Paper #3 Revising the dates of the Phoenician kings of Byblos (ancient Gebal)
serves to validate the 840-774 BC revised dates for Ramses II.

This paper will be longer than most in this new series and for good reason. In
order to convince readers of the truth of any chronological facts it is essential that
those readers have some familiarity with the timetable under consideration. So
rather than leave it to individuals to digest the content of the 860 pages in the
first three books of our Displaced Dynasties Series, we provide here a nine page
summary of the history of the time frame under consideration, outlined from the
point of view of the revised history. Needless to say, those individuals already
conversant with our revised chronology can safely ignore these nine pages,
though we have structured this summary to highlight material most relevant to
our upcoming discussion of the Byblos kings. It is therefore recommended
reading.

A. Overview of the Revised History of Dynastic Egypt
in the years 774-650 BC
In the first book in our series we moved the 139-year-long 26" dynasty of Egypt
forward 121 years from the time frame 664-525 BC to the years 543-404 BC,
overlapping completely the 27" (Persian) dynasty, and extending the length of

the latter to accommodate the move. Figure 1 below, borrowed from page 40 of
our first book, visualizes the process.

Figure 1: Timeline — The Saite Dynasty Displaced 121 Years
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We then began the process of filling the vacated years with detail, it being the
case that all dynasties earlier than the 26" must necessarily move forward in time
by at least 121 years, a domino effect. For sundry reasons we decided to begin
this process by demonstrating, in chapter three of book one, that the Egyptian
22" and 23" dynasty pharaohs, who in the traditional history occupy the
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approximate time frames ca 945-730 BC and ca 817-730 BC respectively, must
instead be dated in the interval between the mid-8™" and mid-7t" centuries BC.
Our focus in book | was largely confined to the activities of the 22" dynasty
pharaohs Osorkon Il (740-712), Sheshonk Il (712-673), and Pemay (660-654) and
their interactions with the 23 dynasty kings Takeloth 1l (715-690), Pedubast |
(705-679), luput | (691-673), Osorkon Il (673-667) and Takeloth Il (672-665), for
whom we determined the regnal years indicated. For the time being we left out
of consideration the earliest kings of the 22" dynasty, Sheshonk I, Osorkon I, and
Takeloth I. Our Figure 2 below, borrowed from page 75 of book 1, diagrams the
results of our research.

Figure 2: Revised placements of some of the intermediate kings
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Following our book one chapter three research we returned to the subject matter
which motivated this book one revision, and the balance of the first volume was
spent authenticating our displacement of the 26" dynasty. But our brief foray
into matters concerned with the 22" and 23™ dynasties had brought to our
attention at least five important facts related to the time frame under
consideration in Figure 2, all of which have some bearing on our discussion later
in this paper. We itemize them here.

1) Around the year 674 BC the Assyrian king Esarhaddon attacked Egypt and was
rebuffed by the Egyptian pharaohs, his army driven from the country. Three years
later, in 671 BC, he returned and successfully overran Egypt, establishing Assyrian
suzerainty which lasted through the balance of his reign and that of his son
Ashurbanipal, ending only when the 25 dynasty king Piankhi liberated Egypt
around the year 637 BC. The annals of the Assyrian kings Esarhaddon and
Ashurbanipal, those dated between the years 671 and 665 BC, inform us



concerning the administrative structure of the country at that time. Among many
important details they record the fact that the administration of the district of
Busiris was left to a king named Sheshonk, clearly the 22" dynasty pharaoh who
belongs in the 13 year gap between Sheshonk Il and Pemay in Figure 2, a space
we left unfilled when writing our first book, not yet convinced of this king’s
identity. That identity crisis was addressed in our book two Appendix B. [Please
note that the link will take you to Appendix A, requiring you to scroll down to
pages 294-301 where we discuss this pharaoh in some detail] There we remark
on the fact that the Egyptologist Aidan Dodson had in 1993 identified the king
reigning between Sheshonk Ill and Pemay as yet another Sheshonk, and
furthermore, had concluded that the prenomen of this Sheshonk was the
identical Hedjkheperre Setepenre as that possessed by pharaoh Sheshonk |, who
is identified (in the traditional history) as the founder of the dynasty. The 22"
dynasty was now blessed with two kings with the identical name, at least if we
believe traditional historians. But that fact is called into question in our book two
Appendix A (pages 284-293), where we detail what must certainly be the
genealogy of both of these Sheshonks, and where we conclude that they were
probably not namesakes. While we agree with Dodson that the pharaoh named
Hedjkheperre Sheshonk did govern a portion of Egypt in the years 673-660 BC,
between the reigns of Sheshonk Ill and Pemay, we are less convinced that the
Sheshonk who founded the dynasty had the identical prenomen.

2) When we revised the dates for the dynasty 22 and dynasty 23 pharaohs in
chapter three of book one, the relative chronology of those kings did not change
appreciably from relative dating accepted by the traditional history. In most
instances only the background changed along with the revised absolute dates, the
intrusion of the Assyrians being the most conspicuous feature. According to the
traditional history Osorkon Il governed a portion of Egypt in the approximate
years 872-837 BC. We assign him the dates 740-712 BC, a reduction of roughly
130 years, at least consistent with our 121 year lowering of dates for the 26™
dynasty.

One feature only of the combined 22"9/23" dynasty revised chronology is
noteworthy here, namely, the fact that Egypt was not governed by a single
pharaoh at any one time in the ca 760-650 time frame. It is Egyptologists, not the
author of this paper, who first drew attention to the fact that Egypt was
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extremely fragmented during the tenure of the 22" and 23" dynasty pharaohs,
with multiple rulers (each identifying himself as pharaoh) governing different
parts of Egypt concurrently, areas referred to in the history books as nomes (aka
provinces). In fact, considering the multiplicity of kings that governed at any one
time, it might be preferable if we refer to the 22"4/23 dynasty monarchs as
nomarchs, not pharaohs, and that fact became increasingly apparent as we
continued with our book two research, where we quickly became convinced that
many of the other nomes in Egypt were occupied by yet more claimants to the
throne in that identical 750-650 BC time frame. In fact, as our research
continued, we quickly became convinced that Egypt, throughout that
approximate time frame, was governed by a multitude of kings belonging not to
two, but to four concurrent dynasties, the 20", 21%t, 22" and 23™. The evidence
was overwhelming. We leave it to the reader to peruse our book two revision for
details (see in particular chapter 7, pages 182-214). Here we merely summarize
the results of our research, and comment on a few salient features. Our Figure 3
below is borrowed from page 210 of book 2.

Figure 3 Timelines showing the positioning of the 20*", 21 (Tanite), and 21%
(Theban) dynasties in the identical time frame occupied by the 22" and 23"
dynasty pharaohs/nomarchs.
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It is with the positioning of dynasties 20 and 21 that the enormity of the problem
of misdated Egyptian dynasties becomes apparent. In the traditional history,
following Manetho, scholars have mistakenly positioned the 20" and 21°t (Tanite)
dynasties sequentially between the tenures of the 19" and 22" dynasty kings,
assigning them the respective time frames 1184-1087 BC and 1087-945 BC.
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Consequently, the errant dating of all Egyptian dynasties prior to the 20" now
escalates dramatically. Whereas our revised history was compelled to lower the
dates for the 22" dynasty king Osorkon Il by just 130 years, the dates for
Smendes |, the assumed founder of the 21° Tanite dynasty, had to be lowered by
three times that amount. This dynasty, as stated above, began in the year 1087
BC according to Egyptologists. We have assigned to Smendes the years 760-734
BC, a reduction of 327 years (1087 — 760). The lowering of dates for the 20"
dynasty is even more dramatic, since we assign to Setnakht, the founder of that
dynasty, the years 759-757 BC, thereby reducing his dates a resounding 425 years
(1184-759). That 425 year error, of necessity, must at minimum apply to all
dynasties preceding the 20th. It should not surprise the reader, therefore, that in
our book three we have dated the 19" dynasty king Ramses Il in the years 840-
774 BC rather than the 1290-1224 BC dates assigned him by Sir Alan Gardiner in
his classic Egypt of the Pharaohs. This astounding 450 year reduction in Ramses’
dates is not science fiction. The revised dates are supported by volumes of
evidence, including the Berlin stele we will be discussing momentarily.

One further error in the traditional history is evidenced by our Figure 3, and needs
to be mentioned in passing before we move on to the contents of book three.
The error relates to the group of kings designated by Egyptologists as the 21
(Theban) dynasty, the middle timeline in our Figure 3. In the infancy of Egyptian
historical research, soon after the 18" century successful translation of the
hieroglyphic script, this group of kings appeared out of nowhere in Egyptian
documents, seemingly contemporary with the kings of the 21° Tanite dynasty.
But Manetho appeared to know nothing about them. They were, quite literally,
an enigma, especially so since Egyptologists had already determined that the 21
Tanite dynasty kings belonged to the 11" and 10" centuries BC, and were,
followed sequentially by the 22" dynasty kings.

Compounding the problem of identifying these Theban kings was the fact that
early Egyptologists had mistakenly determined that they ruled in the south of
Egypt at precisely the same time that the Tanite priest/kings governed in the
north, hence the designation of both groups as belonging to the same 21
dynasty. That was an egregious error. Itis true that according to inscriptional
evidence a 21°t dynasty Theban king by the name of Pinudjem, the first to bear
this name, was definitely a contemporary of a 21°t dynasty Tanite king by the



name Psusennes, but other evidence makes it certain that the synchronism was
with Psusennes I, as in our Figure 3, and not with Psusennes |, as in the
traditional history. Based on our interpretation of the relevant documents, the
Theban 21°* dynasty connection with the 21° Tanite dynasty disappears entirely,
raising the following question. If the so-called 21 Theban dynasty is unrelated to
the 21°t Tanite dynasty, who are these Theban kings and why does Manetho fail
to acknowledge them? To which we answer: Manetho does recognize them.
When we move the 215 dynasty forward in time by approximately three hundred
years, and thus the 21 dynasty Theban kings by approximately four hundred
years, the latter turn out to be the progenitors of the line of kings Manetho
identifies as his 25" (Ethiopian) dynasty. Though Manetho does not include in his
listing of 25t dynasty kings any of the names cited on our 21t Theban time line,
he does insist that the second king of his 25" dynasty was named Piankhi, and we
spend the first five chapters of our second book proving that Piankhi’s adopted
Egyptian name was Menkheperre Thutmose, and arguing that the Menkheperre
named in our Figure 3 timeline ][311must be identified as Piankhi. The fact that
Menkheperre is an Egyptian name, while several of the other 21 Theban kings
bore non-Egyptian (and arguably Ethiopian) names, supports our argument that
the Menkheperre in our Figure 3 timeline is actually Piankhi. Further support is
provided by the fact that Menkheperre’s grandfather in our timeline was named
Piankh.

3) The third relevant discovery made early in our research, mentioned for the first
time on pages 202-203 of volume two, was the existence of a massive stele, now
housed in a Berlin Museum, that eventually served as our template for
determining dates for dynasties 11-19. This stele (see Figure 4 below) contains a
record of the succession of the high priests of the cult of Ptah in Memphis, based
on documentation meticulously kept for over a thousand years of Egyptian
history, spanning the approximate years 1500-600 BC.

As we state on page 202 of book two:

In many instances the (Berlin stele) inscription names a king under whose rule a
particular high priest held office. (For example), it states that two high priests ruled
during the lengthy reign of Psusennes |, near the beginning of the 21° (Tanite) dynasty,
while the high priest in the third generation prior ruled under Ramses Il of the 19t
dynasty. The 20t dynasty is noticeably absent from the document, leading to



speculation (among Egyptologists) that an haplography has caused the artisan to omit
entirely the line of priests contemporary with the Ramesside kings of the 20t dynasty.

Figure 4 The Berlin Stele

Other anomalies in the document convinced Egyptologists that the Berlin stele
inscription could not be relied upon to validate the existing chronology of dynastic
Egypt. We agree entirely with that sentiment, though we argue that the fault lies
with the existing chronology of dynastic Egypt, not with the Berlin stele
chronology. Its omission of the 20" dynasty is proof of its accuracy, not evidence
that its chronology is defective. When we first encountered this monument we
had already determined that the 20" and 21° dynasties were contemporaries.
The priests of Ptah in Memphis flourished in the general area of the north-eastern
Delta, an area controlled by the Tanite kings. By contrast, the Ramesside kings
were tenured well over three hundred miles to the south, in the vicinity of
Thebes. Which of the two groups of kings should we expect the priests of Ptah to
reference in their documentation?

We strongly advise the reader, new to our Displaced Dynasties chronology, to
familiarize themselves with this important monument. Of particular relevance
are the comments on pages 202-03 of book two and especially pages 8-18 of book
three.
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4) A fourth observation relates to the extremely brief interlude which separates
the death of Ramses Il in the year 774 BC and the onset of dynasties 20, 21, and
22 around the year 760 BC. While it was a surprise to this author to discover that
the dates for Ramses Il had to be lowered by 450 years, it was even more
surprising to find that only fifteen years separate the death of this 19*" dynasty
pharaoh from the approximate beginning of dynasties 20, 21 and 22. But the
evidence was overwhelming, and we had no choice but to acceptit. Andina
moment we will see validation of these numbers in our analysis of the Byblos
kings. And it should not escape the notice of our readers, that once we validate
the fact that the beginning of dynasties 20-22 follow the death of Ramses Il by at
most a few decades, we are not only verifying the accuracy our dating of Ramses
I, but also authenticating the reliability of the Berlin stele chronology, on which
almost the whole of the revised history depicted in our books three and four
depends.

5) In our second point we commented on the extreme political fragmentation
which existed in Egypt beginning around the year 760 BC, a situation which
actually escalated in the country in the years that followed, lasting through most
of the following century. While the reader can appreciate somewhat the extent
of this fragmentation by simply superimposing the timelines in our Figures 2 & 3,
that procedure fails to adequately portray the extent of the diversification of
political influence that occurred. There were literally dozens of powerful
dignitaries in control of cities and provinces throughout the country. One writer,
guoting the Egyptologist Klaus Bauer, underscores the severity of this political
fragmentation and distribution of power by commenting on diversification within
the obscure 23" dynasty alone:

The 23rd dynasty has traditionally been viewed as a single line of kings beginning with
Pedubast I, this following Manetho. Only recently has the argument been made that
Takeloth 11 was a Theban pharaoh and that the 23rd dynasty begins with his reign. Klaus
Bauer distinguishes five independent branches to this 23rd dynasty, with centers at
Thebes, Tanis, Leontopolis, Hermopolis, and Heracleopolis ("The Libyan and Nubian
Kings of Egypt: Notes," JNES 32 (1973) 4-25).

It is surely significant that when Esarhaddon and his son Ashurbanipal assumed
control of Egypt in the years 671-637 BC, they left the governance of the country
in the hands of approximately twenty nomarchs, several bearing royal titles. We
presume that these individuals were not newly installed in their respective



districts. It is almost a certainty that the Assyrian kings merely left the existing
nomarchs in place to administer the country on their behalf.

We repeat from our second point this claim of extreme political fragmentation
within Egypt in order to raise the following question. What brought about this
extreme diversification of political authority within Egypt in the span of
approximately fifteen years, the time separating the death of the all-powerful
pharaoh Ramses Il (774 BC) and the situation where twenty or more nomarchs
shared power within Egypt (760 BC)? In book three of our Egyptian series we
provide the answer. Even the most casual student of Egyptian history knows that
in the brief interval separating the reigns of Ramses Il and Ramses Il something
monumental happened in the Mediterranean world. Some natural disaster
brought to an end the Anatolian kingdom of the Empire Hittites, ended the
Minoan civilization, and spawned massive migrations of desperate peoples
occupying nations bordering the Mediterranean, some of them extremely
militaristic - the so-called Sea Peoples of the history books. The fact that this
natural disaster brought the 19*" dynasty to an end, populated Egypt with
foreigners, of which the Libyans (the assumed ethnicity of the 22" and 23™
dynasty nomarchs) were the most prominent element, are facts agreed upon by
all Egyptologists. Where the revised history diverges from the traditional history
is in the dating of this natural disaster, and the fact we do not believe that the
20" dynasty pharaohs managed to drive the Libyan invaders out of Egypt.

In our book three we identified the source of this Sea Peoples movement - the
eruption of the mega-volcanic island of Santorini, north of Cyprus. We will not
repeat here our description of the event. The interested reader can follow our
description beginning on pages 113-117 and continuing through the whole of
chapter six (pages 118-140), the concluding chapter of our third book. Only one
aspect of that catastrophic event bears repeating here. On pages 124-129, in a
section entitled “Raash in Syria”, we documented the devastating results of the
massive tidal waves and rainstorm of molten ash that fell on the east coast of the
Mediterranean, the homeland of the Phoenician kings. Following the description
of the event, in the book of Amos in the Hebrew Bible, we noted that 90% of the
population of the Levant died as a result. What we did not discuss was the
inevitable destruction of property that took place, including inevitable damage to
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even megalithic structures such as the temples of the country, a fact which has
some bearing on our dating of the Phoenician king named Yehimelek.

With that we turn our attention to Phoenicia, to the city state of Byblos (ancient
Gebal) on the eastern coast of the Mediterranean, and to the kings of that
maritime city.

B. Phoenician Inscriptions and Assyrian annals serve to validate
the accuracy of our Revised Chronology, especially
the 840-774 BC dates for Ramses II.

: ol For the benefit of the uninformed, we begin

¢ W , this section by itemizing the most often cited

- < inscriptions referred to under the rubric Byblian

7 Royal Inscriptions, providing a brief description

‘ ,'-.;//";*’“' & owt of the discovery and publication of each. We
o \f ) ™ \ i cite them here in the order in which they were

~Kitir \m" \‘ 8 discovered. They are five in number, but for

: completeness we add a sixth, perhaps the most

| @ valuable of all in validating our dating of the

® z)""'/" £ 3 Egyptian 19" dynasty.

All of these inscriptions were written in a script
known popularly as Old Byblian, though in
reality the script was employed at locations
throughout the Levant. If follows that it is best
St . w. described as early Phoenician, a variant of

i | o paleo-Hebrew, the latter conceived by
traditional scholars as a derivative of the former (though in fact, as we will
demonstrate in later papers, the Hebrew script without question antedates the
Phoenician).

1. The Abibaal Inscription, incised on a statue of a 22" dynasty king named
Hedjkheperre Sheshonq, published in 1903 by Charles Simon Clermont-Ganneau,
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Inscription égypto-phénicienne de Byblos, Comptes rendu, Académie des
inscriptions et belles-lettres (Paris, 1903). A translation of the inscription is
provided here:

(1) [The statue (?) which] Abibaal, king of
| Byblus, som of Yehimilk (?), (2) king] of
Byblus, [br]ought from = Egypl for Baal[ath-
Gebal, his lady. May Baalath-(GGebal prolong the
davs of Abibaal and his veara] over Byblys!(

The above translation, and thus the claim that Abibaal was a son of a king named
Yehimilk(?), is attributed to the noted Semitic scholar William Albright, who
examined photographs of multiple Phoenician inscriptions in 1947 and published
his results in an article entitled “The Phoenician Inscriptions from the 10" century
B.C. from Byblus” (JAOS 67: 153-160). Since this pivotal paper will be cited several
times in the pages that follow, but will be inaccessible to most readers, we have
included a photocopy of his article at the end of this paper (see pages 24-31). But
in addition to the translation above, we also include here a copy of Albright’s
table of Phoenician kings duplicated from his page 160, the last entry in the
article. Due to Albright’s standing in the academic community, these dates for
the Phoenician kings have endured, relatively unchanged, through to the present.

Ahiram e 1000
Ittobaal (son of Ahiram) c. 975
Yehimilk ¢, 950
Abibaal (son of Yehimilk?) e 930
Elibanl (son of Yehimilk) ¢, 920

Shipit-Ba'al 1 (son of Elibaal) ¢, 900

Shipit-Ba'al 11 {Sipitti-batl) e 740

Ormilk 1 (Urn-milki) T01
Milk-nsap (Milki-a3apa) e 670
Shipit-Ba'al 1114 e, 500 7
Ormilk I

Yihar-Ba'al (son of Ormilk [1)*
Yehaw-milk (son of Yihar-Ba'al) ¢, 450 ?

El-pa‘al * e, 360
“Ozi-Banl 348
Addir-milk e, 340
*Ayyin-El 433

The statue bearing the inscription of Abibaal bears the cartouche names
Hedjkheperre Setepenre Sheshonk Meryamun, and is therefore credited by
Egyptologists as belonging to the king by that name who founded the 22"
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dynasty in Egypt. In turn this Sheshonk is identified by traditional scholars as the
pharaoh Shishak who assaulted the city of Jerusalem in the 5™ year of Rehoboam,
son of Solomon, in the approximate year 925 BC, a lynchpin date that supports
the scholarly claim that this king ruled Egypt in the approximate years 943-922
BC, dates which mark the beginning of the Egyptian 22" dynasty. Additionally,
this king is claimed to be the author of the famous Bubastite Portal Inscription on
a wall separating the 2" portal of the Karnak temple in Thebes, and the small
temple of Ramses Il that opens into the first courtyard of that Karnak temple.

When Albright wrote his 1947 article Egyptologists were aware of only one
Hedjkheperre Sheshonk. Now there are supposedly two, and in the revised
history the second Hedjkheperre governed the Bubastite nome in Egypt around
the years 673-660 BC (see above, pp 2-3). If so, it follows that he cannot be the
Shishak who invaded Jerusalem 250 years earlier in the approximate year 925 BC.
In a subsequent paper we will argue that the Bubastite Portal Inscription
describes battles that took place around the year 674 BC. And since we believe
that the Abibaal inscription was inscribed on a statue of this second Sheshonk, it
follows that we should date the reign of Abibaal, king of Byblos, in the
approximate time frame 680-670 BC, and the inscription itself to the year 674 BC.
Time will tell if we are correct.

2. The Ahiram Sarcophagus Inscription, inscribed on a sarcophagus discovered
in Byblos in 1923 in a tomb containing also two fragments of alabaster vases
inscribed with the name of Ramses Il, published by René Dussaud, Les inscriptions
phéniciennes du tombeau d’Ahiram, roi de Byblos, Syria 5 (1924): 135-157.

Albright translates the sarcophogus inscription on pages 155-56 of his paper:

The coffin which * [It]tobaal, son of Ahiram,
king of Byblus, made for his father as hiz ab(o)de
in eternity. And if* any king or any governor
or any army commander attacks Byblus and
exposes ** this coffin, let his judicial scepter be
broken, let his royal throne he overthrown,® and
let peace ** flee from Byblus: and as for him,
let a vagabond(?) ** efface *™ his inscription(s)!

For the most part we leave it to the reader to read the Wikipedia articles related
to the discovery of the tomb of Ahiram, the reading of the inscription on the
Ahiram sarcophagus left by his son & successor Ithbaal (or Ittobaal), and
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especially the description of the other contents of the tomb, those which raised
guestions in the minds of scholars about the dating of the inscription. To simplify
the stated task we choose to quote a few paragraphs from the book Ramses /1
and His Time authored by the noted revisionist Immanuel Velikovsky, who
believes, as does the present author, that the Byblos king Ahiram must be a
contemporary of the 19" dynasty king Ramses II.

Near the entrance to the burial chamber several fragments of an alabaster vase were
found, and one of them bore the name and royal nomen of Ramses Il. Another
fragment, also of alabaster, with Ramses II’s cartouche was in the chamber; there was
also an ivory plaque found and evaluated by R. Dussaud as of Mycenaean age; but
pottery of Cyprian origin was also there and it looked like seventh-century ware.

The tomb was violated, probably in antiquity, argued the historians, despite the warning
in Hebrew (Phoenician) letters. The scholars had to decide on the time in which King
Ahiram lived.

The Phoenician inscriptions on the sarcophagus did not reveal it. Montet, the
discoverer, assigned the tomb to the time of Ramses Il, thus to the thirteenth century.
He subscribed to the view that all objects in the tomb, the Cyprian vases included, were
of the time of Ramses Il. But the age of the Cyprian pottery was claimed by other
scholars to be that of the seventh century. Dussaud, a leading French orientalist, agreed
that the tomb dated from the thirteenth century, the time of Ramses Il, but he insisted
that the Cyprian ware was of the seventh century. Dussaud also assumed that in the
seventh century tomb robbers broke in and left there the pottery of their own age.
Signs of intrusion and violation were obvious: the lid of the sarcophagus had been
moved from its proper position, alabaster vases were broken, jewelry was missing.

Dussaud wrote: “Together with Mycenaean relics, Montet found fragments of Cypriote
pottery, characteristic of the seventh century, which thus fixes the time of the tomb
violation. No fragment of a more recent date was found.” He continued: “There is no
doubt that, [faced with a choice] between the age of Ramses Il and the seventh century
[as the time when the tomb was built and the inscriptions were made], the first must be
accepted.” But intruders certainly would not have brought six- or seven-hundred-
year-old vases into the sepulchral chamber. Why they would have brought any
vessels into the mortuary chambers they had come to loot is not satisfactorily
explained. (emphasis added) (Ramses Il & His Time, 65-66)

In our opinion Montet was absolutely correct. All the artifacts in the tomb are
more than likely items actually owned by Ahiram, who must necessarily be dated
to the time of Ramses Il. But in the revised history Ramses Il does not belong to
the 13" century. His reign spanned the years 840-774 BC.
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In our opinion Dussaud was also absolutely correct, save for his attribution of the
Cypriote pottery to the tomb robbers. The Mycenaean plaque and the Cypriote
pottery are not out of place, though we would dispute the seventh century date
assigned the Cypriote ware. Pottery from that island was produced over the span
of at least six hundred years, from ca 1000 to ca 400 BC according to the experts,
though scholars continue to question the precise dating of the Geometric, Archaic
and Classical production periods. There is no doubt, however, that the presence
of Cypriote pottery in Ahiram’s tomb does prove one thing, namely, that the 13t
century traditional dates for Ramses Il are at minimum three hundred years too
early. As for the Mycenaean plague, we need only remind the reader that when
we move forward the dates for Ramses Il by 450 years, we necessarily move
forward the Mycenaean age by an equal amount. That age did not end until after
the death of Ramses Il. And when we claim, as we do in our revision, that the fall
of Troy, and the probably survival of Agamemnon in Mycenae, must both be
dated around the year 765 BC, those facts are absolutely consistent with our
claim that Ahiram’s life preceded that of Agamemnon by at least a half century,
and possibly longer. His life was lived in a Mycenaean world.

In short, when we claim below that Ahiram’s reign roughly spanned the years
820-800 BC, and those of his son Ithba’l the years 800-780 BC, we cannot be far
wrong, a decade or so at the most. And with those dates absolutely every detail
related to Ahiram’s tomb is more than adequately explained.

3. The Eliba’l Inscription, inscribed on a statue of a 22" dynasty king Osorkon
and published by René Dussaud, Dédicace d’une statue d’Osorkon ler par Elibaal,
roi de Byblos, Syria 6 (1925): 101-117.

Albright translates the inscription on page 158 of his article:

(1) T'The statue? which Elibaal, king of Byblus,
gon of Yebi[milk, king of Byblus,] made (2) [for
ﬂu]u_lliﬂl-ﬂ{:hﬂl, his lady. '_'hl'u_v Iiu.'lla‘l'!:l[-fjs'hal]
prolong (3) [the days of E]libaal and his years
over [Byblus]!

It must be noted that the statue was inscribed with the cartouche names
Sekhemkheperre-Setepenre Osorkon Meryamun. Egyptologists assign this name
to their Osorkon I, the successor of their Sheshonk |, and we have absolutely no
argument with the identification, other than to repeat our claim, made earlier in


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pottery_of_ancient_Cyprus
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pottery_of_ancient_Cyprus
http://www.persee.fr/doc/syria_0039-7946_1925_num_6_2_8126
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ren%C3%A9_Dussaud
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this paper, that the Sheshonk who founded the 22" dynasty probably did not
bear the prenomen Hedjkheperre Setepenre.

We have always assumed that Manetho is probably correct in his claim that the
22" dynasty began with three kings named Sheshonk, Osorkon and Takelot, all of
whom must have occupied Egypt in the time frame ca 760-740 BC, this because
we are adamant that the fourth king, Osorkon I, governed in the time frame 740-
712 BC and that the 22" dynasty began in Egypt around the year 760 BC. We
suspect that one or more of the three predecessors of Osorkon Il began their
reigns before they invaded Egypt as part of the Sea Peoples movement. We
suspect also that two or all three of these kings governed different parts of Egypt
as contemporaries after entering Egypt. Egyptologists credit Osorkon | with either
33 years (Kitchen TIP p. 182 sect 150) or 36 years (Gardiner EP page 448) but
Kitchen admits that the year 33, read on a Ramesseum bandage fragment, might
actually read year 13, thus crediting Osorkon | with a much shorter reign, one
more in agreement with Manetho who assigns this Osorkon 15 years.

Regardless, we can safely position the reign of this king somewhere in the time
frame 760-740 BC, and date the inscription of Elibaal accordingly around the
middle of that time frame.

4. The Yehimelek Inscription, published in 1930 by Maurice Dunand, “Nouvelle
Inscription Phénicienne Archaique, RB 39 (1930): 321-331.

According to Albright (page 157) the inscription of Yehimelek, king of Biblos,
reads:

(1) The temple which Yehimilk, king of Byblus,
built—{2) it waz he who restored ** the ruins of
these temples.  (3) May Baal-shamem ™ and Baal-
(ath)-Gebal (4) and the assembly ** of the holy
gods of Byblus (5) prolong the days of Yehimilk
and his years (6) over Byblus as a rightful king
and a true (7) king *® before the h[oly] gods of

Byblus! *

We will say more about king Yehimelek in our next point, where he is identified as
the grandfather of the Byblos king Shipitbaal. Our only concern at this time is to
assign to him approximate dates, and since we agree entirely with scholarly
community in positioning this king the successor to Ithbaal, son of Ahiram, to
whom have assigned the dates 800-780 BC, we are inclined to position Yehimelek


http://trove.nla.gov.au/work/12581557?selectedversion=NBD547673
https://joellabeckerneum.files.wordpress.com/2017/05/egypt-of-the-pharaohs-an-introduction-by-alan-henderson-sir-gardiner.pdf
http://bibliahebraica.blogspot.ca/2010/03/inscription-of-day-yehimilk.html
http://research.omicsgroup.org/index.php/Maurice_Dunand
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the time frame 780-760 BC. Even if we were to disregard the consensus opinion of
Egyptologists we would have selected this time frame for two reasons. The first
relates to the successors of this king, three of whom are conclusively dated in the
late 8" century BC. Already we have assigned to Elibaal the dates 760-740 BC. The
others will be discussed in point 5 which follows. The second factor relates to a
comment in the inscription itself, seldom if ever commented on by scholars. We
refer to Yehimelek’s statement that he was preoccupied with restoring “the ruins
of these temples” presumably a reference to the temples in the vicinity of Byblos.
And in the opinion of this author, there is only one possible reason why multiple
temples in the district of Byblos should all be in ruins simultaneously, especially
around the middle of the 8™ century BC on the eastern coast of the Mediterranean.

We assume that Yehimelek was the king of Byblos at the time of the “great raash”
recorded in book of Amos in the Hebrew Bible. There is no need here to repeat
the comments on the subject made earlier in this paper. When massive tidal
waves swept away and killed 90% of the population of the Levant in the
approximate year 765 BC, clearly Yehimelek was one of the few survivors, and one
of the driving forces in the restoration of the country which followed. Even
temples made of stone would have suffered considerable damage. And temples
would have been a top priority in the restoration effort. We assume therefore that
the Yehimelek inscription was made around the year 760 BC, near the end of his
life.

Before we proceed we summarize the conclusions made thus far. The table below
reproduces the admittedly crude date ranges for the reigns of the five kings thus

far discussed:

Table 1: Five 9'"-7t" century kings of Byblos

Approximate Approximate
King of Byblos regnal years date of source
(BC) (BC)
Ahiram 820-800 n/a
Ithbaal 800-780 800 (inscription)
Yehimelek 780-760 760 (inscription)
Elibaal 760-740 750 (inscription)
Abibaal 680-670 674 (inscription)
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5. The Shipitbaal Wall Inscription, published in 1945 by Maurice Dunand, Biblia
Grammata: Documents et Recherches sur le Dévelopment de L'écriture en Phénicie
(Beyrouth: Direction des Antiquité, 1945): 146—-151.

Once again we observe how Albright translates the inscription, this time on page
158 of his article:

(1) The wall which Shipit-Ba‘al, king of (2)
Byblus, son of Elibaal, king of Byblus, (%) som
of Yehimilk, king of Byblus, built for Baalath-
(4) Gebal, his lady. May Baalath-Gebal prolong
(6) the days of Shipit-Ba'al and his years over
Byblus!

Since this inscription clearly identifies Shipit-baal as a son of Elibaal and grandson
of Yehimilk, we can, without further adieu, assign to him the date range 740-720
BC. And for the first time we can unequivocally confirm absolute dating of this
time frame, not only from the point of view of the revised history, but from the
annals of the Assyrian king Tiglath-Pileser Ill, whose approximate dates 745-727
BC are agreed upon by both traditional scholars and the Displaced Dynasty
history.

Early in the reign of this powerful Assyrian king, sometime in first decade of his
reign, Tiglath-Pileser raided the Phoenician coast, and recorded his conquests in
his annals. The relevant section is translated by Oppenheim in Pritchard’s classic
collection of Ancient Near Eastern Texts (aka ANET), where we read:

[] 1 received tribute from Kustaspi of Commagene, Rezon of Damascus, Menahem of Samaria,
Hiram of Tyre, Sibitti-bi'li_ of Byblos, Urikki of Qu'e, Pisiris of Karchemis, I'nil of Hamath,
Panammu of Sam'al, Tarhulara of Gurgum, Sulumal of Melitene, Dadili of Kaska, Uassarme of
Tabal, Ushitti of Tuhana, Tuhamma of I§tunda, Urimme of HubiS$na, and Zabibe, the queen
of Arabi - gold, silver, tin, iron, elephant-hides, ivory, linen garments with multicolored
trimmings, blue-dyed wool, purple-dyed wool, ebony-wood, boxwood-wood, whatever was
precious enough for a royal treasure; also lambs whose stretched hides were dyed purple, wild
birds whose spread-out wings were dyed blue, furthermore horses, mules, large and small cattle,
male dromedaries, female dromedaries with their foals. ANET 283 (emphasis added)

Menahem reigned in Israel in the latter half of the 8 century BC. According to
the Wikipedia article describing his reign his dates vary, from 745-736 according


https://books.google.ca/books?id=kx9Uke_IfloC&pg=PA26&dq=shipit-ba%27al&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwj57L-e49TVAhUN-GMKHW-DBIEQ6AEIJjAA#v=onepage&q=shipit-ba'al&f=false
http://wikivisually.com/wiki/Maurice_Dunand
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tiglath-Pileser_III
http://www.livius.org/sources/content/anet/283-the-annals-of-tiglath-pileser/
http://www.livius.org/sources/content/anet/283-the-annals-of-tiglath-pileser/
http://www.livius.org/saa-san/samaria/samarians.htm
http://www.livius.org/tt-tz/tyre/tyre_history.html
https://books.google.ca/books?id=wE9JAAAAcAAJ&pg=PA61&lpg=PA61&dq=sibitti+baal&source=bl&ots=TXKTkGifTo&sig=iJ51lXVhJQoAN5mgEO-YaFrLoGk&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwinwIm_4dTVAhVH3mMKHS4eBnEQ6AEIKDAA#v=onepage&q=sibitti%20baal&f=false
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http://www.livius.org/tt-tz/tyana/tyana.html
http://www.livius.org/ap-ark/arabia/arabia.html
http://www.livius.org/caa-can/camel/camel.html
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to Schrader, 745-738 in the opinion of Albright, and in the extreme, 752-742
according to Thiele in his Mysterious Numbers of the Hebrew Kings. Since the
campaign referenced in ANET 283 probably took place around the year 740 BC,
and Menahem is governing in Samaria, we must either extend Thiele’s date range
by several years, or accept the opinion of Albright and Schrader. In either case it
is clear that these annals of Tiglath-Pileser suggest that we are near the beginning
of Shipitbaal’s reign, and can tentatively assign him the date range 740-720 BC,
and lacking further information, date his wall inscription to the middle of that
range, as does Albright.

Our table 2 now reflects this addition:

Table 2: Six 8t"/7t" century kings of Byblos

Approximate Approximate
King of Byblos regnal years inscription date
BC BC
Ahiram 820-800 n/a
Ithbaal 800-780 800 (inscription)
Yehimelek 780-760 760 (inscription)
Elibaal 760-740 750 (inscription)
Shipitbaal 740-720 740 (annals)
730 (inscription)
Abibaal 680-670 674 (inscription)

The addition of Shipitbaal does not prove that we have correctly dated the six
listed kings, but it does strengthen our argument. Scholars are well aware of
Tiglath-Pileser’s annals entry, and the fact a Byblian king by this name did exist in
the late 8™ century. They simply refer to him as Shipitbaal Il and they continue to
argue that a Shipitbaal I, son of Elibaal, son of Yehimelek lived in the 10%" century
BC. And they strenuously argue that Shipitbaal | and Elibaal were contemporaries
of the 22" dynasty kings, whom they continue to date in the years 945-730 BC, as
we mentioned earlier. But this assumption of namesake kings must be seriously
questioned. As always, let the reader decide. Is it mere chance that this 8™
century Phoenician king appears on the scene at precisely the right moment in
time to fill the vacant spot in our Table 2? After all, we had already reasoned the
existence of Phoenician kings Yehimelek and Elibaal in the 3™ and 4" positions of


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_Mysterious_Numbers_of_the_Hebrew_Kings
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our table 1. The next entry simply had to be a Phoenician Biblian king named
Shipitbaal. And this will not be the first coincidental appearance of a Phoenician
king at an opportune time, as we will see in our next inscription.

6. The Yahawmelek inscription is recorded on a large stele discovered near
Byblos around the year 1874 (see photo to the left). The
inscription was first presented to the world in a
communication made to the Academie des Inscriptions et
Belles Lettres in the year 1875 by Melchior marquis de Voglié.
We have provided a link to this communication, which bears
the title Stele de Yehawmelek, roi de Gebal, though
regrettably, for the sake of our readers not conversant with
French, we cannot find a suitable online translation of the
French text of either the entire communication or the
inscription contained in it. Regrettably also, Albright neglects
to even mention the stele, though he is well aware of its content. Fortunately,
this omission is not a problem, since we are concerned in this paper with only the
initial line of the inscription, which reads:

Jo smis Yehawmelek , roi de Goebal, fls do Yahdibaal, petit-fils de
Urimelek , roi de Gebal, race royale gre lo dome Baalath-Gebal a éablie
sur Gebal.

Here Yahawmelek clearly identifies himself as a king of Gebal (ancient Byblos),

son of Yahdibaal, and grand-son of Urimelek, king of Gebal. This inscription is of
profound interest to this author, in spite of the fact that Albright omits mention of
it in his article. Albright’s avoidance is best explained by the late 6/ 5" century
dates he assigns to these three names (see his list of Phoenician kings duplicated
on page 11 above). Other scholars date Yahawmelek a century or two earlier.
Nothing in the inscription precludes our redating it to the early 7t century.

Though the inscription clearly describes the lineage of Yahawmelek, providing the
names of his father Yahdibaal and grandfather Urimelek, the opening line
recording that patrimony on the stele is clearly out of the ordinary, both in the
omission of the title “king of Byblos” applied to Yahdibaal, and the reference to
Urimelek as the grandfather of Yahawmelek. Those features have raised serious
guestions in the minds of all scholars commenting on the stele inscription. Here


https://books.google.ca/books?id=AzbgAAAAMAAJ&printsec=frontcover&dq=stele+of+yehawmelek&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwiJz5nupdDVAhUF6YMKHXtJCT0Q6AEIJjAA#v=onepage&q=stele%20of%20yehawmelek&f=false
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we cite one instance only, that of Charles Clemont-Ganneau, on page 8 of an
article entitled “La Stele de Byblos” published in 1880 in a fascicle of the
Bibliotheque de I'Ecole Des Hautes Etudes.

Clemont-Ganneau remarks on the wording of the first line of the stele,
particularly on the exceptional omission of the descriptive phrase “roi de Byblos”
in relation to Yahdibaal and the inclusion of the Phoenician equivalent of the term
grand-son. What would normally be expected in this type of genealogical
reference would be a statement reading “Yehawmelek, king of Byblos, son of
Yahdibaal, king of Byblos, son of Urimelek, king of Byblos. The language used on
the stele appears to be deliberate, and Clemont-Ganneau draws from it the only
reasonable conclusion, namely, that Yahdibaal, the parent of Yehawmelek, was
not a king of Byblos, and that the governance of Byblos had passed directly from
grandfather to grandson, a fact we assume to be the case in our table 3. In the
words of Clemont-Ganneau:

L'on comprend & la rigueur que le roi de Byblos Yehawmelek, fils de Yahdibaal, se
rattache directement i son grand-pére Ourimelek, roi de Gebal, en se disant =13, petit-fils,
de ee dernier, son pére Yahdibaal n'ayant pas régné ef le mot [233 exprimant alors, pour
ainsi dire, la continuité de la royauté qu'on ne saurait copeevoir comme interrompne, ne filt
ce quun moment. Il est impossible de deviner pour quel motif Yahdibaal n'a pas occcupé le
trime ;. peut-&tre quelque événement politique était-il intervenu pour l'en priver; peni-étre
était-il mort avant son pére Ourimelek, si tant est qu'il fiit le fils d'Ourimelek, ee dont on
pourrait donter en se plagant & un point de vue que jindiguerai plus bas,

Of Clemont-Ganneau’s suggested causes of this unusual succession, we accept as
most probable his suggestion that Yahdibaal died before his father Urimelek, and
that when Urimelek died the throne of Byblos passed directly to a grandson. That
interpretation of the genealogical statement is reflected in the fact that we
include only two names, rather than all three, in our Table 3 list of Phoenician
kings. Our table also suggests that the Yahawmelek stele was likely erected to
commemorate his ascendancy to the throne of Byblos, and likely follows
immediately the death of Urimelek.
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Table 3: Eight 9*"-7*" century kings of Byblos

Approximate Approximate
King of Byblos regnal years date of source
(BC) (BC)
Ahiram 820-800 n/a
Ithbaal 800-780 800 (inscription)
Yehimelek 780-760 760 (inscription)
Elibaal 760-740 750 (inscription)
Shipitbaal 740-720 740 (annals)
730 (inscription)
Urimelek 720-700 701 (annals)
Yehawmelek 700- 680 700 (inscription)
Abibaal 680-670 674 (inscription)

We assure the reader that we are not guessing when we position of the names of
Urimelek and Yehawmelek as we do, between the names of Shipitbaal and
Abibaal. The positioning is confirmed at both the upper and lower extremes.

On the one hand we are absolutely certain that a Phoenician king named
Urimelek sat on the throne of Byblos in the last decade of the 8" century, and
that this king was very likely the immediate successor of the Shipitbaal named in
the annals of Tiglath-Pileser Ill. A glance back at Albright’s list of Phoenician kings
on our page 11 confirms that fact, though once again the traditional history is
compelled to hypothesize the existence of namesake kings. In Albright’s list the
late 8" century Urimelek is referenced as Urimelek Il, while the 10%" century king,
listed as a successor of Shipitbaal, is identified as Urimelek I. The source
document for the late 8" century Urimelek is once again the annals of an Assyrian
king, this time Sennacherib (705-681 BC), in his 3™ campaign, which included an
assault on Judah and Jerusalem. The year was 701 BC., and the reader can read
the relevant section of his annals both here and here).

On the other hand we are certain that Yehawmelek immediately preceded
Abibaal. Recall from our earlier depiction of the Abibaal inscription that Albright
inserted a question mark following his mention of the Phoenician king’s father
Yehimelek. Small wonder, since in his transcription of the Phoenician characters
into Hebrew, he lists the phrase “son of Yehimelek” as [(1T?%72 | We have no
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problem with the assumption that the “bet” at the start of the word is shorthand
for “son of”, but the five remaining characters suggest that the “yod”, the third
character in the name Yeh(i)melek, is not visible, or not identifiable. If that third
character was a “waw”, as we believe, the name should be read Yehawmelek,
rather than Yehimelek. Enough said.

7. Milki-ashapa, king of Byblos. This king might well be omitted from this listing,
save for the fact that Albright has included his name in his listing of kings of
Byblos, assigning him the date c. 670 BC (see page 11 above). Since the source of
this name is entirely consistent with our table 3 timetable, we simply follow
Albright’s lead.

We have previously described the fact that the Assyrian king Esarhaddon (681-
669 BC) invaded Egypt twice, the second time (671 BC) successfully. The assault
apparently was carefully planned and carried out, and lasted for well over a year.
Today it is referred to as Esarhaddon’s Syro-Palestinian campaign, during the
course of which he recruited the assistance of multiple Phoenician kings, including
that of Milkiashapa of Gebal (see ANET 291). Albright dates the annals entry to
the year 670 (see page 11 above). Following the successful conquest of Egypt
Esarhaddon returned to Nineveh where he died the following year. Again
rebellion broke out in Egypt, prompting his son & successor Ashurbanipal to
initiate his 1t campaign in order to quell the uprising. While en-route to Egypt in
ca 668 the Assyrians again recruited the assistance of several dozen Levantine
kings, among whom, again, we find reference to Milkiashapa of Gebel (see ANET
294). The texts of the annals which document these campaigns can be read by
following the link provided to an online copy of Pritchard’s Ancient Near Eastern
Texts and scrolling down to the respective pages.]

Our listing of the kings of Gebal in the late 9% through early 7t centuries is
complete, fixed in place by artifacts and historical circumstances, not to mention
well dated entries in the annals of the Assyrian kings Tiglath Pileser I,
Sennacherib, Esarhaddon and Ashurbanipal. We produce the completed list in
our Table 4 on the following page. What makes this list compelling is not the
individual entries viewed singularly, but the cumulative weight of the successive
entries. The list of the kings of Gebel as presented clearly do not “prove” that
Ramses Il lived in the years 840-774 BC. Were that the case Egyptologists would
long ago have cast aside the currently accepted chronology for dynastic Egypt.
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Table 4: Nine 9%™-7t" century kings of Byblos

Approximate Approximate
King of Byblos regnal years date of source
BC BC
Ahiram 820-800 n/a
Ithbaal 800-780 800 (inscription)
Yehimelek 780-760 760 (inscription)
Elibaal 760-740 750 (inscription)
Shipitbaal 740-720 740 (annals)
730 (inscription)
Urimelek 720-700 701 (annals)
Yehawmelek 700- 680 700 (inscription)
Abibaal 680-670 674 (inscription)
Milki-ashapa 670-660 670 (annals)
668 (annals)

As we have seen, none of the inscriptions or annals entries referenced here are
unknown to the current generation of scholars, and ad hoc explanations have
been concocted to explain every anomaly. Rather, it is the accumulated weight of
the evidence that must convince the reader that we are correct. Our dating of
Ramses Il was based on the combined evidence presented in 850 pages of
carefully reasoned text in three books of our Displaced Dynasty Series, supported
by the testimony of the priests of Ptah based on documentation preserved over a
thousand years of temple activity, and literally carefully “written in stone”. What
we have added here is the supplementary witness of six late 9'"- early7*" century
Geblite kings and four well known and securely dated Assyrian kings.

As always, let the reader decide.
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Tue piscovery in 1923 of the sarcophagus of
Ahiram, king of Byblus, wag at the time a
scholarly sensation.! Two fragments of alnbastor
vasges, found in the débris which filled the tomb
itself and the adjacent shaft leading to the surface,
bore the name of Ramesses IT, and were naturally
believed to date the contents of the tomb to the
thirteenth century B, C. Moreover, several of the
FPhoenician letters in the Ahiram inseription were
so archaic in appearance that it seemed only
natural to date them centuries before the Mesha
Stone, at that time the oldest datable decument
in the North-Semitic alphabet. Since the Mesha
Stone is fived by Israelite eynchronisms to about
836 B.C., a date for the Ahiram sarcophagus in
the thirteenth century did not seem unreasonable,

However, doubts began to be heard almost at
once. When Dussand issued the official publication
of the Ahiram inscription in 1924 he included a
discussion of the epigraph of Abibaal, king of
Byblus, which had been published by Clermont-
Gannean in 19037 Before 1924 mo scholar had
been able to decipher the text satisfactorily, owing
to the presence of an archaic kaph, which was then
read as shin and dated much too late. The inserip-
tion had been incised on a large fragment of a
statue of Bhishak, first king of the Twenty-second

*On this inscription see the bibliography given by
Montet, Byblos et FEgypée {1928), p. 238, n. 1, to which
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Rongevalle, MWdlanges de UUniversitd  St.-Joseph, 12
(1927 ), 1-40; Lidzbarski, Or, Lit.-zeit, 1927, cols, 453 ff.
Reproductions of the text, with photographs, are given
by Montet ; Vincent, Rev. Hib,, 1925, 183 7. and PL VIIT;
Bonzevalle, op. cit,, PL I-IV, who gives by far the best.

Eee Byriz, V (1024), 458, and for a hitdiography
of the Inscription see Montet, Hyhlax et U'EBgypte, p. 57;
the latest treatment is by B. Maisler, Leéshomnenu 14
(1846}, 174 1. For photographs see Clermont-Ganmeau,
Beeueil d"Archéologiv Orientale, V1, T4 and P1. 11,

Divnasty, who reigned eir. 835-015 B.C.* Tt now
hecame clear that the Phoenician text must have
been incised on the statue during the lifetime of
Shishak, or immediately after the latter’s death.
The seript of the Ahiram and Abibaal inseriptions
is 80 nearly identical that it no longer seemed quite
g0 evident that the former dated at least three
centuries before the latter,

In 1925 Dmssand published a torso belonging
to a statue of Osorkon T (cir, 515-8385 B, C.), son
and suecessor of Shishak, three fragments of which
had been known for several decades and had finally
been acquired by the Louvre Additional frag-
ments of the pame statue were excavated by Montet
and Dunand at Bybluz in the following years®
This statue bore am inscription of Elibpal of
Byblue, in the same archaic script, obviously
almost contemporary with the statue itself. Tiug-
saud’s publication was followed by the discovery
of other inscriptions in the same seript, especially
that of Yehimilk, king of Byblus, published by
Dunand in 1930.° None of these other inseriptions
added anything to the solution of the chronological
picture.

The present writer had meanwhile been lowering
his date for Ahiram from the twelfth century to

*Bee HABOR, No, 100, 164, for my dating of Heho-
bowmy (eir. 922-8156), on which the chronology of Shishal
must rest, since the fifth year of the former fell not long
befare the 218t of the latter: i e, Shishak's 21st year
must be dated soon after 818,7 B0

‘Hee Montet, Byblos et PEgypte, p. 84, for a bibliog-
raphy; the text is published by Montet om PI. XXXVI-
XXXVIL Additional fragments of the statue were pub-
lighed by Dunand, Fowilles de Byblos, I (1930), 1T 1.,
one coitalning a vital word of four letters.

EThree fragments of the statue (one of which seems
later to have been lost) were roported in 1381 in a pri.
watz colleetion and two subsequently entered the Louvre;
three were excavated by Montet and two were recovered
by Dunand in the neighborhood,

“Bee Rev. Bib, 1930, 321 i1, and the official edition in
Fouilles de Byblog, T, 30 and Pl XXXI1.
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about 1000 B. C, (* not later than cir. 975 B. C.7),
against strong opposition from most scholars.’
However, the discovery of alphabetic inseriptions
from the thirteenth century B. C. at Lachish and
alsewhere in Palestine made it increasingly clear
that the seript of these Byblian documents was
much too developed to belong to that century. In
1042 the writer pointed out that the potsherds of
Cypriote type which were found in the débris of
the entrance shaft could not antedate the middle
of the eleventh century.® In 1943 Aimé-Giron
independently dated the Ahiram sarcophagus in
the tenth century.® and in 1946 Maisler followed
him in this reduction of the chronology.” Finally,
in April, 1948, Dunand reversed his earlier posi-
tion after a detailed study of the sherds from the
entrance shaft, and dated the sarcophagus about
1000 B. C.** There is, accordingly, at long last,
general accord as to the date of this important
monument.

In 1945 Dunand publiched a new royal inserip-
tion from Byblus, belonging this time to & king
named Shipit-Ba'al, whom he dated provisionally
in the eixteenth or seventeenth century B. (.1

" Bee “ The Hole of the Cannanites in the History of
Civilization,” Studies in the History of Culture | Leland
Annaversary Volume), 1942, pp, 341, n. 78, and the
eplgraphic disenssion, HASOR, Noo 92 (1943), 19,
Bplegelberg and Lidebarski had never accepted the high
chronology of the excavators.

*CL the preceding note. This argument holds, but it
must be remembered that the middle of the eleventh
century i a terminis a guo: the sherds may easily be
half & century or even a century later, Tt must alas be
remembered that there seems to be something of a lag
between the appearance of this pottery in Phoenicia (as
controlled by Palestinian evidence) and its spread to
Cyprus,

" Annales du Bervice des Antiguitéds de UEgyple, 1043,
PP 284 i, quoted from Maisler, op. eit, p. 178, n. 53.

¥ ap, eit., p. 178,

** Byblin Grommata, ™ Post-scriptum,” pp, 107 . {eir-
culated after publication of the book). His revision of
previous views is based primarily on the finding of typi-
enl Tron-1 pottery im some umexeavated débris in the
shaft of the Ahiram tomb. His further view that the
surcophagus wae usurped by Ittebaal for his father
and that the earved representations on it are older than
the latter is very tempting, though not yet demonsteable
becanse of our Tack of comparable Phoenician reliefs of
kn::w; :"EME.G

wblia Grammate, Beyrouth, 1045, pp, 146 . The
bigh date is based primarily on the mln!l:nt in which
the "Abda’ sherd was discovered [p. 155), but sines the
shierd was not sealed in with these objects by & floor or
luyer of ashes and since the ohjects themselves do not

Since his reduction of the date of Ahiram by a
guarter millennium, he would perhaps also lower
this date by several centuries. Aside from the
beth, all letters in this and a shorter inseription
published at the same time have substantially the
same form as in the other, previously published,
royal inseriptions from Byblus, In 1946 both
Maisler and the writer came out against Dunand’s
relative chronology, placing Shipit-Ba'al after the
tenth-century group already established, not before
it.!* The forms of letters are in a number of cases
relatively late and the aberrant beth is probably
an ephemeral curgive form, without influence on
the development of the script as a whole.'® Maieler
was inclined to lower the dates of these rulers
either to the period 950-150 B.C. or to 1000-800
B.C.** In the writer's judgment there is no need
to date any of them after the beginning of the
ninth century, and the group as a whaole belongs
to the tenth century; see helow for details,

When the firet documents of this category were
published there was much less external evidence
bearing on grammar, lexicography and epelling

seei Lo be very characteristie, the argument remains
weak. To me the "Alda® sherd Jooka like an object from
Rarly Teon I {ef. also Maisler, op. oit., pp. 167 £, though
he inclines to a still later date, for which there is no
evidence, in my opinion).

% Bew Maisler, op. cit, (Leshomenu, 14, 1681,); the
writer, BASOR, No. 102, 20, and 103, 14 1.

It ie mow certain that the peculiar quasi-cursive
aleph of Ahiram is a local graphic peculiarity, which
did mot last long, sinee it is abeent from both earlier and
later insoriptions. The backward thrust of the botiom
horizontal stroke of beth in Yehimilk and "Abds® s also
an ephemeral graphic fad, somewhat analogous tn the
backwnrd thrust often found at the bottom of a cursive
Hebrew beth of today (originating in ligatures, ns pointod
cut to me by Julizn Obermann), Tt cannot be used as
an argument for an early date for these inscriptions
relative to the others of our group, especially since other
letters, such as mem, are distinetly later in type,

'" Malsler was led to lower his dates unduly for Shipit-
Ba'al and the latter's immediate precursors by his in.
sistence on the identification of the latter with the
Hipi-it-ti-bii-dl who paid tribute to Tiglath-pileser 111
about 738 B. 0. (o7 & little sarlier), However, the name
appears again in the fifth century as that of a king of
Byblus, while it also appears among Canaanite names in
the Amarna Letters from the early fourteenth century
B, a8 Bipfi-Ro'al. Moreover, the seript of the late ninth
and eighth century in Phoenlcla and Syria is very well
l-nmf-n. and no such archalsms appear In any Northwest-
Semitic inscriptions belonging to the middle of the
ninth century and later. There is, sccordingly, no reason
whatever to give up the seeure synchroniame with enrly
Bubsstite Egypl.
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than there iz today. All scholars made numerons
mistakes. No new material approaches in signifi-
cance the mags of tablets from Ugarit (Rag esh-
Shamrah), which will immensely facilitate all
future investigation in the fleld of the carly North-
west-Semitic dialecte® It is true that some
scholars, including particularly Albrecht Goetze,
have insisted on the antonomy of Ugaritie and
have been inclined to minimize the relationship
existing between Ugaritic and South Canaanite,”
Our obeervations on the inseriptions will bring out
our own position.

1. IXRCRIPTION OK THE SARCOPHAGTS OF AHIRAM
(EarLY TENTH cEsTURY B. (.).*

o Enmb « 533 The . Bami 2 L Syangx) - Syerw
ST SIE LI TI  E A I  T
tlﬂ

 The number of verbal eoincidences between Ugaritic
and Hyblian texts is very remarkahle, as we shall see
below, Of course, in judring them we must remember
that the Ugaritic eples of Bael, Keret and Aghat
(Danel] were composed farther south, in Phosniein
proper, as is clear from the place-names and the divine
names which they contain. 1 do not deny that their lan-
guage has been modified somewhat by the Ugaritic din-
lect in which they are written, but thia can hardly have
been true of their voeibulary as a whole,

1 Bee especially Goetze, Longuage, 17 (1041), 12741
I have been intending for several years to reply in de-
tail; for the present of. my discussion of method in Cath.
Bib, Quar., 1945, 14-18.

* In dealing with these lnseriptions T shall not attempt
to repent what my precursors have eatablished, exeept
whare it has been disregirded more receatly; for details
students must examine the literature on each inpcription.

a Hitherto the reading of the text, MM®s, has been
accapled by all except Konzevalle, who queried the final
ke and propossd SMS (op. eit, pp. 211.), which he
equated with Heb. 5[0, * place of concealment, shelter,”
However, if all remaining cases of be and resh are com-
pared, it becomes elear that it is just as ensy to complete
the character above by flling out two horizontal strokes
a8 it is to fill out the head of the resh, whick would
oceupy the same position with reference to the surviving
traces. Moreover, Ronzevalle’s etymology is imposaible
phonetically. It is true that the verb H has now been
well established for older Canaanite from Ugaritie, and
that Friedrich’s pr 1 to wvoealize ki &die-hs Bo-
‘Blam (i) (Wélanges Dussoud, I, 43, below), i, e, “ when
he put him in eternity (= the tomb),” remains possible.
However, in view of the certain omission of a letter in
the sixth word following ours and the highly probahle
omission of & whole word immediately afierwards, my
proposed reading ka-E0ibptih (u) = Heh, ka-#ibi5, * aa his
dwelling,” beeomes almost certain, in my judgment, Both

b2y, ® ohysaby L e . wom . D3SDLED
RS

. M2%0 « KD « JBARN . ABSED « BN .« ADAAN L

. feb . maee met . kM . 923 . 59 L man . nne
= b

The coffin which # [It]tobaal, sen of Ahiram,
king of Byblus, made for his father as his ab{o)de
in eternity. And if * any king or any governor

Heobrew and Ugaritie provide close analogies to this ex-
pression, Note especially the phrase in the prayer of
Solomon, BYE9YY TNIWT 1190 “a dais fur thy dwell-
ing [=enthromement} for ever” (I Kings H: 13 and
IT Chron. &:2) and the phrase ke's fhiy(k), “ throne
of my sbode (sitting)," ete, in Ugaritie literature (e g.,
VAR F:135). Kote Accad. fubtuw, “ dwelling,” for *#biu.

" Sines 1026 1 have felt that the haplographical ellipsis
of ‘[ must be assumed here, but it s the preposition, not
the wverb, which was accidentally omitted by the stone-
outter, There can no longer be any doubt that the spelling
&4 js carrect for the perfect of o verb tertine yodh but
fulse for the preposition. Final yodh appears in these
tenth-century documents in the perfecta 133 (twice) and
7%, “ be restored ™ (pi'el); cf. Harris, A Grammiays of
the Phoenician Language, 1936 (cited hereafter as Grem-
mar), p. 45. Pronounce basad, ete.; the diphthong re-
muined uneontracted because during the Late Bronge
Ape, when diphthongs were being contracted in Canaanite
(Ugnritie, Amarns, most Egyptian transeriptions of the
New Empire), the final short vowel had not yot been
alided and the form was pronounced bdmays, The prepo-
sition appears as 9} in Abiram, Yehimilk, Abibasl and
Shipit-Ba'al; #e¢ n. 43 for lls oceurrence in Elibaal.
Whether it was proncunced “of or ‘el or both, as in
Hebrew, we cannot say; in any case the original diph-
thong had been contracted in Late Bromee. ™ To go up
agalnat ™ is the normal Hebrew sxpression for * attack ™'
for the use of a perfect in the protasis and imperfects
in the apodosis see Gesenius-Kautesch, Hebrdische Gram-
maotik*® p. 519, § 1600,

* This word has heen & pftumbling block, bat the reading
resh for the second letter may be considered as almost
eertainly wrong after my diseusaion, JPOS VII, 1224,
and especially after Ronsevalle's treatment (loe. sif).
On the other hand, my attempt to read S3ME muat be
ruled out completely, not only because of the epigraphic
trages, but also bBecnuse the evidence agalnst the use of
n preposition min, * from,” in Cannanite increases con-
stantly (eree n, 42},

# The relative tronslation is now certainly to be pre-
ferred to the demonstrative; see espeeially Friedrich,
MHélonges Dursgud, T (193%9), 38.47,

“The rendering “ i is now accepted by nearly all
translators; the altérniative identification with the He-
brew preposition ‘el, * to,” encounters very serious difli-
culties, aince the preposition in question has not been
found hitherto in either Upgaritic or Phocnician, and
since the resulting symtax is very awkward, The expln-
nation of the form is still uncertain; I adhere to my
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or any army commander attacks Byblus and
expoges ** thiz coffin, let his judicial scepter be
broken, let his royal throne be overthrown,® and
let peace ** flee from Byblus: and as fer him,
let a wagabond(?) * efface ™ his inscription(s) !

tentative identiflcation of the word with Heb, ‘dldd,
* perhaps, i, which suits the context here exaetly as it
does In auch passages as Gen, 18: 24,

*The form ia a charneteristic imperfect with waw
comaeentive, agrecing in tense with the previous perfect
*'ﬁg‘i’ here, then, wa have the form which Harris missed
{Grammar, p. 30}. In this connection it may be added
that the Nora text from the ninth century adds to the
examples of the Phoenician perfect with waw conseeutive
eited by Harris (BASOR, No, 83, 19).

** As hos already been pointed out by several scholars
(ef. Ginsberg, Owientalia, 1038, 179) this plésage agrees
almost word for word with I AB, vi: 28 (., which forms
the finul cola of the tricolon Lys' ‘alt thik l.ykpk ks'a
mikk lyptlr bf miptk == “ May he (E1) tear out the pil-
lara (1) of thy dwelling, || may he overturn the throne
of thy kingship, || may he break thy judieial staff? ™
As Torrey and Ginsberg have pointed out, the Phoenician
gender of the nouns is feminine, agreeing with Ugarithe
and Accadian againgt Hobrow,

" The meaning of the passage has been clear simes
1927; of. JPOR VII, 126. The word ol (i e, ndhdg
¢ *noubafu), * pence,” correaponds to Heb, mondhdh,
which hae just this meaning, o.g, T Kings 8:68); it
occurs as nfit also in Ugaritic (V AB, D: 47 = Keret I,
vi: 24), where Lokt Lkt drkt should be rendered “ om
the peacelul throne of anthority,” resolving the charac-
teristic hendiadys.

*" The last two words have been an enigma ever since
the publication of the text. The latest sugpestion is
Gaster's (Frag, VI, 140, n, 222), reading 53 na%.
“from the face of the carth” or the like. If it were
not for the :!'lrt that my reading must be given up, as
shown e&l'ectﬁ'cl] by Ronzevalle (loc. cit.), T should be
strongly inclined to accept it. RE% 1 derive directly from
lpp (Aram., Accad., Arab. Ipp, * to wind ) in the sense
of “wend (ome's way)”: of. aleo Arab. Lif, lafif, “ erowd,
mok." The word 430 can scarcely be separated from Heh,
fobil, Aram, #b004, Arab, sabil, " roml, way.” so [dpep
dabil, or the like, would mean " wayfarer, vagabond "
It may be added that the word b, “ road,” is found in
two F!rln!nita (#0!: of, the independent conclusions of
Nﬂh: Zeits. Deutach, Pal.-Ver., 1038, 277-304, and myeelf,
Ar\_:ﬁm f- Orientf.,, XII, 3851.) names of places in the
Shishak List, lines 73-70; one is 481 Npby(t) (sol; the
inserted + is vertical dittography), * Southern Roods,”
the other is 88t Wrkyt, * Northern Roads® {ef. Heb.
IIIE ;_n:r‘-p, “ extreme north ),

. " ¥mh can only be jussive simguler, gal or mifal
lﬂd{:luti“ ding. and jussive |-||II|1:‘:|'E:JI w;uﬁf b wri:'h:;
¥y,
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In. GrAFFITO ON THE SioE oF THE ToME SHAFT
OF AHIRAM.
' AR 3) + 1P e 1E (@) - IS (1)

(1} Attention! (2) Behold, thou shalt come to
grief @ (3) below here !

IT. T¥8CRIPTION OF YEHIMILE (MIDDLE OF TENTH
cevTuRY B, C.).

b33 Toe . Jhom a3t 2

Bna . NYEs L 53 . pReT
® 5y . poebya . T - e
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2 This reading was established by Vinesnt, Beo. Bib.,
18256, F1, VIII, and p. 188, o L.

8 Vineent's interpretation, Asypd Ik from a supposed
werh ypd, ¥ Jook out for thyselft ™, is unparalleled lin-
guiatically. He ahould have adhered to his own combina-
tion with Heb. pid, * misfortune, ruin,” which offers
admiruble sense; cf. the Arabic fdda, pafddu, foud, ™ to
die, dying, death,” and fdsda, “to suffer a stroke™
(from fu'dd = Ugar. p'ed, * heart, et0."}, foid, * dying.”
Note also the posible Aramaje eognates pawd (pawdd,
“error ™) and pdd, ¥ to err, wander.” The syntax i=
easy; mote the frequent uwse of the impersonal comstruc-
tlon with the masc. sing. passive in Arable |Wright-
de Govje, L1, pp. 265 1., § 133) and with the intranaltive
ar passive followsd by % in Hebrew (Konig, Lehrgebdude,
TIN, pp. D61 4., §§ 323 1.), indicating & possible woealizm-
tiom pupdd,

U1 have no hesitation whatever in reading Ae inatead
of zayin here—ihe photographie reproduction in Fowilles
de Bybloa, I, PILL XXX, & seems particolarly clear, since
the lower end of the wertieal shaft of he appears on it
distinetly, Since the [t hitherto read here by all schol-
ars s grammatically unintelligible, it must in any case
be discarded. In favor of reading the emphatic demon-
strative amd personal pronoun ending in ¢ here is the
faet that the plurnl kmt, “they, them, those” Upgar.
kmi, is ecommon in Phoenician, and that the forms hwt,
“ ey Bim,” and hypt, “ she, ber,” have now been proved
to exist im Upgaritie (Gordon, Ugaritie Grommar, §5.
101, p. 23}, Previously these forma were known to exist
in South Arable (Sabasan bt and hyt, whenee Ethiopie
we'dtd and ye'dtl, from “Rdwaelu and *Rigatd, redpee:
tivaly), while parallel forms were known from Egyptian
{#wt and “fyt beside #w and dy) and Accadian (du'aiu
and #i'gti beside 01d Accad. sw'a and si'a). The alter-
nation of waw and oleph in these forms is, of course,
well illusirated by Arabic Auwiwa and hipe beside Heb,-
Phoen. A" and AT, Phoenician thus posssssed the fol-
lowing personal pronouns of the third persom singular:
mase. hid', fem. A, emphatic mase, hd'as, fem, *hi'et.

" Binee no such deily as * Banl-Gebal ™ is otherwise

27




28

Avsrioat: The Phoenician Inscriptions of the Tenlh Century B.C. from Byblus 157

(1) The temple which Yehimilk, king of Byblus,
built—( 2} it waz he who restored ** the ruins of
these temples. (3) May Baal-shamem ** and Haal-
{ath)-Gebal (4) and the assembly ** of the holy
gods of Byblus (5) prolong the days of Yehimilk
and his years (6) over Byblus as a rightful king
and a true (7) king *® before the h[oly] gods of
Byblus ! *

ITI. TNaCRreTION OF ABIBAAL ON STATUE OF
BrisHAK (crm. 925 B C.).

«923] oo . Spaam. v ez My Em] .
(1) oM
b e b e 2
« TIRN L YR
223 by [wnaen » Dyasw . net . a3 . nbys

known, while Baalath-Gebal appears repeatedly in these
texts, we muy rest assured that the omission of the final
taw wag a slip of the stone-cutter, presumably due to the
fact that he had just carved the name Ba'al-shamim.

“(m the meaning and etymology of this word (voeal-
ized approximately hawssdy for old *hdwwaya) see JEL,
1044, 223, m, 108,

* fa'nl-shaomidm, * Lord of Heaven,” is evidently the
fame of Baslath-Gebal's consort. The problem of this
deity is far from seitled; cf. most recently Elssfeldt,
Feits, Alttest. Wiss,, 1930, 1-30, and Levi della Vida,
JBL, 19044, 148 [(where on p. 8, n 24, my remarks in
Archaeology end the Relipion of feeasl, p. T2, have besn
misinterpreted ).

“It has been pointed out by several scholars (ef.
Ginsberg, Orientalin, 1930, 179) that mpkri ‘| Gb] is
paralleled closely by Ugaritic mphet bn *ElL

"1t has not yet been observed Lhat there is a striking
verbal parallel between this passage, in which the ab-
stract nouns pdg and wir are successively combined with
mik, “king,"” and Keret I, i1 12 £.: "aft sdgh [-ppg mircht
wirh == “Let him find his rightful wife, |l hie true
spotse.”

¥ Note the length of the sentence in lines 3-7. There
ean be no doubt that Phoenician prose could be quite
involved, though probably less so tham the rhetorieal
prose of the Cansanites of the Nronze Age, whose case-
endings and modal endings served 1o avert confusion.
Note the extracrdinary length of some sentences in the
Prologue of the Codo of Hammurabi, However, it is also
tn be observed that subordinate claunses, so familisr in
Hebrew prose of the Deuteronomic type (seventh-sixih
eenturies B e [ef, FASOR, No. 73, 211}, appear to be
missing,

** The eharacter before aleph is lost, except for the slant-
ing stroke on its upper left, which Clermont-Gannean’s
photograph shows to be drawn a little too far down in
the line by Montet |Rer, Bib., 1928, Pl. VI; Hyblog ed
I'Rgupte, p. 53), There is only ane letter which this

(1) [The statue (?)} which] Abibaal, king of
[Byblus, son of Yehimilk (?), (2) king] of

stroke will fit, a beth. I do not, therefore, hesitate to
restore s-yh' ingtead of the yin' or nd" which have hitherto
Iwen popular | though neither nus nor shin fits the traces).
The form pb' is cousative perfect in Phoenielan ; the fact
that this form has nol yel been found in such an early
text in doubtloss accidental, The meaning of Heb, hebi'y
“he eaused to come, he brought,” fits perfectly info the
text; see n. 440,

* Abibasl may have been an older brother of Elikaal,
or possibly a younger brother of Yehimilk; other possi-
bilities are naturally not excluded. For the correct ex-
planation of the previously enigmatical [ ][%3 in the
Flibaal inscription ss “son of Yehimilk " see the dis-
cussion by Maisler, op, eii,, pp. 172 {. The phonetic re-
duction of ben, * pon,” to b occurs also in the cuneilorm
alphabetic inscription [rom about the thirteenth century
8.0, published by Yeivin (of, BASOR, No, 80, p. 21} and
in the two recently published Byblian inscriptions (our
Nog, V and Va); Maisler has gone too far in the en-
thusiasm of discovery in making further identifications,
Lut I am very much impreased with his Phoenician(!)
source for the name Ridger in Bindikiri, which ocours
with other Phoesician names In an Assyrion tablet of
the seventh century. As H. L. Ginsberg has correctly
pointed out, n remnaing upassimilated before loryngeals.

* This reading secms certain to me, despite Maialer's
objections (loe, edf.). The tracez in Clenmont-Ganneau’s
photograph of the squeeze are indeed rather wide for a
parrow character, but they are mueh too narrow for two
characters; gade is in fact the widest archaic Phoenician
charaeler, as o rule, Moreover, the horizontal traces at
the right agres only with the horizontal strokes in ihe
tenth-oentury pede, for which of. the arrow-head of
Ruweineh (Guigues and Ronsevalle, Wélanges de i
vergitd 8t Joseph, 1026, 325-358) and the Gezer Calendar
(ef. BASOR, No, 02, 20), In fact, all that is misging is
the short vertical siroke at the left, which may be prosont,
but is mot clear in the photograph. Clermont-Gannean,
Lidzbarski, Montet and their auceessors are thus eorrect
in reading Migrdm. The only personal name eontaining
the consonants &. rm knows to we s Milkirdm |Mal
Eirdm ), but the traces preclude any such resding.

“ This word is oot to be read “adotto [or the like),
as supposed hitherto, but unquestionably ‘adottew (or
the like ), corresponding to the Hebrew masculine "sdonduws
{older “adénéw [BASOR, No, 02, 22, n, 2711, * his lord.”
In Hebrew the masculine appears {except in the case of
‘addnd, “ my lord,” which was evidently used in address.
ing men in order to obviate any confusion with ‘addmmi
as an appellation of Yahweh) nearly always |virtually
always with pronominal sullixes) as an honorific plur:-l
i pluralis majestatis) applied hoth to God and to men,
We should, therefore, expect the same usage where the
feminine form of the word is applied to a goddess, How-
ever, just as in Hebrew we find the masculine almgular
used with the first person in Pumic domeri, * my lord *
(Flautuz ) ; the derived Grook ~Afwser is phonetically
somewhat obscure. The suffixed wew is used exactly as
in YL, his years."
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Byblus, [brlought from ** Egypt for Baal[ath-
Gebal, hie lady. May Baalath-Gebal prolong the
daye of Abibaal and his years] over Byblus!

IV. IxscuirTionN oF ELIBAAL oM STATUE OF
Osopgow 1 (e 915 B.C.).

. JoE]ma . 533 . 700 . SpabK L Symt. R 1L
(523« To0

[Paa]n0p2 . WA R . 02 0Py 2

[733] “ 5% . nn . SpaS[R . NeY] 3

{1} TThe statue? which Elibaal, king of Byblas,
gon of Yehi[milk, king of Byblus,] made (2) [for
Ba]alath-Gebal, his lady., May Baalath[-Gebal]
prolong (3) [the days of E]libaal and his years
over [Byblus]!

V. INBORIPTION OF SHIFIT-BA'AL (END OF TENTH
cexTURY B. C.}.

o0« SyseRe . B3P L
523,70 . byabryz .t 2
nopab. bas . the . Tema B
Saanbpa . Twn . 523 4
baa by . Symeer . A 5

(1) The wall which Shipit-Baal, king of (2)
Bybluz, son of Elibaal, king of Byblus, (3) =on
of Yehimilk, king of Byblus, built for Baalath-
(4) Gebal, his lady, May Baalath-Gebal prolong
(5) the days of Shipit-Ba'al and his years over
Byblus!

** The preposition b wag regularly used in the semse of
" from " both in Ugaritie and in Phoenielan. For Phos-
niclan exnmples of., e.g, MY 1 2owEn b T
138 2280, “and lot it not be removed from this resting.
place to another resting-place  [Eshmun'azar, lines &1,
TL) and 77922 [ ... N7 OTIRMT 2133 (ninthcentury
ingeription from Nora in Sardinia; SASOR, Ko, 83, 19},
“[That maln (shall) be banished { 1 from Har-
dimia.” Heb, min, “ from,” is not attested in Phoenician
auy more than in Ugaritic; the parade example, 037,
in the Carthage Tariff (CIE 107:0) is unquestionably
the indefinite pronoun eeam, common in both Ugaritie
and Phoenician; of. H. L, Ginslorg, Jour, Pal, Or. Soo,
1934, 250, 1035, 182. The few remaining instances (of.
Harris, frammar, p. 120} may easily reflect assimilated
or dissimilated forms of b, since they always precede
two nasals and a labial. They may also reflect dialectal
usage,

“ Bome scholars have read [993] 71 but the sloping
stroke alter lamedh can only belong to gimel—certainly
not to yodh; see Mortet’s pholograph and drawing,

Va. InscrieTion OF “ ABpa’ (apout 900 B.C.).*
(3] ™. abes . N )

[Belonging to] “Abda’, son of Kalbai*® the
plotter.]

VI. IwscmirTion o A BRONZE SpaTiiLa
{asovT 1000 B, C.).4*

Syarmyd . )
30 [] o . open
M3 BA . 3w
#qrenan . Snan

e tw
@b

([ Jay (eays) to “Teri-Ba‘al, {2) Dost thou
seek (7} reconciliation? Withdraw, (3) let us

e Bee Dunand, Byblio Grommato, pp. 162 . My read-
ing agress with his, except that I prefix a lomedh, in
aocordance with the analogy of slmilar Palestinian vase
inseriptions; ef. Maisler, op. o, p. 1068,

“For 3 instead of the full 35, “scn of,” of. 0 39,
The nome Elby appears also in the Ugnritie texta; on it
cf. BASOR, No. 82, 47, o, 24,

“For the literature om this spatula see my latest
study, BASOGR, No. B0, 35-37, Dunand, Byblia Grammata,
pp- 155-T, and Torceyner, Leshonenw, XIV (1046, 158
165, My reading remains unchanged since my last pre-
vious study of the text in 1943 except for giving up the
- in line 2, in aceordance with the trases; there is insuff
cient space for any letter, so we must probably restore
& stroke of separation.

" This cannot be pe with Dunand and Torceyaer, aince
all hitherto published examples of tenth.century pe are
ronnded, most of them achieving an are or oven o semi-
elreular appearance, The angular pe noted by Dunand
in his table (Byblia Grammats, p. 160} ia actuaily
rounded ; ef. his photograph, thid, Plate XVIa, line I,
and note that its stance is as different a8 possible from
that of the supposed pe on the spatula, The supposed pe
of the spatula is identical in form with the two examples
of gimel in lines 4 and 5; moreover, this same form of
gimel appenra also in Ahiram (several Litnes, o little
more vertieal in stance) and elsewhere (e g., Ehipit-
Ba'al, line 4, end (sloping alightly to the Teft instead of
the right),

';.a.lmmt certainly plural; of. my remarks, ihid,, p. 36,
n. W,

** Dunand supplies initial ‘esdn, readins oyl but
there is no trace of iL either in his photograph or his
hand-copy: moreover, the lomedh is so far (relatively
speaking) to the right of the lamedh in the previous line
a8 to leave no room for it. Torezyner reads it as though

there were no question about the reading. In my opinion
the context virtunally vxcludes i,
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settle (our case) ! * If thou dost truly (4) inherit
(the property), thy offexing(s) (5) shall be in-
cumbent upon thee, but my offering(s) (6) shall
belong to me,

The latest translation, following previous ones

by Dupand, Obermann and the writer, has been
proposed by Torczyner, who interprets the text
as follows: *
(1) What is ineumhbent upon me (to pay) “Azar-
Baal (2) i3 90 (shekels)—pay the silver** (3)
{which} thou hast taken ** {borrowed)! If thou
dost truly (4) inherit (my portion also of the
inheritance), thou shalt pay (as compensation the
money which thou hast teken) from* (the yield
np to the present of) thy flax (fields which thou
hast inherited) ; (5) and from (the yield of the)
flax (fields which belong to my inheritance, which
thou dost acquire from me now, shalt thou pay
the debt) (6) which is incumbent upon me!®
{(In other worde, this shall be the price of the
inheritance which thou art now acquiring from
me. )

These tenth-century inscriptions have two par-
ticularly significant aspects: (1) the light which
they shed on the guestion of Ugaritic-Phoenician
relationship; (2) the light which falls from them
on the orthography of Hebrew,

As pointed out repeatedly above, there are many
similarities in language between Phoenician and
Ugaritic. Since Byblus is only about 100 miles in
a straight line from Ugarit, and since only some
four centuries separate the two groups of inserip-
tions, this is to be expected, 1f the opinion of

" This passage vividly illustrates Prov, 18: 18; the
word yodbil is used there in exsetly the same sense as
I aitribute to it hore: “(the lot) settles {legal strife).”
For details see my disoussion, loe, eit.

™ The following English paraphrase in bused on Torcey.
ner's vocalized text and Hebrew paraphrase on p. 165 of
his paper. I know of no ancient legal documents where
g0 much must be read into the text to make sense.

** Reading no051; see n, 47.

" Deriving nébt from the verb which appears as nsh,
“take, bring,” in Aramaic. This is possible only if the
Eyrine verb correnponds to a Hebrew "ndb and to Arab.
nib (with Brockelmann, Fes, Spr.®, ad voe.), but not if
the Aramaic corresponds to Arah. web, as I strongly
slepect,

* The improbability of treating the initial mem as the
preposition will be seen from n, 42

¥ Heading \:1'[:;-]; cf. n, 48,

most Ugaritie scholars, that Ugaritic is a Ca-
naanite dialect, is right, the close relationship
between them would be inevitable, Tllustrations
of verbal similarity have been given above, in notes
19, 25, 26, 31, 35, 36, 48, ete. Among the most
striking parallels of grammatical significance are
the new pronoun h't = Ugar. hwt, the use of b
instead of min in the sense of “from ™ in both,
the uze of the iffe'al in both, the feminine gender
of the words for * acepter ¥ and “ throne,” against
Hebrew usage; Ginsberg, (ordon and others have
pointed out other parallels from later Phoenician
inscriptions.’® One which should be emphasized
strongly is the faet that both employ b, not I,
for negation.*® Of course, the Canaanite of the
Amarpa letters from Byblus resembles Ugaritic
still more closely, since they are contemporary
instead of heing separated by four centuries or
more,

The spelling of the tenth-century imseriptions
from Byblus is just as phonetic az that of the
Canaanite stele of Eilamuwa, from the latter part
of the ninth century, but it is more archaic in
several respects, E.g., the final yodh of perfect
tertine<infirmas verbe is no longer written in the
third person masculine singular in Kilamuown,
while the pronominal suffix of the third person
singular is no longer ke, but yodk, in Kilamuwa,
just as in all later Phoenician inscriptions except
apparently the royal Byblian inseriptions from the
sixth-fourth century (Shipit-Baal I11,** Yehaw-
milk,*® Bat-no'am *), It is not yet certain whether
Harriz is right in assuming & special Byblian
dislect {Grammar, p. 51) or whether I was correct
in treating these forms as archaizing (JAOS 60,
420). Inany case some revision of current assump-
tions with regard to the suffixed pronominal ele-
ments is necessary. It is a mistake to suppose that
the late Byblian inscriptions indicate the suffix of
the first person singular by yodh, except in the case
of ¥7 and %97, both of which can be explained as
historieal survivals from the beginning of the first
millennium, iz which the yodh still appears with

HCE. Glasherg, Orientalia, 1936, 1701.; Gordon, Tga-
ritic Grammar, pp. 8§ 1.

* Against Obermann, JBL, 1040, 233-248,

* Boo Dunand, Fouilles de Byblos, T, 31 1.

™ Boe most recontly, utilizing an additional fragment
from Byblus, Dunand, Bulletin du Musée de Beyrouth,
¥V, 87-84.

™ Bee most recently Dunand, Fouilles de Byblos, I, 31.
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genitives, just as in Ugaritic, Yehaw-milk twice
employs 7 for gdli, “ my voice,” where the noun
is unquestionably singular, On the other hand,
we find in these texts *“B¥Y,“ my bones,” and *N37,
i.e., rabbidled, or the like, not rabbati, * my lady ™;
for the pluralis majesfalis see above, n. 41. More-
over, 1387 and Y73 both follow the plural pattern,
just as in Hebrew. All cases of affixed swaw in the
late Byblian inseriptions represent the third-person
masculine singular suffix with plural nouns {e. g.,
WY, W) xeept possibly in the case of 1POT,
where Hebrew parallels suggest a singular noun;
however, this is not eertain, and in view of cases
like %P and 1% for *énd, I find it hard to believe
that the form was pronounced zar'd, as in Hebrew.
In all these instances, except possibly the last, we
have full agreement with Byblian practice in the
tenth century, a fnet which appeare to weight the
balance in favor of my theory of archaistic spelling.

In view of the completely phonetic consonantism
of the tenth-century Byblian inseriptions, which
was doubtless shared by the erthography of the
P'hoenicians in general at that time, it seems to
me highly improbable that the Israelite orthog-
raphy of the tenth century was any less phonetic,
since the coltural influence of Phoenicia on Tsrael
was demonstrably at its height then. In feet my
studies of the Gezer Calendar ™ and the Oracles
of Balaam,” confirmed subsequently by examina-
tion of such tenth-century texts as IT Sam. 22 =
Psalm 18, have fully confirmed this expectation.
Naturally, owing to minor differences between

© BASOR, No. 02, 16-26,
2 JRL, 1944, 207-233.

Phoenician and Hebrew morphology, one eannot ex-
pect entire agreement in the consonantal spelling.

In conclusien I append a summary list of the
kings of Dyblus known to have flourished after
eir. 1100 B. C.

Zakar-Ba‘al e, 1075 B. C.
Ahiram ¢, 1000
Ittobaal (son of Ahiram) e 975
Yehimilk ¢. 950
Abibaal (son of Yehimilk?) e 230
Elibaal (som of Yehimilk) ¢, 920
Shipit-Ba'al I (son of Elibaal) . 800
Shipit-Batal 11 (Sipitti-bitll) . 740

Ormilk I (Uru-milki) T01
Milk-agap ( Milki-a%apa) e. 670

®

Shipit-Ba'al IT1 ** e, 500 ?
Ormilk 1T

Yihar-Ba'al (son of Ormilk [1)%
Yehaw-milk (son of Yihar-Ba‘al) c. 450 7

El-pa‘al * . 360

*Ozi-Ba'nl 348

Addir-milk e, 340

*Ayyin-El 333
“EF, m, 8.

“ Bee Dunand, Bulletin du Wusde de Begrouth, V, 75,
" For these kings sce most recently Dunand, Fouilles
de Ryblos, I, 407 iL.

See the online article entitled “Ramses Il Re-Dated by Biblite Evidence” , by Damien F. Mackey


https://historyancientphilsophy.wordpress.com/2014/10/25/ramses-ii-re-dated-by-byblite-evidence/

