Paper #4 Babylonian Dynastic HistogyAn Overview
This paper hathree objectives alphabetized below

A) In our previous papef#3)weclaimed(i 2 K| @S thé &iSBngeS RE|{ Ay 3 2 F | & a dzN
YIEYSR | aKdzNUzo I £ £ A G X & 32 isaiddrd yhe year 63 B.Qracsélyi S Ny K
where and when we had previously conjectured his existéheen Volumethree of our

Displaced Dynasties ser)ed he proof of the existence of our king Ashuruballit was derived via

an analysis of two key documexntan Assyrian tablet (plus two fragmenrgsgjitled the
G{8YyOKNRYAAGAO | A&ali2NBE | YR | Actbhabyptie2 y ALy G 0f
{@YOKNRYAAGAO | Aal2NE g a A hdvthdzRaSitonalbiskory | NRA f &
understands K SAsliuruballit inciderde & Aelinkerpiigtition provided byhe Chronicle P

Our proof of the existence of a #@entury Ashuruballivas derived entirely fronthe text of

the Chronicle P.What we failed to dan that earlier paperan omission we aw intend to

correct, is to explain howhe Chronicle P, especially it§ 4olumn, has beealtered and

misinterpretedby Assyriologists and ancient historians ald@as to make this document

conform to the traditional history. We began that procassur earlier analysidyut the issue

needs to be raised again, this time with emphasis on thectumn.

B) The analysis of the previous padsoresulted in achart showing multiple timelines, one
each forthe kings of Egypt, Assyria, Hatti, and Kad€3abylonia from the yea@50 B.C. to the
8SIFNIynn . & ¢ dnétHe Sarli€ papeizNIBatchbart, 2egroduded@nShe v T
following pageas our Figure 1, provided visual confirmation of close to a dozen synchronisms
between these nationswhich served to strengtheaur claim b have correctly positionethe
Amarnaking Ashuruballit. It follows that the more wiengthenthose timelines, the greater the
assurance that our kings are correctly positioned. This paper therefore interggytothis
lengtheningprocess byextendngthe four timelinesforward throughto the year 714 B.Cthe
yearwhen the 3¢ dynasty of Babylon ended.

C) Since ultimately we intend to rewrite Babylonian history back at least as far as the beginning

of the Itdynasty, we need to discuss the pros and cons of two important documents which

feature prominently in all scholarly discussion relating to the history of ancient Babylon. We
NEFSNI aLISOAFAOFE @ (2 GKS a. I 0&f 2/yKANRYY AYOMYSE & A
Included in our discussion will be comment on changes that are currently taking place within

GKS aO0OK2fI NI & O2YYdzyAdGe 2y G2LAOCA adzOK a w20
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ignoring the immediate ancestors of Kadashntanlil I, and leapfrogging back in time to the

beginning of the B (Kassite) dynasty. Fortunately, thanks to the Babylonian King List A, we are

able to identify quite precsdy, the date of the initial Kassite invasion of Babylonia, and provide

reliable dates for the initial kings of thé&?3lynasty.

We meet these three objectives in the order listed.



Figure 11Revised Histolimeline showing the kings of Egypt, AssyHatti,

and KassiteBabylonian the time frame 956300 B.C.
(Reproduced from Figure 3 on page 27 of PapewitB Kurigalzu 1 added
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A. Analysis of the Synchronistic History and the Chronicle tPabijtional
historians

The Figure 1 timelinshown above which resulted from our analysis of tl&hronicle Phas its
counterpart in the traditional historydepicted on the following page as deigure 2. As we
explained in tie earlier paperthe only changaecessaryo transform Figure 1 into Fige 2
was the increase of all datesm the Egyptian, Hittite, and Babylonian timelirgs
approximately 430 years, and the replacemehthe 10"/9"" centurysectionof the Assyrian
timeline with an earlier14"/13™ centurysection thisin orderto synchronizethe Assyrian
timeline with the otheralteredtimelines

In altering our Figure b produce Figure %ve have made some cosmetic chang@she

Egyptian timeline in order to more accurately represent the consensus view"cfrz 2 Bt

century Egyplogists. Thus we adjusted reign lengths slightly to reflect the current scholarly
consensus that the reigns of Amenhotep Ill and Akhenaton did not overlap, and that the reign
of Seti | was relatively short, certainly not the nearly 30 years we haignasisto this king. But
we have left the relative chronology of the Hittite Empire intact, simply because there appears
to be no scholarly consensus on whigre reign of Suppiluliumasbegan norhow long it



lasted, and because opinion variestbe reign lengths of several ber Hittite kings.
Regardless, these changes, or the lack of them, are really not at issue here. This paper is
concerned onlyith the placement of the Kassite kings in relation to the Assyrian timeline.

Figure2: TraditionalHistoryTimeline showing the kings of Egypt, Assyria, Hatti,
and KassiteBabylonian the time framel400-1250 B.C.
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It is important that the reader understands the significance of the Figure 2 chart. It represents
how 20" and 2Bt century scholars aweive the history of the Ancient Near East as that history
unfolded in the 14 - mid-12" centuries B.C. Thousands, if not hundreds of thousands of books
and journal articles have been written outlining this history, making minute changes to these
timelines, analyzing iexcruciatingdetail every newly discovered tablet, or inscribed artifact,

but alwaysinterpreting these discoveries in relation tois basic temporal framework. To these
scholarseven minor changem this outlineare met with extremeskepticismand fierce debate

The notion thathree of the four timelines depicted are in error by well over 400 years would
not even be entertained. We understand this mindset completely.

When we suggest, as we did in o'ff Baper, that the Babylonia KA A G2 NE A& a2 dzi
the Assyrian timeline by roughly 430 years, an opinion based entirely on our interpretation of
the Chronicle P, we are not surprised that Assyrian schblarealtered that documentin

order to mantain their Figure 2 comption of history. Our 10century positioning of

Ashuruballit would everhave been entertained, even as a passing thoudgut since these

same scholars write the textbooks, and fill the internet with their biased interpretation of
Babylonian historywe sense the need to at least inform our readprscisely how they have
interpreted the 4" column of the Chronicle P, the key section of that document. It is absolutely



incredible how often the Chronicle P is cited in support of the traditional Asskirsdory,
especially considering the fact that not a single name of an Assyrian king in the entire document
is consistent with that history.

Since the following discussion is entirely related to the Assyrian and Babylonia timelines in our
Figure 2, weeproduce just those two timelines in greater detail in yet a third figowe Figure

3 below) extendng themin thisinstanceto include the eleven Kassite kings who follow
Kadashmastnlil Il, thus paving the way for meeting the second oftbtee objedives.

Figure3: The Kassite kings of th& 8ynasty of Babylon in the time franigt00-1155B.C.
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Kings of Assyria & Kassite Babylonia (3rd Dynasty of Babylon) in the time frame 1374-1155

according to the traditional history.
(based on the "Chronology of the Kassite Dynasty" table provided by J.A. Brinkman
in Materials and Studies for Kassite History Vol. 1, (1976), p. 31)
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As siggesed above, his diagram will serve multiple purposéescluding acting as a springboard

to our later discussion of thecentury Kassite kije However, in this sections primary

purpose is ¢ illustrate the flaved interpretation2 ¥ (1 K S & /hiktdigaythe Gand® oft €

20" and 2Ft century scholarsadiscussiomecessary as aadjunct to the positive

interpretation of that documentprovided in our third paper.Later stillthe Figure 3will serve

to assist our discussionafK S & . 6@ f 2y Al v Afsrigrde VOB NR YV A a G ¥ @
and the related descriptionf the process by which thBabylonian history of the Kasskengs
hasbecome displaced in time lwell over four hundred yearsAndin that final section as well

ameN



we will usethis samediagram, minus the names of the Kassite kjradlsof whom arevrongly
positioned in this time frame,saa template on which to lggn reconstructing the first 150 years
of the Kassite Dynasty.

Having said all that, we turn our attention to the relevant 8ioé the Chraicle P, itemized
below in our &ble 1. We have highlighted the key names.

Table 1:Relevant lines ahe Chronite P

Column 1 (lines-34) 22' He slaughtered his soldiers and captured hig
pU YI RRIONWDISS az2y 2F YI officers.
Muballitat-serua,
cU GKS R dzBHalit A NdngRoF Assyria 23'NaziY NHzGi G O &2y 2F d
ordered[7] the overthrow of the Suteans 24' king of Assyriain [...].
7' from the east to west, and annihilated their Lacuna
extensive forces.
8HeNBAY F2NOSR GKS T2NI Beginning of Column 4 (linesl1)
He dug wells and 1'7..]
9' settled people on fertile lands to strengthen th 2'[...] he threw iron bands and [...] [3]
guard. Afterwards 3'[...] Tukulti-Ninurta returned to Babylon and
10" the Kassite people rebelled against him and 4' brought [...Jnear. He destroyed the wall of
1Attt SR KAY® ~dz A3l O Babylon and put[5] the Babylonians to the swor
11' the son of a nobody,[3] they appointed 5' He took out the property of the Esagila and
A2QOSNBAIYy 2dBaNg (§KSY D Babylon amid the booty. The statue of the great
MHU 1TAYy3 2F 'daeNAI X lord Marduk
I Sy 3S YHarRe, is\daughter's son, and 6' he removed from his dwellinglace and sent
MmoU ~dzl A3l O GKS Yl aa him to Assyria.
mn4d KS {-aballit SifKdrigalzO, Sairhif 7'Helddzi KAa 3I20SNYy2NB®C
Y I R Gh¥rbeyon his father's throne. years, TukultNinurta
yd O2yGNBftftSR YI NRdzyA
End of Column 3 (lineg0-24) 2FFAOSNA 2F YI NRdzyAl O
9' put AdadO dz¥dzO deNils father's throne,
20' He went to conqueAdad-nirari, king of 10'! O Gradithpli, son of that TukulNinurta
Assyria. who hal[9] carried criminal designs against
21' He did battle against him at Sugaga, which i Babylon, and the officers of Assyria rebelled
on the Tigris, and brought about his defeat. against TukultNinurta,
11' removed him from the throne, shut him up ir|
KarTukultiNinurta and killed him.

We do not intend to rpeatour previousanalysisof this domment, that which Ie to our

10M/9t™ century positioning of these event3he reader can peruse our third paper to evaluate
the argumentNor do we intend to refegnce the Synchronistic History again, a document

which we readily admit is absolutely costeint with the traditional history depicted in Figure 3.

In our final section we will explain what circumstances led to the creation of this document, and
why it should bagnored Ourintent hereis narrowly focused on how the traditional history



hastreatedthetext2 ¥ G KS / KNRBYAOfS t |yR aidz2Ny& |
accompanyits interpretation, allin orderto defenda grosshdistortedtimeline for Egypt, Hatti
and Babylonia

Therelevant Chronicle Eext appears to feature gt two military battles, one pitting Kurigalzu
againstan Assyrian king Adadirari, anda second one featuring Nalglaruttashfighting

against a king TukuiNlinurta,who is ultimately assassinated by his son and successor-Ashur
nasirapli (Ashurnasirgl). A quick glance at our Figure 3 leaves us perplexeour Figure 3
there is no king Adadirari contemporary with Kurigalzu Il, and there isking TukultiNinurta
opposte NaziMarrutash. The first difficulty was dealt with efficientlyy schdars. The name
of Adadnirari was simply changed to Enlirari. The secondifficulty was more problematic.
The solution waso assume thathe description of thebattle which features Naavlaruttash,
which occupiseight linesof textin the Synchroistic Historynarrative, is over and done with in
the two damaged lines at the end of t18# column. By the time thecuneiformtext becomes
legiblein the second line of thetcolumn, an entirely new battle hdmenengaged and won
by TukultiNinurta. The typical four or five line introduction tsuchbattles hasapparently

been contained in a single line, unfortunately illegilaied someone, presumably theaknown
opponent of TukultNinurta, has beenlefeated,taken captiveand put in irons. Thbalance of
the 4" column, which islmost wholly intacttakes up the story of TukuiNinurta, his follow

up attack on the city of Babylon, the symbolic removal of the statue of Mardulsehen year

6f Ay

governance of Babylonia, a rebellion led by his ssimufbanipal, followed bfukultib A y dzNIi I Q &

arrest,incarcerationand summary execution. There the story ends.

Fourquestions immediately surfacel) Who is the Assyrian king TukiNinurta, father of
Ashurnasirpal, who stars in this new vignette?Ag3 who was his opponent? Hpw does

this document condense an 8 line story about a battle fought by-Maruttash into two lines

of text (column 3, line&3, 24)?and 4)How does this document confine the battle between
TukultiNinurta and his unkn@n opponent, including the introduction of the participants, the
location of the battle, the outcome of the battle and the capture of the Babylonian opponent,
data which normally occupies four or five lines of text, into a singl@ \ivile answer these four
guestionsin the order cited, and use the opportunity to voice our objections.

Questionl: The answer to théirst question is predictableOnly two Assyrian kings named
TukultiNinurta are known to history Tukult-Ninurta Iwho ruled Assyria in theears 1243
1207 B.C. and was succeeded spa namedAshurnadinapli, and TukultNinurta I, who
ruled Assyria in the yeaB91-894 and was succeeded by a son hamed Aslsirapli
(Ashurnasirpal) Of the two possibilities only Tukuliinurtall had asonand successawith the
correct name. Unfortunatelythat king could not even be consideregl scholars. His name is
not even mentionedn the literaturerelatedto the Chronicle PWe are not surprisedIf any
scholar were to suggest ¢ the 4" column is referencing Tukulinurta llhe/she would be

ostracized by theacademic community. As we have already shown, interpreting the Chronicle

P at face value immediately causes the timelines of Babylonia, Hatti, and Egypidde



14M-12 century eventsmustmove to the 18-8" centuries. Tens of thousands of books and
journal articlesbecome instantly obsolete, careers and reputati@ame destroyed,damagedpr

at minimum depreciatednot to mention the scores of bruised egmsthe acadend world

Even if theChronicle Rext hadadditionallyreferred to TukultiNinurta as the son of Adad

Nirari and the grandson of Ashilxan, scholars would find a way to discount the evidence. The
traditional history is a sacred cow. It must not be tamgzewith. Consequently20" century
scholarssimplychangedhe name of Tukultb A y dzNJi | Q& anasjfapfFtoiZEshiy | & K dzNJ
nadinrapli. After all, the two names resemble each other, at least in English translation, though
not so much in the Assyriamiigeiform text.

Theidentification ofthe TukultiNinurta named in the % column of theChronicle RaisTukulti
Ninurtal has not come without costNot only were two name changes made to the@hicle P
text, a procedure which does not instill confidencehe integrity of the community of scholars
who made themand continue to defend thenput now the Chronicle P material is out of order.
These ancient Chroniclesvaysarrange their materials so that the older vignettes precéue
accounts of incidets that are more recent. B now, were we tescanfurther down in the &
columnof the Chronicle Rve would read about two invasions of Babylonia by an Elamite king
named KidirHutran, who was powerful enough to depos&o Babyloniarkings, Enkhadin
shumi (1224)and Adadshumaiddina (12221217) both contemporary with TukulNinurta |
(12431207) Butthe 4" column text has already recounted the deathTafkultiNinurta lin

1207 B.C., and now the Chronicler is baekking at least a decade. $Hhdeviation from

custom might not upset the readers of this paper, but it has provoked comment from several
Assyriologists.

To make matters worsenomentarily we wilcomment on the facthat scholars have identified

the unnamedopponent of TukultiNinurta in the column 4 battlas king Kashtiliashu wWhose

reign ended in the year 1225 B.&.glance at the timelines in our Figure 3 (see pagbove)
informs us thathreekingsbearing the names Entliladinshumi, KadashmasHerbe and
Adadshumaiddina, two of whom were mentioned in the previous paragrapiere ruling
Babyloniahroughout theseven year stretcfollowing the demise of Kashtiliashu, tus

duringin which TukultiNinurtal was supposedlyling Babylonia, not through local kings, but
throughproxygovernors Assyrian scholars have spent gged filled volumes of journals with
articles,attempting to reason out what precisely is happening. They are somewhat comforted
08 (KS FFOO GKIFG GKS GKNXBS lpgicalg dere suwdeededdga/ Q
king Adadshumausur, who ruled Babylonia for 30 years (121687) The timing is close to
correct since this king begins his reign only 9 years after Tt+Nultirta (supposedly) defeated
Kashtiliashu. He is therefore idéfied asthe Adadshumausur who, according to thef™"

column of theChronicle Pwas placed on the throne in the southern part of Babylonia at the
veryend of Tukultb A Y dzNIi I Q& & S @S ythatcBuhtiyJ BRt2ordni iIsthé 2y 2 F
beginning othe reign of Adaeshumausurtwo years too latesince the seven year governance

of Babylonia by Tukuiilinurta | must have ended in 1218 (= 122B), but once again we have

a problem with the sequencing of names, even more severe thaindescribedn the previous

Qx



paragraph Theascendancy of Adashumausur isrecounted in verse 9 of column 4 (see
Table | on page 5). The naming of Exddlinshumi and Adaghumaiddina as kingdeposed

by the Elamite king KidiHutran is described later in thé"4olumn, on lines 14 and 16
respectively A dividing line is added to the cuneiform tablet between the between the two
sets of names (see discussioiithese dividing linesn page 11 below) indicatingpnclusively

that the Adadshumausur incident took plae prior to the Elamite invasion of Kidktutran.

Thus the beginning of the reign of Adadumausur must precede, not follow, the reigns of the
other three namel kings There is no escaping this conclusion if convention is being followed.
And how is itwe enquire further, that all the whileéhat TukultiNinurtal is supposedly

governing Babylonia through proxies, that two successful Elamite invasions of the country take
placesuccessfully andithout reprisal? The idea is beyond the comprehension of this author.
And these ardout a few of the chronological enigmas that have resulted from the identification
of the column 4 king asukultiNinurta 1.

All these difficulties and more will disappear once it is admitted thaffitlse dozen verses of
the 4" column of theChronick P is talking about a war betweéme 9" century kingNazi
Maruttash (at the time leading the army on behalf of Kuigalzu Il, and possHljlarowith that
king) and TukukNinurta I. Once the 18 centuryKassitekings supposedlycontemporary
with TukultiNinurta | are removed 40 years into the future, all of the conflictgll disappear.
The TukultiNinurta Il battle with NazMaruttash took place in théirst half of the9™ century
B.C.The kings Kashtiliashu IV, Enlldinshumi, Kadashmahlerbe, and Adaghumausur
ruled in succession in the middle of th& 8entury B.C. There exists a gap of over a century
betweenthe end of the Tukdi-Ninurta dialogue irverse 13 andhe beginning of the Kidin
Hutrininvasion accounts iverses 14-16 of the 4" column of the Chronicle Rt is strangehow
problems disappeawhen kings are restored tileir proper historical context.

Question2: And whodo scholars identify athe opponent of TukultiNinurta I?  Out of
necessity we have already supplied the answer, butgihestionwas easily answered in
antiquity and20™ and 2 centuryscholars have never been inulat. The TukuliNinurta Epic,
a voluminous literary composition, by far the largbtgrary document in the Assyrian archives,
describesalengthy battle between an Assyrian king TukMinurta and a Babylonian opponent
namedKashtiliashu. And in otiigure 3he reign ofkashtiliashu 1V (1232225) lies squarely in
the middle of the 36 year reign of TukdNinurta | (1243L207). Besidg other Assyrian
documents, including fragmentd@ the Synchronistic Historwhich containghe first two lines
of column 2of that document mentionsthis very same conflicor at least it gives that
appearance until we read the footnate

I MQF eNindeh, dahgipfAssyria, and] Kashtiliasu, king of Karduniash [6]
/| HQF wXB8 Ay 2Ly oliidfSo

Note 6: Onlythena® Y I Ol A £1215)(sdegilev Fhe name of his opponent is a conjecture, and the
ARSYGATFAOIGAZY 6AGK GKS F2d2NIK 1Ay3 Ottt SR YFHOGAEALO



Clearly themerementionin an Assyrian or Babylonian document of the nasheither

Kashtiliashu oTukultiNinurta doing battlds sufficientto conjure up memories of the Tukulti
Ninurta Epic in the minds of scribes and scholars alike, and the name of the missing party will
automaticallybe assumed.

It followsfrom the dates of the two kingthat Tukulti-Ninurta | must have defeated Kashtiliashu
IVand captured Babyloseveral decades after the beginning of his reigut the only existing
evidence that kingTukult-Ninurtawas ever in control of Babylon is an economic text dated to
the accessioryearof an Assyrian king bearing that nam&hat documentin and of itself, all

but provesthat TukultiNinurta I is not the king named in column 4 of the Chronicl&fd how

do scholars respond to that evidence? They cite the existence of the tekimake no further
comment.

The accession year document referred to in the previous paragraph actually suppoctaithe
madein our previous paper, that th€hronicle Rnvasion of Babylon took place shortly after

the beginning of the reign dhe Tukulti-Ninurtanamed in that documentand that, in view of

his assassination seven years later, the Chronicle P king only reigAssyrigor seven years.
Contrast that evidence with the known fact that TukaNiinurta | ruled Assyria for 37 years and
we should rest our caseBut give scholars credit. They do have the semblance of an answer.
According to them the incarceration of TukeMinurta in KafTukultiNinurta- asrecorded in
column 4, line 11 lasted for many years But thereis no eviénce that this was the case, and
the plain reading of the column 4 texddded to a dose of common sense, would seem to argue
that his assassination followed on the heels of his incarceration. Let the reader decide. And
why, we ask, would a lengthy incaration add to his regnal year total. Did he rule Assyria
from prison?

Andwe enquiref dzNJI KSNE R2Sa K SNnGtad 1K S8 OB @FNRA i3 di] dA
between a king TukuHNinurta and a king Kashtiliashu, necessarily argue that theTkikgltr
Ninurta Ifought a battle againgihe king Kashtiliashu IV, thereby providing scholars with an
antecedent invasion to explain the Chronicle P incident. Kashtilid¥sbuolyappears in the

Figure 3 diagrampposite TukultNinurta 1becausescholas haveassumedhat the

Ashuruballit in the column one narratia# the Chronicle B the Assyrian king Ashuruballit |,
son of EribaAdad. If that assumption is incorrect, ande assumenstead thatthe column one
Ashuruballit is our late F0century Asuruballit, then Kashtiliashu IV will disappear from the
Figure 3 timeline In fact all of the Babylonian kings nhamed in our Figure 3 will march forward
430 years into the future, where thangs from Kadashmalanlil | to Kadashmagnlil Iwill
reappearas in our Figure 1 timelinand their eleven successors, from Kudinlil to Enld
nadirtahi,including Kashtiliashu 1V and his three successorsrtadih-shumi,Kadashman

Harbe, andAdadshumaiddina, will fill an 8" century Kassite dynasty timelinéndas we will
demonstrate inthe concluding sectioof this paperthe Babylonian timeline in the Figure 3
diagram will befilled with new occupants, one of which, a king named Kashtiliaglou léss

likely Kashtiliashu IJIjvill occupy a position contemporary with TuktNianurta |
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Questions 3 & 4 For thesake of the reader, let me repeat the questions. Earlier we asked
concerning the columns 3 and 4 of the Chronicle P:

3) How does this document condense an 8 line story about a battle fought byvdazitash into two lines

of text (column 3, lines 23, 24 and 4) How does this document confine the battle between TuKirtirta
and his unknown opponent, including the introduction of the participants, the location of the battle, the
outcome of the battle and the capture of the Babylonian opponent, dat&ckwhormally occupies four or five
lines of text(at minimum) into a single line?

On both questionsur answercan be brief. There is not the slightest chance that the Nazi
Murattash incident could beoncluded in two lines of texhor that anallegedbattle between
TukultiNinurta | and Kashtiliash 1V, complete with outcome, could be introduced in a single line
(column 4, line 1), now missinglhis proposal is not scholarship, it is pure sophisty.

We have producedn the next pageasour Figures 4 a5, a photo and a line drawing of the

cuneiform text of the two columns in questiphothavailable online. The British Museum

photo of the Reverse of the Chronicle P tablet is available, andthe line art of the Assyrian

cuneiform text of all four columnwriginally publisheéhy Hugo Wincklerd ¢ SEG RS&§J / KNR2 Y
Altorientalische Forschungéh895), pp. 29803, is availabléere.

It seems incredible to this author thatétscenariodescribed abovevas ever proposed When

we read the Chronicle Ranslationof the last two lines of columB8 andthe initial line of

column4 (see above, Table 1 on p, &hd hear the proposdly scholarghat these tiree lines

are all that remains of thdescription of two mor battles one fought in the 14 centuryand

one in the 18 centuryB.C.we were highly skepticabut were put off bythe indication that

there was a LACUNA at the end of th&c®lumn indication that a large section of the tablet
was missing But fortune smiles, and we were able to find online photos of BM 92attd,
GSNBE R2dzofeé o6fSaasSR (2 FTAYR |l daA2 2Ay1fSNRa fA
Needlesgo say we looked in vain for the promised lacuna. There are indeed many damaged
lines of textin both columnsbut in the estimation of this authahere are no missing lines. In
the middle of the reverse of the tablethat which contains both the8and 4" columns ofthe
Chronicle Premnants of althe originallinescuneiform tex are visiblefrom the top to the

bottom of the tablet There is no indication that portions of the tablet below column three or
above column 4 have bken off. That suggestion appears todegshful thinking on the part

of scholarswho of necessitgannottolerate the suggestion thatlaziMaruttash, son of the
Babylonian king Kurigalzydhdan Assyrian kingamedTukultiNinurta, are contemporaries
andare engagedn battle with one another.


https://www.google.ca/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=6&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0CDcQFjAF&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.britishmuseum.org%2Fresearch%2Fcollection_online%2Fcollection_object_details.aspx%3FobjectId%3D356143%26partId%3D1%26searchText%3D92701%26view%3Dlist%26page%3D1&ei=vz6OVKXRM5GQyASayYCYDA&usg=AFQjCNFRi8vnyZtVw8Y_cgt7yNV46gpjhg
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Chronicle_P
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Figure 4:Photo of Columns 3 & 4 on the Reverse of BM 92701 (Chronicle P)

Chronicle P tablet BM 92701 (Reverse)
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Assuming thathere is no lacuna in the texthere isclear indicatiorthat the entire narrative,
beginning with the 23 line of the 3¢ column and ending with the 13verse of the # column,

is one complete vignette, not two. And sintbat single narrative ames the Babylonian Nazi
Maruttash and the Assyrian TukuNinurta, these must be the participants in the conflict. The
evidences found in the narrative dividers, horizontal lines produced by the stylus of the scribe
to separate thedistinct narratives in his composition. Both on the tablet itself, and on Hugo
Winkler@ line drawing, these lines are clearly visible, and | have editethlihet photo by
numbering the lines and inserting a horizontal stroke in the margin to indightre the
narrativedividers are to be seen on the photo. One is present just before line 23 of column 3
and one is present between lind8 and 14 of column 4. Hugo Winkleho examined the

actual tablet,could see no dividing line after line 24 ofwmn 3, even though the text of line

24 in places extends to the bottom of the tablet. The entire Méaniuttash/ TukultiNinurta Il
incident occupies 15 lines of text.

We now move on to the B section of this paper. dports, as the adage goes, the best offense
is a good defense. In papers such as this, the reverse is true. The best defense is a good
offense. Rather than fill volumes arguing against thé"3@™" century positioning of our mid to
late Kassite kingsye choose instead to prove that these kings belong to thHe-80 centuries.
We have already begun the process by positioning the Kassite kings Kadashhh&through

to Kadashma+Enlil llin our previous paper We now reposition the eleven successors of
KadashmarEnlilll and spend some time proving that they belong to tHec8ntury.

B.Kassite Successors of Kadash+kailil 1| Moved to the 8century.

Whenwe bagan our analysis of Babylonian history less than a month ago, we mistakenly
thought that the 36kings who & presumed to belong to the'8dynasty of Babylowere
positioned as they were via two sources, some because archaeologists have uneaethed
actual treaty documentand correspondence which link them $pecificEgyptian or Hittite

kings, and some beasse they are conclusively linked $pecificAssyrian kings in th2

millenium, where theseKassite kingare said to have lived. The Kassite kimglenging to the
first subgroup not only could, but must be movéd orderto maintain that synchronispmo
matter where ther contemporaryEgyptian and/or Hittite kings weme-positioned. On the

other hand Kassite kings belonging to the second subgroup must be lgfein2"d millenium
context,contemporary with their Assyrian counterpart While that analysis was logical, it was
mistaken, largely because this author haat bothered to look at a singldocument related to
specificBabylonian kings, other than the Synchronistic History (ABC 20) and the Chronicle P
(ABC 21). After all, we were loogifor a 16 century Ashuruballit. We had absolutely no
intention of beginning a restructuring of Babylonian dynastic history. But since our analysis of
the Chronicle P convinced us that tassite king Burnaburiash Il must be dated in the late 10
century, and that his immedite predecessors and successors fit perfectly in fM@%@entury
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of our revised historyil Kdza 2 LISy Ay 3 &2 GiD2 yaRIFI Y2 N&¥&E£¢6S3IAl vy
R S LJinvestigation of Babylonian history. And the first docunnere examined, the

Babylonian King List A, convinced this author, and will assuredly convince all readers of this
paper once we discuss that king list in the next secion of this paper, that moving one Kassite
king forward in time whatever the number ofgars,implies that all the Kassite kings must
move forward in time by tht same amount The Babylonian time line is not a construct that
has been tampered with by modern historianswésconstructed in antiquity as carefully as
was the Assyrian timel@ andlike the Assyrian king listsas been left intact and followed
dutifully by modern scholarslt differs from the Assyrian timeline in only one respect. The
Assyrian timeline was provided with anchor poititat allowed the relative dating ahe

Assyrian kings to be traftsmed into absolute datedargelyviasynchronisms with the firmly
dated kings of Israel. By the end of this section, at long last, walsdlhaveestablisted a link
between the Kassite timeline and the kings of Israel.

It is time to move the eleven Kassite kings from Ktigniil to Enlihadin-ahi to their rightful
place in history, filling the 100 year interval between the death of Kadaskemdihll and the
end of the 3 dynasty of Babylon. The result isglammed below in our Figure.

Figure6: Revised Histor§imeline showing the kings of Egypt, Assyria, Hatti,
and KassiteBabylonian the time frame814-714 B.C.
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To arrive at the dates for the successors of Kadashiald 1 (822814), we simply started with

his dates from our Figure 1, and used the reign length numbers for his descendents as recorded
on the Babylonian King List A to move forward in time to the end of the dynasty. In only one
instance did we alter the numbers of the King List A. FollowingrB&n we increased the
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reign length of KuduEnlil from 6 to 9 yearsNow, with our Kassite kings firmly entrenched in
their 8" century context, we look for synchronisms that will confirm that they have been
correctly positioned. And where else to betfian with our problematic Adaghumausur,
whose dates are now 77546 B.C.

Adadshumauser(775731)

I O0O2NRAY3I (2 (GKS 2A1ALISRAIF INIAOES OAGSR o0Sft 2
evidence for this king considering the purported length isfrieign, which was the longest
NEO2NRSR Ay U(KBEKSIaARAXNSt Rey2adaemdy (2 RAaAOdzAaa
13" century king TukukNinurtal, this from the point of view of the tditional history Thus it

assumes the accuracy thfe errant Chronicle P,®column historyfollowed religiously by all

215t century scholarsWe have finished arguing against that interpretatiddut we readin the

articletwo informative paragraphhich are relevant to our®8century B.C. positiong of

Adadshumauser, and which, thereforewe need toreadin their entirety.

The first paragraph concerns a letter, purportedly written by th& &8ntury TukultiNinurta to
a Hittite king. Needless to say, we will argue against that assumed authdosiifirst let us
guote the paragraph.

TukultiNinurta wrote a letter to the Hittite king, thought to be Suppiluliuma Il, four fragments of which were
discoveredali KS aAGS 2F SEOI QI GA2ya 2F |1 GddzaAKI-patla/ini KS mdo
the latter part of Tukultb A Y dzNJi  Qa NBA Iy ® Ly AdX KS NBOILaA G(GKS 3Sy
mentioning Kurigalzu Il, Kadashmgnlil 11, and KuddEnlil, then apparently castigating Shagar&turiash,

i KS -goy & Kudw9 y f and His sons, one of whom, Kashtiliashu, had provoked the war by his dastardly
pre-emptive strike against Assyria. In gulace, the sons of Shagaraghuriash have been killed, almost

certainly by none other than Tukulinurta himself. Hethenmake NBXFSNBy OS (2 | &aaSNBI yi
Suhu is a region of northeast Syria, and Itamar Singer proposes this individual to b8Aohadusur, the

implication being he was a foreigner, not of the royal stock and consequently unqualified for office.

While we quote the letter here, we leave its analysis to the next subsection, when we look for
synchronisms in the reign of Shagargktiuriash. We make onbyne comment in passing. The
letter being referenced in the above paragraph was not written by tBig dentury king Tukuli
Ninurta. The name of TukuHNinurtaappears nowherén the letter. It wasauthored and

signed by an®8century Assyrian king namedpiada, whom weneetagain in the next
paragraph.The occurrence of his nanetheonly reaon we mention the letter here.

The second Wikipedia paragrafdctually threeparagraphspf interest concerns yet another

letter, this one authored by Adashumauser himself. Once again we are forced to endure

references to the Chronicle P columimdident, wrongly interpreted before theWikipedia

author mentions the letter.
Tukultib A y dzNIi F = gK2 aOF NNASR ONRYAYl f RSadndpbssible 3 Ayad .|
assassin Ashuradin-apli, but whose brief reign was succeeded in turn tsydon, Ashunirari Ill. He was the
recipient of an extremely offensive letter from Adatumausez ¢ KA OK KS | RRNBa &SR G2 a4
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putting Ashugnirari on an equal footing with his subordinate for added insult, a fragment of which has
fortuitously survived:

[The god Ash]ur to Assuirariand Illl F RRIF X GKNRdzZAKE af2@SyfAySaas RNHzy|

things have taken a turn for the worse for you. Now there is neither sense nor reason in your [Stacks

the great [gods] havdri@Sy @&2dz YI R &2dz aLISF{ wX8d L 2dz2NJ FI O0Sa oXo
- Adadshumausur, letter to Ashusnirari and IkiHadda.

The llihadda mentioned is none other tharplada, the viceroy of Hanigalbat, AshGA NI NA Q& RA &G y i |
(sharhg a common ancestor in Erii#alad 1) and the official for whose limmu year Tukblth y dzNJi | Q& t SG G S|
the Hittite king had been dated. The letter was carefully copied and preserved in the library at Nineveh.

DN} @az2y aLlSOdz | GSa Assyriamshtodengedncdl (2 a3I2F Ré GKS

We introduce this letter forlireereasons which we itemize and discussorder.

1) Initially we simply want to use this article to caution the read€hese paragraphs argpical

of whatthe researcher will encounter when reiag) an article related to ancient history on the
internet or in textbooks.lt isfilled with statementsavhich are a mixture of fact and fictipand

the uncritical reader will often not be able to distinguish which is which without digging deeper
into the material. For example, the initial sentence is factually correct, providing we disregard
GKS 02YYSyida | 02dzi @K S-Niav@adNpaNdkhé poksibiRybtanhg yase 2 F
assassinated by his son Asmadin-apli. Those comments stefinom afaulty interpretation of

the 4" column of the Chronicle PThe second sentence is correct providing we omit the
identification of the AshuiNirari to whom the letter was sentWe argue that it was Ashur

Nirari V, not llIThe letteritself, together with its signatureare simply matters of fact anare
presuned to beaccurate though absolutely nothing should be taken for grantddhe first

sentence in the final paragraph is accurate except for two itempadla may have been

related to the AshuiNirari who received this letter, but there is absolutely no evidence that this
was the caseAs we will show momentarily, and as the author of this Wikipedia article is well
aware, this letter wasvritten by an official named HiJF Rl g K24 S FdsAKBNDa y I Y
ARRAY YR 6K23a&sS 3 NJI-¥sRuF. lAdokeSahgiiz dhatifel levies was Writenv A 6 A
inthe 8" century B.C.There did exist another ifiada in the 12 century who was either a
Gazyes 2N I daRS RO ®Riforyon hay @& Ravedh8eNIhedfather of the king
Ashuruballit I, and to whom Ashiirari [l may or may not have been related). Bt two

officials namedli-padaare clearly not the same perso#nd finally, we should disregard

entirely the remarks related to themmu year signature on the letter purported authored by
TukultiNinurta | As we have already stated, those comments are factually incorrect, as we will
see when we look at the document in the section dealing with the reign of Shag&fraktiash.

2) We also introduce thiketter because idoesprovide the revised chronology with yet

another synchronism, mitigated somewhat by the fact that the traditional history claims to be
supported by the same correspondence of namisthe traditional historythe reign of Adad

shumauser (12161187) overlaps the reign of Ashairari 111 (12021197) (see Figure, page 4.

With the lowering of his dates by 430 yeaAdadshumadza dzZN & NBA Iy748)y 26 R 0 S
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overlaps that of Ashunirari V (755745)(see Figte 6). Both positions allow this Babylonian
king to be the author of the derogatory letter quoted aboudow if only we could decide
whose clainto the letteris more valid.

Two questions arise immediately from the provenance and the content of therlefthe

documentwe are discussing is part of ti@yunyik collectioin the British Museum, material

most of whichoriginates fronthe late 19'OSy (i dzZNB SEOQOF @ A2y 2 F | & KdzNX
Nineveh. Then low did the letter survive for the five and a half centuries that separated its

composition and its ultimate burial in the ruinstbft library? And why was such a derogatory

letter deemed worthy of preservation in the first pl&te

The frst question, of course, cannot be answered, other than by pointing out that the
preservation of such an ancient artifact is rare. Excavations of ancient libraries usoallgr
correspondenceeceived and authored biye last sovereign who lived at tlexcavation site

prior to its destruction. Letters and artifacts of immediate ancestors of thatdiaglso

frequently excavatedbut five hundred year old correspondence is rarely, if edsicovered

And why was such a derogatory letter preservedlgteven by the king who received it, much
lessconsideredworthy of preservation over thensuingcenturies. That question was deemed
sufficiently important to warrant a response by A.K. Grayson quoted at the end of the third
paragraph above. To sugget was kepfinitially)1 2 ¢ 32 R¢ GKS ! da@8NRlya
plausible providing there is some evidence of Assyrian aggression against Babylonia during the
reign of AshuiNirari 11l or his immediate successors. But evidence of that is lacking.

The situation iqquite different with our AshuNirari V, if for no other reason than the fact that

his reign(755-745)is separated from that of Ashurbanipal (6627) by as little as 75 years.

¢KS LINBPOfSYa NBflGSR (2 (K 8onbtSxistiNe Adldant oE G Sy G A 2
speculation will ever explain hownowfragmented table® SOl YS | NODKAGSR Ay | &
library, but the removal of the 550 year interval seems to favor our assurffieg&ury

provenance.

And there is yet another reason favor the revised histo@a A RSY G A TAONiarAh 2y 2 7F
named in the letter. The letter holds up for ridicule thed f 2 Sy f Ay Sa a3 RNUzy1 Sy
A Y RS OA arotdfmediandhedack ofcommonsensé, of the two Assyriarkings.

Admittedly the reign of AshuNinari Ill was extremely short, amisfive year reign might be

interpreted as that of an ineffectualy. But since AshMirari 11l is known to have usurped

the throne late in life, and the kingho preceded him, and another who folled him were

both sons of the powerful king Tukulinurta I, who ruled Assyria effectively 88 yearsall

three wereundoubtedly old when they began their reigns. The brevity of those reigeaks

to their advanced age amshys nothing negative ongcerning theireffectiveness as sovereigns

And history records nothingbout themthat would warrant the derogatory letter authored by
Adadshumauser. Not so for the reign of Ashiiirari V.


http://cdli.ucla.edu/collections/bm/bm.html
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AshukrNirari V and his two predecessors Asiidan Il and Shimanezer IV also followed

lengthy reign of a powerful kinghis time a kinghamed Adaehirari Il (811783). But their

reigns seemed to mmeincreasingly ineffectuakith the passing of time Onesourcecallsthe

RdzN} A2y 2F GKS&aS GKNBS NBAIyaEa | GLISNA2R 2F A

Period of stagnation, 788745 BC

Adadhnirari Il died prematurely in 783 BC, and this led to a period of true stagn&faimaneser 1\78373

BC) seems to have wi@d little authority, and a victory ovekrgishti I, king obUrartu at Til Barsip, is

accredited to a general (‘Turtanu’) nam8tiamshilu who does not even bother to mention his king.
Shamshilu also scored victories over tifdameansand NegHittites, and again, takes personal credit at the
expense of his king.

Ashurdan lllascended the throne in 772 BC. He proved to be a largely ineffectual ruler who was beset by
internal rebellions irthe citiesAshur,Arrapkha, andsuzana. He failed to make further gains in Babylonia and
Aram(Syria). His reign was also marred®iggueand an ominousolar EclipséAshuknirari Vbecame king in
754 BC, but his reign seems to have been one of permanent revolution, and he appears to have barely left his
palace in Nineveh before he was deposedriglathPileser Il1in 745 BC, bringing a resurgence to Assyria

We leave it to he reader to decide the issue. Was Adgdmaimerusur a contemporary of Ashur
nirari Il or Ashunirari V? At the very least it must be admitted that we have been most
fortunate. Moving the Babylonian kirindly 430 years into the future might easilabve

resulted ina situation wherein he had no contemporary Assyrian king who would qualify as the
recipient ofhisderogatory letter. Then what would we have done?

3) Thethird reason for quoting the letter to kings Ashaoirari and Ikpada is to introdice the

lattS NJ & Harg i@ arenot interested in synchronisms. We are instead intrigued by the fact
that a lesser official of the Assyrian Empire could attain the status of a King reader will
understand whySeveral times already we have argubdt our late 18" century Ashuruballit

was also merely an Assyrian governor and army commander, yet assumitetide] A y3 2 F
la38NAI €3 YR ¢ &he ByghianRigghd wldin he addrésszdiis le@teds, as

was llipada by the Babyloniaring. ! YR ¢ KIF G YIF{1Sa GKS LI NXfftSt o685
even more interesting, is the fact that both of these individwadted as governors in precisely

the same region of Assyria.

The third paragraph of the Wikipedia article identifiegplida as th&t A OSNR & 2F | yA 3

AnotherarticleSELJ yR& 2y GKIFG GAGES o0& | PRilydthe KI G KS
Assyrian royal family who served as grand vizieg de] | | f fotlasshida,aid@lda as king,

orshaz 2F GKS RSLISY RSyl imnadiaigehcery isvelllkndwnidt leastl ¢ ® |
by name, thanks to excavations at a site in the BdRiver valley in the western half of Assyria,

not far from Harran, also on thBalikh Riverwhere earlierwe positionel our el Amarna

Ashuruballit.


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Neo-Assyrian_Empire
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hittites
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Solar_Eclipse
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Il%C4%AB-pad%C3%A2
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In 1986 a team of archaeologists, led by Peter Akkermans, began digging at Tell Sabi Abyd, in
the upper Balikh valley, excavat®tinat would be ongoing today were it not for the persce

of ISIL terrorists in the area, forcing a halt to operatioAkkermans has written numerous

articles over the years describing developments as they progressed. We deperah a
comprehensive description of thengoingwork, written in 2006.

Al G KI O -scaldiegcavatiors biité&1986 have revealed a small yet heavily fortified

frontier settlement or dunnu, built byite Assyrians to protect and administer the western most

province of their kingdom (p. 201) Six major building phases have been revealed, the earliest
RFGAY3I o6FO1 G2 GKS aAdlyyA LSNAZ2RO® C2mMI ! 11SN
century,the other phases being constructed in the Middle Assyrian period. For our revised

history,the Mitanni period primarily encompassed theL6entury, the other five phases

would datewithin the Neo-Assyrian time frame, i.e. from trearly 9" century B.Cthrough to

the time of llipada in the middle of the®8century.

Over four hundred tablets were found over the several decades of excavation at Tell Sabi
Abyad. According to Akkermans:

The many cuneiform texts include official and private letterditany orders, records of economic

transactions, personnel lists, etc. They refer to a wide range of both official and personal activities of a
number of highranking Assyrian officials, who lived and worked at Sabi Abyad. The fortress had many faces
in this respect: it was a military outpost on the western frontier of Assyria; it was an administrative centre in
control of the westernmost province of the kingdom; and it provideg@ons facilities on the route from
Carchemish to the Assyrian capital osis (p. 201)

Preliminary tanslation of a few of these tablets has providammeinformation about the

family of llipada, includinghe fact that his father was named Ashiaidin and his grandfather
QibrAshur, both of whom served as grand viziers angkiof Hanigalbat. The translation of

the 400 plus tablets was entrusted to the Assyriologist F.A.M. Wiggermann of the Nederlands
HistorischArchaeologisch Instituut, but to date | have been unable to determingh&énand
where the translatios have be@& published. They NM/provide fascinating readingnce

located andaccessed

By now the reader will have surmised precisely why we are so interested in the excavation of

the Sabi Abydite. We believe thatAshuruballit who occupied the area in the tgghase of the
GaAdlyyA LISNA2RE YI & KI @Ji-pada Ashddiia, &id QBiKS A RSy
Ashur. And since Ashuruballit, in his Amarna letters, identifies himself as a son ohadinr

Ahhe, the latter may have held the post before hithis tempting, in fact, to identify all five
GlAYy3aé & LINI 2F GKS alyYy$S SEGSYRSR FlLyYAftéeo
ShagaraktiShuriash (80492)

In our comments regarding the reign of Adsidumausur we referred to a letter purportedly
referring to that king, but which actualtjeals more extensively with the reign of Shagarakti


http://www.academia.edu/564232/The_Fortress_of_Ili-pada._Middle_Assyrian_Architecture_at_Tell_Sabi_Abyad_Syria
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Shuriash. Fothat reason we postponed examining the letter till now. B convenience of
the reader we repeat th&Vikipedia commentegarding the letteiquoted earlier.

TukultkNinurta wrote a leter to the Hittite king, thought to be Suppiluliuma Il, four fragments of which were
discoveredali KS aAGS 2F SEOIGlIGA2ya 2F |1 GddzaAKI-patla/ini KS mdo
the latter part of Tukultb A y dzNJi | Q& NI ps Ty genealdgy of thairécenKk@ssiteBydasty,

mentioning Kurigalzu Il, Kadashm&nlil 11, and KuddEnlil, then apparently castigating Shagars&{turiash,

0KS soy&MudwoytAfés YR KAa az2yas 2yS 2F gKsHast@rdy | AKGAT A
pre-emptive strike against Assyria. In one place, the sons of Shag8hakiash have been killed, almost

certainly by none other than Tukulti A y dzZNIi I KA Ya St Fo I'S GKSY YI1Sa NBTFSN
Suhu is a region of northeaSyria, and Itamar Singer proposes this individual to be Adamnausur, the

implication being he was a foreigner, not of the royal stock and consequently unqualified for office.

Fortunately, this letter can be read in its entirety onlimere. But since the fragments of the

tablet(s) which contained the letter were so badly damaged, and since only the filisie28

and the final line of the letter contain names, weproduce below only those 29 line# is

AN dzZl £ €& AYLRRaaAirotsS G2 YIS aSyaS 2F (KS 02y
need to make sense of the letteWe are looking for synchronisms

Table 2 Letter from llipada to Khashtiliash IiKBo 28:6362)

The following uses Freydank's transliteration, which does not differ much from Von Soden's. Hagenbuchn
follows Freydank mostlyThe only lines where there is a material difference in translation are linds 1&here
von Soden's transtion is shown beside Freydank's. The letter is from Tukirtirta 1, king of Assyria in epony
year lliipadda, which is probably no earlier than 1215. Lined14eem to indicate that there is some questiol
about whether Sagaraktiuriash has been dilgred from the throne and the Great Kings of Assyria and Hatti
attempting to develop a policy on thig/irtually all AssyriadBabylonian synchronisms have Sagaralttiash's
reign ending some years before this, and the letter has accordingly puzateshentators. This letter was
viewed as part of a letter also including KBo 28:63 and KBo 28:64, but this view is not adopted here.

CNB2RFy1 Q& NI y|[cerman English |

1?7?[ I I (Anfang fehlt) I (Beginning is missing)] |
8 -riof I I landerer/zweiter I other/second] |
] ri-ta-ka].. ]du hast gesetzt. You have set. ]

Since Kuri[galzu]] |

E 8-tu Kudi-[gatzu] I ] seit Kuri[galzu]

since KuduE[nlil] |

fu K@lu-ur-fi-i-i] | ] seit Kudu[llil]

15

Jitta-Y w X 8 Xw B8 X w
X]u SEia atta Jauch bist du mein Bruder. ]b{rjlolfr?e{w are my
WE dkwr S]Ghi eli-am-ma bl OK& {dzkA {1 Y|¢28 {dzkA L
X] (EN.MES) dz ] seine Herren. ]its lord
xHa-a DUMU Kdu-ur-11-li-[il] ]Jein NichtSohn des Kudtitlil ] a notson of KudwEnlil



http://www.geocities.ws/farfarer2001/hittite_letters/kbo_28_61-62.html
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N R % A 4
X X X[ ... X]BEMaENi-G dz-nal Jdas standi§¢  ox o6 aA||[PPPE UKS LIS
they are.
Tuutk High | dPdD P ¢ dzii k L..cFa]mikeldes ¢dzik I w0f A 21 d
~ lgara-akti-~ dfi-- O 8 ~F 3 NHNA HF 08 % ||~ 3 NIdANR K |

Lw OF —kl)\dlaNz]du’@{mﬁél

Der Knecht von [Suhi Jihr
[sollt] schweigen.

The Servant of [Suhi
should] be quiet.

OdzY | -gfara-akti-O dil O

Wenn sich Sag[arakti

ddzNR F A KX dzF RS

LT ~1I 3 daNRI |
down from the throne,

..... xJib? ana UGlka a[n] LU Te}|F; V#1 . .
te?[-enni] wurde er an dich wegen he would not write to
' Bruderschaft nicht schreiben. ||you of Brothership,
. [If.. my] throne had bee
la-a +O | -pad.......X GIS.GU].Z o Bglfrn?e-ftﬂitqsns]guz?est mei usurped, you, my
6 Ol -HiBSES &tta e P , SO » M brother, would have
Bruder, du geschwiegen. :
been quiet.
galata X[............ xjudz O V- 5AS I I yBRXRShD Y||tKS KIFIYyR «d
kur Suhi ' von Subhi. servant of Suhi.
ili-> ® Gyrdabetfi— e || [Wenn Sagarak}lﬁgrlash, dein ||[If Sagarak]t|$ur|ash,
IO Kaddla-at F; V#3 I?ruderi lebt, SO vyurdest your brother lives, you
RdzX | dzZNN O] 6 NJR y F|will bring back...
KURO dz -{.:XHuba-a-ar v { SAY [ l]fiRgstdud o ||| Aa O2dzy i NF
Lwoda Q-ruuwOl ' zurtick. [Meine] Knechte bring back. [My] servan
li-itX[.... ... x]?tu a-na abe-te v: al 3Sy8X®l dzF RA[tA1S X wdd(
arni-te ' hin there
~ 9ifa........]>akka llv:  [|MeinBruder] 8x® |lad o NBdKSN
~ I wy@dkti-O diel O ® diidsd V- ~ @3 ~NENRG A0 8 X R{|~ I @3 ~NENRT A0
Lw OF-k 4 dzNJ { dz ' @2y { dzk A 0KS aSNBI yi
koo oodod. DL |f, XOR®PY Il 80K YI NlodKFEG G682 Y
du-ni-- O-buktuani ' nahm, he/one took
- 9 atta...... X]tagu-al v Bruder [ ] du wirst Brothgr... you will pay
aufpassen. attention
® ® O garipdkti—Ildet O ||v: lIX 0w | I+ NBIENRT AO|[X 6o~ F T k~NENR ]
X0 6-hi KKUR Hat-i S - ], & X dzy’ R-Land iféndwo Xy R -douintiyd A
ni-ma somewhere
o ® O d dndagabitu-O@mavia ||V: BX®d2Syy aAS I f|]..lftheyall
....... %O 8ndza-a kubu?ut?-qa ||,,. TR « L oa A
X D o6 dz V. [ 6XbFIlIF[ADODXDPEAPPDOPLI |jIIjAQ
POPPPDDE -hijwK O ||V: [ ]Knecht von {Suhi] ] servant of {Suhi.]
limu] DINGIR-pada V: [Aponym] lluA k F RR I @ [[[Eponym] lliA k | RR



http://www.geocities.ws/farfarer2001/hittite_letters/kbo_28_61-62.html#1
http://www.geocities.ws/farfarer2001/hittite_letters/kbo_28_61-62.html#2
http://www.geocities.ws/farfarer2001/hittite_letters/kbo_28_61-62.html#3
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We are concerned about only three things redjag this letter. When was it written®ho
was it written to? Andwho wrote it? We begin by answering the last question.

Who wrote it? Assyrian and Babylonian letters typically end in one of two ways. Some,

including the derogatory letter written bixdadshumausur to Ashumirari V and lipada, close

GAGK LINBOAASte GKIF G O2Y Adagshumeuayf, le@eFto AiskuS ( K NB S
nirari and IiHadd& dOthersmerely conclude with a name which provides a date for the letter.
ThroughoutAssyrian historyS I OK @ S NJ Ay | {Ay3Qa NBAIY ¢l a y
officialsin the realm, including the king. Thufficial was referred to asa@a t A Y, ahdzthe

name of the official was referred to as &nS LJ2 Yy &h¥&Eponym dating systerworks fine

providing it can otherwise be determined what year eagonym represents. And in this

instancethat proves to be impossible, regardless of whether we date the letter in tfe 12

century or the . Eponym lists for the"®millennium do not exist, andre ony known

sporadically. Wile they doexistfor the neaAssyrian periodand we are able to determine the
eponyms ofall 28 limmu officials whose names were used duringrdign of Adaehirari llig

which spans the reign of Stamakti-Shuriash the name of Ilpada is not among themIt

follows that the name Hpada which concludes this letter could be either a name or an eponym

if the letter is dated in the 12 century, but can only be a name if dated to thé &entury. 2%

century Assyriologists, who unanimously date the letter to th& @@ntury are divided on

whether the name represents the author or is an eponym. This paper, which dates the letter to

the early 8" century, has no choiceubto argue that it is authored by dfiada, and almost

certainlythe IiLJ- R~ 3I2 FSNY 2N 2F | | yaddiekskdiby thesderbggid®Ry a1 A y 3
letter written by Adadshumauser. It may not have been written while SparaktiShuriash

was living, but still may date within the reignAdadnirari 111 (811783) or even later Many

scholars believe that Shagaraknuriash is deceased, and it is his family that is being discussed,
perhaps in relation to customs matteryblikpada. Regardless, we shd disregard the fact

that in Table 7 Hpada is being treated as an eponym. We assume the name of the addressee

has been lost in the damaged area of the tablet.

When was it writter? The reason for the lengthy excursashe previous paragrapias in

part to underscore the fact that the 2century king TukukNinurta hal nothing to do with

this letter. As we pointed out in the previous paragraiplas almost certainly written by li

LI RFX a1 Ay3 2lkelywatsndaNieAssyliayvas rued By thé"&entury king

Adadnirari (81T yo 0 X FyR L2adairote t140S Ay (GKIFIG ({Ay3aQ

Who was it written t&® The beginning sentence of the quoted Wikipedia article suggested that

this letter was written by TuktitNinurtatoal A G GAGS 1Ay 3> alGK2dzaAKG (2 ¢
comment was motivated by the assumed™&@ntury provenance of the letter and the fact

that the reign of TukultNinurta lis by traditional scholarsynchronized with the very end of

the Hittite Empire. But only one Hittite king is actually named in the letter, and interestingly, in

the same line as the name of Shagar&tturiash. We refer to line 12 which makes reference

02 ¢ldzik || G BER ©& O dFdzNAl | NG €130 A MISeNdmySiddline@ee i 6 A (1 K



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Eponym_dating_system
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Figure 6 on page )2The reign of the Hitte king Tudhaliyas IV not only overlapped the last

half of the reign of Shagarak&huriash, but that of the nextvo Kassite kings as well. Since it is
the family of Shagarakti that is being addressed here, it is quite possible that this king is dead.
Regardless, the synchronism between Shagaf@ktiriash and Tudhaliyas 1V is certain.

Enliknadin-shumi (783) andAdad-shumaiddina (781776)

When we looked at the Chrarie P earlier, we cut short our analysis of colunat derse 13,
that being the end of thé&laziMaruttash/TukultiNinurtall narrative Had we continued
through the balance of the column we wouldVe read a succinct account of tadditional
incidents, each involving invasionsBdbylonia by king of Elam named Kidétutran. The
following table reproduces column 4, lin&4-22 for reference purposes.

Table3: The invasions of Babylonia by Kiddutran, king of Elam

14' At the time of EnlihadinO dzY A £ (i K SHufrah ykiBgof EYai Raagked.
15'He went into action against Nippur and scattered its people. Der and Edimgalkalamma

16' he destroyed, carried off its people, drove them aveand eliminated the suzerainty of ErliadinO dzY A
king.

17' At the time of AdaeD dz¥iddina, Kilen-Hutran returned and attacked Akkad a second time.
18'[...] he destroyed Isin, crossed the Tigris, all of

19'[...] Maradda. A terrible defeat of an extensive people

20'he brought about. [...] and with oxen [...]

21'[...] he removed to wasteland [...]

22'[...]

As mentioned earlietthe two Babylonian kingare part of the trio of kings who ruled brily
between the reigns of Kashtiliashu 1V and Adadmausur. In the traditional historgll of
these kingsre considered to be part of the aftermath of the war between TukMiturta | and
Kashtiliashu IVThey supposedly reigned at the same timettihakultiNinurta | was governing
Babylonia. Consequentlglwlars are left to speculate on how these two kings, andkthg
KadashmasHarbe Il who ruled briefly between therfit, into the overall scheme of things, and
volumes have been written on theigject. Scholarsvonderadditionallywhy the author of the
Chronicle P has listed these two vignettes out of ordesgussinghe death of TukultNinurta
before introducing theséwo minor kings, bottof whom reignedat minimum a decade
earlier. As we mentioned earlierChronicles are careful to place their stories in chronological
order, starting with the oldest. For the revised history there is no problem. The column 4
TukultiNinurta story took place in the™century. These two incidentsok place two decades
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into the 8" centuryB.C.In our Figure 6 (see above, page 1 reignsof the two Babylonian
kings are dated to the yeai®83 and 781776 respectively

We wonder if there is evidence of the invasidnysKiderHutran near thebeginnng of the 8"
century B.C. At first glance we are disappointed. Iranian scholars tell us that they have no
records of any Elamite kings ruling at that tinaadthat for 350 years, from 110050 B.C. Elam
is in the midst of a prolong® & R NJ  Ibl&Sbelow). B8 Be kol the cause of this
GRIFENJ F3S¢€3>X YR Y2NB AstYehdpuddlyilit 8> 6S {y26

Table 4: Elamite King List according to the traditional history

Middle Elamite Kingdom
Dynasty of Igi - Halki

Name Period of Reign
Igi - Halki ¢. 1350 -1330 B.C.

Pakhir -Ishshan c. 1330 -1310B.C.
Attar -Kittakh c. 1310 -1300 B.C.
Khuman -Numena c. 1300 -1275B.C.
Untash -napir -risha c. 1275 -1250 B.C.
Unpatar -napir -risha c. 1250 -1235B.C.
Kiten - Hutran c. 1235 -1210B.C.
Interregnum c. 1210 -1200 B.C.
Dynasty of Hullutush - Inshushinak
Name Period of Reign
Hullutush -Inshushinak c. 1205 -1185B.C.
Shutruk -Nahhunte c. 1185 -1155B.C.
Kutir -Nahhunte c. 1155 -1150 B.C.
Shilak - Inshushinak | c. 1150 -1120 B.C.
Hutelush -Inshushinak c. 1120 -1110B.C.
Shilhana -Hamru -Lagamar c. 1110 -
Neo -Elamite Kingdom
Name Period of Reign
Humban -Tahrah c. 820 B.C.
Humban -Nikash 743 -717 B.C>
Shutruk -Nahhunte Il 717 -699 B.C.
Hallushu -Inshushinak 699 -693 B.C.
Humban -Numena 693 -687 B.C.
Humban -Haltash | 687 -681 B.C.
Humban -Haltash Il 681-676 B.C.
Shilhak -Inshushinak 680 -653 B.C.
Urtaku 676 -664 B.C.
Tempt -Humban -Inshushinak 663 -653 B.C.
Atta -Humban -Inshushinak 653 -648 B.C.
Khumbanigash Il 653 -651 B.C.
Tammaritu 651 -649 B.C.
Indabigash 697 -647 B.C.

K29
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2S5 RANBOG (GKS NIKSRSNMIRR {HSH GYS\WiReyYh dagTabg s, a e 2 F
and particularly to the last named king of that dynasty, where we find our elusive-Kitgan,

wrongly credited with ruling Elam in the years 128510 B.C. And how, we ask, did this

Elamite king end up in this time slot? To this question the informed reader&aliilyanswerg

these are the dates d@nlitnadinO dzY A 6 M H H fOWzYiddjAdR(122 &A1 R according to

the timeline of the traditional Babylonian history (see Figure 3 on gagépparently the only

historical source for the reign of Kitindzi N y A& (GKS &/ KNRYAOES t £ o

And what does thignformation imply concerning KiikHutran, the last named king of the
G5eyladdftaqaRePIA! LAY GKS AG[TAHNNERIRO Bk RISWR g A f f
AdadO dz¥iddina actually ruled Babylonia in the years 783 B.C. ane7781B.C. respectively

(see Figuré on pagel29) then the reign of idin-Hutran must be moved to span thos# 8

century years. But this is not the end of thersto

¢ KS a5 e@y-I B fi#dreofen tef8rdncedas the Igehalkid Dynasty, is renowned for its
intermarriages with Kassite kings, particularly the faasibf Kurigalzu | and his grandson
Burnaburiash Il. From the Wikipedia articleBurnaburiash Iwe read

Diplomacy with Babylon's neighbdtlam was conducted through royal marriages. A NBabylonian copy of

a literarytext which takes the form of a lettenow located in the/orderasiatischeMuseumin Berlin, is

addressed to the Kassite court by an Elaniing. It details the genealogy of the Elamite royalty of this

period, and from it we find that Pahir OO y Y I NNA SR Y dzNA FNuméndzndrri@dhisd A & G SNJI |y
daughter and their sorintashNapirishawas betrothed to Burna dzNJ& | O Q aThiR mayzRakelb&eNIp

Napirasu, whose headless statnew resides in thé.ouvrein Paris

And from the Wikipedia article on Kurigalzu | we read

A NeoBabylonian copy of a literary text which takes the form of a lett@w located in the/orderasiatisches
Museumin Berlin, is addressed to the Kassite court by an Elamite King and details the genealogy of the
Elamite royalty of this period. Apparently, he married his sigighe Elamite king PE-A OOl vy~ (KS &az2y 2
Halki, and a daughter to his succesgarmbarnnumena. This may have been Mishiah, who is cited in
royal inscriptions. The princess went on to bear Unilsipirisha, the next king who was destined to marry
Buna. dzZNA I OQ RI dZAKGI SN ¢ KS I dzii K2 Nahfufite, 6aK1390055 BA, 8eJ A & (0 K 2 ¢
Of FAYa RS&aOSyid FNBY YdzNRAIAI T dzQad St R&EAA LRHEBZK G SNI I YR
Kassite king. Unfortunately the letter inseftsbuaplaiddina(888cy pp ./ 0 aly Fo2YAYylL A2y >
Hittite¢ = Ay G2 GKS yIFNNY GAGBS Ay {MBdukapldidiital vaytGappeara Ki KI @S
the substituion of YAMAR.UTU bYAG being an unlikely slip of the stylus, makinghronological conundrum
FyR GKA&a YI& 0SS (KS LlzN1J2asS 2F GKS af SGGSNEZ G2 RSYA
(emphasis added)

From these two paragraphs wadwn that the 29, 4" and %" kings of the Igehalkid Dynasty

were linked by marriage to the Kassite kings. And the letter that is referenced in both

paragraphs, théablet VAT 17020 ithe Vorderasiatisches Museum in Berlin, clearly shows that

KidinHutran is a descendant in this complicated family tree. It follows that the dates of the entire
Igehalkid dynasty need to be lowered to bring Kidimtran to his rightful place in history.


http://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Burna-Buriash_II
http://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Elam
http://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Vorderasiatisches_Museum_Berlin
http://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Untash-Napirisha
http://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mus%C3%A9e_du_Louvre
http://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kurigalzu_I
http://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Vorderasiatisches_Museum_Berlin
http://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Vorderasiatisches_Museum_Berlin
http://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Meli-Shipak_II
http://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nabu-apla-iddina
http://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hittites
http://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Marduk-apla-iddina_I
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There is no problem determining by how much to lower the datesHs Dynasty. In our previous

paper, in Table 6 on page 15, we reduced the dates for the Babylonian kings from Kurigalzu 1 to
KadashmasEnlil 11, initially by 430 years. Further fine tuning increased that figure slightly as we

progressed through to theeign of Kadashmakgnlil 11, but for our purposes here, the 430 year total

should bring the Igehalkid Dynasty dates tolerably close to where they should be. Thud ableub

below, we apply the 430 year reduction, moving the Dynasty dfddfiinto K S IRAMNY Il LI Ay (K
Elamite chronology.

A

Table & 9f I YAGS 5eyladA0 YAy3 [Aal ! Redza G S|

Middle Elamite Kingdom

Dynasty of Hullutush - Inshushinak

Name Period of Reign

Hullutush -Inshushinak c. 1205 -1185B.C.
Shutruk -Nahhunte c. 1185 -1155B.C.
Kutir -Nahhunte c. 1155 -1150 B.C.

c

c

Shilak -Inshushinak | . 1150 -1120 B.C.
Hutelush -Inshushinak . 1120 -1110 B.C.
Shilhana -Hamru -Lagamar c. 1110 -

Dynasty of Igi - Halki

Name Period of Reign Reign with dates lowered by 430 yrs
Igi - Halki c. 1350 -1330 B.C. c. 920 -900 B.C.
Pakhir -Ishshan c. 1330 -1310B.C. c. 900 -880 B.C.
Attar -Kittakh c. 1310 -1300 B.C. c. 880 -870 B.C.
Khuman -Numena c. 1300 -1275B.C. c. 870 -845B.C.
Untash -napir -risha c. 1275 -1250 B.C. c. 845 -820 B.C.
Unpatar -napir -risha c. 1250 -1235B.C. c. 820 -805 B.C.
Kiten - Hutran c. 1235 -1210B.C. c. 805 -780 B.C.
Interregnum c. 1210 -1200 B.C.
Neo -Elamite Kingdom
Name Period of Reign
Humban -Tahrah c. 820 B.C.

Humban -Nikash 743 -717 B.C>

Shutruk -Nahhunte Il 717 -699 B.C.

Hallushu -Inshushinak 699 -693 B.C.

Humban -Numena 693 -687 B.C.

Humban -Haltash | 687 -681 B.C.

Humban -Haltash Il 681-676 B.C.

Shilhak -Inshushinak 680 -653 B.C.

Urtaku 676 -664 B.C.

Tempt -Humban - Inshushinak 663 -653 B.C.

Atta -Humban - Inshushinak 653 -648 B.C.

Khumbanigash Il 653 -651 B.C.

Tammaritu 651 -649 B.C.

Indabigash 697 -647 B.C.
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The revised dates for KiteHutran (805780) now provide a credible synchronism with the
reigns ofEnll-nadinO dz{783 B.C.and AdadO dz¥iddina(781-776). The correspondence

could be improved were we to apply the result of our fine tuning in the previous paper, but the
reader will get the point.

Adherents of the traditional history will no doubt aiy¥ 2 dzf ¢ @ LG sAff o6S Oft
randomly moved a Dynasty to create our synchronism. But we would counter that our move

was not random. Of necessity we had to move the Igehalkid Dynasty 430 years into the future.

We had no notion whatsoevepyrior to making this movehat the new location of the Dynasty

would bring the two Babylonian kings into line witldikiHutran. And what are the odds that

GKSNB g2dz2 R SEAMaASE D2V LAYSGBK SIRIINIQYAGS YAy [ A
move asequence of kings, 140 years in length, to a new location, and not be confronted with

multiple, embarrassingonflicts with the existing occupants of that location.

The gap in the Elamite king list is graphic evidence of the distortion in the hi$tedoeds of

many countries caused by an Egyptian chronology which is 430 years out of synch with reality,
and a Babylonian history similarly distorted. At long lastEggptian, Babylonian, Hittite, and

now the Elamitekings of the 18, 9™, and &' centuries, wrongly positioned for centuries in the
14-12 centuries, are being returned to theiightful time frame.

We close this section with one further comment. Moments ago we quoted a paragraph from
the Wikipedia article on Kurigalzu I, whicmtained essentially the same information as the
paragraph from the Wikipedia article on Burnaburiash I, except for the final comment, which
we repeat again here. The author is referring to the Berlin letter VAT 17#6h both
paragraphs identify asldeo-Babylonian copy of a literary text

Unfortunately the letter insertflabuaplaiddina(888cy pp ./ 0 al y | o 2ifiky T iIRRYZEZ GRY
narrative in the place one might have supposed thatrduk-aplaiddinal was to appear, the substitution
offAMARUTU by/AG being an unlikely slip of the stylus, making a chronological conundrum and this may be
0KS LJzN1}2asS 2F G(KS aftSGGSNEZ G2 RSYAINIGS GKS {1 GSNI
It is curious, to say the least, that a letter written teetKassite court by an Elamite king
supposedly early in th&2" century B.G.would make a derogatory comment about a
Babylonian king named Mardtdplaiddina, who governed the city of Babylon in the years 888
855 B.C. Even the most avid critic of teeised chronology would agree thatthiis is what
the letter is sayingthenc to quote an old biblical clerici KA & NBFSNBYy OS GR2Sa vy
the level of a contradiction A G YIF 1S&a y2 asSyasS Iad Fiféo 2 K|
we explan it to our readers?

Let us be clear. A letter written in the ™ 2entury B.C. cannot make reference to'acgntury
Babyloniarking. But a letter written in the late8centuryB.C not only can, but very likely wiill
makesuch a reference, espediasincethe context is dealing with the family of Burnaburiash II.
We have positioned Kurigalzu II, son of Burnaburiash Il, in the yeat8689B.C. In the next
section of this paper we will explain the fact that all of the Kassite rulers in thiditame were


http://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nabu-apla-iddina
http://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hittites
http://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Marduk-apla-iddina_I
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served bynativevassal kingsvho governed the dayo-day operation of Babylonia. And the

king Mardukaplaiddina, whose dates are 8855 B.C., serveooth Kurigalzu Il and his son
NaztMaruttash. His name can be found in a downloaded Véitig chart listing the names of

alofi KS alAy3a 2F .| oeéf 2y &ms of Baky®in OKtimdllamé A a G a | f
979t ny . ®/ ® dzy RSNJ { KISL IKS [yRYEUIBERS L& ey | & (LAyS &1 KS NB
GOKNRyYy 2t 23A0Ff O2A(dityere Mbiayré to bessaid: LILIS | NB &

The two quoted paragraphs refer to the Berlin lettesla dab §B &t 2 y A lay2d O2Lk 27
century letter. They base this statement on the facathhe letter possesses certain neo

Babylonian literary characteristics, and yet, based on the content, the original was clearly

written in the late Kassite era, which in the traditional history ended in the year 1155\BeC.

are therefore intrigued byhe quoted paragraph concerned with the reign of Kurigalano |

page 23 above, which makes an interesting comment about tieli pdSdibRaiuthor. The

comment is relevant tour revised chronology and deserves a response.

The author of the letter is thaght to be ShutrulNahhunte, ca. 11904155 BC, who claims descent from
YdzZNR I+ £ 71 dzQa St RSaid Rl dzZ3KG S NEli-W RIne]I3rdl RassiteSkiRg. 1§ KS St RS&
Surpisingly, weagree with this proposed authorship. But there are two kings in the Elamite
chart by the name Shutrukahhunte(see Table 5 on page 24 abov&hutrukNahhunte |
supposedly ruled from 1190155 B.C.This is the king referred to in the quatetatement.
ShutrukNahhunte Il ruled from 72699 B.C.The reader should not be surprised to learn that
they are the same king. The®12entury ShutrukNahhunte | will soon be moved to the lat& 8
century, where he will emerge as Shutiiehhunte [I.And we think it quite possible that in
this NeeBabyloniartime framehe wrote to the Kassites, now living out the final years of their
dynasty. The Berlin lettd/AT 17020 is not a laté"&entury copy of a 12century letter. All
Near Eastern kirgmade duplicates of letters written to foreign dignitaries. The Berlin letter to
the Kassitewaslikely duplicated at the time of writingin the late 8 century, and that
duplicate would have beermreserved in the Elamite archive8ut the letter VAT7020 housed
in the Vorderasiatisches Museum in Berlin is more than likely the original. The only way to
distinguish the two would be to enquire of the authorities at the Museum the provenance of
the letter.

Marduk-apla-iddina (733718)

This king is adplutely unique, being the only Babylonian king who is synchronized with himself
albeit obliquely This makes twice in succession that tmguephenomenon has occurred,

since in the previous paragraph we have claimed a fact yet to be proeetiat the necessary
lowering of the dates of the I2century Elamite king Shutreéahhunte lidentifieshim with

the 8" century ShutrukNahhunte 1. Othedetais will demonstrate that there was only one

king by that name. They are not father and son; theynot namesake relatives; they are the
same king.


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_kings_of_Babylon
http://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Meli-Shipak_II
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Similarly, hed G KA NR T NRS¥ite lirig Srastham@diMardaplaiddina I, and in the
traditional history he supposedly ruled from 117159B.C(see Figure 3 on pageabove).
Only one other Baylonian king bore that same name, and this Mardyka-iddinall ruled
between the year§22-710 B.G.and surprisingly, again in 703 BiGough onlyfor only a few
monthsthis second time The reader will find théwo mentions ofthis later king listd in
Dynasty X on the same downloaded tableiofgs of Babylomsed moments agoln this list of
kingsof Babylon the first mention dflarduk-aplaiddina llis qualified by the phraséthe
Biblical Merodach | £ I Rl y é¢ @

It is no coincidence that when we lowered the dates of th# ¢@ntury king he reappeared in

the late 8" century with dates 730718 B.C(see Figure 4 on padd above). We are here late

in the NeeAssyrian period, whe dates are ampletely reliable The list of kings of Babylon

inserts as @omment following the reign of &bu-shumaishkun (76ir ny 0 G KF G GFNRBY
2y> GKS . loef2yAly OKNRy2f23& Aa aSOdaNBfe {y?2
a2 dz2NDSa¢ o

But for the slight difference in dates (7308 versus 72210) we might immediately conclude

that Marduk-aplaiddina | = Mardulaplaiddina Il. The discrepancy between the dates
nothwithstanding, there is no other king by this name anywhere in tloeigiand year long list

of Kassite kings, or kings of Babylanless of coursewe distinguish between the first and

second mentios of Mardukaplaiddinall in the Dynasty X listA word of explanation is clearly

in order, if only to clarify the dual meions of the &' century MerodackBaladan

The Babylonian King List A on whichhaee reliedfor the datesof all the10"-8" century

Kassite kings, including those of Marelyia-iddina, haghus farbeen proven reliable in our

analysis byhe multiple synchronismsvhich resulted from its useand we are therefore

confident about the accuracy of the 7308 datest provides for Mardukaplaiddinahere.

Andthe dates for thedynasty X kronologyof the kings of Babyloh NE a & SOdzNBf & 1y 26
according tahe final sentence in the previous paragrafiwhich case the 72210 dates for
Marduk-aplaidding $iould be regarded as accuratelhen how dowve reconcile the two sets of

dates, both of which claimalidity, but which differ by eight yearsAnd howdo we explain the

brief resurgence of this king in 703 B.C., eleven years after the end of the Kassite dywhsty

fifteen years after his reign as Kassite king ended, probably because he died at tAétime

O2YLX SGS |yl feara 27 doSKaS AlRdySa KAS2NS swhdrelti? dalS 200 y
answeris probably to béound. Forthis we look to the Hebrew Bible

In the days of Hezekiah, kinghfdah a delegation was sent to Israel bearing letters and a gift

from the king of Babylon. The arrivalthese emissaries was duly recorded in the archives of

the nation, whence it made its way into the Hebrew Bible, in two separate accounts.

At that time Berodactbaladan a son of Baladan, king of Babylon sent letters and a present to Hezekiah, for
he head that Hezekiah had been si¢R Kings 20:12)


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_kings_of_Babylon
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At that time Merodachbaladan son of Baladan, king of Babylon, sent letters and a present to Hezekiah, for he
heard that he had been sick and had recovered. (Isaiah 39:1)

The details of what ensued in th&osy is of little relevance to the present discussion. Our
interest lies solely in establishing the reason behind tliedince in the dtesassigned tahe
Kassite king Marduiplaiddina and those assigndyy theDynasty Xing listto the king of
Babyon named Mardulaplaidinna.

We begin by pointing out the obvious, namely, tivathe 2 Kingsecord of the incident a scribe
has mistakenly written Berodach instead of Merodach, and a note in the Hebrew text reminds
the reader that we should read ¢hname as Merodach, following the Hebré&sxtsof 2 Kings
used by thdranslators of theLXX, the Syriac, and the Vulgate. The Isaiah text retains the
original Hebrew reading. And scholars are unaninioubke opinionthat the name Merodach
baladan is tk Hebrew version of the Babylonian Mardaglaidinna They are also unanimous
in their opinion that he biblicalkingMerodachbaladan nust be identified as the king who
ruled Babylon in the time frame 72210 B.C. We agree entirely But it might surgse the
reader to learn that this king is definitely not the Kigs&ing who bears that namdit is the
opinion of this paper that while Merodadbaladan the son must be identified as the king who
ruled Babylon from 72G08,and again briefly in 703 B,@ is his fatherBaladan, whas tobe
identified as the 8 dynasty Kassite king whose reign spanned the years/280 We itemize
belowsevenreasons for making this claim.

M P ¢KS yIFrYS . FtFRFY A& Of SI NI &annamewkighNIi Sy SR T
would necessarily have included the name of a fjoth the Babylonian pantheon. We believe

further that his name was identical to that of his sdfarduk-aplaidinna, a name which means

oMarduk (the Babylonian god by that namieas giver(iddina)a son (or heirfAkkadian aplu,

here in the accusative case).  f F Ry o6& A0aSt¥F ¢g2dzZ R NI yatlras
essentially the same meaninginus thename of the responsible deitylhus the namevould

be perfectlysuited as arepithet, and assuminthat this king was well known to foreign

dignitaries by thatibbreviatedname, it would be damiliar andfitting way to reference m.

2. Refering toforeign kings by name is a relatively rare occurrence in the Hebrew Bible,
thoughit does occur an unusual number of times in the sssyrian time frame. But adding
the name of a parent never happens, except in this oséaimce We ask the obvious question.
Why here? It seems to this author thie Hebrew text adds the name dié father because
Marduk-aplaidinnathe son king of Babylon, was not well known to Hezekiabr to the
readers of the Hebrew texeind therefore had to be introduced as the son of his more
illustrious father. MerodachBaladarthe father, Kassite kingf Babylonia, would be infinitely
more important a dignitarywith greater notorietythan a namesake samcently installed as
GlAy3a 2F .l oef2yé o6& KAa Tl OiKSN®D

3. TheMarduk-aplaidinna, son of Baladan, cannot be the Kassite king by that name, because
the Kassite king is known to be the son of his predecessorShgtiak thoughwe admit that
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this information is recorded on only one document, a kudurru (boundary) stone Sb 22,

excavated at Susa and currently in the Louvre. The kudurru records a landrgramiiél-

Shipak to his son Mardedplaiddina. That information can be foundhere.

4.YFaaAdS 1{Ay3a NIrNBftezr AF SOSNE OFtfSR GKSYAS
They wee not kings of Babylon. They were kings of KarduniastK#ssitename forthe

country ofBabylonia. In the next section we will argue that when the Kassites invaded and

conquered Karduniash, they left the political structure of the country virtuaithanged. The

ruling kings, and all government officials were left to govern thetdagay operations of the
countywithout intervention by the Kassitesind whether domiciled in Babylon or elsewhere in
Babylonia, those native kings setf/ledthemselvesad { Ay 3a 2F .l oef 2y ¢ ¢ KS
also argue nexmnever didreside in Karduniash.

50 ¢tK2dzZaK ¢S R2y Qi 1y2¢6 LINSOAASEEe 6KSYy (GKS&S
Hezekiah, it is likely thathen they did, theKassite kingwhom weidentify as Baladarwas
alreadydeceasedAccording to the onlin&ncyclopedia Britannicrticle related to the reign of
Hezekiahthe Israeli king ruled from 715 to 686 B.C.

Thedates of his reign are often given as about 715 to about&86ut inconsistencies in biblical
andAssyriarcuneiform records have yielded a wide range of possible dates.

According © our revised chronologyhe Kassite king Marduéipla-iddina died in 718 B.CIf
these dates are correct fbllows thathe cannot be theMarduk-aplaiddina, king of Babylon,
who sent gifts to Hezekiah.

It is true that some scholars suggest a lengtbyegency between Hezekiah and his father
Ahaz stretching back in time awnuch as a dozeyears. If so, then this argument loses its
potency.

cd ¢KS RSFGK 2F GKS YFaaArdasS ({Ay3a Ay 1tmy . o/ @
. I 0 et 2dfkaplaiddiNdfor yet another reason, already mentioned. The latiged from
722-710B.C. and again, briefly, in 703 B.C. The latter date is definitely the clincher. The 730

718 dates and the 72710dates could conceivable result from some errothia source

documentsand thus be reconciledBut there is no possibility that thé?3o last Kassite king

was still alive and engagedarbattle with the Assyrian@n 703, eleven years after théd3

dynasty ended.

7. The assumption that the Kassiténg Mardukaplaiddina and Baladan, father of thiking of

Babylorg Marduk-aplaiddinaare the same kingglonemaintains the synchronism we set out to

establish, and makgserfect sensef the dates assigned to thiather and his namesake son

Accordingo the dynasty X list of kings on the Wikipedia liskwofgs of Babylonin 748 B.C.

TiglathPilezer Il subjugated Babylonia and installed Ndua ANJ & a1 Ay3 2F . I 0
coyiAydzSR (12 K2fR . lFoef2yAl OFLIGAGS GKNRdJdzAK TFA
last twobrief stints in office taken by thAssyriarkings TiglatkPilezer 11l and Shalmaneser V



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Marduk-apla-iddina_I
http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/264743/Hezekiah
http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/39555/Assyria
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_kings_of_Babylon
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Finally, in 722 B.C., in th& 8ear of his reign, the Kassiking Mardukaplaiddinare-captured
Babylonia, and immediately installed his son MardkaA RRA Y I & a1 Ay3 2F . | ¢
years later the father died, ending his 12 year tenur&assiteking (730718). The Kassites
replaced Mardulaplaiddina Baladan) first with Zabakshumaiddina (717) and then with
Enlithadinahi (716714). The fate of each of these kings is discussed in our next section
Duringtheir brief reigns, and for another four years, Mardajla-iddina, king of Babylon
continuedto hold on to his Babylonian kingship. Butin 710 B.C. he was driven from Babylon by
the army of the powerful Assyrian king Sargon (783 B.C.)In 705 B.C. Sargated,
supposedly in battle, andbassucceeded by his sdennacherib, who inherited fro®argon
GKS RdzZlf 2FFAO0Sa 2F a1 AySevedlleats BtkrggN®3 B:.Q/,R G 1 Ay 3
Sennacherib installed a vassal named Mardakirshumi asis replacementt { Ay 3 2 ¥
I 0 &.Marguk-aplaiddina opportunistically reappeared teclaimhis former domain. He
was successful, but his tenure in office was bri#fithin months he was challenged and
defeated by Sennacherib, who camtied to rule Babylonia through proxies until 694 B.C.
interrupted only in 700 B.C. by yet another attemptttwe part of Mardukaplaiddina to
retake the throne of Babylon. This time the attempted coup was unsuccessfulkigedia
article describes thdinal days of the son of Baladin.

During his reigisennacherib encountered various problems vB#bylonia His first campaign took place in
703 BC againdflarduk-aplaiddina Ilwho had seized the throne of Babylon and gathered an alliance
supported byChaldeansAramaeansand Elamites The visit of Babylonian ambassadors

to Hezekialof Judahis traditionally dated to this period. The allies wanted to make use of the unrest that
arose at the accession of Sennacherib. Sennacherib split his army and had one part attack the stationed
enemy atKishwhile he and the rest of the army proceeded to capture the Cititha After that was done the
king returned swiftly to aid the restfdiis army. The rebellion was defeated and Mardyita-iddina Il

fled. Babylonwas taken, and its palace plundered but its citizens were left unharmed. The Assyrians searched
for Mardukaplaiddina II, especially in the southern marshes, but he was not found. The rebellion forces in
the Babylonian cities were wiped out and a Babylonian naBedbni who was raised at the Agsan court

was placed on the throne. When the Assyrians left, Mardple-iddina Il started to prepare another

rebellion. In 700 BC, th&ssyrian armyeturned to fight the rebés in the marshes again. Not surprisingly,
Marduk-aplaiddina Il fled again to Elam and died there.

Zababashumaiddin (717) and Enlihadin-ahi (716714)

According to the traditional historgababashumaiddin and his successé&nlitnadin-ahihad
very short reigns, both cut short by Elamite invasiahe first led bythe Elamite king Shutruk
Nahhuntel (11851155)and the second by his son Kuiahhunte | (1158.150) Several
times recently in this papewe haveindicated that we would be lowerg the dates of th king
ShutrukNahhunte bringing him into alignment with his laté"&entury namesake Shutruk
Nahhunte 1l (71%699). What we did not say earlier, but now admit, we must also lower the
dates forKutir-Nahhunte. Hopefully we will be abto identifyboth namesakekingsin the
early 7" century.


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sennacherib
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sennacherib
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Babylonia
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Marduk-apla-iddina_II
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Chaldea
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Aramaea
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Elam
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hezekiah
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kingdom_of_Judah
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kish_(Sumer)
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kutha
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Babylon
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bel-ibni
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Assyrian_army
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It is time to argue tk case. Assuming we can do so, we will have proved our contention that
Zababashumaiddin and Enlihadin-ahi are correctly positioned at the end of th# 8entury.
We itemize our argument ipoint form.

1. All scholars of the traditional history agree that the Elamite king list presented earlier in this

paper is essentially accurafsee Tabldl, p.22 above, including the fact thaShutruk

Nahhuntel (11851155)is corectly positioned several decades aftedéi-Hutran (12351210),

the last Elamite king of the Igehalkid dynastihey are also adamant that these two kings are
responsible for bringing about an end to the Kassite dynasty, by deposing its last twakithgs,
RSaGNReAy3a GKS YIaaaidasSQa 2 yKuBgaludid didedtal Ay . | 6@
compare these 12 century Elamite kings with their namesakes in the |dfée@rly 7"

centuries, we briefly summarize their actiovia an analysis of the igs of the twoKassite

kingsthey deposed, namelyZababashumaiddin and Enlidnadinahi.

Zababashumaiddin:

It is argued by scholars that the king Zababamaiddin was not a sonf Mardukaplaiddina,

hispredecessara fact consistent with ouslaim that the eldest son of the Kassite king Marduk

aplaA RRAY Il oFftAlLa da.FflRFYED gl a 2Kxa oy I ES&R R § 3a
Foef2yé 08 KJjuatre®her dorfrolBBabylsnta Mardikaplaiddina the son

was the legimate heir of his father. Zabakshumaiddin was an interloper. Scholars argue,

correctlyin our opinion that ShutrukNahhunte was a member olfi¢ Igehalkid dynasty family

that had for generations been intermarrying with the Kassites, and that hisrihction

againstZababashumaA RRAY 61 & Y2UA @l GSR 6& GKS LINBaSyoS

throne, and his frustration at having his claim to the vacated throne overlookéudis we read

in aWikipedia articlaconcerned with the reign dhe Kassite king Zabalshumaiddina:

His lack of connection to the previous royal family into which the Elamite rulers had intermarried for several
generations led Shutrullahhunte, king of Elapwvho was himself married to the thirtshird Babylonian

kingMeli-~ A LJelde€ daughter, to believe his claim to the throne of Babylon was more legitirAdieoe

Babylonian cpy of a literary text which takes the form of a letter, now located in\loederasiatisches

Museumin Berlin, is addressed to the Kassite itday an Elamite King, thought to be ShutiNkhhunte, and

details the genealogy of the Elamite royalty of this period. He casts aspersions on their choice of king and

then declares:

Why |, who am a king, son of a king, seed of a king, scion of a kingmvking (?) for the lands, for the land

of Babylonia and the land of [ElJam, descendant of the eldest daughter of the mightiitigaglzy (why) do

I not sit on the throne of théand of Babylonia? | sent you a sincere proposal; you however have granted me

no reply: you may climb up to heaveno 6 dzii L Qf f LJdzf £ @2dz R26y 6 afoutd 2dzNJ KSY
LQff LJzZt f e2dz dzLJ8 o6& @& 2 dzNJ Ryour kaktresses, atéplufd your Rriga@tionNe & & 2 dzN.
RAGOKS&X Odzi R2¢y @2dzNJ 2 NOKFNRazZ wlLlz t 2dzie GKS NAy3
T Shutruk Nahhunte?2 etter to the Kassite court.

The article continues with a description oftlassault:

ShutrukNahhunte led an assault on northern Babylonia which resulted in the end of Z&bdb¥AIRRA Yy | Q &
reign. The event is described in a late Babylonian poeticpiesgiorting to be narrated by a later king,


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Zababa-shuma-iddin
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Meli-Shipak_II
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Vorderasiatisches_Museum_Berlin
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Vorderasiatisches_Museum_Berlin
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kurigalzu_I
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possiblyNab(] dzR NI left his inscriptions on many of the trophies he collected for display in the
temples ofSusaeach with its boatul addendum, to confirm it was he who had conquered Babylonia. A
fragment of an Emite stele describes crossing the river Ulai and seizing seven hundred towns. Another
fragment lists the northern cities that had been overthrown includhg-KurigalzuSippart Opis
perhapsAkkadand Eshnunna

These two paragraphs leave no doubt that ShuiNdhhunte was the author of the Berlin

letter we referencedin a previas section of this paper, and furthermore, that he was a

member of the Elamite extended family that intermarried with the Kassite descendants of
Kurigalzu I. We have no idea why he and his son flahhunte were selected by scholars to
initiate a succesy dynasty, the Shutrukids, but since Shutid&hhunte was married to a
daughter of MeliShipak and declares himself a successor of Kurigalzu I, there can be no doubt
that hisdates must be lowered by approximately 430 years.

Enlithadin-ahi

In yet andher Wikipedia article this timedescribing thaeign of Enl#adinahi, we read

ShutrukNahhunte king ofElam had overrun Babylonia bringing Eofin RIA'YS Q& LINBBabaD 8zv & 2 NI
iddinaQ& o NR& ST d.NHEz0ad theh fetudned t&88sdeaving his son, Kutlahhunte, to govern. Enlil
YNRAFES 61 a LINRPOfFAYSR 1Ay3a 2F a{ dzp&shiblylind&ianceloltheRE = I YR
occupyng Elamite forcesA singlekudurru, or boundary stone detailing a royal land graant,administrative

text listing recipients of grain frordr, and a couple of tablets from a small cadhmm the Merkes section of
Babylon, all bear witness to his reign.

According to later chronicles, his short reign was brought to a dramatic close when he led a campaign against
the Elamite forces anduffered a crushing defeat at the hands of KiNishhunte, who was possibly now the
successor of Shutrddahhunte. He was deported with the Kassite noblemen in chains to Susa accompanied

by the booty pillaged from the various Babylonian temples, whose matstble example was the cult statue

of Marduk, an act so sacrilegious to the Babylonians that it would forever castKakihunte in infamy.

We learn very little new from these two paragragplsave for the fact that Kutikahhunte was
the son of ShutrulNahhunte, confirmation that halonewasresponsible for the ultimate fall
of the Kassite Empire, artdat his name was held in contempy later generations. As the son
of ShutrukNahhunte,it follows that his datesisomust also be lowered by 430 years.

The necessary 430 year reduction in the dates for Shuttathunte | (1188.155) and Kuti
Nahhunte | (1158.150) repositions themmithe approximate time frames 75625 and 725720
B.C. repectively. The fact that these dates are approximately one decade too early should not
be considered a deterrent. The interregnum between the Igehalkid dynasty and following
Shutrukid dynasty (in which ShutiNahhunte and his son Kutir have been mistaieplaced)

is estimated to be only 10 years, and five of those years are given over to the reign of
Hullutushinshushinak (1204185), the assumed predecessor of Shuthdhhunte | in the
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Shutrukid dynasty (see Tablgage22). It should surprise roneif we were to lower the
dates for ShutrukNahhunte | by yet another decade.

2. In a sense we have already confirmed that ShulMakhunte and his son Kutir belong to the

8™ century B.C. Every argument previously advanced in this paper, and in thevgdzipler
preceded it- those which confirm that the Kassite kings from Kurigalzu | through to Marduk
aplaiddina (Baladan) ruled Babylonia from the riid" through to the late & centuryB.C -

also support our contention thahe last twofinal Kassite kigs musthave ruled in the late'8®
century. And since their brief reigns ended via military action led by the Elamite kings Shutruk
Nahhunte and his son, the names of those two kings should be present in the Elamite king list,
assuming that the Elamiterig list has been preserved in this time frame. They may not have
been assigned dates consistent witlose determined in the previous paragraph, partly

because Elamite scholars may have erred in fine tuning the dates for theeh2ury

namesakes, and ptly because their determination of the laté"&entury dates must

necessarily have been based on very limited inscriptional material. After all, much of the data
concerning the reigns of the latd"8early ™ century ShutrukNahhunte Il and KutiNahhunte

Il has been wrongly assigned to their two fictional' t2ntury namesakes. Certainly we do not
expect to read anything about them that would remotely connect them whhnKassite kings

they deposed, this for the same reason. All we can expe&édassa record of their existence.

This said, a glance at our Table 3 on page 15 confirms the existence of a king -Slalthuinte

I, with assigned datesl7-699B.C. Those dates differ from the 7885 time framearrived at

by our reduction of the 12 century dates of his namesake, but we feel fortunate that the reign
of this king has even been documented, much less with dates even closer to those of the two
deposed Kassite kingababashumaiddin (717) and Enfitadinahi (716714)than the dates
arrived at by our 425 year reduction of12entury dates.

But what about KutiNahhunte? He is not listed in the Elamite king list. That omission may or
may not be significant. Recall our earlier Wikipedia article that described the invasion of
Shutuk-Nahhunte, and the fact that the father left his son Kutir to govern the conquered
Babylonian territory. Three years later Kutir deposed the replacement kingn&dilitahe.

The Elamite scholars have assumed that Kutir had by this time replaceeck@sed father on
the Elamite throne, and accordingly list him as king, succeeding his father in the Shutrukid
dynasty. But there is no textuavidence supporting this assumed kingship of KM&hhunte

It is therefore not surprising that he is absdrdm the 8"/7™ century list of Elamite kings. But
having said that, we are gratified to learn that Shutiighhunte Il did have a son named Kutir
Nahhunte, and in spite of not being listed on the king list, he did briefly rule the courdny.
this information we turn our attention to &Vikipedia articlediscussing the history of Elam, our
attention focusedon thesection dealing with the Ne&lamite period (c. 77646 B.C.).

More details are known frorthe late 8th century BC, when the Elamites were allied with
the ChaldearchieftainMerodachbaladanto defend the cause of Babylonian independence from
Assyria Khumbanigasi743¢717) supported Merodachaladan againssargon llapparently without
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success; while his successor, Shuikakhkhunte 11 (71€699), was routed by Sargon's troops during an
expedition in 710, and another Elamite defeat by Sargon'spsas recorded for 708. The Assyrian dominion
over Babylon was underlined by Sargon's Sennacheripwho defeated the Elamites, Chaldeans and
Babylonians and dethroned Merodataladan for a second time, installing his own geshurnadin-

shumion the Babylonian throne in 700.

Shutruk-Nakhkhunte 1] the last Elamite to claim the old title "king Ahshan and Susa", was murdered by his
brother Khallushiiwho managed to briefly capture the Assyrian governor of Babylonia Awstdin-shumi

and the city Babylon in 69&ennacherilavenged this by invading and ravaging Elam in 694 BC, and
destroying Babylon. Khallushu was in turn assassinatélti-Nakhkhunte who succeeded him, but soon
abdicated in favor of Khumralslenanu 11l (692689). KhummaVenanu recruited a newrany to help the
Babylonians and Chaldeans against the Assyrians dattle of Haluleén 691 BC. Both sides claimed the
victory in their annals, but Babylon was destroysdSennacheritonly two years later, and their Elamite
allies defeated in the procesgemphasis added)

This source informs us that Shutrtdahhunte 11 (714699) was murdered byif brother

Khallushu (69%93) who in turn was assassinated by kiN#&hhunte (693%692), likely to avenge

the earlier murder of his father, an ironic turn of events according to one Oxford source. There

exists no other information than this concerning KiNahhunte, though the back to back
FaalaaiAyliaAazya G tSHad aNzbESawasthelegitimat&l®e® R2Yy Q
to the throne of ShutrulNahhunte, and that therefore he was his eldest son.

With that we rest our case. Elamite sciid have dated these kings several decades too late.
But that is a small error, considering that they have dated the entire Ingehalkid and at least two
kings from the Shutrukid dynasty, weller 430 years too early.

As always, let the reader decidenié are right.

C. Babylonian King List ATBeAssyrian Synchronistic King List

Two documents alone will suffice to explain how and why the traditional and revised

chronologies of Babylonian dynastic history differ as much as they do. Their analyadisowill

pave the way for our intended extension of the revised Babylonian timeline backward in time
throughthe 15tdynasty, including revised dates for the infamous HammurAkimentioned
SFNIASNE (KS (62 R20dzYSyida | NBA gy 2gAsspipiR (1KSS y
SynchronistiKing List @ 2 Quith@h& Babyonian King List.

Babylonian King List A

This King List, unlike its Assyrian countergaekists in only one version. In fact, there is
preserved only one copy of thiist, the only Babylonian document whigtemizes and provides
the reign length®of all the kings of the 8 (Kassite) dynastynfortunately surviving on a single,
damaged tablet.There arethree good onlinecopiesof this Kinglist available for the reader to
download, print, or peruse:
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Dp.2ru 2F t NA hKwhNR@EYY.tom/Rdvel/Intro2/ ANET%20265
275%20and%2056867.PDF

2) http://www.geocities.ws/farfarer2001/chronicles/bkl_a.html

3) pp 424439 from J.A. Brinkman, Materials and Studies for Kassite History, Chicago, Oriental
Institute, 1976
http://oi.uchicago.edu/sites/oi.uchicago.edu/files/uploads/shared/docs/mskh1.pdf

Of thesethreeS . NA y byfariy Q% W24 G SEGSYaArAdS | ylLftearas |y
advantage that it also containsn page 2-74, a copy of theAssyrian Synchronistic King List,
GKAOK t NAGOKINR SydAaidtSa GKS a{eyOKNRYyAaAGAO |/
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Kinglist A (BM33332) is the only Babylonian docoinpeesently known that originally purported to list all the

monarchs of Babylonia and the lengths of their reigns from 1894 till at least 626 B.C. (note 1) Most detailed
reconstructions of Babylonian chronology and history for this period (notle2y heavily on this tablet for

primary data, which are often unavailable elsewhere; (note 3) and its sequence of rulers and dynasties

LINE GARSE GKS o0F&A0O FNIYSE2N] dzZllRYy 6KAOK Yz2ad KAAG2NR
Over the years since the firgtiblication of Kinglist A by Pinches in 1884, there have been widely varying

estimates of the trustworthiness of its data, especially the numbers listed for the lengths of individual reigns

and dynasties. Modern attitudes have ranged from an uncritice¢ptance of most material in the list to

rejection of any regnal number unless it is confirmed by independent sources such as economic texts. Itis

the purpose of the present appendix to examine the kinglist in more detail and to see where withinahds br

spectrum of scholarly opinion the truth is more likely to (. 424)

b23GS mY ¢KS tfAad YlIe KIGS 02y liAydzSR R2gy (2 pod . &/
Note 2: With the exception of the Hammurapi dynasty, which is almost comypleteken away at the

beginning of the text.

Note 3: Especially concerning the lengthseijns.

We have no intention of analyzing this document, savecanment onthe one major change
in its interpretation we are about to make.

This kinglist remindsthis author of a similar Egyptian document, preserved only in fragments in
guotations by later authors, and purportedly authored by an Egyptian priest named Mametho
the 39 century B.C Likethat early Egyptiardocument,the Babylonian kinglistuffersfrom an
extremely important deficiency. Both documents appgalist dynasties in the chronological
order in which they bgan, butboth make no mention of any overlap in thienelines of the
dynasties even though later research has shown that some dyira do overlap That

deficiency was not corrected by ®@ndearly20" centuryscholars in either the Assyro
Babyloniaror the Egyptian fields of studies. And2&Entury Egyptologists seem determined

to preserve the status quoBut t is somewhatomforting to note a gradual changaking

place in the researcbonductedby Babylonian scholars. It has been recognized in the latest
(late 20" early 2Ft century) research that several of the early Babylonian dynasties did, in fact,
overlap for conglerable portions of their lengths. Unfortunately, to my knowledge, no
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researcher hadared to tamper withthe presumed backo-back sequencing ofythasties 2.
Until today.

At the beginning of ouradical revision of Egyptian dynastic histarg reasmed, with ample
precedent to guide our researcthat the 26" and 27" dynasties of Egypt ovepaed

throughout their lengths.There existed abundant research confirming that when the army of

one ANE kingdom defeated that of a foreign nation, and thietdiecame a vassal state of the
conqueror, the defeated nation was generally allowed to resume itstdalay governmental

and priestly operations, quite often without even replacing the defeated king, providing treaties
were signed with conditions favdbée to the conqueror, with future fealty and delivery of

annual tribute promised. The conqueror then moved on, either back to the homeland, or
forward to yet other battles. Such was the case with the Persian king Cyrus in almost all of his
world-dominating conquest. Egypt was an exception in one respect only. Having been
devastated by a Babylonian invasion in 565 Ba@.invasion that killed and deported a high
percentage of the population, andft the county kingless and desolatghe army of Cyra in

543 B.Cencounteaed virtually no oppositioras they overran the countpandsimplyleft

behinda garrison of soldiers to loot the temples, and set up a puppet kingdom of Saite dynasty
governors to regulate the recovering nation. It is doubtful t6gtus ever visited Egyp&nd in

his muchlater enumeration of dynasties Manetho listed the Salj@mastyvassal kings dss

dynastyy dzYo SNJ Hec YR GKS t SNEALFY 2@SNI 2NR& | a ydzy
ruled their respectivelomainsin preciselythe same timeframe. And subsequent generations

listed these dynasties as if their kings ruled Egypt in succession. The result, of course, was that
the Egyptian timeline was extended by a fictional 121 years.

We argue here that a similar errondk place approximately 750 years earlier, when the
YIFaaArdSasirani | ¥FHRSXNEGAY DI RSR yR O2yljdzZSNBR
ruling faction or factions of the country, and after receiving assurances of future loyalty, and

after installingminor governmental officials to represent their interests (and perhaps an army
garrison, or garrisons), returned to their homeland in the Zagros regipresent day western

Iran. In the last decades scholars have increasingly come to the realizadipmat least in the

early stages of what Z0century scholars called theé®lynasty the Kassite kings did not

inhabit Babylonia. Thus in the downloadédkipedia list okings of Baplonused in our third

paper, and many times earlier in this papaightof the earliest 8' dynasty kings of the

Babylonian King List A are listed separately and described simpbseparatedynasty of

GOFNI& YLl aaaA adfedexpanaiand Kgh 0 K10 KKS Reyl atde RAR y2i
Babylon, but their numbering scheme was continued by later Kassite Kings of Babylon, and so
they are listed heré By this means the®dlynasty of Babylon was reduced in number froén 3

to 28kings. That wasmistake, and we are here to restore the integrity of the Babylonian

King List A.

In our understanding, none of th#&6 Kassite kings ever actually governie dayby-day
operations ofBabylona, which throughout its history functioned as a sesmitonomousnation,
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suffering invasions and periodic replacements of kings, and the shifting of the politicafcent

of L2 SNJ O02YY2y (G2 GKS NBIA2Y 2F a{dzYSNJ FyR ! {1
F2NJ 0KS RdzNI A2y 27F YIawhlelihd KasstekbdsLontEed ti A LIS ¥
functionindependently centered in their traditional homeland in the Zagros Mountain region

Even after the 1% Kassite king Kurigalzu | constructed a namesake citKDugalzwunorth and

slightly east of Babylgmaround the middle of the 10century B.C.usingrevised histondates),

we believe the Kassites rulers spent most of their time elsewhere.

Summing up, & have absolutely no reason at this time to doubt that the 36 Kassite kings,
whose combined reign fgths totaled 576 years as listed on the Babylonian King List A, were
the legitimate rulers of the country for the whole of that time, all the while the land was
governed by kings centered in Babylon or elsewheigahylonia

In our estimation the # through the 9" dynasties of Babylqras described on the Wikipedia list
of Babylonian rulers, were merely the vassal kings running the country on behalf of the Kassite
2PSNI 2NRAX LINBOAaSte a GKS HcilK o{IAiS0 Reyl
(Persian) dynasty conquerortn this scenario there were always two kings controlling
Babyloniathe countrythat the Kassites calledarduniash a Kassite king who resided
St aS6KSNBE>X yR | alAy3a 27F The sitdatiotis/dépictedk 2 32 O3S NY
graphicallyin the following figure.

Figure7: Timelines showing sequencingB#byloniarDynasties

in the Traditional versus the Revised history



