THE PUL = PULU = TIGLATH-PILESER III  SUPPOSITION
     It is widely held by Assyriologists that Tiglath-pileser III was the Assyrian king at the time of the Israelite king Menahem, it being similarly held that Tiglath-pileser is named Pul in the Biblical account of Menahem's reign (2 Kings 15:19).  However firstly, two independent Assyrian records made in that time, the Eponym Canon and the Assyrian kinglist, do not contain a ruler called Pul.
     Secondly, a further independent Assyrian record, also contemporary, is an elaborate inscription on a stele which in one place mentions Tiglath-pileser's exploits with no reference to Menahem, and in another, which although mentioning Menahem, carries the later attempted adding of the name Tiglath-pileser in a damaged space too small for the name. Such inscription is datable at both his 17th regnal year (of 18), and his 1st (of 2) years as king of Babylon (Tadmor (1994), Inscriptions of T-p III: ‘Summary Inscription' No.7, p.159,167).
      With this inscription being a summary of events, there is included a list of 26 kings who paid tribute to him, including a Judahite king uncontestedly identified as Ahaz (by his full name Jehoahaz - id. at p.171), at which time northern Israel was ruled not by a Menahem, but by the later kings, Pekah and later Hoshea (these being the contemporaries of Ahaz).
     Thirdly, with no mention being made in such list of a king Menahem having paid tribute to Tiglath-pileser, other records of Tiglath-pileser collectively refer to a later annexation of northern Israel and the overthrow of Pekah and installation of Hoshea in his place, again making no mention of a king Menahem (op.cit. Summary Inscriptions Nos. 4,9 and 13, p.141,189.203).
      Thus with Menahem unmentioned, and the kings Ahaz, Pekah and Hoshea being politically connected with Tiglath-pileser some 20 years after the time of Menahem's reign, then again, the Pul of Menahem’s time cannot be the Tiglath-pileser of Ahaz, Pekah and Hoshea's time.
     However one Biblical passage appears to contradict such evidence and support a linking  of Pul with Tiglath-pileser (or var.), such being the passage of 1 Chronicles 5:26, the same containing the pronoun “he” which at first appears to refer to two kings, thus causing uncertainty as to whether either or both is intended.
     Corroborating this, it is notable that if the “he” in this verse refers to both kings, it naturally means that both kings' intent was the punishment and removal of northern Israel contrary to the evidence.
     That is, the actions of Pul and Tiglath-pileser were distinctly different:  Where Pul “came against the [northern part of the] land” and, after receiving tribute “turned back, and stayed not there in the land” (2 Kings 15:20), Tiglath-pileser acted in response to an appeal for help by the Judahite king Ahaz (16:5,7,9) and “came…and took [many cities much further south] and carried (the inhabitants) captive to Assyria” (15:29).
     Since applying the “he” to both the names clearly contradicts both the Biblical and Assyrian records, the word “he” was intended by the original writer to denote only one of the two mentioned kings.  That is, the singular “he” refers only to the nearest mentioned of the 2 names, that is: “the God of Israel stirred up the spirit of Pul king of Assyria, and the spirit of Tiglath-pilneser king of Assyria, and he (Tiglath-pilneser) carried them (the northern Israelites) away..”, as the history shows.
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     Further, it is stated in the same passage that Pul acted to “confirm the kingdom” for the Israelite king Menahem (15:19).  Prior to Menahem, 2 Israelite kings were violently removed in that year, prompting Menahem to gain assistance to establish the beginning of his reign.  Records show such assistance did not occur with Tiglath-pileser's expedition, which concerned the non-violent securing of a king’s reign, not an invasion of northern Israel.
     Nevertheless, most scholars continue to equate Pul with Tiglath-pileser because of his later Babylonian name of ‘Pulu’: such being an occasionally used name for the Assyrian king who for the last 2 years of his reign was also formally king of Babylon.
     However this continued association of Pulu with Tiglath-pileser ignores the following: 
   (i) that contemporary and near contemporary Assyrian and Babylonian records all refer to Pulu as Tiglath-pileser when accounting his reign as king of Babylon, 
   (ii) during those last years of his reign Tiglath-pileser made no expedition to the region of Samaria but rather travelled from Assyria to Babylon to be enthroned which was in the other direction, 
   (iii) not until a compilation was made some 100 years later (now known as ‘Babylonian King List A.’), was the name ‘Pulu’ (an Assyrian personal name not found in Assyrian royal records) used for Tiglath-pileser and
   (iv) Pul and Pulu, are identifiable as having substantially different political associations with the Israelites.
     Also contrary to the popular association of Pul with Tiglath-pileser, the Assyrian lexicographic 'expert witness' Gesenius in the 1840s interpreted Pul to be not an Assyrian word but a Hebrew reverential title, and that such title was used as a name for “a king of Assyria,  who preceded Tiglath-pileser” (Lexicon: 6322, 2).  With Gesenius’ writings being published before the first archaeological data was interpreted, he was incapable of determining which of Tiglath-pileser’s predecessors reigned at the time of Pul, but was capable of calculating that the two were not the same person. Thus with the name “Pul” being not found in any Assyrian record, such is either a title as Gesenius suggested, or has arisen from a Hebrew source, similarly to the that of another Biblically mentioned Assyrian king, “Jareb” (Hosea 5:13), which is not found by that name in the Assyrian record.
     Since the only ground to associate the Hebrew name Pul with Tiglath-pileser's Babylonian name Pulu is their similarity of letters, it stands that with there being no independent corroboration found, the academically based connection of Pul to Pulu cannot be validated.
     However, in apparent contradiction to such finding, certain recently redeciphered cuneiform inscriptions (1994) are held as supporting this same assumption that Tiglath-pileser and the Pul of Menahem's time were the same.  Such inscriptions were found   1) in fragments in the mid-1800s at the archaeological site of a large ruined Assyrian complex which embraced four palaces (Calah), and    2) in two of three fragments whose decipherments were published separately in 1972 and 1973, with such being added to some 20 years later by a third, each of which being presumed to have originated from a single stele located in western Iran.
     With the transliterations of such fragments containing a number of scholars' restorations and insertions, it is notable that one such insertion in place of a king's missing full name is Tiglath-pileser III, even though the space available is impractically short for his consistently used full name, requiring a compression of the letters.  That is, although the whole name Tiglath-pileser III is found properly 
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sized and intact on one fragment of the reconstructed stele, it is not so found on the fragment containing the list of tribute payers which includes Menahem; with this second fragment, when found, having only a damaged space instead of a royal name, into which space a restored name of Tiglath-pileser III has been clumsily compressed.
     In the list of tribute payers, the name Menahem has been derived from the transliteration “Me-ni-hi-im-me” (and variants), he being associated with a region transliterated as “Sa-me-ri-na-aa” (and variants), which denotes the northern Israelite capital, Samaria.  Similarly, whereas the name Menahem is identifiable among the list of tribute payers to the Assyrians, preserved in 2 'annalistic' inscription fragments, the name of Tiglath-pileser is not found on either of them.
     Although the transliterations “Me-ni-hi-im-me” and “Sa-me-ri-na-aa” are readily identifiable as king Menahem and Samaria, if such are considered contemporary with Tiglath-pileser no construction of  a precise chronology is possible for the period in which Menahem and his successors reigned, except by dismissing the integrity of the Biblical data, and imagining that the regnal dictum “in his stead” need not be taken strictly.  For example, the 18 year reign of Tiglath-pileser which ended with his last 2 years as king of Babylon cannot be extended back far enough to be associated with Pul or any part of Menahem's reign, let alone to the start of it.
     Only by a scholars' imposition of either a coregency among kings or an interregnum between them can such connection be viewed.  In light of such conditions and relying equally on both the Assyrian and Biblical data, Tiglath-pileser's reign is established as contemporary with the reigns of only the two later Israelite kings after Menahem: Pekah and Hoshea (Tadmor (1994), ‘Summary Inscription’ No.4, pp.139,141), thus severing him from any earlier time.
     Thus the contention that Tiglath-pileser was the Pul of the Bible in Menahem's time because he was also known by the (albeit infrequently found) Babylonian name of Pulu in the last 2 years of his reign cannot be corroborated in the relevant part of the Assyrian record.  Therefore there is no legitimate reason to hold that Menahem and Tiglath-pileser were contemporary.
     Further, since it can be concluded that where the two personages are presumed as not being associated,   no regnal or chronological problem arises for the period.  Hence whatever reliance in such matter is placed on modern Assyrian and Babylonian-based archaeological conclusions, such reliance has no ground, regardless of the scholarship invested.
     [The Assyrian identity of the Biblically named king Pul can be ascertained from his acts when matched to an Assyrian record of a king performing similar acts regarding northern Israel.   The Biblical account mentions Pul who after receiving 'protection money' from Menahem, refrained from invading northern Israel.  The contemporary Assyrian record refers to a king who in those times approached northern Israel but did not enter it.
     Such Assyrian king is named Assur-dan III and is accounted in his first regnal year to have made an expedition “to Hatarikka” near the northern frontier of 'the land' or domain of Israel (Millard (1994), Eponyms of the Assyrian Empire, p.58) with Israelite border towns such as Hamath and Tiphsah (2 Kings 14:25; 15:16).
     This expedition differs from the one of his predecessor Shalmaneser IV the year before, who made an expedition to Damascus, which went not just outside 'the land' of northern Israel, but well into it.]
