and Ashur-resha-ishi II. Furthermore, 

the land of Hana/Hani was situated about the confluence of the Habur and Euphrates 

Rivers, and just to the north of the kingdom of Mari;141 that is, in the very same 

territory just assigned to Ashur-rabi II and Ashur-resha-ishi II, namely the lower one-

third of the Habur Valley. Therefore, if the same Tukulti-Mer was king of both Hani 

                                                           
139 Oates et al. (1997:143). 
140 See Brinkman (1968:279 with n. 830). Also see Grayson ARI 1:8. 
141 Gadd (1973:225); Smith (1928:87). Also see Podany (2002:9, 11) for further discussion. 
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and Mari,142 then, this chronological/geographical equation allows only two plausible 

options, first, that Tukulti-Mer and his father were minor kings under the overall 

sovereignty of Ashur-rabi II or, second, that these two individuals were in fact 

members of the Ashur-rabi dynasty. And, for reasons about to be discussed, the latter 

option would appear the most likely solution, despite the difficulties it encounters.  

 Let us imagine for discussion purposes that Tukulti-Mer (mGiš.tukul-ti-dme-er), 

king of the land Mari, is none other than Tiglath-pileser II (mGiš.tukul-ti-A-é-šár-ra). 

As a contemporary of Ashur-bel-kala, Tukulti-Mer (i.e., Tiglath-pileser II) must have 

acquired the kingship of Mari towards the end of the reign of his grandfather Ashur-

rabi II (see Table A). One might imagine an ambitious and opportunistic young prince 

taking advantage of the chaos caused by the Aramean invasions at just this time to 

somehow acquire the kingship of Mari, if indeed this latter kingdom did not already 

belong to the dynasty from the time of Ashur-rabi’s accession. Then, following the 

short five-year reign of Ashur-resha-ishi II, his son Tiglath-pileser II (i.e., Tukulti-

Mer) would have also inherited the kingdom of Hani in 967 AC. 

 As seen above, the substantial kingdom of Hanigalbat that Ashur-rabi had 

inherited at the start of his reign in 1013 AC was, by the time of Tiglath-pileser II, just 

a rump of its former size. An Aramean king had captured Mutkinu and Pitru during 

Ashur-rabi’s reign, and this event presumably marked the foundation of the Aramean 

kingdom of Bit-Adini, which occupied both sides of the Upper Euphrates below 

Carchemish, and presumably extended eastwards to the Balikh River; Bit-Adini is 

first mentioned in the reign of Adad-nirari II, but not conquered until 877 BC.143 

Mount Kashiyari had also been lost to the Arameans during Tiglath-pileser I’s reign, 

and it was there that the Aramean kingdoms of the Neo-Assyrian period were found, 

including Gozan. Therefore, just as the territorial extent of Assyria dramatically 

contracted following Tiglath-pileser I’s reign, and was only recaptured in full during 

the Neo-Assyrian period, beginning particularly with Adad-nirari II, so also the 

territorial extent of Mitanni/Hanigalbat left to the successors of Ashur-rabi II must 

also have been dramatically reduced. 

 The geographical parameters of this proposed rump kingdom of Hanigalbat (i.e., 

                                                           
142 Wiseman (1975:469). 
143 ARI 2, §§ 426, 582. Also see Albright (1975:535). 
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Hani)144 left to the dynasty of Ashur-rabi, along with its probable capital, can be 

deduced from the annals of Adad-nirari II when understood in terms of the presently 

argued historical framework. With this latter king’s reign we encounter for the first 

time ‘a new type of campaign, a “show of strength” expedition’ along the Middle 

Euphrates and Habur Rivers. This specific type of campaign was also carried out by 

his two immediate successors, Tukulti-Ninurta II and Ashurnasirpal II.145 The 

important feature of this new type of campaign is that it involved the collection of 

tribute from various named cities without encountering any apparent signs of hostility. 

Moreover, Ashur-dan II does not mention this region in his surviving annals, so it 

cannot be assumed that he had earlier conquered this territory. Adad-nirari 

commenced his ‘tribute procession’ at the city Arnabanu on the Habur River, and then 

moved downstream via Shadikannu [the city of Bel-erish] and Dur-katlimmu, before 

crossing the Euphrates to the cities Sirqu and Hindanu. Particularly noteworthy is the 

inclusion of the unique remark: ‘I regarded the city Dūr-aduklimmu as mine’.146  

 Bearing in mind that I previously argued that this king’s father, Ashur-dan II, had 

deposed Shalmaneser II to become king of Assyria, and only 22 years before the start 

of Adad-nirari’s own reign, I can only imagine that Dur-katlimmu was the home of 

Adad-nirari’s family, and therefore presumably the capital of the Ashur-rabi dynasty, 

at least following the territorial losses made to the Arameans during the later years of 

Ashur-rabi’s reign, as discussed above. Previously, during the reigns of Shalmaneser I 

and Tukulti-Ninurta I, the Assyrians had located one of their governing palaces at 

Dur-katlimmu,147 a city which presumably controlled the Habur and Middle 

Euphrates region. This city would, then, have become a natural capital of this rump 

kingdom left to the Assyrian kings of Hanigalbat, as presently defined. 

                                                          

 Tukulti-Ninurta II’s ‘tribute procession’ first traversed northern Babylonia, 

apparently through an accord with the Babylonian king since there is no suggestion of 

 
144 Unfortunately, the meaning of the name Hanigalbat remains unclear (Wilhelm 1995:1252). 

However, the correspondence between the name Hanigalbat and the ethonym Hana (Albright 1952 esp. 

n. 33; Astour 1972:105; cf. Kuhne 1999:205), combined with the fact that the heartland of the 

territories belonging to the two kingdoms overlapped in the region of the Habur triangle, might suggest 

a close connection. 
145 See Grayson RIMA 2, p. 145; also Brinkman (1968:183). 
146 RIMA 2, A.O.99.2, ll. 105-119. 
147 See Harrak (1987 esp. 195-98, 268). 

 70 
 



 

warfare mentioned. However, it was not until reaching Anat of the land Suhu that the 

text first mentions receiving ‘bountiful tribute’ from its governor Ili-ibni. After 

passing through further named cities, Tukulti-Ninurta’s next tribute was received from 

Hindanu.148 This would therefore strongly indicate that the southern extent of this 

rump kingdom of Hanigalbat (i.e., Hani as presently argued) probably reached Anat of 

the land Suhi/Suhu, a territory that stretched from the border of Babylonia at Rapiqu 

to about Hindanu.149 If this historical reconstruction is correct, then, one can readily 

understand why Tukulti-Mer (i.e., Tiglath-pileser II as proposed above) was in a 

position to dedicate an offering at Sippar, since his kingdom of Hani and Mari would 

now have included the land Suhu, and therefore would have stretched to the very 

border with Babylonia at Rapiqu; this latter site was located on the Euphrates just 

north of Sippar, not far from Baghdad.150 I would therefore propose that the reason 

these cities along the Lower Habur and Middle Euphrates Rivers voluntarily provided 

tribute to Ashur-nirari II, and to his two immediate successors, was that this region 

had belonged to this Assyrian dynasty of kings of Hani and Mari for numerous 

generations, at least from the reign of Ashur-rabi II onwards.  

 This region encompassing the ‘tribute procession’ was comprised of a narrow belt 

of river oases, and had previously constituted the heartland of the ancient kingdom of 

Hana, first ruled from Mari, and later from Terqa (Neo-Assyrian Sirqu).151 Following 

the demise of Terqa about the end of the Old Babylonian period, the political centre of 

the kingdom seems to have shifted from the Euphrates to the Habur River. One of the 

eponymous named royal cities founded on the Habur at this time was Dūr-Iggid-Lim, 

a name which seems to have later become Dūr-katlimmu.152 Moreover, recent 

epigraphic evidence from Terqa seems to strongly argue that the kingdom of Hana 

survived until at least about the time of Tukulti-Ninurta I,153 that is, until only a 

century earlier than the reign of Ashur-rabi II, as arranged in Chronology A-E. While 

Hanigalbat maintained its territorial integrity during the LBA, Hana can only have 

been a minor vassal state. However, I would propose that once Hanigalbat was 

                                                           
148 RIMA 2, A.O.100.5, ll. 41-127. 
149 See Brinkman (1968:183 n. 1127). 
150 ABC, p. 262. 
151 Buccellati (1990:237). 
152 Podany (1991-1993:60-61). 
153 Podany (2002:70); Rouault (2004:57). And see Chapter 2:2.2 for further discussion. 
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dramatically reduced in size during the reign of Ashur-rabi II (above) that the 

kingdom of Hana, ruled by Ashur-rabi and his successors, regained its earlier status as 

the dominant political entity in the region of the Euphrates-Habur confluence. 

 Regarding the difference in names between Tukulti-Mer and Tiglath-pileser (II), I 

would suggest that the element dme-er was replaced by A-é-šár-ra for 

political/religious reasons, presumably at some later stage during this individual’s 

reign. The difference in names between Tukulti-Mer’s father, Ili-iqishi, and Tiglath-

pileser’s father, Ashur-resha-ishi, is somewhat more problematic in that they seem to 

share none of the same elements. However, rulers of this period were known by 

distinct names, e.g., the earlier Indo-Aryan named Shattiwaza, king of Mitanni, also 

bore the Hurrian name Ki-li-dHe-pa.154 

 I argued in Chapter 2:1.1 (see Table A) that Ashurnasirpal I, in his first regnal 

year (965 AC), subjugated Tiglath-pileser II in the latter king’s Year 3. Unfortunately, 

with one possible exception, no annals have survived from the Assyrian kings of this 

period, i.e., from Shamshi-Adad IV to Shalmaneser II, so that for the most part we are 

dealing here with an historical void. The one exception is the so-called White Obelisk, 

which has been assigned to both Ashurnasirpal I and II. However, apart from showing 

that the relevant king campaigned in both his accession year and (apparently) in his 

own eponym year, nothing more definitive can be said.155 Nonetheless, were this 

document to belong to Ashurnasirpal I, then, as presently argued, the military 

activities of his eponym year are suitably dated to have included the subjugation of 

Tiglath-pileser II’s kingdom of Hana in 965 AC. 

 I can only assume that tension remained between these two dynasties of Assyrian 

kings until finally Ashur-dan II, at the very beginning of his reign, successfully 

deposed Shalmaneser II, thereby reuniting under one ruler the kingdom of Assyria 

with that of Hanigalbat (i.e., Hana); a political union probably last witnessed when 

Shalmaneser I and Tukulti-Ninurta I governed this extended region with Assyrian 

officials. However, by the time Ashur-dan came to govern this territory, Assyria had 

been reduced to its heartland along the Middle Tigris Valley, and Hanigalbat now 

comprised only the Lower Habur and Middle Euphrates valleys.  

 Incidentally, the previous proposal that Ashur-rabi II was a son of Tiglath-pileser 
                                                           
154 See Harrak (1987:23). 
155 For translation of this text and discussion, see Sollberger (1974); Reade (1975); Grayson RIMA 2, 

A.O.101.18. 
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I, if correct, would make Ashurnasirpal I and Tiglath-pileser II first-cousins, and 

Shalmaneser II and Ashur-dan II second-cousins, thereby helping to explain why the 

presently proposed dynastic conflict between these individuals could have been 

carried out at a primarily political level, and without bloodshed, as argued above. 

2:2 Babylonian Relative Chronology 

2:2.1 Synchronistic History or Chronicle P? 

I have now established in Chapter 2:1 the two core chronological parameters for the 

construction of Chronology A-E, namely, the removal of 85 years from the Assyrian 

King-list between the 11th year of Shalmaneser II and the start of Ashur-dan II’s 

reign, along with the downward displacement of Egyptian Memphite dates relative to 

Assyrian chronology by a further 115 years, thereby synchronising the accession year 

of Ashur-uballit I with the 24th year of Tuthmosis III (see Table L). This 

transformation constitutes a radically different chronological (and historical) 

paradigm to that envisaged in terms of the conventional chronology. Consequently, 

were Chronology A-E not to reflect historical actuality, then, one would surely 

imagine it to be near impossible not to encounter such a vast body of contradictory 

evidence as to categorically refute its findings.  

 I have included in Fig. 3 (below) all the currently envisaged, and historically 

attested, synchronisms from this period between the kings of Egypt, Hatti and 

Babylonia on the one hand and, on the other, those between the kings of Babylonia 

and Assyria; all dates are given according to the conventional chronology (CC). The 

first major challenge to Chronology A-E is to now arrange the known synchronisms 

that exist between certain Egyptian and Babylonian monarchs, as revealed in the 

Amarna archive, in a historically coherent manner. The Amarna letters identify 

Amenophis III and Kadashman-Enlil as contemporaries (EA 1, 2, 3 and 5),156 along 

with Amenophis III, Amenophis IV, and probably Tutankhamen as contemporaries of 

a king Burnaburiash (EA 6-11, 13 and 14). Since the reigns of these two Babylonian 

kings are therefore synchronised with their Egyptian contemporaries, their regnal 

dates must also be displaced by some 115 years relative to the conventional Assyrian 

chronology, as previously discussed in relation to the Egyptian New Kingdom versus 
                                                           
156 EA 4 is less certain to belong to the Amenophis III-Kadashman-Enlil correspondence (Moran 

1992:9 n. 1). 
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Assyrian dates. Kadashman-Enlil and Burnaburiash must therefore leapfrog all those 

Babylonian kings who are known to be contemporaries of various Assyrian kings. 

Fig. 3       Attested synchronisms between the kings of Egypt, Hatti and Mesopotamia. 

 The Babylonian contemporaries of Ashur-uballit I appear in the Assyrian 

‘Synchronistic History’ and in Babylonian ‘Chronicle P’ in relation to a coup 

d’etát.157 However, while both chronicles undoubtedly refer to the same historic 

event, the names given in each account differ somewhat. Chronicle P presents a 

totally clear and logically consistent account of the various protagonists. It records 

that Muballitat-Serua, the daughter of Ashur-uballit I, was married to Karaindash, 

king of Karduniash. Their son, Kadashman-Harbe, ordered hostile actions against the 

Suteans and defeated their forces. Afterwards, the Kassite people rebelled against, and 

                                                           
157 See Grayson ABC, Synchronistic History (Chronicle 21), pp. 157-70, and Chronicle P (Chronicle 

22), pp. 170-77. 
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killed, Kadashman-Harbe, and appointed Shuzigash, a Kassite, son of a nobody, to 

rule over them. Ashur-uballit marched to Karduniash, killed Shuzigash, and thereupon 

placed Kurigalzu, son of Kadashman-Harbe, on his father’s throne.158 

 The Synchronistic History, on the other hand, presents the following version: 

At the time of Ashur-uballit (I), king of Assyria, the Kassite troops rebelled 

against Karahardash, king of Karduniash, son of Muballitat-Serua - daughter of 

Ashur-uballit (I) - and killed him. They appointed Nazibugash, a Kassite, son of 

a nobody, as sovereign over them. 

[Ashur-uballi]t (I) marched to Karduniash [to av]enge [Kar]aindash, [his 

grands]on. He killed [Naz]ibugash, king of Karduniash. He appointed 

[Kur]igalzu (II), the younger, son of Burnaburiash (II), as sovereign (and) [put] 

(him) on his father’s throne.159 

Whatever other merits the Synchronistic History version may have, it is historically 

of little value as regards the named persons for the simple reason that its ambiguity 

makes it impossible to test against independent evidence.160 For that reason alone one 

                                                           
158 ABC, Chronicle P (22, i 5-14). 
159 ABC, Synchronistic History (21, i 8'-17'). 
160 This version is unclear as to the protagonists, if not also logically inconsistent. It is Karahardash 

who is first described as the grandson of Ashur-uballit, and who is killed by the supporters of 

Nazibugash. Yet later, when Kurigalzu is placed on his father’s throne (presumably the throne of 

Karahardash), Kurigalzu is said to be the son of Burnaburiash, who must therefore be interpreted as an 

ancestor of Kurigalzu rather than his biological father. Who, then, is the otherwise unmentioned 

Karaindash that he should be avenged by Ashur-uballit? Apparently Karaindash is also the grandson of 

Ashur-uballit and so one must accept that this name is simply a misspelling of Karahardash; unless, of 

course, Karaindash is the husband of Muballitat-Serua, thereby conforming to Chronicle P. And if a 

misspelling, then, surely it is no great problem to accept that ‘Karahardash’ was a misspelling of the 

Chronicle P protagonist ‘Kadashman-Harbe’. After all there is no doubt that ‘Nazibugash’ in this 

version is identical to ‘Shuzigash’ in Chronicle P. As for the inclusion of ‘Burnaburiash’ in the 

Synchronistic History, one may interpret ‘son of’ on this occasion to have the alternative meaning 

‘descendent of’ (see further below), possibly influenced by the fact that an earlier Burnaburiash (I), 

king of Karduniash, is mentioned in the previous section of the Synchronistic History (21, i 5'-7'). 

Furthermore, the only contemporary source said to contain the name of Karahardash involves a 

difficult and uncertain restoration; meanwhile, the name Kadashman-Harbe is attested in a land grant 

mentioning a ‘Kurigalzu, son of Kadashman-Harbe’, a father-son relationship which is also found in 

two further legal texts, both possibly from the time of Kurigalzu’s son and immediate successor, 
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can only treat seriously the Chronicle P version, because its internal consistency 

makes it at least potentially capable of refutation.161 One may also note that apart 

from Ashur-uballit and Muballitat-Serua, whose names and positions are faithfully 

repeated in both versions, all the other protagonists are Babylonian and so, other 

factors being equal, one might expect the Babylonian version to have preserved the 

names more accurately than the Assyrian version. Provisionally accepting the 

Chronicle P version, then, the Babylonian contemporaries of Ashur-uballit become 

Karaindash, Kadashman-Harbe, Shuzigash and Kurigalzu in that order. 

                                                                                                                                                                     

 The reign of Kurigalzu, the great-grandson and contemporary of Ashur-uballit I, 

also overlapped with Ashur-uballit’s successor, Enlil-nirari, at whose hands he is said 

to have suffered a defeat.162 There are no Babylonian synchronisms attested for the 

reign of the next Assyrian king, Arik-din-ili. However, his successor, Adad-nirari I, 

was probably a contemporary of two Babylonian monarchs: the Synchronistic History 

(21, i 24'-27') claims that he defeated Nazimuruttash, king of Karduniash; while there 

is a fragmentary tablet that may represent a treaty between Adad-nirari and 

Kadashman-Turgu, king of Babylonia (ARI 1, § 515). Finally, Hattushili III of Hatti, a 

known contemporary of Ramesses II, was also a contemporary of the Babylonian 

kings Kadashman-Turgu and his son Kadashman-Enlil (see below). 

 In light of these numerous established synchronisms, and as an initial thought 

experiment on the plausibility of Chronology A-E, I would ask the reader to consider 

what the probability of success might be in repositioning Ashur-uballit I and 

Tuthmosis III in Fig. 3 so that they become contemporary monarchs; and assuming, of 

course, that the conventional chronological arrangement of these kings is more or less 

correct. 

2:2.2 Kassite Anomalies 

In order to accommodate the Assyrian and Egyptian synchronisms just discussed, I 

 
Nazimuruttash (see Brinkman 1976:166, 136 and 147 respectively). 
161 Cf. Grayson (ARI 1:50, § 323), and Brinkman (1976:418f.) on the relative merits of the two 

versions. 
162 ABC, Synchronistic History (21, i 18'-23'). However, the Babylonian Chronicle P (22, iii 20-22) 

claims the battle was with Adad-nirari I, and that the Babylonian was victorious (see Grayson ABC, 

Appendix B ‘Adad-narari I’, for discussion). I would note that Chronology A-E does not permit Adad-

nirari and Kurigalzu to have been contemporaries. 
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now wish to propose an alternate arrangement of Babylonian kings between 

Karaindash and Kudur-Enlil, as detailed in Table L.163 This arrangement, far from 

creating utter confusion in the historical evidence, actually resolves a number of 

existing anomalies associated with the standard sequence of Babylonian kings. 

Furthermore, it achieves this result without encountering any definitive evidence to 

contradict this new hypothetical King-list. A brief discussion of some of these 

anomalies, and their resolution in terms of Chronology A-E, follows: 

1) According to the standard interpretation of Assyrian-Babylonian history, the 

Amarna Kadashman-Enlil (I) was the son of Kurigalzu (I). Meanwhile, a father and 

son pairing of Kadashman-Turgu followed by Kadashman-Enlil (II) are known from a 

letter found in the Hittite archives at Hattusha, and which was sent by Hattushili III to 

Kadashman-Enlil (II) (see Fig. 3).164 However, a legal document found in 1983 

(Istanbul A.1998) clearly shows that there existed another pair of Kassite kings 

bearing the exact same names, but who reigned in the reverse order: this latter text 

clearly refers to a time period ‘“from the accession year of Kadashman-Enlil to the 

twelfth year of Kadashman-Turgu, king”’.165 This new and troubling piece of 

evidence is nowhere accounted for in the surviving Babylonian King-list. On the other 

hand, Chronology A-E is forced, by necessity, to provide just such a couplet of kings. 

This new pairing of Kadashman-Enlil followed by Kadashman-Turgu must now 

become the well attested Kassite kings from the Amarna period, while Kadashman-

Turgu followed by Kadashman-Enlil, as contemporaries of Hattushili III, will have 

reigned some 100+ years later.166 To avoid confusion in the following discussion, I 

will refer to the sequence of Kadashman-Enlil followed by his successor Kadashman-

Turgu with the letter ‘A’, and to the later Kadashman-Turgu followed by his son and 

successor Kadashman-Enlil with the letter ‘B’. Numerals can then be retained to refer 

to the individual kings as presently understood in the standard arrangement. 

 Brinkman has noted the uncertainty which Istanbul A.1998 poses for the 

established Babylonian chronology, and has suggested various solutions. However, he 

considers it least plausible to place another Kadashman-Turgu near Kadashman-Enlil 

                                                           
163 The absolute regnal dates of these kings will be discussed in Chapter 2:3. 
164 See Oppenheim (1967:139-46, KBo I, 10, and duplicate KUB III, 72). 
165 Brinkman (1983:67). 
166 See Chapter 2:2.3 for further discussion. 
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I, in part because no accession years are attested until after the successor of 

Nazimuruttash during the thirteenth century CC, i.e., until the time of Kadashman-

Enlil II,167 who was king seven reigns and some 100 years after Kadashman-Enlil I 

(see Fig. 3). Kadashman-Enlil II is currently seen as the well attested king of the 

Nippur archives who, along with his three immediate successors (as conventionally 

understood), Kudur-Enlil, Shagarakti-Shuriash and Kashtiliash IV are presently the 

earliest known kings to have had an accession year.168 However, in Chronology A-E, 

it is Kadashman-Enlil A (i.e., the Amarna king) who must now be equated with the 

economic texts at Nippur, texts which attest an accession year plus eight regnal 

years,169 so that the accession year referred to in Istanbul A.1998 can now become the 

very same accession year appearing in the Nippur archives. 

 Also, Kadashman-Enlil A (I) is now separated from Kudur-Enlil by only two 

reigns, Kadashman-Turgu A and Burnaburiash II, and 45 years (1204-1159 AC in 

Table L). And this Kadashman-Turgu A, as the successor of Kadashman-Enlil of 

Istanbul A.1998, must also have been eligible for an accession year. This arrangement 

of Babylonian kings therefore leaves only one intervening king without evidence of 

having had an accession year, Burnaburiash II, which could simply be explained by 

his having had a very short accession year, and consequently having produced few if 

any documents dated to that year; an explanation not available on probabilistic 

grounds were the circumstance to have involved six successive kings. 

2) I argue in Chronology A-E for the following sequence of Kassite kings from the 

Nippur archives: Kurigalzu II, Nazimuruttash, Kadashman-Enlil A and Kadashman-

Turgu A. Various royal inscriptions of Nazimuruttash refer to a Kurigalzu as his 

father, thereby supporting this consecutive sequence of kings.170 Meanwhile, 

Kadashman-Enlil I is known from the Amarna letters as a correspondent of 

Amenophis III (above): Amenophis III married a daughter of this Kadashman-Enlil 

(EA 3, ll. 4-12), and he also previously married a sister of Kadashman-Enlil and 

daughter of the previous king (EA 1, ll. 10-17).  Therefore, as the marriage of 
                                                           
167 See Brinkman (1983:71); and CAH II/2:1040, Table B. 
168 See the relevant economic texts in Brinkman (1976). 
169 Brinkman (1976:136f.). 
170 Brinkman (1976:262, and Q.3.1-10). See the important argument by Luckenbill (cited in Brinkman 

1969:323 n. 1), and based on contemporary documentation, that Kurigalzu, son of Kadashman-Harbe, 

and Nazimuruttash, son of Kurigalzu, were consecutive rulers. 
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Kadashman-Enlil I’s sister could only have occurred between 1217 and 1212 AC in 

Chronology A-E, i.e., the period of contemporaneity between Amenophis III and 

Nazimuruttash, this would necessarily make Nazimuruttash the father of this 

Kadashman-Enlil.171 And, if we now accept Nazimuruttash as the father of 

Kadashman-Turgu [A], as generally understood,172 this latter king will become a 

brother of Kadashman-Enlil A (I), and a second successor to Nazimuruttash, in accord 

with the sequence of kings identified in Istanbul A.1998 (above). Meanwhile, 

although Kurigalzu, the son of Kadashman-Harbe, is generally assumed to be the 

father and immediate predecessor of Kadashman-Enlil I, this relationship is not borne 

out by any direct evidence.173 

 The standard Babylonian King-list places Nazimuruttash, son of Kurigalzu II, 

immediately before Kadashman-Turgu I (see Fig. 3), which is therefore in 

fundamental contradiction to Chronology A-E, which introduces Kadashman-Enlil A 

between Nazimuruttash and Kadashman-Turgu A. This disparity introduces another 

anomalous (if not unique) text, which ends with the curious dating formula: ‘“Month 

Tebetu, ninth day, third year (of) Nazimuruttash, fourth year (of) Kadashman-Turgu, 

king, total: seventh year”’. At first sight this dating formula might tend to suggest that 

this Kadashman-Turgu immediately followed Nazimuruttash as king of Babylonia, in 

accord with the standard arrangement, and therefore contrary to Chronology A-E. 

However, since the reference to the ‘third year (of) Nazimuruttash’ (who reigned a 

minimum of 24 years) would normally be interpreted as the third year of that king’s 

reign, the figure of ‘seventh year’, given as the ‘total’, is seen to be clearly anomalous 

and without any satisfactory explanation.174  

 While I cannot be certain about the precise historical details leading to this 

anomalous dating formula, the very fact that it occurs at precisely the point where 

Chronology A-E introduces Kadashman-Enlil A between Nazimuruttash and 

                                                           
171 EA 4 is another letter from a Babylonian king to his Egyptian counterpart, both names destroyed, in 

which a marriage alliance is discussed. Though provisionally placed among the Amenophis III-

Kadashman-Enlil correspondence, this ascription has been questioned (see Moran 1992:9 n. 1). If not a 

letter from Kadashman-Enlil, then EA 4 could be part of the necessary correspondence between 

Amenophis III and Nazimuruttash, as presently argued. 
172 See Brinkman (1976:153). 
173 Brinkman (1976:205). Cf. CAH II/1:1034, Table B. 
174 Brinkman (1976:409). 
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Kadashman-Turgu A is, to say the very least, noteworthy. One obvious solution 

would be to propose that, for whatever reason, the author of the text wanted to 

quantify a period of time which included the last three years of Nazimuruttash’s reign 

and the first four years of Kadashman-Turgu’s reign, while, at the same time, 

excluding the intervening reign of Kadashman-Enlil; might Kadashman-Enlil A have 

altered a legal ruling which pertained during the last three years of Nazimuruttash, 

only for this changed ruling to have been reversed by Kadashman-Turgu? Had 

Kadashman-Turgu immediately succeeded Nazimuruttash, then, the conventional 

dating formula of, for example, ‘twenty-first year (of) Nazimuruttash, fourth year (of) 

Kadashman-Turgu’, would have sufficed, without confusion, to measure an 

overlapping period of seven years. However, with an intervening reign, the standard 

formula in this particular case would clearly be wrong, as it would also include the 

regnal years of Kadashman-Enlil A, and so increase the specified period by eight 

years. 

3) The Amarna archive reveals that Burnaburiash II’s father gave a daughter to 

Amenophis III (EA 11, ll. 23-28). The father here mentioned is generally identified as 

Kadashman-Enlil I, albeit that the only inscriptional evidence indicating this 

genealogical link is found on a somewhat damaged block of lapis lazuli from Nippur, 

with remains ‘in the name of a king that ends in [...] rias, eldest son of a Kadashman-

Enlil’.175 Now according to Chronology A-E, Burnaburiash II was the great-grandson 

of Kurigalzu II; and Kurigalzu II could not, on biological grounds, have been born 

before 1265 AC, assuming that the marriage of Muballitat-Serua (Ashur-uballit I’s 

daughter) to Karaindash took place upon Ashur-uballit’s accession in 1281 AC. Such 

a diplomatic alliance by Ashur-uballit, upon becoming king, is consistent with the 

previous argument that EA 15, a document seeking a new alliance between Assyria 

and Egypt, was also sent to the Egyptian king at the beginning of Ashur-uballit’s 

reign. Moreover, a dynastic alliance between Babylonia and Assyria would not have 

been possible prior to Ashur-uballit’s accession, at which time Assyria is generally 

thought to have still been a vassal of Mitanni (see Chapter 2:1.2).  

 Therefore, this earliest date for the birth of Kurigalzu (1265 AC) is separated by 

61 years at most from the death of Kadashman-Enlil A in 1204 AC. Even assuming an 

average generation length of only 15½ years for the kings between Kurigalzu II and 

                                                           
175 Brinkman (1976:107, E.2.7). 
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Burnaburiash II, the latter king would not have reached his sixteenth birthday at the 

time of his father’s death. As this is an implausibly low average generation length to 

maintain over three generations, it may well be that Kadashman-Turgu A was 

crowned king in place of his now nephew, Burnaburiash II, because the latter, even as 

the eldest son of Kadashman-Enlil I, would have been considered too young to be 

made king at the time of his father’s death;176 notwithstanding the example of 

Kurigalzu II who was made king by Ashur-uballit as a child, presumably because he 

was the latter’s eldest biological grandchild. Moreover, in EA 3, and after at least six 

years of correspondence with Amenophis III, Kadashman-Enlil informs the Pharaoh 

that his daughter had just become nubile and was ready to leave for Egypt. Again, this 

would indicate that Kadashman-Enlil’s children were only just becoming mature 

towards the end of his eight-year reign. 

 Meanwhile, Babylonian King-list A is a badly damaged text, which, after a 

break at the end of Section (i), resumes in Section (ii) with the reign length of the 

twenty-second king, as generally numbered (see Fig. 4 below). Unfortunately the 

names of king Nos. 22 and 23 are completely missing, though the name of No. 24 

begins with ‘K[...]’, and the name of No. 25 with ‘Kadash[...]’.177 The next three 

kings are Kudur-Enlil (No. 26), Shagarakti-Shuriash (No. 27) and Kashtiliash IV (No. 

28). The reign of Kashtiliash IV came to a violent and premature end when he was 

defeated by Tukulti-Ninurta I of Assyria and deported to Ashur.178 The standard 

arrangement of King-list A understands Kudur-Enlil as the son and successor of 

Kadashman-Enlil II. However, as only ‘K[...]’ and ‘Kadash[...]’ are preserved for 

Nos. 24 and 25, the reverse order of Kadashman-Enlil followed by Kadashman-Turgu 

cannot be ruled out. 

 Regarding this alternate arrangement, the surviving Babylonian King-list is 

burdened with yet another chronological anomaly, and where four generations of 

Kassite kings, all identified as sons of their predecessors in Babylonian King-list A, 

cover a total period of only 39 years; an equation that would appear somewhat 

unlikely on biological grounds: the four generations concerned are King No. 25 

(Kadash[….]), Kudur-Enlil, Shagarakti-Shuriash and Kashtiliash IV; indeed, because 
                                                           
176 On the question of fratriarchal succession, Brinkman (1976:204 n. 11) notes this custom in Kassite 

tribal society and ponders its influence on royal succession. 
177 Brinkman (1976:16). Also see Oppenheim, ANET:272, Babylonian King-list A. 
178 ARI 1, §§ 774, 873. 
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of this equation, and since only the filiation of king No. 28 is attested in a 

contemporary text, some doubt has been cast over the family relationship between 

Nos. 25 and 26 and/or Nos. 26 and 27, as given in King-list A.179 However, in 

Chronology A-E, the filial relationships of these four kings can be preserved, while 

still permitting a reasonable period of time to cover these four generations. With 

Kudur-Enlil here recognised as the son of Kadashman-Turgu A, the brother of 

Kadashman-Enlil A, the four generations will have covered a total period of 82 years 

(1211-1130 AC in Table L); a figure just short of the average reign length of the well-

documented and contemporary Adasi line of Assyrian kings during the LBA period 

(of approximately 22 years). 

 King-list A Standard Arrangement Chronology A-E 
No    
10 Burnaburiash I Burnaburiash I Burnaburiash I 
11 ----------------- ----------------- Kurigalzu I 
12 Kashtiliash III Kashtiliash III Kashtiliash III 
13 Ulamburiash Ulamburiash Ulamburiash 
14 Agum III Agum III Agum III 
    
22 ----------------- Kurigalzu II Kurigalzu II 
23 ----------------- Nazimuruttash Nazimuruttash 
24 K[--------------] K[dashman-Turgu] I K[adashman-Enlil] A(I) 
25 Kadash[-------] Kadash[man-Enlil] II Kadash[man-Turgu] A 
   Burnaburiash II 
26 Kudur-Enlil Kudur-Enlil Kudur-Enlil 
27 Shagarakti-Shuriash Shagarakti-Shuriash Shagarakti-Shuriash 
28 Kashtiliash IV Kashtiliash IV Kashtiliash IV 
    

Fig. 4     Babylonian King-list A. 

 Admittedly, there is no place for a Burnaburiash immediately preceding Kudur-

Enlil in King-list A, contrary to the arrangement in Chronology A-E. However, that 

some corruptions, either accidental or deliberate, may have entered the Babylonian 

King-list tradition during its long period of accretion is clearly a possibility. And, 

indeed, Istanbul A.1998 cannot be explained according to the preserved Babylonian 

King-list, and would require either a second king named Kadashman-Turgu shortly 

after Kadashman-Enlil II, or else a third Kadashman-Enlil shortly before Kadashman-

Turgu (above). Furthermore, the Neo-Babylonian ‘Berlin letter’ identifies a 

Babylonian ruler named Burnaburiash who appears as a successor of Kurigalzu [II], 

and in line with Chronology A-E; conversely this Burnaburiash’s presence is viewed 

                                                           
179 Brinkman (1976:430). 
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as quite anomalous when understood in terms of the standard arrangement of 

Babylonian kings 180 

 Furthermore, Shuppiluliuma I of Hatti is known to have received a daughter in 

marriage from the contemporary Babylonian king (generally identified with 

Burnaburiash II), a lady who later became the reigning Hittite chief queen.181 It would 

therefore appear highly probable that Burnaburiash also took a Hittite princess as wife 

in return. The fact that the Babylonian throne passed from Burnaburiash to his cousin 

Kudur-Enlil, as presently argued, might then be related to the unacceptability of 

Burnaburiash’s nominated successor, were this individual to have been half-Hittite.182 

Indeed, I noted above how the half-Assyrian Kadashman-Harbe was murdered and 

replaced by a local Kassite ruler. Under such a situation, and with Kudur-Enlil as the 

son of Kadashman-Turgu A, it should not appear too difficult to imagine how 

Burnaburiash II’s name might have disappeared from the Babylonian King-list.  

4) Another major historical problem associated with the standard Babylonian 

King-list is the well known ‘homonymous monarch problem’, whereby there is 

considerable difficulty in distinguishing between the Kassite kings presently titled 

Kurigalzu I and II, Kadashman-Enlil I and II, and Burnaburiash I and II.183 While 

Chronology A-E provides distinct genealogies and precise dates for each of these six 

monarchs, and is therefore eminently amenable to refutation, the standard King-list 

arrangement leads to serious confusion regarding both their genealogies and regnal 

dates. For example, the difficulty of identifying which Kurigalzu should be identified 

with which archaeological artefacts, buildings, inscriptions, and historical deeds has 

long been a topic of debate. One of the leading Assyriologists has even suggested that 

a third, and earlier, Kurigalzu is required in order to account for the archaeological 

evidence;184 even though contemporary genealogical documentation only requires the 

existence of two kings named Kurigalzu, the first a son of a Burnaburiash, and the 

second a son of a Kadashman-Harbe. These two genealogically identified individuals 

must also somehow be matched with Kurigalzu, the great-grandson of Ashur-uballit I, 

who is identified in Chronicle P, and with Kurigalzu, the ancestor of the Amarna 
                                                           
180 See Goldberg (2004 esp. 33-37). 
181 Goetze (1975c:13). 
182 See Chapter 2:3.4 for further discussion of this proposed half-Hittite prince. 
183 Brinkman (1976:36). 
184 Goetze (1964:100); cf. Brinkman (1969:324, 325 and ns. 2 and 5). 
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Burnaburiash, who appears in EA 9 and 11. As a solution to this specific dilemma, 

Chronology A-E dictates that Kurigalzu, the son of Kadashman-Harbe, is at one and 

the same time both the great-grandson of Ashur-uballit I and the ancestor of the 

Amarna Burnaburiash, an identification that is chronologically impossible in terms of 

the standard arrangement of Assyrian and Babylonian kings.  

 Admittedly, this latter arrangement would mean that we are now missing a 

Kurigalzu, son of a Burnaburiash. Now, Burnaburiash I is named in the Synchronistic 

King-list A, 117, as the tenth Kassite king (see Fig. 4 above). The name of the 

eleventh king has been completely obliterated. Traces of king Nos. 12-14 remain, and 

Brinkman has tentatively identified these as Kashtiliash III (a son of Burnaburiash I), 

Ulamburiash (another son of Burnaburiash I) and Agum III (a son of the previous 

Kashtiliash), the reconstruction of the name Kashtiliash for king No. 12 being 

possible but difficult to verify.185 Evidence for the familial relationship between these 

three individuals is found in the Chronicle of Early Kings, rev. 12-18, which mentions 

two campaigns against the Sealand, the first by Ulamburiash, brother of Kashtiliash, 

and the second by Agum, son of Kashtiliash.186 Also, a contemporary text, VA Bab. 

645, is inscribed with the name of ‘Ula-Burarias, king of the Sealand, son of Burna-

Burarias, king...’187 The unnamed king who follows Burnaburiash I in the 

Synchronistic King-list A (No. 11) is, then, suitably positioned to be provisionally 

identified with the as yet un-located Kurigalzu, son of Burnaburiash, found in the 

various texts.  

 This proposed arrangement of Babylonian kings has two parsimonious benefits. 

First, it supports the belief, based on archaeological evidence, that there should be a 

king Kurigalzu who reigned prior to the two individuals presently identified. Second, 

it permits this earlier Kassite Kurigalzu to have been the same individual responsible 

for the major construction works carried out at Ur, and who is identified in one statue 

inscription as ‘Kurigalzu, king of Ur’.188 The unusual construction methods employed 

at Ur by king Kurigalzu are said to be significantly different from those used by both 

earlier and later builders at this site.189 This finding would therefore seem to be at 
                                                           
185 Brinkman (1976:11-12). 
186 Grayson (1975:156). 
187 Brinkman (1976:12). 
188 See Brinkman (1976:216f., Q.2.27-3.37, and ibid:210, Q.2.3 MLC 1298) for details. 
189 Brinkman (1969:316). 
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odds with any attempt to identify this individual with either of the presently identified 

kings named Kurigalzu, both of whom would have reigned at a time when the Kassite 

style and method of construction were well developed. 

 Meanwhile, Gasche et al. have recently argued on archaeological grounds that 

the fall of Babylon in the 31st year of Samsuditana should be lowered by about 100 

years from the currently preferred Mesopotamian ‘Middle Chronology’ date of 1595 

CC, and such that this event would now have occurred about the time of the Kassite 

king Burnaburiash I.190 Therefore, as arranged in Chronology A-E, this proposed 

earlier Kurigalzu (I), as a son of Burnaburiash I, would have potentially belonged to 

the first generation of Kassite kings to conquer Babylonia. This would then help 

explain the unusual construction methods employed at Ur, being different from both 

the previous style of the First Dynasty of Babylon, and from the developed Kassite 

style of construction that prevailed at the time of the later Karaindash and Kurigalzu I, 

as conventionally titled. Indeed, both the presently identified kings named Kurigalzu 

were successors to Karaindash, who could title himself ‘“King of Sumer and Akkad”’, 

and who had apparently set new standards of building excellence in his many 

constructions, including a ‘remarkable temple’ built at Uruk,191 situated just 60 Km to 

the north of Ur. I would therefore suggest that the distinct methods of construction of 

Kurigalzu I, as defined in Table L, were brought with him from the region previously 

occupied by the Kassites. And, no doubt, his successors, including Karaindash, 

quickly adapted this ‘native’ Kassite style to the construction practices of the local 

region. It is, then, this Kurigalzu’s transitional position between the end of the long 

established First Dynasty of Babylon, and the emergence of the ‘developed’ Kassite 

style of construction/architecture, which makes his buildings at Ur seem at such 

variance with both the preceding and succeeding styles.  

 In addition, according to the conventional chronology, the work carried out at Ur 

by king Kurigalzu would have been the first identifiable constructions built in that city 

                                                           
190 See Gasche et al. (1998:13-45 and 88-89 respectively). The further historical and astronomical 

arguments presented by these authors regarding the absolute date of the fall of Babylon are 

incompatible with Chronology A-E. Nonetheless, I have fully examined the early history of both the 

Assyrians, post- Shamshi-Adad I, and of the First Dynasty of Babylon, and found it to be compatible 

with Chronology A-E; unfortunately, space precludes the inclusion of this lengthy discussion in my 

thesis.  
191 Drower (1973:465). Cf. Gasche et al. (1998:8 n. 31) who question this ascription. 
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since the Kassite conquest of Babylonia following the sack of Babylon by the Hittite 

king Murshili. Taken at face value this would mean that the great city of Ur had fallen 

into a long period of historical silence lasting about 200 years before the Kassites 

made their presence felt there.192 However, according to Chronology A-E, 

Kurigalzu’s building works at Ur would have occurred in the immediate aftermath of 

the Kassite conquest of Babylon, thereby eliminating the need for this problematic 

architectural and inscriptional void. 

                                                          

5) Despite the persuasive arguments presented by Gasche et al. for lowering the 

Middle Chronology date for the fall of Babylon by about 100 years to c. 1500 CC, this 

proposal faces two substantial chronological obstacles. First, it presents serious 

problems for the history of the kingdom of Hana by essentially eliminating what had 

been the 16th century according to the Middle Chronology, a period of time which is 

currently filled by a known succession of rulers of this kingdom who can be dated 

relative to the kings of the First Dynasty of Babylon.193 And precisely the same 

chronological obstacle also applies to Hittite history. The campaign of Murshili I is 

generally accepted as the cause of the fall of the First Dynasty of Babylon in Year 31 

of Samsuditana. Therefore, if this event occurred about the time of Burnaburiash I, 

then, this individual must also have been an approximate contemporary of Murshili I. 

However, on any reasonable reading of the Hittite evidence, it would appear near 

impossible to lower the date of Murshili by anywhere approaching 100 years due to 

the many Hittite kings who currently occupy the 16th century, as defined by both 

Egyptian and Babylonian Chronology.194 

 In contrast, both the Hana and Hittite evidence is perfectly compatible with the 

low chronology of Gasche et al. when understood in terms of Chronology A-E, and 

where the Assyrian chronology has been shifted in time by 115 years relative to 

Egyptian and Hittite chronology. Since this latter displacement must also apply to 

Burnaburiash I, who was a contemporary of the Assyrian king Puzur-Ashur III,195 this 

chronological arrangement therefore re-opens a relative 16th century CC (14th 

century AC) gap into which to place the Hittite line of kings (see Table L). Indeed, 
 

192 Gurney (1973:249, and p. 820 Table B). 
193 Podany (2002:48). 
194 Gasche et al. (1998 esp. 92) do not discuss the ramifications of their chronological thesis for Hittite 

and Egyptian history. 
195 ABC, Synchronistic History (21, i 5'-6'). 
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according to the most recent evidence, there were apparently 11 generations of Hittite 

kings between the capture of Babylon by Murshili I and the accession of Murshili 

II.196 And, according to Chronology A-E, this period will now cover some 220 years 

(c. 1368-1147 AC), thereby producing the perfectly acceptable lower-limit, average 

generation-length figure of some 20 years.197 

 Meanwhile, according to Podany, there are seven/eight known rulers of Hana 

between the reign of the Babylonian king Ammisaduqa (final year 1626 CC in the 

Middle Chronology) – with whom Ammi-madar, the final king of the Early Hana 

period, is synchronised198 – and the reign of Tukulti-Ninurta I (1244-1208 CC): these 

are the four father-son generations of Idin-Kakka, Isar-Lim, Igit-Lim and Isih-Dagan; 

an individual named Qīš-Addu who was a contemporary of both Parattarna and 

Sausadat (presumably the same individual otherwise known as Saustatar), kings of 

Mitanni; the apparent father-son pairing of Azilia and Hammurapi;199 and finally a 

king named Ammurapi.200 The last known tablets from Hana belong to the reign of 

this Ammurapi (Text 15, 16); while Text 15 is judged to have been written not long 

before the reign of Tukulti-Ninurta I.201 According to the conventional chronology, 

these eight individuals could never be expected to cover the 350+ years between the 

end of the First Dynasty of Babylon and Tukulti-Ninurta I, thereby creating a 

significant void in the inscriptional evidence. However, according to Chronology A-E, 

and with an average reign-length of just 25 years, Hammurapi and Tukulti-Ninurta 

would have been separated by only 30 years, thereby substantially eliminating the 

presently envisaged hiatus between Hammurapi and Ammurapi; and even making it 

possible that these latter two individuals were one and the same person, as originally 

believed.202 

6) Burnaburiash wrote to Amenophis IV in EA 10 (ll. 8-10) telling him: ‘From the 

time of Karaindash, since the messengers of your ancestors came regularly to my 

                                                           
196 See Beckman (2000 esp. 24-24). 
197 See Chapter 4, n. 9, for comparative average-generation figures. 
198 Podany (2002:54). 
199 See Podany (1991-1993:55). Also see Rouault (2004:54 with n. 13, and p. 56). 
200 Podany (2002:60-69). Cf. Podany (1991-1993:55). 
201 Podany (2002:70); Rouault (2004:57).  
202 Podany (2002 esp. 69 n. 69) rejects the original identification of Hammurapi, son of Azilia, with 

Ammurapi of Text 15. 

 87 
 



 

ancestors, up to the present, they have been friends’. Now, only one king bearing this 

name is currently known. So who was this king Karaindash, and when did he live? 

The appearance of a king Karaindash in both the Synchronistic History and Chronicle 

P, albeit in different roles, would surely indicate that a king Karaindash was a 

contemporary of Ashur-uballit I. According to the conventional Babylonian-Assyrian 

chronology, Burnaburiash II (c. 1375-1347 CC) was an older contemporary of Ashur-

uballit I (1365-1330 CC),203 so how should it be possible that Karaindash, a distant 

ancestor of Burnaburiash in one text (EA 10),204 could have been the contemporary of 

Ashur-uballit (and therefore of Burnaburiash) in two others? Furthermore, EA 10 

would seem to indicate that full diplomatic relations between Babylonia and Egypt 

were inaugurated during the reign of this Karaindash, ancestor of Burnaburiash II. 

Meanwhile, Egyptian records clearly show that a Babylonian king, along with his 

Assyrian and Hittite counterparts, sent gifts and congratulatory messages to 

Tuthmosis III following his Syrian campaigns, again indicating full diplomatic 

relations.205 Chronology A-E resolves these apparent anomalies, for Karaindash, as a 

contemporary of Ashur-uballit I, is now perfectly placed to have been both a (distant) 

ancestor of Burnaburiash II, and the Babylonian king who sent greetings and gifts to 

Tuthmosis III. On the other hand, according to the standard Assyrian-Babylonian 

arrangement of kings, Tuthmosis III’s known political contacts with his Assyrian and 

Babylonian contemporaries would be separated by over a century from the first 

historically attested Assyrian and Babylonian references to full diplomatic contact 

with Egypt (cf. Table L and Fig. 3 above). 

2:2.3 KBo I 10 and the Founding of the Second Dynasty of Isin 

If Kadashman-Enlil A (I) and Kadashman-Turgu A are the Babylonian kings cited in 

Istanbul A.1998, and whose reigns, along with their family members Nazimuruttash, 

Burnaburiash II and Kudur-Enlil, are so well attested in the Nippur archives, then, 

who are the kings known from KBo I 10, a Hittite document which identifies a 

Kadashman-Turgu followed by his son and successor Kadashman-Enlil? Two further 

texts confirm this latter genealogical relationship: the first is a votive inscription of a 

                                                           
203 CAH II/2:1040, Table B. 
204 Astour (1989:120 n. 426). 
205 Drower (1973:457). 
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Kadashman-Enlil that mentions Kadashman-Turgu as that king’s father; and the 

second, Ni. 6671, is a Middle Babylonian economic text which mentions events from 

‘the sixteenth year of Kad<as>man-Turgu to the fifth year of Kad<as>man-Enlil’.206 

Having denied these two kings a place in the Nippur archives, then, there is 

admittedly no further record in the Babylonian King-lists of their existence. This 

finding therefore presents a significant challenge to the veracity of Chronology A-E. 

However, when the available evidence is examined, I believe a convincing case can 

be made for their historical presence.  

 In displacing Egyptian chronology relative to Assyrian chronology by 115 years, 

as discussed in Chapter 2:1.2, the Assyrian king Ashur-dan I now becomes the 

contemporary of Hattushili III of Hatti and Ramesses II of Egypt (see Table L). 

Towards the end of the long reign of Ashur-dan I the Kassite dynasty was replaced in 

Babylonia by the Second Dynasty of Isin:207 the Synchronistic History cites Ashur-

dan as a contemporary of the second to last cited king of the Kassite dynasty, Zababa-

shuma-iddina, while it also cites Ashur-dan’s grandson, and second successor, Ashur-

resha-ishi (I), as a contemporary of Nebuchadnezzar (I), the fourth named king of the 

Second Isin Dynasty.208 The founder of this new dynasty was Marduk-kabit-ahheshu 

who, according to Babylonian tradition, succeeded the last known Kassite king, Enlil-

nadin-ahi.209 Yet despite being credited with a reign of 18 years (King-list C), no 

contemporary records of Marduk-kabit-ahheshu have ever been found; and the 

manner whereby he replaced the Kassite dynasty is unclear.210 However, his son and 

successor, Itti-Marduk-balatu, who reigned for only eight years, is attested in 

contemporary economic texts from his accession year, as well as appearing in a royal 

inscription which mentions Marduk-kabit-ahheshu as his father.211 Itti-Marduk-balatu 

also seems to have been in control of the area around Babylon from his accession 

year,212 and he was also the first attested ruler to use the title ‘“viceroy of 

                                                           
206 Brinkman (1976:162-63). 
207 See Brinkman (1968); and Frame (1995) for discussion of the post-Kassite dynasties. 
208 ABC, Synchronistic Chronicle (21, 9-10 and 2'-8'). 
209 See Brinkman (1968:40), with King-lists A and C opposite p. 40. 
210 Frame (1995:5). 
211 Brinkman (1968:93, 323-24). 
212 Brinkman (1968:93, 98); Frame (1995:8). 
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Babylon”’.213 

 Meanwhile, Hattushili III wrote to Kadashman-Enlil in KBo I 10, mentioning, 

amongst other matters: the good relations that had existed between Hattushili and 

Kadashman-Turgu, the addressee’s father; how Hattushili had earlier supported the 

claims of the young Kadashman-Enlil, even threatening to march on Babylon if the 

nobles did not respect his legitimate right of succession following the death of his 

father; and how a certain Itti-Marduk-balatu, the vizier to the young Kadashman-Enlil, 

‘had never allowed friendly words to come out of his [presumably Kadashman-

Enlil’s] mouth’. Furthermore, Hattushili suggests that the old vizier may again be 

responsible for creating bad feelings at the Babylonian court towards Hatti.214 In 

accord with Chronology A-E, and the undoubted historical compatibility between 

these two individuals – the first, the earliest attested king of the Second Isin Dynasty 

to appear in contemporary documents, and the first ever king to use the title ‘viceroy 

of Babylon’, and the second a powerful and domineering vizier to the Babylonian 

king – I am led to conclude that they were one and the same person. Indeed, the 

earlier threat by Hattushili to invade Babylonia to secure the succession of 

Kadashman-Enlil may well have been prompted by the then aspirations of Itti-

Marduk-balatu for the Babylonian throne. As for the inclusion of Marduk-kabit-

ahheshu in the Babylonian King-list, this will be discussed in Chapter 2:3.4.  

 One document that is particularly relevant to the argument that Itti-Marduk-balatu 

usurped the Babylonian throne from Kadashman-Enlil B is a lengthy oracle text 

which describes the affair of a Great Princess at the Hittite court. Some uncertainty 

surrounds the date of this document, however, it seems to be generally accepted as 

belonging to the reign of Tudhaliya IV. The Great Princess was most likely the wife 

of Tudhaliya, and would also appear to have been the Babylonian princess mentioned 

by Puduhepa (the mother of Tudhaliya, and Great Queen) in a letter to Ramesses II, 

written sometime shortly before the first marriage between the Pharaoh and a 

daughter of Hattushili III in Year 34 of Ramesses II (1271 CC = 1071 AC in Table L). 

Hattushili had, by this time, also provided a daughter for the king of Babylonia.215 

Chronology A-E leaves little doubt that the Babylonian partner of Hattushili III (c. 

1089/8-1057 AC) in this reciprocated marriage-alliance was Kadashman-Turgu B (c. 
                                                           
213 Brinkman (1968:95). 
214 Oppenheim (1967:140, 143). 
215 See Singer (1991b:330-33) for discussion and bibliography. 
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1087-1072 AC).216 Furthermore, the most likely date for this marriage alliance 

between Hatti and Babylonia was during the few years that intervened between the 

accession of Hattushili and the signing of the peace treaty between Hattushili and 

Ramesses in 1084 AC: certainly Hattushili and Kadashman-Turgu were politically 

aligned prior to the Hittite-Egyptian peace treaty, as evidenced by KBo I 10, where 

Hattushili speaks of Kadashman-Turgu taking the Hittite side during the (earlier) 

conflict with Egypt.217 It also now follows that the Babylonian princess who married 

Tudhaliya IV was almost certainly a daughter of Kadashman-Turgu. First, the 

marriage would have occurred in or before 1072 AC. And second, it is known that 

Kadashman-Enlil (c. 1071-1057 AC) was only a child when he became king (and so 

without children of his own), since Hattushili notes: ‘[m]y brother was just a 

youngster in those days and so I assume that no one ever read those tablets to him; 

now these old scribes are not alive any more...’; while later in the same letter one 

reads that Kadashman-Enlil has now ‘grown into a man and often goes out to hunt’.218 

 This oracle text describes a serious split at the Hittite court between the supporters 

of the Tawananna (i.e., the Great Queen Puduhepa) and those of the Great Princess. 

Furthermore, one of the latter’s supporters, Pattiya, apparently held a privileged 

position at the royal court, and may even have been Tudhaliya’s mother-in-law.219 

Two important questions then present themselves, first, what was the source of this 

royal feud and, second, why might the mother of a Babylonian princess have been 

living at the Hittite court? I believe the most parsimonious solution to both these 

questions is the above-argued usurpation of the Babylonian throne by Itti-Marduk-

balatu. Kadashman-Enlil must have been nearing the end of his c. 15-year reign when 

KBo I 10 was written, having grown from a child at the beginning of his reign into a 

(young) man. When Kadashman-Enlil B’s reign ended in 1057 AC, Hattushili would 

have been on the throne for a little over 30 years, and, since he was born about 1338 

CC (1138 AC),220 he must have been at least 83 years old by the time of his proposed 

                                                           
216 The absolute dates for these kings will be discussed below and in Chapter 2:3. 
217 See Bryce (1998:291). 
218 Oppenheim (1967:140, 145). 
219 See Singer (1991b:332) citing Ünal. 
220 The mother of Hattushili died in Murshili II’s ninth year (Goetze 1975b:261), or about 1338 CC (not 

1326 CC as stated in Goetze 1975a:126). 
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death in 1057 AC.221 I would therefore suggest that the most likely trigger for Itti-

Marduk-balatu’s usurpation was the sudden death of Hattushili, whose previous threat 

to invade Babylon to secure the succession of Kadashman-Enlil may well have acted 

as a deterrent to Itti-Marduk-balatu and his supporters against any earlier action to 

remove Kadashman-Enlil from the Babylonian throne. 

 In addition to being Tudhaliya’s brother-in-law, Kadashman-Enlil was probably 

also his half-nephew (see Fig. 5). As argued above, Hattushili’s daughter was 

probably married to Kadashman-Turgu by 1084 AC. As Hattushili and Puduhepa 

were married sometime after the battle of Qadesh in 1300 CC (1100 AC),222 the 

children of Puduhepa could not have been any older than 15 years in 1284 CC (1084 

AC), and could well have been significantly younger. It might therefore appear more 

likely than not that the Hittite princess sent to Babylonia was Tudhaliya’s half-sister 

(i.e., not a daughter of Puduhepa), rather than a full sister. And, indeed, Hattushili is 

known to have had children by earlier wives at the time Puduhepa arrived at court.223 

As for Pattiya, if she was indeed the mother-in-law of Tudhaliya, then she was almost 

certainly Tudhaliya’s own half-sister, and the stepmother of the Great Princess. Her 

presence at the Hittite court following the deposition of her son by Itti-Marduk-balatu 

might then naturally be expected; and the privileged position she held at the court 

would be no less than expected for a daughter of Hattushili III.  

 As regards the royal feud, I would suggest that Pattiya and the Great Princess were 

arguing along the lines that Tudhaliya should invade Babylonia and restore the family 

of Kadashman-Enlil to the throne, while Puduhepa, who I suggest was not related by 

blood to Kadashman-Enlil, may well have been arguing against such an obviously 

dangerous action. In terms of this historical scenario one can more readily understand: 

why Hattushili would have actually considered invading Babylonia in support of 

Kadashman-Enlil, who would now become his own grandson; and why the latter, 

presumably in part because of this Hittite connection, was ultimately removed from 

the throne, having already had his accession challenged by the Babylonian nobles 

                                                           
221 Wilhelm and Boese have argued that Hattushili lived at least until the 42nd year of Ramesses II; 

though van den Hout would reduce this minimum date to the 34th year of Ramesses (see van den Hout 

1984:90 for details). The present finding would add another six years to Wilhelm and Boese’s 

minimum date. 
222 Goetze (1975b:261). 
223 Bryce (1998:325). 
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upon the death of his father, Kadashman-Turgu. One may again draw a parallel here 

with the earlier deposition of Ashur-uballit I’s grandson, the half-Assyrian 

Kadashman-Harbe, by the Kassites, and his replacement by Nazibugash (above). 

Puduhepa  =  Hattushili III  =  fX  Marduk-kabit-ahheshu 
                   |       |____________________ (No contemporary texts.) 
                   |                            |            | 
                   | fX  =  Kadashman-Turgu  =  Pattiya Itti-Marduk-balatu 
                   |                    |                    | (First attested king of the  
       Tudhaliya IV  =  Great Princess Kadashman-Enlil Second Dynasty of Isin; and 

proposed vizier of Babylon 
who appears in KBo I 10.) 

Fig. 5  Proposed relationships of the Great Princess. 

2:3 Babylonian Absolute Chronology 

2:3.1 Tukulti-Ninurta I and the Assyrian Interregnum in Babylonia 

I established in Chapter 2:2 the order of Kassite kings down to and including 

Kashtiliash IV. It is now time to allocate these kings absolute dates and reign lengths, 

and to synchronise them with their Assyrian counterparts. Brinkman has combined 

evidence from King-list A and from the highest attested dates in the Nippur archive of 

economic and legal texts to produce the following table of regnal years: 

No.     King-list A  Nippur archives 

?19 Burna-Buriash II  ____   27 

22 Kurigalzu II   [25?]   24 

23 Nazimuruttash   26   24 

24 Kadashman-Turgu  18   17 

25 Kadashman-Enlil II  [x]   8 

26 Kudur-Enlil   [6]   8 (9) 

27 Sagarakti-Shuriash  13   12(13) 

28 Kashtiliash IV   8   8 

The highest figures found in the Nippur archive for king Nos. 26 and 27 are 8 and 12 

years respectively, although various economic texts infer that these two kings 

officially reigned for 9 and 13 years respectively, both dying in the first few days of 

their final regnal year.224 As discussed in Chapter 2:2.2, this tablet is damaged at Nos. 
                                                           
224 Brinkman (1976:22, and esp. ns. 55, 56). 
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24 and 25, making it impossible to decide whether the names were originally 

K[adashman-Turgu] followed by Kadash[man-Enlil], as generally understood, or 

K[adashman-Enlil] followed by Kadash[man-Turgu], as argued in Chronology A-E.  

 Meanwhile, the Nippur archives present something of a problem as regards the 

reign lengths of kings named Kadashman-Enlil. Ni. 437, an economic text containing 

a Year 15 of a Kadashman-Enlil, would appear clearly anomalous in relation to the 

more than forty other economic texts from Nippur, all of which are dated to a 

Kadashman-Enlil from his accession year to his eighth regnal year.225 As arranged in 

Chronology A-E, there are only four regnal years clearly unattested during a period of 

132 years, that is, from Year 1 of Kurigalzu II to Year 8 of Kashtiliash IV, and no two 

of these missing years are consecutive.226 This would therefore strongly indicate that 

Ni. 437 does not belong to the same Kadashman-Enlil as the other Nippur economic 

texts, since otherwise one would have to accept the statistically unlikely happenstance 

of there being at least seven consecutive years missing from this one king’s reign, in 

comparison to the almost complete coverage of the remaining kings from this long 

period.  

 Brinkman argues that Ni. 437 belongs to Kadashman-Enlil I, and in support of this 

position he notes another economic text, Ni. 11320, which mentions ‘the first year of 

Burr[a-Burias] (II) and the fifteenth year of an unnamed king’;227 and he assumes that 

this unnamed king is the same Kadashman-Enlil of Ni. 437. However if, as I 

previously argued, Kadashman-Enlil A (I) is the king responsible for the large body of 

Nippur economic texts, then, the anomalous Ni. 437 text should belong to 

Kadashman-Enlil B. The unnamed king in Ni. 11320, assuming that he was the 

immediate predecessor of Burnaburiash II, would have been Kadashman-Turgu A (as 

arranged in Table L), who does indeed have an attested reign of at least 17 years in 

the Nippur archive (above). Furthermore, the most recently preferred reading of the 

traces for the regnal years of King No. 25, that is, Kadashman-Turgu A as I presently 

argue, is [10 (+x)] years,228 which is consistent with a reign of 17 years. Admittedly, 

this requires that the figure for King No. 24, i.e., Kadashman-Enlil A as I presently 

argue, involved a scribal corruption from 8 to 18 years (see further below). Finally, 
                                                           
225 Brinkman (1976:139, 142). 
226 See relevant economic tests in Brinkman (1976 esp. 142-47). 
227 Brinkman (1976:142). 
228 Brinkman (1976:142 n. 60). 
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Ni. 6671, which mentions events from ‘the sixteenth year of Kad<as>man-Turgu to 

the fifth year of Kad<as>man-Enlil (II)’,229 would demonstrate that Kadashman-

Turgu B ruled for a minimum of 16 years, while Ni. 437 would now establish that 

Kadashman-Enlil B reigned for a minimum of 15 years.  

 Assyrian Interregnum According to Chronicle P, the reign of Kashtiliash IV 

was ended by Tukulti-Ninurta I of Assyria, who then proceeded to rule Karduniash 

for seven years. At the end of this period, the officers of Akkad and (?) of Karduniash 

rebelled against Assyria and placed Adad-shuma-usur on the throne of his father (i.e., 

Kashtiliash IV). This event is immediately followed by mention of the rebellion 

waged against Tukulti-Ninurta by one of his sons (acting in concert with the officers 

of Assyria), which, in turn, is followed by Tukulti-Ninurta’s removal from the throne, 

his imprisonment, and finally his assassination. In the following two separate 

chronological sections, there is mention of how the Elamite king Kidin-Hutran 

invaded Babylonia during the reigns of both Enlil-nadin-shumi and Adad-shuma-

iddina. The Babylonian king whose deeds were discussed in the following 

chronological section is unknown due to the damaged condition of the tablet.230 

However, in contrast to Chronicle P, King-list A presents the following sequence of 

kings: Kashtiliash (8 years), Enlil-nadin-shumi (1 year, 6 months), Kadashman-Harbe 

(II) (1 year, 6 months), Adad-shuma-iddina (6 years), and Adad-shuma-usur (30 

years); Adad-shuma-usur is then followed by the remaining kings of the Kassite 

dynasty, Meli-Shipak (15 years), his son Marduk-apla-iddina (13 years), Zababa-

shuma-iddina (1 year), and finally Enlil-nadin-ahi (3 years).  

 For ease of explanation, I first wish to propose the following arrangement of 

Babylonian kings and their regnal dates, as shown in Table C. I have placed the 

Assyrian interregnum during the last seven years of Tukulti-Ninurta I’s reign, and so 

that the overthrow and assassination of this king by his son became a direct and 

immediate (i.e., within the same year) consequence of the Babylonian rebellion 

against Assyria. The 30 year reign of Adad-shuma-usur, followed by the two short 

reigns of Zababa-shuma-iddina and Enlil-nadin-ahi, have been placed immediately 

after the Assyrian interregnum; these three individuals are here identified as kings of 

Karduniash. Furthermore, I propose that at the beginning of the Assyrian interregnum 

                                                           
229 Brinkman (1976:162, L.3.4). 
230 ABC, Chronicle P (22), pp. 170ff; cf. Brinkman (1976:18f.). 
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Enlil-nadin-shumi was proclaimed king of a limited region of Babylonia, and which I 

will refer to as Akkad. Following Enlil-nadin-shumi, I have placed Kadashman-Harbe 

II, Adad-shuma-iddina, then a previously unidentified king,231 and finally Meli-

Shipak and his son and successor, Marduk-apla-iddina. While this arrangement of 

kings is at odds with King-list A, where Zababa-shuma-iddina is identified as the 

successor of Marduk-apla-iddina, there are in fact no contemporary texts from the 

reign of Zababa-shuma-iddina to support this sequence, and no blood relationship has 

yet been established between this king and any other member of the dynasty.232  

 As for the proposal that Babylonia should be divided into two separate kingdoms 

of Karduniash and Akkad at this time, it must be remembered that the geography of 

Lower Mesopotamia was always a serious hindrance to unification of the country. 

Indeed, while powerful rulers might unify Babylonia for a while, the dominant 

tendency throughout most of the country’s early history was towards political 

separation.233 I would also note here how the later rebellion of Marduk-bel-usate 

against his brother Marduk-zakir-shumi, king of Babylon, is said to have resulted in 

the equal division of the land of Akkad; and how it was only following the 

intervention of Shalmaneser III that Karduniash/Akkad was reunited.234 Add to this 

the destabilising influence of Assyria during the interregnum period, and the idea of a 

divided Babylonia should in no way appear implausible. The geographic parameters 

of these two kingdoms – which together would have comprised the kingdom of 

Greater Babylonia as it had existed under Kashtiliash IV and his predecessors – will 

be discussed below. 

 Burnaburiash II sent a letter (EA 9) addressed to Pharaoh ‘Nibhurrereya’, 

generally accepted as the praenomen of Tutankhamen.235 Accepting this 

identification, and adopting the minimum regnal periods cited above for Kudur-Enlil 

to Kashtiliash IV, it can be seen from Table L that Burnaburiash II and Tutankhamen 

                                                           
231 See further below, where this individual may have been named ‘A-ta-na-ah-d.Samas’. 
232 Brinkman (1976:321). 
233 See , e.g., Oates (1979:12, 38, 51, 83). 
234 ABC, Synchronistic History (21, iii 22-3'). And see Brinkman (1968:192-96 esp. n. 1185) for 

historical details. 
235 Those who support this identification include: Güterbock (1956:94); Goetze, ANET:319; Gurney 

(1975:31); Hawkins, RlA Band 5, p. 429; Kitchen (1985:44); and Bryce (1990). Wilhelm and Boese 

(1987 esp. 100-102) suggest Akhenaten. 
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could only have been contemporaries if the Assyrian interregnum occurred during 

seven of the last eight years of Tukulti-Ninurta I’s reign, and then only for the two-

year period 1161-1160 AC. Therefore, any raising of the Assyrian interregnum earlier 

than the last eight years of Tukulti-Ninurta’s reign – which would, in turn, raise the 

final year of Kashtiliash IV, and therefore of Burnaburiash II, relative to Assyrian 

chronology – would break this two-year synchronism between Burnaburiash and 

Tutankhamen.  Equally, the reign of Tutankhamun cannot be moved backwards in 

time relative to Assyrian chronology, since I have already fixed Year 24 of Tuthmosis 

III with the accession year of Ashur-uballit I. Meanwhile, the regnal dates of 

Kurigalzu II (and therefore of Burnaburiash II) only have some four-five years of 

relative displacement against Assyrian chronology, based on the premise that 

Muballitat-Serua, the grandmother of Kurigalzu II, was married to king Karaindash of 

Babylonia following Ashur-uballit’s accession in 1281 AC (see Chapter 2:2.2, Text 

Note 3).236 

 With the Assyrian interregnum now locked into the last eight years of Tukulti-

Ninurta’s reign, neither able to move upwards nor downwards relative to Assyrian 

chronology, the dates for Kashtiliash IV and his predecessors back to Kurigalzu II can 

be set according to their minimum reign lengths, as generally understood. I have 

chosen the last year of the Assyrian interregnum to coincide with the last year of 

Tukulti-Ninurta’s reign, rather than with his penultimate year as would also be 

possible. The resulting Babylonian chronology maintains all the known synchronisms 

between Babylonian kings and their Assyrian and Egyptian contemporaries. In 

                                                           
236 There is, of course, the complicating factor of a possible co-regency between Amenophis III and 

Amenophis IV/Akhenaten (Aldred 1975:49). Chronology A-E excludes the possibility of a co-regency 

between these two kings of more than five years. This is because such a co-regency can only occur in 

Table L by moving the regnal dates of Tuthmosis III (and therefore of Amenophis III) downwards 

relative to Assyrian and Babylonian dates, since the regnal dates of Tutankhamun (and therefore of 

Akhenaten) are now fixed at their lowest values relative to Assyrian and Babylonian chronology. 

However, if one were to lower Amenophis III’s dates by even six years to 1211-1173 AC, then, it 

would mean that in Table L he could no longer be synchronised with Nazimuruttash (latest dates of 

1237-1212 AC), and who I previously argued entered into a marriage alliance with Amenophis III. 

Similarly, Kadashman-Enlil A (I) (1211-1204 AC) must have shared a six-year overlap with 

Amenophis III, as required by EA 3 (see Chapter 2:2.2 for details). For the purposes of the present 

discussion I will assume that there was no significant co-regency between Amenophis III and 

Akhenaten. 
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addition to the synchronisms revealed in Chronicle P, between Ashur-uballit I and the 

kings from Karaindash to Kurigalzu II, there are the further Assyro-Babylonian 

synchronisms between Enlil-nirari and Kurigalzu II, and between Adad-nirari I and 

both Nazimuruttash and Kadashman-Turgu A (I), as I discussed in Chapter 2:2.1. 

Turning to the Egyptian evidence, the synchronisms between Kadashman-Enlil A (I) 

and Amenophis III, and between Burnaburiash II and Amenophis III, Amenophis IV, 

and Tutankhamen are all preserved. 

 The conventional chronology places the demise of Kashtiliash IV, and the 

subsequent Assyrian interregnum in Babylonia, fairly early in Tukulti-Ninurta I’s 

reign, i.e., by about his 15th year. However, I can see no definitive evidence to 

support this relative dating. Rather, this date is arrived at, in part, by the simple 

process of backdating the various reigns of Babylonian kings from the known 

synchronism between Ashur-bel-kala and Marduk-shapik-zeri.237 A second line of 

argument that has been used to establish the date of the Assyrian interregnum is based 

upon the annals of Tukulti-Ninurta I, which include mention of his defeat of 

Kashtiliash and the statement that, ‘at that time...’ the god Ashur requested of him a 

cult centre which he duly built and called Kar-Tukulti-Ninurta.238 This detail is then 

combined with further evidence of some 23 eponyms belonging to Tukulti-Ninurta’s 

reign attested after the commencement of building at Kar-Tukulti-Ninurta.239  

 However, this temporal phrase need not necessarily mean contemporaneity or 

even chronological succession.  For example, inscription No. 3, which contains none 

of the royal titles used following Tukulti-Ninurta’s defeat of Kashtiliash, includes 

details of the construction of Elugalumun-kurkurra, Tukulti-Ninurta’s royal residence 

at Ashur. Meanwhile, inscription No. 5 contains extensive royal titles attesting the 

conquest of Babylonia but has no reference to the building of Kar-Tukulti-Ninurta 

following the passage dealing with the defeat of Kashtiliash. Instead, this same 

passage is followed by an almost identical description, including the phrase ‘at that 

time’, of the building of Elugalumun-kurkurra which, from the absence of any royal 

titles associated with the capture of Babylonia in inscription No. 3, must surely have 

been constructed prior to the conquest of Babylon.240 
                                                           
237 Based on the figures in CAH II/2:1040f., Table B. 
238 ARI 1, LXXVIII, Inscriptions 16, 17. 
239 Harrak (1987:257). 
240 ARI 1, §§ 708, 716-17. 
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 Moreover, the building of Kar-Tukulti-Ninurta prior to the Babylonian campaign 

is also supported by the Tukulti-Ninurta Epic, in which there is the clear impression 

that this Assyrian king was able to bring the treasures from Babylonia directly back to 

his city of Kar-Tukulti-Ninurta, and with which he adorned its temples.241 This 

finding is hardly compatible with the view that the construction of this city only began 

in the wake of this campaign; the building of such a major enterprise as the new city 

of Kar-Tukulti-Ninurta must surely have taken years before it was ready to be 

inhabited, and its temples ready to be adorned with looted treasures. 

 As noted above, the earliest date for the birth of Kurigalzu II, and therefore for the 

beginning of his reign, was the fifteenth year of Ashur-uballit I, having assumed that 

male puberty occurs at age fourteen, and that Ashur-uballit’s daughter, Muballitat-

Serua, was married to Karaindash, the Babylonian king, immediately upon the 

accession of Ashur-uballit in 1281 AC. This synchronism then sets an upper date for 

the accession of Kurigalzu II relative to Assyrian chronology. And, almost 300 years 

later, there is a relatively close synchronism between the final regnal year of the 

Babylonian king Marduk-shapik-zeri and the 18-year reign of Ashur-bel-kala.242 The 

fifteenth year of Ashur-uballit I in Chronology A-E equates to 1266 AC, and the final 

year of Ashur-bel-kala to 972 AC. Therefore the maximum allowed period from the 

first year of Kurigalzu II to the death of Marduk-shapik-zeri is fixed by Assyrian 

synchronisms at 294 (1266-972 AC) years.  

 However, the minimum number of years assigned in Chronology A-E to the same 

sequence of Babylonian kings from this period, and using the above-argued minimum 

reign lengths for Kadashman-Turgu B and Kadashman-Enlil B of 16 and 15 years 

respectively, amounts to 303 years, plus an Assyrian interregnum of seven years, 

making a total of 310 years. To arbitrarily deny the historical validity of the reign 

lengths associated with the various Babylonian kings would be, as discussed in 

Chapter 1, to abandon the possibility of ever establishing a precise and testable 

chronological hypothesis. Therefore, if Chronology A-E is essentially correct, as I 

argue, then the only alternative solution to this numerical discrepancy in regnal 

periods is to assume that some of the Babylonian reign-lengths listed as successive in 

the King-lists were in fact contemporary, as was argued to be the case in Chapter 

                                                           
241 Foster (1996, Vol I:229, vi, ll. 11-22). 
242 ARI 2, § 285. 
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2:1.1 regarding the ‘parallel’ reigns of various specified Assyrian kings.243 And, as 

with the Assyrian King-list, there is one particular section of the Babylonian King-list 

that stands out as an obvious candidate for parallel (or collateral) reigns, namely the 

tumultuous period immediately following Tukulti-Ninurta I’s capture of Kashtiliash 

and conquest of Babylonia, as noted above. 

2:3.2 Anomalous Dating Formulae 

I now wish to discuss two specific anomalous dating formulae, both of which would 

support the proposal that Babylonia split into two separate kingdoms at just this time 

(refer to Table C for the following discussion).  

1) As noted above, there is a clear contradiction between the evidence of King-list 

A and Chronicle P over the arrangement of Babylonian kings following the Assyrian 

interregnum. Chronicle P records that Tukulti-Ninurta I ruled Karduniash for seven 

years, at which point Adad-shuma-usur became king. However, King-list A excludes 

the name of Tukulti-Ninurta and has placed instead, between Kashtiliash IV and 

Adad-shuma-usur, the two kings Enlil-nadin-shumi and Kadashman-Harbe II, both of 

whom are allocated reigns of ‘one year six months’, as well as Adad-shuma-iddina, 

with a reign of six years. One proposed solution to resolve this apparent contradiction 

between the two sources is to understand these latter three individuals as governors, or 

possibly vassals, of Tukulti-Ninurta, and who ruled during the seven-year 

interregnum. This solution would require that the fractional reigns of the first two 

kings of ‘MU 1 ITI 6' (i.e., literally ‘one year six months’) should actually be 

understood as equivalent to six months each, making a combined total of one year, 

which, when combined with the 6 year reign of Adad-shuma-iddina, would add up to 

a total of 7 years. However, under normal conditions, the format ‘MU 1 ITI 6' would 

tend to equate to one official regnal year each, making a combined total of eight, not 

seven, years for the three rulers. Moreover, this latter understanding is excluded in 

this particular case because economic texts from Ur show that Kadashman-Harbe 

ruled for a minimum of fourteen months, and was king during two New Year 

festivals, so that he should have received at least two official regnal years. A second 
                                                           
243 In fact, according to Chronology A-E, the final year of Marduk-shapik-zeri’s reign cannot have 

occurred after the 10th year of Ashur-bel-kala. And, for reasons discussed below and in Chapter 2:4, I 

argue that Marduk-shapik-zeri actually died about Year 7 of Ashur-bel-kala’s reign.  
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understanding of the phrase ‘MU 1 ITI 6' has been to take it literally to mean eighteen 

months of rule, thereby making a grand total of nine years for the three reigns.244 

Deciding between these three alternatives, the Ur economic texts should rule out the 

first two interpretations (i.e., of 6 months and 1 year respectively), leaving only the 

third interpretation (i.e., reigns of eighteen months each) as possibly reflecting 

historical actuality, even though this dating formula would be unique. 

 Let us therefore examine this chronological evidence according to Table C, and 

where Adad-shuma-usur, Zababa-shuma-iddina and Enlil-nadin-ahi are made 

successive kings of Karduniash, while the five/six kings from Enlil-nadin-shumi to 

Marduk-apla-iddina are made approximately contemporary rulers of a separate 

collateral kingdom, which I have termed Akkad. In Chronicle P there are successive 

references to: an unnamed king of Karduniash (i. 2); Ashur-uballit I’s march to 

Karduniash (i. 11-13); and, in the Tukulti-Ninurta episode, references to the 

installation of this king’s governors in Karduniash, his seven year control of 

Karduniash, and the rebellion of ‘the Akkadian officers of Karduniash’ (iv. 6-8).245 

Now, Brinkman has suggested that this latter reference might better be translated as 

‘the officers of “Akkad and (?) of Karduniash”’; while Rowton interprets the same 

phrase as meaning the ‘“noblemen of the land of Akkad”... (that is) of the land of 

Karduniash”’.246 However, in the subsequent sections of Chronicle P, we read how: 

during the reign of Enlil-nadin-shumi, the Elamite king Kidin-Hutran attacked; how 

he scattered the people of Nippur, destroyed Der, carried off its people, and drove 

away and eliminated the suzerainty of Enlil-nadin-shumi; and how Kidin-Hutran 

returned during the reign of Adad-shuma-iddina and ‘attacked Akkad a second time’, 

during which campaign he destroyed Isin.247  

 While I do not wish to suggest that this change from using the name Karduniash 

in the preceding sections of Chronicle P, to subsequently referring to Akkad in 

relation to the actions of Kidin-Hutran, is a major point of argument, nonetheless, it 

does merit comment. Also, I should add here that I am not referring to the different 

historical meanings of the terms Karduniash and Akkad throughout the long history of 
                                                           
244 See Brinkman (1968:65, 66) for options and discussion; also see Brinkman (1976:20). Cf. Munn-

Rankin (1975:288-90). 
245 ABC, Chronicle P (22). 
246 Rowton (1960:20). 
247 ABC, Chronicle P (22, iv 14-18). 
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Babylonia but, rather, to the fact that both terms appear in this one document.248 And 

even if the final compilation of Chronicle P drew upon different sources, which 

individually might have varied in use between these two names for Babylonia, or a 

part thereof, this would still not explain why the transition from Karduniash to Akkad 

suddenly occurred at the time of the Assyrian interregnum.249  

2) Related to the above dilemma between Chronicle P and King-list A over the 

successors of Kashtiliash IV is another curious chronological anomaly from this same 

period, and which concerns a unique system of dating texts that is known only from 

the three reigns of Adad-shuma-usur, Meli-Shipak(/Shikhu) and Marduk-apla-iddina. 

The relevant texts give year dates with a double ordinal number of the form 

‘MU.A.KAM.B.KAM(.MA)’, the second ordinal number always being 3 in the case 

of Adad-shuma-usur, and 2 in the case of both Meli-Shipak and Marduk-apla-

iddina.250 These texts, which do not supersede single-numbered year dates, have again 

been explained in a number of ways. Rowton considered that this formula should be 

understood as, ‘Year A (after) Year B’, where Year B denoted the accession year 

counted from an event in the previous reign, and he further conjectured that this event 

might have been the elevation of the particular king to the position of viceroy during 

the last one or two years of his predecessor’s reign, depending upon whether B 

numbered 2 or 3 respectively.251 Brinkman rejected this interpretation and, using the 

Meli-Shipak date of  ‘MU.4.KAM.2.KAM’ as an example, he suggested two other 

possible, though admittedly highly speculative, interpretations: ‘(a) the dates be 

interpreted literally as, for example, “the second fourth year” (i.e., the eighth year), 

and so on; or, much less likely, (b) the dates reflect an alternate system of dating by 

ten-year cycles...’, which, in this particular example, would equate to the fourth year 

of the second decade, namely the fourteenth year.252  

                                                           
248 Karduniash was the Kassite name for Babylonia (Drower 1973:441), and was generally used by the 

Assyrians in the Synchronistic History to refer to the Babylonians. The kingdom of Babylonia – itself a 

term reflecting the unification of the whole country under the First Dynasty of Babylon – was 

comprised of a northern kingdom founded by Sargon I called Akkad and a southern kingdom called 

Sumer (Oates 1979:11). 
249 See Rowton (1960:20) who discusses the use of these two names in Chronicle P. 
250 Brinkman (1976:410-11). 
251 Rowton (1966:256). 
252 Brinkman (1976:410-11, and esp. ns. 54-55). See Walker (1982:408) who adopts interpretation (b). 
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 I believe the proper interpretation of this system of double ordinal numbers is 

that it reflects the operation of a collateral Babylonian kingship, compatible with 

Chronology A-E’s need for a period of contemporaneity amongst this group of 

Babylonian kings. Furthermore, I would argue that the second number marks the 

regnal year within that particular king’s reign when the collateral kingship began. In 

the case of Adad-shuma-usur his collateral kingship would have begun in his third 

regnal year, and for both Meli-Shipak and Marduk-apla-iddina, their collateral 

kingships would have begun in their second year. Again using the example 

‘MU.4.KAM.2.KAM’, this date would then equate to the fourth year of collateral 

kingship that began in Meli-Shipak’s second year, that is, a date equating to his actual 

fifth regnal year. 

 Both these anomalous dating formulae can now be harmoniously resolved in terms 

of the genealogical arrangement of Babylonian kings depicted in Table C. Turning 

specifically to anomaly 1 (above), when Enlil-nadin-shumi, Kadashman-Harbe II and 

Adad-shuma-iddina are allowed a combined reign length of 9 years – which is the 

only acceptable outcome emerging from King-list A that is also compatible with the 

contemporary texts found at Ur (above) – then it can be seen from Table C that the 

third year of Adad-shuma-usur (1120 AC) coincides precisely with the first year of 

Adad-shuma-iddina’s successor as king of Akkad. This arithmetical relationship is 

compatible with Adad-shuma-usur having begun his collateral kingship with this, as 

yet, unidentified king of Akkad,253 and in accordance with the above proposed 

explanation of the dating system of double ordinal numbers. Meanwhile, establishing 

the relevant kings of Karduniash with whom Meli-Shipak and Marduk-apla-iddina 

shared their collateral regencies is deducible from information contained in a number 

of highly important historical documents, which, for the most part, have previously 

not been able to be assigned to any particular Babylonian king. However, when 

interpreted in terms of Table C, these historical texts permit a whole new 

understanding of Babylonian history. 

2:3.3 Text K.2660, Akkadian Prophecy Text A, and Chronicle 25  

Text K.2660  An unidentified Babylonian king records on the obverse of Text 

                                                           
253 On the identity of this king, see below in relation to A-ta-na-ah-d.Samas. 
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K.2660: how Shutruk-Nahhunte, king of Elam, attacked Babylonia and deposed 

Zababa-shuma-iddina; and how, three years later, Shutruk-Nahhunte’s son and 

successor, Kutir-Nahhunte, also invaded Babylonia and deposed the last known 

Kassite king, Enlil-nadin-ahi, who was carried off to Elam along with the famed cult 

statue of Marduk, taken from its temple in Babylon. On the reverse of K.2660 the 

same author, speaking in the first-person, laments subsequent catastrophes that befell 

himself and his people at the hands of an unidentified Elamite king. As translated by 

Tadmor, the Babylonian author writes:  

[(But) I to myself] spoke in panic, trouble, despair;  

[‘I do not want to be like] my [predecessor] who lives in Elam, I want to die the 

very day! 

[I will not avoid] the battle with him and will not turn backwards!’ 

[So, ... with] the rest of the people I waited for him at the upper Kerkha river ... 

(Rev. 6-9) 

The text then goes on to recount how plague struck the Babylonian king’s soldiers, 

how he fled from the Elamite king to the city Kar-Dur-Apil-Sin, and how he fled 

again from that place in panic at the arrival of the Elamites. Tadmor has also detected 

in this document an unavoidable Elamite interregnum in Babylonia following the 

defeat of Enlil-nadin-ahi: the pertinent line is restored as, ‘[He (i.e., Kutir-Nahhunte) 

installed a governor,] not of Babylonian descent, an enemy [of Marduk] (Obv. 6)’.254 

Moreover, Brinkman introduces another text (one of the so-called Kedor-laomer texts) 

which, when combined with K.2660, seems to support Tadmor’s position.255 

 The Babylonian king who suffered these travails must have reigned subsequent to 

Enlil-nadin-ahi, who is specifically referred to in K.2660 as the author’s predecessor. 

Now, according to the standard understanding of the Babylonian King-list, the only 

post-Kassite king of this general period who is known to have had a military 

encounter with the Elamites is Nebuchadnezzar I, who successfully invaded Elam and 

returned the statue of Marduk to its proper abode in Babylon, thereby prompting the 

view that the unnamed author of K.2660 might be Nebuchadnezzar I.256 However, the 

details of Nebuchadnezzar’s victory over Elam are hardly compatible with the tone of 
                                                           
254 See Tadmor (1958a:138-39). 
255 Brinkman (1968:81). 
256 Brinkman (1968:105-106 esp. n. 571); Foster (1996:295). 
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defeat and disaster portrayed in K.2660. According to Tadmor’s reconstruction, the 

Babylonian king seems to be most concerned to escape the fate that befell his 

‘[predecessor] who lives in Elam’, such that he was steeling himself to confront the 

Elamite king (Rev. 7-8). Moreover, had this Babylonian king (let us say 

Nebuchadnezzar I for argument sake) been attempting to invade Elam, then, why 

would he have spoken of waiting for the Elamite king at the Kerkha River? The 

Kerkha (Ulai) Valley was presumably the route previously taken by Shutruk-

Nahhunte and Kutir-Nahhunte on their way to attacking the cities of northern 

Babylonia,257 and so that this valley and/or river would have been a strategic barrier 

between the two kingdoms. No Babylonian king attempting to invade Elam would 

have waited for the enemy on the west bank of the Kerkha River, thereby allowing the 

enemy forces to mass on the opposite bank, and had the Babylonian king crossed the 

river he would presumably have either met the waiting Elamite army on the eastern 

bank, or else continued his advance on the capital at Susa.258 On the other hand, had 

the Babylonians been trying to protect their territory from an Elamite invasion, then, 

the Kerkha River/Valley would indeed have been a strategically important barrier to 

guard, and an appropriate location to await an invading Elamite army. The previous 

fate of Zababa-shuma-iddina and Enlil-nadin-ahi was ample testament of the dangers 

of allowing the Elamite army unchallenged access to the Tigris Valley.  

 I now wish to propose the following scenario in which the author of K.2660 was 

Marduk-apla-iddina, who, according to Table C, will have reigned as king of Akkad 

contemporary with Kutir-Nahhunte and his successor, Shilshak-Inshushinak, both of 

whom are known to have invaded Babylonia. Let us imagine that sometime after 

Kutir-Nahhunte deported Enlil-nadin-ahi to Elam, and installed an Elamite regime in 

Babylon to rule over the entire country, that Marduk-apla-iddina, the contemporary 

king of Akkad, ousted this Elamite aligned ruler. According to the chronological 

arrangement in Table C, these events must have occurred shortly after 1089 AC, the 

date of Enlil-nadin-ahi’s deportation, and before the accession of Kadashman-Turgu B 

c. 1087 AC, who, as argued in Chapter 2:2.3, was the contemporary of Hattushili III, 

and whose son, Kadashman-Enlil B, was succeeded as king of Babylon by Itti-
                                                           
257 See Carter and Stolper (1984:40). Also see Fisher (1968:19, Fig. 7 and p. 20) on the geography of 

this region and the role of the Kerkha Valley as a modern route between central Iraq and Iran. 
258 Cf. Foster (1996:298, BBSt 6, ll. 28f) where Nebuchadnezzar, having reached the Ulaya River 

during an invasion of Elam, was confronted by the Elamite army. 
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Marduk-balatu.259 This proposed extension of Marduk-apla-iddina’s kingship to also 

include Karduniash and Babylon might then be equated with that referred to in one of 

the Kedor-laomer texts, the relevant lines of which read as follows: 

 6) With their true counsel, (the gods) determined the course of Kudur-Nahhunte,              

the king of Elam: 

7) ‘Now, one who is pleasing to them (i.e., the gods)... 

8) Shall reign in Babylon, the city of Karduniash... 

 9) (For) in Babylon, the city of Marduk, king of the gods, (the gods) have set up 

[his throne].  

 Brinkman juxtaposes lines 7-9 with line 6, and understands the total passage to 

mean that the judgement of the gods was that no Elamite king can legitimately rule 

over Babylon, the subject of line 7 being a Babylonian ruler rather than Kutir-

Nahhunte.260 And presumably the Babylonian king mentioned here was the first 

legitimate successor of Kutir-Nahhunte (or his proxy). With the ousting of Kutir-

Nahhunte’s protégé, Marduk-apla-iddina must have expected an eventual response 

from the contemporary Elamite king. Then, when news came of the Elamite 

preparation for war with Babylonia, Marduk-apla-iddina would have gathered his 

forces to confront the Elamite king at some strategic point in the Kerkha Valley. Not 

surprisingly, he prays that his fate will be different to that of his predecessor as king 

of Karduniash and Babylon, i.e., Enlil-nadin-ahi, now just a few short years after the 

latter’s deportation to Elam (see above), and who was presumably still held captive in 

Elam. However, unable to prevent the Elamite advance, Marduk-apla-iddina flees 

before his enemy, ending the preserved passage in K.2660 with a plea that he be 

allowed to survive the Elamite onslaught, which he presumably did.  

 Prophecy Text A  Weidner has identified the kings appearing in the first four 

sections of the Akkadian prophecy Text A with Meli-Shipak, Marduk-apla-iddina, 

Zababa-shuma-iddina and Enlil-nadin-ahi respectively.261 The passage associated 

with the reign of King No. 2 (i.e., Weidner’s Marduk-apla-iddina) contains the 

following details: ‘There will be an Elamite attack on Akkad and the booty of Akkad 

will be carried of. The shrines of the great gods will be destroyed. Akkad will suffer a 
                                                           
259 The regnal dates of these three kings will be argued for below and in Chapter 2:4. 
260 Brinkman (1968:81). And see Foster (1996, Vol. I:283-89) for a full translation of these texts. 
261 Cited in Walker (1982:416). 
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defeat. There will be confusion, disturbance, and disorder in the land. The nobility 

will loose prestige’.262 Meanwhile, the dated economic texts of Marduk-apla-iddina 

found at Dur-Kurigalzu contain the double ordinal number years: ‘1.KAM.2.KAM’ 

and ‘3.KAM.[2(?)].KAM’.263 And, according to the interpretation of this dating 

system proposed above, these last two texts represent the first and third years of a 

collateral regency that began in Marduk-apla-iddina’s second year. Also, if Marduk-

apla-iddina was the author of K.2660, then, part of his reign must have occurred after 

the Elamite capture of Enlil-nadin-ahi.  

                                                          

 Let us therefore begin by testing the compatibility of Enlil-nadin-ahi as the 

collateral regent with whom Marduk-apla-iddina shared the kingship of Greater 

Babylonia (i.e., Karduniash plus Akkad). The conditions of the above proposed dating 

system would be satisfied if Enlil-nadin-ahi’s first regnal year (1091 AC) began one 

year later than Marduk-apla-iddina’s reign (now 1092 AC), as arranged in Table C. 

The maximum extant double ordinal number date for Marduk-apla-iddina’s reign of 

Year 3 would suitably correspond to the last year of Enlil-nadin-ahi’s three-year reign 

(1089 AC), and is thus perfectly compatible with this proposed dating system. 

However, the catastrophic conflagration that sealed the tablets of Marduk-apla-iddina 

in Level IA of the palace complex at Dur-Kurigalzu included, amongst the remains, a 

single ordinal number date from his sixth year (now 1087 AC) – and which is the 

highest dated text from this reign – so that this conflagration must have occurred at 

least two years after Enlil-nadin-ahi’s demise in 1089 AC.264 Marduk-apla-iddina 

would have had at least this amount of time to extend his rule from the kingdom of 

Akkad to also include the kingdom of Karduniash, as previously ruled by Enlil-nadin-

ahi prior to his disastrous defeat at the hands of Kutir-Nahhunte. This scenario is 

particularly compatible with the fact that Meli-Shipak is only ever credited in 

contemporary documents with the non-specific title of ‘king of the world’, whereas 

Marduk-apla-iddina claimed the title, ‘[kin]g of the world, [kin]g of Sumer and 

Akkad, [the son of M]eli-Shipak, king of Babylon, ...’265 

 As noted above, the author of K.2660 retreated to the city Kar-Dur-Apil-Sin, only 

to abandon that city upon the arrival of the Elamite (king). The city Dur-Apilsin was 
 

262 Grayson and Lambert (1964:14, Text A, First Side ii. 9-14). 
263 Brinkman (1976:410-11). 
264 See Baqir (1945:9) on the destruction of Level IA. 
265 King (1912, BBSt IV col. I:10, and BBSt V col. I:20-26). 
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located some 25-30 km north of Abu-Habba (Sippar), in the area west of Baghdad, 

and probably on the Irnina canal; although admittedly it is not certain whether this 

city was the same as Kar-Durapilsin cited in K.2660.266 Accepting for the moment the 

identification between Kar-Dur-Apil-Sin and Dur-Apilsin, this city must have been 

located very close to Dur-Kurigalzu. Now, Shilshak-Inshushinak, the brother and 

immediate successor of Kutir-Nahhunte, claimed to have captured Bit-rapiqu, which 

is thought to be identical with Rapiqu of the Assyrian texts.267 This latter city lay 

some 50 km west of Dur-Kurigalzu on the Euphrates. Meanwhile, another campaign 

recorded in Elamite texts, though variously ascribed to both Shilshak-Inshushinak and 

to his brother Kutir-Nahhunte, involved a battle beside the Tigris River, after which 

the Babylonians were pursued by the Elamites, via Khussi, to the Euphrates, and then 

to Nippur.268  

 If Bit-rapiqu and Rapiqu are identical, Shilshak-Inshushinak, considered one of 

the greatest of all the Elamite kings of this period, must surely have already captured 

or destroyed Dur-Kurigalzu, which would have lain directly on any conceivable route 

taken by the Elamite king to Rapiqu, whether this route was first due west via Der and 

Sippar or, having first invaded southern Babylonia, north-west via Babylon and 

Sippar. And if Shilshak-Inshushinak was the king involved in the battle with the 

Babylonians beside the Tigris, then one could readily incorporate this event into the 

account given in K.2660, and where conceivably the fleeing Babylonian king 

attempted to halt the pursuing Elamites at the Tigris River, only to then continue his 

flight to Kar-Dur-Apil-Sin on the north-easternmost border of Babylonia. It would 

presumably have been during this campaign by Shilshak-Inshushinak that the Level 

IA palace at Dur-Kurigalzu was destroyed, and that the author of K.2660, Marduk-

apla-iddina as presently proposed, was forced to abandon the nearby city of Kar-Dur-

Apil-Sin. This scenario would also suggest that the catalyst for Marduk-apla-iddina’s 

rebellion against Elam was the death of Kutir-Nahhunte, which, according to Table C, 

will now have occurred no more than two years after this Elamite king’s victory over 

Enlil-nadin-ahi. 
                                                           
266 Hallo (1964:67-68). Cf. Brinkman (1968:106 n. 572) who supports Ebeling’s location of Kar-Dur-

Apil-Sin somewhere east of the Tigris; though apparently based not on any independent evidence but 

rather on his historical interpretation of K. 2660. 
267 Labat (1975:493); Brinkman (1968:90). 
268 Wiseman (1975:446). Cf. Potts (1999:242) who assigns this document to Shilshak-Inshushinak. 
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 Babylonian Chronicle 25  It is now possible to return to identifying the proposed 

collateral regent who shared a Babylonian kingship with Adad-shuma-usur. 

According to the reign lengths ascribed in King-list A, if Marduk-apla-iddina began 

his reign in 1092 AC (as argued above), then the fifteen year reign of Meli-Shipak 

would have begun in 1107 AC.269 This precise arrangement of dates is of critical 

importance, as it now means that the first regnal year of Meli-Shipak immediately 

succeeded the last regnal year of the Assyrian king Enlil-kudur-usur (1108 AC in 

Table C). Now, according to the Synchronistic History, Enlil-kudur-usur had fought a 

battle with Adad-shuma-usur, after which Ninurta-apil-Ekur, who had been living in 

exile in Babylonia, returned to Assyria and became king. Furthermore, according to 

Walker’s restoration of the New Babylonian Chronicle (No 25), Adad-shuma-usur did 

not control Babylon, and was not regarded as king in the fullest sense, until after the 

defeat of Enlil-kudur-usur. Rather, northern Babylonia would seem to have continued 

under a foreign ‘puppet’ king until this date.270 The fact that later court scribes erased 

this puppet king’s name, presumably because he was deemed in some way 

illegitimate, perfectly satisfies the present search for an intermediary king between 

Adad-shuma-iddina and Meli-Shipak, and one whose presence as a king of Babylonia 

is required in Table C.  

 It has previously been suggested that Kidin-Hutran’s defeat of Adad-shuma-iddina 

resulted in an immediate Elamite interregnum in Babylonia.271 And, based on the 

historical content of Chronicle 25, it would now appear almost certain that an 

interregnum, or period of foreign rule, occurred in Babylon during the early years of 

Adad-shuma-usur. Unfortunately, due to damage to the introductory line of the tablet, 

the origin of the foreign king is uncertain, only the information that he ‘seized 

[Babylon and Sip]par and controlled Karduniash’ remains.272 Walker believes that 

Tukulti-Ninurta I is most likely to have been the foreign king, thereby transforming a 

previously imagined Elamite interregnum into an extended period of Assyrian 

domination of Babylonia that lasted during more than half the reign of Adad-shuma-

                                                           
269 See Boese (1982 esp. p. 19 and n. 31) for the influential chronological argument based on a 

document from Year 2 of Meli-shipak found at Emar. According to Chronology A-E, this document 

would have been over 100 years old at the time of its final deposition.  
270 Walker (1982:401, 403). 
271 Rowton (1960:19). Also see Grayson Chronicle P (22, iv 17-22, and 23). 
272 Walker (1982 esp. 401, Obv. 1, and p. 402). 
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usur.273 However, according to Table C and the historical conclusions that flow from 

it, we must surely accept the Elamite interregnum as the correct interpretation of 

events. Kidin-Hutran’s documented elimination of Adad-shuma-iddina (above) will 

now have occurred two years after the death of Tukulti-Ninurta and the end of the 

Assyrian interregnum in Babylonia. And if that were the case, then, what possible 

reason could there be to imagine that an Elamite invasion resulted in a renewed period 

of Assyrian control over Babylonia? Certainly there is no evidence associated with the 

reigns of Ashur-nadin-apli to Enlil-kudur-usur (inclusive) to suggest any form of 

Assyrian control over Babylonia. Second, as argued above, the invasion of Kidin-

Hutran will now coincide precisely with the appearance of Adad-shuma-iddina’s 

successor as king of Akkad, and with whom I have argued Adad-shuma-usur shared a 

double ordinal number dating system. Moreover, this dating system would indicate 

that these two kingdoms (of Akkad and Karduniash) operated in concert with each 

other at that time, and therefore any proposed explanation for this fact must be 

consistent with the resultant overall historical scenario (see below). 

 The name of this Elamite aligned king of Akkad may have been preserved in the 

archives at Dur-Kurigalzu where, in Room 52 of Unit C, two tablets were found 

which bear the name of an individual called ‘A-ta-na-ah-d.Samas’, an individual who 

was originally judged to be a reigning monarch since his name appears immediately 

after the regnal date, which on both documents belongs to the king’s 15th year;274 

although, admittedly, this ascription of kingship to ‘A-ta-na-ah-d.Samas’ has been 

questioned.275 If this 15-year reign began in 1120 AC, as depicted in Table C, then 

this individual’s last known year becomes 1106 AC. Returning to Chronicle 25, we 

read that immediately after Enlil-kudur-usur’s defeat and banishment to Babylonia 

(1108 AC in Table C), that Adad-shuma-usur marched to conquer Babylon, and that it 

was only at this point that he became ruler of all the land after a revolt was raised 

against the foreign-aligned king, who is referred to as ‘the son of a nobody, whose 

                                                           
273 Walker (1982 esp. 407-409). 
274 Baqir (1946:84, and Additional Notes, p. 93). While the locus of these tablets is somewhat confused 

(ibid.), I have carried out a detailed analysis of the archaeology of Dur-Kurigalzu, and I argue there that 

these tablets belong to the period shortly before the destruction of Level IA (see above), and are 

therefore appropriately dated; unfortunately, space prevents me from including this material. 
275 Brinkman (1976:323). 
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name is not mentioned’.276 Now the very presence of the double ordinal dating system 

used by Meli-Shipak indicates (as presently argued) that one of the two kings was 

deemed by both parties to hold a higher rank than the other. And the only symbol of 

such rank that makes any sense in the present context is control of Babylon. If we 

therefore accept that Adad-shuma-usur’s conquest of Babylon occurred in the above 

calculated year of 1106 AC, that is, only 1-2 years after his campaign against Enlil-

kudur-usur, then, this would provide the precise date for the double ordinal number 

dates of Meli-Shipak (1107-1093 AC), that is, a system beginning in the latter’s 

second regnal year, as defined above. Whether A-ta-na-ah-d.Samas was the actual 

‘puppet’ king of Babylon at this time, or whether it was some other, yet to be 

identified, individual is not the central point of my argument; the numerical details 

associated above with the two Year 15 documents may, of course, have been the 

result of pure coincidence (but see further below). 

 With the control of Babylon seen as dictating the seniority between the two 

kingships, it is now possible to delineate the broad geographical parameters of 

Karduniash and Akkad. Adad-shuma-usur, ‘king of Karduniash’, sent a highly 

insulting letter to Ashur-nirari III (1118-1113 AC in Table C) and Ili-hadda, kings of 

Assyria, accusing them of being driven mad by the great gods, and mentioning 

something about ‘iniquitous and criminal counsel’.277 Since this correspondence must 

have occurred before Adad-shuma-usur conquered Babylon, which occurred 

sometime after Ninurta-apil-Ekur became king (above), had Karduniash been located 

south of Babylon, and therefore at least some 300 km distant from Assyria at it’s 

nearest point (the Lower Zab River), then, there would be no plausible reason why 

Adad-shuma-usur would have had cause to correspond with the kings of Assyria in 

such a haughty manner, a relationship that would now necessarily have taken place 

across the intervening territory of the senior collateral kingship of A-ta-na-ah-d.Samas 

in Babylon. It must therefore be presumed that Karduniash was located north of 

Babylon, and therefore able to share a border with Assyria. Central to Karduniash 

would presumably have been the region around Sippar and Dur-Kurigalzu, and with 

the border between Karduniash and Akkad being drawn somewhere between Sippar 

and Babylon. Also, Kidin-Hutran twice invaded Akkad during the reigns of Enlil-

                                                           
276 Walker (1982:401, Obv. 3-10). 
277 ARI 1, §§ 890-91. 
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nadin-shumi and Adad-shuma-iddina, so that Akkad is best located in the region 

closest to Elam, that is, the southern and western regions of Babylonia, as is readily 

borne out by the cities he reportedly attacked, including Nippur, Der and Isin.278 

Moreover, if Kidin-Hutran is the foreign king referred to in Chronicle 25 (Obv. 1), as 

presently argued, then he also ‘seized [Babylon and Sip]par and controlled 

Karduniash’ (above), thereby readily explaining how he was in a position to elevate 

A-ta-na-ah-d.Samas to a senior collateral kingship with Adad-shuma-usur in 1120 AC. 

 Summary  I would like to present the following historical narrative to integrate 

the various strands of evidence discussed above. First, I would propose that the 

rebellion which ended the Assyrian interregnum in Babylonia, and which led to the 

death of Tukulti-Ninurta in the same year (1123 AC), was initiated by Adad-shuma-

iddina and the supporters of Adad-shuma-usur, and that this then resulted in the 

partition of Greater Babylonia into two kingdoms, Akkad and Karduniash. Kidin-

Hutran, who had previously removed Enlil-nadin-shumi from power in 1128 AC, now 

returned in 1121 AC to end the reign of Adad-shuma-iddina. It was at this time that 

Kidin-Hutran would have set A-ta-na-ah-d.Samas upon the throne of Akkad, including 

Babylon, thereby explaining the double ordinal number dates of Adad-shuma-usur, as 

previously discussed. Subsequently, in 1108 AC, Adad-shuma-usur will have begun a 

process that would ultimately lead to the ousting of the Elamite aligned A-ta-na-ah-
d.Samas. The most likely impetus for the onset of this process was presumably the 

death of Kidin-Hutran, who will now have reigned for at least 22 years (c. 1130-1108 

AC in Table C). The first stage of this project was a war against the Assyrian king 

Enlil-kudur-usur, whom he defeated. At this time Ninurta-apil-Ekur returned from 

Karduniash and seized the Assyrian throne.279 It is uncertain who initiated this war 

but, if it occurred in the wake of Kidin-Hutran’s death, which seems the most likely 

scenario, then, it is quite possible that Enlil-kudur-usur saw this as an ideal, though 

ultimately fatal, opportunity to imitate the feat of his father Tukulti-Ninurta I in 

conquering Babylonia. This military success of Adad-shuma-usur now allowed him to 

march south on Babylon, raise a revolt within the city, and finally to eliminate A-ta-

na-ah-d.Samas in 1106 AC.  

 Whether Adad-shuma-usur played any direct role in Meli-Shipak being 

                                                           
278 ABC, Chronicle P (22, iv 14-18). 
279 Walker (1982:405-406). Also Grayson ARI 1, § 901. 
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proclaimed king of Akkad in 1107 AC is uncertain. It may simply have been the 

proposed death of Kidin-Hutran in 1108 AC – which now corresponds to Meli-

Shipak’s accession year – that prompted the Akkadians to proclaim their 

independence of Elam, leaving A-ta-na-ah-d.Samas to rule over Babylon and whatever 

other cities remained loyal to him. However, the fact that Meli-Shipak entered into a 

double ordinal number dating system with Adad-shuma-usur upon the latter king 

conquering Babylon, as argued above, assures us that Meli-Shipak accepted the new 

status quo that now existed in Greater Babylonia.  

 To what extent the borders between Karduniash and Akkad were redrawn at this 

time is also uncertain, though clearly Karduniash now extended south to include 

Babylon; and, indeed, Adad-shuma-usur is known to have possessed the title ‘king of 

Babylon’ at some stage of his reign.280  Also, according to Chronicle 25 (Obv. 1), 

Adad-shuma-usur apparently rebuilt the wall of Nippur;281 presumably a response to 

the damage inflicted on that city by Kidin-Hutran some 20 years earlier when he 

brought the reign of Enlil-nadin-shumi to an end.282 In addition, Adad-shuma-usur 

may also have carried out restoration work on temples in Nippur, and possibly at 

Isin.283 This would therefore indicate that Karduniash extended at least this far south 

during the reign of Adad-shuma-usur. 

2:3.4 Usurper Kings and Babylonian History 

A-ta-na-ah-d.Samas  In the Synchronistic History, the chronological section dealing 

with Enlil-kudur-usur, Ninurta-apil-Ekur, and Adad-shuma-usur is immediately 

followed by a section relating Ashur-dan I’s invasion of Babylonia during the reign of 

Zababa-shuma-iddina. According to Table C, this sequence makes perfect sense, as 

Ashur-dan immediately succeeds Ninurta-apil-Ekur, and Zababa-shuma-iddina 

immediately succeeds Adad-shuma-usur. However, according to the standard 

arrangement of Babylonian kings, this sequence passes over the intervening 28-year 

period required in King-list A for the reigns of Meli-Shipak and Marduk-apla-

iddina.284 Moreover, there are no other Assyrian references to either of these two 
                                                           
280 This title appears in the kudurru-text MDP II 97, 8-9 (cited in Walker 1982:409 n. 34).  
281 Walker (1982:401-402). 
282 ABC, Chronicle P (22, iv 15). 
283 See Walker (1982:405 ns. 14 and 15) for references. 
284 ABC, Synchronistic History (21, ii. 3-11). 
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Babylonian kings. What, then, was happening in Babylonia during this extended 

period of time? 

 While Assyria remains silent on the reigns of Meli-Shipak and Marduk-apla-

iddina, both these kings are mentioned in the ‘Berlin letter’ (VAT 17020), apparently 

a Neo-Babylonian copy of an Elamite letter sent to the Babylonian court. The author 

of the letter, most probably the Elamite king Shutruk-Nahhunte, records a series of 

intermarriages between the Elamite and Babylonian royal families, beginning with 

Pahir-ishan’s marriage to the eldest daughter (or possibly sister) of the great king 

Kurigalzu. Shutruk-Nahhunte claims to be a direct descendent of king Kurigalzu via 

this daughter, and he further states that he (Shutruk-Nahhunte) had married the eldest 

daughter of king Meli-Shipak.285 The purpose of the letter is undoubtedly Shutruk-

Nahhunte’s claim to the Babylonian throne, as he laments the fact that both Adad-

shuma-usur and Nabu-apal-iddina (i.e., Marduk-apla-iddina) were chosen ahead of 

himself (i.e., ‘the daughter’s son’):  

 Adad-shuma-usur, son of Dunnah-Sah, from the region by the bank of the 

Euphrates, whom you chose to put on the throne of Babylonia; h[ow has h]e 

frustrated the daughter’s son! Nabu-apal-iddina, the son of a Hittite (fem.), an 

abomination for Babylon, a Hittite (masc.), whom you chose to the detriment (?) 

of Babylon and put on the throne of Babylonia; you have experienced his sins, 

his failure, his crime …. 

As the recipient(s) of the letter had previously failed to respond to Shutruk-

Nahhunte’s ‘sincere proposal’, he threatens to destroy Babylonia’s cities, fortresses, 

orchards and irrigation ditches.286  

 The Berlin letter must have been written after the accession of Marduk-apla-

iddina, and yet cannot have been addressed to this king since he is referred to in the 

third-person (as seen above). On the other hand, it would appear very unlikely that it 

was written after Shutruk-Nahhunte’s conquest of Babylonia, and associated 

deposition of Zababa-shuma-iddina,287 since the Elamite king is primarily basing his 
                                                           
285 Van Dijk (1986 esp. p. 163, VAT 17020, ll. 9-16). See Potts (1999:208) for a complete English 

translation; and ibid.:233 for discussion of the author’s identity. Also see Goldberg (2004 esp. 37-37) 

for a discussion of the letter’s chronological significance. 
286 Potts (1999:208). 
287 Tadmor (1958a:138-39, Text K.2660). 

 114 
 



 

claim to the Babylonian throne upon his right of descent from king Kurigalzu, and 

from his marriage to the eldest daughter of king Meli-Shipak, rather than upon what 

would have been the far more potent claim of military conquest over Zababa-shuma-

iddina.  I would therefore propose that this letter was addressed to the court of 

Zababa-shuma-iddina; and that it was written shortly before Shutruk-Nahhunte’s 

campaign, a proposition quite compatible with the litany of threats made in this letter. 

This scenario would make perfect sense in terms of Table C, for Zababa-shuma-iddina 

now becomes the immediate successor of Adad-shuma-usur, and also the exact 

contemporary of Marduk-apla-iddina. When the author claims that Adad-shuma-usur 

was chosen as king of Babylonia ahead of himself, I assume that he must have been 

referring to the events of 1106 AC, and the deposition of A-ta-na-ah-d.Samas, Kidin-

Hutran’s proposed proxy ruler of Babylonia (as described in Chapter 2:3.3 above). As 

the successor of Kidin-Hutran, combined with his own descent from king Kurigalzu, 

Shutruk-Nahhunte is able to claim that his kingship of Babylonia was improperly 

passed over in favour of Adad-shuma-usur. And now that this latter king has died, 

Shutruk-Nahhunte is reaffirming that claim to Zababa-shuma-iddina, and, at the same 

time, castigating Zababa-shuma-iddina for apparently electing/sanctioning Marduk-

apla-iddina as king (of Akkad?). 

 Interestingly, since Adad-shuma-usur was the biological son of Kashtiliash IV, the 

above reference to his being the ‘son of Dunnah-Sah’ can now surely only refer to A-

ta-na-ah-d.Samas, who I have just argued was the overlord (i.e., ‘father’) of Adad-

shuma-usur during the period 1120-1108 AC; and, indeed, the name ‘Dunnah-Sah’ is, 

phonetically speaking, not too dissimilar to (A-)ta-na-ah-d.Sa(mas). 

 The reason for Shutruk-Nahhunte’s displeasure with Marduk-apla-iddina may 

possibly be found in the Akkadian prophecy Text A, where, after a reign which is 

described as full of prosperity, the first prince, i.e., Meli-Shipak according to 

Weidner,288 was to die by the sword in a revolution.289 According to Table C, the 

revolution that ended the reign of Meli-Shipak will now have occurred during the 

accession year of Zababa-shuma-iddina. Might, then, Marduk-apla-iddina (in 

association with Zababa-shuma-iddina) have acted improperly in the demise of Meli-

Shipak? Another factor that may have been connected with this revolution was Ashur-

                                                           
288 Cited in Walker (1982:416). 
289 Grayson and Lambert (1964:14, Text A, ii. 8). 
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dan I’s invasion of Karduniash during the one-year reign of Zababa-shuma-iddina 

(above), and which must have occurred during the very short period separating the 

latter king’s accession and his deposition by Shutruk-Nahhunte. 

 Shutruk-Nahhunte’s subsequent invasion of Babylonia would indicate that 

Zababa-shuma-iddina must have refused to acknowledge the Elamite king’s claim 

over Babylonia. Moreover, the manner whereby Zababa-shuma-iddina met his end is 

probably referred to in Chronicle 25, where, three chronological sections after that 

referring to the reign of Adad-shuma-usur, there is mention of an unidentified 

Babylonian king who, in fear of Elam, sought safety within a city on the banks of the 

Euphrates; the city was besieged, and when the citizens within suffered famine they 

rebelled against their king and killed him.290 Were this chronological section to have 

dealt with the reign of Zababa-shuma-iddina, then, the two intervening sections would 

neatly correspond with the reigns of Meli-Shipak and Marduk-apla-iddina, as 

recorded in King-list A. Furthermore, the place of refuge sought by this king is given 

a specific location on the bank of the Euphrates, which would match Shutruk-

Nahhunte’s specific reference in the Berlin letter to Adad-shuma-usur, who, ‘from the 

region by the bank of the Euphrates’, was set upon the Babylonian throne. In terms of 

the historical scenario argued for above, I would also suggest that this specificity of 

location in relation to Adad-shuma-usur might have been prompted by the presently 

argued distinction between the kingdom of Karduniash, ruled by Adad-shuma-usur, 

and the kingdom of Akkad, ruled by Marduk-apla-iddina. 

 According to the geographic delineation of Karduniash and Akkad as argued 

above, Shutruk-Nahhunte could not have reached the territory of Zababa-shuma-

iddina without passing through the territory of Marduk-apla-iddina. This latter king 

must therefore have been permitted to remain upon the throne of Akkad by his 

brother-in-law, Shutruk-Nahhunte, despite the insults levelled at Marduk-apla-iddina 

in the Berlin letter. Nonetheless, according to Shutruk-Nahhunte’s own inscriptions, 

he imposed tribute and tax upon Eshnunna, Dur-Kurigalzu, Sippar, Opis and possibly 

Agade.291 Also, the fact that Marduk-apla-iddina shared a junior collateral kingship 

with Enlil-nadin-ahi, the successor of Zababa-shuma-iddina – as evidenced by the 

double ordinal dating system discussed previously – would indicate that Enlil-nadin-

                                                           
290 Walker (1982:402, Obv. 14-18). 
291 Labat (1975:486); cf. Cameron (1936:110). 
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ahi acquired his kingship under the overall sovereignty of Shutruk-Nahhunte; this 

situation would mirror that previously identified between Adad-shuma-usur and A-ta-

na-ah-d.Samas, both of whom I argued owed their overall allegiance to Kidin-Hutran 

while he lived. And, indeed, Shutruk-Nahhunte is known to have installed his son, 

prince Kutir-Nahhunte, as governor of Babylonia following his own victory over 

Zababa-shuma-iddina.292 This would further indicate that both Enlil-nadin-ahi and 

Marduk-apla-iddina were under the direct authority of Kutir-Nahhunte; and so that the 

proposed rebellion by Enlil-nadin-ahi could have occurred upon the death of Shutruk-

Nahhunte, when, presumably, prince Kutir-Nahhunte would have returned to Elam to 

be crowned king. 

 However, within the same year (1089 AC), Kutir-Nahhunte would have invaded 

Babylonia and carted Enlil-nadin-ahi of to Susa as a captive. Once again, Marduk-

apla-iddina must have avoided any adverse affects from this Elamite campaign, as 

previously during Shutruk-Nahhunte’s campaign, presumably because on both 

occasions he proclaimed his loyalty to his close relatives-in-law, the kings of Elam. 

As discussed in Chapter 2:3.3 (Prophecy text A), this loyalty to Elam will have 

changed upon the death of Kutir-Nahhunte, for on that occasion Marduk-apla-iddina 

attempted to win control of all Babylonia, only to suffer defeat at the hands of 

Shilshak-Inshushinak (c. 1087 AC), who chased him all the way to the north-west 

corner of Babylonia. 

 In line with the Babylonian King-list, Meli-Shipak is generally accepted as the son 

and immediate successor of Adad-shuma-usur. However, in his own inscriptions, 

Meli-Shipak never mentions Adad-shuma-usur as his father but, rather, calls himself 

‘son of Kurigalzu’. Marduk-apla-iddina similarly makes no mention of Adad-shuma-

usur in his genealogy but instead refers to himself as ‘son of Meli-Shipak’ and 

‘descendent of Kurigalzu’.293 That both Meli-Shipak and Marduk-apla-iddina should 

have ignored their putative blood relationship to Adad-shuma-usur, of son and 

grandson respectively, must be considered quite anomalous. Conversely, such an 

omission is readily explained in light of the previous discussion, where one may 

surmise that Meli-Shipak belonged to a separate branch of the Kassite royal family 

descended from the earlier king Kurigalzu (II), and whom he and his son presumably 

                                                           
292 Potts (1999:236).  
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referred to in their own inscriptions as a means of strengthening their legitimacy and 

prestige.294 This practice was also adopted by the contemporary Assyrian king 

Ninurta-apil-Ekur who, as a descendent of a junior-branch of the royal family, 

referred to himself in three texts as the ‘son of Eriba-Adad (I)’, whereas, according to 

the Assyrian King-list, he was actually the ‘son of Ili-hadda, offspring of Eriba-Adad 

(I)’.295 

 One can go even further in illuminating the history of this parallel branch of 

Kassite kings, for, as previously noted, the author of the Berlin letter calls Marduk-

apla-iddina the son of a Hittite (fem.) and a Hittite (masc.). Now, I proposed in 

Chapter 2:2.2 (Text Note 3) that the kingship of Babylonia passed from Burnaburiash 

II to his cousin Kudur-Enlil because the nominated successor of Burnaburiash may 

have been a son born from Burnaburiash’s marriage to a daughter of the Hittite king 

Shuppiluliuma I. As there is only some 70 years in Table L separating the death of 

Burnaburiash from the accession of Marduk-apla-iddina, this latter individual could 

readily have been a grandson, or great-grandson, of this half-Hittite prince, thereby 

explaining how Shutruk-Nahhunte could label him a Hittite; albeit somewhat 

hypocritically since Meli-Shipak was presumably also a son, or grandson, of this 

prince, and Shutruk-Nahhunte had, himself, married the eldest daughter of Meli-

Shipak. 

 Kadashman-Turgu B  Returning to the Akkadian prophecy Text A, there is 

mention of another unnamed king immediately following king No. 2 (i.e., Wiedner’s 

Marduk-apla-iddina): ‘Another man who is unknown will arise, seize the throne as 

king, and put his grandees to the sword. He will fill the wadis of Tuplijas ... with half 

the extensive army of Akkad, i.e., they will die in battle there. The people will suffer 

need and hardship’.296 This reference to an unknown usurper is suitably positioned in 
                                                           
294 There is one document, a limestone kudurru (BBSt 3), which records legal decisions made during 

the reigns of Adad-shuma-iddina, Adad-shuma-usur and finally Meli-Shipak, and which refers to 

Adad-shuma-usur as the ‘father’ of Meli-Shipak (see King 1912:7-18, but where Adad-shuma-usur is 

incorrectly called Adad-nadin-akhi (see Brinkman 1976:253, S.2.4)). The genealogical details of this 

legal case present no chronological difficulties for the arrangement of Babylonian kings in Table C. 

Also, I would suggest that the use of the term ‘father’ in this particular instance should be understood 

to mean overlord (i.e., senior collateral king); in similar manner to the king of Hanigalbat who referred 

to the Hittite king as his ‘father’ in IBoT I 34 and KBo XXVIII 65 (see Chapter 2:1.4).  
295 ARI 1, §§ 906, 911 and 914; cf. § 916. 
296 Grayson and Lambert (1964:14, Text A, First Side ii. 14-18). 
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Table C to refer to Kadashman-Turgu B. As arranged there, a brief Elamite 

interregnum separates the demise of Enlil-nadin-ahi (1089 AC) from the beginning of 

Kadashman-Turgu B’s reign (c. 1087 AC).297 It was therefore only during this short 

period that Marduk-apla-iddina could legitimately have claimed the wider titles of 

king of Sumer and Akkad, and king of Babylon (see Chapter 2:3.3). When Marduk-

apla-iddina was defeated by Shilshak-Inshushinak (above), this would have left open 

the way for Kadashman-Turgu to assume the kingship of Karduniash and Babylon. I 

argued earlier for the presence of a previously unknown king who reigned between 

Adad-shuma-iddina and Meli-Shipak as king of Akkad and Babylon, and he was 

found in the person of the king of Babylon mentioned in Chronicle 25 whose name 

was no longer known (i.e., A-ta-na-ah-d.Samas as presently envisaged). We now have 

a reference in Text A to a usurper king, whose name was also unknown, and yet again 

precisely where Table C predicts the presence of the previously unknown 

Kadashman-Turgu B. 

 Furthermore, the usurper king in Text A is said to have killed half the army of 

Akkad in the wadis of Tuplijas, a district that included the ancient city of Esnunna.298 

But Esnunna, situated east of the Tigris and close to Elam, must have belonged to the 

kingdom of Akkad, as previously defined in relation to the kingdom of Karduniash, 

and therefore would surely have formed part of Marduk-apla-iddina’s realm. This 

latter king is then suitably dated, according to Table C, to have been the opponent of 

the usurper king in Text A who is said to have suffered defeat at Tuplijas.  

 King-list A credits Marduk-apla-iddina with a thirteen-year reign. However, 

Chronicle 23, in successive sections, refers to the twenty-first year of Merodach-

baladan (Marduk-apla-iddina) (I), the thirteenth year of a king whose name is badly 

damaged, and to the ninth year of Nebuchadnezzar I.299 While the only recorded king 

in either King-list A or C who ruled between Marduk-apla-iddina and 

Nebuchadnezzar I, and who also achieved a reign length of thirteen years, was 

Marduk-kabit-ahheshu, the tablet traces do not support such a reading.300 However, in 

Table C, both the reigns of Kadashman-Turgu B (16+ years) and Kadashman-Enlil B 
                                                           
297 As argued in Chapter 2:4, this interregnum could theoretically have lasted a further 6 years. 

However, the overall weight of evidence suggests a short interregnum of only 1-2 years. 
298 Grayson and Lambert (1964:15 n. ii 16f.). 
299 ABC Chronicle 23, Obv. 10-13. Cf. Brinkman (1968:93 n. 485). 
300 See Grayson ABC, p. 179, Commentary. 
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(15+ years) fall between the reigns of Marduk-apla-iddina and Nebuchadnezzar I. I 

therefore look forward to expert opinion on whether the traces could match either of 

these two names.  

 In Chapter 2:2.3, I identified Itti-Marduk-balatu, the second king of the Second 

Dynasty of Isin, with the viceroy of Babylon who held office during the reign of 

Kadashman-Turgu B and his son Kadashman-Enlil B, both correspondents of the 

Hittite king Hattushili III. I also proposed that Itti-Marduk-balatu seized upon the 

opportunity of Hattushili’s death to depose Kadashman-Enlil and thereby gain the 

throne of Babylonia. What, then, of Itti-Marduk-balatu’s father, Marduk-kabit-

ahheshu, who was king for 18 years according to King-list C. According to Table C, 

the first year of Itti-Marduk-balatu’s reign cannot be raised more than one year, as it 

would then eliminate the Elamite interregnum altogether and the reign of Kadashman-

Turgu B would consequently encroach upon the reign of Enlil-nadin-ahi. Equally, it 

cannot be lowered by more than six years, or else it would break the known 

synchronism between Shamash-mudammiq and Adad-nirari II of Assyria, which 

occurred between 908 and 902 BC.301 In addition, one would also ideally like to find 

a convincing explanation for the reunion of Akkad with Karduniash about this time, 

as dictated by Chronology A-E. Finally, the fact that Marduk-kabit-ahheshu was 

included in the Babylonian King-list must mean that he was a legitimate ruler in some 

region of Babylonia.  

 Combining this data, I would now propose that Marduk-kabit-ahheshu was the 

successor of Marduk-apla-iddina as king of Akkad; the Babylonian custom was to 

only include major kings in their King-lists.302 And if we further allow Marduk-apla-

iddina the 21-year reign appearing in Chronicle 23, then, the end of Marduk-kabit-

ahheshu’s 18-year reign (King-list C) would fall in 1054 AC, thereby allowing Itti-

Marduk-balatu (1056-1049 AC) to have reunited the two kingdoms of Karduniash and 

Akkad into the kingdom of Greater Babylonia only two years later upon the death of 

his father; a kingdom last united in this manner over 70 years earlier on the eve of 

Tukulti-Ninurta I’s defeat of Kashtiliash IV. The name of the dynasty founded by 

Marduk-kabit-ahheshu would also suggest a close connection between this king and 

the city of Isin. And this latter city, which lay to the southeast of Nippur, could readily 
                                                           
301 Brinkman (1968:177 n. 1090). And see Chapter 2:4 for the proposed arrangement of Babylonian 

kings during this period, and for their absolute regnal dates. 
302 Cf. Brinkman (1968:93 n. 484) who sees Marduk-kabit-ahheshu as possibly a local (regional) ruler. 
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have been included within the territory of Akkad, in contrast to the kingdom of 

Karduniash, as previously delineated.  

 The reason for the absence of Kadashman-Turgu B and his son Kadashman-Enlil 

B from the Babylonian King-list tradition may now be suggested. Itti-Marduk-balatu’s 

proposed usurpation of the Babylonian throne from the family of Kadashman-Turgu 

would not seem sufficient cause, in and of itself, for this king to have eliminated the 

names of his two immediate predecessors from the King-list tradition. However, it 

was seen above that the king identified by Walker as having ruled in Babylon during 

the early years of Adad-shuma-usur was likewise eliminated from the King-lists, and 

so that even his name was unknown at the time Chronicle 25 was written. The 

proposed status of this king as an Elamite vassal, or at least closely associated with 

the Elamite cause (above), presumably marked him out as in some way illegitimate 

according to Babylonian standards. It was also seen above that Kutir-Nahhunte 

probably set up an Elamite regime in Babylonia following the defeat of Enlil-nadin-

ahi. It is then quite conceivable that Shilshak-Inshushinak, following his conquest of 

Babylonia during the reign of Marduk-apla-iddina, and when I argue that he reached 

Rapiqu on the north-eastern border of Babylon, also attempted to maintain Elamite 

influence in Babylon.  

 Whether Kadashman-Turgu B, whose reign must have begun shortly after 

Shilshak-Inshushinak’s proposed defeat of Marduk-apla-iddina, was aligned to the 

Elamite king, or whether he achieved his position independently remains uncertain, 

but the former option is at least a distinct possibility. And were Kadashman-Turgu 

and his son Kadashman-Enlil deemed illegitimate kings by the Babylonians, this 

would better account for their removal from the Babylonian cannon by Itti-Marduk-

balatu and his successors. Indeed, the unacceptability of Kadashman-Enlil to Itti-

Marduk-balatu and his fellow nobles is clearly evident from KBo I 10, as discussed in 

Chapter 2:2.3; although on that occasion it might have been his Hittite rather than 

Elamite connections which were most to the fore. And, as noted above, the name of 

the usurper king in Text A, who I have identified with Kadashman-Turgu B, was 

indeed unknown at the time of writing. Admittedly, this scenario is at odds with the 

fact that the name of Marduk-appla-iddina, publicly accused by Shutruk-Nahhunte of 

being a (half-)Hittite, was permitted to remain in the Babylonian cannon; however, 

history is never as neat as one might wish it to be, and the records of this proposed 

kingdom of Akkad may have escaped the editing carried out in Babylon. 
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 Interestingly, Ramesses II wrote to Queen Puduhepa shortly before the first 

Hittite-Egyptian royal marriage in 1272 CC (1072 AC), claiming that ‘“the king of 

Babylon is not a Great King”’.303 This derogatory remark was made in response to 

being told that Puduhepa had earlier arranged a marriage alliance with this 

Babylonian king. Again, according to Table C, this ‘in-law’ of Puduhepa can only be 

Kadashman-Turgu B, as argued in Chapter 2:2.3. 

2:3.5 Tukulti-Ninurta (I) or Ninurta-tukulti-(Ashur)? 

One of the principal synchronisms used to support the conventional Egyptian-

Assyrian chronology is that supposedly between Tudhaliya IV and the Assyrian king 

Tukulti-Ninurta I, as derived from the combined evidence of two Hittite texts (KUB 

XXVI 70 and KUB III 74) found at the ancient Hittite capital of Hattusa (modern 

Boğhazköy).304 Written by Tudhaliya IV, KUB XXVI 70 is a fragment of a letter that 

contains the following message: ‘Urhi-Teshup to the king of Ashur your father [has 

written and you] Tukulti-Ninurta returned the tablet of Urhi-Teshup [to me/him]’.305 

According to Chronology A-E, Tukulti-Ninurta I cannot be the addressee of this 

letter, since his reign would have ended some 70 years before Tudhaliya IV became 

king. Rather than Tukulti-Ninurta I, Chronology A-E dictates that the addressee must 

have been Ninurta-tukulti-(Ashur), and that the father to whom the original letter was 

sent would then have been Ashur-dan I.  

 In KUB III 74, the Hittite king complained about the fact that ‘you, Tukulti-

Ninurta, [did not ask] about my well-being’; this fragmentary letter also lacks the 

usual greeting expressions; and the title of SES-IA ‘my brother’ is missing, although 

the title of LUGAL ‘king’ is detectable beside the name of Tukulti-Ninurta. This lack 

of a royal greeting has been explained by suggesting that the letter was a draft 

copy.306 However, Chronology A-E permits a quite different explanation. There is 

evidence to suggest that Ninurta-tukulti-Ashur acted for his aged father, perhaps as 

co-regent, during Ashur-dan’s last years.307 According to the Assyrian King-list, 

Ninurta-tukulti-Ashur is said to have exercised kingship for a tuppu. And although the 
                                                           
303 Singer (1991b:331). 
304 James et al. (1991:341f.). 
305 Harrak (1987:147). 
306 Harrak (1987:214). 
307 Wiseman (1975:452). 
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meaning of this term is uncertain, it apparently infers some form of royal authority.308 

The lack of appropriate greetings in this letter may then be explained as follows: KUB 

III 74 was written while Ashur-dan was still alive, and so that Ninurta-tukulti-Ashur 

could not be given at that time the greetings and title reserved for his aged father, the 

Itti-Marduk-balatu’s usurpation of the Babylonian 

throne from Kadashman-Enlil B. 

2:4 The Aramean Invasion of Babylonia and Its Aftermath 

cally informed narrative for this heretofore-

                                                          

Great King.  

 As for why Ninurta-tukulti-(Ashur) should have had the first two elements of his 

name reversed by the Hittite scribe, and so that he was referred to in these two letters 

as Tukulti-Ninurta, one can only suggest that the memory of Tukulti-Ninurta I, who 

was a contemporary of Tudhaliya’s own father, Hattushili III, was so great that it 

influenced the writing of the name of the much lesser accomplished king Ninurta-

tukulti-(Ashur). It must be emphasised here that I am not suggesting that the Assyrian 

scribes would have confused the name of Ninurta-tukulti-Ashur for that of Tukulti-

Ninurta: these two letters are Hittite, not Assyrian, compositions. As the period of 

political activity of Ninurta-tukulti-Ashur ended in 1049 AC (Table L), both letters 

must have been written by this date, which would therefore neatly tie in with 

Tudhaliya’s own reign having begun just a few years earlier in 1056 AC; a date which 

I previously synchronised with 

The following discussion is an attempt to make chronological sense of a number of 

highly interesting documents which at present are generally unable to be dated with 

any real chronological accuracy. While this endeavour is necessarily quite 

provisional, the use of Chronology A-E, as already defined, presents a real chance of 

establishing a coherent historical integration of this documentary evidence. Moreover, 

without such chronological accuracy, the potential for historical interpretation will be 

seriously diminished. I therefore wish to present the following discussion as an initial 

attempt at constructing a chronologi

obscure period in Babylonian history. 

 Chronological Considerations  I began in Chapter 2:1.1 by arguing for the 

lowering of all Assyrian dates prior to the accession of Ashur-dan II by 85 years (see 

Table A). The effect of removing 85 years from the Assyrian chronology for this 

 
308 See Gasche et al. (1998:53-54) on the meaning of tuppu. 
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period has profound consequences for contemporary Babylonian chronology. The 

respective upper and lower limits of this period are fixed by, on the one hand, the 

established synchronisms between Ashur-bel-kala and Marduk-shapik-zeri (989-972 

AC) and, on the other, between Adad-nirari II and Shamash-mudammiq;309 the latter 

historical encounter occurred between the third and ninth years of Adad-nirari’s reign, 

i.e., between 908 and 902 BC.310 Consequently, the Babylonian kings who ruled 

between Marduk-shapik-zeri and Shamash-mudammiq must be contained within a 

maximum period of just 87 years (see Table A, Babylonia A and Babylonia B). 

However, the total number of regnal years assigned in King-list A to this group of 

Babylonian kings is 126 years, plus the reign of Mar-biti-ahhe-iddina whose regnal 

 before the Babylonian kingship passed to Shamash-mudammiq (see Table 

               

figure is destroyed.311  

 Due to the paucity of documentation, and the difficulty of placing what documents 

do exist within a precise chronological framework, this period of Babylonian history 

is fraught with uncertainty. Nonetheless, I believe that when understood in terms of 

Chronology A-E, the available texts can reveal currently hidden historical insights. In 

King-list A, Marduk-shapik-zeri is followed by Adad-apla-iddina, however, there is 

no known relationship of succession between these two individuals. Next, Adad-apla-

iddina is followed by the last three kings of the Second Isin dynasty, Marduk-ahhe-

eriba, Marduk-zer-[x] and Nabu-shumu-libur, whose joint relationship to the previous 

members of this dynasty, and to Adad-apla-iddina, is also unknown. Three distinct 

dynasties follow: the Second Sealand dynasty, comprised of kings Simbar-

Shipak/Shikhu, Ea-mukin-zeri and Kashu-nadin-akhi; the Bazi dynasty, comprised of 

kings Eulmash-shakin-shumi, Ninurta-kudurri-usur I and Shirikti-Shuqamuna; and 

finally the Elamite dynasty, comprised of the single king Mar-biti-apla-usur. Again 

there is no apparent historic evidence to indicate how any of these four dynasties 

managed to succeed its predecessor. Similarly, we know nothing specific about the 

transition from Mar-biti-apla-usur to his successor, Nabu-mukin-apli, the name of 

whose dynasty is unknown. However, it is known that Nabu-mukin-apli was 

succeeded, in turn, by two of his sons, Ninurta-kudurri-usur II and Mar-biti-ahhe-

iddina,

                                            
309 Brinkman (1968:69-71). 
310 Brinkman (1968:177 n. 1090). 
311 Brinkman (1968, Plate 1, opp. p. 40). 
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A 312 

 As explained in Chapter 1, the methodology employed in the present work does 

not allow arbitrary rejection of the reign-lengths assigned in ancient tradition to the 

various kings. I am therefore forced to adopt for this period the same solution as 

previously argued in relation to a contemporaneous arrangement of Babylonian kings 

following the defeat and capture of Kashtiliash IV by Tukulti-Ninurta I. Fortunately, 

the reduction required to the King-list figure of 126+ years, in order to comply with a 

maximum allowable figure in Table A of just 87 years, is so severe that it greatly 

limits the availability of plausible options. How, then, to arrange these kings in a 

chronologically, historically and geographically acceptable manner? I have chosen to 

remove Adad-apla-iddina from his present position between Marduk-shapik-zeri and 

the last three kings of the Second Isin dynasty, and to begin his reign contemporary 

with that of Marduk-shapik-zeri. The remaining three dynasties mentioned above, 

plus the lineage founded by Nabu-mukin-apli, have then been alternated in an orderly 

manner, as shown in Table A. While I have encountered absolutely no contemporary 

evidence to deny this arrangement of kings, there i

).

s significant circumstantial 

                                                          

evidence in its favour, as I will now endeavour to show.  

 Marduk-nadin-ahhe began his reign in control of Babylonian territory that 

extended north to the border with Assyria, situated in the region of the Lower Zab. 

Subsequently, Tiglath-pileser I captured the principal urban centres in northern 

Babylonia, including Dur-Kurigalzu, Sippar, Babylon and Upe/Opis.313 Marduk-

nadin-ahhe later won a victory over Assyria in his Year 10 (1007 AC in Table A) and 

which apparently provided the occasion for the Babylonian theft of the gods of 

Ekallate from Assyria.314 If this data is accurate, then, Marduk-nadin-ahhe must have 

recaptured any Babylonian territory lost to Tiglath-pileser during this Assyrian king’s 

earlier campaigns. By the time of Marduk-nadin-ahhe’s death, about eight years later, 

there was widespread upheaval in Mesopotamia, and which was characterised in 

 

ve due to synchronisms with their Assyrian counterparts (see Frame 1995:90-

hhe’s relations with Tiglath-pileser. 

312 See Brinkman (1968:135-80) for the relevant texts. Admittedly, there is also some uncertainty over 

how the following dynasties succeeded each other; however, their constituent kings can generally be 

seen as clearly successi

126 for relevant texts). 
313 ABC, Synchronistic History (21, ii 14'-20'). 
314 See Brinkman (1968:124-30 esp. 125-26) on Marduk-nadin-a
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Assyria by Aramean invasions and extreme famine.315 Marduk-shapik-zeri, i.e., 

Marduk-nadin-ahhe’s immediate successor, signed a peace treaty with the Assyrian 

king Ashur-bel-kala, and so that the two kingdoms must have had a clearly defined 

common border.316 Moreover, the Eclectic Chronicle records in the last line of the 

section dealing with the reign of Marduk-shapik-zeri that, ‘[A]t that time, the king 

went from Assyria to Sippar’; however, the enigmatic nature of this reference makes 

it unclear whether the king referred to was Marduk-shapik-zeri or Ashur-bel-kala, 

both of whom are mentioned in the previous lines.317 Meanwhile, the archaeological 

evidence pertaining to Marduk-shapik-zeri’s sphere of political influence is limited to 

t, rather, as 

duni may, then, have been his biological father.  

A num

kingship. These include: 

a) 
                                                          

the region south from Babylon, through Borsippa and Nippur, to Ur and the Sealand 

region.318  

 According to the King-lists, the next Babylonian king after Marduk-shapik-zeri 

was Adad-apla-iddina. This individual was originally seen as an Aramean usurper 

who seized the Babylonian throne following the death of Marduk-shapik-zeri:319 the 

Synchronistic History refers to an entente cordiale between Ashur-bel-kala and 

Marduk-shapik-zeri and, following the latter’s death, further records that Ashur-bel-

kala appointed Adad-apla-iddina, son of Esagil-shaduni, son of a nobody, as king over 

the Babylonians. At this time the Assyrian king married a daughter of Adad-apla-

iddina, king of Karduniash, and took her, along with a vast dowry, (back?) to 

Assyria.320 However, more recently, Walker’s publication of Chronicle 25 has led to a 

quite different view of the political status of Adad-apla-iddina, and of his role in the 

historical events of this period: he is no longer seen an Aramean usurper bu

a descendent of the earlier king Itti-Marduk-balatu through a junior branch of the 

royal house;321 Esagil-sha

 ber of highly important texts deal with the period of Adad-apla-iddina’s 

Chronicle 25 (rev. 29-32), where there is mention of: 
 

315 See Grayson ABC, p. 198, ‘Assyrian Chronicle Fragment 4’. 
316 ABC, Synchronistic History (21, ii 25'-27'). 
317 ABC, Eclectic Chronicle (24, Obv. 4-7). Also see Brinkman (1968:132-34). 
318 See Brinkman (1968:134-35) for details and discussion. 
319 ABC, Eclectic Chronicle (24, Obv. 8-11). 
320 ABC, Synchronistic History (21, ii. 25'-35'). 
321 See Walker (1982:414-15). 
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[Adad-apla-iddina, descendant of Itti-Mardu]k-balatu - the Arameans and a 

usurper king rebelled against him and [desecra]ted [all the sanctuaries of the 

land]. Agade, Der, Duranki (Nippur), [..... Sip]par and Parsa (Dur-Kurigalzu) 

he

b) g 

the

nterfered with the cults of Sippar – if 

no

c) g 

to 

 Uruk. Babylon became the scene of civil war: the 

Kadashman-Buriash, son [presumably = descendant (see above)] of Itti-Marduk-

t y demolished. [The Sutians attacked] and took home [the booty of S]umer 

and Akkad.322 

A later contemporary text by Simbar-Shipak, where it is recorded that durin

 reign of Adad-apla-iddina:  

the Arameans and the Suteans had ravished the sanctuaries – above all the E-kur 

and Duranki – of Nippur. They had also i

t worse – and generally sacked Sumer and Akkad, destroying the temples and 

carrying off the loot to their countries.323  

The fourth tablet of the Era Epic – considered by a number of scholars to belon

this same period of tribal invasions – which records:  

the destruction in Dur-Kurigalzu (Parsa), Sippar, and Der, and male and female 

Sutians howling in the city of

peaceful citizens rose in arms, and the king sent his army against them with 

orders to plunder the city.324 

Two crucial historical questions are presented in these texts: first, who was the 

usurper king in Chronicle 25 who rebelled against Adad-apla-iddina; and second, 

what were the circumstances of the civil war that raged in Babylon, as recorded in the 

Era Epic, and was this war associated with the usurper king in Chronicle 25? As seen 

above, Ashur-bel-kala reportedly established Adad-apla-iddina as king over the 

Babylonians and, at the same time, brought great wealth, and a daughter of Adad-

apla-iddina, back to Assyria. Moreover, the Broken Obelisk, a monument that is 

generally ascribed to Ashur-bel-kala, records an Assyrian campaign during the 

eponym of Ashur-ra’im-nisheshu to the province of Dur-Kurigalzu, whose governor, 

                                                           
322 Walker (1982:402). Cf. the revised collation of the Eclectic Chronicle (ibid.:416). See Brinkman 

. 

for further discussion of the Era Epic. 

(1968:285-87) on the Babylonian distinction between Sutian and Aramean tribes at this time
323 Goetze (1965:134). 
324 See Brinkman (1968:139). See Heltzer (1981:94) 
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balatu, was captured.325 This eponym is probably dated to the fourth/fifth year of 

ries of phased-

Ashur-bel-kala, 326 which in Table L corresponds to 986/5 AC.  

 As argued in Chapter 2:3.4, the start of Itti-Marduk-balatu’s reign cannot be raised 

beyond 1057 AC without the reign of Kadashman-Turgu B encroaching upon the 

reign of Enlil-nadin-ahi, and which I argued was historically unacceptable. Equally, 

the reign of Itti-Marduk-balatu cannot have begun any later than 1048 AC, otherwise 

the reign of Shamash-mudammiq, as arranged in Table A (see further below), could 

not satisfy the synchronism with Adad-nirari II, which occurred sometime between 

908 and 902 BC. These chronological boundaries therefore set rather tight limits on 

the degree of movement between the Babylonian and Assyrian kings of this period. 

However, due to the sparseness of documents, I have not been able to reconstruct as 

precise a chronology for this period as was previously achieved in relation to the 

Kassite kings discussed in Chapter 2:3. This limitation will therefore mean that any 

historical understanding of the events of this later period is more difficult to 

reconstruct. Nonetheless, I would like to propose the following se

events as chronologically compatible with the above-stated evidence. 

1)  Upon the death of Marduk-nadin-ahhe the kingdom of Greater Babylonia again 

split along geographical lines, with Adad-apla-iddina occupying the northern cities 

around Sippar and Dur-Kurigalzu (i.e., Karduniash), and Marduk-shapik-zeri 

retaining the remainder of the country from the area of Babylon southwards, as well 

as Babylonian territory east of the Tigris (i.e., Akkad and Sumer). This repeats the 

general situation I argued for in Chapter 2:3 following the Assyrian interregnum 

under Tukulti-Ninurta I.  This territorial division may have resulted from the activities 

of the Aramean and Sutean tribal groups who were at this time causing great havoc in 

Assyria, and who were soon to unleash their full impact on Babylonia. The recent 

campaign that saw Tiglath-pileser I sack these northern cities as far south as Babylon 

may also have led to internal tension and instability within the Babylonian ruling 

family. At this juncture, a junior member of the Second Isin dynasty, Adad-apla-

iddina, would have come to control this northeastern enclave of Babylonia. While 

presumably unwelcome, this dynastic split need not have caused too much discomfort 

                                                           
325 ARI 2, §§ 234-47 and 238. See Brinkman (1968:383), with references, for arguments in favour of 

Ashur-bel-kala as the author of the Broken Obelisk. 
326 Brinkman (1968:142 n. 859). 
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for Marduk-shapik-zeri who, as king of Babylon, will have remained the dominant 

political sovereign; also, he could now delegate dealing with the troublesome 

southward moving Arameans and Suteans to Adad-apla-iddina. 

2) When Marduk-shapik-zeri died, Adad-apla-iddina would have been left as the 

sole surviving king of this proposed collateral kingship. According to the arrangement 

of kings in Table A, Marduk-ahhe-eriba is now capable of becoming the usurper king 

who rebelled against Adad-apla-iddina, as depicted in Chronicle 25 (above). 

Moreover, at this same time one can imagine that the Aramean and Sutean tribes took 

advantage of the political uncertainty following the death of Marduk-shapik-zeri, 

thereby bringing about the widespread destruction of the Babylonian cities and 

shrines, as referred to above in the three texts. According to the Era Epic, Babylon 

became the scene of civil war, and its citizens rose against their king, only for this 

unidentified king to send his army to plunder the city. Again, this reference to civil 

war would match the presently proposed dispute between Adad-apla-iddina and 

rnor of the province – i.e., Kadashman-Buriash, son of 
                                                          

Marduk-ahhe-eriba for control of Babylon, and therefore for the position of supreme 

king in Greater Babylonia; albeit that it is not yet possible to decide which of these 

two kings should be identified with the aggressor king who attacked Babylon. 

3)  If we further accept that the death of his treaty partner was the most likely 

occasion for Ashur-bel-kala to interfere in northern Babylonia, then, this would now 

see the campaign dated to the eponym Ashur-ra’im-nisheshu coinciding with the 

accession year, or first regnal year (actually six months), of Marduk-ahhe-eriba. Is it 

then possible that this Assyrian campaign had something to do with the citizens of 

Babylon rebelling against the unnamed king of the Era Epic? Certainly Ashur-bel-kala 

claimed in the summary to the Broken Obelisk that ‘[He conquered] the lands [of all 

people] from Babylon of [the land Ak]kad’ to the Upper Sea of the land Amurru.327 

With this very short reign of Marduk-ahhe-eriba, Adad-apla-iddina would now have 

been in a position to capture the city of Babylon within a year of Marduk-shapik-

zeri’s death, and so that when Ashur-bel-kala ‘installed’ Adad-apla-iddina as king 

over the Babylonians, this would have given the Assyrian king the right to claim that 

his conquests reached as far as the city of Babylon. The fact that the city of Dur-

Kurigalzu is not mentioned amongst the two cities conquered by Ashur-bel-kala, 

despite his capture of the gove
 

327 ARI 2, § 249. 
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Itti-Marduk-balatu328 – is compatible with this city having already been destroyed by 

the Arameans/Suteans, as described in both Chronicle 25 and the Era Epic (i.e., during 

phase 2 above). Furthermore, with Adad-apla-iddina already on the throne of 

Karduniash by the start of Ashur-bel-kala’s reign (see Table A), this Babylonian king 

would have been in a suitable position to install Kadashman-Buriash – presumably his 

brother or, at the very least, a close member of his family – as governor of Dur-

Kurigalzu. This connection with Dur-Kurigalzu is, in turn, consistent with Adad-apla-

iddina’s kingdom at that time having been located in north-western Babylonia.  

4)  Interestingly, the Akkadian prophecy Text A mentions a king who would rule 

for three years, and of whom it is said that: (l. 4) ‘Cities will be devastated, 

dwellings... (5) There will be rebellions and... (6) Hostilities against Akkad... (7) The 

rites of Ekur and Nippur... (9) The Amorites will put that prince to the sword’.329 The 

reference here to hostilities against Akkad, and particularly in association with the 

shrines of Ekur and Nippur (Duranki), perfectly matches the details of widespread 

destruction which occurred during the reign of Adad-apla-iddina, as described in the 

Simbar-Shipak and Chronicle 25 texts. The further mention of rebellion in Text A (l. 

5) is paralleled in Chronicle 25 (ll. 29-30) with mention of the usurper king who 

rebelled against Adad-apla-iddina, and who seemingly acted in concert with the 

Arameans. This prince is said to have ruled for three years, and he immediately 

precedes another prince who ruled for eight years. Now, there are only two 

Babylonian kings from this whole period who reigned for precisely eight years, Itti-

Marduk-balatu and Nabu-shumu-libur; and this latter individual was the second 

successor of Marduk-ahhe-eriba. Moreover, if Itti-Marduk-balatu and Nabu-shumu-

libur were the two kings reported in Text A who each ruled for eight years,330 as 

seems most probable, then none of the intervening kings had a three-year reign, and 

so one would have to accept that the Text A figure of three years was an error of some 

sort. Furthermore, as will be discussed below, a one year reign for Marduk-ahhe-eriba 

seems to produce the best fit for the available evidence when it is judged in terms of 

possible chronological synchronisms between the two proposed separate lines of 

contemporary Babylonian kings depicted in Table A. I would therefore propose that 

                                                           
328 ARI 2, § 238. 
329 Grayson and Lambert (1964:14, Text A, Second Side ii). Cf. Pfeiffer, ANET:451-52. 
330 See Grayson and Lambert (1964:14). 
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the prince in Text A who met his death at the hands of the Amorites was Marduk-

la-iddina was succeeded by Simbar-Shipak, the first king of the 

rect gift through the office of the local governor; although 
                  

ahhe-eriba; a scenario compatible with the fact that, according to Babylonian King-list 

A, Marduk-ahhe-eriba seemingly ruled for only six months, even though he was 

credited with one official regnal year.331  

 Geographical Considerations  Contemporary evidence from the reign of Adad-

apla-iddina indicates that at some stage of his rule he controlled Babylon (where he 

repaired Imgur-Enlil, the inner wall of the city), Borsippa, Kish, Nippur and Ur.332 

Marduk-shapik-zeri had also apparently repaired the walls and gates of Imgur-

Enlil;333 repair work which is suitably dated to have been as a result of the damage 

caused by Tiglath-pileser I when he captured Babylon during the reign of Marduk-

nadin-ahhe.334 This arrangement would, then, allow the repair work by Adad-apla-

iddina to have been as a result of the ‘plunder’ of Babylon cited in the Era Epic, as 

just noted. In light of the previous discussion, Adad-apla-iddina would presumably 

have gained control of the above named cities beginning in the north, and then 

gradually extended his authority southwards until he had captured most if not all of 

Babylonia, finally occupying Ur in the south. This would have left little remaining 

territory for the other kingdom ruled by the successors of Marduk-ahhe-eriba, apart, 

that is, from Babylonian land situated east of the Tigris River. The geographic 

parameters of these two proposed separate kingdoms is of crucial importance, since 

the respective territories must be made compatible with the arrangement of kings 

depicted in Table A, where Nabu-shumu-libur, the last king of the Second Isin 

dynasty, was succeeded by Eulmash-shakin-shumi, the first king of the Bazi dynasty, 

and where Adad-ap

Second Sealand dynasty. Clearly one must be able to present a plausible historico-

geographic scenario whereby there could have been territorial continuity across these 

dynastic changes.  

 The only geographic evidence available from any of the last three kings of the 

Second Isin dynasty appears in the above-mentioned kudurru belonging to Marduk-

ahhe-eriba. This king was in sufficient control of the province of Bit-Piri-Amurru to 

grant land there as an indi
                                         

1968:119). 

331 Brinkman (1968:144). 
332 Brinkman (1968:140). 
333 Brinkman (1968:135 esp. n. 801). 
334 ABC, Synchronistic Chronicle (21, ii. 20'). Cf. Brinkman (
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this document was probably not drawn up during the short reign of Marduk-ahhe-

eriba but, rather, during the early reign of his successor, Marduk-zer-[x].335 That 

being the case, then, this delayed issuing of the kudurru would mean that the latter 

king remained in control of this province. Furthermore, if, as argued above, Marduk-

ahhe-eriba’s reign ended in the same year as the civil war in Babylon, then the 

province of Bit-Piri-Amurru could, in a chronologically acceptable manner, have 

rm

ontiguous. While the 

   

fo ed part of the kingdom remaining to Marduk-zer-[x] after Adad-apla-iddina 

gained control of Babylon and the Euphrates basin.  

 I discussed in Chapter 2:3 the period of contemporary Babylonian kings following 

the Assyrian interregnum of Tukulti-Ninurta I, and there argued for a geographic 

division between the kingdoms of Karduniash and Akkad at that time, with Babylon 

suitably located to have been claimed by either kingdom. I also proposed that the 

heartland of Karduniash, ruled by Adad-shuma-usur and his two successors, was 

situated in northwest Babylonia, while the heartland of Akkad, ruled by Meli-Shipak 

and Marduk-apla-iddina, was located in southern and eastern Babylonia, and included 

cities east of the Tigris such as Eshnunna and Der. Interestingly, then, Meli-Shipak is 

known to have been residing in his capital at Agade when he sealed a land grant 

decision contained in BBSt no. 3.336 And I would also note two further Kudurri, both 

from the reign of Marduk-apla-iddina: in the first, a local official, the hazannu of Bit-

Piri-Amurru, was involved in measuring a field whose eastern boundary was the 

Radanu River; and in the second, the sakkanakku of Agade served as a witness to a 

land settlement in the province of Bit-Piri-Amurru. Combined with further 

contemporary evidence this locates Bit-Piri-Amurru in the area of the Radanu River, 

located east of the Tigris and north of the Diyala and, less certainly, connects this 

province with the city of Agade.337 These sources would seem to indicate that Bit-

Piri-Amurru and the land attached to the city of Agade were c

precise location of Agade is uncertain, most recent opinion has placed it on the eastern 

                                                        
335 See Brinkman (1968:144 n. 871, and p. 145 esp. n. 875).  
336 King (1912, BBSt No. 3, v 19-20). Brinkman (1968:145 n. 874) wonders whether this reference to 

Agade might not be interpreted as a synonym for ‘Babylon’. Cf. McEwan (1982:12) and Wall-Romana 

90:243) argues that Agade was 

. 874). 

(1990:215) who both reject this interpretation; in fact, Wall-Romana (19

probably the capital of both Meli-Shipak and Merodach-baladan (i.e., Marduk-apla-iddina I). 
337 See Wall-Romana (1990:221-23); and Brinkman (1968:145 n
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bank of the Tigris, near its confluence with the Diyala River.338  

 The Tigris River must always have served as a major natural barrier separating 

Babylonian territory on either bank, so that at times of crisis there would have been, at 

the very least, the potential for political separation between the two regions. Having 

already argued for a collateral Babylonian monarchy following the Assyrian 

interregnum of Tukulti-Ninurta I, I would now propose that a similar politico-

geographic situation pertained during this later period. It is not possible to be precise 

about the geographic parameters defining these two kingdoms at this time, but one 

might imagine that as Adad-apla-iddina extended his power base from Dur-Kurigalzu 

and Sippar (?) southwards to include the territory from Babylon to Uruk, that Marduk-

zer-[x] was finally left with only the territory east of the Tigris, presumably from at 

as

hich interestingly again occurs in a kudurru from the reign 

le t the province of Bit-Piri-Amurru and the city of Agade south and east to the 

border with Elam.  

 For the Bazi dynasty to have succeeded to the kingship of Nabu-shumu-libur, 

Marduk-zer-[x]’s immediate successor, one would naturally expect that their region of 

origin was either included within this eastern kingdom, or else contiguous with it, and 

certainly not separated from it by the territory ruled by Adad-apla-iddina and his 

successor, Simbar-Shipak (as arranged in Table A). The Bazi dynasty derives its 

designation from a geographical name, but unfortunately the only specific reference to 

the location of Bit-Bazi, w

of Marduk-apla-iddina I, is unable to be defined any more precisely than somewhere 

along the Tigris River.339  

 However, according to the Dynastic Chronicle, Eulmash-shakin-shumi, the 

founder of the Bazi dynasty, was buried in the palace of Kar-Marduk, as distinct from 

Simbar-Shipak and Mar-biti-apla-usur who were both buried in the palace of 

Sargon.340 The fact that the city of Kar-Marduk is also attested as the site of an 

economic transaction in the second year of Eulmash-shakin-shumi’s successor, 

Ninurta-kudurri-usur I, has prompted the suggestion that this city may have been the 

capital of the Bazi dynasty;341 though again there is no further evidence as to its 
                                                           
338 See McEwan (1982 esp. 11-12); and the excellent discussion in Wall-Romana (1990). Cf. Brinkman 

 the Tigris. 

f. Wall-Romana (1990:243) who considers Agade as the capital of the first 

(1968:145 n. 874) who places this city to the west of
339 Brinkman (1968:158-59, and esp. ns. 954, 959). 
340 ABC, Dynastic Chronicle  (18, v 2-14). Cf. Brinkman (1968:155 n. 934). 
341 Brinkman (1968:162). C
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precise location. Moreover, an individual of probable high rank named ‘Eulmash-

[......]’ is found sculpted on an undated kudurru (BBSt 15) in the presence of a 

Babylonian king; and the transaction to which this individual is a party, possibly as 

the beneficiary, concerns an estate adjoining Bit-Piri-Amurru. And this individual 

may possibly be the Eulmash-shakin-shumi appearing in documents dated to Years 10 

and 13 of Marduk-nadin-ahhe.342 Furthermore, I argue below that this Eulmash-

shakin-shumi is suitably dated, according to Table A, to have been the same 

individual as the founder of the Bazi dynasty. I would therefore suggest that the 

balance of probability favours the home of the Bazi dynasty having been located 

within this proposed kingdom east of the Tigris, and which I argue was previously 

quently, Simbar-Shipak extended his control as 

                                                                                                                                                                     

ruled by Marduk-zer-[x] and Nabu-shumu-libur. And, if ‘Eulmash-[......]’ and 

Eulmash-shakin-shumi should have been one and the same person, then there is some 

positive indication of a connection between the two territories. 

 What little evidence there is relating to Simbar-Shipak indicates that he was a 

soldier of not very high rank who was living in the Sealand territory prior to his 

becoming king. As such, there is no geographical problem in accepting that Simbar-

Shipak could reasonably have laid claim to the kingdom of Adad-apla-iddina, 

following the latter’s demise. Subse

far north as Nippur and Sippar where, at the latter site, he re-established regular food 

offerings to the god Shamash; presumably in reaction to their abandonment at the time 

of the earlier Aramean invasions.343  

 This latter fact necessitates that we examine the chronological relationship 

between Nabu-shumu-libur and Simbar-Shipak, as revealed in the Religious 

Chronicle. [Nab]u-shumu-libur is mentioned in line i 16. After a lacuna in the text, a 

new king is introduced in ii 1, where he is said to have arrived in the month Iyyar, but 

unfortunately the king’s name is not mentioned. In ii 7 the month Ab is mentioned, 

and again in ii 12 a later month Ab in the seventh year is mentioned. The reference to 

the arrival of the new king in ii 1 is therefore apparently dated to the sixth year; it is 

unlikely to have been an earlier year, since the scribe makes a point of specifically 

identifying events according to each New Year. The month Sivan in the eighteenth 

year of the same king is probably mentioned in ii 20, which, if correct, would 
 

king of the Bazi Dynasty. 
342 See Brinkman (1968:160 n. 972) for details. 
343 See Brinkman (1968:151-52) on the career of Simbar-Shipak. 
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seemingly apply to Simbar-Shipak, as he is the only king, between Nabu-shumu-libur 

and the later mentioned king Nabu-mukin-apli (iii 6), to have reputedly ruled for 

eighteen years. A fourteenth year is mentioned in ii 26, which has led to the 

suggestion that the passage ii 1-25(?) probably deals with the reign of Simbar-Shipak, 

while the remainder of the column probably concerns the reign of Eulmash-shakin-

shumi, the only other king in the specified period to have ruled as many as fourteen 

e.345   

 This latter chronicle has consecutive s porary reigns 

of Marduk-shapik-zeri and Ashur-bel-kala (O

8-11). The following sections then read:  

)   the throne of Enlil of Ekurigigal. 

  ifth year of Eulmash-shakin-

 Table A.348 And 971 AC now also equates to the 

                                                          

years.344 Furthermore, this fourteenth year in line ii 26 of the Religious Chronicle is 

apparently again referred to in the New Babylonian Chronicle, indicating that this 

year may have held some special significanc

ections relating to the contem

bv. 4-7), and to Adad-apla-iddina (Obv. 
346

(12-13 Simbar-Shihu... made

(14)  (Marduk stayed) on the dais (in) the f

shumi, the king.  

(15)  The fourteenth year  

(16)  The fourth year of Mar-biti-apla-usur  

(17) [...] The first year of Nabu-mukin-apli, the king. 

The arrangement of kings in Table A is perfectly compatible with the above 

chronological information. The reference to the arrival of the new king in the 

Religious Chronicle (l. ii 1) presumably refers to his arrival in Babylon as it is 

connected with sacrifices made to Bel (Marduk) in the Esagil (and other) temples (ll. 

ii 2-5).347 The apparent arrival of this king (i.e., Simbar-Shipak) in his sixth year 

would now correspond to 971 AC in

second year of Nabu-shumu-libur (972-965 AC), who could therefore theoretically 
 

344 ABC, Religious Chronicle (17), p. 134, Commentary ii 1-29. 
345 ABC, Religious Chronicle (17), pp. 133-38. 
346 ABC, Eclectic Chronicle (24). 
347 Esagil(a) was the temple of Marduk in Babylon (Brinkman 1968:81). 
348 This equation is based on the argued correlation between the one-year reign of Marduk-ahhe-eriba 

and the eponym of Ashur-ra’im-nisheshu, which is believed to date to the fourth/fifth year of Ashur-

bel-kala’s reign (see above), and which in turn corresponds to 986/5 AC in Table A; for convenience 

sake I have dated the death of Marduk-shapik-zeri to 986 AC and the one-year reign of Marduk-ahhe-

eriba to 985 AC. 
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have had a presence in Babylon during that year, if this is the context of his inclusion 

in the Religious Chronicle (l. i 16).  

 Interestingly, Simbar-Shipak is credited with a seventeen-year rule in the Dynastic 

Chronicle. Now, if the author of the New Babylonian Chronicle was also using a 

seventeen year reign for Simbar-Shipak, then the noteworthy synchronism occurs in 

Table A that the fifth year of Eulmash-shakin-shumi, referred to in the New 

Babylonian Chronicle (l. 14), coincides precisely with the last regnal year of the king 

who immediately precedes this date (ll. 12-13), namely Simbar-Shipak (960 AC). 

Also, Brinkman has made the telling observation that the enigmatic reference to 

Marduk remaining on the dias (l. 14) may have to do with the king’s inability to 

 sole ruler of Greater 

King-list A tradition.350  

 Historical Considerations  The chronological arrangement of kings depicted in 

                                                          

celebrate the New Year’s festival.349 But, as presently envisaged, such an inability to 

celebrate the New Year’s festival in Babylon could now apply to Eulmash-shakin-

shumi, who would only have been king of Akkad at that time.  

 Furthermore, whereas King-list A credits Eulmash-shakin-shumi with a 

seventeen-year reign, the Dynastic Chronicle records only a fourteen-year reign. And 

it can again be seen in Table A that the fourteenth year (l. 15) of Eulmash-shakin-

shumi (i.e., 951 AC) corresponds with the final year of the period of contemporary 

kings listed under ‘Babylonia B’, after which point Eulmash-shakin-shumi was 

theoretically left as the sole sovereign of a reunited Greater Babylonia. Eulmash-

shakin-shumi’s royal status would presumably have changed after fourteen years 

spent as the king of Akkad, a figure which could now relate to that appearing in the 

Dynastic Chronicle. Meanwhile, his final three years as

Babylonia would, presumably, have created the opportunity of a separate 

administrative/chronological tradition, so that the total regnal figure of 17 (14 + 3) 

years would be compatible with the 

Table A has a number of further interesting consequences for our understanding of 

Babylonian (and Assyrian) history. 

 
349 Brinkman (1968:161-62 with notes). 
350 Admittedly, there are some inner discrepancies in the Dynastic Chronicle (see Grayson ABC, 

Chronicle 18, p. 142, Commentary v 3) as regards the summary account of reign lengths calculated for 

the individual dynasties. However, these discrepancies could be mostly due to a scribal attempt to 

reconcile the Dynastic Chronicle figures assigned to the individual kings with the King-list A figures. 
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1)  The reference in the New Babylonian Chronicle to Simbar-Shipak having 

restored the throne of Enlil of Ekurigigal is more fully discussed in a later copy of an 

inscription of Simbar-Shipak. This text recounts how the old throne, made in the time 

of Nebuchadnezzar I, had been lost when Arameans looted the temple during the 

reign of Adad-apla-iddina. Subsequently, the stolen property was recovered by the 

Assyrians, who first brought it to Ashur, before finally returning it to Nippur during 

the reign of Simbar-Shipak.351 Meanwhile, it is known that Shamshi-Adad IV, who 

returned from exile in Babylon to claim the Assyrian throne, deposed his nephew 

Eriba-Adad II, the son and immediate successor of Ashur-bel-kala.352 According to the 

conventional Assyro-Babylonian chronology, Adad-apla-iddina must have been the 

unnamed Babylonian king who helped Shamshi-Adad become king of Assyria.353 

However, this correlation seems less than ideal, because Adad-apla-iddina had not 

only signed a peace treaty with Ashur-bel-kala, but he had also sealed that treaty 

through a marriage alliance, so that, other factors being equal, one might have 

expected that Adad-apla-iddina would have supported Ashur-bel-kala’s chosen 

successor (i.e., Eriba-Adad II), rather than his son-in-law’s brother, Shamshi-Adad 

 to Babylonia. As for the relevant passage in 

                

IV. Indeed, Eriba-Adad could even have been Adad-apla-iddina’s own grandson, a 

situation which might, coincidentally, provide the reason for his deposition by 

Shamshi-Adad. 

 Compare this scenario with that dictated by Table A, where the first regnal year 

of Eriba-Adad II (971 AC) corresponds to the sixth year of Simbar-Shipak’s reign. 

And I noted above that Simbar-Shipak had already achieved control of Babylon by 

that year. The presumed exile of Shamshi-Adad IV during the reign of Eriba-Adad 

could, then, have presented one opportunity for the return of the stolen property to 

Nippur, with Simbar-Shipak later repaying that gift by helping Shamshi-Adad become 

king of Assyria shortly thereafter. Alternatively, Shamshi-Adad might have sought 

out the temple furnishings in gratitude for Simbar-Shipak’s aid in securing the 

Assyrian crown, and then returned them

the inscription it simply records that: ‘... “the Assyrian” recovered the loot, brought it 

to Bal(a)til, the religious centre of Assur [...], and finally returned it to the holy 

                                           

r a discussion of this and related topics. 

 esp. n. 868). 

351 Goetze (1965 esp. 134). 
352 See Brinkman (1968:153 n. 923) fo
353 Brinkman (1968:144
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precinct of Ellil in Nippur’.354 

 There is one further possible reference to Simbar-Shipak that may be of 

historical interest. In an inscription of the later Assyrian king Ashurnasirpal II, there 

appears the following passage: ‘At that time in the land of Zamua, the city Atlila – 

which Sibir, king of Karduniash, had captured and (which) had then collapsed and 

turned into mounds and ruin hills – he (Ashurnasirpal) reorganised’.355 The land of 

Zamua was located in far north-eastern Babylonia between the Diyala and Lower Zab 

Rivers.356 Therefore, if Simbar-Shipak was the king concerned, then, he must have 

campaigned right through the heart of the kingdom of Akkad, as previously defined at 

the time of Nabu-shumu-libur, that is, lying east of the Tigris and with its province of 

Bit-Piri-Amurru also located just north of the Diyala. The end of Nabu-shumu-libur’s 

reign is dated to 965 AC in Table A, which corresponds to the twelfth year of Simbar-

Shipak’s reign, so that this event would offer a very plausible explanation for the 

demise of the last king of the Second Isin dynasty. However, if that were the case, 

then, this proposed campaign would have proved merely punitive, having ultimately 

failed to bring the eastern territory of Akkad under Simbar-Shipak’s control. Rather, 

this territory would now have passed to the founder of the new Bazi dynasty, 

Eulmash-shakin-shumi. 

2) The Bazi dynasty monarch Eulmash-shakin-shumi has been considered as a 

possible descendent of a high ranking individual of the tribe of Bazi bearing the same 

name, and who is mentioned in texts from Years 10 and 13 of Marduk-nadin-ahhe’s 

reign.357 The standard arrangement of Babylonian kings would rule out the possibility 

of these two individuals having been one and the same person, since the first regnal 

year mentioning the official Eulmash-shakin-shumi would be separated from the last 

regnal year of his royal namesake by 102 years, and so therefore requiring an 

impossibly long period of political activity for one individual. However, in Table A, 

this period is reduced to 59 years, so that Eulmash-shakin-shumi need not have lived 

much beyond a not implausible eightieth year, were he, say, aged in his early twenties 

                                                           
354 Goetze (1965:134). 
355Brinkman (1968:154); and see ibid:154 n. 929, on the possible identification of Sibir with Simbar-

Shipak. 
356 See Brinkman (1968:200) on Zamua as coming within the Babylonian sphere of influence. 
357 Brinkman (1968:160 n. 972); and see above. 
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in the tenth year of Marduk-nadin-ahhe. An even more compatible equation applies to 

the possible relationship between the later king Shamash-mudammiq and a high 

official bearing the exact same name who appears as a witness to a land decision 

made at the city of Kar-Marduk, and dated to the second year of Ninurta-kudurri-usur 

I.358 Since Shamash-mudammiq must have been king sometime between 908 and 902 

BC, the conventional chronology would separate these two periods of political 

activity by about eighty years, so that again they cannot reasonably be considered to 

have concerned the same person. However, in Table A, the minimum period 

 just 38 years (946-908 AC), meaning that 

o doing argued that some of these same kings 

                                                          

separating the two individuals is reduced to

Shamash-mudammiq ‘the official’ need have lived no more than about sixty years to 

have later become Shamash-mudammiq ‘the king’.  

Conclusion 

I have now argued, in Chapter 2, for the removal of 85 years of absolute Assyrian 

chronology from between the reigns of Shalmaneser II and Ashur-dan II, as well as 

for the downward displacement of Egyptian Memphite chronology relative to LBA 

Assyrian chronology by a further 115 years. These two measures required a profound 

realignment of Egyptian, Assyrian and Babylonian chronology relative to each other, 

as well as a radical reconfiguration of Babylonian chronology and history. As part of 

this reconfiguration, I argued in some detail: that Tiglath-pileser I ruled during the last 

years of the Hittite empire, rather than almost 100 years later as presently held; that 

Ashur-rabi II, rather than being a king of Assyria, was, in fact, a king of 

Hanigalbat/Mitanni; and that the kingdom of Hanigalbat, previously believed to have 

been absorbed into the kingdom of Assyria during the reign of Tukulti-Ninurta I, had 

actually survived for a further 200 years until the reign of Ashur-dan II, at which time 

this king reunited Hanigalbat and Assyria under one rule. I also radically rearranged 

the Kassite kings of the LBA, and in s

previously recognised as successive were in fact contemporary. Finally, I removed 

almost a century from the chronology of the immediate post-Kassite Iron Age 

dynasties; and further argued that some of these dynasties which are currently seen as 

successive were in fact contemporary. 

 I also argue that Chronology A-E is accurate, other factors being equal, back to 

 
358 King (1912, BBSt 9). 
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the accession year of Ashur-uballit I in 1281 AC; and, as a corollary, that this revised 

Assyrian chronology can be used to establish an equally accurate chronology for the 

Egyptian New Kingdom, and with the crucial reign of Tuthmosis III now fixed 

through a proposed synchronism between his Year 24 and the accession year of 

Ashur-uballit I. This proposed synchronism is based upon the hypothesis that the gifts 

sent by Ashur-uballit I to Pharaoh, as recorded in EA 15, actually refer to the gifts 

received by Tuthmosis III during his Year 24 (see Chapter 2:1.2). This therefore 

means that Year 24 of Tuthmosis III cannot be displaced any further back in time than 

the accession year of Ashur-uballit. However, as argued in Chapter 2:3.1, the 

accession year of Tutankhamun cannot be lowered by more than two years without 

breaking the synchronism between this Pharaoh and Burnaburiash II (as revealed in 

EA 9). And the regnal dates of this latter king cannot be lowered any further against 

those of Tukulti-Ninurta I’s final year of reign, due to the fact that this year 

establishes the very latest date during which Kashtiliash IV, Burnaburiash’s 

successor, could have reigned. In other words, the period between Year 24 of 

Tuthmosis III and the first regnal year of Tutankhamun is constrained at its upper and 

lower ends to the 121-year period between the accession of Ashur-uballit I and the 

death of Burnaburiash II (1281-1160 AC in Table L), and with a theoretical degree of 

relative movement of only two years. However, even that degree of leeway is 

ull generation); and the synchronisation of 

eliminated if one accepts the lunar evidence which restricts the range of acceptable 

dates for the 18th Dynasty to a repeating 25-year cycle; and which would permit 

Tuthmosis III’s Year 24 to have occurred in 1481 CC (1281 AC), but not two years 

later or earlier. 

 Compare this situation with the conventional chronology, which currently permits 

three alternate years for the accession of Tuthmosis III (i.e., High, Middle and Low); 

and where, accordingly, the synchronisation of Egyptian and Assyrian chronology has 

a relative uncertainty of 25 years (or a f

Egypto-Babylonian and Assyro-Babylonian chronology suffers from a similar degree 

of uncertainty. Moreover, the putative chronological accuracy found in published 

chronological tables has not been arrived at through any systematic integration of 

Egyptian and Mesopotamian chronology. 

 In addition to chronological accuracy and precision, another major criterion of a 

good theory is consistency. I understand this attribute in the current context to mean 

the ability to minimise the number of anomalies encountered within competing 
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chronological theories, and in the absence of any evidence capable of definitively 

proving one or other theory to be wrong. I have shown in Chapter 2 how numerous 

and varied current anomalies can be harmoniously resolved in terms of Chronology 

A-E. Admittedly, this enterprise has not been entirely successful, in that it has also 

created some new anomalies that were absent in terms of the conventional 

chronology; albeit that I have presented what I believe to be plausible reasons for why 

these anomalies should have appeared. Two of these new anomalies are noteworthy: 

first, the fact that Ashur-uballit I can no longer be made a contemporary of 

Akhenaten, in contradiction to the almost universal understanding of EA 16; and 

second, that the name of Burnaburiash II, which, according to Chronology A-E, 

n historical events associated with each king according to those of his royal 

should have appeared between King Nos. 25 and 26 in Babylonian King-list A, will 

now be absent. However, the crucial point in assessing the relative merits of this win-

loss equation is, of course, to decide which chronological theory provides the most 

coherent understanding of the total body of available evidence. 

 I would also argue that Chronology A-E is superior to the conventional 

chronology in terms of the remaining criteria specified by Kuhn, namely, 

Expansiveness/Breadth, Simplicity and Fruitfulness. Regarding the first of these 

attributes, Chronology A-E provides a single framework encompassing pretty much 

the whole of the Ancient Near East (see Table L), rather than having to rely upon 

three rather loosely connected chronologies (i.e., Egyptian, Assyrian and Babylonian) 

as is currently the case. Moreover, this unified chronological framework is not simply 

some, relatively speaking, abstract juxtaposition of regnal dates of different kings. 

Rather, I have used the precision and accuracy of Chronology A-E to integrate the 

know

contemporaries. Take, for example, the historical scenario developed for Tiglath-

pileser I’s relations with Hatti in Chapter 2:1.4 and 2:1.5; or the political intrigue in 

Babylonia following Tukulti-Ninurta I’s Assyrian interregnum discussed in Chapter 

2:3. 

 Chronology A-E is also very much simpler than the conventional chronology 

because it relies upon two precise core hypotheses, as outlined in Chapter 2:1.1 and 

2:1.2. This further means that these core hypotheses have precisely defined 

consequences, for example, the maximum two-year synchronism permitted in 

Chronology A-E between Burnaburiash II of Babylonia and Pharaoh Tutankhamun. 

Put differently, if it can be shown that this very restricted synchronism is incompatible 
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with the available evidence, then, Chronology A-E would be very seriously 

e fact that 

istic exchange, and 

undermined. Conversely, the imprecise synchronisms between the kings of Egypt, 

Assyria and Babylonia that emerge from the conventional chronology make such 

precise chronological arguments impossible to develop since there is no stable 

chronological point of reference from which to begin.  

 In terms of Fruitfulness, there are many historical texts that are currently unable to 

be placed within any fixed chronological or historical framework, due to th

they do not contain sufficient biographical information. However, using the historical 

insights arising from Chronology A-E, I have attempted to provide some of these texts 

with a more or less precise chronological setting, which, in turn, has allowed them to 

contribute more fully to our understanding of Ancient Near Eastern history. 

 Finally, as a consequence of the above attributes, Chronology A-E becomes 

eminently testable. Take, for example, the Syrian campaign of Tiglath-pileser I, which 

I discussed in Chapter 2:1.5. This campaign is of great importance for two reasons: 

first, it provides a detailed route for the campaign, from its point of origin in Ashur, 

through Tadmor, to the Phoenician coastal cities of Byblos, Sidon, Arvad and 

Samuru, and from there north (presumably along the Orontes Valley) to the city of 

Carchemish, capital of the Hittite appanage kingdom ruling Syria; and second, it 

provides a crucial link across the Assyrian-Egyptian chronological divide. No matter 

what chronology one adheres to, it is surely inconceivable that this Assyrian campaign 

would not have had a major effect within Syria, and even extending to points further 

afield. Indeed, I argued in Chapter 2:1.5 that this campaign is referred to in various 

documents from Hatti and Ugarit; and also that it left its physical imprint in terms of 

the destruction of the Phase 2 (of Level 1) city at Alalakh. However, its effect must 

have gone well beyond these details, and should have impacted upon all sorts of areas 

reflecting the changed geopolitical relationship between the two regions at just this 

time. One might, for example, expect to see cross-cultural influences spanning the 

Euphrates divide in the fields of trade, palaeography, the arts, lingu

so on. I would therefore predict that experts should be able to detect pronounced 

influences of this nature in the textual and archaeological evidence when arranged 

according to Chronology A-E. Conversely, no such extraordinary influences should 

be seen when arranged according to the conventional chronology. 

 I have dealt in Chapter 2 with only one part of the jigsaw puzzle that comprises 

the chronology of the Ancient Near East. And before one can legitimately expect the 
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 above, 

and not to have encountered such a wealth of contradictory evidence as to make any 

such attempt appear totally irrational. Yet, rather than being irrational, I maintain that 

Chronology A-E provides a far more coherent and richer understanding of the 

evidence discussed above than is possible using the conventional chronology. 

scholarly community to seriously question the correctness of the current chronological 

paradigm, it will be necessary to adequately resolve those other crucial parts of this 

puzzle discussed in my Introduction. However, as a simple mental exercise to test the 

plausibility of the material discussed above, I would now ask the reader to imagine 

whether or not it should be even possible, were the conventional chronology to be 

essentially correct, to have carried out the chronological measures argued for



  

 

 



Chapter 3  ASSYRIA, MITANNI/HANIGALBAT AND HATTI 

Introduction 

I argued in Chapter 2 for a radical displacement of Egyptian versus Assyro-

Babylonian chronology. The consequence of this new hypothetical chronology is that 

all LBA Assyrian kings must now be made contemporary with Egyptian monarchs 

who, according to the conventional chronology, would have reigned more than 100 

years earlier. And since Hittite and Mitannian chronology is essentially dependent 

upon Egyptian chronology,1 the rulers of these two kingdoms must also be realigned 

in equal measure compared to Assyrian chronology. I therefore now wish to discuss 

the historical evidence linking the three Great Kingdoms of Assyria, Mitanni and 

Hatti. I will then proceed to tackle the Egyptian chronological evidence in Chapter 4.  

 While there are numerous texts which either directly concern Assyro-Hittite 

affairs, or else that connect one or both of these kingdoms to the geographically 

intermediate Great Kingdom of Mitanni (also known as Hanigalbat in various 

documents), none of these texts contain sufficient biographical information to 

establish the identity of contemporary kings of Assyria and Hatti with certainty. 

However, were one to be able to replace an erroneous chronology with the true 

absolute, and relative, chronology for that period, then, it should be possible to 

organise the information contained within such documents into a far more coherent 

historical narrative, in contrast to the prevailing narrative where these documents 

would, by definition, contain much data that is incapable of being assigned any wider 

historical significance. Therefore, once again, I would ask the reader to judge the 

relative merits of the following integration of this material when dated according to 

Chronology A-E as compared to the conventional chronology. The historical period 

that I plan to discuss in Chapter 3 encompasses the Egyptian 18th-19th Dynasties, that 

is, c. 1550 to 1200 CC (1350 to 1000 AC). 

                                                           
1 For discussion of Hittite chronology, see Astour (1972, 1989); Bryce (Undated); Houwink Ten Cate 

(1970); Goetze (1975a:117-129, 1975b:252-273); Gurney (1975); Beal (1986); Singer (1987); Wilhelm 

and Boese (1987); Adamthwaite (2001:55-70); Wilhelm (2004). Mitannian history, and especially 

chronology, is very little understood, however, see Gelb (1944); Smith (1949 esp. 58-69); Wilhelm 

(1989); Oates et al. (1997:143-54); Kuhne (1999).  
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3:1. Assyrian Revival: Adad-nirari I and the Kingdom of Hanigalbat 

3:1.1 Hanigalbat, Mitanni and Hurri Land: Three Kingdoms, One History 

According to Egyptian historical texts, and particularly the Amarna letter EA 17, we 

can establish the chronology of a dynasty of Mitannian kings who ruled over a vast 

region of upper Mesopotamia and northern Syria. More specifically, the three 

generations of Artatama I, Shuttarna II, and the latter’s two sons, Artashumara and 

Tushratta, would have reigned, without an apparent break, from c. 1425 to 1386 CC 

(1225 to 1186 AC in Table L).2 Moreover, Tushratta remained king of Mitanni at 

least until his defeat by the Hittite king Shuppiluliuma I sometime following the 

latter’s Year 20, that is, about 1367 CC (1167 AC) (see Chapter 3:2). According to EA 

17, Tushratta was placed on the throne of his father while still ‘young’,3 and 

following the murder of his elder brother, king Artashumara, by a certain Utkhi (UD-

hi). This latter individual then exercised control over Tushratta, forbidding him 

contact with other kings, until finally Tushratta killed all those responsible for 

Artashumara’s death. In writing EA 17, Tushratta wishes to remind the Pharaoh of the 

friendly relations that had existed between Amenophis III and Tushratta’s father, 

Shuttarna II. Later on, Tushratta’s own daughter, Tadu-Heba, arrived in Egypt about 

1382 CC (1182 AC) to marry Amenophis III.4 If we assume that Tadu-Heba was, say, 

thirteen years old when she was sent to Egypt,5 and knowing that Tushratta was still a 

child when he became king – that is, he was presumably without children of his own – 

then, this would lead to the conclusion that the death of Artashumara, and the 

‘accession’ of Tushratta, occurred no later than about 1395 CC (1195 AC).  
                                                           
2 Artatama I of Mitanni must have become king by about the beginning of Tuthmosis IV’s reign (1425-

1417 CC) since, apparently, almost immediately after the latter’s own accession, diplomatic 

negotiations began between the two kings (Astour 1989:66f.); and which resulted in a marriage 

alliance. Furthermore, Gilukhepa, a daughter of Shuttarna II, Artatama I’s son, was married to 

Amenophis III in this Pharaoh’s Year 10 (1408 CC) (Hayes 1973:339). Finally, Tushratta was king in 

1386 CC (plus or minus two years) when he sent EA 17 to Amenophis III (Astour 1989:70 with n. 

491).  
3 See Moran (1992:42 n. 1) for references on the meaning of ‘young’. 
4 One of the letters associated with the marriage arrangements (EA 23), written after Tadu-Heba had 

arrived in Egypt, has been dated to Year 36 of Amenophis III (Moran 1992:62 n. 6), i.e., 1382 CC. 
5 Bierbrier (1975:20) estimates the female age of marriage as about twelve years; while Tushratta 

reports to Amenophis III that his daughter had then ‘become very mature’ (EA 20:28-32). 

 146



 Meanwhile, from the reign of the Assyrian king Adad-nirari I (1222-1190 AC) 

there begins to appear a significant body of contemporary texts, in the form of royal 

annals, which mention Assyrian relations with the other great powers of the day. One 

of Adad-nirari’s royal inscriptions is of particular historical importance, and contains 

the following passage: 

When Shattuara, king of the land Hanigalbat, rebelled against me and 

committed hostilities: ...I seized him and brought him to my city Ashur. I made 

him take an oath and then allowed him to return to his land. Annually, as long 

as (he) lived, I regularly received his tribute within my city, Ashur. 

After his death, Uasashatta, his son, revolted, rebelled against me, and 

committed hostilities. He went to the land Hatti for aid. The Hittites took his 

bribes but did not render him assistance... I captured by conquest the city Taidu, 

his great royal city... and Washshukanu.... The great gods gave me to rule from 

the city Taidu to the city Irridu, the city Eluhat and Mount Kashiyari in its 

entirety, the fortress of the city Sudu, the fortress of the city Harranu, to the 

bank of the Euphrates. As for the remainder of his (Uasashatta’s) people, I 

imposed upon (them) corvee (lit. ‘hoe, spade, and basket’). But as for him, I 

took out from the city Irridu his ‘wife of the palace’, his sons, his daughters, and 

his people. Bound I brought them and his possessions to my city, Ashur (ARI 1, 

§§ 392, 393). 

The relative date of Uasashatta’s rebellion can be fairly accurately established, as 

there are probably seven eponyms from Adad-nirari’s reign that came after the defeat 

of Uasashatta.6 Accepting this eponym figure would date Adad-nirari’s conquest of 

Hanigalbat to c. 1197 AC, at the latest. According to the conventional chronology, the 

dynasty of Shattuara (I) and his two known successors, Uasashatta and the later king 

Shattuara II, remains somewhat vague, in so far as their relationship to the earlier 

Mitannian dynasty of Great Kings descended from Artatama I is unknown. However, 

the geographic extent of Uasashatta’s kingdom of Hanigalbat, which stretched across 

all of upper Mesopotamia from the entirety of Mount Kashiyari in the east to the 

Euphrates in the west (above), demonstrates that he governed more or less the same 

territory as, and was presumably no less powerful than, his earlier Mitannian 

                                                           
6 Rowton (1959:1 with n. 6). 

 147



counterparts.  

 Consequently, Shattuara I and Uasashatta (c. 1197 AC) would have been kings of 

essentially the same territory as Tushratta’s dynasty, and at the very same time (c. 

1225-1186 AC). The most parsimonious solution to this geographical and 

chronological equation would be to argue that these two otherwise distinct lines of 

kings are in fact one and the same, and that Shattuara I of Hanigalbat and Shuttarna II 

of Mitanni were one and the same person: the Talmi-Sharruma Treaty provides a 

direct correspondence between the political terms ‘Hanigalbat’ and ‘Mitanni’;7 and as 

for the names ‘Shattuara’ and ‘Shuttarna’, Weidner has argued that they are but two 

renderings of the same name,8 a transformation which can be achieved by means of a 

third form, Shuttatarra, which was used together with the form Shuttarna to denote the 

son of Artatama, king of the Hurri Land.9  

 I will shortly discuss the full implications of this proposed identification. 

However, I first wish to establish the identity of this Artatama of Hurri Land; at 

present, scholars have great difficulty in placing the origins of this individual within 

any extended historical, geographical, or genealogical framework.10 A clear 

distinction between the kingdoms of Hurri Land and Mitanni appears in two treaties 

signed between Shuppiluliuma I and Shattiwaza, the son of the deceased king 

Tushratta.11 Prior to his first war waged against Tushratta, king of ‘Mitanni’, 

Shuppiluliuma had signed a treaty with Artatama, king of the ‘Hurri Land’.12 Later 

on, following the patricide of Tushratta, Shuttarna (III), the son of this same Artatama, 

expelled Shattiwaza from the kingdom of Mitanni.13 Following this event, the Storm-

god is said to have decided the longstanding legal dispute between Tushratta and 

Artatama in the latter’s favour.14 Meanwhile, Tushratta is also specifically titled king 

of the ‘Hurri Land’ in one Amarna letter (EA 24: ii 72, and iv 127). Moreover, this 

Artatama (II) of Hurri Land, in addition to claiming some form of legitimacy over 

                                                           
7 Na’aman (1980:36), ‘The Aleppo Treaty’, ll. 15-18. 
8 Cited in Harrak (1987:96); albeit that Weidner proposed identifying Shattuara I with Shuttarna III. 
9 Goetze (1975c:14ff). Contra Harrak (1987:22), with bibliography covering this debate. 
10 Goetze (1975c:3). Also see Harrak (1987:94-97) for discussion. 
11 Trans. in Beckman (1999, Nos. 6A (CTH 51, pp. 42-48) and 6B (CTH 52, pp. 48-54)). 
12 Beckman (1999:42, CTH 51, § 1). 
13 Beckman (1999:44, CTH 51, § 6, and (ibid.:48), CTH 52, § 1). 
14 Goetze (1975c:3). 
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Tushratta’s kingdom, and along with his own son Shuttarna III, also bore the very 

same names as Tushratta’s own grandfather and father respectively (see Fig. 1a).  

Egypt Hatti Mitanni Hurri Land Assyria 
     
  Artatama I   
         |  
Amenophis III  Shuttarna II 
       | Tudhaliya II        | 

 

       |        | Artashumara             
       |        |        ||   
Amenophis IV   — Shuppiluliuma I  —  Tushratta     —    Artatama II  
(Akhenaten)        |        |        | Ashur-uballit I 
       |        | Shattiwaza   —    Shuttarna III        | 
Tutankhamun Murshili II        :  Enlil-nirari 
        | Hanigalbat         | 
        |        :  Arik-din-ili 
 Muwatalli Shattuara I —————        | 
        ||        |                    — Adad-nirari I 
        || Uasashatta —————        | 
 Hattushili III        :         | 
  Shattuara II —————— Shalmaneser I 
     

||     brother of predecessor 
:      relationship to predecessor 
       unknown 
—   known synchronism 

Fig. 1a         Conventional arrangement of Great Kings. 

 According to Chronology A-E, and its alternate arrangement of Assyrian kings, I 

believe that the identity of Artatama of Hurri Land now becomes overwhelmingly 

compelling. Artatama must have been one of the royal sons of Uasashatta taken to 

Ashur by Adad-nirari I (see ARI 1, § 393 above). I would note here the close political 

relationship that existed between the family of Artatama II and the Assyrians: 

Shattiwaza accused Artatama of exhausting the wealth of his kingdom in payment to 

the land of Assyria (and the land of Alshi), and he also accused Shuttarna III of 

handing over his kingdom’s riches as a gift to Assyria, and of throwing himself down 

before the Assyrian king.15 Subsequently, the Assyrians supported Shuttarna III in his 

war with Shuppiluliuma for control of Mitanni.16 As a son of Uasashatta (see Fig. 1b), 

Artatama would, under normal circumstances, have been considered the legitimate 

successor to his father’s kingdom. However, after the defeat of Uasashatta by Adad-

nirari I, the kingship of Mitanni will have passed through the hands of Artashumara, 

and by way of the regency of Utkhi, to Tushratta, thereby complicating the matter 

considerably. 
                                                           
15 Beckman (1999:48ff., CTH 52, § 1). 
16 Beckman (1999:48ff., CTH 52, §§ 5-6). 
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 One important consequence of this historical scenario is that Uasashatta, 

Artashumara and Tushratta were all sons of Shuttarna II/Shattuara I, so that Tushratta 

was the uncle of Artatama of Hurri Land. In light of the conflict between Tushratta 

and Artatama, it is also worth noting that the name Uasashatta is simply an inverted 

form of Shattiwaza.17 As a presumed symbol of his legitimate claim to the kingdom 

of Mitanni/Hurri Land, Shattiwaza then took, or was given,18 the royal name of his 

uncle Uasashatta, the presently proposed father of Artatama of Hurri Land. 

Furthermore, I argued above that the death of Artashumara, and the associated 

accession of Tushratta while still a ‘child’, occurred no later than c. 1395 CC (1195 

AC); a date which now neatly allows just enough time for the remainder of 

Uasashatta’s reign, following his defeat by Adad-nirari I c. 1197 AC (see above), plus 

a very short reign for Artashumara. 

                                                          

Artatama I   
       |   
Shuttarna II/Shattuara I   
       |──────────────────────|───────────────────| 
Uasashatta Artashumara Tushratta 
       |         | 
Artatama II (of Hurri Land)  Shattiwaza 
       |   
Shuttarna III   

Fig. 1b    Proposed genealogy of the kings of Mitanni, Hanigalbat and  

Hurri Land. 

 In the above inscription (ARI 1, § 392), Shattuara I is cited as having rebelled 

against Adad-nirari, which, if taken at face value, must mean that either Shattuara had 

begun his reign as a vassal of Assyria, and therefore his father had also ended his 

reign as an Assyrian vassal, or else Shattuara had become a vassal of Adad-nirari 

earlier in his own reign. Were the latter option correct, then, one might have expected 

to find some reference to Shattuara’s original subjugation; not to mention the fact that 

had he broken a personal oath to Adad-nirari, sworn previously, then he would 

probably have been treated far more harshly than he was. Accepting for the moment 

that Shattuara I (= Shuttarna II) began his reign as a vassal of Adad-nirari, then the 

date of his rebellion can be fixed by reference to the marriage of Gilukhepa, daughter 

of Shuttarna II, to Amenophis III, since such a marriage-alliance would, in and of 
 

17 See Harrak (1987:97). 
18 Shattiwaza originally bore the Hurrian name Ki-li-dHe-pa (see Harrak 1987:23). 
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itself, have necessarily been regarded as rebellion by his overlord, the Assyrian king. 

 Interestingly, Tushratta records: that his father, Shuttarna II, received six requests 

from Amenophis III before he finally agreed, under pressure, to give his daughter to 

the Pharaoh; that his grandfather, Artatama I, received seven requests before agreeing 

to a marriage alliance with Amenophis III’s father, Tuthmosis IV; but that he 

(Tushratta) agreed to send his daughter to marry Amenophis III the very first time he 

was asked (EA 29:16-27). Whatever degree of hyperbole may be attached to 

Tushratta’s words, they must surely represent a significant degree of historical 

actuality on this particular point, since he is corresponding with the very Pharaoh 

involved in the earlier marriage negotiations with Shuttarna II, and therefore any gross 

fabrication regarding the negotiation process would seem quite pointless, if not plain 

silly. Such reticence by Shuttarna would be consistent with a king who was worried 

about the consequences of rebelling against an already established overlord (i.e., 

Adad-nirari I), and so that his prolonged negotiations might be seen as reflecting the 

dilemma he faced in balancing the reward from an alliance with Amenophis III 

against the undoubted risk of war with Assyria.  

 As a round trip between Mitanni and Egypt could be completed in approximately 

three months (EA 29:16-27), one might envisage, say, no more than two years of 

diplomacy before Shuttarna II finally agreed to the treaty alliance with Egypt, and in 

so doing declared his independence of Assyria. Now, the most obvious occasion when 

a treaty might be initiated between two kingdoms was immediately following the 

accession of either one of the two respective kings. As Amenophis III came to the 

throne in 1417 CC (1217 AC), nine years before his marriage to Gilukhepa in 1408 

CC (1208 AC), it would seem more likely that diplomatic negotiations with Shuttarna 

II were initiated upon the latter’s accession as king of Mitanni. It would also seem 

more probable than not that Shuttarna II/Shattuara I rebelled close to the beginning of 

his reign, just as his son Uasashatta was to do on the later occasion. Accepting these 

broad approximations would date Shuttarna II/Shattuara I’s accession to c. 1210 AC, 

at the latest; and his reign would have continued for about thirteen years, assuming 

that both the accession and defeat of Uasashatta occurred in the same year of c. 1197 

AC. The fact that Shattuara I continued to send tribute throughout the rest of his reign 

to Adad-nirari (above) would also mean that Hanigalbat/Mitanni remained a vassal of 

Assyria during this period, i.e., c. 1208-1197 AC. 
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3:1.2 Connected Documents: KBo I 20, CTH 41 and KUB XXIII 102 

Adad-nirari and Uasashatta  In order to advance the historical discussion any 

further, it now becomes necessary to investigate the political fate of Uasashatta 

following his defeat by Adad-nirari I. Unfortunately, the documents that I believe 

relate to this period of Hittite, Mitanni/Hanigalbat and Assyrian interaction are 

currently very difficult to date with any great precision. This is because they lack the 

name(s) of either the author, or the addressee, or the principal protagonists, and, 

indeed, one document even lacks all three categories of names. Nonetheless, by 

examining the historical content of these documents in the context of the rearranged 

chronology resented above, I believe that a sound case can be made for their 

contemporaneity. And it is this proposed contemporaneity, and therefore improved 

chronological precision, that presents the opportunity of using this documentary 

material to achieve an improved historical understanding of this period.  

 It is evident from Adad-nirari I’s inscription (ARI 1, § 393) that Uasashatta was 

neither killed nor captured during this campaign. Furthermore, in an earlier inscription 

that presumably deals with the original capture of Hanigalbat by Adad-nirari, the 

cities mentioned amongst this king’s conquests include, ‘the fortress of Harranu 

to/with Carchemish which is on the bank of the Euphrates...’ (ARI 1, § 381). In a later 

inscription, Shalmaneser I includes exactly the same phrase in relation to the territory 

he won from Shattuara II of Hanigalbat (ARI 1, § 531) (see Chapter 3:2.1). The 

ambiguous preposition ‘to/with’ used before Carchemish in both inscriptions has 

created uncertainty over whether or not this city was captured by Adad-nirari I and 

Shalmaneser I.19 However, it is difficult to see why the conquest of Carchemish 

should be denied these two Assyrian kings. First, it is fairly clear from KBo XVIII 24, 

a letter from an unidentified Hittite king to Shalmaneser [I], that this latter king had 

captured Hittite territory previously won by Shuppiluliuma [I], and that Shalmaneser 

continued to claim ownership of the disputed city of Malatya, located on the western 

side of the upper Euphrates.20 And if Shalmaneser could capture this territory from 

Hatti, then, why would he have been any less able to capture the geographically closer 

territory of Carchemish from the kingdom of Hanigalbat? Second, in the above 

‘Uasashatta’ inscription, the western boundary of the territory conquered by Adad-
                                                           
19 See Grayson’s views in ARI 1:83 n.178. 
20 Harrak (1987:139, and p. 173 with n. 91). 
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nirari is given as simply ‘the bank of the Euphrates’, and without any mention 

whatsoever of Carchemish (ARI 1, § 393). In that case, why would the Assyrian 

scribes have even bothered mentioning Carchemish in the earlier inscriptions of 

Adad-nirari, and in the later inscription of Shalmaneser, unless they actually meant to 

include this city amongst the Assyrian conquests? 

 The major problem posed by including Carchemish amongst the territory captured 

by Adad-nirari I and Shalmaneser I is presently one of historical/chronological 

improbability, not of textual evidence. According to the conventional chronology, 

Adad-nirari I would have reigned during the period 1307-1275 CC. And, at that time, 

it is quite unlikely that Carchemish could have been captured by Adad-nirari I, since 

the whole of northern Syria was then firmly under the control of the Hittites.21 

Shuppiluliuma I had originally captured Carchemish from the Hurrians in 1352 CC, 

the same year that Pharaoh Niphururiyas, i.e., Tutankhamun (see Chapter 2:3.1), 

died.22 And possession of this city and territory apparently remained under Hittite 

control, with one possible and very transitory exception during the reign of Murshili II 

(c. 1346-1320 CC),23 until about the end of the Hittite Empire c. 1200 CC. However, 

this historical/chronological objection is completely eliminated in terms of 

Chronology A-E, since Adad-nirari I (1222-1190 AC) and Shalmaneser I (1189-1160 

AC) would now have reigned prior to the Hittite capture of Carchemish in 1152 AC. 

 The changing status of Carchemish in the above inscriptions can be fully 

explained by supposing that the city (and land) of Carchemish was part of 

Mitanni/Hanigalbat during that period, as indeed it later was when captured from the 

Hurrians by Shuppiluliuma I. Consequently, when Shattuara I submitted to Adad-

nirari, the territory/city of Carchemish was automatically included amongst his 

conquests. On the other hand, Uasashatta presumably escaped the Assyrian assault by 

fleeing to some safe location, thereby avoiding the need to submit to Adad-nirari. And 

there could have been no safer site of refuge for Uasashatta than the great city of 

Carchemish, which lay on the western bank of the Euphrates and controlled passage 

across the river at that strategic location. The capture of Uasashatta’s family at Irridu 

(ARI 1, § 393) would support this proposal, since Irridu was the first principal city 

                                                           
21 Harrak (1987:108). 
22 Goetze (1975c:17-18). 
23 Goetze (1975a:126-27). 
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encountered in Mitannian territory after crossing the Euphrates from Carchemish.24 

Furthermore, Uasashatta’s ‘great royal city’ was Taidu (ARI 1, § 393), a city probably 

to be located in the upper Habur Valley.25 That being the case, then, one may imagine 

that the Assyrian advance had overtaken the royal family at Irridu as they fled 

westwards from Taidu, and before they could complete the final leg of their journey to 

the safety of Carchemish. This scenario would neatly explain why Carchemish was 

not included as Assyrian territory in the Uasashatta inscription. 

 Meanwhile, if one accepts that Shattuara I/Shuttarna II began his reign as a vassal 

of Adad-nirari I (above), it would have to be presumed that Artatama I also ended his 

reign as a vassal of Assyria. How, then, did Artatama I come to lose his status as an 

independent king and become an Assyrian vassal? The ‘earlier’ group of inscriptions 

of Adad-nirari I (i.e., the pre-Uasashatta inscriptions), of which there are over twenty-

six extant examples, record the following feats: ‘... defeater of the heroic – the army 

of the Kassites, Qutu, Lullumu, and Shubaru – scatterer of all enemies above and 

below, trampler of their lands from Lubdu and the land Rapiqu to Eluhat, conqueror 

of the cities Taidu ... capturer of all people, extender of borders and boundaries...’ 

(ARI 1, §§ 381, 382). This particular reference to the army of the Shubaru can, with 

confidence, be identified in this instance with the army of Hanigalbat, since, later in 

the same inscription, Ashur-uballit I is described as ‘disperser of the hordes of the 

extensive land of the Shubaru’ (ARI 1, § 384); and this latter mention of the Shubaru 

can only be a reference to events underlying the claim made by Ashur-uballit himself 

that he had recently become the equal of the king of Hanigalbat.26 Now, the mention 

of the army of the Kassites by Adad-nirari I is chronologically important because it 

surely refers to the battle, recorded in the Synchronistic History, fought between this 

king and Nazimuruttash, the Kassite king of Babylonia; after this battle, the two kings 

agreed to a common border that included Lullume,27 presumably possible only after 

Adad-nirari had first defeated the army of the Lullumu.  

 According to Chronology A-E, Adad-nirari I’s victory over Nazimuruttash must 

have occurred between 1222 and 1212 AC (see Chapter 2:3 for dates), that is, during 

the years of contemporaneity between these two kings. Also, there are no extant 
                                                           
24 Beckman (1999:50, CTH 52, § 4). 
25 See especially Oates and Oates (1994:173) with earlier references. 
26 EA 16, ll. 26-31; and as discussed in Chapter 2:1.2. 
27 ABC, Synchronistic Chronicle (21, i 24'-31'). 
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examples of any ‘pre-Uasashatta’ inscription without this combined claim of victory 

over the four named armies. However, there are two clearly distinct forms of this 

‘early’ inscription, apparently signifying different dates of composition, since there 

are several examples (actual number not given) which omit a very significant six-line 

passage (ll. 8b-14a).28 This variation is consistent with their having been two ‘pre-

Uasashatta’ campaigns against Hanigalbat. One might imagine the first to have been 

waged against Artatama I in the wake of Adad-nirari’s victory over the Kassite king 

Nazimuruttash, and during the years 1222-1212 AC, and the second against Shattuara 

I/Shuttarna II c. 1208 AC (as discussed above). It would then, presumably, have been 

as a result of the earlier campaign against Artatama I that Adad-nirari could consider 

Shattuara I as a rebel.  

 Returning to Uasashatta, it is also evident that he had negotiated a treaty with the 

Hittite king more or less contemporary with his act of rebellion against Adad-nirari, as 

indicated by the Assyrian mention of ‘bribes’ paid to Hatti, and of Uasashatta’s 

expected aid from the Hittites (ARI 1, § 393). And KUB XXIII 102 is a letter from a 

Hittite king to a king of Assyria (both names missing) which supports this view. The 

author mentions the Hurri Land, and also Washa[shatta] as his ally, and he complains 

that the addressee, even though he has now become a Great King, must not speak of 

brotherhood (i.e., equal status) with the author.29 This letter, which is generally 

accepted as having been addressed to Adad-nirari I, was presumably written shortly 

after the latter’s defeat of Uasashatta, as discussed above. 

 Another document that may refer to this period is KBo I 20, a very enigmatic 

letter found at the Hittite capital: KBo I 20, which was presumably addressed to the 

Hittite king, deals with international matters, and it also mentions both the Assyrian 

king Adad-nirari [I] and ‘the Shubrian king’ in the third person. The text reads: 

obv. 

8'  Your lord. Why did you not take council? 

9'-11'  At that time when Adad-nirari the lord was at war with the land 

Hanigalbat,  

  all (the people) of Hanigalbat abandoned their cities and entered [...] 

12'-16' At that time, the Shubrian king, that who/whom for help [...], came up 
                                                           
28 RIMA 1:131, A.O.76.1. Cf. Grayson, ARI 1:58 n. 114. 
29 See Harrak (1987:75-77) for translation and discussion. 
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to me and seiz[ed] the throne, he took all the cities and the refugees 

who from the land of Hanigalbat have turned to you. 

17'-20'  The cities and the refugees are yours. (But) they sent (them) back to my 

[lord] in incomplete numbers. They entered the land Hanigalbat. 

Lacuna 

rev.  

3'-5'  [...] my lord, the Shubrian king had [...] with you. All your country is 

being plundered.30 

 The Sunashshura Treaty  In order to understand the significance of this 

document, one must turn to the Sunashshura Treaty (CTH 41), signed between an 

unidentified Hittite king and king Sunashshura of Kizzuwatna.31 The historical 

preamble to CTH 41 records the histories of Kizzuwatna and the land of Isuwa from 

the generation of the author’s grandfather down to the signing of the treaty.  

§ 2 Formerly, in the time of my grandfather, Kizzuwatna came into the 

possession of Hatti, but afterwards the land of Kizzuwatna freed itself from 

Hatti and turned to the land of Hurri. 

§ 3 When the people of the land of Isuwa, [subjects] of My Majesty, 

[committed] hostilities against My Majesty, I, My Majesty, went [in battle] 

against them. I overpowered the land of Isuwa, and [the Isuwans] fled before 

My Majesty. They went down into the land of Hurri. I, My Majesty, sent to the 

ruler of Hurri: ‘Return my subjects!’ But the ruler of Hurri sent back to My 

Majesty thus: ‘No!’ 

§ 4 ‘The population of these cities had previously, in the time of my 

grandfather, come to the land of Hurri and settled here. And indeed they 

afterwards went as fugitives to Hatti. Now, finally, the cattle have chosen their 

stable. They have definitely come to my land.’ 

§ 5 The ruler of Hurri did not return my subjects to My Majesty, but dispatched 

his infantry and his chariotry. In the absence of My Majesty they plundered the 

land of Isuwa. They took to the land of Hurri whatever civilian captives, oxen, 

and sheep they captured, while I, My Majesty, remained elsewhere for battle 
                                                           
30 Harrak (1987:80-83). 
31 Trans. in Beckman (1999:17-26, No. 2 (CTH 41)). 
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[against] another enemy. 

§ 6 The [ruler of] Hurri transgressed the oath, so I, My Majesty, sent as follows 

to the ruler of Hurri: ‘If some land were to free itself from you and turn to Hatti, 

then how would this matter be?’ The ruler of Hurri sent to me as follows: 

‘Exactly the same!’.32  

I believe that the combined evidence from these documents allows one to argue 

that: the Hittite author of both KUB XXIII 102 and the Sunashshura Treaty, as well as 

the recipient of KBo I 20, was Tudhaliya II, the father of Shuppiluliuma I;33 that the 

Hittite king whom Uasashatta sought aid from in ARI 1, § 393 was also Tudhaliya II; 

that the Shubrian king in KBo I 20, and the contemporary Hurrian king in CTH 41 

was Uasashatta; and finally that the author of KBo I 20 was the king of Isuwa. 

However, the validity of this argument will depend entirely upon correctly identifying 

the Hittite partner of the Sunashshura Treaty, who is generally identified as either 

Tudhaliya I/II, i.e., the father of Arnuwanda I, or else Shuppiluliuma I.34 I therefore 

need to begin my discussion by demonstrating that the most likely author of CTH 41 

was, indeed, Tudhaliya II (see Fig. 2 for reference).  

We learn from CTH 41, § 2 that Kizzuwatna came into the possession of Hatti in 

the time of the author’s grandfather. Meanwhile, according to the Talmi-Sharruma 

Treaty, the king of Halab abandoned his treaty with Tudhaliya I (i.e., the grandfather 

of Tudhaliya II and great-grandfather of Shuppiluliuma I),35 and forged a peace treaty 

with the king of Hanigalbat (text variant K: Mitanni). In response, Tudhaliya I 
                                                           
32 Beckman (1999:18-19). Also see Altman (1990) for discussion of this text, but identified as KBo I, 5. 
33 I have followed Astour (1989 esp. 51ff.) on the numbering of kings named Tudhaliya, and where he 

designates: the father of Arnuwanda I as No. 1; the son of Arnuwanda I as No. 2; the latter’s designated 

successor (Tudhaliya the ‘Younger’) as No. 3; and the son of Hattushili III as No. 4. This system, 

which denies a place for the king Tudhaliya who reigned during the Old Kingdom period, does, 

however, allow Tudhaliya the ‘Younger’ his rightful place in Hittite history. 
34 The Sunashshura Treaty is generally ascribed to either Tudhaliya I (see esp. Beal 1986:432ff., with a 

comprehensive discussion of the problems of dating this text; also Beckman 2000:24), or alternately to 

Shuppiluliuma I (Goetze 1940:36 n. 141; Houwink ten Cate 1970:60 with n. 19; and Astour 1989 esp. 

68f.). Astour (1989:69 with n. 472) cites Wilhelm as arguing in favour of the author being Tudhaliya II, 

the father of Shuppiluliuma I. However, Wilhelm’s ‘Tudhaliya II’ equates to the conqueror of 

Halab/Aleppo in Wilhelm (1989:29-30), i.e., to Tudhaliya I as arranged above. 
35 See Astour (1989) for this arrangement of Hittite kings. Also Beckman (1999:xiv), though numbered 

differently. Cf. Bryce (1998:153-54). 
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annihilated the kings of Halab and Hanigalbat (K: Mitanni) and razed the city of 

Halab.36 Since Tudhaliya I had to pass through Kizzuwatna to reach Halab, in 

northern Syria, one can be quite confident that he was by then in control of 

Kizzuwatna, either directly or through a vassal treaty with its king. Thus far, this data 

is compatible with Tudhaliya II (the grandson of Tudhaliya I) having been the author 

of the Sunashshura Treaty. 

Hatti  Isuwa  Mitanni/ 
Hanigalbat 

 Assyria 

       
Tudhaliya I    Artatama I   
      |          |   
Arnuwanda I 
      | 

   Shuttarna II/ 
Shattuara I 

  

      |          |   
Tudhaliya II 
(Proposed recipient 
of KBo I 20, and 
author of KUB XXIII 
102 and CTH 41.) 

── King of Isuwa 
(Proposed author 
of KBo I 20.) 

── Uasashatta 
(Proposed Shubrian 
king in KBo I 20,  
and Hurrian king in 
CTH 41.) 

── Adad-nirari I 
(Assyrian king 
appearing in 
KBo I 20.) 

      |       
Shuppiluliuma I 
 

    ── signifies proposed synchronism 

Fig. 2 Proposed synchronous events. 

Furthermore, the stated annihilation of Hanigalbat by Tudhaliya I is consistent 

with a Hittite text (Cat. 88), dated to the first phase of Arnuwanda I’s sole reign, in 

which the H[urri land] is probably named amongst the countries whose emissaries 

‘were forced to listen to the [Hittite] king’s diatribe against Mita of Pahhuwa’; the 

other named countries were located in east and southeast Anatolia on both sides of the 

upper Euphrates, and therefore presumably included Isuwa.37 Conversely, in a second 

and seemingly closely related text (Cat. 178.10), there appears a reference to the Hurri 

Land ‘as a potential enemy of the Hittite king’.38 Now, I proposed above, in relation 

to EA 29, that Shuttarna II/Shattuara I’s reluctance to agree to a treaty with 

Amenophis III was due to his already established position as a vassal of Adad-nirari I. 

The similarly stated reluctance of Artatama I, who had to be asked seven times before 

agreeing to an alliance with Egypt, would again be consistent with this king having 

been a vassal of Hatti, established at the time of Tudhaliya I’s victory over 
                                                           
36 Trans. in Na’aman (1980:36), ‘The Aleppo Treaty’, ll. 15-18. 
37 Houwink ten Cate (1970:61-62 with ns. 28-31). 
38 Houwink ten Cate (1970:63). 
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Hanigalbat; a victory that is widely considered to have been associated with the 

subsequent (and reactive) entente cordiale between Tuthmosis IV (1425-1417 CC = 

1225-1217 AC in Table L) and Artatama I of Mitanni.39 Moreover, when Artatama I 

declared his independence from Hatti by entering into an alliance with Tuthmosis IV, 

this would have presented a clear opportunity for Kizzuwatna to free itself from Hatti 

and to turn to the Hurri Land (CTH 41, § 2). Chronologically speaking, one might 

imagine this political realignment to have occurred following the death of the Great 

King Tudhaliya I, that is, during the early phase of Arnuwanda I’s sole reign. 

Meanwhile, during Arnuwanda’s reign there is also evidence for Hittite military 

action in Isuwa associated with the Hurrian king.40 Again, the report in CTH 41, § 4 

that Isuwa had turned to the Hurri Land in the time of the Hurrian king’s grandfather 

is consistent with the presently argued synchronism between Uasashatta and 

Tudhaliya II (in Fig. 2), and with the said Hurrian grandfather now equated with 

Artatama I. 

 Finally, at the time of writing the Sunashshura Treaty, Kizzuwatna was again 

allied to the Hittites. As proposed above, the author of this treaty was Tudhaliya II, a 

position supported by two direct pieces of evidence. The first is contained in the 

‘Deeds of Shuppiluliuma’ (henceforth Deeds),41 which was written by Murshili II to 

commemorate the glorious feats of his father, Shuppiluliuma I. This fragmented 

document begins with events dated sometime during the reign of the author’s 

grandfather, Tudhaliya II. Fragment 8 concerns a campaign led by Tudhaliya II, in 

which the father of the author (i.e., prince Shuppiluliuma) was sent to attack tribal 

troops located on Mount Nanni.42 One scholar has identified Mount Nanni as either 

Mount Casius, or a nearby peak.43 If this identification is correct, then by the time of 

this campaign, Tudhaliya II must have neutralised Kizzuwatna as a potential enemy, 

since the Hittites would have had to march through this kingdom in order to reach 

Mount Nanni in northwest Syria. The second piece of evidence is contained in KUB 

XXIII, 102 (above), where the Assyrian king clearly upset his Hittite counterpart by 

                                                           
39 See bibliography in Astour (1989:52 with ns. 319, 320). 
40 See Astour (1989:52 with ns. 322 and 323). 
41 CTH 40, edited by Güterbock (1956). 
42 Güterbock (1956:60-61). 
43 See Astour (1989:72) with references. Cf. Güterbock (1956:62 note c) who rejects Astour’s 

contention that Mount Nanni was located just north of Ugarit. 
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talking of visiting Mount Ammana (Amanus),44 which surely means that Mount 

Amanus was by then a Hittite vassal possession. Accepting that the intended Assyrian 

correspondent of this letter was Adad-nirari I, as generally held, then, the author of 

this letter was almost certainly Tudhaliya II. It will be seen in Chapter 3:2 that 

Tudhaliya II was still king during the very early reign of Adad-nirari I’s son and 

successor, Shalmaneser I, which would rule out any successor of Tudhaliya II as the 

author. And the historical/chronological details discussed below (Section 3:1.3) will 

strongly indicate that the letter was written after Tudhaliya II’s accession. That being 

the case, then, for Mount Amanus to have come within the political orbit of Tudhaliya 

II, this king must have already subjugated the kingdom of Kizzuwatna: the land of 

Adaniya in eastern Cilicia formed part of the kingdom of Kizzuwatna in the 

Sunashshura Treaty;45 and Mount Amanus lay just to the south of this region. 

 The evidence detailed above is therefore compatible with Tudhaliya II having 

been the author of the Sunashshura Treaty. As I presently envisage, Kizzuwatna: 

would have become part of Hittite territory during the time of the author’s 

grandfather, i.e., Tudhaliya I; it would have freed itself from Hatti and turned to the 

Hurri Land sometime during the early reign of Arnuwanda I, quite possibly at the time 

of Artatama I’s alliance with Tuthmosis IV; and finally, it would have returned to the 

Hittite fold during the reign of Tudhaliya II, and following the disastrous defeat of 

Uasashatta, king of Mitanni/Hanigalbat, by Adad-nirari I. 

 We can now directly compare the history of Isuwa, as detailed in CTH 41, with 

the evidence found in KBo I 20. Note the following parallels: 

1) The unidentified author of KBo I 20 (obv. 9'-20') can speak of the Assyrian 

and Shubrian kings in the third person; and his own kingdom was clearly 

located somewhere in disputed territory between Hatti and Hanigalbat, so that 

not only its people, but also its cities, could be transferred back and forth 

between these two Great Kingdoms. As seen in CTH 41, the land of Isuwa was 

                                                           
44 See Harrak (1987:77). This apparent threat of visiting Mount Amanus may possibly be referred to in 

EA 47, a letter written by king Ammishtamru of Ugarit to Pharaoh, and reporting that a foreign king 

had threatened to invade his country. As Ammishtamru was the father of Niqmaddu, a contemporary of 

Shuppiluliuma I, these two documents would be approximately contemporary (see Astour 1989:71 for 

an alternative interpretation).   
45 Astour (1989:38). 
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just such a country.  

2) References to the Shubrian king in KBo I 20 may indicate that this ruler had 

previously been on friendly terms with the Hittite king: there is mention of 

‘help’ sought (obv. 12'-16'); and the Shubrian king shared something [a treaty 

perhaps?] with the Hittite king (rev. 3'-5'). Compare this with CTH 41, § 6, 

where the ruler of Hurri (i.e., Uasashatta as presently argued) transgressed the 

oath between himself and the Hittite king, thus indicating a previous alliance 

between the two monarchs; a situation that is clearly intimated in ARI 1, § 393 

where one reads of Uasashatta’s agreed to, but never fulfilled, request for aid 

from the Hittites. 

3) In CTH 41, the ruler of Hurri sent his army to plunder the land of Isuwa, a 

Hittite territory (§ 5), and, from the content of § 6, he still retained possession 

of Isuwa, thus making sense of the Hittite king’s talk of some land (i.e., 

Kizzuwatna in the context of this treaty) freeing itself from the Hurrian king 

and turning to Hatti. Meanwhile, the author of KBo I 20 (i.e., the king of 

Ishuwa as presently argued) tells us that his kingdom, which was then a Hittite 

territory, had been plundered by the Shubrian king (rev. 3'-5'). Also, the 

Shubrian king had seized the author’s throne (obv. 12'-16'), which he clearly 

still held. 

4) CTH 41, § 4 informs us that the populations of Isuwa had come to the Hurri 

Land in the time of the contemporary Hurrian king’s grandfather (i.e., 

Artatama I, Uasashatta’s grandfather, as presently argued), but that they later 

returned as fugitives to Hatti, only to finally return to the Hurri Land. 

Meanwhile, just prior to writing KBo I 20, the author’s country had belonged 

to Hatti, but was now seized by the Shubrian king (obv. 9'-20').   

5) Finally, as regards identifying the Shubrian king in KBo I 20 with Uasashatta, 

Weidner has already suggested that the king of Shubria in this letter was, in 

fact, the king of Hanigalbat, but now re-titled because he had lost much of his 

former kingdom to Adad-nirari I.46 

 Summary I now wish to propose the following historical scenario in order to 

bring together the various strands of evidence presented above. The land of Isuwa 
                                                           
46 Cited in Harrak (1987:80 n. 44).  
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transferred its allegiance from Hatti to the Hurri Land in the time of the Hurrian 

king’s grandfather (CTH 41, § 4), i.e., in the time of Uasashatta’s grandfather 

Artatama I; this event could well be associated with the Egyptian-Mitannian alliance 

of Tuthmosis IV and Artatama I. Subsequently, sometime prior to Adad-nirari I’s war 

against Hanigalbat (KBo I 20, Obv. 9'-20'), the land of Isuwa was again Hittite. This 

scenario is consistent with ARI 1, § 393, which informs us that Uasashatta had sought, 

and surely entered into, an alliance with the Hittite king, i.e., Tudhaliya II as presently 

argued. Moreover, Isuwa was long prized as a Hittite possession, probably due to the 

copper deposits at Ergani Maden in the Diyarbakir region, and because of its strategic 

location (as discussed in Chapter 2:1.4). Again, it is difficult to imagine a Hittite king 

offering military aid to a king of Mitanni/Hanigalbat who still retained sovereignty 

over the disputed territory of Isuwa, particularly not Tudhaliya II who would have 

personally witnessed the return of Isuwa to the Hurri Land just a few years earlier 

during the reign of his own father Arnuwanda I.  

 In the wake of Adad-nirari’s victory over Uasashatta, and the refusal, or inability, 

of the Hittite king to provide aid (ARI 1, § 393), the people of Isuwa committed 

certain hostilities against Hatti (CTH 41, § 3); an event presumably connected with 

Adad-nirari I’s defeat of Uasashatta (see further below). Tudhaliya responded 

promptly by recapturing Isuwa, causing elements of its population to flee to the Hurri 

Land. Tudhaliya appealed to his erstwhile ally, Uasashatta, to return his subjects but, 

not surprisingly, Uasashatta refused, presumably still angry at the failure of the 

Hittites to provide aid in the war with Assyria. Shortly thereafter, Uasashatta sent his 

own army to plunder what Isuwan territory remained loyal to Hatti and, ultimately, to 

incorporate it into his own kingdom (CTH 41, §§ 5, 6). The author of KBo 1 20, i.e., 

the ‘loyal’ king of Isuwa as presently argued, now wrote to Tudhaliya concerning the 

actions of the Shubrian (i.e., Hurrian/Hanigalbat) king and appealing for help.  

However, at the time of writing CTH 41, Uasashatta still retained control of Isuwa.  

3:1.3 Historical Repercussions 

The Hittite conquest of Isuwa, as reported in CTH 41, § 3, can now be compared to 

another Hittite campaign against the land of Isuwa, as reported in the ‘Annals of 

Tudhaliya’ (KUB XXIII 11, 12).47 After describing two major wars in the west of 

                                                           
47 Trans. in Garstang and Gurney (1959:120-23). 
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Anatolia against an Arzawan and an Assuwan league of countries respectively, the 

Hittite king goes on to describe how, while he was fighting the land of Assuwa, the 

Kaskan troops invaded the land of Hatti. Tudhaliya then invaded the land of Kaska 

and defeated the enemy, and he returned the following year and completely conquered 

the land of Kaska, so that the next year there was no need to campaign. The 

subsequent passage, which is unfortunately badly damaged, has been reconstructed as 

follows: 

(27) And [afterwards] the country [of....] took up arms against me (28) [....] it 

took, and the King of the Hurri to him (it) (29) [.... And into the Land of] Isuwa 

I advanced to battle. (30) [...] the Land of Isuwa I fought (31) [....] came, and 

behind me the country (32) [.... I did no]t (?) leave, and when (33) [....] and I the 

great country, the Land of Isuwa (34) [.... down to] a single house I conquered.48 

I would first note that Cornelius has attempted to reconstruct the name of the 

unidentified country in line 27, which took up arms against Tudhaliya, as Assyria; 

while there is apparently the further proposal that the Assyrian king acted together 

with the then king of Isuwa.49 The details of this passage, if Cornelius is correct, are 

perfectly compatible with the details of Tudhaliya II’s campaign against Isuwa, as 

outlined above. I there proposed that the land of Isuwa rebelled against Hatti at the 

time of Adad-nirari’s war against Uasashatta, only to have Tudhaliya II promptly 

respond by recapturing Isuwa. And, in this passage, there may be a reference to the 

country of Assyria acting against the interests of the Hittite king, and in association 

with the land of Isuwa. Also, the king of the Hurri Land in line 28, who I suggest was 

Uasashatta, obviously played an important part in the political affairs discussed in this 

fragmented passage, even though his role cannot be clearly defined. Finally, the 

passage ends with the Hittite king comprehensively conquering the land of Isuwa, as 

also claimed in CTH 41, § 3.  

 At present, the ‘Annals of Tudhaliya’ are almost universally credited to Tudhaliya 

I, i.e., the father of Arnuwanda I.50 However, to my knowledge, this ascription is 

primarily based upon the fact that Tudhaliya I is known to have been a great warrior 

                                                           
48 Garstang and Gurney (1959:123). 
49 Cornelius (1979:254 with n. 14). 
50 See Bryce (1998:415). 
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king who exercised sovereignty over vassal kingdoms in western Anatolia, while 

Tudhaliya II is best known for having presided over the most disastrous collapse in 

Hittite history prior to the end of the Hittite Empire c. 1200 CC. Admittedly, the 

‘Annals of Arnuwanda [I]’ describe how this king and his father, Tudhaliya I, 

campaigned against Arzawa and some of the other lands mentioned in the ‘Annals of 

Tudhaliya’ (KUB XXIII 21).51 However, the historical details found in the ‘Annals of 

Arnuwanda’ cannot be clearly identified with the information found in the ‘Annals of 

Tudhaliya’.52 KUB XXIII 27, which is generally accepted as the fragmentary 

introduction to the ‘Annals of Tudhaliya’, begins with the death of Tudhaliya’s father 

in line 2, and is followed immediately in line 3 by mention of hostilities begun by the 

king of Arzawa. This introduction would, then, neatly lead into the first campaign 

against the Arzawan league, as reported in the ‘Annals of Tudhaliya’. However, this 

introduction can hardly play any part in the ‘Annals of Arnuwanda’, which clearly 

deal with the end, rather than the beginning, of Tudhaliya I’s reign.53 In light of the 

previous discussion, and particularly the apparent similarities between the above 

passage (KUB XXIII 11, 12, Rev. 27-34) and the events already ascribed to Tudhaliya 

II, I would now propose that the ‘Annals of Tudhaliya’ should also be assigned to 

Tudhaliya II, and in the absence of more compelling evidence to the contrary.  

 The accession of Tudhaliya II is generally dated to about 1400 CC (1200 AC), 

based on Egyptian synchronisms.54 This date is therefore precisely compatible with 

the above-argued historical scenario, where Tudhaliya II’s war against Isuwa was 

associated with Adad-nirari I’s war against Uasashatta c. 1197 AC. This three/four-

year interval would allow just the right amount of time for the two earlier Hittite 

campaigns mentioned in the ‘Annals of Tudhaliya’, against Arzawa and Assuwa 

respectively, plus the one-year period of peace, all of which apparently took place 

immediately following the death of the author’s father. 

 I began Chapter 3:2.1 by discussing the fate of Uasashatta at the time of his war 

with Adad-nirari I, and I there argued that he most likely took refuge from the 

pursuing Assyrians in the city of Carchemish. I further argued that Uasashatta was 

later able to depose the king of Isuwa, a Hittite vassal located east of the Euphrates, 
                                                           
51 Trans. in Carruba (1977:166-71). 
52 See Jewell (1974:273-75) for a detailed discussion of this topic. 
53 See Jewell (1974:293). 
54 See, e.g., Astour (1989:69-70). 
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and to bring this kingdom back into the Hurrian fold. How, then, might Uasashatta 

have achieved this success, and what was his subsequent career as king of the Hurri 

Land? The Sunashshura Treaty (CTH 41, §7) records: ‘Now the people of the land of 

Kizzuwatna ... freed themselves from the ruler of Hurri and turned to My Majesty. 

The ruler of Hurri offended against Hatti, and he offended gravely against the land of 

Kizzuwatna’.55 While the offence committed against the Hittite king is clearly that 

already discussed in relation to Isuwa, the grave offence committed against 

Kizzuwatna remains to be explained. Now, it can be seen from CTH 41 that the Hittite 

author (Tudhaliya II as presently argued) and Sunashshura signed this treaty following 

the conquest of Ishuwa by the Hurrian king (i.e., Uasashatta as presently argued). 

Prior to this treaty the king of Kizzuwatna had been a vassal of the Hurrian king, in 

line with the fact that Kizzuwatna had earlier freed itself from Hatti and turned to the 

land of Hurri (§2). But, since the Hittites deemed this transfer of allegiance from Hatti 

to the Hurri Land as voluntary, it cannot be classified as a grave offence against 

Kizzuwatna.  

 Meanwhile, when Uasashatta arrived at Carchemish in flight from Adad-nirari I, 

he would presumably have done so in the expectation that his vassal kings in northern 

Syria, including the king of Kizzuwatna, would have aided him in recapturing the 

territory lost to Assyria east of the Euphrates. However, it should not seem too 

improbable to suggest, in the wake of such a disastrous defeat at the hands of the 

Assyrian king – together with the, by now, major military successes of Tudhaliya II 

against the Arzawan-Assuwan leagues and the Kaskans, as recorded in the Annals of 

Tudhaliya (above) – that the king of Kizzuwatna might have been somewhat reluctant 

to align himself with Uasashatta.  

 I would therefore suggest, assuming that this grave offence was real, that it may 

have referred to an unwelcome subordination of Kizzuwatna by Uasashatta, c. 1197 

AC. One might imagine the following scenario whereby, having reached the safety of 

Carchemish, Uasashatta and his Hurrian army imposed their will upon a reluctant 

Kizzuwatna. So long as Adad-nirari I retained control of the captured territory in 

Hanigalbat, Uasashatta had little option but to send his army northwards through lands 

west of the Euphrates until he could again re-cross this river to the east bank, and so 

return to Hanigalbat territory beyond the northern reach of the Assyrian army. This 

                                                           
55 Beckman (1999:19). 
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could well have meant traversing Kizzuwatna, along with the Hittite provinces of 

Armatana and/or Tegarama, in order to reach Isuwa, which he then conquered (KBo I 

20, Obv. 12'-16').  

 Interestingly, there is a description in the fragment KUB XXIII 16 (Rs. III, 4-18) 

concerning a victory by a king Tudhaliya and his general Kantuzzili over a Hurrian 

army led by Kartashura and Muwa, and which resulted in the capture of 7,000 

prisoners.56 This text was originally included in the ‘Annals [or Chronicle] of 

Tudhaliya’;57 but has also been variously dated to the reigns of both Tudhaliya I and 

II.58 The name ‘Kartashura’ has been identified as Indo-Aryan, and the name 

‘Muwa(sh)’ as of Anatolian origin, leading to the suggestion that the latter individual 

commanded the Kizzuwatna detachment in the Mitannian army.59 If this passage were 

to belong to the ‘Annals of Tudhaliya’, then, one might suggest that Muwa was an 

illegitimate ruler who had been installed by Uasashatta as king of Kizzuwatna, hence 

the grave crime committed by the Hurrian king against Kizzuwatna in CTH 41, § 7. 

Following the Hittite victory over this proposed Hurrian/Kizzuwatna alliance, 

Tudhaliya II would have been in an ideal position to then install Sunashshura as 

Kizzuwatna’s new king. 

 As previously argued, Uasashatta was succeeded by his brother, Artashumara, 

whose own short reign was prematurely ended when he was murdered by Utkhi c. 

1195 AC. Tushratta, the youngest of the three brothers, was now made king, 

remaining a puppet of Utkhi until he was finally able to eliminate those individuals 

responsible for Artashumara’s death, and to regain political power in his own right. 

3:2 Crisis in Hatti Land: Shalmaneser I and Tudhaliya II 

Assyrian Victory and Hittite Collapse    In Shalmaneser I’s accession year, the land 

of Uruatri rebelled against Assyria, whereupon Shalmaneser mustered his troops, 

marched north, and claims to have quickly conquered its eight constituent lands (ARI 

1, § 527). As part of the same campaign, he seems to have also subdued all the land of 

Musri, and to have captured and destroyed its holy city Arinu, which had previously 
                                                           
56 Carruba (1977:163). 
57 Garstang and Gurney (1959:123). 
58 For Tudhaliya I, designated as ‘I/II’, see Bryce (1998:131f.); and for Tudhaliya II, see Astour 

(1989:70). 
59 Astour (1989:70). 
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rebelled.60 After returning to Ashur, Shalmaneser’s next campaign is described as 

follows: 

... I marched to the land Hanigalbat ... Shattuara, king of the land Hanigalbat, 

with the aid of the armies of the Hittites and Ahlamu, captured the passes and 

watering-places (in) my (path). When my army was thirsty and fatigued... their 

army made a fierce attack in strength. But I struck (back) and brought about 

their defeat. I slaughtered countless numbers of their extensive army. As for 

him, I chased him westward at arrow-point. I butchered their hordes (but) 

14,400 of them (which remained) alive I blinded (and) carried off.... I 

slaughtered like sheep the armies of the Hittites and Ahlamu, his allies. At that 

time I captured the cities (in the region) from Taidu to Irridu, all of Mount 

Kashiyari to/with the city Eluhat, the fortress of Sudu, the fortress of Harranu 

to/with Carchemish which is on the bank of the Euphrates. I ruled over their 

lands but I set fire to the remainder of their cities’ (ARI 1, § 530). 

Various pieces of evidence support the position that Hanigalbat must have regained its 

independence during the later years of Adad-nirari I’s reign. First, Shalmaneser does 

not label Shattuara (II) as a rebel (above);61 and this is in clear contrast to Adad-nirari 

I who described both Shattuara I and Uasashatta as rebels (ARI 1, §§ 392, 393). 

However, Shalmaneser does accuse the land of Uruatri of having rebelled; and he 

speaks of the city of Arinu, and presumably the land of Musri in general, of having 

previously rebelled (above), presumably during the reign of Adad-nirari I. If 

Shalmaneser did not consider Shattuara a rebel, then, the only consistent explanation 

is to accept that Hanigalbat had won its independence from Assyria during the reign 

of Adad-nirari I. Second, none of the Assyrian archives found in Hanigalbat territory 

at Tell Fakhariyyah, Dur-katlimmu or Tell Amuda contained any documents from the 

reign of Adad-nirari but, rather, such texts are only present from the reign of 

Shalmaneser.62 This suggests that Adad-nirari did not have time to formalise his 

control over Hanigalbat territory. 

 As discussed in Chapter 3:1.2, there would appear to be no historical reason to 

                                                           
60 ARI 1, §§ 528, 529; and see Grayson, ARI 2, § 36 for the location of Arinu in the land Musri. 
61 Contra Harrak (1987:164). 
62 Harrak (1987:176). 
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deny the territorial conquests claimed by Shalmaneser I in his annals, including the 

capture of Carchemish. As noted there, the principal reason doubt has been cast over 

an Assyrian conquest of Carchemish at that time is a consequence of the historical 

ramifications of using the conventional chronology. In other words, both Shalmaneser 

and Adad-nirari I would have had to conquer Carchemish at a time of Hittite 

domination in northern Syria, and when it would appear very unlikely that 

Carchemish was, or could have been, lost to the Assyrians, and especially not twice in 

the space of less than a decade. As previously discussed, this objection is nullified in 

terms of Chronology A-E, where Shalmaneser’s contemporary at the beginning of his 

own reign was not Hattushili III, as generally envisaged,63 but Tudhaliya II. 

 If we accept that Shalmaneser’s first campaign included his conquest of both 

Uruatri and the land of Musri, and that it occurred during his accession year64 (1190 

AC), then the subsequent campaign against Hanigalbat can be dated to 1189 AC at the 

earliest.65 Belonging to this period is KBo XVIII 24, a letter from an unidentified 

Hittite king (but usually understood to be Hattushili III) to Shalmaneser [I], king of 

Assyria: the text, which concerns a territorial dispute, reads as follows: 

As for the legal dispute which has arisen between us, (and) that we ourselves 

have refrained from reaching a settlement – as I keep writing you in my 

messages: If I write of friendship, you only label it (undue) familiarity; if, on the 

other hand, I write with reference to the dispute, you curse me...   

However, as for you, like the storm-god [...] eastward you have pushed and 

made the mountain range [...] your frontier. Westward you have advanced and 

have conquered the cities which were captured by the weapons of 

Shuppiluliuma and were tributary to the deity. What is it you keep on writing 

me? At one time you wrote me as follows: ‘Send me one of your trusted men in 

order that he may inspect the city of Malitiia, whether (it is) among my cities 

                                                           
63 See Harrak (1987:116-28). 
64 ARI 1, § 527. Cf. Tadmor (1958b:27), where it is claimed that use of the term surrat sarruti for an 

accession year does not occur until the reign of the following king, Tukulti-Ninurta I. 
65 Cf. Harrak (1987:160) who cites document SGKAO 15 (see ibid:137) in support of dating the war 

against Shattuara II to about Year 5 of Shalmaneser; however, this text only sets the terminus ad quem 

for the war. 

 168



...’.66 

Here, then, is Hittite confirmation of the military success which Shalmaneser I is 

credited with in his own annals: the Assyrians had captured Hittite territory won by 

Shuppiluliuma; and the stated possession of Malitiia (Malatya) demonstrates that the 

Assyrians campaigned west of the Euphrates. The claim that Shalmaneser had 

captured at least the territory of Carchemish, if not also the city itself, should therefore 

not appear untoward. 

 Furthermore, the reference to Shuppiluliuma in this text is particularly puzzling, 

since it must surely be considered quite anomalous in terms of the conventional 

chronology where, despite the fact that Shuppiluliuma I’s conquests would have 

occurred some 70-110 years earlier, and would have been executed by Hattushili III’s 

own grandfather, there is neither reference in this letter to the royal title of 

Shuppiluliuma nor to his genealogical relationship to the author of the letter. 

However, when viewed in terms of Chronology A-E, this anomaly disappears. I 

discussed in Chapter 3:1.2 the role of prince Shuppiluliuma in support of his father 

during the conquest of Kizzuwatna c. 1395 CC (1195 AC). And I suggested there that, 

prior to this war, Uasashatta and his Hurrian army may well have improperly 

occupied Kizzuwatna before going on to capture Isuwa.  And if that were the case, 

then, Uasashatta would almost certainly have traversed Hittite territory, probably the 

provinces of Tegarama and Armatana, on his way to Isuwa. It would presumably have 

been during the re-establishment of Hittite sovereignty over this region, which lay on 

the western bank of the Euphrates, that Shuppiluliuma, in like manner to his actions 

on Mount Nanni, had captured those cities referred to above in KBo XVIII 24; and, 

indeed, Malatya itself was located in this very area, quite possibly in Armatana.67 

According to Chronology A-E, there would have been a minimum of some six years 

between the capture of the relevant cities by Shuppiluliuma c. 1195 AC, and their 

subsequent conquest by Shalmaneser I c. 1189 AC. The absence of Shuppiluliuma’s 

royal title, together with any genealogical link to the author of KBo XVIII 24, is now 

simply explained: Shuppiluliuma was not yet king when this letter was composed; and 

the events under discussion were essentially contemporary, rather than historical. 

 Tushratta and Utkhi Having previously argued that Shattuara I was the same 
                                                           
66 See Harrak (1987:139) for text and discussion. 
67 See Garstang and Gurney (1959:x, Map 1). 
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individual as Shuttarna II, it is now obligatory to find the appropriate successor of 

Shuttarna II corresponding to Shattuara II (see Fig. 3). The first regnal year of 

Shalmaneser I (1189 AC) was given above as the earliest date for the war against 

Shattuara II and his Hittite allies. Meanwhile, in EA 17 – the first known letter from 

Tushratta, king of Mitanni/Hurri Land, to Amenophis III – Tushratta describes: how 

he had been placed on the throne of Mitanni following the murder of king 

Artashumara by Utkhi; and how he remained under Utkhi’s control until, sometime 

later, Tushratta managed to kill those individuals responsible for Artashumara’s death. 

As will be seen from the following discussion, Shalmaneser’s war against Shattuara II 

must surely have occurred prior to this letter from Tushratta. This, in turn, would 

mean that the reign of Shattuara II must be identified with the period of Utkhi’s rule. 

Admittedly, this presents a minor technical problem since Tushratta claims to have 

been made king upon the death of Artashumara, and while still a child. This should 

therefore make Utkhi merely regent to Tushratta, whereas Shalmaneser calls Shattuara 

‘king of Hanigalbat’ (see ARI 1, § 530).  

Hatti 
 

 Mitanni  Hanigalbat  Assyria 

Arnuwanda I  Shuttarna II = Shattuara I   
      |        |        |   
      |        |  Uasashatta  Adad-nirari I 
      |  Artashumara        |        | 
      |        |        |        | 
Tudhaliya II 
(Proposed Hittite  
king in ARI 1, § 530.) 
      | 
      | 

-- Utkhi 
      | 
      | 
      | 
      | 

= Shattuara II 
(Hanigalbat king  
in ARI 1, § 530.) 

 Shalmaneser I 
(ARI 1, § 530; 
1189 AC.) 

Tudhaliya III 
(Proposed Hittite  
king defeated in EA 
17; and recipient of 
KBo XVIII 24.) 

-- Tushratta 
(Author of EA 
17; 1186 + 2 
AC.) 

  
= signifies proposed identification 

---- signifies proposed synchronism 
 signifies known synchronism 

       

Fig. 3 Proposed synchronisms between the kings of Hatti, Mitanni, Hanigalbat 

and Assyria. 

 For the moment, I can only suggest that Utkhi was considered by the Assyrians as 

the effective ruler of Hanigalbat, and that this individual was the person identified by 

Shalmaneser as Shattuara (II): after all, Utkhi controlled foreign affairs, not permitting 

Tushratta to correspond with other kings (EA 17). This interpretation would appear 

the only one compatible with the discovery of a legal document found at Tell Brak 
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that identifies Tushratta as king.68 If, as I presently argue, Tushratta could not have 

governed the region of Tell Brak after Shalmaneser I’s campaign – at which time this 

region was handed over to Artatama I to form the vassal kingdom of Hurri 

Land/Hanigalbat – then, this would mean that Tushratta was installed as king before 

this campaign, and therefore during the period of Utkhi/Shattuara II’s regency. 

 It is clear from the inscription of Shalmaneser I (ARI 1, § 530) that, at the time of 

his war against Shattuara II, Hanigalbat was allied to the Hittites, which would further 

mean that a treaty existed between Hatti and Mitanni/Hanigalbat at that time. This 

treaty would mirror the previous treaty which had existed between Tudhaliya II and 

Uasashatta (as argued in Chapter 3:1.2); though that treaty had been abandoned by the 

time of signing the Sunashshura Treaty where one reads: ‘Now Hatti and the land of 

Kizzuwatna are indeed freed from the oaths (to the ruler of Hurri)’.69 Meanwhile, in 

addition to the Akkadian-language treaty between Sunashshura and his Hittite 

overlord (CTH 41:I), there are also two Hittite-language versions of a treaty between 

a king Sunashshura of Kizzuwatna and an unnamed Hittite king (CTH 41.II and CTH 

131).70 One scholar has quite convincingly argued that it is not necessary to assign 

any of these three texts to more than one ruler named Sunashshura, or to date them to 

different periods.71 Nonetheless, CTH 131 is considered an earlier document, since it 

exhibits a significantly greater degree of equality between the two kings than pertains 

in the main body of CTH 41:I (excluding §§ 11-46); a finding which has led to the 

suggestion that CTH 131 predates CTH 41:I, supposedly reflecting a growing increase 

in the level of control of the Hittite king over the king of Kizzuwatna.72 Indeed, it has 

been said of CTH 131 that it was: ‘based upon strict parity between the two partners. 

In the event of an attack from the side of Mitanni on one of the two partners, the other 

partner is free to help or not, but the king of Kizzuwadna was bound not to admit 

foreign troops into his territory and to protect his own lands’.73  

                                                           
68 Oates et al. (1997:41). 
69 Beckman (1999:19, CTH 41:I, § 8). Also see Goetze (1940:42 with n. 165) on the presence of a 

treaty between the kings of Hatti and the Hurri Land prior to signing the Sunashshura Treaty. 
70 Beckman (1999:25-26, Text A = CTH 41.II, and Text B = CTH 131). 
71 Beal (1986:432-35). 
72 Beckman (1999:18). 
73 Houwink ten Cate (1970:60 with n. 20), but with Text B (CTH 131) appearing as Cat. 94 (= XXXVI 

127). 

 171



 However, rather than CTH 131 predating CTH 41:I, I believe these two treaties 

should be arranged in the reverse order. A critical difference between CTH 41:I and 

CTH 131 is that the first treaty exclusively refers to the land and ruler of Hurri, 

whereas the second text exclusively refers to the land and ruler of Mitanni. This clear 

distinction between the kingdoms of Hurri Land and Mitanni reappears in the two 

later treaties signed between Shuppiluliuma I and Shattiwaza, the son of the deceased 

king Tushratta: while Tushratta is called king of ‘Mitanni’, Shuppiluliuma signed a 

treaty with Artatama, king of the ‘Hurri land’.74 And, later on, Shuttarna, the son of 

Artatama, expelled Shattiwaza from the kingdom of ‘Mitanni’.75 I previously 

identified Artatama of Hurri Land as a child of Uasashatta who had been taken to 

Assyria in captivity by Adad-nirari I (c. 1197 AC). As a corollary to this 

identification, the politically distinct kingdoms of Mitanni and the Hurri Land would 

only have come into existence following the defeat of Uasashatta, who was the last 

undisputed ruler of the undivided kingdom which later comprised the two lesser 

kingdoms of Mitanni and Hurri Land, as ruled by Tushratta and Artatama 

respectively.76 Therefore, when CTH 131 refers to the land and ruler of Mitanni, this 

should now mean that this treaty was dated after both Uasashatta’s defeat by Adad-

nirari, and also after Shalmaneser was able to install Artatama as the king of 

Hanigalbat/Hurri Land. In contrast, as argued in Chapters 3:1.2 and 3:1.3, CTH 41:I 

was written in the wake of Adad-nirari’s war against Uasashatta, and prior to 

Shalmaneser’s establishment of a separate kingdom of Hanigalbat some six years 

later.  

 Bearing in mind that Shattuara II/Utkhi (as presently equated) was an ally of the 

Hittite king at the time of Shalmaneser’s war against Hanigalbat (ARI 1, § 530), I 

would therefore propose that the apparent equality between the Hittite king and 

Sunashshura in CTH 131 was, in fact, a consequence of this Hittite-Mitanni treaty, 

                                                           
74 Beckman (1999:42, CTH 51, § 1). 
75 Beckman (1999:48, CTH 52, § 1). 
76 Admittedly, the name ‘Mitanni’ appears in one copy of the Talmi-Sharruma (or Aleppo) Treaty in an 

historical context associated with Tudhaliya I (Na’aman 1980:36), and therefore refers to a time well 

before Uasashatta. However, the actual treaty was written in the reign of Murshili II, and so Mitanni in 

this instance can legitimately be imagined as an anachronism by the Hittite scribe; though this is not to 

deny that other kingdoms (e.g., Egypt) may have used the term Mitanni to refer to Hurri 

Land/Hanigalbat prior to the reign of Uasashatta. 

 172



and so that Kizzuwatna was given, by default, a degree of independence not merited 

by its own political or military prowess. Without specific evidence to the contrary, it 

is difficult to imagine why the Hittite king should have relinquished his dominion 

over Kizzuwatna. However, as an ally of Shattuara II, the Hittite king could hardly 

impose upon Sunashshura that he should necessarily be an enemy of Mitanni in the 

event of war between the two major powers, but instead left it up to Kizzuwatna to 

decide its best interests should that particular situation arise; presumably, this 

condition would have been part of the Hittite-Mitanni treaty implicitly referred to by 

Shalmaneser I (ARI 1, § 530). Nonetheless, in CTH 131, Sunashshura is commanded 

not to allow the king of Mitanni access through Kizzuwatna to attack Hatti; also, he 

must inform the Hittite king if he hears of any evil action undertaken by Mitanni 

against Hatti.77 

 Having identified the reign of Shattuara II with the period of Utkhi’s regency, one 

can now make some further chronological deductions. At this stage it seems most 

parsimonious to directly associate the disastrous calamity which struck the Hatti lands 

– as recorded in the ‘Decree of Hattushili’ (KBo VI 28), and borne out in the Deeds – 

with Shalmaneser I’s victory over the Hittite-Mitanni alliance, and with the 

consequences of that military disaster as the defeated Hittite troops and, no doubt, 

escaping Mitannian refugees fled westward in front of the pursuing Assyrian army. 

The almost total collapse of the Hittite kingdom described in the Decree of Hattushili 

[III] is generally dated to the reign of Tudhaliya II, i.e., the father of Shuppiluliuma 

I.78 According to this text: the kingdom of Hatti was attacked on all sides by enemies 

who came from the Kaska country in the north, Arzawa in the west, and Azzi in the 

northeast; the Ishuwan enemy came and sacked the country of Tegarama; the 

Armatanean enemy came and sacked the Hatti countries and made the city of 

Kizzuwatna his frontier; and, indeed, the city of Hattusa was even burnt down during 

these invasions.79 Further evidence of the extent to which Hittite fortunes declined is 

revealed in a letter from Amenophis III to Tarhundaradu, king of Arzawa, which 

reads: ‘I have heard that everything is finished, and the country Hattusa is shattered’ 

(EA 31:26-27). Meanwhile, following the report of Shuppiluliuma’s actions on Mount 

                                                           
77 Beckman (1999:26, §§ 12, 14). 
78 See Goetze (1940:23-25); Astour (1989:70); and Bryce (1998:158-59), though here numbered III.  
79 See Goetze (1940:21f., KBo VI 28 – ‘Decree of Hattushili’). 
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Nanni in fragment 8 of the Deeds, there is a large portion of the document missing, 

and it is only with fragment 10 (from the Second Tablet) that one can again make any 

historical sense of the account given. However, by that stage in the Deeds it is quite 

certain that the catastrophic collapse reported in the ‘Decree of Hattushili’ had already 

taken place (see further below). 

 The blitzkrieg perpetrated by Shalmaneser I against the Hanigalbat-Hittite alliance 

would surely have produced a state of considerable political instability in the lands 

north and west of Mitanni/Hanigalbat, thereby explaining the Isuwan and Armatanean 

hostilities against the land of Tegarama and the city of Kizzuwatna respectively. This 

could, then, have led to a domino-like effect as other countries such as Arzawa and 

the Kaska lands, seeing the weakness of the Hittites to retain control of their eastern 

and south-eastern provinces, took advantage of the situation to also attack Hatti at a 

moment of great weakness.  

 The defeat of Utkhi (= Shattuara II) would also now become the most obvious 

impetus for his demise at the hands of Tushratta, as reported in EA 17. If we accept 

that this victorious campaign by Shalmaneser occurred during his first regnal year 

(1189 AC), then, one can reasonably surmise that Tushratta eliminated Utkhi and his 

supporters in the very same year; it would appear much less likely that Utkhi was able 

to stabilise his authority following this Assyrian onslaught, only to be assassinated by 

Tushratta at a later date. 

 Tudhaliya III (‘the Younger’) According to the Deeds, Tudhaliya II and his 

son Shuppiluliuma had retreated to Samuha in the Upper Country following the 

widespread attack on Hatti, and from where they waged a campaign of re-conquest. It 

is not known how long Tudhaliya II survived the onset of this war, though he is 

reported to have suffered two bouts of poor health while in the Upper Country.80 

Tudhaliya II was followed by his son, and designated successor, Tudhaliya III (‘the 

Younger’), but this king seems to have had a very short reign before he was murdered 

by a faction of the royal family who then placed Shuppiluliuma on the throne; despite 

the fact that the various princes, including Shuppiluliuma, and together with the army, 

had sworn allegiance to Tudhaliya III.81 Such an apparently sudden turn of events 

would surely point to some extraordinary event as the cause of this regicide. Now, the 

                                                           
80 Güterbock (1956:45). 
81 Astour (1989:73). 
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arithmetical conclusion of the above chronological argument is that the short reign of 

Tudhaliya III must be placed very close in time to Tushratta’s elimination of 

Shattuara/Utkhi. Also, Tushratta mentions in EA 17 (ll. 30-35) how, in ‘[the ver]y 

next year’ – presumably the year following the murder of Utkhi and his collaborators 

– he annihilated a Hittite force which advanced against Mitanni.  

 It is easy to imagine that Tudhaliya III would have been eager to demonstrate his 

military prowess upon becoming king, particularly in light of the climate of warfare 

then prevailing. It would also appear that Tudhaliya II and prince Shuppiluliuma had 

already managed to stabilise the situation on the northern and eastern fronts, to have 

reoccupied the core area of Hatti, and to have undertaken a number of punitive 

campaigns towards the west, and against Arzawa in particular, prior to the accession 

of Tudhaliya III.82 It is not unreasonable, then, to imagine that Tudhaliya III might 

have focused his military efforts towards the south and southeast and, possibly, 

towards the area of incursion of the Armatanean enemy who had previously captured 

the major city of Kizzuwatna. Such a campaign would have potentially brought the 

Hittite king into conflict with Tushratta who, by now, must have had the support of 

Mitanni’s Syrian vassal states; the same vassal kingdoms that were later found among 

the allies of Mitanni (and Tushratta) during Shuppiluliuma I’s later Syrian 

campaigns.83  

 If Tushratta’s victory over the Hittites (in EA 17) were to have been achieved over 

Tudhaliya III, then, this event may well have been the catalyst that led to the young 

king’s murder. Furthermore, if Tushratta defeated the Hittite army in the year 

following his elimination of Shattuara/Utkhi (i.e., 1189 AC), this would then allow a 

maximum of two years (1189 and 1188 AC) for the campaigns credited in the Deeds 

to Tudhaliya II and prince Shuppiluliuma following the disastrous collapse of the 

Hittite kingdom, as well as for the accession of Tudhaliya III, his defeat at the hands 

of Tushratta, and finally his sudden murder late in 1188 AC. Such a chronology 

would be consistent with the current date assigned to EA 17 of 1386 +2 CC (1186 +2 

AC).84 And, in addition, it would also allow one to estimate the start of Shuppiluliuma 

I’s reign at c. 1187 AC (1387 CC).  

 Finally, I would like to return briefly to the important letter KBo XVIII 24, which 
                                                           
82 Güterbock (1956, Deeds, fragments 10-14). 
83 See Kitchen (1962:3, KUB XIX 9, I 6'-23'). 
84 See Astour (1989:70 with n. 491). 
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I dated above to shortly after the start of Shalmaneser’s war against Shattuara 

II/Utkhi, and while Shuppiluliuma was still a prince. That being the case, then, the 

only possible authors of this letter must be either Tudhaliya II or Tudhaliya III: but 

which king? Now, there is another letter, written by an unnamed Hittite king to an 

unnamed Assyrian king, shortly after the latter’s accession: based on internal 

evidence, the Assyrian king can be identified with Tukulti-Ninurta I; also, the Hittite 

tells the Assyrian, ‘“my father never did write to your father” and “him, 

(Shalmaneser), from a smaller king he became a great king”’.85  According to 

Chronology A-E, there is no doubt that at the beginning of Tukulti-Ninurta I’s reign, 

the author of this letter could only have been Shuppiluliuma I. Taken at face value, 

and assuming that the Hittite archivists, scribes and Shuppiluliuma himself would 

have known whether or not Tudhaliya II wrote to Shalmaneser, this would now mean 

that Tudhaliya III was the author of KBo XVIII 24; with the same throne name as his 

father, it is understandable that the Assyrians might have been confused over which 

Tudhaliya corresponded with Shalmaneser some thirty years earlier.  

  Summary As a brief outline of the arguments presented in Chapter 3, Sections 

1-2, I would now like to present the following calendar of historical events: 

AC (Chronology A-E dates) 

1197  - Uasashatta rebels against Adad-nirari I; Adad-nirari defeats Uasashatta and 

conquers Hanigalbat; Uasashatta escapes to Carchemish; the kingdom of 

Isuwa, possibly under the influence of the Assyrians, rebels against the 

Hittites. 

- Tudhaliya II recaptures Isuwa; Uasashatta subordinates Kizzuwatna and, 

with a joint Hurrian-Kizzuwatnan army, invades and captures Isuwa as an 

initial step towards driving the Assyrians from Hanigalbat.     

1195  - Tudhaliya II and Kantuzzili defeat a Hurrian army led by Kartashura and          

Muwash; Tudhaliya II conquers Kizzuwatna and installs Sunashshura as its 

king. 

 - Artashumara succeeds Uasashatta, but soon thereafter is murdered by Utkhi; 

the ‘young’ Tushratta is made king of Mitanni/Hanigalbat, but with Shattuara 

II/Utkhi acting as regent/ruler. 

                                                           
85 See Harrak (1987:148, KUB XXIII 92 and 103). 
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1189  - Shalmaneser I conquers Hanigalbat, routing a combined Hurrian and Hittite 

army; the repercussions of this Assyrian blitzkrieg bring about the Hittite 

‘collapse’ depicted in the ‘Decree of Hattushili’ [III] and in the Deeds. 

- Tushratta eliminates Shattuara II/Utkhi. 

1188 - Tudhaliya II dies and is succeeded by Tudhaliya III (‘the Younger’); but 

within about a year, Tudhaliya III is murdered as a result of Tushratta’s 

annihilation of a Hittite army, as described in EA 17. 

1187 - Shuppiluliuma I is crowned king of Hatti. 

3:3  Builder of Empire: Shuppiluliuma I and the Three Mitannian Wars  

Hittite Expansion   The military campaigns of Shuppiluliuma I, while he was still a 

prince, were to herald a protracted period of warfare before the Anatolian lands lost 

by Hatti towards the end of Tudhaliya II’s reign were finally reincorporated into the 

Hittite empire. Only then was Shuppiluliuma able to turn his attention towards 

capturing northern Syria, a territory which had long been fought over by the Hittites 

and Hurrians. According to CTH 51, Shuppiluliuma first made a treaty with Artatama 

II, king of the Hurri Land. Thereafter, Tushratta, king of Mitanni, committed certain 

actions which incited Shuppiluliuma to invade Mitannian lands lying west of the 

Euphrates, and at which time he also annexed Mount Lebanon: this constitutes the 

First Mitannian War.86 Sometime later, Tushratta campaigned extensively in Syria to 

win back control of this lost territory. As a result of this action by Tushratta, 

Shuppiluliuma began the Second Mitannian War by capturing the land of Isuwa; he 
                                                           
86 I have decided to use the term ‘Mitannian War’ in the present discussion for two principal reasons. 

First, there is at present no consensus over the terms used for Shuppiluliuma’s wars in Syria. For 

example, Goetze (1975c:8-20) identifies three temporally distinct periods of warfare which he calls the 

First Syrian War, Second Syrian War and Hurrian War. However, Goetze’s ‘First Syrian War’ is 

elsewhere termed a ‘Syrian foray’, so that his ‘Second Syrian War’ and ‘Hurrian War’ become for 

other scholars the First Syrian War and Second Syrian War respectively (see Kitchen 1962; and Astour 

1989:6). Goetze’s ‘Second Syrian War’ is also termed the ‘Great Syrian War’ (Bryce 1998:174), as 

well as the ‘one-year-campaign’ (Klengel 1992:109). Second, the present work clearly distinguishes 

between a kingdom of Mitanni and a kingdom of Hanigalbat/Hurri Land during this historical period, 

and it is specifically against the kingdom of Mitanni that Shuppiluliuma’s wars were directed. 

Therefore, in order to avoid confusion and inaccuracy, I have reluctantly introduced yet another term, 

the ‘Mitannian Wars’. 
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then proceeded to the district of Kutmar, which he captured and gave as a gift to 

Antaratli of the land of Alshi; and he next plundered the district of Shuta and the city 

of Washshukkani but, finding that Tushratta had fled from there, he turned westwards 

and, having crossed the Euphrates, captured the lands of Aleppo and Mukish, before 

going on to bring most of northern Syria under his control: this Second Mitannian 

War was accomplished in one year.87  

 CTH 51 then proceeds to recount the varied events that led up to the Third 

Mitannian War, as well as its final outcome: sometime following Shuppiluliuma’s 

defeat of Tushratta, the latter king was murdered by one of his sons; subsequently, 

king Artatama II’s son, Shuttarna III, drove Tushratta’s other son, Shattiwaza, from 

Mitanni; and finally Shattiwaza made his way to Shuppiluliuma who promised to 

return him to the kingship of Mitanni.88 According to CTH 52, which discusses this 

period in greater detail, Artatama and Shuttarna had divided up the riches of the 

Hurrian kingdom between the land of Assyria and the land of Alshi. Meanwhile, 

Shattiwaza asked only to be made king of Mitanni, and to stand as the designated 

successor of Artatama II, who was not to be removed from office (§ 3). When the 

time came, Shuppiluliuma gave the responsibility of conquering Mitanni to his own 

son Piyashili, the king of Carchemish, whereupon, Piyashili and Shattiwaza crossed 

the Euphrates and soon captured Irrite/Irridu (§§ 4, 5). The Hittites proceeded to 

capture Washshukkani after some interference by the Assyrian army. Piyashili next 

pursued the Assyrians as far as the city of Nilapshini; and, despite warnings that the 

Assyrians were coming against the Hittites in battle, the Assyrian army did not stop 

and fight.89 Unfortunately, the following section is too fragmentary for translation (§§ 

6, 7). However, the continuation of this campaign is discussed in the Deeds, where it 

appears that the Hittites continued on to the city of Taita (Taidu), and when the 

Assyrian king heard of the Hittite’s intention, he came with his army to help 

Shuttarna. Unfortunately, the outcome of the battle is again uncertain.90 

 A further document (KUB XIX 9), dated to the reign of Hattushili III, helps to 

place the three Mitannian Wars in a more precise chronological framework. The text 

                                                           
87 Beckman (1999:42-43, CTH 51 esp. §§ 1-5). 
88 Beckman (1999:44, CTH 51, § 6). 
89 Beckman (1999:48-51, CTH 52). 
90 Güterbock (1956, Deeds, fragment 35). 
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records that it took Shuppiluliuma twenty years to re-conquer all the territories lost in 

Anatolia at the time of the Hittite collapse during the reign of Tudhaliya II (above); it 

then immediately proceeds to mention the conquest of all the Hurri Lands; and it 

finally concludes with a reference to the Third Mitannian War (i.e., the war in which 

Carchemish was captured), which is said to have lasted six years.91 This twenty-year 

period is most easily understood as extending down to the Second Mitannian War.92 If 

that were the case, then, according to the previous calculation that Shuppiluliuma’s 

first regnal year was c. 1387 CC (1187 AC), the Second Mitannian War would date to 

c. 1367 CC (1167 AC). The duration of the First Mitannian War is nowhere stated, 

but there is no need to assume that it lasted more than a single campaign season, that 

is, equal to the duration of the Second Mitannian War. Assuming that Tushratta 

responded promptly to Shuppiluliuma’s first campaign against Mitannian lands, and 

that Shuppiluliuma responded in a similarly prompt manner to Tushratta’s 

counterattack in Syria, then the First Mitannian War may be dated to c. 1369/8 CC 

(1169/8 AC).93 Meanwhile, Goetze has divided the various campaigns associated with 

his ‘Hurrian war’ into six campaign seasons, thereby matching the six years assigned 

to this war in KUB XIX 9. While Shuppiluliuma laid siege to the city of Carchemish 

during the campaign season of the third year, he received news that Pharaoh 

Niphururiyas (i.e., Tutankhamun) had died.94 Therefore, since Tutankhamun died in 

1352 CC (1152 AC), the Third Mitannian War (i.e., Goetze’s Hurrian war) would 

have covered the years 1354-1349 CC (1154-1149 AC).  

 Let us now examine the above period in light of the Assyrian evidence. In the 

earlier discussion regarding the identity of Artatama II, king of the Hurri Land, I 

argued that he was a son of Uasashatta who had been taken to Assyria by Adad-nirari 

I. Now, the geographic extent of the land of Hanigalbat, as conquered by 
                                                           
91 See Kitchen (1962:3) for translation. 
92 See Kitchen (1962:4); and Astour (1989:6). Cf. Bryce (1998:165 n. 95). Wilhelm (2004:73) suggests 

a period of 10 years. 
93 I would note that Astour (1989:6, 72), who utilises a proposed correlation between the 

countermeasures taken by Tushratta in Syria and Year 12 of Akhenaton (1367 CC), has arrived at 

almost the exact same dates of 1368 and 1366 CC for the First and Second Mitannian Wars (which he 

calls the ‘Syrian foray’ and ‘First Syrian War’). However, the presently argued date for 

Shuppiluliuma’s accession depends upon the totally independent historical synchronisms emerging 

from Chronology A-E and its radically revised dating of the Assyrian kings, as argued above. 
94 Goetze (1975c:16-18). 
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Shalmaneser, would seem to preclude the possibility that Artatama was in control of 

any independent Hurrian kingdom at that time; albeit that he might have briefly been 

installed as king of the Hurri Land by Adad-nirari I prior to the latter’s withdrawal 

from Hanigalbat (see above). However, when Shalmaneser defeated Shattuara II 

(1189 AC), this Assyrian king would then have been able to hive off part of the 

former ‘Greater Hanigalbat’ for Artatama, leaving Tushratta in control of a more 

westerly kingdom of Mitanni. Meanwhile, immediately prior to the First Mitannian 

War (c. 1169 AC above), Shuppiluliuma signed a peace treaty with Artatama II; 

something which would presumably have been prohibited were Artatama at that time 

still a vassal of Shalmaneser. That being the case, Artatama must have freed himself 

from Assyrian rule sometime between 1189 and 1169 AC. Moreover, this latter date 

would also permit Artatama II to have been independent of Assyria at the start of 

Tukulti-Ninurta I’s reign in 1160/59 AC (see Table L).  

 The earliest annals of Tukulti-Ninurta begin with: ‘[In] my [accession] year I 

marched to the land of the Uq[umenu]’; it continues with details of his victories over 

the Qutu and the lands of Uqumenu, Ilhunia, Sharnida, Mehru, and Kadmuhu; and it 

then includes the following passage:  

‘All the land of the Shubaru, the entirety of Mount Kashiyari as far as the land 

Alzu, which previously, during the reign of Shalmaneser (I)... had rebelled and 

withheld tribute, had united itself under one command.... In a circle I enclosed 

the land Shubaru, the land Alzu, and their allied kings’ (ARI 1, §§ 689a-693).  

The text next proceeds to outline Tukulti-Ninurta I’s conquest of the lands of 

Purulimzu, Alzu, Amadanu and others; however, the land of the Shubaru is not 

mentioned there. Furthermore, despite mention of the flight of Ehli-Teshub, king of 

the land Alzu, there is no mention of the king of the land of the Shubaru; an individual 

who must have existed since he, along with the king of the land Alzu, is clearly 

juxtaposed to the other allied kings at the beginning of the passage (§ 693). 

Furthermore, in one of his later inscriptions, Tukulti-Ninurta includes the ruler of the 

‘entire extensive land of the Shubaru’ amongst the kings whom he subdued at his feet 

(§ 715). The land of the Shubaru is further mentioned in the concluding summation of 

Tukulti-Ninurta’s victories, which record: ‘[a]t that time, from Tulsina.... the land of 

the Paphu to the land Kadmuhu (and) all the land of the Shubaru, ... to the Euphrates - 
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those regions the great gods allotted me. All (my) enemies [I brought] under one 

command’ (ARI 1, § 694). 

 Prior to the Second Mitannian War (c. 1167 AC above), Tushratta controlled a 

vast expanse of land east of the Euphrates. However, by the end of that year, at the 

latest, Shuppiluliuma had traversed unhindered from the northern border of Mitanni to 

Washshukkani, and from there to the Euphrates. He then succeeded in capturing most 

of Mitanni’s possessions west of the Euphrates. Considering the extremeness of the 

crime of patricide, one might imagine that Tushratta was murdered fairly soon after 

his defeat by Shuppiluliuma, and that this event resulted in the loss of Mitannian 

territory east of the Euphrates to Artatama II, whereupon the latter’s son Shuttarna III 

expelled Shattiwaza. Therefore, within a year or so of c. 1167 AC one can well 

imagine that Artatama had reunited the previously divided kingdoms of the Hurri 

Land and Mitanni, and with the latter kingdom given over to Shuttarna to rule.  

 The Assyrian evidence regarding the land of Shubaru at the beginning of Tukulti-

Ninurta’s reign is, then, extremely compatible with the history of Mitanni and the 

Hurri Land as recorded in Hittite texts; and with the kingdom ruled by Artatama after 

c. 1167 AC potentially the same kingdom, under the title of ‘all the land of the 

Shubaru’, which faced Tukulti-Ninurta at the start of his reign. Let us just examine the 

obvious parallels:  

 Tukulti-Ninurta speaks of all the land of the Shubaru having previously united 

itself under one command; this precisely matches the career of Artatama II 

following Shuppiluliuma’s defeat of Tushratta, and the latter’s subsequent 

murder, when Artatama added the kingdom of Mitanni to his own kingdom of 

Hurri Land.  

 Ehli-Teshub, king of the land Alzu, was presumably the most important ally of 

the unnamed ruler of the land of the Shubaru in the Assyrian text; while in the 

Hittite text, Shattiwaza accuses Artatama of having exhausted the palace of the 

Hurrian kings in payment to the lands of Assyria and Alshi (i.e., Alzu); and he 

accuses Shuttarna III of having done much the same.95 The payment of wealth 

by Artatama to Assyria in the Hittite text would now correspond with Tukulti-

Ninurta’s claimed victory over all the land of the Shubaru in the Assyrian text. 

                                                           
95 Beckman (1999:48-49, CTH 52, §§ 1, 2 Obv. 1-20). 
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And Artatama’s payment of wealth to the land of Alshi in the Hittite text is 

consistent with the alliance featured in the Assyrian text between the land of 

the Shubaru and the land of Alzu that had faced Tukulti-Ninurta on the eve of 

this Assyrian victory; a detail which would, incidentally, tend to suggest that 

Artatama was still alive in Tukulti-Ninurta’s accession year (1160 AC). It is 

also worth noting that Shuppiluliuma considered it politically wise to hand 

over the district of Kutmar to Antaratli of the land of Alshi.  

 In the Hittite text, Shuttarna III is specifically said to have prostrated himself 

in front of the Assyrian king;96 which is in perfect agreement with Tukulti-

Ninurta’s claim (ARI 1, § 715) that he subdued the king of the ‘entire 

extensive land Shubaru’ at his feet. Presumably the reason why Tukulti-

Ninurta makes no mention of the specific details of his capture of the land of 

the Shubaru, as opposed to his actions against Alzu and the other lands, was 

because Artatama (and his son Shuttarna) would have submitted to Tukulti-

Ninurta before warfare was necessary; thereby meekly giving up the treasures 

of the Hurrian kings to Assyria, as recorded in the Hittite text.  

 Finally, this proposed identification between ‘all the land of the Shubaru’ and 

the combined kingdom of Mitanni/Hanigalbat is consistent with the situation 

depicted in the Annals of Adad-nirari I, where the land and army of the 

Shubaru can only be referring to the kingdom of Mitanni/Hanigalbat, as 

discussed in Chapter 3:1.2. 

 In stark contrast to Tukulti-Ninurta I’s military campaign during his accession 

year, there is no mention in any of the tablets from his first five regnal years to 

military expeditions, or to such consequences of warfare as the deportation of enemy 

people.97 If one accepts this argumentum e silentio as evidence that Tukulti-Ninurta 

did not undertake any major campaign during his first five regnal years (1159-1155 

AC), then this lowers the date of his next campaign to 1154 AC, at the earliest. 

However, according to Goetze’s chronological reconstruction (above), the Third 

Mitannian War would have begun in this very same year. This war began with the 

Hittites apparently attacking the Egyptian dependency of Amqa. The following year 

                                                           
96 Beckman (1999:49, CTH 52, § 2 Obv. 8-20). 
97 Harrak (1987:231). 
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saw the Hittites facing serious fighting on the Euphrates frontier, and with the city of 

Carchemish still retained as a Hurrian stronghold. Subsequently, the Egyptians 

invaded the Hittite dependency of Kinza; and it was probably at this time that Kinza 

and Nukhash(she) also rebelled against Shuppiluliuma.98  

 Assyrian Response  What, then, may have been the role played by Assyria 

during this period of Hittite warfare in Syria? Burnaburiash II sent a letter (EA 9, ll. 

19-38) to Pharaoh Nibhurrerrya in which he wrote: ‘Now, as for my Assyrian vassals, 

I was not the one who sent them to you. Why on their own authority have they come 

to your country? If you love me, they will conduct no business whatsoever. Send them 

off to me empty-handed’. Accepting that Tutankhamun (1361-1352 CC) was the 

addressee, then, according to Chronology A-E, this letter must have been sent in 

either 1361 or 1360 CC (1161 or 1160 AC), since this is the only period during which 

the two reigns overlap.99 However, as seen above, 1160 AC was also the accession 

year of Tukulti-Ninurta I. In light of this Assyrian king’s military success during his 

accession year, any claim by Burnaburiash to the Assyrians having been his vassals 

must have applied to an already existing relationship between the two kingdoms that 

pertained at the end of Shalmaneser I’s reign. Unfortunately, there are few relevant 

documents relating to this period: Shalmaneser himself makes no reference to 

Assyrian-Babylonian relations in any inscription;100 and the sections of the 

Synchronistic History and Chronicle P dealing with this king’s reign have not been 

preserved. However, Shalmaneser did apparently experience some conflict with one 

of the contemporary Babylonian kings, since his name appears in a badly damaged 

passage of the Epic of Tukulti-Ninurta dealing with hostilities between Assyria and 

Babylonia.101 Such conflict might have presented the conditions under which 

Burnaburiash, who was an almost exact contemporary of Shalmaneser (see Table L), 

was able to claim the Assyrians as his vassals. Also, I argued above that Artatama II 

was a one-time vassal of Shalmaneser I. Yet, sometime later, Artatama was able to 

break his allegiance to Shalmaneser and enter into a treaty with Shuppiluliuma I c. 

                                                           
98 Goetze (1975c:17). 
99 See Table L and Chapter 2:3. This finding is consistent with the fact that EA 9 must have arrived in 

Egypt sometime between the first (Moran 1992:xxxiv) and third (Kitchen 1962:9) year of 

Tutankhamun, at which time the site of Akhenaton was abandoned. 
100 Munn-Rankin (1975:282). 
101 Foster (1996:217, ii 28-35). Also see Munn-Rankin (1975:284). 
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1167 AC. One might again suggest that Artatama was able to break his allegiance to 

Shalmaneser contemporary with some presently unrecorded subjugation of Assyria by 

Burnaburiash. 

 Be that as it may, the important point is that Tukulti-Ninurta would appear to have 

sent a political delegation to the court of Tutankhamun, presumably with the aim of 

establishing an alliance treaty between the two kingdoms. And, no doubt, any such 

accord would have seemed of mutual advantage for a number of reasons. First, with 

the accession of Tutankhamun a whole new political realignment of the major powers 

was possible; the previous marriage alliances between Amenophis IV and both 

Tushratta and Burnaburiash would have expired, thus diminishing any treaty 

obligations that might have hindered Egyptian friendship with Assyria. And second, 

the loss of close ties between Egypt and Babylonia would have been more than 

compensated for by an alliance between Egypt and Assyria, whose combined role in 

tempering the might of the Hittites in nearby Syria was now crucial.  

 According to the dates argued above for the Second and Third Mitannian Wars, 

Syria would have witnessed relative peace for more than a decade (c. 1367-1354 CC); 

despite the fact that during this period the contemporary kings of Hanigalbat/Hurri 

Land (apparently still Artatama) and Mitanni (Shuttarna III) would still have held the 

enclave of Carchemish. This period of Hittite military inactivity in Syria, combined 

with the fact that Shuppiluliuma had accepted that the city of Carchemish remain an 

independent Hurrian enclave for so long, might suggest that the Hittites were not the 

party to initiate the Third Mitannian War. After all, they had much to lose in any 

conflict and relatively little to gain. However, if that is the case, then the Hurrian and 

Assyrian gamble proved to be a great failure. As previously mentioned: Carchemish 

fell to Shuppiluliuma during the third year of the war (1352 CC); and in the sixth year 

(1349 CC), Piyashili and Shattiwaza crossed the Euphrates and captured Mitanni;102 

finally, the Hittite army proceeded to Taidu – which had been the capital of 

Hanigalbat at the time of Adad-nirari and Shalmaneser’s campaigns – and there 

confronted Shuttarna, who was joined by the Assyrian king. Taite (Taidu), along with 

Irrite, are given in the Shuppiluliuma-Shattiwaza Treaty as locations where 

Shattiwaza and Piyashili might meet for consultations;103 a fact that would tend to 

                                                           
102 Goetze (1975c:19). 
103 Beckman (1999:46, CTH 51, § 12). 
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indicate that the Hittites won a very significant victory over Shuttarna and the 

Assyrian king (i.e., Tukulti-Ninurta) at that time.  

3:4 Hittite Consolidation: Murshili II and Tukulti-Ninurta I 

There is no historical evidence to suggest that Shuppiluliuma I lived beyond the final 

year of the Third Mitannian War. Also, Shuppiluliuma’s successor, Arnuwanda II, 

ruled for only a very brief period before his untimely death. The young Murshili then 

followed his elder brother as next in line to the Great Kingship of Hatti.104 

Subsequently, in either Murshili’s ninth or tenth year,105 and as he prepared to 

undertake an expedition to the country of Hayasa (in north-western Armenia), ‘there 

occurred an omen of the sun so sinister that the dowager queen, Tawanna, interpreted 

it as portending the imminent destruction of the entire royal house’.106 This solar 

phenomenon is widely thought to refer to an eclipse of the sun, possibly the partial 

eclipse visible at Hattusa on 13 March 1335 BC; though certain other eclipses have 

also been nominated, depending upon the particular Egyptian chronology adopted for 

this period. Based on the Memphite calendar, the appropriateness of the 1335 BC 

eclipse is judged twofold. First, it allows about the right interval from the death of 

Tutankhamun in 1352 CC to accommodate: the remaining campaigns assigned to the 

Third Mitannian War (which corresponds to the final three years of Shuppiluliuma’s 

reign); the short reign of Arnuwanda II; and also the first nine/ten years of Murshili’s 

reign. Second, the historical circumstances associated with the solar phenomenon 

places its occurrence in early spring, a timeframe suitably satisfied by a 13th of March 

date.107  

 However, according to Chronology A-E, the Egyptian Memphite calendar must be 

lowered by precisely 200 years to match historical actuality. Accepting that the 

reported omen was a solar eclipse, then, Chronology A-E would predict that the actual 

eclipse witnessed by the Hittites occurred not in 1335 BC but, rather, some 200 years 

later in or about the year 1135 BC. One such appropriately dated eclipse occurred on 

23 February 1138 BC and lasted from approximately 11.40 a.m. until 2.30 p.m.108 
                                                           
104 Bryce (1998:206-07). 
105 Beckman (2000:22). 
106 Astour (1989:5). 
107 See Astour (1989:5-7) for discussion and references. 
108 See Kudlek and Mickler (1971:50) for astronomical details, but note that the chronological year 
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This was the most complete eclipse witnessed at Hattusa in some 140 years, with a 

maximal magnitude (PMA) of 0.95, compared to a PMA value of 1.01 for a total 

eclipse, and a value of only 0.87 for the partial eclipse of 1335 BC. Accepting for 

argument sake that the eclipse was seen in Year 10 of Murshili, then, this 

astronomical 1138 BC eclipse would leave just the right amount of time between 

Murshili II’s first regnal year (1147 AC in Table L), and the final year of the Third 

Mitannian War in 1149 AC (as calculated above), to accommodate the very short 

reign universally assigned to Arnuwanda II. 

Murshili spent the first seven years of his reign variously fighting the Kaska Land, 

located on Hatti’s northern border, and the Arzawan lands, located in the west and 

southwest of Anatolia. Then, in his ninth year, Murshili was faced with hostility on 

three fronts simultaneously. Sarri-Kusuh/Piyashili, Murshili’s elder brother and king 

of Carchemish, was summoned to the city of Kummanni, where Murshili was 

celebrating a religious festival, and while there he suddenly died. Telepinu, another 

brother of Murshili and king of Aleppo, had also died recently and Murshili was still 

to appoint his successor. Taking advantage of this period of political upheaval, the 

southern Syrian vassal kingdoms of Nuhasse and Kinza proclaimed their 

independence from Hatti, an action which was accompanied by an Egyptian 

expeditionary force that came to aid the Syrian rebels. Also, at about the same time, 

the Assyrians invaded the land of Carchemish. Finally, on the northeast frontier, 

Anniya, the king of Azzi-Hayasa, invaded the Upper Land for the second time.109 

Murshili dispatched Nuwanza, one of his senior generals, to deal with the invasion of 

the Upper Land, and he sent another general, Kurunta, to restore order in the Syrian 

breakaway kingdoms, while Murshili himself went to Astata on the Euphrates;110 

Astata had earlier been annexed to the kingdom of Carchemish during the reign of 

Shuppiluliuma I.111  

 Since the Assyrian king had to pass through the land of Mitanni to reach the land 

of Carchemish, one must also assume that Mitanni was again a vassal kingdom of 

Assyria by this date. Indeed, Mitanni may well have already transferred its allegiance 

from Hatti to Assyria at the beginning of Murshili’s reign: in a prayer composed by 
                                                                                                                                                                      
measured with a ‘-’ sign is one year less than the historical year measured in ‘BC’. 
109 See Bryce (1998:219-23) for details. 
110 Bryce (1998:221). 
111 Beckman (1999:45, CTH 51, § 10). 
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Murshili, and which is possibly dated to his first regnal year, the protectorates of 

Mitanni land and Arzawa land are each said to have rebelled and broken the oaths to 

the gods; also, in his second year, the Assyrians were seen near Carchemish 

(presumably on the opposite bank of the Euphrates), causing Murshili to dispatch 

troops to deal with the ‘man of Ashur’ if necessary.112 

 Upon returning from Astata, Murshili installed his two recently bereaved 

nephews, [...]-Sharruma (also known as Shahurunuwa) and Talmi-Sharruma, as kings 

of Carchemish and Aleppo respectively.113 While Murshili was engaged in Syria, 

Nuwanza had successfully expelled the Hayasan enemy from the Upper Land.114 

Nuwanza and his northern army then awaited the arrival of Murshili in Tegarama with 

the intention of pressing home the Hittite success by invading Hayasa itself. However, 

by the time Murshili arrived, the year was considered too advanced to undertake such 

a campaign; presumably because of the climatic conditions expected in north-eastern 

Anatolia at that time of year. Murshili then writes:  

(So) I did not march to Hayasa from there; I went to Hurrana, and my army 

arrived at Hurrana, and I joined the army there. And because the city of 

Yahressa and the country of Piggainaressa were hostile to me, I set out towards 

Yahressa. And I converted the days into nights; I ordered the army to make 

forced marches, and I, the Great King, marched with the troops and the 

charioteers stealthily...  

Murshili goes on to describe how he invaded the country of Piggainaressa and 

destroyed Yahressa along with a number of other towns by fire; thereafter, he ‘came 

back to Hakpis and returned to Hattusha’. 115   

 The general historical understanding is that this campaign occurred in Anatolia, 

where a town named Hurrana is known to have been located. However, another 

suggestion is that the above Hurrana might be better identified with the major 

Mitannian city of Harran on the Balikh River, and so that Yahressa/Iahrishsha might 

then be identified with URU ia-ah-ri-is-sa. This latter city in known to have been in 
                                                           
112 Harrak (1987:47 with n. 101). 
113 Goetze (1975a:124). See Klengel (1992:123) on the identification of [...]-Sharruma with 

Shahurunuwa. 
114 Bryce (1998:221). 
115 Garstang and Gurney (1959:29). 
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close cooperation with Harran in the exploitation of the Balikh River for irrigation; 

and some scholars have even identified Iahrishsha with Tell Fray.116  

 If one were to accept that Murshili went to Harran on the Balikh, then, this 

campaign would begin to make considerable sense. Whereas the mountain passes of 

north-east Anatolia and Armenia would have made a late autumn campaign against 

Hayasa both difficult and potentially dangerous, there were no serious climatic 

problems facing a Hittite army campaigning in Syria at this time of year. Harran on 

the Balikh River would also have been the logical site for the two armies to meet, 

were they to have then proceeded together down the Balikh Valley to the region of 

Iahrishsha/Tell Fray: Murshili’s Syrian army would have crossed from Carchemish; 

and Murshili, Nuwanzas and the northern army would presumably have followed 

much the same route taken by Shuppiluliuma I during the Second Mitannian War 

when he campaigned from Isuwa, and via the Mitannian capital at Washshukkanni, to 

Carchemish and northern Syria. Having crossed from Tegarama to Isuwa, Murshili 

could have moved south through northern Mitannian territory before arriving at 

Harran. And, having expelled the Assyrians from Carchemish only shortly 

beforehand, Murshili must surely have appreciated that this was a perfect opportunity 

to follow up this military advantage by immediately re-conquering Mitannian territory 

east of the Euphrates. Furthermore, since Hattushili III makes no mention in his 

‘Apology’ of any Assyrian campaign by Muwatalli, it has been argued that Mitanni 

had already been reincorporated into the Hittite Empire during Murshili’s reign.117  

 Meanwhile, KBo XVIII 25 is a fragmentary text, apparently a letter, which reads 

as follows: 

[ ... ] and Tukulti-Ninurta [....Car]chemish he gave back 

[...] Washukkanni he was coming [...] and your father as 

[...Ci]ties to the king of Carchemish he gave [...].118 

The sequence of events described here seems to be as follows: first, Tukulti-Ninurta’s 

return of Carchemish; second, the arrival of a principal protagonist either from or at 
                                                           
116See Harrak (1987:48-49 with n. 106); and also ibid. n. 104, where Harrak points to the ‘consistently 

different spelling in the Hittite sources of the Anatolian URU ha-ra-na/-as and the Syrian URU har-ra-

na’. 
117 Harrak (1987:49 n. 108). 
118 Harrak (1987:215). 
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Washukkanni; and third, a reference to further cities given to the king of Carchemish. 

However, this sequence of events would also mirror the historical repercussions 

flowing from Murshili’s ‘Yahressa’ campaign if we identify Hurrana with Harran on 

the Balikh: Carchemish had been returned to Hittite control prior to this campaign; 

Murshili could have arrived at Harran, possibly by way of Washukkanni (above); and 

finally, the Hittite army would subsequently have captured various towns in the land 

of Piggainaressa. Even the location of Yahressa in the area of Tell Fray is consistent 

with the fact that the king of Carchemish possessed various cities of the land Astata 

located on the eastern bank of the Euphrates, cities which Piyashili had conquered 

during the Third Mitannian War, and which Shuppiluliuma had included in the 

kingdom of Carchemish at that time.119 

 Associated with KBo XVIII 25 may also be the claim by Tukulti-Ninurta I that he 

had ‘uprooted 28,800 Hittite people from Syria (lit. “Beyond the Euphrates”) and led 

(them) into [...his] land’ (ARI 1, §§ 773, 783). Tukulti-Ninurta’s return of Carchemish 

territory to the Hittite king, and his capture of so many Hittite prisoners taken from 

west of the Euphrates, would then seem to be best dated to Murshili’s ninth year. One 

can also see why Murshili would have accused Yahressa and the land of Piggainaressa 

(assuming a reasonably close geographic proximity to the site of Tell Fray) of 

hostility, for the land of Piggainaressa would now have lain directly across the 

Euphrates from Syrian Astata,120 from where Murshili had expelled the Assyrians just 

a few months earlier, as seen above.   

 Meanwhile, this claim by Tukulti-Ninurta I of having removed 28,000 Hittite 

captives from Syria, and which is recorded for his accession year, has proved 

something of a chronological anomaly, since it appears in only two inscriptions, both 

written late in the reign of Tukulti-Ninurta after his conquest of Babylonia.121 On the 

other hand, I argued in Chapter 2:3.1 that Tukulti-Ninurta conquered Babylonia in 

1131 AC, which is only eight years after the presently proposed capture of these 

Hittites in Murshili II’s ninth year (1139 AC in Table L). Such a late date would 

adequately explain why no mention of the Hittite captives appears in any of Tukulti-

Ninurta’s early inscriptions.  One might also suggest that the reason why a further 

eight years elapsed before a reference was made to these Hittite prisoners in Tukulti-
                                                           
119 Beckman (1999:45, CTH 51, § 10). 
120 On the location of Astata, see CAH II/2, Map 1. 
121 See Grayson, ARI 1, § 771 with n. 246, for details. 
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Ninurta’s annals was because his almost immediate expulsion from Syria by the 

Hittites, and his subsequent loss of Mitanni, may have made the campaign particularly 

unworthy of commemoration at that time. However, following the conquest of 

Babylonia, and when many new inscriptions were written to record this great victory, 

the scribes may have taken the opportunity to include a reference to the Hittite 

prisoners taken captive only eight years earlier.  

 Murshili probably reigned for between twenty-two and twenty-five years.122 This 

king would therefore have died within, at most, a couple of years of the death of 

Tukulti-Ninurta I in 1123 AC. Although Murshili continued to campaign in various 

regions following the events of his ninth year, there is no further mention in his annals 

of the Assyrians or their king.123 The presently available evidence does not allow a 

firm decision to be made as to which of these two kings died first. However, if 

Mitanni had been captured by Murshili in his ninth year, as argued above, and 

Murshili had died before Tukulti-Ninurta, then one might imagine that the Assyrians 

would have taken advantage of the change of kingship in Hatti to again interfere in 

Mitanni; particularly bearing in mind the military strength of Tukulti-Ninurta at that 

time, and when he was still able to impose his will upon Babylonia during the 

Assyrian interregnum. On the other hand, if Murshili died after the disastrous climax 

to Tukulti-Ninurta’s reign, then, Assyria would have been in no position to wage a 

war against Hatti for control of Mitanni. And, as previously noted, Hattushili III made 

no mention of any campaign by Muwatalli connected with Assyria or Mitanni. I 

would therefore propose, on balance, that Murshili II reigned for 25/26 years, from 

1147 to c. 1123/22 AC, and so just outlived Tukulti-Ninurta I. 

 I already dealt in Chapter 2:1.3 to 2:1.5 with the most important chronological 

matters relating to the remaining Hittite kings from Muwatalli to Shuppiluliuma II, 

along with their Assyrian counterparts, and so do not wish to add anything further at 

this time. Suffice to say that, with the demise of Tukulti-Ninurta I, Assyria fell into a 

prolonged period of relative decline which lasted until the reign of Tiglath-pileser I 

almost 100 years later, and during which time Hatti appears to have been the 

dominant power in upper Mesopotamia.  

                                                           
122 Goetze (1975a:126-27). 
123 Harrak (1987:49). 
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Conclusion 

I have presented in Chapter 3 a fundamental reorganisation of the kings of Assyria, 

Hatti and Mitanni/Hanigalbat, as compared to their conventional chronological 

arrangement. In displacing Egyptian versus Assyrian chronology by 115 years, as 

discussed in Chapter 2, I was able to argue above that Shattuara I of Hanigalbat, who 

appears in Assyrian annals currently dated to the early 13th century CC, should be 

identified with Shuttarna II of Mitanni, who appears in Egyptian documents dated to 

the early 14th century CC. And, based on this proposed identification, I was able to 

present a detailed chronological and historical integration of Assyrian documents 

from the reigns of Adad-nirari I, Shalmaneser I and Tukulti-Ninurta I with Hittite 

documents from the now contemporary Hittite kings Tudhaliya II and III, 

Shuppiluliuma I and Murshili I.  

 Moreover, as a result of this investigation, I argued that an ascendant Assyria 

under Adad-nirari I began to dominate Hanigalbat/Mitanni; and which led in the 

following reign of Shalmaneser I to the division of this once Great Kingdom into two 

separate kingdoms, one an independent Mitanni ruled by Tushratta, and the other an 

Assyrian dominated Hanigalbat ruled by Artatama II and his son Shuttarna III. I 

further proposed that the catalyst for this division was the Assyrian blitzkrieg 

orchestrated by Shalmaneser against the combined forces of Shattuara II and his 

Hittite allies; a defeat so severe that the Hittite empire ruled by Tudhaliya II 

(Shattuara II’s now contemporary) appeared to be facing total destruction.  

 With the accession of Shuppiluliuma I, the fortunes of Hatti began to rise once 

again. Following the defeat of Tushratta during the Second Mitannian War c. 1367 

CC (1167 AC), Shuppiluliuma was able to expand the Hittite empire to include Syria. 

Subsequently, at the end of the Third Mitannian War c. 1349 CC (1149 AC), the 

Hittites managed to capture what remained of Tushratta’s kingdom of Mitanni lying 

east of the Euphrates. And, despite conflict with Tukulti-Ninurta I, and his now 

Assyrian vassals Artatama II and Shuttarna III, for control of Mitanni, this territory 

would appear to have remained within the Hittite empire for over a century until the 

early campaigns of Tiglath-pileser I c. 1030 AC.  

 I have underpinned the arguments discussed in the present chapter with the 

methodological attributes defined in my Introduction, and as already employed in 

Chapter 2. I must therefore, once again, pose the question of how, assuming the 

 191



 192

conventional chronology to be more or less historically correct, it could be possible to 

so radically rearrange the relative chronologies of these three Great Kingdoms, as 

carried out above, and for the resulting narrative not to appear irrationally 

inconsistent? Conversely, should the chronological reconfiguration argued for in 

Chapter 3 be more or less correct, then, one could predict that its application to other 

chronologically sensitive data from this period would produce an ever-increasing 

coherency in our understanding of the LBA history of this region.  



Chapter 4  THE EGYPTIAN THIRD INTERMEDIATE PERIOD 

Introduction 

I now wish to counter the numerous objections raised by Kitchen (and others) to any 

significant lowering of LBA Egyptian chronology (see Introduction).1 The key topic 

in this debate over chronological revisionism is the duration of the Egyptian Third 

Intermediate Period (henceforth TIP), which covers the 21st to 25th Dynasties. If 

these dynasties were successive, as generally held, then the LBA chronological status 

quo must be preserved. However, I will argue in Chapter 4 that there are no serious 

obstacles to overlapping the whole of the 21st Dynasty with the 22nd Dynasty, 

thereby dramatically reducing the duration of the TIP. I will also endeavour to explain 

the political conditions that gave rise to the emergence of the 21st and 22nd 

Dynasties, as well as the dynastic intrigue that led to the 23rd Dynasty breaking away 

from the 22nd Dynasty. As part of this investigation I will also examine: the family 

relationship between Smendes I, the founder of the 21st Tanite Dynasty, and both 

Pinudjem I of the 21st Theban Dynasty, and Shoshenq I, the founder of the 22nd 

Dynasty; as well as the genealogical relationships between the various royal 

personages named Henttawy A, B and Q, an understanding of which is crucial to 

resolving the chronological and dynastic relationship between the 21st and 22nd 

Dynasties. I will also include within this discussion a detailed analysis of the 

genealogical links between various noble families from the TIP. 

4:1 Synchronous Events 

The Memphite Genealogy I argued in Chapter 2 that the conventional (Memphite) 

dates for the accession of Tuthmosis III (1504 CC) and Ramesses II (1304 CC) must 

be lowered by precisely 200 years to match historical reality. This, in turn, will now 

mean that the last year of Ramesses XI’s reign, the final Pharaoh of the New 

Kingdom 20th Dynasty, must also be lowered in equal measure. Unfortunately, the 

reign-lengths of Ramesses VII and VIII remain uncertain, and so that the exact year of 

Ramesses XI’s death cannot currently be established with true precision in relation to 

the earlier Ramesside kings. And without being able to establish that date, one cannot 

                                                           
1 The singular debate surrounding the identification of Shishak with Shoshenq I will be left to 

Appendix 1:1.4. 
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fix the starting year of the 21st Dynasty. I therefore set myself the task at this point of 

my research to find a precise historical synchronism which would allow the TIP 

Dynasties to be assigned true absolute historical dates; since, as discussed in Chapter 

1, and implemented in Chapters 2 and 3, the essential attributes of any detailed 

historical reconstruction are chronological accuracy and precision. Fortunately, such a 

precise synchronism soon became apparent, and which involved lowering the regnal 

dates of the last three kings of the 20th Dynasty by a further nine years beyond the 

200-year lowering already argued for (see below). This additional nine-year 

chronological adjustment is perfectly compatible with the finding of Bierbrier, who 

has argued on genealogical grounds for a possible maximum increase of ten years in 

the length of the 20th Dynasty following the reign of Ramesses IV.2 According to this 

‘Alternate’ TIP chronology, the regnal dates of Ramesses IX, X and XI, as well as the 

founders of the 21st Dynasty, can now be calculated as follows (also see Table D):3  

 Ramesses IX (940-922 AC: 18 years);4  

 Ramesses X (922-919 AC: adopting the 3-year reign option);  

 Ramesses XI (919-890 AC: 29 years);  

 the ‘Renaissance Era’ (901-890 AC: during the last 11 years of Ramesses XI’s 

reign);  

 Smendes as regional commander in the North (901-890 AC: equivalent to the 

Renaissance Era); 

 and Smendes I as king (890-864 AC: 26 years).  

Moreover, we know: that Herihor was the high priest of Amun at Thebes (henceforth 

HPA) during the first year of the Renaissance Era, a position he maintained for a 

further six years (901-895 AC); that Piankh followed Herihor and was HPA for four 

years (895-891 AC); and that Pinudjem I succeeded Piankh during a period of 15 
                                                           
2 Bierbrier (1975:15). 
3 See Kitchen (1996:465-68, Tables 1-2, and pp. 246-47) for the reign lengths, and conventional 

chronology (CC) dates, of these and other TIP Pharaohs. The findings of my research argue against the 

proposition by Thijs (2001:95-103, with previous papers listed on ibid. p. 95 n. 1) that a large 

chronological overlap exists between the reigns of Ramesses IX, X and XI. 
4 I have refrained from using the suffix ‘AC’ (alternate chronology) with each and every date discussed 

below in order to avoid unnecessary qualification. 
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years (891-876 AC). Then, in Year 15/16 of Smendes I (876/5 AC), Pinudjem 

achieved royal status, prompting Kitchen to make reference to ‘some particular 

circumstance or occasion still unknown’ which might have presented an appropriate 

opportunity for this sudden elevation to kingship, and one which cannot be correlated 

with the death of either Ramesses XI or of Smendes himself.5 

 Before discussing just what that circumstance may have been, it is first necessary 

to establish a hypothetical temporal relationship between the 22nd Dynasty, from 

Shoshenq I to Osorkon IV, and the dates already defined above for the beginning of 

the 21st Dynasty. Fortunately, there are two family genealogies which not only span 

the period from the 19th/20th Dynasties to the 22nd Dynasty, but which also provide 

synchronised relationships at both ends.6 One of these is the so-called ‘Memphite 

Genealogy’, which appears in a document written during the reign of Shoshenq V 

(767-720 CC) by one Ankhefensekhmet, and which lists a continuous succession of 

Ankhefensekhmet’s ancestors who acted as High Priests of Ptah at Memphis 

(henceforth HP(s)M) dating back through fifteen generations to the reign of Ramesses 

II (1304-1237 CC), with whom a further four generations are correlated. According to 

the Memphite Genealogy, Shedsunefertem, the eighth generation after Ramesses II, 

was a contemporary of Shoshenq I (945-924 CC). The second of the two genealogies 

appears in a document written by a certain Ankhefenkhons from the family of 

HP(s)A, and which supports this generational separation between the time of 

Ramesses II and Shoshenq I.7  

 Meanwhile, Kitchen has argued that Osorkon IV, the successor of Shoshenq V, 

should be identified with the Egyptian king named Shilkanni who sent presents to 

Sargon II of Assyria in 716 BC.8 If this identification is correct, then, 716 BC 

becomes the latest possible year during which Shoshenq V could have reigned. 

Accepting for the moment that the Memphite Genealogy is correct and complete, this 

equation would translate, in terms of the conventional chronology, into some sixteen 

generations of Ankhefensekhmet’s family being placed between approximately the 

end of Ramesses II’s reign (1237 CC) and 716 BC, equalling an average of 32.5 

(521/16) years, a culturally improbable average figure over so many generations for 
                                                           
5 Kitchen (1996:259). 
6 Bierbrier (1975:45). See James et al. (1991:238-42) for further discussion. 
7 Bierbrier (1975:45-53). Also James et al. (1991:239-41). 
8 Kitchen (1996:143). 
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any such important hereditary position. On the other hand, according to Chronology 

A-E, where Ramesses II’s reign ends in 1037 AC the average generation length of 

these sixteen generations would amount to 20 (321/16) years per generation.9 Using 

this latter figure, the apogee of Shedsunefertem’s political/religious activity as HPM, 

and with it the reign of Shoshenq I, can be calculated at approximately 897-877 AC, 

relative to the end dates of 1037 AC and 716 BC (see Fig. 1).  

20th-21st Dynasties  21st (Theban) 
Dynasty 

Memphite Genealogy  22nd Dynasty 

      
RAMESSES II 
(1104-1037) 

  4 generations of HP(s)A 
contemporary with R. II 

  

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
RAMESSES IX 
(940-922) 

  

RAMESSES X 
(922-919) 

  ---   =   attested synchronisms 

RAMESSES XI 
(919-890) 

  7 generations of HP(s)A 
(c. 1037-897) 

  

Renaissance Era 
(901-890) 

--- HPA Herihor 
(901-895) 

   

SMENDES in North 
(901-890) 

--- HPA Piankh 
(895-891) 

   

SMENDES as King 
(890-864) 

--- HPA Pinudjem I 
(891-876) 

HPM Shedsunefertem 
(c. 897-877) 

--- SHOSHENQ I 
 

AMENEMNISU  King PINUDJEM I 
(875-853) 

   

PSUSENNES I    
 
 

  

AMENEMOPE 
 
 
OSOCHOR/ 
OSORKON 

  7 generations of HP(s)A 
(c. 877-736) 
 
 
 
 

  

SIAMUN   Ankhefensekhmet 
(c. 736-716) 

--- SHOSHENQ V 
 

PSUSENNES II     OSORKON IV 
 

Fig. 1      Alternate chronology (AC) dates for the 19th-20th, 21st and 22nd Dynasties. 

                                                           
9 This alternate chronology figure compares well with the average generation lengths for the well 

documented kings of Assyria, including: the nine generations from Ninurta-apil-Ekur to Ashur-nirari 

IV (20 years); the nine generations from Eriba-Adad I to Ashur-nirari III (21.5 years); and the ten 

generations from Bel-bani to Nur-ili (21.4/22.4 years). There is also the seven known generations of 

Egyptian kings from Tuthmosis II to Tutankhamen (23.7 years). Cf. Rowton (1952:21) who arrives at 

an average generation length of 25 years by combining evidence from various Ancient Near Eastern 

genealogies; note, however, that the figure used in his Genealogy IV is partially negated by the 

genealogical revision argued in Chapter 2:2.1 above. A figure of approximately 20 years can therefore 

act as a biologically realistic minimum average generation length in the present historical context. 
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 The first thing to notice about Shoshenq’s estimated period of rule (c. 897-877 AC) 

is that it is essentially contemporary with the date of Pinudjem I’s somewhat 

unexplained acquisition of royal status in 876/5 AC. Furthermore, this latter date now 

potentially coincides with the momentous ‘Mediterranean’ campaign of the Assyrian 

king Ashurnasirpal II, which took place a minimum of three years after 878 BC, that 

is, in 875 BC at the earliest.10 Ashurnasirpal (883-859 BC) directed his earliest 

military campaigns ever closer to Syria-Palestine, eventually reaching the 

Mediterranean Sea and exacting tribute from coastal cities as far south as Byblos, 

Sidon and Tyre.11 And, interestingly, the reigning king of Tyre, Ittoba‘al, was 

probably allied to king Omri of Israel through a marriage alliance.12 Furthermore, a 

date of 875 BC is compatible with the 7th year of king Omri,13 that is, the very same 

year (Year 7) in which Omri moved his capital from Tirzah to the hill of Shemer (I 

Kgs 16:23-25).14 Also, the name [Ti]rzah is possibly included amongst the cities 

conquered by Shoshenq I during his famous Palestinian campaign.15  

 Shoshenq I’s Palestinian Campaign While at first glance these apparently 

independent events would seem to have little in common, yet they could potentially 

be connected through the actions of Shoshenq I. Shortly after his Palestinian 

campaign, Shoshenq arrived in Thebes where he erected the Bubastite portal, a 

                                                           
10 See Grayson, ARI 2, §§ 577-84 for relevant eponyms. 
11 ARI 2, § 586. 
12 Bright (1981:241). I am very reluctant to introduce OT material into the core chronological argument 

presented in Chapters 2-4 of my thesis for obvious methodological reasons. Rather, I have refrained 

from presenting a discussion of the OT and independent historical and archaeological evidence until the 

accompanying Appendices. However, I hope that the lifting of this embargo with regard to king Omri 

of Israel – whose historicity and approximate dates are relatively well established through Assyrian 

synchronisms – will prove acceptable to the reader. 
13 Synchronising Omri’s 7th regnal year with 875 BC would place the death of Solomon in 927 BC, 

assuming that Israel used the system of antedating during this period (see Galil 1996:10 on systems of 

dating in Israel and Judah). And various previous chronologies have been argued for the period of the 

Divided Monarchy, all of which place the death of Solomon within a decade, at most, of 931/0 BC – 

see Ash (1999:26 n. 15) for a list of the various proposals: 931 (Thiele); 926 (Hayes/Hooker); 931/30 

(Galil); 922 (Albright); 925/23 (Miller); 932 (Barnes); and 937 (Hughes). Cf. Finkelstein (2002a:110) 

who rejects such precision. And see Appendix 1 (below) for a fuller discussion of OT chronology. 
14 The Bible edition cited in the present work is A. Jones (1966), The Jerusalem Bible, unless otherwise 

stated.  
15 Kitchen (1996:438); disputed by Finkelstein (2002a:123). 
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gateway decorated with scenes of his just completed victorious campaign.16 Shoshenq 

apparently began work on this gateway in his 21st, and penultimate, year of rule;17 the 

same year that Shoshenq’s son, Iuput A, is known to have occupied the office of HPA 

at Thebes (see further below). As there is no reason to believe that there could have 

been two competing pontiffs occupying the post of HPA at exactly the same time, the 

installation of Iuput A by Shoshenq would be a possible explanation for the change of 

status of Pinudjem I from HPA to (local Theban) king at that time. And clearly the 

destruction, or even capture, of Tirzah by Shoshenq I would adequately explain 

Omri’s actions in moving his capital to the presumably more defensible site of 

Shemer; this new site was subsequently transformed by Omri into a strongly fortified 

city.18   

 Indeed, the archaeology of Tirzah is compatible with this latter proposal of sudden 

abandonment. Following the destruction of the tenth century town deemed to have 

been captured by Omri from his predecessor Zimri (1 Kgs 16:15-19), foundation 

preparations were begun for a much more impressive phase of construction, but one 

which was never finished. Even the dressed stones prepared for the new building(s) 

were simply left where they lay and never used. Furthermore, from pottery evidence, 

there seems to be a clear and immediate transition from abandoning work at Tirzah to 

beginning construction at Samaria. In addition, the abandonment of Tirzah appears to 

have been complete, as it was not until the time of Samaria Stratum III that there was 

a slight reoccupation of the site.19  

 Combining the above evidence, it is now possible to propose synchronising all four 

apparently independent events to the same year of 875 BC: Ashurnasirpal II’s 

‘Mediterranean’ campaign; Shoshenq I’s Palestinian campaign, presumably, in part, 

to (re)assert Egyptian authority over this region in the wake of the Assyrian presence; 

Omri’s sudden change of capital from Tirzah to the hill of Shemer, presumably a 
                                                           
16 Notably, Arnold (1999:36) argues that the ‘court of Shoshenq I reveals that nothing had changed in 

constructing huge temple courts since the last building projects of the Ramesside kings;’ and this 

despite the passage of almost 150 years according to the conventional chronology. Compare this 

situation with the presently proposed chronology, which would place Shoshenq’s temple within a 

generation of the death of Ramesses XI. 
17 Kitchen (1996:73). Cf. Handy (1997:100) for a comprehensive list of views on the date of 

Shoshenq’s campaign. 
18 Bright (1981:244). 
19 Kenyon (1960:261). 
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response to Shoshenq’s campaign; and finally, upon the arrival of Shoshenq at Thebes 

some months later, the elevation of Pinudjem I to kingship and the installation of 

Iuput A as HPA. This proposed triple-synchronism between Ashurnasirpal II, 

Shoshenq I, and Pinudjem I forms the basis of the historical accuracy and precision of 

the following TIP chronology. I should, however, note that the synchronism with 

Omri is not an essential component of this chronology; although it does contribute to 

the historical rationale connecting all these events together. 

 According to the fragments of his victory stela from Karnak, Shoshenq claims that 

his frontiers were attacked by ‘“the Montiu of Asia”’ and ‘“the battalions of the army 

of Mittani”’.20 Notwithstanding that these descriptors have been dismissed as 

‘stereotyped ancient phrases’,21 the ‘Montiu of Asia’ are referred to in the Kushite 

Pharaoh Taharqa’s inscriptions from Kawa in a context where it would be perfectly 

appropriate to interpret it as a direct reference to Assyria and its other Asiatic allies.22 

Furthermore, the Egyptians had long used the name ‘Mitanni’ for the Hurrian 

kingdom which occupied the territory of northern Syria/Mesopotamia either side of 

the Great Bend of the Euphrates.23 And the Hittites had occupied that part of Mitanni 

situated west of the Great Bend since the time of Shuppiluliuma I; a territory which 

they included in the appanage kingdom ruled from Carchemish.24 Meanwhile, 

Ashurnasirpal II reports that he marched on Carchemish and received the submission 

of Sangara, king of the land Hatti, after which he conscripted Sangara’s ‘chariots, 

cavalry, (and) infantry’, as well as the troops of various other lands, including those of 

Bit-Adini on the eastern bank of the Great Bend of the Euphrates. Following this 

military enlargement, the Assyrians proceeded to impose tribute upon the above-

mentioned coastal Phoenician cities.25 It should therefore not seem unreasonable were 

the Egyptians to have referred to Ashurnasirpal’s auxiliary troops from Carchemish, 

along with those from Bit-Adini, as the ‘battalions of the army of Mittani’.26   

                                                           
20 Redford (1992:314). And see Breasted (1906, §§ 721ff.) for full text. 
21 Redford (1992:314). 
22 See Redford (1992:350) for details. 
23 See Gelb (1944:70-72) for references. 
24 See Chapter 3:3 (above). 
25 ARI 2, §§ 584-86. 
26 Currently the enemy incursion that triggered Shoshenq’s campaign is considered to have been a local 

incident involving tribes from the Sinai or Negev deserts (Edwards 1982:534-81 esp. 546; Redford 

 199



 We also know that Shoshenq almost certainly reached Megiddo during his 

campaign, and where he erected a massive commemorative stela.27 And one might 

well imagine that he would also have intended to bring those ‘disloyal’ Phoenician 

princes who had paid tribute to Assyria back into the Egyptian fold, as presently 

proposed. That he may have achieved this aim is supported by two textual references. 

First, Shoshenq claims to have ‘struck the Fenkhu (probably the Phoenicians)’, albeit 

that the geographic location of these Fenkhu is unspecified.28 Second, and much more 

telling, is an inscription of Abiba΄al, king of Byblos, who apparently claims to have 

brought a statue of Shoshenq I from Egypt to Byblos, and which the Pharaoh had 

given him as a gift.29 If correctly understood, this might now indicate that Shoshenq 

actually reached Byblos, or at least came close enough to make such action a realistic 

option, thereby forcing Abiba΄al to accompany him as far as Egypt proper. This 

practice was previously adopted by Tuthmosis III who brought the chiefs of Zahi as 

living prisoners to Egypt;30 and Tuthmosis III also brought other captives from Asia 

to Egypt with a far more sinister aim in mind, and of whom he ‘made a great 

slaughter’.31 Compare this description with that of Shoshenq I who claims to have 

‘made a great slaughter’ among the enemy on the shore of one of the Bitter Lakes in 

the Isthmus of Suez.32 Moreover, if the Egyptian army had even reached Tyre, the 

southernmost of Ashurnasirpal’s subjugated cities, then, they could have encountered 

elements of the Assyrian expeditionary army, who might therefore have comprised 

some of the enemy slaughtered by Shoshenq beside the Bitter Lakes.33 

 If Shoshenq’s Year 21 is synchronised with 875 AC, as presently proposed, then 

his final Year 22 was 874 AC, and his reign would have begun in 895 AC; currently 

Shoshenq I is dated to the period c. 945-924 CC, 50 years earlier.34 Now, Shoshenq I 

was only recognised as ‘“the Great Chief of the Ma”’ during his Year 2, and so that 

his name was written without cartouches or kingly titles. However, in his Year 5 he 
                                                                                                                                                                      
1992:314 n.9; Kitchen 1996:294; Ash 1999:52). 
27 Kitchen (1996:299). 
28 Ash (1999:61). 
29 Edwards (1982:547). 
30 Breasted (1906), Vol. II:165, § 392. 
31 Wilson (2005:28), Superscription to List B. 
32 Breasted (1906), Vol. IV:358. 
33 Cf. Kitchen (1996:294); Wilson (2005:68-69). 
34 Kitchen (1996:467, Table 3). 
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was officially acknowledged as a full Pharaoh.35 As emerges in Table D, this date 

(891/90 AC) is also the final year of Ramesses XI’s reign (890 AC); thereby 

explaining just why Shoshenq was permitted such titles in this specific year, and 

simultaneous with the elevation of Smendes to kingship at Tanis.36 That this precise 

chronological synchronism is not accidental is supported by the Abydos monument, 

which features Shoshenq I, as Great Chief of the Ma, in the presence of the reigning 

Egyptian king. Shoshenq is presented as a ‘friend and supporter’ of ‘His Majesty’ 

(referred to in lines 2 and 5); in addition, ‘the king is represented as asking 

Amonrasonther that he [i.e., Shoshenq] may participate, as an equal partner, in the 

royal festivals and victories’.37 This apparent intimacy between the reigning Pharaoh 

– who, according to Table D, can only be Ramesses XI – and Shoshenq is compatible 

with the title of ‘King’s Mother’ given to Shoshenq’s grandmother, Mehtenweskhet 

A; a title which would indicate a close family connection between the last of the 

Ramesside kings and the Great Chiefs of the Meshwesh.38 

4:2 The High Priests of Amun at Thebes 

According to Kitchen, a single line of High Priests of Amun held sway at Thebes 

from the end of the 20th Dynasty right through to the 25th Dynasty, thereby making it 

impossible to collapse the intervening period by any significant amount.39 How, then, 

can one overcome such a definitive verdict by one of the world’s leading 

Egyptologists? Let us begin by calculating the regnal years of the remainder of the 

22nd Dynasty kings in relation to the regnal dates assigned to Shoshenq I in Table D. 

                                                           
35 Kitchen (1996:288). 
36 The fact that Year 5 of Shoshenq I overlaps two regnal years as measured by the 20th-21st Dynasty 

calendar (i.e., 891 and 890 AC) can be explained by supposing that Shoshenq’s regnal year overlapped 

the official Egyptian New Year. This calendrical difference might be explained by the fact that 

Shoshenq’s Years 1-4 were as Great Chief of the Ma, and so that he may have been using a different 

dating system to that of the Pharaohs, such as a regnal year that began immediately upon the death of 

his predecessor. 
37 Blackman (1941:83-95 esp. 93). 
38 See Kitchen (1996:112-15, 534-35) for discussion and references; though, according to the 

conventional chronology, the reigning Pharaoh of the previous generation would have belonged to the 

21st Dynasty, not the 20th as presently proposed. The genealogical meaning of ‘King’s Mother’ is 

discussed further in Chapter 4:7. 
39 Kitchen (1996:xliv). 
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I have accepted the regnal figures argued by Kitchen, but with the following two 

exceptions. First, I will allocate Osorkon I the figure of 15 years provided by 

Manetho, rather than Kitchen’s preferred 35 years.40 And second, I will argue that the 

first 15 years of Shoshenq III’s reign overlapped that of his predecessor, Takeloth II; 

and, indeed, it has already been argued by one writer, on genealogical grounds, that 

Takeloth II and Shoshenq III were contemporary rulers for a full generation.41 I 

should also note that these regnal figures have not been chosen arbitrarily but, rather, 

they are imposed upon the 22nd Dynasty, as detailed in Table D, by virtue of both the 

date already established for the start of Shoshenq I’s reign in 895 AC, and the latest 

date permissible for the end of Shoshenq V’s reign in 716 BC.  

 Meanwhile, an important synchronism permits the reign of Pedubast I of the 23rd 

Dynasty to be precisely correlated with the 22nd Dynasty: Year 5 of Pedubast is 

synchronised with Year 12 of an unnamed king, generally understood to refer to 

Shoshenq III.42 If, however, Year 5 of Pedubast I is synchronised not with Shoshenq 

III but, rather, with Year 12 of his predecessor, Takeloth II, then a very interesting set 

of related synchronisms can be developed with regard to the office of High Priest of 

Amun at Thebes. In this chronological arrangement, Pedubast I would have begun his 

reign in 814 AC (= Year 8 of Takeloth II in Table D) and, allowing him twenty-two 

full years of rule, consistent with a highest attested Year 23 date, his reign would have 

ended in 792 AC. This arrangement of 22nd and 23rd Dynasty kings can now be 

tested against the chronological and historical precision which it permits amongst the 

HP(s)A who were nominated by these two dynasties (see Table E, Section B).  

 In Year 11 of Takeloth II (811 AC, in Table D), Prince Osorkon was forced to sail 

south from El Hibeh to Thebes in order to suppress a rebellion which threatened his 

position as HPA. Having restored order, he proceeded to make various 

political/religious appointments at that time. Then, in the following year (Year 12), he 

was again in Thebes, this time to celebrate a religious festival;43 and which, 

incidentally, could have been the occasion that gave rise to the Pedubast Year 5 

synchronism with Year 12 of Takeloth II, as just proposed. In Year 15 (807), Egypt 
                                                           
40 Kitchen (1996:110). As for the proposal that Osorkon I celebrated a second jubilee (Kitchen 

1996:544), I will discuss this topic in Chapter 4:7. 
41 Aston (1989:139-53); contra Kitchen (1996:xxxi). 
42 See Baer (1973:9); and Kitchen (1996:337). 
43 Kitchen (1996:330-31). And see Caminos (1958) for the full text. 
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again erupted into civil war. Nonetheless, by Year 24 (798) Prince Osorkon was again 

officiating as HPA. And, in the following year (Year 25), he was a signatory to a land 

grant issued to his sister, the princess Karoama. However, some unspecified time 

later, Prince Osorkon lost the pontificate when opposition again flared in Thebes.44 

 Turning to the 23rd Dynasty, the history of the HP(s)A can now be compared 

according to the regnal years of Pedubast I, as arranged in Table E: Harsiese B was 

HPA in Year 5 of king Pedubast (810 AC, in Table D), and he held the same post in 

Years 8, 18, and 19 of this king (807, 797 and 796 respectively), as well as in Year 6 

of Shoshenq III (806).45 Comparing these two sets of dates, as measured by the two 

respective dynasties, the historical interplay between Prince Osorkon and Harsiese B 

is quickly revealed. The enemy who threatened to take over the office of HPA in Year 

11 of Takeloth II can be none other than Harsiese B (as generally understood), who 

was, indeed, HPA in the crossover year of 810 AC. Prince Osorkon would have 

ousted Harsiese B later in the same year, and presumably remained in office until 

Year 15 of Takeloth II (807), when civil war broke out. But, in that very same year (= 

Year 8 of Pedubast I), Harsiese B was again functioning as HPA, a position he could 

have retained until Year 24 of Takeloth II (798), by which date Prince Osorkon had 

recovered his priestly title. Then, in the following year, Prince Osorkon faced his 

second known rebellion, at which time he must have lost the pontificate – presumably 

associated with the death of his father, Takeloth II – for again, in the very same year 

(797 = Year 18 of Pedubast I), Harsiese B was again HPA. Harsiese B remained in 

office in the following year (796). However, by Year 23 of Pedubast I (792), a new 

office-holder named Takeloth E had replaced Harsiese B as HPA; and this individual 

still held that post in Year 6 of Shoshenq IV,46 now numbered VI (regnal dates 

currently uncertain – but see below).47 

 There are a number of pieces of evidence which indicate that the elevation of both 

Harsiese B and Takeloth E to the position of HPA was an amicable arrangement 

between Pedubast I and Shoshenq III. First and foremost, the rebellion against Prince 

Osorkon in Year 11 of Takeloth II now coincides precisely with the accession of 

Shoshenq III in Table D (811 AC), and so that this rebellion, and the claim to 
                                                           
44 See Kitchen (1996:331-32); and Caminos (1958, § 289). 
45 Kitchen (1996:196). 
46 Kitchen (1996:339, 342). 
47 Kitchen (2000:50). 
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kingship of Shoshenq III, could well be connected; moreover, it is in the very next 

year (810) that Harsiese B first appears as HPA. Second, Harsiese B dated at least one 

of his inscriptions according to Shoshenq III’s regnal years (Year 6). Third, Shoshenq 

III’s interests in Thebes were represented there by his son, Pashedbast B, who dated 

his inscription(s) not according to his father’s regnal years but, rather, to those of 

Pedubast I.48 And finally, Harsiese B would have reclaimed the post of HPA upon the 

death of Takeloth II, and  the accession of Shoshenq III as sole ruler, in 797 AC (= 

Year 25 of Takeloth II and Year 18 of Pedubast I). Thereafter, Takeloth E could have 

peacefully taken over the post of HPA from Harsiese B sometime between Year 19 of 

Pedubast and this Pharaoh’s Year 23 (792). However, within two years (i.e., by 790 = 

Year 22 of Shoshenq III), Prince Osorkon was again HPA at Thebes, a position he 

apparently held uninterruptedly through to Year 29 (783); and he was still officiating 

at Thebes in Year 39 (773).49 Once again, just as Harsiese B had apparently reclaimed 

the post of HPA upon the death of Takeloth II in 797 AC, so presumably Prince 

Osorkon would have resumed that post in 792 AC upon the death of Pedubast I (814-

792, in Table D). Therefore, according to the above chronological/historical scenario, 

the 22nd and 23rd Dynasties vied for control of the office of HPA at Thebes between, 

at least, the years 811 and 773 AC, with the office passing back and forth between 

Prince Osorkon on the one hand and, on the other, Harsiese B and his successor 

Takeloth E. 

4:3 The Twenty-First Dynasty 

The 21st Dynasty ‘Tanite’ kings who succeeded Smendes I are somewhat shadowy 

figures, and with uncertainty still remaining over their genealogical relationships to 

each other, as well as their precise chronological order. In fact, it is mostly through 

their synchronisms with the 21st Dynasty Theban pontiffs, whose genealogy and 

chronological order is fairly well established, that the regnal dates of the Tanite kings 

can best be estimated.50 Regarding this chronological uncertainty, the first question 

that must be tackled is the actual identity of Manetho’s two 21st Dynasty kings named 

Psusennes ‘I’ and ‘II’. The chronological problem surrounding these two individuals 

                                                           
48 Kitchen (1996:339). 
49 Kitchen (1996:338, 340). 
50 Kitchen (1996:3-16); Hagens (1996:153-65). 
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has been succinctly described as follows: 

The identification of the two monumentally attested kings named Psusennes 

(with prenomens Akheperre and Tyetkheperre) with Manetho’s Psusennes ‘I’ 

and ‘II’ respectively has never been adequately demonstrated, and the 

possibility that their chronological order could be reversed must be considered. 

The major factor involved in the identification of Tyetkheperre as the 2nd 

Psusennes was the well-attested marriage of his daughter Maatkare to Osorkon 

I. Within the conventional dynastic sequence, this meant that Tyetkheperre must 

have reigned at the end of the 22nd (sic) Dynasty; by default Psusennes 

Akheperre was placed at the beginning.51 

 Having previously synchronised the accession years of Smendes I and Shoshenq I 

as Pharaohs, and abiding as closely as possible to Manetho’s arrangement of 21st 

Dynasty kings, this known historical synchronism between Psusennes Tyetkheperre 

(henceforth Psusennes T (II)) and Osorkon I, the son of Shoshenq I, would translate in 

Table D (and see Fig. 2 below) into Psusennes T (II) being placed between Smendes I 

(king No. 1) and Amenemnisu (Nepherkheres) (king No. 3). However, a simple 

reversal of the conventional placement of Psusennes T (II) by Psusennes Akheperre 

(henceforth Psusennes A (I)) is ruled out by a wealth of documentary and 

archaeological evidence. Indeed, Psusennes A (I) must have ruled immediately before 

Amenemope (Amenophthis), as will be seen below. The least corruption to Manetho’s 

list would then locate Psusennes A (I) as king No. 4, followed by Amenemope, 

Osochor and Siamun (Psinaches). I would note at this point that Manetho also has the 

order Psusennes followed by Amenemnisu, whereas the conventional arrangement 

places the first king named Psusennes immediately after Amenemnisu (see Fig. 2, 

columns 1 and 2).52 Furthermore, this does not exhaust the epigraphic evidence, since 

I will argue below (in Chapter 4:5) that there is evidence for the existence of a third 

king of the 21st Dynasty named Psusennes, and who I designate as Psusennes M (III) 

in Table D. I will also argue below that Psusennes T (II) had no independent regnal 

years of his own; a finding which might possibly explain why one of these three kings 

                                                           
51 James et al. (1991:385 n. 133). 
52 See Kitchen (1996:8). 
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named Psusennes may have been dropped from Manetho’s list.53  

 Having proposed a precise chronology for the 22nd Dynasty (in Chapter 4:1), and 

having established the periods in office of certain HP(s)A for the 22nd and 23rd 

dynasties based upon that chronology (in Chapter 4:2), it is now possible to use the 

detailed chronological evidence concerning the HP(s)A from the 21st (Theban) 

Dynasty to establish a precise chronology for the 21st (Tanite) Dynasty kings. In other 

words, establishing the reign lengths of 21st Dynasty kings in Table D will now 

depend upon the resulting synchronisms with the 21st Dynasty HP(s)A, and with the 

requirement that the dates and periods in office of the latter individuals must dovetail 

in a historically acceptable manner with the dates and periods in office of the HP(s)A 

nominated by the 22nd and 23rd Dynasties; this continues the discussion presented 

above for 22nd and 23rd Dynasty office holders during the period 811 to 773 AC.  

King No. Manetho Conventional arrangement  Proposed arrangement 
    

1 Smendes Smendes Smendes ≡ Shoshenq I 
    

2 Psusennes I Amenemnisu Psusennes T (II) ≡ Osorkon I 
    

3 Amenemnisu Psusennes  I Amenemnisu 
    

4 Amenemope Amenemope Psusennes  A (I) 
    

5 Osochor Osochor Amenemope 
    

6 Siamun Siamun Osochor 
    

7 Psusennes II Psusennes II ≡ Osorkon I Siamun 
    
   Psusennes M (III) 
    

Fig. 2 Manetho and the order of the 21st (Tanite) Dynasty Pharaohs. 

 Through a process of experimentation with the degree of independent reign lengths 

of the 21st (Tanite) Dynasty kings (see Table D), the HP(s)A from the 21st, 22nd and 

23rd Dynasties can now be arranged as shown in Table E (Sections A to C). Kitchen 

has proposed the following independent periods in office for the 21st (Theban) 

Dynasty: Herihor (6 years = 6 y), Piankh (4 y), Pinudjem I as HPA (15 y), and 

Pinudjem I as king (22 y); while the periods in office of Masaharta (8 y), Djed-khons-

ef-ankh (1 y?), and the early years of Menkheperre are all placed during Pinudjem I’s 

                                                           
53 Cf. Kitchen (1996:xx). 
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reign as king.54 I have converted these figures into alternate historical regnal years for 

the various office holders according to the dates already assigned to Ramesses XI (see 

Table D), namely 919-890 AC. Table E (Section A) is now arranged to show, on the 

right hand side, all the attested regnal years and (presumed continuous) periods in 

office of the HP(s)A who were nominated by the 22nd Dynasty and, on the left of 

Section A, the corresponding regnal years and periods in office of the HP(s)A 

belonging to the 21st Dynasty. The objective of the exercise is to now arrange the 

chronological evidence from the 21st (Tanite) Dynasty in order to achieve as 

harmonious an outcome as possible when combined with the much better established 

chronology of the 22nd Dynasty, as calculated above. Simply accepting all the figures 

given by Kitchen for the independent reign lengths of Psusennes T (II) (14 y), 

Amenemnisu (4 y), Psusennes A (I) (48 y), Amenemope (7 y), Osochor (6 y) and 

Siamun (19 y),55 would produce an unacceptably poor match (in Table E) between the 

21st Dynasty HP(s)A and those of the 22nd and 23rd Dynasties, and with the office of 

high priest passing back and forth between these three dynasties in a highly erratic 

and historically unconvincing manner.  

 However, if one were to allocate Amenemope a minimum reign of 42 full years, 

then this chronological difficulty would be significantly reduced. The only substantial 

current argument against such a long reign-length for Amenemope is the unavoidable 

contraction that this would entail in the reign lengths of the remaining kings of this 

dynasty in order that they could still be contained within the total period allowed them 

by the conventional chronology, that is, between the end of the 20th Dynasty and the 

beginning of the 22nd Dynasty. However, this problem does not arise in Table D, 

where the reign lengths of the successors of Smendes I are able to expand or contract 

without affecting the overall time-span between the 20th and 22nd Dynasties. In 

addition, the dovetailing of these two lines of HP(s)A is further improved by making 

the reign of Psusennes T (II) contemporary with Smendes I, and so that upon the 

death of Smendes the kingship passed to Amenemnisu. What, then, are the historical 

consequences of such an arrangement? 

 Shoshenq I was able to ‘restore’ a statue found at Thebes that had previously 

                                                           
54 Kitchen (1996:465, Table 1). 
55 Kitchen (1996:465, Table 1). 
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belonged to Psusennes T (II).56 Therefore, at the very latest, Psusennes T (II) must 

have reigned contemporary with the last years of Shoshenq I. And, as the reign of 

Shoshenq I ended ten years earlier than that of Smendes I in Table D, this means that 

most of the putative 14-year reign of Psusennes T (II) must have been contemporary 

with that of Smendes. This hypothesised chronological overlap need not present any 

great problem because, with the exception of this one inscription, practically no other 

contemporary evidence has survived of Psusennes T (II), prompting Kitchen to 

describe him as a king ‘who was the merest shadow upon the stage of history’.57 For 

reasons to be explained below, I have made Psusennes T (II) and Shoshenq I exact 

contemporaries, both becoming Pharaoh in 890 AC, Psusennes T (II) as co-regent 

with his father Smendes I. 

 Current evidence points to an extremely long gap of 33 years that would have 

elapsed between the last attested period in office of HPA Menkheperre during Years 6 

and 7 of Psusennes A (I) and his next attested dates as HPA in Years 40 and 48 of the 

same king.58 However, it can be seen in Table E (Section A) that this 33-year void 

(855-822 AC) is neatly filled by the attested periods in office of the 22nd Dynasty 

HP(s)A Iuwelot (Year 5 of Takeloth I), Smendes III (Years 8, 14 of Takeloth I), 

Harsiese A (reign of Osorkon II), the unidentified son of king Harsiese (no dates), and 

Nimlot C (after Year 16 of Osorkon II).59 According to this arrangement of HP(s)A, 

Menkheperre would have been installed as high priest in Year 25 of Smendes I (866), 

lost that position in Year 7 of Psusennes I (c. 855), but somehow regained the high 

priesthood 33 years later in Year 40 (c. 822), and which he could have then retained 

until Year 48 (814). Interestingly, in Table D, Year 40 of Psusennes A (I) (822/1), 

when Menkheperre was again HPA, is equivalent to the final year of Osorkon II’s 

reign, so that it could well have been the death of Osorkon II which gave 

Menkheperre the opportunity to again resume the office of HPA after this long 33-

year break.60  

 Furthermore, since Iuwelot will have been HPA in 855 AC (i.e., Year 5 of 

                                                           
56 Kitchen (1996:283-84). 
57 Kitchen (1996:283). Also see Dodson (1987) discussing various inscriptions referring to this king. 
58 See Kitchen (1996:195-97) for relevant dates; also see below. 
59 See Kitchen (1996:195-96) for details. 
60 This equation relies on allowing Takeloth I just 14 years, consistent with his highest attested Year 

13/14 associated with the HPA Smendes III (Kitchen 1996:121). 
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Takeloth I) – and without wishing to complicate the situation unnecessarily – it is best 

to date Year 7 of Psusennes A (I), when Menkheperre is attested in office, no later 

than 855 AC. However, this would require that Psusennes A (I) began his first regnal 

year no later than 861 AC, so that, accepting Manetho’s figure of four years for 

Amenemnisu, the latter king would now have shared a minimum co-regency of one 

year with either his predecessor Smendes I or his successor Psusennes A (I) (see 

Table D). And, indeed, the existence of a brief co-regency between Amenemnisu and 

Psusennes I has been argued, based on the appearance of their joint cartouches on two 

gold bow-caps from the tomb of Psusennes I.61 

 Menkheperre was followed as HPA by Smendes II in Year 49 of Psusennes A (I) 

(= Year 2? of Amenemope – see below and Table D), i.e., 813 AC in Table E. 

However, Smendes II could only have remained in office for some two years at most, 

since by 811 AC the alternating period in office of Prince Osorkon, Harsiese B and 

Takeloth E had begun, and which was to continue until at least 773 AC (above). The 

next attested 21st Dynasty HPA who held office was Pinudjem II in a Year [x] + 3 of 

Amenemope, and in Years 8-10 of Siamun (see Table E, Section C).62 Now, were 

Amenemope to have been allowed a mere seven years of independent reign, as 

proposed by Kitchen (above), then, the corresponding dates in office of Pinudjem II as 

HPA would have fallen squarely within the period 811-773 AC already assigned to 

the HP(s)A nominated by the 22nd/23rd Dynasties, as arranged in Section B. 

Furthermore, this Year figure ‘[x]’ cannot be less than 4 without producing the same 

unacceptable result. I have therefore allowed Amenemope a full 42-year reign (= Year 

43) in Table D. Such a long reign-length is compatible with the fact that the mummies 

of both Psusennes I and Amenemope show them both to have died in old age.63 

 Two other 22nd Dynasty HP(s)A can now be discussed. First, Iuput A, son of 

Shoshenq I, is recorded as high priest in Year 21 of his father (875 AC, in Table D). 

In that year, Iuput was in overall charge of his father’s building program at Karnak,64 

and so that one might assume that Shoshenq, in the wake of his victorious Palestinian 

campaign, was by then in a position to nominate Iuput as High Priest at Thebes (as 

previously discussed). Pinudjem I was last HPA in Year 15 of Smendes I (876); and, 
                                                           
61 Kitchen (1996:69, and 261 n. 101). 
62 Kitchen (1996:25). 
63 Kitchen (1996:36). 
64 See Caminos (1952:46-61 esp. 50-51). 
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as king, he nominated his own son Masaharta as high priest in Year 16 of Smendes I 

(875). I would now propose that Iuput A intervened between Pinudjem I and 

Masaharta. Also, Pinudjem I remained loyal to Smendes I, and continued to date 

documents according to the regnal years of this king. I would therefore further 

propose that, late in 875 AC, Smendes I and Pinudjem I (now the local Theban king) 

were somehow able to install Masaharta as HPA. How this transition was achieved is 

difficult to say, but two possibilities present themselves: first, this is the last we hear 

of Iuput A, and so that he might have died in office; and second, Shoshenq I was to 

die within months, and so that any knowledge of his impending death could have 

resulted in Iuput A leaving Karnak for Bubastis, again presenting the opportunity for 

Masaharta to become pontiff. 

 Iuput A was also HPA in Year 10 of Shoshenq I (886 AC = Year 5 of Smendes I, 

in Table D). Now, Pinudjem I is only attested as HPA in Years 1, 6, 9, 10, 13 and 15 

of Smendes I,65 so clearly Iuput A could have occupied the post of high priest in this 

king’s Year 5. Furthermore, we know that Shoshenq I, while still Great Chief of the 

Ma(shwesh), accompanied king Psusennes II to Thebes; and at which time Shoshenq 

acknowledged the supreme authority of Amun, the god of Thebes.66 According to 

Table D, this journey can only have occurred in 890 AC, that is, the last possible year 

in Table D before Shoshenq became full-Pharaoh of Egypt in his Year 5, and also the 

first possible year of Psusennes T (II)’s kingship. I would therefore propose that 

Shoshenq took this opportunity to install his son Iuput A as HPA. Pinudjem would 

have become HPA in the preceding year (891) following the death of his father 

Piankh, and he would have continued in office during the early months of 890 AC, 

before losing the pontificate to Iuput A. Then, for reasons still unclear, Pinudjem 

would have reclaimed the office of HPA five years later in Year 6 of Smendes I (885), 

and retained that position until 875 AC when he was made (local) king. This scenario 

would also make it highly probable that Shoshenq’s acceptance as Pharaoh was 

directly associated with this visit to Thebes; and, if so, that it was this newly acquired 

position that may have enabled Iuput A to become HPA at that time.  

 The only other known HPA from the 22nd Dynasty who ruled between Iuput A 

and Iuwelot is Shoshenq II, son of Osorkon I, and who was high priest sometime 

                                                           
65 Kitchen (1996:25). 
66 Edwards (1982:535, 538). 
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during his father’s reign. Unfortunately, no regnal years from his pontificate have 

survived. However, Masaharta was HPA in Years 16, 18, and 19 of Smendes I (875-

872), and he may well have been followed in office by Djed-khons-ef-ankh, and 

subsequently by Menkheperre, all within the reign of Smendes I.67 Meanwhile, the 

Maunier (or ‘Banishment’) stela records the induction of Menkheperre as HPA in 

Year 25 of an unnamed king, whom Kitchen argues was Smendes I.68 This reference 

to Menkheperre ‘is followed by a section probably dated to an early year of a later 

reign when Menkheperre asked for the recall of exiles...’.69 If we assume a smooth 

transition in the high priesthood from Masaharta (Years 16-19) through to 

Menkheperre (Year 25), then the obvious occasion for Shoshenq II’s elevation to 

HPA would have been upon the death of Smendes I is 864 AC. And Shoshenq could 

have retained that post until the death of his father, Osorkon I, in 859 AC, whereupon 

Menkheperre could have resumed the pontificate. This chronological scenario would 

further allow that those reported banished in the Maunier stela were associated with 

Shoshenq II’s period in office, and so that their recall by Menkheperre could have 

occurred anytime between 859 and 855 AC (= Years 3-7 of Psusennes A (I), in Table 

D). 

4:4 The Twenty-Fifth Kushite Dynasty 

The Kushite king Piankhy (Piye) invaded Egypt following the New Year rites of his 

20th year. And at the following New Year festival of Year 21 he erected a victory 

stela at Napata (the ‘Piye Stela’), recording the events of his just completed campaign. 

Piankhy encountered on this campaign, in addition to Tefnakht, ruler of Sais and 

‘Great Chief of the Libu’, four individuals ranked as Pharaohs, including Osorkon IV 

of the Tanis district and Bubastis.70 Meanwhile, the army of Sargon II reached the 

‘River of Egypt’ (Wadi el Arish) in 716 BC, at which time this king received a present 

of twelve horses from Shilkanni, whom Kitchen has argued should be identified with 

Osorkon IV, the immediate successor of Shoshenq V.71 In line with the above 

chronological discussion, it is impractical to raise the end of Shoshenq V’s reign any 
                                                           
67 Kitchen (1996:195, 259-60). 
68 Kitchen (1996:30). 
69 Kitchen (1996:26, 261). 
70 See Kitchen (1996:364, 366-68) for details. 
71 Kitchen (1996:143, 365). 
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earlier than the latest possible date of 716 BC. It would therefore seem historically 

parsimonious to synchronise the transition from Shoshenq V to Osorkon IV with 

Sargon II’s military activities in 716 BC on the very border of Egypt; indeed, one 

might suggest that the death of Shoshenq V presented an opportunistic occasion for 

Sargon to approach Egypt. 

 But if 716 BC is the earliest date for the demise of Shoshenq V, and therefore for 

the accession of Osorkon IV, it now also becomes the earliest date for Year 20 of 

Piankhy. However, 716 BC is also just about the very latest possible date for Year 20 

of Piankhy, based on the minimum chronology for the remaining kings of the 25th 

Dynasty.72 I would therefore propose that Year 20 of Piankhy be synchronised with 

716 AC, and so that his first regnal year would become 735 AC; again one might 

imagine that Piankhy’s invasion of Egypt occurred as an almost immediate response 

to the death of Shoshenq V. And if we accept Year 30 as the highest probable regnal 

year of Piankhy, then, this would date Year 1 of Shabako (= Year 30 of Piankhy) to 

706 AC at the earliest.73 Shabako reigned for a minimum of 14 full years as king of 

Egypt (= regnal Year 15), and was followed by a son of Piankhy, and his own 

nephew, Shebitku: in Table D, this Year 15 was 691 AC at the earliest. The highest 

known Egyptian date belonging to Shebitku is Year 3, which would mean a minimum 

regnal period for this king of 691-688 AC. However, Taharqa, Shebitku’s successor, 

is generally allowed a full 26-year reign, ending in 664 CC, which would further 

mean that his Year 1 was 690 CC. For these combined dates of Shebitku and Taharqa 

to be compatible, one would have to envisage that either Taharqa was co-regent with 

Shebitku from the latter’s second year, or else that Taharqa’s reign be reduced from 

26 to 24 years. The option of co-regency has been argued by Macadam, based 

primarily on the interpretation of a phrase in the Kushite inscription Kawa IV, and 

which might mean that Taharqa was still a youth (aged 20) in the first year of his 

reign when he came north with a Nubian army to join Shebitku.74 Alternatively, a 

                                                           
72 See Depuydt (1993:269-74 esp. 273-74) for an ultra-low chronology. 
73 See Kitchen (1996:152) for a probable Year 30 of Piankhy; cf. Morkot (2000:170-74). These dates 

would also now mean that Piankhy was the unnamed Pharaoh who returned the escaped ‘rebel’ Iamani 

of Ashdod to the Assyrian king Sargon II in, or shortly after, 712 BC (cf. Kitchen 1996:143-44). 
74 See Barnes (1991:86-96) for a detailed discussion of Macadam’s thesis, and objections to it, 

including the important commentary by Leclant and Yoyotte. Also see Kitchen (1996:166-72) for a 

generally negative appraisal of Macadam’s proposal. 
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reduction in the reign length of Taharqa from 26 to 24 years would also appear to be a 

possibility: Year 26 of Taharqa is mentioned in the Serapeum Stela Cat 192, which 

records that an Apis bull born in that year subsequently died in Year 20 of 

Psammetichus I; meanwhile, the previous Apis bull had died in Year 24 of Taharqa,75 

which, if taken at face value, would require a two-year hiatus between the two events.  

 There is, however, a third option which would combine both of the above 

alternatives, namely, the operation of two kingships, one of Egypt proper and the 

other of Nubia. New evidence found on the Assyrian rock-inscription of Sargon II at 

Tang-i Var demonstrates that Shebitku was king/ruler of Nubia in 706 BC;76 the same 

year calculated above for the start of Shabako’s reign as king of Egypt. Let us imagine 

that Shebitku was crowned king of Nubia in this year, and at the same time that 

Shabako was crowned king of Egypt proper. Then, when Shabako died, Shebitku 

would have been the next in line to succeed to the Egyptian crown. At the time 

Taharqa was called north to Egypt (in Year 2? of Shebitku = 690 AC), he could then 

have been installed as king of Kush (Nubia) by his elder brother, only to be installed 

as king of Egypt proper two years later (in 688 AC) upon the premature death of 

Shebitku.77 Might, then, the scribe who wrote the details on the Serapeum stela have 

somehow been confused (or unconcerned) about the exact details of Taharqa’s reign, 

and so that he measured his regnal years from Taharqa’s accession as king of Nubia 

(= Year 26) instead of as king of Egypt proper (= Year 24)? 

 That this may, in fact, be the case is strongly suggested by the regnal figures 

allotted to Manetho’s three named kings of the 25th Dynasty (as transmitted by 

Africanus); and which, as conventionally understood, would seem to bear very little 

                                                           
75 See Kitchen (1996:161, 162). 
76 See Frame (1999); and Redford (1999) respectively for a translation of this inscription and discussion 

of its chronological significance. Cf. Kitchen (2000:50-51) who proposes that the title used by Sargon, 

the Akkadian term sharru, need not mean king in the strictest sense but merely ruler, chief or governor, 

and so that Shebitku could have been ‘simply Shabako’s de facto viceroy for Nubia’ at that time. 
77 Macadam proposed a six-year co-regency between Taharqa and Shebitku, but this has been 

resolutely rejected on the basis that Taharqa was recognised as the full Pharaoh of Upper and Lower 

Egypt at least from his third (if not also second) regnal year (see Barnes 1991:91-92). The chronology I 

am proposing would preserve Macadam’s argued-for co-regency, and his view that Taharqa was a 

youth of 20 years at the time of his coronation [as king of Nubia]. However, it would also require that 

Taharqa was installed as king of Egypt proper in his second/third regnal year as king of Nubia (see 

Table D). 
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relationship to the known regnal years of these monarchs: Africanus allots Shabako 8 

years, when he is actually attested with a minimum Year 15 date; Shebitku is given 14 

years, whereas his highest attested date is Year 3; and Taharqa is only allowed 18 

years, whereas he is recorded with a Year 26 date.78 However, if Africanus’ figures 

actually refer to a kingship of Nubia, as distinct from Egypt proper, then they make 

perfect sense. Necho I of the 26th Dynasty came to the throne in 672 CC, which 

means that Taharqa’s 18-year reign could have been calculated to cover the period 

between this date and his accession (as king of Nubia) in 690 CC.79 Moreover, the 14 

years assigned to Shebitku by Africanus can now be seen to neatly encompass the 14-

year Egyptian reign (= Year 15) of Shabako, and so that Shebitku would have been 

elevated to the kingship of Nubia in 706 AC, as proposed above in relation to the 

Tang-i Var inscription, and essentially coincidental with Shabako becoming king of 

Egypt proper. Shebitku would have relinquished that title in 691 AC upon becoming 

king of Egypt following Shabako’s death. Similarly, Africanus’ 8 years assigned to 

Shabako would mean that he had become king of Nubia c. 714 AC, which was 

essentially in the wake of Piankhy’s conquest of Egypt in 716/5 AC (above).  

 It was only in the aftermath of this Nubian conquest of Egypt that a double 

kingship could have been created; and one which is explicitly noted by Taharqa’s 

successor, Tantamani, who claimed ‘the double kingship of Nubia and Egypt’.80 Also, 

both Esarhaddon and Ashurbanipal call Taharqa ‘king of Egypt and Ethiopia 

(Kush)’.81 Meanwhile, in 701 BC, Sennacherib had spoken of ‘the Egyptian kings, the 

bowmen, chariots and horses of the king of Meluhha (Ethiopia)’.82 In this earlier 

period, the king of Nubia – who I would identify as Shebitku at that time – is clearly 

singled out for special mention, and apparently as distinct from the king(s?) of Egypt. 

I would therefore propose that Piankhy created two separate kingships following his 

conquest of Egypt, and that it was only with Taharqa that they were reunited under 

one authority (see Fig. 3 below). 

 Now this same Taharqa is mentioned as the ‘king of Kush’ (or Nubia) in 2 Kgs 

                                                           
78 Manetho, Fr. 66. Also see Giles (1997:4) on the relative reliability of Africanus over the other 

copyists of Manetho. 
79 See Kitchen (1996:453). 
80 Kitchen (1996:393). 
81 Luckenbill (1927), Vol. II, §§ 580, 770. 
82 Luckenbill (1927), Vol. II, § 240.  
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19:9 and Is 37:9, in relation to an Egyptian military expedition which fought the 

Assyrians in Palestine during the reign of Sennacherib (704-681 BC). However, there 

has been considerable scholarly debate over whether this biblical reference to Taharqa 

relates to the 701 BC campaign of this Assyrian king, or whether Sennacherib carried 

out a second (but presently unattested) campaign late in his own reign.83 Bright 

proposed that the most likely year for any such second campaign by Sennacherib was 

688 BC, a date tightly constrained between his defeat of Babylon in the previous year 

(689 BC) and the death of Hezekiah in 687/6 BC.84 This 688 BC date would now 

correspond, in Table D, to the final year of Shebitku’s reign, and to the first year of 

sole-rule of Taharqa. Also, Shebitku is known to have adopted titles indicating 

imperialistic pretensions;85 titles which I would propose are compatible with this king 

having re-imposed Egyptian authority in Palestine, previously lost at the time of 

Sennacherib’s 701 BC campaign, and thereby, as presently envisaged, having 

triggered such a second campaign by the Assyrian king.  

Manetho: 
(Africanus) 

King of Nubia  
(in Table D) 

King of Egypt  
(in Table D) 

Attested  
reign lengths  

Kitchen: 
Dates as King 
of Egypt 

     
  Piankhy Piankhy Piankhy 
  735-706 AC (Year 

30) 
Year 30 742-716 CC (31     

years) 
     
Shabako Shabako Shabako Shabako Shabako 
8 years c. 715-706 AC (9/8 

years) 
706-691 AC (Year 
15) 

Year 15 716-702 CC (14 
years) 

     
Shebitku Shebitku Shebitku Shebitku Shebitku 
14 years 706-691 AC (15/14 

years) 
691-688 AC (Year 
3) 

Year 3 702-690 CC (12 
years) 

     
Taharqa Taharqa Taharqa Taharqa Taharqa 
18 years 690-664 AC (26 years; 

18 years until accession 
of Necho I in 672 CC) 

688-664 AC (Year 
24) 

Year 26/24 690-664 CC (26 
years) 

     

Fig. 3 Manetho and the 25th (Kushite) dynasty. 

                                                           
83 See Bright (1981:298-309); and Kitchen (1996:383-86, particularly ns. 823-24); and also see Redford 

(1992:353) for further references. And see Gallagher (1999) for a comprehensive discussion of 

Sennacherib’s campaign encompassing Judah. 
84 Bright (1981:298-309). Also see Shea (1985:401-18); and Barnes (1991 esp. 73-86). And see Bright 

(1981:276 n. 21) for the dates of Hezekiah’s reign, based on the synchronism (1 Kgs 18:13) between 

Hezekiah’s fourteenth year and the 701 BC campaign of Sennacherib. 
85 Kitchen (1996:557). 
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 The army of Sennacherib is also reported in 2 Kgs 19:35 as having been 

mysteriously struck down in large numbers. If this datum is historically accurate, then 

Shebitku’s short reign might be explained by his having become a victim of this 

(presumably) contagious disease, possibly brought back to Egypt by the returning 

army. In addition, there seems to be some claim by Taharqa of having received tribute 

from Khurru (Palestine).86 However, this claim of tribute would make little sense if 

Taharqa’s intervention in Palestine, as recorded in 2 Kgs 19:9, had concerned the 701 

BC campaign of Sennacherib, since at that time Taharqa could have been no more 

than a young prince in waiting, and therefore could not legitimately have claimed to 

be the recipient of tribute. On the other hand, if Taharqa’s Palestinian campaign had 

occurred in 688 AC, as presently dictated by Table D, and concurrent with the 

affliction that struck the Assyrian army, then, there would be no reason to deny that 

Taharqa (as king of Nubia) had regained control of the Palestinian states at that time; 

control which he could have retained (as king of Egypt and Nubia) until Esarhaddon 

re-conquered this territory in 674 BC. Finally, Taharqa is specifically called ‘king of 

Kush’ in 2 Kgs 19:9, which is in perfect agreement with the above-proposed scenario, 

and where Shebitku, in that same year, would have been in his final year as king of 

Egypt proper (i.e., 688 AC). 

4:5 Questions of Identity 

Osorkon III  There are three (possibly four) known kings of the 23rd (Theban) 

Dynasty between the death of Osorkon III and the invasion of Piankhy, namely, 

Takeloth III, his brother Rudamun, an individual named Iny, and either Rudamun’s 

son-in-law, Peftjau-awybast, or Iuput II.87  The highest known regnal years of 

Takeloth III, Iny and Peftjau-awybast are 7, 5 and 10 years respectively; there are no 

known regnal years for Rudamun.88 Now, a double-dated inscription found at the 

Wadi Gasus provides potential chronological information for the dating of these kings 

relative to the 25th Dynasty: this inscription mentions, ‘the God’s Wife Shepenwepet 

I, associated with a Year 19, and Amenirdis I, associated with a year 12 ...’; the 

relevant kings are generally identified with a contemporary king of the 23rd Dynasty 

                                                           
86 See Kitchen (1996:586). 
87 See Aston (1989:153); and Kitchen (2000:50) for the respective options. 
88 Aston (1989:152-53). 
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and Piankhy/Piye respectively.89  

 Meanwhile, it has long been suggested that Prince Osorkon was the same 

individual as Osorkon III.90 Accepting for the moment this identification, I would 

now propose that Osorkon III’s reign began in 772 AC, the year immediately 

following Prince Osorkon’s last appearance as HPA in 773 AC (see Table E, Section 

B). Prince Osorkon made his first appearance in Year 11 of Takeloth II (811 AC in 

Table D), and his last year as king Osorkon III, after a reign of 28 years, would now 

become 744 AC. His total period of political activity would have lasted a plausible 67 

years, the same duration that Ramesses II ruled as king. Also, Year 28 of Osorkon III 

corresponds to Year 5 of his junior co-regent Takeloth III.91 Again using the 

minimum regnal years of these kings, Takeloth III would have reigned from 749 to 

742 AC, and Rudamun from 742 AC onwards. Returning to the Wadi Gasus 

inscription, it can now be seen in Table D that Year 12 of Piankhy is identical to a 

provisional Year 19 of Rudamun, both dates corresponding to 724 AC. This equation 

would therefore indicate that the identity of the other Pharaoh in this inscription is 

most probably Rudamun, assuming that these dual-dates were contemporary. The 

minimum regnal dates for the remaining Pharaohs would be Iny (c. 723-718 AC), and 

either Peftjau-awybast or Iuput II from c. 718 AC.  

 Bierbrier has found, on genealogical grounds: (a) that Pedubast I must have been a 

contemporary of Shoshenq III; and (b) that Osorkon III should appear no later than 

two generations after Takeloth II.92 Both these conditions are satisfied in Table D, 

where Shoshenq III begins his reign only three years after the start of Pedubast I’s 

reign, and where Osorkon III begins his reign only 24 years after the end of Takeloth 

II’s reign. Furthermore, genealogical evidence indicates that at least seven of Takeloth 

III’s eight children were still alive during the last years of the eighth century BC.93 

Again this finding would be consistent with the beginning of Takeloth III’s reign c. 

749 AC, and so that his children could have come to full adulthood c. 725 AC,  and 

then lived on for another generation until c. 700 AC.  

                                                           
89 Aston and Taylor (1989:144). Cf. Kitchen (1996:359-60). 
90 Denied by Kitchen (1996:xxxi); and by Bierbrier (1975:101). Accepted by Aston (1989:150). And 

see Baer (1973:18-19) with previous bibliography. 
91 Kitchen (1996:126). 
92 Bierbrier (1975:100). 
93 Aston and Taylor (1989:143). 
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 Takeloth G (later king Takeloth III) is known to have held the post of HPA for an 

unknown period during the reign of his father, Osorkon III, and before he became co-

regent.94 As arranged in Table E (Section C), the next known HPA after Prince 

Osorkon would be Pinudjem II, who is directly associated with Amenemope and 

Siamun of the 21st (Tanite) Dynasty. As it would make most sense to allow Pinudjem 

II a continuous period in office, beginning during the reign of Amenemope and 

ending in Year 10 of Siamun, this would now mean that the pontificate of Takeloth G 

should be placed either immediately before the earliest attested date in office of 

Pinudjem II (c. 772 AC in Table E), or after the latest attested date in office of 

Psusennes III; this latter individual most probably succeeded Pinudjem II as HPA in 

the same Year 10 of Siamun (c. 759 AC), even though he is not attested until Year 

12.95  

 The choice between these two options is very easy to make on chronological and 

genealogical grounds. Were Takeloth G made pontiff prior to Pinudjem II, then, there 

would be no reason not to believe that he was amongst the eldest of Prince Osorkon’s 

(= Osorkon III – see above) sons, and therefore born c. 811 AC, when his father was 

already HPA and presumably old enough to bear offspring. Accordingly, one could 

estimate that Takeloth III’s eldest children would have been born by c. 790 AC. 

However, this scenario is surely incompatible with the fact that seven of his eight 

known children were still alive c. 700 BC, thereby requiring too high a percentage of 

octogenarians in this family. Equally, were Takeloth G of such an age, or even a 

generation younger, then it would be difficult to see why he was followed as king by 

his brother Rudamun, rather than by one of his own sons; of whom two are known, 

2PA Djedptahefankh and Prince Ihsetamun.96 On the other hand, were Takeloth G 

born of a politically strategic marriage alliance upon Prince Osorkon becoming king 

Osorkon III in 772 AC – when he need have been no older than in his late fifties – 

then Takeloth G would have been at most 23 years old in 749 AC when he became 

co-regent as Takeloth III. Consequently, his eldest son would still have been a minor 

                                                           
94 Kitchen (1996:197, 201). 
95 See Kitchen (1996:423). Incidentally, if the Year 5 date assigned to HPA Psusennes III (ibid., § 391, 

No. 85) is accurate, then, according to Table D, the only relevant king to whom this text can be 

referring is Pimay; this dating practice would mirror the numerous HP(s)A whom I previously argued 

dated their periods in office according to the kings of the 22nd Dynasty (see Table E for details). 
96 As adduced by Aston and Taylor (1989:134-35). 
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in 742 AC, thereby helping to explain why Rudamun succeeded his brother Takeloth 

III. 

 Pinudjem II was HPA in Year 43 (= [x] + 3) of Amenemope (see above); and 

which would now equate to 772 AC at the earliest, the year immediately following 

Prince Osorkon’s last attested year as pontiff in 773 AC. Meanwhile, the Daressy 

bandage-fragment supports a co-regency between Amenemope and Psusennes A (I).97 

If, therefore, Amenemope’s Year 43 is made synchronous with this earliest date of 

772 AC, then his Year 1 would have been 814 AC, thereby providing just such a co-

regency with Psusennes A (I) (of one-two years) in Table D. Moreover, the Karnak 

Priestly Annals fragment 3B has three successive entries, comprising Year 2 of 

Osochor, Year 17 of Siamun and Year 13 of a king whose name has been completely 

lost;98 these are the maximum attested regnal years for both Osochor and Siamun. 

With the earliest possible date for the end of Amenemope’s reign now set at 772 AC, 

and assuming for the moment that neither Osochor nor Siamun were co-regents, then 

Siamun’s Year 17 would be c. 753 AC at the earliest. However, we also know that in 

Year 24 of Osorkon III (749 AC in Table D), this king elevated his son, Takeloth G, 

to co-regent and, at the same time, made his own daughter, Shepenupet, God’s Wife 

of Amun in Thebes.99  

 Psusennes III   Let us therefore imagine that Siamun died in 749 AC (just four 

years later than the earliest permissible date of 753 AC in Table D), and that this event 

left open the way for HPA Psusennes III to succeed to the Tanite throne. The 

elevation of Psusennes III to kingship would now presumably have left vacant the 

post of HPA in Thebes, which, in turn, would have presented the opportunity for 

Takeloth G to become pontiff. Then, for reasons presently unknown, Takeloth G 

would have been elevated to co-regent with his father within the same year. The only 

other known HPA from this period is Osorkon F, who was presumably a grandson of 

Osorkon III, and a son (?) of Rudamun.100 But, as seen above, no individual of this 

generation would have been old enough in 749 AC to become pontiff. Even assuming 

that Osorkon F was a son of Takeloth III (presumably an elder sibling to Rudamun), 

then, he would not have reached maturity (at say age 20 years) until c. 734 AC at the 
                                                           
97 Kitchen (1996:29). 
98 Kitchen (1996:13). 
99 Kitchen (1996:356). 
100 Kitchen (1996:565). 
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earliest, by which time Shepenupet would have already held the office of God’s Wife 

of Amun for 15 years; which, incidentally, might help to explain the increased 

importance of this post thereafter, and the reduced authority of subsequent HP(s)A.101  

 What evidence is there, then, of this proposed third king named Psusennes? 

According to Yoyotte, various shabtis found in the antechamber of Tomb III at Tanis 

bear the name of a king Psusennes Meryamun; an individual whom Yoyotte believes 

should be identified with Psusennes II, based on the resemblance of these shabtis to 

others from the time of Siamun. However, Dodson has pointed out that the only 

certain shabti of Psusennes II is wholly unlike those of Psusennes Meryamun; and, 

moreover, that the form of name in the relevant examples is quite different.102 

Furthermore, based on the mixture of military, civil and royal titles found in a hieratic 

graffito from Abydos belonging to this Psusennes Meryamun, Dodson suggests that 

this individual should be identified with HPA Psusennes (III).103 If Dodson is correct, 

then, this Psusennes Meryamun – whom I identify as Psusennes M(eryamun) (III) in 

Table D – must be the third Pharaoh Psusennes required by Chronology A-E. 

Moreover, this identification would permit Yoyotte’s stylistic conclusion regarding 

shabtis from the time of Siamun, and Dodson’s view regarding the dissimilarity 

between the shabtis of Psusennes Meryamun and Psusennes II, to both be correct. 

This is because Psusennes M (III), while remaining a contemporary of Siamun, would 

also have now ruled 125 years after Psusennes T (II) (see Table D). As for why 

Psusennes Meryamun also adopted the name Tyetkheperre,104 in like manner to the 

individual whom I have identified as Psusennes T (II), this need be seen as no more 

than a sign of homage to his direct ancestor, the Ramesside son of king Smendes (see 

Chapter 4:7 below). 

 Meanwhile, Hoshea, king of Israel, sent messengers to ‘So, king of Egypt’ about 

725 BC (2 Kgs 17:4); an individual whose identity has caused much scholarly debate 

over the years.105 I believe that the identity of this individual has, in fact, been 

                                                           
101 See Kitchen (1996:201). 
102 See Dodson (1988:232-33) for discussion and previous references.  
103 Dodson (1987:50-51). 
104 See Kitchen (1996:xxi) for more on Psusennes Meryamun. 
105 For discussion of ‘So, King of Egypt’, see Goedicke (1963:64-66) who argues that the name ‘So’ is 

derived from ‘Sais’, the capital of the 24th Dynasty; and Kitchen (1996, §§ 333 and 334) who identifies 

‘So’ with O(so)rkon IV. Also see Albright (1963a:66); Christensen (1989:140-53); Barnes (1991:131-
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preserved in the earliest surviving copy of Manetho as (So)usennēs (Greek 

Σουσέννης), as distinct from the earlier named Psusen(n)ēs (Greek Ψουσέν(ν)ης).106 I 

would therefore now propose that Manetho’s second Psusennes/Sousennēs should be 

identified as Psusennes M (III). And if this Psusennes/Sousennēs M (III) became king 

upon the death of Siamun in 749 AC, and allowing him the minimum Year 13 date 

found in the Annals fragment 3B (above), then he would still have been king in 736 

AC, and therefore need only have retained the kingship for a further 11 years to have 

been the Pharaoh ‘So’ of 2 Kings 17.  

 In order to abide as closely as possible to Manetho, and while remaining within the 

strict chronological limits imposed by Tables D and E, one can now allow Siamun 

[1]9 years (emended from 9), so that his regnal dates become 768-749 AC. Allowing 

Osochor Manetho’s figure of six years would date this king to 774-768 AC, so that he 

would have shared a minimum co-regency of two years with Amenemope in Table D, 

regnal years 814-772 AC. However, a more satisfactory arrangement would be to 

lower Osochor’s dates by one year (773-767 AC), so that he now shares a one-year 

co-regency with both Amenemope and also with Siamun; these co-regencies would, 

presumably, have been caused by the imminent death, and/or failing health, of the 

reigning monarch. Psusennes A (I) is assigned 46 years by Africanus; which is 

presumably the number of independent years he ruled (860-814 AC, as required in 

Table D), since this king almost certainly had a Year 48 and probably a Year 49 

date.107 And we can further emend Manetho’s figure for Amenemope from 9 to [3]9 

years, which is the precise length of independent reign left to Amenemope in Table D 

between 812 and 773 AC. Also, if Manetho’s figure of 14 years for his Psusennes II 

were emended to [2]4 years, and assigned to Psusennes M (III), as presently argued, 

then, this king would have lived just long enough to receive correspondence from 

Hoshea of Israel in 725 BC. 

 Iuput I and II I previously discussed the HPA Takeloth E, who first appears in 

Year 23 of Pedubast I. Now, this individual also held that office in Year 6 of 

Shoshenq VI, formerly IV (see below), the highest attested year date for this king. In 

Nile Text 7, dated to Year 39 of Shoshenq III (773/2 AC in Table D), HPA Prince 

Osorkon and his brother Bakenptah claim that they ‘“then overthrew everyone who 
                                                                                                                                                                      
35), Excursus II; Day (1992:289-301). 
106 Manetho, Fr. 58, Greek n. 3; and ibid., p. xxx: Edition A = 1711 of Paris, dated A. D. 1021. 
107 Kitchen (1996:28-30). 
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had fought against them”...’108 If we assume that this conflict allowed Prince Osorkon 

to regain the post of HPA from Takeloth E, and that this occurred in Year 6 of 

Shoshenq VI, then, the latter king would have ruled from 778 to 772 AC, and would 

have been immediately followed by Prince Osorkon, in the person of Osorkon III, as 

sole ruler of the 23rd Dynasty (see Table D). And, without introducing any further 

kings into this dynasty, one would then have to assume that Iuput I, who became co-

regent with Pedubast I from this king’s Year 15,109 ruled for approximately 22 years 

(800-778 AC), and with 14 years as sole king (792-778 AC). This finding is 

consistent with the stela dated to Year 21 of a king Iuput, and which features a 

Smendes as ruler of Mendes, albeit that this ascription is nowadays generally assigned 

to Iuput II.110 Conversely, Iuput II, as the final king of the 23rd Dynasty in Table D, 

requires just a two-year reign to have become a contemporary of Piankhy in 716 AC. 

 Shoshenq IV, VI and Again IV? There is now strong evidence to support the 

introduction of a new king Shoshenq, with prenomen Hedjkheperre-Setpenre/amun, 

into the 22nd Dynasty. This individual is deemed to have ruled during the maximum 

14-year hiatus between Year 39 of Shoshenq III, the last attested Year date of this 

king, and Year 1 of Pimay. The evidence for this king was found in the tomb of 

Shoshenq III at San el-Hagar, and consisted of two canopic jars bearing the new 

                                                           
108 Aston (1989:149); Caminos (1958:180). 
109 Kitchen (1996:180). 
110 As argued by Bierbrier (1975:100); and Kitchen (1996:542, 580). The argument used by Bierbrier 

(1975:100) to intuit that Iuput I was ephemeral, and thereby to assign the Year 21 date to Iuput II, 

concerns his genealogical calculations that: (1) ‘Nebneteru iv would have been a minimum of 83 on the 

accession of Osorkon III…’; and (2), that ‘Nakhtefmut B would have been alive at least 72 years after 

the death of his maternal grandfather Takeloth II’, both results which he would find improbable. 

However, according to Tables D and G (see Chapter 4:8 for further discussion), Nebneteru iv would 

have been a minimum of only 68 on the accession of Osorkon III. Also, the separation between the 

death of Takeloth II and the co-regency of Osorkon III and Takeloth III, when Nakhtefmut B is last 

attested (Bierbrier 1975:95), is only 47 years in Table D. Furthermore, Harnakht A, father of a 

Smendes, is attested in Years 22 and 30 of Shoshenq III, and was followed by Harnakht B, son of a 

Smendes, who was inducted into office probably in Year 11 of Osorkon III (Kitchen 1996:491, Table 

22, and p. 543). Consequently, in Table D, Harnakht A would have been ruler of Mendes from at least 

790 to 782 AC (= Years 22 to 30 of Shoshenq III), to be followed by Smendes in 780 AC (= Year 21 of 

Iuput I), and who would have maintained that office for a full generation until his son Harnakht B was 

made ruler in 762 AC (= Year 11 of Osorkon III). 
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king’s name, together with a second sarcophagus without any inscription.111 

Meanwhile, the above findings would see Shoshenq VI (formerly IV) disappearing 

from the 23rd Dynasty in 772 AC to be replaced by Osorkon III, only for another king 

Shoshenq, whose name differs from that of Shoshenq III only by the replacement of 

prenomen Hedjkheperre for Usermaetre, to appear in the very same year in the 22nd 

Dynasty; and with their combined reign length of 19 years (778-759 AC) amounting 

to no more than an average generation length. As there is no known genealogical link 

between Shoshenq VI (formerly IV) and his predecessors, I would dare to suggest that 

Shoshenq VI was actually a son of Shoshenq III whom his father had helped make 

king of the 23rd Dynasty upon the death of Iuput I. That there may have been tension 

between Shoshenq III and Iuput I is suggested by the fact that Smendes, the ruler of 

Mendes, dated his reign according to the regnal years of the 23rd Dynasty Iuput I, 

while Smendes’ father, Harnakht A, dated his rule according to the reign of the 22nd 

Dynasty Shoshenq III, thereby indicating a change of allegiance.112 Subsequently, 

when Prince Osorkon claimed the 23rd Dynasty throne as Osorkon III, presumably 

upon the death of Shoshenq III, Shoshenq VI/IV would then have been in a position to 

inherit the 22nd Dynasty throne of his proposed father, Shoshenq III. 

 The manner whereby Shoshenq III succeeded Takeloth II remains something of a 

mystery, particularly in so far as Crown Prince Osorkon (= Osorkon B) did not 

succeed his father, Takeloth II, as expected. But, with Shoshenq III already ensconced 

as a 22nd Dynasty king (from 811 AC in Table D), this would readily explain why 

Prince Osorkon was unable to succeed his father in 796 AC. Furthermore, with 

Takeloth II and Shoshenq III ruling concurrently, there must surely have been two 

separate regional capitals. Now, according to Kitchen, Leontopolis served as both the 

capital and royal burial site of the 23rd Dynasty, a view based in large measure upon 

the discovery there of a royal tomb very reminiscent of the twin-chambered tomb of 

Psusennes I at Tanis in both design and decoration, though somewhat smaller in size. 

This tomb held a queen named Kama in its southern chamber, while traces of a 

smashed coffin were found in the northern chamber; the suggestion being that this 

tomb belonged to the parents of Osorkon III.113 Conversely, others have argued that 

the capital of the 23rd Dynasty was not at Leontopolis, or anywhere else in the Delta 
                                                           
111 See Dodson (1993b:53-58 esp. 54); and now accepted by Kitchen (2000). 
112 Kitchen (1996:345). 
113 Kitchen (1996:579-80). 
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region but, rather, was probably located at Thebes, with Hermopolis providing a 

possible secondary royal capital.114 As I have previously argued that Prince Osorkon 

was the same individual as Osorkon III, then this queen Kama can have been both 

Karoma(ma) D, MerytMut II, wife of Takeloth II and, at the same time, Kama(ma) F, 

MerytMut III, mother of Osorkon III;115 an identification which has long been 

proposed, but difficult to sustain in terms of the conventional TIP chronology. 

 Harmonising the essential points of these two conflicting positions, I would now 

propose that Leontopolis, while not the capital of the 23rd Dynasty at that time, was, 

nevertheless, the royal capital of Takeloth II of the 22nd Dynasty. The smashed coffin 

in the northern chamber may originally have held the body of this Pharaoh, while the 

southern chamber was reserved for his chief queen, Kama, the mother of Prince 

Osorkon. As for the mummy of Takeloth II, which was long held to be that found in a 

second-hand sarcophagus in the anteroom of the tomb of his own father, Osorkon 

II,116 this is now argued to actually belong to Takeloth I;117 thereby leaving open the 

possibility that Takeloth II was originally buried in the Leontopolis tomb. 

 Furthermore, the royal residence of Iuput II appears to have been located at 

Taremu (Leontopolis), as recorded in the Piye Stela.118 This view is consistent with 

epigraphic evidence apparently from Tell Moqdam (again = Leontopolis), and from 

(relatively) nearby Tell el Yahudieh, indicating that a king Iuput constructed 

monuments at these two sites.119 This finding neatly ties in with the above argument 

that Takeloth II made his capital at Leontopolis, for the district governed from 

Leontopolis would now presumably have passed to Takeloth II’s proposed son, 

Osorkon III, and through him to his successors as kings of the 23rd Dynasty.  

 On an related matter, the ‘Dakhleh Stela’ features an inscription concerning the 

actions of a certain ‘Sa-wahet’ in adjudicating land and water disputes in Year 5 of a 

king Shoshenq, along with mention of a land-register composed in Year 19 of a 

Pharaoh Psusennes. While the prenomen of Shoshenq is not given in this inscription, 

he is presently identified with Shoshenq I, apparently following Breasted who 

                                                           
114 Spencer and Spencer (1986:198-201). 
115 See Kitchen (1996) for genealogical details. 
116 See Kitchen (1996:332). 
117 Kitchen (1996:xxii-xxiii). 
118 Kitchen (1996:129). 
119 Kitchen (1996:124). 
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adduced the: ‘plausible reasons that “the document mentions a revolt in the [Dakhel] 

oasis, and a reorganization, which would be especially likely to occur at the advent of 

a new dynasty…”’.120 Now, in Table D, Year 5 of Shoshenq III (807 AC) is 

equivalent to Year 15 of Takeloth II, that is, the very same year in which Prince 

Osorkon recorded that civil war had broken out in the land, and such that he had lost 

the post of HPA at Thebes (above). Also, the Dakhel/Dakhleh oasis was situated some 

300 km due west of Thebes, and clearly lay within the political orbit of this city. 

Consequently, the improbability of such a precise chronological synchronism 

occurring by chance alone would indicate that the relevant Pharaoh was Shoshenq III. 

 Finally, with the above-proposed animosity between Takeloth II and Shoshenq III, 

it is now very difficult to accept that Takeloth II was the father of Shoshenq III, as 

generally assumed. Rather, I would propose that Shoshenq III was actually a son of 

Osorkon II, and who, upon becoming king, may have taken the name of his elder 

brother, the then deceased Crown Prince Shoshenq.121 This genealogical arrangement 

would translate in terms of Table D into an average generation length for the 22nd 

Dynasty (between Shoshenq I and V) of 22.5 years, which compares well with the 

average figure for monarchs of this general period.122 

4:6 The Epitome of Manetho 

Having argued that Manetho’s figures for the 21st Dynasty are more or less reliable, 

let us now examine how historically compatible the Manethonic figures are for the 

remaining dynasties of the Third Intermediate Period (22nd - 25th Dynasties).123 I am 

only concerned in the following discussion with the figures supplied by Africanus, 

and which, according to the above reconstruction, would seem to have preserved their 

historical integrity, albeit requiring some occasional decimal emendations. I would 

also propose, for the sake of precision, that Africanus’ figures are meant as completed 

regnal years, and so that the actual period of rule could have included an additional 

fraction of a year; this will particularly be seen to be the case when a single figure has 

been given by Manetho to cover more than one reign.  

 According to Africanus the 22nd Dynasty comprised nine kings of Bubastis whose 
                                                           
120 Gardiner (1933:19-30 esp. 23). 
121 See Kitchen (1996:326) on Crown Prince Shoshenq. 
122 See note 9 (above). 
123 See Kitchen (1996:450ff., §§ 418-21) for details of Manetho’s regnal figures. 

 225



total reign amounted to 120 years (Manetho Fr. 60). The figures given for Shoshenq I 

and Osorkon I, of 21 and 15 years respectively, are preserved in Table D. There next 

comes a reference to ‘three other kings’ for 25 [29] years, a Takelothis for 13 years, 

and finally a second group of ‘three other kings’ for 42 years. The simplest 

understanding of this Takelothis is surely to identify him with Takeloth II, and so that 

the first collective group would have included Takeloth I, Osorkon II and presumably 

Shoshenq II.124 I will argue in Chapter 4:7 that Shoshenq II was not an ephemeral co-

regent of Osorkon I but, rather, a king of equal standing to his own brother Takeloth I; 

and which might, then, help explain why Manetho would have included him in the list 

of 22nd Dynasty kings. The total period covered by these three kings in Table D, from 

a proposed joint accession of Takeloth I and Shoshenq II in 859 AC to the end of 

Osorkon II’s reign in 821 AC is 39 years inclusive, thereby requiring that Africanus’ 

figure of 29 years (Edition A) be emended to [3]9 years. Unfortunately, the 13 years 

associated with Takelothis, even if emended to [2]3 years, would still fall slightly 

short of the Year 25 of Takeloth II, his highest attested date (= 796 AC). The second 

collective group would now presumably include Shoshenq III, Shoshenq IV/VI and 

Pimay. And if the beginning of this period is accepted as the accession of Shoshenq 

III as sole ruler in 796/5 AC, then this date is separated from the end of Pimay’s reign 

in 753 AC by 42/43 years, which is essentially the figure supplied by Africanus. For 

whatever reason, presently unknown, Manetho, or his redactors, would have omitted 

the last two kings of the 22nd Dynasty, Shoshenq V and Osorkon IV.  

 Manetho’s 23rd Dynasty begins with Pedubates (Pedubast I), who is credited with 

40 years, followed by Osorcho with 8 years, Psammus with 10 years, and finally Zet 

with 31 [34] years, comprising Africanus’ total of 89 years (Manetho Fr. 62). The 

only known Osorcho of this dynasty is Osorkon III, and so that the figure of 8 years, if 

emended to [2]8 years, would precisely match the highest attested year date of this 

king (see Table D). The start of Pedubast I’s reign in 814 AC is separated from the 

accession of Osorkon III by 42 years, which is very close to the figure of 40 years that 

Africanus assigns to Pedubates. Furthermore, that this latter figure is a summation of 

the three regnal figures for Pedubast I, Iuput I and Shoshenq VI (formerly IV) is 

supported by the fact that Africanus adds a note to the Pedubates entry that the 

                                                           
124 See Kitchen (1996:450-51). Cf. Beckerath (1997:95). 
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Olympic festival, traditionally dated to 776 AC, was celebrated within this reign.125 

Now, while this date does not fall within the actual 22-year reign of Pedubast I in 

Table D, it does fall within the extended 40-year reign, being 4 years earlier than the 

accession of Osorkon III in 772 AC.126 The difference between Africanus’ figure of 

40 years and the 42 years calculated in Table D can readily be accounted for by 

assuming that various fractional years originally attached to these three individual 

reigns, and amounting to a total of 2 years, were lost by the time the final redaction of 

this work was prepared.  

 Leaving aside for the moment the figure assigned to Psammus, if we subtract the 

Edition A figure of 31 years associated with Zet (cf. Manetho Fr. 62, Greek note 1) 

from the end of Osorkon III’s 28-year reign in 744 AC, then we arrive at c. 713 AC, 

which essentially coincides with the start of the 24th Dynasty in 712 AC (as 

calculated below using Manetho’s figures). It should therefore not seem unreasonable 

to assume that the figure associated with Zet be understood as yet another collective 

period which covered the kings from the end of Osorkon III’s reign down to the end 

of the 23rd Dynasty c. 712 AC; the meaning of ‘Zet’ has been interpreted as the first 

three letters of a Greek word meaning ‘“A question (remains)”’, or ‘“Query...”’ 

(Manetho Fr. 62, n. 4). 

 When we turn to the 24th Dynasty, Manetho omits Tefnakht, and includes only his 

son and successor Bochoris (Bakenranef), to whom Africanus assigns 6 years 

(Manetho Fr. 64). Similarly, Manetho’s 25th Dynasty omits Piankhy, who clearly 

ruled Egypt, and includes only three Ethiopian kings, Sabacon (Shabako), Sebichos 

(Shebitku) and Taracus (Taharqa) (Manetho Fr. 66). However, the logic behind the 

omission of Tefnakht and Piankhy is not difficult to see when we examine the actual 

chronology of these events. Since the 24th Dynasty was ended by Shabako, if we then 

add the 6 years assigned to Bakenranef to the date of the start of Shabako’s reign in 

Table D of 706 AC, we reach the year of 712 AC, which is essentially equivalent to 

the end of the 23rd Dynasty c. 713 AC, as calculated above using the 31 year figure 

for Zet. Presumably, the reigning king of the 23rd Dynasty who had been in power 
                                                           
125 Cf. Kitchen (1996:451 n. 134). 
126 Admittedly, there is considerable doubt over the accuracy of 776 BC as the date of the first Olympic 

Games (Möller 2004:169-84). However, this is irrelevant in the present discussion, where what matters 

is only that Africanus believed this to be the date, and was therefore able to calculate that the first 

Olympiad was contemporary with the reign of ‘Pedubates’. 
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when Piankhy invaded Egypt in 716 AC (presumably Iuput II), had either died or 

been deposed by 712 AC, thereby providing the appropriate juncture to bring this 

dynasty to an end. This position is surely borne out by the affair of Iamani of Ashdod. 

Sometime following Sargon II’s Palestinian campaign of 716 BC, Iamani rebelled and 

appealed to ‘Pir’u of Musri’ (an Egyptian rather than a Nubian king); however, when 

Sargon crushed this rebellion in 712 BC, this Egyptian Pharaoh was no longer there to 

receive Iamani, who had to flee south to the territory of the Nubian/Kushite king (i.e., 

Piankhy in Table D), who thereupon returned him to Assyrian custody.127  

 Tefnakht was therefore not included in the 24th Dynasty because his period in 

office would have, for the most part, simply duplicated that of the last incumbent of 

the 23rd Dynasty throne (Iuput II). And Piankhy, as a Nubian, would have rated even 

below Tefnakht, so that his kingship of Egypt was also omitted as superfluous, as it 

overlapped the later 23rd, and the entire 24th, Dynasty kings. It was only when 

Shabako finally eliminated the last of these ‘true’ Egyptian monarchs that Manetho 

seems to have deemed it proper to include the Nubian kings’ reigns; albeit, as argued 

above, he chose to use only their regnal years as kings of Nubia. A trace of this 

attitude towards the Nubians is contained in an oracle associated with the reign of 

Bakenranef, and which foretold the destruction of Egypt in this king’s sixth year. This 

text seems to indicate that Dynasty 24 was regarded as the last legitimate house of 

Egypt, and that both the Kushites and Assyrians were seen as foreigners.128 

 We can now return to the identity of Psammus, whose 10-year reign is placed by 

Africanus after that of Osorkon III, and before the period allotted to Zet. Were one to 

introduce this king’s reign immediately after that of Osorkon III, and thereby lower 

the dates assigned to the period of Zet (above), then one would destroy all the 

chronological synchronisms just discussed. However, when we examine Table D, it 

can be seen that the period just defined for Psammus coincides almost precisely with 

the start of Psusennes M (III)’s reign in 749 AC, that is, it lies between the reign of 

Osorkon III and that of the collective reigns associated with Zet. Furthermore, the 

period that Psusennes III ruled as HPA at Thebes in Table D amounts to precisely ten 

years (759-749 AC), which might then conceivably have something to do with the ten 

years assigned to Psammus.  

                                                           
127 Spalinger (1973:95-101 esp. 100). 
128 Spalinger (1973:96). 
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 Finally, according to Africanus, the 20th Dynasty comprised twelve kings of 

Diospolis who reigned for a total of 135 years (Manetho Fr. 57 (a)). As there are 

currently only ten known kings of this dynasty, from Sethnakhte to Ramesses XI, it 

has been suggested that two further Pharaohs may have intervened between Ramesses 

VIII and IX.129 However, a simpler solution to this discrepancy, and one more in 

keeping with the extant evidence, would be to include the final two kings of the 19th 

Dynasty, namely Sethos II and Merneptah Siptah, in Manetho’s 20th Dynasty. This 

approach is strongly supported by the figures for the 18th and 19th Dynasties: 

Manetho includes only six named kings in the 19th Dynasty (Manetho Fr. 55) and, by 

excluding Sethos II and Merneptah Siptah from Manetho’s 19th Dynasty, it would, 

indeed, be left with just six kings, from Haremheb to Amenmesses. The 18th Dynasty 

would seem to have suffered a similar corruption to the 20th Dynasty: although 

Manetho records sixteen kings, the last three of these are readily identified with the 

first three kings of the 19th Dynasty, as conventionally understood, namely 

Haremheb, Ramesses I and Sethos I (Manetho Fr. 52). Interestingly, then, according 

to Chronology A-E, the total period now covered by Manetho’s proposed twelve-king 

20th Dynasty, i.e., from Sethos II (1224-1218 CC = 1024-1018 AC in Chronology A-

E) to Ramesses XI (919-890 AC) inclusive is 135 years (see Table L), which is 

precisely the figure given by Africanus.  

 In conclusion, much criticism has been made of the Epitome of Manetho regarding 

both the names of the respective kings and their regnal periods, including those from 

the 18th-25th dynasties.130 However, I would now argue that this criticism is in 

significant measure a result of the fact that this work has been interpreted in terms of 

the conventional chronology, whereas, in fact, the Epitome, as transmitted by 

Africanus, is a far more reliable document when understood in terms of Chronology 

A-E.   

4:7 Genealogical Links: Egyptian Kings from the 20th to 23rd Dynasties 

Psusennes I  I now wish to discuss the genealogical relationships between the 20th, 

21st and 22nd Dynasty kings.131 The first chronological datum to be considered is the 

                                                           
129 Černý (1975:606-43 esp. 616). 
130 See, e.g., Kitchen (1996:448-49). 
131 See Broekman (2002a:11-18) for a general discussion of this topic, and also for the on-going debate 
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marriage of Osorkon I to a daughter of Psusennes T (II) named Maatkare B, who was 

the mother of the HPA, and later king, Shoshenq II.132 I argued in Chapter 4:3 that 

Shoshenq II was HPA between c. 864 and 859 AC (see Table E, Section A). And if 

one accepts that Shoshenq was no younger than, say, 20 years old when he became 

pontiff, this would mean that the marriage of his parents must have occurred by c. 885 

AC, which would further require that Maatkare B was born by c. 900 AC at the 

latest.133 Adding a further generation of, say, 20 years for Psusennes T (II), this would 

date his birth to c. 920 AC. 

 Meanwhile, Psusennes A (I) is recognised as the son of the lady Henttawy (Q), 

who bears the title ‘Devotee of Hathor’ (DH).134 This king also appears to claim 

descent from the Ramesside Pharaohs, since he bears the cartouche ‘Ramesses-

Psusennes’ in one inscription, and he also had a son who was titled ‘Bodily King’s 

Son...Ramesses-Ankhefenmut’.135 Psusennes A (I) would, then, seem to have been 

descended from a Ramesside king through either his presently unidentified father, or 

through his mother DH Henttawy Q. Now, there is currently much debate over 

whether or not Henttawy Q should be identified with DH Henttawy A,136 who is 

known to be the daughter of Tentamun, almost certainly the same woman who 

appears as consort of Smendes [I] in the Wenamun text. And, in addition to her 

numerous pontifical titles, Henttawy A was also: King’s Daughter; Chief-Queen’s 

Daughter; King’s Wife; 1st Chief Queen of H.M.; King’s Mother (var.,... of Lord of 

the Two Lands); and Mother of the Chief Queen.137  

 Various genealogical permutations can be argued to account for how this one 

individual could have acquired all these titles, the most attractive solution being to 

                                                                                                                                                                      
over whether Herihor preceded Piankh or vice versa, with up-to-date references. I will follow the order 

Herihor-Piankh in the present work, as argued by Kitchen (1996:252-54). 
132 Kitchen (1996:60). 
133 According to Bierbrier (1975:20), young females were normally married when nubile at about age 

twelve. Allowing fifteen years for a female generation is therefore quite generous, and may compensate 

for using, purely as an arithmetical convenience, slightly less than twenty years for a male generation in 

a few of the following calculations. 
134 Kitchen (1996:47, 58). 
135 Kitchen (1996:48). 
136 For general discussion, see Wente (1967:155-76 esp. 157ff); Young (1963:104-108); and Kitchen 

(1996:47-58). 
137 Adapted from Kitchen (1996:50). 
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identify Henttawy A with Henttawy Q; unfortunately, this arrangement would create 

the problem of then explaining how Psusennes A (I) could also still claim descent 

from the Ramesside kings.138 As a solution to the ‘Henttawy’ problem, I have 

arranged Fig. 4 (below; and see expanded genealogy in Table F(1)) so that Henttawy 

A becomes the wife of Pinudjem I, as generally accepted, and also the mother of 

Henttawy Q, who in turn becomes the wife of Psusennes T (II) and the mother of 

Psusennes A (I). Psusennes A (I) can now claim Ramesside blood through his father, 

Psusennes T (II), who will become the child of a union between king Smendes and a 

daughter of Ramesses XI (see below). Henttawy A would qualify for the titles she 

holds as follows: titles 1) and 2) would refer to Smendes I and his Chief Queen 

Tentamun; title 3) becomes King’s Wife to Pinudjem I; and title 4) becomes King’s 

Mother(-in-law) to Psusennes T (II);139 matching title 5), Mother of the Chief Queen, 

i.e., of Henttawy Q. Her pontificate titles would not be altered by this arrangement.  

 RAMESSES XI     
      
 Daughter of       
 Ramesses XI  =  SMENDES  =  fTentamun     
                   m.    919      m.    910    
   

fHenttawy A  =  PINUDJEM I  =  fIstemkheb A 
                   m.    895              m.   910 
 

 

      
  

 fX  = PSUSENNES T (II)  = fHenttawy B/Q 
                
          GWA Maatkare A    HPA Masaharta 

  m.    900                         m.    880    
                                  HPA Menkheperre  
OSORKON I =  fMaatkare B                PSUSENNES A (I)  (HPA, c. 865)   
  m.    885         (King, 861)    
              
                SHOSHENQ II 

    

        (HPA, c. 865)     

Fig. 4 Genealogy of Psusennes A (I) (AC dates). 

 Henttawy B, as a daughter of Pinudjem I, can now be identified with Henttawy Q, 

while, at the same time, also be identified with the lady who appears behind 

Pinudjem, during his pontificate, on the facade of the pylon of the temple of Khons, 

and who bears the titles, amongst others, of ‘“ Mistress of (all) lands under the Sun’s 

disk, [bodily] King’s Daughter, [Lady of the Two Lands], (cartouche:) DH Henttawy, 

may she live!”’.140 One may first note that this lady bears no pontifical office in the 

                                                           
138 See Kitchen (1996:49ff., § 43); Wente (1976:275); and Hagens (1996:156). 
139 See Kitchen (1996:52). 
140 Kitchen (1996:54). 
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surviving text, despite the fact that such a title is prominent in all other inscriptions 

that have been assigned to Henttawy A, including the Medinet Habu lintel and Coptos 

stelae.141 Also, it is considered probable that this lady, based on the accompanying 

epithets, was by then already queen.142 If this view is correct, it would, at face value, 

argue against identifying her with Henttawy A, wife of Pinudjem I, since this latter 

individual was still only HPA at that time.143 As for the restored title ‘[bodily] King’s 

Daughter’, this would now have to become simply ‘King’s Daughter(-in-law)’ of 

Smendes I. 

 If we accept that Psusennes A (I) was no younger than about 20 when he became 

king in 861 AC (see Table D), then Henttawy B/Q’s marriage to Psusennes T (II) 

would have occurred by c. 880 AC at the latest – and which is therefore compatible 

with the above requirement that the queen featured in the Khons temple should have a 

date earlier than Pinudjem I’s elevation to kingship in 875 AC. This, in turn, would 

place the birth of Henttawy B/Q no later than c. 895 AC, and of her proposed mother 

Henttawy A no later than c. 910 AC (using minimum dates), which, finally, would 

also be the latest date for Tentamun’s marriage to Smendes. Meanwhile, the mummy 

of HPA Masaharta, (eldest?) son of Pinudjem I, shows that this individual survived to 

middle age, estimated at perhaps forty to fifty years.144 Now, I previously argued in 

Chapter 4:3 that Masaharta died c. 867 AC (see Table D), so that if we allow him an 

age-at-death of, say, forty-five years, then he would have been born c. 910 AC. This 

early date, when compared with that just calculated for the marriage of Henttawy A to 

Pinudjem I (c. 895 AC), would further indicate that Masaharta’s presently 

unidentified mother was probably Istemkheb A, who appears as a wife of Pinudjem I 

during his pontificate.145 

 Finally, I referred in my Introduction to the anomalous burial at Deir el Bahri of 

the 2nd prophet of Amun, Djed-Ptah-ef-ankh A, in Year 10 of Shoshenq I (c. 935 

CC). This individual is identified as ‘King’s Son of Ramesses and King’s Son of the 

Lord of the Two Lands’,146 a title that should appear somewhat anomalous, since the 

                                                           
141 Kitchen (1996:52-55). 
142 Wente (1967:162). 
143 Kitchen (1996:54 and n. 249). 
144 Kitchen (1996:78). 
145 See Kitchen (1996:61). 
146 Kitchen (1996:289). 
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last Pharaoh bearing that name (i.e., Ramesses XI) would have died a minimum of 

about 135 years earlier (c. 1090/1070 CC). On the other hand, the very restricted use 

of this title during the TIP (only two cases to my knowledge) would tend to indicate 

that it was not simply a generic title available to all descendants of the Ramesside 

Pharaohs.147 While Wente would deny that this epithet, along with that of ‘Ramesses’ 

applied to Psusennes I, have any real genealogical significance,148 the literal meaning 

of both can be preserved in Table D, where Djed-Ptah-ef-ankh A would have died 

only five years after the death of Ramesses XI, and so that he could have been the 

actual biological son of this Pharaoh, or of one of the previous Ramesside kings. 

Moreover, this biological relationship would further explain why this otherwise 

unremarkable individual was given the singular honour of being buried within the 

royal tomb at Deir el Bahri. 

 Shoshenq II  I have just argued on biological grounds that the birth of HPA 

Shoshenq II occurred c. 885 AC: neither able to move significantly downwards based 

on the assumption that Shoshenq II was no younger than about 20 when he became 

HPA c. 864 AC; nor significantly upwards based on the assumption that his proposed 

maternal grandfather, Psusennes T (II), was the offspring of a marriage alliance 

between Smendes I and Ramesses XI no earlier than 919 AC.149 But we also know 

that the mummy of Shoshenq II shows him to have been a mature man of ‘“about 

fifty”’ when he died.150 Combining these two pieces of evidence, I would now 

propose that Shoshenq II succeeded his father Osorkon I as king in 859 AC, at age 

about 25, and that his reign continued for a further 25 years or so until c. 834 AC.  

 In support of this scenario, one can point to an extremely interesting epigraphic 

anomaly that occurs at just this time. Kitchen has noted that, in ‘complete contrast to 

all the other Nile-level texts’, a small number do not name the king whose years are 

given, and he assumes that these dates, which belong to a Year 5 associated with the 

HPA Iuwelot, and to Years 8 and 13 or 14 with the HPA Smendes III, both sons of 

Osorkon I, should be assigned to Takeloth I, on the basis that Shoshenq II did not 

                                                           
147 See Kitchen (1996:289) for details. 
148 Wente (1976:275-78). 
149 As Smendes I would have lived on for a further 55 years until 864 AC (see Table D), it is less likely 

that his marriage-alliance was with an earlier Ramesside Pharaoh.  
150 See Kitchen (1996:119 n. 169). 
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have such a long reign.151 Moreover, I have used these priestly dates, as assigned by 

Kitchen, in constructing Tables D and E, and so that they form a totally integrated part 

of the resulting chronological model, and therefore cannot be significantly altered. 

However, had both Shoshenq II and Takeloth I laid claim to the Egyptian crown upon 

the death of their father Osorkon I, then, their regnal dates would have been identical 

so long as they both reigned. And the fact that the Nile-level texts from this period do 

not name the king concerned would therefore be easily explained, in that both Iuwelot 

and Smendes declined to show preference in these texts by naming one kingly brother 

over the other.152  

 The next known HP(s)A after Smendes III are as follows: Harsiese A, son of 

Shoshenq II, who held office during the reign of Osorkon II; a son of Harsiese A, 

though unfortunately without any dating information; and Nimlot C, who held office 

no earlier than Year 16 of his father Osorkon II.153 Why, then, were the son and 

grandson of Shoshenq II able to become HP(s)A before Osorkon II was able to install 

his own son, Nimlot C, in that office; and then only after at least 16 years of his reign 

had already elapsed? Having estimated that Shoshenq II’s proposed collateral regency 

ended about 834 AC, one might now suggest that his reign actually lasted a few years 

more until c. 830 AC (= Year 16 of Osorkon II), and that it was the death of Shoshenq 

II that permitted Osorkon II to then elevate Nimlot C to the Theban pontificate. This 

scenario would further permit Harsiese A to have been king for some 16 years prior to 

the accession of Pedubast I in 814 AC (see Chapter 4:2). 

 Furthermore, King Harsiese is known only from Theban monuments, where he 

adopted the full Pharaonic style and titles in the same manner as the earlier Theban 

pontiffs, Herihor, Pinudjem I and Menkheperre, and was, in addition, buried at 

Thebes.154 Also, one writer has argued that, with the exception of Iuput II, official 

recognition of all the other kings generally assigned to the 23rd Dynasty, beginning 

with Pedubast I, is inextricably linked to Thebes, and with little if any evidence to 

connect them to northern Egypt and the Delta.155 This combined body of evidence 

                                                           
151 Kitchen (1996:121). 
152 See also the views expressed by Broekman (2001:27-37 esp. 36). 
153 Kitchen (1996:196, Nos. 5-7). And also see Table E, Section A. 
154 Aston (1989:139). Cf. Kitchen (1996:315). Interestingly, as regards these titles, king Harsiese is a 

younger contemporary of Menkheperre in Table D. 
155 Leahy (1989:177ff.). 
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leads me to believe that the 23rd Theban Dynasty actually began with Shoshenq II, 

before passing to his son Harsiese A, and then to his presumed grandson Pedubast I. 

The only true king of the 21st Theban Dynasty was Pinudjem I,156 and his reign 

would have ended in 853 AC in Table D, so that Shoshenq II could have assumed the 

kingship in Thebes at that time. This would further explain why none of the 

descendants of Pinudjem I ever succeeded to the kingship of Thebes, as that office 

would now have been held by the 23rd Dynasty kings. 

 According to Kitchen, there is an apparent reference to Osorkon I having 

celebrated a second jubilee, which, if correct, would ensure that this king reigned for a 

minimum of 32 full years (= Year 33).157 And he further argues that this Year 33 

should be identified with that appearing on linen bandages bearing a Year 33, along 

with a Year 3, on the body of a priest buried at the Ramesseum; the body was also 

decorated with braces sporting a menat-tab of Osorkon I.158 Assuming that these linen 

bandages were relatively new at the time of their use, then, one would expect to find a 

pair of contemporary Pharaohs whose regnal years bore this relationship to each 

other; and with the added condition that both their kingships were recognised at 

Thebes. If Kitchen is correct regarding a second jubilee for Osorkon I, then, this 

position can be readily accommodated to Table D by proposing that this king was 

made co-regent with Shoshenq I upon the latter becoming Pharaoh in his Year 5, 

thereby precisely mirroring the above-argued co-regency between Smendes I and his 

son Psusennes T (II). Osorkon I would now have had the requisite 32-year reign (= 

Year 33), beginning in 891 AC and ending in 859 AC. Moreover, this final Year 33 of 

Osorkon I now coincides precisely with Year 3 of Psusennes A (I) in Table D. And, as 

discussed in Chapter 4:3, both these Pharaoh’s reigns were recognised in Thebes at 

just this time, Osorkon I in the pontificate of Shoshenq II (c. 864-859 AC), and 

Psusennes A (I) in the pontificate of Menkheperre (c. 859-855 AC). Also, bearing in 

mind that Shoshenq I’s regnal years commenced with his assumption of the title 

‘Great Chief of the Ma’, one might suggest that Osorkon I adopted this same dating 

practice when Shoshenq I was elevated to the position of Pharaoh. 

 Psusennes I and Shoshenq II  The Osorkon I-Maatkare B marriage discussed 

above established that Psusennes T (II), the father of Maatkare B, must have been 
                                                           
156 Kitchen (1996:259). 
157 Kitchen (1996:544). 
158 Kitchen (1996:110, 544). 
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married by c. 900 AC, and so one may therefore assume that he also had sons by this 

date, or shortly thereafter. Now the parentage of Amenemnisu is presently unknown; 

and with the only objects bearing his name, two gold bow-caps, found within the 

tomb of Psusennes A (I).159 In light of the chronological limitations presented above, 

it would seem reasonable to suggest that Amenemnisu was a half-brother to 

Psusennes A (I), and quite possibly a full brother to Maatkare B.160 I would therefore 

propose that Amenemnisu succeeded his (now) grandfather Smendes I upon the 

latter’s death in 864 AC, and, after three years of sole rule, was succeeded by his 

apparent co-regent Psusennes A (I) in 861 AC (see Table D for dates).  

 Concerning the proposed co-regency between Psusennes T (II) and Smendes, I 

discussed in Chapter 4:3 how Shoshenq I, while still Great Chief of the Ma(shwesh), 

accompanied king Psusennes II to Thebes. And, according to Table D, this journey 

can only have occurred in 891/90 AC. Therefore Smendes must have made Psusennes 

T (II) co-regent upon becoming king in this same year, presumably in order to thereby 

enhance his own claim to legitimacy as a successor of Ramesses XI. Psusennes T (II) 

need have been no older than about 25 at that time, based upon the marriage between 

Smendes and a daughter of Ramesses XI, the proposed mother of Psusennes T (II), 

shortly after Ramesses XI’s accession in 919 AC. Meanwhile, the total figure 

specified by Africanus for the 21st Dynasty is 130 years, whereas the sum of his 

individual figures only amounts to 114 years. Could this 16-year difference represent 

the length of Psusennes T (II)’s fully overlapping co-regency with Smendes I? If so, 

then one might provisionally assign Psusennes T (II) the regnal years 890-874 AC. 

 As noted in my Introduction, the physical plan of the tomb of Psusennes A (I), 

relative to the tomb of Osorkon II, has caused debate over the reliability of the 

conventional chronology. However, in terms of Table D, this archaeological anomaly 

is readily resolved, with Psusennes A (I) having died in 812 AC, and Osorkon II in 

821 AC. If we imagine that Osorkon II began to construct his tomb (No. I) on 

becoming king in 845 AC, then, Psusennes I would have had over 30 years to 

construct his own tomb (No. III) prior to his death in 812 AC. Moreover, there is now 

no need to view as puzzling the burial of Shoshenq II in the tomb of Psusennes I: 

according to the conventional chronology, Shoshenq II (c. 890 CC) would have been, 

                                                           
159 Kitchen (1996:69). 
160 See Kitchen (1996:69-71) for discussion. 
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at best, a very distantly related monarch who died about 100 years after Psusennes I 

(1039-991 CC). However, as presently argued, Psusennes A (I), as a half-brother of 

Maatkare B, now becomes the uncle of Shoshenq II (see above and Fig. 4 for details).  

 One can now also confidently identify at least one of the two mummies that lay 

either side of Shoshenq II. The man and woman who flanked Shoshenq both wore 

uraeii, and one possibly wore a nemes-headdress, both signs of royal status; there is 

also the suggestion that these two burials preceded that of Shoshenq II.161 The female 

can surely be none other than Queen Maatkare B, mother of Shoshenq II and half-

sister of Psusennes A (I). As for the accompanying royal male, we are left with two 

probable contenders, either Shoshenq II’s father Osorkon I, or Psusennes I’s (and 

Maatkare B’s) elder brother king Amenemnisu, as previously proposed: deciding 

between the two, Amenemnisu would appear the more likely, since this tomb was 

built by Psusennes for his own family.162  

 Shoshenq A   Regarding the above-argued marriage alliance between Ramesses XI 

and Smendes I, it is apparent from examining Table F (1) that Smendes would have 

been of the same generation as Nimlot A, the son of Shoshenq A and Mehtenweskhet 

A. Now, there is also the apparent finding that Mehtenweskhet A, who is titled 

‘King’s Mother’ in the Pasenhor stela, was also the mother of a Pharaoh Osorkon, 

identified as such in the genealogy of a Libyan/Meshwesh family from the time of 

Takeloth III; a genealogy that also contains reference to two ‘chiefs of the 

Ma(shwesh)’. The present understanding of this evidence is that this Osorkon should 

be identified with Osochor, the third to last Pharaoh of the 21st Dynasty.163 However, 

according to Table F (1), I am compelled to argue that this Osorkon must be none 

other than Smendes I, though here known by an alternate Meshwesh name. As the 

founder of a new dynasty, it should not seem untoward were Smendes, as a presently 

proposed Libyan nobleman, to have also adopted a traditional Egyptian name upon 

becoming king. And, understandably, his ethnic name of Osorkon could well have 

been of most relevance to his Libyan/Meshwesh descendants. The name adopted by 

                                                           
161 Dodson (1988:225). 
162 According to previous argument, Amenemnisu could have been no more than about 40 years old at 

the time of his death; unfortunately I have not been able to find an estimated age at death of the 

relevant mummy. 
163 Kitchen (1996:534); Dodson (1987:52). However, if this identification were correct, then, why does 

Manetho not list Osorcho/Osorkon as the founder of a new (Libyan) dynasty? 
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Osochor would then have been a throwback to the ethnic name of his presumed great-

great-grandfather Smendes/Osorkon. Finally, were Smendes to have been a son of 

Shoshenq A, it would immediately establish the power base that enabled him to marry 

a Ramesside princess.  

 Moreover, Nimlot B, a younger son of Shoshenq I and a Libyan noblewoman 

named Penreshnes, held the title ‘King’s Son of Ramesses’.164 If we take this title 

literally, as I previously did with 2PA Djed-Ptah-ef-ankh A, then one may suggest that 

Penreshnes (importantly with a Libyan name) was a daughter of the Libyan Smendes 

I, as presently envisaged, and his Egyptian princess, the daughter of Ramesses XI, 

thereby ably explaining both Nimlot B’s Ramesside title and his mother’s Libyan 

name.  

 A further family link with Shoshenq A can now be proposed. The names of 

Herihor, his wife Nodjmet, and their daughter Hrere (B) are typically Egyptian, as are 

the names of Herihor’s first six sons, however, the seventh (Masaharta), eighth 

(Masqaharta), sixteenth (Mawasun), seventeenth (Osorkon), and probably nineteenth 

(Madanen) are typically Libyan.165 To my mind, the most obvious explanation for this 

temporal division between Egyptian and Libyan names would be to suppose that 

Herihor had married a second wife, of Libyan descent, by the time of his son 

Masaharta’s birth.  

 Now, I previously argued that HPA Masaharta (not to be confused with Herihor’s 

son) was born to Pinudjem I c. 910 AC, which would mean that Piankh, the father of 

Pinudjem, came to maturity no later than c. 930 AC, which would, yet again, 

potentially make him of the same generation as Nimlot A and Smendes I. What, then, 

if Piankh were yet another son of Shoshenq A, and so that his marriage to Hrere B 

was reciprocated by Herihor marrying an as yet unidentified daughter (or possibly 

granddaughter) of Shoshenq A (see Table F (1))? 166 If Hrere B were amongst the 

eldest of Herihor’s Egyptian named children, then, Herihor need have been no more 

than, say, 15 years older than Piankh, and therefore born c. 965 AC (930 AC + 15 + 

20 years); Herihor’s death in 895 AC would mean that he had lived to the age of about 

70 years. And a 15-year gap between the marriage of Herihor and Nodjmet c. 945 AC 

on the one hand and, on the other, a proposed second marriage of Herihor to a 
                                                           
164 Edwards (1982:542). 
165 Kitchen (1996:540). 
166 See Kitchen (1996:536) on Piankh as a son-in-law of Herihor, having married Hrere B. 
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daughter of Shoshenq A (fX), and approximately concurrent with the marriage of 

Piankh and Hrere B c. 930 AC, would allow just about the right amount of time to 

explain the delayed appearance of Herihor’s Libyan named sons. Finally, Pinudjem I 

would now have married his first-cousin in DH Henttawy A, Piankh having been a 

brother of Smendes I.  

 21st Dynasty HP(s)A    The three generations of high priests of Amun, 

Menkheperre, his son Pinudjem II, and the latter’s son Psusennes III/Psusennes M 

(III), would have held office for a combined period of 140 years, based on the 

proposed identification between Psusennes M (III) and the OT Pharaoh ‘So’ in 725 

BC. As depicted in Table F (1), this equation sets relatively tight chronological limits 

on the lives of these three individuals. If we accept that Psusennes M (III) was nearing 

the end of his life in 725 AC, say aged 75 years, then, he would have been born c. 800 

AC. His father Pinudjem II was a child of Menkheperre and Istemkheb C, who was 

herself a daughter of Psusennes A (I) and his lesser wife Wiay, as well as the probable 

mother of HPA Smendes II.167 If Pinudjem II were, say, 20 when he married, then, he 

would have been born c. 820 AC at the latest. If we further allow that Smendes II was 

the eldest child of Istemkheb C, and Pinudjem II amongst her youngest, and assuming 

an age gap of no more than 15 years between two such offspring,168 then Smendes II 

could have been born by c. 835 AC and Istemkheb C by c. 850 AC. Smendes II would 

now have been in his early twenties when he became HPA c. 813 AC (in Table E); 

and, as for Menkheperre, he need have been no more than 20 when he became pontiff 

in 866 AC (see Tables D and E), so that he would have been about 50 at most when 

he married Istemkheb C c. 835 AC. Furthermore, according to previous argument, 

Psusennes A (I) would have died at about the age of 70 (c. 880-812 AC) and 

Amenemope at about 80 (c. 850-772 AC), both figures being consistent with the 

advanced ages indicated by their respective mummies. Accordingly, all these dates are 

therefore within perfectly reasonable limits. 

 Finally, with the 22nd Dynasty completely overlapping the 21st (Tanite) Dynasty 

in Table D, the absence of Apis bulls for the entire 21st Dynasty is readily explained 

by virtue of their presence during most of the 22nd Dynasty. In fact, if we accept that 

the embalming table from the reign of Shoshenq I signals the burial of an Apis bull at 
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that time, and furthermore that this animal was buried towards the end of Shoshenq’s 

reign, then, we need only posit the existence of one other un-recovered bull from the 

entire period between the end of the Ramesside 20th Dynasty and the beginning of the 

26th Kushite Dynasty.169 

4:8 Genealogical Links – Noble Families 

Having detailed an alternate hypothetical chronology for the TIP (above), it is now 

time to provide compatible solutions for a number of very important historical texts 

dealing with genealogical links spanning the 20th-23rd Dynasties; and which, at 

present, are seen as offering unquestioned corroboration of the conventional 

chronology.170 I will discuss three principal family genealogies. The first is the 

combined family tree of Nesipakashuti iii and Nebneteru iii, and the second that of 

Neseramun i; members of both these lineages can be precisely synchronised with 

Pharaohs Osochor and Siamun of the 21st Dynasty, as well as with other Egyptian 

kings of the 22nd-23rd Dynasties. The third family tree, the so-called ‘Memphite 

Genealogy’, belongs to the High Priests of Ptah at Memphis.171 

 Nesipakashuti ii  In Year 10 of Siamun, a certain ‘Nesipakashuti’ was involved 

with the burial of HPA Pinudjem II, and with the associated relocation of royal 

mummies of earlier Pharaohs. This individual is presently identified with 

Nesipakashuti ii, who is known to have lived about one generation before Shoshenq I: 

Tashepenbast, a daughter of Shoshenq I, was married to DjedThutefankh i, a grandson 

of Nesipakashuti ii (see Fig. 5 below).172 The genealogy of Nesipakashuti ii must 

therefore be left as it presently stands in relation to Shoshenq I. However, the 

synchronism between Nesipakashuti ii and Siamun, which is currently seen as 
                                                           
169 See Kitchen (1996:489, Table 20) for details. Two bulls from the 22nd Dynasty are known to have 

lived to the age of 26 years (Apis x + 5 and 7). The period between the end of Shoshenq I’s reign and 

Year 23 of Osorkon II (Apis x + 1) amounts to 51 years (874 to 823 AC in Table D), thereby requiring 

just two bulls to have lived 25 and 26 years respectively. Moreover, according to Table D, just one 

Apis bull is sufficient to cover the whole period from its installation during the reign of Ramesses XI to 

its burial at the end of Shoshenq I’s reign. Finally, the period between Apis bulls x +2 and x + 4 

amounts to just 24 years in Table D (808-784 AC), thereby avoiding the requirement to posit the 

unattested Apis bull x + 3. 
170 See, e.g., Kitchen (1996:xliv). 
171 The primary source of material for the following discussion is Bierbrier (1975). 
172 See Kitchen (1996:202, Table § 166). 
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relatively straightforward,173 now has to be rejected according to Chronology A-E. 

Rather, I am forced to conclude that Siamun’s ‘Nesipakashuti’ must be disassociated 

from Nesipakashuti ii, and instead placed some seven generations later, in accord with 

the chronology of this king already established in Table D.174 

 
                  G  Paisen   

       │   
                  G  Nesipakashuti i CI Imhotep  

                                  
              

                  G  Bakenkhons i  ?=  fTi-n[…]kwi fX =? CI Iufenamun i 
       │                           │  

             CI G  Nesipakashuti ii  ---------- =? ----------  fX    
       │   

                  G  Amenemonet i SHOSHENQ I  
       │       │  

            CI G  DjedThutefankh i  =  fTashepenbast  
       │            │  

        3PK 4PMt  X             V  Nesipakashuti iii  
          │            
   V  Harsiese D  
       │  
  fNeset   ---------- =? ------------  Bakenkhons i (b) 
       │      │ 
  LW  Djed(Thutefankh) iv  CI G  Nesipakashuti ii (b)  ≡  SIAMUN 
       │      │ 
  Nesipakashuti v Efnamun 
       │  
  DjedPtahefankh i  
       │  
  fTaka  

Fig. 5 The genealogy of Nesipakashuti ii and ii (b). 

 Admittedly, the identifying characteristics of Siamun’s Nesipakashuti (henceforth 

referred to as Nesipakashuti ii (b)) do seem to match quite well those of Nesipakashuti 

ii, particularly in so far as both are sons of a Bakenkhons, and both also held the 

important posts of Chief Inspector (CI) and General (G), together with other minor 

titles.175 I would note here that this title of CI is to be distinguished in the following 

discussion from the similar title of Chief Inspector qualified by the phrase hsf n niwt 

(CIH), and which was used by late Dynasty XXV to signify the mayor of Thebes.176 

                                                           
173 Bierbrier (1975:60-62); Kitchen (1996:204). 
174 See Table G (below), adapted from Bierbrier (1975, Charts XIV and XV). 
175 Bierbrier (1975:60). 
176 See Bierbrier (1975:69, 75) for discussion; and also ibid.:115 where these two offices are finally 

considered to be (seemingly?) distinct. 
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Now, the key to resolving the true identity of Nesipakashuti ii (b) can be found in the 

inter-generational transfer of these two major titles of CI and G, particularly the 

former. According to an inscription of DjedThutefankh i (published by Varille), his 

ancestors reaching back through five generations, beginning with Paisen, are all titled 

CI and G. However, a more recently published statue casts doubt upon the reliability 

of this ascription, for three of the individuals so titled in the Varille inscription 

(Paisen, Nesipakashuti i and Bakenkhons i) are only titled G here, and where it is the 

apparent maternal grandfather (Imhotep) of the unidentified author of the statue 

(presumably Nesipakashuti ii) who is titled CI.177 This problem is further exacerbated 

by the fact that Iufenamun i, a generational contemporary of Bakenkhons i, the third 

named individual in the Varille inscription, also held the post of CI. 

 If we examine Table G, a clear pattern emerges which strongly suggests that the 

title of CI was inherited through the female line. Starting with the generation of 

Imhotep, let us imagine that this office next passed to his proposed son-in-law, 

Iufenamun i, and from there back to Imhotep’s (presumed) grandson Nesipakashuti ii 

through a marriage with a daughter of Iufenamun i. The next securely attested holder 

of this office from the Nesipakashuti line was DjedThutefankh i, whose own father, 

Amenemonet i, is missing the title on his funerary stela, and is only so titled on the 

problematic Varille inscription. This would indicate that some other individual was CI 

during the generation of Amenemonet i. Now, there is an apparently restored reading 

of CI attached to the name of Amenemonet’s nephew by marriage, DjedThutefankh 

ii.178 If correct, this finding is easily accommodated into this generational transfer 

model by assuming that Amenemonet’s wife, Tanodjmet, was a generation younger 

that her brother Haremkheb, the father of DjedThutefankh ii. The title of CI would, 

then, have passed to DjedThutefankh ii through a marriage to a daughter of 

Nesipakashuti ii, and next returned to the latter’s grandson DjedThutefankh i, through 

his proposed marriage to a daughter of DjedThutefankh ii. 

 Nebneteru iii   The next known holder of the title CI is Nebneteru iii, who came 

from a very distinguished family: according to his funerary statue, set up by his son 

Hor viii, and dated by the cartouche of Osorkon II and the name of the HPA Harsiese 

A, Nebneteru iii is said to have lived to the age of ninety-six (see Fig. 6). Also, the 

                                                           
177 See Bierbrier (1975:60 and p. 62, Chart XIV). 
178 Bierbrier (1975:134 n. 30). 
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latter’s father, Neseramun vii, held both the positions of vizier (V) and third prophet 

of Amun (3PA), while his grandfather, Nebneteru ii, bore the titles of high priest of 

Mont (HPMn) and (royal) letter-writer of Pharaoh (LW).179 As argued in Chapter 4:3, 

Harsiese A was HPA c. 845-830 AC (see Table E), and so that the birth of Nebneteru 

iii, almost a century earlier, would have occurred about 930 AC. This equation would 

therefore translate into the birth of his father Neseramun vii about 950 AC, and of his 

grandfather Nebneteru ii about 970 AC.  

HPA Ramessenakhte I   
            │   
Usimaarenakht II (born c. 993 AC according to Chronology A-E) 
HPA Nesiamun I   
    HPMn; LW Nebneteru ii (born c. 970 AC) 
                  │  
 V; 3PA Neseramun vii (born c. 950 AC) 
                  │  
  CI; LW Nebneteru iii (born c. 930 AC) 
                  │ 

                 │ 
                 │ 

 

              Hor viii    ≡ HPA Harsiese A (c. 845-830 AC) and  
OSORKON II (845-821 AC) 

Fig. 6 The genealogy of Nebneteru iii. 

 This finding now brings into consideration the HPA Nesiamun I, a son of 

Ramessenakhte I; this later individual had, himself, been HPA sometime between the 

reign of Ramesses VII and the early part of Ramesses IX’s reign (c. 960-940 AC in 

Table L).180 Now, Usimaarenakht II, who was also a son of Ramessenakhte I, was 

born c. Year 15 of Ramesses III.181 And assuming that his younger brother Nesiamun 

I was similarly aged, then both would have been born c. 993 AC, and would have 

come to maturity, at say age twenty, c. 973 AC. This equation would then make 

Nebneteru ii (born c. 970 AC) the precise age to have been an elder son of HPA 

Nes(i)amun I. And were that the case, it would readily explain how the latter’s now 

papponymous named grandson Nes(er)amun vii could have risen to the lofty heights 

of vizier. The title of 3PA is also relevant here, for this post, which was previously 

held by Amenemope, a son-in-law of Ramessenakhte I,182 would thus have already 

                                                           
179 See Bierbrier (1975:74, 75 and p. 68, Chart XV) for details. 
180 Černý (1975:628). 
181 Bierbrier (1975:12). 
182 Černý (1975:628). 
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been within the family of Neseramun vii, who later came to occupy this office. 

 Bierbrier has suggested that the family of Nebneteru iii temporarily relinquished 

the post of 3PA to DjedThutefankh i in return for the post of CI, and other titles which 

resemble those of the Nesipakashuti family.183 The mechanism by which this transfer 

of titles could have occurred would be totally in keeping with the presently argued 

trans-generational inheritance of the office of CI through the female line, and such 

that Nebneteru iii could have married a daughter of DjedThutefankh i c. 880 AC, 

when Nebneteru iii need have been no older than in his early-fifties; this noblewoman 

would be of the same generation as Osorkon I (schematic dates of 880-860 AC in 

Table G). The next known holder of this office is Nebneteru iii’s great-grandson, 

Nebneteru iv, who also reclaimed the post of 3PA for this family. However, based on 

the generational sequence displayed in Table G, one would expect that the title of CI 

had returned to the Nesipakashuti family, or another family, at least once between the 

periods in office of Nebneteru iii and Nebneteru iv (schematic dates 820-800 AC). 

The only known descendant of Nebneteru iv is his daughter Taperet, who was married 

to Hor vi; however, this latter individual received none of the titles of his father-in-

law, and indeed the office of CI appears to vanish altogether from the records at this 

time. Furthermore, the title of LW, which had been in the possession of this family for 

at least six generations from the time of Nebneteru ii,184 is next found in the 

possession of Djed(Thutefankh) iv, a descendant of vizier Harsiese D of the 

Nesipakashuti family.185 

 Nesipakashuti ii (b)   We can now return to discuss the General (G) and Chief 

Inspector (CI) Nesipakashuti, son of Bakenkhons, who, in ‘Year 10, fourth month of 

winter, day 17, of King Siamun’, officiated at the removal of royal mummies from the 

tomb of Sethos I. Three days later these same mummies were transferred to their final 

resting place, and amongst those present was ‘the divine father of Amun, the third 

prophet of Mut, Efnamun, the son of Nespekeshuty’.186 Efnamun was apparently 

standing in for his father, who, on the very same day, was otherwise engaged in the 

burial of HPA Pinudjem II, also laid to rest alongside the other mummies.187 
                                                           
183 Bierbrier (1975:74). 
184 Bierbrier (1975:115). 
185 Bierbrier (1975:78). 
186 Černý (1946:24-30 esp. 28). 
187 Černý (1946:29). 
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According to the pattern of inheritance of the office of CI discussed above, let us 

imagine that this Nesipakashuti ii (b) received the title of CI by marrying an otherwise 

unknown daughter of Nebneteru iv. That Nesipakashuti ii (b) was a member of the 

Nesipakashuti lineage is indicated by both his own name and that of his father 

Bakenkhons. Nesipakashuti ii (b) would then be of the generation of Shoshenq III 

(schematic dates 800-780 AC in Table G), and so that in Year 10 of Siamun (755 AC 

in Table D) he need have been no older than about sixty-five years, a finding 

compatible with the fact that his son Efnamun had already risen to the post of 3PMt 

(above).  

 Furthermore, his father Bakenkhons i (b) would now have been of the previous 

generation of Takeloth II (schematic dates 820-800 AC). Now, according to an 

inscription found at Karnak, and erected by the son of a certain Bakenkhons, this 

latter individual, a priest of Amun and chief guard of the temple of Amun, was 

appointed by the king “‘to travel into Upper Egypt and proclaim (?) the Jubilee for the 

House of Eternity’”; an event that may have been associated with the sed-festival of 

Osorkon II in this king’s Year 22 (i.e., 824 AC in Table D).188 Here, then, is an 

individual who has all the attributes necessary to be identified with the father of 

Nesipakashuti ii (b): he presumably ended his days in Thebes, where the statue 

erected to him was found, though he would appear to have begun his career in Lower 

Egypt; he was both closely associated with the temple of Amun, and he possessed a 

military title, mirroring the post of General held by Nesipakashuti ii (b); and he is of 

the precise generation required. 

 However, one can go even further in defining the genealogical link between 

Bakenkhons i (b) and the Nesipakashuti family (see Table G). It was noted above how 

the title of royal letter-writer had apparently left the Nebneteru family after six 

generations, only to find its way into the Nesipakashuti family in the person of 

Djed(Thutefankh) iv. A stela composed in honour of a descendant of this individual, 

and beginning with Bakenkhons i, enumerates the latter’s male heirs down to vizier 

Harsiese D, then introduces the name of the lady Neset, most probably a daughter of 

Harsiese D, before resuming the male line with Djed(Thutefankh) iv, Nesipakashuti v, 

DjedPtahefankh i, and finally finishing with the latter’s daughter Taka, the subject of 

                                                           
188 Kitchen (1996:320). 
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the stela.189 Were Bakenkhons i (b) to have married the lady Neset, then 

Nesipakashuti ii (b) would have been a grandson of Harsiese D, and thereby perfectly 

placed to have inherited not only the office of CI, but also the post of General; this 

latter title was characteristic of this family from its beginnings under Paisen down to 

DjedThutefankh i, however it does not appear amongst the titles of his son, vizier 

Nesipakashuti iii, the father of Harsiese D, nor amongst the latter’s own titles.190  

 Accepting that Nesipakashuti iii was a son of the marriage of DjedThutefankh i to 

Tashepenbast, the daughter of Shoshenq I,191 then he and his son Harsiese D would 

have been close blood-relatives of the kings of the 22nd-23rd Dynasties, and 

consequently well placed for both to have received the important post of Vizier. The 

fact that the lady Neset was introduced between Harsiese D and Djed(Thutefankh) iv 

would suggest that her husband, i.e., Bakenkhons i (b) as presently proposed, was not 

descended from Nesipakashuti iii – otherwise the presumed desired-for royal family 

link with Shoshenq I could have been achieved through the conventional male line. 

However, Bakenkhons i (b) could certainly have been a descendant of the elder 

unidentified son of DjedThutefankh i who, on the badly damaged Cairo statue 884, 

held the titles of third prophet of Khons (3PK) and fourth prophet of Mut (4PMt), as 

well as the even more revealing title of ‘great seer of Amun of Southern 

Heliopolis’.192 This latter office could indicate that he resided in Lower Egypt (more 

specifically the Delta), from where Bakenkhons of the Karnak inscription (i.e., 

Bakenkhons i (b) as presently argued) apparently originated. Moreover, this clearly 

important (unidentified) son is the only other presently known individual capable of 

having inherited DjedThutefankh i’s title of General, a title which could then have 

been passed on through the male line, and via Bakenkhons i (b), to Nesipakashuti ii 

(b). Finally, with Nesipakashuti ii (b) having inherited the principal title of CI from 

Nebneteru iv, it should not seem untoward had a presumed younger brother, i.e., 

Djed(Thutefankh) iv as presently argued, been given the lesser title of royal letter-

writer (LW), possibly by marrying yet another daughter of Nebneteru iv (see Table 

G). 

 Nespaneferhor i and Hor ii  The Neseramun family also provides synchronisms 
                                                           
189 Bierbrier (1975:66). 
190 Bierbrier (1975:65). 
191 See esp. Kitchen (1996:204ff., §§ 169-72) for discussion of this contentious topic. 
192 Bierbrier (1975:64). 
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between two of its members and two of the later kings of the 21st Dynasty, evidence 

which is presently held to strongly support the conventional TIP chronology (see Fig. 

7 for discussion).  

        CI Iufenamun i   
     │   
     CTS, A; OTSAG Nespaneferhor i   
     

 
  

 SHOSHENQ I               Hor ii (ditto) Nesiaashefet 
     │    │ 
DjedThutefankh i = fTashepenbast    CIH; CTS, A Neseramun i 
 
 

   │ 
   │ 

(wpb priest of Amenresonter; 
prophet of Mut; scribe of the 
Estate of Amun.) 

                                                                fItawy = CTS, A; OTSAG Hor iii   
  

 
   │ 
   │ 

  

 DjedMutefankh i (ditto) Neseramun ii (CTS,A: OTSAG?)  
    │    │       
 Hor v (ditto)  fX ?= CIH; CTS,A; OTSAG Amenemonet iii 
    │    
    CTS,A; OTSAG Neseramun IV    
  Iufenamun i (b)   
   │   
 OSOCHOR (Year 2; 772 AC)   ≡ Nespaneferhor i (b)  } 
   │                        } 
 SIAMUN (Year 17; 752 AC)     ≡ Hor ii (b)                  } 

(prophet of Amenresonter,  
scribe of the temple of  
Mut the great; … and  
chief scribe of the altar  
of the estate of Amun.) 

Fig. 7 The genealogy of Nespaneferhor i and i (b). 

 There is a reference in the Karnak Priestly Annals to the induction of a certain 

Nespaneferhor, son of Iufenamun, into various relatively minor priestly titles in Year 

2 of Osochor, followed by the induction of his son, Hor, into the same posts in Year 

17 of Siamun.193 According to present scholarship, there is apparently unanimous 

agreement that these three generations are to be identified with the identically named 

successive generations of Iufenamun i, his son Nespaneferhor i, and the latter’s son 

Hor ii. A grandson of Hor ii, Hor iii, married a granddaughter of Shoshenq I, and 

daughter of Tashepenbast, the lady Itawy, and this is considered to agree relatively 

well with the generational relationship between Shoshenq I of the 22nd Dynasty and 

Osochor and Siamun of the preceding dynasty.194 One must first acknowledge that 

this triple-relationship is impressive, primarily because of the historically low 

probability that three such successive generations, each with distinct names, and all 
                                                           
193 Kitchen (1996:7). 
194 See esp. Bierbrier (1975:70). Also see Kitchen (1996:203, § 167 (v) a). 

 247



apparently holding the same titles, could be duplicated at another date. However, 

improbable coincidences do occur, and improbability cannot, in and of itself, be 

considered to provide definitive ‘proof’ of identity. Let us therefore take another close 

look at the evidence to see if it is as straightforward as imagined, and without jumping 

too hastily to unwarranted conclusions. 

 The titles received by Nespaneferhor (henceforth numbered i (b)) in Year 2 of 

Osochor, and by Hor (henceforth ii (b)) in Year 17 of Siamun, are: ‘prophet of 

Amenresonter, scribe of the temple of Mut the great, lady of Asheru, and chief scribe 

of the altar of the estate of Amun’.195 In Table D, Year 2 of Osochor corresponds to 

772 AC, and Year 17 of Siamun to 752 AC. These dates would then place this father-

son pairing, according to Table G, within the generations of Shoshenq IV (schematic 

dates 780-760 AC) and Pimay (schematic 760-740 AC) respectively. And 

Nespaneferhor’s father, Iufenamun (henceforth i (b)), would belong to the preceding 

generation of Shoshenq III (schematic 800-780 AC). Iufenamun i was previously 

discussed, and where it was seen that he held the post of CI. However, since 

Iufenamun i (b) is simply identified as the father of Nespaneferhor, and without any 

titles, this aspect of the evidence cannot be used to support their common identity. 

Meanwhile, the principal offices held by Nespaneferhor i are known from his tomb, 

where he is titled ‘chief temple-scribe of the estate of Amun [CTS, A] and overseer of 

temple-scribes of all gods and goddesses of Upper and Lower Egypt [OTSAG]’; 

while a later funerary inscription assigns him various minor offices and prophetships 

of Ament, Hemen, and Hathor.196 Also depicted in this tomb, along with 

Nespaneferhor i, are his son, Hor ii, and ‘a certain wpb priest of Amenresonter, 

prophet of Mut, and scribe of the estate of Amun Nesiaashefet’, an individual who is 

currently thought to be a ‘younger son’.197 

 I am presently unable to ascertain why Nesiaashefet is here judged a ‘younger son’, 

since his offices clearly exceed those of Hor ii, whose only title is that of ‘scribe of 

the altar of the estate of Amun’;198 unless, of course, one has already accepted Hor ii 

as the eldest son because of the evidence from the Karnak Priestly Annals, thereby 

making Nesiaashefet, by definition, a younger son. However, based on the actual 
                                                           
195 Bierbrier (1975:69). 
196 See Kitchen (1996:210 n. 94) for relevant ciphers. Also see Bierbrier (1975:69). 
197 Bierbrier (1975:69). 
198 Bierbrier (1975:70). 
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evidence, one should surely begin by assuming that Nesiaashefet was an elder son of 

Nespaneferhor i, and therefore first in line to succeed his father in all his major titles. 

Also, Hor ii is nowhere directly attested with these major titles, except by a ‘ditto’ 

sign on a statue of his descendants, although his own son Neseramun i is attested with 

the singular title of CTS, A. On the other hand, Neseramun i’s son Hor iii – the 

grandson-in-law of Shoshenq I – again possessed both major titles of CTS, A and 

OTSAG.199  

 Under these circumstances there is little to argue against, and much to argue for, 

the principal scribal titles of Nespaneferhor i having passed through Nesiaashefet to 

the latter’s highly connected grandnephew, Hor iii, and presumably in two stages (see 

Table G). First, Neseramun i could have received the office of CTS, A by marrying a 

daughter of Nesiaashefet (and his own first-cousin), who was presumably his known 

wife Tabaktenmut ii; the latter individual would, then, have been named after her 

grandmother Tabaktenmut i in a female version of papponymy. In the next generation, 

Hor iii could have completed the transfer of these two main scribal titles, again 

presumably through marriage, possibly with a granddaughter of Nesiaashefet, and 

whom I would dare to suggest was the mother of the lady Ankhesenese; Ankhesenese 

was herself probably a daughter of Hor iii.200 

 The only scribal titles that can definitively be assigned to DjedMutefankh i, son of 

Hor iii, are those of ‘scribe of the temple of Mut and scribe concerned with the estate 

of Amun, Mut, and Khons’; though once again the ‘ditto’ sign occurs beside his name 

on the statue of his grandson Neseramun iv, who did indeed hold the two major titles 

of CTS, A and OTSAG.201 In the meantime, these two scribal titles apparently passed 

first to Hor iii’s son, Neseramun ii, before next passing to the son of Ankhesenese and 

her husband Harkhebi i, Amenemonet iii, who also held the title of CIH.202 Referring 

to Table G, I would now suggest that the reason the principal scribal titles passed 

through the family of Ankhesenese to her son Amenemonet iii, presumably via his 

marriage to a daughter of Neseramun ii, was a quid pro quo arrangement within the 

family of Nespaneferhor i so as to compensate for the previous transfer of these titles 

to Hor iii.  
                                                           
199 See both Kitchen (1996:209-10); and Bierbrier (1975:70) for further details. 
200 Kitchen (1996:209-10). 
201 See Bierbrier (1975:71, 72). 
202 See both Kitchen (1996:210); and Bierbrier (1975:71) for details. 
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 This proposal is supported by the name of Amenemonet iii’s paternal grandfather, 

who was also named Amenemonet (ii). This name is rather rare for this period, with 

the only other so-named individual being Amenemonet i from the Nesipakashuti 

family. But I previously argued that Amenemonet i’s father, Nesipakashuti ii, had 

acquired his title of CI by marrying a daughter of Iufenamun i, the father of 

Nespaneferhor i, so that Amenemonet i could have acquired his name from the family 

of this lady, presumably his biological mother, thereby making it a particularly 

characteristic marker of the Neseramun family tree. Amenemonet iii’s generational 

contemporary, Hor v of the Neseramun family, only possess the ‘ditto’ sign on the 

inscription which credits his son Neseramun iv with all the main scribal titles of his 

great-grandfather Hor iii,203 so that it may therefore be assumed that Neseramun iv 

inherited these titles, not from his father Hor v, but from Amenemonet iii, again 

presumably by marrying one of the latter’s daughters. 

 It is now possible to return to discussing the three proposed new individuals, 

Iufenamun i (b), Nespaneferhor i (b), and Hor ii (b). The only known son of 

Neseramun iv is Hor vi, the previously mentioned husband of Taperet, and who 

inherited none of his father’s main scribal titles, titles which now disappear 

altogether.204 Incidentally, this is the exact same generation as Nebneteru iv, which, as 

discussed above, is also said to have witnessed the disappearance of the major title of 

CI. Furthermore, according to the conventional chronology, this is still about a 

century before the advent of the 25th Kushite Dynasty, and when one could well 

imagine the loss of these important titles through a change in political patronage. 

However, as previously calculated, Iufenamun i (b) would have been of the same 

generation as Hor vi, and can therefore potentially be identified as a son (if not son-in-

law) of Neseramun iv. The improbable coincidence that the names of this second 

triplet of father, son and grandson should match the three earlier generations that bear 

the same names makes it almost certain that Iufenamun i (b) was a member of the 

Neseramun family tree.  

 On current knowledge we cannot say that Iufenamun i (b) inherited the main 

scribal titles of CTS, A and OTSAG, since his son and grandson are only attested with 

lesser scribal titles of this family. However, since these lesser titles were conferred 

                                                           
203 Bierbrier (1975:72). 
204 Bierbrier (1975:72). 
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upon them at their induction into priestly offices, when they were presumably quite 

young (say in their thirties), they would have had a further generation each to acquire 

the main scribal titles from their respective fathers (or fathers-in-law). For example, 

Nespaneferhor i (b) could have acquired these major titles in Year 17 of Siamun (751 

AC in Table D), and shortly before his son received the minor titles. Hor ii (b) could 

then have been elevated into the major scribal offices a generation later (c. 730 AC) 

upon the death of Nespaneferhor i (b), and could potentially have maintained those 

titles until Piankhy’s conquest of Egypt in 716 AC, when this family presumably 

lacked the patronage of the new Kushite rulers and disappeared from view.  

 High Priests of Ptah at Memphis   I wish to conclude Chapter 4 by returning to 

the genealogy of Memphite priests depicted on the Berlin and Louvre stelae; and 

which I used in Chapter 4:1 to calculate the approximate dates for the period of prime 

political activity of HPM Shedsunefertem A (897-877 AC), who, as a contemporary 

of Shoshenq I, allowed me to fix the approximate regnal dates of this king. These 

stelae provide various synchronisms between the ancestors of Shedsunefertem A and 

Pharaohs Amenemnisu and Psusennes A (I), as depicted in Fig. 8.205  

 Kings Memphite Genealogy Alternate     
Arrangement 

    
 RAMESSES II (4 generations of HPM)  
   Ptah-em-akhet 
   Asha-khet A 
  (c. 100 year gap) Pipi A 
   Harsiese J 
   Pipi B 
2:1 --------------------------- Ptah-em-akhet Asha-khet B 
1:15 AMENEMNISU Asha-khet A Ankhefensekmet A 
1:14 Akheperre Setepena[mun] 

(Prenomen of PSUSENNES I) Pipi A Shedsunefertem A 

1:13 PSUSENNES Harsiese J  
1:12 PSUSENNES Pipi B  
1:11  Asha-khet B  
1:10  Ankhefensekmet A  
1:9  Shedsunefertem A  
    

Fig. 8 The Memphite Genealogy. 

 According to Table D, Shedsunefertem A was a near-contemporary of Psusennes 

A (I), who began his reign in 861 AC, and therefore just 16 years after 

Shedsunefertem’s period of prime political activity. The Berlin inscription does not 
                                                           
205 Columns 1-2 of Fig. 8 are adapted from Kitchen (1996:187-89). 
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rule out this finding, since no other Pharaoh is named between the last reference to 

Psusennes in line 1:12 and Shedsunefertem A in line 1:9. I would therefore propose 

that during copying there was a slippage of the HP(s)M relative to the appropriate 

contemporary Egyptian kings. Moreover, as required in the construction of Table D, 

this equation would mean that all of Shedsunefertem’s ancestors must now be evenly 

distributed prior to the reign of Psusennes A (I), and such that HPM Ptah-em-akhet’s 

period in office would have begun about the end of Ramesses II’s reign (1104-1037 

AC in Table L).206 

 One can now also discuss the HPM named ‘“Neterkheperre Meryptah who is 

called Piupiu,”’ and who, as depicted in a temple building at Memphis, ‘attends on’ 

Siamun. The chronological position of this individual, who has been identified with 

Pipi B, the great-grandfather of Shedsunefertem A, is seen as supporting the 

conventional chronology.207 However, there are two competing interpretations of this 

piece of evidence: first, that Pipi B was the current HPM at the time of his inclusion in 

this scene; and second, that the qualification ‘justified’ appearing alongside Piupiu’s 

name indicates that he was by then already dead.208 If the latter interpretation is 

correct, then, there is no way of telling when precisely Piupiu lived – one can venerate 

a long-dead pontiff as readily as a more recently deceased one – and no reason not to 

identify him with either Pipi B or indeed with Pipi A. However, of greater present 

interest is the identity of the other individual who appears on this lintel alongside the 

‘justified’ Piupiu, a certain ‘Ankhefenmut D, who was the son of Khamwese called 

Hatiay’.209 The name Khamwese is rather rare, with no entries cited by Bierbrier, and 

only two other entries in Kitchen, the first a son of Ramesses II, and the second a son 

of HPA Iuwelot.210 In addition, there is the well-known individual who was vizier to 

Ramesses IX.  

 I dated the start of Iuwelot’s period as HPA, in Chapter 4:3 and Table E, to 855 AC 
                                                           
206 As presently understood, there is the genealogical mismatch of a two-generation difference between 

the five generations of the 21st Dynasty kings and the corresponding seven generations of HP(s)M (see 

Bierbrier 1975:48 for discussion). This discrepancy disappears in terms of the presently proposed 

historical arrangement of HP(s)M. 
207 Kitchen (1996:189). 
208 For competing interpretations, see Kitchen (1996:189); and Schulman (1980:303-11 esp. 309), in 

agreement with Kees. 
209 Kitchen (1996:279). 
210 See appendices in Bierbrier (1975); and Kitchen (1996) respectively. 
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(= Year 5 of Takeloth I). If we assume that he was about 20 in this year, then, he 

would have been born c. 875 AC; a date consistent with the fact that he was still a 

youth in Year 10 of his father Osorkon I (865 AC).211 His son Khamwese could have 

been born c. 855 AC, and the eldest of Khamwese’s sons c. 835 AC. The difference 

between this date and the start of Siamun’s reign (768 AC in Table D) is 67 years, so 

that any such son of Khamwese could readily have held a high religious post at that 

time. This therefore makes identification between ‘Khamwese called Hatiay’ and the 

son of HPA Iuwelot chronologically perfectly feasible. But, then, why would a long-

deceased HPM, either Pipi A or B, have been honoured on the Memphis lintel by this 

Ankhefenmut D?  

 Kitchen has interpreted the inscription Cairo Cat. 741 to mean that HPM 

Shedsunefertem A married both a granddaughter of Mehtenweskhet A (and sister of 

Shoshenq I) named Mehtenweskhet B, and a princess named Tentsepeh B, who is 

judged to have been a daughter of Psusennes (II).212 However, the arguments cited to 

make this latter identification would seem to apply even better were Tentsepeh B a 

descendant of Tentsepeh A, the mother of Shoshenq I (see Table F (2)). First, the only 

clearly identifiable individuals in Cairo Cat 741, apart from Shedsunefertem A and his 

mother Tapeshenese, belong to the family of the Great Chiefs of Ma, i.e., the family 

of Shoshenq I. Second, were Tentsepeh B to have been a daughter of Shoshenq I, or, 

bearing in mind the chronological parameters just cited for Iuwelot, more likely a 

daughter of Osorkon I (see below), and married to Shedsunefertem A upon the 

accession of Osorkon as king, then we could have two successive instances of the 

feminine equivalent of papponymy: Tentsepeh B would have been named after her 

great-grandmother Tentsepeh A, the wife of Nimlot A; and, based on a minimum 

generation separation between the two marriages, Mehtenweskhet B would, most 

probably, have been a daughter of Shoshenq I – possibly married to Shedsunefertem 

upon Shoshenq becoming Pharaoh in 890 AC – and so would have been named after 

her like-named great-grandmother, the wife of Shoshenq A.  

 Furthermore, if Tentsepeh B were indeed a daughter of Osorkon I, then, one can be 

fairly confident that there would have been a reciprocal marriage arranged between, 

presumably, Osorkon I and a daughter of Shedsunefertem A; and this latter lady could 

                                                           
211 See Kitchen (1996:121). 
212 Kitchen (1996:111, §§ 90-91). 
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then have been the mother of HPA Iuwelot. It is surely no mere coincidence that 

Shedsunefertem was followed as HPM by a son and grandson, Shoshenq C and 

Osorkon A respectively, before king Osorkon II ended this lineal line of HP(s)M by 

installing his own son, Crown Prince Shoshenq D, in that office.213 I would explain 

this sudden reversal of policy after two generations by proposing that Shoshenq D’s 

mother, Karoma B, importantly a ‘Royal Daughter’,214 was also descended from the 

mother of Iuwelot, and so that Shoshenq D could also have been a direct descendent 

of Shedsunefertem A. The inclusion of Piupiu on the Memphis lintel is then readily 

explained in terms of Ankhefenmut D, as a proposed grandson of Iuwelot, paying 

homage to his forebear, either HPM Pipi A or Pipi B.215 

 There will, no doubt, be other texts which scholars could point to in support of the 

conventional chronology.216 And, certainly, all such material must be weighed in the 

balance to decide between competing TIP chronologies. However, one should also be 

alert to the risk of succumbing too readily to preconceptions, rather than allowing the 

evidence to speak unhindered. I would therefore ask the reader to take whatever 

further material they may have in support of the conventional chronology, and in 

particular relating to the standard TIP arrangement of dynasties, and to test it against 

Chronology A-E. In the event that the conventional chronology is more or less 

correct, then, such material should make absolutely no sense in terms of Chronology 

A-E. Conversely, if Chronology A-E is essentially correct, then, all such evidence 

should present the distinct possibility of bearing rich historical rewards. 

                                                           
213 Kitchen (1996:192-93). 
214 Kitchen (1996:322). 
215 If it were to be demonstrated that HPM Piupiu was an actual contemporary of Siamun, then clearly 

he would have to be disassociated from either Pipi A or B. However, such a finding would not be 

incompatible with Table D. The penultimate known HPM from this period is Harsiese H, who is 

attested in office in Year 2 of Pimay, and who was followed in that post by his son Ankhefensekhmet B 

(Kitchen 1996:194). Since Year 2 of Pimay in Table D corresponds to 758 AC, and Siamun reigned 

until 749 AC, there is theoretically no reason why Piupiu could not have been pontiff towards the end 

of Siamun’s reign, and after a short period in office by Ankhefensekhmet B. However, this alternate 

scenario would constitute a less rich interpretation of the available evidence. 
216 For example, Kitchen (1996:560) sees Cairo JE 45569 as supporting the currently understood 

contemporaneity between Siamun and HPM Shedsunefertem A; cf. Schulman (1980:307-11 esp. 309). 
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Conclusion. 

I have attempted in Chapter 4 to answer the principal criticisms presented by Kitchen 

(and others) to an ultra-low LBA Egyptian chronology. And, in so doing, I have 

applied what I see as the most relevant aspects of Kuhn’s fivefold criteria (particularly 

accuracy and consistency) in constructing my alternate TIP chronology. The accuracy 

and precision detailed in Tables D and E also provides a far greater degree of internal 

consistency than the conventional chronology in terms of the arrangement of the 20th-

25th Dynasties: compare, for example, the historical narrative argued above with the 

current debate and uncertainty over how precisely the 22nd Dynasty overlaps the 21st 

Dynasty, or how the 25th Dynasty overlaps the 22nd Dynasty.  

 Moreover, Kitchen has also argued that the unbroken series of HP(s)A in Thebes, 

together with the genealogies of other noble families, allow for no significant 

shortening of the conventional chronology, and that to deny this evidence and argue 

for genealogical gaps is no better than a ‘baseless illusion’.217 However, Kuhn 

encourages one to seek out just this type of strong reaction because, he argues, if one 

can find an alternate interpretation which can eliminate such imputed implausibility or 

absurdity, then: ‘the meaning of portions of the text previously thought to be 

understood may change, for those conceptual changes whose initial, local effect was 

to make implausible loci plausible propagate throughout the text’.218 This maxim is 

handsomely borne out in the presently argued alternate chronology for the Egyptian 

TIP, for what is currently seen as possibly the principal objection against overlapping 

the 21st and 22nd Dynasties, namely, this genealogical data, actually provides the 

basis upon which to argue for just such an overlap; as well as, I would argue, the 

evidence for unravelling the true chronology for this whole period.  

 The chronological precision attributed to the Egyptian monarchs and HP(s)A, as 

depicted in Tables D and E, allows for only one coherent solution: change the 

proposed synchronism between Shoshenq I and Smendes I (as detailed in Chapter 

4:1), or between Pedubast I and Takeloth II (as detailed in Chapter 4:2), and the 

historical coherence and chronological precision underlying the presently proposed 

TIP chronology disappears. Furthermore, the TIP chronology developed above 

allowed me: to propose identifying Shoshenq VI (formerly IV) of the 23rd Dynasty 
                                                           
217 Kitchen (1991b:236-37). 
218 See Hoyningen-Huene (1993:21). 
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with the recently identified Shoshenq IV of the 22nd Dynasty; to explain the one-off 

royal tomb at Leontopolis as having been built by Takeloth II during a period of 

division within the 22nd Dynasty; to provide a precise genealogy for Psusennes A (I) 

which affirms his Ramesside origins; to suggest the historical circumstances which 

gave rise to the split between the 22nd and 23rd Dynasties, and which I argue lay in 

the competition for power between Takeloth I and Shoshenq II upon the death of their 

father Osorkon I; to provide an improved harmonisation of Manetho’s figures for the 

Pharaohs of the Late Bronze and Early Iron Age dynasties; to argue that Pharaoh ‘So’ 

in 2 Kgs 17:4 should be identified with Manetho’s (So)usennēs (Σουσέννης); and to 

provide various other chronologically precise interpretations of the historical data. 

 In assessing the historical truth of the alternate TIP chronology argued in Chapter 

4, as previously with the wider ramifications of Chronology A-E in Chapters 2 and 3, 

I again ask myself (and the reader) how it could be possible – assuming, of course, 

that the conventional chronology and arrangement of the TIP dynasties is more or less 

correct – to so radically rearrange the Egyptian 21st-25th Dynasties as presented 

above, and for the result to be anything other than a nonsensical jumble of historically 

contradictory and isolated comments? I do not believe that this profound 

rearrangement of Egyptian chronology, along with the historical consequences 

flowing from it, can be simply explained away as clever artifice. The chronological 

accuracy and precision detailed in Chronology A-E creates far too complex and 

integrated an historical narrative for it to be the product of mere ad hoc adjustments. 

Indeed, were that not to be the case, then, any knowledgeable reader should be able to 

easily pinpoint either the use of significant errors of fact, or else a lack of rational 

argument, in its composition.  

 If the reader doubts this assessment, then, I would pose the following challenge. 

Rather than lowering Memphite dates by 200 years in the manner proposed above, 

instead imagine undertaking the exact same adjustment but this time simply reversing 

the two core hypotheses of Chronology A-E, that is, to now lower Assyrian 

chronology by 115 years rather than 85 years, and Egyptian chronology by a further 

85 years rather than 115 years. If the conventional chronology is correct, then, both 

these options will be necessarily equally erroneous, and so that this alternate 

chronological adjustment should be able to produce more or less the same level of 

historical accuracy, precision, testability and historical coherence that I argue to have 

achieved in Chapters 2-4.  



Chapter 5  SCIENTIFIC DATING 

Introduction 

The third, and to some minds the most compelling, argument against any significant 

lowering of LBA chronology is founded upon science-based absolute dating 

techniques which, over the past twenty or so years in particular, are generally seen as 

providing a wealth of evidence to rule out any such downward chronological revision. 

Yet, based upon what I have written in Chapters 2-4, and the additional material 

presented in Appendices 1 and 2, I am strongly of the belief that Egyptian (Memphite) 

chronology must be lowered by 200 years in order to match historical actuality. This 

apparent impasse has presented me with a significant dilemma, as I have great belief 

in the efficacy of science in establishing objective, testable truths. On the one hand, I 

am faced with the improbability that this scientific dating process, with all its internal 

checks and balances, could have inadvertently introduced a major error into its 

methodology, and/or logical reasoning, such that it has resulted in a profoundly 

erroneous chronology for the LBA. On the other hand, I have my own very deeply 

held belief that it is highly improbable, should the conventional chronology be 

essentially correct, that I could have rearranged the relative chronologies of Egypt and 

Mesopotamia as described above, and for the result to be anything other than literally 

‘non-sense’. Yet, rather than nonsense having emerged from this alternate 

chronological model, I maintain that the exercise has in fact resulted in a far richer, 

more coherent and testable historical narrative than that which currently pertains. 

I therefore now wish to discuss (in Chapter 5:1) the three most relevant scientific 

dating techniques employed in history and archaeology, namely, dendrochronology, 

radiocarbon dating and ice-core analysis, so as to gauge the reliability of these 

science-based techniques. The following investigation is not meant to be exhaustive 

but, rather, simply to introduce the non-specialist to the principal relevant issues. 

Anything beyond this limited objective would not be possible within the format of the 

present thesis. 

In addition, scientific dating is currently embroiled in two highly contentious 

topics in Ancient Near Eastern history and archaeology. The first debate concerns the 

date of the cataclysmic volcanic eruption on the ancient island of Thera (modern 

Santorini), an event that resulted in the entombment of the LBA town of Akrotiri 
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under metres of ash. This eruption is dated according to historical-archaeological 

evidence to between c. 1550 and 1480 BC, while scientific dating places the eruption 

about a century earlier c. 1650-1630 BC. The second debate concerns the chronology 

of Palestine during the Iron Age I period, and in particular the transition date to Iron 

Age IIA, upon which, in large measure, the historicity or otherwise of the United 

Kingdom under David and Solomon is thought to depend. If science based techniques, 

and particularly radiocarbon dating, cannot provide a coherent solution to these two 

widely discussed topics, then, there should be considerable reason to maintain a level 

of scepticism about the current chronological conclusions of such techniques. I will 

discuss both these topics in Chapter 5:2. 

5:1 Scientific Dating Techniques 

5:1.1 Dendrochronology 

Theoretical Principles At the heart of the science-based dating revolution in 

archaeology lies the discipline of dendrochronology, or tree-ring dating. The basic 

principles of this technique are simple to understand.1 The growth of a tree is heavily 

influenced by the environmental conditions it experiences during the growing season: 

in good years, with, for example, sufficient warmth and moisture, there will be 

healthy growth, which is expressed in a relatively thick tree-ring for that year; when 

the conditions are adverse, for example, during years of drought or damaging frost, 

the growth will be poor, which is expressed in a relatively thin annual tree-ring. The 

resulting pattern of tree-rings of different thicknesses over the life of a tree provides a 

theoretically unique record (or fingerprint). Starting with a tree felled in the present, 

and therefore where the last tree-ring can be given an absolute date, 

dendrochronologists can begin to build up a master chronology by finding a slightly 

older tree in which its outer (older) ring pattern overlaps and matches the inner 

(younger) ring pattern of our modern felled tree. By repeating this process of cross-

matching one can extend a given tree-ring sequence far back in time. The only 

limiting factor to this procedure is the availability of ancient wood samples, which, by 

necessity, come either from timbers deliberately utilised in building structures (e.g., 

dwellings, bridges, walkways, and so forth), or from trees accidentally preserved due 
                                                           
1 See Baillie (1995) for an introduction to dendrochronology, and from which the following general 

comments have been taken. 
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to conducive environmental conditions, for example, trees submerged in peat bogs, 

river gravels, or otherwise experiencing similar preservative conditions.  

However, the practical utilisation of dendrochronology is a less certain exercise 

than its theoretical underpinnings. First, there is the limited availability of suitable 

tree-ring samples. In particular, it is generally only possible to satisfactorily cross-date 

trees of the same species; also, the need for an overlap of preferably 100 or more 

years between two tree-ring samples for the cross-matching to be considered truly 

reliable means that only long-lived species are appropriate.2 This has meant that in 

Europe the construction of master chronologies has been restricted to the oak tree and, 

more recently, to certain species of conifer. At present there are three generally cited 

long chronologies for Europe: one constructed by a team from Belfast using Irish 

oaks, and two German oak chronologies, one utilising trees from southern Germany 

and the other from northern Germany; all three chronologies now provide continuous 

tree-ring records which date back to well beyond 5000 BC.3  

Second, there is the whole process of cross-matching to consider. While each tree 

has its own fingerprint, the master chronology for a particular site is built up of many 

overlapping tree-ring patterns. This process provides an aggregate pattern for that site 

which smoothes out the ‘noise’ (or variability) found in individual samples. However, 

there is no consensus between dendrochronologists as to an agreed correlation value 

capable of establishing a secure link between two tree-ring patterns. According to 

Baillie: while ‘extensive use is made of cross-correlation computer programs which 

calculate some sort of correlation coefficient on the high-frequency (year-to-year) 

component of the ring patterns’, the resultant correlation coefficients (e.g., t-values) 

only act as a ‘guide’; and he goes on to write: ‘Matches between ring patterns, 

whether between individual trees or between master chronologies, are not perfect 

100% matches. The practised dendrochronologist is looking for matches which he/she 

is willing to accept, based on experience, as correct matches between long ring 

patterns.’4  

The use of one particular cross-correlation computer program (by the Belfast team 

of Baillie et al.) has been criticised for not taking account of autocorrelation in tree-

ring samples (i.e., the fact that tree-ring measurements are serially correlated and 
                                                           
2 Baillie (1995:52) points to difficulties arising from using 80 or less years of overlap. 
3 See Baillie (1995:18) for details. 
4 Baillie (1995:20-21). 

 259



therefore not statistically independent).5 In one cross-matching exercise, failure to 

account for this tree-ring feature led to 113 statistically significant cross-match dates 

between a given tree-ring sequence and the master chronology, despite the fact that 

clearly only one date could have been correct, and where less that one likely date 

should have occurred by chance alone.6 

While the higher the correlation coefficient value between two tree-ring patterns 

the more likely the match is to be correct, nonetheless, a possibility must always 

remain that an erroneous match may have been inadvertently introduced into any 

given master chronology. To guard against this latter possibility, dendrochronologists 

ideally prefer to construct their master chronologies using wood samples from 

localised sites where, because the climate and other environmental conditions are 

more likely to be broadly similar, the probability of achieving a correct match is 

higher. This type of cross-matching is called ‘primary replication’; as compared with 

‘secondary replication’, which involves matching ring patterns between independent 

site chronologies; and with ‘tertiary replication’, which involves matching master 

chronologies assembled by independent teams of dendrochronologists.7  

Meanwhile, there is still no continuous tree-ring master chronology for one of the 

areas of greatest interest to LBA-EIA historians, namely, the Near East and 

surrounding areas. Although work is already well advanced on a master chronology 

for Anatolia, this sequence is currently broken at AD 362. Prior to this date there are 

only floating tree-ring sections, albeit that these sections can be given approximate 

dates based on the current international radiocarbon calibration curve (see Chapter 

5:1.2).8 Moreover, an Anatolian master chronology, even when complete, may not 

suffice for dating cedar trees grown in Lebanon – thought to be the source of most 

wooden samples from LBA Egypt and Syria-Canaan – due to the wide micro-climatic 

variability between Anatolia and Lebanon.9 

Methodological Difficulties By 1980 the Belfast team had built up three 

continuous site chronologies based on Irish bog oaks: the ‘Belfast’ AD sequence, 

which provides dates from the present back to 13 BC; the so-called ‘Long 
                                                           
5 Yamaguchi (1986:51). 
6 Yamaguchi (1986:49). 
7 See Baillie (1995:28). 
8 Kuniholm (1996). View http://www.arts.cornell.edu/dendro for updates. 
9 Cichocki (2000:63-65). 
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Chronology’, with dates from about 1000 to 4000 BC; and an intervening sequence of 

719 years called the Garry Bog 2 (GB2) chronology. The approximate dates provided 

for the latter two floating site chronologies were suggested by radiocarbon dating the 

respective tree-ring samples; this process, in turn, was based on the Suess radiocarbon 

calibration curve already established using the North American bristlecone pine 

dendrochronology sequence.10 The absence of tree-ring samples to cover the 

persistent, and particularly troubling, 10th century BC gap between the Long 

Chronology and GB2 was interpreted to mean one of two possibilities, either the two 

chronologies either side of this gap overlapped slightly, but not sufficient to register a 

match, or else they were situated end-to-end with an unspecified gap in between.11 

Then, by a stroke of good fortune, the discovery of bog oaks in the north of England 

at Swan Carr happened to provide a site master chronology that overlapped the Irish 

10th century BC gap. In fact, acceptable correlation coefficients between the Swan 

Carr sequence and both the Long Chronology and GB2 chronology suggested that the 

GB2 master chronology began in 947 BC, just two years after the Long Chronology 

ended.12 Subsequently, the first century BC Irish gap was initially resolved in a series 

of secondary replications with various English site chronologies, and which bridged 

the gap between the end of GB2 and the Belfast AD chronology.13 However, this 

tentative link, which placed the end of the GB2 chronology in 229 BC, required 

further corroboration.  

It was at this point that the Belfast and German teams compared their master 

chronologies, which were fortuitously both reaching completion about 1982. In the 

words of Baillie:  

In the spring of 1982 it was agreed with both Bernd Becker and Burghart 

Schmidt that the time was right for a mutual exchange of data in an attempt to 

confirm the Irish and German chronologies. As a first step, chronologies for the 

second millennium were exchanged. What follows is a necessary simplification 

of a complex series of matching and cross-correlation exercises. In reality each 

laboratory had many chronologies and sub-chronologies and a great deal of time 

                                                           
10 See Suess (1970) for details. 
11 Baillie (1995:33). 
12 Baillie (1995:35). 
13 Baillie (1995:35-36). 
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was involved in making comparisons and looking for consistent replications. 

However, the essence of the exercise was that almost immediately Schmidt was 

able to demonstrate a long section of consistent cross-dating between one of his 

north German chronologies and the Irish chronology. This agreement was 

sufficiently good to imply that our [i.e., Irish] whole 5061-year chronology 

ended in 158 BC.14  

This latter finding of a 158 BC end-date for the extended Irish Long Chronology 

(which now included the GB2 sequence) was unfortunately in conflict with the earlier 

tentative finding that the GB2 chronology ended in 229 BC.  In an attempt to resolve 

this conflict the Belfast team examined the basis for the German master chronology, 

and found that it had relied upon a secondary replication with another German site 

chronology (Hollstein’s) used to bridge a local German gap around 550 BC. The 

outcome of this investigation was that Hollstein’s results were found wanting, and so 

that all researchers concerned accepted that the German long chronology should be 

broken at 500 BC, and the older section moved back in time by 71 years, thereby 

conforming with the tentative 229 BC date for the GB2 sequence.15 Subsequently, the 

construction of another independent German chronology running from AD 928 to 

4163 BC provided the opportunity for tertiary replication with the Irish chronology, 

the results ‘proving’ that both were precisely synchronised with each other.16 

Notwithstanding this finding, what is one supposed to make of the fact that the 

German teams had been able to successfully construct an independent master 

chronology that was only deemed to be erroneous when it came into conflict with the 

findings of another independent research team? And presumably the German teams 

had arrived at their findings – referring to both their own master chronologies and the 

initial tertiary cross-match synchronism with the Irish master chronology – by using 

essentially the same methodology as the Belfast team, and after achieving statistically 

significant cross-match results.17 I acknowledge that subsequent measurements, based 

on various other tertiary replications between the Irish and German long chronologies, 

is now accepted by all as demonstrating the historical accuracy of both current 

                                                           
14 Baillie (1995:37). 
15 Baillie (1995:39). 
16 Baillie (1995:40). 
17 See Becker (1983:201) for details.  
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sequences. And, indeed, this consensus would seem to demonstrate the inbuilt rigor of 

the ‘replication’ methodology. Moreover, it is difficult to imagine how such 

apparently independent chronologies as presently exist could produce acceptable 

correlation coefficients across a wide historical period without the two sequences 

being perfectly synchronised in absolute time.18 And yet, the multiple links required 

to construct these long chronologies must leave open a finite possibility that one or 

more errors may have been committed in constructing these regional master 

chronologies.  

What is more, the Irish and German master chronologies cannot be described as 

truly independent. First, the very fact that two such chronologies can be cross-

matched demonstrates that the tree-ring patterns in both regions are related in very 

similar ways to a common western-European climate; this cross-regional 

comparability is, after all, the very basis of dendrochronology. Therefore, should an 

error have been made in say the Irish long chronology by incorrectly cross-matching 

two site chronologies, then, it should not appear overly improbable that similar tree-

ring patterns in contemporary German site chronologies could potentially have led to 

the exact same error being made in the German master chronology.  Second, both the 

Irish and German teams used the same North American bristlecone pine calibration 

curve to suggest the approximate dates for their own floating site chronologies prior to 

establishing their precise position within each respective long chronology.19 Now, 

while this use of radiocarbon dating should only have served as an aid in placing the 

floating chronologies in their true historical order, it must surely also have created 

certain subtle expectations as to absolute dates as well. Therefore, as a result, both the 

Irish and German teams may have been looking in the same approximate time-period 

for potential cross-matches via secondary replication.  

Relevant to this aspect of chronological expectation is the so-called 

‘dendrochronologist’s dilemma’. To explain this concept, let us imagine that no logs 

had survived from the troubling 10th century BC ‘Irish gap’ (above). This hiatus 

would therefore mean that the true cross-match could never be achieved. However, 

dendrochronologists would still be able to generate cross-matches of varying 

statistical significance between any two tree-ring sequences (as seen above with the 

                                                           
18 See Baillie (1995:40) for correlation t-value details. 
19 See Baillie (1995:35, 39). 
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false German-Irish cross-match), thereby presenting the danger that one of these 

‘false’ cross-matches might have been inadvertently accepted in the absence of logs 

containing the true cross-match: this is the ‘dendrochronologist’s dilemma’.20 

The North American bristlecone pine master chronology has the potential to avoid 

the cross-matching pitfalls of the European oak chronologies, at least for the historical 

period presently under discussion, since currently living specimens of this amazing 

species are known to be over 4000 years old.21 Under ideal conditions, there would 

therefore be no need for cross-matches subsequent to c. 2000 BC. However, in 

practice, cross-matches are again an integral aspect of building the bristlecone pine 

master sequence during the last 4000 years, since not all sections of any given tree-

ring pattern are suitable for dendrochronological purposes. Up to 5% of annual rings 

may be missing (or undetectable) from any single radial core, though this percentage 

can be reduced by half when multiple cores from the same tree are examined.22 

Moreover, the individual correlation coefficients achieved by dendrochronologists fall 

well short of certainty; albeit that cumulative results increase very significantly the 

probability of a correct overall cross-match.23 Therefore, once again, a certain caution 

is required when relying upon the North American master chronology. 

However, even high correlation coefficient values do not guarantee that a correct 

cross-match has been achieved. Take, for example, one particular cross-matching 

exercise carried out on 26 pieces of wood that formed an ancient gateway at the 

Anatolian site of Tille Hoyuk. These various wood samples, almost all of which had 

less than 80 rings, were combined into a continuous 218-year sequence. This 

sequence was then compared with the Anatolian master chronology using two 

statistical tests, expressed as ‘correlation’ and ‘trend’ coefficients.  The date of the 

final ring of the sequence was found to correspond to three separate dates, 1258, 1140 

and 981 BC, all with a very high degree of confidence: indeed, the figures for the 981 

BC date were correlation 99.99995% and trend 99.5%; and for the 1140 BC date, 

correlation 99.9995% and trend 99.99999%. That a 218-year sequence – irrespective 

of the fact that its constituent parts had less than the standard 100+ rings – could 

produce multiple solutions with such high statistical significance should be a cause of 
                                                           
20 See Baillie (1995:39). 
21 See Ferguson (1969). 
22 Ferguson (1969:6). 
23 See, e.g., Baillie (1995:34-36), Figs. 2.1 and 2.2. 
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great concern for both dendrochronologists and for those who rely upon their 

findings.24 And this critical attitude is doubly important because even a single error in 

any chain of cross-matching links will result in an indeterminate chronological error 

appearing in the corresponding master chronology.  

Practical Applications In addition to any doubts raised about the theoretical 

and methodological underpinnings of dendrochronology, its practical application in 

dating archaeological sites is also problematic. Even allowing that a master 

chronology is historically accurate, and that the cross-match between a sample of 

wood and this master chronology is precise, this will still only establish the year 

during which the last preserved tree-ring was growing, which, in turn, can only 

provide a terminus post quem for the phase of the site where the sample was found. 

However, in practice, there are various reasons why the wood comprising this tree-

ring sequence may have been growing many decades or even centuries prior to its 

deposition in a particular archaeological context. This major source of 

dendrochronological error is what is called the ‘old wood effect’, and which can arise 

in two principal ways.  

First, there is the reuse of old wood where, for example, a structural beam or 

wooden panel is salvaged from a previous building phase and reused. Alternately, 

wood may have survived in the natural environment for some time before its cultural 

use: a joist incorporated into a currently occupied Turkish residence was found to be 

6200 years old; apparently this timber was salvaged from a nearby bog in the more 

recent past.25  

Second, there is the practice of splitting large, old trees for use in construction 

work.  As a first step the tree trunk is split into thick wedge-shaped sections, which 

are, in turn, split along radii to produce posts. To the dendrochronologist, a post made 

of wood from the inner rings of such an old tree can produce dates up to two-three 

centuries older than a post made from the outer rings; of course, samples that retain 

the bark layer eliminate this problem. Therefore, even when one is dealing with a 

single-phase building, the calculated age of construction can vary enormously 

depending upon the vagaries of archaeological preservation. And this situation is 

exacerbated when all that survives of such wooden structures are small fragments of 

                                                           
24 See Keenan (2002:232). 
25 See http://www.arts.cornell.edu/dendro 2001 news. 
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charcoal. If these fragments happen to have come from the cores of long-lived trees, 

then, they can give radiocarbon dates many centuries older than the year when the tree 

was felled and incorporated into a building.26  

To avoid this double problem, most archaeologists now prefer to use short-lived, 

or even annual, species of plants for radiocarbon dating, at least for those periods and 

geographic regions where an alternate historical chronology already exists. An error 

of even two centuries in calculating the age of a Neolithic settlement may not be such 

a major problem. However, even an error of 25 years in establishing the date of a 

particular occupation stratum in the LBA or EIA Near East can cause utter confusion 

in trying to arrive at a proper historical interpretation of the associated archaeological 

evidence. 

5:1.2 Radiocarbon Dating 

Calibration Curves This now brings us to radiocarbon dating, a technique based on 

the fact that the Carbon-14 (14C) isotope is radioactive. Once 14C is created in the 

upper atmosphere – a process dependent upon the level of solar radiation reaching the 

ionosphere – it decays at a fixed rate called its half-life, that is, the period required for 

a given mass of this isotope to be reduced in half (approximately 5730 years). Living 

organisms absorb 14C into their tissue at the same percentage that it exists in the 

surrounding atmosphere, a percentage which is expressed as a ratio of the stable 

carbon-12 isotope value. Once the organism dies, the process of 14C absorption stops. 

Therefore, knowing the current percentage of 14C in the atmosphere, and the amount 

by which that percentage has been reduced in the carbon sample under investigation, 

it is a simple matter to calculate the sample’s radiocarbon age, that is, the date at 

which the sample would have had its full complement of 14C relative to 12C.  

However, there are numerous complications in converting a theoretical 

radiocarbon age to a calibrated (or historical) age. Most of these complications are 

quite technical and need not be elaborated upon here, however, they include such 

issues as: ‘13C normalization’, which concerns the different assimilation rate of the 

even rarer form of stable 13C relative to 14C depending upon the type of plant material 

concerned; ‘contamination’, where 14C can enter organic samples subsequent to their 

death, thereby giving an artificially high 14C value, and the consequent appearance of 

                                                           
26 See Baillie (1995:61-64) for discussion. 
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the sample appearing older than its actual historical age; and the so-called ‘reservoir 

effect’, where only the surface layer of large bodies of water, such as lakes, seas and 

oceans is in equilibrium with the atmospheric 14C/12C ratio, the lower layers being 

progressively more 14C-deficient.27 Interestingly, with regard to the latter effect, one 

recent study has suggested that plants growing downwind from the Mediterranean 

until about the start of the Christian era were absorbing ‘old’ (14C-deficient) carbon as 

a result of degassing of marine deep-water, particularly from the eastern 

Mediterranean. If correct, this could mean that affected plants growing at that time 

would present an artificially old radiocarbon age, thereby making their use in the 

construction of an absolute chronology for the region potentially problematic.28  

Notwithstanding these complications, the crucial end-point in all discussions 

regarding the use of radiocarbon dating for historical/archaeological purposes is the 

accuracy of the calibration curve required to convert radiocarbon dates into historical 

(calibrated) dates. The need for calibration curves is due to the fact that the percentage 

of 14C in the atmosphere has not been a constant over time but, rather, has varied 

significantly during past ages. The only way to accurately establish what the value 

was at any particular historical date is through dendrochronology where, knowing the 

precise year of a particular growth-ring, one can measure the residual 14C in that ring, 

and thereby calculate the value that would have existed in the surrounding atmosphere 

at the time the tree-ring was being formed.  

However, the construction of calibration curves is a highly complex process which 

relies heavily on statistics in order to make sense of the physical data. Moreover, 

potential sources of difference between calibration curves based on different master 

chronologies include issues such as: whether the radiocarbon measurements were 

based on ten (decadal) or twenty (bi-decadal) annual rings; the influence of the 

eleven-year sunspot cycle, which directly affects the rate of 14C production; the 

interaction of this cycle with the use of decadal versus bi-decadal measurements; and 

finally, both seasonal and geographic variability in biosphere 14C levels. At present, 

various calibration curves have been developed using the Irish and German oak 

master chronologies, as well as the North American bristlecone pine master 

                                                           
27 See Olsson (1987) for details. 
28 See Keenan (2002). 
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chronology.29 However, the current standard international calibration curve 

(INTCAL98) utilises only the Irish oak and German oak master chronologies.30 

Radiocarbon Offsets This now brings us back to the key question of whether 

the three best known master chronologies (Irish, German and North American) might 

not have been incorrectly constructed. Let us first admit that this would appear 

statistically improbable (but surely not impossible), due to the various levels of 

replication within and between the Irish and German chronologies, combined with the 

overall compatibility between these two European oak chronologies and the North 

American bristlecone pine chronology.31 However, there are still a number of issues 

that remain a cause of concern.  

Firstly, an interesting feature of the current radiocarbon curves is that the first 

noticeable deviation of the un-calibrated 14C ages of German oaks from the 

corresponding dendrochronology dates begins c. 1000-1200 BC, and so that by 

between dendro 1550 and 1700 BC the 14C ages are too young by about 100-150 

years; this deviation is also very similar to that found in the bristlecone pine data for 

the same period.32 Subsequent to these findings, the German tree-ring sequence for 

the period preceding 500 BC was moved back in time by 71 years to conform to the 

Irish master chronology (see above), and so that this 14C deviation would now amount 

to about 170-220 years. Second, an ‘offset’ of about 30 years exists between 

contemporaneous Irish and German dendro 14C dates between 2495 and 145 BC, with 

the Irish dates younger than the German. Similarly, a consistent offset of 41 +9.2 

years exists between Irish oak and North American bristlecone pine for the period 

500-320 BC, again with the Irish dates being the younger.33  

And third, the 1599-year Anatolian floating chronology (c. 23rd-6th centuries 

BC), when dated according to the INTCAL calibration curve, and compared to the 

German oak master chronology, shows a significant 14C offset during the 9th-8th 

centuries BC. Both the ‘Gordion Old’ section (17th-16th centuries BC) and the 

‘Gordion Young’ section (12th-8th centuries BC) of this Anatolian floating 

chronology witnessed a marked discrepancy of up to 20 calendar years, despite the 
                                                           
29 See Manning (1999:232-43) for discussion. 
30 See Wiener (2003:380-87) for discussion. 
31 See Baillie and Munro (1988:346). 
32 Becker (1983:199-200). 
33 McCormac et al. (1995:400, 401). 
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fact that two tree-ring chronologies (if correctly dated) should produce consonant 

results. This finding prompted a rather technical interpretation of the evidence relating 

to time-dependent regional variations in 14C levels in the Northern Hemisphere;34 a 

reassessment which resulted in the Anatolian floating chronology being raised by 22 

+4/-7 years compared to the previous best-fit dates. However, this adjustment was 

only able to employ the ‘Gordion Old’ data set, and had to avoid the troubling 

‘Gordion Young’ offset issue.35  

Moreover, in order to alleviate such chronological variations between different 

dendro-sequences, Baillie wrote the following in relation to high-precision 

radiocarbon wiggle-matching: 

In principle it would still seem best if wiggle matches were performed in 

laboratories which carried out the original calibration measurements. 

Unfortunately, even under this condition, one wiggle-match exercise, carried out 

in Belfast, with timbers from the Late Bronze Age site of Flag Fen, produced 

wiggle-match dates two centuries from the date eventually specified by tree-ring 

dating – despite this wiggle-match dating having been performed on the same 

radiocarbon set-up as the calibration measurements. In this particular case there 

may be grounds for asking if the true calibration relationship is represented by 

the existing calibration curves, for the period around 1200-1000 BC.36   

What to make of these chronological anomalies is another matter, and one which 

must be left to the relevant experts to fully explain. However, it is worth noting that 

some of these anomalies appear at precisely the point where the greatest controversy 

currently exists between radiocarbon-derived dates and the historical chronology, 

namely the LBA-EIA transition period (c. 1400-1000 BC). For example, as discussed 

above, this was the period (i.e., c. 950 BC) when the Irish master chronology had to 

initially rely upon the Swan Carr evidence from England to establish the absolute date 

of the previously floating Irish ‘Long Chronology’; a finding which, in turn, caused 

difficulties with the then prevailing German master chronology. Also, the German oak 

master chronology initially relied on secondary (or tertiary?) replication with the 

                                                           
34 Manning et al. (2001:2533). Also see Kromer et al. (2001) for further details. 
35 Manning et al. (2001:2534). 
36 Baillie (1995:72). 
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Hohenheim dendrochronology series to cross the gap between the Middle and Late 

Bronze Ages (c. 1600-1400 BC); and the integrity of this latter cross-

match/replication was questioned in light of the above (100-150 year) 14C-dendro 

offset, though then accepted as correct since it mirrored the bristlecone pine data.37 

Furthermore, as noted above, the German and North American dendro absolute dates, 

versus the corresponding radiocarbon dates, begin to deviate from each other c. 1200-

1000 BC. And, regarding the Flag Fen timbers, Baillie also found difficulty with the, 

then current, calibration curve for the period 1200-1000 BC.  

Meanwhile, the 30-year offset between the Irish and German calibration curves 

begins at c. 145 BC, which just happens to be contemporary with the original gap 

between the Belfast AD long chronology and the Garry Bog 2 sequence (c. 229-13 

BC); also, the Irish dates are younger than the German dates during the two-millennia 

preceding c. 145 BC. Compare this situation with the fact that it was the German 

sequence which was broken at 500 BC, with the older section moved back in time by 

71 years. While regional variation in 14C levels is a much debated, and complex, 

topic,38 might it not just be possible that some of these dating offsets are caused by 

incorrectly synchronised dendro master chronologies? Interestingly, based on the 

above figures, the approximately 170-220 year dendro-radiocarbon deviation at c. 

1550-1700 BC would essentially disappear were all LBA dates (i.e., pre-1200 BC) 

lowered by 200 years, as required by Chronology A-E. 

Inter-laboratory Variability Finally, there is also the equally important 

question of how well do laboratories measure the radiocarbon ages of archaeological 

samples. Research carried out in 1990 provided carbon material to numerous 

laboratories in order to test the degree of consistency of their results; the scientists 

being unaware of the true dendro ages of the samples. The conclusions reached were 

not complimentary: 

Although the results returned by the laboratories all overlapped in the age range 

4800-5200 BP, there was clear evidence of considerable inter-laboratory 

variability. In instances, differences in the measured age of individual samples 

ranged from 310 to 730 years. The overall pattern of results also showed that a 

significant number of laboratories were systematically biased by up to 200 years 
                                                           
37 Becker (1983:201). 
38 Wiener (2003:384-86). 
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relative to the ‘known’, i.e., consensus, mean age value. There was also a strong 

indication that in many instances the quoted confidence limits did not 

adequately describe the true extent of analytical variability.39 

Admittedly, subsequent research has found that there is now a higher level of 

consistency between laboratories.40 However, as will be seen in Chapter 5:2.1, this 

has not helped to clarify the debate over the Tel Dor and Tel Rehov 14C dates for the 

early Iron Age in Palestine. Moreover, inter-laboratory consistency and precision is 

not necessarily the same as historical accuracy.  

5:1.3 Ice-Core Analysis 

This dating technique utilises the annual fall of snow in polar regions, which, over 

decades and centuries, is compacted into annual ice laminations. And, under ideal 

conditions, these laminations can be dated, just like tree-rings, to precise absolute 

historical years. However, in practice, absolute precision is not possible because 

sometimes the annual laminations covering a number of years may melt to form a 

single lamination, or else the annual snow fall in a particular location may have been 

too little to register as a separate lamination.41 Nonetheless, in conjunction with 

radiocarbon dating and dendrochronology, this technique has great potential for 

historical studies, particularly when one is able to identify specific volcanic activity 

markers in the ice-core record (see further below).  

5:2 Science and History in the Debate over Chronology  

5:2.1 Dating the LBA Volcanic Eruption of Thera 

The latest pottery found at Akrotiri prior to the Theran eruption is generally assigned 

to the late phase of the LMIA period, possibly even coincident with its end.42 LMIA 

was conventionally thought to begin about the start of the 18th Dynasty, or a little 

earlier during the late Hyksos period, and to have ended about the time of the 

accession of Tuthmosis III, which, according to the then favoured Memphite calendar, 

                                                           
39 Scott et al. (1990a). Also see idem (1990b). 
40 Boaretto et al. (2003). 
41 See Hammer and Clausen (1990:176) for details. 
42 Warren (1990:26). Cf. Popham (1990:27). 
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occurred in 1504 BC: consequently, the Theran eruption was dated to c. 1500 BC.43 

However, this conventional date became quite problematic in the 1980s with the 

advent of high precision radiocarbon calibration curves derived from recently 

completed master dendrochronologies,44 and where the most probable radiocarbon 

age-range for the eruption was deemed to be the late 17th to early 16th century BC.45  

LaMarche and Hirschboeck published a study on the North American bristlecone 

pine master chronology at about this time, and which indicated a significant degree of 

correlation between known volcanic eruptions and evidence of frost damage in 

contemporary tree-rings. The rationale for this correlation is that gaseous emissions 

from massive eruptions could act as a barrier to prevent the normal amount of solar 

radiation reaching the biosphere. Consequently, in high-altitude regions where the 

bristlecone pine was already under temperature stress, this added factor could have 

resulted in significant frost damage. Having noticed an extreme incidence of frost 

damage in the tree-ring dated to 1627 BC (initially dated incorrectly to 1626 BC), and 

that this date fell within the radiocarbon age-range for the Theran eruption, LaMarche 

and Hirschboeck suggested that the two events might be connected; there being no 

other known volcanic eruption dated to this general period to explain such damage.46 

A subsequent study based on the Irish oak master chronology also found a degree of 

correlation between volcanic eruptions and evidence of significant low growth in 

contemporary tree-rings; and with the only such low growth event at a time 

compatible with the Theran eruption dated to 1628 BC. This chronological finding 

suggested to some researchers a single global-wide event associated with the Theran 

eruption, and one which was recorded in both Irish oaks and in Californian bristlecone 

pines.47  

In the meantime, Hammer et al. had identified a single major volcanic eruption in 

the Dye 3 ice-core from Greenland at 1645 +20 BC, a date also deemed compatible 

with the Theran eruption.48 Subsequently, Zielinski and Germani discovered tephra in 

a layer of the Greenland GISP2 ice-core dated +1623 BC. However, comparison of its 

                                                           
43 See Manning (1990:30) for references. 
44 See Pearson et al. (1983, 1986); Pearson and Stuiver (1986). 
45 See relevant papers in Hardy and Renfrew (1990:179-231). 
46 LaMarche and Hirschboeck (1984). 
47 Baillie and Munro (1988). 
48 Hammer et al. (1987). 
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chemical composition with the Theran material indicated that they were quite 

different.49 Notwithstanding this latter objection, Manning argued that the chemical 

composition of the GISP2 signal was quite consistent with its derivation from the 

Theran eruption, and he went on to suggest that all three signals (1628/7 BC tree-ring 

signals, and the Dye 3 and GISP2 acidity spikes) were most likely associated with the 

Theran eruption.50  

Meanwhile, there have been attempts to find a compromise solution between the 

two very different dates provided by archaeo-historical and scientific evidence (i.e., c. 

1500 BC and c. 1628 BC respectively). The crucial issue in this chronological debate 

is of course the relative dating of the LMIA period. If it could be shown that this 

ceramic phase began earlier in relation to Egyptian history than previously thought, 

then, one might be able to place the scientifically dated Theran eruption within its 

duration.51 This approach is complemented by arguing that the chronologically 

succeeding period of LMIB, which conventionally ended sometime during the reign 

of Tuthmosis III, was much longer than the 50 years previously assigned to it, thereby 

forcing the end of LMIA further back into the early 18th Dynasty, or even into the 

preceding Hyksos period.52  

Despite a growing acceptance that the Theran eruption actually began some 

decades earlier than the accession of Tuthmosis III, various scholars still reject any 

date as high as the late 17th century BC, since it would seem to be incompatible with 

the conventional wisdom regarding the relative dating of the Egyptian New Kingdom 

Dynasties, as measured in relation to the cultural connections believed to exist 

between Egypt and the Aegean (including LMIA Crete) at that time.53 Bietak’s 

excavations at Tell el-Dab‘a/Avaris, the capital of the Hyksos rulers, have produced 

two important pieces of evidence which directly concern the date of the Theran 

eruption. First, Cypriot White Slip I (WSI) ware, of which one bowl is generally 

                                                           
49 Zielinski and Germani (1998a). 
50 Manning (1998:1041, 1999:280-81). See Zielinski and Germani (1998b) in response to Manning 

(1998). 
51 See, e.g., the various views expressed in Nature 332 (1988):401-402, ‘Dating of the Santorini 

eruption’. 
52 Betancourt (1998:295, Table 29.3); Manning (1999:188-92). 
53 See especially, Warren (1984, 1990, 1998); Warren and Hankey (1989); Wiener (1998, 2003); and 

Bietak (2004). 
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accepted as having been present in the pre-destruction phase at Thera,54 does not 

occur at Tell el-Dab‘a before the later years of Pharaoh Ahmose at the earliest; 

Egyptologists currently date the start of Ahmose’s 25-year reign to about 1550 BC, 

based on a 1479 BC (Theban) date for Tuthmosis III’s accession.55 And, based on the 

premise that there was only a relatively short time-lag between the initial production 

of WSI ware and its subsequent distribution throughout the eastern Mediterranean, 

Bietak has argued that the Theran eruption could not have occurred as early as 1628 

BC. Manning counters this view by arguing for a significant gap (upwards of 100 

years) between, on the one hand, the transmission of the WSI bowl from its 

production centre in northwest Cyprus to Thera during LCIA (= LMIA) and, on the 

other hand, the transmission of WSI ware to east Cyprus, and from there to Egypt and 

the Levant, during LCIB.56 However, Wiener judges this proposal as unlikely, since  

it relies upon the operation of some sort of barrier to the movement of goods from east 

to west Cyprus for such a long period (estimated at 130 years).57 Secondly, pumice 

known to have come from the Theran eruption occurs at various sites within the Tell 

el-Dab‘a precinct, and at other sites in Egypt and Canaan, but only in post-Ahmose 

contexts, and possibly not earlier than the reign of Tuthmosis I.58  

As regards the dendrochronology and ice-core evidence, it has been pointed out 

that these environmental signals, while quite possibly representing some volcanic 

activity, need not necessarily relate to the Theran eruption.59 The only way that this 

question can be confidently answered would be through the discovery of identifiable 

tephra from the Theran eruption in chronologically reliable ice-core samples. This 

position assumes, of course, that science is currently capable of definitive correlations 

between tephra samples and specific volcanic eruptions.60 But, as noted above, 

consensus on this matter was not possible with regard to the GISP2 +1623 BC tephra 

samples. Similarly, tephra found in the 1645 +20 (now +4) BC Dye 3 ice-lamination 

                                                           
54 See Wiener (2003:367 with n. 16). Cf. Manning (1999:150, 324/5). 
55 See, e.g., Kitchen (2000:49); Beckerath (1997:119). 
56 Manning (1999:150). 
57 Wiener (2003:367-70). Cf. Manning (1999:170ff.). 
58 See, most recently, Wiener (2003:370-71); Foster and Bichler (2003). 
59 Warren (1984, 1998:324); Pyle (1990). 
60 See Fischer (2000) for discussion. 
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is said to be consistent with the Theran eruption;61 and supporters of the ‘high’ 

chronology have combined this latter finding with recent wiggle-match changes to the 

Anatolian Bronze Age floating chronology to argue for a revised date for the Theran 

eruption at 1650 +4/-7 BC, some 20 years higher than previously calculated.62 

However, other scientists have questioned the Theran origin of these +1645 BC Dye 3 

tephra samples.63  

And, needless to say, this earlier absolute date has made any compromise between 

the ‘high’ and ‘conventional’ dating of the Theran eruption even more difficult to 

achieve:64 based on these two alternate views of the evidence, scientific versus 

Egypto-archaeological, there is now well over a century between the ‘high’ and 

‘conventional’ dates for the volcanic eruption of Thera (c. 1645 BC and 1525 BC 

respectively).  

Moreover, this upward re-dating of the Anatolian floating chronology by 20 years 

has meant that one of the principal arguments previously used to support the ‘high’ 

chronology has now had to be abandoned. In some 6,500 years of Anatolian 

chronologies so far collected, an unprecedented growth phase occurred in relative 

tree-ring 854 of the 1,503-year Anatolian floating chronology. And, as the 

radiocarbon age of this tree-ring was close to the 1628/7 BC tree-ring signals in the 

Irish and North American master chronologies, and because one could well expect 

trees growing in Anatolia to have been affected by the Theran eruption, it was argued 

that ring 854 should also be added to the proposed 1628/7 BC world-wide ‘Thera’ 

signal. The proposed mechanism for the unprecedented growth in ring 854 was 

ascribed to cooler and wetter weather in Anatolia brought on by volcanic ash clouds 

emanating from Thera; that is, while these weather conditions could have promoted 

flooding and reduced growth in Irish bog oaks, and frost damage in the high-altitude 

location of the bristlecone pine in North America, the same conditions in semi-arid 

Anatolia would have tended to promote vigorous growth. In support of this view was 

the remarkable coincidence that in the Irish master chronology, there is another 

significant growth anomaly beginning 469 years after the 1628 BC event, a gap which 
                                                           
61 See Hammer (2000:36); Manning et al. (2001:2535 n. 37). Also see Hammer, cited in Wiener 

(2003:373 with n. 49), on the precision of the 1645 +4 BC date. 
62 Manning et al. (2001:2535). 
63 See Wiener (2003:372-77) for discussion and references. Also see Bietak (2004:218). 
64 Muhly (1998:212); Manning (1999:40). 
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is closely replicated in the Anatolian floating chronology, where there is another very 

distinctive growth-spurt clearly beginning in tree-ring 1329, some 470 years after 

relative ring 854.65  

However, as just noted, this correlation has now been broken and the Anatolian 

floating chronology moved back by some 20 years. This means that the unique 1628/7 

BC tree-ring signal in Irish oaks and North American bristlecone pines finds no 

corresponding signal in the Anatolian floating sequence, and the unique 1650 +4/-7 

BC signal (relative ring 854) in the Anatolian sequence finds no corresponding signal 

in either the Irish or North American master chronologies. Furthermore, the claimed 

precision of both the 1628/7 BC dendro signals on the one hand and, on the other, the 

Dye 3 ice-core signal (1645 +4 BC) deemed to correspond with tree-ring 854, now 

prevents any synchronism between these various environmental markers, as 

previously postulated. This overall result seems, at face value, somewhat puzzling. 

The Thera debate has continued apace in recent months. Some of those scientists 

who had previously placed such confidence in the dendrochronology and ice-core 

evidence to argue for 1650 +4/-7 BC, and 1645 +4 BC, dates for the Theran eruption 

have now found that both are contradicted by the most recent 14C evidence, which 

indicates that the eruption occurred during the latter third of the 17th century BC;66 

while the proponents of the conventional Egypto-archaeological date are unmoved by 

this new 14C evidence, arguing that there is still no reason to believe that the Egyptian 

historical chronology is in error by more than a few years.67 

A further complicating factor in the Thera debate is the absence of any significant 

SO4
2- residual volcanic signals (≥ 25 ppb) between c. 1560 and 1470 BC – that is, the 

period covering the conventional chronology span for the Theran eruption – in any of 

the Greenland ice-cores drilled to date, a finding which has, quite reasonably, been 

used to argue that the massive Theran eruption could not have taken place during this 

period.68 However, according to Chronology A-E, and accepting the relative date for 

the Theran eruption sometime after the mid-point of Ahmose’s reign, but pre-

Tuthmosis III,69 then, the Theran eruption would have occurred sometime between 
                                                           
65 See Manning (1999:312-15) for discussion and further references. 
66 Manning et al. (2006). See also Friedrich et al. (2006)  
67 See Balter (2006) citing the views of Warren and Bietak. 
68 Manning (1999:272-73). Also see Zielinski et al. (1994) for further details. 
69 Wiener (2003:372). 
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true historical/absolute 1350 and 1300 BC. Now, there are only two SO4
2- signals (≥ 

25 ppb) appearing in the GISP2 ice-core for the whole 14th century BC, at 1337 (27 

ppb) and 1327 (46 ppb) BC. And either of these two signals, but particularly that at 

1327 BC, would be compatible with the Theran eruption (VEI ~ 6.9), bearing in mind 

that various northern hemisphere volcanic eruptions with a VEI of 6 have produced 

SO4
2- values of slightly less than 50 ppb.70 I would therefore hope that in the not too 

distant future, geochemists will be able to examine these two GISP2 ice-core signals 

for evidence of Theran tephra. 

5:2.2 Tel Dor, Tel Rehov and the ‘Low Chronology’ Debate 

The transition from Iron Age I to II in Palestine is marked by a widespread destruction 

horizon seen at various sites such as Megiddo Stratum VIA, Tell Qasile X and Beth 

Shean Upper VI. Prior to this horizon the pottery assemblage is principally 

characterised by the continued presence of Philistine Bichrome ware and LBA 

Canaanite pottery. Following this horizon both these two assemblages disappear, to be 

replaced by the widespread use of characteristic Iron Age II red-slipped and hand-

burnished pottery. Until recently, this transition was generally accepted by most 

scholars as having occurred about 1000 BC, a date seen as approximately 

contemporary with the founding of the United Monarchy of Israel/Judah in the time of 

David and Solomon. Moreover, monumental buildings discovered in the following 

early (10th century BC) Iron Age IIA strata at Megiddo VA-IVB, Hazor X and Gezer 

VIII were viewed as consistent with the biblical image of David, and particularly 

Solomon, as great and powerful monarchs ruling over a substantial mini-empire from 

their capital at Jerusalem; 1 Kgs 9:15 mentions these three cities as having been 

rebuilt by Solomon. However, about a decade ago, this ‘Conventional Chronology’ 

was challenged by Finkelstein who proposed a new ‘Low Chronology’, based on the 

argument that strata previously dated to the 10th century BC should, in fact, be 

assigned to the 9th century BC: 

 A careful examination of the archaeological and textual data indicates that there 

is no safe chronological anchor between the early-twelfth century BCE (the 

battle of Ramses III with the Sea Peoples) and the late-eighth century BCE (the 

                                                           
70 Zielinski et al. (1994:949-50, Tables 1 and 2). 
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Assyrian campaigns to Palestine). The most important clues for this time-span 

are the Philistine Bichrome pottery and the results of the excavations at Arad 

and Jezreel... According to this ‘Low Chronology’, Stratum VA-IVB at 

Megiddo, Stratum XI at Arad and Stratum V at Beer-Sheba should all be dated 

to the ninth century BCE.71  

This reassignment of strata to the 9th century could be seen as creating something 

of a problem for the 10th century BC, where it potentially leaves an archaeological 

gap. Finkelstein resolves this difficulty by stretching the Iron Age I strata to now 

cover the gap created in the 10th century. Noting that Philistine Monochrome (Myc. 

IIIC:1b) pottery has not been found in any 20th Dynasty stronghold in southern 

Canaan, or conversely Egyptian pottery in Monochrome strata, Finkelstein argues that 

Monochrome pottery should be dated after the Egyptian withdrawal from Canaan 

during, or following, the reign of Ramesses VI, c. 1135 BC. Furthermore, he argues 

that Philistine Bichrome pottery, which was a development from Monochrome ware, 

should be pushed down into the 11th to mid-10th century, and with the flow-on effect 

that the first strata to postdate the Bichrome ware should now belong to the mid- to 

late-10th century BC.72 Finkelstein supports his chronological model through a 

detailed inter-site comparison of archaeological evidence,73 as well as the recent 

results of absolute 14C measurements.74   

However, the critics of this ‘Low Chronology’ argue that the available evidence 

supports the conventional archaeological understanding that Philistine Monochrome 

strata in southern Canaan immediately follow the destruction horizon associated with 

the Sea Peoples invasion reported by Ramesses III, and without the need for any 

significant temporal hiatus between the pre- and post-destruction levels.75 Moreover, 

the absence of Monochrome pottery in 20th Dynasty Egyptian strongholds in southern 

Canaan, as well as the associated absence of Egyptian pottery in Monochrome strata, 
                                                           
71 Finkelstein (1996a:177). 
72 Finkelstein (1996a:180, 1998a:167, 2005:33). 
73 See Finkelstein (1995, 1996b, 1998a, 1998b, 1999, 2000a, 2000b, 2001, 2002a, 2002b); Finkelstein 

and Singer-Avitz (2001, 2004). 
74 See Finkelstein and Piasetzky (2003a, 2003b); Finkelstein (2004). 
75 See esp. Mazar (1997a); Zarzeki-Peleg (1997 esp. 284); Dothan (1998:150, idem 2000); and Ben-Tor 

(2000 esp. 14, idem 2001). Also see Ben-Tor and Ben-Ami (1998); Ben-Schlomo, Shai and Maeir 

(2004); Dothan and Zukerman (2004:43); Master (2005:343). 
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has been interpreted as signifying geographical/cultural segregation between the 

Philistine and non-Philistine sites during the early Iron Age I period, rather than due 

to any chronological separation as proposed by Finkelstein.76 

I discuss the archaeology of Iron Age Palestine-Israel in Appendix 2, and will 

therefore not devote any further time to this material here. Rather, I now wish to deal 

specifically with the use of radiocarbon evidence by the advocates of both the 

Conventional and Low Chronology models in support of their respective positions. 

Within Palestinian archaeology the two sites which have featured most prominently in 

the ongoing Iron Age chronological debate/controversy are Tel Rehov and Tel Dor, 

both of which have produced highly valuable radiocarbon evidence. Moreover, recent 

advances in radiocarbon analysis have meant that this system of absolute dating is 

now used with much greater confidence for the Iron Age period. These advances 

include: the use of high-precision calibration curves; carbon samples collected from 

short-lived organic species (e.g., grain and date seeds); samples from primary 

contexts; and multiple measurements.77  

The first high-precision radiocarbon evidence to appear was processed at the 

Rehotov laboratory in Israel, and featured short-lived carbon samples from Tel Dor. 

The 14C dates of these Iron Age I/II samples provided the first substantial evidence in 

support of the Low Chronology; in fact, with dates even lower than those proposed by 

Finkelstein.78 However, this evidence from Dor was immediately challenged by 

another impressive set of 14C dates from Tel Rehov. This latter material, which was 

processed at the Groningen laboratory in Europe, supported the Conventional 

Chronology.79 In the last few years the proponents of the Low Chronology have 

continued to argue that the body of 14C evidence, including that from Tel Rehov, 

supports their position and argues strongly against the Conventional Chronology;80 

while the adherents of the Conventional Chronology, one of the principal advocates 

being A. Mazar, are equally adamant that the 14C evidence supports their case and 

argues against the Low Chronology.  

                                                           
76 See, e.g., Mazar (1997a:158); Bunimovitz and Faust (2001); Dothan and Zukerman (2004:45). 
77 See Bruins et al. (2003:316); also Gilboa and Sharon (2003:58 with n. 13). 
78 See Gilboa and Sharon (2003:60) with earlier references. And see Knauf (2002) for a general 

discussion of the Low chronology debate. 
79 Bruins, van der Plicht and Mazar (2003). Also see Mazar (1999) for earlier preliminary findings. 
80 See Finkelstein and Piasetzky (2003a, 2003b); Finkelstein (2004). 
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The advocates of both sides in this debate were recently given the opportunity to 

present their latest findings and arguments at a conference held in Oxford to discuss 

just this topic – radiocarbon dating and the history and archaeology of Palestine 

during the biblical (Iron Age) period.81 The central point of dispute between the two 

sides is, as noted above, the absolute date for the transition between Iron Age I and II; 

and, based on that date, the historical interpretation applied to the early Iron Age IIA 

strata. However, in order to better understand the issues surrounding the dispute over 

radiocarbon evidence, it may be instructive to also look at the earlier archaeological 

horizon between Iron Age IA and IB.  

Based on the Dor evidence, Gilboa and Sharon initially dated the transition from 

Iron Age IA to IB (termed Ir1a \ Ir1b) at 980-920 BC, the end of Iron Age IB (termed 

Ir1b \ Ir1/2) at 880-860 BC, and the start of Iron Age IIA proper (termed Ir1/2 \ Ir2a) 

at 850-820 BC; the phase termed Ir1/2 is envisaged as transitional between the end of 

phase IB and the start of phase IIA.82 Following the criticism which this investigation 

elicited from opponents of the Low Chronology, and in order to try and resolve the 

stalemate between the two camps, the Tel Dor team widened their investigation to 

include 14C data from as many sites as possible, including further samples from Tel 

Dor itself. This ongoing investigation sets out to compare the methodologies 

employed by the two respective teams, as well as to look at the archaeological, 

analytical and statistical rationale underlying the radiocarbon debate.83 Combining all 

available short-lived carbon samples from Dor up to the year 2004, and processed at 

the Rehotov, Groningen and Arizona laboratories, the new dates provide a steady, 

albeit provisional, peak for the Ir1a \ Ir1b boundary at 975 BC, the Ir1b \ Ir1/2 

boundary between 925 and 875 BC, and the Ir1/2 \ Ir2a boundary between 900 and 

850 BC.84 The results obtained using samples from various other sites support this 

Iron Age I/II transition date.85  

 The proponents of the Conventional Chronology currently date the Iron Age IA/IB 

boundary at c. 1130 BC, that is, approximately contemporary with the generally 

accepted date of the Egyptian withdrawal from Canaan/Palestine about the time of 
                                                           
81 See the collected papers in Levy and Higham (2005). 
82 Gilboa and Sharon (2003:60, Table 23). 
83 Sharon et al. (2005). 
84 Sharon et al. (2005:82). 
85 Sharon et al. (2005:82-89). 
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Ramesses VI, while they date the Iron Age I/II boundary at c. 980 BC.86 Moreover, 

there is no real dispute between the two sides in this debate over where to draw these 

important stratigraphical boundaries: the end of Iron Age IA is readily defined by the 

widespread destruction horizon which appears at sites such as Megiddo VIIA, Gezer 

XIV and Lachish VI; while the end of Iron Age IB is synchronised with the well-

known Megiddo VIA destruction horizon.87 Therefore, while Mazar et al. speak of 

the 1990 Rehotov laboratory dates being consistently too low by 50-100 years 

compared to the Arizona and Groningen results,88 the situation is in fact much more 

pronounced for the early Iron Age IA/IB boundary. Based on the dates cited above, 

and using the mid-point of the age-ranges given, the discrepancy between the two 

chronological hypotheses for the Iron Age IA/IB boundary was originally 180 years 

(1130-950 BC), and for the Iron Age I/II boundary 110 years (980-870 BC). And, 

even using the most recent dates given above for Dor, these discrepancies have only 

been reduced to 155 years (1130-975 BC) and 80 years (980-900 BC) respectively 

oundary, the 

evi

                                                          

(see Fig. 1 below). 

 Furthermore, wishing to avoid the uncertainties inherent in using calibration 

curves, Piasetzky and Finkelstein recently compared both chronological hypotheses 

by analysing un-calibrated dates from Tel Dor, Tel Rehov and Tel Hadar. They 

concluded that for the Megiddo VIA horizon, i.e., the Iron Age I/II b

dence points to even lower dates than the Low Chronology model.89  

Two principal operational factors affect the reliability of radiocarbon dating. The 

first concerns the danger of selectivity, that is, ‘explicitly or implicitly removing data 

that are not consistent with one’s preconceived interpretation’.90 This warning is 

amply demonstrated by one particular analysis where the exclusion of just a single 

sample measurement, out of a total of ninety used in one particular data-run, was able 

to have a dramatic impact on the outcome, shifting the mid-point of the Ir1 \ Ir2 

boundary (at the 68.2% probability level) from 870 to 935 BC.91 The second factor 

 
86 Mazar et al. (2005:197, Table 13.1, and p. 202). 
87 Cf. Mazar (2005:24, Table 2.2); Sharon et al. (2005:70). 
88 Mazar et al. (2005:193). 
89 See Piasetzky and Finkelstein (2005:298-99, with Fig. 16.1 and Table 16.3). Also see Finkelstein and 

Piasetzky (2003a:777) for a similar conclusion. 
90 Sharon et al. (2005:73). 
91 See Sharon et al. (2005:86-87 with Figs. 6.10 and 6.11). 
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concerns the laboratory protocols used to date carbon samples. Again, a comparison 

of the different pre-treatment protocols at the Rehotov and Arizona laboratories found 

that the mid-point of the Ir1 \ Ir2 boundary (at the 68.2% probability level) was 

shifted from 872 BC (Rehotov) to 925 BC (Arizona).92 By any measure, these 

laboratory protocols should be of great concern to interested scholars, especially since 

such errors are potentially cumulative. 

Iron Age o Conv
Chronology 

renLow Chr nology entional Diffe ce 

 2003 d 2005 d tes  2003 d tes 2005 d tes ates a a a
I   

925 75 c. 980 110 80 

IB/IIA Transitio   
   

IIA 850-820 900-850     

A     
 
 980-920 975 c. 1130 180 155 

IB 880-860  -8

nal Phase     
  

       

Fig. 1 Comparison between ‘Low’ and ‘Conventional’ chronology dates. 

                                                          

 The application of single calibrated dates rarely provide a chronological precision 

better than 150-200 years, at the 95% probability level.93 In order to overcome this 

limitation, researchers combine the results of multiple measurements using various 

statistical analyses. However, the interface between statistics and archaeology also 

presents certain problems. One such potential problem is Bayesian statistical analysis: 

this technique involves the use of non-statistical data (e.g., stratigraphical seriation or 

known historical dates) to narrow the window of possible results within which to 

search for the most likely ‘true’ solution. As regards archaeology specifically, let us 

imagine that we are satisfied that Stratum A at our hypothetical site is dated to the 

historical age range of Years X-Y. If we then encounter dates from an older stratum, 

i.e., one lying beneath Stratum A, which are younger than Years X-Y, it becomes 

acceptable in terms of Bayesian statistical analysis to ignore those new dates as 

anomalous.94 And this procedure is clearly exacerbated where results from other 

laboratories may be ignored simply because they appear too anomalous compared to 

 
92 Sharon et al. (2005:89-90). 
93 Ramsey (2005:58). 
94 See Mazar et al. (2005:221) where Bayesian reasoning is used; and Bruins et al. (2005) for the 

details behind this methodology. 
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an alternate set of results, and without specifying the cause of the discrepancy; or, 

alternatively, where samples included in radiocarbon analyses are not securely 

stratified.95 In the event that the conventional LBA-EIA chronology is seriously in 

error, as I maintain, then the use of Bayesian analysis may seriously distort the 14C 

evidence. I do not mean this as a criticism of statistical analysis, which is an essential 

tool in handling large data-sets, or indeed of the professionalism of the researchers, 

but merely as a note of caution about accepting too readily the results of such 

analyses. 

Conclusion. 

arbon dates of 

var

ries 

BC

                                                          

Unlike in Chapters 2-4, I can offer no definitive answer as to how the science-based 

dating evidence might be harmonised with my hypothesis of lowering LBA Memphite 

dates by 200 years. However, as I am firmly convinced that this equation must be 

achievable, there are only two real solutions, improbable though they may currently 

appear. The first solution would be to propose that the dendro master chronologies 

have been incorrectly assembled, and so that the segments preceding c. 1200 BC 

should be lowered by approximately 200 years. I pointed out in Chapter 5:2.1 various 

chronological deviations/offsets of the master chronologies that relate to this very 

period, and which might suggest that a re-examination of the dendrochronological 

evidence should be carried out to test for possible errors. The second solution would 

be to propose that the laboratory procedures, and/or data-handling techniques, 

associated with the radiocarbon-based evidence are disastrously awry. And I pointed 

out above how two groups of researchers could disagree over the radioc

ious Early Iron Age short-lived carbon samples by up to 155 years.  

It could, of course, be argued that this latter discrepancy was due, in significant 

measure, to the fact that the calibration curve during the 12th-11th centuries BC is 

‘relatively’ flat,96 and therefore that any variation between research teams in handling 

the data, e.g., regarding the important issue of ‘outlier’ dates, could have had a 

magnified effect on the resulting 14C ages achieved. This explanation cannot, 

however, apply to the relatively steep curve between the 17th/16th and 14th centu

, and where I also argue that radiocarbon dates must be lowered by 200 years. 

 
95 See Finkelstein (2005:303, 304). 
96 Mazar (2005:22). Also see van der Plicht and Bruins (2005) on how to overcome these problems. 
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ely test alternate scenarios which might 

etter match the available physical evidence. 

 

There can, of course, be little doubt that science will eventually resolve both the 

Thera and ‘Low versus Conventional’ Chronology debates, either by correcting its 

own errors or, should it prove correct in the matter of LBA chronology, by forcing all 

(serious) opponents to accept its findings. However, such consensus has not been 

achieved at present. And, until such consensus is achieved, it is incumbent upon all 

historians and archaeologists studying this period to continue offering alternate 

hypotheses aimed at resolving the chronological, historical, and archaeological 

problems currently bedevilling this topic, or else to at least maintain an open (though 

certainly not uncritical) mind to such alternate solutions. If historians and 

archaeologists relinquish this obligation to constantly reinterpret the evidence, then, 

scientists may not be in a position to adequat

b



THESIS CONCLUSION 

As discussed in the Introduction, there are essentially three lines of argument against 

any radical lowering of the LBA Near Eastern chronology, namely, the 

Mesopotamian, Egyptian, and scientific-dating evidence. I have now dealt with all 

three arguments to the best of my ability within the time and space allowed in the 

present work. I argued in Chapter 2 for the removal of precisely 85 years of ‘shadow’ 

reigns from the Assyrian kinglist between Shalmaneser II and Ashur-dan II, plus the 

downward displacement of Egyptian Memphite dates relative to Assyrian chronology 

by a further 115 years. This chronological realignment (termed Chronology A-E) 

created a profoundly new set of historical relationships between the three Great 

Kingdoms of Assyria, Babylonia and Egypt. According to Chronology A-E, Assyrian 

kings, and their known royal contemporaries, must now be synchronised with 

Egyptian Pharaohs, and their known contemporaries, who, according to the 

conventional chronology, would have ruled over 100 years earlier. I then proceeded to 

show how Assyrian versus Babylonian chronology and history could be reconfigured 

in line with Chronology A-E. This reconfiguration involved a detailed argument that 

Babylonia had split into two collateral kingdoms on two separate occasions during the 

Late Bronze and Early Iron Age period, a finding completely at odds with the current 

understanding of Babylonian history. I extended my investigation, in Chapter 3, to 

include the Great Kingdoms of Hatti and Mitanni/Hanigalbat. And I there argued that 

the history of Hanigalbat, as told by the late 14th-13th century Assyrian kings Ashur-

nirari I, Shalmaneser I and Tukulti-Ninurta I, should be made contemporary with the 

history of Mitanni, as revealed in Hittite and Egyptian documents which, according to 

the conventional chronology, belong to the late 15th-14th century. This chronological 

revision permitted me to formulate a whole new interpretation of the history of upper 

Mesopotamia and northern Syria. I completed the chronological circle in Chapter 4 by 

showing how the Egyptian Third Intermediate period could be rearranged in line with 

an overall lowering of LBA Memphite dates by 200 years. And finally, in Chapter 5, I 

endeavoured to show that the reliability of the scientific-dating evidence from the 

Late Bronze and early Iron Age period is at least open to doubt. 

Based on my research, I am convinced that the current chronological paradigm is 

disastrously wrong. Of course, being wrong is not sufficient reason for a rapid change 

in paradigm to occur, as history has all too frequently demonstrated. Rather, as 



Thomas Kuhn has argued, an established paradigm is only abandoned when a superior 

theory is simultaneously presented to take its place. The aim of my thesis is to present 

just such an alternate theory, and one which I argue is methodologically superior to 

the conventional chronology in terms of historical accuracy, precision, consistency 

and testability. Moreover, I have discussed a wide array of documents, which, when 

synchronised according to Chronology A-E, provide, to my mind, an integrated and 

coherent historical narrative. Meanwhile, according to the conventional chronology, 

many of these same texts remain, for the most part, simply isolated from any wider 

historical narrative. Assuming that the conventional LBA Near Eastern chronology 

were to be more or less correct, then, I must again ask the question of how could it be 

possible to construct such a radically different historical narrative, as detailed in 

Chapters 2-4, without it resulting in an incomprehensible mishmash of illogical and 

unsubstantiated arguments? 

I would like to conclude this work with a few more general points. One frequent 

response to previous attempts at significant revision of Late Bronze and Early Iron 

Age Near Eastern chronology is to argue that the case has not been sufficiently made 

for rejecting the conventional chronology. This is undoubtedly a respectable attitude 

to take from the perspective of those who operate within the current chronological 

paradigm. From such a perspective, the many anomalous pieces of evidence which I 

have discussed above can be adequately explained without resolve to any 

chronological revision, that is, by means of various non-exceptional solutions: 

incomplete genealogies; non-survival of relevant ‘gap’ evidence, be that historical or 

archaeological; alternate explanations; and so on.  

My only response to this criticism is to answer that for me such explanations are 

not sufficient to account for so many anomalies spread across such a wide expanse of 

historical material. I might, however, add that this realisation came only gradually, 

and after much struggling with the evidence. I experienced during the first six months 

of my research the daily conviction that I would encounter some piece of evidence 

which would definitively rule out the chronological hypothesis then taking shape, so 

influential was the current chronological paradigm on how I interpreted the material I 

read. And it was not until about one year had passed before I began to believe that 

Chronology A-E might indeed be more or less historically correct. The conviction that 

this alternate chronological model is very likely to be correct has continued to grow 

steadily as I have seen its capacity to harmoniously resolve otherwise unexplainable 
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anomalies, as well as to bring meaning to otherwise historically disconnected texts. 

Personally I can only see this transformation as one of paradigmatic change, as 

theorised by Kuhn (see Chapter 1). 

Finally, whether this ‘revolutionary’ chronological hypothesis will succeed in 

overturning the current paradigm must await future developments. Undoubtedly, the 

difficulties of replacing one well-established paradigm/theory with another are 

immense, as history attests. And this is as it should be; otherwise there would be no 

sense of stability within which to advance any particular discipline. However, every 

so often paradigm shifts do happen, no matter how implausible such transforming 

events may appear before they occur. And, while the probability of paradigm shift is 

admittedly extremely low, the rewards when it does occur are correspondingly 

extremely high. Furthermore, I believe that I have done everything necessary to make 

this alternate chronology a respectable candidate for scholarly consideration, by which 

I mean that it has been designed to comply with Kuhn’s fivefold criteria for judging 

the merits of competing theories. In particular, I have constructed Chronology A-E so 

as to make it a superior model to the conventional chronology in terms of historical 

accuracy, precision, consistency and testability. If Chronology A-E is historically 

inaccurate, then, any attempt to use it to arrange chronologically sensitive data must 

necessarily result in a cascading flood of anomalous outcomes, if not also various 

definitive contradictions to its viability. Conversely, if Chronology A-E were to be 

historically accurate, then, all chronologically sensitive data must be transformed by 

its application: and, as an example of this very process, I have included the 

accompanying appendices to show how Chronology A-E can be used to restructure 

the archaeology, history and chronology of Iron Age Canaan/Palestine. 

  



TABLE A: Proposed Collateral Kingdoms in Assyria and Babylonia  
During the Early Iron Age  

 
DATE ASSYRIA A ASSYRIA B BABYLONIA A BABYLONIA B

AC
1040 Second Isin Dynasty

AC = Alternate Chronology
CC = Conventional Chronology

Nebuchadnezzar I BC = Known Absolute
1042-1021 AC        Chronology

Tiglath-pileser I
 1030-992 AC
 1115-1077 CC Enlil-nadin-apli

 1020-1017 AC
Marduk-nadin-ahhe

Ashur-rabi II  1016-999 AC
 1013-973 CC

Marduk-shapik-zeri Adad-apla-iddina
Ashared-apil-Ekur  998-986 AC  998-977 AC

1000  991-990 AC _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
 1076-1075 CC Marduk-ahhe-eriba

 985 AC
Ashur-bel-kala _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
 989-972 AC Marduk-zer-[x]
 1074-1057 CC  984-973 AC Sealand Dynasty

Eriba-Adad II Ashur-resha-ishi II Nabu-shumu-libur Simbar-Shipak
 971-970 AC  972-968 CC  972-965 AC  976-960 AC (17 Yrs)
 1056-1055 CC _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Shamshi-Adad IV Bazi Dynasty Ea-mukin-zeri
 969-966 AC  960 AC
 1054-1051 CC Tiglath-pileser II Eulmash-shakin-shumi Kashshu-nadin-akhi

 967-936 CC  964-948 AC  959-957 AC
Ashurnasirpal I _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
 965-947 AC
 1050-1032 CC Elamite Dynasty

Ninurta-kudurri-usur I Mar-biti-apla-usur
950 Shalmaneser II  947-945 AC  956-951 AC

 946-936 AC Period of Shirikti-Shuqamuna _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
 1031-1021 CC Repetitive Eponyms  945 AC

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Dynastic Break(?)

Interregnum Shalmaneser II (Yr 12 ) Nabu-mukin-apli
 Eponym   935 AC   935 AC / 1020 CC  944-909 AC

Ashur-dan II Ashur-nirari IV
 934-912 BC  934-929 AC

 1019-1014 CC
Ninurta-kudurri-usur II
 909 AC
Mar-biti-ahhe-iddina

Adad-nirari II  908 AC
 911-891 BC Shamash-mudammiq

900  >908-902 BC<

Nabu-shuma-ukin I
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TABLE B: Genealogical Arrangement of Assyrian Kings from  
Shamshi-Adad I to Ashur-uballit I  

 
King No. 
 

39. Shamshi-Adad I (33 regnal years) 
       S| 

40. Ishme-Dagan I (40 - KhKL) 
       S| 

Mut-Ashkur, Rimu(sh) and Asinum (?) (KAV 14); Puzur-Sin (ARI 1, # 175) - Period of  
usurpation. 
Dynastic Break ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

41. Ashur-dugul (6) 
42-47. Ashur-apla-idi, Nasir-Sin, Sin-namir, Ibqi-Ishtar, Adad-salulu, (and) 

  Adasi - six kings who ruled during the time of Ashur-dugul. 
      S| 

48. Bel-bani (10) 
      S|------------------------------------------------| 

49. Libaia (17)          | 
      S|           | 

50. Sharma-Adad I (12)         |S 
      S|           | 

51. Iptar-Sin (12)          | 
52.      Bazaia (28) 

        |------------------------------------------------| 
53.       |     Lullaia (6) - son of a nobody 

      S| 
54. Kidin-Ninua (14) 

      S|----------------------------------------------- |------------------------------| 
55. Sharma-Adad II (3)                |S   | 
56.       Erishum III (13)  | 

      S|------------------------------------------------|   |S 
57. Shamshi-Adad II (6)     | 

      S|       | 
58. Ishme-Dagan II (16)     | 
59.       |               Shamshi-Adad III (16) 

      S| 
60. Ashur-nirari I (26) 

      S| 
61. Puzur-Ashur III (24 - SDAS) 

      S| 
62. Enlil-nasir I (13) 

        |-------------------------------------------------|S 
63.       |      Nur-ili (12) 

        |            |S 
64.       |     Ashur-shaduni (1 month = 0 regnal years) 

      S| 
65. Ashur-rabi I (0?) 

        |-------------------------------------------------|---------------------------------| 
        |            |S        | 

66.       |                   Ashur-nadin-ahhe I (0?)      |S 
67.       |       Enlil-nasir II (6) 

      S| 
68. Ashur-nirari II (7) 

      S| ------------------------------------------------| 
69. Ashur-bel-nisheshu (9)          |S 
70.       |     Ashur-rim-nisheshu (8) 

        |            |S 
                71.   |  Ashur-nadin-ahhe II (10) 

     S|              
72. Eriba-Adad I (27) 

      S| 
73. Ashur-uballit I (35 - KAV 9) 
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TABLE C: Proposed Collateral Kingdoms in Babylonia During the Late 
Bronze Age 

 
AC ASSYRIA KARDUNIASH AKKAD ELAM

Tukulti-Ninurta I Kudur-Enlil
 1159-1123 AC  1159-1151 AC

1150 Shagarakti-Shuriash
 1150-1138 AC

Kashtiliash IV
 1137-1130 AC

Assyrian Interregnum Enlil-nadin-shumi Kidin-Hutran
 1129-1123 AC Kadashman-Harbe II  c.1130-1108 AC

 1129-1127 AC

Adad-shuma-iddina
Ashur-nadin-apli Adad-shuma-usur  1126-1121 AC
 1122-1119 AC  1122-1093 AC

Atanah- (D) Samas?
Ashur-nirari III  1120-1106 AC
 1118-1113 AC

Enlil-kudur-usur
 1112-1108 AC

Adad-shuma-usur
Ninurta-apil-Ekur conquers Babylon Meli-Shipak/Shikhu Shutruk-Nahhunte
 1107-1095 AC  (1106 AC)  1107-1093 AC  c.1107-1089 AC

(Son of Halludush-
1100  Inshushinak)

Ashur-dan I
 1094-1049 AC Zababa-shuma-iddina Marduk-apla-iddina

 1092 AC  1092-1080/1072 AC
Enlil-nadin-ahi
 1091-1089 AC
Elamite Interregnum Kutir-Nahhunte
 1088 AC  c.1089-1087 AC

Kadashman-Turgu B Shilshak-Inshushinak
 c.1087-1072 AC (min. 16)  c.1087-1060 AC

Marduk-kabit-ahheshu
Kadashman-Enlil B  1071-1054 AC
 1071-1057 AC (min. 15) Ruler of Isin (and 

 Akkad?)

Itti-Marduk-balatu
 1056-1049 AC

Ninurta-tukulti-Ashur
1050 Mutakkil-Nusku Ninurta-nadin-shumi

 c. 1049 AC  1048-1043 AC
Nebuchadnezzar I
 1042-1021 AC
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TABLE D: Alternate Chronology of the Egyptian Third Intermediate Period 

20th-21st (Tanite) 21st (Theban) 22nd (Bubastis) 23rd (Theban) 25th (Kushite)
AC  Dynasty  Dynasty  Dynasty  Dynasty  Dynasty
950

RAMESSES IX
 940-922 (18) All dates are Alternate 
RAMESSES X    Chronology (AC)
 922-919 (3) CR = proposed co-regency
RAMESSES XI
 919-890 (29)

Herihor in South
Renaissance Era  901-895 (6)

900  901-890 (11) Piankh SHOSHENQ I
Smendes in North  895-891 (4)  895-874 (21)
 901-890 (11) Pinudjem I as HPA  (Pharaoh from 
SMENDES I as King  891-876 (15)      891/90)
 890-864 (26) PINUDJEM I as King
PSUSENNES T (II)  875-853 (22) OSORKON I
 890-874? (16?, CR) Masaharta  874-859 (15)
AMENEMNISU  875-867 (8)
 864-860 (3 + 1,CR) Djed-Khons-ef-ankh
PSUSENNES A (I)  867-866 (1?)

850  861-812 (46 + 3,CR) Menkheperre TAKELOTH I SHOSHENQ II
 866-814 (52)  859-845 (14)  859-c.830 (29?)

OSORKON II
 845-821 (24) King HARSIESE 

 c.830-814 (16?)
TAKELOTH II

AMENEMOPE Smendes II  821-796 (25) PEDUBAST I
 814-772 (39 + 3,CR)  813-811 (2)  814-792 (22)

SHOSHENQ III IUPUT I
800  811-772 (39)  800-778 (14 + 8,CR)

SHOSHENQ VI
 (formerly IV)
 778-772 (6)

OSOCHOR Pinudjem II SHOSHENQ IV OSORKON III
 773-767 (4 + 2,CR)  772-759 (13)  772-759 (13)  772-744 (28)

SIAMUN PIMAY
 768-749 (18 + 1,CR) Psusennes III  759-753 (6)

750  759-749 (10) SHOSHENQ V TAKELOTH III
PSUSENNES M (III)  753-716 (37)  749-742 (2 + 5,CR)
 749-725 (24)

RUDAMUN
 742-723 (19) PIANKHY
INY  735-706 (30)
 723-718 (5)

OSORKON IV IUPUT II
 716-712?  718-712 (min. 2) SHABAKO

 706-691 (15)
700

SHEBITKU
 691-688 (3)
TAHARQA
 690-664 (26)
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TABLE E: Alternate Chronology of the High Priests of Amun at Thebes 

Am = AMENEMOPE               
Os = OSORKON                       
Pb = PEDUBAST                       
Ps = PSUSENNES

Section A

21st Dynasty High Priests 22nd Dynasty High Priests        

Herihor 901–895
Piankh 895–891
Pinudjem I (Y 1, Sm I) 890

(890?)-886 Iuput A (Ys 5?–10, Sh I)
Pinudjem I (Ys 6–15, Sm I) 885–876

875 Iuput A (Y 21, Sh I)
Masaharta (Ys 16–19, Sm I) 875–872
Djed-Khons-ef-ankh (?) (867-866)? 
Menkheperre (Y 25, Sm I) 866

(864-859)? Shoshenq II (reign of Os I)
Menkheperre (Ys 6, 7, Ps A (I)) 856–855

855 Iuwelot (Y 5, Tk I)
852, 846 Smendes III (Ys 8, 14, Tk I)
c.845–830 Harsiese A (reign of Os II)

Son of King HARSIESE
c.830 Nimlot C (after Y 16, Os II)

Menkheperre (Ys 40, 48, Ps A (I)) 822, 814
Smendes II (Y 49, Ps A (I); Y 2?, Am) 813

Section B

22nd Dynasty High Priests 23rd Dynasty High Priests

Prince Osorkon (Y 11, Tk II) 811
810 Harsiese B (Y 5, Pb I)

Prince Osorkon (Ys 12 - 15, Tk II) 810–807
807 Harsiese B (Y 8, Pb I)
806 Harsiese B (Y 6, SH III)

Prince Osorkon (Ys 24, 25, Tk II) 798-797
797–796 Harsiese B (Ys 18, 19, Pb I)
792 Takeloth E (Y 23, Pb I)

Prince Osorkon (Ys 22-29, Sh III) 790–783
c.773 Takeloth E (Y 6, Sh VI –

Prince Osorkon (Y 39, Sh III) 773           formerly IV)

Section C

21st Dynasty High Priests 23rd Dynasty High Priests

Pinudjem II (Y 43?, Am) 772
Pinudjem II (Ys 8–10, Si) 761–759
Psusennes III (Ys 10?, 12-17, Si) 759-752

c.749 Takeloth G (later Tk III;
    reign of Os III)

c.736 Osorkon F

All dates are Alternate 
  Chronology (AC)
Bracketed Y(ear)s are 
  historically attested

Sh = SHOSHENQ
Sm = SMENDES
Tk = TAKELOTH
Si = SIAMUN
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TABLE F(1): Genealogy of the Egyptian Twentieth to Twenty-Second Dynasties 
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TABLE G: Proposed Composite Genealogy of the Families of Nebneteru iii, Nesipakashuti iii and Neseramun i 

 

 



TABLE H: Chronology of the Kings of Israel and Judah from the United 
Monarchy to 701 BC 
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Saul 1004-992
David 992-984
David 984-964
Solomon 965-927

Antedating: NY = Tishri (September/October) Postdating: NY = Nissan (March/April)

927-906 Jeroboam I Rehoboam 927-911
906-905 Nadab Abijah 911-908
905-882 Baasha Asa 908-877
882-881 Elah
881 Zimri
881-870 Omri Jehoshaphat 877-852
870-849 Ahab
855-854 Ahaziah Jehoram 852-844
854-843 Joram Ahaziah 844/843

Postdating
843/2-815 Jehu Athaliah 843-837
815-798 Jehoahaz J(eh)oash 837-797
[801-785] Joash
799-783
[785-744] Jeroboam II Amaziah [799-770]
784-743 797-768
[744-734] Menahem Uzziah 768-746
743-733 Jotham 747-731
734-732 Pekahiah
732-731 Pekah
731-722 Hoshea Ahaz 731-715

Hezekiah 715-786

The United Monarchy

The Divided Monarchy

Israel Judah

King in Hebron
King of all Israel and Judah

Philistine Occupation c. 1004-1000; Saul's war of independence c. 1000-992

All the above regnal dates of the kings of Israel and Judah are based  
upon synchronisms arising from Chronology A-E, and are therefore
classified as alternate chronology (AC), albeit that they differ only

slightly from the conventionally favoured regnal dates for these kings.



TABLE I: The ‘Zadokite’ Lineage and Other Family Members 
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0 Aaron Moses
Kings of

     Israel-Judah
1 (Abin)Nadab    Abihu Eleazer /Eli Gershom

Saul
2 Zadok Phinehas Hophni Jonathan Shebuel

David

3 Azariah Abishua Ichabod Ahitub
Solomon

4 Bukki Ahijah Ahimelech
Rehoboam

5 Uzzi Abiathar
Abijah

6 Zerahiah
Asa

7 Meraioth
Amariah Jehoshaphat

8 Amariah
Jehoram

9 Ahitub
Ahaziah

10 Zadok
J(eh)oash

11 Jehoida Ahimaaz
Amaziah

12 Azariah
Azariah Uzziah

13 Johanan
Jotham

14 Azariah
Ahaz

15 Uriah Amariah
Azariah Hezekiah

16 Ahitub

17 Zadok

18 Shallum

19 Hilkiah

20 Azariah

21 Seraiah

22

Additional

        Amran

G
en

er
at

io
n

Jehozadok

  'Zadok' Lineage Italicised

High Priests



 
TABLE J: Israel in the Period of the Judges 

                

(20 years)

1004 AC Ammon and Moab take control of territory east of the Jordan River
Saul chosen king at Mizpah;
Men of Gad and Reuben immediately
 rebel against Nahash, king of Ammon,
 and escape to Jabesh-gilead; Ramesses III, Year 8
One month later, Saul defeats Nahash (1000 AC)
 at Jabesh-gilead and is proclaimed Midianite/Amalekite
 king at Gilgal; Oppression
Philistines defeat Israel at Aphek before (7 years)
 continuing on to Beth Shean and the
 Jordan Valley. Edomite Oppression by

Gideon ends  Kushan-rishathaim
Philistine Ammonite/  oppression (8 years)
Oppression Moabite (997 AC)
(20 years) Oppression

(18 years)

992 AC Saul's death at Gilboa; Ammonites attack Israel; Abimelech becomes David becomes
Abner rallies Israelites at Mizpah;  king of Manesseh  king in Hebron
Ephraim attacks Benjamin; (992/1 AC)
Jephthah defeats Ammon in Gilead
  and becomes Judge;
Ephraim attacks Gilead and is defeated.

Ishbaal becomes 
 king of Manesseh

986 AC Abner conquers Gilead and makes Ishbaal its king; (989-984 AC; 5 years)
Ehud expels Moabites from Benjamin;

984 AC End of Ammonite and Moabite Oppression. David becomes
 king in Jerusalem
(984 AC)

Canaanite Oppression

(992-989 AC; 3 years)

Death of Jephthah;

       986 AC

           1004 AC

Succession of Ishbaal
 as king of 'Ephraim'.          992 AC

Sea Peoples invasion in Year 4 of Ramesses III (1204 CC = 1004 AC in Table L)

 



 
TABLE K (1/2): Archaeo-Historical Stratigraphy and Synchronisms in Iron Age Canaan/Palestine 

 
 

 

                    

Chronology/Site/ Ashdod Tel Miqne- Tell Beth Megiddo Beth Taanach Jokneam Hazor Tel Dan
   Stratigraphy   Ekron Qasile Shemesh   Shean

Ramesses III, c. Yr. 5 D    XIV D    VIIIA D     XV D   IVB D   VIIB D    VII Abandoned

  (1203 CC = 1003 AC B
   in Table L) Late VII

Myc. IIIC:1b VII XIV
VIIA IA XIX

A III
XIIIA VI XII Lower VI

Ramesses VI D D D D D D
  (c. 965 AC) 6C VIB XVIIIB VI

Iron I Philistine XII V XI XIII 6B
Bichrome XVIIIA XII-XI

D D
Ramesses IX/Shishak D D D 6A Philistine
  (922 AC) VIA Upper VI IB Jeroboam

5C
XI IV X XII V

D D IIA XVII

5B  (Ben-Hadad I) D (Ben-Hadad I)
Shoshenq I (875 AC) D D D D D D D D Aramaean Aramaean

X III IX XI 5A VB Lower V IIA XVI X IVB
Ben-hadad I/II (855 AC) D  X-IX D  VA-IVB D D      IIB D XV-XIV

VIII 6B XIII D     IX IVA
IIB VIII D Aramaean Aramaean

VII 6A VIII Early III 
Hazael (c. 815 AC) D D? D? D  VII

IIB III XII D   (Joash) (Joash)
Iron II Red-Slip IVA Upper V

Hand-Burnished IX IIA Early VI 5B VI
Ware Late III

D VII D (E'quake?)

VIII XI V
I Late VI 5A D (732 BC) D (732 BC) D (732 BC) D (732 BC)

Sargon II (712 BC) D
IIC III IV II

Sennacherib (701 BC)

XIIIB

Gezer

Field II
Str. 8-7

Field VI



 
TABLE K (2/2): Archaeo-Historical Stratigraphy and Synchronisms in Iron Age Canaan/Palestine 

 

                    

Chronology/Site/ Aphek Samaria Lachish Tel Sera Beersheba Arad Tell
   Stratigraphy G D2 B1 Masos

Ramesses III, c. Yr. 5 D8 12 X11 D       VII X
  (1203 CC = 1003 AC D  D7
   in Table L) 11 14 B

Myc. IIIC:1b
D6 VIII X 10 VI IX

10 13
IX

Ramesses VI D  9 13 12 D D III
  (c. 965 AC) 8 D 12 11 X 9

D5 11
Iron I Philistine Abandoned

Bichrome D4 10
D 10 Solomonic Abandoned A

Ramesses IX/Shishak VII VIII D
  (922 AC) 7 X 8 Rehoboam Abandoned Rehoboam

Pre-Omride Rehoboam B
9 9b Period VII

D3 Asa Asa XII
V II

VIII VI
Shoshenq I (875 AC)

D2    VI   6b 8c 9a A 8 ? X 7 V XI A
Ben-hadad I/II (855 AC) D1    V    D D (c. 854 AC) D (Edomite) D (Edomite) D (Edomite)

   IV   D II VII I
6a 8b 8 X 7 - X 6 IV IV X

III
Hazael (c. 815 AC) D D D D 

IV
Iron II Red-Slip

Hand-Burnished V
Ware III IX

III VI
D (Edomite) D (Edomite)

VI
Sargon II (712 BC) II VIII

Sennacherib (701 BC) D D D

I

Tel Rehov Tel Dor

 



TABLE L (1/3): Chronology A-E – An Alternate Chronology for the Late Bronze  
and Early Iron Age Near East  

      

  I. FIRST 
I. MITANNI/ DYNASTY of

HANIGALBAT BABYLON
II. HANA

II. HANIGALBAT/ III.
EGYPT HATTI   ASSYRIA (B) ASSYRIA (A) BABYLONIA (A) BABYLONIA (B)

AC      
I. First Dynasty

I. Mitanni/  of Babylon:
Hattushili I   Hanigalbat:  (1565-1368)

1400
Puzur-Ashur III Burnaburiash I Samsuditana

18th Dynasty Kirta  1396-1373 (24 - SDAS)  c. 1399-1368  1398-1368

Enlil-nasir I II. Hana
Amosis Murshili I  1372-1360
 1365-1340  c. 1370-1365 Nur-ili Idin-Kakka

 1359-1348 Kurigalzu I  c. 1368-1340
Hantili Shuttarna I Ulamburiash

Ashur-shaduni Kashtiliash III
1350 Amenophis I Ashur-rabi I  c. 1376-1354

 1340-1319 Zidanta Ashur-nadin-ahhe I Isar-Lim
Parattarna/  1348 Agum-kakrime  c. 1340-1315
Parassatar (?) Enlil-nasir II  (Nos. II/III)

Tuthmosis I Ammuna  1347-1342  c. 1354-1330
 1319-1307 Ashur-nirari II

 1341-1335 Karaindash I (?) Igit-Lim
Tuthmosis II Huzziya Ashur-bel-nisheshu  c. 1334-1326-?  c. 1315-1290
 1307-1304 Telepinu Saustatar  1334-1326

 c. 1308 Ashur-rim-nisheshu Ganda(sh) II (?)
1300 Tuthmosis III  1325-1318

 1304-1250 Tahurwaili Ashur-nadin-ahhe II Isih-Dagan
 1317-1308  c. 1290-1265
Eriba-Adad I

Alluwamna  1307-1281 Karaindash II (?)
Ashur-uballit I  c. 1280-1266
 1280-1245 Qis-Addu

Hantili II  c. 1265-1240

Al
te

rn
at

e 
C

hr
on

ol
og

y 
D

at
es BABYLONIA MITANNI–ASSYRIA

 

 



 
TABLE L (2/3) 

      

AC Missing Kings? Kadashman-Harbe I
Zidanta II  c. 1266-1265/4

Shuzzigash
Huzziya II  c. 1264/3 Azilia

 c. 1240-1215
Kurigalzu II

1250 Amenophis II Tudhaliya I  1261-1238
 1250-1225 Enlil-nirari

 1244-1235 Hammurapi/
Artatama I Nazimuruttash Ammurapi?
 c. 1230-1210 Arik-den-ili  1237-1212  c. 1215-1190

Tuthmosis IV Arnuwanda I  1234-1223
 1225-1217 Shuttarna II/ Kadashman-Enlil A (I)

             Shattuara I Adad-nirari I  1211-1204
Amenophis III  c. 1210-1197  1222-1190
 1217-1179 Tudhaliya II Uasashatta Kadashman-Turgu A

1200  c. 1200-1188 Artashumara  1203-1187
 c. 1197-1195

Tudhaliya III Shattuara II
Amenophis IV  c. 1188  c. 1195-1189 Shalmaneser I
(Akhenaten) Shuppiluliuma I Tushratta  1189-1160 Burnaburiash II
 1179-1162  c. 1187-1149  c. 1189-1167  1186-1160

Smenkhkare Artatama II
 1164-1161 Shuttarna III Tukulti-Ninurta I Kudur-Enlil III. Babylonia (B):
Tutankhamun  c. 1189-1149  1159-1123  1159-1151

1250  1161-1152 Arnuwanda II Shagarakti-Shuriash
Ay  1148 Kurtiwaza  1150-1138 Akkad
 1152-1148 Murshili II  c. 1149 Kashtiliash IV
Horemheb  1147-c. 1122  1137-1130 Enlil-nadin-shumi
 1148-1120 II. Hanigalbat/ Assyrian Kadashman-

Assyria (B): Interregnum  Kharbe II
 1129-1123  1129-1127

Ramesses I Muwatalli Ili-hadda Ashur-nadin-apli Adad-shuma-usur Adad-shuma-iddina
 1120-1118  c. 1122-1095  c. 1122-1107  1122-1119  1122-1093  1126-1121
Sethos I Ashur-nirari III Atanah -(D) Samas?

1100  1118-1104 Murshili III/  1118-1113 Zababa-shuma-iddina  1120-1108
Ramesses II Urhi-Teshub Hanigalbat King in Enlil-kudur-usur  1092 Meli-Shipak
 1104-1037  c. 1095-1088  Kbo I 14  1112-1108 Enlil-nadin-ahi  1107-1093

  
 



TABLE L (3/3) 

      

AC Hattushili III (Son of Ili-hadda?) Ninurta-apil-Ekur  1091-1089 Marduk-apla-iddina
 c. 1089/8-1057  c. 1107-1088  1107-1095 Elamite Interregnum  1092-1072

Ashur-dan I  1088
Two missing  1094-1049 Kadashman-Turgu B

kings (?)  c. 1087-1072 (min. 16)
Tudhaliya IV Ninurta-tukulti-Ashur Kadashman-Enlil B (II) Marduk-kabit-
 c. 1056-1015 Mutakkil-Nusku  c. 1071-1057 (min. 15)  ahheshu

1050 Hanigalbat King in  c. 1049 Itti-Marduk-balatu  1071-1054
Merneptah  IBoT I 34 &  1056-1049  Ruler of Isin (and
 1037-1027  KBo XXVIII 65 Ashur-resha-ishi I Ninurta-nadin-shumi          Akkad?)
Amenmesses  c. ?-1030  1048-1031  1048-1043
 1027-1024 Nebuchadnezzar I
Sethos II Hurrian king in Tiglath-pileser I  1042-1021
 1024-1018 Arnuwanda III  Emar VI 42  1030-992 Enlil-nadin-apli
Merneptah-  c. 1014  1020-1017
 Siptah Shuppiluliuma II Ashur-rabi II Marduk-nadin-ahhe
Tewosret  c. 1013-?  1013-973  1016-999

1000  1018-1010 Ashared-apil-Ekur Marduk-shapik-zeri Adad-apla-iddina
Sethnakhte  991-990  998-986  998-977
 1010-1008 Ashur-bel-kala Marduk-ahhe-eriba
Ramesses III  989-972  985 Simbar-Shipak
 1008-977 Ashur-resha-ishi II Eriba-Adad II Marduk-zer-[x]  976-960 (17 yrs)
Ramesses IV  972-968  971-970  984-973 * Ea-mukin-zeri
 977-971 Shamshi-Adad IV Nabu-shumu-libur  960
Ramesses V  969-966  972-965 Kashu-nadin-akhi
 971-967 Tiglath-pileser II Ashurnasirpal I Eulmash-shakin-shumi  959-957
Ramesses VI  967-936  965-947  964-948 Mar-biti-apla-usur

950  967-960 Ninurta-kudurri-usur I  956-951
Ramesses VII Shalmaneser II  947-945
 960-  946-936 (Yrs 1-11) Shirikti-Shuqamuna
Ramesses VIII Interregnum Year  945

-940  935 Nabu-mukin-apli
Ramesses IX Ashur-dan II  944-909
 940-922  934-912 *Ninurta-kudurri-usur II

 909
Ramesses X Mar-biti-ahhe-iddina
 922-919  908
Ramesses XI Adad-nirari II Shamash-mudammiq

900  919-890 911-891 >908-902<
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Appendix 1        ASPECTS OF ISRAELITE CHRONOLOGY AND     
HISTORY DURING THE ‘BIBLICAL’ PERIOD  

Introduction 

I argued in Chapters 2-4 that New Kingdom Memphite dates must be lowered by 

precisely 200 years to conform to historical actuality; and with the further stipulation 

that the reign of Ramesses IX be lowered by a further nine years to 940-922 AC (see 

Table L for dates). That being the case, it is now time to investigate the historical and 

archaeological repercussions for Canaan-Palestine flowing from this chronological 

model. According to Chronology A-E, Sethnakhte, the founder of the 20th Dynasty, 

will have begun his reign in 1010 AC, and Ramesses XI will have ended his reign in 

890 AC. The period of this dynasty will now overlap the crucial stages in the 

development of the kingdom of Israel-Judah, from the formation of the Israelite 

Monarchy under Saul and David down to the early years of the Divided Monarchy. If 

this chronological realignment is historically accurate, as I maintain, then its principal 

consequence will be that it now presents the possibility of discovering previously 

unrecognised synchronisms between events referred to in Egyptian historical texts on 

the one hand and, on the other, particular ‘historical’ passages from the Hebrew Bible, 

or Old Testament (OT).1 However, before proceeding with this investigation, I must 

first define what I mean by ‘historical’ material within the OT. 

  Methodology Regarding the historicity of the OT, it cannot simply be a matter of 

whether a particular OT passage accurately portrays an actual historical event, rather, 

the issue must be whether or not one can substantiate a series of correlations between 

a range of OT episodes and a corresponding range of historical/archaeological events 

with a sufficient degree of confidence. And such confidence can only arise when the 

subjective element in comparing the OT tradition, on the one hand, and 

archaeologically or historically attested events, on the other, is reduced to an 

acceptable level. This further requires that a sufficiently high proportion of the early 

history of the Israelites, and of their neighbours, has been preserved in the OT, 
                                                           
1 The fact that I do not qualify each and every OT reference in the following pages as only potentially 

historical should not be interpreted as naïve acceptance of the OT as historical fact. Rather, it is done 

merely to avoid monotonous repetition. If this position is not always made clear in the following pages, 

then, I apologise in advance. I should also reaffirm that I have designed the present thesis to be tested 

against available evidence (see Chapter 1 for methodology). 
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because it is only when the number of compatible correlations between OT episodes 

and archaeologically or historically attested evidence achieves a certain level that the 

probability of any particular correlation being true becomes statistically significant, 

and therefore cannot be dismissed as purely coincidental. The historicity of any given 

OT episode, no matter how compelling it may appear, cannot therefore be maintained 

from a simple one-to-one relationship. All such ad hoc correlations must remain quite 

speculative until one can demonstrate that a sufficiently high proportion of the ‘core’ 

historical events found in OT tradition also find convincing correlations in the real 

historical and archaeological record; and across the whole time span covered by those 

successive generations of OT figures whom one wishes to define as historical. 

 When OT tradition is compared with the historical and archaeological evidence in 

this trans-generational manner, then, the subjectivity of the exercise is drastically 

reduced. The reason for this is because the internal chronology of the OT is capable of 

acting as an independent control on the temporal relationships between different 

individuals and/or events/episodes by spacing them one against another. By accepting 

this OT chronology – one based on numerical information where it can be 

independently tested, but otherwise using generation-lengths – one can avoid many of 

the pitfalls which occur when researchers are willing to add or subtract a few 

generations here or there, or alternatively to adopt improbable generation-lengths, 

simply in order to synchronise some recorded OT episode with an actual event in the 

historical-archaeological record. Rather, having established an initial hypothetical 

synchronism between a particular OT episode and an archaeological or historical 

event, then, the chronological consequences of that synchronism must be accepted as 

they radiate out through the preceding and succeeding generations of OT figures, and 

in such a manner that it does not have to unacceptably distort either the OT 

chronology or historical chronology in order to accommodate any assumed 

synchronisms.2 And it is only the overall compatibility between these two temporally 

independent bodies of evidence which will allow confidence that any particular 

correlation between OT episode and historical-archaeological event is valid.  

 While strict statistical proof cannot be attempted here, nonetheless, the reader must 

be convinced, in terms of ‘common-sense’ probability,3 that the quantity and scope of 

                                                           
2 See, e.g., Thompson (1994:18) who criticises Albright for his inconsistent use of biblical chronology. 
3 See, e.g., Grabbe (1997:188); Dever (1997b:310). 
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the parallels arising from this reconfigured chronological relationship could not have 

occurred by chance alone but, rather, that such parallels must, in all probability, 

reflect a shared underlying chronological-historical reality. 

 Minimalism versus Maximalism   Any discussion of the OT as a potential source 

of historical information cannot proceed without at least mentioning the ongoing 

debate over ‘minimalism’ versus ‘maximalism’.4 This debate has now endured for 

more than a quarter of a century, and without any signs of an imminent victory for 

either side. Although to speak of two sides to this debate is somewhat misleading, 

since the truth of the matter is far more complex, in that every engaged scholar seems 

to occupy a unique position situated somewhere between two extreme points of view. 

The extreme ‘minimalist’ (or ‘revisionist’) position has been described as a more or 

less absolute rejection of the OT containing anything of (accessible) historical value, 

except where it can be independently corroborated by contemporary extra-biblical 

evidence;5 and, in the opinion of such minimalists, extra-biblical evidence provides 

little if any support for the OT version of Israel’s early history.6 Meanwhile, the 

extreme ‘maximalist’ position has been described as ‘naïve realism’, that is, arguing 

from the starting point that the OT is an historical document, and then only rejecting 

the historicity of OT material when it can be shown to be incompatible with 

historical-archaeological evidence.7 Moreover, even amongst scholars who accept that 

the OT contains historical information, there is the added difficulty of deciding just 

what that historical information should include.8 

 It is not my intention to discuss the substance of the ‘minimalism’ versus 

‘maximalism’ debate, since it ranges over various areas of scholarship for which I 

have no formal training, including OT studies, philology, and text-critical analysis, 

amongst others. Rather, I simply wish to make the logical point that if this debate is 

founded upon an incorrect chronology for the Late Bronze and Early Iron Age 

                                                           
4 For recent literature on this topic from different perspectives see, e.g., Garbini (2003); Kitchen 

(2003); Dever (2003b, 2001); Thompson (1999, 1994); Lemche (1998, 1997); Grabbe (1997); Davies 

(1997, 1992); Whitelam (1996); Van Seters (1983). 
5 As held by, e.g., Lemche (1998:25); Thompson (1999:15). 
6 See, e.g., Davies (1992:60-70); Lemche (1997:148). 
7 Thompson (1999:4, 34). Some of the more important works so accused include those of so-called 

biblical archaeologists, including Wright (1957); Albright (1963b); and Bright (1981). 
8 Edelman (1996:142). 

 331



periods, as I argue to be the case, then, the epistemology underlying both the 

minimalist and maximalist positions will have to be reassessed in a profound manner. 

Moreover, if Chronology A-E is more or less correct, as I believe, then such a 

reassessment might actually result in a greater degree of coherence between these two 

extreme positions than exists at present. 

 Turning to more specific matters, there are two principal questions that need to be 

raised regarding the historicity of the OT: first, what is the earliest date at which 

contemporary documents relating to the history of Israel could have been written; and 

second, when was the OT written, and did its authors have access to earlier 

contemporary, historical texts? Both minimalists and maximalists now agree that the 

period of the United Monarchy under David and Solomon presents the earliest 

conceivable opportunity for the composition of contemporary documents,9 whether or 

not such documents were actually written. This would further mean that any events 

deemed to have occurred earlier than the adult lifetime of those still alive during the 

early United Monarchy would have to be seen as oral history, at best, and therefore 

prone to the vagaries of oral transmission before they could have been recorded in any 

text.10 For this reason, the current conflict between minimalists and maximalists is 

now generally confined to the ‘monarchic period’; and with few scholars arguing for 

the historicity of the earlier OT books of Exodus, Joshua and Judges, at least not in 

terms of specific historical details. Meanwhile, there is also broad consensus between 

minimalists and maximalists that the final redaction of the OT was written in the post-

Exile period, albeit that some wish to date it closer to that event, while others date it 

as late as the Hellenistic period.11  

 Maximalists will point to various correspondences between the OT and extra-

biblical evidence, both textual and archaeological, which would support the Hebrew 

Bible containing a ‘core’ of historical information.12 Sources thought to be more or 

less contemporary with the events described include Solomon’s list of high officials 

and administrative districts (1 Kgs 4:2-6, 9-19), along with details of his major 

building programs (1 Kgs 9:15-18).13 However, even these ‘core’ historical episodes 
                                                           
9 See Lemche (1998:158-59); Dever (1997b:298). 
10 See Lemche (1998:150-52); Soggin (1999:32-35). 
11 Cf. Dever (2003b:8); Garbini (2003:76-77); Thompson (1999:8). 
12 See, e.g., Dever (1997b:301, 310, idem 2001, 2003b). 
13 See Na’aman (1996:171); Fritz (1996:189). Cf. Auld (1996:167). 
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of the OT relating to the monarchic period, and which were once seen as confirming 

its historicity, have now become a source of dispute between minimalists and 

maximalists. Some of the more important topics include:  

  Solomon’s reported building activities at the major fortified Iron Age II cities of 

Megiddo, Hazor and Gezer, and which are now seen by some scholars as later 

constructions, probably belonging to the Omride period;14  

  the lack of any evidence from the early 10th century BC levels at Jerusalem that 

would support the report of Solomon’s building program there;15 

  the general lack of archaeological evidence in early Iron Age II levels in Israel-

Judah to support the idea of a mini-empire ruled from Jerusalem by David and 

Solomon; and 

  the biblical account of Shishak’s war against Rehoboam of Judah, a passage which 

cannot be satisfactorily harmonised with the extant record of Shoshenq I’s 

Palestinian campaign.16  

 How, then, is one to make sense of this dispute between minimalists and 

maximalists? The OT features various genres of literature – including myths, legends, 

folktales, aetiologies, proverbs, and so forth17 – which all mainstream scholars would 

agree are un-historical in nature. Having eliminated all such material, the OT is then 

left with material which is at least potentially historical. Furthermore, using various 

techniques of form-critical analysis, experts can attempt to illuminate the changes that 

occurred in such material from the time of its original composition to its final 

redaction, thereby helping to define more clearly what the original content may have 

been.18 However, this still does not allow one to decide whether we are dealing with 

genuine historical information, or simply with fictional tales that somehow manage to 

                                                           
14 See esp. BASOR 277/278 (1990) and the respective papers by Dever (pp. 121-130), in favour of a 

Solomonic date, and by Finkelstein (pp. 109-119), Wightman (pp. 5-22) and Ussishkin (pp. 71-91) 

against this view. 
15 See, e.g., Finkelstein (2005 esp. 35) where Jerusalem at this time is judged ‘a small, poor, unfortified 

village.’ 
16 See Introduction, n. 21 for details. 
17 Dever (2001:2). 
18 Miller (1999:362). 
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give the impression of historical writing. In the final analysis, the only 

methodologically sound way to decide whether this OT material constitutes genuine 

history or mere fiction is to test it against extra-biblical evidence.19  And this task 

requires, in addition to an accurate absolute chronology capable of organising the 

relevant historical and archaeological data, a biblical chronology able to order the 

self-contained world of the OT. If either of these two chronologies do not match 

historical actuality, then, it will be impossible to achieve any coherence between the 

historical and OT narratives, assuming for the moment that the OT does indeed 

contain a ‘core’ body of historical information.20  

 Admittedly, to speak of a ‘core’ tradition is, in itself, a moot point. What one 

scholar may interpret as part of that core tradition, another may see as merely a 

subjective selection of one particular version of the tradition in order to advance his 

own historical model. This difficult issue of what constitutes a core tradition cannot 

be discussed at length within the limited scope of the present work. Nonetheless, a 

few general points can be made regarding the methodology I employ to distinguish 

between ‘core’ and ‘peripheral’ elements in OT tradition. I would argue that there are 

essentially three different levels of information within the body of this tradition.  

 The first level concerns the primary parameters of human existence, namely time 

and space or, more specifically, their respective cultural manifestations, chronology 

and geography respectively. For the post-schism period, the OT provides specific 

regnal figures for the various kings of Israel and Judah, thereby presenting the 

theoretical possibility of reconstructing a precise chronology for this period. With 

regard to the pre-schism period, there are two distinct types of chronological 

information contained in the OT. The first is based on specific figures (usually 

schematic) provided: for the reign lengths of various kings or office holders; for the 

periods lived by the prophets and other major characters; and for the periods elapsed 

between two separate events, such as that between the Exodus and the settlement of 

Canaan under Joshua. The second type involves evidence based on a count of 

generations, combined with the chronological relationship of one generation of 

protagonists to another. When it is possible to test numerical information against 
                                                           
19 Davies (1997 esp. 105). 
20 Admittedly, even the issue of a biblical chronology is disputed by some minimalists who would 

reject the idea that the OT contains a genuine list of the kings of Israel and Judah, believing these 

names to be later, and mostly un-historical, constructs (e.g., Thompson 1999:15). 

 334



independent evidence from surrounding lands, then clearly this is the most valuable 

material. However, in the absence of an independent check on such biblical figures, 

and where those figures appear particularly schematic or implausible, then, it is far 

wiser to restrict oneself to using information based on the expected average 

generation-length for the particular period and ethnic group. Geographical 

information is of equal primary importance in testing the historicity of any given OT 

passage, particularly as it relates to issues such as military campaigns, trading 

relations and political influence, on the one hand, and archaeological evidence on the 

other.  

 The second level of information concerns the major events associated with a given 

generation of OT figures, such as the Exodus, the period of conquest/settlement under 

Joshua or, for example, the diplomatic contacts between Solomon and Hiram of Tyre. 

These episodes are ones which would have covered a wide geographic area, and have 

affected numerous communities and even distant lands. And were they to have been, 

more or less, historical events, then, they should have left a distinctive mark in the 

contemporary physical world and, quite possibly, also in the historical records of the 

literate societies that were affected by those events; although this, of course, does not 

guarantee that either the archaeological or historical evidence of such events will 

necessarily have been preserved into the present.  

 The third level concerns material of a specific religious or personal nature, and 

which, with a few possible exceptions, is very unlikely to have left any presently 

identifiable mark in the archaeological or historical record. Therefore, 

notwithstanding the fact that such material may have been of major importance within 

the OT tradition, it would appear of little importance to history, if for no other reason 

than that it is not easily amenable to testing against independent evidence. 

 Having established an alternate chronology for the Ancient Near East in Chapters 

2-4, my aim in Appendix 1 is to now establish the most accurate and precise OT 

chronology that the combined historical and biblical evidence will allow. Moreover, I 

will construct this chronology to cover the period from the Exodus generation down 

to the Assyrian conquest of the kingdom of Israel in the late 7th century BC. I must, 

however, re-emphasise that I view this proposed chronology as an essential tool for 

future research in testing the historicity of the OT, not as an end in itself; albeit that I 

do believe it presents some very interesting new interpretations of certain OT 

passages. 
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1:1 The Divided Monarchy  

1:1.1 Israel: a Triple Synchronism  

Many attempts have been made in recent decades to construct a more or less precise 

chronology of the kings of Israel and Judah by using extra-biblical (primarily 

Assyrian) synchronisms as a means of controlling for the chronological figures 

appearing in the OT; these figures, on their own, present a somewhat confusing and 

often contradictory model.21 All these works place the death of Solomon, and the 

ensuing schism between the two Hebrew kingdoms, within about a decade of 931 

BC.22 However, preceding this schism, any attempt at a precise chronology of the 

earlier Israelite period begins to dissolve in a combination of schematic OT 

chronological figures and an absence of extra-biblical synchronisms. 

 Central to the establishment of an independently derived chronology for the period 

of the Divided Monarchy are three particular synchronisms between Hebrew kings 

and their Assyrian counterparts: first, there is the appearance of Ahab, king of Israel, 

amongst the anti-Assyrian coalition at the battle of Qarqar in 853 BC; second, only 12 

years later in 841 BC, the Israelite king was Jehu, who had usurped the throne after 

killing Ahab’s son, Joram; and third, the reign of the last king of Israel, Hoshea, came 

to an end c. 722 BC. Unfortunately, the first two dates cannot be assigned to a 

particular regnal year of either Ahab or Jehu. Moreover, this lack of precision 

ultimately leads to a cascading level of chronological uncertainty as one moves 

further away from these three pivotal synchronisms. This uncertainty is primarily due 

to three unresolved issues: first, the chronological inconsistency that exists between 

the OT reign-length figures on the one hand and, on the other, numerically precise 

synchronisms between the kings of Israel and Judah; second, whether or not the kings 

of Israel and/or Judah adopted a system of co-regency; and third, whether or not the 

regnal years of these kings were calculated using the system of antedating or 

postdating. 

 Before beginning the discussion of biblical chronology proper, it may be helpful if 

I first briefly present my conclusions vis-à-vis these three chronologically important 
                                                           
21 See, e.g., Albright (1953, 1956); Thiele (1965 [1951]); Miller (1967); Hayes and Hooker (1988); 

Hughes (1990); Barnes (1991); Galil (1996). 
22 See Ash (1999:26) for a summary of the various proposals: 931 (Thiele), 926 (Hayes/Hooker), 

931/30 (Galil), 922 (Albright), 925/23 (Miller), 932 (Barnes), 937 (Hughes). 
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factors. First, I believe that regnal figures must always be given precedence over 

synchronism figures between Israel and Judah, which, in the main, I cannot see as 

anything other than secondary editorial calculations. It would seem inconceivable that 

the two, often antagonistic, kingdoms of Israel and Judah should, as a matter of 

course, have routinely defined the coronation of one or other king in terms of the 

regnal years of his contemporary. However, this is not to deny that the compilation of 

the OT may have drawn upon original documentation containing genuine historical 

synchronisms, such as those associated with specific historical events; these 

synchronisms are sometimes referred to as ‘imbedded’. Second, I see no need to 

invoke the use of co-regency by either the kings of Israel or Judah in order to 

harmonise the available regnal figures, with one possible exception (see below). And 

third, I believe that Judah used the system of postdating at least until the reign of 

Hezekiah, whereas Israel began with the system of antedating but changed to 

postdating with the accession of Jehu.23 

 Meanwhile, the chronology of the Egyptian TIP argued for previously relied for its 

precision upon the historical hypothesis that Ashurnasirpal II’s Mediterranean 

campaign of 875 BC was the catalyst for Shoshenq I’s Palestinian campaign later in 

the same year. I would now propose, as a hypothetical starting point, that Shoshenq’s 

campaign caused king Omri of Israel to abandon the capital at Tirzah, and to found 

his new capital at Samaria (see Chapter 4:1). Since Omri is said to have occupied 

Tirzah for six years (1 Kgs 16:23), one can therefore synchronise his seventh year 

with 875 AC. Omri’s 12 year reign would, then, have covered the period 881-870 AC, 

and his son Ahab’s 22 year reign the period 870-849 AC (see Table H).24 Accepting 

the regnal figures for Jeroboam I (22 years), Nadab (2 years), Baasha (24 years), Elah 

(2 years) and Zimri (7 days) would mean that Jeroboam’s coronation occurred in 927 

AC.   

 Moreover, according to the Monolith Inscription of Shalmaneser III, this Assyrian 

king faced an enemy coalition at the battle of Qarqar in his Year 6 (853 BC), led by 

Ben-hadad of Aram-Damascus, and supported by Irhulena of Hamath and Ahab of 

Israel. However, when Shalmaneser returned to southern Syria four years later in Year 
                                                           
23 See Galil (1996:10) for details; but where Galil considers that the change to postdating occurred at 

the end of the ninth century, i.e., some forty years earlier than Jehu. 
24 See Galil (1996:148, Appendix B) for a summary of the relevant regnal figures for the kings of Israel 

and Judah used in the following discussion.  
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10, there is no mention of either Ahab or Israel: the named leaders are now reduced to 

Ben-hadad and Irhulena. According to the regnal dates just established for Ahab, this 

will now mean that Ahab’s reign ended in the same year as Shalmaneser’s Year 10 

campaign (i.e., 849 BC). Moreover, the temporal gap of four years between these two 

Assyrian campaigns precisely matches the period mentioned in the OT separating the 

treaty between Ben-hadad and Ahab on the one hand and, on the other, the later battle 

between the Aramean king and Ahab at Ramoth-gilead that resulted in the latter’s 

death: following the Aram-Israel treaty, signed in the year after the Aramean siege of 

Samaria, there was no conflict between Aram and Israel for three years (1 Kgs 22:1), 

which thereby allows one to place the ensuing battle in the following fourth year.25 

This chronological argument will also now mean that the battle at Qarqar occurred in 

the same year as the treaty between Ahab and Ben-hadad. 

 In 1 Kgs 20:1-9, Ahab is portrayed as an underling of Ben-hadad, and as a king 

lacking any real military might, at least prior to his victory over the besieging 

Aramean forces. Against this portrayal is the contemporary evidence from the 

Monolith Inscription, which shows Ahab (2,000 chariots and 10,000 footsoldiers) as a 

worthy ally of Ben-hadad (1,200 chariots, 1,200 horsemen, and 20,000 footsoldiers), 

and as an even greater contributor to the coalition than Irhulena (700 chariots, 700 

horsemen, and 10,000 footsoldiers).26 This discrepancy in Ahab’s status, along with 

other issues associated with 1 Kgs 22, has caused much debate, leading some scholars 

to argue that the events contained in 1 Kings 20 and 22 did not originally concern 

Ahab but, rather, a king of the later Jehu dynasty, probably either Jehoahaz or 

J(eh)oash.27 However, if Ahab’s participation in the anti-Assyrian coalition at Qarqar 

occurred after Ahab had signed the treaty with Ben-hadad, as is now required in Table 

H, then, there would be no conflict in the evidence.  

                                                           
25 Cogan (2000:489, Note 1) considers this number as merely typological. Cf. Montgomery (1951:336) 

who notes that this particular use of the figure ‘three’ is generally accepted as original. While the 

number ‘three’ is undoubtedly used in the Bible, on occasion, in a typological manner, one must be 

prepared to examine each particular case independently. And in the present case, the period between 

two major wars is clearly the kind of datum that could have been derived from contemporary historical 

sources such as royal annals. 
26 Pitard (1987:128). Also see Kuan (1995:28-35) for further discussion of this text. 
27 See Pitard (1987:114-25) for a detailed discussion of these two passages. Also see Galil (1996:34-37) 

who argues that Ahab should be identified as the relevant king. 
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 According to the presently proposed chronological scenario, Ahab would have had 

up to a year between his weak position during the siege of Samaria and his later role 

at Qarqar. Having won a victory over the king of Aram, Ahab could have made use of 

his newfound military power to extend his rule over neighbouring territories. Such a 

period of proposed territorial expansion, and just prior to the battle at Qarqar, might 

also go some way towards explaining the relatively large number of chariots provided 

by Israel to the coalition, something that might otherwise seem rather strange for a 

mostly highland kingdom.28 Also, Ahab would now have participated at Qarqar in 

fulfilment of the treaty signed with Ben-hadad, and, indeed, to protect his own newly 

won trading concessions in the bazaar at Damascus (1 Kgs 20:21-34). 

 In contrast to Shalmaneser’s rather half-hearted claim of having defeated the 

coalition at Qarqar,29 he is far more specific in relation to the campaign of his tenth 

year, claiming to have captured the enemies’ chariots, cavalry-horses, and battle 

equipment, and to have caused the coalition forces to go into hiding.30 One might 

therefore reasonably surmise from the apparent absence of Ahab/Israel during the 

second campaign, and from Assyria’s detailed defeat of the coalition on that occasion, 

that Ahab had chosen not to confront the Assyrian army a second time but, rather, 

aware of the defeat of Ben-hadad and the coalition, or at the very least of Assyria’s 

on-going campaign against the Syrian coalition, had taken this opportunity to attack 

the territory of Aram at Ramoth-gilead. One should probably also not rule out 

Assyrian diplomatic pressure, post-Qarqar, on Ahab and other allies of Ben-hadad not 

to join any future anti-Assyrian alliance. Certainly, by Shalmaneser’s 18th year (841 

BC), Hazael, Ben-hadad’s successor, was apparently left alone to offer resistance to 

the invading Assyrian army; while, in the same year, Jehu of Israel is recorded as 

paying tribute to Shalmaneser.31 

 For reasons to be explained shortly, I propose that Jehu actually became king in 

843/2 AC, following the assassination of Joram of Israel and Ahaziah of Judah in late 

843 AC. Between Ahab and Jehu one must now place the two Israelite reigns of 

Ahaziah and Joram, with regnal figures of 2 and 12 years respectively. Accepting the 

historical veracity of these figures will mean that Ahab (870-849 AC – see above) 
                                                           
28 Cf. Cogan (2000:473) who eliminates this puzzle by reducing Ahab’s chariot contribution to 200. 
29 See Kuan (1995:46). 
30 See Pitard (1987:125-29). 
31 Pitard (1987:146-48); also Oppenheim, ANET:280. 
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ruled concurrently with both his sons, first with Ahaziah (now 855-854 AC) and 

subsequently with Joram (854-843 AC). While I will argue below that genuine co-

regencies did not generally exist in either the kingdom of Israel or Judah during the 

period under discussion, this was clearly one occasion when such a collateral kingship 

could have emerged as a matter of necessity.  

 As reported in 1 Kgs 20:14, the siege of Samaria was lifted by the soldiers of the 

district governors.32 The severity of Ben-hadad’s siege of Samaria may be gauged by 

the report in 2 Kgs 6:24-31, which, assuming for the moment that it refers to the same 

event as in 1 Kgs 20,33 would intimate that it resulted in extreme famine, if not actual 

cannibalism. I would therefore propose that while Ahab was confined to his capital at 

Samaria by the Aramean army, and presumably unable to effectively communicate 

with the governors of the districts south of there (see 1 Kgs 20:17-18), that one of 

Ahab’s sons (i.e., Joram) was called upon to unite the resistance against Ben-hadad. 

Now, the first reference to a siege of Samaria occurs during the reign of Ahab (1 Kgs 

20:1), while the second (2 Kgs 6:24) is recorded after the start of Joram’s reign (2 Kgs 

3:1). If Ahab, Ahaziah and Joram ruled successively, this would mean, other factors 

being equal, that we are dealing with two distinct events. However, as detailed in 

Table H, were Joram to have ruled concurrently with Ahab, then, there would be no 

difficulty in ascribing both these passages to the same event. Moreover, the famine in 

2 Kings 6 was so severe that it cannot have been of short duration. That being the 

case, I would further propose that Ahaziah was made king at the outset of the siege, 

presumably as the first son of Ahab called upon to lead the resistance against Ben-

hadad, and that Ahaziah’s short reign was over prior to the siege’s end. Upon the 

death of Ahaziah, Joram would next have been made king, and he would then have 

proceeded to participate in lifting the siege of Samaria by rallying the forces of the 

unoccupied southern districts of Israel.34  

                                                           
32 See Montgomery (1951:322); Gray (1977:424); and Cogan (2000:464) on the meaning of this 

Israelite military force. 
33 Despite over a century of debate, scholars are still uncertain which of the three kings named Ben-

hadad is being referred to in these passages, and, indeed, of the identity of the particular Israelite king 

during whose reign the siege(s) occurred (see Cogan and Tadmor 1988:78 n. 6:24, and p. 84; Dearman, 

1989:159). Cf. Galil (1996:52). 
34 The view that Ben-hadad did not actually lay siege to Samaria but, rather, simply sent demanding 

messages to Ahab from his headquarters at Succoth (Cogan 2000:462, Note 1, etc.) is difficult to 
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 Subsequently, at the turn of the year, the Arameans returned to wage battle with 

Israel at Aphek (1 Kgs 20:26). If we accept early spring (say March) as the obvious 

date for the beginning of Ben-hadad’s campaign that led to the siege of Samaria, and 

also assume that the New Year in Israel began in early Autumn (say September), then 

Ahaziah can be credited with the OT figure of two (calendar) years (855-854 AC), 

while still leaving enough time for the siege to be lifted by Joram’s forces in late 

Autumn, and prior to the next encounter with the Arameans in the following spring.35 

 Interestingly, the unnamed king of Israel in 2 Kgs 7:6 is said to have hired the 

kings (plural) of Egypt to attack the besieging Aramean army. An Egyptian 

involvement in the sudden and ‘miraculous’ relief of Samaria should not be dismissed 

out of hand, for we know from extra-biblical evidence that within a year, as calculated 

in Table H, an Egyptian contingent of 1,000 soldiers would have participated in the 

anti-Assyrian alliance which fought at the battle of Qarqar in 853 BC. The Egyptian 

army that intervened on behalf of Ahab could, then, have been in a position to 

accompany Ahab to Qarqar less than twelve months after its participation in the relief 

of Samaria. And, as argued in Chapter 4, there were, indeed, multiple Egyptian 

Pharaohs reigning at that time, namely Psusennes A (I) of the 21st Dynasty, Takeloth 

I of the 22nd Dynasty and Shoshenq II of the 23rd Dynasty (see Table D). 

 The funeral accessories of these Egyptian kings are also noteworthy. Of particular 

relevance are a gold collar found around the neck of Psusennes I that contained a bead 

with the name of an Assyrian grand-vizier, as well as a Mesopotamian cylinder-seal 

                                                                                                                                                                      
accept. The underlying historical narrative clearly points to Ahab as a rebellious vassal of Ben-hadad, 

and with the latter therefore forced to campaign against Israel in order to re-assert Aramean authority. 

Were Ben-hadad to have merely threatened Ahab from Succoth, situated some 50 km from Samaria 

and on the other side of the Jordan River, then, there would have been, practically speaking, no more 

incentive for Ahab to respond to those demands than had Ben-hadad remained at home in Damascus. 

Also, it would make no military sense whatsoever for Ben-hadad to have simply halted his campaign 

against Israel at Succoth, thereby giving Ahab ample forewarning and the opportunity to prepare for the 

expected Aramean attack on Samaria. 
35 See Hughes (1990:159ff.) on the debate over when the New Year in Israel and Judah began. Hughes 

(ibid:170ff.) favours an autumn date for the Israelite-Judean calendar during the Divided Monarchy, 

and at least until the later seventh century BC. Cf. Barnes (1991:152 n. 2), following Tadmor, who 

adopts a spring New Year in Judah; and Galil (1996:9) who adopts a Nisan New Year in Judah and a 

Tishri New Year in Israel.  Clearly by the time the reference in 1 Kgs 20:26 was written, the Bible’s 

editor was reckoning in terms of the Babylonian calendar, and where the New Year began in the spring. 
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from the third millennium found with Shoshenq II.36 The presence of such seals in an 

Egyptian burial is considered extremely rare.37 Also noteworthy are the three solid 

silver coffins used in the burial of Psusennes I, his high official Oundebaounded, and 

of Shoshenq II.38 Bearing in mind that Shoshenq II and his uncle Psusennes A (I) 

were buried in the same tomb (see Chapter 4:7), could it be that the, now 

contemporary, presence of two such rare Mesopotamian objects in Egypt, combined 

with the additional lavish use of silver, a precious metal normally imported into 

Egypt, was connected with the 2 Kgs 7 Egyptian intervention in Syria-Palestine: the 

Mesopotamian objects possibly part of the spoils of war taken from the Arameans at 

Samaria (2 Kgs 7:6-8), or even associated with the battle at Qarqar; and the large 

quantity of silver a part of the payment received by Egypt for its interventionist 

actions at that time, both in Israel and at Qarqar? 

1:1.2 Judah: from Rehoboam to Ahaziah  

Having dated Jeroboam’s accession, and therefore Solomon’s death, to 927 AC, one 

can now calculate the regnal years of the first three kings of Judah as follows: 

Rehoboam (927-911; 17 years), Abijah (911-908; 3 years) and Asa (908-867; 41 

years). This arrangement of dates is consistent with the first seven Judahite 

synchronisms between Asa and the contemporary kings of Israel, from Nadab, son of 

Jeroboam, down to Ahab (1 Kgs 15:25-16:29). Working back from the date of 843 

AC (above) for the synchronous assassination of Joram of Israel and Ahaziah of 

Judah by Jehu, one can calculate the regnal dates of Ahaziah (844/843; 1 year), 

Jehoram (852-844; 8 years) and Jehoshaphat (877-852; 25 years). Now, while the 

Judahite synchronisms associated with Asa are completely compatible with the regnal 

figures given for the corresponding kings of Israel, there is complete chronological 

confusion regarding the synchronisms associated with Asa’s son and successor 

                                                           
36 See Montet (1951:139-43 and pl. 112) on the cuneiform seal of Psusennes; and ibid.:46-48, fig. 13 

and pl. 30 on the Mesopotamian seal of Shoshenq II. 
37 Montet (1951:139). 
38 See Montet (1951:130-31 and pls. CI-CII) for Psusennes; ibid:72 and pl. XLV for Oundebaounded; 

and ibid:37-38 and pls. XVII-XX  for Shoshenq II. Unfortunately, the site of Takeloth I’s burial is 

unknown (Kitchen 1996:120), and so one cannot compare his funerary equipment with that of 

Psusennes I and Shoshenq II. 
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Jehoshaphat.39 The simplest solution to this confusion is surely to posit a decimal 

error in the transmission of Asa’s reign length, and so that he would have actually 

reigned for 31 years instead of 41 years.40 As defined in Table H, this reduced period 

of 31 years is the precise figure remaining to Asa between his accession in 908 AC 

(above) and his proposed death in 877 AC, thereby obviating the need for any overlap 

between the reigns of Asa and Jehoshaphat. A ten-year error in calculating Asa’s 

reign might also explain why the Asa-Baasha war is dated to Year 36 of Asa when, in 

fact, Baasha must have died in Asa’s Year 26,41 again suggesting a simple decimal 

corruption. 

 The rebellion of king Mesha of Moab against Israel is also surrounded by 

chronological uncertainty:42 in 2 Kgs 1:1-2, the rebellion is placed after the death of 

Ahab, and immediately preceding the passage dealing with the death of his son 

Ahaziah; meanwhile, in 2 Kgs 3:4-7, the same rebellion is again placed after the death 

of Ahab, but with the military response to the rebellion taken by Joram. Taken at face 

value, this might indicate that the rebellion was considered to have begun during the 

short reign of Ahaziah, and so that Joram, early in his reign, and accompanied by 

Jehoshaphat and the unnamed ruler of Edom, would have led the unsuccessful 

campaign to recapture Moab.43 But, according to Table H, this campaign must 

therefore have occurred while Ahab was still alive, and only shortly after the lifting of 

the siege of Samaria in 854 AC. This finding is consistent with the above discussion 

regarding the duration and seriousness of the Aramean siege of Samaria, and the 

resultant famine, since it is surely inconceivable that the territories occupied by Israel 

                                                           
39 See Galil (1996:32) for discussion. 
40 See Hughes (1990:109) for other examples of simple arithmetical corruptions to reign lengths. It 

should also be noted that these corruptions could just as easily have been intentional as accidental, 

particularly if Hughes is correct in his thesis that the original Deuteronomist chronology was modified 

by later Priestly editors so as to produce an artificial 430-year period between the founding of the 

Jerusalem temple by Solomon and the Babylonian exile (ibid:37-39). Cf. Hayes and Hooker (1988:29-

30) who suggest that this confusion was caused by the Bible’s editors assuming that Jehoshaphat’s 25 

year reign occurred after Asa’s 41 year reign had ended, whereas, they argue, Asa had abdicated the 

throne in his 29th year, surviving for another 12 years as an invalid. 
41 See Galil (1996:19). 
42 See, e.g., Dearman (1989:159-64). 
43 As understood by Galil (1996:41). And see Cogan and Tadmor (1988:49) for arguments supporting 

the identification of Jehoshaphat as the king of Judah at that time. 
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east of the Jordan would not have taken this opportunity to rebel. Indeed, they could 

presumably have behaved no differently unless they wished to wage war against Ben-

hadad, for the contents of any such vassal treaty for Moab must surely have included 

the requirement to come to the military aid of Israel in the event of an attack from a 

third party.  

 As for the reference to the campaign against Moab having occurred after the death 

of Ahab, I would suggest that this datum was a later editorial gloss, based on the 

editor’s mistaken belief that the reigns of Ahab and Ahaziah were successive, rather 

than overlapping as presently envisaged. That this may, in fact, be the case is 

supported by the Moabite Stone, an inscription written by king Mesha, which records 

that Israel oppressed Moab during ‘the days of Omri “and half the days of his son”... 

i.e., Ahab’.44 The Hebrew word used here for ‘his son’ (bnh) is ambiguous, in that it 

can also be interpreted as plural, thereby potentially including later generation 

descendents of Omri. However, the use of the exact same word two lines earlier is 

undoubtedly singular;45 and the context of this passage would indicate that the 

singular form was meant in both cases. I would therefore suggest that this reference to 

‘half the days’ of Ahab is most simply understood to mean that Ahab’s reign was not 

yet over, as required in Table H.46  

 According to 1 Kings 22, Jehoshaphat also played a part in Ahab’s final campaign 

against Aram at Ramoth-gilead, and where the Israelite king lost his life. But 

according to Table H, if this synchronism were historically accurate, then, 

Jehoshaphat would have had to survive for an extra three years beyond his 25-year 

reign in order to reach 849 AC, the above-proposed year of Ahab’s death. Such a 

numerical mistake, in which the actual reign of a king of Israel or Judah would have 

been longer than the biblical figure, would be a unique error on the part of the Bible’s 

editor, and therefore it seems considerably more improbable than not. While it is the 

opinion of many scholars that Jehoshaphat and his son Jehoram were co-regents,47 

and this would be required in Table H were Jehoshaphat to have still been alive in the 

last year of Ahab, the chronological findings of the present work would indicate that 

genuine co-regencies were not the general practice in either Israel or Judah (see 
                                                           
44 See Cogan and Tadmor (1988:50); and see ibid:333, Appendix I, for the full text. 
45 See Jackson (1989:109); Dearman (1989:164-65). 
46 Contra Galil (1996:41 n. 18). 
47 See Galil (1996:41 esp. ns. 20, 21) for references and discussion. 
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further below). Consequently, I would propose that Jehoshaphat died in 852 AC, and 

that his participation in Ahab’s campaign at Ramoth-gilead was a secondary 

inclusion. The thematic similarities between 1 Kings 22 and 2 Kings 3 are well 

recognised, and where in both accounts Jehoshaphat seeks out the service of a prophet 

of Yahweh prior to going into battle alongside a king of Israel.48 Considering this 

similarity, and having already assigned the passage in 2 Kings 3 to the reign of 

Jehoshaphat, I would further suggest that this king was mistakenly introduced into 1 

Kings 22 in place of the actual participant, namely Jehoram; an error quite possibly 

founded upon the editorial belief that Ahab had died during the reign of Jehoshaphat 

(2 Kgs 3:1, cf. 2 Kgs 1:17).  

1:1.3 Israel-Judah: from Jehu to Hezekiah  

With Jehu’s first regnal year established as 843/2 AC (above), we can now fit the 

remaining kings of Israel into the period between this date and 722 BC;49 this latter 

year, in which Shalmaneser V captured Samaria, is usually accepted as the last of 

Hoshea’s reign.50 We begin with Jehu (now 843/2-815; 28 years), who was followed 

by his son Jehoahaz (815-798; 17 years). Meanwhile, according to 2 Kings, there was 

a 14-year difference between, on the one hand, the coronation of Jehoahaz in Year 23 

of the Judean king J(eh)oash (v. 13:1) and, on the other, that of Jehoahaz’s successor, 

Joash, in Year 37 (v. 13:10). This means that the biblical chronographer calculated a 

three-year overlap (17 minus 14 years) between Joash [801-785; 16 years] and his 

father Jehoahaz (815-798).51 Next come Jeroboam II [785-744; 41 years], Zechariah 

[744; 6 months], Shallum [744; 1 month], Menahem [744-734; 10 years] and 

Pekahiah (734-732; 2 years). Finally, once we remove the reign of Hoshea (731-722; 

9 years), Pekah is left with only 2 years (732-731/0). While the OT figure for Pekah’s 

reign is 20 years (2 Kgs 15:27), it is quite certain that this figure is incorrect since 

Tiglath-pileser III received tribute from Menahem in 737 BC and from Hoshea in 730 

                                                           
48 See Cogan and Tadmor (1988:49) for details. 
49 I am presently assuming that Jehu introduced the system of postdating into Israel upon his accession, 

and that this custom continued until the end of the kingdom in 722 BC. 
50 Galil (1996:46). 
51 I have included some dates in Table H within square brackets since they are to be slightly adjusted 

below. 
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BC.52 In line with Table H, I would therefore propose that the biblical figure of 20 

years for Pekah is again a simple decimal corruption of the actual figure of 2 years.53 I 

would also note at this juncture that except for the OT figure for Pekah, which is 

unquestionably erroneous, all the other biblical reign lengths for the kings of Israel 

have been adopted in Table H. 

 We can now test this arrangement of Israelite kings against their Judean 

contemporaries. As just noted, the coronation of Jehoahaz of Israel is synchronised 

with the 23rd year of J(eh)oash of Judah, that is, J(eh)oash (now 837-797; 40 years) 

would have been crowned king 22 years earlier than the above calculated dates for 

Jehoahaz (815-798). Furthermore, this leaves precisely the right interval for the three 

remaining monarchs between J(eh)oash and Jehoshaphat, namely Jehoram (852-844; 

8 years), Ahaziah (844/843; 1 year), and queen Athaliah (843-837; 7 years).54 

Meanwhile, as argued in Chapter 4:4, in relation to the role of Taharqa in 2 Kgs 19:9, 

Hezekiah of Judah’s coronation would have occurred in 715 AC, that is, based on the 

premise that Sennacherib carried out two campaigns against Palestine/Judah.55 

Working back from this date one can calculate the regnal periods of Ahaz (731-715; 

16 years) and Jotham (747-731; 16 years). There are now two remaining kings 

between Jehoash (837-797) and Jotham, namely Amaziah (29 years) and his son and 

successor Uzziah/Azariah (52 years). Now, Amaziah is reported to have died 15 years 

after the death of Joash of Israel (2 Kgs 14:17). And this synchronism has been 

classified as amongst those ‘imbedded’ in the text, so that it may well have been 

derived from primary historical material, as opposed to the other category of 

synchronisms that appear to be mere secondary calculations by later editors.56 In 

Table H, this means that Amaziah [799-770; 29 years] would have shared a 2-year co-

regency with his father J(eh)oash (837-797). However, this would now leave a period 

                                                           
52 See Galil (1996:65), referring to Years 8 and 15 of Tiglath-pileser III respectively. 
53 See Na’aman (1986a esp. 74-82) for detailed discussion of this chronological anomaly. 
54 Hayes and Hooker (1988); Hughes (1990); and Barnes (1991) all allow Athaliah an independent 

reign length. Contra Galil (1996 esp. 47-48) 
55 On the two-campaign theory, see Albright (1963b:8-9); Bright (1981, Excursus I, pp. 298-309); Shea 

(1985:401-18); Cogan and Tadmor (1988:248-50). For a discussion of the unresolved debate over the 

chronological significance of 2 Kings 18-19, see Hughes (1990:210ff.); Hayes and Hooker 

(1988:74ff.); Barnes (1991 esp. 73-114). 
56 See Barnes (1991:151 n. 1). 
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of only 23 years between the end of Amaziah’s reign in 770 AC and the beginning of 

Jotham’s reign in 747 AC, that is, far short of the OT figure of 52 years supplied for 

Uzziah’s reign. 

 One cannot proceed further at this stage without tackling the contentious issue of 

whether or not the kings of Israel and Judah adopted the practice of co-regency. 

Various scholars have accepted the use of co-regencies in order to harmonise the 

chronology of the Divided Monarchy.57 However, Hughes rejects the use of co-

regencies, including the two most commonly accepted ones, which are those between 

David and Solomon, and between Jotham and his father Azariah/Uzziah.58 As stated 

above, I believe that genuine co-regencies, as practiced in Egypt for example, were 

not adopted in either Israel or Judah during the period presently under discussion. 

However, I would argue for a small number of what one might call ‘deathbed’ co-

regencies, that is, where the reigning king lay dying, and/or incapable of exercising 

authority, and so that a successor was chosen in order to maintain political stability. 

This would seem to be what happened with the coronation of Solomon.59 And Jotham 

and Uzziah might also have shared a similar short-duration co-regency (2 Ch 26:21; 

and below). This form of collateral kingship, even on those rare occasions when it 

might have occurred, would have been of no chronological significance except in 

those doubly unlikely instances where the old king and his recently crowned 

successor actually shared the same New Year festival, that is, if the old king died in 

Year X BC, his successor would have been crowned king in Year X +1 BC. 

 Returning to Table H, I would now propose that Amaziah actually succeeded his 

father Jehoash following the latter’s death in 797 AC. This further means that 

Amaziah’s period as king is lowered from the initially calculated [799-770] to 797-
                                                           
57 Those who favour co-regencies amongst the kings of Israel and Judah include: Thiele 

(1965[1951]:32, with Appendix D); Albright (1953); Na’aman (1986a); Tadmor, in Cogan and Tadmor 

(1988:341, Appendix II); Barnes (1991); and Galil (1996). Those who reject co-regencies include: 

Hughes (1990); and Hayes and Hooker (1988). 
58 Hughes (1990:103-105). Hayes and Hooker (1988:12-13, 54) also reject co-regencies, but they 

propose an alternate system that would amount to much the same thing, namely, certain kings having 

abdicated in favour of their successors, but with the years of the abdicated king continuing to be 

counted for administrative purposes until their death, and which in the case of Uzziah would amount to 

26 years after his abdication. 
59 As suggested in 2 Kgs 15:5 and 2 Ch 26:21; but see Hughes (1990:104) for a contrary opinion. See 

Ishida (1982) on the political machinations associated with Solomon’s co-regency. 
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768, thereby avoiding the need to posit co-regency between these two kings. The 

period allowed for the kingship of Uzziah, between the death of Amaziah (now 768) 

and the coronation of Jotham (747) is 21 years. However, assuming that Jotham (747-

731) shared a ‘deathbed’ co-regency with his father Uzziah, as intimated above, one 

could again invoke a simple decimal corruption in the transmission of the regnal 

figure of Uzziah (now 768-746) from an actual 22 years to the OT figure of 52 years. 

Meanwhile, according to the ‘imbedded’ synchronism in 2 Kgs 14:17 and 2 Ch 25:25, 

which records that Amaziah died 15 years after the death of the Israelite king Joash, 

this would now mean that Joash’s 16 year reign must also be lowered by 2 years, from 

the previously calculated [801-785] to 799-783, and so that he now overlaps the reign 

of his father Jehoahaz (815-798) by just 1 year; consequently, one can propose 

another ‘deathbed’ co-regency between Jehoahaz and Joash. Furthermore, to 

accommodate the lowering of Joash’s reign by 2 years in Table H, one would also 

have to propose two further ‘deathbed’ co-regencies during the following five 

(chronologically significant) reigns from Jeroboam II to Hoshea in order that the 

latter’s reign could still end in 722 BC. For reasons of historical plausibility, one 

might suggest a brief ‘deathbed’ co-regency between Joash (799-783) and his son 

Jeroboam (now 784-743), and between Menahem (now 743-733) and his son 

Pekahiah (734-732).60  

 Various chronological difficulties are said to arise from dating the coronation of 

Hezekiah to 715 BC.61 Undoubtedly the most telling problem faced by the chronology 

outlined in Table H is the apparent datum that Hezekiah’s father Ahaz paid tribute to 

Tiglath-pileser III in 734 BC, as deduced from the Assyrian inscription K3751, for if 

Ahaz had reigned for only 16 years, and he had died in 715 AC, as I argue, then he 

could not have become king before 731 AC. Furthermore, it is assumed that because 

the names of Mitinti of Ashkelon and Panammu of Sa’mal are listed alongside 

Jehoahaz (i.e., Ahaz) of Judah in K3751, and these two rulers are known to have been 

either killed or deposed by 733/2 BC, that all those listed in this inscription, including 

Ahaz, must have paid tribute in the wake of Tiglath-pileser’s 734/3 Syrian campaign. 
                                                           
60 It is, of course, possible that these single-year overlaps in Table H could have been due to other 

causes. However, without being able to invoke easily explainable numerical errors in the transmission 

of these figures, such as decimal corruptions, the concept of very brief co-regencies would appear to be 

the best solution. 
61 See Galil (1996:100-104) for the following discussion. 
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However, the logic of these two objections is based upon an unfounded interpretation 

of K3751: this document is a summary inscription written only after Year 17 of 

Tiglath-pileser, i.e., 729/8 BC, and so that this latter date, not 734/3 BC, becomes the 

latest theoretical date for the coronation of Ahaz. The reason for including Ahaz in a 

summary inscription that undoubtedly deals with the tribute levied in the wake of the 

734/3 BC campaign was presumably because Ahaz’s ‘tribute’ was given voluntarily 

to Tiglath-pileser as an inducement to attack Rezin of Damascus and Pekah of Israel, 

who were then waging war against Judah (2 Kgs 16:5-9). Therefore, as this ‘tribute’ 

did not result from any Assyrian campaign, the meticulous Assyrian scribes would 

have had no choice but to retrospectively place it within the list of tribute arising 

from, presumably, the most recent Syro-Palestinian campaign of 734/3 BC; and 

within its proper geographical position. 62 

 I would therefore propose that the probable course of events saw Ahaz crowned 

king in early 731 AC, at which point Rezin and Pekah besieged Jerusalem; an action 

which may have been intended to force Ahaz to join an anti-Assyrian coalition.63 The 

siege was unsuccessful and Ahaz appealed to the Assyrian king for help. Tiglath-

pileser duly responded by attacking Damascus and killing Rezin; an action which 

would have led shortly thereafter to Hoshea killing Pekah in a coup d’état.64 All these 

events are therefore capable of having occurred within the same year of 731/30, as 

dictated in Table H. 

 Another possible chronological objection is that if Hezekiah was crowned king in 

715 BC, and accepting the OT figures for the reign lengths of Ahaz and Jotham, then 

Jotham, whose reign would therefore have begun c. 747 BC, could not have been a 

contemporary of Jeroboam II of Israel, as claimed in 1 Ch 5:17. Without wishing to 

debate the merits of this biblical synchronism, one may note that Table H includes a 

four-year overlap between Jeroboam II (784-743 AC) and Jotham (747-731 AC). 

 Finally, the coronation of Hezekiah in 715 BC is said to contradict the tradition 

that Samaria, who’s last king Hoshea was deposed c. 722, could have been conquered 

during the reign of Hezekiah. However, apart from the general consensus that the 

actual king who deported the Israelites to Assyria, as reported in 2 Kgs 17:6, was not 
                                                           
62 The list of subjugated rulers in K3751 was apparently arranged in geographic rather than 

chronological order (Galil 1996:67-68). 
63 See esp. Hughes (1990:203) for references to this topic. 
64 See Pitard (1987:184-89) for details of Tiglath-pileser III’s campaigns against Aram and Israel. 
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Shalmaneser V but rather his successor Sargon II, any more detailed attempt to 

synchronise the biblical and Assyrian evidence is fraught with uncertainties.65 

Moreover, the chronology of this particular period, and our understanding of what 

actually constituted the ‘conquest’ of Samaria, as defined by both the Israelites, on the 

one hand, and the Assyrians, on the other, is far from certain, and so that this datum 

should be used with great caution in attempting to establish any firm historical 

synchronisms. 

1:1.4 Shoshenq/Shishak: a Question of Identity   

According to the Hebrew Bible, Pharaoh Shishak invaded the kingdom of Judah in the 

5th year of Rehoboam, at which time he carried off the treasures of the Jerusalem 

temple as booty (1 Kgs 14:25-26; 2 Ch 12:2-9). Some years earlier a malcontent 

named Jeroboam had fled to Shishak in the aftermath of a failed rebellion against 

Solomon (1 Kgs 11:26-40). Subsequently, upon the death of Solomon, Jeroboam 

returned from exile and captured the throne of Israel, leaving Rehoboam to inherit 

only the smaller kingdom of Judah (1 Kgs 12:1-2, 20). Chronological limits can be set 

regarding the date of Jeroboam’s uprising, since it reportedly occurred during the 

construction of the Millo project, which began only after the palace was completed in 

Year 24/25 of Solomon: the temple was completed in Year 11 and the palace took a 

further 13 years to build (1 Kgs 6:37-38; 7:1).66 Meanwhile, I argued above that king 

Omri’s Year 7 should be dated to 875 AC, and so that Solomon’s death and the 

Israelite Schism would have occurred in 927 AC. This further means that Shishak’s 

invasion of Judah in Year 5 of Rehoboam will have occurred in 923/2 (see Table H). 

However, according to the arguments presented in Chapter 4 (see Table L), the regnal 

years of Ramesses IX must be lowered to 940-922 AC, which therefore means that 

Ramesses IX must now be identified as the biblical Shishak; despite the fact that this 

latter individual is almost universally identified with Shoshenq I, the founder of the 

22nd Dynasty (see below).   

 In order to understand something of the events of this period, one must turn to the 

‘Report of Wenamun’, where we read that, during the reign of Ramesses XI, the 

                                                           
65 For discussion and references, see Tadmor (1958b); Thiele (1965:147-52); Galil (1996:83-94). 
66 This assumes that the construction of the temple and palace were successive enterprises (Gray 

1977:177), and as portrayed in the OT, rather than simultaneous (Cogan 2000:257). 
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envoy Wenamun travelled north to Canaan in search of timber for the ‘great holy bark 

of Amon’.67 After much travail, and with the cargo of timber ready for shipment to 

Egypt, Wenamun was summoned to a final audience with Zakarbaal, prince of 

Byblos. Zakarbaal then says to Wenamun: 

‘Why, I have not done to you what was done to the messengers of Kha-em-

Waset, when they spent seventeen years in this land – they died (where) they 

were!’ And he said to his butler: ‘Take him and show him their tomb in which 

they are lying.’ But I said to him: ‘Don’t show it to me!’68 

This Kha-em-Waset was one of the names of Ramesses IX, as well as the name of his 

vizier.69  

 Jackson sees in the above passage a ‘thinly veiled threat [by Zakarbaal], designed 

to display real power, inherent in his arch invitation to Wenamun to ponder the 

“terror” of him in his not having treated Wenamun as the earlier emissaries of 

Khaemwast had been treated.’70 But what, one might wonder, was the incitement for 

such treatment of those envoys by the reigning prince of Byblos? We know from the 

above passage that at least two emissaries died in unusual circumstances, having been 

detained at Byblos for 17 years, since had they both just died of natural causes, then, 

why was Wenamun apparently so reluctant to visit their burial place? Furthermore, 

the 17-year period spent by the envoys in Byblos falls just short of the full reign of 

Ramesses IX, whose highest regnal date is Year 17, though he may have reached an 

18th year of rule.71 This chronological situation would therefore imply that these 

envoys must have been sent to Byblos at the start of Ramesses IX’s reign, presumably 

for the same purpose as later exercised by Wenamun, and that they died shortly before 

the end of the same reign. 

 Let us therefore imagine the following scenario for discussion purposes. When 

Ramesses IX became Pharaoh he attempted to re-establish Egyptian control over 

Canaan, probably last held during the reign of Ramesses VI, who is the last known 

                                                           
67 Wilson, ANET:25-29. 
68 Wilson, ANET:28. 
69 This habit of king and vizier sharing the same name was apparently quite common at this time in 

Egypt (Wilson, ANET:28. Cf. Gardiner 1961:311 n. 3). 
70 Jackson (1995:284). 
71 Kitchen (1996:246). 
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Pharaoh of the New Kingdom to have retained some control of this region (see 

below). Ramesses IX’s initiatives would have included sending the ill-fated envoys to 

Byblos, as well as interfering in Israel by supporting Jeroboam’s rebellion against 

Solomon. Indeed, it may well have been this proposed attempt to interfere in the 

kingdom of Israel (and presumably wider Canaan) that resulted in the detention of the 

Egyptian envoys; after all, Solomon apparently maintained strong links to the coastal 

Phoenician city-states, particularly Tyre (1 Kgs 5:15ff.). Then, when Jeroboam’s 

rebellion failed he was forced to escape to Egypt. The ‘Report of Wenamun’ leaves 

little doubt that during the 17 years the Egyptian envoys were detained at Byblos that 

Ramesses IX would have exercised little if any influence amongst the Canaanite city-

states. And it should seem equally clear that this state of affairs would not have been 

appreciated at the Egyptian court, though presumably at that time the Pharaoh was 

unwilling or unable to rectify the situation.  

 Subsequently, when Solomon died (927 AC), Jeroboam returned home to claim 

the throne of Israel. Now in possession of an indebted ally/vassal as ruler of the 

kingdom of Israel, Ramesses IX would have been in a stronger position to impose 

Egyptian authority upon those other recalcitrant minor kingdoms and city-states 

which had refused to accept Egyptian authority during the preceding decades. Then, 

in the fifth year of Rehoboam (923/2), Shishak/Ramesses IX would have successfully 

campaigned in Judah, pillaging the temple in Jerusalem and making Rehoboam a 

vassal of Egypt. The Pharaoh presumably continued further north, possibly intent on 

reaching Byblos in order to teach its ruler a lesson for the insult committed by 

detaining his ambassadors for so many years. However, at some point before reaching 

his destination, Ramesses must have suffered some setback, or change of plan, 

resulting in the Egyptian envoys to Byblos being put to death in an act of defiance by 

the city’s ruler.  

  Admittedly, the contemporary evidence from the reign of Ramesses IX, both 

historical and archaeological, is rather meagre.72 Nonetheless, according to his own 

self-description: ‘“His battle cry is in the foreign lands, crusher of mountains… awe 

of him pervades the hearts of the northerners”’.73 While possibly no more than 

rhetorical, this reference to ‘crusher of mountains’, in association with military action 

                                                           
72 Peden (1994b:175). 
73 Redford (1992:290 n.28). 
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in northern foreign lands, would certainly be compatible with a campaign against 

Jerusalem and the highlands of Judea. Also, traces of an inlay bearing the name of 

Ramesses IX were found at Gezer,74 a city which Shishak/Ramesses IX would 

undoubtedly have had to subdue either on his way to or from Jerusalem (2 Ch 12:3-

5):75 Gezer controlled the Via Maris just to the south of the trunk road leading up 

through the Valley of Aijalon to Jerusalem.76 Finally, a cartouche plaque naming 

Ramesses IX was found at Byblos; and which is the only Egyptian royal-name object 

found in either Phoenicia or Syria from the reign of Ramesses III through to the end 

of the 20th Dynasty, and beyond.77 This rare find would therefore give credence to 

Wenamun’s account of Ramesses IX’s emissaries having visited Byblos.  

 What, then, are some of the historical consequences of identifying Shishak with 

Ramesses IX? In 2 Chronicles 14, there is mention of how the kingdom of Judah lived 

in peace for ten years of Asa’s reign, only to be then invaded by Zerah the Kushite 

(Nubian), whose army was routed and expelled from Judah; while, later on, an 

assembly of tribes was gathered together in Year 15 of Asa (2 Ch 15:11). Let us 

provisionally accept these figures as genuine historical data.78 Now, the simplest 

understanding of this passage would be that Zerah’s invasion broke the peace which 

had lasted during the first 10 years of Asa’s reign. Year 11 of Asa was 898 AC (see 

Table H), which, in Table D, corresponds to Year 4 of the Renaissance Era (898 AC = 

Year 22 of Ramesses XI). According to this synchronism, the Nubian Army General 

Zerah must, almost certainly, have been Panehsy (Pinehas), the Viceroy of Nubia 

during the middle years of Ramesses XI’s reign; albeit that the two names appear to 

have nothing in common.79  

 The details surrounding the career of Panehsy are somewhat obscure, though it can 

be established that he was involved in the so-called ‘Suppression of Amenhotep’, the 
                                                           
74 Kitchen, in LdA Vol. V, p. 125. 
75 Singer (1988:3-4). 
76 Gezer I:1. I will also argue in Appendix 2 that Ramesses IX was responsible for a significant 

destruction horizon in Canaan, including Ashdod Stratum XII, Tell Qasile XI and Gezer XIII. 
77 Weinstein (1998:190). 
78 Cf. Galil (1996:18 n. 15) who judges that the apparent closeness in time between Zerah’s campaign 

and the assembly of the tribes is without historical precision. Also, see Knoppers (1999) for a 

considered assessment of the historical reliability of Chronicles. 
79 See Kitchen (2003:10) who notes that the name ‘Zerah’ is not Hebrew, Egyptian, or (seemingly) 

Libyan, and which might therefore be Nubian. Cf. Ash (1999:127 n. 2). 
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high priest of Amun at Thebes; this ‘Suppression’ was a war waged against 

Amenhotep that deprived him, at least temporarily, of the pontificate.80 According to 

one reconstruction of the events surrounding the suppression of Amenhotep, Panehsy, 

on behalf of Ramesses XI, restored the pontiff to his former position sometime before 

this Pharaoh’s Year 12 (908 AC). And, while not stated explicitly, it appears that the 

future HPA Herihor, or someone close to him, was responsible for the suppression of 

Amenhotep.81 Panehsy was still in full control of Upper Egypt (including Thebes) in 

Year 17 of Ramesses XI (903 AC); moreover, in Year 19 he is referred to in a 

document from Thebes as a public enemy.82 Year 19 of Ramesses XI corresponds to 

Year 1 of the Renaissance (901 AC), the same year that Herihor first appears as HPA 

at Thebes. Herihor also laid claim to Panehsy’s title of Viceroy of Nubia; although 

this claim was apparently hollow, since Panehsy was able to return to Nubia, where he 

was later attacked by Herihor’s successor, the HPA Piankh, in Year 10 of the 

Renaissance (892 AC).83  

 To understand the significance of these details, we must again turn to the narrative 

of Wenamun, which records that this envoy left Thebes in Year 5 of the 

Renaissance.84 On his outward journey, Wenamun paid his respects to Smendes and 

his wife Tentamun, rulers of Tanis, who are referred to as ‘“the foundations (my 

emphasis) whom Amun has given to the North of his land”’.85 Now, Year 5 of this 

Era is 897 AC in Table D, so that Wenamun’s journey would have begun in the year 

immediately following Zerah’s defeat at the hands of Asa of Judah in 898 AC. 

Meanwhile, there is the issue of why Herihor waited until Year 5 of his pontificate 

before sending Wenamun to Byblos. This delay is particularly puzzling when one 

considers Herihor’s great desire to build the new barge, which he seems to have 

prematurely depicted in a scene from the temple of Khons, and which he decorated in 

his own name.86 If the Panehsy/Zerah equation is correct, then, since this individual 

                                                           
80 See Wente (1966:73-87); Černý (1975:606-57 esp. 631ff.); Peden (1994b:114); Kitchen (1996:247-

50); Redford (1992:285). See Morales (2001:59-75) for further up-to-date references. 
81 Wente (1966:84-87). 
82 Černý (1975:633-34). 
83 See Kitchen (1996:248); Wente (1966:85). 
84 See Egberts (1991:57-67) for wider discussion of this text’s chronology. 
85 Kitchen (1996:250). 
86 Kitchen (1996:252). 
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was able to invade Judah, the logical deduction is that he must also have controlled 

Tanis, the acknowledged staging post for any such campaign. Consequently, Herihor 

could clearly not communicate with Byblos over the supply of timber while his 

publicly recognized enemy (as seen above) barred his passage. However, following 

Panehsy/Zerah’s defeat in Judah, he must presumably also have lost Tanis to 

Smendes, who is attested as its foundation ruler in the following year. And it was 

presumably at this point that Panehsy retreated to his home base in Nubia, where 

Piankh attacked him five years later. 

1:1.5 Shoshenq I and King Jehoshaphat of Judah  

The historical scenario presented above raises a key problem in that the biblical 

Shishak is generally identified with Shoshenq I.87 According to Kitchen, the linguistic 

equation between Hebrew Shishak/Shushak and Egyptian Shoshenq is unassailable; 

despite attempts to associate the name Shishak with that of ‘Sessi’, a diminutive of the 

name ‘Ramesses’.88 In the event that a linguistic solution is ruled out, I am forced to 

adopt the admittedly ad hoc explanation that the Egyptian attack on Jerusalem in Year 

5 of Rehoboam was somehow mistakenly attached to the campaign of Shoshenq I; a 

not impossible scenario bearing in mind the extensive period that elapsed between 

Shoshenq I’s campaign and the earliest redaction of the OT in the 6th century BC.  

 But if Shishak is to be identified with Ramesses IX, as presently argued, then, what 

of the actual Palestinian campaign of Shoshenq I in 875 AC? In 2 Ch 17:7-9 we read 

that Jehoshaphat, in his third year,89 sent officers throughout the kingdom to give 

instructions to the populace of the various towns. This passage is immediately 

followed by the phrase: ‘The terror of Yahweh fell on all the kingdoms of the land 

surrounding Judah; they did not make war on Jehoshaphat (v. 17:10)’. In the wake of 

this enigmatically described event, and presumably as a result of it, Jehoshaphat 

received tribute from some of the Philistines, as well as from Arabs who brought him 

thousands of rams and male goats (vv. 17:11-12).  

 Meanwhile, as defined in Table H, the third year of Jehoshaphat’s reign 

corresponds to the very same year as Shoshenq I’s Palestinian campaign (i.e., 875 
                                                           
87 See Ash (1999:31 n.37) for discussion and further references. 
88 Kitchen (1991b:236, 1996:xliv). Cf. James et al. (1991:385 n. 135). 
89 This ‘Year 3’ cipher would appear to be historically imbedded, and therefore need not be 

automatically rejected as merely schematic/typological. 
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AC). Moreover, the compatibility between this biblical reference to Yahweh’s 

‘terror’, and what we know of Shoshenq’s campaign, is surely noteworthy. 

Shoshenq’s army appears to have campaigned throughout the territory surrounding 

Judah, but not to have entered Judah proper:90 while the main contingent of his forces 

moved north through southern Canaan to attack the kingdom of Israel, break-away 

‘flying-columns’ headed east from the area of the Israelite capital at Tirzah to cross 

the Jordan River in the area of Manahaim and Penuel; and these latter forces could 

well have linked up with another Egyptian contingent which seems to have left the 

main force at Gaza and proceeded through the Negeb, and via the Besor Valley, 

before presumably also reaching the Jordan Valley.91  

 I would therefore propose that the ‘terror’ which befell the kingdoms surrounding 

Judah in Year 3 of Jehoshaphat is, in fact, a reference to Shoshenq I’s Palestinian 

campaign. According to this scenario, the fact that Shoshenq apparently did not attack 

Judah would indicate that Jehoshaphat submitted to the Pharaoh without the need for 

warfare. And it was presumably the instruction not to engage the Egyptian army in 

battle that caused Jehoshaphat to send officers to the towns throughout his kingdom. 

Also, the reward for Jehoshaphat’s allegiance to Shoshenq would now become the 

Egyptian sanctioned sovereignty over certain Philistine towns, and over certain 

territory belonging to the Arab nomads, thereby resulting in the newly received 

tribute. Conversely, the reference to Yahweh striking terror into all Judah’s 

neighbours cannot be interpreted as simply some generic boast of Judah’s great 

military might, for there is absolutely no mention here of any war waged by 

Jehoshaphat; rather, the passage specifically deals with the denial of a war against 

Judah. Furthermore, the claim of tribute given to Judah is very specific, and defined as 

coming only from ‘some’ Philistines and from Arab pastoralists. Therefore, this is 

hardly a grandiose claim to region-wide hegemony, as would flow from the argument 

that Jehoshaphat was claiming for himself dominance over all Judah’s neighbours. 

 Admittedly, the meaning of this very enigmatic passage is open to various 

interpretations. However, a number of points are worth noting. First, Jehoshaphat’s 

list is headed by civil rather than religious officials, thereby indicating that the 

                                                           
90 See Ahlström (1993:7); Na’aman (1997b:57-80 esp. 59); contra Ash (1999:29 n.32). Cf. Kitchen 

(1996:298, 442-47). 
91 Kitchen (1996, Excursus E, esp. pp. 432-42). 
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principal element of the mission was political. Second, the mission was apparently 

sent to all the (significant) towns throughout the kingdom, as would have had to be 

the case were Jehoshaphat intent on avoiding a war with Egypt. Even one recalcitrant 

town offering resistance to the Egyptian army could have potentially led to Shoshenq 

deeming Judah a hostile kingdom and attacking it in like manner to the other 

surrounding nations. Finally, whatever theological ‘spin’ the Chronicler may have 

wished to put on Jehoshaphat’s righteousness and piety, neighbouring peoples would 

not have sent tribute to Judah without an underlying military or political reason. 

 I have now argued for three historically precise synchronisms: Year 18 of 

Ramesses IX with Year 5 of Rehoboam (922 AC); the details associated with Zerah 

the Kushite in Year 11 of Asa with Year 4 of the ‘Renaissance’ (898 AC); and the 

presently proposed identification of Shoshenq’s campaign in his Year 20 with the 

biblical reference to ‘the terror of Yahweh’ in Year 3 of Jehoshaphat (875 AC). 

Furthermore, these three synchronisms are constrained by extreme chronological 

precision, as defined by biblical chronology on the one hand and, on the other, the 

independently calibrated Egyptian chronology detailed in Table D. This approach of 

testing biblical and extra-biblical evidence, one against the other, in this diachronic 

manner is, to my mind, the only methodologically sound way of arguing for the 

‘probabilistic’ truth of specific OT references, a process that will be continued in the 

following pages. 

1:2 The United Monarchy   

Unlike the situation with the Divided Monarchy, the schematic nature of the OT 

regnal figures covering the period of the Israelite Monarchy under Saul, David and 

Solomon does not allow the possibility of reconstructing an absolutely accurate and 

precise chronology. Nonetheless, it is essential that one endeavours to reconstruct the 

most historically accurate pre-schism chronology possible in order to be able to test 

the ‘historicity’ of the OT during this earlier period. I will leave it to the reader to 

judge the appropriateness of the material cited in the following pages as being part of 

what I have previously referred to as the ‘core’ historic tradition. 

 Solomon Prior to the Israelite schism, the OT frequently uses the schematic 

figure of 40 years, or multiples/divisions thereof, to measure various periods of 
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time.92 However, there are occasionally numbers included in the OT from this period 

that seem to have no schematic value (see below), and which might therefore 

represent some genuine historical record, at least from the time of David when we do 

have specific OT references to court scribes.93 Accepting these limitations, one is 

therefore forced to use, in the main, a count of generations to establish approximate 

dates for earlier important events in the OT tradition. A workable average generation 

length for both this period, and cultural group, can be calculated using the 

genealogical evidence associated with the kings of Judah: between the accession of 

Rehoboam in 927 AC (above) and the death of Jehoiakim in 597 CC, there were 17 

kings of Judah, comprised of apparently 15 generations of rulers, resulting in an 

average figure of 22 years per generation.94 

 The schematic nature of the 40-year reign length figures attributed to both 

Solomon and David mean that these figures cannot be used to establish the duration of 

either of these two reigns with any confidence.95 However, there are two potential 

passages in the OT which offer the possibility of establishing an accurate synchronism 

between a particular year of Solomon’s reign and an independent absolute 

chronology. The first is based on the records of Menander of Tyre, as transmitted by 

the 1st century AD Jewish writer Josephus, where it is claimed that the construction 

of Solomon’s temple began in the 12th year of Hiram, a date equivalent to Solomon’s 

4th regnal year.96 While initially promising, this synchronism suffers from two 

potential problems. First, the absolute year of Hiram’s accession remains uncertain, 

since it is calculated in relation to the date of the founding of Carthage, which is itself 

open to debate;97 the two most historically acceptable dates for the founding of 

Carthage are 814 BC (according to Timaeus of Sicily) and 825 BC (according to 
                                                           
92 See Hughes (1990:55-58). Also see both Larsson (1973:39-43); and Thompson (1999:74-75) on the 

possible late Hellenistic origin of these schematic numbers.  
93 See Na’aman (1997b:56-60) on the presence of scribes in David’s court. 
94 Abijah (1 Kgs 15:1-2, 2 Ch 11:20; cf. 2 Ch 13:1-2) and Asa (1 Kgs 15:10) were apparently brothers, 

both being sons of Maacah, daughter of Absalom; as were Jehoiakim and his immediate predecessor 

Jehoahaz (2 Ch 36:4; 2 Kgs 23:34). The reign of the last king, Zedekiah, was prematurely ended (2 Kgs 

25:7) and has therefore been excluded from this calculation. Cf. Etz (1996) who questions the 

reliability of the Davidic genealogy. 
95 Cf. Handy (1997 esp. 101-105). 
96 See Barnes (1991:54) for details. 
97 See Barnes (1991:29-55) for a detailed discussion of this topic. 
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Pompeius Trogus):98 this 11-year difference would translate into dates for the 

accession of Hiram of 969 and 980 BC respectively.99 Second, the approximately 

1,000 years separating Josephus from the time of Hiram would certainly allow for 

copying errors to have corrupted the original figures, as argued above in Appendix 1:1 

in relation to the kings of Israel and Judah, thereby introducing further doubt over the 

precise accuracy of the transmitted chronology.100 

 The second passage that provides the possibility of an extra-biblical synchronism 

for Solomon’s year of accession is his marriage to a daughter of Pharaoh. Prior to 

Shishak’s war against Judah, there is only one other reference in the OT to Egypt 

having directly interfered in the affairs of Israel. This reference concerns Solomon, 

who is reputed to have married a daughter of Pharaoh early in his own reign, possibly 

prior to his 4th regnal year.101 This unnamed Pharaoh is reported to have previously 

captured Gezer, burnt it to the ground, and then handed it over to Solomon as dowry 

(1 Kgs 9:16). Meanwhile, an Edomite prince named Hadad was forced to flee his 

homeland by David, and was only able to return from Egypt following David’s death 

(1 Kgs 11:21). It would therefore seem reasonable to propose that Solomon’s father-

in-law took the opportunity of David’s death to re-establish a certain degree of 

Egyptian authority over Canaan, authority that clearly could not have existed so long 

as David was able to prevent Hadad from returning to Edom. Interestingly, then, there 

is a badly damaged inscription from Year 3 of either Ramesses IV, or of one of his 

immediate successors, which apparently reported a sea battle and nocturnal conflict; 

and which, if correctly interpreted, might refer to some military encounter in 

Palestine, possibly concerning the Sea Peoples.102 Albeit that this is a highly 

problematic document, nonetheless, amongst Pharaohs Ramesses IV-VIII, the one 

individual whom the present study envisages could, most likely, have participated in 

both a sea and land campaign in association with the Sea Peoples is Ramesses VI 

(967-960 AC in Table L). 

 There are two strands of evidence in favour of this proposed correlation. First, a 

                                                           
98 Barnes (1991:51). 
99 See Bright (1981:204 n. 46) for references. 
100 See Handy (1997:97-98 esp. ns. 5, 7) for further discussion. 
101 See Kitchen (1996:280 n. 221) for details. 
102 See Peden (1994b:69-71); and see idem (1996) for translation and discussion. 
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bronze statue base of Ramesses VI has been found at Megiddo.103 Breasted compared 

this find to a similar statue at Miam in Nubia to argue that ‘“Ramses VI was in 

possession of the city of Megiddo and that he erected his own statue there precisely as 

he did in his Nubian possession in Africa”’.104 Moreover, this king also claimed 

victory over unidentified foreign enemies in the triumphal scene from Pylon II at 

Karnak, a claim which is judged consistent with ‘the conspicuously aggressive nature 

of his royal titles’; this victory relief of Ramesses VI is also the last such scene of a 

victorious Egyptian king until those of Siamun at Tanis and Shoshenq I at Karnak.105 

Second, archaeological evidence would indicate that Ramesses VI was the last 

Pharaoh of the New Kingdom to maintain control over Canaan.106 

 Accepting for the moment that this ascription of the Year 3 text to Ramesses VI is 

correct, then, one can provisionally identify Year 3 of this Pharaoh (965/4 AC) with 

the year of David’s death. And, assuming that Solomon became king in 965 AC, 

thereby potentially allowing for a brief co-regency with David (1 Kgs 1:39), 

Ramesses VI would have had the remaining Years 2 and 3 of Solomon’s reign to 

complete both the conquest of Canaan and the negotiations over the royal marriage 

alliance with Solomon, as reasoned above. Furthermore, if we now take the non-

schematic figure of 41 years assigned to Rehoboam at his accession,107 that is, 927 

AC in Table H, then this would mean that he was born in 968/7, which further means, 

on biological grounds, that Solomon need have been no older than 16/17 years at the 

time of his proposed coronation in 965 AC.  

 David Establishing accurate dates for David’s reign is somewhat more 

problematic. However, there are various limiting chronological conditions associated 

with his kingship that may help in fixing David’s minimum reign length. Solomon 

was conceived during David’s second Ammonite campaign (2 Sam 12:24). The first 

campaign against Ammon, and the associated victory over Hadadezer, king of Zobah, 

presumably occurred during the year preceding the second campaign, as indicated in 2 

Sam 11:1. This first campaign, along with the two preceding wars against the 

                                                           
103 See Ussishkin (1998:214) for archaeological and historical discussion of this find. 
104 Cited by Singer (1988-1989:107) in support of Breasted’s conclusion. 
105 Peden (1994a:21). 
106 See Peden (1994a:19); Redford (1992:290 n. 26); Finkelstein (1996a:180). 
107 Galil (1996:155, Appendix C). 
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Philistines and Moabites (2 Sam 8), need have taken no more than two years.108 

Furthermore, the OT gives the clear impression that Solomon was a young man at the 

time of his coronation (1 Kgs 3:7; 1 Ch 29:1). Allowing that Solomon was say 16 

years old at that time (above), then, David would have captured Jerusalem a minimum 

of some 19 (16 + 3) years earlier, c. 984 AC. According to 2 Sam 5:5, David ruled in 

Hebron for 7½ years and in Jerusalem for a further 33 years, amounting to 40 years in 

total. Accepting that the figure 40 is probably schematic, one might well imagine that 

the very un-schematic figure of 7½-years was original, and that the 33-year figure was 

an editorial calculation designed to complete the schematic 40-year total;109 and 

which would be consistent with the number of sons (six) born to David in Hebron (2 

Sam 3:2-5). If that is the case, then, David’s coronation in Hebron, and Saul’s death, 

would have occurred c. 992 AC at the latest. 

                                                          

 This approximate date is consistent with the chronological details surrounding the 

affair of Absalom. Amnon, who was David’s first-born son after becoming king in 

Hebron (1 Ch 3:2), was said to have raped the sister of Absalom. Absalom 

subsequently spent distinct periods of 2, 3, 2 and 4 (total 11) years before initiating a 

rebellion against David (2 Sam 13:23, 37b; 14:28; 15:7).110 Again, the un-schematic 

nature of these numbers might suggest that they had a basis in historical fact. The 

rebellion was crushed and Absalom killed. But no sooner was that danger averted than 

another rebellion occurred, this time led by Sheba (2 Sam 20ff.). These figures 

constitute the only continuous period described during the reign of David. 

Furthermore, the OT narrative gives the obvious impression that Amnon and his 

brothers were still young men when the violation was committed (2 Sam 13). 

Allowing that Amnon was, again, say 16 years old at that time, then, the total period 

from David’s accession in Hebron until Absalom’s rebellion would have been a 

minimum of 27 (16 + 11) years. Therefore, based on Solomon’s coronation as co-

regent in 965 AC (above), we again arrive at c. 992 AC as the latest possible date for 

David’s kingship in Hebron. 

 
108 See Na’aman (2002) on David’s wars. 
109 See also the un-schematic 38-years for the Israelite wandering (Deut 2:14), a figure rounded up to 

40 years (Num 14:32-34; 32:13). 
110 See McCarter (1984:355, Note 7) regarding the disputed figure of four years. 
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1:3 From the Exodus to the United Monarchy under David 

1:3.1 Saul and the Sea Peoples Invasion  

The year 992 AC must now also become the latest possible date for the death of Saul, 

which further means that, according to Chronology A-E, the whole period of the 

Judges is pushed back into the Late Bronze Age. Furthermore, the end of the Judges 

period, which the OT associates with the death of Samuel, will now mean that the 

battles against the Philistines, first by Samuel and later by Saul, must have been 

contemporary with the beginning of the Sea Peoples invasion during the early years of 

Ramesses III (1207-1177 CC = 1007-977 AC in Table L). The earliest historical 

mention of the biblical Philistines/Peleset dates to the 5th year of Ramesses III, when 

it is recorded that already: ‘the northern countries quivered in their bodies, namely the 

Peleset, Tjekk[er] ... They were cut off [from] their land, coming, their spirit broken’. 

Subsequently, in Year 8, the Peleset appear as the first named group amongst the Sea 

Peoples confederation which was held responsible for the earlier collapse of the 

northern countries, from Hatti, through northern Syria, and as far south as the land of 

Amurru, where the invaders set up a camp.111  This occupation and destruction of the 

land of Amurru may also be connected with another inscription from Year 5 of 

Ramesses III, which mentions: ‘a “king of Amurru” who “became ash” (= lost his 

life?) and whose name disappeared; the people of Amurru were captured, dispersed 

and submitted’.112 It would therefore appear that the Sea Peoples, including the 

Philistines, had already arrived in force along the Canaanite coast as early as 

Ramesses III’s fifth year (1003 AC).113 

 Meanwhile, according to the OT, the Philistines twice defeated the Israelite forces 

at Aphek and Ebenezer, apparently in quick succession, and with the ark of Yahweh 

being captured on the second occasion (1 Sam 4:1-11). The ark remained with the 

Philistines for seven months (v. 6:1) before it was returned to the Israelites, where it 

remained in the house of Abinadab at Kiriath-jearim for twenty years (v. 7:12). 

Subsequently, in the immediate aftermath of occupying Jerusalem, David removed the 

                                                           
111 Barnett (1975:371). Cf. Peden (1994b:23-36). Also see Redford (2000) discussing the historical 

value of the Medinet Habu inscription.  
112 Klengel (1992:184). 
113 As proposed by Bietak (1993:299). 
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ark from the house of Abinadab and brought it to his new capital (2 Sam 6:3). Let us 

provisionally accept this generally schematic figure of twenty years, meaning that the 

ark would have been captured c. 1004 AC, based on David’s occupation of Jerusalem 

c. 984 AC (above). This provisional date is suitably placed just one year earlier than 

the first mention of the Sea Peoples in Year 5 of Ramesses III (1003 AC). And it is 

equally suitably dated after the reign of Queen Tewosret: archaeological evidence 

from Deir ‘Alla in the Jordan Valley revealed a 12th century level containing 

Philistine ware directly above one containing Late Bronze II pottery and a sanctuary 

bearing a faience vessel of Tewosret, whose reign ended in 1010 AC.114 Moreover, 

the site of the Philistine-Israelite encounter at Aphek was essentially situated on the 

most direct route from the Philistine coastal district around Tell Qasile,115 and via the 

Yarkon Valley, to the settlement at Deir ‘Alla.116  

 One writer has suggested that the original figure for Saul’s reign length was 

suppressed by the Priestly editor and deliberately changed to ‘two years’.117 It is 

therefore interesting to note that if one subtracts the 7½ years David ruled in Hebron, 

immediately following Saul’s death, from the reported 20 years that elapsed between 

the capture of the ark at Ebenezer and its transfer to Jerusalem, then, one is essentially 

left with 12 years, which is suitably composed of the reported 2-year reign of Saul, 

plus a potential decimal corruption of 10 years; similar decimal corruptions to OT 

reign lengths were discussed above in Appendix 1:1.2. Let us provisionally accept this 

figure of 12 years as the original length of Saul’s reign – and which will be argued for 

below on arithmetical grounds – so that his coronation would have occurred 

coincident with the Sea Peoples invasion c. 1004 AC (i.e., 992 + 12 years). 

 Sometime following the Israelite defeat at Aphek and Ebenezer, Jonathan killed the 

Philistine prefect in Gibeah (1 Sam 13:3-4). This action immediately led to the 

decisive battle between the two sides at Michmash, with the victory going to Saul’s 

                                                           
114 See Kitchen (1973:59). 
115 See Appendix 2:1.3 for archaeological discussion. 
116 Interestingly, Gadot (2006:31) suggests that the earliest Philistine settlers at Aphek, and dated 

shortly after the beginning of Iron Age I, may have had close connections with the main Philistine 

cities (Pentapolis) located in the southern coastal plain. Compare this finding with the presently 

proposed scenario whereby the ‘Philistines’ who assembled at Aphek just a few years later, and prior to 

their victory over Saul on Mount Gilboa, also included Achish of Gath (1 Sam 29:1-2). 
117 Hughes (1990:59-61). 

 363



forces (1 Sam 13:16 – 14:23a). A reasonable question to ask at this point is what 

prompted this sudden and dramatic Israelite rebellion against the Philistines, and 

which was clearly premeditated since Saul and Jonathan had already assembled their 

troops at Bethel and Geba respectively (1 Sam 13:2, etc.)? According to Chronology 

A-E, there is only one known event that occurred during this period (1004-992 AC) 

which could have impacted upon the Israelites in such a way as to incite them to 

rebellion, namely, the campaign of Ramesses III against the Sea Peoples in his Year 8 

(1000 AC). One might therefore surmise that the Israelites – left alone by Ramesses’ 

army in the mountains of Ephraim-Benjamin, and indeed in Judah – could have seen 

this opportune event as an ideal occasion to attack the highland garrisons of the 

Philistines.  

 Interestingly, in relation to the events at Gibeah, the Deir Alla sanctuary was 

destroyed, according to its excavators, by an earthquake.118 However, an apparently 

major earthquake is also reported at the time of Jonathan’s victory over the Philistines 

near Gibeah (Geba) of Benjamin (1 Sam 14:15). One might therefore provisionally 

propose that the destruction of the Deir Alla sanctuary, located only about 50 km from 

Gibeah, was associated with the 1 Sam 14 earthquake; and which would then date this 

event to c. 1000 AC or, in archaeological terms, to the Bronze Age-Iron Age 

transition.119 

 Sometime following Saul’s rebellion, he reportedly massacred the entire family 

(numbering 85) of the chief priest at Nob; the only one to survive was the priest 

Abiathar, son of Ahimelech, son of Ahitub, who then fled to David for protection (1 

Sam 22:6-23). Without wishing to enter into a detailed discussion of this topic, one 

can well imagine that Ramesses III’s Palestinian campaign would have led to a 

number of ambitious local leaders seeking to take advantage of the changed 

circumstances, vis-à-vis the Philistines. And that David was just such a leader is 

indicated by his marriage to Saul’s daughter Michal (1 Sam 18:20). Also, whatever 

this initial alliance between Saul and David may have entailed, it presumably quickly 

                                                           
118 Franken (1997:137). 
119 This proposal might be able to be tested by examining other sites in the region between Gibeah and 

Deir Alla for further evidence of earthquake damage at that time. See Amiran et al. (1994) for the 

geographic extent, and level of destruction, of historically recorded earthquakes in the region of 

modern-day Israel and surrounding countries. 
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turned to hostility, as imaginatively described in the relevant passages of the OT.120 

That David had greater ambitions than to simply be one of Saul’s regional warlords is 

suggested by his initial attempt to ingratiate himself with Achish, king of Gath, and by 

virtue of his later negotiations with the king of Moab (1 Sam 21:11 – 22:5). It is 

within this politically competitive context that I would propose that David somehow 

managed to win over the priesthood at Nob to his cause. However, when Saul became 

aware of Ahimelech’s betrayal, he took swift action by annihilating the entire priestly 

clan, save Abiathar. Since the massacre at Nob must now have occurred between 1000 

and 992 AC (above), let us accept the mid-point date of 996 AC for the following 

discussion. 

1:3.2 The ‘Zadokite’ Lineage and Other Matters  

Zadokite Lineage We are now in a position to discuss the genealogy of the 

Jerusalemite high priest Zadok, which, I will argue, is the key to unravelling the 

chronology of the Israelite people from the Exodus generation down to the kingship 

of David. Concurrent with Saul and Jonathan’s victory over the Philistines near 

Michmash, they were reportedly accompanied by ‘Ahijah, son of Ahitub, brother of 

Ichabod, who was the son of Phinehas, son of Eli, the priest of the Lord at Shiloh’ (1 

Sam 14:3). The last known (previous) bearer of the office of priest at Shiloh was 

Phinehas, son of Eleazer, son of Aaron (Jos 21:1-2; 22:13; Ju 20:28). Moreover, 

according to 1 Ch 24:1-3, David was a contemporary of the priest Zadok, son of 

Eleazer, son of Aaron. If one were to provisionally accept these three genealogies as 

historically accurate, then, in order that they could be biologically possible, one would 

have to identify Eli, the father of Phinehas (and Hophni), with Eleazer, the son of 

Aaron (see Table I for details). Consequently, the names Eli and Eleazer would be 

merely variants of the same name, despite the fact that they begin with slightly 

different consonants.121  

 Furthermore, Abiathar’s grandfather Ahitub in 1 Sam 22:20 is generally identified 

with Eli’s grandson Ahitub in 1 Sam 14:3.122 Therefore, since Abiathar was an adult 

at the time of the Nob massacre, Aaron’s birth must have occurred a minimum of six 

                                                           
120 Cf. Soggin (1999:56-57) who sees the whole David-Michal passage as an artificial construction. 
121 See Miller and Hayes (1986:114, Chart IV with notes, esp. no. 4).  
122 Schley (1989:148). 
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generations earlier (see Table I) c. 1128 AC, i.e., c. 996 AC + (6 x 22 years) – using 

the average generation-length of the kings of Judah. This date corresponds in 

Chronology A-E to about the time of Ramesses I (1120-1118 AC).  

 Now, the ‘Zadokite’ genealogy claims to cover the whole period from Aaron, again 

through his son Eleazer and his grandson Phinehas, down to Jehozadok, who was 

taken into exile by Nebuchadnezzar (1 Ch 5:27ff.). The reliability of this genealogy 

can be provisionally tested by comparing its average generation length with the other 

generation-length figures previously cited for this period. The number of generations 

listed from Aaron to Jehozadok inclusive is 23. Consequently, the presently proposed 

period between the birth of Aaron, no later than c. 1128 AC, and the Exile under 

Nebuchadnezzar II in 597 CC amounts to 531 years, which, divided by 24 generations 

– assuming that Jehozadok received this important post after his father had held it for 

a full generation – would again equate to approximately 22 years per generation.123 

 However, the genealogy of 1 Ch 24:1-3 is contradicted by both 2 Sam 8:17 and 1 

Ch 18:16, where David’s priest is identified as Zadok son of Ahitub.124 Moreover, 

according to 1 Ch 5:27ff., this latter Zadok is the 10th generation descendant of 

Aaron, whereas the Zadok son of Eleazer in 1 Ch 24:3 is the grandson of Aaron. A 

key to resolving this confusion is found in 1 Kings 4, which, of all the OT passages, is 

the one which scholars most often cite as probably containing authentic historical 

material.125 In 1 Kgs 4:2, Solomon’s chief priest is identified as Azariah son of 

Zadok, while two lines later Solomon’s priests are identified as Zadok and Abiathar. 

The inclusion here of Abiathar is clearly incompatible with 1 Kgs 2:26-27, where 

Solomon prevented Abiathar from becoming priest (in Jerusalem) because of the 

latter’s support for Adonizah, Solomon’s elder brother, in the struggle to succeed 

David (1 Kgs 2:22). Equally, one cannot identify David’s priest Zadok as a son of 

Ahitub, the grandson of Eli mentioned in 1 Sam 14:3, since the whole priestly family 

from Nob, save Abiathar, had apparently been wiped out by Saul prior to David’s 

kingship.126 Now, the important point to note is that in 1 Ch 5:27ff., the son of Zadok, 

                                                           
123 Cf. the figures in Chapter 4, n. 9. 
124 See Cross (1973:195-215 esp. 196, 207-15) for a comprehensive discussion of the ‘Priestly Houses 

of Early Israel,’ and with particular regard to the confusion caused by the competing genealogies 

assigned to David’s high priest Zadok. Also see Rowly (1939:113-32); and Olyan (1982). 
125 Fritz (1996:189); Maxwell Miller (1997:16). 
126 See McCarter (1984:253, Note 8:17) for discussion and references regarding this dilemma. 
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son of Ahitub, is not Azariah but Ahimaaz.127  

 What clearly appears to have happened is that a parallel branch of the Levite clan, 

one descended from Eleazer/Eli through his son Phinehas, rather than through another 

son Zadok (1 Ch 24:3), eventually came to occupy the priesthood in Solomon’s 

temple. And it was presumably a direct descendant of Jehozadok of this ‘Zadokite’ 

lineage who was later responsible for the identification of David’s priest as their direct 

ancestor, the 10th generation Zadok, son of Ahitub, whereas the true occupant of this 

post had been Zadok, son of Eleazer, and grandson of Aaron. Furthermore, this latter 

Zadok would have been followed by his own son Azariah sometime during the reign 

of Solomon. 

 This genealogical confusion has unfortunately meant that the ‘Zadokite’ lineage (of 

1 Ch 5:27ff.) has had to be dismissed as historically inaccurate or incomplete.128 Data 

used to support this inaccuracy includes the observation that in addition to the three 

high priests named Azariah in this genealogy (Nos. 12, 14 and 20), two additional 

Azariahs holding the post of high priest are known from the reigns of Uzziah and 

Hezekiah. There are also two other known high priests who do not appear in the 

‘Zadokite’ lineage, Jehoida from Jehoash’s reign, and Uriah from Ahaz’s reign.129 

However, I would now argue that these apparent anomalies are a function of the use 

of an incorrect chronology, and not of an incorrect ‘Zadokite’ lineage (see Table I).  

 If we space the 23 generations from Aaron to Jehozadok as presently argued – and 

assuming a life-expectancy of no more than 75 years, and an average generation 

length of just 24 years for the first 14 generations of this lineage – then, the two 

priests named Azariah who appear as the 12th and 14th generations after Aaron now 

become contemporaries in Table H of Uzziah (768-746 AC) and Hezekiah (715-786 

AC) respectively. Furthermore, the chronological separation between this 

                                                           
127 The view that the individual named Azariah in 1 Ch 5:35 should be identified with the son of 

Ahimaaz who appears in 2 Sam 15:35-36, and therefore that Azariah, the ‘son of Zadok’,  in 1 Kgs 4:2 

is actually the grandson, rather than biological son, of this Zadok (Cogan 2000:200, Note 2) appears 

quite arbitrary. The consistent use of ‘son of’ in 1 Kgs 4:2-19 should mean that all the relationships 

here were intended to mean actual father and son, and not merely in the sense of ‘descendant’. Rather, I 

would propose that Ahizaaz, son of Zadok, who appears in 2 Sam 15:35-36 was simply another son of 

Zadok, son of Eleazer, but one who never, to our knowledge, became high priest. 
128 See, e.g., Rendsburg (1990 esp. 196-97); Schley (1989:147-51). 
129 Cross (1973:212). 
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papponymous named pairing neatly correlates with the 53 years which separate the 

coronation of Uzziah from that of his great-grandson Hezekiah. An earlier Amariah 

also held office under Jehoshaphat (2 Ch 19:11). And, as the coronation of 

Jehoshaphat (877-852 AC) occurred 109 years prior to that of Uzziah, this Amariah is 

again suitably dated to have been the 8th generation ‘Zadokite’ lineage individual 

who lived four generations earlier that the 12th generation Azariah just synchronised 

with Uzziah.130 On the other hand, these synchronisms are quite impossible according 

to the conventional chronology, where Zadok, the son of Ahitub, could not possibly 

have been both the grandfather of the Azariah whom I have just synchronised with 

Uzziah (768-746 AC), and a contemporary of David (c. 1000-960 AC). 

 Among the leaders who attended upon David in Hebron to proclaim him king of all 

Israel, according to the archaic pericope 1 Ch 12:28-29, was an individual named 

Zadok, who is described as an aide to Jehoida, the father of Benaiah, a senior military 

officer under both David and Solomon.131 Again accepting that Aaron was born c. 

1128 AC, then, there is absolutely no chronological/biological difficulty in arguing 

that: 1) this Zadok was both a son of Eleazer, the son of Aaron, and that he served 

David throughout his reign, living on into the early years of Solomon (965-927 AC in 

Table H); or 2), that Eleazer/Eli died c. 1004 AC at the time of the Philistine victory at 

Ebenezer. Interestingly, there is a potentially archaic reference to Eli having lived to 

the [very un-schematic] grand old age of ninety-eight;132 an age quite in keeping with 

the historically attested ninety-six year-old Nebneteru iii discussed in Chapter 4:8. 

Such an advanced age would place Eleazer/Eli’s birth c. 1102 AC, a date which 

would be totally compatible with the birth of his father Aaron c. 1128 AC.  

 The appearance of a high priest named Jehoida under J(eh)oash, and another 

named Uriah under Ahaz, is most easily explained by assuming that these two 

individuals belonged to the presently proposed parallel branch of high priests 

descended from Zadok, son of Eleazer, son of Aaron. Note the repetition of the name 

of Zadok’s patron, the army commander Jehoida mentioned above; meanwhile the 

name Jehoida does not occur in the ‘Zadokite’ lineage detailed in 1 Ch 5:27ff. I would 

therefore suggest that these two parallel priestly lineages shared the office of high 

                                                           
130 See Barrick (2001:44-58) who presents an alternate interpretation of this genealogical evidence. 
131 See Olyan (1982:185) for discussion. 
132 1 Sam 4:15. See McCarter (1980:111, Note 4:14-16) for further discussion. 
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priest between them, and presumably involving inter-marriage, until finally the 

‘Zadokite’ lineage triumphed sometime prior to the final redaction of the OT. 

 A Solar Phenomenon Assuming for the moment that Moses was of the same 

generation as Aaron (i.e., born c. 1128 AC), as depicted in the OT, and that David 

became king in Jerusalem c. 984 AC, then, the Exodus and period of the Judges must 

be set between these limiting dates. Now, there is one OT passage within this period 

that offers the potential for absolute chronological precision. Sometime following the 

crossing of the Jordan, the Israelites are said to have entered into a peace treaty with 

the inhabitants of Gibeon (Joshua 4-9). Hearing of this treaty, and of the earlier 

victories of Joshua, the king of Jerusalem and four other neighboring Amorite kings 

attacked and besieged Gibeon. On receiving a plea for help from the Gibeonites, 

Joshua duly came to their aid (Jos 10:1-9).  

 Now, there is mention of a celestial omen having occurred during the battle against 

the Amorite coalition (Jos 10:12-15). And a number of OT scholars have interpreted 

this omen as possibly referring to an actual solar eclipse witnessed by the 

combatants.133 However, it has also been pointed out that during the period 1500 to 

1000 BC there have been only three [full] solar eclipses observable in Central 

Palestine – in 1157, 1131 and 1041 BC – all of which are considered too late to be 

compatible with the generally accepted date for the Israelite settlement in Canaan. 

This latter event is judged to have occurred sometime prior to the mention of ‘Israel’ 

in a text dated to Merneptah’s 5th year (1232 CC).134 But, as presently argued, this 

1041 BC eclipse would be perfectly placed to have been the inspiration for Joshua’s 

omen:135 the two earlier eclipses in 1157 and 1131 BC are far too early to be 

considered within the presently proposed chronological model for the Israelite 

‘conquest’ narrative. 

 Various details in the Book of Joshua (vv. 10:6-15) help to define more precisely 

the nature and temporal context of the celestial omen: leaving their base at Gilgal, 

                                                           
133 See Sawyer (1972) for discussion. Cf. Van Seters (1999 esp. 180) who denies any historical value to 

the conquest narrative in Joshua 1-12; and de Vaux (1978:627-35) who accepts the historicity of the 

battle, but denies any historical significance to the solar phenomenon. Also see Weinfeld (1986 esp. 

146-47) on the topic of Divine intervention in war. 
134 See Walton (1994:187) citing Beitzel. 
135 Cf. Hunger (1992:xix, Babylonian text ABL 477) on the ability to predict solar eclipses during this 

approximate period. 
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Joshua and his men undertook a forced march to catch the Amorite enemy unawares. 

As the battle was underway Joshua called upon Yahweh for divine intervention. The 

earliest (ancient) interpretation of the omen comes from the Wisdom of Sirah: 

‘Speaking of Joshua’s accomplishments, he says: “Was not the sun stayed by his 

hand, and one day increased to two”?’136 An alternate translation of this same passage 

reads: ‘Is it not written in the book of Jashar, “The sun stood in the midst of the sky 

and did not hurry to set as on a day of full length”?’137 Furthermore, the battle is 

recorded as having commenced following a night march and before the enemy were 

aware of the Israelites, a situation that could hardly have occurred after daybreak. 

Finally, a further detail helps to define the time of year of the battle, since during the 

flight of the Amorite enemy they were reportedly struck by a storm of hailstones (Jos 

10:11-12).  

 Taken at face value, all these details are perfectly matched by the total eclipse 

which took place on November 23, 1041 BC: the period of occultation of the sun 

began five minutes before sunrise, which occurred at 6.45 a.m. local time; the middle 

of occultation occurred one hour later; and the end of occultation occurred at 8.50 

a.m.138 The temporal parameters of this eclipse mean that as dawn was just about to 

give way to sunrise the new day again returned to darkness, and with occultation not 

completely clearing for a further two hours. Compare the details of this astronomical 

event with the imagery of Joshua’s omen, where one day was increased to two,139 or, 

alternately, where the day of the attack was not one of ‘full length’. Furthermore, an 

end of November date is compatible with the rather rare atmospheric conditions 

required to produce hailstones in this region’s Mediterranean climate.140 

 Notified of Joshua’s success in the south, Jabin, king of Hazor, formed a coalition 

of northern kings to confront the Israelite militia. However, once again, Joshua is 
                                                           
136 Cited in Walton (1994:181). 
137 Jos 10:12-13, trans. in Walton (1994:187). 
138 Kudlek and Mickler (1971:62, Part 1: Solar Eclipses - Jerusalem); however, note that 1041 BC 

equates to minus 1040 astronomical time. 
139 Interestingly, a similar reference to how ‘the day dawned twice’ occurs in the Chinese Bamboo 

Annals, an event which is dated to the first year of King Yi of the Western Zhou Dynasty. One Chinese 

scholar (Pang) has also attempted to identify this solar phenomenon with an eclipse occurring at 

daybreak (cited in Baillie 1995:80). 
140 The Coastal Plain in Israel has an average of only 5-8 days of hail per year, mostly in mid-winter 

(Orni and Efrat 1966:115). 
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credited with vanquishing his enemies. Joshua then proceeded to capture Hazor and, 

in total contrast to his treatment of all the other subjugated towns, he reportedly razed 

Hazor with fire (Jos 11:1-14). A 1041 BC true historical date for the destruction of 

Hazor is, according to Chronology A-E, quite consistent with the date usually 

assigned to this destruction level of sometime during the middle third of the 13th 

century CC.141 Following a recapitulation of the towns conquered by Joshua, the OT 

proceeds to the apportioning of the land amongst the Israelite tribes (Joshua 13-19). 

Whatever the actual historical details of this period may have been, it is fairly clear 

that, chronologically speaking, the conquest of Canaan and the subsequent division of 

the land must have been, at least ideologically, associated with the claimed double-

victory over the southern and northern coalitions.142 Furthermore, the not implausible 

suggestion has been made that the 45-year period mentioned in Jos 14:10 is meant to 

comprise the schematic 40 years spent in the wilderness plus 5 years of conquest.143 

Assuming that to be the case, and that Joshua’s claimed southern and northern 

campaigns were considered to have occurred within the same year, as indicated in the 

OT text, then Joshua’s entry into Canaan would be dated to 1046 AC, and the start of 

the Exodus about 40 years earlier c. 1086 AC.144 

 Zadok’s Family  As argued above, Eleazer/Eli’s son Zadok survived into the reign 

of Solomon (965-927 AC in Table H). Assuming a normal life-span of, say, no more 

than 75 years, then, Zadok would have been born c. 1040 AC at the earliest, that is, 

essentially contemporary with the Joshua conquest narrative just described, and when 

Eleazer/Eli need have been no older than about 60 at the very most. This now brings 

us to the long-debated question of Zadok’s family origins. Some scholars have argued 

that he was originally a Jebusite priest in the Canaanite temple of Jerusalem prior to 

David’s capture of the city, and who, only later and erroneously, was identified as a 

descendant of Aaron. Various pieces of circumstantial evidence are presented to 

support this position, including: the comparison between the name ‘Zadok’ and both 

                                                           
141 Yadin (1972:46, 108). 
142 See, e.g., Boling and Wright (1982:273-350) for a discussion of the extremely problematic 

‘Conquest’ narrative in Joshua 10 to 13. 
143 See Hughes (1990:61 n. 7). 
144 See Kitchen (1966:60) who points out that this particular figure of 40 years is made up of a very un-

schematic 38 years (Dt 2:14), plus other short periods of time that could well add up to about 40 years 

in total. 
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Melchizedek of Patriarchal times and Adonizedek of Jerusalem at the time of Joshua’s 

conquest; together with the accepted strong Canaanite influences in Israelite national 

rites and royal ideology. However, there are two strong countervailing arguments 

against this Jebusite connection: first, why would David have elected a pagan priest to 

the highest office of the national cultus; and second, were Zadok to have been a 

Jebusite priest, then, why is there no reference whatsoever to this ‘foreign’ lineage, 

even in the earliest archaic documents?145  

 I believe the solution to this problem, and one which harmonises these apparently 

conflicting arguments, is to make Zadok the child of a marriage alliance between 

Eleazer/Eli and the ruling Canaanite priestly family in Jerusalem shortly after 1041 

AC, that is, with the family of the very same king Adonizedek identified in Jos 10:1, 

etc.146 That the Israelites and the people of Jerusalem may have come to some sort of 

amicable agreement following the initial military encounter (reported in Jos 10:1-27) 

is suggested by the detail that the Jebusites were not driven out but, rather, that they 

and the Jehudahites/Benjaminites continued to live in peace thereafter (Jos 15:63; Ju 

1:21). One therefore cannot automatically discount the biblical claim that Joshua 

conquered Jerusalem: by defeating a king in battle one may legitimately claim to 

have, at least technically, conquered/captured the enemy’s land and cities, albeit that 

Joshua would now appear to have reached an accord with the ruler(s) of Jerusalem 

rather than attempting further military action.147 

 Furthermore, while the ark was at Kiriath-jearim, and prior to its transferral to 

Jerusalem by David, it was held in the possession of Uzzah and Ahio, both sons of 

Abinadab (2 Sam 6). Again, based on the presently argued chronology, I would 

propose that this otherwise unknown Abinadab was none other than Nadab, the eldest 

son of Aaron, mentioned in Ex 6:23; despite the claim in 1 Ch 24:1-2 that Nadab and 

his brother Abihu left no children.148 According to previous argument, all the other 

cited custodians of the ark were descended from Aaron, so why should Uzzah and 

                                                           
145 See Cross (1973:205-12 esp. 209-11) for discussion. Cf. Hauer (1963). Admittedly, there are some 

lesser Israelites also lacking a genealogy (Olyan 1982:182). 
146 See Rowly (1939:123-25) on possible pre-Davidic, Jebusite priestly influences within the later 

Israelite priesthood. 
147 Cf. de Vaux (1978:541) on the Israelite capture of Jerusalem. 
148 See McCarter (1984:169, Notes 3-4), citing the work of K. Budde, on the comparability of the 

names Nadab and Abinadab. 
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Ahio have been exceptions. And if that is the case, then, one would have to ask why 

the ark should have been removed from the custodianship of two grandsons of Aaron 

(Uzzah and Ahio), only to be placed in the hands of yet another of Aaron’s grandsons 

(Zadok, son of Eleazer/Eli) (see esp. 2 Sam 15:24)?149 Again, were the mother of 

Zadok to have been a member of the previous ruling Canaanite family in Jerusalem, 

then, this puzzle would be readily resolved: the Israelite/Jebusite Zadok would have 

been the obvious candidate to bring the two communities together in David’s new 

capital of Jerusalem. 

 Dating the Exodus  One of the most frequently cited OT passages used in both 

supporting the broad historicity of the Exodus narrative, and in calculating its 

approximate date, is Ex 1:11, which recounts how the Israelite slaves were forced to 

build the store-cities of Pithom and Ramses for Pharaoh.150 Commencement of work 

on these two projects began during the reign of Sethos I, although they were 

completed and named by his son Ramesses II.151 Furthermore, tradition also held that 

Moses was born under one Pharaoh and, having killed an Egyptian official and fled 

the country for the land of Midian, he only returned to Egypt following the accession 

of a new Pharaoh (Ex 2:11-12, 23). Finally, while the derivation of the name ‘Moses’ 

is uncertain, one suggestion has it that it is derived from the second element of such 

names as Ra-mose/Ramesses, Amen-mose, etc.152 Without wishing to imply 

excessive chronological precision, the above-calculated date for the birth of Moses, c. 

1128 AC, could mean: 1) that he was born shortly before the reign of Ramesses I 

(1120-1118 AC in Table L), and introduced into the service of this Pharaoh as a child 

(as imaginatively suggested in the passage relating his adoption by the Pharaoh’s 

daughter), thereby possibly explaining his acquisition of an Egyptian name; 2) that he 

was an adult (i.e., aged about 24) prior to the death of Sethos I (1118-1104 AC), 

                                                           
149 See Rowly (1939:120-23) for discussion of the ark’s transfer from Kiriath-jearim to Jerusalem. 
150 See both de Vaux (1978:389); and Kitchen (2003:254-63) for discussion. Cf. Lemche (1999:398-99) 

who argues that since Pithom was not founded until the reign of Necho II, it is more probable than not 

that the Ramses reference is also highly anachronistic, arising from conditions of the Late Iron Age 7th 

century rather than the Late Bronze Age 13th century CC. 
151 Kitchen (1966:57-58). 
152 On the name ‘Moses’, see Kitchen (2003:296-97); and Green (1993:102 n. 24). Cf. Finkelstein and 

Silberman (2002:50) who derive the name ‘Moses’ from the Hebrew word ‘to draw out “of the water”’; 

a derivation rejected by de Vaux (1978:329). 
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consistent with both the role this Pharaoh played in the construction of Pithom and 

Ramses, and in Moses’ original flight from Egypt; 3) that he returned to Egypt during 

the reign of a later Pharaoh when already the father of Gershom (Ex 2:22; 4:20), i.e., 

during the reign of Ramesses II (1104-1037 AC); and 4) that Moses was about 43 

years old on the eve of the Exodus c. 1086 AC ( as calculated above), an age 

compatible with the tradition that prior to leaving Egypt his eldest son was of 

circumcision age (Ex 4:25, note b; 18:2-3). 

 The total period between the start of the Exodus (c. 1086 AC) and the coronation 

of David in Jerusalem (c. 984 AC) is now within the length of a single human life 

span. Within this alternate chronological paradigm, there is absolutely no serious 

methodological reason to deny that there is potentially a ‘core’ body of historical 

material, the extent of which remains to be ascertained, preserved in Exodus, Joshua 

and Judges, provided we are willing to accept that the much later editors of the 

Hebrew Bible had access to documents originally composed during the period of the 

United Monarchy.153 Moreover, as regards the availability of these source documents, 

I would argue that it is no accident that the component narratives within the Book of 

Judges appear to be far more historically ‘believable’, and are much less reliant on 

miraculous events, than is the case with the preceding books.154 According to 

Chronology A-E, the total period covered by Judges will now occupy the last forty or 

so years before the kingship of David, and so that the major events of that period 

would have formed part of the lived experience of numerous individuals at a time 

when they could have been committed to the written record.155 Indeed, as presently 

argued, the Exodus would have begun during the middle years of Aaron, that is, the 

grandfather of Zadok, David’s chief priest in Jerusalem; an individual eminently 

positioned to have committed these details to the written record. Moreover, this 

individual’s own father, Eleazer son of Aaron, is identified as the priest who, along 

with Joshua, apportioned the land of Canaan to the Israelites (Jos 14:1); and who, as a 

                                                           
153 See Na’aman (1997b) who argues for the use of original sources from the time of David and 

Solomon by the Deuteronomist compiler. Cf. Auld (1996:167) who dismiss the availability of such 

ancient archives. 
154 See Miller and Hayes (1986:90-91). 
155 This alternate chronology helps answer one of the prime criticisms of the so-called ‘minimalists’ 

that even original documents from the 10th century BC could not be considered ‘primary’ in relation to 

events supposedly having happened two or three centuries earlier (see Lemche 1998:160).  
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contemporary of Joshua, could also have been an eye-witness to the proposed solar 

eclipse discussed above.156 

 Whether or not the Book of Exodus contains historical material cannot, of course, 

be answered with certainty, unless, or until, contemporary documents are found which 

would support the narrative therein described. Nonetheless, I would argue that the 

figure of Moses, as a contemporary of Aaron, presents a coherent chronological 

framework within the OT narrative, as defined by the alternate chronology discussed 

above. Also, I believe it to be a low probability that the chronological/genealogical 

evidence associated with the ‘Zadokite’ lineage (as discussed above) could have 

turned out to be so consistent, were it not to have been derived from contemporary (or 

near-contemporary) documents. And if such precise genealogical information could 

have been preserved from the period of the United Monarchy, then, why should the 

‘core’ accompanying narrative associated with the named individuals be so radically 

different?157 Regarding the specific ‘historical’ details of Moses’ life,158 I would note 

that the Israelite priesthood at Dan, one of the two chief religious centres within the 

kingdom of Israel from the time of Jeroboam onwards, was originally founded by 

Jonathan, son of Gershom, son of Moses (Ju 18:30) (see Table I). As this event is 

traditionally dated sometime after the Philistine/Sea Peoples invasion, it will now 

have occurred after c. 1004 AC (above); and when Jonathan need have been no older 

than about 70 years at most.159 One might therefore suggest that it was as part of a 

northern Israelite tradition that a historically reliable ‘core’ narrative concerning the 

deeds of Moses may have later come to be incorporated into the Hebrew Bible.  

 The above-argued confluence of chronological data concerns only the 

family/generation of Moses/Aaron, and makes no further claim for the elaborated 

historicity of the Exodus as portrayed in the OT. Rather, each part of that tradition 

must be individually argued on its own merits. Nonetheless, from the above 

discussion, I believe that one can provisionally argue that a group of Hebrews 

associated with Moses and Aaron did, indeed, leave Egypt during the early years of 

Ramesses II’s reign, and that they entered Canaan from the east about forty years later 
                                                           
156 See Holladay (1968:177) who suggests that this ‘Solar’ pericope could be an ancient tradition from 

the early days of the First Temple in Jerusalem. 
157 See Soggin (1999:131-51) for a negative appraisal of the historicity of the Exodus period. 
158 See de Vaux (1978:327-8) for discussion. 
159 Cf. de Vaux (1978:780). 
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as part of a militarily force. The associated topic of when, where and how the twelve 

tribes of Israel reached Canaan, and achieved a sense of common identity, is a far 

more difficult question to answer.160  

1:4 The Period of the Judges 

Schematic numbers based on the figure 40 typify the chronology of Judges and 

Samuel.161 In Judges there are alternating periods of oppression, interposed by periods 

of peace or tranquillity: Mesopotamian/Edomite(?) oppression (8 years), peace (40 

years); Moabite oppression (18 years), peace (80 years); Canaanite oppression (20 

years), peace (40 years); Midianite oppression (7 years), peace (40 years); Ammonite 

oppression (18 years); and Philistine oppression (40 years).162 Turning first to the 

latter period of oppression, this began with the Philistine victory over the Israelites at 

Aphek and Ebenezer, which I dated above to c. 1004 AC. Meanwhile, the end of this 

period cannot be dated any later than David’s defeat of the Philistines in the Valley of 

Rephaim, and their subsequent expulsion as far as the Pass of Gezer, an event which 

the OT dates to the beginning of David’s kingship of all Israel (2 Sam 5:17-25).163 

Therefore, according to Chronology A-E, this means that the total duration of the 

Philistine oppression must be placed within this 20-year period c. 1004-984 AC. 

Furthermore, with the period of the Judges commencing after the death of Joshua (Ju 

2:16), and therefore, according to previous argument, after 1041 AC, the total period 

allowable for the Judges must now be reduced from the conventional figure of some 

200+ years to a maximum of just 57 years (c. 1041-984 AC). 

                                                           
160 See de Vaux (1978:475ff.) for a summation of the principal hypotheses. 
161 See Hughes (1990:69-77) for discussion. 
162 Hughes (1990:73). This cyclical nature of Judges is considered unique within the Bible and, in 

particular, does not appear elsewhere within the Deuteronomist history (Brettler 2004:118); and which 

might therefore suggest an especially artificial process of composition. It is also worthwhile noting that 

the intervening periods of peace/tranquillity are all measured using schematic numbers. However, this 

is not the case with the periods of oppression, the majority of which – together with the periods 

ascribed to the minor judges – have non-schematic values. 
163 See McCarter (1984:158-60) for further discussion. Also see Machinist (2000) for a general 

discussion of the Philistines in the OT. 
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1:4.1 Moabite, Midianite, Ammonite and Philistine Oppression  

Saul’s Kingship When understood in terms of this alternate chronological paradigm, 

we can, with a good degree of confidence, place the events associated with the various 

judges into their true chronological/historical settings (see Table J for reference). The 

second, fourth, fifth and sixth named oppressors of Israel are the Moabites, 

Midianites/Amalekites, Ammonites and Philistines. Bearing in mind the inextricable 

linkage in the OT between the Midianites and Amalekites (Ju 3:12-13; 6:3, 33; 7:12; 

10:12), any definitive distinction between the Midianites who oppressed Israel (Ju 

6:1) and the Amalekites whom David and Saul defeated (1 Sam 15:1-9; 30:1-20) 

would seem rather strained.164 And, as just argued in relation to the Philistines, 

David’s claimed victories over the three remaining groups of Moabites, 

Amalekites/Midianites and Ammonites (2 Sam 8) would mean that the periods of 

oppression associated with these groups must also have come to an end by this date at 

the latest.  

 Meanwhile, we read in Ju 3:12-13 that Eglon king of Moab, in alliance with the 

Ammonites and Amalekites, conquered Israel, and that Eglon enslaved the Israelites 

for eighteen years. Also, according to Ju 10:7-8, Israel was given ‘over into the power 

of the Philistines and the power of the Ammonites, who from that year (my emphasis) 

onward crushed and oppressed the men of Israel for eighteen years – all the Israelites 

who lived beyond the Jordan, ... in Gilead’.165 The time phrase ‘that year’, combined 

with the fact that both periods amount to eighteen years, could well indicate that the 

Philistine and Ammonite action described here was viewed as contemporary.166 And, 
                                                           
164 As in, e.g., Payne (1983 esp. 169-70). 
165 Based on this biblical understanding, one would now have to argue that a significant number of Sea 

Peoples/Philistines occupied the Jordan Valley at the time of the transition from the Bronze Age to the 

Iron Age. Cf. the views of Tubb (1988, 1995) in favour of this proposition; and Negbi (1991, 1998) 

against it.   
166 See Halpern (1996:54) who argues for significant parallels between the narrative in 2 Sam 8 

(concerning David’s war against Hadadezer of Aram Zobah), the annals of Tiglath-pileser I, and 

Egyptian texts of the Late Bronze Age. According to Chronology A-E, David would have been a 

contemporary of both Ramesses III, the last great Pharaoh of the LBA, and also Tiglath-pileser I (see 

Table L). This comparison with Assyrian and Egyptian texts might therefore suggest that the use of 

temporal phrases in 1 Sam 8 do indeed have chronological significance (as argued by Montgomery 

1951:34; but rejected by Halpern 1996:46). 

 377



if that were the case, then, one can argue that the Ammonite, Moabite and 

Midianite/Amalekite oppressions began more or less concurrently with the Philistine 

victory over Israel at Aphek and Ebenezer, that is, c. 1004 AC (above). Interestingly, 

the Septuagint places the Israelite oppression by Eglon, king of Moab, immediately 

after the report of Eleazer’s death (Jos 24:33). And this synchronism agrees with the 

present argument that this period of Moabite oppression began contemporary with the 

Philistine victory at Aphek, which, as argued in Appendix 1:3.2, also coincided with 

the death of Eli/Eleazer. And, of course, this victory over Israel was necessary in 

order that the Philistines could penetrate to the Jordan Valley, and thereby be in a 

position to oppress Israelites living beyond the Jordan River, including in Gilead. 

 Saul is reported in 1 Sam 11:1-11 to have defeated the forces of the Ammonite 

king Nahash, who were then laying siege to Jabesh-gilead. The time phrase used to 

define this battle is ‘about a month later' (v. 10:27b), that is, a month after Saul was 

chosen king by lot at Mizpah (v. 10:17-27), an event which occurred immediately 

prior to his proclamation as king at Gilgal (v. 11:15). Further evidence of the events 

leading up to Nahash’s siege of Jabesh-gilead is provided by 4QSama, which reveals 

that 7,000 men of Gad and Reuben escaped from Nahash’s territory, apparently after 

having been involved in a rebellion, only to seek protection from the men of 

Jabesh.167 Of most importance to the present discussion is the above cited temporal 

phrase ‘about a month later’, and which Cross identifies as an archaic expression. 

Cross believes that it makes most sense to understand this time-period as representing 

the transition between the escape of the men of Gad and Reuben north to Jabesh, on 

the one hand, and Nahash’s siege of that city on the other, rather than the time-period 

between Saul’s elevation to kingship at Mizpah and the battle at Jabesh. And he notes, 

with regard to the conventional understanding of this time-phrase, that ‘we do not 

expect a temporal connection of short duration between the events of king-making at 

Mizpah recorded in [1 Sam] 10 and the battle at Jabesh’.168 

 Under normal circumstances, Cross’ reasoning would be perfectly sound. 

However, according to the presently argued chronological scenario, there is every 

reason to believe in the historical accuracy of Saul’s election as leader/king at Mizpah 

about a month before the defeat of Nahash at Jabesh and Saul’s associated 

                                                           
167 See Cross (1986:148-58 esp. 156-58) for discussion of this text. 
168 Cross (1986:155). 
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proclamation as king at Gilgal. As just proposed, the reason for this association would 

be that all the events are chronologically connected to the widespread collapse of 

Egyptian authority throughout Canaan arising from the Sea Peoples invasion. In other 

words, the realisation that Egypt was in the process of losing control of Canaan (in 

Year 5 of Ramesses III) could have led to the Ammonites and Moabites seeking to 

take full control of the territory east of the Jordan River; and also of the Israelites 

seeking to establish their own kingdom(s) wherever practical, and with Saul becoming 

the primary Israelite claimant for kingship, at least in the region of Ephraim-

Benjamin. Presumably this Israelite rallying-call to independence west of the Jordan 

was contemporary with the men of Gad and Reuben rebelling against Nahash, and so 

that the siege of Jabesh could, indeed, also have occurred ‘about a month’ after Saul’s 

election to ‘kingship’ at Mizpah. 

 Moreover, the fact that Saul could travel unhindered from his home base in Gibeah 

to Jabesh-gilead (1 Sam 11:1-4) suggests that his conflict with Nahash occurred prior 

to the Philistine victory over the Israelites at Aphek and Ebenezer. One might 

therefore imagine the following sequence of events: 1) the arrival of the Sea Peoples 

in Canaan led to a breakdown of Egyptian authority; 2) the various local 

kingdoms/tribal groups (Ammonites, Moabites, Israelites, and others) saw this as an 

opportunity to either expand already established kingdoms or, alternatively, to found 

new kingdoms; 3) the men of Gad and Reuben rebelled against Nahash, which 

subsequently led to his siege of Jabesh, whereupon Saul came to the rescue of his 

kinsmen and defeated the Ammonites; 4) shortly after Saul returned home and was 

proclaimed king, the Philistines/Sea Peoples migrated inland from their newly-settled 

coastal enclaves, and defeated the Israelites at Aphek, on their way to occupying 

territory east of the Jordan River; and 5), the various periods of oppression now 

commenced – Philistine, Ammonite, Moabite and Midianite/Amalekite.169  

 Ishbaal’s Kingship  According to Ju 12:7, Jephthah of Gilead served as judge for 

six years during the eighteen-year Ammonite oppression. While the biblical details of 

this period are somewhat vague, it would appear that following a particular Ammonite 

attack on Gilead that the leaders of this tribe called upon Jephthah to direct the fight 
                                                           
169 Interestingly, a rabbinic source identified Saul as the Benjaminite refugee who brought the news to 

Eli of the Philistine victory at Aphek (McCarter 1980:113, Note 12). This identification would 

perfectly match the present scenario, where Saul now becomes the only identifiable leader of any 

Israelite military force operating in the Ephraim region at that time. 
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against the invading forces. After a period of failed negotiation between Jephthah and 

the king of Ammon, the two sides met in battle, with victory going to the men of 

Israel (Ju 10-11). However, no sooner had this Israelite victory occurred than the men 

of Ephraim attacked the Gileadites for failing to include Ephraim in the war against 

Ammon; the ensuing battle having ended in triumph for Gilead (Ju 12:5-6). Also, the 

Ephraimites appear to have claimed some sort of primacy over Gilead, accusing the 

men of Gilead of being no more than deserters from Ephraim (Ju 12:1-4 and note a). 

 Chronologically speaking, the Ammonite oppression will now have begun in the 

year of Saul’s coronation, and will have ended eighteen years later, i.e., two years 

prior to David’s kingship of all Israel (above). However, these two years preceding 

David’s kingship will also comprise the exact period during which Abner is said to 

have made Ishbaal king over Gilead, Jezreel, Ephraim, Benjamin and, indeed, over all 

Israel (2 Sam 2:8-10). Furthermore, these two years of Ishbaal’s reign, which ended 

with David’s elevation to the kingship of all Israel (vv. 4:8; 5), combined with the six 

years Jephthah spent as Judge, are essentially equivalent to the seven and a half years 

that David ruled in Hebron following Saul’s death. I believe this confluence of data 

can best be explained as follows. When Saul died in 992 AC, the confederacy of tribal 

groups that comprised his kingdom began to fracture. Along with David claiming 

kingship in Hebron, the men of Gilead, in response to the Ammonite attack, offered 

Jephthah the position of ‘leader and commander’ of all the inhabitants of Gilead (Ju 

11:8-11). Responding to this streak of independence on the part of Gilead, the men of 

Ephraim (led by Saul’s successor) attacked Gilead, but were defeated on this 

occasion. Then, six years later (986 AC), Abner attacked Gilead, leading to the end of 

Jephthah’s six-year period as Judge, and also to the inclusion of Gilead within 

Ishbaal’s growing kingdom. 

 When understood in its proper chronological framework, the manner whereby 

Ishbaal came to rule all Israel (excluding Judah) by the time of his death is readily 

revealed in the biblical text.170 Let us first turn to the report that the Ammonites had 

crossed the Jordan to fight ‘Judah, Benjamin and the House of Ephraim’ (Ju 10:9). 

This campaign will now have occurred at essentially the same time as Jephthah was 

elected leader of the Gileadites (Ju 11:4-6). The sequence of events appears to have 

first seen the Ammonites muster and pitch their camp in Gilead, before presumably 

                                                           
170 See McCarter (1984:88, Notes 10a, 11) for discussion and references regarding Ishbaal’s kingship. 
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proceeding to cross the Jordan and attack Judah, Benjamin and the House of Ephraim. 

In response, the Israelites rallied and camped at Mizpah. Next, in the wake of this 

Ammonite attack, the Gileadites elected Jephthah as their leader (Ju 10:9-18; 11:4-5). 

The crucial datum here is the site of the Israelite base-camp at Mizpah. This location 

can now surely only refer to the Mizpah where Saul was elected king of Israel (not the 

Mizpah in Gilead), and where Abner and Ishbaal must have chosen to rally the 

Israelite forces upon the death of Saul at Gilboa, and in the face of the opportunistic 

invasion by the Ammonites. And, indeed, we are told that Jephthah first passed 

through Gilead and Manasseh to reach Mizpah, where he seems to have offered an 

oath in Yahweh’s presence, before going on to attack the Ammonites (Ju 11:11, 29). 

Apparently, the Hebrew Bible’s redactors must have become confused with the 

material at this point and interpreted this Mizpah as Mizpah in Gilead; the latter 

town’s only other biblical reference occurs in Gn 31:49.171 Admittedly, Mizpah in 

Gilead is also cited as the home of Jephthah in the folktale about Jephthah’s sacrifice 

of his virgin daughter (Ju 11:34-40); however, this pericope is contradicted in Ju 12:1, 

where Jephthah is said to reside at Zaphon.  

 The events surrounding the Israelite assembly at Mizpah can be seen in a wider 

context by referring to the ‘Crime at Gibeah and the War Against Benjamin’ (Ju 19-

21). This war begins with another folktale concerning a Benjaminite concubine 

breaking relations with her Ephraimite husband and returning home to her father in 

Benjamin (Ju 19:1-2). This leads to all the men of Israel ‘and the land of Gilead’ 

gathering together at Mizpah, where they swear an oath in the presence of Yahweh, 

threatening death to anyone who fails to attend the assembly at Mizpah (Ju 20:1; 

21:15). In response, the Benjaminites refuse to attend the assembly, while at the same 

time denying any crime committed against Ephraim and their brother Israelites (Ju 

20:12-13), after which the two sides engage in an internecine war, with victory going 

to Israel over Benjamin. 

 The sub-text of this episode is surely plain to see. The reference to the Benjaminite 

concubine breaking off relations with her Ephraimite husband is, I believe, a clear 

reference to Benjamin breaking with Israel upon the death of Saul. The specific 

inclusion of the land of Gilead in the oath-swearing assembly at Mizpah now finds its 

                                                           
171 See Kallai (1986:299-301) on the difficulty of identifying Mizpah in Gn 31:49 with the Mizpah in 

the Jephthah pericope. 
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parallel in the arrival of Jephthah at the head of the Gileadites at Mizpah, and where 

he also swears some unspecified oath (Ju 11:11).172 In the wake of this war – possibly 

four months later (Ju 20:47) – the men of Israel invaded Gilead and proceeded to 

slaughter all the male and female inhabitants of Jabesh-gilead, save only virgin girls, 

who were rounded up and brought back to Shiloh (Ju 21:8-12). Again, this pericope 

finds its parallel in the Ephraimite attack on Gilead in the wake of Jephthah’s return 

from Mizpah (Ju 11:29), and his subsequent victory over the Ammonites (Ju 12:1-4). 

Even the Ephraimite enslavement of the Gileadite virgins finds an obvious parallel in 

the sacrifice of Jephthah’s virgin daughter (Ju 11:34-40).173  

 The cause of this Ephraim-led attack on Gilead was presumably a response to 

Jephthah claiming independence for Gilead following his unassisted victory over the 

Ammonites. Indeed, this claim to independence could well be represented by 

Jephthah’s elevation to ‘Judge’.174 Also, Ephraim’s war against Benjamin will now 

become contemporary with David’s accession to kingship in Hebron (see below and 

Table J), so that we may be seeing here the first stage in Benjamin’s subsequent union 

with Judah. I would also draw attention to Saul’s slaughter of the priestly family of 

Abiathar at the Benjaminite town of Nob (c. 996 AC), and of Abiathar’s associated 

flight to David (see Appendix 1:3.1 above); an event which can now be seen as part of 

the wider intrigue which led to Benjamin joining Judah just a few short years later. 

 Having dealt with the tribal lands of Gilead and Benjamin, as well as Ishbaal’s own 

territorial centre in Ephraim, the one remaining territory specifically mentioned as 

having formed part of Ishbaal’s ‘all Israelite’ kingdom is Jezreel (2 Sam 2:8-10). And 

to see the significance of this inclusion, we must turn to the seven-year period of 

Midianite/Amalekite oppression. If this period began c. 1004 AC, as argued above, 

then, it would have ended seven years later c. 997 AC, that is, five years prior to 

Saul’s death and the coronation of David in Hebron. During these very years, we are 

told that Saul waged a holy war against the Amalekites (1 Sam 15). Only a few years 

later, and while a vassal of the Philistine ruler Achish, David also found it necessary 

to raid this tribe’s lands in response to an Amalekite raid into Philistia and Judah that 

included the enslavement of members of David’s own family then living in the town 
                                                           
172 Cf. Gray (1977:333) who notes the similarity between the centralized oath-swearing assembly at 

Mizpah and the regularization of Saul’s kingship at Gilead. 
173 See Soggin (1999:205-07); and Revell (1985 esp. 416) on the war between ‘Israel’ and Benjamin. 
174 See de Vaux (1978:752-55) on the function of the ‘Judge’ in Israelite society.  
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of Ziglag (1 Sam 30). It was presumably as part of this widespread tribal activity that 

other members of the Amalekite/Midianite coalition managed to oppress central Israel 

in the time of Gideon of Manasseh: according to Ju 6:3-5, this coalition of camel 

owning pastoralists overran and pillaged Israel all the way south as far as Gaza; a 

situation very compatible with the material just cited from 1 Sam 15 and 30. 

 In relation to Gideon’s victory over the Midianites, we can again see the very same 

political circumstances pertaining as just described between Ephraim and Gilead. 

Gideon, at the head of a coalition of the men of Naphtali, Asher and all Manasseh, 

defeated the Midianites in the plain of Jezreel (cf. 2 Sam 2 above) to end the seven-

year period of oppression, only for the Ephraimites to again take offence at not being 

called upon to participate in this campaign. However, in this instance, the apologies 

offered by Gideon were sufficient to calm the anger felt by the men of Ephraim (Ju 

7:16-22; 8:1-3). Also, we again have the people (presumably from the three regions 

just mentioned) offering to make Gideon their ruler, a position he refused, stating that 

neither he nor his sons would ever occupy that position (v. 8:22-23). However, 

sometime following Gideon’s death, his son Abimelech was proclaimed ‘king’ at 

Shechem, and he continued to rule over Israel for three years (v. 9:6, 22). At the end 

of this period the men of Shechem rebelled against Abimelech who was killed in the 

ensuing conflict (vv. 9:23, 55).  

 As previously calculated, Gideon’s victory over the Midianites would have 

occurred five years prior to Saul’s death. That Gideon not only refused the position 

offered to him, but also proclaimed that neither he nor his descendants would occupy 

that position, must surely mean, in the presently argued context, that he was unwilling 

to challenge Saul’s authority, which in this episode will again be represented by the 

interference of Ephraim. Subsequently, following the death of Saul, and coincident 

with Jephthah in Gilead and David in Judah, Abimelech would have claimed the 

kingship which Gideon had refused. Then, three years later, and presumably as 

Abner/Ishbaal’s power became stronger, the supporters of Abimelech would have 

abandoned his cause and transferred their allegiance to the ‘House of Ephraim’, 

which, I would suggest, can now only be a reference to the kingdom founded by Saul. 

 Three years later, Abner would have set out to conquer Gilead and install Ishbaal 

as its king. This ‘Israelite’ victory would have signalled the end of the Philistine, 

Ammonite and Moabite oppression east of the Jordan, as seen by the OT editors. This 

is also the point in time where we must place Ehud’s victory over Eglon, king of 
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Moab, and the expulsion of the Moabites from west of the Jordan (Ju 3:12-30). 

Unfortunately, there is little further historical information to be gleaned from this 

passage, apart from the location of the Moabite occupation in the region of Jericho; 

and, once again, the Ephraimites were reportedly involved in the drama, having been 

summoned by Ehud to participate in the victory.175 

 Summary  The above arguments can now be drawn together to provide the 

following historical narrative. Egypt lost control of Canaan in Year 4 of Ramesses III 

(1204 CC = 1004 AC in Table L) when the Sea Peoples invasion overran Syria-

Canaan, an event first reported in Egyptian texts of the following Year 5. Seeing the 

breakdown of Egyptian authority, the various tribal groups sought to either establish 

their own kingdoms (e.g., Israel) or to expand their now independent kingdoms (e.g., 

Ammon and Moab). At this time, Saul defeated the forces of the Ammonite king 

Nahash at Jabesh-gilead, thereby establishing a strong claim to the overall kingship of 

Israel. However, having been crowned king at Gilgal, the Israelites suffered the 

devastating defeat at Aphek within the year, and which resulted in the loss of the ark 

to the Philistines. The Sea Peoples/Philistines could now push through Israelite-held 

territory to the Jordan Valley where they – in association with the Ammonites, 

Midianites/Amalekites and Moabites – were now deemed to have begun their 

oppression of Israel. Seven years later (997 AC), Gideon defeated the Midianite 

tribesmen in the Jezreel region, thereby ending this particular period of oppression. 

Also, while called upon to assume the kingship of Manesseh, Naphtali and Asher, 

Gideon chose not to defy Saul’s overarching sovereignty. 

 When Saul was killed by the Philistines at Gibeon (992 AC), and coincident with 

an Ammonite attack west of the Jordan, his kingdom began to fracture. Abimelech 

now claimed kingship in Manesseh, and David in Hebron. Meanwhile, Abner and 

Ishbaal called upon the Israelites to muster at Mizpah in Ephraim. Jephthah attended 

the assembly and swore an oath to Saul’s successor. However, having returned to 

Gilead, and without any support from Abner/Ishbaal, Jephthah was able to defeat the 

forces of the Ammonite king, whereupon he appears to have claimed independence 

from the ‘House of Ephraim’. This latter action led to Ephraim unsuccessfully 

attacking Gilead, the victory going to Jephthah’s forces. Meanwhile, the Benjaminites 

refused to attend the oath-swearing assembly at Mizpah, possibly associated with 

                                                           
175 See de Vaux (1978:809-12) for further discussion. 

 384



Saul’s earlier massacre of the priestly family of Abiathar at Nob. The Ephraimites 

attacked Benjamin and inflicted a devastating defeat upon the local population. The 

strength of Abner/Ishbaal continued to grow during the following three years, and in 

989 AC the leading citizens of Manesseh killed Abimelech and transferred their 

allegiance to Ishbaal. Then, three years later (986 AC), Abner conquered Gilead, 

presumably resulting in the death of Jephthah. At more or less the same time, the 

Benjaminite Ehud, with the support of Ephraim, ended the Moabite occupation west 

of the Jordan. This combined action was seen as signalling the end of the 18-year 

Ammonite, Moabite and Philistine oppression from east of the Jordan. Two years later 

(984 AC), Abner and Ishbaal were both killed, and David was elected king of ‘all 

Israel’. 

1:4.2 Canaanite Oppression  

According to Judges 4, the Israelites were oppressed by Jabin, king of Canaan, who 

reigned in Hazor. Barak, a native of Kedesh in Naphtali, was summoned by the 

prophetess Deborah to her place of residence in the highlands of Ephraim. Barak was 

there told to assemble a force from the sons of Naphtali and Zebulun, an action that 

could only have been seen as one of rebellion by Jabin. When news came to Jabin that 

the Israelites were camped on Mount Tabor, his army commander Sisera mobilised 

Canaanite troops and chariots to suppress the rebellion. When battle commenced, the 

Israelites won the day and Sisera was killed. Now, the fact that Gideon was supported 

by the men of Naphtali and Asher during the campaign against the Midianites (Ju 

7:23), a war which I dated above to seven years after Saul’s coronation, must mean 

that the period of Canaanite oppression ended no later than this date (i.e., 997 AC), 

since Jabin’s territory extended south to the Wadi Kishon (Ju 4:13), located on the 

northern fringes of Mount Carmel, and which therefore encompassed all of Naphtali, 

Asher and Zebulun.  

 However, references in the ‘Song of Deborah and Barak’, i.e., the poetic version of 

Israel’s liberation from Canaanite oppression, would indicate that this period of 

oppression ended no earlier than Saul’s kingship. Firstly, the question is asked in Ju 

5:17 as to why ‘Dan [remains] in the ships of strangers?’ One school of scholarly 

opinion has it that the tribe of Dan should be identified with the group of Sea Peoples 

called the Denyen/Danuna (the Danoi of Homer); a view supported by the fact that the 
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original allotment of Danite territory was on the Mediterranean coast right beside the 

Philistines.176 If that is correct – and since the earliest report of the arrival of the 

Denyen and Peleset (Philistines) in Canaan is in Year 5 of Ramesses III, that is, 

immediately preceding Saul’s kingship – this reference to Dan remaining in ships 

would indicate that Barak’s war against Sisera must now have occurred contemporary 

with, or following, Saul’s coronation (i.e., c. 1004 AC).177 Combining the two dates, 

Barak’s war against Jabin must have occurred during the seven-year period c. 1004-

997 AC. And, indeed, the Danites clearly could not have migrated north to conquer 

Laish while the intervening tribal lands of Naphtali, Zebulun and Asher were ruled by 

Canaanite kings. Rather, it was only after the Israelites freed themselves from Jabin’s 

rule that such a migration could occur.  

 This position is in complete agreement with the previous finding that the Philistine 

oppression under the Danite judge Samson should be dated to the twenty years 

between, on the one hand, the defeat of the Israelites at Aphek and Ebenezer (and the 

contemporary coronation of Saul) and, on the other, David’s kingship in Jerusalem. 

Moreover, the tribe of Dan migrated north to Laish accompanied by the priest 

Jonathan, son of Gershom, son of Moses (Ju 18:30). This genealogy, which would see 

the Danite migration occurring probably shortly after 1004 AC, is consistent, both in 

terms of generations and chronology, with the earlier finding that Zadok, a grandson 

of Aaron, was David’s chief priest in Jerusalem some twenty years later c. 984 AC.178  

 Secondly, the six tribes who rallied to Deborah’s call are headed by Ephraim and 

Benjamin, followed by Machir, Zebulun, Issachar and Naphtali, while the four tribes 

of Reuben, Gilead, Dan and Asher are reproached for their absence.179 Asher, 

assuming that it identified itself as an Israelite tribe at that time, was presumably 

unable or unwilling to respond because of its location just north of the Wadi Kishon, 

the southernmost location from where Sisera gathered his troops; and Dan, newly 

                                                           
176 See Gordon and Rendsburg (1997:176); cf. Machinist (2000:67). Also see de Vaux (1978:778-83) 

on the difficulties surrounding Dan’s origins. 
177 Mayes (1974:94-96) also sees Barak’s victory over Sisera as the precursor to the Philistine battle at 

Aphek; however, de Vaux (1978:795) rejects this view. 
178 This genealogical equation is consistent with other third-generation Exodus individuals at just this 

time, namely: Phinehas, son of Eleazer, son of Aaron, who appears two books later in Ju 20:28; and 

also Shebuel, son of Gershom, son of Moses, who appears as one of David’s officials (1 Ch 26:24). 
179 Kitchen (2003:219). 
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arrived amongst the Sea Peoples, had as yet presumably not established its close links 

with the other ‘Israelite’ tribes. That leaves Reuben and Gilead, the two tribes located 

east of the Jordan. But, as argued above, the Ammonite occupation/oppression of 

Gilead began in the wake of the Sea Peoples invasion, and Saul’s contemporary 

coronation, and did not fully end until Abner’s conquest of Gilead eighteen years 

later, by which time the Canaanite oppression was over, having ended by c. 997 AC 

(above). And the tribe of Reuben, located south of Gilead, would also have been 

unable to participate in Barak’s Israelite coalition for the same reason.  

 The absence of Gilead and Reuben, combined with the relatively dominant position 

of Machir, would further indicate that the most likely cause of the rebellion against 

Jabin was Saul’s victory over the Ammonites at Jabesh-gilead, and which I dated 

above to the first year of Saul’s reign in 1004 AC. Saul’s defeat of the Ammonites at 

Jabesh-gilead, located just south of Issachar, Naphtali and Zebulun, could readily 

have filled these three northern tribes with the confidence that they too could defeat 

the Canaanites, just as Saul had defeated the Ammonites. Saul’s pre-eminent position 

within Israel at this time would also help explain why Ephraim, Benjamin and Machir 

head the list of tribes who reportedly fought against Sisera: Ephraim-Mizpah/Gilgal 

was the seat of Saul’s kingship (above), Benjamin his tribe, and Jabesh-gilead/Machir 

the territory he had just saved through his victory over the Ammonites;180 Machir 

being defined here as the country of Gilead and Bashan (Jos 17:1), lands located just 

to the south and north of Jabesh-gilead respectively.181  

 I would therefore propose that the Barak-Sisera battle must have occurred after 

Saul’s victory over the Ammonites at Jabesh-gilead, but before the Philistine victory 

over the Israelites at Aphek, and all within the same year. While not conclusive, this 

short interlude would have provided the ideal opportunity for this Israelite uprising. 

First, the Canaanite kingdoms must also have been destabilised by the contemporary 

Sea Peoples invasion. Second, the prominence given to Ephraim, Benjamin and 

Machir in this victory song would suggest that it was composed in the court of either 

Saul or Ishbaal; after the end of Saul's dynasty it is difficult to imagine who would 
                                                           
180 Saul’s claimed deliverance of the men of Jabesh-gilead from the Ammonite king is consistent with 

their later show of loyalty in rescuing the bodies of Saul and his sons from off the walls of the 

Philistine fortress at Beth Shean, before burying them at Jabesh (1 Sam 31:11-13; 2 Sam 2:4b-7). 
181 See Kallai (1986:279-93); and Na’aman (1986b:79-84) who both argue for a monarchic date for the 

boundary lists in Joshua 13-19.  
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have promoted this particular sequence of tribes.182 Finally, Ephraim and Benjamin 

could hardly have participated in the battle at any date later than the Philistine victory 

at Aphek, since they would have then been separated from the northern territory of 

Jabin by Philistine occupied territory.  

 Meanwhile, Joshua is said to have defeated the northern coalition of Canaanite 

kingdoms led by Jabin king of Hazor immediately following his victory over the 

southern coalition; an event which I previously synchronised with the 1041 BC total 

eclipse of the sun. It is now possible to explain the complete reversal of fortune for the 

Israelites between Joshua’s claimed sweeping victories over the Canaanites on the one 

hand and, on the other, the beginning of the period of Canaanite oppression, which, 

accepting for the moment the schematic figure of 20 years, would have begun c. 1024 

(1004 + 20) AC. These two terminal dates now set the historical context for the well-

known reference to ‘Israel’ in the Victory Stela of Merneptah:183 this text, which is 

dated to Year 5 of Merneptah (1232 CC = 1032 AC in Table L), records that ‘Israel is 

laid waste and has no seed’.184  

 Unless one wishes to accuse the Egyptians of extreme hyperbole, this claim of 

Israel’s destruction would mean that the Israelites had suffered some significant 

calamity about that time. I would therefore suggest that: by his Year 5, Merneptah’s 

forces had restored the political status quo that had existed in central Canaan prior to 

Joshua’s military campaigns nine years earlier, including re-establishing Jabin in his 

former pre-eminent position amongst the local Canaanite kings; and that it was in 

association with this event that the Israelites were deemed to have fallen under 

Canaanite oppression, whether directly at the hands of the Egyptians, or else by the 

latter’s Canaanite allies. Whether or not Merneptah actually campaigned in Palestine 

is a moot point;185 however, his personal intervention is clearly irrelevant to the 

political conditions reported in his Victory Stela. 

 A number of other related topics can now be briefly discussed. While the 

identification of Machir with Gilead is too complex a topic to discuss here at any 

length, nonetheless, Machir seems to have first been associated with Manasseh west 
                                                           
182 See Lemche (1991:92-97) for various views on the date of this song. Also see Bartlett (1995:15) 

who places the song’s composition in a courtly setting. 
183 See Rainey (2001) for further discussion of this and related inscriptions. 
184 Wilson, ANET:376-78 
185 De Vaux (1978:490-92). Cf. Singer (1988:3) for arguments in favour of such a campaign. 
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of the Jordan, and to have been connected with northern Gilead only at a later stage 

through the process of settlement.186 And, bearing in mind the presently argued 

connection between Saul, Jabesh-gilead and Machir, I would propose that the 

settlement of the men of Machir in Gilead occurred in connection with Saul’s victory 

over the Ammonites at Jabesh-gilead. Furthermore, while the question of Saul’s 

relationship to the priesthood at Shiloh is complex, it has been argued that Saul, not 

Samuel, was the original referent in 1 Sam 1-2; and with the resultant conclusion that 

he was also strongly associated with the priesthood of Eli.187 As argued above in 

Appendix 1:3.2, there is no chronological difficulty in making Saul a contemporary of 

Eli/Eleazer, that is, with the same Eleazer who is reported in Jos 14:1 as having 

apportioned the lands in Canaan to the respective tribes. This finding would therefore 

also suggest that the tribal boundary lists were originally formalised during the reigns 

of Saul and Ishbaal, and presumably under some influence from the Elide priesthood. 

This was, as argued above, the time when the various tribal lands strived either for 

supremacy, as in the case of Ephraim, or for independence, as in the case of 

Manasseh, Benjamin and Gilead, and presumably also in the case of the northern 

tribes associated with Barak.188 

1:4.3 Edomite(?) Oppression  

The only major judge left to discuss is Othniel, who is said to have freed Israel from 

the eight-year oppression of the enigmatic Kushan-rishathaim of Aram-Naharaim (Ju 

3:7-11). Unfortunately, there are too few details associated with Othniel to confidently 

decide where precisely he belongs within the period of the Judges. However, from 

what I have already argued, it can be seen that the order of the judges as they appear 

in the OT does not match their true historical order: I have had to place the period of 

oppression associated with Ehud (the second judge), and indeed with Shamgar (the 

third judge), later than the Canaanite oppression associated with Deborah (the fourth 

judge); and I have also argued that the 18-year Ammonite oppression during the time 

of the minor judge Jephthah (detailed in Ju 10) was actually contemporary with the 
                                                           
186 Kallai (1986:253-56). 
187 Cf. McCarter (1980:64-66); Schley (1989:152-54); Gordon (1994:263-67). 
188 With the reign of Saul now made contemporary with Ramesses III, this would readily explain why 

the geographic extent of the land of Canaan, as it appears in the OT, is apparently in such close 

agreement with its geographic extent as it had existed during the LBA (see Na’aman 1994:413-15). 
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18-year Moabite oppression in the time of Ehud (detailed in Ju 3). This therefore rules 

out using the biblical order of the judges for chronological purposes.189  

 There is also uncertainty over the location of Kushan-rishathaim’s kingdom, with 

one body of opinion accepting that Aram-Naharaim refers to the well-known region 

of Upper Mesopotamia, while another would see Kushan (Kushu) as a reference to 

Edom.190 Of these two options, the latter would appear to be biblically, historically 

and chronologically preferable. First, the Othniel tradition is clearly associated with 

Judah and, in particular, the Negev region.191 Second, according to previous 

argument, the total period allowable for the Judges must now be contained between 

Joshua’s victories in 1041 AC and David’s kingship of all Israel c. 984 AC. For any 

Mesopotamian ruler to have extended his political reach into the territory of Othniel, 

he would first have had to occupy every part of Israel/Judah north of there, and that 

simply does not seem feasible at this time. Even the mighty Assyrian warrior-king 

Tiglath-pileser I – who, incidentally, I argue will have ruled during the period 

presently assigned to the Judges (see Table L) – only campaigned as far south as the 

Phoenician city of Sidon.192  

 Meanwhile, I previously constructed the regnal years of David (and Solomon) on 

the basis that his wars against the neighbouring kingdoms occurred shortly after he 

became king in Jerusalem (c. 986 AC). One of these wars was fought against the 

kingdom of Edom (2 Sam 8:9-12).193 During this conflict, prince Hadad, while still a 

child, fled to Egypt, where he later married a sister of Pharaoh’s wife. This Egyptian 

noblewoman bore Hadad a son named Genubath, who was raised with the Pharaoh’s 

own children. Subsequently, when David died, Hadad returned to Edom where he 

reportedly became a steadfast enemy of Solomon (1 Kgs 11:14-22). Let us imagine 

that the young Hadad, when aged about 10 years old, fled Edom and arrived in Egypt 

about 984 AC, i.e., two years after David assumed kingship in Jerusalem. This would 

now mean that the Pharaoh who received him was Ramesses III (1007-977 AC in 

                                                           
189 See Malamat (2001:153) who proposes that the sequence of narratives in the Book of Judges may 

have been based on geographical (rather than chronological) considerations. 
190 See Kitchen (2003:212); and Bright (1981:178-79) for discussion and references. 
191 See Boling (1975:81 n. 8, and p. 82); de Vaux (1978:536); Bright (1981:134). 
192 ARI 2, § 81. 
193 See Halpern (1996:67-68); and Na’aman (2004:317-19) for discussion. 
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Table L).194 And were Genubath to have been born by 974 AC, when Hadad could 

have been about 20 years old, then, Genubath would have spent the first 10 years of 

his life at the Egyptian court, before returning with his father to Edom upon the death 

of David (c. 965/4 AC). Indeed, political contact between Egypt and Edom at this 

very time may even be reflected in an obscure text, Papyrus Moscow 127,195 dated to 

the reign of either Ramesses X or XI (922-890 AC in Table D). Even by the start of 

Ramesses XI’s reign (919 AC in Table D), Genubath need have been no older than in 

his late-50s, and so that he would have been perfectly placed to maintain strong 

political/cultural links with his blood relatives, the Pharaohs of the 20th Dynasty. 

 If this historical scenario is acceptable, then, how might one understand this great 

personal favour bestowed upon the young prince Hadad by the reigning Pharaoh? 

And, indeed, what was the origin of this dynastic line of Edomite kings? In the 

‘Summary’ of Ramesses III’s northern wars, the following incomplete passage 

appears: ‘I destroyed the Seirites, the clans of the Shasu, I pillaged their tents..., with 

their people, their property, and their livestock, likewise, without limit... .’196 The 

identification of the land of the Seirites with the territory of the kingdom of Edom is 

generally accepted, albeit with some qualifications.197 Also, there is apparently no 

evidence to suggest that the people of Seir/Edom possessed a ‘true’ king prior to 

Ramesses III’s campaign against the Shasu/Seirites.198 Of Ramesses III’s three known 

campaigns of Years 5, 8 and 11, it is only in association with the campaign of Year 8 

(1000 AC in Table L) against the Sea Peoples that an encounter with Edomite clans 

                                                           
194 Interestingly, the Pharaoh’s wife is called ‘Tahpenes’ in Hebrew, a word that has been interpreted to 

mean either a corruption of an Egyptian phrase meaning ‘“wife of the king”’, or else a proper name 

such as ‘Ta-hep(et)-en-Ese’ (Kitchen 1996:274). Is it possible, then, that Genubath’s Egyptian aunt was 

none other than the well-known wife of Ramesses III, the ‘“great King’s-mother, mistress of the Two 

Lands Ēse”’, who was found buried in tomb no. 51 in the Valley of the Queens (see Černý 1958:31 for 

details). 
195 Kitchen (1996:275); also Kitchen (1992:27). For the full text, see Caminos (1977, and esp. Column 

5, lines 2-6, pp. 65-69, for the relevant passage). Cf. Ash (1999:46-48) who places little historical value 

in this document, questioning its time of original composition, its lack of specific details, and the 

geographic meaning of the term ‘Seir’. 
196 Kitchen (1992:27). See Wilson, ANET:262, Papyrus Harris I, for full text. 
197 See Hasel (1998:229 n. 20) for a fuller list of those who accept this identification. Also, see 

Edelman (1995) on the geography of Edom/Seir. 
198 Hasel (1998:220-25). 
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could have taken place, since the other two campaigns were against the Libyans to the 

west of Egypt. There is also some limited evidence to suggest that Ramesses III may 

have followed up his claimed victory over the Sea Peoples in Year 8 by campaigning 

further north towards Syria.199 Combining this body of data might suggest that 

Ramesses III had personally created this kingship of Edom at the time of his 

campaign against Seir/Edom, presumably by elevating the father of Hadad from 

among the local tribal chiefs to become a regional king.200 And were Ramesses to 

have played such an intimate role in the career of the father of Hadad, then, the 

especially favourable treatment given to the young prince following his flight from 

Edom should not seem untoward.  

 Interestingly, then, a certain 'Husham of the land of the Temanites' appears in Gen 

36:34-35 as one of the eight kings of Edom who ruled prior to any king in Israel. One 

interpretation sees these eight individuals as simply rulers of small tribal territories; 

and without any chronological order implied in their arrangement.201 Moreover, a 

number of scholars have attempted to identify Kushan-rishathaim (kûšan riš‘athayîm) 

with Husham of the land of the Temanites (husvam ro’s hattemanîm).202 This 

equation is chronologically perfectly acceptable in light of the above discussion, 

where this Husham could indeed have been a tribal chief prior to Saul’s accession (c. 

1004 AC), and therefore contemporary with the enigmatic Kushan-rishathaim. 

Furthermore, if we assume that the period of Edomite oppression was deemed to have 

begun with the proposed Egyptian elevation of Hadad’s father to the kingship of 

Edom in Ramesses III’s Year 8 (1000 AC), then, we can even bring this eight-year 

period to an end concurrent with David’s acquisition of kingship at Hebron in 992 AC 

(see Table J). The emergence of David as king in Hebron would presumably have 

presented a suitable chronological, and indeed political, juncture at which to end a 

                                                           
199 See Faulkner (1975:241-44). 
200 See Kitchen (1992:29) for monumental-type art (featured on the Balu‘a stela) depicting some highly 

egyptianised local ruler in neighbouring Moab, and which is dated, according to the conventional 

chronology, to just this period at the turn of the 13th/12th centuries CC. Notably, Routledge (2004:84) 

considers that the Shasu headdress on this ruler finds its closest match from Egypt during the reign of 

Ramesses III. Also, see Kitchen (1992:21-23) on the role of tribal kings at this time. 
201 De Vaux (1978:517-18); also Bartlett (1965:311-12). 
202 See de Vaux (1978:536 with n. 43) for details. 
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period of oppression emanating from Edom.203 As for the Hebron of David, this must 

now be sought shortly after the founding of the Iron Age I town,204 not in Iron Age II 

as presently envisaged.  

 The geographical extent of Seir/Edom in the early Iron Age I period is still a matter 

of some debate; and indeed the very presence of a kingdom of Seir/Edom at this time 

is debated.205 Nonetheless, the present discussion would indicate that some such 

kingship must have existed, whatever its political/tribal structure and extent may have 

been. Notably, then, David claims to have installed garrisons in Edom following his 

victory over the father of Hadad (2 Sam 8:14). If true, those garrisons would have 

been built, in relative stratigraphical terms, very shortly after the beginning of the Iron 

Age period (1000 AC in Table L). However, this is also the date of the distinctively 

shaped ‘Lower Fortresses’ in the Negev-Sinai region, located at such sites as Horvat 

Haluqim, Nahal Ha’Elah and Tell el-Qudeirat; these fortresses were destroyed during 

approximately the second half of the Iron Age I period.206 If this chronological 

association is correct, then, the geographic extent of Edom could be seen in a much 

clearer light. Also, the relative date for the destruction of these fortresses would place 

this event at about the time of Ramesses IX/Shishak’s campaign, as argued in 

Appendix 2 (see Table K). This would further mean that the fortresses survived 

throughout the reign of Solomon, which is consistent with the biblical claims that 

Solomon controlled territory all the way to Elat (1 Kgs 9:26). 

Conclusion 

I have attempted to demonstrate in Appendix 1 that, when interpreted in terms of 
                                                           
203 This requires, of course, rejecting the sweeping ‘summary’ claims of Saul’s victorious wars (1 Sam 

14:47), wars which seem to have been merely a copy of David’s campaigns (2 Sam 8:1-13). Cf. Miller 

and Hayes (1986:141) who accept the ‘trustworthiness’ of 1 Sam 14:47-48.  
204 See Ofer (1993:608). 
205 For a discussion of the historical and biblical sources, see Kitchen (1992); Bartlett (1992); 

McDonald (2000 esp. 188). On the archaeology of Iron Age I Seir/Edom, see the debate between 

Bienkowski (1990 esp. 103, idem 1992a, 1992b) and Finkelstein (1992a, 1992b). And see, most 

recently, Levy et al. (2005 esp. 129) who argue for monumental building and industrial scale copper 

production at the lowland Edomite site of Khirbat en-Nahas dated to the 12th-11th century CC, i.e., 

early Iron Age I; the radiocarbon dates cited are primarily from the Groningen laboratory. See Chapter 

5:2.1 for the ongoing debate over Groningen versus Rehotov dates.  
206 See, most recently, Bruins and van der Plicht (2005 esp. 362-64). 

 393



Chronology A-E, the OT does indeed contain a significant ‘core’ body of historical 

information relating to the Late Bronze and Early Iron Age Near East. By means of 

the proposed triple-synchronism between Ashurnasirpal II’s Mediterranean campaign 

of 875 BC, Shoshenq I’s Palestinian campaign of the same year, and Year 7 of king 

Omri of Israel, I have provided a potentially precise date for the Israelite schism. 

Based upon this chronological foundation, and interpreted according to Chronology 

A-E, I have argued that the Israelite Monarchy under Saul and David came into 

existence in the immediate aftermath of the Sea Peoples invasion, dated c. Years 5-8 

of Ramesses III (1003-1000 AC), and not some 200 years later, in relative terms, as 

conventionally understood. Furthermore, the ‘Zadokite’ lineage, and associated 

biblical passages, allowed me to place the period of the Judges, the ‘Conquest’ 

narrative, and the Exodus within relatively precise chronological parameters. Within 

this alternate chronological scenario, the formative, pre-monarchical, period of 

Israel’s history in Canaan, at least regarding those Hebrews associated with the 

Exodus, is now reduced from some 200+ years to a mere 40 years. 

 This finding allows the events described in the Books of Joshua and Judges to have 

formed part of the personal experience of numerous Israelites still alive during the 

early years of the United Monarchy, and therefore at a time when such information 

could have been committed to the written record. Even the Exodus narrative just falls 

within this ‘lifetime’ chronological window. This situation therefore eliminates the 

currently held methodological objection that the events contained within these books 

could only have been, at best, distant, oft-repeated oral traditions when first written 

down.  

 Admittedly, there is little if any archaeological evidence of literacy in the Israelite 

heartland prior to the ninth century BC. However, without wishing to undervalue this 

archaeological finding, absence of evidence does not equate to evidence of absence. 

We know from the El-Amarna archive that the major LBA city-states within Syria-

Canaan were literate, possessing their own local scribes who communicated with the 

Egyptian chancery in Akkadian; and Jerusalem was included amongst those literate 

cities. And, according to Chronology A-E, David’s kingdom in Jerusalem would have 

been the immediate EIA successor to this LBA city-state. Moreover, I argued in 

Appendix 1:3.2 that David consolidated his rule in Jerusalem by installing the half-

Jebusite Zadok as his high priest. According to this chronological/historical scenario, 

it is difficult to see how there could have been a loss of literacy in Jerusalem or, for 
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that matter, in any of the other major city-states that survived the Late Bronze/Early 

Iron Age political upheaval. 

 Finally, if Chronology A-E is essentially correct, as I maintain, then the material 

presented above can now serve as a first step in a new endeavour to investigate the 

Hebrew Bible as a source of historical information. Of course, without actual 

historical documents from the period to substantiate the OT narrative, then, this 

‘historical’ reconstruction can only be seen in terms of probabilistic truth, as 

explained in the introduction to Appendix 1. 



 



 

Appendix 2    ARCHAEO-HISTORICAL SYNCHRONISMS AND THE 
STRATIGRAPHY OF IRON AGE CANAAN/PALESTINE 

Introduction 

The final part of my thesis is aimed at providing an alternate historical template to try 

and unravel some of the issues surrounding the complex archaeology of Iron Age 

Canaan/Palestine. This endeavour is intended as a preliminary investigation, and 

without any pretensions of being definitive. Nonetheless, I have argued in the main 

body of my thesis that all New Kingdom (Memphite) dates must be lowered by 200 

years in order to match historical actuality. And, in Appendix 1, I have established an 

Iron Age chronology for Israel-Judah and the surrounding kingdoms. If these two 

alternate chronologies are more or less historically accurate, then, by bringing the 

historical and biblical evidence together within this new chronological paradigm, it 

should provide the opportunity to discover various previously unrecognised archaeo-

historical synchronisms. Conversely, if the conventional Ancient Near Eastern 

chronology is more or less historically accurate, then, any attempt to use Chronology 

A-E to interpret Iron Age archaeological evidence should prove utterly fruitless.  

I do not, however, wish to imply that each and every OT reference cited in the 

following discussion is historically accurate. Rather, I am simply taking those 

passages that have traditionally been thought of as part of the Bible’s ‘historical core’, 

and interpreting them according to this alternate chronological model. I will leave it to 

experts working in this field of Middle Eastern archaeology to be the final arbiters in 

deciding whether or not the findings of Appendix 2 have anything useful to offer 

them.   

2:1 Egypt, Canaan/Palestine and Israel-Judah 

2:1.1 Historical Predictions  

It is not an easy task to identify the historical causes of any particular archaeological 

destruction horizon. Even when dealing with such a geographically well-defined 

campaign as that of Shoshenq I, there is no way of knowing which strata correspond 

to the numerous towns mentioned in his famous topographical list.1 Moreover, not all 
                                                           
1 There is one possible exception in Arad Stratum XII, which will be discussed in Appendix 2:8.2. 
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the sites listed there need necessarily have been subdued by force, while other towns 

that were actually conquered by force may be missing from the extant list. One 

obvious way of at least partially remedying this uncertainty-problem is to look not at 

individual destruction levels in isolation but, rather, to seek out contemporaneous 

destruction horizons across a broad geographical area. If one can establish with a 

reasonable degree of confidence that numerous sites spread over a wide region of Iron 

Age Canaan/Palestine were destroyed at the same time, then, such destruction events 

can only realistically be ascribed to a military campaign by one of the major regional 

powers, such as Egypt and Assyria, or indeed Aram at certain periods of its history. 

The one alternate explanation for region-wide destruction, a major seismic event, is 

unlikely to have left the same archaeological fingerprint as military conquest, 

particularly when numerous sites are involved: military campaigns have a historic and 

geographic logic which is very unlikely to be replicated by the relatively random 

nature of earthquake damage. Meanwhile, conflict between kingdoms within 

Canaan/Palestine (Israel, Judah, Philistia, Ammon, Moab and Edom) is unlikely to be 

coordinated at a regional level, and should therefore only result in localised 

asynchronous destruction events along the common borders shared by the respective 

combatants. While one can certainly imagine complicating factors to undermine this 

general hypothesis, it does nonetheless serve as a starting point for unravelling the 

complex question of Iron Age archaeology within this region. 

 I argued in Appendix 1 for three Egyptian military campaigns within 

Canaan/Palestine between the destruction horizon generally associated with the ‘Sea 

Peoples’ in Years 5-8 of Ramesses III and the ‘Palestinian’ campaign of Shoshenq I, 

namely, those of Ramesses VI (the proposed father-in-law of Solomon), Ramesses 

IX/Shishak and Panehsy/Zerah.2 Furthermore, by combining historical evidence with 

OT references, this should allow one to identify, or at least suggest with a good 

degree of probability, the intended targets and principal areas of operation of these 

Egyptian campaigns.  

 According to the OT, the father-in-law of Solomon razed the city of Gezer before 

handing it over to Solomon as part of the treaty negotiations between Egypt and 

                                                           
2 All biblical dates used in the following discussion, unless otherwise stated, are those derived from 

Appendix 1 (see Table H), and where the kings of the United Monarchy are dated as follows: Saul 

(1004-992 AC), David (992-964 AC) and Solomon (965-927 AC). 
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Israel. And, as discussed in Appendix 1:2, Ramesses VI would appear to have taken 

physical possession of Megiddo. If historically reliable, this would now mean that 

Ramesses VI waged a military campaign which encompassed, at the very least, the 

coastal plain of Canaan/Palestine, but one which did not directly affect the kingdom 

of Solomon; certainly there is no indication in the OT of Egyptian hostility against 

Israel at that time.  

 Next, by disassociating the biblical Shishak from Shoshenq I, it is now possible to 

argue that the campaign of Shishak (i.e., Ramesses IX as presently argued) directly 

affected the kingdom of Judah, while also avoiding the kingdom of Israel. As 

discussed in Appendix 1:1.4, Ramesses IX’s protégé, Jeroboam, was now king of 

Israel, and so should have been an ally/vassal of the Pharaoh rather than his enemy. 

Meanwhile, we know that Jeroboam built a temple at Bethel in the far south of his 

kingdom in opposition to the temple in Jerusalem (1 Kgs 12:28-30). Bethel, located 

only some 30 km north of Jerusalem, will therefore have marked the boundary 

between Israel and Judah at that time. One should therefore expect to find destruction 

levels contemporary with the Shishak campaign to be confined to the kingdom of 

Judah, located south of Bethel, and possibly also to some Canaanite/Philistine 

territory along the coastal plain and lowland valleys. Conversely, there should be no 

significant destruction levels at this time within the kingdom of Israel, the ally of 

Pharaoh.  

 Regarding the campaign of Zerah/Panehsy (as discussed in Appendix 1:1.4), king 

Asa met Zerah at Mareshah, where he defeated the Kushites (Nubians). He then 

pursued them as far as Gerar, at which point he went on to conquer and plunder all the 

surrounding towns (2 Ch 14:8-15). Mareshah lies on the trunk road leading inland 

from Gaza, and about halfway between Lachish and Hebron, while Gerar lies some 10 

km south of Gaza. Therefore, since Zerah’s campaign (898 AC in Table D) will be 

dated about mid-point between the campaigns of Ramesses IX/Shishak (922 AC) and 

Shoshenq I (875 AC), one might expect to find a destruction horizon at Gerar and the 

surrounding region contemporary with the mid-phase between any destruction 

horizons associated with these two Pharaohs; however, the direct impact of this 

Nubian campaign by Zerah/Panehsy should not extend much north of a line linking 

Gaza and Mareshah. 

 Finally, I discussed in Chapter 4:1 the Syrian-Phoenician campaign of 

Ashurnasirpal II in 875 BC, which resulted in the subjugation of Byblos, Sidon and 
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Tyre, and I argued there that this campaign was the catalyst for Shoshenq’s invasion 

of Palestine. I also argued in Appendix 1:1.1 that king Omri of Israel shifted his 

allegiance away from Egypt as a result of Ashurnasirpal’s campaign, quite possibly 

prompted by the fact that Omri was allied to Ittoba‘al, king of Tyre, through a 

marriage alliance. Any archaeological horizon associated with Shoshenq I’s campaign 

should therefore reveal a pattern of destruction, and/or abandonment, of towns and 

cities at least throughout the kingdom of Israel and within Phoenicia. Conversely, I 

argued in Appendix 1:1.5 that Jehoshaphat remained loyal to Shoshenq I, and so that 

one can predict that the territory of Judah will not show any significant destruction 

levels at that time, even if Shoshenq’s army may have passed through the territory of 

Judah on its way to attacking Israel and other neighbouring kingdoms. 

2:1.2 Military Campaigns and Archaeological Horizons 

According to 1 Kgs 9:15, Solomon used forced labour to build the temple, his palace, 

the Millo and ‘the wall of Jerusalem, Hazor, Megiddo, [and] Gezer’.3 Leaving aside 

Jerusalem, whose archaeological history is too fractured and contentious to form part 

of this preliminary investigation,4 one can begin by testing the archaeological record 

of these other three sites. I will begin by examining the major city of Gezer, which 

will be discussed in conjunction with the relatively nearby towns of Ashdod, Tel 

Miqne-Ekron and Tell Qasile, and then proceed to discuss Megiddo and Hazor in 

turn. 

 According to the conventional chronology, the final Late Bronze Age Canaanite 

town of Ashdod (Stratum XIV) was destroyed towards the end of the thirteenth 

century CC, and replaced by a new settlement (Stratum XIII) characterised by the 

presence of Myc. IIIC:1b pottery (see Table K(1) for the following discussion). The 

                                                           
3 The ambiguity of this sentence means that there is doubt over whether Solomon built actual 

fortifications at the four named sites or only at Jerusalem (see Ussishkin 1990:77). 
4 See Finkelstein (2001) for discussion. However, it is worth noting, as just detailed, that David will 

now have reigned from almost the very beginning of Iron Age I. This correlation allows, or rather 

makes highly probable, that the early Iron Age terrace system and ‘stronghold’ discovered at Jerusalem 

will belong to the time of David and/or Solomon (see Steiner 1994:13-20 for details). See Gray 

(1977:243) on the meaning of ‘Millo’ as probably referring to a terrace or buttress. Also, see Cahill and 

Tarler (1993) who date both the ‘Stepped Stone Structure’, and the underlying monumental remains, to 

the 13th/12th century CC LB-IA transition period.  
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appearance of Myc. IIIC:1b pottery at this site, amongst others, is generally 

acknowledged as indicating the arrival of the Sea Peoples along the coast of Syria-

Canaan.5 The next town (Stratum XII), which witnessed the rebuilding of Stratum 

XIIIA, apparently without any intervening destruction horizon, is distinguished by an 

abundance of Philistine material, and particularly the so-called Philistine Bichrome 

ware;6 although this type of pottery apparently makes its first tentative appearance at 

Ashdod in the preceding Stratum XIIIA.7 Stratum XII and its successor Stratum XI 

were both destroyed, though there appears to have been no change in the Philistine 

material culture between these two levels. Stratum X witnessed deterioration in the 

quality of Philistine pottery, as well as its replacement by burnished red-slip pottery.8 

Ashdod Stratum X began during Late Iron Age I and extended well into Iron Age II.9 

Furthermore, the three cities of Ashdod Strata X-VIII were all destroyed, and with the 

Stratum VIII destruction generally assigned to the campaign of Sargon II in 712 BC.10  

 Ashdod (Strata XIIIA-X) shares a similar profile with both Tel Miqne-Ekron 

(Strata VI-IV) and Tell Qasile (Strata XII-X), in that all three sites are characterised 

by three clear Philistine (Bichrome) strata, the final phase in each case being marked 

by a deterioration in the quality of the Bichrome ware, and its replacement by the 

characteristic Iron Age II burnished red-slip ware.11 Moreover, in the case of Tel 

Miqne-Ekron, there is one level of Myc. IIIC:1b pottery (in Stratum VII) preceding 

the three Philistine strata, and immediately following a destruction horizon at the end 

of Late Bronze Age Stratum VIIIA.12 Ekron Stratum VII should therefore broadly 

                                                           
5 See Finkelstein (1996a:179-80) with earlier bibliography. And see Dothan (1998) on the Early Iron 

Age influence of the Sea Peoples in Palestine. 
6 Mazar (1992:265, 271); and see, most recently, Ben-Shlomo (2003:89). Also, see Finkelstein and 

Singer-Avitz (2001, 2004) for a significantly different interpretation of the Ashdod stratigraphy. 
7 Bietak (1993:295, Fig. 5). 
8 Mazar (1992:271). Cf. Ben-Shlomo (2003:91) who can find no evidence for destruction between 

strata XI and X, though it is unclear whether this relates just to Area H or to the whole site. 
9 Mazar (1990:308); Ben-Shlomo (2003:92). Cf. Finkelstein and Singer-Avitz (2004:125-27) who 

argue that there was an occupational gap at Ashdod contemporary with Tell Qasile X. 
10 Barkay (1992:335). Cf. Finkelstein and Singer-Avitz (2001:242) where the destruction of Stratum VI 

is dated to Sargon’s campaign; and Ben-Shlomo (2003:95-103) who defends the conventional 

synchronism between Sargon’s campaign and the destruction of Stratum VIII. 
11 Na’aman (2000:5). 
12 Na’aman (2000:3). 
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parallel Ashdod Stratum XIIIB.13 Meanwhile, Tell Qasile Stratum XII was built on 

virgin soil, and so the fact that Myc. IIIC:1b pottery was not found at this site14 would 

be compatible with the first town having been settled only after this style of pottery 

had been replaced by Philistine Bichrome ware. Finally, the three Iron Age I phases of 

Tell Qasile Strata XII-X were all destroyed, Stratum X in an intense conflagration.15 

This latter destruction, which brings Iron Age I to a close, is paralleled in the 

devastating destruction of Ekron Stratum IV.16 

 The three cities of Ashdod, Ekron and Tell Qasile were connected via the famed 

Via Maris, the ancient Egyptian road which led north through Canaan to Phoenicia, 

Syria and beyond.17 Moreover, the strategic location of Gezer – positioned with 

Ashdod and Ekron to its south, and Tell Qasile to its north – allowed this city to 

exercise significant control over traffic along the Via Maris. Therefore, any Egyptian 

military campaign capable of affecting Tell Qasile would, almost certainly, have 

required the subjugation of Gezer, whether by military or political means.18  

 The earliest Iron Age I phase at Gezer is General Stratum XIV (= Phase 12 in Field 

II), which began in the late 13th/early12th century CC.19 Phase 12 was so thoroughly 

destroyed in a conflagration, which produced a layer of destruction debris up to 65 cm 

deep, that ‘nothing survived to be reused in the following two strata’; while the 

following Phase 11 (General Stratum XIII) produced the most impressive structures in 

Field II.20 Also, the end of Stratum XIII in Fields I and VI was marked by a 

disturbance;21 while the following Phase 10 (Stratum XII) ended in large scale 

destruction.22  

 Comparing this stratigraphical profile with the archaeo-historical sequence already 

                                                           
13 See Dothan and Zuckerman (2004:307) on recent early Iron Age I stratigraphic comparisons between 

Ashdod and Ekron. 
14 Mazar (1992:272); Bietak (1993:298). 
15 Mazar (1992:272). 
16 Na’aman (2000:5). 
17 See Singer (1988) on the importance of the southern coastal plain, from Tell Qasile and the Yarkon 

Valley southwards, to Egyptian interests in Canaan during the 19th-20th Dynasties. 
18 Singer (1988:4). 
19 Gezer II, 52. 
20 Gezer II, 53. 
21 Gezer II, 55. 
22 Gezer II, 57. 
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discussed in relation to Tell Qasile, Ashdod and Tel Miqne-Ekron, I would now 

propose, as an initial hypothesis, that Ramesses VI (i.e., the father-in-law of Solomon 

as previously argued) was responsible for the destruction of Gezer Stratum XIV. 

Certainly the utter destruction of this phase is consistent with 1 Kgs 9:16, which 

reports that this city was razed by Pharaoh, and its inhabitants massacred, before 

being handed over as dowry to Solomon, who then rebuilt the city. And if this 

synchronism is valid, then, we can provisionally assign the following disturbance at 

Gezer ending Stratum XIII to Ramesses IX/Shishak, and the major destruction ending 

Stratum XII to Shoshenq I. Admittedly, there is still some uncertainty over whether or 

not the name Gezer actually appears in the extant topographical list of Shoshenq I,23 

however, its strategic position (above) would surely demand that it was subdued 

during his Palestinian campaign.  

 The principal stratigraphical relationships between Gezer, Tell Qasile, Tel Miqne-

Ekron and Ashdod are shown in Table K(1), and where the three General destruction 

horizons at Gezer (Strata XIV-XII) are synchronised with the corresponding three 

destruction horizons at Qasile (Strata XII-X). The two sites lying south of Gezer 

(Ashdod and Ekron), and therefore closer to Egypt, seem to have suffered a slightly 

different fate to Gezer and Tell Qasile: only one obvious Iron Age I destruction 

horizon is witnessed at Ekron (Stratum IV); while two such destructions are visible at 

Ashdod, the first (Stratum XII) is related in terms of comparative stratigraphy with the 

presently proposed campaign of Ramesses IX/Shishak, and the second (Stratum XI) 

with some later event, but one which occurred prior to the end of Iron Age I (see 

further below).  

 The absence of destruction at Ashdod XIIIA and Ekron VI need not seem too 

surprising. Ashdod is known to have been an important staging post along the Via 

Maris, and would seem to have been a supply base for Egyptian caravans from at least 

the reign of Ramesses III.24 This might therefore indicate that territory south of Gezer 

remained loyal to Egypt at the time of Ramesses VI’s campaign. One might also note 

that there is no sign of destruction at Ashkelon between the end of the LBA and the 

stratum equivalent to Ekron V and Qasile XI.25 However, by the time of Ramesses 

                                                           
23 See Kitchen (1996:435); Na’aman (1992:79); Dever (1997a:240). 
24 Singer (1994:284). 
25 Masters (2005:338). 
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IX/Shishak’s campaign, the town of Ashdod (Stratum XII) would appear to have 

rebelled against Egyptian authority, thereby bringing about its destruction during this 

Egyptian campaign. Meanwhile, and for whatever reason, the unfortified Iron Age I 

town of Tel Miqne-Ekron26 (Stratum V) would appear to have avoided destruction at 

the time of Ramesses IX/Shishak’s proposed campaign. 

 The above two destruction events ending Ekron IV and Qasile X form part of a 

much wider destruction horizon, which includes such sites as Megiddo VIA, Beth 

Shean Upper VI and Jokneam XVII, and which marks the transition from Iron Age I 

to II.27 Meanwhile, as noted above, Ashdod Stratum X began prior to the end of Iron 

Age I and extended well into Iron Age II. Ashdod would therefore have avoided 

destruction during Shoshenq’s proposed campaign, as presently envisaged. And, 

indeed, according to the topographical list of Shoshenq I, this king may well have 

bypassed Ashdod during his entry into Palestine, instead going directly from Gaza 

inland towards Gezer and its environs.28 

 Finally, if the destruction of Gezer XIV and Qasile XII have been correctly 

assigned to Ramesses VI’s proposed campaign in 1165 CC (= 965 AC in Table L), 

then, the Myc. IIIC:1b period at such sites as Ashdod (Stratum XIIIB) and Ekron 

(Stratum VII) could have lasted no more that a single biological generation of about 

twenty years, c. 1003-980 AC. During this interval one may imagine that the 

generation of Sea Peoples who had arrived in Year 5 of Ramesses III c. 1003 AC had 

been replaced by their Canaanite/Palestinian born (or raised) children, thus helping to 

explain the shift from a foreign (Myc. IIIC:1b) to a ‘local’ (Philistine Bichrome) 

ceramic tradition. Equally importantly, it would also allow sufficient time (about 15 

years) for the establishment of Tell Qasile XII, Tel Miqne-Ekron VI and Ashdod 

XIIIA prior to their destruction/demise c. 965 AC. 

 We are now in a position to test the acceptability of the above-detailed archaeo-

historical hypothesis by examining some of the more important sites in 

Canaan/Palestine. I would also note at this point that, according to the stratigraphy 

detailed in Table K, when I discuss Gezer XIV, and corresponding levels at other 

sites, one is dealing with essentially the whole period of the Israelite Monarchy under 

                                                           
26 Ussishkin (2005 esp. 58-61). 
27 See below for further discussion. 
28 Kitchen (1996:435). 
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Saul and David (c. 1004-964 AC), as defined by the biblical chronology presented in 

Appendix 1 (see Table H). Similarly, the stratigraphic levels corresponding to Gezer 

XIII will now equate to the reign of Solomon and the first five years of the Israelite 

schism (c. 965-922 AC). 

2:2 Gezer  

I discussed the general history of Gezer (Strata XIV-XII) above. However, in order to 

understand the history of this city in more detail one must examine the various sub-

phases within each general Stratum. Stratum XIII is divided into three sub-phases in 

Field VI, numbered 6C-A.29 Following possibly a slight gap after the destruction of 

Stratum XIV (Phase 7), the earliest phase of the following town (6C) was ephemeral, 

and was replaced in Phase 6B by a substantial settlement including the ‘large 

Philistine “Granary 24000”’.30 This structure was destroyed at the end of 6B, and then 

quickly rebuilt in Phase 6A fairly much as before.31 As proposed above, the 

destruction of Stratum XIII should be assigned to the campaign of Ramesses 

IX/Shishak. And, according to my initial hypothesis, Ramesses IX/Shishak would 

have attacked the territory of Judah, plus the Canaanite/Philistine towns/cities along 

the coastal plain, but would specifically not have attacked the territory of his 

ally/vassal, king Jeroboam of Israel. Therefore, the fact that Phase 6A was destroyed 

permits us to rule out the possibility that Gezer belonged to Israel at that time; 

notwithstanding that both Israel and Judah could theoretically have claimed Gezer, 

which lay equidistant from both Jerusalem and Bethel (Jeroboam’s southern border).  

 Meanwhile, there was clearly also some localised destructive disturbance at the end 

of Gezer Phase 6B, and therefore prior to Ramesses IX’s campaign against the final 

Stratum XIII settlement of Phase 6A. This might now suggest that Gezer either 

forcibly obtained its independence from Israel upon the death of Solomon, or else it 

passed to the kingdom of Judah at a time of conflict between the supporters of 

Jeroboam and Rehoboam following the Schism. Then, when Ramesses IX entered 

Canaan five years later, he was forced to attack Gezer in like-manner to Ashdod XII, 

Qasile XI, and various other towns/cities in southern Canaan. Furthermore, the 

                                                           
29 Gezer IV, 60. And see Table K(1) below. 
30 Gezer IV, 86. 
31 Gezer IV, 68. 
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ephemeral Phase 6C can now be seen as a brief transitional stage between the 

destruction of General Stratum XIV by Ramesses VI, and the city’s complete 

occupation by his proposed son-in-law, Solomon, during Phase 6B. 

 The period of the following two strata at Gezer (XII-XI) has also been divided into 

three sub-phases in Field VI (5C-A). Generally speaking, Phase 5 ‘represents an 

entirely new architectural horizon, with three stratigraphic phases, the first two of 

which are... separated by a major destruction, followed by another disruption and then 

a change in use in the final phase’. Furthermore, Phase 5A also sees the last of the 

Philistine Bichrome pottery.32 Meanwhile, Stratum XII in Fields I and II, and which is 

considered the second phase of Philistine settlement, suffered a large-scale 

destruction.33 Also, Phase 9 in Field II (= General Stratum XI): witnessed the last of 

the Philistine pottery; was the poorest of the Philistine phases; and its demise is said 

to have been due to cultural exhaustion rather than destruction.34 As there appears to 

be no destruction event at the end of Phase 5A in Field VI, or at the end of General 

Stratum XI in Fields I and II, one may therefore conclude that the ‘disruption’ at the 

end of Phase 5B was potentially contemporary with the large-scale destruction 

marking the end of General Stratum XII, and that both were due to the campaign of 

Shoshenq I, as presently argued; that is, contemporary with the destruction of Ekron 

IV and Qasile X, both of which also witnessed the end of Philistine ware at these two 

sites. Gezer Phase 5A, which must now be correlated with General Stratum XI, would 

presumably have been a very short-lived town in which some Philistine pottery 

managed to survive (see below).  

 Once again, there is the added presence of an earlier destruction horizon at the end 

of Gezer Phase 5C to explain, and which will now fall, chronologically speaking, 

between the campaign of Ramesses IX/Shishak in 922 AC and Shoshenq I’s 

Palestinian campaign in 875 AC. One clue as to the cause of this disturbance at Gezer 

is the previously mentioned campaign of Zerah/Panehsy in 898 AC (= Year 11 of king 

Asa of Judah) (see Appendix 1:1.4). I argued there that this Kushite campaign is 

unlikely to have penetrated southern Canaan any further north than a line from Gaza 

to Mareshah and, if so, could not have been directly responsible for the Phase 5C 

                                                           
32 Gezer IV, 116. 
33 Gezer II, 57. 
34 Gezer II, 58. 
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disturbance at Gezer. However, by his Year 15, and therefore less than five years after 

the victory over Zerah, Asa is said to have captured certain unnamed Israelite towns in 

the highlands of Ephraim (2 Ch. 15:8, 10). The frontier of Ephraim reaches almost to 

Shechem in the north, and just beyond Bethel in the south, and with the cultic centre 

of Shiloh situated about halfway between the two towns. As previously noted, Bethel 

had been included in the kingdom of Israel during Jeroboam’s reign. Meanwhile, this 

town also lay on the important trunk road that left the Via Maris just on the northern 

side of Gezer, before winding its way through the Aijalon Valley, and by way of 

Gibeon and Bethel, to Jerusalem, and from there onwards to the Jordan Valley.35  

 Having just achieved a stunning victory over the Kushite general Zerah at 

Mareshah, it is surely not unreasonable to imagine that the triumphant army returned 

home via Gezer, Gibeon and Bethel. Furthermore, Gezer would appear to have been 

under Israelite (rather than Judahite) control during the reigns of Nadab and Elah;36 

and which, in Table K(1), would be contemporary with Gezer Phases 5C and 5B in 

Field VI. This would further indicate that Gezer was returned to Jeroboam by his 

patron Shishak/Ramesses IX following the destruction of General Stratum XIII. I 

would therefore propose that Asa, in addition to capturing Aijalon, Gibeon and 

Bethel, also attacked Gezer (at the end of Phase 5C) as part of this ‘Ephraim’ 

campaign, though without success in the case of Gezer. Another town that would have 

lain on the most obvious route north from Mareshah to Gezer, and situated on the Via 

Maris, was Ashdod. And, as previously discussed, Ashdod Stratum XI suffered 

destruction sometime following the end of Stratum XII, which I assigned to the 

campaign of Ramesses IX/Shishak, but prior to the beginning of Iron Age IIA. The 

destruction ending Ashdod XI is therefore suitably stratified to signal another attack 

about this time, possibly by Asa’s army as he made his way home via Gezer to 

Jerusalem. 

 Meanwhile, one reads in 1 Kgs 15:17-22 that Baasha attacked Judah and began to 

fortify Ramah, but that when Asa paid Ben-hadad of Damascus to break off his 

alliance with Baasha (Year 26 of Baasha = 882 AC in Appendix 1:1.1), the latter was 

forced to abandon Ramah, thereby permitting Asa to retake this town, and to use the 

abandoned construction material to fortify Geba of Benjamin and Mizpah. Therefore, 

                                                           
35 Gezer I, 1. 
36 Finkelstein and Na’aman (2005:182). 
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with Geba and Mizpah presumably now Asa’s northernmost territorial fortresses (see 

1 Kgs 15:22; 2 Ch 16:6), and located just east of the highway connecting Beth-Horon, 

Gibeon, and Bethel, one can assume that Baasha was successful on this occasion in 

recapturing, and holding on to, the previously lost towns of Aijalon, Beth-Horon and 

Gibeon. With these important towns now belonging to Israel, one can further assume 

that Shoshenq would have attacked them seven years later in 875 AC during his 

campaign against king Omri, and in order to secure this important communication 

route from Gezer and the coast inland to the Jordan Valley. And, indeed, the 

topographical list associated with Shoshenq’s Palestinian campaign does include the 

names of Ajalon, Beth-Horon and Gibeon.37 

 I would also now note the massive fortification wall built around the Iron Age I 

site of Khirbet ed-Dawwara, located only some 3 km from the site presently known as 

Geba. This settlement was established, according to the conventional chronology, 

about the middle of the 11th century CC, and more or less contemporary with the 

destruction of Shiloh. Moreover, it apparently functioned as a defensive settlement 

rather than a farming community.38 The relative date of this fortress in Table K (i.e., 

late Iron Age IB) is therefore perfectly compatible with its having been built by Asa at 

the same time that he built Geba, if, indeed, this was not actually the fortified site of 

Geba referred to in the OT. 

 Archaeo-historical Synchronisms   We can further test the archaeo-historical 

scenario presented above by reference to two towns associated with Jeroboam I’s 

kingship, namely, Shiloh and Shechem. A substantial building complex in Area C at 

Shiloh was destroyed in a fierce conflagration towards the end of Iron Age I. At the 

time of this destruction the centre of population moved southward from Shiloh to the 

hill country of Benjamin, while Shiloh itself was abandoned until Iron Age II.39 Now, 

I have just synchronised the destruction at the end of Gezer Phase 5C with the period 

of Asa’s victory over Zerah/Panehsy at Mareshah, whether directly by the king as he 

returned to Jerusalem, or merely associated with the changed political circumstances 

arising out of that victory. And Phase 5C is suitably stratified in Table K(1), as the 

penultimate sub-phase before the end of Iron Age I, such that the major destruction 

                                                           
37 Kitchen (1996:435). 
38 See Finkelstein (1990a esp. 195, 201-202) for discussion. 
39 Finkelstein (1988:225, 228). Cf. Schley (1989:196) who denies any precision to this Iron Age I date.  
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level at Shiloh is suitably stratified, as late Iron Age I, to have also resulted from 

Asa’s war against Baasha for control of this region. Furthermore, the OT records that 

Asa removed the abominable idols throughout Judah, Benjamin and the captured 

towns in the highlands of Ephraim; and that he brought a great number of Israelites 

from the captured territories into his kingdom (2 Ch 15:8-9). This biblical passage is 

therefore compatible with the archaeologically attested southward movement of 

population to Benjamin at that time (i.e., late Iron Age I). And it would equally 

explain, bearing in mind the anti-Shiloh attitude of the Jerusalem priesthood,40 not 

only the destruction of this religious site but also its abandonment.41 This scenario 

also eliminates the present anomaly whereby the Shiloh of king Jeroboam and the 

prophet Ahijah would necessarily have been the ‘small and insignificant village’ 

which was reoccupied in Iron Age II.42 Rather, the Shiloh of Jeroboam must now 

become the far more substantial town of late Iron Age I. 

 Turning to Shechem, the final LBA town (Stratum XII) survived until about the 

end of the 13th century CC, when it was replaced by Stratum XI ‘without evidence of 

destruction, but with the distinct indication of an intervening blanket of fill’; Stratum 

XI survived until about 1100 CC, when it apparently ended in a massive destruction, 

after which the site lay virtually unpopulated until the end of the 11th century CC, and 

during which time the whole Shechem basin would seem to have been only lightly 

populated.43 Meanwhile, the OT records that Abimelech razed the town of Shechem, 

before going on to destroy the crypt at Migdal-Shechem (Ju 9:45-49). And I argued in 

Appendix 1:4.1 that Abimelech rightly belongs to the early Iron Age IA period, that 

is, to the period just following the Sea Peoples reported invasion in Year 5 of 

Ramesses III (i.e., 1203 CC). The next biblical reference to Shechem after Judges 9 

reports that Jeroboam fortified this town following his elevation to the kingship of 

                                                           
40 Schley (1989:186-87). 
41 Other sites located between Shiloh and Judah abandoned at this time include Hirbet Raddana and et-

Tell (Ai) (Finkelstein 2002a:125). Again I would propose that these sites were probably also 

abandoned as a result of Asa’s political-religious reforms. The cause of the late Iron Age I 

abandonment of Shiloh has traditionally been ascribed to Philistine action following the Israelite defeat 

at Ebenezer in the days of Samuel, despite the fact that the relevant OT passage (1 Sam 4) makes no 

mention of Shiloh’s destruction (Schley 1989 esp. 181-83).  
42 See Finkelstein (1988:232). 
43 See Campbell (1993:1352) for details; also Campbell (2002 esp. 230-33). 
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Israel, and that he lived there until later moving his capital to Penuel (1 Kgs 12:25). 

 Since I am presently arguing that Ramesses IX/Shishak was responsible for the 

destruction horizon comprising Ashdod XII, Qasile XI and Gezer XIII (above), this 

must mean that Jeroboam’s occupation of Shechem occurred five years earlier than 

Shishak’s campaign, that is, contemporary with the very last years of these three 

named strata. And, according to the conventional dates assigned to Iron Age I strata, 

settlements such as Gezer XIII would have begun about the middle of the 12th 

century CC, that is, following the withdrawal of the Egyptian 20th Dynasty kings 

from Canaan, and would have ended during the late-12th/early-11th century CC. 

Therefore, if the relative date for the massive destruction of Shechem Stratum XI (c. 

1100 CC) is correct, then, it would mean that Jeroboam must have made his capital in 

late Stratum XI, since the site was not reoccupied following the destruction of this 

phase until the Iron Age I/II transition period, and which I argue must be associated 

with the Palestinian campaign of Shoshenq I, which, in turn, I have correlated with 

Year 7 of king Omri of Israel. Moreover, the abandonment of Shechem following the 

destruction of Stratum XI, combined with the sparse population throughout the 

Shechem basin at that time, is compatible with the OT report that Jeroboam left 

Shechem and moved his capital to Penuel on the other side of the Jordan River. 

Equally, the resettlement of Stratum X, about the beginning of Iron Age II, would 

now correspond with the founding of the impressive Omride capital at Samaria, 

located only some 15 km to the northwest of Shechem. 

 This now raises the question of why Jeroboam should have strangely chosen to 

move his capital from the heart of the Israelite kingdom at Shechem to Penuel, 

particularly as he would appear to have shifted his capital back across the Jordan to 

Tirzah by the end of his reign (1 Kgs 14:17)? The one clue which might provide an 

answer to this puzzle is the report in 1 Kgs 12:21 that Rehoboam mustered the army 

of Judah to wage war against Jeroboam and win back the kingdom of Israel, but that 

Yahweh intervened, telling the men of Judah not to fight their brothers. I am reluctant 

to believe that an army, once assembled, would simply disband without any political 

or military input affecting the decision. Equally, it seems more likely than not that 

Rehoboam would have fought to preserve his kingdom. I would therefore propose that 

the Judahite army actually attacked Jeroboam at Shechem, destroying Stratum XI in 

the process, and forcing the king and his court to flee across the Jordan to Penuel. As 

a protégé of Shishak, Jeroboam would presumably have now called upon Pharaoh to 
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intervene on his behalf. Then, when Shishak invaded Judah in Year 5 of Rehoboam, 

and making the latter an Egyptian vassal, this would have permitted Jeroboam to 

return from Penuel to found his third capital at Tirzah. As for the report that 

Abimelech razed the town of Shechem, this event could now potentially correspond 

with the ‘blanket of fill’ separating Stratum XII from XI.44 

 It has also been argued that Migdal-Shechem should be identified with the Iron 

Age I complex discovered on Mount Ebal.45 This site comprises two short phases, 

which can be dated on the basis of Egyptian imports and local pottery, and according 

to the conventional chronology, as follows: Stratum 2, 1240 to 1200 CC; and Stratum 

1, 1200 to 1140 CC.46 Following the apparently peaceful end to Stratum 2, Stratum 

1B represents a more substantial building phase, and one which was abandoned 

towards the end of the 12th century CC without any evidence of destruction 

whatsoever. Indeed, one suggestion is that the site was deliberately buried under a 

layer of stones (Stratum 1A) in order to avoid any subsequent desecration of the 

site.47 Again, the transition from Stratum 2 to 1 is suitably dated to have occurred at 

the time of Abimelech’s attack on the crypt at Migdal-Shechem (Ju 9:45-49). And, if 

we accept that its final abandonment was associated with Jeroboam’s proposed flight 

from Shechem to Penuel, then, the relatively developed Stratum 1B settlement would 

now suitably belong to the period of the United Monarchy, roughly covering the 

reigns of David and Solomon. Also, the layer of stones found on the surface could be 

readily explained as building material brought to the site by Rehoboam for 

construction purposes, but material which was left where it lay as the site was 

suddenly abandoned when the capital was moved to Penuel.  

 Finally, Beth Shemesh is listed amongst the administrative districts of Solomon’s 

kingdom (1 Kgs 4:9), yet in the very next reign it is missing from Rehoboam’s list of 

fortified cities (2 Ch 11:10). If Gezer Phase 6A in Field VI (late Stratum XIII) had 

reverted to Canaanite control following the death of Solomon, as previously 

suggested, and bearing in mind the geographical proximity of Beth Shemesh to both 

Gezer and to the Iron Age I Philistine city of Tel-Miqne-Ekron, then, it should not 

seem surprising had Beth Shemesh also aligned itself with the Canaanites/Philistines 
                                                           
44 Cf Campbell (2002:232). 
45 Soggin (1999:202), with earlier references. 
46 Zertal (1993:375). 
47 Zertal (1993:376). 
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at that time. Beth Shemesh III has been synchronised with Tell Qasile XII-XI, and the 

following Stratum IIA partially with Qasile XI and mainly with Qasile X.48 

Moreover, Beth Shemesh Stratum III was violently destroyed.49 Based on the 

stratigraphical correlations depicted in Table K(1), this would again see Stratum III 

destroyed at the end of Solomon’s reign; presumably during a takeover by the local 

Canaanite/Philistine population, and contemporary with the end of Gezer Phase 6B in 

Field VI. This would, then, explain why Beth Shemesh was missing from 

Rehoboam’s list.  

 However, Beth Shemesh was again part of the kingdom of Judah some 80 years 

later during the reign of Amaziah (797-768 AC in Table H), when this king was 

defeated by Je(ho)ash of Israel close-by this town (2 Kgs 14:11-13). The most likely 

occasion for the return of Beth Shemesh to Judah, based on the above stratigraphic 

correlations, was again on the occasion of Shoshenq I’s Palestinian campaign in 875 

AC, and which I dated to Year 3 of Jehoshaphat in Appendix 1:1.5. I there proposed 

that the Philistine and Arab tribute given to Jehoshaphat (2 Ch 17:11-12) was actually 

a territorial reward from Shoshenq for Jehoshaphat’s loyalty during the Egyptian 

campaign. I would therefore suggest that Beth Shemesh Stratum IIA was ended 

during Shoshenq’s campaign, and that Stratum IIB was part of the territorial reward 

given by this Pharaoh to Jehoshaphat. 

2:3 The Jezreel and Beth Shean Valleys 

I now wish to discuss Megiddo, another of the cities cited in 1 Kgs 9:15, and which is 

best tackled together with the nearby towns of Beth Shean, Taanach and Jokneam (see 

Table K(1)). Towards the end of the Late Bronze Age, the towns of Megiddo Stratum 

VIIB and Beth Shean VII were replaced by the earliest Iron Age I phases of Megiddo 

VIIA and Beth Shean Late VII.50 Subsequently, about the time of the Egyptian 

withdrawal from Canaan in the mid-12th century AC, Megiddo VIIA and Beth Shean 

Lower VI were destroyed. The next phase at Megiddo is somewhat unclear. It was 

originally thought that the poorly defined sub-phase (Stratum VIB) was a ‘pit-and-
                                                           
48 See Bunimovitz and Lederman (2001:139 note 32). 
49 Bunimovitz and Lederman (1993:250). 
50 See Mazar (1992:260) who holds that both these towns ended in destruction. Cf. Finkelstein 

(1996b:170), following Ussishkin, who holds that Megiddo VIIB and Beth Shean VII ended peacefully. 

Also see Singer (1988-1989:109-110) regarding the date of the Megiddo VIIB/VIIA transition. 
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hovel’ type settlement, and that Megiddo was soon rebuilt in Stratum VIA on a ‘large 

scale with palaces and public buildings, mainly in the gate area’; afterwards, this 

phase was also destroyed in a massive conflagration about the end of Iron Age I.51 

However, it would now appear that Stratum VIB was restricted to just a small area of 

the city, and so that Stratum VI should be seen as a single phase characterised by 

Stratum VIA affluence.52 

 The most important historical find from this period at Megiddo is a bronze statue 

base bearing the name of Ramesses VI, which was found buried beneath a wall 

belonging to Stratum VIIB, thereby leading to the belief that it had originally 

belonged to Stratum VIIA; the impoverishment of the following Stratum VIB is said 

to argue against its deposition during this phase.53 However, as noted in Appendix 

1:2.2, Breasted interpreted this statue to mean that Ramesses VI had actually taken 

possession of this city. If correct, then, this can now only mean that the statue and 

base were set up on the ruins of Stratum VIIA; in similar manner to the stela which 

Shoshenq I set up at this site following his Palestinian campaign.54 Moreover, Singer 

has used the fact that the statue base was deliberately hidden as evidence suggesting 

that it was placed there by an Egyptian official showing reverence for his monarch, 

and in response to some reversal in Egyptian fortune at Megiddo.55 This reversal in 

Egyptian fortune would now find an explanation in Solomon’s takeover of Megiddo, 

which presumably occurred just a few short years later on the death of his father-in-

law, Ramesses VI (see further below). This would further mean that had Megiddo 

VIIA started its life as an Egyptian residency,56 then, it must have reverted to 

Canaanite control by the time of Ramesses VI’s proposed campaign. As the last 

known Pharaoh to have campaigned in Canaan/Palestine was Ramesses III, one might 

imagine that the territory from Gezer north (see above) rebelled against Egyptian rule 

following the death of this Pharaoh. 

 The apparently contemporary destruction of Megiddo VIIA and Beth Shean Lower 

                                                           
51 Mazar (1992:296). Also see Ussishkin (1998). 
52 See Harrison (2003 esp. 60). Unfortunately, I have been unable to acquire a copy of Harrison’s 

recent (2004) publication on Megiddo. 
53 Ussishkin (1998:214). 
54 See Kitchen (1996:299). 
55 Singer (1988-1989:107). 
56 Singer (1988-1989:108). 
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VI57 could mean that Ramesses VI was also responsible for the destruction of this 

latter town. Beth Shean Area S has revealed two phases belonging to the 20th 

Dynasty, Phase S4 (Stratum ‘Late VII’) and Phase S3 (Stratum ‘Level VI’, i.e., Lower 

VI). Characteristic of Beth Shean Late VII is Mycenaean IIIC pottery of high quality, 

apparently imported either directly from the Aegean or Cyprus;58 while imported 

Myc. IIIC:1b pottery does not appear until Stratum Lower VI.59 Meanwhile, Beth 

Shean had its own Egyptian governor during the reign of Ramesses III.60 Moreover, 

the architectural characteristics of Phase S4 indicate a continued Egyptian presence at 

Beth Shean following the demise of Stratum VII.61 This archaeological evidence is 

compatible with Ramesses III’s claim that, following the defeat of the Sea Peoples in 

his Year 8, he settled them in fortresses; fortresses which may have included sites in 

Canaan and even as far as Syria.62  

 Multiple items bearing the cartouche of Ramesses IV have been found at Beth 

Shean in Strata Late VII/VI,63 which might suggest that this town remained in 

Egyptian hands until at least the accession of this Pharaoh. On the other hand, if 

Ramesses VI destroyed Stratum Lower VI, as presently proposed, then the 

sovereignty of Beth Shean must obviously have passed out of Egyptian hands, and 

presumably into the hands of the Sea Peoples/Philistines, by this time. The Ramesses 

IV cartouche evidence must also mean that the transition between Beth Shean Late 

VII and VI would have occurred after the accession of this Pharaoh (1177 CC = 977 

AC in Table L). As Myc. IIIC:1b pottery does not make its appearance at Beth Shean 

until Stratum Lower VI (above), one might therefore suggest that it was during 

Ramesses IV’s reign that the Philistine troops at Beth Shean ejected their Egyptian 

                                                           
57 However, see Finkelstein (1996b) who argues that the conventional understanding of the 

stratigraphic relationship between Beth Shean and Megiddo during the Early Iron Age I period should 

be radically altered. 
58 Mazar (1997b:156, 158). 
59 Finkelstein (1995:224); however, it is not indicated whether this Myc. IIIC:1b pottery was imported 

from overseas, or from elsewhere in Palestine. Cf. Mazar (1992:265). 
60 Singer (1994:292). 
61 Mazar (1997b:160). 
62 See Redford (1992:289-90); Singer (1985b:109). Contra Finkelstein (1995:226-27) who would 

restrict the location of these fortresses to Egypt proper. 
63 Finkelstein (1996b:173). 
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governor and his officials, and took over control of the fortress.64  

 The next phase at Beth Shean (Stratum Upper VI) saw the town rebuilt along much 

the same lines as in the previous ‘Egyptian’ period, but now the culture is ‘basically 

Canaanite, with no Egyptian or Philistine pottery forms or objects’.65 Also, within 

what appears to have been a double-temple complex in Stratum Upper VI, the 

Northern Temple ‘was fronted by a large court, in which Egyptian monuments 

originating in earlier strata were placed, among them a statue of Ramesses III and 

stelae of Ramesses II and Seti I, all of which were set in niches specifically prepared 

for them’.66  

 I proposed above, on stratigraphic grounds, that the destruction of Megiddo VIIA 

and Beth Shean Lower VI should be dated to the campaign of Ramesses VI, who I 

identified as the father-in-law of Solomon. Consequently, this should mean that the 

prosperous city of Megiddo VI will correspond to that reportedly built by Solomon in 

1 Kgs 9:15. What, then, of the nearby fortress of Beth Shean (Upper VI), and which is 

contemporary with Megiddo VI in Table K(1)? The honour given in Beth Shean 

Upper VI to the Egyptian statues and stelae would indicate that this town was rebuilt 

under some sort of Egyptian influence, albeit with a purely ‘Canaanite’ populace. 

Now, according to Solomon's list of administrative regions (1 Kgs 4:12), Beth Shean 

was incorporated into his kingdom at some stage. And as it is unlikely that Solomon 

would have forcibly occupied Beth Shean during the reign of his father-in-law, 

Ramesses VI, the two most likely occasions for Solomon’s acquisition of Beth Shean 

were immediately following Ramesses VI’s campaign, and as part of the treaty 

alliance between Solomon and his father-in-law, as occurred with Gezer, or else 

immediately upon the death of Ramesses VI, and when the previous Egyptian-

Israelite treaty would have expired. The evidence from the Ramesses VI statue base at 
                                                           
64 Admittedly, this scenario is at odds with the reference in 1 Sam 31, where it is the Philistines, not the 

Egyptians, who are said to have hung the bodies of Saul and his sons from the walls of Beth Shean 

following the defeat of the Israelites at Gilboa.  Since I calculated in Appendix 1:3.1 that Saul’s death 

occurred c. 992 AC (= 1192 CC in Table L), this event should have occurred during the period of 

Egyptian control, as presently argued. 
65 Mazar (1997b:160); cf. Killebrew (2004 esp. 342) who argues for a continued Egyptian presence 

during Level VI (presumably including Upper VI) based on approximately 20-25 % of the ceramics 

from this phase being locally produced Egyptian-style pottery.  
66 Mazar (1992:296); and see Mazar (1997b:161-162) regarding the relative date of these temple 

structures. 
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nearby Megiddo, and the absence of any mention of Megiddo in association with 

Pharaoh’s dowry, would suggest the latter option.  

 One might therefore tentatively propose that Megiddo (possibly coincident with 

Stratum VIB) and early Beth Shean Upper VI (including the Northern Temple) were 

built by the Egyptians during the remaining four years of Ramesses VI’s short reign, 

and that both these towns passed into Israelite hands upon his death; and presumably 

in the absence of any show of military intent from Ramesses VI’s immediate 

successor. It might, then, have been at this point that Egyptian loyalists hid the statue 

base of Ramesses VI at Megiddo (above). This political transition might also have 

seen the Israelites build the Southern Temple at Beth Shean. 

 Be that as it may, with Solomon married to the daughter of Pharaoh, one can 

readily understand the show of public esteem bestowed upon the ancestors of 

Solomon’s father-in-law. Meanwhile, the absence of Egyptian (or Philistine) pottery 

forms or objects at Beth Shean would be consistent with this town (Stratum Upper VI) 

now being under Israelite control. This archaeo-historical scenario is compatible with 

Ju 1:27, a document which may be dated as early as the time of David,67 and which 

identifies Beth Shean, Taanach and Megiddo as Canaanite possessions at that time, 

towns which would now correspond to Megiddo VIIA, Beth Shean Lower VI, and 

presumably Taanach IA (see Table K(1)). 

 I would now also assign the destruction of Jokneam Stratum XIX to the campaign 

of Ramesses VI, based on the stratigraphic correlations between Strata XVIII-XVII 

and Megiddo VIB-VIA.68 As for the later intense conflagration which brought the 

Iron Age I period at Jokneam (Stratum XVII) to an end, this now corresponds to 

Shoshenq I’s campaign. 

 As previously argued, early Stratum VI at Megiddo is the city of Solomon, 

although it would have passed, during its later period of existence, to the kingdom of 

Israel as founded by Jeroboam I. It is then interesting to note that a characteristic of 

the well-built city of Stratum VIA (the so-called ‘Red Brick City’) was the significant 

use of wood during construction of the principal buildings. In addition, wooden pillars 

were also used in many of the private houses in area C-C, and which are of the ‘three- 

                                                           
67 Davies (1986:72). 
68 See Zarzeki-Peleg (1997:260-62) for stratigraphic comparisons.  
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and four-room’ type.69 This use of wood at Megiddo is compatible with the report that 

Solomon ordered cedar wood and juniper from Hiram, king of Tyre, for his building 

projects (1 Kgs 5:20-22); and the four-room, pillared house has been judged as 

possibly characteristic of early Israelite settlement.70 Also, the presence of Phoenician 

vessels and Cypriot imports in Stratum VIA71 is also compatible with Solomon’s 

claimed trading contacts with Tyre and other regions in the Mediterranean. Finally, 

the fact that the Solomonic cities/towns of Megiddo VI and Beth Shean Upper VI 

would have survived without a destruction event contemporary with the destruction 

horizon previously assigned to Ramesses IX/Shishak (i.e., Ashdod XII, Qasile XI and 

Gezer XIII) is totally consistent with my original hypothesis (in Appendix 2:1.1 

above) that Jeroboam was an ally/vassal of Shishak, and so that his kingdom would 

have avoided any attack at that time. 

2:4 Ahab and Ben-hadad  

The earliest Iron Age II strata at Megiddo present such a confusing archaeological 

picture that it is difficult to interpret this evidence with as much confidence as one 

would like. Therefore, some of the following comments should be seen as merely an 

attempt to set the broad historical and chronological parameters within which future 

discussion might better take place. The original investigation of the site revealed four 

early Iron Age II strata, VB, VA-IVB and IVA. However, some experts would now 

reduce these four strata to three, seeing VA-IVB as a single phase, or even to two, 

combining VB and VA-IVB into a single Stratum V.72 Stratum VB, which was built 

directly upon the widespread destruction horizon marking the end of Stratum VIA, 

has been interpreted as a village-like settlement, which developed, without any 

marked cultural or stratigraphic break, into the Strata VA-IVB town.73 This later dual-

strata town, which possessed a number of ‘palace’ buildings, reused the gate of 

Stratum VIA along with various peripheral buildings as the town’s outer defence.74 

                                                           
69 Kempinski (1989:82, 83). 
70 See Finkelstein (1988:254-59); Holladay (1997 esp. 337). 
71 Mazar (1992:297). 
72 See Franklin (2006) for an up-to-date discussion. 
73 See Kempinski (1989:87) who uses the following numbering system in this work: VA-IVB = VA; 

IVA = IV. 
74 Kempinski (1989:91). 
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Stratum VA-IVB was replaced by an even more impressive ‘military and 

administrative centre’ in Stratum IVA.75 In Stratum IVA the city is again fully 

fortified, with a new ashlar gate, city wall, stables and storehouses.76 However, it has 

recently been argued: that Stratum V (= VB + VA-IVB) began with the construction 

of Palace 1723, thereby removing the impression of a village-like beginning to this 

phase; and that it ended with the dismantling of this building, its covering by a blanket 

of ash (Layer 1650), and its replacement by the slightly smaller Building 1616.77  

 Meanwhile, following the destruction of Gezer Stratum XII (Phase 10 in Field II – 

see Table K(1)), and the ephemeral Stratum XI (above), we encounter Strata X-IX 

(Phases 8-7), before arriving at the city of Strata VIII-VII (Phases 6B and 6A 

respectively).78 Phase 7 ended in widespread destruction; Phase 6B witnessed 

evidence of destruction only in the Gate area; while the break ending Phase 6A was 

more pronounced, and was followed by a new architectural horizon in Phase 5B.79 

The most characteristic feature of Gezer Stratum VIII (Phase 6B) is the founding 

stage of the so-called ‘Solomonic’ four-entry Gate.80 Also, the overall fortification 

design of Gezer VIII is most closely paralleled at Megiddo in Stratum IVA with its 

new ashlar gate and city wall. Let us, then, provisionally synchronise the beginning of 

Megiddo Stratum IVA and Gezer Stratum VIII, and assign the construction of both 

these fortified cities to Ahab, the truth of which will, I hope, become increasingly 

convincing as the discussion proceeds.  

 If Ahab was responsible for the construction of Megiddo IVA, then, the OT 

provides an obvious candidate for the widespread destruction horizon associated with 

the end of Stratum VA-IVB, and which includes the destruction of the nearby sites of 

Jokneam XV-XIV, Taanach IIB and Beth Shean Lower V.81 I previously argued that 

Shoshenq I was responsible for the Megiddo VIA destruction horizon, and that his 

Palestinian campaign occurred in Year 7 of king Omri, at which time the capital of 

Israel was moved from Tirzah to Samaria. The next OT reference to an attack on 

                                                           
75 Kempinski (1989:95). 
76 Kempinski (1989:91). 
77 Franklin (2006:102). 
78 Gezer II, 69. 
79 Gezer II, 68. 
80 Gezer II, 63. 
81 See Rast (1978:56, Table 2); Mazar (2005:18); Finkelstein (2005:307). 
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Israel was that carried out by Ben-hadad, king of Aram-Damascus, when he besieged 

the Omride capital. For Ben-hadad to have been able to besiege Samaria he 

presumably must have already taken control of Israelite territory north of there, 

territory which included the regional capital of Megiddo and the nearby towns of 

Jokneam, Taanach and Beth Shean. The extended duration of this siege clearly argues 

against Ben-hadad’s campaign having been a quick foray from across the Jordan, and 

which might thereby have avoided the strategic need to control Israelite territory north 

of Samaria.82 I would therefore propose that the transition from Megiddo VA-IVB to 

IVA, and the contemporary destruction events at Beth Shean Lower V, Taanach IIB 

and Jokneam XV-XIV, be associated with Ben-hadad’s campaign. This will further 

mean that Megiddo VB and VA-IVB can be assigned to the remaining five years of 

Omri’s reign following Shoshenq’s campaign (i.e., 875-870 AC), plus the 15-year 

period of Ahab’s reign prior to Ben-hadad’s siege of Samaria c. 855 AC, which would 

further mean that the construction of Megiddo IVA began during the remaining six 

years of Ahab’s reign (see Appendix 1:1.1 and Table H for dates). 

 If Ahab built Gezer Stratum VIII, as presently proposed, then, we must account for 

the fact that it immediately follows a destruction horizon at the end of Stratum IX 

(above). Now, I previously argued that Shoshenq I attacked the apparently Israelite 

town of Gezer Stratum XII, presumably then belonging to Omri. Moreover, there is 

apparently quite a strong Philistine character to Gezer Strata X-IX, and with its 

ceramic assemblage, described as ‘degenerate Philistine painted ware’, most closely 

paralleled at Qasile Stratum X.83 While the old adage that pots do not equal people is 

undoubtedly correct, the Philistine pottery found in Gezer X-IX might indicate that 

Philistine refugees from Tell Qasile, or possibly more likely from the much closer 

Philistine city of Tel Miqne-Ekron IV, migrated to Gezer X upon the withdrawal of 

Shoshenq I from Palestine. Certainly Ekron was mostly abandoned in the following 

Stratum III, and with the city reduced in size from its previous 50 acres to just the 10-

acre acropolis.84 And if one assumes that not all the city’s inhabitants were either 

                                                           
82 See Appendix 1:1.1 where I argue that both the siege of 1 Kings 20 and the devastating siege and 

famine of 2 Kings 6 refer to the same event. 
83 See Dever, Gezer IV p. 122; however, the terminology is confusing here, owing to the fact that this 

‘degenerate Philistine painted ware’ is also described as ‘Dothan’s “Philistine III”’, even though 

Dothan apparently denies that this ware contains any Philistine pottery (see ibid:122  n. 229). 
84 Dothan (2000:147). 

 419



 

killed or taken to Egypt as slaves, then the surviving refugees must have ended up 

somewhere else. I would therefore propose that the destruction of Gezer Stratum IX 

occurred during Ahab’s capture of this previously held Canaanite/Philistine city.85 It 

must, of course, be acknowledged that Gezer Strata XI-X are invariably identified as 

the latest phases of Iron Age IB,86 whereas I am arguing that they actually belong 

stratigraphically to early Iron Age IIA. Whether this reassignment will prove 

acceptable or not only experts in the field of Palestinian archaeology can decide. 

However, I would note in defence of this arrangement that Gezer XI-X need not have 

endured any more than a decade or so beyond the end of Iron Age IB. Also, some 

pottery from Stratum XI (Phase 9 in Field II) is indicative of an early Iron Age II 

date.87  

2:5 Hazor and Tel Dan 

Iron Age I The sites of Hazor and Tel Dan, both located in the Hula Valley in the 

upper Galilee region, are situated quite close to the most important ancient north-

south trade route connecting inland Syria to Canaan/Palestine and the coastal regions 

of southern Phoenicia, namely, the northern section of the Via Maris. This 

geographical equation should dictate that both these sites are likely to have 

experienced more or less similar historical conditions.  

 The earliest Iron Age levels at Tel Dan (Strata VI-V) are characterised mainly by 

pits and silos, and with little evidence of permanent structures, despite the fact that the 

settlement covered the whole 100-dunam (25 acres) mound during this phase.88 Tel 

Dan Stratum V was destroyed in an intense conflagration, which left a layer of rubble 

and ash 0.6 - 1.2 m thick over much of the site. The next phase (Stratum IV), which 

directly follows Stratum V without any apparent break, is divided into two distinct 

phases, (early) B and (late) A, both of which show evidence of Phoenician influence. 

Towards the end of Stratum IVA there apparently occurred extensive architectural 

changes of an official nature, amongst which belong the foundations of Podium 

(bamah) A, a structure that has been interpreted as a cult precinct. This edifice was 

destroyed in an intense conflagration, though the remainder of the settlement appears 
                                                           
85 See Appendix 2:6.1 for further discussion. 
86 See, most recently, Mazar (2005:24, Table 2.2). 
87 Gezer II, 58. 
88 Mazar (1992:285-86). 
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to have been unaffected.89 Podium A was apparently replaced in Stratum III by 

Podium (bamah) B, again in Area T: this structure is judged cultic by some 

scholars;90 but as part of the foundations for an impressive palace building by 

others.91 Two clearly distinguishable levels mark Stratum III: the ‘Early’ phase 

witnessed the building of the outer gate complex, the town’s wall, and a pavement 

leading directly to the summit of the mound; while the ‘Late’ phase witnessed 

considerable modifications carried out in the town, including the construction of a 

second ‘upper’ (or inner) gate complex which prevented direct access to the summit 

via the aforementioned pavement. Stratum III was subsequently destroyed, apparently 

during the Assyrian attacks on Israel during the second half of the eighth century 

                                                          

BC.92 

 At Hazor, the last Canaanite city (Stratum XIII) was destroyed about two-thirds the 

way through the 13th century CC.93 Following a period of abandonment, the next 

phase (Stratum XII) is characterised by a new pottery assemblage, typical of the 

earliest phase of Iron Age I.94 Stratum XI is mostly visible only in Area B, and is 

considered to represent no more than a ‘small unwalled village’.95 In Stratum X, a 

major construction project was begun, consisting of fortifications, a casemate wall, 

city gate, and at least one substantial building.96 Both Stratum X, and its successor 

Stratum IX, are further divided into two sub-phases each, an (early) B and (later) A, 

as defined in Building 200-2, and with a significant change in plan having occurred in 

this building between Strata X and IX. Also, Stratum IX may have been destroyed in 

an intense conflagration.97 According to Yadin, the site’s excavator, the ‘city of 

Stratum VIII is entirely different from Strata X-IX in layout, area, character, public 

 
89 See Biran (1993:327) for details. 
90 Biran (1993:329). 
91 Barkay (1992:312, and p. 311, Fig. 9.7). 
92 Biran (1993:329-30). 
93 Yadin (1972:46, 108). 
94 Yadin (1972:130). 
95 Yadin (1972:134). Cf. Finkelstein (2000a:233); and Ben-Ami (2001:166-67) who both deny any 

meaningful stratigraphic difference between Yadin’s strata XII and XI, preferring to see the remains as 

indicative of a single occupation phase. 
96 Yadin (1972:135). 
97 Yadin (1972:143). Cf. Ben-Tor and Ben-Ami (1998:12) who suggest that industrial activity, rather 

than military attack, may have been responsible for this evidence of burning. 
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buildings, and installations’; also, a new fortification, comprised of a solid rather than 

casemate structure, was now built around the eastern half of the tell, and which had 

‘offsets’/‘insets’ placed at equal distances along the outer face.98 Stratum VIII 

evolved into Stratum VII without any apparent disturbance, however, this latter phase 

 the Naphtali campaign, would be characterised by very similar ceramic 

                                                          

was utterly destroyed by fire.99 

 I previously argued that Shoshenq I’s Palestinian campaign in 875 AC, and which 

corresponds to Year 7 of Omri of Israel, marks the Megiddo VIA destruction horizon 

separating Iron Age I from II. Now, according to the OT, Ben-Hadad I of Aram-

Damascus conquered the whole land of Naphtali in the 36th year of king Asa; this 

event occurred when king Baasha of Israel was waging war on Judah. As a counter 

measure, Asa appealed to the Aramean king to break off his alliance with Baasha. 

Ben-hadad complied with this entreaty after receiving much wealth in return, while at 

the same time going on to attack and capture Israel’s northernmost tribal region (1 

Kgs 15:20; 2 Ch. 16:4). If historically accurate, this would mean that Ben-Hadad 

captured Naphtali in 882 AC, that is, during the last year of Baasha’s reign,100 and 

therefore only seven years before Shoshenq’s 875 AC campaign. This would further 

mean that the destruction horizons caused by Shoshenq I, and (presumably) by Ben-

hadad I during

assemblages. 

 The pottery of Hazor Stratum XI is judged more or less contemporary with such 

sites as Megiddo Strata VIB to VB, Taanach Period IIA and Qasile X, while Hazor X 

is synchronised with Megiddo VA-IVB, Taanach IIB, Beth Shean Lower V and 

Qasile IX.101 Also, Hazor Strata XII-XI is judged contemporary with Tel Dan Stratum 

V.102 As arranged in Table K(1), this would now mean that Ben-hadad I is suitably 

dated to have been responsible for the major destruction level of Tel Dan V, and for 

the contemporary transition from Hazor Strata XI to X.103 Meanwhile, according to 1 

 
98 Yadin (1972:165). 
99 Yadin (1972:169). 
100 I argued in Appendix 1:1.2 that the reported 36th year of Asa is a simple decimal corruption of the 

true figure of Year 26. See Pitard (1987:109-114) for further discussion of this topic. 
101 Rast (1978:56, Table 2). Cf. Mazar (2005:24, Table 2.2). 
102 Mazar (1992:292). 
103 According to this archaeo-historical scenario, there is now no need for an occupational hiatus 

between Hazor Strata XI and X (cf. Finkelstein 2000a:237-39). 

 422



 

Kgs 15:20, the specific sites in Naphtali recorded as conquered by Ben-hadad are Ijon, 

Dan, Abel-beth-maacah and all Chinnerath; this passage does not mention the major 

regional city of Hazor, which, along with Megiddo, Gezer and Jerusalem, the OT 

informs us was the focus of Solomon’s building activities (1 Kgs 9:15). So how could 

the biblical author have credited Ben-hadad with capturing all of Naphtali, while, at 

the same time, failing to mention Hazor? I previously identified the Solomonic period 

as equivalent to Gezer XIII and early Megiddo VI, and which broadly corresponds in 

Table K(1) to Hazor Strata XII-XI. And, as noted above, the remains of Hazor XI 

represent only a ‘small unwalled village’, and so that its conquest could have gone 

unnoticed by contemporary Israelite scribes. However, if Hazor was an insignificant 

village during the reign of Solomon, then, why was it included in 1 Kings 9, and, on a 

directly related topic, where was the city of Ahimaaz, governor of Naphtali and son-

                                                          

in-law of Solomon (1 Kgs 4:15)?  

 Answering the second question first, I would propose that Ahimaaz resided in the 

region of Chinnerath, situated south of Hazor on the north-western coast of the Sea of 

Galilee, and the only specifically named location in 1 Kings 15 that could have served 

as a strategically located replacement for Hazor on this stretch of the Via Maris. There 

are two important sites in this area contemporary with Megiddo VI – the Solomonic 

city as presently argued – namely, Tell Hadar IV and the particularly impressive site 

of Tell el-Oreimeh V at Chinnerath (Kinneret) with its massive fortifications.104 Both 

these sites were destroyed by heavy fire in early Iron Age II.105 And I have just 

argued that Ben-hadad I’s Naphtali campaign occurred almost contemporary with the 

transition from Iron Age I to II. Therefore, bearing in mind the lack of absolute 

chronological precision associated with archaeological stratigraphy, this relative 

ceramic date of early Iron Age II would be compatible with the proposal that Tell 

Hadar IV and Tell el-Oreimeh V constitute some of the Israelite sites in ‘all 

Chinnerath’ that Ben-hadad conquered (2 Ch 16:4): Tell Hadar IV presumably 

controlled the north-south trade route on the eastern coast of the Sea of Galilee; and 

Ahimaaz’s regional capital was presumably located on the opposite west bank at Tel 

el-Oreimeh. As for why Hazor was included in 1 Kings 9, one can only surmise that 

 
104 See both Fritz (1999); and Finkelstein (1999:59) for further discussion. 
105 See Finkelstein (1999:60), but where both towns are seen as belonging to an Aramean ‘territorial-

political’ entity. 
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because the actual provincial capital in Naphtali in the time of Solomon (i.e., Tel el-

Oreimeh as presently proposed) was either abandoned, or quite unimportant, by the 

time of the Deuteronomist historian, the latter mistakenly identified Solomon’s 

regional capital as Hazor, the impressive city that had for so long been the dominant 

; and during the ensuing battle Ahab was killed 

                                                          

site in this whole region. 

 Iron Age II With Ben-hadad I in control of Naphtali at the end of Hazor Stratum 

XI and Tel Dan V, we need to turn to both archaeology and the OT to gauge just how 

long Aram remained in control of this region. The next biblical reference of any 

relevance belongs to the reign of Ahab, when Ben-hadad II laid siege to Israel’s 

capital at Samaria. At that time, Ahab duly acknowledged the Aramean king as his 

superior in 1 Kgs 20:1-4. However, at some point during the siege, the situation 

reversed and Ahab emerged from Samaria and inflicted a heavy defeat upon the 

Arameans. At year’s end, the army of Israel was again victorious over the Arameans 

at Aphek. Ben-hadad now signed a treaty with Ahab agreeing to return the towns his 

father had taken from Ahab’s father,106 and to permit Ahab to set up a bazaar in 

Damascus, as Ben-hadad’s father had previously done in Samaria (1 Kgs 20:21-34). 

Furthermore, Ahab is referred to as Ben-hadad II’s ‘brother’ (1 Kgs 20:32), a title 

which would indicate that these two kings are now considered of equal status, as 

opposed to the previous portrait of Ahab as Ben-hadad’s subordinate/vassal. Three 

years later, Ahab joined forces with the king of Judah in an attempt to capture 

Ramoth-gilead from the king of Aram

(1 Kgs 22:1-4, 37).  

 Just a few years later, Joram of Israel and Ahaziah of Judah again fought the 

Arameans at Ramoth-gilead, where Hazael, Ben-hadad’s successor, defeated them. 

This disaster apparently led to their deaths at the hand of Jehu, followed by the latter’s 

elevation to the kingship of Israel (2 Kgs 8:28; 9:24). During the reign of Jehu, Hazael 

is specifically cited as having conquered all the territory of Israel east of the Jordan as 

far south as Aroer by the wadi Arnon, that is, as far as the northern border of the 

kingdom of Moab (2 Kgs 10:32-33). The situation worsened under Jehoahaz, Jehu’s 

son and successor, when Israel was ‘delivered… without respite’ into the hands of 

Hazael and his son Ben-hadad (III) (2 Kgs 13:3). However, in the following reign, 

 
106 Of course, if these returned towns refer to those lost by Baasha, then, ‘father’ must be understood in 

this instance to mean royal predecessor. 
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Joash of Israel defeated Ben-hadad III and recovered the towns previously captured 

by Hazael (2 Kgs 13:24-25). And Joash’s son and successor, Jeroboam II, may have 

extended Israel’s control even further north.107 To sum up, we have a situation where: 

the territory of Naphtali was conquered by Ben-hadad I; territory previously captured 

by the Arameans was returned to Israel by Ben-hadad II about four years prior to 

Ahab’s death; Hazael was subsequently able to dominate Israelite territory once again; 

 in ‘Late’ Stratum III signalling 

gued above was also 

                                                          

and finally, Joash recovered that territory which had been lost to Aram. 

 Turning to the stratigraphy of Tel Dan and Hazor, as previously elaborated, and 

having already assigned the destruction of Tel Dan V, and the transformation from 

Hazor XI to X, to Ben-hadad I c. 882 AC, this would now mean that Hazor X and Tel 

Dan IVB were Aramean towns. The lack of a destruction level at the end of these two 

phases, and in accord with 1 Kings 20, would allow for the return of these sites in 

Naphtali to Israel through the treaty agreement with Ben-hadad II, and without any 

need for military conquest. As such, Hazor IX and Tel Dan IVA can now constitute 

some of the towns Ahab recovered from the king of Aram. Meanwhile, the destruction 

of Hazor IX would see the return of this city to Aram during the reign of Hazael; and 

the return of the contemporary town of Tel Dan IVA may be signalled by the above-

noted destruction of the cultic edifice Podium (bamah) A.108 The next destruction 

level at Hazor is at the end of the dual-strata VIII-VII, and so one can propose that 

this event marked the capture of this territory by Joash. The corresponding phases at 

Tel Dan would presumably see ‘Early’ Stratum III being identified as Aramean, and 

with the significant architectural changes inaugurated

the town’s return to Israel during the reign of Joash.  

 I previously proposed that Ben-hadad II was responsible for the end of Megiddo 

VA-IVB, along with the destruction of Taanach IIB and Beth Shean Lower V. Since 

this Aramean campaign and siege of Samaria occurred in 855/4 AC, i.e., the year 

preceding Ahab’s treaty with Ben-hadad II (see Appendix 1:1.1), and which I argue 

saw the return of Naphtali to Israel, one can now synchronise the foundation of Hazor 

IX and Tel Dan IVA with that of Megiddo IVA, which I ar

founded immediately following Ahab’s treaty with Ben-hadad. 

 
107 See Cogan and Tadmor (1988:160-64) on the military career of Jeroboam II. 
108 See Routledge (2004:135 n. 8), referring to the Mesha Inscription (ll. 12, 17), for evidence of the 

destruction of ‘foreign’ cultic sites/objects following territorial gain. 
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 If the above-elaborated archaeo-historical scenario regarding Hazor and Tel Dan is 

correct, then, the important question to ask is what were the historical circumstances 

that witnessed Aram’s recapture of Israelite Hazor IX and Tel Dan IVA? According to 

2 Kgs 8:25-29, Joram of Israel and Ahaziah of Judah fought Hazael, king of Aram, at 

Ramoth-gilead. At this point in our discussion we must turn to the Tel Dan Inscription 

to try and understand the events of this period somewhat better. Unfortunately, the 

fragmentary and damaged nature of this text has meant that little definitive evidence 

can be extracted from it. Rather, the restoration of the text allows for considerable 

variation in terms of historical interpretation.109 Nonetheless, the majority opinion 

regarding this inscription would appear to hold that it is a commemorative stela set up 

by Hazael at Tel Dan and, furthermore, that it mentions (in Fragment B) Joram of 

Israel and Ahaziah of Judah;110 undoubtedly, this general interpretation is 

significantly reliant upon the clear parallels that this historical scenario has with 2 Kgs 

8:25-29 (above). In addition, the inscription’s author claims to have killed a king of 

Israel, as well as mentioning the House of David (lines A8-9), which is again 

compatible with the OT passage, where Joram was forced to retire to Jezreel on 

account of wounds received at the hands of the Arameans (v. 8:29); albeit that Jehu is 

identified as ultimately responsible for Joram’s death (vv. 9:15-26). The text also 

mentions a siege in line A13, and an enemy attacking (presumably) an Aramean town 

in line B2, which is again consistent with the joint Israel-Judah conflict with Aram as 

                                                          

recorded in 2 Kgs 8:25-29. 

 In light of this war between Israel-Judah and Aram, and the fact that Hazael must 

have controlled the territory east of the Jordan River as far south as Ramoth-gilead by 

the end of Joram’s reign, this would indicate that Hazael had re-conquered the much 

more northerly sites of Tel Dan and Hazor by that time. This proposed conquest 

would have provided the kingdom of Aram with the critical trade route through the 

Hula Valley to the coastal territory of southern Phoenicia at Acco, last held by Aram 

only a decade earlier on the eve of the treaty between Ahab and Ben-hadad II. And the 

further fact that Hazael could lay claim to the remaining Israelite territory east of the 

Jordan as far south as the border with Moab during the reign of Jehu (above) would 
 

109 See Biran and Naveh (1993, 1995) regarding the discovery of the three surviving fragments of the 

Tel Dan Inscription. And see Athas (2003) for a comprehensive and up-to-date discussion of this 

inscription. 
110 See, e.g., Dever (2001:19); Biran and Naveh (1995:8-11). Contra Athas (2003 esp. 237-44). 
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indicate that the latter king was in no position to resist Hazael’s conquest of the Hula 

Valley. Indeed, the period of the coup d’état by Jehu against Joram, and the 

contemporary assassination of Ahaziah of Judah, would have provided a most 

opportune occasion for just such a campaign of conquest by Hazael. Also, one scholar 

has suggested that the town mentioned in line B2 of the Tel Dan Inscription might 

have been Abel-beth-maacah.111 This suggestion makes good sense, as Abel-beth-

maacah is geographically located between Ijon and Dan, the three named towns lost to 

Ben-hadad I in 1 Kgs 15:20. It is, then, quite conceivable that Abel-beth-maacah 

became the southern frontier town of Aram following Ahab’s treaty with Ben-hadad 

II, thus prompting Joram to possibly attack this town as part of the wider, though 

ultimately ill-fated, attempt to capture Aram held territory, as exemplified by the 

az, leaving 

                                                          

battle at Ramoth-gilead. 

 The one other possible occasion described in the OT when Hazael could have 

captured Hazor IX and Tel Dan IVA, and which must have occurred prior to Joash’s 

proposed destruction and recapture of Hazor VII c. 799 AC, was during Hazael’s 

campaign against Gath and Jerusalem c. 815 AC (see Appendix 2:8.2 below). 

However, this would require that the dominant political force in Syria-Palestine 

during this whole period would have foregone the temptation for near on thirty years 

(c. 843-815 AC) to recapture the Hula Valley trade route, a scenario that would seem 

quite unlikely.112 Rather, the fact that Hazael was able to pass through Israel c. 815 

AC in order to attack Philistia and Judah suggests that the contemporary king of Israel 

(Jehoahaz) was already a vassal of Aram, as indicated in 2 Kgs 13:22: Hazael’s 

campaign against Jerusalem is mentioned immediately after events dated to the 

twenty-third year of Jehoash of Judah, the same year as Jehoahaz’s coronation (2 Kgs 

13:1), thereby suggesting that the Aramean king took advantage of the death of Jehu 

to impose even greater control over Israel/Judah. The powerlessness of Israel at this 

time is implicit in the report that Hazael had destroyed the army of Jehoah

his cavalry to number a mere fifty horsemen and ten chariots (2 Kgs 13:7). 

 Furthermore, the pottery of Tel Rehov IV has its closest parallels in Megiddo VA-

IVB and at Hazor X-IX and somewhat in Stratum VIII. As I argued above that 

Megiddo VA-IVB was ended during Ben-hadad II’s campaign against Samaria in 

 
111 Na’aman (1997a:123). And see Athas (2003:193-94) for translation of Fragments A and B. 
112 See Pitard (1987 esp. 145-60) on the career of Hazael. 
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855/4 AC, to lower the end of Hazor Stratum IX, and therefore the beginning of 

Stratum VIII, until c. 815 AC would make it increasingly unlikely to find clear 

parallels between the pottery from Hazor Stratum VIII and that from Megiddo VA-

IVB (see Table K(1)). Conversely, by dating the Aramean destruction of Hazor IX to 

c. 843 AC (i.e., the time of Jehu’s coup d’état), this would mean that there was just 

twelve years between the end of Megiddo VA-IVB (c. 855 AC) and the start of Hazor 

ory of Tel Dan, demonstrates that the 

ajor religious site visited by a significant influx of temporary pilgrims (1 Kgs 

12:30).  

2:6 Cultural Influences 

2:6.1 Military Architecture 

                                                          

VIII, thereby helping to explain the comparability of the respective pottery.  

 The Tel Dan Inscription is compatible with the above-proposed historical scenario. 

First, the author of the inscription, apparently Hazael, accuses Israel of having 

previously occupied the territory of the king’s father (or predecessor). As presently 

argued, this would correspond to Ben-hadad I having ruled Tel Dan Stratum IVB, and 

Ahab having later occupied Stratum IVA. Second, the very presence of the inscription 

demonstrates that this site returned to Aramean hands (= ‘Early’ Stratum III); while 

the inscription’s destruction, and the later hist

town reverted to Israel (= ‘Late’ Stratum III).  

 Finally, this historico-archaeological scenario now allows one to identify Tel Dan 

Stratum V as the cultic settlement founded by Jeroboam I c. 927 AC, a finding which 

would explain the particular characteristics of this period, namely, a very large (25 

acres) mound-wide occupation consisting mainly of pits and silos, but with few 

permanent buildings (above). These characteristics are just what one might expect 

from a m

Yadin was the first scholar to point out the strong similarity between the four-entry 

(six-chambered) gateways at Gezer, Hazor and Megiddo: the lengths of these 

structures are 19, 20.3 and 20.3 m respectively; their corresponding widths are 16.2, 

18 and 17.5 m; and the total width of the casemate walls at both Gezer and Hazor is 

5.4 m.113 With the four-entry gate at Megiddo traditionally attributed to Solomon, it 

was an understandable further step for Yadin to see these structures as confirming the 
 

113 See Yadin (1972) for general discussion. Also see Dever (1982:290) for a more detailed comparison 

of the dimensions of these gateways. 
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biblical account of Solomon’s building activities at all three sites (1 Kgs 9:15), thus 

leading to the title ‘Solomonic’ being bestowed upon this particular style of 

architecture.114 However, one problem immediately presented itself in relation to this 

identification. Whereas the defensive wall attached to the gates at Gezer and Hazor 

was of the casemate type, the wall apparently attached to the Megiddo gate was solid, 

with alternating ‘insets’/‘offsets’ on both faces.115 In the belief that the Megiddo wall 

should have been of the same casemate design as at Gezer and Hazor, Yadin re-

examined the area of the Megiddo fortifications. In so doing, he discovered the 

apparent foundations of a casemate wall beneath the solid wall of Megiddo IVA. 

These foundations, which were located immediately to the east of ‘Palace 6000’, were 

constructed of field-stones that were presumed to have served as the foundations of a 

brick wall, of which no evidence has survived. However, on the west side of Palace 

6000, a short stretch of casemate wall was discovered. The two flanking sections of 

casemate wall and foundations, combined with the outer face of Palace 6000, could 

now be interpreted as a continuous defensive wall for the city. Satisfied that the 

casemate wall and foundation course were situated above Stratum VB, their allocation 

to Stratum IVB was readily established.116 Moreover, Yadin presumed that this 

casemate wall complex (a system also adopted at Hazor) was originally attached to 

the ‘Solomonic’ gate.117 In light of these findings, Yadin could point to a casemate 

wall at Megiddo to go with the ‘Solomonic’ gate, in like manner to the casemate wall 

                                                          

and four-entry gate fortifications at Gezer and Hazor. 

 However, it is now generally accepted that the wall attached to the four-entry city-

gate at Megiddo must be the solid wall, since the bonding between these two 

structures is original. Also, no sign of Yadin’s casemate wall was found in the area of 

the city-gate. The assignment of this type of gateway to Solomon was further 

undermined by the discovery of very similar gates at Lachish and Ashdod, the first 

from the post-Solomonic period, and the second from a city of the Philistine 

pentapolis.118 Notwithstanding these clear objections to a Solomonic origin for the 

 
114 Yadin (1972:148). 
115 Yadin (1972:150). 
116 Yadin (1972:156-57). 
117 Yadin (1972:158-60). 
118 Barkay (1992:307, 308). And see Appendix 2:8.2 for further discussion of the ‘Solomonic’ gates at 

Lachish and Ashdod. 
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four-entry gate, the similarities pointed out by Yadin remain noteworthy. 

Furthermore, despite their geographic and temporal separation, the constructional 

preparation for these five presently identified gates is also considered similar, namely, 

ers, thereby leading to the recreation 

 planned, and partially built, casemate wall following 

                                                          

the use of ‘built-up foundations supported by constructional fills’.119 

 Turning to the archaeo-historical stratigraphy argued above, and as displayed in 

Table K, I would now argue that the four-entry gate and associated solid/casemate 

wall, as seen in Hazor X, Megiddo IVA and Gezer VIII, must have originated in 

Aram. The earliest example of this type of fortification system now occurs in Hazor 

X, which I have already identified as an Aramean city built by Ben-hadad I c. 882 

AC. Following Ahab’s victory over Ben-hadad II, and the return of Hazor to Israel 

during Stratum IX, we see in the corresponding stratigraphic levels at Gezer VIII and 

Megiddo IVA the introduction of the four-entry gateway fortification system (see 

Appendix 2:4 above). Having taken possession of Hazor IX, Ahab would have gained 

access to the gateway, and presumably its build

of this fortification plan at Megiddo and Gezer.  

 It is also now possible to suggest the reason why Megiddo had a solid wall 

attached to its gateway, rather than the casemate type found at both Hazor and Gezer. 

I argued in Appendix 1:1.1 that Ahab defeated the invading forces of Ben-hadad II c. 

854/3 AC, that is, a matter of only months before Ahab’s participation in the anti-

Assyrian coalition at Qarqar in 853 BC. By the time of this Assyrian campaign, the 

local Syrian kingdoms must have been acquainted with the Neo-Assyrian techniques 

of siege-warfare, and with the resultant ease with which the Assyrian engineers could 

now breach the casemate defensive-wall system. I would therefore suggest, pending 

expert opinion to the contrary, that the casemate wall/foundations found either side of 

Palace 6000 at Megiddo by Yadin, and which were located directly beneath the solid 

wall, were part of Ahab’s original defensive plan for the city immediately following 

his victory over Ben-hadad II, and his associated occupation of Hazor X, but that the 

construction work at Megiddo was sufficiently delayed to allow the substitution of a 

solid wall for the originally

Ahab’s return from Syria.120 

 
119 Ussishkin (1990:78). 
120 See both Finkelstein (2000b:121); and Franklin (2006:105) for a different explanation of the 

casemate wall either side of Palace 6000. 
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 This historical scenario may also help explain part of the confusion surrounding the 

precise stratigraphy of the four-entry gate at Megiddo. While some scholars advocate 

that the gateway belongs to Stratum IVA,121 others argue that it belongs to Stratum 

IVB.122 What I propose happened is that the gate was begun in Stratum IVB – which I 

believe corresponds to the short interval between Ahab’s victory over Ben-hadad and 

his later return from Qarqar – but completed in Stratum IVA at the same time as the 

originally intended casemate wall was replaced by the solid wall. This scenario 

resolves the two significant objections raised by Ussishkin to a Stratum IVB date: 

first, the lack of any sign of destruction/fire on the gateway, but which occurs on 

certain other VA-IVB structures; and second, the conundrum of why would the 

gatehouse have been radically remodelled in IVA had it survived from Stratum VA-

IVB.123 As for the apparent destruction by fire of Stratum VA houses, as noted by 

Ussishkin,124 this would now presumably signal the campaign of Ben-hadad II at the 

time he laid siege to Samaria. Furthermore, a reliable underground source of water 

was first introduced at Megiddo in Stratum VA-IVB in the form of Gallery 629, a 

modest passage leading under the defensive city wall to an exterior spring. However, 

a far more ambitious and technically sophisticated Water Tunnel leading to the same 

spring was constructed in Stratum IVA.125 I would again suggest that Ahab, in the 

almost immediate aftermath of the Aramean siege of Samaria, and following his 

return from the Battle at Qarqar, ordered this much improved Water Tunnel to be 

                                                          

built.  

 Meanwhile, as previously argued, the fortification of Hazor X was built by Ben-

hadad I following his conquest of Naphtali c. 882 AC. This was some seven years 

prior to the first Neo-Assyrian campaign into Syria, as carried out by Ashurnasirpal II 

in 875 BC.  It was presumably only in the wake of this campaign that the Syrians 

realised the threat posed by the new Neo-Assyrian techniques of siege-warfare. By the 

time Ahab built Megiddo IVA and the Water Tunnel, post 853 AC, his then Syrian 

 
121 Ussishkin (1980:7-17). 
122 Yadin (1980). 
123 Ussishkin (1980:12-16). Cf. Franklin (2006:96) who rejects any sign of destruction during Stratum 

V (= VB and VA-IVB); however, no explanation is provided for the origin of the widespread layer of 

ash which separates Strata V and IV (=IVA) (ibid.:99-102). 
124 Ussishkin (1980:4). 
125 Shiloh (1993:1022). Cf. Yadin (1972:161-64). 
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allies would already have had over twenty years to develop a fortification system 

better able to withstand the siege tactics of the Assyrians; a system which now seems 

to have ideally included the solid wall with ‘insets’/‘offsets’ and the four-entry 

gateway. The new wall built in Hazor Stratum VIII around the eastern half of the tell 

featured a solid wall with ‘insets’/‘offsets’; while the existing casemate wall of Strata 

X-IX was now filled and converted into a solid wall.126 Having identified Hazael as 

responsible for the destruction of Stratum IX, I would again propose that the 

(Aramean) introduction of the solid-wall at this time was a direct response to recently 

n of the (inner) Upper Gate in Stratum VIII (= Phase 3 on the 

                                                          

witnessed Assyrian siege tactics in Syria. 

 I would further propose that Ahab had already ordered the construction of a 

casemate wall for Gezer VIII, adopting the same system he had found in Hazor X, and 

that this work was perhaps too far advanced to replace it with a solid wall once he 

became aware of the threat posed by Neo-Assyrian siege-engine tactics during his 

sojourn in Syria. Although, interestingly, some scholars have argued more recently 

that the contentious, and solid, ‘Outer Wall’ at Gezer belongs to Iron Age II, rather 

than the Late Bronze Age as previously held.127 If the Outer Wall had been built 

during Iron Age II, then, this construction might also indicate a delayed attempt by 

Ahab, following his return from Qarqar, to upgrade Gezer’s defences with a solid 

wall. Another possible example of Ahab’s work at Gezer, following his return from 

Syria, is suggested by the apparent addition of an Outer Gatehouse sometime shortly 

after the constructio

Lower Terrace).128 

 Samaria and the Jezreel Enclosure  Recent research comparing the Iron Age II 

architecture of Samaria and Megiddo has argued for a strong chronological correlation 

between Samaria Building Period I and Megiddo Stratum V (= Megiddo VB + VA-

IVB), and between the succeeding Building Period II and Megiddo IV (= IVA): 

amongst the dominant features linking Building Period I and Megiddo V are the 

presence of very distinct masons’ marks and the use of the Egyptian short-cubit; while 

Building Period II and Megiddo IV, on the other hand, are devoid of all such masons’ 

 

nd see, most recently, Dever 

112-13); and Ussishkin (1990:77) 

126 Yadin (1972:165). 
127 See, e.g., Finkelstein (1994:276, 2002b:267) for an Iron Age II date. A

(2003a:271-73) who maintains the conventional dating of the Outer Wall. 
128 See Dever (1990:126). Cf. Finkelstein (1990b:
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marks and feature the Assyrian (long) cubit.129 I previously argued that Megiddo IVA 

was begun immediately following Ahab’s return from the battle of Qarqar, and at 

which time this king adopted the anti-siege fortification system from Syria. This 

transition from the Egyptian to the Assyrian cubit should now mean, based on 

previous argument, that Building Period I was superseded by Building Period II 

following Ahab’s return from Syria, and contemporary with the inauguration of 

Stratum IVA at Megiddo. Put differently, the earlier Egyptian cubit – which is first 

attested in Egypt only during the Third Intermediate Period130 – would have prevailed 

at Samaria, and presumably throughout Israel, from at least the time of Shoshenq I’s 

campaign in Year 7 of Omri down to the time of Ahab’s personal interaction with 

Syrian architecture during the Qarqar campaign, at which time the ‘Assyrian’ cubit 

was presumably introduced to Samaria.  

 The destruction of the enclosure at Jezreel has been assigned by its excavators to 

the Jehu revolt,131 though by others to Hazael, king of Aram.132 Whatever the precise 

course of events, Jehu would appear to have ensnared Joram and his ally, Ahaziah, at 

or near Jezreel, where the act of regicide occurred (2 Kgs 9:14-16, 24). This biblical 

evidence, assuming it to be reliable, would certainly support Jehu as the most likely 

agent of destruction, since there is no suggestion that Hazael campaigned in the 

Jezreel Valley at that time. Furthermore, according to one investigator, the pottery 

from the Jezreel Enclosure building is later than Megiddo VA-IVB, and similar to 

Stratum IVA; conversely, the ceramic repertoire from the Enclosure was not present 

in either the pre-Enclosure fill or buildings.133 As previously argued, this should 

therefore mean that the Jezreel Enclosure was begun following Ahab’s defeat of Ben-

hadad II c. 854 AC (above), and contemporary with Megiddo IVA in Table K(1). That 

being the case, then, fortified Jezreel would have survived for about ten years at most, 

encompassing the last four years of Ahab’s reign, plus the reign of Joram down to 

Jehu’s revolt (see Table H). This short period of occupation would also go some way 

towards explaining why Jezreel was apparently abandoned contemporary with the 

                                                           
129 Franklin (2005 esp. 319-320, 2004:200-201). 
130 Franklin (2005:320). 
131 Ussishkin and Woodhead (1992:53). 
132 Na‘aman (1997a:125-27). 
133 Zarzeki-Peleg (1997:286). Cf. Zimhoni (1997:91) who synchronises the Enclosure pottery with 

Megiddo VA-IVB. 
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site’s (relatively minor) destruction event. While the OT and the site archaeology 

indicate that the town was fully operational prior to Jehu’s revolt, it could well be the 

case that ten years was not sufficient time to complete the planned fortification system 

at the site, and so that without these fortifications in place Jehu simply abandoned the 

.134 

   

project

2:6.2 Iron Age II Red-slip and Hand-burnished Pottery  

Along with the so-called ‘Solomonic’ fortification system of four-entry gateway and 

solid/casemate wall, the origin and subsequent development of red-slip and burnished 

pottery is another contentious issue of major importance for the history and 

archaeology of Iron Age Syria-Palestine. Holladay argues that burnish on red-slip was 

a sudden innovation that first appears in Gezer VIII, whose destruction he ascribes to 

Shishak’s campaign c. 925 CC. With this archaeo-historical synchronism adopted, 

Holladay goes on to argue that all strata containing ‘“the first major incidences”’ of 

hand-burnished red-slips throughout Palestine should also be dated to the period of 

Shishak’s campaign, and with the first appearance of this ware having occurred about 

the mid-point of Solomon’s reign, c. 950 CC.135 Meanwhile, Mazar, in response to 

Holladay, has detailed the development of red-slip pottery from its first appearance in 

Tell Qasile XII through to the introduction of hand-burnished red-slip in Stratum X. 

He concludes that this was a gradual process which occurred during the late-12th to 

early-11th centuries CC in Philistia, and with these features appearing exceptionally 

early at Tell Qasile.136 He further argues that the practice of applying burnish to red-

slip was indigenous to the area of present day Israel, first occurring in particular 

production centres, such as Tell Qasile in the Yarkon Valley, and subsequently 

diffusing to other parts of the country.137 Moreover, hand-burnished red-slip pottery 

first appears in Tell Qasile X, though it was not until Strata IX-VIII that red-slip in 

general became much more common, at which time it was darker, thicker and usually 

hand-burnished; while in strata contemporary with Qasile X (e.g., Tel Miqne-Ekron 

                                                        
134 See Williamson (1996) for further discussion of Jezreel. Also see Na’aman (1997a:123) who 

reel Enclosure may have been destroyed before its completion. 

p. 368) in response to Holladay (esp. 1990, 1993). 

suggests that the Tel Jez
135 Holladay (1993:95). 
136 See Mazar (1998 es
137 Mazar (1998:377). 
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IV and Ashdod X) the occurrence of burnish on red-slip is much less common.138 In 

contrast to this indigenous origin for burnished red-slips, as maintained by both 

Holladay and Mazar, Rast, noting what he perceived as a southward flow of this 

pottery over time within Palestine, and also the prominence of burnished red-slips in 

Phase O in the ‘Amuq Plain, proposed that its origin was in Syria amongst the 

Aramean peoples: he envisaged that burnished red-slip pottery had entered Palestine 

as a result of David’s contact with the Aramean kingdoms c. 1000 CC, and that as 

slightly carinated bowl with red wash and hand-burnish.143 Hand-

such contacts increased during the following reign of Solomon, so did the presence of 

this type of ceramic ware.139  

 Notwithstanding the above degree of difference, the one point shared by most 

archaeologists is that the widespread use of burnished red-slip pottery signals the 

transition from Iron Age I to II, generally dated to the early tenth century CC.140 Now, 

I previously argued that Shoshenq I was responsible for the end of Qasile X, Ekron 

IV, and the remaining sites synchronised with the Megiddo VIA destruction horizon. 

Red-slip burnished ware must therefore have been introduced into Palestine sometime 

shortly before this event, since had the time-period been large one would expect its 

frequency, in relation to the post-destruction strata of Qasile IX-VIII, to have been 

significantly higher. One may also note the situation at Taanach, where this ceramic 

ware made its first tentative appearance, mostly on small bowls, in Period IIA, and 

just slightly earlier than the beginning of Period IIB.141 Meanwhile, this type of 

pottery is the most important ceramic characteristic of Taanach IIB and corresponding 

strata at other sites such as Megiddo VA-IVB, Hazor X and Beth Shean Lower V.142 

Also, the most typical ceramic item in the earliest Iron Age II phase at Megiddo 

(Stratum VB) was a 

burnished red-slips were also present in the earliest building phase at Samaria (Pottery 

Periods 1 and 2).144 

                                                           
138 Mazar (1998:373-74). 
139 Rast (1978:21). 
140 See also Barkay (1992:325-26); Kempinski (1989:94). Cf. Ussishkin (1990:76) who is more 

circumspect about the dating of this type of pottery. 
141 Rast (1978:21). 
142 Rast (1978:24-26, 38-39). 
143 Kempinski (1989:87). 
144 Stager (1990:102-103). 
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 I have established, in Table K, a relative archaeo-historical stratigraphy for some of 

the key Palestinian sites related to this discussion of red-slip and burnished ware. 

Now, while the origin of this style of pottery may be uncertain (above), I would 

propose that the immediate cause of its widespread appearance in Palestine during the Iron 

Age I/II transition was as a result of the conquest of Naphtali by Ben-hadad I c. 882 AC. Now 

in control of the Naphtali region, Ben-hadad would have placed himself at the very heart of 

the Syria-Palestine trading network. Having rebuilt the highly strategic city of Hazor (Stratum 

X), he would have taken control of the northern section of the Via Maris linking Syria and 

western Asia with Egypt. Furthermore, having destroyed Tel el-Orimeih V and Tel Hadar IV 

(see Appendix 2:5), and presumably having immedia ly proceeded to build ‘En Gev (located 

just a few km south of Tel Hadar), he was now in a position to take control of the final section 

of the principal trunk road between Mesopotamia and the southern Phoenician coast, passing 

te

y 

second, unlike Tell Qasile, which was 

located on the coast and therefore likely to have been directly involved in maritime trade with 

the newly emergent Aramean enclave at Acco, this presently argued independent Gezer was 

an inland site without such immediate trade contacts.  

                                                          

b way of Ashtaroth, En Gev and finally Acco.145 ‘En Gev, founded according to the 

conventional chronology in the tenth century CC, was the largest Iron Age mound in the 

Golan region, and identified by some scholars with Aramean Aphek.146 

 In the seven years between Ben-hadad’s conquest of Naphtali and Shoshenq I’s campaign, 

goods would presumably have begun to flow in increasing numbers along this now politically 

unified trade route. Moreover, according to 1 Kgs 20:34, the king of Aram – presumably both 

Ben-hadad I and Ben hadad II – had already set up a bazaar in Samaria during the reign of 

Omri; while Ahab, following his victory over Ben-hadad II (above), had set up a reciprocal 

bazaar in Aram (presumably at Damascus). This situation would then explain the strong 

signature of burnished red-slip pottery in the major cities/towns of Israel, such as Samaria 

Period I and II, Megiddo VB and VA-IVB, and Beth Shean Lower V, all strata which I dated 

above to the reign of Omri and Ahab. While this type of pottery does not appear at Gezer until 

Stratum VIII (Holladay, above), this need not seem too surprising. First, I argued above that 

Ahab captured Gezer only following this king’s destruction of Stratum IX, and so that Gezer 

only returned to Israelite hands in Stratum VIII. And 

 
145 See Kochavi (1998 esp. 469, Fig. 1, and p. 476) for discussion of these trade routes. 
146 See Kochavi (1993a:733) for details. 
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2:7 The Radiocarbon Debate 

2:7.1 Tel Dor 

I discussed Tel Dor and Tel Rehov in Chapter 5:2.2 in relation to the general role of 

radiocarbon evidence in defining an absolute chronology for the Iron Age I and II 

periods in Canaan/Palestine. I now wish to return to these two sites to examine the 

specific stratigraphic evidence (see Table K(2)). The late Iron Age IA period at Dor 

(termed late Ir1a) came to an end in a massive conflagration found in Area G (Phase 

9), Area B1 (Phase 12) and probably Area D2 (Phase 13?).147 Notwithstanding this 

major event, there appears to have been no significant change to the indigenous 

Canaanite pottery assemblages found between the pre- and post-destruction strata.148 

Ir1a was succeeded by a transitional phase termed Ir1a/b (G/8?, D2/12 and B1/11), 

before entering the full-blown phase Ir1b (G/7, D2/11-9 and B1/10-9b).149 In Area 

D2, adjacent to the southern harbour, Phase 13 was rebuilt in Phase 12 along the same 

lines, but then it too was destroyed. Following what appears to be an ephemeral Phase 

D2/11 of unclear nature, Phases D2/10-9 witnessed the construction of three large 

public buildings, two utilising massive stone boulders and the third, a mud-brick 

building, which may have served as a warehouse.150 The end of Ir1b is unequivocally 

synchronised with the Megiddo VIA destruction horizon.151 The wider stratigraphic 

correlates for the end of the earlier Ir1a phase are not completely clear, however, Ir1a 

and Ir1a/b (Phases D2/13-12) are synchronised with Tel Miqne-Ekron VI and V.152 It 

would therefore appear legitimate to suggest that we synchronise the end of Ir1a 

(Phase D2/13) with the end of Ekron VI, and the transitional Ir1a/b (Phase D2/12) 

with the beginning of Ekron V.  

 The one historical event discussed in the present work that is capable of explaining 

the stratigraphical details of the massive destruction at Dor ending Ir1a is the 

                                                           
147 See Gilboa and Sharon (2003:10, 11, and p. 14, Table 1). Cf. Sharon et al. (2005) for updated 

information. 
148 Gilboa (1998:414). 
149 Gilboa and Sharon (2003:14, Table 1). 
150 Gilboa and Sharon (2003:10-11). 
151 Sharon et al. (2005:67). 
152 Sharon et al. (2005:70). Cf. Mazar (2005:26 n. 6). 
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campaign of Ramesses VI, and which would now make this destruction horizon 

contemporary with the destruction levels at the nearby sites of Megiddo VIIA and 

Jokneam XIX.153 I previously argued in Appendix 2:3 that Solomon occupied the city 

of early Megiddo VI, and probably immediately following the death of his father-in-

law Ramesses VI (1166-1160 CC = 966-960 AC in Table L). Now, according to 1 

Kgs 4:11, the whole region of Dor was also under the administration of one of 

Solomon’s sons-in-law. I would therefore propose that Dor D2/12 (= G/8 and B1/11) 

represents a short-lived phase which preceded Israelite-aligned Dor in Strata G/7, 

D2/10-9 and B1/10-9b. And were that to be the case, then, Solomon, or his local 

protégé, may have been associated in some way with the second destruction event 

witnessed in the harbour area at the end of Phase D2/12; while the impressive 

buildings in Area D2/10-9 by the harbour, one of which may have been a warehouse, 

would be suitably stratified to have served as part of the infrastructure of Solomon’s 

famed trading network. I would also draw attention to the important Tripartite Pillar 

Building in Tell Hadar IV,154 which, as argued in Appendix 2:5, belonged to 

Solomon’s district of Naphtali. 

 Turning to the radiocarbon evidence, the Ir1a \ Ir1b transition has a peak 14C date 

of 975 BC, and the Ir1b \ Ir1/2 transition a 14C age-range of 925-875 BC.155 These 

radiocarbon dates are perfectly compatible with the above stratigraphic arguments: a 
14C date of 975 BC for the Iron Age IA-IB transition almost precisely matches the 965 

AC date of Ramesses VI’s proposed Palestinian campaign (= 1165 CC in Table L); 

and a 14C age-range of 925-875 BC for the end of Iron Age IB will now overlap with 

Shoshenq I’s Palestinian campaign of 875 AC. 

 One cannot leave the present topic without commenting upon the chronologically 

significant group of mass-produced Egyptian stamp-seal amulets recently discovered 

at Tel Dor, five from a single room in the latest Iron Age I Stratum (Phase G7a), and 

another three from the earliest Iron Age IIA Stratum (Phase G6b).156 These seals have 

been associated chronologically with the Egyptian 21st and 22nd dynasties, and in 

                                                           
153 Interestingly, these strata at Dor are characterised by an abundance of Egyptian jars (Gilboa 1999:1-

2); a finding that would be consistent with their deposition by the Egyptian army at the time it 

destroyed the city. 
154 Kochavi (1998:468). 
155 Sharon et al. (2005:82). 
156 Gilboa, Sharon and Zorn (2004:37, 39). 
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particular with Pharaohs Siamun and Shoshenq I respectively.157 Furthermore, the 

proposed source of these seals is deemed to be Tanis, the capital of the 21st Dynasty, 

thereby indicating a post-Ramesside date of production.158 With only a few possible 

exceptions, the earliest appearance of this widely distributed item can be dated to the 

final phases of the Iron IB period, corresponding to Phase G/7a at Dor.159 Meanwhile, 

a special sub-class of these seals featuring the (now historical) name of Tuthmosis III, 

as an act of homage, may well have been promoted by Shoshenq I; these seals only 

appear about the beginning of Iron Age IIA.160 This evidence again matches the above 

proposed historical scenario, where these apparently Tanite produced seals would 

have begun to appear in Palestine during the latest Iron Age IB period, and which I 

argue corresponds with the rise to power of Smendes (890-864 AC in Table D), when, 

according to the ‘Report of Wenamun’, Egyptian diplomatic and trade contacts with 

the Phoenician and Philistine coast were fully operational.161 

 There is, however, one potentially major obstacle to this scenario. A scarab found 

alongside the amulet seals in Phase G/7a at Dor bears a name that some scholars have 

identified with that of Siamun, conventionally dated to c. 975-956 CC.162 This 

identification is totally incompatible with the chronology detailed in Table D, where 

Siamun (now 768-749 AC) belongs to Iron Age IIB, not to late Iron Age IB; and, 

indeed, various scholars have contested the ascription of this stamp-seal to Siamun.163 

The name on this scarab is clearly a matter which must be left to Egyptologists to 

decide; however, it stands as a clear test of Chronology A-E. 

2:7.2 Tel Rehov 

Iron Age I strata at Tel Rehov have so far only been fully excavated in Area D, and 

where Phases D-7 and D-6 are classified as Iron IA, and D-5 to D-3 as Iron IB. In 

                                                           
157 See Münger (2005 esp. 381, and 2003 esp. 71). 
158 Münger (2005:395, 396-97). 
159 Münger (2005:399-400). 
160 Münger (2005:398). 
161 If one of these stamp-seal amulets was originally deposited in Taanach Stratum IB (Münger 

2003:74), then, this Stratum would have to be made broadly contemporary with Megiddo VIA, as 

argued by Finkelstein (1998b:216). 
162 Münger (2005:398-99). 
163 For discussion, see Münger (2003:72); and Gilboa, Sharon and Zorn (2004:33). 
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terms of general strata, Iron IB is designated Stratum VII, while Iron IIA comprises 

Strata VI-IV (see Table K(2)).164 The Iron Age IA period at Tel Rehov probably 

ended about the time of Ramesses VI, based on a comparison between the pottery of 

Phases D-7 and D-6 with the pottery from Beth Shean Strata S-4 (Late VII) and S-3 

(Lower VI).165 Meanwhile, Iron Age IIA Rehov ended in the severe destruction of 

Stratum IV, after which time half the site was abandoned.166 Stratum V, whose 

pottery is judged ‘almost indistinguishable’ from that of Stratum IV, also showed 

signs of destruction over various parts of the tell. The pottery assemblage from 

Stratum VI, which appears to have ended peacefully, belongs to the earliest Iron Age 

IIA period, and differs ‘only slightly’ from that of Strata V and IV.167 

                                                          

 The excavators of Tel Rehov are adamant that the material culture of General 

Stratum V (along with VI) is identical to the Megiddo VA-IVB and Taanach IIB 

horizon,168 thereby making the following Rehov Stratum IV contemporary with the 

beginning of Megiddo IVA. However, Finkelstein disputes the interpretation of the 

Tel Rehov material, as argued by Mazar and others. With specific reference to 

stratigraphy, Finkelstein proposes that Tel Rehov IV, rather than V, is best 

synchronised with Megiddo VA (= VA-IVB): this position is argued on the basis that 

Rehov IV concludes the Iron Age IIA period, in like manner to Megiddo VA-IVB, 

Taanach IIB, Jokneam XIV and the Jezreel Enclosure (compound and fill), combined 

with the fact that all these strata ended in destruction and/or abandonment/decline of 

the settlement.169  

 I argued in Appendix 2:6.1 that the Jezreel Enclosure was begun, along with 

Megiddo IVA, in the immediate aftermath of Ahab’s victory over Ben-hadad II, and 

that Jehu destroyed this town only some twelve years later. Based on this historical 

scenario, Rehov IV should postdate Megiddo VA-IVB, as argued by Mazar and 

others. The reason that Finkelstein has judged its pottery to be close to that of 

Megiddo VA-IVB, Taanach IIB and Jokneam XIV may well be a function of the 

duration of the succeeding strata at these sites, combined with the well established 

 
164 Mazar et al. (2005:197, Table 13.1). 
165 Mazar et al. (2005:202). 
166 Bruins et al. (2003:316). 
167 Bruins et al. (2003:317). 
168 Bruins et al. (2003:318); Mazar et al. (2005:253 n. 15). 
169 Finkelstein (2004:185, 2005:307). 
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rule that the pottery found in a particular stratum, especially if the site ended in 

destruction, is heavily biased towards the later period of occupation of that stratum. 

According to the details outlined in Table K, these stratigraphic synchronisms should 

mean that Tel Rehov V was destroyed by Ben-hadad II c. 855 AC, as I previously 

argued to be the case with the destruction of Megiddo VA-IVB, Taanach IIB, and 

Beth Shean Lower V. The somewhat later destruction of Rehov Stratum IV would 

find a suitable explanation at the time of Hazael’s defeat of Joram of Israel and 

Ahaziah of Judah c. 843 AC. Any significantly later date than this and the pottery 

from Stratum IV, which, as just noted, is almost indistinguishable from that of 

Stratum V, should begin to exhibit distinct similarities with later stratigraphic levels at 

the comparative sites of Megiddo, Taanach and Hazor. Conversely, with the end of 

Rehov IV dated to the period of war between Hazael and Joram, and therefore only 

twelve years after the end of Megiddo VA-IVB, Taanach IIB and Jokneam XIV, one 

would now have to propose that the duration of the following strata at these particular 

sites was significantly longer than that at Rehov IV. 

 Having already identified the Iron Age I/II transition horizon with the campaign of 

Shoshenq I in 875 AC, and equally importantly with the essentially contemporary 

appearance of red-slip hand-burnished pottery in Palestine some seven years earlier 

following Ben hadad I’s conquest of Naphtali (c. 882 AC) – and again noting that Tel 

Rehov Stratum VI belongs to the early Iron Age IIA period – one can now propose 

that Phase D3 was ended about the time of Shoshenq’s campaign. Tel Rehov is 

generally accepted as the last town mentioned in Shoshenq’s topographical list prior 

to Beth Shean, and so it would seem unlikely that the Egyptian army’s presence there 

could have gone unnoticed in the archaeological history of the site, albeit that there 

appears to be no identifiable destruction layer marking the end of Phase D3. However, 

another nearby site that may have been destroyed at that time, along with Beth Shean 

Upper VI, is Tell-el Hamma, where the phase comparable to the end of Ir1b at Dor 

(i.e., equivalent to Jokneam Stratum XVII) terminates in a severe conflagration.170 

 The advocates of the ‘Conventional Chronology’ have presented the following age-

ranges for the Tel Rehov strata: 1000-970 CC for the end of Stratum VII (Phase D-3); 

980-950 CC for the occupation of Stratum VI; 950-910 CC for the destruction of 

                                                           
170 Sharon et al. (2005:68-69). 
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Stratum V; and 900-833 CC for the destruction of Stratum IV.171 This latter date for 

the end of Stratum IV is perfectly compatible with the above proposal that its 

destruction should be dated to c. 843 AC. However, as one moves back in time 

through the preceding stratigraphic levels at Tel Rehov, the corresponding calibrated 
14C dates given for the end of these strata begin to diverge from the dates calculated in 

the present work and depicted in Table K(2). The calibrated 14C date considered most 

probable for the end of Stratum V (above) is a minimum of some 55 years too high 

for the campaign of Ben-hadad II c. 855 AC. And the date for the end of Stratum VII, 

which I associate with Shoshenq I’s campaign of 875 AC, is a minimum of 95 years 

too high. By the time one reaches the early Iron Age I levels at Tel Rehov (late 12th-

early 11th century CC),172 this divergence in dates would amount to a minimum of 

100 years compared to the archaeo-historical date defined in Table K (early 10th 

century AC). However, as discussed in Chapter 5:2.1, the 14C dates proposed by the 

advocates of the ‘Conventional Chronology’ were found to be from about 80 to 180 

years higher than those proposed by the advocates of the ‘Low Chronology’. 

Meanwhile, the ‘Low Chronology’ dates were found to be extremely compatible with 

those proposed in Table K. The resolution of this dilemma therefore awaits the 

outcome of the ‘Low’ versus ‘Conventional’ chronology debate. 

 In conclusion, I would propose that the period of internationalism and relative 

cultural uniformity that marks the beginning of Iron Age II173 should be seen in terms 

of the new geopolitical conditions brought about by the almost contemporaneous 

campaigns of Ben-hadad I and Shoshenq I, which produced, for the first time since 

the end of the LBA 125 years earlier, a direct and secure trading link between the two 

great civilisations of Egypt and Mesopotamia; and this at a time when the Neo-

Assyrian empire, beginning with Ashurnasirpal II (883-859 BC), was seeking to reach 

out and dominate Syria and Phoenicia. 

2:8 Southern Canaan/Palestine 

2:8.1 Lachish, Tel Sera and Tel Haror  

The last Canaanite town at Lachish is Stratum VI, which was totally destroyed in a 
                                                           
171 Mazar et al. (2005:252). Cf. Bruins et al. (2003:17-18) for slightly lower dates. 
172 See Bruins et al. (2003:318, Phase D-6) for details. 
173 Barkay (1992:325). 
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conflagration towards the end of Ramesses III’s reign, or a little later, and at which 

time the site was abandoned, apparently remaining unoccupied until the Iron Age II 

period.174 Following a significant gap in occupation, and at an uncertain date, an 

unfortified settlement was established in Stratum V; albeit that the houses running 

along the perimeter of the mound may have been connected so as to form a defensive 

wall. This town was probably destroyed in a conflagration, and replaced by the large 

fortified city of Stratum IV. Unfortunately, the archaeological evidence is unable to 

provide a secure date for the establishment of this phase.175 In turn, Stratum IV 

apparently suffered major damage to the town’s monumental buildings, with only the 

city wall remaining standing. The city was immediately rebuilt in Stratum III, and this 

phase was destroyed in an intense conflagration, generally associated with the well-

known Assyrian attack on Lachish by Sennacherib’s army in 701 BC (see Table 

K(2)).176 Tel Sera Stratum IX mirrors Lachish VI, in that it also was the last 

Canaanite phase of the town, and it ended in a massive conflagration about the mid-

twelfth century CC.177 Furthermore, the fact that Stratum VIII was built over the ruins 

of Stratum IX would again suggest a hiatus of some degree between these two strata, 

as between Lachish VI and V. Meanwhile, the transition between Tel Sera Stratum 

VIII and VII would appear to have been uneventful; however, the latter phase ended 

in destruction, apparently by fire, about the end of the ninth century CC.178 

                                                          

 The most important chronological link between Lachish and Tel Sera during this 

period comes from two inscriptions, the first from Lachish (attributed to Stratum VI), 

which mentions a year between 10 and 19, and the second from Tel Sera IX, which 

mentions a year 20 + x, both dates probably belonging to the reign of Ramesses III.179 

The total destruction and abandonment of Lachish VI, together with the destruction 

and apparent abandonment of Tel Sera IX, are therefore once again suitably stratified 
 

174 Ussishkin (1993:904). Also see Ussishkin (2004 esp. 411-16). 
175 Ussishkin (1993:905). 
176 Ussishkin (1993:907, 2004:412). 
177 One may note at this point that the popular identification of Ziglag with Tel Sera (Tell esh-Shariah) 

(see Oren 1993a:1329) would now be highly unlikely. According to Chronology A-E, David would 

have occupied Ziglag within the first decade following the Sea Peoples invasion. However, as presently 

argued, Tel Sera was a significant Canaanite town under Egyptian influence at that time (i.e., Strata X-

IX).  
178 See Oren (1993a:1331-32) for details. 
179 Singer (1994:290); Ussishkin (1993:904). 
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to have been the result of Ramesses VI’s proposed Palestinian campaign, and which I 

previously synchronised with the destruction horizon encompassing the towns of 

Gezer XIV, Tell Qasile XII, and Megiddo VIIA, amongst others.  

 Meanwhile, there is no mention of either Lachish or of the important Philistine city 

of Gath in Solomon’s detailed list of administrative regions (1 Kgs 4:7ff.). Yet, in the 

very next reign, Rehoboam claims to have constructed fortified towns at Lachish, 

Gath and various other named locations (2 Ch 11:5-11).180 The hiatus between 

Lachish VI and V now allows one to argue that Rehoboam, following an estimated 

gap of forty years, and in the wake of Ramesses IX/Shishak’s conquest of Judah, was 

responsible for the fortification/construction of Lachish V; the period of abandonment 

having overlapped Solomon’s reign. Also, despite the biblical narrative claiming that 

Rehoboam became a vassal of Shishak (2 Ch 12:8), Rehoboam’s reign is 

subsequently said to have fared well (2 Ch 12:13). Now, I argued in Appendix 1:1.1 

that Shoshenq I only attacked Israel because king Omri had shifted his allegiance 

away from Egypt, and towards Assyria, in the wake of Ashurnasirpal II’s Syrian 

campaign of 875 BC. Conversely, I argued in Appendix 1:1.5 that Shoshenq had 

spared Judah because its king, Jehoshaphat, submitted to Egyptian authority at that 

time. It would therefore seem reasonable to conclude that both Israel and Judah had 

remained loyal vassals of Egypt from the time of Ramesses IX/Shishak’s campaign 

against Rehoboam in 922 AC until Shoshenq I’s campaign against Omri in 875 AC; 

albeit that the degree of Egyptian authority in Palestine during this period may have 

waxed and waned according to the respective power of the relevant monarchs. 

Combining this evidence I would propose that, after making Rehoboam his vassal, 

Ramesses IX/Shishak transferred the territories of Lachish and Gath to Judah. And it 

might have been this renewed, and favourable, contact with Egypt which caused the 

claimed improvement in Rehoboam’s situation, as commented upon in the OT. Also, 

while Lachish did not have a ‘true’ fortification wall at that time (i.e., Stratum V), the 

finding that a defensive wall may have been provided by a continuous line of exterior 

house walls (above) would be compatible with the biblical account of Rehoboam 

having fortified Lachish. 

 I also discussed in Appendix 2:1.1 how king Asa of Judah defeated Zerah/Panehsy 

                                                           
180 See Ussishkin (1993:906) for a list of authors and their respective attitudes regarding the possible 

historical value of Rehoboam’s list of fortified towns.  
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at Philistine Gerar, a feat he followed up by conquering all the towns in the 

surrounding area, as reported in 2 Ch 14:9-15. With Gerar (Tel Haror) located about 7 

km west of Tel Sera on the main road linking Gaza with the Beersheba Valley,181 I 

would further propose that Asa was responsible for the construction of Tel Sera VIII. 

As noted above, Stratum VIII was built over the ruins of Stratum IX. Also, the four-

room house was first introduced at Tel Sera in Stratum VIII, and became the 

characteristic dwelling of this phase and of the following Stratum VII.182 The phase at 

Gerar corresponding to Tel Sera VIII would now be Stratum B1, which is dated to the 

Iron Age I/II transition period, and which witnessed the apparent partial building of a 

massive mud-brick defence wall designed to protect the settlement.183 The very high 

percentage of Philistine pottery (exceeding 25%) in the ceramic assemblage of the 

preceding Strata B4-2 is compatible with the biblical description of Gerar as a 

Philistine town at that particular time.184 Whether Stratum B1 was built by Asa, or by 

the Philistines from nearby Gaza following the withdrawal of Judahite forces from 

Gerar, must await further excavation at the site, and which may help clarify the 

situation. However, the fact that the mud-brick wall was apparently only partially 

built could well indicate that Judah was unable to maintain control of Gerar long 

enough to complete construction of the wall; preferring instead to withdraw as far as 

Tel Sera, which occupies a strategic position on the main road from the coastal plain 

inland to the Shephelah (see further below). 

 Admittedly, the above scenario would date the founding of Lachish V to the late 

Iron Age IB period, whereas this town is conventionally dated on ceramic evidence to 

the early Iron Age IIA period.185 However, this discrepancy might be explained by the 

fact that in Table K(2), Lachish V would have ended in destruction at approximately 

the same time as the Iron Age IIA Megiddo VA-IVB destruction horizon, thereby 

permitting the Iron IIA ceramic characteristics of this settlement to predominate in 

contrast to any earlier Iron IB presence. 

                                                           
181 Oren (1993b:580). 
182 Oren (1993a:1331-32). 
183 Oren (1993b:583). 
184 See Oren (1993b:582) for details of the pottery composition at Tel Haror. 
185 Mazar (2005:24). 
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2:8.2 Beersheba, Tel Masos and Arad   

The Iron Age I period at Beersheba comprises four strata (IX-VI). Stratum IX was a 

simple settlement characterised by pits cut into bedrock, and which is dated to the 

second half of the twelfth century CC. While there was little change in Stratum VIII, 

this phase witnessed the appearance of the first house, the plan of which is considered 

the prototype of the four-room house. Stratum VIII was abandoned, but not violently 

destroyed. In Stratum VII the settlement pattern changed: there is now evidence of 

town planning, and the houses, still of the four-room type, were built in a circular 

pattern around the edge of the mound, and with the external walls facing outwards to 

provide a secure enclosure.186 In Stratum VI the settlement pattern changed again, 

reverting to an open-plan without any signs of a defensive wall. This phase also 

witnessed the introduction of the ‘three-room house’ dwelling for the first time at 

Beersheba. Meanwhile, there are four strata (V-II) belonging to the Iron Age II 

period, each of which ended in destruction: the town was fully fortified in Stratum V, 

and grew to cover the whole area of the summit; a casemate wall was built in Stratum 

III atop an earlier solid wall belonging to Stratum IV; and finally, Stratum II was 

destroyed in a violent conflagration at the end of the eighth century BC, again about 

the time of Sennacherib’s 701 BC campaign (see Table K(2)).187 

 The stratigraphic phases of Tel Arad are noticeably similar to those at Beersheba 

during Iron Age II. Following the village-like settlement (Stratum XII) of Iron Age I, 

there are four clearly defined Iron Age II strata at Arad (XI-VIII), all of which 

suffered destruction events: a casemate wall protected the earliest fortress of Stratum 

XI, which also featured projecting towers at each corner and two further towers on 

each side; meanwhile, the fortress of Stratum X is quite different, and is characterised 

by a solid wall with small insets at regular intervals of 9-10 m; Stratum IX seems to 

have been destroyed in the late eighth century BC, possibly about the time king Rezin 

of Aram and king Pekah of Israel were at war with Judah; and finally, the destruction 

of Arad VIII has been synchronised with the end of Lachish III and Beersheba II, and 

is ascribed to the campaign of Sennacherib in 701 BC.188 

                                                           
186 Herzog (1993:168-69). 
187 Herzog (1993:170-71). 
188 Aharoni (1993:82). 
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 Iron Age I How, then, can these stratigraphical phases at Beersheba and Arad be 

interpreted in light of Chronology A-E? I have previously argued that Shoshenq I’s 

Palestinian campaign was the cause of the destruction horizon separating Iron Age I 

from II; a position that is consistent with the growing consensus that the ‘Great Arad’ 

mentioned in Shoshenq’s topographical list should be identified with the Iron Age I 

settlement of Tel Arad Stratum XII.189 Furthermore, the stratigraphical profile of Iron 

Age I Beersheba VII-VI can now be seen as compatible with my earlier findings 

regarding the construction of Lachish V and Tel Sera VIII by Rehoboam and Asa 

respectively. Beersheba VII has town planning and a defensive system formed by the 

external walls of houses running along the perimeter of the site, and Lachish V seems 

to have been similarly endowed. Also, the four-room house appears as the dominant 

habitation type in Beersheba VII, as it also does at Tel Sera VIII. I would ascribe this 

architectural correspondence to the newly arrived Judahite administration at these two 

towns; unfortunately, the state of preservation of the Lachish V remains does not 

allow the type of house used by the inhabitants to be clearly defined. Furthermore, I 

would explain the change in settlement pattern between Beersheba VII and VI, with 

its reversion to an unfortified or ‘open’ town, in terms of Asa’s conquest of Gerar 

(above). Having taken control of the Nahal Besor Valley, at least inland from Tel 

Sera, if not also from Gerar, then Beersheba would no longer have been a town on 

Judah’s border, thereby diminishing the threat of hostile attack from neighbouring 

enemies. The introduction of the three-room house in Beersheba VI might also be 

connected with the expansion of Judah’s frontiers at this time, and with peoples 

previously living in the Philistine area surrounding Gerar now possibly brought within 

Asa’s kingdom. 

 Meanwhile, the Iron Age I period at Tell Masos begins with Stratum IIIB, which 

only shows signs of semi-nomadic occupation and the presence of huts. However, 

Stratum IIIA witnessed the building of a fortress-like structure in the Canaanite-

Egyptian tradition.190 Following the destruction of Stratum III, a larger settlement was 

constructed on the mound in Stratum IIB. This phase is characterised by the apparent 

construction of a ring of houses around the edge of the mound, and also the 

                                                           
189 See Mazar (2005:19) with further references. 
190 See Singer (1988:2) on the importance of the Nahal Besor Valley as part of Egypt’s road system 

connecting to the Jordan Valley region. 
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widespread appearance of the four-room house type.191 These architectural features of 

Stratum II are very reminiscent of Lachish V, with its apparent defensive ring of 

houses along the perimeter of the mound, and with Beersheba VII, featuring both this 

type of defensive system as well as the four-room house (see above). Arad XII also 

appears to have had this same defensive ring of houses.192 I would therefore propose 

that the foundation of Tell Masos IIB, and possibly Arad XII, along with Beersheba 

VII and Lachish V (above), be assigned to the reign of Rehoboam, and that it was he 

who was responsible for this distinctive form of defence system, and for the 

introduction of the four-room house as the characteristic dwelling structure at these 

sites. 

 This scenario would further allow one to assign the destruction of Tell Masos 

Stratum IIIA to Ramesses IX/Shishak. Meanwhile, the hiatus between Beersheba VIII 

and VII could also be the result of Ramesses IX’s campaign, with the town’s 

inhabitants either fleeing before the advancing army, or else removed as captives to 

Egypt. Lachish and Tel Sera would have both been abandoned at this time and are 

therefore devoid of any destruction layer or sign of political upheaval (see Table 

K(2)). Furthermore, the construction of the Canaanite-Egyptian ‘fortress’ of Tell 

Masos Stratum IIIA is now suitably stratified to belong to the period immediately 

following Ramesses VI’s campaign. Presumably the inhabitants of Stratum IIIA, 

whether Canaanite or Israelite, had shifted their allegiance away from Egypt by the 

time of Ramesses IX/Shishak’s campaign; a scenario that is compatible with the OT 

account of the general level of hostility between Shishak and Solomon during the later 

years of the Israelite king. 

 Iron Age II   The construction of the Iron Age II fortified towns of Arad XI and 

Beersheba V must now have begun following Shoshenq’s campaign. And, indeed, 

Jehoshaphat, Shoshenq’s presently argued contemporary in 875 AC, is reputed to 

have built fortresses and garrison towns throughout Judah (2 Ch. 17:12). And if 

Jehoshaphat was responsible for the construction of Beersheba V and Arad XI, and 

Sennacherib was responsible for the destruction of Beersheba II and Arad VIII, then, 

we are left with a limited number of plausible causes capable of explaining the three 

intervening destruction horizons comprising Beersheba V-III and Arad XI-IX. 

                                                           
191 Kempinski (1993:986/7). 
192 Herzog (2002:19). 
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Moreover, the stratigraphic similarity between the Iron Age II strata at Beersheba and 

Arad, combined with their geographic proximity, are surely such that they can 

provisionally be considered as parallel strata, each suffering the same general political 

and military fate as its neighbour. Furthermore, the location of Tell Masos, situated 

directly between Beersheba and Arad, should mean that this site could not have 

avoided the same general political fate of its two close neighbours. Importantly, then, 

it has recently been argued that the destruction of Megiddo VIA may have (shortly) 

preceded that of Tell Masos II.193 According to Table K, where Shoshenq I is the 

destroyer of the last Iron Age I settlement of Megiddo VIA, this finding, if correct, 

would indicate that the earliest Iron Age II destruction horizon in the Beersheba 

Valley – i.e., Tell Masos IIA, Arad XI and Beersheba V – occurred not too long after 

Shoshenq’s campaign of 875 AC. 

 One potential cause for a contemporaneous destruction of these three settlements 

would be the reported invasion of Judah from Edom that took place during the reign 

of Jehoshaphat, and which extended north beyond En gedi to the area of Tekoa (2 Ch 

20:2, 20). It is easy to imagine that this invading force from Ammon, Moab and Edom 

had ravaged the settlements in the Beersheba Valley prior to its reversal of fortune in 

the wilderness of Tekoa, a view compatible with the great amount of spoil the 

invaders had reportedly already collected by that time (2 Ch 20:20-25). Furthermore, I 

believe that the most likely date for this invasion was following the unsuccessful 

campaign against Moab by Joram of Israel, Jehoshaphat and the unidentified ruler of 

Edom (2 Kgs 3:4-9), and which I argued in Appendix 1:1.2 occurred at the beginning 

of Joram’s reign in 854 AC, that is, just two years prior to Jehoshaphat’s death. And, 

interestingly, Assyrian-Edomite pottery first appears at Arad in the following Stratum 

X.194 Also, the duration of Arad XI (and Beersheba V) would now amount to a period 

of only some twenty years (c. 875-854 AC), a finding which is consistent with the 

very close resemblance between the pottery assemblages from Arad Strata XII and 

XI.195  

 The next (biblically recorded) opportunity for widespread destruction in the 

Beersheba Valley, and in southern Palestine in general, was the campaign of Hazael, 
                                                           
193 Finkelstein (2002a:120). 
194 See Singer-Avitz (2002:162). Cf. Beit Arieh (1995:33-34) who dates the presence of Edomite 

material in Judean sites as only beginning in the second half of the 7th century BC. 
195 Zimhoni (1985:86). 
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king of Aram Damascus, during the reign of Jehoash of Judah. Hazael reputedly 

captured Gath, one of the Philistine pentapolis situated to the south of Ashdod,196 

after which he prepared to attack Jerusalem, only to be bought-off by Jehoash (2 Kgs 

12:17-19). While the date of this campaign is unspecified, Hazael is reported to have 

oppressed Israel ‘throughout the lifetime of Jehoahaz’ (2 Kgs 13:22). Adopting the 

not unreasonable assumption that Hazael attacked Israel concurrent with the transition 

of kingship from Jehu to Jehoahaz, this campaign would be dated to c. 815 AC in 

Table H. The consequences of such a campaign, and during which the Aramean army 

would necessarily have traversed Palestine from north to south, cannot but have left a 

definite signal in the archaeological record. If the destruction of Beersheba V and 

Arad XI have been correctly synchronised with the Edomite invasion c. 854 AC 

(above), then, the campaign of Hazael c. 815 AC would be suitably dated to account 

for the destruction of Beersheba IV and Arad X. While there is no certainty that 

Hazael would have attacked Beersheba and Arad at that time, his capture of Gath, 

combined with the war waged against Jehoash, could readily have led to his return-

route to Damascus having taken him south, via the Beersheba Valley and around the 

southern end of the Dead Sea, before proceeding north through Edom, Moab and 

Amon; particularly as he had already captured territory east of the Jordan at least as 

far south as the northern border of Moab during the earlier reign of Jehu (2 Kgs 

10:32-33). 

 Two further sites that would have lain directly on this proposed return-route taken 

by Hazael are Tel Sera and Tel Malhata. Tel Sera VII was destroyed about the end of 

the 9th century CC,197 which is consistent with an 815 AC date. Meanwhile, Tel 

Masos Stratum I, which followed the above-proposed Edomite destruction of Stratum 

II, was short-lived and soon abandoned, its inhabitants apparently moving to the 

nearby settlement of Tel Malhata. Subsequently, Period C of the massive walled city 

of Tel Malhata was destroyed in a violent conflagration.198 The overcoming of such 

an impressive fortification system as Tel Malhata Period C might suggest the actions 

of a very well organised and determined enemy intent upon conquest, rather than an 

opportunistic razia by marauding bands. One might therefore also provisionally date 

                                                           
196 Gath is generally associated with Tel Zafit; cf. Halpern (1996:56). 
197 See Oren (1993a:1331-32) for details. 
198 See Kochavi (1993b:935). 
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these two further destruction events to Hazael’s campaign. 

 In order for Hazael to have reached Gath he must first have passed by, or close to, 

Tell Qasile, Gezer, Tel Miqne-Ekron and Ashdod. One might therefore expect to see 

signs of this Aramean campaign at one or more of these sites. Gezer Phase 6B, in 

Field II, showed only limited signs of destruction in the Gate area, whereas the break 

ending Phase 6A was more pronounced, and it was followed by a new architectural 

horizon in Phase 5B.199 Either of these two destruction events might be associated 

with Hazael’s 815 AC campaign. Furthermore, according to Ussishkin, Ashdod IX is 

characterised by a massive city wall and four-entry gate similar to, but later than, the 

gate built at Gezer in Stratum VIII.200 If Hazael had destroyed Ashdod Stratum X, this 

stratigraphic arrangement (see Table K(1)) might help explain the sudden appearance 

of this characteristic four-entry gate in Ashdod IX, since I argued in Appendix 2:6.1 

that this architectural innovation originated with the Arameans, and was only 

subsequently introduced into Israel by Ahab. If Hazael’s hegemony over Israel-Judah 

also extended to the coastal plain, then cities such as Ashdod could have become 

Aramean vassals at that time, and therefore have been directly influenced by Aramean 

architectural techniques. This scenario would also allow one to correlate the later 

destruction of Ashdod Stratum IX with the biblical report that king Uzziah of Judah 

fought the Philistines, after which he demolished the walls of Ashdod and 

settled/occupied various other towns in the nearby area (2 Ch 26:6).  

 We are now left with the final destruction horizon at Beersheba (Stratum III) and 

Arad (Stratum IX) prior to Sennacherib’s 701 BC campaign. The one recorded event 

that is both chronologically and geographically able to account for this destruction is 

the Philistine attack on the Negeb of Judah, and the associated Edomite incursions, 

both during the reign of Ahaz (2 Ch. 28:17; cf. 2 Kgs 16:5-6), whose accession is 

dated to 731 AC in Table H. The apparent dismantling of the temple – and not just 

altar (cf. 2 Ch 28:24-25; 2 Kgs 16:10-18) – of Beersheba III, and the use of this space 

as a wine cellar in Stratum II, combined with the complete absence of the typical late 

8th century BC lamelekh jars,201 might indicate that Beersheba was captured at that 

time, despite the fact that this settlement is not mentioned amongst the Negeb towns 

                                                           
199 Gezer II, 68. 
200 Ussishkin (1990:82).  
201 Herzog (1993:172). 
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captured and occupied by the Philistines during Ahaz’s reign. 

 Finally, I now wish to return to Lachish in order to suggest approximate dates for 

Strata V and IV. The most defining architectural characteristic of Stratum IV is the 

appearance of the four-entry gateway and solid wall defensive system. I argued in 

Appendix 2:6.1 that this fortification system was invented in Syria to counteract the 

siege-warfare tactics of the Neo-Assyrians; and that it was introduced to Hazor by 

Ben-hadad I, and subsequently to Israel by Ahab at Megiddo IVA and Gezer VIII 

following this king’s participation at the battle of Qarqar in 853 BC. Ahab’s alliance 

with Ben-hadad II therefore sets the earliest date for the introduction of this 

fortification system into Judah. Furthermore, the close political and military alliance 

that existed between Israel and Judah would presumably have come to an end with the 

murder of Ahaziah of Judah and Joram of Israel by Jehu, c. 843/2 AC. This short 

twelve-year window of opportunity (853-842 AC) might therefore present the most 

likely period for the start of Lachish IV, and therefore for the end of Stratum V.  

 There are two biblically recorded incidents that occurred at just this time which 

might now be linked with the destruction of Stratum V. The first event is associated 

with the previously discussed ‘Edomite’ attack on Judah during the reign of 

Jehoshaphat c. 854 AC; and the second, another serious invasion that occurred only a 

few years later during the reign of Jehoram (852-844 AC in Table H), Jehoshaphat’s 

son, when Philistines and Arabs appear to have devastated Judah as far as Jerusalem 

(2 Ch 21:16-17). This brief date-range is consistent with: the characteristic Iron Age II 

red-slip and hand-burnished pottery which was found in the Lachish Stratum V 

destruction debris;202 and with the historical template established in Appendix 2:1.1, 

where I argued that Shoshenq I would not have attacked any city/town then belonging 

to his ally/vassal Jehoshaphat, thereby allowing Stratum V to have survived unscathed 

from its foundation by Rehoboam. This date for the destruction of Stratum V would 

also allow the end of the large fortified city of Stratum IV to be associated with 

Hazael’s 815 AC campaign, and which I proposed above was probably responsible for 

a swathe of destruction along the coastal plain and throughout the Nahal Besor Valley 

(see Table K). 

                                                           
202 Ussishkin (1978:92, 2004:412). 
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Conclusion 

The purpose of Appendix 2, as pointed out in the introduction, has been to test the 

efficacy of Chronology A-E in interpreting the complex archaeology of Iron Age 

Canaan/Palestine. By lowering the conventional LBA dates by some 200 years in 

Chronology A-E, this would place the Israelite United Kingdom under Saul, David 

and Solomon during the relatively well-documented Egyptian 20th Dynasty, rather 

than, as currently held, during the textually impoverished 21st (Tanite) Dynasty. And 

by combining historical and OT evidence within this alternate chronological 

paradigm, I have been able to identify three major Iron Age I Egyptian campaigns into 

the heart of Canaan/Palestine, and which I argue resulted in widespread destruction 

horizons: the first by Ramesses VI, who I argue was the destroyer of Gezer and 

father-in-law of Solomon (1 Kgs 3:1; 9:16); the second by Ramesses IX, who I argue 

was the biblical Pharaoh Shishak who carried off the treasures of the Jerusalem 

Temple in Year 5 of Rehoboam (1 Kgs 14:25-26); and the third by Shoshenq I, who I 

argue brought the Iron Age I period to an end when he campaigned throughout 

Palestine in Year 6 of king Omri of Israel.  

 This historical hypothesis, if correct, should further mean that Iron Age IIA and 

IIB strata must now be confined between Year 6 of king Omri (875 AC) and the 

destruction horizons credited to the Assyrian campaigns of the second half of the 8th 

century BC. The OT reports various military encounters between Israel-Judah and its 

neighbours during this period. Therefore, by knowing more or less precisely the 

chronological overlap between this biblical evidence and the corresponding 

archaeological record, as detailed in Table K, I have been able to propose specific 

archaeo-historical synchronisms for the Iron Age IIA-IIB period.  

  Archaeologists working in the area of Syro-Palestinian archaeology have at their 

fingertips the necessary evidence to test the provisional archaeo-historical template 

presented in Appendix 2, and as detailed in Table K. If Chronology A-E is accurate, 

as I maintain, then any placement of the extant archaeological data within this new 

historical chronology should result in a quantum improvement in one’s understanding 

of this data. Conversely, if the conventional chronology is more or less accurate, then, 

any attempt to use Chronology A-E to interpret this archaeological data cannot but 

result in a totally incomprehensible outcome. I therefore leave it to specialists in the 

archaeology of this region to decide: first and foremost, whether or not the findings of 

 453



 

 454

Appendix 2 are compatible with the available archaeological evidence; and second, 

whether or not Appendix 2 has anything useful to offer such specialists in helping 

make sense of their archaeological field research.     
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