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PREFACE 

This book is the final volume of Pillars of the Past and a continuation and 

exploration of how scientific, technological and other forms of evidence developed 

and employed in the previous volumes can be utilized to place Stonehenge, the 

megaliths of Europe and the people associated with these into the short chronology 

and specifically into the chronology of Immanuel Velikovsky. Prehistorians, 

archaeologists, as well as historians presently hold that these monuments and 

artifacts attributed to them were created/raised during the Late Neolithic and down 

to the Middle Bronze Ageðca. 4000ï1500 B.C. If this chronology is correct, it 

contradicts Immanuel Velikovskyôs thesis that global catastrophes occurred after 

these times. One cannot realistically expect that these great stone monuments in 

Britain, Ireland, Scotland, Brittany, Malta, Gozo, Spain, etc., would still be erect 

and more or less intact after the Earth had experienced global extraterrestrial 

cataclysms that shook the very foundations of the globe. In terms of Velikovskyôs 

hypothesis the period to which these monuments are assigned, 4000ï1500 B.C., 

was the age of the mammoths and other mega-fauna and thus it would hardly be 

possible that the primitive people of this time would have undertaken the enormous 

effort to move great stones to form circles or other massive architectural 

constructions. They clearly were still in their technological infancy. 

Furthermore, several critics of Velikovsky have come forth to point out that 

these megaliths are oriented to specific places in the sky such as the solstices which 

when retrocalculated indicate that the orientation of the Earthôs axis had not 

changed catastrophically but was then in the same location as today, something 

impossible had the axis moved as Velikovsky claimed. 

Nevertheless, all these criticisms are based on the collective view of the 

authorities that the chronology of the megalithic age is valid. If the scientific 

technological and other forms of evidence contradict the established chronology 

and move the age of these monuments into much later historic times, which is the 

thesis of this book, then the criticisms of Velikovsky can have no standing. As with 

the prior three volumes of Pillars of the Past which employed forensic historical 

evidence and proved the chronology of the ancient Near East is about 2000 years 

too long, this book will attempt to prove that Stonehenge and the megalithic age is 

thousands of years too old. This hypothesis is not original with us as a 
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chronological concept; it was presented by Algernon Herbert and James Fergusson 

and others in the 19th century based on the evidence then available to them. Today 

of course, after 150 years of additional research and archaeological excavations 

there exists a great deal of new evidence that can and will be brought to bear on the 

chronology of Stonehenge and the megalithic age that fully supports Herbert, 

Fergusson and thus also Velikovskyôs placement. Like Herbert and Fergusson, we 

place this megalithic epoch in the post-Roman timesðthe age of the Anglo-Saxons. 

This author suspects that many readers reading the last paragraph, imbued with 

the viewpoint that the chronology of the Megalithic Age is set in stone, and seeing 

the world through that uniformitarian filter, will believe no such Velikovskian 

cataclysms happened, will put down this work as utter nonsense and read no 

further. Since they have most probably not read or availed themselves of the 

previous volumes of this series, they cannot fathom nor understand how well the 

various and numerous forms of interdisciplinary scientific, technological and other 

evidence have so clearly shown that the chronology of the ancient Near East is 

deeply in error. Not having read these volumes, their conceit that such matters are 

settled will give them leave to ignore that evidence as well as the interdisciplinary 

forensic historical evidence that will be presented here. We suggest that any critics 

of these works who fail to read dispassionately and fully all the material evidence 

presented are not serious and therefore their criticisms cannot be taken seriously. 

All too often we have shown, almost as a rule, critics of the short chronology have 

ignored facts that were presented to raise other non-scientific criticisms. 

The character and nature of this interdisciplinary evidence to be presented 

below will show that the prehistoric chronology of the megalithic world is built on 

foundations that not only do not give support to that chronology but are often in 

contradiction to it and with one another. Rather than having a well-defined, ordered 

chronology connected to the various forms of acceptable evidence called upon as 

support, what actually exists is a plethora of unresolved problems, enigmas and 

contradictions that have little connection with that chronological reality as that 

reality is seen through the lenses of science and technology. Not surprisingly, the 

greatest authorities in these particular fields of research admit that not only have 

the scientific foundations presented to uphold that chronology failed, but that the 

secondary dating mechanismsðpottery dating, metallurgical dating, artifact dating, 

etc.ðhave also failed, again and again in every case. These failures have not sunk 

in and thus must be exposed because they are still presented as sound support for 

the established chronology of the megalithic age. 
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This volume, like the earlier ones, calls for a further revolution and revision of 

the megalithic age, and we recite the words of Colin Renfrew, who gave voice to 

the dating revolution that moved Stonehenge, etc., back into the Neolithic/Bronze 

Ages, as a preamble to this dissertation. 

ñArchaeologists all over the world have realized that much of prehistory, as 

written in the existing textbooks, is inadequate: some of it quite simply wrongé 

But what has come as a considerable shock, a development hardly foreseeable just 

a few years ago, is that prehistory as we have learnt it is based upon several 

assumptions which can no longer be accepted as validéSeveral commentators 

have spoken recently of a órevolutionô in prehistory of the same fundamental 

nature as a revolution in scientific thinking. It has been suggested, indeed, that the 

changes now at work in prehistory herald the shift to a ónew paradigmô, an entire 

new framework of thought, made necessary by the collapse of the ófirst 

paradigm.ôò1 

Renfrew was, in this instance, discussing the radio carbon revolution that made 

European prehistory vis-à-vis Herbert and Fergussonôs historical placement of 

Stonehenge, et al., in post-Roman times go back into the Neolithic and Bronze 

Ages. The earlier theory held that the megalithic age grew out of its contact with 

the more advanced civilizations of the Near East. 

The revolution we envisage attempts to reinstate that earlier paradigm not only 

because the radiocarbon revolution failed, as we will show and cite a major 

authority to that effect, but because the positive forensic interdisciplinary historical 

evidence requires just that, namely Stonehenge and the megalithic world must be 

placed in the post-Roman epoch and into Medieval/Anglo-Saxon times. 

                                                 
1 Colin Renfrew, Before Civilization (London 1978), p. 15 
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CHAPTER 1 

BUILDING THEORIES BASED ON ASSUMPTIONS  

 
ñNo one has yet been able so to classify the contents of cognate monuments as 

to construct a chronometric scale which is applicable for the elucidation of their 

dates; and no à priori reasoning has been hit upon that is of the smallest use in 

explaining either their age or their peculiarities.ò 

 

James Fergusson, Rude Stone Monuments 

in All Countries, Their Age and Uses 

(London 1872/2003), p. 19 

 

ñIn 1866 T.G. Bonney confirmed the existence of such chronological 

confusion in the popular mind. óIn England, everything of unknown origin is 

instinctively assigned to one of fourðJulius Caesar, King Arthur, the Druids, or 

the Devil,ô adding that Stonehenge had variously been considered the handiwork 

of the [Breton Queen] Boadicea, the Phoenicians as well as óthe later Britons, the 

Saxons or the Danesôé the circles were Roman, they were Danish, and---Anglo-

Saxon monuments.ò 

Aubrey Burl, The Stone Circles of Britain, 

Ireland, and Brittany (London 1995), p. 17 

 

There are to this day innumerable problems with understanding Stonehenge and 

the megalithic age; this was admitted by Christopher Chippindale as late as 1983. 

ñStonehenge sets a puzzle that has never been solved.é 

ñImagination has made Stonehenge a field of conjecture ówhere the mazes of 

wild opinions are more complex and intricate than the ruinô... 

ñBut there have been surprises in recent years. By the 1930s professional 

archaeologists thought they had at last got the measure of Stonehenge. All those 

amateurish speculations, Druidical fantasies and the rest of the ópow pow 

nonsenseô were to be swept away by the objective facts contained in a few 

excavation reports. Not so. The past few decades have been much odder than any 

that went before. First those sober, cool and objective scholars went chasing after 
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a vision of ancient Greece. When they recovered their composure they found that 

they had lost their hold on Stonehenge; it had passed metaphorically into the 

realms of astronomers and alternative archaeologists, and, literally, into the hands 

of swarms of people who seemed to have no legitimate claim on itðnot just 

modern-day Druids, butéweirdoes,éand worse.ò1 

Jacquetta Hawkes has encapsulated Stonehenge with this pithy bon mot: ñEvery 

age has the Stonehenge it deservesðor desires.ò2 

The crucial dilemma regarding Stonehenge and the megalithic age is that the 

chronology on which it now stands does not have scientific and technological 

pillars to support it. As with the established chronology of the ancient Near East 

which is riddled with problems, enigmas, and contradictions, because it is not 

upheld by scientific and technological pillars, so too, Stonehenge and the 

megalithic age suffer from identical problems, enigmas and contradictions because 

of this lack of forensic historical foundations. As Anthony A. Aveni explains:  

ñ...Jacquetta Hawkesôs epigram has become almost a clich® to describe the way 

we shackle ourselves to the present, the way we deny the diversity of past peoples 

compared with ourselves by garbing our ancestors in our scientific clothing and 

pushing our ideas and motives into their empty heads.ò3 

The problem echoes the words of Alan Gardiner that our understanding of the 

history of the ancient Near East is in chains because of the chronology laid down 

by Manetho and adhered to by legions of authorities: ñNo Egyptologist has yet 

been able to free himself from the shackles imposed by the native annalistôs 

[Manethoôs] thirty Dynasties, and these are likely always to remain the essential 

framework of our modern expositions.ò4 

Rather than being shackled to a Stonehenge imprisoned in the present-day 

conventional chronology bereft of connections to historical reality, we shall in the 

later chapters of this book get to a Stonehenge and megalithic world connected to 

historical reality because it is unshackled from that conventionally accepted 

chronology and underpinned by forensic historical evidence. Before examining the 

latest theoretical expositions of the megalithic age we are going to examine the 

earlier theories to show not only how unrelated to reality and irrelevant they were, 
                                                 
1 Christopher Chippindale, Stonehenge Complete (Ithaca NY 1983), pp. 6-7 
2 Jacquetta Hawkes, Antiquity, vol. 41 (1967), p. 174 
3 Anthony A. Aveni, Empires of Time: Calendars, Clocks, and Cultures (London 2000), p. 77 
4 Alan Gardiner, Egypt of the Pharaohs (London 1961), pp. 46-47, cited in Lynn E. Rose, Sun, 

Moon, and Sothis (Deerfield Beach FL 1999), p. 283 
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but to show in later stages of the book that modern researchers with their vast 

knowledge have trodden down these self-same paths to explain these various 

monuments and force them to fit their ñdesires.ò 

The first theory was that of Inigo Jones whose research, if one can call it that, 

presents several approaches to Stonehenge, which were in the 1900s applied to it 

and the hundreds of other megalithic structures that dot Britain, Ireland, Scotland, 

and Brittany. Jones held that Stonehenge was constructed by the Romans during 

their 360-year reign of Britain. Lee Morrissey nicely captures the essence of 

Jonesôs theory and chronology: 

ñBy claiming that Stonehenge was classical [i.e., Roman] Jones initiated the 

seventeenth and eighteenth centuryôs Stonehenge controversy, by making 

Stonehenge more important that [sic] it had previously seemed. Working on a 

commission from James I...Inigo Jones assembled The Most Notable Antiquity of 

Great Britain, Vulgarly called Stone-Heng, on Salisbury Plain, Restored, 

published posthumously in 1655 by his student John Webb. In this work, Jones 

claims, for two related reasons, that óStone-Heng...was a work built by the 

Romans.ô To begin with, Jones decided that Stonehenge was a dilapidated ruin. 

Then in his drawings, that is, what architects call a óplanô, he provided the parts of 

Stonehenge he thought were missing. On the basis of these plans he argued that 

Stonehenge represented a Roman temple. Moreover, the scale of the work, 

according to Jones, was beyond the capability of the [Neolithic] British. 

Regardless of whether or not Stonehenge is Roman, the Britons were incapable of 

building it because as óa savage and barbarous people,ô they were ódestitute of the 

Knowledge, even to clothe themselves, much less any Knowledge had they to 

erect stately Structures, or such remarkable Works as Stone-Heng.ô 

ñThrough a principle of aesthetic noncontradiction, Jones argues that ówhere 

Art is not,ô i.e., among those British savages, ónothing can be performed by Art.ô 

Because Jones sees óArtô in this monument, art of which the British either are or 

were incapable, it must then have been built by the Romans: where art is, then can 

something be performed by art. However, considering Stonehenge as it stands, 

most interesting is Jonesôs assumption that the builders of the monument had art; 

for by óArtô he specifies that he meant óorder,ô ósymmetry,ô and ódecorum,ô of 

which these Britains óneither had...in them.ôò5 

                                                 
5 Lee Morrissey, From the Temple to the Castle: An Architectural history of British Literature 

1660-1760 (Charlottesville VA 1999), p. 85 
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What Jones had done with his architectural plan of Stonehenge was literally to 

invent structures there that did not exist except in his theory which were all of his 

own invention. 

Morrissey explains: 

ñ...Jones came to this conclusion by comparing his own stylized rendering, his 

own plan of an imagined complete, circular Stonehenge, with Palladioôs plan of an 

ancient Roman theater in Barbaroôs 1556 edition of Vitruvius...Although the 

surviving columns and lintels of the [pentagon-like central horseshoe-shaped] wall 

suggest an ellipse, Jones disregarded the physical evidence [and] invented [an 

extra trilithon making] hexagonal ówalls,ô and drew the outer [nearby] wall of 

Stonehenge as a true circle. Jones then inscribed, within his Stonehenge plan 

[between the hexagon and the nearby circular sarsen stages], ófour intersecting 

equilateral triangles [forming an eight-pointed star] corresponding to the ancient 

theater.ô The ease with which these triangles fit inside Jonesôs version of the 

monument cinched his argument; the triangles showed that Stonehenge had óArt,ô 

that it had order and symmetry. And because the triangles fit into Jonesôs drawing 

just as they had in Palladioôs, Jones concluded that the Romans built Stonehenge, 

just as they had supposedly built the theater that Palladioôs illustration represents. 

ñAs Christopher Chippindale notes, óThe best thing about the analysis is its 

nerve.ô6 

This type of mathematical invention was to be employed by others in the 20th 

century to make Stonehenge and the other megalithic monuments conform to 

theory, not to fact.  

ñInigo Jones drew his conclusions on the basis of highly stylized drawings of 

the monument as it might have stood, given his reading of its remnants, i.e., on 

inaccurate drawings.ò7 

We will encounter this approach in the chapter that deals with astro-

archaeology, by which researchers imagined particular alignments between and 

among the various megaliths and their surrounding landscapes to provide ñorderò 

and ñsymmetryò which accorded with their own theoretical constructions, even 

employing triangles of a unique form that fit a plan and could be construed as 

definitive evidence that the theory had merit. Others, based on reconstruction or 

construction of these monuments and the surrounding landscape, claimed these 

                                                 
6 Ibid., pp. 86-88 
7 Ibid., p. 88 
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gave clear evidence of unique astronomical alignments, while various other 

possible alignments were completely ignored or dismissed; even one which we will 

show gave an alignment at Stonehenge itself of the summer solstice sunrise for the 

time frame which was completely overlooked. In all these other cases the evidence 

was either so ambiguous or erroneous there was no way to prove what was being 

propounded.  

In Inigo Jonesôs case conflict over his vision ultimately led to its collapse. 

Dr. Walter Charleton, physician to Charles II in 1663 wrote Chorea Gigantum 

which attempted to refute Jones and presented his own theory, arguing that when 

ñódiligently comparedô...with monuments in Denmark...Stonehenge was óerected 

by the DANES...and principally designed to be a Court Royal, or Place for the 

Election and Inauguration of their Kingsô...ò8 

Jonesôs student, John Webb, in Vindication of Stone-heng Restored in 1665,  

ñdefended Jonesôs Roman interpretation, contending that the Danish could not 

have built Stonehenge because after the fall of the Roman Empire, they, like 

Jonesôs British before the Roman Empire, were [also] not capable of constructing 

such a building...Not only was Stonehenge not built by the Danes, but in fact it fell 

into its present state of disrepair under their political leadership.ò9 

A major figure in the history and chronology of Stonehenge and therefore of the 

other megalithic monuments in northwestern Europe was John Aubrey who 

effectively answered Jones and Webb as well as Charleton: 

ñIn the 1690s John Aubrey...permanently altered the Stonehenge debate by 

changing the method of research. Calling his method ócomparative antiquityô and 

describing it as óa kind of algebraicô method..., to make the stones give evidence of 

themselves,ô Aubrey compiled and calculated in manuscript (but did not publish) 

the results of research he had undertaken on a commission from the Duke of York. 

Aubrey considered the stone circles of Wiltshire [the region of Stonehenge] in 

light of the other remaining circles spread unevenly throughout the British Isles, 

most of them in the north and west of England... 

ñAubrey even found a stone circle in Ireland, at which point he remembered 

that óthe Romans had no dominion in Ireland, or (at least not far) in Scotland: 

therefore those temples are not supposed to be built by them: nor had the Danes 

                                                 
8 Ibid., p. 88-89 
9 Ibid., p. 90 
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dominion in Wales [where these stone circles exist]...But all these monuments are 

of the same fashion and antique rudeness, wherefore I conclude that they were 

works erected by the Britons.ô By comparing the stone circles with the known 

extent of Roman [and Danish] influence Aubrey demonstrated that the circles 

were built by the native British, not the Romans [or Danes]. His argument would 

forever change how the British look at the ancient monuments that dot their 

landscape.ò10 

Aubrey claimed that these monuments preceded written history and therefore 

Roman times in that part of Europe. 

Peter Lancaster Brown discusses Aubreyôs Monumenta Britannica, a 

manuscript residing in the Bodleian Library at Oxford: 

ñAubrey tells us in his manuscript: óThere have been several books writt by 

learned men concerning Stoneheng, much differing from one another, some 

offering one thing, some anotheréô Aubrey submitted that Stonehenge and other 

circle monuments he had inspected ówere Temples of the Druids.ô Exploiting an 

early usage of the comparative method in archaeology, he wrote: óWhen a traveller 

rides along the Ruines of a Monastry he knows by the manner of buildings, 

Chapell, Cloysters and etc, that it was a Convent, but of what Order, Benedictine, 

Dominican and etc, it was, he cannot tell by the bare View. So it is clear that all 

the Monuments, which I have recounted were Temples. Now my presumption is, 

That the Druids, being the most eminent Priests or order...ôtis odds, but that these 

ancient monuments, etc...are as ancient as those times...ô 

ñAubrey admits that his theory is conjectural, and with a nice turn of phrase 

concludes: ó...but although I have not brought it into clear light; yet I can affirm 

that I have brought it from an utter darkness to a thin mist, and have gonne further 

in this Essay than anyone before me.ô Aubrey justifies his general speculations, 

noting: óThese Antiquities are so exceedingly old that no Bookes doe reach them, 

so there is no Way to retrieve them but by comparative antiquitie...ôò11  

Brian M. Fagan tells us that Aubrey: 

                                                 
10 Ibid., pp. 90-91 
11 Peter Lancaster Brown, Megaliths, Myths and Men: An Introduction to Astro-Archaeology 

(Mineola NY 2000), pp. 54-55 [original spelling left in citation from Aubrey] 
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ñ...considered the builders of the stone circles óAncient Britons,ô ósavagesô who 

lived in a shady dismal wood.ò 12 

He compares them to Native Americans: 

ñThey were two or three degrees I suppose less savage than the Americans.ò 13 

In essence the builders of the megalithic monuments were primitives living in 

the prehistoric dawn of time. This conclusion was so strong in its appeal, especially 

to modern researchers, that few have questioned the reality of the chronology that 

Aubrey presented. Since these monuments were neither Roman nor Danish, they 

had to be older than both cultures. What had not been considered except by a few 

19th century heretics was that these monuments could have been built in post-

Roman and pre-Danish times, when England was still largely illiterate so that ñno 

Bookes doe reach them...,ò14 and that the people of that age were still 

comparatively backward in historical development of the ñarts.ò Those who later 

challenged Aubreyôs chronology were regarded as cranks at worst or misguided at 

best. 

As Morrissey further states: 

ñIt is difficult to overestimate the influence of this unpublished argument [by 

Aubrey]. When Daniel Defoeôs Tour arrives at Stonehenge, for example, he refers 

to the varied attributions put forward by Inigo Jones and John Aubrey; clearly 

Defoe was familiar with this argument, circulated rather than published. Moreover 

Defoe calls Stonehenge óthat celebrated piece of antiquity; the wonderful Stone-

heng.ô One hundred years earlier Stonehenge had been described in terms of its 

óweight and worthlessness;ô by the 1720s Defoe is calling it óa reverend piece of 

antiquity.ô In appreciating [the great age of] Stonehenge Defoe positions himself 

as someone familiar with several authors who have written on this relatively 

obscure subject... 

ñAs a result of Aubreyôs archaeology Stonehenge was no longer conceivably 

Roman, yet its importance grew, as Defoeôs Tour suggests. óThe elegant Roman 

and Danish Stonehenges were in decline, and the rude British was risingô, writes 

Chippindale. This [chronological] change left eighteenth-century observers (and 

todayôs scholarship) with a problem: how could the importance of Stonehenge be 

                                                 
12 Brian M. Fagan, From Black Land to Fifth Sun: The Science of Sacred Sites (Reading MA 

1999), p. 117 
13 Ibid. 
14 Ibid. 
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accredited at the same time that England was going through a significant period of 

classicism? As Howard Weinbrot points out, óthe danger or irrelevance of classical 

culture in a putative neoclassical age is not one of the more attractive paradoxes of 

literary history.ôò15 

The problem is that primitive societies do not build large stone temples. These 

constructions are generally made by highly developed, well-organized societies. 

ñThat is, if Stonehenge represented an archaeological remnant of an ancient 

Britain, then it must have been one part of a well-organized now-forgotten culture. 

The predicament that this archaeology consequently presented was how to 

describe the lost culture, symbolized by the scale of Stonehenge.ò16 

While it became accepted that prehistoric Britons had built Stonehenge and the 

many other megalithic monuments, the problem then as now is to explain how a 

Neolithic culture of subsistence farmers and herders, as well as hunter-gatherers, 

found the time to build Stonehenge, had the organizational structure to plan, 

organize, and carry out these building feats, and why they did so when the usual 

pressing need to obtain sustenance, at this early period, must have been of 

paramount importance for their survival. We shall return to this question below. 

The answer to this problem, then as now, was to create a British, Irish, Scottish 

culture prior to all other historical ones that was unique, in that it was able to do, 

prior to these more advanced societies, feats of construction that took these others 

(based on the established chronology) perhaps a thousand years and more to 

produce. In the words of Sir Leonard Woolley: 

ñIf hitherto change had been painfully slow, it was because Neolithic man was 

hard put to it to live. All his efforts were necessarily devoted to getting sufficient 

food for his family out of an unpromising and thankless soil; only when the 

struggle for existence ceased to absorb all his time and energy could he find 

leisure for the amenities of life [and for large building projects]. The first requisite 

for civilization was a wide extent of rich soil easily worked. 

ñ...To get the best out of life man requires not only good soil but also a climate 

that permits and encourages him to work out of doors, in moderation, all year 

round...Only where soil and climate alike were favourable could man produce in 

                                                 
15 Morrissey, op.cit., pp. 91-92 
16 Ibid., p. 92 
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excess of his actual needs and yet have leisure to enjoy the surplus; and hitherto he 

had found no region which satisfied both conditions.ò17 

The researcher who elevated these primitive early people to the level of a fairly 

advanced society was William Stukeley in the 18th century who created an entire 

society. According to Burton Feldman and Robert D. Richardson: 

ñWilliam Stukeley, a pioneer of modern archaeology and a well known writer 

on Druids...was a somewhat more colourful figure than most students of mythéhe 

traveled about England observing and studying ancient remains; he became a 

cleric, dabbled in many fields..., was a friend and correspondent of [Isaac] Newton 

and [William] Warburton, and was described by the latter as an honest and a 

learned man who was a mixture of ósimplicity, drollery, absurdity, ingenuity, 

superstition, and antiquarianismô... Later he laid out a garden with a Druid temple 

and an old apple tree, covered with mistletoe, in the center. Stukeley appears to 

have been genially crazed on the subject of Druids, sometimes signing himself [as] 

óChyndonax Archdruidô... 

ñAccording to [A.L.] Owen, Stukeley had originally thought that Stonehenge 

was a óhuge ideogram,ô a great stone hieroglyph of Druid doctrine...and Stukeley 

thought Druidism to have been Egyptian in origin. Why he thought this and why 

he changed his mind are not known (Stukeleyôs interest in Stonehenge and 

Newtonôs in Solomonôs Temple are intriguingly similar), but Stuckleyôs [sic] new 

theory about Stonehenge made it only a part of a much grander conception.ò18 

What was Stukeleyôs ñgrand conceptionò or better yet ñgrand illusionò? 

ñAccording to this theory, the earliest religion was that of the patriarchs before 

the Mosaic dispensation. This primitive [patriarchal] religion, Stukeley argued 

(and in this part of his scheme he was not alone), was in fact Christianity, and the 

Mosaic dispensation, when it came, was only a period of darkness, a óveil 

interveningô between early natural Christianity and the later religion brought by 

Christ. Stukeley contends that the descendents of the patriarchs came to Britain, 

where they were called Druids, and where they carried on the practice of their 

early and pure Christianity in temples such as Stonehenge, uncorrupted by the 

Mosaic dispensation....The Druidicalédoctrines were transmitted from generation 

to generation, eventually ending up as the doctrine of the modern Church of 

                                                 
17 Sir Leonard Woolley, Jacquetta Hawkes, Prehistory and the Beginnings of Civilization, vol. 1, 

(NY 1963), p. 364 
18 Burton Feldman, Robert D. Richardson, The Rise of Modern Mythology 1680-1860 

(Bloomington IN 1972), pp. 124-125 
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England. Thus for Stukeley the Druids were the means by which early Christianity 

was preserved from corruption and kept alive and pure in England itself. 

ñAs Stukely saw the Druids, they were venerable, learned, and pious; they 

were to be admired, studied, even emulated; they were the link connecting modern 

England with earliest times; they were Englandôs guarantee of spiritual primacy.... 

ñHis patriotic quest for English origins and British greatness is related [to his 

overall thesis]...ò19 

Stukeley was a religious and nationalistic fanatic. But he was also dishonest as 

pointed out in Aubrey Burl and Neil Mortimerôs publication of ñStukeleyôs 

Stonehenge: an unpublished manuscriptò:  

ñIt was exactly seventy years after Aubreyôs recognition of Avebury [the 

largest ring in Europe with two smaller inner ones] that Stukeley went there in 

1719, being intrigued by [having read] Aubreyôs description of the earthwork 

enclosure and stone circles. He did not acknowledge his debt. On the contrary he 

claimed the discovery for himself[, writing:] óIn 1718 Mr. Roger and Sam. Gale 

and I took a journey, through my eager desire, to view Abury, an antiquity 

altogether unknown.ô This was not only a lie. It was a preposterous lie. The year 

was wrong. The visit was in 1719 [not 1718] by which time Stukeley had already 

copied the óMonumenta Britannicaô. Aubreyôs account of Avebury, moreover, had 

been published over twenty yearôs earlier...It was ungracious to ignore such 

evidence...20ò 

They add, however, that Stukeleyôs 

ñ...field observations were good but they were written in a historical vacuum. 

There was not one piece of information about the period in prehistoric Britain 

when Stonehenge was built.... 

ñóThese Antiquitiesô, wrote John Aubrey, óare so old that no Bookes doe reach 

themô. They were like the fragments of a shipwreck óso that the retrieving of these 

forgotten things from oblivion in some sort resembles the Art of a Conjurer.ô 

ñEven earlier than Aubrey, William Camden had been sceptical about attempts 

to recover information about the unwritten years of prehistoric Britain from the 

writings of classical authors: óI feare me greatly, that no man is able to fetch out 

                                                 
19 Ibid., p. 125 
20 Aubrey Burl, Neil Mortimer, eds., Stukeleyôs Stonehenge: An Unpublished Manuscript (New 

Haven CT 2005), p. 9 
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the truth, so deepely plunged within the winding revolutions of so many 

ageséthey lie so hidden in the utmost nooke and secretest closet of Antiquitie, as 

it were in a most thicke wood, where no pathwaies are to be seeneéoblivion hath 

so long removed out of sight of our ancestorsô. 

ñFifty years later Stukeley remained in the same chronological wilderness.ò21 

The ultimate fantasy of Stukeley is well outlined by James Fergusson; after 

calling Dr. Stukeley ñone of the most imaginative men and one of the wildest 

theoristsò he goes on to show:  

ñDr. Stukeley concluded that the Druids were serpent-worshippers, and 

consequently that Stonehenge, Avebury, etc., were serpent templesðDracontia, as 

he calls them, daringly assuming that a word, which in the singular was only the 

name of a plant, was actually applied by the ancients to serpent temples, of the 

form of which, however, they were as ignorant as the Doctor himself. Having 

advanced so far, it only remained to adapt the English circles to this newly 

discovered form of worship, and Avebury was chosen as the principal illustration. 

There was a small circle on Hakpen Hill, which had a stone avenue formed by six 

or eight stones running east and west; between West Kennet and Avebury there 

was another avenue leading to the circles, but trending north and south. By 

introducing a curved piece between these fragments, Hakpen became the head of 

the snake, the avenue its body; Avebury a convoluted part of it, and then a tail was 

added, a mile long, on the authority of two stones in the village, and a dolmen, 

called Long Stone Cove, about half-way between Avebury and the end of the tail! 

Stanton Drew and other circles were treated in the same way; curved avenues, for 

which there is not a shadow of authority, except in the Doctorôs imagination, were 

added wherever required, and serpents manufactured wherever wanted. It never 

seems even to have occurred to the Doctor or his contemporaries to ask whether, 

in any time or place, any temple was ever built in the form of the gods to be 

worshipped therein or thereat, or how any human being could discover the form of 

a serpent in [nearly straight] rows of stones stretching over hills and valleys, 

crossing streams, and hid occasionally by mounds and earthworks. On a map with 

the missing parts supplied, this is easy enough; but there were no maps in those 

days, and in the open country it would puzzle even the most experienced surveyors 

to detect the serpentôs form. 

ñHad so silly a fabrication been put forward in the present day, it probably 

would have been met with the contempt it deserves; but the strangest part of the 

whole is that it was then accepted as a revelation. Even so steady and so well in-

formed an antiquary as Sir Richard Colt Hoare adopts Dr. Stukeleyôs views with-

                                                 
21 Ibid., p. 9-10 [original spelling preserved] 
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out enquiry. His magnificent works on óAncient and Modern Wiltshire,ô which are 

not only the most splendid, but the most valuable works of their classéare 

throughout disfigured by this one great blemish. He sees Druids and their Dragons 

everywhere, and never thinks of enquiring on what authority their existence 

rests.ò22 

Those who followed well after in the 20th century also invented nonexistent 

religious, educated engineers who would construct these many rings, burial 

mounds, rows of stones etc., to fit their own peculiarly unique concoctions of how, 

why, and when these megaliths were constructed, based mostly on their own 

authority. 

The last researcher we will deal with is Sir Norman Lockyer, the founder and 

editor of the premier scientific journal in Britain, Nature. He attempted to date the 

construction of Stonehenge, etc., by astronomy.  

Richard J.C. Atkinson, one of the greatest archaeological authorities on 

Stonehenge, in a caustic analysis of Lockyerôs dating of the monument iterates 

what is wrong with his work; first setting down Lockyerôs observations and then 

commenting on their validity:  

ñ1. The axis of Stonehenge was aligned accurately by its builders upon the 

point of the midsummer sunrise at the date of its construction.  

ñThis is an assumption which is entirely unverifiable. The alignment can have 

been accurate only within limits of what can be done by eye, without instruments. 

In any case the true line of the axis cannot now be determined. 

ñ2. The Avenue [used to set the axis] is contemporary with the [circle of the] 

Sarsen stones and has exactly the same axis, which may be used as a substitute for 

the axis of the stones themselves. 

ñ[Based on the chronology of when these elements were constructed, t]he first 

statement is now known to be false, and the second is probably false as well, and 

in any case is unverifiable: 

ñ3. The azimuth bearing [compass direction] of the axis is 49Ü 34ô 18ò [49 

degrees, 34 minutes, 18 seconds] east of true north. 

                                                 
22 James Fergusson, Rude Stone Monuments in All Countries, Their Age and Uses (London 

1872), pp. 4-5 
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ñThis is an arbitrary axis chosen for reasons which are totally irrelevant to the 

question. Lockyer took two points on the estimated midline of the Avenue close to 

Stonehenge, and four more towards the far end of the first straight alignment of 

the Avenue...None of these, however, was chosen as the axis. Instead Lockyer 

observed that a line drawn through the center of Stonehenge approximately on the 

mean axis passed close to or through an earthwork on Silbury Hill...and another 

earthwork at Grovely...to the south-west, neither of which he finally selected for 

the axis...[but] is that of an Ordinance Survey bench mark erected in the nineteenth 

century A.D., near the former earthwork [of Silbury]. 

ñThe extraordinary proceeding seems all the more remarkable in that the two 

earthworks are now known to be of the Early Iron Age, and to have been built not 

earlier than the fourth century B.C....The chosen line has just as much, but no 

more, significance than the fact that the same line, if prolonged, passes through 

Copenhagen. 

ñ4. For the midsummer [solstice] sunrise to have taken place on this axis the 

value of the obliquity of the ecliptic is 23º 54ô 30ò. 

ñ5. This value [means Stonehenge was built] about the year 1680 B.C....ò23 

Atkinson adds to this: 

ñThe objections put forward to the first three arguments above are sufficient in 

themselves to show the unsoundness of the theory. Three others of a more 

fundamental kind may be stated briefly. The first is that we have no means of 

telling what the original builders regarded as ósunriseô. Was it the first gleam [of 

the rising sunôs top edge] of light (as Lockyer assumed); or when the sunôs [full] 

disc was just visible, with the horizon as tangent to its lower margin? The date 

computed using the first of these positions differs by nearly 4,000 years from that 

of using the last. 

ñSecondly, it should be observed that the assumed line of sight along the axis 

[at the present time] is not marked positively in any way, as are the [precise] sights 

of a rifle. The axis is determined [broadly] by the mid-points of a number of empty 

spaces between pairs of upright stones ([stones numbered] 1 and 30, 15 and 16, 55 

and 56) and the largest of these spaces (between stones 1 and 30) is five feet wide 

at eye height. An error of only one inch [right or left] at this point makes a 

difference of over two centuries in the calculated date, and for any given position 

of the head of the observer on the axis, the use of the left eye instead of the right, 

or vice versa, makes a difference of 500 years [either earlier or later in time]. 
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ñThirdly, it must be remembered that Lockyerôs observations were made with 

[telescopic and other] instruments of the highest precision, whereas the 

instruments used by the original builders were confined to their own naked eyes, at 

the most, a number of straight sticks cut from the nearest hazel-thicket [and set 

along a straight line give far more accurately] the permissible limits of accuracy of 

the whole problem are necessarily fixed by the degree of precision of which the 

original builders were capable [of finding a more precise, direct summer solstice 

alignment], and any conclusions [using telescopes] based upon the use of narrower 

limits of accuracy are therefore wholly unreliable.ò24 

Based on these criticisms, Atkinson concluded: 

ñIn view of these objections it is indeed surprising that the date arrived at from 

astronomical observations should be [dated by Lockyer] so close to that given by 

purely archaeological evidence. Nonetheless, neither method of approach can be 

taken to confirm the correctness of the other. The only conclusion to be drawn 

from [Lockyerôs] astronomical considerations is that the structure of Stonehenge 

[phase] II and Stonehenge [phase] IIIa were aligned roughly and approximately on 

the midsummer [solstice] sunrise. This is a fact; but does not tell us either why or 

[most importantly] when it was done.ò25 

For a short in-depth review of Lockyerôs analysis see Peter Lancaster Brownôs 

Megaliths, Myths and Men...(reprint Mineola NY 2000) pages 64-81. The astro-

archaeologists who followed Lockyer in the 20th century, to be discussed below, in 

many instances, even with hindsight into these problems and more diligence, 

nevertheless were guilty of creating alignments based on assumptions and then 

dating Stonehenge and the other megalithic monuments with these assumptions to 

prehistoric times. But there was no way to scientifically date these, and that was the 

crux of the problem. Until an unimpeachable dating method existed to place these 

in a chronological order, all and any elaboration of their construction and purpose 

or purposes was not scientific but historic or archaeological in nature and therefore 

questionable. 

The last analysis that failed to date these monuments prior to radiocarbon 

datingðconsidered a reliable scientific methodðwas that of Richard J.C. 

Atkinson. Peter James et al., point out how this occurred: 

ñIn July 1953 Richard Atkinson, director of excavations at Stonehenge, was 

photographing a 17th-century graffito on one of the massive sarsen stones when he 
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noticed the faintly carved óoutline of a hilted dagger, point downwardsô. In 

Atkinsonôs opinion, this fortuitous discovery gave óthe first direct evidence of the 

date of the erection of the sarsen stones [circle] at Stonehengeô. 

ñDespite the fascination it has long held for antiquarians and archaeologists, 

the unique monument of Stonehenge has always been difficult to date...Identifying 

his dagger [stylistically] as a 16th-century BC specimen from the historically dated 

Mycenaean civilization of Greece, Atkinson argued that since no actual examples 

of this kind of dagger óare known from Britain, or indeed from N.W. Europe, it is 

reasonable to suppose that this carving was executed at Stonehenge within the 

lifetime of someone who was personally familiar with this type of weapon in its 

homeland; in other words, not later, say, than 1470 B.C.ô 

ñThis precise date was welcomed by British prehistorians. Already they had 

deduced that the final arrangement of Stonehenge was built for the Bronze Age 

chieftains of the Wessex Culture, whose rich burials in barrows [mounds both long 

and circular], dotting the landscape around the monument, had attracted 

excavators since the earliest days of archaeology. As well as local pottery and 

bronzework, these aristocratic graves contained amber and faience jewellery, 

goldwork and bone carvingsðexotic and unusual items thought to be proof of 

trade between Britain and the early Mycenaean world. Atkinson was inspired to 

speculate further, transforming his new link between Wessex and the Aegean into 

a connection with profound repercussions. For him the dagger provided evidence 

that óthe architect of the monument was himself a Mycenaeanô. Although it was 

pointed out that the techniques [of construction] used at Stonehenge were not 

found in Mycenaean architecture, Atkinson still felt it was ósurely more fitting to 

see them as the product of the relatively sophisticated civilization of Mycenae, 

rather than of the essentially barbarous, even if commercially successful, 

aristocracy of our [British] native Wessex cultureô.ò26 

Having discovered what clearly seemed to be the carving of a Mycenaean-style 

dagger, Atkinson, following the usual rules of historical analysis, concluded it had 

to have been known at the time Stonehenge was built and thus dated to Mycenaean 

times. This despite the fact that the stone construction techniques at Stonehenge 

were entirely different than those at Mycenae. James et al. describe what ensued at 

that time to overthrow Atkinsonôs thesis, namely the radiocarbon revolution.  

ñIn any case, Atkinsonôs comparison between Mycenaean daggers and the 

carvings at Stonehenge hardly warrants its description as a Mycenaean monument. 

                                                 
26 Peter James et al., Centuries of Darkness (New Brunswick NJ 1993), pp. 1-2 



Charles Ginenthal, Pillars of the Past, vol. IV   19 

Anthony Harding, author of the standard work on The Mycenaeans and Europe, is 

far more realistic: 

ñó...it seems extraordinary that weathered carvings of such ambiguity should be 

compared with a rather rare type [of dagger] thousands of kilometers away...All in 

all, the eye of faith is needed to detect any genuine similarity to Mycenaean 

daggers.ô 

ñFinally, even if an accurate identification of the style, origin (and therefore 

date) of the Stonehenge daggers were possible, we would still be little the wiser. It 

could only tell us that the stone circle already existed before the carvings [which 

were added later]. The gap in time between the two could be vast. The point, 

ironically enough, is driven home by the very inscription of the 17th century AD 

[above the engraved dagger and axes]éAdding graffiti to existing monuments is a 

time-honoured practice, something which he unfortunately forgot in his 

excitement at finding a óMycenaean linkô with Stonehenge.ò27 

The coup de grace was radiocarbon dating which nearly all authorities 

accept as a fairly reliable method. James et al. point out: 

ñWe now know that, far from being a decisive breakthrough, Atkinsonôs 

discovery actually led him to make an error in archaeological dating with drastic 

consequencesðone which seriously distorted our understanding of Stonehenge for 

many years. Radiocarbon datingéhas shown that the Stonehenge sarsen [stone] 

circle was set up around 2000 BC.ò28 

We shall return to this 17th-century graffito and the engraved dagger and 

axes below, because the archaeologists have overlooked an important form of 

evidence which casts serious doubt on the radiocarbon dates ascribed to the 

various phases of Stonehengeôs construction and all the other monuments of the 

entire megalithic age. Kevin Greene has rather adroitly captured the essence of 

the situation in two pithy sentences: ñEverything that is currently known, or 

believed, about Stonehenge is the result of almost nine centuries of speculation, 

observation and excavation, guided by changing fashions and approaches. Since 

neither the original builders nor the purpose of the structure have any direct link 

to the present, its popular attraction stems more from ignorance than 

knowledge.ò29

                                                 
27 Ibid., p. 3 
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29 Kevin Greene, Tom Moore, Archaeology: An Introduction, 5th ed. (NY 2010), p. 302 
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CHAPTER 2 

THE RADIOCARBON REVOLUT ION 
 

Who then were these megalith builders and when did they live? The concept of 

their origins and chronology is well outlined by Philip Coppens. 

ñThe Search for the identity of the Megalithic People has a long history, but it 

is safe to say that until the 19th century, the question remained largely open-ended. 

The megaliths were deemed to be there from Roman times, and hence attributed to 

the Celtic druids. In the 20th century, and to a large extent still today amongst the 

general populace, the megalithic culture as evidenced by the stones scattered all 

over Western Europe was considered to be inferior to the civilizations of the 

Middle East, especially Egypté 

ñThere are always two components of oneôs past, the óhardô evidence of 

documents, artifacts, buildings, etc., and the soft evidence of ideas, beliefs, 

traditions, legends unsupported by óscientific evidence,ô that which is dug up, 

catalogued and either displayed [in museums] or locked away [in storage rooms]. 

In Ireland, the megaliths are the subject of archaeological investigations, yet are 

accompanied by a tradition of heroic and mythic builders. And it has to be said 

that even though archaeology has been able to recover enormous amounts of 

superb information regarding the megaliths, at its core, it has still not been able to 

identify who the Megalithic People really were.ò1 

In essence, there is no knowledge of who the people who built the megaliths 

are, how they arrived in these lands, nor when they arrived. This dead end, we 

maintain, was created by a flawed chronology. The question of chronology, which 

is our main concern, has an interesting history, as Coppens continues: 

ñIn 1939, eminent archaeologist Gordon Childe compared Europe with the 

Orient, and actually put down in writing that prehistoric culture in Europe was 

inferior to prehistoric culture in the Middle East. Furthermore, he said that the 

builders had been a community that had originated in the eastern Mediterranean 
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and it was thought that their ideas had spread westward along two routes [from the 

East]: one via Spain to Ireland and the north, the other [from Spain] across France 

to Scandinavia. England, lying in the middle, was influenced by both streams. The 

thinking followed the ólogicô of the time, which was that farming originated in the 

Middle East and had spread westward, eventually arriving in Britain. Each novelty 

that was found in Western Europe was classified as a new stream of immigrants 

bringing with them new discoveries. As such, one migration was labeled the 

Grooved Ware People, followed by the Beaker People, followed by the Celtic 

migration, the Roman invasion, the Saxon immigration, etc. As some 

archaeologists have stated óIf all this to-ing and fro-ing really did take place, then 

prehistoric Europe must have been in a permanent state of turmoilðfor which 

there is no archaeological evidence whatsoever.ô 

ñWith Willard Libbyôs discovery of radio carbon dating in 1955, this statement 

was suddenly turned upside down: Suddenly, the pyramids of Egypt were younger 

than the megaliths of Europe. The diffusion of knowledge from east to west was 

suddenly proved to be totally wrong. To quote Colin Renfrew óSuddenly and 

decisively the impressive megalith tombs of Western Europe are set earlier than 

any comparable monument anywhere approaching them in antiquity.ôéRenfrew 

questioned if not ridiculed the old notion that the Megalith people were 

óbarbariansô who used no metal, yet built structures which 5,000 years later 

remained perfectly intact. Above all he wondered who they were, as the notion 

that they were colonists from the Near East could no longer be considered valid. 

ñAs a result of recent [radiocarbon] research the time difference [separating the 

megalithic people from those of the Near Eastern civilization] has now grown to 

dramatic proportions. The building of some megaliths in Brittany and Carrowmore 

in Ireland has been shown to have taken place 2000 years before the building of 

the pyramids. Generally thought to be 3500 BC to 3000 BC, the latter date still 

pre-dates the pyramids by several centuries. Nevertheless, stones were still being 

added to Stonehenge until approximately 1200 BC, a date which seems to mark 

the close of the óMegalithic Eraô. To quote archaeologist Euan MacKie: óIf the 

European megaliths and even the Maltese temples are older than the oldest towns then 

it is difficult to see how urban society [in the Near East] could have played any 

significant part in the great social processes which were underway in Atlantic Europe 

between 4500 and 2500 BC [and] there must have been some specialized proto-urban 

or urban stratified societies in existence before the earliest megaliths appeared.ô 
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ñThe concept of migrations of [earlier advanced] peoples has now been 

abandoned.ò2 

The evidence that upholds this chronology must therefore be examined. There are 

several ways that have been utilized by archaeologists of the megalithic world to do just 

that. However, as we will show in the following, each and every one of the foundations/ 

pillars upon which the chronology of the Megalithic Age was built has come to naught. 

These include radiocarbon dating, pottery sequence dating, typological sequence dating, 

metallurgy and stone tool dating, artifact dating, the shapes of skulls and barrows, and 

finally astro-archaeology. Each of these methods was hailed as proving that the 

chronology of the Megalithic Age was built on a sound basis. Then, as the investigators 

examined these in greater detail and depth, they all came apart.  

Therefore, we will expose all of them so that the reader will understand how the 

hopes and expectations of the archaeologists were brought down from their lofty 

summits back to earth where the cold facts of evidence dissolved these modalities into 

emptiness. And we will further support this assertion by citing the authorities in each 

of these relevant fields who say directly that the evidence evoked as support for the 

established chronology of the Megalithic Age has failed in each and every case. 

To overcome all the assumptions surrounding Stonehenge, prehistorians and 

archaeologists required a chronology based on solid scientific grounds. It was thus 

with the development of radiocarbon dating in the 1950s that the revolution in the 

chronology of Stonehenge and the Megalithic Age became established. In the 

minds of the authorities of this epoch, science had finally made the great 

chronological breakthrough needed to assure and secure for prehistorians and 

archaeologists that they were standing on a firm foundation based on realityð

Scientific reality with a capital ñSò. Because it appeared to be a true scientific tool, 

radiocarbon dating became the backboneðthe sine qua non to which researchers 

could now add flesh. 

In the words of Renfrew: 

ñThe second half of the twentieth century saw major changes in the nature of 

Prehistory. In the first place the development of radiometric dating methods 

including radiocarbon allowed the construction of a chronology for prehistory in 

every part of the world. It was, moreover, a chronology free of any assumptionsé 

                                                 
2 Ibid., pp. 163-164 
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and it could be applied as well to non-literate societies as to those with written 

records. To be prehistoric no longer meant to be ahistoric in a chronological sense. 

ñAs a direct consequence, a new kind of world prehistory became possible. It 

was feasible to date, quite independently of one another, all the ancient 

civilizations of the worldéThe antiquity of the aborigines of Australia could be 

compared with that of the Mound Builders of North America or the Neolithic lake 

dwellings of Switzerland.ò3 

However, those who have read the three previous volumes of Pillars of the Past 

will know that radiocarbon failed on a colossal scale to date the chronology of the 

ancient Near East because it was scientifically contradicted by astronomical dating 

that is accurate to the day. Dendrochronology, which is used to calibrate 

radiocarbon dates and is supposedly accurate to a particular year, was also 

analyzed in our work and was shown to be overburdened with problems, such as to 

exclude it and radiocarbon in tandem with it as a useful dating tool4. Since our 

evidence has shown that radiocarbon dating failed with respect to the chronology 

of the ancient Near East, how can it be taken to be accurate for the megalithic 

prehistoric age? Nevertheless, it is incumbent upon us to present the evidence here 

as well that invalidates the radiocarbon chronology for Stonehenge and the 

megalithic world. Let us therefore examine this dating evidence yet again as it 

applies to this region and epoch. 

One of the most authoritative books on the dating of this period is that 

presented by the English Heritage Society in 1995. In Appendix 2 Michael J. Allen 

and Alex Bayliss point out: 

ñéuntil the present work, only a relatively small number of radiocarbon 

determinations have been obtained from excavation itself and from the Avenue 

[leading to Stonehenge]éBecause of the perceived importance of Stonehenge, great 

weight has been placed on these dateséand they have become enshrined in [the] 

literature. The contextual integrity of some of these samples, however, is not 

                                                 
3 Colin Renfrew, Prehistory: The Making of the Human Mind (NY 2008), p. 35 
4 Charles Ginenthal, Pillars of the Past, vol. II, Mesopotamian, Anatolian, Mycenaean, Minoan 

and Harappan Chronology (Forest Hills, NY 2008), pp. 353-434 and beyond 
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necessarily secure and most were obtained early in the history of radiocarbon dating. 

They present a number of problems in both archaeological and radiocarbon terms.ò5 

Note that the dates enshrined at Stonehenge were made in the early days of 

radiocarbon dating before its accuracy was supposedly improved. Several dates 

came from contexts whose integrity is not necessarily secure and ñpresent 

problems in both archaeological and radiocarbon terms.ò Does this statement 

suggest in any way that radiocarbon dating at Stonehenge is a precise enough tool 

to fix its chronology? Yet when one reads the general and other literature about the 

radiocarbon dating of this monument none of these qualifying/negating statements 

regarding radiocarbonôs accuracy is presented. Anyone who reads that literature 

will come away with the false impression that the monumentôs date is 

unquestionably known. 

But one must ask: what is the scientific evidence that corroborates these 

radiocarbon dates? The corroboration of radiocarbon dates is circular reasoning: 

radiocarbon dates are corroborated by radiocarbon dates. Now throughout the 

above-cited Appendix great care is taken with these dates, and the possible 

accuracy of them is cautiously discussed and analyzed. However, at no time is 

there ever presented another scientific dating method to corroborate radiocarbon 

dates. All we have are ñenshrined,ò ñnot necessarily secure,ò radiocarbon findings 

having ña number of problems in archaeological termsò as support. 

Beyond this is the matter of the way in which radiocarbon dates are reported or 

rather misreported. J. Terasmae offers this provocative statement of how this is done: 

ñThe user of radiocarbon dateséhas a responsibility in helping to avoid 

possible confusion in respect to published datesélaboratories normally [but not 

always] provide adequate background information (sample preparation [data], age 

calculations [spreads], corrections [that are made for these age calculations] for 

radiocarbon dates reported to the user, particularly when special procedures have 

been involved. However, many users [who then publish these dates] commonly 

omit the rather essential supporting [qualifying] data, provided by the laboratory. 

When they publish radiocarbon dates, a óthird generationô user [who writes about 

                                                 
5 Michael J. Allen and Alex Bayliss, ñAppendix 2 The Radiocarbon dating programmeò, in 

R.M.J. Cleal, K.E. Walker and R. Montague, eds., Stonehenge in its Landscape: Twentieth 

century excavations (London 1995), p. 571 
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these same radiocarbon dates in other publications]éhas no way of knowing what 

qualifying statements were made by the laboratory initially.ò6 

A further example of the way in which radiocarbon dates are misreported is 

related to the standard deviations used. Peter James et al. explain what these 

standard deviations are: 

ñéit is not possible in practice to give precise radiocarbon dates because of 

uncertainties involved in the measurement of samples. Therefore Carbon-14 dates 

are always quoted with a óStandard Deviationô which represents their degree of 

accuracy. For example, a date of 1000 bp (before present) with a Standard 

Deviation of fifty years has a 68.3 percent chance (one Standard Deviation) of 

lying between 950 and 1050 bp, 95.3 percent chance (two Standard Deviations) of 

lying between 900 and 1100 bp, and a 99.8 percent chance (three Standard 

Deviations) of lying between 850 and 1150 bp.ò7 

Alasdair Whittle, in his chapter on chronology for prehistory titled: ñFighting 

the Clock,ò points out: 

ñBy far the greatest majority of dates have been quoted, used and interpreted at 

one standard deviation.éIt remains, however, a simple truth that if the error [range] 

is quoted only at one standard deviation, one in three dates will not lie in the time 

span thus expressedéEveryone knows this but rather few people discuss itéOne 

needs, however, either to express optimism about a two-thirds chance of being 

correct or pessimism about the one-third chance of being wrong. If pessimism wins, 

then determinations must be expressed at two standard deviations. With routine 

precision (say + 70 to 100 years), this will usually involve a span of 280 to 400 

years for a conventional [radiocarbon dating process] or an accelerator [AMS] 

determination [which is more accurate], at the 95 per cent level of confidence.ò8 

The reader who sees a date, say, of 2500 B.P. (+ 100 years) is given the 

impression that radiocarbon has dated that sample to either 2400 or 2600 B.P. 

which looks very impressive since the variation one way or the other for our 1000 

B.P. date spans only 100 years. But what is kept hidden from the reader who 

comes across this date is that there is a one-third chance or one out of three chances 

of that date being incorrect. Would an investor buy stock in a company that had a 

                                                 
6 J. Terasmae, ñRadiocarbon Dating: Some Problems and Potential Developmentsò, Quaternary Dating 

Methods: Developments in Paleontology and Stratigraphy (Amsterdam, the Netherlands 1984), p. 9 
7 James et al., op. cit., p. 322 
8 A.W.R. Whittle, Problems in Neolithic Archaeology (Cambridge UK 1998), p. 15 
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one-third chance of never paying him interest and even having a one-third chance 

of falling in price? That is the probability of published radiocarbon dates and yet 

these dates are presented as if they were secure. 

A further aspect of radiocarbon dating rarely discussed in the literature is that 

the researcher submitting a sample to a laboratory will be asked by that laboratory 

what is the date he expects to find. This contradicts Renfrewôs assertion, above, 

that the chronology of prehistory and even history is ñfree of any assumptionò. 

Once one assumes a date to be found, the whole concept becomes flawed by this 

assumption! Sheridan Bowman fully admits to this: 

ñA radiocarbon laboratory will also ask what is the expected age of the sample. 

This is not cheating! There are two reasons for asking. The primary one is to ensure 

no ómemory effectô [of other earlier samples that might contaminate the outcome] in 

the processing of a sample: laboratories endeavour to avoid [this kind of] cross-

contamination, but any small effect will be negligible if samples of similar age are 

processed in a sequence; in particular, samples of substantial ageémust not follow 

modern ones. The second reason is to avoid dating samples where radiocarbon will 

be of little help [because they are so old as to be inappropriate for radiocarbon 

finding a date] unless the age is a complete unknown.ò9 

But if there is a ñmemoryò effectò from one sample that contaminates the next 

and this is taken into account, then that same ñmemory effectò will make the 

several tests on the new sample affect all the subsequent dates of that new sample. 

How does one know that these subsequent dates are accurate and not an artifact of 

that same ñmemory effectò? One, of course, doesnôt know this. The very method of 

having the submitter of a sample give the date expected for it contaminates the 

entire process and is cheating.  

The specific answer to Bowmanôs position is given by Terasmae who pointedly 

states that deciding between radiocarbon dates that are unacceptable from those that 

ñhave been adopted as óacceptableô by users means that there is a need for a 

discussion of problems concerning the radiocarbon dating method and that the 

users should be encouraged to explain why some radiocarbon dates are rejected 

whereas others are considered acceptable. One might well wonder whether the 

                                                 
9 Sheridan Bowman, Radiocarbon Dating (Berkeley CA 1990), p. 55 
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saying [that applies to this issue means] ómy mind is made up, please do not 

confuse me with the facts.ôò10 

For example L.S. Klein, who reviewed the work of Vladimir Miloicic on 

radiocarbon dating, writes: 

ñóMiloicic suggests to cease the tendentious ñcriticalò editing of the 

radiocarbon datings, which is constantly done by the physicists, and calls upon 

their patrons the archaeologists to do away with the ñcriticalò censorship that axes 

the publication of the complete result [if it contradicts the established chronology]. 

He appeals to both physicists and archaeologists to publish all of the results of 

their research without filtering out the dates that strike them as improbable. He 

also tries to convince the archaeologists to stop the practice of familiarizing the 

physicists with the age of the finding, and not giving them any figures until they 

publish theirs! Otherwise, after such editing, which reflects the private viewpoints 

of the researchers themselves, the dating is bound to be subjectiveéôò11 

Lynn E. Rose has constantly called for the publication of all radiocarbon dates 

found, but those who employ this methodology have ñtheir minds made up,ò their 

ñassumedò date must be ñcorrectò, therefore, it is permissible to ignore any 

ñqualificationsò to their dates found by radiocarbon laboratories. They then publish 

only those dates with only one standard deviation to make them appear relatively 

secure, and they withhold from the public all these culling procedures and especially 

the dates that contradict their assumptions. The entire scheme under these 

conditions becomes a form of scientific fraud; they are indeed rigging the game! 

This is what the issue comes down to: when the user submits a specimen to a 

radiocarbon laboratory and tells the laboratory what date is expected, the 

laboratory may nevertheless find dates that disagree with those expected. These, 

however, the user, on his or her own, can and does reject! But he/she publishes the 

ñacceptableò dates and withholds the evidence that other dates were ñunacceptableò 

and ñrejectedò. Failure to give the reasons in the published reports for making these 

determinations and then not allowing the reader to understand, let alone know 

these determinations were made, is incompatible with good open science and good 

scholarship. Withholding contradictory evidence, just as in a court of law, is 

manipulative. The accusation we made that this behaviour is ñcheatingò, no matter 

what lamentable reasons/excuses are presented to deny it, stands! 

                                                 
10 Terasmae, op.cit., p. 2 
11 Anatoly T. Fomenko, History: Fiction or Science? Chronology 1 (Paris 2003-2006), p. 77 
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Let us for the moment assume that the sample dated by radiocarbon might be 

fairly accurate. What is the corroboration for that date by other scientific dating 

processes? One answer is dendrochronology which can both corroborate and 

calibrate such a date. Whittle, however, denies this for prehistory: 

ñChronology is now very mixed in quality across our area. Dendrochronology 

[supposedly] offers astonishingly good detail, but it is not without sampling 

problems, is restricted geographically mainly to the Alpine foreland, and is likely 

to remain restricted to settlement sites on lakes and bogs. Routine radiocarbon 

dating can be seen by comparison with dendrochronology and high-precision 

radiocarbon dating to be less exact than it had been hoped, though it is still 

essential [for producing an accurate chronology]. More could be made of the 

possibilities of typology [the shapes of pottery, axes and other artefacts to be used 

to organize the chronology by their shapes]. No single chronological perspective 

on the past is therefore possible.ò12 

We will deal with pottery and artifact typology in the next chapter. A further 

important point is made by Ralph Ellis respecting radiocarbon dating and stratigraphy: 

ñOne of the major hazards in radiocarbon dating is establishing that the artefact 

is contemporary to the site that is being excavatedéThis is relatively easy if the 

site has layer upon layer of occupation, as this stratigraphy can positively separate 

each artefact into a known sequence and thus into a rough chronology [with the 

older specimen toward the bottom, the more recent toward the top]. Any rogue 

C14 dates would then be easy to spoté 

ñStonehenge [and most prehistoric sites across Europe] is not that sort of an 

archaeological site; there is no stratigraphy. Indeed, it would almost appear as if 

these monuments were designed so that nothing would directly give away the date 

of construction.ò13 

Whittle sums up the situation with the following statement as to the efficacy of 

radiocarbon dating by itself of evidence dealing with the chronology of the 

prehistoric world: 

                                                 
12 Whittle, op.cit., p. 194 
13 Ralph Ellis, Thoth: Architect of the Universe (Cheshire, UK 2001), pp. 193-194 
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ñThe ability of radiocarbon dating on its own to solve [chronological] problems is 

now doubtful, as the preceding discussion has sought to show, and it is no use 

pretending, like the emperor, to be clad in sumptuous clothes that we do not possess.ò14 

What is Whittle saying? He is emphatically admitting that radiocarbon dates 

ñon their ownò are ñdoubtful and it is no use pretendingò otherwise. Not only is the 

radiocarbon dating process riddled with assumptions and problems but the 

corroboration from other dating methods for prehistory such as dendrochronology 

and stratigraphy cannot be used to do just that. And yet, once again, has the reading 

public been made aware of this? Can one find this admission/confession in all or 

even most of the general literature? No! In fact when one goes through that 

literature one will instead find statements that the radiocarbon methodology has 

dated this site or that site and appears trustworthy. The radiocarbon ñrevolutionò as 

we have repeatedly shown in the previous volumes for the Ancient Near East, as in 

this for dating the Megalithic Age, is extraordinarily doubtful. 

What is of utmost importance in radiocarbon dating Stonehenge and the other 

megalithic sites is the very material itself that was used to date them. Mark Kidger 

reports: 

ñéby measuring the amount of carbon-14 in a pick made of deer antler that 

was used to dig one of the ditches at Stonehenge, we can arrive at a reasonably 

precise estimate of when the ditch was dug. Of course, what we are really 

measuring is how long it has been since the deer died, but we can assume that the 

antler was recovered from the deer fairly promptly and then fashioned into a 

pickðand after [being buried] five thousand years [radiocarbon dated], a few 

years one way or another are all but meaningless.ò15 

This analysis contains a gaping flaw in logic. If an antler can survive for 5000 

years, the antler need not date as closely as assumed, with the digging of that ditch. 

The deer may have died 5000 years ago but the ditch from which it was retrieved 

could have, as our Saxon age date for Stonehenge requires, been dug 1500 years 

ago. Kidger significantly adds: 

ñéeven though the stones themselves cannot be datedéthe tools that were 

used to shape and put them in place sometimes can. In dating Stonehenge [and 
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15 Mark Kidger, Astronomical Enigmas: Life on Mars, the Star of Bethlehem & Other Milky Way 

Mysteries (Baltimore MD 2005), p. 14 
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other Megalithic Age sites], researchers tested a variety of samples of bone and 

antler taken from different places around the siteé 

ñéit must be stressed that the dating of Stonehenge necessarily entails a great 

deal of speculation, with the result that several rather disparate chronologies have 

been proposed. Even [the] English Heritage [Society] refers to two completely 

different sets of dates in the material they provide about the siteé 

ñUnfortunately, efforts at radiocarbon dating are not always successful. In some 

cases, no organic material is available for analysis. In others, the results may be 

inconsistent and discordant, either owing to contamination of the sample or because 

materials dating from different periods have intermingled. Or there may simply not 

be enough material to produce a definitive result. Not all samples yield meaningful 

conclusions when analyzed, and dates are regarded [but not proved] as reliable only 

when several samples from the same location agree among themselves.ò16 

In spite of these cautionary considerations, prehistorians and archaeologists 

generally accept these dates for the various construction phases of Stonehenge. 

Chippindale points to this overall agreement: 

ñThe Stonehenge chronology at 1993 depended on sixteen radiocarbon 

determinations of which six now appear unreliable for technical reasons. So a new 

carbon-dating programme determined the ages of materials, mostly antler and bone, 

whose contexts at Stonehenge were reliably known, to make a corpus of sixty-four 

trusty determinations mostly of exceptionally high standards of precision. 

ñBy this work the [original] four-phase division of the [building] sequence, 

Stonehenge I-IV is reduced to three.ò17 

Not only is bone and antler employed at the various sites to radiocarbon date 

them, but so too are the shells of clams, snails and in certain instances whalebone. 

These can be seriously affected by the marine environment and/or rain water, as 

Bowman explains. 

ñécarved whalebone plaqueépurported to be of medieval Spanish originéwas 

radiocarbon dated to 1480 ± 80 BP [well after the medieval Spanish period]. 

However, the marine effect [caused by ocean water contamination] means that at 

death the whale itself would have had an apparent age of several centuries. The true 
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Charles Ginenthal, Pillars of the Past, vol. IV  31 

 

age of the object cannot therefore be accurately assessed, though the radiocarbon 

result is sufficient to demonstrate that it is of some antiquity, rather than modern.ò18 

This ñmarine effectò will not only affect whalebone, dating it several centuries 

or more other than it actually is; it will do the same to marine fish bones, clams and 

other shelled creatures. With respect to the bones of animals on land buried in soil, 

and fresh water fish, clams and snails, we encounter a similar problem. Vast areas 

of southern England, such as that at Stonehenge, are underlain by chalk and are 

referred to as chalklands. The high calcium carbonate [chalk] content in the soil 

produces another problem for radiocarbon dating known as the óhard-water effectô. 

Calcium carbonate is absorbed by water percolating in the soil, which creates this 

hard-water condition. People who live in hard-water environments usually resort to 

buying a mechanism to soften the water by employing salt to remove it. Those who 

fail to do so experience prematurely corroded metal pipes around taps, baths and 

showers that at the very least become coated and clogged with a layer of calcium 

carbonate which is difficult to remove. Any soil laden with percolating chalk which 

rises in that soil during significant rainfall will affect the radiocarbon date of bones, 

antlers, shells, etc., lying in it. Bowman outlines the hard-water effect this way: 

ñAlthough freshwater shells [as well as bones, antlers] escape the ocean 

reservoir effects experienced by marine shells, they can suffer another effect: that 

of hard wateréThe hard-water effect is so called because it is often associated 

with the presence of calcium ions resulting from dissolution of infinite-age 

calcium carbonate [chalk]. However, there can be sources of carbon other than 

calcium carbonate, such as soil humic [organic] material, soil carbon dioxide and 

atmospheric carbon dioxide. Furthermore, the activity of the 14C will depend not 

only on the source of carbon, but on the time elapsed between the carbon uptake 

by the water and its [subsequent] uptake by a plant or animal. Thus the presence of 

hardness (calcium ions) coincides with depleted 14C concentration, but the size of 

the reservoir effect is not directly correlated with the amount of hardness. It affects 

living organisms such as molluscs and aquatic plants, can account for 

discrepancies of several centuries and is observedéin fresh wateréThe term is 

also applied to the age offset observed for terrestrial shells, for example snail shell, 

where the organism has been feeding in carbonate-rich areas such as chalklandé 

ñThe hard-water effect is not quantifiable since it is dependent on local 

factorséThe approach taken [to correct radiocarbon dates on such specimens] is 

similar to that for dating of marine carbonate: assume no change [in the carbon 
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environment] with time, and evaluate the age offset using recent specimens of the 

same species from the same localityò.19 

Bowman and colleagues ñassumeò the same condition of the environment exists 

today as it did in the ancient past, and that by seeing what effect the hard water had 

on the radiocarbon date of a living, modern species one can subtract that date from 

the ancient one and thus achieve a fairly accurate radiocarbon date. The problem is 

that the environment has not, as presumed, remained constant. Prior to the 

invention of radiocarbon dating there were years in which atomic and hydrogen 

bombs were tested in the atmosphere and ocean. This produced radioactive 

products, carbon among them, that contaminated the atmosphere and ocean, falling 

over the land masses with the rain. This amount of radioactive contamination was 

so great that it affected the radiocarbon taken up by modern living species, making 

any accurate gauge between them and ancient ones extremely problematic. 

Bowman readily admits: ñNaturally, it is not always possible to locate appropriate 

pre-bomb specimens.ò20 

What is not discussed is that human beings as well as animals will eat these 

animals and plants and drink the hard water which will contaminate their bones and 

teeth as well. Humans and animals through their lives, from the time they suckled 

their motherôs milk, and then into adulthood, would be taking in and assimilating 

more dead carbon than can be known, which would give them much greater 

radiocarbon ages. At death their bones would then be deposited in soils rich in 

calcium carbonate or other forms of carbon, as Bowman has shown, that would 

enhance their great age. On the other hand, because many of the bones were cremated 

prior to burial it can be argued that burnt bones can also be used since these have been 

found in pits at Stonehenge and elsewhere. Yet Bowman on these points shows: 

ñBy contrast with wood and wood charcoal, the dating of burnt bone is not 

necessarily more straightforward than the dating of bone. If fact, only in unusual 

circumstances is burnt bone datable at all by radiocarbon. Collagen [the datable 

part of the bone] degrades on heating, and in most circumstances of burning of 

bone, whether accidental in cooking or deliberate in a cremation pyre, the protein 

fraction of the bone is lost.ò21 
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Even if there is still sufficient collagen left to radiocarbon-date a bone, it still is 

encumbered by the same problems of bone dating outlined above. 

When radiocarbon dating of Stonehenge was employed to criticize 

Velikovskyôs thesis that Stonehenge was built well after prehistory, after 787 B.C., 

he responded as long ago as April 1967 in the Yale Scientific Magazine stating: 

ñA criterion was offered for determining the age of Stonehenge [via 

radiocarbon dating]: an antler of a red deer was found under one of the stones and 

more antlers in the fill holes. But as the Lamont Geological Observatory of 

Columbia University answered (January 4, 1967) to an inquiry: óAntlers and bones 

are, in general, unreliable for radiocarbon dating.ô Also the Radiocarbon 

Laboratory of the University of Pennsylvania, in answer to a similar inquiry, let it 

be known that experience in polar regions proves that antlers are easily 

contaminated and made to yield invalid dates.ò22 

The fact of the matter is that the literature is replete with statements that antler 

and bone are extraordinarily unreliable for providing valid radiocarbon dates, and, 

importantly, numerous authorities say they should not be used as such. As late as 

1999 Harry E. Gove owned up to that fact: 

ñThe radiocarbon dating of boneséraises the question of the credibility of 

radiocarbon measurementéAfter all, is it not possible that bones buried in the 

ground for thousands of years can be contaminated with extraneous carbonaceous 

material? In his article in the [Willard] Libby retrospective Haynes discusses the 

carbon dating of boneséHe expressed some reservations with the results. The 

problem with bones, as opposed to charcoal, is to be sure that the carbonaceous 

material was actually present in the bone when the animal or human died and not 

from organic or inorganic carbon-containing compounds incorporated into the 

bone at much later times. Haynes was not alone among archaeologists and 

anthropologists in his distrust of bone datesé 

ñThe vexing question of how to date old bones has received renewed attention 

with the advent of AMS [Accelerator Mass Spectrometry which allows the 

radiocarbon atoms in the sample to be counted]. Human and animal bone is 

complex. One of the experts in the radiocarbon dating of bones, R.E. Tayloréhas 

studied the intricacies of dating old bone for many years. He notes that carbon-

containing compounds in bone tissue exist in two forms: organic and inorganic. 
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The principal indigenous carbon-containing inorganic constituent exists in the 

form of a carbonate, Apatite. In the case of fossil bones the latter can be mixed 

with calcium carbonate from ground water sources deposited in the bone matrix 

and the original organic collagen can be complexed [united] with various fulvic 

and humic organic [carbon] compounds from the soil in which it was buried. 

ñThe advent of AMS has made it possible to separately radiocarbon date various 

organic products contained in fossil bone. Taylor states that there now appears to be 

consensus [but not proof] among investigators concerning the reliability of bone 

radiocarbon values. Where appropriate biochemical purification procedures are 

employed, accurate radiocarbon ages can be obtained on bone collagen in cases 

where the bones retain a significant amount of collagenéTayloréconcluded óAll 

investigators agree that bone can be a very difficult sample type with which we 

workðrequiring great attention to detail in sample pre-treatment and preparationé 

An important goal of such studies will be to develop a preparative methodology 

[which does not presently exist] which would be able to identify organics 

indigenous to the bone irrespective of its diagenetic [burial] history.ò23 

Because the preparatory methods necessary for removing all contaminants from 

bone collagen is not fully developed or understood one cannot know if the bone or 

antler in question still contains significant contamination. This is the essence of 

Taylorôs remarks. In fact, as late as 1987 Taylor had stated that ñbone and antler 

were to be avoidedò for radiocarbon dating.24 Zvi Goffer in 2007 shows:  

ñUnder particular conditions the diagenesis of bone, teeth, or ivory interred for 

extremely long periods of time [can] be entirely altered chemically or totally dissolved.ò25 

Chippindaleôs contention that he has 64 radiocarbon dates for Stonehenge ñof 

exceptionally high standards of precisionò ñmostly from bone and antlerò is not 

proof that these are valid dates and he never claims this is ñproof,ò but is an 

ñexceptionally high standardéof precisionò for them. He cannot give more than 

that as evidence. He is only saying these dates are ñtrust[ed]ò, not proved. 

Various approaches to get around this problem have been suggested, 

particularly for bone, antlers, etc., found in arid conditions. Andrea Parmeggiani 

and Christoph F. Schmidt report: 

                                                 
23 Harry E. Gove, From Hiroshima to the Iceman (London 1999), pp. 95-96 
24 Royal Ervin Taylor, Radiocarbon Dating: An Archaeological Perspective (Orlando FL 1987), p. 43 
25 Zvi Goffer, Archaeological Chemistry (Hoboken NJ 2007), p. 386 
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ñBone and Antler: Bones were considered as problematic material for 14C 

dating for a fairly long timeé[Because of these problems] age determination is 

unreliable on the organic fraction. However under favourable dry conditions 

carbonate hydroxyapatite may yield reliable 14C ageséò26 

Notice that under ñfavourable dry conditionsò a compound of bone ñMAY yield 

reliable 14C ages.ò They do not yield reliable 14C ages but ñmay yieldò. But we do 

know that the British Isles, Ireland and most of Europe do not enjoy ñfavorable dry 

conditions.ò These regions experience rainfall regularly which soaks into the soil 

enhancing the movement of carbonate ions and allowing for the contamination of 

the bones, antlers etc. John M. Coles has written about the suitability of various 

materials for gathering radiocarbon ages in the descending order of their reliability 

and maintains bone and antler are the least reliable:  

ñMaterial and quality: Wood, charcoal, peat, leather and hair, marine shells 

and [last of all] bone and antler, are suitable for [radiocarbon] dating in decreasing 

order of reliability.ò27 

D.P. Agrawal and Sheela Kusumgar echo this statement, claiming that because 

of ñground water carbonateséò bone and antler, ñare therefore least reliable for 

dating.ò28 But in discussions of the chronology of Stonehenge and the Megalithic 

Age in the general literature there is no clarion calling out to the public that the 

major materials for establishing that chronology are the least reliable. 

In an article in Science by Christopher Bronk Ramsey et al. who employed 

ñshort-lived plant remains from museum collections (e.g., seeds, basketry, plant-

based textiles, plant stems, fruits) that were associated with particular reigns or 

short sections of the historical chronologyò to date Egyptian chronology, the 

authors admit ñthe possibility remains that some cases of contamination may have 

escaped detection.ò29 After careful analysis they maintain that the established 

chronology is generally sound. The problem is that they still date the Middle 

Kingdom to the end of the second millennium B.C.; this is completely contradicted 

                                                 
26 Andrea Parmeggiani and Christoph F. Schmidt, ñMicro Mechanics of Molecular Motors: 

Experiments and Theory,ò Structure-based drug design: experimental and computational 

approaches, Andreas Deutsch et al., eds., Dordrecht, The Netherlands, 1998), p. 162 
27 John M. Coles, Field Archaeology in Britain (London 1972), p. 220 
28 D.P. Agrawal and Sheela Kusumgar, Prehistoric Chronology and radiocarbon dating in India 

(New Delhi, India 1972) p. 12 
29 Christopher Bronk Ramsey et al., ñRadiocarbon-Based Chronology for Dynastic Egypt,ò 

Science (June 18, 2010), pp. 1554-1555 



 VELIKOVSKIAN   Vol. IX, nos. 1, 2, 3, 4 

 

36 

by the astronomical work of Lynn E. Rose, described in volumes I and III of this 

series, which is accurate to this day. Astronomical dating is a dating mechanism 

and no one, we repeat, no one has refuted Roseôs dates for the 12th Dynasty which 

move it closer to the present by 1477 years. Until the Queen of the Sciences is 

refuted, the evidence these researchers presented proves nothing, particularly in 

view of all the other scientific and technological evidence that correlates, 

corroborates and is congruent with Roseôs dates especially relative to agronomy in 

the Fayum Basin where salinization makes irrigation agriculture impossible over 

1500 years.30 

But how accurate is the dating of short-lived plants in the Nile Valley? What is 

not mentioned by these researchers is that the Nile River contains lots of hard 

water compounds with carbonates as well as carbon-dioxide. The carbonates are 

described by Neil Cumberlidge, speaking of the Nileôs sources: 

ñéin southwestern Sudan between the Albert Nile and the White Nile where 

the river spreads out to form the great open wetland of the Sudd, comprising 

standing waters and flooded land dominated by papyrus and grass swampséthe 

lentic waters of this vast swamp have high rates of organic decomposition and 

persistently low oxygen levels [and] high carbon dioxide levelsé31 

In the Geological Survey (US) Bulletin Issues 330-331 (Washington, D.C., 1908), 

page 82, a survey was published that had been made along three points, namely: the 

White Nile near Khartoum, the Blue Nile, and the lower Nile below Cairo, to measure 

carbon dioxide levels in the water. It found carbon dioxide to be the largest dissolved 

gas running from 49.97 to 36.02 percent of all other gases. On the same page, the 

article points out: ñAll such water contained dissolved gases, especially oxygen, 

nitrogen and carbon dioxide. These, of course, enter the roots during the flood stage in 

the water.ò The Science Reporter, vol. 23 (Delhi, India 1986), p. 167 points out: 

ñKeeley et al. have recently recorded (Nature 310:694) such a strategy of CO2 

absorption by roots... Apparently the plants which take up very little CO2 through 

their leaves could absorb remarkable amounts of carbon via roots. This dead carbon 

is absorbed and causes these short-lived plants to date much older than their actual 

age. But this problem is tacitly admitted when these researchers say ñthe possibility 

remains that some cases of contamination may have escaped detection.ò  

                                                 
30 Charles Ginenthal, Pillars of the Past, vol. III (Forest Hills NY, 2010), pp. 225-233 
31 Neil Cumberlidge, ñFreshwater Crabs and Shrimps of the Nile Basinò, in Henri J. Dumont, 

ed., The Nile: Origin, Environments, Limnology and Human Use (Gent, Belgium 2009), p. 554 
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How much is some? This we are not told because it is simply not known. 

ñSomeò could have been any number of their samples, but with these problems 

they have supposedly proved radiocarbon dating of ancient Egyptian civilization is 

valid. Furthermore, we have shown elsewhere in volume I that whenever short-

lived materials from ancient Egypt contradict their chronology, these 

contradictions are brushed aside with ad hoc excuses. 

The fact of the matter is that the only radiocarbon dates acceptable to the 

establishment historians and archaeologists are those that agree or generally agree 

with the chronology that has guided their research. What would they do if 

radiocarbon dating was shown to contradict a chronology that had already been 

accepted by the entire profession? Would they accept it or reject it? David Henige 

presents just this situation: 

ñHistorians have availed themselves of the results of radiocarbon dating for 

more than half a century. The greatest appeal lies in its ability to provide ever 

narrower ranges of probability for the relicts of events that might otherwise be 

undatable. Radiocarbon dating is popular in efforts to confirm, or make more 

precise, dates already reasonably [not precisely in a scientific sense] well 

documented in the historical record.é 

ñThis happened often enough that eventually it was concluded that there were 

localized variations in the half-life of carbon, as well as variations over time. 

While this has helped reduce some contradictions, it remains to be seen where the 

next soft spot turns up.ò32 

But that soft spot or contradiction turned up when Lynn E. Rose astronomically 

dated the 12th Dynasty 1477 years closer to the present. Henige then shows how 

historians respond to radiocarbon dates that contradict the established chronology: 

ñThe agitation that can result when physical and written evidence clash is 

particularly evident in the case of early Iceland. According to such reputedly 

unimpeachable sources as the Islendingabók and the Landnámabók, the first 

permanent settlers arrived in Iceland from Norway in 870/74 [AD], a date which 

for Icelanders is as important as 1066 to the English, 1492 to (some) Americans, 

or 753 BCE to the Romans. In 1966 Kristján Eldjárn, the state antiquarian 

[historian] (and later President) of Iceland, decried efforts to ascribe certain 

archaeological remains to Celts as óweird,ô arguing that archaeological evidence 

validated the story of a relatively sudden and quick settlement of the island by the 

                                                 
32 David Henige, Historical Evidence and Argument (Madison WI 2005), p. 130 
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Norse beginning ca. 870 [A.D.]. Archaeology and literature were in harmony. 

Eldj§rnôs views summed up well the prevailing feeling about the relationship of the 

two forms of evidence in this case; the first was expected to support the second. 

ñThere was some consternation then when a series of radiocarbon dates was 

derived in the 1970s that suggested that parts of Iceland had been settled as early 

as ca. 700 [A.D.]. It is no surprise that this dating was strongly resented and 

resisted. One line of defence was to postulate a ólocal depressionéin atmospheric 

carbon dioxide over Iceland,ô which would imply that óall samples from Iceland 

would give apparently too high an age.ô Ingrid Olsson, its proponent, had done 

work on early dynastic Egypt, where this actually was the case and so the theory, 

if a bit circular, was not entirely implausible. Unlike Egypt though, it was not 

required by a mass of interconnected historical evidence. 

ñOther evidence soon undercut Olssonôs expedient, but this had no effect on 

national [and historical] sentiment, which rates written sources too highly to be 

overthrown by a set of geochronological data. The reaction in Icelandic scientific 

circles was to forgo using C14 dating at all, while the excavator of the site in 

question even declined to include the disputed results in the final report [just as 

Velikovskyôs dates reported by the British Museum]. Margrét Hermanns-

Audardóttir, however, accepted the apparent evidence of the C14 dating. Her 

published argument was accompanied by a number of critical comments, most of 

which faulted her for arrogating science above literature, but also criticized her use 

of non-Icelandic written sources.ò33 

Here it is obvious that both the historians and even the scientists could not 

stomach the findings of radiocarbon which undercut a major thesis of their 

chronology. The irony is that some of them claimed literary documentation was 

superior to scientific evidenceðin this case radiocarbon dating. But that was the 

end of this controversy, as Henige shows: 

ñV.O. Vilhj§lmsson was critical of early efforts to correlate archaeology with 

written documentation, and was dubious of Olssonôs expedient, but preferred to 

reject the 700 CE date on various grounds, including the possibility of contaminated 

samples [such as those not dismissed by the researchers of the Science article on 

Egyptian chronology]. Adolph Fridriksson agreed that Hermanns-Audard·ttirôs 

conclusions ómust be dismissed entirelyô on the grounds that she had not met the 

standards required for overthrowing an existing orthodoxyðwhich apparently are 

loftier than those required to establish it in the first place. 

                                                 
33 Ibid., pp. 131-132 (emphasis added) 
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ñThis controversy prompted Páll Theodórsson to undertake a thorough 

investigation of the issues. He looked at three possible reasons for rejecting the 

datesðlaboratory bias, initial age of samples, and locally concentrated 

depressionsðand concluded that there are insufficient grounds for rejecting the 

testimony of the dated samples, and no grounds at all for rejecting them out of 

hand. In summing up, Theodórsson cast doubt on the evidence of the 

Islendingabók, pointing out that it was written only in the twelfth century and was 

based entirely on ófolklore.ô He laments that Icelandic archaeology is óin 

deadlock,ô but he does not foresee a quick or painless resolution.  

ñWhy this strong preference for a problematical written source against a 

growing body of scientific evidence? One reason is that geochronological dating is 

less secure for Iceland than for most other places: the lack of old forest growth 

rules out dendrochronology; Icelandôs low-maintenance society left fewer artefacts 

behind; and constant volcanic activity introduces troublesome variables. A second 

reason relates to the national [historical] ethos. The new dating strikes at the very 

core of this almost reverential attitude, with the result thatéIcelandic society 

[historians and scientists included] firmly rejects the opportunity to be of greater 

antiquity than it had believed it was.ò34 

The unpleasant truth is that radiocarbon dating only plays a crucial role for 

historians and archaeologists when it supports their revered and long held 

chronology. When scientific, technological, linguistic and other forms of evidence 

sweep away that pillar of support they behave just like any other insular group who 

cannot face such cold, clear-cut evidence. We do not agree or disagree with this 

Icelandic evidence since, as we have shown repeatedly in these volumes, 

radiocarbon dating is not used as a scientific tool but only as a support for a 

preferred chronology. 

                                                 
34 Ibid., p. 132 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

 TYPOLOGY AND POTTERY DATING PREHISTORY : 

SUCCESS OR FAILURE 
 

Whittle has told us above that ñthe ability of radiocarbon dating on its own to solve 

[the chronological question] is now doubtfuléò Therefore, some other form of 

evidence should correlate with and corroborate the radiocarbon process to validate it. 

The primary technique employed by prehistorians to do this is to organize the various 

pottery styles, forms, designs, etc., into a sequential order just as was done in ordering 

the chronology of the ancient Near East. Although this is not scientific corroboration, 

it is nevertheless accepted and assumed that it can do just that. In the established 

chronology these pottery finds date from around 4000 to 1500 B.C. covering roughly 

3000 to 2500 years. In the short chronology, we propose these pottery finds date from 

around A.D. 450/500 to 850/900, covering roughly 400 to 450 years. If the established 

chronology is correct, there will be very little overlay of styles spanning this long 

period, and certainly this would never allow for nearly all the different pottery styles, 

forms and designs to be found at one site. If the short chronology we present is 

correct, there will be a great deal of overlap of many of these different pottery styles, 

forms and designs spanning this relatively short period, and it would be expected that 

nearly all of these, or many of these, could be excavated at one site. 

This type of approach to prehistoric chronology was outlined long ago by Oscar 

Montelius in 1899 in a paper titled ñPrehistoric Chronology.ò He explains that: 

ñThe determination of a chronology is of the greatest importance for prehistoric 

research. Chronology may be (a) relative determining only the succession of several 

periods; or (b) absolute giving a date B.C. or A.D. for each period of a series. 

ñA relative chronology is possible for every age and every country, if only we have 

a sufficient number of good finds. A ógood findô is composed of antiquities found 

together in such a way that they can have been placed there at the same momenté 
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ñWhen a great number of good finds have been made in different countries, it is 

possible to divide the course of prehistoric civilization of each country into many 

periods. The succession of these periods is proved either by the relative position of 

graves or by the typological evolution of their contents. Typological series were 

illustratedéshowing [a sequence of] (1) axes of stone, copper, bronze and iron from 

Italy and from Central and Northern Europe; (2) fibulae from Italy and Scandinavia; 

(3) sword hilts in Scandinavia; (4) bronze vessels in Scandinavia, etc. Other diagrams 

exhibited the most characteristic type for the Copper Age and for each period of the 

Bronze Age and Iron Age in Central and Northern Italy, in Central Europe and 

France, in Great Britain and Ireland, in Northern Germany and in Scandinavia. 

ñThe various types which are characteristic of any one period are very often met 

within the same find; but types belonging to different periods are seldom found together. 

If however the types of any two periods are occasionally found together these two 

periods are immediately successive in the series. Exceptions to this rule are remarkably 

rare, if not altogether absent. This proves that each period must represent a considerable 

length of time; for if the time had been short, the remains from the different periods ought 

to have been much more confused than is found to be the case.ò1 

This is precisely what we found regarding pottery dating in the ancient Near 

East in volume I of Pillars of the Past, Chapters 5 and 6, wherein we contended 

that the chronology was shorter by about 2000 years. At one supposed Pre-

Dynastic Egyptian site John Dayton described that ñbeads [were found] from the 

6th Dynasty, dating from 2345-2181 B.C., from the 12th Dynasty, supposedly 

dating from 1991-1782 B.C., from the 18th Dynasty, dating from 1570-1293 B.C., 

and from the 26th Dynasty, dating from 664-525 B.C.ò2 

ñBeads, like pottery [or other artefacts], can be identified by their size, shape, 

style, etc., as organized by the archaeologists. Yet here we have, in supposedly 

pre-dynastic to around early dynastic times, sites with artefacts that came from 

four different dynasties of the Old, Middle and New Kingdoms.ò3 

We further went on to show of Dayton in Minerals, Metals, Glazing and Man,4 that: 

ñIn Chapter 16 he presents similar evidence related to ñEgyptian Ist Dynasty 

Pottery.ò In Chapter 17, he does the same for ñThe Egyptian Middle Kingdom;ò 

                                                 
1 Oscar Montelius, ñPrehistoric Chronology,ò Journal of the Anthropological Institute of Great 

Britain and Ireland, old series vol. XXIX, new series vol. II (London 1899), p. 308 
2 Charles Ginenthal, Pillars of the Past, vol. I (Forest Hills NY 2003), p. 189 
3 Ibid. 
4 John Dayton, Minerals, Metals, Glazing and Man (London 1978) 
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equally in Chapter 18 for ñCrete, Mycenae and the Levant in the Middle Bronze 

Age;ò in Chapter 19 for ñThe Second Intermediate Period: Egypt, the Levant and 

Mesopotamia;ò in Chapter 20 for ñThe Mitannian World;ò in Chapter 21 for ñThe 

Early New Kingdom;ò and in Chapter 22 for ñThe Amarna Period.ò5 

As Montelius explained, when the time period is ñshort, the remains from 

different periods ought to [be] much more confused,ò that is, mixed. This is exactly 

what Dayton found and what we will present in this chapter with regard to 

prehistoric pottery, namely that the pottery dating of prehistoric Europe also 

indicates it is extremely short compared with that of the lengthy established 

chronology. Also, as in the Near East, the established chronology created Dark 

Ages, in which whole peoples and their buildings, graves and artifacts disappeared. 

In some instances these Dark Ages were totally or almost completely lacking in 

people, buildings, graves, and artifacts as well as documents, such as the ñGreek 

Dark Age,ò ca. 1250-650 B.C., and were shown to be ñphantom centuriesò created 

by historians and archaeologists. In other instances, these Dark Ages were totally or 

almost completely lacking in people, buildings, graves, and artifacts as well as 

documents, not because they were ñphantom centuries,ò but because all the evidence 

of a well-known people was given to a totally unknown people. For example, the 

well-known Chaldean period became a Dark Age when all the materials in it were 

given to the unknown and historically unmentioned Sumerians; the Medish period 

became a ñDark Age,ò called a ñBlack Hole,ò when all its materials were given to 

the unknown and unmentioned Mitanni. In the later chapters of this book we will 

show that these prehistoric Megalithic Age peoples were, in fact, the post-Roman 

peoples of the Anglo-Saxon period, ca. A.D. 450-900. That is, when all the materials 

of the Anglo-Saxons from A.D. 450 to 900 were given to the prehistoric Britons of 

the Late Neolithic, Bronze and Early Iron Ages, the Anglo-Saxons vanished from 

the earth and could not be found, or barely found, in the archaeological record. 

In the same way that the historians and archaeologists organized the pottery 

shapes, styles, designs, etc., to fit the chronology of the ancient Near-East, 

prehistorians have done just that for pottery shapes, styles, designs, etc., for the 

Late Neolithic Bronze and early Iron Ages. Rodney Castleden states:  

                                                 
5 Ginenthal, op.cit., p. 191 
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ñArchaeologists [of Stonehenge] have traditionally been preoccupied with 

stones and potsherds, the solid finds [of these] have to be the starting point 

andéall other [chronological] inferences are ultimately based upon them.ò6 

Andrew Jones elucidates this sequential pottery dating chronology:  

ñThe typological classification of pottery remains the primary tool for 

archaeologists seeking to understand the chronology of a given site. Pots have 

consistently been employed by archaeologists as a fine-grained indicator of the 

presence of specific cultural groups. Archaeologically pots appear to equal people.ò7 

The problems related to pottery dating of prehistoric Europe arose after 

Montelius wrote in 1899 as more and more sites were excavated and the pottery 

found undermined that chronology. According to John Hunter and Ian Ralston: 

ñEver since Lord Abercrombyôs encyclopaedic study of Bronze Age urns early 

[in the 20th] century, pottery analysis has dominated archaeological research into 

this period. Subsequent compendia of [prehistoric] Beaker potsé, Collared 

Urnsé, northern Food Vessels and a mass of regional studies have investigated 

issues of [pottery] typology, chronology, decorative variation, regionality, 

production, distribution, status and deposition. In many respects, the aim of 

establishing a finely tuned ceramic chronologyéfor the Earlier Bronze Age has 

not been realized. Even the seven-step sequence [of Peterborough Ware to 

Grooved Ware to Beakers to Food Vessels to Collared Urns to Trexister Ware to 

Biconical Urns to Deverel-Rimbury] proposed in the early 1970s for Beaker 

decoration, and adopted by some archaeologists, has been underminedéò8 

While we will concentrate attention on the British Isles, the broad spread of 

these pottery forms is remarkable. According to Richard Bradley:  

ñBell Beakersédistribution is truly international and extends from Denmark to 

North Africa. They are found as far east as Hungary and as far west as Portugal.ò9 

The various forms of Beaker pottery found on the Continent are also found in 

different sites in Britain and there are problems related to how these different styles 

                                                 
6 Rodney Castleden, The Stonehenge People: An Exploration of Life in Neolithic Britain 4700-

2000 BC (London 2002), p. 6 
7 Andrew Jones, Archaeological Theory and Scientific Practice (Cambridge UK 2002), p. 105 
8 John Hunter and Ian Raiston, The Archaeology of Britain: an Introduction from the Upper 
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9 Richard Bradley, The Prehistory of Britain and Ireland (Cambridge UK 2007), p. 142 
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came to specific areas of Britain but apparently not to others nearby or between sites 

where similar types of Beakers exist. After discussing these problems and how to 

organize Beaker pottery styles into the conventional chronology, Bradley shows that: 

ñéthere are both empirical and theoretical problems to address. A practical 

difficulty concerns Beaker chronology in Britain and Ireland. David Clarke (1970) 

had postulated a series of migrations linking specific parts of Continental Europe 

to particular parts of these islands, identifying such links [mainly] on the basis of 

pottery types andéassociations [with other artifacts]éContinental scholars 

disputed some of the long-distance connections on which his interpretation was 

based and proposed a simpler scheme. The British and Irish sequence [compared 

to that of continental Europe] had apparently moved in parallel with well-

documented [Beaker] developments in The Netherlandsé10 

In order to evaluate these connections of Britain and Ireland chronologically 

with Europe, a radiocarbon survey was undertaken. The astonishing finding to 

come out of this program was that it found that radiocarbon dating did not correlate 

with the pottery dating. Bradley informs us of this: 

ñIt remained to test these ideas by a programme of radiocarbon dating. This was 

undertaken by the British Museum in the late 1980s (Kinnes et al. 1991). The results 

were unexpected, for they did not support any of the existing [chronological] 

schemes. They suggested that there was little evidence for a succession [over time] 

of different [Beaker pottery] types, even when it was indicated by artefact 

associations. Some of the dates were exceptionally late [that is far closer to the 

present than the established chronology allowed]. This left students of the period in 

a quandary. Most executed the difficult [mental] manoeuvre of rejecting the validity 

of any Beaker chronology yet [at the same time] ascribing their material to styles 

which presuppose such [an unchanged chronological] sequence.ò11 

This crucial test that was undertaken to correlate and corroborate the established 

chronology, wherein radiocarbon dating and pottery sequence dating would 

confirm one another, failed utterly. The pottery sequences could not be correlated 

with the radiocarbon ages for these sites on the Continent, in Britain and Ireland. 

The radiocarbon ages of these sites on the Continent, in Britain and Ireland could 

not be correlated by their pottery styles. The contention of the professionals that 

there were direct linkages and close interconnections between pottery sequence 

dating and radiocarbon dating was a failure. In spite of this failure the researchers 

                                                 
10 Ibid., p. 144 
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were unwilling to accept the verdict of their own evidence. While rejecting 

Beakers as a methodology by which prehistoric times could be organized, they still 

maintained that the same conventional chronology was to be employed for 

understanding and organizing that chronology. They rejected the pottery evidence 

that was one of the foundations of their chronological edifice in order to maintain 

the same edifice. In fact that timeframe had no correlation with the evidence that 

was supposed to be one of its main pillars. Radiocarbon still had no corroboration, 

correlation or connection with anything except itself. 

In certain instances the prehistorians either accept or reject one of the other forms of 

dating as the correct approach to chronology. Here Whittle describes that dichotomy: 

ñOne may contrast two recent pronouncements. On the one hand there is the 

admission that in some cases, as in the Dutch Late Neolithic, traditional [pottery 

and other artifactual] typochronology has been refined to a greater degree of 

accuracy than radiocarbon dating, óto the degree of detail where the statistical 

error of the [radiocarbon] measurements starts to interfereô with the complications 

of the sequence (Waterbolk, 1983:64). On the other hand it has been boldly stated 

(Bradley and Gardiner, 1984:2) that óradiocarbon dates are always more useful 

than those derived from [pottery and artifact] studiesôéò12 

With respect to the typology [shape, size, etc.,] used to delineate chronology 

from pottery and other artifacts, Whittle reports that ñthere are many who feel that 

there are lies, damned lies and typology.ò13 

Gavin Lucas asks:  

ñWhy is it that the British Beaker (and indeed other prehistoric pottery) has 

proven intractable to typological analysis, unlike pottery of later periods?ò14 

If one accepts the European pottery chronology laid down in the early 20th 

century then the British and Irish pottery sequences are out of step with it as well 

as are other pottery sequences. If one accepts the pottery chronology of Britain and 

Ireland as valid then the pottery sequence laid down earlier is out of step. This 

Lucas maintains has been an ñintractableò problem. Martyn Barber shows the 

entire concept, that typology is an independent methodology for analyzing and 
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organizing pottery and bronze artifacts into a valid chronological sequence, is 

based on circular reasoning and is clearly subjective: 

ñFor many involved in such metalwork studies the detailed classification of 

Bronzes was often regarded as an objective process which provided the 

foundations for broader social and economic interpretations: óéit is the artefacts 

which are the ñstuff,ò the ñfactsò of our discipline andéeverything else is 

inference.ô There seems to be a widespread belief among todayôs young (and not 

so young) prehistorians that methods are an end in themselves, that one can 

somehow óexperiment endlessly with methods without [in terms of metallurgy] 

having a good grounding in basic raw materials, the artefactsô (Burgess and 

Coombs, 1979a, 1). The fact that typological classification was itself inference, a 

subjective method of arranging artefacts according to certain assumptions about 

what was important in, say, spearhead design and its relationship to technological 

ability seems not to have been recognized [by the profession]. Interpretation was 

being seen as something that arose from the results of classification, when in fact 

an interpretation of the material was itself central to the classification process.ò15 

A.F. Harding writes that, although the materials of the Neolithic Age exhibit ña 

certain sameness,ò 

ñWhere this is not the case, the opposite is often true: the remains are so 

bafflingly enigmatic that it is hard to see how one can make much progress with 

understanding them, other than through post-processual approaches. A good 

example of this would be the study of megalithic tombs, where detailed 

typological study is a quick route to insanity.ò16 

Post-processualism allows for a wide range of interpretations of archaeological 

materials as developed by Ian Hodder in reaction to processualism which kept to a 

strict methodology. This allows for a way out of the confusion of ñbaffling 

enigmasò that exist when one sets up a cohesively tight method. It is an attempt to 

escape the confusion that arises from a rigid set of rules by which one must analyze 

and interpret prehistoric materials. But this confusion is exactly what Montelius 

warned his colleagues about in terms of typological studies. If there are few 

ñ[e]xceptions to this ruleé[t]his proves that each period must represent a 

considerable length of time; for if the time had been short, the remains from the 

                                                 
15 Martyn Barber, Bronze and the Bronze Age: Metalwork and Society in Britain c. 2500-800 BC 

(Stroud UK 2003), p. 19  
16 A.F. Harding, European Societies in the Bronze Age (Cambridge UK 2000), pp. 5-6 
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different periods [would be] much more confusedéò And that is precisely what we 

have. 

One aspect of the typological dating method for organizing chronology is not 

only the connections of artifacts from prehistoric periods with each other but that 

these can also be verified when there are connections of these to similar materials 

in ancient Near Eastern cultures. Since it is assumed these civilizations are 

properly dated, any similarity between late prehistoric Bronze Age artifacts or pots 

with those of historic societies not only proves the connection but validates the 

chronology. It is undreamt of that both chronologies could be in error, but this is 

what was proven based on forensic historical grounds for the ancient civilizations 

of the Near East in volumes I, II, and III of this series. Nevertheless, if indeed the 

established chronology for prehistoric Britain, say, was correct, it would be 

impossible or extraordinarily improbable to find several different types of pottery 

and artifacts from very different ages and stages of prehistory at one and the same 

site. We have cited Flinders Petrie in his 1904 book Methods and Aims in 
Archaeology in volume I of this series, page 188 thus: 

ñLet us suppose some old country mansion, where it had been the habit to 

close permanently any room in which the owner had died and leave everything in 

it undisturbed. If we went through such a series of rooms we could not doubt their 

order of date, if we looked at their contents. The William IV room could not be put 

to the middle of George IIIôs reign; the George II room could not be supposed to 

go between those of James II and Anne. Each room full of furniture would have 

some links of style with that of the generation before, and of the generation after 

it, and no doubt could exist as to the sequence of the whole series. What is true of 

a room full of furniture is equally true of a grave full of pottery.ò17 

Even with a certain amount of overlapping of pottery styles and a few out-of-

place pots found together, over a period of thousands of years of prehistory one 

should not find most of these stylistically differentiated pottery types and other 

artifacts at one site. However, over a period of 400 to 450 years, which we 

maintain is the length of the megalithic age ca 450ï900 AD, this could be the case 

and in fact is! Julian Thomas reports this remarkable fact: 

ñMount Pleasant, on the outskirts of modern Dorchesteréwas one of a number of 

extremely large embanked enclosures or óhengesô built at the end of the Neolithic 

period in Wessex (c. 2000 bc/2500 BC)éWhile the scale of the excavations 

                                                 
17 Flinders Petrie in David and Joan Oates, The Rise of Civilization (New York, 1976), pp. 35-36 
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undertaken at Mount Pleasant was somewhat more modest than at Durrington 

[Walls], the results were remarkable for a number of reasons. First, although the bank 

and ditch of the henge were still vaguely discernible on the surface, excavation 

demonstrated the additional presence of a massive timber palisade, roughly concentric 

to and located within the earthworks. This palisade enclosure was subsequently dated 

to the years immediately after 1700 bc (c. 2000 BC), and its presence is related to the 

second unusual feature of the site, a RICH POTTERY SEQUENCE RUNNING 

FROM THE NEOLITHIC INTO THE EARLY BRONZE AGE. This in turn gave 

rise to some debate since THE CERAMIC ASSEMBLAGE APPEARED TO 

DEMONSTRATE THE CONTEMPORANEITY OF A NUMBER OF DIFFERENT 

STYLES OF BEAKER POTTERY, AND INDEED OF OTHER TRADITIONS OF 

BRONZE ARTEFACTS, WHOSE RELATIONSHIP HAD OFTEN BEEN 

CONSIDERED IN EXCLUSIVELY DEVELOPMENTAL TERMS. This prefigured 

more recent concern over the [radiocarbon] dating of Beaker ceramics (Kinnes et al. 

1991), and requires that some other relationship than a simple chest-of-drawers [or 

mansion with rooms in which these pottery and artefact types occur] sequence be 

hypothesised to explain the coexistence of these styles. As Simpson (1968, 202) 

notes, it is easy to gain an impression of orderly succession in the funerary context: 

Beakers followed by Food Vessels, followed by Collared Urns and so on. The 

significance of the Mount Pleasant [pottery and artifact] sequence is that it 

necessitates a reconsideration of a number of structures and patterns [of 

chronological development] in the archaeological evidence which have hitherto 

been assumed to be chronological or developmental in character.ò18 

Of course, Thomas had to get around this obvious contradiction to the 

established chronology and thus presents a complete revamping of the evidence to 

make it fit that chronology. That is, since the pottery found at Mount Pleasant 

contradicts that chronology, the methodology of interpretation applied to it must be 

wrong and a new one that maintains that chronology must be applied which is 

assumed to be correct. In his conclusion Thomas gives us the new interpretation 

that will salvage the established chronology: ñéwe argued [not scientifically or 

technologically proved] that the complex interconnections between people, places, 

substances and artifacts in later Neolithic Britain formed a mobile economy [with 

widespread trade connections across Europe] which allowed a plurality of 

identities [of pottery forms] to be sustained without declining into chaoséò19 

                                                 
18 Julian Thomas, Time, Culture and Identity: An Interpretative Archaeology (London 1996), p. 

183 (capitalization added) 
19 Ibid., p. 232 
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Note that Thomas suggests that without this reinterpretation of the pottery 

sequence dating their paradigm would descend into ñchaos.ò He had to conclude 

that, supposedly unlike pottery from other times and later ages, prehistoric pottery 

remained unchanged over as much as a thousand years. That is, people who made 

pots never changed their style or advanced in their production techniques for about 

1000 years and perhaps more. 

In an earlier book Thomas presents this hypothesis to escape the contradiction 

in which prehistorians found themselves: 

ñReviewing the radiocarbon evidence for the Beaker pottery which [it is 

assumed] began to be used in Britain after 2700 BC, Kinnes et al. suggest that óthe 

consolidated evidence casts doubt on stylistic succession as the determinant of 

internal chronology for British Beakersô (1991, 38;é). It has long been accepted 

[but not proved] that throughout the Beaker episode, individual decorative motifs 

survived for long periods eventually being combined with new elements to create 

now styles of vesseléHowever, it now seems that particular classes of Beaker, 

such as Clarkeôs (1970) All-Over-Corded [type] and European Bell Beakers 

continued to be made [in the same style and the same way] over hundreds of 

years.éThe most that can be said is that some óearlyô style Beakers (such as the 

Wessex [types]) may be associated with early radiocarbon dates, but [because they 

were produced over several hundred years or a thousand years] might equally be 

later, while ólateô Beakers will tend to be genuinely late.ò20 

How does anyone know if a form of pottery that was made of the same size, style, 

designs etc., for about, say, 700 to 1000 years dates to the early, middle or later period 

of that time span? Thomas tells that ñóearlyô style Beakersémay be associated with 

early radiocarbon dates,ébut might equally be later, while ólateô Beakers will tend to 

be genuinely late.ò Here it is admitted that radiocarbon dates and pottery styles that 

are óearlyô might equally be ólaterô and that later ones TEND to be ólater.ô Rather than 

face up to the morass into which they have ensconced themselves with this form of 

logic, prehistorians continue to assume their chronology has a valid ceramic basis. 

John C. Barrett more honestly puts the situation thus: 

                                                 
20 Julian Thomas, Understanding the Neolithic (London 1991), pp. 120-121 
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ñToo much cannot be made of the few radiocarbon dates we have from 

Durrington, Woodhenge and Stonehenge; we are obviously dealing with a high 

degree of chronological uncertainty.ò21 

Thomas has cautioned his readers concerning the basic flaw inherent in 

interpreting pottery styles to determine chronology which clearly even applies to 

his own interpretation: 

ñWhile the study of Neolithic pottery in Britain has always relied upon 

exhaustive empirical observation, this investigation has inevitably taken place in 

the context of prevailing modes of interpretation. What we choose to consider as a 

relevant feature of a pottery vessel is determined to a great extent by our broader 

conceptions of the [chronological] events and processes which might be 

illuminated by the artefact. Thus something of the tone of Neolithic ceramic 

studies was set by Reginald Smith when he studied assemblage from the pits at 

Peterborough. Smith (1910, 346) compared the impressed cord decoration [placed 

on the surface of the pottery] and oval indentations on vessels from Peterborough 

and Mortlake with Neolithic pottery from Finland and Sweden. Moreover, he 

examined the similarities between these pots and the Food Vessels of the Bronze 

Age in terms of continuity of tradition amongst a native population driven into the 

west of Britain, and Ireland, by invaders from [Scandinavia from] across the North 

Sea (1910, 351). Evidently, Smithôs priorities for analysis must be understood 

within the emerging understanding that artefact styles might be correlated with 

ethnic entities in the past [and others], and that the distributions of objects could 

provide an indication of folk movements in prehistoryéThe point here is not to 

berate Smith for presenting an account of Neolithic pottery which was driven by 

naïve conceptions of population movements in the past. Rather, it is to suggest that 

the study of this material has always been guided by implicit or explicit theoretical 

concerns. Changing the theoretical framework, we achieve a different and perhaps 

fresh interpretation, although this may be no more impartial or objective.ò22 

But that fresh, different interpretation respecting this material vis-à-vis its 

chronological place or even the length of time it was used in the past has simply 

not dawned upon him or his colleagues. In a sense, prehistorians are trapped in a 

chronological morass of their own making devoid of a scientific foundation. 

Whittle, citing Cahen and Gilot (1983), describes the prehistoriansô paradigmatic 

paralysis in the starkest of terms: 

                                                 
21 John C. Barrett, Fragments from Antiquity: An Archaeology of Social Life in Britain, 2900-

1200 BC (Oxford UK 1994), p. 47 
22 Thomas, op.cit., pp. 89-90 
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ñóOn the contrary, so-called typological chronology is imprisoned in 

tautological reasoning since it is the very characteristics of the objects which are 

being classified which serve to determine their succession through timeéIn the 

absence ofé(independent) criteriaéthe chronological ordering of material rests 

on assumptions, indeed on intuitions, whose scientific [radiocarbon] foundations 

remain unverifiable.ò23 

Whittle has told us that organization of the chronology of prehistoric times 

employing radiocarbon dating, allied with pottery sequence and artifact sequence 

dating, is built on a methodology that uses ñtautological reasoningò that ñthe 

chronological ordering of material rests on assumptions, indeed on intuitions whose 

scientific foundations remain unverifiable.ò He is saying that this applies to the entire 

field, not just some areas, because every researcher that employs pottery sequence and 

artifact sequence dating is imprisoned in ñtautological reasoningò based on 

ñassumptions, indeed intuitions whose scientific foundations remain unverifiable.ò 

How much of the general literature presented to the public and media has allowed 

them to be cognizant of this? When one goes through the general literature one will 

find all of this is ignored. In this instance radiocarbon scientific dating (A) should be 

independently correlated and corroborated by independently organized pottery 

sequence and artifact sequence. (B) A is correct because it is supported by B and vice-

versa. But this connection has failed. Neither A nor B are independently verified nor 

connected to one another even internally. Chippindale, nevertheless, presents us with 

this ex cathedra pronouncement that things appear to be just fine: 

ñDating provides the clearest example of a whole area of archaeological work 

that has been transformed by technical [radiocarbon] advances. Only a few 

decades ago, the major aim and achievement of the study of a single site, like 

Stonehengeéwas to place scattered [archaeological] material evidence into a 

coherent chronological framework, and to give the artefactual record [of pottery, 

axes, beads, and others] a chronological order as a óculture historyô.é 

ñAt Stonehengeédirect and indirect techniques of dating now provide a good 

account of the [chronological] sequence in which structures were built at the site, of 

phases of abandonment and re-modelling, and so on, within a well-dated contextéò24 

The evidence Chippindale offers provides ña good account,ò not a 

ñscientifically absolute account.ò Neither Chippindale nor any of his colleagues 

                                                 
23 Whittle, op.cit., p. 16 
24 Christopher Chippindale, ñLessons from the History of Stonehenge Studies,ò Critical Traditions in 

Contemporary Archaeology, Valerie Pinsky, Alison Wylie, eds. (Cambridge UK 1989), pp. 69-70 
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can point to a single dating methodology that is scientifically correlated with, and 

corroborated by, another scientific method. It is an archaeological/chronological 

edifice lacking foundation below and without pillars of support for its upper 

structureða house of ñtautological reasoningò resting on ñassumptions, indeed on 

intuitions whose scientific foundations remain unverifiableòða house of cards. 

Roger White discusses what prehistorians have refused to consider, namely that 

their chronology is Ages in Chaos because of these anachronistic findings: 

ñThe process of [archaeological] analysis, like that of excavation, is mundane to a 

degree, and certainly has to be methodical or nothing sensible will emergeéIt is often 

at this point that one finds that the interpretation one placed on a site [where/when] 

some particular evidence is found to be incorrect. The cherished hypothesis about the 

association of certain features to form a building [or date a group of pots], for 

example, may be undone by the realization [of] findséthe features are [found to be] 

of different dates and thus cannot belong together. If so, then one must have the 

courage to accept that one is wrong and look again at the evidence to recast it. To do 

otherwise would be a form of intellectual dishonesty: you would have to falsify or 

ignore evidence to produce the result you wanted, and this cannot be countenanced 

(Webster 1991: 121-123). However, accepting the evidence can often lead one to 

another and more interesting hypothesis. It is here that the excavation record is tested 

to the limit, since if one postulates an alternative hypothesis, then it may be that you 

can interpret other parts of that record to fit the new pattern.ò25 

This is just what we will attempt to do in the rest of this book, namely connect 

pre-Roman interpretations of artifacts to the post-Roman period. 

 

                                                 
25 Roger White, ñData Collection by Excavation,ò The Oxford Handbook of Archaeology, Barry 

Cunliffe, Chris Gosden, Rosemary A. Joyce, eds. (Oxford UK 2009), pp. 206-207 
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CHAPTER 4 

NEOLITHIC AND  BRONZE AGES: BONES, BARROWS 

AND CHRONOLOGY   

 

Not only have prehistorians constructed their Megalithic Age chronology on 

radiocarbon and pottery and artifact sequence dating; they have determined that 

nothing has separated the Late Neolithic and Bronze Ages from the post-Roman 

age. Since the Stone Age came before the Chalcolithic [Copper and Stone] Age 

which preceded the Bronze Age that preceded the Iron Age, there was no 

reasonable explanation for placing the Neolithic and Bronze Ages into the post-

Roman epoch. Sally Exon et al., employing radiocarbon and pottery sequence 

dating methods, have outlined the chronology of prehistoric Europe: 

 ñI  Mesolithic to Early Neolithicé  c. 3300  cal BC 

 II  Middle Neolithic: Stonehenge phase 1é c. 2900  cal BC 

 III  Late Neolithic: Stonehenge phase 2é c. 2500  cal BC 

 IV  Late Neolithic: Stonehenge phase 3é c. 1800  cal BC 

 V  Early Bronze Age: Stonehenge phase 3é c. 1600  cal BCò1 

Wherever these distinctive materials are found, such as bronzes, they are dated 

to the Bronze Age; stone tools, etc., to the Stone Age; and iron tools, etc., to the 

Iron Age. Although there is a good deal of overlap, the chronology seemed 

airtightðbut only at first glance. With respect to barrows or burial mounds, these 

too are dated by the artifacts in them being either stone, copper, bronze, or iron as 

well as radiocarbon dating and pottery sequence dating. But how much credence 

can one put in this chronology, especially if it is also riddled with problems? What 

is most striking is that the same problems that we have identified in volumes I, II, 

and III regarding the Copper, Bronze and Iron Ages in the ancient Near East 

plague the chronology of prehistoric Europe, and have been well known for over a 

century. In 1872 James Fergusson pointed out that: 

                                                 
1 Sally Exon et al., Stonehenge Landscapes: Journeys Through Real and Imagined Worlds 

(Oxford UK 2000), p. 19 
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ñThis system seemed so reasonable and philosophical [i.e. scientific]éthat it 

was instantly adopted both in the country of its birth and in England and France; 

and the succession of the three ages [of human technical development]ðstone, 

bronze, and ironðwas generally looked upon as firmly established as any fact in 

chronology. Gradually, however, it has been perceived that the hard and fast line 

at first drawn between them cannot be maintained. At the last meeting of the 

International Archaeological Congress, held at Copenhagen in the autumn of 1869, 

it was admitted on all hands that there was a considerable overlap between each of 

the three ages. Men did not immediately cease to use stone implements when 

bronze was introduced; and bronze continued to be employed for many purposes 

after the use of iron was well known.ò2 

To enlarge on this fact Fergusson presents a litany of stone, bronze and iron 

objects found in barrows that supposedly date to prehistoric times. Among these 

artifacts are found Roman coins which Fergusson and we claim were still available 

after the fall of Rome to the post-Roman-pagan population who we suggest built 

these mounds: 

ñIn his óVestiges of the antiquities of Derbyshire,ô published in 1848 by 

Thomas Bateman, we find the following among other interesting factsé 

ñOn Winster Moor (p. 20) a gold Greek crossðundoubtedly Christian, with a 

fibula of the same metal richly ornamented, and a quantity of glass and metal 

ornaments [were excavated]. 

ñ[In prehistoric] Pegges Barrow (p. 24). Several Anglo-Saxon ornaments [were 

found], most probably of the seventh or eighth century [A.D.]. 

ñIn a [prehistoric] barrow at Long Roods (p. 28) were found two urns, with 

calcined bones and a brass coin of Constantine, of the type óGloria exercitus.ô 

ñIn Haddon Field Barrow (p. 30) were found 82 brass coins: among them [of 

emperors] Constantine 9, Constans 17, Constantius II. 9, family of Constantine 3, 

Urbs Roma 1, Constantinopolis 2, Valentinian 5, Valens 12, Gratian 3. The 

remainder [are] illegible. 

ñAt [prehistoric] Gib Hill, near Arbor Low (p. 31), of which more hereafter, 

there were found a flint arrow-head 2½ inches long, and a fragment of a basaltic 

celt [or stone axe]; also a small iron fibula, and another piece of iron of 

indeterminable form. 

                                                 
2 James Fergusson, Rude Stone Monuments in All Countries: Their Age and Uses (London 1872), p. 10 
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ñOn [prehistoric] Cross Flatts (p. 35) the weapons found with the skeleton 

were an iron knife, the blade 5 inches long; a piece of roughly chipped flint, 

probably a spear-head; and a natural piece of stone of remarkable form.é 

ñIn the great barrow at Minning Lowe (p. 39) were found [several Roman] 

coinsé  

ñIn a smaller barrow close by were found fragments of a coarse, dark-coloured 

urn, a flint arrow-head, a small piece of iron, part of a bridle-bit, and several 

horsesô teeth; lower down, a [burial stone] cist with an iron knife, with an iron 

sheath; and on the outer edge another interment, accompanied by a highly 

ornamented drinking-cup, a small brass or copper pin, and a rude spear or arrow-

head of dark grey flint.é 

ñIn a barrow on Ashford Moor (p. 57) were found, scattered in different parts, 

a small iron arrow-head and five instruments of flint. 

ñIn [prehistoric] Carder Lowe (p. 63) was found several instruments of 

flintéand lower down, with the primary interment a splendid brass or bronze 

dagger; a few inches lower down a beautiful axe hammer-head of basalt. In 

another part of the barrow another interment was discovered, accompanied by an 

iron knife and three hones [for sharpening tools or weapons] of sandstone.ò3 

In terms of bronze in these barrows along with iron, Fergusson shows: 

ñIn [prehistoric] Stand Lowe (p. 74), on digging towards the centre, numerous 

flint chippings and six rude instruments were found, and above the same place a 

broken whetstone. The centre being gained, an iron knife was found of the kind 

generally attributed to the [post-Roman] Saxons. This was immediately followed by 

a bronze box and a number of buckles, fibulae, and articles of iron, silver, and glass, 

all showing the principal interment to have been of very late date. Mr. Bateman 

addsðóthe finding of instruments of flint with an interment of this comparatively 

modern description is rather remarkable, but by no means unprecedented.ôé 

ñThe other tumuli examined by this indefatigable explorer either contained 

objects generally of the same class or nothing that was of interest as marking their 

age. If his other works, or those of others, were abstracted in the same way, 

numerous examples of the same sort might be adduced. The above, however, are 

probably sufficient to show how little reliance can be placed on the hard and fast 

distinction between flint, bronze, [brass,] iron [and glass] ages which have hitherto 

                                                 
3 Ibid., pp. 11-12 
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been supposed to govern every determination of age in this science. If in a 

hundred short pages of one manôs work so many instances of overlapping, and, 

indeed, of reversal of the usual order of things [such as iron implements found 

beneath those of bronze or stone, or bronzes beneath stone artifacts], can be found, 

it is easy to understand how many might be added if other works were also 

examined. All, however, that is wanted here is to show that the Danish 

[Stone/Bronze/Iron Age] system is neither perfect nor final, and that we must look 

for some other means of ascertaining the age of these monuments if we are to 

come to a satisfactory conclusion regarding them. 

ñThe fact is that, though a tomb containing only stone and bone implements may 

be 10,000 or 20,000 years old, unless it can also be shown that stone and bone were 

no longer used after the [post-Roman or] Christian era, it may also be as modern, or 

more so, than that [more ancient] epoch. Unless, also, it can be proved that stone 

implements were never used after iron was introduced, or that bronze was never 

employed down to a late period, this system is of no avail; and after the examples 

just quoted from the Bateman diggings, it seems the merest empiricism to assume 

that the use of each class of implements ceased on the introduction of another; and 

till it can be shown at what date their use did really cease, any argument based on 

their presence is of very little value. This, however, is a task to which no antiquary 

has yet applied himself; all have been content to fix the age of the monuments from 

the assumed age of their contents, empirically determined.ò4 

Sir John Lubbock points to the following that supports Fergussonôs reports: 

ñThe long barrow at West Kennetéwas opened by Dr Thurman [and] found 

perfectly undisturbed. In the chamber were several skeletonséand among other 

things were found specimens of pottery formed on the wheel, and looking very 

like Roman in pattern and design,éjust outside the chamber, in the undisturbed 

earth [were] other specimens of undoubted Roman or post-Roman manufacture. 

Though perplexed by his discovery, Dr. Thurman offers no suggestion to account 

for their presence, but subsequently Albert Way suggested that the tomb might 

have been subsequently used [without disturbing the soil], and that the more 

modern occupants may have introduced these objects. No proof whatever was 

offered of this theory, it is merely put forward to get over a difficulty which 

otherwise seemed insuperable to its author. It is not, however, the only time that 

such difficulties have occurred. 

                                                 
4 Ibid., pp. 13-14 
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ñSome years ago Dr. de Closmadeucéopened a perfectly virgin tumulus at 

Crubelz. After penetrating through three perfectly distinct but undisturbed strata, 

he reached the roof of the enclosed dolmen. In it he found the usual products of 

cremation and the inevitable flint arrowheadséhe referséto the óabsence de toute 

trace des métauxéô [absence of any trace of metal] but he did find that ófragments 

de tuiles qui d®noncent lôindustrie Gallo-Romaine ont accidentellement pénétré 

dans lôint®rieurô [Gallo-Roman tiles got into the interior by accident]. 

ñWill anyone pause for a moment to consider what is involved in this 

supposition? These tiles, which it is admitted are scattered in quantities over the 

[surrounding] plains, must somehow have got to the top of the tumulus some fifteen 

feet high, have penetrated through the undisturbed strata of the mound, inserted 

themselves between the close-fitting stones of the roof, and finally lodged 

themselves in the interior of the chamber! We have heard some strange stories of 

what pottery can do; but this is certainly endowing it with more intelligence and 

activity than it is usual to ascribe to even Roman tiles; but any hypothesis, however 

absurd, is preferable with some minds to the heresy of admitting that any dolmen or 

tumulus can be subsequent to Roman times. So in like manner the Baron de 

Bonstetten opened another tumulus in the same neighbourhood. At one foot below 

the undisturbed surface the usual deposit of flint instruments was found, and, two 

feet below them, two statuettes of Latona and a coin of Constantine II., but this 

without the least shaking his faith in the prehistoric character of the monument he 

was exploring. When the French savans come to apply to these monuments the same 

keen, clear logic with which they are in the habit of dissecting other questions, they 

will probably find that they have a vast gulf to bridge over between the departure of 

the Romans and the erection of the dolmen at Confolens, and they will require not 

only these two, but a great many more to fill up the gap; but, when it is filled up, it 

will be among the most interesting chapters of their monumental history.ò5 

As we will see below, there are other strong antics and acrobatics that Roman 

pottery tiles and coins can perform insinuating themselves beneath megaliths. 

Given that radiocarbon dating, pottery sequence and artifact typological dating 

has failed, one wonders if the concept of Stone Age to Bronze Age to Iron Age to 

delineate the established chronology of the prehistoric megalithic world can be 

employed to supplement these. We do not disagree with the concept but question 

whether it can furnish a clear direct chronology for the post-Roman/Medieval 

epoch. We maintain that with the fall of the Roman empireðto be discussed 

                                                 
5 Sir John Lubbock ñNon-Historic Times,ò The London Quarterly Journal, vol. 129 (NY 

January/April 1870), pp. 248-249 



 VELIKOVSKIAN   Vol. IX , nos. 1, 2, 3, 4 

 

58 

belowðthe Roman worldôs economic, trade, and industrial system collapsed and 

the population that survived the events that brought about that collapse could no 

longer maintain that system; it was forced to return to the land and had to relearn 

how to make all that had earlier been made and achieved. In this sense the post-

Roman world had in large measure returned to the Stone Age. Therefore, we 

should find that post-Roman Britain and Europe were using stone tools and 

weapons through much of the post-Roman/Medieval period. Along these lines 

Arthur Hadrian Allcroft points out that:  

ñThe use of stone for various purposes continued long after the introduction of 

bronze and [after the introduction of] iron, but in ever-decreasing proportions as 

the metals supplanted the cheaper but less tractable [stone] material. There were 

parts of Scotland, for example, whose inhabitants remained to a great extent men 

of the Stone Age until the Middle Ages were elderly. 

ñThe introduction of bronze into northern Europe is thought to have occurred 

about 1800 B.C., that of iron about 500 B.C. The use of bronze or iron was 

certainly familiar to some tribes of southern England long before it became 

common to those in the interior, not to speak of the remote parts of the island of 

Ireland; so that even within the same area of Great Britain there existed 

contemporaneously communities of all three ages and there is no definite date at 

which any one of the three can be said to begin or end.ò6 

Madison Grant further remarks: 

ñéNeolithic polished stone implements which ultimately became both varied 

and effective weapons and tools continued in use long after metallurgy developed. 

In the Bronze Period, of course, metal armor and weapons were for all ages of the 

greatest value. So they were necessarily in the possession of the military ruling 

classes only, while the unfortunate serf or common soldier who followed his 

master to war did the best he could with leather shield and stone weapons. In the 

ring [of warriors] that clusters around [King] Harold for the last stand on Senlak 

Hill [in 1066] many of the English thanes died with their Saxon king armed solely 

with stone battle-axes of their [Neolithic] ancestors.ò7 

                                                 
6 Arthur Hadrian Allcroft, Earthwork of England: Prehistoric, Roman, Saxon, Danish, Norman 

and Mediæval (NY 1908), pp. 14-15 
7 Madison Grant, The Passing of the Great Race: Or, The Racial Basis of European History (NY 

1916), p. 108 
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A. de Mortillet speaks of three phases of the survival of the use of stone: 

ñPersistence (the more or less prolonged real employment), habit and atavism, 

tradition; the survival of stone weapons (e.g., axes among vikings, Saxons, etc.,), 

stone tools.ò8 Gerard Fowke, citing Knight, succinctly reports: 

ñThe English used stone weapons at the battle of Hastings in 1066, and the 

Scots lead by [William] Wallace did the same as late as 1288éwhile stone axes 

were used by the Germans in as late a period as the Thirty Yearsô War.ò9 

There is evidence of this multi-age condition in the linguistic studies carried out 

as reported by Samuel Hibbert for the Saxons and Scandinavians: 

ñYet if any doubt can still exist that stone axes were either Scandinavian or 

Saxon implements of war, it is removed by an extract from an ancient Teutonic 

romance of the eighth century to be found in Eccardôs Commentaries óde Rebus 

Franciae OrientalisôéThe passage to which I allude is thus translated: óThen they 

let ashen spears fly with rapid force, that then stuck in the [enemiesô] shields; then 

they thrust together resounding stone axes.ô The expression stone axes is in the 

original staim bortða term compounded of such words of later orthography as 

stein, a stone, and barte, an axe.ò10 

England, Scotland and Scandinavia came very late into the Iron Age, even after 

the Norman conquest, as outlined by Thomas Turner: 

ñLittle is known regarding the production of iron in this country under the 

Saxons. The chaotic condition of the government during the centuries immediately 

succeeding the Roman departure was unfavourable to the progress of the industrial 

arts, and it was not until the close of the Saxon period that iron trade began once 

more to flourishéBut under the Normans the iron trade again declined and the 

metal became a comparatively rare and costly material, so that the Scots in a 

predatory expedition in the tenth year of Edward II ómet with no iron worth their 

notice until they came to Farness in Lancashire, where they seized all the 

manufactured iron they could find and carried it off with the greatest joy, though 

so heavy of carriage, and preferred it to any other plunder.ô In the reign of Edward 

                                                 
8 A. de Mortillet, ñSurvivance usuelle de la pierreò, cited in The American Anthropologist vol. 13 

(Lancaster PA 1911), p. 634 
9 Gerard Fowke, Archaeological History of Ohio: The Mound Builders and Later Indians 

(Columbus OH 1902), p. 522 
10 Samuel Hibbert, ñOn the Resemblances of Stone Axes,ò The Edinburgh Journal of Science, 

vol. I (London 1826), p. 307 
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III, the [iron] pots, spits and frying pans of the royal household were classed 

among the royal jewels.ò11 

Here we have a picture of post-Roman Britain, Germany, and Scandinavia 

which in terms of metallurgy looks like the Neolithic and Bronze Ages. 

Prehistorians, however, have failed to consider that this post-Roman world is in 

reality the time of the Megalithic Ages. On the other hand the picture of pre-

Roman Britain, which should have exhibited the culmination of the prior 

metallurgical tradition of some 3000 years and was a time of high metallurgical 

development, is nothing of the kind. In Britain the people had not mastered this art 

and their supposed production output and development was practically non-

existent. Even when we reach the time of Caesarôs brief invasion, as explained by 

R.G. Collingwood and J.N.L. Myres: 

ñThe westernmost fringeéwas practically untouched by Iron Age influences. 

éDevonshire, Wales, and the north-west were still occupied by a backward and 

poverty-stricken Bronze Age population, living in hut-farms and hut-villages and 

owning hardly any implements except of wood and stone.ò12 

What appears self-evident is that bronze and iron not only came late to Britain, 

Scotland, Scandinavia, and Germany, but that even after these peoples had contact 

with Rome, a highly advanced metallurgical culture, they were unable to emulate it 

after Rome fell. They clearly were using stone weapons and tools with some of 

iron and bronze here and there, but were still immersed in Stone Age culture before 

and long after their contact with the Romans. Had they actually been capable of 

producing metal tools after Rome abandoned these regions, why were they still 

using stone axes in Britain in the times of William the Conqueror, in 1066, or with 

William Wallace at the end of the 13th century, or during the predatory raid of the 

Scots in the time of Edward II (1264-1327)? Why were iron pots, spits and frying 

pans in the reign of Edward III (1312-1377) classed among the royal jewels? Why 

were stone axes still in use during the Thirty Yearsô War in Germany (1618-1648)? 

Why were stone axes common enough in Scandinavia and Saxon Germany when 

they were directly referred to in Medieval and Teutonic romance stories? The 

answer seems clearly to be that in post-Roman Europe people were still living in 

Stone, Bronze and Iron Age cultures where very little metal was available to the 

vast masses of the population. To suggest that the various peoples of post-Roman 

                                                 
11 Thomas Turner, The Metallurgy of Iron (London 1908), p. 7 
12 Robin George Collingwood, John Nowell Linton Myres, Roman Britain and the English 

Settlements (NY 1998), p. 30 



Charles Ginenthal, Pillars of the Past, vol. IV  

 

61 

Europe were not living in Neolithic, Bronze or Iron Age conditions is warrantless. 

Yet in spite of the fact that the stone/metallurgical situation was largely the same in 

both prehistoric and post-Roman Europe, the interpretation has always been that 

the stone/metallurgical condition only applies to prehistoric Europe. But this has 

not been proven. It has been ñguardedlyò accepted as the most reasonable 

explanation as discussed by Sir Norman Lockyer. 

ñProf. Gowland guardedly writes: 

ñóThe occurrence of stone tools does not alone prove with absolute certainty 

that Stonehenge belongs to the Neolithic age, although it affords a strong 

presumption in favour of that view. But, and this is important, had bronze been in 

general or even moderately extensive use when the stones were set up, it is in the 

highest degree probable that some implement of that metal would have been lost 

within the area of the excavations, and if so lost, it would certainly have been 

found together with the stone tools. Further, the employment of deerôs horn picks 

for the extensive excavations made in the chalk around the base of the monoliths 

also tends to support the view that bronze implements cannot have been in 

common use. If they had it would seem not unreasonable to assume that they 

would have been employed, as they would have been so much more effective for 

such work than the picks of deerôs horns. 

ñAgain, the chippings of the stones of Stonehenge in two of the Bronze age 

barrows in its neighbourhood show that it is of earlier date than they.ò13 

Note that Gowland omits from the entire discussion the evidence that Fergusson 

cited regarding iron, bronze, stone and even coins that were dated to Roman or post-

Roman times as if these do not exist. He ñassumesò that bronze tools were common 

when they may not have been common. This, too, is the assumption that persists 

today. If, as we claim, with the fall of Rome metallurgical development collapsed and 

only a small number of such bronze and iron artifacts existedðas we have shown up 

until the time of Harold of Hastings whose many thanes fought and were buried with 

their stone axes, etc.,ðthen of course deerôs horn picks would have been used instead 

of the more effective bronze or iron. The reason it was guardedly assumed that these 

constructions were prehistoric is that it was well known in the early 20th century that 

the post-Roman peoples of Britain and the Continent were still using stone weapons 

and tools, that there was no scientific method of proving the chronology accurate 

                                                 
13 Sir Norman Lockyer, Stonehenge and Other British Monuments Astronomically Considered 

(London 1906), pp. 76-78 
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and that it was assumed such megalithic structures had to be derived from contacts 

with the ancient civilizations of the Near East. Prior to the radiocarbon dating 

revolution that prehistoric megalithic chronology was still disputed. 

There were other more cogent reasons for having a guarded position regarding 

that chronology. There was evidence that metal tools were being employed in the 

Megalithic Age because evidence from the stone structures themselves indicated 

that the operations being performed could not have been accomplished with stone 

tools but required hard metallic ones. For example, it was discovered that a grave 

had been cut into a bedrock layer of flint, an extremely hard stone. While flint does 

fracture to form a conchoidal shaped chip which is rounded and is excellent 

material for stone tools, the depth of the fracture tells us fairly well whether the 

grave in question was hacked out with either a metal or stone tool. Hard stone 

striking hard flint to leave these fractured pieces found in the grave requires 

enormous energy to shatter the flint deeply. Because flint is so hard the stone tool 

under the impact of many blows will itself either break or shatter and thus there 

would be broken pieces of those, too, scattered about. R.J. Mortimer discussed the 

finding of just such a grave: 

ñDuring its construction several thick beds and large blocks of flint had been 

cut vertically through showing that tools of no mean kind had been used. These 

broken flints (which along with the excavated chalk had been put back into the 

grave) were found to be splintered in a manner which seemed to indicate the use 

of metal tools. More than twenty of these pieces of flint have been preserved and 

clearly show conchoidal fracture. This kind of fracture is the result of a sharp blow 

given with a hard and somewhat pointed tool. It might have been produced by a 

stone axe, but it scarcely seems possible that so deep a grave could have been 

formed by stone tools alone. Had only the latter been used, some would surely 

have been broken and splintered [by the powerful concussions against the solid 

wall of flint]éNot one was discovered, however, while three picks of stagôs horn 

and several others were taken from the rough chalk filling.ò14 

To paraphrase Gowland: 

ñthe lack of the occurrence of metal tools does not alone prove with absolute 

certainty that that grave belongs to the post-Roman Saxon epoch, although it affords 

a strong presumption in favour of that view. But this is important: had there been 

only stone tools available when the flint bedrock grave was dug, it is in the highest 

                                                 
14 J.R. Mortimer, Forty Yearsô Researches in British and Saxon Burial Mounds of East Yorkshire 
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degree probable that some implement of stone would have been broken and lost 

within the gravesite, and, if so lost, it would certainly have been found. Further, the 

employment of stagôs horn picks there as well tends to support the view that 

metallic implements had been in use alongside antler picks because that grave could 

be effectively dug with such metallic tools, especially iron.ò 

In this respect one can actually test which type of toolðstone, bronze or ironð

was used to cut that grave in the flint bed. All that is required is to go to a nearby bed 

of the same flint layer and with axes of either stone, bronze or iron attempt to achieve 

the same results, namely vertical walls and large conchoidal splinters. If the stone 

tools break in the process, it is apparent that stone was not used; the infill of that grave 

was made by debris and the broken stone tools which were cast aside would have 

been found there. The prehistorians and archaeologists have failed to determine the 

chronology by testing it publicly and fully executing the procedure that created that 

grave. Rather than scientifically replicate that operation and determine the truth with 

respect to chronology, they have not carried out that test. Until that crucial test of 

replicationðthe true scientific method to discover truthðis carried out with stone 

tools one can reasonably and logically maintain that iron or bronze tools were 

employed and that this grave was not dug in the Bronze or Iron Ages (B.C. era). 

Although this is the first form of evidence that undermines the established 

chronology, it is by no means the last. For example in the Cornish tin mines of 

Britain the miners did not use bronze tools to extract the ore; instead they used 

antler pick axes. Martyn Barber reports: 

ñ[Richard] Carew wrote that the Cornish miners believed the streamworks they 

encountered to be óvery ancient and first wrought by Jews with pick axes of holm, 

box and harts horn,ô such items being ófound daily amongst the rubbleô in contrast 

to the less frequent metal objectsé, though it is the metal objects which have 

tended to attract attention. This is somewhat ironic, as it is the wooden and antler 

implements which probably represented the mining tools.ò15 

This shows that even when the Cornish tin mines were being exploited (in post-

Roman times, as we will see below) the miners were working with wooden and 

antler implements. This, too, indicates that antler pick axes were used well into the 

medieval period, and again challenges and contradicts the concept that the finding 

of such tools places them in the Neolithic Age. Another clear contradiction to the 

concept that the Megalithic Age belongs in Neolithic time is the finding of stone 

                                                 
15 Barber, op.cit., p. 98 (emphasis added) 
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balls in the Orkney Islands, Scotland, at Skara Brae, radiocarbon dated via bone 

specimens to that prehistoric period. The enigmatic stone balls exhibit various 

complex designs cut deeply into them and, as discussed by Anna Ritchie: 

ñéthere are several ornamental stone objects from Skara Brae, the purpose of 

which is far from obvious and which are therefore assumed to be ceremonial. 

Amongst them are two balls, one 66 mm (2½ in) in diameter and incised with 

geometric decoration and the other 77 mm (3 in) in diameter and painstakingly carved 

into knobs and grooves. There is also an oval ball, 92 mm (3½ in) long, with four 

knobs at either end and panels of grooves in a band around the middle, and a spiked 

or T-shaped object with a central band of incised decoration, again in panelséThese 

two objects are very similar to those from [the site of] Quoyness, though more highly 

decorated, and they appear to be unique to Orkney. Whatever the concept that lay 

behind the carved balls, they were widespread beyond Orkney. Almost 400 have been 

found, mostly in northeast ScotlandéSome of the balls bear very elaborate and finely 

carved ornamentation. Although some have been found in datable contexts, they are 

normally assigned to the third and second millennium B.C. 

ñSome doubt has been cast recently on the date of some of the carved stone 

balls by James Macauley, an engineer who has carried out practical experiments in 

making such balls. In some cases the angle created in the decoration of prehistoric 

balls has proved impossible to achieve with stone tools and can only have been 

carved with strong metal toolséMacauley feels that while some balls were made 

and used in Neolithic times, others may have been reworked or made entirely at a 

later period, particularly in Pictish [post-Roman Medieval] times when similar 

decorative designs [similar to the Neolithic designs] were fashionable. The T-

shaped object from Skara Brae was made from a very hard stone [assumed to be 

wrought] by pecking and grinding [with stone tools], and Gordon Childe [who 

excavated Skara Brae] described it as óone of the most astounding monuments of 

human skill and patience knownô.ò16 

Knight and Lomas further elucidate: 

ñéthe more elaborate balls of Skara Braeéare difficult to explain. Attempts 

to recreate them using Stone Age tools by engineer James Macauley failed, as it 

proved impossible to carve the difficult angles without using strong metal tools. 

For those other balls it had been suggested that the more intricate patterns had 

been carved during the Bronze and Iron ages. However, the stone balls of Skara 

Brae were found beneath the layer of wind-blown sand which was laid down when 

the village was abandoned in 2655 BCðlong before any metal objects reached 
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this part of the world. This poses the question, did the engineers of Skara Brae 

know something about the technology of working stone that we have forgotten?ò17 

We are further told: ñThere is no real evidence of [these balls] having continued 

in use to the Iron Age.ò18 

Now not only is Skara Brae radiocarbon dated via bone specimens but its pottery 

is Grooved Ware, also pottery sequence dated to the Late Neolithic. But it is evident 

that the stone balls at Skara Brae had angles that stone tools will not carve but that 

iron will. Furthermore these stone balls have designs on them which are evidently 

Pictish. Niall M. Sharples, Alison Sheridan and Audrey S. Henshall fully admit of 

these ñcarved stone balls [at Skara Brae] he [Gordon Childe] observes that they 

share the same unusual distribution as objects with Pictish symbols.ò19 

In terms of designs on artifacts and pottery, historians and archaeologists would 

ordinarily date objects with clearly similar designs to the same period. But this 

would place not only these stone balls and Skara Brae in the medieval period but 

indicates that the rest of the Megalithic Age must be placed there as well. Rather 

than follow their own methodology of using highly similar designs or symbols to 

date objects to the same epoch and, knowing strong metal tools carved the angles 

on the balls at Skara Brae which dates them to about Pictish times, prehistorians 

and archaeologists are pecking, shaping and grinding the evidence to make it fit 

their chronology. They have assumed that two totally different peoples separated in 

time by thousands of years, but living in the same region just by coincidence 

created two sets of stone balls of about the same size, but amazingly with highly 

unique similar symbols and designs. Just as with the grave attributed to the 

Neolithic Age which implies that metal tools were used to create conchoidal 

fractured shards, they are reshaping reality. 

In volume I we showed that there was no known source for tin to make bronze in 

the ancient Near East until long after 1100 B.C. In the established chronology of the 

megalithic world, the Early Bronze Age supposedly begins around 1600 BC. In 

essence, the peoples of prehistoric Europe were making bronze well before the 

civilizations of the Near East, and surely had to have a source of tin to manufacture 

                                                 
17 Christopher Knight and Robert Lomas, Urielôs Machine (Beverly MA 2001), p. 168 
18 Christopher Knight and Robert Lomas, Proceedings of the Society of Antiquaries of Scotland 

vol. 108 (Edinburgh UK 1979), p. 62 
19 Niall M. Sharples, Alison Sheridan, Audrey S. Henshall, Vessels for the Ancestors: Essays on 

the Neolithic of Britain and Ireland in Honour of Audrey Henshall (Edinburgh UK 1992), p. 182 
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this metal. But here we encounter the identical problem we encountered in volumes I 

and II of Pillars of the Past, namely that there was no source of tin to make bronze 

during the prehistoric Bronze Age in that part of Europe. We had assumed that 

Herodotus was correct when he claimed ñthat tin and amber do come to us from 

what one might call the ends of the earth.ò20 ñIt seems apparent that Herodotus is 

discussing the tin mines of Cornwall, England.ò21 That was before we had examined 

the problem of the source or sources of prehistoric tin. Nevertheless, Trevor Palmer 

has claimed that Cornwall tin was being mined around 2000 B.C. in criticizing this 

author who denied Cornwall was being mined to supply the ancient world with tin: 

ñAccording to Ginenthal, this scenario [for the sources of tin in the Ancient 

Near East] cannot be sustained, even on its own terms. The manufacture of bronze 

requires a supply of tin to add to copper [and the first two possible sources of this 

metal are Cornwall and Spain]. 

ñépossible sources were Bohemiaéand CornwalléCornish tin was mined 

from around 2200 BC onwards, and from this time was traded and used for bronze 

manufacture down the Atlantic coast of Brittany and France, towards Spain. 

Ginenthal, however, states that: óSurely it is inconceivable that in 1500 BC Egypt 

was trading with England, or even Spain, or with Bohemia, to obtain tin.ò22 

Palmer further cites several authorities that say the same thing and this would 

suggest to the general reader that the evidence surely supports Palmerôs claim. But 

because neither he nor they have clear-cut evidence to back up that thesis, Palmer 

adds the caveat that this trade ñmay or may not have been so.ò23 Nevertheless, Kaj 

Birket-Smith contradicts Palmer and his sources regarding tin trade in early 

historic times between the ancient world with Cornwall, Spain and Bohemia: 

ñIn Europe, tin is to be foundðor was to be foundðalong with copper in 

Spain, Cornwall, and central Europe [Bohemia]; but although Cornwall early on 

became a great source of supply and was the goal of the Phoenicians during 

voyages in the Atlantic, for reasons of chronology alone, neither of these places 

[Cornwall and Spain] can be considered the home of Bronze in the Old World.ò24 

                                                 
20 Herodotus, The Histories, pp. 221-222 in Ginenthal, Pillars of the Past, vol. I, op.cit., p. 177 
21 Ibid., p. 178 
22 Trevor Palmer, ñScience, Technology and the Chronology of the Ancient World,ò AEON, vol. 

VI, no. 6 (October, 2005), p. 47 
23 Ibid., p. 49 
24 Kaj Birket-Smith, The Paths of Culture (Madison WI 1965), p. 81 
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Lionel Casson, one of the major authorities of trade in the ancient world, also 

contradicts Palmerôs claim: 

ñThe Greeks and the Romans got their supplies [of tin] from the rich deposits 

in Portugal, Spain and England, and there are those who argue that these same 

places were exploited almost from the beginning. They conjure up voyages by 

intrepid Minoan and Mycenaean sailors out through the Strait of Gibraltar into the 

Atlantic to bring back the precious substanceé 

ñéarchaeologists were long convinced that Aegean seamenéhaving gotten that 

far [Spain], could they not have made it the rest of the way to the tin lands [of 

Portugal and Britain]? Todayépeople are coming around to the view supported by 

archaeological evidence, that British tin became important only after the seventh 

century B.C. and Spanish and Portuguese only during the days of the Roman Empire. 

ñThe tin [for the ancient Near East] then did not come from the west.ò25 

Although it is admitted by the authorities that Cornwall tin was not traded to the 

ancient Near East, they, nevertheless, all maintain that tin was undoubtedly being 

mined in Cornwall, Britain, in pre-Roman or even prehistoric times. Palmer stated 

directly ñCornish tin was mined from around 2000 BC onwards.ò Birket-Smith 

echoes this: ñCornwall early on became a great source of [tin] supply.ò Casson 

adds that ñBritish tin became important only after the seventh century [B.C.]ò 

From these statements one could draw the erroneous conclusion that the Britons 

had mined tin at Cornwall as early as 2000 B.C. for their own use, and thus there is 

no ñTin Problemò for their Bronze Age. However, none of these authoritative 

statements are backed up by anything resembling archaeological evidence. The 

concept that Cornwall was producing tin in pre-Roman or even prehistoric times is 

simply stated as an ex cathedra fact. Tin was mined at Cornwall in early times 

because tin was mined at Cornwall in early times. Nevertheless as late as 2009 

Jane McIntosh specifically informs us: 

ñTin mines in Spain were worked before Roman times, and tin may also have 

been mined in Cornwall, though no ancient mines have been located there.ò26 

Since as late as 2009 no one has been able to find archaeological evidence of 

mining operations in Cornwall, this means there is no such evidence. No evidence 

                                                 
25 Lionel Casson, ñWhere Did Ancient Traders Sail,ò Mysteries of the Past, J.J. Thorndike, ed. 

(NY 1977), p. 166 
26 Jane McIntosh, Handbook of Life in Prehistoric Europe (Oxford UK 2009), p. 216 



 VELIKOVSKIAN   Vol. IX , nos. 1, 2, 3, 4 

 

68 

means no evidence, despite the ex cathedra statement of authorities to the contrary. 

To get around the fact that no ancient tin mines have been located there, Sabine 

Baring-Gould offers this ad hoc explanation: 

ñThough tin was exported from Cornwall, bronze was not manufactured there 

till a comparatively late period. Bronze came from the East, and the great centre 

whence radiated the trade in bronze weapons was the basin of the Po [river in Italy]. 

ñWhat seems to be abundantly clear is that the export of tin from Britain had 

come to an end by the first century of the present era. Caesar, on invading Britain, 

heard nothing about it, and when Britain was finally conquered, the Romans who 

worked the lead mines in the Mendips, and the gold and copper in Wales, totally 

neglected Cornwall, held it to be worthless. They never settled thereéò27 

Here we are told that tin was indeed mined up to the Roman era and mining 

then suddenly stopped completely for no given reason. Not only were the Cornwall 

mines closed but the miners filled them in and allowed vegetation to grow over 

them that disguised the fact that they existed, so well, that even today 

archaeologists cannot find anything to prove they existed. But no evidence is 

actually given that these pre-Roman prehistoric mines existed, other than the 

statements that they did. This, in spite of the fact that one year prior to Baring-

Gouldôs statement McIntosh admitted ñno ancient [tin] mines have been located in 

Cornwall.ò The ancient tin mines are simply not there! They only exist in the 

minds of historians who want them to exist. When, then, was Cornwall tin actually 

mined? According to L.F. Salzman there is no evidence that Cornwall was 

exploited for its tin in pre-Roman or prehistoric times, but was only well into the 

common era several centuries after Rome abandoned Britain: 

ñThere is no reference to these mines in the literature of the period of Roman 

occupation, nor are there traces of anything approaching an occupation of 

Cornwall by the Romans, who appear to have ignored this corner of Britain 

completely. After the departure of the Romans, and before the Saxons conquered 

this district which did not happen till the middle of the tenth century [A.D.], there 

is some evidence of tin being worked here, as Cornish tin is said to have been 

carried over to France in the seventh century [A.D.], and in the life of St. John of 

Alexandria, who died in 616, there is a story of an Alexandrian galley coming to 

Britain for tin. That the Saxons had tin [in the 7th century] seems probable from the 

discovery of Saxon remains in the St. Austell tin grounds and elsewhere, but the 
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industry can hardly have been of any great importance at the time of the Norman 

conquest [in A.D. 1066] as there is no reference to it in the Domesday Survey. 

ñWhile the history of tin mining in Britain prior to the middle of the twelfth 

century is problematical, there is from that time onwards an immense mass of 

material bearing upon the subject.ò28 

The fact of the matter is that all the statements purported to suggest Cornwallôs tin 

mines were worked and its tin exported to the ancient Near East, or that the tin was 

utilized in prehistoric Britain itself, are supported by nothing but the desire to make this 

theory into fact. The ñTin Problemò is as lethal to the established chronology of the 

Megalithic Age as it is to that of the ancient Near East. Typical of the many statements 

regarding this desire is that of George Robert Rapp and Christopher L. Hill: 

ñPerhaps the greatest unsolved problem is Old World Bronze Age metallurgy 

is where the tin came from. The plentiful placer cassiterite [tin ore] from Cornwall 

was certainly mined for British Isles Bronze Age metallurgy but we do not know 

how widely that it was traded.ò29 

Robin George Collingwood and John Howard Linton Myres encapsulate the 

problem: ñThe early British tin-trade is so controversial a subject that some 

hardiness is needed in order even to mention it.ò30 They go on to show: 

ñThe chronology of this period is very vague. The Late Bronze Age in southern 

Britain is regarded [not proven] as beginning about 1000 B.C. and lasting until 

about 400 B.C.; elsewhere it is thought to last to about 200 [B.C.], and in Scotland 

to as late as the beginning of our era. These dates, however, are not only mere 

approximations, but the events which they are designed to fix are only the 

beginnings of slow and gradual processes. The peasant-civilization described 

above may have taken shape after 1000 [B.C.], but it did not cease to exist at the 

date when the Bronze Age is said to have closed.ò31 

The same applies to the Iron Age, where they add: 
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ñWhen we speak of the Iron Age as beginning at a certain dateéit must be 

remembered that this does not imply a general abandonment of Bronze Age 

fashions, nor even the general beginning of such abandonment; and hundreds of 

years after such a date the majority of Bronze Age villages were still carrying on 

their old life with little change.ò32 

In terms of the short chronology the British people at the time of the Roman 

invasion and occupation would have been still employing Stone Age tools along 

with those of the Bronze Age. Collingwood and Myres describe Britain at the time 

of the Roman invasion, showing Britons were still living in the late Bronze Age 

and not at all in the Iron Age: 

ñThe general [nature] of British civilization at this time may be described as 

having a Late Bronze Age characteré 

ñThe Late Bronze Age was a period when Britain as a whole was a backward 

country by comparison with the Continent; primitive in its civilization, stagnant 

and passive in its life, and receiving most of what progress it enjoyed through 

invasion [by the Romans] and importation from overseasé 

ñThey made rude pottery without a wheel, and still used flint [not bronze or 

iron] for such things as arrowheads; but they were [it is assumed] visited by 

itinerant bronze-founders able to make swords, spears, socketed axes [etc.]. 

Judging by the absence of towns and the scarcity of anything like true 

fortificationé[i]n particular, towards the north and west, it was strongly tinged 

with Neolithic survivals, sometimes so strongly as to give it an ambiguous 

character as between Neolithic and Bronze Age types; in these parts inhumation, 

the Neolithic burial rite, sometimes lingered on.ò33 

The picture of Britain drawn by Collingwood and Myres is that of a people still 

living in Neolithic Age conditions with here and there a smattering of Bronze Age 

materials. The identical problem that exists in the Near East regarding the source of 

tin also exists for that of megalithic Bronze Age Britain. Peter Northover admits: 

ñThe problems of the origins of tin supplies are well known. The very small 

number of Bronze Age tin [artifact] finds has always been seen as one of the 

largest of these difficulties. However, it is now clear that for much of the Bronze 

Age, especially in lowland Britain, tin was generally transported already alloyed 
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as bronze and that most of that bronze originated on the Continent. In the 

Highland Zone and Ireland conditions were different but, even so, the only traffic 

in tin to be expected is from the tin sources direct to those primary copper 

production centres without tin sources of their own, e.g. North Wales. As we have 

not found such centres it is not surprising that tin does not appear in the 

archaeological record. When considering the origins of the tin used in the 

manufacture of swords it is readily apparent that the source of the tin is closely 

bound up with the ultimate source of the copper used in the bronze. A useful clue 

to tin origins may lie in the very small inclusions of tin associated with chalcocite 

[copper] inclusions in a range of Late Bronze Age metalwork.ò34 

As in the ancient Near East, we encounter explanations for the sources of tin 

based on the established chronology but without a factual or scientific basis. The 

bronze implements were made in Europe and traded with the British, we are told. 

But we are never told just where on the Continent the tools were made, nor where on 

the Continent the tin mines actually existed, nor given any evidence that these mines 

were actually operating at that prehistoric epoch. Just as historians have invented tin 

mines in the Caucasus Mountains to supply tin to the ancient Near East that cannot 

be found or, if found, are shown to have been exploited from 2200 to 1200 B.C., so, 

too, archaeologists of megalithic Bronze Age Britain, Ireland and Scotland have 

conjured up copper mixed with tin from mines in continental Europe that cannot be 

found or, if found, are shown to have been exploited from 2200 to 1200 B.C. They 

have also conjured up itinerant bronze trading families, back then, who crossed 

Europe to England, across the English Channel, that carried these metals or were 

peddlers, but this, too, cannot be shown to have existed except in theory! 

Of this theory Barber writes: 

ñThe image of the itinerant smith is frequently encountered in the archaeological 

literature concerning the Bronze Age. Among earlier generations of prehistorians 

Gordon Childe was a notable advocate on their behalf and was probably more 

responsible than anyone else in establishing them as a ófactô of Bronze Age life.ò35 

Barber then goes on for several pages to discuss these itinerant smiths but does 

not substantiate their existence. D. Blair Gibson makes it clear that Childeôs 

itinerant craftsmen are a fiction in an article provocatively titled ñDeath of a 

Salesman: Childeôs Itinerant Craftsman in the Light of Present Knowledge of Late 
                                                 
34 Peter Northover, ñThe Analysis and Metallurgy of British Bronze Age Swords,ò Ian 

Colquhoun and Colin Burgess, eds. The Swords of Britain (Munich Germany 1988), p. 130 
35 Barber, op.cit., p. 129 
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Prehistoric European Craft Production,ò stating ñWells [following Childe] 

attributes the movement of metal and techniques between regions to itinerant 

bronze smiths. There is no ostensible proof of itinerant smiths as the mechanism of 

metal exchange, or, for that matter, for their existence.ò36 

Barber explains the ñTin Problemò by first citing two major authorities: 

ñóAll the vital elements of modern material culture are immediately rooted in 

the Bronze AgeéModern science and industry not only go back to the period 

when bronze was the dominant industrial metal, their beginnings were in a very 

real sense conditioned and inspired by the mere fact of the general employment of 

bronze and copperô (Gordon Childe, 1930, 2-3). 

ñóThe introduction of bronze was one of the greatest non-events of all timeô 

(Andrew Selkirk, 1971, 113). [Barber then comments]: 

ñThese two brief statements neatly capture the central dilemma faced today 

when trying to evaluate the significance of the earliest metal objects both to 

archaeologists and the people who made and used them. Just how important is 

bronze to our understanding of the Bronze Age? Once the back bone of the period, 

the core around which its chronology and cultural history were constructed, since 

the 1970s it has become increasingly difficult to justify retaining that central role 

for metalwork studies.ò37 

The reason for this ñcentral dilemmaò is that research has utterly failed to 

support the chronology upon which this research is based. Barber continues: 

ñNo single [fact] accounts for this change in fortunes. Instead several 

developments have combined to relegate bronze to a position of lesser importance. 

First of all, the impact of the numerous sites excavated from the 1960s onwards has 

been considerable. Previously, the only type of Bronze Age site excavated in any 

quantity was the round barrowðthe principal funeral monument of the [British] 

Early and Middle Bronze AgeéConsequently little is known about the everyday 

people who made and used bronze and who are buried in the barrows. As Colin 

Burgess acknowledged as late as the mid-1970s, óMost of our knowledge of the 

period is derived from burial and ritual sites and unassociated artefacts, which give a 

biased picture, too concerned with matters spiritual, religious, and technological, 

                                                 
36 D. Blair Gibson, ñDeath of a Salesman: Childeôs Itinerant Craftsman in the Light of Present 

Knowledge of Late Prehistoric European Craft Production,ò Bernard Wailes, ed., Craft Speciali-

zation and Social Evolution: In Memory of V. Gordon Childe (Philadelphia PA, 1996), p. 114. 
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and not enough with more mundane aspectsô [of people actually using bronze items] 

(Burgess, 1974, 165). As a result the major artefact types [found] have essentially 

come to represent the people who used them, cultural history being written from 

studies of their geographical spread and chronological development. Indeed, 

Burgessô own comprehensive account of the period was still rooted firmly in 

detailed study of metalwork and pottery [types associated with it]é 

ñSecondly came the dawning realization that bronze is, in fact, quite scarce on 

excavated sites. Few settlements yield more than the odd scrap, and it occurs only 

with a minority of burials, the attention focused on the ówealthierô grave 

assemblages [with bronze items] perhaps helping to obscure this fact. This lack of 

direct association between bronzes and both the living and the dead had long been 

implicit in metalwork studies, but it is only with the growing quantity and variety 

of excavated sites from the 1960s onward that we have been able to appreciate 

how little we really know about the uses and meanings of bronze in the Bronze 

Age. Consequently the grand chronological and cultural scheme for the Bronze 

Age, constructed largely via close study of metalwork, effectively became little 

more than what it had really been all alongða sequential arrangement of the 

metalwork which had few clear links with the other forms of evidence from the 

period, and which lacked any reliable form of independent verification.ò38 

As with radiocarbon and pottery dating ñwhich lacked any reliable form of 

independent verificationò by which to decipher the chronology of Bronze Age 

Europe, bronze artifacts themselves ñlackéany reliable form of independent 

verification.ò The point that Barber also makes is that: ñFew settlements yield 

more than the odd scrap [of bronze], and it occurs only with a minority of burials.ò 

But if Bronze Age Europe could produce bronze artifacts, it would be rather more 

common than the odd scrap occurring only in a minority of burials. In fact, it well 

describes Britain of the Anglo-Saxon/post-Roman era when, as we have shown 

above, people were still using stone tools and weapons well into the Middle Ages. 

It also fits the fact that these post-Roman peoples were not mining tin in Cornwall 

until quite late, making these bronze objects a rarity for all but the rich, and they 

were, as Barber stated, ñin fact, quite scarce on excavated sitesò of the ñówealthierô 

grave assemblages.ò Isaac Taylor describes the condition: 

ñAs bronze has been found in round barrows [dated to the Bronze Age], it is 

frequently asserted that the Celts were armed with bronze weapons when they 

invaded Britain. This conclusion is not borne out by the evidence, which indicates 

that the Celts arrived in the [pre-Bronze] Neolithic period, and obtained bronze by 

                                                 
38 Ibid,. pp. 17-19 
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commerce with Gaul at a later time. Canon Greenwell tabulates 485 interments in 

round barrows; in 201 cases these were associated with pottery, in 150 cases with 

implements of stone, bone, or horn, and in only twenty-three with bronze [artifacts]. 

Of these twenty-three cases only five were primary [central] interments, fifteen were 

[later than the Bronze Age] secondary interments, and the rest doubtful. 

ñMr. Mortimer, who has opened 241 round barrows in the East Riding, 

containing 629 bodies, found pottery in 203 cases, stone implements in 150, and 

bronze in twenty six. These facts make it probable that when round barrows [dated 

to the Bronze Age] were first erected bronze was either unknown or extremely 

rare, but that it had to some extent come into use when secondary interments took 

place in barrows.ò39 

In only four percent of these supposed Bronze Age burials both Greenwell and 

Mortimer admit that bronze was found. This is not a description of a fully developed 

Bronze Age society. It is a description of a society that possessed practically nothing 

in the way of bronze. And we repeat, it in fact well describes Britain in the Anglo-

Saxon/post-Roman era when people were still using stone tools and weapons well 

into the Middle Ages and were not mining tin at Cornwall. Furthermore, the bronze 

objects employed by archaeologists to organize these artifacts into a chronologically 

ordered sequence through time inevitably also collapsed. 

Barber shows that ñthough our knowledge remains far from perfect, the ever-

increasing number of excavated sites is failing to demonstrate any significant 

developments that could be blamed on, or attributed to, a switch from stone to 

bronze, or from bronze to iron.ò40 

As for the sources of tin, Barber deals with this in his unit titled ñThe Tin 

Problem,ò (citing R.D. Penhallurick, Tin in Antiquity, 1986): ñSearching for field 

evidence of prehistoric [tin] mining nowadays seems to me rather like looking in 

the proverbial haystack for needles which formerly existed but which may no 

longer do so.ò41 Here Barber calls the evidence for Bronze Age tin mining 

ñdisappointingly elusiveò: 

ñTin presents something of a problem when it comes to understanding the 

exploitation and circulation of metals in Bronze Age Britain and, indeed, in 

                                                 
39 Isaac Taylor, The Origin of the Aryans, an Account of the Prehistoric Ethnology and 
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40 Barber, op.cit., p. 24 
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Europe. Tin deposits across the continent as a whole are far less common than 

copper, and one of the largest tin fields in Europe occurs in Cornwall and West 

Devon, yet physical evidence for its [ancient] exploitation is remarkably limited. 

For the south-west, of course, this is not just a problem for tinðthe region is also 

notable for the marked absence of evidence for prehistoric exploitation of its 

copper sources. As Sharpe (1992, 35) noted, ónot one securely-dated prehistoric 

mining site has yet been found in the south-west, despite considerable efforts to 

locate them. This is not to suggest that they did not exist, nor that they will not be 

found in the future, nor, more importantly, is it to say that there is no evidence 

whatsoever that prehistoric exploitation of ore did take place.ò42 

The old historical/academic adage is therefore that the absence of evidence of 

tin mining in ancient Bronze Age Britain and Europe is not evidence of absence of 

tin mining. What historians who employ this argument are attempting to do is 

maintain their chronology without evidence. Barber concludes: ñDespite renewed 

archaeological interest in recent yearséfurther evidence [for European Bronze 

Age tin mines] proved disappointingly elusive.ò43 Why ñdisappointingly elusiveò 

instead of just ñelusive?ò Here Barber has betrayed his and his professionôs 

ñdesireò to find proof that such tin mines existed. One is only disappointed when 

one wants something and canôt find it. This shows how deeply scholars in this field 

have had the established chronology engrained in their profession and points to a 

lack of neutrality respecting evidence. For those of us committed to the scientific 

method this desire to find what their paradigm requires is what ñproves 

disappointing.ò 

The ñTin Problemò will remain a thorn in the side of prehistorians; so long as 

they cleave to their chronological framework it will be ñelusiveò and unresolved. 

There is simply no physical evidence for prehistoric tin mines in Britain or central 

Europe. Barber concludes his book with the following: 

ñIt iséclear that the straightforward assumption about metal that once domi-

nated its study can no longer be supported even by basic empirical and descriptive 

data. This has been apparent to many prehistorians for some time, but has been 

slow to penetrate beyond those actively involved in researching the period.ò44 

There is absolutely nothing to sustain the belief that Bronze Age tin mines 

existed in prehistoric Britain or central Europe except their unyielding belief. The 
                                                 
42 Ibid. 
43 Ibid. 
44 Ibid., p. 175 
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support from bronze metalwork and mining or independent support for radiocarbon 

dating or for pottery sequence dating or artifact typology dating has failed. Not 

only do these phenomena fail to support and uphold one another, in each and every 

case there is nothing to internally support any of these methods. They have all 

failed on their own terms.  

In Ireland we run into the same problem for the chronology of the Iron Age. 

Raftery explains: 

ñThe use in Ireland of the term óIron Ageô iséproblematicaléand the very 

small number of surviving iron artifacts of the period greatly exacerbates the 

difficulties. Factors such as poor preservative quantities of this material and the 

relative unlikelihood of its retrieval by chance finders have doubtlessly contributed 

to the dearth of evidence, but the possibility that iron working was practiced on 

only a limited scale for much of the so-called Iron Age in Ireland must be 

seriously considered.45 

Raftery adds that: 

ñFor Irelandéthe contemporary situation is much less clear and the Iron Age 

is seen as a vaguely defined era, following the Bronze Age and assumed to end at 

some (as yet undefined) point in early historic times. Neither the beginning nor the 

end of this Iron Age can be satisfactorily established, but it is not unlikely that the 

period involved may have spanned as much as a millennium.ò46 

As we can see, in Britain and Ireland the chronology of the Stone, Bronze and 

Iron Ages is a muddle without a solution. Raftery titles his book in part The 

Enigma of the Irish Iron Age because that is what it is. We shall come across other 

aspects of this enigmatic Iron Age repeatedly below, just as we have with the 

chronology of the Megalithic Age. What Raftery states about the Enigma of the 

Iron Age in Ireland applies well: 

ñThese centuries are obscure in archaeological terms and have been termed 

rightly as a Dark Age. We have, in truth, no clear idea of what was happening in 

the country at that time.ò47 

Emmet J. Sweeney points out: 
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ñPossibly some of the most damning evidence of all comes from one of the 

mounds at New Grange, Carn H. Here archaeologists found a whole series of 

artifacts of clearly Iron Age date. These included amber and glass beads, various 

iron objects and bone plaques. It was the latter which caused the most disquiet. 

ñThe ornament on these bone plaques is by very general consent agreed to 

belong to La Tène art and probably to date to the first two centuries AD. The 

problem presented by these objects of La Tène art together with iron objects was 

to explain their presence in a Passage Grave, the walls of which were decorated 

with typical megalithic art and which was assumed by people to have been 

constructed around 2000 B.C. It was argued by most archaeologists before Dr. 

Rafteryôs re-excavation that Carn H at Loughcrew had been used as a workshop in 

the Early Iron Ageðperhaps the atelier of a Celtic artist. Professor MacAlister, 

for example, believed the metal-workers of the Early Iron Age produced these 

plaques as samples for the ornamentation of luxury items of bronze. Dr. Raftery 

disagreed with this viewpoint and in 1943 reexcavated Carn H. 

ñThe 1943 Raftery excavations found no objects characteristic of the normal 

megalithic assemblage; what was found, however, were blue, green and yellow 

glass beads, small bronze rings, pieces of iron, and 2000 bone plaques of which 

200 were ornamented in the late La Tène style. Raftery argued that all these finds 

dated to the Early Iron Age; he found some of them in what he described as an 

undisturbed foundation layer, while some bone plaques were actually in the stone 

hole of one of the orthostats in the passage. In describing his excavations to the 

International Congress of Prehistoric and Protohistoric Sciences in Zurich in 1954, 

he thought the evidence in his excavations susceptible to only two; first that the 

site was a normal passage grave constructed, say, in 2000 B.C., but entirely 

destroyed, removed and rebuilt in the Early Iron Age; or secondly, that it was an 

old style tomb still being used in the Early Iron Age. Having found no evidence 

for the first solution, he was put on record that Carn H was constructed in the 

Early Iron Age and that therefore, megaliths in Ireland survived not only to the 

end of the second millennium B.C. but to the beginning of the first millennium A.D. 

ñThus on the one hand radiocarbon tests seem to place the megaliths centuries 

earlier than expected, whilst on the other archaeological digs suggest the exact 

opposite. Which is to be believed?ò48 

 

                                                 
48 Emmet J. Sweeney, The Lost History of Ireland: An Enquiry into the pre-Christian History of 

the Gaels (Derry, Ireland 1992), pp. 59-60 



 VELIKOVSKIAN   Vol. IX , nos. 1, 2, 3, 4 

 

78 

 

BARROWS, SKULLS, AND CHRONOLOGY  

Another methodology by which the early prehistorians attempted to date the 

Megalithic Age was the form of numerous burial mounds or barrows that dotted 

the British landscape and the shape of the skulls of the skeletons found in them. 

Once the antiquaries of the 18th and 19th centuries concluded these barrows were 

dated to the Late Neolithic and Bronze Ages they naturally used the stone, bronze 

or iron found in them to corroborate that chronology. However, upon excavating 

the mounds they discovered skeletons there and analyzed the skulls of these 

bygone people to derive the order in which people came to Britain first and second. 

This categorization led them to organize the barrow shapes and skull shapes such 

as to correlate them with their chronology in a fixed ordered way. They assumed 

they knew and understood how these fit into that time frame. Other burials that 

contained Saxons with Saxon artifacts were labeled as later intrusions of the post-

Roman era. That is, they employed the same categorization for these barrows and 

skulls as they did with pottery sequence dating, artifact typological sequence dating 

and stone bronze and iron sequence dating to prove that all these forms of evidence 

were correlated and integrated in such a way that they corroborated each other. 

These antiquaries believed they had a thorough-going comprehensive picture of the 

prehistoric megalithic world. This concept was to dominate research for over 120 

years from 1872 to 1994 when it was shown to be spurious and to some degree 

even racist. 

The researcher who established this dichotomy and chronology was J. Thurnam 

who examined the skeletons in the two barrow types and reported his results in 

1872. This division of barrows and skull types occurred at a time when racism, 

namely Eurocentric racism, dominated the intellectual milieu. 

Prior to analyzing the crania of skeletons in British barrows, Thurnam and J.B. 

Davis in Crania Britannica had compared the skulls of the British people with 

other groups as these relate to intelligence levels of these diverse groups. H.M. 

Bracken discusses the inherent racism endemic in British and European intellectual 

and scientific circles at that time: 

ñThe racism of a Voltaire or a Hume became scientifically well-founded in the 

nineteenth century. The historical antecedent of colour/IQ correlations was the work of 

the craniologists. óIn the human brain we find those characteristics which particularly 

distinguish man from the brute creation. The differences between the various races of 
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men are fundamental differences in intellectual capacity, as well as in physical 

conformation.ô Professor A.H. Keane of University College, London, writes as follows 

about the negro in the ninth edition (1884) of the Encyclopaedia Britannica. 

ñóNearly all observers admit that the Negro child is on the whole quite as 

intelligent as those of other human varieties, but that on arriving at puberty all 

further progress seems to be arrestedéñWe must necessarily suppose that the 

development of the Negro and White proceeds on different lineséòô 

ñKeane later held that the Chinese óseem in some respects to be almost as 

incapable of progress as the Negroes themselves, the only essential difference 

being that the arrest of mental development comes later in life for the yellow than 

for the black manô. The discovery that neolithic and modern Europeans had the 

same brain capacity inclined him to place his emphasis on brain serratures being 

more complex óin the higher than in the lower racesôé 

ñNott and Gliddon, and Dr. Samuel Morton provided evidence on Celtic brain 

volumes as well as blacks. The data are included in J.B Davis and J. Thurnam, 

Crania Britannica (London, 1865). The scientific evidence shows that English 

brains were best [largest] with 96 cubic inches [in volume] and Germans were 

next with 95. But the ónative Irishô were a mere 87 and the ónative African 

Family,ô 83.7. Dr. Robert Knox, The races of men (London, 1868), p. 12 writes, 

óThere never was any Celtic literature, nor science, nor artséô He advises us that 

óthe object of [his] work is to show that the European races, so called, differ from 

each other as widely as theéEsquimaux from the Basqueô (p. 44). Since he speaks 

of óexterminatingô (e.g. 229f) various races, it is not surprising to read, óSir Robert 

Peelôs Encumbered Estate Bill aims simply at the quiet and gradual extinction of 

the Celtic race in Ireland: this is its sole aim, and it will prove successful. A 

similar bill is wanted for Caledonia [Scotland]éô (p. 27). 

ñJohn Stuart Mill writes, England and Ireland (London, 1865), p. 35, that the 

Irish have óyet to prove their possessionô of the óqualities which fit a people for 

self-government.ò49 

Therefore, for the British people to be so highly superior, they had to have 

descended from ancestors with the same large, complex brains. Thus, when 

Thurnam and Davis examined the crania of the people found in British barrows 

they expected that these, too, should exhibit these superior qualities. They write: 

ñIf we revert to the size of the brain as a test of the mental capacity of the [British] 
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race, we shall find that the results embodied in the tables fully support the high 

position claimed for the ancient British.ò50 They went even further to suggest that 

the central districts of England, unsullied by foreign intermarriage, still retained 

characteristics of the superior aboriginal British of the Neolithic Age.51  

Archaeologically and chronologically speaking the main point of Thurnamôs 

work is the craniological distinction he drew between those found in long barrows 

and those in round barrows. These he dated to two separate agesðthe Neolithic 

skulls belonged to long barrows, the Bronze Age skulls to the round ones. The 

differences were clearly distinct and thus told a chronological story: 

ñThe skulls are in fact remarkably long and narrow [and] designated as 

dolichocephalicéby modern craniologistsé 

ñThe contrast in form between the[se] long skulls from long barrows and short 

or round [brachycephalic] skulls [that] prevails in ourécircular-barrows, is most 

interesting and remarkable, and suggests an essential distinction of race in the 

peoples by whom the two forms of tumuli were respectively constructed.ò52 

Thurnam had also analyzed the contents of the two types of barrow and from 

their contents of either stone, bone, bronze and, rarely, iron inferred the chronology 

as he reported elsewhere: 

ñThe author inferred the relative date of the two classes of barrows from the 

archeological evidence. He observed that in no well-authenticated instance had 

objects of metal or of the finer decorated pottery been found with the primary 

[central site in the barrow as opposed to secondaryðaway from the center] 

interments in long barrows, but only those of stone, bone or horn, and a peculiar 

kind of pottery. [Because of this evidence H]eérefers the long barrows to the 

Stone periodéand believes that they are the earliest sepulchral monuments of the 

inhabitants of this islandé 

ñIn the round barrow, on the other hand, objects of Bronze (very rarely of iron) 

and richly decorated pottery are often found, with or without objects of stone. The 
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author hence refers the round barrows to the Bronze periodé, and to that of the 

bronze [to] iron transitionéò53 

The foundation of this dating was not the skulls themselves but the stone, bone, 

bronze, and rare iron in the barrows which has failed to support that chronology, as 

described above, but also the forms of pottery that also failed to support that 

chronology, also described above. In terms of the typological evidence of these 

ancient barrows we cited A.F. Harding above who described ñthe study of 

megalithic tombs, where detailed typological study is a quick route to insanity.ò 

The problem is that these round-headed people found in round barrows who 

replaced the long-headed people found in long barrows continued to build both 

long and round barrows, which apparently were not part of their culture, and bury 

people in them with long skulls. That is, Bronze Age round burial mounds were 

being constructed in the Neolithic Age before these round-headed people arrived. 

Frances Lynch explains: 

ñLarge round earthen barrows are traditionally believed to date from the 

bronze age, but nineteenth-century excavators in Yorkshire recognised that several 

covered deposits indistinguishable from those under neighbouring long barrows. 

While it is probable that some of these were, in truth, damaged long barrows, 

modern re-excavations and the occasional presence of a circular kerb or ditch have 

confirmed that the round mound was certainly an acceptable variant from an early 

[Neolithic] date in the north-east of England. 

ñSome forty round [Bronze Age] mounds can be shown to cover earlier neolithic 

multiple [mound] burials with very limited accompanying goods. At Callis Wold, 

East Yorkshireéand Seamer Moor, North Yorkshire, foundation trenches for 

wooden façades and enclosureséwere identical with those under long barrows. 

Similar burial spaceséare rather more common and more widespreadéò54 

The concept that both long and round barrows were in fact contemporary was 

resisted for Scotlandôs mounds as Gordon Barclay and Gordon S. Maxwell show: 

ñThe most recent overall consideration of [Bronze Age] round barrows 

[existing] in the Neolithic of Britain is that of Kinnes [1979]éThe Royal 

                                                 
53 J. Thurnam, ñFurther Researches and Observations on the Two Principal Forms of Ancient 

British Skullsò Journal of the Anthropological Society of London, vol. V (London 1867), p. XXVI 
54 Frances Lynch, Megalithic Tombs and Long Barrows in Britain (Princes Risborough UK 

1997), p. 33 



 VELIKOVSKIAN   Vol. IX , nos. 1, 2, 3, 4 

 

82 

Commission specifically resisted óthe temptation to assume that many of the large 

lowland round barrows [were] of Neolithic dateôéHowever, the comparison of 

theéexcavated sites allows us to consider the clearly strong and long-lived 

tradition of massive round mound building in the area.ò55  

They go on to describe these supposed Bronze Age round mounds found in 

Neolithic contexts. Timothy Darvill specifically states that 

ñOval barrows have their origin in the early Neolithic, but continue to be 

popular through the middle and later Neolithic.ò56 

Castleden reports that 

ñCharcoal from the barrow has been radiocarbon dated toé(3600 BC) proving 

that some round barrows are quite early.ò57  

Sally Exon et al. warn: 

ñBut, before leaving the Early Neolithic period, two cautionary notes must be 

offered. Firstly, the record of excavations of the early [burial] monuments is very 

sparse and any new interventions are likely to amplify the database very 

significantly. In particular, many more absolute [radiocarbon] dates are needed. 

Secondly, although the complement of long barrows known from excavation and 

survey may be a near complete record, [yet] we do not know how many of the 

round barrows in our study might have originated in the Neolithic period. Strong 

hints of the existence of Neolithic round barrows have been gatheredéand there 

may have been many more. How [Neolithic round] barrows such as these 

functioned within the changing patterns of long barrow intervisibility, pathways 

[between long and round barrows] and locales can at present only be guessed at.ò58 

Peter C. Jupp and Clare Gittings were not so reticent regarding the contempora-

neous nature of long and round barrows. 
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ñWe now know that round barrows were constructed throughout the Neolithic 

period, and thatéboth inhumation and cremation took place beneath round 

barrowséand within circular ditched enclosures at Dorchester-on-Thames.ò59 

These people clearly lived at the same time. 

Let us then return to the interpretation that the long-skulled people in the long barrows 

preceded the round-skulled people in the round barrows. This requires that the round-

headed people either migrated to Britain gradually or came en masse as conquerors. The 

invasion hypothesis was accepted for a long time and is discussed by Barber: 

ñEvidence of [round-headed] invasion (or migration) came from a 

longstanding belief that a physicalðand primarily craniologicalðdistinction 

could be drawn between the occupants of Neolithic long barrows and the dead 

who resided beneath the later round barrows. The latter seemed to possess more 

rounded (óbrachycephalicô) skulls than the people they apparently replaced. Some 

also argued that the [later Bronze Age] Beaker folk were generally tall too, proof it 

appeared that ótwo widely-differing races had occupied these islands prior to the 

invasion of Julius [Caesar]ôé 

ñInevitably, for some the seemingly rapid dominance and spread of a new 

physical type and their associated, superior material culture warranted more than 

mere [skull] measurement and description. Thus for Beddoe (1895, 17), 

óWhencesoever they came, the [superior] men of the British bronze age were 

richly endowed physically. They were as a rule tall and stalwart, ótheir brains were 

large; and their features, if somewhat harsh and coarse, must have been manly and 

even commanding.ô More recent analysis of the physical remains, particularly the 

skulls, suggests that few if any significant distinctions can be drawn between 

[Bronze Age] Beaker associated skeletons and those of the Neolithicéò60 

Although certain types of skulls predominate in long and round barrows, they 

do not, as formerly believed, show an absolute and clear-cut distinct separation. If 

there was some intermarriage between these two peoples there would exist to some 

extent offspring with either round or long skulls among both groups. We will go 

into this aspect of these burials below. Neil Brodie in his discussion of this racial 

interpretation which separated the peoples with these two skull types explains the 

biological foundation for the racial attitude that British scientists and prehistorians 

applied to the barrow skulls in the 19th and even 20th centuries: 
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ñ[D. Wilson in 1851 held to] the theory of monogenism championed by J.C. 

Pritchardéwhich held that all humans were members of a single species. The 

distinguishing features of the various óracial groups, including head shape, were 

thought to be acquired, their acquisition being determined by their relative level of 

civilization. Thus it was thought that the physiognomy of people would alter in 

association with their intellectual facilities and their social customsôé 

Nevertheless, despite his evolutionist tendencies, Wilson considered that 

differences in the cranial form that existed between the kumbecephalic [long-

headed] and the brachycephalic class was of such magnitude that it was justifiable 

to propose that they had originally belonged to two separate races.ò61 

Importantly, Brodie points out that the separation of the skull types in the 

barrows by one of the major researchers respecting their having a chronological 

order was a concept made by the prehistorians and not by this craniologist: 

ñThroughout his discussion in Crania Britannica [J.B.] Davis took pains to 

deny that there was any evidence for a prehistoric succession of races, or at least 

cranial types, arguing instead that dolichocephalic and brachycephalic skulls were 

present in Britain throughout both the Neolithic and the Bronze Age. He supported 

his position by refusing to accept that the small round barrow did, in fact, post-

date the larger and more elaborate Neolithic chamber-tombs. 

ñ[Davis argued that the large, round, supposedly Neolithic, mounds were far 

too advanced, stating] óBut to regard the colossal mound of Newgrange, and the 

elaborate galleries and chambers of Willow, Uley and other [round] barrows of 

this kind as the most primitive [and hence the oldest] is difficult if not impossible 

[to accept] unless support of other very convincing evidence can be adduced.ò62 

To suggest that the great round mound at Newgrange, clad with a wall of 

whitestone that rises several feet, is more primitive than the long mounds appears 

to be inordinately incongruous as a chronological factor in dating these barrows. 

Brodie chides his colleagues for failing to reevaluate this concept for several 

decades in the 20th century when better techniques and knowledge were available 

to determine the truth or falsity of this craniological thesis: 

ñThe idea that the human skull may be used as a stable indication of genetic 

distance is a legacy of the cranial studies performed during the 19th and early 20th 
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centuries. It is disconcerting to discover that since then there has been no concrete 

programme of research initiated to investigate the veracity of this idea and perhaps 

to explode a myth.ò63 

What Brodie found was that there was a trend in the shape of skulls from long to 

round which he attributed to one people but which evolved. He attributed the change 

to either cultural practices like binding infantsô heads or to natural factors. He showed 

that head shape varies in populations over time and that head type succession was an 

element of chance. In this way Brodie appeared to have saved the established 

chronological paradigm, or so it seemed, but at the same time he admitted: 

ñThe results of craniological study and consideration of comparative material do 

not contradict the suggestion [that environmental conditions affect crania]. 

However, this should not be taken as confirmation of the non-existence of the 

[Bronze Age] óBeaker Folk.ô Rather, it serves to emphasize that brachycephalisation 

of prehistoric Britons was a biological phenomenon, and one which cannot be 

utilized for the investigation of an archaeological entity such as the beaker culture. 

Biology cannot provide easy answers to complex archaeological questionsé 

ñOverall, the conclusions that can be drawn from cranial study are disappointing.ò64 

Here Brodie admits that, like radiocarbon dating without independent 

confirmation, or pottery sequence dating without independent confirmation, or 

typological artifact sequence dating without independent confirmation, or stone, 

bronze, and iron sequence dating without independent confirmation, skull type 

organization cannot be utilized to determine complex archaeological problems and 

by inference the chronology of these people. Related to this is the problem of why, 

if, as Brodie maintains, these were one people burying their dead in both round and 

long barrows throughout the Late Neolithic into the Bronze Age, the people 

supposedly stopped constructing long barrows but supposedly continued burying 

their dead in round ones. Keith Ray outlines this enigma: 

ñAn even more difficult problem than why long barrows with their massive 

proportions, side ditches and elaborate forecourts were built is why they went out 

of use. The Hazleton [barrow] sequence showed that this could happen at an early 

point in time. Well before the end of the fourth millennium [B.C.], many chambers 

had been carefully blocked and façades closed off. Could this have represented a 

conceptual and physical distancing of the ancestors and collective burial from the 
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living? That this happened at an early stage in some areas has also been taken to 

mean that the importance of monumental forms, and of a particular view of 

ancestors as a source of legitimacy for land tenure, declined rapidly.ò65 

Burl admits the answer to this problem is unresolved: 

ñWhether there was an epidemic, starvation, whether with difficulty people adjusted 

to even greater hardship, these are questions archaeology cannot answer definitely. 

But the building of the long mounds seems to have stopped around 3100 BC.ò66 

Thereafter, it is assumed that the Neolithic Age long-headed people continued 

on but were often buried in round barrows. Greenwell and Rolleston write: 

ñThe round barrows [supposedly built during and long after long barrows 

ceased being constructed] contain two very distinct forms of skulls, a long and a 

round one, together with less characteristic forms which may be supposed to have 

belonged to people who were descended from intermarriage between persons 

whose heads were of the two different types in question [the long-headed 

population was] probably intruded upon and conquered by the more powerfully 

made round-headed folk, who, as is nearly always the case, would in the course of 

time become intermixed with theméò67 

Since it is known that round barrow burials were being built at the same time as 

long barrows, whatever caused the people to stop constructing long barrows, 

whether epidemic, starvation, etc., would have also affected the people who were 

building round ones; they, too, should have halted construction. Because the 

chronology of the Megalithic Age is erroneous, it is naturally fraught with 

archaeological problems that remain intractable. If we are correct in moving these 

two peoples into post-Roman/Saxon times, this evidence should correlate with our 

chronology and will be discussed below. However, we maintain both peoples built 

their respective barrows about the same period and ended around the same time. To 

prove this we must first turn to France and other areas on the continent. 

In France, across the English channel, people were also burying their dead in 

long and round barrows. But there is a singular difference between those in France 
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and Britain; namely, in these French barrows both long-headed and round-headed 

people were interred together in both barrow types! This information surprisingly 

was known from the very beginning by Thurnam and those who followed, but this 

situation or condition is very rarely, if ever, mentioned in the modern literature when 

it is engaged in discussing skull shapes as these relate to barrow shapes in Britain. 

F.W. Rudler explains that this information was well recognized quite early: 

ñIt remained for Dr. Thurnam to formulate the relation between the shape of 

the skull and that of the barrow, in a neat aphorism, which has become a standing 

dictum in anthropology; óLong barrows, long skulls; round barrows, round 

skullséô No doubt exceptional cases may occur in which round skulls may have 

been found in long barrows, but these have generally been explained as being due 

to secondary interments. On the other hand, the occasional presence of long skulls 

in round barrows presents no difficulty since no one supposes that the early 

dolichocephali were exterminated by the brachycephali; when round tumuli were 

in general use, the two people may have dwelt side by side, the older race being 

perhaps in a state of subjugation. 

ñIt is not pretended that Thurnamôs apophthegm has more than local 

application. óThis axiom,ô its author admitted óis evidently not applicable unless 

with considerable limitations to France.ô Although it is here [in Britain] called an 

óaxiom,ô it is by no means a self-evident proposition, the shape of the skull and the 

shape of the burial mound being purely arbitrary in France.ò68 

In the Anthropological Review, vol. V (London 1867), pages 96-97 we find: 

ñWe are at variance with the French in our estimation of the relative antiquity 

of the two skull formséThe evidence [in Britain] is strong that the long type 

preceded the roundébut it was not the same in France: the two types are found 

together occasionally, whence we infer that the races came in contact earlier there 

than in England.ò  

But this still does not explain why round barrows in Britain were being built in 

Neolithic times nor why long barrows ceased to continue beyond about 3100 B.C. 

Ella S. Armitage adds ñbut in France these chambered barrows, which are both 

long and round, contain both long and round skulls; while in Scandinavia the 

chambered barrows contain only round skulls. So that the uniformity of custom 
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was not an accompaniment of uniformity of race.ò69 Above and beyond this 

British-French connection, the New International Encyclopedia vol. VIII (New 

York 1915) page 192 offers this amazing commentary: 

ñIt must be carefully noted at this point that in Sweden, France, Switzerland, 

Germany, Austria, Spain and Portugal, crania of short [round-]headed people are 

found mixed with dolichocephalic skulls. This tells an important story, for it 

clearly shows that with progress [over time] race mixture had begun to take 

placeéAnother fact worthy of notice is that [with this intermixing] the erection of 

huge stone and earth monuments, called barrows by ethnologists, indicates the 

consolidation of society.ò 

England evidently is the one and only exception to the rule of both peoples being 

contemporary across Europe. Only in Britain did these races come one after the other. 

Therefore, these people have different burial customs at the same time. This not 

only applies to the shapes of skulls and mounds but to the types of burials. That is, 

they also practiced various forms of burial as Ronald Hutton points out about 

burials known from the Saxon period: 

ñWhat is impressive about theseédiscoveries is the sheer range of burial 

practices which they reveal. Corpses were laid in coffins, upon biers and among 

pieces of charred timber, and in many different postures. 

ñIt is obvious from all this that the early English had as many different 

traditions of burial as the [earlier] people of the Iron Age or of Roman Britain. 

Indeed customs seem to have become more varied as time went on, even within 

the same community, until they were at their most heterogeneous upon the eve of 

arrival of Christianity. People who attached great importance to attiring bodies for 

the next world and laying them out with great care shared graveyards with those 

who burned their dead to ashes. Members of the same dynasty, or at least the same 

court, followed utterly divergent practicesé. 

ñThis is all that is at present known about the religions of the Anglo-Saxon 

invaders.ò70 

It is self-evident that the two peoples found in the British barrows were 

contemporaries. They are clearly unknown in terms of the established chronology 
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but in terms of our chronology they lived in post-Roman times. They should 

therefore be reflective of the people who lived in Britain at that period. In this 

respect the two people who inhabited Britain were the Germanic Saxons, who 

invaded the island after the Roman exodus, and the Celtic people. That being the 

case, they should have the same craniological features and distinctions as found in 

long and round barrows there. As a matter of fact that is precisely what is found. 

According to Gerald Baldwin Brown, ñCraniologically the Anglo-Saxons are 

dolichocephalicé, whereas the Celts were round-headed or brachycephalic.ò71 

Thus, unlike the unknown peoples in the barrows dated to late Neolithic and 

Bronze Ages we have known peoples with the correct craniological features found 

in these barrows for the post-Roman epoch. Beyond this identification we can say 

nothing, but this evidence does corroborate and correlate with a well known 

craniological chronology and known peoples. The craniological chronology 

espoused by proponents of it is based on unknown and unknowable peoples that 

have no pillars of support. 

In point of fact, every one of the phenomena upon which the established 

chronology of the prehistoric Megalithic Age is built has failed to stand up to the 

evidence. In spite of these failures these phenomena are repeatedly invoked by 

modern researchers as a solid basis for their knowledge of that past world. Rather 

than having an array of substantial evidence to do that they have a veneer, a façade 

that they call evidence upon which the Megalithic Age is known. After centuries of 

research they have explained nothing. The megaliths that stand all over that world 

have been erected with gossamer. To paraphrase Ronald Hutton on another subject 

which aptly accounts for this behavior we claim: 

ñMany people have studied and continue to study the impact of evidence as it 

applies to the chronology of the Megalithic ageéLess frequently discussed is the 

impact of the established chronological paradigm upon the minds of modern 

historians and archaeologists. The reason is obvious enough: that in the later two-

thirds of the 20th century these professional scholars are generally supposed to have 

been immune to the lure of false evidence confining themselves to pragmatic 

evaluation of objective data. Such a view tends to be associated with the concept that 

the academy is essentially a sealed community, immune to the influence of false and 

inadequate forms of evidence which have a minimal effect upon it. It is supposed to 

educate with fact, not to inspire with a dogmatic attachment to its paradigm. This, at 
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least, is the ideal to which it aspires. Had that ideal been even remotely attainable then 

the story of modern scholarship to the chronology of the Megalithic Age would have 

been infinitely less engrossing, less endearing, and less sad.ò72 

What we have shown time and again is that historians and archaeologists have 

accepted data and evidence that was highly dubious, and admittedly so as if it was 

and is indisputable fact, and upon it built a chronology of the Megalithic Age 

bereft of actual scientific, technological and historical support, and worst of all 

educated the public to accept this. Sadly these authorities were well aware of the 

dubious nature of their evidence yet were willing to give it their largely unqualified 

acceptance. In this undertaking they have created a myth of the megalithic world 

that does not stand up to the evidence, nor did ever do so. These professional 

scholars have created a fantasy instead of reality. This, of course, they can never 

admit at this time, having committed themselves to that paradigm.  

However, there is one other scientific form of evidence called forth as proof 

that these monuments should be placed in Late Neolithic and Bronze Age times; it 

is the queen of the sciencesðastronomyðor, more accurately, astro-archaeology, 

to which we will  turn in the next chapter. 

THE GREAT MOUND OF SILBUR Y HILL AND  

THE EVOLUTIONARY DEV ELOPMENT OF BRITISH FORTS 

Silbury Hill is the largest man-made mound in Britain and probably Europe. It 

stands above a plain, some 121 feet (37 meters) high, the height of a twelve-story 

building, covering two hectares or five acres, and its form is that of a truncated 

cone. The circular base of the hill at ground level is some 148 feet (45 meters) in 

diameter while the truncated flat top of the mound is 98 feet (30 meters) in 

diameter. Importantly, in terms of chronology, it is radiocarbon dated to about 

2400 B.C. In the mid to latter part of the 1800s there was a contentious debate as to 

whether this artificial mound was a pre-Roman or post-Roman structure. On one 

side were James Fergusson and his proponents who held that Silbury Hill was built 

in the post-Roman epoch, but the majority of antiquarians maintained that this 

great mound was prehistoric, that is pre-Roman in date. Fergusson had at first 

attempted to argue that the Roman road, which ran from east to west, must 

therefore have run directly across and beneath Silbury Hill and, being below it, 

would indisputably prove that it was post-Roman. In 1860 he wrote 
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ñThere is another indication of much more value which is that the Roman road 

from Bath to Marlborough, either passes under the hill, or makes a sudden bend to 

get around it in a manner that no Roman road, in Britain at least, was ever known 

to do. Unfortunately the spread of cultivation has obliterated the road for nearly a 

mile on either side of the hill itself, for like all the roads in the country it was 

neither paved nor metalled, so that no traces of its course remained when once the 

plough had passed over it. No one standing on Oldborough Down, and casting his 

eye along its straight unbending line, can avoid seeing that it runs straight at the 

centre of Silbury Hill. It is true, it may have diverged just before hitting it, but 

nothing can be more unlikely. It would have been just as easy for the Roman 

engineer to have carried its arrow-like course a hundred yards to the right. This 

indeed would have been a preferable line, looked at from a Roman point of 

view,ðstraight for Marlborough to which it was tending and fitting better to a 

fragment of the road, found beyond the [nearby] village of Kennet. But all this was 

disregarded, if the hill existed at that [Roman] time, and the road runs straight at 

its heart, as if on purpose to make a sharp turn to avoid it,ða thing as abhorrent to 

a Roman road-maker as a vacuum is said to be to nature. From a careful 

examination of all the circumstances of the case, the conclusion seems inevitable, 

that Silbury Hill [actually] stands on the Roman road, and consequently must have 

been erected subsequently to the time of the Romans leaving the country.ò73 

It was a daring hypothesis Fergusson had offered to prove his post-Roman date 

for Silbury Hill. After all, he had claimed the original road had been obliterated by 

the plow on either side of the great mound, and therefore might also have been 

obliterated where this great mound stood before it was erected in post-Roman 

times. This challenge was taken up by Sir John Lubbock who investigated 

Fergussonôs claim and writes: 

ñStartled by this argument, and yet satisfied that there must be some error, I 

turned to the ordnance map [of the region], and found, to my surprise, that the 

Roman road was distinctly laid down as passing, not under, but at the side of, 

Silbury Hill. Not content with this, I persuaded Professor Tyndall to visit the 

locality with me, and we convinced ourselves that upon this point the map was 

quite correct. The impression on our minds was, that the Roman engineer, in 

constructing the road from Morgans Hill, had taken Silbury Hill as a point to steer 

for, swerving only just before reaching it. Moreover, the map will show that not 

only this Roman road, but some others in the same part of England, are less 

straight than is usually the case. 
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ñMr. Fergusson admitséthat the pieces of the road, on the two sides of Silbury 

Hill, are NOT IN THE SAME STRAIGHT LINE, so that by his own showing there 

must have been a bend somewhere. On the whole, therefore, I quite agree with old 

Stukeley, that the Roman road curved abruptly southwards, to avoid Silbury Hill, 

and that óthis shows Silbury Hill was ancienter than the Roman road.ôò74 

The reason for Lubbockôs conclusion was as Thomas Codington also reports: 

ñIn 1867, to test Mr. James Fergussonôs contention that Silbury was upon the 

Roman road, some sections were cut across the road, and the trenches on each side 

of the road were found at a distance of 18 feet apart and were traced around the hill 

[from the east side] to the straight portion on the west of it.ò75 Thus, it appeared 

that Silbury Hill was a pre-Roman mound. However, Fergusson also took a look at 

the ordinance map discussed by Lubbock and reexamined his original contention 

that the road was ñstraight as an arrow,ò but that the two sides of it not being 

straight in alignment clearly indicated that at some point there had to be a bend or a 

curve in it. He frankly admitted and explained: 

ñAt one time I hoped that the Roman road might be found to have passed under 

the hill, and if this were the case, it would settle the question as to whether it was 

pre- or post-Roman.éAs traces [of the road] seemed undoubtedly to mark the 

existence of the road running past the hill, at about 50 to 100 yards to the 

southward,éthe line of the road [was] considered as established. Owing to 

various mishaps, no plan of these discoveries has yet been published, but the 

annexed woodcut which is traced from the Ordnance Survey sheet, will suffice to 

explain its bearing on the question.éThis [straightness earlier presented], 

however, is singularly contradicted by the line of this very road westwards from 

the Devizes road. According to the Ordnance Survey it is set out in a curve for 3½ 

miles till it meets the Wands-dyke. Why this was done is not clearer than why the 

road should have been curved to the eastward [side of Silbury Hill] of the Devizes 

road. But, on the other hand, supposing the hill to have been where it now stands, 

and the Romans wished the road to be straight, nothing in the world was so easy 

for them to set out a line mathematically straight between the [eastern] Devizes 

road and the point where it passes the hill. The country is and was perfectly open 

and quite as flat as any Roman road-maker could desire, and signals [used to keep 

the road straight] could have been seen throughout with perfect facility. It is 

crediting the Roman surveyors [who set down the road line] with a degree of 

stupidity they certainly did not show elsewhere, to say, if they wanted a straight 
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road, that seeing the hill [from a distance] before their eyes, they first set out their 

road towards it, when they knew that before they advanced a mile, they must [then 

have to] bend it, so as to avoid that very obstacle. Even then they would have tried 

to make it as straight as possible, and would have adopted the line of the present 

coach-road, which runs inside their line and between it and the hill.ò76 

That is, the road was curved somewhat even before it came to Silbury, and if the 

Roman road builders wanted to avoid this great mound they could have still kept the 

road straight so that it would come closer to it. Fergusson goes on to argue: 

ñAt the same time, if any one will turn to Sir R. Colt Hoareôs map of the 

Roman roads in this districté, he will find that all are set out in lines more or less 

curvilinear, and sometimes violently so, when any object was to be gained by so 

doing. Though, therefore, as a general rule, it is safe to argue on the presumption 

of the straightness of Roman roads, it may lead to serious error to rely on such 

evidence in every instance. 

ñThe inference drawn from the piece of the Roman road further eastward on 

Hakpen Hill is the same. It is perfectly distinct and quite straight for about a mile, but 

if it had been continued in that [same] line, it would have passed the hill at a distance 

of at least 200 yards to the southward, and never have joined the other [distance road] 

piece till long afteréIt was deflected northward in the village of Kennet, apparently 

to reach the bridge, and then to join the [road] piece coming from Bath.ò 77  

In this instance Fergusson was arguing that we donôt as a fact know why the 

Romans built straight or curved roads. Thus, he concluded that: 

ñThe result of all this seems to be, that the evidence of the Roman road is 

inconclusive either way and must be withdrawn. Taking the point where it passes 

the Devizes road [then curves], and the piece which is found on Hakpen hill [and 

then curves] as fixed points, to join these it must have passed considerably [farther] 

to the southward of the hill; whether it did so in a mathematically straight line or in 

one slightly curved, was a matter for the judgment of the surveyor; but till we know 

his motives it is not in our power to found any argument upon them.ò78 

Since other Roman roads curved violently in Britain, Fergusson had an 

explanation for why the road did not pass under Silbury Hill, but he did not prove the 

great mound was post-Roman. However, the more germane question was whether 
                                                 
76 James Fergusson, Rude Stone Monuments of All Countries (London 1872), pp. 81- 82 
77 Ibid., 82-83 
78 Ibid. p. 83 
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Roman materials stratigraphically lay beneath Silbury Hill. A large such find would 

weigh heavily in his favor and, in fact, during the 1867 excavation to test his thesis, 

that is just what was found as reported by David Field who informs us that: 

ñOne intriguing aspect of Atkinsonôs and the earlier excavations at Silbury is that 

many more Roman and early medieval finds were produced than NeolithicéCutting 

into the mound at ground level in 1867, Wilkinson found a platform just below the 

surface on which a pile of ashes associated with Romano-British artifactséò79 

That is, digging into the hill at ground level, a platform was found that 

contained ashes from a kitchen along with Romano-British artifacts! Wilkinson 

himself reported the Romano-British materials found beneath Silbury. Although no 

evidence of the road was located at two other points, the third intrusive excavation, 

carried out at ground level under the direction of the Rev. A.D. Smith on the 24th of 

October, 1867, discovered a great many such artifacts. In Wilkinsonôs own words: 

ñThe excavation continued under the direction of the Rev A.D. Smith on the 

24th and digging near the section farthest to the east, the workmen found a large 

hole twelve feet in length by eight or nine in width [the platform]. It contained a 

variety of what may be considered little better than rubbish, in fact a Roman 

ókitchen [ash] middenô, but taken together, the objects are not instructive and 

prove some Roman dwelling place must for some time have existed in the 

immediate neighborhood. The following remains [beneath Silbury Hill] were 

found:ð three small bronze coins, one of Valentinian Iéone of Constans I, the 

other illegible; an iron stylusépart of a pair of shears; several large headed nails, 

and other pieces of iron; two or three pieces of fine Samian ware, and several of the 

softer imitation Samian; part of the rim of a fine black drinking cup of Castor 

wareé, pieces of at least eighty vessels of ordinary type and of coarse ware, all 

Roman including dishes, amphorae, vases, cooking vessels [etc.,] pieces of thick 

earthen tiles and a stone tileétwo of which were used as whetstones [to sharpen 

knives etc.]; the broken handle of a large amphoraéWith these were an abundance 

of bones of Ox, Deer, Sheep, Horse, Boar and shells of common oyster.ò80 

                                                 
79 David Field, ñGreat Sites: Silbury Hill,ò British Archaeology vol. 70 (May 2003); Internet 

under: http://www.archaeologyuk.org/ba/ba70/feat2.shtml Great Sites: Silbury Hill 
80 Prebendary Wilkinson, ñ A Report of the Digging made in Silbury Hill and in the ground 

adjoining,ò The Wiltshire Archaeological and Natural History Magazine (London 1869), pp. 

117-118 

http://www.archaeologyuk.org/ba/ba70/feat2.shtml


Charles Ginenthal, Pillars of the Past, vol. IV  

 

95 

The question is: how did all this Romano-British material get into and beneath 

Silbury Hill in the first place? Surely it did not migrate sideways to enter the 

bottom of the mound. 

Of course it can and will be argued that the Romans dug a large hole into the 

mound to dump these materials. But it is just as feasible that there was no mound 

then and that the Romans dug a shallow hole into the surface to dispose of the 

middens. Nevertheless, there are Roman artifacts directly beneath Silbury Hill and 

these may well have been placed in the ground before the hill was built. 

However, there is another form of historical evidence, namely typology, that 

informs us that Silbury Hill was constructed in post-Roman time, as again reported 

by Fergusson: 

ñIf, however, the Roman road refuses to give evidence in this cause, the form 

[typology] of the hill offers some indications, which are of value. As before 

mentioned, it is a truncated straight-lined cone, sloping at an angle of 30º to the 

horizon, while all the British barrows known are domical [domed and not flattened 

at the top] or, at least, curvilinear in section. In all his experience, Sir R. Colt 

Hoare met with only one straight-lined monument of this class, which 

consequently he calls the Conical Barrow. Whether it was truncated or not is not 

quite clear. There are bushes and weeds, growing out of the top, which conceal its 

form.éBe this as it may there are a range of [such truncated conical hills] at 

Bartlow, on the boundary between Essex and Cambridgeshire, which are all 

truncated cones, and undoubtedly of Roman origin.éThe point that interests us 

the most is, that the angle of the Conical Barrow quoted above is 45º to the 

horizon, that of the principal tumuli at Bartlow 37½º, and that of Silbury Hill 30º. 

Here we certainly have a sequence not long enough to be quite satisfactory, but 

still of considerable value, as an indication that Silbury Hill was post-Roman. 

ñOn the other hand, we have undoubted evidence that the truncated conical form 

was common in post-Roman time. We have one, for instance at MarlboroughéMr. 

George Clark, in his most valuable paper on Ancient English Castles, enumerates 

ninety truncated cones erected in England, he considers, between the Roman times 

and the Norman conquest. óThese earthworks,ô he says, ómay be thus described: 

First was cast up a truncated cone of earth, standing at its natural slope from 50 feet 

to 100 feet in diameter at the top [of the mound], and from 20 feet to 50 feet 

highôéthe [typological] point that interests us here is, that there are near one 
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hundred [post-Roman] examples of truncated cones of earth thrown up in England 

after the Roman times, and not one before [except Silbury Hill in Neolithic time].ò81 

Viollet-le-Duc describes these post-Roman truncated cone mounds as being 

ñformed from the contents of a broad and deep circumscribing ditchò just as found 

surrounding Silbury Hill.82 That is, the post-Roman mounds were constructed in 

exactly the same way as Silbury Hill.  

Later research led to the conclusion that most or all of these were constructed 

by the Normans after the British subjugation by William the Conqueror in 1066 

and are known as ñmottes,ò which is the French word for mound. These were 

defensive structures put up to check the Saxons who fought back against 

French/Norman domination of their country. At the leveled top of the motte, a 

wooden castle was built in which the Norman noble who ruled this Saxon area 

lived protected by high wooden walls. At these heights a Norman lord could 

survey his domain and see his Saxon enemies as they approached his castle. We 

know that Silbury Hill had the same conical truncated form as other mottes, some 

of which were constructed by leveling the tops of natural hills, and had a wide and 

deep ditch around it just like moats that surrounded motte castles. But was Silbury 

Hillôs ditch filled with water from the first? Alfred C. Pass carried out excavations 

regarding this and reported: 

ñMy excavations were commenced in the month of September, after a long 

continuance of dry weather, so that the adjacent little stream, the Kennet, had been 

dried up for more than two months; yet water continually stood to the depth of 8 feet 

[below the surface] in the deep holes (21 feet), sunk at the foot of the mound, and I 

think [the ground water] would never at any time of the year fall much below that level. 

ñFrom these results it will be seen that when Silbury Hill was first formed, it 

was nearly surrounded by a deep and wide trench or moat, which at all times 

contained a considerable depth of water.ò83 

The wooden castle at the top had either burned or was destroyed and could not, 

as at nearly all such Norman sites, be found. Therefore, we have Silbury Hill 

constructed like all the other artificial post-Roman truncated conical mounds by 

being built up of earth and stone from a deep and wide ditch. The ditch, like all the 
                                                 
81 Fergusson, op.cit., pp. 83-84 
82 Viollet-le-Duc, in Proceedings of the Cambridge Antiquarian Society (London 1893), p. 183 
83 Alfred C. Pass, ñRecent Excavations at Silbury Hill,ò Proceedings of the Clifton Antiquarian 

Club for 1884-88, vol. I, Alfred E. Hudd, ed. (Stonebridge 1886), p. 133 
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other ditches that surrounded these post-Roman mottes was, from its inception, 

filled with water. Here, then, typology comes into play. Archaeologists and 

historians have steadfastly maintained that artifacts and/or structures made of the 

same materials and methods that are highly similar in form and served the same 

purpose must have been made around the same time. But Silbury Hill was at that 

time the one huge exception to this typological rule in Britain. There is the well-

known adage that ñIf it looks like a duck, walks like a duck, and quacks like a 

duck, itôs a duck.ò But according to the traditional/established chronology, this 

does not apply to Silbury Hill. Even though it is a conical truncated mound built up 

from materials around it, as are the other post-Roman, Norman mottes, and even 

though its ditch, actually a moat, was filled with water when it was first built, just 

like those of other post-Roman Norman mottes, it was not a motte. Pass presented 

his own assessment of why all this existed in Neolithic times; and it is, as will be 

seen, a description of a motte and nothing else: 

ñFor what purpose was this moat [around Silbury Hill] intended? There is one 

reason probable, and that is for the purpose of defence. By surrounding the hill with 

water it could be approached only by the narrow causeway situated on the south 

side, and this [like other mottes] could have been stockaded as a further defence. 

ñMy conclusions are [although this was a Neolithic mound], that the builders 

of this mound selected its peculiar low situation for the sole purpose of obtaining 

the line of defence furnished by the water in the surrounding moat, and that 

Silbury Hill was erected as a tribal stronghold or place of retreat and defence in 

case of a sudden attack by enemiesò84 

But somehow only one other Neolithic tribe built such a mound with a moat 

around it for defense from attack by enemies as we will see. Therefore, in spite of 

the typological facts and clearly understood defensive make-up of Silbury Hill, it 

was not ever a motte with a moat and wooden castle; it is in other respects just like 

a motte but not a post-Roman one. The logical ñdeducktionò that one can draw 

from such an archaeological approach to this evidence is: ñIf it looks like a duck, 

walks like a duck, and quacks like a duck, it must be a camel in disguise.ò85  

In fact in a recent book, The Story of Silbury Hill, Jim Leary, who investigated a 

well known Norman motte at nearby Marlborough came to the conclusion that it 

too was pre-Roman in spite of all the post-Roman materials found in it. His 

                                                 
84 Ibid. 
85 Derived from Jonas E. Alexis, In the Name of Education (Maitland FL 2007) p. 204 
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conclusion was explained by a piece of charcoal that was found in this mound that 

radiocarbon dated to the Neolithic. Therefore, it was argued that, like Silbury, 

ñéthe prehistoric mound was re-used as a castle motte.ò86 Thus the established 

chronology seemed to be preserved because the archaeologists could claim that if a 

Neolithic mound which contained many elements of a Norman motte, had to have 

been reused as such in Norman times, it was still Neolithic. 

The theory seems highly attractive in spite of its dependence on radiocarbon 

dating that Whittle told us above is not corroborated in prehistoric times by any 

other form of evidence. The fact of the matter is that even highly accurate 

radiocarbon dated artifacts for Silbury Hill and Marborough Mound found in these 

hills were originally lying in the ground prior to their construction. Yet it was from 

this ground that these hills were piled up to form a deep and wide ditch. Whatever 

materials had lain in that ditch before it was dug could of course have been 

thousands of years older than the time the mound was constructed. The material 

that was radiocarbon dated could be 4500 years old but the ditch could have been 

dug in Norman times. 

However, we still have the very improbable condition that two and only two 

conical truncated mounds in Britain out of 90 were the only ones erected in the 

Neolithic age and no others for the next 3000 or more years. Because that 

interpretation now permits just two such mounds to have existed, we are still faced 

with the proposition that only these two ducks are also really camels in disguise. 

The evidence showing Silbury was a motte is well known since excavations were 

carried out by Richard Atkinson. He found a plethora of medieval materials below the 

surface, just as at Marlborough Hill, but significantly in the upper portions of it where 

ñsmall postholes containing iron nails [were] unearthed, early medieval 

potsherds and a silver coin of Ethelred II dating to 1010 [A.D.]éHe also found an 

iron spearheadéHe concluded that theéterraces [of Silbury Hill now known not 

to exist] hadépostholes.ò87 

That is, the mound had wooden posts placed in holes around it just like other mottes. 

It then had wooden planks nailed to these post with iron nails to build a wall or walls. 

                                                 
86 Internet, http://blog.histouries.co.uk/2011/06/01/ough-mound-a-sibling-for-silbury-hill/  

Marlborough Mound: A Sibling for Silbury Hill? 
87 Ibid. 
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Stratigraphically we have the evidence that beneath Silbury Hill Roman coins 

were found, while above and in the high elevations a coin of Ethelred II is dated to 

1010, or about half a century before the Norman conquest. It was in the Norman 

era that mottes began to be built all over England. The stratigraphy shows the first 

people to leave material underneath this hill were the Romano-British; the Saxons 

also left at least a coin, and the Normans after 1066 were the ones who actually 

built it up. 

Each facet of the evidence points to this mound being built in post-

Roman/Norman times. The typological shape of Silbury Hill, a conical truncated 

mound, points to this. The construction, whereby material around it was dug out 

and piled up to create the hill, points to the fact that it had a water filled moat from 

its very beginning. In terms of stratigraphy there are Roman artifacts and coins 

beneath the hill and a medieval artifact and an early medieval coin in the upper 

levels of it. Both the typological and the stratigraphical evidence point in the same 

logical direction and correlate each other to show Silbury Hill was a post-Roman 

monument. To wit: the duck is a duck, and this conical truncated British man-made 

mound is a Norman motte as is the Marlborough Mound. 

Above and beyond all this is the clear evidence that will be presented below 

that there is nothing or almost nothing in the ground stratigraphically that shows 

the Saxons left any artifacts between around A.D. 500 to 950. As will be shown, 

there is no evidence of farms, settlements and, importantly, defensive fortifications. 

All are missing. Thus we arrive at the last element of our discussion as to where 

the Saxon fortifications exist.  

Nevertheless there are other Bronze Age, Iron Age, and Medieval fortifications 

that were built on natural hill tops, not conical truncated mounds, also dated to pre-

Roman times, known in the literature as ñHill Forts.ò The Internet Wikipedia under 

ñHill fortò shows that these were to some extent like mottes: ñA hill fort is a type of 

earthworks used as a refuge or defended settlement, located to exploit a [natural] rise 

in elevation for defensive advantage. They are typically European and of Bronze and 

Iron ages. SOME WERE USED IN THE POST-ROMAN PERIOD. The fortification 

usually follows the contours of a hill, consisting of one or more lines of earthworks, 

with stockades or defensive walls.ò88 We maintain these hill forts in Britain were 

Saxon forts used prior to the Norman invasion. They were not set in particular places 

as were the Norman mottes along defensive lines, but wherever a Saxon lord or king 

                                                 
88 Wikipedia: Hill fort; Internet [capitalization added] 
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ruled. They were not made of cut blocks of stone but of field stones piled one upon 

the other and/or wooden stockades with wooden buildings within. 

When the Normans conquered Britain, they ruthlessly destroyed the Saxons who 

opposed them and then built defensive lines of mottes to maintain their rule. These hill 

forts, in our chronology, because of the few Bronze and Iron Age artifacts, came 

before the Norman mottes. As we were told, above, certain of these ñwere used in the 

post-Roman periodò because in them there are clear-cut medieval artifacts. We, 

however, conclude they were all of post-Roman times. These hill forts, in our 

chronology, came after the Roman exodus from Britain. When the Normans 

conquered it, they destroyed these and built defensive lines of mottes with wooden 

castles to maintain their control over the country. Later these wooden structures in 

the motte forts, many of which exist today, were replaced with cut stone blocks. 

With our chronology there is a logical historical evolution of fortresses in Britain, 

the Saxon hill forts were conquered and then the Normans built defensive lines of 

mottes with wooden castles, and these were later replaced by stone. In terms of the 

established chronology nothing is connected. Silbury Hill and Marlborough Mound 

were Neolithic conical truncated constructions. Then, instead of continuing to build 

such mounds, the later peoples began to move to the hills where they erected hill 

forts. Then for several centuries hill forts failed to be constructed until Norman 

times. There is no clear-cut evolution of fort development in Britain, no 

homogeneity and no connections of one type to the others. Our chronology shows a 

logical evolutionary development. Each type of fort only existed for a certain timeð

hill forts from ca. A.D. 500ï1066, from after 1066 to the 13th century Norman 

mottes-and-baileys which were over time replaced by castles of stone. The typology, 

stratigraphy and chronological evolution of these defenses all fit together into a 

logical sequence, something wholly lacking with the established chronology. It is 

plagued by typological, stratigraphical and chronological uncorrelated developments 

without any logical connection or relationship to one another.  
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CHAPTER 5 

ASTRO-ARCHAEOLOGY AND CHRONOLOGY  

PART I  
 

The final pillar of support for the established chronology of the Megalithic Age is 

astro-archaeology. There is a vital distinction between astro-archaeology and archaeo-

astronomy which we wish to draw and define because of the importance we attribute 

to each. Archaeo-astronomy we define as a science because it entails both written 

descriptive records of celestial bodies and events which give sufficient data about 

these based on observations in the distant past upon which one can retrocalculate 

accurately to a particular day or even hour. The work carried out by Lynn E. Rose in 

volumes I and II of this series employed just this form of scientific/astronomical 

analysis. Astro-archaeology, we maintain, is not a science because it lacks these 

written descriptive elements that give the vital data necessary to date these 

phenomena accurately; astro-archaeology we define as a branch of archaeology 

because its interpretations are based on mute stones aligned to different areas of the 

horizon and sky. The investigator finding a particular set of stones assumes that they 

were constructed to align with, say, a position of the Sun during a solstitial rising of 

the Sun on the horizon in the dead past. Archibald Thom, the son of Alexander 

Thom, a theoretical astro-archaeologist in Britain, explains that ñNo written 

evidence exists; the evidence is only that obtainable from the stones themselves.ò1 

Thomas Crump puts the problem of astro-archaeology thus: 

ñWith so many stones it is not difficult to discover an axis, defined by two 

prominent megaliths, pointing in one direction to sunrise at the summer solstice, 

and in the other to sunset at the winter solstice. None the less, the process requires 

reading into the configuration of the stones a system of organization for which 

there is no other evidence. The only argument, which is largely intuitive, is that 

the monument must have had some purpose that that purpose was astronomical, 

                                                 
1 Archibald S. Thom, ñSolar and Lunar Observations of the Megalithic Astronomers,ò in 

Archaeoastronomy and the Roots of Science, Edwin C. Krupp, ed. (Washington DC 1984), p. 83 



 VELIKOVSKIAN   Vol. IX, nos. 1, 2, 3, 4 

 

102 

and that any other purpose seems more far-fetchedéin the absence of any other 

records the answer to such questions remains entirely speculative.ò2 

Since the evidence is derived solely from the stones themselves as well as in 

some cases from distant natural horizon markers such as mountains, valleys or 

even other standing megaliths supposedly built in the deep past, one must also 

assume that the position of the geographical poles has not shifted on account of a 

sudden Velikovskian catastrophe intervening between the present and that deep 

past. If, as Velikovsky maintained and as do we, such sudden pole shifts occurred 

around 1500 and 800 B.C., any alignments that prove the Earthôs orbit and 

orientation in space has remained as it is todayðtaking precession of the 

equinoxes into accountðwould be a devastating disproof of Velikovskyôs and our 

thesis. However, because we maintain that these megalithic monuments and 

alignments were constructed in the post-Roman/Saxon epoch, the data related to 

these would of course not refute Velikovsky, with the important proviso that we 

can prove the prehistoric chronological framework into which these alignments are 

set is invalid and that one least disputable, well-known alignment does conform to 

the chronology we have adopted. 

Velikovsky in a meeting with astronomer Gerald S. Hawkins understood this 

problem and came to a similar conclusion as have we, namely that these 

monuments had to have been erected after the 8th century B.C. catastrophe which 

changed the position of the Earthôs axis. Hawkins writes: 

ñVelikovsky realized that Stonehenge worked today as it did when it was 

builtéIf it was built 2000ï1700 B.C., there have been no cataclysmic axial or 

orbital changes. As I understand his argumentéhe is assigning Stonehenge to a 

later date, specifically one later than 687 B.C., arguing that the archaeological date 

was wrong, radiocarbon was unreliable, an old bone relic could have been dropped 

into holes during construction at a later period. Moving Stonehenge up to 600 B.C. 

would of course place it in the present earth-axis era, after the [last] great 

cataclysm. But I also pointed [out to Velikovsky that] the fitting of Stonehenge 

into prehistoric chronology was a specialized and difficult task and in my own 

research I left it to the archaeo-experts.ò3 

But, as we have seen above, the archaeo-experts have admitted that all the 

methods employed to date Stonehenge and the Megalithic Age have failed. And at 

                                                 
2 Thomas Crump, Solar Eclipse (London 1999), pp. 64-65 
3 Gerald S. Hawkins, Beyond Stonehenge (NY 1973), p. 267 
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this point one rightly wonders about how astro-archaeologists can extrapolate data 

from these non-supportive, failed dating processes to an astronomical one? Since 

there is no basis for establishing an accurate chronology for the Megalithic Age, 

how can astro-archaeologists be certain their alignment interpretations are valid 

without a scintilla of corroborating or correlating chronological evidence? We 

submit that employing all these illusory failed forms of evidence as corroboration, 

one cannot logically attain a solid basis for dating astronomical events. The astro-

archaeologists are dating their alignments, etc., on foundations that exist nowhere 

but in their minds. The astro-archaeological data is therefore correlated and 

corroborated by itself, that is, not at all. 

The question is: does the astro-archaeological evidence clearly and, above all, 

scientifically date Stonehenge and the hundreds of other megalithic monuments to 

the Late Neolithic into the Bronze Age? We propose to show that there is no such 

evidence. In fact, as will be presented below, the evidence that is evoked to support 

the established chronology is so broad and non-specific, as well as ridden with 

problems, that by itself astro-archaeology is just as unreliable to accomplish this as 

was radiocarbon dating, pottery sequence dating, artifact typological sequence 

dating, Stone Age/Bronze Age/Iron Age sequence dating, bronze artifact dating, 

and barrow and craniology dating. In dealing with this evidence we must also 

examine other forms of astro-archaeological evidence than the megaliths. If it can 

be proved this other evidence proves the established chronology valid, then again 

Velikovsky and our revised chronology will lie in ruins. 

ALEXA NDER MARSHACK  

Since Velikovsky posits that the orbit and rotation of the Earth altered greatly 

enough to affect the period of the Moon and the length of the year, should there 

exist evidence that these have been the same as they are today in prehistoric times, 

then that would be a strong refutation of his catastrophic thesis; a prehistoric 

known 29-30 day month would surely refute Velikovksy. In this regard Alexander 

Marshack in The Roots of Civilization maintains that is just what these early 

peoples expressed by carving lines on bones that reflect a 30 day month with lunar 

phases of the same length just as these occur today. John David North explains: 

ñIt has been claimed that sequences of moon-shaped marks cut into bone 

artifacts, found from cultures as widely separated in time as 36,000 BC and 10,000 

BC, represent the days of the month. The length of the month, from new moon to 

new moon, is approximately twenty-nine and a half days, but any primitive tally 
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would naturally have introduced extra days when the Moon was invisible. Since in 

some cases counts might have been made from the new crescent to the last visible 

crescent, and in others up to the next new crescent, we should not be too disdainful 

of the fact that groupings found on these pieces of bone, ranging from 27 to 31 

[days], have been claimed as evidence of lunar counting. There is much variation 

in the numbers of marks in groupings that have been said to distinguish between 

the four quarters of the month[, new moon/first crescent to first half moon, to full 

moon to second half moon to new moon and again first crescent]. Such evidence is 

intrinsically difficult to handle, even statistically. The thesis is not implausible; the 

marks on these bones do often seem to have been gouged out to resemble a lunar 

crescent; and more than that we cannot say with confidence.ò4 

Anthony Aveni has enlarged on this evidence, as it relates not only to 

astronomy but to writing and arithmetic using pictures or symbols of the Moon in 

its various phases, and states: 

ñIf we accept the traditional definition of writing as an ordered set of symbols 

that appear on a surface, a set that could be taken to represent a tally, we can trace 

the written [and arithmetic] calendar back more than twenty thousand years to the 

last ice age. In The Roots of Civilization, Alexander Marshack has interpreted 

engraved marks found on bits of bone from central Africa and from paleolithic 

caves in France to be rudimentary forms of an early lunar calendar. The evidence 

lies in distinct clusterings of notches on the bonesðmarks that could not have 

been grouped together by chanceé 

ñTo the untrained eye, these marks look random, almost accidental. But by 

handling the objects and examining the grooves under a microscope, Marshack 

was able to specify the direction in which several of the proposed notations were 

laid down as well as the manner in which they were grouped. For example, in the 

bone from the Dordogne Valley [France], the marks on one part of the sequence 

were made with a definite direction or turn of the tool, which is apparent from the 

comma-shaped gouges visible under a microscope. In another part of the chain, the 

commas [symbols of the Moon] take on a different direction. By holding the bone 

tablet in his hand and changing its direction, Marshack discovered that the marks 

must have been laid down in a óboustrophedonô or alternating left-right [then] 

right-left sequenceéthe way a farmer plows his field. In fact, Marshack deduced that 

the maker must have taken 24 turns to produce the 69 marks.ò5 

                                                 
4 John David North, Cosmos: An Illustrated History of Astronomy and Cosmology (Chicago IL 

2008), pp. 1-2  
5 Anthony Aveni, Empires of Time: Calendars, Clocks, and Cultures (London 2000), pp. 66-67 
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More provocatively Aveni adds: 

ñMost surprising of all, when he laid these gouge marks out in a linear 

sequenceéhe noticed that they could be divided intro repeatable groupings. Could 

they have been counting the days of a periodic [lunar] cycle? Assuming each mark 

to symbolize a day, he fitted the pattern with its turns to a ólunar modelô: in other 

words, the groups of tallies could be so arranged that the major turns in the 

boustrophedon notation happened about every 14 or 15 days. This interval 

corresponds to the interval between the first sighting of the waxing crescent moon 

in the west after sunset and the full moon, or between full moon and the last 

sighting of the waning crescent in the west. 

ñThe motive for keeping a lunar record should be obviouséa major portion of 

the lunar-phase cycle provides extended light [at night] for accomplishing many 

useful activities. Also, it helps to plan if one knows or can anticipate when light-

time will come. 

ñKeeping track of lunar events would offer the paleolithic inhabitants of 

Western Europe a means of abstractly correlating what Marshack calls ótime-

factoredô events [through a process found] in Hesiod[ôs Works and Days]ðthe 

first step in the evolution of traditional writing, where a mark stands for a thing, in 

this case one day.ò6 

How did Marshackôs colleagues evaluate his thesis? According to Aveni: 

ñPsychologically, it is comforting to think that writing as we know it might go 

back such a long way. To imagine that our earliest ancestors were abstract thinkers 

like usðarithmeticians, perhaps even computistsðoffers a broader and higher 

historical pyramid to support our modern accomplishments. Though his basic ideas 

about the beginning of the arithmetic intellect in humans are accepted by a majority of 

anthropologists, Marshackôs work, even after nearly twenty [now 30] years, remains 

somewhat controversial. Some detractors say permanent calendar keeping is not 

consistent with what we know about the level of intelligence of these early people. 

Counting the days [of the month] would have been a concept too narrow, too abstract 

for them to fathom. Besides, cave dwellers did not need to count days. They knew 

when to hunt [during the day, not at night when they were apt to be attacked by night 

hunting animals], when to gather, and they could certainly tell when the extended 

light of the moon would come, simply by spotting the first lunar crescent in the west 

after sunset. Why bother to write it all down [since even knowing this, the sky could 

be cloudy and the moonôs light obscured]? The predictive capacity implied by 

                                                 
6 Ibid., p. 70 
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Marshackôs lunar hypothesis would constitute unnecessary baggage in their 

seminomadic way of life (Marshack himself had never interpreted the marks to be 

arithmetical or predictive, only notational). Still more conservative opponents have 

suggested that Marshackôs bones contain no ordered pattern [of days of the month 

incisions] at all, that he has not provided enough examples, and that those he offers 

include a lot of imaginary interpretations at best. Are these marks only doodles and 

decorations, or were the bones only tool-sharpening devises, pure and simple? Slash 

marks along the edges of some of Marshackôs bones... resemble the knife sharpening 

grooves that can be seen all over the stone pillarséò7 

In 1996 James Elkins wrote a highly critical analysis of Marshackôs work, titled 

ñOn the Impossibility of Close Reading: The Case of Alexander Marshack.ò 

Because Marshack used a binocular microscope to analyze the bone incisions to 

derive his interpretations, Elkins also examined these refined slits and presented 

counter-evidence from these same markings. For example on one ancient óbroken 

bâtonô bone from Le Placard Charente, France, he counted the number of gouged 

slits, but according to Elkins:  

ñHe looks closely, literally with a microscopeéat every mark on a surface or 

artifact, and his looking does not cease until he has satisfied himself that he has 

distinguished all intentional marks [made by a stone tool] from unintentional or 

random marks [and then] ordered the intentional marks in chronological sequence, 

distinguished directions in which marks were made, noted where tools were lifted 

from the surface and where they remained in contact, and determined how many 

tools or cutting edges were used to make the marks.ò8 

Having distinguished intentional marks from unintentional ones, Marshack 

made his count and arrived at roughly 27 to 30, and interpreted these as day counts 

for the lunar month. But the carver of the bone may have incorporated the 

unintentional marks as part of his count and saved himself/herself the trouble of 

adding these extra ones to the count or design. Therefore, the count would be 

greater than 30 in many cases and not reflect the days of the month. How does 

Marshack know this was not done? He cannot know this, but must assume as fact 

this did not occur. Thus, instead of a scientific testable analysis, he has an 

interpretative one. Even if several such bones have similar numbers of intentional 

and unintentional marks, this does not prove his interpretation correct. If he had 

several such bones from one site or nearby sites that displayed these same 
                                                 
7 Ibid., p. 70 
8 James Elkins, ñOn the Impossibility of Close Reading: The Case of Alexander Marshack,ò 

Current Anthropology, vol. 37, no. 2 (April 1996), p. 186  
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systematic numbers of the intentional and unintentional marks, his thesis would be 

quite strong, but this is not the case. Elkins further points out: 

ñAn initial difficulty, well exemplified in the analysis of the Le Placard Bâton, 

is that the ósignsô and ósymbolsô have no role in the final lunar tally: instead they 

are picked apart into individual marks, and each mark [no matter what its size] is 

made equal to each other markéIt does not make sense, on the face of it, to 

propose that the meaning of the Placard Bâton is a series of single marks, when it 

consists of collected and arranged ósignsô of various types.ò9 

Instead of a clear set of marks, all aligned in the same way, some lean in one 

direction and are not deeply cut into the bone, others are deeply and more broadly 

cut and lean more greatly, others are cut almost vertically to the length of the bone 

while others are connected and even lean in opposite directions, and some are very 

small compared to the rest. See figure 1 drawn from Elkins, p. 190 

 

Figure 1 

 
 

 

Suppose Marshack had a bone that looked like that in Figure 2? 

 

Figure 2 

etc. 

In this case the numbers would be clear and the lengths of the marks would in 

general correlate with the phases of the Moonðthe shortest lines would represent 

the crescent Moon, the longer ones moving to the longest would show the Moon 

                                                 
9 Ibid., pp. 191-192 
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waxing to the full Moon, then waning back to the last crescent and new Moon. 

That would be a piece of evidence that decidedly and forcefully depicts the 

monthly cycles. And it would be extremely difficult to interpret in some other way 

than the lunar cycle. While the Le Placard bâton is fairly simple, other materials 

presented by Marshack are extremely complex such as the rib from the Grotte de 

Taï with nine sets of lines and numerous marks set into them running in several 

directions and one set of marks altogether discounted. 

As for where to begin the count from right to left and vice verse or counting up 

and down on this rib or others, one must assume how the count was done. When 

lines intersect we cannot know if they represent two marks or one, e.g., . 

Are these marks to be counted as 8 or 16, and what does the slanted line 

representðstop counting and begin a new count or either an additional number of 

1 or 2? Of course Marshack has responded to these criticisms in the same journal.10 

While he disagrees with most of Elkinsô criticisms, he cannot and does not prove that 

his analysis is scientifically valid because there is no such proof regarding this 

interpretation. ñHe [Elkins] has indicated no knowledge of the Upper Paleolithic 

materials or their variability.ò11 But what scientific knowledge does Marshack 

possess that proves his interpretations are correct? There simply is none. As 

archaeologist Denise Schmandt-Besserat stated, Marshackôs theory of lunar record 

ñécannot be proven or disproven, nor can it be ignored.ò12 

The arguments pro and con Marshack with Elkinsôs articles are interesting, but the 

question of these markings discussed therein are ñarguments,ò ñinterpretationsò but 

are not shown to be ñscientific,ò that is, definitive proof. Clive Ruggles, regarding one 

of the more provocative forms of evidence that Marshack has presented, has arrived at 

the same problematic conclusionðnamely the proof of a lunar count is simply not 

available and Marshackôs interpretation is fraught with problems.  

Speaking of the Abri Blanchard bone radiocarbon dated to the Upper Paleolithic 

period some 30,000 years ago discovered in a cave in the Dordogne valley, 

Ruggles reports: 

ñéit contains a series of notched marks in a serpentine pattern. Marshack 

proposed that these represent a tally of [monthly] days. The assumption is that the 

earliest [or beginning count] marks are those in the center of the pattern [and not at 

                                                 
10 Ibid., pp. 211-214 
11 Ibid., p. 214 
12 Ibid., p. 186 
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the ends to the right or left or top or bottom], and that [ensuing] marks were 

accumulated [circling] around existing ones. By following the [serpentine] line 

outwards [from that center] and back and forth, we discover that there are about 

fifteen marks in each sweep before the direction changes.  

ñéThe period of the lunar phase cycle (synodic month) is between twenty-

nine and thirty days, so one interpretation of the Abri Blanchard bone is that it 

represents a tally in which the days of the waxing moon are marked off in one 

direction, and those of the waning moon in the other; in other words it forms a 

rudimentary lunar calendar [showing the phases of the month pictorially], 

maintained for about two months.é 

ñHow can we judge a particular interpretation against the alternatives? At least 

one of the [serpentine] turns is not sharp, which gives greater flexibility in 

interpretation. Two of the lines could easily be interpreted as separate straight lines 

rather than part of the serpentine pattern.éFinally, although some of the [pictorial] 

marks appear round [as full Moon] and others crescent-shaped, there is no apparent 

correlation between the shape of the marks themselves and the lunar phases. 

ñAll of these points introduce doubts in the interpretation of the Abri 

Blanchard bone as a lunar calendar.ò13 

With respect to another bone fragment with its several lines and intersecting 

marks Ruggles goes on to say regarding its complex design: ñémore complex 

designs give us greater flexibility in interpretation.ò14 

Again we are faced with an ñinterpretationò rather than a ñscientificò method 

that arrives at factual knowledge. Colin Wilson adds this cogent assessment: 

ñIn The Roots of Civilization, Marshack comments: óThough in the Upper 

Paleolithic, explanations were by story and via image and symbol, there was high 

intelligence, cognitive rationality, knowledge and technical skill involved.ô In other 

words Stone Age man possessed all the abilities needed to create civilization. 

ñAnd yet, although he was poised on the brink of civilization 35,000 years ago, 

living in a community sufficiently sophisticated to need a knowledge of 

                                                 
13 Clive L.N. Ruggles, Ancient Astronomy: An Encyclopedia of Cosmologies and Myth (Santa 

Barbara CA 2005), pp. 5-6  
14 Ibid., p. 7 
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astronomy, we are asked to believe that it took him another 25,000 years before he 

began to take the first hesitant steps toward building the earliest cities.ò15 

This very same question, we will see, arises and applies to the megalithic 

people of Europe who were extremely advanced according to later astro-

archaeologists. Clayton Eshleman sums up the nature of Marshackôs work: 

ñAfter carefully observing an engraved bone from La Marche with a horse head, 

an apparently pregnant mare, and many notational marks, he [Marshack] writes: 

ñóThe Mare drops its foal in the spring after an eleven month gestation and so 

the mare may be a seasonal image. The associated darts and signs may then 

represent rites, sacrifices or acts of participation related to the time of foaling. The 

combination of naturalistic óart,ô sequences of darts and signs, and a lunar notation 

hints at a complex time-factored symbolism and mythology.ô 

ñAt work here is almost sheer guesswork based on a primary assumption that we 

are dealing with people who think like we do. The seasonal message that Marshack 

extracts from the composition is based on counting the notchesé, and coming up 

with a count which he interprets as óa possible lunar phasingô which ógives a perfect 

tally for 7½ months. To make a solid case for lunar phasesé, Marshack would have 

to demonstrate repeated sets of 28 to 31 notches, representing lunar months. Such 

groups of notches within the ó7İ monthô period do appear, but many other groups 

do too, with much larger and much smaller numbers.  

ñéMarshack (on the basis of portable art alone) has come up with a provocative 

if very questionable theory (that constantly disappears into circling generalizations 

in his writing) to interpret, as he puts it, ñthe roots of civilization.ò16 

Eshleman here puts his finger on the fundamental flaw in Marshackôs thesis. As 

with radiocarbon dating and pottery sequence dating etc., there exists no scientific 

corroboration. The interpretation stands ñaloneò and isolated from other evidence. 

In this respect it lacks scientific support from other disciplines; thus, as evidence 

against Velikovskyôs catastrophes, it is without merit. In discussing any reading of 

symbols, such as those of Marshack, to obtain an accurate understanding of reality 

in prehistory, Elkins cites Barbara Johnson who calls this systematic counting 

                                                 
15 Colin Wilson, From Atlantis to the Sphinx (Boston MA 2004), p. 215 
16 Clayton Eshleman, Juniper Fuse: Upper Paleolithic Imagination and Construction of the 

Underworld (Middletown CT 2003), pp. 129-130 
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procedure ñrigorous unreliability.ò17 We will expand its meaning to include astro-

archaeologists interpreting megalithic structures and alignments to obtain an 

accurate understanding of prehistoric astronomical reality. When one has a 

plethora of megalithic alignments that are astronomically interpreted but are 

without other scientific corroboration from other disciplines, even though these 

may number into the hundreds, what we have is ñrigorously unreliable.ò As we 

examine the various forms of astro-archaeological evidence below, we will 

repeatedly discover it suffers from ñrigorous unreliability.ò It is never corroborated 

by any other form of scientific evidence, and in nearly all cases even the 

alignments upon which the analysis rests are fraught with problems. Having shown 

that radiocarbon as well as pottery sequence dating, etc., of the Megalithic Age are 

rigorously unreliable, let us turn to the megaliths themselves.  

NEWGRANGE AND KNOWTH  

ñFrom a country home of mine near Florence I plainly observed the Sunôs 

arrival at, and departure from, the summer solstice, while one evening at the time 

of its setting it vanished behind the top of a rock on the mountains of Pietrapana 

about 60 miles away, leaving uncovered a small streak of filament of itself 

towards the north, whose breadth was not the hundredth part of its diameter. And 

the following evening, at the similar setting, it showed another such part of it, but 

noticeably smaller, a necessary argument that it had begun to recede from the 

tropic [its most northern point].ò18 

In the above description, we would class the alignment discussed by Galileo 

with the discipline of archaeo-astronomy rather than astro-archaeology. The reason 

for this is that we know where and when Galileo lived and therefore one could 

derive from his data the alignment of the Sun as it rose above the horizon and a 

fairly accurate date for this event, particularly if we knew precisely where Galileo 

stood. In this case the documentary evidence can be correlated with the 

observational evidence and they corroborate one another. On the other hand when 

one does not have an accurate date for the time when an alignment of the Sun or 

the Moon supposedly occurs, one is placed in the position of assuming both the 

time of the celestial event as well as which markers were utilized to measure the 

celestial eventôs occurrence when in fact neither of these are known. The two 

                                                 
17 James Elkins, Our Beautiful, Dry, and Distant Texts: Art History as Writing (University Park 

PA 1997), p. 92 
18 Galileo Galilei, Dialogue on the Great World Systems, Thomas Salusbury translation (Chicago 

IL 1953), p. 398, also cited in Ruggles (see next reference), p. 12 
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assumptions are that one has an accurate timeframe and that one has an accurate 

marker alignment; more precisely, they constitute two tautological arguments: the 

time implies the markers, and the markers imply the time. 

The alignment of a celestial body or bodies, the Sun and Moon on the horizon 

as observed over, or between, a set of megaliths and horizon markers when 

retrocalculated to a past time prove the alignment is accurate. 

The past time framework or chronology is proved to be accurate because the 

celestial body or bodies, the Sun and Moon when retrocalculated to this time frame 

align over or between a set of megaliths and horizon markers. 

The alignment proves the chronology valid, the chronology proves the 

alignment valid. Q.E.D. Since the methods of dating these monuments have failed, 

the astronomical alignments based on this tautological reasoning are the only proof 

for any astro-archaeological conclusion. In this respect let us turn our attention to 

the great mounds of Newgrange and Knowth in Ireland to examine the evidence. 

Clive Ruggles has outlined this evidence along with the inherent problems for the 

dating of the alignment at Newgrange: 

ñNewgrange has been described as a tour de force in megalithic tomb 

architecture. The [circular] mound, carefully constructed of layer after layer of 

pebbles and turf, is over 80 m[eters] [260 feet] across. The fine façade that 

confronts the visitor today, with its high walls [of white quartz stone blocks rising 

from the ground] is the product of restoration following excavations by Michael 

OôKelly between 1962 and 1975. This frames an entrance on the south-east side 

[facing the rising Sun on the winter solstice] from which a 19 m[eterð62 ft]-long 

passageéleads to a large central chamberé19 

ñLockyer had noted in the 1900s that the passage at Newgrange was 

approximately aligned upon the rising sun at winter solstice. However, the true nature 

of the interplay between the light of the rising solstitial sun and the architecture of 

the tombéwas only realised more than sixty years later, when it was witnessed at 

first hand by Michael OôKelly on 21 December 1969 and again in 1970: 

ñAt exactly 8.54 hours gmt (Greenwich Mean Time) the top edge of the ball of 

the sun appeared above the local horizon and at 8.58 hours, the first pencil of direct 

sunlight shone through the roof-box [opening well above the tunnel entrance] and 

                                                 
19 Clive L.N. Ruggles, Astronomy in Prehistoric Britain and Ireland Astronomy in Prehistoric 

Britain and Ireland (New Haven CT 1999), p. 12 
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[penetrated] along the passage to reach across the tomb chamber floor [downward] 

as far as the front edge of the basin stone in the end recess. As the thin line of light 

widened to a 17 cm [about 6.7 inch]-band and swung across the [end] chamber 

floor, the tomb was dramatically illuminatedéAt 9.09 hours theéband of light 

began to narrow again and at exactly 9.15 hours, the direct beam was cut offéFor 

17 minutes, therefore, at sunrise on the shortest day of the year, direct sunlight can 

enter Newgrange, not through the doorway, but through the specially contrived slit 

which lies under the roof-box at the outer end of the passage roofé 

ñIt is this box [above the entrance passageway], and not the entrance below, 

that admits the midwinter sunôs light into the interior [on the solstice].ò20 

The first problem related to this alignment evidence is that radiocarbon dating 

places the construction of Newgrange to about 3300 B.C. However, when the Sun 

rises during the winter solstice 5300 years laterðbeing the present dayðit still 

shines through the roof-box into the center of the tomb. It supposedly did so in the 

prehistoric past and still continues to do so today. 

The astronomical alignment evidence required to corroborate the general date in 

the past for the construction of Newgrange could have, as assumed, occurred not 

only around 3300 B.C. but in terms of the chronology we offer about A.D. 450-

900. J. Patrick, who measured this Newgrange alignment, tells us: 

ñIt therefore seems that the Sun has shone down the passage of the chamber 

ever since the date of its construction and will probably continue to do so forever, 

regardless of secular changes in the obliquity of the ecliptic.ò21 

In other words, one must assume the date of Newgrangeôs construction as a fact to 

maintain the established chronology. Corroborating evidence for its dating does not exist.  

It must further be pointed out that other such alignments for the Sun and Moon 

suffer from similar impediments in terms of dating. Aubrey Burl states that 

ñThe targetséthe sun or moon and those bodies moved so little across the 

skyline in the centuries between 3200 and 1000 BC [or A.D. 2000] that delicate 

definitions [for alignments to a precise timeframe] are impossible.ò22 

                                                 
20 Ibid., p. 17 
21 J. Patrick in Paul Dunbavin, Under Ancient Skies: Ancient Astronomy and Terrestrial 

Catastrophes (Long Eaton UK 2005), p. 163 
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What astro-archaeologists possess is not a fairly accurate date for the building 

of Newgrange but a vast span of time when it could have been erected. The 

alignment tells us nothing about the chronology; the chronology tells us nothing 

about the alignment. In addition to this there is the nagging problem of the purpose 

of arranging the stones at this site; was it fortuitous or done to see the winter 

solstice? Here Ruggles elucidates the problem: 

ñThe evidence at Newgrange does seem to weigh in favour of the deliberate 

rather than the fortuitous. First, the roof-box is an anomalous feature without any 

obvious function in utilitarian terms (as it seems to us). Second, if the gap in the 

roof-box were merely 20 cm [8 inches] lower or higher, or the [lower] passage a 

few metres [10 feet] shorter or longer, then sunlight would never have entered the 

chamber. Third, at some time after its original construction, when the bones of a 

number of people had been placed within the tomb, the entrance was permanently 

blocked with a large stone weighing about a tonne [2200 lbs.]. The roof-box, 

however, was only covered with two small quartz blocks which could be, and 

evidently were, moved to and fro to permit the roof-box to be opened and closed. 

In other words, the design was such that although the living could no longer enter, 

by moving aside the quartz blocks at the relevant time the light of the midwinter 

sun could be allowed to continue to do so.ò23 

But again, how would the people at Newgrange know when to do this unless 

they already possessed a fairly accurate calendar which told them when to remove 

the blocks? Ruggles concludes: 

ñNevertheless, the evidence is not conclusive. It could be that the roof-box had 

a function that seems obscure to us, yet was of great importance to people at the 

time: perhaps as an opening through which people could communicate with their 

ancestors, or a ósoul-hole through which the spirits of the dead could come and 

goô. We must also bear in mind that we are dealing with a reconstruction; the sides 

of the passage beneath the roof-box needed a good deal of rebuilding and some 

question must remain about the degree to which the stones and corbels of the 

reconstructed roof-box were replaced in their original positions, and to what extent 

this would effect [sic] the passage of sunlight.ò24 

Geraldine Stout gives us this insight into how M.J. OôKelly reconstructed 

Newgrange: 

                                                                                                                                                              
22 Aubrey Burl, The Stone Circles of Britain Ireland and Brittany, op.cit., p. 60 
23 Ruggles, Astronomyé, op.cit., p. 19 
24 Ibid. 
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ñOôKelly believed that the cairn collapse indicated that the cairn had a near- 

vertical face. A highly controversial wall was erected at the entrance to 

Newgrange designed according to this hypothesis. The wall is made up of quartz 

and granite cobbles found during the excavation. OôKelly believed that the 

builders used selected [rather than shaped] boulders to build a revetment on top of 

the kerbstones creating a drum-like shape. It is highly unlikely that such a steep 

profile was ever maintained using a quartz revetment.ò25 

As one can see, Michael OôKelly, even with good intentions, reconstructed 

Newgrange based on making assumptions that he could not prove were correct, 

and it is upon this assumptive remodeling of Newgrange on which so much 

astronomical/chronological evidence rests. It this regard A. Whittle reports that the 

collapsed mounds of Newgrange and Knowth were not complete: 

ñThe mechanics of [re]construction were certainly also effective, the structures 

inside both Knowth and Newgrange still being stable 5000 years later, with skilful 

details [in place] like provision for shedding water from the passage roofséò26 

Given all these problems, prehistorians and astro-archaeologists have been 

attempting to piece together a chronology for Newgrange. As for dating Site I 

there, we are informed in the Journal of Iberian Archaeology vol. I (2006), page 

146 that a ñtotal lack of any pottery at Newgrange Site 1 might be the result of 

such disturbances or even robbing, although one would expect to find at least one 

fragment, if deliberate deposition had occurred.ò Brian Haughton further shows:  

ñThe lack of pottery finds at Newgrange is typical for passage grave cemeterieséò27 

Let us examine this artifactual evidence in terms of the short chronology. Since 

we maintain that these monuments were erected after the Romans had deserted 

Britain in A.D. 410 and that these megaliths were raised after that time (ca. A.D. 

450-900), any artifacts brought by trade to Newgrange and other sites in Ireland 

should reflect this chronology. 

Historians and archaeologists have typically held that sherds of pottery found at 

a site indicate the time around which these pots were made and in use. Rarely does 

pottery survive for longer than a few hundred years at sites. Coins also reflect this 

dating since their minting dates are nearly always known. If Newgrange and other 
                                                 
25 Geraldine Stout, Newgrange and the Bend of the Boyne (Cork Ireland 2004), p. 37 
26 Alasdair Whittle, Europe in the Neolithic: The Creation of New Worlds (Cambridge UK 1996), p. 247 
27 Brian Haughton, Hidden History, vols. 1-2 (Franklin Lakes NJ 2007), p. 197 
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Megalithic Age sites across Ireland were erected in the post-Roman/Saxon period, 

one would naturally expect to find just these materials there. It should be noted that 

Rome never occupied Ireland. In terms of this evidence Raftery reports: 

ñThere are sixteen reliably documented finds of Roman coins from Ireland. 

They vary from isolated copper coins [to] the gold coins from Newgrangeéand 

the great hoard of silver coins from the north of Ireland. The huge hoard [is] dated 

to the early fifth century A.D. [the time the Romans abandoned Britain]éAbout a 

dozen brooches of varying Roman types are known from IrelandéTwo late 

Roman disc brooches from Newgrange, a widespread late Roman type, are 

otherwise unknown in Ireland. The Newgrange excavations also produced a 

variety of other metal objects of probable Roman manufacture includingéan 

important hoard of gold rings and neck ornaments.ò28 

Although no pottery of prehistoric date has been found at Newgrange, Roman 

artifacts and coins clearly were. That is, in all the thousands of years between the 

supposed construction of Newgrange, no one left datable artifacts there except, it 

seems, in late Roman and Anglo-Saxon times. To get around this anachronism 

Raftery further reports: 

ñSherds of Samian and Aretine [Roman] pottery have been recovered from a 

number of native settlement sites. These distinctive pottery forms were widely 

manufactured and exported across the far-flung empire, and such vessels might, 

perhaps, have been highly prized in an aceramic societyéIt has indeed been 

agreed that in many cases the Roman pottery fragments came to the country many 

centuries after their manufacture from long abandoned villas of the vanished 

empire. The point may be noted but it is not proven.ò29 

Note that this pottery supposedly was brought there ñmany centuries after their 

manufactureò. The improbability that this Roman pottery could have actually 

remained intact for several centuries in Britain and not utilized by Anglo-Saxons or 

Celts living there seems never to have occurred to those who espouse this long 

term survival. And why would the Anglo Saxons and Celts trade these highly 

desirable pots that they themselvesðas well will show belowðdeeply prized? If 

this Roman pottery did not last for many centuries, which is highly probable, since 

pottery is prone to breaking from daily usage, then this pottery arrived at the end or 
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some short time after Rome evacuated England. Raftery continues in order to 

explain away the chronological implications of this material: 

ñThe significance of the Roman finds in Ireland is variously debated, and it is 

likely that no single explanation applies to the material as a whole.  

ñBut trade will not account for all the Roman material in Ireland and other 

interpretations are soughtéPrecious Roman material at Newgrange could have 

been brought there by provincial Roman tourists, pilgrims evenéthe coins and the 

gold hoard might in such a context have been offerings. 

ñOther mechanisms can also be surmised, Irish raiders, returning in the fourth 

and fifth centuries from their attack on a crumbling empire would have brought 

with them souvenirs and loot from plundered Roman villas.ò30 

But why no other forms of pottery, etc., from other periods was left there is not 

explained. Another form of dating Newgrange and other passage graves is to assume 

that these round barrows date to the Neolithic period and then say since Newgrange is 

round like others of its type it, too, is of Neolithic originðthe same tautological 

rationalization we encountered earlier. Richard Bradley and Colleen Batey do just that: 

ñThe best indication of a chronology for these monuments came from 

comparison with structures in other areas, including the stone circle enclosing the 

passage-grave at Newgrange (OôKelly 1982, ch. 6).ò31 

Thus, Clava Cairns are dated because of their similarities to Newgrange and 

vice versa. But neither is dated by astronomy, nor pottery sequence dates, etc. 

Each interpretation of Newgrange and the other passage-grave mounds is fraught 

with severe problems. These interpretations are intended to make them fit into the 

established chronology by dating them to the Late Neolithic period. If the consensus 

was that these mounds were constructed around A.D. 450-900, the Roman find 

would of course be hailed as evidence that fully supports that chronology. It could 

even be argued that when the Saxons invaded Britain and drove the Celts eastward, 

they would have taken their Roman valuables with them. Whittle, in his usual frank 

manner, admits ñwe do not know in any detail the early chronology of passage 
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tombs.ò32 And he further goes on to say that ñIt may never be possible wholly to 

unscramble the chronology of the early horizon of monument building.ò33 

Nevertheless, if these megaliths had been erected much closer to the present 

there would possibly remain some knowledge of it in the folklore of the Irish 

people who had seen it in either its original state or in its later collapsed state still 

retaining parts of its white quartz stone wall. Elizabeth Pepper and John Wilcox 

discuss this folklore: 

ñThe mound or cairn at Newgrange was originally covered with glistening 

white quartzéProfessor M.J. OôKellyôs wife, Claire, has written the definitive 

Guide to Newgrange, a detailed account of the history and new discoveries about 

the prehistoric monument. She recalls a phrase in the old Irish literature describing 

the Brugh (óhouseô or ómansion,ô) as ówhite topped,ô ówith the many lightsô, and 

óbrilliant to approach.ô Although the eighteenth-century discoverer of Newgrange 

could conceive no greater antiquity than that built by the Danes, Claire OôKelly 

surmises that óThe Irish storytellers knew better.ôò34 

How could ancient Irish storytellers know that Newgrange was clad in white 

glistening stones over 3000 years after it had collapsed and been buried in the earth 

by earthworm actionðsomething we will discuss belowðunless they had seen it 

or heard about it from their forefathers and mothers? It is clearly unreasonable to 

believe that this monument could have been constructed 5300 years ago, then 

abandoned in 1200 B.C. and remained unburied by soil and vegetation. Once 

Newgrange was abandoned, vegetation would have grown on it and buried it 

beneath a layer of soil and it would not be recognized as a monument. In fact, its 

discovery was made by a workman who was asked to dig there and found beneath 

the sod white stones as well as carved ones. Nevertheless, old Irish literature is 

replete with mention of this construction. Elizabeth Shee Twohig outlines this:  

ñMany instances are recorded of an association between prehistoric tombs or 

mounds and supernatural beings or gods of early Irish mythology. The best-

documented is the identification (by George Petrie in 1845) of Newgrange as the 

Brú na Bóinne of early Irish literature. The name (broadly translatable as ómansion 

or abode by the Boyneô) occurs in many Irish records; the earliest that survives 

dates to the eleventh century AD, but all have their foundations in much older 
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literature and before that, in oral traditions. Newgrange can be identified as the 

dwelling place of the powerful [Celtic] god Dagda, his wife, Boann, and son 

Aonghus. It has been suggested that the belief that these were the abodes of 

supernatural beings may go back to the time of the construction of the tombs. 

 ñNewgrange in particular, as the home of Dagda, seems to have been specially 

revered and this may explain the deposition around the tomb entranceéof many 

valuable Roman coins and Romano-British ornaments in the fourth century AD. 

The nearby [passage-grave] sites of Dowth and Knowth were used as settlement 

places during the early medieval period, with Knowth especially important as the 

seat of the kings of the territoryéò35 

Apparently Newgrange was not unknown to the early Irish people because they 

knew it was clad with white stones (ñwhite toppedò), was a Brugh (house or 

mansion) and ñbrilliant to approach.ò A mound covered with sod for thousands of 

years does not come to be known by such recent descriptions or belong to the 

pagan Irish gods. 

As for radiocarbon dating Newgrange, Michael OôKelly and Claire OôKelly 

report: ñTwo radiocarbon dates were obtained for the Newgrange tomb from a 

putty-like mixture of burnt soil and sea sand used to caulk the interstices between 

slabs forming the roof of the passageéThe samples came from two separate 

locationséò36 The two radiocarbon dates from a ñmixtureò of burnt soil and sea 

sand that date this monument are poor specimens for radiocarbon dating. Soil is 

not a uniform material of one age wherein the top layer is the latest to have been 

laid down and the layers beneath it are older. Earthworms turn it over 

continuously, bringing to the surface at night deeper particles known as castings (to 

be described below). This is known as bioturbation. Soils take thousands of years 

to form and thus are extremely poor specimens from which to derive a radiocarbon 

date. George Robert Rapp and Christopher L. Hill in this respect admit that 

ñMeasured 14C ages of soil organic matter are always younger than the true ages 

of the soil because of continuous input of organic matter into soils. Differences in 

soil carbon dynamics can result in widely different 14C dates for soils for the same 

age.ò37 They further state: ñGeoarchaeological problems in sample collection 

include: samples taken from eroded or reworked deposits, samples taken from 

                                                 
35 Elizabeth Shee Twohig, Irish Megalithic Tombs (Princes Risborough UK 2004), p. 12 
36 Michael OôKelly, Claire OôKelly, Early Ireland: An Introduction to Irish Prehistory 

(Cambridge UK 2001), p. 110 
37 Rapp and Hill, op.cit., p. 151 
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deposits mixed by bioturbation or cryoturbation, geochemical contamination from 

a fossil-carbon source (for example, limestone or coal) and geochemical 

contamination from nearby organic-decay products like humus. It is critical to 

ascertain that no recycled older carbon is in the sample.ò38 Yet they do not show 

how these recycled old carbon materials can be totally isolated and removed from a 

specimen. 

With regard to dating shells, we cited above that the effect on the dating of 

shells suffers from similar problems. To put it bluntly, the date of Newgrange is 

based strictly on the supposition that it fits the paradigm archaeologists have 

enshrined so that every contradiction to that chronology is removed by ad hoc 

inventions that are themselves not subject to scientific proof. 

KNOWTH  

A lunar geographer claims, as did Marshack earlier, that at the nearby passage-

grave mound at Knowth certain of a set of engravings on a stone inside can be 

interpreted as being the number of days and phases of the lunar month. He further 

suggests that another engraving depicts the face of the Moon through different 

stages of the lunar cycle. According to Francis Reddy and Greg Walz-Chojnacki: 

ñLeonardo da Vinci is generally credited as being the first to portray the 

markings on the Moon realistically, although some small Moon images appear in 

several of the works of Jan van Eyck (1390-1440). Da Vinciôs chalk drawings, 

only one of which is known today, were made between 1505 and 1514ð

surprisingly recent for a depiction of an object so easily. Apart from these efforts, 

all known previous depictions of the Moon appear to be symbolic rather than 

representational. 

ñIn 1994, Philip Stooke of the University of Western Ontario described a 

contender for the oldest lunar map, one that would extend the history of lunar 

map-making back to theéperiod [of ca. 3000 B.C.]. It appeared on a stone that 

archeologists dubbed Orthostat 47 inside the passage tomb of Knowth, located in 

the Boyne Valley of Ireland. Constructed some 5,000 years agoð predating 

Stonehenge in England and the great pyramids of Gizaé 

ñThe óMoon stoneô of Knowth occupies the center recess at the end of the 

tombôs eastern passage. Pecked onto the stone are three long arcs, a short arc, and 

several circular patches, that Stooke believes represent the face of the setting 
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Moon. The markings match the relative positions of lunar features well enough 

that Stooke feels justified in calling it a map. Other patterns pecked onto the same 

stone appear to show the changing orientation of [these] lunar features as the 

Moon rises and sets.ò39 

With respect to the lunar phase calendar they further report: 

ñKerbstone 52, for instance, bears a complex design that some have argued 

represents a lunar calendar. Investigations into astronomical alignments at Knowth 

have shown that at certain times moonlight could stream down the entire 

passage.ò40  

What has generally been overlooked is that at Knowth as well as Newgrange 

cloudy weather would obscure the shining light of the Sun and Moon. Brian 

Haughton comments on this: 

ñThe decoration on one of the megaliths inside Knowth hasébeen touted by 

astronomer Dr. Philip Stookeéas the worldôs first map of the moon. But looking 

at the series of arcs carved into the stone it makes an unconvincing moon map. 

Based on the decoration of this stone and other motifs at Knowth, there have been 

claims thatéthe builders of this monument had unparalleled knowledge of the 

complicated movements of the moon, enabling them to predict eclipses and other 

astronomical events. In the opinion of Dr. Philip Stooke, speaking to BBC News 

Online, in April, 1999, óThey knew a great deal about the motion of the Moon. 

They were not primitive at all.ô I think Mike Pitts sums up ideas such as this 

succinctly when he writes in Hengeworld that ówithout science like mine, runs the 

clear subtext, these guys were savages.ôò41 

Dr. Stooke on his Internet site ñNeolithic Lunar MapsðKnowth Ireland,ò page 

242 shows the phases of the Moon from Kerbstone 52; we have numbered the 

figures to reflect the day and phase. 

 

 

                                                 
39 Francis Reddy and Greg Walz-Chojnacki, Celestial Delights: The Best Astronomical Events 

Through 2010 (Berkeley CA 2002), p. 23  
40 Ibid.  
41 Brian Haughton, Haunted Spaces, Sacred Places (Franklin Lakes NJ 2008), pp. 9-10 
42 Neolithic Lunar Maps at Knowth, http://www.knowth.com/lunar-maps.htm 
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Figure 3 

 

 

As one can plainly see, the supposed days of the lunar month on the lower part 

of the drawing are all crescents but these do no grow in any way as the Moon 

waxes and wanes. They also point in the same direction but should, after new 

Moon, point opposite to each other. Then suddenly there are seven circles that all 

resemble the full Moon. As with Marshackôs depictions this in no way reflects the 

phases of the lunar month. The only evidence that supports this interpretation is the 

interpretation itself. 

With respect to the map of the Moonôs surface features, Stooke has selected one 

of a set of three carvings from a figure and applied that, and only that, as strictly 

representative of the full Moonôs face. The other two carvings are not highly 

similar to the one he chose. He maintains that figure B (below) is an excellent 

depiction of the lunar surface when observed by the naked eye at full Moon. But 

the lines could be anything else or nothing. The interpretation is in the eye and 

mind of the beholder. Compare depictions A and C to B.  
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Figure 4 

 

For Stookeôs full evidence see his paper on the Internet.43 In neither case, the 

phase changes of the Moon during the lunar month, nor the physical aspects of the 

lunar surface are conclusive. Sharynne MacLeod NicMhacha explains how and 

why Stooke connected these features because of his occupation as a planetary 

cartographer: 

ñIn 1999 Dr. David Whitehouse, the Science Editor of the BBC, released a 

report about a potentially remarkable discovery. It stated that Dr. Phillip [sic] 

Stookeé had evidently discovered what may be a map of the MoonéDr. Stooke 

is a planetary cartographer who regularly works with NASA charting the planets 

of outer space. His knowledge of the Moonôs surface enabled him to view an 

apparently meaningless or undecipherable design with a different eye and see 

something in it.ò44 

                                                 
43 Philip Stooke, ñNeolithic Lunar Maps at Knowth and Baltinglass, Irelandò in The Journal of the 

History of Astronomy vol. XXV (1994) pp. 39-55; http://adsabs.harvard.edu/full/1994JHA....25...39S 
44 Sharynne MacLeod NicMhacha, Queen of the Night: Rediscovering the Celtic Moon Goddess 

(Boston MA 2005), p. 98 
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An important aspect of Knowth in terms of chronology was also pointed out by 

NicMhacha: ñThe BBC report also mentioned that certain investigations at Knowth 

(which were not specified) showed that, at certain times of the year, moonlight 

shines down the eastern passage of the tomb and may have illuminated the lunar 

map.ò45 This is quite similar to the Sunôs rays penetrating to the center of 

Newgrange during the winter solstice. If one were to assume that the phases of the 

Moon are indeed represented on the carving there and that the lunar map that 

Stooke has presented is valid, what can one say about the chronology of Knowth? 

Since moonlight can possibly shine down the eastern passage and fall on the map 

presently as supposedly well into the ancient prehistoric past some 5000 years ago, 

then it could have done so between A.D. 450 and 900, and again this possible 

evidence in no way refutes Velikovskyôs hypothesis. For example, Philip Coppens 

reports at yet another site, which relates to the Coligny Calendar that we will 

discuss below, that 

ñin the Knocknarea area is a small passage cairn with a roof box. The roof box 

opens to the northwest and might be interpreted as falling into the same category 

as an identical roof box at Newgrange. But this is oriented too far north for the 

setting sun, and too far for the northernmost reaches of the moon, where it goes 

once every Metonic [19 year] cycle. 

ñOn the 17th March, 1980, Martin Brennan and Jack Roberts saw a beam of 

light from the rising sun that illuminated a carved stone at the back of the rock 

lined passage in the great mound called Cairn T at Loughcrew. Two weeks later, 

on the evening of the first of April, Brennan and his colleagues watched the rising 

moon from the same spot. As the moon appeared over the horizon, a shaft of light 

was projected along the passage and onto the same carved stone. The northern and 

southern reach of the moon is always around the equinoxéWhereas Knowth 

ómightô be aligned, Cairn T at Loughcrew definitely [today] has both lunar and 

solar alignments incorporated into it. It was therefore not long afterwards that 

Philip J. Stookeédiscovered that if moonlight were to shine on the back stone of 

the eastern passage at Knowth, it would illuminate the map of the moon itself.46 

Not only does the winter solstice sunset still shine down the passages of 

Newgrange, and Cairn T at Loughcrew today but it does so at several other passage 

graves, as pointed out by Edwin C. Krupp, a staunch critic of Velikovsky who 

states: 

                                                 
45 Ibid. 
46 Coppens, op.cit., p. 108 



Charles Ginenthal, Pillars of the Past, vol. IV 125 

 

ñSeveral other chambered passage graves and other tombs in northwestern 

Europe also are aligned astronomically [as in Newgrange], for example, winter 

solstice sunset at Clava in Scotland, winter solstice sunset at Maes Howe (Orkney, 

Scotland), winter solstice sunrise at [the great cist tomb] La Roche-aux-Fées in 

Brittany (France), and winter solstice sunrise and the major standstill southern 

moonrise at Gavrôinis, near Carnac, Brittany.ò47 

With respect to Maes Howe, Haughton comments: ñAnother aspect of Maes 

Howe shared by Newgrange is its alignment, the entrance of both structures 

southwest, in the direction of the midwinter sunset. At the time of the Midwinter 

solstice the rays of the setting sun shine down through the passageway at Maes 

Howe, illuminating the back wall of the central chamber.ò48 A brief perusal of 

these sites on the internet will confirm that these sites today have the setting Sunôs 

rays on the winter solstice still streaming down these passages. So how does one 

prove astronomically that they date back to Neolithic times? This evidence deeply 

undercuts any such absolute assertions that they can be astronomically dated. 

Again, not only in Ireland, Scotland, and France does the Sun at the solstice 

presently align itself with the passage graves of Newgrange, and the Moon 

possibly with Knowth, and the Sun and Moon at Cairn T at Loughcrew, etc., etc., 

but we find the same type of present-day alignments exist elsewhere in the 

megalithic world. For example, on the Island of Malta Coppens reports: 

ñJoseph Ellul was the son of the caretaker of the Hagar Qim, one of Maltaôs 

most spectacular megalithic temples. Ellul was thus immersed in a life-long 

interest in the Maltese megaliths, which led him to observe that the main entrance 

of Hagar Qim was aligned with the moon at the rising position of its major 

summer standstill. It wasnôt until 29th June 1980 that he was able to take 

photographic evidence of this phenomenon, and even then persuading the 

archaeologistsðwho at the time were very much like the rest of the scientific 

world, i.e., not interested in astronomical alignments of ancient monumentsðwas 

an arduous task.ò49 

Here, too, at Malta the megalithic alignments cannot only be dated into 

Neolithic times but also to the present day which well allows for their construction 

in the post-Roman/Medieval epoch. 

                                                 
47 Edwin C. Krupp, Echoes of the Ancient Skies: The Astronomy of Lost Civilizations (Mineola 

NY 2003), p. XI 
48 Haughton, Haunted Spacesé, op.cit., p.54 
49 Coppens, op.cit., p. 107 



 VELIKOVSKIAN   Vol. IX, nos. 1, 2, 3, 4 

 

126 

Lastly, there are also the designated óSundialô slabs at Knowth that are inferred 

may have been used to measure the hours of the day. If indeed these sundials 

correlated with the same length of the day as the Earthôs position and distance to 

the Sun that exists today, again this would call into question Velikovskyôs thesis. 

Wun Chok Bong outlines these so-called sundials at Knowth: 

ñOne of the slab carvingsðKerbstone 15ðinside the mound is said to have 

served as a solar clock tracking the movement of the sun, showing that Knowth 

was an observatory.éK 15 is thought to be a sundial because of the straight lines 

radiating from the center to surrounding elongated dots forming a semicircular 

pattern. The ódotô is a hole carved deep into the rock surface, which is believed to 

have once held a pole to cast a shadow indicating the approximate time of day. Its 

crescent-shaped carvings may also be interpreted as a lunar calendar [with over 18 

ovals [left] some of which may be broken off]. The so-called solar clock is a 

semicircle with two centrally placed dots or holes (one off-center). So it is highly 

unlikely it is an instrument for telling time [which would use only one hole to hold 

a shadow marker]. There are nineteen radiating lines carved into the surface.é No 

archaeologist has tested the Knowth ósundial.ô Therefore its function for recording 

solar movement is pure speculation. [Of another so-called sundial kerbstone at 

Knowth we learn:] However, Anthony Murphy, author of the website 

www.mythicalireland.com states that óthis sundial will never work now because it 

is hidden from the sun due to an overhanging concrete ledge which protects the 

kerbstone from rain.ò50  

These supposed sundials can nevertheless be tested. One need only make a copy 

of them on a large flat surface and place long pegs in the holes to determine if they 

work properly. In this case we have a unique situation in which the instruments can 

be scientifically tested and should be. Let us assume that they do work properly in 

the present conditions of the Sun-Earth relationship. What would this prove in 

terms of chronology for the construction of Knowth vis-à-vis Velikovsky? 

Nothing, because there is no solid evidence to date Knowth into Neolithic times. 

Unless, and only unless one has unimpeachable scientific evidence to do so, none 

of the evidence at Knowth refutes Velikovsky. 

 

                                                 
50 Wun Chok Bong, The Godsô Machine (Berkeley CA 2008), pp. 15-16 

http://www.mythicalireland.com/


Charles Ginenthal, Pillars of the Past, vol. IV 127 

 

PART II  

GERALD S. HAWKINS, VELIKOVSKY, AND 

STONEHENGE 
 

The same argument that we raised earlier regarding Alexander Marshackôs 

thesis challenging Velikovskyôs hypothesis applies even more strongly to Gerald S. 

Hawkinsôs alignment thesis for Stonehenge. Hawkins argues: ñthe [astronomical] 

values found from Stonehenge for the obliquity of the earthôs axis and the 

inclination of the lunar orbit about 2000 B.C.éagree with modern extrapolation 

[into the past which shows no evidence of a poleshift]. These Stonehenge values 

are perhaps the best rebuttal of Velikovskyôs thesis of cataclysmic shifts in the axis 

of the earth in the first Millennium B.C.ò51 A year later Charles M. Fair echoes this 

argument. 

ñOne line of evidence crucial to Velikovskyôs theory is that relating to the 

arrangement of the heavens prior to the two eras of catastrophe he is 

tallyingéProfessor Gerald Hawkinsépurported to show that Stonehenge was 

(and still can be) used to sight the sun on the morning of the summer-solstice 

(June 21st). More, Hawkins said a ring of 56 holes, known as Aubrey or X holes 

had been used to predict lunar cycles [for eclipses].ò52 

Here, Fair inadvertently admits to the flaw in this argument. He specifically 

states that not only did Stonehenge produce this summer solstice in prehistory but 

it supposedly ñstill can beéused to sight the sun on the morning of the summer-

solstice (June 21).ò In terms of the Sun supposedly doing this today, how does one 

date Stonehenge to the Neolithic and Bronze Ages? Obviously, it is the lunar 

alignments that correlate with Hawkinsôs dating of that monument. These will be 

analyzed below and especially at the end of the unit which deals with C.A. Peter 

Newham. Fair asks: ñHow could Thebes as Velikovsky suggests have changed, 

latitude and Stonehenge not?ò53 Hawkinsôs criticisms have been picked up by 

several critics of Velikovsky. Bertram F. Wilcox, Professor Emeritus at Cornell 

University, in Ithaca, New York, although sympathetic to Velikovskyôs theory, is 
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ñgiven pause by many doubts and objections, such as the chronology of 

Stonehengeéò54 Duncan Steel claims ñAll you really need to know about 

Immanuel Velikovskyôs absurd astronomical ideas [is found in] Hawkins, G.S., in 

association with J. B. White, Stonehenge Decoded.ò55 

Interestingly, Steel, at the Second SIS Conference ñNatural Catastrophes during 

Bronze Age Civilization,ò held in 1997, presented a paper ñwhich was more 

speculative, although based onéastronomical data and interpretations. Steel 

suggested that the construction around 3500 B.C. of the Great Cursus near 

Stonehenge, and that around 3100 B.C. of the first stage of Stonehenge itself were 

intended as predictors of catastrophes, since there were the approximate times 

when the orbit of the giant proto-Encke comet intersected that of the Earth.ò56 Here 

Steel argued, as Velikovsky had first done, before claiming that Stonehenge was 

built after the 8th century B.C. catastrophe, that Stonehenge had been rearranged 

because of changes in the Earthôs orbital parameters. 

Aubrey Burl suggests the same concept: ñIt is believed that the catastrophe [that 

for a long period brought on a megalithic Dark Age] was the result of a volcanic 

eruption in Greenland, but, whatever the cause, its effects were felt all over 

northern Europe and were disastrous for the inhabitants of Britain and Ireland. 

Helpless in a seemingly never-ending calamity, they turned away from the 

ancestors they believed had once protected them and, instead, looked to the 

threatening skies. Stone circles were born of desperation. 

ñPeople pleaded with those skies, hoping to calm them.ò57 

Elizabeth Chesley Baity also asks: ñI wonder why megalithic observatories fell 

into disuse; were the astronomers who manned them the victims of conquests or of 

natural disasters?ò58 
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When Velikovsky originally suggested that the changes at Stonehenge over 

time reflected fear of catastrophes from the skies before changing that chronology, 

he was mocked for doing so. Yet when others suggest that similar catastrophes 

caused the people at Stonehenge to change their religious and megalithic 

constructions, no vulgar or mocking criticism is ever directed at them. 

E.C. Krupp argues ñEven Stonehenge [phase] I in Wiltshire with its recalibrated 

radiocarbon date of at least 2800 B.C. includes astronomical alignments that are under-

standable only in the absence of Velikovskian catastrophes.ò59 Krupp further argues: 

ñArchaeoastronomy provides us with sites like Temple Wood in Argyll, 

however, which antedate the Venus collision, and yet which are accurately aligned 

on significant moonsets, as we might expect had no collisions [posited by 

Velikovsky] occurred at all.ò60 

This evidence regarding Temple Wood was presented by Alexander Thom, 

whom we will discuss below, to correlate with lunar horizon alignments that were 

employed to date this site. 

Clive L.N. Ruggles, however, in his criticism of Thom and thereby of E.C. 

Krupp respecting Temple Wood, states:  

ñ[Thomôs] idea immediately runs into serious trouble because, as emerged in 

the reassessment by this author in 1981, no fewer than twenty-one of the forty 

horizon features in the dataset [he used] are not actually indicated at alléA 

further five foresights [used for the lunar alignments] can not in fact be seen from 

the backsight because of the intervention of local ground, and one is non-existent. 

Thus only thirteen of the forty [foresights] actually represent indicated horizon 

features in the first place [for alignments with lunar positions]é 

ñOf course, it can be argued that [these] indicators may have disappeared since 

prehistoric times, or even that they were never necessary anyway, since if people 

were using horizon features for important astronomical observations they are 

likely to have known where to look, and only needed the observing position to be 

marked. The problem is that if we simply speculate that this was the case wherever 

we find a promising potential foresight, then we are going far beyond what the 

archaeological record actually tells us.éIn order to test the idea that horizon 
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foresights were used for which no indication (now) exists, we would need a 

different and much more careful methodology capable of extracting something 

believable from the data and avoiding circular argument.ò61 

In fact, in 1983 Krupp was forced to admit that the evidence from Temple 

Wood was spurious at best. Of course, he has never retracted his critique of 

Velikovsky regarding Temple Wood. Krupp writes: 

ñThe uprights near the prehistoric Temple Wood stone circle form a line of 

possible moon watching stations according to Alexander Thom. More than one 

óplace to standô [to observe these lunar alignments] is needed in order to fine-

detail the changing positions of northernmost and southernmost moonsets. The 

Thom interpretation has been challenged by some who cite a somewhat similar 

arrangement of stones at Barbeck just 5½ miles north. That site does not seem to 

have lunar sightlinesò62 

He finally was forced, because of the growing evidence, to admit: 

ñThose who challenge the concept of precise lunar observatories doubt that the 

extrapolation methods by A. Thom really work. These methods still leave many 

features of the stone grid unexplained and require intricate and abstract reasoning 

to put into operation the features that do work. We are left somewhat mystified, 

then, by alignments that indicate moonrises and moonsets with high precision, 

higher than seem possible.ò63 

The lunar evidence that Krupp claimed requires ñthe absence of Velikovskian 

catastrophesò has failed at Temple Wood because, as Ruggles stated, it is 

apparently not capable of ñextracting something believable from the set,ò and that 

evidence has failed to ñavoid circular reasoning.ò The precision of these lunar 

alignments, which Krupp hailed as a refutation of Velikovsky, he admitted was not 

at all ñaccurateò at Temple Wood, although that accuracy was exactly what he 

maintained existed there. Having failed to retract this erroneous attack we are not 

mystified by Kruppôs extreme hypothesis which holds Temple Woodôs lunar positions 

ñwhich are accurately aligned to significant moonsetsò are based on ñdoubts that the 

extrapolation[s]éreally work,ò because they ñrequire intricate and abstract 

reasoning,ò and ñleave many featureséunexplained.ò He holds that the original 

ñaccuracyò is now based on ñpossible moon-watching stations,ò not on ñknown 
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moon-watching stations.ò Krupp ultimately goes on to state the following regarding 

lunar alignments for prehistoric times based on megaliths and horizon markers: 

ñUnfortunately, there are too many variables and actual difficulties to permit 

such exactitude. Prehistoric lunar observatories pinpoint the moon only when it is 

on the horizon, and the time of moonrise and moonset might not coincide exactly 

with the moment the moon reached its limit. Even if the moments of the monthôs 

extremes occurred close to the time of moonrise or moonset, the moon itself might 

[not be full but could] be anywhere in its monthly phases. The moon, therefore, 

might rise or set during the daytime. It would be difficult under those 

circumstances to see it low in the horizon. Partial phases [of the Moon] also could 

be difficult to measure even at night, if the moonôs dark edge [which cannot be 

seen] happened to be at the critical spot behind the foresight. On top of these 

difficulties, bad weather or clouds, at least now and then, would mask the moon 

and make the megalithic astronomers miss a night [or even a few nights]. 

ñOther factors would also complicate the moonwatcherôs work.é 

[R]efractionédoes vary somewhatéand that introduces a little error into the 

observations. Also, the moonôs orbit is not a perfect circle. Sometimes the moon is 

a bit closer to us, at other times a bit farther. These variations also can affect the 

exact position of the moon on the horizon. Finally, the moon is not a point of light 

but a fairly large objectéSomehow the prehistoric astronomers had to make sure 

they always measured the position of the same point on the moonôs disk. Failure to 

do so would introduce a little more error. 

ñAll these problems are realéThe only way the megalithic astronomers could 

have side-stepped these problems was by devising a technique that would let them 

figure out the true extreme position of the moon without actually seeing the moon 

reach it.ò64 

All these factors, Krupp admitted, make ancient knowledge of the lunar 

alignments during these major moonset or moonrise positions extremely dubious. 

However, this again is the very point Krupp claimed these ancient astronomers 

knew that disposes of Velikovskyôs hypothesis. Therefore, we have rather clear-cut 

evidence that the Sunôs positions at the solstices, as seen in the passages at 

Newgrange, possibly at Knowth, at Cairn T, Loughcrew, Maes Howe, Clava, and 

La Roche-aux-Fées can still be observed today which allows for these monuments 

to have been built in post-Roman/Saxon times. We also have the Moon shine down 

passages at Cairn T Ireland, at Gavrôinis near Carnac, and at Hagar Qim on Malta, 
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which allows these monuments to have been built in post-Roman/Saxon times. 

Both the Sun and the Moon have alignments that place the Megalithic Age well 

past any of Velikvoskyôs catastrophes, but of course, this will not be addressed in 

the published literature. Related to the failure to address this evidence is the fact 

that Velikovsky has written a full response to Hawkinsôs critique only one year 

after Stonehenge Decoded was written in the April, 1967 edition of Yale Scientific 
Magazine. What follows is Velikovskyôs answer to Hawkins: 

ñStonehenge 

ñIn 1963 and 1964, a young and talented astronomer, Professor Gerald S. 

Hawkins, published two papers in the British magazine Nature (October 26, 1963 

and June 27, 1964). The subject of the papers was developed by him in articles 

(Harpers, June 1964; American Scientist, December 1965; Physics Today, April 

1966); in a book (1965), Stonehenge Decoded; and in many lectures before 

scientific societies and the public. In the 1963 article Hawkins claimed that 

Stonehenge, a stone monument on Salisbury plain in England, was erected for 

astronomical observationséand that the purpose was to watch the sun rising on 

the summer solsticesébut he claimed further that with certain four selected points 

as observational stations, the extent of the swing along the horizon between the 

rising and setting points of the moon in summer and winter can also be followed 

up. Also with some additional selected points the movements of the sun could be 

aligned with great precision for winter solstice as well. Such a purpose is readily 

conceivable; the problem then is: if the ancient alignments are still valid, how 

could my reconstruction of past events of catastrophic nature, with solsticial sun 

rising points repeatedly dislodged, be true? Not a small share of the public interest 

in Hawkinsô theory can be attributed to this predicament. 

ñBefore we examine 1. whether the alignments are true today and 2. whether 

they were the same in ancient times, I would like to present Hawkinsô view on the 

motives that guided the ancients in erecting Stonehengeéas Hawkins saysé 

ñThey (the Stonehengers) had the means to confirm that the sun was on course. 

They certainly had reasons to be vitally concerned with the observations. If the sun 

ever failed to turn at the heel stone at midsummer and day after day rose further to 

the left [of it], then intense heat and drought would surely follow. Today we have 

absolute confidence in the regular movement of the Earth around the Sun. 

(Hawkins, American Scientist, December 1965, p. 395 

ñThis concern of the ancient Stonehengers is, of course, hardly understandable if 

past experience had given no reasons for such apprehension. This, however, Hawkins 
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does not consider and thus he ascribes to the ancients on the one hand very advanced 

ideas like building an astronomical computer (his second article and thesis), and, on the 

other hand, an apparently unfound fear that the sun might go out of control.ò65 

Along these very same lines, David D. Zink explains: 

ñéVelikovsky, criticising Hawkinsô analysis of Stonehenge, calls our attention 

to an issue which has by no means been resolved. On the one hand, he observes, 

Hawkins asks us to believe that those who built Stonehenge could design and 

build an astronomical computer. On the other hand, inquiring into their motives, 

Hawkins explained their actions by attributing to them a perfectly groundless fear 

that the sunôs movement might become irregular. Whether or not Velikovskyôs 

scenarioéis valid, his point is well taken. The immense effort expended in the 

construction of Stonehenge and the astronomical understanding displayed therein 

is inconsistent with a neurotic concern with the sunôs actions.ò66 

Velikovsky attributed this fear on the part of the Stonehenge people to their having 

psychologically remembered the catastrophes which affected the Earthôs orbit and 

axial tilt because of his chronology. We do not attribute such a fear on the part of 

these ancient people because our chronology places these megalithic constructions in 

the post-Roman epoch. The rest of Velikovskyôs critique, however, continues: 

ñIn his second paper in Nature (1964), titled óStonehenge: A Neolithic 

Computerô, Hawkins claimed that the Stonehengers dug out 56 holes in a circle 

(Aubrey holes from the name of their 17th century discoverer) around Stonehenge 

in order to predict lunar eclipses. Hawkins wrote in the preface to his book: óIn 

retrospect it is a conservative hypothesis for it allows the Stonehenger to be equal 

to, but not better than, me. Many facts, for example, the 56-year eclipse cycle, 

were not known to me and other astronomers, but were discovered (or rather 

rediscovered) from the decoding of Stonehenge.ô  

ñA 56-year eclipse cycle was unknown to modern astronomers, but known to 

the Stonehengers and learned from them by Hawkins who, in order to find this 

secret of Stonehenge, used a modern computer. 
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ñHow important was it for the neolithic (late Stone Age) dwellers of Salisbury 

plain to know in advance the times of lunar eclipses? Their computer was not built 

to predict solar eclipses. 

ñóI could visualize Stonehenge being an instrument which was useful for giving 

some warning of the danger of an eclipse,ô says Hawkins in American Scientist, and 

in his book he details this warning system: óNot more than half of those eclipses 

were visible from Stonehenge but the good chance that the inevitable eclipse might 

have been visible from England would have made it well worth while for the 

Stonehenge priests to use winter moonrise over the heel stone as a danger signal. 

Far better to call the people out for a false alarmðand then perhaps claim that 

skilled intercession had averted the disasterðthan to fail to call them out and have 

the eclipse come without warning!ô (Stonehenge Decoded, pp. 139-40).  

ñThe ancient computer could predict lunar eclipses only during one winter 

month, when óthe full moon nearest the winter solstice rose over the heel stone.ô 

Thus, the priests of Stonehenge could not spread the alarm during the entire 

yearðlunar eclipses may occur in any of the twelve months of the year; but in 

order not to compromise themselves they alarmed their congregation, even of 

lunar eclipses that would be visible only in the southern hemisphere, because their 

computer was geared for such performance: Close to the time of the winter 

solstice it was in working condition. The Stonehengers, apprehensive of the 

danger of lunar eclipses, were unconcerned about solar eclipses because their 56-

hole digit computer was attuned only to the 56-year cycle of lunar eclipses, which 

Hawkins refers to óas those most frightening thingsô (Stonehenge Decoded, p. 147) 

ñAccording to Hawkins no other purpose of astronomical character will be 

discovered in Stonehenge since he has tried out every alignment: óI think there is 

little else in these areas that can be discovered at Stonehengeô (p. 147). 

ñSince there are many more holes besides the Aubrey or X ring of 56 holes 

(closer to the sarsen monuments are 30 holes of a Y ring and 29 holes of Z ring, 

and inside the ring of the monoliths there are 59 holes prepared for bluestones, 

from which those stones were removed) and many stones large and small, as well, 

Hawkins subjected all possible alignments to a computer test to seek out their 

possible significance in observing celestial bodies. 

ñóThere are so many possible Stonehenge alignmentð27,060 between 165 

positionsðthat one could be found to point to practically anything in the sky, and, 

vice versa, there are so many objects in the skyðperhaps literally an infinite 

numberðthat hardly any line extended from earth could fail to hit at least oneô 

(Stonehenge Decoded, p. 104). 
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ñCorrelations 

ñWith 27,060 alignments in a structure designed as an observatory it is 

surprising to read that óstars and planets yielded no detectable correlationô 

(Hawkins in Nature, October 26, ô63). There was óno significant matching with 

planets or with bigger stars, Sirius, Canopus, Arcturus, Betelgeuse, Spica, Vegaéô 

(Hawkins in Harperôs, June, 1964). Not one planet, and not a single prominent star 

qualified, despite so many chances. The thought must occur that Stonehenge, if it 

was used for astronomical observations, must have been put together, let us say, 

originally, under a different celestial order. I say óoriginallyô because it will be 

shown that Stonehenge was repeatedly reordered. 

ñVisiting Stonehenge in the summer of 1957, I, like other visitors, could not 

but be greatly impressed by the huge monoliths capped by lintels, all shaped by 

human hand; there is a circle of such rectangular stones and inside the circle still 

larger stones capped to form trilithons. The larger of these ósarsenô stones weigh 

up to fifty tons each, and all the ósarsensô were brought south a distance of 20 

miles to Stonehenge. Less spectacular features, not paid attention to by many a 

visitor, include a circular ditch with raised banks surrounding the area in which, in 

concentric rings, the already mentioned X, Y, and Z holes surround the sarsen 

monoliths. Inside the ring of these monoliths, but outside the horseshoe-like 

formation of trilithons (originally five in number), there are 59 or 60 holes, some 

of them still occupied by óbluestones,ô five or so feet high and weighing four to six 

tons each: inside the horseshoe there is another horseshoe of bluestones. Outside 

the circular ditch, but actually in an óavenueô formed by two parallel extensions of 

the ditch, stands a roughly shaped (not trimmed by hand) stone with its apex 

leaning from the verticalðthe so-called Heel stone. It is not located centrally in 

the avenue, but closer to one of the side ditches. Several holes found in the avenue 

suggest that at various times other stones the size of the Heel stone stood in them, 

or that the Heel stone itself was moved from one to another of them and finally to 

its present position in the avenue. Between the Heel stone and the sarsen stones 

lies the so-called óSlaughter Stone.ô 

ñIt is generally believed that on the summer solstice (June 21) the sun, viewed 

from the central position through an aperture between two sarsen slabs, rises directly 

over the Heel stone; this belief also served as the initial assumption of Hawkinsô 

theories. However, the official guide book on Stonehenge, written by Professor of 

Archaeology R.J.C. Atkinson and published by the British Government, states: 



 VELIKOVSKIAN   Vol. IX, nos. 1, 2, 3, 4 

 

136 

ñóIt is commonly believed that on 21st June, when today large crowds gather to see 

the dawn, an observer at the centre of Stonehenge will see the sun rise immediately 

over the Heel Stone, and that it will cast a shadow of the top of the Heel Stone on the 

Altar Stone. Neither of these widely held beliefs is correct. Today the midsummer sun 

rises appreciably to the left of the Heel Stone, and when Stonehenge was built it rose 

even further to the left; it will not rise over the Heel Stone for more than a thousand 

years.ô Atkinson is the recognized authority on Stonehenge. 

ñWhen Hawkins published his theory, Atkinson came out with annihilating 

criticism (Nature 210, 1302, 1966; The New York Review of Books, June 23, 1966) 

and developed it in greater detail under the title óMoonshine on Stonehengeô in the 

September 1966 issue of Antiquity, a scholarly magazine published in England. 

ñAtkinson accused Hawkins of being very inexact with figures and 

measurement. Instead of making measurements on the spot, Hawkins used two 

different maps, one of them by Atkinson, which, as the latter stressed, was never 

made for such a purpose, being intended only to show the approximate positions 

of the stones and holes, ówholly inappropriate as a basis for accurate 

measurement.ô The other map comes from ña now obsolete Ministry of Works 

plan for earlier editions of the official guide. Further, Atkinson stresses that even 

then Hawkins permits himself an inadmissible tolerance of two degrees of arc in 

accepting non-alignment as perfect alignment. He does this óin spite of the fact 

that 2º is equivalent to about four diameters of the sun or moonô whereas with a 

pair of sticks the rising or setting of the Sun can be fixed within ñrepeatable limits 

of 5 minutes of arcò or 24 times more accurately. óTranslated into practical terms, 

it means for instance, that the Heel stone could be moved 12 feet to the north-east 

without affecting Hawkinôs [sic] claim.ô 

ñSunrise 

ñHawkins says, ówe have no record of what the ancients took to be the instant 

of sunrise. Was it the first gleam or the moment when the whole disk stands on the 

horizon?ô (Nature, 1963) Feeling free to select either one or the other, he mostly 

choses [sic] the complete emergence of the disk in fixing the rising point on the 

horizon, but occasionally half the disk, and then also (for 2000 B.C.) one full 

diameter above the horizon (Stonehenge, Pl. 18). This is hardly permissible: on the 

solar solstice the sun rises obliquely, and when it is in full view its lower limb is 

not even approximately where its upper limb is when the first ray of sunshine 

appears: in one instance, incidentally, Hawkins refers to a 2º displacement of the 

sun along the horizon during the time of emergence. 
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ñContrary to that assumption that the ancients have not left any tradition for 

what they regarded as the rising moment of the sun, we have records, from many 

ancient civilizationsðEgyptian, Hebrew (Temple of Solomon), Mexicanðthat the 

shining forth of the first ray of the sun was the moment. The heliacal rising of a 

star, important in the reckoning of the so-called Sothis period in Egypt, was 

defined by the moment the first ray of the sun showed up.  

ñóThe Temple of Jerusalem was so built that on the two equinoctial days the first 

ray of the rising sun shone directly through the eastern gate.ô (Worlds in Collision, 

p. 318 with a reference to the Tractate Erubin of the Jerusalem Talmud). 

ñAtkinson showed by a number of examples that Hawkins in obtaining 

supposedly significant alignments for the moon and the sun, made ñinadmissibleò 

claims. Thus of eight alignments claimed for Stonehenge III (one of the several 

periods during which the monument was taking its shape) ófour of them fall 

outside Hawkinsô own arbitrary limits of error; two more involve fallen stones; 

and one would almost certainly have been blocked by the Slaughter Stone when 

upright.ô Especially offended is Professor Atkinson by Hawkinsô claims based on 

Bernoulliôs law of statistical chance. óThe probability quoted is wrong; the method 

of testing the hypothesis is wrong; and the restriction of the possible sight-

lineséis wholly inadmissible.ô 

ñThe final blow came when it was shown that the 56 year cycle of lunar 

eclipses, first allegedly discovered by the Stonehengers, does not exist in nature. 

Yet this was the only basis for identifying the 56 Aubrey holes and with them the 

entire Stonehenge complex as an ancient computer. óSuch eclipses repeat every 65 

years (in periods of 19, 19 and 27 years) and not every 56 years (19, 19, and 18 

years) as claimed by Hawkinsô, write R. Colton and R.I. Martin in Nature for 

February 4, 1967, in a paper titled óEclipse Cycles and Eclipses at Stonehenge.ô 

They also produce a table of eclipses for the last hundred years to demonstrate the 

true cycle. óThe Aubrey holes at Stonehenge were not constructed to predict 

eclipses on a 56 year cycle.ô  

ñThus of the entire theory not one thing is left.ò67 

For an in-depth analysis of Hawkinsôs failure as well as that of Sir Fred Hoyle 

and C.A. Peter Newham to date Stonehenge via astro-archaeological evidence, see 

Peter Lancaster Brownôs Megaliths, Myths and Men.68 We will deal with Hoyle 

and Newham in the following units. Velikovskyôs analysis of Hawkinsôs thesis 
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based on astro-archaeological interpretations cannot be used to date Stonehenge; 

not only is it uncorroborated by any other form of scientific evidence, it is riddled 

with problems and contradictions. It is not even órigorously unreliableô but simply 

ñunreliable.ò And, as we will see below, radiocarbon dating and Hawkinsôs 

alignments are in total contradiction to one another. 

What attracted Hawkins and those who followed in the same astro-

archaeological tradition after him was the fact that these theses had what appeared 

to be the trappings of science placed in an archaeological and chronological 

framework. The problem with all the astro-archaeological theses that came after 

Hawkins is that they suffered from the same defects. While they appeared 

ñrigorousò in terms of astronomy, the scientific trappingsðwhen later examined 

by other researchersðsimply fell to pieces. To paraphrase Duncan Steel: ñAll you 

need to know about Gerald Hawkinsôs absurd astronomical ideas is to be found in 

Velikovskyôs response and in all the work that followed.ò 
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PART III  

 

STONEHENGE ACCORDING TO HOYLE;  

LUNAR AND SOLAR ECLIPSES  
 

Sir Fred Hoyle, who had been invited to evaluate Hawkinsôs theory by Glyn 

Daniel, the editor of the journal Antiquity, presented his own ingenious solution for 

how these ancient people could have predicted eclipses based on the very same 56 

Aubrey Holes. Hoyleôs solution, like that of Hawkins, nevertheless suffered from 

errors that precluded it as well. As we noted above, Velikovsky pointed out in the 

Nature (February 4, 1967) paper by R. Colton and R.L. Martin titled ñEclipse 

Cyclesò that ñThe [56] Aubrey holes at Stonehenge were not constructed to predict 

eclipses on a 56 year cycle.ò Lancaster Brown showed that Colton and Martin: 

ñéfirst took [the] opportunity [to] point out the false reasoning relating to the 

19-year Metonic cycle being a hitherto unrecognized cycle as Hawkins claimed. 

Several writers had already referred to the fact that there is no true 

commensurability between the 18.61-year nodal swing [of the moonôs orbit] and 

the 19 yearéphase cycle [when the Moon returns to the same position and phase 

as it did 19 years earlier]. Damningly Martin found that Hawkins had overlooked 

the fact that the moon is not in direct opposition (180º) to the sun after successive 

periods of this alleged cycle.ò69 

This means that the Moon would not be at, or near enough to, the proper node 

[the point where the Moon and the Earthôs orbits intersect] to be eclipsed by the 

earthôs shadow or to eclipse the sun.ò Colton and Martin noted that the 19-, 19-, 

18-year (=56) sequence suggested by Hawkins is actually 19, 19, 18 years plus 11 

days. As an eclipse ócycleô it is very short indeed because there is no way to 

compensate for the error in the two 19-year periods.ò70 Hoyle, however, 

determined a solution that compensated for this which we will discuss below. 

What he did was completely change the computing system of Hawkins to one 

which organized the way these Neolithic people interpreted the sky and applied 

that understanding to the Aubrey Holes. He set up three markers that were to be 

moved around the 56 Aubrey Holes to correlate with the yearly positions of the 
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Sun along the ecliptic, and with the monthly positions of the Moon whose orbit is 

tilted to the ecliptic by about five degrees, and with the precession of the lunar 

nodes over the 18.61-year cycle. In this respect he had the two planes set in space 

for the Sun and the Moonôs orbits connected to the 18.61-year nodal cycle 

organized by the three markers set at the proper places on the Aubrey holes. 

Michael J. Crowe explains how Hoyleôs computer works: 

ñIf we place a marker in Aubrey hole #10 and move it counterclockwise at the 

rate of 2 holes every 13 days, it will move through the 56 holes in (13Å56/2 =) 364 

days or almost exactly one year. This marker will consequently effectively 

represent the position of the sun [on the plane of the ecliptic]. Place another 

marker in alignment with the moonôs position relative to the ecliptic and move it 

counterclockwise at the rate of two holes per day. It will complete the circuit in 

(52/2=) 28 days or about the sidereal [stellar precise] period of the moon. Place a 

pair of markers opposite each other, say at [Aubrey] holes #18 and #46. Move 

each marker clockwise at the rate of 1 hole every four months. Each will complete 

the circuit of 56 holes in (56/3=) 18.67 years. If once aligned with the lunar nodes, 

these markers will come very close to preserving that alignment. 

ñConsequently, whenever the sun and moon markers are simultaneously near 

[1 or 2 markers from] the nodal markers, an eclipse is very possible.ò71 

The difference between how the markers could be understood to predict a 

possible lunar or possible solar eclipse is explained by Jonathan Irving Lunine and 

Cynthia J. Lunine:  

ñWhen the Moon and the Sun [markers] are on opposite sides of the [Aubrey] 

circle, and less than one or two Aubrey Holes away from the node stone[ markers], 

a lunar eclipse would occur; when the Moon and Sun stones cross each other and 

are less than one or two Aubrey Holes away from a node stone [marker], a solar 

eclipse is predicted to occur.ò72  

They go on to show however: ñBecause none of the solar, lunar, or nodal cycles 

are exact multiples of the 56 holes, the counting rules are not exact. The marker 
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positions would need resetting regularly by sighting the Sun and the Moon in the 

sky at key times of the year.ò73 

The numbers which Hoyle derived from his mechanism were problematic. The 

length of the computer year was 364 days, not the correct number of 365.25 days. 

Thus every year his computer would be off by 1.25 days and in 10 years the 

marker for the Sun would be 12.5 days away from its proper Aubrey Hole, in 100 

years 125 days off. As for the Moon, the length of the computer month was 28 

days not the correct number, 29.53 days. Thus every month Hoyleôs computer for 

the Moon would be off by 1.53 days, in 10 months 15.3 days, or 15.3 days away 

from its proper Aubrey hole. Such a computer will not compute eclipses unless 

critical adjustments are continually and regularly made to correct these erroneous 

solar and lunar marker positions; since the Sun marker will be off by 1.25 days 

each year, one must create a method to correct this error once a year. That 

correction, according to Hoyle, could have been made at Stonehenge at the summer 

solstice. By precisely dating that solstice, every year the true length of the year 

could be computed from 364 to 365.25 days, and the Sun marker moved forward 1 

day for 3 years and 2 days the next leap year. But how does one make this precise 

correction? Edwin Beggs et al., have outlined how Hoyle envisioned this: 

ñNow we introduce [Hoyleôs] celestial correctionséTo the Northeast of 

Stonehenge I [the first phase of construction] there is a 5 meter [16 foot] tall stone 

called the Heelstone. In the morning of the Summer solstice the sunéraises 

slightly to the north of the Heelstone. To know the exact day of the Summer 

solstice we wait for the day when the sun rises behind the Heelstone. The sunrise 

should then proceed north for a few days, and then back south [to again rise 

behind the Heelstone]. We count the number of days between the first sunrise 

behind the Heelstone and the second sunrise. The day of the summer solstice 

happened in the middle of these two events. With this information we can calibrate 

the second token to enough precision every year, so that Stonehenge I can predict 

eclipses indefinitely.ò74 

This process of dividing the times between the first and second appearances of 

the rising Sun behind the Heelstone by two, Hoyle called òhalving.ò But how 

accurately could ancient man have measured those two alignments with the naked 
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eye? In order to do this, one requires an extremely accurate point at which one 

must stand at both times. According to Ruggles, 

ñéthe observing position to be used from one day to the next [or from one 

sighting to the next, days later] would need to be specified to within a mere one or 

two centimetres, less than the distance from one eye to the other. While it has been 

suggested that the Heel Stone might have served to determine the solstice exactly 

by a process of halving the difference, even this would have required an observing 

position precise to 10 cm [4 inches] or so.ò75 

Consider a man making the first observation of the Sun as it moved behind the 

Heelstone and then coming back day after day to see when it would return. If he 

moved from the measuring position by four, five, six, or even seven inches, from 

where he made the original one, he would not have an accurate time separation to 

halve. It might be up to three or four days off either way. If it was, say, two days 

off, then the three markers would not properly work to suggest an eclipse might 

occur because the Sunôs position on the ecliptic would be slightly ahead or behind 

the proper one. The correction of the Moon marker, from its computed 28-day 

position to its 29.53-day position, requires an adjustment on a monthly basis or 

moving its marker forward an additional six positions every other month, which 

might have been conceivable. But we still run into other problems. 

At Stonehenge in southwestern Britain, there are clear days and nights as well 

as cloudy and rainy ones. If around the time of the solstice the weather is rainy and 

cloudy, the first sunrise or the second behind the Heelstone, or even both, could 

have been missed by a few days. One would have to guess the date or wait a full 

year to correct the Sunôs marker position. But during that year, because the Sunôs 

marker is off by as much as three or four days, predictions of eclipse would be in 

error or highly unlikely. The same applies to correcting the Moonôs marker 

adjustment. If there is a long period of overcast days at the critical times adjustments 

were needed, it is highly problematic that eclipses could be predicted. 

But how do we know that these Neolithic people set up Stonehenge as an 

eclipse computer in the first place? Surely we need some form of corroboration, 

and that is the problem; there is none. In this respect Stonehenge is the one and 

only megalithic monument in England, Ireland, Scotland, and Brittany that is built 

with 56 markers of whose function we have only Fred Hoyleôs assertion of its 

astronomical eclipse capabilities. Castleden explains that ñin 1987, Aubrey Burl 
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pointed outéthat the whole hypothesis depends on there being fifty-six Aubrey 

Holes. Yet if that number had been regarded as significant or even useful for 

eclipse predictions, then it would recur in other comparable monuments with rings 

of pits of varying numberséAs Burl says, óthe Aubrey Holes were not components 

of a computer.ôò76 

To get around this problem that Stonehengeôs 56 Aubrey Holes are unique, 

Lancaster Brown submits: 

ñThe lack of other supporting archeological evidence of numeracy among the 

Stonehenge peoples is not conclusive proof that they did not predict eclipses. 

Indeed it is my own belief that Hoyle, when he embarked on the Stonehenge 

problem, had firmly in focus the methods practiced by the nineteenth-century 

[A.D.] astronomers of southern India who, although lacking a profound 

mathematical knowledge, could predict eclipses in a pragmatic fashion by 

manipulating groups of shells placed on the ground before them.ò77 

What Lancaster Brown has failed to recognize is that India in the 19th century 

already had a long history of astronomical development compared to the 

Stonehenge peoples of the Neolithic Age. That long developed knowledge would 

have enabled one of them, just like Hoyle, to organize a positional arrangement of 

objects that could be manipulated to predict eclipses. Furthermore, the 56 Aubrey 

Hole marks were not used by the Tamil astronomers. Stonehenge was unique in 

this respect, as North points out: 

ñDr. Euan MacKieédraws an analogy between them [the Neolithic Age 

astronomers] and the procedure which enabled a Tamil calendar maker to make a 

mental prediction, accurate to four minutes, of an eclipse in 1825, without really 

appreciating the initial theory [behind it]. The analogy is one which should not be 

pressed very far, if we are to keep a proper sense of perspective over the different 

orders of theoretical structure underlying the ancient and the not-so-ancient routinesò.78 

The battle lines between Hoyleôs belief that Stonehenge may well have been an 

eclipse computer and the archaeologists were drawn. R.M. Corfield describes the battle: 
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ñHoyleôs findings led him to conclude that the Aubrey Holes at Stonehenge 

comprised a Neolithic orrery [a mechanism to show the organized positions of 

bodies in the heavens] that kept track of the positions of the sun and the moonéas 

well as the major axis of the moonôs orbit. Hoyle had gone native; the Plumian 

professor was a Stonehenge astroconvert.éHoyleéonly further incensed the 

[archaeological] establishment. British archaeology, it seemed, suffered a 

catastrophic failure of imagination when faced with the prospect that Neolithic 

humans could comprehend math that the archaeologists could not master. Hoyle, 

however, was a scientist and was not interested in the bleatings of numerically 

challenged arts graduates; he responded like the typically bluff Yorkshireman he 

was: óIt is not speculation to assert that we ourselves could use Stonehenge to 

make eclipse predictions. We could certain do so without making any substantive 

changes to the layout. While this does not prove that Stone Age men did in fact 

use Stonehenge for making eclipse predictions, the measure of coincidence 

otherwise implied could be quite fantastic.ò79 

But Hoyleôs conclusion, based on probability, that because he, a highly trained 

mathematical astronomer could make the 56 Aubrey Holes work as an eclipse 

computer, does not mean Stone Age people did so even, though Hoyle maintained 

ñthe measured coincidence otherwise implied would be quite fantastic.ò The fact of 

the matter is that with all his mathematical expertise Hoyle never calculated the 

probability of his assertion; the reason being that such a calculation, according to 

Chippindale, was impossible! 

ñThe key question is, then, how ófantasticô is the possibility of that coincidence? 

ñPropositions of this kind are impossible to judge statistically when only a 

single site is involved, and it puts them into a kind of limbo as attractive 

conjectures uncertainly capable of proof or disproof. The fact that a modern 

astronomer thinks Stonehenge could be used today to observe minute solar 

variations or to make eclipse predictions is beguiling but separate from the 

prehistoric question of whether it was [as a provable fact] used or designed 

deliberately with that purpose in mind. Here the uniqueness of Stonehenge is a 

severe obstacle, because it makes Stonehenge-specific astronomical schemes 

anecdotal in character. Statistical doubts make it very hard to assess their validity 

on the evidence of Stonehenge aloneðand, because they are Stonehenge-specific, 

their validity elsewhere [e.g., among Tamil astronomers] is irrelevant.ò80 
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The mathematical/statistical point Chippindale makes elsewhere is that: ñA 

hypothesis developed on one set of data should be tested on another independent 

set; but unfortunately no duplicate Stonehenge exists to test Hawkinsôs and 

Hoyleôs ideas about it.ò81 Hoyle raised the probability as a mathematical/statistical 

method to prove that it could not be ñcoincidenceò that the 56 Aubrey Holes fit his 

thesis, because it ñotherwise impliedò a probability that was ñquite fantastic.ò But 

as a mathematician he should have known that the probability of his hypothesis 

could not be mathematically/statistically determined. Perhaps that is why he never 

attempted to compute it. Hoyle, whose very raison dô°tre is mathematics, 

nevertheless pointed out to Velikovsky, whom he met at Princeton, the dichotomy 

between his standard of evidence and that of Velikovskyôs, in his autobiography: 

ñVelikovsky used to come to talk at the tea intervals that preceded the 

[Princeton] seminars. I managed to convey to him that our ground rules were 

different from his. He believed in the primacy of documentary evidence, whereas 

we believed in the primacy of mathematical rules, rules that enabled us to predict, 

with a high degree of accuracy, where and when the next total eclipse of the Sun 

was going to occur. This made Velikovsky look sad, which is how we parted.ò82 

Both Hoyleôs description of Velikovskyôs ground rules and his reliance on 

mathematics, particularly at Stonehenge, are false. Had Hoyle actually read 

Velikovskyôs books, he would have known that Velikovsky maintained that 

scientific/mathematical evidence must overrule documentary evidence. In Ramses II 

And His Time, pages 212-217, Velikovsky discussed the length of the reign of Ramses 

II and his age at death. As we pointed out in volume III of this series, he maintained 

that the documents that were used to suggest that Ramses II reigned a long time and 

that he died at an advanced age in his late 80s or early 90s, were not to be accepted 

because the forensic anthropological/scientific evidence proved otherwise. 

Velikovsky wrote on page 217 ñBetween a figure on a document and anatomical 

expertise, it is always the latter that carries the greater weight. Would a Scotland Yard 

anatomist certify the age of a dead manðor a living one for that matterðon the basis 

of state of ossification or on the basis of a date on a wedding certificate?ò 

This shows that Hoyle, like so many other scientists who criticized Velikovsky, 

never read Velikovsky. His accusation, based on his ignorance of it, is yet another 

footnote in the Velikovsky Affair. That is what is truly sad about such an eminent 
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manôs criticism. As to the second aspect of Hoyleôs ground rules where he maintains 

primacy is to be given to mathematics at Stonehenge, Chippindale stated that 

because Hoylesô statistical argument could never be determined by the application of 

mathematics, his probability argument was simply ñirrelevant.ò That also goes for 

Lancaster Brown who raised this issue. In the journal, Archaeoastronomy, he 

explains that an ñauthor who supports Hoyleôs idea of ópragmaticô methods of 

Stonehenge eclipse prediction by a glib reference to the nineteenth centuryéTamil 

case is thus irrelevant to the questionéò83 The American Science Annual 1987 

states: ñHoyle argued that since we could use Stonehenge for eclipse prediction, it 

would be fantastic if its builders had not done the same. That is temptingðbut is 

actually irrelevant.ò84 Hoyleôs mathematical/astronomical computer that predicts 

eclipses at Stonehenge is thus known to be ñirrelevant,ò and when a great 

mathematician/astronomer creates a mathematical argument that cannot be 

mathematically computed, that too is simply ñfantastic.ò 

Yet that is not the end of the problems respecting the matter. Neither Hawkinsôs 

nor Hoyleôs computers actually predict all or even most of the eclipses. Ruggles 

states ñHawkinsôs scheme only successfully predicted a fraction of eclipses; Hoyle 

claimed that his own method would have successfully predicted about half.ò85 

This, in retrospect, highlights the difference we outlined between archaeo-

astronomy and astro-archaeology, namely documents which Hoyle did not have to 

corroborate his eclipses. In the words of Ruggles: ñWhere historical or written 

records exist they give us concrete information about particular eclipse 

observations and their social impact. But we must beware of letting our eagerness 

to find notable accomplishments back in prehistory lead us to invent archaeological 

evidence that is simply not there.ò86 

The irony of Hoyleôs supposition is that given his splendid education in 20th 

century astronomy and mathematics he could easily have discerned that the farming 

and herding people at Stonehenge, lacking all this advance knowledge, were incapable 

of doing what he could do. It seemingly never occurred to Hoyle or Hawkins or the 

rest of the astro-archaeologists that since the discovery of Stonehenge about 1000 

years ago, the best educated among them failed to see how simple it was to use the 

monument to predict eclipses and that only he and Gerald Hawkins, both trained 
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mathematical astronomers, were capable of recognizing this. Why didnôt anyone else 

over a millennium realize this, since it was so obvious? Nor did Hoyle or Hawkins ask 

why so many stone rings in Britain fail to employ 56 as a number when these circles 

were constructed. The obvious answer is that Hawkins and Hoyle brought their 20th 

century knowledge of astronomy to Stonehenge and imposed it on the monument. 

In this respect Derek York offers what he conceives to be the ñAchillesô Heelò 

of Hoyleôs approach: 

ñTheéflaw in Hoyleôs thesis, which in my opinion iséfatalé, is that while 

Hoyleôs recipe for moving the counters could be followed by any child who could 

count, the underlying theory was not available to the Stone Age Britons. In the 

presence of our [advanced] knowledge and education the theory is simple and 

could be explained to most high-school students. But in the early Britons such a 

state of sophistication is too much to accept. It requires an understanding of the 

relative motions of the sun, moon and earth. It is asking too much that people who 

did not leave a written record [such as the ancient Babylonians] had developed [a 

way to record and apply these celestial phenomena].87 

Evan Hadingham puts the problem thus: 

ñFred Hoyleéproposed the most complicated of all the theories about eclipse 

predictions at Stonehenge, demanding an ability to handle and record five-figure 

numbers, long division, and fractions. Although the Stonehenge people were as 

intelligent as ourselves, it is surely implausible that they could have developed 

such advanced arithmetical skills.ò88  

North presents the problem from yet another vantage point: 

ñEclipses, especially of the Sun, but also of the Moon, are difficult to predict 

without a tolerably extensive knowledge of astronomical theory, unless it is 

somehow appreciated that after certain periods of time the eclipse cycle tends to 

recur. And ótendsô is the right word. Both Professors Hoyle and Hawkins decided 

that the Aubrey holes told their user that there was a strong likelihood of an 

eclipse at certain times. Now neolithic man might conceivably have formulated 

general rules concerning eclipses on the basis of eclipses he had actually observed, 

but he would have been hard pressed to make generalizations from essentially 
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undetected ódanger periodsô [when eclipses are predicted but not observed]. How, 

then, did he proceed? Neither author explained the problem from that end.ò89  

What Hawkins, Hoyle, and proponents of their theories are doing is projecting 

the modern knowledge onto a people living in impoverished simple conditions and 

saying these people developed mathematical and astronomical knowledge that took 

the rest of humanity, in terms of the established chronology, about 2000 years later 

to discover. Because these people could and supposedly did accomplish these feats, 

Hoyle, in the words of Lancaster Brown, suggested:  

ñThe upshot of it all, Hoyle conjectured, was far-reaching. It not only required 

Stonehenge to be designed and built to operate as an astronomical device, but the 

consequences of his idea demanded a level of intellectual attainment for its 

builders much above that believed standard among a community of primitive 

farmers. óA veritable Newton or Einstein must have been at workðbut then why 

not?ô wrote Hoyle.ò90 

The point is that both Newton and Einstein had been schooled, their knowledge 

and understanding of astronomy and mathematics did not develop in a vacuum while 

the Stonehenge people, based on the established chronology, supposedly acquired this 

knowledge in an astronomical, mathematical and illiterate vacuum. North puts the 

case for the tradition of learning and mastering these disciplines into the past thus: 

ñéto read Einstein is to recognize a debt to Newton, and to read Newton is to 

be so often at only one or two removes from Ptolemy. And from Ptolemy to 

Hipparchus and the Babylonians is a step so short that no one could possibly 

dismiss it out of handé, only the uncomprehending are likely to be left without a 

strong feeling of real continuity with the past,éone based on material every bit as 

enduring as potsherds.ò91 

North elsewhere tersely sums up the concept that Stonehenge was used as an 

eclipse computer: 

ñAll interpretations of Stonehenge as an eclipse computer are based on the idea 

that the counters (whether Aubrey holes or stones) were for keeping track of 

cycles of eclipses that had somehow been previously appreciated. [But none] have 

any serious regard for what was known of the history of computational techniques 
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that would have been required. There is no historical evidence whatsoever for this 

approach to eclipse calculation. From a single location only about half of all 

eclipses would have been observed, and no explanation was offered of how any 

simple theory of eclipses could ever have been developed in the first place.ò92 

We request the reader to recall our discussion of solar eclipses in volume II of 

this series, pages 166-183, wherein it was shown that it was impossible even for 

the Babylonians to predict such dramatic events. We cited Otto Neugebauer, who 

informed us: ñIt is now evident that even three centuries after Thales [6th century 

B.C.] no solar eclipse could be predicted to be visible in Asia Minorðin fact not 

even for Babylon.ò93 

The obvious fact that the Babylonians, highly advanced in mathematics and 

astronomy, could not predict solar eclipses even in the mid-first millennium B.C. 

after a long period of observations, though having written records, never seems to 

have dawned on Hoyle, etc. He submits that Neolithic people could do without 

written records what took the Babylonian centuries with written records. 

We maintain that by moving this megalithic monument and the others into 

Anglo-Saxon times in Britain that ñcontinuity with the pastò will connect it with 

the later medieval period that followed it which we will describe below. 

However, let us assume that Hoyleôs eclipse predicting mechanism at 

Stonehenge is valid, does it refute Velikovsky? It can do that only if there is 

evidenceðscientific evidenceðto corroborate the dating of the Megalithic Age. 

As we have demonstrated, such evidence does not exist. It exists only in the minds 

of archaeologists and astro-archaeologists, and as such is ñirrelevant.ò 
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PART IV  

C.A. (PETER) NEWHAM: THE MOON, AND 

CHRONOLOGY AT STONEHENGE  
 

Peter Newham was analyzing Stonehengeôs astronomical alignments prior to 

and around the same time as Gerald Hawkins. When he finally obtained a 

particular set of alignments for the Moon that agreed with the time line that he 

believed was the proper date of the building of that particular phase of Stonehenge, 

he submitted it to R.J.C. Atkinson. According to Lancaster Brown:  

ñAtkinson, however, was in general accord with all the ideas and advised 

Newham to seek publication, suggesting Antiquity as the appropriate journal.  

ñAn outline communication setting out his results was duly submitted to Glyn 

Daniel, editor of Antiquity, along with a query whether Daniel would be willing to 

accept a more extended treatment. Newham sat back to await reaction. But for two 

months Newhamôs communication apparently languished on the editorôs desk. 

Then, at last, in March Newham received a letter rejecting it. In reply Daniel wrote 

that since he was not an astronomer, he did not properly understand itðbut in any 

case he did not believe it to be suitable material for his journal. What is still not 

clear is whether or not Daniel, while fearlessly admitting his own inability to judge 

its astronomical merits, had [even] submitted it to a referee who could assess it.ò94 

Newham felt his work was rejected because he was not a qualified astronomer. How 

was he able, then, to present it to the scientific world? This is reminiscent of Velikovsky 

who was also faulted for writing about astronomy without credentials. The answer 

came when a friend, who was the scientific correspondent of the Yorkshire Post, took 

note of the work and presented it there on March 16, 1963, seven months before Gerald 

Hawkinsôs paper on such alignments appeared in Nature.95 Again note Newhamôs work 

first appeared in a newspaper and not a peer reviewed journal and received no attention 

from the authorities because it appeared in a local and not a national newspaper. In a nut 

shell, if the establishment bars oneôs work and it nevertheless is published, it will not be 
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noticed and properly evaluated. When Atkinson spoke in Nature about Hawkinsôs work 

which became widely known, he did not mention the fact that he was privy to 

Newhamôs work that related to Stonehengeôs alignment. Atkinson did apologize to 

Newham pleading he did not mention him because the interviewer, when he had told 

him about Newham, did not raise the issue of priority. Yet Hawkins was given the 

acclaim in spite of the fact that he was pursuing ñthe same basic ideas as Newham.ò96 

Like Hawkinsôs, his work involved the Aubrey Circle and a particular hole 

nearby designated G2. Lancaster Brown explains: 

ñBut hole G was not the fundamental issue raised by the [Yorkshire Post] 

article. What it set out to show was that the [four] Station Stones [which are 

slightly offset in the Aubrey circle and form a rectangle] could be used to indicate 

several alignmentsðparticularly lunar ones. 

ñBack in 1846, the Rev. E. Duke had discovered that the north mound Station 

Stone ([no.] 94) lined up with [stone number] 93 at the last light of the setting Sun on 

the shortest dayéConversely, it was noted that a line that extended from the South 

Mound (92) to stone 91 aligned with the rising Sun on the longest day of the yearé 

ñNewham had discovered an equinox alignment from [stone] 94 to stone hole C 

[outside the Aubrey circle], but he also noted that a line extending from [stones] 94 to 

91 appeared to coincide with the point on the horizon where the Moon rises at its 

most southerly point during a nineteen-year cycle. Conversely, the line from 92 to 93 

marked the moonset at its most northerly setting point. Newham believed that these 

two alignments were significant by the curious fact that the main sarsen circle is about 

1 m (3 feet) out of the true centre with the Aubrey holes. Had they been concentric, 

the 92-93 sight line would have been obscured. This off-centre puzzle of the 

monument had long been a contentious discussion point among archaeologists.ò97 

Using Station Stone alignments, Duke had aligned these to the summer and 

winter solstices, and Newham then aligned these to others, deriving the most 

northerly and southerly points of the Moonôs positions during its 19-year cycles, all 

in agreement with the radiocarbon dating of that time. On top of these significant 

alignments Newham found Mound 94 (stone) aligned with another hole, G, that 

marked the rising Sun on the winter solstice, while Mound Station Stone 92 

aligned to G marked the moonrise at its most northerly point. He could also align 

the equinoxes from Stone 94 with stone hole C. Therefore Newhamôs alignments 
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marked the sunrises of the winter and summer solstices, the vernal and autumnal 

equinoxes and the moonrises during its most northerly and southerly points during 

the 19-year cycle, all again in agreement with radiocarbon dating. 

It must, however, be pointed out that Newhamôs G2 hole was quite probably not 

man-made but the hole left by a tree or large bush that had been removed. 

Nevertheless, his achievement seemed to solidly support the concept that the first 

phase of Stonehenge had been erected to plot the movements of the Sun and Moon 

rather precisely. Yet there was further evidence to corroborate Newhamôs analysis: 

ñIndependently, Newham and the French architect G. Charri¯reðwho had also 

made a study of Stonehengeðhad noted that the órectangleô formed by the four 

Station [stones] corresponded almost [exactly] to the latitude (within a few km) 

required for azimuths of the Sun and Moon to be separated by 90º at their extreme 

declinations. Therefore it seems that the Stonehenge latitude (57º2 [N]) was a 

deliberate choice by the builders. Thus its location had been dictated by 

astronomical requirements rather than by availability of stones or other factors 

favoured to suggest the choice of Salisbury Plain. The evidence provided by the 

geometry of the four Station [Stones] is perhaps some of the most convincing of 

all to bolster the astronomical idea for Stonehenge.ò98 

On the other hand, Lancaster Brown tells us ñOnly one of the four Station 

[Stones] (93) still retains a stump of stone defining its exact position, the exact 

position of stone 94 is uncertain, stone 91 has fallen, and 92 is known only by its 

stone hole.ò99 Therefore the exactness of Newhamôs alignment to the radiocarbon 

dating he used is somewhat in question. Only a slight change of inches would 

require that all these alignments did not necessarily date to the period Newham had 

defined for these alignments. In addition to this is the question of the date for precise 

equinoctial moonrises in the 18.61 year cycle. This significantly affects the date one 

assigns to the equinoctial alignments. Michael J. Crowe describes that when these 

points are reached the Moon stays at or very near to them for ña number of monthsò: 

ñéan important phenomenonéis known as a lunar standstill. This term refers to 

the limiting values of angular distance of the moon from the celestial equator.é 

[it] is evident that when the moonôs nodes coincide with the equinoctial points, the 

moon can reach as far as 28.5º (23.5° + 5°) from the celestial equator, or it can 

come as near as 18.5° (23.5° - 5Á) to the celestial equator. When the moonôs nodes 

are not at the equinoctial points, its angular distance from the celestial equator will 
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always be less than these extreme values. [However,] when the moon reaches 

these extreme values from the celestial equator, it tends to do so over an extended 

period. In other words, when during one lunar month the moon has reached this 

extreme value, it will continue to come very close to it over a number of 

succeeding months.éThe continuation of this phenomenon over a number of 

months [makes the Moon appear to stand still].ò100 

Today, astronomers can distinguish the precise points and times when the Moon 

reaches these standstill points even though it stays quite close to these points for 

months. The problem is that ancient people did not have telescopes or other 

mechanisms to pinpoint these positions, nor clocks with which to make precise 

measurements when these occurred. No one has explained how these ancient 

astronomers ascertained these values in the first place so that they could then lay 

out the Station Stones to supposedly do just that. Beyond that, this necessary data 

is related to the timing of the eclipse cycles. As Crowe further explains, ñthe 

relevance of all this is that claims [by Gerald Hawkins and Sir Fred Hoyle] have 

been made that the megalithic builders were intent on observing these extreme 

points and that a knowledge of the period separating these standstills would help 

them predict eclipses.ò101 The implications of this evidence are clear: since these 

early people using naked eye observations could not distinguish with pin point 

accuracy the Moonôs major and minor standstill positions or the precise time 

between them, they could only guess as to these. But Newham, Hawkins and 

Hoyle suggest that they did so without telescopes or decent time pieces. This, we 

submit, is extremely unrealistic. 

The negation of Newhamôs and Hawkinsôs lunar alignments turned out to be the 

general radiocarbon date around which they organized these alignments. When 

Newham and Hawkins retrocalculated these radiocarbon dates, they had not been 

calibrated with tree-ring dates. While at that time their alignments did correlate 

with these early radiocarbon dates and everything seemed to fit and hold together 

neatly, if these original radiocarbon dates were to be moved significantly their 

alignment suppositions would not be accurate. While they wrote in the 1960s and 

thereafter, it was this calibration reassessment developed in the 1990s which 

exploded their alignment theories. That is, there was only a moderate leeway of 

perhaps around 200 years either way into which Hawkinsôs as well as Newhamôs 

alignments could be fit. If it was found that the Phase I construction which 

included the four Station Stones had to be moved 500 or more years either way, 
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then radiocarbon dating, which they accepted as valid, invalidated their 

astronomical alignments. Before there could be real corroboration, both sets of 

dating methods had to lie significantly close to one another to remove any doubts. 

This turned out not to be the case. Rosemary Hill reports just what was found by 

the announcement made in 1995 by: 

ñéthe collaborative project that became Stonehenge in Its Landscape: 

Twentieth-century Excavations by Rosamund Cleal and others.éIt included the 

latest attempt to establish an exact chronology. This was done using carbon dating 

techniques and probability theory combined in OxCal, a software program 

developed at the Oxford Radiocarbon Accelerator Unit. The results were dramatic. 

They set Stonehenge back in time another thousand years.ò102 

Castleden outlines the implications that these new radiocarbon dates had upon 

the theses of Hawkins and thereby of Newham: 

ñThe astronomy of Stonehenge has been seriously jolted by new knowledge 

about Stonehenge. This has happened partly because more radiocarbon dates have 

been obtained for the monument and partly because the dates have been 

recalibrated [by tree-ring dating], which has made them earlier. Hawkins, for 

example, discusses the way the eclipse predictor worked in 1554 BC, basing his 

analysis in Van den Burghôs Eclipses -1600 to 1207. He was looking at second-

millennium BC astronomical events when he should have been looking at events 

of the late third millennium for Stonehenge [for phases] II and III and the late 

fourth and early third millennia for Stonehenge I.éIt looks as if the Aubrey Holes 

were dug in about 2800 BC and filled in shortly afterwards, some of them being 

obscured by the later Station Stones. The sunrise positionsécalculated for 1554 

BC would not have been valid for 2880 BC.ò103 

Chippindale puts Hawkinsôs and Newhamôs dating vis-à-vis radiocarbon thus: 

ñThe radiocarbon dates move most [Stonehenge construction] features by, in 

many cases, as much as 500 years: the initial elements move from about 2500 

back to 2950 BC; the sarsen circle and trilithons from about 1900 BC back to 2400 

BC; the bluestone horseshoe from about 1300 BC back to 1900 BC. These many 

large moves dislocate and reset also all chronological equations.ò 104 
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Not only do the ancient astronomers lack telescopes and accurate clocks by 

which to determine equinoctial moonrise points, but the Moonôs rays still shine 

down the passage of Cairn T at Loughcrew and at Malta down the passage at 

Hagar Qim, which suggests that these could have been built far closer to the 

present, but now it is argued that Hawkinsôs and Newhamôs lunar alignments are 

contradicted by radiocarbon dating. This is not corroboration or confirmation and 

these alignments are not supported by any other form of correlation from any other 

dating methodology. They are assumed to be valid based on the assumption that 

they are valid. Duncan Steel, who in general terms accepts the findings of 

Newham, Hawkins and Hoyle, sums up the nature of the evidence:éI BELIEVE 

that the INTERPRETATION of Newham, Hawkins and Hoyle is broadly 

correctéò105 Here in this abbreviated sentence Steel admits he only BELIEVES 

that Newham, Hawkins, and Hoyle are broadly correct, because he has no proof 

and substitutes ñBELIEFò for the required evidence. Instead of evidence he accepts 

they are broadly correct in terms of their INTERPRETATIONS, again because he 

has no evidence to prove these INTERPRETATIONS are valid. Belief and 

interpretation is all that exists as Steelôs proof, or that of anyone else. 

 

PART V 

ALEXANDER THOMôS ALIGNMENTS 
 

The same argument that used to supposedly refute Velikovsky vis-à-vis 

Hawkinsôs astro-archaeological alignment evidence has also been raised by other 

critics who turn to the work of Alexander Thom, a professor of engineering at 

Oxford University. John David North asks: ñHow he [Velikovsky] would cope with 

the more accurately and closely argued work of Alexander Thom, done over a much 

wider area [of the megalithic landscape than Stonehenge], I cannot easily imagine, 

although Dr. Velikovsky is no stranger to ad hoc hypotheses, and no doubt some of 

the faithful are at this very moment rewriting Thom.ò106 In our response to North, 

                                                 
105 Duncan Steel, ñBefore the Stones: Stonehenge I as a Cometary Catastrophe Predictorò 

Natural Catastrophes During Bronze Age Civilizations: archaeological, geological, 

astronomical and cultural perspectives, Benny J. Peiser, Trevor Palmer, Mark E. Bailey, eds. 

(Oxford UK 1990), p. 34 (Capitalization and emphasis added) 
106 North, Stars, Minds and Fateé, op.cit., p. 40 
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who is now deceased, we will not have to rewrite Thom because Northôs colleagues 

in the field of astro-archaeology have analyzed Thomôs work and while admiring his 

great efforts, have concluded his alignments cannot be verified and/or are so laden 

with problems as to cast serious doubt on their validity. North was well aware that 

his later work showed just that but never referred to this evidence as it related to 

Velikovsky. In a somewhat hypercritical vein Lancaster Brown argues: 

ñVelikovsky proposed that two major catastrophes occurred sometime in the 

past owing to the Earthôs dynamic interaction with a comet [Venus] and then 

Mars. The comet encounterésupposedly took place about -1500é, the Mars 

encounter supposedly took place -687. In both encounters Velikovsky claimed that 

the direction of the Earthôs axial spin was switched plus the angle tilt of the axis 

itself, resulting in a major change in the obliquity of the ecliptic.é 

ñIf Velikovskyôs ideas are correct the proof would be forthcoming in megalithic 

monuments, constructed before c.-1500 which would not now show positive 

alignments to the Sun and MoonéIn attempts to counter the damning positive 

Stonehenge alignment evidence Velikovsky claims the monument was erected later 

than -687. He maintains that radiocarbon dates are completely unreliable, the 

archaeological data wrong and he is utterly convinced that the artifacts [such as 

pottery, etc.,] from Stonehenge which have been dated as belonging to the early 

second millennium might easily have been placed there afterwards.ò107 

Elsewhere Lancaster Brown argues 

ñIn respect to the equally damning evidence provided by megalithic 

monuments Velikovsky claimed (shades of Fergusson c. 1870) that Stonehenge 

and other monuments were erected later than 678 BC in spite of the [radiocarbon] 

supporting calibration [from tree rings].ò108  

One should note that Lancaster Brown has argued that he knows that the accepted 

and established chronology is correct without giving various forms of scientific and/or 

archaeological proof to support his assertion. He does not mention the fact that A. 

Whittle, cited above, has admitted, for dating Stonehenge and the Megalithic Age, that 

the ability of ñradiocarbon dating on its own to solve [chronological] questions is now 

doubtfuléand it is no use pretending like the emperor to be clad in sumptuous clothes 

that we do not possess,ò for dating Stonehenge and the Megalithic Age. This, 

however, clearly agrees with Velikovsky who ñmaintains that radiocarbon dates are 
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108 Peter Lancaster Brown, Megaliths and Masterminds (NY 1979), p. 174 
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completely unreliable.ò Nor does Lancaster Brown mention the fact that Whittle, 

above, on pottery and artifact archaeological dating, calls it ña methodology based on 

typology, a chronology imprisoned in tautological reasoning,ò because, ñin the 

absence ofé(independent) criteriaéthe chronological ordering of materials rests on 

assumptions, indeed on intuitions whose scientific foundations remain unverifiable.ò 

This also supports Velikovsky who claims ñthe archaeological data is wrong.ò 

And, lastly, Lancaster Brown does not report the fact that Julian Thomas had 

described ña rich pottery sequence running from the Neolithic to the Early Bronze 

Ageéappears to demonstrate the contemporaneity of a number of different styles 

of Beaker pottery and indeed other traditions,ò and that archaeologists maintain 

that they somehow were still being made at, or later transported to, Mount Pleasant 

via trade after they had been manufactured. That is, to some extent they were 

placed at this site afterwards, as Velikovsky maintains. Lancaster Brown was alive 

and active in this field of archaeological research when this information was made 

known. He was either ignorant of this research or indifferent to what the great 

authorities stated. Yet he was willing to go on the record and pontificate on the 

evidence in the face of these authoritiesô statements. This abject ignorance is well 

expressed by Vernon L. Grose whom we now paraphrase: 

The chronology of the Megalithic Age must be protected from well-meaning but 

misguided archaeologists, anthropologists, and astro-archaeologists who fail to realize 

the limitations of their inquiry. They too often suffer from the temptation of over-

extending their assumed knowledge, thereby unwittingly succumbing to the same 

delusion that ignorance brings to anyoneðóthey know not that they know not.ô109 

In the journal Centaurus, vol. 34 (1991), page 189, an academic contributor 

who esteems Thom and sees his work as a thorough invalidation of Velikovsky 

writes that Alexander Thom deserved and received ñgenerousépraise [as a] well-

deserving scholar. Thus Alexander Thom is championed and Immanuel 

Velikovsky is trouncedéò As we will show below, the authorities who 

reexamined Thomôs work now deny its scientific validity! 

Thomôs work has been championed by his son, Archibald Thom, and others. They, 

like Marshack and Stooke, have interpreted evidence from an astro-archaeological 

perspective, especially from a gold plaque found near Stonehenge, to provide evidence 

that Thomôs alignments there correlate with it and thus must be correct because of 

their correlation. The object is known as ñThe Bush Barrow Gold Lozenge.ò  

                                                 
109 Vernon L. Grose, Science But Not Scientists (Bloomington IN 2006), p. 38 (paraphrased) 
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In Antiquity, Archibald Thom and his colleagues outline this corroboration in a paper 

titled ñThe Bush Barrow Lozenge: Is it a Solar and Lunar Calendar for Stonehenge?ò 

ñUntil now it has been assumed that the [Bush Barrow] lozenge was intended 

to be only decorative. We hypothesize that it was carefully fashioned for use at 

Stonehenge by an engineerïsurveyorïastronomerïpriest, as an aide memoire for a 

calendar. By fixing the flat lozenge on a plane table at eye level and orienting it 

with its shorter diagonal on the meridian [of longitude facing north], an observer 

could use an alidade-type instrument while watching the sunôs centre at sunrises or 

sunsets throughout the year. The pattern of intersection points at the ends of the 

zig-zag arrangement of scribed lines is suggestive that it was intended for practical 

use. Sight lines radiating outwards from the focus over these intersection points 

could have been used to fix dates at 16 epochs in the 16-month calendar [of 

Alexander Thom]. Some indication exists that four such lines could have been 

used for adding the inter-calary day. Eight additional lines are identifiable as 

indicating lunar standstill risings and settings... 

ñThe average discrepancy of the solar calendar lines is 0.36 ± 0.11 days; the 

average discrepancy of the angles involved is 0.58 degrees (about the diameter of 

the sun). Astronomical [retro-]calculations show that the calendar was made about 

1600 ± 150 years BC.110 

Note their dating contradicts radiocarbon dating. But let us examine this device. 

The evidence they supply in this paper divides the year into 16 months, aligns the 

lozenge to Stonehenge for the summer and winter solstices, the vernal and 

autumnal equinoxes as well as with the quarter-days that fall half-way between the 

solstices and equinoxes, and more. After presenting evidence for these alignments 

for a Stonehenge calendar they claim: 

ñThe authors hypothesize that the Bush Barrow Lozenge was a ótext-bookô for 

making the calendar. If angles to the required degree of accuracy could be 

engraved in gold, in a manner that would allow them to be retrieved when 

required, then a permanent record would exist. And exist it did!... 

ñBecause of the high degree of symmetry achieved, it is likely that the designer 

intended the lozenge to be engraved with perfect symmetry about its axis.ò111 

                                                 
110 A.S. Thom, J.M.D. Ker, T.R. Burrows, ñThe Bush Barrow Gold Lozenge ï Is it a Solar and 

Lunar Calendar for Stonehenge?ò Antiquity, vol. 62 (1988), p. 492 
111 Ibid., p. 496 
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In their ñConclusion,ò Thom et al. outline the meaning of this evidence for 

Alexander Thomôs analysis at Stonehenge. 

ñIncomplete as this investigation is (many more markings are unexplained), it 

shows that the lozenge could have been used to record, with a high degree of 

accuracy, angular measurements which could have been retrieved subsequently 

without recourse to writingé 

ñOriented with its shorter diagonal on the meridian, the 18 lozenge lines show 

the calendrical 16-month division of the year.  

ñFour lines at equinoctial solar rising and setting could well have been 

intended to guide the calenderer as to when to insert the intercalary leap day. 

ñEight lines can be identified as indicating major and minor lunar standstill 

risings and settings. 

ñSufficient information is present to make it unlikely that so many of the 

astronomically related azimuths which Alexander Thom showed were 

incorporated in [other] contemporary megalithic sites can have been engraved on 

the lozenge entirely by chanceé 

ñThe lozenge conforms in size to similar instruments such as astrolabes 

developed in a later era. 

ñWhen the date was known, the sun could have been used to find true north. 

ñAn engineerïsurveyorïastronomer provided with the lozenge could have 

built, for a site in the latitude of Stonehenge, a megalithic sun calendar and 

corrected it to the óidealô [proper alignment] by trial and error in a far shorter time 

than he would have required if he had had to work with nothing more than an oral 

tradition of how to do it. As a sun-moon calendar the lozenge provides material for 

study of the makersô ability as mathematicians, astronomers, goldsmiths, 

draughtsmen and craftsmené 

ñThe conclusion is that the lozenge is suitable for practical work. 

ñJohn Ker believed that the lozenge provided the only indication from an external 

contemporary source of the correctness of Alexander Thomôs solar calendar.ò112 
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Figure 5 is a representation of the Bush Barrow lozenge 

 

 

This beautifully designed parallelogram found in a tomb near Stonehenge 

appeared to offer an excellent form of corroboration for Alexander Thomôs 

analysis of the Stonehenge monument. If all the alignments did fall correctly on the 

monument as they appeared on the lozenge, then there could be little doubt that the 

instrument duplicated in miniature form the correct layout of Stonehenge and 

Thomôs findings there. The sought-after corroboration needed for the monument 

had supposedly been found. It was somewhat similar to finding a written record that 

explained how Stonehenge could be, and/or had to be, utilized. No other theory to 

explain this monument had anything like this for support and/or corroboration. 

Ruggles, however, outlines the evidence against the alignments calculated by 

Archibald Thom et al. as they relate to astronomical alignments at Stonehenge. 

ñThe Bush Barrow is one of a number of spectacular burial mounds in the vicinity 

of StonehengeéThese round barrows, the burial places of prominent Bronze Age 

chieftains in the Wessex region were [supposedly] built around 2000 B.C.E., several 

centuries after the main construction activity ceased at Stonehengeé 

ñRich assemblages of grave goods accompanied the chieftains to the 

afterworld. One of the most impressive was the Bush Barrow lozenge, a 

magnificent diamond-shaped plate of thin sheet gold 18 centimeters (7 inches) 

across. Finely decorated with distinctive patterns of incised lines, it is generally 

interpreted as an ornamented breast plateðan imposing mark of status. In the 

1980s, Archie Thom and two colleagues claimed that the lozenge was a 

sophisticated astronomical observing instrument. By holding the plate horizontally 

and lining it up in the correct orientation, the various markings could have been 

used to indicate the sunrise and sunset positions on significant epoch dates in the 

ómegalithic calendarô that Archie Thomôs father,éAlexander Thom, had 

proposed. It could be used in a similar manner to determine significant rising and 
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setting points of the moon. The claim appeared to vindicate his fatherôs theories 

[that these people were astronomically and mathematically sophisticated].  

ñBut attractive as the idea seemed, problems emerged when it was examined in 

detail. For one thing, there would be various practical difficulties using such a 

device, not least in determining its correct orientation. The most serious problem, 

however, is that the directions supposedly marked by the patterns on the lozenge 

do not really fit very well. Several of the alignments actually fall between the 

markings, while many of the markings do not fit any of the alignments at all. The 

fact that the markings actually form a regular and symmetrical design (while the 

astronomical targets are not regular[ly placed]) argues strongly in favor of their 

being purely decorative rather than astronomically functional. And as if this were 

not enough, other lozenges exist in nearby burials with a similar form of 

decoration but different [alignment] dimensions. Why should only this one 

function additionally as a calendrical device.ò113 

John David North now comes into the picture as Ruggles further explains: 

ñBy the 1990s it had become clear that the other evidence supporting the idea of a 

ómegalithic calendarô did not stand up to critical evaluation. However, the most direct 

blow to the calendrical interpretationéwas delivered, ironically, when the historian 

John David North attempted to interpret the lozenge independently as part of his own 

astronomical interpretations of prehistoric monuments and artifacts in southern 

England. Vehemently criticizing the existing astronomical interpretation, he proposed 

an equally complex but entirely different one of his own, thereby showing how easy it 

was to do so and in the process undermining confidence in both theories. 

ñThe example of the Bush Barrow lozenge demonstrates very clearly the 

dangers of trying to mould the evidence to fit a favored theory rather than letting 

the evidence speak for itself.ò114 

There is a further glitch with Thom et al.ôs paper as well as that of North, where 

Thom et al. write: ñThe authors are of the opinion that the thin piece of wood 

[backing] and the lozenge were originally flat (and not domed) so that the alidade 

could be used [to be correct alignment].ò115 The great error in using the lozenge to 

interpret astronomical alignments was that it originally was not flat but domed. 

Burl explains what had happened: 
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ñéat Stourhead. In 1878 the entire collection [from its place with the lozenge] 

was loaned to the Wiltshire Archaeological SocietyéThen came the irony. In 

1922 [it] was loaned to the British Museum for ósafe keeping.ô Despite the 

confidence [it would be protected as it originally was found] the lozenge suffered 

óreconstructionô even though óno approval to smooth out [flatten] the object was 

made and no permission given.ô 

ñIn 1984ï1985éthe lozengeéówas irreversibly restoredô [and flattened] by 

the British Museumé 

ñThere was a double irony in this misguided reconstruction. The elaborately 

radiating lines of the lozenge were interpreted as a hypothetical astronomical aide-

memoire for a solar and lunar calendar óto fix the dates at 16 epochs in the 16 

month calendarô at the latitude of Stonehenge. For if this idea had been true óthe 

authors are of the opinion that the thin piece of wood and the lozenge were 

originally flat (and not domed) so that the alidade could be used.òô116 

It was assumed that the wooden backing and the gold lozenge were both flat. 

That was an awful mistake because ñThe lozenge plate was recognized as being 

domedò.117 Thom and his colleagues by using a flattened lozenge to construct their 

calendrical alignments naturally held it flat such that it gave them values that 

agreed with their hypothesis. This only goes to show that they had mistakenly read 

into the lozenge what was not there, but only what fit their hypothesis. They found 

what they soughtðnot what was actually there. As we will see, Alexander Thomôs 

work itself is subject to similar forms of criticism, namely seeing what is not there. 

This we maintain is the problem inherent in astro-archaeology; it is the mind-set 

that holds our modern knowledge of astronomy that was not known to early 

prehistoric people. Nevertheless, Alexander Thomôs work is significantly deeper 

and broader than that of Hawkins, Hoyle and Newham, as Chippindale admits:  

ñA more productive approachðat least, one that seems more amenable to 

statistical study, and perhaps even to decisive testingðis Alexander Thomôs study 

of Stonehenge in the context of a wider megalithic scienceéThe Thom scheme is 

wider in two distinct senses: it incorporates three complementary elements, adding 

exact measurements and exact geometry to exact astronomy, the three making up 
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an intellectually coherent megalithic science; and it finds those same three skills 

displayed in several hundred other megalithic sites.ò118 

Thomôs vast research encompasses not only Stonehenge but hundreds of other 

monuments which all seem to exhibit very precise alignments to the Sun and Moon. 

He further analyzed these monuments as they relate to the calendar. He concluded 

the ancient people divided the year not only into four parts covering the winter and 

summer solstices and the vernal and autumnal equinoxes, but the quarter daysðthe 

mid-points between the solstices and equinoxes that divide the year into eight 

partsðbut also he claimed that they segmented the year into 16 months. Lastly, he 

incorporated into this scheme a measurement between the stones of the various sites 

that indicated they were laid out using the same metrological unit he termed the 

ñmegalithic yardò or MY. Ruggles summarizes Thomôs work thus: 

ñaccording to Thom ómegalithic manô laid out configurations of standing stones 

all over Britain using precisely-defined units of measurement and particular 

geometrical constructions, and carried out meticulous observations of the sun, moon 

and stars. This widespread fascination with astronomy and geometry was 

unsuspected by archaeologistséyet Thomôs conclusions were not formed on the 

basis of a single site like Stonehenge, but backed up by widespread data, gleaned 

from several hundred monuments and supported by rigorous statistical analysis.ò119 

The breadth and depth of this massive compilation in its totality and with its 

integrated elements was so impressive, combining astronomy and mathematics to 

these monuments, that Atkinson, a strong critic of astro-archaeology, was 

overwhelmed by Thom and driven to acknowledge that his opposition to the 

discipline was incorrect: 

ñIt is hardly surprisingéthat many prehistorians either ignore the implications 

of Thomôs work because they do not understand them, or resist them because it is 

more comfortable to do so. I have myself gone through the latter process; but I 

have come to the conclusion that to reject Thomôs thesis because it does not 

conform to the model of Prehistory on which I was brought up involves also the 

acceptance of improbabilities of an even higher order. I am prepared, in other 
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words, to believe that my model of European prehistory is wrong, rather than that 

the results presented by Thom are due to nothing but chance.ò120 

In spite of Atkinsonôs ñPaul-like conversion,ò other researchers began a long 

and arduous reanalysis of Thomôs work and reached conclusions contrary to that of 

Atkinson. Before engaging Thom at Stonehenge and elsewhere the reader should 

note that the same problems confronting Hawkins and Newhamðnamely lack of 

corroboration from other disciplinesðwere found: negative corroboration, but also 

the same chronological contradictions left many of his conclusions in ruins. 

Aubrey Burl in this respect points out: 

ñIt has to be realized, however, that Thom specifically limited his entire 

archaeo-astronomical investigations in Britain to a period between 2000-1600 BC 

because óit is generally agreed that the dates of erection of standing stones lie 

between 2100 and 1500 BCô (Thom 1967, 101). These archaeologically outmoded 

dates were, moreover, based on a radiocarbon calendar and thus further distorted 

by the need for calibration [by tree-ring dating] making 2100-1500 BC the 

analogues of C14 1675-1250 bc, and so part of the Early and Middle Bronze Age. 

Many of Thomôs sites need [instead] searching for celestial alignments [moved 

back in time to] between 3250-1500 BC (Burl, 1973, 170), starting a thousand 

years before the earliest of his hypothetical dates. It is only with demonstrably 

Bronze Age sites, that his chronology may be applicable.ò121 

Thom himself acquiesced to these newer radiocarbon dates and admitted: ñThe 

radiocarbon method of dating and more especially its recent recalibration give an 

entirely different range of dates. Everything is earlier than was previously thought. 

In view of this it is necessary to re-examine the histogram of declination [with 

respect to the initial alignments] given in [Thomôs] Megalithic Sites in BritainéThe 

star declinations shown there are for the period 2000 to 1800 B.C. We must look [to 

making these alignments fit] earlier; according to Burl, very much earlier.ò122 Thus 

there is not only no corroboration from other disciplines to support Thomôs analyses 

such as the failed example of the Bush Barrow Lozenge, but radiocarbon dating 

places much of his work outside its supposedly proper time frame context. 
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Before beginning this analysis of Thomôs thesis we wish to admit our great 

admiration for his immense efforts and painstaking measurements. Unlike 

Atkinson, who early bowed to Thomôs tremendous compilation, though we are 

deeply impressed by him, with the advantage of time and hindsight we respectfully 

but strongly disagree with his findings, because they have been examined by others 

and have been picked to pieces. We also disagree with his findings because we 

suggest non-literate, intelligent people could not have been knowledgeable in an 

advanced way of astronomical alignments. As Ruggles explains, ñóMegalithic 

manô, it seemed, had developed an intimate knowledge of the moonôs motions not 

to be rivalled until the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries [AD].ò123  

Like Hawkins and Newham, Thom obtained the position of the Moon over the 

18.61-year cycle and that of the Sun as well at Stonehenge, but also at many other 

sites. He maintained the levels of precision he adopted left nothing to chance and 

this implied that these alignments were correct and not fortuitous. Clive Ruggles 

examined these basic levels of precision. 

ñ[Thom] accumulated survey data from several hundred ómegalithic sitesô, and 

it is through analyses of data from many of these sites taken together, rather than 

from discussions of individual monuments, that by far the most important 

evidence in favour of ómegalithic astronomyô derives. This evidence is cumulative 

in nature, and is most conveniently divided in four stages or ólevels.ô Each stage 

involves analyses that test for astronomical alignments of greater precision than 

the previous stages, and at each stage evidence emerges of greater observational 

exactitude than before.ò124 

On ñLevel 1,ò the precision of Sun, Moon and star alignments Thom evaluated 

to a precision of at least half a degreeðthe diameter of the Sunðfor the solstices, 

equinoxes, middle declinations between solstices and equinoxes that divide the 

year into eight and then again 16 parts as well as the lunar major and minor 

standstill positions.125 
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On ñLevel 2,ò Ruggles analyzed the ñLevel 1ò findings occurring close to the 

solar solstitial declinations which include solar major and minor standstill points to 

10 minutes of arc, a third of the solar or lunar diameter.126 

On ñLevel 3,ò Ruggles analyzed natural markers such as hills, valleys, etc., as 

sight lines (foresights) distant from the megalithic back sight marker to determine 

the lunar motions with ñgreat precision.ò These were precise to 3ô [minutes of arc], 

about 1/10 the diameter of the Moon.127 

On ñLevel 4,ò Ruggles evaluated Thomôs astronomical alignment to less than a 

minute of arc ñindeed so precise that it seems they could only have been set up at 

the end of an averaging process lasting 180 years.ò 128 

After analyzing each level of precision adopted by Thom, Ruggles, based 

strictly on the astronomical/mathematical evidence, came to the conservative 

conclusion that Thomôs alignments, particularly with regard to the motions and 

standstills of the Moon, were not precise enough to support his contention that 

Neolithic people could have used these alignments: 

ñTo sum up, we have seen that apparent trends in the crucial data at Levels 2, 3 

and 4 can quite adequately be explained away by selection effects and the large 

number of free parameters that can be adjusted to provide a close fit between the 

high-precision lunar theory and the measured data. In any case, once we reach 

Level 3 there are enormousðalmost certainly insurmountableðpractical 

difficulties involved in observing and marking the moonôs motions to the precision 

claimed [by Thom]. Taken together, these factors lead us to the unavoidable 

conclusion that lunar motions were not in fact observed and recorded to high 

precision in prehistoric times.é 

ñIt should be pointed out that what we have just said does not conflict with 

Thomsô statement that óat no stage have we made any attempt to pull values this 

way or that way to produce a better fit.ô We are certainly not suggesting that the 

Thoms were deliberately misleading people by carefully choosing only those lines 

which best fitted the theories they were trying to prove. Rather, the problem is one 

of implicit methodology: the values used in the Thomsô analyses are ones 
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favourable to the lunar hypotheses that had already been singled out from less 

favourable data by their prior selection.ò129 

The data Ruggles employed and the analyses of these to critique the Thomsô 

alignments is quite technical and will not be gone into here. The technically 

competent interested reader is urged to attempt Chapter 2 of Ruggles, Astronomy in 
Prehistoric Britain and Ireland. Evan Hadingham further comments: 

ñThe proof presented by Thom deserves to be considered properly, but the 

lunar theory, which depends so much on high-precision measurements and 

observations, has aroused skepticism in several expert astronomers.éHow could a 

thin crescent moon be lined up against a stone or the horizon? Such practical 

difficulties might well have prevented the observer from seeing any regular pattern 

in subtle changes of the moonôs movements ever 18 ½ years. 

ñIn his book Megalithic Lunar Observatories, Thom presents a selection of 

forty sight lines surveyed at twenty-three different standing-stone sites. Most of 

these sites are scattered in the Highlands of northern and western Scotland, where 

dramatic, jagged horizons are commonplace. Thom assumes that the ancient 

astronomers at each site lined up a distant mountain with the moon, even though 

the ruins actually present there often give little or no indication of the mountain 

involved. In fact, the monuments are frequently surrounded by so many dips and 

notches on the skyline that there is an obvious possibility of a potential moon 

alignment occurring quite by chance.ò130 

Thus, the level of precision Thom adduced to support the validity of his 

alignments at hundreds of sites is spurious and places them all under a cloud. With 

respect to these distant horizon markers used by Thom at Stonehenge at his Level 3 

precision a curious story unfolds. Castleden begins: 

ñOne great drawback with most 1960s Stonehenge astronomy was that most of 

the alignments inferred were marked by stone pits, mounds or gaps between the 

stones that were only 10-30 meters [33-99 feet] apart. Lines drawn joining points 

that close together and then extended out to the horizon are not likely to have been 

of any use for accurate observation. It was at Thomôs suggestion that long distance 

markers [natural hills, notches between or in mountains, etc.,] were added into the 

Stonehenge scheme to improve accuracy, although it could not be proved as we 

saw with Lockyerôs misuse of Silbury Hill [that he used although it was too far 

                                                 
129 Ibid. 
130 Hadingham, op.cit., p. 73 
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away to be seen with the naked eye] that they were actually used in antiquity. 

Peterôs Mound, a knoll discovered by Peter Newham and named after him, stands 

almost 3 km [1.86 miles] away to the northeast of Stonehenge and could have 

acted as a distant skyline marker for the midsummer [solstice] sunrise during the 

Stonehenge 1 phases [ca 3100 B.C.]. Thom proposed that other horizon markers, 

some as much as 13-15 km away, could have been used.ò131 

The Thoms explained what these other horizon markers were: 

ñThe hypothesis that the site of the [Stonehenge] monument is a lunar observatory 

invites us to examine eight sight-lines to find out if any of these could have carried 

distant foresights on the apparent horizon. The human eye can resolve two points 

about 20 arc seconds apart and so a foresight of 1 arc minute would have been 

sufficient, that is 1½ feet for every mileé[any distant] sight would need to be marked 

in a permanent manner by a stone or a mound of earth. We had hoped that traces of 

these mounds might still exist and indeed it might be claimed that there is evidence of 

this; but only extensive digging by archaeologists can settle this matter.ò132 

They go on to suggest that these distant horizon foresights could have been used 

to align the Moonôs rising and setting positions: 

ñWe set out to seek foresights for the eight limiting lunar rising and setting 

positionséof the lunar orbit. We believe that the positions for four of these may 

have been located, if not accurately pin pointed: (1) Gibbet Knollé; 

(2)éFigsbury Rings; (3) Hanging Langford Campé; and (4) Chain Hillé 

ñIt will be shown that, for each of the first three lines above, the [Moonôs] ray 

grazes a ridge near Stonehenge; so at night with cooling ground the foresight 

would be easily seen down to the base at ground level. During the day all three 

[horizon foresights] would have been visible [from Stonehenge].ò133 

To the Thomsô great misfortune these natural horizon foresight markers did not 

exist when Stonehenge phase I was built nor during the supposed entire period of 

all the phases of that monument, as Ruggles shows: 

ñOf the four proposed foresights one, a mound at Hanging Longford, is part of 

a complex dating to the Late Iron Age or Romano-British period; one, an 

earthwork at Gibbet Knoll, is probably the remains of a Civil War gun battery; 

                                                 
131 Castleden, The Making of Stonehenge, op.cit., p. 25 
132 A. Thom, A.S. Thom, op.cit., pp. 151-152 
133 Ibid., p. 132 
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one, a mound at Figsbury Rings, overlies a modern ridge and furrow cultivation; 

and the forth, Peterôs Mound, has been shown by excavation to be a First World 

War military rubbish dumpéThe Thoms also identified the top of Chain Hill as 

the site of a further lunar foresight, but found no surviving candidate for the 

foresight itself. The Thoms identified these putative foresights by examining the 

eight possible sightlines radiating out from Stonehenge.ò134 

In other words, ñtheir proposed artificial [horizon] foresights did not stand up to 

archaeological reappraisal.ò135 They never existed at the times Stonehenge was 

built or used. 

As to the astro-archaeological alignment interpretation by the entire panoply of 

researchers into Stonehenge as an astronomical observatory, Chippindale states: 

ñThose [astronomical theories] confined to Stonehenge,éshare a common 

shortcoming. They show that the configuration of Stonehenge is compatible with 

an astronomical theory of its purposeðsince a number of óastronomically 

significantô alignments or other features occur in its plan. But some alignments 

would arise in the natural course of a plan made with no reference at all to 

astronomical events. It must be shown that the nature and/or number of 

astronomically significant features is such that they are unlikely to have arisen 

except by intelligent intent.é 

ñTwo other special difficulties have been found in some of the Stonehenge-

specific schemes. Some schemes easily accommodate features which have 

subsequently been discovered to [radiocarbon] date much earlier than the main 

monumenté, or to date much later than the main monumentéThe same features 

are used by different schemes in different ways [with different alignments]; since a 

variety of solar, lunar, and other astronomical alignments can be adduced, and a 

variety of features within the plan of Stonehenge and its environs can be aligned 

with them, the fear arises that astronomical schemes of the kind proposed for 

Stonehenge may be inherently indiscriminate. In that case there exists no clear 

means by which to judge whether they are likely to be true. If they easily include 

features which are several millennia older or younger, and surely can have no 

connection whatever with the main monument, doubts may arise, for this suggests 

a false astronomical order may easily be observed in unrelated monuments.ò136 

                                                 
134 Ruggles, Astronomy in Prehistoric Britain é, op.cit., p. 229 fn. 140 
135 Ibid., p. 40 
136 Chippindale in Critical Traditions é, op.cit., pp. 76-77 
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Atkinsonôs comment on this problem is germane: ñOne has only to think how 

difficult would be the task of future archaeologists if they had to construct the ritual 

dogma and doctrine of the Christian Church from church building alone without any 
written records.ò137 Bernard Cornwell put the case in very simple but stark terms, asking: 

ñéwhy such an elaborate monument was necessary. After all, if marking the 

extremes of the sun and moon were all that was required, then it could have been 

done with just four or five stoneséCathedrals do have something to tells us about 

Stonehenge. If four thousand years from now [astro-archaeologists and] 

archaeologists were to discover the remains of a cathedral they might deduce all 

kind of things from the ruins of the building, but their first and most obvious 

conclusion would be that it faces the rising sun from which they would assume, 

reasonably enough, that Christianity worshipped a sun god. In truth the east-west 

alignment of most churches has nothing to do with the sun.ò138 

If several spires of a great cathedral survived, these could also have been used to 

align solar and lunar extreme positions as well as equinoxes, etc. The perimeter of the 

cathedral could be measured and a unit of measure invented to connect that 

monument with the length of the year, or the size of the Earth or the distance to the 

Sun from the Earth. As Chippindale stated these must be ñsuch that they are unlikely 

to have arisen except by intelligent intent.ò Then suppose other researchers analyzed 

the same cathedral to show it related to several other phenomena using the same 

features, how do we determine which is correct when there are no criteria by which to 

do that. Then add that these researchers added horizon foresights to prove these 

alignments were precise enough to warrant their validity; again how do we determine 

this? This is the hodge-podge that exists at Stonehenge. Thus we wonder how it could 

in any way whatsoever be adduced to prove anything astronomically and refute 

Velikovsky. Nothing has been proved there that is testable via the scientific method. 

Mathematical and astronomical conjectures have been heaped one upon the other, all 

of which have the façade of science but fail to stand up to examination by various 

authorities. These negations of Stonehenge as an astronomical observatory are not our 

doing; rather they are the negations of authorities in these same disciplines. 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
137 Atkinson, Stonehenge, op.cit., p. 167 
138 Bernard Cornwell, Stonehenge 2000 BC: A Novel (New York, 2004), p. 425 
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BALLOCHROY AND KINTR AW  

E.C. Krupp has argued that Thomôs work at the Ballochroy and Kintraw 

megalithic monuments in Scotland clearly disproves Velikovskyôs hypothesis: 

ñVelikovsky implies that the earth was closer to the sun prior to 1500 B.C. He 

does not appear to be any more specific than thisé 

ñEuan MacKie offers proof that earth at that time was not closer to the sun than 

it is now. Thomôs alignments at Ballochroy and Kintraw are in agreement with the 

setting of the upper limb of the sun at summer and winter solstice respectively. 

Both alignments if corrected for the apparent radius of the sun, give the same 

declination for the sunôs center. This is an impressive confirmation of the 

astronomically precise character of these two independent sites. It also permits us 

to deduce that the apparent diameter of the sun today, 32 arc minutes, was the 

apparent diameter before any Velikovskian calamity. If the sun appeared to be the 

same size it was [in that past age] the same distance from the earth, the orbital 

period could not have changed.ò139 

The question then is, where do Thomôs alignments at Ballochroy and Kintraw 

place the Sun viv-à-vis these monuments prior to around 1500 and 700 B.C.? If his 

alignments are precise, as he claims, and not deeply flawed, then these megaliths 

could have been built at that prehistoric period. If, on the other hand, his alignments 

are highly problematic, then no such claim can be made as to their construction date. 

This is the same E.C. Krupp who above stated ñArchaeoastronomy provides us with 

sites like Temple Woodéwhich antedate the Venus collision, and yet which are 

accurately aligned on significant moonsets, as we might expect had no collisions 

occurred at all.ò We then cited Krupp when speaking of ñthe uprights near the 

prehistoric Temple Wood stone circleò needing ñmore than one óplace to standôò and 

that ñthe Thom interpretation has been challenged by some who cite a somewhat 

similar arrangement at Barbeck just 5½ miles north. That site does not seem to have 

lunar site lines.ò And in the end he admits ñthose who challenge the concept of 

precise lunar observations doubt that the extrapolation methods [at sites like Temple 

Wood] really work. These methods still leave many features of the stone grid 

unexplainedéWe are somewhat mystified, then, by alignments that indicate 

moonrises and moonsets with high precision, higher than seems possible.ò 
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Krupp now turns to the Sun at Ballochroy and Kintraw which he claims give 

precise alignments, but which unlike the moonsets at Temple Wood have stood the 

test of time. They havenôt, as we will see, and we are somewhat mystified, then, by 

alignments that indicate sunrises with high precision, which authorities claim 

exhibit ñhigh precision, higher than seems possible.ò Let us therefore proceed to 

examine Thomôs alignments at Ballochroy and Kintraw. 

Owen Gingerich, one of the worldôs leading astro-astronomers and bitter critic of 

Velikovsky, had actually gone to visit many of the megalithic sites in Scotland to 

examine Thomôs conclusions that these exhibited precise sightlines to the Sun and Moon 

at specific times in the ancient past. His conclusion contradicts Kruppôs enthusiastic 

acceptance of these alignments as they relate to Velikovsky. Ruggles cites him thus: 

ñIn 1977 I visited [Callanish, Kintraw, Ballochroy, Temple Wood (Kilmartin) 

and Brodgar]. These sites proved psychologically devastating to my tentative 

acceptance of precision astronomy in ancient Britain.ò140 

Apparently, Krupp understands that Gingerich doesnôt know what he is talking 

about! Ruggles has also examined these sites and has, like Gingerich, failed to see 

them in Kruppôs light. At this point it should be explained that ñClive Ruggles of 

Leicester University was appointed the worldôs first professor of astro-

archaeology.ò141 Because of his unique knowledge of both astronomy and 

archaeology we have turned to him earlier, and will do so now with regard to Thomôs 

alignments at Ballochroy and Kintraw, presenting as fully and thoroughly as possible 

the evidence that pertains to these sites, omitting only the more technical materials. 

BALLOCHROY  

ñéthe possible astronomical significance of Ballochroyéfor many people 

became the very embodiment of Alexander Thomôs ómegalithic astronomyôéit is 

not a large spectacular monumenté, but merely a small group of megalithic 

structureséfound in the Argyll district of western Scotlandé 

ñFrom this vantage pointða level area of high ground close to the west 

coastðone overlooks a broad stretch of the Sound of Jura [sea] including [across 

it] the small island of Gigha. Further away on a clear day can be seen the Isle of 

Jura itself, with the Paps [mountain peaks] of Jura, the group of peaks in its centre, 

being particularly impressive [as foresights against which to align the standing 
                                                 
140 Owen Gingerich, in Ruggles, Astronomy in Prehistoric Britain é, op. cit., p. 49 
141 Rosemary Hill, Stonehenge, op.cit., p. 189 
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stones of Ballochroy].éThe most conspicuous feature of the [Ballochroy] site 

itself is a 5 m[eter]ïlong row of three standing stones.ò142 

Figure 6 

 

Ruggles further adds: 

ñThom, who had mentioned Ballochroyécame to regard it as one of the most 

important solar sites known to him. Having carried out carefulésurveys to 

determine the declinations of conspicuous points on the horizoné, he suggested 

that the function of the monument was to pinpoint the longest and shortest days of 

the year by marking the exact setting position of the sun on both.ò143 

An observer standing at the same spot behind the stones facing the mountains of 

Jura across the water could observe where the Sun sets each evening during the 

year. When it set farthest north and over the central stone and lined up with the 

notch in the distant mountain of Corra Bheinn, that would mark the summer 

solstice. When the Sun reached farthest south the observer would have had to move 

his position to a spot behind the smallest stone and peer over it to Cara Island to 

the south west to see it set during the winter solstice at a particular point in its 

mountains, as it descended at an angle until it could be seen in the notch of a valley 

which acted as a foresight. 

 

                                                 
142 Ruggles, Astronomy in Prehistoric Britainé, op. cit, p.19 
143 Ibid., p.21 
























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































