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PREFACE

There is nothing like a mystery to stimulate the imagination. One of the great mysteries that has
emerged in the last century is wthere seems to be so little archaeological evidence that aligns

with the biblical narrative of the history of Israel before the time of Ahab. From Ahab onward
there is plenty of archaeological evidence yet, the era of the King David and King Solomon, the
Judges and the Exodus is characterized by paucity of evidence rather than abundance. Scholarship
has gone from studying Mosesd6 deliverance of
despising contempt or indifference to the whole subject. Are théeam sophisticated Jews so
ignorant of its own history? It seems doubtful to me and thus a mystery. What happened to the

Exodus archaeology and the rest?

When | first read Velikovsky and his claims | admit that | saw two possibilities. He was either a
genius or a charlatan. He claimed that the chronology of the Egyptian dynasties was 500 years too
old. The idea that an Egyptian dynasty could be moved 58@ yerward in time is either easily

and soundly refuted or it may be the most significant archaeological discovery of the 20th century.

Intellectual inertia has buried many new ideas and prolonged their acceptance. The theory of
continental drift, widelyaccepted today was widely scoffed at in the days when Alfred Wegener
first proposed it. In 1957 the International Geophysical Year happened. All the data gathered that
year was overwhelmingly in agreement with continental drift theory and scientistsdatain

world reversed themselves. This is the exception rather than the rule. Again, the solar system idea
was rejected in ancient time in favour of the idea that all heavenly bodies circled the Earth. Even
when it was proposed that the Earth spun onxits areating the illusion of sun, moon and stars
circling the Earth, the astronomers did not conclude at first that the Earth circled the Sun. It took
a century for scientists to catch up to Copernicus and then to Galileo. There actually remained a
remnai that never converted. They just died off. This is the tragedy of intellectual inertia. It is the

resistance to admittingpatone has beetotally wrong.

Many became interestedVhe | i k oreseakcly ater 195Zheysaw great explanatory value in

his putting the 18 Dynasty next to the early Israelite Kingdoms. For example, Helladic pottery
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found in the 18 Dynasty sites had actually been first dated 500 years later than the Egyptian dates
based orits relationship with the 7 century Greek Geomaétrpottery that had been influenced by

it. Such a shift in ceramic dates actually invited a-$€&r lowering of dates. Attempts to discredit
Velikovsky ideas were arguments in a circle or just plain comical. The failure to provide clear
evidential contraidtion encouraged me to investigate further. It seemed more genius than

foolishness.

The one serious problem Velikovsky created was where to stash the extra 500 years of Egyptian
history. Ending the 18Dynasty in the 10 or 9" century put it next tahe start of the 22 Dynasty.

The 19", 20" and 2% Dynasty had to go somewhere else but where? Removing these dynasties
was to cause a falling out with many of his supporters. In 1977 he pubkslogdes of the Sea

and in 1978Rameses Il and His Timddnfortunately, he attempted to combine the pharaohs of
Thebes with the pharaohs of the Nile delta, making them alter egos to already existing pharaohs.
The alter ego approach was not welteived. Many deserted the whole revision. Maybe, had he
lived longer he might have been persuaded that these two sets of pharaoluffesenat but
contemporary pharaohs ruling different parts of Egypt. This resolvesahbg most difficult

problems.

| assume in this book thadfter the fall of the 18 Dynasty,the 229 Dynasty of Libyans reigned
and thatthe 239, 19" and 20" Dynastieswere nationalists who revolted against these foreign
dynasts. These dynastirged in Thebes, which was a centre of native nationalist feélimgjr

aim wasto restore the glory of the #®ynasty. Velikovsky placethe 19" Dynastyin the 7" to

6" century, abou700 to 650 years later than orthodoxy. Again, this was an egiraoy fit
Ramesses Il and his father had fouttet Hittite Empire Early Hittite researcherisad connected

it to the time of the Assyrian Kings of the time of Esarhaddon and Assurbanipal, in t#& mid
century/ §' century. There was already'8/ 6™ centuryHittite archaeology and histoppnnected

to Ramesses Il and his dynasty.

Velikovsky placed the 20Dynasty in the final years of the Late Peribtis placement resolved
many problems.Archaeologicalf, all evidence fit this assignmeriut Egyptologists had
connected it to the 2century througtihe datedcartouches of the $0Dynasty. Variousother

revisionists, refused to accept the repositioning of the Egyptian dynasties. They must be kept in

t he Ar i gofthe Eggptoldgestsihey experimemdwithc hr onol ogi es of t he
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but these all failedecause the dowatingwas too small for the stratigraphic gaps. Furthermore,

there were justtoo many jussostories.

Velikovsky was neither a geniu®ma fool. He had a great idea s ideas had just too many
unresolved difficultiesHe never did constructraplacemenstratigraphy for his revision. Without
it the whole structurevas broughinto question.The mainaim of this book is to fix thisldw.

Enjoy!



PART ONE

WHEN DID THE EXODUS OCCUR?



CHAPTER 1

AGES IN ORDER-THE GREEK DARK AGES

INTRODUCTION

In the 19" centuryan amateur archaeologist named Schliemann mounted a daring excavation of a
mound in Turkey calledissarlik He claimedto have discovered ancient Troyn Victorian
Europe, his discoveries drew widespreadblic attention The tales of th@eroicwarriors such as
Achilles of Trojan Warfame and Mycenaean King, Agamemnon, freho me Itiadl saroused

great interest

Dating Mycenaean Greece, of course, was of greatinteeg€ c hl i emannds excavat
to light the fact that the strata at various depths had discernibly diffdyeenaeampottery shapes

and decorations. A particularly interestisgries emerged, whickas called theLate Helladic.

This was subdivided into Late Helladic I, Il, and lll. Greek history had no reliable dates earlier

than the ¥ century BG whose pottery was called GeometribeEnd of theLate Helladic pottery

was efimatedas justbefore the ¥ centurybecause th&reek archaeologists noticed that tiate

Geometric pottery had be@arfluenced bytheearlier Mycenaean potteryhey estimate#ielladic

dates backwards from the mild™ to the ' century This was about to generatenamportant

debate.

THE DEBATE BEGINS

In 1890 a major discovery changed everythinglinders Petrie an English Egyptologist,
discoveredhe same Helladidycenaeappottery at a place called-@imarnain Egypt In ancient
times elAmarna was called Akhetaton, the capital city of the heretic Phaddodnaton He was
the first pharaoh to worship only one god, Ateetrié®d s e x craveatedhatdhepalacehad
imported GreekMycenaean potter{Petrie 1890].This was an exciting development because,

unlike GreeceEgypthadan absolute chronology that went baok3000 BC Petrie graciously
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applied heseabsoluteEgyptiandates taMlycenaearpottery, repladng the esimated dates by the

Greek archaeologist¥his was seen by Egyptologists as great progress.

When the Greek archaeol ogi st s isdatemadpushedback 6 s d a
the whole Mycenaean era 500 yeaos1570-1200 BC. The Greek archaemdists were neither
expecting nor wHehad maddlate Heliadic®'sentirg BOpadtery become

14" century BCpottery! The previousestimaions, 1050700600 BC, hadallowedfor continuity

and even overlawith thefollowing Late Geometrigpottery.The influence of Mycenaean pottery

on the Geometric potterwas natural and obviousEither there was an extraordinaand
mysteriousinfluence in pottery evolution from 500 years away or an equally extraordinary
diminution of Egyptian chronology. Thisvas not a minosurgical adjustmentbut more of a

lobotomy.

Torr, a Greek classicist, pointed out that Petdffectivelycreatel a huge 506/ear archaeological
gap, in which there was neitharchitecturehistory nor inhaitants in the posiycenaearworld
between the 1200 to 700 BThis gap became known as ffi@reek Dark Agé. Since that time,
the archaeologists have been searching for peoples and potteries to fill thi&rgag.
archaeologistsried in vain to explainhow 14" and 13" centuryLate Helladic Ill pottery had
influenced7"" centuryLate Geometric potteryThey postulated that som#esignshad survived
during the500 years orshortlived material such as textiles that had leftraxe[P. James, p. 74].
This argumenexplains the 500-year gap oilence However, it is also an argument that assumes

the silence to be real.

Torr and Petrie exchanged 21 articles debating the truth of this new claim. Torr's arrogance and
lack of tack wasot well received. Torr eventually tribiimselfto correcthe Egyptian chronology

[Torr, 1896] He reduced the reigns of pharaohs to the bare minimum allowed by the data and
maximized all possible overlajpé pharaohs andynasties. Torr's chronology led to persuade

any Egyptologist. It was highly contrived and, from the viewpoint of Egyptologists, entirely
unnecessarylhe Egyptologists never explained the 5@ar gapn Greek ceramic chronology.

It was not their problem.

Unfortunately, thisaffected not onlythe dates in Greek history but also the dates of every nation
where the Greeks traded their pottery. Greek potteryfawasd for examplein Italy, Anatolia,

Cypress, and Phoenicia, Philistia and even Israel. Both dating of the Egyptian agetatits
7



Greek pottery found in local strata frequently conflicted with local chronology. This led to many
conundrumsand distortions A polymath named Velikovsky would try to undae#edistortiors.

Discus$on of his views arén a later chapter.

The acamulation of archaeological problems must raise a serious queéatssT.orr right?Was

the failure of Torr due to undiscovered evideradter all Egyptology was far ahead of other
archaeologiedVhatif Torr hadbeen ale to access modern datha les arrogant advocate were
to present the caseowld that have produced a differersult? Could it be possible to reduce

Egyptian dates by centurie$able 1 summarizes the Dark Adatingproblem.

TABLE 17 EFFECT OF PETRIE ON TORR® M YCENAEAN POTTERY DATES

Era Petriebs Torros
Late Helladic | and II 15501400 BC 11" and 18" century
Late HelladiclllA 1400-1330BC early 9"
Late HelladiclllB 13301200 BC later 9" century
Late HelladicllIC 12001100 BC 8/ 7" century
Dark Ages 1100-700 BC No Dark Ages
Late Geometric 700650 BC 700650 BC

M YCENAE

Mycenae was the leader of the Greek-siigtes in the time of the Trojan Wérwas a key site to
excavataos ol ve t he myst ery ihd mostitheroughy atudied shegiretbeo . |t
world. This has resulted in a number of unsolved problentisariime of the Mycenaean empire.

Thefirst mystery was thgatewayg at Mycenaeand GordionFigure 1 contains pictures of g

two gatewaysThey each haveawo standing lions facing each other with a column in between.
Ramsay, arearly archaeologist, rtarally thoughtthe Mycenaean gatewalatedto the eighth

century BCbecausethe Mycenaean desigof the gate was similato that of eighth century
GordionPetri edbs Egypti an c h-datng thdgadegiMycenaeltahe 18 e f f e
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century,500 years earlielRRamsay could not accept this but his protests went unheard. Scholars
like Boardman who accepted a thirteenttentury attribution for the gateevertheless had to
admitimor e than five hundred yearogld[aganecmmaod pass

an idiom which would satisfy these aspiration

This is the same problem as the Mycenaean pottery influencing Late Geometric pottery from 500

years away. Is this not a sign of a systematiblpra?

FIGURE 1. LIONS AT LATE BRONZE M YCENAE AND PHRYGIAN GORDION

Gordion Mycenae

Not far from the Lion Gate was the building known as the granary. Wace dug a test trench in 1920
between th&ate and the granary [Wacele differentiated thirteen layers. The bottom ten layers
contained exclusivelfate HelladiclllB and IlIC potterycirca. 12501 1100BC, or 150 years.

The eleventh layer, in addition ta" century Late HelladicllIC pottery, also contained a
significant number of fragments of Orientalizingafé. This ware shows influence from the East

and is dated by archaeologists to the seventh and sixth centuries BC. It is very important to note
that the eleventh layer contained no pottiatedoetweeril100-700 BC- agap of 400 yearsdow



does one explain the #1ayer, which contained pottery of both thé"tentury and the'7century

and nothing in between?

The problem cannot be blamed on the thickness of the layer. It was, ithifager than one of the
earlier layers representing ca-26 years. It cannot be explained by the abandonment of Mycenae
between the MM.century and the'7century because a layer lacking pottery would have built up
during those years and would haweeh very apparent. There is no evidence that any person or
any process hademovedmaterialor had disturbed the layering. One layer contained pottery of
two styles customarily separated by hundreds of years, yet the trench layering showed no evidence
thatthe centuries actually happened. The mixingate HelladiclllC and 7" century pottery at
Mycenaeis not isolated. Other archaeological sites include Tiryns, Athens, Kythera, Vrokstro in
Crete and Emborio on the island of Chios [Rudolph; Brgr@eldstream; Hall; Snodgrasd]he
whole region of Greece is involvedorr's dates would close the gaps if only Petrie's dates could
be refuted.

WARRIOR VASES

One of the most interesting conundrums found at Mycenae is the case ofctiedovarrior

vases [Schorr]. Schliemann discovered a vase used in mixing wine called a krater. A picture of a
series of soldiers encircled the vase. I ts pecq
2). It was deemed a development from an earlfezehituy style of krater and assigned to the 7

century. The soldiers on the vase were equipped like soldiers on another vase which had been
signed by Aristonothos, an artist of th& @entury. Howe v e r , after Petried:
adjustmenbecame acceptetthe Warrior vase was+@ated to 1200 BC as part of thate Helladic

IIIC pottery. This left the problem of explaining how little Greek warfare and military weapons

had changed over 500 years. It is not just the warriors but also their chariots thatashow
indication of technological development. Mycenaean era chariots showed on Mycenaean pottery

are followed by a foucentury long hiatus until they reappear in the Geometric Age almost exactly

like their Mycenaean predecessors.

FIGURE 21T WARRIOR VASES
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Warrior Vase Vase of Aristonothos

These vases also left another unexplained puzhke Greeks had usggometric designsithout
humanson their pottery. In the'8century they added the figures of human beings. When the
Warrior Vase was related it meant that thidevelopmenivas repeated twice in the history of
Greek pottery: first in the 18to 12" century and the again in the 8to 7" century. This
developnent of two stygs,in two different erasvith similar changesyas indeed curious and has

never been satisfactorily explained.

THE PROBLEM AT HISSARLIK

Schliemann's excavation left much to be desirethgtlern excavation of Hissarlik was carried

out by the University of Cincinnati under the direction of Blegen from 12936 [Blegen, 1963]

to remedy the situatiom he publ i cati on of Blegenbés report
he uncovered manyhoonological problems witthe Mycenaean strata at Haslik. Beneatithe

7" century Level VIII lay Level Vlib thatcontainedLate Helladic 11IC pottery dated to 12

century. The gagvasmore thard00 years. Level Vll@ontainedhe Mycenaean pottery labeled

Late Helladic 11IB and_evel VI contained a Mycenaean pottéapeledLate Helladic IlIA, the

time of AkhenatenAccor ding to Torro6s daHh@gearstohaerlywhol e
However there is another elemeptesentPotterieknown as Grey Minyan Ware afiin Ware

were found, which began in Level VI. Thegntinued into Levels Vlla, VIlb and VIIFjght across

the 400year gap!Blegen, 1963, p. 160]Blegenwrote,
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Aln the seventh century B.C. the Trojan ci
for some four cenfries, suddenly blossomed into life once more with occupants

who were still able to maker&y Minyan potteryo [Blegen, 1963, p. 172]

This too appears completely counterintuitiBéegenevenreported7" centuryGeometric ware
below deposits dknobbedware, wherit shouldbe the revers¢Blegen et glL958, p.158.Worse

still the Late Geometric pottery of th# Zentury is actually found in Level Vinixed in among
the 11" century Late Helladic IIC pottery. He reported also theseGeometricsherdsound in

Level VIl seem to be of exactly the same kind as #ite Geometric pottery from thd Eentury
strata. [Blegen et al, 1958, p. 181]

Problemscontinued with thexcavation of House no. 814. House no. ®&4a Late Bronze Age
building from Level VIlb dated to the 12 century. Under it, Blegen fourmbtteryfrom the &
century[Blegen et al1958,pp. 29192]. How could a 12 century houskave a pottery undegath
it, which would not exist until 400 years later?

The impact of the Egyptian dag of Late Helladicpottery was not restricted to Gredwecause

the Greeks traded their pottery all over the Mediterraneaerywhere theipotterywas found,

the stratm cont aining it became i1identified with t
Egyptian datesThe dark ages were thus spread into many places in the Mediterranean. [James et
al, p.16]. In ltaly, the 8 century Villanovan Iron Age paty succeeded thielycenaearlate
Apennine, which causes the intermediate pottery to be stretched out over 300 years. In Sicily, the
Pantalican culture of the lat& 8entury succeeded the Thapsos, with it§ détury Mycenaean
pottery. In Sardinia, Middle Nuragiovhose artefacts linked it to th&d/g™ Villanovan in Italy,
followed the 18 century Late Bronze Archaic Nuragic. In Malta, BorgNadr 3 culture that was

linked to the & century Punic culturéhatfollowed the Late Bronze Borg-Nadr 2 culture [P.

James pp. 34-41]. In all these place$iuge stratigraphigaps appeared between the cultihes

traded with Myceaeans and those cultures touched by Greek colonists of i/ 8enturies.

Not just thewestern Mediterranean regidmut also the Anatian world was affected. Between

Late Bronze and the Iron Age in Anatolia, there is ay€dr void. Akurgal, the leading Anatolian

archaetogist, stated the problem thusly,
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"...itis striking that not only no Phrygian (remains) but no cultural remaiasyo$ort have
been found which belong to the period 12@D0 BC [Akurgal, 1962, p. 124]."

Was Anatolia uninhabited for over 400 ye&3he problem is systematic not archaeologital.
Table2 s a list of locations andbjects that indicate the Mycersaelron Age gapBelow is a list

of stratigraphi c CenarpesofDatklkessn from James?od

TABLE 2: STRATIGRAPHIC GAPS

Location Type of Evidence Gap Years Page*
Italy Late Apennine pottery 300 33
Sicily LB/IA | Tombs 550 36
Aeolian Islands LB/IA | Pottery 500 40
Malta Pottery 600 41
Sardinia Soldiers' Armour 400500 47
Troy Pottery 250400 62-63
GreekLevant Ivories 325 73
Greek Linear B/Earliest Alphabet 400 82
Greece/Cyprus Bronzes 400 80
Greek Pottery 400 94,95
Hittite Art 350 123
Anatolia Artefacts 400 138
Bogazkoy Ceramics 300 139
Palestine Pottery 400 160
Nubia Tombs 200 216

*Page reference is to Centuries in Darkness [James et al., 1993]

One problem presented in Table 2 is that the chronological gaps are tireatdo<e listed For

example, when the Carian tombs in Cyprus are compared with those at Ugarit, the earliest tombs
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at Ugarit are dated from 150 12" centuryyetthey look the same as those in Cyprus dateth 9
6" centuryi a 30Qyear stratigraphicgap. However, the earliest tombs at Ugarif' t&ntury
correspond most closely to the earliest at Cyprike 9" century- a 60Gyearchronologicgap.
This happens when the two different strata overlap

MANETHO

Egyptologists were the first to construct their chronology and thus enjoyed the privilege of
primacy. The Egyptian dynastic order was determined fron @editury BC priest named

Manetho. His work is no longer extant and it is not clear what sources hd”asedof Manetho

are found in the works of three writers: Josephus, Africanus and Eusebius. However, they
contradict each other in the detaldanyn a mes of t he pharissshdvenof r om N
yet been found on th@yal monuments anchany royal mmes orthe monuments are not found

on Manetho. According to Breasted, a father of Egyptology,

AManetho is a | ate, careless and wuncritica
contemporary monuments in the vast majority of cases where such monuraeats

survived. 0 [Breasted]

Why was such a source counted upon to build Egyptian chronology. Simply put there was no other
complete list of pharaohs and generally Manetho was in step with primary sources up tb the 18

Dynasty. This is hardly satisfyingf. would be unwise to trust such a source.

Bl egends results at Hi ssarl i k show Levels VI,
Torrds ceramic dates would reduce the Mycenae:
the gaps in the stratigphy. A similar reduction in ceramic dates metired 8" Dynastybelong

to 11" to the 9" century In Israelite history this occurs in the reign of King Saul to the end of

| srael 6s Oasand everelated/gt,nve aldo know from the excavation of Samaria, the

capital of Israel during the Omride dynasty, a vase BfRgnasty Pharaoh Osorkon Il was found

in its early strata. If the ¥8Dynasty ends in theé"@centuryat Samariandan Osorkon Ilvaseof

the 9™ century pharaotvas also founth the early stratavhere i the 19", 20" and 2% Dynasties

go?
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Such arevision makesa significantchange tancient history. Consider, for example, the story of
the biblical Exodus, thought by modern biblicaislars to have occurred in theBynasty.This
now becomes impossibl®ne cannot place trendof 18" Dynasty into thé®™ century withKing
Jehuand then have Mosdiberatethe Israelitedrom the Egyptians durinthe 9" century 22nd

Dynasty

VELIKOVSKY

Immanuel Velikovskywas the one investigator that actualattempted to revise history based on
the historical correlations between Israel and Egypt apart from Egyptian orthddd§52he
publishedAges in ChaoB which heclaimedthe pharaohs of the $®ynasty matched the history
of the Kings of Israel ovahetwo-hundredyear periodrom the 11" century to the 9 century

An Egyptian pharaoh offered his daughter in marriage to King Solomogivéahe princesa
dowry, theEgyptian pharaoh attacked and took possession of Gezer. According to orthodox
chronology, the pharaoh of this time wasA®non. StAmon was both a High Priest and a Pharaoh

in the 23 Dynasty. The 2% Dynasty was a time of weakness and division in Egypére are no

records of any invasions of Canaan during it.

The method used by Velikovsky is interestifighen Egypt was weak, almost paralyzed during

the 2F' Dynasty, it seemed, at the same point in time in Israelite history to be able to invade the
Kingdom of Israel in the reign of Solomon. Therefore, there must be a mismatch between the
Egyptian and Israelite historiemnd chronologiesAnother example,here was considerable
discord between the Israelite account in the Judges and the corresponding history of the Egyptian
New Kingdom. The Egyptian military held sway in Canaan during tietd She 12" centuries
according to Egyptologisighile during the sae years the Israelites conquered and dispossessed
the Canaanites. How can this be? The Hebrew Scripture mentions only Moabites, Ammonites,
Canaanites, Amalekites, Midianites and Philistines as Israel's enelggptian presence

conspicuous lagkg.

Velikovsky shifted the Egyptian dynasties to match the history of the Israelites. He shifte the 18
Dynasty opposite Kings Saul, David and Solomon up to the end of the Omride kings of Israel. He
then created a narrative in which the Egyptiali D§nastyruled parallel to the 26Dynasty in

the 7"/ 6" century during the final years of the kingdom of Judah and th #ODynasties ruled
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parallel to 28 -30" Dynasty in the % century BC at the time of the final years of Persian
occupation. This kethe 22%to the 2%' dynasties to rulafterthe 18" andbefore th&é 9" Dynasty.

Vel i k o vmakching she twwe histories results in a reduction in the chronology for Egypt of

500 years and hence for the correspondedyction in Late Helladiceramic dates. The new

ceramic datem Velikovsky'shistoricalrevision match precisepto s e det er mi ned f or
Helladic potterydates Two independent methodologies have arrived at essentially the same result.

The match cannot be coincidengéis book investig&sthe consequenced this match.

SUMMARY

Early in theexcavation of ancient Greek sites Greek archaeologists noticed that Late Helladic
pottery formed a sequence from Late Helladic | to Late Helladic llIC that influedtedritury
Geometric pottery. The ceramic chronology put Late Helladic 1IIA potterjénd century.
Egyptologist Petrie, when he excavated Akhetaten, the capital of Egypt under Akhenaten, found
Late Helladic IIIA pottery at the site. Akhenaten reigned in the middle of tAeeitury according

to Egyptian chronology. This resulted in Betredating Late Helladic IIIA pottery to the 14
century. Because Egyptology was more established and had a list of dynasties and pharaohs from

Manet ho, he prevailed over Torroés attempt to

Torr reasonably objected that this claimmud produce a 50@ear gap in Greek archaeology. The
archaeological record has greatly expanded since thed®ury and many sites have century

large gaps that are explainedayby ad hoc just so stories that can no longer be believed. There

must be sme systematic error. If Torr is correct then Mandib®the systematic error and 500

year s have been added to Egyptian <chronol og
stratigraphic continuitys restored

Velikovsky, independently came to the same conclusion as Torr but used historical methods. He
placed the time of Akhenaten alongside the Omride dynasty in Samaria by comparing the content
of the Amarna letters of Akhenaten to the time of the Omrides.aftithe the kings of Damascus

were a regional power who created havoc for nearby states. Hittites were a major power. The
Amarna letters mentioned similar troubles. Also Samaria was filled with ivories which were

similar in design to those of the time aitinkhamun, the next to last pharaoh in tHe dyhasty.
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The investigation of this must go further to see if its ramifications produce further evidence, which

must either confirm this match or determine that it is serendipitous.
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CHAPTER 2

AGES IN ORDER- THE EXODUS

INTRODUCTION

The two orthodox views of the Exodarethe conservative viethatlinks the biblical date of the
Exodus, circa 1446 BC to the corresponding date in Egyptology which is inth2yh@sty of

Egypt. Thus the conservative believe that both the Egyptiantahtical dates are accurate. If this

is true there will be a clear correspondence of the biblical history and early Late Bronze
archaeology. If there is no correspondence then there must be an error in at least one chronology.
The liberal view places tHexodus in the 19Dynasty. The reason for this is to match with certain
archaeological evidences, which the conservative view fails to accommodate. This requires,
however, a major adjustment to biblical chronology, which is difficult to reslm\athercase the

time of the Exodus must be sought much eattian the 18 Dynasty

Velikovsky claimed the Exodusascenturies earlier in the Egyptian chronolatyring the 12
Dynasty We seelanarchaeology and a chronology that merges into a cohereativer Let us
examine the three Exodus scenarios against the archaeological evidence to determine if any

archaeological zone or Egyptian dynasty has a match.

WHEN WAS THE EXODUS?

The conservatives believe the Exodus can be dated to theSfhimentury@ cor di ng t o Th
biblical chronology [Thiele]. This saythe Exodus occurred in the middle of thé"IBynasty

[Shea, 2002]The liberal Christiankke Kitchen place the&Exodusin in the 13" centuryin the 19"

Dynasty This is a slightly bettesrchaeologicalit. In Table3, the three proposed versions of the

Exodus are shown.
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TABLE 3: THREE EXODUS PROPOSALS IN EGYPTIAN HISTORY

VELIKOVSKY EARLY EXODUS LATE EXODUS
Egyptian Period Middle Kingdom New Kingdom New Kingdom
Egyptian Dynasty Dynasties 1213 Dynasty 18 Dynasty 19
Stratigraphy Middle Bronze Il Late Bronze | Late Bronze IIB
Dateof the Exodus | 1790BC revised to1446 1446 BC 1250 BC
by Velikovsky

Can we identify the time of the Exodbyg usingthe biblical texts to describe events that would
leavearchaeologicaévidence in thetrata? The Exodus of the Israelites would have had a major
impact on the economy of Egypt. According to the Bible, Isanel his family entered Egypt
peacefully at the invitation of a benign Pharaoh who honoured the request of Joseph, his favoured
Viceroy, to receive his family. Joseph had been responsible for saving Egypt from a disastrous
famine that had lasted 7years. 4 f ami |l 'y was given | and in Gosh

Raamsesd. There they prospered and multiplied

Someti me after Josephdés death a new Pharaoh p
forced them to buildgtorehouses at Raamses and lRoim. During this time God chose Moges

be taken into Pharabhs  h Mases,dater, at age 40, seeing a fellow Israelite mistreated, killed

an Egyptian and fled into Midian on the backsidehefdesert. After 40 years, Moses returned to
demand that Pharaoh let the Israelites go. Stubborn Pharaoh painfully resisted through 10 plagues
that destroyed much of Egyps cr ops and | ivestock. Finally,
thatk i | | ed al | a nbbrnoffepring. TRedEgyptiand kegded the $staelites to go, even
offering their precious stones and jewellery as an incentive. Over two million Israelite slaves left
Egypt. These evestalone would have cripgd the economy.

The Egyptian nation mourned for their first born dead but Pharadha change of heart. The
slaves must return to serve him. He pursued them and trapped them between the mountains and
the sea, the Israelites were despairuntil God opened a path through the Red Sea and the
Israelites walked over to the other side on dry ground. When Pharaoh and his army tried to follow,
the water returned and drowned them [Ex 14:28].
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There is some controversy concerning the drowninge@Pharaoh. Some say that only his army
drowned. The text in Exodus may imply that Pharaoh was among those drown in the Red Sea but
does not say so explicitly. However, Psalm 10
not one of themsurvived(NI) 6 Psal m 135: 9 says fAHe sent his
OEgypttagai nst Pharaoh and all his servants. o Ps
arimy intotheRedSeab These passages make cl ear thehat Ph

disaster on the day of the Exodus.

The I sraelites wandered through the desert fo
night. They had no contact with other peoples except for a battle with the Amalekites who were
also passing through. € made no treaties; they bought no food or water from desert dwellers.

There appears to be no nation that claimed the wilderness as their territory.

Their first scouting of the land produced reports of many fortified cities in CawahrAnakim
giantstending a land of milk and honey, just as God promised. Most of the scouts were fearful and
rebelled against the command to attack the Canaanites. So, God let that generation wander in the
wilderness for 40 years.

After 40 years, the Israelites began tdee the land. In the Negev, they encountered their first
resistance and fought with the King of Arad at Hormah. Then they asked the kings of Edom and
Moab permission to use the main road, the King
denied theirequest. At God's command, they circumvented Moab and travelled the back road to

the east of Moab. After passing by Moab, they fought and defeated the Amorite kings, Sihon and

Og in the Transjordan. Joshua took command from Moses and led the Israalitestag walled

Canaanite city of Jericho. Its walls fell and it was thoroughly destroyed and left abandoned. Joshua
cursed Jerichsothat anyone rebuilding its walls and gates would suffer the loss of his eldest and

youngest son.

Joshua divided the ldnbetween the Israelite tribes and started the process of pushing out the
Canaanites. However, the Gibeonites approached Joshua and fooled him into thinking that they
were foreigners. They tricked him into a treaty. Joshua attacked many towns and tit@s bu
account of the treaty he did nattackGibeon. Then there arose a confederacy based in Hazor.

Joshua mounted an attack on them, conquered them and hamstrung their horses. He burned Hazor
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to the ground. Some cities were put under Israelite contrahyMities resisted Israelite control.

Of these only Jericho, Hazor and Ai were recorded as devastated by fire.

THE EXODUS ARCHAEOLOGY

How would archaeologists recognize the Exodwatat kinds of archaeological evidence might
validate this story? What witibe the political and economic background to the dynasty of Joseph
and Moses? How would we know if the Israelites ever lived in GogDerdifference between

the Egyptians and the Semitic groups was their burial customs. Semitic groups typically buried
their dead underneath their household floors. Bamitic populationhad lived in Goshen,
archaeologists should be able to detect them by their burial cussamitarly, if they suddenly

left, archaeologists should be able to detect a change in bugtahteWhat is found in the various

archaeological zones?

The period of time from Joseph to tB&odus is frequently referred to as the Sojourn. At the
beginning of the Sojourn Joseph had saved Egypt from famine. His forethought and planning had
stored grain while it was cheap and sold it when it was expensiveade the Pharaoh very rich
andpoweful. We are thus looking for a timehen pharaohs were rich and theaelites prospered

and multiplied. Eventually, they must have occupied a considerablélatesawe are looking for

rich pharaohs and large group of Semitic people who lived at ongetin Goshein the eastern

Nile delta and then left.

The loss of the Pharaoh and his armyHafypt vulnerable to unruly internal elements and external
attack Might archaeology find some textual material referring to a period or foreign invasion and
civil disturbance? Lastly, we need to find a dynasty with a missing pham@ad who lacked a

mummy or a pyramid.

In the latter part of the sojourn the Israelibegame slaves. This enriched the Egyptian economy
further. In fact, when the Israelites left Egypt, they took with ti@sellery and other valuables,

which greatly reducethe possibleeconomiaesourcdor the Egypt'duture Its prosperity would

have ome to a sudden halt. It would have descended into a sudden economic depression. It is
doubtful that such a severe economic blow could be hidden from the archaeological or historical
record. Archaeology should find a sudden decline in material wealthyipt Bgd records of

violence and chaos
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In the Sinai the Israelites encountered only the transient Amalekites. Theraavpeemanent

inhabitants in the Sinai wilderness at the time of the Exddtheslsraelites dwelt in Kadesh Barnea

Figure 2.1 Mud brick pyramid of Senwosret

for atime. During this time there is no mention of alliances or opposilibis suggests Kadesh
Barnea had been deserted and that no king claimed it. In the era of the Exodus, the archaeologists
should find the wilderness of Sinai, Zin and Paran lacked pemaettlementAfter 39 years,

as Israel prepared for the invasion of Canaan the King of Arad attacked the Israelites at Hormah.

The archaeologists should find thérmahwasoccupied at the time of the Exodus.

When Joshua attacked Canaan, it was a prosper
cities. The archaeologists ought to find many walled cities in Canaan in the immediate Conquest
period. These should be iderdlble with biblical towns and cities.

The Israelite invasion significantly increased the population of Canaan at that time. The
archaeologists ought to find evidence of an increase in the number and size of archaeological sites
in Canaan during this sanperiod. They should also find that this period is one of widespread
prosperity.
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Joshuaods f i r s tHelesidgedad kdays.dtswalls &lt. biecneéddhe city antbrbid

any booty andeft it uninhabited. Joshua also burned Ai and Hazodekikho and Hazor are well
identified and excavated, the archaeologists should be able to identify these burandviss
abandonmenMany citiesmay show signs of attaddut Gibeon was allied with the Israelites and
should not show signs of attack. &ksraelites initiated a new cult site at Shiloh. The Scripture
does not mention Shiloh prior to this time so it is likely it did not exist until the Conquest and

certainly was not mentioned as the object of any Israelite attack.

A summary of the archaeagical requirements is listed in Table 4. A diligent search in the Middle
Bronze will satisfy the requirements well. A similar search for the evidences during the early or

late Late Bronze will reveal that the evidences are decidedly lacking.
Early Exodus

What is the case for the Early Exodus in the Late Bronze to support the conservative view.
Conservatives put the Exodus in the Late Bronze | in tHeDy@asty. This is done solely on the
basis of chronology. If both the conventional Egyptian anticailbchronologies are correct, then

the historical elements of the Exodus will be present and exhibit the required archaeological
evidence in the Late Bronze |. The"Bynasty had a presence in Goshen at Teaba, but it

was not a major presence.flct, at one point there is a gap in the occupation at Felabh in

the 18" Dynasty. During the 8Dynasty little evidence of a concentration of Semitic people has
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TABLE 4: ARCHAEOLOGICAL REQUIREMENTS OF THE EXODUS

Archaeology Required

Wealthy powerful Egypt.

Semitic occupation of Goshen.

A sudden decline in fortunes with the

Simultaneous disappearance of the Semites.

A Pharaoh without a mummy.

Non-occupied wilderness.

Hormah occupied.

A rich well-fortified Canaan.

A majorimmigration into Canaan.

Burned walled cities at Jericho and Hazor

Gibeon not attacked

Shiloh a new cultic site

been found. One pharaoh, Thutmose Il, has no muriiimg.conventional date of Thutmose Il

reign is close to 1490 BC almost 50 years too early for the conventional dates but can be accounted
for within traditionalbiblical variations such as Ussher. What is hard to accommodate is the lack

of any economic or ftitary collapse in his day. The wife of Thutmose Il succeeded him to the
throne followed by Thutmose Ill. Thutmose lll invaded Canaan and captured many cities. In the
following years he proceeded north into Phoenicia and Syria and even crossed theeEuphisat

was the biggest empire of the Late Bronze Age. There was neither military nor economic collapse
in Egyptat that time
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A sober evaluation of thearly Exodus comes from the evangelical, Dyee &timitsdifferent
evidences reasoned in the besthiigorced him toconcedethat nothing inLate Bronze |
archaeology compelshaEarly Exodus Conservativesid o so primarily becau:
t ext . ,p. 243D KMeassethe events of the Exodus are thexause of the biblical tegten
thoughthey have found no correlation in the rasthaeologicalemains Other nservativeslso
agree his view [Shea]. This concessiorshows a disconnect between the historyhef Exodus

andLate Bronze I.1f the text is trughe conservative need to fiaddifferent archaeology.

During the Late Bronze khe Sinai desert wasilderness,without anykingdoms This is an
archaeological requirement for the Exodlisere washoweverno new immigrationnto Canaan

in the Late Bronze Wericho was not occupied in Late Bronze |, except at the verm@amndas

not burned then. Hazor wascupied bunhot burned. According to the conservatives there is Late
Bronze | pottery that dates back to 1425 BC and thus complies with the Exodusmequiitieat

Jericho be inhabited before 1405 BC. This is all moot because 1425/1400 BC is the beginning of
the Late Bronze Il A occupation which | asted u

supposedly unoccupied. In the Late Bronze |, Hormah, n@reccupied.

Shiloh, the cult site of the Israelites during the Judges, was a new cult site in the Middle Bronze
Il. It was destroyed at the end of the Middle Bronze IIC before the conservative Exodus in Late
Bronze |. Had the Canaanites built a sangttlaere the Israelites would have utterly destroyed it

as commanded by Moses and certainly they would not have established a new cult site over top of
a site involved in idolatry. An Early Exodus would require a new cult site at Shilmlvever,it

was na even occupied in Late Bronze |. Also, in the Late Bronze |, Gibebith had made an

alliance with Joshuayasnotoccupied.

Table 5 summarizes the case for the Late Bronze | with 3 hits and 8 misses among the Exodus
requirements. This is a decidedlyqr showing. For this reason, most conventional archaeologists

dismiss the Early Exodus model as inadequate.

THE LATE ExXoDus

It is now the time to examine the Late Exodus or liberal view of the biblical Exodus. In this view,
the Exodus occurred in the keaBronze 1l somewhere in the first half of thé"Xntury during

the 19" Dynasty. The attraction of this model is, first, it is not the conservative model and second,
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it involves a dynasty that has a pharaoh who built a capital city nardednesses diell el
Daba, the ancient Avaris. It is assumed that Jacob and his family received Gosh&maraoh

in the land of Raamses and that the city eRBmesses was the same place as Raathsestore

city of the biblical text Actually, the city of RRanmessesvas a capital full of grand temples. It is
unlikely to be referred to as a store citynéted not be in the land of Raamses nor in the time of
the Exodus at all. Yet, onithweakassumption, the liberatdaim the Exoduselongsto the 18’

centuryBC.

The area of Goshen was occupied during tHeClyhasty by a powerful dynasty but there was no
significant concentration of a Semitic people in the region at that time. Instead the many huge
temples covering many acres was the central feature. iBrgrdden decline of fortune at the very

end of the dynasty but not in the time of Ramesses I, the supposed pharaoh of the Exodus. The
successor of Ramesses Il, was Merenpidio at one point was thought to be the pharaoh of the
Exodus He erected a s&ln Year 5 of his reign that explicitly mentioned Israel

AThe princes are prostrate, saying
Desolation is for Tehenu; Hatti is pacifidélundered is PCanaan (?) with every evil;

Mer cy!

Carried off is Ashkelon; seized upon is Gezer; Yanoam is maitiagh itdoes not
exist; Israelis laid waste, his seed is not; Hurru is become a widow for Egypt
All lands togethg they are pacifig; everyone who was restlebsa s been bound. 0

This implies that Israelas already in Canaan by the time of Merenptah. The Exedukl then

be at least 40 years earlier and therefore not in the reignreinlgiah. Ramesses Il cannot be the
Pharaohof the Exodus either. If he were, he would have died at least 40 years tanighe

erection of the steJevhich he did not. Moreover, it is problematic that we have his mummy. In
thatcase Rams ses 0 f ather, Seti |, would have to be
we know he did not drown in the Red Sea because we also have his mummy. In fact, we have all

19" Dynasty mummies.

Weinstein sums up the situation,

i Semi t i existesl inahe d%Dynasty but they were not concentrated in Goshen
Evidence, written or archaeological, of unexpected disaster or loss of slaves has not been

found. eThe only question that readichly mat t
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materials indicate a major outflow of Asiatics from Egi@iCanaan in the 19or even

early20'Dynasty. And so far the answer is noo

Bible-friendly academics, like Kitchen, are not prepared to write efffkodus. It is a document

vital to the history and cultural identity of Christians and Jews. Yet, when the Weinstein makes his
statement it is not in criticism of the Bible but a mere statement of the state of affairs of the
Egyptian evidence inthe ¥y nast y . Weinsteinbds claims that

Kitchen has no substantive evidence to the persuade him otherwise.

The Sinai was not occupied in the Late Bronze as required. Theff Bitsmahwasnot occupied
in the Late Bronze 11B

The site of Jericho had no Late Bronze wall for the Israelites tadelanyburn layer. Jericho

was occupiedeforeLate Bronze IIB and it was abandoriadhe 13" centuryabout 1275 BC in
conventional dating and not-cecupieduntil the 8" century.This provides a large gap after the
Exodus but the rebuilding of Jericho under Hiel was in the reign of Ahab who cannot be assigned
to the &' century under any chronologft the end of the Late Bronze Hazaas burnedas
required Shiloh was not a cult centre during the Late Bronze llilsteadit became an active

cult centre in Iron Age .

In the time of Seti | and Ramesses Il no major disruption to the economy or the political power
occurred a required. In fact, two stelae (stone monuments) have been excavated at Beth Shan that
show that Seti | and Ramesses Il marched through Canaan without resistance and kept it under
Egyptian control during both their reigns. Neither the book of Joshuahadodok of Judges
mentions this imperial Egyptian control. This is problematic in this wise. According to Scripture,
Joshua cursed the site of Jericho. If anyone were-boile the wall and the gate, he would pay

for it with the life of his eldestand yongest son. A man named Hi el
prophecy built the wall and constructed the gate of Jericho in the reign of Ahab and suffered the
consequences in the ear) @ntury. The liberal view makespoor matchThe biblical texthas

no menion of two abandonments of Jerichmne before the Late Bronze and one after. Rather,

there is only one gap and onelnaild.

Table 5 summarizes the fit of the archaeological evidence for the Late EX¢dukate Exodus

in the 19" Dynagy has better correlations with archaeology than the Early Exodus. However, it
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fails to meet key biblical requiremerita concentration of Semites in Goshen, a sudden decrease
in Egyptian power and prosperity and a pharaoh who drowned in the Reld 8ihercasethe

conservative3 of 12or theliberal caseor 5 of 12the archaeological fit is unimpressive

TABLE 51 LATE BRONZE EXODUS

ARCHAEOLOGY LATE EXODUS EARLY EXODUS
Wealthy powerful Egypt Yes Yes
Semitic occupation dboshen No No
A sudden decline in fortunes No No
A Pharaohwithout a mummy. No Thutmose I
Non-occupied wilderness. Yes Yes
Hormahoccupied. No No
A well-fortified Canaan. Yes No
A majorimmigration into Canaan No No
Burnedcities at Jericho and Haz No/Yes No/No
Gibeon not attacked Unoccupied Unoccupied
Shiloh a new cultic site Yes No

FURTHER PROBLEMS

A serious problem for the liberal is the insuffici@hironological room for the era of the Judges
between the Exodumnd the building of Solomon's Temple. According to Kitchen, the era of the
judges is only 300 years. He divides the different judges into regions and assumes that the judges
reign contemporaneously. For example, the 20 years of Jabin Il followed by #0ofgmeace

under Debra are included in the 80 years of peace under Ehud. No Jew or early Christian father
ever made such a clainm his bookKitchen [Kitchen] points ouf citing Rowley, that taken

sequentially the sum of the years of the Judges andenvadmbined are 554 + the unknown
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years of Joshua and the elders + the years of Sdnles$the years of overlap with King Saul
[Rowley]. In the early part of Christianity, the majority of chronologists calculated similar the

sums. Evenup untiltheY¢ ent ury most scholars were in agre

One of the judges, Jephthah, responded to the Ammonite king that the Israelites had lived in the
Transjordanregion for 300 years [Judges 11:26]. Kitchen must discount shadnological
statements. The statement in | King 6:1 that the time from the Exodus to the fourth year of Solomon
was 480 years must also be discounfiduus, Kitchen claims the conservative Christians have
misinterpreted the text in a naive wéhis fit were a better one, he might be in a better position

to criticize others. Hes without support from any of the Jewish or early Christian church fathers.
Nor did Paul support such a view. Inthe book of A&®20he states that the judges ruled for 450
years from Joshua until the time of Samiielthis must be added the time of Moses and the Kings

Saul and David. This sums to approximately 570 years.

According to Kenyon there is an archaeological gap at end of the Middle Bronze Il that lasted 150
years According to the Bible the duration from Joshua to Ahab in'fteeftury was between 500

to 625 years. Kenyon also places a second gap between 1275 afideneudy. This difficulty is

not resolved by liberal scholars. There is little credibilityeither the conservativer diberal

scenarios according to archaeological evidence.

SUMMARY

A list of expected archaeological evidence produced by the historical Exodus events was compared
with the attributes of both the conservative Exodus, Late Broazd thdiberal Late Bronze 11B.

There is a poor match of requirements and attributes. This tells us that the Exodus did not happen
in the Late Bronze | or Late Bronze Il. This should not be surprising. In the previous chapter both
Torr and Velikovsky claned that the 18 Dynasty reigned from the 1o the 9" century by two
independent methodologies. It would be very strange if the time period from Saul to Jehu would
produce the same archaeological profile as Moses. The liberal view in particularahgs m
chronological problems which are addressed with imaginative overlapping of judgeships and are

indicative d trying to fit a round peg in a square hole.
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CHAPTER 3

AGES IN ORDER- THE MIDDLE BRONZE EXODUS

REVISIONIST EXODuUS

Petrie had foud Late Helladic IlIA pottery at Akhetaten, the capital city of Akhenaten, which he

dated to the Tcentury. Torr, his contemporary, dated this potterytothe®@ nt ury. Petr i e
for the Late Helladic pottery at Akhetatesonnected with Israes hor t 'y aft er t he
ConquestT o r kate Blelladiclll ceramicconnected Akhetaten the eraof the Omrides, like

Ahab or the early Late Hel |Thiglisacadigl changehrewhdree gi nni
to look for the Exodus archaeology. After crossing the Red Sea the Israelites went across the desert

40 years under Moses, 450 years under the Judges [Acts 13: 20] followed by Kings Saul, David

and Solomon. The Exodus thus precedes SahtenTemple by more than 550 yedris erafalls

into the Middle Bronze era.

It was Velikovsky who first claimed the Exodus was in the Middle Bronze era. The Middle Bronze
Age contained the Middle Kingdom dynasties, th&, 1" and 1% DynastiesThe 12" Dynasty

had rich and powerful pharaohs. Thd"T3/nasty had many weak and shretgned pharaohs. It

is unclear why this sudden decline took place. A king list called the Turin Canon gives the 8
pharaohs of the 2Dynasty whose reits averaged 27 yeaiBhe Canon gives the 1PDynasty

60 kings most with short reigns. Most of the reign lengths are missing but the average for the
dozen that are known is about 6 years. Many pharaohs are known to have reigned months not
years. This initates great instability over a considerable period. The reason for the political
instability is unknownThe Egyptian material culture seriously declimedween the 2and the

13" Dynasty The sudden decline of the1Rynasty from power and wealth into the poverty and

instability of the 18 Dynasty is one of the requirements of the Excalafaeology.
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| PUWER PAPYRUS
The 10 plagues of Moses caused serious damage to Egypt. The Egyptians lost altlthehrein

crops, their jewellery, their slaves and their army. They also lost their capacity to fend off invaders.
This would likely beevidentin Middle BronzeEgypt in written form on some papyrus (a reed
beaten into a sheet and used for writing). kisky identifies a papyrus called The Admonitions

of Ipuwer as describing the aftermath of the Exodus [Velikovsky, 1952]tlecdubsequent

invasion ofEgypt.

Ipuwer lamented the disastrous conditions that prevailed in his day [Wiladtgplrus line 2:11

|l puwer complains AThe towns are destroyedo an

|l ack of justice, social order and invasion: P
against the aianédéd oof Hfeorceingpner s. Papyrus 3:1
waste. A foreign tribe from abroad has invade

| and Thdir ereps were devastated, Papyrus 6:3 "Grain is perished on everyPagglus

6: 1 ANo Fruit or herbs are foundo. Cattle wanc
Papyrus 2:10: "If one drinks it, one rejects it as human (blood) and thirsts for water."” Even darkness

is mentioned as a woe.i hpgous Budilah3haer eaocdn
2: 13 AHe who places his brother in the ground
the Exodusare obvious. There is no doubt the Papyrus describe the chaotic conditions that
followed theplagues of MosedAll this is repeated in detail in Psalm 105.

At the end of the 12 Dynasty there was a sudden disintegration of the state. The powerful
pharaohs disappeared and were replaced by weak and short reigned pharaohs whimdeft be
almost no monuments. Scholars have often noticed the similarities of this document to the Exodus
story but have failed to connect the two because of the issue raised by chroGaadjper,

followed by most Egyptologists, dated the events of Ipuavére First Intermediate Period before

the Middle Kingdom. Other scholars such as Van Seters, and Velikbaskyargued for a Second
Intermediate Period date, i.e. thé"Bynasty/Hyksos era [Van Seters], [Velikovsky, 1952, pp.

4850. Van Seters | ater changed his mind. Cour vi
[Courville 1971, Rohl, 1995].

Wilson has provided the best clue to its placement by noting that the language and orthography

belong to the Middle Kingdom. [Wilson, p. 44d]his says that Moses was a Middle Kingdom
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person and not a Late Bronze person. The papyrus documents a sudden and disastrous decline of

a rich powerful dynasty in Egypishich meets the requirements of the archaeology of the Exodus

TELL EL -DABA

Before the Exoduthe Israelites were building two store cities, Ramesses anddeinin the area

of biblical Goshen Archaeologists have identifidts locationin the district of Qantirln this
regionlies TelleDabaBi et ak 6 s e x ¢ e ala shoveed that ia the Middlé Bronie |

it had been the Hyksos capital, Avaris, and that it had been occupied both in the Hyksos and the

12" Dynasty. In the 12 Dynasty it had been a major administration centre.
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There are two candidates TelRetabeh and Tell Maskhuta, for the biblicallPiom and Succoth.
They also had Hyksos and Middle Kingdom strata (see Figure 3.1). Thus, Rasatighs two
biblical cities of the Exodus are represented in the Middle Bribiarel this meets the requirement
for the archaeology of Exodus. Excavations by Bietak in and around -I2dlbal (PiRamesses)
revealed there were Semitic dwellings. Unlike Egyptians, the@Byitasty Semites Egypt had
attached their gwves to their homes in Semitic Levantine fashPictures and sculptures show
these Semites with peculiar mushroom style hairstyle [Bietak, pTh&e Semites were highly

EgyptianizedAt nearby Ezbet Rushttie same Semites appear in th& Dgnasty Level d/2. The
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Egyptianized Semitdéved at Level H and perhaps &2 Dynasty) at Tell etDaba Thesecould
be the IsraelitesThe 13" Dynasty began in Levels d/1 at Ezbet Rushdi and Level G3 at Tell el

Dabawherethere was change in the Semite population bedzatak wrote,

" ... The sudden increase of Middle Bronze A@ramic) types from stratum
G/4 to stratum G/13 is surely very significant, suggesting an influx of new elements
from Levant inb Egypt.[Bietak, M., 1996p. 55].

These new elements buried their dead in dromos, tombs shaped like igloos with steps leading down
into the entrance.The new Semitic gravesinlike previous tombsow abounded in weaponry.

Pairs of donkeys were found lent at the entrances to their tombs. This kind of burial is paralleled
only in southern Canaan, especially at TelAgll [Bietak 1996, p. 25] Tell el-Ajjul is usually
identified with Sharuhen, which was the Hyksos centre of influence in Palesting thei@econd
Intermediate PerioBietak, 1996. p 90]. Imported pottery suddenly increased from 20% to
40% which could also indicate an new population from southern Canaan or a perhaps just a
decrease in Egyptian pottery productiéiso, the potterytiat had been imported from northern
Canaan and the Levant was replaced in Levels d/1 and G by-Yelhatiyah ware [Bietak, 1996,

p. 31]. This could also indicate a new people group. An Egyptianized Semitic race lived in the
region of Gosheat the end of the 12Dynasty. They were replaced just like the Israelites. Semitic

occupation of Goshen and their disappearance is a requirementodithesarchaeology.

MIDDLE BRONZE I

What can the Middle Bronze Il say to us about Sinai and Canaan? Apart from the itinerant
Amalekites, the Israelites fought no one, avoided no one and made no peace treaty with anyone in
their wanderings for 40 years in the wildernelsis tells us that the Sinai area was not under
control by any organized state during the Middle Bronze Il. This is another archaeological

requirement for Exodus.

Then, at the end of 40 years, Israelites fought the King of ar&tbrmah andestroyed itThere
are two sites in the Negev in the Middle Bronze Il el Masos and Tel Malhatdyat might be

identified as Hormah.
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Afterward the I sraelites tried to make a trea
theyrefused. The Israelites proceeded along the desert road to the east of Moab and arrived in the

territory of King Og and King Sihgrwhom Moses defeated.

During the Conquest, the Israelites fought against walled cities and occupied thada@dn&an

experience a major Middle Bronze Il immigration? Finkelstein says,

AThe entire country flourished in Middle

prosperity, however, an unprecedented number of settlers inundated the central hill country

as well. Hundreds ohews i t es of every sizeéwere found:q
Again, he states, fiThe wave of settl ement

1988, p. 339, 340].

The archaeology of Middle Bronze 1IB attests the arrival ef rsettlers who constructed new
towns to live in, as would be expected in the days of Josthereafter, neighbouring tribes
invaded the Israelites from time to time for a season. Does the archaeology of the Middle Bronze

Il reflect constant tribal warfaf? According to Kenyon,

ADuring Middle Bronze 11 B the towns in Pal
evidence of an eventful history. Each town excavated was rebuilt several times within the

period and each suffer el®60spelv3yd.r al destruct.

Joshua defeated the Canaanites at Jericho causing it to be burned completely. Is there evidence of
this in the Middle Bronze 11? In Jerichobs r
unusual quantitiessix bushels. In a longegye these supplies would have been eaten. In a short

siege, the grain, normally, would be carried off as booty rather than burned in the conflagration. It

is as if the grain were deliberately destroy
destuction of Jericho in which all its goods were destroyed with the city itself. After this
destruction, Jericho was abandoned for centuries and mud runoff from the upper layers formed
over the Middle Bronze IIB bricks and pottery further down the slopgs. ifiplies that Jericho

was abandoned for a long time. This is another requirement for the Exodus archaeology.
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After Joshua defeated Jabin, Canaalitey of Hazotr he burned Hazor and hamstrung its horses
[Joshua 11:91]. Was Middle Bronze Il Hazor burned at the same time as Middle Bronze Il

Jericho? Concerning Hazor, Kenyon states,

fiThe remains of the final Middle Bron2aye buildings wereovered with a thick layer of
burning. A comparison of the pottery suggests that this was contemporary with the

destruction of Middle Bronze Age Jericho.

This is another requirement for the archaeological Exodus.

Lastly, there isho sign of any Egyptian military power in Canaan during the late Middle Bronze
Il in agreement with the texts of the Judges. Another archaeological condition needed for the

Exodushave been found.

The cult site of Shiloh was founded at tivee of theJudgesThe site was discovered to have
begun in the Middle Bronze Il. This is as ameuld expect if the Israelites established Shiloh as a
new centre for their worship and sacrifices to Yahweh. Finally, Gibeon was occupied during the

Middle Bronze Il and no evidence of destruction was found at that level

THE PHARAOH OF THE EXODUS

Assuming that the Sojourn, from Joseph to Moses, occurred in th®yasty, was there a
powerful Vizier in the 1% Dynasty whocould have been Joseph? Courvitlaimed Vizier
Mentuhotep under Senwosret |, the second pharaoh of thByirzastywas Joseph. He was the
most powerful Vizier of the #2Dynasty [Courville 1971, p.142]. He had many impressive titles
Theywere: Vizier, Chief Judge, Overseer of the Double Granary, Chief Treasurer, Governor of
the Royal Castle, Wearer of the Royal Seal, Chief of all the Works of the King, Hereditary Prince,
Pilot of the People, Giver of Gooustaining Alive the People, Count, Sole Companion,
Favourite of the King. Such titles were not awarded either before or after this time. Particularly

the epithet, "Sustaining Alive the People”, brings some deed ohaasalvation to mind.

If Joseph was the Vizier under Senwosret | (Also referred to as Sesostris 1), then who was the
pharaoh of the oppression and who was the pharaoh of the Ex0des100 years after Senwosret

I, Senwosret Il began teign. He centralized the government and put the Egyptian princes under
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tight control. He had a reputation as a cruel tyrant. This reputation makes him an ideal candidate

for the pharaoh of oppression. [Courville, p.149]

All of the pyramids and tombs die 12th Dynasty pharaohs are accounted for except Amenemhet

IV, the second last pharaoh of thé"@y nasty. Amenemhet | Vés son di
throne but his sister, Sobekhotep I. It makes Amenemhetd¥ieal candidate for the Pharaoh of

the Exodus [Sparks]. AsonlessEgyptian pharaoh without a tomb or mummy is another

archaeological evidence of the Exodus.

There is a singular advantage to Amenembhet IV as a candidate for the RifaheoExodusThe

deathof mnenemhet |V is exactly at the right date
The Turin Canon, a list of pharaofrom Dynasies 1 to 18, gives the 12Dynasty 213 years.
QueerSobekhotep | reigned the final 4 years, leaving 209 years. Ifi%bétBe 7 years of famine

Jacob entered Egypt [Gen 45:6]. This was 215 years before the Exodus or 6 years befére the 12
Dynasty begamor, in other wordsthe last 6 years of the # Dynasty. The Turin Canon does not

name thdastpharaoh who ruled befe the 1" Dynasty but states inste#dstates theravere "7

empty years" [Grimal, p. 158]. These drougkiden years were so bad that Egyptians refused to
include his name in the king | i sbetheMeardsofi hot ep
famineof Joseph'sdreanrd.ac ob dés entry i nt"Byedfgagydarsbeforethdh e f an
beginning of the 12 Dynastyand 215 years before the death of Amenemhet IV, the pharaoh

without a pyramid or mummy.

Josephus, the Jewish historian of the Roman era, adds o#blioal detail. First, the Egyptians
made the Israelites build pyramids of rrarick [JosephusAntiquities of the Jew®k 2, IX:1].

In the New Kingdomthe pharaoh$uilt tombs not pyramidsn the Old Kingdom, royal pyramids
were made of stone. Only in the Middle Kingdom, did the Egyptians use mud bricks in the

pyramids.In Table 6, all the archaeological conditions required for the Exatusummarized.
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TABLE 6 - ARCHAEOLO GY OF THE MIDDLE BRONZE Il EXoDus

T TH
ARCHAEOLOGY REQUIRED II\DA\I(?\II?ALSETY BRONZE Il EXODUS T 12
Wealthy Powerful Egypt Yes

Semiticoccupation of Delta Yes

A sudden decline ifortunes with the Yes

disappearance of the Semites.

A Pharaohwithout a mummy. Amenemhet IV

Non-occupied wilderness. Yes

Hormahoccupied. Yes

A well-fortified Canaan. Yes

A major immigration into Canaan. Yes

Burned walled cities at Jericho and Hazor Yes

Gibeon not attacked Yes

Shiloh a new cultic site Yes

There is a strong fit to the requirements of the Middle Bronze Exodus. One can only wonder why
this idea has not been proposed earlier. Actually, the reason is obvious; The Exodus was simply
never within the acceptable rangetloé chronologicatlates.However, so many problems arise

from modern archaeology that one has to at least suspect that the orthodoxy chronology is wrong.
Yet there is simply no appetite tthange thdegyptian Dynasés To make Amenemhet IV the
pharaoh of the Exodushe orthodoxdates must be qdsted almost 350 yeard.his 350-year
differenceis split between the Egyptian dateseduceddown 200 years and Israelite dates
prolonged ud50 yearsOrthodoxy claims all these dates are settled within a decade or so and that
such a majoredating is impossible. Then they use to think that continental drift was equally

ridiculous.
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JERICHO : ONE GAP OR TWO?

Otherproblens have also been overlooked, such as the gapieistratigraphy of Jerichdhey

are in the wrong place and are the wrong $ze.nyon pl aced two gaps i n
The early one came after the Middle Bronze Il conflagration and lasted 150 years. The gap ended
with the beginning of the Late Bronze IIA, which continuedil partway through Late Bronze

lIB. Then there was a 50@ear gap until the'8century Iron Age potterfiKenyon, 1960].

Conventional views put the Exodus just before the-ys¥r gap. According to Joshua 6:26 he
cursed the city so that anyone whbuit the foundations of the city would lose his fibgirn son

and whoever rbuilt the gates would suffer the loss of his youngest son. In | Kings 16:34 in the
reign of Ahab, an Israelite named Hielbuilt the foundation and gates of Jericho and sedfer
the consequenceshis took place just before 900 BSee Appendix A)(Note this chronology

was published in 1998 at the International Conference on Creationism at Pittsburgh).

According toTable 6 the Exodus occurreéad Middle Bronze II. InKenyorb siewythe Middle
Bronze Il conflagration initially dated to 1570 by its pottery. Lates was adjusted to 1550 BC.
According to the biblical text there ought to be a gap oft6®b0yearsduring which timelericho
was deserted. To achietras a 400 tb00-year gap must be inserted between the Middle Bronze
[IB and theLate Bronze IlA Late Bronze IlA contains Greelate Helladic IllA pottery, the same
pottery that Torr contended wa$ 8enturyand the same as Petrie foundAkhenatencapital.
Using ToPebds i dat e shafteddram 1408K75BMte 906775 BC. The gap
after Jos hawddécemesl6dl yearshas required by the biblical Adso, the second
gap disappeamssrequired by the biblical texds seen in Table 7

This isavery importantonclusion The orthodosstratigraphiosziew is discordamnwith the biblical

text concer ni nu, byshftnftheastiata dates ussigo. r GEekdatesof the

Late Helladic pottery there isnow a sound concordan@ad the Late Bronze now ends in tie 8

century where the Iron Age pottery begiishi s i s strong evidence for
Petrie.

To understand the importance of this finding we will reviews of the excavations of Jericho.

Just after the beginning of the'26entury Sellin worked on Jericho but little came of it. Later,
Garstang excavated Jericho and reported that |
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Christian, he dated ¢hburned Jericho walls to 1400 BC. This conclusion was not satisfying to

many archaeologists. Kathleen Kenyon excavated Jericho again but much more thoroughly in the
1950s and discovered the burnt walls of Garstang actually belonged to the Early BroriZ@0@ge
years before Joshuads ti me. However, Kenyon d
Mi ddl e Bronze 1I1. This is Joshuaodsl.Wweddtes No w
given by Kenyon appeared to contradict the biblical datas&egticism began to grow among
archaeologists concerning the accuracy of the biblical text. This greatly disappointed religious
conservatives. However, given Torpsttery dates the skepticisraround the archaeologg

unnecessarylable 7summarizes the stratigraphy of conventional and revisionist views.

TABLE 7 - RE-ALIGNMENT OF JERICHO STRATIGRAPHY ACCORDING TO TORR

Archaeological Age Orthodox View Torr /Velikovsky View
Burn Level Mddle Bronzell 1550 BC 1550 BC

Middle Bronzelll/Late Bronze 1A| 150-year Gap 650year gap

Late Bronze IIAT Late Bronze IB | 1400 BG1275 BC 900775 BC

Gap 500year gap No gap

Iron Age 8" century 8" century

However, the chronological problem remains. The biblical date for Josleraho is 1456 BC
whil e Kenyondés date for the Mihdddves addutalb@d e | |
year gap with biblical orthodoxyharaoh Amenemes I¥he pharaoh of the Exodudied about
1790 BCin Egyptian orthodoxy and not 1591 BC. Thémves a 20dundredyear gapto be

accounted for.

According to Josephus [JosephéAgiainst Apion S.14 and S.p&611, p.617Manetho said the

Hyksos era was either 511 years or 518 years (average 515). This is about 300 years more than
allotted by Egyptlogists to the Second Intermediate Period. Thatijng these 300 yeaagainst

T o r 500 yearsresults in a net reduction of 200 years, tlawgering of date of Amenemes Vs

death 179Go 1590 BC or our Exodus date. Again, the case for Torr contitmugeld useful

40



resul ts. Tor r oferthe egimingtbetie LasedBriomze islabauel850. When added
toManet hoosforihkeblyksostaesul ts in the same date f

ceramicdates

There are stilL50years stillmissing in theconventionabiblical chronology. Two errors stick out

in the conventional datef\ccording to several biblical texts Hezekiah was reigning in Jerusalem
in his 8" year at the time of the fall of Samaria unbémg Hoshean his 9" yeardated by Thiele

to 721 BC.Yet according to Thielé6 s a r g King élezekish began to reign in 715 BC. This

makes no sense at all.

The second error concerns King Amazidlrz z i a h OHe wasassabsmatl After he died the
people were asked who shouklgn in his place. The answer was Uzziah. Thiele has Uzziah as
coregent for 25 years with his father. Such aegency obviates the need to choose a successor.
By default, the caregent succeeds the dead king. Again, this makes no senseTaieak. two

errors cause a 4¢ear mistake in chronology.

‘Jericho Under Attac

= f*!ﬂ:“vw\ T e

Fic 3.2THE FALL OF JERICHO

Ussherds chronology that many stil] remember
the Bible, date the Exodusatl492 BC. Thisstill leavesa 100-yeardifference with our Exodus
date. In 1998 | presented a refereed paper on biblical chronology at The International Conference
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on Creationism in Pittsburgh [Montgomery]. | showed that they&#0 figure used by Ussher
from | Kings 6:1 was not a chronologicnumber. Paul states in Acts 13:20 that the judges from
Joshua to Samuel were 450 years. Including Moses, it would be 490Igelrding King David

and King Solomon, it sums at least to 534 yeHnss makes no sense unless there is a textual error

or the 480 years is not what we understood it to be. It turns out not to be what we understood.

In my paper the duration from the Exodus to thgdar of King Solomon was 569 years inclusive.

This can be broken down into 480 yeardviises,judges(including Samson and Samuelhd

kings plus 18 years of elders and 71 years of oppressors (not including the Philistines). The 480
years include only the reigns of the righteous judgetkingsand does not include the elders or
oppressors. There appears to ieemlogical point in omitting these years in the | Kings 6:1 text.
The years are omitted out of disdain for the evil rulers. This makes the actual chronological years
89 more than the 480 years used by Ussher. The fing¢dridifference between my chalagy

and Usshero6s comes from the divided kingdom

to the point being made here.

The date of the Exodus in my paper is thus 1591 BC according to the biblical texts and it agrees
with both Kenyon and the &hetho/ Torr dating above. Or, even better that Kenyon, Torr and
Manetho agree to the chronology of the biblical text. Three different and independent
chronological methods agree. This is an important pbhwve putthe entire papen Appendix

A for those interested in the details

A fourth supportive chronology comes from Josephus. He lists many periods of time in his
Antiquities of the JewsUnfortunately, it takes a sleuth to put the many pieces together.
Fortunately, Whi st aodané the heavywlittingVhistford deconsrpcbniss h a s
found inhis Dissertation pJosephus, p.682He calculated h at J wtal éoptlmedEsodus to

the Temple of Solomon as 612 years. However, Josephus made a common mistake. He included
the 40 yearsf Eli the priest in the time line. These 40 years ended with the death of Samson and
are not materiaio the chronologyThis reduces the total to 572 yearbe remaining thregear

difference with my 569 years is the three years Josephus attrib@esngar.

Radiocarbon dating has also entered the debate over the date of the destruction of Jericho Level
IV. Wood cited a late 15 century radiocarbon date as support for his Exodus date (sample

designated BML790). The British Museum later revised this radiocarbon date to thd6fid
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century [Weinstein 1997, p.101, n.28]. Newer results agree with this date also. Bruins and Vander
Plicht published radiocarbon data on charred grain from Jericho IV [Bruins & Vander Plicht 1996,
p. 213]. Charred grained at Jericho averaged 3311+13 BP uncalibrated and should fall into the

interval 16001535 BC after calibration. The error bar coversdheet e o f

TABLE 8- EXODUS AND JOSHUA DATES

Joshuabds

Event Kenyon| Manetho/ Torr| Biblical Josephus| Carbonl14
Exodus 1590 1590 1591 1594

Jericho 1550 1551 1554 1568
Shechem

Jericho is not the only site where major stratigraphic discrepancies exist. The excavation of

Shechem and the Temple of Baal Berith provides another proBlechem (Tel Balata) is a very

old site going back to the time of Abraham and Jadobhua mad&hechem a "city of refuge”

Je

[Josh 20:7] and he assembled the people there and erected a stone monument of their covenant

with the Lord [Josh 24: 236]. This monument has been found at Shechem in the Middle Bronze

Il strata.

Later inthe era of the Judges the Shechemites rebelled against Abimelech the son ofJadieon

9:22-25]. The subsequertdounterattack by Abimelech was successful and 1000 people were

forced to take refuge in the stronghold of the Temple of Baal Berith. Thdetevapthenset on

fire and they died. Abimelech subsequently razed and salted the city so that it could not be
reoccupied. It would be 200 years before Jeroboam | [I Kings 12:25] would rebuild Shechem as

his capital.All these should be apparent to exators if they could have only been given the

correct ceramic chronology.

Sellin, as the first excavataf Shechemgdiscovered in 1926 a large temple with-fbét walls

measuring 68 by 489 fedt. certainly fit the requirement§.he DrewMcCormick group ader

Wright continuel the excavation. He statedncerning the Middle Bronze IIC temple
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AThe temple on the cityds western sideémust
Berith. o [Wright, 1961].

The temple found in the Middle Bronze Il wastjudat the excavators were seeking. It was very
large and capable of acting as a citadel. It was badly burned. In fact, it was a major conflagration.

Toombs, a ceexcavator of Wright, stated,

"The final destruction of Middle Bronze IIC Shechem displaygslaulated ferocity and
intent to cause complete destruction of t he
until its rebuilding in Late Bronze IB" [Toombs, p. 1182].

The excavation of Shechem shows that it was a major fortified town througkddiddle Bronze

II. In Middle Bronze IIC there was a large temfoeress, Temple 1, with walls 5.1 m thick. It

came to an end during a complete conflagration. From then until the beginning of Late Bronze IB

the site was abandonet@hen it was rebuilt in an organized and extensive way. This fits the
required profile of Abimelechds Temple of Baa
was that Middle Bronze IIC was centuries too early. The temple ought to have been foond in Ir

|. The pottery of tle Middle Bronzestrata waslated t016501600 BC and the destructiavas

datedto 1650 BC. Courville, a revisionist, identified this as the Temple of Baal Berith also
[Courville, Vol Il, p.172ff].

At that time, it became apparent\éright and others that the Temple of Baal Berith had to be
found higher in the strata in IronThe reason for this is that Abimeleichthe conventional view
was about 1200 B@ the period ofron I. However, in Iron |, the desired evidence of the tlemp
of Baal Berith was absernit. contained nalestruction layerss requiredThe excavators had to

create a scenario that was woefully inadequate to the biblical text.

Eventually, the evidence was challenged by Stager. He claimed that although thé Bas o
Berith was in Iron I, the Middle Bronze temple of Baal Berith was the actual temple, which had
survived into the Iron Age | [Stager 1990, p@9]. He then claimed that the subsequent buildings
had been misinterprete@ihe strength of his argumentw thathere is no other temple structure
that can be credibly claimed to be the Temple of Baal Bétituever, stratigraphic factors caused

archaeologists to doubt his interpretation.
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The problem is one of chronologdericho was destroyed in that thédile Bronze 11B dated to
1550 BC. In the Middle Bronze IIC, 350 years later, is a Baal Berith type temple which was
destroyed. This iBbimelech'semple.lt was not in Iron I. According to Torr and his Late Helladic
pottery dates, the Iron Age occurrieeigan about the"century and the Late Bronze occurred in
the 11" to 9" century. The Middle Bronze IIC thus, ended in th# ééntury. The temple of Baal
Berith at 1200 BC must then falbQyears earlier than the beginning of the Late Bronze I.

Then, diring theinitial Late Bronze Age, calletlate Bronze IA, Shechem was unoccupéeu

this was also confirmed by the excavatdtsvas rebuilt in Late Bronze IBnany years after
Abimelech. Ths would be in the reign deroboam 886 BC (revisionist biblical chronology). At

this point |srael had broken up into the nort
son Rehoboam refused to lower taxes. Jeroboam | led a rebellion and left &ehmilp Judah

and BenjaminToombs, one of the excavation leaders, stated regarding Late Bronze IB Shechem

that it was,

Arebui |t by engineers who seemed to- have

planned operation"Tloombs, p.1182].

This fits the town planning of e r o b onawncagita IsThus, Jeroboam | and his"1@entury
capital belongs archaeologically in the Late Bronze IB €has is complete agreement with
Vel i kovskyo6s hi atndr iToalr 6sy taait cerondlegy Tiade® betow c e r

summarizes these conclusions.

TABLE 9 BAAL BERITH - SHECHEM

Conv. Dates Stratum ShechemStrata Revised Dates

1650 BC Middle Bronze IIC | Temple of Baal Berith 1200 BC

1550 BC Late Bronze IA Gap 10751000 BC

1450 BC Late Bronze IB New organized constructioof 986 BC
Shechem
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SUMMARY

The attributes of Middle Bronze 1l were compared to the required evidences for the biblical
Exodus. The match was very satisfactory. When the ceramic chronology of Torr is applied to
Middle Bronze stratigraphy two things result. The stratigraphy of Jeaici@Ghechem reflect the
historical biblical text of Joshua and Abimelech and second it agrees at the same time with
Velikovskyd s r e Vhissesuti is not coincidental

The conflict between Torr and P e tffereneebetweenr t he
Egyptian chronology and Greek ceramic chronology. Torr attempted to reconcile thbydates

myriad of convenient assumptions but keeping the same dynastic order. His reconciliation failed
because there were just too many happy coinceter@ther revisionists like James and Rohl have

also tried this approach with the same result. The problem is that the major dating movements
required to solve thé D a r k prébtem oannot be done if one assumes the dynasties are in the
Manethoan order. @y the Velikovskian solution gives a large enough movement to resolve the
archaeological conflicts at Jericho and Shechem and this demands a change to the Egyptian

dynastic order.
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CHAPTER4

THE QUEEN OFSHEBA

INTRODUCTION

Suppose we accept the proposal that the Sojourn and Exodus of the Israelitesheash

Dynasty of Egypt and thahé¢ Judgegra followed during the Second Intermediate Period when

the Hyksos ruled Egypt for over 500 yearffis explains why Joshua and the Judges did not
experience the imperial Egypt pharaohs of th&, 18" and 20" dynasties. At the end of the

Hyksos era, a new dynasty arose in Thebethé south of Egypanda pharaotfrom the 11
Dynastynamed Kamose tried txggel the Hyksos but failed. His sahge next pharaoh, Ahmose

|, succeeded in driving out the Hyksasd founded the 18Dynasty. A record of thédhmose |

campaign was discovered on the tomb walls of an officer, Ahmose, son of Ebana. He recorded that

A O n lead assisted in the attakeasted, sec-13]. Velikovsky claimedthat he @A OBauld was
[Velikovsky,p. 78but t his is unlikely. Mo dhimselfc hol ar s s

The Israelites, too, had theurar at the end of the Judges.drathe book of Samuel, the prophet
commands King Saul to Ago and frenmHavileh intArabia Amal e
to Shur, the desert just east of EgyptSamuel 15:23 ] 0 . King Saul proceede
attack thecity of the AmalekitesWhich city was the city of the Amalekites? The scholars were

unsure. The city of the Amalekites is thdtidgpy some to be Sharuhen found at TeAgll in

southern Judah not far from Ga#&haruhen was also mentioned in the Egyptian texts. After
Ahmose | had driven out the Hyksos from Egypt, his army proceeded to Sharuhen and besieged it
either 3 or 6 yearhe Bible does not mention KamoseMmmose | who founded the ¥®ynasty

nor did these pharaohs mention the Israeliié®re is no confirmation that King Saul actually

entered Egypt to aid Ahmose | as Velikovsky claimed. Nevertheless, we shall séleala&aul

and Ahmose | nevertheless were contemporaries.
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HATSHEPSUT

Pharaohs Amenhotep I, Thutmose | and Thutmose Il succeeded Ahmose | in Egypt and David and
Solomon succeeded King Saul. King David extended his borders to Syria and Phoenicia and
Solomon had peace for 40 years and built the temple for Yahweh, the laidjesbst magnificent

temple known up until that tim&he wife of Thutmose 1] was MaatkareHatshepsutWhen he

died, she became Pharaoh of Egyjptis was one of only 4 times that a woman became pharaoh

in Egyptian history.We have now arrived at the pomther e Vel i kovskyos n¢
synchronismsof Israel and Egyptecomevery interesting. Velikovsky proposed that this

Hatshepsut wathe Queen of Shelvaho visited King Solomon

She was overwhelmed with his wealth and wisdom

AWhen t he Queae abou the f&re efis@omon and his relation to the name

of the Lord, she came to test him with hard questions. Arriving at Jerusalem with a great
caravani with camels carting spices, large quantities of gold and precious $taies

came to Solomoand talked with him about all that was on her mind. Solomon answered

all her questions; nothingwaso o har d f or t hellKrngnlg::4,o0o expl a

When the queen saw his palace, his officials and their rich clothes and their food andlgspecial

his temple she was extremely impressed. The visit was a-pighi nt i n Sol omonods
scriptural comment is made as though it was a remarkable achievement to impressarch.
Conventioml scholarshifnas it thashe was the Queeaf Seba in Aabia.ConsideringSo | o mon 6 s
Temple Palace and collective wealithwould hardly seem noteworthy that a queen from a small

Arabian kingdom would be impressed by such a display of weall. Was this queen really?

Josephus, highly respectefirst-cenury Jewish historian, explained that the Queen of Sheba was
t he AQueen of Egy ptAntgoittes dEthehlew®Bpok @l 6: p].Nleeearp h u s
only four queens in Egyptian history and Hatshepsut is the only one that makes sense because she
was a powerful and wealthy monarch hersel f. N
not make this synchronism possible, most scholars are not willing to consider it. This is
unfortunate. Although Hatshepsut is not alive with Solomon in tiecédury according to
Manet hods chronol ogy, she did |Iive at that ti
Which chronology is right?
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We do not have actual copies of Manet hobs work
Worse still these copseare not in agreement with each other orEggptianmonumentsThis

makes Manethdased information thirthand and should be treated with caution. It is used only
because there is nothing else. Josephus, on the other hand has provided sound hstegm@éeh

and particularly through the period of the Greeks and Romans, where there is corroborating
material. There is fortunately,another source that identifies the Queen of Sheba as the Queen of

Egypt. In Matthew, Jesus chastises the Pharisees lojyngjlto the Queen of Sheba who

A...will rise at the judgment with this gei
the ends of the Earth to |isten to Sol omon
is hereMatt 12:420

The title Jesus gave her was not the Queen of

Some view this to mean that the Queen of Sheba was the Queen of Seba in the south of Arabia.
Sheba is found thrice in Hebrew genealogies. Sheba is the son of Cush Baanwdh [Gen10:7].

Sheba is a son of Shem through Joktan [Gen 10:28] and Sheba is a son of Abraham through
Keturah [Gen 25:3]The dAr el at i $ebasahd the thiee Sheabasenentioned in Genesis

is by no means <c¢l ear [ Douglas, p. 1172] 0

The termKing of the South is used in the book of Daniel in a chapter written in ArgiDait

11:5] Danielusedt he t er m fAKi ng o f totefereo thd Btolemaio Pharaohsmfr o p h e
Egypt As Jesus spoke publicly in the Aramaic he
Egypt to the Queen of Sheba. This agrees with Josephus who stated in his Jewish history that the
Queen of Sheba was the queen of Egypt and Ethiopia (i.e. Qumly.Sd o mowsifos the

Queen of Sheba or tl@ueen of the South wasqueen of Egypt according to two independent
sourcesJosephus asserts further that the royal capital of Ethiopia (i.e. Cush) was called Sheba
until Cambyses changed it to Meroe late inSHecentury [Josephugyntiquities,Book Il Ch. X

sec. 2]. Now that the historical pieces are assembled, we can see that Hatshepsut was the Queen of

Sheba the capital of AEthiopiaod and she visit
andreturnd t o Egypt. Shortly thereafter she became
Now, at the same time, the evidence of strat.i

A

is a 500year error in Egyptian chronology. This comesfforo r r 6 s Liaceramicklatds| a d
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developed through the connection &f Gentury Greek Geometric pottery and the last stage of

Greek Helladic pottery. The Greek Late Helladic dates started in thé¥iidentury and ended

in late 8" century or even early'7century. Tle Late Helladic Il pottery oHatshepsut and
Thutmose llitime was dated to the late®tb the mid10" century and is classified as Late Bronze

IB. The Egyptian date of the Late Bronze IBisth#&5e nt ury but Thand1d's dat e
century.But, the late 14 century and early 0century is the time of Solomon and Rehoboam
according to biblical chronology. The conclusion must be that Solomon and Rehoboam lived
during the Late Bronze IB. Thugior r 6 s d a®reek Hebadicpdttéryeagrees with

Vel i kovskyo6s synchr owithSolonson dn@ TthuimeosenitiHRehokohne p s u t
This means thahe orthodox Egyptiardates arenisplaced by 47525yearsand places the 18
Dynastywhereonce and only oncéhe reign of an Egyptian quedras been followed by an

Egyptian invasion of Palestine. Thise two histories in Egypt and in Isragin parallelto each

other and the parallel isuniquet t he same time the reduction i
Helladic dates arrivesath e s ame concl usion as Veli kovskyods

coincidence.

Moreover, Velikovsky rsolves a very difficult problem for biblical archaeology. In the orthodox
view King Solomon is placed in Iron IIA. Conventionally, Iron A is datedthe 16' century.

The archaeology of this era is quite impoverished. Scholars often compare this archaeological
poverty to the claims of the scripture that King Solomon was richer than any other king in history.
The inconsistency is understood to destit Israelite history. However, we now understand that
Solomon belonged to the Late Bronze IB and not Iron IIA. The assignment of King Solomon to
Iron IIA was an error- the product of poor reasoning among biblical archaeologists. They
compared the IrorlA gates of three cities: Megiddo, Hazor and Gezer. Solombniteall three.

Due to the Egyptian influence on Palestinian archaeology, the Iron II1A age was dated froth the 10

tothe§century, just the r i gkoildnypeae. Yadowbte ok f or

Aét he gates planéwere identical to those o
ascribed by excavators to the <city of Sol
Weidenfeld and Nicholson. p.193]
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A similar discovery was made &ezer. The finding of three similar constructions in Iron I1A

excited biblical archaeol ogists | ike Yadin an

of King Solomon to counter those sceptical of the biblical text. The similarity of these #tese g

was certainly grounds to date them to the same time frame.

However, in all their enthusiasm, they overlooked that they had not in fact made any connection
at these three cities to the person of King Solomon. The lack of any kind of Solomonic opulence
really put a dent in their claims. Velikovsky and Torr, by claiming that tfecéftury was Late
Bronze IB changed the perspective completely. The Late Bronze IB/ Late Bronze IlIA era was
easily the richest era not only in Israel but Egypt, Ugarit, Bhi@eand many other lands. The
entire region was full of rich prosperous kingdoms, completely in line with the textual claims in
the Bible. Later, archaeologists would notice that the Iron IIA gates were quite similar to those of
Iron Age Assyria. Bimsongints out that Iron [IA strata sometimes contains material from the

Assyrian era. He writes,

APal ace 60 0I¥b abMegi@®lo, currenNyaassumed to be Solomonic, closely
resembles in plan a palace at Zinjirli dated firmly to the late 8th centhilg the masonry

of this stratum at Megiddo compares closely with that of 7th century Ramat Rahel.
Casemate walls like those dated to the 10th century at Hazor, Megiddo and Gezer were in

use i n many periods, including the 7th cen

Velikovsky then decouples Solomon and Iron IIA so that the conflict with the poor Iron 1A finds

and Solomondés wealth is resolved.

PUNT RELIEFS

Hatshepsut inscribed a voyage to a land called Punt on the walls of her mortuary temple. For
Velikovsky the most convincn pr oof t hat Hatshepsut was the
of the voyage to Jerusalem by Queen Hatshepsut on her mortuary [Velikovsky, p. 108]. He
examined these reliefs to that end. The inscriptions show @meag vessels being loaded with
cargo wth a giantsized image of Hatshepsut standing over them. Pharaohs were pictured the same

size as a god. The ships set sai l into the

S

journeying in peace to the |l and of Punto [Bre
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FIGURE 4: HATSHEPSUTGs MORTUARY TEMPLE

Most often Punt is referred to as being east of Egypt, although there are excépt®oships

landed. The Egyptians pitched tents and were met at the shore by a people whose features were
Semitic. They were accompanied by others whose features were typical of Hamites and Africans.
The Egyptians provided falband drink, which appears to serve samlgious purpose. The
Puntites asked if the Egyptians had come by sea or overland threuglylihpassAnother frame

has a picture of the Egyptians carrying loads of myrrh and frankincense down from the terraces as
well as trees to be taken back to Egypt to be replanted. They were loaded on the ship, which
pictured a multitude of fish undernkat, which speciesare identifiable abelongng to Red Sea

waters

Punt is thus a place that can be reached by the Red sea or by land somewhere east of Egypt. Only
one location meets the requirements and that is the Gulf of Agaba. The head of tle gulf i
accessible by land by travelling through a high mountain pass just to the west of Eilat, a Red Sea
port on the Gulf of Agaba. n addi ti on, t he EgyptAceomisgtoar e |
Danelius, he gold symbol actually is a determinatiwerd meaning precious metal or ore
[Danelius,1976]. Then g r e e n 0 pis copper.dPuns theo is a source of copgemajor

source of copper is known to exist near the Gulf of Agaba, that is, the Arabah. There is an Egyptian
temple of Hathor in the Arabah.My i s t hi s significant? Hathor
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implying that Hathor was worshipped at Punt. Thus, it is likely that the Temple of Hathor is at

Punt. In fact, there is a temple of Hathor at Timna.

Finally, the ships are then shown sajlinto Thebes on the Nile to unload the cargo and to present

it to Queen Hatshepsut, who in turn presents it to the god, Alf@rewas nothing in any of
Hatshepsu 0 s-reliefa that indicated that the queen had actuallyddiatl Puntor had travelled

inland to JerusalefBimson,1978,pp. 1415]. Velikovsky had anticipated this criticism and had
pointed to a large part of the relief that was no longer legible. He suggested that it might have
contained the image of Solomon. Thiidy a speulation The reliefs do not appear to be the
evidence Velikovsky sought to prove his case. Nevertheless, it does not mean that the identity is

wrong because of the testimony of Josephus and Jesus.

Anot her probl em c¢ onc e rthe Biblehaehtiendhe pulera of &gyptitis t | e .
eitheras the king of Egypt or pharaohherefore, if the Queen of Sheba were the Pharaoh why is

she not given such a title® chronological analysis will reveal the answerat shepsut 6s
Thutmose Il invadedKadesh [srae) in they ear after Hat shepsut 0s
synchronized this attack with that of Pharaoh Shishak is'thear of King Rehoboam, the son

of King Solomon. Thkrefore only in the first 17of her 21 yearswas Hatshepsutreignng
contemporaneously witking Solomon. Prior to her reign her husband Thutmose Il reigsed
Pharaoh 18 yearsom the 6™ to the 239 of Solomon [Grimal, p.392]. Ae completion of the
construction ofthde mpl e and Sol omo n wasin thea2d gearef hisreigifl e r u s a |
Chr 8:1, 9:1] It would make sense th#te visit of the Queen of Shebauld follow soon after.

From the 28 to the 25 year of Solomon, Thutmose Il would still be on the thras@haraoh and

not Hatshepsut. Her eession to the throngas still b come A visit at this point in time from

Hat shepsut would require Solomonds court to
pharaoh. It was the Queen of Sheler title might refer to Shebthe capitalof Cushat that time
Josephuson the ¢ther hand would havased the term Queen of Egypt, her highest titlber

lifetime, a common practice of historians

54



The table below shows the change in chronology proposed.

TABLE 10- REDATING THE 18™ DYNASTY PER TORR AND VELIKOVSKY

Egyptian Egyptian | Archaeology | Date (Torr) | Israelite Biblical

Monarch Date Monarch | Date

Hatshepsut | 1478 Late Bronze IB| Late11" Solomon | 1026
century/

Thutmose Il | 1456 Late Bronze IB Eariy 16H Rehoboam 982

WAS PHARAOH SHOSHENQ | THE KING SHISHAK OF THE BIBLE ?
Af ter Sol omonés damlerbboaRé retoried faom Egym {0 (pade debellion

against him. This resulted in the division of Israel into two kingdoms, Israel led by Jeroboam | and
Judah led by Rehoboam. Rehoboam, in anticipation of war with Egypt fortified the cities of
Bethlehem, Eam, Tekoa, Beth ZuSoco, Adullam and others [2 CHr1:5]. He had had no real
experience in warfare in the 40 years of peace under Solomon. When Pharaoh Shishak attacked
Judahds inexperienced forces, Re ho hedaAfterali d no
siege, he surrendered and paid as tribute the

Solomon. In return Shishak did not destroy the city.

Conventional historyclaims that Shishak is the Libyan dynast Sheshonq I. They poititeo
similarity of the name. The O6n6 in Sheshonqg
severe philological difficulty. To avoid the philological difficulty, it is pointed out that the name

i's someti mes mEgpidnsaircadd Belbiblisahtaxtsusethe Hebrew letterSh

Shqg, which means to plunder. Pharaoh Shishak was the plundering pharaoh who took the treasure

of the temple of Jerusalei@rthodoxy thinks thatte name is EgyptiaiT his is just an assumption.

More likely it isHebrew because the biblical text was written in Hebrew.

The conventional chronology of the"8®ynasty is 100 yealdsnger tharManet hodés assi g
of 120 vyears. It may mean t hatit mdyn meanthato 6 s nu

Egyptologists have plaed the reignsThis is required because, otherw®&aishakof the Bible,
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would bea pharaoh of the 2Dynasty. No pharaoh of the stature of Shishak is available from the
215 Dynasty nor is there a royal female of the stature of HatshdpsuexampleOsorkon | is

given 35 or 36 yeaiis the conventional viewrhis is based on the wrappings of a mummy which
contains year 3 and year 33. This generatesva triat there was a e@gency tovhich Osorkon

| was tied. Recently, it has been determined thatbandages were two separate bandages not
involving a ceregency and somscholarsare now reducing his reign by 20 yeafSenealogical
evidence does not generally fit the orthodox chronological scheme. This evidence leads Dodson
to overlap Takelot Il ad Sheshonq Il by 23 yeafSodson p. 114].Together such reductions

pl ace Sheshonq | about 900 BC, signi f'yearant | y
invasi on with Radlywtheseaaridithe SBampamgmohtiadg@ar of Sheshong
lconflicts significantly with the bi28.IThec al vV e

orthodox c¢claims are highly suspect and not a

THUTMOSE I

Vel i k oclasnkhatdHatsheps is the Queen of Sheba goes hamtiand with the claim that
Thutmose lll, son of Hatshepsut, is the biblical Egyptian king called Shistiak attacked
Rehoboam in his ' year For the student of Biblical history, the chapter in Velikovsky's
bookdealing with Pharaoh Thutmose Il ¢fie 18" Dynasty is most interesting his pharaoh
embarkedn his first independent regnal year a military expeditiomgainst a ing of the land of
Kd-sw', the Holy landwho had risen against him. The campaign endeld thi#2 overwhelming

victory of the Pharaoh who returned to Egypt laden with spoil from the conquered lands.

The story of this campaign wasscribedin hieroglyphcs atthe great Temple at Karnak (Upper
Egypt), and illustrated with pictures showing not athlg flora and fauna of the defeated country,

but, in addition, about 200 different specimens of furniture, vessels, ornaments etc., in gold, silver,
bronze and precious stonegach specimen representing manore items of the same kind
[Velikovsky, plates VII and VIII. The character of these objects leaves no doubt thaivéreyof

the finest workmanship. The workmanshipd extremely rich temple and palaoel were being

presented to the Egyptian god Amon.

Velikovsky comparé the objects shown on the muralsThutmose lllwith those made for and

brought into Solomon's Temple. Mural objeats identifed by itemtype numberof itemsand
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metaltype Objectsof silver and goldncludealtars, sacficial tables, lavers anshowbreadPiece

by piece,they can be identified vessels of Solomon's Templere are bass made of gold

recorded as 9% number It matches the gold basins in S
Chronicles [2 Chonicles9:15]. The Ark of the Covenant waseated in the time of Moses and

kept in the sacred sanctuary. It had rings through which poles could be placed to carry it from place

to place. 't eventually came t o atkarklikesxlebte m i n
with rings on the cornei@nd poles to carry thernihese are not Egyptiaihe quality of the items

was superior to that exhibited by Egypt before Thutmose Ill. Was Canaan artistically more
advanced than Egypt or were these items created in the reign of King Solomon, suppesedly th

richest man of the ages

Burnt of ferings were made on golden altars i

secondrow of thebasel i ef s i s an altar made of gold wit
great altaro. An altar of tanplenBdchaanaltarbcaysenthea s m:
ninth row of the mur al with the inscription,

tabernacle were made by Bezaleel in the time of Moses with three lamps left and right. Such a
lamp was put into the temple@h r oni c| es 4 er@p pnd patcelcantained allshe t
things mentioned by Thutmose Il in the right number and imig/e precious metal. The wealth

displayed by Thutmose Ill exceeded anything that any pharaoh had claimed before or after.

Onecharacteristic of Solomonds temple that sep
is thatnone of the objects could be made into an idol. No images or representations of god or God
were allowed in the temple of Yahweh. This clearly distinguighedsraelites from Egyptians,
Canaanites and Phoenicians. The temple implements portrayed on the wall of Thutmose Il
contained no images of any god. Thusjikovsky claimed this was the spoilbfh e Sol omond

Temple

The chief criticism made dhis evidence is the fact that many of the objects on the wall at Karnak
contained objects of Egyptian style. Some of the objects pictured in the murals were
unquestionably Egyptian in mat$uch agurniture decorated with the royataeusand the lotus

flower, the symbol of Upper Egyptow does one explain such tremendous treasures of gold,
silver, bronze and precious stones, which also contained Egyptian imagery scarcely surpassed in

exquisiteness of design and execution in Egyptian history? One teedmember that the
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Egyptians and King Solomon had been alllisaraoh attacked Gezer and gave it to Solomon as
a dowry for his daughteKing Solomon marriedherand built a palace for her. Her palace would
have contained many objects of Egyptian styhel motifs and these may have been part of
Thut mose [[lKings®:24pll Qhnord & 111]

In tombs of high officialsRekhmire and Menkheper@enebin Thutmose Ills administration,

were pictures illustrating the furniture and vessels brought &far to EgyptThese and additional
pieces on Thutmose I 11s wall could have been
neighboursThe Egyptiarobjectswithin the group is not a problert.might be that this expresses

a superior lIsraelite craftmanship taken from the Temple of Solomon or perhaps it is just a
coincidence that this sudden increase in artistic achievement occurred simultaneously with

Thutmose llls campaign.

THE CAMPAIGN AGAINST THE KING OF KADESH

Thutmose 11l inscribed his campaigns on the walls of a temple at KarhakAsiatics had fallen

i nto fAdisagr életnmemntdtbe rebellibn otiky Jamboamn, splitting Israel into

two kingdoms, Israel and Judah Thli sa§r eement 06 was | i kely eng
himself according to Velikovsky Thut mose | | | l ed his army int
foe, the prince of Kadesho [Breasted, Sec 420
so much spio | behind that Pharaohoés sol di ehadfledf ai | ed
into his citadel. However, Kadesh eventually surrendenedipaid Thutmose Il tributeThe king

of Kadesh was neither taken to Egypt nor killed nor even dethronegdlitieal actions of the

Egyptian text agree with the actions of Shishak in the Bible.

There is, however, a definitely difficulty with the geography. According to textbooks, in the 15
century Thutmose Il in his attack on Kadesh advanced his troopshanidts against Megiddo

not Jerusalem. The word transl ated Megiddo by
but 5 other spellings are used al&afithiet. The city name was translated early in the history of
Egyptology as Megiddo by Champollionrdasted agreed and assigned the task of exploring the
topography and geography of Megidtma doctoral student namedarold Nelsonwho was

expected to validate the accepted opinion of the day [Nelson]. He did'metstory of the
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investigation was documented by Eva Danelius in an excellent paper, which | have put in Appendix

B for those of you who want more detail [Danelius]. What fe#ias largely due to her research.

According to theAnnals Thutmose Il captured Gaza and moved northward Il@ays to
Megiddo. Already the story is suspicious. Other generals who took this route did not make such
rapid progress. Progress is hinderedduse there was little in the way of water or feed for the
horses that drew the heavy machines. The arrival of Thutmose Ill army near Megiddalin 10
days would be extremely improbable. Danelius suggested that they reached Yabne near to Joppa,

just west 6 Jerusalem, only half the distance.

To the east of Joppa there were three roads to Jerusalem. Thutmose Il proposed to the generals to
take the Aruna road, which was the middle of
generals were shockedanddppae d. Thi s route meant going al on
the advancing column of the army would be required to move in singledilmove that would

leave the whole army strung out over many miles and thus vulnerable to attack. Professional
gerer al s are not prone to object to Adifficult
coward. Apparently, the Aruna road was more than a little dangerous. In fact, even in Roman times

Jews were able to fight off a professional army trying to usB8diie Horon ascent.

Nelson in examining the route to Megiddo found it a flat plain that came to a narrow pass beyond
Ar Arah about 30 feet wide. This route had no
singlefile column. There were no dangesoualley walls or cliffs along the road to Megiddo.
There was not hi rhgroafitd Mdgiddo te found madoven) no totvn that
corresponded to Aruna, which gave the road its naBeentually, Nelson intervieweBritish

officers who had paidipated in the Palestigin campaignn 1917/1918The Allenby expedition

had moved through thegiddovalley in one nightThis does not sound dangerolsl | enby 6 s
enemies th&@urkshad notset up defencest Megiddo, butather, in the Beth Horon defil@hey

did this because the Megiddo road did not give the Turk adequate cover for their defensive
positions. On the other hand, the Turkish defemcabe Beth Horon defilevere able to force

Allenby to retreat. Nelsomeversed himself. Heefers to the otcome of these meetings his

dissertation
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" | would gladly have ravritten the whole manuscript in the light of the recent campaign

of the Egyptian Expeditionary Force under Lord Allenby in the same r&dion

The head of the American expedition to excavaiel-Mutesellim(Megiddo) was P. L. O. Guy.

He and his wife finished the excavation in 1939. At that time, it was the most thoroughly excavated
site in Israel. The Egyptian finds were minimal. Some scamabdssome ivories using Egyptian
motifs. In the Late Bronze | strata a temple was found but it did not belong to the Egyptian tradition.
By the timeGuy died in 1952absolutely nothinpad been founahich woull throw any light on

Thutmose'sampaign.

Thutmose llIs inscription described an enemy army that was scared of his awesome array of
military power and that they retreated. The quickly ran to the wall of Mkty and were pulled up by
the people inside the city. This is highly problematic. In partictiarwall that the wretched foe
climbed over to escape the Egyptians has never been discovered at Megiddo. No Megiddo Late
Bronze IB defensive wall has ever been found. This is a major difficulty. In fact, it is a
showstopper. The defensive wall is a diédipart of the description of the battle. Without such a
defensive wall, which the fleeing foe climbed over, it cannot be claimed that Megiddo is the battle
site. Moreover, Megiddo is too far, the road to Megiddo is across a wide and gently sloping plain.
At no point is it necessary for the army to go single file. Furthermore, at no point is there a town

named Aruna as in Thutmose lllIs text.

The name Megiddo itself proves a difficulty. It is contrary to the spelling of Megiddo among the
conquered citesftund on the victory wall of Sheshongqg
wall is M-K-D-U-I-A and a determinative indicating foreign land. It is not the same spelling as
Thut mos e-B-3-Y. [Thel namil of Megiddo was found among the Amarna letters of
Akhenaten and Amenhotep I, which were written in cuneiform. The name was spelled Mikida or
Megiida but not Makta or Mkty. These problems are clear evidence that Megiddo is not the correct
identification.

But wherethenis the location of the battle sRdhe generals conference held at Yehem must be
revisited. If it is Jabne, as suggested by Danelius, there is a haratiarwhich could unload
supplies from Egypt and which had plenty of water. The shortest physical route to attack the Prince

of Kadesh Jerusalem, would be to climb the Beth Horon defile. The same defile the Turks
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defended against the British General Allenby. Next consider the name of thé Aacha.
According to theAnnals the pharaoh put up his tent "at the city of Aruna”, onlyettteysafter

the war councilThe Aruna reached by the Pharaoh on that day is easily identified with the help
of the Septuagint, where the dangerous pkitie Beth Horon defile is called Oronin. This defile

empties out just north of Jerusalem.

Whenthew anguard of Pharaohés army had successful
filled the opening of the valley in front of them. Pharaoh waited the remainder of the day so that

the rear guard could emerge also. This action perplexed scholars véhio tnke sense of this

action with respect to Megiddo. At Megiddo, an army passing through the Wadi Ara pass came

into plain view of Megiddo and vice versa. The Egyptian army would have been completely
vulnerable to immediate attack. But Pharaoh had eddirat the day be spent waiting for the rest

of the army to catch up and preparing for the attack the next day. Why was the army so oblivious

to their danger? Even more puzzling were the :

oblivious to thei opportunity. Why not attack before the Egyptians organize?

The situation is totally different once the scene is transferred to the eastertlegiBethHoron

road, which fits the descriptian the textin every detail.The place where the Egyptianere

gathering was the valley of Gibeon and the enemy did not see the Egyptian forces-aedsaice

The unobserved Egyptians were not vulnerable to be attacked and the defence was unable to see
them to take advantage. The valleguld have provided tharmy with room to camp and enough

drinking water.

We still have not i dent i fWhedisthfifMaBiiealays, thdichyk t y 0«
of Jerusalem was bounded on three sides by deep valleys, on the east by the Kidron, on the south
and wesby the Hinnom. In addition, the city was cleft by a valley which ran rswtlih, staing

somewhere near the preselaty Damascus Gate and descendingpédawest point of the city at

Ein Rogel where the Kidron and Hinnom valleys meet. This depressiomn as the Tyropean

Valley. At one time it was much deeper, estimated about 50 feet lower than the present street
cutting through the ancient citif.was the market place of the Tyrians, which in First Temple days

was called the Makhtesh, because of its depression. It was the wealthy merchant group, both Jewish

and Phoenician, who were addressed by the prophet Zephaniah:
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"And in that day, saith theord, hark, a cry from the fish gate and a wailing from the
second quarter and a great crashing from the hills. Wail, ye inhabitants of Makhtesh, for
all the merchant people are undone and all they that were laden with silver are cut off"
(Zephaniaﬁ o1 l)
Thutmose Il text referred to Jerusalem in two ways. The first was Kadesh: The Holy City. The
ot her name was the merchantdéds name Maktesh.
ancient history, Jerusalem is spelled in the dual tas® singular andot three or more. This
means that there were two of them. The cities of Minneapolis and St. Paul grow together from two
separate cities and are now referenced as though they were one city. The dual case is used in such

cases.

This is reflected in the ties listed as paying tribute to the Pharaoh Thutmose Ill. Jerusalem was
not at the top of the list. Kadesh, the town of the prince of Kadesh, was listed first because it was
the most important. Its place at the top of the list was not puzZiimgn Maktsh was listed
second.However, Megiddo was never regarded as the second city in Israel. The placement of
Makta/ Mykty / Maktesh in second place of Thutmose lll victory list is yet one more evidence that

it was not Megiddo.

SUMMARY

The Bible treats the Qea of Sheba as a very rich person who would be difficult to impress even

by Sol omonés wealth and wisdom. An Egyptian ¢
candidate and much more likely than some remote Arabian queen. Hatshepsut is themirdy Egy

gueen of consequence within chronological possibility who would fit the role of the Queen of
Sheba. Two quality witnesses, Josephus and Jes:s
of Sheba as an Egyptian monarElrthermore, the change dfironology is exactly required by
Torrds Helladic ceramic chronology. This has
caused by Egyptian conventional chronology. The change also resolves the problem of the wealth

of Solomon described in tH&ble.

After the death of King Solomon, a Pharaoh Shishak invaded Judah and attacked Jerusalem. After
the death of Hatshepsut, her son, Thutmose Ill, launched-scal# expedition into Palestine.
This is theinvasion of Pharaoh Shishak against King &tsfam. The walls at Karnak exhibiting
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the wealth of Thutmose lll, dedicated to the honour of his god Amun shows some remarkable
similarities to the treasures of Solomon. It also demonstrated a level of skill not exhibited by

previous Egyptian art work.

Thetarget of Thutmose lll, Mkty, exhibits no correlation with the Israelite city of Megiddo. In

fact, it cannot be because it has no Late Bronze wall. It is also not dangerous to advance on
Megiddo nor is there any place where single file is necessary. |abe phutmose Il attacked

was Jerusalem. He routed Israelite forces and besieged Jerusalem until it surrendered and paid
tribute. The combination of a woman Pharaoh followed by an Egyptian invasion occurred only
once in the history of Egypt and Israel.
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CHAPTER 5

AGES IN ORDER' FOUR CHRONOLOGIES

INTRODUCTION

Last chapter we examined the place of Sol omon

|l sraelite chronology, we used Torrbés Greek
were found to be compatiblei t h Vel i k dout thé&kBgyjsn clrdn@oigyas not. Petrie
and the Egyptologists had proposed that le#ladic ceramic chronologyf the early Greek
archaeologistde raised 500 year® make Egyptian datesand ceramic datesynchronize
However, raising the dates of Late Helladattpry by 500 years left 800-yearhole in Greek
stratigraphy Furthermore_ate Helladic pottery had an obvious influence 8hcéntury Greek

Geometric potterywhichthe new Petrian dates did not accommodate.

The other pr obl e mamwmdates weré reottconpatible witrelsraliteEElyongqlogyi
andunt i | Vel i kAgessrkGhaosn 1954 lma#t remained uesohed. For example,
Velikovsky place King Solomon in the Late Bronzbat waghe richest and most prosperous era
in the ancient wrld. This would be the most natural placement of Solomon trelbgical choice
to find the richest king in the ancient wotltere Still, the failure of archaeology to recognize the
Velikovsky/ Torr systemover the Egyptian chronologghows a need toethonstrate it
conclusively. A fourth chronological system, independent of the other thseeapable of

confirmationof the Velikovsky/ Torr system against the Egyptian system

THE FOURTH CHRONOLOGY

Another independent ancient chronological system is the Assyrian. The Assyrian chronology is
built on a combination of several king lists and a limmu name list. In the Assyrian system each
year of a king6s r e ingme rather thanigaamumber. THeilimmuowr o r

yearname is sometimes the name of the king or one of his governors erahighg officials.
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The number of limmu names collectively agreeste closelywith the sum of the reigns in the
Assyrian king lists back to 911 BC. Beéothis time not all limmus are known but with moderate
confidence one can build a chronology for most of the second millennium. Does the Assyrian
chronology agree with the Egyptian or does it agree With r Gréek ceramic and Israelite
chronologies?

In the 19" century Austen Layarexcavated Nimrud, a city built by th& 8entury Assyrian king
Assurnasirpal 1l. He reported finding a large numberl8f Dynasty Egyptian artefacts and
particularlyscarabs of Amenhotep JWho wrote the early Amarna lets[Austen Layardp.282]

This makes thé\marna letterslateto the 9" century. Orthodoxy claims that the scarabs wele 14
century heirlooms. If soyhy are there no scarab$the 18" Dynasty in Assyria before thé"9
century? And why are there no scarabs from IEtgyptian dynastiessuch as the 1and 2@
Dynastyat Nimrud?The orthodox speculations are of little explanatory value but what else can
they say against the obvious natural explanation.

FIG 5.1EXCAVAT ION IN ASSYRIA

Frontispiecs

The Assyrian King Shalmaneser |lthe son of Assurnasirpal lieigned in the @ century. He

collected ivories which were discovered in his fortress at CalalseNwies are Egyptiam the
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style of the elAmarna period. Therthodoxexplanatiorfor these ivories is that Shalmaneser |l
treasuredhese 506/earold ivories which he stored in hifortress The Assyriansapparently,
had a propensity to collect ancient ivories and other relics from 500 years &trdagely, they
did not treasure noe&gyptian heirloomsCalah is not the only city in whicupposed 4™ century
ivories are described as 5§8ar old heirlooms. Samaria, built in the earl{ &entury
(conventional dating) contained ivoripgelikovsky, 1952].Some of theewere styled similarly
to those of the era of Tutankhamun, who reigned according to Petree14" century. The appeal
to multiple coincidences of'®century BC monarchs, who were using or collecting-%&ér

heirloomsis a just s@xplanatiorand of little explanatory value

THEBES AND ASSYRIA

At Boeotian Thebe Greecea major discovery uncovered Mycenaean pottery, seals and palaces
[Platon& StassinopoulotiTouloupd. Among the seals, the excavators discoveredodnédin-

Marduk, son of Bailima-damga, the Great Official of Burnaburiash, the King of. All
Burnaburiash was a Kassite namgthe t er m O0Ki ng of Al 1 & wls nev:«
was an expression useekclusively in the ancient worldy iGread Babylonian and Assyrian

Kings. The seal is thus not from the time of thé'béntury Kassite kings.

The seal of Kidin Marduk, ambassador of King Burnaburiasts, found ira stratum whselLate

Helladic Il potterybelongdto the elAmarna periodDuring the Amarna perioé King named
Burnaburiash wrote to Akhenatemho in return sent him many ivorié&/e know theeforethat
inthecentury accordi ng Anmarnabityle ivolies wereesend iiingc dat e
Burnaburiashlt follows that Kidin Marduk must be d@"%entury ambassaddfhe name of the

father of ambassaddtidin Marduk, was Sha-ilima-damga His nameis foundin the Assyrian

limmu list as the name of year 8@fithodoxy)duringthe reign of Assurnasirpal His sonKidin-

Mardukis likelyint he same gener at ill son KiagsShahmsreser IHThis i r p al ¢
connects the'®century Late Helladic 1Il potterggain to the @ century. No 14 century Assyrian

site has late #8Dynasty archaeology. This discord must be explained away by an unproven

secondary hypothesis.

However, this is one point that needs explanatithi d i n Mar duk 6 Kingmb nar ch

Kardunash atitle of theruler of Babylonig not Assyria. However, Shalmaneserdlih el ped 6 a
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Babylonian king fight off a potential coamd likelyconsideredhimselfworthy of the title ofKing
of Karduniash at least when he wrote to Pharaoh Akhenaidrs agrees withve | i kov s ky 0 s
identification ofthe AmarnaBurnaburiash, King of Karduniash as the same person as the Assyrian

king, Shalmaneser lll.

Archaeologists found lapis lazuli and agate cylinder seal$iebedn the samé.ate Helladiclll

strata. The seals were classified as Mycenaean, Kassite/Babylonian of the 14th century and older
Babylonian.This follows orthodoxy in assigning Egyptian Amarna dating. However seal was
classified as Syr#ittite. The SyreHittite citiesare to be found in the Syrian plain in thé"&’

century during the Nedssyrian period. One would not expect a Shiitite seal to be found in

a 14" century stratumHowever, itwould not be unexpected in a stratum datexithe 9" century

in the time of King Shalmaneser Ilikewise, theseals dated to tHet" century are contemporary

with the elAmarna letters must alsmre-dated to the ©centuryby the Late Helladic Il pottety

Thus, another discrepancy is expkd.

PoLITICAL BACKGROUND OF THE AMARNA LETTERS

Orthodoxy claims the Amarna letters fit into thé"béntury. At this time, Joshua and the Judges
were supposedly occupying Canaan. The politics of this time do not fit the content of the Amarna
letters. Egypt is supposedly the dominant power during the Amarna period yet there was no
mention of Egypt during the period either Joshua dhe Judges.Intermittent wars broke out

with Canaanites, Ammonites, Moabites, Midianites and Edomites. Not one battle occurred with
Egyptians at this timézurthermore, the Amarna letters are full of letters from the kings of Aram.

In Israel Aram is not mentioned ihd time of the Judges.

On the other handt is possible that the Helladic pottery is to be dated t®theenturyas per
Torr and Velikovsky. At this timeve canfind the correct political background to teeAmarna
letters The middle power in the émarna letters are the Arameahsthe time of Ahatand his
son Jehoramthey were attacking Samaria. Duringne attack on Samaria Kingen Hadad
suddenly left in fear thasraeliteKing Jehoramhad hired the kings of the Egyptians and the
Hittites. These are not the tribal Hittites but an imperial power of the same rank as iBgypt

Anatolia In the letters Egypt and the Hittites were in major power strugtgieael followed Ben
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Hadad and did considerable damage to Israel. The high point of Arameanvpasveuringhis

reign Only in the 9" century does Damascus show successful exercise of power in the region.

Egy pt 6 swere al&amsed htsvhavas happeningThey were watchinghe advance of the

Hittites towards Nuhasse and LebaniomAmarna letteEA75, the king of Sumur relates the latest
information to Amenhotep lIfiThe King of Hatti has taken Mitta and Nahma, the lands of the
greatkings.0 Mitta and Nahmare now referred to aditanni andMesopotamiaOnly oneHittite

king isrecordedas having attacked Babylon, thaMsirsilis I. In order to synchronize Mursilis |

with the Amarna letters would require6&0-700-year advance of Hittite dateSuch aHittite

downdating was proposéxy Barry CurnocfCurnockf The advant age of Curno
that it returns the Hittite civilization to the timeframe that was originally assigned to them in the
earliest years of Hittitology. The Hittite empire stdri@round 675 BC under the Great King

Suppilulimas |, about the time of Assurbanipal.

About 40 yearsbefore that,Sargon I] King of Assyriag appears to have appointédng
Arnuwandas ksKing of Hatti, S ar g o.nThesrecards ofHdtite King Arnuwalas land

those of Sargon Il show similar trouble with a Phrygian King named Midas, made famous in Greek
legend. Arnuwandasdemanded that Mita (Midas) submit to Hittite rule. Mita pretended at first

to submit to Arnuwandas | but soon afterward rebelled @fused to pay tribute. Arnuwandas
issued an edict to condemn this rebellion. Midas then allied himself toullvengan King and
married his daughter. Together they attacked three cities to the east of Cilicia. There is no sign that

the Hittite king evegot his way.

Sargon Il records similar difficulty with a Phrygian king named Mita (Midas). Sargon Il had
captured Cilicia and moved north and imposed his own HKiiiitg¢ (Arnuwandas Iatthe Hittite

capital When Midas rebelled, he made an alliance with the King of Kilamauwvdamarried his

daughter Together they captured 3 cities in Sargo
but was killed in the attack. The Mitd the Hittite textsand theMita of the Assyrian texts must

be the same persoihus, Arnuwandas | and Sargon Il are shown toldte 8" century
contempordes. The Hittites lastedabout another 150 years before falling to the Lydians.
Altogether they lasted abo810-550 BC. The Hitite King Hattusalis 1] accordinglyfrom about

610 to 580 BC. This King was a contemporary of Ramesses II. More will be explored later.
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Lasty, the 9" century is influenced by NeAssyrian kings like Assurnasirpal Il and Shalmaneser

[ll. Soden, an Asyriologist, pointkdout Amarna | etters from northe
Assyrianism [Soden] He expresses surprise becaus& téntury Assyria has no known

influence in northern Syria at that tinéor are these Assyrianisms restricted to NemhSyria.

Moran notes the same thing about Amaarna letters fronderusalenjMoran]. If, however,the

Amarna letterdelongedo the 9" century, this anachronisaisodisappears.

TELL BRAK

Just a few kilometres to the west of Assyria ishfi@nniantell, Tell Brak It is of interest because

its excavatoy Oatesfound twoAmarna letters fronMitannian kings, Artashumura and Tushratta
[Oates, Oates, and McDonal@hese were dulgatedby orthodoxyto the 14" century.Or, does

it agree withthe 9" century Helladic pottery, NeAssyrian kings and the time of Israelite kings,
Ahab and Jehoramft the stratigraphy of Tell Brak agrees witlte Assyrian datesvhich in turn
agreeswith the Greek and Israelite dates thieare arghreeindepenéntchronological systems
which agree with each othand disagree with the Egyptidmgicaly, the Egyptian chronology
becomes the odd man olihe orthodox datasiustthenbe adjusted to agree with ttleeeother
chronologicalsystemsn order to synleronize ancient history just as Velikovsky proposed based

on his historic synchronisms

THE STRATA
The Levels 1 to 8 at Tell Brak covers the lat& t8ntury (Level 1) to the 1Bcentury (Level 8)

in conventional terms. However, Oates, the excavator of Tell Brak, had difficulty making
chronological sense of the data. For example, Levep&sents the end of the Old Babylonian
empire, circa 1530500 BC (Low Chronology)lhe prollem is that the end of the Old Babylonian

is regarded asarlyin theLate BronzeHowever, artefacts from the Levant found in Levels 7,6
and 5 belong to the Middle Bronze Hither the era of the Old Babylonian era must be raised or
the dates of the Latéronze loweredOnly when Level 4 is reached is there a mixture of Middle
and Late Bronze artefacts. In Egyptian chronology the boundary of Middle and Late bronze is
1550 BCi approximately the same date as the end of Lev@bBiething is quite wrong.

In Level | Oatesounda vase of Late Helladic llIB1 typ&le duly dated it to the late ®4r early
13" century Torr 6s date f or "chaniug. Level tl alsorcgntaimddiddle | at e ¢
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Assyrian pottery. This Middle Assyrian pottery is subdivided three date ranges Middle

Assyrian |, Il and 11l. Middle Assyrian | started in theM&ntury. Middle Assyrian Il starts about

the 11" century and is Iron Age. According to Bob Porter the Middle Assyrian Ill continues into

the 9" and possibly ta 8" century BC [personal communication]. If Level | pottery is Middle
Assyrian | then Petriebs dates are confirmed.
1 must be dated centuries later. Oatessulted Pfalzner, the leading authorityiiddle Assyrian

pottery.P f a | zamakysis@mncluded thdte potterywas Middle Assyrian lil.

This |l eft Oates with a diff i aemwiontthatpeve bis kom. He
Age without downdating Level 2. However, the Amarna letters in Level 2 had already been dated

to the 14 century or Late Bronze IIA. Furthermore, the Late Helladic 11IB1 pottery in Level 1 is

Late Bronze 1IB showing no break continuity between Level | and Level 2Somethingwas
verywrongOat es coul d n odpinienavitheup upsetiing thé entireechrénslogical
paradigm. He resolved the problem eventually by analyzing the Middle Assyrian pottery himself
and assigning it to Middle Assyrian | contrar
the 13" century andthen Level 2to the14" centuryas requiredby orthodoxy How can one resolve
chronological inconsistencies in archaeolesgyply by applying theorthodoxdates to override

primary dat&

Tell Brak Level 2 Oatebad further problems. He foumsany examples of Nuzi Waptteryand

ivories that wergaralleled in Alalakh IVHedatedthemto the 14 centuryin agreement with the

Amarna lettersUnexpectety he found bowls of &Neo-Assyrian geometric patterii B o w | 30,
whose earliest known exanggk found in 9th century Assyria [Oates, Oates and McDonald, p. 29

and p. 236].This bowl isdated by Assyrian chronology and560 yeardater than the Amarna
letters.However, it is in agreementwithor r 6 s L at e Hehiodolagy and Iskdite | pott
chronology Oates had to designate them as intrusions. However, if so, how does one explain that

the same 509 e ar di spl acement occurs at, Niktodhand at en 6

Samaria

Tell Brak Level 4 was a thick stratum showing long @ndsperous occupation. There were 5
building levels. Oates dated it to the early’T&ntury. This agrees to the ceramic dates of Late
Bronze Nuzi Ware, paralletito the 1%8' centuryin Alalakh IV, using orthodox Egyptian dates.

[Oates, Oates and McDonald, p. 72]. This is problematic because a Middle Bronze sheet metal
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disk also found in Level 4 has parallels in thieltle Bronzeat Tell Mardikhdated to the 1Bto
17" century[Oates, Oates and McDonald, p. 117, (See #67 ge BA0 for drawing)]. Also
Glazed vessels and small stone statuettes are parallelet! e¢ritéry Late Bronze Alalakh V
[Oates, Oates and McDonald, p.117, p.10&vel 4 thus contained material from ¥7to 13"

century materials.

ThusLevel 4 beginsn the Middle Bronze Il and ends in the Late Bronz&His requires that
earlier levelsat Tell Brakmustbe Middle BronzeHowever, thistoo is problematic. In_evel 5
Oates foundan ovoid shaped grooved travertine vase. It has parallels in the MidutheeBH,
19/168" centuries BC. Oates, however, dated Level 5 to the Late Broifzgelhad dated Level 5
to the 18' century he would have a conflict with Grey Ware he found in Leyelttich has
parallels at Nuzi Level Ibft he Al at e f & Whistisaneme thdn two eemturies [ater

than the Middle Bronze Il travertine vase [Oates, Oates and McDonald, p. 66].

Also in Tell Brak Level 5, Rededged bowls were found which are paralleled at nearby TFell al
Rimah. The stratum of the Rediged bowlsri Tell atRimah can be dated to the'ldentury by

an Assyrian limmu namates, Oates and McDonald, p. 43Thus, they are Late Bronze Il
However, Reeedged Bowlsn the Levant are dated to the Middle Bronze uking conventional
Egyptian datingn the early 16" century at the latesThe Assyrian and Egypt dates are again

inconsistent.

Oates placed Level 6 in the"l6entury. Glazed pottery was found in Level 6 witiidle Bronze
parallels in Alalakh Level VI dated to the171.6" century BC Level 7 is transitional and Level

8 represents the final stage of the Old Babylonian Empire ending in 1500 BC [Gasche et al]. Oates

is forced again to use the | ess popular fAMiIidd
CONCLUSION
The Greek cemic chronology and the Israelite chronolagye i ncompati bl e wi th

by some 500 year$he evidence for Thebes Greece and MitaniighBrakdemonstratea third
chronology, the Assyriais also incompatible. Furthermore, th€ @ntury gemetric pottery

found together with thel-Amarna letteras gr e e s wi t .hAssyraan chi@reology B hot s
just incongruent with Egyptian datasTellBraki t i s al so i n agreement
dating. It is the Egyptian dates that areglnlematic. To keep Egyptian dates aligned with the
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Assyrian potterylates musbverrideEgyptian. This means that the Middle Bronze ages must come
downto the 11" century where the Late Bronze | begins. Thus, Torr has the correct dates for the

Helladic mttery.

Three chronologies agree with each otlued disagree witkthe Egyptian dates. There can be no

dispute that Egyptian chronology is the odd manAut. f our sites, five 1 f w
capital, there exists strata with artefagtging to the 9 century using one or two of the three
chronologies and to the #4entury date using Egyptian chronology. $&mconsistenciesire

ignored and dates are assigned to their orthodox vHleesthe inconsisteres aredefended by

some unerifiable assumptioa Either people had a yearning for 5§@arold merchandise or

some ceramic expert is incompetent.

NON-VELIKOVSKIAN REVISIONS

Non-Velikovskian revisions have been proposed by James and Rohl. However, James puts the
Amarna letters infte 12" century and Rohl puts the letters in th& t&ntury. These scenarios are

both in serious contradiction to the evidence at Akhetaten, Thebes, Samaria, Nimrud and Tell Brak
wherethe discrepancy is close to 500 years by three different indepestdedardsAll three
havepointedto the 9" century as the time of the Amarna letters and therefore the end of'the 18
Dynasty.

JamesoO6 revision pl ac dsenturin WhyAherearehare do enany ssarabs i n
and ivories from the timefdmenhotep Ill, Akhenaten or Tutankhamun that fail to appetre

12" centurybut appear later ithe 9" century? Well, perhaps, these items were heirlooms from
250 years beforavhich the kings like to collect in museumisthere was a revival of dgs from

250 years ago. These amnly unprovable secondary hypotheses produced to explain

discrepanciesThegapsmay be smaller but the excuses are the same

Rohl 6s revision put"centus, inthaetmemnfKing DavikapdSslheve r e 1
required historical background is that of a strong Hittite presence and a middle Aramean power.
This is lacking in thellth century. Also,his connections to people dD a v i ahy are

unconvincing.

The redproblem is that it still leaves a gap of 150 years and the same old excuses must be evoked
to explain the gaps. More importantly is the origipadblem ofthe Greek Dark Ages. The Greek
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Dark ages were created by the Egyptologists applying their chiggndato GreekHelladic

ceramics. This moved the Helladic pottery 500 years away from the Greek Geometric pottery.
However, the two potteries are connected and oclynapleter e v er s al of Petrieos
Greek pottery can return it to its proper gableither James nor Rohl have done this. They have

reduced the gap but they have not closed it. In which case why bother at all?

Repairing a broken system requires that it be adjusted to a more accurate standard. Neither James
nor Rohl have come to gripgth this. There are only four ancient chronologies of merit. Three of
these point to a"@century date for the @dmarna letters and one to adentury date. There is

no 12" or 11" century optionAltering Egyptiandates for the Amarna letters tawse century other

than the ¥ centurystill leaves Greek, Assyrian and Israelite dates unsynchrowitedEgyptian
chronology. Egyptian chronology does not need to be adjusted; it needs to be répaceder
revisionist Bimson,actually published aewisionist stratigraphysimilar to the one explained in

this chapter. Higonclusionsvere similarto the ones found hetmut unfortunately, Bimson was

talked out of them.

EXCURSION: GLYPTIC ART

Sometimeghe initial cause for a theory can lock an& a bad conclusion prematureljhus

further adjustments are required later. On the other hand, a theory with sound evidence and logic
can improve itscredibility by solving problems it was never designedstidve. They arrive
serendipitouslyi a happycoincidence so to speakw® such situations fallout from the data of

Tell Brak: Glyptic art, and Babylonian illiteracy.

Assyrian and Babylonian excavations have provided many examples of the art of seals used for
emblems andafficial purposes. This isatled glyptic art. Middle Assyrian glyptic art is spatially
related, carved to the same scale, textured and [Meait]. Venit points tal5" centuryMitannian

glyptic art as an influence daterMiddle Assyrian. There are two glyptic styles in ancirinze

Age Mesopotamia. The earlier style portrayed naturalistic scenesseadd to the subject matter

and iscalled linear. This is thdinear style Venit is referring taabove The second portrays
ferocious and mythical beasts, where the size azatit;m symbolize importance. This is referred

to as vertical in styl§Speiser]
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Conventionally, MitanniarKing Shaushtater | was the .8entury founder of thelynasty.The
style of the Mitannian glyptic at #ttime was not linear but rather it wagrtical. His seal was
found at Tell Brak Level Il and Nuzi Level IHowever, we have concluded that Nuzi Il was not
15" century but & century. Now therés an anomalyHow can ¢' centuryMitannian vertical
glyptic artinfluencethe 18" century Middle Assyrian glyptic art that was lineait cannot.
However,Neo-Babylonian glyptic, circa 120000 BG was also vertical. It is very likely that the

Mitannian glyptic is had been influenced by the NBadbylonian.

Poradathoughtthat the "Ne-Assyrian" glyptic, 18-7"" century,was derived from the Mitanni
glyptic of the time of Shaushtatar |,

"almost all the principal motives found in first millennium Assyrian glyptic are contained

in the sealings of Nuzilp" centuryL e v e | | 1 ] éen@avédi withld the samee
predominant use of the drill, the same composition (violent movement of leaping figures)
and the same theme appear to have been produced in southern Mesopotamia until the 7th
century B.C.'[Porada]

The 'drilled’ style mentioned abodal not become the norm in Assyria until after 1000 B.C. The

seal of Shaushtatar I, which had a major influence on Assyrian glyptzaariotbe as early as

the 15" century It is also clear from Tell Brak evidence that the datduxi Level Ilis tooearly.
Correctingthe "18" century"date forShaushtater seal in Nuzi llto 10" / 9" century,it now fits

with Poradabdés observations. Thus, the infl uen

Neo-Assyrian motives and techniques follows natiyr

|LLITERACY
At Boeotian Thebes the recovery of Middle Kassite seals and the plagque ofMddiiuk,

extolling the majesty of Burnaburiash was expected. Burnaburiash and the Late Helladic Il pottery
were dated to the ¥4entury in orthodox chronogy. Because the date is"eentury the Middle
Kassite textat Boeotian Thebes have the same epigraphy-Amalna textsGadd, referring to

these 'Middle Kassitéexts says,

"But the salutations which follow this (the introduction) show a characteristic increase of
formality over those of the Hammurabi period (17th century). One official, writing to
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another, adds after his name 'your brother' and the phrase 'be it well withvigech is

ubiquitous in théAmarnaandLate Assyriaretters [Gadd, p.39]." (Italics added)

Late Assyrian refers to the time after 911 BC. Middle Kassitehassimilar elements to the Late
Assyrian letters This is quite unexpected in the convensibmiew. Furthermore, these texts
resemble Ne@®abylonian textsn the 8" and 7 centuryat Nippur circa 755i 612 BC. Cole

states

"The terminology used to denote alliances in the letters from Nippur is remarkably similar
to the langugeemployed...in the letters of the el Amarna ag&o|€.

If the etAmarna letters and Middle Kassite texts were reall§ ddnturywhy would they have
remarkable similaritieso 8" and 7 century We now understand the reason for this problem.

Amarna texs are 9 century not 1% century and the mystery disappears.

In Peter Jamegenturies of Darknes$ie writes of the Mesopotamian riddle (see pages 227 to
233). The Old Babylonian Empire fell to the Kassites. They ruled Babylon for 860years

until 1150 BC Theyevolved their own version of Babylaan. The archaeologists discerned two
versions:an Old Kassitesimilar to the Old Babyloniaanda Middle KassiteBoth these Kassite
language forms were thought to have ended about theetury. Surprisinly, there followed a
400-year period when no Babylonian literature existed at all. No documents with names of post
Kassite kingsor literaturecould be found. Thislliteracy abruptly ends with the rise difie
Chaldeas of Nabonassar in the mi&" century. However, for 400 years there were no written
documents found in Babylonidhis is unique in all ancient worlds. No civilizatidmatloses its
languageever surwes The solution is to move the Middle Kassite texts from tH&ckhtury to

the 9" century. This fills the void. The 400 years of illiteracy disappear. Furthermore, the true
Kassite period that has two forms of Kassite texts, Middle and Old, now lyasneiThe Middle
Kassite is removed from the ®4entury leaving the Old Kassite to fill that time and is added to
the Babylonian 9 century where there was a vacuum. This solves the mystery concerning the
apparent Babylonian illiteracy. The solutiom $serendipitousTorr and Velikovskymade no
attempt to connedheir revision to this problem. Yet the solution falls out of their premises with

ease.
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CHAPTER 6

DYNASTIC ORDER AND THE NUMBERS

INTRODUCTION

In the previous chapter it was shown that three different chronologies placed'thgrity e

Amarna letters in the"™century while orthodox Egyptian chronology places them in tie 14
century. This undermines completely the credi
Dynastic list. It also demands that the orthodox datesLbte Helladic pottery be revised
downward Also all other associated potteries in the Late Bronze must be regsedly. This

involves most Mediterranean and even European potteries, even as far north as Scandinavia.

The next challenge is to placeethost 18 Egyptian Dynasties into the remaining years until 332

BC when Alexander the Great liberated Egypt from the Persians. This is only 500 to 575 years,
which makes the™to the 4" centuries very crowded. Moving backward in time from 332 BC,
there is history and archaeology from theTlynasty 345332 to the Ethiopian 25 Dynasty
covering 385 yearduring this timeAssyrian inscriptions referred to conflicts with Meluhha
(Ethiopia) in the 8 centuryin particular TahargaThe Biblealsomertions an Ethiopian pharaoh
named Taharga in the laté 8entury. Thus, the"8century dates are confirmed Bgyptian,
Assyrian and IsraelitsourcesThere is no room for gap$his leaves only 10Q75 years for the

19" to 239 dynasties which lasted600 years according to orthodoxys there acompression

and/or overlap of this magnitugessible?

VELIKOVSKY G5 REVISION

Vel i kovskyds idea was to cl ai imhatif the samhelpersoe wer
had two different names in Egygn history. He placed the #®hrough 2% dynasties in the'Tto

the 4" centuriesand hus the 2% Dynastyto 253" Dynasty (referred to as Third Intermediate
Period)followed the 18 Dynasty.Velikovsky hadequated RamesseglB" Dynasty)with Necho
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| (26" Dynasty) Seti | with Psammeticuslecho Il with Ramesses |l adgpries with Merneptah.

In the 30" Dynasty Nectanebo | was the alter ego2@" DynastyRamesses Ill. The 2Dynasty

was kept the same but it reigned in Tanithe deltaduring the final period of Egyptian rul€his
eliminated a total of 375 years. The remaining years were due to other sundry coregencies and
overlaps, primarily in the 22Dynasty. In ancient Egypt, the pharaoh had 5 different names. When
aking conquered another kingdom, it was common for him to take a local name as king. Tiglath
Pileser 11l conquered Babylon and named himself Pl idea of alter ego names is not entirely

unfounded

Neverthel ess, r evi s i orgdctedths idecohaltar égebeda®& detdils, a n d
like reign lengtlks and archaeologylid not match. Alter ego explanationsrea major stumbling

block Despite this Velikovskyés <chronol ogi cal p
evidence. The dynastiesuld haveexisted in the same chronological time framéaslaimed

but must be seen as parallel and independent dynasties with no alter egos. The same years are

eliminated from Egyptian chronologyelikovsky was hakright.

In the conventional view the biblical King Shishak is identified as Libyan Pharaoh Sheshonq I. If

Shi shakbés invasion took place in 926 BC, as s
| must begin his reign in 945 BC. This date requires some dsil@muments. For examplas
son,0sorkon ] has been given 36 years but Manetho states only 15 years and the highest attested
year in his reign is 12 years. Also, many officials in the reign of Osorkon Il have grandsons and
great grandsons in the reighOsorkon lll. This says that the genealogical gap between the two
pharaohs was 460 years. However, orthodoxy has a gap of 90 years. A plausible adjustment
would require that the beginning of thega Shosh
9™ century date, the same as the date of thnerna letters at the end of theé"Bynasty. [See
Appendi x C for more det ai | %Dyhastyadtdrih&BDysakty 6 s p |

now appears reasonable.

In orthodoxy, the next dynasiy the 19' Dynasty not the 2% Dynasty. The next stratum after the
Late Bronze IIA Amarna period is the Late Bronze IIB. It contains Late Helladic IlIB pottery.
orthodoxy the Late Helladic 1B is assigned to thé"Idy nast y . Accords ng to

revision, logically, it belongs to the Libyan"®®ynasty. What does the evidence say?
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Gurob

Martha Bell, an Egyptologist stateds,Gur ob Tomb 605 starts out as
context for Late Hel | dccordingtb hefLBte HelladidIByspound[ Be | |
at Gurohin a tomb otthe 19" Dynasty.The vase is a common Mycenaean stirrup jar identified as

type F182. The vase was found in a casket in the tomb. It was accompanied by a scarab finger

ring belonging to User Ma Re Setepenre. She identified this name as the prenomen of Ramesses

Il of the 19" Dynasty. Alsgan unguent box, hea®st, walking stick, pottery dish and two wooden

ushabtis were found, which were recognized as eatfyDVhasty. This appears to lbestraight

forward archaeological association of'M®ynasty Ramesside scarab finggrg with Late

Helladic 11IB ceramicsThis directly contradicts VelikovskyHowever, this is not the end of the

story.

Bel | cont i nu e dlonb®05wseemingly,so sedane,rhashareas of ambiguity upon
caref ul e X a mi n avhat does .'ateas [ofBamdiglity’ mg@an? SRAe3ig pointing out that
the casket found in Tomb 605 has a black background with yellow decoration. This developed in
themid-18" Dynasty and no examples of this coffin style are known in tHeDyasty [Bell, p.

65]. If no such coffins existin the 19' Dynasty why wouldBell ascribethe Gurobcasketo the

early 19" Dynasty?

In addition to the yellow decorated blalbckground coffin, there is the jewellery box in which
the scarab fingering was found. It is difficult to date because all the known examples of this style
of jewellery box come from the miti8" Dynasty [Bell, p 70]. Again, if no such box can be
ascribe to the 18 Dynasty, why is theasketdated to the early 19Dynasty? These questions

are not answerelly Bell.

On the one handhé objects cannot be 1 ®ynasty because User Maat Re Setepenre itheot
name ofary 18" Dynastypharaoh Indeed, nal8" Dynasty pharaoh used User or Usir in their
name. On the other hanthe casketand the jewellery are not #®ynasty. The only conclusion

to bedrawnlogically is that the tomlandthe artefacts are neitherl8or 19" Dynasty It must

be deducedhiat the coffin existed latter than theMBynasty due to the cartouche but the coffin
cannot be as late as the™Bynasty where the coffin and jewellery box went out of style. Thus
there must be another dynasty after thé a8 before the 10 There is another pharaoh who used

the prenomen User Maat Re Setepgeneelibyan pharaoh User Maat Re Setepenre Sheshiong
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825773 BC.It could also be Osorkon Il or Pami, who also used this prenomen occasidhéally.

proposaWwould contradict orthodoxgnd support Velikovsky

According to Torr he pottery Late Helladic 11IB1 is datable to th& @&ntury BG which isthe

time of both the 18and 229 Dynasty according to the revisiorh@presence of thgellow painted

black coffin and the jewellery boareanachronisticin the 19" Dynasty This demonstrates that
Egyptods best exampl e o fliB pottecydorthe d%DynastyfailsoThe L at e
Late Helladic 11IB pottery of Tomb 605 at Gurob {8 €nturyand thisreverses the conventional

order of the dynastiéThe 229 Dynastybegarin theLate Bronze IIB andontinued into the Iron

| age whilethe 19" Dynasty must belong to the Iron Age

TEL EL-FARAH(S)

The Libyan 229 Dynasty lasted over a century and a half. It outlasted the Late Bronze 1IB and
entered the early Iron Age. Torr placed Late Helladic 1IIC in thar®l/or early 7 centuryin Iron

|. Philistine pottery was contemporary wittate Helladic IlICin Iron I. It should then be
contemporanalsowith the late Libyan period. According to conventional Egyptology Philistine
pottery is dated to the fZentury during the 20Dynasty. It is impossible that both these views
are trueAt least one must be wron@/ha does the evidence say?

Tel elFarah (S)s a site in southern Judabt far from GazaPetrie when he excavated found

many cemeteries with tombs containing Philistine pottaigo, he found emetery 900which

had many scarabs of the New Kingdoihhe problem was that cemetery 900 madPhilistine

pottery. The tombs containedl scarabs of Ramesses Il (tombs 921,934, 935); 2 scarabs of
Merenptah (tombs 980, 914); 4 scarabs of Ramesses Il (tombs 934,984) and 2 scarabs of
Ramesses IV (tombs 9346@®). There was also a possible scarab of Ramesses VIII in tomb 984.

Not one900cemeterytomb contained Philistine potteifyPetrig.

On the other hand, individual tombs of cemetery 200 did have Philistine pottery but no Ramesside
remains. It containetibyan artefactsFor example, it contained &% century Cypriote oil flask

found in tomb 240In tomb group 201, the work of the"2lynasty wa seen in Hathor figures,

thei ncrease in the number of Cypr i oonthesgarabs. f | as k
Scarabsvere also found frorthe time of Sheshonq Ill, 82673 BC,as wellan alabaster jar which

dates between Osorkon Il and 700 .Bf addition,a scarab of Meka-ra, a subject king of
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Shabaka, circa 71807 BC was found [Petrie In Table 11 Libyan Dynasty and Ethiopian
artefacts are listedlhe 200 cemetergontairs both late Libyan artefacts and IrorPhilistine

pottery in agreement with Torr and Velikovskyd contrary to orthodoxy

TABLE 11- ARTEFACTS FROM TEL EL-FARAH TOMBS
Artefact Tomb Date

Cypriot Oil Flask Tomb 240 8" century

Hat hor figure, TombGroup201 8"century
thingsbo | ncr ea:

Flasks

Scarabs of time of Sheshonq Il Tomb Group 201  Circa 800 BC

Alabaster jar Tomb Group 201  Circa 860700
Scarab of Merka-ra Tomb Group 201 715707 BC
BETH SHEAN

We would increase our certainty if we investigated a site like
Beth Shean with multiple Egyptian dynasties, artefacts and
multiple layers of Mycenaean pottery.Velikovsky is right

we oughtto find materialPhilistine pottery or Late Helladic
strata thaseparate the 18and 19' Dynasty. Tel Beth Shean

in northern Israel sits just east of the strategic Jezreel Valley
and west of the Jordan Valley. More Egyptian material has

been found at Tel Beth Shean than at any other Israelite site.

This site is themdeal to inform our investigation. Alan Rowe

Figure 6.1: Stele
of Seti I

Photo by
Pennsylvania

excavated Tel Beth Shean for the University of Pennsylvania Museum [Rowe]. He found Late
Helladic 1l pottery and 18Dynasty finds at Level IX. He assigned Level \tdlfipre-Amenhotep
[II" because of a plaqu# Amenhotep llithatwasfoundunder thefoundation ofTempleVIl in
Level VII. Level VIl was assigned to the time of Amenhotep I Level VI he found two
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Egyptian style houses aii@mple Viand two pieces of Philistine pottemhis pottery at Tel Farah

was associated with th& 8entury.

He found two stelae in Level V, one of Seti | (see Figure 1) and one of Ramesses Il. They had
been tipped off their pedestals in a display room. He assigned Level VI to the reign of Seti |
althoudn no artefacts of him had been found in it and Level V to the reign of Ramesses II.

Problemswere raised almost immediatelyevels VI and Mvereboth thick stratayetrepresented
only tworeigns, Seti | and Ramesses Il. Yet, each stratum was severalthitker than Level IV

thatsupposedlyepresentedwer 700 years of Israelite, Babylonian and Perkiatory.

T m Albright pointed outassuming the conventional

.

o _ chronology that the pottery in Levels VI and V

was not tltrequiredby orthodoxy- Late Branze

[IB but Iron Il pottery [Albright]. Now we have
User Maat Re Sheshonq Il in the Late Bronze
IIB at Gurob withPhilistine pottery in Iron | and
Seti | and Ramesses Il in Iron IIA at Tel Beth
Shean. These dynasties appear in strata in
ool . reverse order tothe conventional viewbut

precisely in the order needed by Velikovsky

Figure 6.27 Beth Srean Statue It was not until 1966 that Frances Jamesf

of Ramesses Il

Pennsylvania University r i A rr 0 R
Photo by Leon Mauldin ennsylvania University ed to co [Bcto C

James]Beth Shars stratigraphyvas rewritten by heiShesplit
Levels V into Upper V and Lower V and Level VI into Upper VI and Lower VI. &ted Upper
V to the 8"and 7" centuriesthelron IIB conventionablates andLower V from the 18 century
to the end of the®century BCas per the Iron 1A conventional dateShese dates conventiohgal

belonged to th@2"¥ Dynasty but failed to produce any findthat dynasty.

Rowehad applied_ate BronzeEgyptian datebecause of the stelaelodite Bronze pharaoleti
| and Ramesses buthich were found inncorrectceramics James now hadppliedthe correct
ceramic dates but the stelae of Remesside pharaohs weraudiédin the incorrect Iron Age Il

strata[F. James and P. McGovern, p].3bhe problemhadnow reversed. To solve this dilemma
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James suppodéhat originally thel9" Dynastyartefacts hatbeen deposited inate Bronze 11B

Levd VI, whichhad at some period in the past been moved to Lower V

James had neeal reason to suppose that sommeknown persorhad the Ramesside artefacts

At hrown upo f r om Neitheréid she\khoWhe reasoffbrehe mavendvwhen

Later, in similar fashionshe claimednaterial of Ramesses llad beeriit hr own upo fr om
VI to Upper Vthat contained Iron | ceramics [F. James & McGovern, p.S¥gsaid this despite

the fact that nobody claimed the wonderful benevolent work of pdsilmgte to the glory of the

Ramesside pharaohs to the Iron Age residents at Beth Shean.

Her unusual explanatiomust be doubted for lack of confirming evidence. As stands it is
simply an ad hoc secondary assumptibimis is apoor proposabut the alternativevould beto
revise the entire conventional Manetii@sed chronologyThis would be a daunting task for a

non-revisionist.

The only Egyptian material in Level VIl was found in Locus 1068. It haddieeesof faience

with royal names of the 18 Dynasty andfour Ramessideafence plaqueshat were read as
Ramesses and the fifth as B&nra, the prenomen of Merenptah
Thesewerdound finear or north Pdmest he st
and McGovern, p.221, fig 165;4,6]. Rowe iterpreted these as
evidence thalron Age Temple Viwas built by Ramesses . James
disagreed. She assumed the material was associated with Temple
VIl beneath. She assigned the plagues to Ramesses Il based on the

pottery and claimethat he was the buildef Temple VII.

Figure 6.3- Lintel of Ramesses User Khepest
Photo by Biblewalks.com

Moreover, the interpretation f t he name fARamessesoPorteladis chal |
research found that Ramesses IV alone wrote his name in the observerhdtilamesses | and

Il did not. He credited Temple VI to Ramesses [Vhe problem with assigning the plaes to

Level VIl as perJames is that the Late Bronze 1IB pottery is too early for tHelBMasty and

thusfor Ramesses I\WRorter's scenario seems implausible.
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