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FOREWORD

This work is not the result of an overnight dream. It is
rather the result of fifteen years of investigation into the
problems, the aims, and the premises of the discipline known
as Biblical archaeology. The study had its origin when certain
statements of the Biblical archaeologists were pointed out
which appeared to contradict the clear statements of
Scripture. This source had long been regarded by the author
as historically reliable. In the course of investigations into
the bases for these apparent contradictions, the reports of
Miss Kenyon's work at Jericho began to appear. These re-
ports indicated a necessary redating of the fallen walls at
Jericho, which had long been accepted by archaeologists
and Biblical scholars alike as those of the Biblical story of
Joshua. These more recent investigations called for a dating
of these walls at the end of the Early Bronze Age, an era
which had been assigned a date before the beginning of the
20th century B.C. By this altered dating, these walls could
not be thus identified, and there was nothing of significance
to be found on the mound site to indicate occupation at any
time between the 15th and 12th centuries. This era encom-
passes the dates for the Exodus and the Conquest by both
the more commonly accepted dates for these events.

About this time in the author’s investigations, Velikovsky
came out with his volume presenting evidence interpreted
to indicate that the chronology of Egypt had been set too
far back on the time scale by a plurality of centuries. If this
evidence could be confirmed, it would follow that the neces-
sary redating of these walls was not the result of a misidenti-
fication of the walls, but rather has resulted from an error
in the date to be attributed to the end of Early Bronze. Of
particular interest was the explanation offered by Velikovsky
for the presumed chronological error in the placement of
the Exodus incident in Egyptian history, which error was
regarded as but a reflection of a grossly expanded chronology
of Egypt. It was his contention that part of the inscriptive
material of certain ancient kings was, at times, being
credited to a given king and at other times to a king of the
same name but ruling at a much later date. The result was
a series of “double kings™ and “half kings.” While a number
of the contentions of Velikovsky, rejected by scholars at the
time, have been confirmed by later investigations, the
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validity of this explanation for a presumed chronological
error amounting to a plurality of centuries remained uncon-
firmed. Yet certain of the evidences offered in support of the
altered chronological structure were quite convincing, and
the proposed revision provided solutions to a number of
major difficulties that characterize the traditional views. On
the other hand, it has not been demonstrated that the
evidence of either Scripture or archaeology for the periods
before and after that encompassed by his thesis (from the
Exodus through the Amarna Period) can be fitted satisfac-
torily into this altered structure. The same shortcoming holds
for areas of the ancient world other than Egypt. Yet such a
demonstration is an essential prerequisite to the recognition
of many of his other contentions as credible.

The writer spent perhaps a year or more in attempts to
determine whether or not this concept of “double kings”
and “half kings” represented a feasible basis for explaining
the condensation of Egyptian chronology necessary to meet
his other contentions. While the author would have wel-
comed a positive result from such a study (since the proposed
chronological shift would have provided at least a tentative
basis for retention of the identity of the fallen walls at
Jericho as those of the conquest under Joshua), it could
only be concluded that such an explanation was out of the
question. If the chronological shift proposed by Velikovsky
has any factual basis, the error in the current views must be
shown to have a totally different explanation.

Having been convinced on this point, the magnitude of
the task confronting any one who would attempt to propose
a credible altered chronology involving a condensation of
this magnitude was becoming increasingly apparent. The
discrepancy in terms of Bible chronology is of the magnitude
of more than 600 years at the time of the Conquest and no
less than 600 years at the time of the Exodus. To merit any
serious consideration, such an altered chronological structure
must retain all of the well-established synchronisms between
the kings of other nations which have been used to support
the current views, and if any of these are rejected, it must be
shown why these are open to reasonable question. The
infinite bits of data from archaeology should fit into the al-
tered structure without appreciable flaw. This demand holds
not alone for the area of Egypt, but also for all of the other
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nations of antiquity that left any data resembling a basis for
a chronology. All of this must be done without introducing
any other significant difficulties in the nature of incon-
sistencies, incongruities, or anachronistic situations.

If it is true that the current views are in error by any such
figure, then a corrected structure should eliminate at large
the unsolved problems and apparent anachronisms in the
current views, in addition to being free of any newly intro-
duced problems of significance. Still further, if it is true
that the current views are not providing the proper back-
ground for the incidents of Old Testament history, then the
background should show notably better agreement with the
information provided in Scripture. And this criterion holds
not alone for the era between the Exodus and the Amarna
period, but for the entire history of Egypt and Palestine.

There is also to be considered the various dating methods
that have been used to arrive at the traditional views. If it
is true that these views are in error by a figure of more than
600 years, it would follow that these dating methods are
invalid, or at least that they do not provide dependable dates
within the necessary degree of approximation for making
a clear decision between two chronologies differing by such
a magnitude. Except as a reasonable basis can be shown for
querying the validity of these methods, little is to be gained
by proposing an alteration in the chronology of Egypt for the
limited period between the Exodus and the Amarna Period.

In the face of the requirements to be met by any proposal
for a severe alteration in the traditional views, it is not diffi-
cult to understand the reticence of scholars to give serious
consideration to such an approach to the problem of
archaeology. It would seem that even those scholars who,
like the writer, continue to regard Scripture as a dependable
historical source have manifest an extreme reticence in the
direction of serious consideration of such an approach to the
problems which are peculiar to their beliefs.

At this point in his investigation, the writer faced a
dilemma. He was convinced that the necessary condensation
of ancient chronology could not be attained on the assump-
tion of “double kings” and “half kings”; he was equally
convinced that Scripture is a reliable historical source and
that archaeological interpretations in actual contradiction
to this source represent erroneous deductions from obscure
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or inadequate data. He was also convinced that a number of
the critical interpretations of archaeology were in contradic-
tion to Scripture in some of its larger aspects, and not merely
on minor details, and that these discrepancies could not be
divorced from chronological problems. This latter concept
was not new or unique with the author, as indicated by the
continued division of opinion among scholars as to the
proper setting of the incident of the Exodus in Egyptian
history.

The only avenue that appeared to remain open and which
left any room at all for these convictions was that which
hypothesized, in the face of the magnitude of the task of
demonstration, that gross errors in chronology were involved
as a source and cause of these major problems, but that the
cause and nature of the errors remained unrecognized. It
was to the investigation of this remaining possibility that
this study was directed. It is not the purpose here to preview
the results of this long-continued investigation. Suffice it to
say that the exciting developments from this research
comprise the content of this two-volume work entitled The
Exodus Problem and Its Ramification. The material is not
presented in the order in which the concepts were developed,
but in an order considered most readily followed by the
reader. No apologies are offered for the inclusion of some
material that may be of primary interest to those who wish
to look deeper into the problems under consideration.

The Author



CHAPTERI

THE SCRIPTURAL ACCOUNTS OF THE
EXODUS AND RELATED EVENTS

Before launching into a discussion of the numerous prob-
lems related to the Exodus, we pause briefly to review the
pertinent points in the Scriptural accounts of this and relat-
ed events. No attempt is made here to evaluate either the
reliability or credibility of these accounts. It is intended
only to note the salient points in Scripture that are crucial
to the later discussions as a basis for determining the nature
and extent of deviations by the conventional interpretations
of archaeological data.

I. The Exodus Event Foretold

The Scriptural narrative of the Exodus has its beginning
in the promise of Jehovah to Abram centuries earlier. The
land of Canaan, then occupied by the Canaanites and other
peoples, was promised to the descendants of Abraham as a
possession. It is evident that immediate possession of the
land was not intended since Abraham was told:!

Know of a surety that thy seed shall be a stranger in a land that is
not theirs, and shall serve them; and they shall afflict them four hun-
dred years; and also that nation, whom they shall serve, will I judge;
and afterward shall they come out with great substance. . . . But in the

fourth generation they shall come hither again; for the iniquity of the
Amorites is not yet full.

II. The Famine of Joseph’s Time

The sequence of events leading to the fulfillment of this
promise stands as one of the most interesting stories in
Scripture. To Abram was born in his old age a son, Isaac,
through whom the promise was to be fulfilled. To Isaac was
born Jacob and to Jacob twelve sons, the next youngest of
whom was Joseph, his father’s favorite. The older brothers
out of envy sold Joseph as a slave to a group of passing
Ishmaelites who took him to Egypt and in turn sold him as
a slave to Potiphar, the captain of the king’s guard. Joseph,
then only seventeen years of age,? served his master faith-
fully but was eventually cast into prison on a false charge by
the wife of his master. There he remained two full years.?
At the end of this time the king had a very disturbing dream
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which his wise men were unable to interpret. The king’s
attention was directed to Joseph who had previously inter-
preted dreams of certain imprisoned officers of the king,
which interpretations had come to pass as he had predicted.
Joseph was brought from prison to interpret the dream as an
omen of a coming prolonged famine which was to last seven
years, but which was to be preceded by seven years of
plenty.

The king believed the interpretation as given by Joseph
and appointed him as his vizier, second only to himself in
the kingdom.* Under the guidance of Joseph, food was
stored during the seven years of plenty against the coming
famine. With the coming of the famine, which reached into
the land of Canaan, Joseph’s father (Jacob), unaware of his
son’s elevated position in Egypt, sent ten of his eleven re-
maining sons into Egypt to buy corn. In the course of
events, Joseph made himself known to his brothers who had
sold him into slavery and invited them to return to Canaan
and bring their father and the remainder of the family to
Egypt to spend the remaining years of famine.

During the famine, food was sold to the Egyptians for
money, then in trade for their cattle, and finally in trade
for their lands; so that at the end of the famine all the real
property of Egypt had been transferred from the people to
the pharoah, and the Egyptians were subsequently required
to pay one-fifth of their income and produce to the king in
return for the lease of the lands which had previously been
their own.® Joseph and his family and their descendants
were provided freely from the storehouses during the fam-
ine and at its end were not required to pay this fifth to the
king.® Thus Joseph and his descendants occupied an envia-
ble position compared to that of the native Egyptians.”

I11. Israel Reduced to Slavery

In the course of time, a king arose “who knew not Jo-
seph,” or perhaps did not choose to recognize the contribu-
tion that Joseph had made to the salvation of Egypt. Fear-
ing lest the multiplying Israelites would rise and join some
invading army, they were degraded to the lot of slaves.

‘And they made their lives bitter with hard bondage, in mortar, and
in brick, and in all manner of service in the field: all their service,
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wherein they made them serve, was with rigour. And they built for
Pharaoh treasure cities, Pithom and Raameses.

This period of slavery must have lasted more than 80 years
for Moses was born in this background and was 80 years
old at the time of the Exodus.® As the story goes, Moses,
born of Hebrew parents, was taken into the king’s palace to
be brought up by the daughter of the pharaoh, and was
evidently in line to succeed the pharaoh on the throne.
However, his position was jeopardized by his taking the
side of one of his oppressed brethren and killing an Egyp-
tian taskmaster. Moses was then forced to flee to Midian
where he remained for forty years."

IV. Egypt Ruined Economically

At the end of forty years, Jehovah appeared to Moses and
bade him return to Egypt and deliver his people, Israel,
from their afflictions. Reticent at first, Moses finally ac-
cepted the assignment and, at the hand of God, ten ruinous
plagues were brought upon Egypt because the pharaoh re-
fused to grant permission for Israel to go three days’ jour-
ney into the wilderness to sacrifice to their God. The series
of plagues, which appeared and ceased in turn at the com-
mand of Moses, brought an increasing degree of ruin to
Egypt. The pharaoh in his stubborness refused to recognize
the God of Israel and remained adamant in his refusal to let
Israel go. With the appearance of the seventh plague of
hail, which destroyed such crops as had sprung from the
ground and which had evidently also destroyed many of the
cattle, pharaoh’s counselors turned against him and chided
him saying:'?

How long shall this man be a snare unto us? Let the men go, that

they may serve the Lord their God; knowest thou not yet that Egypt is
destroyed?

The pharaoh remained obdurate, and three more plagues
followed to complete the ruin. Locusts came in swarms to
eat every green leaf that was left from the hail or that had
sprung up since the plague of hail. An intense darkness fol-
lowed and finally the destruction of the first-born of Egypt
from the peasant to the palace of the king. With the tenth
and last of the plagues, the pharaoh all but drove the Is-
raelites out of Egypt.*
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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. And he called for Moses and

‘Aaron by night, and said, Rise up, and get you forth from among my

people, both ye and the children of Israel, and go serve the Lord as ye

have said. . . . 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.

Before the Israelites left Egypt, they “borrowed from the
Egyptians’~ jewels of silver and jewels of gold and raiment,
and the Egyptians were now ready to give them whatever
they asked.™

And the Lord gave the people favour in the sight of the Egyptians,
so that they lent unto them such things as they required. And they
spoiled the Egyptians.

Thus was fulfilled the promise of Jehovah centuries before,
that they should come out “with great substance” and at
the same time the economic ruin of Egypt was completed.
Not only had their crops and cattle been destroyed, and the
free labor of perhaps a million people suddenly vanished,
but the very reserve that might have served in the recuper-
ation from the disaster was also gone.

V. Egypt Ruined Militarily

When it became apparent that Israel had no intention of
returning to Egypt after three days, the pharaoh, seeing his
complete economic ruin, decided to gather his armies and
pursue the Israelites with the aim of forcing their return to
slavery and the recovery of the enormous treasures which
had been taken out of Egypt."

And he [pharach] made ready his chariot, and took his people
[armies] with him: and he took six hundred chosen chariots, and all
the chariots of Egypt, and captains over every one of them.

The Israelites were overtaken at the borders of the Red
Sea' at a point where escape seemed no longer possible. Je-
hovah caused the waters of the sea to part miraculously,
permitting the Israelites to pass over on dry ground. When
the armies of pharaoh presumed to follow, the waters re-
turned bringing complete destruction to the pursuing
armies so that not a man lived to return to tell the story.'”
And the waters returned, and covered the chariots, and the horse-

men, and all the host of Pharaoh that came into the sea after them;
there remained not so much as one of them.
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Egypt had been ruined economically. She was now ruined
politically and militarily. Egypt was left without a ruler and
without chariots or a protecting army.*®

VI. Israel Occupies Palestine

Because of the unbelief and rebellion of the liberated
slaves, Jehovah was displeased with his people and permit-
ted them to wander for forty years in the wilderness, and
their children of the next generation only were permitted to
enter the promised land under the leadership of Joshua.
After a miraculous stopping of the waters of the Jordan
River, Israel passed this barrier without incident and began
the task of conquest. The walls of the critical fortifications
of Jericho fell miraculously at the blast of the trumpets and
the shouts of the people, and the city was put to the
torch.” One after another of the cities of Canaan fell to the
Israelites. Some were destroyed; others were spared as sub-
sequent occupation sites. After a campaign of about six
years, the land was divided among the tribes by lot.* The
conquest had not been completed however. Residues of the
original inhabitants were permitted to remain in the land to
try the people whether they would obey Jehovah or not.
These, because of the disobedience of the people, were
later used by Jehovah to oppress his people and turn them
back to their allegiance to himself. During the entire period
between the Exodus and the organization of Israel as a
kingdom in the days of Saul, Egypt is not mentioned in
Scripture except with reference to past events. The narra-
tive thus leaves Egypt in political and economic eclipse
during this extended period.

Notes and References

(1) Gen. 15:13. (2) Gen. 37:2. (3) Gen. 41:1 (4) Gen. 41:39-44. (5) Gen. 47:23-26. (6) Gen.
47:22 (margin), 27. (7) Gen. 47:6, 11, 27. (8) Ex. 1:14, 11. (9) Cf. Deut. 34:7; Ex. 16:35, and
Josh. 5:6. (10) Ex. 2:10. (11) Ex. 2:11-15; Acts 7:23ff. (12) 10:7. (13) Ex. 12:30, 31, 33. (14) Ex.
12:36. Ex. 12:36. (15) Ex. 14:6, 7. (16) Ex. 14:9. The Hebrew at this point has also been trans-
lated as “'Sea of Weeds” or “"Sea of Reeds” (Y-AC on Red Sea). It has been suggested that the
body of water here referred to is not that now known as the Red Sea but is rather an arm of the
Mediterranean Sea. The identity of this body of water is not critical to the present discussion.
(17) Ex. 14:28; see also Ex. 15:5, 19; Ps. 136:15. (18) The discovery of the mummies of the
various pharaohs supposed to have been the pharaoh of the Exodus has led some to deny that
Scripture teaches that the pharaoh of the Exodus lost his life in the Exodus incident. See Chap.
}II,hSect. IX for a discussion of this problem. (19) Josh. 6:1, 2, 18-24. (20) Cf. Num. 14:33 and
osh. 14:7, 10.



CHAPTER II

THE DATE OF THE EXODUS
IN ISRAELITE CHRONOLOGY

With the pertinent points related to the Exodus and asso-
ciated events before us, it next becomes of importance to
determine the limits within which the Exodus event may be
placed on the B.C. time scale, based on references from the
Sacred Writings only. For the immediate discussion, an
exact setting of the event is quite unnecessary since our
purpose here is only to determine the limits within which
the event must find its proper background in terms of
Egyptian history if we are to consider Old Testament chro-
nology as dependable. Opinions based on considerations
outside the Scriptural accounts are thus disregarded for the
time being. Observed deviations from these limits may then
be regarded as errors in Scripture, or errors in the interpre-
tation of Scripture, or errors in human reasoning.

Unlike the problem of setting the date for Mena, the first
Egyptian king, on which opinions have differed by more
than 3000 years,' the limits of interpretation of Old Testa-
ment chronology with reference to the Exodus date are re-
latively narrow. The limits of opinion which would appear
to be acceptable within the concept of a dependability of
these writings chronologically are included in the time era
from the late seventeenth century to the mid-fifteenth cen-
tury B.C., a variation of less than 200 years. While dates for
‘the Exodus have been suggested between these extremes,
critical Bible scholars, for the most part, are divided into
two groups, the difference of opinion resting on variant in-
terpretations of the statements in I Kings 6:1 and Acts
13:19, 20.

The record in I Kings was presumably written by the re-
ligious chronographer at the time and reads:

And it came to pass in the four hundred and eightieth year after the
children of Israel were come out of the land of Egypt, in the fourth

year of Solomon’s reign over Israel, in the month of Zif, which is the
second month, that he began to build the house of the Lord.

The record of Acts was written by Luke and provides for
us the words of Paul in a speech made to the people of An-
tioch. Paul, a Hebrew scholar, is reviewing the past history
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of the Jews. The KJV renders his comments on the era in
question in the words:

And when he had destroyed seven nations in the land of Chanaan,
he divided their land to them by lot. And after that he gave unto them
judges about the space of four hundred and fifty years, until Samuel
the prophet.

The chronological data for the era from the Exodus to
the fourth year of Solomon is given in Table I with Scrip-
tural references. Examination of these figures will make it
apparent that it is quite impossible that the elapsed time
from the Exodus to the fourth year of the reign of Solomon
was 480 years, if at the same time the period of the rule of
the Judges was 450 years. The 480-year period must include
in addition to the period of the Judges, the forty years in
the wilderness,* a period of six years for the initial phase of
the conquest,* a period between the Conquest and the first
judge which is not defined in Scripture but which Josephus
gives as 18 years,* the 40-year reigns of Saul® and David,®
and three years into the reign of Solomon.

About 330 years is thus the maximum that can logically
be allowed of the 480 years for the period of the Judges.
This is 120 years short of the period as given to this era in
the KJV rendering of Acts 13:20. Yet it is quite anomalous
that either Paul or the chronographer of I Kings should
make an error of more than 100 years in this matter, for
both could be expected to have an unerring knowledge of
the past history of Israel. Since Paul is speaking extempora-
neously, one might allow for some degree of approximation,
but the qualification hardly allows for a deviation of more
than a full century.

The logical solutions to the problem within a plausible
retention of these figures as of chronological value would
lie in assuming a copyist error, the nature of which may be
recognized and corrected, a mistranslation of one verse or
the other, or a failure to properly comprehend what each
writer meant by his statement. Herein lie the bases for the
difference of opinion among Bible scholars on the date to
be attributed to the Exodus. This situation has given rise to
two interpretations, each with variations, which may be re-
ferred to as the long and short chronologies for the era of
the Judges.
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1. The Long Chronology

One group of scholars, representing a minority opinion,
would harmonize these two records by assuming that the
480 years of I Kings 6:1 do not refer to elapsed time. Vari-
- ous alternate interpretaions have been devised in this direc-
tion. One such would assume that the 480 years do not in-
clude the various periods during which Israel was under the
domination of foreign peoples. This interpretation is de-
fended as allowable since during these periods of oppres-
sion, the people were living in disobedience to the com-
mands of Jehovah and hence the periods of oppression are
not included since these are not part of the history of God’s
chosen people.” This interpretation must presume that the
. chronographer of the Book of Kings recognized such a prin-
ciple of computing time periods, an assumption which some
might have difficulty in conceding since there is no other
example in Scripture of the use of such a premise. A serious
question may also be raised as to the validity of the neces-
sary assumption that the one responsible for keeping these
records would record such qualified data without indicating
the qualification, if this principle were not one in general
use. However, suppose that this explanation is tentatively
granted as possible within the acceptable limits of Scriptur-
al interpretation.

Reference to Table I shows that the summation of the
rules of the various judges, exclusive of Samuel whose peri-
od of rule is not stated in Scripture, yields a figure of 339
years. The corresponding summation of the periods of op-
pression is 111 years. The sum of the two figures is just 450
years. It might be reasoned that Paul’s 450-year period is
thus composed, but such a conclusion is not altogether logi-
cal. The eight-year period of oppression by Cushan preced-
ed the period of the Judges and should not be included in
the 450 years while the rule of the last judge, Samuel, is
not included as it should be.

One might, in order to bypass this discrepancy, eliminate
the eight years of oppression by Cushan as belonging to the
post-Joshua era and include twelve years of judgeship for
Samuel on the basis of the statement of Josephus® to the ef-
fect that Samuel ruled 30 years, 18 of which extended into
the reign of Saul. This yields a figure of 454 years which is
still reasonable in the light of the obvious approximation in
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Paul’s statement.

A number of other schemes have been devised in line
with the general concept of a long chronology for the era of
the Judges, each with its own assumptions in support of de-
tails. Each of these in turn must be considered as specula-
tive since there are no unequivocal bases in Scripture in
support of the assumptions involved. The most that can be
hoped for from such speculation is to show that the longer
chronology of the Judges is not at notable variance with the
information provided in Scripture. Within this limitation,
we may concur that such interpretations are worthy of con-
sideration. In so doing, we are not granting that such
schemes represent the most reasonable interpretations of
Bible chronology. If, on the other hand, such an interpreta-
tion leads us to a relatively complete solution to the related
problems, while the short chronology leads to confusion,
there would be little by way of choice but to accept the
long chronology.

I1. The Short Chronology

A second group of scholars, representing a majority opin-
ion, take the 480 years of I Kings 6:1 as true elapsed time
and explain the apparent discrepancy in the KJV rendering
of Acts 13:20 as rising from an unfortunate selection from
variant readings of the verse as found in other manuscripts.
Textual evidence favors the reading as given in the RSV
which reads:® :

.. . he gave them their land as an inheritance for about four hun-
dred fifty vears. And after that he gave them judges until Samuel the
prophet.

If this be taken as the correct rendering of the statement
as originally given by Paul, the 450-year period falls before
the time of the Exodus and not during the period of the
Judges. Since the period as given is obviously approximate,
it may be taken as that from the promise to Abraham to the
entrance of Israel into the land of Canaan. During this
time, the land was theirs only as a promised inheritance
and not in actuality. Paul also gives the length of the peri-
od from the promise to the giving of the law at Sinai, just
following the Exodus, as 430 years.'® The two statements
are now consistent providing confirmation for the correct-
ness of the RSV rendering. The approximate period of 450
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years is then more exactly 470 years by addition ot the 40
years in the wilderness to the 430.

An alternate method used to attain harmony between I
Kings 6:1 and Acts 13:20 would recognize Moses and Josh-
ua as belonging to the period of the Judges. This interpre-
taion has been deemed reasonable since these two leaders
acted in the capacity of judges.!' This interpretation, how-
ever, would not appear to be permissible within the ren-
dering of either the KJV or the RSV.*

TABLE 1

Chronological Data for the Period from the Exodus to Solomon

- Post- " Era Era
Exodus of the  Periods of of the

era Judges Oppression Kings References
Wilderness wandering 40 yrs Num. 14:33
Joshua’s Conquest 6 yrs Josh. 14:7f
To the death of Joshua 20 yrs®
Post-Joshua era 18 yrs.”* 8 yrs°® ° °Jd§. 3:8
Rule of Othniel, peace 40 yrs Jud. 8:11
Moabite oppression 18 yrs Jdg. 3:14
Ehud’s judgeship, peace 80 yrs®°° Jdg. 3:30
Canaanite oppression 20 yrs Jdg. 4:3
Rule of Deborah, peace 40 yrs - Jdg. 5:31
Midianite oppression 7 yrs Jdg. 6:1
Rule of Gideon, peace 40 yrs Jdg. 8:28
Rule of Abimelech 3yrs Jdg. 9:22
Rule of Tola 23 yrs Jdg. 10:2
Rule of Jair 22 yrs Jdg. 10:3
Philistine and Ammonite 18 yrs Jdg. 10:7

oppression
Rule of Jephthat 6 yrs Jdg. 12:7
Rulé of Ibzan 7 yrs Jdg. 12:8
Rule of Elon 10 yrs Jdg. 12:11
Rule of Abdon 8 yrs Jdg. 12:14
Philistine oppression 40 yrs Jdg. 13:1
Rule of Samson 20 yrs Jdg. 15:20
Rule of Eli 40 yrs I Sam. 4:18
Rule of Samuel ? ‘ ISam. 7:15
Reign of Saul 40 yrs Acts 13:21
Reign of David 40 yrs I Kings 2:11
Into reign of Solomon 8 yrs I Kings 6:1
Totals 339+ ? 111 83

“The length of the period from the end of the Conquest to the death of Joshua is not given
in Seripture. Josephus gives the period as 20 yrs (J-AJ, Bk. V, chap. 1, par. 28).
°*Josephus gives this period as 18 yrs. It woix{d seem that the period reaches to the time of
the first judge, and hence includes the 8-year period of the oppression under Cushan.
Ibid., Bk. V1, chap. 5, par. 4.
***Shamgar is recorded to have judged Israel following Ehud, but no data are provided rela-
tive to the duration of his rule (Jdg. 3:31).
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By any thesis that accepts the 480-years of I Kings 6:1 as
true elapsed time, the date for the Exodus may be calculat-
ed by moving backward in time 480 years from the date for
the fourth year of Solomon. The most recent refinement of
this date places the fourth year of Solomon in the year
967-966 B.C. leading us by the Jewish calendar to the year
1445 B.C. for the Exodus date.'* For reasons that will be-
come apparent as we proceed, the short chronology is here
accepted as the more defensible interpretation of Bible
chronology. In order to avoid all problems that might rise
from the acceptance of this date as absolute, we shall take
this date as a very close approximation in the discussions
that follow. There remains the problem of demonstrating
that the chronology of the period of the Judges can be fit-
ted satisfactorily into the short chronology.

I11. The Periods of the Judges not Necessarily Consecutive

Reference to Table 1 shows that if the period of the
judges is to be compressed into a period of about 330 years,
which is the approximate maximum allowable fraction of
the 480 years, the periods involved must have overlapped to
some degree. The details provided in the Books of Judges
and Samuel leave room for assuming considerable parallel-
ism, some of which represented contemporary rule of
judges, others which represented parallelism of judgeship
and oppression.

The judges came from various places in the geography of
Israel and there was no common capital from which they
ruled. Othniel, the first judge, was from the tribe of Judah'
on the south; Tola was from the tribe of Issachar®® on the
north; Samson was from the tribe of Dan,* while Elon was
from the tribe of Zebulon,” both on the north; Deborah,®
Samuel,”® and Abdon® were from the tribe of Ephraim in
central Palestine. There is thus no necessity for presuming
that each of these ruled over the entire territory of Israel
except as so indicated, and hence no necessity for presum-
ing that the line ruled altogether in succession.

Neither were the oppressions over Israel over the entire
nation. The most notable of these is the last 40-year oppres-
sion under the Philistines; yet the territory actually occu-
pied by the Philistines at that time would seem not to have
been in excess of perhaps ten per cent of the total. It is not
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at all improbable that one section of the country was under
foreign domination while another section was under the
 rule of a judge. The Ammonite oppression evidently in-
volved primarily the territory east of Jordan,* while both
Eli and Samson judged Israel during the period of oppres-
sion by the Philistines.?* Unless we presume that the judges
did not count the periods of their rule under oppression as
part of the period attributed to them, some overlapping
must be assumed. It is certain that Samuel continued to
rule as judge many years after the annointing of Saul for it
was he who annointed the subsequent king, David,* an in-
_ cident that could not have occurred significantly earlier
than the 25th year of Saul’s reign. The Scriptures tell us
that Samuel judged Israel all the days of his life, vet he
lived more than half way through the reign of Saul.**

IV. A Suggested Chronology of the Late Judges

With these figures in mind, it is possible to arrive at a
credible chronology of the period of the judges within the
limits of the short chronology. No claim is made that this is
the only credible scheme that might be devised. The criti-
cal area of the structure is that from Jephthah to Saul. Jeph-
thah stated that 300 years had elapsed from the conquest
of Heshbon under Joshua to his own day.” Since the figure
is a round number, it is evident that the figure was intend-
ed to be only approximate. It is here assumed that the actu-
al period was closer to 290 years and this figure is here used
in setting up the tentative chronology of Figure 1.

On the late end of the 480-year period, we must allow 3
years in the reign of Solomon, 40 years for David, and 40
years tor Saul. With the 40 years between the Exodus and
the Conquest, 413 of the 480 years have been accounted
for. This leaves 67 years for the period from the victory
over the Ammonites by Jephthah to the reign of Saul. Ref-
erence to Table I shows that the periods remaining to be
accounted for are:

The rule of Jephthah 6 years
The rule of Ibzan 6 years
The rule of Elon 10 years
The rule of Abdon 8 years
The Philistine oppression 40 years
The rule of Samson 20 years

The rule of Eli 40 years
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To these must be added the 20-year period of I Sam. 7:2
and any part of Samuel’s judgeship prior to the reign of
‘Saul not included in this 20-year period.*

These periods need not be considered as having followed
in sequence. In fact, Scripture provides indications that this
was not the case. Samson’s entire life falls within the period
of Philistine oppression.*” The last half of Eli’s rule was con-
temporary with the first half of the 40-year Philistine domi-
nation.® It is not clear from Scripture whether Samuel's
judgeship began with the death of Eli or after the 20 years
of I Samuel 7:2. It is assumed here that his rule began with
the final victory over the Philistines,® and that the judge-
ship of Samson falls in the 20-year interim of I Samuel 7:2
though a different position might be assumed without af-
fecting the credibility of the structure. There is thus room
in the account for presuming that all or part of the period
involving the rules of Jephthah, Ibzan, Elon, and Abdon
falls within the rule of Eli and the 20-year period of I Sam-
uel 7:2.

Jephthah brought to an end the 18-year oppression by
the Ammonites.* There is no mention of deliverance at this
time from the contemporary oppression by the Philistines.
It may be assumed that the 18 and 40 year oppressions by
the Philistines were in succession, or even that the 18 year
period is included in the 40 years.

The only clue provided by Scripture as to the length of
Samuel’s rule prior to the annointing of Saul is that he was
an old man at the time of Saul’s annointing®' and hence
must have been very old at the time of David’s annoint-
ing.?* Further parallelism prior to the rule of Jephthah must
also be assumed. However, we have no suggestions in
Scripture as to where in the history of the Judges these par-
allel rules occurred.




Figure 1. A Shggested Chronology of the 480-Year Period
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Notes and References

(1) Suggested dates by earlier historians ranged from 5867 (Champollion-Gigeac) to 2350
B.C. (Wilkinson). A more recent date now widely accepted places Mena at c. 2850 B.C. (2)
Num. 14:33. (3) Cf. Josh. 14:7, 10. (4) Josh. 24:31; J-AJ. Bk. VI, chap. 5, par. 4. (3) Acts
13:21. See SDABC, Vol. II, pp. 131-33 for discussion of the problem of Saul's reign. (6) 11
Sam. 5:4. {7) Personal communication. (8) J-A], Bk. VI, chap. 13, par. 3. (9) See SDABC on
Acts 13:20; also page 10 of the same volume for the significance of “textual evidence favors
the reading.” (10) Gal. 3:17. (11) Personal communication. (12) Since the KJV gives the 450
vears as after the division by lot which cannot include Moses and only part of Joshua's rule.
Yet by the RSV, the 450 vears is that period during which the land was theirs only as an in-
heritance and thus ends before the period of the judges. (13) T-MNHK. (14) See Num. 13:6
where the brother of Othniel (Caleb) is said to be from the tribe of Judah; cf. Josh. 15:17.
(15) Jdg. 10:1. (16) Jdg. 13:2, 24, 25, (17) Jdg. 12:11. (18) Jdg. 4:5. (19) [ Sam. L1, 2, 20. (20)
Jud. 12:15. (21) Jdg. 11. (22) Jdg. 13:1; 15:205 I Sam. 4:1. 13. (23) I Sam. 16:2, 11-13. (24) I
Sam. 7:15: 16:13. Since David was 30 vears old at his accession (II Sam. 5:4), and since he
was but a boy at the time of his annointing, this must have been about 20 years into the reign
of Saul. (25) Jdg. 11:26. (26) i.e., any time that may have elapsed between I Sam. 7:2 and
8:1. (27) Cf. Jdg. 13:53; 14:4, and 16:30. (28) Cf. I Sam. 4:18; 7:2, 13. Since Eli judged 40
years, and since the 40-year oppression under the Philistines did not end until 20 years after
the death of Eli, it follows that the first half of this 40 years  was under the judgeship of Eli.
(29) I Sam. 7:2. (30) Jdg. 10:7, 8; 11:32. (31) I Sam. 8:1-4- 12:2. (32) See note 24.



CHAPTER III

DIFFICULTIES IN LOCATING THE
EXODUS BACKGROUND WITHIN THE
LIMITS OF BIBLE CHRONOLOGY

With the Exodus event placed by Old Testament chro-
nology within the era between the late 17th and mid-15th
centuries, it would seem that the problem of locating the
everit in Egyptian history should present no particular diffi-
culty. On the other hand, one might approach the problem
with the hope that Egyptian history might help us to de-
cide which of the previously discussed chronologies is cor-
rect, since the criteria for placing the event are severe if the
Biblical accounts are to be considered as completely histori-
cal.

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 centu-
ries 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 Ex-
odus event should be preceded by a record of an extended
famine in Egypt in proper time relation to the Exodus inci-
dent to confirm the presence of the Israelites in Egypt in
the first place.

In Palestine, the event should be followed shortly by ar-
chaeological evidence of a rapid conquest of the territory to
be attributed to the Israelites under Joshua. These evi-
dences could be expected to be revealed by the appearance
of a new type of pottery (culture) which extended from Me-
giddo on the north into the Negeb area on the south. This
same era should reveal a sedentary occupation of the terri-
tories of Edom and Moab as indicated by the refusal of
their kings to permit the Israelites to pass through their ter-
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ritories peacefully and by the mention of cities in the Scrip-
tural accounts. On the other hand, it is not to be expected
that there will be any evidence of a change in culture in
these areas since the Israelites did not occupy the territories
of Edom and Moab throughout the subsequent periods of
the judges and the monarchy. There should be evidence at
this point for the fallen walls of Jericho by other than
human causes. Essentially coincident in time with this dis-
aster, 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. 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 histori-
cally 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 lo-
cated by a satisfactory agreement with Scripture on these
incidents, one could synchronize the histories of Egypt and
Palestine at these points and expect to arrive at a chronolo-
gy for the entire ancient world whose dates would be large-
ly a matter of refinement.

This has proved to be anything but the case. Within the
limits of the framework of current opinion, there is no point
in Egyptian history between the late 17th and 15th centu-
ries as imposed by Bible chronology and the traditional
chronology of Egypt that even approaches these specifica-
tions at a distance. To be sure one can find in Egyptian his-
tory points that are marked by a precipitous eclipse of
power but these do not fall between the limits imposed by
Bible chronology. One can find records of severe famine in
Egypt. Two such inscriptions suggest that the coming of
the famine was known in advance as stated of the famine of
Joseph's time, but these cannot be dated in the expected
time position relative to current placements of the Exodus.
There is no evidence to indicate that any XVIIIth Dynasty
king did any significant building in the eastern Delta region
occupied by the Israelites as demanded by the XVIIIth Dy-
nasty setting of the Exodus, and no evidence that the Hyk-
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sos of the 17th or 16th century did any significant building
at all. A vast building program did occur in this area under
Rameses II of the XIXth Dynasty, but this is too late to be
included within the limits of Bible chronology for the era of
the Oppression.

Kings by the name of Rameses are familiar in Egyptian
history, but these kings are far out of line with the interval
between the 17th and 15th centuries. Perhaps the most sur-
prising of all is the apparent complete absence of any
Egyptian records from this era to indicate that there ever
were any Israelites in Egypt, either as slaves or as free men,
or that there ever was such an event as the Exodus of the
Israelites from Egypt, to say nothing of the absence of any
indication of catastrophe or crisis such as must have accom-
-panied the Exodus event as described in Scripture.

While there are evidences of destruction in Palestine
throughout this era, these evidences are spread over a pro-
longed period and do not reflect a conquest within a rela-
tively short period of time as is to be expected from the
Scriptural account of the Conquest. Fallen walls at the site
of Jericho have been found, apparently toppled by an
earthquake, but the associated pottery is dated many centu-
ries earlier than the date attributed to the Conquest by any
current theory. The remains of the destruction of the site
identified as Ai from its location have also been found.' The
pottery indicates a date in the same general era as the fall-
en walls at Jericho to agree with Scripture, * but this date
is again separated by centuries from the Biblical date for
the Conquest. According to Glueck,? the era assigned to the
Conquest in the XVIIIth Dynasty reveals no sedentary oc-
cupation of Edom and Moab in cities who could have said
“yes” or “no’ to a request by the Israelites for passage
through the land. Settlement in Edom and Moab within
cities did not begin short of c. 1250 B.C. in terms of the
traditional chronology. These and other observations have
forced the placement of the Exodus down in the 13th cen-
tury, leaving far too short an era for the Judges to allow for
any satisfactory degree of dependability of the Scriptural
accounts for this era. The Hittites, who are placed in south-
ern Palestine by Scripture, do not belong in Palestine at all.
Archaeology places the Hittites far to the north in the area
of Asia Minocr with no evidence, in terms of popular views,
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that they ever occupied so much as a square foot of land
later occupied by the Israelites.

While this list of discrepancies could be multiplied, the
examples provided should be adequate to serve as a basis
for recognizing that there are but two logical approaches to
the solution of the problems of archaeology as related to
Scripture. One is to abandon the concept that Scripture has
the degree of reliability historically to be expected if these
writings are what they claim to be. This is the direction
taken by scholars generally in evaluating Scripture as a
compilation of myths and legends. The other is to recognize
that there is something fundamentally in error with the tra-
ditional views relative to the chronology of Egypt, and
hence with the chronologies of those nations and peoples
whose history is tied to that of Egypt. This is the dlterna-
tive accepted in the production of this work.

While it is true that a few of the difficulties are alleviated
by the theory which places the Exodus in the late 17th or
16th centuries, such a move does not provide anything re-
sembling a complete solution. and other difficulties are in-
troduced that are of equal magnitude. If this placement
even approached such a solution, it might serve as a work-
ing hypothesis, but even this is not the case, the problems
rising from this placement being as large as those from the
XVIIIth Dynasty placement.

I. The Fact of the Exodus Confirmed

In the face of these difficulties, there might be a tempta-
tion to drop the entire Biblical account as having no histori-
cal value whatever, and to conclude that the Israelites
never were in Egypt, that there never was any such inci-
dent as the Exodus and hence no need to recognize such an
incident as the conquest of the territory of Palestine by the
Israelites. This position has not been deemed possible, even
by those who do not regard Scripture as a dependable his-
torical source, or who would define history in such a man-
ner as to include myth and legend as history.

Three reasons may be noted. Firstly, if Scripture is delet-
ed completely as a historical source, there is no basis left for
even a beginning for the really meaningful interpretation of
the archaeology of Palestine. Secondly, the Exodus and as-
sociated events were simply too deeply rooted in the later
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Scriptural writings and in the writings of historical com-
mentators of antiquity to allow such a total disregard of
these records. And thirdly, a number of points related to
the Exodus have been convincingly confirmed.

There are, for example, a number of evidences to indi-
cate that the Israelites were influenced by Egyptian culture
to a degree not otherwise explainable than by an extended
sojourn in Egypt. If they were in Egypt for a period of time
and later occupied Palestine, then there must have been
some sort of an Exodus out of Egypt and some sort of a
conquest of Palestine. A number of names of persons men-
tioned in Scripture of this era are not Hebrew in origin but
are clearly Egyptian. Wright commented thus on this
- point:®

... Moses, an abbreviation of a longer name, is from an Egyptian
verb meaning “to bear, beget.”” The same verbal element occurs in
such Egyptian names as Thutmose and Rameses, the first syllables of
which are god-names while the remainder indicates that the god is the
begetter of the person named. Other Levite names apparently ac-

quired from the Egyptian language are Phinehas, Hophni, Pashur, and
perhaps Hur and Merari.

The name of Joseph is still to be found on maps of
Egypt, having been applied to a canal that is regarded by
the populace as having been built by Joseph of Scripture.*
The Biblical narratives refer to the land of Goshen where
the Israelites dwelt as the land of Rameses.> This name is
applied to one of the two treasure cities which the Israelites.
built for the pharaoh under slavery.® The name Rameses is
a familiar one in Egyptian history having been taken by a
long line of rulers of the XIXth and XXth Dynasties, the
second of the line being commonly regarded as the builder
of the cities of Raamses and Pithom of the Scriptural ac-
count. Sites believed to represent the ruins of these cities
have been located by archaeologists in the eastern delta re-
gion. In the ruins of the city identified as Pi-Rameses, the
name of king Rameses II appears in profusion. The name of
the second store city, Pithom, means “House of Thom.”
Thom is recognized as the name of one of the Egyptian
gods.

The Egyptian inscriptions tell of a famine of extended
duration for which preparations were made in advance and
for which the accumulated food was distributed to the peo-
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ple during the crisis period.” This would seem to provide
the Egyptian counterpart of the story of the famine of Jo-
seph’s day. At least, no method of predicting famines in ad-
vance by the Egyptians has come to light otherwise. Thus
while the placement of the Exodus in its proper background
in Egyptian history remains a critical problem, the fact of
the existence of Israel in Egypt for a significant period of
time can hardly be denied. The evidences are adequate for
precluding the assumption that the entire story of the Exo-
dus is fictitious.

II. Confirmation of the Conquest

Once the sojourn of the Israelites in Egypt is accepted as
fact, there is no alternative to also recognizing some sort of
an Exodus out of Egypt and some sort of a conquest of Pal-
estine. On this basis alone, scholars have felt compelled to
accept also the Conquest as a fact. The Scriptures are very
specific in providing the details of this conquest. In fact, if
one drops out of early Scripture those parts dealing with
the Exodus and the subsequent Conquest, there is so little
left that there is no significant reason for even regarding .
the material as legendary. '

Archaeology has provided evidence that is regarded by
most scholars as convincing that such a conquest occurred.
Not a single expression of doubt has been met by the writer
on this point though there is a wide difference of opinion as
to the date to be attributed to this incident and to the de-
tails relative to its accomplishment. One difficulty lies in
the evidence that the destructions in Palestine assigned to
what is regarded as the general era of the Conquest cannot
be confined within the short period allotted to the initial
phase of the incident as described in Scripture.® The destruc-
tions belong to a prolonged period which spans the era
from Thutmose III to Rameses II and later. This is a period
of about 150 years. To be sure, there was a later and more
gradual phase of the settlement of the Israelites in Pales-
tine, but Scripture certainly pictures the major cities of Pal-
estine as having been taken during a brief period not in ex-
cess of six years.®

It is thus not the matter of the factual nature of the
Scriptural records relative to the Exodus and the Conquest
which provide the problems to be dealt with in this work; it
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Tabl_e 11

The Kings of Egypt During the Period Covered by Various Theories
Relative to the Date of the Exodus

The period of the late XI1Ith Dynasty and the Hyksos era 1778-1580°
The subsequent kings, to Rameses I11, in the order given

by Manetho with the commonly assigned identifications

with names from the monuments are:**

Amgsis (Ahmose)

Chebron (unidentified)

Ammenophis (Amenhotep I)

Miphres (Hatshepsut)

(Thutmose I1)

Misphragmuthosis (Thutmose 111) 1501-1447°
Tuthmosis (Thutmose IV) ‘

Amenophis (Amenhotep I1)

Orus (Amenhotep I11)

Achencheres (not recognized Alternate kings by the

by monuments) monuments
Athoris (") Amenhotep IV (Akhnaton)
Cencheres (") Sakere’
Acherres (") Tutenkhamon
Cherres ") Eye
Armais (Harmhab) Seti I

(Rameses I)

Ramesses (Rameses II) 1292-1225

Ammenophis (Merneptah)
4 antikings
Rameses 111

°The dates for the end of the Hyksos era and for the early kings of Dynasty XVIII are re-
garded as astronomically fixed. However, see Vol. II, Chap. IV for a criticism of the premis-
es on which this dating method rests.
° °Manetho’s figures for reign lengths obviously represent some degree of overlapping, not
always defined by the monuments. Breasted’s figures have been criticized in that he takes
_the minimal figure as indicated by the latest extant inscription. Hence the figures given
above should be taken as approximate assignments in terms of current chronological views.

is rather the problem of satisfactorily harmonizing the de-
tails of these accounts with the available archaeological data
and of locating the proper background for these events in
Egyptian history. The latter phase of the problem is thus
inseparably related to that of reconciling the chronologies
of Egypt and Israel, and of identifying the pharaohs re-
ferred to but which are not specifically named. The Biblical
mention of the name Rameses in connection with the build-
ing of the treasure cities under slavery suggests that the
pharaoh of the Oppression had this name. Even this as-
sumption is questioned by many scholars, and must be de-
nied by those who hold to an Exodus between the 17th and
15th centuriés as required by the long and short chronolo-
gies of the judges respectively.
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The kings of Egypt currently assigned dates within the
period encompassed by the suggested dates for the Exodus
are given in Table II. The suggested placements are (1) at
an unspecified date in the Hyksos period, (2) at the end of
the reign of Thutmose III (or early in the reign of Amen-
hotep II), (3) in the reign of Rameses II and (4) a less de-
fensible date in the reign of Rameses III.1

II1. Problems in the XVIFHth Dynasty Exodus Theory

Reference to Table Il shows that the date c. 1445 B.C. as
assigned to the Exodus by the XVIIIth Dynasty setting of
this incident, belongs to the early reign of Amenhotep 11, or
if one allows for a possible error of half a decade in the fig-
ures, 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 posi-
tions. 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 wid-
est 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.", 2

.. . 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 1II reached the Euphrates River, which was the natural
boundary of the Egyptian Empire at its greatest extent.

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 with-
out evidence of military conflicts. Yet the Scriptures are en-
tirely 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 what-
ever between Israel and Egypt. Israel was repeatedly op-
pressed by neighboring peoples during this time but never
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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 ei-
ther the Egyptian or Hebrew records? How could Israel
hold this territory for several centuries without any military
contlict between the two nations?

This anomaly is only the beginning of difficulties. Ac-
cording to Scripture, the pharaoh of the Exodus had his
palace in the Delta region, not far removed from the labor-
ing 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 pros-
perity. 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 1I."* There is no room
in this era for the experience of the Exodus as related in
Scripture.

While Thutmose III did extensive building, this construc-
tion was not in brick as stated of the building by the Israel-
ites under slavery. The use of brick had long since been re-
placed 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 XVIII 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.)
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and perhaps that of his father, but not before. Previously when the
identification of this city was still in doubt, many scholars have be-
lieved 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 oc-
curred 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 11. After much digging
at Tanis by the archaeologists Mariette, Petrie, and Montet, not a sin-
gle object of the Eighteenth Egyptian Dynasty hds been found there.
{Emphasis ours.]

While the evidence referred to by Wright is negative,
nevertheless the complete absence of any evidence of build-
ing by any of the XVIIIth 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 oc-
curred 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
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 appear-
ance of his name in profusion among the ruins, did not
begin his long reign of 66 years for more than 150 years
after the death of Thutmose III. Since the store-cites were
certainly built many years before the Exodus, the place-
ment 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
region?
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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 Hatshep-
sut 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. She was a peaceful soul whose primary ambi-
tion was to beautify her capital.™

. .. If we have spent some space on her buildings and expeditions,
it has been because she was a woman, in an age when warfare was im-
possible for her sex, and great achievements could only be hers in the
arts and enterprises of peace.

Thutmose III as her coregent was irked for the 22 years of
this coregency because of her total disinclination as first
ruler to undertake anything resembling a military expedi-
tion. Nor is there any significant support, beyond the de-
mands of the current views on the Exodus placement, for
the proposed identification of Hatshepsut with the foster-
mother of Moses. There is nothing in the Scriptural account
to indicate that this daughter of the pharaoh ever became a
queen-ruler of Egypt.

No suggestion of a famine inscription in Egypt has ap-
‘peared that can be properly related in time to an Exodus in
the mid-XVIIIth Dynasty. We do not lack for extant famine
references among the Egyptian inscriptions.? This was one
type of situation that received repeated notice in the in-
scriptions. Of these numerous references to famine, there
are two which may be regarded as meeting the specifica-
tions of Joseph's famine. Both suggest that the coming of
the famine was known in advance and that preparations
were made in advance to meet the crisis. One of these two
is specifically dated in the early XIIth Dynasty, far out of
line with the time of Joseph in terms of an XVIIIth Dynasty
Exodus. The dating of the other has been a matter of dis-
agreement among scholars but is certainly not to be dated
in the era of Joseph in terms of current views on the chro-
nology of Egypt. These famine records will be considered
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in a later chapter where it will be shown that both inscrip-
tions belong to the era of Joseph when the Exodus is set in
a proper background of Egyptian history.*

In a further attempt to show some link between the
histories of Egypt and Israel that would support the place-
ment of the Exodus in the XVIIIth Dynasty, attention has
been called to the group of inscriptions known as the Amar-
na Letters. A more complete discussion of the significance
of these letters must be left for a later discussion.?? It is
noted here only that the letters represent the correspond-
ence between certain Egyptian kings of the XVIIIth Dynas-
ty with various foreign rulers and persons in official capac-
ity. The letters have been interpreted to refer to the con-
quest under Joshua by a group known as the “Apiru who
have been presumed to be the invading Hebrews. Most
scholars now recognize that any identification of the “Apiru
with the Hebrews must be qualified so severely as not to
provide any support for the placement of the Exodus in this
era. The “Apiru were not an ethnic group as were the He-
brews; their military activity extended far outside the terri-
tory of Palestine; often they are local citizens or hired mer-
cenaries which the Hebrews were not, and the dates to be
assigned to the letters is too late to refer to the conquest of
Palestine under Joshua. Furthermore, the same term is used
to refer to people in Egypt much later than this and also in
Assyria under conditions that cannot possibly refer to the
Hebrews. Recourse to these inscriptions to support a dating
of the Exodus in the XVIIIth Dynasty must be considered
as a lost cause. About the only thing of significance that
can now be said in favor of the XVIIIth Dynasty placement
of the Exodus is that it retains the most logical placement
of the incident on the B.C. time scale in terms of Old Tes-
tament chronology.

IV. Difficulties in the Placement of
the Exodus in the Hyksos Era

It was earlier noted that by the long chronology of the
Judges, the Exodus could have occurred as early as the late
seventeenth century. While the interpretation of Scripture
which leads to this earlier date is not as defensible as for
the date 1445 B.C., it was admitted that if such a dating
provided a genuine solution of the problem of the Exodus,
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serious consideration should be given to this longer chronol-
ogy. The era is that of the late Hyksos period. The reasons
why this placement of the Exodus does not provide a satis-
factory solution to the Exodus problem are noted briefly.

This thesis does provide a better explanation for the ab-
sence of Egyptian references to the Israelites and the Exo-
dus since the period is one of extreme paucity of inscrip-
tions of any kind. It is quite probable that the Hyksos had
not mastered the art of hieroglyphic writing. Such meager
independence as may have been retained by the Egyptians
during this period of darkness did not leave them in a posi-
tion for making permanent inscriptions.

Absence of indications of crisis at the time of the Exodus
may also be accounted for since Egypt at this time was at
such a low ebb that the further crisis might not be apparent
in the era immediately following. However, it would seem
that such support as might be gleaned from the elimination
of these difficulties would be short-lived in the face of the
problem of explaining the control of Palestine by Thutmose
IIT during the period of the Judges, with no evidence or
record of such in Scripture which has pictured in such de-
tail the incursions and dominations by other peoples.

Of equally serious import against this thesis is the fact
that the evidence points uniformly to the Hyksos as a most
unproductive people, their remains being represented only
by a few scarabs (charms). The few fortifications attributed
to the Hyksos may be questioned on valid grounds.* It is
inconceivable that the Biblical picture of Israelite slavery
and their construction labors belong to the Hyksos era. The
theory also suffers, in common with the XVIIIth Dynasty
theory by an absence of any famine record that can be
dated in proper time relation to this placement of the Exo-
dus, and which meets the detail of Joseph’s famine. This
placement also shares with the XVIIIth Dynasty theory the
anomalies in the archaeology of Jericho, and Ai, and still
other archaeological difficulties to be introduced as the dis-
cussion proceeds.

V. Attempts to Account for Discrepancies Defended
When in the process of arriving at truth, one finds him-
self facing discrepancies for which no immediate explana-
tions are at hand, it is good scientific procedure to investi-
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gate every possible avenue to find satisfactory explanations
for the anomalous data before finally concluding that the
approach is fundamentally wrong. It may be supposed that
solutions to many problems have been lost because investi-
gators have abandoned their approach before such a thor-
ough search has been made. There is, however, a point, be
it ever so indefinite, beyond which it becomes futile to ex-
pect to find a solution by some preconceived approach. One
gauges the location of this point by the amount and signifi-
cance of data which are contradictory to the premises on
which the approach is made.

Sometimes a single contradictory fact, well-established, is
sufficient basis for realizing that one has reached this point
in his investigations. At other times, the problem may be so
complex and has so many facets that one may suppose that
any given bit of datum may appear to be contradictory to
the assumptions when it really is not, but appears so only
because all the factors are not understood or because cer-
tain vital information is not available. Even in such a case,
the continued multiplication of contradictory data must
eventually lead one to abandon the assumptions as in error
if his investigations are to merit recognition as scientific and
not merely as wishful thinking.

The setting up of a chronology of the ancient world falls
into the category of an exceedingly complex problem. For
this reason, there is every defense for following every possi-
ble avenue of explanation to its end before abandonment of -
the assumptions on which the approach has been made.
The writer thus has no criticism for the various attempts on
the part of scholars to seek explanations for discrepancies.
On the other hand, a premature abandonment of an hypo-
thetical solution to a problem is not the only danger in the
process of arriving at truth. An even larger possibility for
gross error may result if one becomes so enamored with his
proposed or accepted theories that he fails to recognize the
point where his explanations for anomalies represent only
wishful thinking. Or a large possibility for self-deception
may arise when one convinces himself that his solution is
correct because it agrees with one or more other theories
which in themselves remain unproven, or which stand on
precarious premises, while his final conclusion remains con-
tradicted by the facts. Strange as it may seem, there are
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several examples in critical areas where it has been rea-
soned that because each of two theories is contradicted by
the same fact, the evidence does not stand against either
theory.>* Such situations should provide the clue that both
theories are in error. It is the opinion of the writer that the
point has long since been passed when the possibility
should be recognized that these numerous discrepancies are
due to fallacies in certain fundamental premises on which
the interpretations of archaeology are being made. In due
time, the fallacies in three such premises will be noted.

The purpose here is to make a critical examination of the
more widely entertained explanations offered to account for
anomalies which appear from the placement of the Exodus
in the XVIIIth Dynasty or in the Hyksos period. As pre-
viously noted, these points represent the limits allowable on
the basis of acceptance of Bible chronology for the era in-
volved. A discussion of the XIXth Dynasty placement which
falls outside these limits, is left for a later chapter.

VI. Why no Evidences of Crisis in
Egypt at the Time of the Exodus?

The gamut of suggested explanations for this anomaly
which would seem to have their origin within some degree
of confidence in Scripture may be incorporated in three hy-
potheses. These are (1) that the Scriptures do not really de-
mand recognition of such a crisis, (2) that the Egyptians
were too proud to admit the humiliating experience and
elected to suppress the making of any records of the inci-

“dents, and (3) that such records as may have been made
have not survived or have not as yet been discovered.
These three hypotheses are so interrelated that they may be
evaluated as a unit. ,

If the details of the accounts of the plagues, the borrow-
ing from the Egyptians by the Israelites to the point of
ruin, the loss of perhaps a million slaves on whom the
Egyptians depended for their labor, the debacle at the Red
Sea, and other facets of the Exodus story have a factual
basis, then how can one presume within the concept of a
historical Scripture that there was no crisis in Egypt at this
time? The problem here is not to those who do not accept
Scripture as a reliable historical source; it is to those who
profess to believe that the Exodus account as described in
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Scripture is factual. It is this group who cannot rationally
take shelter under the hypothesis that Scripture does not
demand recognition of such a crisis. At least one scholar has
recognized that one of these factors standing alone would
have been adequate to produce an unconcealable crisis in
Egyptian history.®
. whereas, if the numbers of the emigrants were nearly 2,000,000,
which is a legitimate deduction from Exodus 12:37, the movement was
one which would have shaken Egypt to its very foundation, and
which, even if it had failed to be recorded in one of the numerous
monuments which have survived in Egypt, would at any rate have left
some unmistakable impression on Egyptian history.

The population of Egypt at that time has been estimated
at not more than 8,000,000.% This would mean the sudden
loss of about one-fourth of the population, about half of
which may have represented slave labor. What shall we say
then when to this near total loss of the labor force are
added the other factors contributing to the catastrophe?
The real problem here is not whether the Egyptians record-
ed the incident or whether or not such inscriptions have
been found. The real question is whether the Exodus as re-
corded in Scripture could have occurred without leaving an
unmistakable crisis in Egypt which could not under any cir-
cumstance be concealed from future generations. When the
force of this single objection is recognized, the inconsist-
ency in retaining the concept of an Exodus in the reign of
Thutmose III, or Amenhotep II of the XVIIIth Dynasty,
stands out in bold relief.

There are two additional factors that must be considered.
Even if this crisis was of much less significance than that
indicated in Scripture, there is every reason to believe that
this would have been the signal for revolt on the part of the
tributary peoples of the empire. History is replete with ex-
amples of this sequence. The tribute paying peoples waited
and watched generation after generation for the occurrence
of any such incident that would serve as a signal for an at-
tempted revolt. Often, this required no more than the
death of the king or evidence of a lesser degree of concern
on the part of the ruling king.* If the Exodus incident had
any resemblance to the description given in Scripture, it
could be expected that Egypt would at that time suffer the
loss of any empire under her domination. Such an attempt
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did occur on the death of Thutmose III. The very fact that
Amehotep II was able to quell this revolt indicates clearly
that there was no serious interruption in the military might
of Egypt during the decade supposed to encompass the in-
cident of the Exodus. The prosperity and power in Egypt
attained by Thutmose III passed into the reign of Amen-
hotep with no hint of diminution.

When Jehovah told Abraham of the Exodus experience
more than 400 years before it occurred, the incident was
stated to come as a judgment on Egypt. The entire experi-
ence was designed to demonstrate to the Egyptians the
helplessness of their gods to deliver them from the power of
the God of the Israelites.

.. . and they shall afflict them four hundred years; and also that na-

tion, whom they shall serve, will 1 judge . . . .

... I am the Lord, and I will bring you out from under the burdens
of the Egyptians . . . with great judgments.

.. . and against all the gods of Egypt will I execute judgment: I am
the Lord.

Scripture does not bear out the concept that when a na-
tion became the subject of divine judgment, the results
were to be compared to a mild slap on the wrist. God had
been most longsuffering toward these ancient peoples.*

. . . but in the fourth generation they shall come hither again: for
the iniquity of the Amorites is not yet full.

But when a people became ripe for judgment, the punish-
ment was such as to bring that nation to humility in the
dust. According to the Exodus account, Egypt had been
guilty of a century or more of cruelty and abuse of God’s
people. Egypt had had a demonstration of the power of the
Israelite’s God in the famine experience of Joseph. The
pharaoh of the Exodus was given ten opportunities to re-
deem the behavior of the Egyptians toward the Israelites.
With the continued refusal to recognize the God of Israel,
ten judgments of increasing destructiveness came upon
Egypt and its people, eventually reaching a climax in the
debacle at the Red Sea. Against this background, can one
rationally presume that the judgments on Egypt had no
more significant effect on the subsequent history than the
absence of inscriptions over a period of half a decade or so?
If one is to retain Scripture as anything resembling history,
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logic would suggest that the incident be set against a back-
ground of sudden and extended eclipse of power in Egypt.
The XVIIIth Dynasty setting of the incident does not pro-
vide any such background.

VII. Explanations Offered for the
Anomaly of Rameses 11

An explanation is also needed to account for the discrep-
ancy in time for the appearance of Rameses II as the build-
er of the cities of Pi-Rameses and Pithom as related to the
Exodus incident. To the proponents of the XVIIIth Dynasty
setting of the incident, the problem becomes one of show-
ing that it was not Rameses II who built these cities under
Israelite slave labor, in spite of the appearance of his name
in profusion among the ruins of these cities, and in spite of
the complete absence of construction in the eastern Delta
region by any XVIIIth Dynasty king.* As disconcerting as
this phase of the anomaly is, the problem does not end
here. According to Scripture, the land of Goshen was
known to the Hebrews as the land of Rameses back at the
time of the descent of Jacob and his sons into Egypt,* in-
dicating that this name did not have its origin with the
Pharaoh of the Oppression.

An interesting hypothesis has been suggested to account
for this anomaly, though it is difficult to see how this expla-
nation should appeal to one who hopes to attain a credible
agreement of archaeology with a historical Scripture. The
hypothesis presumes that the Exodus account was not re-
duced to writing until very late in Israelite history. It is fur-
ther presumed that the one who eventually wrote up the
story recognized that Rameses II utilized slave labor in the
construction of Pi-Rameses at a much later date than the
Exodus, at which time the entire area was inseparably
linked with the name of Rameses. Hence he read this later
background back into the incident of the Oppression, a sit-
uation that existed centuries before any Rameses ever sat on
the throne of Egypt. Breasted held to some such hypothe-
sis.?

. . . Ramses himself was one of the gods of the city. Through these
cities and Ramses’ other great enterprises in this region the central
portion of the eastern Delta became known as “‘the land of Ramses,” a
name so completely identified with the region that Hebrew tradition
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read it back into the days of Joseph and his kindred, before any Ram-
ses had ever sat on the throne.

As weak as the explanation is for the purpose intended, it
has no significance at all as a support for the XVIIIth Dy-
nasty theory of the Exodus. We are still left without a ra-
tional suggestion as to the identify of the pharaoh of the
Oppression who carried out this extensive building program
in brick in the Delta region under slave labor in the era of
the XVIIIith Dynasty.

A second theory designed to account for the anomaly of
Rameses 11 assumes that the cities of Pi-Thom and Pi-Ram-
eses were indeed built by slave labor of the Israelites. but
that the original name of the city thus built was not Rame-
ses, this name having been inserted by a later copyist to
bring the document up to date in terms of a name adopted
much later. This theory, if acceptable, would eliminate the
necessity of presuming that the builder of the store-cities
had the name Rameses. He could have had any one of the
numerous names to be found in the various king lists. In
support of this possibility, we are pointed to a number of
examples in Scripture where a later name for a city is
given, evidently having been inserted by a later copyist.
The difficulty with this theory is that in each of the several
cases, the original name of the city is also given,* thus pro-
viding strong evidence that copyists did not take such liber-
ties without indicating a relationship to the original word-
ing. We may logically conclude that when such an earlier
name is not given, such assumptions of alteration are noth-
ing more than assumptions.

More significantly, this theory, like the previous one, col-
lapses of its own weight and leaves us with problems as
large as the original. It fails to suggest the name of any
Egyptian king by whatever name, who could have been the
builder of this earlier city. Since the theory is commonly
used by the proponents of the XVIIIth Dynasty placement
of the Exodus, it is necessary to identify this unnamed king
as Thutmose III or one of his predecessors of the early
XVIIIth Dynasty. But there is no evidence that any of these
kings did any significant building in the Delta region.** A
challenge is here offered to any historian or any Bible
scholar to suggest the name of any Egyptian king prior to
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Rameses II who could be rationally identified as the builder
of these cities under Israelite slave labor on the basis of ar-
chaeological evidence, and whose reign, by the traditional
chronology of Egypt, falls within the limits of rational in-
terpretation of Old Testament chronology.

VIII. What is to be Done with the
Account of Joseph's Famine?

If the Exodus accounts have a basis which has any resem-
blance to fact, the problem of the Exodus cannot be di-
vorced from the famine of Joseph's time, which incident
stands as the key to the very presence of the Hebrews in
Egypt. The only attempt that has come to the attention of
the writer relative to suggesting a famine record that meets
the specifications of the time of Joseph is that proposed
many years ago by the historian Brugsch.?® The famine rec-
ord to which he refers is by one Bebi or Beba, who left an
inscription in his tomb which tells of a prolonged famine
for which preparation was made in advance. The pertinent
part of the inscription reads:

“I collected corn as a friend of the harvest god. I was watchful at

the time of sowing. And when famine arose lasting many years, 1 dis-
tributed corn to the city each year of the famine.”

Brugsch dated this tomb inscription in the XVIIth Dy-
nasty on the basis that the tomb was located on a slope
north of a group of tombs that belonged to this dynasty.
Brugsch held to a variation of the XIXth Dynasty theory of
the Exodus which placed the event in the reign of Mernep-
tah whom he dated c. 1300 B.C. He also held to the con-
cept that the period from Joseph to the Exodus was 430
years which would then date the famine c. 1730 B.C. More
recent views, based on the Sothic dating method, have
placed Merneptah c¢. 1200 B.C. Since the expulsion of the
Hyksos is fixed by the same dating method to 1580 B.C.,
430 years earlier than Merneptah, we are still left in the gen-
eral era of the XVIIth Dynasty. The same situation results if
we allow but 215 years for the interval from the famine to the
Exodus, as is done by other scholars, and the Exodus is set
late in the reign of Thutmose III. Thus while views on the
chronology of Egypt have changed notably since Brugsch
~ wrote, the matter of identification of the famine of Beba
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with that of Joseph’s time remains pertinent. ‘

The conclusion of Brugsch on the date to be asmgned to
the tomb of Beba is now open to severe objections. In a
later chapter,® it will be shown that Scripture is internally
consistent only when it is recognized that the interval from
the famine to the Exodus was 215 years rather than 430
years. The famine inscription of Beba is thus not in proper
time relation to the Exodus in the XIXth Dynasty as be-
lieved by Brugsch. Since the pronouncement of Brugsch,
other scholars have had opportunity to examine the tomb of
Beba and near-by tombs, and have concluded that the
tombs farther up the slope do not belong to the same era as
those below, which are of the XVIIth Dynasty. Vandier re-
fers to the conclusion of Tyler, with which he agreed, that
the tomb of Beba was much more ancient than the others.”
A date in the XIIIth Dynasty was suggested. -

The use of this famine record to provide a famine in the
expected position for the famine of Joseph by the place-
ment of the Exodus in either the XVIIIth Dynasty or in the
Hyksos era is out of the question, just as it is by the XIXth
Dynasty theory. This phase of the problem remains a blank
as is so clearly indicated by the absence of any more réeent
attempts to refer to a famine inscription which could con-
ceivably be dated in the time of Joseph. If there were a
dearth of famine inscriptions in Egypt, one might presume
that no record of the famine is extant. The multiplicity of
such records® makes such a supposition illogical, particular-
ly in view of the unusual severity of the famine of Joseph.

IX. Did the Pharaoh of the Exodus
Lose his Life in the Red Sea?

Thls question has taken on a degree of importance with
the discovery of the mummies of Thutmose III and of Am-
enhotep II, as well as the mummies of the pharoahs nomi-
nated to this honor in the XIXth Dynasty (Plate I). A num-
ber of devices have been offered to avoid the implications
of the statements in Scripture. Some have attempted to
meet the problem by assuming that the pharaoh did not ac-
~ company his armies on this pursuit, an assumption contra-
dicted by Ex. 14:8. Others would assume that while he ac-
companied his armies, he did not enter the sea basin and
commanded his armies from the shore line and was thus
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Thutmose 111 Amenhotep II

Rameses 11

Plate I. Mummies of the Pharaohs Credited by Various
Theories as the Pharaoh of the Exodus
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not destroyed with his armies. Just how these commands
were given without a loud speaker or how it was done in
darkness® is not explained; furthermore, it makes an abso-
lute coward of the pharaoh, which the pharaohs were not.
Extant inscriptions are available® telling of the heroic ex-
ploits of the pharoahs as they led their armies into battle. -
Nor is the theory of a recovery of the body with a return to
Egypt for burial any more logical since there was no one
left of the Egyptian army to return it*' and certainly the Is-
raelites did not return it. If the story as provided in Secrip-
ture has any resemblance to fact, then certainly the Egyp-
tians remaining in Egypt had enough problems of their own
without sending out a search party to see what had hap-
pened to the army that had left Egypt at least a week be-
fore.*

The boldest of the attempts to explain the appearance of
the mummies of the various pharaohs nominated as the
pharaoh of the Exodus is that which asserts that Scripture
does not teach that the pharoah lost his life at this time. It
is difficult to see how any one can read the verses in ques-
tion and come out with a different conclusion than that this
is the intended meaning. David, a subsequent Biblical writ-
er, so understood the account.® To be sure, the word in
the Hebrew in the statement by David is translated “over-
threw” or “overwhelmed,” but it is the same word that is
used in Exodus 14:27 in referring to the complete destruc-
tion of the armies of the pharaoh.** White, one of the ear-
lier modern scholars, preferred to reject the account on the
basis that it did not agree with the “monuments,” a state-
ment which should be corrected to read that it does not
agree with the popular interpretations of the monuments.*

. . . These modern researches have also shown that some of the most
important features in the legends [sic] can not possibly be reconciled
with the records of the monuments; for example, that the Pharaoh of
the Exodus was certainly not overwhelmed in the Red Sea.

At least, White's position is consistent with his general
belief relative to the evaluation of Scripture. There is no
consistent explanation for this discrepancy within the
framework of current views on ancient chronology if we are
to retain a confidence in Scripture as truly historical rather
than as a conflation of myths and legends.



BACKGROUND TO THE EXODUS 39

Notes and References

(1) These points are discussed in greater detail in Chap. V, Sect. V; Vol. II, Chap. V, Sect.
1L (la) Josh. 8:1, 2. (2) G-OS], p. 146. (3) W-BA, p. 53. (4) Cited in K-BH, p. 86. (5} Gen.
47:11. (6) Ex. 1:11. (7) See quot. of ref. 35; refs. 3 and 5, Chap. X. (8) K-AHL, pp. 207-12;
Chap. IV, Sect. 10. (9) Cp. Josh. 12:17-24; 10:40-42; 11:23. (10) See note at end of Table II
relative to the uncertainty of these dates. (11) B-HE, p. 303. (12) G-WOT, p. 69. (18) Ex.
2:1-10. (14) In the light of the absence of any construction in the area of Pi-Rameses by any
XVIIIth Dynasty king, the suggestive evidence that certain of these kings may have made re-
novations of individual structures in this area (M-HE, Vol. 1V, p. 370) or that one or more of
these kings may have had a temporary presence in the area (Helck, cited in K-SAP, p. 8n) is
hardly adequate for meeting the specifications of Scripture. (15), B-HE, pp. 323-332; see text
after ref. 27. (16) The XIIth Dynasty kings built almost entirely in brick. With the revival of
building after the Hyksos era, stone replaced brick almost entirely. The notable exception was
in the building program of Rameses II. (17) W-BA, p. 60. (18) Ex. 7:7. (19) B-HE, p. 282; see
also M-HE, Vol. IV, p. 372. (20) Vandier lists no less than 36 references to famine conditions
in the Egyptian inscriptions. Undoubtedly some of these may refer to the same famine; others
were local, and still others are not specific. Nevertheless, the repeated references to famine
conditions makes anomalous a view which supposes that the most severe of famines should go
unmentioned (V-FEA). (21) Chap. X; Chap. XIII, Sect. XI. (22) Vol. I, Chap. XVII, Sects.
XI1I, XIV. (23) Vol. 11, Chap. V, Sect. IX. (24) See R-FJJ, p. 20 for a classical example. (25)
P-EOT, pp. 105-106. (26) B-N, p. 302. (27) See K-AHL, p. 283; B-HE, p. 323 as examples of
numerous references to this rather invariable sequence. (28) Gen. 15:13,14; Ex. 7:4; 12:12.
(29) Gen. 15:16. (30) See quot. ref. 17. (31) Gen. 47:11. (32) B-HE, p. 443. (33) For examples,
see Gen. 28:19; Josh. 15:15; Jdg. 1:23. (34) See quot. ref. 17 and ref. 14a. (35) B-EUP, Vol. 1,
p. 304. (36) Chap. 1V, Sect. V. (37) V-FEA, p. 18. A translation of the pertinent statements
are provided as ref. 7, Chap. X. (38) See note of ref. 20. (39) Ex. 14:20. (40) See B-EUP, Vol.
I, p. 870; Vol. I, p. 54 for evidence that neither Thutmose III nor Rameses II were cowards.
(41) Ex. 14:28. (42) Since the Israelites had a three-day start, and it would require this much
or more time for the Egyptians to have become aware that the armies were in difficulty, it
could well have been much longer than this before there was any concern about the delay in
returning. It is unlikely that any one from Egypt traced the movement of the army and recov-
ered the body. (43) Ps. 136:14, 15. (44) Y-AC. (45) W-SWT, Vol. I, p. 375 (reprint).




CHAPTER IV

THE XIXth DYNASTY EXODUS THEORY:
ITS ADVANTAGES AND WEAKNESSES

The XIXth 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 built by the Israelites under slave labor. Dur-
ing the earlier phases of modern archaeology, the identifi-
cation 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 re-
sulted when these major chronological difficulties later be-
came apparent. The revised placement in the XVIIIth Dy-
nasty 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 Ex-
odus continues to find its major support among scholars
who lean toward a conservative interpretation of the Old
Testament. However, the question remains without a satis-
factory 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 11 and the era
of the Oppression.

As will be seen by reference to Table II, the XIXth Dy-
nasty placement moves the Exodus event forward on the
time scale by about 150 years, the more exact figure de-
pendmg on just where in the reign of Rameses I the event
is presumed to have occurred.

I. Evidences Favoring a XIXth Dynasty Exodus

There are three major difficulties in the XVIIIth Dynasty
setting of the Exodus that are presumed to be eliminated
by the XIXth 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 XVIIIth Dynas-
ty 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 Hatshep-
sut and her predecessors. Yet the reigns of these rulers carry
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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 ex-
tended 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 XIXth Dynasty
placement is to be seen in the Biblical references? that indi-
cate a close proximity of the king’s palace to the area of the
laboring Israelite slaves. The capital of the XVIIIth 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 construc-
tion 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 popu-
lation. Thirdly, since one of the store cities had the name
Raamses, the suggestion is strong that the reigning king
had this name.

If we include southwestern Asia as an additional source
of information, still further evidence has been noted. Ac-
cording to Glueck, extensive investigation in the territory of
Edom and Moab indicate that there was no sedentary occu-
pation in cities of this area at the time of Thutmose III or
Amenhotep II where the Exodus is placed by the XVIIIth
Dynasty theory, and hence there could have been no organ-
ized government with a king who could have said “yes”
or “no’ to the request of the Israelites for passage through
the territory.’

It becomes impossible, therefore, in the light of all this new archae-
ological evidence, particularly when studied in connection with the de-
posits of historical memory contained in the Bible, to escape the con-
clusion that the particular Exodus of the Israelites through southern
Transjordan could not have taken place before the 13th century B.C.
It will be recalled that the Israelites begged the Edomites and Moa-
bites in vain for permission to travel through these kingdoms on their
way to the Promised Land. The Israelites were compelled to go around
them, and finally force their way westward to the Jordan on the north
side of the Arnon, which at that time was part of the territory of
Sihon; king of the Amorites. Had the Exodus through southern
Transjordan taken place before the 13th century B.C., the Israelites
would have found neither Edomite nor Moabite kingdoms well organ-
ized and well fortified, whose rulers could have given or withheld
permission to go through their territories.
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Yet Scripture refers to a number of important cities in this
area at the time of the Conquest.*

A further basis for preference for the later date has been
claimed. Among the ruins of the destructions which have
been associated with the Conquest have been found imita-
tions of the so-called Mycenaean type pottery.”> The origi-
nals of this pottery continued to be imported into Palestine
until ¢. 1250 B.C. by current chronological views, indicating
that most of the destructions to be observed in this area
belong archaeologically to a date later than the cessation of
importation of this pottery type.

II. Chronological Difficulties in the
XIXth Dynasty Placement of the Exodus

While the XIXth Dynasty placement of the Exodus ap-
pears at first glance to eliminate several major difficulties
confronting the XVIIIth Dynasty placement, it is not to be
inferred that this setting of the incident is free of major dif-
ficulties. 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 be-
tween 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 extablished 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. Accord-
ing to Scripture, three hundred years elapsed between the
Conquest and the rule of Jephthah,* and Jephthah was not
at all one of the last of the Judges. Any recognition of Ram-
eses II as the pharaoh of the Exodus leaves a scant 200
years for the total period of the Judges. The 300-year peri-
od 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.

II1. Difficulties in a More Exact
Setting of the Exodus in
the Reign of Rameses 11

It is to be noted clearly that the proposed synchronism
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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 construc-
tion works..

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
XVIIIth Dynasty setting. 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 specifi-
cations. Of the predecessors of Rameses II, one does not
meet a builder of any significance until the time of Amen-
hotep 1V, and his building was certainly not in the Delta
region."' ‘

As highly improbable as is the placement of this con-
struction in the later years of Rameses 11, it is precluded by
other evidence. Merneptah, his successor, left an inscrip-
tion, dated in his 5th year, indicating the presence of Israel
in Canaan at that time. Not only so, the background in Pal-
estine 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,
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Yenoam is made as a thing not existing.

Israel is desolated, her seed is not,

Palestine has become a [defenseless] widow for Egypt,
All lands are united, they are pacified;

Every one that is turbulent is bound by king Merneptah.

Most scholars would probably admit that Merneptah may
have stated what was but an empty boast in crediting to
himself this unification of the territory of Palestine. Cer-
tainly there is no inscriptive evidence otherwise to indicate
any such military accomplishment on the part of Mernep-
tah, and the unstable conditions prevailing in Egypt during
his reign would seem certainly to preclude any such cam-
paign. This leaves room for supposing that the embarrass-
ment’to Israel at this time may have been brought about by
some other nation. Even if this interpretation is allowed,
there is no point in Israelite history following the Conquest
when such a situation is indicated in Scripture until the in-
cident of the oppression by Cushan.'® Israel, up to this
time, enjoyed relative peace and prosperity after the initial
phase and was either the victor in her military movements
or was at peace. It follows that the Exodus must be set no
less than 75 years before the 5th year of Merneptah, which
point is earlier than the reign of Rameses II, thus eliminat-
ing him as the pharaoh of the Oppression.

While it remains true that Rameses II carried out exten-
sive construction work in brick in the Delta region, the final
proof is lacking that this construction was carried out under
Israelite slavery. It is extremely doubtful that the placement
of the Exodus in the XIXth Dynasty has any genuine ad-
vantage over the placement in the XVIIIth Dynasty. The
conflict of opinion continues because neither of these place-
ments provides the proper background for the various inci-
dents related to the Exodus.

An Exodus in the early reign of Rameses II shares with
the XVIIIth Dynasty setting the absence of the expected
crisis in Egypt. While the background in the later reign of
Rameses 11 is obscure, this obscurity is not of long duration
and was followed by later interference in Asia by the Egyp-
tian kings, a situation which is in itself anomalous. On this
basis, it has been suggested that the Exodus be moved still
farther forward into the reign of Rameses III to attain the
proper background.® This would reduce still more the al-



THE XIXth DYNASTY EXODUS THEORY 45

ready unduly abbreviated period for the Judges and is in
direct contradiction to the inscription of Merneptah.

The XIXth Dynasty placement of the Exodus shares with
the XVIIIth Dynasty setting the problems at Jericho and at
Ai."* Neither is the change in culture, expected at the point
of the Conquest, indicated archaeologically in the era of
Rameses II in any more distinct manner than for the period
a century and a half earlier.’ Serious questions may be
raised to the interpretations of the archaeology of
Transjordan which have led to the deduction that the Con-
quest could not have occurred earlier than the mid-13th
century.'® No famine inscription is available in proper posi-
tion to this setting of the Exodus, thus sharing this diffi-
culty with the earlier placement.!” The difficulty rising from
the Biblical mention of the area of Israelite occupation as
the Land of Rameses at the time of the Descent character-
izes both theories.

In a previous chapter, the procedure of seeking explana-
tions to difficulties before abandoning the premises on
which a theory has been based was defended as scientifical-
ly desirable.”® This defense holds true equally for the XIXth
Dynasty theory of the Exodus. It was, however, also point-
ed out that the continued multiplication of data which are
contradictory to a theory, or which require the use of expla-
nations that do not explain, should prompt the investigator
to scrutinize most rigidly the validity of the premises on
which his theories are based. We then examine the princi-
pal explanations that have been offered to account for the
difficulties in the XIXth Dynasty Exodus theory.

IV. Explaining Away the Import of
Merneptah’s Inscription

There is perhaps no single extra-Biblical literary source
from ancient times for which a satisfactory interpretation is
more needed than for the inscription of Merneptah if the
XIXth Dynasty theory of the Exodus is to merit the accept-
ance that has been given to it. This is the earliest known
example of the mention of Israel in the secular inscriptions
of Egypt, yet it stands to contradict the XIXth Dynasty Ex-
odus theory and to deter its proponents from setting even
an approximate date in the reign of Rameses II when the
Exodus incident could have occurred.
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The writer has met but a single softly spoken suggestion
as to just how the import of this inscription is to be circum-
vented, and this one is far from being convincing. This ex-
planation assumes that perhaps Merneptah is not referring
to a military devastation of Israel.’® However, the other
- statements in the inscription clearly refer to political situa-
tions, and the basis remains obscure for considering the ref-
erence to the desolation of Israel as something different
than political, i.e., perhaps as an agricultural desolation! It
is a bit difficult to understand just how a deficient crop
would make Palestine a ““widow for Egypt” or to under-
stand why such a condition would warrant the inclusion of
Palestine among the “turbulent” areas which now became
“bound by king Merneptah.”

V. Explanations for Chronological Difficulties

Explanations designed to account for the chronological
difficulties that rise from the placement of the Exodus as
late as the XIXth Dynasty call attention to certain genealo-
gical data from Scripture. It is claimed that these data inci-
cate a much shorter period for the Judges than is allowable
by the acceptance of the 480 years of I Kings 6:1 or the
300-year period of Jephthah. Most notable is the genealogy
of Judah, son of Jacob, who came into Egypt with his fami-
ly at the time of the Descent. This genealogy is given in
Genesis 46:11, 12; Numbers 26:19-22; I Chronicles 2:3ff.;
Ruth 4:18-22; Mathew 1 and Luke 3. It is not to be ex-
pected that the partial genealogies of Genesis 46 and Num-
bers 26 would give data to the era of the Israelite monar-
chy. The other four give the sequence of descendants of
Judah as: Phares, Hezron, (A)ram, Aminadab, Naason,
Salmon (Salma), Boaz, Obed, Jesse, and David, the father

of Solomon. v
Since Hezron, grandson of Judah, was born before the
Descent,” the period from the Descent to the time of Solo-
mon is covered by the names in the list from Hezron to
- David inclusive. This period is 695 years if we accept the
480 years of I Kings 6:1 and a period of 215 years from the
Descent to the Exodus, or 910 years if the Sojourn is taken
as 430 years. If the genealogies as given are complete, these
figures require 70 or 90 years to a generation respectively,
figures which may properly be regarded as out of the ques-
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tion. Rowley used this situation to argue that the period of
the Judges was much shorter than that suggested by the
reading of I Kings 6:1.*!

Rowley, however, reasoned on the basis that the period
of the Sojourn was 430 years and expressed difficulty in un-
derstanding why Bible scholars regard the 480 and 430-year
periods with such sanctity while not giving due considera-
tion to the anomalous evidence of genealogies. However, he
does not show reason for difficulty when the period of So-
journ is limited to 215 years as understood by Paul,*® and
when the post-Exodus genealogy is recognized as incom-
plete. Evidence will now be introduced to show that the
genealogical data may be fitted very reasonably into a chro-
nology that allows but 215 years for the Sojourn. Evidence
is at hand to show that all the later genealogies of Judah
omit names representing the generations from about the
time of the Conquest to Boaz, the great-grandfather of
David.

The number of such omitted generations may be calcu-
lated to fall between 10 and 15. Matthew gives Boaz as of
the line of Rahab.®® Aaron, the brother of Moses, married
the sister of Naason,* evidently before the Exodus. This
Naason (Naashaon) was a leader in the tribe of Judah just
following the Exodus.? That this is the same Naashon is
clear since he is the son of Aminadab of the genealogical
list while the wife of Aaron was daughter of the same man.
Salmon (Salma) is the son of Naashon and hence belongs to
the generation after the Exodus, i.e., to the era of the Con-
quest. But so also does Rahab belong to this same era.*
When Matthew states that Salmon begat Booz (Boaz) of
Rachab, we may unerstand this to mean that Boaz was of
the line of Salmon through Rahab. The inference is that
Salmon married Rahab after the conquest of Jericho. In any
case, it is obvious that the genealogies of Judah, as given by
Matthew and Luke, omit all the descendants of the line be-
tween Salmon and Boaz, and the other genealogies should
be interpreted in the same manner.

The interval is about 325 years. If one allows an average
generation to be about one-third of a century, the number
of missing names is 10. If one allows as few as 22 years to a
generation, the number is 15. The exact number is not vital
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to the discussion. The obvious conclusion is that there is no
rational basis for invoking Scripture to support a theory of
the Exodus which demands a radical shortening of the era
of the Judges.

The number of generations from the Descent to the Exo-
dus in the line of Judah is five. Since we do not know the
age of Naason at the Exodus, a period of 215 years for the
Sojourn is reasonable, and more so since Naason was proba-
bly about the age of Moses and Aaron at the time.”

VI. Was the Exodus an Insignificant Event?

There is nothing more obvious than that the Exodus, as
described in Scripture, together with associated events, rep-
resented incidents of major consequence which could not
have occurred without leaving an unmistakable effect on
the histories of both Israel and Egypt.® That the incidents
did leave such an indelible impression on the Israelites is
clearly revealed in Scripture.® The absence of any detecta-
ble crisis revealed by the Egyptian sources at either of the
points proposed for the Exodus calls for a rejection of much
of the Scriptural story as “polish” that has accumulated
prior to reduction of the accounts to writing.*

. We must therefore be prepared to reject as later embellishment
much of the story as it appears in the Book of Exodus, and to imagine
the actual event as of much more humble nature. As for the numbers
of the Israelites we cannot for a moment entertain a belief in the two
millions suggested by Ex. 12:37. It is incredible that the vast people
could have maintained themselves in the desert between Egypt and
Canaan for the forty years demanded by tradition, and extremely
doubtful, in the light of modern experience, whether they could even
have made the direct march from Egypt to Kadesh.

Since it is rather universally agreed that it is not possible
to reject the fact of the Exodus, explanations are needed (1)
for reducing the number of escapees to a relatively small
number, and (2) for reducing the size of the pursuing army
to one whose loss would not be critical to the subsequent
history of Egypt, and (3) to provide an explanation for the
plagues that leaves room for the escape of the unarmed and
enslaved Israelites without producing a simultaneous crisis

in Egypt.

VII. How Many People were Involved
in the Exodus?

The historian Petrie seems to have been one of the prin-
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cipal proponents of the theory that the number of escapees
at the Exodus was a relatively small number.*' By translat-
ing the word given as “thousands” in our English versions
as “families,” he makes the record read ‘600 families” in-
stead of 600,000 adult males.” On this basis he estimates
that the total number of Israelites who left Egypt at this
time was not in excess of 5,500 persons. This deduction ap-
pears to be generally accepted among scholars and particu-
larly among the proponents of the XIXth Dynasty place-
ment of the Exodus.

The statement that 40,000 men of war, from two and
one-half tribes only,** went to the attack of Jericho a few
years later seems not to have been taken into account in the
formulation of this theory. In support of this altered transla-
tion, we are pointed to the numbering of the first-born at
Sinai, at which time it was found that this number amount-
ed to 22,273.% It is claimed that this figure is incompatable
with a population of two million or more. Petrie also failed
to note that the dedication of the first-born here under con-
sideration was not effective until after the 10th plague in
which the first-born of Egypt lost their lives. The reference
in question™ tells of a change in plan for the dedication of
the first-born of all Israel as a token of their deliverance, to
the dedication of the single tribe of Levi.® When thus un-
derstood, the number 22,273 first-born in all Israel is con-
sistent only when a population of this magnitude is recog-
nized.

Petrie’s proposal to translate the Hebrew word rendered
“thousands” in our English versions as ““families” is unten-
able. This point has been given due consideration by He-
brew scholars who find no basis whatever for such a transla-
tion.*® It has also been argued that the land of Goshen
could not have accommodated such a number of persons, the
total population of Egypt at that time having been estimat-
ed as not in excess of 8,000,000.* But there is no valid rea-
son for supposing that Israel remained entirely confined to
the area assigned them at the Descent, even if it is granted
that the limits of this area could be defined (and if cannot
be thus defined).® It is also proposed that if the figure of
600,000 men above the age of 20 were factual, Israel could
have overcome the Egyptians at the Red Sea by sheer
weight of numbers.*
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... If the figures in the book of Numbers, therefore, really repre-
sented the actual number involved in the Exodus, the Israelite army
[sic] 600,000 warriors [sic] should have been able to overcome any-
thing which the Pharaoh put into the field by sheer weight of num-
bers!

Unfortunate for this thesis, the Israelites at this time did
not constitute an army, and it would be pure speculation to
presume that there was a single weapon of war in the entire
multitude.® If sheer weight of numbers without arms could
have solved the problem, they could have successfully re-
belled while in Egypt. It is to be noted that the fear of the
pharaoh in enslaving the Israelites was not that they would
rise in armed rebellion but that they would join an invad-
ing army (which could provide them with weapons).*!

It is further claimed that it would not have been possible

for such a large number of people to have passed from
Egypt to Palestine across the desert, even by a direct route,
to say nothing of successful passage by the indirect route
described in Scripture. Such claims defeat their own pur-
pose since they leave difficulties as large as the original. Ex-
cept as one recognizes the miraculous provision of food and
water for the migrants and their cattle, it would have been
equally impossible for even a group of 5,000 to have sur-
vived such a journey. Glueck, who is perhaps more familiar
with this territory than any other, felt compelled to con-
clude that even Abraham with his company, not exceeding
.318 people, could not have made this direct journey from
Palestine to Egypt and return with his cattle, except at a
- time when there was a sedentary occupation of the territory
by a people who had solved the problems of water supply.
According to Glueck, such a sedentary occupation of the
Negeb existed only from the 21st to the 18th centuries B.C.
So sure was Glueck of the impossibility of making the jour-
ney at any other time that he allowed only one of two pos-
sible conclusions.*

. .. Either the Age of Abraham coincides with the Middle Bronze I

period between the twenty-first and nineteenth centuries B.C. or the

entire sage dealing with the Patriarch must be dismissed, so far as its
historical value is concerned, from scientific considerations.

Archaeology reveals that the territory of the Negeb was
not occupied by a sedentary population at any time be-
tween the mid-18th Dynasty and the end of the reign of

:
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Rameses II. If it would have been impossible for Abraham
with his company of 318 people and their cattle to have
made this direct journey from Palestine to Egypt and re-
turn, except as there was a sedentary occupation of the
area, then certainly it would have been less possible for a
group of 5,000 with their cattle to have made the journey
by the indirect route. Even if there had been a sedentary
occupation at the time of the Exodus, the problem is not
solved. It must be understood that the Israelites retained
their organization during this period and were not scattered
over the territory to distribute the problems of food and
water among many villages. At any given stopping place,
the village people would be expected to provide for the en-
tire multitude and their cattle.”

Except as one accepts the story as it reads, including the
miraculous provision of food and water, nothing at all is
provided to bridge the gap between the impossible and the
actual passage by reducing the number of escapees to a fig-
ure of about 5,000. Furthermore, any such reduction of the
number only magnifies the incredibility of this smaller
group successfully conquering the area of Palestine, with its
numerous walled cities, which was only possible with Di-
vine aid even with the larger number. The dilemma in
which historians find themselves at this point, and the im-
possibility of extricating themselves in a credible manner,
lies in the necessary recognition of the Sojourn in Egypt
and the necessary recognition of the passage and eventual
conquest of Palestine, while rejecting as “polish” all of the
details that make these necessary conclusions credible.

The wrtier is very much aware that the very interpreta-
tion of Scripture that makes these conclusions possible is
most distasteful to the majority of scholars who accept the
tradition concept of Scriptural origin. Yet nowhere is it
more clearly apparent that the rational choice here is not
between accepting the numbers of Scripture at their face
value or of reducing them to what may seem more “man-
ageable proportions.” The choice is between accepting
Scripture for what it claims to be or rejecting these claims.
If the claims are accepted, the difficulties disappear; if they
are rejected, one may as well dismiss the stories of Scripture
as having any historical significance, including the supposed
“historical kernel.”
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The figures of Scripture relative to the number of emi-
grants leaving Egypt remain internally consistent. The cen-
sus of the Israelites was taken twice between the Exodus
and the Conquest, and the figures from the two are consist-
ent. So also are the references to partial numberings. The
figure of 600,000 adult males leaving Egypt is not at all in-
consistent with the shorter period of 215 years for the So-
journ. This allows for eight generations. The Exodus ac-
count emphasizes that the Israelites were unusually prolific
during this period.* The number of males entering Egypt
was 66. Counting Joseph and his two sons, we have a po-
tential starting figure of 69 families. An assumption of an
average of eight children per family is not inconsistent with
the statement of an unusually rapid increase. A simple cal-
culation will show that multiplication to a population be-
tween two and three million in eight generations is not at
all improbable.

Nor is the figure of eight generations in contradiction to
the prediction to Abraham that his descendants would re-
turn in the fourth generation. The prediction may be taken
to mean that the fourth generation would still be well rep-
resented at the time. Moses himself belonged to only the
third of these four generations.

VIII. How Large was the Pursuing Egyptian Army?

Since the loss of the complete army of Egypt would cer-
tainly have been a severe political catastrophe which would
be clearly discernable in the subsequent history of Egypt,
and since such a crisis is not apparent at the points sup-
posed to represent the setting of the Exodus in Egyptian
history, the acceptance of these theories demands a reduc-
tion in the size of this army to dimensions that are at nota-
ble odds with the Scriptural suggestions. To be sure, the
number in the army is not stated but we are told that:*

.. . he took six hundred chosen chariots, and all the chariots of
Egypt and captains over every one of them.

Neither are we told how many warriors were under the
direction of each chariot, but from other sources we learn
that the ratio of warriors to chariots was not a small one. In
a later invasion of Palestine at the time of king Asa, the
total army was composed of one million soldiers, the force
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of chariotry but 300.% It is of course, not necessary to pre-
sume that this ratio was constant for all military engage-
ments, but certainly there is no basis for presuming that the
army accompanying double this number of chariots was
only a “task force.” The army is repeatedly spoken of as an
“host.”” Since the eastern Delta region represented the most
vulnerable point of attack on Egypt, there is no reason for
presuming that any major part of the available army would
be stationed in positions which would make then unavaila-
ble for this pursuit.

The purpose of the pursuit was not to destroy the fleeing
Israelites but to force their return to slavery along with the
treasures which the Israelites took with them.* This aim
could be realized only by frightening them by display of
Egyptian power. The Israelites at this time were not an
armed people as supposed by Wright. In spite of their
numbers, they were in no position to face an armed army.
Certainly the pharaoh was fully aware that his purpose
would not be fulfilled by sending a mere task force to pur-
sue the Israelites. Since his purpose was fulfilled in fright-
ening the fleeing migrants,” the story makes sense only
when it is recognized that the pursuing army represented
the full might of Egypt. The pharaoh had just lost ten em-
barrassing engagements against but two men (and their
God). Therefore, even if it were possible to reduce the
number of escapees to a figure of a few thousand, nothing
short of sheer stupidity could have led the pharaoh to at-
tempt to drive this people back into Egypt with a small
fraction of his army.

IX. Were the Plagues the Result of
not-too-unusual Weather
or Seasonal Conditions?

A further difficulty of no mean proportions is encoun-
tered in attempts to retain a historical kernel of any signifi-
cance in the story of the plagues. In order to reduce the cri-
sis to be expected to one that produced no discernable ruf-
fle on the history of Egypt, it has been theorized that the
plagues were nothing more than the phenomena to be ex-
pected to follow a not-too-infrequent series of weather con-
ditions, or perhaps that they resulted from a series of sea-
sonal changes in Egypt.*
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The order of the plagues was the natural order of such troubles on a
lesser scale in the Egyptian seasons, as was pointed out long ago. The
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