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1 Paper as read at the workshop on Nov 08, 2002. The

oral form has been widely preserved.
2 For a more detailed discussion see ZEEB 2001, 67–124.

The most recent discussions on the chronological issues
of the Alala∆material are those by VAN SOLDT 2000 and
OLIVA 1999/2000, see below.

3 For convenience we will use the following terms for the
respective chronological systems; the supposed date for
the fall of Babylon is given in brackets: Ultra-Short
(1499, cf. GASCHE et al. 1998a); Short (1531, cf.

ALBRIGHT 1957), Middle (1595, cf. SMITH 1940), Long
(1651, cf. HUBER 2000), Ultra-Long (~1700; cf. LANDS-
BERGER 1954).

4 Schoolbooks even for advanced pupils generally rely on
absolute dates. The pupil may perfectly acquire them
by heart and still miss a historical understanding. E.g.
the battle of Tours and Poitiers (732 C.E.) should not
only be treated as an isolated event, but ought to be
seen in the context of the geo-political situation of the
then not yet consolidated Frankish kingdom – the his-
torical impact will then be more than mere year dates.

PPRREELLIIMMIINNAARRYY RREEMMAARRKKSS

The following paper1 examines the Alala∆ texts as
to their relevance and possible conclusions for the
chronological problems in the mid-second millen-
nium B.C.E. It is structured in six main sections
with three digressions. After a brief introduction I
present some methodological remarks concerning
the Alala∆ material and the data as found in
Alala∆.2 The third section highlights the history of
research, inasmuch as data from Alala∆ have been
discussed to determine an absolute chronology of
the time in question. In the next step we will have
to evaluate the material itself and in the next to
last section I will try to embed Alala∆ in the
framework of international history. The final con-
clusion appears to favour an absolute chronology
which is even shorter than the so-called “Short
Chronology”.3 However, the approach does not
answer all the questions and remains open to dis-
cussion. The aim of the present paper consists
therefore rather in presenting the material and the
questions and presuppositions that lead to the
given proposal than in attempting a definite solu-
tion. It goes without saying that different answers
and decisions must lead to other conclusions. For
the time being it would be unwise to head towards
a generally accepted consensus on chronology.

11.. IINNTTRROODDUUCCTTIIOONN

It must be borne in mind that the trivial distinc-
tion between absolute and relative chronology is
always to be observed. Both frameworks have

their own right and their respective consequences.
The general public is normally more interested in
absolute chronology while the historian may be
content with a relative chronology that enables
him to connect historical events and their mutual
impacts on each other.4

However, much work and an immense amount
of scholarly sharp-wit has been spent to build up
a network of absolute dates. In fact, it would not
be too hard a task to show that harsh arguing is
often not very far when it comes to establish an
absolute chronology, especially when the data is
as ambiguous and scarce as in the case of the mid-
second millennium B.C.E.

I presume that human consciousness is in some
way dependent on organised structuring of data
in order to be able to include new or unknown
facts into a secure framework. The most secure
principle of structuring things appears to be pure
mathematics, and therefore, the sometimes vivid
struggle for absolute data that one can learn by
heart may be the (unconscious) expression of a
desire to perceive a secure structure in an unor-
ganised collection of different facts and bits of
information so that the human brain can handle
them in a more convenient way. If this is true, our
scholarly attention must be drawn to this our
very own – perhaps unconscious – presupposition:
We would like to establish an absolute chronology
as precise as possible, but perhaps we must realize
that the desired precision is not always achiev-
able. In sum, both relative and absolute chronolo-
gy can enhance our knowledge considerably.
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22.. AA FFEEWW WWOORRDDSS OONN MMEETTHHOODDOOLLOOGGYY

22..11.. TThhee vvaalluuee ooff tthhee AAllaallaa∆ mmaatteerriiaall ffoorr tthhee
qquueessttiioonn

If we take these introductory remarks seriously,
then a few words on methodology are in order.5 It
goes without saying that textual sources and
archaeological data need to complement each
other.6 Both sets of data cannot be seen on their
own, but must interpret each other mutually, and
any results are void if texts and archaeology con-
tradict each other. Furthermore, it must not be
forgotten that our sources of insight are as limit-
ed as our positive knowledge of events. At best,
we can aim to connect as much data as possible
with known events in history but it must be clear
from the very beginning that we are simply not
aware of all events. It remains possible that a
given date seems to fit a certain event but in real-
ity is to be connected to something different that
we do not know about.

In any case the material from Alala∆ is not
really unambiguous in this respect. We must take
into account that archaeological remains7 in most
cases allow more than one interpretation, and the
best we can make of them is normally an evalua-
tion of time periods rather than exact dates. On
the other hand, the same is true for written
sources. The bulk of material cannot be dated
exactly without further suppositions and needs
careful interpretation, which means that we must
be aware that any absolute chronology based on
the Alala∆ material is open to question. The best
we can achieve is to present our own interpreta-
tions and show their respective impact on
absolute chronology as it can be proposed with
the present state of knowledge.

Even with this caveat in mind, Alala∆ is a good

starting-point for discussing the matter of
absolute chronology for various reasons. The
North Syrian area is a melting-pot of cultures
and influences from different parts of the world
then known.8

" For the Hittites Alala∆ and its surroundings
were always a kind of entrance gate to the areas
lying beyond the Mukiš plain.9

" Contacts between the Alala∆ region and the
Mesopotamian kingdoms are attested as being
highly regular, even if it were only the connec-
tion between Aleppo and Mari in the Old Baby-
lonian time.10

" The relationship between Alala∆ and far away
Egypt will form a corner-stone of the discussion
later11 and it is evident that Egyptian art influ-
enced at least the seal-cutting of Northern
Syria.12 Of course in the Late Bronze Age the
political impacts of Egypt on Syria are even
more important than they were in the Middle
Bronze Age.13

" Even the Aegean cultures left material remains
in Alala∆ itself.14

A last remark that is crucial for the importance of
the Alala∆ material: Alala∆ has been settled over
the complete time period of the so-called Dark
Ages and may therefore serve as a bridge between
the chronologically well documented second half
of the 15th century and the Old Babylonian time
as the textual sources15 either coming from Alala∆
itself or stemming from other find-spots but con-
nected with Alala∆ are divided into two time peri-
ods: For the Later Old Babylonian period, the
text finds from Alala∆ VII are interwoven with
the Mari texts, a coincidence that allows a fairly
certain location within the OB time and for the
later level IV we can connect the evidence with
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5 Cf. ZEEB 2001, 67–73; 87–89.
6 So far no data from Alala∆ have been brought forth that

might be treated with modern methods like thermolu-
miniscence, 14C dating, dendrochronology or the like.
Therefore, we need not discuss the relevance of these
methods in this context.

7 As for Alala∆ see the excavation report by WOOLLEY

1955, for the seals COLLON 1982, for seal impressions
COLLON 1975. A stratigraphically-based analysis of the
ceramics found at Tell Açana by GATES 1982 (cf. GATES

1987) has provided important insights.
8 The following remarks will only mention a few points

without attempting to cover all aspects. Therefore only
a couple of references will be given that highlight some
central features.

9 Cf. any history of the Hittites, e.g. KLENGEL 1998 or
MILLER 2001.

10 Cf. VILLARD 1986.
11 Cf. MAYER 1995.
12 Cf. EDER 1995 and OTTO 2000.
13 Cf. KÜHNE 1982 or KLENGEL 1992, 84–180 and most

recently WARBURTON 2001, 39–98.
14 Cf. NIEMEIER 1991.
15 Mainly published for the first time by WISEMAN 1953,

cf. for more recent reassessments of Old Babylonian
tablets the references given in ZEEB 2001, 31–66 (with
new numbering according to literary genres), for the
Middle Babylonian corpus still HESS 1988 (new num-
bering by NIEDORF 1998).
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Egyptian and Mittani history. It is fortunate that
the archaeological remains from Alala∆ are
described and interpreted in a very convenient
way as well, so that the tell of Alala∆ provides
enough material to become a chronologically
interesting, if not deciding place. 

22..22.. TThhee lliinnee ooff tthhee pprreesseenntt aarrgguummeenntt

The evidence of all these cultures and regions
makes Alala∆ a valuable testcase. In fact, it is
methodologically a minimal condition that an
absolute chronology must be compatible with
known events in other areas of the world. There-
fore, our methodological task consists obviously
first in establishing a close network of relative
data that can be taken from Alala∆ and then see
how this sample can fit chronologically into the
broader frame of international history.

In a second step we will have to examine
whether there are absolute data that may be con-
nectable to the above-mentioned framework of
relative data in order to get a workable absolute
chronology. For obvious reasons, we must refrain
from taking the ANE chronology as a starting
point, as this framework is just being the question
rather than an answer. More valuable are any
chronological coincidences with Egypt as they
make us stand on firmer grounds. Both archaeo-
logical and textual sources from Alala∆ give no
direct hints on astronomical data16, so that we
need not go deeper into this field, while of course
the chronology of Egypt – as is well known –
needs an astronomically based assessment of the
absolute data, which in our case concerns the
accession year of Thutmosis III.17 As this date
forms the cornerstone of any absolute chronology
in the mid-second millennium B.C.E., it must be
mentioned explicitly that the present paper
accepts 1479 B.C.E. as beginning of Thutmosis’
reign, which implies a date of 1457 for the siege of
Megiddo in his 23rd year.18

To sum up, our own methodological procedure

is an attempt to connect both the textual sources
of level VII and IV to their respective interna-
tional counterparts and fill up the time between,
i.e. level V and VI with their mostly archaeologi-
cal remains by questioning them if and how they
possibly fit in the political history of the time in
order to make this collection of data a reliable
basis for an absolute chronology.

22..33.. TThhee aannaallyyssiiss ooff ppoolliittiiccaall ssiittuuaattiioonnss

I will introduce the analysis and evaluation of
political situations in the discussion about rela-
tive chronology as I consider this an essential
tool for the transition from relative chronology
to absolute data. Where exact data are missing
and we need to deal with more or less indefinable
periods of time, the analysis of political back-
grounds of a given situation may be a useful
means.19 The crossover from relative to absolute
chronology must be tested against the political
situation of both sets of data. We have to show
that the political ambience of the period in ques-
tion can be explained by the known facts from
the chronology of the culture with which we
want to connect our relative chronology in order
to get absolute data. It is especially necessary to
explain the actions of the persons and powers in
the plot by their personal and political interests.
Should this not be possible or only on the basis of
further and less probable assumptions, then the
hypothesis loses probability and the proposed
chronology may need to be rejected. For the
question dealt with in this paper, the appropriate
testcase is of course the political situation in
Syria influenced by local powers as well as by the
external powers of Egypt, Mittani and the Hit-
tites respectively in the time period between
A∆mose and Thutmosis III. 

22..44.. TThhee lleennggtthh ooff ggeenneerraattiioonnss

Another set of data is sometimes overestimated.
The average length of generations20 is only help-

83

16 With the only possible exception that our reconstruc-
tion of the Alala∆ calendar and its method of interca-
lation (ZEEB 2001, 164.173f) suggests – if correct –
that in the next to last year of the Alala∆ VII archive
a new lunar month began at a solar date of about
October 21st. Of course, this evidence is too scanty to
be really relevant to the chronological discussion, the
more so, as this correspondence occurs about every
five years.

17 KITCHEN 1987, cf. for astronomical backgrounds

CASPERSON 1986 and for Egyptian chronology in gen-
eral VON BECKERATH 1997.

18 This seems to be broad consensus among Egyptologists
and need not be discussed at length here as I laid my
understanding of the topic open in ZEEB 2001, 117–122.

19 This is generally agreed upon and most historical
analyses use this tool as a matter of course. However, it
is only rarely that one finds a methodologically consid-
ered assessment of the method.

20 Cf. STEINER 1989.
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ful if we consider a time period that is sufficient-
ly long to rule out statistical mischiefs, in other
terms, it doesn’t really make sense to calculate
time differences by multiplying a given number of
generations by an average number of years, as
often has been done, if there are less than, say,
five generations involved – just because fortunate
or unfortunate statistics may invalidate our cal-
culation.21 Another point that is sometimes over-
looked is the fact that two lines of generations or
dynasties in different places seldom run exactly
parallel, i.e. it may occur that one line appears to
be one generation longer, just because the first
representative of line A is ten years older than his
counterpart of line B. However, it is sensible to
use such data as check cases if possible.22 Espe-
cially helpful are cases in which two given events
are connected to one single person. Then the con-
clusion is sound that the time difference between
the two events must not exceed 90 years as a rea-
sonable lifespan of a human being. 

33.. HHIISSTTOORRYY OOFF RREESSEEAARRCCHH

It may suffice here to recall the various positions
only insofar as the Alala∆material played a major
role in the discussion. I follow the now traditional
division of long, middle and short chronology.

" The lloonngg cchhrroonnoollooggyy has recently been favoured
in an article by WOLFRAM NAGEL and CHRISTIAN

EDER.23 The two authors aim to parallel the Mari
letters with the 12th dynasty of Egypt (e.g. p.
5.46.66), but their reconstruction is in my opin-
ion not very convincing.24 The crucial point is the
number of kings that reigned during the time of
the Alala∆ VII archive.25 The argument that

Aleppo was ruled in the time under discussion by
about four generations of kings must be dis-
missed on the very fact that Abban of the first
generation of Aleppo was obviously a couple of
years older than his brother Jarimlim who was
given the city of Alala∆ as his residence. The
same holds true for the last king of Aleppo dur-
ing the archive of level VII, Jarimlim III, who
was the younger brother of Irkabtum. If we fur-
ther take into account that Ammitaqum, the last
ruler of Alala∆ VII, reigned for quite a long time,
it is not very hard to see that Ôammurapi, his
heir, was not too young at the time when Alala∆
perished. He might have well represented a third
ruling generation if his father had died earlier.
Therefore there is no need to multiply the kings
in Alala∆, as NAGEL and EDER suggest, just to
parallel their order to a generation-sequence in
Ôalab.26 The textual evidence from Alala∆ also
does not support their view. Easier solutions to
all the problems that the two scholars discuss
can be provided, if the argument is based on a
sequence of only two rulers at Alala∆, of which
especially the second, Ammitaqum, lived very
long. To sum up, the attempt to make the evi-
dence from Alala∆ fit into the scheme of a long
chronology must be rejected as it is based on
suppositions that are obviously not very well-
founded.

" The mmiiddddllee cchhrroonnoollooggyy that used to be very much
en vogue and is still widely used in both scholarly
and popular literature27 was developed by SIDNEY

SMITH28 mainly on the basis of the Alala∆ materi-
al. He recognised that the wares of Alala∆ are not
in favour of too long a time-span between the Old

84

21 E.g. statistics of the last rulers of the Habsburg
dynasty between the French Revolution and the end
of the monarchy are biased by the extremely long
reigns of Franz I (43 years) and Franz Joseph (68
years): three generations for 124 years from 1792–1916
makes an average of about 42 years. If the last emper-
or, Karl, is accounted for, then the respective figures
are four generations in 126 years, average 31.5 years.
The average generation length of the Dukes (later
kings) of Württemberg (1450–1918, 14 generations) is
33.4 years.

22 Generation lengths should not be estimated too long in
the Ancient Near East. The 1st dynasty of Babylon
has an average of 30 years per generation, the kings of
Juda (excluding David and Salomon with their ideal-
ized rules of 40 years each) of about 28 years (depend-
ing on whether the final figure is the fall of Jerusalem

or the death of Jojakin), so that 28–30 years should be
appropriate.

23 NAGEL and EDER 1992.
24 Cf. for a more detailed discussion of their arguments

ZEEB 2001, 95–100.
25 This is a very much debated question. Cf. LANDSBER-

GER 1953, 51f; ALBRIGHT 1957, 27; COLLON 1975,
145–152; NA’AMAN 1979; OLIVA 1999/2000. The discus-
sion is summed up in ZEEB 2001, 89–95.

26 The same is of course true for similar proposals as given
by NA’AMAN 1979, GAÁL 1982 and most recently OLIVA

1999/2000 that base their respective reconstructions on
a number of more than two kings during the time of
level VII.

27 Recent reference works that use the middle chronology
are e.g. CivANE (1995) and OxfEncANE (1997).

28 SMITH 1940.
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Babylonian period and the 15th century. The
archaeological data allow the connection of
Muršili’s campaign with the end of level VI rather
than the end of level VII. The end of level V may
be ascribed to the time of Thutmosis III.29 How-
ever SMITH was still clinging to the Venus data of
Ammißaduqa, which he had newly calculated to
find a new basis for a shortened chronology and
could therefore propose the still widely accepted
figure of 1595 for the fall of Babylon and Aleppo.

" The so-called sshhoorrtt cchhrroonnoollooggyy was – as is well-
known – proposed mainly by WILLIAM FOXWELL

ALBRIGHT,30 and once more, Alala∆ was one of the
most important arguments in the discussion. With-
in a framework of synchronisms in Syria and tak-
ing the textual evidence from Alala∆ VII as well as
the archaeological remains into account, ALBRIGHT

reached the conclusion that the fall of Babylon has
to be dated in 1531 B.C.E. As the Mari texts never
mention the 12th dynasty of Egypt, it is reasonable
enough to conclude that the prime of Mari must be
dated after the fall of this dynasty. The same is
then, of course, true for Ôammurapi of Babylon
and the Alala∆ VII archive.

" I do not need to refer to the uullttrraa--sshhoorrtt cchhrroonnooll--
ooggyy by GASCHE and his co-authors31 here, as they
don’t mention Alala∆, but will rather turn now to
the Alala∆ material itself.

44.. TTHHEE AALLAALLAAÔ MMAATTEERRIIAALL

AANNDD IITTSS HHIISSTTOORRIICCAALL IIMMPPAACCTT

The archive of Alala∆ VII consists of about 300
tablets, of which about two thirds are published.
The bulk of the tablets are economic records that
have little, if any, historical relevance. One main
insight in this kind of texts is the provenance of
the latter part of the archive, due to the fact that
such texts are kept only as long as they are of
practical use and juridical relevance.32 However,

there is a couple of texts that record events from
law-courts and even some historical texts have
survived.33 The facts that are reported or can at
least be concluded from these tablets permit a rel-
atively certain reconstruction of the events.34 At
the present state of the argument, we must of
course refrain from making any direct chronolog-
ical connections with Mesopotamia.

In the Old Babylonian time Alala∆ was a kind
of “secundogenitur” for the royal family of
Ôalab/Aleppo. Jarimlim, the younger brother of
Abban, king of Ôalab, was at first ruler of
Irride.35 After a revolt he had to give up Irride and
was given Alala∆ as his city by his older brother
and overlord.36 From the time of king Jarimlim
only a few tablets have been discovered as those
tablets were not preserved any more once they
lost their practical value (e.g. as proof documents
for economic transactions). Still we can see that
Jarimlim survived his brother and even his broth-
er’s son, king Jarimlim II of Ôalab. In the time of
the latter’s son, king Niqmepu∆ of Ôalab, Jarim-
lim of Alala∆ died and left the kingdom to his son,
king Ammitaqum. As mentioned above, I don’t
see any reason to consider that there was more
than one Ammitaqum or one Jarimlim. It seems
reasonable that Ammitaqum was born more or
less at the time of the foundation of Alala∆ VII,
and that he was not too young when he ascended
the throne of Alala∆. With this in mind, we can
conclude that level VII – which came to an end
late in the reign of Ammitaqum – covered a time-
span of about 80, but not more than 90 years.
Ammitaqum survived his distant relative and
even the next generation. He bequeathed his
rulership and his possessions to his heir, a certain
Ôammurapi.37 Ôammurapi didn’t come to rule
during level VII, but there is one tablet on his
behalf that probably belongs to level VI, in other
terms, the local family survived the fall of the
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29 Note that Smith could not yet be aware of the fact that
Ôattušili claimed to have destroyed the city of Alala∆
as this text was only published in 1958.

30 Cf ALBRIGHT 1942 and1957 (still without the Annals of
Ôattušili).

31 GASCHE et al.1998a and 1998b, cf. WARBURTON 2001.
32 Cf. ZEEB 2001, 167–169. The so-called “ration lists” or

“grain delivery lists” (our category 41, 94 texts) derive
from the last three years of the palace.

33 Our categories 10 (3 historical texts); 20–24 (53 juridi-
cal texts) and 30–32 (42 texts dealing with debts).

34 The arguments are more precisely presented in ZEEB

2001, 89–101. Cf. VAN SOLDT 2000, esp. 104–108.
35 Cf. ZEEB 1998, 834.
36 Texts 10.01 and 10.02, cf. ZEEB 1991 with the correc-

tion by VAN SOLDT 2000, 104 n. 16.
37 Text 21.01, cf. ZEEB 2001, 37f.; VAN SOLDT 2000, 105f.

The same Ôammurapi is probably mentioned in KUB
XXXI 5.
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city and Ôammurapi could continue the
dynasty.38 The greater part of the economic texts
belongs to the last years of Ammitaqum’s reign
and the grain delivery lists indicate that the last
months of the archive were already under a mili-
tary threat.39 We know from the annals of the
Hittite king Ôattušili that he destroyed Alala∆
during his second campaign, which means proba-
bly rather early in his reign.40 With this cam-
paign, level VII and its archive came to an end.
Level VI and level V didn’t produce much written
material, but the textual documentation contin-
ued with the archive from level IV.

55.. EEMMBBEEDDDDIINNGG IINN TTHHEE HHIISSTTOORRIICCAALL CCOONNTTEEXXTTSS

55..11.. GGeenneerraall rreemmaarrkkss

Our next task is obviously to see how the texts
from level VII can be embedded in the interna-
tional history of the Old Babylonian period. As
there are no direct connections and references in
the Alala∆ VII texts, our duty is twofold:

" To start with, we have to place the end of level
VII in the framework of relative chronology,

" then we have to look for connections between
Aleppo and the Mesopotamian world that allow us
to embed the facts from Alala∆ within this gener-
al framework.

I would like to call attention to the point that
we are still dealing with relative chronology
rather than absolute dates. Accordingly we take
the accession year of king Ôammurapi of Baby-
lon as a reference point without using any
absolute date.

It goes without saying that we got already one
criterion to falsify our results: If the alleged time-
span for the duration of level VII is longer than

one person – Ammitaqum – can reasonably live,
then our argument has proven wrong.

55..22.. AAllaallaa∆ VVIIII:: IIttss ffoouunnddaattiioonn,, iittss ddeessttrruuccttiioonn
aanndd tthhee ttiimmee--lleennggtthh iinn bbeettwweeeenn

Let us begin with the end of level VII. I can see
no reason to doubt that Ôattušili was in fact
responsible for the destruction of Alala∆ as he
claims in his annals.41 There have been various
attempts to attribute the destruction to Muršili,42

but they appear to have been motivated mainly
by the interest or supposition that the events
ought to fit into a Middle Chronology. The simple
question is in this regard: Why attribute a mili-
tary success to a king who doesn’t even claim it,
instead to attribute it to the king who mentions it
– as long as there is no reason to doubt the verac-
ity of the text in question.43

I cannot deal here with the relationship
between Muršili and Ôattušili and their degree of
kinship44 in detail but it should be clear that the
destruction of Alala∆ took place in the beginning
of the latter’s reign45 and Muršili’s campaign to
Babylon and Aleppo a few years after Ôattušili’s
death.46 As we know that the fall of Babylon was
197 years after the accession of Ôammurapi, it
seems reasonable to date the destruction of
Alala∆ VII about 150–160 years after this refer-
ence date, allowing for about 30–40 years as reign-
length of Ôattušili.

We now turn to the more difficult part, the
foundation of Alala∆. Here we are forced to rely
on external evidence from other sources, for
example a synchronism between Aleppo and Tell
Leilan that allows the conclusion that Abban did
not come to power before the time of Samsuilu-
na.47 On the other hand, there is a letter (AbB
VII,7) from Samsuiluna that may be related to
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38 Text 30.09. The proposal by NA’AMAN 1976 and 1979 is
entirely dependent on the attribution of this text to
level VII.

39 Cf. ZEEB 2001, 168; 486–488.
40 First publication by OTTEN 1958, cf. KLENGEL 1998,

38–59, esp. 47f.50.53.
41 Texts see CTH 4, the main texts are KBo X 1 l. 6

(Akkadian) and KBo X 2 l. 15 (Hittite); cf. ASTOUR

1997, 19f.
42 E.g. KLENGEL 1992, 82 who doesn’t rule out this possi-

bility.
43 Annals like the res gestae are in general relatively trust-

worthy. The mention of Alala∆ is not very likely to be
introduced for rhetorical purposes or the like. The

destruction of Alala∆ by Ôattušili may therefore be
taken for granted.

44 Cf. STEINER 1996 for a detailed presentation of the
question.

45 As the res gestae mention a “following year”, the
destruction of Alala∆ is generally dated in Ôattušili’s
second year. This may indeed be probable even if the
text doesn’t state this explicitly.

46 The exact difference of time between the two events
cannot be determined with desirable accuracy. It
should not be neglected that most of the sources are
younger than the events (cf. KLENGEL 1998, 59–64).

47 Cf. ZEEB 1991.
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the death of Abban,48 in which case the founda-
tion of Alala∆ must be dated within the 38 years
of this Babylonian king, i.e. between 42 and 80
years after the accession of Ôammurapi of Baby-
lon, which in turn would determine the length of
level VII between 122 years at the longest and 70
years at the shortest.

If both assumptions are correct then the result
may be tested against the given falsification crite-
rion: The time-span for level VII must not exceed
the live-span of king Ammitaqum who was born
at about the time when Alala∆ was given to his
father Jarimlim by the latter’s brother Abban.
This is perfectly fitting into the framework if we
assume that the contract between Abban and his
brother was concluded not too early in Abban’s
reign.49 The foundation of Alala∆ can therefore be
reasonably dated in the last third of Samsuilunas
reign. This result is confirmed when we consider
the references to Aleppo in the Mari texts.50 Still
we are only dealing with relative data and have
carefully avoided absolute figures.

55..33.. TThhee bbeeggiinnnniinngg ooff lleevveell IIVV

To proceed a step further towards the question of
absolute chronology, we must now leave the Old
Babylonian time of level VII and take a look at
the transition from level V to level IV. Archaeo-
logically level IV begins by definition with the
building of this level’s palace.51 I take it for grant-
ed52 that the builder must have been king Idrimi
as he claims himself in his statue.53 If this is cor-
rect, then the change from level Vb to level IV is
marked by Idrimi’s return to Alala∆. The statue
of this ruler provides further insights into the
political and historical situation of the time
which is worthy to recall: Aleppo was suffering a
mašiktu (l. 4), a mischief, which is not specified.

We may leave the matter aside for the moment
but have to keep in mind, that, once again, the
mašiktu and the return of Idrimi must fit into one
person’s lifespan.

55..44.. TThhee eevveennttss aaccccoorrddiinngg ttoo IIddrriimmii’’ss ssttaattuuee

As a consequence of the mašiktu the royal fami-
ly54 to which Idrimi belonged had to seek refuge
at Emar (l. 5–12). After a certain time, he took his
fate into his own hands and joined the Ôapiru in
Canaan for seven years (l. 17–28). Whether we
take this number literally or not, it is easily
understandable that Barattarna of Mittani saw
his action with dismay as mentioned on the stat-
ue (l. 42–58). We must bear in mind that Egypt
had at least a nominal claim on Palestine and
parts of Syria. The cities of Canaan were keen on
their independence, a fact that constituted a nat-
ural link between Egypt and the Ôapiru and
therefore with Idrimi. Mittani on her part had an
interest not to leave the area in one firm hand and
opposed of course Egyptian attempts to gain
control of the field.55 The enmity between Barat-
tarna and Idrimi may thus be explained by the
former friendship between Idrimi and Egypt.
After the conclusion of the vassal treaty between
Mittani and Idrimi the latter was able to reign in
Alala∆ for 30 years.

55..55.. PPoolliittiiccaall bbaacckkggrroouunndd ooff IIddrriimmii’’ss bbiiooggrraapphhyy

The reconstruction of the political background is
decisive for the transition from relative to
absolute chronology. The growing Egyptian pres-
sure on Canaan is obviously a reflex of the chang-
ing politics of Thutmosis III after the death of
Queen Óatšepsut. Idrimi was sensitive to these
changes that came along with the new Egyptian
politics and was determined enough to make
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48 Cf. KLENGEL 1992, 60 n. 95.
49 This assumption doesn’t appear to be far-fetched as

Jarimlim was probably much younger than Abban, cf.
COLLON 1977, 149.

50 Cf. ZEEB 2001, 101f.
51 Cf. GATES 1987, 63.
52 Contra WOOLLEY 1955, 110.
53 L. 80f. There has been a debate on whether the statue

of Idrimi is to be taken as historically relevant (cf.
MAYER 1995) or rather as “fictional autobiography” (cf.
T. LONGMAN III 1991). The present author is convinced
that the genre of the statue and comparable texts allow
a historical evaluation even if not every word may be
taken at face value.

54 The text doesn’t state explicitly which royal family of
which city is meant. Most scholars assume from the
words “Aleppo, my ancestral home” that this city was
the original home of Idrimi. However, MAYER 1995,
341f infers from the fact that Idrimi returned to
“Alala∆, my city” (l. 35) rather than to Aleppo that
Alala∆ was Idrimi’s birth-place. Both positions require
further presuppositions, so that the matter may remain
unresolved in this paper.

55 The seven years of his enmity with Barattarna may
represent a symbolic rather than a mathematically
exact figure.

081_096.qxd  13.02.2004  09:51  Seite 87



Frank Zeeb

things work to his own benefit. With the Egypt-
ian armies backing him, he was able to win his
city back, and as Northern Syria was not within
the direct reach of Pharaoh, the Egyptian diplo-
macy must have encouraged him to act as an in-
between between Egypt, the Hittites and Mittani.
As far as I know, there is only one single reference
to Alala∆ in the Egyptian sources which mentions
a “tribute” from Alala∆ in Thutmosis’ 38th year.56

There is a fair chance that this so-called “tribute”
is connected with Idrimi’s return to Alala∆ 57

which means that we are now able to deal with
absolute dates.

55..66.. AAbbssoolluuttee ddaatteess ffoorr IIddrriimmii’’ss lliiffee

I cannot treat the state of the debate on Egypt-
ian absolute chronology,58 however, the arguments
proposed for 1479 as the accession date of Thut-
mosis III seem very convincing, so I will use this
date as reference point from now on. As Idrimi
mentions himself that he ruled at Alala∆ 30 years
after his victorious return, we can – provided our
reconstruction above is correct – give the follow-
ing framework:

1479 accession of Thutmosis III. Coregency with
Óatšepsut.

1457 end of the coregency; change of Egyptian
policy to Syria and Palestine, siege of
Megiddo.

1448 (ca.) Idrimi’s time among the Ôapiru
1441 Idrimi’s return to Alala∆, beginning of

level IV
(1435(ca.) vassal treaty with Barattarna59)
1411 (ca.) death of Idrimi.

55..77.. TThhee mmaaššiikkttuu aanndd iittss iimmpplliiccaattiioonnss

This reconstruction implies that the mašiktu – as
an event within Idrimi’s life-time – must have
occurred in the 15th century B.C.E. We now have
the task to examine the various possibilities more
closely. As far as the present author can see, four
interpretations have been proposed.60

The most recent proposal has been brought
forward by W.H. VAN SOLDT.61 He argues that the
Cypriote Bichrome ware is not found after the
destruction of Megiddo in 1456, and that level IV
“may have started around this time” (111). As he
attributes the palace of level IV to Idrimi’s son
Niqmepa, he supposes that Idrimi’s return took
place in 1486 and adds 7 years for the stay in
Canaan which would then date the mašiktu in
about 1493. In a further step he parallels this date
with GASCHE’S date of 1499 for Muršili’s raid and
attributes therefore the mašiktu to the same event
that caused the fall of Babylon. If VAN SOLDT is
right in identifying Muršili’s campaign with the
mašiktu, any other chronology than GASCHE’S
ultra-short proposal would be out of discussion –
at least if we reject his reconstruction of the
events in favour of the one given above.

There are, however, serious arguments against
this conclusion:

" First of all, it is not sound methodology to com-
bine the two approaches by VAN SOLDT and the
one constructed above, as they proceed from dif-
ferent assumptions, especially as to the founder
of the level IV palace. Consequently it would
result in a circular argument if we were to date
Idrimi as early as VAN SOLDT does, by that
means considering the mašiktu an early event
and then propose a lower chronology based on
the fact that our own approach dates Idrimi
much later.

" A second argument that needs to be discussed is
VAN SOLDT’S reconstruction of the political situ-
ation, especially the role of the enmity with
Mittani, a point that he mentions himself (112).
His explanation – “a period of Hittite influence
in the region, which may have been the cause of
Idrimi’s problems with Parattarna” (112) –
doesn’t seem very plausible, let alone the ques-
tion whether it is probable that the latter may
be dated to such an early date. Furthermore,
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56 Urk IV, 719, l. 17ff.
57 Idrimi returned “by ship” which probably was spon-

sored by Egyptian support. The “tribute” could be a
payment in return for this service.

58 Cf. above n. 18.
59 The statue dates the “seven years of enmity” after

Idrimi’s return. It seems equally possible that they are
identical with his time in Canaan or overlapped both
(cf. VAN SOLDT 2000, 110). In the two latter cases the

absolute date of 1435 is, of course, wrong.
60 We do not take into account the proposal by KÜHNE

1982, 211 who attributes the event to Thutmosis I as
any date before 1500 seems incompatible both with the
biographical data for Idrimi as with the archaeological
remains from Alala∆ (see below).

61 VAN SOLDT 2000, 111f.
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Emar would not have been a good place to flee
from Muršili’s attack as this campaign contin-
ued down the Euphrates to Babylon.

" A third caveat is the fact that VAN SOLDT starts
with equating the siege of Megiddo with the
beginning of level IV on the basis of the
Bichrome ware. It should be noted that the end
of the Cypriote wares does only provide a ter-
minus non ante for the beginning of level IV, but
no definite synchronism, in other terms, even if
one were inclined to accept VAN SOLDT’s presup-
positions, the alleged date for the death of Idri-
mi might be a decade or so later than 1456 so
that mašiktu and fall of Babylon need not nec-
essarily be as close together as proposed.

A second proposal has been worked out by
MAYER62 a few years ago. According to him, the
mašiktu is the result of a Hittite attack under
Tud∆aliya I. For this proposal, MAYER calls our
attention both to a year date at Ekalte/Tall
Munbåqa63 and to the historical introduction of
the Talmi-šarruma treaty, in which a later retro-
spective is given of a destruction of Aleppo by
Tud∆aliya. Further, he argues that for such an
attack after the Muršili campaign – which we need
to place within the 15th century – there is only one
probable political situation: the reign of the so-
called peace-queen Óatšepsut, being the period
between 1479 and 1457.

" The main problem with this argument is the
fact that for the time being there is no possibil-
ity to give a precise date for Tud∆aliya. Hitti-
tologists generally give a date later than the
mid-15th century64 and cite a possible synchro-
nism with Idrimi’s successor Niqmepa.65 As
there exists a further synchronism that parallels
Idrimi with Zidanta II,66 MAYER’s argument
remains to be re-evaluated by further sources.67

" A second point may be asked: Attributing the

mašiktu to a Hittite attack easily explains the
later hostility between Idrimi and the Hittites
(Idr. l. 64–78) but it can’t be seen what role Mit-
tani played in the event.

" Remains the Talmi-šarruma treaty:68 From a
later perspective it is argued that a king of
Aleppo first was in peace with Ôatti, then con-
cluded a treaty with Mittani as well, which
caused Tud∆aliya to destroy both and to lay
Aleppo in ruins (iqqur). However, not taking the
chronological argument into account, there is
no mention on the statue that there was a for-
mer treaty between Aleppo and Ôatti. It is
therefore generally assumed69 that this destruc-
tion of Aleppo was after Idrimi’s time. WIL-
HELM70 opts for a “Schwächephase des M.-
Reiches <Mittani, F.Z.> ... die mit den
Eroberungen Thutmosis’ III zusammenhängen
dürfte”. With no further evidence neither for a
second destruction of Aleppo nor for a probable
date for Tud∆aliya it seems wise to leave the
matter aside and not to put too much historical
weight on it.71

Another possibility should not be forgotten. It is
still possible that the mašiktu is the outcome of an
evolution that is not mentioned elsewhere, as e.g.
an internal uprising in Aleppo comparable to the
one in Irride (10.02). In this case we can not
expect to obtain further information.

The vox communis72 holds Barattarna responsi-
ble for the mašiktu. This would explain the hostil-
ity between Idrimi and Barattarna as mentioned
on the statue; on the other hand we must again
ask whether Emar as the place of asylum was not
under the influence of Mittani at the time in ques-
tion. Still one can argue that Idrimi’s statement
that he was “a servant of the citizens of Emar”
(Idr. l. 12) might reflect exactly this kind of non-
suzerain state under the hegemony of Mittani.
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62 MAYER 1995.
63 Munb. 80,32. Note that WILCKE 1992, 124f reads 1

KAM.MA instead of mTu.
64 Cf. KLENGEL 1998, 110.
65 The Hittite king is not mentioned by name, but cf.

CTH 41 + 131.
66 Cf. KLENGEL 1998, 95f.
67 The more so, as the dating of the Munbåqa texts is still

a matter of discussion. Some scholars date them signif-
icantly later than Mayer does (cf. e.g. WILCKE 1992)
which is a crucial threat to Mayer’s argument.

68 CTA 75.
69 Cf. KLENGEL 1998, 114.
70 Cf. WILHELM 1993/97, 291.
71 Given the fact that Muršili fell to a damnatio memoriae

it appears possible that the historical introduction of
KBo I 6 mixes several events: The political situation
under Idrimi (treaty with Mittani) and the earlier
destruction of Aleppo by Muršili were simply seen
together and ascribed to Tud∆aliya. In this case there
would be no valid conclusion to the mašiktu allowed.

72 Cf. KLENGEL 1981, 237.
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Not naming the mašiktu by its real character
would then be a rhetorical device motivated by
the wish not to put the foregoing actions of the
partner into a bad light, once an agreement was
finally reached.

The discussion shows that the absolute dating
of the event and its evaluation are not dependent
on the identity of the causing factor of the
mašiktu. We may still rely on the conclusions
reached above: The mašiktu took place between
about 1457 (change of Egyptian policy to Syria
and Palestine) or shortly before (reign of Óatšep-
sut) and 1448 (alleged date for Idrimi becoming a
Ôapiru). This rules out VAN SOLDT’s equation
with the Babylon raid, whereas MAYER’S propos-
al rests on too many additional pillars to be a
final solution. On the other hand it remains pos-
sible that the Hittites were responsible for the
mašiktu as a flight to Emar would then get the
family out of the aggressor’s reach. A destruc-
tion of Aleppo by Barattarna seems not impossi-
ble nor is an internal uprising or a similar event
we do not know about.

Getting back to the events of Idrimi’s life.
After the mašiktu and his time as refugee in Emar
he became SA.GAZ. If we accept the idea that
this act brought him into a positive relationship
to Egypt and is to be dated about 1448 then there
is a possible reconstruction of the political back-
ground: Idrimi took advantage of Thutmosis’ 8th

campaign in his 33rd year (1446).73 He deserted
from the sphere of influence of Mittani to support
the Egyptians. This action brought him into hos-
tility to Barattarna who could not tolerate such
an action. The Egyptians, on their part, accepted
Idrimi as a welcome ally. His duty was to keep the
area unsafe and to needle-pick Barattarna. After
a certain time the Egyptians decided that Idrimi
was more useful as a steady partner and enabled
him to establish himself at Alala∆ (1441), obvi-
ously this time to serve as a glacis against the Hit-
tites (Idr. l. 64–78). However, Idrimi again
changed sides and made his vassal treaty with
Barattarna again.

55..88.. AArrcchhaaeeoollooggiiccaall AAssppeeccttss

The discussion presented above enabled us to
embed the history of Alala∆ as shown by textual
sources, namely the statue of Idrimi, into a frame-
work of absolute dates. The results reached so far
are, however, not very decisive for the matter of
Ancient Near Eastern Chronology. Still, we found
an absolute date of about 1440 for the beginning
of level IV, so that we have to proceed now to eval-
uate levels V and VI. As these produced almost no
textual sources we have to rely on archaeological
evidence. The main arguments are:

" Both levels are archaeologically coherent, there
is no significant change whatsoever between.74

" The division into levels and sub-levels is based on
architectural remains and pottery-sequences.

" Towards the end of level VI the defence walls
were considerably reinforced.75

" Imported Cypriote ware (“Monochrome and
Bichrome ware”) has been found (level
VIB–VB).76

" During level VIB we face the transition from
MB II to LB I.77

The latter point is most important for absolute
dating of the fall of Babylon. Comparisons with
other find-spots, especially Tell eË-Îabca show
beyond doubt that the end of the Middle Bronze
Age78 is to be connected to the Palestinian cam-
paigns of A∆mose after the latter’s 11th year, in
other terms: level VI continues for a not too short
time period after a terminus non ante that must
be dated after 1539, perhaps as late as 1528.79

This conclusion raises the question if there is an
event that may be connected with the end of
level VI. It should be remembered that there is a
significant reworking of the fortification of the
city towards the end of level VI, but no destruc-
tion attested. It would seem therefore that the
end of level VI can reasonably be attributed to
the Muršili campaign. To invest in the security of
their city was certainly a sensible thing to do for
the inhabitants as the Muršili campaign was a
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73 Cf. KLENGEL 1992, 92–94.
74 Cf. GATES 1987, 63 and GATES 2000, 78.
75 Cf. GATES 1982, 6f.
76 Cf. GATES 1987, 62–64.
77 Cf. GATES 1987, 71.
78 Such shifts are generally not radical changes but there

may be a certain time of co-existence between older
and younger forms (cf. WARBURTON 2000, 48). We are
dealing here with the first signs of the existence of the
new period.

79 If one accepts an ultra-low chronology of the 18th

dynasty as e.g. DEVER 1992, 16 does.
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foreseeable event – especially if Muršili had
indeed sworn “to revenge the blood of Ôattušili”
by campaigning in the Aleppo area. In any case
the preparation of this campaign did not go
unnoticed by the Alala∆ians. If we accept this
argument then level VI is more or less80 identical
with the reign of Ôattušili and should not have
lasted longer than about forty years,81 of which
ten to no more than thirty years after the termi-
nus post quem just mentioned. This would mean
that the fall of Babylon has to be dated in
absolute terms not earlier than 1529 and not later
than 1498, so that both the “Short chronology”
and the “Ultra-short chronology” are just possi-
ble while a date in between is more probable as
neither the latest nor the earliest possible date for
A∆mose are the most convincing. The same is true
for the assumption that the beginning of the
Late Bronze Age should be perfectly identical
with the change from level VIA to VIB.

There is another argument: The imported
Cypriote wares found at Alala∆ from level VIB on
until level V can be connected with an undis-
turbed sequence at Tell eË-Îabca reaching from
the end of the 12th dynasty down to Thutmosis
III. Bichrome Cypriote pottery is found there
(and in other find-spots as e.g. Megiddo and
recently Kinet Höyuk82) from strata D/2 to C/3
which confirms our point.

EEXXCCUURRSSUUSS 11:: TTAALLLL MMUUNNBBÅQQAA AANNDD CCHHRROONNOOLLOOGGYY

The long-awaited publication of the texts from
Tall Munbåqa by W. MAYER83 may reveal a further
connection between Syria, Egypt and Ôatti. The
evidence from Tall Munbåqa allows the conclusion
that this archive was in use for about 60 years and
came to an end by a destruction. This event is
attributed by MAYER84 to the Syrian campaign by
Thutmosis III in 1446 with the beginning of the
respective stratum at Munbåqa, which means that

the Hittite campaign to Babylon must be dated at
about 1507.85 At first sight this would fit perfect-
ly into an “ultra-short chronology” but the
chronological classification that MAYER offers has
not gone unchallenged by other scholars.86 If one
is inclined to date the Munbåqa texts later than
MAYER does, this argument is void. The matter
cannot be discussed at length in this paper as any
reassessment of the question needs a broader
comparison of the archive of Munbåqa with the
archives of Emar and Alala∆ IV with respect to
typology, script and grammar, which cannot be
presented here. For our purposes it may suffice
that if MAYER is right there is a strong option for
an ultra-short chronology with 1507 as the date
for the fall of Babylon.

EEXXCCUURRSSUUSS 22:: TTHHEE LLAATTEESSTT DDEEBBAATTEE OONN CCHHRROONNOOLLOOGGYY

In the year 2002 two brief notes87 appeared in
NABU and Akkadica respectively that are of
interest for this matter, even though both authors
don’t mention Alala∆. C. MICHEL stresses the fact
that the Mari Eponym Chronicle mentions a solar
eclipse in the year after Šamši-Addu’s birth. She
evaluates the possible eclipses, taking den-
drochronology into account and concludes that
the eponymy of Puzur-Ištar is to be dated in
1833. With this result she argues that a middle
chronology is still the best solution, however, it
ought to be reduced by about 15 years. The obvi-
ous question what consequences an option for
another solar eclipse – especially the one of 1764
– would mean to the problem has been raised
immediately in a sharp reply by D. WARBURTON.
He criticises MICHEL’s method of dealing with the
astronomical data as highly “subjective”,88 the
more so, as her result doesn’t fit with the den-
drochronological material. Both, astronomy and
dendrochronology, converge according to WAR-
BURTON with an ultra-short chronology (113).
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80 Allowing a few years of difference both at the begin-
ning (time elapsed between Ôattušili’s accession and
destruction of level VII) and at the end of Ôattušili’s
reign (time between his death and Muršili’s campaign
to Aleppo and Babylon).

81 GATES 1987, 65 gives level VIA “not more than a
decade or so of occupation”, implicitly correcting her
former statement (GATES 1982, 6), that level VIA and
VIB “lasted a similar length of time”.

82 Cf. GATES 2000, 87f.
83 MAYER 2001.

84 MAYER 2001, 18.
85 MAYER 2001, 18f argues with the social history as

reconstructed from the texts: After the Hittite destruc-
tion of Aleppo the area suffered a time of pauperiza-
tion that explains according to Mayer the social back-
ground (land sales to private persons) of the earlier
time of Munbåqa.

86 See e.g. WILCKE 1992 and most recently SALLABERGER

2001, 495 (published 2003).
87 MICHEL 2002 and WARBURTON 2002.
88 WARBURTON 2002, 110.
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Michel called her position a “slight change” to the
Middle chronology while WARBURTON (114)
names it a “revolution” as it implies “the aban-
donment of the very pillar upon which the ‘Mid-
dle Chronology’ was founded”, namely the Venus
tablets. With the assumption that the Mari
Eponym Chronicle makes indeed a mention of the
eclipse of 1764 we would have to reduce the date
of the death of Šamši-Addu to about 169289 which
necessarily reduces the respective date for the fall
of Babylon to 1507.90

EEXXCCUURRSSUUSS 33:: CCOONNNNEECCTTIIOONN BBEETTWWEEEENN

MMUURRŠŠIILLII’’SS RRAAIIDD AANNDD TTHHUUTTMMOOSSIISS II

If we accept the dating of the fall of Aleppo to
the year 1507 B.C.E. we might draw a connection
between the Hittite raid of the North Syrian
area and the campaign by Thutmosis I. Both
events would then have occurred within a rela-
tively short period of time. The campaign of
Thutmosis I to Syria shortly after the Hittite

raid might have been – from the Egyptian point
of view – an ideal singular opportunity: Thutmo-
sis I was well aware that the Hittites were busy
enough with internal affairs because of the trou-
ble arising after Muršili’s return and on the other
hand Syria lay more or less defenceless after the
previous Hittite attack.91

66.. CCOONNCCLLUUSSIIOONN

The archaeological and written sources from
Alala∆ do not allow a definite solution for the ques-
tion of an absolute chronology of the 15th and 16th

century B.C.E. However, with the assumptions
and interpretations presented above, a strong
point can be made to rule out any chronology that
is longer than the “Short chronology”. It suggests
an even shorter chronology, even if this further
reduction does not necessarily point to GASCHE’S
ultra-short position. Far from being certain, the
evidence seems to converge on a date of about
1507 for the fall of Babylon.
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89 Following VEENHOF 2000, 139 there is “a margin for
only a few years”

90 It may be more than a mere coincidence that this date
fits perfectly into a 8-year-cycle that is commonly men-
tioned when dealing with the Venus tablets.

91 This makes the renovation of the fortification walls of

a Alala∆ even more probable. The occurrence of two
such defeats in Northern Syria might also be an argu-
ment for Mayer’s assumption of pauperization (see
above n. 85).
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