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INTRODUCTION

When asked what the greatest commandment was Jesus told His followers to love God
not just with all their heart and soul but also with all of their minds. Contrary to the opinion
of many, He told His followers that their faith is not to be a blind faith. The use of the word
mind implies that a person‟s faith in God and the reliability of the Bible is not to be a blind
faith where one believes without evidence, or even worse, believe when the evidence
contradicts what one has faith in.
Archaeologists have provided a vexing problem for Biblical scholars where the place in
archaeological history where one would expect to find evidence supporting one of the
greatest Bible stories of all – the Exodus – is showing up no support whatsoever according
to the conventional chronology adopted by Egyptology.
If the Bible is true where is the evidence for the Exodus or is the Bible's account a myth, a
lie as many archaeologists claim?
There are two dates usually put forward by Biblical scholars for the Exodus. Because
Exodus 1:11 mentions that the Israelites built the store cities of Pithon and Raameses
early Victorian age archaeologists concluded that the Exodus occurred during the reign of
Rameses the Great. He was a pharaoh during the 19th dynasty and he reigned around
1250 BC according to Egyptologists.
In 1 Kings 6:1 it says says that the Exodus occurred 480 years before Solomon's Temple
was built which gives us a biblical date of around 1450 BC. This date falls in the middle of
the 18th dynasty according to Egyptologists.
According to Egyptology both of these dates (1450 BC / mid 18th Dynasty & 1250
BC / Rameses II’s reign in the 19th Dynasty) fall in the middle of the period known
as the Late Bronze Age.
When Kathleen Kenyon and her British team of archaeologists excavated Jericho in the
1950's they expected to find, if there was evidence for a destruction in Joshua's time, that
it would be found to date to the Late Bronze Age which Egyptologists say is contemporary
with the 18th and 19th Dynasties of Egypt.
What Kenyon found was that Jericho was destroyed during the Middle Bronze Age and
there simply was no Late Bronze Age city at Jericho for Joshua to have conquered.
Following those findings a massive wave of skepticism of the historical accuracy of the
account of the Exodus and other Biblical events swept across the world.
Many places specifically mentioned in the Bible have been excavated such as Jericho, Ai,
Hebron and Gibeon and no evidence for a city in the Late Bronze Age (that is, the time of
Egypt's 18th and 19th Dynasties) has ever been found. This problem is systemic right
across Israel.
The problem that archaeologists have with believing the Bible‟s account of the Exodus
using either of the two dates put forward is two-fold:
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1) Both of the 18th and 19th Dynasties are very well documented and there is no
evidence of any great catastrophe devastating Egypt at either time nor is there
any evidence of Semitic culture in any great abundance found in Egypt.
2) Many of the cities that the Bible tells us were conquered and destroyed in
Palestine by the Israelites such as Jericho were not occupied during the Late
Bronze Age. Many of them no longer existed following their destruction at the
end of the Middle Bronze Age.
Those sites, including Jericho and many other sites throughout Palestine were inhabited
during the Middle Bronze Age - the time of Egypt's Middle Kingdom (Dynasties 12 and 13)
and they were all destroyed at the end of the Middle Bronze Age.
The Bible‟s account appears to contradict the evidence found by archaeology. Can we
trust the Bible‟s account or not? Or is there something else at work here that can
harmonise the Bible‟s history with the archaeological record? Did the Exodus occur during
either of 18th or 19th Dynasties or is there another possibility?
In this book I intend to show evidence for another possibility caused by the imperfect
chronology that archaeologists have built up for Egypt‟s history. The evidence for the
Exodus is available to archaeologists. It‟s just in a different place in Egypt‟s history and
requires Egyptian chronology to be adjusted to compensate.
Not only is there evidence for the Exodus but there is also other evidence that supports the
conquest of Canaan by the Israelites and the sacking of the Temple in Jerusalem in the
days of Solomon‟s son. Some new synchronisms with the Bible and new understanding of
archaeological finds can help us to find the best fit for Egypt‟s history against the history of
Israel and other lands in the ancient Near East.
The easy part (where most revised chronologies are in agreement) will be showing the
new place in Egypt‟s history when the Exodus took place. Once we get to the history of
Egypt‟s New Kingdom that‟s when things get really contentious amongst those who feel
there is a need to revise Egypt‟s chronology.
Virtually all revisionist chronologists agree with conventional chronology that Egypt‟s
chronology from the 25th Dynasty to its 31st Dynasty prior to the conquest by Alexander is
mostly fixed and settled. The 25th Dynasty can be cross checked with Assyrian data and is
dated around 700 BC.
By placing the Exodus at an earlier place in Egypt‟s history an additional five dynasties
have to be squeezed into the period between 1450 BC and 700 BC.
We‟ll examine the strengths and weaknesses of the competing revised chronologies and
the various methods they use to compress the history of Dynasties 14 to 24 from straight
reduction of overextended dynasties to parallel rule and even duplicated dynasties. Some
of those competing chronologies include those of authors David Rohl and Peter James as
well as pioneer revisionist, Immanuel Velikovsky, amongst others.
We will use synchronisms with biblical history and other nations outside of Egypt as our
main guide as we aim to establish new dates for the placement of these dynasties.
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Some of the disagreement between competing methods has to do with whether to keep
the sequential arrangement of Dynasties 18, 19 and 20 which conventional Egyptologists
insist on based upon the evidence of geneaologies written long after the time or split them
up as controversially claimed by Immanuel Velikovsky in his “Ages in Chaos” series based
up on his interpretation of archaeological finds both in and outside of Egypt.
We will start our journey by examining just how the overall framework of Egyptian
chronology was built in the first place and how trustworthy it is.
There are several key times and events when Egypt‟s and Israel‟s history intersected. The
most obvious time is Israel‟s time in Egypt when Israel became a nation starting with the
time of Joseph, who became vizier over Egypt under extraordinary circumstances. The
end of that time in Egypt saw Egyptian society collapse as a result of plagues that the
Bible says God brought upon Egypt to release His chosen people.
We will see new evidence for Israel‟s time in Egypt including the major impact that Joseph
had on Egypt, as well as new evidence for the mighty collapse of Egyptian power at the
time of the Exodus and evidence of the conquest of Palestine by Israel.
In our quest to rebuild a new chronology, particularly for Egypt‟s New Kingdom (Dynasties
18-20), we will use two key anchor points when Egypt‟s and Israel‟s history intersected.
The first is the time that an Egyptian pharaoh called Shishak in the Bible conquered Judah
and plundered the Temple of God and its fabulous treasures.
The other is the time of Israel‟s vassalage to the Egyptians at the time that the el-Amarna
letters were written. At Akhet-Aton, the city of the heretical pharaoh Akhnaton (Amenhotep
IV), a fabulous cache of foreign correspondence between Akhnaton and his father
(Amenhotep III) and vassal rulers in Palestine and Syria was found. If we can find
matching evidence between the events spoken of in the el-Amarna letters in Palestine with
events in the Bible we can set a close absolute date for the late 18th dynasty when the
letters were written using the Bible‟s chronology.
As we work our way through this amazing historical jigsaw puzzle we will need to
investigate the claims by Immanuel Velikovsky and his supporters that Dynasties 18 and
19 were separated by the Libyan and Ethiopian dynasties (21 to 25). Is their evidence to
justify splitting these two dynasties in time from one another valid or not? In the process
we‟ll examine the great catastrophe at the end of the Late Bronze Age for which there is
some surprising evidence for in the Bible.
Velikovsky also advocated splitting Dynasties 19 and 20 and placing Dynasty 20 much
later in time which is another claim we‟ll also investigate.
By properly correlating Egypt‟s history with Biblical history we will see many fascinating
new connections and links with the Bible come to light that will further enhance our
understanding of the history of the Bible and the Near East.

Note: For the new reader who has not delved into this subject before who may struggle
with the volume of information which I have done my best to simplify, I would recommend
focusing mostly on the information in the chapters that is in bold highlighting the key
points. I also recommend reading my conclusion in the last chapter first and then referring
to that with the view to see how well those conclusions are proven.
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CHAPTER 1
CAN EGYPTIAN CHRONOLOGY BE TRUSTED?
In my introduction I raised the possibility that the conventional chronology of Egypt is
imperfect and needs adjusting. Just how can we be sure of the dating methods used by
Egyptologists. To check this we need to understand just how the conventional chronology
that Egyptologists use today was built up in the first place. Before we do let‟s look at a brief
overview of the history of Egypt.
To properly understand the history of Egypt and evaluate the competing chronologies,
both the accepted conventional chronology and various revised chronologies, assigned to
Egyptian history we need to understand where their dynasties relatively fit in time.
Egypt’s Major Periods
Egyptologists generally divide Egypt's historic past into the following major periods:
1. The Old Kingdom (Dynasties 1 to 6), when the pyramids of Giza (according to
scholars), Saqqara and Dashur were built. Djoser built the Step Pyramid and Sneferu the
Bent and Red Pyramids followed by the reigns of those kings to whom are credited with
building the Giza Pyramids (Khufu, Khafre and Menkaure).
2. The First Intermediate Period (Dynasties 7 to 11), when the land fell into chaos and
central authority was abolished. Of the 7th to 10th dynasties, almost nothing is known. The
last dynasty of this period (Dynasty 11) was a native Egyptian dynasty based in Thebes.
3. The Middle Kingdom (Dynasties 12 to 13). Native rule over Egypt returned with the
12th dynasty. This was the time when the mud-brick pyramids near the Faiyum were
constructed.
4. The Second Intermediate Period (Dynasties 14 to 17). Another period of chaos
followed, during which Asiatic invaders, known as Hyksos seized control over a prostrate
Egypt and ruled without mercy for a long period. Dynasty 17 was a native Egyptian
dynasty based in Thebes that rebelled against the Hyksos who were eventually driven out
of Egypt.
5. The New Kingdom (Dynasties 18 to 20). The Hyksos were expelled from Egypt. At
this time Egypt‟s most powerful dynasty, the 18th Dynasty, founded by Ahmose arose to
power, with the renowned kings of Thutmose I, Queen Hatshepsut and Thutmose III, the
greatest of all Egyptian conquerors. This was a period of the building of the magnificent
temples at Luxor and Karnak in the Valley of the Nile.
One of the last kings of this dynasty was the heretical king, Akhnaton, who rejected the
gods of Egypt such as Amon who replaced his worship with worshipping the Aten. His son,
who was influenced to restore the worship of Amon by the priests of the land, was the
famous boy-king Tutankhamun who‟s untouched tomb with its fabulous treasures was
discovered in the 1920‟s by Howard Carter.
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Following the 18th Dynasty was the 19th Dynasty. The legendary Rameses the Great
(Rameses II) was of this dynasty. The 20th Dynasty included Rameses III who fought an
invasion by the Sea Peoples.
6. The Third Intermediate Period (Dynasties 21 to 25). This is the time when nearby
Libyan and Ethiopian rulers had primary control over the land of Egypt.
7. The Late Period (Dynasties 26 to 31). This includes the native ruling dynasties
(Dynasties 26, 28, 29 and 30) and the two periods of Persian domination (Dynasties 27
and 31) that ended in Alexander the Great conquering Egypt. Upon Alexander‟s death one
of his generals, Ptolemy ruled Egypt along with his descendants (the Ptolemies) until the
Romans conquered Egypt. Cleopatra was the last of these Greek Ptolemy rulers of Egypt.
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The Archaeological Ages – the Bronze and Iron Ages
Though technically they developed from the relative sequence of Palestinian pottery, it is,
in effect, from these different periods of Egyptian dynasties where artifacts and strata
levels get the different archaeological ages which are assigned to them.
The Bronze Age is divided into three periods – Early Bronze (EBA), Middle Bronze
(MBA) and Late Bronze (LBA) ages which correspond to the Old (EBA), Middle
(MBA) and New Kingdom (LBA) periods respectively.
The last dynasty of the New Kingdom (Dynasty 20) is labelled as the first part of the
Iron Age (Iron Age 1A).

If we had an artifact that was contemporary with the Old Kingdom (Dynasties 1-6) then it
would be classified as Early Bronze Age (EBA).
If we had an artifact that was contemporary with the Middle Kingdom (Dynasties 12-13)
then it would be classified as Middle Bronze Age (MBA).
Also included in the Middle Bronze Age is the 1st Intermediate Period (Dynasties 7-11)
and the 2nd Intermediate Period during which the Hyksos ruled (Dynasties 14-17).
If we had an artifact that was contemporary with either the 18th and 19th Dynasties of the
New Kingdom then it would be classified as Late Bronze Age (LBA).
If we had an artifact that was contemporary with the 20th Dynasty of the New Kingdom
then it would be classified as Iron Age (IA), specifically Iron Age 1A.
If we had an artifact that was contemporary with a later dynasty then it would be classified
as Iron Age (IA).
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If the wrong dates have been assigned to any of Egypt‟s dynasties then the archaeological
age connected with those dynasties would have to correspondingly be re-dated.
How Reliable are our Written Sources of Egypt’s History?
What sources do we have for the record of the number of years that each pharoah
reigned?
The present division of the periods of Egyptian history up to Alexander into 31 dynasties
and the primary record of reign lengths comes to us via an Egyptian priest of the 3rd
century BC, 100 years after Alexander‟s conquest. His name was Manetho. We also have
records from monuments and king lists in temples like Abydos. Commenting on these
sources John Keyser in his article “The Egyptian Chronology of Confusion!” (www.hope-ofisrael.org/chroncon.htm) has this to say about their veracity:
Uncertainties in Egyptian chronology are legend! For every historian and archaeologist there
seems to be a different reckoning -- some based on the work of the Egyptian scribe
Manetho, others on the movements of heavenly bodies or the evidence of the monuments.
In establishing a framework of Egyptian history, most scholars have relied -- to a large
degree -- on existing fragments of a record written in Greek by MANETHO, an Egyptian
priest of the 3rd century B.C. These fragments were preserved in the works of later historians
such as Josephus, Africanus, Eusebius and Syncellus -- who lived many centuries later than
Manetho. Although Manetho's division of Egyptian history into thirty periods, each
dominated by a ruling dynasty, is generally accepted in Egyptology, other fragments of his
chronology that have been preserved are considered questionable.
W.G. Waddell states that:
"it is extremely difficult to reach certainty in regards to what is authentic Manetho and
what is spurious or corrupt." He continues: "There are many errors in Manetho's work
from the very beginning: all are not due to the perversions of scribes and revisors.
Many of the lengths of reigns have been found impossible: in some cases the names
and the sequence of kings as given by Manetho have proved untenable in the light of
monumental evidence" -- Manetho, introduction, p.7-25.
The book Studies in Egyptian Chronology, by T. Nicklin, further explains:
"The Manethonian Dynasties...are not lists of rulers over all Egypt, but lists partly of
more or less independent princes, partly...of princely lines from which later sprang
rulers over all Egypt." (Blackburn, Eng. 1928. p.39).
Author Waddell observes that:
"perhaps several Egyptian kings ruled at one and the same time;...thus it was not a
succession of kings occupying the throne one after the other, but several kings
reigning at the SAME TIME in different regions. Hence arose the great total number of
years." (Manetho, p.1-9).
For those placing their confidence in the monuments of Egypt there are just as many pitfalls
-- notice what J.A. Wilson says:
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"A warning should be issued about the precise historical value of Egyptian inscriptions. That
was a world of...divine myths and miracles."
After suggesting that the Egyptian scribes werenot beyond tampering with the
chronology of historical events to add praise and inflate the ego of the pharaoh in
power, he cautions:
"The historian will accept his data at face value, unless there is a clear reason for
distrust; but he must be ready to modify his acceptance as soon as new materials put
the previous interpretation in a new light." (The World History of the Jewish People,
1964. Vol.1, p. 280-281).

We don’t have original copies of Manetho’s work but copies of his dynasty listings
by later authors such as Eusebius and Africanus and even between them there are
lots of differences in reign lengths and even names at times.
So where does that leave us? Who or what can we believe when it comes to constructing
an accurate picture of Egyptian chronology?
While the Bible itself is not a comprehensive study into the world of historical chronology, it
does provide invaluable insights that can help us to correlate Egyptian history with that of
ancient Israel.
John Keyser says that the Bible is one of our best sources to help clear up the problems
associated with the misalignment of the chronology of the ancient world. While the Bible is
not meant to be a comprehensive history book it provides a foundation of knowledge upon
which we can build upon with confidence.
Having said that, like any body of evidence, the Bible can be misinterpreted. The strange
irony of Egyptian chronology is that it was actually misinterpretations of Bible history that,
according to revisionist chronologists such as David Rohl and Immanuel Velikovsky, got
Egyptian chronology very misaligned.
How was Egypt’s Chronology Developed?
To properly understand how the conventional scheme of Egypt‟s chronology was
developed I would like to quote from David Rohl‟s well-illustrated and fascinating book
called “A Test of Time”. David Rohl offers the following introduction to the chronology of
Egypt:
The singular event of Christ's birth (conveniently dated to 'year zero') is the firm anchor point
for our AD ('Anno Domini') dating system. So, the year in which I write this book - AD 1994 is one thousand nine hundred and ninety-four years since the established date for the birth
of Christ. But what happens when we need to fix an event which occurred before Christ's
birth in absolute time? Of course we give that event a date BC or BCE.
That is all very well, but how do we actually establish that BC date? For instance, what
methods do scholars employ to determine exactly how many years have elapsed since
Pharaoh Ramesses II fought his heroic battle at Kadesh or when Tutankhamun was buried in
the Valley of the Kings? Clearly, the scribes and officials of those times were unable to look
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into the future in order to determine how many years were still to run before BC became AD.
How then did the ancients date events?
Well, they used what scholars call the 'regnal dating system'; that is, they dated events to the
REGNAL years of the ruling monarchs.
So we know from Egyptian inscriptions that the Battle of Kadesh took place in Year 5 of
Ramesses II and Tutankhamun died in the boy-king's 9th regnal year or thereabouts (i.e. his
last known year as pharaoh). In the same way we read in the Bible that the Temple of
Solomon in Jerusalem was plundered of its treasures by an Egyptian king named Shishak in
the 5th year of King Rehoboam of Judah [I Kings 14:25-26 & II Chronicles 12:2-9] - a subject
to which we are going to return.
So far so good, but how then do scholars make the giant leap required to assign an absolute
date of 1275 BC to the Battle of Kadesh, 1327 BC to the death of King Tut and 925 BC for the
sacking of Solomon's Temple?
The answer, in its crudest form, is that historians simply add up the sequence of regnal
years (i.e. the number of years each king reigned) backwards from the birth of Christ
to the event they wish to date.
History is, however, never so simple, for there are many other factors which have to be
taken into account—factors such as CO-REGENCIES, PARALLEL DYNASTIES and
INTERREGNA.
In essence, however, the methodology is to add up the intervening reign lengths
between two events and apply certain other well established historical cross-links
(what we call ―synchronisms‖) between different ancient civilisations in order to
construct a chronological framework upon which we can embroider the events of
history.
If mistakes have been made in the reconstruction of that framework then the great
edifice of pre-Christian history would be something similar to a Hollywood film set an artificial construct with only a superficial integrity.
How, then, do we know if historians have built a reliable structure for us to place Ramesses II
and Tutankhamun in time? The honest answer is we take it for granted that they know what
they are doing. In the same way, today's academics themselves have relied on the framework
supplied by their predecessors. But more recent research has led to the belief that
fundamental mistakes in the currently accepted chronology were made in the formative
years of ancient world studies. This book will demonstrate that all is not well with the
―conventional‖ chronology and that the only real solution to the archaeological problems
which have been created is to pull down the whole structure and start again, reconstructing
from the foundations upwards (p.9).

Egyptian data can be cross-checked with some confidence against Greek, Babylonian and
Assyrian data back to around 700 BC.
Before that, Egypt‟s chronology, for the most part, stands alone in terms of supplying
absolute dates that archaeology uses to assign dates to finds across the ancient world.
Strangely before 700 BC by using Egyptian data as the only cross reference there are
11

these mysterious dark age gaps where nothing is recorded for centuries between 1200
and 700 BC in Greece, Turkey and many other places.
Highlighting this Dark Age problem Greek legend tells us:
Zeus sent the sun backward across the sky, and Atreus acquired the kingdom of Mycenae.
He had two sons by Aerope, Agamemnon and Menelaus.
(www.cliffsnotes.com/study_guide/literature/mythology/summary-analysis-greek/summaryanalysis_alt2.html).

The sun going backwards was a miracle that occurred around 700 BC in Hezekiah‟s day
yet the Trojan War is dated by pottery and objects contemporary with Egypt‟s New
Kingdom to 1200 BC.
Further highlighting this problem Immanuel Velikovsky in his unpublished book “The Dark
Age of Greece” (www.varchive.org) writes:
Like Greece and the Aegean, Asia Minor has no history for a period of close to five centuries.
Certain scholars disagree with this verdict, but it comes from the pen of one of the foremost
authorities on archaeology and art of Asia Minor, Professor Ekrem Akurgal of the University
of Ankara.
"...Today [1961], despite all industrious archaeological exploration of the last decades,
the period from 1200 to 750 for most parts of the Anatolian region lies still in
complete darkness. The old nations of Asia Minor, like the Lycians and the Carians, the
names of which are mentioned in the documents of the second half of the second
millennium, are archaeologically, i.e., with their material heritage, first noticeable
about 700 or later... Hence the cultural remains of the time between 1200 and 750 in
central Anatolia, especially on the plateau, seem to be quite irretrievably lost for us."
The huge land of Asia Minor for almost 5 centuries is historically and archaeologically
void...
"It is startling," writes Akurgal, "that until now in Central Anatolia not only no Phrygian, but
altogether no cultural remains of any people, came to light that could be dated in time
between 1200 and 750." Nothing was left by any possible survivors of previous occupants,
namely by Hittites, and nothing by any people or tribe that could have supplanted them.
Also on the rim of Asia Minor the darkness of the Dark Age is complete: "In the south of the
peninsula, in Mersin, Tarsus and Karatepe, in recent years important archaeological work was
done...here, too, the early Iron Age, i.e., the period between 1200 and 750, is enwrapped in
darkness."
Even after only a few decades of settlement a town should leave discernible relics for
archaeologists; usually under such circumstances potsherds or a few beads, or a clay figurine,
are found.
Ash and kitchen refuse are ubiquitous finds wherever there was human habitation. But
that on an area over 250,000 square miles in extent there should, as Akurgal claims, be
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found nothing, not even tombs, from a period counted not just by decades but by
centuries, actually a period of almost 500 years, is hardly less than miraculous (Chapter
1, Section 5, The Dark Age in Asia Minor).

The dates of the early side of the dark age gaps are assigned their dates because of
objects known to be contemporary with the 18th and 19th dynasties of Egypt.
Apart from one dubious synchronism with the Bible we’ll look at shortly, Egypt’s
dating before 700 BC is just built by counting back the number of years each king
reigned without regard to the possibility of parallel dynasties and co-regencies with
no true cross checking available with other lands.
The dates on the latter side of the dark age gaps are dated by cross-links with
Assyrian chronology which is more accurate and begins around this time with each
year being assigned to the one year tenures of officials known as limmu. The
Greeks by this time were also starting to use the fixed system of Olympiads, four
year periods numbered from the first one starting with the first ancient Olympic
games (776 BC).

Are these dark ages reality or artificial because the events dated around 1200 BC before
the dark age gaps have been pushed back too far in time because of Egypt‟s floating
regnal date chronology that has been floated too far back in time?
The quotes by Velikovsky above argue heavily in favour that these gaps are artificial and
that the early end of those gaps need to be brought forward to connect up with the latter
end of the dark age gaps. We will look further at these Dark Age gaps in a later chapter on
the Late Bronze Age catastrophe.
Virtually all revisionist chronologists agree with conventional chronology that
Egypt’s chronology from the 25th Dynasty to its 31st Dynasty prior to the conquest
by Alexander is mostly fixed and settled.
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The 25th Dynasty can be cross-checked with Assyrian data and is dated around 700
BC.
Tirhakah (Taharqa) of the 25th Dynasty of Egypt (the Ethiopian dynasty) fought the
Assyrian king, Sennacherib, in the time of Hezekiah (2 Kings 19:9) and his
Sennacherib’s successor, Esarhaddon, in the 17th and 20th years of Tirhakah’s
reign. These campaigns are recorded in Assyrian annals. Tiharkah’s reign is
generally believed to have started about 690 BC.
Before the 25th Dynasty regnal lengths are, for the most part, simply added up
sequentially going backwards to come up with absolute dates for Egyptian
pharaohs. Assisting with this is one questionable synchronism with biblical history.
The Great Pillar of Egyptian Chronology – Shoshenk I = Shishak
To assist with dating before 700 BC there is a major synchronism with the Bible that has
effectively become the great anchor point for Egyptian chronology with the number of
years ruled by each pharaoh used to flesh Egyptian dates either side of it.
This key synchronism with the Bible was established by Champillion, the Frenchman who
dicerphed the Rosetta Stone. On the outside of the Temple of Karnak in Thebes is a relief
of Palestinian cities paying tribute to the 22nd dynasty king Shoshenk I, who was from one
of the Libyan dynasties of the period of foreign rule in Egypt known as the Third
Intermediate Period.
Champillion, in his excitement, saw the similarity of the name of Shoshenk I with the
pharaoh called Shishak in the Bible who plundered the Temple around 923 BC [my
date is 2 years later than Edwin Theile’s date] soon after Solomon died and that
synchronism based purely on a similarity of name has stuck ever since.
This great pillar of Egyptian chronology, which is still maintained to this day, is
theoretically confirmed by the close match of adding the reigns recorded by
Manetho back from the 25th Dynasty (700 BC) to Shoshenk I of the 22nd Dynasty.
Using regnal dates Egyptologists work back from Sheshonk I of the 22nd Dynasty to
come up with the following dates:
Start of 21st dynasty

1077 BC

(Beginning of the Third Intermediate Period)

Start of 20th dynasty
Start of 19th dynasty
Rameses the Great (19th dynasty)
Start of 18th dynasty

1190 BC
1292 BC
1279-1213 BC
1550 BC

(Beginning of the New Kingdom)
Source: Wikipedia (Note: There are often minor differences in dates given
for the conventional chronology depending on the source).
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David Rohl in his book “A Test of Time” makes the following comments on how this pillar
of Egyptian chronology was put in place and gives his assessment of how valid this pillar
is:
Following the identification of Pi-Ramesse with the biblical Raamses, the Victorian biblical
scholars and their colleagues, the new breed of Egyptologists, bonded as they were by their
commitment to the biblical texts, soon had another important chronological link between
Egypt and the Bible - a link which appeared to confirm the chronology they had devised,
based on their identification of Ramesses the Great as the Pharaoh of the Oppression.
In 1828, Champollion finally paid his first (and only) visit to Egypt along with his travelling
companion Professor Ippolito Roselini of Pisa University. At last he was able to stand
beneath the monumental inscriptions of the temples and tombs and record the utterances of
Pharaoh and the gods directly from the very walls themselves.
So it was that Champollion found himself before the triumph scene of King Hedjkheperre
Shoshenk I, cut into the south facade of the Bubastite Portal at Karnak. To his right he could
recognise the faint outline of the pharaoh - wearing the tall white crown of Upper Egypt,
with raised right arm and, in his fist, the royal mace poised to crash down upon the heads of
bound captives at the centre of the smiting scene. To the left side of the wall stood the regal
figure of Amun, the god of Karnak, and, below him, the goddess ―Victorious Thebes', both of
whom were dragging towards the king tethered rows of oval name-rings surmounted with
the heads of captive chieftains. Each name was enclosed within a crenellated border in the
form of a fortress balustrade representing a city wall. The hieroglyphs inside the rings spelt
out the names of cities and towns captured by King Shoshenk during his Year 20 military
campaign into Palestine.
Champollion began to read the city names: Aijalon, ... Gibeon, Mahanaim, ... Bethshan,
Shunem, Tanaach, Megiddo - all familiar from the Old Testament stories. Then he came to
name-ring 29 and read the signs: y-w-d-h-m-l-k Could it be? He began to vocalise the
consonantal letters (the ancient Egyptians did not write vowels): louda-ha-malek – ―Judah‖
(Heb. Yehud), followed by ―the Kingdom‖ (Heb. ha-malcuth). Had Pharaoh Shoshenk
conquered the Kingdom of Judah? Indeed he had!
As 1 Kings 14:25-26 and 2 Chronicles 12:2-9 confirm, Shishak, king of Egypt, invaded Judah
in the fifth year of King Rehoboam, son of Solomon, and took away the treasures of the
Temple of Yahweh as his price for not ransacking Jerusalem. Champollion was delighted to
have found another crucial chronological link between the events of the Bible and the history
of the pharaohs. From that moment on, Shoshenk I, founder of the 22nd Dynasty, became
identified with the biblical king Shishak who pillaged the Temple of Solomon in Year 5 of
Rehoboam. This event - according to the biblical chronology - was datable to the first half of
the tenth century BC.
The books of Kings and Chronicles detail chronological links between the reigns of the kings
of Israel and Judah during the DIVIDED MONARCHY period and these (in combination with
Assyrian annals mentioning Hebrew rulers) have enabled scholars to determine, with a fair
degree of accuracy, the post-Solomonic biblical chronology.
Again, as a direct result of some penetrating research undertaken by American biblical
chronologist Edwin Thiele, modern scholarship has reduced the Old Testament dates by fifty
years, fixing Year 5 of Rehoboam at 925 BC.
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Shoshenk I's twentieth year was thus attached to the same anchor date and his first regnal
year (the founding of the 22nd Dynasty) set at 945 BC. So came into being the second great
pillar of Egyptian chronology.
Shoshenk I, founder of the 22nd Dynasty…[was] identified with
the biblical 'Shishak, king of Egypt' who, according to 1 Kings
14:25-26 and 2 Chronicles 12:2-9, came to Jerusalem and
despoiled the Temple of Solomon in Year 5 of Rehoboam. This
event is datable to 925 BC using the widely accepted biblical
chronology of Edwin Thiele.
Once more, the Egyptian monuments seemed to have confirmed the
biblical narratives - but when we take a closer look at the Shoshenk
campaign inscription, the whole edifice begins to collapse.
First, Champollion was entirely wrong in reading name-ring 21 as loudaha-malek (―Judah the
Kingdom‖). As Wilhelm Max-Muller pointed out as early as 1885 ring 29 should be read Yadha-melek which when translated literally means ―Hand of the King‖ and should be
understood as ―Monument‖ or ―Stela of the King‖. In other words it is a location in Palestine
where some un-named ruler had erected a commemorative stela.
More damaging still to Champollion's hasty reading is the geographical location of this
Yadhamelek; its position in the list locates it in northern Israel, well outside the boundaries of
Judah, and so name-ring 29 cannot possibly be translated as ―Judah the Kingdom‖.
Let us just remind ourselves of what we actually know about Shishak's campaign from the
relevant biblical passages:
Solomon tried to kill Jerohoam but the latter made off and fled to Egypt, into the protection
of Shishak, king of Egypt. He remained in Egypt until Solomon's death. [1 Kings 11:40]
In the last years of Solomon's reign Jeroboam, son of Nebat, became a threat to the throne.
Following Solomon's attempt on his life, Jeroboam fled to Egypt where he received the
protection of Pharaoh Shishak. He even married the sister of the Egyptian queen. When
Solomon died, Jeroboam returned to Israel and was proclaimed king of the ten northern
tribes, whilst Rehoboam, Solomon's eldest son and legitimate heir, was left with the rump
kingdom of Judah - comprising the tribes of Judah and 931-913 BC Benjamin. Jeroboam
established his capital at Shechem and Rehoboam retained Jerusalem. This division of the
Israelite kingdom (which lasted down to the fall of Samaria in 722 BC) is known in academic
circles as ―the Schism‖ or ―Divided Monarchy‖.
Rehoboam, residing in Jerusalem, fortified a number of towns for the defence of Judah. He
built Bethlehem, Etam, Tekoa, Bethzur, Socoh, Adullam, Gath, Mareshah, Ziph, Adoraim,
Lachish, Azekah, Zorah, Aijalon, Hebron, these being the fortified towns in Judah and
Benjamin. He equipped these fortresses, stationing commanders in them, with supplies of
food, oil and wine, and shields and spears in each of these towns, making them extremely
strong and thus retaining control of Judah and Benjamin. [2 Chronicles 11:5-12]
Why was Rehoboam so preoccupied with the fortification of these fifteen cities? What was
the perceived danger to his small mountain kingdom? Certainly he may have felt threatened
by his new northern neighbour, but the fortresses are located in an arc which sweeps around
Judah's western and southern flanks. Was the perceived threat therefore from the south? The
next crucial passage in II Chronicles gives us the answer.
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‖When Rehoboam had consolidated the kingdom and become strong, he and all Israel with
him, abandoned the Law of Yahweh; and thus it happened that in the fifth year of King
Rehoboam, Shishak king of Egypt marched on Jerusalem, because they had been unfaithful
to Yahweh - with 1200 chariots and 60 000 cavalry and countless hordes of Libyans, Sukkiim
and Kushites who came from Egypt with him. They captured the fortified towns of Judah and
reached Jerusalem‖ [II Chronicles 12:1-4].
Shishak's army was enormous, consisting of foreign mercenaries as well as Egyptian troops.
These ―countless hordes‖ of foreigners included Kushites - soldiers from the warlike kingdom
of Kush located along the upper reaches of the great Dongola Bend of the River Nile
between the Third and Fourth Cataracts (now in modern Sudan). This mighty force easily
overwhelmed Rehoboam's fortified strongholds and soon stood outside the city gates of the
Judahite king's capital.
―So Shishak king of Egypt advanced on Jerusalem and carried off the treasures of the Temple
and the treasures of the royal palace. He took everything away, including the golden shields
which Solomon had made‖ [II Chronicles 12:9].
With no hope of redemption, Rehoboam had opened the gates of Jerusalem and allowed
the Egyptians to remove all the treasures of the kingdom established by his predecessors,
David and Solomon. In return for this gesture of submission, Shishak went on his way and
left Jerusalem very much chastened but not destroyed.
These are the basic facts as derived from the biblical narrative. Now let us see what we can
learn from the Year 20 campaign city-list of Pharaoh Shoshenk I found on the Bubastite
Portal at Karnak.
The list itself would appear to be a genuine itinerary of the campaign. Altogether there are
ten rows of name-rings. Rows VI to X involve a secondary campaign into the NEGEV to the
south of Judah which does not directly concern us here. Rows I to V, some sixty-five names
in all, are what we are really interested in.
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We read the rows of name-rings in what is called 'Boustrophedon' order which means from
right to left, then down a row and left to right, then down to the next row and right to left,
etc. Row I begins on the right with the names of the 'Nine Bows' - the 'traditional enemies' of
Egypt (occupying positions 1 to 9); then comes a single introductory phrase (no. 10) before
we begin the campaign sequence proper with G[aza], Makkedah and Rubuti (nos. 11, 12 &
13). These last two towns are situated in the Shephelah - the foothills separating the coastal
plain from the massif of the central hill country of Palestine. Clearly Shoshenk's forces had
set out from Gaza on the coast and were heading inland and northwards.
Dropping down to the second row we find Aijalon at the left end of the line (no. 14). The
Egyptians intended to strike into the uplands along the route which begins near Aijalon and
leads up onto the central ridge. At position 17 is Gibeon. If Shoshenk is to be identified with
the biblical Shishak, our next location should be Jerusalem itself, but instead we find
Mahanaim (no. 18) - a city in Transjordan. Jerusalem simply is not there!
Row II then lists a number of towns in the Jordan valley (nos. 19 to 23) before reaching
Bethshan, Shunem and Taanach in the Jezreel valley (no‘s. 24, 25 & 26). Row III begins on the
right with Megiddo (no. 27) and then goes on to list various other locations in the vicinity
(including Yadhamelek). The row ends with Socoh and Bethtappuah in the Sharon plain, back
on the coastal strip to the south of the Carmel mountain range. Row IV is almost totally
destroyed as a result of heavy erosion, but the names in Row V, most of which are located in
the Jordan valley and the central ridge of the hills of Israel, suggest that both IV and V
represent the itinerary of a second strike force which separated from the main army
somewhere in the Jordan valley and then rejoined their colleagues at Megiddo.
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Clearly, the main route of march of the Egyptian army was across the central hill country,
down into the Jordan valley, up to the eastern entrance of the Jezreel valley and westwards
along its floor before crossing the Mount Carmel ridge and heading south along the coastal
plain for home. A secondary strike force also occupied themselves with the territory of the
Northern Kingdom, whilst a third force campaigned in the Negev.
The main campaign route did not enter the kingdom of Judah but rather skirted its northern
border. Only one of the towns mentioned as being fortified by Rehoboam is listed as
captured - the other fourteen are not mentioned at all. The real target of Shoshenk's
campaign was the Jordan valley, the Jezreel valley and the Negev.
If Shoshenk I is to be equated with the biblical Shishak, why did he attack his ally
Jeroboam in Israel whilst meticulously avoiding an incursion into the territory of his
enemy, Rehoboam king of Judah?
The whole situation is topsy-turvy: whilst Shishak attacks Judah and enters Jerusalem
to plunder the Temple of Yahweh, Shoshenk attacks Israel and does not mention
Jerusalem as one of the defeated cities in his campaign record; Shishak is allied to
Israel and subjugates Judah whilst Shoshenk subjugates Israel and avoids
confrontation with Judah. So can we honestly continue to contend that the Palestine
campaign of Shoshenk I is identical with that of Shishak as mentioned in Kings and
Chronicles?
There is a fundamental methodological problem here. Scholars are underpinning
Egyptian chronology with a biblical synchronism. They readily accept the nameequation Shoshenk = Shishak and proclaim a correspondence between the Year 20
campaign of Shoshenk I and the Shishak assault upon Jerusalem. In doing so they
dismiss the obvious discrepancies of fact between the two sources.
If you are going to use biblical data to establish both the chronology of Egypt and the
stratigraphical framework of Levantine archaeology, you cannot then go on to
arbitrarily disregard selected sections of the historical material contained in the
biblical source simply because they do not fit your theory.
Surely, if this were any sort of reliable historical synchronism, the facts from both
sources, supposedly recording a single historical event, would agree in a substantial
way. As it stands they do not agree at all. Confidence in this key synchronism and
resulting chronological anchor point is misguided and dangerous.
To demonstrate how reliant we are upon this synchronism to determine the chronological
length of the Third Intermediate Period in Egypt we need only refer to a statement by one of
the leading authorities on Egyptian chronology - Professor Kenneth Kitchen himself.
First he establishes a date for the beginning of the 25th Dynasty working back from our safe
fixed point of 664 BC (death of Taharka) using the highest regnal dates for the Kushite
pharaohs. He thus arrives at a date between 716 and 712 BC for the Year 1 of Shabaka,
founder of the dynasty. Kitchen then reveals the conventional chronology's crucial reliance
on the Bible to establish the TIP chronology:
‖Over two centuries earlier, the 21-year reign of the founder of the 22nd Dynasty, Shoshenk
I, can be set at ca. 945-924 B.C., thanks (i) to his synchronisms with the detailed chronology
of Judah and Israel, itself linked closely to a firm Assyrian chronology ..., and (ii) to the series
of known regnal years of his successors, which fill up the interval 924-716/712 B.C. almost
completely...‖
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Note that the regnal years of Shoshenk I's successors are made to 'fill up' a period of time
which has been entirely established in its length by the biblical synchronism between
Shoshenk I (= Shishak) and Rehoboam which in turn is dated by the biblical chronology of
Edwin Thiele. No wonder Kitchen regards the link between Shoshenk and Rehoboam as 'the
essential synchronism'!
Basic structure of the TIP in the conventional chronology of Kenneth Kitchen.
START OF TIP = 1069 BC
21ST DYNASTY
21st Dynasty dates are back-calculated from 945 BC (i.e. Year I Shoshenk 1) using regnal data
from contemporary texts and Manetho to reach 1069 BC for Year I of the dynasty founder
Smendes.
22ND DYNASTY
Yr 20 of Shoshenk I = 925 BC via the biblical synchronism of 1 Kings 14:25-26 and 2
Chronicles 12:2-9.
23RD DYNASTY
The 23rd Dynasty is synchronised to the 22nd by a double regnal date recorded in a Nile
Level Text at Karnak making Shoshenk III (22nd Dyn.) contemporary with Pedubast I (23rd
Dyn.).
24TH DYNASTY
25TH DYNASTY
The end of the 25th Dynasty is anchored to 664 BC - the sacking of Thebes by Ashurbanipal.
The start of the dynasty is then established at c. 716 BC using regnal data from the
monuments.
END OF TIP = 664 BC…(p.120-127)

In the United Church of God booklet, “The United States and Britain in Bible Prophecy” we
read:
In the fifth year of King Rehoboam, Pharaoh Shishak invaded Judah with 1,200 chariots,
60,000 horsemen and large numbers of infantry. Unprepared after so many years of relying
on Egypt as an ally, Rehoboam panicked. The prophet Shemaiah brought this message from
God to Rehoboam‘s court in Jerusalem: ―You abandoned me, so I have abandoned you to
the hand of Shishak‖ (2 Chronicles 12:5, NRSV). The Bible records that the Egyptians
demanded as tribute most of the golden treasures Solomon had made for the temple and
his palace.
Shishak‘s own account of this invasion is preserved on the walls of the temple he built with
his plunder to honor his god Amun-Re in Karnak. He boasts of taking 150 towns, mostly
in Judah‘s Negev region and Israel‘s north (p.21).
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Upon initially reading that I assumed that the reference to the invasion being preserved on
the walls of the Temple of Karnak referred to Immanuel Velikovsky‟s choice for the Biblical
Shishak, Thutmose III (mid-18th dynasty), who has a similar listing of cities in Palestine as
well as another wall preserving all the treasure he offered to the god Amon.
The sentence that I have highlighted in bold indicates that the author was referring to the
conventional choice of Shoshenk I of the 22nd Dynasty as the Biblical Shishak as we have
seen that Shoshenk I‟s campaign was mostly in the northern kingdom of Israel and the
Negev.
The Biblical accounts, especially 1 Kings 14, while discussing much about Jeroboam and
the northern kingdom of Israel, are absolutely silent about any attack on the northern
kingdom of Israel by Shishak. The Bible only mentions he came against Judah. Before
taking the throne of the northern kingdom Jeroboam was in exile in Egypt (1 Kings 12:2)
and was likely allied to Egypt so it is highly unlikely that Shishak did any campaigning
against the northern kingdom of Israel.
Conventional Egyptian chronology retains the pillar of Shoshenk I of the 22nd
Dynasty as the biblical Shishak. Without recognising any major parallelism between
the dynasties Manetho’s numbers are used to “confirm” this pillar and calculate
back all the dates of pharaohs before this.
Rohl exposed the problem in the Shoshenk pillar in the earlier quote about this. If
the 25th dynasty can be relatively securely dated to about 700 BC just how far out
might Egyptian chronology be if we have to find another candidate for the Biblical
Shishak?

The Over-extended and Out of Order Third Intermediate Period
Dynasties 18 to 20 form the New Kingdom. Dynasties 21 to 25 form what is called the
Third Intermediate Period. Dynasties 21 to 24 are called the Libyan dynasties while
Dynasty 25 is the sole Ethiopian dynasty.
Did any of these dynasties run parallel with each other or even parallel with the
dynasties of the Late Period?
Have the sum totals of each dynasty been over-extended by historians by simply
putting each pharaohs reign wholly before the other according to Manetho’s
questionable record of the pharaohs?
For his comments on how much the Third Intermediate Period has been over-extended I
quote again from David Rohl:
The 1968 Catalogue des Stele du Serapeum de Memphis contains descriptions of 251 stelae
of which the first 13 originate from the isolated tombs outside the main vaults. From the
remaining 238, about 50 per cent can be attributed securely to specific kings and a still
smaller percentage contain actual year dates from those rulers.
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The rest of the stelae must be assigned on a more general basis using comparative analysis
techniques. (The contents of the inscriptions and style of dedicatory text can give certain
clues as to when a particular donation stela was made).
The majority of the stelae have
rounded tops in which a scene of the
worship of Apis is either carved or
simply painted, depending on the
importance and wealth of the donor.
In the bottom half of the stela the
dedication text is inscribed, naming
the donor and sometimes a short
genealogy. As already mentioned, a
small proportion of the more
important stelae also contain the
name of the king, the year in which
the bull was buried and, in some
special cases, the date of induction of
the bull and his age at death.
From the dedication stelae and other objects such as inscribed jars we can build up a list of
pharaohs in whose reigns the Apis burials took place. Thus it would appear to be a relatively
simple operation to formulate a chronology for the period of the Lesser Vaults from the
compiled data; but archaeology and its interpretation (i.e. 'history') is never that simple!
One so far inexplicable aspect of the finds from the Serapeum is the complete lack of stelae
for the whole of the 21st Dynasty and for the first half of the 22nd Dynasty. Of the 311 stelae
found in the Lesser Vaults (including the 73 recently unearthed) not one single inscription
can be attributed to the kings from SMENDES to TAKELOT I - a period assumed to have
lasted around 195 years.
A time span of this length should have provided at least 10 or 11 burials (the average age of
the bulls being 18 years). We should therefore possess a number of stelae or other
inscriptions with the names of the kings of this period on them - yet none were found.
Apart from the complete lack of stelae for the 21st Dynasty, there is a further argument
which indicates that there is a clear problem with TIP chronology. This problem is perhaps
best explained by listing six simple points:
1. The archaeology of the Lesser Vaults spans a time period beginning with the burial of an
Apis in the 30th year of Ramesses II, conventionally dated to 1250 BC. The period ends with
the interment of the Apis bull which died in the twentieth year of Psamtek I. This last burial is
conventionally dated to 644 BC after which the Lesser Vaults are closed.
2. The excavations of the Lesser Vaults produced evidence for a maximum of 23 Apis burials.
3. The average life-span of an Apis bull has been determined at 18 years.
4. If we simply multiply the 22 periods of 18 years which exist between the burial of
the first Apis and that of the last, we get a figure of 396 years for the duration of the
Lesser Vaults burial activities - based on the archaeological data.
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5. However, in the conventional chronology, a straightforward calculation (1250 minus 644)
provides us with a duration for the period under discussion of 606 years.
6. Clearly this is significantly longer than a straightforward interpretation of the
archaeological data suggests. The discrepancy 210 years!...
Conclusion 1: The archaeological evidence from the Lesser Vaults of the Serapeum
suggests that the length of the Third Intermediate Period may have been artificially
over-extended by historians. (p.56-60)

This conclusion is solidly based and shows the error of conventional chronology in
assigning so long a period of time for the Third Intermediate Period (TIP). The complete
absence of the 21st Dynasty kings shows that they likely were secondary rulers and not
primary rulers in the land.
David Down summarises a key piece of evidence showing Dynasties 21 and 22 are out of
chronological order in Manetho‟s listing of kings:
David Rohl highlights the anomaly in the sequence of the dynasties in his book ―A Test of
Time‖. The collection of royal mummies was found in the tomb of Pinudjem II near
Hatshepsut's temple. When Pinudjem was buried during the reign of Siamun, the priests
took the opportunity to quietly relocate the royal mummies that were under threat from
tomb robbers, and they very thoughtfully labeled the mummies with the names of their
owners.
The conventional date for this burial was 969 B.C., toward the end of Dynasty 21, but the
problem for the traditionalists was the discovery by museum staff of writing on one of the
bandages wrapped around a royal mummy which disclosed the date of the bandages. It
read, "Noble linen which the dual king, Lord of the two lands, Hedjkhrperre, son of Re, Lord
of appearances, Shoshenk-Meryamun."
The implications were obvious. Shoshenk was founder of Dynasty 22, yet here were
bandages made to wrap mummies from Dynasty 21. So Dynasty 22 must have come before
Dynasty 21. Somebody could not count. It is not good enough to defensively suggest that
the tomb was reopened later and the bandages inserted in the time of Shoshenk. The tomb
has only a narrow passage blocked by the mummies, and it is unlikely that anyone would
have squeezed past the outer mummies to inter the later mummies.
These examples highlight the serious problems with Egyptian chronology for this particular
period and illustrate why clues from Assyrian and biblical chronologies are so important
(Unwrapping the Pharaohs, p.187).

David Rohl presents further evidence for the need of this chronological reversal of
Dynasties 21 and 22:
When Montet discovered the foundation deposits beneath both the northern and southern
court walls, the pits produced collections of small faience goblets and plaques bearing the
cartouches of King Osorkon II - the pharaoh buried in Tomb I. So Osorkon was also the
builder of the First Court of the great Temple of Amun at Tanis. For me, this clinches the case
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for Tomb III being built after Osorkon had constructed his Tomb I. This must be what
happened:
Psusennes decided to add two chambers to his own tomb complex after he had begun the
construction of the main burial chambers of Tomb III;
But he could not build the additional chambers on the north side of his tomb because the
First Court of the Temple of Amun, constructed by Osorkon II, was already standing there;
Thus the building operations of King Psusennes of the 21st Dynasty were restricted on both
north and south sides by structures of the 22nd Dynasty. Arguing that there was an earlier
21st Dynasty tomb to the south of Tomb III does not help resolve the conundrum when the
additional factor of the temple wall is brought into play.
The evidence seems to be incontrovertible: Osorkon II of the 22nd Dynasty built his
tomb and added to the Temple of Amun before Psusennes I of the built his tomb and
added to the Temple of Amun before Psusennes I of the 21st Dynasty began the
construction of his own tomb within the sacred enclosure at Tanis.
Therefore King Osorkon II could not have died 141 years
after King Psusennes I as is currently believed. The
implication of this is that the chronology of the Third
Intermediate Period is in error by at least this number of
years.
The burial of Osorkon II at Tanis took place before the burial
of Psusennes I. Given that the former was a king of the 22nd
Dynasty and the latter was a king of the 21st Dynasty, the
archaeological evidence from Tanis tends to confirm that
the two dynasties were contemporary for a considerable
number of years.
The order of burial of the two kings indicates that the number of years currently
allocated to the TIP should be reduced by at least 140 years. (p.106-107)

How Many Centuries Out is Egypt’s Chronology?
Rohl believes the error in Egyptian dating is around 200-300 years derived, for the most
part, by shortening the length assigned to the Third Intermediate Period based on the
evidence above and retaining the same general sequence of dynasties (with the exception
of the order of dynasties 21 and 22).
Immanuel Velikovsky believed the error was double that, more along the lines of 500
years.
Emmett Sweeney summarises a number of key points of evidence supporting his view that
the error is closer to 500 years at the crossover point where Near Eastern sites are dated
by Egyptian chronology after being dated by Assyrian chronology later in time:
I want to take a broader view at the evidence for deleting five centuries from the history of
the 18th Dynasty in order to make it tie in with the history of the Bible…
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Velikovsky had suggested reducing the age of the Egyptian 18th Dynasty by a full five
centuries, bringing the great pharaohs of that time down into the first millennium, where
they were shown to interact with the early kings of Israel…the female ruler Hatshepsut (c.
1490-1480 BC) was held to be one and the same as the Queen of Sheba who visited
Solomon (c. 970-930 BC), whilst Thutmose III (c. 1480-1425 BC), who plundered the great
temple of Kadesh in Palestine, was concluded to have been identical to the pharaoh Shishak,
who plundered the temple of Jerusalem around 925 BC.
This reconstruction was formally rejected by the British scholars and in its place a
series of chronologies were proposed which reduced the age of Egyptian history by a
much smaller margin.
Thus, James, who along with Rohl, at first deducted three centuries, would later take just over
two centuries from the age of the 18th Dynasty, leaving Rohl maintaining his original
position of deducting roughly three centuries.
Yet James and Bimson had previously argued very vigorously for several aspects of
Velikovsky's chronology (e.g. SIS Review I:3, II:3, III:1), and in fact produced much
additional evidence to that brought forward by Velikovsky himself - as did other
British scholars (e.g. Martin Sieff in SIS Review II:3)…
The initial reaction of the British scholars was to hold onto Ages in Chaos Vol. I, which ended
the 18th Dynasty around 830 BC, and to bring the 19th Dynasty down to the later 9th
century to link up with the 18th Dynasty at that point in time.
This scheme was presented at the SIS 'Ages in Chaos?' Conference in Glasgow in 1978 and
came to be known as the 'Glasgow Chronology'. Yet within a short time of the latter's
appearance holes were being picked in the identifications argued in Ages in Chaos and by
the mid-80's all the previously mentioned scholars had abandoned it.
Whatever the merits or otherwise of Ramses II and His Time, I believe that the British
scholars made a great mistake in abandoning Ages in Chaos and the Glasgow scheme,
for there exists a great body of evidence, some of it missed even by Velikovsky
himself, which indicates that the "dark age" gap [an artificial gap created by a faulty
Egyptian chronology] between the Late Bronze Age of the second millennium and the
Early Iron Age of the first (the latter dated according to the Bible) is in fact just over
five centuries long.
This is demonstrated in numerous ways, not least by stratigraphy, where, in the land of
Israel, for example, the hiatus (occupation gap) between Late Bronze 2b (end of the
19th Dynasty) and the beginning of the Iron Age (contemporary in Israel with the NeoAssyrian kings Tiglath-Pileser III and Sargon II) lasts almost exactly 500 years.
This was admitted and even argued for in the 1970s by John Bimson and Peter James. (eg
John Bimson "Can there be a Revised Chronology without a Revised Stratigraphy?" SIS:
Proceedings. GaIsgow Conference (April, 1978).
But there is a great deal of other evidence, either missed by Velikovsky and his supporters, or
not yet published, which fully supports the 500 year gap. Let's look at just a small sample
(and I emphasise that it is a small sample) of this material. Most of the material below is
covered in much greater detail in my Ramessides, Medes and Persians (2001), the volume of
Ages in Alignment subsequent to this:
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Thutmose III (c.1460 BC.) plunders a temple in Palestine belonging to a city named Kadesh.
This sounds like the plundering of Solomon's temple in Jerusalem (also called Kadesh, the
"holy") by pharaoh Shishak (c.920 BC) Gap of 540 years.
Abdi-Ashirta of Amurru (Syria), a contemporary of Amenhotep III (c.1420 BC.) has a name
identical to Abdastartus (c.875 BC), a king of Tyre mentioned by Menander of Ephesus. Gap
of 540 years.
In the palaces of Calah (Nimrod), the capital built by the Neo-Assyrian king Ashurnasirpal II
(c.860 BC) were found scarabs and other artefacts of 18th Dynasty kings, especially of
Thutmose III and Amenhotep III (c.1480-1380 BC). Gap of 500-600 years.
Cavalry first shown in the Memphis tomb of Haremhab (c.1340 BC) and in action on the
Hypostile Hall of Seti I at Karnak (c.1330 BC) are identical (in terms of equipment and
deployment) to the first next appearance of cavalry in the bas-reliefs of Ashumasirpal II (860
BC). Gap of c.480 years.
Full-length mail shirts used in the time of Rameses II (c.1340 BC) are identical to the first next
appearance of full-length mail shirts in the time of Shalmaneser III (c.850 BC). Gap of 490
years.
Hilani-house of Nikmepa of Ugarit, a contemporary of Seti I (c.1350 BC), identical in design
to next-known hilani-house, of Kilamuwa of Zincirli, a contemporary of Shalmaneser III (c.830
BC). Gap of 520 years.
Hittite Great King Tudkhaliash IV, a contemporary of Memeptah (c.1250 BC), is mentioned
regarding preparations for a royal marriage, in Carchemish inscription dating from time of
Sukhis II or his son Katuwas — believed by Turkish archaeologist Ekrem Akurgal to be a
contemporary of Tiglath-Pileser III (c.740 BC). Gap of 520 years.
Cilician inscription of Azitawatas, mentioning his overlord Awarkus ('Wrks) in Hittite style of
13th century BC, but known to date from time of Tiglath-Pileser III (c.740 BC) because
Awarkus is also mentioned (as Urukki) in Assyrian inscriptions of this king. Gap of 520 years
Career of Marduk-apil-iddin (Merodach-Baladan) I (c.1240 BC) a Babylonian prince, virtually
identical to that of Marduk-apil-iddin III (c.730-710 BC). Gap of 520 years.
Aton-city of Israel, Hanaton, built by Akhnaton (c.1370 BC) mentioned in Amama letters and
next mentioned in inscription of Tiglath-Pileser III (c.730 BC). Gap of 640 years.
Aton-city of Nubia, Gem Aton, built c.1370 BC, next mentioned in inscription of Tirhakah
(c.690 BC). Gap of 690 years.
Seti II, a great warrior-pharaoh (c.1210 BC) mentioned by Herodotus (there named Sethos) as
being an enemy of Sennacherib (c.690 BC). Gap of 520 years.
Seti II (1210 BC) also called Usikheprure has fort named for him at north-eastern border of
Egypt — defending the Asiatic frontier. This is mentioned by Esarhaddon (who calls it
Ishhupre) (c.680 BC) and by no one else. Gap of 530 years.
Esarhaddon carves inscription of his Egyptian conquests at the Dog River immediately beside
one of Rameses II recalling his Asiatic conquests, with obvious ironic intent. Gap of 570
years.
A prince called Wenamon is sent to Byblos by Herihor (c.1100 BC) during a time when Egypt
is held in no great esteem abroad and is perhaps a conquered territory. Another prince
Wenamon is installed in power by Ashurbanipal immediately after his conquest of the
country (c.660 BC). Gap of 450 years.
The reader will note how actual persons (as opposed to art-styles, artefacts, etc) are always
almost exactly 500-530 years apart. The apparent exception is Wenamon, but this is
explained by the fact that the whole of the 20th and 21st Dynasties is an extremely confused
period, by no means fully understood by Egyptologists.
The evidence, I contend, shows that Velikovsky was right in placing Wenamon of Dynasty 21
before the time of the 20th Dynasty. (see Peoples of the Sea (1977) pp.129-140) This
Wenamon is properly no more than a couple of decades removed from Seti II, which means
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that, were conventional history being consistent, he would be placed around 1180 BC, and
therefore, once again 500 years before his Assyrian Age namesake.
If we add to the above the volumes of evidence presented by Velikovsky himself in
Ages in Chaos 1 and the other historical works it can only be seen by any honest observer as
constituting a major challenge both to the conventional chronology and to those of Rohl,
James, Bimson et al. We could, for example, have gone into the detailed evidence from
Ugarit (cited in Ages in Chaos 1), where texts in alphabetic cuneiform supposedly of the 14th
century were composed in a Phoenician dialect virtually indistinguishable from biblical
Hebrew of the 8th and 7th centuries. Much scholarly debate has gone into this apparent
anomaly, as Velikovsky himself noted.
Consider also the precise parallels with 8th/7th century Hebrew in the letter of
Amenemope (reign of Rameses II) and the dedicatory inscription in the tomb of Ahiram
in Byblos, which also contained artefacts from the time of Rameses II. The debate which
raged around these was discussed at some length by Velikovsky in Rameses II and his
Time.
Or we could have gone into the details of Hittite archaeology. The great "Neo-Hittite"
cities of northern Syria, dating from supposedly the 9th and 8th centuries, are
actually indistinguishable from the Hittite Empire settlements, supposedly of
the 15th and 14th centuries.
Even worse (and this was fully admitted by Peter James in his "Chronological
Problems in the Archaeology of the Hittites" Society for Interdisciplinary Studies:
Proceedings. Glasgow Conference [April, 1978]), although the Syrian cities were
incorporated into the Hittite cultural sphere during the time of the Hittite Empire
(by Suppiluliumas I in fact) not a single Syrian city can show an Imperial Hittite
stratum underlying the Neo-Hittite stratum.
If Imperial Hittite remains are found (eg. those bearing the name of a Hittite Great
King), these are invariably found in a Neo-Hittite context, and the anomaly explained
away in some manner or other.
But this brief summary can in no way do justice to the evidence and its quality; for the more
amply we examine each point, the more strongly the original Ages in Chaos I position is
reinforced.
Consider for example the 500 year gap between the hilani-house of Nikmepa of Ugarit and
that Kilamuwa of Zincirli. Nikmepa, a contemporary of Haremhab and Seti I, must have been
at the beginning of adopting an architectural style then becoming popular throughout the
region of northern Syria and Cilicia. Other princes and potentates from a slightly later period,
perhaps contemporary with Rameses II and Merneptah, must also have built hilani-houses.
But these have never been found. Why? Is this a problem for the Ages in Chaos argument?
Quite the contrary, it constitutes powerful evidence in support.
One of the fundamental principles of Ages in Chaos I is that the changeover from the
18th to the 19th Dynasty (during the time of Nikmepa) represents just the point at
which the archaeology of northern Syria ceases to be dated along Egyptological lines
and commences being dated according to the chronology of Assyria.
This is because, following the reign of Akhnaton, Egypt lost her control and influence in the
region, with her place being taken first by the Hittites under Suppiluliumas I and later by the
Assyrians under Shalmaneser III. From the time of Shalmaneser III, Assyria becomes
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dominant politically and the art and culture of Mesopotamia prevails (The Dark Age Gap: An
Open Letter to John Bimson, Peter James and David Rohl, Chronology & Catastrophism
[C&C] Review 2004:3).

When we reach the chapters pertaining to the New Kingdom we will explore further this
issue of just how many centuries that Egyptian chronology is out by and who has the
better revised model.
If Egypt‟s chronology is out by hundreds of years then this not only means much of Egypt‟s
history is out by that many years but also the absolute dates before 700 BC assigned to
archaeological finds in places like Greece, Turkey, Syria and Israel and even early
Mesopotamian history as well because their dates are cross-linked to the conventional
dates assigned to Egyptian rulers.
British archaeologists of the Victorian era were keen to find evidence supporting the
stories in the Bible.
Based on the mention of the store cities of Pithom and Raamses (Exodus 1:11) in the Nile
Delta where Rameses the Great (dated conventionally around 1250 BC) did a lot of
building works these early archaeologists concluded that the Exodus occurred in the reign
of Rameses the Great (Rameses II) of the 19th dynasty.
This older scholarly point of view is immortalised in the movie “The Ten Commandments”
where Yul Brunner plays Rameses the Great who is portrayed as the Pharaoh at the time
of the Exodus.
Biblical scholars now favour a date of around 1450 BC due to the statement that the
Temple was completed 480 years after the Exodus in 1 Kings 6:1, ignored earlier by the
archaeologists who promoted Rameses the Great as the Pharaoh at the time of the
Exodus.
This has pushed the Exodus back to the time of Thutmose III (who‟s reign is
conventionally dated from 1457 to 1425 BC) or his successor, Amenhotep II, or one of the
earlier two Thutmoses of the 18th dynasty depending on the date used for the building of
Solomon‟s Temple that 480 years is calculated back from.
There are serious issues with placing the Exodus during either the 18th or 19th dynasties.
There is also a great deal of evidence which we‟ll look at in the next chapter supporting the
view that the Middle Kingdom (Dynasties 12 & 13) was the time of the Israelites in Egypt
and there is a great catastrophe documented at the end of the Middle Kingdom that
matches the enormous catastrophe that befell Egypt at the time of the Exodus.
If this can be proven to be the correct dynastic period in Egypt to fit the Exodus then there
would need to be a corresponding shift in the dates for many of the dynasties of Egypt
which has profound implications. This means that other Bible events may have been
looked for in the wrong place relative to the accepted sequence of dynasties of Egypt and
corresponding archaeological age.
By placing the Exodus at an earlier place in Egypt‟s history an additional five earlier
dynasties (the Hyksos dynasties) have to be squeezed into the period between 1450 BC
and 700 BC along with the other dynasties assigned to this period. This will be quite the
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challenge and we will compare and contrast the various revised chronologies that attempt
to do this.
A misguided zeal to prove the Bible originally helped build Egypt‟s conventional
chronology which we will see further evidence for is flawed. A proper interpretation of the
Bible‟s history and a more careful analysis of Egyptian records will help us out of the
confusion. We will see Bible history is a lot more solid than many scholars would like to
believe it is.

Bible Chronology
The Bible gives a lot of chronological data such as the reign lengths of the kings of the
divided kingdoms of Israel and Judah. There are differences of opinions regarding how this
data is to be interpreted to come up with a correct Bible chronology.
There are two dominant Bible chronologies - the chronology of James Ussher (famous for
his 4004 BC date for Creation) and the more refined chronology of Edwin Thiele who
factored in Assyrian data and found greater evidence for co-regencies amongst the kings
of Israel and Judah and differing regnal counting methods.
Edwin Thiele‟s chronology is more favoured amongst scholars, however, it is not without
its flaws upon closer examination. He offered very weak reasons for ignoring several Bible
statements that showed that Hezekiah ruled at the time of the fall of Samaria which he
placed 7 years before he has Hezekiah starting to reign. Some have adjusted just this to
include a co-regency. This, however, does not reconcile all the Bible‟s data.
On the next pages are charts showing the reigns of the kings of Israel and Judah as per
different chronologies including my own conclusions and those of Alan Montgomery, who‟s
work on Egyptian chronology I will refer to at times. The evidence for my conclusions is all
covered in my separate book “In Search of a Correct Bible Chronology” which can be
viewed online at www.rogerswebsite.com/ah/BibleChronology.pdf.

Below: My dates for the kings of the United Kingdom of Israel
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Below: Relative placement and dates for the kings according to my chronology conclusions.
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Below: Relative placement and dates of the kings from Hezekieh to the Fall of Babylon.
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My own conclusions call for Edwin Thiele‟s dates of the kings before Uzziah in Judah and
before Pekah in Israel to be lowered by 2 years.
My date for the division of Israel after Solomon is 929 BC compared to Thiele‟s date of
931 BC.
Consequently, my date for the invasion of Judah by Shishak is 923 BC as opposed to
Thiele‟s date of 925 BC.
My date for the Exodus is 1445 BC compared to the 1447 BC date derived from Thiele‟s
dating of the kings.
James Ussher‟s chronology adds 44 years to each of these dates (Shishak – 969 BC,
Division 975 BC, Exodus 1489 BC).
In my separate book “In Search of a Correct Bible Chronology” I have a major appendix
dealing with the “start date” for working one‟s way back through the chronology of the
kings. The date of the fall of Jerusalem of 586 BC is confirmed both by Ptolemy‟s canon
and a whole host of astronomical data recorded by the Babylonians who were much more
meticulous than the Assyrians and others.
I compare and contrast the differences between the major Bible chronologies to come to
each of my conclusions regarding the absolute dates ruled by each of the kings.
The major point of departure with Thiele‟s chronology is the period close to the Fall of
Samaria. As noted above, Thiele offered very weak reasons for ignoring several Bible
synchronisms that showed that Hezekiah ruled at the time of the fall of Samaria which he
placed in 723 BC, which is 7 years before he has Hezekiah starting to reign (716 BC).
Some have adjusted this to include a co-regency. This, however, does not reconcile all the
Bible‟s data which does show that he began his primary rule before the Fall of Samaria.
The Bible says that Samaria fell in Hezekiah's 6th year and that Sennacherib attacked
Judah in Hezekiah's 14th year - an 8 year difference.
Assyrian chronology says that there were 21 years between Shalmaneser conquering
Samaria and when Sennacherib attacked Judah in Hezekiah's 14th year.
Leslie McFall sees additional co-regencies that Thiele did not and believes that there was
a 13 year co-regency between Hezekiah and his father Ahaz and that Hezekiah‟s sole
reign did not start until 716 BC, 7 years after the Fall of Samaria.
He believes that the Hezekiah / Hoshea synchronisms are reckoned from his co-regency
while the first invasion of Sennacherib in Hezekiah‟s 14th year is correctly dated to 701 BC
and reckoned from his sole reign.
Now there is a case for a co-regency for Hezekiah but only a brief one of 1-2 years.
Hoshea began his reign in Ahaz‟s 12th year (2 Kings 17:1). Ahaz reigned for 16 years (2
Kings 16:1-2).
Based on that data it would have been in Hoshea‟s 4th or 5th year that Ahaz died, yet we
are told that Hezekiah began ruling in Hoshea‟s 3rd year (2 Kings 18:1). This rulership in
Hoshea‟s 3rd year is likely from when he began ruling as co-regent with his father Ahaz.
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The Hezekiah / Hoshea synchronisms relating to the fall of Samaria are dated from his coregency. We have seen from the above data that his sole rule definitely began before the
fall of Samaria.
Hezekiah issued invitations to Passover to the northern tribes (2 Chronicles 30:1-6). His
father, Ahaz, was an evil king and he couldn‟t have done that while he was just a co-regent
with his father.
In defending his rejection of the Hezekiah / Hoshea synchronisms Edwin Thiele writes the
following:
In those synchronisms the reign of Hoshea was thrust 12 years ahead of its correct
position. When that reign is restored to its correct date, the fall of Samaria and the end
of Hoshea‘s rule will be found to have taken place before Hezekiah began his reign…
First, let it be noted that the Old Testament is silent about any contacts between Hezekiah
and Hoshea [apart from the briefly noted synchronisms]…When Hezekiah first came to the
throne, one of the first acts in the first month of the first year was to open and repair the
temple (2 Chron. 29:3, 17) and to proclaim a solemn Passover that was observed...
An interesting item concerning the invitations for this Passover was that they were sent not
only to places in Judah but also in Israel – to Ephraim and Manasseh and even to Zebulun (2
Chron. 30:1, 6, 10), territory that once had been the domain of the northern kingdom but
was now open to the envoys of Judah…
While the northern kingdom was still in existence, it would not, of course, have been
possible for the envoys of Judah to pass through the territory of Israel; so we have
here a clear indication that it was not in existence. (The Mysterious Numbers of the
Hebrew Kings, p.168-170).

Eric Aitchison in his paper “Assyria – Is the
Conventional Profile Believable?” notes that the
northern tribes that were invited to the Passover
by Hezekiah (Ephraim, Manasseh, Asher, Zebulon
and Asher) were just the ones left following the
early deportations of the tribes in the north-east
taken before Samaria fell.
By the time Thiele proposes that the Passover
invitations are issued the inhabitants in the north
are not Israelites but foreigners brought in by the
forced migration (2 Kings 17:23-24) by Sargon II
in his seventh year (715 BC conventionally).
Hezekiah‟s sole reign began before Samaria‟s fall.
The answer to the contradiction between Biblical
data and Assyrian data (which Thiele gave
precedence to over the Bible) was provided for me
by my friend, Eric Aitchison, who‟s assistance with
this matter I am very grateful for.
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Within the Fall of Samaria and Sennacherib's attack, according to Assyrian chronology,
was the entire 17 year reign of Sargon II, even though the Bible assigns 8 years between
these events.
It is understood that Sargon II conquered Samaria in his first year after Samaraia was
beseiged for 3 years yet in Sargon‟s annals it states that Samaria revolted in his 2nd year
and it then talks about resettling Samaria in his year 7. Logically this re-settling would
happen straight after Samaria‟s fall. This argues for a co-regency between Shalmaneser V
and Sargon II. Placing the year 7 resettling in the year after Samaria fell would mean a 1
year co-regency of Sargon II with Tiglath-Pileser III and a 5 year co-regency with
Shalmaneser V.
That accounts for 6 years of the 13 year difference. The other 7 years can be found in the
comparison between the defeat of Merodach Baladan of Babylon by Sargon II and
Sennacherib showing that this was one and the same campaign. Putting all the data
together the reigns of the kings of Israel, Judah and Assyria look like this:

This all gives us a new date for the Fall of Samaria of 709 BC.
The difference in the dates for the last kings of Israel is primarily adjusted by removing the
unnecessary split kingdom rival reign that Thiele has constructed for the first 12 years of
Pekah‟s rule with the two kings before him. Pekah‟s 20 years is sole rule rather than only 8
years of sole rule. Additional evidence for this reconstruction is presented in my
aforementioned book “In Search of a Correct Bible Chronology.”
I will be using the Biblical dates shown above that I have concluded are correct from here
on as we discuss the chronology of Egypt and search for the correct placement of Egypt‟s
dynasties in time. In most cases this will be a slight 2 year variation from the commonly
accepted dates of Edwin Thiele.
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CHAPTER 2
WHEN IN EGYPT’S HISTORY WAS THE EXODUS?
When in the dynastic history of Egypt can we find the time of the Exodus which came
about at a time of a great calamity for which there must be some evidence for in the
records of Egypt if true?
Let‟s look at the case for the placement of the Exodus according to the conventional
chronology of Egypt.
Egyptologists believe that if the Exodus occurred it is to be dated to either the 18th
Dynasty or the 19th Dynasty at the time of Rameses the Great. But is this really so?

Why the Exodus is Placed During the 18th or 19th Dynasties?
British archaeologists of the Victorian era were keen to find evidence supporting the
stories in the Bible.
Based on the mention of the store city of Pithom and Raamses (Exodus 1:11) in the Nile
Delta where Rameses the Great (dated conventionally around 1250 BC) did a lot of
building works these early archaeologists concluded that the Exodus occurred in the reign
of Rameses the Great (Rameses II) of the 19th dynasty.
This older scholarly point of view is immortalised in the movie “The Ten Commandments”
where Yul Brunner plays Rameses the Great who is portrayed as the Pharaoh at the time
of the Exodus.

Since it was originally proposed by Victorian archaeologists the view that the Exodus
occurred in the 19th dynasty during the time of Rameses the Great has become a minority
view amongst biblical scholars due to a key chronological marker found in the Old
Testament.
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The Bible‟s chronology places the Exodus around 1450 BC due to the statement that the
Temple was completed 480 years after the Exodus in 1 Kings 6:1, ignored earlier by the
bible archaeologists who promoted Rameses the Great as the Pharaoh at the time of the
Exodus.
A date of 1447 BC is the more commonly accepted date using the dating of the kings of
Israel by Edwin Thiele. Those who use the lesser accepted dating by James Ussher
(famous for his Creation date of 4004 BC) would push this date back about 40 years
around 1490 BC.
In my book on Biblical chronology I compared and contrasted the differences in the various
bible chronologies and I came to the conclusion that Thiele‟s dates for the early kings of
Israel and Judah should be lowered by 2 years so my date for the Exodus is 1445 BC
which I will use in this book going forward.
This chronological marker in 1 Kings 6:1 has pushed the Exodus back to the time that,
according to the accepted Egyptian chronology, Thutmose III (who‟s reign is
conventionally dated from 1457 to 1425 BC) or his successor, Amenhotep II, or one of the
earlier two Thutmoses of the 18th Dynasty ruled depending on the date used for the
building of Solomon‟s Temple that 480 years is calculated back from.

The Problems Placing the Exodus During the 18th or 19th Dynasties
There are a number of serious problems for placing the Exodus during either the mid-18th
Dynasty or during the reign of Rameses the Great in the 19th Dynasty.
The 18th and 19th Dynasty were two of the most prosperous and documented dynasties of
Egypt and there is virtually no evidence of the enormous catastrophe that devastated
Egypt at the time of the Exodus.
The 18th Dynasty also ruled from southern Egypt in Thebes, not anywhere close to the
Goshen area in the Delta.
In addition to being too late according to the chronological marker of 1 Kings 6:1, the 19th
Dynasty reign of Rameses II (conventionally dated from 1279-1213 BC) is too late to allow
sufficient time for the period of the Judges using the chronological data of the Bible.
Rameses the Great‟s successor, Merneptah, is best known for the stela dated to the 5th
year of his reign that bears his name which includes one of the earliest non-biblical
references to Israel.
He speaks of a series of lands in and around Palestine that had been subdued and then
says “Israel is desolated, her seed is not.” This indicates that Israel was already set up as
a nation in Palestine though the Bible speaks of them not settling the land for 40 years
after the Exodus.
There is one other major difficulty that is common to both views of an 18th or 19th Dynasty
timeframe for the Exodus.
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Did the Pharaoh of the Exodus live to fight another day after the Israelites crossed the Red
Sea like we see in the movie “The Ten Commandments” when Yul Brunner, as Rameses
the Great, watches his army drowned and then returns back to Egypt?
Unlike what we see in the movie “The Ten Commandments”, the Bible indicates that the
pharaoh was included in the death of Egyptian army in the Red Sea.
Exodus 14:28 And the waters returned and covered the chariots and the horsemen, all the
army of Pharaoh that came into the sea after them. There did not remain so much as one
of them.
Exodus 15:19: For the horse of Pharaoh went in with his chariots and with his horsemen
into the sea, and the LORD brought again the waters of the sea upon them
Psalm 106:9-11 And He rebuked the Red Sea, and it was dried up; so He led them through
the depths, as through the wilderness. And He saved them from the hand of the hater,
and redeemed them from the hand of the enemy. And the waters covered their
enemies; there was not one of them left.

BELOW: Good News March-April 1988 article by Keith Stump (published by the Worldwide
Church of God) promoting Thutmose III‘s successor, Amenhotep II of the mid-18th dynasty,
as the Pharaoh of the Exodus even showing his mummy, despite biblical references that
indicate the pharaoh was included amongst the dead of the Egyptian army in the Red Sea.

We have the mummies of all the 18th and 19th Dynasty pharaohs though the Bible
indicates that the pharaoh was included in the death of Egyptian army in the Red Sea.
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I‟d like to quote now from Donovan Courville‟s major work “The Exodus Problem and Its
Ramifications” which goes into further details about the problems with placing the Exodus
during either the 18th or 19th Dynasties:
Granting a historical dependability in the Old Testament accounts, the point of the Exodus
should be marked by some unconcealable crisis in Egypt, both economically and politically.
This point should be followed by several centuries of notably decreased political power as
indicated by the severity of the catastrophe in connection with the Exodus, and by the
absence of any post-Exodus mention of Egypt in the Scriptures until the time of Solomon.
The point of the Exodus should follow by not more than a century, and probably by much
less, the appearance of a king whose name was Rameses, and this king should provide
evidence of having been a great builder using brick, specifically so in the eastern Delta
region where the Israelites lived.
The Exodus event should be preceded by a record of an extended famine in Egypt in proper
time relation to the Exodus incident to confirm the presence of the Israelites in Egypt in the
first place.
In Palestine the event should be followed shortly by archaeological evidence of a rapid
conquest of the territory to the attributed to the Israelites under Joshua. These evidences
could be expected to be revealed by the appearance of a new type of pottery (culture) which
extended from Megiddo in the north into the Negeb area in the south…
There should be evidence at this point for the fallen walls of Jericho by other than human
causes. Essentially coincident in time with this disaster, the site of Ai should reveal a
complete destruction, which was to remain a "heap forever''. If there are to be found any
evidences of the Hittites in Palestine, these should cease at the point of the Conquest, since
the Hittites were then driven out of this area and permitted to find a new home.
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While this list is by no means complete, it is adequate to lay before the reader some of the
minimal finds to be expected from the archaeological investigations in Egypt and in
Palestine, if Scripture is to be taken as historically reliable, even in its major aspects. Other
examples will be introduced as the discussion proceeds.
Once the point of the Exodus and the Conquest are located by a satisfactory agreement with
Scripture on these incidents, one could synchronise the histories of Egypt and Palestine at
these points and expect to arrive at a chronology for the entire ancient world whose dates
would be largely a matter of refinement…
Problems with the 18th Dynasty Exodus Theory
[According to Egyptologists]…the date c. 1445 B.C. as assigned
to the Exodus, belongs to the early reign of Amenhotep II
[XVIIIth Dynasty], or if one allows for a possible error of half a
decade in the figures, the date might be set at or near the end
of the reign of Thutmose III. Difficulties of gigantic proportions
rise from the placement of the Exodus in either of these
positions.
Thutmose III was undoubtedly the most powerful ruler who
ever occupied the throne of Egypt. During his reign, the
Egyptian empire was expanded to reach the widest limits ever
attained during its long history and included all of the area now
known as Palestine and specifically all of the territory
conquered by Joshua some forty years later.
‖... This battle at last enabled Thutmose to do what he had been fighting ten years to attain,
for he himself now crossed the Euphrates into Mitanni and set up his boundary tablet on the
east side, an achievement of which none of his fathers could boast. Thutmose III reached the
Euphrates River, which was the natural boundary of the Egyptian Empire at its greatest
extent‖ (The World of the Old Testament, Gordon Cyrus, p.69).
Egypt held some degree of control of this area for 150 years or more after the reign of
Thutmose III, probably not continuously nor in the sense of military occupation, but as a
tributary which was for no long time immune from trouble except as the tribute imposed
was paid.
This control was sufficient to make quite incredible a joint control by both Egypt and
Israel during the period of the judges without evidence of military conflicts. Yet the
Scriptures are entirely silent as to any such conflict between Joshua or his successors
and the Egyptians; nor is there the remotest sort of hint from the period of the judges
of any contact whatever between Israel and Egypt.
Israel was repeatedly oppressed by neighboring peoples during this time but never is
Egypt mentioned as being in any way related to these conflicts.
The situation presents an anomaly which cannot be disregarded. How could the rising power
of Israel under Joshua conquer such a large slice of the Egyptian empire without any
evidence of such a conquest appearing in either the Egyptian or Hebrew records? How could
Israel hold this territory for several centuries without any military conflict between the two
nations?
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This anomaly is only the beginning of difficulties. According to Scripture, the pharaoh
of the Exodus had his palace in the Delta region, not far removed from the laboring
Israelites. This situation had existed from the time of Moses' birth as evidenced by the
finding of the child Moses in the bulrushes by the king's daughter. Thutmose III and
his successors all had their capitals, and of necessity their palaces, far to the south of
the Delta at Thebes.
Inscriptions of a profuse nature are extant from the reign of Thutmose III, but there is
not the remotest sort of hint of any severe economic or political crisis at this time as is
to be expected from the incidents associated with the Exodus as noted in Scripture. It
was a time of unparallelled prosperity. The coffers of Egypt were filled to the brim with
the booty of numerous successful wars and the tribute and loot from the conquered
peoples.
The prosperity to which Egypt rose under Thutmose III continued unabated into the
reign of his successor Amenhotep II. There is no room in this era for the experience of
the Exodus as related in Scripture.
While Thutmose III did extensive building, this construction was not in brick as stated
of the building by the Israelites under slavery. The use of brick had long since been
replaced by stone secured from quarries along the Nile River. Nor was his building
program in the eastern Delta region where the cities of Pi-Thom and Pi-Rameses have
been located.
It is certain that neither Thutmose III nor Amenhotep II nor any other king of Dynasty 18 had
anything to do with the construction of these cities. This conclusion is brought to our
attention in a most convincing manner by Wright.
‖Now the point which must be stressed is this: if the Israelites worked in labor battalions on
the construction of the city of Rameses it must have been during the reign of Rameses II
(1290-1224 B.C.) and perhaps that of his father, but not before. Previously when the
identification of this city was still in doubt, many scholars have believed that the ‗store cities‘
of Ex. 1:11 might have been built earlier perhaps under Queen Hatshepsut or Pharaoh
Thutmose III just before and after 1500 B.C. and that the writer of Ex. 1:11 was merely giving
us the later name of the city of Rameses and not the earlier name.
―Taking their cue from the statement in I Kings 6:1 that the Exodus occurred 480 years before
Solomon built the Temple in Jerusalem, these scholars came to the conclusion that the
Exodus took place about 1440 B.C. or just before. Now that the site of Rameses has been
located at Tanis, we are forced to conclude that this figure must be explained in another
way...
―We now know that if there is any historical value at all to the story-city tradition in Exodus
(and there is no reason to doubt its reliability) then Israelites must have been in Egypt at
least during the early part of the reign of Rameses II.
―After much digging at Tanis by the archaeologists Mariette, Petrie, and Montet, not a
single object of the Eighteenth Egyptian Dynasty kings been found there.‖
While the evidence referred to by Wright is negative, nevertheless the complete absence of
any evidence of building by any of the 18th Dynasty kings in the area of Pi-Rameses must be
accepted as indicating that the Exodus and the previous period of oppression could not have
occurred during the era of this dynasty. The era immediately preceding the Exodus should
reveal unmistakable evidence of a large building program in this area that by no means
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could be concealed from archaeologists. The theory of an Exodus in the era of Thutmose III
or of Amenhotep II does not provide the proper background in the preceding period for the
enslavement of the Israelites.
The king commonly credited with the building of the city of Pi-Rameses (Rameses II), on the
basis of the appearance of his name in profusion among the ruins, did not begin his long
reign of 66 years for more than 100 years after the death of Thutmose III.
Since the store-cities were certainly built many years before the Exodus the placement of the
Oppression during or prior to the reign of Thutmose III is a century and a half or more out of
line with this construction by Rameses II.
Is one really adhering to Scripture as reliable history by accepting the 480 years of I Kings 6:1
and accepting also a setting for the Exodus and the Oppression in an era that is a complete
blank as far as providing any evidence of a building program in the Delta?
Since Moses was born under slavery and since he was 80 years old at the Exodus the
initiation of slavery must have been this long at least before the Exodus. This would call for
an extension of the period of slavery and of rule from the Delta region back through the
reign of Queen Hatshepsut and well into the reign of her predecessors. None of these
monarchs ruled from the Delta area; none did any significant building there; and what
should be of further concern is that all indications point to Queen Hatshepsut as one whose
last thought or wish was to conquer or control other peoples…
There are three major difficulties in the 18th Dynasty setting of the Exodus that are
presumed to be eliminated by the 19th Dynasty placement.
The first of these is the complete absence of any evidence of a significant building
program in the eastern Delta region by any 18th Dynasty king. It is essentially certain
that neither Thutmose III nor Amenhotep II engaged in any significant construction in this
area and the same may be said of Queen Hatshepsut and her predecessors. Yet the reigns of
these rulers carry us back more than seventy-five years into what must be presumed to be
the period of the Oppression.
Rameses II, on the other hand, leaves a multiplicity of evidences of extended construction in
this area. The ruins of the city of Pi-Rameses in this area carry his name in profusion.
A second line of evidence favoring the 19th Dynasty placement is to be seen in the
Biblical references that indicate a close proximity of the king's palace to the area of the
laboring Israelite slaves. The capital of the 18th Dynasty kings was at Thebes, far to the
south of the Delta region and at a point that can not possibly be made to meet this
specification of the Scriptural account.
With the construction of Pi-Rameses, this city became the capital of Rameses II, though part
of the governmental offices may still have been located at Heliopolis, at the southern border
of the Delta, but still within range of an expanding Israelite population.
Thirdly, since one of the store cities had the name Raamses, the suggestion is strong
that the reigning king had this name…
Problems with a 19th Dynasty Placement of the Exodus
The 19th Dynasty theory of the Exodus is the older of the two more popular concepts. This is
to be expected since it finds its basis in the name Raamses as one of the two treasure-cities
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built by the Israelites under slave labor. During the earlier phases of modern archaeology,
the identification of Rameses II as the builder of these cities was not hampered by
chronological difficulties.
The abandonment of this placement by many conservative Bible scholars resulted when
these major chronological difficulties later became apparent.
The revised placement in the 18th Dynasty seemed to be provided adequate support by
Garstang's dating of the fallen walls of Jericho in the era c. 1400 B.C. on the basis of pottery
types related by him in time with the destruction of the city.
This theory of the Exodus continues to find its major support among scholars who lean
toward a conservative interpretation of the Old Testament.
However, the question remains without a satisfactory answer as to why the chronology
based on I Kings 6:1 should be regarded as more sacred than what appears to be an obvious
synchronism between Rameses II and the era of the Oppression…
The 19th Dynasty placement moves the Exodus event forward on the time scale by about
150 years, the more exact figure depending on just where in the reign of Rameses II the
event is presumed to have occurred.
While the 19th Dynasty placement of the Exodus appears at first glance to eliminate several
major difficulties confronting the 18th Dynasty placement, it is not to be inferred that this
setting of the incident is free of major difficulties. Not the least of these is the large
discrepancy with Bible chronology.
Under no circumstance is it possible to harmonize this placement with even the short
chronology of the Judges which has its basis in the 480-year period between the Exodus and
the 4th year of Solomon.
In order to regard Rameses II as the pharaoh of the Oppression, the Exodus must be
set more than 150 years later than the date calculated from the established dates for
Solomon. This placement reduces the period allowable for the Judges by a similar
period. This is not permissible within the limits of a straightforward interpretation of
Bible chronology.
According to Scripture, 300 years elapsed between the Conquest and the rule of
Jephthah [Judges 11:26], and Jephthah was not at all one of the last of the Judges. Any
recognition of Rameses II as the pharaoh of the Exodus leaves a scant 200 years for the
total period of the Judges.
The 300-year period of Jephthah may be taken as an approximation since it is a round
number, but hardly the kind of an approximation that permits cutting the figure in half.
It is to be noted clearly that the proposed synchronism between Rameses II and the building
of the treasure-cities is related to the period of Israelite enslavement and not to the Exodus.
This period of slavery, according to Scripture, began at least 80 years before the Exodus,
since Moses was born under slavery and was 80 years old at the time of the Exodus. We
cannot be certain that the building of these cities was the first assignment to the enslaved
people, but neither is it reasonable to suppose that the cities were built during the late years
before the Exodus, since a significant period of time must have been involved in these
construction works.
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If Rameses II used the recently constructed city as his capital, a date other than very early in
his reign would be highly improbable. But if the construction is set early in the reign, then
most of the period of enslavement belongs to the era of the kings preceding Rameses II,
none of whom did any building in the Delta and none of whom ruled from this area. Hence
the period prior to Rameses II does not meet the specifications of Scripture any better than
the 18th Dynasty settings.
Since the slavery background is in the Delta region, not alone at the Exodus, but from the
time of Moses' birth, a continued residence by a series of kings ruling from this area is
required to meet these specifications. Of the predecessors of Rameses II, one does not meet
a builder of any significance until the time of Amenhotep IV, and his building was certainly
not in the Delta region.
As highly improbable as is the placement of this
construction in the later years of Rameses II, it is
precluded by other evidence. Merneptah, his
successor, left an inscription, dated in his 5th year,
indicating the presence of Israel in Canaan at that
time.
Not only so, the background in Palestine described in
the inscription precludes any recent coming of the
Israelites into the territory. The inscription is of sufficient
import to permit reproduction in part:
The kings are overthrown saying "Salem!"
Not one holds up his head among the nine nations of
the bow. Wasted is Tehenu.
The Hittite Land is pacified,
Plundered is the Canaan, with every evil,
Carried off is Askalon, Seized upon is Gezer,
Yeneam is made as a thing not existing.
Israel is desolated, her seed is not,
Palestine has become a [defenceless] widow for Egypt,
All lands are united, they are pacified;
Every one that is turbulent is bound by king Merneptah…
The inconsistency of the archaeological picture which confronts us from attempts to place
the Conquest in the era of either the XVIIIth or XIXth Dynasties is brought to our attention by
Miss Kenyon in language which cannot be misunderstood…
Miss Kenyon followed the popular view which assumes that the invading Hebrews had no
culture of their own over the entire period of their residency in Palestine. In defense of this
deduction, she wrote:
‖...This must be the case wherever within the period 1400-1200 B.C. one puts the arrival of
the Israelites, for there is no complete break within the period [1400-1200BC]. Evidence
of destruction does exist, but it does not yet tell a coherent story‖…
By "complete break", Miss Kenyon means that there is no time between 1400 and 1200 B.C.
(by current datings) in the archaeological observations in Palestine where one finds the
appearance of the new types of pottery to be expected of a conquest and occupation by a
new people. (The Exodus Problem and Its Ramifications Volume 1, p.16-17, 23-26, 40-44, 6364).
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There is another new piece of archaeological
evidence that shows Rameses II could not have
been the pharaoh of the Exodus.
The Berlin Pedestal has been dated to the reign of
18th dynasty pharaoh Thutmose IV with a
conventional date of 1360 BC, about 100 years
before Rameses the Great by conventional
chronology.
It has three name rings of subdued peoples – Ashkalon, Canaan and Israel. This is
solid evidence that Israel was already formed as a nation in Palestine at least 100
years prior to Rameses the Great.
In regards to the mention of the store city of Raameses in Exodus 1:11 in the area where
Rameses the Great did much building work according to archaeologists, David Rohl
makes these comments to explain the reference:
Genesis 47:11 clearly states that when Joseph had become vizier of Egypt he ―settled his
father (Jacob) and brothers, giving them land holdings in Egypt, in the best part of the
country - the region of Ramesses - as Pharaoh had ordered‖.
So the Israelites settled in the ―region of Ramesses‖ centuries before the first king called
Ramesses ascended the throne in Egypt! Scholars argued that in this case the name
―Ramesses‖ was anachronistic; in other words, the ―region of Ramesses‖ had been edited into
the text in order to identify this area of the eastern delta to the contemporary readership of
the biblical redactor - they would know it best by the name which the site had held for the
last half a millennium since the city of Pi-Ramesse had been founded.
But, just a minute! If the 'region of Ramesses' in Genesis 47:11 was an anachronism,
then why should the ―Raamses‖ of Exodus 1:11 not also be just such an anachronism surely it too could have been ―edited‖ for a sixth century BC Jewish audience?
It is a bit like opening up a modern encyclopaedia and reading that the Romans crossed the
English Channel to invade southern Britain in around AD 50 and that the Emperor Hadrian
finally established a garrison of the 6th Legion at York in AD 120. All perfectly clear to us, but
we must not forget that in the second century AD the Latin name for the English Channel
was Litus Saxoricum and the Roman town which occupied the site of modern York was called
Eboracum. The city derived its modern name from ―Yorvic‖ - the Viking town established on
the same site only in the 9th century AD.
Would we make the 6th Legion contemporary with King Alfred the Great simply
because a book we had read stated that the Romans had fortified York? Of course not.
So why should we so readily accept that Ramesses II was the Pharaoh of the
Oppression simply because, according to the book of Exodus, the Israelites built the
store-city of Raamses? (A Test of Time, p.119).

There are two possibilities for the store city of Raamses. One possibility is an edit by Ezra
in the Old Testament canon with the name of the area in his day for his audience as noted
by David Rohl above.
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Later in this chapter we will see that underneath where Rameses built his 19th dynasty city
of Pi-Rameses, which had no great Semitic population, was an earlier city called Avaris
which had a predominantly Semitic population.

The other of the two possibilities is that the store city of Raamses was named after an
earlier Rameses. In the Sothis king listing we will see later that many of the Middle
Kingdom pharaohs of the 12th and 13th dynasties had alternates names that included
names similar to Rameses. This may better explain the use of the term “land of Rameses”
in Genesis 47:11.

Evidence for the Exodus Catastrophe at the End of the Middle Kingdom
Let‟s now look at the evidence first presented by Immanuel Velikovsky in his Ages in
Chaos series to show that the place in Egypt‟s history where the Exodus is to be found is
at the end of the Middle Kingdom (late Dynasty 13) which is supported by most major
revised chronologies.
Summarising Velikovsky‟s evidence I quote from William Dankenbring‟s article entitled
“Who was the Pharaoh of the Exodus?” (www.triumphpro.com/exodus-pharaoh.pdf):
If the Exodus occurred during the 18th dynasty, in the reign of Amenhotep II, then it must
have been "apparently a minor occurrence in the history of that time, so minor, indeed, that
the nations most concerned in it next to the Jews themselves, the Egyptians, never took the
trouble to record it" (Hugo Winckler, Berlin, Kritische Schriften).
For so great an event to totally escape any mention in the famed eighteenth dynasty of
Egypt, had it occurred then, would have been the strangest anomaly in all history!
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The Biblical story shows the Exodus clearly was not your everyday event. It was a colossal,
stupendous event! It could not have escaped the notice of the Egyptians of the powerful
eighteenth dynasty, had it occurred at that time!
Was it on so small a scale that the Egyptians never thought it worth recording? The Bible
shows from 3-5 million Israelites left Egypt during that Passover season. Such an event could
hardly be described as trifling, minute, or trivial.
When, then, and during what dynastic reign, did the Exodus really occur?
The Papyrus Ipuwer
How can we date the Exodus? The first key is to remember that the Scriptural account is
inspired by God, so we must start there…
The second key to remember is that the Scriptural account shows the Exodus was a
catastrophe upon Egypt -- a holocaust such as seldom happens in the history of entire
nations. It could scarcely go unrecorded as such.
Earth, sea and sky participated in the event. The plagues of God were not merely localized
phenomena. They included tectonic upheaval, volcanic eruptions, turgid atmospheres of
smoke, ashes, and palpable darkness, and cyclonic windstorms.
An entire nation's agriculture was laid bare. Cattle were destroyed by the millions. The earth's
largest standing army of that time was destroyed and overwhelmed in one fateful night of
terror.
Did this colossal event go unnoticed by the Egyptians? Not at all!
Notice the amazing, incredible truth!
The Bible says of that time, "And mount Sinai was altogether on a smoke...and the smoke
thereof ascended as the smoke of a furnace, and the whole mount quaked greatly" (Exo.
19:16, 18). Here is a mountain in the throes of a volcanic eruption, accompanied by severe
earthquakes!
The Exodus was a time of tectonic violence seldom witnessed by man. The Bible says, "The
hills melted like wax at the presence of the Lord" (Psalm 97:5). In the book of Judges we
read, "Lord, when thou wentest out of Seir...the earth trembled, and the heavens dropped,
the clouds also dropped water. The mountains melted from before the Lord, even that Sinai
from before the Lord God of Israel" (Judges 5:4-5).
Incredible as it may sound, such a catastrophe as the Bible describes in vivid detail was also
recorded in ancient Egyptian historical documents!
An Egyptian eye-witness testified to the plagues which God sent upon ancient Egypt -- a
sage by the name of Ipuwer who lived during the terminal phase of the Middle Kingdom.
The Ipuwer papyrus was acquired by the Museum of Leiden in the Netherlands in 1828. The
text is now folded into a book of 17 pages, written in hieratic signs. Portions of it are poorly
preserved, but of the portions which has been translated by Alan H. Gardiner in 1909 we
have an amazing corroboration of the dramatic plagues Almighty God sent upon ancient
Egypt!
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As Gardiner writes, "It is no merely local disturbance that is here described, but a great
and overwhelming national disaster" (Gardiner, Admonitions).

Now notice the incredible parallels between this document andthe record of the book of
Exodus:
An Eyewitness to the Plagues
Ipuwer describes an incredible story of lamentations, ruin, and horror. His story is an
Egyptian version of a great national calamity. He writes:
PAPYRUS 2:8 Forsooth, the land turns round as does a potter'swheel.
PAPYRUS 2:11 The towns are destroyed. Upper Egypt has become dry (wastes?).
PAPYRUS 3:13 All is ruin!
PAPYRUS 7:4 The residence is overturned in a minute.
PAPYRUS 4:2 ... Years of noise. There is no end to noise.
The play on the word "noise" here could mean "earthquake," as the Hebrew word raash
signifies both noise and earthquake. Earthquakes are often accompanied by loud ominous
sounds from the bowels of the earth.
PAPYRUS 6:1 Oh, that the earth would cease from noise, and tumult (uproar) be no more.
The Plague of Blood
Now notice this amazing parallel between the Bible account of the plagues on Egypt and the
Papyrus Ipuwer:
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EXODUS 7:21 . . . there was blood throughout all the land of Egypt.
PAPYRUS 2:5-6 Plague is throughout the land. Blood is everywhere.
EXODUS 7:20-24 . . . all the waters that were in the river were turned to blood . . . And all the
Egyptians digged round about the river for water to drink; for they could not drink of the
water of the river.
PAPYRUS 2:10 Men shrink from tasting -- human beings and thirst after water.
PAPYRUS 3:10-13 That is our water! That is our happiness! What shall we do in respect
thereof? All is ruin!
The Plague of Murrain
EXODUS 9:3 . . . the hand of the Lord is upon thy cattle whichis in the field, upon the horses,
upon the asses, upon the camels, upon the oxen, and upon the sheep: there shall be a
verygrievous murrain.
PAPYRUS 5:5 All animals, their hearts weep. Cattle moan.
The Plague of Hail
After plagues of frogs, lice, flies, and the disease of murrain on the cattle, God brought on
Egypt the destruction of a massive hailstorm which destroyed crops everywhere. This also
was recorded by the Egyptian Ipuwer. Notice!
EXODUS 9:25 . . . and the hail smote every herb of the every tree of the field.
EXODUS 9:23-24 . . . the flax and the barley was smitten; for the barley was in the ear, and
the flax was boiled.
EXODUS 10:15 . . . there remained not any green thing in the trees, or in the herbs of the
fields, through all the land of Egypt.
PAPYRUS 4:14 Trees are destroyed.
PAPYRUS 6:1 No fruit nor herbs are found . . .
PAPYRUS 2:10 Forsooth, gates, columns and walls are consumed by fire.
PAPYRUS 10:3-6 Lower Egypt weeps . . . The entire palace is without its revenues. To it
belong (by right) wheat and barley, geese and fish.
PAPYRUS 6:3 Forsooth, grain has perished on every side.
PAPYRUS 5:12 Forsooth, that has perished which yesterday was seen. The land is left
over to its weariness like the cutting of flax.
This last statement shows clearly these plagues on Egypt were not the consequence of
long-lasting drought. Rather, this was a sudden onslaught of disaster, virtually
overnight! What was visible yesterday was perished today! The produce of Egypt was
cut down, like the cutting of flax -- a sudden, incisive event!
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The Plague of Locusts
EXODUS 10:4-5 . . . tomorrow will I bring the locusts into thy coast: And they shall cover the
face of the earth . . . and they shall eat the residue of that which is escaped, which remains
unto you from the hail, and shall eat every tree which groweth for you out of the field...
PAPYRUS 6:1 No fruit nor herbs are found . . . hunger.
The Plague of Darkness
EXODUS 10:22-23 . . . and there was a thick darkness in all the land of Egypt three days: they
saw not one another, neither rose any from his place for three days
PAPYRUS 9:11 The land is not light...
This plague of darkness is further described in another ancient Egyptian document, a black
granite monolith or shrine at the border of Egypt, inscribed with hieroglyphics all over its
surface. The shrine's message declares:
EL-ARISH: The land was in great affliction. Evil fell on this earth... It was a great
upheaval in the residence... Nobody left the palace during nine days, and during these
nine days of upheaval there was such a tempest that neither the men nor the gods
could see the faces of their next.
With the plague of locusts covering the skies and earth proceeding the plague of darkness,
of three days, undoubtedly the Egyptians counted nine days as the total length of the time
of impaired vision and light. Even the Jewish Midrash books explain the plague lasted seven
days -- during the first three days one could still change his position, but during the next
three (the three of the Bible) one could not stir from his place!
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The Tenth Plague
The final, culminating plague upon ancient Egypt has not been fully understood. The last
night before the Exodus, we know, the death angel slew the firstborn of the Egyptians, but
the Israelites who had the blood of a lamb over their front doorposts were spared. But let us
notice this account more fully.
EXODUS 12:29 And it came to pass, that at midnight the Lord SMOTE all the firstborn in the
land of Egypt, from the firstborn of Pharaoh...unto the firstborn of the captive that was in the
dungeon; and all the firstborn of cattle.
EXODUS 12:30 And Pharaoh rose up in the night, he, and all his servants, and all the
Egyptians; and there was a GREAT CRY in Egypt; for there was not a house where there was
not one dead. What was this awesome plague which destroyed everywhere, throughout the
land, causing the death of multiple thousands, including cattle?
The Hebrew word for "smote" is nogaf and is used for a violent blow, such as the thrusting
with horns by an ox. Now notice the Papyrus Ipuwer account of this traumatic event.
PAPYRUS 4:3, 5:6 Forsooth, the children of princes are dashed against the walls.
PAPYRUS 6:12 Forsooth, the children of princes are cast out in the streets.
PAPYRUS 6:3 The prison is ruined.
PAPYRUS 2:13 He who places his brother in the ground is everywhere.
PAPYRUS 3:14 It is groaning that is throughout the land, mingled with lamentations.
What happened? The evidence indicates that during this final night of the Passover, a
great earthquake struck Egypt, killing those God had marked for death all over the
land, from the houses of princes to those lying in dungeons, and even cattle.
The Church historian Eusebius quotes an ancient source in a book by Artapanus which
tells of "hail and earthquake by night (of the last plague), so that those who fled from
the earthquake were killed by the hail, and those who sought shelter from the hail
were destroyed by the earthquake. And at that time all the houses fell in, and most of
the temples."
This must have been a massive earthquake! It must have been a forerunner of the final
earthquake and hail which will culminate the "seven last" plagues mentioned in the
Book of Revelation (see Rev. 16:17-21).
The Ipuwer Papyrus says:
PAPYRUS 4:4, 6:14 Forsooth, those who were in the place of embalment are laid on the high
ground.
A legend in the Haggada tells that in the last night, when Egypt was smitten, the coffin of
Joseph was found lying on the ground, lifted out of the grave. Earthquakes in modern times
have been known to have similar effects, causing coffins to protrude from their graves in
hillside cemeteries.
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God smote strong and weak alike, just as an earthquake would do. The Midrashim say that
"as many as nine tenths of the inhabitants have perished" (Ginzberg, Legends, II, 369).
God judged ancient Egypt. If this Judgment caused nine tenths of the population to perish,
then indeed it was a TYPE of the future destruction God will wreak upon this earth during
these "last days," in our lifetime! In the future "time of trouble" we find that only a tenth of
the population shall survive (Isaiah 6:13).
God will overthrow the land as He did Sodom and Gomorrah (Amos 4:11). Only ten percent
of the population of the nations comprising modern "Israel" shall escape death (Amos 5:3).
This same figure can be extended to the judgment of the Gentiles, also, who will be judged
and found wanting by God (compare Isa.10:18-19; Isa. 47:1-9; Rev. 18; Isa. 24:6).
Revolt of the Slaves
The Papyrus Ipuwer continues its amazing parallel with the book of Exodus. As Israel
prepares to leave Egypt, we read:
EXODUS 11:2 . . . let every man borrow (demand) of his neighbor, and every woman of her
neighbor, jewels of silver, and jewels of gold.
PAPYRUS 3:2-3 (gold and jewels) are fastened on the neck of female slaves.
EXODUS 12:33 And the Egyptians were urgent upon the people, that they might send them
out of the land in haste; for they said, We be all dead men.
PAPYRUS 4:2 Forsooth, great and small say: I wish I might die.
PAPYRUS 5:14f. Would that there might be an end of men, no conception, no birth!
Oh, that the earth would cease from noise and tumult be no more!
The Papyrus describes men fleeing the cities in tents, even as Israel fled Egypt and abode in
tents as they journeyed.
PAPYRUS 10:2 Men flee. . . . Tents are what they make like the dwellers of the hills.
The Scriptures show that a "mixed multitude" of Egyptians fled Egypt with the Israelites (Exo.
12:38). Their first brief stopover was at a place called "Succoth," which, in Hebrew, means
"tents" or "huts."
As Israel left Egypt, God went before them. We read:
EXODUS 13:21 And the Lord went before them by day in a pillar of a cloud, to lead them the
way; and by night in a pillar of fire, to give them light; to go by day and by night. He took
not away the pillar of the cloud by day, nor the pillar of fire by night. . .
PAPYRUS 7:1 Behold, the fire has mounted up on high. Its burning goes forth against
the enemies of the land.
But as Israel left Egypt with a high hand, what happened to the Pharaoh?
The Ipuwer Papyrus only records that the Pharaoh was lost under unusual circumstances
"that have never happened before." The Egyptian eye-witness to the plagues lamented his
fate, in the broken lines which are still discernible:
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PAPYRUS 7:1-2 . . . weep . . . the earth is . . . on every side. . . weep . . .
After this destruction, chaos reigned in Egypt. There was no longer any authority in the land.
Mob rule prevailed. Brigands and thugs seized what they could carry. Plunderers looted
theroyal storehouses. Ipuwer records:
PAPYRUS 6:9 Forsooth, the laws of the judgment-hall are cast forth. Men walk upon (them)
in the public places.
PAPYRUS 10:3 The storehouse of the king is the common property of everyone.
PAPYRUS 8:14 Behold, the chiefs of the land flee.
PAPYRUS 9:2 Behold, no offices are in their (right) place, like a frightened herd without a
herdsman.
PAPYRUS 6:7 Forsooth, public offices are opened and their census-lists are taken away.
Invaders appeared on the horizon -- the Hyksos attacked Egypt, after their encounter
with the Israelites in the desert of Arabia. Egypt was helpless, prostrate before them.
PAPYRUS 3:1 Forsooth, the Desert is throughout the land. Thenomes are laid waste. A
foreign tribe from abroad has come to Egypt.
PAPYRUS 15:1 What has happened? -- through it is to cause the Asiatics to know the
condition of the land.
PAPYRUS 14:11 Men -- They have come to an end for themselves. There are none found to
stand and protect themselves.
PAPYRUS 12:6ff. Today fear -- more than a million of people. No seen -- enemies -enter into the temples -- weep.

When I was in Holland in 2007 my friend, Gary Michelson, and I made a special trip to the
museum in Leiden just to see this document on display. There was a Dutch translation of
the document we took a photo of and then later showed Gary‟s girlfriend, Marian, who
didn‟t go to the museum with us. We asked her to translate it without telling her what we
thought it was and then we asked her to tell us what she thought it was. She told us that
she thought it sounded a lot like the plagues of Egypt.
One critic of this document being a true historical record stated that it was fictional
because it was contradictory and gave as an example that it says that the whole
land is in great want while at the same time female slaves become rich.
Ironically, this specific example is one of the best proofs linking it with the time of
the Exodus as the Bible tells us that after the last plague that the Israelites took
their spoil from the Egyptians before leaving Egypt.
Exodus 12:35 And the sons of Israel did according to the word of Moses. And they asked
articles of silver, and articles of gold, and clothing from the Egyptians.
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Papyrus 3:1-3 People are stripped of clothes. The slave takes what he finds. Gold and
jewels are fastened on the neck of female slaves.

There is another Egyptian record that also appears to be an eyewitness account of the
plagues. It is the Ermitage papryus. Donovan Courville writes the following about it:
The Ermitage papyrus is now preserved in the museum at Leningrad. This inscription also
tells of a time when Egypt was exposed to some terrific catastrophe.
One sees here again a reference to the situation that occurred at the time of the Exodus. The
inscription in part reads:
''The land is utterly perished and nought remains. Perished is this land...The sun is veiled and
shines not in the sight of men. None can live when the sun is veiled by clouds....''
''The river is dry (even the river) of Egypt.''
"The earth is fallen into misery...Bedouins pervade the land. For foes are in the East [side of
sunrising] and Asiatics shall descend into Egypt."
''The beasts of the desert shall drink from the rivers of Egypt...This land shall be in
perturbation.‖
"I show thee the land upside down, happened that which never (yet) had happened...."
"Men laugh with the laughter of pain. None there is who weepeth because of death.''
"None knoweth that midday is there; his [sun's] shadow is not discerned...."
Evidently the darkness of the 9th plague was a phenomenon which continued intermittently
and locally throughout the experience of the Exodus and afterward as reflected in the
Ermitage Papyrus inscription and in the statements of Exodus 13:21, 22; 14:20.
And the Lord went before them by day in a pillar of cloud. to lead them the way; and by
night in a pillar of fire, to give them light: to go by day and night. He took not away the pillar
of the cloud by day nor the pillar of fire by night, from before the people. . And it [the pillar
of cloud] came between the camp of the Egvptians and the camp of Israel, and it was a cloud
and darkness to them, but it gave light by night to these so that the one came not near the
other all the night (The Exodus Problem and Its Ramifications Volume 1, p.131-132).

The Evidence of Israel in Middle Kingdom Egypt
There is strong evidence of a large Semitic presence in Middle Kingdom Egypt in the
eastern Delta region where Goshen was according to the book of Exodus. David Rohl
writes the following in his book “A Test of Time”:
Early in the Austrian expedition's time at Tell ed-Daba Bietak explored some of the outlying
areas in order to determine what exactly he had taken on. Soon though he was
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concentrating his efforts on the low tell just north of the village of Tell ed-Daba where his
dig-house had been established.
The rambling mound turned out to be the
last vestiges of the ancient city of Avaris
which New Kingdom documents identified
as the southern quarter/district of PiRamesse.
Bietak quickly realised that many centuries
before Pi-Ramesse had been built by the
first pharaohs of the 19th Dynasty the city
of Avaris had been founded on the east
bank of the Pelusiac branch of the Nile in
the same area.
A series of over 800 drill cores sunk into the soil by Josef Dorner have since revealed the
ancient topography of the area.
Avaris was built on a series of sandy hillocks (turtlebacks) surrounded by swamplands to the
east and south and the river to the west and north. The higher dry land was densely
populated with modest domestic residences tightly packed together around narrow
alleyways and streets. All the buildings were constructed of mudbrick.
Associated with the houses were the burials of the occupants, usually interred in vaulted
mudbrick tombs within the compound of the family home. Bietak made the startling
discovery that the grave goods associated with the majority of these tombs were of Asiatic
origin.
The people who had populated the sprawling city of Avaris originated from Palestine and
Syria! Archaeologists call the material culture of these Levantine folk ‗Middle Bronze II' (or MB
II).
The initial influx of Asiatics into the region of Kantir/Khatana appears to have been
during the late 12th Dynasty (MB IIA) with the first settlement concentrated at the
site of Tell ed-Daba - later to become the central core of the city of Avaris.
The Asiatic occupation ended with the expulsion of the 15th Dynasty 'Hyksos' rulers of
Avaris by Ahmose at the beginning of the New Kingdom (MB IIB overlapping with LB I).
Bietak has identified several major occupation levels during that period indicating a long
time interval between the arrival and departure of the foreigners.
In the New Chronology these Asiatics have to be the proto-Israelites. Our Israelite
population - that is to say the Asiatic peoples whose historical existence formed the basis
of the traditional history of late Genesis and Exodus - occupied strata H and G/4 to
G/1, the first levels of the Asiatic town.
The later strata F to D/2 also represent an Asiatic settlement but these people,
although culturally similar, were distinct from the earlier group of H to G/1.
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Bietak notes that the early Asiatics were highly ‗Egyptianised'.
The later Asiatics, whom I shall subsequently identify with the Hyksos invaders who
entered Egypt during the late 13th Dynasty, were very different. According to Bietak
the tombs of this group were ‗purely Canaanite ... and showed little Egyptian
influence' - in other words newcomers from the Levant.
Why were the early Asiatics so much more Egyptianised than their later cousins? Now
that we can identify the former with Joseph's brethren the answer is obvious. It is
clear from the Bible that Joseph himself was highly Egyptianised and readily accepted
the influences of Egyptian culture for his people.
However, adopting a partly Egyptian way of life did not mean sacrificing the most important
Hebrew cultural traits which were of religious significance - in other words their burial
practices.
It is readily apparent that there was a clearly defined settlement break between Stratum G/1
and F. For the historical model being developed here, it is important to note that this break
marks the biblical Exodus in the archaeology of Tell ed-Daba as will become clear in the
next chapter.
Let us look in a little more detail at the inhabitants of the earlier strata H to G/1. There are
several interesting aspects to this settlement group which merit discussion.
First, an anthropological analysis of the skeletal remains by Eike-Meinrad Winkler and
Harald Wilfing shows that more adult women were buried in the settlement than
adult men. This could simply indicate that there was a disproportionately high female
population at Avaris.
In the context of the Sojourn tradition this might be explained by the culling of the
Israelite male children - an act of the ‗pharaoh who did not know Joseph' in fear of the
perceived political threat resulting from a strong Asiatic population in Egypt.
In the context of this same story it was discovered that there was a higher percentage
of infant burials at Tell ed-Daba than is normally found at archaeological sites of the
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ancient world. 65 per cent of all the burials were those of children under the age of 18
months.
Based on modern statistical evidence obtained from pre-modern societies we would expect
the infant mortality rate to be around 20 to 30 per cent. Could this also be explained by the
slaughter of the Israelite infant males by the Egyptians?

In the graves of Stratum G the Austrians found broad-bladed ceremonial daggers made of
bronze, copper ornamented belts, various types of pottery and dismembered sheep, the
latter undoubtedly funeral offerings. Analysis of the sheep remains has shown that they were
of the longhaired variety. The Asiatic folk of early Avaris introduced the Levantine longhaired sheep into Egypt clearly indicating their pastoralist origins.
Taking their livestock and all that they had acquired in Canaan, they (the Israelites) arrived in
Egypt - Jacob and all his offspring. [Genesis 46:6]
The pottery included the type of small oil or perfume vessel known as Tell el-Yahudiya Ware.
This black or dark grey ceramic, decorated with incised patterns which were then highlighted
with white pigment, comes in three basic forms: zoomorphic (usually fish-shaped), piriform
and cylindrical.
The last appears to be generally later than the piriform type. This chronological trend
will play a part in the story of the conquest and destruction of Jericho when I deal with the
Joshua narratives.
The adult male graves found in strata H to G/1 were found to contain a number of
weapons (mainly daggers and socketed spears). These men were not just shepherds but also
warriors.
The Bible tells us little about the military character of the early Hebrews, though it is
interesting to note that the extra-biblical rabbinic writings, fanciful as they may be, do
contain traditions in which the Israelites fight to protect Egypt's eastern border from
marauding nomads listed as ‗the sons of Esau', the Ishmaelites and the Edomites - one battle
even takes place at Raamses.
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What the Austrian archaeological mission has unearthed at Tell ed-Daba is a fascinating
Western Asiatic culture which, in virtually every respect, mirrors the Western Asiatic settlers
known to us from the Old Testament as the early Israelites.
Archaeological evidence of the Israelite Sojourn in Egypt has been sought in Egypt for the best
part of two centuries but the archaeologists have searched in vain.
No Israelite settlement has ever been found in the 19th Dynasty occupational levels
where the orthodox chronology predicted its stratigraphical locus.
Within the strata of New Kingdom Pi-Ramesse (biblical Raamses) so far no evidence has
been unearthed to support the conventional hypothesis that a large Asiatic population
resided there. On the other hand, dig down below the 19th Dynasty capital and you
reach the city of Avaris, the vast majority of the population of which was Asiatic.
The only period in Egyptian history with incontrovertible archaeological evidence for a large
Asiatic population in the eastern delta (i.e. Goshen/Kessan) is the Second Intermediate
Period - the era into which the New Chronology places the historical events which lie at the
heart of the traditional stories of the Israelite Sojourn, Bondage and Exodus.
Conclusion 24: The Israelite Sojourn in Egypt began in the late 12th Dynasty and
continued throughout most of the 13th Dynasty. It is represented in Egypt‘s
archaeological record by the Asiatic culture known as the Middle Bronze IIA. The main
settlement of the Israelites in Egypt was located at the city of Avaris in the region of
Goshen. Their archaeological remains are represented by the dwellings and tombs of
Tell ed-Daba strata H to G/1.
The Brooklyn Museum possesses a tattered papyrus roll, whose uninspiring catalogue number
is Brooklyn 35.1446. The papyrus was originally purchased by Charles Wilbour, the intrepid
‗secret agent' of Emil Brugsch sent to Thebes in 1881 on a mission to ferret out the tomb
robbers believed to have found an intact royal tomb. (As you now know that tomb turned
out to be the famous Royal Cache.)
Wilbour's papyrus roll is dated to the reign of Sobekhotep III, the predecessor of
Neferhotep I, and therefore the king who reigned in Egypt a generation before the birth of
Moses in the New Chronology. The biblical narrative tells us that, prior to the birth of
Moses, the Israelite population was subjugated by the native Egyptians and forced into
slavery.
The recto of the Brooklyn Papyrus contains a copy of a royal decree by Sobekhotep III
which authorises the transfer of ownership of a group of domestic slaves/servants (Egy.
khenmu) to an estate in the Theban area. The verso then contains a list of household
servants which can probably be identified with the slave group mentioned on the recto.
Analysis of the list of servants reveals that over 50 per cent of the 95 names are Semitic
in origin. These foreign servants are each clearly designated as aamu - the Egyptian term
for ‗Asiatic'. Their Egyptian names are also separately listed - the names given to them by
their owners. For example we read: ‗The Asiatic Dodihuatu, who is called Ankhuemhesut'.
So, half of the domestic slaves of this Egyptian estate were Asiatics who had been
given Egyptian names. What is more, when we study the actual appellations
themselves we find that several are biblical names.
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(a) Thus we see at position 11 the name 'Menahem' later recorded for the sixteenth
king of Israel (743-738 BC);
(b) At 13, 14, 16, 22 and 67 we have variants of the tribal eponym 'Issachar' the name
of the fifth son of Leah by Jacob;
(c) At 23 the name of the clan 'Asher' occurs, named after its eponymous ancestor, the
second son of Zilpah by Jacob;
(d) And finally at position 21 we read 'Shiphrah', the name carried by one of the two
Hebrew midwives instructed to kill the Israelite newborn males in Exodus 1:1521:4…
If the verso of the Brooklyn Papyrus is representative of a typical Egyptian estate in the mid
13th Dynasty then at least half the total servant population in Egypt at this time was of SyroPalestinian origin. The great American philologist William Foxwell Albright long ago
recognised that the names of these Asiatic people belong to the northwest-semitic language
group which includes biblical Hebrew.

Bearing in mind that the Brooklyn Papyrus lists the domestic slaves of an Upper Egyptian
estate we may logically conclude that the Asiatic slave population in the north (Lower Egypt),
and especially the delta nearest to the Levant, would have been much larger and may have
constituted the vast majority of the bonded work force. Other documents confirm that the
size of the Asiatic community in Egypt at this time was significant. This state of affairs accords
well with the biblical tradition.
―But the Israelites were fruitful and prolific; they became so numerous and powerful that
eventually the whole land was full of them.‖ [Exodus 1:7]
In the previous chapter I noted that an analysis of the graves at Tell ed-Daba has shown
that there were more females than males in the burial population of Avaris. I
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suggested this could conceivably reflect the story of the culling of the Israelite males
described in Exodus 1:15-22.
A similar picture emerges from the Brooklyn Papyrus. In his commentary William
Hayes (the editor of the document) remarks on the problem of determining the origins
of this large Asiatic slave population and then goes on to ponder the high proportion of
female slaves listed in the papyrus.
Perhaps the most surprising circumstance associated with these Asiatic servants is that an
Upper Egyptian official of the mid Thirteenth Dynasty should have had well over forty of
them in his personal possession.
If a comparable number of similar servants was to be found in every large Egyptian
household one wonders by what means such quantities of Asiatic serving people found
their way into Egypt at this time and how they chanced to be available as domestic
servants for private citizens…The ratio of women to men, which is here about three to
one, might further suggest that they were the spoils of war taken during military campaigns
or raids in which most of the local male population went down fighting.
We know, however, of no large-scale Egyptian military operations in Western Asia at any
time during the Middle Kingdom and certainly of none during the Thirteenth Dynasty.
By applying the New Chronology model for the SIP it is now possible to explain the
quandaries highlighted by Hayes. The reduction in the male Asiatic population is not due to a
series of (unattested) wars in the north but rather as a result of a deliberate policy on the part
of the Egyptian state to reduce the perceived Israelite threat by means of male infanticide
(as described in Exodus 1:15-22).
The origin of these foreigners is also explained: they entered Egypt in the years following the
arrival of Jacob and his immediate brethren into the land of Goshen. During their long
sojourn these disparate Asiatic groups…would gradually forge nationhood through the
common burden of slavery under the late 13th Dynasty pharaohs.
Conclusion 25: The bonded Asiatic servants recorded in various documents of the 13th
Dynasty (especially Papyrus Brooklyn 35.1446) are to be identified with the mixed
multitude of Asiatics who eventually left Egypt under the leadership of Moses (Exodus
12:38). The Israelite population descended from Jacob formed the major part of this
group and a number of Hebrew/Israelite names can be recognised within the
documents of the period (A Test of Time, p. 268-278).

Avaris was a large town that was almost exclusively Asiatic which is most unusual in such
a fertile area as the eastern Delta. It was a city of foreigners allowed to live there by the
Egyptian crown. Much evidence of shepherding was found in the early levels before the
Hyksos consistent with the biblical account.
Avaris was populated by around
30 000 people. John Bimson in the
documentary “Patterns of Evidence:
Exodus” notes that there is evidence of
many
more
of
these
Asiatic
settlements nearby, at least 20 or 30
sites, little of which has been
excavated on any great scale so far.
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The eastern Nile Delta region is not the only place in Egypt where we have evidence for
the Israelites during the Middle Kingdom.
Near the mud brick pyramids south of the Faiyum is a Middle Bronze Age town called
Kahun (a name identical to the Hebrew word for priest).
It was an enclosed walled town with mostly Semites. Documentation of slavery was found
indicating that it was a slave town that was probably guarded as well as being walled.

Sir Flinders Petrie excavated at Kahun from 1880 onwards. Dr Rosalie David reviewed his
work there and wrote:
It is apparent that the Asiatics were present in the town (Kahun) in some numbers and this
may have reflected the situation elsewhere in Egypt…their exact homeland in Syria or
Palestine cannot be determined…The reason for their presence remains unclear…
[Petrie discovered] wooden boxes…underneath the floors of many houses at Kahun.
They contained babies, sometimes buried two or three to a box and aged only a few
months at death‖ (The Pyramid Builders of Ancient Egypt, p.191).
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This is consistent with the decree of Pharaoh that all male children were to be killed at
birth (Exodus 1:16).
The lesser pyramids of the Middle Kingdom were the only pyramids built with mud brick
and straw – the same materials noted in the Bible that were being used by the Israelites
for building during their slavery. One of these mud brick pyramids is right next to the town
of Kahun.
David also wrote the following about their sudden disappearance from Egypt:
―The quantity, range and type of articles of everyday use which were left behind in the
houses may indeed suggest that the departure was sudden and unpremeditated‖ (The
Pyramid Builders of Ancient Egypt, p.199).

Remembering it was a walled town, how can slaves all just suddenly walk away and out of
Egypt?
BELOW: Semitic settlers journey to Egypt as depicted on the wall of the tomb of Ameni at
Beni Hassan during the 12th Dynasty. Were these the family of Jacob and their servants?
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Other evidence of the Israelites being in Egypt is the frequency of Egyptian names among
the Israelites (Phineas, Hophni, Pashur and perhaps Hur and Merari).
Moses is an abbreviated Egyptian name, meaning drawn or born from. It is seen in the
names of pharaohs such as Thutmoses and Ra-moses or Rameses, meaning they were
born from the gods Thoth and Ra.
Moses may well have originally been named Hapi-moses, meaning drawn from the Nile
god Hapi.
There is a great deal of evidence supporting the Middle Kingdom being the time of the
Israelites in Egypt and there is a great catastrophe documented at the end of the Middle
Kingdom that matches the enormous catastrophe that befell Egypt at the time of the
Exodus.
Beitak‟s excavation at the site in the Nile Delta which he identifies as Avaris shows an
Asiatic population from the 12th to 15th Dynasties. The earlier group of Asiatics was much
more Egyptianised than the culturally different later group and this is consistent with the
order of the Israelites followed by the Hyksos.
Amongst the earlier group dated to the 12th and 13th Dynasties there was a
disproportionally higher number of women as well as a disproportionally higher number of
infant burials consistent with the decree by the pharaoh to kill the Israelite male babies.
This disproportionally higher number of infant burials is also reflected at Kahun near the
mudbrick pyramids in the Faiyum area. Kahun is a Hebrew name for priest and the mud
brick pyramids of the Middle Kingdom are not replicated in any other time in Egypt‟s
history where stone was mainly used and these mud brick pyramids reinforced with straw
match the building materials used by enslaved Israelites at the time of the Exodus.
Further support for a Middle Kingdom placement of the Exodus is found in the Brooklyn
Papyrus dated to the reign of Sobekhotep of the mid to late 13th Dynasty which
documents a disproportionally higher number of Semitic slaves, some of which included
biblical Israelite names such as Menahem, Isaachar, Asher and Shiphrah.
Bringing an end to this period of slavery was a catastrophe known as the plagues of Egypt
for which we have two papyrii documenting it dating from the 13th Dynasty.
The Ipuwer Papyrus has an eeriely high number of statements that match the biblical
record of the ten plagues. The slaves at Kahun leave suddenly according to Rosalie David,
a situation that matches the biblical record of the Exodus.
There has been a rather persistent myth that has continued to be perpetuated that the
slavery of the Israelites lasted some 400 years. This is based on a misunderstanding of
Exodus 12:40 that says that the sojourning of Israel was 430 years. Notice carefully the
word is sojourning not the word slavery.
Exodus 12:40-41: And the time that the sons of Israel sojourned in Egypt was 430 years.
And it happened at the end of the 430 years, even on the selfsame day, all the armies of
the LORD went out from the land of Egypt.
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Paul says in Galatians 3:16-17 that from Abraham when the promises were made till Mt
Sinai and the giving of the law was the same period of time – 430 years.
Josephus further explains that the 430 years was from when Abraham came into Canaan
till the Exodus and that from Jacob moving to Egypt till the Exodus was exactly half that
period – 215 years.
From that remaining 215 years you have to subtract the remaining 71 years of Joseph
after his father moved to Egypt so in reality the slavery was probably not much more than
100 years at most. The Greek translation of the Old Testament (the Septuagint) translates
Exodus 12:40 this way:
The sojourning of the children and of their fathers, which they sojourned in the land of
Canaan AND in the land of Egypt was four hundred and thirty years.

It‟s interesting that it says that they left on the selfsame day as their forefather Abraham
left the land of the Chaldees.
It is quite fitting that Abraham came out of the land of the Chaldees on the first day of the
Feast of Unleavened Bread when the Israelites came out of Egypt, which pictures us
coming out of this world and sin (1 Corinthians 5:7-8).
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Who was the Pharaoh of the Exodus?
Who was the pharaoh of the Exodus that Moses clashed with? Can we identify him
amongst the 13th Dynasty rulers. Do we have anything like a statue that gives us any idea
of what he may have looked like?
A factor that needs to be borne in mind when looking at Egyptian king lists is that pharaohs
had quite a number of different names, usually anywhere from 5 to 10 different names.
One Egyptian king list that doesn‟t receive as much attention as others is the Sothis List. It
lists alternate names for kings that have been identified starting with Dynasties 1, 4 and 5
followed by Dynasties 12 and 13.
Kings numbered 18 through to 24 on the Sothis List match up with the 12th Dynasty, and
all include Rameses as part of their names.
Following the names of Rameses, son of Uaphres (no. 24) who is said to have ruled 29
years and Koncharis (no. 25) who is said to have ruled 5 years, the list then names
Hyksos rulers from the 15th Dynasty, including Apophis, followed by rulers of the 18th
Dynasty.
Donovan Courville believes that
the Sothis List records only the
primary rulers in Egypt.
There are only two Dynasty 13
kings in the list. Because of this
Courville argues for a long period
of secondary parallel rule by the
13th Dynasty under the rule of the
12th Dynasty before taking over as
primary rulers when the female
ruler Sebek-nefru-re died after a
brief reign.
This appears to be supported by
the
otherwise
unnecessary
insertion of “son of Uaphres” after
the name Rameses (number 24) on
the Sothis king list.
In addition to Rameses, son of Uaphres, we can see a number of other pharaohs
bearing a similar name to Rameses who appear to be Dynasty 12 rulers.
This is highly significant in light of the store city of Raamses noted in Exodus 1:11
and the reference in Genesis 47:11 to Jacob settling in the “land of Rameses” long
before Rameses the Great.
The last Dynasty 13 pharaoh, Koncharis (no. 25), appears to be the Sothis List name
for the pharaoh of the Exodus since the Hyksos invaded Egypt after it was
devastated by the plagues and lost its army in the Red Sea.
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Can we identify who this Koncharis was in the other king lists? And what about the foster
father of Moses, who Eusebius identifies as Chenephres?
David Rohl tells us the following about what we know about these individuals from
Eusebius:
The early Christian historian Eusebius, in his work Evangelicae Preparationis ('Preparation for the
Gospel'), refers to the writings of a Jewish historian named Artapanus. The latter compiled a
history of the Israelite nation entitled Peri Ioudaion ('Concerning the Jews'). The original work
has not survived down to our day, but we have certain extracts paraphrased by Eusebius and
a second partial summary in Clement's Stromata. The name Artapanus suggests that he was a
Jew of mixed descent whose family originated from Persia. However, this Jewish historian
researched and compiled the material for Peri Ioudaion in Egypt during the late third century
BC and probably had access to ancient records which were housed in the great Egyptian
temples and perhaps in the famous library at Alexandria founded by Ptolemy I.
The story of Moses' early life as an Egyptian prince and his subsequent exile to Sinai is related
in some detail by Artapanus, but is very difficult to interpret. One scholar notes that Artapanus
has his closest literary parallels in the historical romances; and he freely mixes fantasy with
traditional lore. Separating fact from fancy is therefore a tricky business. The basic elements
of the story which might possibly turn out to be of some historical value are as follows:
1.

A pharaoh named ‗Palmanothes' was persecuting the Israelites living in Egypt. He built
the city of Kessan and founded a temple there. He also established a temple (or shrine)
at Heliopolis.

2.

Palmanothes had a daughter called ‗Merris'. She adopted a Hebrew child who grew up to
become Prince Mousos.

3.

Merris married a Pharaoh Khenephres ‗who was king over the regions beyond Memphis,
for at that time there were many kings of Egypt'.

4.

Having grown to manhood, Prince Mousos administered to the land on behalf of
Khenephres and became very popular with the people of Egypt. ‗Formerly the masses
were disorganised and would at one time expel kings, at others appoint them, often the
same people but sometimes others'.

5.

Prince Mousos led a military campaign against the Ethiopians who had invaded Egypt.
He besieged the city of Hermopolis. According to Artapanus, the war lasted ten years.

6.

Upon Mousos' return, King Khenephres tried to have the prince killed because he was
jealous of him, but 'Mousos‘ fled to Arabia and lived with Raguel, the ruler of the region,
whose daughter he married.

7.

Raguel ordered the Arabs to plunder Egypt but withheld them from a full campaign
because Mousos restrained him for fear of the safety of his own Hebrew brethren still
living in the Black Land.

8.

Khenephres died and Mousos eventually returned to Egypt to face a new pharaoh.

9.

The plagues of Egypt struck Egypt, the last of which was of hail and earthquakes.
Mousos then led the Israelites out of Egypt (A Test of Time, p. 252-253).
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The Bible tells us that Moses was 120 years (Dueteronomy 34:7) when he died after the
40 years of wilderness wanderings by the Israelites decreed for the original generation‟s
disobedience. It says in that same verse that “his eye was not dim, nor had he lost any of
his natural strength” indicating the physical strength that God had given him which he
would have needed to help with the deliverance of Israel 40 years earlier when he was 80
years old.
Stephen when discussing Moses in Acts 7 mentions that he was in exile from Egypt for 40
years (Acts 7:30) so he would have been 40 years when he fled Egypt.
Courville believes the combined total of the two reigns of Moses‟ foster father, Chenephres
(who he identifies as Rameses, son of Uaphres on the Sothis List) and Koncharis was 34
years.
Contrary to point 6 above, Moses‟ foster father would not have quite ascended to the
throne when Moses fled but would have been one of the men (plural) who sought Moses‟
life (Exodus 4:19). The reference to him being a king when he tried to kill Moses may have
referred to him as a secondary king before later becoming the primary king from when his
29 year rule starts from according to the Sothis List.
Koncharis, the pharaoh of the Exodus, started his rule shortly before the Exodus
according to Exodus 4:19 and the Sothis List matches this crediting him with a
reign of only 5 years.
For his view on who the Pharaoh of the Exodus was, I quote again from Donovan
Courville‟s work “The Exodus Problem and Its Ramifications”:
The king numbered 24 in…
[another Egyptian king list,
the Turin] list has the
prenomen Kha-nefer-re. This
name has been transliterated
into Greek as Kenephres.
There is an extant legend that
the foster-father of Moses
had the name Chenephres.
Professor Wiedemann calls
attention to the similarity of
the prenomen of Sebek-hotep
III, Kha-nefer-re, to the name
Chenephres, a king whose
wife Merrhis, according to a
legend, reared Moses, the
great lawgiver of Israel.
The coincidence of the name
Chenephres with Ka-neferre
[king 24] of the Turin list has
long since been pointed out.
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It was impossible, however, to accept this identity, since Chenephres of the Turin list is
far out of line with the supposed background of Moses in Egyptian history.
Buf if Yufni [king 5 on Turin List] is Joseph, and if Koncharis [king 26 on Turin List] is
the pharaoh of the Exodus, then Ka-nefer-re is not out of line to be thus identified…
Koncharis as the Pharoah of the Exodus
We thus place our finger tentatively on the name Koncharis ([the second of two 13th dynasty
kings on] the Sothis list), the sole ruler between this Ramesside line and the Hyksos era, as
the pharaoh of the Exodus. A number of independent data now serve to confirm this
identification and position of the Exodus pharaoh.
Eusebius left a note in his work indicating that the pharaoh of the Exodus had the
name Cencheres whom he [mistakenly] identified as the Cencheres of the 18th
Dynasty.
This conclusion of Eusebius was challenged some five centuries later by Syncellus on the
basis that there was no supporting evidence for such a conclusion. Cencheres is obviously
the same name as Koncharis, since there is no soft sound of "c" in the Greek, and since the
vowel sounds can be transliterated from Egyptian to Greek at best only as approximations. It
would seem that Eusebius did have some vague evidence for his conclusion, but made a
wrong identification with a king by the same name in a later dynasty.
Further confirmation is to he seen in the otherwise enigmatic record of Josephus which
states that the Hyksos took over Egypt without a battle. Such a conquest of Egypt is
anomalous except as we visualize the Hyksos invasion against the background of an
Egypt recently incapacitated by some catastrophe such as that of the Exodus and
associated incidents…
This placement of the Exodus also provides us with a reasonable explanation for the
apparent anomaly in the statement of Genesis 47:11 which reads:
And Joseph placed his father and his brethren, and gave them a possession in the land of
Egypt, in the best land, in the land of Rameses, as Pharaoh had commanded.
It is evident from this statement that kings named Rameses ruled, not only during the period
of oppression, but back as far as the time of Joseph, some 215 years before the Exodus. The
summation of the reigns of the kings from Koncharis back to the first of these Ramessides
totals 190 years. This takes us well back into the era of Joseph…
A further statement by Josephus represents an anachronism when the Exodus is dated in the
18th Dynasty or later, but is clarified by the placement at the time of the Hyksos invasion.
Reference is to the statement that the Israelites built pyramids for the Egyptians
during the period of slavery. Pyramids as tombs were in vogue in the time of the 12th
and 13th Dynasties, but were long since obsolete in the time of the 19th Dynasty and
later. This anachronism has long been recognized but no explanation for it has been
forthcoming other than to presume that the statement is an error.
The proposed setting of the Exodus coincident with the Hyksos invasion was based on the
assumption that the Ramesside line of the Sothis list just preceded the Hyksos invasion, and
that the Sothis list at this point is in proper order. This assumption is contrary to popular
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opinion which makes this line of kings identical to the later Ramessides of the 20th Dynasty
but misplaced in the list by the unknown author.
Evidence is now introduced confirming the correctness of the Sothis list order at this point.
The Hyksos invasion is placed by modern historians in the late 13th Dynasty. Earlier
proposals had set it at the beginning of this dynasty, but evidence produced by Brugsch
indicated that such a placement was out of the question. Brugsch wrote:
―As we have already remarked, the kings who immediately followed the Pharaohs of the 12th
Dynasty in the kingdom were still in full possession of Upper and Lower Egypt. For a long
time the opinion was prevalent, that the 13th Dynasty marked the exact epoch of the
invasion of the foreigners, so that these latter must have already gained a firm footing in the
Egyptian low country, or at least on its eastern frontier.
―In opposition to this, however, we have the well-established fact that several kings of the
13th Dynasty, and not only those who were first in order of time, enjoyed in the Delta ...
perfect leisure and quiet to erect monuments, the remains of which have been preserved to
the present time and their magnitude and style do not at all point to their having been
hastily constructed.
―In the days of their authors and their erection peaceful times must have prevailed,
and nothing warrants the notion of a foreign occupation by the side of native kings ....
The fact is established beyond doubt that this sudden attack of the foreigners must
have taken place towards the end of the 13th Dynasty.‖
If our reasoning is correct thus far, there is a hope that the name of Koncharis as the pharaoh
of the Exodus will appear in others of the king lists well into the era of the 13th Dynasty
kings. Since we do not know the length of the era involved as yet, it is not possible to predict
accurately the expected position of this king. It is, however, to be presumed that if Brugsch is
correct in his deductions, then the kings of the early dynasty had periods of rule which were
quite normal.
The lengths of rule for many of the later rulers of the dynasty are provided by the Turin
Papyrus, which is in readable condition at this point. At the point in the list which marks the
end of the line of Sebekhoteps, the reigns of the subsequent kings are very short, often
being but a year or two. It would appear that at this point, something must have occurred in
Egypt to upset the smooth sequence of political affairs. The name we seek should then
appear in this list at about this point, since such a rapid turn-over of rulers indicates some
unstable situation. While more kings follow this point in the list than precede it, the short
lengths of reigns place this critical situation late in Dynasty 13 as hypothesized by Brugsch. In
fact, this is the approximate point selected by several scholars as the point of the Hyksos
invasion.
The name Koncharis is a Greek transliteration of an Egyptian name. Reversing the rules
by which Egyptian names are transliterated into Greek, we are led from the Greek
name Koncharis back to the original Egyptian name Ka-ankh-ra. This name appears
among the names of the 13th Dynasty kings on the Table of Karnak.
Brugsch located this name, and by comparison of the briefer Karnak list with the more
complete Turin list, he concluded that Ka-ankh-ra was to be identified as Sebekhotep VI of
the Turin list. Other historians have suggested an identity with Sebekhotep V or IV. This
variation of opinion is not as serious as might seem, for there is also a difference of opinion
as to the numbering of these Sebekhoteps.
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Following the name of Sebekhotep VI is the line of kings, previously referred to, who had but
brief reigns. We may assume with assurance that Ka-ankh-ra, as one of the late Sebekhoteps
of the 13th Dynasty, falls in the expected position relative to the Hyksos invasion, and is to
be identified as the Koncharis of the Sothis list, where he is also the last king before the
Hyksos invasion.
We are at the same time provided with potent evidence that the order of the kings of the
Sothis list at this point is correct, and that the preceding line of Ramessides represents a line
of kings who belong to the Oppression era (The Exodus Problem and Its Ramifications
[Volume 1], p. 155, 122-127).

Let‟s summarise what we can draw from the Sothis and Turin lists and Eusebius‟ records.
King 5 on the Turin List, Yufni, may well be Joseph.
Eusebius records that Moses‟ foster father was Chenephres (Kenephres) and the Sothis
List gives us the name of Koncharis as the most likely person for being the pharaoh of the
Exodus.
When we look for these names on the Turin list of 13th dynasty kings we find two kings
that closely match these two names for Moses‟ foster father, Chenephres, and Koncharis,
the likely pharaoh of the Exodus according to the Sothis list.
King 24 on the Turin List is Kha-nofer-ra which is a close Egyptian equivalent to
Chenephres (Kenephres).
King 26 on the Turin List is Kha-ankh-ra which is a close Egyptian equivalent to
Koncharis. Additionally Koncharis is very similar to the name of Cencheres who
Eusebius gives as the name of the pharaoh of the Exodus.
There is one questionable king in between them on the Turin list (no. 25) – Khakara(?).
This name is very close to Khaankhra and maybe either a duplication or some prince who
was not the primary pharaoh. Courville notes:
Since it is highly probable that more than one of these princes ruled in the same
specific period of years, the possibility is entertained that the Exodus event may well
have fallen during the reign of other rulers than Kha-ankh-ra (No. 26).
For example, Josephus places the incident in the reign of one Dudimos [The 12th king
on the Turin list after Kha-ankh-ra (No. 26)], who may be one of the [last] princes of
this [Turin] list (The Exodus Problem and Its Ramifications [Volume 1], p. 126).

The plagues of Egypt brought an end to the Middle Kingdom devastating Egypt leaving it
vulnerable to the Asiatic Hyksos who conquered Egypt without a battle as noted by
Manetho who then occupied the site Bietak identified as Avaris. Manetho says of them and
this time:
Tutimaeus. In his reign, I know not why, a blast of God‘s displeasure broke upon us. A
people of ignoble origin from the east, whose coming was unforseen, had the audacity to
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invade the country, which they mastered by main force without difficulty or even a
battle (Against Apion, I, p.74-75).

Donovan Courville commenting on Josephus‟ statement above states:
The Egyptian name [Tutimaeus] appears to most closely resemble the name Dudimes [of the
13th dynasty] (The Exodus Problem and Its Ramifications [Volume 1], p. 225).

Courville identifies Ka-ankh-ra (on the Turin list) as Koncharis on the Sothis list who he
believes was the pharaoh of the Exodus.
Courville suggests Manetho‟s pharaoh at the time of the Hyksos invasion (Tutimaeus) was
Dudimose who was the 12th king after Ka-ankh-ra on the Turin list and there is likely some
overlap between the kings on the Turin list with the some of the latter ones ruling parallel
with earlier ones on the Turin list.
David Rohl supports Courville‟s choice of Kha-nofer-ra as the foster father of Moses but
rather than choosing Ka-ankh-ra, he chooses Dudimose as the pharaoh of the Exodus
despite being over 12 kings apart on the Turin list, though, as previously stated, there may
have been some parallel overlap between the kings on the Turin list.
Courville mentions that some of these 13th dynasty kings ruled contemporary with one
another, however, it is clear from the Biblical account that one was supreme over any local
princes at the time of the Exodus.
Another contender for being the pharaoh of the Exodus is the fourth king before Ka-ankhra on the Turin list - Neferhotep I.
David Down writes the following regarding this particular pharaoh:
The Cambridge Ancient History states, ― From their number, the
brevity of their reigns and the evident lack of any continuous
dynastic succession it would appear that the kings of the 13th
dynasty, dominated by a powerful line of viziers, were for the most
part puppet rulers, holding their offices, perhaps by appointment
or election for limited periods of time.‖
A measure of stability seems to have been restored under
Neferhotep I whose statues are to be found in the Cairo and
Bologna Museums. He was apparently the last king before the
Asiatic slaves suddenly disappeared from Kahun. Dr Rosalie David
wrote in her book ―The Pyramid Builders of Ancient Egypt:
―Scarabs are useful in dating sites because they are frequently inscribed with the names of
current rulers. Here a scarab inscribed with the name of King Neferhotep of the 13th dynasty,
found in a room near the center of town together with some papyri, is the latest dated
object from the first occupation of the town and can assist in establishing a chronology of
events at Kahun.‖
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So it may have been during the reign of Neferhotep I that Moses returned from Midian and
confronted Pharaoh with the demand ―Let my people go‖ (Unwrapping the Pharaohs, p. 98).

This evidence quoted above only gives us a close approximation of when the Exodus
occurred. It doesn‟t prove that Neferhotep I was the pharaoh of the Exodus.
The combined evidence of names connecting Kha-nofer-ra and Ka-ankh-ra with the foster
father of Moses and the pharaoh of the Exodus according to Eusebius gives greater
support to the Exodus occurring a little later in the 13th Dynasty than the reign of
Neferhotep I.
According to Courville, Kha-nofer-ra and Ka-ankh-ra, had the alternative names of
Sobekhotep V and VI respectively. David Down (and Wikipedia) labels these first two
Sobekhoteps after Neferhotep I as Sobekhotep IV and V respectively.
Pharaohs often had many names making it hard to connect them with the names given in
the Bible (eg. Shishak, Zerah, etc). Velikovsky in his book “Ages in Chaos” argued another
name for the pharaoh of the Exodus appears to have been King Thom using the el-Arish
monument as his source though its questionable that the monument describes this time
period.
Below are statues of the pharaohs that Courville believes are Moses’ foster father
and the pharoah of the Exodus. The statue of Moses’ foster father is in the Louvre
Museum and the statue of our best contender for the pharoah of the Exodus is in
the Altes Museum in Berlin.
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The Journey from Egypt to Sinai
We will look at evidence shortly that the crossing of the Red Sea occurred not across the
Gulf of Suez but across the Gulf of Aqaba which is the gulf of the Red Sea to the right of
the Sinai Peninsula. To reach that location with over 2 million people would have taken a
fair bit more than a week.
On route there was a location “three days journey into the desert” (Exodus 5:3) where they
sacrificed and held a feast to God (Exodus 5:1-3) which would have been the last day of
the Feast of Unleavened Bread. There is evidence of the Israelites having visited there
(Serabit el Khadim on the Sinai Peninsula) in great numbers at this time.
John Keyser in his article “The Great Ash Heap In the Wilderness!” (www.hope-ofisrael.org/ashheap.htm) tells us about this evidence:
After meeting with his brother Aaron at the mountain of God, Moses and his brother
returned to Egypt and gathered together all the elders of the children of Israel. They related
the events of the burning bush and the message of God to the elders, and then went to the
royal residence to confront the Pharaoh:
Afterward Moses and Aaron went in and told Pharaoh, "Thus says the Lord God of Israel: 'Let
My people go, that they may HOLD A FEAST TO ME IN THE WILDERNESS!'" -- Exodus 5:1,
NKJV.
After Pharaoh's initial reaction they repeated God's command: "The God of the Hebrews has
met with us. Please, LET US GO THREE DAYS JOURNEY INTO THE DESERT AND SACRIFICE TO
THE LORD OUR GOD, lest He fall upon us with pestilence or with the sword" (Exodus 5:3,
NKJV)…
The Israelites left Rameses after midnight on the 15th of Abib or Nisan. This was the first
"holy" or "high day" of the Feast of Unleavened Bread. After traveling "three days into
the wilderness" they were to camp and sacrifice to the Lord. What day could this possibly
be? Exodus 13:6 reveals the answer:
―Seven days you shall eat unleavened bread, and ON THE SEVENTH DAY THERE SHALL BE A
FEAST TO THE LORD‖…
After spending some three or four days on the march, this would give them several days to
set up camp and prepare to carry out God's commands; but this WOULD NOT give them
time to build an altar and all the paraphernalia associated with sacrifices and burnt
offerings.
SOMEWHERE, WITHIN "THREE DAYS MARCH" FROM THE BORDER OF EGYPT, WAS A
PLACE ALREADY PREPARED FOR THEM! Where could this be?…
According to Sir Charles Marston: "Sir Flinders Petrie has suggested that 'THE THREE
DAYS' JOURNEY INTO THE WILDERNESS' was an expression used to denote the route
TO THE TEMPLE OF SERABIT in the centre of the Sinai Peninsula where the then
existing ceremonies and ritual OF THE HEBREWS were observed " (The Bible Comes
Alive. Eyre & Spottiswoode, London 1937. P.164 ).
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Yes, THIS is where the Israelites, under Moses and guided by God, were heading. This
was the ONLY place within "three days' journey" where facilities were in place for the
Israelites to offer sacrifices and burnt offerings to God on the last holy day of the Feast
of Unleavened Bread! Not only that, but the location of the mining camps in Sinai were
well known to the Israelites -- many of them toiled there under the pharaohs of the
12th Dynasty!
Sir Charles continues: "This sanctuary is at the top of a hill, bare of vegetation; ITS IMMENSE
HEAPS OF WOOD ASHES testify to the number of its burnt offerings. They are the more
remarkable because the wood must have been carried up a thousand feet." (Ibid., p.65)…
The temple is located in a beautiful setting northwest of the traditional (but erroneous) site
of Mount Sinai. To the north of the temple is a large, pastel-colored plain, and strange
black hills to the west and east.

―The seat of worship of the miners, was a TEMPLE ON THE TOP OF A ROCKY PLATEAU, two
thousand five hundred feet above sea level, and THREE OR FOUR DAYS' JOURNEY [with rest]
FROM THE COAST. The expedition [Petrie's] found the ruins of this temple, and of
an intensive settlement, which had once been FORTIFIED, perhaps against the intrusion of
wild beasts rather than against men [or to keep Israelite slaves in?]. The place is a day's
journey from water at the present time....Evidence that at this temple a form of worship was
carried on, WHICH RESEMBLED THAT OF THE ISRAELITES, was manifested in a number of
ways. This was a GREAT HIGH PLACE. Here were IMMENSE HEAPS OF WOOD ASHES, and the
fuel must have been carried up to this rocky plateau from places a thousand feet below. And
these ashes testified to the burnt offerings, WHICH IT WAS THE CUSTOM OF ABRAHAM'S
RACE TO SACRIFICE ON THE SUMMITS OF HIGH HILLS AND MOUNTAINS.‖
Marston continues:
―Here there were MANY PORTABLE STONE ALTARS FOR BURNING INCENSE, AND NO LESS
THAN FOUR SUCCESSIVE GREAT LAVERS, OR TANKS, FOR ABLUTIONS. A feature of the
settlement itself, was a number of stone sleeping-shelters with monoliths, of large
standing stones, which may be associated with dreams, like the one erected by Jacob at
Bethel (Gen. 28:18)....Though the Egyptian expeditions had built and adorned the temple
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with their inscriptions, THE CULT PRACTISED WAS NOT AN EGYPTIAN ONE. The evidence
that had been left behind, identified the religious ceremonials of its worshippers as similar to
those PRACTISED BY THE ISRAELITES...The discovery, like many of the older archaeological
finds, had been somewhat neglected, until a German scholar -- Professor U. Grimme, of
Munster -- claimed that he had DECIPHERED THE NAME OF MOSES ON ONE OF
THE INSCRIPTIONS.‖ -- The Bible Comes Alive, pp. 168-170.
The Immense Heap of Ashes
When Petrie and his expedition examined the remains of the temple at Serabit, they made a
startling discovery!
―Of this period [Amenemhat IV] a very interesting result was found BENEATH THE LATER
TEMPLE. Over a LARGE AREA a bed of white wood-ashes is spread, of a considerable
thickness. In the chamber O [of the later temple] there is a mass, 18 in. in thickness,
underlying the walls and pillars, AND THEREFORE BEFORE THE TIME OF TAHUTMES III. In
chamber N it varies from 4 to 15 in. thick; west of the pylon it is from 3 to 12 in.; and it is
found extending as far as chamber E or F with a thickness of 18 in. Thus it EXTENDS FOR
OVER A HUNDRED FEET IN LENGTH. In breadth it was found wherever the surface was
protected by building over it.
―All along the edge of the hill, bordering on the road of the 12th dynasty past the steles, the
ashes were found, all across the temple breadth, and out as far as the building of stone walls
of chambers extends on the south, IN ALL FULLY 50 FEET IN BREADTH. That none are found
outside the built-over area is to be explained by the great denudation due to strong winds
and occasional rain. That large quantities of glazed pottery have been entirely destroyed by
these causes is certain; and a bed of light wood-ashe would be swept away much more
easily.
―We must, therefore, suppose A BED OF ASHES AT LEAST 100 X 50FT., VERY PROBABLY
MUCH WIDER, and varying from 3 to 18 in. thick, in spite of all the denudation which took
place before the 18th dynasty.
―THERE MUST BE NOW ON THE GROUND ABOUT 50 TONS OF ASHES, AND THESE ARE
PROBABLY THE RESIDUE OF SOME 100‘s OF TONS....What, then, is the meaning of this
great bed of ashes?‖ -- Researches in Sinai, p.99…
The immense heap of ashes found by Petrie is none other than the remains of BURNT
OFFERINGS Moses and the Israelites offered up to God on the last day of the Feast of
Unleavened Bread!...
Sir Flinders Petrie made some further discoveries at the site that really narrow down the date
the ash-heap was deposited:
―The age of these ashes is CERTAINLY BEFORE THE 18th DYNASTY. And on carefully
searching a part of this stratum for pottery embedded in it, I found pieces of thin,
hemispherical cups, of thick, large, drop-shaped jars, and of rough white tube-pots, ALL OF
WHICH BELONG TO THE 12th DYNASTY. We have just seen that the 12th dynasty was the
most flourishing time in the early history of the place, AND THIS AGREES WITH THE DATE OF
THE REMAINS.‖ -- Researches in Sinai, p.99…
Steles, or memorial stones, are found around the temple at Serabit, and provide an
important clue to the identity of the people who passed through the area at the close of the
12th dynasty:
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―The outer steles on the north should now be considered, before dealing with the
complicated region to the east. THE DOZEN STELES OUTSIDE THE TEMPLE PROPER ARE ALL
OF THE 12th DYNASTY, and of Amenemhat III, so far as we can trace....In the 12th dynasty,
when the steles were set up, THE SITE OF THE LATER TEMPLE WAS COVERED WITH BURNT
SACRIFICES; and the line of approach to the sacred cave seems to have been along the edge
of the hill past the steles. These were then erected, BORDERING THE WAY, which probably
ran along the broken line here marked.‖ - Ibid., p.82…
While Sir Flinders Petrie was excavating the ruins of the temple at Serabit, he came across
some very strange inscriptions! Only a few paces from the temple sanctuary FRAGMENTS OF
STONE TABLETS were dug out of the sand -- together with a statue of a crouching figure. On
both the tablets and the sculpture were some VERY UNUSUAL MARKINGS:
―Neither Flinders Petrie nor the Egyptologists in the party could make anything of them.
They were obviously WRITTEN CHARACTERS OF A TYPE NEVER SEEN BEFORE. Although
the inscriptions give a pictographic impression -- THEY ARE REMlNISCENT OF EGYPTIAN
HIEROGLYPHICS -- they can hardly be said to be a picture language. There are too few
different signs for that‖....
These strange inscriptions were not only found in the vicinity of the temple but also in the
dark galleries of the nearby turquoise mines, and on a rock face close to the copper
mining area of BIR NASIB -- a few miles due west of Serabit.
Notice!
―In the...galleries of the turquoise mines [in Serabit] a discovery was made in 1906 which for
a long time kept scholars in suspense. The walls revealed inscriptions in a
hitherto UNKNOWN
SCRIPT,
WHICH
BORE
A
MARKED
SIMILARITY
TO
EGYPTIAN HIEROGLYPHICS and which is nowadays called the ‗PROTO-SINAITIC‘ SCRIPT....
―Although he [Petrie] was unable to decipher the inscriptions, Petrie realized that it was a
SEMITIC ALPHABET SCRIPT -- in fact the earliest alphabetic script found so far. Petrie dated
the inscriptions as belonging to the 15th CENTURY B.C. and then as votive writings by the
SEMITIC MINERS labouring in the Pharaoh's turquoise mines, using the alphabetic script they
had DEVELOPED FROM HIEROGLYPHIC SIGNS. It is not surprising that such ideas were
immediately CONNECTED WITH BIBLICAL EVENTS and caused a great deal of excitement.‖ -Sinai: Pharaohs, Miners, Pilgrims and Soldiers, by Beno Rothenburg. Joseph J. Binns:
Washington-N.Y. 1979. P.162.
The 15th-Century B.C. dating of these inscriptions places them right in the time-frame of the
end of the Middle Kingdom and the exodus of the children of Israel from Egypt!...
Albright further says that in "discussing the proposed Semitic adaptations of Egyptian
appellations of divinity, Donner [another scholar] might have recalled the
UNQUESTIONED FACT that all the Proto-Sinaitic carved panels and sculptures
bearing inscriptions CLOSELY FOLLOW EGYPTIAN MODELS; there are NO imitations of
Asiatic prototypes. THIS ALONE SUGGESTS A LONG PERIOD OF SETTLEMENT IN EGYPT
BEFORE THE PERIOD OF THE INSCRIPTIONS IN SINAI." (Ibid., p.45).
How true! WHO were "settled" for a long period of time in Egypt before being taken to the
mining camps of Sinai as slaves? WHO are shown on the Egyptian inscriptions as being taken
to Sinai FROM EGYPT in an obvious state of submission? The answer has to be: THE
ISRAELITES!
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It is my conviction, however, that the Israelite slaves at Serabit and the surrounding
areas did not develop the texts themselves while in Sinai, but brought the knowledge
of the script with them from Egypt.
After all, it is hard to believe that slaves, spending most of their awakening hours
in backbreaking toil in the mines, would have the time or inclination to develop such an
explosive advance in the written language of mankind! But in Egypt it could easily have
been developed by the genius of the Israelites before the toil of the pharaohs was thrust
upon them, or even by Moses himself who was schooled in the wisdom of the Egyptians!

A fascinating item I got to see when I was in Athens, was the famous Mycenae funeral
stele (an ancient tombstone) which is the first thing you see when entering the main
museum in Athens. This could be the greatest example in archaeology of something
hidden in plain sight.

Simcha Jacobovici in his documentary “The Exodus Decoded” makes a compelling case
that most people have not recognised for what he believes it really is – a visual
representation of the crossing of the Red Sea. You can see swirling spirals in the top and
bottom most likely representing a body of water. In the middle is a figure on a chariot and a
man on higher ground facing him with a spear or staff. The museum label says:
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The upper and lower panels are filled with spirals while the central panel has a chariot pulled
by a galloping horse and driven by a standing charioteer. In front of the horse is a second
male figure that appears to be attacking the chariot with the spear held in his raised
right hand.

It‟s very similar to the scene here with Charlton Heston as Moses parting the Red Sea,
one of the most dramatic scenes ever seen. Whenever I think of the Red Sea crossing I
have etched into my mind that scene from the “Ten Commandments” and Charleton
Heston saying “Behold his mighty hand!” It has to be remembered that it was probably a
lot wider than we see here. It was probably at least a mile wide to allow 2 million people to
cross. The Egyptians record that the legendary Danaus journeyed from there to Greece.
Herbert Hannay wrote:
The Northern Danites…migrating as the Danaoi or descendants of Danaus…landed in
Peloponneus, Apai or Argive…and there became known as the Argive Danoi, famous in
connection with the legend of the Argonauts (The Origins and Empire of the Ancient
Israel, Steven Collins, p.137).

So where was the Mount Sinai where they travelled to and received the law on route to the
Promised Land? Traditional views place it in the south of the Sinai peninsula but a couple
of things in the Bible tell us otherwise.
Remember that Moses had fled to the land
of Midian where God appeared to Him in the
burning bush on Mount Sinai. There is
universal agreement that Midian was in
Saudi Arabia. Paul is quite plain about its
location in Galatians 4:25 where he says
“For this Hagar is mount Sinai in Arabia.”
We are told in the book of Exodus that they
didn‟t go by the way of the Philistines along
the sea but by the way of the wilderness of
Sinai (Exodus 13:17-18) and then God told
Moses to take a turn towards the Red Sea in
a place where they would be boxed in by
mountains (Exodus 14:2-3).
One thing we have to remember is that much climate and topgraphical change has
occurred since this time and that the Sinai was not completely arid as it is at this time. C.
C. Robertson explains in his book “On the Track of the Exodus” that:
The great CENTRAL PLATEAU forming the basin of the River El Arish provided AMPLE
PASTURE LAND. Leone Caetani holds that the El Arish was a GREAT STREAM within historic
times. Although desert country extended to east and west, there would be pasture and
arable land like the country south of Gaza at the present day, where the barley harvest is
enormous (p.15-16).
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Not only did the people need sustenance, by manna and quail, but also the livestock
needed sustenance.
There is no place near the left arm of the Red Sea where the Israelites would have
been boxed in by mountains but there are such places on the right arm known as
the Gulf of Aqaba.
Two theories about the location of the Red Sea crossing focus on the Gulf of Aqaba.
One theory (advocated in the book “Gold of the Exodus”) places the crossing at the bottom
of the Gulf of Aqaba but this is highly unlikely as stripped of water the sea floor has jagged
coral and plunging cliffs.
The other theory places the crossing point mid way along the Gulf where there is this
enormous beach called Nuweiba. As you can see on the next page there is just a narrow
path into it and it is boxed in by mountains.
They were told to camp between Migdol (meaning tower) and Pi-Ha-hiroth which some
people believe means “mouth of the gorges”. Migdol and Pi-Ha-hiroth would have been
Egyptian sentry posts that could have communicated back to the pharaoh via a signalling
system and messengers that the Israelites were boxed in.
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One
discovery
made
on
this
beach
was
a
memorial pillar.
According to Ron
Wyatt when he
was
in
Saudi
Arabia, a second
pillar was found
on the opposite
side
with
the
following words in
Phoenician letters:
“Mizraim (Egypt),
Solomon, Edom,
death, Pharaoh,
Moses, Yahweh”.
Diving excursions along this proposed crossing site have uncovered discoveries such as
coral encrusted objects that appear in the shape of chariot wheels. The one on the left in
the next picture is from the Nuweiba beach side. The one on the right and bottom was
independently found on the other side.
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Of special interest was a very fragile gilded chariot wheel that has the same colour of
electrum, a mixture of gold and silver, which was common in Egypt. While the metal was
commonly used it‟s unusual to find it guilding a chariot. Is this perhaps a remnant of the
pharoah‟s very own chariot?
On either side of this proposed crossing site the depth of the sea is up to a mile deep,
however, at the proposed crossing site there is an underwater land bridge. After I originally
heard Ron Wyatt make this claim I read a counter article saying there is no such
underwater land bridge.
After that I ran across a DVD called “The Exodus Revealed” by Lennart Moller (who also
documents much of this Exodus material in his book “The Exodus Case”) that provided
independent confirmation that this underwater land bridge does indeed exist showing
underwater footage of how shallow and suitable it would be to walk across when stripped
of water.
One can see how sand and sediment washed down through the gorges created the
enormous beach at Nuweiba and one can also see how this would have extended out to
the sea floor.

Now which mountain in Arabia today is the true Mount Sinai?
The mountain with the strongest traditional links to being Mount Sinai in Arabia is Jabal AlLawz which has a blackened peak and a large plain in front of it.
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Above is a view of the area looking down from the top of the mountain. In yellow is the
likely camp site of the Israelites. In front of it you see photoshopped in a small river where
an ancient river bed is today. In purple is an altar we‟ll discuss shortly and a great split
rock is to the right of it.
Near the base of the mountain is this absolutely extraordinary rock that is split in two and
has clear evidence of strong water erosion at its base. It really is an amazing proof of what
it says happened here in the Bible!

Nearby is this levelled
stone
platform
that
resembles an altar that
has many Egyptian-styled
bull petroglyphs on it.
According
to
Hebrew
tradition all nations heard
the roaring of the lawgiving
(Exodus 20). At Mount
Sinai the sound that
"sounded long" rose 10
times; in this roaring the
Israelites heard the Ten
Commandments.
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According to the Babylonian Talmud:
These words [of the Decalogue]...were not heard by Israel alone, but by the inhabitants of all
the earth.. The Divine voice divided itself into the 70 tongues of men, so that all might
understand it...The souls of the heathen almost fled from them when they heard it."

There is much evidence supporting the biblical story of the Exodus of the Israelites out of
Egypt as well as much evidence showing that this event occurred at the end of the Middle
Kingdom (end of the 13th Dynasty) and not during the 18th or the 19th Dynasties.

Who Were the Hyksos?
The plagues of Egypt brought an end to the Middle Kingdom devastating Egypt leaving it
vulnerable to the Asiatic Hyksos who conquered Egypt without a battle as noted by
Manetho who then occupied the site Bietak identified as Avaris. Manetho says of them and
this time:
Tutimaeus. In his reign, I know not why, a blast of God‘s displeasure broke upon us. A people
of ignoble origin from the east, whose coming was unforseen, had the audacity to invade
the country, which they mastered by main force without difficulty or even a battle
(Against Apion, I, p.74-75).

Who were these mysterious invaders from the east called the Hyksos? In chapter 2 of his
seminal work “Ages in Chaos” Immanuel Velikovsky puts together much evidence in
support of his view that the Hyksos were the same people that troubled the Israelites on
the way to the Promised Land – the Amalekites. I quote some of his evidence below:
The problem of why, in the books of Joshua and Judges, which cover more than four
hundred years, there is no mention of Egyptian domination over Canaan or any allusion to
military expeditions headed by pharaohs has remain unsolved…
In harmony with this revised scheme the Amalekites must have been regarded as the
mightiest among the nations.
Balaam, the sorcerer, was called upon to curse the Israelites approaching Moab on their way
from the desert. He set his face toward the wilderness but instead of cursing, he blessed with
these words:
NUMBERS 24:7 ―His seed shall be in many waters and his king shall be higher than Agag and
his kingdom shall be exalted.‖
Agag [Agog] was the name of the Amalekite king…
NUMBERS 24:20 ―And when he looked on Amalek, he took up his parable and said Amalek
[is] the first of [among] the nations; but his latter end shall be that he perish for ever‖…
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The Amalekites are supposed to have been an unimportant band of robbers; why were they
called ―the first among the nations‖...
The name of the king Agog is the only Amalekite name that the Scriptures have
preserved. Besides the king Agog mentioned in the Book of Numbers there was
another Amalekite king Agog, their last king, who reigned some 400 years later and
was a contemporary with Saul.
In the history of Egypt the most frequently mentioned name of the Hyksos kings is
Apop [or Apophis]. One of the first and most prominent of the Hyksos rulers was
Apop; their last king of the Hyksos was also Apop [Apophis].
The early Hebrew written signs as they are preserved on the stele of Mesha show a striking
resemblance between the letters g (gimel) and p (pei)…similar to the written number 7; the
size of the angle between the two oblique lines consistutes the only difference…
The Song of Deborah, like the blessing of Balaam, is an old fragment. An obscure verse
reads: ―Out of Ephraim their root is in Amalek‖ (Judges 5:14)…The verse cited seems to
mean that the strength of the Canaanites was based upon the support they received from
the Amalekite citadel in the land of Ephraim.
The citadel is also mentioned in another verse of the Book of Judges: ―Pirathon, in the land
of Ephraim, in the mount of the Amalekites (Judges 12:15).
The Amalekites supported the Canaanites; this explains the reversal in the progress of the
Israelite penetration into Canaan and their occasional status as vassals. The Amalekites ruled
over vast territories and in their colonial politics allied themselves with kindred nations…
The dark age in the Near East continued as long as the supremacy of the Amalekites
endured…Every effort on the part of the Israelites was doomed to failure as long as the
Amalekites ruled northern Africa and Arabia up to the land of the Euphrates, as long as
garrisons were stationed at fortified points scattered throughout many countries…
It was during this time that the saying was coined (Exodus 17:16): ―…the Lord will have war
with Amalek from generation to generation…
According to Manetho as cited by Josephus (Against Apion, I, 84), the Hyksos period
lasted 511 years. But in modern books on Egyptian history this period is drastically
reduced (Ages in Chaos, p. 67-70).

To further support his position that the Hyksos were Amalekites Velikovsky quotes a
number of Arab historians from the Middle Ages that speak of Amalekite pharaohs and he
presents the quotes in such a way that they appear to glowingly confirm a post-Exodus
Amalekite conquest.
Don Million in a couple of unpublished papers I have read shows the untrustworthy nature
of these records because of several factors including how little pre-Islamic history survived
after so much recorded history was destroyed in the early days of Islam. He also goes
back over the original sources to show, if they could be relied upon, that they don‟t speak
of a post-Exodus conquest but a pre-Exodus conquest of Egypt by Amalekites. There is
ample evidence in Don‟s paper that Velikovsky did indeed handle the Arab history data
very poorly and misrepresented it.
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As the Arab historical data from the Middle Ages cannot be relied upon, we need to draw
any conclusions about the identity of the Hyksos from the Bible and Jewish and Egyptian
sources. What does the Bible tell us about the Amalekites?
The Bible dictionary, “Insight on the Scriptures”, states that Amalek was a "son of Esau's
first born Eliphaz, by his concubine Timna. (Genesis 36:12, 16) Amalek, a grandson of
Esau, was one of the sheiks of Edom. (Genesis 36:15, 16)
There was also a group of Amalekites that lived before Esau‟s grandson, Amalek. In
Genesis 14 we read:
In the fourteenth year Chadorlaomer and the kings that were with him came and attacked
the Rephaim in Ashteroth Karnaim, the Zuzim in Ham, the Emim in Shaveh Kiriathaim, and
the Horites in their mountain of Seir, as far as El Paran, which is by the wilderness. Then they
turned back and carne to En Mishpat (that is, Kadesh), and attacked all the countries of the
Amalekites, and also the Amorites who dwelt in Hazezon Tamar (Genesis 14:5-7).

These Amalekites appear to have lived in the area of Lebanon or Syria and were a
different people to the descendants of Esau‟s grandson, Amalek, who was born later on. It
is hard to tell for sure whether the Amalekites that Israel encountered on the way from
Egypt in Exodus 17 were the descendants of the Amalekites of Genesis 14 or the
descendants of Esau‟s grandon, Amalek.
Given the Amalekites that Israel encountered on the way from Egypt in Exodus 17 were
based in the south and south-east of Palestine it is much more likely they were
descendants of Esau‟s grandon, Amalek.
Manetho plainly tells us that the Hyksos were from the east of Egypt and took advantage
of the chaos in Egypt when they heard the news about it.
The Amalekites were east of Egypt at the time. Exodus 17 places the battle between
Amalek and Israel near Rephidim and the Rock of Horeb which was close to Mount Sinai
which the apostle Paul tells us is in Arabia (Galatians 4:25). This was in the land of Midian
in NW Arabia.
Later when the spies go through the land of Canaan we‟re told that “the Amalekites dwell
in the land of the south (Numbers 13:29).
They are the closest neighbours to Egypt spread from the south of Palestine to NW
Arabia and if any other people tried to go to Egypt to take advantage of the situation
they would have to go through the Amalekites.
Josephus also gives us a very clear statement that the Amalekites were at least partlybased in Egypt when Saul defeated them. He wrote:
But when Saul had conquered all these Amalekites that reached from Pelusium of Egypt
to the Red Sea, he laid waste all the rest of the enemy's country. (Antiquities of the Jews,
Book 6, Chap. 7, Section 3).
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Pelusium is on the Egyptian side of the defensive wall and canal that protected
Egypt’s eastern border so this is very strong support that the Amalekites that Saul
defeated were indeed the Hyksos.
The Hyksos period is given a length of about 235 years by Egyptologists today, a figure
that David Rohl appears to maintain for this period.
Velikovsky believes that Josephus‟ figure is inflated due to counting reigns of kings who
may have reigned parallel to each other and believes the correct figure is about 400 years.
Velikovsky believes that the mission God sent Saul on to avenge what Amalek did to Israel
was an offensive war on the power base of the Hyksos and that King Agag, who was slain
by Samuel after Saul disobeyed his orders from God, was the last Hyksos king Apop II
[Apophis].
Without the Amalekite support Israel was able, through the wars of Saul and David, to
defeat the neighbouring nations that had held Israel down and Israel was able to expand to
its greatest heights during the reign of Solomon.
We‟ll investigate the merits of Velikovsky‟s view on the end of the Hyksos in a later
chapter.
With the Hyksos power base broken, the native Theban dynasty was able to take back
control over Egypt and the native Egyptians, during the 18th Dynasty, were able to prosper
and become a great power again.
The connection between the Amalekites and the Hyksos adds further proof that the
Exodus occurred in the transitional period at the end of the Middle Kingdom and the arrival
of the Hyksos who ruled following the end of the 13th Dynasty.
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CHAPTER 3
JERICHO AND THE CONQUEST OF PALESTINE
If the Biblical record concerning the Exodus is true not only should there be evidence of an
overwhelming catastrophe in Egypt but there should also be, half a century later, evidence
of major destruction right across Palestine and evidence for a new people displacing the
previous occupants.
According to the Bible, the Exodus occurred about 1445 BC and the Israelites, conquered
the land of Palestine starting with the city of Jericho 40 years later just before 1400 BC.
Using the conventional Egyptian chronology the conquest of Jericho and the rest of
Palestine occurred in the middle of the 18th Dynasty, the dynasty which began the New
Kingdom. Jericho‟s conquest, according to Egyptology, occurred during the middle of the
Late Bronze Age. The year 1400 BC is the crossover point between the Late Bronze I and
Late Bronze II periods.
Many places specifically mentioned in the Bible have been excavated such as Jericho, Ai,
Hebron and Gibeon and no evidence for a city in the Late Bronze Age (that is, the time of
Egypt's 18th and 19th Dynasties) has ever been found. This problem is systemic right
across all of Israel.
Many of these cities no longer existed following the end of the Middle Bronze Age and
weren‟t there to be conquered by Joshua if the Exodus occurred in the Late Bronze Age.

88

Jericho
An excellent video on the subject of Jericho is called “Jericho Unearthed”, shot on location
and featuring interviews with Peter Parr, who worked on the site in the 1950‟s with
Kathleen Kenyon, and Biblical archaeologist, Dr Bryant Wood.
The physical evidence is graphically shown to match the events described in the book of
Joshua but the issue of dating is the key issue that archaeologists, secular and biblical,
argue over regarding the site.
Garstang in the 1930‟s dated Jericho‟s destruction to 1400 BC in the Late Bronze Age
using Egypt‟s conventional chronology but Kathleen Kenyon in the 1950‟s re-dated the
destruction, which she felt was clearly Middle Bronze Age, to 1550 BC. Dr Bryant
Wood argues for a re-dating of the site forward from the Middle Bronze to Late Bronze I.
If the city was destroyed in the year that Kenyon dates it (150 years before the Bible date)
then there would have been no city for the Israelites to destroy and the Bible was wrong.
Many critics of the Bible have used Jericho‟s archaeology to discredit the Bible.
As well as he argues his case, the unfortunate thing is that Dr Bryant Wood is labouring
under the faulty belief that the conquest of Jericho is contemporary with the 18th Dynasty.
Whatever is contemporary with the first half of the 18th dynasty is given the dating of Late
Bronze I.
As we have seen in the last chapter, there is FAR stronger evidence for the Exodus
occurring at the end of the Middle Kingdom during the Middle Bronze Age, NOT the
Late Bronze Age.

Jericho, according to our revised chronology, fell during the time of the 14th
Dynasty and so fell during the Middle Bronze Age as Kenyon argued NOT at the end
of Late Bronze I as Dr Bryant Wood is trying to re-date the site to.
Our revised chronology fits the archaeological age (Middle Bronze Age) that
Kathleen Kenyon dated Jericho’s destruction to resolving the dating problem.
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Jericho’s main destruction is Middle Bronze. It’s the Middle Bronze Age that needs
to be re-dated NOT the destruction to a different archaeological age.
Let‟s take a look at the archaeology of the site as described on the documentary “Jericho
Unearthed”. The outer perimeter of the city of Jericho had a stone retaining wall. Above
the stone retaining wall at the top of the earthen embankment above it was a mudbrick
wall. Further up was another wall around the city.

What the archaeological teams discovered was that the mudbrick wall had collapsed, not
the stone retaining wall. The red mud bricks had collapsed as noted in Kenyon‟s
archaeological diagram (below right). This was a perfect match with the account in Joshua
6:20 which says:
And the people shouted when the priests blew with the ram's horns. And it happened when
the people heard the sound of the ram's horns, and the people shouted with a great shout,
the wall fell down flat, so that the people went up into the city, each man straight before
him. And they took the city.

The fallen bricks of the mudbrick wall made a very convenient ramp for the Israelites to go
up over the stone retaining wall.
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There are several other key details in the Biblical account that perfectly match what was
found at Jericho. Lots of storage jars full of grain were found. This is significant for three
reasons.
Firstly, it tells us the time of year that the destruction took place as it must have
been soon after the harvest was gathered in. We read in the book of Joshua:
As those who bore the ark had come to Jordan, and the feet of the priests that bore the ark
were dipped in the edge of the water (for Jordan overflows all its banks, all the time of
harvest) (Joshua 3:15).
And the sons of Israel camped in Gilgal and kept the Passover on the fourteenth day of the
month at evening in the plains of Jericho (Joshua 5:10)

Second, grain was valuable and if an army set fire to Jericho this is highly unusual.
This is further support of the Biblical account that says that the Israelites did not
plunder the site and all was to be left to God as a firstfruits of the land that He was
going to give them:
And the city shall be devoted to the LORD, it and all in it. Only Rahab the harlot shall live, she
and all with her in the house, because she hid the messengers that we sent. And you surely
shall keep clear of the cursed thing, lest you make yourselves cursed when you take of the
cursed things, and make the camp of Israel a curse, and trouble it. But all the silver and gold,
and vessels of bronze and iron, are devoted to the LORD. They shall come into the treasury
of the LORD (Joshua 6:17-19).

The third reason that the full jars of grain is significant is because it indicates that
the defeat of Jericho was swift and sudden which is unusual given the impressive
double walls that the city had. If it fell after a long siege then the grain would have
been eaten by the inhabitants who wouldn’t have been able to venture out of the city
to aquire more grain. The biblical account shows the defeat all occuring on the
seventh day after walking around the city on each of the previous six days (Joshua
6).
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The city was then burned according to Joshua 6:24 and everything in it and this is exactly
what was found in the archaeological record – a collapse of the walls followed by the city
being burnt leaving a layer of ash and then an erosional layer after it where the city was
abandoned for some time exactly as described in Joshua 6:26:
And Joshua charged them at that time, saying, Cursed before Jehovah is the man who rises
up and builds this city of Jericho. He shall lay the foundation of it in his first-born, and in his
youngest son he shall set up the gates of it.

The only way Wood can credibly date Jericho to the biblical date is to date similarly pottery
from other sites which others have dated to around 1400 BC.
Kathleen Kenyon based her date on what she
didn't find. She did not find in the destruction
layer an imported type of pottery from Cyprus
which was common and easily distinguished
and dated. She did not pay any attention to the
local Canaanite pottery that was there in
abundance which Garstang used. Since there
was no Cypriot pottery it must have been
destroyed before the dating of this pottery.
Dr Bryant Wood bases his work on the dating of Canaanite pottery that are local copies of
the imported pottery Kenyon was basing her dating on. Above is the pottery Kenyon was
using for her dating and the Canaanite copy of it that Dr Bryant Wood is saying should be
dated to Late Bronze I.
What we need to note here is that the pottery on the left is Middle Bronze Age pottery
while the copy is claimed by Dr Bryant Wood to be Late Bronze I. Should not the copies be
dated to the same age if one is a copy of the other?
Assuming that it is a copy of the one on the left then the pottery should be dated to
the same age, the Middle Bronze Age, or at least at the threshold between the
Middle and Late Bronze Ages. Dr Bryant Wood is trying to date the pottery to a time
near the middle of the Late Bronze Age.
The destruction of Jericho should not be re-dated from the Middle Bronze Age to Late
Bronze I but the Middle Bronze Age is what needs to be moved forward in time to include
the period of the Exodus and the conquest of Canaan.
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I‟d like to quote again from David Rohl‟s book “A Test of Time” on the subject of Jericho:
Serious excavations first began in 1907 with three seasons by an Austro-German expedition
under the direction of the respected German biblical scholar Ernst Sellin. Professor John
Garstang of Liverpool University was the next archaeologist to tackle the site between the
years 1930 to 1936 and it was not very long before he was proclaiming the discovery of the
fallen walls of Joshua's Jericho. He had found a thirk, reddish mudbrick city wall encircling
the upper slopes of Tell es-Sultan and in places it appeared as if this wall had indeed
collapsed. At last one of the biblical stories seemed to be confirmed: Jericho's wall had come
tumblin' down!
Over the years further work was
undertaken at other sites thought to
be the cities conquered and
destroyed by the Israelites. Gradually
a picture was emerging which
appeared to conform to the
understanding scholars had of the
Joshua campaign. Of course, by this
time, archaeologists were looking for
a series of destructions which postdated the time of Ramesses II,
because it was this Egyptian king who
had already been cast as the Pharaoh
of the Oppression and hapless
Pharaoh of the Exodus.
In archaeological terms this meant that Joshua's wholesale destruction of the cities of
Canaan had to be sought in the strata marking the end of the Late Bronze Age
(contemporary with the late 19th and early 20th Dynasties).
The early Israelite settlement of Palestine was thus placed in the Early Iron Age (or Iron Age
I)….
At the time of Garstang's Jericho dig the archaeological phases had not yet been so well
defined. It took the follow-up excavation by Dame Kathleen Kenyon of the Institute of
Archaeology, London, to put the record straight. It was her discoveries at Jericho which
would have such a crucial influence on the late twentieth century's rejection of the ‗historical'
Bible.
Kenyon began work at Tell es-Sultan in 1952. She excavated a series of deep trenches which
cut through the outer slope of the mound. By using this technique Kenyon was able to study
the side balks of the trenches to record what was effectively a chronological and
stratigraphical chart of the city's life.
The lowest level or stratum in a mound is the earliest and the uppermost the latest.
Ancient Near Eastern city mounds or tells are generally formed by the gradual deposition of
occupation levels, one on top of the other, giving an inner structure somewhat like a layer
cake.
If an archaeologist then comes along and cuts himself a slice of that cake the various layers
can easily be seen. With an occupational mound this method gives you a good idea of the
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chronological development of the site but fails to provide much indication as to the
cultural content of any specific stratum.
For that one needs to open out a larger area and peel off each level as the excavation team
slowly works down into the mound. This technique employs a grid of five- or ten-metre
squares, each with its own set of balk walls in which the chronological profile of the city can
be plotted. Kenyon used this second technique for a small area on the western side of the
tell where the mound profile suggested Late Bronze Age occupation might be found.
Kenyon's detailed stratigraphical analysis of Jericho's occupational history demonstrated that
Garstang's walls in reality belonged to the Early Bronze Age, a thousand years before the
time of Joshua.
The problem for Kenyon was that her
work produced no walls belonging to
the Late Bronze Age or Early Iron Age. In
fact, her analysis seemed to clearly show
that there was no Late Bronze Age city
of Jericho at all which the Israelites could
have destroyed during their entry into
the Promised Land.
There was evidence for a small Late Bronze
Age village but this had no defensive
fortifications
that
could
conceivably
represent the walls which came 'tumblin'
down'.
In the orthodox chronology most of the
mound of Jericho had already been a
desolate ruin (with occasional meagre
settlement) for several centuries by the time
the Israelite tribes would have crossed the
Jordan. In the late 1950s there was only one
conclusion which could be drawn from
Kenyon's discovery: the story of Joshua's
conquest of Jericho had to be a myth.
Conclusion 28: There was no walled city of Jericho during the Late Bronze Age when in
the conventional chronology the Israelites were supposed to have massacred the
population and burnt the city to the ground.
You may now be ahead of me. If Jericho was at best a small unfortified village towards the end
of the Late Bronze Age, then when was it a thriving city with impressive defensive
fortifications?
The answer, of course, is some 350 years earlier in the Middle Bronze Age when the
New Chronology places the Israelite Conquest.
So, let us now take a look at what Kenyon found for Middle Bronze Age Jericho. Near to the
bottom of her cuttings Kenyon observed that the glacis came to a sudden end and that
beneath it the builders had constructed a wall of field stones. Beyond this ‗revetment wall'
was a deep trench, no doubt intended to slow down any assault upon the lower slopes of the
mound. The very top of the Jericho tell has been badly eroded by centuries of weathering.
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As a result remains of the Middle Bronze Age city wall no longer exist to any great extent.
However, remember that the walls of Joshua's Jericho came tumblin' down. Where would
they have tumbled down to? The bottom of the glacis slope is the obvious answer!
In the trench at the foot of the mound Kenyon
found a thick deposit of red-brown earth which
she interpreted as the remains of the great MB
city wall which had collapsed outwards and
fallen down into the defensive ditch. The walls
of MBA Jericho had indeed tumbled down, thus
affording any attacker easy access into the city
by filling up the ditch which protected the base
of Jericho's elaborate defensive system.
Within the MBA city itself all the houses and civic buildings had been blackened by a
severe conflagration. In some places the ash and debris was a metre in depth.
―They (the Israelites) burned the city and everything inside it, except the silver, the gold and
the things of bronze and iron; these they put in the treasury of Yahweh's house‖ (Joshua
6:24).
According to Joshua 3:15 the assault upon Jericho took place during the harvest season in
the Jordan valley. When Garstang uncovered the floors of the houses of the MBA city he
found large storage jars filled to the brim with carbonised grain.
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Evidence of mass burials in the rock-cut tombs of MBA Jericho, contemporary with the very
last phase of the city's existence, suggested to Kenyon that a plague had struck in the period
immediately prior to its destruction. The abundance of food in the city ruled out famine and
there were no visible signs on the skeletal remains of war wounds. Her archaeological interpretation of a Jericho plague provides another striking parallel with the biblical narratives.
We learn from the book of Numbers, verse 25, that the Israelites themselves were devastated
by a plague, whilst they were encamped at Shittim in Transjordan, immediately prior to
their assault upon Jericho. Twenty-four thousand Israelites were struck down. It is just
possible that the plague may have been brought into Jericho by Joshua's spies - sent to
reconnoitre the city's defences - where they were protected by the prostitute, Rahab, in her
‗house of ill-repute'. Indeed, the Shittim plague was associated with widespread sexual
intercourse which had been going on between the Israelite men and Moabite prostitutes
prior to the invasion.
I will let archaeologist Piotr Bienkowski sum up Kenyon's analysis of the fate of MBA Jericho:
―Jericho was destroyed at the end of the MBA, probably by enemy action and possibly
through a failure of the fortification system. Perhaps there was a fatal flaw in the
design of the fortifications ... The reason for the destruction of Jericho is unknown.‖
Bienkowski's last sentence no longer applies thanks to the work of Dr. John Bimson, which I
will now come on to, and the revised archaeological date for the destruction of MBA Jericho
provided by the New Chronology. Both have determined that Middle Bronze Age Jericho was
attacked and destroyed by invading Israelites.
Conclusion 29: Biblical Jericho destroyed by Joshua‘s forces is to be identified with the
Middle Bronze Age city at Tell es-Sultan which was devastated by fire and remained a
desolate ruin for several centuries thereafter (A Test of Time, p.301-305).

There was also a small part of the wall that wasn‟t destroyed
which may well have been where Rahab was, who was offered
to be protected (Joshua 6:25).

Middle Bronze Age Destruction and Israelite Occupation at Other Sites
In Northern Israel at the city of Hazor, it also had the same great burn layer at the end of
Middle Bronze period. What was even more astonishing was that there was found a table
noting its king was called Jabin who the Bible says was the name of the king of Hazor in
Joshua‟s time.
I‟d like to continue on now with David Rohl‟s assessment of other archaeological sites
relating to the time of the Israelite conquest:
When news of the success of the Israelite assault on southern Canaan reaches Jabin he calls
upon all the city-state rulers of the north to assemble their forces so that they can confront
the Israelites and destroy them. The armies of Hazor, Merom, Shimron, Achshaph and the
lesser towns are gathered together at the Waters of Merom. This formidable force is ―as
numerous as the sands of the sea, with a huge number of horses and chariots‖. According to

96

Joshua 11:10 ―Hazor in olden days was the capital of all these kingdoms‖ and it is this
great city which pays the high price of defeat at the hands of Joshua's warriors.
With the surprise attack of the Israelites at
Merom the Canaanite coalition is routed
and Joshua moves to take Hazor. There he
puts King Jabin to the sword and once
again Yahweh demands his blood sacrifice
for guaranteeing the Israelite victory.
―In compliance with the curse of
destruction, they put every living creature
there to the sword. Not a living soul was
left, and Hazor was burnt to the ground‖
[Joshua 11:11].
But how does the story of the destruction of Hazor as told in the book of Joshua compare
with what Professor Ben-Tor is currently unearthing in the Upper City? Ever since
excavations began in the 1920s with Garstang's tentative soundings it has been known that
there are several layers of conflagration at Tell el-Kedah. The major destruction observed at
the end of stratum XVI included a severe conflagration which produced a metre of ash and
debris - also found in the equivalent stratigraphic horizon of the Lower City. This stratum XVI
marks the end of the MBA city and, in the New Chronology, would be the city destroyed by
Joshua.
Yadin died in 1984 before getting the chance to prove his theory, but three seasons of work in
the Upper City by the Israeli/Spanish mission has brought them to the archaeological
horizon just above the MBA palace. In doing so they had to remove the pillared building
from its original location and re-erect it on another part of the site - a difficult and timeconsuming task. The reward for their effort is that in the 1992 season objects from the MBA
were just beginning to surface. This is where a new tablet fragment discovered in that year
comes into the story. It would appear to belong to the stratum XVI palace which was
destroyed by fire during the Middle Bronze Age. The broken text reads as follows:
―To Ibni-[Addu] ... Thus Irpa [says] ... Regarding bringing the young woman in the care of ...
A certain woman, Aba ... Raised objections [against] ... Thus she (said): ‗Until…‖
Ben-Tor realised that the name of the addressee,
Ibni-Addu, was the ruler of Hazor at the time the
letter was written. The name 'Ibni' is the equivalent
of Hebrew 'Yabin' - the biblical name Jabin'. So, the
name of the ruler of Hazor found on a tablet
datable to the palace destroyed by fire during the
MBA is the same as that of the king of Hazor killed
by Joshua who then burnt the city to the ground.
Conclusion 33: The city destroyed by Joshua‘s army
was MB IIB Hazor burnt at the end of stratum XVI.
The Middle Bronze Age ruler of Hazor, Ibni, whose
name appears on Tablet A2/3423/92/17-23086 may
therefore be identified with King Jabin of Hazor
who was put to the sword by the Israelites in Joshua
11:10.
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One excellent way to test out the New Chronology date for the Israelite settlement during
MB IIB is to analyse the excavations on the sacred hill of Shiloh, thirty kilometres north of
Jerusalem. Shiloh was the site chosen by the Israelite tribes as the home of the Ark of the
Covenant immediately after the Conquest. There they established the great tented shrine
which contained the casket of the Laws of Moses.
The site of Shiloh (Khirbet Seilun) was first excavated by the Danes in 1922 and again from
1926 to 1932. A third series of campaigns was initiated in 1981 by the Israelis under the
directorship of Professor Israel Finkelstein of Tel Aviv University.

Let us now compare the excavation results with what we know of the history of the site from
the Bible. I will use archaeologist Finkelstein's own words to describe what he unearthed.
(a) 'Shiloh was first occupied in the period archaeologists call the Middle Bronze Age IIB.'
(b) In the New Chronology the Israelites entered the Promised Land during MB IIB.
(a) ‗Perhaps the most intriguing aspect of the Middle Bronze Age finds is that, already in this
period, there appears to have been a shrine at the site.'
(b) Of course there was, because this is precisely the time when the Israelites erected the
sacred temenos of the Ark at Shiloh.
(a) 'Shiloh thus joins several other sacred Israelite places where a cultic tradition had existed
continuously ever since the Middle Bronze Age - long before the Israelite settlement in the
12th-11th centuries BC.'
(b) These ‗sacred...places' do not pre-date the Israelite settlement at all - they are the
Israelite sacred sites. The early Israelites were the carriers of the Middle Bronze Age culture
of the central hill country.
(a) '...people from all over the region must have participated in the building activities at
Shiloh - a possibility that casts an interesting light on the city's importance, perhaps as a
cult site, already in the Middle Bronze Age.'
(b) The Israelite tribes came together from all over Israel to gather around the shrine of the
Ark and would have worked together as a combined labour force in order to construct the
temenos with its great enclosure wall.
(a) 'Shiloh was destroyed at the end of the Middle Bronze Age ... inside and on top of the
Middle Bronze fortification wall, there was an accumulation of earth, ashes and stones, nearly
five feet thick.'
(b) Finkelstein's date for the destruction of Shiloh is a Terminus Post Quem for the
abandonment of the site: a sherd of 'chocolate-on-white' ware - associated with LB I - was
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found in a storeroom, suggesting that the site was not destroyed until sometime after the
Late Bronze Age had begun. Given, as I have suggested, that the MB II (tribal) culture in the
hill country was contemporary with the LB I (urban) culture of the surrounding territories, it is
possible that the destruction of Shiloh could be dated as late as the LB IIA. I Samuel 4 tells us
of the seizing of the Ark of the Covenant by the Philistines at the Battle of Ebenezer about a
dozen years before the reign of Saul, which falls in LB IIA according to the New Chronology.
Professor Finkelstein's post-MB destruction level would correspond to destruction meted out
by the Philistines soon after the Battle of Ebenezer.
(a) ‗The Israelite settlement at Shiloh began in the twelfth century BC, at the beginning of
Iron Age I, after the tell had been abandoned for some time. We found remains from Iron
Age I virtually everywhere we dug.'
(b) This is not the Israelite settlement but rather the redevelopment of the site which begins
in the reign of Jeroboam I [I Kings 14:2-4], continuing throughout the Divided Monarchy
period.
Conclusion 34: Excavations at the sanctuary of Shiloh demonstrate that the Israelites
developed the site to house the Ark of the Covenant during the Middle Bronze Age
and not the Early Iron Age. The MB IIB culture of the central hill country of Palestine
therefore represents the true archaeological remains of the Judges period in the
history of Israel.
―Joshua gathered all the tribes of Israel together at Shechem; he then summoned all the
elders of Israel, its leaders, judges and officials, and they presented themselves in God's
presence. [Joshua 24:1]
―That day Joshua made a covenant for the people; he laid down a statute and ordinance
for them at Shechem. Joshua wrote these words in the Book of the Law of God. He then took
a large stone and set it up there, under the oak tree in Yahweh's sanctuary‖ [Joshua 24:2526].
This was Joshua's final act before his death. The story of the Israelite Covenant takes us to
Shechem (modern Nablus) and the ruin-mound of Tell Balatah. Do the archaeological
investigations of that site shed any light upon our efforts to demonstrate the historicity of
the early Israelite presence in Canaan? You will find that the architectural history of
Middle Bronze Age Shechem fits exactly with the biblical narrative now that the Old
Testament and the archaeological record have been re-synchronised.
Biblical scholar Ernst Sellin began work at Tell Balatah in 1913, completing two seasons
before the outbreak of war. He picked up where he had left off with four further seasons
(winter and spring) in 1926 and 1927. A great cyclopean fortification wall (Wall A) was
unearthed along with its gateway and, inside this formidable rampart, Sellin revealed an
extensive platform filling upon which a great temple had been erected. It had walls five
metres thick and a large open cella (13.5 metres long by 11 metres wide), the roof of which
was originally supported by six columns.
The entrance portico of the temple had been flanked by two tall towers, giving the whole
structure the appearance of a fortress-tower. Sellin immediately identified the building as the
Temple of Baal-berith ('Lord of the Covenant') or El-berith and dated its construction to the
early Late Bronze Age. This impressive temple of Shechem was also known as Migdol
Shechem (`Tower of Shechem') [Judges 9:46] and Beth-Millo ('House of the Millo' remember millo means filling or terrace) Uudges 9:6 & 20].
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The biblical names seemed to fit perfectly with the fortress-temple of Tell Balatah, built on its
terrace-filling. However, many scholars disagreed with Sellin because the structure appeared
to have been built in LB I - far too early to be associated with the incidents in the book of
Judges which in the orthodox chronology would have fallen in the Iron Age I period. Sellin
was dismissed by the dig's sponsors.
In 1956 the Americans took over the Tell Balatah excavations under the directorship of
George Ernest Wright who worked the site for five further seasons. His excavations
clarified the complex stratigraphy of Shechem and contributed to our understanding of
religious life in the city with the discovery of a ‘courtyard temple' in a level beneath, and in
front of, Sellin's fortress-temple. This smaller structure lay outside the original temple at
Shechem inner city wall (wall D) and appeared to be dated to the MB IIA. Wright also
determined that the later migdol temple had been constructed in the MB IIB era but that it
probably continued in use into the LB I when it was destroyed by a violent conflagration. With
the archaeological evidence in mind let me now summarise the role of Shechem in the
Israelite Story.
When Abraham entered Canaan he sojourned within ‗the holy place at Shechem - the Oak of
Moreh' [Genesis 12:f]. His son Jacob buried the confiscated foreign idols worshipped by his
family beneath the same oak - but this time the Bible tells us that the tree was located
‗near' or ‗by' Shechem [Genesis 35:4]. Furthermore:
―Jacob arrived at the town of Shechem in Canaanite territory, on his return from PaddanAram. He encamped opposite the town and for one hundred pieces of silver he bought from
the sons of Hamor, father of Shechem, the piece of land on which he had pitched his tent.
There he erected an altar which he called El - God of Israel‖ [Genesis 33:18-20].
It is my conviction that the courtyard temple complex found by Wright is the site of Jacob's
altar dedicated to El, erected alongside the venerable Oak of Moreh under which the
patriarch Abraham had rested. The courtyard plan of the sacred precinct reflects the style of
open-air worship implied by the Genesis narrative. The buildings of the complex appear to
have been built around the courtyard area in the MB IIA which is when, as you will learn in
the next and final chapter, Jacob was resident at the city of Shechem.
Conclusion 35: The MB IIA courtyard temple at Shechem is to be identified as the site
of the Oak of Moreh where Jacob set up an altar to El. Centuries later it was the
gathering place for the Israelite covenant ceremony where Joshua erected the sacred
massebah.
In the interval of time which corresponds to the Israelite Sojourn in Egypt (NC - 1662-1447
BC) the courtyard temple remained in use, but in MB IIB it was partially covered over with
the filling upon which the great temple was erected. In the open court which was
constructed in front of the massive new fortress-temple (and above the old courtyard
temple) a great white stone measuring one and a half metres wide by around two metres
high had been erected. Sellin identified it as a massebah or sacred stone pillar. Let me remind
you of the passage in the book of Joshua concerning the Israelite Covenant, the events of
which we are now dating within the MB IIB archaeological phase.
―That day Joshua made a covenant for the people ... He then took a large stone and set it
up there, under the oak tree in Yahweh's sanctuary‖ [Joshua 24:25-26].
Sellin re-erected the great monolith believing it to have been the covenant stone of Joshua.
He was later criticised for his hasty conclusions because his temple and standing stone were
far too early to be identified with Joshua. But we now know that Sellin was right all

100

along. Still on the spot where he set it up, the Joshua stone - a tangible piece of early
Israelite history - stands today in its neglect, covered in the yellow and green paint of
Palestinian political graffiti. This is surely the saddest testimony to the lost history of the
Conquest - all brought about by a simple mistake in chronology.

Conclusion 36: The standing stone which was discovered in front of the great MB
fortress-temple at Shechem is to be identified with the cultic stone of the Covenant
erected by Joshua. During the era of the early Judges the stone was established in
front of the Temple of Baal-Berith which is now recognised as the MB IIB temple.
The next time we hear of Shechem is in the tale of Abimelech, son of the judge Gideon and
his Shechemite concubine.
―After Gideon's death, the people of Israel again began to prostitute themselves to the Baals
... All the leading men of Shechem and all Bethmillo then met and proclaimed Abimelech
king at the oak of the cultic stone at Shechem‖ [Judges 8:33 & 9:6].
With the election of Abimelech as king of Shechem we reach another bloody passage in the
story of the Israelite settlement in Canaan. We are now in a time more than two centuries
after the death of Joshua. In the New Chronology the date is circa 1170 BC - the last year in
the reign of Ahmose, founder of the New Kingdom in Egypt. It is the Late Bronze I period in
the coastal and lowland cities but still the Middle Bronze IIB in the central hill country. The
great Temple of Baal-berith has been erected at the site of the Israelite Covenant and the
cyclopean wall surrounding the town has also risen up to protect one of the Israelites' most
sacred sites.
Abimelech's three-year rule was exceptionally brutal and eventually the Shechemites
revolted against their king. The culmination of the rebellion was yet another slaughter. The
vast majority of the citizens of Shechem were slain by Abimelech's warriors. The surviving
remnant of one thousand Shechemites sought refuge in the great migdol temple with its
thick walls, believing it to be not only secure but also sacrosanct. But Abimelech had no such
religious foibles.
―As soon as Abimelech heard that the leading men inside Migdol Shechem had all gathered
there, he went up Mount Zalmon with all his men. Then, taking an axe in his hands, he cut
off the branch of a tree, picked it up and put it on his shoulder, and said to the men with
him, ‗Hurry and do what you have seen me do.' Each of his men similarly cut off a branch;
then, following Abimelech, they piled the branches over the crypt and set it on fire over
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those who were inside; so that all the people in Migdol Shechem died too, about a thousand
men and women‖ [Judges 9:46-49].
Here again we have a remarkable parallel between the early biblical narratives and
archaeology. The Middle Bronze Age fortress-temple discovered by Sellin was destroyed
by fire and, as Kenyon notes, ‗the succeeding occupation was slight, and there was possibly
even a complete gap'. The only biblical passage which records an abandonment of
Shechem is Judges 9:45 where we read that Abimelech ‗stormed it and slaughtered the
people inside, razed the town and sowed it with salt'.
Conclusion 37: The destroyed second stage of the massive MB fortress-temple at
Shechem is to be identified with Migdol Shechem burnt to the ground by Abimelech
with one thousand Shechemites inside. The subsequent abandonment of the site is
consistent with the Abimelech story in which he raized the town and sowed it with salt
(A Test of Time, p.315-325).

By placing the Exodus at the end of the Middle Kingdom near the end of the Middle
Bronze Age the correct timing is restored for the Conquest of Palestine as demanded by
archaeology which records the destruction of cities all over the land of Israel at the end of
the Middle Bronze Age including Jericho.
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CHAPTER 4
OVERVIEW OF THE OLD KINGDOM
When most people think of the Old Kingdom of Egypt the first thing that comes to mind are
the pyramids of Giza which Egyptologists claim were built as tombs for the 4th Dynasty
pharaohs Khufu, Khafre and Menkaure.
Later in this chapter we will take a look at these claims and these mysterious wonders of
the ancient world along with the nearby Sphinx. I will give a brief summary of my findings
analysing the best theories on the how, who, when and why of the building of the pyramids
and the Sphinx that I fully explore in my book “The Pyramids of Egypt – An Analysis of the
Best Theories”. In addition to the many theories out there I also draw upon information
found in the Bible to help with explaining these mysteries.
As this is a book in search of a correct Egyptian chronology we will start this chapter off
building a new chronology for the Old Kingdom in light of our findings in the previous
chapters that led to my conclusion that the Middle Kingdom came to an end at the same
time as the plagues of Egypt and the Exodus of the Israelites in 1445 BC.

Dating the End of the Early Bronze Era (End of the Old Kingdom)
Conventional chronology places the end of the Middle Kingdom 315 years earlier than the
Exodus around 1760 BC. This, in theory, would mean that the Old Kingdom will have to
move at least 300 years forward in time.
Conventional chronology places the end of the Old Kingdom in 2150 BC so if we move this
date 300 years forward we come up with a date around 1850 BC.
Archaeologists tell us that at the end of the Early Bronze Age (EBA) there were
destructions in virtually every site exacavated in Palestine, Syria, Turkey and
Mesopotamia leading Claude Schaeffer in his famous work on the Bronze Age
comparing all the sites of Western Asia to claim that some great natural catastrophe
rocked the entire region at this time.
The date of 1850 BC obtained by reducing the end of the Old Kingdom (end EBA) by
the same time as we previously reduced the Middle Kingdom by just happens to
co-incide with the biblical catastrophe that destroyed Sodom and Gomorrah in the
time of Abraham.
Immanuel Velikovky, who wrote the “Ages in Chaos” series that sparked the revised
chronology movement, never published anything detailed relating to the chronology of the
Old or Middle Kingdoms other than showing the Middle Kingdom ended at the time of the
Exodus in Ages in Chaos and when he felt the Old Kingdom ended.
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In his unpublished manuscript “In the Beginning” (www.varchive.org) which was a prequel
to his controversial work “Worlds in Collision”, he did state his view that the end of the Old
Kingdom occurred during a great catastrophe (which he felt had a cosmic cause)
simultaneous with the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah which occurred when Abraham
was around 100 years old (1850 BC). Velikovsky wrote:
The destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah took place in historical times, according to
my scheme in a catastrophe which caused also the end of the Old Kingdom in Egypt
(Chapter 4, Section 1 – Overthrow of the Cities of the Plain).

Velikovsky in “Earth in Upheaval” in a chapter titled "The Ruins of the East" summarizes
Professor Claude Schaeffer's work:
In the ruins of excavated sites throughout all lands of the ancient East, signs are seen of
great destruction that only nature could have inflicted. Claude Schaeffer, in his great recent
work, [Stratigraphie comparee et chronology de l'Asie occidentale, Oxford Univ. Press,
(1948)] discerned 6 separate upheavals.
All of these catastrophes of earthquake and fire were of such encompassing extent
that Asia Minor, Mesopotamia, the Caucasus, the Iranian plateau, Syria, Palestine,
Cyprus and Egypt were simultaneously overwhelmed. And some of these catastrophes
were in addition, of such violence, that they closed great ages in the history of ancient
civilizations.
The enumerated countries were the subject of Schaeffer's detailed inquiry; and recognising
the magnitude of the catastrophes that have no parallels in modern annals or in the
concepts of seismology, he became convinced that these countries, the ancient sites of
which he studied, represented only a fraction of the area that was gripped by the shocks.
The most ancient catastrophe of which Schaeffer discerned vestiges took place between
2,400 and 2,300 before the present era. It spread ruin from Troy to the valley of the Nile. In it,
the Old Bronze Age found its end. Laid waste were cities of Anatolia...Tarsus, Aligar and
those of Syria, like Ugant, Byblos, Chagar, Bazar, Tell Brak, Tepe Gawra, and of Palestine, like
Beth Shan and Ai; and of Persia, and of the Caucasus.
Destroyed were the civilizations of Mesopotamia and Cyprus, and the Old Kingdom in Egypt
came to an end, a great and splendid age. In all cities, walls were thrown from their
foundations, and the population markedly decreased…It was sudden and simultaneous in all
places investigated. In a few centuries, migrating and multiplying themselves the
descendants of the survivors of the ruined world built new civilizations: the Middle Bronze
Age. In Egypt it was the time of the Middle Kingdom, a short, but glorious resurrection of
Egyptian civilization and might (p.168-169).

Claude Schaeffer discerned two catastrophes in the Early Bronze Age, two at the
end of the Middle Bronze Age (at the time of the Exodus and the Conquest of Israel)
which not only affected Egypt at the time of the plagues but encompassed the
WHOLE Middle East and two at the end of the Late Bronze Age (which we will
investigate in chapter 12).
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Schaeffer‟s dates the two Early Bronze Age catastrophes to the end of the Early Bronze II
(EB II) period and at the end of the Early Bronze III (EB III) period. Conventionally these
are dated to 2350 and 2100 BC.
The date of the earlier EB II catastrophe (which was one of primarily fire) when a
similar reduction in dating is applied gives us a date of around 2100 BC. There is
another biblical catastrophe referred to in the Scriptures that matches this date –
the destruction of the Tower of Babel and this destruction is likely to be the same as
that detected at the end of the EB II period.
This date is about 200 years after the biblical date for Noah‟s flood (2302 BC). That length
of time is roughly sufficient for enough population growth to have taken place for the
events surrounding the rebellion of Nimrod and the destruction of the tower of Babel.
The latter EB III catastrophe was one of great fire and earthquake. If we reduce the
date of the end of the Old Kingdom by the same amount of time we reduced the
Middle Kingdom by, this co-incides with the time of the biblical catastrophe that
destroyed Sodom and Gomorrah in the time of Abraham (1850 BC).
The following quotes are from an article that appeared in London‟s Sunday Times (Dec.14,
1997) entitled “Meteor Showers Blotted Out Man‟s First Civilizations” by Rajeev Syal that
covers the recent discovery that in the Early Bronze era there were great meteor showers.
Rajeev Syal writes:
A cataclysmic shower of giant meteors destroyed the great Bronze Age civilisations in
Egypt, Mesopotamia and Greece by provoking a series of natural disasters.
New archaeological and astronomical evidence indicates that a huge number of
extraterrestrial bodies caused famine, flooding and bushfires THOUSANDS OF MILES
WIDE that led to the collapse of the world's first sophisticated civilisations.
The findings could solve the puzzle of why successful empires from across the globe all
apparently collapsed at roughly the same time in about 2350 BC despite the fact that
they were independent of each other and all flourishing until their sudden demise.
Dr Benny Peiser, an anthropologist from Liverpool John Moores University, has analysed 500
excavation reports and climatological studies from the sites of ancient civilisations and found
they all suffered huge changes in climate at exactly the same time.
Previous explanations for the collapse of the ancient civilisations have pointed to warfare,
volcanoes and earthquakes. But Peiser's findings show that the worldwide devastation could
only have been provoked by an external cosmic event. ‗There is very strong evidence to
suggest that massive meteor storms are the real scientific reason why these ancient societies
collapsed,‘ he said last week.
Archaeological reports from ancient Egypt's First Kingdom show that a bustling and luxuriant
farming region was suddenly reduced to a desert following floods and intense heat in about
2350 BC. A few artifacts were spared the devastation, including the Sphinx, which give a
tantalising clue to the great sophistication of the civilisation before its annihilation.
The abrupt climate change could not be explained by seismic activity and no evidence of
volcanoes has been identified, Peiser said.
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The civilisation of Mesopotamia, which produced the Hanging Gardens of Babylon, was
destroyed by what seems to have been a massive earthquake. There is no evidence from
geological studies, however, of any relevant seismic or volcanic activity. Peiser has also
discovered from a study of ancient river beds that their levels fell dramatically and then rose
again during the middle of the third millennium BC.
British scientists have also identified at least seven impact craters which were formed
within a century of 2350 BC, which they believe may have been part of a meteor
storm....
Meteor showers have immense power and destructive capability. One that exploded in 1908
over Siberia was 60 metres in diameter and yielded the energy of 2,000 Hiroshima nuclear
bombs....
Professor Barry Cordon from the University of Ohio, a world authority on the collapse of
ancient civilisations, said: "The research is fascinating. It shows there is still much to
understand about how our world is so vulnerable to changes in our solar system."

This is consistent with the catastrophic fire destruction noted by Schaeffer in so many near
Eastern sites at the end of the EB II period which I believe should be re-dated to around
2100 BC and is consistent with the story in Genesis 11 about God destroying the Tower of
Babel. Below I quote another article discussing these same meteor craters:
Meteor Clue to End of Middle East Civilisations
Scientists have found the first evidence that a devastating meteor impact in the Middle East
might have triggered the mysterious collapse of civilisations more than 4,000 years ago.
Studies of satellite images of southern
Iraq have revealed a two-mile-wide
circular depression which scientists say
bears all the hallmarks of an impact
crater. If confirmed, it would point to
the Middle East being struck by a
meteor with the violence equivalent to
hundreds of nuclear bombs.
Today's crater lies on what would have
been shallow sea 4,000 years ago, and
any impact would have caused
devastating fires and flooding.
The catastrophic effect of these could explain the mystery of why so many early cultures
went into sudden decline around 2300 BC.
They include the demise of the Akkad culture of central Iraq, with its mysterious semimythological emperor Sargon; the end of the fifth dynasty of Egypt's Old Kingdom, following
the building of the Great Pyramids and the sudden disappearance of hundreds of early
settlements in the Holy Land.

106

Until now, archaeologists have put forward a host of separate explanations for these events,
from local wars to environmental changes. Recently, some astronomers have suggested that
meteor impacts could explain such historical mysteries.
The crater's faint outline was found by Dr Sharad Master, a geologist at the University of
Witwatersrand, Johannesburg, on satellite images of the Al Amarah region, about 10 miles
north-west of the confluence of the Tigris and Euphrates and home of the Marsh Arabs.
"It was a purely accidental discovery," Dr Master told The Telegraph last week. "I was reading
a magazine article about the canal-building projects of Saddam Hussein, and there was a
photograph showing lots of formations - one of which was very, very circular."
Detailed analysis of other satellite images taken since the mid-1980s showed that for many
years the crater contained a small lake.
The draining of the region, as part of Saddam's campaign against the Marsh Arabs, has since
caused the lake to recede, revealing a ring-like ridge inside the larger bowl-like depression a classic feature of meteor impact craters.
The crater also appears to be, in geological terms, very recent. Dr Master said: "The
sediments in this region are very young, so whatever caused the crater-like structure, it must
have happened within the past 6,000 years."
Reporting his finding in the latest issue of the journal Meteoritics & Planetary Science, Dr
Master suggests that a recent meteor impact is the most plausible explanation for the
structure.
A survey of the crater itself could reveal tell-tale melted rock. "If we could find fragments of
impact glass, we could date them using radioactive dating techniques," he said.
A date of around 2300 BC for the impact may also cast new light on the legend of
Gilgamesh, dating from the same period. The legend talks of "the Seven Judges of
Hell", who raised their torches, lighting the land with flame, and a storm that turned
day into night, "smashed the land like a cup", and flooded the area.
The discovery of the crater has sparked great interest among scientists.
Dr Benny Peiser, who lectures on the effects of meteor impacts at John Moores University,
Liverpool, said it was one of the most significant discoveries in recent years and would
corroborate research he and others have done.
He said that craters recently found in Argentina date from around the same period suggesting that the Earth may have been hit by a shower of large meteors at about the
same time (Robert Matthews, Science Correspondent, 4/11/2001).

For his views on when the Old Kingdom fell I‟d like to now quote from Velikovsky‟s
unpublished manuscript “In the Beginning” (www.varchive.org) for his views on the end of
the Old Kingdom Velikosky writes:
The Book of Genesis portrays the age of the patriarchs as a time of great upheavals in nature
in which the geology of the Jordan Valley underwent some drastic changes. The focus of
these events was in the place now occupied by the Dead Sea.
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The Dead Sea, according to the Genesis account, was not yet in existence in the days of
Abraham. In its place there was a fertile plain, known as the plain of Sittim, with five
populous cities: Sodom, Gomorrah, Admah, Zeboiim, and Zoar. When Lot arrived in
the region he "lifted up his eyes, and beheld all the plain of Jordan, that it was wellwatered everywhere... even as the garden of the Lord, like the land of Egypt."
The nineteenth chapter of the Book of Genesis tells of a catastrophe in which these cities
were overwhelmed, overturned, and swallowed by the earth:
―The sun was risen upon the earth when...the Lord rained upon Sodom and upon Gomorrah
brimstone and fire from the Lord out of heaven; And he overthrew those cities, and all the
plain, and all the inhabitants of the cities, and that which grew upon the ground...And
Abraham got up early in the morning to the place where he stood before the Lord; And he
looked toward Sodom and Gomorrah, and toward all the land of the plain, and beheld, and,
lo, the smoke of the country went up as the smoke of a furnace.‖
The description of this upheaval has always aroused wonder: "There is clearly something
unnatural or extraordinary that is recorded," one commentator wrote.
The great rift of the Jordan and the Dead Sea bear witness to a tremendous upheaval.
"With the end of the Tertiary period, in an event of extreme violence...the entire Syrian
land, from its south end to its north end, was torn apart and the ground in between
sank into the depths." So wrote Professor M. Blanckenhorn, the explorer of the region
of the Dead Sea.

In his later work he advanced the age of the rift to the pluvial, or the beginning of the first
glacial age. The origin of the Dead Sea occurred "in a great mountain movement, with
collapse and dislocation, that took place at the beginning of the pluvial, in the first glacial
period...In these titanic events conditions were created for the existence of an inner sea."
A period of dryness followed the first glacial, or pluvial period. In a new pluvial period, the
second glacial epoch, the lake reached its greatest dimensions: the Dead Sea spread to the
northern side of the present Sea of Galilee, engulfing it together with the Jordan
Valley between. At the time, as fossil snails show, the water was not yet saline.
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The rift in which the Lake of Galilee, the Jordan, and the Dead Sea lie is the deepest
depression on any continent. The surface of the Dead Sea is close to 400 meters below the
level of the Mediterranean, and its deepest bottom is some 320 meters lower still. The shore
falls steeply from the Judean mountains on the west; on the eastern side of the rift rise the
Moabite mountains. The walls of the chasm show sharp broken strata that remained
horizontal, which proves that the breaking down was instantaneous. The force which caused
this slide movement must have been stupendous.
The ground of the rift around the Dead Sea is covered with coagulated lava masses, taking
the form of an immense herd of giant elephants with rough skin. These lava eruptions from
fissures are ascribed to the second interglacial period. To the south end of the Dead Sea
towers a big cliff of salt called Jebel Usdum (Mount of Sodom). "It is absolutely impossible
that the salt sediment of a sea should precipitate in such a form." "Only the rupture of the
ground could create this site, singular in the entire world."
The destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah
took place in historical times, according
to my scheme in a catastrophe which
caused also the end of the Old Kingdom
in Egypt.
The geologists refer the upheaval which tore
Syria in two to the end of the Tertiary
period—long before human history began.
Now the question is legitimate: how old is
the Dead Sea?
The story of the violent changes that occurred in the Jordan Valley, the memory of
which is connected with the time of the patriarchs and in which Sodom and Gomorrah
were overturned, does not mention that the Valley of Sittim, where the cities were
located, became an inner sea. Sulphur and brimstone fell from heaven, one of the best
cultivated areas was overturned, fire from beneath and fire from above accomplished
the desolation—all this is described; but not the appearance of a sea.
However, when the Israelites under Moses and Joshua reached the area in their flight from
Egypt, they found the lake there. It seems to have appeared after a catastrophe later than the
one that destroyed Sodom and Gomorrah.
But if there was no Dead Sea before
the time of the Exodus, whither did
the Jordan flow, assuming it was
already in existence? The Jordan
might not have existed at all, or it
could have flowed into the open sea,
the Mediterranean.
It probably did not flow along the Rift
over the Arabah into the Aqaba Gulf
of the Red Sea, as no traces of marine
life are found at the height of the
watershed of Arabah. The barrier
between the Dead Sea and the Aqaba
Gulf is about 500 meters high.
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The watershed between the Jordan River and the Kishon River which flows into the
Mediterranean, at Mount Gilboa, is 500 meters above the ocean level.
The topographical shape of the region of the Beth Shan Valley, stretching from the
Jordan towards the Esdraelon Valley, makes the flow of the Jordan into the
Mediterranean a far more acceptable conjecture than a presumed flow of the Jordan
over the slopes of the mountain of Hor into the Red Sea.
Of course, it can be regarded as certain that the geography of the environs of the Red Sea
and of the continents in general was quite different before and after the catastrophe that
resulted in the formation of the Dead Sea.
The Great Rift, which begins in
Syria between the Lebanon and
Anti-Lebanon, runs along the
Jordan Valley, the Dead Sea, the
Arabah, the Aqaba gulf, the Red
Sea, and continues through the
continent of Africa as far as
Zimbabwe, is generally regarded
as the product of a grandiose
revolution in the shell of the
Earth: for many thousands of
kilometers the Great Rift runs
from Asia to Africa…
Whatever the structural changes of the earth in the catastrophes before that which I describe
here, there must have been some time when the Jordan streamed into the valley of Sittim
(the name of the plain before the Dead Sea originated) and continued into the
Mediterranean, most probably through the Jezreel Valley….
An inscription of Thutmose I reads: "Frontier northern, as
far as that inverted water which goeth down in going
up"…
Prior to the Exodus, the Jordan Valley was on a higher
level than the Mediterranean Sea. With the rupture of
the tectonic structure along the river and the dropping
of the Dead Sea chasm, many brooks … must have
changed their direction and started to flow towards …
the Dead Sea.
This occurrence served as a symbolic picture for the
dispersed Children of Israel, who also will return to
their homeland: "Turn again our captivity as the
streams in the south" (Psalm 126:4)
The plain of Siddim became a sea. When Israel "wandered into the wilderness in a solitary
way [the Lord turned] rivers into the wilderness, and the watersprings into dry ground; and
fruitful land into barrenness; [but elsewhere he turned] the wilderness into standing water,
and the dry ground into waterspring" (Psalm 107:33-35)
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The opening of the Great Rift, or its further expansion, accompanied by the
overturning of the plain and the origin of the Dead Sea, was a catastrophe that ended
an era. In my understanding the end of the Early Bronze Age or the Old Kingdom in
Egypt coincided with these events.
The Old Kingdom in Egypt, the period when the pyramids were built, a great and splendid
age, came to its end in a natural disaster…
The second city of Troy came to an end at the same time the Old Kingdom of Egypt fell; it
was destroyed in a violent paroxysm of nature. The Early Bronze Age was simultaneously
terminated in all the countries of the ancient East—a vast catastrophe spread ruin from Troy
to the Valley of the Nile. This fact has been extensively documented by Claude F. A.
Schaeffer, professor at College de France, excavator of Ras Shamra (Ugarit).
Schaeffer observed at Ras Shamra on the Syrian coast clear signs of great destruction that
pointed to violent earthquakes and tidal waves, and other signs of a natural disaster. Among
the greatest of these took place at the end of the Old Kingdom in Egypt. At the occasion of
his visit to Troy, then under excavation by Carl Blegen, he became aware that Troy, too, had
been repeatedly destroyed by natural catastrophes at the same times when Ras Shamra was
destroyed.
The distance from the Dardanelles near which the mound of Troy lies to Ras Shamra in Syria
is about 600 miles on a straight line. In modern annals of seismology no earthquake is
known to have occurred covering an area of such an extent. He then compared the findings
of these two places with signs of earthquakes in numerous other localities of the ancient
East. After painstaking work he came to the conclusion that more than once in historical
times the entire region had been shaken by prodigious earthquakes. As to the destruction
that ended the Early Bronze Age, Schaeffer wrote:
―There is not for us the slightest doubt that the conflagration of Troy II corresponds to
the catastrophe that made an end to the habitations of the Early Bronze Age of Alaca
Huyuk, of Alisar, of Tarsus, of Tepe Hissar [in Asia Minor], and to the catastrophe that
burned ancient Ugarit (II) in Syria, the city of Byblos that flourished under the Old
Kingdom of Egypt, the contemporaneous cities of Palestine, and that was among the
causes that terminated the Old Kingdom of Egypt‖…
In my scheme the end of the Early Bronze Age or Old Kingdom in Egypt is the time of
the momentous events connected with the story of the patriarch Abraham, and
described in the Book of Genesis as the overturning of the plain.
The cause of the catastrophe could not have been entirely unknown to the ancients. We
must therefore become attentive also to other traditions connected with these events…
According to Kathleen Kenyon, "The final end of the Early Bronze Age civilization came
with catastrophic completeness ...Jericho ...was probably completely destroyed...Every
town in Palestine that has so far been investigated shows the same break...All traces of
the Early Bronze Age civilization disappeared." (Archaeology in the Holy Land [London,
1960], p. 134).
According to Ernest Wright, "one of the most striking facts about the Early Bronze
civilization is its destruction, one so violent that scarcely a vestige of it survived. We do
not know when the event took place; we only know that there is not an Early Bronze
Age city excavated or explored in all Palestine which does not have a gap in its
occupation between Early Bronze Age III and the Middle Bronze Age…
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The destruction can be traced also in Greece. "The destruction of the Early Helladic II
town at Lerna in the eastern Peloponnese" is an example of "the widespread and
violent destruction that occurred ca. 2300 B.C. in the Aegean and East Mediterranean"
(Marija Gimbutas, "The Destruction of the Aegean and East Mediterranean Urban Civilization
around 2300 B.C.," Bronze Age Migrations in the Aegean, ed. by R. A. Crossland and Ann
Birchall [London, 1973], pp. 129f.)…
It is quite probable that the end of the 3rd Dynasty of Ur occurred at the same time. Thorkild
Jacobsen wonders about "the reasons for the dire catastrophes that befell the city of Ur in
the reign of Ibbi-Suen, the sudden collapse of its great empire, and the later utter
destruction of the city itself at the hands of barbarian invaders...―How an empire like that of
the 3rd Dynasty of Ur ...could so quickly collapse is really quite puzzling." ("The Reign of IbbiSuen," The Journal of Cuneiform Studies 7 (1953), p. 36.
Although Jacobsen refers to the text known as "Lamentation over the Destruction of Ur," he
does not treat it seriously. Yet this poem provides specific information about the causes of
the disaster.
It speaks of a "storm's cyclone-like destruction", of a "storm that annihilates the land",
"in front of the storm fires burned; the people groan". It tells of the sun being
obscured: "In the land the bright sun rose not, like the evening star it shone". It
describes earthquakes that shook the land: "the destructive storm makes the land
tremble and quake".
"In all the streets, where they were wont to promenade, dead bodies were lying about".
"Mothers and fathers who did not leave their houses were overcome by fire; the young lying
on their mothers' laps like fish were carried off by the waters". The city, prostrated by the
storm "which overwhelmed the living creatures of heaven and earth," fell prey to hostile
tribes and was looted. See S. N. Kramer, "Lamentation over the Destruction of Ur," Ancient
Near Eastern Texts Relating to the Old Testament (Princeton, 1950). Another lament, Oh,
Angry Sea, transl. by R. Kutscher (Yale University Press, 1975), tells of the destruction of Ur,
Larsa, Nippur, Sippar, Babylon and Isin by inundations sent by Enlil (Chapter 4, Sections 1-3).

It is interesting to note just prior to the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah Genesis 14:10
says: "And the valley of Siddim was full of asphalt pits."
A BBC documentary series “Ancient Apocalypse” had an episode entitled “Death on the
Nile” in which evidence was presented that showed that the Old Kingdom collapsed at a
time of rapid and dramatic global climate change that lasted decades. One of their key
findings in Egypt was that core samples from the bottom of the massive Faiyum lake in
Egypt showed a complete lack of Old Kingdom sediments even though writings indicate it
did exist in the Old Kingdom indicating it completely dried up and its sediments were all
blown away.
Commenting on Claude Schaeffer‟s findings Geoffrey Gammon in an article called “Bronze
Age Destructions in the Near East” (SIS Review Vol IV No 4) wrote:
The end of Early Bronze III [the time of the Sodom and Gomorrah catastrophe 1850
BC], however, was marked by destructions in all regions of Western Asia. In Anatolia there
was a sudden end to the rich civilisation of Alaça Hüyük, while at Tarsos excavations have
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unearthed ruined buildings whose cracked walls lean at an angle of 45 degrees to the
vertical. According to Schaeffer Troy III was covered by a layer of ash 16 metres thick.

Velikovsky places the fall of Ur III about this same time co-incident with the destruction of
Sodom and Gomorrah. There is, however better evidence to suggest that the fall of the
Akkadian empire was contemporary with the destruction at the end of the Early Bronze
Age. Robert Porter writes in his article “Bronze Age Multi-Site Destructions (A Preliminary
Review)” (SIS Chronology & Catastrophism Review:1994):
EB Ebla
North of Hama and also inland from Ugarit is Tell Mardikh, a site not excavated in Schaeffer's
time, now known to be ancient Ebla from the archive of cuneiform tablets found in the
destruction of its Palace G. This destruction was not of the whole town but mainly of the
palace…
Ebla offers us the opportunity to link across to events in Mesopotamia. The Palace G
destruction was at first thought to be the work of the Akkadian king Naram-Sin,
grandson of Sargon the Great, since he claimed the destruction of Ebla (the texts are
actually later) and because the chronology seemed to fit.
However, the lack of mention of Akkad in the palace archives, or of anything to do with
Akkad, forced the conclusion that Palace G must have been destroyed at or before the time
of Sargon himself. Sargon is known to have reached this area.
It is also of interest that there was found in the palace debris an inscribed alabaster of
Pepi I, of the early Sixth Dynasty of Egypt, probably imported via Byblos. This puts
Sargon slightly later than expected relative to Egypt. Our archaeological links, if
correct, put him later still, right at the end of the Old Kingdom.
Having set Sargon in the sequence it is now possible to link to events in Mesopotamia,
where the fall of his Akkadian Dynasty is followed by a fairly brief interlude when the Gutians
invaded from the east. They in turn were followed by the Third Dynasty of Ur civilisation
which lasted about a century before it too crumbled.
EB Brak
Tell Brak in northeast Syria or northern Mesopotamia has a large building in its
Stratum IV (also Stratum 4 of the recent excavations in Oates' area CH adjacent to the
building) which was built by Naram-Sin, who conveniently implanted his name on
some of the bricks.
The inelegantly named 'smeared-wash' pottery of this level matches that in Ebla IIB2. It is
one of the few types of ceramic which seems to penetrate across the Euphrates. Note that
the link is not the same as Schaeffer's but that Brak IV has moved one step later relative to
Hama.
Presumably the fall of the Akkadian dynasty is roughly contemporary with the
widespread destructions corresponding to the ends of Ebla IIB2, Hama J, and
numerous other sites in north Syria.
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Before I started this research I would have expected these destructions to correspond
to the end of the later Third Dynasty of Ur, but the unexpected result has been this
unavoidable late placement of the Akkadians. Possibly I could put Naram-Sin slightly
later and attribute to him the destruction of Ebla IIB2, since he is claimed to have
destroyed Ebla.

According to Schaeffer, the palace of Naram-Sin at Tell Brak was destroyed in the
EB III catastrophe which we have re-dated to 1850 BC. In this was found an
alabaster of Pepi I from the early 6th dynasty.

How Long Did the Old Kingdom Last?
It is clear from the archaeology that both Early Bronze catastrophes were of fire and
earthquake and nothing like the great flood of Noah‟s day. The dynasties of the Old
Kingdom (Dynasties 1 to 6) add up to just over 900 years according to conventional
chronology. If the Old Kingdom did last 900 years and ended around 1850 BC then it
would have started in 2750 BC, some 450 years before Noah‟s flood.
There is nothing that resembles the great flood of Noah in the annals of the Old
Kingdom so that appears to support the view that the Old Kingdom was not preFlood nor did it straddle either side of the Flood. Just how long did the Old Kingdom
last in total?
Evidence is at hand to suggest some signficant parallel rule between the dynasties which
could dramatically reduce our date for the start of the 1st Dynasty.
Donovan Courville makes significant use of the Sothis list which starts with Dynasty 1 then
followed by Dynasty 4 then Dynasty 5 followed by Dynasty 12 and then the very last of the
Dynasty 13 kings.
Courville believes that this
represents the primary line of
rulers with contemporary rulers
from other dynasties listed by
Manetho not included.
If this represents kings in actual
time order with contemporary
kings left out then this represents
a solid foundation for those
particular dynasties in Courville‟s
arrangement of the Old and
Middle Kingdom dynasties.
Courville points out evidence
showing
some
parallelism
between dynasties within the Old
Kingdom. He starts Egypt‟s
dynastic history of around 2150
BC.
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Donovan Courville contends that:


Dynasty 3 was an off-shoot from a Dynasty 1 pharoah about a century after the
unification of Egypt under Mena.



By the end of Dynasty 1 the major authority had shifted to the north with Dynasty 2
(Central-South) being subservient to the kings of Dynasties 4 (North).



Dynasties 3 and 4 (North) were roughly contemporary with Dynasties 1 and 2
(Central-South).



In the reign of Menkaura of Dynasty 4 the power in the north was usurped by rulers
of Dynasty 5 (South) for close to thirty years. Dynasty 2 (Central-South) also
became subservient to Dynasty 5 (South) and shared at least two pharoahs.



After Dynasty 5 the major authority shifted to the Middle Kingdom Dynasty 12 in the
north with Dynasty 6 being a secondary line of rulers.

Below is a chart showing Courville‟s arrangement of the Old Kingdom dynasties.
For the careful observer you will
notice one controversial claim
made by Donovan Courville.
Courville places the latter Old
Kingdom dynasties parallel with
the Middle Kingdom dynasties
and makes the fall of the Early
Bronze age and its major
catastrophe contemporary with
the fall of the Middle Kingdom at
the time of the Exodus.
He sees the First and Second
Inermediate Periods (Hyksos)
are one and the same period.
Now there are good reasons why this theory of parallel rule between the Old and Middle
Kingdom dynasties doesn‟t work which I will discuss shortly.
The theory of the Sothis List only listing the primary rulers and excluding those who ruled
parallel has served us well so far for the Middle Kingdom with the other lines of evidence
supporting parallel rule between dynasties 12 and 13 and only a brief period of primary
rule by dynasty 13.
Given the lack of evidence in Old Testament annals about anything such as Noah‟s flood
impacting this period of rule there is good evidence to support the view that some serious
compression is required for the Old Kingdom so let‟s proceed on the basis that the Sothis
List does indeed give us an accurate record of real elapsed time and excludes parallel rule
of some of the dynasties recorded by Manetho.
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For now, let‟s also assume the parallel rule between Dynasties 1 and 2 with Dynasties 3
and 4 as advocated by Courville, which I present evidence for shortly.
Now, as I don‟t support Courville‟s parallelism between the end of the Early Bronze Age
and the end of the Middle Bronze Age, we have to shift Dynasties 7 to 11 back from where
Courville places them. Courville has Dynasties 7 to 11 parallel with the Hyksos Dynasties
14-17 after the Middle Kingdom. We need to find a new place for them.
Now because the kings of Dynasties 7 to 11 (First Intermediate Period) are not
mentioned in the Sothis List we can assume that they ruled parallel with others
hence we do not have to make extra room for them. We can also finish the Old
Kingdom a little later where Dynasty 12 begins.
The only Old Kingdom dynasties mentioned in the Sothis List are Dynasties 1, 4 and
5 followed by the Middle Kingdom dynasties (12 and 13).
The total of these 3 dynasties in the Sothis List is 510 years. The start of the next dynasty
in the Sothis List, Dynasty 12 and the start of the Middle Kingdom, is dated by Courville to
around 1692 BC.
If we go back 510 years (combined total of Dynasty 1, 4 and 5 kings in Sothis List) we
come up with a date of 2202 BC for the start of the Old Kingdom.
This date is still too far back to be a comfortable fit given the biblical Flood date of 2302
BC, only 100 years earlier. Some further compression of dates seems likely. The Sothis
List gives a total time for Dynasty 1 of 240 years, Dynasty 4 is given a length of 129 years
and Dynasty 5 is given a length of 141 years. Based on those figures the most likely
dynasty that is overextended is Dynasty 1 and we have two unnamed kings given a total of
72 years. If we subtract a more round figure of 100 years my best guess for the start of
Dynasty 1 would be 2100 BC.
In my opinion, Dynasties 5 and 6 were not successive (as believed by Courville) but
contemporary and probably started before the EB III catastrophe and finished close
to the start of the Middle Kingdom.
Dynasties 7 to 11 were probably contemporary with this same period of time just
before and perhaps partially parallel with Dynasty 12.

Was the End of the Early Bronze Contemporary with the End of the Middle Bronze?
According to archaeologists, et-Tell, believed to be Ai, one of the cities destroyed by Israel
under Joshua, was destroyed with its walls at the end of the Early Bronze Age and has no
trace of Middle or Late Bronze occupation and only in the Iron Age is there an unwalled
village.
Courville‟s evidence of et-Tell which has Early Bronze Age (EBA) and Iron Age pottery
with no Middle Bronze Age (MBA pottery) does appear to support his parallel idea for the
end of both the EBA and MBA since we should have MBA pottery at the site if it fell at the
end of the Middle Kingdom. However, if they were parallel there should also be MBA
pottery as well.
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If the Early Bronze Age and Middle Bronze Age ended at the same time, as claimed by
Courville, then there should be both pottery from the Early Bronze and Middle Bronze at Ai
if it is to be identified as et-Tell, however no such Middle Bronze Age pottery has been
found there.
The most knowledgeable person on stratigraphy on a chronology forum I am on, Alan
Montgomery, does not believe that et-Tell is Ai and that it may still need to be discovered.
There are two clear destruction layers in strata at most sites in Israel. We have seen
written testimony from Kenyon and others that all sites in Israel show a destruction layer at
the end of the Early Bronze Age.
As seen in the table below on page 306 of David‟s Rohl‟s “A Test of Time” the vast
majority of sites in Israel experience a second destruction near the end of the Middle
Bronze Age. All of them, with the exception of Et Tell, have Middle Bronze pottery in
between the Early Bronze Age and Middle Bronze Age destruction layers.

Et Tell is an exception in that it was destroyed at the end of the Early Bronze Age
and only has one destruction layer, not two.
If Courville’s idea was correct that the two destructions were the Exodus
catastrophe and the Conquest by the Israelites then MBA pottery should also be
found under the earlier (lower) of the two destruction layers yet this is not the case.
The MBA pottery is found between them not under both!
The archaeological ages were developed from the relative sequence of pottery found in
Israel and then dates for the pottery sequences of these archaeological ages were
obtained using the conventional chronology of Egypt where there were finds that included
Egyptian material.
The sites where there were both Palestinian pottery and Egyptian items tended to be
burials rather than strata. This may explain, to some degree, why in Israel there aren‟t
sites with both Early and Middle Bronze in the same strata level.
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That said, if Dynasty 6 pottery looked far more like Dynasty 12 and 13 pottery than
Dynasty 4 pottery this would have noted by archaeologists.
The chances of Courville’s ideas of the end of the EBA and end of the MBA being
contemporary appear to be remote, however convenient it may be to have more
overall time to fit dynasties 1 to 6 of the Old Kingdom.
In his article “The Conquest of Canaan and the Revised Chronology” (SIS Review Vol 1
No 3) John Bimson makes these comments about Courville‟s claim that the late EBA and
MBA were parallel and both ended at the time of the Exodus:
Courville moves the end of the Early Bronze Age to coincide with the Exodus and Conquest.
This involves a shift of roughly six centuries for all phases of the Bronze Age.
Since most of Palestine's major cities were destroyed by invaders at the end of the EBA (Early
Bronze Age) as well as at the end of the MBA, this enables Courville to relate the collapse of
these cities at that earlier time to the destructions wrought by Joshua's troops I have several
objections to Courville's scheme, four of which I wish to present here.
For the first objection we return to Jericho. According to the Biblical tradition, there was no
city at Jericho between the Conquest and the reign of Ahab. We have seen that in the
scheme offered above, the archaeological evidence confirms this picture.
In Courville's scheme, however, the archaeological findings do not correspond with the
Biblical tradition at all, since the strongly fortified and populous MB II city fills the period
which ought to have been one of abandonment or, at most, sporadic temporary habitation
(56). Courville nowhere tackles this problem.
A second objection concerns Hazor. At Hazor there is evidence of destruction by burning at
the end of the EBA. Yet Josh. 11:11 specifically states that Hazor was burned to the ground.
We have already seen that MB II C Hazor was destroyed in a massive conflagration (57).
For my third objection I move to Megiddo. This city, like many others, shows evidence
of devastation and a hiatus at the end of the EBA. But when we turn to the Biblical
record, we find it stated that the Israelites were unable to take this city (Jud. 1:27).
Once again, however, we find the Biblical tradition is in harmony with the
archaeological evidence when we assume that the Conquest occurred at the end of the
MBA; there is no evidence of a destruction or break in occupation at Megiddo between
the last stratum of the MBA and the first stratum of the LBA (58).
My fourth point is more general. Courville identifies the culture of the MBA and LBA as that
of the Israelite period from the Conquest to the Exile in the 6th century BC. This culture is
differentiated quite sharply from that of the EBA, and maintains itself with little change
throughout. I would query how fitting it is to view this as the culture of the Biblical Israelites.
Old Testament history from the Conquest onwards is a sad story of syncretism and
compromise.
The continual complaint of God through His prophets is that Israel failed to maintain her
distinction from the other nations and cultures among whom she lived. The rot is diagnosed
as having set in as early as the Conquest; instead of displacing the Canaanites, the Hebrew
tribes settled alongside them and began adopting their culture and religion (Jud. 1:27-2:15).
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This picture is in keeping with the scheme I have offered above, for we find that at the end of
the MBA, in spite of the destruction of many of the Canaanite cities and the abandonment of
some of them for a very long time (the whole of the LBA), the basic culture is not changed.
This fits the Biblical picture of Hebrew invaders who, in spite of their success in destroying
many of the cities which opposed them, did not impose their own culture and religion on the
land, but allowed the land's original inhabitants to impose their culture and religion on them.
Finally, something must be said about Ai. No city existed at Ai between the end of the EBA
and the beginning of the Iron Age, yet Ai was one of the cities attacked and destroyed by
Joshua according to Josh. 8:1-29. Hence the problem which Ai has always posed in the
context of a 13th century date for the Exodus is not reduced in the theory I have offered
above; no Ai existed at the end of the MBA. The problem appears to be solved by Courville's
view, since the destruction which heralded the long period of non-occupation occurred at
the end of the EBA.
However, this advantage of Courville's view is outweighed in my opinion by the
disadvantages mentioned above. There is another possible solution to the problem of Ai
which Courville does not discuss, though in fairness it should be pointed out that the theory
to which I am about to refer may have appeared in print too late for Courville to take
account of it.
It has been argued very ably by D. Livingston that the two closely linked sites of Bethel and
Ai have both been wrongly located. Livingston actually proposes identifying these two cities
with alternative sites which have not yet been excavated. I consider Livingston's arguments
to be very cogent and convincing, and therefore suggest that judgement on the problem of
Ai be suspended until Livingston's theory has been thoroughly tested by the excavation of
the two alternative sites. The alternative site (as yet unnamed) suggested for Ai may turn out
to yield evidence in keeping with the theory offered above.

History and Placement of the Old Kingdom Dynasties
I‟d like to quote now from Donovan Courville for his evidence regarding Dynasties 1 and 2
being parallel to dynasties 3 and 4 with dynasty 3 starting at the same time as the end of
dynasty 1:
A significant amount of evidence is at hand to indicate a contemporaneity of Dynasty III with
late Dynasty I. These evidences have not been given the consideration they deserve, because
of the pressures rising from the unwarranted interpretaion of the Palermo Stone inscription
and from a misinterpretation of the significance of the royal insignia of the Egyptian kings.
The tomb of Khasekhemui is totally different from those of the kings of
Dynasty II, providing a strong suggestion that he does not belong to
the era of late Dynasty II as currently placed.
―His tomb [that of Khasekhemui] differs entirely from all the others [of
Dynasty II]‖
Yet there is convincing evidence that he was the progenitor of the kingly
line of Dynasty III.
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―The place of Khasekhemui is suggested by the presence of a seal of Hapenmaat [Nemathap
of Emery], who seems to have been the queen-mother of the IIIrd dynasty; ...
―Like his predecessor of the early First Dynasty, Kha-sekhemui appears to have adopted the
political strategy of marriage with a northern princess, and his queen seems to have been
Nemathap who according to a jar-sealing from Abydos, bore the title ‗the king-bearing
mother‘…
The ceramics of the early IIIrd Dynasty are like those of Dynasty I and reveal
characteristics not encountered at any time in Dynasty II.
The suggestion is again strong that the long period of Dynasty II did not separate
Dynasty III from Dynasty I. The writing of Dynasty III also reveals characteristics of
Dynasty I, hardly to be expected if a period of centuries separated the two dynasties.
Some scarabs bear the name Nebka [referring to the first king of Dynasty III] and others
Ra-nebka, which is the form of the king's name in the Saqqara list. All of these are very
simple work, and some have an early form of the Ka sign with loops instead of hands. They
are mostly of blue or green pottery like the early amulets of the first dynasty…

Manetho records that Uenephes (4th king of Dynasty I) built pyramids near Kochome
(near Sakkarah). This is an anachronism with Dynasty I separated from the beginning
of the pyramid age by a matter of centuries. It is so clearly an anachronism that the
implication of the statement must be rejected in order to retain the sequence
arrangement between Dynasties II and III.
―In any case ‗pyramids‘ are probably a misunderstanding for some other form of building of
this age.‖
The earliest reference to a pyramid
otherwise is the step pyramid built by
Zoser (Zeser or Zesersa; second king of
Dynasty III). With the beginning of Dynasty
III …shown as [parallel with late Dynasty I],
Zoser was a contemporary of Manetho's
Uenephes. The step pyramid of Zoser and
the pyramid of Uenephes are then from
the same general era and were erected in
the same general area.
―It has often been declared that the famous Step Pyramid at Sakkara was included
among the buildings which Ata [Uenephes] is said to have built, but it is now known
that this pyramid was built by Tcheser [Zeser / Djoser], a king of the IIIrd Dynasty.‖
The era is that just preceding the pyramid age. The anachronism disappears [if Dynasty
III is contemporary with late Dynasty I].
Confirming the contemporaneity of Zoser [of Dynasty III] with Uenephes [of Dynasty I] are
the references to severe famine in the reigns of both kings. By the altered chronology, these
are references to one and the same famine and provide a basis for an approximate
synchronism between the two dynasties.''
―... In his reign [Uenephes'] a great famine siezed Egypt.
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―... What is apparently his [Zoser's] Horus name is given by the now famous Stele of the
Famine...‖
Brief annals on the Palermo Stone refer to events in the reign of some 1st Dynasty king,
whose name was evidently given on the no-longer extant part of the damaged inscription.
On the basis of records of similar incidents on jar-sealings from the reign of Udimu
(Usaphaidos, successor to Uenephes), it has been logically concluded that the annals are of
the reign of this king.
―Numerous inscribed labels on jar-sealings give records of events some of which appear to
be repeated in the year list concerning an unknown king on the Palermo Stone, and we may
perhaps conclude that these short historical records ... refer to the reign of Udimu. The chief
events of fourteen years are recorded and from their position on the stone it would appear
that they belong to the latter half of the reign.‖
One of these annals indicates clearly a divided rule in Egypt at that time, with different kings
ruling contemporaneously.
―the ‗Appearance of the King of Upper Egypt AND the Appearance of the King of
Lower Egypt.‘"
The statement is again an anachronism by the concept of a sequence arrangement of the
dynasties. By the altered chronology, the anachronism disappears. The evidences for a divided rule in Egypt, beginning not long after the unification by Mena, are so thoroughly
convincing as to lead to a candid admission of the evidence in spite of the retention of the
concept of a sequence in the dynastic rule.
The inscriptions of Khasekhem, now
recognized as the progenitor of
Dynasty III, record a conflict between
the Thinites in southern Egypt and a
people of the north, who are
identified
only
as
"northern
enemies." It has been suggested
unconvincingly that these "northern
enemies" were the Libyans who were
attempting an invasion of the
Delta….
this identification of the "northern
enemies" as invading Libyans has
not proved altogether acceptable in
the light of the associated monumental evidence. These inscriptions
picture clearly a
religious war
between the followers of the god
Horus in southern Egypt and the
followers of the god Set in Northern
Egypt.
―The impression gained from this admittedly limited evidence is that Kha-sekhem was a ruler
of the Thinite family of Upper Egypt who restored unity of the Nile valley after the religious
wars between the followers of Horus and Set which had probably divided the country since
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the reign of Perabsen [sic]...The union, therefore, of the two tribes of Horus and Set
worshipers was a special work of this king [Khasekhemui].‖
The fact that prevents an unqualified recognition of this war, as a war between the Egyptians
of the north and the Egyptians of the south, over the acceptability of the god Set as an equal
to the god Horus, is the absence of any evidence, whatever, of such difficulty at the end of
Dynasty II.
―At this age [end of Dynasty II] Egypt was fairly consolidated, and these [northern enemies]
can hardly be of the Nile valley; nor are they likely to be Sinaites, as such are not termed
northern; so probably these were a body of Libyans invading the Delta, and thus enemies in
the north.‖
From the objections to this interpretation noted above, it is obviously the concept of a
sequence between Dynasties II and III that stands as the point of pressure for retention
of this less probable interpretation. With the altered chronology, the difficulty
disappears. It is not to be expected that this war would be reflected in difficulty
between the North and the South at the end of Dynasty II.
This war came to a peaceful settlement, which involved the recognition of both Horus and
Set as acceptable recipients of Egyptian worship.
Peace was attained through the efforts of Kha-sekhem, the alternate name
Khasekhemui having been assumed at the time of the attainment of such peace. This is
suggested by the meanings of the two names and the subsequent appearance of the
insigne of the hawk wearing the crowns of both the North and the South in
conjunction with the king's name.
―The struggle between the followers of Horus and Set had come to an end and his name
Khasekhemui, ‗The appearance of the Two Powers‘ is added to by his fuller name ‗The two
gods in him are at peace.‘ On the numerous jar-sealings, the king's Ka name is always
surmounted by the Hawk and the Set animal, a further indication that some form of unity on
equal terms had been achieved.‖
But such a settlement on anything resembling equal terms not only suggests, but
strongly infers, that at this time there was instituted a secondary seat of government
in the north. It is the writer's contention that this was the origin of Manetho's IIIrd
Dynasty, but the background is not at the end of Dynasty II; it is rather to be identified
with the evidences of a dual monarchy appearing late in Dynasty I. It is to this time
that the Palermo Stone inscription refers…
That Khasekhem belonged to the line of Thinite kings of Upper Egypt (southern Egypt)
is clear from his statues, which show him wearing the White Crown of Upper Egypt.
But if he were a Thinite king, then why did not Manetho include him in his king list?
If the evidence is accepted that Khasekhem was a progenitor of Dynasty III, then the
conclusion can hardly be avoided that Dynasty III had its origin in the person of a
Thinite king.
But this does not necessarily prove that he was a king of Dynasty II, as currently held;
Dynasty I was also a Thinite dynasty.
By the altered chronology, if Khasekhem was a Thinite king at all, he was one of the
kings of Dynasty I.
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It follows that the failure to locate this king chronologically in a satisfactory manner has
resulted from his placement in the wrong dynasty. If then, evidence is at hand pointing to
the identity of Khasekhem as a king of Dynasty I, the proposed contemporaneity of Dynasty
III with Dynasty I is provided further strong support.
In the tomb inscriptions of Uadji (Uenephes of Manetho, Dynasty I), there appears repeatedly
the name of Sekhem Ka in a context that indicates clearly that he was either the king himself
or an important personage in the government.
―A certain Sekhem Ka appears to have been an important official at this time and his name
appears frequently with that of the king on objects found in the Sakkara monument.‖
The frequency of the name of this Sekhem Ka is such as to leave a strong suspicion
that the tomb is his and not that of Uadji. However, the improbability of a nobleman
having a tomb far superior to that of the king prevented a recognition of Sekhem Ka
as being an actual king of Egypt, a conclusion that is otherwise quite obvious.
―The great tomb, No. 3504 at Sakkara...would appear to be his [Uadji's) northern
burial, although the frequence of the name of the great official [sic] Sekhem Ka on
objects found in it make it a possibility that the tomb is his and not the king's.
However, it is almost impossible to imagine that a nobleman, no matter how great,
should have a tomb far superior to that of his master.‖
A point of major importance must not be overlooked in dealing with these facts. This
tomb, containing the names of both Uadji and Sekhem Ka, is located at Sakkarah in
northern Egypt; yet Uadji (Manetho's Uenephes) was king in southern Egypt, and it
may be thus concluded that this Sekhem Ka was also from southern Egypt.
The question that begs for an answer is: what situation prevailed that led to the construction
of a tomb in northern Egypt by a king and his high official who belonged to southern Egypt?
This critical question is provided an immediate and logical answer when it is
recognized that this Sekhem Ka is a king of Dynasty I at Thinis in southern Egypt and is
the same person as Kha-sekhem who was the founder of Dynasty III in the north and
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the one who initiated and brought to a satisfactory conclusion the religious war
between the peoples of the North and the peoples of the South.
The obvious conclusion is that this Sekhem Ka was the king of the tomb inscription and that
Uadji, whose name appears to be secondary, was at that time only the coregent and heir
apparent. The only conclusion permissable within this concept is that this Sekhem Ka was the
predecessor of Uadji in Dynasty I.
This was none other than Manetho's Kenkenes. If we are correct, then Kenkenes, Sekhem Ka,
Kha-Sekhem, and Kha-sekhemui were names for one and the same person, the first being a
Greek transcription of the Egyptian name, and the latter having been adopted with the
peaceful conclusion of the war.
The progenitor of the kingly line of Dynasty III was thus a king of Dynasty I, and Dynasty III
was an off-shoot from Dynasty I, having its origin in the peaceful culmination of the religious
war. This interpretation makes sense and explains why a king of southern Egypt has his name
appearing so frequently in a tomb of northern Egypt. The tomb at Sakkarah is not that of
Uadji; it is that of Sekhem Ka (Kenkenes) of southern Egypt.
The possibility is large that Sekhem Ka was actually buried in this tomb and that his
presence in the north was required to the time of his death. Uadji, however, evidently
returned to serve as king of Upper Egypt (southern Egypt) when this work of
organisation was completed. It was thus Kenkenes of Dynasty I who was the
progenitor of Dynasty III and who rightfully wore the crown of Upper Egypt (The
Exodus Problem and Its Ramifications [Volume 1], p.170-178)…

Courville also contends that in the reign of Menkaura of Dynasty 4 the power in the north
was usurped by rulers of Dynasty 5 (South) for close to thirty years. Dynasty 2 (CentralSouth) also became subservient to Dynasty 5 (South) and shared at least two pharoahs. I
refer the reader to pages 186-197 of Courville‟s book “The Exodus Problem and Its
Ramifications [Volume 1]” for his evidence supporting this point.
I will share a few quotes where he argues for a significant reduction in the length of time
assigned to Dynasty 4:
Ra-skhem-kha left an inscription in his tomb giving the names of the kings with whom he
professes to have been attached. The kings were Khafra, Menkaure, and Shepseskaf of the
IVth Dynasty, and Userkaf and Sahura of the Vth Dynasty.
Excluding the kings at the extremes of the list of Ra-skhem-kha, the interval amounts to 154
years by the figures of Manetho for the same sequence of kings. If we allow 20 additional
years for Ra-skhem-kha to arrive at sufficient maturity for service and even a brief period of
service under the first and last kings under whom he served, this person would have of
necessity attained an age of about 180 years.
The more obvious solution to this anomaly is in the recognition that these kings did not
reign in sequence by Manetho's figures, and that their reigns must have overlapped
considerably. Yet after reduction of the period as far as has seemed at all possible within the
limits of current chronological views, scholars are still left with too long an interval for the
lifespan of Ra-skhem-kha.
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Mertitefs was the queen of Sneferu (last king of Dynasty III), who lived to be a favorite of
Khufu and of Khafra (2nd and 3rd kings of Dynasty IV). The summation of the two
intervening reigns by Manetho's figures is 92 years.
Even if we allow that Soris (1st king of Manetho's Dynasty IV) was in reality the progenitor of
the dynasty, and that his period belongs to the decadent phase of Dynasty III, Mertitefs must
have lived at least from birth to maturity under the reign of Sneferu, throughout the reign of
Khufu, and into the reign of Khafra.
If these kings reigned in sequence, by Manetho's figures, Mertitefs was more than 110 years
old when Khufu died. This may not have been impossible, though it is highly improbable that
a woman 110 years old would be a favorite of the young king Khafra. The more probable
explanation is that the reign of Khafra overlapped the long reign of Khufu by many years,
this overlapping of reigns representing one factor in the necessary reduction of the period to
be allotted to the dynasty…
By this chronology, the total period of Dynasty IV was encompassed by the sole reigns of
Khufu and Khafra, and the total reign of Menkaure; the remaining kings had reigns that fell
entirely within the reign of Menkaure. The total for the dynastic period was thus 135 years,
excluding Soris (Shaaru) who may have been a progenitor of the dynasty but who belongs to
the era of the decadent phase of Dynasty III (p.187-188).

Menes probably began his reign and Dynasty 1 around 2100 BC in the
early EB II period. Menes some 30 years into his reign united Egypt. His
dynasty was based in central Egypt.
Dynasty 3 in the north began probably 50-100 years later. The two famous pharaohs of
this dynasty were Djoser and Sneferu. Djoser built the Step Pyramid complex at Saqqara
and Sneferu is credited with building the Maidum, Bent and Red pyramids.

The primary control of Egypt at the end of Dynasty 1 shifted from the central-south of
Egypt at Thinis to the north of Egypt at Memphis where Dynasty 4 ruled.
This shift following the religious war that successfully resolved by Ka-sekhem probably
occurred around 1950 BC.
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Dynasty 5 probably began to rule around the same time that Abraham left Ur of the
Chaldees around 1875 BC.

I would hazard a guess that Pepi I of Dynasty 6 based in the north of Egypt (Dynasty
5 was based in the south) was probably the pharaoh that Abraham interacted with
when he briefly dwelt in Egypt after a famine in the land of Canaan (Genesis 12:
12-20).
In my opinion, dynasties 5 and 6 were not
successive but contemporary and probably
started shortly before the EB III catastrophe
(Sodom and Gomorrah catastrophe 1850
BC) and finished close to the start of the
Middle Kingdom around 1690 BC.
A Pepi I (early 6th
dynasty) alasbaster
was found in the
palace of Naram-Sin
at Tell Brak which
was destroyed in
the Early Bronze III
catastrophe (1850
BC).
Dynasties 7 to 11 were probably contemporary with this same period of time just before
and perhaps partially parallel with Dynasty 12.
Above right is a chart with my tentative placement for the dynasties of the Old Kingdom
and First Intermediate Period.
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The Pyramids of Egypt
We cannot conclude our discussion on the Old Kingdom without discussing the great
pyramids of Egypt, in particular the pyramids at Giza. This is much more thoroughly
discussed in my separate book “The Pyramids of Egypt – An Analysis of the Best
Theories” (www.rogerswebsite.com/ah/pyramids.pdf) Here I will present a summary of my
key conclusions:
WHAT are the Pyramids?
The pyramids of Giza are the best known of the pyramids in Egypt, however, there are
dozens of pyramids in Egypt. The pyramids of Egypt can be grouped into three categories:


The pyramids of Giza



The stone pyramids built by the pharaohs of the Old Kingdom



The mud brick pyramids built by the pharaohs of the Middle Kingdom

There are some fundamental differences between the pyramids at Giza and the stone
pyramids built by the pharaohs of the Old Kingdom:


The pyramids at Giza are constructed entirely from hewn or cut and shaped stones
all the way through, both inside and outside. The other stone pyramids that were
built by the pharaohs of the Old Kingdom only have hewn or cut and shaped stones
on their outside. The interior of these Old Kingdom pyramids are made of uncut
stones of irregular sizes cemented together with mortar.



There is a vast difference in size of the blocks used mostly in the Giza pyramids
compared to the other stone pyramids that were built by the pharaohs of the Old
Kingdom. The stone blocks of the Giza pyramids are much bigger and are between
3 to 6 feet high. The cut stones that make up the exterior of the other pyramids are
only about 1 to 2 feet high. Additionally, the Great Pyramid has hewn granite blocks
some 50 to 60 tonnes in weight that are used in the internal chambers.
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There is also a big difference in the height of the pyramids. The biggest pyramid
outside of Giza is the Red Pyramid which stands about two-thirds the height of the
two biggest pyramids at Giza.
HOW were the Pyramids built?

Egyptology is divided between two primitive methods of ramps and rollers.
With the ramp theory stones are pulled and dragged up on sledges up a ramp of around 7º
that got longer and longer as the pyramid got higher and higher to keep the same incline.
Critics of the ramp theory correctly state that the ramp would end up as long as a mile long
and it would take more stone to construct the ramp than the pyramids. They also state that
there are no remains of such a ramp which there must be if it was so big.
The roller theory says that instead of, or together with, sledges the stones were rolled
upwards towards the base of the pyramid before being levered up one level at a time as
per Herodotus‟ description of how it was built. Due to the weight of the stones these rollers
would get crushed to pulp in a short period of time and would regularly needed replacing.
They would need an incredible amount of wood during the construction of the pyramids to
use rollers this way. Just about the only trees that grow in Egypt are date palms and due to
it being a food source it‟s unlikely that they would be used in such quantities in this way.
It‟s only academic arrogance and the faulty evolutionary belief in a slow, linear progression
of human technology that causes Egyptologists to make ridiculous claims that Egypt was
unfamiliar with the wheel at this time. Later in Egypt there is ample evidence of horse and
oxen-drawn wooden carts. Even horse or oxen-drawn wooden carts are a far more
efficient way of transporting 2 to 10 tonne blocks to the base of the pyramids than sledges
and rollers.
Henk Koens of the Netherlands who believes that the blocks were mounted between
wooden wheels and secured between them so they effectively were the axle between two
wheels which could either be pulled by oxen towards the base of the pyramids or up a
shallow ramp by a team of workmen. The pictures below show part of his theory
(http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=gHKQ7VWAsAg).

This is a very impressive theory that makes a lot of sense for the transportation of these
blocks, both the basic “small” ones around 2 tonne up to the massive granite ones
weighing 60 tonnes each. This could be further enhanced by using winching machines
rather than workers using brute strength to haul the stones up each level. There is
evidence for the kind of wooden wheels that could have been used this way. One such
128

artifact with four of them joined together would create the wheels that would surround one
of the smaller blocks.
One of the most credible theories that has come out about how the stones were moved
upwards from the base to where they were needed has come from French architect, JeanPierre Houdin (Youtube video at http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MpR7AKKN87E).
Houdin saw that there are problems with both types of ramps previously been proposed. A
straight external ramp rising at a 7º angle all the way up to the top would take more
material to build than the pyramid, being up to a mile long plus there are no remains left of
this hypothetical ramp. The other ramp theory is a spiralling external ramp around the
sides of the ramp. The problem with this type of ramp is that such a ramp would be
unstable along the sides of the pyramid and it would be quite difficult to make right angle
turns.
Houdin‟s theory is that they used an internal ramp within the pyramid that went up at an
angle of 7º. Where it made a right angle turn there were niches made to both provide
ventilation and also to use levering cranes to turn the blocks for the next ascent. The best
thing about this theory is the on-site evidence supporting this. Detailed scientific tests do
show that there is an internal cavity (seen in white in the picture below) that spirals around
exactly as demanded by Houdin‟s internal ramp.

Houdin only believes that this internal ramp was used for the relatively smaller blocks and
proposes that there was a straight external ramp that only went up as high as the King‟s
Chamber. Once the huge granite blocks were hauled up, the stones of the ramp were
deconstructed and used for the upper levels of the pyramid. Assisting with moving up the
granite blocks they had a counterweight system using a rolling sled with massive stones
on that would move up and down the Grand Gallery. This is an especially interesting part
of the theory in explaining the purpose of the Grand Gallery.
Sir Flinder Petrie found an iron bar within the pyramid that has been tested for its nickel
content and it shows evidence of being manufactured, not fashioned from meteoric iron
which has a much different nickel content. While thick ropes may have been used to haul
up the “smaller” 2 to 10 tonne blocks, it is well within the realm of possibility that they used
iron chains or cables instead of ropes and iron cylinders or wheels instead of logs for
rollers in the Grand Gallery.
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A online poster (E.B.) has a video (http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Gn5DSFVYGrg)
showing a winching method by which the blocks within these wooden wheels would be
winched uphill. Whether using thick ropes or iron chains, this is the most efficient and most
likely way that they would have pulled the blocks uphill within the internal ramp that Houdin
has theorised and microgravimetry appears to have confirmed is there.

Assisting the accuracy of the Great Pyramid, Egyptologist John Romer, has discovered
that the post holes to the east of the pyramids form a grid allowing for a 1:1 plan of the
outer structure of the pyramid when strung together (http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3yltxDkvRI). Additionally, he believes there is a second plan, slightly offset vertically from the
first plan (in white) for the interior chambers.
WHO built them and WHEN were the Pyramids built?
The pyramids are almost completely void of inscriptions and hieroglyphs, unlike the
temples and pyramids elsewhere. The identification of Khufu as the builder of the Great
Pyramid is due to controversial cartouches of the pharaoh found in the granite relieving
chambers in the King‟s Chamber. The fact that they are not carved into the rock but in red
paint and are in such an inaccessible part of the pyramid shows that the cartouches were
not a part of the original, official design of the architects for the building. They have been
added unofficially but by who and why?
Egyptologists claim that these were quarry marks or grafitti by the workers but, if so, why
not include their own personal name? Perhaps the chambers were used for initiation
rituals long after the pyramids were built just like in other crypts and passages in Egypt
and that the ritual attendees may have been the ones who painted these cartouches.
Khufu, in this context, may refer to protection from the god Khufu rather than the 4th
Dynasty pharaoh.
All the pyramids of the 3rd Dynasty, the pyramids of the 4th Dynasty outside of Giza and
those of the 5th Dynasty are composed of stones that are much smaller in size than the
Giza pyramids. Their interiors are composed of unhewn or slightly hewn stones compared
to the hewn or mostly hewn stone of the Giza pyramids.
Why would there be such a huge increase in pyramid quality from the 3rd to 4th Dynasties
and then a drop back to a quality even less than the 3rd Dynasty straight after the Giza
pyramids if they were built by the pharaohs of the 4th Dynasty?
We actually have a stela that quite explicitly states that Khufu, presumed builder of the
Great Pyramid, restored the Sphinx and that it and the Great Pyramid pre-existed Khufu
which is discussed in the video “The Mystery of the Sphinx” hosted by Charleton Heston:
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The 'Inventory stela' - Found at Ghiza by Auguste Mariette in the 1850's, in the ruins of the
Temple of Isis clearly states that Khufu restored the Sphinx. This stone provides some of the
strongest evidence that the Sphinx was constructed before Khufu and not by him. It says:
"Long live The King of Upper and Lower Egypt, Khufu, given life. He found the house
of Isis [Great Pyramid], Mistress of the Pyramid, by the side of the hollow of Hwran
[The Sphinx] and he built his pyramid beside the temple of this goddess and he built a
pyramid for the King's daughter Henutsen beside this temple.
―The place of Hwran Horemakhet [The Sphinx] is on the South side of the House of
Isis, Mistress of the Pyramid [Isis‘s Pyramid must be the Great Pyramid, being the only
one north of the Sphinx].
"He restored the statue, all covered in
painting, of the guardian of the atmosphere,
who guides the winds with his gaze. He
replaced the back part of the Nemes headdress, which was missing with gilded stone.
The figure of this god, cut in stone, is solid
and will last to eternity, keeping its face
looking always to the East"…
[This] implies that the Sphinx (and a temple to Isis), were extant before Khufu. While it is
believed by traditional Egyptologists that this stela was carved in the 26th dynasty (664-524
BC), the reason why the statement that Khufu restored it is ignored by modern Egyptologists
is a mystery, as the other information on it is regarded by the same people as historical fact...

Even if the Inventory Stela was carved at a later date (such as the 26th dynasty) there is
no reason why this is not a faithful reproduction of an earlier document.
Here we have the clearest written evidence that BOTH the Sphinx and the Great
Pyramid [The House of Isis, Mistress of the Pyramid] were built BEFORE Khufu, the
presumed builder of the first of the Giza Pyramids.
The Sphinx and its temples bare water erosion
consistent with intense rainfall such as the
Biblical Flood or the rainfall period long before
Dynastic Egypt.
The geological evidence for the Sphinx being
built before Dynastic Egypt is very conclusive
according to Robert Schock, who had the
overwhelming support of the geologists that he
presented his evidence to.
Architecturally, the evidence against the Giza pyramids being built by the 4th Dynasty
pharaohs appears very strong when the quality of the Giza pyramids is compared to the
other Old Kingdom pyramids, including others of the 4th Dynasty. We also have the
Inventory Stela telling us that the Great Pyramid was existence before Khufu.
That said, there is one fact of geology that I can‟t get out of my mind in relation to the date
of construction for the Giza pyramids – the lack of erosion on the tura limestone casing
131

stones. If they were made of granite that would account for the lack of erosion if they dated
to the same time as the Sphinx, however they are made of limestone and should have the
same heavy erosion as the Sphinx and the Sphinx enclosure if they dated to the same
time as the Sphinx.
If the Inventory Stela is to be believed more than the connection between the relieving
chamber cartouches with pharaoh Khufu and we factor in both the architectural and
geological evidence we are pointed to certain conclusions.
The Sphinx (along with the Sphinx Temple and Valley Temple) was built first while
there was still heavy rainfall in Egypt (or Noah’s Flood for those who believe in the
Biblical account) and this is evidenced by the heavy water erosion.
The Pyramids were planned later and were
positioned to incorporate the pre-existing Sphinx
into its geometric plan as well as mirror Orion’s Belt.
The geological evidence points to a time after the
heavy rainfall period (after Noah’s Flood) and the
written evidence of the Inventory Stela tells us that
they were built before Khufu of the 4th dynasty.
Architecturally, there isn‟t a fit with the other Old Kingdom pyramids so we are led to the
conclusion that the Giza Pyramids were built some time in the pre-dynastic time following
the heavy rainfall period (or shortly after Noah‟s Flood for those who believe in the Biblical
account).
The architectural and engineering skills that went into building the pyramids appear to
have been lost to the dynastic Egyptian rulers who came after them as seen in the other
much inferior pyramids of the Old Kingdom (including others of Khufu‟s 4th Dynasty)
though some technology appears to have been passed down and presumably kept
relatively secret, such as acoustic technology and some form of basic electricity and
mechanical engineering that allowed the Old to New Kingdom pharaohs to produce
statues and other objects that bare all the hallmarks of being produced in a mechanical
way that Christopher Dunn has documented.
A recent documentary called “The Revelation of the Pyramids” based on a book by
Jacques Grimault builds on from that and ties in the pyramids into its purpose.
In the Valley and Sphinx Temples at Giza there are also granite sections where there are
enormous granite blocks weighing many tens of tonnes in weight. They are completely
devoid of any inscriptions and many of the stones are irregular in size. In some places
some stones bend around corners.
This same building style is seen in other megalithic sites around the world such as Easter
Island and in Peru at sites such as Machu Picchu, Cuzco, Sacsayhuaman and
Ollantaytambo.
Even more amazing than the similarity of building style is their alignment in relation to one
another. Connect a line 100 miles in width starting from Easter Island in the Pacific and it
goes through all four Peruvian megalithic sites mentioned above. Keep going across into
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Africa and the same line connects with the pyramids at Giza. Coincidence or was this done
by design? Additionally, this line is exactly at 30 degrees from the equator.
Egypt is not the only place where pyramids are found. Most people are familiar with the
pyramids in Central America. The most famous of these Central American pyramids are
those at Teotihuacan not far from Mexico City. Like at Giza there are three main pyramids
amongst others – the Pyramid of the Sun, Pyramid of the Moon and the Pyramid of the
Feathered Serpent.
Less known to most people is that there are lots of pyramids in Shen Hsi in China. These
are huge pyramids as big as the ones at Giza but made of earth rather than stone but with
a shallower angle like the pyramids in Mexico. Like in Mexico these pyramids antedate the
civilisations that followed. Now look what happens if we draw a straight line between
Teotihuacan and Shen Hsi in China:

As the narrator asks on the documentary: “Can we still speak of coincidence?” One
researcher they interviewed went another step further and continued the line between
Easter Island and Giza as if it was an equator at an angle of 30 degrees to our current
equator. Not only did it go through the megalithic sites of Peru but it also went through a
number of ancient sites such as the Siwan Oasis in Egypt, Petra, Mohenjo Daro in
Pakistan and Angkor Wat in Cambodia. Some of these ancient sites are built over even
more ancient sacred sites.
There are a couple more “coincidences” to add further to all. If a line is drawn between
Teotihuacan and Nazca then both the distance and angle from that line between
Teotihuacan and Giza and Nazca and Giza are the same.
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I would concur with the producers of the documentary that all of this is not blind chance
and that the same civilisation that built the pyramids were responsible for many of these
other megalithic sites and their particular placements around the world.
In my opinion, the original work on these sites (other later civilisations added onto these
sites) was the very early post-Flood civilisation that undertook the great world survey that
Rene Noorbergen documents in his book “Secrets of the Lost Races”.
Nimrod‟s uncle, Mizraim, was the founder of Egypt and he was likely involved in the great
worldwide survey that took place in his time. It is likely that the Giza pyramids were a part
of this worldwide survey involving many megalithic structures and, most likely, their focal
point. Mizraim would be one of the leading contenders as the main builder of the Giza
pyramids. Generally Caucasian peoples have been the dominant inventors and scientists
in history so either Shem, Peleg or someone else in their line of descendants might have
been the main architect of the Giza pyramids.
At some point in pre-dynastic Egyptian history Nimrod had great influence in Egypt and
either he or some of his followers may have reshaped the Sphinx in his image. It is quite
likely that the Sphinx bears the re-carved image of Osiris, who as Plutarch notes, was
black in appearance. The Sphinx has a protruding chin and thick lips like a black African,
not an Arabic looking Egyptian.

Wondering and admiring them, the Old Kingdom pharaohs were moved to copy them to
make a name for themselves starting with the so-called Step Pyramid and then the
pyramids of Sneferu at Meidum and Dashur, the latter adding to the Giza sky-ground map
as did the inferior 3rd and 4th Dynasty pyramids at Abu Ruwash and Zawyat-al-Aryan.
Following them came Unas‟ pyramid where hieroglyphics are added in pyramids for the
first time, though the construction work of these Old Kingdom pyramids are much inferior
to the Giza pyramids. Perhaps not understanding the purpose of the Giza pyramids they
mimicked certain features like adding an empty sarcophagus with not even a hint of bones
or a body let alone any treasure.
Finally, the age of the Egyptian pyramids ended with the mud brick pyramids of the Middle
Kingdom which the Israelites played a part in building when in Egypt.
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WHY were the Pyramids Built?
It is easily understandable why Egyptologists came up with the idea that the pyramids
were built to be tombs for the pharoahs when they found the granite boxes similar to other
sarcophagii that really were used for burials in the Valley of the Kings.
However, under closer scrutiny, the theory just doesn‟t hold water as Graham Hancock
points out in his book “Fingerprints of the Gods”. The clear evidence shows that the granite
boxes found in pyramids weren‟t robbed of their contents and were put into the pyramids
deliberately empty for a purpose other than as burial tombs. All the granite boxes found in
the other Old Kingdom pyramids were found to all be EMPTY without a trace of any bones,
body, treasure or scraps of any other material.
Robert Bauval believes the answer to their purpose lies in the Pyramid Texts found in the
pyramid of 5th Dynasty pharaoh Unas. He believes they are the software to understand
the hardware of the pyramids. The southern shafts at dawn on the vernal equinox appear
to be pointed to the constellation of Orion. Bauval believes that in the Great Pyramid‟s
King‟s Chamber that a ceremony was held to launch the spirit of the dead pharaoh (his ka)
to join his ancestor Orion in the heavens and live forever in the stars.
The layout of the Giza Pyramids on the ground is a clear and intentional match for the
three stars of Orion‟s belt. The size and height matches the relative brightness of the stars.
The smaller pyramid is offset from the straight alignment of the other two larger pyramids
just like the fainter of the three stars is offset by the same angle from the alignment of the
other two stars in Orion‟s belt. Geometrically there appears to be evidence supporting both
the pyramids and Sphinx are positioned in relation to one another as part of a grand
overall plan.
If an archimedian spiral is created and its curve goes through each of the tops of the three
pyramids and a grid is drawn dividing up the spiral evenly then the Sphinx is positioned in
the middle of the area cut by the upper part of the spiral. Also, if we draw an equilateral
triangle that includes the top of the Great Pyramid and Menkaure pyramid and a circle that
touches the tops of the Great Pyramid and Khafre pyramid then the head of the Sphinx is
at third places where the triangle and circle intersect.
The builders incorporated the position of the pre-existing Sphinx into the geometric plan.
The Giza pyramids also encoded much mathematical and astronomical data as part of the
great worldwide survey done that included many megalithic sites.
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In
addition
to
the
mathematics, geometry
and astronomy encoded
at Giza is there a more
pragmatic reason to
move millions of stones
onto the site at Giza?
Engineer
Christopher
Dunn, who has done
much research on the
high level of technology
in the Egyptian stone
work, has a fascinating
and provocative theory
that the Great Pyramid
was used to generate
power. He outlines this in
his book “The Giza
Power Plant”.
It is quite possible that
the
chambers
were
designed
to
take
advantage of acoustic
technology
and
the
pyramid may have been
a coupled oscillator to
tap into the earth‟s very
low frequency seismic
energy and perhaps
converted
to
usable
power as Chris Dunn
has theorised.
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CHAPTER 5
WHO WAS JOSEPH’S PHARAOH?
Now that we have established that the Exodus occurred at the end of the Middle Kingdom
do we have any evidence in Egypt‟s history for the major influence that the patriarch
Joseph must have had on Egypt if the Biblical record is true? And just who was the
pharaoh who promoted him as vizier over Egypt.
As we uncover the evidence for Joseph in the time of the Middle Kingdom we will also
flesh out more about Egypt‟s history during this period.
The conventional chronology places the time of Joseph to the middle of the Hyksos rule
somewhere around the transition between the 14th and 15th Dynasties. Those who accept
the older view of the Exodus being during the reign of Rameses the Great would place the
time of Joseph to the latter part of the Hyksos rule. Dr Herman Hoeh dated Joseph‟s
appointment to vizier to the 17th year of the last Hyksos king, Apophis.
Prior to the invasion of the Hyksos were Dynasties 12 and 13 and they are known as the
Middle Kingdom. According to Josephus there were 215 years between the settling of
Jacob in Egypt and the Exodus.
By working back we can see that the logical time in Egypt‟s history for the time of Joseph
would be some time in the 12th Dynasty but where in the 12th Dynasty do we find the time
for Joseph‟s amazing ascension to power as vizier and which pharaoh was the one who‟s
dreams Joseph interpreted and who appointed Joseph as vizier?
David Rohl and Donovan Courville have proposed two different rulers of the 12th Dynasty
for being the pharaoh who promoted Joseph to being vizier over Egypt. Before we look at
those two let‟s look at a more radical proposal supported by Ron Wyatt and Emmett
Sweeney from the 3rd Dynasty.
Djoser – 3rd Dynasty
(Ron Wyatt and Emmett Sweeney’s proposed pharaoh of Joseph)

A famine inscription that explicitly refers to 7 years is the Hungry Rock inscription at that
First Cataract at Aswan that claims the famine occurred in the reign of Djoser of the 3rd
Dynasty.
Ron Wyatt in his series of videos uses this and the pits (grain pits?) at Saqqara to promote
his view that Djoser‟s vizier, Imhotep, was Joseph.
The Hungry Rock inscription dates from a very late period - possibly from the reign of
Ptolemy V (Epiphanes), who lived in the 1st century BC. The inscription records the famine
as a historical fact, placing it in the 18th year of Djoser. The inscription purports to date
from Djoser‟s time, though this is generally dismissed. Nevertheless, it may well be a copy
of an extremely ancient record. I‟d like to quote now from John Keyser‟s article “Joseph
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and the Engineering Wonders Of Egypt!” (www.hope-of-israel.org/josepheg.htm) for his
comments about this inscription:
The biblical story of 7 YEARS of famine was not at all unusual in Egypt. Many inscriptions
speak about famines in the land, and at least two officials, giving glowing summaries of their
good deeds on the walls of their tombs, tell of distributing food to the hungry "in each year
of want." One inscription that Herman L. Hoeh of Ambassador College latched upon to prove
his particular arrangement of the Egyptian dynasties, is that written under Pharaoh Djoser of
the 3rd Dynasty. Carved on a rock on the island of Siheil near the First Cataract of the Nile,
the inscription reads, in part, as follows:
―I was in distress on the Great Throne, and
those who are in the palace were in Heart's
affliction from a very great evil, since the Nile
had not come in my time for a space of seven
years. Grain was scant, fruits were dried up,
and everything which they eat was short....
The infant was wailing; the youth was
waiting; the heart of the old man was in
sorrow.... The courtiers were in need. The
temples were shut up.... Every(thing) was
found empty‖ -- Translated by J. B. Pritchard,
Ancient Near Eastern Texts, p. 31.
That this particular famine was NOT the one of Joseph's time is evidenced by a number of
observations. First of all, the reign of Pharaoh Djoser of the 3rd Dynasty was far TOO EARLY
to coincide with Joseph's sojourn in Egypt -- there are many factors that PROVE the time of
the bondage and exodus was in the MIDDLE KINGDOM…NOT the time of Djoser!
Also, famines of 7 year's duration are not uncommon in Egyptian history. G. Ernest Wright
notes "that 7-year famines [plural] were otherwise known in Egypt" (Biblical Archaeology, p.
53). The text of the inscription at the First Cataract states that Djoser's Prime Minister was Iiem-(ho)tep, the son of Ptah -- NOT Zaphenath-paneah or Joseph! Ii-em-(ho)tep (or
Imhotep) was famous in Egyptian history, and later became deified.
Finally, in reading the inscription, we learn that the "7 lean years...by a contractual
arrangement between pharaoh and a god, were TO BE FOLLOWED BY YEARS OF
PLENTY." (Ancient Near Eastern Texts, p. 31).
The Bible plainly shows that 7 YEARS OF PLENTY WERE TO BE FOLLOWED BY 7 YEARS
OF FAMINE -- not the other way around!
To top this off, there is some question regarding the authenticity of this inscription -- James
Pritchard notes that "it is a question whether it is a PRIESTLY FORGERY of some later period,
justifying their claim to territorial privileges, or whether it correctly recounts an actual grant
of land more than 2,500 years earlier. This question cannot be answered in final terms." (Ibid.,
p. 31)

There are a couple of other factors that discount this famine from being the one in
Joseph‟s time.
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In the text of the inscription noted in the last quote it states “The courtiers were in need.
The temples were shut up....Every(thing) was found empty”. This differs from Joseph‟s
famine as there was sufficient grain preserved in the granaries to last the famine. The
granaries weren‟t empty.
Emmett Sweeney, who supports the Hungry Rock inscription as being a record of
Joseph‟s famine writes:
Chetwynd points to the grants of land and the levy of tithes in both accounts. From the
Egyptian story we hear that ―The King endowed Khnum and his priesthood with 20 shoinoi,
or measures, of land, on each bank of the river.‖ This is compared with the biblical ―And
Pharaoh said to Joseph: I will give you the best of the land of Egypt and you shall eat the fat
of the land.‖ (Gen. 47:22)
The whole question of social reforms under Joseph‘s administration, including land
ownership and tithes, is of course of the utmost importance, and ties in with reforms and
rituals traditionally associated with Imhotep. Chetwynd also emphasises parallels between
the cult of Imhotep and the enduring reputation of Joseph, as well as the role of magic,
dreams and oracles in the traditions surrounding both men…Imhotep‘s other title/position,
that of high priest of Heliopolis (On), also presents no real problem. Indeed, here there is a
direct affirmation of biblical tradition about Joseph: for we are told that pharaoh married him
to Asenath, daughter of the High Priest of Heliopolis, who is named Potiphar (Gen. 41:45)
(The Genesis of Israel and Egypt, p?).

Imhotep, the vizier of Djoser, was a High Priest. While married to the daughter of the High
Priest, Joseph was never a priest nor could the Israelites be referred to as “his priesthood”
who received land on either side of the Nile in the reference to land grants mentioned by
Sweeney. Imhotep was deified by the Egyptians. It is very unlikely they would do this to a
foreign Israelite especially after the Israelites were enslaved so soon after.
Ron Wyatt‟s other piece of evidence to support his
view that Joseph was Imhotep are the pits at
Saqqara next to the third dynasty Step Pyramid.
Ron Wyatt believes that these were made for
storing grain by Joseph.
They may or may not have been used for
storing grain and even if they were used for
storing grain there is no evidence to indicate
that they were commissioned to be built by
Joseph. Based on our evidence for the Exodus
occurring in the 13th Dynasty, the 3rd Dynasty
is too early to place the time of Joseph.
Amenemhet III – 12th Dynasty (6th pharaoh)
(David Rohl’s proposed pharaoh of Joseph)

Let‟s now look at the evidence offered by David Rohl to support his choice of Amenemhet
III, the 6th king of the 12th Dynasty, as the pharaoh of Joseph. He writes:
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So we have established that the Sojourn of the Israelites in Egypt began in c.1662 BC according to Genesis 45:6 during the second year of the great famine. Eight years earlier, in
1670, Joseph was appointed vizier of Egypt at the age of 30 [Genesis 41:46]. Thirteen years
before his sudden elevation to the highest office in the Black Land, the 17-year-old Hebrew
had been brought into Egypt to be sold into slavery by Midianite caravaneers [Genesis
37:2]. Joseph's arrival in Egypt can then be dated to around 1683 BC.
Who was ruling Egypt in the years from 1683 to 1662 in the New Chronology? To answer that
question we must return to our astronomically derived date for Neferhotep I of the 13th
Dynasty and then work our way back through the king-list of the Royal Canon.
Although column VI of the Royal Canon is extremely fragmentary, it is possible to
determine that Neferhotep was the twenty-first ruler in the list following the last pharaoh of
the 12th Dynasty - Queen Neferusobek. Only about half of the reign lengths for the early
13th Dynasty survive in the damaged papyrus, but, from the 15 (of the first 36) that do, we
can calculate an average reign duration of 5 years in this particular period.
So, if we assign 5 years each to the 15 missing reign lengths prior to Neferhotep in the Canon,
then add the 5 extant reign lengths and the six years recorded at column VI:4, when there
was no king ruling Egypt, we arrive at a total of approximately 92 years between the end of
the 12th Dynasty and the 1st regnal year of Neferhotep (15 x 5 = 75 + 3 + 0.3 + 2 + 3 + 2.3
= 85.6 + 6 = 91.6).
As in the New Chronology Year 1 of Neferhotep fell in c.1540 BC, then the 13th Dynasty must
have begun in around 1632 BC. Joseph, appointed to office in 1670, was therefore a 12th
Dynasty vizier. But under which king precisely? Finding an answer to this question is a little
tricky because we need to consider the chronological effects of the practice of co-regency
which appears to have been in use during the Middle Kingdom.
There is some convincing evidence to suggest that most of the years of the reigns of the last
two rulers of the 12th Dynasty should be subsumed into the long reign of Amenemhat III In
other words, King Amenemhat IV and Queen Neferusobek - both offspring of Amenemhat III
- were junior co-regents of their father, Queen Neferusobek perhaps only surviving as sole
pharaoh for 2 to 3 years beyond her father's death.
.

Amenemhat III probably reigned for a grand total of 47 years and so we can estimate that his
reign would have begun around 50 years before the end of the dynasty. His accession year
can then be assigned to c.1682 BC. With Joseph becoming vizier in c.1670 BC, it must have
been King Amenemhat III who raised the Hebrew slave up to the highest political office in
the land.
Conclusion 38: Joseph, son of Jacob, was vizier of Egypt during the reign of
Amenemhat III, the most powerful pharaoh of the Middle Kingdom and continued in
office through the reigns of the first rulers of the 13th dynasty.
According to the traditional history of Genesis, Joseph's appointment was marked by a 7year period of abundance and prosperity in the Nile valley (1670-1664) when Egypt enjoyed
bumper harvests. This was then followed by seven years of disastrous famine which must have
begun in around 1663 BC - that is Year 20 of Amenemhat III in the New Chronology. The
Israelites then arrived in Egypt a year later in 1662 BC. So, can we find any evidence for
famine at this period in the reign of King Amenemhat?
During the Middle Kingdom the pharaohs constructed a series of forts along the length of
the Second Cataract in southern Nubia… On the western ridge stood the citadel of Semna
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and on the east side the twin stronghold of Kumma. Between them, in the narrow gorge
(now submerged under Lake Nasser), the white waters of the Nile used to dance northwards
along their rocky course towards Egypt. In summer the annual Nile flood raised the river into
a fast-flowing torrent many metres higher than that of the regular low Nile. This was an ideal
spot to monitor the level of the Nile inundation, and for a brief period the Egyptians did
precisely that.
For about 60 years, starting in the reign of Amenemhat III and lasting down into the early
13th Dynasty, the highest point to which the Nile flood reached in a given year was marked
by a short hieroglyphic inscription on the rock face...
The first question scholars asked was why these inscriptions were made in the first place?
What was different about the inundations of the late Middle Kingdom to require that they
should be so closely monitored?
Why were only about a third of the inundations of the period recorded? Even allowing for
lost or destroyed texts, it did not seem as though the Egyptians made a record for every year.
Why were there no inscriptions at all on the rocks from the years immediately following Year 8
of Senuseret III when the fortresses were first garrisoned? To find out what prompted
scholars to believe that these inscriptions were abnormal we must determine what was
regarded as a ‗good inundation' level during the Middle Kingdom and then compare that
level to the records of high Niles in the Semna Gorge.
In the reign of Senuseret I (near the beginning of the 12th Dynasty) we are told that a ―good
flood' reached a level of 21 and a half cubits (11.3 metres) at the island of Elephantine (Egy.
Abu, at modern Aswan). This compares well with inundations of modern times (prior to the
construction of the Aswan Dams). Lepsius noted that the high water level at Semna in the
1840s was nearly 12 metres above the low water level. In other words the river surface rose
by 12 metres in the peak month of inundation (August) as it passed through the gorge.
When we compare this to the late Middle Kingdom levels recorded on the rock face we get a
bit of a shock. The average high Nile level in this period was nineteen metres above the low
water mark! So, there appears to have been a very dramatic rise in the Nile flood levels in the
reign of Amenemhat III compared to those recorded in the early Middle Kingdom and in
modern times.
The evidence from Semna indicates that, during the first two decades of Amenemhat's
reign, the Egyptians observed a rise in the flood levels to about the 17-metre mark
(probably beginning in Year 3) - an increase of about five metres above the norm for the
previous period. This may not have been problematical for the agriculture of the Nile valley
and, indeed, may have been considered a ―very good flood' bringing extra silt and
expanding the area of cultivation to its maximum extent. However, a 17-metre flood was
probably right on the edge of calamity.
By Amenemhat's twentieth year the picture drastically changes. For the next 12 years or so
the flood levels at Semna rise to an average height of 21 metres - some 9 metres above
the ―good flood' level of Senuseret I, and 4 further metres above the very high Niles of the
previous two decades of Amenemhat's reign. This extra 4 metres may have been the straw
that broke the camel's back.
Barbara Bell, an American specialist in the ancient climates, convincingly argues that these
great floods - bringing three to four times the volume of water compared to a normal
inundation - would almost certainly have led to a period of famine. If the inundation rises
above a certain level it can wash away villages, break down dykes and causeways, and flood
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temples, tombs and palaces; but worst of all, if the period of the rise is sustained as is the
case in a normal inundation, then the waters take much longer to subside and, as a result,
the fields cannot be made ready for the planting season.
Bell highlights various aspects of late Middle Kingdom history and culture which indicate that
Egypt was indeed suffering great trials and tribulations in this era. For example:
The faces of the statues of Kings Senuseret III and Amenemhat III are well known for their
stern, careworn demeanour. Egyptologist and art historian William Smith writes:
―The dominating quality of these (statue) heads is that of an intelligent consciousness of a
ruler's responsibilities and an awareness of the bitterness which this can bring ... A brooding
seriousness appears even in the face of the young Amenemhet III ... it is immediately
apparent that this man lived in a different time from that which produced the serene
confidence of the people of the Old Kingdom.‖
In one of his more speculative moments, Pierre Montet pondered whether these sad heads
portrayed some kind of premonition of impending collapse in pharaonic authority and
presaged an end to their magnificent dynasty.
Perhaps Amenemhet III had sensed that his family and all Egypt were to fall on evil days and
the sculptors of Karnak caught these forebodings…
If we now put all this into the historical context revealed by the New Chronology, a very
attractive picture begins to emerge.
The book of Genesis tells us that Joseph arrived in Egypt as a prisoner of Midianite
caravaneers and was sold into slavery. According to the New Chronology this happened
during the reign of Senuseret III. Whilst Joseph served in the household of Potiphar (a
commander in the armed forces) Senuseret III's son, Amenemhat III, was crowned coregent.
The young Hebrew slave was then thrown into prison for several years (accused of molesting
the wife of his Egyptian master). In Amenemhat's thirteenth year Joseph was released from
prison and elevated to the position of vizier as a reward for his interpretation of Pharaoh's
dreams.
Joseph, the seer, had predicted first a period of plenty for Egypt lasting seven years. The
number seven, of course, is again one of those biblical numbers (like the number 40) which
has a traditional significance. This period of plenty (which according to the Nile records
seems to have commenced before Joseph's elevation to the vizierate and then continued
for a further 7 years) represents symbolically the years of the 17 metre floods at Semna
which, once adjusted to, would have produced very generous crop yields in the Nile valley
proper.
At the end of the second decade in Amenemhat's reign the annual floods suddenly rose to
21 metres at Semna and the inundation of the Nile valley continued to drown the land for
weeks beyond its due time of recession (assuming the period of rising of the waters to have
followed the usual pattern). Seed could not be planted and so the harvest was badly
affected. A severe famine would have rapidly ensued if Joseph had not previously persuaded
the king to store vast quantities of grain harvested during the period of plenty.
The local chieftains of the Nomes (i.e. the 'Nomarchs'), having failed to take Joseph's warning
seriously soon found their own grain silos exhausted. As Genesis 47:20 informs us, these local
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bigwigs were then forced to sell their land holdings to Pharaoh. The power of the nomarchs
was broken and the palace administration became the sole authority in the Black Land.
This fundamental political transformation is readily apparent in the late Middle
Kingdom. Some time in the reign of Senuseret III the grand tombs of the nomarchs
ceased to be built in Middle Egypt.
Egyptologists have, in the past, generally recognised this as signalling the diminution
of the authority of a semi-independent nobility and the return of political control to
the kingship. In accordance with the scenario being developed here, I would continue
to see this as a period of momentous political change in which Joseph's agrarian
policy had a direct and lasting impact.
By monopolising the Egyptian grain supply, the Asiatic vizier had brought the nobility cap in
hand to the palace and had provided the 12th Dynasty co-regents, Senuseret III and
Amenemhat III, with the means to control the powerful baronies.
Conclusion 39: The extremely high Niles recorded at Semna Gorge from the 20th year
of Amenemhat III were the root cause of the severe famine in Egypt which played a
major part in the Joseph story (Genesis 40-41) (A Test of Time, p.332-342).

In the excellent documentary “Patterns of Evidence: Exodus” David Rohl notes in
Pharaoh‟s dream that the fat cows and the skinny cows both come out of the Nile
indicating the Nile is the source of both the plenty and the famine.
This is a good solid point of logic and Rohl provides some good circumstancial evidence in
favour of the high Nile floods in Amenemhet III‟s reign being the time of Joseph‟s rise to
power.
Donovan Courville has evidence supporting much of
the 13th Dynasty running parallel as a secondary line
of rulers with the 12th Dynasty before taking over as
the primary line following the end of the 12th Dynasty.
If true, this would mean Joseph‟s pharaoh would be
an earlier pharaoh than Amenemhat III (the 6th
pharaoh of the 12th Dynasty). Courville chooses
Sesostris I, the 2nd pharaoh of the 12th Dynasty as
Joseph‟s pharaoh.
David Rohl believes that the downturned faces of
Sesostris III and Amenemhat III are the result of a sad
anxiety from the stress of the times brought on by
famine. Is this true or are they more indicative of
those pharaohs being mean-spirited, tyrannical
pharaohs?
David Down, who supports Donovan Courville’s chronology, suggests the latter and
that these two pharaohs were respectively the pharaoh [Sesostris III] “who knew not
Joseph” (Exodus 1:8-14) and enslaved the Israelites and the pharaoh [Amenemhat
III] who had all the male Israelite babies killed (Exodus 1:15-22).
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Sesostris I – 12th Dynasty (2nd pharaoh)
(Donovan Courville & David Down’s proposed pharaoh of Joseph)

There is one obvious fact that points to a earlier
pharaoh than Amenemhet III being the pharaoh of the
Exodus as proposed by David Rohl.
The town of Kahun that we looked at in chapter 2 is
several miles away from the mud brick pyramid of
Amenemhet III and right next to the pyramid of
Sesostris II. The Semites who lived there would have
arrived there by the time of Sesostris II (two pharaohs
before Amenemhet III).
If they arrived in the time of Amenemhet III one would naturally suppose that the town
would have been located next to Amenemhet III‟s pyramid, not the pyramid of Sesostris II
where it actually is located. Even if they didn‟t arrive in Kahun until the time of Amenemhet
III one needs to allow time for the Israelites to have multiplied sufficiently to be a labor
force. Documented evidence of slavery of the Semites at Kahun was found and
Amenemhet III would not have enslaved them if he was the pharaoh of Joseph.

If there is a significant overlap between the 12th and 13th Dynasties then this would also
rule out Amenemhet III as Joseph‟s pharaoh and point to an earlier pharaoh. Donovan
Courville offers the following evidence supporting his view that these dynasties were
mostly parallel dynasties:
The contemporaneity of Dynasty 13 with Dynasty 12 is further evidenced by the
provision of a solution to another unsolved problem. In the royal tomb of Ra-au-ab
[13th king of Dynasty 13] a was found a coffer of canopic jars still sealed with the clay
impression reading Ra-en-Maat, a name recognized as an alternate of Amenemhet III
[6th king of Dynasty 12 near end of the dynasty].
Attempts to explain this fact on the basis of a sequence of Dynasty 13 following
Dynasty 12 led to a difference of opinion noted by Petrie. If the seal be held to prove
that Amenemhat III sealed up the funeral objects, we then require to introduce Hor
[the personal name of Ra-au-ab] into the 12th dynasty, and place him as a coregent
son of Amenemhat III, who died during his father‘s reign. The difficulty lies in
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supposing that such a person should altogether have escaped notice in the many
monuments of that king which we know. On the other view, this king is the Ra-au-ab
named in the Turin papyrus, 13th king of the 13th Dynasty; but the seal has to be
accounted for.
In an attempt to explain how the seal of Amenemhet III was used to seal jars that belong to
an era a century or more later, Petrie presumed on the possibility that a later king of Dynasty
13 assumed the name of Amenemhet Ill and that the seal impression is that of this later
unknown king. While similar names were used by two kings in Dynasty 13, these both are
earlier in the list, and not later, than the name Ra-au-ab; hence it was still necessary to
assume that this king represented a king totally unknown to the monuments.
We know so little about that age that it is far easier to grant an unknown king Ra-en-Maat
then, than to grant an unknown coregent in the 12th dynasty.
The difficulty is immediately eliminated when it is recognized that Dynasty 13
represented but a series of selected princes in the feudal system of the 12th Dynasty
era (The Exodus Problem and Its Ramifications, Vol.1, p.155-156).

Courville has inscriptional evidence supporting a major famine in the days of Sesostris I
with details that match the famine in Joseph‟s time. There are also two famine inscriptions
in the tombs of officials by the names of Ameni and Bebi which speak of a famine of many
years and also speak of food being collected in advance of the famine.
Donovan Courville in his book “The Exodus Problem and Its Ramifications” dates these
two inscriptions to the time of Sesostris I in the 12th Dynasty. He writes:
Sesostris I was the second king of the 12th Dynasty. A famine inscription from the reign of
this king appears in the tomb of one Ameni who dates the record in the 25th year of his own
official capacity and in the 43rd year of the reign of king Sesostris I under whom he served.
The famine may then be dated at some point in the last 27 years of the reign of this king
since he reigned 45 years in total. The translation of the original account of this famine is
provided to us by Brugsch, and that part of the lengthy inscription which is of interest here
reads:
‖No child of the poor did I afflict, no widow did I oppress, no landowner did I displace; no
herdsmen did I drive away; from no small farmer did I take away his men for my own works.
―No one was unhappy in my days, not even in the years of famine. For I had tilled all
the fields of the nome of Mah, up to its southern and northern frontiers. Thus I
prolonged the life of its inhabitants and preserved the food which it produced. No
hungry man was in it. I distributed equally to the widow as to the married woman. I did not
prefer the great to the humble in all that I gave away.‖
This inscription meets the criteria for the famine of Joseph's time in three major
aspects. The famine lasted a plurality of years; preparation was made in advance to
meet the famine by the gathering of food, and this food was distributed during the
years of famine.
Since the details are so strikingly like those provided in the Scriptures for the famine of
Joseph, it would seem strange if historians had not considered the possibility of such an
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identity. The comments of Brugsch on this inscription are hence of more than common
interest. He wrote:
‖The concluding words of this inscription, in which Ameni sings his own praises, have given
rise to the idea that they contain an allusion to the sojourn of the patriarch Joseph in Egypt
and to the seven years of famine under his administration. But two reasons especially tell
against this supposition, which would recognize in Usertasen I, the Pharaoh of Joseph. First
there is the difference in time, which cannot be made to agree with the days of Joseph, and
next, still more, the indisputable fact that, in other inscriptions...years of famine are
mentioned which thoroughly correspond as to facts and time with the Biblical account.‖
It is quite apparent that the reasons given by Brugsch for rejecting the identification of the
famine of Ameni's inscription with that of the Scriptural Joseph are based on the acceptance
of the traditional chronlogy of Egypt which would require a famine during the late Hyksos
period or in the early 18th Dynasty. A famine in the early 12th Dynasty must then be
considered as far out of line with the expected position for the era of Joseph. When,
however, the Exodus is placed at the only point in Egyptian history which meets the
specifications of the Exodus story, there is no discrepancy in the matter of time when
Sesostris I (Usertasen I) is made contemporary with Joseph. Hence Brugsch's first objection
does not hold.
It must be admitted that there is another reference to extended famine in the Egyptian
inscriptions. It is presumed that Brugsch had primary reference to the famine inscription of
Beba (Bebi), which was found in the tomb of this personage, since it is this inscription which
he later quotes in support of a famine in the 17th Dynasty. That part of the inscription of
Beba referring to an extended famine reads:
‖I collected corn as a friend of the harvest god. I was watchful at the time of sowing.
And when the famine arose lasting many years, I distributed corn to the city each year
of the famine.‖
Brugsch comments as follows on this inscription in support of his dating in the era of the
18th Dynasty as demanded by the popular theories of the Exodus:
‖Not the smallest doubt can be raised as to whether the last words of the inscription relate
to an historical fact or not; to something definite, or to something only general. However
strongly we may be inclined to recognise a general way of speaking in the narrative of Ameni
where ‗years of famine‘ are spoken of, just as strongly does the context of the present
statement compel us to refer this record of ‗a famine lasting many years‘ to an epoch
historically defined.
―Now since famines succeeding one another on account of deficiency of water in the
overflowing of the Nile are of the very greatest rarity, and history knows and mentions only
one example, namely, the 7 years' famine under the Pharaoh of Joseph;—since Baba (or, if
one prefers to say, the Babas, for the most part the contemporaries of the Thirteenth and
Seventeenth Dynasties) lived and worked under the native king Ra-Sekenen Taa III in the
ancient city of El-Kab about the same times in which Joseph exercised his office under one of
the Hyksos kings; — there remains for a satisfactory conclusion but one fair inference that
the many years of famine in the days of Baba must exactly correspond to the seven years of
famine under Joseph's Pharaoh, who was one of the Shepherd Kings[sic].‖
Brugsch's error in presuming that this inscription is to be dated in the 17th Dynasty under
King Sekenenra was later pointed out by Vandier, who commented on the dating of this
inscription in the following words (as translated from the French):
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‖The second text is found in another tomb of El Kab, quite near to the aforementioned one.
Brugsch dates this tomb in the 17th Dynasty, but gives no reason for his choice. At El Kab,
the most ancient tombs are located high on the slope to the north. This is the case with that
of Sebek-Nakht and that of Bebi, with which we are here concerned and which I believe can
be dated impartially in the 13th Dynasty. If it was of the 17th Dynasty, it would be located
much lower, near the tomb of Ahmose and that of Paheri. Tylor, in his introduction to the
tomb of Sebek-Nakht, spoke incidentally of the tomb of Bebi, and stated that the two tombs
are very much more ancient than all the others which he also regarded as
contemporaneous.‖
It is thus clear that the second objection offered by Brugsch for the rejection of the identity
of the famine of Ameni with that of Joseph's time also fails to hold, for the inscription of Bebi
on which Brugsch depended to provide a famine record as demanded by the traditional
theories of the Exodus had obviously been misdated by him and properly belongs to a much
earlier era.
With the recognition that the famine inscription of Bebi belongs to a much earlier era than
Dynasty 17, which was estimated to be that of Dynasty 13, it follows from the rarity of
extended famines in the Nile Valley that the famine of Bebi is quite the same famine as
that of Ameni's inscription and is properly to be dated in the era of the early 13th
Dynasty which must have been contemporary with the early 12th.
While it is true that there are other inscriptions referring to famine in Egypt, those of Bebi
and Ameni are the only ones which have been suggested as that of Joseph's time and the
only ones which meet the general criteria of the Scriptural account (The Exodus Problem and
Its Ramifications, Volume 1, p.134-136).

Donovan Courville believes that the Sothis List records only the primary rulers in Egypt.
There are only two Dynasty 13 kings in the list. Because of this Courville argues for a long
period of secondary parallel rule by the 13th dynasty under the rule of the 12th Dynasty
before taking over as primary rulers when the female ruler Sebek-nefru-re died after a brief
reign.
This appears to be supported by the otherwise unnecessary insertion of “son of Uaphres”
after the name Rameses (number 24) on the Sothis king list.
Donovan Courville also gives further evidence for the building programs in the Nile Delta
as noted in the Book of Exodus occurring during the late 12th Dynasty:
There is no lack of evidence that during the reign of Sesostris III, and of his successor
Amenemhet III, an enormous building program was carried out which could not have
been accomplished except by means of slave labor.
Unlike the structures of the huge building program in the Pyramid Age, and again
unlike that which occurred later in the 18th Dynasty, this building was of brick and not
of stone.
The Biblical account states that ''...they made their lives bitter with hard bondage, in morter
and in brick." Josephus states that the Israelites built pyramids for the Egyptians. All save one
of the 12th Dynasty kings used brick in the construction of their pyramids.
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The center of this building program of Sesostris III, and of his successor Amenemhet
III, was in the Delta region of the Nile, and more specifically, in the eastern Delta
region, which included the very area that comprised the land of Goshen. It is in this
area that the cities of Pi-Rameses and Pi-Thom have been located.

―All the Delta cities of all ages, as we have so often mentioned, have perished, and but little
survives to testify to the activity of these kings there, but in the eastern part, especially at
Tanis and Bubastis... massive remains still show the interest which the Twelfth Dynasty
manifested in the Delta cities.
Amenemhet I followed their example in the erection of his pyramid at Lisht; the core was of
brick masonry and the monument was then protected by casing masonry of limestone...The
custom was continued by all the kings of the dynasty with one exception. Their pyramids are
scattered from the mouth of the Faiyum northward to Dashur, just south of Memphis.‖
Sesostris III meets the specifications of the oppressor of Israel, and we may safely
presume that it was he or his imediate successor under whom the original cities of PiThom and Raamses were built. With the pharaohs of the famine and of the Oppression
identified as kings of Dynasty 12, it follows that the list of Ramessides in the Sothis list
are but alternate names for 12th Dynasty kings (The Exodus Problem and Its
Ramifications, Vol. 1, p.147-149).

Another piece of evidence supporting Sesostris I with the pharaoh who appointed Joseph
as vizier is the likeness of the powers and titles bestowed on Sesostris I‟s vizier
Mentuhotep compared with those bestowed by the pharaoh on Joseph. Donovan Courville
writes the following on this:
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Our reasoning has now led us into a situation which demands that we recognize in the vizier
of Sesostris I the person of Joseph of the Scriptures. The term vizier is one which is applied
to the second man in the kingdom next to the king. When Joseph was elevated from his
recent prison experience to take over the responsibility of preparing for the coming famine,
the position given him, as clearly described, is that of vizier. Pharaoh said to Joseph at that
time:
‖Forasmuch as God hath skewed thee all this, there is none so discreet and wise as thou art.
Thou shalt be over my house, and according unto thy word shall all my people be ruled; only
in the throne will I be greater than thou.‖
The vizier of Sesostris I, who occupied this position second only to the king, is perhaps the
most familiar figure in the Egyptian records of the many who held this office through the era
of the Pharaohs. This fact makes possible a rather critical scrutiny of this identification which
is demanded by the proposed reconstruction.
The vizier of Sesostris I was known to the Egyptians as Mentuhotep. The extraordinary
powers which were granted to Mentuhotep are clearly those also granted to Joseph. The
vizier to the king of Egypt had powers which were great, irrespective of which one is under
consideration, but the powers granted specifically to our Mentuhotep were so strikingly
great that Breasted was prompted to comment on this point in the following words:
‖When he [the vizier] also held the office of chief treasurer, as did the powerful vizier
Mentuhotep under Sesostris I, the account which he could give of himself...read like the
declaration of the king's powers.‖
This is quite the same picture of Joseph's authority as stated in
Scripture.
‖See, I have set thee over all the land of Egypt. And Pharaoh
took off his ring from his hand, and put it upon Joseph‘s hand
and arrayed him in vestures of fine linen, and put a gold chain
about his neck; And he made him to ride in the second chariot
which he had; and they cried before him; Bow the knee; and he
made him ruler over all the land of Egypt. And Pharaoh said to
Joseph, I am Pharaoh, and without thee shall no man lift up his
hand or foot in all the land of Egypt.
Speaking of Mentuhotep, Brugsch commented:
‖In a word, our Mentohotep, who was also invested with several priestly dignities, and
was Pharaoh's treasurer, appears as the alter ego of the king. ‗When he arrived, the
great personages bowed down before him at the outer door of the royal palace.‘"
‖An examination of the inscriptions relative to Mentuhotep, which gave rise to the
remarkable statements of Breasted, shows us that Mentuhotep carried, among others, the
following titles: ‗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 Good-Sustaining Alive the People, Count,
Sole Companion, Favorite of the King.‘''
Not before nor after the time of Sesostris I was there ever a man occupying this position who
could claim such a list of titles. We compare these with the titles ascribed to Joseph in
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Scripture where he is "Lord of the Land" (Gen. 41:40), "Father of Pharaoh" (Gen. 45:8), ―Lord
of all his House'' (Gen. 41:40) and ''Ruler throughout the Land of Egypt" (Gen. 41:43, 45:26).
Since the recognition of Mentuhotep as Joseph was farthest from the mind of Breasted in
making these comments on the powers of Mentuhotep, there is no call to underestimate the
significance of these words which so clearly show that Joseph of the Bible meets in a most
remarkable manner the powers of the vizier of Sesostris I of the famine record (The Exodus
Problem and Its Ramifications, Volume 1, p.141-142).

Mentuhotep‟s statue in the Louvre has been decapitated. This is easily understandable in
the light of the hatred of the Israelites fostered by the pharaohs that lived after Joseph who
enslaved the Israelites.
In Genesis 41:50 we read that Joseph married the daughter of Poti-Phera, the priest of
On. There is also an obelisk there today known as the pillar of On which was built by
Sesostris I. On was the name of the city during the Middle Kingdom which later came to be
called Heliopolis by the Greeks.
Sesostris I appears to have a much more pleasant demeanour than his successors
Sesostris III and Amenemhat III who look a lot more meaner than Sesostris I.
Sesostris I, just going on his appearance, looks like a much more happy chap, the
sort of a nice guy who looks more likely to have shown favour and appreciation to
Joseph.
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Bahr Yusef – The Canal of Joseph
In Egypt there is also a very long canal over 200 miles long that
runs parallel with the Nile that feeds into an enormous lake known
as the Faiyum.
This canal, which was built in the 12th Dynasty, is known by the
name “Bahr Yusef” which is an Egyptian name that simply means
the Canal of Joseph, a most remarkable confirmation of the role of
Joseph in Egypt‟s history. Donovan Courville writes the following
about this canal:
An incident is recorded for us from the early 12th Dynasty, which cannot be dated in any
exact manner, but which finds its logical place in the era just before the famine. It is generally
presumed that the incident is to be referred to the time of Amenemhet I or his son Sesostris.
There are indications that the work; was not completed until later in the dynasty though
perhaps these later references man have to do with renovation procedures. Reference is here
made to the initiation of a vast project which held for its purpose the increasing of the
available irrigation water and expanding the tillable soil of the Nile Valley.

An artificial canal was dug which ran parallel to the Nile northward to permit the flood
waters of the Nile to flow into a natural basin. When the flood state was past the
impounded waters could be returned to the Nile by means of a second shorter canal.
Examination of the remnants of this system indicates that it could well have doubled
the tillable soil of the Nile Valley through which it passed.
This canal which served to turn the waters of the Nile into this natural basin is still
known to this day among the natives as the Canal of Joseph, and is so named on
modern maps. Since by the traditional chronology of Egypt the early 12th Dynasty is
far out of line with the time of Joseph, it has been necessary to presume that the name
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of Joseph ascribed to this canal does not refer to the patriarch Joseph but to some
later person, possibly of Mohammedan ancestry.
In the light of the present reconstruction, there is no valid reason for presuming otherwise
than that the builder of this canal was the Joseph of Scripture as held by the native populace.
What better reason can be imagined for the instigation of such a project than the
anticipation of an extended and grievous famine? And who can we imagine to have been
more astute than Joseph in recognising the possibilities of such a system as a factor in
ameliorating the disastrous effects to be expected from the coming crisis.
The confidence which the Pharaoh placed in the wisdom of Joseph was not without reason
(The Exodus Problem and Its Ramifications, Volume 1, p.142-143).

John Keyser in his article “Joseph and the Enginnering Wonders of Egypt” writes the
following about the canal and the great irrigation projects that Joseph engineered:
Discoveries in the Fayum!
An American engineer, Francis Cope Whitehouse, was among a group of engineers retained
by the British administrators of Egypt more than a century ago to resolve the problem of
increasing the amount of arable land in the desert areas of the country...Whitehouse, a
distinguished technician with a number of inventions to his name, was amazed when he
started surveying the el-Fayum province. He became intrigued by the existence of a small
lake known as Birkut el-Qarun or Lake Karoun -- which was a freshwater lake in the midst of
the great Libyan desert, yet had no visible source. According to author Samuel Kurinsky:
―The lake supported a fair-sized community, which was economically far better off than most
of the rest of Egypt owing to the productivity of the rich agricultural lands still being served
by the lake. Around the lake's perimeter, as well as at a considerable distance from its shores,
Whitehouse came across the ruins of ancient DAMS, DITCHES, AQUEDUCTS, and a variety of
structures that mutely testified to the existence of a VAST AND SOPHISTICATED IRRIGATION
SYSTEM.
―Ancient fish bones, shells, and other signs scattered about the sands surrounding the
oasis unmistakably demonstrated that the lake had once been MANY TIMES ITS
CURRENT SIZE; that yet ANOTHER LAKE had existed that had since dried up, and that
the CANAL SYSTEM that fed into and out of the lakes had extended the arable land
FAR BEYOND its contemporary boundaries‖ (ibid., p. 88).
His curiosity aroused by this extraordinary discovery, Whitehouse visited numerous libraries
in the Cairo area and soon discovered that the medieval maps of the Fayum province
showed TWO LAKES in the basin.
"He was baffled by the fact that not only was the Birkut el-Qarun shown to be much larger
but that the twin lake, named LAKE MOERIS in the aged and yellowed documents, FAR
EXCEEDED the dimensions of the Birkut el-Qarun at its erstwhile greatest dimensions" (Ibid.,
p. 88)…
"By extensive surveying Whitehouse confirmed the fact that a vast network of canals
flanking the Nile had existed long before the Ptolemaic era; they had been far more
extensive, and further, a HUGE RESERVOIR had been created consisting of TWO LAKES
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which, if the canal system had not been debased by the Greeks and other succeeding
rulers, would have continued to guarantee water to a vast area.
―The Greeks, ignorant of the hydrology of the system, in attempting to increase acreage by
reducing the extent of the lakes, had instead caused large areas of rich soil to return to dusty
sand. Once fertile fields had relapsed into an arid landscape of sand, dust, and rock" (The
Eighth Day: The Hidden History of the Jewish Contribution to Civilization, p. 88).
When Whitehouse consulted the writings of the Greek historian Herodotus (484?-425 B.C.)
he discovered a CLUE to the reason for the existence of the second and much larger lake:
"The water of the lake does not come out of the ground, which is here extremely dry, but is
introduced by A CANAL FROM THE NILE" (Persian Wars, 2.149).
Diodorus Siculus (another Greek historian, of the first-century B.C.) adds admiringly that the
lake was so huge that "its circumference they say, is 3,600 stades (400 miles), its depth at
most points fifty fathoms." The circumference of 400 miles equaled the entire length of
Egypt along its sea coast!
Diodorus goes on to add: "Between the river [Nile] and the lake HE constructed a
CANAL 800 stades [89 miles] in length and 300 feet in breadth. Through this canal, at
times HE admitted the water of the river, at other times HE excluded it, thus providing
the farmers with water at fitting times by opening the inlet and again closing it
scientifically and at great expense" (The Pyramids of Egypt, by I.E.S. Edwards. Viking
Press, London. 1986. P. 235).
Whitehouse uncovered sections of this huge canal leading into the Fayum basin and feeding
Lake Karoun, and also learnt from the local inhabitants WHO the mysterious "HE" was (in the
writings of Diodorus) who constructed it!
This canal, which incredibly STILL waters A THIRD OF EGYPT, appears on modern maps
of Egypt under its Arabic name -- BAHR YOUSEF, or "THE SEA OF JOSEPH"!!
Whitehouse reported back to his astonished employers that he had confirmed the existence
of a vast lake artificially created by the Hebrew patriarch Joseph in the time of the PHARAOH
MOERIS, and that "the most practical method of irrigating the arid Egyptian desert was to
reconstruct the system of irrigation which JOSEPH had instituted 3,500 years ago"! …
When Jacob moved to Egypt and took up residence in Goshen, he also became KING over
the newly acquired territory! Notice:
The king [of Egypt] with the unmistakable Hebrew name YAAKOV, as JACOB is
pronounced in Hebrew, PROVIDES A PARALLEL to the biblical name of the father of
Joseph. The name YAAKOV appears on NUMEROUS SCARABS OF THE PERIOD FOUND
IN EGYPT, [and] in NUBIA (biblical Kush)...in the form of the Egyptian transliteration
Y'QB-HR....
Another scarab, almost identical to that of the Shiqmona, was published by Martin Pieper in
1930 and so closely resembles the Shiqmona scarab it appears to be produced by the same
artisan. The SINGLE DIFFERENCE between the two scarabs is, however, highly significant: THE
NAME Y'QB-HR IS FRAMED ON THE LATTER SCARAB BY A CARTOUCHE, THE USE OF WHICH
INDICATES ROYALTY AND IDENTIFIES THAT YAAKOV AS A KING IN EGYPT....(The Eighth
Day:The Hidden History of the Jewish Contribution to Civilization, p. 67)…
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Joseph served the new pharaoh…but soon ran into the same court jealousies and
backstabbing as Moses did centuries later. Joseph was a hero in Egypt, and the court
magicians, advisors and other functionaries wanted to cut Joseph down to size and remove
him from his exalted position!
Zeccarria Sitchin, linguist and biblical scholar, reports what happened:
―It was, historians related, when Joseph was more than 100 but still held a high
position in the Egyptian court. The other viziers and court officials, envying Joseph,
persuaded the Pharaoh that to remain venerated Joseph should not rest on his laurels.
He must PROVE AGAIN his abilities.
―When the Pharaoh agreed, the viziers suggested an impossible project -- TO
CONVERT THE DESERT INTO A FERTILE AREA. ‗Inspired by God‘ Joseph confounded his
detractors by succeeding. HE DUG FEEDER CANALS AND CREATED THE VAST
ARTIFICIAL LAKE IN 1000 DAYS.‖ -- The Jewish Week and the American Examiner, July
22, 1983...
According to Sir Allan Gardiner:
―The ORIGINAL LAKE sank to below sea-level through the SILTING UP of the channel until A
KING OF DYNASTY 12, by widening and deepening it, AGAIN brought the lake into
equilibrium with the river [Nile]. Thus was [re]formed the famous lake of Moeris, which by
functioning as a combined flood-escape and reservoir, not only protected the lands of lower
Egypt from the destructive effects of excessive high floods, but also increased the supplies of
water in the river after the flood season had passed.‖ -- Egypt of the Pharaohs. Oxford
University, Oxford. 1979. P. 35)…
The Greatest Era in Egyptian History!
The story of Joseph and the Israelites is the story of Egypt at its apogee. During the Middle
Kingdom Egyptian civilization attained the fullest expansion that it ever reached under the
pharaohs.
New openings were made for trade, new routes established and provided with wells and
guards, forts built and a HUGE WALL AND CANAL erected on the eastern frontier to check
invasion, mines worked, the Nile carefully watched and measured, and finally the
RECLAMATION OF THE HUGE RESERVOIR CONSTRUCTED BY JOSEPH ... As well as reclaiming
Lake Moeris, a gigantic irrigation system was established along the whole of the western
bank of the Nile river from Beni-Souef to the shores of the Mediterranean.
At the same time commercial intercourse was established with the Nubians, who furnished
cattle, gold and slaves; with the East African tribes (and through them with Arabia and even
India) for spices, gums, rare woods, precious stones and exotic animals; and with the Syrians
for kohl or stibium, ladanum and balsam. The Egyptian empire of the 12th Dynasty appeared
to the world of that time as the CENTER of civilization, and of all progress in the areas of
intellectual, artistic and commercial activity (www.hope-of-israel.org/josepheg.htm).

Joseph’s Palace?
One of the more interesting structures uncovered by Manfred Beitak in his excavations at
the site he identified as Avaris was what appeared to be a large palace.
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There‟s a reasonably good chance that this may have been built for Joseph. Let‟s have a
look at David Rohl‟s description of this palace that may have been Joseph‟s residence in
the Goshen region of the Nile Delta:
Let us now concentrate on the
archaeological site at Tell ed-Daba
designated by Bietak as Area F.
There, lying on top of the century-old
ruins of the workmen's town, the
Austrians unearthed a large Egyptianstyle palace, to which was attached a
beautiful garden. The pottery and
stratigraphy indicated that the palace
had been built during the early 13th
Dynasty.
This fine residence clearly either belonged to a local eastern delta ruler or was the
home and private estate of a very important official.
Once this splendid structure had been removed by the archaeologists, a much smaller villa
was revealed immediately below the heart of the 13th Dynasty palace. This earlier building
was of Syrian design classified by the archaeologists as a 'Mittelsaal Haus' ('central hall
house').
The modest villa represented the first ‗residence' built at Rowarty on the southern turtleback.
The tombs located in the garden of the Mittelsaal Haus contained Asiatic grave goods
confirming that the occupants also originated in the Levant.
The Syrian villa has been dated by Bietak to the late 12th Dynasty - in other words to
the time of Jacob's arrival in Egypt according to the New Chronology. Everything fits.
This surely has to be the residence of Jacob, built and planned in the tradition of his original
homeland...
Let us take a wander around the palace built for Joseph's retreat. We enter via an impressive
portico of nine columns. Straight ahead are a pair of entrances leading into two identical
suites of rooms. This may be an accommodation area for guests, or perhaps audience rooms
(although this seems unlikely given the double configuration). It also occurred to me that, in
the situation postulated here where the palace is identified as that belonging to Joseph,
these twin sites of chambers may represent the quarters of Joseph's two sons, Manasseh and
Ephraim.
When they had reached marriageable age they would have needed accommodation for their
families and these apartments might have been built precisely for that purpose. The double
suite was probably an addition to the original building which we are now about to enter.
At the western and eastern ends of the entrance portico two passages lead around the twin
suites and into an enclosed courtyard fronting the main residence. This charming private
court is surrounded on three sides by slender columns which support the roof of a cloister.
On the fourth and principal side of the court stands a second portico, this time
supported by twelve stouter columns (representing the twelve sons of Jacob?) which
fronts the great hall of the palace.
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Architect Dieter Eigner has determined that the court was erected after the twin suites but
almost certainly also after the main palace building. I would suggest that the great hall was
constructed first, followed by the twin suites and finally the courtyard which was built to
integrate the two original elements of the complex.
As we enter the hall, the beautiful blues and greens of the painted brick floor reflect and
diffuse the indirect sunlight coming from the court. The cool colours reach into the darker
recesses of the chamber creating a relaxing ambience. Four large columns stretch up to
support the roof at the centre of the hall. This is where Joseph and his family received visitors
and where petitioners came to seek an audience with the great vizier.
Joseph's own bedchamber is located next to the main hall and can be visited on our tour. A
doorway set in the north-east wall of the hall leads into the private sleeping quarters of the
vizier and his wife Asenat. At the far end of a large narrow room the archaeologists
unearthed the actual plinth upon which Joseph slept. It is an impressive size - a fitting resting
place for the ‗interpreter of dreams'. To the rear of the hall another doorway leads into two
rooms, one of which was apparently the dressing-room of the vizier. Just think, it was in this
little chamber that Joseph kept his wardrobe full of coats of many colours!
The palace is not grandiose or ostentatious either in size or layout, but it is a fine villa for a
man who has done well for himself during his active lifetime. In the peaceful garden to the
south - furnished with its ornamental pool, shady trees and flower beds. Joseph passed his
remaining years in the company of his sons, their wives and his grandchildren and
greatgrandchildren.
Eventually, after a prolonged and fruitful life, he was placed in the tomb long since prepared
for him within the garden he had so much enjoyed during his retirement. Joseph was laid to
rest amongst his brethren, at the very heart of the Israelite settlement. The garden tomb had
already been surrounded by the graves of his elder brothers before the Patriarch was
interred there (A Test of Time, p. 355-358).
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The palace had a portico with the 12 collonade pillars – perhaps one for each of the sons
of Jacob.

There were 12 graves in the palace grounds and one of those was a larger, more
prominent pyramid style tomb.
This is extraordinary because only pharaohs and their queens had pyramid tombs at this
time and this person wasn‟t a king yet he was honoured with a king‟s burial.
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Inside the chapel of this pyramid style tomb there was a broken statute of a man
with red hair and pale yellow skin which is how Egyptian depict Asiatics.
Extrapolating from what remained of the broken statue it was determined that it
stood twice as high as a normal man which is highly unusual.
Based on the traces of paint left on the statue the person was depicted wearing a
multi-coloured coat of blue, red and gold (the same colours as today’s British
royalty).

No trace of bones were found of this individual. Grave robbers don‟t steal bones so it
seems that the body was removed. David Rohl believes that this was the tomb of Joseph.

Joseph in the Turin King List
There also appears to be a possible reference to Joseph in the Turin Egyptian king list.
Donovan Courville writes the following about this:
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Since Mentuhotep, whom we have identified as Joseph, was a prince of a nome and since he
occupied a most exalted position as vizier at the same time, it would be strange if the name
of Joseph did not appear among the names of the XIIIth Dynasty princes as provided by the
Turin king list.
With a degree of expectancy we then
scan this early list carefully in search of
a name that could be construed as an
Egyptianized form of the name Joseph.
Our eye falls quickly on the fifth name
in the list which Brugsch transliterates
as Aufni but which Breasted gives as
Yufni. Breasted comments on this name
in the following words:
―The succession may have lasted during
four reigns when it was suddenly
interrupted and the list of Turin records
as the fifth king.
―One Yufni [No. 5] a name which
does not display the royal form
showing that at this point the
usurper ... had again triumphed.‖
Such an interpretation may be considered logical if these rulers were actually the primary
rulers of Egypt. In the light of the present reconstruction, this name is capable of another
interpretation.
If these rulers are but princes, then this foriegn name would suggest one who was able
to merit the position of a prince in spite of his foreign origin and we immediately think
of the rise of the Hebrew Joseph to an even more exalted position than prince. Since
this name occurs early in the list, we have a further suggestion that this name belongs
to an era contemporary with an early king of the 12th Dynasty (The Exodus Problem
and Its Ramifications, Vol. 1, p. 153-154).

Overview of the Middle Kingdom
Based on what evidence we have seen the best contender for the pharoah of Joseph is
the second pharaoh of the 12th dynasty, Sesostris I.
David Rohl, who assumes a sequential arrangement of dynasties 12 and 13 with no
overlap, uses an approximation of the correct time and the circumstancial evidence of high
Nile levels causing famine to support his choice of Amenemhat III as Joseph„s pharaoh.
We have seen several lines of evidence supporting Donovan Courville‟s view that
Sesostris I was Joseph‟s pharaoh and that the 12th and 13th dynasties were mostly
parallel except for at the end of the 12th dynasty when two dynasty 13 rulers took over as
primary rulers over Egypt.
Those lines of evidence include:
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The town of Kahun is several miles away from the mud brick pyramid of
Amenemhet III but right next to the pyramid of Sesostris II. The Semites who lived
there would have arrived there by the time of Sesostris II (2 pharaohs before
Amenemhet III). Even if they didn‟t arrive in Kahun until the time of Amenemhet III
one needs to allow time for the Israelites to have multiplied sufficiently to be a labor
force.



In the royal tomb of Ra-au-ab (named in the Turin papyrus as the 13th king of the
13th Dynasty) was found a coffer of canopic jars still sealed with the clay
impression reading Ra-en-Maat, a name recognized as an alternate name of
Amenemhet III. This would mean that the early-mid 13th Dynasty was
contemporary with the late 12th Dynasty.



There are two famine inscriptions which Courville shows are dated to the time of
Sesostris, the famine inscriptions of Ameni and Beba. Both of these inscriptions
meet the criteria for the famine of Joseph's time in three major aspects. The famine
lasted a plurality of years, preparation was made in advance to meet the famine by
the gathering of food and this food was distributed during the years of famine.



Because there are only two Dynasty 13 kings in the Sothis list after the Dynasty 12
kings Courville argues for a long period of secondary parallel rule by the 13th
Dynasty under the rule of the 12th Dynasty before taking over as primary rulers
when the female ruler Sebek-nefru-re died after a brief reign. This appears to be
supported by the otherwise unnecessary insertion of “son of Uaphres” after the
name Rameses (number 24) on the Sothis king list.



There is plenty of evidence that during the reign of Sesostris III, and of his
successor Amenemhet III, an enormous building program in the eastern Delta
region was carried out which could not have been accomplished except by means
of slave labor.



The powerful vizier Mentuhotep under Sesostris I held titles that “read like the
declaration of the king's powers” which is similar to the extraordinary titles that
Joseph‟s pharaoh bestowed on him.

With the parallelism reasonably well established between the two dynasties of the Middle
Kingdom I‟ll now cover an overview of the Middle Kingdom. The following is a summary of
the lives and reigns of the 12th Dynasty pharaohs from Wikipedia:
Amenemhat I
This dynasty was founded by Amenemhat I, who may have
been vizier to the last pharaoh of Dynasty 11, Mentuhotep
IV. His armies campaigned south as far as the Second
Cataract of the Nile and into southern Canaan. He also
reestablished diplomatic relations with the Canaanite state
of Byblos and Hellenic rulers in the Aegean Sea.
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Senusret [Sesostris] I
His son Senusret I followed his father's triumphs with an expedition south to the
Third Cataract
[Amenemhat II & Sesostris II]
but the next rulers were content to live in peace until the reign of Senusret III.
Senusret [Sesostris] III
Finding Nubia had grown restive under the previous rulers, Senusret sent punitive
expeditions into that land; he also sent an expedition into the Levant. These military
campaigns gave birth to a legend of a mighty warrior named Sesostris, a story retold by
Manetho, Herodotus, and Diodorus Siculus. Manetho claimed the mythical Sesostris not only
subdued the lands as had Senusret I, but also conquered parts of Canaan and had crossed
over into Europe to annex Thrace. However, there are no records of the time, either in
Egyptian or other contemporary writings that support these claims.
Amenemhat III
Senusret's successor Amenemhat III reaffirmed his predecessor's foreign policy. However,
after Amenemhat, the energies of this dynasty were largely spent, and the growing troubles
of government were left to the dynasty's last ruler, Queen Sobekneferu, to resolve.
Amenemhat was remembered for the mortuary temple at Hawara that he built, known to
Herodotus, Diodorus, and Strabo as the "Labyrinth". Also under his reign the marshy Fayyum
was first exploited.
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Some time after Sesostris I, his successor, Sesostris III, “who did not know Joseph” out of
fear of revolt enslaved the Israelites.
He and his successor, Amenemhat III, conducted a major building program in the Delta
which makes a good fit to the time that the Israelites were enslaved (most likely by
Sesostris III) and built the Delta cities of Pi-Thom and Raamses.
In addition to the stores cities in the Delta and mud-brick pyramids near the Faiyum the
Israelites labour was exploited for a great defensive structure on the eastern side of Egypt.
I quote now from an article entitled “Recently Discovered -- The Berlin Wall Of Ancient
Egypt!” (www.hope-of-israel.org/berwall.htm) by John Keyser:
What prevented the Israelites from escaping their bondage in Egypt? …The question has
often been asked why a large group of people such as the children of Israel, located near
Egypt's northeastern border and suffering the sort of hardships and bondage that the Bible
ascribes to them, should not simply have slipped across the frontier and disappeared into
the desert.
The answer to this enigma can be found on the monuments of Egypt, where, it is revealed, a
huge wall was constructed at the EASTERN FRONTIER of the country:
There lay still further to the NORTHEAST, on the western border of the lake called Sirbonis, a
place important for the defence of the frontier, called ANBU, that is "THE WALL," "THE
RAMPART WALL," "THE CIRCUMVALLATION." It is frequently mentioned by the ancients,
though not under its Egyptian appellation, but in the form of a translation. The Hebrews call
it SHUR, that is, "WALL," and the Greeks Gerrhon, Gerrha which means "THE FENCES" or
"ENCLOSURES"....
Whoever travelled EASTWARDS from Egypt, in order to leave the country, WAS OBLIGED to
pass the place of "the walls," before he was ALLOWED to enter the "road of the Philistines,"
as it is called in Holy Writ, on his further journey. An Egyptian garrison, under the command
of a captain, BLOCKED THE PASSAGE THROUGH THE FORTRESS, which only opened and
closed on the suspected traveller AFTER A PREVIOUS COMMUNICATION FROM THE ROYAL
AUTHORITIES...
Amenemhat ruled over the WHOLE LAND OF EGYPT with power and might, "from the
Elephant-city even to the Athu, or lakes in the lowlands;" and that he was wise in thought
and deed we learn from many a phrase in the long since faded papyri of ancient origin. Let
us first consider the childlike simple narrative OF HIS CONTEMPORARY, the Egyptian SINEH
[SINUHE], who, from some unknown cause, left the court of his lord and king, and TOOK THE
ROAD TOWARDS THE NORTHEAST TO ESCAPE OUT OF THE LAND OF HIS FATHERS.
Manifold dangers threatened him in his flight, from the keepers of the roads, and from
foreign tribes, who, leading an unsettled nomad life on the eastern frontiers of the kingdom,
caused the wanderer much care and disquietude. THERE IN THE EAST THE OBSTRUCTION OF
THE GREAT "WALL" BARRED THE OPEN ROAD.
What the Egyptians called ANBU, i.e. "wall," was called in other languages better known to
us, SHUR (Hebrew, "wall") or Gerrhon (Greek, "enclosure," "bounds"), both designating the
fortress at the entrance of the narrow causeway between the Egyptian (Mediterranean) Sea
and the Lake Sirbonis, through which the OLD HIGH ROAD LED FROM THE LAND OF KEMI
[EGYPT] TO THE CITIES OF THE RUTEN. Sineh escapes the vigilance of the watchmen on the
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"Wall," and enters the barren, desolate wilderness. -- A History of Egypt Under the Pharaohs,
pps.146-147.
At the town of Karnak in Upper Egypt (the site of ancient Thebes) a relief of Seti I., the father
of Ramesses the Great, portrays the pharaoh returning from a military expedition to Canaan,
and being separated from the welcoming Egyptian populace by a CROCODILE-INFESTED
CANAL WHICH CAN BE SEEN TO FLOW INTO THE SEA.
It is evident, therefore, that this frontier barrier consisted of BOTH a canal and a wall.
According to Ian Wilson: "When all this evidence is put together, the only reasonable
deduction is that CANAL AND WALL must have been created in one and the same operation,
the latter, all trace of which has disappeared, having simply been MADE FROM THE MUD
REMOVED TO FORM THE CANAL."(Ibid, p.85).
Not only a wall was constructed, but also a CANAL OR MOAT to further impede the progress
of anyone trying to leave Egypt without authorization!...
Greek tradition records that "a project for connecting by water the Mediterranean and the
Red Sea" was completed in the reign of Sesostris -- a king of the 12th Dynasty. (The
Inscriptions of Sinai, by Gardiner, Peet & Cerny. Part II. Egyptian Exploration Society, London.
1955. P.12)...
The actual Hebrew words used to describe Pithom and Ramesses in the book of Exodus are '
(ham) misk not, which although usually rendered "store [or supply] cities" in Exodus 1:11, are
rendered -- in the JERUSALEM BIBLE -- as "GARRISON CITIES" when they occur in an obvious
military context in I Kings 9:19, II Chronicles 8:6 and II Chronicles 17:12. Furthermore, in the
Septuagint version of the Bible, Ramesses, Pithom and On are called "STRONG CITIES" in all
the above-mentioned verses -- INCLUDING Exodus 1:11!
The conclusion must be, then, that these cities were "store cities" in the sense of the storage
of MILITARY EQUIPMENT! These cities were an INTEGRAL PART of Egypt's eastern defenses
and were probably the home-bases of the troops that manned the wall and patrolled the
canal.
Not only did the Israelites construct the "STRONG" cities of Ramesses, Pithom and On, they
ALSO constructed the wall and canal that kept them (the Israelites) within the confines of
Goshen!

Dynasty 13 took over the primary rulership of Egypt after the death of queen
Sebek-nefru-re. Donovan Courville writes the following summarising what happened at this
time and the rule of the 13th dynasty kings during which came the catastrophe of the
plagues of Egypt, the exodus of the Israelite slaves and the end of the Middle Kingdom:
Dynasty 12 is stated to have had its origin at Thebes, but the monuments indicate that early
in the dynasty the capital was moved to Ithtowe, a few miles south of the Delta region.
This location is not far from the area included in the land of Goshen where the
Israelites first settled, and it may be presumed that long before the Exodus, they had
multiplied to the point of occupying the territory this far south and west, at least in
the capacity of slaves. The structure as developed is thus in agreement with the
Scriptural detail that Moses was born under slavery at a point not far removed from
the king's palace…
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At his death, Amenemhet III…the rule passed to a woman ruler who took the throne name
Sebek-nefru-re, a name which, like so many of the 13th Dynasty princes, honors the
crocodile god, Sebek. This situation suggests that there was no male heir to the throne. With
her death, after a brief reign of four years, the dynasty, according to Manetho, came to its
end.
That Sebek-nefru-re died before the Exodus is abundantly clear if we grant the general
correctness of the identity of the famine under Sesostris I with that of Joseph's time. The
period from the beginning of this famine to the Exodus was 217 years as previously
calculated.
The 12th Dynasty, according to the Turin king list, had a duration of 213 years…The
dynasty must then have come to its end some 30 years before the Exodus.
In a later connection, this figure will be refined to 34 years [Rameses, son of Uaphres
(29) + Koncharis (5) on the Sothis List]…
Since Dynasty 13 was contemporaneous with the 12th, and since Koncharis of the Exodus
belongs to the 13th, it can only be concluded that the rule passed to some prominent
member of the 13th Dynasty princes at the end of Dynasty 12.
The insertion of the statement in the Sothis list that this Ramesse was the son of
Uaphres provides a basis for presuming that he was not of the line of the previously
ruling king. Otherwise, it would not have been necessary to state his parentage.
The appearance of the name Uaphres in the Turin list of Dynasty 13 in this general position
stands to confirm the conclusion and correctness of the proposed structure, which calls for a
change of family at this point…
The Background of Moses in Egyptian Chronology
Granting the previously calculated period bet`ween the end of Dynasty 12 and the Exodus as
approximately 30 years, the birth of Moses falls in the reign of Amenemhet III who is then to
be identified as the pharaoh who made the edict calling for the destruction of all the male
Hebrew children to be born after that time.
The daughter of pharaoh, who found the child Moses hidden among the bulrushes, was then
the daughter of Amenemhet III. This daughter must have married Chenephres in order for
this prince to become the foster-father of Moses as by the extant tradition. Since
Chenephres is not one of the 12th Dynasty kings, it follows that he never attained a rank
above a prince, which title he obtained by marriage into the royal family:
It was this daughter who became the woman ruler, Sebek-nefru-re, last of the 12th Dynasty
rulers. The brief period of her reign suggests that she was quite old at the time. We may
presume that if Moses had not of necessity fled Egypt, he would have become the reigning
pharaoh on the death of Amenemhet IV, who also had but a brief reign (The Exodus Problem
and Its Ramifications, Volume 1, p. 224, 150, 221-222, 157).

The Bible tells us that Moses was 120 years (Dueteronomy 34:7). Stephen mentions that
he was in exile from Egypt for 40 years (Acts 7:30) so he would have been 40 years when
he fled Egypt. When Moses returned to Egypt at the time of the Exodus when God
delivered Israel he was 80 years old.
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Chenephres (Sobekhotep IV) of the line of 13th dynasty princes married Sebek-nefru-re
(who Courville believes was princess at the time who drew Moses from the Nile). After
Sebek-nefru-re died, Chenephres (Sobekhotep IV), assumed primary rule over Egypt and
reigned for 29 years. Moses‟ foster father would not have quite ascended to the throne
when Moses fled but he may have been one of the men (plural) who sought Moses‟ life
(Exodus 4:19).
Koncharis (Sobekhotep V), the pharaoh of the Exodus, started his rule shortly
before the Exodus according to Exodus 4:19 and the Sothis List matches this
crediting him with a reign of only 5 years. His rule would come to a crashing end
with the plagues of Egypt through which God delivered Israel from slavery.
The stubborn pharaoh would lose His life in the Red Sea in pursuit of the Israelites. The
loss of the Egyptian army left it defenseless as the Hyksos invaded the land and took over
Egypt for hundreds of years bringing an end to the Middle Kingdom. Some Dynasty 13
rulers may have continued their line under the rule of the Hyksos.
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End of the Middle Bronze Age catastrophe
Geoffrey Gammon in an article called “Bronze Age Destructions in the Near East” (SIS
Review Vol IV No 4) makes the following comment on the research by Claude Schaeffer
on the end of the Middle Bronze Age catastrophe:
The end of the Middle Bronze Age was marked by violent destructions at many sites.
Alaça Hüyük, Alishar and Boghazköy in Anatolia; Tepe Gawra in Mesopotamia; Jericho,
Bethel, Hazor, Beit Mirsim and Lachish in Palestine were all destroyed by fire.
Moreover, at every site examined by Schaeffer in his study, even where there is no
evidence of physical destruction, there is a long hiatus or break in occupation of
varying duration but estimated by him to have lasted between 100 and 200 years…
Schaeffer points out that there is evidence for epidemics and famines as far afield as
Palestine, Asia Minor and Cyprus.

At the same time as the plagues struck Egypt there is evidence of great destruction
ALL OVER THE MIDDLE EAST, not just in Egypt!
Immanuel Velikovsky in “Worlds in Collision” compiled a great deal of ancient historical
evidence making the radical claim that great global catastrophes had shaken the earth in
man‟s history.
That book focused on two periods of such catastrophe for which he claimed ancient texts
say were caused by near passings of planets. Firstly he claimed that Venus (newly-born)
threatened the Earth at the time of the Exodus and brought an end to the Middle Bronze
Age for which there is evidence of great destruction all over the Middle East.
For those who wish to explore Velikovsky‟s claim that a new-born Venus was directed and
responsible for the plagues of Egypt his book “Worlds in Collision” is readily available. I
would also recommend reading Charles Ginenthal‟s book “Carl Sagan and Immanuel
Velikovsky” in which Ginenthal brings a great deal of additional astronomical and scientific
evidence to bear on the discussion.
Regardless of whether Venus was or wasn’t involved in the Middle Bronze Age
destructions across the Middle East, Ginenthal has amassed some considerable
scientific evidence in support of a very young age for the planet Venus.
Below is a summary of the key points in his radical theory:
The Venus / Plagues of Egypt Theory
In "Worlds In Collision" (WC) Velikovsky postulated that God caused
Venus to be born as a comet from the planet Jupiter (WC, p.60, 173-175)
[Might the vortex known as the Great Red Spot be an ejection point?]
and in the middle of the second millennium BC was used and directed
by God to cause the plagues of Egypt by which the Israelites were
delivered out of slavery.
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The plagues of Egypt and many other related events at the time of the Exodus were not just
localized to the land of Egypt. They occurred all over the Earth as a large number of oral and
written traditions and histories of many different civilizations testify.
The plagues Velikovsky argued are consistent with the effects of a near pass of a large
comet and the Earth passing through its tail. The first plague was that of the waters turning to
blood (Exodus 7:17-25). When Venus first touched the Earth with its gaseous tail, it covered
the earth's surface with a fine dust of rusty red pigment. In sea, lake and river this pigment
gave a bloody colouring to the water.
The Mayas tell of a time of a great cataclysm when the earth quaked and the sun's motion
was interrupted, the waters turned to blood. The Finns tell in the days of a cosmic upheaval
the world was sprinkled with red milk. The Babylonians and Tartars of Russia also tell of a
blood reddening of the earth's surface and waters (WC, p.60-62).
Velikovsky believes that the pestilence of the livestock was caused by the red dust (Exodus
9:1-7). This was the fine dust that caused the boils on man and beast (Exodus 9:8-12) (WC,
p.61).
Ancient historian Diodorus wrote that Lake Triton in North Africa “disappeared from sight in
the course of an earthquake, when those parts of it which lay toward the ocean were torn
asunder”. Velikovsky cites this as a possible cause, along with other factors, for how the
Sahara desert came into being (WC, p.170). He speculated that this may have been the time
that the fabled lost city / continent of Atlantis sank into the Atlantic Ocean (WC, p.148-150)
beyond the pillars of Hercules (The Strait of Gibraltar).
A friend of mine, John Godowski, has produced a paper entitled “Planetary Passover”. In the
paper he showed how the plagues of the frogs and the various insects (Exodus 8, 10:12-19)
was probably an ecological chain reaction that would have occurred after all the fish died in
the Nile as a result of the iron sulfide that caused the waters to appear to turn into blood.
Sulphur dissolved in water is toxic to fish - most if not all of the gill breathing fish die at
once, leaving only fish in the egg to repopulate. Now without natural predation frog eggs
prolifically laid every spring now prolifically hatch in numbers unabated.
With young frogs overpopulating, most insects on the wing within reach of the frogs will be
taken as food, leaving a shortage. Starving young frogs by the millions unable to find food
now die in heaps all at once, creating a sanitation problem. The decaying frogs became a
breeding ground for the flies and lice that escaped the inundation of frog predation
because they were in pupal or larval stage at the time.
On the Discovery Channel there was a documentary called “The Plagues of Egypt” in which
a couple of scientists attempted to show that the plagues of Egypt were linked to each other
and were essentially a chain reaction just like John Godowski independently showed in his
paper. In the documentary they felt that the livestock pestilence was the result of a disease
that is carried by mites which are part of the lice family.
Following the red dust a shower of meteorites flew toward the earth. Hailstones
mingled with fire (Exodus 9:13-35) is the way Moses described this phenomena which
he would never have seen before (WC, p.63-64).
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Egyptian sources state that these hailstones were hot. This fits only meteorites, not hail of
ice.
The last plague before the firstborn were struck was that of thick darkness (Exodus 10:2123). As the Earth entered deeper into the tail of the onrushing comet and its body terrific
hurricanes swept the earth because of disturbances of the Earth's movement and the
sweeping gases, dust and cinders of the comet.

The Finns tell of a time when hailstones of iron fell from the sky of an extended period of
darkness lasting days occurred. According to the Indians of the New World the sun didn't
appear for about 5 days following a cosmic collision of stars. Records of ancient Babylon and
Iran talk of days of darkness accompanying a giant cataclysm (WC, p.69-72).
In Ancient Mexican records we read:
The sun refused to show itself and during the four days the world was deprived of light. Then
a great star...appeared, it was given the name Quetzal-cohuatl...the sky to show its
anger...caused to perish a great number of people who died of famine and pestilence.

Quetzal-cohuatl is the well-known name for the planet Venus (WC, p.158-159). The word
“Quetzal-cohuatl” means serpent-god. This comet with its tail, at times, had a serpent or
dragon-like appearance.
By asserting that the planet Venus was born (or reappeared) in the middle of the second
millennium BC it is assumed that prior to that only four planets could be seen with the naked
eye.
In an ancient Hindu table of planets Venus alone among the visible planets is missing.
Babylonian astronomy, too, had a four planet system. On a later date "the planet Venus
receives the appellative: The great star that joins the great stars. The great stars are, of
course, the 4 planets Mercury, Mars, Jupiter and Saturn...and Venus joins them as the fifth
planet." Apollonius Rhodius refers to a time "when not all the orbs were yet in the heavens”
(WC, p.162).
There was a period of time when the planet Venus acted
and looked like a comet. The Mexican Indians relate that
Venus smoked.
The star that smoked...was Sitlae choloha, which the
Spaniards call Venus (WC, p.164).
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The Chaldeans said that the planet Venus "was said to have a beard". In the Indian sacred
Vedas it is said that the star Venus looks like fire with smoke (WC, p.164-165).
Before certain events occurred to finally bring it into a circular orbit between Mercury and the
Earth, Venus at times glowed very brightly. Very detailed astronomical records of ancient
Babylon centuries before Nebuchadnezzar show Venus moving very erratically and not
moving as it does today (WC, p.195-197). The Chinese wrote:
Venus was visible in full daylight and while moving across the sky, rivalled the Sun in
brightness (WC, p.166).

The climax of the comet Venus‟ passing occurred on the night of the Passover. Venus would
have come from below the orbital plane of the Earth as it approached and then passed
through that plane with its tail causing several days of darkness. At its closest approach to
the Earth it passed directly over the Earth. According to John Godowski in his “Planetary
Passover” paper (www.rogerswebsite.com/ah/PlanetaryPassover.pdf), not only were God‟s
people passed over by the death angel, the Earth itself had a planetary Passover in the form
of Venus passing over it.

The close passing of Venus would have shaken the Earth to its foundations and like,
what will happen in the future at the time of the sixth seal (Revelation 6:12-17) and the
seventh trumpet (Revelation 16:17-21), there would have been an earthquake of
almighty proportions that shook the whole world!
This would have been a major contributing factor to the last of the plagues of Egypt – the
death of the firstborn (Exodus 11-12) (WC, p.73-75). The Hebrew words for firstborn and
chosen differ only slightly by one letter. Though I am convinced otherwise, Velikovsky does
put a reasonable case forward that firstborn could be translated as chosen in the Exodus
account (WC, p.74).
As the comet came back down it passed again through the
earth's orbital plane seven days later when the Israelites
reached the Red Sea and the gravitational pull of it would have
raised the oceans' waters towards the sky. This may have been
something which the Great Architect of Nature used and
directed to part the Red Sea (Exodus 14).
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In John Godowski‟s “Planetary Passover” paper he has a vivid and very detailed
description of how God may have used Venus to pull off this incredible event in Bible
history.
The phenomenon of the oceans being parted and piled up sky high is also recorded by
many peoples around the world - the Red Indians, Chinese, Peruvians and the Finns (WC,
p.80-83).
These events occurred when according to Lapland tradition "the wickedness increased
among the human beings.” God may have been not only punishing the Egyptians but the
whole world as well at the same time.
Venus had phases and often had two long appendages due to the
Earth's shadow and looked like a bull's head when the tail appeared at
the top of Venus (WC, p.166-167). It appears the Hebrews perceived
the bull image of the comet when they made the golden calf as a
representation of the celestial power that was shaking the world at that
time.
Perhaps this also helps to explain why the cow is sacred to the Hindus and the Egyptian
tradition of burying sacred Apis bulls (WC, p.180-182). The Hindus write of the "celestial cow"
saying "Honey she gave, and roasted grain...and curled milk, and soup in lakes with sugared
milk" which is the Hindu version of "rivers of milk and honey" (WC, p.181).
To feed the Israelites a honey / nectar-like tasting bread fell from heaven. "In the morning the
dew lay all around the camp. And when the layer of dew lifted, there, on the surface of the
wilderness, was a small round substance, as fine as frost on the ground" (Exodus 16:1314). “Now the manna was like coriander seed, and its color like the color of bdellium”
(Numbers 11:7).
Numerous sources from peoples around the world tell of a honey-food which dropped from
heaven after a cosmic catastrophe. The honey-frost fell in enormous quantities. Icelandic
tradition says, “the terrible Fimbul-winter at the end of the world (age); meanwhile they feed
on the morning dew, and from them come the folk who people the renewed earth." The
Greeks called the heavenly bread ambrosia which in its fluid state is nectar. The Maoris,
Hindus, Buddhists and Finns all describe a honey-food which dropped from the clouds (WC,
p.140).
Under the heat of the day the manna or ambrosia melted. Much of it
fell also on the waters and the rivers became milky in appearance
and so naturally when the scouts returned to the people they
described it as a land that "flowed with milk and honey" (Numbers
13:27).
"The heavens rain oil, the wadis (waters) run with honey" says a
Syrian text. A memory of a time when there were "streams of milk
and streams of sweet nectar" is also preserved by Ovid. Finnish
tradition narrates that the land and water were covered with red milk
then white milk (WC, p.141).
On the subject of manna from heaven Charles Ginenthal offers some fascinating information
in his book “Carl Sagan and Immanuel Velikovsky” (CS & IV):
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Dr. A.J. Swallow, in his text Radiation Chemistry of Organic Compounds writes, ―The synthesis
of organic compounds through the agency of high energy radiation had been amply
demonstrated in the laboratory, an elementary example being the alpha-induced reaction
between carbon dioxide and hydrogen to give formaldehyde, which then reacts further.
Carbon monoxide can be reduced similarly. The main final product of irradiation in both
cases appears to be a white solid composition (CH2O)n, which is presumably produced by
polymerization of formaldehyde‖…
The product of a similar, if not identical, process of conversion of petroleum into
concentrated nutrition is today sold in food stores everywhere as 'primary growth
torula yeast.‖
A dozen times since early in the 19th century— and I have no definitely dated data upon still
earlier occurrences—have been reported showers of 'manna' in Asia Minor...The Director of
the Central Dispensary of Baghdad had sent to France specimens of an edible substance that
had fallen from the sky, at Meriden and at Diarbekis (Turkey in Asia) in a heavy rain, the last
of May 1890. They were convoluted lumps, yellow outside and white inside. They were
ground into flour from which excellent bread was made (CS & IV, p.244-245).

It would have been no great miracle for God to extend this natural supply of manna for the
40 years Israel wandered in the wilderness long after Venus had passed the Earth. The
massive comet would have had the appearance of a pillar of cloud by day and a pillar of
fire by night (WC, p.165). It would have been a celestial type of the presence of God that
travelled with and directed them.
Venus as it passed close to the earth exchanged electrical discharges
and caused earthquake and volcanic activity (WC, p.102). It was a
perfect setting for hearing God's words - a world flowing with lava,
shattered by meteorites, with yawning chasms, shaking ground and
thunders and lightnings.
According to Hebrew tradition all nations heard the roaring of the
lawgiving (Exodus 20). At Mount Sinai the sound that "sounded long"
rose 10 times; in this roaring the Israelites heard the Ten
Commandments.
According to the Babylonian Talmud, "These words (of the Decalogue)...were not heard by
Israel alone, but by the inhabitants of all the earth.. The Divine voice divided itself into the 70
tongues of men, so that all might understand it...The souls of the heathen almost fled from
them when they heard it." The same groaning sounds of the trumpet-like sound were heard
and recorded about in Egypt, China and by the Red Indians (WC, p.104-107).
The plagues weren't local but were global because the wickedness of man was great as
the Finnish legend states. God was correcting mankind in general as well as Egypt. With
the remnant of mankind He gave them all His law - the Ten Commandments. As well as
providing food for all mankind with the manna that fell worldwide He also, not only to Israel,
but to all nations showed them which day was His Sabbath.
About 52 years later Venus would make a second near passing of Earth but on a much less
destructive scale in the days of Joshua and the conquest of Canaan.
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In the book of Joshua we read:
And it happened, as they fled before Israel and were on the descent of Beth Horon, that the
Lord cast down LARGE HAILSTONES from heaven on them as far as Azekah, and they died.
There were more who died from the hailstones than the children of Israel killed with the
sword.
Then Joshua spoke to the Lord in the day when the Lord
delivered up the Amorites before the children of Israel, and
he said in the sight of Israel: ‗Sun, stand still over Gibeon
and moon, in the Valley of Aijalon.‘ So the sun stood still,
And the moon stopped, Till the people had revenge upon
their enemies. Is this not written in the Book of Jasher? So
the sun stood still in the midst of heaven, and did not
hasten to go down for about a whole day (Joshua 10:1113).

One important point in the battle of the Israelites when the sun stood still that Velikovsky
focused on was that of the great hailstones falling from heaven. If these hailstones were, in
fact, meteorites it certainly points towards a celestial catastrophe. The accounts from Mexico
certainly show a connection of this event with the planet Venus. Venus and the Earth played
a kind of cosmic electrical and gravitational dance as God orchestrated a means to suspend
the Earth‟s rotation for an extra day.
Zechariah Sitchen in his book “The Lost Realms” (p.151-154) shows evidence from Inca
legends that in South America on the opposite side of the world, at about the same time,
there was a frightening extra long night where the Sun refused to rise for an extra day.
Raised beaches in the Andes also testify to massive worldwide catastrophes in the age of
historical man:
Charles Darwin, on his travels in South America in 1834-35 was impressed by the raised
beaches at Valparaiso, Chile at the foot of the Andes. He found that the former surf line was
at an altitude of 1,300 feet. He was impressed even more by the fact that sea shells found at
this altitude were still undecayed, to him a clear indication that the land had risen 1,300 feet
from the Pacific Ocean in a very recent period.
When did the Andes mountains rise? According to the New York Times, (Oct. 3, 1989),
―Archaeologists working in Peru have unearthed stunning evidence that monumental
architecture, complex societies and planned developments first appeared and flowered in
the New World between 5,000 and 3,500 years ago.‖
The author of the article, William K. Stevens goes on to say, ―Around 4,000 to 3,700 years
ago, activity abruptly shifted and irrigated agriculture replaced fishing as the main economic
resource. Why would a civilized people leave a thriving, hospitable environment to go live
inland in an inhospitable region?‖…In the Hawaiian Islands there is a 1,200 foot raised beach.
On Espintu Santo Island in the New Hebrides in the southern Pacific, corals are found 1,200
feet above sea leve. (CS & IV,p.170-171, 189).
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The catastrophic events that Velikovsky described that occurred 3500 years ago could
account for these incredible 1000 foot plus raised shorelines in South America. Now that is
some earthquake to cause land at a fault line to be raised by over 1000 feet!
There is quite a lot of scientific evidence that points to Venus being a new-born planet.
First of all, the composition of Venus‟ atmosphere attests to a young age for Venus as
demanded by Velikovsky‟s theory. Charles Ginenthal writes:
U. von Zahn et. al., in a paper titled ‗The Composition of Venus' Atmosphere‘ in the book
Venus, published by the University of Arizona tells us that there is far too little carbon
monoxide and oxygen and far too much carbon dioxide for Venus to be very old.
Because of the rapid breakdown naturally of carbon dioxide into carbon monoxide and
oxygen he was led to conclude: ―CO2 would disappear from the upper atmosphere
within a few weeks, and from the entire middle atmosphere in a few thousand years.‖
The prevalence of CO2 indicates Venus is only a few thousand years old (CS & IV,
p.293-294).

Venus has a lack of craters as one would expect if it was only a few thousand years old.
Venus also shows little erosion despite having a very corrosive atmosphere which
indicates it has a very young age.
Venera pictures of the surface show mostly sharp edged rocks which indicate they are
extremely young. C.J. Ransom remarks that, ―Russian probes recently soft-landed on Venus
and took photographs.
―These photographs reveal sharp-edged rocks which were
classified as young-looking. The Venera 9 and 10 photos show
a young-looking surface that inspired [this] speculation, [in]
(Aviation Week and Space Technology, Nov. 3, 1975) that
Venus is in an, 'early cool down phase of evolution rather
than in final stages of suffocation in a thickening
atmospheric greenhouse'‖...
Rivers of lava, some of them, thousands of miles long, have been
observed on Venus' surface. The enormity of Venus being literally
volcanic from pole to pole and on every region of the planet has led
one Magellan investigator to say:
―Everyone says Olympus Mons on Mars is the
biggest volcano in the solar system... It isn't. Venus
is. The entire planet is one big volcano‖ [Henry S.F.
Cooper Jr., The Evening Star Venus Observed, p. 180].
A completely volcanic crust is precisely what a newborn planet that was completely molten a few thousand
years ago would exhibit as Velikovsky's theory
demands. The actual picture of Venus is diametrically
opposed to what the astronomers had anticipated. Yet
its volcanic nature is in complete harmony with
Velikovsky's concept (CS & IV, p.338, 341).
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Peter R. Ballinger, a researcher in organic chemistry, also had this to say about sulfuric
acid in Venus' clouds:
―It is likely that sulfuric acid would be gradually decomposed by solar radiation of ultraviolet
and shorter wavelength particularly in the presence of iron compounds...to give hydrogen
and oxygen. This process would also be expected to result in the preferential retention of
deuterium, as discussed in another context...‖ [Ballinger, who wrote this in Transactions of
the Faraday Society, Vol. 61, (1965) page 1681, went on to say], ―Because of this and other
chemical reactions sulfuric acid might well have a relatively short Iifetime, consistent
with a recent installation of the planet in its present orbit‖ (CS & IV, p.292).

The momentum of Venus‟s super-fast moving atmosphere is what one would expect after
being a new-born planet after acting initially like a comet.
One of the enigmas of Venus is the rapid flow pattern of its upper atmosphere. On Earth, the
atmosphere flows in the same direction as the Earth rotates taking weeks to circle our planet
at the equator. Venus' rotation period is 243 days; it possesses an atmosphere with clouds 39
miles above the surface which flows at 100 m/sec circling that planet in only about 4 days.
Other measurements indicate the circulation takes about six Earth days in the direction
Venus sums....Theoretical attempts to explain the generation of the winds have produced
several possible mechanisms, such as convection caused by the uneven heating of the day
and night sides of the planet. None of them, however, has been shown to be capable of
explaining velocities greater than a few meters per second.
Velikovsky's hypothesis fits the bizarre atmospheric behaviour quite well. Since Venus was a
comet-like body, its tail gases, that is its atmosphere, would still have great momentum after
Venus entered its present orbit. This momentum still exists in the Venusian atmosphere and
causes it to move with great velocity around the planet in the upper regions where the
density of the gases are thin and turbulence of these gases do not act to halt this motion (CS
& IV, p.341-342).

There is also a ring of dust particles around the orbit of Venus as well as Venus having a
magnetic tail that inidicates that Venus was a comet in geologically recent times.
Comets, published in 1980 [not Sagan's book] states that, ―While Venus itself is in many
respects most unlike a comet, it is very comet-like in its interaction with the solar wind... Both
comets and Venus have magnetic tails which are not intrinsic... The Venus tail appears to be
either striated or very dynamic and thus quite similar to a cometary tail. Plasma clouds are
seen above the Venus ionosphere which may be the Venus analog of cometary tail rays.‖
Apparently Venus' interaction with the solar magnetosphere is quite like a comet. Also,
Velikovsky points out that, ―The zodiacal light, or the glow seen in the evening sky after
sunset, streaking in the path of the sun and other planets (ecliptic), the mysterious origin of
which has for a long time occupied the minds of astronomers, has been explained in recent
years as the reflection of the solar light from two rings of dust particles, one following
the orbit of Venus.‖ As is well-known comets also have a dust tail as well as a magneto tail
(CS & IV, p.125).
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Early Bronze Age and Middle Bronze Age Mesopotamia
As the dates for Egyptian chronology are used to help date the early history of
Mesopotamia I would like to give a brief overview of my chronological revision of the
history of early Mesopotamia before we move on to discuss the history of Egypt‟s New
Kingdom and correlate it correctly to the history of Israel.
Below is a chart of David Rohl‟s chronology of Mesopotamia from Sargon of the Akkadian
empire to the Babylon I dynasty of Hammurabi (Legend: The Genesis of Civilisation,
p.472-473) that closes out the Middle Kingdom period in Mesopotamia which is fairly close
to my own placement of these dynasties:

A key synchronism between Mesopotamia and the history of the patriarchs in the Bible is
the invasion of the cities of the Jordan River valley by the kings of the east who kidnapped
Lot and their subsequent defeat by Abraham who went in pursuit of his nephew (Genesis
14:8-17).
The Bible names the kings of the east that Abraham fought as:





Amraphel, king of Shin‟ar
Ariokh king of Ellasar
Khedorla‟omer king of Elam
Tidhal king of Go‟im
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A tablet was found which told of a battle where the king of Elam, Kudur-laghamar, led an
alliance of rulers that included one named Eri-aku and another named Tud-ghula.
All scholars agreed that Kudur-laghamar was a perfect Elamite royal name, the prefix
Kudur ("Servant") having been a component in the names of several Elamite kings, and
Laghamar being the Elamite epithet-name for a certain deity. Kudur-laghamar appears to
be Khedorla‟omer. Genesis does not say who led the alliance even though it names
Amraphel first. This tablet mentions the leader was the Elamite king.
Eri-aku matches Ariokh and Ellasar is probably either the city of Larsa or Assur. Tud-ghula
matches Tidhal. Go'im is Hebrew for nations. These nations/tribes presumably were likely
to have been from Asia Minor though the word Go'im does bear some similarity to the
Gutium. While these kings on this tablet make a match with the record of the Bible they
have yet to be identified with rulers on Mesopotamia's king lists.
Of the major Elamite dynasties the one closest to Abraham is the Gutian dynasty that
overran the Akkadian empire. The Gutians were the only early Elamite dynasty to be
actually base themselves in Mesopotamia.
We have seen previously that the Early Bronze III catastrophe is probably best placed at
1850 BC which matches the time of the Sodom and Gomorrah catastrophe in Abraham‟s
day. The battle of Genesis 14 against the kings of the East occurred BEFORE the Sodom
and Gomorrah catastrophe.
We have seen evidence previously in the last chapter that suggests that the fall of the
Akkadian empire and destruction of Naram-Sin‟s palace at Tell Brak occurred at the time
of this Early Bronze III catastrophe. The Gutians swept into Mesopotamia after the fall of
the Akkadian empire. The tablet when matched up with the Bible implies that perhaps the
Gutians had conquered Mesopotamia and the Akkadians before the Early Bronze III
catastrophe. Is this so? How do we reconcile this apparent discrepancy?
It should be noted on the tablet that the corresponding king the Bible places first in the list
as Amraphel, king of Shinar is missing. Shinar can refer to the whole of Mesopotamia
(land between the two rivers) but it originally referred to northern Mesopotamia where the
Akkadian and later Assyrian empires where based.
Perhaps the Gutian king Kudur-laghamar was allied to Naram-Sin or his successor Sharkali-sharri who was Amraphel, king of Shinar in the battle against Abraham and Kudurlaghamar changed the record leaving Amraphel out and placing himself as leader.
Alternatively, the tablet is referring to another battle fought later in time by the same kings
minus Amraphel.
I will assume one of those two possibilities and have the Early Bronze III catastrophe as
the point marking the fall of the Akkadian empire and takeover by the Gutians.
I accept Velikovsky‟s and Rohl‟s date for Hammurabi shortly before 1500 BC with
Ammisiduga (and his famous Venus tablets) dated to around or shortly before 1400 BC
following the Exodus catastrophe.
There is good evidence to suggest Hammurabi was contemporary with the 12th Dynasty of
Egypt.
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Immanuel Velikovsky in an article called “Hammurabi and the Revised Chonology” wrote:
A connecting link was actually found between the First Babylonian Dynasty and the
Twelfth Dynasty of Egypt, the great dynasty of the Middle Kingdom. At Platanos on
Crete, a seal of the Hammurabi type was discovered in a tomb together with Middle
Minoan pottery of a kind associated at other sites with objects of the Twelfth Egyptian
Dynasty, more exactly, of its earlier part. This is regarded as proof that these two dynasties
were contemporaneous...
At Mari on the central Euphrates, among other rich material, a cuneiform tablet was found
which established that Hammurabi of Babylonia and King Shamshi-Adad I of Assyria were
contemporaries.
An oath was sworn by the life of these two kings in the tenth year of Hammurabi, The
finds at Mari ―proved conclusively that Hammurabi came to the throne in Babylonia
after the accession of Shamshi-Adad I in Assyria‖.

Alan Montgomery writes:
Items dating to the era of Hammurabi were found in Ugarit in Middle Bronze IIA strata
with tombs dating to the latter part of the Egyptian 12th Dynasty...
Furthermore, archaeological evidences, which also support a High Chronology, were found
at Platanus, Ugarit and Ezbet Rushdi. At Platanus Crete, ceramics have been discovered at
the Middle Minoan I Palace that relate to early 12th Dynasty material. According to Matz,
"There comes from Tholos B at Platanus, a Babylonian seal of haematite which is dated to
the time of Hammurabi. ... The latest finds in this context consist of Middle Minoan I a/b
pottery." (2000-1800 GAD) [Matz, 1973, p. 144].
―Objects belonging to the era of Hammurabi or in general to the First Babylonian
Dynasty are found at a level succeeding that which contains the monuments of the
time of Sesostris II (Middle Bronze IIA). It is not impossible that they would be even
later, in the same stratum where fragments of a sphinx of Amenemhet III were
uncovered (original in French) [Schaeffer, Ugaritica I, p. 18 n. 2]‖ (Mesopotamian
Chronology and the Exodus [Ch.7]).

At Ugarit in Syria in a late MB I strata under the “Hammurabi” strata noted above was
found a scarab of Sesostris I. The archaeological data places Hammurabi contemporary
with the reigns of 12th Dynasty pharaohs, Sesostris III and Amenemhat III. Courville dates
Sesostris III‟s reign as 1561-1538 BC and Amenemhat III‟s reign as 1538-1490 BC.
Hammurabi, therefore, reigned about 50-100 years before the Exodus or somewhere
around 1550 to 1500 BC.
Even with our lowered chronology Hammurabi‟s law code still preceeded that given to the
Israelites from God through Moses. While many statutes with the Pentateuch would have
been new laws, many of these statutes pre-existed Moses and were known to Abraham
(Genesis 26:5). While written in a similar style to those in the Pentateuch many of the laws
of Hammaurabi have distinct differences and others are quite similar.
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The mid to late First Babylonian Dynasty was contemporary with the late 12th and 13th
Dynasties as well as being the dynasty at the time of the great catastrophe at the end of
the Middle Kingdom. The Kassites begin their rule in Mesopotamia at about the same time
as the Hyksos in Egypt.
Going backwards in time from Hammurabi I note the key features in my placement of the
early Mesopotamia dynasties:


Synchronism between Rim-Sin of Larsa and Hammurabi of Babylon who defeated
him.



Synchronism between Damiliqilishu, last king of Isin and Rim-Sin of Larsa who
defeated him.



Synchronism between Ish-Birra of Isin and Ibbi-Sin of Ur III.



Synchronism between Ur-Nammu of Ur III and Utuhegal of Uruk V.



Synchronism between Abraham and the late Akkadian empire which fell at the time
of the Early Bronze III (Sodom and Gomorrah) catastrophe of 1850 BC.



Synchronism between Elulumesh of Gutium dynasty and late Akkadian dynasty
when there was confusion over multiple contenders for the throne.



Synchronism between Dubuhu-Abu of Ebla and Sargon.



Synchronism between Ebrium of Ebla and Tudiya, first king of Assyria. Ebrium may
well have been Eber, ancestor of Abraham, and person who the name Hebrew
comes from.



The above two synchronisms support my contention that Sargon and Naram-Sin of
Akkad are one and the same as their namesakes in the very early Assyria king lists
(numbered 35 and 37). I contend that there is a large break of 300-400 years
between the earliest kings of Assyria (1 to 38) and the remaining kings of the Old
Assyrian Kingdom from king 39, Shamsi-Adad I, recognised as a contemporary of
Hammurabi.



Synchronism between Sargon of Akkad and Lugalzagesi of Uruk III.



Synchronism between Sargon of Akkad and Urzababa of Kish.



Damuzi is recognised as the same as Tammuz. Assuming he is the same as
Tammuz, son of Nimrod, I speculate that Lugalbandar of Uruk I maybe Nimrod and
Enmerkar (Mercury) of Uruk I maybe Cush.



Kish I kings are likely to be unidentified early post and pre-flood patriarchs with their
exaggerated reign lengths. Kish is probably derived from Cush.



Tentatively I have placed the Tower of Babel incident approximately 2100 BC.
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Going forward from Hammurabi the key features are:


Synchronism between Hammurabi of Babylon and Shamsi-Adad I of Assyria.



Synchronism between Iluma-ilu of Sealand and Samsuiliana of Babylon.



Synchronism between Damiqil of Sealand and Adasi of Assyria.



Synchronism between Samsuditana of Babylon and Mursilis I of the Hittites.



Synchronism between Eaga of Sealand and Erishu III of Assyria.



Synchronism between Eaga of Sealand and Agum III of Kassites.



I suggest that Kashtiliash may have been the Cushan-Rishathaim of Mesopotamia
who conquered Israel early in the period of the Judges.

Below are my tentative placements for the various dynasties of Mesopotamia:
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CHAPTER 6
OVERVIEW OF THE COMPETING
REVISED CHRONOLOGIES
In addition to the conventional chronology offered by orthodox Egyptology there are
several different revised chronologies that have been offered by various revisionist
scholars.
Virtually all revisionist chronologists agree with conventional chronology that Egypt‟s
chronology from the 25th Dynasty to its 31st Dynasty prior to the conquest by Alexander is
mostly fixed and settled. The 25th Dynasty can be cross checked with Assyrian data and is
dated around 700 BC.
By placing the Exodus at an earlier place in Egypt‟s history an additional five dynasties
have to be squeezed into the period between 1450 BC and 700 BC.
There are competing revised chronologies that use different methods to compress the
history of Dynasties 14 to 24 from straight reduction of overextended dynasties to parallel
rule and even duplicated dynasties.
While most of these competing revised chronologies end the Middle Kingdom
around the same time (the Exodus - 1445 BC) they start the New Kingdom
(beginning with Dynasty 18) at differing points.
The shorter the period they allow for the time of the Hyksos (Dynasties 14-17) the
more time they have for the remaining dynasties up to Dynasty 25. The longer the
period they allow for the time of the Hyksos (Dynasties 14-17) the less time they
have for those remaining dynasties to squeeze into the same period of time.
For example, even though Josephus states the Hyksos ruled for 511 years, David Rohl
retains the conventional length of 250 years and starts Dynasty 18 ealier than others like
Velikovsky who has a longer period of time for the Hyksos (400 years) based on his strong
contender for pharaoh Shishak, Thutmose III.
As we work our way through this amazing historical jigsaw puzzle we will use
synchronisms with biblical history and other nations outside of Egypt as our main guide as
we aim to establish new dates for the placement of these dynasties.
Some of the disagreement between competing methods has to do with whether to keep
the sequential arrangement of Dynasties 18, 19 and 20 which Egyptologists insist on
based upon the evidence of geneaologies written long after the time or split them up as
controversially claimed by Immanuel Velikovsky in his “Ages in Chaos” series based up on
his interpretation of archaeological finds and stratigraphy both in and outside of Egypt.
Below I summarise some of the major revised chronologies, though there are others I will
touch upon as we compare and contrast the differing views in search of the truth.
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Immanuel Velikovsky
The first major revised chronology to challenge the orthodox chronology of Egypt was that
of Immanuel Velikovsky who wrote the “Ages in Chaos” series. He was a Russian-born
Jew who emigrated to America.
“Ages in Chaos”, published in 1952 was the first volume of his series covering the history
of Egypt from the Exodus to the middle of the divided kingdom period of Israel‟s history.
Subsequent volumes continued his re-alignment of ancient history right down to the time of
Alexander the Great.
Velikovsky found evidence that we covered in previous chapters that placed the Exodus at
the end of the Middle Kingdom (late 13th Dynasty). Egyptian history, he claimed, was
overextended by hundreds of years.
Rather than the Exodus occurring in the time of the 18th Dynasty as believed by scholars
using the conventional Egyptology, he claimed that the 18th Dynasty was contemporary
with the first half of Israel‟s kingdom starting with Saul and David.
Instead of Shoshenk I of the 22nd Dynasty being the Shishak who plundered the
Temple in Jerusalem in Rehoboam’s day, Velikovsky identified Thutmose III of the
mid 18th Dynasty as Shishak citing Thutmose III’s record of treasure on the walls of
the Temple of Karnak as his main evidence.
His predecessor, Queen Hatshepsut he claimed to be the legendary Queen of Sheba.
Amenhotep II was claimed to be the Zerah the Ethiopian, whose great army was defeated
by God in Asa‟s reign.
The famous letters of Akhnaton‟s city of el-Amarna, he felt described happenings in Syria
and Israel in the middle of Israel‟s divided kingdom period. He identified Sumur in the elAmarna letters as Samaria and Urusalim as Jerusalem. Their vassal kings, who wrote to
their Egyptian overlords, he claimed were Ahab and Jehoshaphat respectively.
In subsequent volumes of the “Ages in Chaos” series Velikovsky shocked many of
his followers by arguing that the 18th and 19th Dynasties were separated by about
150-200 years with the Libyan and Ethiopian dynasties (Dynasties 22 to 25) ruling in
between and that the 20th Dynasty was also separated from the 19th Dynasty by
most of the Persian rule of Egypt.
Peoples of the Sea was published next in 1977. It covered the other end of his new
chronology compared to his first book and it covered the period of the 4th century BC. It
was chronologically the fourth in the series even though the second book published.
Ramses II and His Time (chronologically the third in the series) was published next in
1978.
The only volume in the series of four books covering Egyptian chronology that wasn‟t
published before his death was “The Assyrian Conquest” which covered the time that
chronologically follows immediately after Volume 1 in the “Ages in Chaos” series. The
unpublished manuscript was completed and it probably would have been fleshed out even
more had Velikovsky had more time to work on it prior to his death in 1979.
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In that unpublished manuscript (Volume 2 – The Assyrian Conquest) he argued that the
Libyan and Ethiopian dynasties followed the 18th Dynasty and proceeded the 19th
Dynasty. He identified Shoshenk I of the 22nd Dynasty as Pharaoh So who received
tribute from Hoshea shortly before the Assyrians took the northern kingdom of Israel into
captivity. He also identified Haremhab as being a contemporary with Tirhakah, who later
was a ruler of the Ethiopian dynasty. Haremhab swapped allegiance and became a vassal
ruler under the Assyrians at the time of Sennacherib.
Volume 3 of the “Ages in Chaos” series from an Egyptian chronological viewpoint was
called “Ramses II and His Time” which was published in 1978. Ramses the Great, he
claimed, was not the pharaoh of the Exodus as shown in the movie “The Ten
Commandments, but was the pharaoh called Necho in the Bible who fought
Nebuchadnezzar of Babylon at the famous battle of Carchemesh for control of Syria and
Israel during the late kingdom of Judah.
This battle, he believed, was one and the same as the battle of Kadesh, supposedly fought
hundreds of years earlier, between the kings of Egypt and Hatti. Because the Bible credits
the battle to Babylonian king Nebuchadnezzar, Velikovsky also argued that the Babylonian
Empire was also was the same as the Hittite empire of this time (Barry Curnock later
claimed that the Hittites were allied with the Babylonians). Velikovsky also made the
extraordinary claim that the rulers of the 19th Dynasty were one and the same as the
rulers of the 26th Dynasty.
Volume 4 of the “Ages in Chaos” series from a chronological viewpoint was called “The
Peoples of the Sea” which was published in 1977. The Peoples of the Sea that Ramses III
of the 20th Dynasty fought and won against, Velikovsky argued, were not the same people
that brought an end to civilisation in Greece and Turkey at the end of the Late Bronze Age
but were Greek mercenaries who fought with the Persians (the Pereset of the walls of
Medinet Habu) when Egypt had a brief period of independence in the early 4th century BC.
Nectanebo I of the 30th Dynasty, Velikovsky argued, was the alter-ego of Ramses III of the
20th Dynasty. The 21st Dynasty priest-kings, Velikovsky argued, also ruled as minor rulers
around the same time and into the Greek period following Alexander‟s conquest.
Below is a chart showing Immanuel Velikovsky‟s revised chronology which also shows
how he synchronises it with the history of Israel.
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Donovan Courville
Donovan Courville was a Seventh-Day Adventist scholar who wrote a two volume series
entitled “The Exodus Problem and Its Ramifications” which was published in 1971 before
Velikovsky came out with “Ramses II and His Time” where Velikovsky proposed that there
was a 150 year gap between Dynasties 18 and 19.
Courville keeps the same chronology as Velikovsky from the Exodus through to the late
18th Dynasty. Courville did not separate the 18th and 19th Dynasties like Velikovsky did.
He had the 19th Dynasty immediately following the 18th Dynasty.
He has the 19th Dynasty beginning just before 800 BC and lasting till just after 700 BC. He
identifies Ramses the Great as the Pharaoh So who Hoshea of the northern kingdom of
Israel paid tribute to citing one of the many names that Rameses II had (Ra-user-MaatSotep-en-Ra).
Donovan Courville also developed a full revised chronology for Egypt extending all the way
back to the 1st Dynasty which he has starting just under 200 years after the Biblical date of
the Flood.
A key feature of his pre-Exodus chronology is his overlap of dynasties 5 and 6 of the Old
Kingdom with the Middle Kingdom dynasties (Dynasties 12 & 13).
He argues that the First and Second Intermediate Periods were essentially one and the
same or parallel. As a result of that, his Dynasties 7 to 11 of the First Intermediate Period
are parallel with dynasties 14 to 17 of the Second Intermediate Period.
He argues this primarily on the basis of there being only Early Bronze pottery found at Ai
which also met its end at the end of the Middle Kingdom. We showed in the last chapter
the problems with this view of overlapping the Early and Middle Bronze catastrophes as
one and the same.
He has the 19th Dynasty beginning just before 800 BC and lasting about till just after 700
BC.
He has Dynasty 23 starting soon after Dynasty 19 does in 785 BC and running parallel
with Dynasty 19 with its last ruler, Zet, Courville believes is one and the same as Setnakht,
originator of the 20th Dynasty. He has Ramses III of the 20th Dynasty ruling from 716 to
685 BC at the same time as Merneptah and the last rulers of the 19th Dynasty.
Dynasty 21 he has starting around 710 BC and Dynasty 22 starting around 675 BC.
Dynasty 24 he has parallel with Dynasty 25. Dynasties 25 to 31 have the same dates as
per the conventional dates according to Courville.
The Israel stele of Merneptah (19th Dynasty) says “Israel is no more”. Courville believes
that the reference on the stela is a contemporary reference to the fall of Israel Courville
believes occurred around 722 BC.
Below are a couple of charts showing Courville‟s chronology:
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David Down
David Down, like Donovan Courville, is a Seventh-Day Adventist. He is an Australian and
the co-author of the excellent book “Unwrapping the Pharaohs” and publisher of the
magazine “Archaeological Diggings”.
He follows most of Donovan Courville‟s chronology with a few exceptions.
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David Down doesn‟t accept Courville‟s view on the placement of Dynasty 20 being parallel
with Dynasty 19 but accepts Velikovsky‟s synchronism of Ramses III being the same
person as Nectanebo I of the 30th Dynasty and has him reigning in the 4th century BC.
The key evidence mustered by Velikovsky are the Greek tiles with Ramses III‟s name at
Tell el-Yehudah. Donovan Courville mentions this also and says that the Greek alphabet
came into use from 750 BC. Velikovsky adds that the Greek letters are from the style that
began around the 4th century BC pushing the date much further forward.
David Down believes Dynasty 21 ruled after Dynasty 22 due to the evidence of the priests
in the time of Dynasty 21 relocating the mummies of Dynasty 22 that David Rohl covers in
“A Test of Time”. David Down does not give any specific dating for Dynasty 21.
The other exception is a minor difference in the dating of the 18th and 19th Dynasties. The
main reason for this difference is that Donovan Courville does not have Thutmose IV sole
ruling Egypt but has him co-ruling with Amenhotep II and III.

David Rohl
David Rohl is the author of “A Test of Time” in which he proposes a new
chronology for Egypt by primarily compressing the Libyan dynasties (21-24) of the
Third Intermediate Period by around 300-350 years.
David Rohl also takes his chronology in that volume back to the time of the sojourn of the
Israelites in Egypt and adds some valuable archaeological material to link up Bible history
that further enhances what Donovan Courville writes on this period as we have seen in
previous chapters.
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Peter James
Velikovsky‟s separation of the Manetho order of the New Kingdom dynasties became a
bone of contention and led to modifications and eventual abandonment of Velikovsky‟s
placement of dynasties by many of his supporters. Peter James is a typical case in point.
Initially Peter James supported the 18th Dynasty placement in time by Velikovsky with a
slight extension finding better evidence for Adbi-Hiba being Jehoshaphat‟s son Jehoram,
rather than Jehoshaphat.
He believed that there were items of genealogical evidence supporting the conventional
view that the 19th Dynasty immediately followed the 18th Dynasty and similar evidence
supporting the conventional view that the 20th Dynasty immediately followed the 19th
Dynasty.
This led to the formation of the Glasgow chronology (very similar to Donovan Courville‟s
chronology) where the 18th Dynasty was placed where Velikovsky placed it followed
immediately by the 19th and 20th Dynasties which were somewhat parallel with the Libyan
and Ethiopian dynasties.
When further evidence came along, which James interpreted as proof the Libyan and
Ethiopian dynasties were not contemporary with either the 19th and 20th Dynasties, he
further rejected Velikovsky‟s placement of the 18th Dynasty despite the excellent research
he did modifying Velikovsky‟s identification of Abdi-Hiba of the el-Amarna letters in his
1978 SIS article.
Since his move away from the temporary
Glasgow chronology he wrote a book
called “Centuries of Darkness” giving
excellent
research
on
how
the
overextended and faulty conventional
Egyptian chronology has created artificial
centuries of darkness in other areas that
have used a mix of Egyptian chronology
for early absolute dates and Assyrian
chronology for later absolute dates.
Peter James compresses the Libyan
dynasties by the same amount that
David Rohl does. He maintains that
Dynasties 18 to 20 all ran in sequence
followed by the Libyan and Ethiopian
dynasties with Dynasty 25 ending
around 660 BC, a date that most
chronologists agree on.
Rohl compresses the New Kingdom
dynasties (particularly Dynasty 20) by
100 more years than Peter James.
Peter James starts Dynasty 18 around
1300 BC compared to Rohl’s 1200 BC
date.
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Eric Aitchison
Eric, like other revisionists, started off as a fan of Velikovsky‟s chronology but later rejected
his chronology. His rejection of Velikovsky‟s chronology (with the exception of where he
starts 19th Dynasty) stems from two things.
First of all, he was convinced Velikovsky had very badly handled the data of the el-Amarna
letters. Second, he was convinced of genealogical data that suggested that the 18th, 19th
and 20th Dynasties were not separated as advocated by Velikovsky.
The second point was the starting for point for the rejection of Velikovsky‟s data by Peter
James and John Bimson. Believing that Dynasties 18, 19 and 20 were not separated and
initially being convicted that Velikovsky had the correct placement of Dynasty 18 they
developed what became known as the Glasgow chronology after the 1978 SIS Conference
in Glasgow.
They agreed with Velikovsky‟s time period for Dynasty 18 (c.1020-820 BC) and then had
Dynasties 19 and 20 following immediately after Dynasty 18 with the Libyan and Ethiopian
Dynasties 21-25 running parallel with Dynasties 19 and 20.
After coming to believe that the Libyan and Ethiopian dynasties could not have run parallel
with Dynasties 19 and 20 they also gave up on Velikovsky‟s time period for Dynasty 18
and moved it earlier in time to fit the Libyan and Ethiopian dynasties before Dynasties 19
and 20, despite Velikovsky‟s evidence of Ramses III tiles with Greek letters on the back
proving an absolute upper limit of 750 BC for the early 20th Dynasty.
Eric is convinced that Velikovsky correctly placed the start of the 19th Dynasty in the 7th
century BC but he is less convinced Velikovsky correctly placed the 18th Dynasty where
he placed it.
He rejects the alter-ego equation of Dynasties 19 and 26 that Velikovsky proposed and
has the dynasties ruling parallel. He does not equate the biblical Necho with Ramses II so
places the battle of Kadesh fought by him a few decades before the battle of Carchemish
involving Necho II.
As a result of his placement of the 19th Dynasty, he has the 20th Dynasty following
straight after that and has the 18th Dynasty ending around 700 BC, a century after
Velikovsky ends the 18th Dynasty. Eric has the Libyan and Ethiopian dynasties running
parallel with the 18th and 19th Dynasties.
A chart showing his placement of dynasties shows three streams of dynasties.
Dynasties 18 to 21 he believed ruled consecutively.
Running parallel with that stream and starting just before 700 BC he has Dynasties 25 to
31 running consecutively.
The third stream are the Libyan Dynasties 22 to 24 running parallel to Dynasties 18 and
19. He has Dynasties 23 and 24 parallel with Dynasty 22.
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Dale Murphie
Like Eric Aitchison, Dale Murphie is another fellow Australian who was a friend of mine
before his death in 2015. After initially following Velikovsky‟s separation of Dynasties 18
and 19, he was convinced by Eric to reject this separation and have the two dynasties run
consecutively.
His chronology is a mix of Velikovsky‟s and, in part, similar to Eric‟s chronology. Dale
supported Velikovsky‟s Shishak identification with Thutmose III. He also supports
Velikovsky‟s late placement of Dynasty 19 in the 7th and 6th centuries BC, though he sees
Dynasties 19 and 26 as parallel dynasties rather than alter-egos of the same dynasty as
claimed by Velikovsky.

In order to accept Velikovsky‟s Shishak identification (923 BC) with Thutmose III of the
18th dynasty AND Velikovsky‟s late placement of Dynasty 19 without separating the end of
Dynasty 18 with the start of Dynasty 19, Dale breaks up Dynasty 18 into two parts that
ruled separately.
Dale sees this hiatus in Dynasty 18 occuring between the defeat of Zerah in Asa‟s day and
the next pharaoh Thutmose IV who‟s Sphinx stela was an attempt to “prove” his legitimacy
as heir to the throne, something Dale claims would not have been necessary if he had
been Amenhotep II‟s son and legitimate heir.
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His late end date for the second part of Dynasty 18 means, like Eric, he places the elAmarna period in the very last years of the northern Israel kingdom. Eric identifies AbdiHiba of Urusalim with Hezekiah. Dale identifies him as Ahaz and also identifies Rib-Addi of
Sumur (which Velikovsky identified as Samaria) with Pekah.
He believes that the Necho of the Bible was not Necho II but was Ramses II. He does not
support Velikovsky‟s alter-ego equation of Dynasties 19 and 26 but sees them as running
parallel with each other.
He supports Velikovsky‟s 4th century placement of Ramses III including a published paper
showing how the archaeology at Timna supports this view.
Alan Montgomery
Alan Montgomery is a Canadian who is on a chronology email forum that I am. He has a
first rate understanding of archaeology and stratigraphy.
He has a more extended Bible chronology than those of Thiele and Ussher with a 1591 BC
date for the Exodus but Alan is solid supporter of all the dynasty placements of Velikovsky
relative to Bible history.
His differences from Velikovsky include:







Support of Peter James‟ 1978 article identifying Abdi-Hiba as Jehoshaphat‟s son,
Jehoram instead of Jehoshaphat.
Support of Martin Seiff‟s paper identifying Rib-Addi as Ahab‟s son, Joram instead of
Ahab.
Identifying Pharaoh So, who Hoshea of Israel paid tribute to, as Shabaka of the
25th dynasty, who‟s Golden Horus name was Sobekhotep instead of Shoshenk I.
Shoshenk I, he indentifies as the unnamed deliver during the days of Jehoahaz,
king of the northern Israel kingdom.
Rejection of the equation of Shalmaneser III as the King of Hatti in the el-Amarna
letters.
Rejection of the equation of Nebechadnezzar as the Hittite king Mursilis.

Connecting Evidence v Synchronistic Evidence
Velikovsky separation of the Manetho order of dynasties, primarily his separating of
dynasties 18, 19 and 20 from each other, became a bone of contention and led to
modifications and eventual abandonment of Velikovsky‟s placement of dynasties by many
of his supporters.
Those leading revisionist scholars who did move away from Velikovsky‟s placement of
dynasties believed that there were items of genealogical evidence supporting the
conventional view that the 19th Dynasty immediately followed the 18th Dynasty and similar
genealogical evidence supporting the conventional view that the 20th Dynasty immediately
followed the 19th Dynasty. When further evidence came along, which they interpreted as
proof the Libyan and Ethiopian dynasties were not contemporary with either the 19th and
20th Dynasties, revisionist scholars such as Peter James further rejected Velikovsky‟s
placement of the 18th Dynasty.
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Those revised chronologists who broke away from Velikovsky’s placement of
Dynasty 18 put higher emphasis on the evidence connecting the dynasties and
found themselves with less synchronistic evidence to support their differing
chronologies.
Peter James went on to write his book “Centuries of Darkness” in which he argues for a
more conservative 200 year lowering of the conventional chronology. This sequence and
timing of the dynasties compelled him to offer Ramses III as the best fit for the biblical
Shishak that plundered the Temple in Jerusalem in 923 BC.
This put him in conflict with Velikovsky‟s key piece of evidence supporting a much lower
date for Ramses III – the tiles at Ramses III‟s palace at Tell el-Yahudiya with Ramses III‟s
cartouche on one side and Greek letters on the other side. As the Greek alphabet began
around 750 BC at the earliest this is about 200 years after when Peter James argues that
Ramses III reigned and 100 years after when David Rohl claims that Ramses III reigned.
David Rohl argues for a 300 year lowering of orthodox chronology for the 18th to 20th
Dynasties.
Peter James currently places the el-Amarna period around 1100 BC or the late Judges
period in Israel. This conflicts with the apparent synchronism of Urusalim of the el-Amarna
letters with Jerusalem as the city was known as Jebus and was not named Jerusalem until
after the conquest of the city by David.
David Rohl places the el-Amarna period about 100 years later during the time of Saul and
David, which also seems to contradict the political scene of the period. Placing Saul and
David in this period would mean they were Egyptian vassals which appears to contradict
the Biblical narratives, not to mention Seti I invading Israel during the time of Solomon‟s
empire.
John Bimson, when he still supported Velikovsky‟s 18th Dynasty placement, wrote an
article arguing that Hatshepsut was not the Queen of Sheba but was contemporary with
her. Later he wrote another article arguing against the mother of all of Velikovsky‟s
synchronisms – that Thutmose III was the biblical Shishak. While raising some valid
points, there are answers to his doubts about this synchronism.
What should be apparent in this discussion of the various revised chronologies and why
there is no united front on the matter of revised chronology is that there is an apparent
contradiction between what I call sychronistic evidence (parallels where the same event
or people are recorded in different ways) and connecting evidence (evidence that says
one dynasty followed immediately after another).
This apparent contradiction between sychronistic evidence and connecting
evidence forces us to make a choice as to which we will individually place greater
weight on.
In the case of the revisionists such as James, Rohl and Aitchison they have placed
greater weight on the connecting evidence even if though there is less
synchronistic evidence supporting their chronologies.
Some of the connecting evidence offered between Dynasties 18 and 19 comes from the
el-Amarna letters and the names of various foreign correspondents.
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Velikovsky placed greater weight on the synchronistic evidence and those who still stick
with his placement of dynasties have to contend with how to explain the connecting
evidence. Are they really the smoking gun as argued by James, Rohl, Bimson and
Aitchison or can they be explained without clutching at straws to support the dynasty
separations argued by Velikovsky? Could there be a mixture of both – a separation of
Dynasties 18 and 19 but no separation between Dynasties 19 and 20 or vice versa?
One of my email correspondents, Alan Montgomery, has suggested to me some plausible
explanations for the connecting evidence and has offered some valuable synchronistic
evidence supporting Velikovsky‟s separation of Dynasties 18 and 19. A couple of those
items of evidence are the 500 year difference in Greek pottery dates advocated between
Torr (using local evidence only) and Petrie (bringing in absolute conventional Egyptology
dates) and the stratigraphic finds at Beth Shan.
How you, the reader, will view their evidence will differ according to the amount of weight
you put on either the synchronistic or the connecting evidence and your own subjective
view of what revised chronology you currently may lean towards. Below is a table
comparing the dynasty placements of some of the major chronologies:
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CHAPTER 7
WHO WAS THE REAL PHARAOH SHISHAK?
We looked at evidence presented by David Rohl in chapter 1 exposing the problems with
Egyptology‟s main synchronism equating Sheshonk I of the 22nd Dynasty with the Biblical
Shishak who plundered the Temple of God about 923 BC.
This was a major event where Egypt and Judah clashed that is recorded in the Bible and it
would provide another great anchor point, in addition to our new place in Egypt‟s history
for the Exodus, to synchronise Egypt‟s chronology with that of the Bible. If we can find the
true Shishak in Egypt‟s history it will help us assign the absolute date of 923 BC to the
place when this took place in Egypt‟s history.
Can we find a new candidate who clearly fits the profile of the biblical Shishak? There are
a few contenders put forth by scholars offering revised chronologies. Conventional
chronology equates Sheshonk I of the 22nd Dynasty with the biblical Shishak.
Most revisionist chronologies support the placement of the Exodus at the end of the Middle
Kingdom during the 13th Dynasty.
Who they assign as the biblical Shishak will vary depending on the length of time that they
assign the Hyksos period. The longer the period they assign the Hyksos the earlier in
Egypt‟s history will be their candidate for Shishak who plundered the Temple in Jerusalem
about 520 years later. The shorter the period they assign the Hyksos the later in Egypt‟s
history will be their candidate for Shishak.
The closest revisionist chronology to the conventional chronology is Peter James. He has
the new Kingdom starting about 1300 BC which is 250 years after the conventional date.
Like David Rohl, he compresses the Libyan and Ethiopian dynasties (Dynasties 21-25)
down to around 160 years, to fit in between the New Kingdom (Dynasties 18-20) and Late
Period (Dynasties 26-31).
By starting Dynasty 18 around 1300 BC Peter James feels that Rameses III of the
20th dynasty was the biblical Shishak (923 BC).
David Rohl has a similar chronology to Peter James. He ends the New Kingdom (Dynasty
20) about the same point as Peter James but he fits the New Kingdom into a shorter
timeframe.
He starts Dynasty 18 around 1200 BC, about 100 years later than Peter James, which
leaves only 250 years for the Hyksos, the same much shorter timespan assigned to it as
conventional chronology.
By starting Dynasty 18 around 1200 BC David Rohl believes that Rameses II
(Rameses the Great) of the 19th dynasty was the biblical Shishak (923 BC).
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The next revisionist chronology that is further from the conventional Egyptian chronology is
that of Immanuel Velikovsky. Velikovsky advocates a period of just over 400 years for the
Hyksos (allowing some duplication of figures by Josephus who assigns it 511 years).
By starting Dynasty 18 around 1020 BC Immanuel Velikovsky believes that
Thutmose III of the 18th Dynasty was the biblical Shishak (923 BC).
An even more reduced chronology is put forth by Eric Aitchison who contends that the
Hyksos period was the full 511 years stated by Josephus, over 100 years longer than the
400 years claimed by Immanuel Velikovsky.
By starting Dynasty 18 around 920 BC Eric Aitchison believes that the last Hyksos
ruler, Apop II [Apophis], was the biblical Shishak (923 BC).

Let‟s now compare the relative merits of the contenders for the biblical Shishak.
Rameses III – 20th Dynasty
(Peter James’ Shishak candidate)

The most conservative of the above chronologies compared to the
conventional chronology is Peter James who equates the biblical
Shishak with Rameses III of the 20th dynasty. He gives the
evidence for his position in his book “Centuries of Darkness”:
With the demise of Sothic dating and the apparent untenability of the equation of Shoshenq
I with the biblical Shishak, the entire basis for the conventional length for the Third
Intermediate Period (TIP) collapses. A throng of evidence from almost every area of the
Mediterranean, and from Nubia on the very doorstep of Egypt, calls for a lowering of the
Egyptian dates and a radical shortening of the TIP. Indeed, our review of the internal
evidence from Egypt itself suggests the same.
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It is too early to offer a complete revised scheme, with every king slotted neatly into place.
The sheer bulk of the material to be assessed requires lengthy re-examination. But without
giving precise dates for each pharaoh, broad lines of a new construction already emerge
from the evidence.
The starting point for a revised chronology must be the later 25th Dynasty, whose last kings
can be fixed exactly in time by links with the 26th Dynasty and the Assyrian kings. Whilst
there is still some doubt, the date of the Kushite invasion of Egypt by Shabaqo is most likely
to fall within the parameters established by Kitchen and Bedford, i.e. 716-711 BC…
For the 21st Dynasty the major anomalies reviewed above - the lack of Apis burials, statuary
and genealogies and objects outside of Egypt - strongly recommend a return to the solution
proposed by Lieblein at the turn of the century, which was to treat the 21st and 22nd
Dynasties as largely contemporary. This would resolve some of the archaeological mysteries
connected with the 21st Dynasty, notably the problems of the Inhapi cache and the royal
tombs at Tanis. The evidence of the latter, taken at face value, suggests that Psusennes ‗I' of
the 21st Dynasty was buried after Osorkon II of the 22nd.
The surprising conclusion reached is that the 20th Dynasty, rather than ending in 1069 BC,
may have ended shortly before the accession of Shoshenq I, here dated to c. 810 BC. The
21st Dynasty may have ruled independently for only one generation. Allowing twenty-five
years for this period and 115 years for the 20th Dynasty would place its founder, Sethnakht,
c. 950 BC.
The period of time between the accession of Sethnakht and year 30 of Ramesses II is
some 60 years, bringing us to c. 1010 BC for the year in which the first Apis bull under
Ramesses was buried in the Lesser Vault.
Between 1010 BC and 644 BC (year 21 of Psamtik I) are 366 years. Seventeen bulls are
known from the Serapeum to fill this period. If we assume no gaps in the Apis bull
evidence (bar, say, one), then we arrive at a very plausible average age for the life of
the intervening bulls of between 20 and 21 years, agreeing well with previous
estimates of the average life of these bulls.
Application of this experimental chronology to other areas produces some remarkable
results. It agrees with the external datings for the Libyan Dynasty finds outside Egypt. Now
only a few of the objects need to be considered as heirlooms; most would have been
deposited in contexts shortly after their manufacture. The new accession date for Shoshenq I
of c. 810 BC agrees perfectly with the late 9th-century date for contemporary material at
Byblos. Thus Shoshenq I cannot be the biblical Shishak.
Who, then, was the king of Egypt who brought about the downfall of Solomon's
empire, and looted the Temple of its treasures c. 925 BC? On the dates suggested here,
the king in Egypt at this time would have been Ramesses III, who is known to have reestablished Egyptian control in Palestine. The biblical name 'Shishak' could well be a
corruption of the Egyptian 'Sessi', the common abbreviation of the name Ramesses.
Our compression of Third Intermediate Period chronology results in an overall
lowering of the dates for the New Kingdom (18th-20th Dynasties) by some 250 years.
Arguments against such a reduction could cite radiocarbon evidence, some of which
apparently supports the conventional chronology. Other results, however, accord with the
reduced dates advocated here. There is also a suspicion that the publication of dates is far
from unprejudiced. The currently available radiocarbon results can best be described as
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equivocal, and far more need to be available to test out both accepted and revised
chronologies.
The stubborn - indeed arrogant - refusal of modern Egyptologists to consider a reduction of
dates, and their insistence on the ―correctness‖ of the standard Egyptian chronology, still
provides the mainspring of the interminable Dark Age arguments afflicting the archaeology
of Nubia, the Near East and the Mediterranean.
Early Egyptologists were usually more tentative about their chronology, continually revising
their opinions in the light of fresh evidence. Sadly, the study of Egyptian chronology seems
to have become so ossified that it cannot question its fundamental assumptions, accepted
more for familiarity than for any basis in fact (p.254-259).

Peter James provides some good arguments in his book “Centuries of Darkness” for the
need to compress the dating of the Libyan Dynasties (21st-24th) and his estimates for the
overall length of these dynasties look sound.
Equating Shishak with Rameses III is more done on the basis of adding up best guesses
for the lengths of these dynasties and finding the pharaoh who best fits the general
timeframe and the biblical date of around 923 BC.
Peter James does not use any synchronisms with other histories outside of Egypt to make
a case for Rameses III. Peter James states: “The biblical name 'Shishak' could well be a
corruption of the Egyptian 'Sessi', the common abbreviation of the name Rameses.” It is
quite possible that this is the derivation of the name Shishak.
What should be noted about this point, though, is that it can apply to any king with the
name Rameses or Thutmoses as it is derived from the end part of these names. Peter
James‟ logic in drawing his conclusion appears sound but there is some evidence that
seriously challenges it.
On tiles of the palace of Rameses III found at Tell el-Yahudiya with that pharaoh’s
hieroglyphic name on there are Greek letters on the back of them. No traces of the
Greek language have been found to date before 750 BC.
Not only that, these letters not look like the early Greek letters of the 7th century BC but
they look like classical letters of the time of Plato in the 4th century BC. The perculiar form
used of the letter alpha was not introduced until then as was the symbol used for sigma.
Tell el-Yahudiya, or ―The Mound of the Jew‖, is an Arab village east of the Delta, twenty miles
north-east of Cairo on the road to Ismailia...the Swiss Egyptologist Edward Naville excavated
there the ruins of a palace of Rameses III. Tiles, coloured and glazed, once adorned its walls.
They were found in great numbers on the site by travelling scholars and also by Emil Brugsch
in the service of the Egyptian Department of Antiquities, before Naville, assisted by F. L.
Griffith, came to dig there.
The tiles have rich designs, mostly of flowers, and some bear the hieroglyphic name of
Rameses III. On the reverse side of these tiles are found incised signs: these are apparently
the initials of the craftsmen who produced them, Inscribed before the tiles were fired.
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There was no doubt that the signs on many tiles in the palace of Rameses III at Tell elYahudiya were Greek letters. ‗The most noticeable feature is that several of the rosettes have
Greek letters at the back, evidently stamped on during the process of making," wrote T. H.
Lewis…
But how could Greek letters have been used in the days of Rameses III, early in the twelfth
century before this era? The Greek alphabet was derived from the Phoenician or Hebrew
much later; no traces of it have been found in Greece, on the islands, or in Asia Minor before
- 750.
The problem of the Greek letters on the tiles of Rameses III cannot be solved even by
assuming that the Greek alphabet derived…a number of centuries earlier. What really
matters is the fact that the Greek letters on the Egyptian tiles do not look like the early
Greek letters of the seventh century but like the classical letters of the age of Plato…
"The Greek letters, and especially alpha, found on the fragments and discs leave no room for
doubt that the work was executed during the last centuries of the Egyptian Empire and
probably in the time of the Ptolemies; but the matter becomes more difficult if we ask who
the author of this work was…
"‗There is a curious fact about the discs which have been found in such a large number; some
of them are inscribed on the back with Greek letters, while others bear Egyptian signs. The
Greek letters show that strangers were at some time employed in the work... It is not likely
that later kings, such as the Saites or the Ptolemies, would have taken the trouble to build for
their predecessor, Rameses III, such a beautiful chamber, the walls of which were not only
ornamented with representations of plants or animals, but also recorded the feats of war of
Rameses III.‘ So wrote Edward Naville.‖
Not only is there the issue of the Greek letters but the relief design on the front of the tiles is
similar to that of Persian art in the words of Naville. (Peoples of the Sea, p. 7-12)

Shishak plundered Jerusalem and its Temple about 923 BC. The Greek tiles give an upper
limit of 750 BC to the time of Rameses III, some 200 years after the biblical Shishak,
though the evidence indicates he reigned much later than even that date.
Rameses II – 19th Dynasty
(David Rohl’s Shishak candidate)

David Rohl‟s New Chronology is founded predominantly upon his equation of the biblical
pharaoh Shishak with Rameses II of the 19th Dynasty or Rameses the Great as he is also
known as. In conclusion 7 of “A Test of Time” David Rohl states:
―The apparent equivalence between the biblical Shishak and the pharaonic name of
Shoshenk is misleading. On the other hand, the name may well have its origins in the
hypocoristicon of Rameses II (‗Sysa‘ – equivalent to Hebrew Shishak – the only pharaoh
known to have recorded a defeat of Jerusalem(=Shalem)‖ (p.163).
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Much of the structure for David Rohl‟s New Chronology for the New Kingdom rests on this
foundation. Is it a solid foundation or not? Let‟s look at his evidence for his key
synchronism:
It was a searingly hot afternoon in the City of the Dead. The sensible fellaheen of Sheikh Abd
El-Gurna were inside their cool mudbrick houses taking a siesta before the evening meal. The
tarmac roads which criss-cross the desert necropolis of Western Thebes bubbled like black
soup under the crushing heat of an unusually oppressive Egyptian summer. Only the
occasional Peugeot taxi flitted to and fro in search of tourists who had found themselves
stranded on the west bank of the River Nile after a gruelling morning's visit to the Valley of
the Kings.
Here I was, at the tourist entrance-gate to the shattered edifice of the Ramesseum - the
mortuary temple of Ramesses II - with a pair of heavy cameras shackled around my neck, a
bottle of warm Baraka water in one hand and site entrance ticket in the other. The coach
park was bereft of visitors, so it looked as if I had the place to myself…
A short pathway led me to the Second Court. As I trudged past the colonnade of mighty
Osirid statues of King Ramesses the Great my thoughts were focused on a very different
destination within the compound…My destination was the rear facade of the northern pylon
tower where I was in search of one particular block of weathered sandstone.
The challenge was to obtain a photograph of a scene inscribed in shallow relief on that block
- a scene which was of special significance to the theory which I had been developing over
the past decade. This unprepossessing slab was for me a vital piece of the jigsaw which
would help bring the stories of the Bible back onto the stage of world history. I had come to
the temple of Ramesses in search of Jerusalem…
The block is actually a cornerstone of the north tower of the pylon with two exposed surfaces
and a broad rolled border running vertically up the adjoining edge. The only decorated
surface is that facing west. This forms part of a large well cut scene relating to the campaign
of Ramesses into Palestine and Syria in the spring of his eighth regnal year. Ramesses II was
one of the legendary pharaohs of the NEW KINGDOM, when Egypt possessed a northern
―empire‖ in Palestine.
This campaign - perhaps the most significant and successful of the young king's military
adventures - is also recorded on the walls of other temples in Egypt, but, in most cases, the
names of the towns captured by Ramesses are damaged, worn away, or hidden behind later
Islamic building work (as at Luxor Temple). Here at the Ramesseum, however, the condition
of the reliefs is relatively good and the city names easily read.
In the angled light of the two o'clock sun the wall slowly began to reveal to me the
horizontal rows of fortress-towns, with groups of captives from those towns being brought
in shackles to Egypt by Ramesses II's soldiers.
I moved as close as I could to the subject block. Even though I was still fifteen feet below the
relief, through my camera's telephoto lens I gradually began to discern the hieroglyphic text
running down the centre of the fortress. Perspiration from a combination of the oppressive
heat and the strains of holding a heavy telescopic lens at an awkward angle caused the
camera viewfinder to steam up continuously as I tried to focus on the target. Fortunately, the
reading of the text was facilitated by the fact that it began with a fairly standard formula:
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―The town which the king plundered in Year 8‖. Then followed the name of the city. At
this point the inscription was a little more worn than the upper section, but I could still
make out the hieroglyphic signs: 'sh-a-l-m'.
Visiting the site for myself had confirmed the research I had already completed in the
library of the Egypt Exploration Society in London. The town which Ramesses II had
plundered, and which appeared to be one of the high points of his Year 8 campaign
into Palestine, was called ―Shalem‖ - the earliest-known name for the holy city of
Jerusalem (mentioned in Genesis 14:18, Psalm 76:2, and Hebrews 7:1 & 7:2).
Indeed, the later and better known name of ―Yerushalim‖ (Hebrew for Jerusalem) is made up
of the West Semitic word Yeru meaning ―foundation‘ or ―city‖ and the name of the early local
deity - Shalem - giving us ―Foundation‖ or ―City (of the god) Shalem‖. My quest for Jerusalem
in the ruins of Ramesses' temple had been successful…

Ramesses II‘s hegemony over Nubia and Kush is most impressively represented in the great
rock-cut temple of Abu Simbel. Upon the precipitous face of a rocky crag overlooking the
River Nile in southern Nubia the king ordered the hewing of an awe-inspiring monument to
his power. Anyone travelling towards Egypt from the lands of Kush to the south could not
have failed to be impressed by the four mighty twenty-one-metre-high seated colossi of the
pharaoh, gazing out across the eastern desert. Here, carved in uncompromising sandstone,
was the divine majesty of Pharaoh Ramesses in all his arrogant glory…
Behind the towering Osirid pillars on the north side of the main temple axis was the great
battle scene of Ramesses' 5th year - the famous ―Battle of Kadesh‖ - in which the youthful
pharaoh had single-handedly (or rather with the support of Amun-Re) wrenched victory from
the jaws of defeat by dint of his personal courage and strength. His ―defeat‖ of the northern
confederacy, led by the Hittite emperor, Muwatalis, was a remarkable turn-around following
the initial decimation of the vanguard battalions of the Egyptian army.
Ramesses had triumphed on the day, but, with all the northern city-states having gone over
to the Hittite side, there was no way for the pharaoh to retain his hold on the northern part
of the old Egyptian empire. The battle may have been won but the war to save Amurru
(ancient Syria) from falling into the Hittite sphere was lost. Ramesses would spend much of
the next five years of his reign shoring up the southern part of the northern empire with a
number of victorious campaigns to put down revolts following the Year 5 calamity.
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The chaotic jumble of bodies which make up the Kadesh battle scene at Abu Simbel did not
impress me greatly at the tender age of nine. For a historian there is much to study and
analyse, but, somehow, the complex story-telling, in a muddle of vignettes, falls short of
reflecting the heroism of the hour. I turned to cross the main axis of the temple to the wall
on the opposite (southern) side of the hall. Here was a scene in direct contrast to the melee
of Kadesh - a scene of heroic simplicity to thrill any young Egyptophile.
In the centre of the high, wide wall stands Pharaoh Ramesses, resplendent in his golden
chariot drawn by a team of proud young stallions. The king has the reins of his charging
steeds wrapped tightly around his waist to allow him to fire his bow whilst at the gallop.
Behind Pharaoh's chariot come three young princes, driven into battle by their personal
charioteers.

Ahead of the king is a large citadel or fortified town standing upon a steep-sided hill. The
citizens of the town, dressed in typical ―Canaanite‖ robes, are pleading with Ramesses to
spare them and their families. A siege banner flies above the highest ramparts. Below, in the
valley, a herdsman flees, driving his cattle ahead of him. Outside the gate of the fortress a
woman of high rank is on bended knee - pleading for the king's mercy. No one in the
fortress-town is resisting the king's advance; no weapons are in evidence.
High on the rampart a man with a long ―Canaanite‖ beard proffers an incense burner
as a peace offering to Ramesses. This is a city in abject defeat whose citizens are
begging the Egyptian king to spare it from destruction. Unfortunately, the city is not
identified by name and the year of the campaign is also not recorded.
I have always been deeply impressed by this graphic scene. On that first visit to Abu Simbel I
was taken with the simple dramatic dynamic of the image. The pharaoh, surrounded by a
plain background, stands majestic and brave as his chariot advances towards the city - his
team of horses in full flight; the victims of the king's campaign are cowed and pitiful...
This is a campaign into a mountainous part of Palestine. The city atop a hill is the
culmination of that campaign. The city surrenders without a fight. Could this be a
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graphic representation of the capture and subjugation of Jerusalem in the fifth year of
King Rehoboam? Is the steep slope below the ramparts the eastern escarpment of the
City of David falling away into the Kidron valley? Might the bearded man offering the
incense burner be King Rehoboam himself? And could the high-ranking woman at the
gates of the city be Solomon's now aged widow - Pharaoh's Daughter?
The Year 8 campaign of Ramesses into Palestine was initiated to put down a revolt which
appears to have been inspired by the Egyptian losses in Syria three years earlier. Was
Rehoboam's fortification of the fifteen Judaean towns in the south and west of his mountain
kingdom part of that revolt movement in Palestine? Whilst you ponder these possibilities, let
me summarise the main points of the campaign in Year 8.
Ramesses records the plundering of a city called Shalem in the Year 8 campaign reliefs from
the Ramesseum.
Kitchen's study of the Year 8 Palestine campaign led him to the conclusion that
Ramesses went up into the Judaean hill country and reached Jerusalem (which means
―City‖ or ―Foundation of Shalem‖).
The New Chronology for Egypt (so far arrived at independently of biblical dating) places the
reign of Ramesses II in the late tenth century BC and we now have to deal with the name
―Shishak‖ to see if it can be linked in any way to Ramesses II.
Washmuaria Riamashesha - This extraordinary mouthful is how the ancient Hittites wrote
'Usermaatre Ramesses' - the prenomen and nomen of Ramesses II.
The fifteen years following the Battle of Kadesh were spent in a titanic political struggle
between the Egyptian and Hittite empires for dominance of the Levantine city-states. Finally,
having fought and cajoled themselves to a standstill, the two parties agreed to a lasting
peace and a sharing of the vassal territories of Amurru.
That treaty, sealed by the marriage of Pharaoh to a daughter of the new Hittite emperor,
Hattusilis III, was signed in Year 21 of Ramesses. Fortunately for historians, both the Egyptian
copy of the treaty (recorded on a stela at Karnak) and the Hittite version (found at Hattusus)
have been preserved.
The Egyptian version is, of course, in monumental hieroglyphs, but the Hittite copy is written
upon a clay tablet in cuneiform. We are indeed fortunate to possess this relatively rare type
of document which enables us to view an event recorded in Egyptian hieroglyphs from a
foreign perspective and in a different language…
Now, in Egypt, as in the rest of the ancient world, it was common practice to abbreviate
names - just as we do today. This was not only the case for ordinary folk but also for the
great rulers themselves. Thus we have ―nicknames‖ such as ―Ameny‖ for Pharaoh
Amenemhat I (―The Prophecies of Neferti‖), ―Pul‖ for King Tiglath-pileser III of Assyria (II
Kings 15:19 & I Chronicles 5:26) and ―Ululaya‖ for another Assyrian king whose official name
was Shalmaneser (Babylonian King List A).
Could it be, then, that ―Shishak‖, rather than being the Egyptian name ―Shoshenk‖ (Akk.
Susinku) as argued in the conventional chronology, is in fact a hypocoristicon (accepted
shortening) of the full nomen of Ramesses II?...
Egyptian texts over several centuries demonstrate that there was a name written Ss, Sysw or
Ssy which, in the New Kingdom, was clearly adopted as a hypocoristicon for the royal name
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Ramesses. This familiar name, written in several ways, applied to both Ramesses II and
Ramesses III.
We cannot be sure how the abbreviated name was vocalised, but it must have been
something like 'Sesy', 'Sesa', 'Sysu' or 'Sysa'…
There are many biblical examples where we see the Egyptian ‗s' (Heb. sin) rendered as 'sh'
(Heb. shin). Just as Egyptian 'Askelan' is biblical 'Ashkelon' (and Arabic ‗salam' is Hebrew
‗shalom'), so with the biblical name ‗Shishak'. We should expect it to represent an Egyptian
original something like 'Sisak'…
The historical record (and the chronological imperative) strongly suggests that Pharaoh
Shishak of I Kings and II Chronicles was Ramesses II. The hypocoristic form of his name Sysw (perhaps vocalised Sysa - and thus Shisha[k] in Hebrew) - was the original basis of the
name which many centuries later became enshrined in a foreign text as Shishak.
The last round of the ―name game‖ is to explain the final ‗k' (Heb. qoph) in the name Shishak
which is not present in the original Egyptian. The best explanation is to be found in the way
that the biblical redactor often makes a play on words, particularly when dealing with foreign
names. This is usually done to pour scorn on those who do not follow in the path of Yahweh.
For instance, the original writing of the famous name Jezebel (borne by the Phoenician wife
of King Ahab) is attested on a contemporary ninth century scarab as Yzebel, meaning ―[Baal]
is prince‖. However, the redactor turns this into Ayzebel which means ―Where is the piece of
dung (i.e. Baal)‖.
Did the redactor do the same with the Egyptian name Sysa? If so, then he chose a very
appropriate pun because the name Shishak may be derived from the Hebrew name Shashak,
meaning ―assaulter‖ or ―the one who crushes [under foot or under wheel]‖ - a most
descriptive synonym for Ramesses the Great who ―crushes the rebels on top of the hills‖.
It should be stressed here that the arguments for identifying Ramesses II with Shishak are
not based on the similarity between the king's hypocoristicon and the biblical name (as has
been the case with the Shoshenk = Shishak equation of the conventional chronology - which
may be a red herring) but rather because there is evidence that Ramesses did undertake a
military campaign into the hill country of Judah and did, according to Kitchen, reach
Jerusalem.
It is based on the campaign relief at the Ramesseum stating that Ramesses defeated a
city called Shalem in his eighth year which, I argue, refers to the defeat of Rehoboam
in that king's 5th year and the capture of the treasures of Solomon's Temple in
Jerusalem. My identification of Ramesses II as the biblical Shishak is predominantly
based on archaeological and historical arguments (A Test of Time, p. 1-5, 151-163).

He also uses similar evidence to Peter James in connecting the end part of name of
Rameses with the Hebrew Shishak.
As noted earlier, this evidence can be used to support any pharaoh that has the names of
either Rameses or Thutmoses.
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Additionally, he provides direct monumental evidence for the conquest of Jerusalem by
Rameses II stating the he was the only pharaoh known to have recorded a defeat of
Jerusalem.
David Rohl‟s arguments are quite sound. His point, though, of saying that Rameses II was
the only pharaoh known to have recorded a defeat of Jerusalem is not necessarily correct
as we will see shortly when we examine Velikovsky‟s candidate for the biblical Shishak.
Thutmose III – 18th Dynasty
(Immanuel Velikovsky’s Shishak candidate)

Based on the booty of Thutmose III and the list of cities conquered in
Judah by Thutmose III, both of which are on visual record at the Temple
of Karnak, Immanuel Velikovsky identifies Shishak with Thutmose III of
the 18th Dynasty.
To begin with I would like to quote from an article by William
Dankenbring called “Who was the Pharaoh of the Exodus?” in which he
summarises Velikovsky‟s evidence. Dankenbring writes:
Thutmose was a mighty conqueror. The records of his military successes adorn the walls of
the great Amon Temple in Karnak. A list of 119 cities in Palestine is engraved three times on
the walls of the Temple...Surely the chronicles of ancient Judah and Israel could not have
overlooked this victorious Egyptian campaign! Indeed, they do not.
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Thutmose III led his army into Palestine, and defeated the enemy arraigned against him at
Megiddo. After Megiddo fell, the king conquered 118 other cities. The most important, and
first on his list, was a city called simply "Kadesh." Where was this city? Who was its king?
Investigators have been puzzled why so many cities were listed in Palestine, yet the name of
Jerusalem was not mentioned in the text. But this Kadesh could not be the Kadesh on the
Orontes in northern Syria. The list of cities is of Palestinian cities, not Syrian cities. Secondly,
Kadesh is listed first, even before Megiddo, where the king fought his greatest battle.
Obviously, Kadesh was considered even more important!
The word "kadesh" in Hebrew means "holy." This was a "holy city." Is Jerusalem ever called
"the holy city"?
In many places in the Scriptures, Jerusalem is referred to as "my mount kadesh," my
mountain kadesh," thy city kadesh" (Psalm 2:6, Joel 2:1, Isa. 66:18). Daniel refers to Jerusalem
as "thy city kadesh" (Dan. 9:24). The "Holy Land" and "Holy City" were names given to
Palestine and Jerusalem from early times. Therefore, it is no strange thing for the Pharaoh
Thutmose III to refer to Jerusalem by this common name used for it at that time! Kadesh,
"Holy," referred directly to Jerusalem, regarded as the "Holy City." During this time, when the
Temple of Solomon stood, it was especially so regarded by the envious peoples of the
surrounding nations!
Do the Scriptures also speak of this time of invasion and humiliation for the Jews…when
Jerusalem was attacked and conquered?
We read, "And it came to pass, in the fifth year of king Rehoboam. Shishak king of Egypt
came up against Jerusalem...With twelve hundred chariots, and threescore thousand
horsemen: and the people were without number that came with him out of Egypt; the Lubim
(Libyans), the Sukkiim, and the Ethiopians. And he took the fenced cities which pertained to
Judah, and came to Jerusalem" (II Chron. 12:2-4).
Jerusalem opened its gates…without offering any further resistance…(Shishak) "took away
the treasures of the house of the Lord, and the treasures of the king's house; he took all; he
carried away also the shields of gold which Solomon had made" (II Chron. 12:9).
These treasures are reproduced upon a wall of the Karnak temple. The bas-reliefs
display in ten rows the legendary wealth of Solomon, including vessels and utensils of
the Temple, of the palace, the golden altar, the brazen altar, the shewbread (gold and
silver), and the candlesticks.
If all Thutmose III's booty had been painted on the Temple wall, it would have been a
mile long! But instead numerical signs were marked beneath each picture to illustrate
the quantity!
If Thutmose III lived 600 years before Solomon [the time of Israel‘s slavery when only
the Canaanites dwelt in Palestine], how could he have possibly captured such a
treasure trove which didn't yet even exist?
The Temple pillaged by this king was an extremely rich and significant Temple, with
tremendous wealth. It could be none other than the Temple pillaged by Shishak, in the time
of Rehoboam, son of Solomon! No wonder Thutmose III was looked upon as such a mighty
conqueror! (www.triumphpro.com/exodus-pharaoh.pdf)
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I now quote from Immanuel Velikovsky book “Ages in Chaos” discussing this proposed
synchronism between Thutmose III and Shishak:
The treasures brought by Thutmose III from Palestine are reproduced on a wall of the Karnak
temple. The bas-relief displays in ten rows the legendary wealth of Solomon. There are
pictures of various precious objects, furnishings, vessels, and utensils of the Temple, of the
palace, probably also of the shrines of foreign deities.
Under each object a numerical symbol indicates how many of that kind were brought by
the Egyptian king from Palestine: each stroke means one piece, each arch means ten
pieces, each spiral one hundred pieces of the same thing. If Thutmose III had wanted to
boast and to display all his spoils from the Temple and the Palace of Jerusalem by
showing each object separately instead of using this number system, a wall a mile long
would have been required and even that would not have sufficed.
In the upper five rows the objects of gold are presented; in the next rows silver things
are mingled with those of gold and precious stones; objects of bronze and semi-precious
stones are in the lower rows.
Wealth accumulated by a nation during hundreds of years of industrious work and settled
life in Palestine, spoils gathered by Saul and David in their military expeditions, loot of the
Amalekite Auars, earnings from the trade between Asia and Africa, gold from Ophir, the gifts
of the queen Sheba-Hatshepsut, all became the booty of Thutmose III…
The following short excursus is not intended to be complete and definitive; it is only
tentative. Yet it will demonstrate the identity of the booty of Thutmose III with that carried
out of Jerusalem by the Egyptian king in the days of Rehoboam, son of Solomon.
A large part of the booty of Thutmose III consisted of religious objects taken from a temple.
There were altars for burnt offerings and incense, tables for the sacrifice, layers for liquid
offerings, vessels for sacred oil, tables for showbread, and the like in great quantity. No
doubt it was an extremely rich temple that was pillaged by Thutmose III. The objects taken
by Shishak from Jerusalem were the treasures of the Temple of Solomon and of the king's
palace (II Chronicles 12:9).
On the Karnak bas-relief Thutmose III is shown presenting certain objects to the god Amon:
these objects are the part of the king's booty which he dedicated to the temple of Amon and
gave to the Egyptian priests…
The books of the Scriptures have preserved a detailed record of furniture and vessels of the
Temple only. Fortunately the separation of the sacral booty in the scene of dedication to
Amon makes the task of recognition easier. The metals used and the style of the
craftsmanship will be compared briefly in the Hebrew and Egyptian sources. The material of
which the objects were made is indicated by accompanying inscriptions on the bas-relief;
they were made of three different metals, translated as gold, silver, and bronze. The metals
used for the sacral furniture and for the vessels in the Temple of Solomon were of gold, silver
and bronze ("brass"). The "cunning work" was manufactured of each of these metals.
Often an article is represented on the wall in gold and another of the same shape in brass.
The fashioning of identical objects in gold as well as in bronze (brass) for the Temple of
Solomon is repeatedly referred to in the Books of Kings and of Chronicles. When gold was
used for the vessels and the furnishings of Solomon's Temple, it was either solid gold or a
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hammered gold overlay on wood. The pictures of the objects in Karnak are described by the
words "gold" and "overlaid with gold".
In the period when Israel had no permanent site for its place of
worship, the Ark of the Covenant and other holy objects were
moved from one place to another and were sometimes taken into
battle. In order to facilitate transportation, the furnishings of the
tabernacle were made with rings and bars.
The old furniture of the tabernacle was placed in the Temple by
Solomon, and was carried off, in the days of his son, by the
pharaoh and his army.
The Ark of the Covenant, however, was not removed but remained in the Temple until the
Babylonian exile. It was probably a model for other transportable sacred paraphernalia used
in the holy enclosure in Beth-el and in Shiloh and thereafter in Jerusalem.
In the second and seventh rows of the Karnak bas-relief are shown various ark-shaped
chests with rings at the corners and bars for transportation.

"A crown of gold round about" was an ancient Judean ornament of sacred tables and altars.
Such ornamentation is seen on the golden altar in the second row (9) of the mural, as well as
on the bronze (brass) altar in the ninth row (177). The preferred ornament on the vessels was
the shoshana, translated as "lily" (lotus).
1 KINGS 7:26 ... the brim thereof [of the molten sea] was wrought like the brim of a cup, with
flowers of lilies.
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The lotus motif is often repeated on the
vessels reproduced on the wall of Karnak. A
lotus vial is shown in gold, in silver, and in
colored stone (malachite?). A rim of lily
work may be seen on various vessels (35,
75, 175), a very unusual type of rim
ornament found only in the scriptural
account and on the bas-reliefs of
Thutmose III.
Buds among flowers ("his knops and his
flowers"') were also used as ornamentation
in the tabernacle. This motif appears on a
vase (195) in the lower row of the Karnak
mural and also in the fifth row (75).
Of animal figures, lions and oxen are
mentioned as decorative motifs of the
Temple of Jerusalem (I Kings 7:29 and 36).
The Karnak mural shows lion heads (20,
60), and the head of an ox is recognizable
as an ornament on a drinking vessel (132).
Gods were often depicted in Egyptian
temples in shameless positions. Among
the figures of sacred objects on the
Karnak bas-relief there are none of
phallic form, neither are there any
pictures of gods at all.
A few animal heads (lions) with the sign of the uraeus on their foreheads and the head
of a hawk are wrought on the lids of some cups. These cups might have been brought
from the palace Solomon had built for his Egyptian wife.
Idols were and still are used in all pagan worship. The hundreds of sacred objects appearing
in the mural were obviously not of an idolatrous cult; they suggest, rather, a cult in which
offerings of animals, incense, and showbread were brought, but in which no idols were
worshiped. The Temple of Kadesh-Jerusalem, sacked by Thutmose III, was rich in utensils for
religious services but devoid of any image of a god.
Piece by piece the altars and vessels of Solomon's Temple can be identified on the wall
of Karnak. In the Temple of Solomon there was an altar of gold for burnt offerings (I
Kings 7:48; II Chronicles 4:19).
It was the only such altar.
In the second row of the
bas-reliefs is an altar with
a crown around the edge,
partly
destroyed,
but
partly plainly discernible
(9). The inscription reads:
"The [a] great altar." It
was made of gold.
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Another altar in the Temple of Jerusalem was of "brass" (bronze); it was square and
very large. In the ninth row of the Karnak relief an altar of "brass" (bronze) is pictured,
the shape of which is similar to that of the gold altar. The inscription says (177): "One
great altar of brass [bronze]."
Inasmuch as its height is equal to its width, the altar does not fit the description of the
altar mentioned in the Second Book of Chronicles, which was half as high as it was
wide. However, from the first chapter of the Second Book of Chronicles we know that
another brazen altar made by Bezaleel was among the holy objects of the Temple at
Jerusalem.
Next to the altar was the table "whereupon the shewbread was" (I Kings 7:48; II
Chronicles 4:19). The showbread was obviously not of flour, but of silver or gold; in the
Book of Exodus it is said that showbread was made by Bezaleel, who was a goldsmith.
Showbread is pictured on the bas-relief of Karnak in the form of a cone.
The cone in the seventh row (138) bears the explanation: "White bread." This bread
was of silver. The thirty cones of gold (48) and the twenty-four cones of colored stone
(malachite) (169), identical in form with the silver cone, also represent showbread.

The "candlestick with the lamps" (II Chronicles 4:20) was an illuminating device with
lamps shaped like flowers. Figures 35, 36, 37, and 38 of the mural are candlesticks with
lamps. One of them (35) has three lily lamps on the left and three on the right.
The other candlesticks (37, 38) have eight lamps to the left and eight to the right. The
candlestick with lamps wrought by Bezaleel for the tabernacle had three lamps to the left
and three to the right." There were almonds, a knop, and a flower on the arms. A later form
showed a preference for seven lamps on both sides of the stem.
Other candlesticks are mentioned in addition to those with lamps. In the Book of Kings they
are described as bearing flowers (I Kings 7:49). This form is seen in the third row of the basrelief (25, 26, 27, and 28). The candlestick is in the shape of a stem with a lotus blossom. Next
to the altar, the tables with the showbread, and the candlesticks were the tables for offerings.
Exodus 35:13 ―The table ... and all his vessels.
Exodus 37:16 ―... vessels ... upon the table: his dishes, and his spoons, and his bowls, and his
covers to cover withal, of pure gold.‖
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The table, like its vessels, was of gold (I Kings 7:48). "The tables of sacrifice" in the third row
(of gold) and in the seventh row (of silver) of the mural have sets of vessels on them: three
flat dislies, three large cups, three pots (or bowls), one shovel. Many tables of gold and silver
and bronze are reproduced on the bas-relief. The paraphernalia of the Temple contained
also "hooks and all instruments" (II Chronicles 4:16). In the third row of the Karnak mural,
near the table of offerings, and in the same row at the left end, there are hooks, spoons, and
other implements (30, 31, 32, 33, 43, 44); bowls appear in most of the rows, but especially in
the second and sixth (of gold).

"The incense altar, and his staves, and the anointing oil" were in the Temple of Jerusalem
(Exodus 35:15). As no detailed description of the form of this altar is given in the Scriptures,
various objects in the form of altars suitable for incense may be considered. Did the smoke
of the burning incense pour through the openings in the ornamental spouts? Was the
incense burned in a dish set on a base (41, 181)? Vessels containing anointing oil are shown
on pedestal altars (41); over the figures in the lower row (197-99) is written: "Alabaster, filled
with holy anointing oil for the sacrifice."
Golden snuffers were used in the Temple of Solomon for spreading the fragrance during the
service (II Chronicles 4:22; I Kings 7:50). ―Masrek‖ in Hebrew means a fountain or a vessel that
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ejects a fluid. Such fountains are mentioned as having been in the Temple of Solomon (I
Kings 7:50; II Chronicles 4:22). Among the vessels shown on the wall at Karnak there are one
or two whose form is peculiar. The vessel in the fifth row (73) has two side spouts and is
adorned with figures of animals. The spouts are connected with the basin by two animals
(lions?) stretching toward them; rodents run along the spouts, one pair up and one pair
down; amphibians (frogs) sit on top of the vessel. It is not unusual to decorate modem fountains in a like manner. The figures of frogs are especially appropriate for this purpose. The
tubes and the mouths of the animals on the vessel could be used to spout perfume or water.
The neighboring object seems also to be a fountain.
100 basins of gold were made by
Solomon for the Temple (II Chronicles
4:8). 95 basins of gold are shown in
the 6th row of the mural; 6 larger
basins are shown apart.
The walls and floor of Solomon's Temple
were "overlaid with fine gold" and
"garnished with precious stones" (iI
Chronicles 3:5-6; 1 Kings 6:28). Pharaoh,
who "took all", did not leave this gold or
these stones on the walls. Some of them
were worked into jewels, and the
inscription (over 63-65) reads: "Gold and
various precious stones his majesty had
reworked."
Other gold was taken in the form of bricks and links (chains) (23, 24). Chains of gold are also
mentioned as having been in the Temple of Solomon (II Chronicles 3:16): "And he made
chains." 93 doors are represented in the lower row of the basrelief and the inscription says
they are "of beaten copper" (190).
II CHRONICLES 4:9 Furthermore he made the court of the priests, and the great court, and
doors for the court, and overlaid the doors of them with copper .
Targets or shields of "beaten gold"
are named among the booty of the
pharaoh (II Chronicles 9:15). These
300 shields, together with the 200
targets of gold (II Chronicles 9:15, 16),
were not part of the furnishings of
the Temple; they adorned "the house
of the forest of Lebanon".
In the seventh row of the mural there
are three disks marked with the
number 300, which means that they
represent 300 pieces. The metal of
which they are made is not
mentioned; some objects in this row
are of silver, but the next figure has a
legend indicating that it is of gold.
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The large "sea of brass" and the brazen bases (I Kings 7:23; II Chronicles 4:2) were not
removed by the pharaoh (II Kings 25:16). Among the things which were taken later by
Nebuzaradan, the captain of Nebuchadnezzar, were "two pillars, one sea, and the bases
which Solomon had made for the House of the Lord‖.
The ephod of the high priest (a collar with a breastplate) was not mentioned in the
Scriptures among the booty of the pharaoh and might not have been taken. But
precious garments of the priests were carried off. The fourth row displays rich collars,
some with breastplates; they were destined to be gifts for the priests of Amon.
In the bas-reliefs of Karnak we have a very excellent and detailed account of the
vessels and furniture of the Temple of Solomon, much more detailed than the single
bas-relief of the Titus Arch in Rome, showing the candlestick and a few other vessels of
the Second Temple, brought to the Roman capital just one thousand years after the
sack of the First Temple by the Egyptians (Ages in Chaos, p.148-154).

Regardless of whether the wall at the Temple of Karnak attributed to Thutmose III is
treasure from the Temple in Jerusalem or just wealth accumulated locally and / or from
external booty there can be no question that the wealth represented on that wall is
absolutely enormous!!! The matches Velikovsky highlights between the objects of the
Temple in Jerusalem and the objects that Thutmose III of the mid 18th Dynasty offered to
Amun at Karnak are very impressive indeed.
If Thutmose III of the mid 18th Dynasty was the biblical Shishak as this
extraordinary match in details suggests then the end of the Hyksos period and start
of the New Kingdom would be around 1020 BC. This would make the Hyksos period
twice as long as conventional chronology says it Iasted though much closer to the
511 years assigned to it by Josephus.
It would also mean that the 18th Dynasty would end just before 800 BC which seems
to allow too little time for the 19th and 20th Dynasties and the Libyan and Ethiopian
Dynasties (21-25) before the start of the 26th Dynasty around 660 BC.
Peter James, John Bimson and Eric Aitchison all initially supported this major synchronism
of Immanuel Velikovsky but each would later abandon it.
In the case of Peter James and John Bimson there was an initial effort to have the
Libyan and Ethiopian dynasties run parallel with the 19th and 20th Dynasties. When
they felt that this parallel rule couldn’t hold up to the evidence they also rejected,
out of “necessity” the idea that the mid 18th Dynasty could be placed as late as 923
BC and therefore, no matter how amazing Velikovsky’s Shishak synchronism with
Thutmose III looked, it just could NOT be true! David Rohl would argue much the
same.
In the case of Eric Aitchison he supports Velikovsky‟s view that Rameses the Great and
the 19th dynasty is in the 7th and 6th centuries BC but because of geneaological evidence
that appears to support the conventional view that Dynasty 18 was connected, not
separated (as Velikovsky argued), from Dynasty 19 he, too, rejected the view that
Thutmose III was Shishak. He argues that 923 BC is too early for the mid 18th Dynasty
and argues for parallel rule between the New Kingdom and Libyan dynasties.
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Eric Aitchison rejects this synchronism of Shishak with Thutmose III preferring to date
Thutmose III‟s reign to a century later and his Megiddo victory recorded on the list of
Palestinian cities to 823 BC.
John Bimson “looked for a way out” of the synchronism between Thutmose III with Shishak
and wrote an article highlighting apparent problems with it.
In his attempt to explain away Velikovsky‟s synchronism Eric Aitchison writes:
Thutmose also records with great detail the list of booty captured from Megiddo and
environs. Glaringly non-evident are the shields of gold that Solomon had made. Also glaring
non-evident from the list of booty are those Temple appurtenances that remained in the
Temple until the times of Ahaz, at least. Thutmose listed an indeterminate amount of
―bronze vessels‖ but never bothered to take the ―brazen altar‖ nor the ―bronze laver‖ for
ritual washing, nor the ten bases of brass. Also non-evident in his list were the pots, and the
shovels, and the basons; all made in bright brass.
In his summary Thutmose neither mentions the golden altar, nor the table of gold, on which
the shewbread was. The candlesticks with the flowers, the lamps and the tongs of gold, plus
the minor gold implements for general Temple use, all fail to get a specific mention by
Thutmose in his list unless they are included in the phrase, ‗apart from bowls of costly stone
and gold, various vessels‘ (14 – Thutmose III Revisited, p. 13-14).

Eric mentions a number of objects which are missing on the Temple of Karnak when
compared with the objects in the Temple in Jerusalem. Eric‟s usual attention to detail
appears missing in these comments. Below I quote the objects Eric refers to and the
object number and page reference in Velikovsky‟s Ages in Chaos that details these
objects:







Shields of gold - Possibly object 127 which matches the number of 300 shields of 2
Chronicles 9:16 (Ages in Chaos, p.154)
The brazen altar - Object 177 (Ages in Chaos, p.151)
The bronze laver – Not mentioned by Velikovsky
The golden altar - Object 9 (Ages in Chaos, p.151)
The table of gold on which the shewbread was – Velikovsky doesn‟t mention the
table but object 14 looks like it may be a table. Velikovsky does mention gold and
silver shewbread (Objects 48 & 138, Ages in Chaos, p.152)
The golden candlesticks - Objects 35-38, (Ages in Chaos, p.152)

Following on from that I continue to quote from Eric‟s paper (14 Thutmose III Revisited) for
his views on the Thutmose III treasure wall where he refers to much of John Bimson‟s
published views on this:
Velikovsky, and later Sweeney, claim that Thutmose brought back to Karnak the treasures
from the Temple of Solomon. They further make the point, (Velikovsky, page 159) that there
was no image of any god depicted in the Karnak reliefs. Thutmose himself however lists two
statues, one of silver but does not specify them as representative of the gods of his enemies.
The descriptions and enumerations of the temple accoutrements is very telling and on the
face of their presentation, supportive of Velikovsky‘s claim. However Bimson has another
version of the Karnak reliefs that requires consideration:
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―However, I also encountered problems with his identification of Thutmose III as the biblical
Shishak. When examining the Karnak relief that Velikovsky interpreted as showing booty
from Solomon‘s temple, I noted:
―Many of the objects are pure Egyptian in style and ornamentation, e.g. the common
occurrence of the uraeus, (nos. 15, 58, 59, 60, 68, 77), several Egyptian style human
figures (nos. 35, 69, 91, 173, 174) and the use of the cartouche as a decorative motif
(nos. 11, 149, 172, 183) – in one case specifically the cartouche of Thutmose III.
―The inscription over one of the vases read, ‗Of costly stone, which his majesty made
according to the design of his own heart‘, i.e. which Thutmose III had designed himself. An
almost identical phrase can be found in scenes from the tomb of Menkheperresenb,
Thutmose III‘s High Priest of Amon and Chief of the Overseers of Craftsmen. These show
Menkheperresenb inspecting ‗the work of the craftsmen in real lapis lazuli, and in real
malachite, which his majesty made after the design of his heart, to be monuments for his
father Amon, in the house of Amon…‘ It is difficult to avoid the conclusion that these scenes
in the tomb of Menkheperresenb show the making of the same vessels that are being
presented to Amon for his temple in the Karnak relief.
―In short, the most natural interpretation of the relief is that the items are of an
Egyptian manufacture, designed from the start for the temple of Amon at Karnak and
not booty from a campaign. I know of nothing in the text accompanying the scene
that suggests they were booty and, if they were, we would expect this to be clearly
stated, since it would be to the pharaoh‘s glory‖ (Bimson, Dr. John, ―Finding the Limits
of Chronological Revisions‖, SIS C & C Review, ‗Proceedings of the SIS 2002
Conference, vol 2003: 1 page 77).
In my opinion it would also follow that worship of whatever god in whatever temple
would require accoutrements similar to those described for Solomon‘s and Amun‘s
temples and indeed the temple, if there was one, at Kadesh or Megiddo. Thus the
premise argued by Velikovsky and now Sweeney is not watertight (14 – Thutmose III
Revisited, p. 14).

In regards to the comment above about a number of Egyptian objects amongst the
treasure offered to Amon by Thutmose III Velikovsky writes:
Gods were often depicted in Egyptian temples in shameless positions. Among the figures of
sacred objects on the Karnak bas-relief there are none of phallic form, neither are there any
pictures of gods at all.
A few animal heads (lions) with the sign of the uraeus on their foreheads and the head of a
hawk are wrought on the lids of some cups. These cups might have been brought from
the palace Solomon had built for his Egyptian wife (Ages in Chaos, p. 151).

In addition, it is possible that the vast amount of what Thutmose III offers to Amun
is a composite of mostly booty from the Temple in Jerusalem and supplemented by
some locally made objects as noted by Bimson.
The weakest point in Velikovsky‟s argument for this wall representing the booty of Shishak
is the lack of clear inscriptional notation as to the origin of the treasure.
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According to Bimson he states that he has seen no inscriptional notation stating that any of
the treasure was booty. I can neither confirm nor deny this statement.
While there is small amount of Egyptian ware on display, by and large Velikovsky is
correct in stating there is a big relative absence of images of gods and phallic
objects in the vast majority of the objects dedicated.
Would we not see a much greater amount of images of gods and phallic objects if
the vast majority of the objects were locally produced in Egypt?
While there is a certain basic similarity in objects used in temples of Egypt and Near East
compared to the biblical Temple in Jerusalem there would be some differences as well as I
just noted in the lack of imagery of the gods. Velikovsky has amply shown a very striking
match between the objects on the Karnak wall compared to those of the Temple in
Jerusalem.
The exact match of 100 basins of gold and 300 shields of gold between the Temple
and what was offered to Amun by Thutmose III argues very strongly in favour of the
items being one and the same as the treasure taken by Shishak from the Temple of
Jerusalem, not to mention the very many other similarities we have looked at!
There is far more that supports Velikovsky's case than there is against it based solely on
the evidence on the treasure wall at Karnak.
Alan Montgomery notes a couple of other additional supporting proofs in his article “The
Queen of Sheba: Velikovsky v Bimson”:
Thutmose III inscribed his campaigns on the walls of a temple at Karnak. He explained
that the Asiatics had fallen into ―disagreement‖, which might refer to the rebellion of
king Jeroboam, splitting Israel into two kingdoms, Israel and Judah...
According to the Septuagint, when Jeroboam had fled to Egypt, Shishak had given him
an Egyptian princess named Ano for a wife [Velikovsky, p. 167]. Princess Ano‘s name
appears on an 18th Dynasty visceral jar.
The jar stylistically is dated to the late 15th century several decades after the death of
Thutmose III. No other Princess Ano is known in Egyptian history. Moving her forward
500 years would put her in the 10th century with her husband Jeroboam I.

While I have to acknowledge that Eric‟s point that Velikovsky‟s case is not absolutely
watertight due to the lack of inscriptional comment on the origin of the treasure there is far
more that supports Velikovsky's case than there is against it based solely on the evidence
on the treasure wall at Karnak.
Let‟s notice two Bible passages that seem, at first, to contradict each other:
And it happened in the fifth year of King Rehoboam Shishak king of Egypt, he came up
against Jerusalem. And he took away the treasures of the house of the LORD, and the
treasures of the king's house. He took ALL away. And he took away all the shields of gold
which Solomon had made (1 Kings 14:25-26).
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And the bronze pillars in the house of the LORD, and the bases, and the bronze sea in the
house of the LORD, the Chaldeans broke into pieces and carried the bronze from them to
Babylon…also the two pillars, the one sea, and the bases which Solomon had made for the
house of the LORD. The bronze of all these vessels was without weight‖ (2 Kings 25:13-16).

Notice the apparent contradiction. Shishak takes everything yet later they have the original
bronze bases. Josiah, one of the last kings of Judah around 640 BC, told the Levites:
Put the holy ark in the house which Solomon the son of David, king of Israel, built (2
Chronicles 35:3).

There are two possibilities to reconcile these verses. The first is that the ALL refers only
to everything that was on display in the Temple but does not include certain objects (eg.
Ark of the Covenant and the bronze bases) which were hidden by the priests in a separate
location knowing that Shishak was at the gates of the city.
The second possibility is that certain objects were a part of Shishak booty but were later
returned on request to the Temple.
Being bronze the Egyptians may not have put much value on the bronze bases and were
happy to return them. That probably wouldn‟t have applied to the Ark of the Covenant. It
has been suggested that the Ark of the Covenant was returned after God defeated in
Asa‟s day what would have been a combined Egyptian-Ethiopian army that numbered an
astonishing one million men under Zerah (2 Chronicles 14:8-15).
In recognising Shishak plundering all
the Temple treasure and making the
assumption that this included the Ark of
the Covenant, Steven Spielberg in
“Raiders of the Lost Ark” has Shishak
bringing it to Tanis, a capital of
Sheshonk I‟s 22nd Dynasty and then
that city is swallowed up mysteriously by
the sands of the desert before Tanis is
discovered and Indiana Jones then finds
the Ark of the Covenant.
If the Ark was captured by Shishak but wasn‟t returned in Asa‟s day how might it have
returned to Jerusalem? Might some mysterious bad things have occurred to the Egyptians
that forced them to return it like what happened when the Philistines captured the Ark of
the Covenant?
The closest object to the Ark of the Covenant on the wall at Karnak
is the object I photographed on the right. There is a noticeable
difference between it and the Ark of the Covenant and that is the
missing cherubim on the top lid (the mercy seat). This argues
strongly for the Ark of the Covenant being hidden by the
priests before the conquest by Shishak.
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Thutmose III’s Palestinian City Listing
The cities recorded paying tribute to Sheshonk I of the 22nd Dynasty, who conventional
Egyptology says was Shishak, are just about all cities in the northern kingdom of Israel
and NOT the southern kingdom of Judah as noted clearly by David Rohl (A Test of Time,
p. 126).
In addition to the treasure wall Thutmose III recorded a list of over 100 cities in Palestine
from his campaign. How do these match up with what we read in the Bible.
Unlike the Sheshonk tribute listing there is far greater uncertainty in the matching of names
on the list with cities in Palestine. Velikovsky notes some Judean cities that appear to
match what is in the list. In 2 Chronicles 11:5-10 we read of the key cities in Judah at the
time:
And Rehoboam lived in Jerusalem and built cities for defense in Judah.
And he built Bethlehem, and Etam, and Tekoa, and Beth-zur, and Shoco, and Adullam, and
Gath, and Mareshah, and Ziph, and Adoraim, and Lachish, and Azekah, and Zorah, and
Aijalon, and Hebron, which are in Judah and in Benjamin, fortified cities.

The very first city on Thutmose III‟s list is qds
which is translated as kadesh. Kadesh means
“holy” and this is a strong contender for
Jerusalem.
Velikovsky believes Itmm (No. 36) is likely to
be Etam. He also believes that Bt sir (No.
110) is Beth-zur and Sk (No. 67) is Shoco
(Ages in Chaos, p.146). Msh (No. 25) possibly
could be Mareshah. One source has these
comments about the cities on the list:
Starting from the very top we read the
names of cities like ―Qadesh‖ the Holy City,
Jerusalem. ―Mkty‖ [No. 2] which many read
as Megiddo could also be ―Maqtar‖, 14
miles north of Jerusalem, or it also could be
the region surrounding ―qds‖.
According to Hieroglyphic Dicitionaries ... is
tranlated as ―mkt‖ and means ―district‖ or
―region‖, a remarkable resemblance to
―mkty‖.
―Tmsq‖ could be Damascus, ―itmm‖, Etam. One
may ask, if ―mkty‖ is not ―Megiddo‖ where on
the list is it then? While it is tempting to
suggest ―mkty‖ refers to Megiddo, there were
many towns located between Jerusalem and
Megiddo.
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His attack probably being an almost simultaneous attack on Jerusalem and Megiddo, the
towns in between which were in the territory of Judah, came later for it appears the
Egyptians studiously avoided the territory of Israel, Jeroboam's homeland now (Thutmose
III's Karnak City List, http://www.specialtyinterests.net/clist.html).

While the connection is far from watertight, there is some good supporting evidence here
that some Judean cities are included in the list including Jerusalem.
There are what apparently are two key northern Israelite cities – mkty (Megiddo) and tnk
(Taanach). Velikovsky did not disagree with the identification of Megiddo, the second city
on the list.
Megiddo is well into the territory of the northern kingdom though the Bible doesn‟t give
enough indication as to whether Megiddo was initially in Judean control or the hands of the
northern kingdom though it is situated clearly in the northern kingdom.
The record of Thutmose III indicates that the chief of Kadesh holed himself up in mkty.
This seems unusual if mkty was Megiddo since Jerusalem was more important to
preserve.
I‟d like to quote now from an article called the “The Conquest of Kadesh” for its thoughts
on this subject:
The case of `Mkty' as Megiddo vs ‗Mkty' as the region around Jerusalem
Velikovsky's View
In the relevant Egyptian records we read:
"Year 231 ... His majesty went forth in a chariot of electrum ... The southern wing of this army
of his majesty was on a hill south of the [brook of] a Kina (Ky-n'), the northern wing was at
the northwest of ‗Mkty', while his majesty was in their center, with Amon as the protection of
his members ... Then his majesty prevailed against them at the head of his army, and when
they saw his majesty prevailing against them they fled headlong to ‗Mkty' in fear,
abandoning their horses and their chariots of gold and silver. The people hauled them (up),
pulling (them) by their clothing, into this city; the people of this city having closed (it) against
them [and lowered] clothing to pull them up into this city..." [Breasted, ‗Records', Vol. II, Sec.
430]
A look on the map of the region of
Kadesh/Jerusalem located in the territory of Judah
is inconclusive as to the topographical location of
the brook of Kina, but see adjacent column. A
more helpful hint in what geographical area the
southern army was moving in is given by the
reference to ‗Aruna'.
"Now, the rear of the victorious army of his
majesty was at the city of Aruna ('-rw-n), the front
was going forth to the valley of ...; they filled the
opening of this valley. ..." [Ibid., Sec. 427]
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It appears that ‗Aruna' has to do with a biblical location known as "the threshing floor
of Araunah the Jebusite." [2. Samuel 24:16, 18-24]
In the days of David the Beth-Horon road led to the threshing floor of Araunah, in the
days of Rehoboam it led just north of the Temple mount.
Comparing ‗Mkty' with Megiddo, and ‗Ta-a-na-ka' with Taanach
Breasted identified the ‗Road to Aruna' with the Wadi Ara connecting the Valley of Esdraelon
with the Sea Coast route coming from the direction of Egypt. The problem with that choice is
that it does not fit the description found in the annals of Thutmose III. Nelson traveled the
Wadi Ara pass in 1909 and again in 1912 and describes it as follows:
"... the road enters the Wadi Ara which is there ... flat and open ... All the way to a quarter of a
mile above ‗Ar'arah the valley is wide and level ... the ascent is so gradual as to be scarcely
perceptible ... a watcher posted on the hill above Lejjun could discern an approaching army
at least a mile above the mouth of the pass." [Nelson, ‗The Battle of Megiddo', 1913]
What is in the name ‗Mkty'? An explanation for the name is found in 2 Samuel 2:8,12,13.
"And Abner the son of Ner ... took Ish-bo-sheth ... and brought him over to Ma-ha-na-im."
and they "went out from Ma-ha-na-im. And Joab ... and the servants of David went out, and
met together by the pool of Gibeon: and they set down, the one on the one side of the pool,
and the other on the other side of the pool."
"The hieroglyophs read ‗My-k-ty' by Breasted, have been read ‗mak-ta' by Gauthier ....
According to the Annals, Gibeon was south of it, which excludes identification of this ‗makta' with Beth-Makdis, the Temple Mount of Jerusalem."
Similarly Breasted's translation ‗brook of Kina' (hnw), where ‗kina' means lamentations in
English, may also be translated as ‗waters of lamentations' and therefore is well explained by
the pools of 2 Samuel chapter 2. The ‗brook of Kina' then is not necessarily the name of a
river.
"Details of the route to be taken by an attacker on Jerusalem from the north are described in
Isaiah 10:28-32. From north to south, the list enumerates twelve cities or forts. It starts with
Aiath, Migron, Michmas, and ends with ‗the hill of Jerusalem'.
In the corresponding list of the Septuagint, ‗Migron' is called ‗Magedo', also ‗Makedo‘
[Septuagint, ‗Isaias' 10:28-32; p. 581]
"This Makedo is north of Gibeon, which lay south-west of this ‗mak-ta'; even further
south are the ‗waters', the camping place of Thutmose's army, a geographical fact that
meets the requirements of the Egyptian text."
According to Breasted, the name of the city was ‗Mkty'. It seems however that the Egyptian
scribes met with some difficulties in rendering the place names in hieroglyphics ... As we
noted Gauthier read the name as ‗Makta'. In later 19th Dynasty inscriptions the name's last
element ‗ty' or ‗ti' is written as ‗sh', ‗s' or ‗tsh' making it ‗Mksh' or ‗Mktsh'.
We have written evidence from 10th century AD Arabic sources that Jerusalem was called
`Bait-al-Makdis' or just plain ‗Makdis'. The 10th century writer who mentions this name called
himself `Mukadassi' - the Jerusalemite. [Mukadassi in his description of Syria, p. 34.]
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What about Taanach? How do the Egyptian documents pinpoint Taanach? Taanach was
transliterated from the hieroglyphics yielding "T'( )n'-k". The inscriptions refer next to a more
northerly town by the name of "Df-ty" (Zefti). This could be the biblical ‗Zephathah' known
from the days of the successor of Rehobeam, king Asa of Judah and his battle against Zera,
the Ethiopian/Egyptian king/general under Amenhotep II. We read:
"Then went Asa out against them ... Zerah the Ethiopian ... and they set the battle in array in
the valley of Zeph-athah' at Mareshah." [2 Chronicles 14:10; See also Breasted, ‗Records', Vol.
II, Sec. 421, 426]
A more decisive geographical locator is ‗the difficult road' and `Aruna'. Those two
descriptions lead invariably to the Beth-horon ascent and the threshing floor of Aruna, the
Jebusite. From the above verse it is clear that ‗Zephathah' is located to the south, in the
Negev region of Israel. Therefore to conclude that ‗T-n-k' is Taanach is not for sure. There
were many towns and hamlets even in those days which could account for ‗T-n-k'.
Which Scenario should we credit with the better explanation?
The List of pros and cons
The Egyptian army could not reach Megiddo undetected and the mostly level land should
have given Rehoboam the opportunity to put up for a fight.
At Wadi Ara there is no place where the Egyptian army could fill the valley at the mouth of
the pass they had just traversed.
The road to Aruna is also philologically not the Wadi Ara.
‗Mkty' could also be ‗Mksh' or ‗Mktsh'.
The logistics and time used fit the Beth Horon to Gibeon, Makedo, Jerusalem scenario
better.
There was more to be had in Jerusalem than in Megiddo.
The 3 pillared grid and other aspects we mention require placing Thutmose III into the time
of Jeroboam.
The Egyptian Records The ‗Brook of Kina' we explained above. When Thutmose raided
locations northwest of ‗Mkty', again, Meggido as well as Jerusalem offer choice locations. To
the northwest of Megiddo is a valley stretching alongside the Carmel range toward the
Mediterranean Sea.
If we transpose this scene to the environs of Jerusalem there are likewise several possible
valleys, slopes, towns and hills to choose from where he could have been moving around in
on his arrival from the steep ‗Road of Aruna'. It becomes apparent therefore that the ‗steep
Road to Aruna' is a more decisive factor than any other geographical markers mentioned
and that is why we elaborate on it.
While Thutmose not infrequently decapitated or otherwise killed the inhabitants of
conquered locations he seems to have done less of that to those from Retenu. We read:
"... I deprieved their nostrils of their breath." "It (the diadem on his brow) burned all those in
their settlements with flame decapitating the heads of the Amu foreigners, their children fell
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to its power." "I have come, I have given thee to strike those who belong to the land of Sat
[probably Arabia], thou hast taken captive the heads of Retenu they see Thy majesty
equipped with the decorations ..." [SBA, ‗Records of the Past', Vol. II, ‗Tablet of Thutmose III',
Sec. 8, 10, 14]…
The intend of the biblical account is that the walls of Jerusalem were not breached and no
significant damage was done to the city. Thutmose was ingenious in doing so, for a people
who still had their city left to them could pay future tribute while a completely devastated,
killed or enslaved population could not (http://www.specialtyinterests.net/clist.html).

It should also be noted if Thutmose III was Shishak then he would have been allied to
Jeroboam and the northern kingdom of Israel which had control of Megiddo and therefore
would not need to be conquered.
Apop II – 17th Dynasty (Hyksos)
(Eric Aitchison’s Shishak candidate)

Eric‟s alternative for Shishak is not based on any documented evidence any such
conquest as Velikovsky attempts to use to support his point of view but based solely on
probability and the limits set by other factors in his revised chronology. Eric writes:
The dates I am forced to use for the start of Dynasty 18 and ergo the finish of 15 helps
identify who might be Shishak. On the basis of probability I nominate Apophis [last king of
the Hyksos] (15 - So, Who Was Shishak?, p.11).

Eric Aitchison has Apopis (Apop II), the last king of the Hyksos as the biblical Shishak and
Thutmose III as contemporary with the middle period of the divided kingdom of Israel. Why
is there no great boast of such booty in the records of Apophis?
Also, if Thutmose III was contemporary with the middle period of the divided kingdom of
Israel after Apophis plundered Jerusalem, as Eric proposes, is it realistic to believe that
Israel in its divided kingdom period was able to re-accumulate such astonishing wealth
again in Thutmose III‟s day after being plundered a century earlier by Apophis assuming
much of it came from Palestine as his city listing seems to indicate?
A consequence of Eric‟s view that Apophis, last king of the Hyksos, was Shishak is that
the Egyptian wife who Solomon married (daughter of the pharaoh, 1 Kings 11:1) was an
Amalekite since Eric supports Velikovsky‟s view that the Hyksos were the Amalekites.
On this point my friend, Adam Stuart, in an email to me shared these thoughts:
Solomon reportedly had an Egyptian wife and built a house for her. Given the hatred that the
Hebrew prophets had for the Amalekites, I suspect that there would have been more
opposition to Solomon during his reign if he had married a Hyksos-Amalekite wife and
fostered peaceful relations with Egypt under the Hyksos.
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I suspect that if this had occurred, the Bible's authors would have mentioned that Solomon
had an Amalekite wife and made an issue of it specifically. They did not, and I still think that
Solomon's reign occurred during native Egyptian rule over Egypt, not while some of Egypt
was still under Hyksos rule.

Not long before Solomon God instructed Saul to kill all the Amalekites during his
campaign where he failed to kill Agag. Samuel then finished off the job after telling
Saul he would lose the kingdom.
Would Solomon so soon after make a treaty with these sworn enemies of Israel and
married the daughter of an Amalekite king? This seems very unlikely to me.

Summary of Evidence on the True Identity of the Biblical Shishak
1 Chronicles 22:14 states that David prepared 100 000 talents of gold for the Temple.
There are 30 kilos in a talent so 100 000 talents is over 3 000 tonnes of gold which is as
much gold as is reported to be in Fort Knox!!!
If Rameses the Great, well known for his boasting, had plundered the Temple of God
as believed by David Rohl and took back that phenomenal amount of gold would
there not be a great boast showing all the treasures of the Temple on some temple
wall as well like the Temple of Karnak? And ditto for Rameses III in his Temple at
Medinet Habu!
The lack of such a booty record by those two Rameses is very telling in determining just
who the real biblical Shishak was.
David Rohl has Rameses II of the 19th Dynasty as the biblical Shishak and Thutmose III
as contemporary with Samuel and the late Judges period. Peter James has Thutmose III
as contemporary with the earlier period of the Judges.
If Thutmose III conquered Palestine in the time of the Judges would Israel have
accumulated that phenomenal amount of gold (over 3 000 tonnes) in the more
feudal period of the Judges when they often were invaded by the neighbours to the
point where they asked for a king?
And why is there no record of Egypt under Thutmose III during the time of the
Judges (as placed by James and Rohl) conquering Israel in the Bible given so many
other different invaders are noted in the book of Judges?
David Rohl‟s evidence for Rameses II as Shishak is based on a singular line of evidence
documenting Jerusalem as a city that Rameses II went to.
Eric Aitchison‟s evidence to support the last Hyksos king as Shishak is based on who
approximately best fits that place in time based on the greater overall chronology he has
built. We have looked at one particular weakness of choosing a Hyksos-Amalekite king as
it appears highly unlikely that prior to this that Solomon would have had an alliance and
married the daughter of the Amalekites who were sworn enemies of Israel.
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Peter James‟ candidate, Rameses III, is excluded on the basis of the Greek tiles from his
palace with Greek writing that put an earliest date of 750 BC for the time of his reign.
Velikovsky has marshalled some excellent evidence from two bas-reliefs at the Temple of
Karnak. One shows a remarkable match of objects with the Temple in Jerusalem. The
other shows a listing of cities in Palestine that are the likely origin of the treasure on the
other bas-relief. A careful study of some of the key towns gives more evidence for the
towns being in Judah than in the northern kingdom.
If the treasure wall represents what would be a phenomonal and amazingly rich amount of
booty from Palestine then all other candidates for Shishak face problems to account for
this treasure trove taken back by Thutmose III.
For Eric Aitchison‟s Shishak candidate, could feudal Israel in Samuel‟s time when they
were harassed by their neighbours have accumulated such a vast amount of treasure?
For David Rohl and Peter James‟ Shishak candidates that follow Thutmose III‟s
Palestinian conquest, could Israel have re-accumulated such a vast amount of treasure in
the divided kingdom period of Israel when they were often under the hegemony of Egypt?
David Rohl has been able to provide evidence showing Rameses the Great invaded
Jerusalem but this one inscription pales in comparison to the two major pieces of
monumental evidence Velikovsky cites supporting Thutmose III being the Shishak
of the Bible!
What about the name of Shishak and can that be linked with Thutmoses III? We have
already seen evidence from both James and Rohl showing that Shishak is possibly
derived from the ending of the name Rameses. As the ending of the name Thutmoses is
the same as Rameses then it equally applies to Thutmoses III.
Velikovsky provides further evidence for this in his book “Ages in Chaos”:
As was demonstrated in a previous chapter, Shishak is the scriptural name of Thutmose.
Since the tablets of Ras Shamra belong to the period of the Amenhoteps and
Thutmoses [18th dynasty NOT the 22nd dynasty], we should expect to find in them, besides
the biblical name of Zerah, that of Shishak.
It was, in fact, among the first of the deciphered words and it caused considerable
surprise. "Le mot Swsk semble, un nom propre, k rapprocher peut-etre de !'egyptien Sosenq,
hebreu Sosaq, et Sisaq." Dhorme, Revue biblique, XL (1931), 55.
The translator did not dare to draw the correct conclusion, for what was this pharaoh of
the 9th or 10th century doing in the middle of the second millennium? (p. 212-213)

My personal conclusion is that there is far more evidence supporting Velikovsky’s
identification of Shishak with Thutmose III than there is against it or supporting the
other candidates we have looked at.
Velikovsky’s synchronism gives us a key anchor point for dating the Palestinian
conquest of Thutmose III of the mid 18th dynasty to about 923 BC.
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CHAPTER 8
THE EL-AMARNA LETTERS AND ISRAEL
One of the greatest archaeological finds in Egypt was the discovery of the el-Armana
letters from the state archive of Akhnaton‟s new capital Akhet-Aton which gives us an
amazing glimpse of the politics of the Middle East at the time of Akhnaton (Amenhotep IV)
and his father Amenhotep III.
Immanuel Velikovsky in his book “Ages in Chaos” gives us this summary of these letters:
The el-Amarna Letters and When They Were Written
A few small villages are scattered in the valley by the bank of the Nile where once stood
Akhet-Aton, "the place where Aton rises". The site bears a name artificially composed by
modern archaeologists, Tell el-Amarna. Ruins of temples, palaces, tombs, private dwellings,
and workshops of craftsmen have been cleared of the desert sand that buried them for
thousands of years.
In 1887 state archives were unearthed at Tell el-Amarna. A fellah woman digging in her yard
turned up some clay tablets with cuneiform signs; the story runs that she sold her find for
the equivalent of two shillings. Samples sent to the Louvre Museum were pronounced
forgeries, but soon the scientific world recognized their genuineness…
Up to the present over 360 tablets have been recovered.
With the exception of a few single tablets found in
Palestine and in Syria, which obviously belong to the
same collection, the entire lot is thought to have been
found in or near the place recognized as the state
archives of Akhet-Aton. Only a few tablets contain
fragments of epic poems; all the others are letters
exchanged between two successive kings of Egypt and
their correspondents, the free kings of territories in the
Middle East and Cyprus and various vassal kings and
princes or officers in Syria and Palestine.
The kings in the north were not subject to the kings of
Egypt, and they wrote "to my brother" and signed
themselves "thy brother".
The kings in Canaan and Syria, however, were under
the scepter of the Nile dynasty and wrote "to my
king, my lord" and signed themselves "thy servant".
There are also letters addressed to certain dignitaries of the Egyptian court. Letters written
by the pharaohs or in their names were obviously copies stored in the archives in order to
preserve a record.
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The language of the tablets, with few exceptions, is Assyro-Babylonian (Akkadian), with many
words in a Syrian dialect similar to Hebrew.
The city of Akhet-Aton was built by the schismatic king Amenhotep IV, who abolished the
cult of Amon of Thebes and introduced the cult of Aton, interpreted as the solar disk, and
who changed his name to Akhnaton. But shortly after his reign the capital city of Akhet-Aton
was abandoned, his religion was stamped as heresy, and his images were mutilated. His sonin-law, the young pharaoh Tutankhamen, reigned briefly in the old capital, Thebes. Then the
dynasty became extinct. Akhet-Aton had a short history of only about 25 years before it was
deserted by its inhabitants.
The time of the letters can be established with some precision. They were addressed to
Nimmuria (Ni-ib-mu'-wa-ri-ia, Mi-im-mu-riia, Im-mu-ri-ia), who was Amenhotep III,
and to Naphuria (Na-aphu-ru-r-ia, Nam-hur-ia), who was Amenhotep IV (Akhnaton).
The letters sent to Amenhotep III were presumably brought to AkhetAton from the
archives at Thebes…
In the tablets written by the vassal king of Jerusalem (Urusalim) to the pharaoh,
repeated mention is made of the "Habiru", who threatened the land from east of the
Jordan.
In letters written from other places, there is no reference to Habiru, but an invasion of sagazmesh (sa-gaz is also read ideographically hahatu and translated "cutthroats", "pillagers")
is mentioned over and over again. With the help of various letters it has been established
that Habiru and sagaz (habatu) were identical. In letters from Syria the approach of the king
of Hatti to the slopes of the mountains of Lebanon was reported with terror.
The impression received is that these invasions - of Habiru from the east and of the
king of Hatti from the north - menaced Egyptian domination of Syria, a domination
which, it was learned, actually ceased shortly after the reign of Akhnaton. In their
letters the vassals incessantly ask for help against the invaders and often also against
one another.
King Akhnaton, "the first monotheist in world history", did not care for his empire; he was
immersed in his dream of "a religion of love". Little or no help was sent; the mastery of the
pharaohs over Syria and Canaan was broken, and the control of Egypt over her Asiatic
tributary provinces was swept away.
The name "king of Hatti" is generally understood as "king of the Hittites". In a later period that of Seti I and Ramses II of the 19th Dynasty - there were great wars between the kings of
Hatti and the pharaohs…
The name Habiru, mentioned in the letters of the king of Jerusalem, became an important
issue and gave rise to the following conjecture: these invaders could have been the Hebrews
under Joshua drawing near to the borders of Canaan. The Habiru, too, emerged from the
desert and approached the land from the other side of the Jordan. Arriving at the Promised
Land during the time of Amenhotep III and Akhnaton, they were supposed to have left Egypt
sometime in the days of Thutmose III or Amenhotep II…
The equation Habiru-Hebrews is still accepted by a large number of scholars: at the time
when the el-Amarna letters were written the Israelite nomads of the desert were knocking at
the gates of the land which they had come to conquer…
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When the Israelites entered Canaan, Adonizedek was king of Jerusalem, Hoham king of
Hebron, Piram king of Jarmuth, Japhia king of Lachish, and Debir king of Eglon (Joshua 10:3).
Among the letters there are a number written by kings of some of these places but not by
these kings. Much more important is the fact that there is little similarity in the events described in both sources. The episode of the siege of Jericho, the most remarkable occurrence
in the first period of the conquest, is missing in the letters, and Jericho is not mentioned at
all. This silence is strange, if the Habiru were the Hebrews under Joshua. No contemporaneous event can be traced in the letters.
The pharaohs of the 19th Dynasty, Seti and Ramses II, left memorial monuments in Egypt
and in Palestine regarding their passage through Palestine as conquerors of the land lost by
the pharaohs of the el-Amarna period or by their successors.
In the Books of Joshua and Judges, covering over 400 years, nothing suggests the
hegemony of Egypt or her interference in the affairs of Canaan…
According to my chronological scheme, the letters of el-Amarna, sent and received by
Amenhotep III and Akhnaton, were written, not in -1410 to -1370 as is generally accepted,
but in -870 to -840, at the time of King Jehoshaphat in Jerusalem.
If this theory is correct, among the tablets of the el-Amarna collection we should expect to
find letters written by the royal scribes, skilled in cuneiform, in the name of the Israelite kings
of Jerusalem and of Samaria. The most prolific writer of letters among the princes and chiefs
was the king of Sumur (Samaria). About 60 letters of his are preserved, 54 of them addressed
to the king of Egypt. The pharaoh even wrote to him: "Thou writest to me more than all the
regents"…
Besides the Scriptures and the el-Amarna tablets, two other sources relate to the time of
King Jehoshaphat: the stele of King Mesha of Moab and the inscriptions of the Assyrian king,
Shalmaneser III. These relics, too, and not the Bible alone, must correspond to the contents
of the el-Amarna letters, if it is true that Egyptian history must be revised and moved forward
more than half a thousand years (Ages in Chaos, p.214-219).

Overview of the Differing Chronological Views as Related to the El-Amarna Period
Velikovsky identifies three key cities of the el-Amarna
letters in the following way:




Urusalim as Jerusalem, capital of the southern
kingdom of Judah
Sumur as Samaria, capital of the northern
kingdom of Israel
Gubla as Jezreel, secondary capital after
Samaria

Other revisionist chronologists are in agreement with
Velikovsky
about
Urusalim
being
Jerusalem.
Conventional chronology has a problem with this as the
time of the el-Amarna letters is believed to be
contemporary with the time of the early Judges when
Jerusalem was still held by the Jebusites and referred
to as Jebus.
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Conventional chronology identifies Sumur as Simyra on the Syrian coast just north of
Lebanon and identifies Gubla as Byblos, a little to the south of Simyra on the northern
coast of Lebanon as shown in the map above which shows the conventional identifications
and conventional dating for this time.
Revisionist chronologists are split on the identifications of Sumur and Gubla. Some
support Velikovsky‟s identifications of them as Samaria and Jezreel while others expose
certain problems with these identifications and prefer the conventional identifications of
them as Simyra and Byblos.

Above are the differing views of the dates assigned to the el-Amarna period by different
revised chronologies as compared with the background of what was happening in the land
of Israel at the time.
IF the conclusion of the previous chapter on Shishak being Thutmose III of the mid 18th
Dynasty is correct, this theoretically rules out the current views above of Peter James and
David Rohl who place the el-Amarna period contemporary with the time of the Judges
(Peter James) or the time of Saul and David (David Rohl).
We will examine the views of Peter James and David Rohl to see if there is any conclusive
evidence for their placement of the el-Amarna period that may warrant a re-evaulation of
our conclusion of which pharaoh was the biblical Shishak reached in the previous chapter.
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Such evidence needs to have more weight than the weight of evidence in favour of
Thutmose III over Rameses II or Rameses III as Shishak if we are to change our tentative
placement of Thutmose III and the mid 18th Dynasty around 923 BC.
IF Shishak is Thutmose III of the mid 18th Dynasty then the el-Amarna period must be
around the midway point of the divided Israel period or potentially later if there is a break in
Dynasty 18 as advocated by Dale Murphie.
Most revisionist chronologists agree that Abdi-Hiba, the king of Urusalim, is the king of
Judah (or the united kingdom of Israel that proceeded it in the case of David Rohl).
Velikovsky identified Jehoshaphat as Abdi-Hiba, the king of Urusalim (Jerusalem,
capital of Judah).
Velikovsky felt there were some scribal errors in the Old Testament, not recognising the
“contradictions” as biblical evidence of the dual dating system that proves that there was a
co-regency between Jehoshaphat and his son Jehoram.
Peter James in an article he wrote in 1978 entitled “The Dating of the el-Amarna Letters”
argued the case that the evidence of the el-Amarna letters makes a better case for
Jehoshaphat’s son, Jehoram, being Abdi-Hiba, king of Urusalim (Jerusalem).
This view is currently still believed by Alan Montgomery though Peter James rejected it
when he later rejected Velikovsky‟s placement of the 18th Dynasty. Peter James currently
places the el-Amarna period during the time of the late 1100‟s BC when Samuel‟s
predecessor Eli judged Israel and the Jebusites controlled Jerusalem which was known as
Jebus at the time.
David Rohl places the el-Amarna period in the time of Saul and David (late 1000‟s BC)
believing Labayu, the chief figure from the hill country of Palestine, north of Jerusalem, is
King Saul and that the Habiru (Apiru) of the el-Amarna letters is David and his army. Rohl
contends that Abdi-Hiba, the king of Urusalim is the last Jebusite king of Jebus
before David conquered it and renamed it Jerusalem.
Eric Aitchison dates the time of the el-Amarna letters a century later than Velikovsky and
proposes that Hezekiah was Abdi-Hiba, the king of Urusalim (Jerusalem, capital of
Judah).
Dale Murphie places the el-Amarna period slightly earlier than Eric does and believes that
Hezekiah‟s father, Ahaz. was Abdi-Hiba.
Velikovsky identified Ahab as Rib-Addi, the king over Sumur and Gubla.
Those revisionist chronologists that reject Velikovsky‟s identifications of Sumur as Samaria
and Gubla as Jezreel also, by necessity, reject his identification of Ahab as Rib-Addi, the
king of Sumur (and also Gubla).
Those revisionist chronologists who support Velikovsky‟s identifications of Sumur as
Samaria and Gubla as Jezreel are split. Some support Velikovsky‟s identification Ahab as
Rib-Addi while others support the case argued by Martin Sieff in his 1978 article “The Two
Jehorams” where he argued that Ahab‟s son, Joram was Rib-Addi, the king of Sumur
and Gubla.
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The revisionist chronologists who place the time of the el-Amarna letters in the 9th century
BC (800‟s BC), either in the time of Ahab and Jehoshaphat as Velikovsky did, or in the
time of their successors, Joram and Jehoram are in agreement that Abdi-Ashirta was
Ben-Hadad of Syria and Aziru was his son Hazael of Syria.

Does the El-Amarna Period Fit the Time of the Judges or the Time of David?
Conventional chronology places the el-Amarna period contemporary with the early Judges
period. Peter James places the el-Amarna period contemporary with the late Judges
period. David Rohl places the el-Amarna period contemporary with the time of Saul and
David before David became king.
Based on the evidence within both the el-Amarna letters and the Bible, is there a good fit
between the el-Amarna period with either the time of the Judges or the United Kingdom
period when led by King Saul?
What is clear in the el-Amarna letters is that Egypt has hegemony over both Syria
and Palestine at the time. When we compare this with the Bible there is no direct
evidence in the Bible that the Egyptians had hegemony over Israel during this time.
After the Exodus the Bible is silent about Egypt until we get to the time of Solomon
when he made an alliance with Egypt. Lots of other neighbouring nations are
referred to in the time of Judges who often oppressed Israel during that time but not
a single mention of Egypt.
Peter James has no discussion about the el-Amarna period and who may be who in the elAmarna letters in his book “Centuries of Darkness”. While Israel is in a weak and divided
state during the time of the Judges no reference is made in the book of Judges about any
Egyptian influence in Israel at this time.
David Rohl places the el-Amarna period in the time of Saul and David (late 11th-early 10th
century BC) believing the Labayu, the chief figure from the hill country of Palestine, north
of Jerusalem is King Saul and that the Habiru (Apiru) of the el-Amarna letters is David and
his army.
I quote now from David Rohl‟s “A Test of Time” showing the parallels that he sees
between the el-Amarna letters and the time of Saul and David:
It is when the rebel David breaks away from King Saul and offers his services to the Philistine
king of Gath that we begin to see a situation similar to that pertaining in Palestine during the
Amarna era. Indeed, it has been noted by a number of Old Testament scholars that the
lifestyle of the Amarna Habiru closely parallels that of the mixed band of Hebrews led by the
rebel Israelite commander, David...
Kyle McCarter on the historical David:
―In short, David became an 'apiru (Habiru) chief. Like the 'apiru known from the
Amarna Age, David and his men were soldiers of fortune, who lived by hiring
themselves out as mercenaries or subsisted on plunder.‖
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Here, then, is a quite extraordinary situation. Biblical scholars have come to the conclusion
that the Hebrews under David are an exact (but later) reflection of the historical Amarna
Habiru. The problem is that in the conventional chronology David and his band of Hebrews
were marauding across Palestine in the last decade of the 11th century whilst the Habiru of
the Amarna age were doing their marauding in the 14th century BC…
The Egyptian Vassals
If we now compare the political topography of Amarna Palestine and Syria with the same
geographical region as described in the books of Samuel we find a number of direct
parallels. I have listed them in the table opposite and provide here a digest of the
identifications to be made in respect of each major political grouping.
1. The western city-state rulers of the coastal plain in Amarna age Palestine would
appear to be identical with the Philistine seranim [ruler of their 5 principal cities] of I &
II Samuel.
The former bear Indo-European names and represent a ruling elite which was probably
established in Canaan during the latter part of the Middle Bronze Age. The leading figure in
the western city-state confederacy is Shuwardata, king of Gath.
2. Milkilu, ruler of Gezer, would be a contemporary of King Saul. His city-state seems
to be independent of both the Philistines and of the five principal cities of Philistia.
Gezer is Canaanite and its rulers all bear west-semitic names.
In the new historical model which I am putting forward Gezer remains an independent
enclave until its capture and destruction by General Haremhab during the reign of
Tutankhamun. It is then given to Solomon as a dowry for his marriage to Pharaoh's
Daughter.
3. Amarna correspondent Abdi-heba, king of Jerusalem, becomes the last ruler of the
Jebus prior to the capture of Jerusalem by David.
4. Research has shown that the political expansion of the states of Amurru (OC - 13th
century) and Aram-Zobah (OC - 10th century) were very similar.
In the New Chronology the two kingdoms are a single entity - their historical separation
being brought about only as a result of the conventional chronology. King Aziru of the
Amarna Letters is one and the same as Hadadezer (Ezra), the king of Aram-Zobah in II
Samuel.
Conclusion 15: The general political topography of the Levant in the Amarna period
closely corresponds to that described in the second book of Samuel which deals with
the beginning of the United Monarchy period in Israelite history…
The hill country to the north of Jerusalem is dominated by a king who shows scant respect
towards Egyptian sovereignty in Palestine. His hypocoristic name is Labayu - his fuller name
being unknown. Moran suggests the name should be understood as ‗Great Lion [of N]'
where ‗N' represents the name of a deity.
If the New Chronology's synchronism of the Amarna period with the early Monarchy period
is correct, then this Labayu must be none other than the first Israelite king - Saul. Now, of
course, the name Saul bears no recognisable similarity to Labayu, but this is hardly
surprising…
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If Saul is to be identified with Labayu (as I shall now attempt to demonstrate by comparing
their careers), then we could translate the name of the ruler of the hill country as ‗Great Lion
[of Yahweh]' - a most appropriate title for the first Israelite monarch and a mighty warrior.
It is also intriguing to note that Psalm 57 describes King Saul's personal bodyguards as
lebaim (a word unique to the Old Testament, meaning ‗great lions')…
―I lie surrounded by lions (Heb. lebaim), greedy for human prey, their teeth are spears
and arrows, their tongues a sharp sword‖ [Psalm 57:41].
This may be the one surviving Old Testament clue to Saul's real name - a remnant of
authentic political history surrounding the Lion Man and his bodyguard of Great Lions.
When we take a look at the Lion Man himself as revealed in the Amarna Letters we find a
number of remarkable similarities with King Saul of 1 Samuel.
The latter was a major political figure in eleventh century Palestine. He controlled most of
the central hill country and parts of Transjordan. However, Jerusalem remained in the hands
of the Jebusites until the reign of Saul's successor, David.
King Saul fought against the Philistines but did not attempt to conquer their strongholds in
the southern coastal plain. He appears to have been allied to the Canaanites of Gezer
following Samuel's earlier victory against the Philistines at Mizpah when ‗There was peace
also between Israel and the Amorites' [1 Samuel 7:14].
Nearing the end of his reign, Saul is active in the Jezreel valley area, presumably his concern
being to link the Israelite tribes of Asher, Zebulun, Naphtali and Issachar (north of the
Jezreel) with his newly forged Israelite kingdom in the central hill country. This struggle
finally leads to his death at the Battle of Mount Gilboa when the Israelite forces are roundly
defeated by the Philistine confederacy…
In EA252 Labayu himself writes to Egypt complaining that his enemies have been maligning
him in their letters to Pharaoh. His crime was simply to retake his home town after its seizure
by an unnamed emeny.
―It was in war that the city was seized. When I had sworn my peace – and when I swore the
(Egyptian regional) governor swore with me - the city, along with my god, was seized. I am
slandered before the king, my lord. Moreover, if an ant is struck, does it not fight back and
bite the hand of the man that struck it? How at this time can I show deference and then
another city of mine will be seized? ... I will guard the men that seized the city [and] my god.
They are the despoilers of my father, but I will guard them.‖
This is a difficult text to interpret, and translations vary in many details, but I think we can
recover from it the following four basic elements.
1. Labayu loses his home town to a sudden attack (presumably when he is not there to
defend it) - in spite of the fact that an agreement had been sworn on both sides to keep the
peace.
2. Connected with Labayu's residence is a sacred site which has something to do with his
god who was seized along with the town.
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3. He recovers the town by force of arms - but this had been an act of retaliation against the
initial aggression.
4. The original aggressors, having been defeated, have complained to Pharaoh that Labayu is
holding some of their men captive. Labayu is forced to write one of his rare letters to Egypt
to defend his actions, arguing that he is entitled to imprison those who had seized his town
and god. However, in spite of this, he will protect them from the anger of his own people.
When we compare what little we know about Saul's home town with the details gleaned
from EA 252 we find a set of close parallels.
1. In 1 Samuel 11 Saul is away fighting against the Ammonites of Transjordan. It is
presumably at this time that the Philistines seize the opportunity to capture Michmash and
Geba/Gibeah.
2. Very close to Saul's house is a ‗high place' attended by priests. We learn this from an
earlier passage (1 Samuel 10:2-6). Following Saul's anointment, the prophet Samuel predicts
what will happen to Saul upon his return journey to his home town.
―... after leaving me today... you will come to Gibeah of God (where the Philistine pillar is)
and, when you are just outside the town, you will meet a group of prophets coming down
from the high place, headed by lyre, tambourine, pipe and harp; they will be in a state of
ecstasy. The spirit of Yahweh will then seize on you, and you will go into ecstasy with them,
and be changed into another man. When these signs have occurred, act as occasion serves,
for God is with you.‖
'Gibeah of God' (Heb. Gebeath Ha-Elohim) is another name for Saul's home town and it is
here that the Philistines had erected a pillar. The high place there is also sacred to the
Israelites and is dedicated to Yahweh. Saul's home town is thus a holy site connected with his
god. When he takes Gibeah/Geba back from the Philistines and Jonathan smites the pillar of
the Philistines erected there, Saul is acting as Labayu did in EA 252. The fact that the
Philistine pillar is located at Gibeah of God [1 Samuel 10:5] and Geba [1 Samuel 13:31
confirms that we are dealing with a single location.
3. One further parallel can be drawn from the two texts (EA 252 and 1 Samuel). In the above
translation of EA 252 by Moran, we read: ‗How at this time can I show deference and then
another city of mine will be seized?' However, Albright had earlier given a quite different
translation of the same passage: ‗How could I hold back this day when two of my towns have
been taken?'. In the case of Saul, he recaptured two towns - Geba/Gibeah and Michmash.
The King's Son
In Labayu's third letter to Pharaoh (EA 254) we learn that the king's son (unnamed) has been
implicated in the activities of the Habiru. This is without the knowledge of his father. Labayu
writes:
―Moreover, the king wrote for my son. I did not know that my son was consorting with
the Habiru. I herewith hand him over to Addaya (the Egyptian commissioner)‖.
Here, again there is a clear parallel with the story of King Saul's reign. In 1 Samuel
20:30-31 Saul accuses his son, Jonathan, of a secret association with the rebel
chieftain, David. The close friendship between David and Jonathan is legendary, and
David, as Mendenhall observes, is the ‗clearest example' of a Habiru leader one could
find. In a rage of displeasure Saul lashes out at his eldest son:
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‗Son of a rebellious slut! Do I not know that you side with the son of Jesse (i.e. David)
to your own shame and your mother's dishonour? As long as the son of Jesse lives on
earth, neither you nor your royal rights are secure'…
Conclusion 16: Labayu, the ‗Lion [of Yahweh]‘, ruler of the hill country in the Amarna
period is the historical figure upon whom the writer of the books of Samuel based the
life of Saul, first king of the Israelite nation…
The 'double-monarchy' in the land of Israel finally collapses in a series of murders. First
Abner is stabbed to death by Joab at the gates of Hebron [II Samuel 3:22-39] and then,
shortly after, King Ishbaal is assassinated by two of his own chieftains, Baanah and Rechab [II
Samuel 4:1-12]. With no son of Israel's first king left alive to rival David's claim to the
succession, the son-in-law and enemy of Saul is proclaimed king over all Israel [II Samuel 5:151].
This is the biblical version of events following the Battle of Gilboa. What can the el-Amarna
Letters add to this complex picture?
As with Labayu (Saul) we find Mutbaal (Ishbaal) corresponding with Egypt. [Mutbaal:
Canaanite for ―man of Baal‖].
He writes to Yanhamu the Egyptian commissioner based at Gaza. Mutbaal has been
accused of harbouring Ayab whom the Egyptian authorities wish to arrest. In EA 256,
despatched from the city of Pella in Transjordan, he professes his innocence to
Akhenaten's representative.
―How can it be said in your presence: 'Mutbaal has fled. He has hidden Ayab'? ... As the
king, my lord, lives, as the king, my lord, lives, I swear Ayab is not in Pella.‖
Who is Ayab? Now that we have the biblical source to complement the Amarna
correspondence it becomes obvious. Ayab is Joab, commander of David's Habiru
forces…
Revolution in Judah
Our next task is to identify David himself in the Amarna Letters. This is not so easy because
the correspondents in communication with Akhenaten after the death of Labayu do not
mention the Habiru chieftain by name. Instead we begin to hear constant reference to an
ever increasing military threat from the mountains.
At first, immediately following the overthrow of Labayu, we see an alliance formed between
the kings of Gath (Shuwardata) and Gezer (Milkilu) who use their Habiru mercenaries to take
the towns and villages of the central hill country. Abdiheba, the ruler of Jerusalem, sees this
as a threat to his own security and writes several complaining letters to Pharaoh.
―Here is the deed against the land which Milkilu and Shuwardata did: against the land of the
king, my lord, they ordered troops from Gezer, troops from Gath and troops from Keilah.
They seized Rubute. The land of the king has deserted to the Habiru‖ [EA 290].
And again in a follow-up letter he directly links the challenge to Egyptian authority with an
alliance between the king of Gezer and the two surviving sons of Labayu.
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―This is the deed of Milkilu and the deed of the sons of Labayu, who have given the
land of the king to the Habiru‖ [EA 287].
Remembering that David is the hireling of Achish, king of Gath, Abdiheba's letters
appear to be referring to David's move to Hebron from his original base at Ziklag
which had previously been assigned to him by Achish.
Small wonder that the king of Jerusalem was becoming nervous: the Habiru were
moving into settlements immediately adjacent to his own territorial boundaries…
Dadua - Beloved of Yahweh
…There is one letter which does supply the Amarna period (and therefore original) name of
David. It is a letter to which I have already referred and from which I shall now provide a
more substantial quote. That letter is EA 256 written by Mutbaal (Ishbaal) son of King Labayu
(Saul) from Pella, one of his strongholds in Transjordan following the Battle of Gilboa. It is
the same letter in which Mutbaal claims ignorance as to the whereabouts of Ayab (Joab),
David's army commander. This is what Mutbaal has to say to the Egyptian commissioner in
Gaza.
―Say to Yanhamu, my lord: Message of Mutbaal, your servant. I fall at the feet of my lord.
How can it be said in your presence: 'Mutbaal has fled. He has hidden Ayab'? How can the
king of Pella flee from the commissioner, agent of the king, his lord? As the king, my lord,
lives, as the king, my lord, lives, I swear Ayab is not in Pella. In fact, he has [been in the] field
(i.e. on campaign) for two months. Just ask Benenima. Just ask Dadua. Just ask Yishuya...‖
The great biblical scholar Martin Noth has suggested that in King David's case we should
understand the full name as ‗beloved of Yahweh' - that is Dudiyah or Dadiyah or Daduyah.
Other scholars have recognised that the Hebrew name Dad/Dud is the exact equivalent of
Akkadian Dadu as found in names such as Dadiya, Daduilu, Dadusha and Dadanu.
I am sure you have already got the drift. Dadua of EA 256 is none other than Dad/Dadu
- the biblical David. The letter was probably written during the period when David was
ruler of Hebron and sometime ally of his brother-in-law, Ishbaal (Mutbaal), king of
Israel…
We have already identified Aziru king of Amurru with Hadadezer, king of Aram-Zobah,
proposing that Aziru is the hypocoristic form of the name Hadad-azru ('Hadad is the
helper'). As Malamat notes, the military and political expansions of the two kingdoms
were identical…
There are other identifications which could be made between the bitpart players of the
Early Monarchy era and the el-Amarna period - we even see the name Goliath in its
Amarna form of Gulatu [EA 292 & 294]. (A Test of Time, p.201-206, 212-215, 221-223,
228-230).

Eric Aitchison has this critique of David Rohl‟s identification of Saul with Labayu of the elAmarna letters:
The identification of Labayu, mayor of Shechem as Saul, king of Israel is a pivotal point in the
revision theory of David Rohl and his supporters...The placement of Labayu as Saul requires
that Labayu be a contemporary of Akhenaten.
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Giles, in direct opposition to Rohl, places the letters of Labayu into the reign of Amenhotep
III arguing thus.
―Since Burnaburiash‘s second letter to Ikhnaton was obviously written comparatively soon
after the latter‘s succession, Zatatna of Acco may have succeeded his father, Zurata as prince
of Acco during the reign of Amenhotep III, but Zurata himself is surely a contemporary of
Amenhotep III. Any mention, then, of this man as living dates a letter to the reign of
Amenhotep III. Thus, another letter in the correspondence, which was written by Zurata to an
unnamed king of Egypt, will, in all probability, have been written to Amenhotep III.
―Another excellent example of this kind of detective work occurs in the series of letters
written by Biridya of Megiddo to an unnamed pharaoh. On one occasion he writes that he
and his brother, Jasdata, perhaps acting in concert with Zurata, succeeded in capturing
Labayu, a city king who had been outlawed by Egypt for his depredations. They had been
instructed to deliver him alive to the Egyptian court, and Zurata took him home with him to
his city of Acco, ostensibly with the intention of putting him aboard a ship bound for Egypt.
Instead, he took a bribe and freed his prisoner.
―Biridya and his brother, as soon as they had found out what had happened, set out to recapture Labayu, but before they could overtake him, the people of a city called Gina had
killed him. It seems that the death of Labayu and his misdeeds while alive must also be dated
to the reign of Amenhotep III (because of the reference to Zurata), so that the letters of
Biridya and Jasdata, too, most likely belong to this reign, as do the letters of Labayu himself.‖
The issue of placement pales into insignificance when we remember that there is no parallel
to these actions in the last year of the life of Saul. Letter 245 is handled at page 45 of the
article.
The most striking omission is the failure to comment on the capture, ransom and
release of Saul prior to his death at the hands of the citizens of Gina. There need be no
battle for this incident to occur; there is no Biblical parallel for the capture, ransom
and release of Saul prior to the Battle of Mount Gilboa...
For Labayu to be Saul we would have to acknowledge that Egypt was the senior
partner in a defence pact with those kings reliant on the king of Jerusalem. This is
what the el-Amarna letters indicate but it is not what the Bible indicates.
The Bible has the Philistines in control of the Gaza/Gezer area and as implacable
enemies of Saul. David flees to Achish, king of Gath and was confined to Ziklag when
Saul was defeated at Gilboa.
Neither Saul nor David captured Gezer so the Labayu capture cannot be used to further the
argument that Saul equals Labayu. The acceptance of David as king of Israel cannot be seen
in the milieu of the el-Amarna letters or in the aftermath of that period.
David and his army were confined to the south and went north to take over the
kingdom; the Apiru came from the north and took over many of the major cities, none
of which David or Saul controlled (The El-Amarna Letters, p.3,5).

Dale Murphie in an article entitled “Testing Rohl‟s Test of Time” makes these brief
comments on Rohl‟s placement of the el-Amarna period contemporary with Saul and
David:
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Labayu was king of Shechem -- nothing else; certainly not Saul, neither his contemporary. In
October 1989 this writer prepared a lengthy paper with limited circulation on this subject.
Briefly, the thrust centered upon the lack of any Hebrew text confirming Egyptian
hegemony and the singular lack of Egyptian reprisals against Saul's newly raised
standing army.
Also countered was the Mutbaal correlation with Saul's son, Ishbosheth. Additionally,
the notion that the el-Amarna cuneiform library relates to the same time frame as
David and Saul wilts with the defeat of the earlier proposition that Ramesses II is to be
identified as Shishak and that the contemporary eclipse dates to -1012 (Aeon V, issue
1).

In originally reading Rohl‟s views on the el-Amarna period I was initially impressed with the
closeness of Mutbaal (Canaanite for “man of Baal”) with Ishbaal (Hebrew for “man of
Baal”). This turns out to be a faulty piece of sleight of hand. Saul‟s son was known as
Ishbosheth NOT Ishbaal. The name “similarities” need to be taken very tentatively and not
place too much weight on them.
In an online article entitled: “Pharaohs and the Bible: David Rohl's Chronology Untenable”
the following points I believe argue successfully against David Rohl‟s placement of the elAmarna period contemporary with Saul and David:
Labayu identical with King Saul?
A few Amarna letters were written by Labayu, governor of Shichem, who ruled over a vast
area in the hills north of Jerusalem. Saul ruled over approximately the same area and was
therefore, in the view of Rohl, exactly the same man. However, what Labayu wrote to
pharaoh Amenhotep III clearly shows that the equation cannot be valid.
In the first of Labayu's letters we know (no. 252), he defended himself against complaints of
other city rulers about him.20 Labayu admitted that he had invaded Gezer. He wrote he
didn't know that his son collaborated with the Habiru (letter no. 254). Labayu captured cities
that were under protection of the pharaoh, and he besieged Megiddo. Abdi-Heba, governor
of Jerusalem, complained that Labayu had given the entire region of Shichem to the Habiru
(letter no. 289). The pharaoh finally ordered some city rulers to take Labayu prisoner and
bring him to Egypt.
Biridiya, governor of Megiddo, wrote to the pharaoh that Zurata, governor of Akko, was to
take Labayu, once he was captured, to Akko and from there by ship to Egypt. However,
Labayu payed Zurata bribe money and was released (letter no. 245). Later Labayu was killed
by citizens of Gina, probably the city of Beth-Hagan (Jenin) in the northern part of the central
hill coun-try. This was reported to Balu-Ur.Sag by Labayu's two sons. Balu-Ur.Sag informed
the pharaoh that Labayu's two sons continued to invade the coun-try, and asked him to send
a high official to Biryawaza, king of Damascus, and order the latter to take armed action
against Labayu's sons (letter no. 250).
The picture of both Labayu and the situation in Canaan that is drawn in the Amarna letters is
totally different from what is reported in the Bible about king Saul and the situation in Israel
under his rule.
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Labayu was governor of Shechem, whereas Saul lived in the vicinity of Gibeon. Labayu
was killed by citizens of Gina, Saul committed suicide after being defeated by the
Philistines at the foot of the Gilboa mountains (1 Sam. 31:4).
Three of his four sons died in the same battle (1 Sam. 31:2). Several letters dating from
after Labayu's death speak about his two sons who collaborated with the Habiru and
gave them pieces of land (letter no. 287).
Mut-Balu, one of Labayu's sons, was governor of Pella (letter no. 255). After Saul's
death his only son alive, Ishboseth, became king in Mahanaim (2 Sam. 2:8). Biridiya
wrote that the sons of Labayu had offered money to the Habiru in order that they
would wage war against him (letter no. 246). Thus, more than one letter shows that
two sons of Labayu played a role after his death.
Under pharaoh Amenhotep IV Egyptian high officials were stationed in Canaan.
However, when Saul was king, the situation was completely different. The Amarna
letters don't mention the Philistines, whereas Saul had to fight the Philistines
throughout his reign (1 Sam. 14:52).

Alan Montgomery in his article “The Hittite Problem” offers these comments on Rohl‟s
placement of the el-Amarna period:
Rohl's placement of the Amarna letters in the days of Saul and David is unconvincing. The
conflict in Saul's time was Israel versus Philistia.
The whole tenure of the Amarna period is intrigue of several mischievous states,
mainly Damascus, vying for power under the nose of a stronger Egyptian overlord. The
main threat to the overlordship of Egyptian territories is the Hittites.
The biblical texts do not mention Egypt or Damascus as major players in the time of
Saul and David. Nor is there a mention of any Hittite superpower in the time of Saul,
although there is mention of Urriah the Hittite in the acme of David's day.
It is a mismatch of Amarna letters to place them in the reign of Saul. David's foes after the
Philistines were the Aramaeans. They did not create havoc for him. He handled them very
well. The Aramaeans did not harass their neighbours; they had little money left after they
had paid tribute to the Israelites. It is a mismatch to place the Amarna letters in the context
of David's reign.
The mismatch continues into the next dynasty as Seti I invades Beth Shan and sets up a
stele in Beth Shan in the northern area of Israel in the middle of Israel's most powerful
times, during the reign of Solomon.
While Solomon has everybody building the Temple and his palace, an Egyptian army
supposedly invades and establishes a military post in the middle of Israel, which is still
there in the days of Ramesses II.
And what is the response of King Solomon, the richest and most powerful king of that
world at that time to this insufferable arrogance? We are expected then to believe that
Solomon gave neither diplomatic nor military response to this. This is incredible. It
never happened.
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That last point about Seti I (Rohl’s contemporary with Solomon) invading Israel
shows a clear mismatch in my view with placing the el-Amarna period in the time of
Saul and David.

Does the El-Amarna Period Fit the Time of the
Mid-Divided Kingdom of Israel (800’s BC)?
The strongest evidence to support the time of the el-Amarna letters being in the 9th
century BC (800‟s BC) is the evidence put forth to support the identification of Jehoram of
Judah as Abdi-Hiba in the SIS Review (Vol 2 No 3) article “The Dating of the El-Amarna
Letters” written in 1978 by Peter James.
This evidence does not require that Sumur be Samaria nor does it require Joram of Israel
be Rib Addi, king of Sumur. Evidence against Sumur being Samaria does not affect the
identification that Jehoram of Judah as Abdi-Hiba. I now quote the aforementioned article:
THE DATING OF THE EL-AMARNA LETTERS
The final three chapters of Immanuel Velikovsky's Ages in Chaos are devoted to a discussion
of the el-Amarna letters, the correspondence of the Pharaohs Amenhotep III and IV
(Akhnaton) with their fellow rulers in Anatolia and Mesopotamia and with their vassal rulers
in Syria and Palestine. According to his revised chronology, these Pharaohs ruled in the mid9th, and not the 14th century BC and the letters themselves date roughly to between 870
and 840 BC (1).
For this to be so it was necessary for him to demonstrate that the letters from Syria and
Palestine were written by the kings of the mid-9th century known to us principally from the
Bible and from some secondary sources such as the annals of the Assyrian king Shalmaneser
III, "if it is true that Egyptian history must be revised and moved forward more than half a
thousand years".
Velikovsky based his comparison of the events of the letters and those of the Scriptures on
the identifications of Abdi-Hiba of Jerusalem with King Jehoshaphat of Judah. Rib-Addi of
Gubla (and Sumur) with King Ahab of Israel, and Abdi-Ashirta and his son Azaru of Amurru
with Ben-Hadad and Hazael, rulers of Damascus.
With the latter two identifications he seems to be on firmest ground, in that we have a
succession of two rulers, both of whom are characterised in the letters and the Scriptures as
powerful rulers who made frequent armed excursions - and conquests - in the territories to
the south of their own kingdom.
In the letters their domain is described as "Amurru" - a term used, as Velikovsky has pointed
out (2), by Shalmaneser III for Syria in general, the whole area being dominated by the two
successive kings in "both" the el-Amarna period and the mid-9th century.
From Assyrian evidence is it known that Hazael succeeded to the throne between 845 and
841 BC, and thus we have a reasonably precise floruit for those el-Amarna correspondents
who relate the deeds of Abdi-Ashirta and Azaru, particularly for Rib-Addi. whose letters
report the death of Abdi-Ashirta and the accession of Azaru (3).
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This, as well as Velikovsky's claim that the deeds attributed to Jehoram of Israel in the Books
of Kings and Chronicles should be ascribed to Ahab (4), would require a lengthening of the
reign of Ahab, whose last year is usually attributed, on the basis of other synchronisms with
Assyria, to 853 BC (5).
However, in the accompanying paper Martin Sieff has thrown serious doubt on Velikovsky's
hypothesis of an extended reign for Ahab. The writers of Kings and Chronicles, and Josephus
as well, seem to have been in little doubt that the siege of Samaria by Ben-Hadad, the wars
of Hazael with Israel and the rebellion of Mesha of Moab took place under the reign of a
Jehoram, be he the son and successor of Ahab, or a "ghost" of his namesake ruling in
Jerusalem. Other researchers, working independently from Velikovsky and within the
conventional chronology, have suggested that Jehoram of Israel did not exist as a separate
entity from his southern namesake.
Writing in the 1927 edition of the Cambridge Ancient History (6), S. A. Cook discussed the
similarities in the names and policies of the two Jehorams: "The coincidence of these
traditions may tempt the conjecture that there was only one Jehoram over a single kingdom,
and that we have the Judaean and Ephraemite versions." And the "ghost" Jehoram
hypothesis has been re-argued more recently by John Strange of Copenhagen, in a paper
read at the annual meeting of the Collegium Biblicum in January 1973. Strange believes that
"the Deuteronomist deliberately used every ambiguity in his sources and created a 'ghost' in
Israel" (7). But neither Strange nor Cook argued that some of Ahab's years and deeds had
been attributed to this "ghost" Jehoram.
Some scholars (8) have gone even further and suggested that the Syrian wars attributed to
Jehoram in the Bible really refer to events in the days of Jehoahaz of Israel (814-798 BC).
Discussing their theory, M. Elat wrote: "Scholars have already noticed that there were in fact
no hostilities between Aram and Israel after the battle of Ramoth-gilead, fought only a short
while after the battle of Karkar, and up to the death of Ben-Hadad.. The description of the
subjugation of Israel by Ben-Hadad, king of Aram, in 2 Kings 5-7 is integrated into the
section describing the history of the reign of Jehoram son of Ahab (2 Kings 3:1-9:26), without
mentioning the name of any king of Israel, and without relating which of the kings of Aram
known as Ben-Hadad was meant.
It seems reasonable to accept the opinion of those scholars who claim that these chapters
relate to the reign of Jehoahaz, son of Jehu, a period in which the subjugation of Israel by
Ben-Hadad son of Hazael was at its most severe." (9) Such a hypothesis, if it were generally
accepted, would of course be of crucial importance in the evaluation of Velikovsky's
discussion of the el-Amarna letters and should be borne in mind by both the opponents and
adherents of the revised chronology.
In view of the above problems regarding the Biblical accounts of Jehoram of Israel, which still
await adequate resolution, it will be difficult to give any definitive evaluation of Velikovsky's
arguments relating events in the el-Amarna letters to those of the northern kingdom in the
mid-9th century. In the case of the southern kingdom we are in a much better position, from
the point of view of the Biblical evidence, for a critical analysis of Velikovsky's identification
of Jehoshaphat of Judah with Abdi-Hiba of Jerusalem.
To the best of my knowledge, no one has cast any doubt on the veracity of the accounts of
Jehoshaphat and his son Jehoram given in Kings and Chronicles. There are certainly none of
the textual ambiguities which have given rise to the problems and hypotheses reviewed
above. Moreover, there can be no doubt whatsoever, as there might be with Velikovksy's
identification of Sumur and Gubla with Samaria and Jezreel, that the Jerusalem from which
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Abdi-Hiba wrote was the same Jerusalem that was the capital of Judah in the mid-9th
century BC.
Moabites or Philistines?
In an earlier publication of the SIS (10), John Day raised a fundamental objection to
Velikovsky's identification of Abdi-Hiba with Jehoshaphat:"Velikovsky claims that Abdi-Hiba, king of Jerusalem, is to be equated with
Jehoshaphat. Abdi-Hiba means 'servant of Hiba' - Hiba being the name of a Hittite
goddess. Can one really believe that Jehoshaphat, whom the Old Testament praises for
his loyalty to the Israelite god, could also have borne this name involving a Hittite
goddess?"
Velikovsky did in fact prefer the earlier reading of the name, Ebed-Tov ("Good Servant"), a
name without idolatrous connotations. And he also claimed that: "The King of Jerusalem,
unlike other vassal kings, omits expressions of respect for the gods of Egypt; he does not call
the pharaoh 'my sun, my god', as all other vassal correspondents did; in distinction to other
writers of the letters, he does not mention his God; he may be recognised as a servant of a
Lord whose name he would not profane in his letters to his pagan protector." (11)
It would seem, on the face of it, that Velikovsky had good grounds for identifying
Abdi-Hiba with the pious Jehoshaphat. But unfortunately, his belief that Abdi-Hiba did
not address the Pharaoh in the same way as the other vassal rulers seems to be based
on an oversight: letter no. 288 begins as follows:"To the king, my lord, my Sun-god, say: Thus, 'Abdu-Heba, thy servant. At the two feet of
the king, my lord, seven times and seven times I fall." (12)
Moreover, as John Day pointed out, the reading "Ebed-Tov" is now "universally rejected"
(13).
In response to Day, Martin Sieff and this writer agreed that Day's objection carried
enough weight to question the identification proposed by Velikovsky (14) - instead,
we suggested that Abdi-Hiba may have been Jehoram, denounced by the writers of
Kings and Chronicles as an idolater, and conceivably a worshipper of the Hurrian
goddess Hiba or Hepat (15).
At the same time, we mentioned that this lowering of the date of the el-Amarna letters,
within a revised model, was demanded by "several chronological and other considerations",
which we promised to deal with at length in another place: the two papers in this issue
dealing with the "two Jehorams" are in fulfilment of that promise.
But before turning to a detailed comparison of the reigns of Jehoram, as recorded in the
Books of Kings and Chronicles, and Abdi-Hiba, as known from the el-Amarna letters, it would
be as well to reconsider Velikovsky's reasons for originally identifying the latter with
Jehoshaphat.
In a section of Chapter VII entitled "Jerusalem in peril", he pointed to various passages in the
letters of Abdi-Hiba which he believed described the invasion of Judah by bands of
Moabites, Ammonites and Seirites in the days of Jehoshaphat (See II Chronicles 20:1-30).
The invaders of the letters were the famous habiru, once thought to be the invading
Hebrews under Joshua, and the subject of over eighty years of controversy. Velikovsky
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suggested that this term should be understood, simply, as the Hebrew for "members of a
band", "bandits", a suggestion which may meet with some philological objections (16), but
which is eminently plausible for the contexts it is used in, particularly since habiru has been
discovered to be interchangeable with the ideogram SA.GAZ, "bandits", "cutthroats" (17).
The term habiru occurs only in the letters from the south of Palestine, notably in those of
Abdi-Hiba himself, while in the northern letters of the collection the invaders are invariably
referred to as SA.GAZ (18).
Velikovsky made a convincing case for identifying these SA.GAZ, particularly those of RibAddi's letters, with the Moabites, rebelling under King Mesha. He even identified the name of
Mesha in the letters, although this must be regarded with some caution (19). The identity of
these SA.GAZ, northern invaders, is not questioned here, but the difference in nomenclature
between them and the southern habiru should give us cause to doubt whether the same
people are actually referred to in both cases.
Also to be considered are the geographical terms used by Abdi-Hiba when he
describes habiru activity. Velikovsky cites a letter in which he complains that there is hostility
towards him as far as the lands of Seeri and Gintikirmil, and identifies Seeri as Mount Seir,
the high country of Edom to the south of Moab, an identification generally accepted (20).
Rubuta of the letters, a town seized by the habiru, he associates with Rabbath-Ammon,
a Transjordanian city of the Ammonites, neighbours of the Moabites. It is, however,
usually identified as Biblical Rabbah (Joshua 15:60), in the northern Shephelah (21).
This location is well supported by Egyptian townlists - the list of Thutmose III places
a r-b-t next to Gezer, while that of Shoshenk I (probably the itinerary of his
ambassadors) lists r-b-t between Gezer and Aijalon (21). And the context in which
Rubuta is mentioned in the letters leaves no doubt that a city in the Shephelah, and
not Transjordania, is intended. EA 290 states: "Behold the deed which Milkilu and
Shuwardata did to the land of the king, my lord! They rushed troops of Gezer, troops
of Gath and troops of Keilah; they took the land of Rubutu." (17) Gezer, Gath and
Keilah are all cities on the border of Judah and Philistia, and Milkilu is known from his
own letters as the ruler of Gezer (22).
A reading of the letters of Abdi-Hiba can leave little doubt as to the identity of the invaders
described as habiru. Several of their leaders are referred to by name: as well as Milkilu of
Gezer, there is Lab'ayu and his sons from Shechem, Tagu from Gath-Carmel, and Shuwardata
from Keilah or Gath (23). Lachish and Sile (the first Egyptian fortress in Sinai) were also
involved in the revolt: "Behold Zimreda, the townsmen of Lachish have smitten him, slaves
who had become 'Apiru. Yaptih-Hadad has been slain in the (very) gate of Sile." (EA 288)
Elsewhere, the cities of Gezer, Ashkelon and Lachish are accused of supplying the habiru:
"Behold, the land of Gezer, the land of Ashkelon, and Lachish, they have given them grain,
oil, and all their requirements." (EA 287).
All the cities accused by Abdi-Hiba of participating in the habiru uprising are to the
west or south-west of Judah, with the exception of Shechem in Israel. The idea, then,
that Abdi-Hiba's letters are describing an invasion from Transjordania, is quite
untenable. It is clear from his letters that rebellions are occurring in, and on the border
with, Philistia, and that the invaders of Abdi-Hiba's territories are, in the main, the
Philistine rebels.
This view would be in good accord with the current opinion of Biblical scholars that "the
Apiru are not a foreign element in the land, coming from outside, but an indigenous
element", as expressed by Edward F. Campbell Jr.: "If instead the term 'Apiru is seen to be a
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label simply meaning 'outlaw' or 'rebellious' in this context it is at least possible, and to me
very probable, that to 'become 'Apiru' means 'to defy the authority of the crown'." (24)
Philistia was quiet during the reign of Jehoshaphat. Far from mentioning that the
Philistines took common cause with the Moabite invaders, II Chronicles 17:11 records
that some of the Philistines actually paid him tribute: "Also some of the Philistines
brought Jehoshaphat presents and tribute silver." Something of this waning Judaean
hegemony over Philistia can be detected in the letters of Abdi-Hiba. One letter (EA
287) indicates that he was superior to the Egyptian governor of Gaza (25), an
important city in the south-west of Philistia - so it seems likely that the authority of
Jerusalem originally extended over much of the coastal plain.
This is confirmed by the fact that the rebel Philistines, when "becoming habiru" or
rebels against the crown, were fighting against Abdi-Hiba himself, the representative
of Egyptian authority in southern Palestine. One of the rebels, Milkilu of Gezer, wrote
to another, Tagu, saying: " ...let us break away from the city of Jerusalem." (26).
The above considerations must lead us to reject Velikovsky's identification of Abdi-Hiba with
Jehoshaphat, who was not an idolater and who did not suffer a rebellion of the Philistines.
Instead, a comparison is offered here of the reigns of Abdi-Hiba and Jehoshaphat's son
Jehoram.
The Reign of Jehoram of Judah
It is unfortunate that the account of Jehoram given in the Book of Chronicles is so brief, but
there is enough given on the important events of his reign to test the hypothesis identifying
him with Abdi-Hiba of the el-Amarna letters.
After recounting the coup in which Jehoram disposed of his brothers, and how he "wrought
that which was evil in the eyes of the Lord", Chronicles goes on to describe a revolt of the
Edomites (II Chron. 21:8-10).
Edom had been tributary to Judah during the reign of Jehoshaphat, and had been
ruled by his deputy (I Kings 22:47). Jehoram led his chariotry into Edom in an attempt
to crush the revolt, but suffered a serious defeat (27), and Edom remained
independent of Judah "unto this day". Libnah, a city in the northern Shephalah,
rebelled with Edom: "The same time also did Libnah revolt from under his hand,
because he had forsaken the Lord God of his fathers." (v. 10)
The Chronicler continues with an account of Jehoram's lapse from Yahweh-worship, and of
the letter sent to him by the prophet Elijah, foretelling disaster for Jehoram, his family and
his kingdom. This is followed by a short, but very informative passage given here in full:"Moreover the Lord stirred up against Jehoram the spirit of the Philistines, and of the
Arabians, that were near the Ethiopians: and they came up into Judah, and brake into
it, and carried away all the substance that was found in the king's house, and his sons
also, and his wives; so that there was never a son left to him, save Jehoahaz, the
youngest of his sons." (II Chron. 21:16-17) This is clearly a description of Judah in a
critically dangerous state.
I have already mentioned above how Jehoshaphat took tribute from some of the Philistine
cities. This suzerainty was obviously lost during Jehoram's reign, when the Philistines were
powerful enough to actually invade Judah. There were also permanent changes on the
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border with Philistia unfavourable to Judah - Libnah had gained its independence from
Judah at the same time as the Edomite revolt (28).
With the revolt of Edom and Philistia, the invasion of Judah and the sack of his palace,
Jehoram's kingdom must have been on the verge of total collapse. Such a situation is
amply reflected in the desperate letters of Abdi-Hiba, full of pleas to his Egyptian
overlord for the troops needed to defend his fief - "Let the king turn his attention to
the archers, and let the king, my lord, send out troops of archers, for the king has no
lands left!" (EA 286)
In one letter (EA 288) Abdi-Hiba defines the extent of the revolts against his authority:
"Let my king take thought for his land! The land of the king is lost; in its entirety it is
taken from me; there is war against me, as far as the lands of Seir and as far as Gathcarmel! All the governors are at peace, but there is war against me." (29)
Where were Seir and Gath-carmel, areas once ruled by Abdi-Hiba, but now in rebellion
against him, - "taken from me"? Seir, a mountain to the south of the Dead Sea, was the
ancestral home of the Edomites, and was used as a synonym for Edom by the prophets
(30). The name Gath-carmel contains the element Gath, a familiar Philistine placename; Aharoni has argued, with specific reference to this el-Amarna letter, that Gathcarmel was, in fact, the famous Gath, one of the five old Philistine capitals (31).
The controversy surrounding the location of the various cities known as Gath is well outside
the scope of this paper (32), but it should be noted that both Gath and Libnah have, at
different times, been identified with Tell es-Safi. John Gray has gone further and has
suggested that Gath and Libnah were actually the same place (33). If this identification is
correct, then EA 288, describing the rebellion of Seir (= Edom) and Gath-carmel (= Libnah?)
parallels exactly the account in II Chron. 21:10, which says that Edom and Libnah broke away
from Judah at the same time. From EA 289 we learn that Gath-carmel was now in the hands
of Tagu, an ally of Milkilu of Gezer: "Behold the land of the town of Gath-carmel, it belongs
to Tagu...". If the identification of Gath-carmel with Libnah is incorrect, then it may be
permissible to read Abdi-Hiba's letters as a complaint to the Pharaoh that all his subject
territories from Edom to Philistia had revolted against him.
Having seen that Jehoram and Abdi-Hiba both suffered revolts in Edom and Philistia, we can
return to the passage from Chronicles quoted above to compare the later events of their
reigns. As it stands, the very summary account of the invasions suffered by Jehoram is rather
problematic: two questions spring to mind immediately - did the Arabians attack in concert
with the Philistines, or was one group responsible for the sack of Jehoram's palace, and the
other for invading Judah? And who were these "Arabians that were near the Ethiopians
[Cushites]"?
A later passage in Chronicles (II, 22:1) concerned with the succession after Jehoram, suggests
that it was the Arabs, rather than the Philistines, that were responsible for the sack of
Jehoram's palace and the murder of his sons: "Then the inhabitants of Jerusalem made
Ahaziah his youngest son king in his stead: for the band of men that came with the Arabians
to the camp had slain all the eldest." (34) It may be that the clipped account in Chronicles
has run together the actions of the Philistines, in invading Judah, and the Arabs, in sacking
Jehoram's palace, its brevity obscuring the distinction between the two (35). We will return to
this point again later.
The question of the "Arabians that were near the Cushites" has been a vexed one for Biblical
scholars. This phrase was once the mainspring of the old exegetical theory that located Cush
in northern Arabia as well as in Ethiopia (36), an awkward explanation that has fortunately
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been laid to rest (37). This leaves us with two other viable interpretations of the text. It has
been suggested that these Arabs came from the corner of the Arabian peninsula where it
almost meets Abyssinia, the two continents at this point being separated by quite a narrow
stretch of sea (38). This suggestion, however, still leaves us with difficulties. The names of the
kingdoms of southern Arabia were well known to the Hebrews - so why should they choose
the awkward phrase "that were near the Cushites" to describe an Arabian locality?
Further, the phrase "that were near the Cushites" applied to Arabians occurs only once in the
whole of the Old Testament and is certainly a peculiarity. This singularity has suggested to
me a different solution, one which agrees better with a literal interpretation of the phrase
than the above-mentioned solution. Eva Danelius (39) and Martin Sieff (40), in their
discussions of the identity of the Queen of Sheba, have already drawn attention to the
presence of Arabian colonies in Ethiopia, known from both literary and archaeological
records. These Arabian colonists transferred their tongue, Ge'ez, and the name of their
homeland Saba to Ethiopia.
While the earliest inscriptions in Ge'ez from Ethiopia, records of the kingdom of Saba, date
to the seventh or eighth centuries BC (41), one may deduce that the Sabaeans must have
arrived much earlier than this date to allow time for the formation of this kingdom. Sir Wallis
Budge, who devoted much of his time to the study of Ethiopian history, was quite emphatic
about the early date of this migration: "Several, certainly, but probably many, centuries
before Christ Semites from Yaman in south Arabia left their lands on the shores of the Red
Sea and crossed over into Africa." (42) Archaeologists today have set a round date of about
1000 BC for the beginning of this Arab migration into Ethiopia (43). In terms of the revised
chronology, this would have been taking place early in the XVIIIth Dynasty, a date which is
consistent with the Biblical usage of the Arabian term "Saba" for the kingdom of Hatshepsut
in her role as Queen of Ethiopia (44).
Now, the presence of Arabs in Ethiopia (Cush) is a historical fact. What better
description could the Chronicler have used for them than "the Arabians that were near
the Cushites"? I would suggest that here lies the solution to a much-argued problem of
Old Testament studies (45).
But either location of these Arabs, in Ethiopia or in the south-eastern corner of the Arabian
peninsula, prompts us to ask a further question. What were Arabs from so far south doing in
Judah, and how could they possibly be in a suitable military position to sack the palace of
Jehoram? In my opinion, only the revised chronology holds the answer to this question.
Velikovsky faced a similar problem when he dealt with the invasion of "Zerah the Ethiopian"
repulsed by King Asa of Judah: "The way from Ethiopia to Palestine is along the valley of the
Nile, and an Ethiopian army, in order to reach Palestine, would have to conquer Egypt first."
(46) His identification of Zerah with the Pharaoh Amenhotep II, who ruled Egypt and Ethiopia
and campaigned in Palestine, solved the problem, and dispensed with the need for the old
exegetical argument that there had been a kingdom of Cush in northern Arabia (see above).
On the conventional chronology, Egypt was a separate state from Ethiopia during the time of
Jehoram, and was ruled by the Libyan monarch Takeloth II, who conducted no military
campaigns in Palestine. Is it credible that a band of Arab raiders worked their way through
this Libyan kingdom and into the heart of Judah? Or that a band from south-eastern Arabia
were so far from their homeland and somehow in a position to sack the palace of the King of
Judah?
The revised chronology solves the problem entirely, and makes good sense out of the
Biblical narrative. Amenhotep III was the ruler of Ethiopia as well as Palestine, and he
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cultivated very friendly relations with his southern neighbours. After the suppression of a
revolt in his fifth year, the south was at peace, and Amenhotep was able to construct two
massive temples near the Third Cataract, at Sedeinga and Soleb; in the latter he was
worshipped as a deity by the locals (47).
Troops were conscripted by Amenhotep III in Ethiopia, and there were used in
Palestine, as we know from the letters of Rib-Addi of Gubla: "If the heart of the king,
my lord, is in favour of Gubla, then let my lord send four hundred soldiers, thirty
chariots and one hundred people of the Kasi lands that they may protect Gubla, the
city of my lord." (48)
Kasi is acknowledged to be a cuneiform spelling of "Cush" or Ethiopia (49). In which
case the solution to the problem of the "Arabians that were near the Cushites" is clear
- they were simply conscripts of the Egyptian army from the "Kassi lands" that were on
service in Palestine, and their distance from their homeland and their presence in
Judah is explained.
It now remains to examine the letters of Abdi-Hiba for an account of a Philistine invasion,
coupled with a sack of his palace by rioting troops from the "lands of Kasi", in order to leave
no doubt that he was Jehoram of Judah.
El-Amarna letter 287 describes the Philistine invasion, discussed earlier in this paper: Milkilu
of Gezer and Tagu of Gath-carmel (= Libnah?), supported by the lands of Ashkelon and
Lachish, invaded Abdi-Hiba's kingdom and "caused their troops to enter the town of
Rubutu".
Another letter, EA 290, describes a later stage of their advance, when they were joined by the
rebel Shuwardata of Keilah: "They rushed troops of Gezer, troops of Gath and troops of
Keilah; they took the land of Rubutu; the land of the king went over to the 'Apiru people. But
now even a town of the land of Jerusalem, Bit-Lahmi by name, a town belonging to the king,
has gone over to the side of the people of Keilah."
Bit-Lahmi is usually thought to be Bethlehem (50), so it is clear that the Philistines made a
very rapid advance into the heart of Judah. In the words of the Old Testament Chronicler, the
Philistines "invaded Judah and made their way right through it". (II Chron.
21:17, NEB translation.)
Elsewhere in this issue ("The Sulman Temple in Jerusalem"), Immanuel Velikovsky has
suggested that the name of the "town" Bit-Lahmi should in fact be read as "Bit-Shulman",
"The Temple of Shulman", and actually refers to Solomon's Temple in Jerusalem. The capture
of the very Temple by invaders would suit the Philistine invasion under Jehoshaphat - the
Moabites did not reach Jerusalem, but, as we shall see, the royal palace itself was sacked
during Jehoram's reign, for which we return to EA 287:"With reference to the Nubians [Kasi], let my king ask the commissioners whether my house
is not very strong! Yet they attempted a very great crime they took their implements and
breached...of the roof. If they send into the land of Jerusalem troops, let them come up with
an Egyptian officer for regular service. Let my king take heed for them - for all lands are
impoverished by them - and let my king requisition for them much grain, much oil and much
clothing...the men of the land of Nubia have committed an evil deed against me; I was
almost killed by the men of the land of Nubia in my own house. Let the king call them to
account. Seven times and seven times let the king, my lord, avenge me."
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A commentator on II Chronicles 21:17 could hardly believe the Biblical claim that the Arabs
"that were near the Cushites" had actually sacked Jehoram's palace: "This curious verse can
hardly signify that the Arabians took and plundered Jerusalem. (51) But the letters of AbdiHiba confirm that this was actually done by "men from the land of Kasi."
Evidently, they had been stationed in Jerusalem as a garrison, but their Egyptian
master had neglected to supply them with provisions, and they took to plundering
(52), "for all lands are impoverished by them". Biridiya, the commander of Megiddo,
also complained about them, and his letters hint that they were incited to riot by
bribes sent to them by the rebel Labaya, an ally of Milkilu and the Philistines (53).
Their sack of Abdi-Hiba's palace was evidently part of a concerted plan of the
Philistines, timed to coincide with their own invasion of Judah. And if Velikovsky's
reading of Bit-Shulman is correct, Philistines from Keilah entered Jerusalem and
occupied the Temple Mount.
To sum up: the disasters that befell Jehoram of Judah and Abdi-Hiba of Jerusalem
were identical. Both suffered revolts of their subject territories from Philistia to Edom.
During the reigns of both the Philistines invaded and swept right across Judah,
entering Jerusalem itself, in concert with the sack of the king's palace by "men of the
land of Kasi" or men "that were near the Cushites".
These peculiar circumstances could hardly be duplicated in such detail after a period of
five hundred years. It is clear that Velikovsky's general placement of the el-Amarna
letters in the mid-ninth century must be correct, and that the modification of his
original model suggested here, that Abdi-Hiba was Jehoram rather than Jehoshaphat,
is preferable.

Peter James after supplying such remarkable evidence on the similarities between the
events which befell both Abdi-Hiba and Jerhoram states “These peculiar circumstances
could hardly be duplicated in such detail after a period of five hundred years.” Yet, without
rebutting his own evidence, he rejected this view and Velikovsky‟s equation of Shishak
with Thutmose III with just as amazing evidence.
Velikovsky‟s identification of Abdi-Hiba with Jehoshaphat is untenable as he would not
have addressed the pharaoh as my sun-god in EA288, unlike his idolatrous son Jehoram.
The above article shows that the invaders of Abdi-Hiba‟s territory were not Moabites but
Philistines in alliance with Edom along with Arabs from Ethiopia just as what occurred in
the Biblical account in Jehoram of Judah‟s reign.
One other revised Egyptian chronology is that of Emmett Sweeney. Emmett Sweeney
accepts Velikovsky‟s identification of Thutmose III being Shishak and also accepts
Velikovsky‟s view that the 19th Dynasty began in the 7th century BC. He also believes that
the conventional that the 18th Dynasty was immediately followed by the 19th Dynasty.
He does this by rejecting the traditional Bible chronology and argues for both the time of
Solomon and his son and the 18th Dynasty should both be lowered by 200 years. This
radical departure from any traditional Bible chronology is heavily influenced by Gunnar
Heinsohn‟s radical view that the Persian kings were the alter egos of the Assyrian and
Babylonian kings, a view I certainly do not support and violates what is documented in the
Bible in numerous ways.
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In his book “The Empire of Thebes” Emmett Sweeney accepts Velikovsky‟s identifications
of Hatshepsut being the Queen of Sheba and Thutmose III being Shishak but has a
different set of identifications for the key figures in the el-Armana letters.
He equates Abdi-Hiba with Asa rather than Jehoshaphat who succeeded him. Sweeney
does not say who he believes Rib-Addi is but equates another regular correspondent
Labayu with the Israelite king, Baasha, who fought with Asa of Judah all his days.
Sweeney writes the following:
The Armana documents make it clear tha Abdi-Hiba (Asa) remained on the throne of Judah
until late in the reign of Akhnaton. His great foe Labayu (Baasha) however was killed near the
end of the reign of Amenhotep III.

Asa reigned between 909 and 868 BC. Baasha died around 884 BC. Using the
synchronism of Thutmose III‟s 5th year being the year that he conquered Jerusalem, this
would place the reign of Amenhotep III between 874 and 837 BC. There‟s a difference of
some 50 years between Baasha‟s death and the latter years of Akhnaton if we accept the
Thutmose III / Shishak synchronism.
Sweeney may not accept these BC dates but by accepting Velikovsky‟s other Ages in
Chaos synchronisms such as the Thutmose III / Shishak synchronism he is forced to
comply with the relative chronological time scale between the Egyptian and Israelite kings.
Obviously Sweeney hasn‟t done his maths as he is some 50 years out if he accepts that
Thutmose III was Shishak.

Does the El-Amarna Period Fit the Time of the
Late-Divided Kingdom of Israel (700’s BC)?
Eric Aitchison argues for the dating of the el-Amarna letters to be a century later than
Velikovsky and has the era of el-Amarna in the 8th century BC (late 700‟s BC) when the
Assyrians were very active threatening Palestine during the reign of Tiglath-Pileser III who
took away captive the Israelite tribes on the east bank of the Jordan.
Eric, like other revisionists, started off supportive of Velikovsky‟s chronology but later
rejected his chronology. His rejection of Velikovsky‟s chronology (with the exception of the
aprroximate dating of the 19th Dynasty) stems from two things.
First of all, he was convinced Velikovsky had badly handled the data of the el-Amarna
letters. Second, he was convinced of chronological data that suggested that the 18th, 19th
and 20th Dynasties were not separated as advocated by Velikovsky.
In Eric‟s paper “The El-Armana Letters” he spends the bulk of the time poking holes in
Velikovsky‟s handling of the data of the el-Amarna letters. Only a small part of the paper is
devoted to his alternative dating of the el-Amarna period.
After going through the SIS paper above written by Peter James supporting the view that
Abdi-Hiba was Jehoram of Judah let‟s compare that evidence with Eric‟s alternative view
that he was Hezekiah:
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In EA 287 Abdi-Heba of Jerusalem condemns Gazru (Gezer), Asqaluna (Ashkelon) and L[aki]s
(Lachish) as being friendly to the invaders. It would follow that Labayu, king of Shechem,
should be an ally of Abdi-Heba of Jerusalem in any venture against a Philistine city. That
Labayu was an enemy, or was involved with an organization seen as inimical to pro-Egyptian
vassals, is a very important point. This aggressive Labayu has to be dated into an era when
Egypt controlled not only Gezer but also the whole southern area of Palestine, south of
Jerusalem to Gaza, and it was under attack.
Abdi-Heba carried out some attacks against the enemy. Shuwardata of Quiltu, most
probably Biblical Keilah, reports the assistance of Abdi Heba along with Zurata of Acco and
Endaruta of Achshaph near Acco . As these places are in the general direction of the three
condemned cities it seems logical that Abdi Heba might attack them.
It is my opinion that Abdi-Heba might be Hezekiah, even given that Hezekiah was a
son of Ahaz who was a tribute payer to the Assyrians.
Abdi Heba laments that neither his father nor his mother was instrumental in bringing him
into his father‘s house (inheritance?) but that his elevation was due to pharaoh.
Hezekiah was anti-Assyrian from early in his reign if we can believe II Kings 18:7–8
where it states that he rebelled and ―smote the Philistines, even unto Gaza‖.
This rebellion against Assyria and his activities against the Philistines surely indicated
that the Philistines from the general area of the southwest were vassals to Assyria, or
under my revision, the Apiru.
In one letter, EA 289, there is the strong implication that Jerusalem is in the process of being
isolated. In this letter I see the isolation of Jerusalem when it was under attack in the times of
Tiglath Pileser III and the appeal of Ahaz thereto.
So in which era was Gezer captured? It has to be in an era when Egypt was in control of
Palestine and the Greater Canaan. We are confined to the post-Hyksos period by virtue of
extant data. The opening comment from the New Bible Dictionary would have no earlier
date than 1800 BC; this is conjectural on the placement of Thutmose III in 1468 BC. As the
18th Dynasty ruled after the expulsion of the Hyksos this ‗post-Hyksos confine‘ has to be
acceptable.
During the 18th dynasty there were a few occasions when Egyptian control of Palestine was
challenged. In the years preceding Thutmose III, much of Syria, Lebanon and northern
Palestine were lost. However the area around Gezer was not threatened. Later in the push by
Adad Nirari III much of Palestine was threatened and many cities did indeed pay tribute.
Again there is no mention of Gezer being captured.
There is only two times that I can find when others, not Egyptian, could capture Gezer. Once
would be during the push by Nebuchadrezzar that brought him to the Egyptian frontier. The
second was the aforementioned capture by Tiglath Pileser III. Neither of these two incidents
could be seen as the period of the el-Amarna letters for obvious reasons.
So we have only one single capture of Gezer by a non-Egyptian, other than by Labayu whom
we are trying to date. Our single capture is by Tiglath Pileser III. In his year twelve Tiglath
goes against Philistia, Aram and Gaza. Years thirteen and fourteen have activities involving
Damascus, Ashkelon, the Egyptian Frontier, Hamath, Gubla, Samerina, Hoshea of Israel,
Hanno of Gaza and Ahaz of Judah.
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The el-Amarna letters have the Apiru driving southward towards the border of Egypt. The
letters are full of concern for a plethora of towns and cities across Palestine and the Greater
Canaan. At one stage an enemy of pharaoh is in Damascus, a city eventually under the
control of Tiglath Pileser. That so many places from the el-Amarna letters, and the nine used
partially by Velikovsky, are mirrored by the Assyrian push to Egypt cannot be a coincidence.
Gaza is not mentioned in the Old Testament between I Samuel 6:17, the defeat of Israel by
the Philistines during the judgeship of Samuel and II Kings 18:8 when Hezekiah rebelled
against Sennacherib whilst that worthy was engaged against Babylon. This lack of mention
presumes that there were no problems concerning this southern city during this long period.
Ashkelon is not mentioned between David and Nebuchadrezzar but was attacked by Tiglath
during his push south.
The Philistines occupied Aijalon during the reign of Ahaz. This is the period of Assyrian
aggression and we could presume that the Philistines, under the yoke of either Jerusalem
directly or Egypt through Jerusalem, would rebel in favour of the Apiru. Lachish is mentioned
in the times of Uzziah but is not again mentioned until the era of Sennacherib, again the era
following my placement of the el-Amarna letters. Similarly Gath is captured by Uzziah but
receives no further mention until the era of Sennacherib. It is though there is a blind spot
over these cities or else there was a Pax Egyptica that rendered recording a non-event (The
El-Amarna Letters, p.40-41).

Eric has found a match in the Bible around the time period he advocates for the conflict
between the Philistines and Judah. It is less detailed than the matches Peter James goes
through with the rebellion in Jehoram‟s reign that also included the Edomites and the
Arabians from Cush.
That said, there are several problems with Eric‟s view that Abdi-Hiba is Hezekiah and that
the el-Amarna period is to be dated to the late 700‟s BC:


Eric‟s identification of Abdi-Hiba with Hezekiah suffers the same problem as
Velikovsky‟s identification of Abdi-Hiba with Jehoshaphat – Hezekiah was a godly king
and he would not have addressed the pharaoh as my sun-god as Abdi-Heba did in
EA-288.



The major antagonists in the el-Amarna letters are the Syrian kings who are relatively
quiet in the time of Hezekiah and his father Ahaz.

Dale Murphie‟s view that Abdi-Hiba is Hezekiah‟s father, Ahaz doesn‟t suffer from the first
problem above but his placement of the el-Amarna period in the same general time period
does suffers from the second problem.
For both Eric’s and Dale’s view that the el-Amarna period be in the late 700’s BC it
requires that the Assyrians be identified as the Habiru.
This equation does not fit what the el-Amarna letters tell us. In EA-287 Abdi-Hiba
says that “the Habiru are attempting to take Jerusalem.” From the Bible we know of
only ONE attempt by the Assyrians to take Jerusalem and that was in the reign of
Hezekiah.
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EA-288 rules out the equation of Hezekiah with Abdi-Heba as proposed by Eric.
Hezekiah was a godly king and he would not have addressed the pharaoh as my
sun-god in EA-288.
Dale’s equation of Ahaz with Abdi-Heba does not work either because the Assyrians
did not attempt to take Jerusalem during Ahaz’ reign.
Like his alternative for Shishak (Apop II), Eric‟s placement of the el-Amarna letters in the
late 700‟s is thin on the ground with positive evidence supporting his alternative placement
for the 18th Dynasty, a century after where Velikovsky places it.
The strength of Eric‟s arguments for his alternative placement for the 18th Dynasty lies
NOT in positive evidence supporting his identifications but in the evidence connecting the
18th and 19th Dynasties.
In fairness to Eric, there is one piece of evidence outside of Egypt which does lend support
to his 8th century placement of the Amarna period and that is the scarabs discovered by
Garstang of Hatshepsut and Thutmose III at Jericho.
Hiel didn't rebuild at Jericho until Ahab's time which Velikovsky claims was about the same
time as the Amarna period. Hatshepsut and Thutmose III ruled a century earlier than Ahab
in Velikovsky‟s scheme.
If the Hatshepsut and Thutmose III were deposited at Jericho around Ahab‟s reign then the
Amarna period would be in the 8th century as claimed by Eric at the earliest. In response
to this query Alan Montgomery said the following in a personal email:
Conventional dated scarabs are always taken with a good deal of leeway as scarabs are often
kept for considerable time and are frequently found in tombs of a later date. I do not see any
need to explain away a few decades based on scarabs found in tombs.

Now that we have come up with a tentative time frame for the el-Amarna period let‟s
explore further and see what other Biblical connections we can find in the el-Amarna
letters.

Pros and Cons of Rib-Addi king of Sumur and Gubla being the King of Israel
The identification of Rib Addi and the identification of his cities of Sumur and Gubla are
intimately tied together. Identifying Rib Addi with a king of Israel and identifying Sumur as
Samaria and Gubla with Jezreel stand or fall together.
If there is conclusive evidence against Rib Addi being a king of Israel then Samaria cannot
be Sumur and vice versa. If there is conclusive evidence against Samaria being Sumur
then Rib Addi cannot be a king of Israel.
To properly compare the evidence for and against the identifications of Rib Addi, Sumur
and Gubla we need to summarise the background story and key events involving the
Biblical clashes between Israel and the Syrian kings, Ben Hadad and Hazael.
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1) Ben Hadad with his larger army including 32 other kings demands from Ahab for the
gates of Samaria to be opened and for the gold, silver, wives and sons of Israel.
Ahab refuses and a prophet declares that God will help them overcome their
enemy. The Israelite army comes out of Samaria and they defeat the larger Syrian
army (1 Kings 20:1-22).
2) Ben Hadad attacks Israel again shortly thereafter (at the return of the year – 1 Kings
20:26) in a plain near Aphek and again God helps Israel defeat the Syrians. Ben
Hadad is captured but Ahab shows mercy to him against God‟s wishes and makes
a covenant of peace with Ben Hadad (1 Kings 20:23-43). The covenant of peace
lasted 3 years (1 Kings 22:1) before war was renewed with the battle at Ramoth
Gilead.
3) Ahab and Jehoshaphat battle Ben Hadad to take back Ramoth Gilead. Ahab is
struck by an arrow in his chariot and died either on route or after he got back to
Samaria (1 Kings 22:1-38).
4) Ahab dies and his son Ahaziah briefly reigns for 2 years as king of Israel (2 Kings
1:1-17)
5) Joram, another son of Ahab, becomes king of Israel. Moab rebels against paying
tribute to Israel. Ahab and Jehoshaphat and the king of Edom (a tributary of Judah),
following a miracle of water provision by God through Elisha, are then able with
God‟s help to subdue Moab (2 Kings 3).
6) Naaman, commander of the Syrian army, is healed of leprosy through the prophet
Elisha. Joram was in fear when he received a letter from Ben Hadad asking for
Naaman to enter Israel to see the prophet (2 Kings 5).
7) Syria renews hostilities with Israel. Elisha warns Joram where the Syrian troops will
be and saves him a couple of times.
8) The Syrians try and capture Elisha by surrounding Dothan where he was. The
miracle of his servant seeing the “chariots of fire” (angelic armies) happens. The
Syrians are “blinded” (possibly hypnotised to see something different given the
meaning of the Hebrew word) and are led from Dothan to inside Samaria before
their eyes are opened. The troops are released which stops the incursions for a little
while (2 Kings 6:8-23).
9) Ben Hadad‟s army lays siege to Samaria creating a great famine in Samaria where
food prices skyrocket and cannibalism takes place.
Samaria doesn‟t fall but God delivers Israel: “For God had made the army of the
Syrians to hear a noise of chariots and a noise of horses, the noise of a great army.
And they said to one another, „Lo, the king of Israel has hired the kings of the
Hittites and the kings of the Egyptians against us, to come on us.‟ And they
arose and fled in the twilight and left their tents and their horses and their asses, the
camp, as it was, and fled for their life.” (2 Kings 6:24-7:7).
Notice that Samaria is not captured on either occasion that Ben Hadad
threatens Samaria. There are 7 years of famine between the above siege and
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Ben Hadad’s death for which there are no more hostilities described between
Israel and Syria.
10) A famine of 7 years occurs in Israel (2 Kings 8:1-3)
11) At the instigation of Elisha, Hazael suffocates Ben Hadad and reigns in his place (2
Kings 8:7-15). This is decreed to punish Israel. “Hazael said, Why does my lord
[Elisha] weep? And he answered, Because I know the evil that you will do to the
sons of Israel. You will set their strongholds on fire, and you will kill their young
men with the sword, and will dash their children, and rip up their women with child
(2 Kings 8:12).
Notice that Hazael will set Israel’s strongholds on fire. Might this possibly
include Samaria?
12) Edom and Philistia revolt against Jehoram of Judah with the help of “the Arabians
who were near the Ethiopians” (2 Kings 8:22, 2 Chronicles 21:8-10, 16-17).
Jeroham of Judah is succeeded by his son, Ahaziah (2 Kings 9:29).
13) Joram of Israel goes to war against Hazael at Ramoth Gilead east of the Jordan
where he is wounded (2 Kings 8:28). The next verse says he went back to Jezreel
to heal from the wounds he received at Ramah which is NW of the Sea of Galilee.
Given the distance between Ramoth Gilead and Ramah this may have been a
different wounding to that received in the previous verse.
14) While recovering from his wounds Jehu executes his plan to lure out both Joram of
Israel and Ahaziah of Judah and kills them both and the 70 sons of Ahab (2 Kings
9-10).
Martin Sieff, in another article that appeared in the same SIS Review issue (Vol 2 No 3) as
the previous article by Peter James, argued that IF Rib-Addi, the king of Sumur (and
Gubla), was the king of the northern kingdom of Israel then he should be identified with
Ahab‟s son, Joram, rather than Ahab as contended by Velikovsky in Ages in Chaos.
Evidence against Sumur being Samaria does not affect the identification that Jehoram of
Judah as Abdi-Hiba.
Given the data shown in Peter James‟ 1978 article we saw earlier matching Jehoram of
Judah with an extraordinarily similar set of events in the el-Amarna letters from Abdi-Hiba,
we would have to conclude that Rib Addi, king of Sumur, is contemporary with Jehoram of
Judah.
Rib Addi, king of Sumur would be either Joram of Israel, Ahab‟s son, if Sumur is Samaria
OR the king of Simyra at the same time as Joram of Israel and Jehoram of Judah if Sumur
is Simyra.
I‟d like to now quote from Martin Sieff‟s article “The Two Jehorams” where he argues the
case for Rib-Addi being Joram of Israel:
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The Troubled Reign of Jehoram/Rib-Addi
We now find that the substitution of Jehoram of Israel for his father Ahab as Rib-Addi fits
Velikovsky's revised chronology model perfectly. For the striking parallels which Velikovsky
produced between Rib-Addi of Gubla and "the king of Israel" in the Book of Kings all apply
to the reign of Jehoram of Israel, and not to his father…
Velikovsky identified Aman-appa, an Egyptian governor present in Sumur during the
earlier part of Rib-Addi's reign, with "Amon, the governor of the city [Samaria]" of II
Chron. 18:25 (20). Yet the Scriptural account refers to Amon as governor of Samaria at
the very time of the battle of Ramoth-Gilead and Ahab's death.
It would be more reasonable, therefore, to identify Rib-Addi with Jehoram. during the
beginning of whose reign Amon would have been present at Samaria, as he was
immediately before his accession. Rib-Addi referred to himself in a letter to Amanappa as "thy son" (21). It was the younger Jehoram of Israel, and not the aged Ahab,
who spoke similarly to Elisha: "My father" (II Kings 6:21).
The great famine of II Kings 8:1, found by Velikovsky to be a recurrent theme in the
letters of Rib-Addi (22), was that of the time of Jehoram. The earlier drought of King
Ahab's time lasted 3½ years rather than 7 (23), and was associated with the activities
of Elijah, and not his successor Elisha, who figures in the famine of Ahab's son.
In the Hebrew accounts, Mesha leads a rebellion of Moab against Israel that is
explicitly stated twice (II Kings 1:1 and 3:5) to be after the death of Ahab at RamothGilead.
In the el-Amarna record it is Rib-Addi, whom we identify as Ahab's son, who
repeatedly proclaimed that "all the SA.GAZ people have directed their face against
me", the SA.GAZ being identified by Velikovsky as the rebellious Moabites and other
Transjordanians (24).
Ben-Hadad (Abdi-Ashirta) of Syria advanced on Samaria in the days of Ahab (I Kings 20:121), but the prolonged siege that he undertook, and Samaria's eventual delivery, paralleled
by Velikovsky in the letters (25), took place during the days of his son Jehoram (II Kings 6:247:16).
It was also Jehoram that Ben Hadad/Abdi-Ashirta tried to assassinate, and it was Jehoram,
who, in fear of his life, cut down the grove of Jezebel which Ahab, his father, had planted on
the site of Naboth's vineyard in Gubla/Jezreel (26). Accordingly, after Jehoram's own murder
by Jehu, his mother is recorded as having been killed in "the field" where Naboth's vineyard
had stood (27).
Ben-Hadad/Abdi-Ashirta fell seriously ill and was murdered by his son Hazael/Azaru.
The prophet Elisha, and not his predecessor Elijah, is closely associated with these
events (28).
Elisha had close, and oftentimes friendly relations with "the king of Israel" whom we take to
be, as the account claims (29), Jehoram, and not Ahab, whose dealings with Elijah were
continually more stormy. Ahab's reactions to Elijah are markedly different from his son's less
hostile reaction to Elijah's successor (30), even though that same Elisha would instigate the
military coup that toppled the House of Omri.
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It would have been Jehoram, remembering Elijah's promise to his father Ahab that "the evil
shall not come in your days, but in those of your son" (I Kings 21:29), who, in the letters,
"wrote as though he feared the curse of Elijah pronounced in the field of Naboth" (31), and
fled to the refuge of his mother's relatives in Beirut and Sidon for more than one year,
leaving behind rumours that he had died (32).
In conclusion: Velikovsky's arguments for an extended reign of Ahab are quite untenable,
while the events of Israelite history that he identified in the el-Amarna letters belong, in the
main, to the years after his death and the reign of his son Jehoram.
Substituting this Jehoram, rather than Ahab, for the Rib-Addi of the letters does no violence
to the many parallels established by Velikovsky in Ages in Chaos, but a different, more literal,
and arguably more accurate, reading of the Scriptures is followed.

The reference to Amon the governor of the city in 1 Kings 22:26 and 2 Chronicles
18:25 in Ahab’s time is a strong indication in the Bible that Israel was a vassal state
of Egypt who had hegemony over Palestine. Amon shares the name of a chief
Egyptian god Amun-Ra. There is a high likelihood that this Amon was the same as
Aman-appa, the Egyptian governor of Sumur in the el-Amarna letters.
Velikovsky provides another scriptural reference to Egyptian hegemony over Palestine in
the time of Ahab and Joram:
King Ahab asked a prophet whence help would come. "The young men of the governors of
the provinces" would put the Syrians to flight, was the answer (1 Kings 20:14). What did this
mean? Why should the Syrian host be afraid of the governors' guard if they were not afraid
of the king's army? In the battle at the wall of Samaria "232 young men of the governors of
the provinces", leading Samaria's small garrison, put the Syrians to flight. The answer may be
found in the letters.
The king of Sumur and Gubla (Jezreel), in his letters to the pharaoh and also to the
governors, repeatedly asked that small detachments of archers be sent him. One such letter
was quoted in the previous section: the governor was asked to send 300 people to relieve
the city.
The bearers of the emblem of the Egyptian state (the young men of the governors of the
provinces) were a kind of gendarmerie attached to the governors of the pharaoh. These
small detachments numbered tens, seldom hundreds, of men. In executing their duty, they
were backed by the regular troops of Egypt, and their appearance at the place of dispute
between the vassals of the Egyptian crown heralded a definite decision on the part of the
pharaoh to support one of the rivals with arms (Ages in Chaos, p.236-237).

Let‟s now look at the evidence against the identification of Rib Addi with Ahab or Joram of
Israel and against Sumur being Samaria. I quote now from Eric Aitchison‟s paper “The ElAmarna Letters”:
―In the el-Amarna letters a word recurs frequently which in some places fits in the text and in
others does not: it is the word elippe, translated ―a ship‖.‖
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Velikovsky further advises correctly that this translation is appropriate in letters from the king
of Tyre concerning ships of Beirut but not when he nominates a letter from the king of
Sumur, identified constantly as Samaria, asking that supplies be sent to him in ships.
This identification of Sumur as Samaria is the greatest error that Velikovsky makes.
Eventually, even his ally Emmet Sweeney argues against this identification.
These letters are not referenced in the text. Neither is the letters mentioned where the text
does not fit ―ships‖.
After searching I believe that these seven letters are those in which ―elippe‖ must
represent ship or ships. The seven letters are 77, 85, 101 and 105 from Rib Hadda of
Sumur, letter 98 from Yapah Hadda, mayor of Beirut, 155 from Abi Milku of Tyre and
245 from Biridya who mentions the intended transportation of Labayu by boat.
The letter which Velikovsky dislikes is EA 85 from Rib Hadda. It is to Akhenaten because
Sumur has been captured. The request for grain to be sent in ships is from Gubla, identified
by all and sundry, except Velikovsky as Byblos. Similarly another letter, EA 77 requests that a
ship be sent so that Rib Hadda and others can be fetched from Gubla. In the other letter
from Rib Hadda, EA 105, he advises that Sumur is under siege. Abdi-Ashirta is besieging by
land, the people of Arwada by sea. Rib Hadda goes on in the letter claiming other activities
involving ships. Such activities require that the translation be ships and nothing else fits.
EA 155 is one of the letters mentioned by Velikovsky; again only ―ships‖ fits the text…
My reading of EA 71 confirms the section quoted by Velikovsky at page 249 although I
would ask that some attention be paid to the phrase, ―send archers that they may take
Sumura‖. Does this not infer that Sumur had to be re-taken [Contrary to the biblical
account]?
Before we answer this question let us look to the next letter, EA 90. This letter is more
emphatic that Sumur has to be re-taken as Rib Addi says twice ―Gubla alone remains
to him‖. He has already lost Sumur and Batruna!...
EA 138 goes on to say that after the recapture of Sumur and the capture of Abdi
Ashirta that Aziru, his son, had himself captured Sumur. There appears to be a time
lapse between those two captures. Giles sees that the capture of Sumur by Aziru was
close to the accession year of Akhenaten (EA 116)…
How then do we account for the information within the el-Amarna letters that Sumur
was captured by Abdi-Ashirta, recaptured then captured again by Aziru, (EA 138) and
rebuilding activity undertaken by him (EA 159)?
As there is no Biblical evidence for a capture of Samaria in the times of Ahab, and
there is evidence of two captures of Sumur in the letters it must follow that either the
Bible is silent or that Sumur is not Samaria (p.16-17, 15-16, 25).

A critical piece of evidence in regards to the Rib Addi identification are the letters referring
to Sumur being captured as Eric notes. One is EA138 which states that Abdi-Ashirta
conquered Sumur:
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LETTER 138: When Abdi-Ashrati conquered (‗jiisbat') Sumurri, I protected the city by my
own hand. I had no garrison. But I wrote to the king, my lord, and soldiers came and they
took Sumuri.

Further on in the same letter Rib Addi states that Aziru has also conquered Sumur:
LETTER 138: But verily, now, Aziru has [taken S]umu[ri], and the p[eop]le of [G]ub[l]a
looked on.

Here we have what appear to be plain statements that Abdi-Ashirta (Ben Hadad),
quite clearly, conquered Sumur and another that says that Aziru (Hazael) took
Sumur. Ben Hadad, in contrast to EA138, unsuccessfully tried twice to conquer
Samaria. Hazael possibly conquered Samaria when he set fire to the strongholds of
Israel.
There have been translation difficulties with parts of the letters. Is it possible that the word
“jiisbat” has a broader meaning and simply means threaten or beseige? After noting that
Abdi-Ashirta conquered (“jiisbat”) Sumur Rib Addi says “But I wrote to the king, my lord,
and soldiers came and they took Sumuri.” This taking of Sumur is not by Abdi-Ashirta but
by the soldiers of the king. An unrelated example of some of the difficulties in translation of
the el-Amarna letters where a word is translated with one meaning by one translator and is
translated by someone else with the opposite meaning is highlighted by Barry Curnock
who writes:
EA31, sent by Amenhotep III to Tarhundaradu, the king of Arzawa, a country in Western
Anatolia, mentions the Hittite capital. The letter is mainly about negotiations for the marriage
of an Arzawan princess to the ageing Egyptian king. After discussing the exchange of
messengers, the Pharaoh states: ‗I have heard that everything is finished and the country
Hattusa is shattered‘. This is Moran‘s translation.
In his notes on the letter he mentions an alternative by Franke Starke ―I have heard all that
you said. And also the land of Hattusa is at peace‖, but Moran comments ―If one takes into
consideration the historical implications, it falls short of conviction‖.
These examples show the difficulty faced by the translator. Inevitably he or she must use the
best knowledge of the historical background to a text to help in the translation process. This
approach is justifiable but can lead to a situation where translations will endorse a particular
view of history, even though it may be erroneous (From Havilah Until Thou Comest to Shur,
p.59).

In addition to the captures of Sumur which don‟t appear to match the record of Samaria in
the time of Ahab and Joram, there appear to be references that indicate Sumur was a
coastal city accessed by ships in the time of the el-Amarna period. Notice two that most
give this impression:
EA114 …sent people by ships to Sumura
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EA117: `There will be no peace for them from the city Sall[u unto] the city Ullaza, the city,
which has giv[en] chariots.'; says also, `[Al]l soldiers had left b[y ship] [for] Sumura, a[nd]
the [mas]ter was Aziru---.' says, `If in th[is] year there are no archers, then a[ll] lands will
belong to the Gaz-people.

Assuming that “elippe” is correctly translated as ships this does not automatically mean
that Sumur was by the sea. If people were going to and fro Sumur by ship it may mean
part of the journey was by ship. If people or supplies were coming from Egypt then they
may have come by sea to Joppa and then overlanded to Sumur from there.
This evidence above supports Sumur being
support it. In fact, evidence in some letters
contradicts the evidence of Sumur being a
following evidence in favour of Velikovsky‟s
Gubla with Jezreel. He writes:

a coastal city but does not conclusively
of famine and water shortages in Sumur
coastal city. Barry Curnock provides the
identification of Sumur with Samaria and

In the Amarna letters there are further indications that point to Sumur being Samaria, rather
than Simirra.
There was severe famine in Sumur and a severe shortage of water. Crops may fail due
to dry weather, inland or on the coast, but a port such as Simirra, near a freshwater
river, should not be short of water.
On the other hand, a city in the highlands, such as Samaria, would rely on rain as its
major source of water. In a very dry period, Samaria would run out of water, but
Simirra would not.
When the cities of Rib-Hadda were under attack from the king of Damascus, Sumur was
attacked first and then after it was taken, the Syrians attacked Gubla. If these cities are
Simirra and Byblos, the order of the attacks is not easy to understand from a strategic point
of view. Simirra is further from Damascus than Byblos.
An attack on Simirra, with Byblos still held by Rib-Hadda, would leave the Syrians open
to attack from behind and would give the opportunity for Rib-Hadda‘s troops to cut
off contact with Damascus.
The situation is similar for Samaria and Jezreel. Jezreel is north of Samaria and closer
to Damascus, but Samaria could be the first city reached if the Syrians attacked from
the eastern side of the River Jordan, which is most likely.
The Old Testament relates that in the time of Ahab the Syrians held much of the territory
east of the Jordan, in particular Ramoth in Gilead. Israel made more than one attempt to recapture Ramoth. It would have formed a base for the Syrian attack on Israel. (From Havilah
Until Thou Comest to Shur, p.64-65).

Barry also notes on page 67 of his book:
There were similarities in the language used by the scribes of Sumur and Urusalim
[Jerusalem] ([according to] Moran)
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If Sumur is not an Israelite city but is Simyra then that raises some questions that Eric
does not answer for the conventional view.
If Rib-Addi is a king of a Phoenician city like Simyra and Abdi Heba is a king of Judah then
who is the king of Israel in the el-Amarna letters?
If Abdi-Hiba was Jehoram of Judah as we have seen solid evidence for, such an
absence of anyone matching the king of Israel in the el-Amarna letters is highly
unusual as Israel was threatened regularly during this period and would have asked
for support regularly from the pharaoh.
A similar situation exists if the el-Amarna period is a century later as Eric contends. The
last kings of Israel would have regularly pleaded for help from the pharaoh with the
Assyrians on the rampage yet if Sumur is not Samaria then there is a complete absence of
the king of Israel in the el-Amarna letters.
That said, there are advantages for the conventional view that Sumur is Simyra and Gubla
is Byblos.
Both Simyra and Byblos cities are coastal cities that are close to each other as
demanded and there are no etymological problems with these identifications with
Sumur and Gubla.
Simyra and Byblos may have formed part of a northern Phoenician kingdom separate to
the southern one based in Tyre and Sidon.
It is not unreasonable to believe that Ben Hadad and Hazael of Syria, in addition to their
attacks on Israel, were also attacking this northern Phoenician kingdom to the west on the
coast to obtain greater coastal access.
The main advantage of the Simyra and Byblos conventional view is that there are no other
comparative records to shoot it down as there are with the biblical accounts of the history
of Israel. It is not under the same scutiny from other records for which it has to match up
with.
The one major disadvantage of the conventional view is that if Simyra and Byblos
are Sumur and Gubla of the el-Amarna letters then we have the unusual situation of
a complete absence of the kingdom of Israel in the el-Amarna letters despite the
threat it was constantly under in both the 9th and 8th centuries BC.
There are many positives noted above for the identification of Rib Addi with Joram
of Israel and Sumur with Samaria but there is a critical disadvantage against these
identifications with the evidence in EA138 that is implied in other letters showing
that Abdi Ashirta and Aziru conquered Samaria.
The Bible shows that the two sieges of Samaria by them were unsuccessful in conquering
Samaria and this conflict with EA138, which says the opposite, is a major one arguing
against a positive identification of Sumur with Samaria and Rib Addi with Joram of Israel.
Despite those negatives, there is still some strong positive evidence in favour of the
Rib Addi / Joram of Israel and Sumur / Samaria identifications. This should keep us
open to the possibility of some translation error in regards to the apparent captures
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of Sumur by Adbi-Ashirta and Hazael. These identifications could go either way
though the evidence leans more against them than for them.

Naaman, the Syrian Commander
Immanuel Velikovsky identifies Naaman, the Syrian commander with Ianhama of the elAmarna letters. On this subject he writes:
Naaman Sar of Syria
The commander of the army of the king of Damascus bore the name of Naaman. "Now
Naaman, captain [sar] of the host of the king of Syria [Aram], was a great man with his
master, and honourable, because by him the Lord had given deliverance unto Syria: he was
also a mighty man in valour" (II Kings 5:1).
The fifth chapter of the Second Book of Kings narrates the story of the healing of this captain
by Elisha the prophet. It informs us in passing that the Syrians were prowling about in bands
(as often mentioned in the el-Amarna letters) and carrying away captives out of the land of
Israel, and that among these captives was an Israelite girl who became a handmaid in the
household of the captain. The members of the household advised him to try the treatment
of the prophet in Samaria. And the king of Syria said to Naaman: "Go to, go, and I will send a
letter unto the king of Israel."
When the king of Israel received the letter, he rent his clothes. "Am I God," he asked, "that
this man doth send unto me to recover a man of his leprosy? wherefore consider, I pray you,
and see how he seeketh a quarrel against me." Elisha the seer intervened when he heard that
the king had rent his clothes. The story of how Elisha healed Naaman the captain is well
known.
In the quoted portion of the story, two facts are somewhat strange. First, inasmuch as BenHadad himself was at the head of the thirty two captains of his army, why, in this story of the
wondrous healing, is the deliverance of Syria credited to a captain Naaman? Second, the
king of Israel was a lifelong rival of the king of Damascus. Why, then, did this request to cure
a sick captain inspire in the king of Israel such dread that he rent his clothes?
For an explanation of the real role of this captain Naaman we shall look to the
contemporaneous letters. A man by whom Syria received deliverance must be identifiable in
the letters. We recognize him in the person of Ianhama, called also Iaanhamu.
lanhama, the pharaoh's deputy in Syria, was sent to the king of Damascus with prerogatives
similar to those which Aman-appa had when he was with the king of Samaria. Naaman's title
in the Scriptures – sar - is also used in the letters. He was a plenipotentiary of the king of
Egypt, in charge of the army and walled cities of Amuru land (Syria), later also the overseer of
stores of grain. He had great influence in all matters of Syrian administration. Judged by his
name, he was of Syrian origin, as were some other dignitaries at the court of Thebes.
lanhama is a Semitic name. "lanhamu was a powerful Egyptian agent in Syria, where he was
respected as a good and wise man, and where he proved himself to be the most faithful of
the pharaoh's servants."
The servant of Elisha said: "Behold, my master hath spared Naaman this Syrian [Arami], in not
receiving at his hand that which he brought." When healed, Naaman asked Elisha to give him
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two mules' burden of earth, "for thy servant will henceforth offer neither burnt offering nor
sacrifice unto other gods, but unto the Lord. In this thing the Lord pardon thy servant, that
when my master goes into the house of Rimmon to worship there, and he leaneth on my
hand, and I bow myself in the house of Rimmon: ... the Lord pardon thy servant in this thing."
Here the god Rimmon was probably the god Ra-Amon, the chief god of the Egyptians.
lanhama's master was Amenhotep III, and later Akhnaton.
lanhama, as may be seen from the context of the letters, protected the king of Damascus
and helped him in his rise to power. At various times he is reported to have been in Syria and
in Egypt, favoring a policy of balanced relations in Syria in view of the necessity to secure the
position of Damascus in the Syrian bloc against the "king of Hatti".
Accordingly it is said in the Second Book of Kings that through Naaman, "a great man with
his master, and honourable ... the Lord had given deliverance unto Syria".
In the early letters of the king of Sumur (Samaria) his fear of the mighty deputy of the
pharaoh is plainly expressed. In one letter he wrote to the pharaoh: "Thou must rescue
me out of the hand of Iaanhamu."
He asked the pharaoh to inform his deputy that he, lanhama, would be responsible if
anything should happen to the person of the king of Samaria. "Say to lanhamu: 'Rib-Addi is
even in thy hands, and all that will be done to him rests upon thee.'"
Later on, when Aman-appa left Samaria and died in Egypt, the king of Samaria wrote
to the pharaoh asking him to appoint lanhama governor in Samaria. He asked the
pharaoh: "May it seem right to my lord to send lanhama as his deputy. I hear from the
mouth of the people that he is a wise man and all people love him." We recall the
scriptural words about Naaman, that he was an "honourable" man.
What happened that the king of Samaria, who once feared Ianhama and asked to be
rescued from his hand, should now himself recommend that very man for the
governorship of Samaria? In another letter he again asks the pharaoh to send Ianhama
and in the next one he praises him in these words: "There is no servant like lanhama, a
faithful servant to the king."
Ianhama wrote from Egypt to the king of Samaria: "Go and occupy Sumur until I come ...
enter, fear not," and the king of Sumur (Samaria) wrote him, in the hope that the pharaoh
would appoint Ianhama: "Hasten very quickly thy arrival," and explained that because of the
hostility of the people of Ambi he was unable to enter Samaria.
The letters do not show why the fear of the king of Samaria changed into confidence
with respect to the Syrian deputy. The Scriptures provide the explanation in the story
of the healing of Naaman by the prophet of Samaria.
Naaman was very grateful to the prophet, and also to the king of Samaria, to whom he came
with a letter from the king of Damascus. "Behold, now I know that there is no God in all the
earth, but in Israel" (II Kings 5:15). Elisha even declared that he would heal Naaman in order
to help the king of Israel politically.
So he became a friend. When the king of Damascus was killed, as will be narrated on a
subsequent page, Ianhama (Naaman) was apparently in Egypt. He did not support the next
Syrian king; he corresponded with the king of Samaria and favored him.
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Certain other features of the role and character of lanhama, reflected in the letters, are
shown also in the Scriptures. He was a generous man. This appears in the story of the
healing: he gave to the servant of the prophet two talents of silver and two changes of garments, more than the servant had asked for, when the prophet refused to take ten talents of
silver, six thousand pieces of gold, and ten changes of raiment.
It is of interest to find that, according to the letters, Ianhama was in charge of the pharaoh's
treasury in Syria, being over "money and clothing‖.
Paying with a combination of money and clothing is a true custom of that time. In one letter
the king of Sumur wrote that he paid "thirteen silvers and one pair of garments" for
someone to go on an errand.
According to the Scriptures, the Syrian governor had in his house an Israelite girl, a captive
carried off by a Syrian band, who waited on his wife. In an early letter of the king of Sumur
(Samaria) to the pharaoh there is a complaint that two people from his domain are detained
in the private home of Ianhama. The el-Amarna letters also speak of him as the generous
patron of a Palestinian youth, who was educated in Egypt at his expense.
The man "by whom the Lord had given deliverance unto Syria" and who was feared by the
king of Samaria was Ianhama. How this captain changed his attitude and became a
supporter of the king of Samaria is recorded in the letters and is explained by the Scriptures
(Ages in Chaos, p.274-277).

The identification of Ianhama with Naaman is not necessarily tied to the identification of
Rib Addi with Joram of Israel or Sumur with Samaria. The identification still can work even
if Sumur is Simyra and Rib Addi is the king over that city.
That said, the charge of attitude towards Ianhama by Rib Addi is far more likely to have
occurred if something positive and significant like a healing occurred in the land of Rib
Addi and that land was Israel.

Other Evidence Supporting a 9th Century BC El-Amarna Period
Alan Montgomery in an email to me notes: “Burnaburaish had an ambassador KidinMarduk whose father was Sha-ilima-damqa who was the Assyian eponym for 880 BC.”
Writing further on the el-Amarna king Burnaburaish Alan writes in his article “A
Chronological Model of the First and Second Millennium BC:
Amarna Burnaburiash, proclaimed himself to be a 'Great King', and claimed Assyrians were
his subjects (Letter 9). Burnaburiash II, the Kassite king, never ruled over Assyria nor referred
to himself as 'Great King'...
Shalmaneser defeated Marduk-Bel-usate and then "joined Babylonia and Assyria together".
Thus, Shalmaneser III was the king of Babylon during the Amarna era. This agrees with
Velikovsky's identification [Velikovsky, 1952]. Many kings who conquered foreign lands took
another name. It is possible that Shalmaneser took the name Burnaburiash as king of
Babylon. Shalmaneser III also took the titles 'Great King', 'King of the Universe' [Oppenheim,
1969a, p.233]. Thus he meets the conditions necessary for the Amarna king, Burnaburiash...
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A seal of Kidin-Marduk, son of Sa-ilima-damqa, 'the Great Official of Burnaburiash',
the 'King of All', was found in Mycenaean strata at Thebes Greece [Bacon, 1971, p.87].
This stratum is Mycenaean. Its Burnaburiash belongs to the Amarna era and per RC
must be Shalmaneser III.

Another proof for a 9th century BC date for the el-Amarna period is the pre-eminence of
ivory within the letters. In “Ages in Chaos” Velikovsky writes:
The Age of Ivory
The period of the el-Amarna correspondence might quite properly be called the "ivory age".
Next to gold, the desideratum of all ages, (objects of ivory were the most coveted, and with
lapis lazuli they are the most frequently mentioned royal presents. Lapis lazuli was sent by
the kings of Asia to the pharaohs Amenhotep III and Akhnaton; objects, and especially
furniture, of ivory or inlaid with ivory were requested of the pharaohs by these kings.
Amenhotep III wrote to the king of Arzawa in Asia Minor: "Ten chairs of ebony, inlaid with
ivory and lapis lazuli ... I have dispatched." And Tushratta, the king of Mitanni, wrote to Amrnhotep III: "And let my brother give three statues of ivory."
Burraburiash, writing from Babylon, asked for objects of ivory:
LETTER 11: Let trees be made of ivory and colored! Let field plants be made of ivory and
colored ... and let them be brought!
The list of presents sent by Amenhotep IV (Akhnaton) to Burraburiash displays the "ivory
age" before the eyes of the reader. Here are a few passages from this list:
LETTER 14: Eight umninu of ebony inlaid with ivory; Two umninu of ebony inlaid with ivory....
- Of ebony, inlaid with ivory. Six beast-paws of ivory - nine plants of ivory, ten - which are of ivory - twenty-nine gherkin oil-vessels of ivory, ... forty-four oil vessels ... of ivory, three
hundred and seventy-five oil vessels of ivory – 19 gasu, of ivory - 19 breast ornaments, of
ivory - 13 umninu of ivory - 3 for for the head, of ivory3 bowls of ivory - 3 oil-containing
oxen, of ivory, 3 oil - dushahu, of ivory - of ivory ... of ivory ... of ivory ...
The present research has established the fact that King Ahab was a contemporary of
Amenhotep III and Akhnaton, and that Samaria was built with the help of the king of Egypt.
In Samaria a house of ivory was built.
I KINGS 22:39 Now the rest of the acts of Ahab, and all that he did, and the ivory house
which he made, and all the cities that he built, are they not written in the book of the
chronicles of the kings of Israel?
A few generations after Ahab, Amos, the prophet, prophesied about Israel and about
Samaria, the capital, and the buildings therein:
AMOS 3:15 And I will smite the winter house with the summer house; and the houses of
ivory shall perish....
And again he returned to prophesy evil "to them that are at ease in Zion, and trust in the
mountain of Samaria".
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AMOS 6:4-5 That lie upon beds of ivory, and stretch themselves upon their couches ... That
chant to the sound of the viol ...
The house of ivory and beds of ivory were supposed by earlier excavators to have been
poetic inventions of the authors of the Scriptures. But later excavations made on the site of
ancient Samaria brought to light "hundreds of fragments of ivory" They were identified as
objects of jewelry, pieces of furniture, and ornamental work. It can be established with
exactitude that the time in which these objects originated was that of Ahab.
Ivory fragments inscribed with Hebrew letters bear witness to this conclusion: a comparison
of these letters with the characters of the Mesha inscription showed that they originated at
one and the same time.
The excavators felt justified in writing: "No other finds have told up, so, much about the art
of the Israelite monarchy. On some of these objects there are Egyptian designs, and the
Egyptian double crown, clearly cut, was found on several of the plates."
A student of the Bible would expect to find Assyrian motifs because of Assyrian domination
in the north of Syria in the ninth century before this era, not a predominance of Egyptian
influence in art at a time when, according to his table of chronology, arts were not cherished
in the Egypt of the ignoble successors of Shoshenk (Sosenk) of the Twenty-second Dynasty,
long after the brilliant Eighteenth Dynasty.
The excavators of Samaria were surprised: "It is significant that in our ivories there is
no sign of Assyrian influence", and "the influence of Egypt on the other hand is allpervasive". There are plaques which represent Egyptian gods; the subjects on furniture
"are all Egyptian!"'
By synchronizing the time of Akhnaton with that of Ahab, we realize that the part
Egypt played in Samaria in the days of the el-Amarna letters makes the presence of
Egyptian motifs and furniture styles in the ivory of Samaria very understandable.
We are even in a position to compare the ivory finds in Samaria with those in Egypt at
the time of Akhnaton. "Winged figures in human form" were found in Samaria. "The
forms of winged figures on the ivories ... are derived from Egyptian models. Tutelary
goddesses of this type stand at the four corners of the shrine of Tutenkhamun."
Three winged sphinxes with human heads were also found in Samaria, and they, too,
were recognized as similar to the human-headed lion from the tomb of Tutankhamen.
Tutankhamen was a son-in-law of Akhnaton. The presence of similar figures on his
sarcophagus and in the Samaria of Ahab is, from our point of view, not unexpected
(Ages in Chaos, p.313-315).

Supplemental to this section in “Ages in Chaos” Velikovsky wrote of an archaeological
discovery of the ivory of Shalmaneser‟s palace after the book‟s publication that led further
weight to the el-Amarna period being during the 9th century BC in his article entitled
“Assuruballit”. He wrote:
The Ivory Of Shalmaneser
In Ages in Chaos, in chapters VI-VIII, it is claimed that Shalmaneser III, was a contemporary of
Kings Amenhotep III and Akhnaton, and that Burraburiash must have been the Babylonian
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name of Shalmaneser III, who had actually occupied Babylon. To the reader of these lines, if
unfamiliar with Ages in Chaos (and he should judge the discussion only upon its reading), it
is not superfluous to report that the kings of Mesopotamia regularly applied to themselves
different names in Assyria and in Babylonia. In the el-Amarna correspondence, he signed his
Babylonian name (used more in the sense of a title) also on the tablet in which he referred to
his Assyrian subjects (letter no. 9).
Our identifying Shalmaneser III as Burraburiash of the letters and as a contemporary and
correspondent of Akhnaton(20) could receive direct archaeological verification.
In the section "The Age of Ivory", I quoted from the letters of Burraburiash in which
he demanded as presents, more in the nature of a tribute, ivory objects of art, "looking
like plants and land and water animals", and from letters of Akhnaton in which he
enumerated the very many objects of ivory art, vases, and carved likenesses of animals
of land and water and of paints that were sent by him to Burraburiash.
Calakh (Nimrud) was the headquarters of Shalmaneser; what could we wish for more than
that ivory objects made in Egypt in the time of Akhnaton should be found there.
This also happened.
The excavation project at Nimrud on the Tigris in Iraq was initiated by M. E. L. Mallowan
(1959) and continued by David Oates. Recent excavations there have been carried on in Fort
Shalmaneser III that served as headquarters from the ninth to the end of the eighth century
before the present era.
The reader of The New York Times of November 26, 1961,(21) must have been surprised to
find a news story titled "Ancient Swindle is Dug Up in Iraq". The report carried news of the
finds of the British School of Archaeology's Nimrud Expedition:
When archaeologists dug into the ancient Assyrian city of Nimrud in Iraq earlier this year,
they were surprised to find not Assyrian but "Egyptian" carvings...The explanation given...by
David Oates, director of the British School of Archaeology's Nimrud Expedition, is that the
archaeologists had dug into an ancient Assyrian antique shop. The "Egyptian" carvings had
been cut by local craftsmen . . . to satisfy their rich clients' demands for foreign "antiquities".
There could be no question that this was Shalmaneser's loot or collection, for in one of the
storage rooms was found his statue and an inscription attests to the king's approval of the
portrait as "a very good likeness of himself".
Although the cut-away skirts worn by the bearers are typically Assyrian, the carvings are of a
style that antedates by hundreds of years the period in which they were made. If found
elsewhere, they would have been identified as Egyptian...they are considered to be
"manufactured antiquities", designed to satisfy a rich man's taste for antiques.
The quantity of ivory found was so great that, in three seasons, the excavating team
did not empty the first of the three storage rooms. The excavators strained their wits
to understand why so much ivory work reflecting Egyptian styles of over five hundred
years earlier should fill, of all places, the military headquarters of Shalmaneser III.
Mallowan and his representative archaeologist on the site, David Oates, could not come up
with anything better than the theory that, in the military headquarters of Shalmaneser, a
factory for manufacturing fake antiques had been established…
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In complete accord with our historical scheme, Egyptian art of Akhnaton was found in
the headquarters of Shalmaneser III. I could not say, "as we expected", because this
was too much to expect.
From the point of view of the reconstruction, we could only wish that these objects would be
found in Assyria, but we could hardly expect that they would be found almost intact in the
fort of Shalmaneser III. Again it is too much to expect, but maybe there will still be found, in
the same compound or in a room of archives to be discovered in Nimrud, original el-Amarna
letters.

Eric Aitchison makes some interesting comments regarding the ivory of this time period
where he writes:
Later, on page 330 [of Ages in Chaos], Velikovsky states, ―In the time of Solomon ivory was
imported from distant countries, along with silver, apes and peacocks‖. He goes on to point
out that a large amount of ivory and worked ivory was redeemed from Palestine through
tribute or plunder.
I would dispute this claim that this ivory was imported from distant countries. Not that very
far back in ―Ages in Chaos‖ there is extensive references to the capture and sack of Megiddo
by Thutmose III. Not that long after all the Egyptian evidence that was used by Velikovsky
are the stories of major elephant hunts in northern Syria, hundreds of elephants were killed,
at one hunt the pharaoh was nearly killed.
That there were elephants in this time now explains from whence the Samaritans
acquired their ivory. It was not ―imported from distant countries‖ as stated by
Velikovsky; it was growing in their own backyard.
Now that backyard was also infested with lions and other exotic animals. We cannot
thus escape the conviction that the whole flora and fauna situation of the times of
Thutmose III was far different to what exists now. (The El-Amarna Letters, p.37).

As to be expected from concluding that the best evidence for the Biblical Shishak (923 BC)
is with Thutmose III of the mid 18th Dynasty, the best evidence for the time frame of the elAmarna letters of the late 18th Dynasty appears to be during the mid 800‟s (9th century)
BC.
This was the time of Jehoram of Judah (Abdi-Hiba of the el-Amarna letters) and Joram of
Israel (who may or may not be Rib-Addi of Sumur).
In chapter 10 we will look further into the contents of the el-Amarna letters and some of the
foreign correspondents whose identities have strengthened the conventional case for the
19th Dynasty following immediately after the end of the 18th Dynasty in contrast to the
radical position taken by Immanuel Velikovsky that they were separated by 150 years with
the Libyan and Ethiopian dynasties in between them.
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CHAPTER 9
OVERVIEW OF THE HYKSOS PERIOD
AND 18TH DYNASTY
Josephus, the first-century A.D. Jewish historian, records the words of Manetho who wrote
the following about the Hyksos who conquered Egypt as we have seen after the collapse
of Egypt following the end of the Middle Kingdom:
There was a king of ours, whose name was Timaus. Under him it came to pass, I know not
how, that God [Note God singular, not plural] was AVERSE to us, and there came, after a
surprising manner, men of ignoble birth OUT OF THE EASTERN PARTS, and had boldness
enough to make an expedition into our country, and WITH EASE subdued it by force, YET
WITHOUT HAZARDING A BATTLE WITH THEM. So when they had gotten those that
governed us under their power, they afterwards burnt down our cities, and demolished the
temples of the gods, and used all the inhabitants after a most barbarous manner: nay, some
they slew, and led their children and their wives into slavery.
At length they made one of themselves king, whose name was SALATIS....and as he found in
the Saite Nomos [Seth-roite] a city very proper for his purpose, and which lay upon the
Bubastic channel [of the Nile], but with regard to a certain theologic notion was called
AVARIS [RAMESSES], this he REBUILT, and made very strong by the walls he built about it,
and by a most numerous garrison of two hundred and forty thousand armed men whom he
put into it to keep it....THIS WHOLE NATION WAS STYLED HYCSOS, that is, SHEPHERDKINGS....BUT SOME SAY THAT THESE PEOPLE [THE HYKSOS] WERE ARABIANS...."
These people, whom we have before named kings, and called shepherds also, and their
descendants," as he [Manetho] says, "kept possession of Egypt 511 YEARS." (Josephus,
Against Apion, bk. 1, sec. 14.f).

Josephus, in quoting Manetho, notes that the Hyksos came from the east and that some
say were Arabians. The Amalekites came from NW Arabia were the Israelites frst
encountered them.
They rebuilt Avaris. Manfred Beitak found a second group of Asiatics had occupied Avaris
following the early Asiatics who were previously shown to be Israelites.
When the site of ancient Avaris was excavated by Manfred Bietak of the Austrian
Archaeological Institute, he found, in the north-west part of the site, the foundations of
a temple with massive mud-brick walls, in front of which were numerous stumps of ancient
palm trees - the remains of perhaps the largest sacred grove ever found in an excavation.
A hieroglyphic inscription on a lintel found with in this temple's ruins was dedicated to
“Seth [Set], great of might.”
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In Ages in Chaos Immanuel Velikovsky writes the following about the Hyksos:
The problem of why, in the books of Joshua and Judges, which cover more than four
hundred years, there is no mention of Egyptian domination over Canaan or any allusion to
military expeditions headed by pharaohs has remain unsolved…In harmony with this revised
scheme the Amalekites must have been regarded as the mightiest among the nations.…
NUMBERS 24:20 ―And when he looked on Amalek, he took up his parable and said Amalek
[is] the first of [among] the nations; but his latter end shall be that he perish for ever‖…
The Amalekites are supposed to have been an unimportant band of robbers; why were they
called ―the first among the nations‖...
The name of the king Agog is the only Amalekite name that the
Scriptures have preserved. Besides the king Agog mentioned in
the Book of Numbers there was another Amalekite king Agog,
their last king, who reigned some 400 years later and was a
contemporary with Saul.
In the history of Egypt the most frequently mentioned name of
the Hyksos kings is Apop [or Apophis]. One of the first and most
prominent of the Hyksos rulers was Apop; their last king of the
Hyksos was also Apop [Apophis].
The early Hebrew written signs as they are preserved on the stele of Mesha show a striking
resemblance between the letters g (gimel) and p (pei)…similar to the written number 7; the
size of the angle between the two oblique lines consistutes the only difference…
The Song of Deborah, like the blessing of Balaam, is an old fragment. An obscure verse
reads: ―Out of Ephraim their root is in Amalek‖ (Judges 5:14)…The verse cited seems to
mean that the strength of the Canaanites was based upon the support they received from
the Amalekite citadel in the land of Ephraim.
The citadel is also mentioned in another verse of the Book of Judges: ―Pirathon, in the land
of Ephraim, in the mount of the Amalekites (Judges 12:15).
The Amalekites supported the Canaanites; this explains the reversal in the progress of the
Israelite penetration into Canaan and their occasional status as vassals. The Amalekites ruled
over vast territories and in their colonial politics allied themselves with kindred nations…
The dark age in the Near East continued as long as the supremacy of the Amalekites
endured…Every effort on the part of the Israelites was doomed to failure as long as the
Amalekites ruled northern Africa and Arabia up to the land of the Euphrates, as long as
garrisons were stationed at fortified points scattered throughout many countries…
It was during this time that the saying was coined (Exodus 17:16): ―…the Lord will have war
with Amalek from generation to generation (Ages in Chaos, p. 67-70).

Apop is derived from the name of the cosmic dragon. The alternate name of Apophis is
one of the names used for one of the Go‟aulds in the TV series Stargate.
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The major thorn in the side of the Israelites in the land that God gave them were the
Philistines who occupied the southern coastal plain including where the Gaza strip is
today.
What can archaeology tell us about their origins and their arrival in the land of Israel? I‟d
like to quote from an article by John Bimson that covers this called “The Arrival of the
Philistines and the Revised Chronology” (SIS Review Vol III, No 1). He writes:
According to Jeremiah 47:4 and Amos 9:7, the original home of the Philistines was the island
of Caphtor (hence their designation as Caphtorim). Caphtor of the scriptures, along with
Keftiu of Egyptian sources, is usually identified with Crete, though this view has not been
without its critics. For example, J. C. GREENFIELD comments: "...There is no evidence for a
Philistine occupation of Crete, nor do the facts about the Philistines, known from
archaeological and literary sources, betray any relationship between them and Crete."
Greenfield suggests that perhaps Caphtor was a term used very broadly for the Aegean
area…Without attempting to argue the case, I simply state here my own preference for
Velikovsky's suggestion that Caphtor is Cyprus and it is this identification which I will work
with below. In seeking archaeological evidence for the major Philistine influx, we are
therefore looking for signs of Cypriot settlement in the south of Palestine...In seeking
archaeological evidence for the major Philistine influx, we are therefore looking for signs of
Cypriot settlement in the south of Palestine.
The pottery evidence for their arrival in [Velikovsky‘s revised] scheme is equally as striking as
that offered in the conventional one. It is late in MB II C that the pottery known as bichrome
ware appears in Palestine's southern coastal plain. This pottery was for a long while believed
to have been Hurrian in origin, and to have spread through Palestine from north to south.
Recently, however, analysis of the clay used in its manufacture has proved conclusively that it
reached Palestine from Cyprus.
The direction of its spread was in fact from the coastal cities inland. Bichrome ware "is found
in great profusion in southern Palestine", especially at sites on the coastal plain, where its
appearance may have been earlier than in the north (see note 12).
Significantly, our scheme makes LB I largely contemporary with the Judges period in biblical
history, when the Philistines were widening their sphere of influence and becoming
increasingly troublesome for the Israelites (cf. Judges 3:31; 10:7; 13:1ff; I Sam. 4, etc.)…
However we interpret the mass burials, there is no doubt that on Cyprus at the start of LC I,
"abnormal conditions had begun to affect the pattern of contemporary life". One important
result of those abnormal conditions was the abandonment of several previously important
centres at the eastern end of the island. In the light of the arguments presented above, that
the Philistines arrived in Canaan from Cyprus in MB II C, it would be logical to identify them
specifically with the people who were abandoning the island's eastern centres in LC I.
Within a catastrophist framework, we may suggest that the conditions which caused
people to leave Cyprus to search for new territory on the mainland were the same as
those affecting Egypt at the time (the biblical "plagues"), and therefore that the
Exodus and the Philistine migration were two results of the same immediate cause.
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Perhaps this is why the prophet Amos, speaking in the name of his God, refers to the
two events together: "Did I not bring up Israel from the land of Egypt, and the
Philistines from Caphtor...?" (Amos 9:7).
Conclusion
When the conventional belief that the Philistines are to be linked with the Peoples of the Sea
is abandoned, and with it the insistence that the Philistine settlement in Canaan must be
dated to the 12th century BC, those biblical references to the Philistines which are normally
considered anachronistic are allowed to speak for themselves. The picture which results has
the full support of archaeological evidence, once the archaeological periods are correctly
aligned in accord with the revised chronology.

The Length of the Hyksos Period
The Hyksos period is given a length of a little over 200 years by Egyptologists today. The
main reason for this large compression compared to the 511 year figure of Josephus and
the figures given by Manetho has to do to the constraints of the questionable methodology
of Sothic dating.
David Rohl accepts the main concept of Velikovsky‟s regarding dating the end of the
Middle Kingdom with the same time as the biblical Exodus. Because of his equation of
Rameses II with Shishak his start date for the 18th Dynasty is around 1200 BC leaving him
only 250 years for the Hyksos.
David Rohl compresses the New Kingdom (particularly Dynasty 20) a century more than
Peter James does. Peter James has a start for the 18th dynasty around 1300 BC. Peter
James does not cover anything on the Middle Kingdom but if he accepted Velikovsky‟s
date of 1450 BC for the end of the Middle Kingdom that would only allow 150 years for the
Hyksos. Most likely Peter James dates the end of the Middle Kingdom to some time earlier
than Velikovsky does.
Velikovsky believes that Josephus‟ figure is inflated due to counting reigns of kings who
may have reigned parallel to each other and believes the correct figure is about 400 years.
Donovan Courville concurs with this and writes:
In a later connection, it will be shown that the conditions that followed the Hyksos invasion
were just those to be expected from this sequence of events…Still further confirmation of the
correctness of this placement of the Exodus is to be found in the solution to the longstanding problem of the duration of the Hyksos period. Josephus gave the length of this
period as 511 years, though it may be supposed that this figure, like so many others of the
ancient writings, was obtained by summation of reigns and need not represent true elapsed
time. Other figures, however, suggest a period not in large deviation from that given by
Josephus…
By the placement of the Exodus in terms of the altered chronology, the period of the Hyksos
is to be defined as that from the Exodus to the resurrection of power in Egypt as inferred by
the Biblical accounts. Egypt is thus first mentioned as a power in the time of Solomon, 480
years after the Exodus.
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If 50 years are allowed for Egypt to recuperate after driving out the Hyksos, the period
of domination may be taken as about 430 years, which figure is in excellent agreement
with Manetho, who ascribes 250 (or 284) years to the 15th Dynasty and an additional
190 years to the later Hyksos rulers of Dynasty 18.
This figure represents a period long enough to include reasonably the events involved and
yet not so unreasonably long as demanded by Petrie's long chronlogy. This placement of the
Exodus has thus led us to a more credible and more realistic period for the Hyksos era (The
Exodus Problem and Its Ramifications, Vol. 1, p. 123-124).

Eric Aitchison believes the Hyksos period was the full 511 years given by Josephus, 100
years more than Velikovsky gives for the period. Velikovsky believes the Josephus figure
is not elapsed time but rather calculated by adding up the reigns without factoring in any
co-regencies or parallel reigns. Velikovsky‟s 400 year figure is based on his evidence that
the Hyksos expulsion was brought about by the campaign against Amalek by Saul in 1
Samuel 15.
Eric Aitchison questions the evidence that Velikovsky puts forth to support his view that the
end of the Hyksos rule in Egypt was brought about by that campaign by Saul and Eric
believes Hyksos rule in Egypt continued for another 100 years after Saul.
The 16th Dynasty has a mix of Egyptian and Hyksos names, more the former than
the latter and some scholars believe they were Theban rulers who ruled
contemporary with the Hyksos in the Delta region. The 17th Dynasty were native
Egyptians ruling from Thebes and subservient to the Hyksos. These factors seem to
argue against the full 511 years of Josephus being elapsed time.

The Expulsion Of The Amalekites From Egypt
Velikovsky believes that the mission God sent Saul on to avenge what Amalek did to Israel
was an offensive war on the power base of the Hyksos and that King Agag, who was slain
by Samuel after Saul disobeyed his orders from God, was the last Hyksos king Apop II
[Apophis].
With the Amalekite power base broken, the native Theban dynasty was able to take back
control over Egypt and the native Egyptians, during the 18th dynasty, were able to prosper
and become a great power again.
Without the Amalekite support given to its neighbours, Israel was able, through the wars of
Saul and David, to defeat the neighbouring nations that had held Israel down and Israel
was able to expand to its greatest heights during the reign of Solomon.
How was Egypt freed from the grip of the Hyksos / Amalekites? In the south of Egypt in
Thebes a new dynasty of local rulers arose beginning with Kahmose. This would become
known as the 18th Dynasty of Egypt, one of the longest and most well-known of the
dynasties of Egypt which continued right through to the famous boy-king Tutankhamen.
According to Velikovsky, the Egyptians with the help of the Israelites under King Saul,
were able to drive out the Amalekites from Egypt. Eric Aithison starts his paper “Saul,
Velikovsky‟s Hero” with these comments:
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Velikovsky had a hero in Saul and argued his case most eloquently. ―Historical credit for
freeing the Near East from the yoke of the Hyksos belongs to Saul, but his great deed was
not esteemed, not even recognised. The capture of Avaris and the destruction of the
Amalekite host changed the course of history. Once more Egypt rose to power and
splendour after being freed from hundreds of years of abject slavery by a descendant of the
Hebrews who had been slaves there.‖
Velikovsky argued that the story of Saul‘s attack on the Amalekites was the same attack that
saw the Hyksos driven out of Avaris by Kamose and Ahmose. Three years later Ahmose
drove the Hyksos out of Sharuhen (p.1).

Eric then spends considerable time questioning whether Saul‟s campaign fits the start of
Ahmose‟s reign timewise when back calculated from Velikovsky‟s other major synchronism
of Thutmose III being Shishak.
Eric takes Saul‟s reign as 20 years though the New Testament clearly assigns him 40
years in Acts 7. I have Saul‟s reign dating from 1049 to 1009 BC. Taking the Biblical data
and data for the reigns of the 18th dynasty rulers Donovan Courville presents this chart
(The Exodus Problem and Its Ramifications, Vol.1, p.268) showing the data can be fitted
correctly.

Eric quotes from one official of Ahmose which credits the destruction of the Hyksos capital,
Avaris to the Egyptian king and not to a foreigner:
The Egyptian king conquers Avaris, then beseiges Sharuhen for 3 years and then goes to
Nubia.
Sharuhen is usually considered to be in southern Palestine near the Negev region but
there is nothing in this account or other such accounts to nail down where this city was
which could have been somewhere in Egypt though the part about spoil leans toward it
being outside of Egypt. Continuing on with Eric‟s paper:
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Apophis is given as the predecessor of Khamudi. However it is against Apophis in Avaris that
Kamose sends his army and fleet.
―I put in at Per-djedken, my heart happy, so that I might let Apopy experience a bad time,
that Syrian prince with weak arms, who conceives brave things which never come about for
him! I arrived at Yenyet-of-the-southward-journey, and I crossed over to them to greet them.
I put the fleet (already) equipped in order, one behind the other, in order that I might take
the lead, setting the course, with my braves, flying over the river as does a falcon, my flagship of gold at their head, something like a divine being at their front. I made the might
transport boat beach at the edge of the cultivation, with the fleet behind it, as the sparrowhawk uproots (plants) upon the flats of Avaris!‖
During the course of this war Kamose fights against Teti, the son of Pepi who must be
Apophis. Thus again we have data that limits the era in which activities occur. There is no
question in the inscription that Avaris is despoiled by Kamose.
―I have smashed up your rest house, I have cut down your
trees, I have forced your women into ships' holds, I have
seized [your] horses; I haven't left a plank to the hundreds of
ships of fresh cedar which were filled with gold, lapis, silver,
turquoise, bronze axes without number, over and above the
moringa-oil, incense, fat, honey, willow, box-wood, sticks and
all their fine woods - all the fine products of Retenu - I have
confiscated all of it! I haven't left a thing to Avaris to her (own)
destitution: the Asiatic has perished! Does your heart fail, O
you vile Asiatic, you who used to say: 'I am lord without equal
from Hermopolis to Pi-Hathor upon the Rekhty water. (As for)
Avaris on the Two Rivers, I laid it waste without inhabitants; I
destroyed their towns and burned their homes to reddened
ruin-heaps forever, because of the destruction they had
wrought in the midst of Egypt: they who had allowed
themselves to hearken to the call of the Asiatics, had forsaken
Egypt, their mistress!‖
All this occurs by year three of Kamose and should be seen against the record left by
Ahmose, son of Ebana. As Ahmose, son of Ebana fought at Avaris under Ahmose then it
becomes proven that both Kamose and Ahmose were at this siege and that it was within the
few years credited to Kamose…
There were two Egyptian kings fighting at Avaris. So, when it is reported that
―One fought here or there‖ ―the One‖ is either Kamose or Ahmose depending
on who is doing the describing. It is also to be noted that King Ahmose also
went into Nubia to quell rebellions after the siege of Sharuhen was
completed. Thus, to wherever the Hyksos fled after Sharuhen, they were not
seen as an immediate threat to Egypt. The inscriptions and the data from the
Phouka site indicate that Ahmose campaigned in Palestine to ensure that no
further threats were imminent. This has to be after his Nubian incident but
surely sets the venue of the fleeing Hyksos…
Velikovsky is adamant that the Biblical story has credibility; he states ,
―Ahmose‘s version of the retreat of the Amu into southern Palestine corresponds with the
scriptural narrative. After the capture of the Amalekite city [in this case Avaris] and Saul‘s
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overwhelming victory, the Amalekites were not wholly destroyed. Those who escaped with
their lives fell back to the hill country of southern Palestine.‖
In his attempt to justify the involvement of his hero, Saul, Velikovsky uses the biblical
agreement between Saul and the Kenites to reflect the ―agreement‖ that ―allowed the
Amalekites to retreat to Sharuhen‖. If we follow the Ahmose version there is no agreement,
the siege of Avaris finished and three years later the siege of Sharuhen was over, if we follow
the conventionally accepted timetable. However, in the Josephus version involving Tethmosis
an agreement was reached whereby the Hyksos were allowed to leave Avaris. There is no
mention of another sector of people that could be construed as the Kenites. Again, however,
we will give Velikovsky some leeway and allow the Kenites to be involved at Sharuhen and
allow the ―agreement story‖ some credibility.
Immediately though we have a problem. Velikovsky advises that Saul was victorious because
he lay in wait in a ravine or valley . Might we ask a rhetorical question? Where would the
element of surprise come from if Saul had negotiated for the Kenites to depart from
amongst the Amalekites?
Locating the Kenites will allow one to come close to where Saul must be when he has his
attack on an Amalekite city. The Kenites are said to live with the Midianites, also with the
Amalekites but mainly as metal workers in the Arabah desert area south of Judah. Thus Saul
and David were not that far from home base when they touched the area of the Kenites.
That Saul was victorious from Havilah until thou comest to Shur that is over against Egypt is
a given. Unfortunately that is all the geography that we are given. Shur is quite possibly
Sharuhen, a place still yet to be identified although Tell el-Farah has the front running…
Sharuhen, modern Tell el-Ajjul is south of Gaza and recently it was suggested by Nadav
Na‘aman that this site is the Biblical Shur…
Velikovsky would have Avaris in ―Nakhal Mizraim‖ . However the inference that this word,
Nakhal is to be seen as definitive is not as clear as Velikovsky needs. A Google search found
this comment by Velikovsky .
―The site as identified in ―Ages in Chaos‖ is quite a distance northeast from the Delta. El-Arish
is at the wadi of the same name, known in the Old Testament as Nakhal Mizraim ("Stream of
Egypt"), the historical frontier between Egypt and Palestine‖…
Another Google search finds this assertion that negates Velikovsky‘s placement of Avaris in
the wadi el-Arish.
―Today based on excavations, Avaris is understood to be modern Tell el-Dab'a, adjacent to
Qantir, (ancient Pi-Ramesses). According to Wilson, Qantir and Daba'a are so close to each
other that it is possible that in Ramesside times Avaris became a suburb of Pi-Ramesses,
biblical Ramesses. This would explain why Manetho's Avaris came to be renamed Ramesses
in the Bible‖…
So, was the river [at Avaris] dry [as claimed by Velikovsky]?
I intend to use the better much later version of the siege of Avaris by Kamose . This text is
dominated by water activities involving not one ship but many. The canal on which this
activity happens is named as Per-djedqen. If we now go to the other text, that of the officer
Ahmose, we find that the same canal is mentioned, ―the canal Pa-Djedku of Avaris‖. This text
seems more involved with land-based activities, the water attack being only mentioned in
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passing. This supports the view that Kamose was in charge of the fleet whilst Ahmose was in
charge of the land-based attack. This also receives support from the later information that
Kamose returned to Egypt and an attack on Ethiopia, which, I presume, would need carriage
by water as the quickest way south. Ahmose, in charge of the land army, then sets off for
Sharuhen that, in my opinion was not sitting idly by watching its senior partner, Avaris,
succumb to destruction…
The ―One‖ of Egyptian Records.
Velikovsky made a major point with his view on the ―One‖ mentioned in the Egyptian
records. In setting the Egyptian scene Velikovsky quickly brings into his argument his claim
that a foreign army assisted the Egyptian patriots, Kamose and Ahmose. He argued, ―The
indefinite pronoun would not have been used if the Egyptian king had been at the head of
the besieging army.‖
Velikovsky‘s quote from Breasted follows.
―I followed the king on foot when he rode abroad in his chariot. One besieged the city of
Avaris. I showed valour on foot before his majesty. . . . . One fought on the water in the canal
[riverbed] of Avaris . . . . Then there was again fighting in this place; I again fought . . . . One
fought in this Egypt, south of this city; then I brought away a living captive. . . . . One
captured Avaris . . . . One besieged Sharuhen for six years [and] his majesty took it.‖
However recent publications of the Egyptian records, concerning the expulsion of the
Hyksos, do not use this ―indefinite pronoun‖. Pritchard‘s version of sections of the Breasted
quote follows.
―When the town of Avaris was besieged, then I showed valour on foot in the presence of his
majesty.‖
―Then there was fighting on the water in the canal Pa-Djedku of Avaris.‖
―There-upon there was fighting again in this place.‖
―Then there was fighting in this Egypt which is south of this town.‖
―Then Avaris was despoiled.‖
―Then Sharuhen was besieged for three years. Then his majesty despoiled it.‖
This newer translation and that used by Breasted is from the Ahmose text, not that given by
Kamose who speaks with great authority in the first person. So, in our endeavours to deal
with ―the One‖ we are restricted to the Ahmose version (―Saul, Velikovsky‘s Hero‖, p.4-5,1115).

Eric in his paper "Saul, Velikovsky's Hero" does successfully, in my view, expose some
flaws in the minor details of Velikovsky's version of Saul's campaign against Amalek.
That said, Velikovsky's overall premise that Saul's campaign broke the back of Hyksos
power in Egypt is still sound in my view. Let's closely examine the Biblical text:
And Samuel said to Saul, the LORD sent me to anoint you to be king over His people, over
Israel. And now listen to the voice of the words of the LORD. So says the LORD of Hosts, I will
visit Amalek with what he did to Israel, how he set against him in the way when he came up
from Egypt. Now go and strike Amalek, and completely destroy all that they have, and do
not spare them. But kill both man and woman, infant and suckling, ox and sheep, camel and
ass.
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And Saul gathered the people together and numbered them in Telaim, 200 000 footmen and
10 000 of Judah.
And Saul came to a city of Amalek and lay in wait in the valley [river/riverbed]. And Saul said
to the Kenites, Go! Depart! Get down from among the Amalekites, lest I destroy you with
them. For you showed kindness to all the sons of Israel when they came up out of Egypt. So
the Kenites departed from among the Amalekites.
And Saul struck the Amalekites from Havilah, as you come to Shur, which is against Egypt.
And he took Agag the king of the Amalekites alive. And he completely destroyed all the
people with the edge of the sword. But Saul and the people spared Agag and the best of
the sheep and of the oxen and of the fatlings and the lambs, and all that was good, and
would not completely destroy them. But everything that was vile and feeble they completely
destroyed (1 Samuel 15:1-9).

Here are some points we can draw from
this:
1) The Septuagint gives a figure twice
as much but my Bible tells me the
number of soldiers was 210 000.
This is a MAJOR EXPEDITIONARY
FORCE!!! This is comparable to
D-Day. This is not a small war
against attacking raiders!
2) God wanted Saul to "completely
destroy all that they have". Why just
destroy those on Israel's side of the
Egyptian defensive wall (Shur - wall)
and leave the real power base in Egypt
alone?
3) The direction of this war was from Havilah (Arabia) to Shur (Egypt's defensive wall),
indicating the two main bases of Amalekite power.
4) The story about the Kenites probably has nothing to do with the attack at Shur (Egypt).
It is probably a story from the early part of the campaign in Havilah where wadis
(riverbeds) are common.
5) When Saul got to Shur (Egypt's defensive wall) with his massive expeditionary force did
they stop there or penetrate into Egypt and destroy the Hyksos there? The fact they
brought back lots of livestock (unlikely if fighting a target on the Sinai peninsula) and the
fact that they brought back King Agag at the end of the campaign in Shur very strongly
argues in favour of them going into Egypt.
Why take such a massive expeditionary force if they only went as far as their
defensive border? Why stop at the defensive border when the real power base was
on the other side of that defensive border? It makes NO SENSE to take such a large
force to Shur and not break the power base on the other side!!!
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6) I take my Bible's figure of 210 000 Israelites to be correct over the 400 000 of the less
reliable Septuagint. This number is half, not the vast majority, of the number of troops that
attacked Avaris. It is well within reason that the defeat of Avaris was a joint effort of
relatively equal numbers of Israelites and native Egyptians, not unlike the defeat of
Germany in World War II.
The Egyptians were hardly ever going to give credit to the Israelites in their records
of the siege even as many Americans often don't give credit to the Russians for
their part in defeating Germany in World War II. The lack of reference to the foreign
efforts in the records is NO proof that the Israelites weren't involved.
If the dating is correct, Kahmose and Ahmose would have known about the
Israelites campaign in Havilah and knew they were coming to Egypt. This would
have provided the perfect timing for them to attack the Hyksos at the same time that
the Israelites got to Shur. They may have been the ones to even let them past the
border into Egypt.
An additional possibility is that Israel attacked Pelusium (noted by Josephus) while
Kahmose and Ahmose were attacking Avaris and then after destroying Pelusium
they helped the Egyptians finish off Avaris including capturing King Agag.
7) While Velikovsky may be correct about his interpretation of "The One" being a foreigner,
I believe Eric is more likely to be correct with his interpretation. No reference is made to
the Israelites attacking Sharuhen in the Biblical account and "The One" is mentioned as
attacking Sharuhen. In support of Eric‟s view, if Sharuhen was in southern Palestine, this
surely would have been one of the major targets in Saul‟s war and it wouldn‟t make sense
for Ahmose to campaign there on his own if contemporary with Saul.
8) Beitak's Avaris (Tell el-Daba) is a good candidate for Avaris as it was east of the most
easterly branch of the Nile plus there were apparently canals that were dug around it in
addition as well as defensive walls 8.5 metres wide in the time of the Hyksos. It is also on
the Egyptian side of the defensive wall which is the far more logical side of the defensive
wall for the Hyksos to place their capital to be best protected from foreigners.
Velikovsky's choice of el-Arish makes little sense in this light plus why would the
Hyksos have their capital so far east of the Delta if they wanted to maintain control
of Egypt? Egypt's defensive wall was probably a key reason why they could control
Egypt for so long.
9) Saul "completely destroyed all the people with the edge of the sword" at Shur with the
single exception of King Agag who Samuel later killed. The Amalekite raiders in David's
time would, therefore, have probably come from Arabia and weren't from Egypt.
10) Agag, as Velikovsky points out, is extremely close to Apop. Apop was the 4th of the
first 6 Hyksos rulers as given by Josephus but this was likely to have been the first Hyksos
ruler by that name, not the last one. There were probably other rulers following the 6 that
Josephus gives and Apop II is conventionally believed to be the last Hyksos ruler.
11) If Saul wasn't involved in destroying Avaris then what place near Shur ("which is
against Egypt") did he destroy where he needed such a major expeditionary force and
where he captured a king by the name of Agag (Apop)?
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If Saul did destroy a major power base in Shur (Egypt) and "completely destroyed
all the people" in that power base would not the Egyptians have been able to take
over the Delta following such a victory 100 years earlier than when Eric places
Ahmose?
To me, the strongest point supporting Velikovsky‟s overall premise is taking a massive
expeditionary force to Shur "against Egypt". You don't go that far towards Egypt with such
a large force if you are not going to go into Egypt and break the Amalekite power base
there and the capture of King Agag in the Shur part of the campaign strongly supports that.
To top that off Josephus gives us this very clear statement of this campaign which makes
it clear that the bulk of the Amalekites were based in Egypt. He wrote:
But when Saul had conquered all these Amalekites that reached from Pelusium of Egypt
to the Red Sea, he laid waste all the rest of the enemy's country. (Antiquities of the Jews,
Book 6, Chap. 7, Section 3).

The 18th Dynasty
The Wikipedia introduces the 18th Dynasty of Egypt with the following words:
The 18th Dynasty is perhaps the best known of all the dynasties of ancient Egypt. As well as a
number of Egypt's most powerful pharaohs, it included Tutankhamun, whose tomb,
uncovered by Howard Carter in 1922, was one of the greatest of all archaeological
discoveries, being completely undisturbed by tomb robbers...
Hatshepsut, one of a handful of women to be crowned king of Egypt, ruled during this
dynasty, as did Akhenaten (also known as Amenophis IV), the "heretic Pharaoh" who with his
wife Nefertiti instituted the first arguably monotheistic state religion.

We have previously looked at a key synchronism in the 18th Dynasty with the history of
Israel – the plundering of the Temple of God by a pharaoh known in the Bible as Shishak.
We compared the various identifications for Shishak proposed by four revised
chronologies – Velikovsky with Thutmose III, Rohl with Ramses II, James with Ramses II
and Aitchison with Apop II (Apophis). Of these four possible identifications I came to the
conclusion as we went through the evidence for each that there was far more supporting
evidence in favour of Velikovsky‟s choice of Thutmose III compared to the others.
Velikovsky‟s 18th Dynasty scheme as outlined in volume 1 of Ages in Chaos has taken a
couple of hits with his views on the el-Amarna period and some parts were found wanting
but his dating of this dynasty I believe is still the best fit when compared to the other
chronologies on offer.
Velikovsky has the expulsion of the Hyksos and the start of the reign of Ahmose I at the
beginning of the 18th dynasty at around 1020 BC.
An adjustment to Velikovsky‟s identification of the king of Judah in the el-Amarna letters
referred to as Abdi-Hiba from Jehoshaphat to his son Jehoram, late in the 18th dynasty as
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originally developed by Peter James (before surprisingly walking away from it) has
provided another key synchronistic lock for the end of the 18th Dynasty around 820 BC.
David Rohl accepts Velikovsky‟s dating of the end of the Middle Kingdom with the same
time as the biblical Exodus. Because of his equation of Rameses II with Shishak his start
date for the 18th Dynasty is around 1200 BC leaving him only 250 years for the Hyksos.
Rohl sees confirmation of his date of the start of the 18th Dynasty around 1200 BC in a
tablet found at Ugarit blackened by a destruction of Ugarit which records what he sees as
an eclipse around sunset. The text (KTU-1.78) states: “The day of the new moon of Hiyaru
was put to shame as the sun (goddess) set, with Rashap as her gate-keeper.”
Retrocalculation indicates a sunset eclipse only occurred in this location in 1012 BC. ElAmarna letter EA 151 describes a fire that struck the palace at Ugarit. Going back from
1012 BC for the el-Amarna period takes us back to around 1200 BC for the start of the
dynasty.
Retrocalculation of eclipses so far back in time is frought with difficulties and if there were
shifts in the orbit of the Earth and the moon as discussed in Velikovsky‟s “Worlds in
Collision” at a time after the 18th Dynasty then this can throw off the dates of such eclipses
from dates that are calculated. Such data should not accepted in isolation but cautiously
taken on board with other supporting data.
The text itself is vague as the day being put to shame is assumed to be an eclipse when
the text could have meant something else. There have been multiple destructions that
have struck Ugarit and the tablet being found burnt in the palace only means its latest date
would be the destruction that burnt it. It could pre-date that destruction by some time in
theory.
I‟d like to now quote from an article entitled “A Chronology for the 18th Dynasty” (SIS
Review Vol II No 3 (1977/78) that factors in the el-Amarna adjustment with Abdi-Hiba of
the el-Amarna letters being Jehoram not his father Jehoshaphat as claimed by Velikovsky:
A Chronology for the 18th Dynasty
A crucial test of the revised chronology presented by Velikovsky in "Ages in Chaos" is
whether the new synchronisms adduced between the 18th Egyptian Dynasty and the Israelite
Monarchy and Divided Kingdom form an internally consistent sequence. Using the latest
available data, Geoffrey Gammon has devised a working model for the chronology of the
18th Dynasty that accords with the chronology of Israel drawn up by Biblical scholars.
The reconstruction of the chronology of the ancient Near East is a formidable task, fraught
with daunting difficulties. There is, nevertheless, a consensus among the majority of ancient
historians that the absolute and relative dates of the histories of Egypt, Babylonia, Assyria,
Greece and their neighbours can be fixed within fairly small margins of error from the
beginning of the dynastic periods in Egypt and Mesopotamia (about 3000 BC).
It is this consensus which was challenged by Immanuel Velikovsky in his Theses for the
Reconstruction of Ancient History in 1945. In this short work, Dr Velikovsky synchronised the
Exodus of the Israelite tribes from Egypt with a major catastrophe which, he claimed,
brought to an end the Middle Kingdom of Egypt and the Middle Bronze Age in Syria and
Palestine; argued that the accepted dates of the dynasties of the Egyptian New Kingdom
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should be lowered by between 500 and 800 years; and proposed consequential changes in
accepted synchronisms and absolute dates in the histories of neighbouring states.
Under this scheme, the Egyptian Eighteenth Dynasty began in the 11th and ended in the 9th
century BC, whereas conventional historians place its beginning between 1580 and 1558 BC
and its end towards the close of the 14th century. Ages in Chaos, published in 1952, gives
detailed evidence to support this reconstruction of Egyptian history during the Second
Intermediate Period (Dynasties 13 - 17) and Dynasty 18. While I have reservations of detail
on some of the conclusions the author draws from the evidence, I believe the reconstruction
of this period as a whole to be soundly based, while reserving judgement on the successor
volumes.
In particular, … the following conclusions reached by Dr Velikovsky:(a) The Second Intermediate Period, which included the years of Hyksos rule, coincided (at
least in part) with the period of the Judges in Palestine, and the expulsions of the Hyksos
from Egypt early in Dynasty 18 was contemporary with the establishment of the Israelite
monarchy under Saul and David (1).
(b) Solomon was a contemporary of Thutmose I and Hatshepsut, whose expedition to "Punt"
was the same event as the "Queen of Sheba's" visit to Jerusalem under his reign (2).
(c) "Shishak, King of Egypt", who sacked the Temple in Jerusalem in the 5th year of
Rehoboam, was Thutmose III (3).
(d) The defeat of "Zerah the Ethiopian" by Asa, King of Judah, occurred during the reign of
Amenhotep II (4).
(e) The period of the el-Amarna letters is roughly the third quarter of the 9th century BC (5).
The evidence on which previous reconstructions of ancient history have been based can be
divided into five main categories:1. Contemporary monumental and inscriptional material.
2. Synchronisms established with neighbouring countries.
3. King lists and chronicles originating from later periods.
4. Astronomical data.
5. Radiocarbon and other recently developed dating methods.
The value of each of these main types of evidence is discussed below.
1] The monumental and inscriptional material from Dynasty 18 is rich but far from
comprehensive. The rulers of this period were not concerned to establish objective historical
truth, but to glorify themselves and magnify their achievements. No pharaoh could possibly
be expected to record a military defeat, so that where such events happened we either learn
of them from other sources, usually the victorious adversary, or infer them by reading
between the lines of an implausible claim of victory, as in the case of Amenhotep II in the
campaign of his 9th year. Moreover, even accounts of victorious campaigns tend (with few
exceptions) to be conventional and stereotyped, and lacking in precise supporting detail…
The position is complicated by the vexed question of co-regencies. The 20-year co-regency
of Hatshepsut and Thutmose III is beyond dispute but there has not been general agreement
about the evidence for co-regencies between Thutmose III and Amenhotep II, Amenhotep III
and Akhnaton, Akhnaton and Smenkhkare, and Tutankhamun and Ay. The most contentious
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is that postulated between Amenhotep III and Akhnaton, which lasted between 8 and 11
years. That between Akhnaton and Smenkhkare is less controversial, although it is not clear
for how long the latter survived his father-in-law, if at all. since Thutmose III died four
months after his son's succession date (8), his co-regency with Amenhotep II must have
tasted x years + four months, but the quantity of x remains unknown. Evidence for a coregency between Tutankhamun and Ay has been adduced by Keith Seele, but to date he has
had few, if any, followers, possibly because his attribution of a 21-year reign to Akhnaton in
the same article is generally rejected (9)…
2] Synchronisms established with contemporary rulers, events and artefacts help us to arrive
at a relative chronology but not an absolute chronology unless this has previously been
established by other means. In the archaeological framework accepted by most ancient
historians, Dynasty 18 belongs to the Late Bronze Age and is contemporary with the Late
Minoan and Helladic (Mycenaean) periods. However, the currently accepted absolute dates
of c. 1570-1320 BC for Dynasty 18 cannot be cross-checked by independently established
dates for Late Bronze Age Crete and mainland Greece.
On the contrary, it is Egyptian chronology whose basis is regarded as so secure that it
provides the framework for dating the history not only of Greece but of the entire Near East
during this period (19). The so-called "dark age" separating the Mycenaean and Archaic
periods depends almost wholly on these synchronisms and its existence has been stubbornly
defended in spite of the wealth of archaeological evidence of continuity (or a short break at
most) between the two periods at Mycenae, Tiryns, Pylos, Enkomi and numerous other sites
(20).
3] The main king-lists covering the period of Dynasty 18 - the Turin Canon and the Tables of
Abydos and Sakkara - date from Dynasty 19. All are incomplete and, for this period, the
length of reign is not supplied. They were intended to record only those kings regarded as
legitimate or worthy of honour, so that Akhnaton and his three immediate successors were
omitted. Later sources are the 5th-century-BC Histories of Herodotus, the 3rd-century-BC
Aegyptiaca of Manetho and the 1st-century-BC Library of Diodorus Siculus. Herodotus is a
mine of useful information, in spite of a lavish sprinkling of colourful anecdotes, some of
which have to be read to be disbelieved. His account of the period immediately preceding
the Persian Conquest is generally considered to be fairly accurate, but for earlier periods he
is far from reliable and often indisputably wrong.
It is to Manetho that we owe the division of ancient Egyptian history into 31 dynasties. He
evidently had access to sources no longer available to historians, but in one important aspect
his was a propagandist work. His aim was to demonstrate the antiquity of Egyptian history
and civilisation, just as his contemporary Berossus was concerned to prove the antiquity of
Babylonian history and civilisation. Both, therefore, were undoubtedly guilty of inflating the
lengths of dynasties and individual reigns. For example, no one seriously accepts that the
interval between the Middle Kingdom Dynasty 12 and the New Kingdom Dynasty XVIII was
1890 years, as Manetho's excerptors claim…
Another late Source is the incomplete list of 86 kings in the so-called Book of Soth18 is.
Donovan Courville has argued that the first 32 kings on this list cover the entire period from
Dynasty I to the Hyksos hut that, since many dynasties and rulers were contemporary, only
the most powerful or dominant dynasties and their kings are included. However, this
interpretation is confounded by the remaining kings in the Sothis list, of which it is difficult
to make much sense. The work should therefore be treated with at least as much caution as
the epitomes of Manetho.
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4] Astronomical data, with particular reference to the so-called Sothic cycle, are regarded by
most ancient historians as so useful and accurate that the Egyptian chronology derived from
them has in turn been used to establish the relative and absolute dates for the Minoans and
Mycenaeans, Hittites and other peoples of the ancient Near East.
As Gardiner put it, when justifying his reluctant conclusion that the interval between
Dynasties 12 and 18 must be reduced to 210 years on the basis of Sothic dates established
for Senwosret III and Amenhotep I: "To abandon 1786 B.C. as the year when Dynasty XIII
ended would be to cast adrift from our only firm anchor, a course that would have serious
consequences for the history, not of Egypt alone, but of the entire Middle East." (22)
All the archaeological and chronological problems resulting from this misplaced confidence
are accordingly brushed aside, so that the debate is narrowed to arguments over 1504 or
1490 BC as dates for the accession of Thutmose III and 1304, 1290 or 1279 for Ramesses II.
This is not the place for a detailed review of the flaws underlying the Sothic dating method. I
can only refer the reader to the Supplement to Peoples of the Sea, Ronald Long's paper in
Orientalia and Donovan Courville's in Kronos (23).
5] Radiocarbon dating is a method for calculating the age of organic material developed by
Professor Willard Libby since 1948. More recently, dates arrived at by this method have been
calibrated by reference to tree rings of the white bristlecone pine, the longest-living tree. The
results produced by both methods have been very variable, and it seems unlikely that either
will enable us to arrive at incontrovertible absolute dates. Many aspects of the pitfalls of
radiocarbon dating are dealt with in the issue of Pensée entitled "Immanuel Velikovsky
Reconsidered IV", to which the reader is commended (24).
In sum, of the materials available to the ancient historian, the most reliable (if incomplete)
data would appear to be those provided by inscriptions made on contemporary monuments
and other written or archaeological matter, supplemented by synchronisms established with
the histories of other countries. However, all this material requires a good deal of
interpretation by the archaeologist or historian before it can be put to good use. The
subjective element in this process of interpretation is always present, and probably
unavoidable. This is amply borne out by even a cursory reading of journals, articles and
books on ancient history, in which differing and even conflicting conclusions are drawn from
the same basic material.
The monumental information we possess
on the order and length of reign of the
pharaohs of Dynasty 18 can be summarised
as follows:The search for a fixed date on which to
base an absolute chronology of Egypt
must, however, be directed beyond that
country's
borders.
A
convenient
synchronism is provided by the invasion of
Judah and the sack of the Temple in
Jerusalem by "Shishak, king of Egypt" in the
5th year of Rehoboam. In the scriptural
account, the division of the monarchy took
place very shortly after the death of
Solomon and Rehoboam's succession…

279

The identification of Shishak as Thutmose III does not, of itself, establish absolute dates for
the latter's reign, since he conducted no less that 18 campaigns in Syria and Palestine
between years 22 and 42.
Effectively, however, the choice is narrowed to his first, fourth and sixth campaigns.
Velikovsky has argued strongly in favour of the first campaign (years 22/23) in which the king
of Kadesh (Kdsw) and his allies were defeated at Megiddo (Mkty).
Velikovsky has identified Kadesh as Jerusalem and its king as Rehoboam (33). However, this
view is open to several objections. First, if the usual identification of Mkty as Megiddo is
accepted, the account of this campaign gives no identification of any military activity in the
kingdom of Judah where Jerusalem and Rehoboam's fortified cities were located (34).
Moreover, it is hard to explain Rehoboam's presence at Megiddo in the kingdom of Israel
four years after the secession of the Northern Tribes. Finally, if Kadesh is Jerusalem, then its
capture is recorded in year 30 of Thutmose III during his sixth campaign (35). However, the
context in which this event appears is clearly Syrian, rather than Palestinian, so that the latter
campaign would have been against Kadesh on Orontes.
It is also possible that the Temple in Jerusalem was sacked during the unrecorded 4th
campaign of Thutmose III, between his 26th and 28th regnal years. But there is no positive
evidence to support this view. However, elsewhere in these pages, Eva Danelius has
advanced some telling arguments against the usual identification of Mkty in the Karnak
reliefs as Megiddo and in favour of Velikovsky's thesis that the campaign of year 23 is
identical with that recorded in II Chronicles 12, in which "Shishak, king of Egypt" defeated
Rehoboam (36). On this basis, conjectural dates for the reign of Thutmose would be 949-895
BC.
In the next reign, the synchronism of Amenhotep II's unsuccessful campaign of regnal year 9
in southern Palestine with Asa's defeat of "Zerah the Ethiopian" no later than in his 15th year
(37) must date this event to 898 BC or earlier. Amenhotep II's accession date was in
November, so that his reign began in November 907 BC or earlier. This would produce an
overlap of 11 years 4 months with his father's reign, if the sack of the Temple is assigned to
Thutmose III's first campaign.
Working backwards from the sole reign of Thutmose III, we find associated with him
Hatshepsut, sister and wife of his father Thutmose II. Hatshesput was queen consort or
"King's Great Wife" to Thutmose II and possibly also to her father Thutmose I. In her
nephew/step-son's second year, she assumed the title of "king" and was the senior pharaoh
until her death. Her conjectural dates of 948-928/7 BC would place the expedition to Punt in
her 9th year in 940/939 BC. Since the visit of the "Queen of Sheba" took place some time
after the first 20 years (38) of Solomon's reign (970-931 BC), this date would be consistent
with the internal Old Testament chronology.
The biography of Nebwawy, priest of Osiris at Abydos, indicates that Thutmose II probably
died in his 11th regnal year (39). His own accession date in September and his son's in May
would therefore suggest conjectural dates from September 960 to May 949 BC. The highest
regnal dates of his three predecessors, Ahmose, Amenhotep II and Thutmose I, are 22, 21
and 9, giving 1013 BC as the latest date for the beginning of Dynasty 18. However, if we
accept the identification of Tethmosis, also called Amosis (25 years 4 months), Amenophis
(20 years 7 months) and Misphres (12 years 9 months) in Josephus' version of Manetho (40)
with Ahmose, Amenhotep I and Thutmose I respectively, we arrive at 1018 BC. In either case,
the beginning of Dynasty 18 and the expulsion of the Hyksos would be contemporary with
the reign of Saul.
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Moving forward from the reign of Amenhotep II, we must date the succession of his son,
Thutmose IV, to between 884 and 881 BC, depending on the validity of the regnal year 26,
assigned to the former. Assuming that it is correct, Thutmose IV (highest regnal year 8)
would have reigned from 882/1 to 874 BC. His successor, Amenhotep III (highest year 38),
reigned for at least 37 years - conjectural dates 874-837 BC.
The dates to be assigned to Akhnaton, son and successor of Amenhotep III, depend on
whether or not the evidence for a fairly long co-regency between the two kings is accepted.
Many Egyptologists completely reject this thesis, notable Gardiner, Helck and Redford. The
latest edition of the Cambridge Ancient History even stigmatises it as "inadmissible" (41). On
the other hand, Aldred, Giles and Fairman have argued strongly in favour of an 11-year coregency, while Kitchen postulates one of 8 years (42). This is not the place to rehearse all the
arguments for and against a co-regency. I will merely confine myself to pointing out that,
since the el-Amarna tablets include a good deal of correspondence which can positively be
dated to the reign of Amenhotep III, while Akhnaton did not move to Akhetaten before his
5th year, opponents of the co-regency must accept that many of the tablets brought there
from Thebes were at least five years out of date.
My own view is that year 12 of Akhnaton corresponded with year 38 of Amenhotep III, giving
a co-regency of 11 years. As shown above, Akhnaton's own year 17 was immediately
followed by year 1 of Tutankhaten (the future Tutankhamun). The reference on the wine
docket on which year 17 was erased and replaced by 1 to "the estate of Smenkhkare
deceased" suggests that Smenkhkare (highest regnal year 3) either predeceased his senior
co-regent and father-in-law or did not long survive him. Conjectural dates, therefore, are
848-832 BC for Akhnaton, and 834-832 BC for Smenkhkare. Tutankhamun's highest regnal
year is 10; his early death at the age of 18-19 suggests a reign of little over 9 years conjectural dates 832-823 BC.
The el-Amarna correspondence probably covers a period of little more than 18 years, from
two to three years before the Egyptian court moved to Akhetaten until it was abandoned by
Tutankhamun in the 3rd or 4th year of his reign (44). The approximate dates, under the
chronological scheme adopted here, would be 847-829 BC.
These dates are later than those used by Velikovsky and imply a rejection of his identification
of Rib-Addi of Gubla with Ahab, king of Israel and of Abdi-Hiba of Jerusalem with
Jehoshaphat. However, they support the view expressed elsewhere in these pages that AbdiHiba was probably Jehoram, king of Judah (849-842 BC) (45), while the identification of
Abdi-Ashirta and Aziru of Amurru with the Aramaean kings of Damascus, Ben Hadad I and
Hazael is strengthened…
Tutankhamun's successor was "god's father" Ay, who held positions of great power and
influence in the previous reigns. It has been suggested that he was the brother of Tiy, the
father of Nefertiti, and even the grandfather of Tutankhamun, but none of these claims has
been substantiated. However, as mentioned above Seele has put forward evidence for a coregency between Tutankhamun and Ay (9). If this is substantiated, it is possible that Ay
(highest year 4) may have survived his young co-regent by only a few months. The account
by Mursilis II of prolonged negotiations with the Egyptian court in response to a plea to his
father Suppiluliumas from "Dahamanzu", widow of a recently deceased pharaoh, to send his
son Zannanza to marry and reign with her, and of his murder en route for Egypt, has been
interpreted as referring to Ankhesenamun, Tutankhamun's widow (46). However, there is no
suggestion of an interregnum between Tutankhamun and Ay in the material found in the
former's tomb. On this assumption, Ay's conjectural dates would be 826/5-822 BC.
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In summary, the dates in the accompanying table are proposed for Dynasty 18; these must
remain conjectural unless or until fresh evidence comes to light which will plug the gaps in
our knowledge of the length of reign of each ruler and the incidence and length of coregencies. However, subject to that proviso, I believe them to be consistent with all the
evidence currently available and accurate within a fairly small margin of error.

Let‟s now take a detailed look at the 18th Dynasty and its pharaohs for more clues relating
to their chronological placement and connections with Bible history.
The first pharaoh of the 18th Dynasty was Ahmose I. Wikipedia says the following about
him:
Ahmose I
The Eighteenth Dynasty was founded by Ahmose I the brother of Kamose, the
last ruler of the Seventeenth Dynasty. Ahmose finished the campaign to expel
the hated Hyksos rulers. With this dynasty, the Second Intermediate Period of
Egypt ended, and the New Kingdom of Egypt or the Egyptian Empire began.

A very fine book that includes many wonderful photos that supports the revised chronology
of Velikovsky and Courville is “Unwrapping the Pharaohs” by David Down, editor of the
excellent magazine “Archaeological Diggings” and co-writer John Ashton.
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It is written more for the general public than for scholars and a book that I highly
recommend though there are a few bits here and there I have a different opinion on. I
would like to now quote what they have to say about the next four pharaohs:
Amenhotep I
Ahmosis, who Manetho assigned as the first king of the 18th Dynasty,
ruled for 25 years and was succeeded by his son Amenhotep I, who was
married to his full sister Meryetamen, but he had no children. His first act
was to quell a disturbance in Kush, then Libya. Thutmose, the son of
Abana, was still on the go and obliged us with this information, not
neglecting to sing his own praises. "His majesty captured that Nubian
bowman in the midst of his army. They were carried off in fetters, none
of them missing. The fleeing were destroyed as if they had never been.
Meanwhile I was at the head of our army. I fought incredibly"…
The early kings of Dynasty 18 set the stage for the power and affluence that was to follow.
Thutmosis I
By the revised chronology, Thutmosis I should be identified as the
pharaoh whose daughter Nefrubity married king Solomon of Israel
(1 Kings 3:1).
Most archaeologists dispute the biblical record of Solomon's
affluence because, by their reckoning, Solomon ruled at the
beginning of Iron Age II which was admittedly a period of poverty,
but the Middle Bronze Age was a period of affluence and power and
that is where Solomon should be placed.
Amenhotep I had no sons to replace him on the throne. A dynasty is supposed to consist of
a line of monarchs from the same family, but Manetho, who first divided Egyptian kings into
dynasties, did not seem to know about this, for the next king, Thutmosis I, does not seem to
have been related to his predecessors, and it is not known how he obtained the throne.
However, that did not seem to bother him, for he went on to become one of the really great
pharaohs of Egyptian history.
He quickly set about expanding the city of Luxor, and his authority was quick, acknowledged,
for delegations from foreign countries to the north and south soon arrived to pay him
homage. He was highly ambitious and early turned his eyes on foreign conquest, first toward
the south where his armies subjugated the Nubians ir his first regnal year.
By his second regnal year, he was able to write an inscription on the granite cliffs opposite
the Island of Tombos in the third cataract of the Nile, which read, 'He marched to the ends of
the earth with his conquering might, seeking one who would fight, but he found no one who
would turn his face against him. He pressed on into valleys which the ancestors had not
known, and which the wearers of the vulture and the serpent diadems had never seen...
By the revised chronology proposed by Velikovsky and Courville, Thutmosis I would be
contemporary with King Solomon of Israel, and in 1 Kings 3:1 we are told that
"Solomon made a treaty with Pharaoh king of Egypt, and married Pharaoh's
daughter."
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Thutmosis I had two daughters, Princess Nefrubity and Princess Hatshepsut. Hatshepsut is
very well known because she later became the sole ruler of Egypt, but because there is no
further record in Egyptian historical sources of Princess Nefrubity it is assumed that she died
prematurely. However, it is more likely that she was the Egyptian princess who was married
to King Solomon.
The Bible presents a picture of opulence during
the reign of Solomon. Tons of gold flowed into
the king's coffers, and, "The king made silver
as common in Jerusalem as stones" (1 Kings
10:27). His empire extended from Tadmor in
the wilderness (1 Kings 9:18) (called Palmyra in
Roman times), to Egypt in the south. "So
Solomon reigned over all kingdoms from the
River [Euphrates] to the land of the Philistines,
as far as the border of Egypt. They brought
tribute and served Solomon all the days of his
life" (1 Kings 4:21).
So it may well be that the daughter of pharaoh to
whom Solomon was married was Nefrubity. This
would also be consistent with another very
strange piece of history.
The unnamed pharaoh who gave his daughter to Solomon bestowed on her a rather
unusual dowry gift. "Pharaoh king of Egypt had gone up and taken Gezer and burned
it with fire, had killed the Canaanites who dwelt in the city, and had given it as a dowry
to his daughter, Solomon's wife" (1 Kings 9:16).
There is no mention in Egyptian records of
Thutmosis I invading the hill country of Israel.
Why would he if his daughter was to be
married to Solomon? Gezer is down on the
Plain of Sharon and was right in his path of
advance into Syria. Solomon had not been
able to bring this well-defended city to heel,
but Pharaoh's army made short work of the
Canaanites and handed over the burnt-out
city to Solomon who was no doubt well
pleased with the gift.
Gezer has been thoroughly excavated by archaeologists over the years. A deep shaft
has been cut through the center of the tell and it has exposed a thick layer of black ash
where the city was thoroughly burned by fire. Beneath this ash is pottery belonging to
the Canaanite period….
Back home, Thutmosis continued with his building program. He started a fashion in the
Temple of Karnak by erecting two granite obelisks there. One of them is still standing there
today.
[The obelisk] is 64 feet (19.5 m) high and weighs some 143 tons. The other lies in
pieces nearby. Originally, they were plated with electrum, a mixture of gold and silver,
and must have presented a glittering appearance.
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The information we have of these obelisks and how they were erected comes from the tomb
of Aneni, an official of the king who had his tomb number 81 in the necropolis on the west
bank of the Nile at Luxor. He says, "I saw to the erection of two great obelisks...having built
an august boat 120 cubits in length and 40 cubits in width in order to transport these
obelisks; they arrived safe and sound, and landed at Karnak."
It all sounds very easy, but scholars still marvel at the skill that must have been involved in
cutting hard granite obelisks out of the quarry at Aswan, levering these huge weights onto a
barge, and then floating them nearly 124 miles (200 km) down the Nile to Luxor, and
erecting them in their final location.
The reign of Thutmosis I was glorious but short. Dennis Forbes recently expressed his view
that it lasted not much more than six years, so it was just as well he gave early attention to
his burial place. He had his tomb cut in what is now known as the Valley of the Kings where
the pharaohs depended on secrecy to conceal their tombs, and thus preserve their mummies
and the treasures that accompanied them into the afterlife…
Thutmosis II
Thutmosis I had no son by his great royal wife Ahomse, but he
also had a secondary wife named Mutnofret who produced a son
known as Thutmosis II. He was probably in his late teens when his
father died, but he had been married to Hatshepsut, the daughter
of Thutmosis I and Ahmose, and that gave him a legitimate claim
to the throne. No one can be certain how long he reigned, but it
may have been less than six years.
Apparently, the Nubians in the south thought it an auspicious time
to stage a revolt and Thutmosis rose to the occasion.
"His majesty grew furious as a leopard when he heard it. Then his majesty said, "As I live, as I
love Re, as I praise my father the lord of the gods, Amun lord of Karnak, I shall not permit
one of their males to live. Then his majesty sent a large army to Nubia ... to cast down all
those who rebelled against his majesty and revolted against the Lord of the Two Lands. This
army reached the wretched land of Kush; the might of his majesty guided it, and the terror of
him cleared its course. Then the army of his majesty cast down these barbarians, and not one
of their males was permitted to live."
Queen Hatshepsut
The marriage of Thutmosis II with Hatshepsut produced no sons, but Thutmosis had a
secondary wife named Isis who produced a son also called Thutmosis. He was crowned as
Thutmosis III, and was destined to be the greatest of all the pharaohs, but he was only about
12 years of age when his father, Thutmosis II, died, so Hatshepsut assumed the role of regent
on his behalf.
Marriage to half-brothers or even full brothers was not unusual in the later dynasties of
Egypt. It was not regarded as incest. In fact it was regarded as rather desirable, ensuring that
the throne would be confined to the members of the ruling family, thus guaranteeing that
no in-laws would aspire to the throne. There could be very genuine love in such a marriage.
In the Late Period, Princess Ahwere was married to her brother Prince Nenerferkaptah and
she wrote, "I was taken as wife to the house of Nenerferkaptah...He slept with me that night
and found me pleasing. He slept with me again and again and we loved each other."
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Hatshepsut ruled as regent for about seven years, but she apparently liked the job, because
she then assumed the title of king.
She may have been no more than 15 years of
age when her husband died, and 22 when she
proclaimed herself to be the pharaoh. This was
indeed a bold step for a young woman of only
22 years of age, although it was probably not a
sudden coup, but a gradual assumption of office.
This, of course, required some justification, and
we find on the walls of Hatshepsut's beautiful
mortuary temple at Deir el-Bahri a wall relief
depicting her as being born of the god Amun
who appoints her as the future ruler of Egypt.
However, Joyce Tyldesley, who wrote the book
called ―Hatshepsut the Female Pharaoh,‖ doubts
that this relief was for propaganda purposes, as it
would only be seen by a handful of priests who
officiated at the temple and would need no
convincing. Their status and position would
depend on the favor of Hatshepsut, anyway.
Perhaps it was just an ego trip on her part
(Unwrapping the Pharaohs, p.107-118).

Immanuel Velikovsky made two claims regarding Hatshepsut:

1) Queen Hatshepsut was the legendary Queen of Sheba who visited Solomon.
2) Her journey to the Land of Punt recorded on the walls at her mortuary temple at
Dier el-Bahri was a record of her trip to visit King Solomon.

The identity of the Queen of Sheba and where the Land of Punt was that Hatshepsut
visited are two separate issues.
John Bimson in his 1986 SIS Review article on the subject of the identity of the Queen of
Sheba presents some points against Velikovsky‟s identification of Hatshepsut with the
Queen of Sheba. He showed enough differences between the biblical record of the Queen
of Sheba‟s visit that is at variance with a visit with Hatshepsut‟s journey to Punt.
Bimson showed a very clear inscription of Hatshepsut that Punt was far south in her time.
The marine life shown on the Punt expedition relief is also indicative of the Red Sea not
the Mediterranean according to experts giving further support for Bimson‟s view.
One point not covered by Bimson is why the African colony of the Sabeans would have
been referred to as God‟s Land?
Phoenicia, referred to as Punt at other times in Egyptian records, had connections with the
gods Osiris and Hathor. Sweeney noted “the word netjer or "god" in Egyptian is said to be
related to the word natron (Greek natrin), a substance used in the embalming process.”
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Much of the incense and myrhh used in Egyptian religious rituals and embalming process
probably also came from the southern Punt suggested by Bimson.
In his article “The Queen of Sheba: Velikovsky v Bimson” Alan Montgomery writes:
Velikovsky thought Hatshepsut‘s son, Thutmose III invaded Israel in the 5th year of King
Rehoboam, the son of King Solomon. The invading pharaoh is named Pharaoh Shishak in the
Bible. Thus, of the 21 years of Hatshepsut‘s reign only her first 17 years overlapped Solomon.
Prior to her reign her husband Thutmose II reigned from the 5th to the 23rd of
Solomon [Grimal, p.392]. The visit of the Queen of Sheba followed the construction of
the temple and Solomon‘s palace in Jerusalem in the 20th year of his reign [II Chr 8:1,
9:1]. At that point in time Thutmose II was pharaoh, not Hatshepsut. She was only the
Chief Wife of Pharaoh at that time.
Her title Queen of Sheba might refer to Cush (Nubia), Sheba being the grandson of
Cush [Gen 10:7].
The book of Chronicles claimed that its source was the annuals of the kings of Israel, which
would have used the name contemporaneous to her visit, i.e. the Queen of Sheba. This
explains why the biblical text failed to use the term king or pharaoh while Josephus used the
term Queen of Egypt, her highest title, which is a common practice of historians…
Bimson at the time of his criticism was still of the opinion that Pharaoh Hatshepsut and King
Solomon ruled contemporaneously. However he believed that Velikovsky had overstepped
the limitations of his evidence and he appears to be right.
The Punt reliefs are not a record of Hatshepsut‘s visit to Jerusalem. However, his argument
against Josephus‘ statement appears weak at best. Lorton‘s attempt to discredit Josephus is
simply disingenuous. Even if Velikovsky‘s presentation of the evidence is flawed six valid
arguments still support him:
1. The Bible treats the Queen of Sheba as a very rich person who would be difficult to
impress even by Solomon‘s wealth and wisdom. An Egyptian queen is a more suitable
candidate than an Arabian queen.
2. Josephus explicitly stated that she was the ―Queen of Egypt and Ethiopia‖. Jesus‘
statement that she was the ―Queen of the South‖ a colloquialism for Egypt confirms this.
3. Given 1 and 2, Hatshepsut is the only viable Egyptian queen who could have visited
Solomon as the Queen of Sheba.
4. Pharaoh Shishak invasion of Judah is mirrored by Thutmose III‘s expedition against
Kadesh. This is the only place in Egyptian history where the reign of an Egyptian queen has
been followed by an Egyptian invasion of Retenu and therefore parallels the visit of the
Queen of Sheba followed by an invasion by the Egyptian pharaoh called Shishak.
5. In the time of David and Solomon, other persons from the 18th Dynasty can be identified.
6. The Mycenaean pottery of the time of Hatshepsut and Thutmose III was dated to the 10th
century by Torr and Greek archaeologists. This would place the 15th century Queen
Hatshepsut and Thutmose III in the same century with Solomon.
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It is now apparent that it is no longer possible to refute Velikovsky‘s ideas without
simultaneously refuting Torr‘s archaeology and vice-versa. The evidence each used is
different but the chronological results are the same. They are independent confirmations of
each other.

Alan Montgomery has also conveyed to me another point in support of equating
Hatshepsut with the Queen of Sheba. The Ethiopian Kebra Nagast (The Book of the
Glory of Kings), discussing the Queen of Sheba's visit to Solomon, calls her
Makeda, almost identical to the royal name of Queen Hatshepsut, Makera, used
repeatedly in the Dier el-Bahri mortuary complex inscriptions of her trading mission
to Punt.
The use of the term “Queen of the South” by Jesus in reference to the Queen of Sheba
does not give any real indication of her origin. Daniel‟s prophecy about the King of the
North and the King of the South starts with the time after Alexander‟s death, long after
Hatshepsut.
It is clear from the dating of events that Hatshepsut was not pharaoh at the time of the visit
to Solomon if she was the Queen of Sheba and this helps explain why the Bible does not
refer to her as the Queen of Egypt.
Sheba may have been a title she held while her husband still reigned much like the title
“Prince of Wales” held by the heir to the British throne.
Emmett Sweeney has argued in his book “Empire of Thebes” that Thebes was also known
as She.wa which is fairly close to Sheba.
There are three possibilities for the Queen of Sheba as a title - Nubia and Ethiopia (Cush),
Thebes (She.wa) or the land of current day Yemen, biblically referred to as Seba if
Egyptian rule extended across the Red Sea at that time.
There are three points that have the most weight in determining whether Hatshepsut was
the Queen of Sheba or was merely a contemporary of her:
1) The direct statement of Josephus that the Queen of Sheba was the “Queen of
Egypt and Ethiopia”.
2) The Ethiopian Kebra Nagast (The Book of the Glory of Kings), discussing the
Queen of Sheba's visit to Solomon, calls her Makeda, almost identical to the royal
name of Queen Hatshepsut Makera, used repeatedly in the Dier el-Bahri mortuary
complex inscriptions of her trading mission to Punt.
3) The camels and goods noted in the biblical record seem to make a better match for
the SW Arabian peninsula than for Egypt.

The first two lean in favour of the equation of Hatshepsut with the Queen of Sheba while
the last one leans against the equation of Hatshepsut with the Queen of Sheba.
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1 Kings 10:2 says: “And she came to Jerusalem with a very great train, with camels that
bore spices, and very much gold, and precious stones.”
While John Bimson raises a valid point about horses and mules being the common mode
of transport compared to camels we should not assume that there were no horses and
mules in the great train of animals, people and goods that came to Solomon. Camels were
certainly used at this time in Egypt.
On balance there appears to be more in favour of the equation of Hatshepsut with
the Queen of Sheba than against it even though the voyage of Punt was to a
different location south of Egypt.
Thutmose III
The next pharaoh after Queen Hatshepsut was Thutmose III. He was
the greatest conqueror in Egypt‟s history and conquered everything
from Egypt to Mesopotamia.
We have already explored the identity of the pharaoh known in the
Bible as Shishak who conquered Jerusalem and sacked the Temple
of God. We looked at several contenders and I concluded that, by far,
the strongest evidence was in support for Thutmose III being the
biblical pharoah known as Shishak who conquered Jerusalem and
sacked the Temple of God in the 5th year of Solomon‟s son,
Rehoboam.
I‟d like to quote now from “Unwrapping the Pharaohs” by David Down and John Ashton for
their summary of Thutmose III and the next pharaoh Amenhotep II:
Thutmosis III did not take long to assert his authority and swing into military action. He had
been crowned king on the death of his father, Thutmosis II. He considered himself the
rightful king from that time onward, and dated the years of his reign from then. Hatshepsut
had reigned for 22 peaceful years, and in his first year of sole reign, Thutmosis marched
northward at the head of his army. On the wall of his chapel in the Temple of Karnak he left a
record of his conquest of 119 cities…
Thutmosis III conducted 17 military campaigns against Palestine and Syria, making him the
greatest of all the pharaohs. He not only conquered and looted the cities he attacked, but he
also established Egyptian authority over them. From then on, tribute flowed into the
Egyptian coffers, enabling subsequent pharaohs to erect huge temples and create beautiful
tombs in the Valley of the Kings.
Rameses II may have been the greatest builder of all time, but he could not have done
this without the previous conquests of Thutmosis, who converted Egypt from a great
nation into a powerful empire, with tribute flowing into the Egyptian coffers…
Amenhotep II
Including his co-regency with Hatshepsut Thutmosis III ruled for 54 years, but before his
death he took the precaution of crowning his oldest son, Amenhotep II, as the next pharaoh.
Amenhotep aspired to follow in his father's military footsteps, and early acquired skill with
his bow and arrow, and in racing his war chariot. His inscriptions extolled his prowess:
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―He seized his bow and grasped four arrows at once. He rode northward shooting at the
targets like Montu in his regalia. His arrows came forth from the back of one of them while
he attacked another. And that is a thing indeed which had never been done or even heard
of, that an arrow shot at a target of copper came forth from it and dropped to the earth.
Now then his majesty appeared as king, as a beautiful youth who was well developed and
had completed 18 years upon his thighs in strength. He was one who knew all the works of
Mont; he had no equal on the field of battle. He was one who knew horses; there was not his
like in this numerous army. Not one of them could draw his bow; he could not be
approached in running.‖
Some fellow! He was eager to emulate his victorious father in military conquests, and on his
accession to the throne made several incursions into Palestine and Syria, and he was ruthless
in his dealings with his enemies. He claimed that he had slain seven princes with his own
hands and brought their bodies back to Egypt, triumphantly displayed them suspended,
head down, from the prow of his boat. Back home, he fastened six of them to the city wall at
Luxor.
From his second campaign, he boasted of the towns he had plundered, the huge amount of
booty he had taken, and the 89,600 prisoners of war he had captured but his invasion in his
ninth year seemed to be a bit thin on results. It went no farther north than south and central
Palestine, and he could boast of returning with only two horses, one chariot, and some bows
and arrows. Velikovsky suggests that this an admission of defeat, and that would be
consistent with the biblical record by this revised chronology.
King Asa of Judah was Rehoboam's grandson. "And Asa
had an army...Then Zerah the Ethiopian came out against
them with an army of a million men and three hundred
chariots, and he came to Mareshah" (2 Chron. 14:8-9). Asa
knew that he was hopelessly outnumbered and that he was
doomed to defeat unless he got help from his God, so he
pleaded for divine intervention. According to the biblical
record, "The LORD struck the Ethiopians before Asa and
Judah, and the Ethiopians fled.‖ (2 Chron. 14:12).
By the usually accepted chronology, this record cannot be
supported. The word from which "Ethiopian" comes is
"Kush," meaning southern Egypt, or the Sudan.
At this time there was no Kushite who could have raised an army of a million men, but
the 18th Dynasty had their main center at Luxor in southern Egypt, and the chronicler
might well have classed him as a Kushite. It could well have been Amenhotep II who
beat a hasty retreat from Mareshah (p.126, 129-131, 134).

There are a few points worth noting here in the account of the defeat of Zerah the
Ethiopian. The Ethiopians during the whole of the 18th Dynasty at this time were a part of
the Egyptian empire. This campaign would not have happened without the express
permission of the Egyptians as they would need to go through Egypt to get to Judah.
In equating the Egyptian pharaoh Amenhotep II with Zerah the Ethiopian, Velikovsky spent
some effort trying to explain why he was referred to as an Ethiopian. If Zerah was an
Egyptian pharaoh then this needs to be explained but we should also notice that the army
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itself was also called Ethiopian or Cushite as it is in the Hebrew. The army is not called
Egyptian but Cushite.
There are a couple of reasonable possibilities for this. Either the Egyptian pharaoh and his
army is referred to as Cushite because Cush may well have been thought to include
southern Egypt and not just Nubia (Sudan) as suggested before by David Down in the
above quote. As pharaohs had a multitude of names it is possible that Zerah could be
derived from another of Amenhotep II‟s alternate names.
The other possibility is that the Egyptian pharaoh hired the Cushites of Nubia as
mercenaries to campaign on his behalf and Zerah was the commander of the army and
also came from Nubia.
Velikovsky equated Amenhotep II as Zerah. Amenhotep II campaigned in Syria and
Palestine in his 7th and 9th years. As far as the records we currently have, there is no
record of any more campaigns to the north in his reign even though he reigned almost
another 20 years.
Eric Aitchison in his paper “Zerah the Ethiopian” successfully, in my view, makes the case
that Amenhotep II was not defeated in the 9th year campaign that Velikovsky feels
represents the defeat God inflicted on behalf of Asa and Judah. Eric shows the
“unimpressive” booty record was taken out of context, that the campaign in question was
successful and that Amenhotep II reached much further north in his 9th year campaign
than where Zerah was defeated.
Eric has no campaign evidence for a defeat in the land of Judah with his candidate
Amenhotep I. His sole evidence for his candidate is the similarity between Zerah and his
praenomen name.
The defeat of Zerah was not in Amenhotep II’s 7th or 9th year campaigns but most
likely on a later campaign in his last 20 years. If Amenhotep II led a later campaign
himself than year 9 it appears as if he lost hegemony over Palestine. This is implied
in his successor, Thutmose IV’s claim to being “conqueror of Syria”. This claim
implies that Egyptian hegemony was lost during Amenhotep II’s reign and then
regained by Thutmose IV.
We clearly see Syria and Palestine under Egyptian hegemony following Thutmose IV in
Amenhotep III‟s reign when the early el-Amarna letters were written.
The combination of the Thutmose III as Shishak and Jehoshaphat’s son Jehoram
with Abdi-Hiba provides very strong support that Velikovsky has correctly placed
the time of the 18th Dynasty. This, to me, provides solid support for Zerah being
either Amenhotep II or being an army commander contemporary with Amenhotep II.
David Down and John Ashton write the following about the next pharaoh Thutmose IV:
Thutmosis IV
Thutmosis IV was apparently in his teens when he came to the throne, and he only ruled for
about eight years. He had two older brothers, Nedjem and Webensenu, and there has been
much speculation as to why he succeeded to the throne. What has fueled speculation is a
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stela which he had inscribed and installed between the paws of the Sphinx at Giza. In it he
describes how he was out hunting and fell asleep in the shadow of the Sphinx which
appeared to him in a dream. It promised him that if he would remove the sand that was stifling it he would be the next pharaoh.
Some scholars have read into this inscription more than is really there. They conclude that
this indicates that he was not the rightful heir to the throne and that he usurped it by slaying
his brothers, or some even suggest that his older brothers were killed by the destroying
angel who slew the firstborn sons on the night of the Israelite exodus from Egypt. A reading
of the actual words should lay these suppositions to rest.
―Look upon me and behold me! O my son Thutmosis, I am
your father, Harmachis - Khepri-Re-Atum [the Sphinx]. I
shall give to you my reign upon earth over the living, and
you shall wear its red crown and its white crown on the
throne of Geb the prince. To you shall belong the earth in
its length and in its breadth, together with that which the
eye of the All-Lord illuminates, and to you shall be
apportioned provisions from within the Two Lands and
the great products of every foreign country. For
prolonged years already my face has been turned to you
and my heart likewise. You belong to me. Behold, my state
is like [that of] one who is in pain, and my entire bodi is
out of joint. For the sand of the desert, this [place] on
which I am, presses upon me. I have been waiting to have
you do what is in my heart; for I know that you are my son
and my champion. Approach; I am with you; I am your
guide.‖
No one suggests that he actually had this dream. It is more likely that Thutmosis hit on this
idea to support his claim to the throne. Some kings had left king-lists on their temple walls,
showing that they were the rightful heirs to a long line of legitimate kings. Hatshepsut had
her birth portrayed as in the presence of the gods to show that she was destined to rule
Egypt. Maybe Thutmosis came up with this novel idea to ensure that his subjects would be
loyal to him (Unwrapping the Pharaohs, p.138-139).

In the days of Thutmose IV, Palestine again became a vassal of Egypt possibly in fear of a
conquest by the Assyrians under Assurnasirpal, father of Shalmanessar III. Velikovsky
notes:
Some twenty years after the defeat at Mareshah, Thutmose IV, successor to Amenhotep II,
re-established Egyptian hegemony over Syria and Palestine. There are no records of the
campaign, but he has the appellation "conqueror of Syria‖. Thutmose IV met little resistance,
if any. The pressure of the Assyrians from the north made it desirable for the Syrians to
submit to Egypt.(p203)…
Thutmose IV is twice called "conqueror of Syria" on the Stele Louvre C. 202. P. Pierret,
Recueil d'inscriptions inedites du Musee Egyptien du Louvre, II partie (Paris, 1878), p. 35. Cf.
Journal of Egyptian Archaeology, XXVII (1941), 18. (Ages in Chaos, p. 212).
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Dale Muphie supports Velikovsky‟s synchronisms of Thutmose III with Shishak and
Rameses II of the 19th Dynasty with the biblical Necho who faced off against
Nebuchadnezzar in the days of the last kings of Judah.
He also supports the conventional view that the 18th and 19th Dynasties were connected
and not separated by 150 years as Velikovsky argued. The only way to support those
Velikovsky synchronisms of Shishak and Necho and yet believe the the conventional view
that the 18th and 19th Dynasties were connected is to either significantly extend Dynasty
18 or split in into two parts.
He splits the 18th Dynasty at or soon after Zerah‟s defeat by Asa at the end of the reign of
Amenhotep II. Dale argues that the defeat of Zerah and the million man army caused a
major collapse of the power of Egypt allowing the Libyans to assert themselves in Egypt.
He sees an additional six pharaohs in one of the Manetho king lists which are normally
interpreted as alternate names for 18th Dynasty kings. These extra six kings extend the
18th Dynasty as vassals of the Libyans in Dale‟s scheme.
According to Dale, Thutmose IV reasserts primary rule over a century later and his Sphinx
stela shows he wasn‟t the son of Amenhotep II but a later 18th Dynasty asserting his
“legitimacy” as king.
This scheme stands or falls on the correct placement of the el-Amarna period which
follows Thutmose IV. In my opinion, there is sufficient evidence ruling out an 8th
century (700’s) BC placement of the el-Amarna period where Dale places this period
and much more evidence placing this period in the 9th century (800’s) BC.
Amenhotep III
Wikipedia in its article on him says the following about Amenhotep III:
Amenhotep III enjoyed the distinction of having the most surviving statues of any Egyptian
pharaoh, with over 250 of his statues having been discovered and identified. Since these
statues span his entire life, they provide a series of portraits covering the entire length of his
reign…
Amenhotep appears to have been crowned while still a child,
perhaps between the ages of 6 and 12. It is likely that a regent
acted for him if he was made pharaoh at that early age. He
married Tiye two years later and she lived twelve years after his
death.
His lengthy reign was a period of unprecedented prosperity
and artistic splendour, when Egypt reached the peak of her
artistic and international power. Proof of this is shown by the
diplomatic correspondence from the rulers of Assyria, Mitanni,
Babylon, and Hatti which is preserved in the archive of Amarna
Letters; these letters document frequent requests by these
rulers for gold and numerous other gifts from the pharaoh. The
letters cover the period from Year 30 of Amenhotep III until at
least the end of Akhenaten's reign…
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Amenhotep III built extensively at the temple of Karnak including the Luxor temple which
consisted of two pylons, a colonnade behind the new temple entrance, and a new temple to
the goddess Ma'at…His enormous mortuary temple on the west bank of the Nile was, in its
day, the largest religious complex in Thebes, but unfortunately, the king chose to build it too
close to the floodplain and less than two hundred years later, it stood in ruins. Much of the
masonry was purloined by Merneptah and later pharaohs for their own construction projects.
The Colossi of Memnon—two massive stone statues, eighteen meters high, of Amenhotep
that stood at the gateway of his mortuary temple—are the only elements of the complex
that remained standing.

Alan Montgomery in his article “A Chronological Model for the 1st and 2nd Millennium BC
tells us the following:
An inscription from the time of Amenhotep III referred to "Yahweh of the Land of Shosu"
[Redford, 1992, p.272]. This is the earliest known reference to the name of Israel's God
outside Israel. Egyptian reference to "Yahweh" as a divine name not only suggests that the
Israelites had invaded Canaan but also firmly controlled it.
The el-Amarna letters also confirm the presence of Israelite authority. In letters 74 and 290,
the name "Beth Sulman" is mentioned in relation to a temple in Jerusalem [Velikovsky,
1978]. In el-Amarna letter (EA 256 line 18) the Israelite name "Yashuya" was used [Moran,
1992].

The next pharaoh after Amenhotep III was his son who took the same name but later
changed it to Akhenaten. He is best known for controversial religious worship of the god
Aten. Wikipedia has this to say about him:
Amenophis IV (Akhenaten)
Akhenaten / Amenhotep IV (sometimes given its Greek form, Amenophis IV, and meaning
Amun is Satisfied), was a pharaoh of the Eighteenth dynasty of Egypt who ruled for 17
years...
He is especially noted for abandoning traditional Egyptian
polytheism and introducing worship centered on the Aten,
which is sometimes described as monotheistic or henotheistic.
An early inscription likens the Aten to the sun as compared to
stars, and later official language avoids calling the Aten a god,
giving the solar deity a status above mere gods.
Akhenaten tried to bring about a departure from traditional
religion, yet in the end it would not be accepted. After his
death, traditional religious practice was gradually restored,
and when some dozen years later rulers without clear rights of
succession from the 18th Dynasty founded a new dynasty,
they discredited Akhenaten and his immediate successors,
referring to Akhenaten himself as "the enemy" in archival
records.
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He was all but lost from history until the discovery, in the 19th century, of Amarna, the site of
Akhetaten, the city he built for the Aten. Early excavations at Amarna by Flinders Petrie
sparked interest in the enigmatic pharaoh, whose tomb was unearthed in 1907 in a dig led
by Edward R. Ayrton. Interest in Akhenaten increased with the discovery in the Valley of the
Kings, at Luxor, of the tomb of King Tutankhamun, who has been proved to be Akhenaten's
son according to DNA testing in 2010. A mummy found in KV55 in 1907 has been identified
as that of Akhenaten...
Modern interest in Akhenaten and his queen, Nefertiti, comes partly from his connection
with Tutankhamun, partly from the unique style and high quality of the pictorial arts he
patronized, and partly from ongoing interest in the religion he attempted to establish...
In the early years of his reign, Amenhotep IV lived at Thebes with Nefertiti and his 6
daughters. Initially, he permitted worship of Egypt's traditional deities to continue but near
the Temple of Karnak (Amun-Ra's great cult center), he erected several massive buildings
including temples to the Aten. Aten was usually depicted as a sun disc. These buildings at
Thebes were later dismantled by his successors and used as infill for new constructions in the
Temple of Karnak; when they were later dismantled by archaeologists, some 36,000
decorated blocks from the original Aton building here were revealed which preserve many
elements of the original relief scenes and inscriptions.

The relationship between Amenhotep IV and the priests of Amun-Re gradually deteriorated.
In Year 5 of his reign, Amenhotep IV took decisive steps to establish the Aten as the
exclusive, monotheistic god of Egypt: the pharaoh "disbanded the priesthoods of all the
other gods...and diverted the income from these [other] cults to support the Aten". To
emphasize his complete allegiance to the Aten, the king officially changed his name from
Amenhotep IV to Akhenaten or 'Living Spirit of Aten.'
Akhenaten's fifth year also marked the beginning of construction on his new capital,
Akhetaten or 'Horizon of Aten', at the site known today as Amarna [On the east bank of the
Nile halfway between Cairo and Thebes]. Very soon afterwards, he centralized Egyptian
religious practices in Akhetaten, though construction of the city seems to have continued for
several more years. In honor of Aten, Akhenaten also oversaw the construction of some of
the most massive temple complexes in ancient Egypt. In these new temples, Aten was
worshipped in the open sunlight, rather than in dark temple enclosures, as had been the
previous custom. Akhenaten is also believed to have composed the Great Hymn to the Aten.

295

Initially, Akhenaten presented Aten as a variant of the familiar supreme deity Amun-Re (itself
the result of an earlier rise to prominence of the cult of Amun, resulting in Amun becoming
merged with the sun god Ra), in an attempt to put his ideas in a familiar Egyptian religious
context. However, by Year 9 of his reign, Akhenaten declared that Aten was not merely the
supreme god, but the only god, and that he, Akhenaten, was the only intermediary between
Aten and his people. He ordered the defacing of Amun's temples throughout Egypt and, in a
number of instances, inscriptions of the plural 'gods' were also removed.
Aten's name is also written differently after Year 9, to emphasize the radicalism of the new
regime, which included a ban on images, with the exception of a rayed solar disc, in which
the rays (commonly depicted ending in hands) appear to represent the unseen spirit of Aten,
who by then was evidently considered not merely a sun god, but rather a universal deity.
Representations of the Aten were always accompanied with a sort of "hieroglyphic footnote",
stating that the representation of the sun as All-encompassing Creator was to be taken as
just that: a representation of something that, by its very nature as something transcending
creation, cannot be fully or adequately represented by any one part of that creation.

The state archives of Akhenaten‟s capital, Akhetaten (today known as el-Amarna), were
discovered in the late 19th century. These el-Amarna letters give us an amazing glimpse
of the politics of the Middle East at the time of Akhenaten (Amenhotep IV) and his father
Amenhotep III.
Tutankhamen

Akhenaten‟s son, Tutankhaten, reversed his father‟s religious
changes. Following the change back and restoration of the
worship of Amen (Amun) he changed his name to
Tutankhamen.
His reign was brief and he was a relatively obscure king until
his intact tomb with his mummy and fabulous rich treasures
were discovered by Howard Carter in 1922 in the Valley of the
Kings. Since then he is arguably the best known of all the
pharaohs to the common man. Wikipedia has this to say about
Tutankhamen:
He is popularly referred to as King Tut. His original name, Tutankhaten, means "Living Image
of Aten", while Tutankhamun means "Living Image of Amun". In hieroglyphs, the name
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Tutankhamun was typically written Amen-tut-ankh, because of a scribal custom that placed a
divine name at the beginning of a phrase to show appropriate reverence.
He is possibly also the Nibhurrereya of the Amarna letters, and likely the 18th dynasty king
Rathotis who, according to Manetho, an ancient historian, had reigned for nine years—a
figure that conforms with Flavius Josephus's version of Manetho's Epitome.
The 1922 discovery by Howard Carter and George Herbert, 5th Earl of Carnarvon of
Tutankhamun's nearly intact tomb received worldwide press coverage.
It sparked a renewed public interest in ancient Egypt, for which Tutankhamun's burial mask,
now in Cairo Museum, remains the popular symbol. Exhibits of artifacts from his tomb have
toured the world…
Inside, the king's body was placed within three mummiform coffins, the outer two made of
gilded wood while the innermost was composed of 110.4 kg of pure gold. The mummy itself
was adorned with a gold mask, mummy bands and other funerary items. The funerary mask
is made of gold, inlaid with lapis lazuli, carnelian, quartz, obsidian, turquoise and glass and
faience, and weighs 11 kg…

In February 2010, the results of DNA tests confirmed that he was the son of Akhenaten
(mummy KV55) and Akhenaten's sister and wife (mummy KV35YL), whose name is unknown
but whose remains are positively identified as "The Younger Lady" mummy found in KV35.
When he became king, he married his half-sister, Ankhesenpaaten, who later changed her
name to Ankhesenamun. They had two daughters, both stillborn. Computed tomography
studies released in 2011 revealed that one daughter died at 5–6 months of pregnancy and
the other at 9 months of pregnancy. No evidence was found in either mummy of congenital
anomalies or an apparent cause of death…
In his third regnal year, Tutankhamun reversed several changes made during his father's
reign. He ended the worship of the god Aten and restored the god Amun to supremacy. The
ban on the cult of Amun was lifted and traditional privileges were restored to its priesthood.
The capital was moved back to Thebes and the city of Akhetaten abandoned. This is when he
changed his name to Tutankhamun, "Living image of Amun", reinforcing the restoration of
Amun.
As part of his restoration, the king initiated building projects, in particular at Thebes and
Karnak, where he dedicated a temple to Amun. Many monuments were erected, and an
inscription on his tomb door declares the king had "spent his life in fashioning the images of
the gods". The traditional festivals were now celebrated again, including those related to the
Apis Bull, Horemakhet, and Opet. His restoration stela says:
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―The temples of the gods and goddesses ... were in ruins. Their shrines were deserted and
overgrown. Their sanctuaries were as non-existent and their courts were used as roads ... the
gods turned their backs upon this land ... If anyone made a prayer to a god for advice he
would never respond‖…
The country was economically weak and in turmoil following the reign of Akhenaten.
Diplomatic relations with other kingdoms had been neglected, and Tutankhamun sought to
restore them, in particular with the Mitanni. Evidence of his success is suggested by the gifts
from various countries found in his tomb. Despite his efforts for improved relations, battles
with Nubians and Asiatics were recorded in his mortuary temple at Thebes. His tomb
contained body armor and folding stools appropriate for military campaigns. However, given
his youth and physical disabilities, which seemed to require the use of a cane in order to
walk (he died c. age 19), historians speculate that he did not personally take part in these
battles…
There are no surviving records of Tutankhamun's final days. What caused Tutankhamun's
death has been the subject of considerable debate. Major studies have been conducted in an
effort to establish the cause of death. Although there is some speculation that Tutankhamun
was assassinated, the consensus is that his death was accidental. A CT scan taken in 2005
shows that he had suffered a left leg fracture shortly before his death, and that the leg had
become infected. DNA analysis conducted in 2010 showed the presence of malaria in his
system, leading to the belief that malaria and Köhler disease II combined led to his death…
As stated above, the team discovered DNA from several strains of a parasite proving he was
infected with the most severe strain of malaria several times in his short life. Malaria can
trigger circulatory shock or cause a fatal immune response in the body, either of which can
lead to death. If Tutankhamun did suffer from a bone disease which was crippling, it may not
have been fatal. "Perhaps he struggled against other [congenital flaws] until a severe bout of
malaria or a leg broken in an accident added one strain too many to a body that could no
longer carry the load," wrote Zahi Hawass, archeologist and head of Egyptian Supreme
Council of Antiquity involved in the research.
A review of the medical findings to date found that he suffered from mild kyphoscoliosis, pes
planus, hypophalangism of the right foot, bone necrosis of second and third metatarsal
bones of the left foot, malaria and a complex fracture of the right knee shortly before death.
Finally in late 2013, Egyptologist Dr. Chris Naunton and scientists from the Cranfield Institute
performed a "virtual autopsy" of the boy king, revealing a pattern of injuries down one side
of his body. Car-crash investigators then created computer simulations of chariot accidents.
Dr. Naunton concluded Tutankhamun was killed in a chariot crash: a chariot smashed into
him while he was on his knees, shattering his ribs and pelvis.

Ay

Tutankhamen died without a son. His successor was his vizier Ay. Wikipedia
has the following to say about Ay:
Egyptologist Bob Brier suggested that Ay murdered Tutankhamun in order to usurp
the throne, a claim which was based on X-ray examinations of the body done in
1968. He also alleged that Ankhesenamun and the Hittite Prince she was about to
marry were also murdered at his orders. This murder theory was not accepted by all
scholars, and more detailed CT-scans of the mummy undertaken by National

298

Geographic (published in late 2005) suggested that Tutankhamun did not die from a blow to
his head as Brier had theorized…
Tutankhamun's death at the age of 18 or 19, together with his failure to produce an heir, left
a power vacuum that his Grand Vizier Ay was quick to fill: Ay is depicted conducting the
funerary rites for the deceased monarch and assuming the role of heir. The grounds on
which Ay based his successful claim to power are not entirely clear. The Commander of the
Army, Haremhab, had actually been designated as the "idnw" or "Deputy of the Lord of the
Two Lands" under Tutankhamun and was presumed to be the boy king's heir apparent and
successor…
Since he was already advanced in age upon his accession, Ay ruled Egypt in his own right for
only four years. During this period, he consolidated the return to the old religious ways that
he had initiated as senior advisor and constructed a mortuary temple at Medinet Habu for
his own use.
Manetho's Epitome assigns a reign length of 4 years and 1 month to Haremhab and this was
usually assigned to Ay based on this Year 4 dated stela; however, it is now believed that
figure should be raised by a decade to [1]4 years and 1 month and attributed to Haremhab
instead as Manetho intended. Hence, Ay's precise reign length is unknown and he could
have ruled for as long as 7 to 9 years since most of his monuments and his funerary temple
at Medinet Habu were either destroyed or usurped by his successor, Haremhab.

The General-come-Pharaoh Haremhab is believed conventionally to be the last pharaoh of
the 18th Dynasty bridging the 18th and 19th Dynasties. Different versions of Manetho‟s
pharaoh connect him to both dynasties.
Velikovsky believed he was not an 18th Dynasty pharaoh but reigned immediately prior to
the 19th Dynasty and he also believed that Dynasties 18 and 19 were separated by the
Libyan and Ethiopian Dynasties known as the Third Intermediate Period. We will look at
the evidence for the correct placement of Haremhab in chapter 10. Below is a chart
showing the best approximate dates for the pharaohs of the 18th Dynasty and some
synchronisms between Egypt and Israel during this period:
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The Golden Age of Solomon
David Rohl in “A Test of Time” looks at what archaeologists have uncovered showing how
the Late Bronze Age and the time of the 18th Dynasty is a better fit than the Iron Age for
the time of King Solomon:
Within the biblical narratives, clearly painting the era of Solomon as the cultural high point in
the early history of Israel, we should expect to find considerable evidence of Solomon‘s
wealth and Israel‘s internationalism within the archaeology of the period if the narratives
have a basis in historical fact. In the orthodox chronology Solomon is dated to what
archaeologists call Iron Age IIA.
This is how two of the leading authorities in Palestinian archaeology have described the
period. In discussing the so-called Solomonic cities of Iron Age IIA, Professor James Pritchard
of Pennsylvania University writes:
―... the so-called cities of Megiddo, Gezer and Hazor, and Jerusalem itself were in reality more
like villages. ... Within were relatively small public buildings and poorly constructed dwellings
with clay floors. The objects reveal a material culture which, even by the standards of the
ancient Near East, could not be judged sophisticated or luxurious ... The ‗magnificence' of the
age of Solomon is parochial and decidedly lacklustre, but the first book of Kings implies
‖
exactly the opposite.
Dame Kathleen Kenyon was equally mystified by the general impoverishment of Iron Age IIA:
―Archaeology has provided us with little direct evidence of the glories of Solomon's court,
and has shown that, away from the capital, the civilisation was not of a very high order, nor
are there striking signs of economic prosperity ... The sites which have provided the best
archaeological evidence, moreover, do little to illustrate another aspect of Solomon's
innovations known to us from the Bible, his activities as a merchant prince. Almost no
recognisably imported objects have been found in levels of this period in Palestine proper.‖
There are no magnificent buildings, no fine artefacts adorned with semiprecious stones and
inlays, no gold, silver or ivory, and no signs of a flourishing international trade. So once more
the conventional chronology produces a negative result when comparing the archaeological
remains with biblical history.
When we turn to Phoenicia in the Early Iron Age to seek evidence for the famed Phoenician
craftsmanship in stone-cutting, so prized by Solomon, we again find a complete absence of
monumental ashlar building techniques - in fact we find no monumental stone buildings at
all! As Israeli archaeologist Professor Yigael Shiloh of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem
remarks:
―On those sites which have been examined over and over again - such as Sidon and Byblos so far no relevant evidence from the Iron Age has come to light. There is no possibility today
- in the light of the archaeological finds - of determining the existence of a clear connection
between the ashlar masonry of Judah and Israel and Iron Age Phoenicia.‖
Archaeological investigation undertaken in Lebanon and coastal Syria (ancient Phoenicia) has
produced no evidence for monumental stone building between the end of the Bronze Age
(OC - c. 1150 BC) and the start of the Hellenistic era (c. 332 BC). In the conventional
chronological model the stories of Solomon - the builder king - and his ally Hiram of Tyre
have to be complete exaggerations or pure fiction.
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Conclusion 9: The cultural wealth of the era of Solomon as described in I Kings and II
Chronicles is not reflected in the archaeology of Iron Age Palestine which can only be
described as a period of general impoverishment in the cultural history of the Levant.
Having noted the relative impoverishment of Early Iron Age Megiddo, we can now, by
contrast, demonstrate the great wealth and cosmopolitan character of the Late Bronze
Age city by enumerating the noteworthy features of strata VIII and VIIB.
1. The Late Bronze Age Palace (stratum VIII,
continuing in use during stratum VIIB): The
building is fifty metres in length with twometre thick walls. An entrance gate leads the
visitor into a large courtyard with plastered
floor, surrounded on three sides by palace
apartments. The largest hall (possibly the
throne room) has an imposing portico
flanked by two basalt pillars. One of the
palace rooms is paved with seashells and
has a square basin at its centre - obviously a
bathing room.
2. A royal treasure found in room 3100 of the palace: This magnificent hoard included gold
vessels; jewellery of different styles including gold and lapis-lazuli beads; and a collection of
ivory plaques.
3. The ivory hoard found in the palace treasury: The collection of carved ivories numbered
over two hundred items. The workmanship is described as 'Canaanite art at its best'. The
deposit has been dated to stratum VIIB. An even bigger collection, found in the treasury of
the later stratum VIIA palace (a modification of the VIIB structure), has also been attributed
to the historical period of stratum VI IB, recognised as 'left-overs' from Bronze Age Megiddo.
In the opinion of Professor Yigael Yadin of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem ―the cache of
ivories, mostly plaques, constitutes the largest and richest collection of Canaanite carved
ivory yet discovered‖ in Palestine.
4. The Triple-entry gateway to the city: The fine ashlar gate, located just to the east of the
palace, is usually dated to stratum VIII.
5. Migdol Temple 2048: The great temple (now destroyed by excavation) had a single large
chamber measuring eleven metres by ten metres with exterior walls three metres thick. Two
massive towers flanked the entrance with a pair of columns erected in the entrance portico
leading to the great cella. The date of construction of the temple is disputed - it may be
earlier than stratum VIII - but it certainly underwent a number of modifications during VIIB
and VIIA, including the erection of the portico pillars.
It can be seen from this impressive series of finds that Megiddo reached its cultural
zenith during the Late Bronze IIA to IIB period - precisely when we have placed the
kings of Israel from David to Ahab in the New Chronology.
I think it would be instructive to look in more detail at some of the luxury artefacts from LB II
Megiddo and one or two features of the architecture - with the specific intention of
comparing them to what we understand of Solomon's reign from the Old Testament
narratives.
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When Solomon built the Temple of Yahweh in Jerusalem, he erected two great pillars
which flanked the entrance to the cella of the building. They were called Jachin and
Boaz [I Kings 7:15-22]. Temple 2048 at Megiddo also has a pair of columns guarding
the entrance - Megiddo's own Jachin and Boaz.
Solomon married Pharaoh's daughter [I Kings 3:11] so one might expect a certain amount of
Egyptian influence in the artistic tastes of the Solomonic court. If we look at some of the
ivories from Megiddo's LB II palace we find a number of Egyptian motifs, including papyrus
plants, lilies and lotus flowers (the floral motifs of Upper and Lower Egypt), as well as palm
trees and winged sphinxes.

The most famous Megiddo ivory is the remarkable panel depicting palace life in LBA
Palestine. There are a number of intriguing elements, but first let me describe the
overall scene. To the right, the king arrives in his chariot, driving before him shasu
captives; in the centre is an intimate cameo of the same ruler, seated upon his throne
with his queen and lyre player standing before him; to the left, behind the king, two
courtiers attend to the royal couple's needs.
Now let us pick out what might be interpreted as Egyptian elements in the scene. First,
above the chariot horses is a winged sun-disk; second, the queen offers a lotus flower
to her husband; and third the king is seated upon a throne, the sides of which are
guarded by winged sphinxes (i.e. human-headed lions). Surrounding the monarch we
see three doves - a well known motif of peace. Solomon married an Egyptian princess;
he had ―a great ivory throne‖ made for him which was protected by ―lions‖ on either
side [I Kings 10:18-20]; his traditional name means ―peaceful‖. Could we have here a
representation of King Solomon and his Egyptian queen?
Conclusion 10: Solomon was not a ruler of the Iron Age IIA but instead reigned during
the last century of the Late Bronze Age. The cultural zenith of the United Monarchy
period in Israelite history (10th century BC) is reflected in the archaeological remains
of Megiddo VIII to VIIB.
Apart from the building of the Temple of Yahweh and the royal palaces, Solomon's greatest
building achievement was the Jerusalem Millo which took most of the second half of his
reign to complete [I Kings 9:15 & 11:27]. The Hebrew word Millo translates as `filling' and has
been understood to mean a massive terrace system constructed with stone retainer walls
back-filled with rubble. This terracing would have increased the building area within the old
City of David along its precipitous eastern slopes affording an increase in population within
the walls of the new Israelite capital city.
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In 1961, Dame Kathleen Kenyon began her seven year excavations of the eastern slopes of
the ancient city of Jerusalem. Its southern spur, between the Kidron and Tyropoean valleys, is
the oldest part of the site and the location of the Jebusite and Davidic city which the biblical
writers call the ‗City of David' or the ‗Fortress of Zion'. The small, somewhat cramped hill-top
city of early Jerusalem became the royal residence and capital of the rulers of United
Monarchy Israel and post-Schism Judah...
As she removed the debris of centuries, Kenyon began to reveal a deeper, more
massive structure which dated from a much earlier period. She had found a vast stone
terracing system which stretched along the east scarp of the old city. It has been
estimated that this ―extension‖ of the city summit added at least six thousand square
metres to the occupational area of early Jerusalem.
Dame Kathleen Kenyon believed that she had uncovered the Millo of Solomon and duly
announced her discovery in the pages of the Palestine Exploration Quarterly. However, once
again, there was a problem. The associated pottery found in the filling material of the
terraces proved to belong to the Late Bronze Age:
―There was not a great deal in the way of finds in the fill, but there was enough pottery,
including a few sherds of Mycenaean ware and White Slip II milkbowls, to show that the date
is c. 14th century BC.‖
The date of the Late Helladic IIIA2 (Kenyon's ‗Mycenaean') pottery found in the terrace
fill has subsequently been refined to circa 1370-1310 BC - the time of AMENHOTEP III
(late-reign) to Haremhab in the orthodox chronology. So, here was Kenyon's problem
- the pottery suggested that the terraces which she had uncovered were constructed
several centuries before Solomon was anointed king over all Israel (indeed, even
before the Israelites had supposedly departed from Egypt for the Promised Land!).
Her solution to this dilemma was to retain her identification of the great stone terraces with
the biblical Millo, but then to ‗doctor' or reinterpret the passage in I Kings 9:15, relating to
the building-works of Solomon. She proposed that the Israelite king had not ‗built' the Millo
as the Old Testament text states, but rather ‗rebuilt' or repaired it. There was no other
possible explanation as her excavations had clearly demonstrated that the Millo was
originally constructed some three hundred and sixty years before Solomon's reign.
Kenyon's difficulties had come about, of course, as a direct result of her adherence to the
orthodox dating of the Mycenaean (LH IIIA2) pottery - dated to the fourteenth century BC by
finds of the same pottery at Tell el-Amarna.
If we apply the New Chronology's dates for the Amarna period, as devised in the
previous chapter, we get a date range of circa 1030 to 970 BC for LH IIIA2. According
to the biblical chronology, Solomon succeeded David in 970 BC. It would hardly be
surprising, therefore, to find pottery which was still in use at least as late as 970 BC
associated with a Millo built by Solomon in circa 950 BC. Thus, the New Chronology
can re-establish Solomon as the true builder of the Millo of Jerusalem and Kenyon's
awkward ‗repair' theory is no longer required.
Conclusion 11: The massive Late Bronze Age stone terracing system constructed along
the eastern slopes of the City of David is to be identified with the Jerusalem Millo,
constructed in the reign of Solomon as stated in I Kings 9:15 (A Test of Time, p.173181).
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At Tell Dan in 1993:
Avraham Biran and his team of archaeologists found a remarkable
inscription from the ninth century BCE that refers to the House of David and
to the King of Israel. This is the first time that the name David has been
found in any ancient inscription outside the Bible‖ (Biblical Archaeological
Review, March-April 1994, p.26).

In its article on iron the Nelson‟s Bible Dictionary has this to say:
Meteoric iron is one of the oldest metals known…The presence of nickel in meteoric iron
distinguishes it from common iron ore. The ancient Egyptian word for this material meant
―metal from heaven.‖ Before the knowledge of smelting ores was known, people fashioned
small objects from this ore (Gen. 4:22; Deut. 8:9). When the Philistines learned the secret of
smelting iron, iron became widely used throughout the ancient world. Iron had definitely
been in use during the Israelite conquest [1400 BC] of the land of Canaan (Josh. 6:24; Judg.
1:19; 4:3).
The Philistines became skilled ironsmiths, eventually controlling most of Canaan and
later conquering Israel, prohibiting their use of iron (1 Sam. 13:19, 22). After the
Israelites‘ victory over the Philistines, iron became widespread in Palestine.

King David was instrumental in bringing iron working into Israel. He prepared “iron without
measure” (1 Chronicles 22:14) for the Temple of God.
John Bimson in his article “Can There be a Revised Chronology Without a Revised
Stratigraphy? (SIS Review, Vol. 6, Issues 1-3)”
I have argued at length elsewhere that the Israelite Conquest of Canaan is marked by the
collapse of Palestine's major cities at the end of the Middle Bronze Age - an event which I
date to the late 15th century BC. A corollary of this is that the first subdivision of the LBA (LB
I) is largely contemporary with the time of the Judges, and, in the revised chronology, with
the Hyksos period...
Velikovsky's chronology makes Hatshepsut (with Thutmose III as co-ruler) a contemporary of
Solomon, and Thutmose III's sole reign contemporary with that of Rehoboam in Judah.
Therefore, if the revised chronology is correct, these scarabs would suggest that Solomon's
reign saw the transition from LB I to LB II, rather than that from LB I A to LB I B.
Placing the beginning of LB II during the reign of Solomon produces a very good correlation
between archaeological evidence and the biblical record of that period. It is with this
correlation that we will begin. In taking the LB I - II transition as its starting-point, the present
article not only takes up the challenge offered by Stiebing, but also continues the revision
begun in my previous articles, and will bring it to a conclusion (in broad outline) with the end
of the Iron Age.
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Though Kenyon has stated that the LB I - II transition saw a decline in the material culture of
Palestine, ongoing excavations are now revealing a different picture. LB II A "was definitely
superior to the preceding LB I", in terms of stability and material prosperity; it saw "a rising
population that reoccupied long abandoned towns". Foreign pottery imports are a chief
characteristic of the period.
According to the biblical accounts in the books of Kings and Chronicles, Solomon's reign
brought a period of peace which saw an increase in foreign contacts, unprecedented
prosperity, and an energetic building programme which extended throughout the kingdom.
I Kings 9:15 specifically relates that Solomon
rebuilt Hazor, Megiddo and Gezer. In the revised
stratigraphy envisaged here, the cities built by
Solomon at these sites would therefore be those
of LB II A. More specifically, these three
Solomonic cities would be represented by
Stratum VIII (8) in Area AA at Megiddo, by
Stratum XVI (16) at Gezer, and by Stratum XIV
(14) of the Upper City at Hazor (= Str. Ib of the
Lower City).
The wealth and international trade attested by these levels certainly reflect the age of
Solomon far more accurately than the Iron Age cities normally attributed to him, from which
we have "no evidence of any particular luxury".
The above-mentioned strata at Megiddo and Gezer have both yielded remains of very fine
buildings and courtyards. The Late Bronze strata on the tell at Hazor have unfortunately not
produced a clear picture, because of levelling operations and extensive looting of these
levels during the Iron Age; but the LB II A stratum of the Lower City has produced a temple
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very similar in concept to the Temple built by Solomon in Jerusalem, as described in the Old
Testament.
Art treasures from these cities not only indicate the wealth of the period but also reflect
contacts with Egypt and northern Mesopotamia. These contacts are precisely those we would
expect to find attested during Solomon's reign, the Bible records Solomon's trade with Egypt
and his marriage to the Pharaoh's daughter, and says (I Kings 4:24) that his kingdom
extended as far to the north-east as Tiphsah, which is probably to be identified with
Thapsacus, "an important crossing in the west bank of the Middle Euphrates ... placed
strategically on a great east-west trade route".
The Bible adds extra detail concerning Gezer: namely, that Solomon rebuilt it after it
had been captured and burnt by the Pharaoh, who had given the site to his daughter,
Solomon's wife, as a dowry (I Kings 9:16-17). In Velikovsky's chronology, this pharaoh
is identified as Thutmose I. In the revised stratigraphy considered here, we would
expect to find evidence for this destruction of Gezer at some point during LB I, and
sure enough we do, including dramatic evidence of burning. The "latest possible date"
for this destruction is said to be the reign of Thutmose III, with some archaeologists
preferring an earlier date. We may readily identify this destruction as the work of
Solomon's father-in-law…
In the revised scheme, we may attribute to Solomon the impressive stone terrace system of
LBA date excavated by Kenyon on the eastern ridge. In fact, this is probably the "Millo" which
Solomon is said to have built (I Kings 9:15, 24; 11:27). Kenyon describes the nucleus of this
terrace system as "a fill almost entirely of rubble, built in a series of compartments defined
by facings of a single course of stones..." "Fill", or "filling", is the probable meaning of "Millo".
Also to Solomon's time would belong at least some of the LBA tombs discovered on
the western slope of the Mount of Olives; many of these contain LB I - IIA material
which includes "a surprisingly large number" of imported items from Cyprus, Aegean
and Egypt. The number would not be surprising in the context of Solomon's reign…
I simply note the possibility that the transition from LB II A to LB II B, which saw a widespread
decline in material culture, should be linked with the Aramaean invasions of Israel and Judah
which occurred at the end of the 9th century BC (cf. II Kings 12:17-18; 13:1-7). The
destruction of Hazor's LB II A strata, conventionally dated to about 1300 BC, could have been
the work of either Hazael or Ben-hadad II.

On the Nova DVD entitled “The Bible‟s Buried
Secrets” they interviewed Eilat Mazar who has
been excavating at the “The City of David”
archaeological park that has become a major
tourist attraction at the top of the SE spur to the
south of the Dome of the Rock.
Her team uncovered walls 3 to 5 metres thick and
at least 30 metres long near the entrance to the
City of David tourist attraction. This represents a
huge building in this location and she believes it to
be the King David‟s palace.
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Pottery and radio carbon dating of organic remains points to a date somewhere within the
range of King David and Ahab.
In the same DVD they spoke about how the cities of Hazor, Megiddo and Gezer were all
found to have six chambered gates proving they were built by a central authority and one
archaeologist felt that this was proof that they were built by Solomon. Archaeologists dated
the six chambered gates to the Iron Age. While this matches up with the conventional
chronology, the revised chronology that has been amply shown to be superior to the
conventional chronology, starts the Iron Age couple of centuries later around 750 BC.
John Bimson has this to say about them in the aforementioned article “Can There be a
Revised Chronology Without a Revised Stratigraphy?”:
Turning to the chambered gateways usually attributed to Solomon at Hazor, Megiddo and
Gezer, we note the fact, rather surprising for the conventional view, that "This unusual type
of gate has now been discovered outside of Israel as well, in Philistine Ashdod", where it is
dated to the same time as the so-called "Solomonic" examples. If we are correct in linking
this type of gateway with Assyrian rule in Palestine, this discovery is what we would expect,
since Ashdod was reorganised as an Assyrian province following the revolt of 712 BC.
Ground plans of Iron Age chambered gateways from Hazor, Megiddo, Gezer and Ashdod,
conventionally dated to the 10th century BC. Those from Hazor, Megiddo and Gezer are
assumed to be Solomonic. All four probably belong to the period of Assyrian domination,
late 8th century (SIS Review, Vol. 6, Issues 1-3).

The cities all did exist in the Late Bronze Age as there are lower strata supporting this so
they did exist in Solomon‟s day by the revised chronology. Gates are the part of the cities
that are most attacked during war. If they suffer enough damage they are probably rebuilt
from time to time. This is a likely possibility for why these gates are Iron Age and they were
probably rebuilt on the earlier configuration that Solomon probably used such as the six
chambers.
In his book “From Havilah Until Thou Comest to Shur” (p.37-40) Barry Curnock writes the
following about the stratigraphy of Megiddo when viewed through the lens of the
conventional chronology, David Rohl‟s chronology and Velikovsky‟s chronology:
Stratigraphy of Megiddo, using Conventional Chronology
The table shows the strata of Megiddo, the dates allocated to the strata and the finds of the
archaeologists. Events of Egyptian and Israelite history are related to the strata. The accepted
view of Ancient History has several problems with the evidence from Megiddo.
As we have seen above, conventional chronology suffers from the lack of evidence of
a city wall in the time of Thutmose III. Also stratum IX has to last for 150 years which is
a little long for strata of Palestinian cities.
There is a large gap in time between the reign of Thutmose and the stratum containing
his seal. There are gaps between the pottery of Megiddo and similar pottery unearthed
at Samaria. There is also a 150 year gap between the development of an architectural
feature - the proto-Ionic capital - at Megiddo and at places further north.
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The seal of ‗Shema, servant of Jeroboam‘, found in level VA, does tie up with the time of King
Jeroboam I of Israel, but overall the finds at Megiddo do not support the conventional
chronology.

Stratigraphy of Megiddo, using David Rohl‘s ‗New Chronology‘
Rohl, in his book ―The Lost Testament‖ explains that the current excavators, Israel Finkelstein
and David Ussishkin have argued for a later dating of some of the Israelite strata based on
pottery comparisons from other sites. Rohl argues convincingly for a further reduction, to
line up with the Samaria pottery, one of the best dating items because Samaria was built on
virgin soil by Omri, king of Israel, around 880 BC.
This further reduction in the age of the strata enables the large palace to coincide with the
time of Solomon, which suggests the legendary wealth of this Israelite king could be fact.
The seal of Shema now relates to Jeroboam II of Israel rather than Jeroboam I. We can add
the correspondence of the proto-Ionic architecture to Rohl‘s revised dating.
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The strata are now in excellent agreement with the Israelite history as recorded in the
Old Testament and with other archaeological finds in the area, but they are still in
conflict with Egyptian history. Rohl reduces Egyptian dates by 370 years but this does
nothing for the relation between Egyptian history and the archaeology of Megiddo.
Also, stratum IX has to exist for nearly 200 years, exceptionally long for one level of an
ancient city. Only two levels cover the 250 years from 1250 to 1000 BC.

Stratigraphy of Megiddo, using Velikovsky‘s Chronology
In the third table, the absolute dating by Rohl is retained, keeping the close agreement
between the strata and Israelite history. Egyptian history has been re-dated in line with the
links provided by Velikovsky‘s work.
The excavations of Megiddo are now in complete agreement with both the Israelite
and Egyptian histories. If Egyptian history is moved so that Apopi is a contemporary of
King Saul, the seal of Thutmose III is in the level which represents the city besieged by
the pharaoh, and that city had a wall, which was probably erected in the time of
Solomon - the Old Testament records that Solomon had building work done at
Megiddo.
The life of each stratum is more in keeping with the typical duration of the levels of
ancient cities. The Velikovsky chronology rationalises the stratigraphy of Megiddo.
The finds of various items are consistent with both Egyptian and Israelite history and it
is not necessary for an individual stratum to have existed for an inordinately long time.
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CHAPTER 10
WAS THERE A GAP BETWEEN
THE 18TH AND 19TH DYNASTIES?
In the first volume of his “Ages in Chaos” series Immanuel Velikovsky argued that the
dates for the 18th Dynasty should be lowered by 500 years between 1020 and 820 BC
with his compelling sychronism of Thutmose III‟s treasure listing with the plundering of the
Temple of God by a pharaoh called Shishak in the Bible in the days of Solomon‟s son (923
BC).
In the third volume of the series, “Ramses II and His Time”, Velikovsky shocked many of
his followers by placing Rameses the Great in the 7th century BC and arguing that the
18th and 19th Dynasties were separated by about 150 years with the Libyan and Ethiopian
dynasties (Dynasties 22 to 25) ruling in between them.
Again, Velikovsky predominantly used “synchronistic” evidence in placing Rameses the
Great in the 7th century BC showing a string of running co-incidences in the war annals of
Rameses the Great and those of the pharaoh known as Necho in the Bible who contested
for control of Syria and Palestine with Nebuchadnezzar. Amongst those were the
similarities between the battle of Kadesh fought by Rameses with the king of the Hittites
and the battle of Carchemish beween Necho and Nebuchadnezzar (who Barry Curnock
later argued was allied with the Hittites).
Velikovsky‟s separation of the Manetho order of these dynasties became a bone of
contention and led to modifications and eventual abandonment of Velikovsky‟s placement
of dynasties by many of his supporters. Peter James and John Bimson are a typical case
in point.
Initially they supported the 18th Dynasty placement in time by Velikovsky with a slight
extension finding better evidence for Adbi-Hiba being Jehoshaphat‟s son Jehoram, rather
than Jehoshaphat.
They believed that there were items of genealogical evidence supporting the conventional
view that the 19th Dynasty immediately followed the 18th Dynasty and similar evidence
supporting the conventional view that the 20th Dynasty immediately followed the 19th
dynasty.
This led to the formation of the Glasgow chronology (very similar to Donovan Courville‟s
chronology) where the 18th Dynasty was placed where Velikovsky placed it followed
immediately by the 19th and 20th Dynasties which were somewhat parallel with the Libyan
and Ethiopian dynasties.
When further evidence came along, which they interpreted as proof the Libyan and
Ethiopian dynasties were not contemporary with either the 19th and 20th Dynasties, they
further rejected Velikovsky‟s placement of the 18th Dynasty.
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Those revisionist chronologists who broke away from Velikovsky‟s placement of Dynasty
18 put higher emphasis on the evidence connecting the dynasties and found themselves
with less synchronistic evidence to support their differing chronologies. We have already
seen the problems with their candidates for the biblical Shishak and their “too-early”
placements for the el-Amarna period.
Peter James currently places the el-Amarna period around 1100 BC or the late Judges
period in Israel. This conflicts with the apparent synchronism of Urusalim of the el-Amarna
letters with Jerusalem as the city was known as Jebus and was not named Jerusalem until
after the conquest of the city by David.
David Rohl places the el-Amarna period about 100 years later during the time of Saul and
David, which also seems to contradict the political scene of the period. Placing Saul and
David in this period would mean the land of Israel was under Egyptian hegemony at the
time which appears to contradict the biblical narratives. It would also place Seti the Great,
who he believed ruled shortly afterward and his invasion of Israel and the fortress he built
at Beth Shan during the time of Solomon which conflicts with the biblical account of the
power of Solomon‟s rule.
What should be apparent in this discussion of the various revised chronologies and why
there is no united front on the matter of revised chronology is that there is an apparent
contradiction between what I call sychronistic evidence (parallels where the same event
or people are recorded in different ways) and connecting evidence (evidence that says one
dynasty followed immediately after another).
This apparent contradiction between sychronistic evidence and connecting evidence
forces us to make a choice as to which we will individually place greater weight on.
In the case of the revisionists I have noted previously (James, Bimson, Rohl, Aitchison)
they have placed greater weight on the connecting evidence even though there seems be
be less synchronistic evidence supporting their chronologies.
The strongest evidence FOR connecting Dynasties 18 and 19 comes from:


The el-Amarna letters and the names of various foreign correspondents appear to
be close predecessors of later rulers known to be contemporary with Dynasty 19
rulers such as Rameses the Great.



Genealogies of priests and others that show little time between Dynasty 18 and 19.



Mycenean pottery evidence that indicates Dynasty 19 closely followed Dynasty 18.

The strongest evidence AGAINST Dynasty 18 being immediately followed by Dynasty 19
comes from:


The combination of the synchronisms used to anchor Dynasty 18 between around
1020 and 820 BC and Rameses the Great‟s running battle for control of the Levant
to the time of Nebuchadnezzar (around 600 BC).



Stratigraphic evidence in Greece, Turkey, Syria and Palestine as well as other
archaeological evidence indicating a significant break between the two dynasties.
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Velikovsky placed greater weight on the synchronistic evidence and those who still stick
with his placement of dynasties have to contend with how to explain the connecting
evidence. Are they really the smoking gun as argued by James, Rohl, Bimson and
Aitchison or can they be explained without clutching at straws to support the separation
argued by Velikovsky?
Let‟s now go these different types of evidence one by one and see which evidence is
strongest and whether the evidence when properly weighed up is FOR or AGAINST this
gap between the 18th and 19th Dynasties.

Are the El-Amarna Correspondents Close Predecessors
of Rulers Contemporary with Dynasty 19?
According to conventional Egyptology, Suppiluliumas of the el-Amarna letters and
the Hittite emperor Suppiluliumas I were one and the same person. If so, the Hittite
emperor Suppiluliumas I was a contemporary of Akhenaten and Tutankhamun.
We know his son Mursilis was the enemy of Seti I, and the two sons of Mursilis,
Hattusilis and Muwatallis, were contemporaries of Rameses II. This would mean that
Seti I of the 19th Dynasty was a generation after Tutankhamun of the 18th Dynasty.
In his 2003 SIS Review article “Finding the Limits of Chronological Revision” John Bimson
writes:
In his Glasgow Conference paper on the Hittites, Peter James also concluded that the 18th,
19th and 20th Dynasties had followed each other without break. He subsequently expanded
on his objections to Velikovsky's scheme in his review of Ramses II and His Time, which had
been published too late for discussion at Glasgow.
There he pointed out that the Hittite emperor Suppiluliumas was a contemporary of
Akhenaten and Tutankhamun, his son Mursilis was the enemy of Seti I, and the two sons of
Mursilis, Hattusilis and Muwatallis, were contemporaries of Ramesses II.
He also pointed out that Velikovsky's attempt to break these links by dividing
Suppiluliumas into two people who lived at different times did not solve the problem,
because a whole string of other characters were also involved:
Thus Velikovsky will not only have to devise ―two Suppiluliumas‖ to agree with his
later dates for the 19th Dynasty - he will have to create two Azirus, Kings of Amurru,
two Tusrattas, Kings of Mitanni, and two Hittite generals called Lupakki. Such a
proliferation of exact duplicates renders the scheme incredible.

Are the Suppiluliumas‟ of the Amarna letters and the Hittite emperor Suppiluliumas I
one and the same person? What about the Azirus, Tusrattas, and Hittite generals
called Lupakki? Are the contemporary counterparts of Suppiluliumas I one and the
same as those of the el-Amarna period?
For his comments showing that there are clear discrepancies between all these
individuals alleged to be one and the same by the same name, I quote from Barry
Curnock‟s book “From Havilah to Thou Comest to Shur”:
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In the Amarna collection there is a letter from a Suppiluliumas. Among the Hattusas tablets
are several treaties between the Hittite Emperor Suppiluliumas I and his subjects in Northern
Syria, other treaties with a king of Mitanni, plus a document called ‗The Deeds of
Suppiluliumas‘, written by his son Mursilis II.
Some of the dignitaries of the Amarna tablets are also found in the Hittite tablets of
Suppiluliumas I.
These include Tushratta the King of Mitanni, Niqmaddu the King of Ugarit, Aziru King of
Amurru, Adu-Nirari King of Nuhasse, and the Hittite generals Lupakki and Zitana. Another
person of less clear rank, found in both sources, is Etakamma of Kinsa.
These synchronisms seemed to leave little doubt that Suppiluliumas I was the ‗king of Hatti‘
of the Amarna letters, and this link has been one of the major aids to historians in fixing the
chronology of the Hittites.
Despite the thousands of tablets found in Hattusas, no letter from any of the three Egyptian
pharaohs has ever been found.
With such good correlation between the Amarna letters and the texts of Hattusas, one would
not anticipate any problems, but nearly a century of scholarship has failed to resolve a series
of inconsistencies between the Hittite records and the letters.
Dahamunzu
In the synchronisation between Suppiluliumas I and the Amarna letters, one piece of
evidence is crucial. In ‗The Deeds of Suppiluliumas‘, Mursilis records that when his father was
besieging Carchemish, the strategic city on the River Euphrates in Northern Syria, the
Emperor received an envoy from the Queen of Egypt. Her name is given as Dahamunzu.
Her husband, the pharaoh, had died. He is called Bibhururia in one version of the text and
Nibhururia in another. She had no sons and did not wish to marry any of her subjects. She
asked that Suppiluliumas give her one of his many sons to become Pharaoh.
Carchemish fell to Suppiluliumas but the negotiations went on for some time, into the next
year. Eventually the Hittite Emperor agreed and dispatched a prince to Egypt. The young
Hittite never finished his journey, being assassinated on his way south.
The name of the Egyptian Pharaoh could be a Hittite attempt at Nibhurureya, one of the
names of Tutankhamen, but it is also similar to the name used to address Akhenaten in the
Amarna letters, which is Naphurureya. Several other pharaohs had similar names. However,
the choice of which pharaoh was meant was not difficult because only one queen from the
Amarna period fits the situation of having no son as a successor to her husband.
Amenhotep III was outlived by his main wife Tiye, and was succeeded by his son Akhenaten.
Akhenaten was outlived by his main wife Nefertiti, and was succeeded by his sons, first
Smenkhare and then Tutankhamen. Ankhesenamen, the wife and half sister of Tutankhamen,
was probably only a teenager at her husband‘s death and she had no children. The Egyptian
queen, who sent an envoy to the Hittite emperor, is therefore assumed to have been
Ankhesenamen.
The Egyptian queen Dahamunzu did not wish to marry one of her subjects, but asked for a
Hittite prince to become her husband. Suppiluliumas was very surprised by the request. We
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should also be surprised if this request came from the widow of Tutankhamen. On three
counts, the request from Ankhesenamen has to be doubted.
Firstly, Ankhesenamen was a young female, and they were not normally given great
authority within Egypt. Would she be allowed to make such a decision, which would
have major ramifications on the future role of the Egyptian monarchy?
It is believed that at this time in Egypt, a senior official called Ay wielded great power. He
actually became the next pharaoh. Would he have allowed the queen to carry on protracted
negotiations with the Hittite King?
It is feasible that it could have been his strategy to allow the youngster to have her say, but
plan to assassinate the Hittite prince if anything came of the negotiations, but this is a
strange risk to take, being guaranteed to lead to increased animosity between Egypt and
Hatti.
Secondly, it had never been common Egyptian practice for princesses to marry
foreigners. A generation or so earlier, Amenhotep III makes this clear in a letter (EA4):
‗From time immemorial no daughter of a King of Egypt is given to anyone‘. The
request of Ankhesenamen goes against the Egyptian policy on marriage for its royal
women.
Thirdly, it is difficult to fathom the strategic logic behind the request of the Egyptian
queen. When you are at war with a foreign power, you do not offer them your
kingdom by making your enemy‘s son your king.
Basically Ankhesenamen was handing the kingdom of Egypt on a plate to
Suppiluliumas. Dynastic marriages such as this were usually arranged to cement an
alliance against a third power, and even then were more likely to involve the giving of
daughters than sons...
Friendly Relations
There is one Amarna letter from Suppiluliumas (reference EA41). It is addressed ‗to Huriya,
the king of Egypt, my brother‘. The name of the king is corrupted and could be any of the
Amarna pharaohs. The sender is clearly a Suppiluliumas, and he is a king, but the tablet is
damaged so that it is not clear if he was king of Hatti.
The letter [EA41] is written to a son, shortly after the death of his father and recounts
the friendly relations between the sender and the recipient‘s father. The wish is for
that state of peace and friendship to continue. The text also records several gifts sent
with the letter.
In the Hittite document ‗The Deeds of Suppiluliumas‘, the Emperor is astounded by the
approach from the Egyptian queen. He cannot remember friendly relations with Egypt,
but he is told that long before his time, Hatti and Egypt were friendly. After the
assassination of his son, he is understandably very angry with the Egyptians.
There is therefore no time in the life of Suppiluliumas when such a friendly letter as
EA41 could have been written. Any Hittite references to Egypt in the time of
Suppiluliumas are concerned with war-like relations. The Hittite record completely
contradicts the content of EA41. The letter was written by a Suppiluliumas, but this
could not have been the Hittite Emperor Suppiluliumas I.
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It is also of interest to note the gifts, accompanying EA41, sent to the Egyptian king - ‗One
silver rhyton, a stag‗. A rhyton was a vessel, in the shape of an animal, for pouring liquids in
religious rites. Some examples have been retrieved in archaeological digs. The best Hittite
example of a stag rhyton in silver dates from the time of Telepinus, a king of the Hittite Old
Kingdom, more than a hundred years before the days of Suppiluliumas I. This suggests that
the Suppiluliumas who wrote to the pharaoh lived some time earlier than the Hittite
Emperor.
Conflict with Mitanni and Naharina
In EA75, the king of Sumur relates the latest information to Amenhotep III: ‗The King of Hatti
has taken Mitta and Nahma, the lands of the Great Kings‘. It is generally assumed that Mitta
and Nahma are Mitanni and Naharina, countries well-known to Egypt. The whereabouts of
Mitanni are uncertain. Archaeologists have never discovered it. The remains of the cities of
Mitanni have not been revealed to the modern world. The Egyptian and Hittite evidence
suggests Mitanni was to the east of Hatti, beyond the Euphrates. The Mitannians spoke a
Hurrian language, which is distinctly different from other languages of the time. Often the
Hittite records refer to the people of Mitanni as ‗the Hurrians‘.
Naharina in Egyptian means the land of the two rivers and was probably Babylonia, which
was situated on the two great rivers, the Tigris and the Euphrates, in the modern state of
Iraq. In modern times, this area has been called Mesopotamia, which is a name derived from
Greek and means ‗between the rivers‘.
It is difficult to believe an attack on Babylonia by Suppiluliumas I. There is no Hittite
record of this. Also he was married to a Babylonian princess, who was his chief wife, so
he had friendly relations with Babylon throughout his reign.
He did attack Mitanni, but did not maintain any control over it. He was unopposed by
the forces of Mitanni, who withdrew and did not engage the Hittite army, even when
they sacked the Mitannian capital. After the raid on Mitanni, Suppiluliumas went on to
take Northern Syria in the same year…
In the conflicts between Hatti and both Mitanni and Naharina, related in the Amarna
letters, we find distinct disagreement with the records of Suppiluliumas I. Any conflict
with Naharina is very unlikely and the belligerent role of Mitanni in the letters is
contradicted in the Hittite tablets…
Cyprus
There are several letters in the Amarna collection from the King of Cyprus to a King of Egypt,
numbers EA33 - 40. The ancient name of Cyprus was Alashiya. It is generally assumed that
the letters were written to Akhenaten, starting from the early years of his reign, because his
succession to the Egyptian throne is mentioned: ―I have heard that you are seated on the
throne of your father‘s house‖ (EA33).
The King of Cyprus addresses the King of Egypt as an equal: ―To the king of Egypt, my
brother: Message of the king of Alasiya, your brother. For me all goes well. For you may all
go well‖ (EA33). Messengers were sent between the two kings and gifts were exchanged. The
King of Cyprus suggested that there should be an alliance between the two kings (EA34).
He also stresses that he has treated the king of Egypt with special favour: ―You have not
been put on the same level with the king of Hatti or the king of Sanhar. Whatever greeting
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gift he (my brother) sends me, I for my part send back to you double‖ (EA35). Sanhar is a
name for Southern Babylonia, similar to the Biblical name Shinar.
It is clear from the letters of the king of Cyprus, that the island was an independent
state during the time of the Amarna letters. This was stressed by Vassos Karageorghis,
Director of Antiquities in Cyprus, in his book ‗Cyprus from the Stone Age to the
Romans‘:
‗The correspondence between the king of Alashiya and his allies, the pharaoh of Egypt
and the king of Ugarit, would suggest that Alashiya was independent.‘
This is in conflict with the Hittite records of the time of Suppiluliumas I. The Hittite
king Arnuwandas I, who lived about 30 years before Suppiluliumas, states that Cyprus
was under Hittite rule: ―The land of Alashiya belongs to my Majesty‖ (CTH147).
It is usually assumed that Cyprus remained a Hittite possession throughout the Hittite New
Kingdom. Hattusilis III, the grandson of Suppiluliumas is believed to have exiled his nephew
to Cyprus.
Once more the Hittite records do not appear to agree with the Amarna correspondence.
Aziru and Etakamma
Aziru, King of Amurru and Etakamma of Kinsa feature in both the Hittite treaties of
Suppiluliumas I and the Amarna letters. These countries were in Syria.
There is a Hittite treaty between Suppiluliumas and Aziru. In both this treaty [CTH 49], and a
later one between Mursilis I and a descendent of Aziru [CTH 62], the loyalty of the king of
Amurru to Hatti is stressed.
Throughout the Amarna letters, Aziru is a loyal vassal of the king of Egypt. Late in the
Amarna period he visited Egypt.
The situation with Etakamma of Kinsa is the opposite way round. With Shutatarra, his father,
he opposed Suppiluliumas when the Hittite king attacked Syria [CTH 51]. In the Amarna
letters, Etakamma is a Hittite ally, regularly attacking Syrian cities with the help of Hittite
troops.
A late dating for Suppiluliumas I could reconcile the evidence for Aziru, by putting his
transfer to Hatti after the end of the Amarna period. However this assumption makes the
situation with Etakamma untenable. He would be a Hittite ally at the time when the Hittite
records say that he opposed the Hittite invasion.
Mursilis records that, as late as the siege of Carchemish, his father recognised Kinsa as
Egyptian territory, which conflicts with the Amarna view of Etakamma of Kinsa as a
Hittite ally.
In his annals, Mursilis makes it very clear that Etakamma opposed him until he was murdered
by his son, Ari-Teshub, who then submitted Kinsa to Mursilis. Historians can point to an
implication in the treaty with Suppiluliumas that Aziru changed sides: ―Aziru knelt down at
the feet of My Majesty and came from the gate of Egyptian territory‖. This can not mean that
Aziru changed from loyalty to Egypt to Hittite vassalage, because there is an unequivocal
statement in a later Hittite treaty with Amurru (CTH105) that states that Aziru was a subject
of the King of Hurri before he changed his allegiance to Hatti.
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The Aziru and Etakamma of the Amarna letters had different allegiances to the Aziru
and Etakamma of the Hittite treaties. It cannot be argued that they both changed
sides. Although individuals with these names feature in both the records of
Suppiluliumas and in the Amarna letters, the information about them is contradictory.
In both the Hittite texts and the Amarna letters, Aziru is king of Amurru, but the location of
his domain appears to be different in the two records. The location of Amurru in the time of
the Amarna letters can be deduced from information about the two successive kings of
Amurru: Abdi-Ashirta and Aziru.
The former is associated with several towns, but only Sidon is securely located. Soon after
Aziru succeeded Abdi-Ashirta, Rib-Hadda of Sumur reported to the pharaoh that Aziru and
his brothers were in Damascus (EA107). Aziru was also mentioned in connection with
Damascus in a later letter (EA197).
Other letters link him with Sidon and Beirut (EA147) and also with an attack on Usu, the
mainland opposite Tyre (EA149). At one time, Aziru resided in Tunip (EA161/5/6). From there
he wrote to the pharaoh saying that he could not visit Egypt, because he was concerned
about the King of Hatti, who was in Nuhasse, only two days march from Tunip. Nuhasse was
in Northern Syria, south of Carchemish.
The exact location of Tunip is not known, but some commentators have suggested it was at
Baalbek in the valley between the two mountain ranges of Southern Syria, the Lebanon and
Anti-Lebanon, an area called Coele-Syria. Baalbek would be fifty to sixty miles south of
Nuhasse, which would fit with Aziru‘s description of two days march from Nuhasse. Baalbek
was about forty miles north of Damascus.
From the information in the Amarna letters, the land of Amurru appears to have been
centred around Baalbek and Damascus. The kings of Amurru had close links with the
coastal towns of Beirut, Sidon and Tyre, which were to the west or south-west of
Baalbek and Damascus.
The Hittite records locate Amurru further north; according to the treaty between
Suppiluliumas I and Aziru (CTH49), Amurru bordered on Mukish (the Amuq Plain),
Kinsa (on the southern Orontes) and Nuhasse (south of Carchemish). This locates it
north of Coele-Syria on the middle Orontes, somewhere close to Hamath.
The latest treaty between Hatti and Amurru (CTH105) forbade Greek trade from the North
Syrian coast through Amurru to Assyria; this confirms Amurru must have been in Northern
Syria…
There is evidence in favour of Suppiluliumas I being the King of Hatti of the Amarna letters,
but there is also evidence against this assumption. It has not proved possible to reconcile the
evidence, during the near-century of time, when the translations of the texts have been
available to historians…
Names of kings can be useful, but without confirmatory actions they should be treated
with caution. Five Hittite rulers called Suppiluliumas are known, two from the New
Kingdom and three from the Neo-Hittite period.
There were at least three kings of Ugarit called Niqmed. Addu-Nirari (or Adad-Nirari)
was a common name; there were three kings of Assyria by that name (from 911 to 783
BC). The name Aziru appears several times in Syrian history, sometimes in the form
Hazael, but also in the form Hadad-ezer…
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The records of the Old Kingdom of the Hittites give some indications that the Old Kingdom
was contemporaneous with the Amarna period of Egypt. Each of the major items in the
letters, which relate to the Hittites, finds a parallel in the Old Kingdom records of Hattusas.
There was a major counter-attack by Mitanni, the capital Hattusas was at peace after
internal conflict and the Hittites recovered quickly, such that a King of Hatti took all
the lands belonging to Mitanni and Babylonia. Some time later a campaign to
Northern Syria was led by Zidanta…In the Old Kingdom, the kings of Hatti did not
claim dominion over Cyprus, so this also accords with the Amarna information (p.4955, 61).

As we can see from the above evidence, the view that the Suppiluliumas of the Amarna
letters and the Hittite emperor Suppiluliumas I is not the rock solid smoking gun as
assumed by those who support the conventional view that Dynasty 18 was immediately
followed by Dynasy 19.
Apart from the commonality of names which themselves were quite common over
the centuries, the other evidence is quite contradictory for making Suppiluliumas I
contemporary with the el-Amarna period.

How Solid is the Genealogical Evidence
Connecting Dynasties 18 and 19?
Let‟s take a look now at how solid various items of genealogical evidence are in supporting
the conventional view that Dynasty 18 was immediately followed by Dynasy 19.


The king lists at Abydos and Saqqara carved at the time of Seti and Ramses the
Great has no Libyan or Ethiopian kings in between Dynasty 18 and Dynasty 19.
Geoffrey Gammon, who believes Dynasty 19 followed straight after Dynasty 18, states
the following:
The position is complicated by the fact that the king lists which have survived from Dynasty
19 ignore the Amarna pharaohs and name Haremhab as the immediate successor of
Thutmose IV and Amenhotep III, with Ramesses I and Seti I following Haremhab.
Since Akhenaten, Smenkhkare, Tutankhamun and Ay are excluded as "uncanonical", it
would be reasonable to assume that the Libyan and Ethiopian kings would similarly be
omitted from the Abydos and Saqqara king lists had they intervened. No conclusions
can therefore be drawn from their absence from these lists (The Place of Haremhab in
Egyptian History, SIS Review Vol III No 2).



The Berlin Block genealogy of priests leaves little room in between Dynasty 18
and Dynasty 19 and argues that Dynasty 19 followed soon after.
This evidence is perhaps the closest thing to a smoking gun arguing for Dynasty 19 to
have ruled straight after Dynasty 18.
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On the right is the translation of
the Berlin Block genealogy. The
kings are underlined and they are
in reverse chronological order
(most recent to earliest).
Chronologically priest 2/11 is
under Amenhotep III, 2/10 is
under
Ay,
2/8
is
under
Haremhab and 2/7 is under Seti
I.
Given the synchronistic evidence
in support of Velikovsky‟s 18th
Dynasty placement and the
synchronisms offered in Ramses
II and His Time for his 19th
Dynasty placement that makes a
strong case for a chronological
gap between these dynasties, is
the evidence of the Berlin Block
genealogy the smoking gun that
disproves Velikovsky‟s placement
of, at least, one of these New
Kingdom dynasties?
How much weight can we place on this evidence? Alan Montgomery, in a personal
email to me, made these comments about such geneaological evidence including the
Berlin Block:
Genealogies: These are tricky things because they are typically ego things rather then
historical. Seti and Ramesses associated themselves with Haremhab but they were not
descended from him - also Haremhab tried to associate himself with pre-Amarna pharaohs
but did not descend from them.
Many genealogies use pappynomy - naming a son after the grandfather making
identities difficult. Unless some verification of genealogies can be made I do not
consider their evidence strong enough to invalidate other evidence.
The Berlin Block is one example where many names are unverified and many known
High Priests are omitted. It is unreliable. I would date it to the third or second century
and may have influenced Manetho‘s dynastic order.
In Manetho's day they were unable to piece together a lot of Egyptian history. No Saite
source of 7th century history has ever been found in Egypt.

Further to this Alan writes the following in his article “A Chronological Model of the First
and Second Millennium BC”:
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Manetho is supported by the Berlin genealogy. The Berlin genealogy lists almost 50 High
Priests of Ptah from the Middle Kingdom to Third Intermediate Period. Some panels show
the reign of the pharaoh in which the priest was inaugurated.
Unfortunately, this genealogy claims that every High Priest was a son of the previous
High Priest. Since we know that the Libyan pharaohs gave the appointment of the
High Priest of Ptah to a new family in the middle of their dynasty this cannot be true.
Thus, the Berlin genealogy is not a true genealogy.
It has some other purpose and this fact limits its credibility for chronology and dynastic
order. In the RC model, it belongs to the Greek period. During the Greek period there was
nationalistic contention for the honour of the most ancient civilization. This may have been
one instance of a chauvinistic claim. Manetho may have used the Berlin genealogy to order
his dynastic history so that they may not be independent sources. Manetho must stand or
fall with the archaeological and historic evidences.

If this genealogy is a late composition written hundreds of years after the 18th and 19th
Dynasty then there is certainly room for error. It may be that such an error misled
Manetho or this genealogy was misled by Manetho who may have erred with the
dynastic order.


The lawsuit over four generations, recorded in the Memphite tomb chapel of
Mose. This refers to a woman called Sheritre who lived 'in the time of the enemy
from Akhetaton' in the Amarna period and whose appeal had been heard in Year
18 of Ramesses II.
Geoffrey Gammon writes the following about this evidence:
A further link between the Amarna period and not only Haremhab but also Ramesses II is
provided by the account in the Memphite tomb chapel of Mose of a prolonged lawsuit over
the ownership of some land.
This account was written after a hearing of this case in Year 18 of Ramesses II (against which
Mose later appealed) at which his mother, Nubnofret, widow of Huy, had failed to establish
her claim to the land. An earlier stage of these proceedings, involving Huy's mother Umero
and his aunt Takharu, is dated to "year 59 under the Majesty of the king of Upper and Lower
Egypt Djeserkheprure Setepenre [son of Re] Haremhab Meriamun".
At this hearing, evidence was given about some activity by Sheritre, the mother of
Urnero and Takharu. The text is mutilated but includes the following:-" ... in the time
of the enemy from Akhetaten ... Akhetaten [where one was ... The Citizeness Sheritre,
the mother of the citizeness..."] The designation "enemy from Akhetaten" can only
apply in this context to Akhenaten, from which one is bound to conclude that a
grandchild and great-grandchild of one of this pharaoh's subjects were living in the
first half of the reign of Ramesses II (The Place of Haremhab in Egyptian History, SIS
Review Vol III No 2).

In response to this claim Dominick Carlucci wrote the following:
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It is an account of a dispute over the ownership of some land, the case of which was heard in
Year 18 of Ramses II, and contains a reference to "the enemy from Akhetaten".
This, of course, is ASSUMED to be none other than the heretic pharaoh Akhnaten. But
the passage Gammon uses to substantiate his claim that "a grandchild and greatgrandchild of one of this pharaoh's subjects were living in the first half of the reign of
Ramesses II" is incomplete and Gammon also admits that "the text is mutilated". One
must always take the greatest care with the translation and interpretation of damaged
texts.
The text in question makes reference to Year 59 of Haremhab, a fact clearly noted by
Gammon. However, regarding Velikovsky's novel explanation for this date -- on record since
1945 -- Gammon took no cognizance and simply chose to ignore it.
If Haremhab ruled for only eight years, as Gammon believes, then what does "Year 59 of
Haremhab" really signify? Surely it cannot stand for the cumulative regnal years of
Haremhab, Ay, Tutankhamen, Smenkhkare, and Akhnaten, for then we must concede that
Haremhab reigned for twenty-seven years -- a figure rather forcefully denied by Gammon
(On The Placement Of Haremhab: A Critique Of Gammon, Kronos Vol. V No. 3).

When it says “the enemy of Akhetaten” it is not the pharaoh Akhenaten but it is more
likely referring to the city of Akhetaten. Akhetaten, while abandoned as a capital in
Tutankhamen‟s reign, was probably still inhabited for quite some time afterwards.


The family of Neferhotep at Deir el-Medineh in a document contains a
geneaology over a small number of generations that starts with Dynasty 18 and
goes through to Dynasty 20.
John Bimson in his article “Finding the Limits of Chronological Revision” (SIS Review
2003) has this to say about this evidence:
Egyptologist Michael Jones referred to the very dense information available from the village
of Deir el-Medineh. This enables us to trace the careers of several characters across the
transitions between the 18th, 19th and 20th Dynasties.
One example is provided by the family of Neferhotep, a man whose career began at the end
of the 18th Dynasty, as we know from an inscription which names him 'Chief Workman of ...
Djeser-kheper-Ra' (i.e. Haremhab). He was succeeded as Chief Workman by his son
Nebnefer, who was in turn succeeded by his son, another Neferhotep, who is attested under
Merneptah and Seti II. By the 5th year of Seti II he had been replaced by one Paneb, whose
notorious career is well-known from the Salt Papyrus.
This document contains a string of charges brought against Paneb by Neferhotep's younger
brother Amennakht.
Paneb was still Chief Workman in the 8th year of Queen Twosre, last ruler of the 19th
Dynasty, and was probably tried and removed under Ramesses III in the 20th Dynasty.
The exact date of his trial is unknown but we know that a son of Paneb was around in
the 29th year of Ramesses III and he refers to his father having been investigated by
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the vizier Hori, who is separately attested as vizier from the reign of Siptah in the 19th
Dynasty to the reign of Ramesses III in the 20th.

The connection here between the 18th and 19th Dynasties for the time that
Neferhotep lives between is on the basis of assuming that Haremhab is an 18th
Dynasty pharoah.
In his 375 page authoritative work on Deir el-Medina entitled “Who Who‟s at Deir elMedina” Benedict Davies states:
Our first solid documentation from the village of Deir el-Medina arises at the dawn of a new
era in Egyptian history, the 19th Dynasty, more than 250 years after the foundation of the
settlement (page 1).

While the town appears to have been in existence during the 18th Dynasty the solid
documentation of the site begins with the 19th Dynasty. There is no direct explicit
evidence connecting Haremhab to the 18th Dynasty.
Velikovsky showed evidence to support him being contemporary with Tarharqa of
the 25th Dynasty and places him immediately prior to the 19th Dynasty pharaohs
reigning during the 7th century BC.
The only connection between the 19th and 20th Dynasties in this genealogy is
Amennakt who is noted in the above diagram as living between Seti II and Ramses
III.
What is abundantly clear going through Davies’ book on Deir el-Medina is the
repetition of the same names. On pages 33-34 of Davies book Amennakt, the
brother of the latter Neferhotep in the chart above is noted as the seventh
person found at Deir el-Medina with the name Amennakt.
Davies makes no mention of him living through to the reign of Ramses III and if
there was an Amennakt who lived in his reign how can we be sure this was the
same Amennakt?
Chart 12 of the family of a Hori includes a Hori numbered XI indicating it to be quite
a popular name. That said, two viziers named Hori, one of a 19th Dynasty king and
another of 20th Dynasty king, could possibly be one and the same vizier.
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In reference to Bimson‟s claim that “Paneb was probably tried and removed in
Ramesses III” Alan Montgomery in a personal email wrote:
Bakenkhons was HPA under Ramesses II up until the death of Ramesses II. He was also
HPA under Ramesses III. Except that he would have been 103 years old at the accession
of Ramesses III.
All these connections are spurious. We have no idea whether the references to Paneb in the
reign of Ramesses III is the same person. He might be the grandson, great great grandson as
the Egyptians frequently named their children after their grandfather.

Emmet Sweeney in his “Response to Bimson” published in the SIS Chronology &
Catastrophism Review 2004:1 makes these comments in response to Bimson‟s
claims about genealogical data that supports the conventional view of Dynasty 19
being immediately (or almost immediately) followed by Dynasty 20:
In his paper John suggested that the genealogies of the workmen at Deir el-Medina
permitted no gap at all; not even of 70 years. I'll return to this question presently. For the
moment, however, I want to emphasize one thing: a point I made in my paper.
Whether or not we place the end of the 19th Dynasty at the start of the Persian epoch,
there is no question whatsoever that it was followed by an Asiatic occupation. This is
put beyond doubt by the material relating to Bey, as well as that concerning Arsa the
Asiatic, in the Harris Papyrus.
So, leaving aside for one minute the length of the interlude and its absolute date, there is no
doubt of its reality; and this is denied by no-one.
All very well, but we must still face the thorny question of duration. John argues that these
Asiatic invaders could not have been Persians because the duration of the occupation was
too brief. But was it?
A crucial piece of evidence (in addition to the testimony of the Harris Papyrus, which
speaks of 'long years' and 'empty years' of lawlessness even before the rise of Arsa the
Asiatic) comes in the well-known Genealogy of Memphite priests.
In this document, a king Akheperre (believed to be Psusennes I of Dynasty 21) is placed
immediately after the last Pharaoh of Dynasty 19, Amenmesse. Two further kings named
Psusennes follow, and then comes a Shosenk, after two further entries which do not mention
the reigning monarch's name.
Thus the Memphite Genealogy apparently jumps straight from the 19th Dynasty to the
21st Dynasty, with none of the great pharaohs of the 20th Dynasty having reigned
long enough to be mentioned (thus the conventional explanation). Yet this is utterly
impossible, because Ramesses III alone had an extremely long reign.
Clearly then, the evidence of the Memphite Genealogy strongly supports my
contention that the 20th Dynasty did not immediately follow the 19th Dynasty and the
so-called 21st Dynasty (of Psusennes kings) was a client dynasty under the Persians,
which actually came before the 20th Dynasty...
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There remains the question of the Deir el-Medina genealogies. John refers to the very 'dense
information' available from here proving no great lapse of time between the 19th and 20th
Dynasties.
If that is truly what these genealogies reveal, then it has to be stated that they stand in
direct contradiction to the evidence of the Harris Papyrus and to the Memphite
Genealogy, both of which, we saw, indicate a very substantial gap between the two
epochs…
In fact, in his Conference paper, John mentions only one character who is said to bridge the
gap, this being the 'son of Paneb' around in the 29th year of Ramesses III. Paneb himself was
a contemporary of Seti II and Siptah. If this 'son of Paneb' really was a contemporary of
Ramesses III then it really does appear to create a problem for me. However, I find it
intrinsically improbable that the Deir el-Medina genealogies should so completely contradict
the Memphite Genealogy and the Harris Papyrus.
One possible answer, I would suggest, is that the 'son of Paneb' was actually a
descendant of Paneb. It should be remarked here that among many ancient societies
the term 'son of' was regularly used to mean 'descendant'. But if the 'son of Paneb'
was a real son and not a grandson, or great grandson, then his father cannot have
been the Paneb condemned in the time of Seti II for his criminal activities…
Before leaving this topic, let me reiterate a point I made earlier; if the Deir el-Medina
material means what Michael Jones and John Bimson claim it means, then it stands in
total contradiction to the Harris Papyrus and the Memphite Genealogy: and whilst the
evidence from Deir el-Medina is confused and open to many interpretations, the
evidence of the Harris Papyrus and the Memphite Genealogy is crystal clear in its
meaning.



Haremhab's wife, Mutnodjmet, has same name as the sister of Akhnaton’s wife,
Nefertiti.
Eric Aitchison accepts Velikovsky‟s view that Haremhab was contemporary with
Tirkarka of the 25th Dynasty. He quotes the above genealogical point to support his
view that Dynasty 18 was immediately prior to Dynasty 19 and that Haremhab was the
bridge between the two as accepted by conventional Egyptology.
Mutnodjmet means “The Goddesss Mut is the Sweet One”. Whether this Mutnodjmet
that Haremhab married is the same Mutnodjmet as Nefertiti‟s sister we cannot be sure.
It is certainly no smoking gun just as we have seen with other individuals bearing the
same name across different periods of time.

While appearing very conving at first sight, there are problems with each of these pieces of
genealogical to support the conventional view that Dynasty 18 was immediately followed
by Dynasty 19.
Mycenean Pottery Evidence Indicating
Dynasty 18 was closely followed by Dynasty 19
One piece of archaeological evidence presented to support the conventional view that
Dynasty 18 was followed by Dynasty 19 is that Mycenean Pottery LH IIIB (which follows
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straight after LH IIIA Mycenean pottery found at 18th Dynasty el-Amarna) is found with the
19th Dynasty finds NOT Iron Age II as demanded by Velikovsky‟s separation of these
dynasties.
Mycenean pottery labelled Late Helladic IIIA is associated with the archaeological
age known as Late Bronze IIA.
It is known to be contemporary with the late 18th Dynasty as it was abundantly
found at Akhenaten’s city Ahketaten, also known as el-Amarna, which was
abandoned as a capital after Akhenaten’s reign.
Always immediately above (i.e. chronologically after) Late Helladic IIIA in Greek
sites is pottery known as Late Helladic IIIB associated with the archaeological age
known as Late Bronze IIB.
Following Late Bronze IIB comes the Iron Age which conventionally starts around 1200 BC
and is conventionally believed to be contemporary with Rameses III and the 20th Dynasty.
This date of 1200 BC marks the beginning of the Greek and Anatolian Dark Ages where
virtually nothing is known up until 750 BC. Velikovsky believed this Dark Age gap was
artificially created by applying Egypt‟s faulty chronology outside of Egypt. Velikovsky
believed the end of the Late Bronze age should be lowered to 750 BC.
Torr, an early Greek archaeologist, using local stratigraphy, believed Late Helladic
IIIA, contemporary with the late 18th Dynasty, should be dated to the 800’s BC
which just happened to match where Velikovsky dates the late 18th Dynasty.
Sir Flinder Petrie later prevailed with his new dating of Late Helladic IIIA by applying
the conventional Egyptology date for the late 18th Dynasty (1300’s BC) to this
Mycenean Late Helladic IIIA pottery in opposition to what the local Greek
stratigraphy suggested.
Iron Age I and II are roughly equal in length and conventionally dated from 1200 BC to the
end of the Babylonian empire.
Regardless of which date you give for the end of the Late Bronze (either the conventional
1200 BC or Velikovsky‟s revised 750 BC), there is one subdivision of the Late Bronze
between the late 18th Dynasty and the end of the Late Bronze.
Following that last subdivision (Late Bronze IIB) comes Iron Age I and then Iron Age II.
Iron Age II is where Velikovsky places the 19th Dynasty, some 150 plus years after the
end of the 18th Dynasty.
IF the 19th Dynasty followed immediately after the 18th Dynasty then the Greek
pottery that should be found with Egyptian 19th Dynasty material should be Late
Helladic IIIB (Late Bronze IIB). Following on from that, the 20th dynasty should be
found together with Iron Age I pottery if Manetho’s sequence of dynasties is correct.
IF the 19th Dynasty was separated from and was 150 plus years after the 18th
dynasty then the pottery that should be found with Egyptian 19th Dynasty material
should be Iron Age II pottery.
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I‟d like to quote now from an article by Alan Montgomery (Rohl‟s Critique [Chapter 9]) who
addresses the claims of David Rohl who says the archaeology and pottery finds supports
the conventional order of dynasties:
Rohl raised the objection of Mycenaean pottery and the tomb of Haremhab:
―Pottery found by Professor Geoffrey Martin in the Memphite tomb of Haremhab was
dated by Vronwy Hankey to the late 18th Dynasty and is LB IIA/IIB transition in
typology. Libyan 22nd Dynasty pottery is Iron Age A [and] Iron Age IIA/IIB.
―Artefacts associated with Ramesses II and His Time are clearly Late Bronze Age and
not Egyptian Saite or Late Period (Iron Age).‖ [Rohl 2000]
This is a crucial watershed difference between Rohl and Velikovsky. Rohl claims both
Haremhab and Ramesses II fall in the ceramic period of Late Bronze IIB.
Since the late 18th Dynasty was Late Bronze IIA it naturally follows that the 19th
Dynasty, and more particularly Haremhab‘s tomb, should be associated with Late
Bronze IIA and or IIB pottery.
Velikovsky claimed that the 22nd Dynasty fell in between the 18th and 19th Dynasty, which
places Haremhab and the pharaohs of the 19th Dynasty in the Ethiopian and Saite periods. It
would be reasonable that one should find material in Haremhab‘s tomb from the Ethiopian
period and not the Late Bronze IIA.
The appearance of Mycenaean IIIA and IIIB pottery around Haremhab‘s tomb is then a major
problem for Velikovsky.
First, let us first consider the evidence that convinced Velikovsky that Haremhab was not a
member of the 18th Dynasty but ruled at the end of the 8th century during the conflict
between Ethiopia and Assyria [Velikovsky, p. 2-22.].
First, Haremhab is seen on an inscription together with the Ethiopian Prince Taharqa,
before he became pharaoh. Velikovsky believed it was the same person as Pharaoh
Haremhab.
Haremhab‘s name in a royal cartouche appears also on the outside of the Theban tomb
of Petamenophis, which is in the style of the Ethiopian age.
A more important example of Haremhab‘s connection to the late Libyans is the
appearance of his cartouche on the shoulder of HPA King's Son Sheshonq Meryamen,
which was excavated in Saqqara by Badawi [Badawi 1956]. In conjunction with the
evidence above this Libyan must be the son of Osorkon IV.
Haremhab‘s Memphis tomb shows him receiving the dominion over Egypt from a king,
whose name has been erased. It is unclear why he is receiving the dominion of the land
from another ruler. He was neither the son of a pharaoh nor a member of the royal
family. A translator was present to interpret the words of the king to Haremhab.
The conventional view has him appointed by Tutankhamen. If this were true, why does
he need a translator and why is it that Pharaoh Ay succeeded Tutankhamen and not
Haremhab?
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Velikovsky concluded that the person appointing Haremhab was a foreigner and thus
neither Tutankhamen nor Ay.
Rohl never explained any of these evidences nor did Velikovsky explain its pottery…
There is other evidence that ties the tomb of Haremhab to the time of the 25th and
26th Dynasties. In Haremhab‘s tomb is a scene, in which foreigners of various
countries have come or have been forced to come to pay their respects to Haremhab.
Among these foreigners are Aegeans, who first arrived in Egypt in the 7th century.
Martin comments,
―To find Aegeans represented at this period at the end of Tutankhamen or Ay, in an
Egyptian tomb is unprecedented…‖ [Martin, 1989, p. 27].
Here again is a new phenomenon that never occurred in the 18th Dynasty but occurred in
the time of Haremhab.
There is another anomaly in the scene. Martin states,
―In the Windows of Appearances scene the king and queen are shown as adults. The figures
are carved in bold raised relief in the Amarna style. The King leans forward in a rather
curious, one might say a non-royal, pose….It is curious that the King receives envoys this way
instead of being seated in state on his throne.‖
A non-royal pose in a non-royal setting receiving Aegeans, whose presence is unknown
in Egypt before the 26th Dynasty should set off some obvious questions. How can this
be the Amarna time? How can the tomb of Haremhab predate the arrival of the
Aegeans?..
Let us return to the question of the pottery problem. In Martin‘s version of things, as well as
Rohl, Haremhab built the first two phases, including Shaft IV. Shaft IV contained no
Mycenaean pottery. However, there is Mycenaean pottery found in the surface in the vicinity
of the tomb. This unfortunately does not provide any advantage to Rohl as Haremhab‘s
tomb is surrounded by tombs of officials and family of the 18th Dynasty.
If, as proposed, Phase I was actually built in the 18th Dynasty and only rebuilt by
Haremhab much later, it would not be surprising to find sherds of the pottery used in
the 18th Dynasty in the vicinity...
There is Mycenaean IIIA pottery in Shaft I but Martin was ambivalent whether this pottery
was deliberately deposited there or merely fell down the Shaft during the construction
[Martin, 1978, p.6]. Was it already there when Haremhab usurped the tomb for himself? The
reader must decide…
Dating Mycenaean Pottery (LH III)
Warren and Hankey list many sites including Haremhab‘s tomb to establish the connection
of Ramesses II and Late Helladic III pottery. If their claim is correct then the claim that the
tomb of Haremhab was an 18th Dynasty tomb usurped in the Ethiopian / Libyan era is
refuted. Peter Warren and Vrony Hankey are experts on dating Mycenaean pottery. They
state,
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―The reign of Ramesses II…provides the basic correlation for LH (Mycenaean) IIIB
wherever the pottery of LH IIIB has been excavated in Egyptian context or those with
an Egyptian connection….
―Indeed from Egypt to Anatolia, along the Levant coast and further inland, it is almost
axiomatic in deposits or levels approximately dated to the 13th century, that pottery
of LH IIIB …will be found with Cypriote pottery and Egyptian objects of the 19th
Dynasty.‖ [Warren and Hankey, p. 154]
LH IIIA is regularly associated with the 18th Dynasty, which is dated to the 14th
century. Thus, it is by no means a giant leap to call LH IIIB 13th century pottery and
associate it with the 19th Dynasty.
When Velikovsky‘s dates are followed, the 18th Dynasty and LH IIIA becomes early 9th
century and LH IIIB becomes late 9th century and the Libyan Dynasty.
There are two questions: Is any LH IIIB pottery found in 7th century context and is LH
IIIB pottery connected to the Libyans or Ramesses II?
Tarsus and Ugarit
The first two sites to be discussed are Tarsus and Ugarit. LH IIIB deep bowls were found at
both sites. Wardle stated,
―It (the Tarsus deep bowls) could belong to LH IIIB2 deep bowl from Mycenae but no precise
parallel is immediately apparent. It was found with a Hittite bulla inscribed with the name of
Puduhepa, the wife of Hattusilas III‖ [Wardle, p. 312]
The deep bowl, which is classified as Mycenaean IIIB2 has no precise parallels at Greek Late
Bronze II sites. Considering the great effort made to categorize Mycenaean pottery it seems
somewhat strange not to have easy comparisons for this deep bowl in mainland Greece.
Furthermore, Barry Curnock has shown the many relationships between the Hittite Empire of
Hattusilas III and 8th / 7th century Assyrian history, art, law and science indicate that
Hattusilas III and his wife Puduhepa belong to the late 7th or even early 6th century and thus
the deep bowl should also be classed as 7th / 6th century.
The inability to find comparison material in the 13th century (in the conventional view) may
be caused by a failure to look for them in the 7th / 6th century.
At Ugarit there was a 600-year problem…Sepulchres at Ugarit date from 1550 BC to 1200 BC
but those in Cyprus 90 miles away are dated 950 BC to 600 BC. Ed Schorr wrote,
―The Cypriote vaulted tombs from 950-600 B.C. seem to undergo the same
development as the Enkomi and Ugaritic tombs with 600 years separating the
corresponding phases.
―It has been postulated that the later tombs somehow copied the earlier Cypriote or
Syrian ones, but the tombs presumably copied must have been buried and invisible for
some 600 years.‖
If these [Ugarit] vaulted tombs continued until 600 BC, they would date the final
destruction layer of Ugarit to the 7th / 6th century, the time of the Hittite Empire.
Then the pottery is not Late Bronze IIB but Iron II.
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Moreover, the post destruction level of Ugarit contains 7th century material again dating the
destruction to that century.
Schorr continued by discussing the Punic colonies at Carthage:
―One of the oldest archaeological discoveries from the site is a late 8th-century B.C. built
tomb ‗closely related‘ to the Ugaritic tombs in architectural plan. It is a faithful miniature
rendering of the Syrian tombs both in design and, apparently, in arrangements for religious
rites.‖
One would expect 8th-century Phoenician colonists to bring their contemporaneous
tomb type and burial customs. How would they know anything about the Ugaritic
tombs of the 13th century?
A third evidence dates the destruction level of Ugarit to the 7th century is the writing. In the
7th / 6th century writing in Cyprus used a vertical stroke to separate the words. This
peculiarity was also found at Ugarit.
This evidence was ignored because of the presence of the Sword of Merenptah, which the
Petrie chronology dated to the 13th century. Under Velikovsky, Merenptah is Pharaoh
Hophra of the Bible early in the 6th century at the time of the fall of Jerusalem to the NeoBabylonians.
So does the sword redate the 7th century Carian tombs, the Punic tombs and the
vertical stroke in the writing? Or, do these evidences redate Merenptah to the 7th
century as Velikovsky claimed.
If so, then the LH IIIB2 pottery must also be redated and its designation as LH IIIB must
be rejected.
Gurob
According to Martha Bell,
―Gurob Tomb 605 starts out as possibly the best dated vase context for LH IIIB in Egypt [Bell,
p.62].‖
This is supported by a Mycenaean stirrup jar F182 that is popular in LH IIIB1 and LH
IIIB2. The vase came from a casket found in the tomb. It was accompanied by a scarab
finger-ring of Usermaatre Setepenre as well as an unguent box, head-rest, walking
stick, pottery dish and two wooden shabtis, which were recognized as belonging to the
early 19th Dynasty.
This seems to be a straight forward archaeological association of Ramesside material with a
Mycenaean ceramic. However, Bell continues,
―Gurob Tomb 605, seemingly so secure, has areas of ambiguity upon careful examination.‖
[Bell, M. p. 73]
What does she mean? Firstly, the coffin found in Tomb 605, has a black background with
yellow decoration. This decoration developed in the mid-18th Dynasty and no examples of
this coffin style are known in the 19th Dynasty [Bell, p. 65].
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Besides the black background coffin, there is the jewellery box in which the scarab fingerring was found. It is difficult to date because all the known jewellery examples come from the
mid-18th Dynasty [Bell, p 70].
Lastly, though the stirrup jar shape is LH IIIB, the decorative motive is LH IIIA2-B, which is at
the end of the 18th Dynasty. Bell does not explain the implications.
Another group of tombs in Gurob, T20 to T23, also provide dating difficulties because many
of the objects cannot be clearly dated to either the 18th Dynasty or the 19th Dynasty.
One tomb contains a scarab finger-ring with the cartouche of Amenhotep III, which appears
to have been manufactured contemporaneously. Bell dates the town to the transitional
period between the two dynasties and dates the tombs to the early 19th Dynasty. This fails
to explain the Amenhotep III scarab as Bell openly admits.
How may these anomalies be explained? Suppose the Gurob tomb 605 and its objects
represented a period starting shortly after the end of the 18th Dynasty.
Suppose also the 22nd
Dynasty followed the
18th Dynasty and that
the styles in the late
18th
Dynasty
were
continued. Then the
18th Dynasty coffin
and the jewellery box
can be found in early
22nd Dynasty where
the pottery would be
LH IIIB1.
Usermaatre Setepenre on the scarab finger-ring is also the prenomen of Sheshonq III,
who reigned 825-773 BC and also Osorkon II, who ruled even earlier and thus does not
belong to the 19th Dynasty and thus neither the scarab finger-ring nor the LH IIIB
pottery found at Gurob belongs Ramesses II.
This resolves the above dating ambiguities and shows the best dated vase of LH IIIB in
Egypt does not belong to the reign of Ramesses II.
Tel Aphek
At Tel Aphek, the Egyptian residence in Level X12 was destroyed in the Late Bronze II. The
pottery of this level contained Egyptian, imported Mycenaean LH IIIA2-LHIIIB1 pottery and
local Canaanite pottery.
The destruction in Level X12 is ascribed to the later part of Ramesses II partly because of the
pottery and partly because of a letter in which Takuhlina writes an urgent letter from Ugarit
to Egyptian Governor Haya at Aphek. David Owen writes,
―Haya, the rabu, immediately recalled the Egyptian official of the same name and rank who
was active during the Amarna period and well-known from both the Amarna texts and
Egyptian sources.‖
This suggests that Haya is from the 18th Dynasty…Itamar Singer writes,
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―The first problem that arises…is the fact that he (Takuhlu) is ostensibly connected with two
royal courts in the Hittite Empire. He fills posts at the court at Ugarit and he serves as
kartappu of the King of Carchemish.
―Although this is not impossible, such a double career would be most extraordinary, and it
immediately raises serious doubts about whether we are dealing with one and the same
person. … There is hardly any evidence that might be of assistance in deciding either for or
against the equation of these persons [Singer, I., 1983. Takuhlina and Haya (The Ugarit
Letter), Tel Aviv, Vol. 10, No. 1, p. 6]‖…
Level X12 tombs contain typical LH III pottery but what of Ramesses II? What evidence is
there that Pharaoh Ramesses II lived during Level X12?
In a stone trough outside the gates of the Level X12 Residence, a scarab of Usermaatre
Setepenre was found.
The conventional view claims it is the 13th century thus Usermaatre Setepenre is
Ramesses II but the Torr / Velikovsky view is that it is the 9th century and thus the
name is a Libyan pharaoh possibly Osorkon II and Sheshonq III [who, like Ramses II,
were also known as Usermaatre Setepenre]. This evidence does not resolve the
question.
There is also a plaque of Ramesses II that reads,
―the good god,...Maat...Setepenre given life beloved of the Great One of Magic, mistress of
heaven, Son of Re, Ra...Amun, like the beloved of Isis, the Great One, mother of the god...in
Dendera?
Has it now been established that Ramesses II is associated with LH III pottery? Well,
not exactly. Most scholars have associated the plaque with the destruction of the
Egyptian residence but in fact it was not found in that stratum. It was found in a silo of
the 10th century in Iron II [Giveon].
It is possible that the Residence destruction level may be associated with the late 18th
Dynasty or the 22nd Dynasty. This would explain why the Ramesses II plaque was
found in Iron II. This would require changing the order of the dynasties…
If the letter and D-stem is actually 1st millennium it means Late Bronze II and the
scarab [of Usermaatre Setepenre – named held by pharaohs Osorkon II and Sheshonq
III as well as Ramses II] is possibly 9th century.
Then the Libyan Dynasty could be placed in LB IIB and Iron I. Then Ramesses II is Iron II
and all this is within the Torr / Velikovsky model.
Warren and Hankey mention one more site, Tel Sera or Tell esh Seria‘h. It is an Egyptian
administrative centre in the western Negev. Its Level IX has Mycenaean IIIB1 pottery and
Cypriote Base-Ring Ware similar to that at Tel Aphek.
Its destruction is ascribed to time of Ramesses II because of the dating of LH IIIB pottery and
the conventional dating of the 19th Dynasty. There is one hieratic inscription dated to the
20+x years but no name is attached. The same conclusion can be drawn at Tel Sera as drawn
from the evidence at Tel Aphek.
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A 13th century date has been assigned to the pottery in accordance with conventional
chronology. There is no physical evidence that confirms this.
There is no doubt that the physical evidence that connects Ramesses II or other 19th
Dynasty pharaohs to the Late Bronze IIB is largely the product of assumption and
expectation.
Whether it is Haremhab‘s appointment and the unusual innovations, the deep dish at
Tarsus and Ugarit, the jewellery box and scarab ring at Gurob or the letter from Ugarit
at Tel Aphek, the result is the same. The evidence is ambiguous, indecisive or outright
contrary to the stated conventional view.
Conclusion
Haremhab held office in the time when the Aegeans were visitors to his kingdom and
demotic tax documents of the late 25th or early 26th dynasty were left behind. This can only
be the late 8th / early 7th century.
At that time the Ethiopians and Assyrians were warring to gain control over Egypt. An
Assyrian king, who had captured Egypt, used a translator to communicate to Haremhab. The
garb he wore was not the customary pharaonic dress. His name and face were later erased
by Egyptian nationalists.
At this time new architecture was available for Haremhab‘s wife‘s burial chamber. Haremhab
used a new Osiris hymn from the new theology of the 8th century. The brick with the
cartouche of Aakheperure and the Atenist material show the original tomb predated
Tutankhamen by considerable time. It was neither valuable nor threatening to Haremhab
and was left alone by Haremhab‘s workmen. The picture painted by the evidence is far from
contradicting Velikovsky‘s version of events or his chronological reconstruction. Indeed, it is
very much in accord with it.
If the 19th Dynasty followed the 18th Dynasty, one might expect that many aspects of the
language, art, culture and religion of the 19th Dynasty would show great similarities. On this
point, Gardiner, an eminent Egyptologist, wrote
―Egypt of the 19th Dynasty was considerably changed from that of the 18th Dynasty.
…it is impossible not to notice the marked deterioration of the art, the literature, and
indeed the general culture of the people. The language which they wrote
approximates more closely to the vernacular and incorporates many foreign words; the
copies of ancient texts are incredibly careless...‖ [Gardiner]
This sudden general deterioration of 19th Dynasty language shows discontinuity as does the
mixture of artefacts at Haremhab‘s tomb. It is not the exception.
The association of Mycenaean pottery and the 19th Dynasty has not held up. When LH
IIIB appears on a site, such as at Tel Aphek and Gurob, it is assumed to be the time of
the 19th Dynasty and the scarabs of Usermaatre are credited to Ramesses II rather than
a Libyan pharaoh…
When artefacts of Ramesses II and Seti I appear in Iron II strata, Beth Shan and Tel
Aphek, it is assumed that they came from Late Bronze II strata and were somehow
moved.
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The sum effect of these…assumptions is that the accepted dynastic order in Manetho
is true yet no indisputable examples exist. Rohl cannot therefore merely recite the
opinion of Egyptology against Velikovsky‘s theory. He must revisit this material and
provide reasonable explanations.

Sychronisms and Archaeological Evidence Supportive
of the Separation of Dynasties 18 and 19


The combined synchronisms of Thutmose III with the biblical Shishak and
Jehoram of Judah with the Abdi-Hiba of the el-Amarna letters anchor the 18th
Dynasty to the 10th and 9th centuries BC while the synchronisms of Ramses II
with the biblical Necho outlined in “Ramses II and His Time” anchor the 19th
Dynasty to the latter 7th and early 6th centuries BC.
Thutmose III as the biblical Shishak is perhaps the mother of all of Velikovsky‟s
synchronisms described in his book “Ages in Chaos”.
The exact match of 100 basins of gold and 300 shields of gold between the
Temple and what was offered to Amun by Thutmose III argues very strongly that
Thutmose III was the biblical Shishak.
A series of multiple co-incidences between the records of Rameses II and Necho, the
pharaoh at the time of the Babylonian king Nebuchadnezzar led Velikovsky in his book
“Ramses II and His Time” to lower the date of Rameses the Great 600 years forward
in time and anchor the 19th Dynasty to the latter 7th and early 6th centuries BC. Below
is a chart showing the multiple co-incidences in these records:
We will explore this series of
co-incidences in more depth
in chapter 13 on Rameses
the Great and the 19th
Dynasty.
Velikovsky also equated
Nebuchadnezzar with the
Hittite king Hattusilis III
because of his equation of
the battle of Kadesh that
Ramses II fought with the
battle of Carchemish where
Nebuchadnezzar
defeated
Necho (Jeremiah 46:2).
Equating
the
Chaldean
empire with the Hittites was a
difficult
proposition
for
Velikovsky to prove.
Barry Curnock in his book
“From Havilah Until Thou
Comest to Shur” (p.227-228)
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presents a more logical and better supported possibility that the Hittites were the senior
partner at the time in an alliance with the Babylonians against the Egyptians.
There are pros and cons for the 19th and 26th Dynasty being one and the same
dynasty as proposed by Velikovsky. The above long set of multiple co-incidences
appear to indicate that the two dynasties were, at least, parallel dynasties ruling at the
same time, if not one and the same dynasty.
Anchoring the 18th Dynasty to the 10th and the 9th centuries BC and the 19th Dynasty
to the late 7th and early 6th centuries BC would mean that there is around a 150 year
gap between the two dynasties during which Velikovsky believes the Libyan and
Ethiopian dynasties ruled Egypt.


The finds of the tomb of Maket strongly imply that the 18th and 19th Dynasties
were separated by the Libyan dynasties.
Alan Montgomery in his article “Greek Pottery, Dark Ages And Egyptian Chronology Torr v Petrie” summarises these finds this way:
Another issue was the tomb of Maket. Petrie excavated this tomb in Kahun and found 12
coffins [W.M.F. Petrie]. The earliest three coffins, 1, 2 and 3 he dated to the last 3 generations
of the 18th Dynasty.
The next coffins were never dated exactly. According to Petrie, there is no pottery in
these coffins like that of the late 18th Dynasty or the 19th Dynasty. The pottery found
there was actually post-19th Dynasty.
The last two coffins, 11 and 12, he stated, were early 19th Dynasty on the basis of
style. This situation was problematic. To what dynasty do the intervening coffins 4-10
belong?
Petrie could not assign them to the 18th Dynasty as coffin 3 was the last possible 18th
Dynasty tomb. If the intervening coffins belonged to the 19th Dynasty, would not coffins 11
and 12 be very late in the 19th Dynasty?
Petrie wrote,
―The question of the age of this tomb is important, as the Greek and Phoenician pottery was
found in it. …There is no pottery here like that of the XVIIIth and early XIXth dynasty; no trace
of blue paint, no hard white faced ware, no elegant forms‖ Yet despite this he assigned the
coffins in the tomb to the 18th and 19th Dynasty.
Furthermore, Petrie found ribbed beads reminiscent of the 22nd Dynasty in coffins 4
through 7 yet he did not assign them to that dynasty as that would imply the 22nd
Dynasty followed the 18th Dynasty. He believed it could not intervene between the
18th and 19th dynasties!
Furthermore, the 22nd dynasty belonged to the 9th and 8th century BC - a date that
would imply an error of 500 years in the dating of the 18th and 19th dynasties.
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The finds of a tomb in Gurob also imply that the 18th and 19th Dynasties were
separated by the Libyan dynasties.
In an article (Rohl‟s Critique [Chapter 9]) that includes his views on this tomb Alan
Montgomery writes:
According to Martha Bell,
―Gurob Tomb 605 starts out as possibly the best dated vase context for LH IIIB in Egypt [Bell,
p.62].‖
This is supported by a Mycenaean stirrup jar F182 that is popular in LH IIIB1 and LH IIIB2. The
vase came from a casket found in the tomb. It was accompanied by a scarab finger-ring of
Usermaatre Setepenre as well as an unguent box, head-rest, walking stick, pottery dish and
two wooden shabtis, which were recognized as belonging to the early 19th Dynasty.
This seems to be a straight forward archaeological association of Ramesside material with a
Mycenaean ceramic. However, Bell continues,
―Gurob Tomb 605, seemingly so secure, has areas of ambiguity upon careful examination.‖
[Bell, M. p. 73]
What does she mean? Firstly, the coffin found in Tomb 605, has a black background with
yellow decoration. This decoration developed in the mid-18th Dynasty and no examples of
this coffin style are known in the 19th Dynasty [Bell, p. 65].
Besides the black background coffin, there is the jewellery box in which the scarab fingerring was found. It is difficult to date because all the known jewellery examples come from the
mid-18th Dynasty [Bell, p 70].
Lastly, though the stirrup jar shape is LH IIIB, the decorative motive is LH IIIA2-B, which is at
the end of the 18th Dynasty. Bell does not explain the implications.
Another group of tombs in Gurob, T20 to T23, also provide dating difficulties because many
of the objects cannot be clearly dated to either the 18th Dynasty or the 19th Dynasty.
One tomb contains a scarab finger-ring with the cartouche of Amenhotep III, which appears
to have been manufactured contemporaneously. Bell dates the town to the transitional
period between the two dynasties and dates the tombs to the early 19th Dynasty. This fails
to explain the Amenhotep III scarab as Bell openly admits.
How may these anomalies be explained? Suppose the Gurob tomb 605 and its objects
represented a period starting shortly after the end of the 18th Dynasty.
Suppose also the 22nd Dynasty followed the 18th Dynasty and that the styles in the late 18th
Dynasty were continued. Then the 18th Dynasty coffin and the jewellery box can be found in
early 22nd Dynasty where the pottery would be LH IIIB1.
Usermaatre Setepenre on the scarab finger-ring is also the prenomen of Sheshonq III,
who reigned 825-773 BC and also Osorkon II, who ruled even earlier and thus does not
belong to the 19th Dynasty and thus neither the scarab finger-ring nor the LH IIIB
pottery found at Gurob belongs Ramesses II.
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This resolves the above dating ambiguities and shows the best dated vase of LH IIIB in Egypt
does not belong to the reign of Ramesses II.



Several pieces of evidence link Haremhab to the 7th century BC strongly
implying that the 18th and 19th Dynasties were separated by the Libyan and
Ethiopian dynasties if the end of the 18th Dynasty is anchored by previously
noted synchronisms to the late 9th century BC.
Alan Montgomery in his article “The Tomb of Haremhab and Its Implications”
summarises this evidence this way:
First, let us first consider the evidence that convinced Velikovsky that Haremhab was not a
member of the 18th Dynasty but ruled at the end of the 8th century during the conflict
between Ethiopia and Assyria [Velikovsky, p. 2-22.].
First, Haremhab is seen on an inscription together with the Ethiopian Prince Taharqa,
before he became pharaoh. Velikovsky believed it was the same person as Pharaoh
Haremhab.
Haremhab‘s name in a royal cartouche appears also on the outside of the Theban tomb
of Petamenophis, which is in the style of the Ethiopian age. A more important example
of Haremhab‘s connection to the late Libyans is the appearance of his cartouche on the
shoulder of HPA King's Son Sheshonq Meryamen, which was excavated in Saqqara by
Badawi [Badawi 1956]. In conjunction with the evidence above this Libyan must be the
son of Osorkon IV…
Another problem area is the papyrus of the Wisdom of Ani found in the Statue room. It is
written in hieratic script. The script was initially thought to represent the Amarna period but
later it became apparent that it belonged to a later period. Upon a closer inspection it was
clear that it was at least late Ramesside and a ―date from the 20th to the 26th dynasty cannot
be excluded‖.
An additional text is known, which was written in the more everyday script called demotic. It
was a taxation text dated to the late 25th or 26th Dynasty. [Martin, 1976, p. 12]. It is not just
possible but even likely that the two documents were deposited at the same time. This is
problematic because no 25th or 26th Dynasty people were buried there.
Why are texts dated to this era found in an 18th Dynasty tomb structure that
Egyptologists think had been abandoned late in the 19th Dynasty until the Ptolemaic
era in the 4th century?
There is other evidence that ties the tomb of Haremhab to the time of the 25th and
26th Dynasties, which reigned in the 7th century. It was in the 7th century that the
first Aegeans arrived in Egypt to stay. In Haremhab‘s tomb is a scene, in which
foreigners of various countries have come or have been forced to come to pay their
respects to Haremhab. Among these foreigners are Aegeans. Martin comments,
―To find Aegeans represented at this period at the end of Tutankhamen or Ay, in an
Egyptian tomb is unprecedented…‖ [Martin, 1989, p. 27].
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Here again is a new phenomenon that never occurred in the 18th Dynasty but occurred
in the time of Haremhab…
Haremhab held office in the time when Aegeans were visitors to his kingdom and demotic
tax documents of the late 25th or early 26th dynasty were left behind he must belong to the
late 8th/ early 7th century.
At that time the Ethiopians and Assyrians were warring to gain control over Egypt. An
Assyrian king, who had taken over Egypt, taken an Egyptian throne name, used a translator
to translate Assyrian to Haremhab and whose name was later erased by Egyptian nationalists
would be a perfect fit to the evidence available.



Josephus, quoting Manetho, states that from the expulsion of the Hyksos to the
time of Sethos (at the beginning of Dynasty 19) was 393 years which is twice the
length of the 18th Dynasty.
In Against Apion Josephus writes:
Now, from his days [Thutmose I at the expulsion of the Hyksos] the reigns of the
intermediate kings, according to Manetho, amounted to 393 years, as he says himself, till
the two brothers Sethos and Hermeus; the one of who Sethos, was called by that other name
Egyptus (Book 1, Par. 26).

This length of 393 years is nearly twice the length of the 18th Dynasty. The
difference between that period and the length of the 18th Dynasty is the same
period by which Velikovsky claims separated the 18th and 19th Dynasties.
Given that comment attributed to Manetho, who‟s listing of kings as commonly
interpreted only gives less than half that amount of time, could it be that Manetho in
grouping Dynasties 18 to 20 was not grouping them that way from a chronological
standpoint but more from the type of dynasty they were?
Dale Murphie in his article “It‟s Time to Get Serious About Manetho” (SIS Review, Sept
1998) writes:
Maybe the extant parts of Manetho are not his primary record but rather a literal 'visual aid'
to a larger body of commentary, itself lost. Maybe the Egyptian priest was preparing was a
schematic overview. Rather than being an arrangement of families, as so often stated, his
dynasties tend to fall into into four definite political classifications and are grouped
accordingly:
a. independent Egyptian autonomous families;
b. passive kings as vassals under foreign occupation,
c. alien Kings and political functionaries claiming royal privilege,
d. Egyptian loyalists (rebels) under foreign occupation.
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When reviewed in the order displayed above, is it significant that although we arrive at a
different conclusion, we find an exact match with the dynastic numerical sequencing system
currently in vogue?



The 400th anniversary event in the reign of Rameses II argues for the native
Egyptians ruling at that length of time before Rameses II’s reign which would
place the event in the rule of the Hyksos if there was no gap between Dynasties
18 and 19.
Donovan Courville says the following about this event:
Early in the reign of Ramses II, the king had an inscription made as a 400th anniversary of
some unstated incident which must have been of sufficient significance to the Egyptians to
warrant such recognition (The Exodus Problem and Its Ramifications, Vol.1, p.293).

If Dynasty 19 immediately followed Dynasty 18 then the beginning of Dynasty 18 was
around 250 years before the beginning of Rameses II‟s reign. This would have put the
incident being celebrated in the period of the hated rule of the Hyksos which is highly
unlikely.
If we go back 400 years from early in Rameses II’s reign according to his
placement by Velikovsky shortly before 600 BC we come to the same time as the
expulsion of the Hyksos, according to his model, which is a far more likely
incident for them to be celebrating.
Sweeney cites a similar, if not the same record, where he writes:
Thus a vizier named Seti celebrated a peculiar anniversary during the time of Haremhab.
According to Pritchard, "... when Har-em-hab was pharaoh, a vizier named Seti came to
the city of Tanis in the Delta to celebrate a four hundredth anniversary. This anniversary
took the form of the worship of the Egyptian god Seth, who is represented in the scene
carved on the stela as an Asiatic deity in a distinctly Asiatic dress."
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The Asiatic dress is consistent with Velikovsky‟s view that Haremhab was an Assyrian
vassal king.


Evidence of artwork shows strong similarities between the 18th Dynasty and
Libyan dynasties and strong differences between the 18th and 19th Dynasties.
Summarising this Alan Montgomery writes:
If the 19th Dynasty followed the 18th Dynasty, one might expect that many aspects of the
language, art, culture and religion of the 19th Dynasty would show great similarities. On this
point, Gardiner, an eminent Egyptologist, wrote
―Egypt of the 19th Dynasty was considerably changed from that of the 18th Dynasty.
…it is impossible not to notice the marked deterioration of the art, the literature, and
indeed the general culture of the people. The language which they wrote
approximates more closely to the vernacular and incorporates many foreign words; the
copies of ancient texts are incredibly careless...‖ [Gardiner]
This sudden general deterioration of 19th Dynasty language shows discontinuity as does the
mixture of artefacts at Haremhab‘s tomb. It is not the exception (Rohl‘s Critique [Chapter 9]).

Immanuel Velikovsky gives some examples of this in his article “Cultural Aspects Of
The Libyan And Ethiopian Dynasties: Evidence From Language, Art, And Religion”
(Kronos Vol. V No. 3):
The Libyan Dynasty, following directly upon the 18th, perpetuated not only its literary style,
but many of its artistic traditions as well. In some instances, the resemblance was so close
that experts mistakenly attributed a work of art to the wrong Dynasty; and while the
difference in time actually amounted to not more than a few decades, on the conventional
time scale many centuries were involved -- centuries which could not have passed without
profound changes in the mode of execution of statues, bas-reliefs, and paintings.
Metal sculpture: One such instance is the Carnarvon statuette of Amun, a rare chef-d'oeuvre
discovered by Howard Carter at Karnak in 1916. When first exhibited in 1922 it was described
by Carter as a "Statuette of the God in the Likeness of Thotmosis III".
"This attribution has never been challenged by any of the scholars who have published
illustrations of the specimen," wrote Cyril Aldred in 1956, "and the present writer must
include himself among those who accepted without cavil a dating to the Tuthmosid period."
But a more detailed examination of the statuette convinced Aldred that "a date in the
Eighteenth Dynasty is untenable".
The statue was not of the 18th Dynasty. It was not even Ramesside. "There is, in fact, nothing
in this statuette which does not belong to the style of the Third Intermediate Period [the
Libyan and Ethiopian dynasties] and everything is in favour of such a date...If a more precise
dating within the Third Intermediate Period be insisted upon, then the writer is inclined to
place this statuette of Amun early in the 22nd Dynasty, since it shows the stylistic features of
such metal sculpture in fully developed form...
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Conventional chronology puts almost 600 years between the time of Thutmose III and
the early Libyan (22nd) Dynasty kings. Were the changes in the execution of the
sculptures so minute in this span of time that they could not be detected by an art
expert? Or was the elapsed time much shorter, a century perhaps, as the revised
chronology implies?
In trying to explain how a blunder of this magnitude was possible, Aldred goes on to discuss
the history of metal sculpture in Egypt. Metal sculpture, introduced under the 18th Dynasty,
experienced a setback under the 19th Dynasty, but becomes plentiful again in the Libyan
period. With the time of Libyan domination immediately following on the Eighteenth
Dynasty, there was no interruption between the introduction of the technique under the
Eighteenth Dynasty and its greatest florescence in Libyan times...
Sculpture in stone: Problems not unlike those involved in the dating of metal sculpture arose
in the attribution of monumental sculpture in stone. In a private communication, the late
Egyptologist Walter Federn brought to my attention the case of the sphinxes erected at
Karnak in the temple of Mut. According to Federn:
"In the temple of Mut at Karnak stand more than a hundred statues of the lion-goddess
Sekhmet. The majority date from [the time of] Amenhotep II, and can be so identified by
their inscriptions. Many were dedicated also by Shoshenk I, and are without the inscriptions
characteristic of the others; they are notable for their somewhat careless execution.... It is
remarkable also that one statue, which is the largest of all, and which was formerly taken to
be the oldest of them, originates rather from Shoshenk I."
Was the completion of the Sekhmet sphinxes interrupted for more than six centuries?
Why did Seti the Great or Ramses II not complete the work, if, as is generally thought,
they followed the 18th Dynasty?
Chalices: Chalices, or drinking vessels with relief decorations, are unique objects; they seem
to have been made "by the same group of men over no long period of time". Some of them
definitely belong to the Libyan period (22nd Dynasty) because the names of Libyan kings,
such as "Shoshenk", are inscribed on them. These come from Memphis, at the apex of the
Delta; but another group of somewhat finer workmanship originates in the town of Tûna in
the vicinity of Hermopolis, almost directly across the river from Tell el-Amarna. The style of
the uninscribed chalices from Tûna recalled so strongly the el-Amarna style of art that
several experts ascribed to them a late 18th Dynasty date.

In another article by Alan Montgomery entitled “A Chronological Model for the 1st and
2nd Millennium BC Part 1” he writes:
Velikovsky proposed that the 22nd Dynasty was preceded by the 18th. He gave many
evidences that suggest a close connection of the 18th and 22nd Dynasties [Velikovsky, 1980].
Chalices made in the latter part of the 18th Dynasty and in the early 22nd Libyan Dynasty
appear to be made with the same craftsmanship and artistry.
Egyptologists would have assigned the Libyan chalices to the 18th Dynasty were it not
for the inscriptions of Shoshenq I [Velikovsky, 1980, p. 6]. Why are there no similar
chalices known in the 19th, 20th or 21st Dynasties?
Over 100 statuettes of the lion-goddess Sekhmet stand in the Temple of Mut in
Karnak. They date according to the inscriptions to the time of Amenhotep II. Later, in
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the Libyan Dynasty, other statuettes in exactly the same style were added but inscribed
by Shoshenq I. Again this makes sense, if the dynasties are consecutive. If not, why did
no pharaoh inscribed a new statuette during the intervening 500 years [Velikovsky,
1980, p. 2]?
Furthermore, Osorkon II celebrated a royal jubilee in his 22nd year by reading a jubilee
text in the Temple of Amon. Kitchen states, "this very text is nothing more than a
word-for-word copy of just such a text as occurs over the king carried in procession for
a jubilee of Amenhotep III depicted at Soleb Temple." [Kitchen, 1986, p. 321].
Osorkon II is supposedly overlooked the many jubilee texts of the 19th Dynasty in
favour of a 500-year-old text of the 18th Dynasty. Why did Osorkon II not use a more
recent text?

Stratigraphic Evidence Supportive of the
Separation of Dynasties 18 and 19
We‟ve seen quite a number of lines of archaeological evidence in support of Velikovsky‟s
proposed separation of Dynasties 18 and 19. Let‟s look now at some further lines of
stratigraphic evidence that support this view:


The stratigraphic evidence at many sites outside of Egypt shows levels of strata
in between the 18th Dynasty strata and the strata of the 7th century BC where
Velikovsky places the 19th Dynasty. This strongly argues for a gap between the
18th and 19th Dynasties if one accepts a 7th century BC placement of the 19th
Dynasty.
To describe this in detail I would like to quote another excellent article by Alan
Montgomery entitled “The 18th Dynasty and Stratigraphy”:
The 18th Dynasty and Stratigraphy
In stratigraphy, the 18th Dynasty strata outside Egypt are identified by the pottery of
the Greek Mycenaeans.
Mycenaean Late Helladic IIIA (LH IIIA) pottery was discovered at Akhetaton (elAmarna) together with its famous letters. This time is generally referred to as Late
Bronze IIA (LB IIA).
The succeeding time, Late Bronze IIB, is characterized by LHIIIB. This is where
conventional chronologists and Rohl put the 19th Dynasty.
As I have pointed out before, in Velikovsky‘s scheme, the 18th is advanced 475 years and the
19th is advanced 630 years leaving a gap of about 150 years between them.
Rome
In the region of Rome, archaeologists found a Late Bronze stratum and called it Late
Apennine. It ends about 1200 GAD. Conventionally this puts the 18th and 19th Dynasties in
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this stratum (see P. James, CoD). Then come the Sub Apennine, the Proto-Villanovan and the
Villanovan strata.
The Villanovan is identified as the time when the Latins founded Rome circa 750 GAD. Now
the placement of the 19th dynasty in the 7th century to align with the Hittite Empire makes
Ramesses II et al come a century later than the Villanovan.
Thus at Rome, there is a century plus two strata [Sub Apennine and Proto-Villanovan]
between the 7th century [Villanovan] and the LB II [Late Apennine] and its XVIIIth
Dynasty.
Rohl places the 19th in the Late Apennine; he keeps the two dynasties juxtaposed.
For Eric [Aitchison]‘s model to work the Apennine must be moved to a time
[contemporary or] later than the Villanovan.
The Philistine I and Ain Shems (Beth Shemesh)
The site of Beth Shemesh has Philistine pottery. At Philistine sites, there are no major gaps of
three to five centuries as in Greek or Israelite sites. This makes them very useful to the
revisionist.
I will try to illustrate how the length of the Iron Age strata is extended after the end of the
Late Bronze by 400 years. Thus dates circa 800-300 BC become 1200-300 BC of the
conventional chronology.
Early in the exploration of the stratigraphy of Israel, Pythian-Adams excavated Ashkelon.
He identified some dark red pebble-burnished ware just below the 4th century Hellenistic
layers as belonging to the Babylonian and Persian eras.
The early red pebble burnished ware overlapped with the crude painted Philistine ware.
Prior to this was the Bichrome and Monochrome Mycenaean LH IIIc ware.
Archaeologists had erroneously tied the Mycenaean pottery to the Egyptian 20th
Dynasty and Ramesses III, whom previous Egyptologists had erroneously dated to the
12th century.
Thus the strata, which lay above the Late Bronze and below the Hellenistic, have been
stretched to cover the 900 years between 300 BC of the Hellenistic strata to 1200 BC.
The Iron Age strata discovered at Ashkelon were about the same thickness as the 400year-long Late Bronze strata. By this measure Iron Age strata should also be 400 years
long - 700-300 BC.
At Beth Shemesh, Philistine pottery is found in Level III.
Level II, which is the final Iron Age stratum at Beth Shemesh, is dated 1000-586 BC. It is
subdivided into 3 substrata.
Level IIa is dated 1000-950 BC;
Level IIb is 950-825 BC and
Level IIc is 825-586 BC.
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After Level IIc the site was abandoned until the Hellenistic era pottery of Level I.
There are a myriad of problems with these dates. According to Grant the latest artifacts of IIc
come from Tomb 143.
Tomb 14 contained bronze bowls from the 6th century Persian era, lamps from the 6th-4th
century, jugs from the 6th-4th century, a small seal from the 6th century and juglets with
long neck and everted rims paralleled at Tell Abu Hawam in the late 6th to early 4th century
and at Samaria in the 5th century. The dates of these finds are not in accord with the dating
of Level IIc, 825-586 BC.
The author conjectured that the tomb artifacts should be dated sometime later than the
destruction layer of Level IIc, in which the tomb itself was found. Such a conjecture is without
sound archaeological basis. Tomb 14 is a modestly rich tomb and there is no reason for the
occupant to have been buried in a ghost town. Furthermore, in the Level IIc stratum there
were silos larger than any except those of the Persian era.
The best evidences for dating Level IIc are the seals of the 7th and 6th century. There are
similar seals at Samaria. Many of the names on these seals are found in the book of Ezra. This
would indicate a 5th / 6th century date. The pottery types in IIc are known to continue into
the 6th century and cannot force a date earlier than 600 BC.
There is nothing in this stratum that necessarily predates the Neo-Babylonian and
Persian eras. Without the pressure to stretch the pottery chronology of the Iron II
strata, a start date near the battle of Carchemish in the 4th year of Jehoiakim, 605 BC
would fit the evidence very well. The end of the stratum could be anytime in the 5th
century and 4th century. There really is no definitive evidence to suggest the site was
deserted in the Persian era.
Level IIb ends with a major destruction level. This can be dated to 7th century campaigns of
either Necho II or Nebuchadnezzar II. A ‗bit hilani‘ style building was found in Level IIa
[conventionally dated 1000-950 BC] or IIb [conventionally 950-825 BC].
This ‗bit hilani‘ style architecture was Hittite and was brought to Israel by Assyrians in
the late 8th and 7th century. A ‗bit hilani‘ building was discovered in Level III of
Megiddo, the Assyrian stratum.
In addition, the date for Level IIa/IIb can be determined from the presence of imported
Cypriot juglets of the 7th / 6th century. These juglets belong to the Cypro-archaic
period whose dating is secured by reference to Greek chronology. These juglets date
Levels IIa/IIb to the 7th century. The excavators dated Level II a/b to the 10th and 9th
centuries.
Level IIa follows a major conflagration at the end of Level III. This could be the conflagration
caused by the Assyrian invasion under King Sargon II or King Sennacherib in the late 8th
century. Then level IIa could begin shortly after 720 BC. Thus, Level III with its Philistine
pottery ends in the late 8th century.
Grant dates the beginning of Level III 1200-1000 BC. He must do this because the
Philistine pottery is a continuation of the Mycenaean pottery of the 13th century Level
IV, which in turn is dated according to Egyptian chronology.
The earliest non-Mycenaean pottery in Level III belongs to Cypro-Geometric I. The
dating of Cypro-Geometric pottery has long been controversial as James outlines. In
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his conclusion he states, ―There seems to be only one valid solution: to lower the date
for the end of the Cypro-Geometric to match the Tyrian evidence, and to reduce its
length to the two centuries the quantity of archaeological remains known from the
period would suggest.‖
His dates for the Cypro-Geometric I are 900-825 BC. Thus nothing precludes dating
Level III from 825-725 BC.
The next stratum, Level IVb, at Beth Shemesh contained both LH IIIA and LH IIIB Mycenaean
pottery. This is the time of the el-Amarna era. LH IIIB might be dated from 875-825 BC.
Furthermore, Ashkelon strata show that Philistine strata exist down to the Hellenist era in
cruder forms. Thus there actually is a connection between Philistine pottery and Ramesses III.
Philistine monochrome and bichrome existed just prior to the fall of the Israel to the
Assyrians in the 8th century. The conventional chronology of sites containing Philistine
pottery is continuously stretched by 400 years to cover the required Egyptian and
Hellenistic dates.
The removal of the 19th Dynasty to the 7th century places it in Level IIb at Beth
Shemesh.
The 18th Dynasty belongs, according to the pottery, in Level IVa.
It is not possible therefore to keep the 18th and 19th Dynasties together under a
Velikovsky-like revision of Ramesses II and his times.
Megiddo
Part of the confusion at Megiddo can be laid at the feet of biblical archaeologists, who
mistakenly rushed to the conclusion that the Solomonic era is fixed to Level VA/IVB at
Megiddo (palace 6000).
This error was exposed by Kenyon, whose excavations at Samaria proved the era of Solomon
precedes Megiddo VA/IVB if not Megiddo VI.
The earlier Megiddo VII would contain the burn layer of Shishak in the Late Bronze as
proposed by James and Rohl but Level VIII by me. But this is a stratigraphically far
beyond the Level III where the stratum and the 19th Dynasty lie.
Hissarlik
At Hissarlik the LB IIA with its LH IIIA pottery is contained mainly in the later layers of Level
VI.
Level VIIa contains the LH IIIB and Level VII b contains the LH IIIC which parallels the
Philistine pottery [previously re-dated in this article to 825-725 BC].
In Level VIII contains the 7th century Greek pottery of the Archaic Period.
Once the 19th Dynasty is set in the 7th century it is separated from the 18th Dynasty
by two substantial strata, VIIa and VIIb. This era supposedly contains the Trojan War.
The results of the excavations at Troy imply that Ramesses II is much later than the Acheans
not as the conventional theory, which places Ramesses II a century before the Trojan War.
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As an aside, the LH IIIB pottery at Pylos sits directly under the 7th century Late Geometric
stratum. This shows that at some places LH IIIB actually parallels Philistine pottery.
Beth Shan
All the above sites there are strata imputed to the time of the 19th Dynasty. No actual XIXth
Dynasty material exists at these sites. At Beth Shan there are 19th Dynasty scarabs and stela.
In the late 1930‘s the site was excavated under Alan Rowe. His first report labeled
stratum V as the era of Ramesses II. It was dated 1300-1200 BC.
The LH IIIA pottery was found in Level VIII together with 18th Dynasty scarabs.
Prima Facie, the 18th and 19th Dynasty artifacts are found 3 strata apart.
Later F. James reexamined the pottery and saw that it was Iron II. Thus it was concluded that
the [19th Dynasty] stela had been thrown up from the lower level Stratum VII that contained
LB IIB pottery. The system was restored.
Level VI was assigned to Ramesses III because some of the pottery was similar to pottery
found at the Philistine pottery levels at other sites.
Thus the stratigraphic facts are always interpreted to fit the model of Egyptian
chronology and the plain facts that the 19th dynasty artifacts were found in Iron II
levels was ignored.
This problem also emerges at other sites where Ramesside material is actually found.
Examples such as Byblos, Ugarit and Timna can be cited.
Conclusions
The stratigraphic connection of the 18th to the 19th Dynasty is difficult to defend. Rohl and
James keep the connection of the dynasties by associating them with connected pottery.
In Eric [Aitchison]‘s model the movement of the 19th Dynasty cannot be followed by a
similar movement of the 18th Dynasty.
There is much 8th/7th century pottery that is dated by Greek and biblical chronology
and it always appears later than the Mycenaean pottery of the Amarna era. This makes
it impossible to put the 18th Dynasty strata in the 8th century.
Below is a table of data of the different regions with conventional dates. In each the LB
era ends after the end of the 18th Dynasty and the Iron Age Level starts before the
revision placement of the 19th Dynasty – that is the Iron II in the 7th / early 6th
century.
In each case substantive strata exist between the two, proving that, at least in the
revision placement of the 19th Dynasty, there is a substantial gap between the 18th
and 19th Dynasties.
If these dynasties are to follow one another this gap must be dealt with. WHAT HAPPENS TO
THESE GAPS?
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Location

Label LB

End Date
LB

Label Iron

Rome
Beth Shemesh
Hissarlik
Beth Shan

Late Apennine
Level IV
Level VI
Level VIII

1200 BC
1300 BC
1200 BC
1330 BC

Villanovan
Level II
Level VIII
Lower Level V

Start Date
Iron

Separation

750 BC
725 BC
700 BC
900 BC

450
575
500
430

The stratigraphic evidence shows a 150 year difference in the chronological gap
at many sites outside of Egypt shows depending on whether absolute dates are
obtained using finds of 18th Dynasty material (Greece, western Turkey)
compared to definite (rather than assumed) 19th Dynasty material (Hittite sites in
Anatolia and Syria).
There is an artificial Dark Age chronological gap created by dating lower strata using
Egypt‟s faulty chronology and strata directly above using Assyria‟s more reliable
chronology.
The 18th Dynasty is unmistakably contemporary with Late Helladic IIIA Mycenean
pottery.
As we have seen, the same can‟t be said between the 19th Dynasty and Late Helladic
IIIB pottery. In assessing the size of the chronological gap, strata cannot be assumed
to be contemporary with the 19th Dynasty strata if Late Helladic IIIb pottery is found in
it.
That said, there are examples of clear 19th Dynasty finds outside of Egypt by which we
can assess any difference in chronological gap with sites dated by 18th Dynasty finds.
Torr, using local stratigraphy, believed Late Helladic IIIA, contemporary with the late
18th dynasty, should be dated to the 800‟s BC which just happens to match where
Velikovsky dates the late 18th Dynasty.
Petrie later prevailed with his new dating of Late Helladic IIIA by applying the
conventional Egyptology date for the late 18th Dynasty (1300‟s BC) to this Mycenean
Late Helladic IIIA pottery in opposition to what the local Greek stratigraphy suggested.
We see here a difference of dates around 500 years.
A key chronological synchronism between the Hittite empire and the 19th dynasty is
the treaty between Rameses II and Hittite emperor Hattusilis III. Conventionally the
treaty is dated to about 1258 BC. Velikovsky, in “Ramses II and His Time” dates this
treaty over 600 years later.
The difference between Torr and Petrie’s dating is in the order of 450-500 years.
Where absolute dates are obtained for events and strata using late 18th Dynasty
finds or Late Helladic IIIA pottery then the chronological gap is consistently
around 450-500 years.
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Where absolute dates are obtained for events and strata using the Ramses II
treaty synchronism for the dating of the Hittite empire the chronological gap is
consistently around 600-650 years.
This difference in the chronological gaps based on dating using either 18th or
19th Dynasty finds strongly argues in favour of a gap between these two
dynasties.
Alan Montgomery in his article “The Hittite Problem” notes:
The fundamental basis of Velikovsky's claims lies in the incongruence of Egyptian and
Israelite history. To reconcile these histories was Velikovsky aim.
He claimed that this required a shift in the 18th Dynasty of 450-500 years and a shift in
the 19th dynasty of 630-660 years.

Eric Aitchison claims that there is a consistent fold of around 630 years for both the
18th and 19th Dynasties. In other words, conventional chronology is out by this number
of years for most of these two dynasties with the 19th Dynasty being placed in the late
7th and early 6th dynasty where Velikovsky places it with the 18th dynasty immediately
before it.
This view appears to run counter to what Greek stratigraphy suggests. Based on
Mycenean Late Helladic IIIA pottery the end of the Late Bronze Age, shortly
thereafter, is placed around 1200 BC.
Going forward 630 years would bring us to 570 BC, a date much too late for the
catastrophe noted at the boundary of the Late Bronze and the start of the Iron
Age.
I‟d like now to quote from another article of Alan Montgomery‟s that shows the roots of
the artificial Dark Age of Greece and shows that the chronological gap is consistently in
the vicinity of 450 to 500 years in Greece, not 630 years:
Greek Pottery, Dark Ages And Egyptian Chronology:
Torr Versus Petrie
Introduction
In the 19th century archaeologists were at the cutting edge of a new discipline archaeology. The public‘s interest in the heroic tales of the Mycenaean warriors such as
Achilles and the decade long Trojan War between the Greek city-states and Troy recorded in
Homer‘s Iliad had been heightened by the daring excavations of an amateur archaeologist
named Schliemann. The people of Victorian Europe were amazed at his claims. Schliemann‘s
excavation of a deserted town, Hissarlik, in Turkey and his startling claim that he had
discovered the legendary Troy drew widespread public attention. Could this legend actually
be true?
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Later, Evans, an Englishman would excavate Knossos and find the thriving Minoan
civilization. This was the home of the legendary Minotaur. Public interest grew and soon
funds were raised for further exploration of these ancient and forgotten civilizations. Among
the pioneers was a young man with an extraordinary dedication and the unlikely name of
Flinders Petrie. He developed the first systematic attempts at separating the strata at ancient
sites into historical eras.
The first attempt of archaeologists to classify these ancient civilizations was by their
metallurgy – the Stone Age was followed by the Copper Age that was, in turn, followed by
the several Bronze Ages and finally by the Iron Age. It soon became apparent that these
greatly overlapped, which made them indistinct reference points.
Styles of pottery, driven by differing cultures, artistic conventions and religious motifs, were
much more useful. Layers of occupation or strata were easier to reference by their distinctive
pottery. The Iron Age Greek styles were given names like Mycenaean, Corinthian, Archaic and
Geometric ware.
Mycenaean pottery was the pottery that belonged to the Trojan War. Dating of the
Mycenaean pottery was problematic as no reliable Greek dates existed earlier than the 7th
century BC. Greek archaeologists noticed that the Iron Age pottery of the 8th and 7th
century was influenced by Mycenaean pottery. Dates were estimated according to the time
needed for the new pottery styles to evolve from the old.
Then in 1890 a major discovery changed everything. Flinders Petrie discovered Mycenaean
pottery at a place called el-Amarna. In ancient times, it was called Akhetaton and had been
the capital built by Pharaoh Akhenaton. He was the first pharaoh to worship only one god,
Aten. Petrie‘s excavation revealed that the Egyptian pharaohs had imported Mycenaean
pottery [Petrie 1890].
Unlike Greece, Egypt had an absolute chronology that went back three thousand years
before Christ. These absolute dates could now be applied to Mycenaean pottery,
replacing the estimated Greek archaeological dates.
Archaeology relies heavily on pottery for dating. Creating a new system of dates for pottery
is a major event for archaeologists. So when Petrie insisted on solving the chronological
problems of the Greek archaeologists, it was taken very seriously.
However, it was a gift that the Greek archaeologists were neither expecting nor
wanted. Torr, a Greek archaeologist pointed out that when Petrie applied his dates to
Mycenaean pottery it created a huge 500-year archaeological gap [Torr, 1896].
Formerly, the dates of the Mycenaean period, circa 1000-700 BC, allowed continuity
with and even overlap of the Geometric period. Petrie‘s dates pushed back the
Mycenaean era to 1450-1200 BC but without providing history or material culture to
fill the empty gap. This empty gap became known as the Greek Dark Age.
The Greek Dark Age was not like the dark ages after the fall of the Roman Empire
during which only a little of the history and material culture is known. The Greek Dark
Age lacks any history or material culture at all. Furthermore, the culture of the 7th
century Archaic Period is clearly derived from the Mycenaean Age.
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Despite Petrie‘s great discovery, the Geometric pottery was still just as influenced by the
Mycenaean pottery as it had been before. Now, however, the Greek archaeologists had to
explain how 14th and 13th century Mycenaean pottery had influenced 7th century
Geometric pottery.
To account for this influence, they have had to postulate that some motifs had survived
during the 500 years on material such as textiles that had decayed and left no trace for the
archaeologist to find. [P. James, p. 74]. This argument explains the silence. However, it is also
an argument that assumes the silence to be real.
Torr first claimed that Petrie‘s pottery was not really Mycenaean. This simply was not true.
Having lost that argument, he tried to correct the Egyptian chronology. He reduced the
reigns of pharaohs to the bare minimum allowed by the data and maximized all possible
overlaps between the dynasties [Torr, 1896]. This too fell flat because it was highly
improbable and, from the viewpoint of Egyptologists, entirely unnecessary.
The Egyptologists insisted that their chronology was within 30-40 years [of the true
time of] the 18th Dynasty. The 400 to 500-year gap in Greek stratigraphy was not their
problem. Greek archaeologists then began to look for the remains of the civilizations
that bridged the dark ages between the Mycenaean and the Geometric Age.
Torr expressed many criticisms of Petrie‘s results but they led only to doubt. One
exception was issue of the Greek coins and gems, dated about 700-600 BC, which
resembled the Mycenaean coins and gems so closely ―that any judge of art would be
prepared to place the Mycenaean age immediately before 700‖ [Torr, p.51]. This was
an issue that he should have pressed. This was evidence that Petrie‘s chronological
conclusions were wrong.
Another issue was the tomb of Maket. Petrie excavated this tomb in Kahun and found 12
coffins [W.M. F. Petrie]. The earliest three coffins, 1, 2 and 3 he dated to the last 3
generations of the 18th Dynasty. The next coffins were never dated exactly.
According to Petrie, there is no pottery in these coffins like that of the late 18th Dynasty or
the 19th Dynasty. The pottery found there was actually post-19th Dynasty. The last two
coffins, 11 and 12, he stated, were early 19th Dynasty on the basis of style. This situation was
problematic. To what dynasty do the intervening coffins 4-10 belong? Petrie could not assign
them to the 18th Dynasty as coffin 3 was the last possible 18th Dynasty tomb. If the
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intervening coffins belonged to the 19th Dynasty, would not coffins 11 and 12 be very late in
the 19th Dynasty?
Petrie wrote,
―The question of the age of this tomb is important, as the Greek and Phoenician
pottery was found in it. …There is no pottery here like that of the 18th and early 19th
dynasty; no trace of blue paint, no hard white faced ware, no elegant forms‖
Yet despite this he assigned the coffins in the tomb to the 18th and 19th Dynasty.
Furthermore, Petrie found ribbed beads reminiscent of the 22nd Dynasty in coffins 4
through 7 yet he did not assign them to that dynasty as that would imply the 22nd
Dynasty followed the 18th Dynasty. He believed it could not intervene between the
18th and 19th dynasties! Furthermore, the 22nd dynasty belonged to the 9th and 8th
century BC - a date that would imply an error of 500 years in the dating of the 18th
and 19th dynasties.
Torr‘s rather brash and arrogant presentation lost him the historical debate. Yet, since the
time of Torr‘s debate, a continual accumulation of Mycenaean Age problems has arisen to
the point it forces one to wonder if Torr was right. It does happen that the arrogant and
irritating scholars are right sometimes. What would have happened had Torr been able to
access modern information? Would the result of a debate be any different today?
The Problem At Troy
Schliemann and Dorpfeld were archaeological pioneers of the 19th century. Their discoveries
at Hissarlik and his sensational claim that it was the Troy of King Priam and the heroic
Achilles drew the world‘s attention. Schliemann‘s great trenches were dug hastily to reach
the lower layers, where he believed he would find the remains of Priam‘s fortress, the
remnant of the Trojan War. He found at Level II some fabulous golden jewelry that he
claimed belonged to King Priam. Eventually, the treasure was demonstrated to be too early
and scholars identified the later Level VI or VII as belonging to the time of the Trojan War.
The modern excavation of Hissarlik was carried out by the University of Cincinnati under the
direction of Blegen from 1932-1936 [Blegen, 1963]. According to Blegen, Level VI contained
a Mycenaean pottery of a style referred to as LHIIIA and suffered a violent earthquake.
Next the town was rebuilt at Level VIIa but it suffered a violent destruction by fire. The town
at Level VIIb exhibited a feeble recovery. Then a people who made Knobbed Ware pottery
came from the north and mixed with the local culture. The stratum most likely to represent
the fall of Troy of the Mycenaeans was, in Blegen's opinion, Level VIIa.
Troy Level VI contained LHIIIA Mycenaean pottery of the 14th century according to Petrie‘s
chronology. Level VIIa lasted about 50 years and the Mycenaean pottery gradually became
LHIIIB or 13th century. Also present was pottery known as Grey Minyan Ware and Tan Ware.
[Blegen, 1963, p. 160].
Level VIIb saw a continuation of Mycenaean pottery into LHIIC dated to the 12th and 11th
century. Level VIIb also saw the introduction of the Balkan Knobbed Ware, unknown prior to
this level as well as a continuation of Grey Minyan and Tan Ware. Thus, although a new
culture arrived, the old culture continued.
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Troy VIIb was almost certainly destroyed by fire, circa 1100-1050 BC [Blegen, 1963, p. 169172].
Level VIII contained Greek Geometric pottery dates to the 7th century without
controversy. Thus according to the ceramic connection of Mycenaean pottery with the
18th Dynasty and Petrie‘s Egyptian dating, the site was abandoned for 400 years,
1050-650 BC, between Level VIIb and Level VIII.
A similar conclusion was forced by the Grey Minyan Ware found in Levels VI, VIIa and VIIb. It
was still being produced in the following Level VIII and Blegen had to suppose a 400-year
gap in the middle of the Grey Minyan Ware also,
―In the seventh century B.C. the Trojan citadel, which had been virtually deserted for
some four centuries, suddenly blossomed into life once more with occupants who were
still able to make Gray Minyan pottery.‖ [Blegen, 1963, p. 172]
According to Blegen, the people who produced this ware must have lived somewhere
else and returned 400 years later. This is a very strained explanation to say the least.
Worse still the Late Geometric pottery of the 7th century is actually found in Level VII
with the 11th century Mycenaean LHIIIC pottery.
Blegen reported that the Geometric sherds found in Level VII seem to be of exactly the same
kind as the late Geometric pottery from the Archaic (seventh-century) strata. [Blegen et al,
1958, p. 181].
Blegen also reported Geometric ware below deposits of Knobbed Ware,
―..the deposits of Knobbed Ware present a perplexing and still unexplained problem. [Blegen
et al,1958, p.158.]‖
The problem here lay in the fact that Knob Ware is considered Late Bronze Age pottery
which according to Petrie‘s chronology ended in 1300 BC. Iron Age Geometric pottery of the
7th century should not have preceded it. Blegen problems continued with the excavation of
House no. 814.
House no. 814 was a Late Bronze Age building from Level VIIb dated to the 12th
century under which pottery from the 8th century was later found [Blegen, 1958, pp.
291-92].

352

Blegen‘s results show Levels VII and VIII are continuous. The rational application of
archaeological principles would demand a date from the late 9th to early 7th century
for Levels VIIa and VIIb to fit the 7th century date of the succeeding Level VIII.
This is exactly as Torr expected. Was Torr wrong or did he just argue his case badly? The
answer may lie in the magnitude of the shift and its implications.
If the fall of Troy in Level VIIa were dated near 800 BC rather than Blegen‘s 1260 BC
then the chronological gap is 460 years. In Greek history this solves the important
problem of the dark ages. They never existed.
In Egyptian history it creates a logjam. Such a downward revision implies that the 18th
Dynasty began about the time of King Saul of Israel. The history of three dynasties, the
19th, the 20th and the 21st would have to be put elsewhere or even disappear.
Egyptian history would be drastically altered.
Consider, for example, the story of the biblical Exodus, thought by modern biblical scholars
to have occurred in the 19th Dynasty. One cannot place the reign of King Saul in the 18th
Dynasty and then have Moses free the Israelites in the 19th Dynasty!
The Problem Of Mycenae
Mycenae was the leader of the Greek city-states in the time of the Trojan War. According to
tradition, the city‘s founder was the legendary hero Perseus of Greek legend. Its Late Bronze
king, King Agamemnon commanded the expedition against Troy personally. It was only
natural for Schliemann to excavate Mycenae after his success at Troy. Since Schliemann‘s
expedition in the 1870‘s has become the most thoroughly excavated and studied site in the
world. For over a century now, archaeologists have revealed a wealth of archaeological
knowledge.

This brings us to the gateway at Mycenae. The gateway at Mycenae has two standing
lions facing each other with a column in between. Figure 1 contains pictures of the two
gateways. Lions are a common motif in the ancient world.
Because of the similarity in Mycenaean design to that of 8th century Gordion, late 19th
century art historians originally assigned the Mycenaean gateway to the 8th century
BC.
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Petrie‘s Egyptian chronology had the effect of redating the Mycenae gate to 500 years
earlier.
Boardman, although he accepted a 13th-century attribution for the gate, observed
that:
―more than 500 years were to pass before Greek sculptors could [again] command an
idiom which would satisfy these aspirations in sculpture and architecture.‖
Torr would have disagreed and argued that the similarity between the two gateways
meant one had been copied and therefore they could not be separated by 500 years.
Not far from the Lion Gate was the building known as the granary. Wace dug a test trench in
1920 between the Gate and the granary because it trench provided the best stratigraphic
section of the site [Wace]. Wace differentiated thirteen layers. The bottom ten layers
contained exclusively Mycenaean IIIC circa. 1250 - 1100/ 1050 B.C., or at most 150-200 years.
The eleventh layer, in addition to 11th century Mycenaean pottery, also contained a
significant number of fragments of Orientalizing ware. This ware shows influence from
the East and is dated by archaeologists to the 7th and 6th centuries BC.
It is very important to note that the 11th layer contained no pottery dated to 1050-650
BC. How does one explain the 11th layer, which contained pottery of both the 11th
century and the 7th century and nothing in between?
The problem cannot be blamed on the thickness of the layer. It was, in fact, thinner
than one of the earlier layers representing ca. 15-20 years. It cannot be explained by
the abandonment of Mycenae between the 11th century and the 7th century because a
layer lacking pottery would have built up during those years and would have been very
apparent. There is no evidence that any person or process had removed any of the
material nor disturbed the layering.
One layer contained pottery of two styles customarily separated by hundreds of years,
yet the trench layering showed no evidence of those lost centuries, just as Torr would
have expected.
The mixing of Mycenaean IIIC and 7th century pottery at Troy and Mycenae are not
isolated examples. Other archaeological sites include Tiryns, Athens, Kythera, Vrokstro
in Crete and Emborio on the island of Chios [Rudolph; Broneer; Coldstream; Hall;
Snodgrass]. This phenomenon is very widespread…
The Mediterranean
The impact of the Egyptian dating of Mycenaean pottery was not restricted to Greece
because the Greeks traded their pottery all over the Mediterranean. Everywhere their pottery
was found; the stratum containing it became identified with the Mycenaean era and was thus
dated. Thus the Greek dark ages spread into many places in the Mediterranean. [P. James,
1993, p.16].
In Italy, the 8th century Villanovan Iron Age pottery succeeded the Late Apennine with
its Late Mycenaean, a gap over 300 years.
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In Sicily, the Pantalican culture of the late 8th century succeeded the Thapsos, with its
13th century Mycenaean pottery, a 500-year gap.
In Sardinia, Middle Nuragic, whose artefacts linked it to the 8th/7th Villanovan in Italy,
followed the 13th century Late Bronze Archaic Nuragic, a 500-year gap.
In Malta, Borg in-Nadr 3 culture that was linked to the 8th century Punic culture
followed the Late Bronze Borg in-Nadr 2 culture [P. James, 1993, pp. 34-41].
In all these places huge chronological gaps appeared between the cultures that traded with
Mycenaeans and the Greek colonists of the 8th / 7th centuries.
The Anatolian world was affected. Between Late Bronze and the Iron Age in Anatolia,
there is a 400-year void. Akurgal, the leading Anatolian archaeologist, stated the
problem thusly,
"...it is striking that not only no Phrygian (remains) but no cultural remains of any sort
have been found which belong to the period 1200 - 800 BC [Akurgal, 1962, p. 124]."

It appears as if Anatolia was uninhabited for over 400 years! How could all these peoples
disappear and return 400 years later? Table 3 [above] is a list of locations and objects that
indicate the Mycenaean-Iron Age gap and its chronological value. In various localities local
chronology affects the age of the late Bronze strata so that the gaps are not all the same
size. This does not materially affect the existence or the size of the problem.
The evidence that has been examined demonstrates consistently that there is always
400 or 500-year gap; it is always at the Late Bronze / Iron Age boundary and always
with similar artifacts on both sides of the gap.
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Archaeology consistently fails to indicate any large gap in time between the Mycenaean and
Geometric Ages. The evidence shows that the Late Bronze strata habitually underlie 8th / 7th
century strata, just as Torr and the early Greek archaeologists originally thought.
Conventional archaeologists have proposed various solutions all of which are merely ad hoc
patches to avoid the obvious. The problem is systematic not archaeological.
Enkomi
The archaeological problems caused by Petrie‘s wonderful discoveries persist. The real
problem is that modern archaeologists are not prepared to admit that the centuries-old
debate has not been resolved.
To do this means finding a referee between Greek and Egyptian dates. One such referee is
the Assyrian chronology. One place where it can be applied is at Enkomi.
Enkomi was the ancient capital of Cyprus. In 1896 Murray excavated a cemetery there and
discovered pottery, porcelain, gems, glass, ivory, bronze, and gold in its tombs.
The artefacts presented one and the same difficulty. They had parallels in the 14th /
13th century Late Bronze Mycenaean era while at the same time had parallels in the
9th / 7th centuries in Assyria, Phoenicia, and Greece.
Mycenaean vases of the 14th century were found with dark outlines of the figures
accompanied by white dotted lines. This gave them a perforated appearance. The same
peculiarity of white dotted lines is found also on a vase from Etruria, signed by the 7th
century potter named Aristonothos.
The problem of pottery of two different ages is repeated in ivory. Among the Nimrod ivories
(850-700 B.C.) is a pyxide showing a chariot in pursuit of a lion, with a dog running alongside
the horses. Virtually the same scene is found on a panel of an ivory gaming box of CyproMycenaean style at Enkomi. Even the harness of the horses is similar but the dates are four
centuries earlier.
The silver vases of the Enkomi tombs are obviously Mycenaean in shape. They were found
with two similar silver rings; the first one with Late Bronze style hieroglyphics and the second
engraved with a design of a man dressed in a lion‘s skin standing before a seated king, to
whom he offers an oblation. The design is distinctly Assyrian in character.
Two figures in similar costume may be seen on an Assyrian sculpture from Nimrod of
the time of Assur-nasirpal (884-860 BC). Do the silver vases date to the Late Bronze
hieroglyphics of the 14th century or to the time of the Assyrian motif and design?
Though these finds belonged to the same stratum they are dated by Egyptian
chronology 500 years earlier than Assyrian chronology.
Conclusion
The Petrie-Torr problem re-emerged at Enkomi; this time with Assyrian dates rather
than Greek dates. The Assyrian dates agree with Greek archaeological dates as per
Torr.
To continue to say the Egyptian chronology is right is to say that both the Greek
archaeological dates and the Assyrian dates, while agreeing, are both 500 years off.
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Furthermore, in the first millennium BC, biblical dates agree to Assyrian dates within
50 years. Thus 3 different chronological systems agree with each other and disagree
with a 4th system. Rationality demands the acceptance of the 3 and the rejection of
the 4th.
Egyptologists were the first to construct their chronology and thus enjoyed the privilege of
primacy. Unfortunately, they set the standard, which makes them extremely intransigent to
change. The one opportunity that Torr stumbled onto but did not follow up was the tomb of
Maket.
The evidence hints that something is wrong in the dynastic order and not just the dynastic
dates. The dynastic order was determined by a 3rd century BC priest named Manetho. His
work is no longer extant and it is not clear what sources he used. Furthermore, the parts
passed onto us by the ancient writers Josephus, Africanus and Eusebius contradict each
other.
Many names from the historical king lists have not yet been found on the royal monuments
and some from the monuments are not found on the historical king lists. According to
Breasted, a father of Egyptology,
―Manetho is a late, careless and uncritical compilation which can be proved wrong
from contemporary monuments in the vast majority of cases where such monuments
have survived [Breasted]"
The first scholar to understand that the dynastic order was wrong was Velikovsky. His
method was historical not archaeological. He compared Israelite history with the history of
Egypt of the corresponding dates and found there was a great discord. [Velikovsky, 1952].
Just prior to King David and Solomon, the Egyptians had held sway in Canaan during the
15th to 12th centuries. One would think therefore that the primary opponents of the
Israelites during the period of the Judges would have been the Egyptians. However, during
the era of the Judges and the reigns of Samuel, Saul and David there is a conspicuous lack of
Egyptian presence. During the era of the Judges the Hebrew Scripture mentions Moabites,
Ammonites, Canaanites, Midianites and Philistines but no Egyptians.
When in the Bible, the Egyptians marched into Israel and defeated Solomon‘s son,
Rehoboam, the Egyptologists recorded a weak, divided Egypt incapable of launching an
attack outside of Egypt.
Velikovsky shifted the Egyptian dynasties to match the history of the Israelites. He placed the
18th Dynasty opposite Saul, David and Solomon and the Omride kings of Israel.
He then created a scenario in which the history of the 19th was the same as the 26th Dynasty
in the 7th century. Similarly, the history of the 20th / 21st was the same as the 30th Dynasty
in the 5th / 4th century.
This left the Dynasties 22 to the 25 in between the 18th and 19th Dynasty. This
explains the strange results of the arrangement of coffins at the tomb of Maket. The
coffins 4-10 belong to the Libyan dynasties which intervened between the 18th and
the 19th Dynasties.
Furthermore, Velikovsky‘s placement puts the 18th Dynasty exactly where Torr and the
Greek archaeologists claimed it was – in the 10th and 9th centuries. Velikovsky and
Torr arrived at the same result but through different methodologies.
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This removes the final impediment to revising the chronological system of ancient
history. Not only do the non-existent Greek dark ages disappear, but the removal of
the ghost dynasties of Egyptian history no longer causes a major discrepancy in
Egyptian / Israelite histories.

The artificial Dark Age gap in Greece and western Turkey sites such as Hissarlik
(Schliemann’s Troy) is consistently found to be in the vicinity of 450-500 years.
Professor Ekrem Akurgal of the University of Ankara has stated:
"...Today [1961], despite all industrious archaeological exploration of the last decades,
the period from 1200 to 750 for most parts of the Anatolian region lies still in
complete darkness.
―The old nations of Asia Minor, like the Lycians and the Carians, the names of which are
mentioned in the documents of the second half of the second millennium, are
archaeologically, i.e., with their material heritage, first noticeable about 700 or later...
―Hence the cultural remains of the time between 1200 and 750 in central Anatolia, especially
on the plateau, seem to be quite irretrievably lost for us" (Chapter 1, Section 5, The Dark Age
in Asia Minor).

The absolute dating for the early side of this gap is obtained based on Mycenean Late
Helladic IIIA proven to be contemporary with the late 18th Dynasty.
The end of the Late Bronze Age and the catastrophe noted at the boundary of the Late
Bronze and the start of the Iron Age is placed around 1200 BC.
In contrast, wherever absolute dating is obtained from definite 19th dynasty
finds (rather than Late Helladic IIIB pottery that is assumed to be contemporary
with the 19th dynasty) then we find that the Dark Age gap, particularly seen in
Hittite and Syrian sites, is around 600 years.
The key chronological synchronism between the Hittite empire and the 19th dynasty is
the treaty between Ramses II and Hittite emperor Hattusilis III. Conventionally the
treaty is dated to about 1258 BC. Velikovsky, in “Ramses II and His Time” dates this
treaty over 600 years later.
Immanuel Velikovsky noted some of these examples in “Ramses II and His Time”
which I paraphrase below:
p.81-82 In 1922 archeaologists discovered the tomb of a Phoenician king by the name of
King Ahiram.
In that tomb there were vase fragments with the name of Ramses II (conventionally
believed to be a 13th century pharaoh) written on them. There next to them in the
tomb was pottery that dated to the 7th century BC, a 600 year difference.
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Also in the tomb were Hebrew inscriptions at its entrance. The tomb was definitely made in
the seventh century BC as Josephus when quoting the Phoenician record states that Ithobaal
who made Ahiram‘s coffin was an ally of Nebuchadnezzar. If this is so, why are vases with the
name of Ramses II who supposedly reigned many centuries before in the tomb?
p.167 At Alisar Hittite seals contemporary with those at Boghazkoi dated the 13th
century were found in stratum with Phrygian pottery and Greek vases which were
clearly 6th and 7th century BC, a 600 year difference.
p.171. The necropolis at Gordion of the Phrygian kingdom in Asia Minor was declared to
belong to the 6th-7th century BC because of the Greek vases found there. There were also
found there hieroglyphic seals there contemporany with the 13th century seals of Boghazkoi
and the reliefs of Yazilikaya.
p.174 The Phrygian layer at Gordion is UNDER a clay level which is rich in imperial
Hittite pottery. The Hittite empire here must have existed at the same time or after the
Phrygian kingdom.
p.185 There are conflicting dates for the Malatya ruins – some experts say it is the 13th
century BC while others say it dates to the 6th/7th century BC. Again, we find a 600
year difference.
p. 204-206 In the days of Nebuchadnezzar, Tahpanheth was the Hebrew name for the city of
Greek soldiers in Egypt. It‘s Greek name was Daphnae. Greek soldiers were stationed there
during the seventh and sixth centuries BC and the place was chosen to protect the
Palestinian border of Egypt.
Foundations of a temple built by Rameses II were also discovered along with a statue
of Rameses II bearing his cartouches. Daphnae was supposed to have been built in the
time of the 26th Dynasty around 660 BC and remains of a temple built by Ramses II
who is supposed to have lived in the 13th century BC was not expected. Again, we find
a 600 year difference.



Barry Curnock's reconstruction of Hittite history reducing the dates of the Old,
Middle and New Hittite kingdoms and bringing them forward to be in line with the
Neo-Hittite states of Syria and Cilica covered in his book “From Havilah Until
Thou Comest to Shur” strongly suggests that Dynasty 18 is separated from
Dynasty 19.
Barry‟s revision of Hittite history shifts the imperial Hittite empire of its Old, Middle and
New Kingdom periods forward to be parallel with the Neo-Hittite city states in Syria
known to date from the 9th to 6th centuries BC.
Regarding this likely duplication of Hittite history Emmet Sweeney writes in “The Dark
Age Gap: An Open Letter to John Bimson, Peter James and David Rohl (C&C Review
2004:3):
The great 'Neo-Hittite' cities of northern Syria, dating from supposedly the 9th and 8th
centuries, are actually indistinguishable from the Hittite Empire settlements, supposedly of
the 15th and 14th centuries.
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Even worse (and this was fully admitted by Peter James in his 'Chronological Problems
in the Archaeology of the Hittites', SIS Review VI: 1-3 – The Glasgow Proceedings, April
1978), although the Syrian cities were incorporated into the Hittite cultural sphere
during the time of the Hittite Empire (by Suppiluliumas in fact), not a single Syrian city
can show an Imperial Hittite stratum underlying the Neo-Hittite stratum.
If Imperial Hittite remains are found (e.g. those bearing the name of a Hittite Great King),
these are invariably found in a Neo-Hittite context, and the anomaly explained away in some
manner or other. This material was not only considered, but highlighted by, James, only to
be ignored by him at a later stage.

In re-dating the start of the Hittite Old Kingdom Barry notes:
Before we move on and consider the implications of this unparallelled re-dating of the
Hittite Old Kingdom, we should look at the reason it is currently dated to 1600 BC. The single
piece of evidence, which anchors the Old Kingdom in time, is a single line in a Babylonian
Chronicle (number 20): ―At the time of Samsu-ditana, the Hittites ... to Akkad‖.
Akkad was the ancient name for central Babylonia. There was a king of Babylon, called
Samsu-ditana, whose dates are approximately 1625-1595 BC.
It is assumed that he was killed by the Hittite attack and therefore the raid by Mursilis I is
dated to 1595 BC…
All we can definitely derive from the line is that sometime before the latter part of the sixth
century BC, in the time of some-one called Samsu-ditana, the Hittites did something to
Akkad (From Havilah Until Thou Comest to Shur, p.62-63).

Ignoring this tenuous synchronism Barry finds two key synchronisms to connect the
Old Hittite Kingdom to the 9th century (800‟s) BC in line with the early period for the
Neo-Hittite states of Syria.
One is the great king Labarnas with Labarna I (900-875 BC) of the Neo-Hittite period.
The other is the attack on Babylon by Mursilis I with the attack on Mesopotamia in RibAddi‟s letter to Amenhotep III:
EA75: The king of Hatti has overcome all lands, which belonged to the king of Mitta or the
king of Nahma [Mesopotamia], the land of the Great Kings. Abdi-Asirta, the slave, the dog,
has gone with him (Mercer).

Barry also identifies Mursilis I as Mushullim of the Neo-Hittite period. If this
identification is correct and the attack on Babylon by Mursilis I is the same attack
mentioned in the el-Amarna letters this would provide further proof the late 18th
dynasty was in the 9th century (800‟s) BC where Velikovsky places it.
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Barry equates:
-

Hittite Old Kingdom king Labarnas with
neo-Hittite king Labarna

-

Hittite Old Kingdom king Hattusilis I with
neo-Hittite king Katazilu

-

Hittite Old Kingdom king Mursilis I with
neo-Hittite king Mushallim.

If Mursilis I of the Hittite Old Kingdom was
the king of Hatti in the el-Amarna letters and
contemporary of Amenhotep III of the late
18th Dynasty this argues very strongly for a
major gap between the 18th and 19th
Dynasties as Rameses II makes his treaty
with Hattusilis III of the Hittite New Kingdom
some 200 years later.
I‟d like to now quote from Barry Curnock‟s book
“From Havilah Until Thou Comest to Shur” with
more evidence linking:
1) The Hittite Old Kingdom with the 9th
century (800’s) BC
and
2) The Hittite Old Kingdom with the elAmarna period and the late 18th
Dynasty of Egypt.
As stated above, if these two points can be
proven, then it is not for over 200 years after
the Hittite Old Kingdom that Rameses II
makes his treaty with Hattusilis III of the
Hittite New Kingdom.
Barry in “From Havilah Till Thou Comest To Shur” writes:
More than any other part of conventional Ancient History, the history of the Hittites
demands a re-assessment. The obvious question is whether Hittite history is distorted by an
erroneous version of Egyptian History. When the first Hittite remains were found by
archaeologists, they were dated to the first millennium, due to similarities with Assyrian art.
It was not until the treaty between Hattusilis III and Rameses II was found, in the remains of
the Hittite capital, that the dates were changed. According to Egyptian History, Rameses II
lived in the thirteenth century BC, so that must be the date for Hattusilis. It is clear that if we
re-dated the Hittite Kingdoms of the early period to the first millennium, to be concurrent
with the Neo-Hittite period, all the anomalies listed above, of language, literature, religion,
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art, and metallurgy, would be erased. We would also no longer have to wonder how a
culture could re-invent itself after two miserable centuries, in which there was no literacy or
cultural achievement.
Such a revision would not contradict the archaeological record, but it would remove the dark
age of Anatolia, giving a much more rational interpretation of the archaeological remains. It
would also explain why no city shows a continuous habitation through both the period of
the Hittite Kingdoms and Neo-Hittite times. They would be one and the same period and all
the major cities would have existed at the same time. The remains at Malatya and
Carchemish would be those left by the Hittite Great Kings of Hattusas...
Ashurnasirpal was the first Assyrian ruler for centuries to venture as far west as Syria. In his
campaign of 877 BC, he crossed the river Euphrates and tribute was paid by the king of
Carchemish. He then moved further west to the Amuq plain, at this time called Hattina. This
is the Assyrian record, carved on the pavement slabs of the entrance to the temple of the
god Urta in the city of Calah:
‗To the city of Hazazi, belonging to Lubarna of the land of Hattina, I drew nigh - gold,
garments (of wool), linen garments I received. I passed on, I crossed the Apre River, and
spent the night.
From the river Apre I departed, to Kunulua, the royal city of Lubarna of Hattina, I drew nigh.
Before my terrible weapons and my furious battle array he became frightened, and to save
his life he laid hold of my feet. Twenty talents of silver, one talent of gold, 100 talents of lead,
100 talents of iron, 1000 head of cattle, 10000 sheep, 100 garments of brightly coloured
wool, linen garments, a couch of boxwood, which was sumptuously inlaid, beds of boxwood,
beds, which were sumptuously inlaid, many tables of ivory and of boxwood, whereof the
weight could not be computed, 10 female musicians, his brother‘s daughter with her rich
dowry, and a great pagutu (?), and mighty .... I received from him as his tribute, and I had
mercy upon him. The chariots, the horsemen, and the foot soldiers of the land of Hattina I
took with me, and hostages I received from him.‘
Luckenbill I, 476/477...
Was Labarnas of Hattina [the
neo-Hittite state] the semilegendary Hittite Great King
Labarnas, the progenitor of the
Hittite nation? All we can say is
that the timing, early in the
ninth century, is exactly what
we would have expected,
following our earlier analyses.
Also he is in charge of the Amuq
plain, as we have inferred from
the Hittite texts relating to
Labarnas. We must also remark
on the name given to the Amuq
at this time. Hatti-ni means
belonging to Hatti. Normally, the
Assyrians called this area Unqi,
which is similar to Amuq and also
to Amqu, which is used in the
Amarna letters. Only in the time
of Ashurnasirpal and his son, is
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the name Hattina used, suggesting that at this time, 880 to 830 BC, it was considered a
possession of the Hittites.
As we come down in time to the 850‘s, we enter the period of the Amarna letters,
towards the end of the reign of Pharaoh Amenhotep III. We can identify
Suppiluliumas, the writer of Amarna letter EA41 as Sapalulme of Hattina.
Here we see the likely pronunciation of the name, which is written in the Hittite language as
Suppiluliumas. As ruler of the Amuq, we do not know how independent Sapalulme was of
the Great King, Katazilu / Hattusilis, but it appears he was able to carry on friendly
correspondence with Amenhotep and his son, without reference to the Great King...
The assumption of the name Hattusilis was a major step for the Hittite king. It is sometimes
translated as ‗man of Hatti‘, but in the treaty between Rameses II and Hattusilis III, during the
later stages of the Hittite New Kingdom, the name is written Khetasar in the Egyptian
version. Khetasar is unambiguous; it means ‗king of Hatti‘. By taking the name Hattusilis, the
second Labarnas was announcing that he was the Great King of all the Hatti lands...
In all the references to Hittites in the records of other countries, only two instances of the
name Hattusilis occur, and one is to Hattusilis III, consisting of the various Egyptian
documents relating to his contacts with Rameses II. The only other records of some-one
called Hattusilis are those cited above for Katazilu, the King of Kummukh.
As with the name Labarnas, the rarity of the name Hattusilis adds greatly to the probability
that Katazilu was Hattusilis I. To put it another way: there is only one Neo-Hittite king called
Hattusilis and we found him in the right time and the right place that our previous analysis
had said he would be...
‗Mursilis set out to avenge his father‘s blood and whereas Hattusilis had passed on Aleppo
[to his son] to deal with, he punished the king of Aleppo.‘
Once Aleppo was brought to vassalage, Mursilis used it as a base for a much grander
adventure. He led the Hittite army from Aleppo down the River Euphrates to attack the great
city of Babylon, five hundred miles south-east of Aleppo. There was much treasure acquired
on this campaign and this was transported back to Hattusas. Babylon was not the only great
country to be subdued by Mursilis; the Hurrians also had to give ground to the young king
and his army. Telepinus sums up the achievements of Mursilis:
‗Mursilis destroyed Babylon and defeated all the lands of the Hurrians.‘...
When Marduk-zakir-shumi called in the Assyrians, did this prompt his brother to ask for
assistance from the forces of another Great King; those forces which had resisted the
Assyrians in the past and had now taken Bit-Agusi? The Arameans, who lived in the north of
Babylonia, would be quick to fight against the Babylonian king. They had been poorly
treated by his father. We are reminded of Rib-Haddi‘s letter to Amenhotep III:
―the king of Hatti has overcome all lands, which belonged to the king of Mitta or the
king of Nahma [Mesopotamia], the land of the Great Kings. Abdi-Asirta, the slave, the
dog, has gone with him‖ (Mercer).
Abdi-Asirta, the Aramean king of Damascus, was operating with the King of Hatti...
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Why did the Hittite king undertake this ambitious campaign only to yield the fruit of
victory to others? Why was the Hittite army allowed to march south for five hundred
miles unopposed?‘
Neither of these questions is difficult to answer, if Mursilis went to assist the rebel
brother. He would only have been interested in the short term spoils of the campaign.
Telepinus records the great booty that he brought back to Hattusas. The only longer
term benefit would be to have as an ally the Great King of Babylon, assuming the
rebels had been successful...
The Amarna letters demonstrate a shift in the alliance of the Kings of Damascus with the
Kings of Hatti. Abdi-Ashirta (the Ben-Hadad of the Old Testament) was an ally of the King of
Hatti according to letter EA75: ‗Abdi-Asirta, the slave, the dog, has gone with him‘. By the
time of Hazael / Aziru, there is dread of the approach of the King of Hatti:
‗If the King of Hatti [advances] for war against me...‘ (EA157).
‗The King of Hatti has come to Nuhasse and I cannot go. Just let the King of Hatti depart...‘
(EA164).
‗The king of Hatti is staying and I am afraid of him‘ (EA165)...
The fear that the kings of Syria had for the King of Hatti is also shown in the book of
Kings. Ben-Hadad had besieged Samaria but he was frightened off by the apparent
approach of the army of a Great King:
‗For the lord had made the host of the Syrians to hear a great noise of chariots and a noise
of horses, even the noise of a great host: and they said one to another, Lo, the King of Israel
hath hired against us the kings of the Hittites and the kings of the Egyptians, to come
upon us. Wherefore they rose and fled in the twilight... 2 Kings 7 v 6, 7.
In his book on the ‗New Chronology‘, called ‗The Lost Testament‘, David Rohl admits
with great candour ‗I have no idea what this is about. The Hittite empire had collapsed
a decade earlier...‘ The Velikovsky chronology has no problem at all with these verses.
The passage from the Bible confirms precisely the situation of the Amarna letters.
Egypt had ruled all of Syria, but the King of Hatti was a serious contender for control
of Syria and was much more active than the pharaoh. It is interesting to note that
despite his forays into Syria in the 840s, neither the Old Testament nor the Amarna
letters mention Shalmaneser, King of Assyria, as the major threat...
Woolley did not over-state the importance of Alalakh. It is the only excavated site, which has
strong links to both Egypt and Hattusas, and in particular has links to the Old Kingdom of
the Hittites.
Through our work on the Amarna tablets, we have proposed a fundamental shift in the
dating of the Hittite Old Kingdom in relation to Egypt. By making Mursilis I, and not
Suppiluliumas I, the contemporary of Amenhotep III, Egyptian and Hittite histories have been
displaced by approximately two centuries. If we are wrong, Alalakh could provide the proof
that this shift of up to two hundred years is not feasible.
We have dated Hattusilis I to c. 870 BC, so this would be the terminal date for Level
VII. Levels VI and V must follow from this date, which is the Amarna period in our
chronology. The Mycenaean pottery found in these levels is therefore not out of
context; it is exactly where we would expect it to be...
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White Slip ware is not found in Egypt before the time of Thutmose III. This date is supported
by a piece of White Slip I, which was found at Akrotiri on Thera, buried in the tephra from
the first explosion, which is dated to the reign of Hatshepsut, whose reign was concurrent
with Thutmose...
Base-Ring and White Slip I and II were present in Alalakh Level VI. The presence of
White Slip II is important because this pottery is not usually found before the reign of
Amenhotep III.
It is usually associated with the Amarna period or later. The range of pottery suggests that
Alalakh Level VI started before the time of the Amarna correspondence, but continued into
the reign of Akhenaten. This is exactly in line with our dating: Hattusilis I destroyed Alalakh
VII in the middle of the reign of Amenhotep III. Alalakh VI started at this time and continued
through the Amarna period...
In the Odyssey, Odysseus remembers a worthy foe, Eurypylus, son of Telephus.
Eurypylus helped defend the city with his Ketoi warriors and died in battle.
Remembering that the Egyptian name for the Hittites was Kheta, it is clear who the
Ketoi were...
In the complete history of the Kings of Hattusas, there is only one king called
Telepinus, so the information from Homer and other Greek authors could not be tied
into Hittite history. We now know that Telepinus lived not long after Akhenaten, and
the evidence from Mycenaean links to Amenhotep III and Akhenaten suggest that the
Trojan War occurred around the time of the Egyptian heretic king…
The expansion of Hittite control under Labarnas and Hattusilis had led to the ambitious
campaigns of Mursilis. Hantilis and Zidanta had made attempts to maintain the domination
of Hattusas over Northern Syria and probably extended it to Carchemish. After Zidanta, the
Syrian and Cilician territories had been lost, leaving Telepinus to rule a much smaller land,
north of the Taurus Mountains. Through his edict, he had stabilised the government of Hatti,
but the unstable nature of the last few decades had frittered away the gains of previous
years. The power of Hatti as a major player had waned...
One thing that is transparent, from the records of later Kings, is that the dominant power
during this period was the land of Mitanni. The states of Northern Syria came under the
control of Mitanni. After the decline of Hittite domination of Syria, the tables had been
turned and Idrimi of Alalakh recorded that he raided Hittite territory with little resistance...
There are several references in Herodotus to the Matieni. The first is ‗The River Araxes rises in
the country of the Matieni‘ (I, 202). In his second book, he lists the twenty provinces of the
Persian Empire: ‗Eighteenth: The Matienians, the Saspires and Alorodians‘ (II, 94). Finally in
book 5, in a geographical survey of the Middle East: ‗The Armenians ... and next to them,
here, the Matieni.‘ (V, 4). The River Araxes, modern Aras, rises in the east of modern Turkey.
In the first half of the first millennium BC, this area was in the north of the country known as
Urartu...
The references in Herodotus, from the 5th century BC, show that Matieni was not part of
Media, but was in the area that had been occupied by the land of Urartu, at least until the
century before Herodotus. The arguments put forward by Velikovsky for equating Mitanni
with Media are not convincing. We would expect the Aryan gods to be given more
prominence in a Median pantheon, and if the similarity of the name of Matieni to Mitanni is
significant, this points to Urartu, not Media…
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Perhaps the most important piece of evidence, in finding a candidate for the land of Mitanni,
is to be found in its language. The language of Mitanni was called Hurrian...There is only one
similar language known to historians - Urartian! It is often written that Urartian is a
descendent of Hurrian, but a detailed analysis of Hurrian and Urartian showed that there was
unlikely to be a long period of time between them...
According to Hittite history, Mitanni dominated Hatti and Northern Syria for half a
century following the death of Telepinus, whom we have dated to the end of the 9th
century BC. Urartu dominated Hatti and Northern Syria for 50 years, from the end of
the 9th century. The history of Mitanni coincides with the history of Urartu (p.43-124).

366

Summarising evidence to support the Hittite Old Kingdom was contemporary with the
el-Amarna period Barry writes:
The records of the Old Kingdom of the Hittites give some indications that the Old Kingdom
was contemporaneous with the Amarna period of Egypt. Each of the major items in the
letters, which relate to the Hittites, finds a parallel in the Old Kingdom records of Hattusas.
There was a major counter-attack by Mitanni, the capital Hattusas was at peace after
internal conflict and the Hittites recovered quickly, such that a King of Hatti took all
the lands belonging to Mitanni and Babylonia. Some time later a campaign to
Northern Syria was led by Zidanta…In the Old Kingdom, the kings of Hatti did not
claim dominion over Cyprus, so this also accords with the Amarna information (From
Havilah Until Thou Comest to Shur,p.61).

Were the Libyan Dynasties Before or After the 19th and 20th Dynasties?
Immanuel Velikovsky argued that the Libyan (21-24) and Ethiopian (25) Dynasties
preceeded NOT followed Dynasties 19 and 20.
Peter James and John Bimson initially supported the 18th Dynasty placement in time by
Velikovsky. When further evidence came along, which they interpreted as proof the Libyan
and Ethiopian dynasties were not contemporary with either the 19th and 20th Dynasties,
they further rejected Velikovsky‟s placement of the 18th Dynasty.
David Rohl also believes that Dynasties 18 to 20 all ran in sequence followed by the
Libyan and Ethiopian dynasties with Dynasty 25 ending in the mid 7th century BC.
What was the further evidence that came along that led to James and Bimson believing
that that the Libyan (21st-24th) and Ethiopian (25th) dynasties followed Dynasties 19 and
20 as believed by conventional Egyptology?
Apart from the order of dynasties handed down from Manetho there are two key pieces of
evidence used by Rohl and James to defend the conventional order of dynasties.
One is the architectural evidence of the Bubastite Portal in the Temple of Karnak. The
other are three genealogies that appear to support the conventional view that Dynasty 19
was before the Third Intermediate Period.
Let‟s, first of all, look at the Bubastite Portal. An excellent article dealing with this subject is
one by Eric Aitchison which I quote below:
THE BUBASTITE PORTAL.
The first point to make, especially for the uninitiated, is that this portal is not at Bubastis, the
accredited seat of Dynasty 22 but is at Thebes. It is called the Bubastite Portal because some
carvings that adorn it are to do with a Bubastite Dynasty 22 king, Shoshenq I who came from
the Delta.
Other Dynasty 22 kings named on the portal by David Rohl are Osorkon I, Shoshenq III and
Prince Osorkon. The main data on the Portal are the names of cities subservient to Shoshenq
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I following an un-dateable military expedition as far as Taanach (No. 14) and Megiddo (No.
27)…
We are primarily interested in the architecture and its chronological implications, as is David
Rohl. His final point in his article denying Velikovsky‘s late placement of Dynasty 19 follows:
―In an attempt to explain away this
evidence, [The intrusion over the Ramesses
cartouche etc] it has recently been
suggested that these factors may have
been artificially created when Legrain
reconstructed part of the temple in the last
century, but I have checked the original
publications and found a series of
photographs showing the newly excavated
structures of the Portal and pylon standing
to their full current height at the points of
connection
between
the
relevant
structures.
―The architectural evidence for returning
both Ramesses II and III to a place some
time before the reigns of Shoshenq I and
Osorkon I is therefore, to my mind,
convincing and should not be overlooked
or ignored in any proposed revision of
Egypt's chronology.‖
The Bubastite Portal, as described by Rohl is wedged or squeezed in between a pylon wall
built by Ramesses II and a free standing temple built by Ramesses III. My following depiction
tries to follow David Rohl.
The chronological importance of the Bubastite Portal to David Rohl‘s quoted point is
what it covers up or crowds out. That portion which abuts the Ramesses II wall crowds
out a cartouche of that king. Thus it is argued that the Shoshenq Bubastite Portal was
erected subsequent to Ramesses II.
The same argument must be used to explain the crowding on the sloping sides of the
building of Ramesses III. Thus Convention, and David Rohl, is content that the Bubastite
pharaohs followed those of Dynasties 19 and 20. Our theory demands otherwise.
Records (Breasted, see earlier sections 707 & 708) indicate that Architect Haremsaf built a
Portal, Courtyard and Colonnade for Shoshenq I although the recently released Oxford
History believes that Shoshenq‘s building programme remained unfinished at that king‘s
death; thus ignoring the report by the architect.
If Haremsaf completed the project then did he do so in the position we now find it?
The answer seems to be NO…The structure must have stood elsewhere as it originally
consisted of a Portal, Courtyard and Colonnade (BAR IV, Sect 707) whereas now only a Portal
exists.
I shall offer additional information that argues that this portal was moved.
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The Other Bubastite Personnel
One sees the Shoshenq inscription on approaching the
complex; therefore we see it as an outside inscription. It is on
the southern entrance into the new court, constructed
between the Second Pylon (of Ramesses II) and a small temple
of Ramesses III. On the exterior south face of this portal,
continuing eastwards partially along the south wall of the
Hypostyle Hall is the scene commemorating Shoshenq's
successes in Palestine. As one face has the Shoshenq
Palestinian expedition it seems reasonable that the other
names given must be on the inside face. A search by Google
using ―Bubastite Portal‖ will not generate any information on
those pharaohs additional to Shoshenq I except one not
nominated by Rohl.
It is of some interest however that Rohl does not mention this other person involved on this
Portal. He is Iuput the son of Shoshenq I . His cartouche and statue adorn the other side of
the portal and requires our attention to the argument of where elsewhere the Portal stood. A
photo from Google indicates why I think that the Iuput additions are very important.
Please note the disfigurement of those items
on the left of the façade that abuts the wall
against which the portal has been squeezed.
Note also that there are distinct breaks
between sections of the hieroglyphics that no
self- respecting architect would accept.
The same can be said of the following photo
that shows the clipping of the foot of Iuput .
In my opinion if Iuput had set his artists to
add this detail to the obverse of his father‘s
monument then he would expect those artists
to balance the scene within the confines of
the space available. No artist would create this
photographed scene willingly.
The implications of these scenes involving Iuput indicate that the original structure
was dismantled and only the portal was cut to fit into the space between the two
projects initiated by either of the attested Ramesses. This portal was not built in the
position in which we currently find it…
So it would appear from the Iuput evidence that the blocks, from wherever the Bubastite
Portal and its attendant structures were, were cut down to fit into the space between the
walls of the existing structures....
When I shared this article with others John Crowe in particular saw fit to comment thus:
―…is it possible that Shoshenq I built a smaller pylon where Ramesses II‘s now stands?
Ramesses II may have decided he should occupy the honoured position in front of the Amun
temple, so he took down Shoshenq‘s pylon and reused reliefs from it in some of the walls
around the courtyard.
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―This would explain why Shoshenq‘s control-of-Palestinian-relief is out of sight from the
main entrance way. This, the Ramesses II pylon, then remained the entry pylon to Karnak
until after Ramesses III built his temple, which had its entrance in front of the Ramesses II
pylon, so processions to Karnak could go into Ramesses III‘s temple instead of into the Amun
temple.
―What does seem clear – for those who follow Velikovsky‘s dates for Ramesses II and
Ramesses III - such as Dale Murphie - is that the so-called Bubastite Portal was added after
Ramesses III‘s temple was built, in 4th Century or later, perhaps as part of building the last
courtyard wall. No attempt was made to hide this re-use of blocks in the portal…
―The point to make is that once it is accepted that knocking down and rebuilding was
a common occurrence, and sometimes nothing was later deemed sacred, such as the
red granite colossus of Ramesses II built into a Shoshenq III pylon at Tanis, then it
becomes very difficult to draw irrefutable chronological conclusions from the
structures that we see there today‖ (p.1-5).

The other piece of evidence used by James, Bimson and Rohl are genealogies that
appear to support the conventional view that Dynasty 19 was before the Third Intermediate
Period. Bimson in his 2003 SIS Review article “Finding the Limits of Chronological
Revision” writes:
So what was this emerging evidence that finally proved fatal to the Glasgow Chronology?
With Ramesses III reigning around 700 BC, the outstanding question we faced was how to
accommodate the 21st-23rd Dynasties. Our original thought, as Geoffrey Gammon explained
in a panel discussion at the Glasgow Conference, was that these dynasties might be made
contemporary with the Saite and Persian periods and thus be allowed to continue down to
about 300 BC.
He stressed, however, that this was 'no more than a hypothesis' and, as research continued
to test the hypothesis, it became apparent that it would not work. All kinds of solutions were
tried: overlapping dynasties, overlapping reigns to shorten dynasties, looking for duplicate
reigns that could be removed - but nothing would yield the drastic compression of Egyptian
history that we needed.
For example, two genealogies run all the way from the reign of Ramesses II, through
the Third Intermediate Period, to the 26th Dynasty (in one case to the reign of Psamtik
I, in the other to the reign of Necho II). These alone rule out any possibility of making
the Third Intermediate and Saite Periods contemporary.

David Rohl in his book “A Test of Time” discusses in detail these genealogies referred to
by Bimson above plus an additional one found at Wadi Hammamat. I quote his view on
these genealogies below:
A Genealogical Bridge to the Past
There is one further important class of material which enables us to assess the true historical
duration of the TIP. During the Third Intermediate Period it was the practice for eldest sons
and heirs to have monuments (usually statues) made in honour of their deceased fathers…
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There are…three (and to my knowledge only three) long genealogies which do give us a
crucial connection with certain New Kingdom pharaohs. As such they provide an alternative
means not only of assessing the length of the early TIP but also of establishing in which
century Ramesses II ruled the Black Land. The three genealogies are:
1. The graffito genealogy of Khnemibre in the Wadi Hammamat [The Genealogy of the
Royal Architects];
2. The statue genealogy of Nespaherenhat in the Cairo Museum [Family of Ankhefenkhons];
and
3. The Memphite Genealogy of the High Priests of Ptah, now in Berlin…
A detailed survey of the well documented dynasties of the ancient world (see the table in
Appendix B) produces an average reign length of seventeen years.
If we round the figure up to twenty years (in
order to allow for brother successions and
usurpations) and use this as our generation
length, we will be sufficiently close to the truth to
make some approximate dating calculations…
To the right of the main body of the inscription is
a short 'label' text which dates the document to
the twenty-sixth year of the Persian king, DARIUS
I. The author of the inscription is the Royal
Architect Khnemibre, son of Ahmose-saneit.
Year 26 of Darius I can be securely dated to 496
BC …
The text of Khnemibre's inscription extends
backwards over an amazing twenty two
generations to the well-attested Rahotep vizier of Egypt during the first half of the
reign of Ramesses II.
Here, then, we have an opportunity to calculate an approximate date for Ramesses the Great
by counting back through the twenty-two twenty-year generations.
From this long genealogy we obtain a very rough date of circa 936 BC for the beginning of
the reign of Ramesses II and this date is derived from a genealogy securely attached to 496
BC = Year 26 of Darius I - a date which is accepted by all scholars. Two conclusions can be
drawn from this extraordinary genealogy.
1. First, it casts considerable doubt on the orthodox chronology with its thirteenth century
dating of Ramesses II (start of reign 1279 BC). This would require an average generation of
over thirty-five years (1279 BC - 495 BC = 784 years - 22 generations = 35.64 years per
generation). Can scholars justifiably argue for a generation of such length given that the
average age of death in the ancient world was around thirty years?
2. Second, we can surely identify the Royal Architect Haremsaf (dated in the genealogy
to circa 776 BC) as the Royal Architect Haremsaf whose son inscribed the 'stela 100' of
Hedjkheperre Shoshenk (I) at the Gebel es-Silsila quarries…
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The Generations of Nespaherenhat
Statue 42189 in the Cairo Museum represents Nespaherenhat and was dedicated by his son,
Ankhefenkhons. The genealogical text records nine generations back from Nespaherenhat to
a Second Prophet of Amun, Roma, father of Ipuy.
This Ipuy (of the 8th generation) bears the title 'Sem-priest of the Temple of Baenre' making
him a contemporary, or near contemporary, of the 13th son and successor of Ramesses II Baenre Merenptah. Roma is, in all likelihood [NOTE: This is an educated guess NOT a
definitive connection], the same individual as the Second Prophet of Amun, Rama, father of
the High Priest of Amun, Bakenkhons.
Bakenkhons is attested in Year 46 of Ramesses II, making his father, Rama/Roma,
contemporary with the early years of King Ramesses.
The statue of Nespaherenhat is dated
to the reign of Sekhemkheperre
Osorkon I (NC - c. 803-789 BC - see
Appendix A), successor to Shoshenk I
(a) - founder of the 22nd Dynasty (NC
- c. 823-803 BC).
Ankhefenkhons, who dedicated the
statue to his deceased father, would
be datable to around 790 BC in the
New Chronology…
The date thus derived for Ipuy, mortuary priest of Merenptah, is circa 950 BC and his father, a
contemporary of Ramesses II, is datable to circa 970 BC. This is some 38 years higher than
our date for early Ramesses II (c. 932 BC). However, given that the genealogy is only nine
generations in length, there is room for a wider margin of error. In addition, the more
accurate average generation of 18 years would reduce Roma's floruit to circa 970-952 BC…
The Memphite Genealogy
Now we need to take a look at the generations
between the 19th Dynasty and the early TIP as given
on the Memphite Genealogy.
This genealogy was recorded in the form of four rows
of figures representing a line of priestly officials from
the temple of Ptah in Memphis…
Remembering that we are not here reading in
boustrophedon order but instead starting each row
from the right side, the next High Priest of Memphis
(HPM) is Ptahemakhet, located at Row II, position 1.
The entry for Ptahemakhet does not include the
cartouche of a pharaoh. At II, 2 we read 'Controller of
Crafts Neferrenpet and the cartouche `Usermaatresetepenre' - the coronation name of Ramesses II.
We now have a rough duration for the period from late Ramesses II to the early 21st Dynasty
(assuming Amenemnisu to have been the co-regent of Psusennes I early in the Tatter's reign,
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or perhaps even his predecessor). This interval roughly corresponds to the length of the 20th
Dynasty - give or take a couple of reigns either side which might reduce the duration of the
dynasty to around 50 years.
However, the conventional chronology allocates 117 years to the 20th Dynasty which
is more than twice the number of years indicated by the Memphite Genealogy. Again
the standard explanation of this difficult problem is that haplography has occurred,
but the genealogy is entirely consistent with the New Chronology which argues for a
radically reduced time span for the era between the late 19th Dynasty and the start of
the TIP (p.381-384).

Eric Aitchison follows the revisionist view of Velikovsky‟s that the 19th Dynasty followed
NOT preceeded the Libyan and Ethiopian dynasties. In response to these interpretations
of these genealogies he wrote an article entitled “The Berlin (Memphite) and Louvre
Genealogies” which I quote from below:
The Question of Validity
What then are we to make of two genealogies that leave out a whole dynasty, the 20th? Do
we, as Chris Bennet does, question the very validity of these long genealogies?
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―There is another way to look at these genealogies, though it doesn't rescue your
(Rohl‘s) argument. I think it is very reasonable to argue that ALL such long
genealogies, which only start to appear in the Libyan period, are the products of the
genealogical research of the Egyptians themselves, and therefore that NONE of them
are to be trusted beyond what might be known through oral memory (say, 3-4
generations before the dedicant), unless they can be cross-checked against
contemporary data.
"That removes Basa as evidence, but it also removes Khnemibre and Nespaherenhat, and
greatly reduces the value of the Memphite genealogy (which can, to some degree, be
checked against contemporary evidence). It doesn't eliminate Pasenhor, whose statement of
the ancestry of Shoshenq I is supported by contemporary evidence for several generations,
but Pasenhor doesn't go back to the New Kingdom.‖
Or as he also observed ,
―A deeper issue to consider here are the reasons these long genealogies exist, and their
implications for their reliability. Ritner pointed out that the examples we have are all
products of the Libyan period or later, and suggested that they came into existence in
response to the importance that the Libyans themselves, products of an illiterate, tribal
society, placed on such genealogies in order to establish claims to authority. If this
thesis is correct, and it seems plausible, then it implies that the genealogies we have
are the result of the genealogical research of the ancient Egyptians themselves.
"While the Egyptians certainly had access to more records than we do today, there is no
reason to believe that their standards of research accuracy were particularly high. If the
primary reason for research was to demonstrate that an Egyptian line was of greater
antiquity than a Libyan one, then any results for the period preceding the rise of the 22nd
dynasty are likely to have been less carefully researched than those for more recent times.
"Thus, all these long genealogies must be regarded as indicative of the Egyptians' view of
their own past, rather than as a record of guaranteed accuracy. Only where the genealogies
can be crosschecked against contemporary records, or where they refer to recent
generations before the author, should they be accepted as likely to be highly reliable. In
point of fact, only one can be cross-checked for significant portions of its length - that of the
Memphite high priests - and as we have seen above it is clearly problematic.‖
Or as Bob Porter mused,
―Perhaps the genealogies should not be taken too seriously as, even today, it is
possible to buy oneself an impressive genealogy with little factual basis. The possibility
of a Memphite priest knowing his genealogy back to the 11th Dynasty seems highly
improbable or was he just cheating to get some extra status?‖
It is therefore even stranger that no priests served under kings of the 20th Dynasty.
According to Jean-Frederic Brunet, citing MIA there was a series of bulls buried under
kings of Dynasty 20. These burials were spread between Ramesses III and Ramesses XI.
The dearth of burials is from the incumbents comprising Dynasty 21…
All commentators place Shedsunefertem, position 1.9 as an appointee under Shoshenq I. If
we follow the above genealogical stream does not Shedsunefertem appear in a later
generation, viz., that of Osorkon I? Was there also another Shedsunefertem during the reign
of Shoshenq? How many persons were known as Shedsunefertem?
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Another worthy of this name, also a HPM has an adult son during the years of Siamun.
There appear to be at least two others if we can believe Google searches.
One piece of data has this: ―Tenetsepeh: Parents: Titkheprure Setepenre Har-Psibkhaemne
Psusennes II Pharaoh of Egypt.‖ She was married to Shedsunefertem, High Priest of Ptah at
Memphis. Which Shedsunefertem?
We seem to have a choice as to which Shedsunefertem appears at position 1.9 on the
Memphite Block. The Shoshenq I fixation is not secure after all.
As with my point about assigning all references to Assuruballit to him of el Amarna
fame, the same approach seems to be the way with references to Shedsunefertem.
Everyone seems to see only one person called Shedsunefertem, when there are
obviously several (p.1-8).

Eric Aitchison believes that the Libyan and Ethiopian dynasties were parallel with Dynasty
18 and that Dynasties 19 and 20 followed straight after with Dynasty 19 beginning close to
when Velikovsky places it.
Eric has argued strongly the case for the unreliability of the genealogies that argue for the
Libyan and Ethiopian dynasties following Dynasty 19 yet he argues for the reliability of the
Berlin Block genealogy that appears to connect Dynasties 18 and 19 which has similar
problems (noted by Alan Montgomery previously) to the ones Eric exposes in those that
appear to show Dynasty 19 preceeded the Libyan and Ethiopian dynasties. Eric appears
to be having an each way bet on the validity of the various genealogical evidence
depending on whether it supports his position or not.
That said, one point is very clear with regards to these genealogies that were
composed centuries after – they are not be trusted on their own unless they can be
cross-checked with independent data.
Summary
We have looked at the evidence for connecting the Dynasties 18 and 19 and found that
they are not the smoking gun those using this evidence would like us to believe.
We have seen both evidence from archaeology both in Egypt such as the tomb of Maket
and in other places and stratigraphic evidence across the Near East that strongly argue for
a gap Dynasties 18 and 19 (with the Libyan and Ethiopian dynasties in between).
The evidence of stratigraphic layers outside Egypt in many places such as Beth
Shan between those clearly contemporary with the 18th and 19th Dynasties in my
view is MUCH more compelling than the questionable genealogical evidence often
compiled centuries after Dynasties 18 and 19 that is used to support the
conventional view of the dynasties being successive.
We have seen both evidence from synchronisms and stratigraphic evidence that strongly
shows that there is consistently an artificial Dark Age gap of 450-500 years in areas where
absolute dating is obtained from 18th dynasty finds and that this gap is consistently 600
plus years where absolute dating is obtained from clear 19th Dynasty finds. This difference
in the size of the gap strongly argues for a gap between Dynasties 18 and 19.
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CHAPTER 11
THE LIBYAN AND ETHIOPIAN DYNASTIES (21 TO 25)

We have looked at the evidence both for and against a gap between Dynasties 18 and 19
of around 150 years. My conclusion was that the evidence does lean much more for it the
separation of the two dynasties than against it.
The 18th dynasty ended around 820 BC if we adjust Velikovsky‟s Abdi-Hiba identification
from Jehoshaphat to his son Jehoram.
After the 18th dynasty ended, the Libyan and Ethiopian dynasties fit in between the 18th
and 19th Dynasties.
Ironically, both David Rohl and Peter James compress the Third Intermediate Period
of the Libyan and Ethiopian dynasties where they have Dynasty 22 starting around
the same time as Velikovsky does around 820 BC.
Velikovsky believed that there was only around 150 years for the time after the 18th
Dynasty when the Libyan and Ethiopian dynasties ruled before the 19th Dynasty came
along.
The conventional chronology allocates some 405 years for these dynasties from 1069 to
664 BC. We saw evidence presented by David Rohl in chapter 1 relating to the Apis bull
burials that the Third Intermediate Period had been over-extended by over 200 years.
The complete absence of the 21st Dynasty kings amongst the Apis bull burials shows that
they were probably secondary rulers and not primary rulers in the land. We also saw
evidence in chapter 1 that Dynasty 22 ruled before Dynasty 21.
I quote now Velikovsky‟s views on the Libyan periods from his book “The Assyrian
Conquest”:
A few decades before this uproar [catastrophe at the end of the Late Bronze Age], in the
second part of the ninth century, the glorious Theban (Eighteenth) Dynasty of Egypt came to
an end and the house of Akhnaton degenerated and was extirpated...
Paintings on a wooden chest found in the tomb of Tutankhamen show the young king in war
against the Ethiopians and Syrians. It appears that in the fraternal war his elder brother
Smenkhkare, deprived of his throne, called to his assistance foreign troops; in this war both
young princes died. Smenkhkare was buried clandestinely by his sister-spouse, who also
placed a song of love, cut into gold foil, at the feet of the dead.
His burial was violated by the emissaries of Ay, brother of Queen Tiy, mother of Akhnaton.
Ay, assuming the royal power, officiated at the splendid funeral of his protege Tutankhamen.
Having reached the throne in his old age, Ay did not occupy it for long.
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The exact order of events that ended with Ay's elaborate and beautiful sarcophagus
being smashed to smithereens, we do not know; but the 18th Dynasty was terminated
by invasion. Ay was not followed on the throne by any kin of his — the House of
Akhnaton was followed by foreign rule...
The transition of power from the Eighteenth to the 19th Dynasty is regarded as an obscure
period of Egyptian history. The circumstances under which the Nineteenth Dynasty was
established are said to be unknown. This Dynasty is one of the most famous successions of
pharaohs—Ramses I, Seti I, Ramses II, and Merneptah.
Still another name is preserved, that of Haremhab. He belonged neither to the 18th nor to
the 19th Dynasty; he was not a descendant of Akhnaton, nor was he an ancestor of the
Ramessides. He is supposed to have ruled Egypt during an interregnum. It is not apparent
why he was "chosen to be king" and to administer Egypt. Nothing is known of his end.
The idea so often expressed that Haremhab was a successor of Ay is baseless...
The Libyan Dynasty endured for about 120 years and the Ethiopian rule for close to 50
years, the latter being repeatedly interrupted by Assyrian conquests of Egypt. Thus in
our view the only dynasty correctly placed in the conventional scheme is the Ethiopian.
The Libyans in Egypt
The period of Libyan domination in Egypt, the 22nd Dynasty, is said by Manetho to have
lasted for 120 years "But the accepted chronology," wrote Sir Alan Gardiner, "finds itself
compelled to legislate for fully two centuries..."
What is the basis for beginning the time of the Libyan Dynasty of Egypt, that of Shoshenks
and Osorkons, as early as -945 or even earlier and for stretching the period for over 200
years?
The end of the period is well established, because ca. -712 the Libyan rule was
supplanted by the Ethiopian domination, and the latter stands firmly fixed in time in
relation to Biblical and Assyrian sources.
The beginning of the Libyan Dynasty was dated to -945 because a synchronical link was
claimed to exist between the Biblical references to Pharaoh Shishak who conquered Palestine
in the 5th year after Solomon, and Shoshenk Hedjkheperre of the Libyan dynasty.
The placing of Shoshenk Hedjkheperre in the second half of the tenth century did not follow
from the Egyptian material, but from the supposed synchronism of Rehoboam, who followed
Solomon on the throne in Jerusalem, and Shoshenk Hedjkheperre.
In Ages in Chaos I have pointed out that this alleged synchronism is not supported by the
available evidence, and I was able to show that the conqueror of Jerusalem and sacker of its
temple was not a Libyan king but Thutmose III of the 18th Dynasty.
In the Chapter entitled "The Temple in Jerusalem" I compare Thutmose's depiction of the
booty taken by him with the Biblical description of the vessels and furnishings of Solomon's
Temple to arrive at a positive identification of the sacker of Jerusalem's temple.
Now to bring Shoshenk Hedjkheperre to the head of the Libyan Dynasty is unnecessary;
actually he will be shown to belong to the end of the period of Libyan domination in Egypt,
and to be the Pharaoh So of the Scriptures.
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During the greater part of the 8th century, when the Libyan Dynasty of Osorkons and
Shoshenks ruled over Egypt, the kings of this country vied with the kings of Assyria for
influence in Palestine and Phoenicia.
Elibaal, king of the Phoenician port-city of Byblos, had an Egyptian artist carve a statue
of Osorkon I and cut an inscription on its chest: "Statue of Elibaal, king of Gebal
(Byblos) made..."
Since the conventional chronology made Osorkon a contemporary of Asa, who ruled over
Israel in the early ninth century before the present era, Elibaal needed also to be placed in
the ninth century—nearly 100 years too early, according to the conclusions reached in this
work.
Abibaal, another king of Byblos, ordered a statue of Shoshenk Hedjkheperre to be carved
and inscribed in his name; for this reason Abibaal was placed in the 10th century as a
contemporary of that king. Placing Elibaal and Abibaal in the 10th and and early 9th
centuries respectively created problems for epigraphists concerned with the history of the
Hebrew script.
The inscriptions on the sculptures are in Hebrew characters, and were the subject of much
discussion in connection with the development of the Hebrew alphabet. The epigraphists,
who must take directives from the archaeologists, tried to reconcile the dates derived from
these inscriptions with the characters on the stele of Mesha, the king of Moab, who in the
middle of the 9th century revolted against Ahab, king of Israel, and with the ivories from
Samaria belonging to the same period—and were rather puzzled.
The inscriptions of Elibaal and Abibaal are written in a script that appears to bear the
closest resemblance to the 8th-century ostraka from Samaria; yet the conventional
historians have them precede the stele of Mesha.
Evidently, the order of the Libyan kings on the throne of Egypt is not properly put
together, and Elibaal and Abibaal belong to the 8th century, just as do Osorkon I and
Shoshenk Hedjkheperre, their contemporaries in Egypt...
The Libyan Dynasty, following directly upon the 18th, perpetuated not only its literary style,
but many of its artistic traditions as well. In some instances, the resemblance was so close
that experts mistakenly attributed a work of art to the wrong Dynasty; and while the
difference in time actually amounted to not more than a few decades, on the conventional
time scale many centuries were involved centuries which could not have passed without
profound changes in the mode of execution of statues, bas-reliefs, and paintings...
Under the Libyan Dynasty not only the worship of Amon, but even the worship of Aton
survived. Amon was a deity through long periods of Egyptian history, but the worship of
Aton was very characteristic for the end of the 18th Dynasty only.
A stele, now in the Cairo Museum, shows a priest in office under king Osorkon II, one
of the later Libyan pharaohs. The priest is described in the text as "Prophet of
Amonrasonter in Karnak who contemplates Aton of Thebes", a somewhat peculiar
description which H. Kees remarked upon. He noted that it is "as if the priest had lived
in Amarna times!"
At the beginning of this century James H. Breasted drew attention to the fact that the
Ethiopian temple-city Gem-Aten, known from the annals of the Nubian kings, carries
the same name as Akhnaton's temple at Thebes, and that the two must be in some
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relation, despite the great difference in age. A relief in a Theban tomb shows Akhnaton
with his family worshipping in the temple of Gem-Aten...
The further excavations of Griffith and Macadam at the site uncovered "two documents of
Amenophis III which attested the foundation by this king of the historical Gempaton".
Breasted's conclusion that the later Ethiopian temple went back to the Amama period was
now confirmed by archaeology.
This only underlines the "remarkable fact" that the city carried, through the many centuries
that supposedly elapsed between the Amama period and Ethiopian times, a name recalling a
heretical cult and, moreover, remained unnoticed throughout this period in contemporary
documents.
After Akhnaton's time the name Gem-Aten is first referred to in an inscription of Tirhaka in
one of the side-chambers of the Gebel-Barkal temple yet "its earlier history is totally
unknown".
Between the Amama period and the time of Tirhaka, the accepted chronology inserts
almost 700 years but we know that in fact only little more than a century elapsed, the
period of Libyan domination; and we have seen that the cult of Aton persisted through
the Libyan period...
Under Jehu and his son Jehoaz, Israel was so oppressed by Hazael that Jehoaz' army was
reduced to 10 chariots, 50 horsemen, and 10 000 footmen. Hope of relief came only in the
days of Joash, son of Jehu. The Second Book of Kings gives this vivid picture:
―Now Elisha was fallen sick of the sickness whereof he died. And Joash the king of Israel
came down unto him and wept over his face...And Elisha said unto him, ‗Take bow and
arrows.‘ And he said to the king of Israel, ‗Put thine hand upon the bow.‘ And he put his
hand upon it: and Elisha put his hands upon the king's hands. And he said, ‗Open the
window eastward.‘ And he opened it. Then Elisha said, ‗Shoot.‘ And he shot. And he said, ‗The
arrow of the Lord's deliverance, and the arrow of deliverance from Syria.‘
"And Jehoash slept with his fathers, and was buried in Samaria with the kings of Israel; and
Jeroboam his son reigned in his stead."
The sepulcher of the kings of Israel has not been found, even though Samaria was excavated.
Joash's son, Jeroboam II, one of the later kings of Israel and the last of the house of Jehu,
reigned 41 years in Samaria in the palace built by Omri and Ahab.
"He restored the coast of Israel from the entering of Hamath unto the sea of the plain." After
many years of "affliction" that beset Israel (II Kings 14:26), the enlargement of the state
toward the north (Hamath is 100 miles north of Damascus) and toward the south ("sea of the
plain" is known today as the Dead Sea), constituted the high point in the history of Israel,
only a few decades before the extinction of the state and the final eviction of its people from
its land.
"... And all that he [Jeroboam] did and his might how he warred, and how he recovered
Damascus and Hamath...are they not written in the book of Chronicles of the kings of Israel?"
(II Kings 14:28)...
The upheaval of nature, or "commotion" which shook the nations of the ancient East in
the middle of the 8th century before the present era brought, amid the devastation
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and dislocations caused by nature, political revolutions that swept away longestablished dynasties.
Following the earthquake of -747, king Uzziah ceded effective control of Judah to his son
Jotham.
It was in the same year, even the very day of the catastrophe according to rabbinical sources,
that marked the beginning of the prophetic career of Isaiah. In a flash of an intense
experience Isaiah understood that the upheaval that the nation witnessed on that day was to
be one of many, and that they would not cease "until the cities be wasted without inhabitant,
and the houses without man, and the land be utterly desolate." (6:11)
He spoke to Judah, depicting the catastrophe that had taken place: "Your country is desolate,
your cities are burned with fire" (1:7)—for the Lord "hath stretched forth his hand" against
his people "and hath smittem them: and the hills did tremble, and their carcasses were torn
in the midst of the streets." And he warned of new disasters to come: "For all this his anger is
not turned away but his hand is stretched out still." (5:25)
In the northern kingdom the "commotion" brought an end to the house of Jeroboam II; it
perished by the sword, as Amos had prophecied. (7:9) Jeroboam's son Zachariah reigned
only six months when "Shallum the son of Jabesh conspired against him before the people,
and slew him, and reigned in his stead." (II Kings 15:10) But within a month the throne was
wrested away from the usurper by Menahem, son of Gadi.
In Assyria a revolution also brought a usurper to power—Tiglath-Pileser III, a military man of
unusual abilities, climbed the throne and brought about a resurgence of Assyrian power,
following several decades of weakness...
Pharaoh So
The next, and last king of Israel, Hoshea son of Elah, reigned nine years. He paid the regular
tribute of a vassal to the new king of Assyria, Shalmaneser IV, but in the sixth year he
discontinued the tribute:
II Kings 17:4: ―And the king of Assyria found conspiracy in Hoshea: for he had sent
messengers to So king of Egypt, and brought no present to the king of Assyria, as he had
done year by year.‖
Who was Pharaoh So, to whom the king of Israel gave allegiance? He is not identified by
historians.
During the greater part of the 8th century the Libyan Dynasty of
Osorkons and Sosenks (Shoshenks) ruled over Egypt. The kings of this
dynasty vied with the kings of Assyria for influence in Palestine and
Phoenicia.
Elibaal, king of Byblos, had an Egyptian artist carve a statue of
Osorkon I and write on it: "Elibaal, king of Gebal [Byblos],
prepared this statue." Abibaal, another king of Byblos, ordered a
statue of a Sosenk.
This Sosenk of the Libyan Dynasty left a bas-relief on a wall of the Karnak temple that shows
scores of men with shields symbolizing cities in northern Palestine. It imitates the bas-relief
of Thutmose III with the captured cities of Palestine, but, whereas the names of the cities
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claimed by Thutmose are all identifiable names, mainly of Judea, the cities listed by Sosenk
are only partly identified, and those are sites in Samaria and Galilee, not in Judea.
There is no Egyptian record of an expedition
by Sosenk into Palestine, nor is the booty of a
sacked temple or palace reproduced; next to
the bas-relief of Sosenk in Karnak there is a
brief mention of tribute from Syria (Kharu),
received by Sosenk.
It is generally regarded that Sosenk was the
Pharaoh Shishak who sacked the Temple of
Solomon in the days of Rehoboam, Solomon's
son. Some scholars, however, have emphasized
that the receipt of tribute and the depiction of
cities as tribute-bound do not mean that there
must have been an actual conquest, but imply
only that the cities were within the sphere of
influence of the pharaoh and, in accordance
with their dependent status, brought presents
to him. In the Bible, on the other hand, an
actual conquest is described.
Pharaoh Sosenk who left the bas-relief of tribute-paying Israelite cities was the biblical
Pharaoh So, who received tribute from Hoshea, king of Israel.
In the Scriptures there is a record of tribute paid by Rehoboam, son of Solomon, to Pharaoh
Shishak, and there is a record of tribute paid two hundred years later by Hoshea of Israel to
Pharaoh So. In Egypt there are two bas-reliefs depicting tribute received in Palestine: by
Thutmose III of the Eighteenth Dynasty and by Sosenk of the Libyan Dynasty.
We have identified the first of the two pharaohs who received tribute (from Rehoboam) as
Thutmose III, and the second, who received tribute from Hoshea, as Sosenk; thus two biblical
records and two Egyptian documents are in complete agreement.
Conventional history, however, by making the Libyan Sosenk the sacker of Solomon's
Temple, has no Palestinian counterpart to the records of Thutmose III concerning his
campaign in Palestine or tribute paid to him; and it has no Egyptian counterpart to the
biblical record of a tribute paid by Israel to Pharaoh So.
When Samaria chose to give her allegiance to Egypt, Isaiah regarded it as a political
mistake.
―Woe to the rebellious children...that walk to go down into Egypt... to strengthen
themselves in the strength of Pharaoh, and to trust in the shadow of Egypt... For his
princes were at Zoan [Tanis] and his ambassadors came to Hanes.‖ (30:1, 2, 4)
Because of the tribute Shoshenk received from Hoshea, king of Samaria, the Ten Tribes of
Israel were doomed to lose their homeland. Shalmaneser V besieged Samaria, but Shoshenk
did not send any military expedition to relieve the siege of Samaria by the Assyrians: there is
no mention of it in the books of Kings or Chronicles, nor in the extant Egyptian documents.
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Isaiah warned:
―Therefore shall the strength of Pharaoh be your shame, and the trust in the shadow of
Egypt your confusion. For the Egyptians shall help in vain, and to no purpose ...their
strength is to sit still‖ (30:3, 7)...
The king of Assyria brought throngs of settlers from Babylon, Cuthah, Hamath, Ava, and
Sepharvaim and placed them in the city of Samaria. "The town I rebuilt better than it was
before and settled therein peoples from countries which I myself had conquered."
The reign of Sargon II (-723 to -702), the conqueror of Samaria and the Israelite tribes, fell in
the midst of a period of great natural upheavals. These upheavals, which marked the century
between -776 and -687, I showed in Worlds in Collision, part II ("Mars") to have been caused
by perturbations in the celestial sphere—a battleground dominated in the sight of man on
Earth by the planet Mars.
The Earth was endangered at nearly regular intervals during this century by repeated nearapproaches of this planet. Pestilence also broke out in many places and references in the
cuneiform literature ascribe the cause of it to Nergal (Mars); earthquakes, overflooding,
changes of climate—attested by Klimasturz and the abandonment of lake-dwellings in
Central Europe—did not spare a single land.
Calendars were repeatedly thrown out of order and re-founded—and the reader will find
abundant material in the second part of Worlds in Collision and in Earth in Upheaval, where
no human testimony, but only the testimony of nature, was presented; and my material
could be multiplied by any dedicated researcher. these changes moved entire nations to
migrations in the hope that beyond the horizon fertile lands, not damaged by unchained
forces of nature, awaited the conquerors.
It seems that in one of the earliest waves of the 8th-century migrations the Phrygians moved
from Thrace over the Hellespont into Asia Minor. The tradition is that the first king in their
new domicile was Gordias, and the story of his selecting the site for his capital Gordion is a
well-known legend. Soon he came into conflict with the Assyrians who opposed the
penetration of newcomers into central Asia Minor, and Sargon II moved westward to stop
the penetration of the Phrygians, by now ruled by Gordias' son Midas.
In the decades that followed the Scythians descended from the steppes of Russia and moved
along the Caspican coast. The Scythians at that time worshipped Mars, and a sword as his
sign, for a while leaving their ancient worship of Saturn in abeyance—they were called
Umman-Manda, or People of Saturn, in the Akkadian and so-called "Hittite" literary texts.
The Scythians in their migration displaced the nomadic Cimmerians, pushing them towards
the south and west. The Assyrian defenses withstood the Cimmerian onslaught, but at a
heavy cost, which included the death of Sargon in battle in -702...
Haremhab and the Crown Prince Sheshonk: According to this reconstruction,
Haremhab began his career under the last kings of the Libyan Dynasty. We get a first
glimpse of him in the tomb of the prince Sheshonk [Sheshonk III], son of Osorkon II
and his wife Karoma.
The prince, named as successor to his father, died young, still during his father's reign, and
never assumed the royal diadem. The king built for him a funerary chamber in Memphis,
where the prince had served in his lifetime as the high priest of Ptah...
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One detail needs an explanation: Haremhab is depicted as a king, his name enclosed inside a
cartouche, sign of royal power—this at least twenty-five years before his appointment as
king by Sennacherib.
One could assume from this that he was a viceroy of Memphis under the last Libyan
kings, continuing in that position under the Ethiopians, until his defection to the
Assyrian side in -702. As such he could well have enjoyed the privilege of using the
insignia of royalty (Part 1, sections 1-8, Part 2, Section 8).

Zoan mentioned in Isaiah 30 is recognised by Bible scholars as Tanis. This was where the
Libyan 22nd Dynasty was based and where their tombs were discovered. This indicates
that the Libyan 22nd Dynasty was contemporary with the late northern Israelite kingdom
during the mid 700‟s BC.
Conventional chronology has the dynasty lasting until 720 BC in line with this but
beginning far earlier than the evidence of the Apis burial bulls indicates as noted by David
Rohl.
In his article “An Alternative to the Velikovskian Chronology for Ancient Egypt” (SIS
Workshop Vol 5 No 2) which he co-authored in 1983 with Peter James before James
developed his own alternate chronology, David Rohl summaries how his “New
Chronology” was developed:
The Proposed Revision
(1) 664/663 BC - the starting date. The second invasion of the Assyrian king Assurbanipal and
sacking of Thebes is accurately fixed by well documented evidence from external sources
(Mesopotamian and biblical chronology) and Egypt itself. The chronology of the 26th
Dynasty beginning at this time is demonstrably sound (see Carl Olof Jonsson:
"Nebuchadrezzar and Neriglissar", appendix on "The Chronology of the 26th Dynasty of
Egypt", SISR III:4). The regnal years of this Dynasty known from the native records agree
perfectly with the information given by the Greek historian Herodotus.
(2) The Assyrian annals describing the campaigns of Assurbanipal list the names of twenty
"kings" ruling in different parts of Egypt, from which we can begin to build a chronology for
the period prior to 664 BC.
Assurbanipal and his father Esarhaddon before him fought against the last two kings of the
Ethiopian 25th Dynasty - Taharka and Tantamani who were contemporaries of the 26th
Dynasty pharaohs Necho I (Niku) and his son Psamtek I (Nabushezibanni/Tushamilki). We are
following here the well established identifications of these rulers with the Neko and Psamtek
of the monuments and not the erroneous suggestion of Velikovsky that these were other
names for Ramesses I and Seti I - see the numerous articles in SISR refuting his
identifications.
Most of the other vassal rulers included in Assurbanipal's list are usually considered by
Egyptologists to be local "mayors" in spite of the Assyrian description of them as "kings"
and, most strikingly, some bear distinctly familiar royal names such as Shoshenk, Pedubast
and Nimlot. We hope to show that these individuals were the later monarchs of the 22nd
and 23rd Dynasties whose reigns overlapped the beginning of the 26th Dynasty.
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(3) From the death of Taharka in 663 BC we can back-calculate to the start of the 25th
(Ethiopian) Dynasty. A slightly shorter time span for this Dynasty has already been argued by
the Egyptologist Macadam, involving an overlap in the reigns of Taharka and his predecessor
Shebitku from evidence on the Kawa stelae. Since the arguments against his proposals were
borne largely from considerations based on the conventional chronology, there seems to be
no good reason to reject Macadam's interpretation - although his identification of Shebitku
as the predecessor in question is also assumed from the conventional interpretation. Using
Macadam's approach we can reconcile the highest regnal years from the monuments with
the figures given by Manetho and arrive at a date for the beginning of the Dynasty under
Shabako circa 710 BC.
(4) Working back from Necho I, we can place the earlier rulers of Manetho's 26th Dynasty
contemporary with the early 25th Dynasty, the latter being based predominantly in Upper
Egypt and Napata in Ethiopia. Thus Ammeris, the first king of the 26th Dynasty, reigned
during the time of Shebitku and his predecessor Shabako.

(5) It is proposed here that this mysterious Ammeris, called by Manetho "the Ethiopian" was
none other than Usimare Piankhy and that his invasion of Egypt in Year 20 corresponds to
the end of Ammeris' "reign" in the 26th Dynasty. Thus Stephinates, successor to Ammeris,
was in fact Piankhy's main adversary Tefnakhte - the prince of Sais, who following Piankhy's
return to Napata, threw off the Ethiopian domination in the Delta and became the second
ruler of the 26th Dynasty.
It must, however, be noted that Peter James has suggested a much lower date for Piankhy's
campaign, around 666 BC, which gives us an alternative dating for this king. This scheme will
not be discussed here due to lack of space but a full analysis of the two alternatives is
planned for the Review articles. Both views would rule out the conventional placement of
Piankhy's invasion c. 728 before the reign of Shabako.
(6) The Stela of Piankhy's campaign states that the ruler of Busiris, in the Delta was a
"Chief of Ma" Shoshenk and later the "Chief of Ma" Pimay. We propose that these
individuals should be identified with Shoshenk III [7th of the 11 kings of Dynasty 22]
and his son Pimay of the 22nd Dynasty.
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Thus the last (52nd/53rd) year of Shoshenk III corresponds to the 19th/20th year of
Piankhy [early 25th Dynasty] and the earlier part of the campaign narrative.
(7) Pimay was succeeded by Shoshenk V whose reign lasted a minimum of 37 years. This
would take him into the reign of Psamtek where we find the cartouche of a Shoshenk
alongside that of Psamtek I. He would also be the Susinku of the Assurbanipal vassal kingslist dated to 667. (The lower alternative date for Piankhy suggested in (5) would make this
Susinku Shoshenk III.)
(8) The chronicle of the High Priest of Amun (HPA) - Prince Osorkon states that he served
King Takelot II from the latter's Year 11 to 25 and then under King Shoshenk III from Year 22
to Year 39. The conventional chronology interposes 21 years between these two periods of
office, on the assumption that Takelot II and Shoshenk III reigned consecutively, and is
forced to postulate that HPA Osorkon lost his hold over the Thebaid and "disappeared from
the scene" in the intervening years.
We, however, contend that Year 22 of Shoshenk shortly followed the death of Takelot in his
25th year as the inscription logically suggests. This would mean that Shoshenk III began his
reign in Busiris sometime during the 4th year of Takelot II. From the structure given so far we
can calculate the start of Takelot's reign to circa 745 (conventionally 850).
(9) In the conventional chronology it would have been highly unlikely for HPA Prince
Osorkon to have eventually attained the throne as Osorkon III, since he would have been at
least 73 years old (assuming a minimum age of 20 years when he became High Priest, plus
14 years under Takelot, plus 39 years under Shoshenk). Adding to this the 28 regnal years of
Osorkon III, he would have died at the ripe old age of 101!
By eradicating the erroneous 21 years of so-called "exile", his identification with Osorkon III,
dying at the age of 80, becomes eminently more feasible. This is strongly supported by
another piece of evidence - Prince Osorkon's mother was Karomama Merytmut, whilst
Osorkon III gave his mother's name as Kamama Merytmut.
(10) According to Nile Level Text No. 13, Osorkon III's 28th year corresponded to the 5th
year of Takelot III. These two kings were therefore contemporaries of the 25th and early 26th
Dynasties. Osorkon III would be the king Osorkon mentioned on the Piankhy stela ruling in
Bubastis and Tanis, following the recently deceased Shoshenk III whom he had previously
served as High Priest. Takelot III's reign would therefore have fallen during the reigns of
Shebitku and Taharka.
(11) The Wadi Gasus graffito concerning the God's Wives Amenirdis and Shepenupet gives
us two reign dates which must be of two contemporary kings. The Year 19 would now
belong to Osorkon III (Shepenupet being his daughter) and the Year 12 to Taharka
(Amenirdis being his sister). The date which corresponds to the event of the graffito based
on these calculations would be c.678.
(12) Going further back through the 22nd Dynasty, Takelot II was preceded by Osorkon II
according to the conventional view and the available evidence seems to confirm this.
However, Osorkon's tomb, found by Mariette within the great temple enclosure at Tanis, has,
since its discovery, been a subject of embarrassment for the accepted chronology. (See, for
example, Velikovsky's interpretation in Peoples of the Sea, II:ii, "Priest-Prince Psusennes".)
The archaeological evidence has confirmed that it was constructed prior to the adjacent
tomb of the 21st-Dynasty king Psusennes I (Akheperre).
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In the accepted sequence of kings this would seem to be a complete impossibility, since the
conventional chronology allows no overlap between the 21st and 22nd Dynasties and has
Psusennes I reigning some 140 years before Osorkon II. It is our suggestion that Osorkon II
did in fact reign as a contemporary of the 21st Dynasty and that Psusennes I (Akheperre)
followed him as ruler of Tanis in the mid 8th century BC (rather than the conventional dates
of 1039-991 BC).
(13) The presence of a ruler called Osorkon in Tanis at this time could finally resolve the
problem of the identity of Osohor, 5th king in Manetho's 21st Dynasty. To add weight to this
hypothesis we find objects bearing the name Amenemope (4th ruler of the 21st Dynasty) in
the burial regalia of Osorkon II's young son Harnakht who died prior to his father. Our
revision would also explain this anomaly as Amenemope was the predecessor and
contemporary of Osorkon - the latter reigned for a minimum of 23 years, for the last six of
which he occupied the Tanite throne as Manetho's Osochor following the death of
Amenemope.
(14) There is absolutely no clear evidence to determine which of the two Psusennes of
Manetho's 21st Dynasty correspond to the kings Akheperre Psusennes and Tjetkheperre
Psusennes of the monuments. The assumption has always been that as the latter was the
father-in-law of a Libyan king Osorkon then he must be the last king of the 21st Dynasty,
which according to the accepted scheme preceded the Libyan 22nd Dynasty. Another fallout
of the conventional chronology has been that the king Osorkon in question, whose
prenomen isn't known, must have been the first Osorkon (Sekhemkheperre) of the 22nd
Dynasty.
Our revision, based on a substantial overlap of the two Dynasties, makes these assumptions
unwarranted. The Osorkon who married the daughter of a Tanite Pharaoh Psusennes
becomes Osorkon II. With Osorkon II placed after Amenemope we find a far more
satisfactory solution in suggesting that Tjetkheperre Psusennes was actually the first of that
name in the dynasty and father-in-law of Osorkon II. Thus Akheperre Psusennes would now
become the last king of the XXIst Dynasty explaining why his tomb was constructed after
that of Osorkon II. (Needless to say, this means that all the data normally attributed to the
supposed long reign of Akheperre should be assigned to its rightful owner - Tjetkheperre,
who now becomes the Psusennes I of Manetho with the 46-year reign.)
(15) Where we place Shoshenk I (Hedjkheperre) and Osorkon I (Sekhemkheperre) in this
picture is as yet a matter for further study but it is interesting to note that in the Serapeum at
Sakkara the Apis bulls buried during the reign of Ramesses XI were followed by an Apis
burial in Year 23 of Osorkon II, with no interments from the 21st and early 22nd Dynasties! It
is therefore conceivable that Osorkon II shortly followed the end of the Ramesside 20th
Dynasty and was the first Libyan monarch to be recognized in the ancient capital of
Memphis. Accordingly, this Osorkon may have reigned before his "predecessors" in the
conventional chronology, Shoshenk (I) and Osorkon (I).
The list of Memphite priests of Ptah places Shedsunefertem, a contemporary of Shoshenk I
(Hedjkheperre), shortly after the time of the last Psusennes. This would possibly place
Shoshenk I in the late 8th century. Thus we have not excluded Velikovsky's suggestion that
Hedjkheperre Shoshenk was the Pharaoh "So" who took tribute from Hoshea of Israel in 725
BC (see Ages in Chaos, iv: "Shoshenk").
(16) The pharaohs of the 23rd Dynasty and others [24th Dynasty] of this period fall
within the time span commencing with Osorkon II [mid 22nd Dynasty] and ending with
the reign of Psamtek I [early 26th Dynasty].
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Their placement, as in the conventional chronology, is dependent on that of the
contemporary 22nd and 25th Dynasties. There is no need to detail the arguments here as
their occupation of royal office does not affect the overall results of the scheme presented in
this article.

A friend and email forum correspondent, Alan Montgomery, has been of immense help to
me with understanding the stratigraphic and archaeological evidence that adds further
support for the gap between the 18th and 19th Dynasties as advocated by Immanuel
Velikovsky. On the placement of the dynasties plus the adjustments needed to the 18th
dynasty Alan and I are very much on the same page.
The only real difference that we have is on the Bible‟s chronology. Alan supports a more
extended chronology for the period between the Exodus (which he places over 100 years
earlier around 1591 BC) and the Exile. Alan supports the conventional view of the Fall of
Samaria (721 BC) and has the Hezekiah events Velikovsky dates to 687/686 BC occurring
in 702/701 BC.
He has the same placements and fixed dates as Floyd/Ussher from Hoshea back to
Zechariah for the two kingdoms choosing the Floyd/Ussher solution of an interregnum
between Hoshea and Pekah. To deal with the difficult period of Jeroboam II and Uzziah‟s
reign he has chosen to use not just one BUT TWO interregnums.
He has Jeroboam II taking the throne in Amaziah‟s 15th year and then Amaziah living
another 15 years followed by a 12 year interregnum before Amaziah‟s son Uzziah
becomes king in Jeroboam II‟s 27th regnal year.
Jeroboam II reigns another 14 years to complete his 41 years in Uzziah‟s 15th year. He
then has an extraordinarily long 23 year interregnum after Jeroboam II‟s death before his
son Zechariah takes the throne.
In BOTH cases the interregnums are followed by the son of the king who dies before the
interregnum. Interregnums in most cases follow the end of a dynasty. They are generally
not followed by the son of the king who proceeded the interregnum. We have Josephus‟
evidence that when Uzziah began to rule was Uzziah‟s 14th (or 15th counted nonaccessionally) regnal year which would be his sole reign. The Bible synchronism with the
27th year of Jeroboam II would, therefore, be counted from his co-regency.
Alan‟s more extended Bible chronology means he has the el-Amarna period,
contemporary with Jehoram of Judah, about 50 years earlier than the standard Thiele
dates that Velikovsky used. He starts the Libyan 22nd Dynasty in 870 rather than 820 BC
and with the interregnums that I do not support he has less compression of this Libyan
dynasty. He summarises his view this way:
Both James and Rohl synchronize the invasion of Shoshenq I with the "saviour" who freed
Israel from the oppression of the Arameans during the reigns of Jehoahaz and Jehoash [II
Kings 13:1-7]. Although they propose a good synchronism, their date 804 GAD is too late.
Velikovsky dated the Libyans between the end of the el-Amarna era, circa 820, and the
invasion of Ethiopian Emperor Piankh, circa 730. However, like the chronologies of James and
Rohl, Velikovsky's 90-year chronology fails because it relies on Thiele's biblical chronology.
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The BIC, however, allows 53 more years for the Israelite "Divided Kingdom", which in turn
allows a more reasonable 141 years for the Libyans.

Dynasty 22
With that background I quote a brief article of Alan‟s on the Libyan 22nd Dynasty:
The conventional chronology synchronizes the invasion of Israel by Shishak in the 5th year of
Jeroboam I with the invasion of Pharaoh Shoshenq I [I Kings 14:25] in 926 BC. This is false on
several accounts.
First, the 5th year of Rehoboam was much earlier than 926 BC. Second, all the evidence taken
together reasonably assures us that Shoshenq I reigned much later than 945 BC. Shoshenq I
was chosen as Shishak because he was known to have invaded Israel, because of the
similarity of their names and there was no other reasonable alternative under the
conventional view. We have already discussed the reasons for rejecting Shoshenq I as
Shishak...
It is not difficult to lower the 215-year conventional Libyan chronology. In the 22nd Dynasty
several pharaohs had shorter reigns than the standard chronology according to inscriptions.
Manetho, a 3rd century BC Egyptian priest who wrote the only history of the Egyptian
dynasties, gives shorter reigns.
We have never found Manetho‘s original but have only copies from Josephus, Africanus and
Eusebius. These three versions have significant differences.
Africanus‘s version of Manetho recorded that there were 9 Libyan kings who reigned
120 years (although their individual reigns summed to 116). If the last king, who
reigned for only a short period, is omitted then the first 8 kings reigned 120 years for
an average of 15 years. Even if the average reign length were increased to a 20-year
the expected length of the dynasty would be only 160 years. The conventional 215year duration is far too long.
Eusebius‘ version is even more problematic. He recorded 49 years for the 22nd
Dynasty. This might represent the years of the 22nd Dynasty prior to the 23rd, which
ran parallel to it for 89 years until its end.
The sum then is still only 49 + 89 = 138 years. The conventional 215-year duration is far too
long.
The highest attested year of Osorkon I in inscriptions is 12. Manetho gives him 15 years. The
conventional length is 35 years. This is based primarily on a mummy bearing a token of
Osorkon I. Markings on its bandage reads year 33 and year 3 of two unknown kings [Kitchen
1986, p 110]. Such inconclusive evidence is hardly satisfying.
Next came Takelot I who has no undisputed inscriptions [Kitchen 1986, p.310]. His 15-year
reign is based on another inscription with no name. Manetho says that the three kings that
followed Osorkon I reigned for a total of 25 years. These must include Osorkon II who ruled
at least 23 and probably 24 years. Accordingly, Takelot I cannot have reigned more than 1
year instead of 15. This alone lowers Libyan chronology by 34 years.
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A 34-year reduction has benefits in reducing genealogical problems. Kapes, the wife of
Shoshenq I, outlived her great-grandson Osorkon II. She died, according to conventional
dates, 74 years after her husband [Kitchen 1986, p.311 n.381]. Even if she was much younger
than her husband, this is hardly credible. The gap reduces from 74 to 40 years with the lower
reign lengths.
Generational Difficulties
There are other genealogical problems. Hor x was vizier under Osorkon II. His nephew's
grandson, Hor viii, was attested in the reign of Osorkon III of the parallel 23rd Dynasty
[Kitchen 1986, p.133]. At 20 years per generation, this would be 60 years between Osorkon II
and Osorkon III.
From the middle of the reign of Osorkon II, 863 BC to the middle of the reign of Osorkon III
764 BC is 99 years - too long by about 40 years. Kitchen admits that this genealogy ―would
allow the 23rd Dynasty Petubates (818-793 BC) to begin soon after Osorkon II‖, 33 years
later than his own dates [Kitchen 1986, p.132].
Another genealogy had a similar problem. Neteru iv and Nakhtefmut B lived in the reign of
Osorkon III. The former was the grandson of Hor vii and the latter was the great grandson of
Harsiese, both contemporaries of Osorkon II. This should place Osorkon II 40 to 60 years
earlier than Osorkon III. The implied reductions are also sustained by another piece of
evidence. The successions of the various prophets of the 22nd Dynasty in various cities have
substantial gaps. A shortening of the dynasty by 30 to 40 years at this point would close the
gaps in the prophetic succession.
The exact location of this shortening is not hard to locate. Takelot II's son, Prince Osorkon B,
the High Priest of Amun, (HPA) supposedly held office for 54 years, a very long reign.
Furthermore, he had an awkward 21-year hiatus in the middle of his career between the end
of the reign of Takelot II and the 21st year of Shoshenq III.
Suppose the reigns of Osorkon II succeeded by Takelot II are advanced exactly 40 years
with respect to Shoshenq III and Petubates, then Shoshenq III would completely
overlap Takelot II, who ruled 25 years, and would overlap Osorkon II by 15 years.
Petubates of the 23rd Dynasty would overlap Osorkon II by 8 years.
What does this do to the historical picture? Prince Osorkon B as HPA made votive offerings
in Thebes in years 11-14 and 24 of Takelot II. He also had made votive offerings during the
years 22-29 and 39 of Shoshenq III. If Takelot‘s reign is advanced 40 years then year 24 of
Takelot II is the same year as year 39 of Shoshenq III and year 14 of Takelot II is the year 29
of Shoshenq III and year 22 of Petubates. Thus the 10-year hiatus in offerings of these two
kings are aligned.
It is during this 10-year hiatus that Prince Osorkon records a bitter civil war. This also yields a
rather interesting synchronism. In year 22, Petubates supported a revolt and installed Takelot
E as HPA in Thebes. This would be the 14th year of Takelot II. In the 15th year of Takelot II,
Prince Osorkon B, also the HPA, set sail for Thebes to subdue a revolt. He failed to subdue
the revolt. For the next 10 years there was a civil war. Petubates and his HPA Takelot E might
be the usurpers that Osorkon B fought.
The overlapping of Takelot II and Shoshenq III also eliminates the awkward 21-year
hiatus in Osorkon B‘s high priesthood that must have occurred according to the
conventional view.
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Table [below] shows the chronology of Manetho, Kitchen and the proposed dates for the
22nd Dynasty. The proposed dates agree with Kitchen back as far as Shoshenq III. The
previous two pharaohs overlap by 40 years and the two prior to them are reduced by 34
years. The total reduction for the Dynasty is 74 years as required.

In his article “Haremhab's Tomb and its Implications” Alan Montgomery notes:
A more important example of Haremhab‘s connection to the late Libyans is the appearance
of his cartouche on the shoulder of HPA King's Son Sheshonq Meryamen, which was
excavated in Saqqara by Badawi [Badawi 1956]. In conjunction with the evidence above this
Libyan must be the son of Osorkon IV.

Alan believes the identification of the Libyan king who‟s son‟s tomb has Haremhab‟s
cartouche is not Osorkon II as noted by Velikovsky in “The Assyrian Conquest” but is
Osorkon IV of the 22nd Dynasty. Osorkon II reigned too long before Haremhab to be the
correct Osorkon.
The 18th Dynasty finished around 820 BC which would be when the Libyan 22nd Dynasty
began which was based at Tanis.
Manetho tells us it lasted 120 years according to Velikovsky. Some of the beginning of the
22nd Dynasty may be overlapped with the 18th Dynasty prior to the Libyans seizing
control. There may also be some brief overlap at the end as well under the Ethiopians from
Piankhi (Piye)‟s invasion until Haremhab sided with the Assyrians as was appointed in 701
BC.
I would hazard a guess that the further compression required in the above number of
regnal years proposed by Alan is likely to be with co-regnal periods included in the reigns.
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Was Shoshenk I the Biblical Pharaoh So?
Shoshenk I reigned at the start of the 22nd dynasty. If he is correctly placed at the start of
that dynasty then his reign was 100 years before the time of Hoshea who paid tribute to
pharaoh So (2 Kings 17:4). Alan Montgomery also touched on geneaological information
that argues against a re-shuffling of his place within that dynasty. These points strongly
argue against Velikovsky‟s view that Shoshenk I was Pharaoh So who Hoshea paid tribute
to.
If Shoshenk I wasn‟t Pharaoh So do we have any Biblical record that might indicate a
campaign that resembles that on Shoshenk I‟s Bubastite Portal?
The inscription on the Bubastite Portal includes the prenomen name (Hedjkheperresetepenre) of Shoshenk I so it can‟t be attributed to another Shoshenk within the Libyan
period.
The listing of Palestinian cities who paid tribute is dated to Shoshenk I‟s 20th year which
would be about 800 BC. During the reign of Jehoahaz (812-796 BC), king of the northern
kingdom of Israel, the Bible tells us:
And Jehoahaz sought the LORD, and Jehovah listened to him. For He saw the oppression of
Israel, because the king of Syria oppressed them. And the LORD gave Israel a deliverer, so
that they went out from under the Syrians (2 Kings 13:4-5).

This deliverer from the Syrian oppression is unnamed and so is likely not to have
been an Israelite. According to Alan Montgomery, who I am inclined to agree with, it
is highly likely that this deliverer was the king of Egypt, Shoshenk I.

Dynasty 23
The 23rd Dynasty based at Herakleopolis in the Delta appears to have ran parallel with the
22nd dynasty.
The 23rd Dynasty can be dated with some degree of accuracy due to a synchronism
provided by Manetho in the reign of the dynasty’s first king, Petubates. Manetho
records that “in his reign the Olympic festival was first celebrated”. This dates his
reign to around 776 BC when the first ancient Olympics were held in Greece.
In Africanus’ version of Manetho Dynasty 23 is composed of four kings adding up to
89 years who probably ruled roughly between 790 and 720 BC:
Petubates (40 years) – [Ancient Olympics first held during his reign - 776 BC]
Osorcho (8 years)
Psammus (10 years)
Zet (31 years)
Based on the Olympics synchronism, the dates work well for Alan Montgomery‟s
suggested equation of Zet (31 years) with Piankhi (Piye) of the 25th dynasty who ruled for
32 years though this equation is mostly speculative.
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Dynasty 24
Wikipedia has the following information regarding the brief 24th dynasty that ruled out of
Sais:
The 24th Dynasty was a short-lived group of pharaohs who had their capital at Sais in the
western Nile Delta. The known rulers, in the History of Egypt, for the Twenty-Fourth Dynasty
are as follows:
Tefnakhte I
Tefnakhte I formed an alliance of the Delta kinglets, with whose support he attempted to
conquer Upper Egypt; his campaign attracted the attention of the Nubian king, Piye, who
recorded his conquest and subjection of Tefnakhte of Sais and his peers in a well-known
inscription.
Tefnakhte is always called the "Great Chief of the West" in Piye's Victory stela and in
two stelas dating to the regnal years 36 and 38 of Shoshenq V [22nd dynasty].
It is uncertain if he ever adopted an official royal title. However, Olivier Perdu, has now been
demonstrated that a certain Shepsesre Tefnakhte of Sais dates to the Nubian era and was
not, in fact, Piye's famous nemesis. Perdu published a recently discovered donation stela
which came from a private collection; the document is dated to Year 2 of Necho I of Sais and
is similar in style, epigraphy and text with the donation stela of Shepsesre. This proves that
Shepsesre Tefnkahte was actually Tefnakht II and a close predecessor of Necho I. Both kings
ruled as local Saite kings during the Nubian era under Taharqa.
Bakenranef (Bocchoris)
However, Tefnkahte's successor, Bakenranef, definitely assumed the throne of Sais and took
the royal name Wahkare. His authority was recognised in much of the Delta including
Memphis where several Year 5 and Year 6 Serapeum stelas from his reign have been found.
This Dynasty came to a sudden end when Shabaka, the second king of the Twenty-Fifth
Dynasty, attacked Sais, captured Bakenrenef and burned him alive.

It is obvious from their contacts with Piankhi (Piye) and Shabaka that these kings ruled at
the beginning of the Ethiopian domination in the late 700‟s BC. According to the above
dates, the Ethiopian invasion by Piankhi (Piye) in his 21st year is about 730 BC, which
also dates to the end of Shoshenq V‟s reign and the rule of the 22nd Dynasty.
Based on those dates and synchronisms between Petubast (23rd Dynasty) with the
Olympics and over 40 years later Piankhi with Shoshenq V (22nd Dynasty), it is clear
that the 22nd Dynasty ruled in parallel with the 23rd Dynasty and later was ruling
parallel with the two rulers of the 24th Dynasty at the time of Piankhi’s invasion.

Who was Pharaoh So?
As I have re-dated the fall of Samaria to 709 BC (thanks to the detective work of Eric
Aitchison to bring the Assyrian records in harmony with the Bible) this is about 20 years
after the end of the 22nd Dynasty. The 6th year of Hoshea when he switched allegiance
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from Assyria to So, king of Egypt (2 Kings 17:4-6) would have been about 712 BC after the
Ethiopians had taken control of Egypt.
If Shoshenk I of the 22nd Dynasty wasn‟t Pharaoh So as proposed by Velikovsky then who
was Pharaoh So?
Donovan Courville has the 19th Dynasty beginning just before 800 BC and lasting about till
just after 700 BC being contemporary with the Libyan dynasties though this is hard to
justify as Rameses the Great built extensively in the eastern Delta where the Libyan kings
were said to rule from. Courville identified Rameses the Great as the Pharaoh So who
Hoshea of the northern kingdom of Israel paid tribute to citing one of the many names that
Raemses II had (Ra-user-Maat-Sotep-en-Ra).
Alan Montgomery points out, Sobekhotep was the Golden Horus name of Shabaka,
who was the Ethiopian ruler at the time of Hoshea. If there was a 150 year between
Dynasties 18 and 19 then Sobekhotep was probably Pharaoh So which was likely a
shortened form of Sobekhotep.

Dynasty 25 (Ethiopian Dynasty)
Alan Montgomery in his article “Dynasties XXVI (26) and XIX (19)” writes the following
regarding the end of the Libyan dynasties and the start of the Ethiopian dynasty:
Late in the 8th century, during the Libyan dynasty, Egypt was waning and the
Ethiopians began to encroach on Egyptian territory. Eventually, Pianki, the Ethiopian
emperor, marched into the Egyptian delta in his 21st year and subdued all the many
delta princes and erected a stela of the victory at Gebel Barkal.
Among the princes was one King Tefnakht, a Libyan prince, who eventually rebelled and was
never really subdued. When Tefnakht died, his son, Bocchoris, reigned until Sabaka killed him
in his 2nd year. Pianki died in his 32nd year. As an aside, it is likely this king who is referred
to as Zet of the 23rd Dynasty as he ruled 31 years.
During the reign of Sabaka, ―the Assyrian[s]…attacked.‖ While they did not conquer Egypt at
that time, the Ethiopians had to hand over control to rebellious kings who sided with the
Assyrians. Little evidence has been found to suggest that Sabataka [Shebitku], the successor
to Sabaka, had much influence over the delta.
Only with the reign of Taharqa can we see Ethiopian influence again. From Assyrian records
Tirhaka ruled Egypt until driven out by Assurbanipal. Assurbanipal killed all the delta princes
except Necho, whom he placed on the throne. Shortly thereafter Psammetichus became
king.

Piankhi’s invasion is dated to about 730 BC which is close to the end of the 22nd
Dynasty.
Egypt became a vassal of Ethiopia during a time when Zet of the 23rd Dynasty and
Tefnakhte and Bocchoris of the 24th Dynasty ruled.
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Piankhi’s reign ended in 721 BC and a few years later his successor Sabaka
(Shabaka) brings an end to the 24th Dynasty when he kills Bocchoris sometime
about 718 BC.
Sabaka (Shabaka) rules Egypt until local Delta princes side with the Assyrians. The
attack of the Assyrians under Sargon during the reign of Sabaka (Shabaka) who
ruled from around 721 to 707 is consistent with the new date proposed for the fall of
Samaria (709 BC). The attack by the Assyrians would have been around 708 BC.
As we will see shortly, the Ethiopians regained control before Sennacherib’s first
Assyrian campaign in 701 BC as Assyria attempts to re-assert Assyrian hegemony
over Egypt which it has lost because it fights an Egyptian-Ethiopian army at Eltekeh
and then receives a declaration of submission when the Assyria later in the
campaign go down to Pelesium in Egypt’s delta.
Below is a chart from Wikipedia showing the 25th Dynasty that first took control of Egypt
under Piye (Piankhi) in his 21st year from about 730 BC:

For his comments on the Ethiopian period of domination in Egypt‟s history I quote again
from Velikovsky‟s book “The Assyrian Conquest”:
With Samaria's fall [In the Biblical chronology section of chapter 1 we re-dated this to 709 BC
- RW], the last stronghold of opposition to Assyria was extirpated; not only did Egypt lose all
of its remaining influence in Asia—its last Libyan rulers were themselves compelled to submit
to Assyrian overlordship by Sargon's seventh year [708 BC].
"Pir'u the king of Musru" (Pharaoh, king of Egypt) is listed among those sending
tribute to Assyria.
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Later in the same year a certain Yamani seized power in Ashdod, an independent principality
next to Judah on the coast; trying to organize an anti-Assyrian league and to enroll the help
of Egypt, he, as Sargon recounts in his annals, "sent bribes to Pir'u king of Musru, a
potentate incapable to save him—and asked him to be an ally."
The rebellious prince tried also to involve Judah (Ia-u-di) in the conspiracy: but Hezekiah,
probably at Isaiah's urging, refused to risk the nation's fate on so doubtful a venture.
Informed of Yamani's revolt, Sargon gathered chosen troops and sent them against the
rebel: "In a sudden rage I marched quickly...against Ashdod, his royal residence."
Without Egyptian help, the outcome was not long in doubt—the Assyrian king looted
the rebellious city, along with other towns on the Philistine coast. Yamani "fled into
the territory of Musru [Egypt] which belongs (now) to Ethiopia."
The rebel king of Ashdod, however, did not find a safe haven with the Ethiopian king: "The
king of Ethiopia, who lives in a distant country, in an inapproachable region...whose fathers
never—from remote days until now—had sent messengers to inquire after the health of my
royal forefathers, he did hear, even that far away, of the might of Ashur, Nebo, and Marduk.
The awe-inspiring glamor of my kingship blinded him and terror overcame him."
The Ethiopian king, anxious to conciliate the powerful king of the north, extradited the
rebel Yamani: "He threw him in fetters, shackles and iron bands, and they brought him
to Assyria, a long journey."
No mention is made of "Pir'u king of Musru" whose aid Yamani had sought only a few
months earlier, and it must be assumed that he had been deposed by the king of
Ethiopia.
This episode marks the first appearance of the Ethiopians in the Assyrian annals.
The same events are described by Isaiah, a contemporary. The short twentieth chapter
of Isaiah opens with the verse: "In the year that Tartan came to Ashdod, when Sargon
the king of Assyria sent him, and fought against Ashdod, and took it."
Isaiah continued and warned: "So shall the king of Assyria lead away the Egyptian
prisoners and the Ethiopians captives, young and old, naked and barefoot, even with
their buttocks uncovered, to the shame of Egypt. And they shall be afraid and ashamed
of Ethiopia their expectation, and of Egypt their glory" [Isaiah 20:1-5]
It is not spelled out whom the prophet had in mind by saying "they": Israel had already
been exiled in Sargon's first year; Isaiah apparently had in mind a party in Judah which
saw rays of hope in the recent replacement of the Libyan masters of Egypt by an
Ethiopian overlordship...
The quoted first verse of the twentieth chapter of Isaiah contains the only mention of Sargon
in the Scriptures. Tartan, sent by Sargon to fight against Ashdod, is not a private name; it is a
high military and administrative title...
[Several years later] Sennacherib encircled Beth-Dagon, Jaffa, and Bne-Brak and conquered
them. "The people of Ekron became afraid and called upon the Egyptian king, the bowmen,
chariots and horses of the king of Melukha [Ethiopia], a boundless host, and these came
to their aid."
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The Assyrian army met them at Eltekeh, a small town on Palestine's Mediterranean coast. "In
the plain of Eltkekeh (Al-ta-qu-u), their battle lines were drawn up against me, and they
sharpened their weapons."
Sennacherib [702/701 BC] "fought with them and brought about their defeat. The
Egyptian charioteers and princes, together with the charioteers of the Ethiopian king
my hands took alive in the midst of battle." The Egyptian-Ethiopian army was defeated
at the walls of Eltekeh; neighboring Ekron was stormed and its inhabitants killed, their
corpses hung on poles around the town.
"As to Hezekiah, the Judean (Ha-za-qi-(i)a-u Ia-u-da-ai), he did not submit to my yoke."
Sennacherib besieged the "strong cities" of Judah and the "walled forts" and "countless small
villages in their vicinity," and took them by assault, sending the surviving population into
exile: "200,150 people, young and old, male and female." Then he turned against the capital:
"I made (Hezekiah) a prisoner in Jerusalem, his royal residence, like a bird in a cage."
Nevertheless, Jerusalem held out and Sennacherib withdrew, though not before exacting a
heavy ransom...
Did Sennacherib press further south toward Egypt? In the extant inscriptions Sennacherib did
not mention a specific campaign in Egypt and Ethiopia. Since early times the question has
occupied the historians: Did Sennacherib [in 701 BC] subdue Egypt, or did he not?
Herodotos wrote that Sennacherib came against the land of Egypt "with a great host"
and encamped at Pelusium near its northeastern frontier. Berosus, who wrote a history
of Chaldea, said that Sennacherib conducted an expedition against "all Asia and
Egypt."
Jewish tradition tells of the conquest of Egypt by Sennacherib and of his march
towards Ethiopia: "Sennacherib was forced to stop his campaign against Hezekiah for a
short time, as he had to move hurriedly against Ethiopia. Having conquered this 'pearl
of all countries' he returned to Judea."
It appears that after the battle of Eltekeh in southern Palestine, where he was
victorious over the Ethiopian-Egyptian army, and having broken the resistance of
Hezekiah and reduced the fortified city of Lachish on the approaches to Egypt,
Sennacherib crossed the border of Egypt proper and at Pelusium received a declaration
of submission…
Haremhab's own statement of his title at the time his sepulcher near Memphis was being
prepared is:
"King's follower on his expeditions in the south and north country. Greatest of the great,
mightiest of the might, great lord of the people, King's messenger at the head of his army, to
the south and north country. Chosen of the king, Presider over the Two Lands [Egypt], in
order to carry on the administration of the Two Lands, general of generals of the Lord of the
Two Lands"...
On a stone from Haremhab's tomb, discovered serving as a doorpost in a building in Cairo,
Haremhab is described as "a henchman at the feet of his lord on the battle filed on this day
of slaughtering the Asiatics." On another fragment (at Alexandria) he is said to have been
"sent as the King's envoy to the sun-disc's rising, returning in triumph, his attack having
succeeded." Many times in his tomb he is entitled "Great Commander of the Army," also one
who was "chosen by the king to carry on the administration of the Two Lands [Egypt]."
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All leads to the conclusion that Haremhab served under an Assyrian king as an appointed
military administrator of Egypt...
Haremhab and the Crown Prince Sheshonk: According to this reconstruction,
Haremhab began his career under the last kings of the Libyan Dynasty. We get a first
glimpse of him in the tomb of the prince Sheshonk, son of Osorkon II [Alan
Montgomery says this Osorkon was actually Osorkon IV] and his wife Karoma.
The prince, named as successor to his father, died young, still during his father's reign, and
never assumed the royal diadem. The king built for him a funerary chamber in Memphis,
where the prince had served in his lifetime as the high priest of Ptah...
One detail needs an explanation: Haremhab is depicted as a king, his name enclosed
inside a cartouche, sign of royal power—this at least twenty-five years before his
appointment as king by Sennacherib.
One could assume from this that he was a viceroy of Memphis under the last Libyan
kings, continuing in that position under the Ethiopians, until his defection to the
Assyrian side in -702. As such he could well have enjoyed the privilege of using the
insignia of royalty.
Haremhab and Tirhaka: In this reconstruction Haremhab and Tirhaka, the Ethiopian, are
contemporaries; in the conventional version of history they are separated by more than six
centuries, Haremhab being dated to the late fourteenth and Tirhaka to the early seventh. A
certain scene, carved on one of the walls of a small Ethiopian temple at Karnak, shows them
together...
The monument must be dated to the time early in Haremhab's career when he was
acting as priest and governor under his brother Sethos.
Egypt was then allied with Ethiopia, actually under Ethiopian domination, and was
bracing itself to meet the armies of Assyria [702 / 701 BC]; for Sennacherib had shut
up Hezekiah in Jerusalem "like a bird in a cage" and was advancing to the border of
Egypt.
The Egyptian-Ethiopian army which had gone to block him had suffered a crushing
defeat at Eltekeh in Palestine. The declaration "We do not like the kings of Asia" was
appropriate for the moment.
The ways of Tirhaka and Haremhab would soon part: Tirhaka would flee to Ethiopia
and become the bitterest enemy of Haremhab, who would go over to the side of
Sennacherib and campaign against the Ethiopian king and his own brother Sethos.
The Tomb of Petamenophis. Of the hundreds of rock-cut tombs crowding the Theban
necropolis, the Valley of the Kings, one bearing the name of Petamenophis, a high official of
the Ethiopian time, early attracted the attention of Egyptologists by its large size and
ambitious layout...Though much damaged in the course of time it contains two names, still
clearly legible: Petamenophis, and next to it a cartouche of King Haremhab...
Year 59 Under Haremhab. A legal document in hieroglyphics composed under Ramses II
refers to a contract concluded under Haremhab, and gives, without any further amplification,
the "fifty-ninth year."
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Haremhab did not rule Egypt anywhere that long. No era is known in Egyptian history to
which the figure could apply. Much was written on the subject, but without a satisfying
solution...
In the light of the understanding here presented of the true time and role of Haremhab, the
thought must come that the "59 year" refers to an Assyrian era. On February 26, -747 started
the era of Nabonassar; this era was still in use in the second Christian century when Claudius
Ptolemy, the Alexandrian scholar, wrote his astronomical treatises.
The year 59 in the era of Nabonassar is the year 689 or 688 before the present era.
About this time Tirhaka came from Ethiopia and occupied Egypt. This leads us to the
conclusion that the document in question was written at the very end of Haremhab's
reign, just before he was expelled by the Ethiopian king and fled by sea. A few months
later Sennacherib embarked on his second campaign against Judah and Egypt...
In the last century scholars became aware that there were two invasions of Palestine by
Sennacherib and that it is possible to discern in the scriptural record an early and a late
campaign against Hezekiah. The first campaign to Palestine took place about -701. The
second campaign is dated by modern historians to -687 or -686...
In the years that Sennacherib was carrying on wars against Babylon and Elam, Hezekiah
fortified his cities, repaired the citadel of Millo at Jerusalem, prepared arrows and shields,
ordered that the fountains and brooks in the land be stopped at the first sign of invasion,
and with the help of the prophet Isaiah, heartened the people. Once more he concluded an
alliance with the Egyptians and the Ethiopians, and waited for Sennacherib to come again...
The debacle that overtook the Assyrian host occurred at the second invasion of
Palestine, it being also the second confrontation with the Egyptian allies of Hezekiah
together with Tirhaka, king of Ethiopia.
Herodotus, too, told of only one campaign of Sennacherib, met by Sethos on the Palestinian
frontier, when nature intervened. In Worlds in Collision I brought out the fact, neglected by
the commentators of the Scriptures and of Herodotus alike, that the story of the sun having
changed the rising and setting points four times since Egypt became a kingdom is included
in Herodotus immediately following the story of the debacle Sennacherib's army suffered.
The phenomenon of the sun returning on the sundial is described in all three biblical sources
in the same context of Sennacherib's debacle…
The last campaign of Sennacherib was directed not only against Jerusalem, but also
against Egypt and Ethiopia (Sudan)—an enterprising warrior, Tirhaka, who invaded
Egypt from the Sudan, reinstated Sethos, and put the occupant of the throne of Egypt,
underling of Sennacherib [Haremhab], to flight.
When Sennacherib came to Palestine for the second time [687 BC], Hezekiah refused
to submit or to pay tribute. The Ethiopian king Tirhakah (Taharka) stood together with
his Egyptian confederate, Sethos, at the border of Egypt, prepared to meet the threat.
Sennacherib sent his messengers to Hezekiah from Lachish and once more from Libnah
to demand submission; he also wrote him an ultimatum, and blasphemed the Hebrew
God. Then in a single night the Assyrian host, about 185,000 warriors, perished,
destroyed by some natural cause.
Several years after Sennacherib returned from his ill-fated campaign against Judah and
Egypt, he was slain by two of his sons while worshipping in the temple of Nergal (Mars).
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Esarhaddon, his heir, pursued his brothers, but they escaped over the mountains to the
north. Then he tried to re-establish the shattered authority of Assyria in Syria and on the
Phoenician shore.
"I besieged, I captured, I plundered, I destroyed, I devastated, I burned with fire," wrote
Esarhaddon. ―I hung the heads of the kings upon the shoulders of their nobles and with
singing and music I paraded." He threatened Tyre whose king "had put his trust in his friend
Tirhakah (Tarku), king of Ethiopia"...
[Tirharka in his 17th year (674 BC) had beaten Esarhaddon]
It was in [Esarhaddon‘s] tenth year [Tirharka‘s 20th year], or -671, that Esarhaddon
entered Egypt: he marched unopposed only as far as a place he calls Ishupri: there he
met his adversary, Tirhaka, king of Ethiopia (Nubia) and Egypt...
Esarhaddon continued along the Nile towards the Sudan (Ethiopia). "From Egypt I
departed, to Melukha (Ethiopia) I marched straightway." He described briefly the
march of thirty days from Egypt to Melukha—on none of the existing steles, however,
have the details of this part of his campaign remained preserved. Tirhaka retreated
before the Assyrian king who already covered an immense ydistance from Nineveh to
the cataracts on the Nile.
Summing up the campaign of his tenth year, Esarhaddon wrote: "I conquered Egypt,
Upper Egypt, and Ethiopia (Musur, Patursi, and Kusi). Tirhakah, its king, five times I
fought with him with my javelin, and I brought all of his land under my sway, I ruled
it." Esarhaddon called himself "king of Sumur and Akkad, king of the kings of Egypt,
Upper Egypt, and Ethiopia, the son of Sennacherib, King of Assyria"...
Not many years passed and Tirhaka again emerged from Nubia and once more took
possession of Egypt. Esarhaddon put his army on a hurried march...
"I am powerful, I am all-powerful, I am a hero, I am gigantic, I am colossal...I am without an
equal among all kings," wrote Esarhaddon. He died after a reign of not full twelve years. "In
the twelfth year the king of Assyria went to Egypt, fell sick on the road, and died on the tenth
day of the month Marcheswan"...At Esarhaddon's death the plan of succession went into
effect and Assurbanipal, in accordance with his father's will, assumed the crown of Assyria....
Immediately upon asserting his kingship, Assurbanipal made preparations for a campaign to
recover Egypt. The sudden death of Esarhaddon had given a respite to Tirhaka, and for a
number of years the Ethiopians ruled the land unopposed. Assurbanipal in his account of the
events that led to his Egyptian campaign narrates how "Tirhakah (Tarqu) without permission
of the gods, marched forth to seize Egypt…the evil treatment which my father had given him
had not penetrated his heart. He came and entered Memphis. That city he took for himself."
There is no word of any resistance on the part of the Assyrian-appointed kings and
governors: When Tirhaka "sent his army to kill, to plunder, to despoil" Egypt, they appealed
to Assyria for aid. "I was walking round in the midst of Nineveh," recounts Assurbanipal,
"when a swift courrier came and reported to me." And "my heart was bitter and much
afflicted." There and then Assurbanipal vowed "to make the greatest haste to aid the kings
and governors, my vassals."
For the reconquest of Egypt Assurbanipal relied heavily on foreign troops from his
dependencies on the Phoenician coast and the vassal kings of Cyprus. In the year -667
a great army was assembled and set out on the road to Egypt.
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"With furious haste they marched." Assurbanipal did not personally participate in the
campaign, but entrusted this task to his generals. "Tirhaka, king of Kush, heard of the coming
of my armies in Memphis." The Ethiopian king sent his men to meet the enemy, but they
were no match for the Assyrian army, made up of the assembled troops of a score of
nations...
For the Assyrians this was an important strategic gain, for it enabled them to quickly press
their attack southward; they were joined by the local kings who had been suppressed under
the Ethiopian domination.
It took but ten days for the Assyrian-led army to reach Thebes—yet on their arrival the
soldiers found that Tirhaka was no longer there. He had forsaken the city and, crossing
the Nile, established for himself on the opposite bank a fortified place. The Assyrian
generals were content for the time being to leave Tirhaka in peace...
The new administration set up in Egypt [after the first conquest by Assurbanipal‘s in
667 BC] at Assurbanipal's behest consisted again of the twenty governors and vicekings appointed earlier by Esarhaddon.
At the head of the list was Necho, who received Memphis and Sais as his share—two of
the most important cities of the period. But the governors were not content with their
subordinate position under an Asiatic overlord. As told by Assurbanipal, "their hearts
plotted evil"...
In the course of the brief reign of Ramses I (Necho I), Tirhaka, who had fought against
Sennacherib, Esarhaddon and Assurbanipal, died [664 BC] at his capital of Napata.
In Assurbanipal's words, "The night of death overtook him." He left behind, widowed, his
chief wife Duk-hat-amun, but no sons—a son and another wife had been captured years
earlier by Esarhaddon in Memphis and deported to Assyria. The succession to the Ethiopian
throne would pass through Duk-hat-amun if she could find a husband of royal blood; if not,
Tirhaka's nephew, Tandamane, was next in the line of succession.
In the biography of Suppiluliumas, compiled by his son Mursilis, there is quoted a
letter from a queen of Egypt named Dakhamun: "My husband died," she wrote, "and I
have no son. People say that you have many sons. If you were to send me one of your
sons, he might become my husband." She added she did not wish to marry a
commoner from among her subjects.
Since the reign of Suppiluliumas has been placed about 600 years before the reign of
Tirhaka, the identity of Dakhamun has remained a mystery. She is usually identified as
one of Akhnaton's daughters. But of all the queens of ancient Egypt, only one had a
name that corresponds to Dakhamun of the annals of Mursilis—namely, Duk-hatamun, the widow of Tirhaka.
A request of this kind was unheard of, and Suppiluliumas sought the advice of his consellors,
exclaiming: "Since of old such a thing has never happened before me!" They advised caution:
He should first assure himself that no deception was qbeing planned. It was decided that the
royal chamberlain should be sent to Egypt to find out "whether perhaps they have a prince"
and "do not really want one of my sons to take over the kingship."
Dakhamun answered in a letter: "Why do you say: 'They may try to deceive me'? If I had a
son, would I write to a foreign country in a manner which is humiliating to myself and to my
country? You do not trust me and tell me even such a thing. He who was my husband died
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and I have no sons. Shall I perhaps take one of my servants and make him my husband? I
have not written to any other country, I have written only to you. People say you have many
sons. Give me one of your sons and he is my husband and king in the land of Egypt."
At this, Suppiluliumas "complied with the lady's wishes," and sent her a prince.
But a few weeks later the news arrived that the prince had been assasinated. Whether this
was done by the Assyrians, who held control over Syria-Palestine, as well as northern Egypt,
or whether a court intrigue by the opponents of Duk-hat-amun caused the prince's death is
not known.
The assassination of Suppiluliuma's son frustrated Dakhamun's hopes of retaining
royal power, and the reigns of government passed on to Tirhaka's nephew,
Tandamane.
On Tanadamane's accession the Ethiopians renewed their drive to dominate Egypt.
Tandamane fortified Thebes and Heliopolis, and besieged the Assyrian garrison of
Memphis.
Tandamane abandoned Memphis, "fled alone and entered Thebes, his royal residence."
But Assurbanipal's army followed in close pursuit. "They marched after him, covering a
distance of one month in ten days on difficult roads as far as Thebes."
The Ethiopian did not risk another confrontation with Assurbanipal: "He saw my
mighty battle array approaching, left Thebes, and fled to Kipkipi." Never again did the
Ethiopians transgress the frontier of the Sudan...
"I made Egypt (Musur) and Nubia (Kush) feel my weapons bitterly and celebrated my
triumph. With full hands and safely I returned to Nineveh."
Many years later the prophet Nahum recalled "populous No (Thebes) that was situate
among the rivers. Ethiopia and Egypt were her strength and it was infinite. Yet was she
carried away, she went into captivity: her young children were dashed into pieces at the top
of all her streats: and they cast lots for her honorable men, and her great men were bound in
chains" (Part 1, Section 10, Part 2, Section 1, 8-9, 14, Part 3, Sections 1-2, 4).

Below is a chart showing the ebb and flow of events according to Velikovsky during the
Libyan and Ethiopian dynasties and when Assyria vied for control of Egypt with the
Ethiopians with adjustments I have made based on a 709 BC Fall of Samaria date.
We‟ll flesh out the story of the Egyptian vassals to Ethiopia and Assyria in the next chapter
covering the 19th Dynasty.

Egypt

Dates
BC

Egypt
To:

Vassal Ethiopia
(D25)

23rd and 24th dynasty kings

730-720

Vassal to Ethiopia

24th dynasty kings then
unknown
princes
under
Shabaka following death of
Bocchoris about 718 BC.

720-708

Vassal to Ethiopia
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Piankhi
(Piye)
Shabaka

Notes

Invades Egypt about 730 BC in
his 21st year.
Pharoah So - Shabaka had the
Golden
Horus
name
of
Sobekhotep.
Fall of Samaria in 709 BC.

Ramses Siptah (D19) - 6y

708-703

Vassal to Assyria

Shabaka

Sargon conquers Egypt (Isaiah
20). This Ramses is the brother
of Sethos (the Elder) and is later
killed by him. Married to Twosre.

Bey & Twosre (D19) – 1y

703-702

Vassal to Assyria

Shabaka

Sethos (the Elder)

702-701

Vassal to Ethiopia

Shabaka

Haremhab 12y

701-689

Vassal to Assyria

Sabataka

Assyrian governor Bey marries
Twosre after Sethos the Elder
kills his brother Rameses.
Sethos with Ethiopian support
ousts Assyrian control. Appoints
brother Haremhab as viceroy
while he campaigns in Asia.
Defects to Assyria. Appointed by
Assyrian king Sennacherib.

Sethos (the Elder)

689-671

Vassal to Ethiopia

Tirharka

Expelled Haremhab with the
help of Ethiopian king Tirharka.
Sethos and Tirharka kings at
time of Sennacherib‟s failed 687
BC campaign. Ruled until
Assyrian
conquest
by
Esarhaddon.

Assyrian appointed
20 governors including
Necho I

671-664

Tirharka

Ramesses I (D19) 2y /
Necho I (D26) 12y

664

Vassal to Assyria
(except in 667 BC
when Tirharka
briefly re-took
control of Egypt)
Vassal to Assyria

Tantamani

663

Vassal to Ethiopia

Tantamani

The governors (except probably
Necho I) turn to Tirharka in 664
BC but are defeated by
Ashurbanipal
who
takes
Thebes.
Necho I spared after the reconquest by Assurbanipal and
made Egyptian vassal.
Brief conquest of Egypt after
killing Necho I before defeated
by Ashurbanipal.

Tirharka

Dynasty 21
One Libyan dynasty wrenched out of its traditional place by Immanuel Velikovsky in his
“Ages in Chaos” series is Dynasty 21.
This dynasty is usually included as one of the Libyan dynasties that ruled during the Third
Intermediate Period which Velikovsky compressed by starting it around 820 BC rather than
the conventional start of 1069 BC.
Part of this compression comes about by relocating the 21st Dynasty from the rest of the
Libyan period to the period shortly before and after the conquest of Egypt by Alexander the
Great.
Before we look at other evidence and draw any conclusions below is a paraphrased
summary of Velikovsky‟s evidence from “Peoples of the Sea”:
The 21st Dynasty Priest-Kings
p.160-161 Psusennes, son of the Nesubanebded who figures in the travels of Wenamon as
the military prince with a residence in Tanis, inherited from his father the residence and the
title, and added to it those of high priest and first prophet of Amon, the titles of his fatherin-law Herihor, and on a number of occasions used the title ‗king‘.
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In this northern capital, in the compound of the great temple area, Psusennes built an
enclave of his own surrounded by a massive wall of bricks. The temple area was explored by
Pierre Montet; the identity of the builder of the enclave was immediately obvious to him: in
the north-east corner of it there was a foundation bearing the name of Psusennes; that name
was also on many bricks of the walls of the enclosure.
In a corner between the temple and the brick wall Montet discovered the tomb of the same
priest-prince. But, instead of being strengthened in his first expressed view that the enclave
was erected by Psusennes, Montet found himself obliged to revoke it:
"This view expressed in our recent publications is not correct. Now we know that the
great temple in its final form dates from a much later date because under the
northeastern and southwestern corners we have found deposits of Osorkon II and in
the southeastern corner a deposit of Nectanebo I [Nekht-nebef]."
p.193-195 In the north-west side of the hill [Gabal el-Mota in western Egypt] is the tomb of
Si-Amon, which was found in November 1940. "This tomb is by far the best that has yet been
found in the Western Desert and rivals any work of the period in the tombs of the Nile
Valley."
In none of the preserved paintings has Si-Amon a uraeus or cobra, the sign of royal power,
over his brow, but a vulture with spread wings over him is a royal sign. In the inscriptions
that are still preserved—many of them are defaced—his name is written without encircling it
in a cartouche. But the frieze along the walls is made of cartouches not filled in—a design
rather unusual for the tomb of a private man. A person, however rich or prominent in
communal affairs, would not decorate his mortuary chamber with scores of cartouches, a
trademark of royalty. The cartouches are arranged in groups of two blues and two yellows.
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The ceiling of the hall is decorated with royal symbols: hawks and vultures with spread wings
and with royal insignia held by the talons. Coming so close to claiming royal status, why
didn't Si-Amon write his name in the designed cartouches or attach a uraeus to the brow of
any of his portraits?
The answer is at hand: under the Ptolemies—and certainly under Ptolemy II—it would have
been a grave state offence for anyone, except Ptolemies themselves, to claim royal titles. SiAmon made the closest approach permissible: he had royal symbols adorning the walls and
the ceiling but he restrained himself from ordering the artist to add a compromising claim to
a royal title and thus to the throne. Already Peinuzem, son of Menkheperre, did not dare to
apply to his father's name or to his own the title "king".
Not feeling free to write next to his name and figure, "king", Si-Amon preferred to write
nothing. Whereas the other tomb, that of Ni-per-pa-Thoth, has the offices once held by the
deceased written on the walls ("prophet of Osiris," "Scribe of the divine documents," "the
great one in his town," "priest"), the name Si-Amon and his figure are left without any
qualification as to the position or offices he held in his lifetime. The tomb was not finished
and possibly the ovals of the cartouches were designed to have, at a later time, the name of
the deceased written in, should the political situation change, but even so the appearance of
the tomb is in many respects comparable to the royal tombs of the Valley of the Kings near
Thebes.
Discussing these details, we neglected to describe the two ways Si-Amon wished to be
portrayed. In the majority of scenes he is depicted in traditional Egyptian attire—his
face and head are shaven; but in a few of the murals he is shown with a mane of black
hair and a black curly beard. Furthermore, in a picture where he is presented with his
younger son—he sits and the boy stands before him—the boy "wears a short cloak of
Greek style". "He has curly black hair and puts over his shoulders a cloak of pure Greek
style" (Fakhri).
It is unquestionable: the tomb of Si-Amon dates from the Hellenistic period of Egyptian
history. Si-Amon, living in Hellenistic times, could not escape the influence of the prevailing
spirit and mode.
p.172-180 In the autumn of -332 Alexander crossed the desert and came to Egypt. The
Persian satrap, who could not depend on the people of Egypt, offered no resistance. The
population received Alexander jubilantly. "The Egyptian people hailed him with joy as their
deliverer from the Persian yoke."
He sacrificed to Apis and brought royal offerings; this implies that he was crowned king of
Egypt where "the Pharaoh was regarded as the incarnation of the greatest god".' He
arranged athletic and literary contests and took care also that the customs of Egypt and its
religious services be held in honour.
During Alexander's stay in Egypt a large group of captured rebels were brought to him from
the islands of the Aegean, and he banished the rebels of Chios—Appolonides and his
followers—to Yeb in southern Egypt. First he went some distance south; then he proceeded
to the western mouth of the Delta and had surveyors plan a large city—the future
Alexandria.
From there he visited the oracle of Amon in the oasis of Siwa, where he was pronounced a
son of Amon (Zeus) and the incarnation of the god himself.

404

Returning from the desert, he organized the administration of the country and then, pressed
by military considerations (at Tyre he rejected a peace offer by Darius), left Egypt in the early
spring of -331.
The most famous incident—his visit to the oracle of Amon—is described by a number of
authors; some of them used the no longer extant record of Callisthenes, who accompanted
Alexander on many marches and liked to boast that Alexander was famous not for what he
did but for what Callisthenes wrote about him.
Ptolemaeus and Aristobulus and other contemporaries of Alexander—their records are not
extant—as well as Cleitarchus, a resident of Alexandria, l who collected material from
eyewitnesses of Alexander's exploits, served as sources for the Greek and Roman authors
offollowing centuries who wrote about Alexander in Egypt.'
Egyptian sources are supposedly silent on Alexander's visit to the oracle of Amon in the
desert. But Alexander was not one of Egypt's regular visitors, and the oracle of Amon was the
chief sanctuary for the people of Egypt in the fourth century; therefore this silence on the
subject of Alexander's pilgrimage is enigmatic.
One of the most prominent documents of the period of the Twenty-first Dynasty is the socalled Stele of the Banished, or Maunier Stele, found in Luxor, now in the Louvre. The stele is
in a poor state of preservation ("very difficult to read"'). Its text deals with the oracle of Amon
and the affairs of the oasis. It was composed by a high priest of Amon, Menkheperre, son of
Peinuzem. Peinuzem was one of the priest-princes who rewrapped the royal mummies.
The text begins with the date: "Year Hi, Third month of the Third season, day 9." After some
broken lines this follows: "The majesty of this august god was [again broken lines]. Then he
took his ways to the scribes, surveyors, people." The high priest, described on the stele also
as "commander in chief of the army", is named: "Menkheperre, triumphant, son of King
Peinuzem-Meriamon...companion of his footsteps."
The text proceeds:
MAUNIER STELE: Their hearts rejoiced because he had desired to come to the South in might
and victory, in order to make satisfied the heart of the land, and to expel his enemies.
The victor who expelled his enemies was received with rejoicing. In the first month of the
third season the following took place:
MAUNIER STELE: He arrived at the city with a glad heart; the youth of Thebes received him,
making jubilee, with an embassy before him. The majesty of this august god ... establish[ed]
him [the high priest of Amon] upon the throne of his father, as High Priest of Amon-Re, king
of gods.
The victorious god—or the divine victor—accorded him honours and presents and
confirmed him in his office..
In the fourth month of the third season, on the fifth day of the feast of the "Birth of Isis",
MAUNIER STELE: The majesty of this august god, lord of gods, Amon-Re, king of gods,
appeared [in procession], came to the great halls of the house of Amon, and rested before
the inclosure wall of Amon. The High Priest of Amon-Re, king of gods, commander in chief
of the army, Menkheperre, triumphant, went to him and praised him exceedingly,
exceedingly, many times, and he founded [for him] his offering, even [every] good thing.
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Modern scholars assume that there are two actors in the story: the high priest and his godoracle. These scholars wonder about the procedure: "It appears as if he had long been
absent from Thebes, and needed to secure the recognition of the god; it is by no means the
condition of a resident head of the priesthood."'
"His majesty" who arrived in the south as a victor is clearly not Menkheperre because he is
referred to in the same text as one whom his majesty confirmed in the office of high priest.
After the high priest of Amon had praised his divine visitor "exceedingly", and brought
offerings "for him", he started to interrogate the oracle.
MAUNIER STELE: Then the High Priest of Amon, Menkheperre, triumphant, recounted to him,
saying:
"O my good lord, (when) there is a matter, shall one recount it
Then the great god nodded exceedingly, exceedingly.
The high priest asked about
MAUNIER STELE: ... the matter of these servants, against whom thou art wroth, who are in
the oasis, whither they are banished. Then the great god nodded exceedingly, while this
commander of the army [the high priest] with his hands uplifted, was praising his lord, as a
father talks with his own son.
The end of the last sentence is most unexpected. A priest would speak to the god Amon as a
son to a father, but not as a father to a son.
Nevertheless, the text of the stele says that the priest spoke to the god as a father speaks to
a son. The baffled translator of the text remarked: "The inversion of the members of the
comparison is in the original"…
When Alexander and his guard arrived at the outer wall surrounding the castle [the oracle of
Amon in the western desert], the chief priest came out and saluted the king. In the language
of Plutarch:
‗When Alexander had passed through the desert and was come to the place of the oracle,
the prophet of Amon gave him salutation from the god as from the father.‘
Strabo, who cited Callisthenes, wrote:
―The priest permitted the king alone to pass into the temple in his usual dress, but the rest
changed their clothes…all heard the oracles from outside except Alexander, but he inside.‖
The flattery with which the priest addressed Alexander on meeting him before the wall is
mentioned by several authors: so Curtius Rufus speaks of "concerted adulation" accorded by
the priest to Alexander. The stele says:
MAUNIER STELE: The majesty of this august god, lord of gods, Amon-Re...came to the great
halls of the house of Amon, and rested before the inclosure wall of Amon. The High Priest . . .
Menkheperre, triumphant, went to him and praised him exceedingly, exceedingly, many
times and he founded [for him] his offering, even [every] good thing.
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The offering is mentioned by Plutarch: "Alexander made splendid offerings to the god." All
the authors who described this visit told about the way the priest addressed Alexander.
Diodorus says:
When Alexander was introduced by the priests into the temple, and saw the god, one of the
old prophets addressed himself to him, and said: "God save thee, my son, and this title take
along with thee from the god himself."
Alexander answered, "Your son I will ever be called."
Now we see that the words on the stele about the priest "praising his lord, as a father talks
with his own son," are not an "inversion of a comparison".
Curtius Rufus, too, wrote (IV, vii):
As the king was approaching, the senior priest saluted him "son", affirming, "that his father,
Jupiter [Amon], bestowed that title".
This application of the term "son" to Alexander by the priest of Amon which is stressed by
Diodorus, Plutarch, and Curtius Rufus is important because of its singularity and because it
makes clear and verifies the otherwise absurd sentence of the stele.
The way in which this oracle answered questions was peculiar. On the stele it is repeatedly
said: "The great god nodded exceedingly, exceedingly." Diodorus said the same of the oracle
of Amon visited by Alexander: "The god by a nod of his head directs them." Strabo, too,
dwelt on this peculiarity:
The oracular responses were not, as at Delphi and among the Branchidae, given in words,
but mostly by nods and tokens, as in Homer, "Cronion spoke and nodded assent with his
dark brows," the prophet having assumed the role of Zeus; however, the fellow expressly told
the king that he, Alexander, was son of Zeus.
Here is a further reason why the priest spoke to his idol and to Alexander in similar fashion
(calling both god Arnon): Alexander was proclaimed an incarnation of the god Amon (Zeus)
himself. Moreover, he was assured of being a physical son of Amon. The words on the stele
telling the divine victor that Amon formed him in the egg gain in meaning.

Velikovsky offers three pieces of evidence here for his relocation of the 21st Dynasty to the
time contemporary with the 30th Dynasty through to the time shortly after the conquest by
Alexander the Great.
1) In the temple of Psusennes I (3rd king of Dynasty 21) were found deposits of 30th
dynasty king Nectanebo I which mean that the temple must date as late as the 4th
century BC.
2) In the tomb of Si-Amon (6th king of Dynasty 21) portraits of Si-Amon and his son
show them with black, curly hair and his son wearing a Greek cloak which are both
clear features of Hellenistic art.
3) The Maunier Stele from the 21st Dynasty tells us a story which is an exact match
with Greek sources that speak of Alexander the Great‟s visit to the oracle of Amon.
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CHAPTER 12
THE END OF THE LATE BRONZE AGE CATASTROPHE
Conventionally the end of the Late Bronze Age is dated around 1200 BC but, as we have
seen, this date should be lowered to around 750 BC to remove the artificial Dark Age gap
in Greece and western Turkey created by Egypt‟s overextended conventional chronology
that goes from 1200 to 750 BC.
I would like to quote from chapter 4 of Immanuel Velikovsky‟s book “The Dark Age of
Greece”. In this extract he gives the wider view of this dark period in ancient history from
the point of view of the cosmic drama that he believes was happening at this time as
hinted at in Homer‟s great literary works. Velikovsky writes:
Seismology and Chronology
Independently of my effort to construct a synchronical history starting with the common
event that overwhelmed and vexed all nations of the globe—the great catastrophe that
ended the Middle Kingdom—a similar effort was made by Claude F. A. Schaeffer, Professor
at College de France. The reader of Ages in Chaos is familiar with his work of excavating RasShamra (Ugarit) from the chapter carrying this title.
He observed in Ras-Shamra on the Syrian coast obvious signs of great destruction that
pointed to violent earthquakes, tidal waves, and other signs of a natural disaster. At
the occasion of his visit to Troy, excavated by C. Blegen, Schaeffer became aware that
Troy was destroyed by the elements—and repeatedly so—at the same times when RasShamra was destroyed.
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The distance from the Dardanelles, near which the mound of Troy lies, to Ras-Shamra
is about 600 miles on a straight line. In modern annals of seismology no earthquake is
known to have affected so wide an area.
Schaeffer investigated the excavated places in Asia Minor, and the archaeologists'
reports, and in every place found the same picture. He turned his attention to Persia,
farther to the East--and the very same signs of catastrophes were evident in each and
every excavated place. Then he turned his attention to the Caucasus—and there, too,
the similarity of the causes and effects was undeniable.
In his own excavations on Cyprus he could once more establish the very same series of
interventions by the frenzied elements of nature. He was so impressed by what he found that
during the next few years he put into writing a voluminous work, Stratigraphie comparee et
chronologie de l'Asie occidantale (IIIe et IIe millennaires), published by Oxford University Press
in 1948. In over six hundred pages supplemented by many tables, he presented his thesis.
Several times during the third and second millennia before the present era the ancient East
was disturbed by stupendous catastrophes; he also found evidence that in the fourth, as well
as in the first millennium, the ancient East went through great natural paroxysms, but their
description Schaeffer reserved for future publications.
In the published work covering the third and second millennia, Schaeffer discerned 5
or 6 great upheavals. The greatest of these took place at the very end of the Early
Bronze, or the Old Kingdom in Egypt. At each of these occurrences, life was suddenly
disturbed and the flow of history interrupted. Schaeffer also indicated that his
acquaintance with European archaeology made him feel certain that Europe, too, was
involved in those catastrophes; if so, they must have been more than continental—
actually global in dimension.
Thus Schaeffer, like myself, came to the conviction that the ancient world was disturbed by
repeated upheavals. We even arrived at the same number of disturbances, a common
realization of their grandiose nature, and the same relative dating of these events. However,
we came to the same conclusions travelling by entirely different routes. In this there was a
considerable assurance of our having closely approached the historical truth.
A reader unequipped to follow Schaeffer through his large and technical volume may well let
the the last chapter (Resume et Conclusion) impress him by its questions and answers. In
concluding his book Schaeffer epitomized: "Our inquiry has demonstrated that these
repeated crises which opened and closed the principal periods . . . were caused not by the
action of man. Far from it—because, compared with the vastness of these all-embracing
crises and their profound effects, the exploits of conquerors and all combinations of state
politics would appear only very insignificant. The philosophy of the history of antiquity of the
East appears to us singularly deformed"—namely, by describing the past of nations and
civilizations as the history of dynasties, rather than as a history of great ages, and by ignoring
the role physical causes played in their sequence.
As to the chronology—in his printed work Schaeffer follows with certain reservations, the
accepted timetable. In correspondence, however, he envisaged the possibility of shortening
the Egyptian history, but not to the extent claimed in Ages in Chaos. Then how can we be in
agreement as to the times of the catastrophes?
The answer lies in the fact that both of us relate these catastrophes to the termination of the
(identical) great periods in history. In other words, we are in agreement as to the relative
chronology, not the absolute one…
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Celestial Events in the Iliad
The eighth century, starting with -776, was together with the beginning of the seventh a
period of great natural upheavals. Populations migrated, partly to Asia Minor, and other
populations descended from the north. The siege of Troy might therefore have been an
effort of the Greeks to plant a foothold on the coast of Asia Minor. The true time of the
events recounted in the Iliad was the second half of the eighth and the beginning of the
seventh centuries before the present era.
In Worlds in Collision an effort was made to recognize in the description of theomachy
and of the natural phenomena that accompanied the battle of the gods, the events
that took place in the sky and on earth between -747 and -687.
The Trojan War was waged to the accompaniment of blows exchanged by the planetary
gods—Earth (Hera), Moon (Aphrodite), Venus (Athene), Mars (Ares) and Jupiter (Zeus).
These celestial phenomena could not have taken place in the sky over Troy alone: the entire
world had to witness the events, if they were not mere creations of the bard. That they were
not can be deduced from the fact that these very events, witnessed in all parts of the world,
are also described in sacred epics from Finland (Kalevala), Lapland and Iceland (Edda), from
Mexico, Peru, India, the South Sea Islands, China and Japan, and, of course, by the poets and
dramatists, annalists and astronomers, of the Near and Far East. It would require repeating
close to two hundred pages of Worlds in Collision, actually the entire part II (Mars) of that
book, should we desire here to evidence and illuminate this in some detail.
Perturbations in the celestial sphere, or Theomachy, in which Mars endangered the Earth at
nearly regular intervals during this century, preoccupied the minds of men and repeatedly
intervened in human history. Pestilence also broke out, and many references in the
cuneiform literature ascribe its cause to Nergal (Mars).
Earthquakes, overflooding, change of climate, evidenced by Klimasturz, did not spare a
single land. These changes moved entire nations to migrations. Calendars were repeatedly
thrown out of order and reformed—and the reader will find abundant material in the second
part of Worlds in Collision and also in Earth in Upheaval, where no human testimony, but
only the testimony of nature was presented; and this material could be multiplied by any
dedicated researcher.
It appears, however, that in the Iliad Homer telescoped into a few weeks events that took
place in the space of several decades. At least some of the events may be placed in a
chronological order with the help of ancient Israelite sources: namely, on the day when King
Ahaz was interred the motion of the Earth was disturbed so that the Sun set before its
appointed time; at the time of the destruction of Sennacherib's army in the days of Hezekiah,
son of Ahaz, another disturbance occurred with the contrary effect: the Sun appeared to
return several degrees to the east before proceeding on its regular westward path.
It is asserted in the rabbinical literature that the second disturbance rectified the
effects of the first—and this is also the meaning of the sentence in Isaiah 38:8: "So the
sun returned ten degrees by which degrees it was gone down."
In Greek legendary tradition the first event [dated to Ahaz‘s reign which I date to 717
BC – RW] took place in the days of the two brothers, Atreus and Thyestes, contesting
the throne of Mycenae—when, according to Seneca, the Sun set earlier than usual.
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Yet a certain compression or amalgamating of two events, separated in time, must have
taken place, for another version of the story tells of a reversal of the sun's motion. This
version is recorded by Apollodorus and several other authors.
The event described as the reversal of motion of the sun took place, as illuminated Worlds in
Collision, on March 23rd, -687.
The fixing of the event to the early spring of -687 is made on the strength of the information
from Hebrew sources that the event took place on the night of Passover, during the second
campaign of Sennacherib against Judah, the ninth campaign of his reign. The exact date for
the last of this series of catastrophes is provided by the records of the astronomical
observations of the Chinese, where we learn that in the year -687, on the 23rd of March,
"during the night the fixed stars did not appear, though the sky was clear. In the middle of
the night stars fell like rain."
This date is also confirmed by Roman sources—Romulus found his end during a celestialterrestrial catastrophe connected with the planet Mars:
―Both the poles shook, and Atlas lifted the burden of the sky . . . The sun vanished and rising
clouds obscured the heaven . . . the sky was riven by shooting flames. The people fled and
‖
the king [Romulus] upon his father's [Mars'] steeds soared to the stars.
Romulus was a contemporary of Hezekiah; and the 23rd of March was the most important
day in the Roman cult of Mars.
We must not forget that the Romans and the Greeks worshipped their gods in the
planets, not as gods of the planets. Invocations to the gods, such as the Homeric Hymn
to Ares (Mars) are addressed directly to the planet as an astral power.
The siege of Troy under Agamemnon followed by less than one generation the natural
disturbances of the days of his father Atreus, when this king of Mycenae competed with his
brother Thyestes for the crown of the realm and the Sun was disrupted in its motion.
Atreus and Thyestes, being contemporaries of Ahaz and Hezekiah, and Agamemnon, son of
Atreus, a contemporary of the latter king of Jerusalem, it seems that the time in which the
drama of the Iliad was set was the second half of the 8th century, and not later than -687; yet
the poet condensed the events separated by decades into the tenth year of the Trojan siege,
the time of the Iliad's action.
Thus we come to realize that it was a rather late time; clearly Homer could not have lived
before the events he described; and therefore Homer's time cannot be any earlier than the
end of the eighth century. But more probably he wrote several decades after the Trojan War,
when the events of the war had become enveloped in a veil due to a certain remoteness in
time, and obtained a halo of heroic, god-like exploits. The Odyssey, describing the
wanderings of Odysseus after the Trojan War, requires, too, a distancing between the poet
and the Trojan War, on the assumption that both Homeric poems were the product of one
author. If not of one, then we must assume that two poets of unique genius lived close in
time to one another…
A Gap Closed
A chronology with centuries that never occurred made necessary the introduction of "Dark
Ages" between the years -1100 and -750 in many areas of the ancient world; these upper
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and lower figures are already pulled together on the chronological timetable, and still some
400 years are unaccounted for—thus it is spoken of the "mysterious spell of Dark Ages."
But when the hinges of history are fastened at correct levels the ghost centuries vanish and
the chasm is shown to be imaginary.
Yet it cannot be denied that there was some interruption between the Late Bronze and Early
Iron Ages in Greece and elsewhere; no smooth and evolutionary transition took place from
the Mycenaean to the Ionian Age. There were great migrations in the eighth century and in
the first part of the seventh. What kind of interruption, then, occurred in the entire ancient
East?
In his book Discontinuity in Greek Civilization, (1966) Rhys Carpenter stands before
observations made by a number of investigators in the archaeology of Greece and the
Helladic islands and, after reviewing the evidence on the mainland in its various regions and
on the islands, one by one, he comes to the conclusion:
"Despite the fact that there is no indication that the late Myceneans were driven out by any
human intervention, they abandoned the south Aegean islands even as they deserted the
central Peloponnese. For some reason and for some cause over which they had no control
they found life in Greece and in the southern Aegean so unendurable that they could not
remain."…
The Mycenaean age came to its end in the catastrophic events of the eighth and seventh
centuries—thus there were no Dark Ages between the Mycenaean Age and the Greek or
Ionian Age. Whether the catastrophic changes that accompanied and followed these
upheavals were by themselves enough to cause the end of the Mycenaean Age, or whether
the migrations and invasions contributed, the great Mycenaean age came to its close not
before the eighth century was over. There were no dark ages in between.
Certain changes did take place between the end of the Mycenaean and the beginning of the
Ionian ages—but they are better understood not by assuming four or five hundred
intervening dark years, but by the very fact of dislocations created by catastrophes. Cities
with their palaces crumbled; surviving populations migrated and were partly replaced by new
settlers—in the case of Greece by the Dorian invaders, the returning Heraclid Greeks who at
an earlier date had migrated northward.
These upheavals of nature were responsible for the break in continuity that is found in
Greece, in Asia Minor and in many other places. There was a disruption in occupation
of lands and a discontinuity in civilizations. But there were no Dark Ages and the four
centuries inserted between the Mycenaean and Greek periods are unreal.
Thus we have the explanation of the fact that so much in common is found in the late
Mycenaean and early Greek ages, and also an explanation of the fact that no literary
relics and scarcely any archaeological ones are found from the 4 or 5 centuries of the
presumed Dark Ages, and yet that, on the other hand, there was some break in
continuity.

On the next three pages are charts from Claude Schaeffer‟s book comparing the
stratigraphy between the major sites in western Asia over the Bronze Age which shows the
destruction levels detected at the end of the Early, Middle and Bronze Ages. The dates
used in these charts are the conventional dates used by Egyptology NOT revised dates.
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The revised dates for the destructions are as follows:
Era

Conventional

Revised

2350 BC
2050 BC

2100 BC
1850 BC

Middle Bronze

1700-1600 BC

1450-1400 BC

Late Bronze
Late Bronze

1350 BC
1200 BC

750 BC
700 BC

Early Bronze II
Early Bronze III

Claude Schaeffer applied the dubious conventional interpretation of the invasion of the
Sea Peoples for the second of the late Bronze Age destruction levels.
Geoffrey Gammon in an article called “Bronze Age Destructions in the Near East” (SIS
Review Vol IV No 4) discusses further the research of Claude Schaeffer on the Bronze
Age Destructions:
Early Bronze Age Destructions
Strata at the other Syrian sites, such as Byblos and Qalaat er-Rouss, in which were found
objects similar to those discovered at Early Ugarit III and almost certainly contemporary with
it, had also been destroyed by fire.
In fact, the end of the archaeological period which Schaeffer designated Early Bronze II
was accompanied by major upheavals which affected the whole of Western Asia…
At Troy II, where repeated attempts had been made to rebuild the city walls, there was also
evidence of destruction by earthquake.
However, as Alfred de Grazia has argued in a highly original and challenging article
published in Kronos a few years ago, the severity of the conflagration which destroyed
Troy II, to which the thickness of the layer of calcined debris or burnt ash bore
eloquent witness, indicated that whatever natural disaster overwhelmed the city must
have been of massive, even catastrophic, proportions…
The end of Early Bronze III, however, was marked by destructions in all regions of
Western Asia. In Anatolia there was a sudden end to the rich civilisation of Alaça
Hüyük, while at Tarsos excavations have unearthed ruined buildings whose cracked
walls lean at an angle of 45 degrees to the vertical. According to Schaeffer Troy III was
covered by a layer of ash 16 metres thick…
In Mesopotamia, at Tell Brak, the palace of Naram Sin, grandson of Sargon of Agade, was
destroyed.
In Palestine, there were destructions at Tell Beit Mirsim, Jericho and Tell el-Ajjûl. There is also
evidence for an influx of new populations at Beit Mirsim, Jericho, Gaza, Lachish, Beth Shan
and Tell Hesi, at all of which there is a general poverty of remains…
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Middle Bronze Age Destructions
The end of the Middle Bronze Age was marked by violent destructions at many sites.
Alaça Hüyük, Alishar and Boghazköy in Anatolia; Tepe Gawra in Mesopotamia; Jericho,
Bethel, Hazor, Beit Mirsim and Lachish in Palestine were all destroyed by fire.
Moreover, at every site examined by Schaeffer in his study, even where there is no
evidence of physical destruction, there is a long hiatus or break in occupation of
varying duration but estimated by him to have lasted between 100 and 200 years…
Schaeffer points out that there is evidence for epidemics and famines as far afield as
Palestine, Asia Minor and Cyprus.
Late Bronze Age Destructions
Finally, the last Bronze Age city of Ugarit was destroyed at about the same time as numerous
other cities throughout Western Asia. There were destructions at Boghazköy, Tarsos and Troy
VIIa in Anatolia; at Byblos in Syria; and at Beit Mirsim, Beth Shan, Megiddo and Tell Hesi in
Palestine…
Schaeffer summarises his general conclusions in the following terms:- "Our enquiry has
shown that these successive crises which opened and closed the principal periods of
the 3rd and 2nd millennia were not caused by the action of man. On the contrary,
compared with the magnitude of these general crises and their profound effects, the
exploits of conquerors and the schemes of political leaders seem very insignificant"…
In Worlds in Collision, Velikovsky argued that the most recent of a series of catastrophic
events took place between 776 and 687 BC and was associated with activity by the planet
Mars.
Some 700 years earlier, in the 15th century BC, [Velikovsky argued] the planet Venus..was
then on a cometary orbit, came close enough to Earth to cause the biblical events known to
us as the plagues which preceded the Exodus of the Israelites from Egypt and the so-called
"long day of Joshua", when it was recorded that the sun "stood still" in the valley of Beth
Horon.
In this book, Velikovsky synchronised the Exodus with the end of the Egyptian Middle
Kingdom during Manetho's 13th Dynasty and the conquest of Canaan with the end of the
Middle Bronze Age (MB II C) in Palestine…
As Schaeffer points out, although earthquakes in this region are frequent, it is rare for
their effects to be so far-reaching as those which he claims struck Anatolia at the end
of Early Bronze II and III, and later destroyed both Late Ugarit II and Troy VI.
I have already referred to Professor de Grazia's article on destruction by fire in ancient times,
with particular reference to Schliemann's and Blegen's excavation of the "burnt city" of Troy,
since designated Troy IIg, and to his conclusion that the disaster that had produced a layer
of ash which he estimated to have been 15 to 20 feet thick initially must have been of
catastrophic dimensions.

The causal agent of the Late Bronze Age catastrophe proposed by Immanuel Velikovsky
(close passings of the planet Mars) that is noted above is naturally highly controversial.
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I‟d like to quote now from Wikipedia article on the Late Bronze Age collapse which
discusses the conventional alternatives for this great catastrophe that rocked the Aegean
and Middle East:
Bronze Age collapse:
Possible causes of collapse
As part of the Late Bronze Age-Early Iron Age Dark Ages, it was a period associated with the
collapse of central authorities, a general depopulation, particularly of highly urban areas, the
reduction of literacy in parts of Anatolia and the Aegean, and its restriction elsewhere, the
disappearance of established patterns of long-distance international trade, increasingly
vicious intra-elite struggles for power, and reduced options for the elite if not for the general
mass of population. There are various theories put forward to explain the situation of
collapse, many of them compatible with each other.
Volcanoes
The Hekla 3 eruption approximately coincides with this period and, while the exact date is
under considerable dispute, one group calculated the date specifically to be 1159 BC and
implicated the eruption in the collapse in Egypt.
Earthquakes
Amos Nur, a professor of Geophysics at Stanford University, postulates that earthquakes
tend to occur in "sequences" or "storms" where a major earthquake above 6.5 on the Richter
magnitude scale can in later months or years set off second or subsequent earthquakes
along the weakened fault line. He shows that when a map of earthquake occurrence is
superimposed on a map of the sites destroyed in the Late Bronze Age, there is a very close
correspondence.
Migrations and raids
Ekrem Akurgal, Gustav Lehmann and Fritz Schachermeyer – following the views of Gaston
Maspero – have argued for this view. Evidence includes the widespread findings of Naue IItype swords (coming from South-Eastern Europe) throughout the region, and Egyptian
records of invading "northerners from all the lands".
The Ugarit correspondence at the time mentions invasions by tribes of such as the
mysterious Sea Peoples, who appear to have been a disparate mix of Luwians, Greeks and
Canaanites, among others. Equally, the last Greek Linear B documents in the Aegean (dating
to just before the collapse) reported a large rise in piracy, slave raiding and other attacks,
particularly around Anatolia. Later fortresses along the Libyan coast, constructed and
maintained by the Egyptians after the reign of Ramesses II, were built to reduce raiding.
This theory is strengthened by the fact that the collapse coincides with the appearance in the
region of many new ethnic groups. Indo-European tribes such as; the Phrygians, ProtoArmenians (Urartians), Medes, Persians, Cimmerians, Lydians and Scythians, as well as the
Pontic speaking Colchians and Sarmatians.
These groups settled or emerged in the Caucasus, Iran and Anatolia. Thracians, Macedonians
and Dorian Greeks seem to have arrived at this time – possibly from the north, usurping the
earlier Greeks of Mycenae and Achaea. There also seems to have been widespread migration
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of Semitic peoples such as Aramaeans, Chaldeans and Suteans – possibly from the SouthEast.
Ultimate reasons for these migrations could include drought, developments in
warfare/weaponry, earthquakes or other natural disasters, meaning that the Migrations
theory is not necessarily incompatible with the other theories mentioned here.
Ironworking
The Bronze Age collapse may be seen in the context of a technological history that saw the
slow, comparatively continuous spread of iron-working technology in the region, beginning
with precocious iron-working in what is now Bulgaria and Romania in the 13th and 12th
centuries BC.
Leonard R. Palmer suggested that iron, while inferior to bronze weapons, was in more
plentiful supply and so allowed larger armies of iron users to overwhelm the smaller armies
of bronze-using maryannu chariotry. This argument has been weakened of late with the
finding that the shift to iron occurred after the collapse, not before. It now seems that the
disruption of long distance trade, an aspect of "systems collapse", cut easy supplies of tin,
making bronze impossible to make. Older implements were recycled and then iron
substitutes were used.
Drought
Harvey Weiss, using the Palmer Drought Index for 35 Greek, Turkish, and Middle Eastern
weather stations, showed that a drought of the kinds that persisted from January 1972 would
have affected all of the sites associated with the Late Bronze Age collapse. Drought could
have easily precipitated or hastened socio-economic problems and led to wars. More
recently Brian Fagan has shown how the diversion of mid-winter storms, from the Atlantic to
north of the Pyrenees and the Alps, bringing wetter conditions to Central Europe but
drought to the Eastern Mediterranean, was associated with the Late Bronze Age collapse.
Brandon L. Drake has shown how "oxygen-isotope speleothems, stable carbon isotopes,
alkenone-derived sea surface temperatures, and changes in warm-species dinocysts and
foraminifera in the Mediterranean indicate that the Early Iron Age was more arid than the
preceding Bronze Age.". This supports the work of D.Kaniewski et al on "Late second–early
first millennium BC abrupt climate changes in coastal Syria and their possible significance for
the history of the Eastern Mediterranean".
Changes in warfare
Robert Drews argues that the appearance of massed infantry, using newly developed
weapons and armor, such as cast rather than forged spearheads and long swords, a
revolutionizing cut-and-thrust weapon, and javelins, and the appearance of bronze
foundries, suggest "that mass production of bronze artifacts was suddenly important in the
Aegean". (For example, Homer uses "spears" as a virtual synonym for "warriors".)
Such new weaponry, in the hands of large numbers of "running skirmishers" who could
swarm and cut down a chariot army, would destabilize states that were based upon the use
of chariots by the ruling class and precipitate an abrupt social collapse as raiders began to
conquer, loot, and burn the cities.
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General systems collapse
A general systems collapse has been put forward as an explanation for the reversals in
culture that occurred between the Urnfield culture of the 12–13th centuries BC and the rise
of the Celtic Hallstatt culture in the 9th and 10th centuries BC. This theory may, however,
simply raise the question of whether this collapse was the cause of, or the effect of, the
Bronze Age collapse being discussed. General Systems Collapse theory, pioneered by Joseph
Tainter, hypothesizes how social declines in response to complexity may lead to a collapse
resulting in simpler forms of society.
In the specific context of the Middle East, a variety of factors — including population growth,
soil degradation, drought, cast bronze weapon and iron production technologies — could
have combined to push the relative price of weaponry (compared to arable land) to a level
unsustainable for traditional warrior aristocracies. In complex societies which were
increasingly fragile and less resilient, this combination of factors may have contributed to the
collapse.
"The growing complexity and specialization of the Late Bronze Age political, economic, and
social organization in Carol Thomas and Craig Conant's phrase, is a weakness that could
explain such a widespread collapse that was able to render the Bronze Age civilizations
incapable of recovery.
―The critical flaws of the Late Bronze Age are its centralization, specialization, complexity and
top-heavy political structure. These flaws then revealed themselves through socio-political
factors (revolt of peasantry and defection of mercenaries), fragility of all kingdoms
(Mycenaean, Hittite, Ugaritic and Egyptian), demographic crises (overpopulation), and wars
between states. Other factors which could have placed increasing pressure on the fragile
kingdoms include piratical disturbances of maritime trade by the Sea Peoples, drought, crop
failures, famine, Dorian migration or invasion.‖

Robert Drews in his book “The End of the Bronze Age – Changes in Warfare and the
Catastrophe ca.1200 BC” summarises the great catastrophe this way:
Destruction by fire was the fate of the cities and palaces of the eastern Mediterranean during
the Catastrophe. Throughout the Aegean, Anatolia, Cyprus, and the Levant dozens of these
places were burned.
Although many small communities were not destroyed, having been simply abandoned in
the early 12th century B.C., the great centers went up in flames. In fact, in all the lands
mentioned it is only in the interior of the southern Levant that one can find at least a few
significant centers that were not destroyed by fire at least once during the Catastrophe.
In the aftermath of destruction many centers were rebuilt, and a surprising number of them
were on or within sight of the seacoast. Tiryns, Troy, Ialysos, Tarsus, Enkomi, Kition, Ashdod,
and Ashkelon are the best known of these twelfth-century coastal settlements, but there
were many others.
Another expedient, favored especially by the survivors of the Catastrophe in eastern Crete,
was to locate new towns high in the mountains. Small, unfortified settlements were far less
common in the middle of the 12th century than they had been a century earlier.
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Egypt escaped the Catastrophe, inasmuch as no Egyptian cities or palaces are known to have
been destroyed, although after Ramesses III pharaonic power and prestige entered a sharp
decline. And in Mesopotamia the Catastrophe seems to have done little damage: the kings
of Assur remained strong through the twelfth century, and Babylonia's troubles were of a
conventional kind. But in all other civilized lands, the Catastrophe was synonymous with the
burning of rich palaces and famous cities (p.29-30).

I‟d like to quote from Amos Nur‟s book “Apocalypse – Earthquakes, Archaeology and the
Wrath of God” where he makes the following comments about the catastrophe at the end
of the Late Bronze Age:
Robert Drews (1993) compiled a map showing the sites that have been found in the eastern
Mediterranean that were destroyed at the end of the Bronze Age (Figure 8.1). Drews names
forty seven Aegean and eastern Mediterranean sites where archaeological evidence suggests
some level of catastrophic collapse between 1225 BC and 1175 BC, a period of about fifty
years.
Despite the "Within a period of 40 or 50 years at the end of the 13th and beginning of
the 12th century almost every significant city or palace in the eastern Mediterranean
world was destroyed, many of them never to be occupied again." What caused the
collapse?...
One of the most cogent alternative explanations for Bronze Age destruction is offered by
Robert Drews (1993), who proposes that a revolution in the techniques of warfare were the
main cause for the upheaval at this time. He argues convincingly that this revolution indeed
took place, and that certainly it must have unsettled the ancient world considerably. What is
odd, however, is his implication that this revolution somehow rules out an earthquake
catastrophe in the same region at the same time.
Drews entirely dismisses the idea of earthquakes, systematically dismantling the arguments
of archaeologists who proposed earthquake destruction at their own excavations, including
Blegen et al. (1953, 1958) at Troy, Mylonas at Mycenae, Schaeffer at Ugarit, Samson at
Thebes, Evans at Knossos, Kilian at Tiryns, and Davis and Kempinski at Megiddo. Schaeffer,
Kilian, and Blegen, in particular, also extended their hypotheses to include regional
destruction of some extent.
Drews, in his refutation of their hypotheses, makes some interesting arguments. He dismisses
Schaeffer's and Kilian's proposals that Alalakh, Hatushash, and Pylos were destroyed by
earthquakes, with the justification that the original excavators of those sites disagreed, and
that archaeologists generally accept the original excavators' conclusions regarding the fate
of a given site. However, in cases where those same investigators - or others - posited
earthquake destruction at other sites they excavated, Drews proceeds to refute their findings.
Arguments he uses to favor human destruction over earthquakes include the presence of
foreign weapons; the absence of skeletal remains, which is simply wrong for most of the
places he cites; the presence of widespread fire, which he naively says is unheard of in
ancient earthquakes; and the absence of ground displacement in the excavated site, where
there is evidence of tilted or collapsed walls, he favors subsidence unrelated to earthquakes;
where there is evidence of fire, he assumes it was deliberately set; where there is clear
evidence of skeletal remains trapped within rubble layers - as at Mycenae, Tiryns, Midea, and
Knossos, information that came to light well before his own book was published - he simply
says that it does not exist.
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With all his negation of earthquake evidence, Drews implies that the success of his own
interpretation of events, that a revolution in techniques of war was responsible for the
collapse, depends on proving not only that earthquakes had nothing to do with the collapse
but also that quakes could not have occurred at the same time as a revolution in war
technology. The cause is either war or earthquakes - if one, then not the other. Nor is he
alone in this mind-set. Archaeologists who favor theories of agricultural collapse, anonymous
aggressors, climate change, or meteor strikes also tend to argue against the possibility of
earthquakes as exacerbating agents.
Although any one of these extraordinary events could explain some subsets of the
archaeological or geological data from that era, the fact is that earthquakes, even large ones,
are not extraordinary events in this region; they are an ever-present threat there, and
evidence that they occurred in no way negates other theories. The either/or debates that
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rage in archaeological circles imply a strange separation of the human world from the
natural world, as if earthquakes would hold off until human conflicts were resolved, or as if
political and military strategists would not alter their plans in the face of a sudden natural
disaster. The suggestion that the two are inevitably linked is seen as a capitulation, a sign of
a weak theory that must be bolstered by unlikely coincidences…
The 47 sites that, according to Drews (1993),
were destroyed in the Bronze Age
catastrophe are shown in Figure 8.6,
superimposed over the intensity VII groundmotion map of Figure 8.4. Most of the sites
fall within or close to the high-intensity
regions, and must have been badly damaged
by earthquakes at least once in the past.
Indeed, Kilian (1996) noted that "the
Mycenaean sites for which there is
archaeological evidence of seismic activity
coincide with areas that have been hit by
earthquakes with a magnitude M=6.0 or
larger during the last two hundred years."
Of course, this does not prove that these sites were destroyed by earthquakes at the end of
the Bronze Age, but it does place earthquakes high on the list of suspects whenever
unexplained destruction is found. The excavators' reports for many of these sites describe
damage that could have been caused by earthquakes as easily as by human hands. That,
along with the known seismic risk throughout the region, makes it indefensible to dismiss
earthquakes without serious consideration…
Our seismicity hazard map, which, remember, is still an incomplete picture of the seismic risk
in the area, indicates that an earthquake would be perfectly plausible in any of the cities on
Drews's list of Late Bronze Age destruction. Blegen et al. (1953, 1958) and Schaeffer (1948),
who suggested this notion years ago, could have had the right idea. Troy and Hatushash
could not have escaped the violence of earthquakes.
Why, then, was Schaeffer subjected to ridicule and Blegen to resistance from other
archaeologists and historians? One reason is that Schaeffer proposed a single, huge
earthquake to explain the simultaneous destruction over the entire large region. Many
at the time believed that such large earthquakes could never happen.
Schaeffer's proposal was published well before the magnitude 9.5 Chilean earthquake of
1960, which is still the largest instrumentally recorded earthquake in the world to date. If the
recalculations by Stein and Okal (2005) are correct, the December 2004 earthquake off the
coast of Sumatra, which triggered the massive tsunami in the Indian Ocean, was only slightly
smaller, at 9.3. Of course, the geologic settings of Sumatra and Chile are very different from
our region of interest, since they both lie on subduction zones, the types of plate boundaries
that produce the very largest earthquakes.
The North Anatolian Fault is a transform boundary, one that almost certainly cannot
produce huge events like these. However, even the largest strike-slip earthquakes can
cause devastation over much larger areas than most archaeologists realize…
The failure of archaeologists to appreciate the widespread damage that a single earthquake
can cause is compounded by the tendency in early archaeological literature to misuse the
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term "epicenter" to mean "zone of destruction." Thus, damage from a single earthquake
would sometimes be erroneously described as having many "epicenters," when, in reality,
this usually just meant that there were many places where construction density was high
enough to suffer severe earthquake damage. The terminology was confusing.
In any case, based on the archaeological evidence, it is unlikely that the damage could have
been caused by only one earthquake. The destruction at the end of the Bronze Age was
apparently spread over a period of approximately fifty years - say, from about 1225 BC to
1175 BC - so blaming the destruction on earthquakes would require several events in rapid
succession. Archaeologists, faced with that requirement, began to feel that the earthquake
hypothesis was on shaky ground, so to speak. The feeling that too much was being trusted
to coincidence prompted most prominent scholars in the field to abandon earthquakes in
favor of more arbitrary human motives…
As described in chapter 2, stress on a plate boundary accumulates gradually over a
prolonged period, sometimes as long as several hundred years. During this time, the fault
can be relatively inactive. Sometimes the stress along the entire fault is then released in a
single, very large earthquake with numerous aftershocks. However, the strain can also be
released in a series of large earthquakes, each one triggering another on an adjacent section
of the fault a few months or years apart. In this way, the fault "unzips" in steps until the stress
has been released along its entire length. The process of gradual accumulation and
subsequent release of stress would then begin again, leading eventually to another series of
earthquakes after centuries of inactivity.
Geophysicists have not agreed on what to call this phenomenon but describe modern
examples either as "earthquake sequences" (e.g., Ambraseys 1970), "earthquake migrations"
(Mogi 1968; Roth 1988), "progressive failures" (Stein, Barka, and Dietrich 1997), or, in places
where many intersecting faults are involved, "earthquake storms" (Nur and Cline 2000).
An example of a modern
"earthquake sequence" occurred
on the North Anatolian Fault
during the twentieth century
(e.g., Ambraseys 1970; Allen
1975; Wood 1996, 225, 226;
Stein, Barka, and Dietrich 1997).
This thirty-year sequence, which
has been well studied by
geophysicists,
consisted
of
seven earthquakes - all with
magnitudes greater than 5.6 - in
1939, 1942, 1943, 1944, 1951,
1957, and 1967.
The quakes progressed westward along the 1,000 km-long fault zone, releasing stress
that had accumulated over the previous two hundred or more years (Figure 8.9); this
sequence might now be extended to sixty-one years in light of the August and
November 1999 quakes that continued the earlier rupture pattern…
An earlier earthquake storm may also have caused destruction in the mid-fourth
century AD (Figure 8.10), when a series of significant earthquakes between AD 350 and
380 resulted in considerable damage at sites in Israel, Cyprus, northwestern Turkey,
Crete, Corinth, Reggio Calabria, Sicily, and northern Libya (Guidoboni et al. 1994,
504)…
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Now we have also seen that these same areas subject to earthquake storms or sequences
that can wreak destruction over large areas in only a few decades.
In view of these observations, it is perfectly plausible that a similar sequence or storm of
large earthquakes could have occurred in the Aegean and the Eastern Mediterranean near
the end of the Bronze Age, c. 1225-1175 BC.
Thus, Schaeffer's explanation that earthquakes caused the end of the Bronze Age need
not depend on a single, unreasonably large earthquake to destroy all the sites he
listed. Such widespread earthquake destruction in the region in question can be
explained by a mechanism for sequence quakes that is known to act there today (p.
224-243).

Amos Nur argues his case very well and seemingly provides a natural means to explain
the end of the Late Bronze Age catastrophe without the need to resort to Velikovsky‟s
more radical planetary near encounter theory.
Immanuel Velikovsky in “Worlds in Collision” compiled a great deal of ancient historical
evidence making the radical claim that great global catastrophes had shaken the earth in
man‟s history.
According to Velikovsky, Venus, for a time, was on an Earth-crossing orbit until a close
encounter with Mars which then sent Mars on a dangerously close course to Earth for over
a century from about 800 BC each 15 years.
He believed that two particularly close passings occurred which he dated to 747 BC
(at the time of Uzziah’s earthquake - Zechariah 14:5) and 687 BC (when
Sennacherib’s army was destroyed in a single night).
The earthquake was contemporary with the reign of Jereboam II who’s reign did not
last until 747 BC so a correction needs to be made to the timing of the great
earthquake which I believe most likely occurred 15 years earlier in 762 BC.
Josephus tells us the following about the earthquake of Uzziah‟s day:
Before the city, at a place called Eroge, half the mountain broke off from the rest on the
west, and rolled itself [toward the west] 4 furlongs [880 yards or half a mile]. (Josephus,
Book 9, Chapter 10).

Josephus tells us that the great earthquake during Uzziah’s reign (which I date to
762 BC) caused a mountain to move half a mile. To put that into perspective, the
San Andreas fault only moved 25 feet in comparison during the 1906 San Francisco
earthquake!
Egypt was relatively spared in comparison to the rest of the eastern Mediterranean region
as it is further away from major fault lines. Massive earthquake and fire damage caused
great destruction to most of the cities in Greece, Turkey, Cyprus, Syria, Lebanon and
Israel. A great many cities in Greece and Turkey were not re-built afterwards.
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Robert Russell in his article “June 15, 762 BCE: A Mathematical Analysis of Ancient
History” (The Velikovskian Vol 2 No 3, 1994) makes these comments regarding the dating
of the first catastrophe (when Uzziah‟s earthquake occurred) that Velikovsky attributed to
the planet Mars and dates to 747 BC:
The core proposition to be discussed in this chronological treatise is that Dr. Immanuel
Velikovsky's date of February 26, 747 BCE, for the cataclysm of the ancient 8th century, is not
correct. To be precise, this cosmic and geological upheaval took place on June 15, 762
BCE, the traditional date of the so-called "Great Eclipse"…
The date presented by Dr. Velikovsky is based upon a formidable compilation of calendrical
and cultural data, not the least of which--in order of importance--is the celebrated Era of
Nabonassar at Babylon, an era that is well established and accurately dated in a number of
reliable sources. That era, in and of itself, conforms to what will be outlined here.
What is in error is Dr. Velikovsky's interpretation of that era. It did not start as a direct,
contemporaneous consequence of the chaos caused by the cataclysm. Rather, the Era of
Nabonassar started 15 years after the cataclysm.
As Dr. Velikovsky has pointed out, the difference between 747 and 687 is 60 years. This is
equivalent to the four 15-year Martian cycles which began in 747, 732, 717 and 702.
Significantly, therefore, the date of 762 is exactly 15 years, or one extra Martian cycle, back
from 747. So even my modification of Dr. Velikovsky's date does not contradict his general
astronomical formula.
According to George Rawlinson's history of Assyria and Theodor Ritter von Oppolzer's
Canon of Eclipses, the "Great Eclipse" that affected most of the countries of the Middle East
occurred on June 15, 762. To be more specific, the darkest path of this total solar eclipse
passed across the following present geographical areas: southern Morocco, southern Algeria,
Tunisia, southern Greece, Cyprus, Turkey, Iran (where it reached its peak of totality over the
southern Caspian Sea), south-central Russia, China and the Phillipines.
All other countries within at least a 300-mile-wide band would also have been in the path of
totality--including Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Syria, Iraq, the Ukraine, Italy and Tibet. However,
according to the Canon, in 747 there was no solar eclipse over any part of the Middle East.
Dr. Velikovsky brushes this matter aside by saying the following:
―Joel, Micah and Amos warned in similar terms of ‗a day of thick darkness‘ and ‗the day dark
with night.‘ Astronomers, who thought that all this refers to a common eclipse of the Sun,
wondered: ‗From -763 down to the destruction of the First Temple in -586, no total eclipse
was visible in Palestine.‘ They took it for granted that the Earth revolves along exactly the
same orbit and on a slowly rotating axis, and so they questioned: Why did the prophets
speak of eclipses when there were none? However, other descriptions of the world
catastrophe in these prophets do not accord with the effects of an ordinary eclipse, either‖…
The date of June 15, 762 BCE is the only opportunity we have during this general timeperiod to link up the historical record with the astronomical one. And because the combined,
synchronized chronologies of the ancient Middle East only fall into place using this
traditional date, we must not fail to seize this opportunity in time…
The Vision of Amos occurred two years before "the earthquake," which took place during the
reigns of Uzziah and Jeroboam II [Amos 1:1 …the Word which he saw concerning Israel in the
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days of Uzziah king of Judah, and in the days of Jeroboam the son of Joash king of Israel,
two years before the earthquake].
Thus, the vision was in 764. Even after making all of the required adjustments for the period
from 897 to 855, as per Ages in Chaos, these two chronologies were once more in perfect
internal synchronization Amaziah and Jehoash.
Only then was the modification regarding Uzziah implemented. However, with or
without this modification, the year 747 does not and cannot fall into the reign of
Jeroboam II (802-760), whereas the year 762 falls into both reigns. This is another
reason for the validity of the earlier date.

In the Bible chronology section the end of the reign of Jeroboam II I have dated to
751 BC. The latest date for Uzziah’s earthquake therefore is 749 BC, two years
earlier than the date given by Velikovsky.
If the earthquake was induced by gravitational or electrical stress from a passing of
the planet Mars which threatened the Earth each 15 years in this period then the
passing before 747 BC would be in 762 BC which falls within the reigns of both
Uzziah and Jeroboam II.
The two strongest points in support of Velikovsky‟s theory of how the end of the Late
Bronze Age catastrophe occurred are:
1) The change in calendars all around the world from a year of 360 days to 365
days.
The current Sacred Calendar has alternating months of 29 and 30 days with an extra month
added (Adar 2) 7 in every 19 years, which we call a time cycle - a rather complicated and
awkward arrangement.
In the book of Genesis we read that the Flood lasted 150 days and
went from the 17th of the second month to the 17th of the seventh
month - 5 months of exactly 30 days each (Genesis 7:11, 8:3-4). If
Noah knew that the months alternated between 30 and 29 days then
why didn‟t he alternate between 30 and 29 days in the Ark when he
could not see the moon? Why count all the months as 30 days?
Another Biblical curiosity on this point is the prophetic year which
most of us know is 360 days long. Have you ever tried to figure out
why it is 360 days? There are 365 ¼ days in the solar year. Twelve
lunar months vary between 353 to 355 days while a year with Adar 2
gives us around 385 days. Why a prophetic year of 360 days? Was
the solar year only 360 days in the past? The weight of historical
evidence certainly points to this conclusion.
Historical evidence from Egypt, Persia, Babylon, Rome, Mexico, India and many other
ancient nations shows that they all had years that were originally 360 days in length before
adding 5 ¼ extra days several centuries before Christ. If the ancients are to be believed the
solar year consisted of 12 lunar months of 30 days that were exactly equal to a solar year of
360 days.
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Here are a few historical quotes to show that the ancients had a 360 day year with 12 lunar
months of 30 days:
Here is a passage from the Aryabhatiya, an old Indian work on mathematics and astronomy:
―A year consists of 12 months. A month consists of 30 days. A day consists of 60 nadis. A
nadi consists of 60 vinadikas.‖
The ancient Persian year was composed of 360 days or 12 months of 30 days each. In the 7th
century 5 Gatha days were added to the calendar.
The astronomical tablets from the period antedating the Neo-Babylonian Empire compute
the year at so many days, without mention of additional days. That the ancient Babylonian
year had only 360 days was known before the cuneiform script was deciphered: Ctesias
wrote that the walls of Babylon were 360 furlongs in compass, ―as many as there had been
days in the year.‖
The Egyptian year was composed of 360 days before it became 365 by the addition of five
days. The calendar of the Ebers Papyrus, a document of the New Kingdom, has a year of 12
months of 30 days each.
In the ninth year of King Ptolemy Euergetes, or -238, a reform
party among the Egyptian priests met at Canopus and drew up a
decree; in 1866 it was discovered at Tanis in the Delta, inscribed
on a tablet. The purpose of the decree was to harmonize the
calendar with the seasons ―according to the present arrangement
of the world,‖ [implying that it had changed] as the text states.
One day was ordered to be added every 4 years to the ―360 days,
and to the 5 days which were afterwards ordered to be added‘‖
(Worlds in Collision, p.316-322).

The standard rebuttal to the view of an ancient 360 day solar year is that the 360 day year
came from Babylon where they often used a base 60 numbering system having 12 months
of 30 days followed by 5 or 6 leap (intercalary) days at the end of the year.
This rebuttal is flawed in a couple of ways. By not alternating the months between 30 and 29
days the months get out of sync with the phases of the moon towards the end of the year.
Another flaw is that there is plenty of historical evidence to show the 360 day year (from
where we get 360 degrees in a circle) was in worldwide use, not just in the Middle East.
The following quotes show that the practice of adding leap (intercalary) days which were
ABSOLUTELY NECESSARY to prevent the 360 day year from getting out of sync with the
lunar and seasonal cycles DID NOT EXIST prior to several centuries before Christ.
M.P. Nilsson in “Primitive Time Reckoning” (p. 367) states that:
...we are met with the difficulty that an intercalary cycle [adding days or months to the
calendar] was not introduced into Babylonia before the 6th century [B.C.].
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A.E. Samuel in “Greek and Roman Chronology” (p. 21), says:
We have long lived with the cliche that the Greeks learned their astronomy from the
Babylonians, but modern investigation has demonstrated that the sophisticated Babylonian
systems were later than had hitherto been believed. The irregular intercalculations [of adding
days or months to the calendar] exist down into the 5th century, showing that as late as 480
B.C. no intercalary cycle existed to control that calendar.‖

Benny Peiser's “Greek History Begins in the 6th Century” makes the point emphatic
stating:
It has become a communis opinio [the common opinion] that the intercalary cycle [of adding
days or months to the calendar] cannot be detected anywhere in the ancient world before
the 6th century (Quoted in Carl Sagan & Immanuel Velikovsky, p.54).

How can the length of the earth’s orbit around the Sun change by several days?
There are two and only two possibilities!
One is simple Divine fiat. God simply snaps His fingers or says the word and it happens.
The other possibility is a physical means and the ONLY physical means by which it can
happen is from the gravitational / electro-magnetic force of a passing celestial body pulling
it into a different orbit!
2) The presence of many Martian meteorites on Earth.
Most people are familiar with the Martian meteorite rocks
that were found in Antarctica. There was some debate
over whether the miscroscopic structures inside the rock
where evidence of prehistoric life on Mars. These rocks
were found in Antarctica and were positively determined
to have originated from Mars based on matching mineral
and isotope composition with measurements made on
Mars by the Viking probes.
Assuming these rocks are definitely from Mars you‟ve got to ask the question, “How on
earth did Martian rocks get here?” Martian rocks on the surface could get caught up into
the upper atmosphere by the violent sandstorms on Mars but to be thrust to Earth you
would need a close passing of the two planets.
There is plenty of evidence on Mars that it was struck by a major
catastrophe in the last few thousand years. The erosional forces
on the planet Mars are very intense. There are absolutely
enormous sandstorms that sweep across and scour the planet on
a regular basis. Yet, photos taken by recent probes to Mars show
geological features that have sharp, crisp edges. The sharpness of
them defy the intense erosional forces at work on the planet and
show that these features are very young and were formed within
the last few thousand years.
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Mars, the Bringer of War
Below is a summary of the key points in Velikovsky‟s radical theory of Mars being the agent
of destruction at the end of the Late Bronze Age with my adjustments regarding the dating of
Uzziah‟s earthquake:
Homer‟s classic “The Illiad” tells us that the events of the Trojan War occured at a time when
the Greek gods Athene (Venus) and Ares (Mars) battled in the heavens (Worlds in Collision,
p.237-244).
Around 776 BC in the year that the Greeks began the ancient Olympics and around the first
Olympics there is recorded an event in the reign of King Yen-Yang of China when the sun
was obscured (Worlds in Collision, p.207). This may have marked the first near passing of
the planet Mars after its encounter with Venus.
A near collision of Earth and Mars occurred in 762 BC which probably caused the great
earthquake of Uzziah's time and was noted as the “Great Eclipse” of 762 BC.
Josephus spoke of a mountain splitting apart and moving nearly a kilometre! If Uzziah‟s
earthquake (Amos 1:1, Zechariah 14:4-5) co-incided with the event of his going into the
Temple to burn incense perhaps fear might have been a factor in his presumptuousness (2
Chronicles 26:16-21).
Cosmic calamities were associated with the founding of Rome (747
B.C. – the start of the Age of Nabonasser from which Ptolemy‟s Canon
begins to record the kings of the east) and with the death of its founder
Romulus (c. 687 B.C.). "Both the poles shook", Ovid relates, “and Atlas
shifted the burden of the sky...The Sun vanished and rising clouds
obscured the heaven" (Worlds in Collision, p.232). Mars, the lord of war,
became the national hero of Rome.
After the upheaval in Uzziah's day the orbit of the moon was shifted so that the month
became 36 days long and stayed that way for 60 years until in Hezekiah's day it was shifted
again so that the month changed to its present length of 29.5 days (Worlds in Collision,
p.329-330).
It was during that period that Rome was founded. The calendar Romulus computed was 10
months long. Two months were later added. This difference survives in the names
September, October, November and December which really mean the 7th, 8th, 9th and 10th
months. We have actual dates like "the 33rd of the month" cited in Babylonian tablets of the
period. There are other calendars of the time which also show only 10 months (Worlds in
Collision, p.329-330).
The Bible hints at an event that happened in the days of King Ahaz (717 BC) that was the
exact opposite of a similar cosmic sign that occurred later in the days of King Hezekiah.
―Then Isaiah said, ‗This is the sign to you from the LORD, that the LORD will do the thing which
He has spoken: shall the shadow go forward ten degrees or go backward 10 degrees?‘ And
Hezekiah answered, ‗It is an easy thing for the shadow to go down 10 degrees; no, but let
the shadow go backward 10 degrees.‘
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So Isaiah the prophet cried out to the LORD, and He brought the shadow 10 degrees
backward, by which it had gone down on the sundial of Ahaz‖ (2 Kings 20:9-11).

Was there a sudden rotation of the Earth ten degrees forward in the days of King Ahaz?
There was a prophecy that Amos gave 20 years earlier that speak of a sudden rotation of
the earth forward.
―‘And it shall come to pass in that day,‘ says the Lord GOD, ‗That I will make the sun go down
at noon, and I will darken the earth in broad daylight‖ (Amos 8:9).

One more cosmic upheaval occurred to throw Mars out of the Earth's path.
The last near collision between Earth and Mars occurred in 687 B.C. This
occurred during the well-known defeat of Sennacherib, the Assyrian king,
when 185 000 of his soldiers were killed mysteriously in one night (2 Kings
19:35). The Talmud says a blast fell from the sky on the camp of
Sennacherib. It was not a flame, but a consuming blast. "Their souls were
burnt, though their garments remained intact" (WC, p.224). The phenomenon
was accompanied by a terrific noise. This may have been a meteor shower
that accompanied to the passing of the planet Mars.
Prior to the time when Herodotus said the sun changed its direction twice, it was inserted
directly following the story of Sennacherib's defeat. According to Velikovsky's calculations this
happened on March 23, 687 B.C. of which the Chinese wrote "the five planets went out of
their courses. In the night, stars fell like rain. The Earth shook" (WC, p.227-230).
This last near collision of the Earth and Mars again changed both the Earth's and the
Moon's orbits. Psalm 82:5 describes how "all the foundations of the earth are out of
course" - Bible terminology for the Earth being pulled off its regular orbit into a new one.
The Earth's year became longer (changed from 360 to 365 days) and the Moon got pulled
in toward the Earth (The month changed from 36 to 29.5 days).
The story is told in 2 Chronicles 30:1-3 that Hezekiah and the Israelites, instead of keeping
the Passover in the first month put off keeping it until the second month due to a lack of
consecrated priests. There was provision for keeping the Passover in the second month if
people weren‟t able to keep it in the first month (Numbers 9:9-12). The Talmud explains that
this was not the regular second month but was an additional Nisan (Abib) (WC, p.335).
A relic of the old 360 day year is still the persistent division of the Earth and circles
into 360 degrees; each degree represented the advance of the Earth on its orbit or that
position on the zodiac which passed over from one night to the next. After 360
changes the stellar sky returned to the same position from an observer on the earth
(WC, p.319).
Though much larger than Mars, Venus did not change the length of the Earth‟s year because
it moved the Earth up and down on its orbital plane, not in or out from the Sun as Mars did
thereby changing the length of the orbit around the Sun.
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After the final passing of Mars it found its way into its current fairly eccentric orbit while Venus
after had its final close pass of Mars quickly, because of certain favourable factors, worked its
way into its current almost circular orbit.

Mars threatened the Earth every 15 years. The favourable opposition of the planet Mars
occurs every 15 years. Mars has quite an elliptical orbit and its closest and furthest points
from the Sun differ by many millions of miles.
The favourable opposition is where the Earth and Mars are in line with each other and the
Sun at the place in Mars‟ orbit where it is closest to the Earth. The time between each
favourable opposition where Earth and Mars make their closest approach is 15 years.
The two closest approaches where Mars influenced the orbits of the Earth and the moon
were in 762 BC and 687 BC and these two events were 75 years apart – 75 being a multiple
of 15.
Bible students should recognise the number 15 from one particular Bible story. An event is
recorded in the Bible where King Hezekiah was granted by God an extra 15 years of life.
That period of time happens to be the time between each favourable opposition of the planet
Mars (WC, p.345-346).
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In 702 BC God granted Hezekiah an extension of life of 15 years until the next passing of
Mars in 687 BC when the Earth was shook by the events which included the destruction of
Sennacherib‟s army in one night.
―Then Isaiah said, ‗This is the sign to you from the
LORD, that the LORD will do the thing which He has
spoken: shall the shadow go forward 10 degrees or
go backward 10 degrees?‘ And Hezekiah answered, ‗It
is an easy thing for the shadow to go down 10
degrees; no, but let the shadow go backward 10
degrees.‘ So Isaiah the prophet cried out to the
LORD, and He brought the shadow 10 degrees
backward, by which it had gone down on the sundial
of Ahaz‖ (2 Kings 20:5-11).

The sudden going backwards 10 degrees in Hezekiah‟s reign occurred at the end of his
life according to rabbinic sources. This would be the 687 BC catastrophe according to
Velikovsky. Greek legend tells us:
Zeus sent the sun backward across the sky, and Atreus acquired the kingdom of Mycenae.
He had two sons by Aerope, Agamemnon and Menelaus.
(www.cliffsnotes.com/study_guide/literature/mythology/summary-analysis-greek/summaryanalysis_alt2.html).

The sun going backwards occurred in Hezekiah‟s day yet the Trojan War is dated by
pottery and objects contemporary with Egypt‟s New Kingdom incorrectly to 1200 BC.
Mars, the god of war, became the national hero of Rome. The main
festival of in the cult of Mars took place on the 23rd day of the month
of March which was dedicated to the planet Mars which co-incided
with the Passover in 687 BC when Sennacherib’s army was destroyed
(WC, p.231-233).
In the Vedas, the sacred texts of India, the planet Venus is compared to a
bull: “As a bull thou hurlest thy fire upon earth and heaven.” The morning
star of the Phoenicians and Syrians was Ashteroth-Karnaim - Astarte of the
Horns (WC, p.178). The “queen of heaven” referred to repeatedly by
Jeremiah was Venus (also Semiramis, the wife of Nimrod). The women of
Jerusalem made cakes for the queen of heaven and worshipped her from
the roofs of their houses (Jeremiah 7:18, 44:17-19, 25).
Isaiah prophesied at the time that, according to Velikovsky, the planet Mars threatened the
Earth every 15 years for a century.
If Velikovsky is correct about the cosmic origin of the catastrophes at the end of the
Late Bronze Age some of the events relating to the end time were fulfilled in type by
events which were happening at the time of Isaiah (like Uzziah’s enormous
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eathquake) which would have added a fair degree of emphasis to the call to
repentance and the prophecies he was giving.
In Isaiah 13:9-13 we read about the heavenly signs of the sixth seal which may have been
partly fulfilled in type at the time of Uzziah‟s earthquake:
Behold, the day of the LORD comes, cruel, with both wrath and fierce anger, to lay the land
desolate; and He will destroy its sinners from it. For the stars of heaven and their
constellations will not give their light; the sun will be darkened in its going forth, and
the moon will not cause its light to shine. I will punish the world for its evil, and the
wicked for their iniquity; I will halt the arrogance of the proud, and will lay low the
haughtiness of the terrible…Therefore I will shake the heavens, and the earth will move out
of her place, in the wrath of the LORD of hosts and in the day of His fierce anger.‖

We read in Isaiah 28:21:
For the LORD will rise up as at Mount Perazim, He will be angry as in the Valley of Gibeon—
that He may do His work, His awesome work, and bring to pass His act, His unusual act.

The Valley of Gibeon was where the battle Joshua fought took place when the sun stood
still an extra day. What is the unusual act like what He did in Joshua‟s day? Zechariah
14:7 hints at the possibility of a repeat of Joshua‟s long day when the Messiah returns
after the Day of the Lord. Isaiah witnessed a small forerunner of this when the sun went
back 10 degrees as a sign to Hezekiah. In Isaiah 30:30-31 we read:
‖The LORD will cause His glorious voice to be heard, and show the descent of His arm, with
the indignation of His anger and the flame of a devouring fire, with scattering, tempest, and
hailstones. For through the voice of the LORD Assyria will be beaten down, as He strikes
with the rod.‖

Meteors are used as punishment upon Assyria here which is what happens at the time of
the last of the seven last plagues. The Assyrians under Sennacherib were punished by
God when their army of 185 000 was killed in a single night.
If Velikovsky was correct about these cosmic catastrophes that occurred at the time of the
Exodus as well as the period between Uzziah and Hezekiah it‟s easy to see how the
ancient Israelites could be so easily moved to worship the planets or the host of heaven (2
Kings 17:16, 2 Chronicles 33:3-5, Jeremiah 8:1-2) as they are often referred to. Baal and
Astarte were also associated with Mars and Venus.
It’s also easy to see how such catastrophes, combined with the rise of paganism,
saw the Temple fall into such disrepair leading up to the time of Hezekiah and
Josiah (2 Kings 29:3, 34:10).
However the Late Bronze Age ended it was a phenomenally destructive time with
great destructions uncovered by archaeologists all across the Middle East.
434

CHAPTER 13
RAMESES THE GREAT AND THE 19TH DYNASTY
In his “Ages in Chaos” series Immanuel Velikovsky made the controversial claim that
Dynasty 19 ruled in the 7th and 6th centuries (600‟s & 500‟s) BC.
He also claimed that famous Dynasty 19 was the alter-ego of Dynasty 26 - that the kings
of Dynasties 19 and 26 were one and the same. He claimed that Rameses II (Rameses
the Great) was the biblical pharaoh Necho who fought Nebuchadnezzar in the famous
battle of Carchemish.
So far our investigation of the proper chronology of Egypt‟s dynasties has led to my
conclusion that the correct place for the 18th Dynasty was from around 1020 to 820 BC
due to synchonisms between Thutmose III with the biblical Shishak and the el-Amarna
period being the time of Jehoram of Judah with strong evidence supporting Jehoram being
Abdi-Hiba of the el-Amarna letters.
In chapter 10 we investigated the pros and cons of the claim by Immanuel Velikovsky that
there was about a 150 year gap between Dynasties 18 and 19. We found the genealogical
claims of the two dynasties being connected were untrustworthy and not to be accepted
without other corroborating evidence. After factoring out that untrustworthy geneaological
data we found that, via stratigraphy and archaeology, both in and outside of Egypt, there
was greater evidence for this gap than against it.

The Early 19th Dynasty
To start our investigation of the history of the 19th Dynasty I‟d like to begin by quoting from
Immanuel Velikovsky‟s unpublished work, “The Assyrian Conquest”:
With Samaria's fall [In the Biblical chronology section of chapter 1 we re-dated this to 709 BC
- RW], the last stronghold of opposition to Assyria was extirpated; not only did Egypt lose all
of its remaining influence in Asia—its last Libyan rulers were themselves compelled to submit
to Assyrian overlordship by Sargon's seventh year [708 BC].
"Pir'u the king of Musru" (Pharaoh, king of Egypt) is listed among those sending
tribute to Assyria…
There now comes upon the scene a remarkable woman by the name of Twosre. "Jewelry
found in a nameless cache in the Valley of the Kings shows her to have been Sethos'
principal wife; "a silver bracelet depicts her standing before her husband and pouring wine
into his outstretched goblet"...
Twosre and her consorts intrigued the historians since the early days of modern Egyptology.
In her tomb in the Valley of the Kings, on various places on the walls, she is called King's
Great Wife—but immediately we will be confronted with the problem of who were here
husband-kings and in what order. Further, she is called Lady of the Two Lands and Mistress
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of Upper and Lower Egypt, which is the same as being a pharaoh herself; and another title is
attested: Hereditary Princess.
For the present effort to resolve the vagaries surrounding Twosre and her time the last
of the mentioned titles is of import. Twosre had claims to a pedigree from a royal
house—and in the frame of this reconstruction it must have been the house of the
Thutmoses and Amenhoteps of the Theban (18th) Dynasty that came to its end over a
hundred years earlier, with the advent of Libyan rule.
A genealogical evidence of Twosre's pedigree must have survived and must have been rather
unique. In Egypt, traditionally, the throne was inherited through a royal princess and
marriage of a royal son to such an heiress legalized the succession. Her consort, whoever he
was, would be elevated to kingship.
The evidence from the tomb of Twosre and from the other scattered archaeological finds,
instead of offering a clear answer, presents a confused and much debated state of affairs.
What follows is an attempt at a reconstruction of the sequence of events.
As we see it, a clue to the strange facts of Twosre having a
tomb separate from that of her husband, and of her being
pictured there with another king whose name was
subsequently replaced with that of her husband Sethos,
can be sought in the legend about the three brothers.
Ramses Siptah appears to correspond to Ramses of the
legend, and to have died at the hands of Sethos.
When Sethos killed his brother Ramses Siptah [703 BC],
he did not replace him yet on the throne of Egypt; his
action was in the nature of a guerrilla assassination, he
being an insurgent leader opposing the Assyrian
domination of his country.
At some period of her career Twosre claimed the title of Pharaoh, not just royal wife or
queen. All points to the time immediately following the assassination of her husband,
Ramses Siptah. At the death of her husband she was pregnant and Bey, the Assyrian
plenipotentiary, set to pronounce her issue as the occupant of the throne upon birth,
would not leave the pharaoh's seat vacant in the interim. This Bey, who was not of
Egyptian origin, but possibly "a Syrian by birth" let a tomb be excavated for himself in
the Valley of the Kings; even though this tomb is not spectacular, still it was most
inappropriate for anybody not of the royal house to be entombed in the Valley of the
Kings.
"It is a strange and unprecedented thing that three contemporaries should have
possessed tombs in the Valley of the Tombs of the Kings," the other two being Sethos
and his wife Twosre.
This order of events explains the otherwise enigmatic state of things with Twosre called
"Hereditary Princess," then "Royal Wife," with a different husband holding the scepter and
donning the crown of upper and lower Egypt. Her claiming the Pharaoh's role and title is
attested by the fact that she took a throne name and called herself "Lady of the Two Lands"
and "Mistress of Upper and Lower Egypt"; later even "King of Upper and Lower Egypt."
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She is associated with Bey, who refers to himself as "Great Chancellor of the Entire
Land." As soon as Twosre bore a son, he was made the pharaoh; he received the name
Merneptah Siptah. Bey, according to his own words, "establishes the king on the seat
of his father." Whereas Ramses Siptah was not from a princely family and gained his
kingdom thanks to marrying Twosre, in the case of his infant son Merneptah Siptah,
Bey could base his action on the fact that the deceased father had been a pharaoh…
Herodotus in his history of Egypt placed Sennacherib's invasion in the reign of "the priest of
Hephaestos, whose name was Sethos." At that time, he wrote, ―king Sanacharib (came)
against Egypt with a great host of Arabians and Assyrians."
It is generally assumed that Herodotus or his informants made a mistake: "In the popular
tradition preserved by Herodotus the name of the Egyptian king is given as 'Sethos'...the true
appellation of the monarch has disappeared in favor of the great Seti... It is impossible to
reject the whole story to the actual period of Seti in face of the direct mention of
Sennacherib (Sanacharaibos)."
In the conventional scheme of history Seti the Great lived in the latter part of the 14th
century; the events with which we are now concerned took place in the final years of the
eighth century. Sethos of Herodotus was not, however, Seti the Great, as was surmised by
the historian quoted above: he was his grandfather. To keep the narrative free from
misunderstandings, I shall call the first of that name the way Herodotos called him, "Sethos,"
retaining for the more famous grandson the name Seti...
[I dispute this claim of Velikovsky‘s that the elder Sethos, who was the brother of
Haremhab, was the grandfather of Seti the Great. Sethos was loyal to the Ethiopians all
his life while Seti the Great was always loyal to the Assyrians so this makes little sense
if they were related. If Seti the Great‘s father was Necho I, he was probably unrelated
to the elder Sethos as well given the same loyalty to Assyria - RW]
Egyptian traditions recorded by Manetho and preserved by Josephus contain some
intriguing facts about Sethos and his contemporaries. The heroes of the story are Sethosis
and his two brothers Ramesses and Harmais. Sethosis was the king of Egypt. His name is like
that of king Sethos who, according to Herodotus, went to war against Sennacherib. The text,
familiar to all who read Josephus, is as follows:
The last-named king [Sethosis], who possessed an army of cavalry and a strong fleet,
made his brother Harmais viceroy of Egypt and coferred upon him all the royal
prerogatives, except that he enjoined upon him not to wear the diadem [and] not to
wrong the queen...He then departed on a campaign against Cyprus and Phoenicia, and
later against the Assyrians and the Medes...meanwhile, sometime after his departure,
Harmais, whom he had left in Egypt, unscrupulously defied all his brother's
injunctions. He violated the queen...put on a diadem, and rose in revolt against his
brother..Sethosis instantly returned to Pelusium and recovered his kingdom.
This is the opening of the story as Josephus gleaned it from Manetho. Manetho, in his
Sethosis, amalgamated the Sethos mentioned by Herodotus who went to war against the
Assyrians under Sennacherib, and Seti the Great, who two generations later fought against
the Scythians, Babylonians, and Medes as ally of Assyria, the subject of a later chapter of this
volume. Harmais is Haremhab of the monuments; his being a brother of the king probably
reflects the true situation. Like Sethos, he was educated to be a priest...
In [the] earliest extant manuscript of the work Against Apion, where the story of the two
brothers Sethos and Harmais starts, there is an interpolation in the form of a marginal note,
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worded as follows: "In another copy was found this reading: 'After him Sethosis and
Ramesses, two brothers. The former [Sethosis]...slew Ramesses and appointed Harmais,
another of his brothers, viceroy of Egypt"...
[Sethos the Elder with Ethiopian help drives out the Assyrians and rules briefly for
about a year (702 BC) before his brother Harmais (Haremhab) defects to Assyria and
Egypt returns to Assyrian hegemony.]
Jewish tradition tells of the conquest of Egypt by Sennacherib [701 BC] and of his
march towards Ethiopia: "Sennacherib was forced to stop his campaign against
Hezekiah for a short time, as he had to move hurriedly against Ethiopia. Having
conquered this 'pearl of all countries' he returned to Judea"…
Haremhab and Tirhaka: In this reconstruction Haremhab and Tirhaka, the Ethiopian, are
contemporaries; in the conventional version of history they are separated by more than 6
centuries, Haremhab being dated to the late 14th and Tirhaka to the early 7th. A certain
scene, carved on one of the walls of a small Ethiopian temple at Karnak, shows them
together...
The monument must be dated to the time early in Haremhab's career when he was
acting as priest and governor under his brother Sethos. Egypt was then allied with
Ethiopia, actually under Ethiopian domination, and was bracing itself to meet the
armies of Assyria; for Sennacherib [701 BC] had shut up Hezekiah in Jerusalem "like a
bird in a cage" and was advancing to the border of Egypt.
The Egyptian-Ethiopian army which had gone to block him had suffered a crushing
defeat at Eltekeh in Palestine. The declaration "We do not like the kings of Asia" was
appropriate for the moment.
The ways of Tirhaka and Haremhab would soon part:
Tirhaka would flee to Ethiopia and become the bitterest
enemy of Haremhab, who would go over to the side of
Sennacherib and campaign against the Ethiopian king
and his own brother Sethos.
The Tomb of Petamenophis. Of the hundreds of rock-cut
tombs crowding the Theban necropolis, the Valley of the
Kings, one bearing the name of Petamenophis, a high
official of the Ethiopian time, early attracted the
attention of Egyptologists by its large size and
ambitious layout...Though much damaged in the course
of time it contains two names, still clearly legible:
Petamenophis, and next to it a cartouche of King
Haremhab...
Year 59 Under Haremhab. A legal document in hieroglyphics composed under Ramses II
refers to a contract concluded under Haremhab, and gives, without any further amplification,
the "59th year." Haremhab did not rule Egypt anywhere that long. No era is known in
Egyptian history to which the figure could apply. Much was written on the subject, but
without a satisfying solution...
In the light of the understanding here presented of the true time and role of Haremhab, the
thought must come that the "59th year" refers to an Assyrian era. On February 26, -747
started the era of Nabonassar; this era was still in use in the second Christian century when

438

Claudius Ptolemy, the Alexandrian scholar, wrote his astronomical treatises. The year 59 in
the era of Nabonassar is the year 689 or 688 before the present era. About this time Tirhaka
came from Ethiopia and occupied Egypt. This leads us to the conclusion that the document
in question was written at the very end of Haremhab's reign, just before he was expelled by
the Ethiopian king and fled by sea. A few months later Sennacherib embarked on his second
campaign against Judah and Egypt...
The last campaign of Sennacherib [687 BC] was directed not only against Jerusalem,
but also against Egypt and Ethiopia (Sudan)—an enterprising warrior, Tirhaka, who
invaded Egypt from the Sudan, reinstated Sethos, and put the occupant of the throne
of Egypt, underling of Sennacherib [Haremhab], to flight.
When Sennacherib came to Palestine for the second time, Hezekiah refused to submit or to
pay tribute. The Ethiopian king Tirhakah (Taharka) stood together with his Egyptian
confederate, Sethos, at the border of Egypt, prepared to meet the threat. Sennacherib sent
his messengers to Hezekiah from Lachish and once more from Libnah to demand
submission; he also wrote him an ultimatum, and blasphemed the Hebrew God.
Then in a single night [March 687 BC] the Assyrian host, about 185,000 warriors,
perished, destroyed by some natural cause...
It was in his tenth year, or -671, that Esarhaddon entered Egypt: he marched
unopposed only as far as a place he calls Ishupri: there he met his adversary, Tirhaka,
king of Ethiopia (Nubia) and Egypt...
Esarhaddon continued along the Nile towards the Sudan (Ethiopia). "From Egypt I departed,
to Melukha (Ethiopia) I marched straightway." He described briefly the march of thirty days
from Egypt to Melukha—on none of the existing steles, however, have the details of this part
of his campaign remained preserved. Tirhaka retreated before the Assyrian king who already
covered an immense distance from Nineveh to the cataracts on the Nile.
Summing up the campaign of his tenth year, Esarhaddon wrote: "I conquered Egypt,
Upper Egypt, and Ethiopia (Musur, Patursi, and Kusi). Tirhakah, its king, five times I
fought with him with my javelin, and I brought all of his land under my sway, I ruled
it."
Esarhaddon called himself "king of Sumur and Akkad, king of the kings of Egypt, Upper
Egypt, and Ethiopia, the son of Sennacherib, King of Assyria"...
Not many years passed and Tirhaka again emerged from Nubia
and once more took possession of Egypt...In the year -667 a
great army was assembled and set out on the road to Egypt.
"With furious haste they marched." Assurbanipal did not
personally participate in the campaign, but entrusted this task
to his generals. "Tirhaka, king of Kush, heard of the coming of
my armies in Memphis." The Ethiopian king sent his men to
meet the enemy, but they were no match for the Assyrian
army, made up of the assembled troops of a score of nations...
For the Assyrians this was an important strategic gain, for it enabled them to quickly press
their attack southward; they were joined by the local kings who had been suppressed under
the Ethiopian domination.
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It took but ten days for the Assyrian-led army to reach Thebes—yet on their arrival the
soldiers found that Tirhaka was no longer there. He had forsaken the city and, crossing the
Nile, established for himself on the opposite bank a fortified place. The Assyrian generals
were content for the time being to leave Tirhaka in peace...
The new administration set up in Egypt at Assurbanipal's behest [667 BC] consisted
again of the 20 governors and vice-kings appointed earlier by Esarhaddon [in 671 BC].
At the head of the list was Necho, who received Memphis [This was the capital of Seti
I, who was the son of this Necho according to Velikovsky] and Sais as his share—two of
the most important cities of the period.
But the governors were not content with their subordinate position under an Asiatic
overlord. As told by Assurbanipal, "their hearts plotted evil"...The Assyrian reaction was
characteristically swift and decisive: The governors were arrested, bound in chains, and sent
to Nineveh to face the wrath of Assurbanipal. There followed a wave a savage reprisals in the
cities of Egypt against the civilian population...
When the 20 governors reached Nineveh [after Assurbanipal had re-taken Egypt again
from Tirharka in 664 BC], all save one were put to death: only Necho, vice-king of
Memphis and Sais, was allowed to live. Assurbanipal, in need of a reliable ally to
govern Egypt and keep it safe from the Ethiopians, chose Necho to be sent back to the
country as its sole king.
"And I, Assurbanipal, inclined towards friendliness, had mercy upon Necho, my own
servant, whom Esarhaddon, my own father, had made king in Kar-bel-matate [Sais]."
The king of Assyria secured Necho's allegiance by "an oath more severe than the
former. I inspired his heart with confidence, clothed him in splendid (brightly-colored)
garments, laid upon him a golden chain as the emblem of his royalty. Chariots, horses,
mules, I presented to him for his royal riding. My officials I sent with him at his
request"...
This Necho lives in history as Ramses I of the Nineteenth, and Necho
I of the 26th Dynasties. He was installed by Assurbanipal ...
We shall continue, in this reconstruction of history, to refer to him as
Ramses I, although an earlier king of that name, Ramses Siptah, held the
throne briefly decades earlier, in the time of Sargon II, and might
therefore have a better claim to that title…
In the course of the brief reign of Ramses I (Necho I), Tirhaka, who had fought against
Sennacherib, Esarhaddon and Assurbanipal, died at his capital of Napata [664 BC]…
In Assurbanipal's words, "The night of death overtook him." He [Tirharka] left behind,
widowed, his chief wife Duk-hat-amun, but no sons—a son and another wife had been
captured years earlier by Esarhaddon in Memphis and deported to Assyria. The succession to
the Ethiopian throne would pass through Duk-hat-amun if she could find a husband of royal
blood; if not, Tirhaka's nephew, Tandamane, was next in the line of succession...
The assassination of Suppiluliuma's son frustrated Dakhamun's hopes of retaining
royal power, and the reigns of government passed on to Tirhaka's nephew,
Tandamane. On Tanadamane's accession the Ethiopians renewed their drive to
dominate Egypt. Tandamane fortified Thebes and Heliopolis, and besieged the
Assyrian garrison of Memphis.
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We know from Herodotus that Necho I, called by him Necos, was killed by the
Ethiopians after a very short reign. His son, a youth, escaped to Palestine and lived
there in exile. But "when the Ethiopian departed by reason of what he saw in a dream,
the Egyptians of the province of Sais brought him [the son of Necho, Psamtek I / Seti
the Great] back from Syria."
Seti-Psammetich, the young exile, returned to Egypt following the chariot of
Assurbanipal…We are informed by Assurbanipal that this governmental organization was
discontinued a few years later, when one of the vice-kings took all the power to himself,
accomplishing this with the help of the soldiers who arrived in Egypt from Sardis on the
Aegean shore of Asia Minor. Gyges was at that time king of Sardis in Lydia...

Herodotus wrote that Psammetichos, one of the 12 vice-kings, deposed his 11 corulers, and he did it with the help of Ionian and Carian mercenaries.
According to Herodotus, the Greek and Carian mercenaries arrived in Egypt in the days
of Psammetichos, brought by a gale. Diodorus also said that Psammetichos was a great
admirer of the Hellenes and gave his son Necho (the future Ramses II), a Greek
education...
In Beth-Shan in Palestine, where the excavators were able to determine the successive
layers of the tell (mound), tombs of mercenaries from the Aegean-Anatolian region
have been unearthed.
"Doubtless among all these troops [of Seti] were many Mediterranean (AegeanAnatolian) mercenaries, including the redoubtable Sherdenen [Shardana]; these must
have formed the major part of the garrison left at Beth-shan by Seti. " Thus wrote the
archaeologist of that place...
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The explanation of the presence of Greek mercenaries in the army of Seti, seven
hundred years before Psammetichos, is simple: Seti was the Psammetichos of
Herodotus and other Greek writers, and he lived 700 years after the time assigned to
him by modern historians...
Assurbanipal was no longer able to interfere in the affairs of Egypt, and Seti succeeded
in overcoming the 11 vice-kings of the nomes and regained the throne of his father.
The revolt stirred up all around Assyria absorbed Assurbanipal's entire attention.
Nabopolassar, together with the king of the Medes, waged a protracted war against
Assurbanipal, who desperately needed an ally. Assurbanipal found him in Seti, whose
father had been pardoned and crowned by him. In this way Seti rose from the status of
a vassal to that of a partner of the Assyrian king in a long war.
Seti may have numbered the years of his reign from the day he became the sole king of
Egypt, or from the day he achieved independence for Egypt and was recognized as
Assurbanipal's ally. This explains the fact that already in his first year Seti, in recording his
accomplishments, could refer to his campaigns in Palestine, Arabia, and Libya...Seti, who, as
an ally of Assyria, took it upon himself to attend to rebellious Syria, moved with his army
along the Esdraelon Valley and came to the city of Beth-Shan not far from the Jordan. A stele
of Seti was found in Beth-Shan, the inscription of which reads:
―The wretched enemy who was in the city of Hamath, he had collected to himself many
people, was taking away the town of Beth-Shan...‖
The stele further states that the Egyptian army of Ra, called also "Many Braves," captured the
city of Beth Shan at the command of the pharaoh. The erection of the stele in that place
indicates that Seti succeeded in conquering this city-fortress.Beth-Shan guards the road from
Gilead in Trans-Jordan and also from Galilee along the valley of the Jordan; consequently it is
an important strategic point at a crossroads, protecting the eastern gate of the Esdraelon
Valley against encroachment from the north and east.
In the days of Assurbanipal's father, Esarhaddon, the Scythians came down from the steppes
of Russia and, crossing the Caucasus, arrived at the lake of Urmia. Their king went to the help
of Assur-banipal when the Medes and the Babylonians marched against Assyria. Herodotus
narrates that the Scythians descended from the slopes of the Caucasus, battled the Medes
who were pressing on Nineveh, and, moving southward, reached Palestine. There they were
met by Psammetichos, the pharaoh, who for a long time tarried in Palestine...
The Egyptian king, however, succeeded by persuasion in halting their advance toward
Egypt. He, like the Scythians, was an ally of Assurbanipal. According to Herodotus,
Psammetichos was besieging a city in Palestine when the Scythians reached that
country.
I have identified Seti the Great with Psammetichos of Herodotus. Now we are bound to ask:
What city was Psammetichos besieging when the Scythians descended from the north?
The translation of the Seventy (Septuagint) calls Beth-Shan by the name of
Scythopolis; so do Josephus and Eusebius. Georgius Syncellus, the Byzantine
chronologist, explained that the use of the name Scythopolis for Beth-Shan was due to
the presence of Scythians, who had remained there from among the invading hordes
in the days of Psammetichos.
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As has been said above, Beth-Shan was besieged and occupied by Seti, and his steles
and the graves of the Greek mercenaries who served with him were discovered there.
Ramses II, his successor, also occupied Beth-Shan for some time, but no vestiges have
been found there of Egyptian kings of later times.

The conventional chronology compelled the archaeologists of Beth-Shan to conclude
that after Seti and Ramses II the city was practically uninhabited until the time of the
Neo-Babylonian Empire in the 7th century, although from the Scriptures we know that
Beth-Shan was an important city in the days of Judges and Kings.
Seti-meri-en-Ptah Men-maat-Re, who left his steles in Beth-Shan, was Psammetichos
of Herodotus. It was the 7th century.
Nabopolassar, the Chaldean, was allied with the king of the Medes and the prince of
Damascus; Assurbanipal, the Assyrian, was aided by Pharaoh Seti and for some time by
the king of the Scythians. For many years the fortunes of war changed camps. Then
Nabopolassar and Cyaxares, the Mede, brought the Scythians over to their side. Their
armies [in 612 BC] advanced from three sides against Nineveh.
The dam on the Tigris was breached, and Nineveh was stormed. In a single night the
city that was the splendor of its epoch went up in flames, and the centuries-old empire
that ceaselessly carried sword and fire to the four quarters of the ancient world - as far
as Elam and Lydia, Sarmatia and Ethiopia - ceased to exist forever (Part 1, Section 10,
Part 2 & Part 3).

Below are a couple of charts showing Velikovsky‟s view of events from the conquest by
Sargon (708 BC) following the fall of Samaria to Seti the Great when control of Egypt went
back and forth between Ethiopia and Assyria:
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Egypt

Dates
BC

Egypt’s Status

Ethiopia
(D25)

Notes

Ramses Siptah (D19) - 6y

708-703

Vassal to Assyria

Shabaka

Bey & Twosre (D19) – 1y

703-702

Vassal to Assyria

Shabaka

Sethos (the Elder)

702-701

Vassal to Ethiopia

Shabaka

Haremhab 12y

701-689

Vassal to Assyria

Sabataka

Sethos (the Elder)

689-671

Vassal to Ethiopia

Tirharka

Assyrian appointed
20 governors including
Necho I

671-664

Vassal to Assyria
(except in 667 BC
when Tirharka
briefly re-took
control of Egypt)

Tirharka

Sargon conquers Egypt (Isaiah
20). This Ramses is the brother
of Sethos (the Elder) and is later
killed by him. Married to Twosre.
Assyrian governor Bey marries
Twosre after Sethos the Elder
kills his brother Rameses.
Sethos with Ethiopian support
ousts Assyrian control. Appoints
brother Haremhab as viceroy
while he campaigns in Asia.
Defects to Assyria. Appointed by
Assyrian king Sennacherib.
Expelled Haremhab with the
help of Ethiopian king Tirharka.
Sethos and Tirharka kings at
time of Sennacherib‟s failed 687
BC campaign. Ruled until
Assyrian
conquest
by
Esarhaddon.
Tirharka briefly re-conquers
Egypt in 667 BC before
Ashurbanipal conquers and
restores Assyrian hegemony.
The governors (except probably
Necho I) turn to Tirharka in 664
BC but are defeated by
Ashurbanipal who takes Thebes.

Ramesses I (D19) 2y /
Necho I (D26) 1y (sole
rule)
Tantamani

664

Vassal to Assyria

Tirharka

663

Vassal to Ethiopia

Tantamani

Seti I the Great (D19) 11y
/ Psamtek I (D26) 54y

663-609

Vassal to Assyria
then Indepedent by
652 BC but still an
ally to Assyria.

Tantamani
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Necho I spared after the reconquest by Assurbanipal and
made Egyptian vassal.
Brief conquest of Egypt after
killing Necho I before defeated
by Ashurbanipal.
With the help of Greeks
overcame other local kings.
Loyal to the Assyrians, initially
as vassal and later as ally when
Ashurbanipal‟s
power
had
waned. Expanded Egyptian
control into Palestine.

Haremhab is conventionally believed to have been a king who connected the 18th and
19th Dynasties sitting beween them in Manetho‟s king list. Alan Montgomery (Rohl‟s
Critique [Chapter 9]) makes these comments on evidence supporting the placement of
Haremhab contemporary with the 25th Dynasty during which Egypt went back and forth
between Ethiopian and Assyrian control:
Haremhab‘s name in a royal cartouche appears also on the outside of the Theban tomb
of Petamenophis, which is in the style of the Ethiopian age.
A more important example of Haremhab‘s connection to the late Libyans is the appearance
of his cartouche on the shoulder of HPA King's Son Sheshonq Meryamen, which was
excavated in Saqqara by Badawi [Badawi 1956]. In conjunction with the evidence above this
Libyan must be the son of Osorkon IV.
Haremhab‘s Memphis tomb shows him receiving the dominion over Egypt
from a king, whose name has been erased. It is unclear why he is receiving
the dominion of the land from another ruler. He was neither the son of a
pharaoh nor a member of the royal family. A translator was present to
interpret the words of the king to Haremhab.
The conventional view has him appointed by Tutankhamen. If this were true, why does
he need a translator and why is it that Pharaoh Ay succeeded Tutankhamen and not
Haremhab? Velikovsky concluded that the person appointing Haremhab was a
foreigner and thus neither Tutankhamen nor Ay…
There is other evidence that ties the tomb of Haremhab to the time of the 25th and
26th Dynasties. In Haremhab‘s tomb is a scene, in which foreigners of various
countries have come or have been forced to come to pay their respects to Haremhab.
Among these foreigners are Aegeans, who first arrived in Egypt in the 7th century.
Martin comments, ―To find Aegeans represented at this period at the end of
Tutankhamen or Ay, in an Egyptian tomb is unprecedented…‖ [Martin, 1989, p. 27].
Here again is a new phenomenon that never occurred in the 18th Dynasty but occurred in
the time of Haremhab.

Seti the Great and Rameses the Great
Seti I and Rameses II were the two great pharaohs of the 19th Dynasty. For a bit more
background of the lives and both their miltary and building accomplishments I quote from
the biographies of them on Wikipedia:
Seti I (Seti the Great)
Menmaatre Seti I (or Sethos I as in Greek) was a pharaoh of the New Kingdom 19th Dynasty
of Egypt, the son of Ramesses I and Sitre, and the father of Ramesses II...The name 'Seti'
means "of Set", which indicates that he was consecrated to the god Set (also termed
"Sutekh" or "Seth"). Seti I's main priority was to re-establish order in the kingdom and to
reaffirm Egypt's sovereignty over Canaan and Syria, which had been compromised by the
increasing external pressures from the Hittite state. Seti, with energy and determination,
confronted the Hittites several times in battle.
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Without succeeding in destroying the Hittites as a potential danger to Egypt, he
reconquered most of the disputed territories for Egypt and generally concluded his
military campaigns with victories.
The memory of Seti I's military successes was
recorded in some large scenes placed on the front of
the temple of Amun, situated in Karnak. A funerary
temple for Seti was constructed in what is now
known as Qurna (Mortuary Temple of Seti I), on the
west bank of the Nile at Thebes while a magnificent
temple made of white limestone at Abydos
featuring exquisite relief scenes was started by
Seti, and later completed by his son.
His capital was at Memphis. He was considered a great king by his peers, but his fame has
been overshadowed since ancient times by that of his son, Ramesses II.
Rameses II (Rameses the Great)
Ramesses the Great, was the third pharaoh of the 19th
Dynasty of Egypt. He is often regarded as the greatest,
most celebrated, and most powerful pharaoh of the
Egyptian Empire. His successors and later Egyptians called
him the "Great Ancestor". Ramesses II led several military
expeditions into the Levant, reasserting Egyptian control
over Canaan. He also led expeditions to the south, into
Nubia, commemorated in inscriptions at Beit el-Wali and
Gerf Hussein.
The early part of his reign was focused on building cities, temples and monuments. He
established the city of Pi-Ramesses in the Nile Delta as his new capital and main base for his
campaigns in Syria...The immediate antecedents to the Battle of Kadesh were the early
campaigns of Ramesses II into Canaan. His first campaign seems to have taken place in the
4th year of his reign and was commemorated by the erection of what became the first of the
Commemorative stela of Nahr el-Kalb, near modern Beirut. The inscription is almost totally
illegible due to weathering.
Additional records tell us that he was forced to fight a Canaanite prince who was
mortally wounded by an Egyptian archer [Velikovsky argues this was king Josiah of the
kingdom of Judah – 2 Kings 23:29], and whose army was subsequently routed.
Ramesses carried off the princes of Canaan as live prisoners to Egypt [Velikovsky notes
that this did happen with Josiah‘s son, Jehoahaz – 2 Kings 23:34].
The Battle of Kadesh in his fifth regnal year was the climactic engagement in a campaign that
Ramesses fought in Syria, against the resurgent Hittite forces of Muwatallis...Ramesses's
forces were caught in a Hittite ambush and outnumbered at Kadesh when they
counterattacked and routed the Hittites, whose survivors abandoned their chariots and
swam the Orontes river back to the safe city walls. Ramesses, logistically unable to sustain a
long siege, returned to Egypt.
The deposed Hittite king, Mursili III fled to Egypt, the land of his country's enemy, after the
failure of his plots to oust his uncle from the throne. Hattusili III responded by demanding
that Ramesses II extradite his nephew back to Hatti. This demand precipitated a crisis in
relations between Egypt and Hatti when Ramesses denied any knowledge of Mursili's
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whereabouts in his country, and the two empires came dangerously close to war. Eventually,
in the 21st year of his reign (1258 BC), Ramesses decided to conclude an agreement with the
new Hittite king, Hattusili III, at Kadesh to end the conflict. The ensuing document is the
earliest known peace treaty in world history. The peace treaty was recorded in two versions,
one in Egyptian hieroglyphs, the other in Akkadian, using cuneiform script; both versions
survive...
Ramesses built extensively throughout Egypt and Nubia, and his cartouches are prominently
displayed even in buildings that he did not actually construct. There are accounts of his
honor hewn on stone, statues, remains of palaces and temples, most notably the Ramesseum
in the western Thebes and the rock temples of Abu Simbel. He covered the land from the
Delta to Nubia with buildings in a way no monarch before him had done.
He also founded a new capital city in the Delta during his reign called Pi-Ramesses; it
had previously served as a summer palace during Seti I's reign.
His memorial temple Ramesseum, was just the beginning of the pharaoh's obsession
with building. When he built, he built on a scale unlike almost anything before. In the
3rd year of his reign Ramesses started the most ambitious building project after the
pyramids, which were built 1,500 years earlier.

The population was put to work on changing the face of Egypt. In Thebes, the ancient
temples were transformed, so that each one of them reflected honour to Ramesses as a
symbol of his putative divine nature and power. Ramesses decided to eternalize himself in
stone, and so he ordered changes to the methods used by his masons. The elegant but
shallow reliefs of previous pharaohs were easily transformed, and so their images and words
could easily be obliterated by their successors. Ramesses insisted that his carvings be deeply
engraved in the stone, which made them less susceptible to later alteration, but also made
them more prominent in the Egyptian sun, reflecting his relationship with the sun god, Ra.
Ramesses constructed many large monuments,
including the archeological complex of Abu Simbel,
and the Mortuary temple known as the Ramesseum.
He built on a monumental scale to ensure that his
legacy would survive the ravages of time. Ramesses
used art as a means of propaganda for his victories
over foreigners, which are depicted on numerous
temple reliefs.
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Ramesses II also erected more colossal statues of himself than any other pharaoh. He also
usurped many existing statues by inscribing his own cartouche on them.
The new city of Pi-Ramesses..was dominated by huge temples and the king's vast residential
palace, complete with its own zoo. For a time the site was misidentified as that of Tanis, due
to the amount of statuary and other material from Pi-Ramesses found there, but it is now
recognised that the Ramasside remains at Tanis were brought there from elsewhere, and the
real Pi-Ramesses lies about 30 km south, near modern Qantir. The colossal feet of the statue
of Ramesses are almost all that remains above ground today, the rest is buried in the fields...

The temple complex built by Ramesses II between Qurna and the desert has been known as
the Ramesseum since the 19th century... An enormous pylon stood before the first court,
with the royal palace at the left and the gigantic statue of the king looming up at the back.
Only fragments of the base and torso remain of the syenite statue of the enthroned pharaoh,
17 metres (56 ft) high and weighing more than 1,000 tonnes (980 long tons; 1,100 short
tons)...Scattered remains of the two statues of the seated king can also be seen, one in pink
granite and the other in black granite, which once flanked the entrance to the temple…39
out of the 48 columns in the great hypostyle hall (m 41x 31) still stand in the central rows.

The Battle of Kadesh (Same as the Battle of Carchemish?)
In the third book chronologically in the “Ages in Chaos” series entitled “Ramses II and His
Time” Immanuel Velikovsky covers the history of the 19th Dynasty focusing on its most
powerful pharaoh, Rameses II or Rameses the Great, whose buildings, temples and
statues are found all over Egypt.
Velikovsky equated Nebuchadnezzar with the Hittite king Hattusilis III because of his
equation of the battle of Kadesh that Rameses II fought with the battle of Carchemish
where Nebuchadnezzar defeated Necho (Jeremiah 46:2).
Equating the Chaldean empire with the Hittites was a near impossible proposition
for Velikovsky to prove. Barry Curnock in his book “From Havilah Until Thou
Comest to Shur” (p.227-228) presents a simpler and better supported possibility
that the Hittites were the senior partner at the time in an alliance with the
Babylonians against the Egyptians.
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The key chronological synchronism between the Hittite empire and the 19th Dynasty is the
treaty between Rameses II and Hittite emperor Hattusilis III. The absolute dates for the
Hittite empire are supplied from Egypt via the date assigned to Rameses II. Conventionally
the treaty between Rameses II and Hittite emperor Hattusilis III is dated to about 1258 BC.
Velikovsky, in “Ramses II and His Time” dates this treaty over 600 years later.
In “Ramses II and His Time” (pages 24-51) Velikovsky equated the Battle of Kadesh
Rameses II fought against the Hittites, with the Battle of Carchemish fought between
pharaoh Necho with Nebuchadnezzar. Below is a paraphrased summary of Velikovsky‟s
evidence for this:
The most famous battle that Ramses II fought was against the Hittites and was called the
Battle of Kadesh. The word kadesh or qadesh is the Hebrew word for holy as in the kadesh
rauch - the Holy Spirit (Psalm 51:11). Kadesh is a generic term for Holy City. Great temple
cities such as Jerusalem, Mecca and the Vatican are known as the Holy City. This Kadesh of
Ramses II is not the Kadesh of Thutmose III nor was it the Kadesh of his father Seti as neither
had a river front or were surrounded by water as pictured in the Battle of Kadesh reliefs at
Luxor and Abu-Simbel.
The late 19th century Egyptologists in trying to locate the Kadesh of Ramses II made their
identification of it based on certain clues - firstly, that it was surrounded by water, and
secondly, was on river Orontes in Syria. This restriction of the search of this Kadesh on the
Orontes was caused by a misreading of hieroglyphics texts of the name of the river this
Kadesh was found on.
The site that they chose was Tell Nebi-Mend. In the Poem of Pentaur which describes
the battle the name of the river is spelled r-n-t. The phonetic similarity with Orontes is
good but the Papyrus Sallier dealing with the same campaign gives the river‘s name as
n-r-t. Also the name of the Orontes river was not given to it until the fourth century BC
after a man who built a bridge across it according to the historian Strabo.
The topography of Kadesh in the bas-reliefs contradicts the topography of Tell Nebi-Mend.
Describing the feature of Kadesh being completely surrounded by water Breasted (Records
Volume 3, Sec. 335) writes: ―We here see the city of Kadesh, by which the battle was fought
so thoroughly moated that it seems to lie in the very Orontes itself, rather than on it.‖ Tell
Nebi-Mend is mostly but not completely surrounded by water. Two sides around it are
formed by the Orontes while the third side of the triangle formation is formed by a smaller
stream which comes close to but does not link up with the Orontes.
The city was also fortified by a double wall with high tower bastions standing out from the
wall. Though little has been excavated so far nothing has been unearthed at Tell Nebi-Mend
to indicate the existence of a city and no trench work around the mound has been
discovered. According to Velikovsky Tell Nebi-Mend is the fortress of Riblah originally built
by Seti. A stele fragment of Seti has been found at Tell Nebi-Mend.
If Tell Nebi-Mend is the Kadesh of Ramses II‘s great battle why hasn‘t it been excavated
much more than it has? Velikovsky contends that the Kadesh of Ramses II is not Tell NebiMend but is, in fact, the city of Carchemish on the Euphrates River where Pharoah Necho
fought Nebuchadnezzar as described in Jeremiah 46. Notice the similarities:
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TIME
NECHO & THE BATTLE OF CARCHEMISH
Four years after the first invasion of Palestine by Pharaoh Necho. (2 Chronicles 35:20, 36:2-4,
Jeremiah 42:2)
RAMSES II & THE BATTLE OF KADESH
Four years after the first invasion of Palestine by Pharaoh Ramses II. (Stele of the 2nd year at
Nahr el-Kelb; Assuan stele; Annals; Poem of Pentaur)
PLACE
NECHO & THE BATTLE OF CARCHEMISH
By the river Euphrates in Carchemish (Jeremiah 46:2). Carchemish means city of the god
Chemosh. Being named after a deity it was a holy city or kadesh.
RAMSES II & THE BATTLE OF KADESH
―In the land of Khatti, Nahrin (Naharaim), Carchemish, Kedy, the land of Kadesh" (Poem of
Pentaur). The name of the Euphrates in Babylonian was Puratu and in Hebrew was Prat which
fits the oft-mentioned p-n-r-t and r-n-t in the Poem of Pentaur.
TOPOGRAPHY
NECHO & THE BATTLE OF CARCHEMISH
Near a fortress, surrounded on all sides by water; the fortress has a double wall and rnoats; it
projects into a large stream; projects into a large stream; nearby a sacred lake. (The
description and plans of the Carchemish excavation)
RAMSES II & THE BATTLE OF KADESH
Near a fortress, surrounded on all sides by water; the fortress has a double wall and moats; it
projects into a large stream; projects into a large stream; nearby is a sacred lake. (The four
plans drawn on the walls of Karnak)
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POSITION
NECHO & THE BATTLE OF CARCHEMISH
Carchemish is north of Bab.
RAMSES II & THE BATTLE OF KADESH
The field of battle was north of Baw which is Bab of today. On their way to Carchemish they
passed through the town of Aronama (Arinama) which is Arima of today. Both of these
towns are much farther to the north than Tell Nebi-Mend.
ALLIES
NECHO & THE BATTLE OF CARCHEMISH
"The army of the Syrians" warring on the side of the Chaldean (Babylonian) army. Jeremiah
35:11
RAMSES II & THE BATTLE OF KADESH
"Armies of the Syrian cities" on the side of the army of Hatti.
PHARAOH‘S ARMY
NECHO & THE BATTLE OF CARCHEMISH
Four divisions: Egyptians, Ethiopians, Libyans, Lydians. Cf Jeremiah 46:9. Of these, the Lydians
were mercenaries, "hired men." Jeremiah 46:9. Chariots also participated in the battle.
Jeremiah 46:9
RAMSES II & THE BATTLE OF KADESH
Four divisions—of Amon, Re, Ptah, and Sutekh. Cf. "Poem of Pentaur." Mercenaries in the
army were the Sardana, or the warriors from Sardis, in Lydia.
Chariotry participated in the battle. "Annals" of Ramses II, "Poem of Pentaur".
THE COURSE OF THE BATTLE
NECHO & THE BATTLE OF CARCHEMISH
The Egyptian army was "dismayed and turned back."Jeremiah 46:5
RAMSES II & THE BATTLE OF KADESH
Suddenly attacked, "the infantry and chariotry of His Majesty were discomfited." Poem of the
battle of Kadesh; "Annals"
THE RETREAT DEVELOPS INTO A FLIGHT OF THE EGYPTIAN ARMY
NECHO & THE BATTLE OF CARCHEMISH
"Their mighty men are beaten down, fled apace, and look back." Jeremiah 46:5
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RAMSES II & THE BATTLE OF KADESH
"My numerous infantry having abandoned me, not one looking at me of my chariotry."
"Annals" of Ramses II
THE FLIGHT TOOK THE DIRECTION TO THE NORTH AWAY FROM EGYPT
NECHO & THE BATTLE OF CARCHEMISH
"...stumble and fall toward the north." Jeremiah 46:5
RAMSES II & THE BATTLE OF KADESH
"Then the infantry and chariotry of His Majesty were discomfited before them whilst going
northward"

Evidence for Dating Rameses II and His Hittite Contemporaries to Around 600 BC
In addition to the similarities between the battles of Kadesh and Carchemish, Immanuel
Velikovsky notes many examples in “Ramses II and His Time” from archaeological finds
which call for a re-dating of the 19th Dynasty of Rameses the Great and the Hittite empire:
p.23 On his way to his Syrian base at Riblah in Syria
Rameses II had carved commemorative tablets at
Nahr el-Kelb near Beirut. He had them cut in rock
next to the tablet of Esarhaddon, king of Assyria.
The accepted viewpoint is that Esarhaddon had his
tablet carved close to those of Rameses II, erected
600 years earlier.
If Velikovsky is correct with equating Necho I with
Rameses I then Esarhaddon‘s father spared
Rameses I [Necho I] and Esarhaddon in defeating
the Ethiopians based at Thebes could have been
looked on by Rameses II as a liberator of Egypt
from the Ethiopians and why he wanted to have his
inscriptions left next to Esarhaddon‘s inscriptions.
If Velikovsky is wrong why would Esarhaddon put his inscriptions next to a pharaoh of
one of his conquered countries?
p.81-82 In 1922 archeaologists discovered the tomb of a
Phoenician king by the name of King Ahiram.
In that tomb there were vase fragments with the
name of Rameses II (conventionally believed to be a
13th century pharaoh) written on them. There next
to them in the tomb was pottery that dated to the
7th century BC, a 600 year difference.
Also in the tomb were Hebrew inscriptions at its entrance. The tomb was definitely made in
the 7th century BC as Josephus when quoting the Phoenician record states that Ithobaal who
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made Ahiram‘s coffin was an ally of Nebuchadnezzar. If this is so, why are vases with the
name of Rameses II who supposedly reigned many centuries before in the tomb?
p.167 At Alisar Hittite seals contemporary with those at Boghazkoi dated the 13th
century were found in stratum with Phrygian pottery and Greek vases which were
clearly 6th and 7th century BC, a 600 year difference.
p.171. The necropolis at Gordion of the Phrygian kingdom in Asia Minor was declared to
belong to the 6th-7th century BC because of the Greek vases found there. There were also
found there hieroglyphic seals there contemporary with the 13th century seals of Boghazkoi
and the reliefs of Yazilikaya.
p.174 The Phrygian layer at Gordion is UNDER a clay level which is rich in imperial
Hittite pottery. The Hittite empire here must have existed at the same time or after the
Phrygian kingdom.
p.185 There are conflicting dates for the Malatya ruins – some experts say it is the 13th
century BC while others say it dates to the 6th/7th century BC. Again, we find a 600
year difference.
p. 204-206 In the days of Nebuchadnezzar, Tahpanheth was the Hebrew name for the city of
Greek soldiers in Egypt. It‘s Greek name was Daphnae. Greek soldiers were stationed there
during the 7th and 6th centuries BC and the place was chosen to protect the Palestinian
border of Egypt.
Foundations of a temple built by Rameses II were also discovered along with a statue
of Rameses II bearing his cartouches. Daphnae was supposed to have been built in the
time of the 26th Dynasty around 660 BC and remains of a temple built by Rameses II
who is supposed to have lived in the 13th century BC was not expected. Again, we find
a 600 year difference.

I would like to quote an article by Alan Montgomery that goes deeper into the points above
and calls for a re-dating of the Hittite empire and the 19th Dynasty called “The Hittite
Problem”:
THE HITTITE PROBLEM
By Alan Montgomery
Nearby, the ruins of Hattusas revealed architecture of the palace area that resembled that of
the Northwest Palace of Nineveh built in the early 7th century by Sennacherib, King of
Assyria. [Barth, H. pp 128-157]...The Assyrians also influenced the art of the ancient Hittites.
An art expert expressed his opinion after studying the rock carvings at Yazilikaya and
Boghazkoi that the Hittite art forms were the result of Assyrian innovations that were
introduced into Mesopotamia in the 7th and 6th centuries BC and not before.
The most prominent motifs of Hittite art [he said] belong to the 7th century and were
not present in the art of even the late 8th century BC. [Puchstein, 1890.] This too
would seem to dictate the date of the New Hittite Empire to the 7th century and not
before.
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This opinion was reversed because of the discovery of the archive of the Hittites found at
Boghazkoi in 1906 by Winckler. Thousands of Hittite clay tablets were discovered. These
tablets were in several languages including Hittite, Nessian and cuneiform Babylonian. As the
scholars deciphered these texts they came across a peace treaty with an Egyptian Pharaoh
named Ramesses II, a mighty king of the 19th Dynasty. The existence of the treaty was not
news. The Egyptologists had found the Egyptian version of the treaty. The two treaties were
compared and found to be the same.
The treaty could now be firmly dated to the time of Ramesses II of Egypt, the 13th
century BC, over 600 years earlier than had been suspected. This discovery touched off
a controversy. In the end the secure date of the treaty to the 21st year of Ramesses
reign was unavoidable. The Egyptian chronology was fixed to within 25 years by
pharaonic lists and confirmed by astronomy. The evidence associating the New Hittite
Empire to the 7th century was discounted.
The Hittite annals, however, continue to provide problems rather than solve them. To start,
the Hittite annals from the Boghazkoi archives showed many similar features in style and
expression to the Assyrian annals of the 7th century. The tablets revealed a state of scientific
knowledge that rivalled the Assyrians and Neo-Babylonians. Hymns, literature, mythology
and prayers continued the trend in 7th century similarities with their neighbours.
Hittite civil law showed many of the advances that appeared in the era of the Assyrian
Empire. This produced some wonderment among Hittitologists, that a civilization of
the 14th and 13th century BC had produced, in all that concerns science, law, literature,
royal annals, traditions and habits, a culture so closely resembling that of the ―Assyrian
Empire of the 8th and 7th century BC and the Neo-Babylonian Empire of the 7th and
6th centuries.‖ [Velikovsky, I. 1978] Still more puzzling was the disappearance of all
this in the century following the fall of the New Hittite Empire and its duplication over
the next 600 years.
Then the Hittitologists found the annals of Mursilis II, recounted in a text entitled the ―Deeds
of Suppiluliumas‖. It revealed a trans-generational struggle of the Hittites of Hattusas against
Arzawa and Assuwa in the west and Assyria in the east and Egypt in the south. In his seventh
year Mursilis II expected an Egyptian attack and asked his allies to report any movement of
the Egyptians in Nuhasse just south of Hittite territory. He promised reinforcements if the
Egyptians attacked.
In his 9th year Mursilis II records that the Assyrians retook Carchemish, a Hittite
stronghold on the Euphrates River. These events were unknown in the 13th century.
The first mention of Hittite soldiers in the Assyrian annals was the 11th century under
Tiglath-Pileser I.
The first capture of Carchemish in Assyrian history was not recorded until Sargon II at
the end of the 8th century. The Assyrians lost it and then recaptured it late in the
seventh century. To the historians the taking of Carchemish as well as the apparent
alliance of Egypt with Assyria was all new information. No such alliance was apparent
in the 13th century.
The only alliance of Egypt and Assyria is recorded in II Kings 23:29; ―While Josiah was
king, Pharaoh Necho King of Egypt went up to the Euphrates River to help the king of
Assyria.‖ Pharaoh Necho later fought with King Nebuchadnezzar of Babylon at
Carchemish. He lost and Nebuchadnezzar advanced and took all Egyptians possessions
in southern Levant, including Judah…
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Hittite Stratigraphy
About the time that the archives of Boghazkoi were discovered, the city of Gordion to the
west was excavated. The Phrygian king named Gordias, the father of Midas, had built
Gordion. The Phrygians were among the allies of Troy in the Trojan War and were well
known to the Greeks. The Greeks preserved a legend of the most famous Phrygian king, King
Midas.
The legend was that Midas acquired the magic touch so that everything he touched turned
to gold. This talent backfired when he touched his daughter and turned her into gold much
to his chagrin. The legend aside, the Assyrians also knew of King Midas. In the days of
Sargon II, King Midas formed a coalition of Anatolian states and pushed east into the area
known today as Cilicia. The Assyrians who called him Mita, King of the Mushki, perceived
Midas as a threat.
At Gordion, the German excavators identified a stratum related to the time of King Midas.
The east-Greek pottery and terracotta were familiar to the Greek archaeologists and dated
the stratum to the 8th century. However, it was pointed out that the site also contained
Hittite pictographic hieroglyphics. Since these hieroglyphics were associated with the New
Hittite Empire, which ended in the 13th century, the date of the stratum was put in doubt.
The east-Greek pottery of the Gordion stratum had also been found at Boghazkoi and its
chronological significance was also challenged.
After World War II, the Americans under Young continued the excavation of Gordion. The
top stratum was clearly identified as belonging to the time of the Persians…
The third stratum was again identified as belonging to the Phrygians and dated to the
eighth century. The Phrygian kingdom came to an end when the Cimmerians had
attacked it, in 687 BC. This left the second stratum sandwiched neatly between these
two precise dates [687 to 548 BC]. The second stratum turned out to be a conundrum.
It contained a copious amount of Hittite pottery and tell tale pictographic
hieroglyphics.
Young was faced with two obvious problems to explain. First, how had the clayey soil
containing the Hittite material found its way to Gordion and formed a four-meter layer all
over the Gordion. Young explained that the second stratum had been imported by the
Persians and placed over the existing Phrygian layer…
Young's explanation was dubious of several grounds. First, it fails to address why the
Persians would want to perform this task… Second, the original layer that belonged to the
period 687 to 548 BC is missing. Where did it go? Even if the Persians wanted some stratum
removed for construction, it would not be entirely missing…
It is almost as if Cyrus the Great had conceived some diabolical plot to confuse further
archaeologists. Such an idea is paranoid. One must conclude that either the Persians
meticulously removed many thousands of tons of the layer then present and replaced it with
a Hittite layer of equal proportions for a purpose not understood or that the whole
proposition is the result of poorly framed archaeological theory.
Such a conclusion puts the question of dating the New Hittite Empire back in question.
Gordion strata, read in the normal archaeological way, would tell us that the New
Hittite Empire [at Gordion] rose following the chaos created by the Cimmerians and
the fall of King Midas and his Phrygian kingdom. That the Hittites expanded to the
west, took over Gordion and held Lydia and Assuwa in check. Then, a century later, the
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Hittites fell under the power of the Persians. That would again bring back the late 7th
and early 6th centuries as the time of the New Hittite Empire. This must reflect back on
the conclusions reached by the archaeological investigators of Boghazkoi, the site of
the Hittite capital Hattusas.
Bittel and Gueterbock excavated the Hittite capital in the 1930's. The top stratum,
Level I, they found late Phrygian and post-Phrygian ceramics together with Greek
language inscriptions, evidence of the 7th and 6th centuries. There were also Hittite
seals.
In the next stratum, Level II, they found much Hittite pottery and Hittite seals with
pictographic hieroglyphics of the Hittite Empire. This was evidence of the 13th
century. But there was also east Greek pottery found in the houses of Level II. Among
the 13th century Hittite items there was pottery, which could not be dated earlier than
the 8th/7th century…
The excavators dated the strata to the eighth/seventh century but were not clear why
Phrygian related people would keep the thirteenth century Hittite heirlooms; or why they
kept nothing that could be dated between the thirteenth and the seventh century? [Bittel &
Gueterbock]
The confusion at Gordion and Boghazkoi played a role in interpreting the excavations
at Alisar. Alisar is a mound situated 50 miles southeast of Boghazkoi. It was active
during the Hittite era. In Period IV at Alisar, the excavators found Hittite pictographic
seals – the hallmark of the Hittite Empire. They dated Alisar IV to the 13th century. This
dating was made despite the presence of Late Geometric pottery and Iron Age fibulae
or buckles. Furthermore, these particular buckles were well-advanced buckles not used
until the 8th century…
Eventually, more and more Hittite sites in Anatolia were excavated. In each case, strata
that could not be dated earlier than the 8th century followed the Hittite stratum. This
left a hole in the strata between 1200 BC, the end of the Hittite Empire, and 750 BC,
the beginning of the Phrygian kingdom. The gap was systematic all over the Hittite
territory.
The eminent Turkish archaeologist could say in the 1960's that there was a dark age in
central and southern Turkey ―between 1200 BC and 750 BC in central Asia minor.‖
[Akurgal, E.1961. Die Kunst Anatolians, Berlin, p. 7]
Taken at face value this means the total abandonment of the central plateau of Turkey,
that was the Hittite heartland for over 400 years. Neither the Hittites nor their enemies
came to inhabit the Hittite land. Such a disappearance cannot be accepted without
bringing the basic principles of stratigraphy into doubt.
The problem, however, is not the stratigraphy or the archaeologists. The real problem
is the unsynchronised state of the archaeological dating system, part of it dated by
Greek and Assyrian chronology and part dated to Egyptian chronology, without the
two systems being themselves synchronized.
The Neo-Hittite States
Although no trace of the Hittite Empire can be found in central or southern Anatolia after
1200 BC, it was not the end of the Hittite culture. To the east of Hattusas across the
mountains lay such cities as Tegarama, Marash and Carchemish and such states as Samal
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and Commagene. They used the Hittite pictographic script and displayed Hittite style in their
monumental art. These cities were not part of the empire but arose independently in the
10th or 9th century. Nevertheless when the Assyrians invaded their collective territory they
banded together into a coalition…
Carchemish
The largest and strongest of the Neo-Hittite states was Carchemish. It is situated on the big
bend in the Euphrates River. South of Carchemish the Euphrates flows southeast to the
Persian Gulf. North of Carchemish the Euphrates bends back toward Mount Ararat.
Archaeologists anticipated that Carchemish would be continuously occupied. This meant
that it would connect the Neo-Hittite states to the Hittite empire. They were disappointed.
Woolley excavated Carchemish. In the inner citadel he discovered a tomb containing
artefacts reminiscent of the Hittite Empire. The tomb was a cremation burial and it yielded
many small but significant objects. These included gold beads, nails with golden heads, lapis
lazuli, steatite and ivory. There were also 39 figurines made of gold…
The soldiers wore short kilts, pointed helmets and boots with curled up toes. The close
relationship to the Yazilikaya rock reliefs of the New Hittite Empire was unmistakable. This
should have been a triumph for Woolley. It was not. Instead it was a great puzzle and
produced a great debate.
The tomb that Woolley had opened was situated definitely in the stratum designated
to the late Neo-Assyrian Empire – i.e. it was a 7th century grave. How was Woolley to
explain the obvious 13th century look-alikes as artefacts of the 7th century? One could
not rewrite centuries of Assyrian history…
Woolley decided that the items had to be imitations of imperial Hittite art. Gueterbock
disagreed, ―Two possibilities offer themselves: either the figurines were made before 1200
and handed down as heirlooms until they were deposited in the tomb or they were made in
the Late Hittite period but in a style that survived the empire. Sir Leonard (Woolley) seems
inclined to favour the second. I would rather prefer the heirloom theory.‖ But Gueterbock
had absolutely no evidence connecting the royal family of the empire with that of 7th
century Carchemish [Gueterbock, 1954].
Another problem concerns the fortress. The Assyrian King, Shalmaneser III, in the 9th
century BC had Assyrian artists depict the fortress of the Carchemish on the bronze
gate at Balawat. The fortress walls had triangle shaped tops. These tops are similar to
those depicted by Ramesses II in his account of his battle at ―Kadesh‖… in the 13th
Century…
Another feature of the Neo-Hittite cities like Carchemish is its use of Hittite
pictographic script. By the end of the Hittite empire, the Hittites had almost stopped
the use of these pictographs and had increased their use of cuneiform. They used this
in writing in Babylonian, the diplomatic language, but also used Hattili and Neshili
languages.
The Neo-Hittite states, as they were closer to Mesopotamia were more likely to be
influenced by Assyrian or Babylonian cuneiform. However, they showed little sign of
converting from pictographs to cuneiform. Again the Neo-Hittites showed reversion to
the ancient ways. Or did they precede the modernization shown by the Hittites of
Hattusas?
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Malatya
In the mountains to the north of Carchemish, lies Malatya. Delaporte excavated Malatya.
Delaporte uncovered Hittite monuments similar to those of the imperial Hattusas. He first
dated them to the 13th Century; this included the famous Lion Gate. The lion's image has a
round face, large feet and a stylised mane represented by long curly lines or spirals. Art
historian, Frankfort and Hauffman agreed with Delaporte that the lion belonged to the late
stage of the Hittite Empire. Then a problem emerged.
As the stratigraphy of Malatya became clearer, it was seen that the stratum of the Lion
gate immediately preceded that of the Assyrian levels. The Assyrian levels began late
in the 8th century and the Neo Hittite Stratum of the Lion Gate had to be 8th century
[Bossert, H. T. Altanatolian, 1942, Berlin, p.69].
The evidence from the Neo-Hittite states only illustrate further the problems
encountered in Anatolia.
At Boghazkoi, the site of Hattusas, strangely placed 7th century pottery emerged in
the imperial Hittite stratum. At Alisar, strangely placed 8th/7th century fibulae
occurred in the imperial Hittite stratum. At Gordion strangely placed Hittite pottery of
the imperial Hittite age appeared above the 7th Century Phrygian stratum.
At the Neo-Hittite sites the same correlation with the 8th and 7th century continued to
baffle and puzzle archaeologists, who were constantly in two minds and two dates, the
13th and the 8th/7th century.
The problems of the imperial Hittite archaeology and history can be summarized as follows:
1. The New Hittite Empire art of the Anatolia shows signs of Assyrian influence of the
7th and 6th centuries.
2. The Styles of writing used in the annals is similar to the style of 7th century Assyrian
kings.
3. Legal proceedings have Assyrian equivalents in the 7th century.
4. Scientific knowledge reflects the world of the Assyrian and Babylonian cultures of
the 8th to 6th centuries.
5. Weaponry in the Hittite sculptures reflects the royal weaponry of the 7th century.
6. Pottery of the 7th century occurs in New Hittite Empire strata.
7. Anatolian stratigraphic dates and chronology contradict the historical placement of
the Hittite empire.
8. The history contained in the imperial Hittite annals of Mursilis II reflect Assyrian
power that is 8th century or later.
9. Hittite sites in Anatolia lack occupation between 1200 and 750 BC.
10. The Neo-Hittite sites do not exhibit characteristics of offspring of an Imperial
Hittite influence.
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What evidence caused the archaeologists to date the Hittite Empire to the 13th
century in complete defiance of all archaeological data?…
The sole reason for this date was the treaty signed between Hattusilis III and Ramesses
II of the 19th Dynasty of Egypt. Egyptian chronology places Ramesses II firmly in the
13th century. This presupposes a complete and unquestionable confidence in Egyptian
chronology. Is such confidence justified?
The problems listed above stem from the conventional dating system. The problematic dates
are based partly on the Assyrian chronology and partly on the pottery chronology of the
Greek archaeologists. Can we be more confident in Egyptian chronology than Assyrian
chronology or Greek chronology?
For Greek pottery dating archaeologists date certain styles of pottery but they usually agree
within 25-50 years. Despite the occasional shifting of some dates, a century of experience
has produced results widely accepted among Greek archaeologists. Assyriologists are
extremely confident of dates back to 900 BC to within a year. Dates for Assuruballit I, circa
1325 BC rarely differ by more than 20 years.
The reason for this is not just the continuous king lists available to Assyriologists. It is also
the existence of Limmu listings. It was not the custom of Assyrians to number years rather
they named them. Limmus is the term used for the names given each year in Assyria. The
reign lengths of the various kings can be verified by counting the number of Limmus given
for a king‘s reign and crosschecked by identifying those Limmu names found on documents
that relate to his reign. In addition many kings left inscriptions with their military exploits and
their relationship to their forefathers. There is little to suggest any errors in the 14th century
above 20 years.
Biblical chronology is some help in verifying Assyrian dates. Although some minor
differences in dating appears among scholarly chronologies, the biblical chronology can be
reconciled to back to the accession of Tiglath-Pileser III at 745 GAD and most would consider
it possible to reconcile biblical chronology back to the reign of Israelite King Ahab and
Assyrian King Shalmaneser III who fought each other a the battle of Qarqar in 853 GAD.
There is no hope of moving Assyrian dates to the degree suggested by the problems listed
above. Its impact on Babylonian history, biblical history and chronology would be
prohibitive.
To fix the problems in Hittite history and archaeology, the events, art and strata that
date to the 13th century must be moved to the 7th century. THIS REQUIRES THAT THE
TREATY BETWEEN RAMESSES II AND HATTUSILIS III BE MOVED TO THE 7TH CENTURY.
Within the context of the Hittite material there is no Hittite chronology to offend and
the Assyrian and Greek dates generally agree on this date.
Within the Egyptian context this cannot be accomplished simply. Egyptologists are firm
about placing Ramesses II in the 13th century. They are certain of their dates within 20 years
just as the Assyriologists. There are no reigns of kings or dynasties that can be reduced by
700 years…
The Assyrians conquered Egypt in the 7th century. Their opponents, the Ethiopians had
controlled the Nile delta for the last quarter of the 8th century and the Libyan Dynasties had
controlled Egypt for over a century before that. Synchronisms occur in the reigns of the
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Ethiopian Taharka and King Hezekiah in the Bible and between Ethiopian monarch
Shabataka and Assyrian King Sargon II in the last decade of the 8th century.
There is, however, one possible solution to the problem of reducing the date of the
19th Dynasty. That is to substitute it for the 26th Dynasty [or at least parallel with it
according to Eric Aitchison or Dale Murphie - RW].
This scheme assumes that the Manetho was confused about the dynastic order. Under
this assumption he could have had two independent sources of information for the
26th Dynasty and may have listed the same dynasty twice so that the 7th century
dynasty also appeared in the 13th century.
Failing to recognize that the two sources spoke of the same dynasty, he created two
dynasties. Indeed, this was the suggestion of Velikovsky [Velikovsky, 1978.]
Much of Velikovsky's case relied on identifying Necho II or Necos II of the 26th
Dynasty as the alter ego of Ramesses II. According to the Bible and Greek historians
such as Herodotus, Necho II was a powerful seventh century monarch who fought
Nebuchadnezzar, the Neo-Babylonian King of Babylon.
At Carchemish the two monarchs faced off and Nebuchadnezzar won and Necho II lost.
Velikovsky claimed that a Ramesside inscription entitled ―Poem of Pentaur‖ was an exact
account of this battle from the Egyptian point of view. In the Egyptian version the battle
takes place at Kadesh. Kadesh is Hebrew for Holy Place or Holy City. Egyptologists assert that
this battle took place in southern Syria at Riblah.
Velikovsky demonstrated that Riblah, the modern Tell Nebi-Mend had neither the required
topography nor the required towns situated along the route to Kadesh. Kadesh was one of
the ancient names for Carchemish. Carchemish did have the required topography and the
correctly named towns along the approaching road. Showing that both pharaohs attacked
Carchemish was necessary but not sufficient as proof that they were alter egos.
What would have been conclusive is to compare the Egyptian inscriptions of Necho II to
those of Ramesses II. Unfortunately, there are none…
In contrast the Greeks, the Israelites and the Babylonians all describe the battle that
changed the balance of power in their world on their watch.
Not only are the inscriptions missing but also the tomb and mummy of Necho II are
missing; and not just the tomb of Necho II but the tombs and mummies of all the 26th
dynasty pharaohs. Yet not even one tomb or mummy of the 13th century 19th Dynasty
is missing. This fact alone should have alerted Egyptologists of an error of major
proportions.
What might account for this strange duality? Could it be that the two pharaohs are the
same person? Are the two dynasties the same dynasty with different names?
Are the accounts of Ramesses II the missing accounts of Necho II? Are the stories of
Necho II in foreign sources the reason that, except for the Hittites, no mention of the
great pharaoh Ramesses II has ever been found?
Velikovsky compared the campaigns of Ramesses II and Necho II in sequence.
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First, according to both Egyptian and biblical sources, there was a Palestinian Prince
who interrupted a march northward at Megiddo.
This prince (Josiah) was shot with an arrow and died.
The royal successor was captured and taken captive
to Riblah and from there to Egypt, never to be heard
from again. The record of the Bible concerning
Necho II and the inscriptions of Ramesses II agreed in
detail [II Kings 23:29-34 – An obelisk at Tanis records
Rameses II ―carrying off the princes of Retenu
(Palestine)].
According to Egyptian sources and the Bible three or four years later Pharaoh
proceeded northward again to meet his archenemy at Carchemish. The battle was lost
and Pharaoh retreated. The enemy captured all the territory between Egypt and
Carchemish, including Jerusalem [Jeremiah 46]. Again the record of the Bible
concerning Necho II and the story of Ramesses II agreed in detail.
Sixteen years later, Jerusalem was under attack by the Chaldeans and Babylonians. The
Egyptian army left Egypt and forced the Chaldeans to break the siege. Yet, they
returned quickly to continue the siege [Jer 37:5-11]. It would appear that the Egyptians
lost again and had to sue for peace. Historians assume some kind of treaty was signed.
Ramesses II, also 16 years after the battle of Carchemish entered into a treaty with his
archenemy, Hattusilis III. Again, within the same interval of time there came about the
same circumstances.
Both Ramesses II and Necho II encountered resistance at Megiddo and killed the local
prince and took a local prince hostage, fought and lost a battle at Carchemish and
made peace with the opposition 16 years later. Certainly history repeats itself.
Coincidences do happen but there are here too many details and coincidences to
dismiss these ones. They provide a solid basis to propose that Ramesses II and Necho II
are one and the same person.
To further this proposal that Ramesses II and his treaty with Hattusilis and its 13th century
date must be shown to conflict with archaeological data. Already it has been shown that a
13th century Hattusilis III produces a number of significant problems for Hittite stratigraphy
and art historians and that apart from this treaty the Hittite Empire can be securely dated to
the 7th century without conflict. What then do archaeology and its stratigraphy say about
the 19th Dynasty?...
During the seventh century Psammetichus, father of Necho II, employed Greek-speaking
mercenaries. He gave them the town of Tahpenes or Daphnae to live in. This town was
situated near the mouth of the Pelusiac branch of the Nile. The mercenaries‘ job was to
protect the border. Tahpenes is also mentioned in the book of Jeremiah as having a royal
palace and pavement [Jer 43:9].
The site of Tahpenes is Tell Defenneh. Petrie, the excavator of Tell Defenneh, found
the Greek armour, tools and pottery of the 7th century. Petrie also discovered a temple
built in the time of Ramesses II and a statue initialled with Ramesses II cartouche. This
was rather unexpected as no material of other dynasties was found nor any artefacts
that predated the 7th century [Petrie 1888].
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At Tell Maskhuta, the biblical Succoth, the excavator Holladay found the next strata
above the Hyksos strata was a stratum with 7th century pottery. Yet, several statues of
Ramesses II are known from this location [Kitchen, 2003]…
At Beth Shan, Ramesses II set up a stele dated to his 9th year…next to one of his father
Seti I. The content of the stele is not so amazing as the context. The excavators found
the stele in Stratum V. The pottery of Stratum V was Iron II (900-600 BC).
Stratum IV belongs to the Neo-Babylonian and Persian era. Above this stratum III was clearly
Hellenistic Greek 4th Century. The excavators having found a 13th century stele in Iron II
postulated that somebody had ―thrown it up‖ [Rowe, 1930]. That is, somebody removed it
from Stratum VII where it belonged chronology-wise and replaced it in Stratum V. No
historical accounts supported this view nor did any physical evidence. But without such an
assumption the excavators would be forced to challenge the opinion of the Egyptologists
and their chronology.
This exposes the crux of the problem. The raw data of archaeology is conformed to
Egyptian chronology by adding speculative assumptions that cannot be proven or
disproved. This avoids directly challenging Egyptian chronology so that the 13th
century dating of Ramesses II continues…
[At] Byblos, Beth Shan, Lachish, Ugarit, Alalakh and Qatna there is not one single stratum
that dates from the latter 12th to the 8th century that lies superimposed over a stratum
containing artefacts of Seti I or Ramesses II. Everywhere artefacts of Ramesses II are found in
Palestinian and Syrian levels, either the stratum is dated to Iron II or there is a hiatus of at
least 500 years in the occupation of the site that follows immediately thereafter.
The proposal to shift the Ramesses II and Hattusilis III to the 7th century fails to cause
any stratification problems in the Israel, Phoenicia or Syria. In fact, it would close ―dark
ages‖ at many sites and resolve conflicts. Such a dating could have been proposed by
archaeologists were it not in direct opposition to the assured results of the Egyptian
chronologists.
According to Herodotus, the father of Necho II was Psammetichus. He was appointed
pharaoh by the Assyrian king, Ashurbanipal, but later revolted against him. Ashurbanipal was
forced to acknowledge Egyptian independence because of his problems elsewhere. As a
result Psammetichus invaded Israel. He quickly, ran into an army of Scythians. He made
peace with the Scythian king by offering him the city of Beth Shan. The Scythian king
accepted. After that time it became known as Scythopolis, the city of the Scythians. It was
still called Scythopolis by Josephus in the first century A.D.
Despite the many military achievements of Psammetichus and Necho II not a single
monument in Syria or Palestine has been attributed to either pharaoh. Neither has a
single scarab been found there in Iron II strata.
By identifying Psammetichus and Necho II of the 26th Dynasty with Seti I and
Ramesses II of the 19th Dynasty the Velikovsky scheme provides the missing seventh
century monuments and scarabs.
The examination of Egyptian related archaeology and history has produced the following
problems:
1. The date of Ramesses II and his treaty with Hattusilis is incompatible with a range of
7th century chronological markers in the Hittite realm.
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2. In Egyptian towns known to be inhabited in the 7th and 6th century there are
unexplained gaps when no dynasty after the 19th and before the 26th Dynasty leaves
any temples, statues or inscriptions.
3. There is a lack of monuments, stele and historical inscriptions or papyri of the 7th
century pharaohs of the 26th Dynasty in Egypt and in particular Psammetichus and
Necho II and Hophra.
4. The tombs and mummies for all 26th Dynasty pharaohs are missing.
5. In a tomb at Byblos, a 13th century style coffin was made and inscribe by a 7th
century Phoenician king in 7th century Hebrew script while a Ramesses II cartouche
was found imprinted on a piece of Late Bronze pottery.
6. Monuments of Seti I and Ramesses II are found in Iron II strata at Lachish and Beth
Shan.
7. There are 600-year occupation gaps in cities with close links to Egypt, such as
Byblos, Qatna, and Ugarit.
8. There is a lack of artefacts of the 26th Dynasty in the Iron II strata of Palestine and
Syria, which should date to the time of Psammetichus and Necho II.
9. There is no mention of Seti I and Ramesses II in the literature of foreign countries,
with the exception of the Hittites who made a treaty with Ramesses II.
10. It is unexplained why the locations, sequences and consequences of the battles
Ramesses II and Necho II are coincidental.
The problems found in Hittite land and those found in Egypt are different and yet they
are similar…Thus 13th century objects appear in 7th century locations and 7th century
objects appear in 13th century venues. Gaps and dark ages of 500-600 years occur in
both realms. This cannot be a coincidence. The problem here cannot be one of bias or
incompetence or misunderstanding.
The flaw must be something basic and common to both the Hittites and the Egyptians.
What they have in common is a chronological system based on Egyptian dates framed
by the dynastic order of Manetho, an Egyptian priest of the third century.
The real problem is that the Egyptian chronological system is not synchronized with
the Assyrian, Greek or Biblical system. So when they come together in the same site or
venue there are anomalies. The Egyptians cannot claim that theirs is the right system
and all the others false, not at least without appearing arrogant.
To fix the system the Egyptian chronology must be adjusted to agree with Greek and
Assyrian chronologies. The date of Ramesses II ought to be determined from the date
of Hattusilis III, which is to be based on Assyrian chronology and Greek pottery dates.
Then the anomalous dating of artefacts will no longer be anomalous. The gaps and
dark ages will closed and disappear. The Hittites will have their first millennium origins
and Assyrian influences restored. The 26th Dynasty will gain its tombs, mummies,
inscriptions and history.
This brings us to the question of Haremhab. Is he to be placed last in the 18th Dynasty as
one translator of Manetho does? Or should he be placed first in the 19th Dynasty? Several
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monuments show Seti and Ramesses II adoring Haremhab and claiming descent from the
royal 18th Dynasty monarchs. Armais is the last name on Manetho's list of the 18th Dynasty
rulers. This is part of Manetho‘s confusion.
This has likely been the result of Manetho's interpretation of the Abydos List. This is a list of
cartouches of the pharaohs. It shows Seti I and Ramesses II adoring their ancestors. These
include Haremhab and Amenhotep III, skipping over the last 4 kings of that dynasty. After it
proceeds back to the first ruler of the 18th Dynasty, it omits the Second Intermediate Period
kings. The omission of the foreign Second Intermediate Period kings lessens the credibility of
this monument. Did the Ramessides omit other foreign dynasties?
This Armais of the 18th Dynasty is interpreted as the Haremhab of the Ramesside
monuments, although Armais ruled only 4 years and Haremhab ruled at least 12. According
to Eusebius the first ruler of the 26th Dynasty was Ammeris the Ethiopian. This is the real
Haremhab. Haremhab has been included twice…
If the 18th Dynasty immediately preceded Haremhab [as proposed by Eric Aitchison]
then a number of major problems appear. How would they rule during an era of
known Libyan rule? Libyan rule occurred more than a century before the beginning of
the Ethiopian dynasty. An invasion of Thutmose III into Judah and his subsequent
capture of Syria would be an 9th century event and this would put him in conflict not
just with the Mitanni but also with the Assyrians. Also Pharaoh Shishak would become
a Hyksos pharaoh. However, there is no evidence that the Hyksos near the end of their
rule ever invaded Palestine or Syria…
Conclusion
The major objection raised by Velikovsky's critics has been the idea of alter egos…The
placement of Ramesses II in the seventh century requires either that he ruled in parallel with
Necho II in a different part of Egypt or that he actually is Necho II. The former is easily
refuted. The latter – no matter how improbable – must be true because the former is
impossible. Thus the alter ego hypothesis is merely a logical extension of the proposition
that Ramesses II is a 7th century pharaoh. If one denies Velikovsky the alter ego
methodology, he is really denying that there is any evidence of a 7th century Ramesses II. In
which case, it should be easy to explain the evidence cited above.
The fundamental basis of Velikovsky's claims lies in the incongruence of Egyptian and
Israelite history. To reconcile these histories was Velikovsky aim. He claimed that this
required a shift in the 18th Dynasty of 450-500 years and a shift in the 19th dynasty of
630-660 years.
The alter egos proposition is an important one but a secondary one dependent on the
historical incongruities he presented.
Other revisionists have offered different models for reconciling Egyptian chronology. The
most widely published of these is James (Centuries of Darkness) and Rohl (Pharaohs and
Kings). They each have their reasons for dismissing Velikovsky – none of which stand
detailed scrutiny. Refuting all these reasons would be a boring and rather tedious process.
Rather, let us examine their proposed model based on the results of analysing the Hittite
problem. If they have successfully solved this problem then it is worth a closer look at their
debunking of Velikovsky. These results of the Hittite analysis demonstrate the inability of the
James and Rohl models to account for all the evidence.

464

They both hold to the integrity of the Manethonian dynastic order and this negates
the flexibility they need to explain the Hittite results. Their models conform only to
Egyptian data and fail to take Greek or Assyrian chronology into account in several
areas, including the Hittites. In other words, unless Assyrian, Egyptian, Greek and
Biblical chronologies are synchronized, the revision of history fails.
James
…James has no difficulty establishing that the problem is one of stratigraphy and no
difficulty assigning the cause to Egyptian chronology. In this he and Velikovsky are in
complete agreement. He establishes that the stratigraphic system leaves gaps and
―dark ages‖ between the Late Bronze and Iron Ages. These gaps are in the range of
250-600 years.
James' first flaw is that he ignores his own data. The stratigraphic gaps are between
250 to 600 years. However, the bulk of his gaps are 350 to 500 years. Thus a 250-year
advancement of the chronological system still leaves large unexplained stratigraphic
gaps.
James' second flaw is that he makes no distinction between a stratigraphic gap and a
chronological gap. For example, In the Hittite area of Anatolia there is a stratigraphic gap of
450 years, 1200 – 750 BC. The date 1200 BC represents the orthodox date of the imperial
Hittites. However, the case argued above puts the Hittite Empire in the 7th century, a full
century after the Phrygian period. The chronological gap is 1200 to 600 GAD, or 600 years.
Thus the chronological gap does not end at the stratigraphic gap. James' linear advancement
of 250 years of Late Bronze strata does nothing to resolve the problems of the Hittite
stratigraphy which is over 600 years in size.
Rohl
Rohl has attacked the problem from an entirely different perspective. He accepted the
Manethonian dynastic order and attempted to maximize the compression of Egyptian
chronology…
Rohl's placement of the Amarna letters in the days of Saul and David is unconvincing.
The conflict in Saul's time was Israel versus Philistia. The whole tenure of the Amarna
period is intrigue of several mischievous states, mainly Damascus, vying for power
under the nose of a stronger Egyptian overlord.
The main threat to the overlordship of Egyptian territories is the Hittites. The biblical texts do
not mention Egypt or Damascus as major players in the time of Saul and David. Nor is there
a mention of any Hittite superpower in the time of Saul, although there is mention of Urriah
the Hittite in the acme of David's day. It is a mismatch of Amarna letters to place them in the
reign of Saul.
David's foes after the Philistines were the Aramaeans. They did not create havoc for him. He
handled them very well. The Aramaeans did not harass their neighbours; they had little
money left after they had paid tribute to the Israelites. It is a mismatch to place the Amarna
letters in the context of David's reign.
The mismatch continues into the next dynasty as Seti I invades Beth Shan and sets up a
stele in Beth Shan in the northern area of Israel in the middle of Israel's most powerful
times, during the reign of Solomon. While Solomon has everybody building the
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Temple and his palace, an Egyptian army supposedly invades and establishes a military
post in the middle of Israel, which is still there in the days of Ramesses II.
And what is the response of King Solomon, the richest and most powerful king of that
world at that time to this insufferable arrogance? We are expected then to believe that
Solomon gave neither diplomatic nor military response to this. This is incredible. It
never happened…
Rohl's choice of Ramesses II as the Shishak seems right at first, although the nickname Sessi
does not fit the Biblical name Shishak despite his eloquent pleas to make it so. There is
substantive evidence that Ramesses II controlled Israel and even took Jerusalem. However,
Ramesses II also made a treaty with Hittites' Hattusilis III.
Rohl must place Hattusilis III in the same reigns as he places Ramesses II – in the 10th
century with King Solomon and his son King Rehoboam. Unfortunately, the 10th
century in Assyrian history was a time of greatest weakness for Assyria. They could
barely defend their homeland. Thus they could not at this time be a threat to attack or
take Carchemish as stated in the annals of Mursilis II, Hattusilis III‘s father.
No Assyrian king took Carchemish until Sargon II in the 8th century. Thus where the
Egyptian evidence may look good the proposal fails when evidence outside Egypt is
taken into account.
Furthermore, Ramesses II as Shishak poses another similar problem: the Hittites themselves
are not in evidence during the reign of Solomon in the Bible. According to Rohl, this would
be during the reign of Seti I. Seti sets up his stele and establishes a military base at Beth
Shan in order to defend Egypt against the Hittite menace. But are the Hittites a menace?
Solomon mentions the Hittites only as distant trading partners. They are not an imperial
threat.
Only later when the Syrians are attacking Samaria, do they appear to be a threat. The
Aramaeans are frightened away, thinking that the Israelites have hired the Kings of the
Egyptians and the Hittites [II Kings 7:6].
Here at last the Hittites and the Egyptians are mentioned together in the Bible as imperial
powers. This happened during the Omride Dynasty, at which time the Amarna letters were
first written according to Velikovsky. Rohl's synchronism for Ramesses II is a mismatch. He
could have proposed that Ramesses II ruled in the time of the Omrides. That would have
synchronized Biblical history with Israel but then it undermines the connection with the
conquest of Judah.
Egyptian imperial power, Hittite imperial power, Assyrian imperial power and the
capture of Jerusalem only occur in the 6th century, which is where Velikovsky placed
him.
Thus the proposed models of the James and Rohl do not match the historical and
archaeological evidence as Velikovsky's model does. Velikovsky may have bitten off too
much as an outsider but he had the freedom to look at things from a fresh point of view and
produce a viable time line for ancient history. The mistakes he has made along the way
ought to be corrected but it should also be acknowledged that his errors are not crucial to
his original proposal and do not deny his basic position.
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Dynasty 19 – Same as Dynasty 26?
The next most difficult proposition that Velikovsky proposed in “Ramses II and His Time”
after his equating the Neo-Babylonian empire with the Hittite empire was his controversial
claim that Manetho‟s 19th Dynasty was one and the same as the 26th Dynasty and that
Manetho had duplicated this dynasty in his records probably drawn together from different
sources and not realising the duplication.
Peter James in an article giving a critique of Velikovsky‟s “Ramses II and His Time” (SIS
Review Vol III No 2, Autumn 1978) wrote the following:
In the section entitled "Who was Pharaoh Necho, the Adversary of Nebuchadnezzar?"
Velikovsky avoids discussion of the hard data of names and regnal years and emphasises the
paucity of historical material dating from the reign of Wehemibre' Neko, usually thought to
be the famous Necho II.
No records are known of this ruler's foreign wars or major building achievements. This
is unfortunate - but it is hardly extraordinary enough to justify Wehemibre' Neko's
complete dismissal and the substitution of Ramesses II.
As well as the good agreement of his name and reign length with those known from external
sources, four seals of this ruler (together with a ring bearing the cartouche of his predecessor
Psamtek) were found in a house at Carchemish.
If we want to turn the tables on Velikovsky's type of argument, we could point out that no
remains of Ramesses II or his father Seti have been found at Carchemish, with or without
Greek military equipment. (A stele of Seti has been found at Tell Nebi Mend, although
Velikovsky denies that this was the Kadesh where Seti and Ramesses fought.)
Velikovsky does mention the seals of Neko (in a footnote, p. 60), and considers that
their proximity to that of Psamtek "would seem to place also Nekau Wehemibre in the
5th century when Egypt was under Persian occupation", referring to his ingenious
argument in Peoples of the Sea that this Psamtek was a governor under the Persians,
and not the famous 7th century ruler who followed the Assyrian and Nubian
domination of Egypt.
There are much firmer links, however, between Wehemibre' Neko and Wahibre'
Psamtek, and certain proof of their 7th-century date, not discussed by Velikovsky. In
his 16th year Neko buried an Apis bull that was born in the 53rd year of Psamtek. And
Psamtek's date is assured, not by the superficial resemblance of his name to that of an
Egyptian official of the Persian period, but by references in his records to Taharka
(690-664BC), the Nubian enemy of Esarhaddon and Ashurbanipal. For example, the
Apis bull that died in Psamtek's 20th year was born in the 26th year of Taharka.
It is unfortunate that Velikovsky provides a rather incomplete picture with regard to the
native records of the 26th Dynasty, particularly respecting the crucial evidence of the Apis
bull records. (See later under "Exodus or Exile".)
Since the Apis bull records prove unequivocally that Wehemibre' Neko ruled during the 7th
century there can be little doubt that he was the Pharaoh Necho who fought
Nebuchadrezzar…
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Nebi Mend is currently being excavated, and the find of two cuneiform tablets there,
addressed by different writers to the King of Kadesh leaves no doubt that the site has been
correctly identified.

The last point by James about Nebi Mend does not prove that it was the same Kadesh as
the Kadesh of the battle that Rameses II fought as there were multiple Kadeshes which is
not surprising giving that it is a generic name meaning holy.
Alan Montgomery wrote an article regarding the alter-ego equation of Dynasties 19 and 26
proposed by Immanuel Velikovsky which I now quote from below:
Dynasties 26 and 19
By Alan Montgomery
In his essay, Trevor Palmer elaborates the historical accounts of the 26th Dynasty that give a
fairly consistent picture. Inscriptions and archaeological findings are rare but compatible with
this history. The positioning of the 19th Dynasty and Ramesses II in this era is an essential
part of Velikovsky‘s theory of Egyptian history. Therefore some reconciliation and integration
is required to explain these different evidences within a Velikovskian view.
So far no explanations seems fit all the evidence. Below is a summary of the different links,
both historical and archaeological, of the 26th and 19th Dynasties to the 7th/6th centuries.
Different scenarios are then evaluated according to the evidence and an attempt is made to
integrate the findings.
History of the Ethiopian and Saite Dynasties
Late in the eighth century, during the Libyan dynasty, Egypt was waning and the Ethiopians
began to encroach on Egyptian territory. Eventually, Pianki, the Ethiopian emperor, marched
into the Egyptian delta in his 21st year and subdued all the many delta princes and erected a
stela of the victory at Gebel Barkal. Among the princes was one King Tefnakht, a Libyan
prince, who eventually rebelled and was never really subdued. When Tefnakht died, his son,
Bocchoris, reigned until Sabaka killed him in his 2nd year. (Pianki died in his 32nd year. As an
aside, it is likely this king who is referred to as Zet of the 23rd Dynasty as he ruled 31 years.)
During the reign of Sabaka, the Assyrian King Sargon II attacked. While they did not conquer
Egypt at that time, the Ethiopians had to hand over control to rebellious kings who sided
with the Assyrians. Little evidence has been found to suggest that Sabataka, the successor to
Sabaka, had much influence over the delta. Only with the reign of Taharqa can we see
Ethiopian influence again.
From Assyrian records Tirhaka ruled Egypt until driven out by Assurbanipal. Assurbanipal
killed all the delta princes except Necho, whom he placed on the throne. Shortly thereafter
Psammetichus became king.
At this point, the Africanus version and the Eusebian version of Manetho differ. According to
Africanus, the first king was Stephinates but according to Eusebius, the 26th Dynasty began
with Ammeris (12 years) and was followed by Stephinathis (7 years), Nechepsos (6 years),
Necho I (8 years) and then Psammetichos.
Psammetichos was established as king by the Assyrians after the death of Tirhaka.
Thus, Ammeris reigned during the Ethiopian period.
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In investigating the relationship of the 26th and 19th dynasties, Pharaohs Tirhaka, Ammeris
and Psammetichos are key figures. Herodotus testifies to several key events about this time
which are relevant. First, after Sabacos/Sabaka had left Egypt, Anysis the blind king came out
of hiding to rule Egypt. His tactics sound very much like those of Teknakht vis-a-vis Pianki.
Anysis was followed by Sethos…
After Psammetichos became king he used the help of Ionians and Carians in his achievement
of independence. The first presence of Greeks in Egypt during the 7th century is also very
important. Diodorus also gave a similar story. Strabo in the first century AD mentions that
Taharqa, after retaking the Nile delta expanded his territory far north along the
Mediterranean coast.
The Greek historians also mention the attack of Necho II against Jerusalem which is
mentioned in the Bible. Herodotus goes on to say that Necho II was succeeded by Psammis
and Psammis by Apries and Apries by Amasis II.
The Bible records that after Nebuchadnezzar had defeated Necho II he came and besieged
Jerusalem and captured it in the 11th year of Zedekiah. Many people after that were taken
captive to Babylon but others fled to Egypt and Pharaoh Hophra.
Hophra [Apries of the 26th Dynasty] was
interpreted by Velikovsky to be a
hebraicized
Hotephirmaat,
part
of
Merneptah‘s name.
So the Bible testifies to the presence of
Necho II of the 26th Dynasty and
Merenptah of the 19th Dynasty in the
7th/6th century…
Archaeological and Inscriptional Evidence relating the Ethiopians and Dynasty 26
The most important inscriptions of the Ethiopian period and the 26th Dynasty are obviously
those of the Serapeum at Saqqara. A stela in the Serapeum refers to the burial of an Apis
bull which was born in the 26th year of Taharqa and died in the 20th year of Psamtik I.
Another stela records the burial of an Apis bull that was born in the 53rd year of Psamtik I
and died during the 6th year of Necho II. Another Apis bull was born during the 16th year of
Necho II and died during the 12th year of Apries.
That Psamtek II reigned between Necho II and Apries is known from the inscription on
a statue of his tutor which says that he was the son of Necho II. From the ―Adoption
Stela of Enekhnesneferibre‖, we know that Psamtek II died in the 7th year of his reign,
and was succeeded by his son, Apries…
At Thebes, Psamtek I is pictured together with Shepenapt II, who was the sister or wife of
Taharqa. Shepenapt II is being adopted by the Divine Adoratrice of Amun, Amenirdis II. This
shows that Psamtek ruled in Thebes by his 9th year and also his close chronological
relationship to Taharqa.
Also there is a stela of Nekau II, which shows that Nekau‘s authority extended to Thebes.
Can the stratigraphy be brought to bear on the validity of the above inscriptions and
historical stories? Psammetichos invited Greek mercenaries to help him defeat his enemies.
As a reward he gave them Daphne or Tahpanhes a home.
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When they excavated Tell Defenneh they found hundreds of Greek vases of the 7th
century. Under the fortress lay a foundation deposit that contained a cartouche of
Psamtek I. Petrie excavated a nearby town named Tell Nebesheh and found Cypriot
pottery and weapons of the same Iron Age date as the material found at Tell Defenneh
together with a small chapel of Amasis. He also found a temple of Rameses II of the
19th Dynasty. There was no Late Bronze II pottery that normally is associated with the
19th Dynasty…
Lastly, I would comment on the throne names of the 26th Dynasty. The first appearance of
the term ‗ib‘ in pharaonic names appears to be Wahibre in the prenomen of Sabaka. It would
be logical then that the kings associated with the Ethiopians might also choose similar
names with ‗ib‘ in them. This is only a weak inference, but one worth noting.
Gardiner gives Sabaka two different prenomens, Neferkare and Wahibre. Pharaohs
occasionally changed their prenomen. It is not unheard of. Yet, in the Ethiopian period,
all three Ethiopian emperors have a second prenomen. It is completely novel for a
consecutive series of pharaohs to have two prenomens.
Archaeological and Inscriptional Evidence relating the Ethiopians and Dynasty 19
Badawi excavated a tomb at Saqqara. It contained a Libyan nobleman named Sheshonq,
whose title was Crowned Prince Sheshonq and High Priest of Ptah. His father was Osorkon,
Lord of the Two Lands. He identified this Osorkon as Osorkon II but his identification would
appear to be mistaken. Osorkon's cartouche does not contain the phrase "si-Bast" that
usually adjoins the cartouche of Osorkon II nor does it contain "si-Ese" that usually adjoins
the cartouche of Osorkon III. The wealth of the tomb would suggest Osorkon IV.
Haremhab‘s cartouche is carved on the architrave, as well as written on his shoulder
with no attempt to erase it. Thus he was the pharaoh at the death of Sheshonq, son of
Osorkon IV. Osorkon IV reigned at the time of the invasion of Ethiopian Emperor
Piankh, circa 730 BC...
Haremhab had been an important official before his appointment as king of Egypt. He
is seen on an inscription together with Ethiopian Prince Taharqa of the 25th Dynasty.
Apparently, he was pro-Ethiopian at one point. This association of Haremhab and the
Ethiopian King Tarhaqa puts Haremhab in the late 8th or early 7th century.
Haremhab‘s cartouche is also found on the outside of the tomb of Petamenophis in
Thebes. The tomb is in the style of the Ethiopian age and dated to the late 8th
century…
On another fragment of the Memphite tomb, a group of Syrian nobles stand behind
Haremhab who stands in front of the interpreter for the king. The king‘s figure has been
erased. Velikovsky concludes that this means the king is a foreigner, who has assembled his
vassals to demand obedience and submission.
What nationality was this king, who appointed Haremhab? It would not have been
Ethiopian. Interpreters never appear in any of their monuments. On another fragment
of the tomb, a bas-relief of the king, he is sitting on horseback, contrary to Egyptian
custom. Although the figure of the king has been erased, it is still evident he is riding a
horse in the Assyrian fashion and the horse is depicted in the way that Assyrian artists
portray horses.
Returning to the tomb of Sheshonq, King‘s Son of Osorkon IV, Badawi also discovered
a cartouche of Seti Merenptah on the back wall with no prenomen. It would follow
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that it was the Seti who was contemporary with Haremhab at the end of the 8th
century. This aligns with the stories in Josephus where a Sethos and a Hermeus were
brothers.
Seti is denied any existence in the conventional view of the 8th century. Rather, he is placed
after the reign of Merenptah. Such a view leaves an unsatisfactory explanation for the Sethos
Temple at Hermopolis. This tomb contains inscriptions of Ramesses II, Merenptah and Seti II.
However, Merenptah‘s inscription claims he completed the construction of the Temple. Such
an inscription would preclude any significant contribution of his successor Seti II. One can
explain this more satisfactorily if the Seti Merenptah of the above tomb started the
construction which was finished by Ramesses and Merenptah.
Another connection between Taharqa and Seti I is the list of cities they conquered in
their Asian campaign. Petrie points out that the list of Taharqa is a copy of the list of
Seti I. This is, of course, in the conventional view. However, it really makes no sense
that an Ethiopian pharaoh, having driven the Assyrians out of Egypt and retaken much
of the Mediterranean coast would feel the need to copy a 600-year-old-list of a long
forgotten dynasty. How many names of towns on such a list would be obsolete?
However, it is apparent that in revisionist terms the copying is reversed and it is a 7th
century Seti I who has copied Taharqa, unless you believe that the two pharaohs
conducted two identical independent campaigns. Another copy of this list also occurs
on the Colossus of Ramesses II.
The archaeological connection between Ramesses II and the 7th century comes through his
synchronism with the Hittites. His Hittite counterpart was Hattusilas III with whom he made a
peace treaty after his loss at Kadesh. Velikovsky demonstrates the Kadesh of Ramesses II is
not in Phoenicia, but is actually Carchemish.
The capital of Hattusilas was Hattusas. The archaeological evidence found at Hattusas,
whether art, weaponry, writing style, science or Phrygian pottery places the imperial period
of the Hittites in the late 8th early 7th century and beyond into the 6th century. In particular,
the Hittites record that they took Carchemish from the Assyrians only to lose it again. They
then retook it under Mursilis II. Mursilis II also asked his commanders to notify him if they
saw the Egyptian army coming.
Only one time in Assyrian history was there an ongoing conflict over Carchemish and only
one time when both the Assyrians and the Egyptians were simultaneously and militarily
involved in the fight for Carchemish. The three-party contest for Carchemish is also verified
by the biblical record.
The archaeology I have written up already in my composition, ―The Hittite Problem‖. I will
therefore cease at this point on Ramesses II.
I have already mentioned the biblical reference to Merenptah Hotephirmaat known in
the Bible as Hophra. The pharaohs of the 19th Dynasty clearly belong to the late 8th,
7th and early 6th century and cannot be removed without ignoring substantial
evidences in history, inscriptions and archaeology.
Discussion
The Greek historians, the inscriptions and the archaeologists all place the 26th Dynasty in the
7th /6th century. In some revisionists models these pharaohs had to be moved to another
century or their names had to be associated with figures that lived in other centuries.
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The Serapeum inscriptions testify not only to the existence of these 26th Dynasty
pharaohs between the Ethiopians and the Persians but the position of the tombs of the
Apis bulls also supports this view. Other Saitic inscriptions at Thebes connect Psamtik
to other Ethiopian figures closely attached to Taharqa.
With the above evidences in mind, it is not possible to conjecture a 26th Dynasty in the
Persian era as Sweeney and Heinsohn do. Nor is it credible to expect these names
when found in a Persian context can be used as an alternative to explain away their
presence in the 7th century as Velikovsky does.
The placement of a Sethos/Sethosis and Hermeus/Armais in the Ethiopian period by
Herodotus and/or Manetho is confirmed by scenes associating Haremhab with the Ethiopian
noble Taharqa. This and other scenes of an Assyrian monarch appointing Haremhab as ruler
of Egypt pinpoints the time of the 26th Dynasty as the late 8th, 7th and early 6th Dynasty.
Thus the Haremhab of the 19th Dynasty and the Ammeris of the 26th Dynasty must be one
and the same person.
Both the 19th and the 26th Dynasty then occupy the same 7th century time frame. A
return to the conventional view then is also ruled out. This leaves only two possible
options. Either there are two independent dynasties occupying different cities in Egypt
or the names are ―alter ego‖ throne names for the same pharaohs.
Between the two scenarios, the two-dynasty and the one-dynasty, I believe the two-dynasty
scenario has the worst problems.
The first hurdle is the problem of jurisdiction. There were times when more than one
pharaonic power ruled in Egypt. In particular, the 22nd Libyan Dynasty reigned in Bubastis
and Tanis while the 23rd ruled in Leontopolis and Thebes. These two dynasties vied for
dominance in the 8th century before the Ethiopians came. There are inscriptions and texts
that described some of these conflicts and several Nile level texts are double-dated to both
dynasties.
This is not the situation we find in the 26th and the 19th Dynasties. None of these
pharaohs ever mentions another pharaonic power in Egypt during their reigns.
What areas of Egypt did the two dynasties occupy? Everywhere in Egypt there are
evidences of the glory of the 19th Dynasty. Even in places where the 26th Dynasty
established a new town for the Greeks, like Daphne/Defenneh, there is a 19th Dynasty
presence. There is literally no place to hide.
Stelae of Psamtek and Necho are found at Thebes, where we know that the 19th
Dynasty held sway. On the other hand the one-dynasty scenario has no difficulty with
jurisdiction.
Herodotus records that Necos (Necho II) was the first to construct a canal from the
Red Sea to the Nile River. Necos lost 120,000 men in the process and had to abandon
the project. Eventually, King Darius I of Persia completed the canal. The Egyptian
records of the 19th Dynasty also record that Ramesses II began to build such a canal in
his reign.
In the conventional view Egyptologists are forced to conclude that Herodotus was
deceived. The two-dynasty scenario, however, is faced with a dilemma of a different
sort. Two different pharaohs living at the same time and claiming the same glorious
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feat! The liar among the two would risk almost certain reprisals. In the one-dynasty
scenario this is expected.
Velikovsky goes into great detail to show that Ramesses II and his campaign against Kadesh
is actually an assault on Hattusilas III at Carchemish. In the conventional view this would not
be a problem because Necho II and Ramesses II are 700 years apart.
In the two-dynasty scenario it means that both Necho II and Ramesses II fought Egypt‘s foes
at Carchemish about the same time with the same result. It would also imply that both
Necho II and Ramesses II were both able to raise a substantial army with the same auxiliary
troops. The results of both battles lead to a tipping point in the struggle against the northern
foes of Egypt. [Velikovsky, I. 1978. Ramses II and His Times, Double Day, Garden City, NY, p.
7-36].
If both Necho II and Ramesses II led powerful armies against Babylonian/Chaldean/Hittite
forces, how could pharaohs this powerful tolerant the presence of an equally powerful rival?
If they had been rivals, the dynasties could not have lasted almost 150 years without a
major power struggle for control. Such a struggle must be evident somewhere in the
inscriptions and records of these two dynasties. Yet again, the two-dynasty scenario is
a dubious proposition and the ―alter ego‖ explanation is easier to accept.
But the difficulty goes even further. Velikovsky analyzes the military campaigns of
both and found they fought battles at the same places, in the same order, with the
same result and the same number of years apart. There is no room here for
coincidences. The duplication of military adventures is definitely evidence for the alter
ego scenario over the two-dynasty one.
Trevor Palmer has allowed in his composition a case for an alter ego explanation. He
asks how this scenario can accommodate the use of two different throne names and
two different sets of Apis bulls. Sherlock Holmes once said that once one had
eliminated the impossible, the alternative must be true no matter how improbable.
However true this may be it is not a terribly satisfying answer.
Velikovsky argues from Herodotus and Strabo that the Saitic branch of the Nile is the same
as the Tanitic. He then concludes that Sais and Tanis must be the same city. Strictly speaking
this does not follow. Sais might be on the Saitic branch and yet be another city. The proof of
this are the kings set up by Esarhaddon and recorded by Assurbanipal.
The list of the different kings and cities includes one Pedubast, king of Tanis, while Necho I is
king of Memphis and Sais. Can Pedubast and Necho I both be reigning in the same town?
Why would Necho rule over two towns so far apart? I believe there has been an error all
around. Sais is not in the west nor is it Tanis.
So what town on the Tanitic branch was a royal city but is not mentioned in the list of
Esarhaddon? My candidate for Sais is Pi-Ramesses. This makes much more sense than
San el Hagar, which was a few miles outside Tanis – separated from the capital Tanis
but not a separate capital.
In regard to double throne names, there is no precedent for the use of two throne names in
Egyptian history prior to the 25th dynasty, other than the three Ethiopian kings Pianki,
Sabaka, and Sabatak (Sebitku). I suspect that these three kings chose three Egyptian throne
names that were easily spoken in the Ethiopian language. This name would tell the Ethiopian
people of their rule over Egypt.
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The second prenomen was more conventional and made the Egyptians aware of the
overlordship of Ethiopia. Many Egyptian nobles retreated in front of the Assyrians and turned
to the Ethiopians for hope of recapturing their country from the Assyrians. The story of a
pharaoh named Amenophis in Manetho portrays just such a noble. Velikovsky‘s, Seti the
Elder would be among them…
They might have learned to speak Ethiopian in their 13-year exile and may have chosen
a second throne name, one that would show the Ethiopians their submission and their
gratitude…
The Seti the Elder might have adopted this name either to impress or to please his
master‘s Ethiopian tongue but it might also be that Pianki imposed the name on Seti.
When Necho II took Jerusalem, he took away Jehoahaz II and replaced him with
Eliakim, whose name he changed to Jehoiakim.
When Nebuchadnezzar took Jerusalem, he took away Jehoiachin and replaced him with
Mattaniah, whose name he changed to Zedekiah. This showed the power of the victorious
king over the defeated king.
Thus if the kings allied with the Ethiopian may have received their throne names from the
Ethiopian emperors. These throne names would have been used in their political and
diplomatic relationships with the Ethiopians but otherwise they used their Egyptian name.
This not only explains the two throne names but also why there are two Apis bulls. One is to
satisfy the honour of the god Ptah and the other is to honour the Ethiopians who liberated
Egypt from the foreigners.
[Independence was achieved in the reign of Psamtek I yet the Dynasty 19 kings after
Seti I had different prenomens to those after Psamtek I including Necho II believed to
be Ramses II. This theory of receiving another prenomen from an Ethiopian or Assyrian
overlord does not sufficiently answer the sticky issue of separate throne names for the
one-dynasty theory after Seti I / Psamtek I – RW].
The Saitic/Tanitic dynasty would look like this. Seti Merenptah was the brother of Haremhab
but they were divided on which foreign power should be allied with Egypt. With the aid of
King Sennacherib Haremhab revolted against the Ethiopians and was established as the
supreme commander in the delta.
Sabaka, who had become emperor about 8 years earlier contested with Haremhab, leaving
Sebitku to mind the throne. Sabaka was driven out with Seti and retreated to Ethiopia. This
took 4 to 6 years. At his point, Sennacherib appointed Haremhab pharaoh. He ruled for 12
years, as Haremhab/Ammeris aka Hermeus aka Armais.
When Tarhaqa returned with Seti they were able to expel Haremhab and Seti the Elder aka
Stephinates, or Wehibre Tefnakht II was made the Egyptian king. He was succeeded for a
short period by Amenmesses.
Then the throne passed to Merenptah Si-Ptah or Nechepsos. His mother, Twosre, was
regent. After his death the internal feuding was resolved by her marrying Ramesses I aka
Necho I.
Then there followed Psammetichos, aka Seti the Great, Necho II aka Ramesses II, and
Merenptah aka Hophra and Apries, whose history has been proposed by Velikovsky. Amasis
II revolted against him and finally the Persians came.
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Below are a couple of charts showing Velikovsky‟s view of Dynasty 19/26:

Egypt

Dates
BC

Egypt’s Status

Ethiopia
(D25)

Notes

Assyrian appointed
20 local kings including
Necho I

667-665

Vassal to Assyria

Tirhakah

Ramesses I (D19) 2y /
Necho I (D26) 12y

665-664

Vassal to Assyria

Tirhakah

Tantamani

663

Ruled by Ethiopia

Tantamani

Local kings (except probably
Necho I) turn to Tirhakah in 664
BC but are defeated by
Ashurbanipal who takes Thebes.
Necho I spared after the reconquest by Assurbanipal and
made Egyptian vassal.
Brief conquest of Egypt after
killing Necho I before defeated
by Ashurbanipal.

Seti I the Great (D19) 11y
/ Psamtek I (D26) 54y

663-609

Vassal to Assyria
then Indepedent

Tantamani

Ramesses II the Great
(D19) 66y /
Necho II (D26) 15y /
Necho (Bible)
Seti II (D19) 6y /
Psamtek II (D26) 7y
Merenptah (D19) 10y /
Apries (D26) 19y /
Hophra (Bible)
Amenmesses (D19) - 4y
Amasis II (D26) 44y
Psamtek III (D26) 1y

609-584

Independent

590-584 (?)

Independent

584-565

Independent

570-566 (?)
565-526
526-525

Independent
Independent
Independent
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With the help of Greeks
overcame other local kings.
Loyal to the Assyrians, initially
as vassal and later as ally when
Ashurbanipal‟s
power
had
waned. Expanded Egyptian
control into Palestine.
Co-reigned with Seti I for over
40 years. Loses battle of
Kadesh in 605 BC. Treaty with
Hatti (Hittites) in 588 BC.
Co-rule only. Son of Necho II
(Ramses the Great).
Grandson of Necho II (Ramses
the Great).
Co-rule only.
Persia conquers Egypt.

The Case for Dynasties 19 and 26 as Parallel Dynasties
Arguing the case that dynasties 19 and 26 were not alter-egos but were parallel instead is
Eric Aitchison. The key points arguing against the alter-ego scenario are as follows:


Different reign lengths as handed down through Manetho.
While there is a match with Necho I and Ramses I with 1 year each with Necho I‟s
death at the time of the final expulsion of the Ethiopians, there are distinct variations
after that. Psamtek I reigns 54 years compared to his proposed alter-ego, Seti I who
reigns 11 years. Necho II reigns 15 years compared to Ramses II‟s 66 years and
Apries reigns 19 years compared to Merneptah‟s 10 years.
These aren‟t too much of a issue for the alter-ego viewpoint as Ramses II‟s 66 years is
likely inclusive of a co-regency. The differences can be accounted for by how each
figure is derived, whether inclusive of a co-regency or a sole reign. Where not, it has to
be remembered that Manetho‟s figures are often contradicted in the various versions of
Manetho extant and are not the most trustworthy information. Eric has a tendency to
put more weight on Manetho‟s numbers than is perhaps warranted.



Different order of rulers for those proposed to be alter-egos.
There is some justification for moving Twosre and Merenptah Siptah to the beginning
of dynasty 19 as there is some evidence through Bey that Twosre lived at the time of
Assyrian hegemony.
Seti II is said to have reigned after Merneptah while Psamtek II reigns before his
suggested alter-ego, Apries.
Psamtek II is said to be the son of Necho II and father of Apries. The reign lengths,
however, do match and perhaps Seti II only co-reigned with Ramses II and was never
a sole ruler.
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Different parents for Necho I and Ramses I.
This is claimed to be the case by Eric in his paper “Seti, Ramses and Nechadrezzar”.
He quotes the www.phouka.com website where the father of Ramses I is noted as an
Army officer named Seti (who sounds like the elder Sethos discussed previously) and
Necho I is noted as having Bakenranef (Bokchoris), prince of Sais as his father.
Wikipedia notes the following about Necho I‟s father “According to a papyrus from
Tebtunis, Necho I was the son of a king named Tefnakht, presumably Tefnakht II.” Alan
Montgomery believes Tefnakht II was the same individual as the elder Sethos who
were both from the same area in the eastern Delta.



Different prenomens for the pharaohs of the two dynasties believed to be one
and the same.
We have seen clear evidence that the rulers with the dynasty 26 prenomens cannot be
moved in time as Velikovsky proposed so this remains the most sticky issue for the
alter-ego argument. The Ethiopian rulers, just before, each had double prenomens so it
is not out of the question that the dynasty 26 rulers continued this practice despite the
low odds that this was the case.



Different foes (Hittites – Kadesh, Babylonians – Carchemish) and different
conventional locations for the battles of Kadesh and Carchemish that Velikovsky
proposes are one and the same.
Eric‟s solution of parallel dynasties allows him to propose that these battles were fought
in different locations by different opponents. He retains the Necho II loss to
Nebuchadnezzar at Carchemish in 605 BC while offering a new date of 647 BC for
Ramses II‟s battle with the Hittites with a treaty signed in 633 BC.
There is a lot of topographic information in favour of Velikovsky on this point, though, it
has to be remembered that geographic features along rivers can change quite a bit
over time. Also, in Velikovsky‟s favour is the string of co-incidences of records
regarding control of the Levant that immediately follow both battles that Velikovsky
believes are one and the same.
In favour of the conventional view of these being different battles, seals of Necho II
were found at Carchemish and stela of Ramses II at Tell Nebi Mend, the conventional
location for Kadesh.
Barry Curnock‟s solution of a military alliance between the Hittites and Babylonians at
the battle of Carchemish is certainly a workable one to explain the difference in foes
without resorting to Velikovsky‟s faulty view that the Babylonian and Hittite empire were
one and the same at this time.



Different allies for Mernaptah (19th Dynasty) and Apries (26th Dynasty).
John Bimson writes in "Dating the Wars of Seti I" (SIS Review Vol V No 1, 1980/81):
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As I pointed out briefly in my original article on the ―Israel Stele‖ (SISR III:2, Autumn 1978,
p.59), while Merenptah fought off an invasion by the Libyans, who were aided by the Sea
Peoples, Apries acted in concert with the Libyans against the Greeks of Cyrene.
When Velikovsky quotes from Herodotus IV.159 on the war fought by Apries (Ramses II &
His Time, p.200) he unfortunately stops the quotation short of the passage which makes this
clear. When the whole account is read, it is evident that the alignment of forces did not
resemble that of Merneptah‘s war.

When I asked Alan Montgomery how he would you to that in light of Velikovsky's view
that Merneptah was the same as Apries he said: “I would say the Merenptah's stele
came before the invasion by Apries.”


Different cities are noted as the capitals for the 19th and 26th dynasties.
The 19th Dynasty was based at Tanis on one of the east branches of the Nile delta
while the 26th Dynasty was based at Sais which is conventionally believed to be on
one of the west branches. Velikovsky believed archaeologists got the identification of
Sais incorrect and that Sais and Tanis were the same location.
Alan Montgomery questions Velikovsky‟s view with another option to deal with this
anomaly. He states in his “Dynasties 26 and 19”:
The list of the different kings and cities includes one Pedubast, king of Tanis, while Necho I is
king of Memphis and Sais. Can Pedubast and Necho I both be reigning in the same town?
Why would Necho rule over two towns so far apart? I believe there has been an error all
around. Sais is not in the west nor is it Tanis.
So what town on the Tanitic branch was a royal city but is not mentioned in the list of
Esarhaddon? My candidate for Sais is Pi-Ramesses. This makes much more sense than San
el Hagar, which was a few miles outside Tanis – separated from the capital Tanis but not a
separate capital.

Those are the points used against the alter-ego argument along with comments used to
defend the alter-ego argument against those critical views.

The Case for Dynasties 19 and 26 Being the Same Dynasty
Below are the key points in support of Velikovsky‟s claim that Dynasties 19 and 26 were
one and the same dynasty:


Overlap of jurisdiction yet NO conflict between the two and NO mention of one
dynasty of the other dynasty.
Alan Montgomery writes:
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The first hurdle is the problem of jurisdiction. There were times when more than one
pharaonic power ruled in Egypt.
In particular, the 22nd Libyan Dynasty reigned in Bubastis and Tanis while the XXIIIrd ruled in
Leontopolis and Thebes. These two dynasties vied for dominance in the 8th century before
the Ethiopians came. There are inscriptions and texts that described some of these conflicts
and several Nile level texts are double-dated to both dynasties.
This is not the situation we find in the 18th and the 19th Dynasties. None of these
pharaohs ever mentions another pharaonic power in Egypt during their reigns.
What areas of Egypt did the two dynasties occupy? Everywhere in Egypt there are
evidences of the glory of the 19th Dynasty. Even in places where the 26th Dynasty
established a new town for the Greeks, like Daphne/Defenneh, there is a 19th Dynasty
presence…
Stelae of Psamtek and Necho are found at Thebes, where we know that the 19th
Dynasty held sway. On the other hand the one-dynasty scenario has no difficulty with
jurisdiction (Dynasties 26 & 19).

The supporters of the two parallel dynasty scenario make no comment on this key
point in response that I can find.


The military campaigns of both Ramses II and Necho II show they fought battles
at the same places, in the same order, with the same result and the same number
of years apart.
Alan Montgomery writes:
Velikovsky analyzed the military campaigns of both and found they fought battles at the
same places, in the same order, with the same result and the same number of years apart.
There is no room here for coincidences. The duplication of military adventures is definitely
evidence for the alter ego scenario over the two-dynasty one.
Velikovsky compared the campaigns of Ramesses II and Necho II in sequence.
First, according to both Egyptian and biblical sources, there was a Palestinian Prince who
interrupted a march northward at Megiddo. This prince (Josiah) was shot with an arrow and
died. The royal successor was captured and taken captive to Riblah and from there to Egypt,
never to be heard from again. The record of the Bible concerning Necho II and the
inscriptions of Ramesses II agreed in detail [II Kings 23:29-34].
According to Egyptian sources and the Bible three or four years later Pharaoh proceeded
northward again to meet his archenemy at Carchemish. The battle was lost and Pharaoh
retreated. The enemy captured all the territory between Egypt and Carchemish, including
Jerusalem [Jeremiah 46]. Again the record of the Bible concerning Necho II and the story of
Ramesses II agreed in detail.
Sixteen years later, Jerusalem was under attack by the Chaldeans and Babylonians. The
Egyptian army left Egypt and forced the Chaldeans to break the siege. Yet, they returned
quickly to continue the siege [Jer 37:5-11]. It would appear that the Egyptians lost again and
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had to sue for peace. Historians assume some kind of treaty was signed. Ramesses II, also
sixteen years after the battle of Carchemish entered into a treaty with his archenemy,
Hattusilis III. Again, within the same interval of time there came about the same
circumstances.
Both Ramesses II and Necho II encountered resistance at Megiddo and killed the local prince
and took a local prince hostage, fought and lost a battle at Carchemish and made peace with
the opposition sixteen years later. Certainly history repeats itself.
Coincidences do happen but there are here too many details and coincidences to
dismiss these ones. They provide a solid basis to propose that Ramesses II and Necho II
are one and the same person (The Hittite Problem).

Dale Murphie, who rejects the alter-ego scenario, has suggested that the generic title
of Necho (meaning “Mighty Horus”) used in the Bible for the pharaoh does not
necessarily mean that this individual is Necho II (Wehemibre Necho) but could be a
generic title for Ramses II. This idea appears to be contradicted by the presence of
seals of Necho II found at Carchemish showing him to be present at that famous battle.


Herodotus tells us that it was Psammetichus (Psamtek I) who came up against
the Scythians and gave them Beth Shan yet no evidence of his presence is found
there but stelas of Seti I and Ramses II have been found there.
Alan Montgomery writes:
According to Herodotus, the father of Necho II was Psammetichus. He was appointed
pharaoh by the Assyrian king, Ashurbanipal, but later revolted against him. Ashurbanipal was
forced to acknowledge Egyptian independence because of his problems elsewhere. As a
result Psammetichus invaded Israel. He quickly, ran into an army of Scythians. He made
peace with the Scythian king by offering him the city of Beth Shan. The Scythian king
accepted. After that time it became known as Scythopolis, the city of the Scythians. It was
still called Scythopolis by Josephus in the first century A.D.
Despite the many military achievements of Psammetichus and Necho II not a single
monument in Syria or Palestine has been attributed to either pharaoh. Neither has a
single scarab been found there in Iron II strata. By identifying Psammetichus and
Necho II of the 26th Dynasty with Seti I and Ramesses II of the 19th Dynasty the
Velikovsky scheme provides the missing seventh century monuments and scarabs (The
Hittite Problem).

In Bimson's article "Dating the Wars of Seti I" (SIS Review Vol V No 1, 1980/81) he
writes:
In describing how Psammetichus halted the Scythian advance on Egypt, Herodotus says that
the Scythians 'withdrew by way of Ascalon', i.e. Biblical Ashkelon. If the Scythians, in
returning northwards, passed by Ashkelon, it is obvious that Psammetichus encountered
them somewhere south of Ashkelon. Ashkelon lies even further south than Ashdod, and both
places lie in Palestine's southern coastal plain, not in the region of Beth-shan. Hence there is
no reason to believe that Psammetichus campaigned at, or anywhere near, Beth-shan.
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A further problem for Velikovsky lies in the statement of Herodotus that the siege of Azotus
lasted 29 years. Even if it is claimed that Herodotus has named the wrong city here, and that
he was really referring to Beth-shan (a piece of special pleading which could hardly be taken
seriously), the duration of the siege makes Velikovsky's connections impossible. Modern
scholars do not tend to take the 29 years of Herodotus' account literally, but the tradition
that the siege was very prolonged is not usually doubted."

John Lascelle also points out that Seti I was buried in Tomb No.17 in the Valley of
Kings while Herodotos 2.169 notes Psammetichus was buried at Sais.
When I asked Alan Montgomery about these points he responded with the following in
an email to me:
I do not think that Bimson's argument is all that strong. Tee Scythians withdrew to Ashkelon.
Whether north or south we are not told. It is a very weak case. The 29 year siege of Gaza
does sound suspiciously long but I do not see that it has much to do with the case of
Psammeticus = Seti I.
Herodotus can claim all he wants that Psammeticus was buried in Sais. His claims are not
always true. No royal tombs have been found in Sais so far and it is probable that such a
strong and long-reigning king was entombed and then reburied in the tomb prepared for
him in the Valley of the Kings.
It too seems a weak argument for a king to rule 54 years and almost no monuments of his
great achievements and piety. I think we need a bit more data to provide us with an answer.
Stratigraphical evidence points to the 19th dynasty occurring in the 7th century in Egypt and
Palestine (i.e. Beth Shan) and historical evidence points to a 7th century date for the 26th
dynasty.
There is also both stratigraphic and historical evidence linking Hattusilas III, Ramesses II
contemporary, to the 7th century. In order to accept these arguments the historical and
archaeological evidences against this evidence must be reasonably refuted.



The tombs and mummies of all the 26th Dynasty pharaohs are missing yet not
even one tomb or mummy of the 19th Dynasty is missing.
There is no response to this key point from the parallel dynasty supporters but if Sais is
somewhere different to the conventional identification then it is possible these are out
there yet to be discovered.



There is a lack of monuments, stele and historical inscriptions or papyri of the
seventh century pharaohs of the 26th Dynasty in Egypt and in particular Psamtek
I, Necho II and Apries.
This dearth of inscriptional evidence is acknowledged by the parallel dynasty
supporters but not taken too seriously given a little has been found. Still, given the
length of the dynasty and the fact that Necho II was at the battle of Carchemish as well
as busy in the Levant then surely there would be lots more written evidence from Egypt
itself.
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Herodotus records that Necos (Necho II) was the first to construct a canal from
the Red Sea to the Nile River yet Egyptian records of the 19th Dynasty also
record that Ramesses II began to build such a canal in his reign.
Alan Montgomery writes:
Herodotus records that Necos (Necho II) was the first to construct a canal from the Red Sea
to the Nile River. Necos lost 120,000 men in the process and had to abandon the project.
Eventually, King Darius I of Persia completed the canal. The Egyptian records of the 19th
Dynasty also record that Ramesses II began to build such a canal in his reign.
In the conventional view Egyptologists are forced to conclude that Herodotus was deceived.
The two-dynasty scenario, however, is faced with a dilemma of a different sort. Two different
pharaohs living at the same time and claiming the same glorious feat! The liar among the
two would risk almost certain reprisals. In the one-dynasty scenario this is expected
(Dynasties 26 and 19).

Herodotus uses the same name for the pharaoh as used in the Bible. Dale Murphie‟s
idea of Necho being a generic title for Ramses II and not a reference to Necho II
appears to be contradicted by the presence of seals of Necho II found at Carchemish
showing him to be present at that famous battle.

On balance there appears to be more evidence in favour of the alter-ego argument that
Dynasties 19 and 26 were one and the same than in favour of the parallel dynasty
argument in my own personal view.
The stickiest problem for the alter-ego argument is that of the double throne names and
prenomens. The Ethiopian dynasty just before had such double throne names, so, while it
is not an easy fit, carrying on this practice is a possibility.
The other problems have ready solutions, though the different capitals is the greatest
hurdle after the double throne names. If the dynasties were parallel then it is obvious Sais
has not been found, else the tombs and mummies of Dynasty 26 would have been found.
The corollary of that is that since Sais hasn‟t been found then it could be another existing
site like Pi-Ramesses as suggested by Alan Montgomery.
The hurdles for the parallel dynasty view are certainly greater. To me, the biggest is the
complete lack of mention by one dynasty of the other.
Additionally, there are the problems of jurisdiction where stela and finds of one dynasty are
found in locations of the other such as Beth Shan, Thebes and Daphne.
Add the virtually identical military campaigns in the Levant and it becomes a difficult view
to defend.
Below is another chart summarising the reigns of the 26th dynasty pharaohs:
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The Israel Stela
Merneptah is best known for the stele bearing his name which, until
recently, was the only mention of the word Israel in all of ancient Egypt‟s
literature and artefacts. It is also known as the Israel stele. It reads:
―The kings are overthrown, saying ‗Salam!‘ Not one holds up his head among the
Nine Bows. Wasted is Tehenu, Kheta is pacified, plundered is Pekanan, with every
evil, carried off is Askalon, seized upon is Gezer, Yenoam is made as a thing not
existing. Israel (‗-s-r-‘-r) is desolated, his seed is not; Palestine (H‘-rw) has
become a widow for Egypt. All lands are united, they are pacified; everyone
that is turbulent is bound by King Merneptah, given life like Re every day.‖

“Israel is desolated, his seed is not” has been used by scholars to refer to the slaying of
Israel‟s male children prior to the Exodus of Israel from Egypt to support the conventional
chronology which makes out that Rameses II or his successor Merneptah was the pharoah
of the Exodus.
Donovan Courville says that this is a reference to the fall of the northern kingdom of Israel
in 722 BC by the hand of the Assyrians to support his placement of the 19th Dynasty in the
8th century BC.
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Now that we have seen what I believe is overwhelming support for the placement of the
19th Dynasty in the 7th and 6th centuries (600‟s & 500‟s) BC we can now look at what this
stela means in its proper timeframe. Merneptah‟s 26th Dynasty alter-ego, according to
Velikovsky, was Apries who reigned between about 589 and 570 BC.
The major event that rocked the land of Israel at this time was the conquest and
destruction of Jerusalem by Nebuchadnezzar in 586 BC and the exile into captivity of the
Jews to Babylon.
The passage about Israel on the Merneptah stela is probably a reference to the fall of
Judah and their exile to Babylon making the land of Palestine virtually devoid of Israelites
of any tribe. It is curious that the term Israel and not Judah is used. The expression
“Palestine has become a widow for Egypt” is also difficult to explain as the territory of
Judah and northern kingdom of Israel would have been under the hegemony of Babylon
and not Egypt at this time. It does say she has become a widow to, NOT a possession of
Egypt.
The phrase “his seed is not” could easily be a reference to the slaying of all of Zedekiah‟s
male children (Jeremiah 37:1-9) who were heirs to the throne of David. The scriptures
indicate that Jeremiah escaped from Palestine with at least one of Zedekiah‟s daughters
(Jeremiah 43:6-7) and Irish tradition tells us that they went to Ireland where the throne was
transplanted to the British Isles and continues to this day with the royal throne of Britain
(Ezekiel 17:22-23, 21:27).
Nebuchadnezzar’s Conquest and 40 Year Exile of Egyptians
Throwing a spanner into the works regarding our study into the 19th and 26th Dynasties is
Jim Reilly‟s radical theory that the 25th and 26th Dynasties should be moved forward by
121 years so the 25th Dynasty slots in where conventionally the 26th Dynasty is believed
to have reigned as well as having the 26th Dynasty running parallel with the 27th dynasty
following the conquest of Egypt by Persia under Cambyses.
The move is motivated to reconcile an apparent conflict between the prosperity of Amasis‟
reign at the end of the 26th Dynasty as claimed by Herodotus and the 40 year devastation
of Egypt after the conquest by Nebuchadnezzar prophesied in Jeremiah 44:29-30 and in
Ezekiel 29:8-16 during the reign of Pharaoh Hophra that would include an exile of a great
many Egyptians like what Nebuchadnezzar did with the Jews.
Tarharka of the Ethiopian (25th) Dynasty, he identifies as Pharaoh Hophra at the time of
Nebuchadnezzar and NOT the Tirhakah, king of Ethiopia, mentioned in 2 Kings 19:9.
Piankhi (Piye) is identified as Pharaoh Necho who fought the battle of Carchemish against
Nebuchadnezzar early in his reign. In his “Displaced Dynasties” he writes:
Jeremiah supplies no specific date for the Babylonian invasion. For the refugees in
Tahpanhes he provides a single clue: first the death of the pharaoh Apries; then the invasion.
―‘This will be the sign to you that I will punish you in this place,‘ declares the Lord, ‗so that
you will know that my threats of harm against you will surely stand.‘ This is what the Lord
says:
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―‗I am going to hand Pharaoh Hophra (Wahibre in the Greek version of the Hebrew
Bible) king of Egypt over to his enemies who seek his life, just as I handed Zedekiah
king of Judah over to Nebuchadnezzar king of Babylon, the enemy who was seeking
his life.‘‖ (Jer. 44:29-30)…
How long did the devastation last? Jeremiah says only that Egypt would recover. Ezekiel sets
specific limits.
―I will make the land of Egypt a ruin and a desolate waste from Midgol to Aswan, as far
as the border of Cush. No foot of man or animal will pass through it; no one will live
there for 40 years. I will make the land of Egypt desolate among devastated lands, and
her cities will lie desolate 40 years among ruined cities. And I will disperse the
Egyptians among the nations and scatter them through the countries‖ (Ezekiel 29:1012).
The desolation that followed the invasion of Egypt was of long duration - a 40 year hiatus in
the normal political life of the nation. There was for Egypt as there was for Judah, an exile,
which left the land bleak and barren. For Judah the exile ended by degrees with a succession
of returns of exiled Jews under Cyrus and his Persian successors.
We assume that the Egyptian exile, as understood by Ezekiel, ended with the 525 B.C. arrival
in Egypt of Cambyses, son and successor of Cyrus. Working backward from that date, and
taking Ezekiel's figure of forty years literally, a tentative date around 565 B.C. is determined
for the invasion. Other considerations lead us to reduce that figure by a single year. For the
chronological revision that follows, the date 564 B.C. will be adopted as a working
hypothesis.
The Babylonian invasion of 586 B.C. put an end to the institution of kingship in Israel.
The 564 B.C. invasion of Egypt likewise ended the reign of independent Egyptian
pharaohs.
Ezekiel is clear and concise: "there will no longer be a prince in Egypt" (Ezek.30:13b).
For several decades Egypt would be without a resident pharaoh, while the land
languished in ruins. When kingship returned the Egyptian pharaoh would be
subservient to foreign rulers.
In the view of historians, the reign of Amasis was one of thriving commercial activity. A single
comment by one early Egyptologist says it all:
―Of the home government of Amasis, ... we know little save the fact that, as Herodotus
says, the kingdom under his rule attained a high state of wealth and prosperity and
populousness. The Mediterranean trade in corn, wine and oil flourished, as also did
that across the desert from Babylonia and from Yemen with lapis, incense, and other
products of the East, and from Cush came ivory and gold in barter.
―According to the Greek historian, Egypt had twenty thousand towns in his time. We see that
Amasis was able to build temples to the gods on the great scale, rivalling that of the older
Pharaohs, and here again the monuments confirm Herodotus. Several are dated in the joint
reign of Amasis and Apries, who had himself been no inconsiderable builder. The Saite kings
were wealthy.‖
Small wonder that an extended exile has no place in Egyptian history. If Amasis ruled for
forty-four years in the time frame specified, whether or not Herodotus is correct regarding
the prosperity of the country, then the prophets are mistaken. Conversely, if the prophets are
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correct, as we believe them to be, then Amasis must be wrongly positioned in history. The
issue is as simple as that. Is it possible that historians have misplaced the Saite king? On
what bases is Amasis placed in the latter half of the 6th century B.C., immediately preceding
the arrival of the Persians?
When we quoted H.R. Hall concerning the prosperity of Egypt in the age of Amasis it was
immediately apparent that his primary source of information was the Greek historian
Herodotus. In fact most of what is known about the Saite and Persian dynasties derives from
this one historian, including our knowledge of the transition period between the two
dynasties.
In book three of his Histories Herodotus describes in great detail Amasis' death, the
defeat of Psamtik III by Cambyses, the execution of Psamtik‘s children, and Cambyses‘
brutal treatment of the religious institutions of the country. If this history is even
remotely factual, there can be no doubt that the reign of Amasis ended only shortly
before the 525 B.C. arrival of Cambyses. But the reliability of Herodotus has been
seriously questioned (p. 16-24, 28-29).

Reilly’s goes on to show many problems with the accuracy of Herodotus. He does
not question whether Herodotus got it wrong over the level of prosperity in Amasis’
reign which could have been made up to cover up the devastation and exile by
Nebuchadnezzar.
Instead he takes Herodotus’ account of the properity of Egypt under Amasis as fact
and questions many other things claiming Herodotus transferred the devastation of
Nebuchadnezzar to Cambyses and places Amasis a century ahead of where
Herodotus places him.
The Occam‟s Razor principle says that the simplest possibility is usually the most likely
possibility.
All that is required to reconcile the 40 year destruction/exile prophecy of Egypt with the
conventional positioning of these dynasties is to believe that Herodotus, who lived long
after these events, got his facts wrong about the prosperity under the reign of Amasis.
While acknowledging Herodotus got many other facts wrong, Reilly believes Herodotus‟
claim of the prosperity under the reign of Amasis was correct and feels the need to believe
the following:
1) Tarharqa, the Ethiopian king of Egypt, was NOT being the “Tirhakah king of
Ethiopia” (2 Kings 19:9).
2) Shabataka, king of Melukkha, in an inscription belonging to the Assyrian king
Sargon was NOT Shabaka, the Ethiopian king of Egypt.
3) Pharaoh Necho of the Bible (2 Kings 23, 2 Chronicles 35) was NOT Wahimbre
Necho.
4) Pharaoh Hopra of the Bible (Jeremiah 44:30 [Wahibre in the Greek version of the
Hebrew Bible]) was NOT Ha'a'ibre Wahibre.
Which is the simpler, more believable possibility – Herodotus got one claim wrong
about prosperity under Amasis or that four very close name matches are all wrong?
I would easily choose the first over the second possibility.
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Josephus recorded the following about the conquest of Egypt by Nebuchadnezzar:
And when they were there, God signified to the prophet that the king of Babylon was
about making an expedition against the Egyptians, and commanded him to foretell to
the people that Egypt should be taken, and the king of Babylon should slay some of
them and, should take others captive, and bring them to Babylon; which things came
to pass accordingly; for on the fifth year after the destruction of Jerusalem, which was the
twenty-third of the reign of Nebuchadnezzar, he made an expedition against Celesyria; and
when he had possessed himself of it, he made war against the Ammonites and Moabites;
and when he had brought all these nations under subjection, he fell upon Egypt, in order
to overthrow it; and he slew the king that then reigned and set up another; and he took
those Jews that were there captives, and led them away to Babylon. And such was the end of
the nation of the Hebrews (Antiquities, Book 10, Ch 9, verse 7).

Notice that Nebuchadnezzar set up a king when he was in Egypt. It is likely that this king
was Amasis who ruled for 44 years according to Manetho, a similar duration to the 40 year
devastation/exile prophesied by God through Ezekiel.
Reilly does quote from a very interesting source (John of Nikiu) that fleshes out the
conquest further. It refers to Cambyses as Nebuchadnezzar in places which gives some
support to his view that the primary destruction that Nebuchadnezzar did on Egypt was
transferred by historians to the later Persian conqueror.
We have seen strong evidence that the Hittite New Kingdom which Rameses the Great
fought belongs to the 7th and 6th centuries BC and that this, along with many other pieces
of archaeological evidence both in Egypt and other places calls for a radical shifting of the
19th Dynasty by over 600 years into the 7th and 6th centuries BC.
Rameses the Great was a contemporary of the great Babylonian king Nebuchadnezzar
with control of Syria and Judah going back and forth between them before
Nebuchadnezzar prevailed after the great battle of Kadesh / Carchemish.
We now have one last dynasty of the New Kingdom to find a place for and that is the 20th
Dynasty of Rameses III who fought the Peoples of the Sea.
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CHAPTER 14
RAMESES III AND THE LATE PERIOD
If we shift the 19th Dynasty of Rameses the Great to the 7th and 6th centuries BC as
concluded in our last chapter where then do we place the 20th Dynasty of Rameses III
who fought the Peoples of the Sea?
Dynasty 20
Conventionally the 20th Dynasty is dated to the 12th century (1100‟s) BC and begins the
Iron Age. The start of the Iron Age following our re-dating of the end of the Late Bronze
Age catastrophe is dated around 750 BC. Is this the correct location for the 20th Dynasty
running parallel to the Libyan dynasties and before the 19th Dynasty?
The Great Harris Papyrus speaks of foreign occupation in the days leading up to Rameses
III‟s reign which argues for some break in time between the 19th and 20th Dynasty if the
two ran consecutively. Eric Aitchison argues for a 6th century placement following the
Babylonian conquest.
The last book chronologically in Immanuel Velikovsky‟s “Ages in Chaos” series was
“Peoples of the Sea”. In this volume Velikovsky argued that Rameses III and the 20th
Dynasty reigned an even more radical 800 years after where Egyptology says that he
reigned soon after 1200 BC.
Velikovky places Rameses III during the time of the late Persian empire in the 4th century
BC and that the famous Peoples of the Sea that he battled against were not the Philistines
but were Greek mercenaries and that their allies, the Pereset, were Persians.
He argues that Ramses III of the
20th Dynasty is one and the
same pharaoh as Nectanebo of
the 30th Dynasty.
Nectanebo also had a great victory
at the mouth of the Nile and who
briefly gave the Egyptians their
final taste of independence before
the Persians regained their
hegemony
followed
shortly
thereafter by the conquest of
Egypt by Alexander the Great.
Let‟s look firstly at what he has to
say in “Peoples of the Sea”.
Below is a paraphrased summary
of his views on Rameses III:
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p.7-12 On tiles of the palace of Ramses III
found at Tell el-Yahudiya with that
pharaoh‘s hieroglyphic name on there are
Greek letters on the back of them. No
traces of the Greek language have been
found to date before 750 BC.
Not only do these letters not look like the
early Greek letters of the 7th century BC
but they look like classical letters of the
time of Plato in the 4th century BC.
The perculiar form used of the letter alpha was not introduced until then as was the symbol
used for sigma.
―Tell el-Yahudiya, or ‗The Mound of the Jew‘, is an Arab village east of the Delta, twenty miles
north-east of Cairo on the road to Ismailia...the Swiss Egyptologist Edward Naville excavated
there the ruins of a palace of Ramses III. Tiles, coloured and glazed, once adorned its walls.
They were found in great numbers on the site by travelling scholars and also by Emil Brugsch
in the service of the Egyptian Department of Antiquities, before Naville, assisted by F. L.
Griffith, came to dig there. The tiles have rich designs, mostly of flowers, and some bear the
hieroglyphic name of Ramses III. On the reverse side of these tiles are found incised signs:
these are apparently the initials of the craftsmen who produced them, Inscribed before the
tiles were fired.

‖There was no doubt that the signs on many tiles in the palace of Ramses III at Tell elYahudiya were Greek letters. ‗The most noticeable feature is that several of the rosettes have
Greek letters at the back, evidently stamped on during the process of making," wrote T. H.
Lewis…
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But how could Greek letters have been used in the days of Ramses III, early in the twelfth
century before this era? The Greek alphabet was derived from the Phoenician or Hebrew
much later; no traces of it have been found in Greece, on the islands, or in Asia Minor before
- 750.
The problem of the Greek letters on the tiles of Ramses III cannot be solved even by
assuming that the Greek alphabet derived a number of centuries earlier. What really matters
is the fact that the Greek letters on the Egyptian tiles do not look like the early Greek letters
of the seventh century but like the classical letters of the age of Plato.
"The Greek letters, and especially alpha, found on the fragments and discs leave no
room for doubt that the work was executed during the last centuries of the Egyptian
Empire and probably in the time of the Ptolemies; but the matter becomes more
difficult if we ask who the author of this work was.‖ So wrote Emil Brugsch…
"There is a curious fact about the discs which have been found in such a large number;
some of them are inscribed on the back with Greek letters, while others bear Egyptian
signs. The Greek letters show that strangers were at some time employed in the work...
―It is not likely that later kings, such as the Saites or the Ptolemies, would have taken
the trouble to build for their predecessor, Ramses III, such a beautiful chamber, the
walls of which were not only ornamented with representations of plants or animals,
but also recorded the feats of war of Ramses III.‖ So wrote Edward Naville.
Not only is there the issue of the Greek letters but the relief design on the front of the tiles is
similar to that of Persian art in the words of Naville.
p.13-17 At the necropolis of the site a mile away the coffins are painted in a late style
according to Naville and in two of the graves pottery with Greek letters M and C were
found. There are scarabs in the tombs of Ramses III, Ramses IV and the father of
Ramses III clearly placing them at the time of the 20th Dynasty. In a nearby cemetery
which Naville believed to be contemporary there are Greek tablets with epitaphs with
many Greek names.
p.18-29 In the Great Harris Papyrus dating to Ramses III he wrote about the years
proceeding his rule that:
―The land of Egypt was overthrown from without (foreign occupation) and every man
was thrown out of his right; they had no chief mouth for many years formerly until other
times. The land of Egypt was in the hands of chiefs and rulers of towns, one slew his
neighbour, great and small. Other times having come after it, empty years, Arza, a certain
Syrian (H-rw), was with them as chief. He set the whole land tributary before him together;
he united his companions and plundered their possessions.‖
It was after this time of foreign occupation and paying tribute to a foreign power that
Ramses III cleansed Egypt of these foreigners and set the whole land in order.
Who was Arza (Arsa), the Syrian mentioned by Ramses III? There are two possibilities
which fit well. The first and more likely of the two is that of Arsames who was
appointed as satrap over Egypt by Artaxerxes I around 460 BC.
The other possibility is Artaxerxes II who was known by such names as Arsatis and
Arshu.
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p.32-33 On the murals of the temple at Medinet Habu which shows the battle where Ramses
III and his army defeated the Pereset and the Peoples of the Sea the soldiers of the Pereset
are easily distinguished by their distinctive crown-like helmets and are dressed in rich
garments. The helmets of the Peoples of the Sea are semi-circular and have horns.
p.36-37 In the hieroglyphic texts of the Persian era there are a number of references to
Persia. It is always called P-r-s.
In the Canopus Decree of Ptolemy III written almost a hundred years after Alexander
the Great had conquered Egypt the following is written:
―And the statues of the gods which the vile P-r-s-tt carried away from Egypt - his majesty
marched into the lands of Asia, he rescued them, and brought them back to Egypt.‖
In the Greek version of this trilingual text it reads, ―And the sacred images which have been
carried off from the country by the Persians, the King, having made an expedition outside
Egypt, brought them back safely unto Egypt‖.
Surely are not the Pereset (P-r-s-t) the Egyptian name for the Persians (P-r-s-tt)?
p.40 Velikovsky identifies Ramses III as Nectanebo I of the 30th dynasty. He states that one
of the Horus names of Ramses III was ―Nekht-a-neb‖.

p.44 On the mortuary temple of Medinet Habu Ramses III wrote that ―the Northerners in
their isles (Greek islands) were disturbed.‖ This is a good description of the situation in
Greece shortly after the Corinthian war.
The temple of Medinet Habu built by Rameses III is one of the best preserved temples in
Egypt. It has noticeably less weathering that other New Kingdom temples similar to the
condition of temples known to be built from the time of the Ptolemies after Alexander‘s
conquest.
p.45-46 The bas-reliefs of Ramses III show that there were complicated alliances and much
changing of sides between the participants in the wars of Ramses III.
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1] At the beginning of Ramses III‘s reign in the war against intruders from Libya both
the Pereset and the Peoples of the Sea supported the Egyptians and were allies.

2] Next in the war against the Pereset, the Peoples of the Sea are supporting the
Egyptians.
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3] Then finally in the great battle at the mouth of the Nile, the Peoples of the Sea with
their horned helmets (now without discs between the horns) are on the side of the
Pereset and are enemies trying to invade Egypt before being defeated by the
Egyptians under Ramses III.

To compare with the events displayed on the bas-reliefs of Ramses III at Medinet Habu we
have the record of Nectanebo recorded by the historian Diodorus of Siciliy…
If we are on the right track, the order of events requires that, at first, the Persians and the
Greeks would be on the side of the pharaoh in his efforts to keep order on his western
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frontier; then the Greeks would remain his supporters but the Persians would be his enemies;
in the third stage the Greeks and the Persians alike would be the pharaoh's enemies; and
there would be a naval battle at one of the mouths of the Nile in which the Egyptians alone
would fight against the Persians and the Greeks.
At the time he mounted the throne Nectanebo I was on friendly terms with the Persians. It is
even possible that he occupied the throne as a Persian puppet, since he was not the son of
Acoris, who developed an unfriendly policy against the Great King.
Early in his reign Nectanebo had to defend the western frontier of his realm; Cyrenaica and
Libya seethed and Persia was also concerned, from the days of Darius on, that the western
approaches to Egypt should stand protected and thus the growing might of Carthage be
discouraged from moving in this direction.
As it was the policy of the Persian kings to give support to the Athenians in their wars
against the Spartans, though Athens maintained a relative freedom through having warred
against Persia, so did the Persians help the Egyptian king, who had obtained a measure of
independence, in his frontier conflicts with the Libyans.
But a few years later the pharaoh started a war with the Persians. Diodorus described the
beginning of this conflict as having taken place under Acoris, but certain authorities
disagree, placing the story in the days of Nectanebo, Acoris' successor.
In Diodorus' own words, these events in Egypt started at the very same time as the formation
of the second Athenian maritime confederacy, which aimed at the overthrow of Spartan
supremacy in Greece and this was in -377/6. One or two years earlier Nectanebo had
succeeded Acoris.
Diodorus related this:
‘Whilst these things were acting in Greece, Acoris, king of Egypt, for some time before
bearing a grudge to the Persian king, raised a great army of foreigners from all parts: for,
giving large pay, and being otherwise very bountiful, he got together a great number of
Grecians in a short time, who listed themselves into his service. But, wanting a skilful general,
he sent for Chabrias the Athenian, an excellent commander, and one highly honoured for his
valour, who undertook the employment, but without the consent of the people [of Athens],
and so prepared himself with all diligence for the war against the Persians.'
In the skirmishes that the army of Nectanebo had with the Persian detachments, Chabrias
and his mercenaries played a leading role. The Persians were ejected from Egypt.
‘But Pharnabazus (declared commander-in-chief by the [Persian] king), having made great
preparations of money for the war, sent messengers to Athens to complain against Chabrias,
letting them know that, by his accepting of the chief command under the king of Egypt, he
had greatly alienated the king of Persia from the people of Athens.' Then he demanded that
they would send to him Iphicrates, to assist him in the command of the army. Upon this the
Athenians (who made it their great concern to stand right in the king's good opinion, and to
keep Pharnabazus firm to their interest) without delay recalled Chabrias out of Egypt and
commanded Iphicrates to assist against the Persians.‘
Here we see that the puzzling changes of sides that were depicted on the walls of the
Medinet Habu temple by Ramses III have a perfect explanation.
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First the Persians and the Greeks supported the pharaoh. Under Chabrias the Greeks
served the pharaoh in his war against the Persians. Then Chabrias was recalled to
Athens, and Iphicrates with the Greek mercenaries arrived to help the Persians and
together they battled the Egyptians.
Diodorus also related that when Socratides was archon at Athens, and Quintus Crassus
(Servilius), Servius Cornelius, and Spurius Papirius were military tribunes in Rome, "at that
time the king of Persia marched against the Egyptians who had revolted some time before".
The year is clearly identified as –374/73…
The Persian satrap and the Greek strategist mustered their armies in Acco in northern
Palestine. Diodorus wrote:
‘When the king's forces came to Aces [Acco], in Syria, and were there mustered, there were
found two hundred thousand barbarians, to be under the conduct of Pharnabazus, and
twenty thousand Grecians, under the command of Iphicrates.'
It appears that Ramses III referred to this when he wrote. "they set up a camp in one place in
Amor [Syria]."
In this war, not only was the huge army outfitted and camped at Acco but a naval
expeditionary force was destined to carry out a stratagem and to play the major role though
not a successful one.
During the years when the Persian satrap was making his careful preparations for the assault
on Egypt the pharaoh had time to prepare for its defence. The plan of the attackers was to
force an entrance into one of the mouths of the Nile with the fleet. It is possible to compare
what Ramses III wrote about his preparations and the course of the war with what Diodorus
related about the preparations and the course of the war of the pharaoh Nectanebo I.
Diodorus wrote:
‖In the meantime, Nectanebis, the king of Egypt, had perfect knowledge of the strength of
the Persian forces; but he placed his greatest confidence in the strength of his country, the
entrance into Egypt being very difficult on every side, and the passage blocked both by sea
and land by the seven mouths of the Nile. For at every mouth where the Nile falls into the
sea, was a city built, with large forts or castles on either side of the river...
‖Of all these he had most strongly fortified Pelusium; for, being the next frontier town
towards Syria, they conceived the enemy would first attempt to enter into the country that
way; therefore they drew a trench round the city, and, where there was a place where at any
vessels might in any probability enter, there they raised walls to obstruct the passage; and,
where there were any fords by which the way lay open into Egypt by land, he brought the
water over them; and, where any ship might pass, he filled up those places with stones and
rubbish: by which means it was very difficult, and scarce possible, either for ships to sail, or
horse or foot to march.‖
Ramses III wrote:
‘They were coming, while the flame was prepared before them, forward towards Egypt. Their
confederation was the Peleset, Theker, Shekelesh, Denyen and Weshesh, lands united. They
laid their hands upon the lands to the very circuit of the earth, their hearts confident and
trusting: "Our plans will succeed!"…

495

‖I organised my frontier in Zahi...I caused the Nile mouth to be prepared like [by?] a strong
wall with warships, galleys and coasters, equipped.‖
The erection of fortifications at the entrance to the mouths of the Nile is described by both
Ramses III and Diodorus; both tell how in order to obstruct a forced entrance of the mouths
of the Nile, the pharaoh raised walls in them, a very singular engineering feat not known
from the earlier or later history of Egypt.
Diodorus related that when the fleet of attackers realized the impregnability of the Pelusian
mouth of the Nile it sailed for another, the Mendesian mouth. There the ships forced an
entrance and after a sharp engagement with the Egyptian troops landed and occupied the
fortress at the mouth of the river. Diodorus proceeded:
‖They steered their course for Mendesium, another mouth of the Nile, where the shore runs
a great way out from the main land. Here they landed three thousand men, and Pharnabazus
and Iphicrates assaulted a fort built upon the very mouth of the river; but the Egyptians
came down with three thousand horse and foot to the relief of the place; upon which there
was a sharp engagements‖
A bas-relief of Ramses III shows a naval battle at the mouth of the Nile. Five vessels of the
invading fleet are engaged by four Egyptian ships. This time the enemies of the Egyptians
are the warriors in horned helmets and crownlike tiaras. The Egyptian text to this scene
reads:
‖Now the northern countries...penetrated the channels of the Nile mouths...His majesty is
gone forth like a whirlwind against them‖
Ramses III, like Diodorus, wrote that the enemy succeeded in entering the Nile mouths. This
penetration of the Mendesian mouth of the Nile and the occupation of the fortress on the
shore of the mouth was hardly a success. Ramses wrote:
‖Those who came on land were overthrown and slaughtered...They that entered into the Nile
mouths were like birds ensnared in the net.‖
Diodorus explained why the occupation of the now half-ruined fort became a trap for the
invaders.
Iphicrates and Pharnabazus, the Greek and Persian generals, disagreed and quarrelled over
tactics. Iphicrates wished to try penetrating the Nile as far as Memphis and occupying that
city before the Egyptians could gather an adequate garrison there. This Athenian general was
one of the most ingenious strategists Greece ever had.
‖He [Iphicrates – the Greek general] advised that they should sail with the fleet thither before
the rest of the Egyptian army got together; but Pharnabazus and all his forces were for
staying till all the Persian land and sea-forces came up, that so there might be less danger in
the expedition. But Iphicrates then offered to undertake the reduction of the city with those
mercenaries that were then with him if he might but have the liberty. Upon which,
Pharnabazus grew envious at the valour and confidence of the man, and began to be fearful
lest all Egypt should be conquered by his arms only, and therefore denied his request. Here
upon Iphicrates made a solemn protestation against them, declaring that all this expedition
would be fruitless and vain, through their neglect, if they let slip the present opportunity. But
Pharnabazus envied him the more, and, very undeservedly, gave him opprobrious language.‖
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The old Persian satrap argued that they had to wait for the arrival of the main forces
marching by land.
The rejection of the plan of the strategist who had been invited by the Persians to help in the
conduct of the war against Egypt appears to have been referred to by Ramses III when he
wrote:
‖They asked a chief with their mouth, but it was not with their heart.‖
The Egyptians, said Diodorus, now had enough time to:
‖put a strong garrison into Memphis and marched with all their army to the little town
before demolished. And, prevailing in sundry skirmishes against the Persians they never let
them rest, but, growing still stronger and stronger, made a great slaughter of them, and
grew every day more obstinate.‖
Ramses III wrote:
‖As they were coming forward towards Egypt, their hearts relying upon their hands, a net
was prepared for them, to ensnare them. They that entered into the Nile mouths were
caught, fallen into the midst of it, pinioned in their places, butchered, and their bodies
hacked up.‖
Both Ramses III and Diodorus, in almost identical terms, described the slaughter of the
invaders—the Pereset and the Peoples of the Isles, or the Persians and the Greeks…
Ramses III was very proud of his victory, not merely over a strong enemy but also over
renowned generals, rich in successes and crowned with laurels…Ramses IlI's sea and land war
against the invaders from Syria, which ended in their expulsion, was described by himself.
The Greek historians told the story of Ramses III as that of Nectanebo I.
"From the Egyptian inscriptions we learn nothing about the history of Egypt during the reign
of Nectanebus I, and it is to classical authorities, especially Diodorus, to whom we must look
for information concerning the progress of the war between the Greeks and Persians, and to
the part which Egypt played in it."
Of "Nectanebo's war" no Egyptian records will be found because the account is already in
the records of the pharaoh for whom modern historians selected the name of Ramses III.
"Denien" or "Thenien" are named by Ramses III as first among his beaten enemies. These
appear to be Athenians (and not Danaans as sometimes surmised).
The entire period of these descendants occupying the throne is supposed to have lasted
only two generations (ca.-1170 to -1100), though there are after Ramses III eight more kings
of the same name numbered IV to XI. Then the dynasty is thought to have expired in
unknown circumstances.
We shall make an attempt, even if only abortive, to bring some clarity to the history of the
royal succession, helped in this by what we know about the successors to Nectanebo I and
also about some of his predecessors; on the other hand, certain details unexplained in the
Greek version of the history of Egypt are clarified when some of the material of the
Ramessides is integrated.
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It is, for instance, not known under what circumstances Tachos succeeded Nectanebo I and
on what ground a nephew of Tachos based his right to succession, revolted against Tachos,
and occupied the throne: he is known as Nectanebo II. Would the monuments tell us on
what Nectanebo II based his claim to the throne?
Before Ramses III died, intrigues were already brewing among his wives, the functionaries of
his harem, and the officers of the royal guard. After the pharaoh's death, a prince, probably
the legitimate heir, his mother, and several other persons were accused of plotting against
the deceased pharaoh: another prince, not in the line of succession, seated himself on the
throne, arrested the commander of the army and certain palace officials, and instigated a
trial of his half brother and his camarilla, in an effort to prove that the culprit had plotted
against their father. An extensive document concerning this trial is in existence; several
supporters of the prince were condemned to die at the hand of the executioner, while others
were mutilated.
The accused prince, however, was made to die by his own hand by drinking poison, a verdict
not unknown in fourth-century Greece: the death sentence in the process of the Athenians
against Socrates (399 BC) stipulated drinking poison administered by his own hand.
The prince who mounted the throne is known to us as Ramses IV but we identify him
as Tachos of Greek authors. Ramses IV "claimed that he was a legitimate king and not
a usurper. Perhaps, indeed, he did 'protest too much', wrote a modern author. It is said
that of Tachos no inscription is found, but if Ramses IV is the same as Tachos, there are
plenty of inscriptions and the enigma disappears.
Ramses IV reigned for six years and was deposed under circumstances for which
hieroglyphic texts supply no information.
Of Ramses V almost nothing is known—he must have been a youthful co-ruler with his
father, Ramses IV; he died of smallpox.
Ramses VI, however, was a son of the condemned prince and a grandson of Ramses III. Upon
seizing the throne he avenged his father by erasing the name of Ramses IV from all
monuments and substituting his own; he also appropriated to himself the unfinished tomb
of Ramses V and thus, having secured a throne for this life and a tomb for the life thereafter,
attended to building activity in various parts of the country. We will recognize him in
Nectanebo II of Greek authors. As we will read soon, he rebelled against his uncle and
succeeded in mounting the throne.
Ramses VII and Ramses VIII were mere pretenders who left no marks in history except for
their claims to the throne.
There were also Ramses IX, X, and XI, but with them and their true positions in the
succession of the Ramessides we shall occupy ourselves on a later page.
It is, however, generally agreed that no link is known between Ramses III to VIII and those
who go under the names Ramses IX to Xl, and that therefore there is no evidence of their
following the line from Ramses III to Ramses VIII…
The sixty years of Egyptian independence from the day [Nectanebo] freed Egypt saw
about nine or ten kings, some only for weeks, some only as pretenders to the throne.
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p.93 In 1934 a base of Ramses IV‘s bronze statue was discovered ―under a wall in Stratum
VIIB‖ which equated to the 19th and early 20th Dynasties. In the Memphis excavation by the
University of Pennsylvania Museum expedition the 21st Dynasty layers were found
immediately under the Ptolemaic layers.
p.94 One of Ramses III‘s so-called Horus names included a name very close to the one that
Velikovsky equates him to – Kanekht-man-pehti-nekht-a-neb-khepesh-Sati.

Let‟s now look at a couple of pieces of evidence used to support the conventional view that
the 20th dynasty followed straight after the 19th Dynasty:


Bakenkhons was High Priest under Ramesses II and was also High Priest
through to the reign of Ramesses III.
In response to this claim, Alan Montgomery, in a personal email wrote:
Bakenkhons was High Priest of Amon (HPA) under Ramesses II up until the death of
Ramesses II. He was also HPA under Ramesses III. Except that he would have been 103
years old at the accession of Ramesses III.

The chances of this Bakenhons being one and the same person is highly unlikely,
especially in the light of how frequently different individuals have the same name.
Donovan Courville has the 20th Dynasty, which included the reign of Ramses III,
contemporary with the late 19th Dynasty. He has the reign of Ramses III starting at the
same time and parallel to the reign of Merneptah of the 19th Dynasty.
In theory, this may get around the problem of extreme age highlighted in the last quote.
His main evidence for his placement of the 20th Dynasty partly parallel with the late
19th Dynasty is an apparent synchronism of an architect named Bokenkonsu. He
writes:
The case of Bokenkonsu, the architect under Seti I, presents another anomaly, by current
views. Bokenkonsu lived to have his statue carved under Ramses III." The reference he gives
for this evidence is Petrie's "A History of Egypt" (7th edition, 1912, Volume III, p.165 with ref
to p.92).

In response to this claim my friend, Adam Stuart, wrote the following in a personal
email:
Breasted indicated in Volume 3 Record 561 in a footnote that the statue of a Beknekhonsu,
who was High Priest of Amon in the time of Ramses III, found in the temple of Mut, cannot,
due to reasons of chronology, and because at least two other high priests were in office in
the interim, be identified as that of the above Beknekhonsu.
I find some support in the fact that Breasted, writing in 1906, thought that the Beknekhonsu
in Ramses III's time was a different person than the one whose career began under Seti…
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I suggest that it appears likely that the Bokenkonsu of the time of Ramses III was a different
fellow than the person in Seti's and Ramses II's time who was chief architect and other
things.
Recall that names of famous people, such as the names David, Alexander, and John, have
been reused for centuries and even for millenia. So I question whether Bokenkonsu of
Ramses III's time was the same guy as the above official in Seti's/Ramses II's time -- I
tentatively assume that he was not. I make this assumption based on the strength of
Velikovsky's evidence in 'Peoples of the Sea'.



Hori was vizier from the reign of Siptah in the 19th Dynasty to the reign of
Ramesses III in the 20th Dynasty.
Eric Aitchison places the 19th Dynasty in the 7th and early 6th century BC but also
supports the connecting evidence that suggests Dynasties 18, 19 and 20 all reigned
consecutively.
As a result of this, he diverges from Velikovsky‟s view of Ramses III reigning in the
early 4th century BC. He believes Rameses III ruled in the mid 6th century (from 555
BC). I quote now from his paper “Ramses III and His Time” information about Hori and
also other points used to support his mid 6th century placement of Rameses III:
The assertions made by Dr Bimson at the 2002 London SIS Conference awakened my
underlaying fears that Ramesses III might not be Nectanebo I (380 – 363 BC) of the Greek
authors. Dr Bimson made the point that Dynasty 20 was inextricably linked with its forebear,
the 19th, by running a series of Chief Workmen during the transition stages from Dynasty 19
to 20. Dr. Bimson specifically mentioned the activities of Hori, a vizier under Siptah (late
19th) and Ramesses III (early 20th) and the Chief Workman, Paneb...
Sir Alan has the dates for the beginning of the 20th Dynasty as 1184 BC and credits an
expulsion of invaders to the second of only two years for Setnakht who drove his
unidentifiable enemies to the bounds of Syria. The history of this troubled time is glanced
at in the great Harris Papyrus; it is given in more detail by Diodorus Siculus, who calls
the rebels Babylonians, and by Manetho, who terms their leader Osarsiph.‖
Thus the incident, for which Sir Alan has no contenders, is dated 1182 BC. Josephus advises
us that during this sortie into Syria that Armais, a brother of Sethos / Setnakht exceeded his
authority and was exiled. Josephus even dates this incident to 393 years after the Hyksos
were driven out. However, Josephus‘ internals appear to be wrong...
The following extract from an acrimonious exchange over Velikovsky‘s dates for Ramesses III
was down loaded from the WWW (http://www.askwhy.co.uk/judaism/0490Dating.html) and
supports the case for a two-generation hiatus...
―We have documents of Khaemouaset, the son of Ramses II during his father‘s reign
and of his son Hori during the reign of Sethos II and Siptah, and of his grandson Hori
(II) during the reign of Setnakht and Ramses III, they are not forgery, all have the style
and cartouche of each reign and refer to persons who were living in these reigns.‖
―I could adduce that the parents of Ramses III are known. They are king Setnakht and
queen Tiyiemereniset, and they are clearly after Siptah and Tawosret reign because
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their vizier is the same, the great-grandson of Ramses II Hori, son of Hori! And they
have also the same viceroy of Kush, Hori son of Kama. It is logical, as the reign of Siptah
does not span 7 years, so the officers were yet in office a few years later, but not 800 years
later!‖...
On pages 88-89 of Peoples of the Sea, we read that Ramesses III can be identified with
Nectanebo I of the 30th Dynasty on the grounds that they both share the same title:
Nectaneb or Nekht-a-neb, recorded by BUDGE in 1908. Budge's copy of Ramesses III's titles
is inaccurate. This has been widely appreciated since 1963, when the Oriental Institute of
Chicago published the correct versions of all Ramesses III‘s titles, with translations, as a result
of their survey of the Medinet Habu temple complex. The title nekht-'a / neb khepesh,
meaning "strong arm; possessor of power", used by Ramesses III, could not possibly be
confused with the totally different name of the pharaoh Nectanebo I, Nakht'ranebef
when examined in its original version.‖
[Velikovsky argued that the pharaoh known from the monuments as Ramesses III was
identical to Nectanebo (I) of Diodorus and he claims on p. 88-98 of Peoples of the Sea that
the Nekhtnebef and Nekhthorheb of the monuments were not, as commonly supposed,
Nectanebo I and II of Dynasty 30, but local rulers who flourished under the authority of the
Persian satrap Arsames during the second half of the 5th century BC - RW]
Once we realise that there is no easily obtained name for Ramesses III similar to Nectanebo
then we must surely become cautious.
Velikovsky‘s point about the Greek letters on the reverse of the tiles from the palace of
Ramesses III has great merit (PotS page 6). My difference with Velikovsky is that the
Greeks who fired those tiles need only post-date Psammetichus circa 650 BC. Thus by
following the conventional theory that Dynasty 20 followed reasonably closely after 19
my revision will require that Ramesses III was after 650 BC but need not be as late as
380 BC.
Velikovsky argued on pages 7, 8 & 9 that the letters are more likely of the era of Plato. (424
to 348 BC). It is unfortunate that Velikovsky gives no reference or depictions to support his
claim.
An
excellent
site
here
has
Greek
Text
in
Egypt,
see
http://www.csad.ox.ac.uk/CSAD/Images.html
Even though many of these are dated to late eras, mainly Ptolemaic, the incidence of
apical and straight A‘s is running at 50% each. Thus no firm decision can be made as to
preference…
Sanders may well be correct when he makes the following statement,
―Continuing with his story from Manetho, Josephus states that some time later Amenophis
with his son Rampses (presumably now old enough to fight) advanced from his retreat in
Ethiopia and drove out the intruders to the frontiers of Syria. From the similarity of Josephus'
story with the history known from the Harris Papyrus and other sources, we can now make
some identification with relative certainty (CAH, Vol. II, 949). Arsu the Syrian is probably
Osarsiph, who changed his name to Mose; Amenophis and his son Rampses would then be
Setnakht and his son Ramesses III‖...
The question of the incongruity of naval possession in these times is further clouded by the
following observation .
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―The ships, which the Peleset use in the sea battle relief at Medinet Habu are unusual in that
they are powered by sail only, without oars. There is a central mast with crow's nest, a curved
keel, and a high stern and prow ending in a duck's head . Strangely, while the Medinet Habu
reliefs are traditionally dated to the 12th century, the same type boat is depicted on a vase
dated to the 7th/6th century era and on vases found at Skyros and at Enkomi in Cyprus‖...
The identification of the Peleset by Velikovsky as Persians by way of their headdress requires
that both patriots fight an enemy that contained elements of Persian or Median soldiers…In
my opinion the earliest that such a situation could arise is circa 550 BC when Persia was
showing its military muscle to Media, Lydia and Babylonia. Prior to this period
Nebuchadrezzar had captured Jerusalem after overrunning those territories to the north
there-of. Nebuchadrezzar is reputed to have invaded Egypt in his 37th year and to have
defeated the Hittites (Hatti).
Donovan Courville makes the point, ―an inscription of Ramesses III [Cambridge
Ancient History. 3rd ed., II, pt. 2, p. 371, or J. Breasted Ancient Records III, p. 37 (par.
64)] at Medinet Habu makes it clear that the Egyptians recognized the invaders of
Egypt as the same people who conquered the Hittites‖ ...The last person I know of who
claimed the defeat of Hatti was Nebuchadrezzar II...
Early in the reign of Nabonidus, (555 – 539?) there was the aforementioned revolt by Hamath
in Syria that was put down by Nabonidus. This revolt could be as a result of a strong
Egyptian presence; it ties in with my dates for the early year activities of Sethos, called
Ramesses. So it would appear that Ramesses III‘s ‗campaign of revenge‘ was the chasing of
the Syrians after the expulsion of Osarsiph; an activity he undertook whilst using the name
Sethos. This action would constitute a revitalised Egypt and thus would be a threat to other
nations with empire status on their minds. Such nations would be Babylonia and Persia in
these changed times...
My 5th year of Ramesses III is 548 BC. In that year the records at Medinet Habu have
Peleset troops assisting Ramesses III in the defence of Egypt against a Libyan invasion.
Thus by this date at least Egypt, by my time line, is in a treaty situation with whichever
country supplies the Peleset. Year 548 BC is also about the twentieth year of Amasis‘
subservience to Chaldea under Nabonidus, himself in a treaty situation with Persia, the
country we see as the home of the Peleset. I suggest that under the terms of the treaty
Nabonidus supplied troops to defend Egypt.
Between years 5 of Ramesses III and year 8 of Ramesses III the situation must change. The
Peleset are no longer allies, but enemies. According to Ramesses III his year eight enemies
took time to amass their armies in Syria and possibly as far south as Aradus in Palestine.
Thus we are obliged to argue that the break in the ―entente cordiale‖ was year six of
Ramesses III. Year six becomes 547 BC, roughly twenty years after our argued invasion in 567
BC by Nebuchadrezzar as given by Rawlinson who must have had good reason to so argue,
both for the invasion and the twenty year vassaldom of Amasis.
It is probable that the year eight defence of Egypt by Ramesses was an attempt by the
Babylonians, assisted by the Peleset and other allies to return the situation to one of
Egypt‘s subservience. This event occurs in 543 BC by my timing.
We noted above that very early in his reign, at least by 550 BC, Nabonidus had allied himself
with Cyrus, the Persian king who was then still a vassal of Astyages of Media. With the
acceptance of this treaty of co-operation Nabonidus would surely gain the use of Persian
military assistance. This presumed Persian assistance is after 550 BC: it is not when the
Hamath / Gaza incidents were in train.
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After 546 BC Cyrus, according to Herodotus, entertained the idea of an attack on Egypt. His
ally, post 550 BC, one Nabonidus, was in control of Palestine at least as far as Gaza.
I am therefore inclined to see that there might well be a Babylonian/Persian alliance to attack
Egypt subsequent to 546 BC. Such would then explain the presence of Persian soldiery in the
army that attacks Egypt in year eight of my repositioned Ramesses III.
This argument of mine appears to satisfy the identification of the Peleset as Persians in the
changed times of Ramesses III. So here we also have another reason to see the Prst as the
Persians. Although the Sea Peoples had changed the eastern Mediterranean world for good,
they never succeeded in immediately conquering Egypt (p.1-24).

I have not been able to find the source material to support the points indicating that the
vizier Hori of the late 19th Dynasty was one and the same as that in the time of the
20th Dynasty. As noted previously, there are an abundance of individuals named Hori
at Deir el-Medina.
Eric makes some other interesting points in the quote above. He notes that there is a
mix of straight and bent A‟s on the Greek tiles at Tell el-Yahudiya arguing that they
could be dated earlier than when Velikovsky claims Ramses III lived. He also notes that
the enemy of Ramses III is identified as the Babylonians in the great Harris papyrus.
Alan Montgomery in an email to me made these comments in regards to these views:
On the other hand when the workmen at Thebes built the tomb of Setnakht they
chipped an entrance for the tomb that ran into one of the walls of Amenmesse who
[supposedly] died 10 years before the end of the 19th Dynasty. So how does the chief
workman [Paneb] 10 years later not know where he made the passageways of that
pharaoh? He has the same name but he cannot be the same person.
Where do we find indisputable remains of Ramesses III et al - well in Beth Shean as I
wrote in the SIS paper the stele of Ramesses User Khepesh was found under a house
with classical columns of the Greek era. This is long after Eric dates and he prefers to
ignore this evidence.
It appears that the site was largely abandoned from Ramesses II until Ramesses III. So when
the Egyptians arrived again they built a statue to him in the final surface of Level V.
Though the excavators continually try to place Ramesses III in Level VI, my analysis says that
this is prejudiced to conform to the Manethoan order…
The term Pereset is translated as Persian in the Canopic decree.
The attack of Persians troops is interpreted [by Eric Aitchison] as a Chaldean attack
using Persian auxiliaries. This is desperate. A victorious pharaoh does not boast of
beating the auxiliary troops except in defeat.
Chaldean kings are not about to trust the conquest of a major trophy like Egypt to auxiliaries
forces. It is all about the glory and sending auxiliaries to gain the glory or lose is not an
option.
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In Alan‟s paper on Beth Shan he writes:
One might reasonably ask if there exists stratigraphic evidence of the Ramesside pharaohs in
Late Period deposits in Egypt.
An expedition to north Saqqara led by Emery found a massive brick wall enclosure,
30x40 yards, within which were found offering stones, Demotic script dating from the
3rd to 5th century BC, temple furniture, 300 bronze statuettes of fine quality and
wooden statues all dated after 525 BC. Papyri were written in Aramaic, the lingua
franca of the Persian era, Late Period Demotic and even Greek uncials of the Ptolemaic
era.
The temple therefore was dated from the [Persian] Saite to the Ptolemaic era. Emery
also found a blue cobra with the cartouche of Ramesses X, a furniture fragment with
the cartouche of Ramesses IX and a wooden door of a miniature shrine with a
cartouche of Amasis II.
Emery claimed that the Ramesses fragments are "temple heirlooms" from the 12th
century. This again is the power of the paradigm. But now, we can see that there is a
better explanation. Ramesses IX and X belong to the Late Period [after the Persian
conquest].

Rameses III is limited to the time after the beginning of the Greek alphabet (750 BC) due
to the finds at Tell el-Yahudiyah.
The Great Papyrus Harris says that there was a foreign occupation for many years prior to
the expulsion of Arza the Syrian.
There were a few times of foreign occupation after 750 BC. The first is the time of the
Libyans before 700 BC. The expulsion of the Libyans was done by the Ethiopians who
then vied for control with Assyria. The Pereset, who even Eric admits are the Persians, are
not involved in this process. Also, the Libyans are not Asiatics like Arza the Syrian.
If the 20th Dynasty ruled before the 19th Dynasty then, no doubt, Rameses III would be
included in the Seti I‟s king list at Abydos but he is not, and therefore ruled after the 19th
Dynasty which we have placed in the 7th and 6th centuries BC.
Eric Aitchison places the foreign occupation during the late and weaker part of the
Babylonian empire. He offers a strong point regarding the mix of straight and bent crosses
on the alphas of the Greek tiles leaning towards an earlier period before the straight cross
became standard. This circumstancial evidence needs to be weighed against the stronger,
direct written evidence.
Eric states: “Gardiner goes on to describe a situation prior to 380 BC [and Nectanebo‟s
reign] where Egypt is strong enough, nay independent enough to agree to a treaty with
Sparta against Persia. Gardiner has, „In 396 BC Sparta sought alliance with Egypt, which
was readily granted.‟”
Eric mentions this as a clear difference compared to the the foreign occupation noted by
the Great Papyrus Harris before Rameses III‟s time.
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Velikovsky states that Rameses III began his reign around 378 BC. Amyrtaeus, a
descendant of the 26th Dynasty pharaohs, led a successful revolt against the Persians in
404 BC which is before the Spartan alliance. Regarding this alliance with Greece
Velikovsky would attribute this to the reign of Acoris before Nectanebo I. Velikovsky wrote:
―In Diodorus' own words, these events in Egypt started at the very same time as the
formation of the second Athenian maritime confederacy, which aimed at the overthrow of
Spartan supremacy in Greece and this was in -377/6. One or two years earlier Nectanebo had
succeeded Acoris. Diodorus related this: ‘Whilst these things were acting in Greece,
Acoris, king of Egypt, for some time before bearing a grudge to the Persian king,
raised a great army of foreigners from all parts‖ (Peoples of the Sea, p.47).

Eric notes that, according to Josephus, the era of Osarsiph lasted about 13 years and was
a period of religious and political turmoil. He states that Amenophis and his son Rampses
would then be Setnakht and his son Rameses III, and that surely Arsu is a variant of
Osarsiph.
Velikovsky believed Josephus‟ story about Osarsiph had to do with Sethos and his brother
Haremhab with Osarsiph being Haremhab. The period of political turmoil could refer to the
defeat of the Libyans by the Ethiopians and the back and forth control of Egypt between
the Ethiopians and Assyrians.
Eric has the time of Rameses III parallel with the time of the 26th Dynasty and has these
events at the same time as the rule of Amasis who ruled from the Delta. This isn‟t a good
fit at all due to the 40 year period of desolation caused at this time by Nebuchadnezzar
though I assume that Eric makes Amasis a local prince under the foreign occupation.
Eric notes that Diodorus Siculus calls the rebels Babylonians. He also notes a reference at
Medinet Habu that says that the Egyptians recognized the invaders of Egypt as the same
people who conquered the Hittites and Eric goes on to note that Nebuchadnezzar
defeated the Hittites.
It should be noted that Nebuchadnezzar defeated the southern Hittite city states and not
the empire based at Hattusas which fell to the Lydians shortly after Eric places Rameses
III‟s defeat of the Pereset and Peoples of the Sea. The Lydians and remnants of the Hittite
empire were then conquered by the Medo-Persians.
What is completely absent in the Medinet Habu records of Rameses III’s successful
defence of Egypt is any mention of the Babylonians. It is the Pereset and the
Peoples of the Sea who get all the mention at Medinet Habu. This absence of the
Babylonians at Medinet Habu is a major point against Eric’s view of when Rameses
III reigned if the Babylonians were the primary aggressors.
Diodorus Siculus noted the rebels were Babylonians. Perhaps Diodorus Siculus mentioned
the Babylonians as the place where the Persian army came from. Diodorus Siculus‟
comment should be taken on only as supportive evidence NOT critical evidence due to the
complete absence of the Babylonians in the records of Ramses III at Medinet Habu.
Eric can explain the Pereset (Persian) presence but NOT the Babylonian absence which is
a major blow for his view of when Rameses III reigned.
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If Rameses IX and X ruled within decades of Rameses III’s reign as conventionally
believed which Eric does not dispute then the finds at North Saqqara of objects of
those being found together with papyri from the 400’s to the 200’s places Rameses
III around the early 4th century BC just where Velikovsky placed him.
On top of that are the finds of Rameses III at Beth Shan on virtually the same level
as Greek columns.
Velikovsky, notes regarding the Greek tiles with Rameses III’s name on the other
side: “Not only is there the issue of the Greek letters but the relief design on the
front of the tiles is similar to that of Persian art in the words of Naville…
“There are scarabs in the tombs of Rameses III, Rameses IV and the father of
Rameses III clearly placing them at the time of the 20th Dynasty. In a nearby
cemetery which Naville believed to be contemporary there are Greek tablets with
epitaphs with many Greek names.”
Eric has no archaeological evidence supporting his view, like the pieces of
archeaological evidence noted above, just Diodorus Siculus’ comment about the
Babylonians and a theory as to how the events panned out.
This brief period of independence around 400 BC came in the late Persian period.
Velikovsky notes the clear three battles with the changing sides as thus:
1] At the beginning of Rameses III‟s reign in the war against intruders from Libya both the
Pereset and the Peoples of the Sea supported the Egyptians and were allies.
2] Next in the war against the Pereset, the Peoples of the Sea are supporting the
Egyptians.
3] Then finally in the great battle at the mouth of the Nile, the Peoples of the Sea with their
horned helmets (now without discs between the horns) are on the side of the Pereset and
are enemies trying to invade Egypt before being defeated by the Egyptians under Ramses
III.
Velikovsky has a very impressive match of evidence against the records of Nectanebo‟s
wars recorded by Diodorus Siculus. In each case Velikovsky showed the changing sides of
the Pereset (Persians) and Peoples of the Sea (which he believes were Greek
mercenaries).
While Eric’s view has a couple of things in its favour (mix of straight and bent
alphas and Diodorus Siculus’ comment about the Babylonians) it is outweighed by
the four pieces of archaeological evidence in support of Velikovsky’s view.
Velikovsky has a much better match with Diodorus Siculus’ record of Nectanebo’s
wars with those on the walls of Medinet Habu with Rameses III’s wars which is
completely absent of the Babylonians that Eric needs to show were involved to
support his view.
On balance, Velikovsky has much more evidence to support the time period in which he
places Rameses III (early 4th century BC) even if there isn‟t quite the name match that
Eric points out between Nectanebo‟s name and the names of Rameses III.
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Dynasties 27-31
Following the native 26th Dynasty was the conquest by the Persians under Cambyses II in
525 BC.
The 27th Dynasty is formed of the Persian emperors from Cambyses II (525-521 BC) to
Darius II (424-404 BC).
Amyrtaeus, a descendant of the 26th Dynasty pharaohs, led a successful revolt against
the Persians in 404 BC. He was the only ruler of the 28th “Dynasty” before being defeated
in battle 6 years later by Nepherites I who founded the 29th Dynasty
On Nepherites' death, two rival factions fought for the throne: one behind his son Muthis,
and the other supporting a usurper Psammuthes; although Psammuthes was successful,
he only managed to reign for a year. Psammuthes was overthrown by Hakor, who claimed
to be the grandson of Nepherites I. He successfully resisted Persian attempts to reconquer
Egypt, drawing support from Athens (until the Peace of Antalcidas in 386 BC), and from
the rebel king of Cyprus, Evagoras.
The 30th Dynasty of ancient Egypt followed Nectanebo I's defeat of Nefaarud II, the son of
Hakor. Nectanebo I had gained control of all of Egypt by November of 380 BC, but spent
much of his reign defending his kingdom from Persian reconquest with the occasional help
of Sparta or Athens. In 365 BC, Nectanebo made his son Teos co-king and heir, and until
his death in 363 BC, father and son reigned together.
Nectanebo II's reign was dominated by the efforts of the Persian rulers to reconquer Egypt,
which they considered a satrapy in revolt. For the first ten years, Nectanebo avoided the
Persian reconquest because Artaxerxes III was forced to consolidate his control of the
realm. Artaxerxes then attempted an unsuccessful invasion of Egypt in the winter of
351/350 BC; the repercussions of his defeat prompted revolts in Cyprus, Phoenicia, and
Cilicia.
Although Nectanebo gave support to these revolts, Artaxerxes would eventually suppress
these rebellions and was once again able to invade Egypt in 343 BC. This second invasion
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proved successful, and Nectanebo II was forced to withdraw from his defenses in the Nile
Delta to Memphis, where he saw that his cause was lost. He thereupon fled south to
Nubia. Nectanebo II has been considered the last pharaoh of Egypt, and his flight marked
the end of Egypt as an independent entity.
After the second period of Persian domination which was the last of the recognised
Manetho list of dynasties Alexander the Great ruled Egypt. The Greek Empire was split
into 4 divisions after Alexander‟s death. Egypt was then ruled by the Greek general
Ptolemy I and then his Greek descendants all the way down to 30 BC.
Macedonian Kings, 331-305 BC
Alexander the Great: 331-324 BC
Philip III: 323-317 BC
Alexander IV: 316-305 BC
Ptolemies of Egypt, 304-30 BC
Ptolemy I Soter (Ptolemy Lagus): 304-285 BC
Ptolemy II Philadelphus (Philadelphus): 284-247 BC
Ptolemy III Euergetes (Euergetes): 246-222 BC
Ptolemy IV Philopator (Philopator): 221-205 BC
Ptolemy V Epiphanes (Epiphanes): 204-181 BC
Ptolemy VI Philometor (Philometor: 180-146 BC
Ptolemy VIII Euergetes II (Physcon): 145-117 BC
Ptolemy IX Soter II (Soter): 116-81 BC
Ptolemy XII Neos Dionysus (Auletes): 80-52 BC
Cleopatra Thea Philopator (Cleopatra): 51-30 BC

The last of these Greek rulers of Egypt was Cleopatra. Following her suicide the Romans
conquered Egypt and it became a part of the Roman Empire then the Byzantine Empire
(Eastern Roman Empire) after the city of Rome fell and then the Muslim empire conquered
Egypt before it became a part of the Ottoman Empire for many centuries.
The British took control of Egypt in 1880 as a protectorate and following the Suez Canal
crisis of 1956 a new Egyptian republic with native rule under Nassar was established.
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CHAPTER 15
CONCLUSION
Our first major synchronism was dating the end of the Middle Kingdom with the
Exodus in 1445 BC using numerous pieces of evidence that place the time of the
Israelites in Egypt during the Middle Kingdom and the records such as Ipuwer papyrus to
date the catastrophic end of the Middle Kingdom with the plagues of Egypt noted in the
Bible.
Schaeffer‟s dates the two Early Bronze Age catastrophes that shook virtually of the Middle
East to the end of the Early Bronze II (EB II) period and at the end of the Early Bronze III
(EB III) period. Conventionally these are dated to 2350 and 2100 BC.
If we reduce the date earlier EB II catastrophe (which was one of primarily fire as well as
meteor destruction) by the same time as we reduced the Middle Kingdom this gives us a
date of around 2100 BC.
There is another biblical catastrophe referred to in the Scriptures that matches this
date of 2100 BC – the destruction of the Tower of Babel and this destruction is likely
to be the same as that detected at the end of the EB II period.
The latter EB III catastrophe was one of great fire and earthquake. If we reduce the
date of the end of the Old Kingdom by the same time as we reduced the Middle
Kingdom by, the end of the Eary Bronze Age co-incides with the time of the biblical
catastrophe that destroyed Sodom and Gomorrah in the time of Abraham (1850 BC).
This likely caused the sinking of lower Jordan valley below sea level. This synchronises to
the time of the destruction of the palace of Naram-Sin in the late Akkadian empire.
Donovan Courville, in my opinion, makes a convincing case that the Dynasties 1 and 2
were parallel with Dynasties 3 and 4. Menes probably began his reign and Dynasty 1
around 2100 BC in the early EB II period. Dynasty 3 in the north began probably 50-100
years later. Menes some 30 years into his reign united Egypt. His dynasty was based in
central Egypt.
Dynasties 1 and 3 ended about the same time with primary rule transferring from Dynasty
1 in central Egypt to Dynasty 4 in the north. This shift followed the religious war that was
successfully resolved by Ka-sekhem probably occurred around 1950 BC.
Dynasty 5 probably began to rule around the same time that Abraham left Ur of the
Chaldees around 1875 BC.
I would hazard a guess that Pepi II was probably the pharaoh that Abraham interacted with
when he briefly dwelt in Egypt after a famine in the land of Canaan (Genesis 12:12-20).
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In my opinion, Dynasties 5 and 6 were not successive but parallel and probably started
shortly before the EB III catastrophe (Sodom and Gomorrah catastrophe 1850 BC) and
finished close to the start of the Middle Kingdom around 1690 BC. A Pepi I (early 6th
dynasty) alasbaster was found in the palace of Naram-Sin at Tell Brak which was
destroyed in the EB III catastrophe (1850 BC).
Dynasties 7 to 11 were probably contemporary with this same period of time just before
and perhaps partially parallel with Dynasty 12.
We examined the history of the Middle Kingdom and found solid evidence for a major
overlap between Dynasties 12 and 13 with Dynasty 13 taking over as the primary rulers
when Dynasty 12 ended just over 30 years before the Exodus.

I concluded that Joseph’s pharaoh would have been Sesostris I of the 12th Dynasty
and that the pharaoh of the Exodus was 13th Dynasty pharaoh Ka-ankh-ra of the
Turin list and Koncharis of the Sothis list known as Sobekhotep V.
Another major synchronism used to help anchor the placement of the 18th Dynasty
was Velikovsky’s synchronism of Thutmose III and wall of treasure at the temple of
Karnak with the treasure plundered by the biblical Shishak in the time of Solomon’s
son, Rehoboam in 923 BC. We saw much better evidence for this synchronism
compared to other contenders put forth for Shishak.
I also compared the various timeframes suggested for the late 18th Dynasty with the
evidence available in the el-Amarna letters and concluded that Peter James 1978
position that Jehoshaphat’s son, Jehoram of Judah was the best candidate for
Abdi-Hiba of Urusalim (Jerusalem) in the letters.
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In the battle between the connecting genealogical evidence and synchronistic evidence
supporting Velikovsky‟s separation of Dynasties 18, 19 and 20 I believe the balance of
evidence is in favour of the synchronistic evidence calling for a separation of these
dynasties.
As solid as some of the genealogical evidences may appear at first glance, there is
enough to question their validity. Some of them were constructed well after the period in
dispute and others include names that are shared by many individuals over the centuries.
After downgrading the genealogical evidence from critical evidence to only supporting
evidence, we analysed the synchronistic and archaeological evidence both within Egypt
and outside of Egypt and found a much greater weight of evidence in support of the
separation of Dynasties 18 and 19.
Velikovsky‟s radical placement of the 19th Dynasty in the 7th and 6th centuries and
making Rameses the Great a contemporary with the Hittite New Kingdom and
Nebuchadnezzar I found held up under closer scrutiny and Rameses the Great was the
biblical Necho who battled with Josiah. I also felt Velikovsky‟s Dynasty 20 placement in the
early 4th century BC held up under closer scrutiny.
Some of Velikovsky‟s identifications and conclusions, I felt, did not hold up under closer
scutiny. Those include the following:










El-Arish as Avaris where the Hyksos were defeated (more likely to be Tell ebDaba in the eastern Delta identified as Avaris by Beitak).
Zerah the Ethiopian‟s defeat was either on Amenhotep I‟s 7th or 9th year
campaigns (though perhaps a later campaign during his reign that isn‟t
recorded).
Abdi-Hiba of Urusalim in the el-Amarna letters was Jehoshaphat (He was more
likely to have been Jehoshaphat‟s son, Judah).
Rib-Addi of Sumur in the el-Amarna letters was Ahab (IF Sumur was Samaria
which could go either way then Rib-Addi would have been Ahab‟s son, Joram).
Shalmanesser III was the king of Hatti in the the el-Amarna letters (Hatti was a
separate kingdom to Assyria in Turkey).
Pharaoh So, who Hoshea of Israel paid tribute to, was Shoshenk I of Dynasty
22. I concluded So was Shabaka of Dynasty 25 (Golden Horus name:
Sobekhotep). Shoshenk I was, instead, likely to have been the unnamed
deliverer of the northern Israel kingdom in Jehoahaz‟s reign.
Sethos the elder was Seti the Great‟s grandfather (Sethos was loyal to the
Ethiopians while Seti the Great was loyal to the Assyrians so this family
connection is highly unlikely)
Nebuchadnezzar was the Hittite king Hattusilis III (Hatti was a separate kingdom
to Babylon in Turkey that was allied with the Babylonians at the battle of
Carchemish).

Despite those views not holding up under closer scrutiny none of those affect the
placements of the dynasties that Velikovsky proposed (with the exception of a slight
extension of Dynasty 18 due to the el-Amarna identification adjustments).
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Remarkably all of Velikovsky‟s dynasty placements, in my view, have stood up under the
closer scrutiny of being compared with the many revised chronologies out there and, still
remains the best revised chronology in my view.
Even Velikovsky‟s alter-ego equations of many Dynasty 19 kings with Dynasty 26 kings
along with some Dynasty 20 kings with Dynasty 30 have stood firm under closer scrutiny.
While not unshakeable, the balance of evidence supports them.
Alan Montgomery has a more extended Bible chronology than I have but, apart from that,
we have ended up on the same page, not only with the dynasty placements, but with the
minor adjustments we have concluded need to be made to Velikovsky‟s overall
chronology.
Alan has been an enormous help to me with his excellent research and I am very grateful
for the assistance that he has given me with this investigation into the pros and cons of the
various revised chronologies.
Below is a chart below summarising my post Exodus conclusions:

I hope that you have enjoyed this investigation of the history of Egypt and analysis of the
different chronological schemes where I have tried to find as many interesting connections
as possible with the Bible.
With a better synchronisation of the history of Egypt with that of the Bible I hope that a
much greater light has been shed on your understanding of both Egypt and Bible history!
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