Paper #2: Babylonian Dynastic HistogyA late 10" to late 8" century outline.
The beginning of a revision of Babylonian history.

This paper hathree objectives alphabetized below

A) In our previous papef#l) we claimedl 2 K| @S thé asBnesS RE1 Ay 3 2 F | & & dzN
YIEYSR ! aKdzNUzo F £ t AGY a3I2OSNYAyITé GKS pracBélyi SNy K
where and when we had previously conjectured his existéheen Volumethree of our

Displaced Dynasties serjeg he proof of the existence of our king Ashuruballit was derived via

an analysis of two key documents, an Assyrian tablet (plus two fragmeniitt¢d the
G{8YyOKNRYAAGAO I A&ali2NEBE | YR | Acthabyptie2 y ALy G 0f
Synchronis® | AAG2NE &1 & Ay Of dzZRS R hadNe WaditiaRa Histoly & | & F
dzy RS N& { [AghBraballil iKclerds & Aelinkerprietition provided byhe Chronicle P

Our proof of the existence of a #@entury Ashuruballitvas derived entirly fromthe text of

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

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

misinterpretedby Assyriologists and ancient histams alikeso as to make this document

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

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

B) The analysis of the previous pagsoresulted in achart showing multiple timelines, one
each forthe kings of Egypt, Assyria, Hatti, and Kassite Babylonia from th@yed.C. to the
8SIEFNIynn . & ¢ dnétHe Sarli€ papeizNIBatcbart 2egroduded@nShe v T
followingpageas our Figure 1, provided visual confirmation of close to a dozen synchronisms
between these nationswvhich served to strengtheaur claim b have correctly positionethe
Amarnaking Ashuruballit. It follows that the more wiengthenthose timelinesthe greater the
assurance that our kings are correctly positioned. This paper therefore interggyio ths
lengtheningprocess byextendngthe four timelinesforward throughto the year 714 B.Cthe
yearwhen the 3¢ dynasty of Babylon ended.

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

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

feature prominently in all scholarly discussion relating to the histdrgncient Babylon. We

NEFSNI aLISOAFAOFIEtE (2 GKS a.loef2yAly YAy3a [ A
Included in our discussion will be comment on changes that are currently taking place within

the scholarly community on topics suchd®2 GSNI | LILJAy 3 Reyl adAasSaQ | yR
NEAaARSY(OQ YIaardsS ({Ay3ao I 02y Of dzZRAYy 3 aSOGAZ2
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 precisdy, the date of the initial Kassite invasion of Babylonia, and provide

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



We meet theseliree objectives in the order listed.

Figure 1'Revised Histolimeline showing the kings of Egypt, Assyria, Hatti,
and KassiteBabylonian the time frame 956300 B.C.
(Reproduced from Figure 3 on page 27 of Pagdewith Kurigalzu 1 added

as0 940 930 920 910 900 890 880 870 860 850 840 830
XN e R W ) ¢ TR LS e T T L i - O L SO e e S T e L T | | " L ] L . 1 L
-3
" 3
8%
ER
c2
Amenhoteo Iil (966-928 B.C.) ; Horemheb (897-870) |l Seti (869-840) Ramses || (840-774)
- - — — 4 e T AN A T BTl Y L OV A e e Ak { Y .
Amenhotep IV = Akhenaton
(940-923 B.C)
Ashuruballit (ca 930-894)
I S | W) S L T I - e
. on Baby w Kadashman-
Kurigalzu|  Kadashman- ce Nazi-Bugash Kadashman-Turgu Enlil 1l
x-945 | Enlill (944-930) st (896-895) Kurigalzu Il (894-869) | Nazi-Maruttash (868-843)] (842-823) |(szzvsm)
SRS S S TG S W v - P N P N NAp Fp NeoRn T TN P N g RV A e S gy e e B Y
L Kara-hardash deposed & killed
Burnaburiash (929-903) (902-897) by Kassite loyalists
7 DO R L T DA e A S R Lok )
Adad-Nirari Il n‘:ﬂa Ashur-nasir-apli Il
Ashur-Dan 11 (935-912) | (912-891) freedd] (884-859) [ Shalmaneser Il (859-824) |
Il | S O Sl ] G 1 D . T A "l Y O T T RN " VA O O W T i L S O A L A S O Y S O N A (Y 1 BT
Arnuwandas 11l Urhi-Teshub
(858-857) (Mursilis 1) Hattusilis 1l

| Suppiluliumas | (908-858) “‘3”25‘| (825-800)
4 Do S ) S

O] L O (B MR ) S, ) A O L P 1 T ol e A O B [ Ll

|| Mursilis 11 (857-836) | |
Bl g e e e Rala)

Muwatallis (846-832)
SO Y Y G W |

A. Analysis of the Synchronistic History and the Chronicle tPabijtional
historians

The Figure 1 timelinshown abovewhich resulted from our analysis of tl@hronicle Phas its
counterpart in the traditional historydepicted on the following page asrdeigure 2. As we
explained in tie earlier paperthe only changaecessaryo transform Figure 1 into Figure 2
was the increase of all datesm the Egyptian, Hittite, and Babylonian timelirgs
approximately 430 years, and the replacemehthe 10"/9t" 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 changeshe
Egyptian timeline in order to more accurately represent the consensus view"cfrz 2 Bt
century Egyptologists.Thus we adjusted reign lengths slightly to reflect the current scholarly
consensus that the reigns of Amenhotep Il and Akhenatdmdt overlap, and that the reign



of Seti | was relatively short, certainly not the nearly 30 years we have assigned to this king. But
we have left the relative chronology of the Hittite Empire intact, simply because there appears

to be no scholarly comsisus on whethe reign of Suppiluliumasdkegan norhow long it

lasted, and because opinion variestbe reign lengths of several loér Hittite kings.

Regardless, these changes, or the lack of them, are really not at issue here. This paper is
concernal onlywith the placement of the Kassite kings in relation to the Assyrian timeline.

Figure2: Traditional Historylimeline showing the kings of Egypt, Assyria, Hatti,
and KassiteBabylonian the time framel400-1250 B.C.

1380 1370 1360 1350 1340 1330 1320 1310 1300 1230 1280 1270 1260
(] Lo VI AR 7 VDL TR G R )Yl T ] T Y | 1 LR VR T - W S O T N S S T T R L L L O L R L bR TS L T
Amenhotep III Amenhotep IV = Akhenaton Seti | Ramses I
P LA ORI NS i O 15 ke S 300 | JE RO (R TR SR T T [# ¥ ey T (S v SR, O TR o A A B S R e B S
Enlil-Nirari Arik-den-ili
Ashuruballit | (1363-1328) (1327-1318) | (1317-1306) Adad-nirari (1305-1274) Shalmanezer | (1273-1244)
L Ll SR s S g it L el T s (T S W M W L) ] R Ve T I M L 1T
Kadashman- (1333) Nazi-Bugash ;
2 & Kadashman
Enlil 1 : Kadashman-Turgu _Enlitil
(1374)-1360 Burnaburiash (1359-1333) Kurigalzu 1l (1332-1308) Nazi-Maruttash (1307-1282) (1281-1264) I(xzsmzss) |
f L [ I | L N | TN A e [ N N YO | 1 | SN O Y ey [ e ) ] iy ) () ) L g ) (] o R { SN B e S ) S VS | e | | R et [ T o |
Kara-hardash (1333)
z £2
< 52
Suppiluliumas | | ] Mursilis 11 Muwatallis | | Hattusilis 1l

T I Ly Y 1 o) (B0 1L T ES] T T[S R 1 | Vo A o | TV U o 8 [ S Ti=ge Spepop e o Sje fi P VR L [ VO I v R0 2 1. L o oty R O (e I ey

It is important that thereader understands the significance of the Figure 2 chart. It represents
how 20" and 2Ft century scholars conceive the history of the Ancient Near East as that history
unfolded in the 1# - 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 iaxcruciatingdetail every newly discovered tablet, or inscribed artifact

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

The notion thatthree of the four timelines depicted are arror by well over 400 years would

not even be entertained. We understand this mindset completely.

When we suggest, as we did in o8BI LISNE GKI G0 GKS . Fo0@f2yAlYy KAZ
the Assyrian timeline by roughly 430 years, an opinioretiantirely on our interpretation of

the Chronicle P, we are not surprised that Assyrian schblarealtered that documentin

order to mantain their Figure 2 conception of history. Ouf"dentury positioning of

Ashuruballit would Bverhave been entdained, even as a passing thougtiut since these



same scholars write the textbooks, and fill the internet with their biased interpretation of
Babylonian history, we sense the need to at least inform our regulessely 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 Assyrian history,
especially considering the fact that not a single name of an Assyrian king émtine document

is consistent with that history.

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

3 bebw), extendng themin thisinstanceto include the eleven Kassite kings who follow
Kadashmastnlil I, thus paving the way for meeting the second oftbtee objectives.

Figure3: The Kassite kings of thé& 8ynasty of Babylon in the time franmig001155B.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. I, (1976), p. 31)
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As siggesed above, his diagram will serve multiple purposescluding acting as a springboard
to our later discussion of theBcentury Kassite kings However, in this sectiorns primary
purpose is ¢ illustrate the flaved interpretation2 ¥ G KS & /hikidhpatthe GdndS oft €
20" and 2Ft century scholarsadiscussiomecessary as aadjunct to the positive

interpretation of that document provided in our third paperLater stilithe Figure 3will serve



to assist oudiscussionofil KS & . 6@t 2y Al Yy A¥sjrigrde VOBENR VA Al ¥ @
and the related descriptionf the process by which thBabylonian history of the Kassite kings
hasbecome displaced in time lwell over four hundred yearsAndin that final section as well

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

of the Kassite Dynasty.

Having said athat, we turn our attention to the relevant lireof the Chramicle P, itemized
below in our &ble 1. We have highlighted the key names.

Table 1:Relevant lines ahe Chronicle P

Column 1 (lines-44) 22' He slaughtered his soldieasd captured his
pU YI RRIONBISE a2y 2F Yl officers.
Muballitat-serua,
cU (GKS R dzaualit A Ndng2oF Asdyria 23'NaziY I NHzi G O &az2y 2F
ordered[7] the overthrow of the Suteans 24' king of Assyria in [...].
7' from the east to west, andnnihilated their Lacuna
extensive forces.
yd IS NBAYF2NOSR (GKS Beginning of Column 4 (linesl1)
He dug wells and 1[..]
9' settled people on fertile lands to strengthen tk 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 [...] near. He destroyed the wall of
1Afft SR KAY®D ~dzl A3+ O Babylon and put[5] the Babylonians to the swor
11' the son of a nobody,[3] they appointed as 5' He took out the property of the Esagila and
A20SNBAIYy 2a@BaNg G KSY® Babylon amid the booty. The statue of the great
MHU (1AYy3 2F ! aaeNAl Z lord Marduk
I Sy 3S YHarle, HisYdaughter's son, and 6' he removed from his dwiahg-place and sent
Mo ~dzl A3l O G(KS Yl aa him to Assyria.
Mnd KS {-éballit EiRarigalzO, Saizhii TU 1S Lidzi KA& 3I2OSNYy2
Y I R Gh¥rbeyon his father's throne. years, TukultNinurta
yd O2yGNBftfSR YI NRdzyA
End of Column 3 (line0-24) 2TFAOSNE 2F YI NRdzy Al O
9' put AdadO dz¥dzO deNils father's throne,
20' He went to conqueAdad-nirari, king of 10'! O Gremlithpli, son of that TukultNinurta
Assyria. who had[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 na intend to repeatour previousanalysisof this document, that which kkto 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 consistent 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 beignored Ourintent hereis narrowly focused on how the traditional history
hastreatedthetext2 ¥ G KS [/ KNRYAOfS t |YyR alGdz2Ny&&®R || of Ay
accompanyits interpretation, allin orderto defenda grosshdistortedtimeline for Egypt, Hatti

and Babylonia

Therelevant Chronicle Eext appears to feature just two military battles, one pitting Kurigdlzu
againstan Assyrian king Adadirari, anda second one featuring Nallaruttashfighting

against a king TukuiNlinurta, who is ultimately assassinated by his son and successor-Ashur
nasirapli (Ashurnasirpal). A quick glance at our Figure 3 leaves us perplexad. Figure 3
there is no king Adadirari contemporary with Kurigalzu Il, and there iskmag TukultiNinurta
opposte NaziMarrutash. The first difficulty was dealt with efficientlyy scholars The name

of Adadnirari was simply changed to Eniditari. The secondifficulty was more problematic.
The solution waso assume thathe description of thebattle which features Naavlaruttash,
which occupiseight linesof textin the Synchronistic Histonarrative, 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 the®™column, an entirely new battle hdmenengaged and won

by TukultiNinurta. Te typical four or five line introduction tsuchbattles hasapparently

been contained in a single line, unfortunately illegilaled someone, @sumably theunknown
opponent of TukultiNinurta, has beeefeated,taken captiveand put in irons. The balance of
the 4" column, which islmost wholly intacttakes up the story of Tukuidinurta, his follow

up attack on the city of Babylon, the sioiic removal of the statue of Marduk, tleeven year
governance of Babylonia, a rebellion led by his son Ashurbanipal, followBakiojtib A y dzNIi | Q &
arrest,incarcerationand summary execution. There the story ends.

Fourquestions immediately surfacel) Who is the Assyrian king TukiNtinurta, father of
Ashurnasirpal, who stars in this new vignette? 2) And who was his opponert®w3joes

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

of text (column 3, lines23, 24)?and 4)How does this document confine the battle between
TukulttNinurta 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 Babyloowonent,
data which normally occupies four or five lines of text, into a singl@ \ivle answer these four
guestionsin the order cited, and use the opportunity to voice our objections.

Questionl: The answer to théirst question is predictableOnly twvo Assyrian kings named
TukultiNinurta are known to history TukultiNinurta Iwho ruled Assyria in the years 1243
1207 B.C. and was succeeded l®pa namedAshurnadinapli, and TukultNinurta I, who
ruled Assyria in the yeaB91-894 and was succeed by a son named Ashuaasirapli
(Ashurnasirpal) Of the two possibilities only Tukuliinurtall had a sormand successowith the
correct name. Unfortunatelythat king could not even be considereg scholars. His name is
not even mentionedn the literature relatedto the Chronicle PWe are not surprisedIf any



scholar were to suggest @ the 4" column is referencing Tukuinurta 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.

14-12" century eventsmustmove to the 18-8" centuries. Tens of thousands of beoénd

journal articlesbecome instantly obsolete, careers and reputatiame destroyed,damagedpr

at minimum depreciatednot to mention the scores of bruised egimsthe academic 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 tampered wi@onsequently20" century
scholarssimplychangedhe name ofTukulttb A y dzNJi | Q&  anasjfapfrtoiZEshiy | & K dzNJ
nadinapli. After all, the two names resemble each other, at least in English translation, though
not so much in the Assyrian cuneiform text.

Theidentification ofthe TukultiNinurta named in the % column of theChronicle RasTukulti
Ninurtal has not come without costNot only were two name changes made to the@hicle P
text, a procedure which does not instill confidenoehe integrity of the community of scholars
who made themand continueto defend thembut now the Chronicle P material is out of order.
These ancient Chroniclesvaysarrange their materials so that the older vignettes precéue
accounts of incidents that are more recentutBow, were we toscanfurther 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 (1224pand Adadshumaiddina (12221217) both contemporary with Tukti-Ninurta |
(12431207) Butthe 4" column text has already recounted the deathTafkultiNinurta lin

1207 B.C., and now the Chronicler is baekking at least a decade. This deviation from
custom might not upset the readers of this paper, butas provoked comment from several
Assyriologists.

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

the unnamedopponent of TukuléNinurta in the column 4 battlas king Kashtiliashu |whose

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

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 UKS FIOG GKIGO dKS GKNBS {Ay3az gK2 R2yQi
king Adadshumausur, whoruled Babylonia for 30 years (121487) The timing is close to
correct since this king begins his reign only 9 years after TtMinitirta (supposedly) defeated
Kashtiliashu. He is therefore identifiedtas Adadshumausur who, according to thet™

column of theChronicle Pwas placed on the throne in the southern part of Babylonia at the
veryend of Tukultb A y dzNIi I Qa & S @S ythatcSuntiyJ BRt2otrdniyisthd 2y 2 F



beginning othe reign of Adaeshumausurtwo years too latesince the seen year governance
of Babylonia by Tukuiilinurta | must have ended in 1218 (= 122F), but once again we have
a problem with the sequencing of names, even more severe thaindescribedn the previous
paragraph Theascendancy of Adashumausurisrecounted in verse 9 of column 4 (see
Table | on page 5). The naming of Exddlinnshumi and Adaghumaiddina as kingdeposed

by the Elamite king KidiHutran is described later in thé"4olumn, on lines 14 and 16
respectively A dividing linesiadded to the cuneiform tablet between the between the two
sets of names (see discussiofithese dividing linesn page 11 below) indicatingpbnclusively
that the Adadshumausur incident took place prior to the Elamite invasion of Kidutran.

Thus tle beginning of the reign of Adeshumausur 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 it, we enquire further, that all the whtleat TukultiNinurta | 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 are but a few of the chronologicaigmas that have resulted from the identification
of the column 4 king aSukultiNinurta I.

All these difficulties and more will disappear once it is admitted thaffitlse dozen verses of
the 4" column of theChronicle P is talking about a war betwage 9" century kingNazi
Maruttash (at the time leading the army on behalf of Kuigalzu Il, and possioiyerowith that
king) and TukukNinurta I. Once the 18 centuryKassitekings supposedly}contemporary
with TukultiNinurta | are removed 40 years into the future, all of the conflictgll disappear.
The TukultiNinurta Il battle with NazMaruttash took place in thérst half of the9" century
B.C.The kings Kashtiliashu 1V, Enéidinshumi, Kadashmahlerbe, and Adaghumausur
ruledin succession in the middle of th& 8entury B.C. There exists a gap of over a century
betweenthe end of the TukultNinurta dialogue irverse 13 andhe beginning of the Kidin
Hutrin invasion accounts werses 14-16 of the 4" column of the Chronicl®. It is strangenow
problems disappeawhen kings are restored to tlreproper 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 in doubthe TukuliNinurta Epic,
a voluminous literary composition, by far the largbtrary document in the Assyrian archives,
describesalengthy battle etween an Assyrian king TukeMinurta and a Babylonian opponent
namedKashtiliashu. And in our Figureh® reign ofKashtiliashu IV (1232225) lies squarely in
the middle of the 36 year reign of TukdNinurta | (1243L207). Besidg other Assyrian
documents, including fragmentd the Synchronistic Historyhich 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,kibgih Assyria, and] Kashtiliasu, king of Karduniash [6]
/I HQF ®XB8 Ay 2Ly oldGatSo



b2GS cY hyt & (K 8219)lisYe§ibleY Th®nae ofhis Ogponénwisiacanjecture, and the
ARSYGATAOIGARZ2Y SAGK GKS F2dz2NIK 1Ay3 OFftftSR YIFEOGAtALO
Jearly themere mentionin an Assyrian or Babylonian document of the nasheither
Kashtiliashu or Tukultlinurta 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 kinghat TukultiNinurta | must have defeated Kashtiliashu
IVand captured Babyloseveral decades after the beginning of his reiguit the only existing
evidence that kingTukult-Ninurtawas ever in control of Babylon is an economic text dated to
the accession yeasf an Assyrian king bearing that nam&ha document in and of itself, all

but provesthat TukultiNinurta | 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 text, and make no further
comment.

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

the beginning of the reign dhe TukulttNinurtanamed 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 TukdNinurta | ruled Assyria for 37 years and
we should rest our caseBut give scholars cdit. 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 evidence tat this was the case, and
the plain readng of the column 4 textadded 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 incarceration add to his regnal year total. DidehAssyria

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 the king Fukulti
Ninurta Ifought a battle againghe king Kashtiliashu 1V, thereby providing scholars with an
antecedent invasion to explain the Chronicle P incident. Kashtilid&sbuolyappears in the
Figure 3 diagrampposite TukultNinurta 1becausescholars havassumedhat the

Ashuruballit in tle column one narrativef the Chronicle B the Assyrian king Ashuruballit |,
son of EribaAdad. If that assumption is incorrect, ande assumenstead thatthe column one
Ashuruballit is our late 0century Ashuruballit, then Kashtiliashu IV will gigaar from the
Figure 3 timeline In fact all of the Babylonian kings named in our Figure 3 will march forward
430 years into the future, where thangs from Kadashmaianlil | to Kadashmagnlil Tlwill
reappear as in our Figure 1 timelirend their ele’en successors, from Kudinlil to Enld
nadinrahi,including Kashtiliashu 1V and his three successorsrtadih-shumi, Kadashman
Harbe, andAdadshumaiddina,will fill an 8" century Kassite dynasty timelinéndas we will
demonstrate inthe concludng sectiorof this paperthe Babylonian timeline in the Figure 3
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diagram will be filled with new occupants, one of which, a king named Kashtiligshulelss
likely Kashtiliashu I[Ijvill occupy a position contemporary with Tukttinurta |

Questiors 3 & 4 For the sake 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 -Nikultia

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 Babiyian opponent, data which normally 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 teéxnor 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 @ge asour Figures 4 and 5, 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 column®riginally publisheddy Hugo Wincklergd ¢ SEG RS&§J / KNR Y
Altorientalische Forschungéh895), pp. 29803, is availabléere.

It seems incredible to this author thatétscenariodescribed abovevas ever proposed When

we read the Chronicle fPanslationof the last two lines of columB andthe initial line of

codumn4 (see above, Table 1 on p, &hd hear the proposal by scholars that these three lines

are all that remains of the description of two major battles, one fought in tHedehtury and

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

there was a LACUNA at the end of thi&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.,

GSNB R2dzofeé o0fSaasSR (2 FTAYR 1da2 2Ay|fSNRa fA
Needless to say we looked in vain for the promised lacuna. There are indeed many damaged

lines of textin both columnsbut in the estimation of this authdhere are no misgsg lines. In

the middle of the reverse of the tablethat which contains both the8and 4" columns ofthe

Chronicle Premnants of all the original lines cuneiform text aisiblefrom the top to the

bottom of the tablet There is no indication thg@ortions of the tablet below column three or

F6o2@S O2fdzYy n KI @S oNR|SYy 2FF0 ¢CKFEG &adza3sSa
of scholarswho of necessity cannot tolerate the suggestion that Méaruttash, son of the

Babylonian king Kuragzu I, and an Assyrian king named Tulditiurta, are contemporaries

and are engaged in 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 that there is no lacuna in the tetktere isclear indicatiorthat the entire narrative,
beginning with the 23 line of the 3% column and ending with the 1Bverse of the # column,

is one complete vignette, not two. And sintet single narrative ames the Babylonian Nazi
Maruttash and the Assyrian TukuMinurta, these must be the participants in the conflict. The
evidences found in the narrative digiers, horizontal lines produced by the stylus of the scribe
to separate the distinct narratives in his composition. Both on the tablet itself, and on Hugo
Winkler® line drawing, these lines are clearly visible, and | have editethtihet photo by
numbering the lines and inserting a horizontal stroke in the margin to indicate where the
narrativedividers are to be seen on the photo. One is present just before line 23 of column 3
and one is present between lin@8 and 14 of column 4. Hugo Winklamhoexamined the

actual tablet,could see no dividing line after line 24 of column 3, even though the text of line
24 in places extends to the bottom of the tablet. The entire Méeniuttash/ TukultiNinurta Il
incident occupies 15 lines of text.

We now move on to the B section of this paper. In sports, 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"1@™" century posdiioning of our mid to

late Kassite kings, we choose instead to prove that these kings belong to'tkig" @ nturies.

We have already begun the process by positioning the Kassite kings Kadashhh&athrough

to Kadashma#knlil llin our previous pape We now reposition the eleven successors of
Kadashma+Enlil Il and spend some time proving that they belong to theéntury.
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B.Kassite Successors of Kadashs&alil || Moved to the '8century.

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

kings, and some because they are conclusively linkespcificAssyrian kings in tha"

millenium, where theseKassite kingare said to have lived. The Kés&ingsbelonging to the
first subgroup not only could, but must be movéd orderto maintain that synchronism, no
matter where ther contemporaryEgyptian and/or Hittite kings weme-positioned. On the

other hand Kassite kings belonging to teecond subgroup must be left iheir 24 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 looking for & t@ntury Ashuruballit. We had absolutely no
intention of beginning a restructuring of Babylonian dynastic history. Bué¢ sincanalysis of
the Chronicle P convinced us that tkassite king Burnaburiash II must be dated in the laté 10
century,and that his immedite predecessors and successors fit perfectly in th@%@entury

of our revised historyij] K dza 2 LIS YNy F 2aNvGi@d2 yalLlSE 1~ ¢S o60S3lys
R S LJinvestigation of Babylonian history. And the first document we examined, the
Babylonian King List A, convinced this author, and will assuredly convince all readers of this
paper once we discushadt king list in the next secion of this paper, that moving one Kassite
king forward in time whatever the number of yearsnplies 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 timeline, ariéte 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 dhe

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

It is time to move the eleven Kassite kings from Ktigoiil to Enlihadin-ahi to their rightful
placein history, filling the 100 year interval between the death of Kadashalii 11 and the
end of the ¥ dynasty of Babylon. The result iagiammed below in our Figuré.

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 Kadashialil 11 (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@frttie dynasty. In only one
instance did we alter the numbers of the King List A. Following Brinkman we increased the
reign length of KuduEnlil from 6 to 9 yearsNow, with our Kassite kings firmly entrenched in

their 8" century context, we look fosynchronisms that will confirm that they have been

correctly positioned. And where else to begin than with our problematic Asttashausur,

whose dates are now 77546 B.C.

Adad-shumauser(775731)

I O0O2NRAY3I (G2 GKS 2 A1 A EBRKprisinghyNiile\cOnteBpoay 1t SR 0 St
evidence for this king considering the purported length of his reign, which was the longest
NEO2NRSR Ay (KEKSIEARIAANGCt Reye ddedny G2 RAaOdza
13" century king TukukNinurta l, this from the point of view of the tditional history Thus it

assumes the accuracy of the errant ChronicleR;alumn historyfollowed religiously by all

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

articletwo informative paragraphwhich are relevant to our®8century B.C. positioning of
Adadshumauser, and which, thereforeywe 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 authorship, but first let us
quote the paragraph.
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TukultkNinurta wrote a letter to the Hittite king, thought to be Suppiluliuma I, 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  Qa NBA Iy d Ly AdX KS NBOILaA GKS 3Sy
mentioning Kurigalzu Il, Kadashmgnil I, and KuduEnlil, then apparently castigating Shagars{turiash,

0KS soy&MudwO yt Af € YR KAA az2yaz 2yS 2F gK2YZI YIFaKGAtA
pre-emptive strike against Assyria. In gulace, the sons of Shagarahuriash have been killed, almost

certainly by none other than Tukulti A y dzZNIi I KA Ya St Fo 'S GKSY YI1Sa NBTFSN
Suhu is a region of northeast Syria, and Itamar Singer proposes this individual to b8Hohadusur, 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 ontyne comment in passing. The
letter being referenced in the above paragraph was not written by tHe dehtury king Tukuli
Ninurta. The name of TukuHNinurtaappears nowherén the letter. It wasauthored and

signed by an®8century Assyrian kingamed llipada, whom weneetagain in the next
paragraph.The occurrence of his nan&theonly reason we mention the letter here.

The second Wikipedia paragrafdctually threeparagraphspf interest concerns yet another
letter, this one authored byAdadshumauser 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 = g K2 & OF NNA SR ONXR YA yeded by RiSsodndipossible I3+ Ay ad . |
assassin Ashuradinapli, but whose brief reign was succeeded in turn by his son, Ashani Ill. He was the

recipient of an extremely offensive letter from Adatumausez ¢ KA OK KS | RRNBa &SR G2 ad
putting Ashumirari 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 GKNRBdzZAKE8 af2@0SyfAySaasz RNHzy|

things have taken a turn fohe worse for you. Now there is neither sense nor reason in your heSifee

the great [gods]hav®R NA @Sy @&2dz YFIR @&2dz aLJSI] wX8d L 2dzNJ FI O0Sa
- Adadshumausur, letter to Ashusnirari and IiHadda.

The llihaddamentioned is none other than Jfiada, the viceroy of Hanigalbat, AshGA NI NA Q& RA &G y i |
(sharing a common ancestor in Erfdad 1) and the official for whose limmu year Tukblth y dzNJi I Q& € SG G S|
the Hittite king had been dated. The letter wearrefully copied and preserved in the library at Nineveh.

DN} @az2y aLlSOdzZ IadSa AG ¢la 1SLIG (2 a32FRé GKS 1 aae@Nil

We introduce this letter forhreereasons 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 reading an article related to ancient history on the
internet or in textbooks.It isfilled with statementavhichare a mixture of fact and fictigmand

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
the comments aboutK S G ONRA YA y | f -RiSuitall, :yddhe podsibilityttikd hdzivas A
assassinated by his son Asimadin-apli. Those comments stefinom afaulty interpretation of
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the 4" column of the Chronicle PThe second sentence is correct providing we dht

identification of the Ashuiirari to whom the letter was sentWe argue that it was Ashur

Nirari V, not llIThe letteritself, together with its signaturgare simply matters of fact anare
presured to beaccurate though absolutely nothing shoultke taken for granted.The first

sentence in the final paragraph is accurate except for two item@adla may have been

related to the AshwuiNirari who received this letter, but there is absolutely no evidence that this
was the caseAs we will show mmentarily, and as the author of this Wikipedia article is well
aware, this letter wasvritten by an official named HiJF Rl g K2aS FI G KSNDa yI Y
ARRAY YR 6K23aS 3 NJI-¥sRuF. lAdokeSahgiie dhatifel levies was Writenv A 6 A
inthe 8" century B.C.There did exist another {iiada in the 12 century who was either a
Gazyeés 2N I daRS RO ®iforyon hay BoFhave Bedditite lfather of the king
Ashuruballit I, and to whom Ashiirari [l may or may not have been redd). Butthe two

officials namedli-padaare clearly not the same persoi\nd finally, we should disregard

entirely the remarks related to the limmu year signature on the letter purported authored by
TukultiNinurta I 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&frakiash.

2) We also introduce thiketter because idoesprovide the revised chronolggwith 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 Ashairarilll (12021197) (see Figure, page 3.

With the lowering of his dates by 430 yeaAdadshumadza dzNRa NBA Iy74)y 26 RI G S
overlaps that of Ashunirari V (755745)(see Figure 6)Both positions allow this Babylonian

king to be the author of the etogatory letter quoted aboveNow if only we could decide

whose clainto the letteris more valid.

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

documentwe are discussing is part of ti@iyunyik collectioiin the British Museum, material

most of whichoriginates fromthe late 19'OSy (i dzZNB SEOF @ A2y 2F | & 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 first question, ofourse, cannot be answered, other than by pointing out that the

preservation of such an ancient artifact is rare. Excavations of ancient libraries usoaltgr
correspondenceeceived and authored bine last sovereign who lived at the excavation site

prior to its destruction. Letters and artifacts of immediate ancestors of that&iaglso

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

And why was such a derogatory letter preserved at all, even éxithg 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 suggest it was Kgptially)i 2 ¢ 32F R¢ GKS ! da&8NRAlya


http://cdli.ucla.edu/collections/bm/bm.html
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plausible providing there is some evidence of Assyrian aggression against Babylonia during the
reign of AshwNirari Il or his immediate successors. But evidence of that is lacking.

The situation igjuite different with our AshwiNirari 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 LINPOfSYa NBfFGSR (2 GKS f S0 (N6 admantoRB G Sy (A 2
speculation will ever explain hownowfragmented tabled SOl YS | NOKA @SR Ay |
library, but the removal of the 550 year interval seems to favor our assurfi@e@ury

provenance.

ax

And there is yet another reason to favor the sad histor?d A RSY G A FA ONirarh 2y 2 F
named in the letter. The letter holds up for ridicule thed f 2 Sy f Ay Sa a3 RNXzy1 Sy
A Y RS OA arotdfmediandhedack ofcommonsensé, of the two Assyriarkings.

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

interpreted as that of an ineffectualy. But since AshtMirari Ill is known to have usurped

the throne late in life, and the kingho preceded himand another who followed hipwere

both sons of the powerful king Tukulinurta |, who ruled Assyria effectively 188 yearsall

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

to their advanced age arshysnothing negative concerning thesffectiveness as sovereigns

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

AshukrNirari V and his two predecessorshirDan Il and Shalmanezer IV also followed

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

reigns seemed to lmmeincreasingly ineffectuakith the passing of time Onesourcecallsthe

RdzNY GA2y 2F (GKSaS GKNBS NBA3Iya | GLISNAZ2ZR 27F a

Period of stagnation, 788745 BC

Adadnirari Il died prematurely in 783 BC, and this led to a period of true stagn&r@imaneser {78373
BC)seems to have wielded little authority, and a victory odegishti |, king obrartu at Til Barsip, is

accredited to a general (‘Turtanu’) nam8&tiamshilu who does not even bother to mention his king.
Shamshilu also scored victories over tifgameansand NeeHittites, 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 in the citieAshur,Arrapkha, andsuzana. He failed to make further gains in Babylonia and
Aram(Syria). His reign was also marredfdggueand an ominousohr EclipseAshurnirari 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 deposedrglathPileser Ilin 745 BC, bringing a resurgence to Assyri

We leave it to the reader to decide the issue. Was Astagmerusur 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 kifindly 430 years into theuture might easily have


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Neo-Assyrian_Empire
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hittites
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Solar_Eclipse

18

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 Ashairari and li-pada is to introduce the

lattS NJ & HErg \i@ arénot interested in synchronisms. We are instead intrigued by the fact
that a lesser official of the Assyrian Empire could attain the status of a Kinhg reader will
understand whySeveral times adady we have argued that our late1@entury Ashuruballit

was also merely an Assyrian governor and army commander, yet assumitetide] A y3 2 F
lad8NAI €3 YR ¢ &he BgymhianRigghd wBdin he addrésszdiis le@eds, as

was llipadaby the Babyloniankingt Y R ¢ KI G Yl {1Sa GKS LI NIXfftStf o685
even more interesting, is the fact that both of these individwadged as governors in precisely

the same region of Assyria.

The third paragraph of the Wikipedia article idem lliLJ- R & GKS G A OSNepe 2

AnotherarticleSE LI yRa 2y GKFIG GAGES o0& | PRiclydthel KI G KS
Assyrian royal family who served as grand vizieg de] 1 | t fotiAsdydatard@idp as king,

orshaz 2F G KS RSLISYy RSy imnadiaieshcestry isvelllknoinIat 1€astl G ¢ @ |
by name, thanks to excavations at a site in the BdRiver valley in the western half of Assyria,

not far from Harran, also on the Balikh Riwghere earlierwe positional our el Amarna

Ashuruballit.

In 1986 a team of archaeologisted by Peter Akkermans, began digging at Tell Sabi Abyd, in
the upper Balikh valley, excavat®that would be ongoing today were it not for the presence
of ISIL terrorists in the area, forcing a halt to operatioAkkermans has written numerous
articles over the years describing developments as they progressed. We deperoh a
comprehensive description of thengoingwork, written in 2006.

Al G KI ( -scaldieScavatiors iit&1986 have revealed a small yet heavily fortified

frontier settlement or dunnu, built by the Assyrians to protect and administer the western most
province of their kingdom (p. 201) Six major bilding phases have been revealed, the earliest
RFGAY3 o0FO1 G2 GKS aAdlyyA LISNAZ2RO® C2mMJ ! 11SN
century, the other phases being constructed in the Middle Assyrian period. For our revised
history,the Mitanniperiod primarily encompassed the ®@entury, the other five phases

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

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

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

The many cuneiform texts include official and private letters, military orders, records of economic
transactions, personnel lists, etc. They refer to a wide randptf 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 administrafitre @

control of the westernmost province of the kingdom; and it provideda@uns facilities on the route from
Carchemish to the Assyrian capital of Assur. (p. 201)


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Il%C4%AB-pad%C3%A2
http://www.academia.edu/564232/The_Fortress_of_Ili-pada._Middle_Assyrian_Architecture_at_Tell_Sabi_Abyad_Syria
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Preliminary tanslation of a few of these tablets has providgmmeinformation about the

family of llipada, includinghe fact that his father was named Ashididin and his grandfather
QibrAshur, both of whom served as grand viziers and kings of Hanigalbat. The translation of
the 400 plus tablets was entrusted to tiRessyriologist F.A.M. Wiggermann of the Nederlands
HistorischArchaeologisch Instituut, but to date | have been unable to determjnehiénand
where the translatios have been published. TheylWprovide 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 last phase of the
GaAldlyyA LISNA2REé YI @& KI @ Ji-pade Ashudidiia, 8rid QBiKS A RSy
Ashur. And since Ashuruballit, in his Amarna letters, identifies himself as a son ohadimur

Ahhe, the latter may have held the post before him. It is tempting, in fact, to identify all five
GlAYy3&aé & LI NBdfénlly. 6 KS al Y$S SEGSY

ShagaraktiShuriash (804792)

In our comments regarding the reign of Adsldumausur we referred to a letter purportedly
referring to that king, but which actually deals more extensively with the reign of Shagarakti
Shuriash. Fothat reason ve postponed examining the letter till now. Rbe convenience of
the reader we repeat th&Vikipedia commentegarding the letteiquoted earlier.

TukultiNinurta wrote a letter to the Hittite king, thought to be Suppiluliuma Il, four fragments of wharie

discoveredali KS aAGS 2F SEOI QI GA2ya 2F |1 GddzAKI-patla/ini KS mdo
the latter part of Tukultb A y dzNIi  Qa NBA Iy & Ly Al KS NBOILEA (KS 3ASy
mentioning Kurigalzu Il, KadashnEnlil 11, and KuddEnlil, then apparently castigating Shagarsturiash,

0KS -Soy&MudwO yt Af € YR KAA ad2yaz 2yS 2F 6K2YZI YIFaKGAtA
pre-emptive strike against Assyria. In one place, the sons ofeBitgShuriash have been killed, almost

certainly by none other than Tukuli A y dzNJi I KA Y& St F o IS GKSY YI1Sa NBFSN
Suhu is a region of northeast Syria, and Itamar Singer proposes this individual to b8ohadusur, 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 filise28

and the final line of the letter contain names, we reproduce below only those 29 lihiss

virtually impossible to make senge¥ (1 KS O2y Syl 2F S@Sy GKS&asS fA
need to make sense of the letteiWe are looking for synchronisms

Table 2 Letter from Ikipada to Khashtiliash 'KBo 28:6362)

The following uses Freydank's transliteration, which doesdiféér much from Von Soden's. Hagenbuchner
follows Freydank mostlyThe only lines where there is a material difference in translation are linds 1&here
von Soden's translation is shown beside Freydank's. The letter is from Tnikultia 1, king ofAssyria in eponyn
year lliipadda, which is probably no earlier than 1215. Lined14eem to indicate that there is some questiol
about whether Sagarakturiash has been displaced from the throne and the Great Kings of Assyria and H:
attemptingto develop a policy on thisVirtually all AssyriaBabylonian synchronisms have Sagaraltiash's


http://www.geocities.ws/farfarer2001/hittite_letters/kbo_28_61-62.html
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reign ending some years before this, and the letter has accordingly puzzled commentEtdetter was
viewed as part of a letter also including KBG3 and KBo 28:64, but this view is not adopted here.

CNB2RFy1Qa NIy

German

English I

| I

13

17

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

E 8-tu Kudi-[gatzu] I

] seit Kuri[galzu]

Since Kuri[galzu]] I

fu K@lu-ur-[-i-i] |

] seit Kudu[llil]

since KuduE[nlil] |

]it-ta-Y 6 X 8 X & BX
X]u SE$a atta lauch bist du mein Bruder. ] also you are my
brother.
[x IRO +kur S]uhi eli-am-ma | llbr Oke {dkr 1FYle2e {dkxr L |
X] (EN.MES) dz | | ] seine Herren. | ] its lord |

xJHa-a DUMU Kedu-ur-II-i-[il]

]lein NichtSohn des Kudltlil

] a notson of KudwEnlil

X X X[oerrme. x]kaia-ma-ni-i dz-nd]

BRIFA adNyRAZ3S

ddPdE (G KS LIS

they are.

Tuutk High F ddPPDd DD
~ lgara-akti-~ dfi-l O8

¢ dzii k L..cFa])mikeldes
~1 3 NHNK o 08 =

¢dzikl wof A2l d
~ 1 3 NIdANG X0 |

Lw Ol -kv\dzmqm[mﬁel

Der Knecht von [Suhi Jihr
[sollt] schweigen.

The Servant of [Suhi
should] be quiet.

Wenn sich Sag[arakti

LT ~I 3NN |

Odzvt -glaraakt-Odet Off 4 dNR b A KXF dzF R 9|down from the throne,
..... x]ib? ana UGWKa a[n] LU Tel |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 beer

la-a FO | -pa.......X GIS.GU].Z o [L},s\,ljrnri]e'r.tr?zt?snsgz;?est meil [usurped, you, my
6 Ol -HiBSES atta e P o ’ 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.
- ® Qyrbabetfi— et || [Wenn Slagarak}ts.grlash, dein ||[If Sagare;]k]HISurlash,
I SESa bala-at F; Vi#3 I?ruderi ebt, SO Wurdest your brother lives, you

RdzX | dzZNN O] 6 NA y 3|will bring back.



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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18 KURO dz -ii.}:XKuba-a-ar v: { SAY [ Iifigstdubw |||l A& O2dzy i NB
Lwda9ruunOl 8 ' zurilick. [Meine] Knechte bring back. [My] servan

[ li-itX[.... ... x]?tu a-na abe-te _ al 3Sy8X®l dzF RA|likeX oddd8 X

19 . V: .
anni-te hin there

EI ~ Yifa......... ]?alka V: Mein Bruder [ 8 XD a® ONRGKSNJI

! wadkti-O dizl O ® diidsp v: ~ 1 @I E~NENRT AO 8 X R~ I @3 ~NENRT 20
Lw Ol-k 3 dzNJ { dz ' @2y { dzk A GKS aSNBXyi

;il-(bqaqnqaqaqnqaqa- DL {|]. XOR®PY I 8OK YI NwidKIG G882 VY
du-ni-- O-buktuani ' nahm, he/one took

23|~ ofa atta....... X]ta qu-al v Bruder [ ] du wirst Brothgr... you will pay

aufpassen. attention

240 o o gapakt—idet O ||v:  [[X D Do b 31 NBIENRE AO||X @~ | T k-NENG

o5 .._.....X-O 6-hi K KUR Hat-U S - V- 8 X dzy’ R-Land igdhdwo Xy R -dounityld A
ni-ma somewhere

26] [0 © © © e gapi-O@waa |[V: 8X®2Syy &AS I || Iftheyall

[ %O 8ndza-a kubu?ut?-qa ||,,. s A y Lk oa A

27\ o iorth 8 da V: [ 8XblljFljAoXdallddddbl IjF1jAQ

POOODDBE -hjwK Ol ||v: [l IKnecht von {Suhi] |l servant of {Suhi] |
limu] DINGIR-pada V: [Aponym] lluA k | RR I @ [[[Eponym] lliA k | RR

59

We are concerned about only three things regarding this letter. When was it writtéh@
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 w&gsne,

including the derogatory letter written by Adagshumausur to Ashumirari V and ltpada, close

GAOK LINBOA&aSte GKI GO O2Y Adagshumadyf, leefFto Askus (0 KNB S
nirari and IiHadd& dOthersmerely conclude with a name wdh provides a date for the letter.
Throughout Assyrian histoy I OK @ S NJ Ay | {Ay3Qa NBAIY ol a vy
officialsin the realm, including the king. Thifficial was referred to as@a f A Y, ahdzthe

name of the official was refeed to as artt S 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 tHe 12

century or the 8. Eponym lists for the"®millennium do not exist, andre ony known

sporadically. \Wile they doexistfor the neaAssyrian periodand we are able tdetermine the

eponyms ofall 28 limmu officials whose names were used during the reign of -Adad Ilig

which spans the reign of Staamakt-Shuriash the name of Iipada is not among themit

follows that the name Hpada which concludes this tet 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 tHe @&ntury. 2%

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



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Eponym_dating_system
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whether the name reprsents the author or is an eponym. This paper, which dates the letter to

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

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

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

scholars believe that Shagaraiinuriash is deceased, andsi his family that is being discussed,

perhaps in relation to customs matter, byplda. 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 damagedea of the tablet.

When was it writtef? The reason for the lengthy excursus in the previous paragvaghn

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

this letter. As we pointed out in the previoparagraphit was almost certainly written by li

LI RFXZ a1 Ay3 2lkelywatsndeNieAssyliayvas rued By thé"&entury king

Adadnirari (81T yo 0 X YR Ll2adairote t1r4S Ay (GKIFIG (1Ay3aQ

Who was it written t® The beginningentence of the quoted Wikipedia article suggested that

this letter was written by TukuMNinurtatoal A G GAGS ({ Ay 3T aliK2dzaK4d G2 ¢
comment was motivated by the assumed™&@ntury provenance of the letter and the fact

that the regn of TukultiNinurta 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&#uriash. We refer to linE2 which makes reference

02 ¢ldzik | Gt B &R ©& D@ FdzNAl A OB €130 A PXentdnySidealine@ee i ¢ A U K
Figure 6 on page }2The reign of the Hiite king Tudhaliyas IV not only overlapped the last

half of the reign of ShagarakBihuriash, but that of the next two 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 Shaga@iktiriash and Tudhaliyas IV is certain

Enlitnadin-shumi (783) and Adadhumaiddina (781776)

When we looked at the Chrazie 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 would have read a succinct account aidditional
incidents, each involving invasionsBdbylonia by king of Elam named Kidétutran. The
following table reproduces column 4, ling4-22 for reference purposes.

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

14' At the time of EnlihadinO dzY A £ (i K SHufrah ykigiof EYaim Rafagked.
15'He went into action against Nippur and scattered its people. DerEtichgalkalamma

16' he destroyed, carried off its people, drove them away and eliminated the suzerainty efi&hitO dzY A
king.
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17' At the time of AdadD dz¥iddina, Kilen-Hutran returned and attackedkkad 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 earliethe two Babylonian kingare part of the trio of kings who ruled briefly
between the reigns of Kashtiliashu 1V and Agdadmausur. In the traditional historgll of
these kingsre considered to be part of the aftermath of the waetiveen TukultiNinurta | and
Kashtiliashu IVThey supposedly reigned at the same time that Tulldiltiurta | was governing
Babylonia. Consequentlglwlars are left to speculate on how these two kings, andkthg
KadashmasHarbe Il who ruled brieflipetween them fit into the overall scheme of things, and
volumes have been written on the subje@cholarsvonderadditionallywhy the author of the
Chronicle P has listed these two vignettes out of ordesgussinghe death of TukultNinurta
before ntroducing theseawo minor kings, bottof whom reignedat minimum a decade
earlier. As we mentioned earlieChronicles are careful to place their stories in chronological
order, starting with the oldest. For the revised history there is no probl&he column 4
TukultiNinurta story took place in the"@century. These two incidentsok place two decades
into the 8" centuryB.C.In our Figure 6 (see above, page 1 reignsof the two Babylonian
kings are dated to the yeai®3 and 781776respectively

We wonder if there is evidence of the invasidnysKiderHutran near thebeginningof 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 tina@dthat for 350 years, from 110050 B.C. Elam

is in the midst of aprolonde & RI NJ | 3S¢ 06 88 8e ko thé Gusaof thiSt 2 6 0 @
GRIENJ] F3S¢3Z YR Y2NB hiYehdpadidhiflict 8> 6S 1y206 K26

Table 4: Elamite King List accordinghe traditional history
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Middle Elamite Kingdom
Dynasty of Igi - Halki

Name Period of Reign
Igi - Halki c. 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.

2S5 RANBOG GKS NBIFRSNR&a FGGSyidA2yihdugTailekdS a A RRf
and particularly to the last named king of that dynasty, where we find our elusive-Kitgan,

wrongly credited with ruling Elam in the years 12B510 B.C. And how, we ask, did this

Elamite king end up in this time slot? To this question the informreader willreadilyanswerg

these are the dates d@nlitnadinO dzY A 6 M H H OWzYiddiAdR(1222RA1 R according to

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

historical source for the reign &fitin-l dzi N} y A& (GKS da/ KNRYyAOfS téo
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And what does thisnformation imply concerning KiiekHutran, the last named king of the

G588yl addtqaReEPIA! LAY GKS Ady] FAYNINERROMEBMKIRISWR & A
AdadO dz¥Yiddina actually ruled Babyhia in the years 783 B.C. and 7816 B.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 the story.

¢ KS a5 e y-I ki fadreofen tefBréncedasthe Igehalkid Dynasty, is renowned for its
intermarriages with Kassite kings, particularly the fasibf Kurigalzu | and his grandson
Burnaburiash Il. From the Wikipedia articleBurnakuriash Il we read

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

a literary text which takes the form of a lettarow located in the/orderasiatischeMuseumin Berlin, is

addressed to the Kassite court by an Elamite King. It details the genealogy of the Elamite rahédty of

period, and from it we find that Pahir OO y Y I NNA SR Y dzNRA FNuiméndzndrri@dhisd A & G SNJI |y
daughter and their sori ntashNapirishawas betrothed to Buta-. dzNJ& | O Q aThiR mayzRakeib&eNId

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 offiis period. Apparently, he married his sister to the Elamite kingFRaO Ol y= G KS azy 2
Halki, and a daughter to his successarmbannumena. This may have been Mishioh, who is cited in
royal inscriptions. The princess went on to bear Unilsiprisha, the next king who was destined to marry
Burna. dzNA I OQ RI dZAK{SNXP ¢ KS | dzi K2 Nhhauhte, 6aK 1890055 BG, B8 A a4 (K 2
Ot FAYa RSaOSyld FNRBY VYdzZNRIl 1 dzQa St RERA LRHel8ZIK G SNJ | Y R
Kassite king. Unfortunately the letter inseftebuaplaiddina(888cy p p . / Ominatlory, soh @ &
Hittite¢ = Ay G2 GKS yIFNNI GAGBS Ay {KMBdukapldiddital veaytGappeara Ki KI @S
the substitution ¢ “AMAR.UTU bJAG being an unlikely slip of the stylus, makinchronological conundrum
FYR GKA&a YIFI@ 0SS (KS LlzN1J32asS 2F (GKS at SGOGSNEZ G2 RSyA
(emphasis added)

From these two paragraphs we known that th¥,2f", and %" kings of the Igehalkid Dynasty

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

paragraphs, theéablet 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 Kidmtran to his rightful place in history.

There is no problem determining by how much to lower the dates for this 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 finaing increased that figure slightly as we

progressed through to the reign of Kadashrtamiil II, but for our purposes here, the 430 year total

should bring the Igehalkid Dynasty dates tolerably close to where they should be. Thu3 abmub

below, weapply the 430 year reduction, moving the Dynasty of Igi f { A AYy4d4 ASEKSI I ARAN] (K
Elamite chronology.

Table & 9t YAGS 58ylIadA0 YAy3 [AadG ! Redza (S|


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
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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.
Shilak - Inshushinak | c. 1150 -1120 B.C.
Hutelush -Inshushinak c. 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.

The revised dates for KiteHutran(805-780) now provide a credible synchronism with the
reigns ofEnlitnadinO dzY783 B.C.;and AdadO dz¥Yiddina(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.

| RKSNByiGa 2F GKS UONIRAGAZ2YIE KAAU2NR gAff y2
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.
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We had no notion whatsoever, prior to making this maweat the new locatia of the Dynasty

would bring the two Babylonian kings into line witldikiHutran. And what are the odds that
G§KSNB g2dz R SEAMETSE D2V LAYSGISK SIRIENQYA TGS YAy3
move a sequence of kings, 140 years in length, teva 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 historical setord
many countries caused by an Eggptichronology 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 ireth
14h-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, which contained 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 1%d#6h both
paragraphs identify asldeo-Babylonian copy of a literary text

[ A

Unfortunately the letter insertdNabuaplaiddina(888cy pp . / 0 &l y | 0 Hivikgy/Mtdithe2 y = a2y

narrative in the place one might have supposed thatrduk-aplaiddinal was to appear, the substitution
offAMAR.UTU bYAG being an unlikely slip ofdlstylus, making a chronological conundrum and this may be

0KS LldzZN1)32asS 2F GKS aft SGGSNEZ (2 RSYAINIGS GKS €1 GSNI

It is curious, to say the least, that a letter written to the Kassite court by an Elamite king
supposedly early in th&2" century B.G.would make a derogatory comment about a

Babylonian king namedabuaplaidding who governed the city of Babylon in the years 888

855 B.C. Even the most avid critic of the revised chronology would agred thitjs what

the letter is sayingthenc to quote an old biblical clerici KA & NBFSNBy O0S aR2S
the level of a contradiction A G YIF 1 S&a y2 asSyasS F+a Fiftéo 2
we explain it to our readers?

Let us be clea A letter written in the 12 century B.C. cannot make reference to'acgntury
Babyloniarking. But a letter written in the late"8centuryB.Cnot only can, but very likely will
makesuch a reference, especialfincethe context is dealing witthe family of Burnaburiash II.

We have positioned Kurigalzu I, son of Burnaburiash Il, in the yeai®86898.C. In the next
section of this paper we will explain the fact that all of the Kassite rulers in this time frame were
served bynativevassakings who governed the dayo-day operation of Babylonia. And the
kingNabuaplaiddina, whose dates are 88865 B.C., serveaoth Kurigalzu Il and his son Nazi
Maruttash. His name can be found in a downloaded Wikipedia chart listing the namesfof all

GKS al1Ay3a 2F .| oéft 2y &is of Baky®in BKtimdlifamé vE4B8a | € f
i K
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The two quoted paragraphs refer to the Berlinlettesla ab §B &t 2 y A lay2d O2L)R 27
century letter. They base this statement dime fact that the 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 inriqued by thequoted paragraph concerned with the reign of Kurigalan |

page 23 above, which makes an interesting comment abouf ti&e( pdSsihRauthor. The

comment is relevant tour revised chronology and deserves a response.

The author of thedtter is thought to be Shutruklahhunte, ca. 1190155 BC, who claims descent from
YdzZNR 3+ 1 dzQa St RSaid RF dza3K(G S NEli~y Rind|BrdkassiteRily. 1 KS St

¢
w
Qx
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Surprisingly, wagree with this proposed authorship. But there are two kings in the Elamite
chart by the name Shutrdkiahhunte(see Table 5 on page 24 abov&hutrukNahhunte |
supposedly ruled from 1190155 B.C.This is the kingeferred to in the quoted statement.
ShutrukNahhunte Il ruled from 72699 B.C.The reader should not be surprised to learn that
they are the same king. The"l2entury ShutrukNahhunte | will soon be moved to the laté 8
century, where he will emergas ShutrukNahhunte II. 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 lett&fAT 17020 is not a laté"&entury copy of a 12 century letter. All
Near Eastern kings made 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 te Elamite archivesBut the letter VAT 17020 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 (730718)

This king is absolutely 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 proeethat the necessary
lowering of the dates of the ¥2century Elamite king Shutredahhunte lidentifieshim with

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

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

Similarly, hed G KA NR ¥ Nds¥ite Kirig %astham@diMardaglaiddina |, and in the
traditional history he supposedly ruled from 117159B.C(see Figure 3 on pageabove).

Only one other Babylonian king bore that same name, and this Maaglddddinall ruled

between the year§22-710 B.G.and surprisingly, again in 703 BiGough alyfor only a few
monthsthis second time The reader will find théwo mentions ofthis later king listed in

Dynasty X on the same downloaded tabl&iofgs of Babylomsed momentsaga In this list of
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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" centurywith dates 730718 B.C(see Figure 4 on padd above). We are here late

in the NeeAssyrian period, where dates areraopletely reliable The list of kings of Babylon

inserts as @omment following the reign of &bu-shumaishkun (761r ny 0  { Kthisipoit T N2 Y
2y> GKS . loef2yAly OKNRy2f23& Aa aSOdaNBfe {y?2
a2 d2NDSa¢ o

But for the slight difference in dates (7308 versus 72Z10) 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 the thousand 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 mentions of thé&entury MerodackBaladan

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

Kassite king, including those of Mardu&pla-iddina, haghus farbeen proven reliable in our

analysis byhe multiple synchronismsvhich resulted from its useand we are therefore

confident about the accuracy of the 7318 datest provides for Mardukaplaiddinahere.

Andthe dates for thedynasty X kronologyof the kings of Babyloh N3 & &S Odz2NKSf & (y29
according to the final sentence in the previous paragtaphvhich case the 72210 dates for
Marduk-aplaidding $ould be regarded as accuratelhen how dowve reconcile the two sets of

dates, both of which clainalidity, but which differ by eight yearsAnd how do 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 d&assite king ended, probably because he died at the?iftne

O2YLX SGS lylfteara 2F GKS ljdzSadAazy wherethe dzi 2 7F
answeris probably to bédound. Forthis we look to the Hebrew Bible

In the days of Hezekiah, kinfilJudah a delegation was sent to Israel bearing letters and a gift
from the king of Babylon. The arrival of these 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 Berodackbaladan a son of Baladan, king of Babylon sent letters and a present to Hezekiah, for
he heard that Hezekiah had been sigkKings 20:12)

At that time Merodackbaladan son of Baladan, king of Babylon, sent letters and a present to HeZAekibe
heard that he had been sick and had recovered. (Isaiah 39:1)

The details of what ensued in the story is of little relevance to the present discussion. Our
interest lies solely in establishing the reason behind tlitedince in the a@tesassiged tothe
Kassite king Mardufiplaiddina and those assigndyy theDynasty Xing listto the king of
Babylon named Mardulplaidinna.
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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 the name as Merodach, following the Hebertsof 2 Kings
used by thdranslators of theLXX, the Siac, and the Vulgate. The Isaiah text retains the
original Hebrew reading. And scholars are unaninioubke opinionthat the name Merodach
baladan is the Hebrew version of the Babylonian Mardpkxidinna. They are also unanimous
in their opinion tha the biblicalkingMerodachbaladan nust be identified as the king who
ruled Babylon in the time frame 72210 B.C. We agree entirely But it might surprise the
reader to learn that this king is definitely not the Kigs&ing who bears that namdt 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 reigrasped the years 73018. We itemize
belowsevenreasons for making this claim.

M @ ¢KS yIFrYS . FtFTRFYy A& Of SINIe& I akKehNISySR 7T
would necessarily have included the name of a fjoth the Babylonian pantheon. Waeelieve

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

dMarduk (the Babylonian god by that namigs giver(iddina)a son (or heirjAkkadian aplu,

here in the accusative caseBaladan by itself would N> yaf I 6 S &1 S KlFa 3IAGSy
essentially the same meaninginus thename of the responsible deitylhus the namevould

be perfectlysuited as an epithetand assuminthat this king was well known to foreign

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

2. Refering toforeign kings by name is a relatively rare occurrence in the Hebrew Bible,
though it does occur an unusual number of times in the-Aasgyrian time frame. But adding
the name @ a parent never happens, except in this onstamce We ask the obvious question.
Why here? It seems to this author thiéie Hebrew text adds the name of the father because
Marduk-aplaidinnathe son king of Babylon, was not well known to Hezekiadr to the

readers of the Hebrew texeind therefore had to be introduced as the son of his more
illustrious father. MerodachBaladarthe father, Kassite king of Babylonia, would be infinitely
more important a dignitarywith greater notorietythan a namsake somecently installed as
GlAy3 2F .loeéftz2yé o0& KAa FlFOGKSNO

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 predecessor3hghak thoughwe admit that

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 land grant frem Meli
Shipak to his son Mardedplaiddina. That information can be foundhere.

4.YFr&aaAdS 1Ay3a NINBfes AT SOSNE OFftfSR GKSYas
They were not kings of Babylon. They were kings of Karduniaskagstename forthe
country of Babylonia. In the next section we will argue that when the Kassites invaded and

conguered Karduniash, they left the political structure of the country virtually unchanged. The
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ruling kings, and all government officials were left to govern tagtd-day operations of the
countywithout intervention by the Kassitesind whether domiciled in Babylon or elsewhere in
Babylonia, those native kings setfledthemselvess { Ay 3a 2F . I oef 2y dé ¢ KS
also argue nexmnever didreside h Karduniash.

5 ¢tK2dzZaK ¢S R2y Qi 1y2¢6 LINSOAASEEe 6KSYy (KS&S
Hezekiah, it is likely thathen they did, theKassite kingwhom we identify as Baladawas
alreadydeceasedAccording to the onlin&ncyclopedia Britannicrticle related to the reign of
Hezekiahthe Israeli king ruled from 715 to 686 B.C.

The dates of his reign are often given as about 715 to abous68utinconsistencies in biblical
and Assyriarcuneiform records have yielded a wide range of possible dates.

According to our revised chronologhe Kassite king Mardufiplariddina died in718 B.C. If
these dates are correct fbllows thathe cannot be thevlarduk-aplaiddina, king of Babylon,
who sent gifts to Hezekiah.

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

cP ¢KS RSIGK 2F (GKS YIFLaaAadsS {Ay3a Ay TmMy . @&/ @
. | 60 &f 2y éaplaiddiNdfodgkt another reason, already mentioned. The latt@led 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 error in the source
documentsand thus be reconciledBut there is no possilty that the 39to last Kassite king

was still alive and engagedarbattle with the Assyriann 703, eleven years after thé?3

dynasty ended.

7. The assumption that the Kassite king Mardafilaiddina and Baladan, father of thi&ing of

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

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

According to thadynasty X list of kings on the Wikipedia liskofgs of Babylonin 748 B.C.

TiglathPilezer Il subjugated Babylonia and installed NHdua ANJ ' a a1 Ay 3 2F . I 0
continued to hold Babylonia captive through five successive Assyriad y 3a 2F . | oef 2y
last twobrief stints in office taken by thé@ssyriarkings TiglatkPilezer 11l and Shalmaneser V

Finally, in 722 B.C., in th& 8ear of his reign, the Kassite king Mareaj{aiddinare-captured

Babylonia, and immediatelystalled his son MardukplaA RRAY [ & a1 Ay3 2F . |
years later the father died, ending his 12 year tenur&assiteking (730718). The Kassites

replaced Mardulaplaiddina (Baladan) first with Zabalshumaiddina (717) and then with

Enlitnadin-ahi (716714). The fate of each of these kings is discussed in our next section

Duringtheir brief reigns, and for another four years, Mardajglaiddina, king of Babylon

continued to hold on to his Babylonian kingship. Butin 710 B.C. he was thavn Babylon by

the army of the powerful Assyrian king Sargon €728 B.C.)In 705 B.C. Sargated,
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supposedly in battle, andassucceeded by his s@ennacherib, who inherited from Sargon
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 teclaim his former domain. He
was successful, but his tenure in officasabrief. Within 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 attempt on the part of Marapleiddina to
retake the throne of BabylonThis time the attempted coup was unsuccessfulVikipedia
articledescribes thdinal days of the son of Baladin.

During his reign Sennacherib encountered various problemsBathylonia His first campaign took place in
703 BC againdflarduk-aplaiddina llwho had seize the throne of Babylon and gathered an alliance
supported byChaldeansAramaeansnd Elamites The visit of Babylonian ambassadors

to Hezekialof Judahistraditionally 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 rest of his army. The rebellion was deteatel Mardukaplaiddina Il

fled. Babylonwas taken, and its palace plundered but its citizens were left unharmed. The Assyrians searched
for Mardukaplaiddina I, especially in the southemarshes, but he was not found. The rebellion forces in
the Babylonian cities were wiped out and a Babylonian naBelébni who was raised at the Assyrian court
was placed on the thron&Vhen the Assyrians left, Mardtdplaiddina Il started to prepare another
rebellion. In 700 BC, th&ssyrian armyeturned to fight the rebels in the marshes again. Not surpglsi,
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 lislamite invasionghe 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 lowering the dates oktking
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 able to identifgth namesakekingsin the
early 7" century.

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 Tabld, p.22 above, including the fact thaShutruk

Nahhuntel (11851155)is correctly positioned several decades aftatafiHutran (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 ladsntygo and
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compare these 12 century Elamite kings with their namesakes in the |dfée@rly 7"

centuries, we briefly summarize their actiovia an analysis dhe reigns of the twd<assite

kingsthey deposed, namelyZababashumaiddin and Enlidnadin-ahi.

Zababashumaiddin:

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

hispredecessara fact consistentvith our claim that the eldest son of the Kassite king Marduk

aplaA RRAY Il o6FftAlLa a.lfIFRIYE€0D g & 2KXad oy I ES&R R §F Ia
Foef2yé o0& KJAuatrethken drfrolBBabylknga Naldikaplaiddina the son

wasthe legitimate heir of his father. Zabalshumaiddin was an interloper. Scholars argue,

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

that had for generations been intermarrying with the Kassites, antlltfsamilitary action

againstZababashumaA RRAY 61 & Y2U0A QO 4GSR 6& GKS LINBaSyoOS

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, kingf Elam who was himself married to the thirtshird Babylonian

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

Babyonian copy of a literary text which takes the form of a letter, now located inviiglerasiatisches

Museumin Berlin, is addressed to the $&ite court by an Elamite King, thought to be Shuikathhunte, 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, sciokinfawho am king (?) for the lands, for the land

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

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

no reply: you may climb up to heavero 6 dzi L Qf f LJdzft € @2dz R26y 68 &putd 2dzNJ KSY
LQff LizZtf @2dz dzLJ8 o6& @& 2exnblisk yolrNdriredses,stip-up your Rrégation)? & & 2 dzN.
RAGOKS&ax Odzi R2g¢y @2dzNJ 2NOKFNRazZ wlLlz t 2dzie GKS NAy3
T Shutruk Nahhunte? etter to the Kassite court.

The article continues with description of the assault:

ShutrukNahhunte led an assault on northern Babylonia which resulted in the end of Z&bdb¥\lRRA y | Q &
reign. The event is described in a late Babylonian poeticptiesgiorting to be narrated by a later king,
possiblyNab(t] dzR e¥NIBE left his inscriptions on many of the trophies he collected for display in the
temples ofSusaeach with its boastful 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 inclgdbur-Kurigalzy Sippar Opis

perhapsAkkadand Eshnunna

These two paragraphs leave no doubt that ShutNaghhunte was the author of the Berlin
letter we referencedin a previous 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 flatihunte were selected by scholdos
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initiate a successor dynasty, the Shutrukids, but since Shidaltunte 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.

Enlitnadin-ahi

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

ShutrukNahhunte king ofElam had overrun Babylonia bringing Effiln RIA'¥S Q& LINBaBafaD 8z & 2 NI
iddinaQa o NRA ST NMz S (2 Iy S8sddaving hisssonKKutiRlahbukité 36 gavadni EzNY S R
YNRAES ¢l a LINRPOfIFAYSR (Ay3a 27F a{ dzp&shliblyin yeRande pfthe R =
occupying Elamite force# singlekudurru, or boundary stone detailing a royal land graant, administrative

text listing recipients of grain frofdr, and a couple of tablets from a small cadhem 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 caagpaigh

the Elamite forces and suffered a crushing defeat at the hands ofKakihunte, 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 variol&abylonian temples, whose most notable example was the cult statue
of Marduk, an act so sacrilegious to the Babylonians that it would forever castKatihunte in infamy.

uz2
YR

We learn very lite new from these two paragraghsave for the fact that Kutilahhunte was
the son of ShutruiNahhunte, confirmation that halonewasresponsible for the ultimate fall
of the Kassite Empire, artdat his name was held in contempy later generationsAs the son
of ShutrukNahhunte, it follows that his datelsomust also be lowered by 430 years.

The necessary 430 year reduction in the dates for SheNafkhunte | (1188.155) and Kuti
Nahhunte | (1158.150) repositions themrmithe approximate time franes 755725 and 725720
B.C. respectivelyThe 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 ShutriNahhunte anchis son Kutir have been mistakenly placed)

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
Shutrukid dynasty (see Tablgage22). It should surprise none if we were to lower the

dates for ShutrulNahhunte | by yet another decade.

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

8 century B.C. Every argument previously advanced in this paper, and in the paper which
preceded it- those which confirm that the Kassite kings from Kurigalzu | through to Marduk
aplaiddina (Baladan) ruled Babylonia from the alid" through to the late8™" centuryB.C -

also support our contention thahe last twofinal Kassite kings mustave ruled in the late®
century. And since their brief reigns ended via military action led by the Elamite kings Shutruk
Nahhunte and his son, the names of thas® kings should be present in the Elamite king list,
assuming that the Elamite king list has been preserved in this time frame. They may not have


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Enlil-nadin-ahi
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Shutruk-Nahhunte
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Elam
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Zababa-shuma-iddin
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Zababa-shuma-iddin
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Susa
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kudurru
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ur
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Marduk
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been assigned dates consistent witlose determined in the previous paragraph, partly

because Elamite schask may have erred in fine tuning the dates for thé t2ntury

namesakes, and partly because their determination of the |&teeéhtury dates must

necessarily have been based on very limited inscriptional material. After all, much of the data
concerning the reigns of the latd"8early 7 century ShutrukNahhunte Il and KutiNahhunte

Il has been wrongly assigned to their tvictibnal 12" century 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 expect to see is a record of their existence.

This said, gjlance at our Table 3 on page 15 confirms the existence of a king SiNghitunte

I, with assigned dategl7-699B.C. Those dates differ from the 7385 time framearrived at

by our reduction of the 12 century dates of his namesake, but we feel fovate 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 Enlitadinahi (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
ShutrukNahhunte, and the fact that the father lefilison 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 replaced his deceased father on
the Elamite throne, and accaorgly 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 absent from tH&/B" century list of Elamite kings. But
having said that, we are gratified to learn that Shutid&hhunte Il did have a son named Kutir
Nahhunte, and in spite of not being listed on the king list, he did briefly rule the courtny.

this information we turrour attention to aWikipedia articlediscussing the history of Elam, our
attention focusedon the section dealing with the Ne&lamite period (c. 77646 B.C.).

More details are known from the late 8th cemy BC, when the Elamites were allied with

the ChaldearchieftainMerodachbaladanto defend the cause ddabylonian independence from

Assyria Khumbanigash{743¢717) supported Merodachaladan againssargon llapparently without
success; while his successor, Shuiakhkhunte Il (716699), was routed by Sargon's troops during an
expedition in 710, and another Elamite defeat by Salgtmoops is recorded for 708. The Assyrian dominion
over Babylon was underlined by Sargon's Sennacheribwho defeated the Elamites, Chaldeans and
Babylonians and dethroned Meradhbaladan for a second time, installing his own g@hurnadin

shumion the Babylonian throne in 700.

Shutruk-Nakhkhunte 1] the last Elamite to claim the old titleitig of Anshan and Susa", was murdered by his
brother Khallushywho managed to briefly capture the Assyrian governor of Babyksimrnadinshumi

and the city Babylon in 69&ennacherilavenged this by invading and ravaging Elam in 694 BC, and
destroying Babylon. Khallushu was in turn assassinatélutix-Nakhkhunte who succeeded him, but soon
abdicated in favor of Khummislenanu Il (692689). KhumméaVenanu recruiteda new army to help the
Babylonians and Chaldeans against the Assyrians diattie of Halulein 691 BC. Both sides claimed the
victory in their annals, but Babylon wassti®yed bySennacherilmnly two years later, and their Elamite
allies defeated in the procesg¢emphasis added)
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This source informs us that Shutrtdahhunte 11 (71%699) was murdered by his brother

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

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

exists no other information than this concerning KiNimhhunte, though the back to back
FaalaairylrdAazya G €SHal a-Nzhmsewagthelegitimatgl®e®k R2Yy Q
to the throne of ShutrulNahhunte, and that threfore he was his eldest son.

With that we rest our case. Elamite scholars 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 dwsty, well @er430 years too early.

As always, let the reader decide if we 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 oBabylonian dynastic history differ as much as they do. Their analysis will also

pave the way for our intended extension of the revised Babylonian timeline backward in time
throughthe 1stdynasty, including revised dates for the infamous HammuraAkinentioned
SENIASNE GKS (g2 R20dzYSyida FNBE (y2gdAssgign 1 KS y
Synchronisti&ing List ® 2 $ithah® Babyyonian King List.

Babylonian King List A

This King List, unlike its Assyrian counterpakists in only one version. In fact, there is
preserved only one copy of thiist, the only Babylonian document whidemizes and provides
the reign length®f all the kings of the 8 (Kassite) dynastynfortunately surviving on a single,
damaged talet. There arehree good onlinecopiesof this Kinglist available for the reader to
download print, or peruse:

Dp.2ru 2F t NA hKWwhNR@EVY.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, Materiaad Studies for Kassite History, Chicago, Oriental
Institute, 1976
http://oi.uchicago.edu/sites/oi.uchicago.eduf/files/uploads/shared/docs/mskh1.pdf

Of thesethreeX . NA Y pyMariyiOR WM2a0G SEGSYyardsS lylftearasz |y
advantage that it also contains, on pag& 74, a copy of theAssyrian Synchronistic King List,
GKAOK t NAUOKIFNR SyuAaidtsSa GKS a{eyOKNRYAAGAO |/

. N vy | tWa infr@déctory paragrapeil 2 KA a !'tt9b5L- 5 abh¢9{ hb
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Kinglist A (BM33332) is the only Babylonian document presently known that originally purported to list all the
monarchs of Babylonia and the lengths of their reigns from 1894 tilbat 826 B.C. (note 1) Most detailed
reconstructions of Babylonian chronology and history for this period (notea®y heavily on this tablet for
primary data, which are often unavailable elsewhere; (note 3) and its sequence of rulers and dynasties
proviRSa GKS o6FaAO0 FNIYSE2N] dzll2y GKAOK Y2ad KAAG2NRAIlya
Over the years since the first publication of Kinglist A by Pinches in 1884, there have been widely varying
estimates of the trustworthiness of its data, especi#ifly numbers listed for the lengths of individual reigns

and dynasties. Modern attitudes have ranged from an uncritical acceptance of most material in the list to
rejection of any regnal number unless it is confirmed by independent sources such as ectaxtsnidt is

the purpose of the present appendix to examine the kinglist in more detail and to see where within this broad
spectrum of scholarly opinion the truth is more likely to (j&. 424)

Note 1: The list may have continued down to 539 B.CAoBsK (i f & f F 6 SNE o6dzi GKS SyR Aa
Note 2: With the exception of the Hammurapi dynasty, which is almost completely broken away at the

beginning of the text.

Note 3: Especially concerning the lengthsaigns.

We have no intention of analyzingishdocument, save faaomment onthe one major change
in its interpretation we are about to make.

This kinglist reminds this author of a similar Egyptian document, preserved only in fragments in
guotations by later authors, and purportedly authored byEgyptian priest named Manetho

the 39 century B.C Likethat early Egyptiardocument,the Babylonian kinglistuffers froman
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 dynasties do oveflagt

deficiency was not corrected by ®@ndearly20" centuryscholars in either the Assyro
Babyloniaror the Egptian fields of studies. And 2tentury Egyptologists seem determined

to preserve the status quoBut it is somewhat comforting to note a gradual charigking

place in the researcbonductedby Babylonian scholars. It has been recognized in thetlate

(late 20" early 2Pt century) research that several of the early Babylonian dynasties did, in fact,
overlap for considerable portions of their lengths. Unfortunately, to my knowledge, no
researcher hadared to tamper withthe presumed backo-back quencing of ginasties 29.

Until today.

At the beginning of ouradical revision of Egyptian dynastic histarg reasoned, 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 the latter became 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 favorable to the conqueror, with future fealty and delivery of
annual tribute promised. The conqueror then moved on, either backéchbmeland, 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
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devastated by a Babylonian invasion in 565 Ba@.in\asion that killed and deported a high

percentage of the population, andft the county kingless and desolatghe army of Cyrus in

543 B.Cencounteaed virtually no oppositioras they overran the countpyandsimplyleft

behinda garrison of soldiers tlmot the temples, and set up a puppet kingdom of Saite dynasty
governors to regulate the recovering nation. It is doubtful that Cyrus ever visited Eyygtin

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

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

listed these dynasties as if their kings ruled Egypt in successionrediie of course, was that

the Egyptian timeline was extended by a fictional 121 years.

We argue here that a similar error took place approximately 750 years earlier, when the
YFaaAGSas ranini t ¥FHRBXNEGAY Il RSR I HR ©O2y Ij dZBENBRK
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 horagt in the Zagros region pfesent day western

Iran. In the last decades scholars have increasingly come to the realization that, at least in the

early stages of what Z0century scholars called the%2lynasty the Kassite kings did not

inhabit Babylaia. Thus in the downloadadikipedia list okings of Babylonsed in our third

paper, and many times earlier in this papeightof the earliest 3' dynasty kings of the

Babylonian King List A are listed separately and described simpbsepsaratedynasty of

GOF NI & Y|l aaradbedSENMHRY GAZK GKISG adKAE Reyladge
Babylon, but their numbering scheme was continueddtgr 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 was a mistake, and we are here to restore the integrity of the Babylonian

King List A.

In our undestanding, none of th&6 Kassite kings ever actually governige dayby-day

operations ofBabylona, which throughout its history functioned as a sesmitonomous nation

suffering invasions and periodic replacements of kings, and the shifting of theeglodéners

of L2gSNJ O2YY2y (G2 GKS NBIA2Y 2F G{dzYSNJIyR ! 11
F2NJ 0KS RdzNI G0A2y 2F YIaaAaadS a20SNI 2NRaKALJE ¥
functionindependently centered in their traditionahomeland in the Zagros Mountain region

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

slightly east of Babylgraround the middle of the X0century B.C.usingrevised histondates),

we believe the Kagigs 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 lengths 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 thedlavas

governed by kings centered in Babylon or elsewheigahylonia


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_kings_of_Babylon
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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 behla¢f Kbssite
2PSNI 2NRAX LINBOAAaSte a GKS HcilOK o{FAMiS0O Reyl
(Persian) dynasty conquerorin this scenario there were always two kings controlling
Babyloniathe countrythat the Kassites calledarduniash a Kassite king who resided
St aS6KSNBE>X YR | al1Ay3a 27F The sitdatiod if depicied 2 32 S NY
graphicallyin the following figure.

Figure7: Timelines showing sequencingB#byloniarDynasties

in the Traditional versus the Reviseidtory

We itemize the several comments related to the above diagram:

1. The result of our determination that the Kassite dynasty overlapped dynasBesdd that

the dynasty ended in 714 B.C., is the fact that tHedgnasty of Babylon must have begun
around 1290 B.C., as stated on our Figure 6. This date reflects our confidence in the number
576 for the combined regnal length of the dynasty 3 kings as provided by the Babylonian King
List A, aaumberrelied upon by Bmost all Babylonian scholars.

2. Itis immediately apparent that this diagram describes the process by which the Babylonian
timeline waserroneouslhylengthened by approximately 440 years. In the traditional histoey

34 dynastybegan around the yeat730 B.C. In the revised histonybégan 440 years later,
around 1290 B.C. Those 440 years result from a simple interpretive @mustaken belief

that the Babylonian dynasties of ksygadisted on the King List,Auled sequentially



