N
Z

The Proceedings of the International Conference

il

on Creationism

Volume 4 .
Print Reference: Pages 291-302 Article 24

1998

Biblical Chronology and Egyptian History

James R. Honeyman

Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.cedarville.edu/icc_proceedings

DigitalCommons@Cedarville provides a publication platform for fully open access journals,
which means that all articles are available on the Internet to all users immediately upon
publication. However, the opinions and sentiments expressed by the authors of articles
published in our journals do not necessarily indicate the endorsement or reflect the views of
DigitalCommons@Cedarville, the Centennial Library, or Cedarville University and its employees.
The authors are solely responsible for the content of their work. Please address questions to
dc@cedarville.edu.

Browse the contents of this volume of The Proceedings of the International
Conference on Creationism.

Recommended Citation

Honeyman, James R. (1998) "Biblical Chronology and Egyptian History," The Proceedings of the
International Conference on Creationism: Vol. 4, Article 24.

Available at: https://digitalcommons.cedarville.edu/icc_proceedings/vol4/iss1/24

"ﬁr EENTENNIAL LIBRARY

EDARVILLE UNIVERSITY


http://www.cedarville.edu/Academics/Library.aspx













Using the numbers in the Septuagint, Creation would be about 5500 B.C. and the Flood about 3300 B.C.
If there was a highly developed civilization before the Flood, it would be renewed post-Flood as population
increased, probably in two or three hundred years, so it should be well established by 3000 B.C. These
dates coincide with secular scholars’ claim, according to McCone [5, p.125], that civilization began in
Mesopotamia by 3000 B.C. Secular scholars, of course, do not recognize a Flood or pre-Flood
development.

In trying to resolve the Massoretic versus Septuagint issue, we must not ignore instances where the New
Testament confirms the Septuagint but not the Massoretic. Luke provides a list of the human ancestors of
Jesus, all the way back to Adam, surely under the direct guidance of the Holy Spirit. In Luke 3:36, and the
Septuagint, Gen. 11:12, Arphaxad is father of Cainan, the father Sala. The Massoretic skips Cainan and
gives Arphaxad as father of Sala. Paul's statement of Galatians 3:17, discussed earlier, is another example
favoring the Septuagint.

EGYPT AND THE SHEPHERD KINGS

To analyze the problem between Israelite and Egyptian history, only well-known contacts disclosed in
Scripture will be used. It is readily acknowledged that a brief paper cannot present the large amount of
evidence provided by several volumes. Our effort here will be to locate in Egyptian history a number of the
Egyptians mentioned in the Bible. One series of facts is especially pertinent, because part of the problem
is a fulfillment of the prophecy given in Exodus 17:14. Just after crossing the Red Sea, the Jews were
attacked by some of the most vicious people of ancient times, the Amalekites. Israel would have been
defeated except that God helped them as long as Moses raised his hands toward heaven. Aaron and Hur
seated him on a stone and supported his arms until the Amalekites were defeated. Later, God told Moses
in Exodus 17:14, "... | will utterly put out the remembrance of Amalek from under heaven." How does this
affect history?

We know that Israel moved south along the Red Sea toward Mount Sinai, but Velikovsky [8, pp.55-60]
proposed that the Amalekites had come from western Arabia, driving flocks and herds, and had only to
wander north around the end of the Red Sea and walk into Egypt. Here was a country devastated by the
plagues, and without a Pharoah or an army, so they simply took control. (The death of Pharoah is not
definite in Exodus; however, Psalm 136:15 is exact: "But overthrew Pharoah and his army in the Red Sea.")
This was the final, horrible punishment of the Egyptians who enslaved the Jews, for the Amalekites were
killers and destroyers. They have been called the Shepherd Kings, or Hyksos by the Greeks, but in a
precise fulfillment of God’s prophecy of Exodus 17:14, historians have never recognized who conquered
Egypt. Most still refuse to admit the possibility that it was the Amalekites, some out of intense antagonism
toward Velikovsky.

The Bible tells us more about the Amalekites which is consistent with the hypothesis that it was they who
conquered Egypt at the time of the Exodus. Nearly 400 years after the Exodus, Samuel came to King Saul
and gave him God's command, Samuel 15:3, "Now go and smite Amalek, and utterly destroy all that they
have..." Those who have studied Egyptian history found that Egypt went through an intermediate period
of about 400 years when they were ruled by foreigners. The Egyptians, however, had been rebelling, and
starting in the south, they gradually drove out the enemy. The Amalekites withdrew eastward into the Sinai,
along the Mediterranean [8, p.67]. There a stream which drained most of the Sinai provided water for a
great city, which was their main defense. (Around 3500 years ago, there was much more rainfall than at
present.)

| Samuel 15:5, "And Saul came to the city of Amalek, and laid in wait in the valley." A valley or stream is
sometimes a weak place in the defenses of a walled city. Verse 7, "And Saul smote the Amalekites from
Havilah until thou comest to Shur, that is over against Egypt." If the city was conquered, any survivors
would be likely to retreat toward Egypt. Still, in fulfillment of God’s prophecy to "... put out remembrance of
Amalek from under heaven," even Josephus, the Jewish historian who lived about the time of Christ, did
not know who had ruled Egypt and that Saul ended the Amalekites long domination. Significantly, the Bible
does not record a single contact between the Jews and the Egyptians during the time of the Judges, a
period of several hundred years. |f the Egyptians were under the control of foreigners, this might be
expected.



Why are these facts important? As stated previously, Egyptian history is exaggerated, and to fill up some
of the many extra years, Egyptologists claim that there were two intermediate periods, each of several
hundred years. The second was the time of the Hyksos, and the names of their rulers are listed by the
Egyptian historian, Manetho, as two dynasties of Pharaoahs. But Courville [3, p.100ff] presents very
persuasive evidence that the first period is imaginary. He indicates that it is no more than a misreading of
some of the facts related to the second period. These facts are enumerated to demonstrate two points:
first, there are contacts between Israel and Egypt which have not been recognized, at least prior to
Velikovsky. Second, if the Exodus and the beginning of the Hyksos rule coincide, it can be shown that
Egyptian history is seriously in error.

CHAMPOLLION’S ERRORS

When Champollion succeeded in deciphering the hieroglyphs and found that papyri and monuments
confirmed the existence of many of the Pharoahs listed by a priest named Manetho, he calculated the length
of Egyptian history. The lists supplied reign lengths which he simply added together and arrived at the
conclusion that the First Dynasty of Pharoahs was founded in 5867 B.C. [3, p.15]. The first Egyptian
Dynasty, of course, would be preceded by some stone age living which followed the migration from the
Tower of Babel. Champollion’s conclusion, in the early 1800's, caused a severe shock throughout the
Christian Church, because it challenged Ussher’s date for Creation, 4004 B.C. Allowing time for the Tower
of Babel and the Flood would move Creation far back in time. Not many Christians today realize that
Champollion’s calculations, which we now know to have contained serious errors, opened the way for the
vast expansion of time necessary for evolution.

One enormous error that Champollion did not recognize was that for much of its history, Egypt had a
Northern Kingdom and a Southern Kingdom, both having successive dynasties. The priest, Manetho,
provided figures for all, and Champollion added them together. This error nearly doubled the actual history.
In addition, Courville found that many times a Pharoah would appoint his son as co-regent (apparently in
two cases, a daughter). Manetho, however, in presenting reign lengths, sometimes included the years of
co-regency with the years of sole reign, so in terms of a chronology, these years were imaginary. Further
error developed during the long reign of Rameses II, [3, p.291] for in his later years his power deteriorated
so seriously, according to the Harris Papyrus, that near anarchy prevailed. Rulers of nomes (counties)
claimed the title of Pharoah (their word for king) and several were reigning at the same time. Manetho,
however, recorded the reign lengths of all, and Champollion added everything together. Finally, Manetho
gave reign lengths for the Kings of the Hyksos, and a list of Egyptian Pharoahs who ruled in the same
period. This duplication is now recognized by secular scholars, but several of the others are not.

Champollion’s date for the First Dynasty has been shrinking steadily and for many years was estimated at
around 3100-3200 B.C. Recently, according to Courville [3, p.15], Sharff proposed 2850 B.C. and has
received some support from other Egyptologists. However, the date for the First Dynasty must still be
somewhat inflated. Historians divide the major eras of Egyptian history into an Old Kingdom, a First
Intermediate, the Middle Kingdom, a Second Intermediate (the period of the Hyksos) and the New Kingdom.

Velikovsky [8, p.22ff] made a brilliant start toward correction when he found an Egyptian papyrus, written
by Ipuwar (Museum of Leiden #344), telling of the terrible catastrophes that befell the country, which
paralleled the Biblical plagues almost exactly [8, p.48]. Immediately following the plagues was an invasion.
To quote from the papyrus at 3:1 [8, p.38], "Forsooth, the Desert is throughout the land. The nomes are
laid waste. A foreign tribe from abroad has come to Egypt." Additional evidence was provided by
Velikovsky identifying this foreign tribe as the Amalekites, known in history as the Hyksos. However, placing
the Exodus at the end of the Middle Kingdom and the beginning of the Second Intermediate, required a
reduction of Egyptian chronology of several hundred years.

Previous to Velikovsky, historians assumed that the Exodus could only have occurred sometime during the
New Kingdom. Courville states concerning the first dynasty of the New Kingdom, "... the beginning of
Dynasty XVIII was similarly fixed at 1580 B.C." Bible Chronology would place the Israelites as slaves in
Egypt at the time, but there is absolutely no period in the New Kingdom which evidenced the catastrophe
of the Exodus, or the domination of foreigners. It was a time of great prosperity and power in Egypt.
Secular historians scoffed at the idea that the Exodus could not only precede the New Kingdom, but be
placed, as Velikovsky claimed, at the start of the Second Intermediate, the period of the Hyksos.



Aardsma provided an important insight into the place of the Exodus in Egyptian history [1, pp.12-14]. After
showing that the First Intermediate follows the Old Kingdom, he then details the collapse of culture and
power in Egypt at the end of the Old Kingdom. He states:

The First Intermediate is clearly the one of interest. Its onset shows all the characteristics one would
expect to see as the natural result of the Biblical Exodus. No other period in Egypt’s history is
suitable to the Exodus, for no other period shows simultaneously the: 1. sudden onset of chaos at
all levels of Egyptian society with accompanying famine and anarchy, 2. severe loss of centralized
power and authority, 3. complete eclipse of Egypt's international prestige and influence, and 4.
centuries long struggle to regain what had so suddenly and completely been lost. [1, p.14]

Certainly the catastrophes before and after the Exodus, as described in Scripture, should bring about all of
these results. However, Aardsma proposed moving the Exodus back to the secular date for the fall of the
Old Kingdom, at about 2450 B.C., hundreds of years before the Scriptural date for the Exodus.

Courville found Egyptian historical evidence in the Sothis King list that Koncharis, the Pharoah of the
Exodus, was the last king of the Old Kingdom. The proof for this statement depends on two facts: all the
names which precede him in the list are Old Kingdom Pharoahs, and following Koncharis in this list are
seven names of Pharoahs which are certainly not Egyptian names. Silites, Bainon, Apachnas, Aphophis,
Sethos, Certos, and Aseth are the Hyksos Pharoahs of the Second Intermediate, which immediately
followed the Exodus. The effect of this is to eliminate both the First Intermediate and the Middle Kingdom.
This goes much further than Velikovsky proposed. It is important to remember that the Sothis King list was
an exact chronology preserved by Egyptians who lived close to the events they were recording.

The great expansion of Egyptian history was at least partly due to modern scholars assigning numbers to
every dynasty, and then assuming that each succeeded the other in numerical order. The deflation which
has already occurred is mostly derived from recognition of some contemporary dynasties. Subtracting both
the Middle Kingdom and the First Intermediate comprises a drastic reduction in Egyptian history, but when
that is done, the chronology of both Biblical History and the Sothis King list agree exactly. The background
in Egyptian history for every contact with Israel also emerges.

Evidence presented early in this paper placed the Flood about 3300 B.C. Therefore, the Egyptologists date
of 3100-3200 B.C. for the First Dynasty is too early. Migration to Egypt would follow the Tower of Babel,
and after some Stone Age living along the Nile, culture and government would develop. After an unknown
period of years, these authorities were brought together under a Pharoah, establishing the First Dynasty.
Courville [3, p.210] did not claim a date for the First Dynasty, but he could only justify from his own research
a date of 2124 B.C. for its beginning. Contacts with Israel started somewhat later.

The date for the Exodus is derived from 1 Kings 6:1, "... in the four hundred and eightieth year after the
children of Israel were come out of Egypt, in the fourth year of Solomon’s reign ... he began to build the
house of the Lord." The time of David and Solomon is known within a year or two, which places the Exodus
close to 1446 B.C. Of course, any date is useless without corroborating evidence both before and after the
Exodus. Velikovsky, in Ages in Chaos [8] began to examine subsequent contacts between Egypt and Israel.
The information about the Hyksos, already presented, covered about 400 years, approximately the period
of the Judges, down to Samuel and Saul. Velikovsky continued to analyze contacts between Israel and
Egypt to the reigns of Jehoshaphat in Judah and Ahab in Israel. However, he did not discover the basic
reasons for the over-expansion of history, and he did not investigate history before the Exodus.

Courville, on the other hand, realized that archeology, after finding many facts which supported Scripture,
was claiming very serious differences with Biblical chronology. His two-volume work, The Exodus Problem
and it's Ramifications [3], is rather difficult reading for most Christians. His method of correcting archeology
was this: first present the accepted view of a period, as well as the problems with that interpretation. Then
he stated a revised chronology and the facts which supported the change, but this revision always agreed
with the Bible and clarified the contacts between Jews and Egyptians. Also, he found the background to
the Famine of Joseph, and continued at least to the conquest of Egypt by the Persians in 525 B.C., after
which the history of Egypt is fairly well established. However, when he analyzed history before Abraham,
he seemed to be constrained by Ussher’s dates.



