
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 26th dynasty of Egypt 

forward 121 years from the time frame 664-525 BC to the years 543-404 BC, 

overlapping completely the 27th (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 

 

We then began the process of filling the vacated years with detail, it being the 

case that all dynasties earlier than the 26th 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 

22nd and 23rd dynasty pharaohs, who in the traditional history occupy the 

http://www.displaceddynasties.com/uploads/6/2/6/5/6265423/displaced_dynasties_chapter_3_-_ost.pdf
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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-8th and mid-7th centuries BC.  

Our focus in book I was largely confined to the activities of the 22nd dynasty 

pharaohs Osorkon II (740-712), Sheshonk III (712-673), and Pemay (660-654) and 

their interactions with the 23rd dynasty kings Takeloth II (715-690), Pedubast I 

(705-679), Iuput I (691-673), Osorkon III (673-667) and Takeloth III (672-665), for 

whom we determined the regnal years indicated.   For the time being we left out 

of consideration the earliest kings of the 22nd 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 

of Dynasties 22 & 23. 

 

 

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 26th dynasty.  But our brief foray 

into matters concerned with the 22nd and 23rd 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 25th 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 
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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 22nd dynasty pharaoh who 

belongs in the 13 year gap between Sheshonk III 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 III 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 I, who 

is identified (in the traditional history) as the founder of the dynasty.  The 22nd 

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 III 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 II 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 26th 

dynasty. 

One feature only of the combined 22nd/23rd 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 

http://www.displaceddynasties.com/uploads/6/2/6/5/6265423/appendices_a-d.pdf
http://www.displaceddynasties.com/uploads/6/2/6/5/6265423/appendix_a.pdf
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Osorkon_II
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extremely fragmented during the tenure of the 22nd and 23rd 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 22nd/23rd 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 20th, 21st, 22nd and 23rd.  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 20th, 21st (Tanite), and 21st 

(Theban) dynasties in the identical time frame occupied by the 22nd and 23rd 

dynasty pharaohs/nomarchs. 

 

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 20th and 21st (Tanite) 

dynasties sequentially between the tenures of the 19th and 22nd dynasty kings, 

assigning them the respective time frames 1184-1087 BC and 1087-945 BC.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nomarch
http://www.displaceddynasties.com/uploads/6/2/6/5/6265423/piankhichapter7.pdf
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Consequently, the errant dating of all Egyptian dynasties prior to the 20th now 

escalates dramatically.  Whereas our revised history was compelled to lower the 

dates for the 22nd dynasty king Osorkon II by just 130 years, the dates for 

Smendes I, the assumed founder of the 21st 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 20th 

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 19th dynasty king Ramses II 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 21st 

(Theban) dynasty, the middle timeline in our Figure 3.  In the infancy of Egyptian 

historical research, soon after the 18th 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 21st 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 21st 

Tanite dynasty kings belonged to the 11th and 10th centuries BC, and were, 

followed sequentially by the 22nd 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 21st 

dynasty.   That was an egregious error.  It is true that according to inscriptional 

evidence a 21st dynasty Theban king by the name of Pinudjem, the first to bear 

this name, was definitely a contemporary of a 21st dynasty Tanite king by the 
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name Psusennes, but other evidence makes it certain that the synchronism was 

with Psusennes II, as in our Figure 3, and not with Psusennes I, as in the 

traditional history.  Based on our interpretation of the relevant documents, the 

Theban 21st dynasty connection with the 21st Tanite dynasty disappears entirely, 

raising the following question.  If the so-called 21st Theban dynasty is unrelated to 

the 21st 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 21st dynasty forward in time by approximately three hundred 

years, and thus the 21st 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 25th (Ethiopian) dynasty.  Though Manetho does not include in his 

listing of 25th dynasty kings any of the names cited on our 21st Theban time line, 

he does insist that the second king of his 25th 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  [31]must be identified as Piankhi.  The fact that 

Menkheperre is an Egyptian name, while several of the other 21st 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 I, near the beginning of the 21st (Tanite) dynasty, 

while the high priest in the third generation prior ruled under Ramses II of the 19th 

dynasty.  The 20th dynasty is noticeably absent from the document, leading to 
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speculation (among Egyptologists) that an haplography has caused the artisan to omit 

entirely the line of priests contemporary with the Ramesside kings of the 20th 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 20th 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 20th and 21st 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. 

http://www.displaceddynasties.com/uploads/6/2/6/5/6265423/the_genealogy_of_ashakhet_chapter_1.pdf
http://www.displaceddynasties.com/uploads/6/2/6/5/6265423/the_genealogy_of_ashakhet_chapter_1.pdf
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4)  A fourth observation relates to the extremely brief interlude which separates 

the death of Ramses II 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 II had to be lowered by 450 years, it was even more 

surprising to find that only fifteen years separate the death of this 19th dynasty 

pharaoh from the approximate beginning of dynasties 20, 21 and 22.  But the 

evidence was overwhelming, and we had no choice but to accept it.   And in a 

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 II by at 

most a few decades, we are not only verifying the accuracy our dating of Ramses 

II, 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, 

quoting the Egyptologist Klaus Bauer, underscores the severity of this political 

fragmentation and distribution of power by commenting on diversification within 

the obscure 23rd 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 II 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 



9 
 

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 II (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 II and Ramses III 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 19th dynasty to an end, populated Egypt with 

foreigners, of which the Libyans (the assumed ethnicity of the 22nd and 23rd 

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 

20th 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 

http://www.displaceddynasties.com/uploads/6/2/6/5/6265423/the_genealogy_of_ashakhet_chapter_6.pdf
http://www.displaceddynasties.com/uploads/6/2/6/5/6265423/the_genealogy_of_ashakhet_chapter_6.pdf
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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. 
 

For the benefit of the uninformed, we begin 

this section by itemizing the most often cited 

inscriptions referred to under the rubric Byblian 

Royal Inscriptions, providing a brief description 

of the discovery and publication of each.  We 

cite them here in the order in which they were 

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 

Egyptian 19th 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 

described as early Phoenician, a variant of 

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 22nd dynasty king named 
Hedjkheperre Sheshonq , published in 1903 by Charles Simon Clermont-Ganneau, 

http://www.persee.fr/doc/crai_0065-0536_1903_num_47_4_19466
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sheshonq_I
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Charles_Simon_Clermont-Ganneau


11 
 

Inscription égypto-phénicienne de Byblos, Comptes rendu, Académie des 
inscriptions et belles-lettres (Paris, 1903).  A translation of the inscription is 
provided here:   
  

 

 
 
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 10th 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.  
 

 
 
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 22nd 
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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 5th 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 22nd dynasty.  Additionally, 
this king is claimed to be the author of the famous Bubastite Portal Inscription on 
a wall separating the 2nd portal of the Karnak temple in Thebes, and the small 
temple of Ramses III 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 II, 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: 
 

 

 
 
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 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ahiram_sarcophagus
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ThDrAp6Lzsc
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ThDrAp6Lzsc
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ren%C3%A9_Dussaud
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ahiram_sarcophagus
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especially the description of the other contents of the tomb, those which raised 
questions 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 II 
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 19th 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 II.  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 II, 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 II.  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 II, 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 II 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 II & 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 II.  But in the revised history Ramses II does not belong to 
the 13th 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 13th 
century traditional dates for Ramses II are at minimum three hundred years too 
early.  As for the Mycenaean plaque, we need only remind the reader that when 
we move forward the dates for Ramses II 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 II.  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 22nd dynasty king Osorkon 
and published by René Dussaud, Dédicace d’une statue d’Osorkon 1er par Elibaal, 
roi de Byblos, Syria 6 (1925): 101–117.  
 
Albright translates the inscription on page 158 of his article: 

 

 
 

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 I, 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 22nd dynasty probably did not 
bear the prenomen Hedjkheperre Setepenre. 
 
We have always assumed that Manetho is probably correct in his claim that the 
22nd 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 II, governed in the time frame 740-
712 BC and that the 22nd dynasty began in Egypt around the year 760 BC.  We 
suspect that one or more of the three predecessors of Osorkon II 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 I 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 I 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:  

 
 

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 8th 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 8th 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 9th-7th century kings of Byblos 
 

 
King of Byblos 

Approximate 
regnal years 

(BC) 

Approximate  
date of source 

(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: 
 

 
 

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 III, 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: 
 

[] I received tribute from Kuštašpi of Commagene, Rezon of Damascus, Menahem of Samaria, 

Hiram of Tyre, Sibitti-bi'li of Byblos, Urikki of Qu'e, Pisiris of Karchemiš, I'nil of Hamath, 

Panammu of Sam'al, Tarhulara of Gurgum, Sulumal of Melitene, Dadili of Kaska, Uassarme of 

Tabal, Ušhitti of Tuhana, Tuhamma of Ištunda, Urimme of Hubišna, 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 8th 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
http://www.livius.org/cg-cm/cilicia/cilicia.html
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
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Menahem
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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 8th/7th century kings of Byblos 
 

 
King of Byblos 

Approximate 
regnal years 

BC 

Approximate  
inscription date 

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 8th century.  They simply refer to him as Shipitbaal II and they continue to 
argue that a Shipitbaal I, son of Elibaal, son of Yehimelek lived in the 10th century 
BC.  And they strenuously argue that Shipitbaal I and Elibaal were contemporaries 
of the 22nd 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 8th 
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 3rd and 4th 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 Vogüé.  

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: 

 

 
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 6th/ 5th 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 7th 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 
questions 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 l’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: 
 

 
 
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. 
 
 
 
 
 

https://books.google.ca/books?id=-t3BAgHJ6Z4C&pg=PA8&dq=comprend+a+la+rigueur+que+le+roi+de+Byblos+Yehawmelek&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwjlxYD7ktPVAhUH4oMKHYHsClUQ6AEIKDAA#v=onepage&q=comprend%20a%20la%20rigueur%20que%20le%20roi%20de%20Byblos%20Yehawmelek&f=false
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Table 3:  Eight 9th-7th century kings of Byblos 
 

 
King of Byblos 

Approximate 
regnal years 

(BC) 

Approximate  
date of source 

(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 8th century, and 
that this king was very likely the immediate successor of the Shipitbaal named in 
the annals of Tiglath-Pileser III.  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 8th century Urimelek is referenced as Urimelek II, while the 10th century king, 
listed as a successor of Shipitbaal, is identified as Urimelek I.   The source 
document for the late 8th century Urimelek is once again the annals of an Assyrian 
king, this time Sennacherib (705-681 BC), in his 3rd 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 .  We have no 

https://books.google.ca/books?id=fu7cPGhfaFwC&pg=PA55&dq=urumelek+sennacherib&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwi9ypf2iNXVAhVO9WMKHd7mAaMQ6AEIJjAA#v=onepage&q=urumelek%20sennacherib&f=false
https://books.google.ca/books?id=vWUUAAAAYAAJ&pg=PA198&dq=urumelek+sennacherib&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwi9ypf2iNXVAhVO9WMKHd7mAaMQ6AEILDAB#v=onepage&q=urumelek%20sennacherib&f=false
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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 1st 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 9th through early 7th 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 III, 
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 II 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.  

https://ia801209.us.archive.org/3/items/Pritchard1950ANET_20160815/Pritchard_1950_ANET.pdf
https://ia801209.us.archive.org/3/items/Pritchard1950ANET_20160815/Pritchard_1950_ANET.pdf
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Table 4:  Nine 9th-7th century kings of Byblos 

 
 

King of Byblos 
Approximate 
regnal years 

BC 

Approximate  
date of source  

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 II 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 9th- early7th century 
Geblite kings and four well known and securely dated Assyrian kings. 
 
As always, let the reader decide. 
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See the online article entitled “Ramses II Re-Dated by Biblite Evidence” , by Damien F. Mackey 

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

