THE “YAW, SON OF OMRI” CONTENTION

     Five inscribed Assyrian artifacts of Shalmaneser III (including the well known 'Black Obelisk'), give accounts of his 18th regnal year, such being found to include a phrase transliterated as “ia-u-a DUMU hu-um-ri-i” (and variants), that is, 'Yaw, mar Humri', “Yaw” being listed as one of the tribute payers to Shalmaneser.
     The Assyrian noun “Humri” is identified by scholars with the northern Israelite king, Omri, founder of the Israelite capital Samaria.  However it remains disputed among them whether the phrase “Yaw, mar Humri” (Yaw being an anglicising of the variant prefix “iau”) means 'Yaw, son or descendant of Omri', or 'Yaw, of the land or House of Omri'.  In either instance, the decipherment of 'Humri' as being identical to 'Omri' depends on such being not the Israelite king's personal name but a dynastic title used by the Assyrians to denote the land of northern Israel.  That is, according to one translator, “The Assyrians often denoted countries by the name of the founder of the ruling dynasty at the time of their first acquaintance with it...regardless of which dynasty was currently in power” (Younger (2000), C.O.S.,II, p.267, n.5).
     Since its deciphering in 1851, the name rendered “Yaw” has been commonly identified with the Israelite king Jehu, with one record (the 'Black Obelisk') depicting a prostrate Israelite 'Yaw' (or his representative) paying tribute to the Assyrian king in person.  However, there is no account in the Biblical record of Jehu submitting to anyone.  Rather, the account of his reign indicates a belligerent independence.
     Notwithstanding the coupling of Jehu to “Yaw”, such decipherment was disputed soon after publication and to this date remains unresolved.  With no further evidence therefore, such leaves the observation made over a century ago still applicable: “Now the ordinary view among Assyriologists is, that...Jehu here mentioned (is) the...king..of Israel so mentioned... There is, however, another possible view of the question… The...name..in question may not belong to the..Hebrew king..at all.” G.Smith (c.1875).  Thus to date the only ground for interpreting “Yaw” as Jehu is one of linguistic similarity.
     Further, there is no support for such identification in the Biblical or other contemporary records.  And since it can be precisely calculated from the Biblical data that Jehu died some 6 years before the time of the events associated with “Yaw” in the Assyrian record, an alternative to the identity of “Yaw” is compelled.
     Therefore while most scholars strongly hold, despite their internal and still unresolved dispute about it, that Yaw is the same person as Jehu, the data compels the opposite, that is, that the only Israelite king capable of being “Yaw” and reigning at the time of Shalmaneser's 18th year is Jehoahaz (2 Kings 13:1), with his name, like Jehu's, having the same prefix as “Yaw”.  Also the submissive character of “Yaw” is found to be irreconcilable with the unyielding character of Jehu.  Yet, such weakness matches that of Jehoahaz, who throughout his reign was oppressed by the neighbouring Syrians (verse 3), that is, unlike Jehu who ruled in strength, Jehoahaz, whose military forces were substantially reduced (verse 7), required outside assistance.  And corresponding to the previous promise of a “saviour” to Jehoahaz (verses 4,5), Shalmaneser  invaded and afflicted the Syrians as the Assyrian records account (R.I.M.3 p.54), providing instant relief for Jehoahaz.  On this evidence therefore, only Jehoahaz can correspond to the Assyrian “Yaw”.
     Thus since the events and circumstances surrounding Jehoahaz are compatible with those of “Yaw”, and such identity, unlike that of Jehu, harmonises the Biblical and Assyrian accounts, any still proposed identification of “Yaw” with Jehu posesses no chronological merit.
