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OLD TESTAMENT BACKGROUNDS
1a.
Introduction

1b.
The title-what is it meant to indicate?

2b.
The Content.

1c.
This is primarily a history course but:

“History - and that is the second error in such dictatorical statements - does not consist solely of fighting. Both nations and classes have lived over much longer periods in peace with one another than at war, and the means by which they achieve this peace are at least as interesting and worthy of historical research as are the factors which from time to time, lead them into warlike clashes.”
 Sebastian Haffner, The Meaning of Hitler. 

In an anti-historical climate (both in and out of Christian circles), what value is the study of history? 
2c.
Other important features include geography, cultural, religious, and economic discussions.  Perhaps the most important volume in print today covering the gamut of OTB is by Jack Sasson, ed. et al.  Civilizations of the Ancient Near East, 4 volumes. Peabody: Hendrickson (1995), 2000.  Hereafter it will be referred to as CANE

3b.
Some introductory qualifications.

1c.
The problem of vertical transference.
2c.
The problem of understanding the nature of God’s inspiritive work. What is unique about the Bible and God’s people?

4b.
Determining where to start.

1c.
Why not the pre-flood world?

2c.
What about the immediate post-flood world? While the dates are unacceptable, there is much valuable information in the work of Charles L. Redman, The Rise of Civilization.

3c. Is the biblical flood the same as that of Wooley’s flood found at Ur? He found alluvial deposits 3 meters deep at Ur which he dated as occurring ca 3500 and, consequently, identified this with the Genesis flood account. See his Excavations at Ur. London: Ernest Benn, 1955. For a rebuttal, see C. J. Gadd, “Ur,” AOTS, ed. By D. Winton Thomas. Oxford: Clarendon, 1969, 89-101. Basically there are good reasons for rejecting this fluvial site as being the source or remains of the Genesis flood. 

1d. 

	Major

 Cultural Innovations
	Mesopotamia
	Zagros and Taurus Mtns
	Levant
	Nile Valley
	Dating (historic or 14C)

	
	EARLY NATION STATES AND EMPIRES
	

	Alphabet

Iron Metallurgy

Chariots

Written legal codes

State bureaucracy
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	Class Society
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	Pottery
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Long-distance trade
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Agriculture
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Permanent Communities
	
	SPARCELY OCCUPIED
	
	
	
	
	8,000 B.C.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Herding Animals
	
	OR  UNIN-

HABITED
	
	
	
	

	Plant processing and storage equipment
	
	
	ADVANCED HUNTERS 

AND GATHERERS
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Stone-founded architecture
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	10,000 B.C.
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Microlithic composite tools
	Tigris-Euphrates alluvial plain
	Hilly flanks of the Fertile Crescent
	Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Coastal Syria
	Egypt
	


2d.

3d.

4c.
If not the flood at Ur, what about other features such as artificial evidences, stratigraphical, and Radio-Carbon dating?




In particular, the RC dating is a matter of controversy because:

1d.
The rate of decay of C-14 has fluctuated over the centuries, and is subject to such influences as earth’s magnetic field, solar winds, climate changes, etc. 

2d.
The divergence between C-14 and tree-ring dates is not serious after 1500 BC but before that time the difference becomes progressively larger and amounts to as much as 700 years by 2500 BC.

3d.
Recent studies have indicated that C-14 dates for the earlier periods are all to young.




See:

Renfrow, Colin. “Carbon 14 and the Prehistory of Europe,” Scientific American, October, 1971, 63-72. Brown, R.H. “The Interpretation of C-14 Dates,” Origins, 6:1 (1979), 30-44. Banning, E.B. and L.A. Pavlish, “A Revolution in RC Dating,” Antiquity (Nov. 1979), 226-227.
For reading on early Mesopotamia see: 

Jawed, A.J. The Advent of the Era of Townships in Northern Mesopotamia. Singh, Purshottam. Neolithic Cultures of Western Asia. Goff Beatrice. Symbols of Prehistoric Mesopotamia. (This volume entails some of the best photos of the artifactual materials of this early period). See also M.E.L. Mallowan. Early Mesopotamia and Iran, London: Thames & Hudson, 1965; Hans J. Nissen, The Early History of the Ancient Near East 9000-20000 B.C. Chicago: University of Chicago, 1988; Harvey Weiss, ed. The Origins of Cities in Dry-Farming Syria and Mesopotamia in the Third Millennium B.C. Guilford, CT: Four Quarters, 1986; The Cambridge Ancient History (3rd edition), Volume 1, Part 2. eds. I.E.S. Edwards, et al. Cambridge: University Press, 1971; Christopher J. Eyre, “The Agriculture Cycle, Farming and Water Management in the Ancient Near East,” CANE, 175-190  You may not agree with the early dates assigned to this period.
5c.
Town settlements in the Pre-literate period. The scenario of many is that sometime after 9000 BC, the climate in Mesopotamia began to change. This resulted in the early development of villages throughout the fertile crescent. 

1d.
Among the earliest of these has been Jarmo in the foothills of the Zagros. RC dates place its earliest levels at 6750. Probably the most important work for consultation is that of C.L. Redman, The Rise of Civilization.

2d.
Another important early site was that Jericho which has been dated at 7000. It appeared to have the first wall which was approximately 12ft. high and 5ft. thick. It also had a round battlement tower of some 27 ft. in height. The dead were buried under the house floors but the heads were kept in the house itself. It must be remembered, that the dating for these sites is the result of RC-14. For reading, both pro and con, see:

Adam Falkenstein, “The Prehistory and Protohistory of Western Asia, “The Near East: the Early Civilizations, ed. Jean Bottero, et al. 1-51.

CAH, 1:1

Claude J. Peifer, “Ancient Jericho: a Modern Puzzle, “TBT 104 (1979), 2174-79.

P. Dorrell, “The Uniqueness of Jericho,” Archaeology in the Levant, 11-18

H. J. Franken, “Tell es-Sultan and Old Testament Jericho, “OudSt 14 (1965), 189-200.

J. Finegan, Archaeological History of the Middle East
K. M Kenyon, “Jericho,” AOTS, 264-276

3d.
Following such early sites as these, archaeologists have identified successive periods by the nomenclature, ‘Type sites.’ The usual order is: Hassuna (6th millennium); Halaf in the north and the Eridu phase of Ubaid in the south (beginning about 5000); Ubaid 2 or Hajji Muhammad phase (beginning about 4900); Ubaid 3 (beginning about 4300); Ubaid 4 (beginning about 3900); Uruk (beginning about 3500); Jemdet Nasr (beginning about 3100). Actually, the proto-literate period ends during Uruk and Jemdet Nasr when the earliest writing techniques begin to develop. Observing the development of civilization here is fascinating but must be avoided since it, technically, is not background to the Old Testament.  See, Elizabeth Stone, “The Rise of Cities in Ancient Mesopotamia,” CANE, 235-48.
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6c.
The Proto-literate Period (Pre-dynastic) ca 3400-2900

1d.
The chief difficulty in dealing with this period is relating it to the former periods. Many new features are characteristic of this period including new types of pottery, a fast potter’s wheel, the cylinder seal, monumental architecture, stone sculpture, and above all writing. How is this to be explained?

1e.
The suggestion of some is that this necessitates a migration of new peoples with new skills into Mesopotamia. But that only transfers the problem. Where did they get their technology?

2e.
Others have pointed to the evidences for continuity of civilizational maturation from earlier periods. 

2d.
By any account, the impetus for this development comes from those we call Sumerian, whether indigenous or itinerant. The issue is further complicated by nothing that geographical names as well as other words in the Sumerian language on occasion are neither Sumerian, nor Semitic. Whatever the explanations, it is the Sumerian people to whom Mesopotamian civilization owes its greatest debt. Their contributions, even when not original, brought technical skills to a level not heretofore reached.  The standard work is by S. N. Kramer, The Sumerians. Chicago: University of Chicago: 1963.  See Susan Pollock, “The Royal Cemetery of Ur,” Representations of Political Power, ed. Heinz and Feldman, 89-110.  
1e.
Perhaps the most obvious emphasis of their society was that initial, impressive effort devoted to monumental architecture – the temple. 
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Temple:  comment…In its long history, the Temple was a unique institution for which there is no exact contemporary counterpart.  At a later date, the Temple was a helpful source for the king’s military.  It field archers, cavalry and chariot crews which fought as a unit on behalf of the king’s professional army.  Its military could “accompany the king, guard temple precincts, do police  work, protect laborers performing earthworks, guard temple flocks, round up fugitives, and provide escorts for the delivery of materials, taxes, cultic equipment, delegations, merchants and carpenters sent of Lebanon.”  See John MacGinnis, The Arrows of the Sun: Armed Forces in Sippar in the First Millennium BC.  Babylonische Archive 4 (2012).  The functionality of all of this is starkly different from anything in the modern world-there was a symbiotic relationship between the cult and the court that is both intimate and inter-reliant.  One wonders how much of this highly structured but indigenous religio-social phenomena can be replicated in the highly organized state the OT pictures on behalf of Solomon?  
Most of the ziggurats in this period are 3-staged as the reconstruction of the ziggurat of Ur shows.

2e.
It is basically through the pottery that this period may be best explained. The pottery of the various type-sites may be contrasted with that of the proto-literate period which evidences a slow decay in quality, primarily due to mass production techniques. The following drawings are meant to show the different brick styles of each various period.
Mud Brick Technology
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1. First bricks were loaf shaped
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2. 

Second bricks made by the Sumerians were flat on one side
3.
The kiln was invented
4.
Bitumen & Straw or Clay = Stiff Mortar. It provided 3-6 centimeters of caulking.
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5. [image: image34.bmp] bricks were made in a wooden frame 6 at a time. 

6. Assyrians in the North later used stone, but caulked it with bitumen

3e.
Trade evidences. The lack of some fundamental resources in Mesopotamia occasioned long distance trade from the earliest periods. See D. H. Caldwell, “The Early Glyptic of Gawra, Giyan, and Susa, and the Development of Long Distance Trade.” Or 45:3 (1976), 227-250. In an escalating manner, this led to rapid growth of technological skills and sophistication of the expanding urban centers. See also Redman, The Rise of Civilization. Vip see A. L. Oppenheim, “A Bird’s Eye View…”.  On trade for the whole ANE see pages 1373-1500 in CANE but especially the article by Daniel Potts, “”Distant Shores: Ancient Near Eastern Trade with South Asia and Northeast Africa,” 1451-1464. 
7c.
The invention of writing and its development.

1d.
The first step: pictogram


[image: image1]
2d.
The second step: Logogram. Originally, all signs were word signs; that is, a pictograph represented a word. As the language syllabified its signs, some were kept to represent a word rather than having a syllabic value. Often these very signs were taken over into Akkadian but pronounced differently since Sumerian and Akkadian are radically different languages. 

3d.
The greatest innovation, however, was to give syllabic value to given signs in order to try to reduce the spoken language to a written form. Unfortunately, for the student this can be exceedingly complex since most signs are characterized by polyphony (multiple syllabic values). Old Babylon had 598 signs most of which had numerous phonetic values.

4d.
In order to help alleviate some of this confusion, determinatives were placed before and after some classes of nouns. Their purpose was to identify the general group to which a particular noun belonged; they are not, however, translated although they are transliterated.

5d.
Later, phonetic complements were added to the last syllable or the last two syllables of an ideogram in order to help clarify the grammatical form.


It should already be clear to the student that the invention of the alphabet was truly a revolutionary event which greatly simplified the requirements for literacy. The following may be used as a follow-up list on this subject:
David Diringer, Writing. New York: Praeger, 1962.
Fischer, Steven R. A History of Writing. London: Reaktion, 2001

I.J. Gelb, A Study of Writing, The U. of Chicago, 1974 (1952) a classic.

Samuel N. Kramer, The Sumerians, U. of Chicago, 1963. another classic.

D. Schmandt-Besserat, “An Archaic Recording System & the Origin of Writing,” SMS 1 (1977), 31-70.

Ibid, “Reckoning before Writing,” Archaeology 32 (1979), 22-31.

Ibid, “An Archaic Recording System in the Uruk-Jemdet Nasr Period,” AJA 83:1 (Jan., 1979), 19-48.

W.C. Brice & E. Grumach, “The Writing System of the Proto-Elamite Account Tablets of Susa,” BJRL 45 (1962-63), 15-33

H.L.J. Vanstiphout, “How did they learn Sumerian?” JCS 31:2 (April, 1979), 118-126. 

See especially CANE, 2097-2486 for a most important collection of articles on this.

Benjamin Sass, “The Genesis of the Alphabet & its Development in the Second Millennium B.C.,” Agypten und Altest Testament. Wiesbacken: Harrassowitz, 1988.
Bottero, Jean, et al.  Ancestor of the West: Writing, Reason, and Religion in 


Mesopotamia, Elam, and Greece.  Chicago: U. of Chicago, l996.
Colless, Brian E. “The Egyptian and Mesopotamian Contributions to the Origins of the Alphabet,” in Cultural Interactions in the ANE, ed. Guy Bunnens, 67-76 

Hallo, William W. ed. The Context of Scripture: Canonical Compositions from the 

Biblical World.  3 Volumes, Leiden: Brill, l997.  This is the definitive trans-


lation of all ANE relevant texts into English.  
William Hallo, “Biblical and Ancient Near Eastern Literatures: a General Introduction: Formalizing Biblical Constitutional Theory,” in Literature as Politics, Politics as Literature, ed. David Vanderhooft, 151-64.  
6d.
It should be remembered that cuneiform is not a language, rather, it is a writing system. Due to the necessity of writing on clay, it rapidly necessitated a development from the early pictography; hence, cuneiform (wedge-shaped writing).

7d.
The impetus for writing. Generally speaking, it seems that the need for writing developed from the temple’s need to inventory its stock. It was temple personnel who were to form the first great scribal schools. In light of the token system on the other hand, it should be noted that at least some of the early pictographs had nothing to do with temple holdings

It cannot be stated too strongly that geography is the ultimate factor in the development of writing and civilization. On the other hand, it should be remembered that a sovereign God has created the world in such a manner, in accord to His divine Will. Some excellent reading on this subject may be had in:

Max Mallowan, “The development of Cities from Al-‘Ubaid to the End of Uruk 5,” CAH 1:1, 373-374

Martin Beek, Atlas of Mesopotamia, Nelson, 1962, 9-16.

C.L. Redman, “The Environmental Background, “The Rise of Civilization, 16-49. This is the best concise treatment on the subject.
W.I. Davisson and James E. Harper, European Economic History, Vol. 1. This is also a fascinating introductopm to the study.

The impact of writing for world literature and the Bible is substantial. Especial reference may be made to the S. N. Kramer, “Sumerian Literature and the Bible,” in The Bible and its Literary Milieu, ed. by John Maier & Vincent Tollers, 272-284. See also the standard histories.

8c.
The Early Dynastic Period. ca. 2900-2400

1d.
Mixed ethnology: Sumerians in the south; Semites in the north; unknown element evidences in place names and borrowed vocabulary.

2d.
The earliest historiography: The Sumerian King List. The classical work on the subject is: 


T. Jacobsen. The Sumerian King List. AS 11

Essentially, the SKL is divided into 2 parts. The first lists 5 cities at which kingship was first experienced before the flood. A total of 8 antideluvian kings reigned for 241,200 years! Archaeology cannot support the city sites mentioned as being possible.
The second part speaks of another start for the experience of kingship after the flood. The SKL states that it was first experienced at Kish. For many years, it was thought that there was little or no historical value to the SKL. Jacobsen has demonstrated that the present text groupings go back to an original created by Utu-hegal who sought to show that he had just cause for his kingship at Uruk ca. 2116-2110. A number of considerations have evidenced, however, that there is some historical value to the SKL.

1. Thus far, the first clear instance of a royal palace is that found at Kish.

2. Royal inscriptions always utilize the title ‘King of Kish’ as the most prestigious of earthly titles.

3. It lies within the sphere of the capital district.

4. Some of its figures have been proven to be historical figures:

(en) mebaragisi is mentioned in SKL as a King of Kish. His inscription at Kish has actually been found. 

Gilgamesh himself has been found to be listed as a King of Ur in some inscriptions.

Kitchen, The Bible in its World, p. 32ff. has pointed out certain stylistic similarities between the SKL & Genesis. 

1. The SKL varies its formula in introducing and terminating successive dynasties. There are different formulaic features in the genealogies of Gen 5 and 11. Gen 5, furthermore is said to belong to the generation of the succession of Adam while 11:10f. belongs to the succession of Shem.

2. In both, there is select biographical data for individual kings.

3. He also suggests that the number of generations and kings, in Gen 5 and the pre-flood SKL are 10 and 8 or 10 in the latter. (This seems a bit weak to me) The point may also be made that neither works are meant to stand for the mentioned figures as the sole features in reconstructing history. For example, all agree that there are gaps in the genealogies of Genesis wile many think SKL is really speaking of Dynasties rather than such long-lived kings. See Hallo, The Ancient near East: a History, p. 34-42.  See John Walton, “The Antediluvian Section of the Sumerian King List and Genesis 5,” in


BA (Fall, 1981):207-08.
4. Both credit their kings with long lives; thus, (En) mebaragisi, king of Kish was said to have had a reign of 900 years.

5. There are other points of comparison, in general, as Creation, Conflict, Flood, etc. What, however is the most value to Biblicists, the SLK has shown the ability of the inhabitants of the ANE to keep accurate records over incredibly long periods of time. This is also seen in the Assyrian King List where a Tudiya (ca 2300) has been accurately transmitted over a period of 1300 years. Until the Ebla finds, this was totally unknown. 

It may be stated, then, that the Bible’s claims to remember origins has been demonstrated peripherally in the literature of the ANE and, in particular, in the SLK and AKL. This is not to say that say that everything in those works is accurate-on the contrary. 

3d.
Apart from the SKL, it is not until the dynasty at Lagash (Tello), ca. 2550-2350 that any kind of real history is possible. Lagash was connected with the Tigris & Euphrates by canal. It was the only place where there are detailed inscriptions for a relatively long line of rulers. Furthermore, it is the only place where economic archives are large enough to study genuinely the state. See, besides the standard histories, E. Sollberger, “The Rulers of Lagash,” JCS 21 (1967), 279-91. There are 7 or 9 kings in this dynasty, some of importance. 
1e.
Ur-Nanshe is the founder. His reign is characterized by unrelenting warfare with Umma over water rights. He is the earliest king we can date with confidence.

2e.
There are several following kings of little importance.
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3e.
The next important king was Eannatum who was a vigorous campaigner waging war successfully against Elam. He manages to create a certain hegemony over Sumer. He is most famous, however, for his Stela of Vultures which celebrated his victory over Umma. This is one of the earliest treaty formats with stipulations and curses. See T. Jacobsen, “The Stela of Vultures, Col. I-X,” AOAT 25 (1976), 247-260.
4e.
Urukagina Uruinimgina is one of the more intriguing kings of the entire ANE. He is universally known as the “Reform King”. He attempted to:

Limit the prerogatives of the king over the city god(s).

Limit the powers of the state and bureaucracy as well as limiting taxes. These attempts to decentralize power were clearly at tension with the rapidly burgeoning royal interest.

Institute a limited abolition of debts (perhaps the forerunner of the so-called Jubilee).

Apparently, however, his reform attempted to restrict power from both political and religions inequities.

5e.
The attempts at reform were aborted by the rising figure of Lugal-za-gesi who was king of Umma. Usually Umma had been on the losing side but he was successful in battle against Lagash and then against Uruk. He apparently captured all of Sumer making Uruk his capital. 

He has given us the 1st Royal Sumerian inscription in literary style. For all practical purposes, he ends the ED period. M. A. Powell, “Texts from the Time of Lugalzagesi,” HUCA 49 (1978), 1-58.

Easily, the most interesting feature to this king is his practice concerning royal titles.

9c.
The Old Akkadian Period (Successive Period) ca. 2350-2150 (the definitive source on this may be Benjamin Foster, The Age of Agade: Inventing Empire in Ancient Mesopotamia, Routledge Press).  
1d.
Sargon = Sharru-kin, “true king.” Cf. ANET pp. 266-268; ANEP # 432

1e.
His rise to power…pulled out of the bull-rushes

2e.
His reign (56 years)

1f.
Military precedents

1g.
1st to have a Mesopotamian empire.
2g.
1st to garrison cities.

3g.
1st to appoint Semitic officials.
4g.
1st to use political hostages.

See W. F. Albright, “A Babylonian Geographical Treatise on Sargon of Akkad’s Empire,” JAOS 45 (1945), 193-245; Sabina Franke, “Kings of Akkad: Sargon and Naram-Sin,” CANE, 831-842 Some of this, however, has come into some question because of the Ebla archives. See especially Saul N. Nitkus, “Sargon Unseated,” BA 39:3 (Sept. 1976), 114-117. The writings on Ebla are already prolific but we shall have to postpone any real decision until the documents themselves are published.   Marlies Heinz, “Sargon of Akkad: Rebel and Usurper in Kish,” in Representations of Political Power, ed. Heinz and Feldman, 67-87.  
2f.
Political Precedents. This period is the first that might be called Imperial. The interests of the royal house are of 1st importance. This may be seen in a contrast with that of the ED Period.

	Early Dynastic Period


	
	Old Akkadian Period

	
	Royal Titles
	

	King of Kish is most highly prized
	
	King of Agade Land (Gradual usurping of the god’s titles)

	
	Taxes
	

	Geared to local interests
	
	Created to support the standing army & occupational forces.

	
	Bureaucracy
	

	Functional and local
	
	Royal family rules. He pays servants with land grants & owns all land. Installs his daughter as high priestess.


He also built a new capital, Agade (Akkad) which is one of the few capitals in the ancient world not yet found. 

3f.
Cultural precedents.

1g.
Adaptation of cuneiform to the Akkadian language. Sumerian is hardly ever seen on official inscriptions from now on without Akkadian alongside.
2g.
High quality of art. See Irene Winter, “Aesthetics in Ancient Mesopotamian Art,” CANE, 2569-2582 and Agnes Spycket, “Reliefs, Statuary and Monumental Paintings,” 2583-2600.
4f.
Religious precedents. See S. N. Kramer, “Sumero-Akkadian Interconnections: Religious Ideas,” CRRA (1960), 272-83.

1. Cult supported by State

2. King is beginning to be center of cult

2d.
The next several successors are less important but the last great ruler of this dynasty, Naram-Sin (37 years) is a most intriguing ruler. Pertinent pictures may be seen in ANEP # 252 for a stamp of his and # 309 for his victory stela of the Lullubians. For the texts, see ANET, p. 268 and 646-651. As far as can be determined, he appears to be the first Mesopotamian king to have himself divinized. There are a number of points which seem to make his apotheos is a fact. See Guitty Azarpay, “Proportions in Ancient Near Eastern Art”, CANE, 2507-2520.
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1e.
The use of the divine determinative 

2e.
The employment of the title, King of the 4 quarters, sometimes translated, King of the Universe. Also called himself “Husband of Ishtar Annunit.”

3e.
The evidences from his stela.
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Note the outsized presentation of himself and the horned helmet, used exclusively by gods.

It might be rightfully asked why would a king have himself divinized? There must surely have been certain theological developments which made such a phenomena possible or necessary. The answer to this feature is one that is at best, theoretical. See my paper, “Apotheosis of Kings in the Old Akkadian and Ur III Periods.”
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3d.
The last king of the OA is Shar-kalli-sharri who ruled for 25 ineffective years. The evidences of his divinization are much more meager than Naram-Sin. There is a gradual break-up of his empire. He appears to have been weakened by the infiltration of a group of people called the Guti. After Elam wins his independence , there is a rapid disintegration as cities claim their own independence. With his assassination, chaos is the characteristic of Mesopotamia. See E. A. Speiser, “Some Factors in the Collapse of Akkad,” Oriental and Biblical Studies, ed. by J. J. Finkelstein and M. Greenberg, 232-243.
10c.
The period between the OA and the Ur III period.

1d.
The primary impact of the Guti was felt in Akkad. Literature in ANET is found in the “Curse of Agade,” ANET, p. 613.

2d.
Lagash. This great Sumerian city rises to its greatest political and intellectual height under its famous leader Gudea. He left more documents in Sumerian than all his predecessors combined. It is said that his commonwealth displaces that of Sargon’s except that it was purely economic rather than imperial. Its culture is authentically Sumerian with an attempt to return to a city-state system. He never calls himself king (Lugal) but limits himself to ruler (ensi).

11c.
The Ur III period (lasted 100 years; 2150-2050 or 2100-2000 depending on chronological factors). This period is also known as the Sumerian Renaissance or the Indian Summer of the Sumerian Civilization. It is called Ur III after the dynastic structure of the SKL.

1d.
Ur-Nammu – 16 years. He was its founder and was most famous for his law code. See ANET, “Laws of Ur-Nammu,” pp. 523-525 and for his hymn at the building of the Ekur, see ANET, pp. 583-84. Pictures of his stela may be seen in ANEP # 306 and # 746 for his ziggurat at Ur which was 70 ft. high.
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2d. Shulgi – 48 years. See ANET pp. 584-86 for an example of royal hymnology propaganda. See Jacob Klein, “Shulgi of Ur: King of a New-Sumerian Empire,” CANE, 843-858 and Frances Pinnock, “Erotic Art in the Ancient Near East,” CANE, 2521-2532.  Piotr Michalowski, “Of Bears and Men: Thoughts on the End of Shulgi’s Reign and on the Ensuing Succession,” Literature as Politics, Politics as Literature, ed. David Vanderhooft,  285-320.  
This is a period of absolute monarchy with Shulgi as the supreme example of this. There does not appear to be any attestation to the concept of private ownership of the land. The state was highly centralized and owned all the land. 

One of the most interesting features of his reign is his unprecedented emphasis on his self divinization. There are many examples of this:

1. Unprecedented use of the divine determinative.

2.
The royal hymnology reveals his deification.

3. He has regular offerings made to his statue.

4.
After his death he is declared to be a star of

                             the calendar. 

                   5.        His royal titles are those of the gods and his 



 name is used by others as if he was a god.   
Piotr Steinkeller, “How Did Sulgi and Isbi-Erra Ascend to Heaven?” in Literature as Politics, Politics as Literature, ed. David Vanderhooft, 459-78.   




The Sacred Marriage

1.
In ancient Sumer, one goddess gained significance in Sumer’s history 
(Inanna)-she would identify w/other female goddesses as the planet Venus, 
Ishtar (Astarte in Canaan).  This goddess appeared in myth as sister, 
daughter, lover, bride & widow but never as ‘mother’ or ‘wife’.  


She is the goddess of Uruk whose ruler was the ‘en’ priest who lived in the 


Gipar, a section of Inanna’s temple where he probably served as her 
husband.  The En was chosen b/c of some ‘outstanding deed or 
accomplishment’. 


Later, the religious leadership of Uruk changed to Nippur (ruled by Enlil the 
Storm god).  When Sargon conquered Sumer, he ordered that Enlil was to 
raise up Inanna who would be the tutelary deity of his dynasty.  This event 
paved the way for the Sacred Marriage that occurred later (the event when 
life was renewed at the turn of the year through a ritual marriage of king & 
goddess).

2.
The earliest evidence for this physical union was during the Ur III period 
when the king took on the role of Dumuzi (Inanna’s husband) & the SM was 
performed at Uruk in Inanna’s Temple.  

3.
This reveals a shift in political realities in ancient Sumer from Temple to 
palace and female to male.  Inanna becomes the means by which kings of 
Ur III make their claim to rule Sumer as her chosen husband.  She becomes 
the king’s consort representing the political shift in power from female to 
male, that is, from deity to human (royal) power.  

4.
One further detail appears to accompany this royal divinization-in order to 
assume his role as Inanna’s consort, he must perform successfully on the 
battlefield.  His victory there makes him desirable to Inanna (alternately a 
goddess of war).  

5.
Thus, the shift in religion from the OA period to Ur III is that power shifts to 
the king as represented in the physical union of the king and Inanna.  
How is this explained?
1. Prosperity/ fertility
2. Longevity
3. Relationship with God
What does this have to say about the ANE concept of kingship? On this see J. Nicholas Postgate, “Royal Ideology and State Administration in Sumer and Akkad,” CANE, 395-412.  Dominik Bonatz, “The Divine Image of the King: Religious Representations of Political Power in the Hittite Empire,” Representations of Political Power, eds. Heinz and Feldman, 111-136
Not so much that God de-mythologized something as He gave it its correct theological expression.
Of some importance, how does this correlate with the Hebrews in general, and the western Semites in particular? Topography
3d.
The other kings are of little importance. They are Amar-Sin (9 years); Shu-Sin (9 years). For a love song to the latter, see ANET, pp. 496 &  644. He also makes mention of the important Martu wall which he stated extended, “twenty-six double-hours march from the Abgal Canal in N. Babylonia.

4d.
Ibbi-Sin (25 years) and the end of Ur III. T. M. Sharlach, “The Remembrance of Kings Past: the Persona of King Ibbi-Sin,” Literature as Politics, Politics as Literature, ed. David Vanderhooft, 421-32. 
1e.
The Ishbi-Erra incidents

2e.
The place of the Elamites in the final fall. See especially the moving document, “Lamentation over the Destruction of Sumer and Ur,” ANET, pp. 611-613. It is an eloquent picture of that type of literature found in the biblical book, Lamentations.  See on Elam, Walther Hinz, The Lost World of Elam.  London: Sidgwick & Jackson, 1972. 
3e.
Other factors in the breakup.

5d.
The period up to the rise of Hammurapi is somewhat confusing. Especially in the north, it is a period in which the Amorite population is moving into power. The whole problem of the Amorites is a vexing one. See M. Liverani, “The Amorites,” POTT, pp. 100-133. It should be remembered that the Ur III period is chronologically the correct period for Abraham. The location of Ur is, however, hotly debated. It seems to me unlikely that his homeland was in the Ur of Sumer. See Stigers, Genesis. Zondervan, l976 & Gordon in BAR p. 52-54 discuss location of Ur.  The discussion will occur later in the section on “Arameans”
5b.
The background of the patriarchal period-the Old Babylonian Period.

1c.
Setting and stage. This is primarily a period that can best be called Amorite. Hammurapi was an Amorite; indeed, much of the period’s culture and language is strongly influenced by this ethnic element. Who were they? See BA 47:2:93,  Robert M. Whiting, “Amorite Tribes and Nations of Second-Millennium Western Asia,” CANE, 1231-1242.
1d.
The geographical perspective. Westerners
2d.
The ethnic perspective.

They are first mentioned in Sumerian tablets from the OA period. Within another 1 ½ centuries, the locals are forced to build a wall to restrain them.

Assyrian merchants in Cappadocia (20th Century) have an occasional amoritic name.

By the OB period, they are mostly synthesized with the local population.

3d.
The socio-economic perspective.

4d.
The Biblical Usage.


86X in OT & all but 13 of them in 1st 7 books


Ethnic-Hyksos Empire.  Amos 2:9; Josh. 11:10


Geographical
Further reading may be done in: H. Crawford, “Nomads: the Forgotten Factor, and Assessment of their Historical Role in N. Syria and Iraq in the 2nd and 3rd Millennia, “OLP 8 (1977), pp. 33-45; K. Kenyon, The Amorites and Canaanites; A Haldar, Who were the Amorites?; G. Buccellatti, The Amorites of the Ur III Period.  Brit Jahn, “The Migration and Sedentarization of the Amorites from the Point of View of the Settled Babylonian Population,” Representations of Political power, eds. Heinz and Feldman, 193-200.  
2c.
The OB period. This is also occasionally known as the Isin-Larsa Period for those cities which are in dominance to the rise of Hammurapi. Technically, it begins with the ascension of Hammurapi (1792) and goes to 1594.

1d.
Mesopotamia up to the ascendancy of Hammurapi

1e.
The South (Isin, Larsa, and Babylon).


The early dominance of Isin under Ishbi-Erra.

Ishbi-Erra’s grandson is able to include the great city of Sippar to the empire; hence, an empire over all Sumer.
During the reign of Lipit-Ishtar (1934-1924), Gungunum of Larsa (1932-1906) began to dismantle the Isin hegemony. For succeeding kings, Isin declines and Larsa rises. The remaining history of Sumer, to the rise of Hammurapi, is of peripheral importance. 

2e.
The north (Eshnunna, Aššur, and Mari).


Eshnunna controlled all of the Diyala basin for most of this period up to its fall to Hammurapi.


Aššur received its real imperial impetus from the incoming Amorites. Shamshi-Adad I managed to secure an early hegemony over the whole northern area. He then places his able son Yasmah-Adad as king over Mari and Yasmah-Dagan as king over Ekallatum. He himself made his capital, Shubat-Enlil. Much of the correspondence of the period is from Shamshi-Adad exhorting his son to rule forcefully. Aššur is not the actual capital of his Amorite kingdom. 


Mari had earlier won a western kingdom under Amorite influence but was subsequently incorporated into the kingdom of Shamshi-Adad.  See Pierre Villard, “Shamshi-Adad and Sons: the Rise and Fall of an Upper Mesopotamian Empire”, CANE, 873-84 as well as Jean-Claude Margueron, “Mari: a Portrait in Art of a Mesopotamian City-State,” 885-900.
2d.
Hammurapi, the Amorite.


That the area was ripe for conquest may be seen in this quote, “There is no king who can be mighty alone. Behind Hammurapi, the man of Babylon, march 10, 15 kings; as many march behind Rim-Sin, the man of Larsa, Ibal-pi’el, the man of Eshnunna, Amut-pi’el, the man of Qatunum, and behind Yarim-Lim, the man of Yamḫad, march 20 kings.”

See BA 47:2:92 when the 1st year of Hammurapi was either; 1848, 1792, or 1736 depending on whether the chronology is high, middle or low. 

When a man such as Hammurapi arises to a position of power, there are a large number of factors which must be considered. Perhaps one of the most important was the death of Shamshi-Adad during Hammurapi’s 10th year. This clearly opened the way for a strong leader such as Hammurapi. He was not the first king of his dynasty; rather, he was the first Babylonian king to rule of a unified Mesopotamia. The previous history of Babylon is obscure. R. Harris, “Some Aspects of the Centralization of the Realm under Hammurapi and his successors.” JAOS, 88:4 (1968), 727-732.  Jack Sasson, “Hammurabi of Babylon,” CANE, 901-916.
1e.
Some contributions of Hammurapi and others during this period. See for a list of his accomplishments ANET, pp. 269-271. See also ANEP # 437 for a bust of Hammurapi and 515 for Hammurapi before the sun god Shamash. Other pertinent representations are 438 and 514. 

1f.
Architecture and construction. Babylon canals & Temples
2f.
The calendar. The Venus Tablets of Ammi-saduqa (1646-1628) show a regular observation of the appearance and disappearance of Venus. Thus, the 1st step toward a later calendar. This period, then, is the source for the legendary skills of the astronomers of Babylon who were so famous in the Hellenistic era.  See, Francesca Rochberg, “Astronomy and Calendars in Ancient Mesopotamia,” CANE, 1925-1940
3f.
Law. Hammurapi was not the first to produce a code of law. Consider:

Ur-Nammu-cf. ANEP # 306 & 746; ANET, 523-24.

Lipit-Ishtar-cf. ANET, pp. 159-60. See also F. Steele, “The Code of Lipit-Ishtar,” AJA 51:2 (1947), 158-164 and 52:3 (1948), 425-450.

Eshnunna-cf. ANET, 161-163. See the thorough treatment by R. Yaron, The Laws of Eshnunna and J. Miles and O. Gurney, “The Laws of Eshnunna,” ArOr 17:2 (1949), 17-88

Hammurapi-cf. ANET, 163-180. The complete treatise is that of G. R. Driver & J. C. Miles, The Babylonian Laws, 2 Vols. Oxford. W.F. Leemans, “King Hammurapi as Judge,”  Symbolae Biblicae et Mesopotamia, ed. M.W. Beek, et al, pp. 107029; M.E.J. Richardson, Hammurabi’s Laws: Text, Translation and Glossary. Sheffield: Academic, 2000.  
4f.
The Amorite world-view and its possible relationship to that of the Bible.
1g.
Linguistically, Amorite is close to Hebrew. Consider Yasmah-Adad with Hebrew ddh-umvy. The same could be done for such names as Yasmah-Dagan and others. 


2g.
Geographically, the connections with the patriarchs are impressive. For example, Haran, Tel-serugi, Til-Turahi, and Til-Nahur are all the same as personal names in Gen. 11:22-26; 24:10. The constant reference in Genesis and Josh. 24 to the homeland of the patriarchs as being in Northern Syria makes it possible, if not likely, that Abraham was himself well acquainted with  Amoritic culture but was himself of Aramean extract. 
3g.
Socially, the parallels are truly impressive. Only several will be cited. In Jud 19:29-30, in order to get the Israelites to muster, the Levite cuts his murdered concubine into 12 pieces and sends a piece to each tribe. Similarly, in 1 Sam 11:6-7 Saul does the same thing with his oxen. There are certain similarities with this practice in the OB period.
Consider Nebuchadnezzar’s advice on how to stop criminality. W. G. Lambert, “Nebuchadnezzar, King of Justice,” Iraq 27 (1965), 1-11. 

Similarly, Shamshi-Adad’s advice to his son is to cut off the head of a nomad who refuses to muster and send it around the kingdom. Consider also the OB tablet # 158 from Tel al Rimah where a man threatens “I shall cut you into 12 pieces,” if the sheep are not returned. 

A literal host of such examples could be cited in any given social area. It is clear that this period, both chronologically and socially, which best fits the world of the Patriarchs. Some excellent reading on these subjects may be seen in the following works:

E. A. Speiser, “Authority and Law in Mesopotamia,” Oriental and Biblical Studies, ed. J. J. Finkelstein and M. Greenberg, 313-323.

Ibid, “Early Law & Civilization,” pp. 534-55

Ibid, “Religion and Government in the ANE,” pp. 556-572.

A. Phillips, “Some Aspects of Family law in Pre-exilic Israel,” VT 23:3 (1973), 349-61.

M. David, “The Codex of Hammurapi and its Relation to the Provisions of Law in Exodus,” OTS 7 (1950), 149-178

Seminal reading may be done in the especially good work of:

M. E. Selman, “The Social Environment of the Patriarchs,” TB 27 (1976) 114-136.

K. A. Kitchen, The Bible and its World, (This volume should be in every evangelical’s library.)

A. P. Millard & D. J. Wiseman, eds. Essays on the Patriachal Narrative. W.L. Eisenbraun’s 1983.
Oates, Joan.  Babylon.  London: Thames & Hudson, 1979.

Saggs, H.W.F.  Babylonians.  People of the Past.  Berkeley: U. of California, 2000.

IBID.  Civilizations Before Greece and Rome. New Haven, Yale, 1989

4g.
Economics.

1h.
Crown land and its sale. The OT appears to have particular similarity with the concept of royal land. According to CH 35-37, land couldn’t be sold since the king owned it. This compares favorably with the OT understanding of the land although there, YHWH is the king who owns all the land. See especially S. H. Bess, Systems of Land Tenure. Maria deJ. Ellis, Agriculture and the State in Ancient Mesopotamia. Philadelphia: Occasional Publication of the Babylonian Fund, 1976. See the helpful volume by Norman Habel. The Land is Mine: Six Biblical Land Ideologies. Minneapolis: Fortress, 1995 and the superb Walter Brueggemann. The Land: Place as Gift, Promise and Challenge to Biblical Faith.  Philadelphia: Fortress, 1977.
It should also be noted that when the conditions of fief land were broken, the land was lost. The same principle is seen in the smashing of the tablets at Mt. Sinai.

2h.
Interest and Usury. For an excellent study, see Robert P. Maloney, “Usury and Restrictions on Interest-taking in the ANE,” CBQ 36:1 (Jan. 1974), 1-20.  See also the important volume by Morris Silver, Economic Structures of the ANE. Totawa, NJ: Barnes & Noble, 1985.   Points of comparison are:

CH 51 showing a regulated economy; prices were fixed by the state.

CH 88 where interest = 20% of grain or silver. Anything else was considered usury which had severe punishments. CH 90.

CH 94 also deals with the problem of merchants who use unjust weights – a frequent problem in the OT. See especially Amos and Micah.

Indeed, there appears to have been an international vocabulary of commerce. For example, consider the vocabulary for “capital.” Akkadian - qaqqadum; Hebrew - r’osh; Aramaic -  Resh; Egyptian – j’j’; Greek – kephalion; Latin – caput. All of these words mean, “head, or top;” hence “capital.”

3g.
Without a doubt, the most striking parallel is that of the so-called ‘Jubilee.’ In the OT, every 7 years there was to be a ‘release;’ that is, a cancellation of debts.’ Dt. 15:1-4 which uses the technical word hf*m+v!. See also Dt. 31:9-13. This was apparently a limited release although we have no evidence that it was ever practiced. 
Perhaps the most difficult economic practice to institute was that of the Jubilee (Lev 25) where it was commanded that there be a cancellation of debts and the land was to lie fallow for the 50th year. For years, this was considered to be a utopian, priestly idea that showed that the Bible to be a late document. This, however, has dramatically changed due to studies of OB materials which have shown something very similar to the OT economic program for cancellations of debts. The origins of the Mesopotamian release are obscure but go back at least into the Old Akkadian period. Thus far, there are at least 48 references to different releases in Mesopotamia. The two Akkadian words are mesharum and andurarum which correspond to Hebrew rvy and rwrd. The latter however, is the true conceptual counterpart of andurarum in the Bible. While the earliest reference to a Mesopotamian release is probably that of Eannatum (ca 2500), the preponderance of known releases occurred in the OB period.
3 tablets have been found at Hana, a small kingdom in the middle course of the Euphrates and just west of Babylon which deal with the release in some form or another. They are usually protection documents against a release. The most common place for a release in the ANE was at the ascension of a king to the throne although some OB kings especially had more than one release. 

A number of tablets have also been found at Nuzi which make mention of the release. They also are designed to protect creditors from release of debts. 

All of the OB kings had at least one release with Ammi-saduqa having several. Note his claim at his first release in his 2nd year: The year… “in which…the humble shepherd, who hearkened to Anu and Enlil, arose for the land like the sun and for all the people created a righteous order.” In his 10th year he claimed that it was the year, “…in which the true shepherd, the favorite of Shamash and Marduk, released the debts of the land.” The Edict of Ammi-saduga, (ANENA, pp. 36-41) also explains how the mešarum was to be applied to various people in differing circumstances. The style is very similar to the provisions in Lev 25. 

From a biblical perspective, it is striking that ANE release formula ceased with the end of the OB period. The comparison with Moses, ca 1500 should be obvious. 

The Literature on the subject is voluminous:

Howard L. Baker, “An Exegetical and Theological Study of the Year of the Release in Dt. 15,” DTS mf, 63 (1978).
J. B. Alexander, “A Babylonian Year of Jubilee,” JBL 57 (1938), 75-79.

J. Lewy, “The Biblical Institution of deror In the Light of the Akkadian Documents,” Eretiz-Israel, 5 (1958), 21-31.

J. Neufeld, “Socio-Economic background of Yōbēl and semiṭṭa,” Revista degli Studi-Orientali, 33 (1958), 53-124.

W. F. Leemans, “The Role of Landlease in Mesopotamia in the Early 2nd Millennium,” JESHO, 18:2 (June, 1975), 134-45.

Benno Landsberger, “The Date-list of Samsu-ditana,” JNES 14 (1955), especially, p. 146.

M. Kessler, “The Law of Manumission in Jer 43,” BZ 15 (1971), 105-108. 

T. Mettinger, Solomonic State Officials, especially pages 80-110 on land tenure.

R. T. O’Callahan, “Historical Perallels to patriarchal Social Custom,” CBQ 6:4 (Octo. 1944), 391-405.

J. P. J. Olivier, “The OB mešarum-Edict and the OT,” Unpublished D. Litt. At the U. of Stellenbosch, 1977. In Library in Mf.

Other more recent articles/books include:

Amit, Yairiah. “The Jubilee Law-an Attempt at Instituting Social Justice,”

Bergsma, John S. “Once Again, the Jubilee, every 49 or 50 Years,” VT 55 (2005):121-25.
Block, Daniel I. The Gods of the Nations: Studies in ANE National Theology. ETS Monograph Series. Number 2. Jackson, MS: ETS, 1988.

Clements, R.E. “Land; its Rights and Privileges,” The Land of Ancient Israel, ed by Clements. Cambridge: CUP, 1989:349-370

Fager, Jeffrey A. “Land Tenure in the Biblical Jubilee: a  Moral Order World View. Hebrew Annual Review 11 (1987):59-68

Kawashima, Robert S. “The Jubilee Year and the Return of Cosmic Purity,” CBQ 65:3 (July, 2003):370-89.
Liveram, Mario. “Land Tenure and Inheritance in the ANE: The Interaction between ‘Palace’ and ‘Family’ Sectors.” Land Tenure and Social Transformation in the Middle East. ed. Tarif Khalidi. Beirut: American University of Beirut, 1984:33-44

Lowery, Richard H. Sabbath and Jubilee. St. Louis: Chalice, 2000.  

Milgrom, Jacob. “The Land Redeemer and the Jubilee,” Fortunate the Eyes that See, ed, bt Astrid Beck, et al. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995:66-69.

Moss, Rowland. “’The Land is Mine…and you are…My Tennants’: Reflections on a


Biblical View of Man and Nature.” Pulpit and People: Essays in Honor of William Still on his 75th Birthday. Edinburgh: Rutherford House, 1986:103-16.

Ollenberger, Ben C. “Jubilee: ‘The Land is Mine; you are aliens and tenants with me’,” Reclaiming the OT, ed. Gordon Zerbe. Winnipeg, CBMC, 2001:208-304.

Olson, Dennis T. “Biblical Perspectives on the Land,” Word & World, 6:1 (Winter 1986):18-28
Weinfeld, Moshe. “Sabbatical Year and Jubilee in the Pentateuch and their ANE Background,” The Law in the Bible and its Environment, ed. Timo Veijola.  Finnish Exegetical Society 51. Helsink. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprect, 1990:39-62.

Williamson, M.A. “The OT and the Material World,” EQ 57:1 (January, 1985):5-22

In the late 70’s a new and noisy minority group of scholars (now called ‘Minimalists”) emerged.  They are so-called because they deny the historicity of any biblical passage unless that passage can be scientifically proven to be a fact..  See for example,  Niels O, Lemche, “Andurarum and Mišarum,” JNES 38:1 (1979), 11-22. and “The Manumission of slaves-the Fallow Year-the Sabbatical Year-the Jobel Year,” VT 26:1 (Jan. 1976), 38-59.
It should not be surprising that an idea this important would make its way into the NT by both analogy and direct citation.  Take, for example, the incident in Lk. 4:18-19 which is quoted Is. 61:1-2. Was Jesus in some way offering the possibility of a release? Was He modifying His proclamation or is it to be related to the social arena or is it simply a spiritual modification? The royal motifs in Isaiah are clear:

“anointed me…” yt!a) hwhy jv^m*
“to the poor.” <yw!n*u&
To proclaim liberty…” rw)rD+ <y!Wbv+l! ar)q+l! 
In fact, nearly all the terminology of Is 61:1-2 can be mirrored in royal Babylonian literature.

Note that Christ stopped in the middle of verse 2 – why? It should also be noted that this same verse is also used of the ministry of the Teacher of Righteousness at Qumran as well as 11QMelch 6-9. For an interesting study, see A. Ströbel, Untersuchungen zum eschatologischen Verzögerungsproblem. Leiden: Brill, 1961. See Also John H. Yoder, The Politics of Jesus. Eerdmans, 1972; Robert B. Sloan, The Favorable Year of the Lord: a Study of Jubilary Theology in the Gospel of Luke. Austin, TX: Schola, 1977.  
Excurses on Shepherd as a Royal Title

1.
In the Ancient Near East

2.
In the OT


Gen. 


Psalm 23


Ezekiel 34


Jeremiah 23


Micah 5 is first use of term for the Messiah

Zechariah 10, especially 11 and 13 for the first attestation of a smitten shepherd.  On the donkey as a royal animal see Kenneth C. Way, Donkeys in the Biblical World.  Eisenbrauns and Othmar Keel, “Hyksos Horses or Hippopotamus Deities,” Levant 25 (1993):208-12.  
3.
In the NT


Matthew


John 10

4.
Implications for leadership.

3d.
A comparison of the Law of Moses and CH
1e.
Capital offenses in the Law of Moses.

Murder. Ex. 21:12

Striking a parent. Ex 21:15

Kidnapping. Ex 21:16

Cursing of a parent. Ex. 21:17, Lev. 20:9

Causing death to an expectant mother. Ex. 21:23

Having an ax kill a man, after being warned of its nature. Ex. 21:29

Killing a thief during daylight hours. Ex. 22:3

To lie with a beast. Ex 22:19

Sacrificing to other than God. Ex 22:20

Adultery. Lev. 20:10

Defiling the Sabbath. Ex. 31:14

Being a wizard. Lev. 21:27

Blasphemy of God. Lev 24:16

Giving of children to Molech. Lev. 20:2

2e.
Capital offenses is CH

False accusations of murder. Par. 1

False accusations of sorcery. 2

False testimony in a case involving one’s life. 3

Stealing from the temple. 6

Receiving stolen goods from the temple. 6

Receiving goods from a thief. 7

Not restoring stolen goods. 8

Selling stolen property. 9

Professing to own property having stolen it. 10

Falsely reporting to have lost property. 11

Kidnapping. 14
Helping a slave to escape. 15

Hiding a run-away slave. 16

Keeping a run-away for own use. 19

Breaking into a house. 21

Robbery. 22

Stealing at a fire. 25

Sending a substitute to war. 26

An officer who accepts a substitute. 33

An officer who takes the possessions of a soldier. 34

Using false measures in the selling of wine. 108

Not arresting thieves who congregate in the establishment of a wine seller. 109

A lady of the gods who enters a wine shop. 110

Adultery. 129

A wife who causes the death of her husband. 153

Faulty construction, causing death. 229

Removing the mark of a slave. 227
3e.
Analysis

4e.
Similar ideas in the two laws:

Ex 21:2.
If you buy a Hebrew slave, he shall serve for six years; but on the seventh he shall go out as a free man without payment.

Ex 21:18-19.
 And if men have a quarrel and one strikes the other with a stone or with his fist, and he does not die but remains in bed; if he gets up and walks around outside on his staff, the he who struck him shall go unpunished; he shall only pay for his loss of time, and shall take care of him until he is completely healed.
Ex 21:22-23.  If men struggle with each other and strike a woman with child so that she has a miscarriage, yet there is no further injury, he shall surely be fined as the woman’s husband may demand of him; and he shall pay as the judges decide. But if there is any further injury, then you shall appoint as penalty life for life. 

117.
If a man is gripped in poverty, and has sold his wife, or his son, or his daughter for silver, or has put them into bondage-service, they shall work in the house of their purchaser or of their bond-master for three years but in the fourth year their liberation shall be agreed.
206.
If a man has struck another man in a brawl and has injured him, that man shall solemnly declare, ‘I did not wound him intentionally.’ It is he who shall be responsible for the physician.
209.
if a man struck the daughter of a man and made her lose her unborn child, he shall pay ten shekels of silver for the fetus.
Ex 21:24-25.
eye for eye, tooth for tooth, hand for hand, foot for foot, burn for burn, wound for wound, bruise for bruise.

Ex 22:7.
If a man gives his neighbor money or goods to keep for him, and it is stolen from the man’s house, if the thief is caught , he shall pay double.

Ex 22:10-12.
If a man gives his neighbor a donkey, an ox, a sheep, or any animal to keep for him and it dies or is hurt or is driven away while no one is looking, an oath before the Lord shall be made by the two of them that he has not laid hands on his neighbor’s property; and its owner shall accept it, and shall not make restitution

But if it is actually stolen from him, he shall make restitution to its owner.

Lev 20:12.
If there is a man who lies with his daughter-in-law, both of them shall surely be put to death, their blood-guiltiness is upon them.

Dt 24:1.
When a man takes a wife and marries her, and it happens that she finds no favor in his yes because he has found some indecency in her, and he writes her a certificate of divorce and puts it in her hand and sends her out from his house… 

196-197.
If a man has destroyed the sight of another similar person, they shall destroy his sight. If he has broken another man’s bone, they shall break one of his bones.
124.
If a man has given silver, gold or anything else into another man’s custody in the presence of a witness but he disagrees with him, they shall prove that man guilty and he shall give double the amount of whatever was disputed.
244-45. If a man has hired an ox or a donkey and a lion has killed it in the open country, it’s the owner’s responsibility. If a man has hired an ox and has let it die through carelessness or violent treatment, he shall make a payment to the owner of the ox, an ox for an ox. 
155.
If a has chosen a bride for his son and his son has got to know her and afterwards he himself copulates with her, and they have caught him, they shall blind him and throw him into water. 

138.    If a man has left his first wife who has born him no children, he will give her as much silver as her bride-price. He shall pay back the gift she brought from her father’s house and leave her.
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4d.
CH in historical perspective
	
	DATE
	LANGUAGE
	ORIGIN
	EXTANT COPIES

	Ur-Nammu
	ca. 2100
	Sumerian
	Ur (& Nippur)
	2 copies from OB schools, one in Ur one in Nippur

	Lipit-Ishtar
	1850
	Sumerian
	Isin? (Found in Nippur)
	1 large tablet & several excerpt tablets

	Eshnunna
	ca. 1800
	Akkadian
	Eshnunna (Found at Tell Harmal)
	2 different tablets containing parts of the laws.

	Hammurabi
	ca. 1750
	Akkadian
	Babylon but found many places.
	1 major stele & numerous tablets reaching down into later periods.


For a popular discussion of the problem of taliones, see Tikva Frymer-Kensky, “Tit for Tat: the Principle of Equal Retribution in Near Eastern and Biblical Law,” BA 43:4 (1980), 230-234. Her thesis is that taliones was brought from the west to Mesopotamia; hence the common culture represented in the Bible.  See the helpful workd by Christopher J.H. Wright. An Eye for An Eye: the Place of OT Ethics Today.  Downers Grove, IL: IVP, 1983.   Another popular, but well-written pamphlet is that of Cyrus Gordon, Hammurapi’s Code: Quaint or Forward-Looking? New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1957.

The limits of CH.
3c.
The literature of the OB period. 

1d.
The Mari texts and their value. These documents are published in part in the ANEA, 260-262 & ANET, 482-483. A large number of isolated translations also appear in Jorgen Laessoe, People of Ancient Assyria. The texts themselves are published in a multivolume set, Archives royals de Mari (ARM). Initial reading may be hand in Andre Parrot, “Mari,” AOTS, 136-143; J. F. Graghhan; Mari and its Prophets: the Contributions of Mari to the Understanding of Biblical Prophecy,” BTB 5:1 (Feb. 1975), 32-55; A. Marzal, “Mari Clauses in ‘Casuistic’ and ‘Apodictic’ Styles, Part 1,” CBQ, 33:3 (July, 1971), 333-64; G. E. Mendenhall, “Mari,” BAR 2 (reader), 1964, 3-20; L. M. Muntingh, “Amorite Married and Family Life according to the Mari Texts,” JNSL 3 (1974), 50-70; Dennis Pardee, “Literature Sources for the History of Palestine and Syria: the Mari Archives,” AUSS 15 (1977), 189-203; K. A. Kitchen, “Byblos, Egypt, and Mari in the Early 2nd Millennium BC,” Or., 36 (1967), 39-54.  See also, The Context of Scripture ed by W. W. Hallo for the most recent translations.
Around 20,000 tablets from the years 1810-1760 were found in the royal palace at Mari. The palace itself is the largest from the OB period. It had over 300 courts and chambers covering about 2 ½ acres. Some of the original wall paintings are still in evidence and are invaluable for their representation of royal life and Amorite art. See especially Andre Parrot, The Arts of Assyria and for representations of the period ANEP # 21, 24, 305, 433, 436, 533. Of special importance is the royal investiture of the king.

The letters themselves represent the single, largest find from the OB period. They cover a wide variety of topics but are especially important for the study of prophetism. There is some controversy about how to relate the information from the various types of prophetic figures at Mari with OT prophets but the comparisons are interesting.  Some have argued that because the religious functionaries at Mari were ecstatics, then so were the Hebrew prophets.  See the excellent article by Leon Wood, “Ecstasy and Israel’s Early Prophets,” in JETS Vol. 9 (1966) for a rebuttal.   The proposed passages showing ecstasy are Numbers 11:24-25; 1 Samuel 10 and 19; 2 Kgs. 3:15 and Ezekiel’s sometimes strange behavior.  
They also are of unusual importance for helping us to understand internal politics and legal problems. The terminology is clearly similar to that of the Bible. Terms like ‘Father,’ ‘Son,’ ‘brother,’ ‘love, hate,’ are used in much the same idiomatic ways as in the Bible. 

Another interesting study is the influence and position of women at Mari. See B. F. Batto, Studies on Women at Mari. 

A Chart of the Relationship between the Basic gods and goddesses.
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2d.
The Enuma Elish also called the Babylonian Genesis. For translations, see ANEA, 31-39 or ANET, 60-72. Perhaps the key work on the document is that of Alexander Heidel, The Babylonian Genesis. Although himself a critic, his conclusions are often quite conservative. Another especially stimulating work is that of W. G. A. Lambert, “A New Look at the Babylonian Background of Genesis,” JTS 16 (1965), 287-300. Bruce Waltke has done some work on this as well – see his “The Creation Account in Genesis 1:1-3,” BibSac 132:525 (Jan. – March, 1975), 25-36. This is the first in a 5 part treatise on the subject. Other important discussions may be read in some of the more recent commentaries on Genesis. For more specialized reading, see T. Jacobsen, “The Battle between Marduk and Tiamat,” Essays in Memory of E. A. Speiser, AOS 53, ed. by W. W. Hallo, 104-107 and A. Heidel, “The Problem of Mummu in the Babylonian Epic of Creation Reconsidered,” JAOS 58 (1938), 545ff.
1e.
The nature of the story

2e.
The qualifications. The Babylonian Genesis is not al all the norm for Mesopotamian accounts of the creation. It was probably not earlier than 1100 B.C. in its present form. As it stands now, it represents the final collation of many (occasionally diverse) traditions. In other words, as it is now seen, it is simply the end product which was apparently canonized. 

So if God aligned revelation with one particular science, it would have been unintelligible to people who lived prior to the time of that science, and it would be obsolete to those who live after that time.

John H. Walton. The Lost World of Genesis One: Ancient Cosmology and the Origins Debate (Kindle Locations 138-139). Kindle Edition. 

3e.
Proposed similarities and considerations.

1f.
Tehom in Gen 1:2 = Tiamat in E.E. 

This similarity is sustained by noting that the waters are divided on a bi-horizontal basis in both accounts. In rebuttal, it may be said:

Etymological relationship of the two words does not necessitate interrelationship. 

Tiamat is a female deity while tehom in Hebrew is a description of the condition of part of the created world.

In E.E. both Tiamat and Apsu are needed to make earth and heaven.

Tehom makes for a poor analogy since it is often used as a synonym for yam (sea).

In most Mesopotamian accounts, ‘earth’ is created first and everything else comes from the ‘earth.’ This can be observed as early as 2600 B.C.

In some copies, primeval water is the origin of creation. The earliest reference for this is 2000 B.C.

In a smaller group of renditions, time is seen as the source of creation – as early as 1700 B.C. Thus, the creation accounts in Mesopotamia have at least three sources for creation material. It would seem that the Hebrews would not have needed such a confused cosmogony for their account.

2f.
Raqi’a (firmament) shares a root stem in Akkadian meaning ‘to stamp out, hammer out.’ This is the same idea that the heavens and earth were hammered out of Tiamat’s body. 

There is, admittedly, a clear connection in an understanding of a vault in heaven. This, however, does not necessitate any connection with the Hebrew firmament and the Mesopotamian cosmogony. 

In Genesis, we have ex nihilo creation which is obviously philosophically different from Mesopotamian accounts. 
Genesis obviously makes no mention of any divine conflict as a motivation for creation. One would have expected a war with Satan or his angels if there were any connection.

3f.
The Hebrew Sabbath (rest) equals Babylonian sappattu meaning ‘completion of the moon’s waxing,’ i.e. the 15th day of a lunar month. Thus, there is a cosmological connection with God’s rest in Genesis and the lunar aspects of E.E. Furthermore, the standard of Babylonian accounts of creation is really Atra-Ḫasis were after creation of man, the gods rest. Thus, there is a parallel to the 6th and 7th days of Genesis. 

Etymological similarities are not necessary criteria for borrowing. The fact is, the context of the ‘resting’ in the two accounts is totally different. It would seem likely then that the similarities are only cosmetic.

4f.
There is a general similarity of the order of events.

Basically, this observation is correct. It must be said, however, that the differences in detail so outweigh the similarities that this argument is vitiated.

4e.
Possible relationship.

1f.
The Babylonians borrowed from Moses.

2f.
The Hebrews borrowed from the Babylonians.

This would seem geographically and chronologically possible only if Abraham was responsible for the transfer. This, however, seems extremely unlikely since the greatest similarities would be in the OB versions. It cannot be denied that Mesopotamian literature had a wide audience. Consider for example, that a piece of Atra-Ḫasis was found at Ras Shamra; a piece of the Gilgamesh Epic was found at Megiddo; the Gilgamesh Epic was available among the Hittites in both Hittite and Hurrian translations. 
3f.
Some have suggested that possibly both versions are memories of the original event with that of the Bible being accurate.
4f.
Against any relationship between the two accounts, the following considerations must be answered. 

- Why would anyone theologically disposed to write Genesis 1 ever borrow anything from the polytheistic, orgiastic, primitive account in the E.E.?

- Too often, only the similarities (and often strained at that) are stressed while due attention to substantive differences are downplayed.

- The E.E. is not even concerned, in the main, with creation. Only 2 of its 7 tablets even mentioned creation. It is primarily (in its final form) a document designed to show the superiority of Marduk rather than explain creation.
- A comparison of the differences would argue that any real connection between the two is unlikely. 

	Genesis
	E.E.

	Creation is Ex Nihilo
	Creation is from matter

	Majestic in its monotheism
	Disgusting in its polytheism

	Simple incompleteness
	Primeval chaos

	Records darkness
	No record available of darkness

	Light is created
	Light is an attribute of Marduk

	Prime subjects is creation
	Conflict of Marduk & Tiamat

	Luminaries are ordered:

Sun – Moon – Stars 
	Reverses that order and then mythologizes them

	Animals & plants created
	Not mentioned

	Adam falls
	Gods fall

	Sovereignty of God’s rest
	Rest is because man will now toil



3d.
The Babylonian Flood Story or Gilgamesh Epic.

For the text and translation see ANEA, 40-75 and ANET, 72-99. The version called Atrahasis and some recensions may be seen on pages 104-106 of ANET. Perhaps the major work is that of Alexander Heidel, The Gilgamesh Epic. Other major sources of information are Edmond Sollberger, The Babylonian Legend of the Flood; W. G. Lambert and A. R. Millard, Atra-Ḫasis: The Babylonian Story of the Flood, (in this same volume, see M. Civil’s work on the Sumerian account of the Flood). Other works dealing in this subject are J. Hansman, “Gilgamesh, Humbaba, and the Land of the Erin Trees.” Iraq 38:1 (Spring, 1976), 23-36; Tikva Frymer-Kensky, “The Atrahasis Epic and its significance for our understanding of Gen. 1-9,” BA 40:4 (1977), 147-155; Ibid, “What the Babylonian Flood Stories Can and Cannot Teach us About the Genesis Flood,” BARev. 4:4 (Nov/Dec. 1978), 32-41; J. D. Bing, “On the Sumerian Epic of Gilgamesh,” JANESCU 7 (1975), 1-12; A. D. Kilmer, “The Mesopotamian Concept of Over-population and its Solution as Reflected in the Mythology,” Or. 39, (1970), 160-177; W. L. Moran, “Atrahasis: the Babylonian Story of the Flood,” Bib 52 (1971), 51-61; R. D. Freedman, “The Dispatch of the Reconnaissance of Birds in Gilg. 11,” JANESCU 5 (1973), 123-130; K. A. Kitchen, The Bible and its World, 26-36; Robert M. Best, Noah’s ark and the Ziusudra Epic.  Fort Myers, Fl.:  Enlil, 1999.
1e.
Getting it straight. There are actually 4 main flood stories from Mesopotamia.

1f.
A very fragmentary copy of a Sumerian version dates to the early 2nd millennium. The fact that there was a rather common memory of such things is seen in SKL where it is mentioned in such a way as to assume such knowledge. The actual text appears to have been written in 1600.

2f.
The OB version: Atra-Ḫasis, ca. 1700. This account in part has been found at Ugarit. A. H. is a comprehensive epic covering creation to the flood.

3f.
The Neo-Assyrian version called the Gilgamesh Epic which goes back to the early 2nd millennium. It should be understood, however, that only tablet 11 has any mention of the flood and up to this point, only 5th century copies have been found of the actual flood event. 

4f.
A flood story as recorded by Berossus, a Babylonian priest of the 3rd century B.C. On this see Stanley Burstein, The Babyloniaca of Berossus, Sources from the Ancient Near East 1:5

2e.
The Epic
3e.
Parallels

-Divine decision to destroy humankind by a 






flood

-One man is chosen to live

-A great flood destroys the world

-The boat grounds on a mountain

-Birds are sent out to see if the flood has abated

-Man prospers in his new beginning

4e.
Differences.

-The cause of the flood.

-The great contrast between god and the Council of Gods. ex. Gods contrive to conceal their actions from man while Noah warns mankind

-Utnapishtim is saved only by a trick of one god against his colleagues.

-The size & type of the craft.

-The duration of the flood differs. 

-The number of individuals saved differs.

-The details of the sending out birds are different. Note: it is not even mentioned in Atrahasis. 

-The incidents surrounding the departure are not in agreement.

-The replenishment of mankind is accomplished differently.

-God promised he will never do it again.

5e.
Possible solutions.

1f.
The Hebrews borrowed their concept of the flood from Mesopotamia. Philosophically, this is extremely unlikely. There is a demonstrable evidence that the Mesopotamian flood account tended to expand in size as it grew older; that is, it moved from general simplicity to complexity. Gen 6-8 appears to have been the shortest of all the ancient versions of the event. On the other hand, it is much more complex chronologically than the others. It has 5 dates, they have none. It refers to 6 different periods of 7, 40, 150 days while G.E. has only 2 or 3 of 7 days each. There are 17 chronological data in the entire Atra-Hasis and 13 in G.E.; yet, the Bible, although much shorter, has 16.

2f.
The Mesopotamians borrowed from the Bible. This does not seem possible because of chronological considerations. If Moses wrote in 1450, his version was already superseded by several versions. 
3f.
They both remembered the same event. When all things are considered, this appears to be the best answer available. Like so many biblical views, it cannot be proven, only supposed. The burden, however, is on those who would favor an alternate possibility. There is a general agreement of the order of events in both Mesopotamia and the Bible which Kitchen has illustrated by the following chart:

	SKL
	Atra-Hasis
	Sumerian F.
	Gen 1-11

	A:  (Creation & Kingship)
	(Creation & mankind)
	Creation & mankind
	Creation, incl. mankind

	List:

(8/10 names)
	Narrative:

alienation
	Narrative:

alienation
	Narrative:

alienation, genealogy

	B:  Flood           new start, kingship list
	Flood 

new start,

mankind
	Flood

new start,

mankind
	Flood,

new start,

mankind

	C:  Historic dynasties    (ca. 2000-1800).
	(Epic,

17th ct.)
	(Epic,

17th ct.)
	(Abraham’s clan ca. 2000/1700)


4d.
The Nuzi tablets. In the years 1925-31, ASOR excavated the site which was identified as Nuzi. About 4000 tablets were found there which was immediately elicited scholarly attention as regards certain patriarchal incidents in Genesis. The classical use of the Nuzi materials may be seen in the commentary of E. Speiser, Genesis, AB. From 1935 until the early 70’s, it was quite fashionable in scholarly circles to argue for the historicity of the patriarchal stories in Genesis on the basis of similar customs at Nuzi. 

This suggested relationship centered, in the main, on the various ‘adoptive’ incidents of Genesis; thus Abraham’s adoption of Eliezer, Ishmael and the Jacob/Laban story as well as his administration of the birthright to Joseph’s two sons were all explained in light of the Nuzi tablets. 
In general, practically all scholarship in the decade from 1970-1980 has rejected the use of the Nuzi tablets to help ‘prove’ the historicity of the incidents in Genesis. The most substantial challenge has been by T. L. Thompson, The historicity of the Patriarchal Narratives, BZAW 133. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1974 esp. pp. 224-278. He rejected the Nuzi documents as having any immediate value for Genesis. Other challenges have been placed by D. Freedman, “A New Approach to the Nuzi Sistership Contract,” JANESCU 1-2 (1968-70), 77-85; N. Weeks, “Mari, Nuzi, and the Patriarchs,” AbrN 16 (1975/76), 73-82; M. Greenberg, “Another Look at Rachel’s Theft of the Teraphim” JBL 81 (1962), 239-248; J. van Seters, “The Problem of Childlessness in Near Eastern law and the Patriarchs of Israel,” JBL 87 (1968), 401-408; Ibid, Abraham in History and Tradition; Ibid, “Jacobs Marriages and the Ancient Near Eastern Customs,” HTR 62 (1969), 377-395. There are presently available several excellent works available, from a conservative perspective, which have rejected the use of the Nuzi documents for explaining the date and historicity of Genesis: M. J. Selman, “The Social Environment of the Patriarchs,” TB 27 (1967), 114-136 and S. Schrader, Unpublished Th.D. Dissertation at Grace Seminary, 1981, Maynard Paul Maidman, “Nuze: Portrait of an Ancient Mesopotamian Provincial Town,” CANE, 931-48.
In general, there are certain limitations of the Nuzi materials which must be kept in mind when seeking to apply their information to the Bible. 
1.
The Place.

2.
The Time

3.
The Populace

6b.
The Background to the events from Exodus through Judges.

1c.
The Kassites. Ca. (1595) 1415-1159.
1d.
The fall of Babylon. A Hittite king named Murshili I (ca. 1620-1595) burst out of Anatolia sacking many great cities including Babylon. This led to the end of the 1st Dynasty of Babylon (Amoritic). It was replaced by the 2nd Dynasty which was known as the Sealand Dynasty which ruled more or less from 1595 to 1415. The events are quite confusing and the information scanty.

2d.
It is left to the 3rd Dynasty (Kassite) to enjoy the longest tenure of any other Babylonian Dynasty, ca 1415-1159. Prior to their ascendancy to the throne of Babylon, they were controlling the middle section of Mesopotamia. Their origins are obscure although they seem to have migrated down from the Zagros Mts. Some have suggested that they received their impetus for movement from an infusion of Indo-Aryan aristocracy. Their language was non-Semitic. 

We know very little from this time period concerning events in Babylon. There are frequent mentions of the Kassites in the Amarna archives but they themselves seem to have left little or no written materials. Babylon seems to have enjoyed general peace during their tenure. They correspond roughly to the time period covering most of Exodus through the Judges.

It is not possible to write a history of Kassite Babylonia although  J. Brinkman has produced a volume entitled Materials for a Kassite History. Other reading may be done in CAH II:1, 224-227 and II:2, 21-43; 443-446. See also M. Beek, Atlas of Mesopotamia, 84-86; Dietz Edzard, “the Old Babylonian Period,” in The Near East: The Early Civilizations. Eds. Jean Bottero, et al, 221-226 (This is the best one-volume work on early Mesopotamian history.) See also G. Roux, Ancient Iraq, 217-226, Walter Sommerfeld, “The Kassites of Ancient Mesopotamia: Origins, Politics, and Culture,” CANE, 917-930
2c.
The Hurrians. Besides the volumes mentioned above on the Kassites, you may also utilize here, H. Hoffner, “The Hittites and the Hurrians,” POTT, 197-228. The classic work has been that of I. J. Gelb, Hurrians and Subarians. SAOC 22, 1944.; Gernot Wilhelm, “The Kingdom of Mitanni in Second-Millennium Upper Mesopotamia,” CANE, 1231-242. 
1st appearance in written records is ca. 2200 but they probably migrated in from 2400-2200. By OB times, they are widely scattered. 1st mentioned as a people at Mari. By 1635 they are attacking S. Anatolia. By 1480, they are ruling in Kizzuwatna (Assyrians called it Quwe, classical Cilicia). 

From about 1600-1400, they were the major ethnic force in the great kingdom of Mitanni. Their capital, Waššukanni, is one of the few major royal cities not yet located. Mitanni was the real power on the world scene until it was sacked by the Hittite Shuppiluliuma in 1370. They are frequent correspondents with pharaoh in the Amarna letters. 

The language of the Mitannian empire was Hurrian although its rulers had non-hurrian names. It may be that its leadership was Indo-Aryan. It seems that it was through either the introduction of horses or the first large scale use of them that the Hurrians became a potent national entity.

These are likely to be identified with the biblical Horites who are mentioned only in Gen and Dt. It should be noted that the Hurrians seem to have been more widely dispersed than any other ancient peoples.

In 1450, the Mitannian king Šaušatar was defeated by Thutmose III losing much of his Syrian territory. Thutmose IV (Tutankamun) made a treaty with him and N. Syria was returned to Mitanni. Both Šuttarna and his successor Tushratta gave their daughters in marriage to pharaohs.

The world setting then has three great powers: Egypt, Mitanni, and the Hittites. After 1370, this was reduced to two.
3c.
The Hittites. First reading should be done in Hoffner 197-228 mentioned above (see his most recent work on the Hittites in Peoples of the OT World, ed. Al Hoerth, etal.  Grand Rapids: Baker, 1994:127-155). On their religion, you may see H. Otten, “The Religion of the Hittites,” Historia Religionum, Vol. 1, pp. 318-322; Hans Güterbock, “Hittite Mythology,” Mythologies of the Ancient World ed. Samuel Kramer, pp. 139-180; O.R. Gurney, Aspects of Hittite Religion, Schweich Lectures 1976. The standard works are those of O.R. Gurney, The Hittites; K. Bittel, Hattusha: the Capital of the Hittites; J.G. Macqueen, The Hittites and their Contemporaries in Asia Minor. Perhaps the most difficult problem in studying Hittite material is determining their relationship to the many references to ‘Hittites’ in the OT. See J.C.L. Gibson, “Observations on some Important Ethnic Terms in the Pentateuch,” JNES 20(1961), 224-27; M.R. Lehman, “Abraham’s Purchase of the Cave of Macphelah and Hittite Law,” BASOR 129 (Feb. 1963), 15-18; G.M. Tucker, “The Legal Background of Genesis 23,” JBL 85 (1966), 77-84; Aharon Kempinski, “Hittites in the Bible: what does Archaeology Say?” BARev 5:4 (Oct. 1979), 20-45; Bob Chrisholm, “Hittites in the OT,” Unpublished Postgraduate Seminar Paper. Fall, 1977; O.R. Gurney, “Boǧazkoy,” AOTS, 105-118. J.G. Macqueen, “The History of Anatolia and of the Hittite Empire: An Overview,” CANE, 1085-1106.
When studying this people, from a biblical perspective, there are at least 4 main possibilities for their identification and consideration.

The first consideration concerns the original inhabitants of central Asia Minor usually called Hattians. The name of the area is called Hatti. They were there from time immemorial but the limit of their occupation was about 2000 BC.
The second ethnic consideration is to note that ca. 2000, there was a migration of Indo-Europeans into central Asia Minor. They are commonly called the Imperial Hittites or Neshites after the name of the capital. From about 1700-1190, they were a major political force in the ANE

The third group is called the Neo-Hittites. After 1190, the Imperial Hittite kingdom collapsed due to the disruption of the Sea Peoples. The remnants of the empire fled to the Taurus Mountains and N. Syria area where they formed a confederation of city-states. On this group, see J.D. Hawkins, “Assyrians and Hittites,” Iraq 36 (1974), 67-83.

The final possibility is that which might be called geographical. The Assyrians on occasion referred to as the entire west as Ḫatti land.  
These observations lead to some considerations whenever the Bible uses the term Hittite. Which (if any) of these is the answer when mentioned in the Bible?  
Imperial Hittite was written in both cuneiform and hieroglyph although the vast majority of texts are in the former. Most of the Neo-Semitic, Indo-European language. A Czech scholar names Hrozny excavated Hattushas (Boǧazkoy) and found the Hittite capital and began to decipher the language. From the perspective of backgrounds to the OT, the favorite usage of the Hittite materials is in comparison with the Hittite laws. The basic English translation of the laws may be seen in E. Neufeld, The Hittite Laws, London: Luzac, 1951. Some, of course, are translated in ANET, 188-197. See also Martha Roth, ed. Law Collections from Mesopotamia and Asia Minor, Atlanta: Scholars, 1997:213-45.  It was apparently V. Korosec in his Hethitische Staatsverträge, ein Beitrag zu ihrer juristischen Wertung in 1931 who first noted a ‘form’ to the various laws throughout the ANE. He suggested that there were 6 major compositional characteristics in the various treaties which, with some variation, are in the various international treaties.
1.
Preamble

2.
Antecedent History

3.
Statements of Substance concerning the future relationship

4.
Specific stipulations

5.
Invocation of the gods as witnesses

6.
Curses and blessings

This same format has been seen to characterize the OT as well. One of the more helpful works is that of Klaus Baltzer, The Covenant Formulary, Philadelphia: Fortress, 1971. An example of how this may be seen in the OT is Josh 24. 

THE PREAMBLE

“Thus says the Lord, the God of Israel.”



24:2

THE HISTORICAL PRELUDE


References to past actions of God.



24:2-13

THE BASIC DECLARATION


“…and now…”






24:14

THE MORE DETAILED CONDITIONS


Perhaps ‘statutes and ordinances.’



24:25

THE FORMAL ENDORESMENT BY THE VASSAL


“as for me and my house, we will…”



24:17-18a

AN APPEAL TO THE GODS AS WITNESSES AND GUARANTOR OF THE BOND


People themselves






24:22


‘heaven and earth,’ Dt. 4:26; 30:19

THE TREATY IS UNDER THE SANCTION OF THE CURSE


The consequences of failure




24:20


See also Dt. 27:15-26

THE RECORDING OF THE TREATY



“Joshua wrote these words in the book.”



24:25-26


None stated but see Dt. 27:15-26

The fact that OT laws and treaties bear such close resemblance to LB treaties has obvious implications for dating. M. Kline applied the method to Dt suggesting that the whole book was structured on this basis. See his Treaty of the Great King and The Structure of Biblical Authority. A helpful introduction to the whole study is that of D.J. McCarthy. Old Testament Covenant: a Survey of Current Opinions, Richmond: John Knox, 1972. It is, however, extremely doubtful if there was any direct Hittite influence on the OT; rather, the OT showed itself aware of and in harmony with, accepting legal techniques in the ANE. Moses’ training in a royal court likely explains the legal sophistication of his writings. It seems probable that the scribes were also trained by him, hence the same formula in Joshua 24.
Some have recently begun to challenge this use of the Hittite materials. In particular, see the formidable work of Moshe Weinfeld, Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic School. Who points out that the formula is basically timeless and can’t be used for dating. Much of Kline’s work has come to be regarded as questionable. 
4c.
The Ḫapiru
The Problem: Hebrews or not?

Gen. 14:13 refers to Abram as yr!b+u!h*. Why? There are a number of suggestions:

1.
It is a reference to a forefather named Eber (10:24). He was the Son of Salah, son of Arpachshad, son of Shem and father of Peleg, grandfather of Reu, great grandfather of Serug who begot Nahor, Abraham’s grandfather. The name in 10:24, however, is anarthrous.

2.
It could be related to an Akkadian root meaning “Donkey driver,” this view was promoted by Albright, The Biblical Period from Abraham to Ezra, p. 5, but has not received any following.

3.
It is drawn from the meaning of the verb which is “to cross over, by.” If this view is correct, then it is a pun on the fact that Abraham had crossed over from Mesopotamia. 

4.
A popular suggestion, especially among older, conservative works is that Hebrew is drawn from the Akkadian word ḫapiru or habiru.  This is especially attractive since letters from Palestine during the Amarna period are replete with urgent appeals for Egyptian help against the marauding ḫapiru. Against this view, however, the following facts must be considered. 
a.
ḫapiru is used in Akkadian as early as Warad-Sin & Rim-Sin (1800). It appeared at Nuzi (1500) where a ḫapiru from Assyria named Mar-Idiglat & a female named Sin-balti are mentioned. It is very frequent in the Amarna period. The most famous mention is that of Abdu- ḫeba, king of Jerusalem (Jebus), who complains to Amunhotep III and IV that they are plundering the king’s land.
b.
Its counterpart in Sumerian is the word ŠA.GAZ which goes back into the 3rd millennium in its usage. 

c.
In both Sumerian and Akkadian the word is used to describe lawless elements or desperados within the society; that is, it is a socio-economical term.

d.
It is used all over the ancient world before and after the period of the Exodus/conquest. This is especially true in Palestine.

In conclusion, it may be that some ḫapiru were Hebrews but not all ḫapiru were Hebrews. Myself, I think that we have a phonetic accident. The two words are etymologically related but I doubt that there was any original connection in the Amarna correspondence with the ḫapiru and the Hebrews. It is highly improbable that such a widely used term as Hap/biru would be used for a people.   Over 2 million Israelites would have probably been identified as a nation rather than a lawless element, unless the numbers are called into question.  Even then it is doubtful if such an identification would have been made.
Furthermore, the mention of Hebrew in Genesis 14:13 would not have been appropriate for a socio-economical designation like Hapiru since  Abram’s migration was peaceful and he was quite wealthy.

The literature is extensive but first reading should probably be H. Cazelles, “The Hebrews,” POTT, 1-28; M. Greenberg, “Hebrews,” HUCA 15 (1940), 47-58; Ibid, “The origin and Signification of the Biblical Term ‘Hebrew’,” HUCA 28 (1957), 1-14; M. P. Gray, “The Hâpirū-Hebrew Problem in the Light of the Source Material Available at Present,” HUCA 29 (1958), 135-302; M. Kline, “The Ḫa-bi-ru: Kin or Foe of Israel?” WTJ 20:1 (Nov., 1957), 46-70; M.B. Rowton, “Dimorphic Structure and the Problem of the ‘Apiru-‘ibrim,” JNES 35:3 (1976), 13-20; K. Kenyon, Archaeology in the Holy Land, p. 183 (she favors a possible connection in some instances.)

5c.
The Arameans. No other people are of greater importance for OT study than the Arameans. First, they are of prime importance for the historical veracity of Genesis. Second, they restrain Assyrian expansion westward for ca. 300 years. Third, they represent one of the more important ethnic factors in the period of the Divided Monarchy. Fourth, the books of Genesis 31:47, Ezra 4:8-6:18; 7:12-26, Dan. 2:4b-7:28, and Jer. 10:11 are written, in part, in Aramaic. 

The problem: Generally stated, most liberals and archaeologists would say that the first identifiable reference to ethnic Arameans is in the time of Tiglath-Pilesar I (1116-1076). Since Genesis clearly mentions the term in about 2000 BC, there is a problem. 


Towards a solution.



Part of the difficulty is that, excepting the information in Genesis, the origin of these peoples is obscure. Most scholars state that they originated in the great deserts of Syria, Iraq and Saudi Arabia. (Another conservative view has it that they have always been in their homeland of Aram-naharaim). 



The Bible itself clearly reflects a rather consistent memory of at least the name Aram. For example, Nahor, Abraham’s brother, has a grandson named Aram. Isaac and Jacob marry daughters of apparent Arameans, Bethuel and Laban. When Laban and Jacob reconcile, Laban names his stone in Aramaic and Jacob in Hebrew. Deuteronomy 26:5 names Jacob, “A Wandering Aramean.”



The catch is determining if the name Aram can be identified with ethnic Arameans. As early as 2300, Naram-Sin mentions an Aram located in the upper Euphrates area. Aram, at least as a place name, is mentioned in the Drehem archives (2000), Mari documents (1800), Alalakh tablets (1700), and Ugarit (1400). Furthermore, there are some ancient place-names for upper Mesopotamia such as Paddan-Aram that are considerably older than the time of Tiglath-Pilesar I. Simply put, are these place-names indicators of ethnic Arameans? Their origin is closely connected with semi-nomadic groups called Ahlamu and Sutu and there is strong linguistic evidence that they are closely related to the Amorites.  See Ran Zadok, “Elements of Aramean Pre-History,” Ah, Assyria…Studies in Assyrian and Ancient Near Eastern Historiography Presented to Hayim Tadmor. Scripta Hiersoloymitana 33. ed. Mordechai Cogan and Israel Eph’al. Jerusalem: Magnes,104-117.

Ur of the Chaldees. “Chaldees” is the Greek (for the Hebrew <ydvk. As you note, the Greek is not a transliteration of the Hebrew; it is, rather, an interpretation . The point  is that Chaldees is a late term used to identify Aramean-like peoples who first appear in the south (Sea-Land) at around 1,000 B.C. Even then, it was not until the middle of the millennium that the area came to be called Chaldea.  The Assyrians referred to this Sea-Land area as Kaldu-land (Babylonian Kashdu) As you have noticed, however, all of these historical references are late, Iron Age designations. Why would Genesis locate its Ur in Kasdu rather than Shinar (the historical name for southern Mesopotamia)?   In short, Abraham would not have known the southern location on the basis of the use of kasdu. 
One suggested answer is that Kasdu is an anachronism. This is not without precedent in Genesis (see ch 14) although this would be unusual to have omitted the ancient name.   
A better suggestion may be that Kasdu is a Hebraism for proto-Arameans. Since by the time of the later books in the OT, the Chaldeans in the South became more famous than the older Aramean groups in the North, Chaldean came to stand for any Aramaic-speaking group. On the other hand, there are cogent arguments that the Kasdu of Gen. 11:31 was meant to identify an Ur of the Arameans, that is, Ur in the North. A number of arguments may be presented for examination, the force of which should demonstrate a northern location for the home of the patriarchs. 

1.
The argument from personal names.

a.
Gen. 11:20 (Serug) is the same name as a city which is located at the confluence of the Barak and Euphrates river.

b.
Gen 11:23ff (Nahor) is the same name as a city in upper Mesopotamia on or near the Khabur river. It is mentioned in the Ebla accounts and frequently in the Mari documents. 

c.
Gen 11:24ff (Terah) is the same name as a city in the north. See Luckenbill ARA I for the location.

d.
Abraham’s brother Haran is probably not the same as the famous city of Haran. The difference is that of the j/h. 
e.
It is of some importance (if the N. Ur thesis can be maintained) that Abraham’s brother Nahor named a son dvk in Gen 22:22. 

2.
The arguments from geography.
a.
The fact is that Haran was completely out of Abraham’s way from Ur of Sumer. It was a great East-West traffic center through which Abraham would have passed if his home was in the north.  If Abraham was coming from Ur in the south, then Haran would have been 4-500 miles out of his way.  Furthermore, he would have been forced to make 4 river crossings including twice crossing the mighty Euphrates River.

[image: image2] 

b.
“Kasdu” is also used of northern Arameans
Xenophon puts it in the North (Cycropaedia 3:1, 34 and Anabis 5:5, 17).
IS 23:13 may be placing it in a context between Sidon & Chittin in 12-13. Since both of these are in the north, it is to be expected that Kasdu was as well.
Gen 24:4-7, 10 seems to place the homeland of the Patriarchs as being in the north.  Gen 28:2 locates their homeland as Paddan-Aram which is clearly in the north.   Note that 11:28 refers to Ur as the land of his “birth” and makes it extremely awkward to juxtapose Ur of Chaldees with Haran.
Joshua 24:2-3 states that their homeland was Aram-naharaim.

An Ur in the north has been mentioned in the Ebla tablets.

Conclusion: While the evidence is circumstantial, the fact that actual Aramaic was used in the Genesis account necessitates having Aramean peoples in the north as early as 2000 B.C. Since the designation “Chaldees” is much later, and since the Bible offers substantial evidence for a location in the north, it seems preferable for the credibility of Genesis to promote a northern Ur. In effect, the homeland of the patriarchs is Aram-naharaim and that is indisputably in the north.   
There is some good information available on these peoples. The following represents the best of that corpus:

A. Malmat, “The Arameans,” POTT, pp. 134-155.

R. A. Bowman, “Arameans, Aramaic, and the Bible,” JNES 7 (1948), 65-90. 

A. DuPont-Sommer, Les-Naharaim, 1949.

B. Mazaar, “The Aramean Empire and its Relation with Israel,” BA 25 (1962), 98-120.

R. T. O’Callaghan, Aram-Naharaim, 1948.

M. Unger, Israel and the Arameans of Damascus, 1957.

Schneider, N. “Aram und Aramaer in der Ur III-Zeit,” Biblica 30 (1949), 109-111.

Wayne Pitard, “Arameans” in People of the OT World, ed. Al Hoerth, et al, 207-30.

Arameans, Chaldeans, and Arabs in Babylonia and Palestine in the First Millennium B.C. Berlejung, Angelika and Michael P. Streck, editors.  Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag, 2013 pp. vii + 336.
Reference, of course, may also be made to the general histories. For a good defense of a northern Ur see, H. Stigers, Genesis and C. Gordon, “Where is Abraham’s Ur?” BARev 3:2 (1977) and his works on “Abraham and the Merchants of Ura,” JNES 17 (1958):28-31 and “Abraham of Ur,” Hebrew and Semitic Studies Presented to G.R. Driver, ed. D. Winton Thomas. Oxford: Clarendon, 1963:77-84.  See also the map in Moody Bible Atlas, ed. Barry Beitzel locating Abraham’s Ur in the North.  
6c.
The Sea Peoples Movement. No other event, except the Exodus, had such repercussions for the Israelite monarchy as the Sea Peoples movement. To this day (as the discussion will show) there is genuine confusion over how to explain the greatest transfer of peoples in the history of the world.
1d.
The event. It is a challenge to explain precisely the reasons for the event. It would not be an exaggeration to say that much of the entire eastern Mediterranean basin was in transit. You must avoid the idea that this was a mass movement destroying everything in its path. In point of fact, the migrations covered a period of time from approximately 1250-1150. The collapse of the old power centers of Mycenae, Minoa, and the Anatolian vassal states was a gradual matter lasting several generations.

Many of the mysteries for solving the identities of the various participants are locked in the history of Anatolia.   Great pressure on the already weakened Hittite empire from the Assyrians in the south and the Kashka in the north appear to have wrought a devastating blow to that state. With the weakening of the central authority, the vassal states appear to have collapsed under pressure from internal and external forces.

Shardana. This tribal element may have had its original home in extreme north Syria. Apparently dislodged they probably went by sea to Cyprus. Certain elements appear in the Ramses III inscriptions but most appear to have gone  west? to found a new colony on Sardinia. See John E. Dayton. “Sardinia, the Sherden and Bronze Age Trade Routes,” Annali 44 (l984):353-71
Shekelesh. Their original homeland is unknown although they appear to have been connected with the Sikels of Sicily. While represented in the Ramses’ inscriptions, they are best connected with the earlier Libyan invasion during the time of Merneptah.

Teresh (Tursha). Apparently from western Anatolia, they are mentioned in Ramses’ inscription but are not a major force. They may be behind the Etruscans in upper Italy. See G.A. Wainwright, “The Teresh, the Etruscans and Asia Minor,” Anatolian Studies 9 (l959).  
Lukka. Probably from western Anatolia, they were used as mercenaries and had a reputation as fierce pirates. They are to be identified with Lycia in southwestern Anatolia. They do not appear after Merneptah’s reign.

Ekwesh. Also not appearing after Merneptah, the question arises whether they are to be connected with the Ahhiyawa of the Hittite texts or with the Achaeans in Greece proper. If the latter, they might be connected directly with Mycenaean elements.

By the time of Ramses III, there is a new group of tribes represented in his inscriptions that is not mentioned earlier. 

Danuna (Denyen). Their homeland is unknown but perhaps from north Syria. Some have sought to connect them with the Danites of biblical fame although this is very unlikely.

Tjeker (Djeker). Perhaps from the Troad by the way of Cyprus, they settled in Palestine at Dor after defeat at the gates of Egypt.

Weshesh. Totally unknown

Peleset. They appear to have given their name to Palestine. The Bible (Deut. 2:23 and Amos 9:7) gives their homeland as Caphtor (Crete). This need only mean that Caphtor was a stopping off place before the continued move southward. Their homeland is speculated to have been either western Anatolia or Greece.

2d.
The causes. Something set off the movement of these people although we shall probably never positively know the identity of the cause(s). A number of theories have been advanced however. 

1e.
The catastrophic view. Those who hold this theory have attempted to relate it in some way to the mysterious disappearance of Atlantis. In short, whatever destroyed Atlantis was responsible for the destruction of the fragile balance of power that characterized the ancient world. This is attractive only because it is impossible to prove or disprove.

2e.
The migratory view. The idea is that a new movement of peoples upset the balance of power. The idea is given by Georges Roux in Ancient Iraq, p. 240, “It was probably the arrival in the Balkans of the prolific and pugnacious tribes, the Illyrians, which thrust out the Thraco-Phrygians into Anatolia, where they overthrew the Hittite kingdom…and drove the Dorians, Aeolians and Ionians into the Hellenic peninsula, the Aegean islands and the western districts of Asia Minor, where they destroyed the Mycenaean (or Achaean) empire (Trojan war).” This is a more attractive view although it does not lend itself readily to archaeological proof. Furthermore, it might rightly be asked why the movement of a group or groups should have set the whole ancient world in motion since there is no later precedent for such a thing.

3e.
The climatic argument. Basically this view argues that there was a tremendous drought in the entire ANE. Evidence for this is cited in the case of Merneptah who sent a huge grain shipment to the Hittites. Ugarit shipped some 2000 measures of grain to Cilicia. Since the Mycenean economy was overly centralized and very highly specialized, it was blamed for the failure to feed its people which led to increasing anarchy and internal violence. This view has taken on more support and can be analyzed in the following works. 
William H. Stiebung, “The End of the Mycenaean Age,” BA 43:1 (Winter, 1980), 7-21. Excellent reading. 

P. Alin, “Mycenaean Decline – Some Problems and Thoughts,” Greece and the Eastern Mediterranean in Ancient History and Prehistory, ed. by K. H. Kinzl, 1977.

R. A. Bryson, H. H. Lamb, and D. L. Donley, “Drought and the Decline of Mycenae,” Antiquity 48 (1974), 46-50.

A. D. Crown, “Climatic Change, Ecology, and Migrations,” AJBA 1:4 (1971). 3-22.

M. Astour, “New Evidence on the Last Days of Ugarit,” AJA 69:1 (1965), 251-58.

H. Tadmor, “The Decline of Empires in Western Asia, ca 1200 b.c.e.” Symposia Celebrating the 75th Anniversary of ASOR, ed. F. M. Cross, 1-14.

H.E. Wright, “Climatic Change in Mycenaean Greece,” Antiquity 42 (1968):123-27.
While conclusive answers to the finer details will never be known, it appears that whatever the original disruption, the movement fed upon itself. It gradually dislodged greater numbers of peoples. As the order of central authority diminished, anarchy became the order of the day. There was a dramatic increase of pirating and general lawlessness.  On the movement see:
Trude and Moshe Dothan. People of the Sea: the Search for the Philistines. New York: Macmillan, 1992 (perhaps best published on this subject) and also Trude Dothan, “The ‘Sea Peoples” and the Philistines of Western Asia,” CANE, 1267-80.
Robert Drews, The End of the Bronze Age: Changes in Warfare and the Catastrophe ca. 1200 B.C.  Princeton: U. Press, 1993.  
M.S. Drower, “The Identification of the Sea People,” Bronze Age Migrations in the Aegean, eds. R.A. Crossland and A. Birchall.  Park Ridge, NJ: Noyes, 1974.
Eliezer D. Oren, ed. The Sea Peoples and their World: a Reassessment.  Philadelphia: U. of Pennsylvania Museum, 2000 (major work)
Avner Raban and Robert Stieglitz, “The Sea Peoples and their Contributions to Civilization,” BARev 15:3 (Oct. 1992):329

N.K. Sandars. The Sea Peoples: Warriors of the Ancient Mediterranean. London: Thames & Hudson, 1978 (a little dated but very helpful)
O.J. Schaden, “Some observations of the Sea People,” Studies in Honor of Tom B. Jones. AOAT 203.  ed. Marvin Powell and Ronald Sac. Neukirchener: Nuekirchen-vVluyn, 1979:144-56.
3d.
The results of the Sea Peoples Movement

1e.
In relation to world superpowers.

2e.
In relation to Israel’s future status.

7c.
The problem of Philistines in the Bible.

1d.
Patriarchal Philistines. The mention of Philistines in Gen 21:32, 34 and 26:1, 8, 14-18 as well as in Deut 2:23 poses a problem if Bible chronology is accepted. For example, the events in Genesis must have occurred after 2100 B.C. but before 2000 B.C. Even the reference to the Philistines in Deut. is difficult because if an early date for an exodus (1446-7) is accepted, the reference must be during the 40 years of wilderness wanderings. This is still several hundred years too early for any mention of the Philistines in the east. Some rather weak attempts have been made to explain this. 
1e.
‘PLST’ could have been the name of the land from time immemorial…most unlikely. Palestine as an area is mentioned in 3rd millennium texts but never as Palestine. Further, it would be an incredible coincidence if the ‘PLST’ of the Sea Peoples movement happened to be the same as that of the land to which they were coming.

2e.
It is an anachronism or gloss. This is always a possible explanation but it runs counter to Genesis’ accurate transmission of such names.  There is certainly no versional support but it may be the answer. 
3e.
They represent an early Aegean migration well before 1200. This also has some serious problems. First, the tribes called ‘PLST’ are not even known yet in the Aegean. Second, the ‘Philistines’ in Genesis are not in the right place; that is they are in the Negev rather than the coastal plain. Third, they have Semitic names and are peaceful rather than warlike. All in all, this view is not likely.  There is no archaeological evidence of Aegeans in the Levant earlier than 1400 B.C.
4e.
It may be that we shall simply admit that at this stage we don’t have any information capable of leading us to a conclusion. Perhaps a later scribe used the term Philistine as a designation for Aegeans but still there is no evidence for their presence at this time.  
2d.
Post-Exodus Philistines.

1e.
Their ethnic identity. They are closely related to the Tjekker and Danuna. Apparently the OT uses the term generically for all Sea Peoples. 

2e.
The entry…not suddenly but gradually. 

Aegean concerns are represented in the Levant at least as early as 1370.

3e.
Their settlement. The PLST settled in the pentapolis. Other Sea Peoples settled north and south of the pentapolis. Beth-Shean is a major such settlement. By the 10th century they are as far east as Amman.

4e.
Cultural distinctives.  See Jack Bryan Stone, “The Philistines and Acculturation: Culture Change and Ethnic Continuity in the Iron Age,” BASOR 298 (1995):7-32.
A very distinctive pottery.
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Anthropoid clay coffins.
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Religion…heavily semitized very early as deities like Dagan, Ashtoreth, Baal-Zebub are worshipped. 
According to I Sam. 13:19ff., the Philistines enjoyed a monopoly on Iron in the area. They appear to have had iron before the Egyptians although they were not the originators of iron usage. It appeared to have been first popularized in Anatolia from which it was diffused to the Aegean world. See James D. Muhly. “How Iron Technology Changed the Ancient World-and Gave the Philistines a Military Edge,” BAR 8:6 (1982):40-55.
There is a great deal of information on the Philistines. The following represents some of the major works.

K. A. Kitchen, “The Philistines and other Sea Peoples,” POTT, 52-78 (He is an evangelical but takes a late date for Exodus).
Ruth Hestrin, The Philistines and other Sea Peoples, 1970.

T. C. Mitchell, “Philistia,” AOTS, 405-428.

T. D. Proffitt, “Philistines: Aegeanized Semites,” NEASB, 12 (1978), 5-30.

G. E. Wright, “Philistine Coffins and Mercenaries,” BAR 2, 59-68.

Ed Hindson, The Philistines and the OT, 1971. Written by an evangelical but on a popular level.

Allessandra Nibbi, The Sea People and Ancient Egypt, 1976.

N. K. Sanders, The Sea Peoples, 1978. While not evangelical, it is definitely a major source on the subject.

Paul Garelli, Le proche-orient asiatique: des origins aux invasions de peuples de la mer. 

A. H. Jones, “The Philistines and the Hearth: their Journey to the Levant,” JNES 31:4 (Oct. 1972), 343-50.

A. Mazar, “A Philistine Temple at Tell Qasile,” BA 36:2 (May, 1973), 42-47.

B. Mazar, “The Philistines and the Rise of Israel and Tyre,” PIASH, 1:7 (1964), 1-22.

Ran. Zadok, “Phoenicians, Philistines, and Moabites in Mesopotamia,” BASOR 230 (April, 1978), 57-66.

Barbara Cifola, “The Terminology of Ramses III’s Historical Records with a Formal Analysis of the War Scenes,” Or 60 (1991)9-57

Trude Dothan, “The Philistines Reconsidered.” Biblical Archaeology Today: Proceedings of the International Congress on Biblical Archaeology Jerusalem 1984, pp. 165-76

Robert Drews, “Canaanites and Philistines,” JSOT 81 (Dec. 1998):39-61

R.K. Harrison. “Philistine Origins: a Reappraisal.” Ascribe to the Lord, JSOTSup ed. Lyle Eslinger & Glen Taylor. JSOTSup 67:1988:11-19
David Howard. “The Philistines,” People of the OT World, ed. Al Hoerth, et al. 231-50.

Vassos Karageorghis. “Exploring Philistine Origins on the Island of Cyprus.” BAR 10:2 (1984):16-28.
Othniel Margalith. “where Did the Philistines Come From?” ZAW 107 (1995):101-09.

Bryant G. Wood. “The Philistines Enter Canaan—Were They Egyptian Lackeys or Invading Conquerors?” BARev 17:6 (1991):44-52, 89.  

8c.
Ugarit.

1d.
The site. See in particular, J. Gray, “Ugarit,” AOTS, 145-167; ANEP # 815-818; A. F. Rainey, “The Kingdom of Ugarit,” BAR 3, 76-99 and Wilfred H. van Soldt, “Ugarit: A Second-Millennium Kingdom on the Mediterranean Coast,” CANE, 1255-1266.
In 1928 a peasant found a tomb which aroused the interest of the French. Well over 30 seasons later, the LB strata had not been exhausted. The major excavator was C. F. Schaeffer.

The site lies in perfect relation to Egypt, Mesopotamia, Anatolia, Palestine, and Cyprus. Its occupation is said to o back to 4000 B.C. It had an extremely cosmopolitan society.

2d.
The language and the literature. ANET, or its supplements, has most of the myths and epics translated. Other important collections of the texts in translation may be seen in G. R. Driver, Canaanite Myths and Legends (New Edition); M. D. Coogan, Stories from Ancient Canaan; C. H. Gordon, Ugarit and Minoan Crete; T. H. Gaster, Thespis. The most recent work is that of N. Wyatt. Religious Texts from Ugarit. Sheffield: Academic, 1998.
Ugaritic studies are fully developed with its own grammars (See Segert and Gordon), dictionaries (see Gordon and Aistleitner), frequently in other biblical journals), and annuals (Ugarit-Forschungen, Ugaritica, and Mission de Ras Shamra). A marvelous 4 volume bibliography complied by O. Dietrich completes an impressive list of tools.

One of the things which is so important concerning Ugaritic is that it is the earliest proven alphabetic language. It was Semitic although it was influenced by Hurrian since it has 3 alephs just as Hurrian. Its alphabet consisted of 30 consonants written in cuneiform script and appears to have been to prototype for all subsequent alphabets. A modest bibliography concerning the alphabet is listed below: 

C. H. Gordon, “The Accidental Invention of the Phonemic Alphabet,” JNES 29:3 (1970), 193-97.

P. K. McCarter, “The Early Diffusion of the Alphabet, “BA 37:3 (1974) 54-68.

A. R. Millard, “The Practice of Writing in Ancient Israel, “BA 35:4 (1972), 98-110.

Joseph Naveh, “The Greek Alphabet: New Evidence,” BA 43:1 (1980), 22-25.

S. Warner, “The Alphabet: an Innovation and its Diffusion,” VT 30:1 (Jan., 1980), 81-90.

D. Diringer, “The Alphabet in the History of Civilization,” The Role of the Phoenicians in the Interaction of the Mediterranean Civilizations, ed. W. A. Ward, 33-42. See especially his massive 2 volume set, The Alphabet.

Aaron Demsky and Moshe Kochavi, “An Alphabet from the Days of the Judges, BARev 4:3 (1978), 23-31.

F. M. Cross, “Early Alphabetic Scripts,” Symposia Celebrating the Founding of ASOR, ed. F. M. Cross, 1979, 97-124.

Ibid. “the Origin and Early Evolution of the Alphabet,” EI 8 (1967), 8-24.

While Ugarit is not the only place in the west where tablets have been found, it is the only place with any significant amount of tablets except Ebla. Perhaps the happiest result of this find would be its significance for Hebrew language studies – especially Hebrew poetry. It has been of tremendous value for the study of OT syntax, grammar, hapax legomena. Ugarit is essentially epic poetry but the parallelism is very similar to the poetry found in the OT. Indeed, the Ugaritic texts forced a revision of the liberal analysis and dating of the psalter.
The cosmopolitan character of the site may be seen in the fact that 8 different languages have been found at the site: Egyptian hieroglyph, Hittite hieroglyph and Imperial Hittite, Cypriote, Sumerian, Akkadian, and Hurrian. No less than 5 different scripts were employed.

3d.
Canaanite religion. Nearly everything we know about the worship of Baal and Canaanite religious practices comes from either the OT or the Ugaritic literature. Some of the better works on the religion of Ugarit are:

Robert du Mesnil du Buisson, Nouvelles etudes sur les dieux et les mythes de Canaan.

U. Cassuto, The Godess Anath, 1971 (1951). A major work.

H. L. Ginsberg, “Ugaritic Studies and the Bible,” BAR 2, 34-50.

C. H. Gordon, The Common Background of Greek and Hebrew Civilizations.



, Ugarit and Minoan Crete.



, Canaanite Mythology,” in Mythologies of the Ancient World, ed. by S. N. Kramer, 181-218.
Ulf. Oldenburg, The Conflict between El and Ba’al in Canaanite Religion.

M. Pope, El in the Ugaritic Texts.

H. Ringgren, “The Religions of Ancient Syria,” in Historia Religionum Supplements to Numen, ed. by H. C. Bleeker and G. Widengren, 199-222, Vol. 1.

D. L. Petersen and M. Woodward, “Northwest Semitic Religion: A study of Relational Structures,” UF 9 (1977), 233-48.

E. Ullendorff, “Ugaritic Studies within their Semitic and Eastern Mediterranean Setting,” BJRL 46 (1963-64), 236ff.

C. H. Gordon, “Poetic Legends and Myths from Ugarit,” Berytus 25 (1977), 5-134.

A. F. Rainey, “More Gleanings from Ugarit,” IOS 5 (1975), 18-31; IOS 3 (1973), 34-62
L. R. Fisher, “Creation at Ugarit and in the OT,” VT 15 (1965), 313-324.

Svi Rin, “Ugaritic-OT Affinities,” BZ 7 (1963), 22-33.

M. Astour, “Ugarit and the Aegean,” AOAT 22, ed. by Harry Hoffner, 17-28.

M. J. Dahood, “Ebla, Ugarit, and the OT,” VTS (1977). The same article may be seen in the Bible and Spade 8:1 (Winter, 1979), 1-16.

Jonathan N. Tubb. Canaanites. Peoples of the Past. Norman: U. of Oklahoma, 1998.
Since the tablets are epic poetry and highly mythological, there is great controversy over their specific interpretation. There are four main subject areas:

Baal’s triumph over chaos.

The struggle against Death and Sterility

Dawn and Evening Star’s Birth

The Marriage of Nikkal and the Moon god.

The chief themes are the death of Baal, vengeance of Anath, his (apparent) resurrection and victory over death, the building of his house. Particularly important documents are the Legend of Keret and Dn’el which center around the king receiving an heir, his subsequent illness for failure to keep a vow, and later a challenge from his son, and the famous Aqht cycles. Like Keret, the Aqht cycle is concerned about the efforts of the good king Dan’el to sire a son. A major part of the story is concerned with a magic bow given to Aqht but coveted by Anath. She has Aqht killed resulting in terrible drought. The story’s ending is missing but probably Aqht was brought back to life.

4d.
Pan-Ugariticism. This terminology is used here to refresh to that misuse of ANE literature. It is brought on primarily by a tremendous over-application of similarities. Its thesis is that Israel refashioned Canaanite religion to produce her won. To be sure this was done unobtrusively – so much so that it was left to the 20th century scholar to notice it for the first time. In any given discussion of Ugarit and the Bible there are a number of predictable examples cited for this position.
1e.
David and Saul both give their sons names compounded with the theophoric element, Baal; thus, Meribaal, Ishbaal, Beeliada (1 Chron 14:7).  see M. Tsevat, “Ishbosheth & Congeners: the Names and their Study,” HUCA 46 (1975):71-87.
2e.
The epithet “Rider of Clouds,” in Ps 68:5, 35 (tpru bkr) is the same appellation of Baal in Ugarit.

3e.
The Ugaritic god Lotan - OT Leviathan, Is 27:1; Ps 74:14. The Ugaritic monster Tannin is the same as Is 51:9 and Ps 74:13.

4e.
Psalm 29 is a Canaanite hymn adapted to Yahwism due to its 3+3 or 3+2 or 2+2 metre. 

5e.
The “Sons of God” in Gen 6:4 are the same as represented in Ugaritic literature.

7b.
Early Israel. There are many histories available although none of them are without faults. If a library contained both Leon Wood’s Survey of Israel’s History and John Bright’s History of Israel and Eugene Merrill’s Kingdom of Priests it would be well equipped to handle the subject.

1c.
The period of the Judges. Archaeology has pictured Israel in this time period as basically rustic, unprofessional people. The excavations at Gibeah (tel-el-ful) revealed a semi-nomadic, pastoral culture. On this see Y. Yadin, “The Transition from a semi-nomadic to a Sedentary Society in the 12th Cent. B.C.E.Gibeah (tel-el-ful) revealed a semi-nomadic, pastoral culture. On this see Y. Yadin, “The Transition from a semi-nomadic to a Sedentary Society in the 12th Cent. B.C.E.” Symposia Celebrating the 75th Anniversary of the Founding of ASOR, ed. F. M. Cross, 57-68. An excellent article from a conservative is Alan Hauser, “Unity and Diversity in Early Israel before Samuel,” JETS 22:4 (Dec. 1979), 289-303.
From the perspective of a time-line, it will be good to remember that about half of the period of the judges is post-Sea Peoples. Much of the breakdown of authority and internal chaos may well be related to the unsettling events of ca 1200. 

One final point of continuity with the following period of the United Monarchy needs to be considered. “Judges” is an unfortunate term for this period as it does not really characterize the book. See Ellis Easterly, “A Case of Mistaken Identity:  the Judges in Judges Don’t Judge,” BR (April, 1997):41-47.
1.
Shaphet is never applied as a noun to any judge. 

The Title “Judge” doesn’t appear in the book.  (but ch. 2 does use it paradigmatically.  
2.
The verb form (shapat) “he judged” is not even used 

for all its leaders.
3.
An analysis of each leader in the period shows that the only thing they held in common was that they led.  There was no continuity as we would expect if it was an office.  
4.
The emphasis should be placed on the activity of the leader – not a mythical office.

“Theocracy” and Josephus.  The Catastrophe of the Judges
Torah = none

Prophet= one (6:8)

Prophetess = one (4:4)

Priest = chapters 17-18

Tabernacle = none

Feast/holy day = none

The Ark = none

Hesed & Hen = only chapter 1 & 8:35

2c.
The formation of the monarchy (1 Sam 8). Pertinent reading may be done in T.N.D. Mettinger, Solomonic State Officials; I. Mendelsohn, “Samuel’s Denunciation of Kingship in Light of the Akkadian Documents of Ugarit,” BASOR 143:1 (Oct., 1956), 17-22 (this is a classic work); C. U. Wolf, “Traces of Primitive Democracy in Ancient Israel,” JNES 6 (April, 1947), 98-108; S. Smith, “The Practice of Kingship in Early Semitic Kingdoms,” in Myth, Ritual and Kingship, ed. by S. H. Hooke, 22-73; E. Neufeld, “The Emergence of a Royal-Urban Society in Ancient Israel,” HUCA 31 (1960), 31-54.  See the very important article by Israel Finkelstein. “The Emergence of the Monarchy in Israel: the Environmental and Socio-Economic Aspects,” JSOT 44 (1989):43-74.  William E. Evans, “An Historical Reconstruction of the Emergence of Israelite Kingship and the Reign of Saul,” Scripture in Context II, ed. William W. Hallo, et al.  Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1983:61-77.
What was the force of God’s statement to Samuel that they had in essence rejected God rather than Samuel?

1 Sam 8 in light of Samuel’s warnings.

1.
There would be a standing army consisting of draftees (commoners) and professional warriors (aristocrats, i.e. maryannu) 11-12

2.
He would confiscate the people’s land and give it to the king’s servants 14. See 1 Kings 21 for Ahab and Naboth

3.
Impose heavy taxes. 15, 17a

4.
Force them to perform corvee labor. 1 Kings 5:13-18.

While all of these warnings eventually came true, it should be noted that, in effect, by refusing to cooperate in God’s work, they were already suffering most of these abuses. For a good overview of the functioning of the monarchy see A. Malamat, “Organs of Statecraft in the Israelite Monarchy,” BA 28:2 (May, 1965), 34-65.  The literature published on this subject is voluminous.  J.J.M. Roberts, “In Defense of the Monarchy: The Contribution of Israelite Kingship to Biblical Theology,” Ancient Israelite Religion, ed. Patrick Miller
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The background of the monarchical period.
1c.
The United Monarchy. 1050 – 931.

1. Political alliance to foreign nations by marriage (e.g., 1 Kings 3:1-2)
2. Tendencies towards religious syncretism in an effort to appease both the Canaanite and Hebrew population in Palestine (i.e., participation in both Hebrew religion associated with Yahweh and the Canaanite cults of Baal and other deities, 1 Kings 11:1-8)
3. The geographical realignment of Israel into twelve administrative districts in an attempt to ease old tribal boundaries and loyalties (a practice similar to “gerrymandering” in modern politics, cf. 1 Kings 4:7-19)
4. The proliferation of state bureaucracy (1 Kings 4:22-28)
5. Lavish building projects that required slave labor among both the non-Hebrew and Hebrew residence of Israel (1 Kings 9:15-22; cf. 5:13-18 and 12:9-11)
6. The influx of pagan political and religious ideology in Jerusalem as a result of international trade and commerce (cf. 1 Kings 9:26-28; 10:22-29)
7. The revolt of satellite states as Solomon’s military power waned (with the ensuing loss of foreign tribute as revenue compensated for by increased taxation of the Israelites, 1 Kings 11:9-25)”
2c.
The Divided Monarchy. 931 – (722) – 586

The prime enemy throughout this period was, of course, Assyria. It was recognized early as an adversary to be feared as evidence by the politics of the Omride dynasty.  Egypt continued to play a role in the region.
Following the fall of the northern kingdom, the Assyrian empire collapsed and was replaced in the west with that of the Neo-Babylonian Empire. It was this latter nation which ended the political existence of the southern kingdom.

3c.
The rise of Assyria. A number of factors (from the human perspective) should be considered in coming to an understanding for the emergence of Imperial Assyria. see William C. Gwaltney, “Assyrians,” Peoples of the OT World, 77-106.
Economic consideration.

Psychological considerations. Assur, Ninurta, etc were all “war” deities.  War as an act of religion.
Ethnological factors. 

Geographical factors. 

4c.
Setting the stage for the appearance of Imperial Assyria
In her earlier history, Assyria was hemmed in on all sides by potent adversaries. Originally in vassalage to Mitanni, Assur-Uballit I (1365-1330) freed her by attacking Mitanni and dividing the spoils with the Hittite Shuppiluliuma. She is blessed with a number of effective kings including Shalmanesar I (1274-1245) who was the greatest warrior of this period. Tukulti-Ninurta I managed to raid as far west as Carchemish and ended Kassite dominion in Babylon. He was the 1st Assyrian king to penetrate to the Persian gulf. Generally speaking, she was the strongest among the weak nations of that age. It must be remembered that the single most important political event in Assyrian history was the Sea Peoples movement which brought about the collapse of the old adversary nations and the rise of smaller city-states of Aramean and neo-Hittite ethnicity.

5.
Imperial Assyria. (911-612)

1d.
Tiglath-Pilesar I. He is the 87th king in the AKL and is the first from whom we have any inscriptions of any length. He also is apparently the first Assyrian king to mention the Arameans in such a way as to make it clear that they are a people and not just a place.


Following his reign, there is a long period of relative silence in the Assyrian records. This dark period is chronologically correspondent with the United Monarchy in Israel and the early part of the Divided Monarchy.

2d.
Adad-Nirari II (911-891). It may be said that Assyria awakened in 911. He loosened her from the grip of her enemies, particularly the Arameans whom he pushed back across the Euphrates. He also campaigned in Kurdistan and successfully annexed a large plot of land north of the Diyala River from the Kassites. It would be 300 years before the imperial impetus is ended. The evidence of Imperial goals may be seen in the fact that he established supply dumps along the routes of his campaigns – an action which suggested future provincial arrangements.
There are two major extra-biblical sources of historical data for the study of the Assyrian empire.

The first is the Assyrian King List (AKL) of which there are three main copies available. It begins with a certain Tudija and continued for 109 kings. There were a total of 117 throughout the period of Assyrian history.

The second is the lists of limmus or eponyms of either the king or the high officials. Usually in the first or second regnal year, a name was assigned to the year. Since an eclipse is mentioned in the reign of Ashur-dan III (772-755), we are able to pin-point June 15, 763 as a fixed point in chronology.

The following chart will present the kings we will deal with:

	NAME
	YEARS OF REIGN
	DATE

	1O1.
	Ashurnasirpal II
	25
	883-859

	102.
	Shalmaneser III
	35
	858-824

	103.
	Shamshi-Adad V
	13
	823-811

	104.
	Adad-nirari III
	28
	810-783

	105.
	Shalmaneser IV
	10
	782-773

	106.
	Ashur-dan III
	18
	772-755

	107.
	Ashur-nirari V
	10
	754-745

	108.
	Tiglath-Pilesar III
	18
	744-727

	109.
	Shalmaneser V
	5
	726-722

	110.
	Sargon II
	17
	721-705

	111.
	Sennacherib
	24
	704-681

	112.
	Esarhaddon
	12
	680-669

	113.
	Ashurbanipal
	42
	668-627


The last four kings after Ashurbanipal are quite insignificant and did not rule over a united Assyria.
3d.
Assur-nasir-pal II (883-859). In particular, see W. G. Lambert, “The Reigns of Aššur-naşirpal II and Shalmaneser III: an Interpretation,” Iraq 36 (1974), 103-109.

He provides the real impetus for empire by launching aggressive military campaigns all over north Mesopotamia. He marched as far west as the Mediterranean and claimed the conquest of the whole region from the Tigris to Mt. Lebanon and the Great Sea as far north as the kingdom of Urartu.

He built a new capital at Calah (modern Nimrud on the east side of the Tigris, 80 Kil. Above Ashur) whose tutelary god was Ninurta. The palace covering over 6 acres and is the best preserved of the Assyrian royal dwellings. He hosted a banquet at its opening which lasted 10 days and entertained 69,574 guests.
More than any other Assyrian king, he boasts of his unusual (even by Assyrian standards) cruelty. It appears that he attempted to rule by a policy of terror. Consider the following quotation:

I built a pillar over against his city gate and I flayed all the chiefs who had revolted, and I covered the pillar with their skin. Some I walled up within the pillar, some I impaled upon the pillar on stakes, and others I bound to stakes round the pillar…And I cut the limbs of the officers, of the royal officers who had rebelled…
Many captives from among them I burned with fire, and many I took as captives. From some I cut off their noses, their ears, and their fingers, of many I put out the eyes. I made one pillar of the living and another of heads, and I bound their heads to tree trunks round about the city. Their young men and maidens I burned in the fire.

Twenty men I captured alive and I immured them in the wall of his palace…

The rest of their warriors I consumed with thirst in the desert of the Euphrates. 

One important step towards empire is that he fortified the original supply depots and staffed them with governors who collected annual tribute. This important change spelled the end of the earlier ‘raid’ policies and set the stage for empire. 
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4d.
Shalmaneser III (858-824). He was also extremely militaristic. The Eponym Chronicle and other sources indicate that of his 35 years, 31 were spent in warfare.  See Joseph Blenkinsopp, “Ahab of Israel and Jehoshaphat of Judah: The Syro-Palestinian Corridor in the Ninth Century,”  CANE, 1309-322.
He continually attempted to press westward. In 858 at the Battle of Lutibu, he met and was defeated by a northern Syrian confederacy of Sam’al, Hattina, Carchemish, and Bit-Adini. With characteristic tenacity, he continued the pressure on the west.
During the years 857-55, he continued to attack and finally subdue the great Aramean city-state, Bit-Adini. So impressive was its fall that the event was mentioned in Amos 1:5, 2 Kgs 19:12; Is 37:12. Having captured its capital, Til-Barsip, he renamed it Kar-Shalmaneser.

In 853, a titanic battle was fought at Qarqar. Although Assyrian forces are not listed, those of the opponents are.

	
	CHARIOTS
	CAVALRY
	INFANTRY

	Aram Damascus
	1,200
	1,200
	20,000

	Hamath
	700
	700
	10,000

	Israel
	2,000
	----
	10,000

	Irqanata
	10
	----
	10,000

	Shiana
	30
	----
	10,000

	
	3940
	1900
	**60,000


* Each chariot was drawn by four horses

** There were several thousand more soldiers committed from lesser powers. For dispositions of the effects of the battle see, W. W. Hallo, “From Qarqar to Carchemish: Assyria and Israel in the Light of New Discoveries,” BAR 2, 152-190 or BA 23:2 (May, 1960), 33-61. For some attendant materials see Benj. Mazar, “The Aramean Empire and its Relations with Israel,” BAR 2, 127-151 or BA 25:4 (Dec,. 1962), 97-120. 
While Shalmaneser claimed victory, there are a number of considerations which suggest that it was something less than an Assyrian victory.

1.
849, 848, 845, 841.
2.

3.

See JoAnn Scurlock, “Neo-Assyrian Battle Tactics,” Crossing Boundaries and Linking Horizons, ed.  Gordon D. Young, et al. 491-517.  
In the four-year absence from the west, part of the coalition disintegrated as war broke out between Ahab and Ben-Hadad of Damascus. Apparently the latter failed to keep certain campaign promises about returning captured cities to Ahab: according to 1 Kgs 20:3. By chapter 22, Ahab lost his life attempting to retake Ramoth-Gilead.
It would take Shalmaneser campaigns in 849, 848, 845 and 841 finally to break through the “western wall.” In his 18th year he smashed the army of Hazael of Damascus in front of Mt. Lebanon, ascended Mt. Baalirasi and there received tribute from the vanquished. It was here that Jehu came to pay tribute. This is represented on the famous Black Obelisk, ANEP p1. 355. See Macmillan Bible Atlas, 135 for the disposition of Shalmaneser’s forces. Note especially the representation of royal Israelite dress. It is interesting to note that Jehu is called the “son of Omri” even though Jehu had brought to an end the Omride dynasty. In all likelihood, Baalirasi (Baalrosh) is Mt. Carmel; hence, this was the first invasion of Israel by Assyrian forces. (Hos 10:14)
The years of 839-828 were taken up with the surging power of Urartu. The magnitude of the struggle may be seen in that in 828 he claimed to have conquered 110,010 slaves, killed 82,600, ‘liberated’ 9,920 horses, 35,565 cattle, 19,690 donkeys and 184,755 sheep. Urartu, however, was not yet finished as a threat to Assyrian interests.

By 828, it would have appeared that the entire ancient world was ripe for collapse but when Shalmaneser died, there was a great revolt which began in 827 and lasted until 823 before Shamshi-Adad V secured for himself the throne. This apparently weakened Assyria for it is not until Tiglath-Pilesar III in 745 assumed the throne that the decline was reversed. Shamshi-Adad had to deal with 29 rebellious cities who supported his brother. The insurgents apparently wanted to strengthen the power of the king at the expense of a few nobles who had grown inordinately powerful. Shalmaneser refused to back his eldest son who was supported by the insurgents, hence the civil war. Shamshi-Adad won but the internal tensions were not resolved and were apparently in large part the explanation for subsequent Assyrian weakness.

A very important chronological note may be made here with prophets such as Amos, Micah and, perhaps Jonah. Their writing ministries occurred precisely during this Assyrian weakness and may explain the refusal of their messages by the northern kingdom.

An interesting side not may be seen in subsequent Israelite relationship with the Moabites. Just before the death of Ahab, the Moabites, under Mesha, revolted. While Jehoram defeated them in battle, it was impossible to subdue them. The Moabite stone at the left commemorates the successful rebellion. It was found by Augustus Klein, a missionary, in 1868. it is the only Moabite inscription of any length ever found. An excellent overview of these events may be seen in the Macmillan Bible Atlas, nos. 131 and 132. Apparently, even before the death of Ahab, the war of liberation had begun. The atrocities committed by both sides demonstrated the distance between the two peoples from the times of Ruth and Boaz. The Moabite Stone and the Black Obelisk are the two most striking extra-biblical artifacts ever discovered for biblical purposes. See 2 Kings 1:1; 3:4ff for Mesha in the text.
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5d.
Tiglath-Pilesar III (744-727). With the ascension of this capable general, the dark clouds of destruction rapidly descended over the unfortunate Israelites who had already been harmed by the earlier campaign of Shalmaneser.

1e.
His identity. His connection with the previous dynasty is obscure. In the Bible he is known as Pul (2 Kgs 15:19; 16:10ff.) as he is named in the Babylonian King List. In 2 Kgs 15:29 he is called Pileser and in 1 Chronicles 5:26 he is called “Pul” and Tiglath-pilneser in the same verse.  The latter is likely a corrupted text.
2e.
His military successes. He moved first to re-establish Assyrian dominance in Babylon and also attacked the powerful opponent to the north, Urartu. When these successful attacks had been concluded, he apparently felt secure enough to move west to re-subdue the long-independent western tributaries. His first opponent appears to have been a coalition of Neo-Hittites and Arameans led by Mati’ilu of Arpad (See the famous Sefire Inscriptions where the curse formula in Mati’ilu’s treaty bears remarkable resemblance to Is 34:13-15 and Zeph 2:14f.) These powers had apparently been in vassalage to the powerful Sardu III, king of Urartu. When Sardu tried to stop him, he barely managed to escape with his life. In the following years, all of northern Syria and Phoenicia are brought under control.

By 743 he had penetrated all the way to Israel where he received tribute from Menahem (ANET, 283 and DOTT, pp. 54-55). The fabulous sum of 1000 talents of silver from all the “men of wealth” probably resulted in the unpopularity of Menahem (2 Kgs 15:16-22).

When Pekahiah, Menahem’s son succeeded him, he only ruled for two years before he was assassinated. In all likelihood, the murder was a result of his father’s unpopular policy of submission. (2 Kgs 15:23-26). Pekah adopted a strong anti-Assyrian policy by aligning himself with Rezin of Damascus.

Both Pekah and Rezin sought to force Ahaz, king of Judah to join the revolt but he appealed to Tiglath-Pilesar for help – a request that was answered all too quickly. In 734 he moved south along the coast to cut off possible Egyptian aid to the revolt. In 733 he marched into Israel, devastating much of Galilee and deporting many Israelites (2 Kgs 15:29). Lastly, he moved against the real power, Damascus. After devastating much of the countryside, he captured the city, executed Rezin and sent much of the population into exile. Meanwhile, Hoshea had assassinated Pekah so that he was accepted as the new king of Israel (much smaller in size again). (2 Kgs 15:30)
During the years of 731-29, he defeated an Aramean usurper to the throne of Babylon. When he died in 727, the borders of his country had been dramatically enlarged. Every enemy had been severely weakened: few kings have been more successful.
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3e.
The innovations.  
Administrative
1.

2.

3.

4.

Military
1.

2.









Excursus on annexation:   the conquered country was









1.
ruled by an appointed governor.









2.
networks of garrisons were established in all conquered territories.









3.
agents called qepu were deployed in the courts of the vassals to report to the Assyrian king of any irregularities.









4.
secret agents & collaborators were employed.









5.
vassals were required to support the imperial garrisons in their territory.









6.
vassals were sometimes required to supply troops for larger conflicts as was the case with the wars with Tirhaka.









7.
vassals were expected to “contribute” to royal building projects in Assyria.









8.
the Assyrian king held veto over royal succession of the vassal king.








In this way, the Assyrians exercised administrative, military and economical control over the conquered territory. Such invasive practices certainly contributed to the hatred that all nations had for Assyria.  On the other hand, no “one size fits all” was practiced.  Each conquered territory was ruled as the Assyrians saw fit.  See A. Kirk Grayson, “Assyrian Rule of Conquered Territory in Western Asia,” CANE, 959-968.   

6d.
Shalmaneser V (726-22). 2 Kgs 17:1-6

So is on the throne and conspires to create a rebellion in Palestine. Isaiah warned Hezekiah about such alliances but Hoshea was not as wise. In 725, Shalmaneser besieged Tyre and Samaria. In Sept, 722, it fell and 27,920 people were deported from the city. Sargon later claimed to have taken the city himself but a Babylonian Chronicle during the reign of Shalmaneser claimed that a city named Shamarain was destroyed; hence, the description in 2 Kgs 17 is correct when it asserted that Shalmaneser rather than Sargon captured it.

7d.
Sargon II (721-705). He had opposition from at least 3 major areas of interference.  See the new work by Sarah Melville, The Campaigns of Sargone II, King of Asssyria, 721-705 B.C. published by the University of Oklahoma.  
1e.
The Elamite interference

At the battle of Der he met Humbanigash of Elam and Marduk-apal-iddin (biblical Merodach-baladan). The results of the battle are listed from all three participants. It appeared to have been something less than an Assyrian win since Merodach continued on the throne of Babylon for another 11 years. It was not until 708 that he finally recaptured Babylon.

2e.
The western interference.
After the battle of Der, Sargon faced a rebellion led by Yaubidi of Hamath. Various city-states joined in the break including Damascus, Simirra, Arpad, Hatarika, and Samaria. The strongest forces were those of Hanuni of Gaza and Re’e, commander-in-chief of Lower Egypt. Sargon defeated and executed Yaubidi and then surged triumphantly southward to receive tribute from dissenters. Egypt herself was forced to pay tribute. This remarkable string of victories was so impressive that it seemed to serve as the prototype for the list of nations in Zech 9:1-5. It was not until 712 that he had to come west again to quell a revolt led by Ashdod. See MBA, 149 and 151

3e.
The northern interference.

In 719-18 he was forced to turn his attention to the powerful foe Urartu. Only partially successful, he returned in 714 and captured its most sacred city Muṣaṣir and carried off the national god Haldia. He continued to be opposed by Mita, king of Mushki (Phrygia). Ez 38 & 39 make reference to the place of Mushki in biblical prophecy. 

4e.
On a more positive note, he moved his capital from Ashur to Kalah to Nineveh to Dur-Sharrukin from which many examples of Assyrian art and construction have been found. He had scarcely occupied his new palace when he died in 705 fighting against Tabal. See Guy Bunnens, “Syro-Anatolian Influence on Neo-Assyrian Town Planning,” in Cultural Interactions in the ANE, ed. Guy Bunnens, 113-128 (primarily on Dur-Sharrukin).  
8d.
Sennacherib (704-681). There appeared to be a new emphasis in his reign with less campaigning (only 8 of his 24 years) and more building, especially at Nineveh. 

He first moved south and removed Merodach-baladan from the throne of Babylon. He then moved east against the Kassites in the Zagros and claimed to have received and claimed to have received tribute from the Medes. It is, however, his third move which is of most biblical import.
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The Storming of Lachish by the Troops of Sennacherib

[image: image64.png]



The Siege of Lachish
The campaign(s) of Sennacherib to the west has elicited much controversy. The reason for this is that the two accounts (Sennacherib’s and the Bible’s – 2 Kgs 18:13-19:37; 2 Chronicles 32:1-22; Is 36:1-37,38) appear so different in their description of the events.
Earlier (in the 711 campaign of Sargon) Hezekiah had been asked to join the rebellion but he refused. Now, against the counsel of Isaiah, he joined a coalition led by Tyre and Egypt but included Byblos, Arvad, Moab, Edom, Ammon, and Ashkelon. When Padi, king of Ekron, refused to join the coalition, Hezekiah had him removed. This appeared to bring Sennacherib west. However, after Tyre fell, Hezekiah was nearly alone in choosing resistance. Probably after defeating the Egyptians in the plain, Sennacherib moved inland to confront Hezekiah. He had almost certainly left the majority of his army in the siege of Lachish which was the most powerful city in Judah. So great was the impact of the capture of Lachish that it is profusely depicted in this sculptured wall panels at Nineveh. 

He probably had sent the Rabshakeh independently to Jerusalem to induce its surrender. It is impossible to know whether this individual had led an army independent of the one that took Lachish or whether he led a holding force. Perhaps when the forces of Sennacherib were still at Lachish, Hezekiah offered his enormous tribute (2 Kgs 18:14-16, 19:7) which when supplemented with Assyrian sources included 30 talents of gold, 300 of silver, precious items, his daughters, harem, male and female musicians along with a number of cities. It is impossible, however, to determine when this tribute was paid; that is, before or after the striking of the Assyrian army. See Stephen Stohlmann, “The Judean Exile after 701 B.C.E.” Scripture in Context, ed. W.W. Hallo et al. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1983:147-75.
The historical problem centers around the number of campaigns made by Sennacherib. Since the two accounts appear to be so different, some have suggested that there were two campaigns made by Sennacherib. It can only be stated that it is not possible at this stage to prove or disprove either. On the other hand, there is no necessary reason to claim two campaigns.  The literature available on this subject is monumental.  See the important article by A. Laato, “Assyrian Propaganda and the Falsification of History in the Royal Inscriptions of Sennacherib,” VT 45:2 (April, 1995):198-226.  See also, Ziony Zevit, “Implicit Population Figures and Historical Sense: What Happened to 200, 150 Judahites in 701 BCD?” Confronting the Past…., ed. Seymour Gitin, et al.  pp. 357-66.  
The other great activity of Sennacherib concerned Babylon in Sumer. Merodach-baladan had made himself king again only to be defeated in 703 at Kish. Sennacherib then plundered the palace and deported 208,000 people to Assyria. Bel-ibni was allowed to be king but the year after his catastrophe in the west (701), he had to return to Babylon and replace Bel-ibni with his own son, Assurnadin-shumi. He then made a great raid upon Elam. For the next 7 years there were alternating victories and defeats. When in 689 Babylon revolted again, he utterly destroyed it.
He was murdered 11 years in 689 by his son according to the Babylonian Chronicle (2 Kgs 19:36ff. and Is 37). 

On the problem of the campaign to the west, see especially John Bright, A History of Israel, 296-308; Elmer Smick, “Sennacherib,” Wycliff Bible Encyclopedia, Vol. 2, 1548-1550; C. van Leeuwen, “Sennacherib devant Jerusalem,” OudSt 14 (1965), 245-72; L. D. Lewine, “The 2nd Campaign of Sennacherib,” JNES 32:3 (July, 1973), 312-317; N. Na’aman, “Sennacherib’s Campaign to Judah and the Date of the lmlk Stamps,” VT 29:1 (Jan., 1979), 61-86; R. W. Rogers, “Sennacherib and Judah,” BZAW 27 (1914), 319-28.  Kalimi, Isaac and Seth Richardson, eds.  Sennacherib at the Gates of Jerusalem:  Story, History and Historiography.  Brill, 2014 (a collection of articles).  
On Lachish, beside the excavation reports, see D. Ussishkim, “Answers at Lachish,” BARev 5:6 (Nov. – Dec., 1979), 16-40; U. Cassuto, “The Lachish Ostraca,” Biblical and Oriental Studies, vol. 2 Jerusalem: Magnes, 1975, 229-239; M. Elat, “The Political Status of the Kingdom of Judah within the Assyrian Empire in the 7th cent BCE,” Investigations at Lachish, ed. by Yohanan Aharoni, 61-70; A. F. Rainey, “The Fate of Lachish during the Campaigns of Sennacherib and Nebuchadnezzar,” Investigations at Lachish, ad. Aharoni, 47-60; O. Tufnell, “Lachish,” AOTS, 296-308; D. Lingston, “Tirhaqa: King of Ethiopia, “The law and the Prophets, ed. J. H. Skilton, 402-412. See also ANET 287-288; ANEP 371-374.
9d.
Essarhaddon (680-669). A younger son of Sennacherib, he won the throne after earlier being exiled. Apparently his first act was to rebuild Babylon, a task which occupied much of his time. In his 7th year he attempted to invade Egypt but was met and defeated by Tirhaqa. In his 10th year, however, he returned and conquered Memphis. Several years later, he attempted to return as Tirhaqa fomented rebellion but he died on the way. See A. Spalinger, “Essarhaddon and Egypt,” Or. 43:3-4 (1974), 295-326 and M. Elat, “The Economic Relations of the Neo-Assyrian Empire,” JAOS 98:1 (1978), 20-34. MBA, 156; Eric Leichty, “Esarhaddon, King of Assyria,” CANE. 949-58.  He is most famous for his “Vassal Treaties” but they have been recently shown to be treaties made with his Median bodyguards rather than nations.  
Moving a Colossal Assyrian Winged-Bull
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10d.
Assurbanipal (668-627). See ANET, 294-301 and ANEP 63, 167, 170, 184, 204, 50-51, 626 and 10 for pertinent comparative materials. See also A. Spalinger, “Ashurbanipal and Egypt,” JAOS 94:3 (July-Sept., 1974), 316-328; C. Johnson, “Shamashshumukin, the Eldest Son of Esarhaddon,” JAOS 25; 79-83. This king was called Osnappar in Ezra 4:10 and Sardanapallus by the Greeks.
During his reign he made 9 military campaigns the first of which was against Egypt. Tirhaqa had once again taken over Memphis so Assurbanipal invaded and defeated Tirhaqa who apparently died soon after. His successor Tanutamun, however, also opposed Assyria so he then gathered an immense army and invaded Egypt, recapturing Memphis but also pushing upstream and taking Thebes (which was to serve as a warning to Judah, Nahum 3:8-10). 

Later, the 26th dynasty in Egypt starts and Psammeticus expelled the Assyrians. Meanwhile in Babylon, Shamashshumukin attempted to break the rule of Assurbanipal. He was already giving passive support to Psammeticus and later was in open revolt. In 651-48 Babylon is besieged and Shamashshumukin is killed.

In 645 he conquered Elam and sacked Susa marking the end of one of the oldest countries in the world. By all appearances, Assyria is at its greatest power.

The greatest contribution of this king is his marvelous library (for a collection of articles all dealing with it see, “From Assurbanipal’s Library, Studies in Memory of F. W. Geers,” JNES 33 (1974), 179-356.  Stephen Lieberman, “Canonical and Official Cuneiform Texts:  Towards an Understanding of Assurbanipal’s Personal Tablet Collection,” ed. Tzvi Abusch, Jeremy A. Black and W.J. Tait, “Archives and Libraries in the Ancient Near East,” in Civilizations of the Ancient Near East, Volume 4., ed.  Jack Sasson, et al.  Peabody: Hendrickson, 2197-2210.  In the same volume see the related article by Laurie E. Pearce, “The Scribes and Scholars of Ancient Mesopotamia,” 2265-2278.  One of the few literate kings of the ancient world, he centralized at Nineveh what may rightly be called the world’s first library. It is easily the most important literary archive ever found for ANE studies.
6c.
The fall of Assyria. After about 639, the annals come to an end, hence it is difficult to recreate the last years. A number of obscure kings are listed in the AKL although there was probably internal strife, if not civil war. By 614 Cyaxerxes, king of Media took Asshur. In 612, Nineveh fell to the Medes while the forces of Nabopolassar of Babylon arrived late to the battle. A few forces escaped west to Harran and tried to found a new dynasty with Egyptian help in Harran. By 609 Assyria would be gone forever, a measure of the hatred which she had inspired throughout the entire ancient world. See MBA 157 for an overview of the final battles.
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9b.
The background to the exilic period: the Neo-Babylonian and Persian periods.

1c.
The Neo-Babylonian period. Beyond the normal histories available, you may also wasn’t to collect Gerald Larue, Babylon and the Bible, esp. 39-73. (evangelical and popular)

11th Dynasty of Babylon

	Name
	Years of Reign
	Date

	1. Nabopolassar
	21
	625-605

	2. Nebuchadnezzar II
	43
	604-562

	3. Evil-Merodach
	2
	561-560

	4. Neriglissar
	4
	559-556

	5. Labashi-Marduk
	3 months
	556

	6. Nabonidus
	17
	555-539


1d.
Nabopolassar (625-605).

1e.
Chaldean or Aramean?

2e.
His rise to power. He assumed kingship in 626 although not all of Babylonia was under his control. It appeared to be his alliance with the Medes that was most influential in bringing down the Assyrian empire. By 617 he had cleared them out of Babylonia. After the last of the Assyrian forces had retreated to Haran, he attacked in 611/610. Meanwhile, a large Egyptian force had come north to try to aid Assyria. The two forces collided in 609 and evidently the Babylonians won. Josiah lost his life trying to stop Pharaoh Neco near Megiddo (2 Kgs 23:29-30; Jer 47; 2 Chron 35:20-24). After being repulsed in the effort, but not by Josiah, the Egyptians remained in control of Palestine for several years during which time Neco placed Jehoiakim on the throne of Judah. MBA, 159. 
3e.
Carchemish. After regrouping, Neco again marched north where in a mighty battle (605), the two forces met. Evidently the Egyptians were routed (Jer 46:2) because a year later another battle was fought at Hamath, MBA, 160 in which the Egyptian army was destroyed completely. With the way open to the gates of Egypt it was likely that the death of Nabopolassar spared the Egyptian rout. After Carchemish, Nebuchadnezzar crossed the great Arabian desert to return for his coronation at Babylon. See J. David Hawkins, “Karkamish and Karatepe: Neo-Hittite City-States in North Syria,” CANE, 1295-308. 
2d.
Nebuchadnezzar II (604-562). 

1e.
Repulsed in Egypt.

2e.
Select deportation of Daniel and others.

3e.
The first Jewish revolt under Jehoiakim/ Jehoiachin.  
4e.
The second Jewish revolt under Zedekiah and the fall of Jerusalem and deportation of Judah.

5e.
Nebuchadnezzar the builder. Many of his inscriptions detail the prolific building efforts of this king in Babylon. Much of what Herodutus said about the city in 460 was a result of Nebuchadnezzar’s efforts. He also conducted an aggressive building program in other parts of Babylonia as well. It appears that he was consciously mirroring the precedents of great kings before him. This archaizing is characteristic of the whole Neo-Babylonian period. See W. G. Lambert, “Nebuchadnezzar, King of Justice,” Iraq 27 (1965), 1-11.

6e.
The last years of his life are obscure. The events in Daniel must fall into those latter years although there is no independent confirmation of Daniel’s account.

3d.
Nabonidus (Nabu-naid, 555-539).

1e.
Fidelity to the moon god, Sin. Evidently, he saw the destruction of Haran as a sign that Sin was unhappy at being ignored; hence, he rebuilt the temple of Sin where his mother had previously been a devotee. He installed his daughter as the priestess of Sin at Ur and built a great city and temple to Sin in the desert oasis of Tema in Arabia.

2e.
Failure as king of Babylon. It is extremely difficult to explain the actions of Nabonidus. It appears that he left Babylon for Tema for a considerable part of his reign leaving his son Belshazzar as ruler in Babylon. Needless to say, this did no endear him to the hearts of the priests of Babylon. On the other hand, the historical sources are so confusing that it is extremely difficult to unravel the separate threads.

1f.
The devotee view.
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2f.
The religio/political view. Marduk is not worshipped in the west, especially among the Arabs and Arameans. It has been suggested that he was trying to unify his country around an old, prestigious deity like Sin (Nanna). Part of this argument centers around the archaizing of the period; that is, apeing the Ur III period. Appeal is made to Akhenaton as an example of this sort of thing.

3f.
The geo-economic view. From the years 560-485, Babylonia had experienced a ruinous inflation of over 200%.

For material on the problem see Julius Lewy, “The Late Assyro-Babylonian Cult of the Moon and its Culmination at the Time of Nabonidus,” HUCA 19 (1945-46), 405-90; A. L. Oppenheim, “Essays on Overland Trade in the First Millennium B.C.”, JCS 21 (1967), 236-54; William reed, “Nabonidus, Babylonian Reformer or Renegade?” Lexington Th. Q. 12 (1977), 23-31; R. P. Dougherty, “Nabonidus in Arabia,” JAOS 42; 305-316; Ibid, “Nabonidus and Belshazzar,” 45:345; Ibid, “Ancient Teima and Babylonia,” 41:458-459; Ibid, “The Sealand of Arabia,” 50:1-25. See also ANET 560-62, 305-307 and ANEP 837; Paul-Alain Beaulieu, “King Nabonidus and the Neo-Babylonian Empire,” CANE, 969-80.  Ronald Sack, “Nabonidus of Babylon,” Crossing Boundaries and Linking Horizons; Studies in Honor of Michael C. Astour, ed. Gordon Young, et al. Bethesda, MA, CDL, 455-72.  Paul-Alain Beaulieu, “Nabonidus the Mad King,” Representations of Political Power, eds. Heinz and Feldman, 137-67. 
4d.
Belshazzar and the book of Daniel.

2c.
The Persian Period (539-330)
1d.
Foundations.


Long before the Persian empire, there had been occupation and artifacts from sites in the 5th and 4th millennium. The most famous of theses cities on the great Iranian plateau was Susa and Elam. By the beginning of the first millennium a people called Aryans had begun to move into the plateau and would ultimately give it their name (Iranian). After the migration had been accomplished it appeared that there were 5 great tribes of which the Parsua (Persians) and Madai (Medes) were the greatest. The Parthava (Parthians) who settled around the Caspian gates would, during NT times, put together an empire which rivaled Rome itself. The Bactrians and Arachosians had an empire which rivaled Rome itself. The Bactrians and Arachosians settled in northern and southern Afghanistan. It was not, however, until the time of the empire that any political unity was established.


Unity first appeared under Median domination with Deioces (728-713) its first king. Subsequent kings were prominent in the fall of Assyria. The relationship of the two great tribes may be demonstrated by observing the 2 family lines leading up to Cyrus II.

	KINGS OF THE MEDES



	Name
	Years of reign
	Date

	1. Deioces
	}                     53
	728-713

	2. Cyaxerxes
	
	712-675

	3. Phraortes
	22
	674-653

	4. Cyaxerxes II
	40
	652-613

	5. Arbaces
	28
	612-585

	6. Astyages


	35
	584-550


Since for our purposes we are primarily concerned with understanding the emergence of Cyrus the Great, it should be noted that the mother of Cyrus was Mandane who was a daughter of Astyages given in marriage to the Persian king Cambyses I. It was this union which produced the great Cyrus who conquered the world.  The standard histories are:
Burchand Brentjes, “The History of Elam and Achaemenid Persia: an Overview,” CANE, 1001-23.

Pierre Briant, From Cyrus to Alexander: a History of the Persian Empire. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2002.

J.M. Cook. The Persian Empire. NY: Schocken, 1983.

Roman Ghirshman. Iran. NY: Penguin, 1951 (1978).

Edwin Yamauchi, Persia and the Bible. Grand Rapids: Baker, 1990 & “Persians” in Peoples of the OT World, 107-26. 
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	THE ANCESTORS OF CYRUS



	 1. Achaemenes (700)

	2. Teispes (675-640)
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	3. Cyrus I (640-600)
	                     7. Ariaramnes (640-590)

	4. Cambyses I (600-559)
	                     8. Arsames (590-550)

	5. Cyrus II (559-530)
	                         Hystaspes

	6. Cambyses II (529-522)
	                     9. Darius I (521-486)




It is because the Persians saw themselves as descendants from Achaemenes that the period we are entering is often called Achaemened.

2d.
Cyrus II, the Great (559-530)

Evidently Cyrus had made Astyages somewhat nervous as regards to his loyalty. When he summoned Cyrus, the latter refused to come to Ecbatana, prompting Astyages to march on Cyrus at Anshan. Evidently on the way, the troops of Astyages revolted and turned him over to Cyrus. This action was typical of the tenor of events throughout the rise of Cyrus to world prominence. 

When Cyrus came to power in 559 the world was as follows:

· The chief superpower was Babylon controlling the fertile crescent;

· Followed closely by Media which controlled in a giant arc encompassing Babylon on the north and east;

· Lydia which controlled the remainder of the Anatolian plateau;

· The great power to the southwest was Egypt but it was also clear that Egypt was like an old lion – capable of killing a weakened foe but harmless against a strong one.



As mentioned, Cyrus first united the two great tribes of Persian and Media. He adroitly made Ecbatana the capital of the new Elam the third. He then, after consolidating the many diverse tribes into one nation, turned attention to Lydia. The boundary between the two was the Halys River. After being repulsed by Croessus, Croessus withdrew while expecting Cyrus to do the same in light of the impending winter. Cyrus surprised Croessus by taking the Lydian capital, Sardis, which he promptly made a new satrapy. Sometime, either before or after the Lydian campaign, Cyrus turned his attention eastward and conquered as far east as the Indus River, if Xenophon is correct. See Crawford H. Greenewalt, ”Croesus of Sardis and the Lydian Kingdom of Anatolia,”1173-84.  G. Kenneth Sams, “Midas of Gordion and the Anatolian Kingdom of Phrygia,” CANE, 1147-60,
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Heretofore, an empire which controlled the fertile crescent was the world superpower. That had changed with the dramatic conquest of Cyrus. The monolith that confronted Nabonidus ran from Europe to the Indus River. It controlled both approaches to the middles east by conquering the land mass on both sides of the Caspian (Hyrcanian) Sea. Small wonder that the Babylonians opened the gates to the mighty conqueror. MBA, 167-68.

Of course, from a Biblicist’s perspective, we know that Cyrus was successful because he was God’s tool, just as Assyria conquered because she was God’s rod. Hence the Bible refers to Cyrus in strikingly favorable terminology;

It is I who says of Cyrus, ‘He is my shepherd!

And he will perform all my desire.’

And he declares of Jerusalem, ‘She will be built,’

And of the temple, ‘Your foundation will be laid.’

Thus says the Lord to Cyrus His anointed,

Whom I have taken by the right hand,

To subdue nations before him,

And to loose the loins of kings;

To open doors before him so that gates will not be shut: (Babylon)

I will go before you and make the rough places smooth;

I will shatter the doors of bronze, and cut through their iron bars.


And I will give you the treasures of darkness,

And hidden wealth of secret places,

In order that you may know that it is I,

The Lord, the God of Israel, who calls you by your name.

(Isaiah 44:28-45:3

For a human perspective it is easy to see why God chose this man to perform His will. He was a man of unquestioned brilliance and courage — an Alexander, without the latter’s shortcomings. His policies probably explained his success as much as anything else:

1. 

2.

3.

4. 
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He died fighting against the Massagetae in the Caucasus area – a fitting end for the most successful warrior the world ever knew. Cf. the chart “Historical Setting of Ezra-Nehemiah-Esther” for his help in allowing and aiding the Jewish return. See Amelie Kuhrt, “Cyrus the Great of Persian: Images and Realities,” Representations of Political Power,  eds. Heinz and Feldman, 169-92.
3d.
Cambyses II (529-522)


It is extremely difficult to analyze his reign since all of the written history is Greek in their origin, hence prone to exaggeration and prejudice against the Persian cause.


Apparently he had made long preparations for an invasion of Egypt. By his 5th year he invaded Egypt (525) and was immediately successful, capturing the king and Memphis. This appeared to be due, in part, to the defection of a Greek general in hire of the Egyptians who defected to Cambyses and revealed the Egyptian defenses. At first his policies mirrored those of his father: he paid homage to Egyptian gods, placed an Egyptian in charge of administering the country, and ordered reforms in the interest of the Egyptian people.


He then launched a campaign to conquer Ethiopia which was unsuccessful. If the Greek sources are to be believed, this was when his difficulties began. Herodutus claimed that he was afflicted with the “sacred disease.” He, according to the Greeks slew the sacred Bull of Apis at Memphis along with other bizarre actions, including killing his sister/wife Roxanne.


Whether these traditions are real or fabricated, he still had a plan for he launched his army westward. There are two theories about why he sent his army into the hostile Egyptian desert.

1.

2.

Recently the remains of that army have been found not far from the Silwa oasis. It had left Thebes and perished in a desert storm.

Meanwhile, Cambyses had heard that his brother Smerdis (Bardiya) had proclaimed himself king of Persia in his brother’s absence, hence he left for Persia. According to Herodutus he accidentally wounded himself with his own sword. His subsequent death led to one of the strangest events in Persian history.
There are two views about the death of Smerdis. One has it that Cambyses had him killed before he left Persia but kept his death a secret. The other is that a pseudo-Smerdis whose real name was Guamata killed Smerdis and then had himself presented as the real Smerdis. At any rate, Smerdis was dead and Cambyses was dead and a usurper was on the throne. 

4d.
Darius I (521-486).

1e.
The battle for the throne. He was not a direct descendant of Cyrus but was of royal, Achaemenid blood. In about 4 months he had managed to defeat and kill Pseudo-Smerdis. In all, he defeated 9 separate kings to claim all 23 satrapies. This monumental effort was recorded on the famous Behistun Inscription which was written in Akkadian, Elamite, and Old Persian. It is one of the few Persian historical documents available. The document can be read in W. H. McNeill and Jean W. Sedler, eds. The Ancient Near East, N.Y.: Oxford, 1968, 117-34 or R. G. Kent, Old Persian, 119-134 where a translation is given. It was deciphered by G. Rawlinson who did so through the parallels of Old Persian with Indo-European languages. This proved a key in beginning to read Akkadian.  see Heleen Sancisi-Weerdenburg, “Darius I and the Persian Empire,” CANE, 1035-50.
2e.
The battles for control of Greece

1f.
The occasions for the war.  See Hermann Bengston. The Greeks and the Persians from the Sixth to the Fourth Centuries, NY: Delacorte, 1965.  Peter Green, The Greco-Persian Wars, Berkeley: University of California, 1996.
2f.
Early victories. Suppression of the Ionian cities and the capture of Thrace and Macedonia along with a few Greek cities and Cyprus.

3f.
The defeats.


In 492 a part of the Persian fleet is lost near Mt. Athos (on W. Euboea) in a fierce storm.


At Marathon in 490. Few battles had more political significance although it was of little military import.
 3. e.
Darius and the Jews.  In his 2nd year he ordered the Temple to be rebuilt after it had ceased for 14 years (Ezra 6:1ff. which should be read in conjunction with Haggai).  He gave a generous subsidy which made it possible to rebuild.  William Dever. “Palaces and Temples in Canaan and Ancient Israel,” CANE, 605-14.  
 4.e. Democracy or Tyranny?

5e.  His policies.

	Later Achaemenians

	Name
	Date

	1. Xerxes I
	485-465

	2. Artaxerxes I Longimanus
	464-424

	3. Darius II
	423-405

	4. Artaxerxes II Memnon
	404-359

	5. Artaxerxes III Ochus
	358-338

	6. Arses
	337-336

	7. Darius III Codomannus
	335-330


5d.
Xerxes I (485-465, the Ahasuerus of Ezra 4:6)
1e.
Establishing the crown. There were the usual revolts upon his ascension to the throne. It appears that many of the older, anti-Zoroastrian priests chose the moment to rebel. He then replaced their religious system with the worship of Ahuramazda. 


Egypt had also revolted but was re-conquered and reduced to a satrapy. In 482 Babylon revolted so he reduced it to the satrapy of Assyria. He razed its walls and fortification and destroyed its temples. He melted the 18 foot high gold statue of Bel which held no less than 1800 lbs. of gold and dropped the title ‘King of Babylon’ from his royal titulary. 
2e.
Confronting the Greeks. There are a number of good works on this subject but I can especially recommend, A. R. Burn, Persia and the Greeks: The Defense of the West 546-478 B.C., Hermann Bengtson, ed. The Greeks and the Persians from the Sixth to the Fourth Centuries. The major Greek source is Herodotus but he must be read with caution. For example, he claimed  Xerxes had an army of 1,700,000 soldiers, 80,000 cavalry, and 20,000 riding camels or driving chariots, etc. In reality the Persian invading force consisted of between 50,000 and 100,000 men.

The gallant holding action at Thermopylae, 480.  See Ernle Bradford. Thermpylae: the Battle for the West. NY: Da Capo, 1993.  Strongly pro-Greek.  For Salamis see Barry Strauss, The Battle of Salamis, NY: Simon & Schuster, 2004. Strongly pro-Greek. 
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This naval battle also occurred in 480. This year was to the Persians what 1943 was to the Germans. Not only were the Persians defeated in several key battles but their allies the Carthaginians were rendered a shocking defeat in the battle of Himera. 



With the defeat of Persian land and naval forces, the battle shifted to the shores of Ionia where in 479 at the naval battle of Mycale, a Persian fleet was caught, divided, and burned. Sometime during the general time period, a Persian army of 40-50,000 men was defeated at the Battle of Plataea. The years 482-479 spelled the doom of  Persian European imperial designs. By 470/69 the Persians had also lost Ionia and the Greeks completely controlled the Aegean Sea. Following these Persian disasters, there are 30 years of uneasy peace. (on the battle of Plataea see William Shepherd, Plataea 479 BC: the Most Glorious Victory Ever Seen.  Osprey, 2012.  
3e.
Xerxes the builder.
6d. Artaxerxes I Longimanus (464-24). When he takes the throne much of the kingdom is in revolt, the most serious example was Egypt. A revolt had been fomented by Athenian intervention in the delta region. A Persian relief force which consisted of Greek mercenaries under the leadership of Megabyzes managed to quell the revolt. An Athenian relief fleet was destroyed attempting to aid the hard-pressed defenders. The recapture of Egypt was a major victory for Persia. 

He also successfully put down a revolt by his brother Hystaspes who was ruling in Bactria.


The most important event in his reign was the Peace of Callius, 449-48. The terms were favorable to the Greeks.

1. The Greek cities of Asia Minor were to be autonomous.

2. The Persian army could not come nearer than 3 days march to any of the Ionian cities.

3. The Persian fleet was restricted – it was not to enter the Aegean Sea.

4. The Athenians promised to end their attacks on Persian property.

**In the long run, it was irrelevant as to the impact of these terms on Persian prestige. The Greeks could overcome war but not peace. It was only the threat of Persia that had united them. Once that threat was removed, the old sectionalism took over and there was internal warfare which would ultimately spell the end of Greek military fortunes. The Peloponnesian and Corinthian Wars severely limited Greek power and effectively prolonged Persian interests.




It was one of the ironies of history that this somewhat minor Persian king was of major importance for events in the Bible. Apparently 2 of the 4 Jewish returns occurred during his reign along with the possibility of part of the book of Ezra’s materials. It should be cautioned that the whole Ezra’s-Nehemiah controversy has continued to be problematic. The second return was apparently under Ezra and was possibly only because of the generosity of Artaxerxes. The third return occurred in 444 (Neh. 1:1) which was really for the rebuilding of the city walls rather than a massive return of Jews.
7d.
Darius II (423-405). Cf. ANEP, 769.

1e.
The usual revolts

2e.
The Jewish colony at Elephantine. There was a Jewish military garrison on the island of Elephantine in the Nile River about 500 miles upriver. There are a number of features which have made this site important for NT backgrounds.

1f.
It showed the close, loyal relationship of the Jews to the Persians, i.e. staffing a military garrison in Egypt with Jewish mercenaries.

2f. It showed the rather unorthodox character of Judaism in the colony. For example: 


It had its own temple which was against the Mosaic Law. Even when the temple was destroyed by the native Egyptians, the Persians refinanced another.


Apparently other deities were worshipped there as well since at least 3 other deities are represented. See U. Cassuto, “The Gods of the Jews at Elephantine,” Biblical and Oriental Studies. Jerusalem, Magnes, 1975, 240-249.

3f.
It demonstrated the close connection that these Jews had with their homeland in spite of the long distance.

4f.
It gives impressive confirmation of the names of other persons mentioned in the exilic books as Sanballat, Johanan (Neh 12:10-11, 22-23), and Hananiah (Neh 7:2).

5f.
Its so-called marriage document has been of importance in the debate over the status of an engaged woman. Whenever you might study in this subject area, see the classic volume by Bezalel Porten, Archives from Elephantine and Jochanan Muffs’, Studies in the Aramaic Legal Papyri from Elephantine.

8d.
Artaxerxes II (Memnon, 404-359)


Apparently the empire was in a state of revolt but he was successful in putting down the various challenges. One in particular nearly cost him his throne. Darius had at least two sons, Arsikas  (Artaxerxes II) and Cyrus; the former being the elder. 


Some accounts claim that Cyrus tried to kill him at his coronation although this sounds apocryphal. At any rate, Cyrus was placed at the head of the Satrapy of Lydia with control of the Persian army in Anatolia. He promptly marched on Artaxerxes by using a mercenary army composed of 13,000 Greeks. In 401, at the battle of Cunaxa near Babylon, Cyrus had victory in his grasp but was killed in the battle. His troops refused to surrender (since they probably would have been killed or sold into slavery) and instead fought a retreat back to Anatolia. This retreat was made immortal by Xenophon in his Anabis. They suffered great hardship in the harsh Anatolian winter but 8,600 made it back. 


There were some major lessons to be learned which were not lost on the Greeks.


By skillful diplomacy Persia, through the treaty of Anatalcides, was again the master of the Ionian cities as well as Cyprus and much of the eastern Mediterranean Sea. It was, however, an ephemeral haze which clouded the true situation. By the end of his reign, the whole empire was once again seething with revolt. At his death, Egypt and Cyprus had once again broken free.

9d.
Artaxerxes III (Oxhus, 358-338).


The empire was in a state of total disarray and may well have ended had it not been for the extreme measures of this king.


He spent nearly all of his reign dealing with the various rebellious territories. His most notable success was the recapture of Egypt (See Diodorus 17.46.2ff; 51.2) which he ruthlessly plundered. While this savaging of his subjects was successful in suppressing them, it did not endear him to them. The man who killed 80 of his brothers on his ascension to the throne was himself killed by a general named Bagoas who also killed Artaxerxes’ older sons placing the youngest names Arses on the throne. He later had to kill Arses since he was intent on avenging his father’s murder. Bagoas then gave the throne to Darius III who was descended from a brother of Artaxerxes II. In a subsequent power struggle, Bagoas himself was poisoned. 

10d.
Darius III (Codomannus, 335-330). This king will be dealt with merely as an opponent of Alexander although it is necessary here to state that he appeared to have been a capable king. The strained picture painted by the classicists should be rejected out of hand.

11d.
The Persian capitals. No other kingdom put such an emphasis on a multiplicity of important cities. There are a number of reasons for this.  Francois Vallat, “Susa and Susiana in Second-Millennium Iran,” CANE, 1023-34.  

Persepolis. In the main, it was built by Darius I, Xerxes I, and Artaxerxes I to serve as the showpiece of Persian power. The best artisans in the world, especially the Greek ones, were gathered there. Most of the ruins visible today are simply the ruins which remained after Alexander, that great humanitarian and democrat, ordered it burned.


Pasargadae. This was the old ancestral capital of the Persians which was rapidly supplanted in importance. With the capture of Media, Cyrus immediately declared Ecbatana to be the new capital. 


Ecbatana. This was the first royal city of the Aryan tribes. It served as the capital of the Median Empire but continued to be of importance as a place of resort from the terrible summer heat of Persia. 

Susa (Shushan of Esther). This former capital of the Elamite empire had been taken over by the Persians and continued to be a major administrative center in much the same way as Babylon was intended to the capital of Mesopotamia. On the whole subject see E. Yamauchi, “The Achaemenid Capitals,” Near Eastern Archaeological Society Bulletin 8 (1976), 5-82.
12d.
The religion of the Persian Empire.


The correspondence in both concepts and the names of deities as found in the Rig Veda and the Iranian Avesta make it clear that originally both held common religious beliefs. Indeed, in a treaty between the Hittite king Sϋppiluliuma and Mattiwaza the Hurrian King (ca 1350), the gods Mitra, Varuna, Indra, and Nasatya are mentioned – deities also mentioned in the Rig Veda. Any theological understanding of this early stage is not possible in light of the total absence of written documents. 


It was left to a prophet named Zarathusthra (Zoroaster) to reform the old Iranian religions. His ethical dualism centered around a high god named Ahura-mazda who presided over a world of Daevas: Asa (Truth) verses Drug (Falsehood); Spenta Mainyu (Good and Light) verse Angra Mainyu (Deceit and Darkness). Spenta Mainyu is the son of Ahura-mazda. There were other creations and subdeities in the theology. It should be emphasized that Persian religion was in a constant state of development.

Apparently the Achaemenid monarchs were in opposition to certain expression of Zoroastrianism. They appear to have favored a more monotheistic branch of it which emphasized Ahura-mazda. This is clear in the struggle between Darius I and the Magus, Gaumata. Thereafter, the magi seem to have come under great pressure to conform to Achaemenid preferences. 


On the religions of Persia see M. Boyce, “Zoroastrianism,” Historia Religionum ed. Bleeker, vol. 2, 211-336. and M. J. Dresden, “Mythology of Ancient Iran,” Mythologies of the Ancient World, ed. S. N. Kramer, 331-66. Most of the standard histories have sections on this as well. Heidemarie Koch, “Theology and Worship in Elam and Achaemenid Iran,” CANE, 1959-70.
There are a number of good volumes which you may acquaint yourself with to better understand the history and culture of Persia.

G. Widengren, “The Persians,” POTT, 312-37. (the place to start)

R. Chirshman, Iran, Penguin book. (A classic)

A. T. Olmstead, The History of Persia. (Ponderous and slightly outdated)
William Culican, The Medes and the Persians.

Bo Reicke, The New Testament Era. 

F. E. Peters, The Harvest of Hellenism. (Classic work for NT Backgrounds)

W. S. McCullough, The History and Literature of the Palestinian Jews from Cyrus to Herod, esp. pp 3-51.

Jean-Louis Huot, Persia I.

S. A. Matheson, Persia: an Archaeological Guide. 
J. A. Gobineau, The World of the Persians.

E. Herzfeld, The Persian Empire. (A classic)

10b.
The end of the backgrounds to the OT in the fertile crescent.


[image: image12]
SECTION II

EGYPT

1a.
Introduction

1b.
The tube of the Nile, 4160 miles long and 750 miles from Aswan to the Mediterranean.

2b.
Basic geography. See especially Herman Kees, Ancient Egypt: a Cultural Topography. Egypt and Iraq both had an area of about 10,000 sq. miles of cultivated land in antiquity yet today, Egypt has nearly 4 times as many people.

3b.
Archaic Egypt. We cannot spend any time discussing this time due to the brief allotment of course hours but the following books can be recommended:

W. M. Emery, Archaic Egypt
J. Wilson, Ancient Egypt, pp. 13-42.

E. J. Baumgartel, CAH, 1:1, pp. 467-492.

See pp. 18-42 of your text.

4b.
The beginnings of the historical era. (Protohistoric 3400-3100).

1c.
Rapid urbanization.

2.
Startling suddenness.

3c.
The end of the Protohistoric period. 

1d.
The previous political situation. Power spots in the south were first Ambos and El Kab while in the north power was centered at Behedet and later at Buto. The basic reason for a lack of unity was a result of the great distance separating the various population centers.

2d.
Unification at the end of the Protohistoric period. There were basic unifying factors already present in Egypt in that they already had a similar language, worshipped the same pantheon with Horus as primate and shared a common culture. Anthony Leahy, “Ethnic Diversity in Ancient Egypt,” CANE, 225-35.

Apparently the next to last king of this period named “Scorpion” began the conquest of Buto but it was his successor who was named Narmer who completed the task. This act unified the country although throughout its history there continued to be evidence that Egypt saw herself as consisting of 2 independent sections. There are a number of observations which may be cited to justify that statement:
1e.
The geographical designation of Upper and Lower Egypt. This was further seen in the terminology of Upper Egypt called the Red Land and Lower Egypt being called the Black Land. The king also wore 2 crowns demonstrating this bi-unity.

Upper Egypt (Red Land)= ‘One who belongs to the Sedge plant’

Lowe Egypt (Black Land)= “One of the Bee’, i.e. of Lower Egypt

These elements are combined in the official headdress.

The first Egyptian king to unit these two crowns was Narmer

2e.
The Hebrew word for Egypt is dual mr!r^x+m!, “misrayim” or Greek ό γυπτος.

4c.
Evidences of foreign contacts which gave this period its impetus.

[image: image67.jpg]


1d.
The Gebel el Arak knife handle.

The connections are even more obvious when compared with the famous Narmer palette. 
[image: image68.jpg]



2d.
Earlier mention was made of cylinder seals. An example of this intercultural influence, beyond that of artistic borrowings, may be seen in the fact that prior Egyptian practice was to use stamp seals, but under Mesopotamian influence, they charged to cylinder seals. 
3d.
There are also architectural evidences of early Egyptian borrowing.


1e.
Limestone bricks.


2e.
Buttressed walls.

4d.
The appearance of writing in Egypt less than a century after it was discovered in Mesopotamia also suggests outside impetus. 


Wile it is easy to overstate the impact that Mesopotamia might have had, it should be noted that there is nothing necessarily inferior about borrowing. Quite the obverse it true!

5c.
The problem of and contrast with Egyptian/Mesopotamian history.

6c.
The tools for studying Egyptian history.

1d.
Manetho was an Egyptian priest of Sebennytos during the time of Ptolemy I (305-285) who divided the various kings into 30 dynasties. While his work has not survived, reference made to him in other literature has enabled a sufficient recreation of his material to compensate for the actual work of Manetho. A series of articles in CANE, pp. 273-394 cover various aspects of Egyptian topics germane to this part of the work text.  
2d.
The Turin Royal Canon was a papyrus document of the Ramesside period which began with Menes but is fragmentary in its present state. 

3d.
The Palermo Stone is a group of fragments of a king list named after the museum in Sicily were the stone is kept. It is a stone carved monument on which are recorded various papyrus sources. Compiled in the 5th dynasty (2554-2400), it records each King from Pre-dynastic to Neterirkare, the 3rd king of the 5th dynasty, with some biographical information on them.
4d.
The Temple of Seti I of Dyn 19 at Abydos is one of the more important sources. While not chronological in format, it is fairly complete in its listing of Egyptian kings.

5d.
While other archaeological materials play a part, the primary sources for studying the kings are listed above. See A. Gardiner, Egypt of the Pharaohs, 46-71 and W. C. Hayes, “Egypt – to the End of the Twentieth Dynasty,” CAH 1:1, 173-192.

5b.
The Early Dynastic Period (Archaic) Dyn 1-2, ca. 3100-2686 occasionally called Thinite.

1c.
Political unification. There is substantial confusion as to the identity of the 1st king. The issue revolved around the identity of the Rosette-Scorpion as the first possible king of the country. If he is not the 1st king, there can be no question but that Narmer was the first to conquer the whole land.

2c.
Philosophy of kingship. One of the most striking things about Egyptian kingship is that it appeared nearly fully developed in its first instances. He is pictured outside and was regarded as a son of Re who was thought to have ruled Egypt in person originally. Very early there is a highly developed bureaucracy an example of which may be seen in the Joseph story where reference was made concerning Royal graineries. See especially Ronald J. Leprohon, “Royal Ideology and State Administration in Pharaonic Egypt,” CANE, 273-88.
3c.
Egypt and its relationship with the ancient world. The fact that Egypt was in mercantile relationship with the ancient world cannot be denied. For example, a potsherd with Narmer’s name on it has been found in n. Syria while Syrian pottery has been found in Egypt. As a matter of fact, without outside lumber and metals Egyptian society could not have survived or prospered. Obsidian may have been imported from Aegean sources while grains grown only in Asia have been founding Egyptian graves. Already, it was a small world. Egyptian insular attitudes were already formed as evidenced by the fact that only Egyptian merchants could disperse the trade items. Foreign merchants were not allowed since trade was solely the prerogative of the crown; hence the centralization of power in the monarch. On the Narmer jar fragment founding Syria see Ruth Amiran, “The Narmer Jar Fragment from Arad,” IEJ 24:1 (1974), 4-12 and 26:1 (1976), 45-46. Itzhaq Beit-Arieh, “New Evidence on the Relations Between Egypt and the Land of Canaan during the Third Millennium B.C.” IEJ 34:1 (1984):20-23.
4c.
Egyptian religion. Since everything we know about religion at this early date comes from archaeology, it is difficult to be very precise. On this see CANE, 1685-814 for a series of helpful articles. 

At the heart of its religion was the king who was considered divine and often associated with Horus. 
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With its emphasis on Horus, Re, Osiris, Isis, Min, Anubis, Neith, Sokaris, etc, it was polytheistic and animistic. It is far more difficult to understand than the various Mesopotamian examples. You may well want to do some future reading on the subject.
The tombs are evidently thought of as the permanent home of the dead. Quite obviously, there was a concept of afterlife.

Rudolf Anthes, “Mythologies in Ancient Egypt,” in Mythologies of the Ancient World, ed. by S. N. Kramer, 15-92.

Siegfried Morenz, Egyptian Religion.

Henri Franfort, Ancient Egyptian Religion.

E. A. Wallis Budge, From Fettish to God in Ancient Egypt, 1972 (1934).

C. J. Bleeker, “The Religion of Ancient Egypt,” Historia Religionum Vol. 1, Religions of the Past, ed. by Bleeker, 40-114.

J. Černy, Ancient Egyptian Religion, (popular, but excellent).

T.G.H. James, Pharaoh’s People: Scenes from Royal Life in Imperial Egypt. Chicago: University of Chicago, 1983.  This provides a treasure of material for backgrounds to the Bible. 
5c.
Burial practices. Basically there were two major methods of burial: simple inhumation for the poor accompanied by some food and hunting implements, and internment in the mastaba (bench tomb).
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6b.
The Old Kingdom Age (Pyramid Age). 2686-2181, Dyn 3-6

1c.
The outstanding leader of the 3rd Dynasty was Djoser (Neterykhet) who ruled 19 years.
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Simpson mentioned that there are some major program factors which are responsible for the design of this pyramid. 

1. Creation as a royal burial place

2. Function as a necropolis with all the accoutrements of life supplied.

3. Serve as a medium for the spirit world.

4. Perpetuate the cult of the king.

It is interesting that the structure is composed of small limestone bricks rather than blocks. It was built by the famous Imhotep at Sakkara and rose to 6 levels reaching 206 ft. The reproduction in the stone of wood grain motifs is another possible example of attempts to copy artistic styles from outside Egypt. Sati burial may have been practiced here. 
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2c.
Building a pyramid. Several major possibilities confront us in attempting an understanding of these constructions. The first is concerned with the time of the year. In an agricultural society it may have been that subjects were used in the off season rather permanent slaves. Secondly, since this would coincide with the annual flood, they may have used the high waters to float the blocks closer to the site. At any rate, it was a monumental work. The drawings below demonstrate some of the methodology in building one of the pyramids.



It is difficult to know just how much the Nile played in building

It was in this period that they first mastered it by:


1. Raising dikes along the river’s banks.


2. Building canals with retaining walls to take water inland.


3. Water was moved inland through canals and stored in successive basins. 

3c.
‘Memphite Theology.’ See ANET, 4-6. The theology which it demonstrated was the overwhelming importance of kingship in Egyptian society. This document is the first literary expression of that concept. 
4c.
The fourth dynasty 2613-2494 is the real pyramid age.


1d.
The first king appeared to have been Snefru who built 2 pyramids and perhaps converted the pyramid at Medum.


Most seem to feel that this was originally a step pyramid built by Huni the last king of the third dynasty. At any rate, the graphic demonstrates the stages of construction. 

The second of his pyramids was the famous Bent Pyramid at Dahshur.

The third pyramid was the so-called North Stone Pyramid at Dahshur which probably was built to correct the technique which had resulted in the Bent pyramid. 


You may note how both of the step pyramids (A & B) were built in stages. The next pyramid (E) is the first true pyramid.

2d.
Khufu (Cheops) built the largest pyramid at Giza with the most developed internal features including the so-called Grand Gallery. It was 481.4 feet high and 756 feet to a side covering 13.1 acres. It was composed of approximately 2,300,000 blocks of squares and laid end to end, they would stretch 2/3 of the way around the globe. The pyramids were without doubt started before the ascension of any given king since it would have been impossible to have actually built them in a normal reign. If 300 blocks a day were inserted, it would take 23 years requiring approximately 100,000 laborers to build it!

3d.
Chefren (Khafre) built another great pyramid close to Cheop’s which was slightly smaller (471 ft. high and 708 to a side) but has a better preserved funerary chapel and causeway.

It was to this pharaoh who built the great Sphinx of Giza. It was not moved there but was part of the terrain apparently his sculptors simply hewed the Sphinx out of the living rock. 

4d.
The next major pyramid building was that of Menkaure (Mycerinus) who built the third pyramid at Giza which was smaller in size than its predecessors but was covered with red granite rather than limestone (the others were no doubt whitewashed). It seems that he must have opted for aesthetics over power. 


The whole burial complex can be studied in the graphic below.


5d.
Pyramid complexes. In fact, the pyramid was but one part of the complex. It was composed of various parts common to each complex. 

The pyramid represented the main feature and served as a burial place for the king.


Important also was the temple at its base to the east facing the valley. Its main function was to perpetuate the cult of the king by offerings to his statue.


A substantial wall enclosed the pyramid and the temple. Also with this wall was a much smaller pyramid, the precise function of which is debated. Just outside the wall the many mastabas and tombs were placed vying for proximity to the king.


A ramp or causeway led from the main temple to the river and its riverside chapel. Frequently roofed and decorated, it was made to be as handsome as the complex could afford.


Lastly, a chapel at the entrance to the causeway from the river served primarily for servicing the king’s body at death with the proper rites.


These various elements can be illustrated in the following numbered overview.


# 1-3 are the pyramids themselves at whose base lies the major temple.
# 4-6 are the causeways

# 7 is the funerary chapel 



6d.
The functions of these complexes. It is not always easy to recreate theology from an Egyptian perspective. There do, however, appear to be a number of discernible reasons for this great expenditure of the Egyptians.
1.
To provide a burial place for the king.

2.
To provide the suitable accoutrements to life in the hereafter.

3.
To create, in essence, a necropolis.

4.
To perpetuate the cult o the king.

7d.
The decline of pyramid building.

5c.
Dynasty 5, ca. 2494-2345


There was a noticeable decline in the size of pyramids. Each king did, however, build a pyramid complex and a sun temple complex. The precise function of the latter is debated but there is clearly a new emphasis on Re.


Another important feature of this period was the finding of the Pyramid texts written during Dyn 5-6. Their function seems to have been to aid magically the king in his afterlife experiences. See R. O. Faulkner, The Ancient Egyptian Pyramid Texts. 

6c.
Dynasty 6, ca. 2345-2181


While there was a gradual decline in the effectiveness and power of the state, it appears that following the 94 year reign of Pepi II (note that there is some evidence that he ruled much less than this), the rapid break down of the power of the state occurred.

7c.
The structure of the Old Kingdom government.


The monarch

The Nomarch

The Vizier

The Scribe
8c.
The end of the Old Kingdom period. There are a large number of possible features as to why the period ended.


Without question, the tremendous drain of the national cult in general, and the pyramids in particular, resulted in an over-all weakening of the state.


The leadership of the 6th dynasty, especially of Pepi II, must be given substantial blame.


The exemption of the temples and cult centers from their necessary share of taxes further contributed to the problem. The cult which had originally been centered in the king, became far more powerful than the king himself.


Instability had also resulted from the incursion of Semites into the Delta region.

Above all, there was that decay of national will which cannot be identified in terms of cause-effect factors.

9c.
Conclusions. This was the most spectacular period in the long, distinguished existence of Egyptian history. It was a time when trade proliferated. See for example, John MacDonald, “Egyptian Interests in Western Asia to the End of the Middle Kingdom: an Evaluation,” AJBA 2:1 (1972), 72-98; S. Yeivin, “Additional Notes on the Early Relations between Canaan and Egypt,” JNES 27:1 (jan. 1968), 37-50; E. D. Oren, “The Overland Route between Egypt and Canaan in the Early Bronze Age,” IEJ 23:4 (1973), 198-205; Raphael Giveon, “Investigations in the Egyptian Mining Centers in Sinai,” JTAU 1:3 (1974), 100-108.  Nicolas Grimal. A History of Ancient Egypt. Cambridge: Blackwell, 1994.  this is an excellent one volume source for all of Egyptian history.

It would set the stage for all of subsequent Egyptian history and would be remembered with pride while serving as a model of the ideal. The success or failure of these successive dynasties, in large measure, depended on the strength or weakness of its king. When the power of the king declined, the internal elements of state and religion acted as a centrifugal force on the well-being of the state. The king was the center; only a powerful centripetal direction could keep Egypt unified.

7b.
The 1st Intermediate Period.


This is a time of great confusion with a federated Egypt.

Dyn 7

ca 2181-2173
Memphis (Perhaps overlapping with 6)

Dyn 8 

ca 2173-2160
Memphis

Dyn 9-10 
ca 2160-2040
Herakleopolis

Dyn 11  
ca 2133-2040
Pre-conquest 11 at Thebes

Basically most of what we know of this period comes from some of the surviving literature which has pictured the time as one of total anarchy and privation.

1c.
“The protests of the Eloquent Peasant,” ANET, 407

2c.
“The Prophecy of Neferohu,” ANET, 405-06

3c.
“Instruction for Merikare,” ANET, 414-18

4c.
“Dialogue for a Desperate Man with His Soul,” ANET, 405-07

From a biblicist’s viewpoint, this condition described above fits well with the discussion preserved in Genesis. Access to the delta region for nomadic Semites was the byword of this period. It was in part a reason for the breakdown of authority in Egypt. It would seem almost certain, if Genesis’ chronology is correct, that Abraham was dealing with either a late Memphite or Heracleopolitan king. This also makes it easier to understand why an Egyptian pharaoh was desirous of a Semite bride. See John Currid, Ancient Egypt and the OT. Grand Rapids: Baker, 1997. This is an evangelical author and is a good addition to your library. 
8b.
The Middle Kingdom, ca. 2040-1786. Besides the many histories you may also read Y. L. Holmes, “Egypt and Cyprus: Late Bronze Age Trade and Diplomacy,” AOAT 22 (1973), 91-98; Barbara Bell, “Climate and the History of Egypt in the Middle Kingdom,” AJA 79:3 (July, 1975), 223-270; J. MacDonald, “Egyptian Interests in Western Asia to the End of the Middle Kingdom: an Evaluation,” AJBA 2:1 (1972), 72-98. Another volume which deals skillfully with this material is that of T. Thompson, The Historicity of the Patriarchal Narratives, although he is highly (and unduly) critical of the historicity of Genesis.

1c.
Postconquest Dyn 11, ca. 2040-1991


Manetho would give us the impression that the 11th Dyn at Thebes follwed the 10th at Herakleopolis but it may be that the two were contemporary. At any rate, it was during the reign of Nebhepetre Mentuhotpe that the country was finally reunited.

2c.
Dyn 12, ca. 1991-1786.


Evidently, its first king Amunemhet I was not of royal descent and had previously been a vizier. The country was still being reorganized and unified. As Simpson pointed out, he was a man of extraordinary energy and vision, responsible for far-reaching innovations:

1d.
He founded a new capital named Itj-towy which became the Residence City while Thebes was called the Southern City.

2d.
He reorganized the nomes.

3d.
He established a co-regency system naming Sesostris as his coruler.

This was the golden age of Egyptian literature and served as a model for all subsequent examples.

“The Instructions of King Anenemhet,” ANET, 418-19 purport to be lectures from Amemenhet to Sesostris on the dangers of kingship. It is valuable as a document demonstrating the character of ideal kingship. It is interesting to note the frequent references to the king as shepherd in such genre of literature. 
“The Story of Sinuhe,” ANET, 18-22 revolves around the fortunes of Sinuhe, an official of Amenemhet. After the latter was assassinated, Sinuhe is implicated (wrongly?) and flees to Canaan. Most of the account is taken up with his experiences but is extremely valuable for insight into Late Bronze Palestine. See J. L. Foster, “Sinuhe: the Ancient Genre of Narrative Verse,” JNES 39:2 (April, 1980), 89-118; Anson Rainey, “The World of Sinuhe,” IOS 2 (1972), 369-408.

“The Execration Texts,” are not really works of literary value; rather, they are inscriptions written on bowls from Thebes and on clay figurines of bound captives. In essence, most of them are curse formula against given enemies with the Asiatics being most prominent. After the written curse was pronounced, the bowl or figurine was broken (sympathetic magic). They are valuable for insight into LB Palestine and provide the first mention of Jerusalem, Ashkelon, and Shechem. See Thomas Thompson, The Historicity of the Patriarchal Narratives, 98-118 for a critical treatment of the value of these materials. They appear to cover the period of Sesostris III to the 2nd Intermediate P. See esp. MBA, #23.

“The Coffin Texts,” are written in cursive hieroglyph on the inside of wooden coffins-generally of non-royalty. They provide the prototype for other, later “Coffin Texts” from the NK period which make up the so-called “Book of the Dead.” The former are mostly spells and incantations but provide insight into popular religion.

The MK would, however, produce a vast amount of other types of literature: the Hearst, Ebers, and Berlin Medical Papyri (see Paul Ghalioungui, The House of Life: Magic and Medical Science in Ancient Egypt); the Rhind and Moscow Mathematical Papyri; the 1st real encyclopedia was produced at this time.

Chronologically, Isaac, Jacob, and Joseph should be should be associated with this time period. While specific intercalations  are often impossible to establish, if I Kgs 6:1 is correct then Dyn 12 would be seen as the background for the events in Gen and the 1st chapter of Exodus.
3c.
Dyn 13, ca. 1786-1633.


While the period lasted nearly 160 years, it was apparently a time of confusion since according to the Turin Canon there were 50-60 rulers. While its kings continued to rule from Itj-towy and Memphis, at some point they lost control of the western delta region. According to Manetho, the 13th Dyn was Theban. There is evidence that Asiatics were either migrating in or taking control of these former Egyptian territories. 

9b.
The 2nd Intermediate Period, ca. 1786-1558 (Dyns 14-17)


It is difficult to set precisely the dates for this period since we do not know when the 13th dynasty kings lost control of the western delta. 

1c.
Dynasty 14, ca. 1786-1603 (at Xios consisting of 76 kings). This city was probably the present Sakha, near Kafr esh-Sheikh; that is Lower Egyptian Nome 6. It was concurrent with Dyn 13 but was composed of at least some Asiatic kings.

2c.
Dyn 15-16, ca. 1674-1558 (The Hyksos).

Manetho speaks of the Hyksos as ruling 284 years while in the Turin Canon allows only 108. There appear to have been 6 kings in the 15th Dyn and 32 in the 16th. 


It is difficult to reconstruct the identity of these Hyksos. Manetho and Josephus evidently misunderstood the meaning of the title. It is an English translation of the original Greek. Josephus and Manetho were rendering the etymology as being from hiq= king and sos=shepherd. While easy to understand at that late date in their history, the origin is almost certainly heqa khoswe meaning “chief of foreign lands.”


The next problem is not one of etymology but of origins. Basically there are two answers that are commonly posited. (The less likely is that they were there always and happened to assume power, a sort of peasant uprising). There may be an element of truth to this view since it would seem possible that the local Semites in the delta might well have joined in with the invaders. Josephus mentioned that they were not even opposed; rather, the local inhabitants apparently surrendered without a fight. 


The second view seems closer to the target; namely, that there was an invasion from Palestine which resulted in the over-running of the eastern delta with a possible vassal relationship with the kings of Xios. There does seem to be sufficient data to imply that this had occurred: W. H. Stiebing, “The Hyksos Burials in Palestine: a Review of the Evidence,” JNES 30:2 (April, 1970), 110-117 and the major work by John Van Seters, The Hyksos, 1966. While it is unlikely that they were to be identified with the Hurrians, there is mounting evidence that they were part of the great Amorite empire of this period which reached into n. Syria (MBA, #28). There is a common archaeological representation in the remains from Palestine with those in Egypt. Major Hyksos cities were surrounded with a massive glacis created from packed earth with a waterless moat on the outside. Evidently Hazor was the capital of Palestine (Josh 11:10) but Qatna and Carchemish were also important military centers.


Being Semites they favored the Egyptian god Seth who was similar to Baal and carried the title “Lord of the foreign lands,” On the other hand, the supposed antipathy towards all things Egyptian on their part is a simplistic explanation of a complex situation.  

The chief city (not exactly the capital) of these Hyksos in Egypt was Avaris which has not been located exactly but is no doubt on the eastern border of the delta. Remember, the precise relationship with the Amorites in Palestine is not clear. Were they part of that empire or related to it by custom and race?

How is it that these foreigners were able to do what no other group had ever done before? While Egypt became a great civilization, in part because of Mesopotamian influence, they soon developed an insular mentality. In their minds, only an Egyptian could rightfully be called a “person.” Everyone else was something less than human. This attitude resulted in a certain cultural atrophy which was rudely jarred awake by the Hyksos. In short, their success can be attributed to a number of factors:


1.
Above all, the chariot. (How do we explain Gen 46:29?)


2. The compound bow. While histories list this as a major reason for the success of the Hyksos, they can be misleading in giving the impression that the Hyksos invented it. In fact, the existence of the compound bow is already attested in Egypt and may go back into the 4th millennium B.C. It was left to the Hyksos to develop a more powerful compound (composite) bow than the Egyptians. In all likelihood, it was their conservative glorification of the past that caused them to rely on earlier types of composite bows which resulted in their defeat. 

[image: image13]
1-6 are simple bows and 7-13 are composite. 1. Longbow. 2. Asymmetric bow. 3. Flat bow. 4. Doubly Convex Egyptian type. 5. Joined angular type. 6. Simple Segment bow. 7. Chinese. 8. Turkish. 9. Siberian (made of antlers). 10. Hurrian. 11 and 12. Hittite. 13. Assyrian. 
This typical reliance on an earlier technology is reminiscent of the attitudes of many old soldiers about the horse being superior to the new-fangled tanks!

3.
They also appear to have employed new types of bronze daggers, swords, and other weapons. (no tin deposits exist in Egypt).

4.
Perhaps, if the skeletons found at Tell ed Debaa are Hyksos, they were consistently larger in size than the typical Mediterranean type.

Whatever the specifics, the Hyksos brought the Egyptians back to reality. No longer could the coast of Palestine be considered their rightful property. Not only did they desperately need its raw materials, they now learned how critical it was as a buffer zone against the hated Asiatics.

Leon Wood in his Survey of Israel’s History has suggested that the “pharaoh who knew not Joseph” was the first Hyksos king. This may be correct but the greatest caution must be exercised here. That pharaoh may have been any Hyksos king or even Ahmose, the 1st pharaoh of dyn 18. 

3c.
Dyn 17, ca. 1650-1558. With the Hyksos controlling the north and the Nubians the south, the 17th dyn presided over Thebes alone. There had evidently been intermittent warfare between Thebes and the Hyksos.


It was left to the brothers Kamose and Ahmose to successfully expel the Hyksos. Kamose created a fleet to carry his forces northward where he met with success. He claimed to have captured a Hyksos fleet consisting of hundreds of ships. While unable to expel them from the delta, he did severely damage the Hyksos forces and prestige. 


10b.
The New Kingdom, Dyn 18-20, ca. 1553-1085.
10c.
The completion of the defeat of the Hyksos. See ANET, 233-34 and ANEP # 311. For a listing of the accomplishments of Ahmose I see Breasted, Ancient Records, Vol. 2, 1-8. Some attractive objects d’art may be seen in Weigall, 124-126. 

Ahmose is identified as the founder of the 18th dynasty because he completed the expulsion and ruled over a united Egypt. He was, however, the brother to Kamose. He succeeded in capturing the Hyksos capital Avaris and then prepared to besiege Sharuhen thus guaranteeing the approaches to the Sinai. The effectiveness of the glacis fortification may be seen in the fact that it took him 3 years to capture it. The fact that he then returned to Egypt, rather than continuing to attack northward, is probably an indication that strong Hyksos (Amorite) forces still remained north. After returning to Egypt he then launched an attack southward against Nubia which he defeated. He continued to rule but abdicated most of his power to his son Amunhotep I. 

2c.
The 18th dyn, 1558-1303 (sometimes called Thutmosid)

1d.
Amunhotep I, 1533-1512


As Simpson pointed out, the first part of this dynasty can be called Ahmosid after its early kings from Ahmose to Hatshepsut. A second, militaristic stage would be that of Thutmose III, Amunhotep II and Thutmose IV (Thutmosid). The next discernible grouping would be Amunhotep III. The fourth was that of Amunhotep IV (Akhenaton) through the general Ay. A last element of the dynasty would be Horemheb with whom the dynasty ended.


Furthermore, as he pointed out, each king of this dynasty may be studied against 5 recurring features.


1. The length of the reign, co-regencies, etc.


2. The office holders or bureaucracy.


3. The royal building program.


4. War and trade against Nubia and the southland.


5. Relations with the Levant.


All of these points may be seen in the reign of Amunhotep I who invaded Nubia for its gold, fought Lybia, and invaded n. Syria.

2d.
Thutmose I, 1512-1500


He was an effective campaigner, the first to carry the attack to the 4th cataract in Nubia. He placed a victory stela on the east bank of the Euphrates River.


His more lasting achievements, however, were related to his burial practices. He was the king to end the practice of being buried under a pyramid. He was also the fist to place his tomb in the famous Valley of the Kings in Western Thebes.


He also erected a colonnaded hall (hypostle), 2 pylons, and 2 obelisks in the temple of Amun at Thebes.

3d.
Thutmose II, 1500-1490.


When Thutmose I died, Hatshepsut was his only living child while Thutmose II was his son by another wife. Probably thinking he would strengthen his claim to the throne, he took Hatshepsut, his half-sister as his bride. There are very few inscriptional or artifactual materials available from his rule.
4d.
Hatshepsut, 1490-1469, in Weigall, p. 131 (notice the erasure by Akhenaton of her name). For objects d’art from her temple, see Weigall, 132-135. I especially recommend the work of Redford, “The Reign of Hatshepsut,” in History and Chronology of the 18th Dynasty, 57-87. The fact that a woman has arisen to this position is not quite the surprise it appears to be when one considers the prominent position of women throughout the dynasty.


Apparently, she was originally allowed to represent Thutmose III, son of another wife, who was still in his minority. By her second year, however, she had proclaimed herself king and occasionally referred to herself in the masculine. She even had herself pictured with a royal beard. She led several minor military campaigns in Syria but is best known for her magnificent mortuary temple at Deir el-Bahri which was the largest obelisk in Egypt.


Some have rather romantically suggested that this was the princess who plucked Moses from the bulrushes. It must be emphasized that not only is this unlikely, it is unnecessary.

5d.
Thutmose III, 1490-1436. He is rightly known as the greatest military conqueror in Egyptian history. He made at least 17 campaigns to the Levant although the first was probably the most important of them all.  See the helpful book by Richard Gabriel, Thutmose III: the Military Biography of Egypt’s Greatest Warrior King (2009).  

The 1st campaign…He led his army to Palestine specifically to capture Megiddo and her allies. On the south side of the Carmel range, they were faced with the classical problem of which pass to take, Aruna, Taanach (in the south), or Zephath (in the north). As the story goes, all his advisors counseled him to avoid the treacherous (although shortest) Aruna. He rejected their counsel and arrived at Megiddo where he found the allies had split their forces so that their infantry was left to guard the north/south passes with their chariots at Megiddo. By choosing the middle, he split the two and won a great victory over the 133 allied cities; see MBA, 31-33. Of course, none of this may have actually happened or (likely) didn’t happen exactly as the actual events.

The 6th campaign…He captured the great city of Kadesh on the Orontes – One of the chief agitators against Egyptian interests.


The 8th campaign…He took the last great center of resistance west of the Euphrates by capturing Carchemish and then crossing the Euphrates to place a stela next to that of Thutmose I. His main opponent this far north was Mitanni.


The 17th campaign…This was his last as he was probably around 70. He again put down Kadesh and its allies. At his death, the Egyptian empire extended from the Euphrates to the 4th cataract of the Nile.


Equally impressive with his military exploits was his interest in building. He added the Sixth Pylon to the Temple of Amun at Thebes as well as gates and chapels, four obelisks and a temple at Deir el-Bahri. His mummy has been found and is in the Cairo museum.


It could be said that Egypt will benefit from his exploits for the next 200 years. On the other hand, he followed a policy which was to bring great economic harm to the country – devoting fantastic sums to Amun-Re. For example, in his 34th year, the gods received 700 troy (12 ounces = a pound) pounds of gold from Nubian mines. In his 41st year over 800 pounds were given to the priests. This would ultimately result in the weakening of the power of the king against the priests. As an example of that power, the possessions of the god Amun at Karnak were 2756 statues, 84,486 tenants, servants and slaves, 421,000 animals, 433 gardens and orchards, around 583,000 acres of grain, 86 ships, 46 building yards, 65 townships or villages and 70 such villages in Palestine. By the beginning of the 20th dyn, the Temple of Amun owned about 20% of all the agricultural land in Egypt. The scope can also be seen in that:   1.  the temples were exempt from taxes.  2.  Priests and their surfs were relieved of obligations to the state.  3. Temple and religious property  were completely autonomous of the court.


For records of his reign see ANET, 22-23. 234-41, and 373-74 and ANEP, #312-313.

Some have suggested that he is the Pharaoh of the Exodus events and the opponent of Moses. This cannot be determined for several chronologies are available. If Simpson’s is correct, Amunhotep II would be that pharaoh. It should be emphatically stated that the problems of chronology are, at this point, so imposing that direct correlation of kings with the Bible events is not possible.

6d.
Amunhotep II, 1438-1412; see ANEP # 389-92 and Weigall, 147-148.


By his own account, he claimed to be a hunter and warrior without equal; boasting that no living man could pull his bow. He was certainly no match for his father’s prowess. Palestine was in open revolt, apparently under Mitannian provocation. He made several campaigns, MBA, 34-35, but was less than successful. See Abraham Malamat, “The Campaigns of Amenhotep II and Thutmose IV to Canaa,” Scripta Hierosolymitana 8 (1961), 218-231. More than any other pharaoh, he set up self-glorifying monuments but the justification may rightly be called into question. For his relationship with his father see R. A. Parker, “Once again: the Coregency of Thutmose III and Amenhotep II,” SAOC 35 (1969), 75-82.


Transporting a colossal statue. From the tomb of Dhutihotep, El Berseh.
7d.
Thutmose IV, 1412-1402. See Anep #314-316.

His reign may well be a landmark for Egyptian studies since there appeared to have been a shift of power in the Near Eastern countries. For over a century, Mitanni had been the major opponent of the imperial interests of the Egyptians. The dominant position of the Mitanni had gradually melted away under the twin pressures of the fresh powers of Assyria and Hatti. It is the Anatolian power Hatti that the Egyptians discerned to be their main concern. All of this may explain the reason for Thutmose IV taking a Mitannian princess for his wife. No written records of an official alliance have been found.
He is, however, best known for his famous Dream Stela. While on a lion hunt, he fell asleep between the paws of the Great Sphinx. In his dream the Sphinx promised him kingship if he would free the Sphinx from the shifting sand which had covered it. He later commissioned the stela in honor of his dream.

8d.
Amunhotep III, 1402-1363. See ANEP #394-400, 393, and Weigall, pp. 165-179. Often referred to as the Grand Old Monarch of the 18th Dyn. Additional reading may be done in D. Redford, “The Alleged Coregency of Amenhotep III and Akhenaten,” 170-182; E. Riefstahl, Thebes in the Time of Amunhotep III. He is famous for the 5 occasions when he issued sets of commemorative scarabs; see C. Blankenberg, The Largest Commemorative Scarabs of Amenhotep III.


With the exception of an important campaign to Nubia, his reign is characterized by a marked disinterest in military ventures. Correspondence with him is replete with requests for grants of gold and silver. A number of factors seem to explain such a peaceful rule when measured against all other, earlier 18th dynasts. Most importantly, it should be recognized that the Hittites had not yet begun their imperial march to the south. Furthermore, a century of repeated military incursions had weakened the local opposition to the point that it was not able to offer effective resistance. Then too, the traumatic loss of the Israelite slaves and their entrance into Canaan may also have played a part.


Of equal interest is the unique emphasis given to his famous wife, the commoner (and probably Nubian) Teye (Tiy). As noted, the matriarchal emphasis of the 18th dynasty is without precedent in Egyptian history. It may also be said that no Egyptian king ever gave such prominence to a queen. Many of the artistic characteristics of Akhenaton are to be seen here.


He was also a prolific builder throughout Egypt and then Sudan. At Malkata, south of the Medinet Habu, he built a large residential complex along with a temple to Amun and a harbor and canal leading to it. His mortuary temple is the largest of all the funerary temples at Thebes. At both Karnak and Luxor he made substantial additions to the temple complexes. In Nubia, he built a number of temples to Amun although there is some evidence that Aten had already begun to achieve growing importance. Throughout the 18th dynasty there is a growing emphasis on realism in art and this is especially true of Amunhotep III. In the latter part of his reign he is pictured as he must have looked. 

When his reign is examined under the harsh light of history it can be said that his “Dollar Policy” was a failure. To be sure, there were few indications of that during his reign but the experiences of his immediate successors would make it painfully clear that Egyptian indifference would lead to national weakness.

9d.
Amunhotep IV (Akhenaton), 1363-1347. Note figure 41 in Simpson and ANEP # 401-412 and Weigall, 185-208. His famous “Hymn to Aton,” ANET, 369-371. See John L. Foster, “The hymn to Aten: Akhenaton Worships the Sole God,” CANE,1751-62 There has been more written on him than any other pharaoh. In the library see the major study of F. J. Giles, Ikhaton: Legend and History, 1970 (has very fine photos) and the works of Cyril Aldred on him.  Nicholas Reeves, Akhenaten: Egypt’s False Prophet. London: Thames 7 Hudson, 2001.
1e.
A new religion.  By far the most dramatic feature of his kingship was the unprecedented emphasis on Aton. Already under Thutmose IV and Amunhotep III, there was a growing emphasis on this deity whose theology is difficult to penetrate. He was in essence the sun disk from whom flowed all the blessings of life. He changed his throne name from Amunhotep IV (Amun is satisfied) to Akhenaton (The effective spirit of Aton). The majority of the religions literature and building energies of this king were directed towards this deity. So great was this emphasis that some have felt that it was a monotheistic type of faith.  Some conservatives have seen this as a reaction to the tremendous defeat that the gods of Egypt had experienced in the Exodus.
2e.
A new art. The frequent representation of the king in realistic poses in intimate family scenes is without precedent in Egyptian art. He had six daughters with the famous Nefertiti: in his art, he is invariably pictured with as many of them as were born. Even more striking is the way in which he had pictured himself; Simpson’s description is very perceptive (270). Indeed it is so unusual that a number of views have arisen seeking to explain the phenomena.

1.
The androgynous view.

2.
The medical explanation.


Death of Nefertiti. Concerning this striking woman, see J. Samson, “Nefertiti’s Regality,” JEA 63 (1977), 88-97 and J. A. Wilson, “Akh-en-Aton and Nefert-iti,” JNES, 32:1-2 (Jan.-April, 1972), 235-241.

3e.
A new capital, Akhetaton (Tel el-Amarna). The site is just about halfway between Memphis and Thebes. The name meant, “the Horizon of the Aton.” It was probably razed by the general/pharaoh after the death of Tutankamun. he had planned on being buried in the vicinity but there has been no trace of the remains of Akhenaton. See Rolf Kraus, “Akhetaten: A Portrait in Art of an Ancient Egyptian Capital,” CANE, 749-62.
4e.
Analyzing the evidence. What was he up to, and what was his motivation? The answers are usually given as being either religious or political with a possible combination of these.

1f.
The religions explanation. There can hardly be any doubt that he put a unique emphasis on the god  Aton. This is evidenced in the warm, intimate pictures but especially in the fact that no one else was allowed to experience such a relationship. While Amun was a universal deity for most Egyptians, Aton was a universalist deity with whom only pharaoh could “fellowship.” On the other hand, monotheism would hardly explain his attitude since he did build other temples to other deities and considered himself a deity.
2f.
The political explanation. There are a number of things which would suggest that he may have had several things in mind. See the article by R. North, “Akhenaton Secularized?” Bib 58:2 (1977), 246-58.


Of major importance is the observation that the power of the priests of Amun was immense. This has already been seen in one reference in the work text. Another example of this would be the strong resistance to his reforms. It is noteworthy that his attempted reforms lasted only several years following his death. Furthermore, all things characterized by Atonism were rejected. His capital was destroyed and his remains probably were likewise. Apparently, by his reform he may have intended to reduce the ‘logistics’ of the expensive worship system of Amun.


The location of the capital in such a strategic site also implies that he might have been trying to centralize his new country under one capital centered around one deity.


It may never be possible for us to determine precisely the motives of Akhenaton (especially since such things are not subject to excavation), but it seems likely to me that some admixture of these two views must explain his actions. It is also possible that the Exodus events played a part in the whole attempted change.

5e.
The Amarna Age. Basically, the isolationism that had characterized Amunhotep III was intensified in Akhenaton. The Amarna letters are the best literacy remains for our study of the world at this time.  The 280 tablets written in Akkadian chronicled the world situation better than any archaeological studies ever could. They demonstrate that the dissolution of Egyptian control was imminent.
The Mitannian allies were pleading for help against the Hittites EA 26 from Tushratta to Queen Teye.

The Hittites had attempted to make an alliance with the Egyptians without success, EA 41 from Shuppiluliuma I.

The Kassites were upset because the Egyptians were not guarding the trade routes in Palestine. EA 8 from Burnaburash to Akhenaton.

The vassal states in Palestine were demanding help against the Habiru. EA 74 (& others) from Rib-Addi of Byblos; EA 59 from the governor of Tunip in n. Syria; 285-89 from Abdi-heba of Jerusalem.

They clearly show the total lack of interest in matters outside Egypt.  See Shlomo Izre’el, “The Amarna Letters from Canaan,” CANE, 2411-22.
It is possible that some of these people may (Habiru) have been Hebrews but that scope of unrest goes well beyond the borders of Palestine. In general, the events in the book of Judges impressively demonstrated the total breakdown of authority in the area.

For further reading you may see the popular work of D. F. Pfeiffer, Tell el Amarna and the Bible; E. F. Campbell, “The Amarna Letters and the Amarna Period,” BAR 3, 54-75 and “Two Amarna Notes,” in Magnalia Dei, ed. F. M. Cross, 39-54.

A good example of the attitude of the world to the Egyptians in this period may be seen in the inscription of Ashur-Uballit I, an energetic Assyrian monarch who made great gains against Mitanni during the Amarna Age. The quotation is from Grayson, ARI, I:11, p. 49.

I have dispatched to you as a peace offering a beautiful royal chariot (from among those) that I (myself) drive and two white horses that I likewise drive (myself); one chariot without a team of horses; and one seal of beautiful lapis lazuli. Are the offerings of a great king like this? Gold is like dust in your land. One simply gathers it up. Why does it appear so valuable to you? I am in the process of building a new palace. Send me enough gold to decorate it properly.

When Ashur-nadin-ahhe (II), my ancestor, wrote to Egypt he was sent twenty talents of gold. When the king of Hanigalbat wrote to Egypt to your father, he sent him twenty talents of gold. (Now) I (am the equal) of the king of Hanigalbat but to me you have sent a (mere…talents of) gold. It is not even enough to pay my messengers for their trips to and fro! If you are seriously disposed towards friendship, send me much gold! 
10d.
Smenkhkare, 1349-1347.


It is difficult to know precisely what followed but it appears that Smenkhkare and Tutankhaton were brothers. The former had apparently married a daughter and had been declared coregent. He died, however, as a young man of less than 25. It is possible that his mummy is the same as that found in the tomb of Teye in the Valley of the Kings.

11d.
Tutankhaton (Tutankhamun), 1347-1338.


The relationship of these two brothers is obscure but after the death of Smenkhkare, his younger brother became the king although quite young, perhaps 9 or 10. Once again, it is the line of the woman which legitimated the throne for Tutankhaton had married Ankhesenaaton, a daughter of Akhenaton and Nefertiti.


No doubt under the influence of older men, he soon moved his residence from Akhetaton to Thebes where he changed his name to Tutankhamun. Like an orthodox pharaoh he then began to abandon Atonism and favor the old, traditional temples and gods.

He died very early and was buried in his mortuary temple at Medinet Habu which was later usurped by Ay and Hormeheb. His small tomb was broken into but it was not seriously plundered. When Ramses VI built his temple higher up the high, it sealed the young king’s tomb with debris. This has resulted in the young king being the only pharaoh whose tomb was found relatively undisturbed. the most spectacular feature was his sarcophagus which was encased in gold. The second anthropoid coffin was wood inlaid and plated with gold while the third was of gilt wood. These three were then placed in sarcophagus of red sandstone. Without a doubt, the most spectacular tour of the tomb objects may be seen in the magnificent volume by I. E. S. Edwards, Tutankhamun: His Tombs and its Treasures.



Recently his mummy has been examined and it revealed that he had a wound to his knee which became infected.  It cannot be determined whether the wound was fatal.  Interestingly, gold traces were found in the wound.
During his time, an Egyptian queen sent to the great Hittite king, Shupiluliumas requesting that he send her a son to serve as her husband and pharaoh of Egypt. The Hittite apparently acceded to her request but his son was assassinated in Egypt – power politics at its finest. There is some dispute as to whether the queen was Nefertiti or Ankhesenaaton.
12d.
Ay, 1337-1333.


Little is known of this figure although he appeared to have been a crony of the Aton kings.

13d.
Horemheb, 1333-1303. 


Before his access to the throne, he had been the chief army commander, King’s Deputy in the Whole Land, and Royal Scribe. Upon assuming kingship, he paid his dies to the religious establishment by major expenditures for temples. He also dismantled Akhenaton’s huge temple at Karnak. His political acumen is seen in the fact that while allotting huge sums for the temple (re)construction, he appointed many army men as priests. Furthermore, he claimed to have taken steps to abolish graft and corruption among various military and fiscal officials regarding taxes.


In his 16th regnal year he conducted a major campaign in Palestine going as far north as Carchemish. 

3c.
The 19th Dynasty, First Ramesside Dynasty, 1303-1200.

1d.
Ramses I, 2 years.


Originally from the eastern delta, he was an army commander who succeeded the evidently childless Horemhab. He also ruled only briefly and left very little materials for study. He also was buried in the Valley of the Kings at Western Thebes. At some time, he had named Seti I to be his coregent. The standard work on the dynasty is that of K. A. Kitchen, The Egyptian 19th Dynasty.

2d.
Seti I (14 years); See ANET, 253-255 for his campaign to Northern Palestine and MBA, #38-42 and ANEP, #320, 322-331, 422, 545, 572.


There were subtle theological changes occurring during this period as may be noted by the name Seti which equals Seth, a favorite deity in the delta region of the city Avaris. Simpson correctly pointed out the synthesis implied in the predominance of the throne name Ra which suggested a merger of Amun & Aton. 


The deterioration that set in during the Amarna age had not yet been arrested. It was for this reason that Seti made various trips to upper Palestine but North Syria was lost to the expanding power of the Hittites. Kadesh on the Orontes would ultimately be the boundary between the two rival powers. 

At Karanak, Seti I was responsible for a considerable part of the hypostyle hall in the temple of Amun. Most of his campaign records are recorded there and are invaluable for its listing of various towns in Palestine. His famous temple at Abydos which was finished by Ramses II was one of the best in Egypt. His mortuary temple at Qurna is one of the best preserved such temples. Similarly, his tomb in the Valley of the Kings is probably the finest of all the royal tombs. 

3d.
Ramses II, having ruled 67 years, he wsa one of the longest lived pharaohs; indeed out of his 79 sons, he outlived 12 of them, but x-rays of his mummy says he died at no older than 59!

1e.
Building accomplishments. He was a profuse builder unequalled by any other pharaoh. 


At Abydos, he finished the temple of Seti I in honor of being declared a coregent. While there, he also built for himself a temple.

At Luxor, he completed the great colonnade which had been begun by Amunhotep III and added various architectural features including 6 colossal statues of himself. 


At Karnak he finished the great hypostyle hall which had been started by Seti I. It was roofed by arched blocks weighing 60 tons. The roof was supported by columns 80ft. high and covered more the 6,000 sq. yards.

In Western Thebes, he built the massive mortuary temple known as the Ramesseum. Indeed, massive is the byword for his building tecniques which could be described as grotesque on occasion. The Greek historian, Diodurus (147-49) called him Osymandyas, a name which served to enter him into the eternal portals of poetry. 


In Nubia, he built temples at Beit el-Wali, Gerf Hussein, Wadi es-Sebua, Derr, Aksha, and Abu Simbel; with the latter being easily the most famous of his temples since these were the monuments rescued from the Aswan dam project. It is one of the largest rock-hewn structures in the world. He also built monuments in the delta but here, by and large, have not survived. 


He is also known by the city Per (Pi) Ramses which he named after himself. While he did not found the city, the actual origin is obscure with many wanting to trace it to Seti I. It is often used as an argument for a late date (1200) for the Exodus since it is mentioned in Ex. 1:11.

For these early subjects on Ramses II you may see also W. J. Murnane, “The early subjects on Ramses II and his Coregency with Sety I,” JNES 34:3 (1975), 153-190 and A. Spalinger, “Traces of the Early Career of Ramses II,” JNES 38:4 (Oct. 1979), 271-86. E. P. Uphill, “Pithom & Ramses: their Location and Significance,” JNES 28:1 (Jan. 1969), 373-99.
2e.
His military activities. He tried to return Egypt to her original glory by comparatively vigorous campaigning in Nubia, Libya, and Canaan. The latter provided the most spectacular battle up to this point, the famous battle of Kadesh. See on it ANET p. 255-58, “The Asiatic Campaigning of Ramses II,” and ANEP #317, 336-338, and 322. For this and other ancient battles and weaponry contact Y. Yadin, The Art of Warfare in Biblical Lands and MBA 43-45.

The Hittite forces had concealed themselves behind tel Kadesh. They then set two plants who ‘confessed’ that there were no Hittite forces 
near. With the division of Amon and Re north and west of the city and his other 2 divisions south of the city, Rameses was in a precarious condition. The Hittite forces annihilated the Re division and sorely pressed the Amon division which was led by Ramses himself. All would have been lost but a local force of Egyptians surpirised the victorious Hittites while they were looting the camp. By this time, the 2 southern divisions moved up to catch the Hittites in a vise. They then withdrew into the city of Kadesh; hence a standoff. This should be regarded as a Hittite victory since they continued to hold the great city of Kadesh. 1286 is one of the great battle dates of ancient history.

For more information on the battle, see also A. F. Rainey, “Reflections on the Battle of Qedesh,” UF 5 (1973), 280-282 and the most of the standard histories which give a detailed account of the battle. See also Kenneth A. Kitchen, Pharaoh Ramessess II and His Time,” CANE, 763774.
The real significance of the battle is that it would reaffirm that Kadesh and all parts north would remain in the hands of the powerful Hittites. 
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	After 1100 erstwhile raiders settled in: Palestine (Peleset, Tjeker, ?Danuna-Denyen); northern Syria (Danuna-Denyen); Sicily (Shekelesh); Sardinia (Shardana); and ?Etruria (?Teresh).


It would ultimately result in the peace treaty between Hattusilis and Rameses II. The above chart is also important for serving to study the intrusion of the “Sea Peoples” into the sphere of world events. Notice, in particular, that they are serving (Shardana) in the Egyptian army as mercenaries while others (Lukka & Dardany) are serving the Hittites. 


The example above is another demonstration of the ahistorical character of the Egyptian view of history. The motifs are timeless; for example Akhenaton, who had never conducted a campaign, had himself pictured in similar “victorious” situations.
Some 16 years after the Battle of Kadesh, Rameses and Hattusilis signatured one of the earliest recorded peace treaties. We are fortunate to have both copies; see ANET, 199-203. According to the Hittites archives, there was a diplomatic marriage with a Hittite princess that sealed the treaty.

4d.
Merneptah, 10-13 years. See his important “Hymn of Victory of Mer-ne-Ptah,” ANET, 376-378 and ANEP # 342-43. For an article see H. Engel “Die Siegesstele des Mermeptah,” Bib 60:3 (1979), 373-379.


He is used primarily as an argument for the late date for the Exodus since he claims to have defeated Israel. This would be the earliest mention of Israel outside the Bible. Note that one scholar has rejected the reading Israel larvy to Jezreel larzy. With his passing the end of the 19th dynasty is immanent; all of the following kings are insignificant.


There was one other significant event in his reign which would serve as a foreshadowing of things to come. In his 5th regnal year, he defeated a Libyan prince who led a coalition of diverse tribal elements including the Libu, Meshwesh, and Kehek against Egypt. If Merneptah’s account is to be believed, he routed them. Some of these elements were the same as represented in the Sea Peoples movement (Sherdan, Shekelesh, Lukka, Tursha, and Akawasha). The fact that they had already fought as allies with the Egyptians at Kadesh and that they are in movement before the date of 1190 makes it clear that the mass migration, known as the Sea Peoples movement, had been going on for nearly a century. 


Before we go to the 20th dynasty, a number of important things needs to be concluded with the dynasty just considered. This was in many respects, the high water mark of Egyptian imperial interests. Egypt had achieved its maximum penetration but its imperial interests were on the decline and soon to be severely diminished. 

Throughout the Ramesside dynasty Egypt was uncharacteristically cosmopolitan. This was, in part, because the kings were originally from the delta, but also there was a reaction against the religious conservatism of the pre and post Amarna age. This more cosmopolitan Egypt was also was also influenced by the increasing movement of both Semites and Mediterranean peoples into Egypt. This is seen both on their impact on Egypt as well as on Egypt’s influence on them. Consider, for example, the substantial influence of Egyptian art on the Hittites, and to a lesser degree, the Assyrians and Greeks.
4c.
Dynasty 20, the Second Ramesside Dynasty, ca 1200-1085.

1d.
Its founder, Sethnakhte, 1200-1198. Literally nothing is known of this king except that his son Rameses III said that he had succeeded in liberating the land from the predations of a Syrian prince. He too did not live to see the fruits of his victory.

2d.
Its chief king was Rameses III, 1198-1166.


He experienced the longest reign of the dynasty but with the Sea Peoples Movement, the fortunes of Egypt would be permanently weakened. In year 5, the Libyans again attempted to enter the delta but were repulsed. This was, once again, repeated in his 11th year with the same results. In the meantime, however, in his 8th year, another wave of the Sea Peoples movement hit Egypt with a stunning blow.

The movement itself was both a land and sea battle with the later being the primary struggle.




Defeated warriors being led off to captivity in typical Egyptian fashion.


This map shows both the route and the resettlement patterns of some of the tribes involved in the movement. Apparently, Ships were accompanying the land masses as well. Rameses III achieved a great victory even if his country had been terminally weakened.

Rameses III was also a prolific builder and left no less than five temples in the region of Thebes of which three have been identified. The walls of Medinet Habu, one of those temples, has given us a detailed history of that great victory. Evidently, many of the peoples then became Egyptian mercenaries and were used to protect Egyptian interests in lower Palestine.



Although all appeared well following this great victory, it is apparent that there was trouble. Rameses accompanied a great naval expedition to the land of Punt but there is also record of a workers’ strike, the first time in Egyptian history. Still another is an aborted assassination plot by an ambitious wife. There is serious grave robbing throughout the dynasty. 

This ivory piece was found at Megiddo and should serve to remind us of the actual position of Egypt in Palestine. The monarchy in Israel would not come on the scene until 1050, nearly 140 years after the SPM. While parts of Palestine were a sort of no-man’s land the Egyptians controlled the Via Maris and the important cities such as Megiddo.

The SPM did, however, effectively remove N. Syria from their control and also so weakened Egypt that the Israelite monarchy would ultimately be allowed to coalesce. By the time of the monarchy, it was not a powerful Egypt which threatned Israel , but an independent Philistia.
This ivory shows Semites being enslaved by Egyptian military forces. It is not clear if the scene is to be limited to Palestine or if they are being brought to Egypt.

With the fall of the NK, Egyptian history for biblical purposes, becomes a sort of backwater study. It is only after the schism of the Divided Monarchy occurs that interventionism was once again realized. Even in the following years Egypt appeared unable to exploit the weakened Judah; hence, for our purposes, OTB in Egypt ends with Rameses III. 
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Anu Ziggurat Today





The Anu Ziggurat at Uruk (restoration)





THE MOSAIC ‘STANDARD’ AT UR





The main offensive weapon in Early Dynastic Mesopotamia was the war chariot, while heavily armed infantry attacked in phalanx formation as can be seen from this detail of the famous Stele of the Vultures of Eannatum of Lagash (c. 2450 BC), now in the Louvre Museum. Enemy corpses can be seen brutally trampled under foot. See Arthur Cotterell, Chariot. New Yor


Height of Panel c. 85 cm. 





The Sumerian war chariot, depicted on the so-called ‘Standard of Ur’, was a slow and cumbersome vehicle, with four solid wheels, and was drawn by asses. But it was the first mechanization of any army, and was the beginning of far-reaching changes in the conduct of warfare.








THE ‘STANDARD OF UR’





Naram-Sin overcoming his enemies





Ur-Nammu’s Ziggurat





Hebrew Bill of Divorcement





Drawing of sculptured top of the stela, showing Hammurapi standing before Shamash, god of justice. The stela is a column of black diorite more than seven feet in height and containing about 3600 lines of cuneiform. It is now in the Louvre in Paris.  
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OLD BABYLONIAN EMPIRE


UNDER AHMMURAPI


- ABOUT 1670 B.C. -
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MUMMU





LAHMA
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DAMKINA





Apsu decides to Kill the gods so he can sleep; Ea learns of plot; slays Apsu





KINGU





Becomes Tiamat’s second husband.





Tiamat and Kingu plot to kill  the gods that killed Apsu; Marduk slays Tiamat, captures Kingu and the rebel gods, and creates the heaven and the earth from her corpse. 
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Assyrian War Chariot and Accompanying Archers





Assyrian Court Officials





f.                              g.                          h.                                i.                         j.





A Selection of Egyptian Divinities: (a) Ptah; (b) Khnum; (c) Hathor; (d) Neith: (e) Horus; (f) Re-Harakhti; (g) Seth; (h) Sobek: (i) Osiris; (j) Isis suckling her son Horus
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Cross Section of a Mastaba





Section of the Step Pyramid showing the successive enlargements





An example of a sledge used to transport the blocks.





The transportation of stone blocks in a quarry at Tura.





A section of the type of ramp used in building a pyramid. 





Section of the pyramid of Meydum showing the different stages of construction
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A. Step Pyramid of Zoser, Sakkara


B. Pyramid of Huni, Maidum


C. and D. Bent Pyramid of Snefru, Dahshur


E. North Pyramid of Snefru Dahshur





Pyramid of Mycerinus, Giza





Pyramid of Khephren, Giza





Pyramid of Kheops, Giza
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Mastaba Tombs in the Necropolis of Gizeh, restored by Perrot-Chipiez.


In front of the tombs are the entrances to the funerary chapels, on the roof the openings to the shafts.





Dream Stela of Thutmose IV





In the tomb of Tutankhamon was a wooden shrine covered with sheer gold embossed with scenes from everyday life of the pharaoh and his queen. Among them is this charming scene, in which Tutankhamon pours rose-water over the hand of Ankhesenamon. 








Left: Under cover of the city walls, of Kadesh the Hittites cross the river twice and attack. The Egyptians Re corps is routed.


Right: Corps Re is in full flight. Corps Amon, led by Ramses is still holding, but is encircled by the Hitties.
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The walls of the hypostyle of Abu Simbel Temple are adorned with images of Ramses II as a warrior, here he is depicted in his chariot with a bow.





The Hittites and the Egyptians had decided to settle their differences in light of the common enemy.





This is the so-called Procession of the Gods, a view of the east gallery of the rock temple of Yazilikaya. It is one of the more important Hittite Rock reliefs. Found at Bogazkoy (Hattusa). 





The “Peoples of the Sea,” an Egyptian representation with their families and their chariots they moved through Asia Minor and Syria, burning and pillaging until brought to a halt by Egyptian border fortifications. This invasion affected the Hittite Empire.





The Battle with the Maritime Nations. To the right of the shore are Ramses III, and his soldiers. The king is standing on the corpses of the enemy; above him protecting him, is the goddess of the north in the form of a vulture. Below are officers with the prisoners who are being bound and led away.





Above: Front entrance of the Medinet Habu Temple as it looks today.


Left: Aerial photograph of the massive temple complex.
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