PILLARS OF THE PAST

Volume Il
By Charles Ginenthal

MESOPOTAMIAN, ANATOLIAN,
MYCENAEAN, MINOAN, AND
HARAPPAN CHRONOLOGY

With an Appendix
By Lynn E. Rose






THE VELIKOVSKIAN

A Journal of Myth, History and Science
Quota pars operis tanti nobis committitur?

Charles Ginenthal
Editor-in-Chief

Associate and Contributing Editors:
Lynn E. Rose
Irving Wolfe
Clark Whelton

Copy Editor:
Birgit Liesching

Vol. VII, Nos. 2, 3, 4
Copyright © 2008
65-35 108th Street

Forest Hills, New York 11375



CONTENTS

PREFACE: FORENSIC HISTORY.....outtiiiiiiiiiiiiireeir e e 1

CHAPTER 1: PERSIANS AND OLD BABYLONIANS.......oiiiiiiiiiiirir e 13
FIRST THINGS FIR ST L ittt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e emennnnrnrrnnnnnnnnnnnes 14
DATING THE OLD BABYLONIAN AMORITES......cooeeiiieiiiieiietiimrre e 18
CALENDARS AND CHRONOLOGY.......cuttiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiresiiireir e ssssnrne e 26
GEOLOGICAL STRATIGRAPHY VS. ARCHAEOLOGICAL STRATIGRAPHY........ccccvvvveennne. 42
ON DARICS, TIN, AND DEAD ENDS ... .ottt rre s a e e e e e 58
THE IRON-CLAD LAWS OF HAMMURABI: FURNACES AND GLASS............ccccciiiieees 64
G A S S e 71
AGRONOMY, ECONOMIC INFLATION, AND SOCIETAL COLLAPSE IN OLD
BABYLONIAN/PERSIAN TIMES ... oottt rmmme e a e e nmmne s 74
LINGUISTICS. ..t r e e s s s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aeeseeesannnrnne 87
WHITHER THE OLD BABYLONIANS?.....ovtiiiiiiiiii e 112
DARK AGES..... oottt emmea s s s s s s s s e s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e smme e e e e e e e e e seenrennrrnnrrnnee s 116
THE OLD BABYLONIAN/PERSIAN EMPIRE AND PEOPLE..........cccoviiiiiiiieiieceeeei 127
PERSIAN/AMORITE RELIGION. ......ciiiiiiiiiiiiiii et eei e emnne 139
CONCLUSION TO THE PERSIAN/OLD BABYLONIAN EQUATION.........cccoviiiiiieiiiiieeeeeenn 148

CHAPTER 2: PERSIANS, NEASSYRIANS, NEOBABYLONIANS: ASTRONOMY AND

(610 | 200 ] N[ @] @] A PP 155
THE SOLAR ECLIPSE OF JUNE 15, 763 B.Co.iiriiiiiiisrmme e nnnn s 164
ESARHADDON, ECLIPSES, AND CHRONOLOGY.......ccoiiiiiiiiiieei s v 185
SATURN, KANDALANU, AND CHRONOLOGY .....uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiimmmeeeeeeeeaeeeae e e ee e e aeeenneanes 193
THE ASTRONOMICAL DIARY FOR 652 B.C.....coooiiiiiii e 196
NABOPOLASSAR, LUNAR DATA, AND CHRONOLOGY.........cccovviiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeenaeeesee e 200
NABONI DUS6S LUNAR ECLI PSE..AND..CHRONOL.OG.Y.207
ASTRONOMICAL CONCLUSIONS.......ooiiiiiiiiiiiitiienee s 217
FINAL NOTE ..o rrme et errnr st e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e nnennnn s 229
FURTHER ASTRONOMICAL EVIDENCE........ccottiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeae e 230
NABONIDUS/NABONASSAR, CYRUS/ALEXANDER........cccciiiiiiiictieeenc e 266
THE NEOASSYRIAN DARK AGE..... ..ottt eeees s 274
IRON AGE AND NEOASSYRIAN/PERSIAN CHRONOLOGY.........ccciiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeereeeeee e 287

AGRONOMY, INFLATION, FAMINE .....oooiiiiiii e 201



ART AND ARCHITECTURE. ...t e e nrns e 305
NEO-ASSYRIAN/PERSIAN RELIGION AND ICONOGRAPHY......ccoiiiiiiiiiieiiee e 315
A SHORT CONCLUSION......ciiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e senr e e e e e e e e 321
CHAPTER 3: MEDES AND MITANNI ...ttt en e 322
DENDROCHRONOLOGY AND RADIOCARBON DATING THE SECOND MILLENNIUM B.C.
............................................................................................................................................... 347
THE SHIPWRECK OFF ULUBURUN AND THE ANATOLIAN DEMROCHRONOLOGY.......372
DATING THE VOLCANIC ERUPTION OF THERA VIA RADIOCARBON..........cccccvvvviirnnnnn. 382
LINEAR A AND LINEAR B SCRIPTS, MYCENAEAN AND MINOANCHRONOLOGY..........427
CHAPTER 4: OLD ASSYRIANS AND AKKADIANS. ... veeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeenneeeeee . A4
ALL THAT GLITTERS IS NOT GOLD (OR SILVER).......ctttiiiiiiiiie et eeeas 447
ARSENIC AND OLD ASSYRIA . ..ottt mmme ettt enee s s 460
COINS AND CHRONOLOGY. ...ttt ittt mmme e e s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e emennnnnnnas A76
THE ANCI ENT NEAR EASSTRIA REVROEWTON taNBOLB00 B.C..........481
CAMEL, CLIMATE, AND CHRONOLOGY .......cccciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeensssssse e 482
(O I 1 I PP 489
AMBER, COBALT BLUE, SALT, AND CHRONOLOGY.........ccottiimiiimiiiiieiieemiiae e 504
R PP 506
LAPIS LAZULI AND CARNELIAN L..oiiiiiiiiiiiiiitiii ettt eeee e 509
CHAPTER 5: HARAPPAN CIVILIZATION:. ..ot 523
CLIMATE, SUMMER CROPS, FLOODS, AND CHRONOLOGY.......cctttrrrmmmirmmrimimrmniiennaeeeeens 523
THE PIG, CLIMATE, AND THE CHRONOLOGY OF MESOPOTAMIA. ... 528
HARAPPAN CIVILIZATION AND CLIMATE, AND CHRONOLOGY .....ccccoiiiiiiiianiee s 537
A THOUSAND YEAR HARAPPAN TO HINDU DARK AGE .......cooriiiiiiiiiiieeiieenn e 551
CONGCLUSION.....ctttteetieeie ettt ee ettt et e e e e e emems e s e mnne e e e e e eeeeaeeeeeeeeeeeeessmnnns 556
BIBLIOGRAPHY ..ttt ettt tee e s s e e s e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e s emme e e e e eess et s bbbebbbe b bbb bnnees 563
APPENDIX ..ttt ettt —— e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aaeeaeeeeeaaaareannaaana 587
THE ASTRONOMICAL EVIDENCE FOR A SHORTENED CHRONOLOGY IN FIRST
MILLENNIUM MESOPOTAMIA ... e s e nenenn s 587
THE SATURN TABLET OF KANDALANU .....ooitiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiitireen e e e eeeeineeneeenneenees 587
NEW DATES FOR OLD EVENTS.....oiiiitiiitiiiitiiiiiteeme ettt teeei e s 610

NABOPOLASSAR. ...t e et e eme e s e 614



NABONIDUS, THIRD-CENTURY KING OF BABYLON.......ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiccccmeee e 622
THE EASY AND THE IMPOSSIBLE........cooi oo eree e e 625
A CLOSING RANT ..ttt rrrs e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e emeer e s e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeed 628
REFERENGCES..... ...t rmmee e e meeas 631



Charles Ginenthal, Pillars of the PastVol. Il 1

PREFACE: FORENSIC HISTORY

ARAnd when he reaches early adol esc
become possessed with an ardent love for the truth, like one inspired,
neither day nor nigt may he cease to urge and strain himself in order
to learn thoroughly all that has been said by the most illustrious of the
Ancients. And when he has learnt this, then for a prolonged period he
must test and prove it, observe what part is in agreemedtywhat in
disagreement with obvious facts; thus he will choose this and turn away
from that. To such a person my hope has been that my treatise would
prove of the very greatest assistance. Still, such people may be
expected to be quite few in numbemiile, as for the others, this book
wi | | be as superfluous to them as a

Galen, quoted in Otto Neugebauer,
The Exact Sciences in Antiquity
(Providence RI 1957), p. XV

In volume | of this series the scientific and technological evidence
related to the broad chronological revisions of Gunnar Heinsohn, Lynn E. Rose, and
Emmet J. Sweeney was presented in 2003. Why then the necessity for further
volumes on this subject? That volume was quite broad but lacked specificity with
respect to théner points of the revisionists. While | did connect certain civilizations
with one another to be placed in the first millennium B.C., | did not connect the
forensic history to certain of these empires as | believe is required.

Forensic historical anatys unravels the chronology from the scientific
and technological evidence and is the basis for any determination of what transpired
in the ancient world, and when. The aim of this second volume is to trace the
forensic evidence regarding the chronologyhe Persians and thatter egos(in
Heinsohndés thesis) as these pertain to
the NeoAssyrians and Ne@&abylonians in Assyria and Babylonia, etc. Forensic
history is very much like the forensic evidence urered at the scene of a crime.
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That evidence overrides the eye witness accounts and other less stringent forms of
evidence recovered at a crime scene.

For the purposes of history the most important evidence for recovering
the chronology and history is soidic evidence, such as astronomy, geology, etc.,
followed by technological developments of the ancients, followed by archaeology
and linguistics, followed by historical documents. This in no way denigrates these
less stringent forms of evidence. Sirtkkese forms cannot be tested or falsified as
can the evidence of science, they cannot be on a par with science. Rather, these
other forms follow and must be in agreement with science. An accepted historical
fact or truth is falsified if tested by scienmed found false in its light. With respect
to eyewitness or documentary evidence, Herbert Butterfield remarked:

AnWe all know the I imitattrons of
witnesses or give evidence in court, or write personal memoirs. Men
cannot see proplg® they catch a glimpse of a half thing and piece out
the rest in their imagination. They cannot even remember préperly
they reconstruct when they think they are remembérithgir later
reminiscences of the past will be distorted by things that have iegpe
in the meantime. And all this can happen unconsciously before any
qguestion arises of a deliberate desire to prevaricate or a determination
to mislead the world. o

On the other hand, Jean Bottéro argues for the precision of the ancient
written recordsas described by Roger Matthews:

AJean Bott®ro é | i kes to contrast
of the pastod visible to archaeol ogi s
detail ed, and analytical 8 knowl edge
written documens € the ¢é Ospeechless and i
wor | d of archaeol ogy wi t h t he oir

phil ol ogyé, and the O0often ambiguou
archaeol ogy, Oabsolutely wunsuitable
essential quesiins €6, with the pellucid reald.@

! Herbert ButterfieldThe Origin of HistoryNY 1981), p. 186
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[which are] the surest, most complete, the most indispensable sources
for our rediséovery of the pasto. o

The great problem is the viewpoint or filter that a historian brings to
any interpretation ofistorical evidence. He sees the world from an educated but
nonetheless particular angle. That viewpoint, in large measure, determines what the
history must be. Thus, regarding a particular era in history, there will be several
historical theories to eXgin it, representing various schools or historians who write
of it. In this respect there is a psychological and sociological interaction between
the evidence and the way the historian sees it. In his great hovelJim Joseph
Conrad attempts to uedstand the actions and character of his protagonist through
the eyes of several witnesses. Il n spit
we do not receive a single interpretation. Each had a somewhat different story to
tell which contradicted a®cts of those of the others.

To further complicate the problem of the reliability of the ancient
accounts of the past, the recollections suffer other major problems of reliability.
Roger Matthews succinctly captures the essence of these as late as 2003:

nlt I's one of the mild yet frustr
archaeology that so much of the known textual material comes from
unprovenanced or inadequately provenanced sources, and is therefore
of restricted value, while from highly controlled excavatian modern
times the finds of textual materials have been sparse or from less
i nformative sédcondary contexts. o

What Matthews has shown is that the overwhelming number of
documents, upon which the historians have erected their chronological edifice of
these ancient civilizations, comes not directly from these as primary sources, but
rather from other cultures and regions writing about them, being secondary sources.
Hence these written materials were created by foreign scribes who did not
experience thatulture at first hand, but indirectly, and therefore presented only what
they thought they understood. Much of this may very well have been erroneous, or
biased, or fraudulent. Furthermore, many of these documents were not actually

2 Roger Matthass, The Archaeology of Mesopotamia, Themes and Approgchadon/NY
2003), p. 59
3 Ibid., p. 61
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written at the time thse civilizations and their various kings flourished but in later,
distant times.

In these cases we have memories subject to all the problems discussed
by Butterfield. With a vast number of documents coming from secondary historical
sources there shoulelgreat reluctance to rely almost entirely on them. In courts
of | aw such secondary sources are calle
used in evidence. Yet historians to an exceptional degree rely upon these. On this
problem, Herbert J. Mudk writes:

AThe most objective history conce
an interpretation [of these written materials] necessarily governed by

some special I nterests and based ol
[because]
NRé the great | alwaysabitranhmamader vy ¢é ar ¢

| aws t hat man can break as* he cannot

Responding to this viewpoint that documents aresthe qua norior
delineating the past, Matthews answers:

A | contend that every amadelbynk and
[Jean] Bottéro about the Mesopotamian past based on his reading of
written documents is itself open to reinterpretation, expansion, revision,
and even refutation by any other epigraphist who might approach those
same documents and/or by the remgvof new evidence in the years
ahead. The suggestion is not that there is no solid ground of reality
contained in the message of the texts, only thatevecyad | ed of act 6
the past whether drawn from an object or a document is only a
contextualizedmeaning read into it by the scholar who has chosen,
usually implicitly, to focus on a limited number of aspects of the total
avail able p&éol of evidence. 0

And that is precisely the point; while historians can interpret documents
to say what they want theto say, even going to the extreme of claiming that what

4 Herbert J. MullerThe Uses of the Pa@llY 1952), p. 444 and p. 46
®> Matthews op.cit, p. 60
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was written is scribal error, the forensic historian may go only where the science
leads. The forensic historian cannot arbitrarily claim that the evidence of science
may be dispensed with when eating historical chronology.

What, then, of the primary documentary sources on monuments or
cuneiform texts? How much trust can be placed in them, that is,ifrgitu eye
witnesses to history? Much of this material is the record of various kingsngoser
and their underlings whose entire aim was to appear important. They wanted the
record they left to the future and to their contemporaries to contain no words hinting
that they were weak, dishonest, murderous, unjust, or even that they lost a battle.
Such evidence they excluded from their records and monuments. As Joyce
Tyldesley states of Egyptian kings, which also applies to the monarchs of
Mesopotamia:

ASuch was the power of the writte
mention of a specific deed from t&xt the deed itself could be
understood not® to have occurred. o

Thus we can be quite certain that many actual events were never left to
posterity. To this we must add that various kings who hated former monarchs often
destroyed their records or evenriatited to themselves the heroic deeds of their
forebears. Many of the records are duplicitous and include outright lies that cannot
ever be detected. As Tyldesley adds:

AWe should never | ose sight of t he
incomplete, randwoly selected, and carries its own biases. The
monumental inscriptions, for example, are a mixture of religious and
propaganda texts which tell the story that the king-hamherself
wished to convey, and which cannot be taken as literal truth. The
trandators of these inscriptions are faced with problems not just of
accuracy but of interpretation; even the most scrupulous of scholars is
aware that he or she is likely to read a text through the lens of personal
feelings. o

¢ Joyce TyldesleyHatshepsut the Female Pharatitondon 1996)p. 9
" Ibid., p. 12
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Here, also, we sometimes discovbat these primary sources are
contradictory. H. Gaschet al, readily admit that Al N
written exemplars of a native chronological tradition actually exist these exhibit
di screpanci es [ %Wwhatisgequred® theparddf theshistbriard
or chronographer is objectivity; that is the vital question: How can one be objective
with the contents of an ancient written document or monument? Without some
unbiased, neutral testing or falsifying device there can be ectobjy. M. van de
Mieroop offers the following about historical objectivity:

neée t he schol ar 6s own hi storical

account that is being written, €& o0bj
the questions asked and models and interpvetaframeworks
empl oyed [ by t he hi storians] ar e d

contemporary concerns rath%r than by

I. Morris adds with respect to archaeological as well as historical
contexts that Abot h enerated fyoactorsesanipulatinge vi d
shared but contested cultural exp¥ctati

There is no scientific or rigorous way by which to test these documents
or falsify them. The historical judgme#tseally interpretationd of them must be
based on the belief that the documents are true or that when they are false, this can
be discovered. This reliance on them hardly merits the depth and weight of
consideration that historians place on these records. As W.H. Auden edptasse
hi s poem MAArchaeol ogyo, archaeol ogy !
interpretations will offten bring out @t

This is patrticularly true with regard to the dig carried out at Tell
Munbaga in Syria, discussed in volume | of thésies. Historians made the claim
that there was a 70@ 800year settlement gap between the Old Akkadiaas,
2300 B.C., and the Mitanrga. 1500 B.C. At digs carried out in 1988 and 1989 they
discovered to their dismay that 700 to 800 years tdhyishrad been invented because

8 H. Gascheet al, Dating the Fall of BabylonigChicago 1998), pp.-b

¥ Marc van de MieroopGuneiform Texts and the Writing of Histqtyondon 1999), pp.-®
0], Morris,i Ar chaeol ogy a sArckaedogicalrRaviewdrhiCambodgeyad.
14, no. 1 (1997), pp--9

1 W.H. Auden,Collected Poem<£E. Mendelson ed. (London 1976), p. 663
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there was no settlement gap between these civilizations. This was scientifically
proven by geological as well as by archaeological evidenRather than admit this
colossal contradiction to the established chronologyhisterians are engaged in a
scholarlycriminalhistorical conspiracy to suppress and thereby deny the evidence
they themselves have uncovered.

With respect to the monumental sources the very same considerations
as with the excavations carried out at TelulMaqga pertain. Manfred Bietak
demands in terms of these monumental inscriptions that the

Nné | deal case [for datinsitugsla i s an
doorway or a stele, mentioning the name of a king or-kredlwvn
person whose placeinhistorylm$ r eady beeth establ i she
Whil e historians demand this fideeé
Ansituw wi t h @A a -knbwngersorr whase phaeelinl history has already
been establishedo but with a statrement
chronol ogi cal edi fice, they simply reje

Wilson:

AROne of the major di sacthevfiest i es of
great oOconser vat i-cemurysafchaeolagisiswag ni net e
a limestone stela he uncovdre ¢ i n -1t8h5e0 6msi. d The insci
declares that it was erected by the Pharaoh Cheops, to commemorate
his repairs to the Temple of Isis. It became known as the Inventory
Stela, and would certainly be regarded as one of the most important of
all Egypi a n records e I f It wer e not
hieroglyphics clearly dated it from around 1000 B.C., about 1500 years
after Cheops.

ANow scholars would not normally g
record merely because of its late date, for, after die stela was
obviously copied from something dating much earlier. Another
valuable record of early kings is contained on a block of basalt known

12 Charles GinenthaRillars of the Pastvol. | (Forest Hills, NY 2003) pp. 27289
BManfred Bietak, AProbl enmsogoyf: M edwd | Eev i Bdreomnczee fAr
American Journal of Archaeologyol. 80, no. 4 (1984), p. 474
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as the Palermo Stone (because it has been kept in Palermo [Italy] since

1877). Thiscontainsalistofkieg f rom t he 1st to the 5
and is known to date from about 700 B.C., when it was copied from

some original list. But the fact that this is 1500 years later than the last

king it mentions causes Egyptologists no embarrassment, for they take

it for granted that it is aaccuratecopy of the original. Indeed, why

should it not be accurate? Scribes copying in stone are more likely to

be accurate than scribes writing with a pen.

AThen why are they suspicdous abol
to the exént of denouncing it as an invention, a piece of fiction?

Because its o6facts6 sound too prepo:
Cheops, It says Ohe found the house
pyramid, beside the house of the Sphinx, narést of thehouse of
Osiris. o

AThe [chronological] i1 mplications
the Temple of I sis, Omistress of the
Sphinx. In other words, both the Sphinx angyramid were already
there on the Giza plateau at leasentury or so before Cheops.

AThis is all wvery puzzling. I f I s

then presumably one of the Giza group must be her pyramid. Which?

Cheops also mentions that he bhils pyramid beside the Temple of

Isis and that halso built a pyramid for the Princess Henutsen. Now

we know that Henutsenb6s pyramid i s o
that stand close to the Great Pyramid. It is therefore just conceivable

that one of its sister pyramids is the pyramid of Cheops.

A | any case, what it amounts to is that we do not know for certain
that the Great Pyramid was built by Cheops. It may have been, but on
t he other hand it may not have beené

AMeanwhil e, one thing seems <cl e
Inventory Stela, the Sphirwas already there in the time of Cheops and
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so was a OPyramid of Isis. 6 It i
anxious to conside the stela an

Thus it is clear that when written documents, such as the Inventory
Stela, contradict #nestablished chronology, historians label it a fraud, and by being
so labeled, in their eyes it becomes a fraud.

How reliable is the testimony of archaeological evidence? Leonard R.
Pal mer, ci ti ngArdhaedlagy, Mace MamesiagdhHistp 97,
states:

ARAfter reminding archaeol ogi sts 1
involves the destruction of evidence he goes on to consider the nature
of excavation reports. He insists that these are not archaeological
evidence at all. They have to be treatedahi st or i c al docume
they seem to have the character of historical evidence, that is not
surprising, for they are [still] historical evidence though of a rather
specialized kind. They are not archaeological evidence at all. They
pose the same gsions of trustworthiness as other historical
sourcesé. An authoros state of mi n
reliability of all these written [documentary] accounts is open to debate
and suspicion in a way that archaeological evidence proper can never
be. Questions of honesty and compet
has said in print that he keeps a mental list of excavations on whose
reports he can rely, and everyone who tries to use excavation reports
must do the same. The same questions of rifiabiust be raised
against all excavation reports whether they come from contemporaries
or from an earlier generation. One must apply to them the same tests
as a historian applies to his sources, using whatever internal or external
checks present theniges, taking into account other work by the same
author, and even bearing in mind than an obsession or blind spot may
or may not colottr the whole reporto.

The most basic neutral test of an archaeological report is: WHAT
DOES THE SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY S¥? In this volume this will be the

14 Colin Wilson,From Atlantis to the Sphin®NY 1996), pp. 5354
15 eonard R. PalmeMycenaeans and MinoaifslY 1965), pp. 288289
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final arbiter of archaeological reports. If science and technology contradict an
archaeological interpretation, that interpretation is invalid and must be made to
conform to the science and technology, not the othernwagd. Scientia vincit
omnial To suggest otherwise iIs to create
unreal i tyo.

Like any other form of organized knowledge, the established
chronology has become so entrenched that it is inconceivable to histbaansat
they have so carefully and meticulously put together as the history and chronology
of the ancient world is simply wrong. Their incapacity to deal with evidence that
contradicts that paradigm is a symptom of dogmatic thought. In this regard the
popular historian Will Durant explained:

AUl ti mately our ‘troubles [regardi

dogma and deduction; we find no new truth because we take some
venerable but questionable proposition as the indubitable starting point,
and never thik of putting this assumption itself to a test of observation
or expeésiment. o

R. G. B e d nr@ason&ddesnarks ®rl chronology encapsulate the
concept of forensic history to be presented in this volume. In altered and paraphrased
form,

ADirect f tdeachionolggy of the ancient world is
contingent on two prerequisites; [first] the physical scientific
relationship of the history and the dating criterion for it must be direct
and indisputable, and second, the propositions concerning the
chronologicalelationship of the history and the dating criterion should
be falsifiable and testable. Historians experience difficulties with the
first of these requirements, apply scissors and paste interpretations and
analyses to paper over their inability to dasth Archaeologists
experience difficulties with the second of these requirements, by
applying traditional modeling dynamics of archaeological

8 Will Durant, in The New Ditionary of Though{1961), p. 690

-
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interpretation to direct dating information. In both instances we have
interpretation rather than testingantfai f i cati é&n of t he de

In Pillars of the Pastvol. I, analyses of several forms of testable and
falsifiable dating evidence, such as astronomy, geology, agronomy, metallurgy, etc.,
were presented, which indicated rather directly that the establiBhaaotogy was
thoroughly and repeatedly contradicted.

A Fal s e-existent data Imad been used by the historians to
validate their arrangement of the history. By ignoring or
misrepresenting well established facts they pieced together a
chronology that ssmed to fit their expectations, and these were
published in mainstream historical journals. The contradictions were
suppressed because these did not fit
filtered by historical and archaeological interpretation and how
inapr opri ate it is to acc¥®pt and repea

AOne of the basic requirements of
experiments. A dating analysis based on historical documentation or
archaeological analysis is not an experiment since it cannot be
effectively repeated, tested and falsified; thus the requirement of
replicability 14 not satisfactorily

AWhen we compromise refutability
paste historical interpretation and archaeological traditional modeling
dynamics,the¢ r ue r el ati onship between a 06d:z«
battle, work of art, etc., cannot be established. In preferring the use of
these methodologies to science we sacrifice precision to obtain what
appears tad8 be reliable. o

Leonard W. King long agreported what the most important forms of
historical evidence are:

"R. G. Bednari k, Revi ew a Arthaeoretryval. 3oyl (1996)me Wi |
p.1

18 |bid., p. 9

19 bid., p. 10

20 |bid.
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AThe most I mportant of our sources
inscriptions of the early kings themselves, which have been recovered
upon the sites of thed'ancient cities

AThe second cl ass of materi al |, \
| mportance for settling the chronol o
documents drawn up by scribes, who |
their own time and % hat of their pre

A The tads of mdterial for settling the chronology has been

found in the external evidence affor
i nscriptionsé, and by tablets of acc
documents of a commerci®al and agricu

In the final analysis what has been passed down to us as a true
chronology employing interpretation analyses is neither precise nor reliable.
Ambrose Bierce in hiPe vi | 6 s d@ineda warchtlat describes historical
chronol ogy t hat withscibntifit and fechmologicat gpwadenceh | e
and i mpossibleo in the |ight of these:
when the world of being has scope enoug

In the following chapters of this volume it willebshown that the
established chronology for the first and second millennia of the ancient Near East is
Ai ncompossi bledo because the scientific
evidence indicates that the world only has scope for the short chggriblat is
based on these methodologies but not for the long chronology, which is not. | recall

that Lee Benson once said, i n short: A t
what might be called O6proof by cedarphazat
valid or reliable, it only makes it tra

21 eonard W. KingA History of Sumer and AkkgNY 1910), reprint, p. 56
22 |bid.
23 |id., p. 59
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CHAPTER 1: PERSIANS AND OLD
BABYLONIANS

AThe study of ancient Mesopot ami a
when archaeologists, Assyriologists and natural scientists cooperate.
Lateral thinking anda desire to solve [chronological] problems and
explore domains for which no ready synthesis exists can lead to an
entirely new brand of study in which archaeology, philology and the
natural sciences combine forces to elucidate problems which no one of
these disciplines can, in isolation, e

D.T. Potts,

Mesopotamian Civilization
The Material Foundations
(Ithaca NY 1977), p. 307

AThose who advocate any other Sy !
examine multiple [forms of] evidence

Sidney Smith,
Alalakh and Chronology
(London 1940), p. 47
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FIRST THINGS FIRST!

Before one can claim to have an accurate chronology of historical
events there must be a scientifically rigorous anchor that generates an absolute date
to which the chronology prior to it and follawg it can be arranged. As Carl Olof
Jonsson explains, documents by themselves do:

Rné not show howé chronol ogical da
with our own er a. A chronology that
Is simply the type of chronology calledeative chronology Only if
the [documentary] information supplied us with the exact distance from
the time of [the event] up to our own @&raither by the aid of a
complete and coherent line of lengths of reign, or by detailed and dated
astronomical ob=rvation® we would have had anabsolute
chronology that is, a chronology that gives us the exact distance from
the [eventds tilme] to our own time. o

This absolute or scientific date permits the historian to arrange the
historical data so that the sequené@late® dynasties, kings, battles, dictells a
valid history of events and not a fict
obliged to stick to possibilities. Tr
stick to facts.

It is thus essentian beginning the work before us that a scientific
anchor must come first, and from that absolute anchor the chronology and history of
the ancient Near East can begin to be assembled. Egyptian chronology was the
anchor for the established chronology,dzhen astronomical, Sothic dating, and, as
we will see, it is the only anchor that exists for the short revisionist chronology as
well, which was delineated by Lynn E. Rdse.

! Carl Olof JonssoriThe Gentile Times Reconsiderdth ed., revised and expanded (Atlanta GA

2004), p. 74

2Lynn E. Rose, fAA Lower ed ChTheVebkbvekgyyol.flma. t he T
4(1994),pp. 44 3; and Lynm Eal BRodar sfF Stepdnd. Goull ogy, 0O
and Immanuel Velikovsky. Essays in the Continuing Velikovsky, Aftdé Ann Pearlman, ed.,

(Forest Hills NY 1996), pp. 66326; see also Charles Ginenthgillars of the Pastvol. |

(Forest Hills NY 2003 pp. 81117.
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In a recent communication Rose further informed me that in addition to
having corectly correlated 34 out of 36 lunar festival dates with the heliacal rising
of Sirius, that place the 12th Egyptian Dynasty in the-rimdate first millennium
B.C., there were found an additional five new lunar dates, bringing the total to 41.
Ofthese 37 Il unar festival dates fit with
Is the only absolute scientific anchor that exists and it is from this we will begin the
reconstruction of the chronology of the ancient world.

However, the 18th Dynasty is alemchored by Sothic astronomical
analysis to the 15th century B.C. Unfortunately for the established chronology, it is
misdated because the Ebers Papyrus from which this astronomical data is derived,
according to Sir Leonard Woolley, is a calendrical isgbility since it lacks
intercalary months. In a lunar calendar, a year of twelve lunar months equals 354
days, eleven and a quarter days short of 365.25. A lunar month must be added about
every 2.7 years to keep the seasons in line with the yearWBotley tells us:

Ait must be admitted that 1n the
not of [30 and 29 dayso6] | ength as t
in the lllahun papyrus, and there is nowhere any suggestion of the
intercalary month whichalunareendar shod&l d contain. o

Sidney Smith shows that even within it the dates are only conjectural:

AThe dating of the events [of the
upon the exact dates assigned to the reign of Thutmose Ill. These dates
€ depend é wharising ef Sothesomw thed28th day, 3rd
month of summer, and later [in the month of] Epiphi, in an unknown
year, which must be one of the years 1474431/0. A new moon fell
on the 21st day, 1st month of summer, the later [month of] Pakhon, in
the 23d year, and another on the 30th day, second month of winter, the
later [month of] Mekhir, in the 24th year. These new moons, which
must necessarily be within an estimated range of yearsi 1470,
have been variously identified (1) as those of May 1&#92 and
February 26tli 1490 by Lehmann and Ginzel, (2) as those of May 15
1478 and February 23476 by Eduard Meyer, (3) as those of May 12

3 Jacquetta Hawkes and Sir Leonard WoolRghistory and the Beginning of Civilizatiovol.
I (NY 1963), p. 681
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11467 and February 20tfi1465 by L. Borchardt. Borchardt
accordingly dated Thutmose Il 149136 and Thutmose 11423

1415 or 14201412. These dates can be dismissed; they are not
justified by the Egyptian evidence and are quite impossible when events
in Syria ate considered. 0

Smith goes on to show that the various periods assigned to the 18th
Dynasty kings cannatvork for various reasorts.The astronomical evidence for
anchoring the 18th Dynasty is not exact enough to do so. And different
archaeologists have come up with series of dates that range over many Ebers years.
The chronology derived from the Ebers pays leads to dates which are conjectural,
not absolute. Thus we have the 12th Egyptian Dynasty solidly, scientifically
anchored to the first millennium B.C., but the 18th Dynasty not accurately anchored
to the second millennium at all. For now, all tineed be said is that the 12th
Dynasty is the only rigorous scientific anchor of ancient Egypt to which the
chronology of the surrounding civilizations has been connected.

Here are a few comments by authorities regarding astronomical dating:

A Sc h ol adersthis dasgarszing Egyptian chronology] a
difficult task. As Dr. Robert A. Hatch of the University of Florida puts
it:

A O0The pr doldllethare ars intérnalgproblems
of assigning beginnings and endings to various Dynasties,
and 2) externayi, the problem is reconciling dates in the
Egyptian calendar with attested dates in other calendaric
systems, for example Greek, Jewish, Assyrian, Persian and

A~

Julian/ Gregorian. 0

AEgyptian chronology is in a cons
much of the teminology and dating in dispute. Professor E.J.
Bickerman,Chronology of the Ancient World980: [pp.] 8384 and
106, has properly called it 6the rat

A

e o Professor Hei hri shaObtrethdbkeaschobD

4 Sidney Smithpp.cit, pp. 4142
Sibid., p. 43 ff
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you can stretch or shrink anywhere, by arbitrarily established lengths
ofcoregencies between rulers and even
Afirmo dates cannot be supported ast

AAccor di ng the astlonomical dating @f ancient
history before 700BCE r est s on a host of €& ass.¢.
a surprising amount of wuncertainty a
form the basis for the é chronol ogy
a very real danger of debating about millimetand centimeters when
we should rather [be using] measur em
even the centurie%s are in doubt, 6 he

The chronology of the Persian Empire is also, seemingly, well
established and no one except perhaps Fomenko and (ret¢eitigohn questions
its place in the history of the Middle East. Heinsohn maintains that the Old
Babylonians, also known as the First Babylonians, as well as the Amorites (Amurru)
and also the Martu were not separate nations that ruled over Babylaniartsand
2000 to 1600 B.C., but are, in reality, the Persian rulers of Babylonia from around
600 to 331 B.C. when they dominated this region. The space between their
chronological placements is profound.

The reason why this author has begun with thisequa n of Heli ns
Is that we have a solid ancldoRo s e 0 s 12t ho fidm whichttoy dat
reconstruct this chronology; first things first! In addition, we also have a second
anchor, namely Alexander the Great who conquered the Persian Empire and, in
teb)msof Roseds Sothic dating, also conque
conquest. This directly connects the Persians to the 12th Dynasty, but more
significantly for our purposes, the 12th Dynasty has always been attached in time by
historianstote Ol d Babyl oni ans. Il n so doing
suggestion:

AThe Veli kovsky movement contains
build upon this redating of the Middle Kingdom. They will construct
edifices that | cannot even imagine. They will proeorems
tomorrow that I woul d never have t h
They will sift through the masses of historical data that | have always

® Egyptian Chronology BCEArt History Search, Internet, p. 1
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found unsiftable, and [in time] they will put everything in its proper
place.

AThey wi l | d e and exwogns that Instll ssereas t s
indubitable. This redating of the Middle Kingdom is a powerful
weapon, with which they will be able to demolish the conventional
chronology and more. But that demolition will seem almost
incidental, in comparison to whateh will then be able tobuild. 0

I n analyzing this materi al some O
of Heinsohndés thesis will be evalwuated.
Hei nsohndés equation that t he Q@iled ofBabyl
Babyl oni a. I shall do so not mai nly

evidence, but rather from scientific, technological, linguistic, and other grounds.
Since Cochrane has presented what | conceive to be several forms of smssors

pade evidence, it is only appropriate that these be evaluated in the light of forensic

hi storical evidence. Cochr aimexténso mat er |

DATING THE OLD BABYLONIAN AMORITES

AHIi storians must € deyfdtlmep critic
[historical and chronological] interpretations but also for their methods
of arriving at them. o

David Hackett Fischer
Hi storiansd Fall ac
(NY 1970), p. XIX

The scientific method by which the Old Babylonians were dated to the
early part of thesecond millennium B.C., and not to Persian times, was based on
astronomy and in particular on the Venus tablets of an Old Babylonian king named
Ammisaduga. This was taken to be the absolute anchor of Mesopotamia in the
second millennium B.C. to whichutas fastened. Since this placement aligned itself

" Lynn E. Rose, inStephen J. Gould and Immanuel Velikoyskycit, pp. 718719
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with that of the 12th Egyptian Dynasty, also in the early part of the second
millennium B.C., it was seen as a double anchor point. However, since the 12th
Dynasty is scientifically now anchored in thestimillennium B.C., this connection

is broken. The question is: Does the Mesopotamian Old Babylonian anchor hold?
As Velikovsky explains:

Al n t he i brary of Assurbani pal
astronomical books of his and of previous ages; in the mfirke
library Sir Henry Layard found the Venus tablets.

ARThere arose the question: From wh
of these tablets date? Schiaparell:i
example of method his woth&inqury excel |
could be limited to the seventh and eighth centuries [B.C.].

AThe -foynmularof an early king, Ammizaduga, was
discovered on one of the tablets, and since then the tablets are usually
ascribed to the first Balgyfitteni an dy
second mill &nnium [B.C.]o.

This was greatly elucidated by Lynn E. Rose and Raymond C.
Vaughan:

Al The] use of the Venus tablets as
Ammisaduga [and the Old Babylonian Empire] is generally seen as the
only exact basi$or the second millennium [B.C.] chronology of the
entire Middle East [especially Mesopotamia]. For once Ammisaduqga
Is dated, and the First [or Old] Babylonian Dynasty with him, the
chronology of that entire region of the world is supposedly placed on a
firm [scienYific] footing. o

But are these astronomical tablets credible evidence for placing the Old
Babylonians in the second, not the first millennium B.C.? Rose and Vaughan go on

& Immanuel VelikovskyWorlds in Collision(NY 1950), pp. 195196
‘Lynn E. Ros e, Raymond C. Vaughan, Kraghdslvd. Venus
X, no. 2 (Winter 1985), p. 1
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to explain what is wrong with the methodology the historians have engptoyf
these observations into that early period:

AFor more than a cent uuniyersow 1t h
practice [of archaeastronomers] to work only with censored and
astronomically edited o6datad [for th
deet ed or edited will vaty slightly f

They then describe several forms of editing or, more accurately, culling
the data in the tablets to fit the chronological presuppositions:

AWhen the observations are in one
whatever will conflict with retrocalculation [so the data are forced to fit
the present state of the Solar System and the dating of the Old
Babylonian Amorites to the early second millennium by this
procedure], what can be learned from the relationshipwdsn
retrocalculation and the observations that remain? We suggest that the
only rational answer is, Nothing[, since the] actiata[in the tablets]
play[s] too small a role for any meaningful results to emerge.

AThe case for at tetstbdueisecgnd t he Ve
millennium] reign of Ammisaduqga has been severely eroded over the
years, though this erosion #s wusual/l

The late astronomer G.O. Abell is one who argued that Peter Huber, a
statistician who changed at €& percent of the data in the tablets, making them
congruent with the present configuration of the Solar System in order to disprove
any possibility that the chronology of the ancient Near East could be greatly
shortened, cl ai med aldandad sufficienttb eompesely malle g u me
out the Velikovsky viewo that the histo
even 500 to 800 yeat$.Huber and Abell are not alone in making the claim that the
Venus tablets prove the Old Babylonians arelohnchored in the second, not the
first millennium B.C.:

ibid., p. 3
ibid., p. 5
12Kronos vol. V, no. 4 (Summer 1980), p. 54
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AA | ong | 1 st of peopl e h-a v e SO
Gaposchkin, Kaempffert, Edmondson, de Camp, Stephens, van der
Waerden, and®¥®™ow Huber. ¢éo

Based solely on consensus, such a long list of nssts,
mathematicians, and science writers would seem to indicate that the Venus tablets
indeed properly place the Old Babylonians in the second millennium and that,
therefore, Heinsohn, Sweeney, and Rose are greatly mistaken to suggest otherwise.

Nevertteless, Otto Neugebauer originally maintained that because the
Venus tablets fnare given in the contemgp
become an important element for the determination of the chronology of the
Hammur api [ Ol d Bakl yrhiowasia h957. phen ih 1083.he é 0
claimed:

AFrom the OId Babyl onian period
preserved whi ch cont ains omi na e f
Predictions derived from observations of Venus made during the reign
of Ammisadugada. 1600 B.C.) are preserved only in copies written
almost a thousand years later and clearly [were] subjected to several
changes during this long timaVe are thus again left in the dark as to
the actual date of the composition of these docun@éhfemphasis
added]

This statement by Neugebauer appears to render the view that Huber
and all the others who date these tablets to the second millennium B.C. are also in
the dark regarding their value for chronology. Rose has clearly shown that this

consensus is false Wit hout rehashing all of Rose
the chronographers now state specifically regarding the Venus tablets for dating the
ol d Babyl oni ans. Fredrick H. Cryer i

Probl emso a mits in agteemerst with R&&Odnd Vauhhan:

BLynn E. Rose, #fAJust Pl ai nl $cieMistoQomfront StienGstsi t i q u
Who Confront Velikovsky, Kronogol. IV, no. 2 (Winter 1978), p. 41

14 Otto Neugebauef he Exact Sciences in Antiqu{Brovidence Rl 1957), p. 100

15 Otto NeugebaueAstronomy and History Selected Ess@y¥/Berlin/Heidelberg/Tokyo

1983), pp. 567
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AThe entire discussion of this 1is
undemonstrated assumptioneamely, that it is possible [as Peter
Huber and several others have done] by-teitical means to remove
false and misleadindata that have crept into the text [of the Venus
Tablets] during the history of its transmission and that the original text
was based on celestial observations
[Because of these problems] there is no reason to place anyaifteat
in the Venus Tablets for the purpose of reconstructing the chronology
of the second millennium [B.C.], as a number of scholars have
remarked. o

The repudiation of the statistical work of Huber and those who
supported his work such as Owen Gingerghwell as those who also culled the
data in these tablets with the same flawed techniques, could not be more explicit. As

Andrew Lang c¢l aimed, fAHe [ Huber and the
uses a | amppost forosypm@maer tAnan otl ei IFlr amic
50 million Frenchmen say a f%®&otbosih t hi

generations of historians, archaagstronomers, and mathematicians maintain a false
and, therefore, foolish chronology for the OldoBknians, based on culled data, it
Is still false and foolish.

In spite of these rather direct scientific negations of the chronology for
the second millennium B.C. in Mesopotamia and Egypt, the general literature gives
no indication that the chronologyf this period is unanchored, that it is not an
absolute chronology. Yet the established chronology is still the accepted paradigm.
As Rose explains:

AA historian may consult an astr ol
other astronomical event [to pin down tiieonology]. The astronomer
will calculate possible dates for the event [or series of events]. The
historian wi |l then arrange his chro
retrocalculations. Then some time passes, and the chronology becomes
orthodox. he [original] grounds for the chronology are forgotten, and

Frederick H. Cryer, #Chr Qwlizafioospfithe ArcisniNear and P
East vol. I, J.M. Sassooet al, eds. (NY 1995) p. 658

7 Andrew Langin Leo Rostem,e 0 Rost ends (NCa@e)p. & al of Wi t

18 Anatole France in Wm.R. FiX;he Bone Peddlef@NY 1948), p. 151
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it is assumedo rest on solid historical evidence. No one remembers or
can find out any more that it rests [as does the Old Babylonian
chronology] on astronomical retrocalculations. Then a generation

of astronomers and historians play the game again, this time in reverse
direction. The chronology is taken as independently fixed, and the
eclipse or other event [or events] is [are] taken as datable on purely
historical grounds. Then somedtike Peter Huber] retrocalculates in

the same manner as before, but not in order to set up a chronology this
timed just to check it. And of course all the pieces fit. Different
generations have made the same numerical computations and obtained

thesameegs ul t s . e Not hing about what re

can be shown by such procedures. What is perceived as an independent

check is not a check®fat all, let alo
Rose adds:

AEach new generation of dighol ars t
its supposed breakthroughs. But the fact is that very little has
fundamentally changed [regarding Old Babylonian chronology] during
the past one hundred years in the way scholars treat antiquity: the
conventional chronology is still adhered to by thest majority of
todayodos author s; and the archaeol ogi
and literary evidence against that conventional chronology is swept
under the rug today even more carefully than it was two or three
gener atfons ago. 0

A Wh at e v eients sald éhat aonflicts with those [assumed]
0factsdéd must be o6scribal errord or o
Stela of Egypt, discussed above]. Such texts have routinely been
6correcteddbé, that is, rewri.tGren, to I
el se they?are ignored. o

Now that the 12th Egyptian Dynasty has been placed well into the first
millennium B.C., that placement fully correlates with the chronology of the Persians.

Rose, fAJust Pop.etipm B3O Wr ongé o,
20ipid., p. 34
2Libid., p. 42
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The heliacal rising of Sirius with 37 lunar dates for this chragwloas so many
points of astronomical corroboration and validation that it would take many
millennia for this astronomical situation to reoccur before it and after it. The
uniqueness of this data to that time is absolute. On the other hand: How do we tie
the Old Babylonians to that time as well?

Historians have repeatedly claimed that one cannot ignore
synchronisms of Egyptian history dovetailing with that of neighboring countries.
Thus, if Heinsohn, Rose, and Sweeney are correct in placing the OldbBialond in
the time of the 12th Dynasty, the evidence should also dovetail with it as
confirmation and corroboration. And, indeed, such has always been the case
according to the established chronology. That is, historians have long held that the
12th Dynaty of Egypt was contemporary with the Old Babylonian Dynasty of
Mesopotamia, based on a number of connections both archaeological and historical.
This requires that the Old Babylonians were living in Persian times and confirms
Heinsohn, Rose, and Sweebey t heses that the Ol d Bab
rulers over Babylonia.

One connection linking the Old Babylonians directly to the 12th
Dynasty was uncovered at Platonas on Crete. There a Hammurabi [Old
Babylonian}type seal was found in a tomb alonghaMiddle Minoan pottery of a
type that was discovered at other sites which is definitely from the 12th DyAasty.
These relics on Crete were dated by Sidney Smith to the earlier age of Minoan
Crete?®> This evidence is taken as proof that the 12th Dynasty the Old
Babylonian Dynasty were contemporaneous. Péoples of the Se&/elikovsky
commented on this:

AThe | awmaker Kking Hammur abi of t
Dynasty € has been transferred to a
synchronize the Egyptiaviddle Kingdom [of the 12th Dynasty] with
the First Dynasty of Babylon, on the basis of material from both places
found in a commdn deposit on Crete. o

22 CAH, vol. I, pt. 1 (Cambridge, UK 1973), p. 144
23 Smith, op.cit, p. 58
24 Immanuel VelikovskyPeoples of the SeAlY 1977), p. 205
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Smith also tells us AnThe rel ati on

[the] time of the First [or Old] Dyasty of Babylon is particularly clear at Ras
S h a m?® @n.pages 136 ofAlalakh and Chronologyhe presents much additional
archaeological evidence that links the Old Babylonians directly to the 12th Dynasty.

This of course is the type of evidence th&torians have always used
(such as pottery, relics, etc.) to link the various civilizations of the ancient world to
one another. This form of material generally creates a relative chronology which is
not precise in time compared to an astronomical,latesohronology thais precise
in time. The absolute chronology that links the Old Babylonians with the 12th
Dynasty of Egypt wi | | be presented i
Chronol ogy. o

Before getting to that unit, a brief discussion of otleems of scientific
and technological evidence to further confirm, corroborate and correlate the dating
of the Old Babylonians to the first millennium is in order. If the Old Babylonians
are truly the Persian rulers of Babylonia, then their relics, etthe strata should
be found directly beneath those of the Greeks. This will be discussed in the unit on
stratigraphy. If the Old Babylonians are the Persian rulers of Babylonia, they would
possess metals and other materials unknown to the early sed@rhionm Old
Babylonians but known and available in Persian times. These other forms of
forensic historical evidence would then confirm the astronomical data and make the
evidence for the equation of OIld Babylonians and Persians in Babylonia
overwhelming That is the goal of the rest of Chapter 1. As Fekri Hassan suggests:

AWith c¢clearly stated goals and &

towards ¢é validity of evidence, and
broad range of fields of archaeological and histbkec@wledge, we
are |likely to converge ¥8n a plausi bl

Along with these elements, scientific and technological evidence is of
paramount importance. In fact, without these various elements as evidence we
cannot have a plausible, noclaronologically coherent reading of the past.

25 Smith,op.cit, p. 15
®Fekri Hassan, AEnvironmental Per ceephtiisano rayn d
The Way the Wind BlowR.J. Mclintostet al, eds. (NY 2000), p. 137

r
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CALENDARS AND CHRONOLOGY

AAn excell ent proof of the correct
Is in agreement with the chronologiesather contemporary nations,
provided that these other chronologies are pedelently established
and there arsynchronismsthat is, dated connecting links that serve to
join the two or more chronologies together at one or more points.

AThe reason why it ' s i mportant
established is to rule out any atfet to discredit their worth by
claiming that the chronology of a certain period in one nation has been
established simply by the aid of the chronology of the contemporary
period in another nation. 0O

Carl Olof Jonsson,

The Gentile Times Reconsidered
4thed., revised and expanded
(Atlanta GA 2004), p. 139

While historical synchronisms between, say, the Old Babylonians and
the 12th Dynasty exist as discussed above, these synchronisms are not enough. What
Is needed, as Jonsson indicated, is that theseesnpust be linked by an absolute
form of evidence to give an absolute chronology with precise links with one another:

Aan absolute chronol ogy S usual ly b €
astronomicalP’ observations. 0

This brings us to the finerpo;it of Hei nsohnds thes.i
that King Darius |, the Great, of Persia is the same as King Hammurabi of the Old
Babylonian Dynasty; and that King Artaxerxes Il Ochos of Persia is the same as
King Ammisaduga of the Old Babylonian Dynasty.

27 Jonssongp.cit, p. 153
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It shouldbe emphasized that more recently Heinsohn has been inclined
to treat these relationships in terms of contemporaneity rather than strict identity.
This opens up the possibility that a king of Babylon, like Hammurabi, might have
been a vassal king undeetking of Persia, in this case Darius. We should note that
some of Hei ns onbthavesabandored the srict ienyty view. For
purposes of our discussion here, | too shall be speaking of it as an iéfentity.

With regard to calendars and theafmology of the ancient world, it is
well known that prior to around 500 B.C. the various rulers of Mesopotamia used a
lunar calendar. Because twelve lunar months equal 354 days, an additional or
intercalary month had to be added to the year about evérye2ars. All ancient
lunar calendars prior to 500 B.C. are taken to have these intercalary months added
to them. Further, because the lunar month is 29.5 days long, the ancients had both
29- and 30day months.

The question is: Is it probable or evenysidble to expect that two sets
of Persian/Old Babylonian kings, following each other in the same order of their
dynasty but living over one thousand years apart in time and several hundreds of
miles apart from each other, should over their reigns justemapgphave identical
30-day months in identical years and months of those years? The probability of
finding such an exact correlation by chance is quite remote.

It is important to note the significance of the absolute dating of
Hammurabi to Mesopotamianha onol ogy . G. Roux stat
Hammurabi is the keystone of the chronology of the second and third millennium
B . G° Imother words, since many historians now reject the Venus tablets as the
keystone for dating the Old Babylonians, anottetro$ astronomical dates must be
employed to establish the absolute chronology of that king and those who preceded
and followed him.

Before beginning this analysis a digression is in order. This analysis
wi | | be presented i n ttiheeued i gfht Heifn skovh n(
related to the Persian/Old Babylonian and Darius/Hammurabi equations. | wish to
inform the reader of the manner by which Cochrane has chosen to deal with me and

28 This development has not yet been published; | learned about it in 2007 from email exchanges
between Gunnar Heinsohn and Birgit Liesching.
29 Georges Roux Ancient Iraq(NY 1980), p. 43
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my defense of Heinsohnoés ¢ heformeyéddogi c al
in-chief and now publisher of the journ&on) Upon learning of vol. | oPillars

of the Pasthe wrote about me on the Kroniatalk group on December 15, 2003, prior
to having read my book. Clark Whelton considerately sent me this alateerein
Cochrane wrote:

AnAmMm | the only guy who finds it
touting Ginenthal s | atest book on
Ginenthal for insights on chronology is like looking to Leroy
Ellenberger for information on the Satutheory. The presentation is
so biasedandsowroige aded as to be virtually v

On January 4, 2004, Cochrane further wrote:

A | now plan to offer a detailed a
chronology, this one every bit as wrongheaded ashis Velikovskian
article arguing that Hammurabi is to be identified with Darius. Rather
than make the folks on Kronia wait until the next issueAebn
however, Il 61 | begin offering brief poc¢
week. o

On December 20, 280 Cochrane had added:

AHowever, | am interested to | earn
have to say on astronomical dating.
me for raising the issue of astronomical retrocalculations in my detailed
analysisofthefanttsi ¢ reconstruction of Heinso

Notice how Cochrane has employed the same miserable and
dishonorable devices that were used against Velikovsky. He attempts to tarnish me
through guilt by association; he claims | am no different than Leroy Ellenberger, a
wildly enraged critic who stoops to any crude level to discredit those of us in the
Velikovsky movement [se€he Velikovskiamol. 1V, no. 4 (1999) pp. 16214]. My
own interaction with Ellenberger, as many others have unfortunately experienced, is
perhag best summed up by Oscar Wil de wit
[ EI'l enberger] | eads his readers to the
Cochraneds use of Ell enberger as a | ink
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who also saici Whi | e with his right hand [ Cochr
ancient chronology], his | eft hand | et

Wh a t I's also extremely 1 nappropri
part is not only the rudad hominenhe employs on méut his going to the length
of attacking a book he had at that time not read. As a scholar in the field of

Vel i kovskian studies, he 1 s, presumably
had al so not read Vel i kovskoyndod hatefolo k s
comment . Not having read my book, Coch
and Avirtually worthl ess. 0-Gapbdthkiswhe o und:

used quite similar language and the same shrill tone to denounce Velikovskg and hi
bookWorlds in Collision also, like Cochrane, not having read it.

Interestingly, his rude tone and words about me will, | am sure, be kept
from the readers of his critique of my book, if it is ever presented. | believe this
unseemly side of Cochranellnot see the light of day iAeon. However, more
than four years after his promise to write a daily or weekly point by point rebuttal of
Pillars of the Past have found nothing from Cochrane or from his associates in
touch with the Kronia talk group ¢iis promised critique.

With respect to Cochrane accusing
Il ssue of astronomical retrocalcul ation,
a great supporter of astronomical dating of the ancient world via theedttest
documents supported by careful retrocalculations. 1 do not recall ever having
claimed that astronomical evidence is of little or no value. If Cochrane has such
statements by me, let him publish them. In his critique he has presented no
astronomical eétrocalculated evidence whatsoever that places the Old Babylonians
in the early second millennium B.C. If he has such evidence that gives an absolute
dating, let him produce it. There simply is none, and that is the problem.

The question at hand is: Do€so c hr aneds <crit-&aque o
Vis t he Persian/ Ol d Babyl oni an equat
Darius/Hammurabi equation stand up to scrutiny? As will be shown, the attested
documents that produce astronomical data for the Old Babyloniads an
retrocalculations of these give absolute dates that connect the Persians to the Old
Babylonians and in particular correlate the reigns of Darius and Hammurabi.
Cochrane writes:
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AHammur abi was t he mo scalledgirsto mi nent
[or Old] dynasty of Babylon which saw Mesopotamia dominated by the
Amorites. &

AThe royal I nscri pti ocalled date om t hi

formul ae) provide valwuable <c¢clues fo
various activities year by year, inasmuch as they typically detier
kingds major deedsS® and accompli shmen

Notice Cochrane talks of document
i nscriptionso that delineate deeds and
none of this data deals with absolute astronomical dakiogvever, theCambridge
Ancient Historyreports with respect to the documented material for Hammurabi:

AThe materials | eft by the king |
source connected with him which can be of use in writing the history
of his reign are scanip the extreme. His official inscriptions are few

7

¢, al most wholly devoted to é buil di

This is not to suggest in any way that these materials are all in error, but
how do we test and/or falsify them? They must be taken at face value. It is well
known that ancient Near Eastern monarchs were given to only reporting history to
aggrandize themselves. Let us compare battles fought by Darius and Hammurabi as
presented by Cochrane to learn if such documents are to be trusted to determine the
historiesof these supposedly two separate kings.

AAccording to Roux, Hammurabi Opat
before making the first moved to enl
and 11th years of his reign, Hammurabi defeated Isin, Uruk, Malgium,
and invaded Baut bal . For the next t wenty
devoted himself 0solely to the embe
fortification of towns. 0 Af ter nea
Hammurabi set about expanding the boundaries of his kingdom. In his
30thyea he conquered EI am. Hammur abi (

¥Ey Cochrane, fdHei ns adomvolsV, d.m¢Juleld9), uhpagirmtedo r y 6, 0
but on the basis of the index, p. 58
31CAH, vol. Il pt. 1 (1973), p. 177
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31. The same year saw him defeating Eshnunna, Subartu, and Gutium.
In his 32nd year, he overthrew Zisttim and Mari. Two years later,

Hammur abi returned and sackeard Mar |
Hammur abi ooverthrew the army of the
defeated all his enemies as f ar as t

Hammurabi reigned a period of 43 years.

ADarius in contrast é succeeded i
himself. The apparent chaos é inspired mo:
and thus Darius was forced to put down one rebellion after another, first
in Elam, then in Babylon, as well as in Armenia, Persia, Media, Assyria,

Parthia, and Scythia. It took over two yedrB@avy fighting for Darius

to establish himself. e Thereupon
restructuring and expanding the empi
campaigns in India and along the Mediterranean where he gained

control of the lonian islands. In SBCE, finally, Darius campaigned

against the Scythians around the Black Sea, conquering European
Thrace and most of the northern Aege
for a period? of 36 years. €0

Here we have a resume that is valid only in terms of doctandimere
is not one scintilla of scientific or technical evidence offered to test or falsify

Heinsohndés Darius/ Hammur abi equation.
According to Cochrane, Darius At oc
€ to establish himsel f . thisisldased doeésma sag o c u
this. According to Jim Hickst al, Darius tells us nAnof th
army fought 19 battles and defeated nine wduld ki ng s, al | wi t hi
s ame ¥ €achrdne daims the rebellion was put down tweryears, whereas
Darius c¢claims he did it iIin one year.
Weerdenburg writes: fnAs Darius says rep
t hroughout his empire. e This ti me |

headaches: in no way can the dates given in the inscription be fitted inteyaane

32 Cochraneopp.cit, pp. 5758
33 Jim Hickset al, The PersiangNY 1975), p. 28
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schedule. It seems probable that Darius sacrifices chronological precision and
hi storical truth ¢é for the #mmedi ate ca

Cochranedseowhs®opoints out WAlt se
t hat Darius neverth®Asseshéml of fiCoed ht ha
Cc

Ol mstead, shows filt I's signi fi ant tha
el aborate dé&fense of I|lying. o
Heleen Sansi-tWe er denbur g tell s -years: A

autobiography [on the Be&Shiestawnd sRo dilD]arwa
a Vvictorious campaign against the Scyt
ADarius was anythin@vewt hvisctaog myof s ,0 mh e

The question is not of one or two years over which the rebellion was
put down, since one year makes very little difference in the chronologies of the two
kings. The fact is that the historians interpreted the concef® bétiles fought in
a single year and found it preposterous, and so the length of the rebellion was
changed, contrary to the document, to t
three, four, five or more years for this to have been the time spaoshamen the
rebellions began and ended. How can this be put to the test and falsified?
Nevertheless, Cochrane, while presenting the accepted rendition of these rebellions,
carefully failed to report any of these problems to his readers. After réssgart
of his critique, he then attacked Heinsohn for citing a source that has been called
quite unreliable, namely Ctesias:
Als there any reason, then, to tak
the specifics of Persian history? On the contrary, lkeasvn to be a
most unreliable source. Amelie Kuhrt, writing for tkambridge
Ancient History had this to say about the Greek doctor:

A oUnfortunately there is little
Ctesias had access to any particularly reliable source about

34 Heleen SancisNe er denbur g, ADar i us Civilizations of thehAacieRte r si an
Near Eastvol. I, J.M. Sassoosat al, eds. (NY 1995), pp. 1038037

35 The Cambridge History of Iran. Gershevitch ed., vol. 2 @ndon 1985), p. 210

36 A.T. OlmsteadHistory of the Persian EmpirgChicago, London 1948), p. 109 fn

87 sancisiWeerdenburgpp.cit, p. 1038

38 ibid., p. 1038 and 1043
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earlier Persian history, so that his use for the purposes of

this chapter is negligible. o
AFol and Hammand, writing for the
Ctesias as ofar from dependabl e. 0 .

historians should disregard Ctesiasaghistorical source altogether:

A 6When we discover that é Ctesi a:s
Persian records did not prevent him from interpreting

Dariusd6 Behistun text as a descr
ascent of the cliff on a mountain of paskddles, we have

no choice | eft but to reject his e
means of checkiry the specific information that he gives
i's usually quite false. é On the

prudent to disregard him as a ser.
AYet t hitshoirsi ttyhdbe Heaunsohn oul d ha

When Cochrane <cites a source for

year, which historians claim is an out
for the specifics of Pebristisaniilhiitsttloer ye \0
[ Cochranel] had access to any particul ar
purposes [he presents] é is negligible.
€ balance it seems most ps ukldiesnttortioc ali ssr
Yet this is the o6authorityé [Cochrane]
hi story]. o When we turn to the documer

are treading on dangerous grounds. As Herbert Butterfield explains

AFor the most part It [[anci ent N e
history produced on behalf of the monarch and serving his interests or
that of [his] state. é The annal s w

were written for hind presenting him as speakj in the first person;
and their purpose was to celebrate h
prowess in the hunt € or his bravery

[as Darius boasted of hisogee ar conquests] €& they w
the most boastful piese of wr i ting ever produced

39 Cochranepp.cit, p. 64



34 VELIKOVSKIAN Vol. VI, Nos. 2, 3, 4

thing is clear: they are not to be taken as evidence of the interest
[ ancient] man showed i“h é the recove

So, too, with Dariusodés bl atant prc
approval. Literture produced by these ancient kings about themselves is generally
pure propaganda just as it is today in various states. How much of the atrocities
committed by modern nations is presented by these states? For example, General
Charles Cornwallis, whosmoffin lies in Westminster Abbey, London and who was
defeated at Yorktown by George Washington with the French fleet and a French
expeditionary force, has this epitaph
with great sl aug hgreatdefeatis priserted.afthisisthadade o f
in the near past, it is only reasonable that the battles fought by ancient kings be taken
for what they aré@ propaganda, not to be relied on as solid historical fact.

This is the problem inherent in assumiag,Cochrane does, along with

nearly all hi storians of these periods
Rock or elsewhere is proof that what is contained therein is true. As | believe Samuel
Johnson aptly put it: siilnotl apiodiaroytihn oc
Cochraneds more important critici
reigned a period of 43 years, o while Al
i s, At he | ength of  tthEhis,rtoo,rie bhaged sn thes di
documentay evidence. But what does the calendrical, astronomical evidence, upon
which absolute dating depends, say wit

respect, we come backtoour-8ay mont hs attested for I
those of Darius. Lynn ERose as long ago as 1995 presented the data that shows
Hei nsohndés Darius / Hammur abi equation i
Aln a series of publications €& He
First [or Old] Babylonian Dynasty and the Persian Empire are identical.

As part of thisthesis he maintains that Hammurabi of the [Old]

Babylonian Dynasty is identical with Darius the Great of the Persian

Empire and that Ammisaduga of the [Old] Babylonian Dynasty is

identical with Artaxerxes Ill Ochos of the Persian Empire.

40 Butterfield, op.cit, p. 45; see also p. 46
41 Cochranepp.dt., p. 58
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~

Né t her e dinreeof argumentéhat did eventually
convince me of Heinsohnds thesis. B
thus both would be condemned by Hein

AOne | ine of argument proceeds f
archaeological evidence [presented3igney Smith and others] that
the [Old] Babylonian Dynasty would have been nearly or at least
roughly contemporary with the Twelfth [Egyptian] Dynasty. BUT
THERE IS OVERWHELMING ASTRONOMICAL EVIDENCE that
the Twelfth Dynasty ended with the coming of Alegar the Great.
Thus Imustput the [Old] Babylonian Dynasty at about the time of the
Persian Empire anywddy. o [Capitalizat

This, of course, was discussed earlier. As Cryer clearly understands
and as do near |l y al | ingstleematuwewsttheltalesdarcor i a n
calendars used in a given ancient society is of primary historiographical
i mpor ttance. 0

Let us now examine the calendrical, astronomical evidence by which
Rose was able to anchor the Old Babylonians alongside the Parstesisecifically
to do this for Darius/Hammurabi and Artaxerxes Il Ochos/ Ammisaduga.

AThe other | ine of argument direct
of Hammurabi é with Darius the Great
of Ammi saduqga éll @chos of thdRetsianEmpirg.e s |

i loveto be able to prove my case by citing my opponents. Thus
it is with great pleasure that | call your attention to an esoteric work by
Pet er J .AstrbhomicalrDatidg of Babylon | and Ur [MWvhich]
contains the téested intercalations under Ammisaduqga (pageag0)
well as the attested 3flay months under Ammisadud@mphasis
added] (page 65). We can also make use of Lang§dtimeringham
Schoch here (pages 61 and 77). Furt |
Dubbestein entitledBabylonian Chronology 626 B.@&.D. 75 é

2Ros e, AFrom Cal empatrps7i22 o Chronol ogyo,
43 Cryer,op.cit, p. 656
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contains retrocalculations of all the lunar months under Artaxerxes il
Ochos (page 35). ¢

nlf we have Year 1 of Ammi saduqga ¢
-357, then 24 of the 28 attested @@y monthseem to check out. All
four of the misses are one day late and are at the enddafy2®ionths;
thus bad seeing at those four points

This means that all the attested-cBy months of Ammisaduga are
identical to the particutayears and months of 30 days of Artaxerxes Il Ochos. Why
Is this so unusual? When the Old Babylonians supposedly lived in the early part of
the second millennium B.C., intercalary months were added to the year by decree.
But during Persian times thesgtra intercalary months were added to the calendar
by formula. What then is the probability that 24 of 28 attesteda30months from
the reign of Ammisaduqga should just by chance happen to be identical to the Persian
calendar of Artaxerxes Il Ocho$oth kings reigned for the same number of years,
but if, say, Ammisaduga in his 13th year, 8th month had-da§0month, then
Artaxerxes Il Ochos in his 13th year, 8th month also had-dayOmonth. Rose
found 24 such correlations out of 28-88y monthsspread across the various but
widely different years of their reigns. And significantly, the four misses all occur at
the very end o-flay Aantiws whiehdnuhis ardadl nuiger of cases
points strongly to the fact that the sky was overcastlam@strologer viewing the
sky could not see the Moon that day and therefore claimed it waslay3®onth
rather than one of 29 days. The probability that in so many cases both Ammisaduga
and Artaxerxes Ill Ochos should have in particular years of tiesgns, and
particular months of these years, identicalday months is inordinately low. Thus
Ammisaduga of the Old Babylonian Dynasty is dated preciselabsolutelyto the
time of the Persian king Artaxerxes Ill Ochos. This can only be so ifateegne
and the same person or if their reigns arexiensive. What, then, of Hammurabi
and Darius the Great? Here Rose shows:

Al f we have Year 1 of-b26lthemBur abi st
of 27 attested 3day mont hs seem to @heck out
complication in the Hammuralarius case, in that Hammurabi
reigned for at least 43 years and Darius for only 36, but | would argue
that there was arevisedyaamunt ¢é which was for tl

“Rose, fAFrom Cal empatsps72 o Chronol ogy, 0
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backdating the reign by nine years, and thus [hagerDi us depri v e]
the hated Kambyses [who ruled before him for aroudy8ars] of his

very existence! This [taking away years from an earlier king and
adding them to oneds reign] was a C
seems that the [Old] BabylondnHamu r abi 6 went al ong
move butthe PersiadDar i us6 tradition did not

A | concl ude [ -day snenths for Amnisaceigae 30
Artaxerxes |11 Ochos and Hammurabi / D
corr®ect. o

Huber, who had raised the importarmfauising months in the calendar
for explicating chronology for the Venus tablets, had to change 30 percent of the
astronomical data to place the Old Babylonians back in the early part of the second
millennium B.C. Rose, on the other hand, except fordesing, changed none of
the astronomical data to have theseda@ months in separate years at definitive
numbers of months into those years for both sets of kings to fit the astronomy and
the retrocalculations. Huber nevertheless described his findingsst : AApart
scribal errors [my findings] are compatible with modern calculations.
Unfortunately, we do not know® precisely

Roseds evidence shows precisely
Hammurabi reigned; his list of hits doestmequire a single scribal error, and his
analysis is strikingly compatible with modern retrocalculations.

One would expect kings living over a thousand years apart in time and
hundreds of miles apart geographically not to have so maaag®onths situad
in exactly the same years and the same months of those years. One would expect
that perhaps as many as half of theda months attested for Ammisaduga and
Hammurabi would fall on 2@8lay months of Artaxerxes Il Ochos and Darius, and
vice versa. Buthis is not the case.

Egyptologist William H. Stiebing Jr. has also raised the issue of
probability as a method of testing evidence:

4 ibid.
“peter Huber, A Cunei fSoaentsts Gonfiomt ¥etikovskKgCbrimel NYV e nu s 0,
1979), pp 126127
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AScientists [ and, I add, histori
explanations of data in terms of probability rather than pdggj so
the evidence would have to be clear and unambiguous to convince them
that a theéry é is valid. o

In this respect Cryer states:

AThere 1s no | aw requiring that
Ammi sadugal] € employ the sajBe cal end
[Darius and Artaxerxes Il Ochos] even within the same culture or
society; nor is there any that requires one and the same society to
empl oy the same calendar. ¢ Nor nee
Il denti cal t hroughout ev there imnogr eat e
assurance that the length[s] of the reign[s] of king[s] A [Hammurabi
and Ammisaduqa] as recorded by scribe X [were] measured using the
same calendar as that employed by scribe Y to define the reign[s] of
king[s] B [Darius and Artaxerxes Ill ®os]. Nor is it likely that the
scribes in question will have known of such problems; if they did, it is
uncertain whether they regar“®ed cal e

Not only do we have the same Old Babylonian and Persian kings adding
the same @-day months to particular years at particular months of these years, but
the various scribes who prepared these texts were either indifferent or unaware that
they were preparing identical lists of the-@y months and years. Whether
Cochrane, Stiebingr any ot her historian critical
not, his equation of the Old Babylonians with the Persians is now dated absolutely.
It is extraordinarily improbable that the placement of the Old Babylonians back in
the early second nidnnium can stand.

Cochrane has written on his website, www.maverickscience.com, an
attack on my wor k Guerhaldailsnto itfeem hisrreaders s : f
exactly whioch 0scienti fic and technol
Hammurabi livedafter Cyrus and the downfall of the Medes/Mitanni. The truth is,

of cour se, t hat nNo such fact s exist. o
Chaseo.
Wi I Il'iam H. Stiebing Aeonvolil,Qo 6 (Mayd99)pt6@st rophi s

48 Cryer,op.cit, p. 656
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The question | now raise for Cochrane is: Why did he completely ignore
this astronomicatalendrical ed e nc e ? Al of Rosedbds ev
lengths of the reigns of Darius and Hammurabi as well as Artaxerxes Ill Ochos and
Ammisaduga appeared a good four years before Cochrane raised his- Darius
Hammurabi critique ileonin 1999. InStephen J. Gouldnd Immanuel Velikovsky
(1995) it was all spelled out for him. In fact, Cochrane contributed a significant
chapter to this tome, and | thanked him for doing so by giving him a copy. Why
then did he fail to report, or deal with, this Darldammurabi mateal when
addressing his readers? The astronongabdndrical evidence clearly and directly
contradicted his argument. His obligation as a critic was, at the very least, to deal
with Rosed6s materi al and | et hiwchisr eade
criticism exists. But that scholarly obligation was evaded.

Whil e Cochrane raised documentary
thesis, the forensic astronomigallendrical documents and retrocalculations solidly
support Heinsohn.

There is one furtheunique aspect of having these attested and
retrocalculated 3@ay months in particular years at specific months of these years
agreeing with each other in the reigns of Darius/Hammurabi and Artaxerxes Il
Ochos/Ammisaduqga which has to do with intercalaonths. Huber argues:

Né Rose chooses to ignore some of
i n particular the matter of intercal
were a reality throughout Babylonian history from before Hammurabi
to the latest times, and you simmannot afford to ignore them when
di scussing calendaric® [ and chronol og

Huber notes in particular:

AThe [ Ol d] Babyl onian calendar i s
the month begins on the evening when the new moon first becomes
visible. Thus the length of the month varies irregularly between 29 and
30 days; twelve lunar months correspond to about 354 days. In roughly
every third year the Babylonians inserted an additional (thirteenth)
month in order to keep the month in step with the@eas

®qguoted in Rose, fAJust Pl ai npgt,pW8ong: A Cri ti
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nBef or &00aHese intercalations were handled in a rather
haphazard fashi®on by royal decree. o

Thus under Hammurabi and Ammisaduqga, who supposedly lived prior
to about 1600 B.C., there was no formula for adding intercalary months to the year.
They did so in a Ahaphazard fashion. o

Robert R. Newton tells us in this respect:

ASi nce t he need for t he extra m
observation made by officials who had political interests and political
power, we may be sure that the assignment okt [intercalary]
month was somewhat erratic. It has been estimated that [because of
extra intercalary months] the first day of the year might have come any
time from the middle of March to the middle of June in middle
Babyl oni®n times. o

30-day monthsdid not necessarily follow 28ay ones. There were
short strings of 30and 29day months occurring without apparent rhyme or reason
in so-called Old Babylonian times.

Clearly, one would not expect the Old Babylonian and Persian kings to
add just the coect intercalary months in the correct spaces (not necessarily the
identical months in the identical places) to permit all thed@p months to be
identical for both sets of kings. The calendars, under the established chronology,
would only allow for thiscondition to occur if the Persian/Old Babylonian kings
were one and the same person and i f the
calendar in line with their own. If they were different kings living apart in time and
place they would not have @eld intercalary months in just such a way as to keep
their calendars in time with one another so closely.

This, in fact, is how the Romans forced the Egyptians to change their
calendar to be in alignment with the Roman calendar. The Egyptians had a fixed
365-day calendar, without leap years. The Romans required the Egyptians to add a

®0 Huber inScientists Confront Velikovskgc.cit.
51 R.R. Newton;The Crime of Claudius PtolengBaltimore, London 1977), p. 396; see also p.
395
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sixth day every four years; this was so that, at least eventually, both calendars would
average 365%4 years. In a similar (not identical) sense, the Persians forced their Old
Babylonian subjects to align their calendar with their own.

This astronomicatalendrical evidence indicates rather conclusively
the correctness of Heinsohn, Ros e, and
were the Persian rulers over Babylonia, thatius and Hammurabi were one and
the same king, and that Artaxerxes Ill Ochos and Ammisaduqga were also one and
the same king. The possibility or probability of finding so many exact calendrical
correlations between these two sets of kings defies patysant probability. These
identical correspondences in their calendars do not happen by chance, indicating that
the Persians and Old Babylonians were living at the same time and that Hammurabi
was the same king as Darius under a different name, whileigadoma was the
same as Artaxerxes Il Ochos under a different name. Kings often had many names
and the name they were known by in their homeland was not necessarily the one
they used for their subject peoples. (We should remember, of course, thathHeinso
has recently expressed reservations about his own equations, and that he may prefer
to view them in terms of contemporaneity rather than in terms of strict identity. We
shall see.)

In terms of forensic historical evidence we now have a solid
astronomial-calendrical foundation showing the Old Babylonians were actually the
Persian rulers over Babylonia. Nevertheless, there is a great deal more forensic
historical evidence that supports the same conclusion that will be outlined with the
following materids. In toto, we will discover that there are several levels of
scientific and technological evidence that correlate, corroborate and converge, along
with the astronomicatalendrical evidence, to show that the Old Babylonians were
the Persians.
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GEOLOGI CAL STRATIGRAPHY VS.
ARCHAEOLOGICAL STRATIGRAPHY

APer haps the strongest [ chronol o
stratification, over a period of years.

Sidney Smith
op.cit, p. 47

There are two forms of stratigraphical research that must first be
distinguished from one another before one can properly determine the chronology
of the ancient world. There is a fundamental difference between geological
stratigraphy and historicarchaeological stratigraphy. Geological stratigraphy is
based on a wellnderstood scientific process. When an ancient city, town, or village
was abandoned in Mesopotamia and never resettled or, after being abandoned for a
long period the same site was resettled, a geological process occurs that leaves clear
cut evidence to showhat happened. Once a place has been abandoned, the wind
blows sand, soll, etc., into the streets and the ruins of the buildings of the first settlers
that were left standing. These materials, called Aeolian or-bliman layers, are a
rather clear geolgical marker that tells a geologist that the site was abandoned.
When it rain® as it does in Mesopotamia during the winter sedsiwe mud brick
walls still standing above these Aeolian deposits slump and flow down over these
wind-blown materials, sealintpem in place. Erosion does play a part in this process
but it is negligible because once the itk walls flow as mud over the Aeolian
deposits, desert weeds grow on the mounds of these settlements and protect the
mo und, or At el | wn Hvenoafter thausands efr years rofo s i
abandonment, the ancient city, town, or village mounds of Mesopotamia have not
been weathered by sandstorms or eroded away. Aeolian layers are fundamental
scientific proof that a site has been abandoned.

Historical, achaeological stratigraphy is not based on this geological
marker but rather on markers of a very different nature. These markers are the
various artifacts: pottery, tools, metals, architectural forms, etc., that are left at a site
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by different cultures iwe above the other. By interpreting the level or stratum in an
ancient mound where these ancient relics are found, archaeologists determine the
sequence of the cultures, which is the stratum at the bottom of the mound. Above
that in different strata arthe relics of the cultures that came afterwards. The
archaeological stratigraphical interpretation of the chronology of these ancient sites
IS not as cleacut as stratigraphical geology but an interpretation of what the forms
of these ancient relics aamd at what level or stratum in the mound they are found
would be instructive.

If the chronology of ancient Mesopotamia is 3000 to 4500 years long,
as the historians claim, then the settlement gaps at certain sites will be hundreds or
even a thousand yeaws more in length and must be reflected by Aeolian layers as
evidence of any assumed settlement gap. If, on the other hand, the chronology of
the ancient Near East is only around 850 or so years in length, as Heinsohn claims,
then none of these civilizahs could have been separated from another by 700, 800,
to over 1000 years. These civilizations would largely have overlapped one another
almost continuously and thus their stratigraphy would rarely show-tloreg
settlement gaps. Under the chronologgirt$ohn posits, these cultures would tend
to be found one directly above the other without Aeolian layers separating them.

Usually, the bottom strata are older than those above them. But where
there is immediate overlap of civilizations we encounter théurproblem. The
conquering society may employ the artisans of the subjugated one to produce
pottery, jewelry, temples, etc., for them as well as using their own artisans to do the
same. This creates a somewhat subjective interpretation to the argiaeolo
stratigraphy which cannot be tested and falsified by scientific tests. Therefore, the
evidence of geological stratigraphy, because it is based on science and can be tested
and falsified, must override historieaichaeological stratigraphy because based
on interpretations that may be false. Forensic historical evidence comes before
interpretive historicabrchaeological evidence!  Only after the geological
stratigraphy has been presented can the archaeological stratigraphy come into play
in order to interpret the chronology, and not the other way round. An archaeological
analysis only becomes acceptable after it is validated and underpinned by geological
stratigraphy.

With respect to the Persians, it is also important to note a further
distindion. The Persians ruled over a vast empire and therefore they could not and
did not occupy every city, town, or village. Rather, they generally, at first, permitted
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the original rulers, who had surrendered to them, to act on their behalf as their agents
Only here and there did they station military and political overseers of their own
people who were entrusted with carrying out the duties of running their empire. As
Heleen SancisiWeerdenburg explains:

AAl't hough mil itary sreet td eetneecnttasb |oef
there simply could not have been so many Iranians [that is, Persians]
that effective control of the whole territory of the empire by coherent
groups was possible. To give another modern example, German
occupation of Holland in the Secondovidl War cannot be described in
any other way than as rather effective. There were, however, entire
villages where no German was ever seen during the entire period.
Needless to say, these were the villages where the hiding of [Jewish]
refugees was mosuscessful. If the territorial coverage of a small
country like Holland was apparently impossible for a modern
occupatiorAforce such as that of Natior8bcialist Germany, it really
should make us wonder if we are not assuming too much when we take
it for granted that the whole of the Persian Empire was indeed under
effective control. If parts of it were effectively controlled, this must
have been due more to the merits of thegxisting socieeconomic
structure than t eclagshdemiernf &¥otreds. owf t he

Under such conditions the Persians would have left very little
stratigraphical evidence of their presence in Babylonia except at a few sites, the vast
number of sites being run by the indigenous people who would of course leave
behind only thee relics that reflected their own culture. Furthermore, the
Babylonians were more advanced in many respects than their Persian conquerors
who would have used local artisans to produce whatever they required. These relics
would therefore reflect the Balmyian culture rather than that of Persia.

Heinsohn and Sweeney as well as Rose maintain that the Old
Babylonians were the Persian rulers and many of the officials were Old Babylonians;
one would, therefore, hardly expect to find a plethora of Persiarriaigta the
strata there. Since the Persians only stayed here and there, the strata of this period
would overwhelmingly contain Old Babylonian materials. But most important for

52Heleen Sancisve er denbur g, AThe Qu eAshaenferndrHistampIVEI usi ve
Centre and PeriphernH. SancisiWeerdenburg, A. Kuhrt, eds. (Leiden, Kold 1990), p. 268



Charles Ginenthal, Pillars of the PastVol. Il 45

this thesis: because the Persian Empire was conquered by Alexander the Great
followed immediately by the occupation of the Greeks, this Persian stratum would
have to lie directly beneath Greeélellenistic strata, and settlement gaps between
the Old Babylonians and the Greeks should not exist.

Nevertheless, because the historiagiseve that the Persians must have

left ample evidence of their stay in Babylonia, the skimpy finds of their materials
have bewildered them. About this question of Persian strata missing in Babylonia,
as well as elsewhere throughout their empire, A.Qppenheim opines:

AnThe encounter between the Achaeme
the people of] Babylonia seems to have left surprisingly insignificant
impact on the latter. Much of this impression is patently caused by the
inherent sterility of the extant mtings and the scarcity of
archaeological evidence. Still, one can hardly use this state of affairs
with good conscience as an excuse for shelving the problem here
involved until the happy day when more and better evidence will turn
up. There is one rean that should prompt us to try, at least, to answer
the question posed by the #dHFf ure and
two no less fateful confrontations occurred in Babylonia subsequent to
the Persian conquest, twice again the slowly disintegrating
Mesopotamian civilization was to suf
came the traumatic impact of the invasion by Alexander the Great,
which was followed by the overwhelming surge of the Hellenistic
civilization engulfing not only Mesopotamia but all oestern Asia.
Then followed a second tide from Iran which produced the Parthian
Arsacid rule enduring for at least as long as the Achaemenian [Persian],
to be followed by the Persian Susanean Dynasty.

AThough evidence is stilidg f ar fr
created by the contacts of Babylonia with Hellenism and the Parthian
civilization, respectively, stands in unmistakable contrast to the sterility
and lack of interaction which seemed to characterize the Achaemenid
[ Persian] pres®nce in Babylonia. o

53A.

Leo Oppenhei m, AThe Babyl onian Evidence o

Cambridge History of Irangp.cit, pp. 585586
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Thedifference is accounted for by the fact that the Greeks and Parthians
were highly advanced people who not only conquered Babylonia but transported
thousands of administrators and artisans from their homelands to create the various
comforts, utensils, budings, etc., to make their life in this foreign land seem as much
like Greece and Parthia as possible. The Persians, as we will see below, were not as
advanced. Rather, they found their Babylonian subjects superior in most respects
except military prowes Instead of changing the cultures over which they ruled,
they employed the skilled Babylonians and their materials, which were superior to
their own. They had little in the way of material development to contribute to their
subject so whaswillmefgoné intd iremuch gredter detail below, but for
the present, Sanci¥Veerdenburg explains the situation:

Nfné the Persians did not have at t|
tradition with which to replace the institutions of conquered nations.
The best option after a conquest was to keep the local structure in place,

more often than not i ncluding the |
advantages to such a policy: presumably the local population could bear
the burden of ta%ation more easily.

With regard to Cyrus the Great who created the Persian Empire, Geo
Widengren reports:

ACyr us t ook over t he admi ni strat
evidently left the governors in their office. His policy was to act in
everything as *a real Babylonian. o

Thus we know athing of Persian rule in Babylonia. This is because
the Persians were not an intrusive el en
from the foregoing that the evidence for Persian rule of Babylonia from 539 to 465
[B.C.] presents major problemsdthat a reconstruction of the political history of
the area is an &1 most i mpossible task. o

>4 Heleen Sanciswe er denbur g, ADar i us odcit,p.l@42t he Per si an
Geo Wi den grse na Renfldif ©ld FRestament Timé&sJ. Weissman, ed. (Oxford,

UK, 1973), p. 318

A, Kuhrt, #fABabyl oniGAH 2ndednvolCly (1988), pt185f Xer x es, 0
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This is entirely in agreement wit!l
theses. With respect to the Persian presence in Egypt, the Levant and elsewhere,
Kuhrt writes:

Aé our main, often sole, guide to
Greek historiography and the Old Testament [which are secondary
sources]. But these sources give us a very partial insight, because of
their generally circumscribed perspective: thedmsof GreekPersian
relations in the Aegean and western Asia Minor predominates; we can
piece together a little on Persian policy in the Levant and Egypt, the rest
[ namely Persian Babylonia and Assyr.i

Historians have been unwilg to accept that because the Persians,
while ruling these lands, were barely intrusive, they could not have left a great deal

of evidence of their sojourn in Babyl or
Agapso 1 n their hiKshttand $anas@dendenlautgladmit.e x i s |
AThe Persian empire 1is so frequeigitly &

record, that at the end of one long session, the chairman exclaimed in exasperation:
6Was there ever® a Persian empire?060

The same exist®r the Amorites who took over Babylonia, as outlined
by Alan Millard:

AThe texts attest the advent of
Babylonia. However, nothing among the material remains from the
first half of the 2nd millennium in Babylonia discloses aniglemce of
cultural change that might point to the presence of such newcomers in
society. In architecture the monumental buildings usually adhere to old
plans, and kings proudly proclaim their restoration of old temples.
Their work shows little differencigom their predecessors of the Third
Dynasty of Ur. Where they built new structures, there is no distinctive
nonBabylonian element in them. Houses of the wealthier classes
followed the pattern current in the previous centuries, and that pattern

5" A. Kuhrt, The Ancient Near East c. 30830 BG vol. 2 (London, NY 1995), p. 667
S8 A. Kuhrt, H. SanciswWe er denbur g, Aéhhemeniddlidtonciop.cd,mp., Xbl
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continwed into the subsequent Kassite period. Pottery fashions, too,
di splay development, but no major <c¢h

As Kurinsky points out:

Afé archaeol ogists rarely consider
population at a particular site does not necessarily tieagiestruction
of the old site and the obliteration of its population, nor the introduction
of a new type of products, even if the occupation was brought about by
conquest. A conquering group [such as the Persians] might well, and
probably often did, tak over a city without damaging a single element
of its physical plan and proceeded to dwell in it without making changes
or additions that deviate from the existing norms. The artisans among
the previous inhabitants may well have melded into the new coitymu
to produce ware in the style to which they were accustomed, even to
apprentice the newcomers into that style. The presence of such
artifacts, the lack of a layer of ashes or lesser evidence of destruction,
the dearth of distinctively new architectyasmd the continuation of old
cultural modalities is inevitably interpreted as stratigraphic proof that
no occupation or conquest had taken place [when in fact it had].
Scholarly literature is saturated with such negative [untestable,
unfal si ffishl®] béproo

Based on Hei nsohnos and Roseds t
disappear once we give the Persian stratum in Babylonia to the indigenous Old
Babylonians, and the stratigraphical evidence that proves this, according to
Heinsohn, is that the Old Babylam stratum lies directly below the Hellenistic
Greek stratum.

The historians who understood this then had to explain why the Persian
stratum was missing just below that of the Greeks. In this regard Cochrane has
chall enged Heinsohiongs stratigraphic con

Al an Millard, AAmMor i t es iModedn Ekpectagor &nd Aneient I nvi
R e a | The uture of Biblical Archaeology: Reassessing Methodologieassuimptions

James Karl Hoffmeier, ed. (Grand Rapids MI/Cambridge UK 2004), p. 151

0 Samuel KurinskyThe Eighth DayNorthvale NJ, London 1994) p. 158
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AHei nsohn has become famous for
understanding ancient chronology i s
Heinsohn claims that, at [the city of] Mari and a handful of other sites,
the strata associ at e dperiodiarenfounrdhe 6 Ol d
directly beneath the Greek levels, thereby supporting his identification
[because] the archaeological remains of the [Persians] would naturally
be sought for immediately [beneath those] of Alexander the Great [and
the Hellenistic Greeks}*

Cochrane, however, cl aims that He
stratigraphy, particularly at Tell Hariri, beneath which the city of Mari is located.
Since the Assyrian empire apparently came well before that of the Persians, it would
seem an impodslity to find an Assyrian palace above the Old Babylonian/Persian
strata there. Citing J.C. Margueron, Cochrane states:

AThe destruction of 1760 BCE [ by
Mari as the capital of a real m é Ho\
[above the destroyed city] attest that the city did not disappear
overnight. People continued to live in the ruins of the city Hammurabi
devastated. The remai ns -siatéentti hat epo
centuries BCE) are genddieadbsyrign r at her
period (thirteentkiwelfth centuries BCE) is represented by a modest
structure | ocated on the tellds nort
cemetery installed in $he ruins of t

One will first notice that Cochrane is arguirfgppm historical
archaeological stratigraphy and not at all from geologicantific stratigraphy.
Before one can turn to archaeological evidence, at the very least ksodnef
scientific or technical evidence is required on which to base it. Cochemeof
course, provided none; only interpretive archaeology is offered. Furthermore, as
was noted above, the Persians did not intrude themselves on the peoples they
subjugated. As a matter of fact, they employed Assyrian architects among others all
through their reign.

61 Cochranepp.cit, pp. 6667
52ibid., p. 67
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The criticism Cochrane raises is that since Mari was destroyed by
Hammurabi, whom Heinsohn and Rose equate with Darius I, then Mari would have
been destroyed in Persian times. The Assyrians who had been conquered and
annihilated beforeie Persians could never have built palaces or any other buildings
above the ruins of Mari since they no longer existed to do so.

Edward Bell explains:

Nné the Chaldeans and Hittites, e é
marked characteristics, but no signs of muinfuence and partial
fusion in the later Assyrian [perioff.

Aland it] may be inferred that the
used in those countries which ultimately formed the kingdom of Persia
were derived from Babylonia and Assyria, and prevailatil the
consolidation of the kingdom, and the adoption of Susa as the winter
capital [and] a new style based on influences derived from the more
highly culturéd western nations. 0

Al But most significantly the] Per
two princp a | pal aces at si§ oosdaubt&imilarin ch wa's
style to tHose of Assyria.o

That is, during Persian times the kings of that land were building
Assyrian pal aces. Why woul dndét Dari us/
built on the ruins oMari? After all, as we will see below, Mari was along one of
the principal trade routes of Mesopotamia. Assyrian architects were used by the
Persians. Cochraneb6s criticism simply
destroyed Mari in early Agsian times, thus the people who followed could still
build in the Assyrian style.

What is also extremely significant is that the Old Babylonians, just like
the Persians, did not influence the architectural styles in the countries of their

63 Edward Bell Early Architecture in Western AsiaChalden, Hittite, Assyrian, Persian: A
Historical Outline(London 1924), p. 2

®4ibid., p. 201

ibid., p. 212
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subjugated pedes. That isin Babyloniathe Persians as well as thealed Old
Babylonians had no distinctive architectural style by which the archaeologists would
be informed of their presence or intrusive influence. In Persia, this was a totally
different story. As Giorgio Buccellati states:

A No di stinctive archaeol ogi cal e
architecture, etc.] can be convincingly associated with the [Old
Babylonian] Amorites. The material does not exhibit stylistic traits that
could be positively iderfied with them; this holds true even for smaller
provinci al cities in their [assumed]
been identified in the steppe [west of Babylonia where they supposedly
originated] that could e dated to t

There is no original architectural style in Chaldean Babylonia for the
Persians just as there is no original style in Chaldean Babylonia for the Old
Babyl oni ans because, based on Heinsohn:(
used the indigenous architealstyles of their more highly developed subjects. It
was these styles that were kept alive throughout the Persian/Old Babylonian period
as stated directly by Margaret Cool R«
revalidated many earlier near eastern remtations [of art and architecture] and
kept th®m alive. o

The devastating evidence that Cochrane supposedly used to critique
Heinsohnés thesis simply does not stan
produce any forensic historical evidence upon Wwhiacbase his criticism that Mari
was separated by about a thousand years from Darius his argumeorn iseguitur
Since the Assyrians were building palaces in Assyrian times as well as in Persian
times, to suggest, as Cochrane does, that an Assyalaoepon the ruins of Mari
must be dated after the Old Babylonian period is meaningless. Before Cochrane can
lay claim to the view that the Old Babylonians at Mari (destroyed by Hammurabi)
came before the seventeesikteenth, and thirteentwelfth centiries and not in
the first millennium B.C., he would have to present solid scientific and technological
evidence along with an absolute astronomical anchor by which to date them to that

®Gi or gi o Buc c e ITHe &xfard, Enciickopedia of Arahaegladyy in the Near East

E.M. Meyers ed. (Oxford 1997), p. 107

67 Margaret CoolRoofif Art and Archaeol ogy Givilizatiomseof thec h a e me n
Ancient Near East, op.cjtvol. IV, p. 2615
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period. To dismiss this fundamental requirement to build on forarstarical data
Is essentially building palaces in the air.

What is to be noted is the extraordinary circumstance that both the
Persians and Old BabyloniamsBabyloniahave no original architectural style and
adopt the styles of their conquered peoplés. we go along, such extraordinary
coincidences and correlations between the Persians and the Babylonians will be
found again and again.

Cochrane then brings to bear criticism with which he intends to explain
why the Persian stratum is missing in Baby#éoand elsewhere:

AHei nsohn and his foll owers are f
paucity of Persian strata throughout the ancient Near East. In fairness
to Heinsohn, this is a valid point and it deserves an answer. Yet a
definitive answer to this quest will most likely be possible only at
some point in the future, once all the relevant sites have been

thoroughly excavated. Hereds how on
scarcity of [Persian] architectural remains from this period in ancient
Palestine:

OThree charact er ipaiddistatalhageat ur es o f
contributed to the archaeological picture and the

disappointing results [where Persian strata were expected

to be found] from the excavations at the large mounds

[under which cities one over tiogher are buried]: (1) after

the Persian period, numerous mounds were abandoned and

never resettled e, and because tF
period was the topmost on the site, it was exposed to the

dangers of denudation; (2) at those sites where settlement

conti nued é-periddteeel oPaeauEaiioa \was

severely damaged by intensive building activities in the
HellenisticRoman period; and (3) at most of the large

Ssites excavated ¢, the mound was
palacefort or other large buildig %%

®E., Stern, fACities of t heThe®@xfoslEryclopeddarof od, 60 i n
Archaeology in the Near East, op.cfi. 29, quotd in Cochranegp.cit, p. 68
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Let us examine Cochraneds three e
are missing where they should be found.

(1) After the Persians the numerous mounds were abandoned and never resettled,
and the Persian stratum was the topmost and was exposed tatigers of
denudation

How do we know that this is a fact? What evidence have Stern or
Cochrane presented other than this unsuppexeathedrassertion that what they
present is a valid, scientific fact? They have provided no examples for this
denudhtion process nor any scientific evidence as support. What is meant by
Adenudati ono? Did people | oot and den
erosion? Or did they just become denuded?

If this is the case in Palestine, surely it would occur at @enanently
abandoned topmost sites as well. But this is not the case. For example, the end of
the soecalled Early Bronze Age in Anatolia saw a catastrophic destruction and
permanent abandonment of numerous settlements. Yet the fact is, the topensst lay
of these were not fidenudedod by | ooting

Aln the Konya plain [of Anatol i a]
[Early Bronze 2] period shows signs of conflagration mostly followed
by desertion which i neatly dated o

Why werenot al | those topmost S it
pottery, or eroded away by wind and rain, or looted away? We are specifically
i nformed that the relics at each site a

permanently abandonedenudation processes were at work? This shows that a
double standard of inference is being used to explain the evidence. In Palestine and
elsewhere denudation (whatever that is) did work on the Persian topmost stratum,
but in Anatolia, the topmost layefailed to respond to the denudation processes.
Cochrane cannot have it both ways, having denudation work in Palestine but then
not working in Anatolia.

In fact, Georges Roux claims that when a site is permanently abandoned
no denudation occurs at alHe claims instead that such a site is preserved:

69 CAH, 3rd ed., vol. I, pt. 2 (1971), p. 407
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nSome sites, it is true, were abar

Is not difficult to imagine what took place then: windborne sand and

earth [that form Aeolian layers] piled up against the remaining walls

ard filled in the streets and every hollow, while rainwater smoothed off

the surface of the heapeg ruins, spreading debris over a large area

and planing the flanks [of the mound]. Slowly but inexorably, the town

took its present shape: that of a round®dye or less regular ruin

mound é7° a tell .o

In this respect H.W.F. Saggs informs us:

A When, because of a war, di seas:
[Mesopotamian] settlements became depopulated, soil deposits laid
down by the frequent dustorms which blast I would gradually
cover the ruins of most buildings and in time build up the top of the
mound to a more or less level or smoothly curving surface with only
the remains of the ziggurat or any other exceptionally tall building
projecting above the generaléd of such a tell [which] are sprinkled
all over Mesopotamia. o

Neither Roux nor Saggs suggests that erosion will remove entire layers
of such mounds. On the contrary, Roux and Saggs claim in complete contradiction
to Cochrane that permanently abandosges would keep their temost layers!
First the site would be covered in plac
hollow. Second, rain would cause the mud brick walls to flow over these to preserve
the Aeolian layers and relics beneath. rEh@ere in fact several such permanently
abandoned mound sites in southern Mesopotamia but their topmost layers are
apparently still there and not denuded away. H. Gasthg present us with the
fact that Ur, Uruk, Lasar, and many other major citigsegienced this, yet their
topmost layer has defied being denuedds i n Andersends tale
see this emperor has no clothes! The naked truth is that Cochrane has offered
nothing of substance.

ORoux,op.cit, p. 37
L H.W.F. SaggsThe Might That Was Assyr{aondon 1984), p. 290
2H. Gascheet al, Dating the Fall of BabyloiiGhent, Belgium & Chicago, US, 1998), pp87
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What is also problematic for Cochrane is tiidux is one of his
sources. Thus he read what Roux wrote about sites being permanently abandoned
and being preserved. Why didndét Cochr e
pointed out earlier in this volume and fillars of the Pastvol. | of this series,
forensic history demands that if a scientific process such as erosion works in one
place (such as at the Sphinx on the Giza Plateau in Egypt), it must do the same
elsewhere under similar conditions. A double standard of inference cannot be
empoyed to make the evidence say what Cochrane suggests.

What Cochrane has completely overlooked with regard to the
denudation process is the fact that at some sites, pointed out by Heinsohn, the Old
Babylonian stratum lies directly beneath that of the Hedtec Greeks. According
to Clark Whelton,

ARAt a number of archaeol ogi cal sit
Girsu (Telloh), Der, Mari, Mushkan Shapir;@baid), and a number of
others, Hellenistic/Parthian strata dat8@0£200 sit directly on top of
A Ol Blabylonian strata, dated to the fldnd mi | | enni um. 0 (
Whelton, personal communication).

According to Emmet Sweeney,

AA typical Lower Mesopotamian str e
Bismaya, Der, Shapir, and -Albaid) looks like this: Hellenists (after
300 BC)[directly abovg Old Babylonians (2000 8 00 B C) . 0o

Gunnar Heinsohn states the same in many of his writings. No one has
ever proved that these stratigraphical facts are false although they have been in print
over several years. In fact, Ev Coamgaa severe critic of Heinsohn, even admits
this in his criticism to be presented below.

Cochrane suggests that we must wait until all these relevant sites are
thoroughly excavated, which may take hundreds of years. In essence, he has no
explanation whythe Old Babylonians, who supposedly lived over 1000 years prior
to the Persians, should have left their relics in a stratum that lies just below that of
the Greeks. Not only would his denudation process have to remove the Persian

B Emmet J. SweeneRRamessides, Medes and Persi@fsrest Hills, NY 2000), pp.-8
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stratum, but also all théntervening strata of the civilizations that had to be
sandwiched between the Old Babylonians and the Persians. That is, not only would
the topmost Persian stratum have to be denuded but also that otHieddassites

who came after the Old Babyla@ms, and the scalled Mitanni who came after the
Kassites, then denudation had to erase the Chaldeans who followed and the Assyrian
stratum which followed the Chaldean. After that, denudation had to remove the
Medish stratum, then the walled NeeAssynan stratum, as well as the Neo
Babylonian stratum along with that of the Persians.

Cochranef6s denudation process not
but also the Ne®abylonian, NeeAssyrian, Median, Assyrian, Chaldean, Kassite
and Mitanni strata and thefor some unfathomable reason, stopped dead when the
Ol d Babyl onian stratum was reached. Wt
remove all these strata which are clearly found at other sites in Mesopotamia? This
iIs an amazing feat for denudationopesses to accomplish in order for the
stratigraphy to support the established chronology. Why these processes selectively
worked at the sites where an Old Babylonian stratum lies directly beneath that of the
Greeks, but not at the other sites defies aetmpnsion. And Cochrane has in no
manner whatsoever addressed this problem.

This material objection to what Cochrane puts forth may be
embarrassing for him, so that he takes a long hard look at what his defense of the
established chronology actually teges at these sites. The denudation concept is
absurd and Cochrane has not raised a scintilla of sciegébtogical stratigraphy
to refute Heinsohn. To accept Cochrane
miracles.

(2) Atthe Persian sites wine settlement continued, the Persian level of occupation
was severely damaged by intensive building activities in Hellenistic and Roman
times.

Regarding this explanation, we run up against the very same problem
just discussed. At the sites where thd Babylonian stratum is directly beneath the
Greeks we again have to deal with all the intervening civilizations supposedly
sandwiched between them. The same selectivity and chance come into play and
negate this explanation as viable or even logicalfoAs
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(3) At most of the | arge sites excavated
palacefort or other large building

the same chance selectiveness 1 s requir
explains nothing.

The most important stratigrajglal evidence that neither Cochrane nor
anyone else has addressed respecting Old Babylonian second millennium history in
terms of stratigraphy is: Did this historical period of time ever exist? With respect
to the geological evidence there wasHilars of the Pastvol. I, chapter 9,
AMesopotamian Stratigraphyo a published
with the stratigraphical evidence of Tell Munbaga which appear@dantar, Band
45/46 (1995), with a synopsis of it ithe Velikovskianvol. V, no. 4 (2003). The
scientific stratigraphical evidence specifically covers the period of time in which the
Old Babylonians ruled Babylonia. They supposedly lived sandwiched between the
so-called Old Akkadian stratum, dated to around 2300 B.C., aedsdtalled
Mitanni stratum of around 1500 B.C. There must be ne 080Cyear settlement
gap at this point in history if the Old Babylonians actually dwelt in Babylonia from
around 2000 to 1600 B.C. But the geological and the archaeological evilahce
follows from it is unequivocal, it proves that between these two civilizations there is
no settlement gap, which means that the historical time to which the Old Babylonians
are relegated by historians, axistam@eol og
never has existed!

This scientific evidence has a ve
chronology as well as for the established chronology. Since the evidence from Tell
Munbaga proves that that time period does not exist, except in the minds and
Il magi nations of historians, archaeol ogi
ask about Assyrian palaces at Mari. Mari never existed at that time, either, nor can
any historical or archaeological materials from that period be brought forth tienega
Heinsohn until they (scientifically) prove that these people existed at that time.

While Cochrane spoke of having all the relevant sites thoroughly
excavated at some future date to deter
invalid requires scientié stratigraphical evidence to disprove the finding at Tell
Munbaga. That evidence simply does not exist. Cochrane has it all upside down
and backwar d. The onl vy site where H
scientifically tested proved him correctTo then turn it around and argue, as
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Cochrane does, t hat Heinsohndé stratigr:
for this time period, begs the question and adroitly evades that evidence. The crux
o f t he matter I's t hat sedd deal with thisl eolidh s o hr

stratigraphical contradiction to the established chronology and have buried their
heads in the strata to avoid this profoundly embarrassing problem.

In fact, both Cochrane and the archaeologists at Tell Munbaga have
been adamani their denial of this evidence.

ON DARICS, TIN, AND DEAD ENDS

If the Old Babylonians are the Persian rulers of Babylonia living in the
second half of the first millennium B.C., the time when coinage came into being,
then it would be expected that sonoet ®f evidence of their using coins would exist
or be mentioned. On this question, Cochrane claims:

ARAncient coinage practices offer a
thesis. As is welknown, archaeologists frequently employ coins in
correlating variousstrata, since distinctive coins from one king or
culture serve to provide a secure chronological context for their level
of deposit. The practice of minting coins for commerce was first
developed by the Lydians in the seventh century BCE. Cyrus the Grea
upon conquering Lydia, appears to have begun minting coins of his
own. € Yet it was the coins issued |
to become famous throughout the Persian empire. These gold coins
became known agarics, and the silver ones agloi. ‘6

Then turning to the work of A. Bivar, Cochrane posits the problem:

ASuch coins present seemingly 1ins
Hei nsohndés reconstruction. For i f h
Hammurabi, one would naturally expect to findards of goldlarics
in Old Babylonian strata at Mari, Hazor, and Tell el Rimah. Yet such
coins are nowhere attested in [these

4 Cochranepp.cit, pp. 7172
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knowledge. Nor is coinage mentioned in any of the 25,000 texts that

have been recoveredfm ¢é Mar i, this despite the
provide a wealth of detail on the currency used during this period. One
might also expect to find coins showing Hammurabi in garb typical of
the €& period. Once again boardh coi ns
of Persian coins was found at Babylon itself. How likely is it that
Darius only minted coins in his Persian avatar, even when in
Babyl®on?o

Cochrane believes this evidence | ¢

cl aims fione wo ulfihd golddaricsinaQldIBgbyl@ampstratatat t o

Mari , 0 etc. Why ? daiicsthraudhaut theie readm aa wed
as silversigloi?

The fact of the matter is that galdricswere not a medium of trade in
the Persian empire. As Pierre Briaxplains:

ABut why [did Dari us] create a
neither to facilitate trade nor to pay soldiers or suppliers? The answer,
it is necessary to insist, is the political function of royal coinage. Not
only would the royal image cirtate widely by this means but also the
innovation would in a way crown the achievement of Darius as a new
founder of the Empire. This was the basic idea communicated by
Herodotus when he wrote: oDarius
by something no othr king had previously
expression is found in Polyclitu
O[ Polyclitus] says that i n Susa o
acropolis a separate habitation,
for what tribute they exacted, as memorials to his [good] administration
€0 Il n other words, Dariusoés initd.i
[in the sense we mean today]. It was intended less to pay his expenses
than to il 1l ustr at kKnghsedthepogaltreasures é
[as] valuable objects that he could use as rewards; darics could also play

Y

t hi s®rol e. 0

Sibid., p. 72
¢ Pierre BriantFrom Cyrus to Alexandér A History of the Persian Empi@Vinona Lake IN
2002), p. 409
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Ol mstead, one of Cochraneds own s
coins was rarely if ever the case:

ALIittl e of t ldanssilveatsbtte sent tmPers@a]f g o |
was ever returned to the satrapies. It was the custom [of the Persians]

to melt down the gold and silver [in

a small portion was ever coined. Thus, despite the precious metals

newlymi ned, the empire was rapidly dr ai
Why didnot Cochrane tell his reac

Cochraneb6bs own sources, we are tol d:

Aln hoards from western Anatol i a

mint near Sardis] siglaare reported in enormous preponderance. In

Achaemenid [Persian] | ands further a

[ and] At he royal coinage hardly <circ

the efipire. o

Wh y di dnot Cochrane I nf oi?mAthi s r
Britannica. com, ADari co, we | earn the s

AWhereas hoards of [ Per si an] si gl
exclusively in Asia Minor [near the mint at Sardis] and isolated
examples have been found only with Greek currency in more distant
lands (e.g. Egyt and Afghanistan) darics have been found in Asia
Mi nor but also in Greece, Macedoni a

Thus, Persiamarics andsigloi are not found, as Cochrane seems to

suggest, al | across the Persiandargsmpi r e .
werebund Aonly with Greek currency in m
Greek currencyo? The answer seems to b

Persia, he seized the gold and silver bullion and the few uncirculated coins, which
were carried by somef his troops to Egypt, Afghanistan, Greece, and Macedonia,
and later by the Romans to Italy.

T Olmsteadpp.cit, p. 298
8 The Cambridge History of Irayol. 2,0p.cit, p. 619 and pp. 22222
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What , then, of the Ahoard of Per s
factis, only sixsigloiwer e found there, also probabl
Cochrane further claims that there is no mention of coins in the vast archive at Mari.

In order to understand this one must know the different ways that media of exchange
were tallied in Persian Mesopotamia. Cook tells us:

Al n virtual |l ystofte[Peassian Engpiresifvert he r e

was used as currency, but generally in the form ofirfggots or cut
silver [pieces] which had to® be weig

The same woul d siglg. pThgse doins wBra raiely s 6
circulated while ther sigloi were minted by rulers of the various cities, some of
which were found at Babylon and these were weighed and not counted.ettitks
explain:

AThe sigl ol di ffered somewhat fror
extent, the practice compromisede tluniformity of the imperial
coinage. As a result [these coins w
6 opo0

Ol mstead tells wus, Athe rulers of

t hei r o wn® Georges Gonténau enlarges on this:

AThe first erocurrerscy invWestern Asia wered

Persian o6édarics6 [around Sardis], b
Oi nventedod these coi ns exerci sed t h e
Western European economy €& never | e a

when used in settlemeriietween two countries for payment of
mercenfaries. o

Lastly, we were just informed that the Persians paid mercenaries with
coins; this was evidently the easiest method of keeping these foreigndtroftes
Greek® from deserting. The same isreported byn®lt ead: AONnl y a s

9 J.M. Cook,The Persian Empitd_ondon/New York 1983. 70

80 Hicks et al, op.cit, p. 73

81 Olmsteadpp.cit, p. 189

82 Georges Contenafveryday Life in Babylonia and As&y(NY 1966), p. 89
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[of Persian gold or silver] was ever coined. [It was] then usually [spent] for the
purchase of foreign sd&l diers or of fore

Thus we have clear evidence that the Persians only circulated their
coins by hiring mecenaries or bribing foreign statesmen. We now return to the Mari
archives. Interestingly Hammurabi as well as his counterparts, the kings of Persia,
were also hiring mercenaries and paying them with coins, something impossible in
conventional Old Babylwan times. According to France Joannes, Hammurabi paid
Mari soldiers with small pieces of silver impressed with a seal, along with other
forms of weighted silvet* But what is a coin other than a piece of metal stamped
with a die? Whether coins werethre form of rings or cut pieces of silver or circular
pieces of silver stamped with a die, outside Persia these were all measured by weight.
Therefore when a monetary transaction occurred that used coins these were referred
to in terms of the forms in wth the silver was used. They were referred to not as
coins but as medals (Joannes refers to them with the Frenchmedallle$, or as
rondels, circular stamped or cut pieces of silver stamped with a die, but are not
referred to as coins, even when cimere used as a medium of exchange.

Dani el C. Snel | writes on this is:
was devised as a way to standardi®ze pa
This clearly implies that the Hammurabi/Darius equation is copexdause both use
coins to pay mercenaries which could not occur in the second millennium B.C., but
was possible in the first, and shows th
for Heinsohn.

To recapitulate what we have covered up to now: Impedaacsand
sigloi were rarely circulated outside Anatolia. Only a small number were ever
coined. Thus very few such coins would exist at sporadic sites. Outside Persia in
its empire coins and all other forms of currency were weigHedrics are only
found with Greek coins which strongly implies these were circulated after Persia fell
to Alexander the Great. Hammurabi, like his Persian counterparts, paid mercenaries
with fAmedal so0 st admwhiehdapparéentlylwera coidsi €he com s e ¢

83 OImstead]oc.cit.

8France Joannes, fiM®dai Nduweles adsyrimlogyees dréves 6tHa mmu r .
utilitaires, no. 4 (Décembre 1989), pp.-8Q
BpDani el C. Snel |, AMet hods of Exc ICailkgiens and Co

of the Ancient Near Eastol. Ill, op.cit, p. 1495
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hoardat Babylon does not contagiarics, but onlysigloi, which may very well have

been minted by rulers outside Persia pt
or perhaps other Greek mercenaries in the pay of Persia. Coins are mentioned
indirectly in theMari archive.

It is thus rather evident that all these dead end criticisms have run into
dead ends. However, there is also another metal in particular that is mentioned in
the Mari archive and this metal was actually found there at least 600 yearsitefore
ever came into Mesopotamia. That metal was tin used to make tin bronzes. James
Muhly reports

Afé tin was shipped to Mar. i n the
stored in the various parts of the p
to a number of welkknown ¢é si tes. e From t her €

balanced account text known as the Mari Tin Inventory, it was shipped
to C¥ete. o

Anyone who has reddlillars of the Pastvol. |, understands that tin for
the production of bronze, based on the established clognaloes not come into
Mesopotamia until after 1100 B.C., that is about 500 years after the Old Babylonian
empire fell or over 650 years after Mari was destroyed by Hammurabi. Since tin
comes to Mesopotamia after 1100 B.C., the Old Babylonians couldhanéytin if
they existed after 1100 B.C. Thus it makes perfect sense that the Old Babylonians
lived in Persian times.

Cochrane has claimed that the lack of royal gi@idcsor silversigloi
coins from certain cities, Buamountable mo n g
di fficulties for Heinsohn. oo Thi s was ¢
merit at all. But the evidence of the tin trade and discussion of tin in the Mari Tin
Inventory tablet poses truly insurmountable and intractable problen@ochrane
and the various historians he depends upon.

As late as 2001 and 2002 Gwendolyn Leick admitted with respect to
the sources of tin from 1900 to 1800 B

8James D. Muhl y, fTHAke Ca&ningof thelroMAgE.A. Bertinte,iJiDg , 0
Muhly eds. (New Haven 1980), pp.-38
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was brought to Ashur ¢é pfrrooona bd oy mesiff hgehraen |
Since she has no real evidence for the source or sources of tin she says it came
Aprobably [ from] Af ghani stan. o | f It
she wrote and was published, she surely would have informed hersteader

THE IRON -CLAD LAWS OF HAMMURABI:
FURNACES AND GLASS

Cochrane states:

NnGi ven Hammurabi 6s renown as a | aw
to depict Darius i n a similar |1ight.

AThat Darius was considered the gr
little morethm a fi gment of Heinsohndés 1 magi

AThe primary source for Hei nsohno:
who wrote as foll ows of Dariusod | aws

noDar i us, however, wa s determined
ranked with Hammurabi as a great lawgiver. Fortune was
not sokind. While tablet after tablet has been unearthed

with extracts from Hammurabi 06s cas

of Good Regul ati ons [ Dari uso6s | &

completely lost that it is actually necessary to prove that it

ever existed é, hholithismaterall e i s not

for comparison with the treatment accorded in the earlier

| awbook [i.e., Hammurabi 6s] . 0

AHei nsohn, needless to say, takes
a point in his favor, since he belie
of Darius.e

87 Gwendolyn LeickMesopotamia The Invention of the Cifff.ondon 2002), p. 200
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f Ol ms

nYet, despite t he cl ai ms
ubt s stand

e 0

expressed doub about Dar%uso
And indeed, Cochrane then cites these doubtful scholars who disagree

with Olmstead. He cites T. Cuyler Young, Ameb&] Kuhrt, and J.M. Cook. But

this is consensus as proof; majorities, supajorities, or totalities of historians in

agreement do not determine historical truth for this matter or any other. Science

determines truth even when everyone disagrees with what it shb\waever,

Cochraneds harshest criticism has to d:¢

have reigned after Hammurabi and before Darius employed the same wording of the

| aws as in Hammurabi 6s Code.

nlt IS I mportant t o neadisrighthowever .
as to Dariuso6 standing as a | awgi ve
remains absolutely fatal to Heinsohn
Olmstead points out, various ancient kings, including Sargon and
Assurbanipal, quoftemdo s olma®Haonondie .a bé @

Cochrane readily admits that these kings are actually identified by
Heinsohn as being Persian kings in the footnote on the same page, undermining the
point he raised in the text though some readers may not read this. But he disagrees
with this. Cochrane goes on to cite Ol

A o6l n view of al | these detail ed
longer be any reasonable doubt that Darius and his legal
advisers had before them an actual
lawbook. Quite possibly éh used the original stele
preserved €& at Susa. ¢é

A 6Continued use of Hammurabi és <co
possible for wel/l beyond a mill ent
such, it was adopted for use by the Persian conquerors.

Cyrus [who reigned before Darius], ian Akkadian

proclamation intended for Babylonian reading, does

sincere homage of the great lawbook by imitating its very

8 Cochranepp.cit.,p. 64
89 ibid., p. 65



66 VELIKOVSKIAN Vol. VI, Nos. 2, 3, 4

phraseology. That this was no mere lip service is proved

by a document of his third regnal year which [exactly as

Hammurabi] bases ¢h deci sion on t he A K i
judgment so. 6

Cochrane adds: ANo doubt *®Hei nsohn

The basic argument Cochrane raises is that since there are various rulers
who reigned prior to Darius that were using the very same wording or phraseology
asi n Hammur abi 0s Code, t hat code had
Hammurabi long before Darius lived, which precludes identifying one king with
another.

One major problem with Cochraneos
who lived before Darius as Was their advisers were evidently knowledgeable of
Hammurabi and his famous code, while they copied it, they failed to mention
Hammur abi . Wi t h al | t heir familiari't
phraseology, its laws, and cases, they never mentioasuhtdrabi by name. Is this
reasonable? | suggest that if they were so well aware of the code they were copying,
they would have known Hammurabi and mentioned inirRersian times prior to
Darius. To paraphrase what Cochrane wrote above regarding coins:

To the best of my knowledge, there is not a single notation or
mention of Hammurabi déds name by any P
of any nonrOld-Babylonian kings after Hammurabi. Nor is his name
mentioned in any of the Persian texts that have been rechi®m
these earlier Persian kings before Darius, this despite the fact that these

texts provide a wealth of detail abo
also expect to find other Persian documents dated prior to Darius,

unrelated to law, mentioning Hammurald s n a me . These ar e
to be found. Yet Hammurabi 6s reput a

been as welknown as his laws. How likely is it that every Persian king

prior to Darius who wused Hammur abi 0:¢
advisors, etc., didot know of and failed to me
name somewhere in their documents, when they had verbatim texts of

his code before them, supposedly with his name on them?

Qibid., pp. 6566



Charles Ginenthal, Pillars of the PastVol. Il 67

There is a further piece of evidence related to the age of the code that

seemstohavesec aped Cochraneds notice. The f ¢
code goes back to early ancient history even prior to Hammurabi/Darius, based on
the established chronol ogy. This was

C. G. Gaddo6smuaratbiiclaendi Hahne °End of hi s Dy

nlt has been observed é that t he

é
fame is that celebrated O0coded of | a
him among the greatest figures of ancient history. His achievement is

€ no | othogt eamparison and challenge. The existence of

Sumerian laws has long been known by survival of exan@pléisese

were attributed to Lipitshtar of Isin, and a part of his actual text has

now been recovered, having prologue, corpus, and epilogue inatemp

form of Hammur abi 6s 6écodebo. Still
merely in form but in content and perhaps even earlier are the laws of
Eshnunna. These were written in Akkadian scarcely distinguished from

the phraseology of Hammurabi; and they [ashwitHa mmur abi 6 s Cod
were issued with a short preamble, and probably an epilogue, if the text

were preserved. In the portion now extant they deal with prices and

tariffs, and are much concerned with valuation especially of damage
sustained, have somethirig do with family affairs, marriage and

divorce, and touch upon sales and deposits, slavery and theft. They

even include wusage of the same t hr e
0sl avebo, as are held to indicate a
Babyloniancode [of Hammurabi]. At about the same time as these

various bodies of law were being promulgated, there was reigning in

the more distant and supposedly more backward land of Elam a prince

named Attakhushu, and he too is now known to have set up in the

mar ket of his capital a Ostele of ri
by an image of the sun god under which was inscribed a (possibly
adjustable) list of fair prices. Nor is this all, for not only is there a

legislative act of a special kind issued by Wisaduga, the fourth

successor to Hammurabi, but it is now clear that similar measures were

put in action by a whole succession

“TCc. G. Gadd, AHammur abi dhe Cantbridge ARcrerd Higidryol.l2i s Dy n .
pt. 1 (1973), pp. 18188
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Cochrane has suggested that since Darius copied these laws from
Hammurabi as did others before Darius, he could atidammurabi. How could he
copy a set of laws he had invented? But this process of copying laws from earlier
periods and places was nothing new in Mesopotamia. The fact that it was common
practice proves nothing withiequatesmp Asct t o
the same figure, Darius/Hammurabi merely used the same legal tradition, but that in
no way precludes Heinsohnds equation.
Is voided by the fact that Hammurabi also copied them. Darius/Hamminlaiotd
invent these laws; such codes were a tradition in Mesopotamia. Having read Gadd
on this point, Cochrane failed to report these facts to his readers. This is the same
problem we found regarding Cochraneds
Gaddos materi al on this question, I n  Cc
mi ssed this paragraph. o

But all this historical evidence pales before the scientific and
technological evidence as these impinge upon the Hammurabi/Darius Code, which
brings us bek to Cochrane:

ARAs a fellow who otherwise emphasi
point of fixation, however, Heinsohn
Code] i's hardly consistent. | n or de
great lawgiver, one would naturaliiké to see some physical evidence.

& o

This requirement applies not only to Heinsohn but to Cochrane as well.
He has produced no scientific or technological evidence in his refutation. To put
this in Dwardu Cardonatds wplemat®besdirash s ho
inacceptnenyoonems!| usi ons with%®But first test

Let us put this question to a scientific and technological test. This is
just what is required in terms of forensic historical analysis in order to determine if
the fanous code was written around 1750 B.C. or around 500 B.C. Cochrane and
just about all of the historians agree that it was carved into stone in the early second
millennium B.C., but scientific/technological evidence must determine that. If, as

2ibid., p. 65
“Dwardu Cardona, fAg ®Red uamd tToh efboavolByvorc 4Ssago0r s, ¢
(July 1999), p. 35
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Heinsohn, Sweney, Rose, and | claim, it was carved into stone in thefirsid
millennium B.C., the same must apply.

The heart of the question comes down to how the code was engraved in
a large tablet of diorite. This has already been discussed in Chaptepill@rsf of
the Pastvol. . Carving diorite necessitates the use of steel and certain gem stones
which are only known to have been used long after the Old Babylonian empire fell.

How coul d Hammurabi s artisans hayv
Ast eéeeclnye 0s, with copper tools before ste
been generally ignored by all historians as well as by Cochrane. No one has ever
provided a public demonstration by fully carving a statue of diorite and engraving it
with narrow @d deeply incised cuneiform or hieroglyphic characters with only
copper tools and sand abrasive.

Rather than rehash the evidence from my earlier book, let us
concentrate on the problem of manufacturing steel in the Bronze Age. To produce
steel one must a a furnace or kiln that can reach the necessary high temperature
at which iron ore can be melted. Bronze Age kilns could not generate the requisite
temperature that will permit this iron extraction process to work. Gordon C. Baldwin
specifically states

APure iron melts at 1530 [degrees]
for Bronze Age furnaces, as compared
1083 degree Centigrade. 0

Alfred Lucas, along these same lines writes that pottery

NRé 1 s Dbaked [ i nrivk offltmeschemicalty or der
combined water [in the clay], the loss of which is necessary to convert
the clay from its original weak friable [easily deformable] state; in
which it is softened by water. This reaction takes place between 500°C
(937°F) and 600°C 1, 1 1°2 AF) . 0

% Gordon C. Baldwininventors and Inventions of the Ancient Wp(NY 1973), p. 195
% A. Lucas,Ancient Egyptian Materials and Industrjetth ed. (London 1962), p. 191
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The ancient, scalled Bronze Age, Old Babylonians could not produce
steel until they had furnaces capable of doing so, and these were not available in
Hammur abi 6s ti me. |l n Hammurabi s ti me,
chronology,unknown and technologically could not be produced with furnaces that
only reached temperatures that could melt copper or bake clay but not melt iron.
How then could Hammurabi 6s Code be engr
times steel was undotdally available as well as the gem stones and other hard
minerals to cut this exceedingly hard stone. From the forensic evidence it appears
rather obvious that no one carved the Darius/Hammurabi Code in diorite in the early
second millennium B.C.

But evenworse for Cochrane is the fact that iron is mentioned in the
archives at Mari, destroyed about 450 years prior to the assumed Hittite first
production of iron. Sir Leonard Wool I ¢
iron are in a letter from Mari entioning an iron bracelet from the king of
Carche™i sh. o

I n fact, an iron object was-reco\
Sargoni d TempPpl 8agogfs, | sihnt adi #$cussing Ma
occasionally mentioned [at Mari] and has even been foon@®id Babylonian]
excavations. o

No one, | dare say, has evidence to prove that iron was extracted and
smelted in the early second millennium B.C. or smelted in furnaces that could attain
the requisite temperature.

While tin was discussed earlier, it isteéresting to note that in
Hammurabi 6s Code specific statements ar
year before tin for bronze production was available in Mesopotamia. Olmstead
reports fAHammur abi announces t hkaife. i f a
é 0% How could Hammurabi mention bronze in his code hundreds of years before
tin was available in Mesopotamia to make it?

% Hawkes and Woadly, op.cit, p. 563; see also Muhlgp.cit, p. 75

Jane C. Waldbaum, AThe Fi r s The&ominyaf thelloro gi c al
Age, op.cit.p. 70

% H.W.F. SaggsEveryday Life in Babylonia and Assy(izondon, NY 1965), p. 70

®QOlmsteadppcit,p. 131; see al so HTheGréatnesSEhatyas, A For ew
Babylon(NY 1962), p. XVIII
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The theory that the Old Babylonians had steel calls to mind Otto von
Bi smarckdos remar k regarding Hehd&igr iomd yr
wood painted ¥ d¢dlowdoes RocHraneegplain thesemetallurgical,
scientific and technological facts?

All this material, taken with astronomy, geology, archaeologyla&0
months for two sets of Persian/Old Babykmiings, tin bronze and now furnaces
and steel to carve diorite, points unde
stronger. But there is more.

GLASS

Not only does Hammurabi have iron and tin bronzes hundreds of years
prior to the earliest prodtion of these metals, but the Old Babylonians also
possessed glass long before the process of making glass was known. Samuel
Kurinsky states:

AAl al akh was at the time under the
son € in the ruins of leyloond]lglazpdal ace Si
é fritware [the precursor of glass pi
of t hat resi dence of Hammur abi 6s gr
glassmaking technology is unmistakably evidenced by the presence of
intricately wrought polychromer ue gl a'%¥s obj ects. o

The problem related to finding glass so early is that its production
comes out of iron smelting processes and therefore after they had been developed.
Here is a description of the astonishment that physical archaeologists andimstori
felt when George Bass discovered a shipwreck on the Mediterranean sea bottom:

100 Ringo,op.cit, p. 198

101 Samuel KurinskyThe Eighth DayNorthvale NJ; London 1994), p. 131; see also Sir Leonard
Woolley, Alalakh, An Account of the Exeations at TeAtchana in the Hata¢Oxford, UK,

1995), pp. 27802
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AThe discovery of é glass €& and ti
in the fourteenth century B.C.E. off the Turkish coast burst upon
skeptical scholars as a bombshell. The isici of glass ingots was a
particularly intriguing and mystifying element of the cargo. The sheer
si ze and guantities of the gl ass i
Il ncontrovertible evidence of a é
pyrotechnol ogy ¢€é i mBCiEh¥etdotrace afeent h «c
such trade, let alone of the people who were involved in it, had hitherto
made its historiographical appearance, as a diligent search through
literature and the archival material of museums made plainly
evi d®nt . o

As we earlierfoond wi th iron, Apure 1 ron m
too high for Bronze Age furnaces, 0 etc.
requires approximately the same temperature as copper. However, to make the
twenty-five pound ingots of glass found the shipwreck requires these levels of
heat over sustained periods of time:

Al The] mel ting point of sand €& i s
by adding about 25 percent of sodium oxide to silica [sand] the melting
point is reduced from 1,723° to 850°C (3,138°1,522°F). But such
gl asses are easily soluble in water.
oxide or Ca0), supplied by limestone, renders the glass insoluble again,
but é makes the gl as%iepglasswechhas devi t 1
been covered bywhite scum that will not permit light to go through.

That is, by adding a flux to the sand one lowers the melting point but
the type of glass producedissca | | ed dAwater gl ass, 0, gl ¢
water, and thus of little value as a conéa for liquids. This type of glass cannot be
used as can true glass. Even when limestone is added as a stabilizer to the water
glass mixture, the glass tends to lose its glassy luster and transparency, becoming
devitrified. Nevertheless,theglassfiod i n an Ol d Babyl oni an
gl ass. 0 That means it was melted from
The furnace temperature had to be 1,723°C to 1,400°C, which is even higher than
the temperature at which iron melts to ktly lower than that temperature. No

102jhid, p. 133
1038 G| aEneyclopaedia Britannica Micropediaol. 5 (Chicago 2002), p. 297
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furnaces capable of generating these temperatures existed in that Old Babylonian

period.

AThe engineering of pneumatically

capable of producing such glass hulks [requires] a sophisticated
pyrotechnology that shattered the assumptions of most historians [that
such furnaces only came into being in the first millennium B.C.]. A
temperature of some 1,100 degrees Celsius (about 2000 degrees
Fahrenheit) must not only be attained but unremitgimgaintained by
pumping a steady draft of air through the flaming furnace by means of
one or more bellows for at least four days and nights to produce an ingot

such as that found®n board the anci

Kurinsky further explains:

AThe pr oc esdiccoubsfonevwsitransfbrmed into glass

was i nvent ed but once I n t he cour s ¢

pyrotechnology required to produce glass is even more advanced than

that of smeltig iron from its ore.

The steps required for making glass out ofbi#sic constituents are
many and complex ones:

0

AThe production of both glass and

pneumatically drafted furnace, a technology that goes beyond what is
needed to produce copper and bronze. The production of glazes and
glass depersl on an advanced chemical knowledge including a
familiarity with the properties of a variety of unrelated materials that
have to be refined from ores mined in distant lands. The knowledge of
the minerals, their sources, and the ability to obtain themeb&spa

considerable scienti ff®%¢c and commer ci

We are asked to believe that several hundred years before iron

technology was introduced into Mesopotamia, the people there developed a more

104 Kurinsky, op.cit.,p. 139
105ibid., p. 174
16hid., p. 34
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highly advanced pyrotechnology than that required tkemieon in order to allow
the Ol d Babylonians to have a Afully

speci mens of Aintricately wrought pol vy

failed to have the ability to produce iron according to the establdtredology.

As we know, the sources of tin to make tin bronze are not known to
exist prior to 1100 B.C. based on the same chronology. The ship contained both
glass and tin ingots which would be impossible at this early period. In the earlier
Old Babylonan period, glass, tin, and iron in concert is a triple contradiction to that
chronology. In the same way the historians produce tin bronzes from sources that
exist nowhere in the early second millennium B.C. They now must invent, or
conjure up, methodby which iron, tin, and glass could be produced in the Old
Babylonian period. As Colin Renfrew remarked:

AAny theory needs at Teast a few
There are no scientific or technological supporting facts to place the

Old Babylonians in the elgrsecond millennium B.C., but undoubtedly many to
place them with the Persians 1000 years later.

AGRONOMY, ECONOMIC INFLATION, AND SOCIETAL
COLLAPSE IN OLD BABYLONIAN/PERSIAN TIMES

AWhen agricultural | and and its
stané r d i n rel ati on t o popul ati on

prohibitively high in price or altog

Louis Bromfield, in
The New Dictionary of Thoughts
(NY 1961), p. 16

WColin Renfrew, eR.CoWhpietre hAogues eo,f fPTeni nsul ar |
Annual of the British School of Archaeology in Athesas. 69 (1974), p. 38
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Near and dear to this authordés hea
when the global climatic changes described by Velikovsky happened. By organizing
the chronological record into one that is more complete and accurate, we may
determine Awheno these climatic change:
had on ancient huamity. With the present established chronology that climate
record fails to correlate with the historical record. Harvey Weiss, who has long
analyzed this, states the problem thus:

AThe archaeol ogi cal and pal eocl
unrepresentative areksentially of ahistorical quality [with regard to]
€ the epigraphic [documentary] recor
Mesopotamia. Here the cuneiform record misses the early historic
climate &hange. ¢&

Our interest is that of the climate event a 8th century B.C. described
in Chapter 14 oPillars of the Pastvol. I, which discussed irrigation agriculture.
There we raised the issue of a climatic change triggered by a pole shift. In volume
I, pages 442143 we further discussed evidence for @iim changes which we date
to the first millennium B.C. in Ur, Syria, Greece, Anatolia, and Harappa. This
suggests that, based on the short chronology now being discussed, there should also
be indications for dating this climatic change around the tinieeo®©ld Babylonian
era. According to Saggs:

ARSomet hing must have triggered t he
into moving outside their normal range, and there are indications that
the main factor was climatic change. Excavations at sites of ancient
cities inSyria north of the Euphrates suggest that drier conditions set in
about this ti me. é The drier perio
several c¢c®nturies. éo

This would suggest that the climate changed around 1500 B.C.
However, the lakes that existed wobhlve taken anywhere from decades for smaller
ones to a century or so for larger ones to dry up. Ground water levels would also

8, Weiss, fiBeyond the Younger Dryas Coll apse
ancient West Asia and the Eastern Madite a n Eraimonmental Disaster and the Archaeology

of Human Respongé&niversity of New Mexico, NM 2000), p. 99

1094 W.F. SaggsBabylonia(hardcover ed.) (Berkeley CA, 2000), p. 91
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have begun to fall over decades to centuries, creating the arid conditions that
presently persist throughout most of the NeastEa

Based on the short chronology this climatic change along with
irrigation, salinization evidence well correlates with the rest of the forensic historical
evidence.

In Chapter 14 ofPillars of the Pastvol. I, there was presented an
extensive discussioof how irrigation agriculture in southern Mesopotainihat
is, Babyloni® destroyed the soil because of salinization. It was shown there that
this climate shift had to have occurred then since it would have been impossible for
civilization to be sustainebly irrigation agriculture there for well over 3,000 years.
The length of time before the region would have had to be abandoned, based on the
best estimates of the agronomists, was between 300 and 400 years. From around
780 B.C. and coming forward in tinbe allow the land to be poisoned by salt requires
that the region of Babylondamainly south of Babylo® collapsed in Persian times,
and more specifically toward the end of the Persian empire. Therefore, if the Old
Babylonians are indeed the Persian rubéiBabylonia they had to have lived during
the time this salinization process of poisoning the soil became so extensive and
catastrophic that southern Mesopotamian society collapsed.

As part of this collapse certain economic conditions must occur that
well define this event, as Bromfield poi
priceso for food, or food that was fdal't
to obtain. For the new reader unfamiliar with this material, let us briefly digress to
recapitulate how and why this process
find:

AAL I river water and ground wate
During irrigation, plants take water up from the soil but leave most of
the salts behind. In humid climatesnfall percolating through the soil
[washes] the salts out of the root zone. But in dry climates [such as that
in Mesopotamian Babylonia], farmers must apply extra water to do the
job. This additional water can lead to even greater problems, especiall
in low-lying river valley [plains], where much of [ancient
Mesopotamiads] irrigation [took] ©pl a
through the soil to the groundater below, the water table rises. As it
nears the surface some of the water vapor evagoedeing the salts
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behind. If the problem is not corrected [as it was not in this ancient
region], the buildup of the salts poisons the land, rendering it toxic to
crop’s. o

As the soil became ever more damaged, irrigation canals would have to
be lengthead outward to bring water to fresh, new, more distant land on the
Babylonian plain. This required that the kings must constantly move farmers farther
afield from the lands where salt had made agriculture impossible. And this is just
what happened, as DahT. Potts explains:

AThe year formul ae make it <cl ear
people with sweet water [that was not eladen with salt], and the
opening up of new tracts of land for agricultural exploitation, were of
paramount concern forthegea nci ent MesoPlot ami an] ki

On this question Oppenheim al so st
the resettlement of the population on new soil formed an essential part of the
economic and political prodram of a res

In spite ofthis, over a period estimated to be no longer than 300 to 400
years, there would be almost no suitable land, or very little, available for agriculture.
The price for good land would have risen and, over time, as fewer and fewer crops
could be cultivatedrad reaped, the price for these would rise. Along with this price
rise would follow interest rates, inflation as well as the desperation of the people
caught up i n this growing agrarian/ eco
thesis that the Old Babyl@ns are the Persian rulers over Babylonia, these events
should be mirrored in the Persian/Old Babylonian history.

For Persia we are told that early on, well before the salinization
catastrophe occurred, Dariuso6 Heksggn bro
al. explain:

110 sandra PostePRillar of Sand. Can the Irrigation Miracle Las{RY 1999), pp. 1819

11 paniel T. PottsMesopotamian Civilization. The Material Foundatighsndon 1977), p. 21
112 A, Leo OppenheimAncient Mesopotami@evised ed., completed by Erica Reiner, Chicago
& London 1977) p. 548
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AExploiting their oOwn uncommonly
managerial excellence, they [the Persians] ushered their newly unified
world into an era of increasing trade and improving living standards
such as mankind had never beforeeexpi e #t ed . 0o

They further show that nal | part
unprecedent &4If this was the casetwjth Barius, then, based on
Heinsohnés thesis, this heightened pros
Hammur ami.6ds Amai ¢ hi s, too, is the case.
reign and time were mar ked O, anBamtno hi gh
Moscat i shows, AUnder Hammur abi t he €& ¢

civilization, [Old] Babyloniais [among them] achieve complete and harmonious
fusit®n. o

Interestingly, the Persians/Old Babylonians began to tax their
prosperous subjects to the utmost. | repeat how this taxation depleted Babylonia of
cash:

ARSo | ong as t he e mplyarsmall podiesnt ed it
of the gold and silver that went to swell the imperial [Persian] treasury
was put back into circulation. There was a chronic shortage of cash in
Babyl onian Achaem®nid [Persian] ti me

When we turn to Old Babylonian times, we find Haene high taxation
was the rule:

~

Aé under his [Hammurabi és] reign t
systematically bypassed authorities and was geared mainly for the
enrichment of the distant capital in Babylon.

Al't exploited the'™onquered territ

113 Hickset al., op.cit.p. 9

Wipid., p. 71

115 CAH, vol. 2, pt. 1 (1973), p. 218

116 Sabatino MoscatiThe Face of the Ancient OriefNY 1962), p. 65

117The Cambridge History of Iragpol. 2, op.cit.,pp. 221222

118 Norman YoffeeCollapse of Mesopotamian States and Civiliza{ibacson AZ, 1988 p. 52
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The problem or, more accurately, the contradiction involved is that as
the amount of money or silver and gold mediums of exchange became scarcer in
Babylonia during late Persian times, instead of prices for food, land, interest rates,
etc. falling, becauskess money was chasing the same or similar amounts of goods,
inflation followed. Hickset al.wonder about this paradox:

nlt I's a paradox that a shrinkin
inflationd it is generally [the ove} availability of money that abets
inflation today. But in the economy of Persia scarcity of cash caused
by hoarding an opposite effect, largely by forcing up interest rates for

those compelled to borrow cash. & P
in cash [mainly silver] had to mortgage thehass to banks to raise
mon ey . o

Let us examine this explanation from basic economy theory. The
historians have nothing to suggest, from their viewpoint, to show that the amount of
crops and woolen goods traded from Babylonia to the rest of the Persiae emp
decreased. Given a good agricultural base, Babylonia would have abundant
agricultural products to trade throughout Persian times. Saggs elucidates:

AThe [agricultural] goods Babyl oni
principally foodstuffs, of which it &d a surplus, so long as it kept its
irrigation system in order. This was an important resource since there
were parts of the ancient Near East dependent upon rainfall, which not
infreqguently sufferéd crop failures

Hence there would have bea constant influx of silver into Babylonia
to pay for these necessities. That influx of cash would circulate in the region and
would in turn be available to pay the Persian taxes that were levied. There would
not be a chronic shortage of silver undegse conditions. If there was a chronic
shortage of cash throughout the empire, we would have heard of inflation being
endemic everywhere. But such is not the case.

So long as the Babylonians had abundant agricultural goods to sell to
the ancient worldheir income was stable. According to Herodotus, Assyria was the

119 Hickset al., op.cit.p. 84
120 saggsBabylonia, op.cit.p. 100
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weal thiest satrapy in the Persian empir
unified world into an era of increasing trade and improving living standards such as
mankind had nevexxep er i enced. O This trade guarar
Babylonia.

Conversely, since the Babylonians through massive irrigation were
poisoning their land with salt, over time the great surplus of grain and wool that they
sold to the rest of the aieot world would slowly but inevitably diminish. They
would have less and less surplus food and wool to trade and their income would fall
in tandem with the corrosive loss of productive soil. Hence, they would have less
and less silver to pay their Pamsioverlords in taxes. This economic relationship
between the commodities they sold and the income they derived from them is a basic
datum of economic theory. When you sell less, your income is lower.

David C. Co | a nHcenonicsexmamnshowetlysefornt e x t
of inflation develops. When demand for goods outstrips supply we develop what is
termed -pdemandf | ati on. 0 |l t occurs when

Ré a gap between the quantity [ of
guantity supplied [which] leads to upwardepsure on price. [Even]
when the majority of industries [or agricultural producers] are at close
to capacity [production] and they experience increases in demand, we
say t her-pull pressuemmrdrhd inflation that results is called
demandpullinf | at i on. &

A DEMAIRDLL INFLATIONS ARE GENERALLY
CHARACTERI ZED BY SHORTAGES OF GO
[capitalization added

What created the inflation in Persian Babylonia was the diminished
supply of food that the indigenous population still had to buy to live,echhyg a
dying land that produced fewer and fewer agricultural products. It comes down to
the fundamental economic law of supply and demand. People have to have food,
but as this necessity for life itself diminishes, people will pay more and more to
obtan it. They have no choice. Their demand is inelastic. Robert Claiborne
expl ai ns: AA rise in the price of grai

21 pavid C. Colander=conomics2nd ed. (Chicago 1995), p. 152
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agricultura®loafastroBheéel]and admits, Aw
could be connectedith the lack of liquid assets. Instead stagnation/deflation is a
more | ik¥ly result. o

The other method of creating inflation is an egapply of money let
out in the economy which was certainly not the case in Babylonia. Colander tells
us: 0 E s of allpersuasions agree that large inflations can continue only if the
central bank issued$® | arge amounts of mo

Therefore along with the rise in food prices goes the price of land which
Is also in great demand but in decreasing supply. What feli®w constant rise in
the cost of living and so too in interest rates. This too follows from basic economic
laws. If a lender before inflation rises received, say, a rate of five percent on the
money he lent, but the cost of purchasing commodities dioebled, his income
from the loan would be cut in half. To offset this loss, the lender has to double the
interest rate he receives to maintain the same real income. Colander describes this
further effect of inflation:
Al nfl ati on r es ué bnsavevageeraise theirr e p e o |
nominal prices. € Why [do] people
logical answer is that they believe that in doing so they can get a larger
slice of the output pie for themselves. But shares of the pie are
determined by relate, not nominal prices [which are related to the cost
for all ot her goods] € say you raise
but everyone else does, too. So the prices of the goods you sell go up
by 10 percent and the prices of the goods you buy go 4P ppgrcent.
Your nominal price has gone up, but your relative price has not, and
youdre no®better off. o

So, too, with interest rates. Inflation in Babylonian Persia was not the
result of an oversupply of money but the result of an undersupply of fablduadh
to grow it.

12Robert Claiborne, fAHow MysteriesoftherRastiN¥ 19A7),p.ect ed
235

123 Briant, loc.cit., p. 804

124 Colanderpp.cit.,p. 458

125ipid., pp. 151152
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Since this is the case with the Persians the same should be the case with
the OIld Babylonians. Interestingly, the historians who discovered they too
experienced inflation do not blame this rise in prices, land costs, and interest rates
only on overtaxation. Instead they attribute it to an agricultural crisis. M. Liverani
offers this explanation:

ARA serious agricul tural crisis a
provisions from the north caused an alarming increase in the prices of
staple comradities in the capital [where] grain prices increased sixty
fold, fish, fifty- and oil sixf o 18 . 0

At first this centralization of irrigation would greatly enhance
agricultural production. As Forbes shows:

AThe conquest of Hammley adthatof t he
of the Euphrates é |l ed to strong cen
resultant prosperity. Seve®¥al | aws

Yet over 300 to 400 years this would hasten the time when salinization
would insidiously take itoll as described by Norman Yoffee:

AThe agricultural sitwuation I n Mes
wasanevepr esent threat to productivity
the aftermath of Hammurabi 6s central
of the laskings of his dynasty, prices for agricultural products rose and
seeding ratios per unit of |l and incr
é There may have been a decision to
fallow on the lands the Crown controlled, therg@looviding shorterm
fiscal relief, since the lands would initially provide more grain, but
ultimately that would result in a loss of productivity. Although this

process cannot be observed directly from available sources, we do see

126M, Liver ani , Péopldsef Ol Testanent EimBs Weiss, ed. (Oxford UK,

1973), p. 110

7R, J. Forbes, #AExtr ac tAHistpryof BechadlogWharigs Singeetd Al | o
al., eds., vol. | (London 1954), p. 548
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inflated prices, newnethods of agriculturally intensive management,
and an increased pres®ure to secure

This of course led to great hardship for the people who were driven to
islands of land that were still arable while the destruction of the
economic/agrialtural fabric of the region went on around them, to which Yoffee
returns:

ARThe archaeol ogi cal reconnai ssanc
(1981) have shown a progressive tendency during the late Old
Babylonian period for nucleated settlement patterns to become
dispersed into smaller communities that are more evenly spaced along

[ irrigation] water courses. & Al s o
€, a situation that contrasts marked
when certain prerogatives of the temples, eslg judicial ones, were

0O0secul arizedd by the crown. ¢& | n th
public debt] € the temple [with its

provided a refuge for unfortunate citizens of Babylénénd managed,
of course,tomakemr of it from t?he pious debtor

This problem would have been most evident in the most southern
regions of Babylonia above the marsh lands at the head of the Persian Gulf even in
the time of Hammurabi.

AThe most i mportant eldgecoentrtyt I n f ar
was 1irrigation € provided and maint a
e Yet there is some evidence that

whom the rule of Lasar then extended were in a state of decay at the
time of Hammuf@abi s conquest . o

H. Gasteet al.further report.

ANOt coincidentally, archaeol ogi s
identifying postOld Babylonian sites. One reason for this is that the

128y offee, op.cit.,p. 53
129ibjd.
130 CAH, vol. I, pt. 1 (1973) p. 201
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pri nci pa tertamly thasd tlekashave been the most thoroughly

excavated were largely, ifnot completely, abandoned either on or at

the end of the €& period. Al ready b
years before the end of the reign of Sansuditana [the last king of the

dynasty], urban centers in southern Babylonia began to be abandoned
andtheegi on passed out of the [ Ol d] B ¢
process of deurbanization first struck, among others, Euphrates [River]
cities of Ur , Uruk and Lasar. é B L
Ammi saduqga and Sansuditana Bmbyl on b
of this much diminished realm, and at least some of the northwest cities

were abanddhed as well . 0

These were among the last monarchs of the Old Babylonian era. Postel,
using the criteria of the established chronology (which shall be omitted from the
following citation), points out:

AROne of the key pieces of evidenc

damaging |l evels € is the change in t
the preferred cereal for eating, but it was less tolerant of salt than barley
is. Grainimpresi ons found in pottery from
suggest about equal amounts of wheat and barley were grown at [first]
€ | ater wheat apparently accounted f
harvest [then] for less than 2 percent in the Girsu area gnd b
[ Hammur abi 6s time] it was no | onger

same time the crop mix was shifting, yields of barley were decbning
anot her sign that ®&alt had poisoned

None of these measures worked over the long run and all this
culminated in a crushing salinization catastrophe that ended civilization in southern
Babylonia. Thorkild Jacobsen concludes:

AUnder Samsuiluma and his successo
which had been growing in Sumer came to a head. A major and

1314, Gascheet al., op.cit.pp. 78
132 postel,op.cit.,pp. 2621
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salting u

definitive catastroplepr obabl y a f i nal
t he™®South an

practically depopul at ed

Critics will no doubt argue that this proves nothing with respect to
Heinsohndés Ol d Babyl oni anah Reordsdoaat, a2 q u at
yet, report all these events. Why should they? These events were happening far
away in one of their satrapies and onl
rest of the empire was not in such dire condition. Babyloniagthegonomically
important, was only one province out of about 30. But in Babylonia this was their
whole world and the catastrophe that befell them was no distant minor event.

Gwendolyn Leick further i nforms wu
have documentkthe exhaustion of arable land at certain periods. Nippur, for
instance, was almost deserted for generations at the end of the Old Babylonia

N

per itdd. o

Then for some unknown, unfathomable reason the historians, without
an iota of evidence, assume that taed around Nippur and the rest of the
Babylonian plain was somehow cleansed of its salt and brought back to abundant
producti on. Leick at this concept r em;
centralized states collapsed after decades of baddtemwhen the carrying capacity
of the | and h &dThid eeewill see kelow, casrelated with the rest
of Heinsohn and SweeneyO0s -Astyriaaswihtlegy wt
Persians.

However, we do get a glimpse of the devastation Baiy suffered
during Persian times; as William Culican reports, this economic downturn:

Nfé created é poverty in Babyl oni a

D~

133 Thorkild Jacobserloward the Image of Tammuz and Other Essays on Mesopotamian
History and CultureW.L. Moran, ed. (Cambridge MA 1970), p. 197

134 Gwendolyn Leick;The Babylonians: An Introductighondon, NY 2003), p. 9

135 ibid.
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AMany Babyl onians dedicated their
courtesans when they grew up, it was thly evay they could escape
the degrading povert® if not outrigh

This surely indicates that economic conditions in Persian Babylonia
were driving people to acts of desperation.

Finally, one is left to explain how the Persians were able toatxjraat
wealth from Babylonia after its lands were poisoned by salt, depopulated,
abandoned, and left as a great wasteland a thousand years earlier? Since the land
would be salted over in about 300 to 400 years, historians cannot then argue for
placing he Old Babylonians there and having them prosper agriculturally after the
region had been under irrigation cultivation over 2000 years earlier. While they may
wish to and do present the concept that the land was revitalized, they do not, and
cannot, tellus how this was accomplished. They simply say this is so without a
shred of evidence to prove how the land, once salted over, could be revived. A
perfect example of this use of words instead of proof is presented by Roux:

AMoreover, I t rdoepeoduse niork artd moren or d e
cereals [Old Babylonian] landowners violated the rule of fallow,
thereby reducing the fertility of the soil and accelerating its salinization.
Thus within a century (1760600 B.C. in round figures) Babylonia
went from politicaldisintegration to economic disorder and ecological

di saster. e

Al ronically, it was the €é& Kassit
Babylonians who] apparently took the necessary measures and
gradually transformed BabyMPonia into

What these ecessary measures were that rejuvenated the land we are
not told; it is all words backed up by nothing constituting evidence.

Historians then further claim that after 1600 B.C., when the land was
completely salted over, it was then revitalized and remafedde for another
thousand years, again based on nothing.

138 William Culican, The Medes and the PersiafiéY 1963), p. 153
137 Roux,op.cit.,3rd ed. (Berkeley 1999p, 242
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After the OIld Babylonian lands in southern Mesopotamia were
destroyed by salinization, the historians persist in their belief, based on nothing, that
the Kassites, Mitanni, Assyrians, Chaldearidedes, NeeAssyrians, Neo
Babylonians, and Persians, who are assumed to have followed in that order, still
exploited the region for its agricultural wealth. This cannot be done, as pointed out
in vol. | of this series, without modern techniques which wéarly unknown and
therefore never utilized. Itis all a house built on salinized sand and it cannot stand.

LINGUISTICS

-]

This Aryan family of speech was
A.H. Sayce 1880

-

This Aryan family of speech was
A.H. Saye 1890

RnSo far as my examination of the
the conviction that it was in Asia Minor that the IRHaropean
| anguages devel oped. o

A.H. Sayce 1927

as quoted in J.P. Mallory

In Search of the Ind&uropeans
London 1989, p. 143

The above citations indicate that linguistics can be understood from
different points of view and give different answers and indications about the
evidence derived from the various languages. Although linguistics is not as precise
as scientific or technologal evidence, the changes and mutations that occur with all
living languages are taken to be so well understood that it is assumed that one can
correctly arrange chronology by its use. Knowing the gradual changes of a language
over time, through its stytic, grammatical and epigraphic form, it is believed one
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can properly organize the development of the languages in Mesopotamia and Egypt,
that is, which forms of the language came first, second, and so forth. But because
linguistics is not a true sciencamenable to precise testing, measurement, and
falsification, like all other aspects of chronographical materials it must correlate with
the forensic evidence to be shown to be valid.

The historians and the philologists, having organized the chronology of
the ancient Near East based on fallible documentary evidence, nevertheless claim
that the interlocking relationship between history and linguistics which they have
painstakingly organized proves that the established chronology of the ancient world
Is correct and not amenable to major revision. This would seemingly foreclose any
possibility t hat Hei nsohnos, Roseds,
reconstructions are tenable. But what is paramount in making this determination is
that one must have the cect chronology in the first place before the linguistic
evidence itself and by itself can have any standing. If the chronology is in error then
the growth, development, and idiosyncratic changes that occur in all living
languages must also be in errodanust be reconstructed and reorganized along
new lines to reflect what the science and technology prove that the chronology
actually is, not the other way round.

Historians first unscientifically arranged the chronology of the ancient
world for the lingusts who then analyzed and accommodated the linguistics into that
chronology, believing that their analysis and accommodation is thus a factual,
unmovable reality rather than an accommodation. Over time, just as with astronomy,
stratigraphy, etc., thesetanpretative accommodations of the linguistic chronology
have become so entrenched, as generations of philologists repeated and refined what
they had learned from their teachers and passed it on to their students, that it is taken
that their linguistic clonology is carved in stone. Their entire argument is this based
on circular reasoning.

Before starting this analysis, | wish to point out a basic axiom that must
be applied to linguistics as a method for formulating the chronology of the ancient
world. Living languages change with time so that over spans of hundreds of years
they become quite different stylistically, grammatically, and epigraphically.
Therefore it is highly unlikely that two or more peoples separated in time, say, by
400, 500, or moreegars would use the very same language in their social intercourse.
Peoples separated for such long periods must utilize very different forms, even of
the same language, under such a condition. Whenever we encounter two groups that
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historians claim livedar apart in time, but use the very same language, it must be
that they lived at or around the same time. Cochrane, too, turns to linguistic evidence
to deny the validity of Heinsohnés OId

ADari usd royal niarewrittenin®ld Passials, at Bi ¢
which he is said to have invented for just that occasion (note that these
inscriptions are trlingual in nature, Elamite and Babylonian versions
standing alongside the Persian). This language is-Huwlopean in
nature anditi s coul d hardly be mistaken fo
(Old Babylonian) script. Here is what one scholar [J. Wiesehofer] said
about the Persian script:

NRéoThe Ol d[cunkifernjs dcripin is not a
development of the Mesopotamian cuneiform, which was
already more than two millennia old by that time, but a
new creation influenced by the Aramaic consonantal script
and consisting of a mixture of syllabic and consonantal
signs. 0

AThe Aramaic script, I hasten to
time of Hammurabibei ng first atte¥®ted around

Cochrane, t hrough his source, arg
mi st aken for Hammur abi 6s Akkadi ano w h
chronology, is one and a half ndEmlohenni ¢

this point is circular: since the established chronology is assumed to be correct, he
also assumes that Akkadian is much older than Old Persian and thus could not be
used concurrently with Persian in Persian times. What Cochrane has failed to
discuss from his very own source is that the Persians permitted their Babylonian
subjects to continue to use the Akkadian language in their Babylonian homelands.
His source;The Cambridge History of Irarvol. 2, p. 53, states:

AOne telling mpovaeck aftthe catrapw[df] t he i
Babylonia is the use of the Akkadian language on a par with the Elamite
and the Ol d Persian [l anguages]. €éo

138 Cochraneopp.cit, p. 60
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Of course, Cochrane can argue that the form of Akkadian used in
Persian times was the much more modern form. Thiaatare known because
Persian/Babylonian inscriptions are not found in Babylonia, based on the established
chronology. As shown above, the evidence for Persian occupation of this region is
skimpy to say the least. Nevertheless Cochrane argues:

Al f H ebimamcl Daaus were one and the same, one must
naturally expect to find inscriptions of Hammurabi written in Old
Persian or Aramaic [in Babylonia] and inscriptions of Darius written in
Old Babylonian [in Persia]. To the best of my knowledge, however, no
sueh inscriptions have come to light, nor are they likely to be found at
any point ¥n the future.o

Darius/Hammurabi wrote inscriptions in Babylonia in Akkadian
because the people there who needed to use these could read and understand this
language. In Pera, Darius/Hammurabi wrote inscriptions in Old Persian or one of
the accepted international languages because the people there who needed to use
these could read and understand those languages. Babylonia was, as we were told,
the exception for using thesther languages. Very little, if anything, was to be
gained by writing inscriptions in a language that very few of those who needed to
use them could understand and communicate to the populace. There is no problem
with this aspect of linguistics, inithcase, for Heinsohn.

Cochraneds real point, however, i
Hammur abi 6s age belongs to the | ate thi
language over more than a thousand years mutated and evolved into a very different
form. The stylistic, grammatical, and epigraphic differences that had to occur over
such a long period are taken as proof that they were different forms of that language
spoken and wutilized at different ti mes
thesis all these various languages were spoken around the same time. On this point
Cochrane states:

AHammur abi 6s inscriptions were Wwr
form of Akkadian]. Indeed, modern scholars attempting to learn this
ancient language still cut thiegeeth on the Code of Hammurabi, which
is written in the purest Old Babylonian script. If Heinsohn is right, that

139ihid.
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Hammurabi and Darius are one and the same figure, the king engaged
In some very curious behavior, writing in the relatively archaic Old
Babylonian when cataloging his laws yet adopting the more modern
Babyl onian é scripts when cel ebrati
at Bi¥®itun. o
According to Cochrane the organization (from the established
chronology) of Akkadian into its archaic, middle antbre modern forms of
Babylonian used in southern Mesopotamia and Akkadian [Assyrian] used in
northern Mesopotamia means that those successive forms were never utilized at or
about the same period throughout that region. The only way to test whether
Cochrane is correct or if Heinsohn, Rose, and Sweeney are correct, is to determine
this question on foundations of science and technology first, then on linguistic
grounds thereafter. Before undertaking this analysis, it is important to learn what
the philologsts who specifically studied this question have to say. Erica Reiner in
her Linguistic Analysis of Akkadiadiscusses the inherent problems related to
whether the Old, Middle, and Neo forms of Akkadian and Babylonian were used
seriatin® one after the othéras Cochrane seems to suggest, or whether they may
have been used in different places around the same times:

AThe written records of Akkadi an
continuous stream but fall into isolated groups of texts from areas
geographically [distat ] e from each other. é
under] the compulsion of tripartite division have quite naturally led
Assyriologists to divide such [language] groups of texts [into Old,

Middle, and Neo forms for the] two main dialects of Akkadian into
Babylonian [used in southern Mesopotamia] and Assyrian [used in the
nor t*h] . o

Reiner fully admits, contrary to what Cochrane suggests, that because
there is no continuous set of written records for these languages upon which to
establish a linguistic chronologyubrather as that record is sparse, isolated, and
contains periods without any written records at all, these have been filled in based
on the assumed, established chronology and the assumed evolution of these
languages within it. She claims the linguistganized these languages under the

140ibjd.
141 Erica ReinerA Linguistic Analysis of Akkadighondon, The Hague, Paris 1966), p. 20

n
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compulsion of the established chronology to fit the histoebabnological
framework. She adds without scientific proof:

Al am inclined to consider Old Akkadian and Neo Babylonian as
distinct languagesFor the chroologically intermediate periods (i.e.,
roughly 2000600 B.C.)l assume the existence of two dialects, Assyrian
and Babylonian.

AThis assumption may be considered the statement of negative
evidencej.e. of the fact that there seems to be no convincing afay
deriving the earliest attested Assyrian or Babylonian texts from the
preceding stages of Babyloniawithout at least considerable
interference from other S¥mitic | ang

Here we have the direct assertion that the philologists hav@oof
regarding the evolution of these languages. In place of proof we are told that they

are Ainclined to consider Ol d Akkadi an
and that without proof they Mnassume th
Babyl onian. 0o This is so because AThi s
of negative [ e ., noj evidence €& of t

way of deriving the earliest attested Assyrian or Babylonian texts from the preceding
stags of Babyl onian. o Linguists do not
organized these languages correctly. Reiner finally admits:

AWhil e the writing habits changed
assumed evolution] € the rkexadlye copi es
the tenor of the [earlier] original
of such texts is changed in very rare and exceptional cases only, we
have no answer to the question whet
represent a language intelligible persons other than the ancient
scholars [scribes] é who copied then
may have had to the |%Wnguage [then b

Philologists simply do not know if the assumed old forms of these
languages were so different from timere modern forms that they could not have

92ihid., p. 21
143ibid., p. 21
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been fully intelligible to the assumed more modern speakers and readers. This is the
assumption made by Cochrane, namely that the old forms of the language were
unintelligible to assumed more modern speakersreaders. In a nutshell, Reiner
claims, contrary to Cochrane, that philologists do not really know at the level that
science knows, the evolution of Akkadian and Babylonian. After thousands of years,
Akkadian/Assyrian spoken in isolation in northern Mastamia might well have

been a totally different language from the Akkadian/Babylonian form utilized in the
south.

In this regard th€ambridge Ancient Historgxplains:

Anlf a | anguage community splits ir
are subsequently and inaahiately isolated from one another, the
language of each group will continue to evolve. But because there is
no fixed direction for linguistic change, these languages will gradually
diverge from one another in both form and content until after a suitable
time, they will become quite distinct. Some parallel development may
occur as the result of the [original] inherited structural features, but this
will prov#&# negligible. o

That is almost precisely what we have with northern Akkadian, or
Assyrian, and sobern Akkadian, or Babylonian. The peoples of these two regions
were not in daily contact with each other so that their languages would mutually and
closely influence one another. Rather, these two peoples were for the mést part
except for diplomats, sdres, and mercharisisolated from the linguistic influences
of the other.

Samuel P. Huntington points out: i
after civilization first emerged, the c
some exceptions eithernonexi ent or | i mi t ed oY Theset er mi

civilizations lacked mass communication systems and thus were fairly isolated.

Had these two language forms been separated in place and time for
thousands of years as the established chronology regthiey would have become
two distinct languages unintelligible to speakers and readers of the other. However,

144CAH, vol. 1, pt. 1 (1973), p. 124
145 Samuel P. HuntingtorGlash of Culturesind the Rmaking of World OrdefNY 1996),p. 48
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if, as Heinsohn, Rose, and Sweeney suggest, the history is of much shorter duration,
then these languages seemingly of common origin wouldbstgimilar in structure,

etc. Reiner has assumed that roughly from 2600 B.C., over a period of 1400
years, these languages remained so similar that they were two dialects of each other.
According to Georges Contenau:

ARAkkadi an 1 s tgbage spokemen bathfAssyrih e | an
[called Assyrian] and in Babylonia [called Babylonian]. The two forms
of the language are practically identical in grammar and vocabulary,
and probably differed most in their
by the late Assyria [assumedca. 900 to 650 B.C.] and the Neo
Babylonian [assumedca. 650550 B.C.] Akkadian itself was
obsol escent. e From t hat ti me onwa
simultaneus use. é0o

We will turn to the linguistics ota. 1000 to 550 B.C. below, bdior
the moment let us concentrate on what Contenau claims for the entire length of the
second millennium B.C., namely 26Q000 B.C. He claims that in all this time the
two forms of Akkadian remained fipractic
andp obably differed most in their methoo
of around a thousand years!

This fact regarding the close similarity of northern Akkadian (Assyrian)
and southern Akkadian (Babylonian) echoes throughout the literature. yLesle
Adkins states:

ARThere were three main Akkadian d
Akkadian, Babylonian and Assyrian and all used slightly different
cuneiform scripts.. In reality they were so similar that the terms tend to
be interchangeable and today theyste udi ed as asingl e |

C.B.F. Walker repeats these linguistic facts:

146 Contenaupp.cit, p. 7
147 esley AdkinsEmpire of the Plain: Henry Rawlinson and the Lost Language of Babylon
(NY 2003), p. 54
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AAkkadian is one of the Semitic |
dialects, Old Akkadian, Babylonian and Assyrian, so that by definition
anything written in Babylonian or Assyrian cagually be said to be
written in Akkadian. Each of these dialects tends to use a slightly
variant form of cuneiform script, although all handbooks to cuneiform
take them asone [l anguage]. o

O. Jesse Lace further stateges fAThe
are so similar that they Y Coehrandidciearly c al |
ignorant of this linguistic evidence but speaks about major differences among Old
Akkadian, Assyrian, and Babylonian as if he were the linguistic expert. Apparently
Contenau, Adkins, Walker, Lace, and Reiner, who are authorities in the field of these
ancient dialects, dondét know what they
ashamed of speaking out so forcefully on a subject where the true authorities say
exacly the opposite of what he proclaimed to be fact.

As we pointed out above, over long stretches of time a living language
divided into two or more diverges greatly from its original forms, stylistically,
grammatically, and epigraphically, into a totallyffelient form unintelligible to
speakers and readers of the other form. The greater the separation in time and
distance of the groups from one another, the greater the linguistic change. H.A.

Gl eason expl ai ns: AWhen t hesmadll thesecaree n c e ¢
known as dialects. When | arge¥®, they a

On this point, J.P. Mallory adds:

Nfé | anguages are always in the pro
as the area of a given language grows in size, it will be isicigls
difficult for all its speakers to intercommunicate and change together
along the same lines. Rather, there will be increased tendencies towards
regionalization [i.e. dialects] where linguistic change will follow
different local paths of developmeri®!

148 C.B.F. WalkerCuneiform(Berkeley CA 1987), p. 16

1490, Jesse LacéJnderstanding th Old Testamer{Cambridge, UK, 1972), p. 27
150H.A. GleasonAn Introduction to Descriptive Linguisticeev.ed. (NY 1961), p. 398
151 Mallory, op.cit, p. 146
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Mallory further informs us that language change

Aé will be affected by the size a
area occupied. In the absence of mass media or a written standard
[taught to all the people, which did not exist in Mesopotamia], people
speaking originally the same language but separated by large distance
are unlikely to m#&intain parallel <c¢h

Yet Reiner fAassumeGoBtG.ad tthe MASILY
Akkadian of the north was a dialect of the Babylonian form of Akkadian them
south of Mesopotamia. How could the forms of these langdagssly dialectd
separated by long periods of time and great distances, without mass media and

uni ver sal educati on, have remai ned A p
vocabul aryogmaddt behaaesiprobably diffe
met hod of pronunciationo? The obvious

small differences between them indicate that though dispersed over a broad area of
fairly isolated regions, change svamall because the chronology was short enough

to allow for only smal/l | i ngui stic chai
Sweeneyod6s, and to some extent Veli kovsk

There are further problems that beset the chronological lengtieof
Akkadian language, as discussed by Nicholas Ostler in his linguistic history of the
world. Itis generally taken as a fact that Akkadian was employed from around 2000
and died out about 600 B.C., to be replaced by Arak&ithen with the supposed
cdlapse of the Old Babylonian Empica.1700 B.C.,

Nné the dialect of Babyl on (which
Akkady became established as the literary standard, the classic version
of which would be used for official purposes throughout Mesopotamia.

This privileged position endured for

essentially regardless of whether Babylon, Assyria or neither of them

was the current centre of political
152ibid., p. 23

153 Nicholas OstlerEmpire of the Wor@NY 2005), p. 61
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NBesides Its use as a native | ang:
ofMesopotamia é Akkadian also came to
| i ngua franca amfbng utter foreigners

Ostler goes on to describe the many settings around Mesopotamia
where Akkadian was employed in addition to the indigenous language:

Al n t he s amwm®@CJdAkkadidnivas hemgtaughtand
used in every capital city that surr
of the ambient [native] | anguage é
El amite speakers, I n Nuzi e for Hurr
in Alalakh and Ugarit near the Mediterranean coast for speakers of
other Semitic |l anguages é &nd in Akh

The universality of Akkadian at this time, however, raises a serious
problem after 1700 B.C. down to around 1200 B.C. because Akkag&aking
peoples during this period were not ruling Mesopotamia, but people who had their
own language, particularly the Kassites, Hurrians, and Mitanni. Ostler explains:

AThe middle of the second mill enni
period for the speads of [Akkadian or of other] Semitic languages. In
1400 B.C. Babylon had been firmly under Kassite control for two
centuries, and Assyria in vassalage to the Mitanni for a century. In
northern Syria, established Mitanni control was being disputed by the
Hittites. And the rest of Palestine was a collection of vassal states under
Egyptian sovereignty.

Alt was not €& political I nfl uence
the language of convenience at the time. The only [conjectural]
explanation is a cultural oné t he cul t ur edubbd t he s
[ schod®l s]. o

There is no evidence to show that scribal schools existed at this time or
that each of these foreign entities that dominated Mesopotamia decided to maintain

154ibid.
155 ibid., p. 62
156ibid., pp. 6263
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their foreign subj e cmnudcatiorarathenhamgtieeir@ava. t h e
This would be comparable to the Romans taking over all Gaul and writing and
speaking among one another in that anci
explanation indicates that something is linguistically wronth the established
chronology since this linguistic excuse is necessary to accommodate it.

At this point the problem becomes exacerbated because not only at the
nadir of Assyrian/Babylonian power did Akkadian become lthgua francaof
Mesopotamia, budt the zenith and thereafter, during Assyrian domination of these
regions, as Cochrane suggests, Akkadian began to be replaced by Aramaic. Ostler
fully admits this conundrum, calling it a paradox:

ARThe paradox deepens t WNetomyor e cl os
was Akkadian, the language, replaced at the height of its political
influence; its replacement language, Aramaic, had until [that time] been
spoken mainly by nomads. These people could claim no cultural
advantage and were highly unlikely to gpta rival civilization [during
this period of replacement]. The expectation would have been that like
the Kassites eight hundred years before in Babylon, Aramaic [nomad]
speakers would have been culturally and linguistically assimilated to
the great Megootamian tradition. Similar things, after all, were to
happen to others who burst in upon great emitese Germans
i nvading the Roman empdre or the Mon

It is argued that because the Aramaic language used a short, simple
alphabet rather tlmean unwieldy, large, and difficult set of cuneiform symbols, and
that the Aramaic speakers were so numerous, this forced Assyrian/Babylonian
society to change their language. Roux presents just this explanation:

AYet t o t hese bar b arpriviegeAof amaeans
imposing their language upon the entire Near East. They owed it partly
to the sheer weight of their numbers and partly to the fact that they
adopted, instead of the cumbersome cuneiform writing, the Phoenician
alphabet slightly modified, ahcarried everywhere with them the
simple practica script of the futur

157ibid., p. 63
158 Roux,op.cit, 2nd ed. (1992), p. 276
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Ostler looked at this explanation and found it without merit:

AThis [supposition of Roux] canno
after all, exist to record what people say, not vicesae There is no
other case in the history of change in writing technology inducing a
change in popular speech. And even if it were possible, it is particularly
unlikely in a society like the Assyrian empire, where a vanishingly
small portionofthepoguat i on were | iterate €& how
politically subservient group such as the Aramaeans not only spread its
language, but also get its writing system accepted among its cultural
and political masters,™t he Assyrians

Ostler stillargues that when the Assyrians transported great numbers of
Aramaic speaking peoples, among others, into their empire, who became in some
cases administrators etc., the Assyrians were over time forced to adopt Aramaic and
drop their own language. But s$hiis simply illogical. First of all, the
Assyrians/Babylonians could have just as easily adopted the Aramaic alphabet and
employed it to express their own language. The Greeks did not stop speaking Greek
when they switched from syllabic writing to alplediic. There was no reason for the
entire people to give up their mother tongue and learn a new one to incorporate an
alphabet. Ostler argues:

AThe triumph of Aramaic over Akkad
of practical utility over ancient prestige, buethtility came primarily
from the fact that so¥many people al

The fact of the matter is that ordinary people do not, and will not, give
up their mother tongue in order to accommodate a foreign people in their homeland
and learn a new langge unless they are forced to do so. No people will go through
the arduous task of learning to speak a new and strangely different language even
when surrounded by those who speak it. Immigrants have come to the United States
for generations and the oldenes as well as middkged ones more often than not
do not learn English. Their children do learn English where they are a minority when
forced to attend school. But in ancient times, there was no such establishment. On

159 Ostler,op.cit.,p. 64
160ihid., p. 67
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the other hand, in the Miamies of Florida, Spanish is overwhelmingly spoken but
Americans there rarely learn to speak or desire to speak Spanish.

What we are suggesting is that many languages were all spoken around
the same time in that region. As Barbara Nevling Porter reveals:

Afhe | ate Assyrian empire was a pol
culture of the Assyrian empire as well was carried on in several
languages ranging from the Neo Assyrian, Neo Babylonian, and
Standard Babylonian dialects of Akkadian to Sumerian and
Aramdt c. o

A similar condition also exists with the Mitanni, Kassites, and Minni as
explained by Claude Reignier Conder:

AThe Names of the Kassites were ti
by Babylonian scribes of the Persian period and from the translations it
Is clear tlat the Kassite language was a Mongol dialect similar to
Akkadian, to Sumerian and to the languages of the Minni and of the
Matiene (Mitan®i) further north.o

It seems rather clear that instead of having a very long linguistic history
in Mesopotamia, we havinstead a great many peoples speaking various dialects of
a few languages around the same time, which were only used for international trade
but not in the various lands by the indigenous peoples.

Thus far our discussion has been based entirely on $itigjainalyses,
but, as pointed out earlier, linguistic chronology must follow from scientific and
technol ogi cal evidence. Reiner has to
deriving the earliest attested Assyrian or Babylonian texts from the prectayes
of B ab y** Bha comvimcing way of deriving this linguistic chronology is via

lBar bara Nevling Porter, fAlLanguagdsiaelAudi ence
Oriental Studies XV Language and Culture of the Near, Eagten, The Netherlands; NY;

Cologne, Germany, 1995), p. 52

162 Claude Reignier Condefhe Hittites and Their LanguagiY 1898), p. 12

163 Reiner,op.cit, p. 21
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forensic historical evidence. Let us get down to the scientific and therefore linguistic
heart of these matters.

Old Akkadian was used by the Old Akkadians fronuaieb2300 B.C.
and supposedly evolved to a largely different form of the language by around 1500
B.C., a period of some 700 to 800 years. Nevertheless, based on the evidence
outlined in vol. | ofPillars of the Pastchapter 9, pp. 27289, an archaeologatand
geological dig carried out at Tell Munbaga which spans the same time between the
Old Akkadians of 2300 B.C. and the time of the Mitanni of 1500 B.C. showed no
scientificgeological evidence of a 70 800year settlement gap. This requires
that,based on the established chronology, the Old Akkadians used this supposedly
very ancient form of Akkadian without any change whatsoever for 800 years right
down to the middle of the second millennium B.C. and that it was unchanged not
only for 300 years por to the rule of the Old Babylonians, but remained unchanged
for 100 years after the assumed fall of Babylon in 1600 B.C. To accept this as a
linguistic reality boggles the mind. Heinsohn has in fact shown in terms of
linguistics that

AOl d Ak kiaderi seals remgined in use for business
contracts in the ™ tanni/ Hurrian str

Do Cochrane and the rest of Heinso
as a reality of history that for about 750 years the Old Akkadian language remained
the same styligtally, grammatically, and epigraphically? This is a whopping
contradiction to the linguistics presented by Cochrane, which of course he has
completely failed to report, let alone discuss. The fact of the matter is that there is
no rational explanationro s ci enti fic basis by which
evidence. That i1 s probably why neither
have come forward to address this huge linguistic contradiction to the established
chronology. It proves on aridamental level that the entire structure of linguistics
taken as correct by the historians for this period has no standing at all.

Let us furthermore recall that Cochrane claims that Hammurabi
destroyed Mari around 1700 B.C. Yet iron, tin, and glass wasarthed there

Gunnar Heinsohn, fAWho were the Hyksos? Can
solutontohe déeni gma of wor |l d ISessotCongrgsdoIntern&ioraled e di n (
Egittologia vol. Il (Torino, Italy, 1993), p. 211
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requiring a date for this city in the first millennium B.C. Let us also recall that
Cochrane asserted that Aramaic, linguistically similar to Phoenician and Hebrew,
developed around 1000 B.C. Thus it would be impossible to find theletstab
inscribed with Hebrew names. Kurinsky, nevertheless, explains:

AProfessor Parrot, the prestigiou:
upon discovering significant biblical connotations in the translation of
the tablets unearthed from the ruins of Mari. ISbiblical names as
Abram, Jacob, Benjamin and Zebulun could be distinguished in the
Akkadi an'®records. o

This would be extraordinarily unlikely in Old Babylonian times but not
in Persian times.

However, Cochrane and Hei nhatthsnds o
does not prove that the Old Babylonian in its purest form employed by Hammurabi
was ever utilized in Persian times. But that argument can have no merit because of
the forensic historical analysis presented in the earlier segments of this Huatk.
is: the 12th Egyptian Dynasty based on unimpeachable astronomical edidence
presented by Lynn E. Radanust be placed in the mifirst millennium B.C. The
12th Dynasty has been linked and even tied by bonds of archaeology and other
forensic historichevidence directly to the Old Babylonians, which places them in
the first millennium B.C., in fact, at the time of the Persians. Rose further showed,
astronomically and calendrically, that the OId Babylonian/ Persian kings
Hammurabi/Darius and Ammisadu@ataxerxes Il Ochos share identical-8ay
months in identical years of their reigns and identical months of those years.
Stratigraphy also shows the Old Babylonians fall in Persian times. The Old
Babylonians have iron, bronze, and glass long befoesettcould have been
processed in the second millennium.

All these forms of scientific and technological evidence contradict
Cochraneds placement of the Ol d Babyl c
millennium B.C., but fully directly and indirectly cotade with, corroborate, and
converge to place the Old Babylonians in Persian times. Cochrane has produced
nothing scientifically or technologically to compare with these forms of solid
evidence. Therefore, because the forensic historical evidence pleceSid

165 Kurinsky, op.cit, p. 26
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Babylonians in Persian times, the form of Akkadian that they employ also belongs
in Persian times. The linguists follow the science and technology. Cochrane has it
all upside down and backward.

Along similar grounds we have shown in the firstwok ofPillars of
the Past pages 47-479 and 504610, that the Hittites, assumed to have lived in
Anatolia from 1600 to 1200 B.C., used the same language as the Lydians who lived
600 years later, which moves the Hittites linguistically as well as by aevttrer
forms of scientific and technological evidence into the first millennium B.C. To that
we add the |l inguistic evidence that 1in
form of Hebrew that only came into existence several hundred years later. Th
Hittites and Ramses Il fought a battle which, based on linguistic evidence as well as
other forms of forensic historical evidence requires them and the languages they used
to be placed in the first and not the second millennium B.C. This, too, eastitier
Immense negation of the linguistic history and chronology of the ancient Near East.

Cochrane has told us that the Aramaic language started around 1000
B.C. or somewhat later and became the international language of the Near East
thereafter. Nevedneless, Nicholas Ostler informs us that Aramaic became the
standardinguafrancaof t he Near East which stretch
of Kush south in Egypt €é& Aramaic é was
next mil®% ennium. o

That is, from he earliest times of the Neé&ssyrians around 1000 B.C.,
Aramaic was used as a means of international communications between various
countries and for trade. But at the same time, the historians expect one to believe
that throughout this lengthy periodrAa mai ¢ fAwas to remain e:¢
for the next mill enni um. Noliving langsagethe f i e s
remain essentially the same for about a thousand years; only dead languages do not
change. Living languages change to an inseategree over a thousand years.

This is yet another major contradiction to the linguistic chronology
Cochrane has put forth. But it is a major corroboration for the chronology that
Hei nsohndéds, Sweeneyods, and Roslmngdustct hese
evidence supports the short chronology, while in case after case it contradicts the
established chronology.

166 Ostler,op.cit, p. 81
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Finally, let us turn to linguistics for Egyptian chronology to which
historians have tied all the surrounding civilizations. Is thegulistic history as
solid as Egyptologists claim? It is assumed by historians that as with Mesopotamia,
there is a similarly lengthy linguistic chronology for ancient Egypt. It is accepted
that during the third millennium B.C. during the Old Kingdomaatient archaic
form of Egyptian hieroglyphics was written and spoken that evolved to somewhat
different forms for the Middle Kingdom, which in turn further evolved slightly into
even more modern forms for the New Kingdom, and so on. Barbara Mertz gums u
the conclusion of this evolution which hardly changed the epigraphic hieroglyphic
expressions of ancient Egyptian writings supposedly for 3,000 years:

ASo thorough iIs modern knowl edge
language that we can tell the probable ddte manuscript by internal
evidence alon® by stylistic, grammatical and epigraphic de@ijsist
as a student of English literature can distinguish a work of the
fourteenth century f%% om one of the s

Above, as well as in volume one of this ssriwe have shown via the
astronomical/calendrical work of Lynn E. Rose that the 12th Dynasty of Egypt,
conventionally dated to the early second millennium B.C., must be placed in the
mid- to early first millennium. Thus, the 12th Dynasty belongs in #siBn era.
Hence, its late period linguistics and hieroglyphics (style, grammar, and epigraphic
expression) also belong in the mid latter part of the first millennium B.C. Based
on the established chronology these late period forms of written Bgywould
have come after the Middle Kingdomdés 172
proves that the 12th Dynasty of the Middle Kingdom is contemporary with the Later
Period dynasties of the Persian era just as was shown for Akkadian and Old
Babylonian. Simply stated, there were several forms or dialects of ancient Egyptian
in use around the same time, each with somewhat different stylistic, grammatical,
and epigraphic forms. They were dialects of Egyptian all used around the onset of
the first millennum B.C. and for some centuries thereatfter; it is not the case that
they were used over the course of some 3,000 years.

The most remarkable thing regarding Egyptian hieroglyphic writing is
that although it changed slightly here and there in a fluid fashiohke, say,
English, it remained largely static once it was formed by thed8rdDynasties of

167 Barbara MertzTemples Tombs and Hieroglyph{g$Y 1978), p. 50
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the Old Kingdom down to the time of Alexander the Great and after. John A. Wilson
describes this fluigtatic condition:

AWriting and | iuttherrexamplerokthewstatia,l d be ¢
yet fluid character of Egyptian culture. The Old Kingdom saw the
formation of a classical language which was still in relatively successful
of ficial use nearly twenty five hund
faily commonint he Fi fth and Sixth Dynastie
| anguage called 6Middle Egyptian, 6 w
Old Kingdom, continues with minor change down to the cosmopolitan
excitation under the Egyptian Empire and thereafter was maintained for
religious and official purposes as long as men carved hieroglyphics on
temple walls. And yet it is possible to date inscriptions to their periods
of original composition or existing expression by criteria of
pal eography, vocabulstgle; itis possdhlp®!| | i ng, 6
point out contemporary colloquialisms in a classical text or archaisms
in a relatively colloquial text. To be sure, we have about three thousand
years of texts to deal with, and constant change within so long a time
would seem indtable to a modern [researcher], but the extraordinary
phenomenon is the broad consistency and continuity [of the almost
static, basic structure of Egyptian hieroglyphic expression] over so long
a t i%me. o

Here, then, is what historians expect one to tselieThe hieroglyphic
epigraphy to express all the numerous changes in the spoken language of the
Egyptianswvas in no major wayeflected in the hieroglyphic script for that language.

That would be like people in the United States, England, and elsewihere

English is spoken, to still be using the ancient Argéxon script which was used

for Englishodés first form a thousand vye
variations among dynasties, but the script was still similar and readable.

This is hardy rational. Over a 3,009ear period even the official and
religious hieroglyphic inscriptions should have changed to the point where the
language around the beginning would have been as unreadable to later readers as
writing forms of ancient European ng sh i n Chaucer 6s day
modern readers of English after only about 500 years. As with Mesopotamia, what

168 John A. Wilson,The Culture of Ancient Egyf€hicago 1962), p. 76
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is implied by the static expression of Egyptian paleography is that the Bidtoey
chronology of Egy@ is much shorter and over thisuch shorter period the
language changed only slightly. Further, as many of these various dynasties were
contemporary, they would of course use highly similar forms of hieroglyphics. What
we have is similar to what existed in Mesopotamia. The Egyptrads#ferent
regions of the country spoke and wrote in dialects of the same language.

Now, according to the established chronology, the 12th Dynasty came
about 500 years before the 18th Dynasty. One would hardly expect that the 18th
Dynasty would copy ithieroglyphics directly from the 12th. However, Assmann
reports:

AWIithin the cyclical structure of
greatest significance that the early
modeled themselves closely on the Twelfth Dynasty tile sof
i nscri%tions. o

That is, the 18th Dynasty used the same forms of hieroglyphics as did
the 12th Dynasty as if there was no 5@ar period between these dynasties. Wilson
elucidates:

Aln the external manifestations of
resumed where the Twelfth had leftdfér perhaps one should say that
there had been no cultural break [between them, as there is assumed to
have been] in the Second Intermediate Period. Architecture and art
repeated the forms and themes of earlier timese The eye det e
major differences between sculptured scenes of the Twelfth Dynasty
and those of tHe early Eighteenth. o

In discussing dynasties that came about a thousand years after the 12th
Dynasty, Assmann admi t s ontrégvérsy asstowhetherc a s e
particular [written] items are from the Twelfthorthe Tweste cond [ DY nast i

169 Jan AssmanriThe Mind of EgyptNY 2002), p. 199
170Wilson, op.cit, p. 166
171 Assmannpp.cit, p. 341
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To explain why after almost a millennium the 26th Dynasty decided to
write in the same style, grammar, and epigraphy as the 12th, Assmann asgles, a
all other Egyptologists:

AThe Twel fth Dynasty represents a
of Egyptian civilization. In the New Kingdom, the literature of the
[more ancient Middle Kingdom 12th Dynasty] period was elevated to
the canonic status of ckiss; the language of the Middle Kingdom
remained in use for sacred purposes until the end of pharaonic history
and in art the archaizing style of the late period largely took its bearings
from the mature sty¥2e of the Twel fth

All this, of course cannot be correct because in volume | of this series
| presented linguistic and other evidence which places the 18th Dynasty in the same
period as the 12th Dynasty and the astronomical data presented by Rose show that
the 12th Dynasty was contemporaryttwseveral of these other dynasties and came
after the others. Rather than the 12th Dynasty being the epitome of Egyptian written
expression and attainment in the arts, the astronomical evidence indicates these other
dynasties did not slavishly copy i@rins. This, | suggest, is intellectual, historical,
and linguistic gibberish. To the best of my knowledge, ancient Egypt is the only
instance in which an entire society reverted to its past form of written expression and
to artistic forms that were sorfeemoved in time.

On a similar topic, Velikovsky, who equates the 19th with the 26th
Dynasty, writes:

AThe Egyptian | anguage and orthog
and the Twentgixth (called also Saitic) Dynasty were so similar to the
style and orthographynder the Eighteenth Dynasty that experts have
often engaged in disputes about the date of a literary relic, with six to
eight hundred years [between these dynasties] at stake. One of the cases
is that of the Sphinx stele €& of Thu

i é A . akemmanh Egyptologist, tried to prove that the
text is a product of the Saitic time, especially because of its late spelling.
But he was disputed by another equally excellent Egyptologist,

172ihid., p. 118
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Spiegel ber g, who presented ttshe argul
actually not late and that the texts of the Saitic time, seven or eight

hundred years after the Eighteenth Dynasty, are conspicuous through

their employing a classical orthography; and that thus no marked

difference is evident between the texts of¢thest wo per i ods. ¢é

Afé I n no | anguage, ancient or new
have passed without Yery considerabl
What we have here is the 12th, 19th, and 26th Egyptian Dynasties all
writing in an identical hieroglyphic script. The 12th Dytyas supposedly from
1800 B.C., the 19th from about 1500, while the 26th is from around 800 to 700 B.C.
All these dynasties exhibit identical scripts because they all reigned about the same
time.

What would be required to show such a total reversiorasb pritten
and artistic expression, would be to show another entire society reverting back to a
much earlier time in the same way. Such, | dare say, does not exist. It would be the
same as the English of King George Ill having such reverence for tltbeMidglish
of Chaucer that the entire British nation felt the compulsion to write in all its
newspapers, books, magazines, letters and so forth in the language of Chaucer which
existed about 400 years earlier in time. One must assume that the Briéisbrge
Il 11 6s day simply didnot cherish their
(based on nothing from the sciences) attribute to the Egyptians. During the European
Renaissance, Greek and Latin were used and some of their architectural styles we
copied, but the literature of that period also used the vernacular or the language of
the people.

Of course, the historians will argue that the Egyptian reverence for their
dead and the dead past was an entirely different matter altogether. Howlogen,
one overcome this argument? It can be overthrown because the Egyptians not only
wrote in hieroglyphic script but in other scripts as well that did not remain static for
the assumed 3,000 years of Egyptian history.

B mmanuel Velikovsky, fAFrom t hEi B@edofofRamee £€i
Kronos vol. 1, no. 3 (1978), p. 5
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While the Egyptians employed hiergghs for official and religious
inscriptions, they also wrote in a script known as hieratic. The difference may be
understood as that between the block letter printing we learned as children in early
elementary schodl which would be hieroglyphics, the sanas the print that
appears in this book and other published materials. Hieratic, on the other hand, is
the cursive or handritten form used for handritten letters, notes, etc. Hieratic
changed much more than hieroglyphs through the assumed lergjthry loif Egypt.

However, much later supposedly, hieratic or Egyptian cursive script
itself changed into an entirely new form, to facilitate more rapid writing, especially
for business transactions, known as abnormal hieratic. Hieratic and abnormal
hieratic are so very different that one cannot mistake one for the other. Finally, much
later again an even more condensed shorthand form of abnormal hieratic developed,
known as demotic. Each of these three cursive forms developed and can also be
recognized nbonly with regard to the kingdom but to the dynasty which employed
them supposedly at different times.

That being the case, it is hardly possible that different forms of hieratic,
abnormal hieratic, and demotic would ever be used by one dynasty allsaintiee
place. These different forms were used at quite different periods in Egyptian history,
based on the established chronology. Nevertheless, Eugen&/draanrites of:

Nné a great hi storical anomal vy, t

Dynasty document whih cont ains Owitness copi ¢

document written variously in Late New Kingdom style Hieratic,
Abnor mal Hierati¥®% and early Demoti c.

Rather than a great historical anomaly, we have here a great historical
chronological contradiction. Based thre established chronology, the 26th Dynasty
was writing a form of hieroglyphs stylistically, grammatically, and epigraphically
identical to the 12th Dynasty of a thousand years earlier; so alike are these
inscriptions that there is still controversy asmioether particular written items are
from the Twelfth or Twentysixth Dynasty. At the same time, the 26th Dynasty was
using hieratic script of the Late New Kingdom hundreds of years earlier than this
dynasty, along with abnormal hieratic which had ttkemgplace of hieratic, and also

1"4EugeneCrutJr i be, A Scr i p OxordErcyclopaadia of AricientvEgypol. 3,
D.B. Redford, ed. (Oxford, publ. in NY 2001), p. 192
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demotic, which had taken the place of abnormal hieratic. Instead of these cursive
scripts developing and evolving from one form into that of another, into the final
form, etc., they were all being used at the same timamaossible condition
according to the established chronology.

Now this is carrying reverence for the past too far. Not only was the
26th Dynasty in love with the hieroglyphic forms of the 12th Dynasty, but 12th
Dynasty hieratic was not good enough forsinéovers of the archaic. Late New
Kingdom hieratic was more to their tast
this was a wise choice and being fickle they also decided to use abnormal hieratic of
an even later time. But to be absolutely ecumdigisafe and snub no one from yet
a later time, they embraced demotic to stay in style.

To reconcile all these scripts, all that need be done is follow the
evidence of forensic history and allow the science and technology to lead. The
ancient Egyptians whused the same forms of their language ruled concurrently or
nearly concurrently. There is no great linguistic anomaly based on the short revised
chronology.

When we return to Mesopotamia and the Old Babylonians we
encounter another linguistic problemgamely: What was the original language of
these people before they conquered Babylonia? Laessoe mentions:

Nné the tribes from the desert who
took over the legacy of the Sumerians; but Amorite, the Semitic dialect
spoken by thse tribes, is only known in Babylonia from their personal
names; once they were established in the cities of Mesopotamia they
abandoned their linguistic idiosyncrasies and took over the
Mesopotamian script and® also the AkKk

The fact of thematter is that n@ne has the slightest knowledge of the
prior language spoken by the-salled Old Babylonians. Liverani shows that their
names were not necessarily their original names but names given to them by their
Babylonian subjects.

175 Jorgen Laesso®geople of Ancient Assyr{&ondon, B63), p. 17
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AThe [ @onédn] Batb people from Drehem and Isin
generally bear westet®@emitic names, while the Martu people from
Lagash and Umma [to the south] more often bear Sumerian and
Akkadian names, that is names customary in the area in which they had
settledandwhete hey wW&®r ked. o

Therefore, the names given to them by the Babylonians tell us nothing
of their language. As Whitney Davis explains:

AANnNy Semiti c -Akkadian tends totbe classified o n
as [Old Babylonian] Amorite, making it impossible (or at teasy
difficult) to decide i f there is one
possibly more than onré Semitic | angu

Whitney Davis makes it clear that the names given or taken by the Old
Babylonians cannot be used in any definitive wale&wn what their language was
since four evidence [ of Ol d Babyl oni al
contradictions in the YWHeaddssames and ter

AWe recognize people as [Old Baby
when the sources add eitheraNu or Amurru to the names of
individuals or tribes they are citing. However, as ancient scribes were
not ethnographers [students of other cultures], they were rarely driven
to record precise distinctions among people, and in many instances the
names ofindividuals they designate as MAR.TU or Amurru turn out
not to be [Old Babylonian] Amorite at all. This casts grave doubt on
our ability to establish with precision when these terms referred to
6Amoritesdé6 and wWHRen to O6westernerso.

The problem of the lgguage that the Old Babylonians spoke in their
original homeland disappears when we pursue the forensic historical evidence. As
the Persian rulers of Babylonia their original language is known. It is Persian.

178 Liverani, op.cit.,p. 109

""Whitney Davis, fAiAmorite Tribes and the Natur
Civilizations of the Ancient Near Easol. Il, op.cit, p. 1235

178ibid., p. 1238

179ibid., p. 1232
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WHITHER THE OLD BABYLONIANS?

Cochrane tellsis:

ARat her than coming from the Persi
Heinsohn, the nomadic Martu are clearly represented as coming from
t he @ W, she Syrian desert region where most scholars have

sought t heir original h o e tteatn d . He

[regarding this matter of the Old Babylonian Martu] here is shoddy in

the extreme if nd® downright decept.i
The reality iIs that the historians

who the Old Babylonians were or where they came fromm) éveugh their name
also means westerners. Regarding the identification of these people we are faced
with an enigma.

AThe people we now call the [ Old
once one of the most important influences on the development of the
ancient Mear East and one of the most enigmatic. The enigma stems
mostly from the fact that [theirs] was never a written language. When
people that we know [mention them] they write in Akkadian and it is
very difficult to separate out anything that may be specifit o [ t he m] é
For these reasons, we do not have a literature that we can specifically
attribute to [them]: no cosmology, no epics of [their] heroes, no lists of
[their] gods and no historiography [of them].

AWhat we know of [t hemdmirctemes fr ol
written records of other people, primarily from Mesopotamian or
Syrian cuneiform documents, but also to a lesser extent from Egyptian
and other sources. Non textual evidences are even less rewarding. The
archaeological evidence for [them] isasity and not to be separated
from the artifacts of the other ethnolinguistic groups with which they

180 Cochranepp.cit.,p. 64
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shared the area. No one has yet been able to identify an [Old

Babyl onian] Amorite pot or weapon wi
reconstruction of [theirkt hnol i ngui sti ¢c group €é i s
of information ®ften contradictory. o

This is almost exactly the case we have with the Persians in Babylonia.
There is almost nothing there to indicate their presence as discussed in the above
unit on stratigaphy. But this aspect of the Old Babylonians makes perfect sense
with respect to the Heinsohn, Rose, and Sweeney theses. Where the archaeologists
find snippets of Persian evidence, they assign these to the Persians and where they
uncover snippets of whatight be Old Babylonian material (for no one knows if it
Is or not) they suggest it may belong to this enigmatic people. Yet both lie directly
beneath Hellenistic strata which indicates that they are one and the same people.
With respect to the Biblicaources pertaining to them, Liverani reports:

ANear |l y al | me mor y of t he speci f
individual [Old Babylonian] population has been lost, and consequently
it would not be possible now to construct them within the context of the

7

OldTes ament . e

AThis task iIs not a simple one, a
over a long period of time; they cover [based on the established
chronology] more than two millenniaand often refer to different
entities. An undifferentiated and uncritical usé the documentation
can lead and has too often led to a simplistic leveling of the historical
perspective which results in the attribution by the Old Testament of
characteristics proper to the [Old Babylonian] Amorites of other
groups. é T hseas falsecas ane whiclg woulcek today
attribute to the Romans of antequitgid characteristics of the
contemporary Rumanians or to the Franks characteristics of the
F r e n'®[bmplasis added]

Liverani is suggesting that one cannot determine the ageiah \tie
Old Babylonians lived. Since historians know practically nothing of their origins

181 Dawis, op.cit, p. 1231
182 _jverani, op.cit.,pp. 100101
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the idea became prevalent among them that they were a nomadic people who
migrated into Babylonia from the west. Again, Liverani reports:

AMoreover, t romadict dharacteruof kthé yOId n
Babylonians] is to be rejected, particularly as regards [their assumed
homeland origin in] Syria. If the abrupt change between the Early and
Middle Bronze Ages implies some large seplitical upheaval [that
would force theOld Babylonians to migrate from Syria to Arabia], it is
still impossible to establish a connection between the place and
direction of origin of the innovatory elements [and the] material culture
and [original] placé® of the presumed

Butnoneot hese i dentity problems exi st
Sweeneyo0s theses. We know who they we
References to the Persians in a certain respect are very similar to the descriptions of
the Old Babylonians.

i |1 t belkeratlsought that the [early] Persians [just like the Old
Babylonians] were little more than a group of uncivilized seamads
who upon conquest of Babyl on é greed
the main elements of® Mesopotamian tr

Cochrane, howeve, suggests that there 1is
Hi storyo that makes it Iimpossible to eq
AWhil e no one would claim that <con

it is completely secure or without difficulties, certainttaseem so well
established as 0 approach certainty

Neither this statement nor anything else that Cochrane has written
provides us with any solid facts regarding the nature of who the OIld Babylonians
were, where they came from, what their language wiag they left their homeland,
why or how they came to dominate Babylonia. The reason for this is based on the
chronology he seems to support. None of this is known. Nothing related to these

183ipid., p. 109. See also J. OatBsbylon(London 1979), p. 6
184 Heleen SancisWe er denbur g, ADar i us odcit.,a.l@0t he Per si ar
185 Cochranepp.cit.,p. 71
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guestions is ever addressed by him. The historians who ddresaed and
examined these problems have constantl
various facets of history are so well established as to approach certainty. The
evidence regar ding t he ol d Babyl oni
Aoverwhedmédi dyltiesd and S factuall
Cochraneds argument contain anything t
deal with their homeland as it relates to these issues.

a
Y
b

The reason that the historians have learned nothing of riga,o
language, etc., of the Old Babylonians in the early second millennium B.C. is that
they never lived there at that time, nor are they related in any number of ways to
events from that period. They are in reality an invention of the historiansator th
period. None of the problems related to them will ever be resolved so long as
historians maintain that the Old Babylonians, who never existed at the time assigned
to them, are a historical chronological reality. In reality the historians are seeking t
make a fantasy embellished with all the support they can muster into historical truth.
As Artemus Ward suggests:

AThe research of many eminent ant
always thrown much darkness on the subject [of the Old Babylonians];
and it is pssible [that] if they continue their labour that we shall know
nothin® at all . o

186 Quotes about Historginternet), presented by Frenec Seasz (Jan 25, 2005)
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DARK AGES

What happens when the chronology of the ancient world is actually
lengthened far beyond the limits of what it actually is? This, in fact, was the very
same prolem that arose when the early historians of the Near East introduced their
first chronology which held that civilization using written materials had begun about
5500 B.C. Leonard W. King discusses what had happened when that paradigm was
finally explored:

AConsiderable changes have recent |
of the age of Sumerian civilization, and the length of time which
elapsed between the earliest remains that have been recovered and the
foundation of the [Old] Babylonian monarchy. It wasnierly the
custom to assign very remote dates to the early rulers of Sumer and
Akkad, and though the chronological systems in vogue necessitated
enormous gaps in our knowledge of history it was confidently assumed
that these would be filled as a resulfudfire excavation. Blank periods
of a thousand years or more were treated as of little account by many
writers. The hoary antiquity as ascribed to the earliest rulers had in
itself an attraction which outweighed the inconvenience of spreading
the historcal materials to cover so immense a space in time. But
excavation, so far from filling the gaps, has tended distinctly to reduce
them, and the chronological systems of the later Assyrian and
Babylonian scribes, which were formerly regarded as of primary
importance, have been brought into discredit by the scribes themselves.
From their own discrepancies it has been shown that the native
chronologists could make mistakes in their reckoning, and a possible
source of error has been disclosed in the factdbate of the early
dynasties which were formerly regarded as consecutive were actually
contempo®¥aneous. 0

In order to reduce or get rid of these great blanks or gaps in history, the
historians were driven to shorten the chronology of the ancient NeanEastiope
that, if the historical period were to begin around 3000 B.C., the problem of gaps,
blanks, or more properly Dark Ages, would disappear. That, in fact, has not

187 eonard W. KingA History of Sumer and AkkghY 1910), 1968 reprint, p. 56
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happened. Rather than thousamar Dark Ages, we will see that these gaps still
exist but are of shorter duration.

If the correction made to shorten the 5500 B.C. limit to 3000 B.C. is
correct, then residual Dark Ages should have been filled in with additional
excavations and light should have been shed upon these dark periods frarthehic
archaeologists and historians could outline the events that took place in them. A
good chronology over time would have found the answers with more and more
material evidence that would elucidate and explain away any of these remaining
lacunae and # problems associated with them. Yet over the past century of
archaeological and historical research the Dark Age problems of Mesopotamia (as
well as Egypt) have remained intractable and there is no data to bring about closure
or even begin to resolve thegaps/blanks/Dark Ages in the history of these ancient
regions.

Dark Ages are symptomatic of a chronology that is overly lengthened
beyond the bounds of reality. As King
regarded as consecutive were actuallynct e mpor aneous. O And
making the OIld Babylonians come well before Persian times when they were
contemporaneous with the Persians has created two such Dark Ages.

What were the events in Babyl oni a
conquest ofliat region, and what transpired after they fell from power? The answer
given by historians to these queries is that a long Dark Age engulfed Babylonia prior
to their coming to power and that when they fell, the region was again overwhelmed
by a second lagthy Dark Age. The only way to explain these Dark Ages is by
making historical speculations about them. The transition period just before the Old
Babylonians came to dominate that region is a blank/gap without a shred of solid
evidence to validate whatappened, just like the Dark Ages of Greece, of the
Hittites, and of others discussed in volume | of this series. Whitney Davis reports
on the first of these blank periods:

AA dark age in Mesopotamian hi st ol
Sin [the last secaled Akkadian king] lasting a century. When we pick
up the thread the [Old Babylonian] Amorites are fully in control at such
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cities as Larsa, Kish, Babylon, Sippar, Marad, and Uruk, and large
segments of the popu®ation own Amor i

As to why the edier Akkadian empire fell and was taken over by the
Ol d Babyl onians, historians havenoét the
expected to believe that a wellganized, powerful empire imploded or was
somehow overthrown by migrating desert talveho came out of nowhere and then
failed to record their mighty conquest as did other conquerors. But there is no Dark

Age i f we employ Heinsohn, Ros e, and S
that the Persians/Old Babylonians under Cyrus the Greatvbelmed the entire
region quickly and abruptly. iTH% Per

Hicks et al, describe for us how several civilizations fell swiftly before Persian
might:

AnStarting in 559 B.C., the Persian
burst from obscurity and create the first world empire. In thatéspan
little more than a generatidnpeople from Greece to Ethiopia, from
Lydia to India came to regard the monarch on the throne of Persia as
the only kin® who mattered. o

Oates reports on lhat transpired with the collapse of the Old
Babylonian empire:

AThe history of Babylonia foll owin
conquered the city of Babylon] is far from clear. Indeed all
documentary evidence ceases and Babylonia was engulfed in what ou
present ignorance leads us to term a Dark Age. There is no general
agreement about theée'l ength of this p

The cause of the fall of Babylonia was supposedly a Hittite raid led by
Mur silis | who sacked Babyl ororabriefer nan
moment in 1545 B.C. they [the Hittites] surprised themselves by capturing Babylon,

188 Davis, op.cit.,pp. 123435

France Joannes, APrivate Commer Ciwlizagonsdof Ban ki n
the AncienNear Eastvol. lll, op.cit, p. 1475

190 Hijckset al., op.cit.p. 9

191 Joan Oatesyp.cit.fn 183, p. 84
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but were so disconcerted by their extraordinary victory that they abandoned it
i mmedi®®tely. o

Sidney Smith calls this epi djpde: i
Babylonian history has always been the establishment of Kassite rule over Babylonia
as a result of the Hittite rai d3 Heé E x
adds: AHIi storians have generally assume
sameas t hat which brought the ?Ofredor Babyl
Bryce explains:

AThe Babyl oni an expedition I n P
fundament al guestions about its purp
it. He could not have hoped to convert tinéire region of Aleppo to
Babylon into Hittite subject territory. The vastness of this region, its
remoteness from the Hittite homeland and the very capacity of the
Hittites to exercise permanent control over conquered territories would
have madesuchapcess untthinkable é0o

Walter Sommerfeld specifically states of the supposed Kassite
conquest: Alt is impossible to®®say how

But the Persians conquered an even vaster territory and ruled it as did
the Assyrians even deer. What made the Hittite ruler so reticent about enlarging
his domain as did countless conquerors before and after him? Johannes Lehmann
emphatically states that although Alt |
Mursilis did not, of cows e , 0destroydo Babyl on, but
oV er t N RBuwthere were also several other cities around Babylon that had not
been destroyed, with kings, armies, and resources to defend their homeland. These
rulers would thereafter have come tal#lon to rebuild and fortify it.

192 Fernand BaudelMemory and the MediterranegNY 2001), p. 201

193 Smith, op.cit.,p. 24

194ibid., pp. 1213

195 Trevor Bryce The Kingdom of the Hittisg Oxford, UK, 1998), p. 103

%wal ter Sommerfeld, The Kassites of Ancient M
Civilizations of the Ancient Near Easol. II, op.cit.,p. 918

197 Johannes Lehmanfihe Hittites: People of a Thousand G@h 1977), p 199
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The point that intrudes itself is: why after conquering one of the richest
cities in Mesopotamia and having the kingdom of Babylonia at his feet did Mursilis
decide to let go of this vast, rich land? Roux makesitceart t he Af i er c
tribes €€ to the north, the Luwians to t
[the Hittites and were] a triple barri
was the road [of ¢&bnquest] relatively f

Gascheet al. coc | ude: ANThe coll apse of
Babylonian] rule is assumed to have been the result of a [Hittite] raid although these
t wo events are nowhere dif®ctly connect

But all these invented explanations have no basis in sceefatdi, none
of them are testable or falsifiable. The entire process is scissors and paste history.
Nevertheless, these guesses of what actually happened are passed along as historical
reality.

The forensic historical evidence regarding Hittite/Lydiastdry was
outlined in volume | ofPillars of the Pastwhere it was shown that the Hittites
existed in the first and not the second millennium B.C. This was based on linguistics,
in that the Lydians and Hittites used the same language, though convéntional
separated by at least 600 years, an impossible linguistic condition. The Hittites were
also shown there to be trading tin and using tin bronze hundreds of years before tin
was imported into Anatolia based on the established chronology. The same
contraliction is related to the Hittites having iron hundreds of years before they
invented processes to manufacture steel, as well as several other forms of historical
and archaeological evidence that correlates, corroborates, and converges with the
scientificand technological evidence for placing the Hittites in the first millennium
B.C. The Hittite® being the Lydians, a first millennium B.C. peapleould not
have been responsible for overthrowing aatbed second millennium people.

The significant point ishat there is a Dark Age that supposedly follows
the fall of the secalled Old Babylonians. This problem looms large on the historical
landscape. On November 83th, 2002, a special research conference was held in
Vienna titled AMeeswipoittaend @ nwiiaa kk Amec iRf
problem.

198 Roux, op.cit, 3rd ed. 1999, p. 245
199 Gascheet al., op.cit, p.6
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Al I ts] mai n objective é was t o
Mesopotamia and its stalled peripheral areas shortly before, during
and after the o6Dark Aged and possi bl

e

ofdarkne s by chronol ogi cal means. &

AnWe believe to have <collected se\
covering different aspects of chronological research in this volume
which may clearly show the abundant work still to be done in order to
find reliable answerstoobrn ol ogi caf® questions. 0o

The people who came after the fall were taken to be the Hurrians and
Kassites. But of these people historians claim that they know practically nothing.
As Baudel reports:

AThe Hurrians whose | angumage bear
known | anguage apart from Urartian m
Whoever they were they scattered throughout the cities of
Mesopot @&mia éo

As for the Kassites, he adds:

nlf we take another famous exampl
too are uncertain. They may have come from Iran or the-&df
Caucasus & They are first detectabl
launch pad for their final emigration. Their language, another non
Indo-European one, might have provided some clues. If these
immigrants hachot so quickly abandoned it; they adopted Akkadian as
soon as they arrived in Mesopotamia in the second millennium
[ B. 2] .0

The origins of the Kassites and Hurrians are unknown. Of the Kassites,
Domi ni que Charpin repor t onstituvielamanigmagoe op | e
historians: they became so well assimilated in Babylonia that their language is

20 Gascheetal, 1 Pr epfcia,p. & 0,
201 Baudel,op.cit, p. 136
202jid., pp. 136137
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practi cal 3 How thdy scomguered dthe Old Babylonian empire is also
unknown. Their languages are unknown, their methods of rule, communjcation
warfare and much else can, at best, be built up based on conjecture. Regarding the
duration of this Dark Age and the problem it involvése Cambridge Ancient
History shows:

AThe removal o f the written mate
Babylonia (11th to & [centuries B.C.]) to Middle Kassite Babylonia
(15th to 12th [centuries B.C.]) causes a major archaeological problem.
It appears the late Babylonians [of the 11th to the 8th centuries B.C. ]

had no written records. alrhki sAgperéo b | e
of Babyl oni a. Brinkman writes o6Baby
of the first millennium may be characterized as a period of obscurity or

ADar k Age. 0 Little source materi al
ti mes. O Bri nkmandégs ffriognurteh eofBad@ | oni

is reduced to a small number when one considers that the Luristan
bronzes represent half the text [material]. They were apparently found

not in Babylonia but in the Zagros Mountains. Cuneiform texts from
otherperiod of Babyl onian histéyy number

But what is really known of the stalled Kassite period? Roux says it,
too, was a Dark Age:

AUnf ortunately, we are not much be
of Kassite dominat i dwehaveatpr&eanbiy | oni an
less than two hundred royal inscripti@nmost of them short and of
little historical valué a few letters and a number of economic texts,

which is very little indeed for four
information derives, irfact, from sources foreign to the kingdom of

Babyl on. é This silence makes the |
obscure in Mesopotamian history, an
6decadenced coffte easily to mind. o

2Domi ni que Charpin, AThe Hi st or yCidliftatoAsoti ent M
the Ancient Near Easyol. I, op.cit, p. 817

204 CAH, vol. 3, pt. 1 (Cambridge, UK, 1982), pp. 2823

205 Roux,op.cit. (3rd ed., 1999), p. 228
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He adds that nt he pthislonganginterdsting ur s
period one of the leaktn own i n the hi €% smitywriedthaa nci e
because of this lack of sources, the relationship of the Old Babylonians to the
Kassites indicates that ft htleerexactielatisn ne v e
of this[Kassitddynasty t o®l ater events. o

Thus we supposedly have, with the fall of Babylon around 1600 B.C.,
a Kassite Dark Age running for 400 years to about 1200 B.C. We furthermore have
a Dark Age thereafter covering the NeoLate Babylonians down to the 8th century
B.C. according torhe Cambridge Ancient Histqgrgited above. This additional
Dark Age was discussed by Velikovsky in Biark Age of GreeceGordon Childe
neatly sums up the situation after the fall of Babylon:

RnSo the Bronze Age in the Near Ea
B.C. in a Dark Age blacker and more extensive than those [two other
Dark Ages] that opened our last chapter. Not in a single state alone but
over a large part of the civilized world history ifsséems interrupted:
the written sources dry up, the archaeological documents are poor and
hard to*®date. éo

Thus, there is no direct connection in the ancient sources that proves
that the Hittites brought down the Old Babylonian empire. There are Dak Ag
running, according to the established chronology, from before the Old Babylonians
and after them, covering over a thousand years. These run from the fall of Babylon
around 1600 B.C. down to about 750 B.C. However, by moving the Old
Babylonians to th@ersian period, all these Dark Ages vanish. There is nyd&0
Dark Age prior to the Old Babylonian empire being established, nor is there a 400
year Dark Age for the Kassite period following them, nor is there ay@0 Dark
Age following the declin®f the secalled Kassites. All these blanks, gaps, etc., in
the chronology only derive from a false chronology that is overly lengthened. As
C.W. Ceram insightfully remarked:

AYet 1t remains astonishing that r
establishechronologyof events é to a searching

206jhid., p. 242
207 Smith, op.cit.,p. 2
208 Gordon ChildeWhat Happened in HistoifNY 1946), p. 178
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someone should have guessed, even if he had not been able to prove it

at once, that what had gone wrong was the whole system of dating.
Surely it should have occtwpdeadd t hat ¢
for é hundr®®ds of years. o

There is, however, a further outstanding problem regarding these
lengthy Dark Ages that exists for the established chronology but not for those of
Heinsohn, Rose, and Sweeney, namely, a scientific and mathematical §ark A
running from the OId Babylonians down to the great flowering of the Hellenic
Greeks of around 750 B.C. According to the historians, the Old Babylonians had
developed very advanced forms of mathematics as well as astronomical tables
related to planetamnovements and lunar eclipses. Evan Haddingham reports:

AThe [ Ol d] Babyl onian reliance o0l
solving mathematical problems] is understandable, considering that
they practiced sophisticated arit hme
thisearly stage, there already existed tables for multiplication, division,
square roots, exponential functions and many other mathematical
procedlUres. o

The Venus tablets represent only one of the sets of astronomical tables
supposedly produced in these gdiimes. The Greeks in their Golden Age later
derived much of their astronomical knowledge and understanding of mathematics
from these Ol d Babyl onians €& or so we
precise information transmitted across these greps$,ghese Dark Ages which
intervened? As we were informed, little or almost nothing of the writing from one
age was passed on to another. We saw
Anal | we have at present | sndnmostefthenman t
short and of little historicalvaldea f ew | etters and a numb
or Alt appears the Late Babylonians [ o
written records, 0 etc. These iuhdittlee s upj
if anything transmitted. Added to this is the 5@far Dark Age of Greece running

209C.W. CeramTheSecret of the Hittitegransl. Richard and Clara Winston (NY 1955), p.-130
131
210 Evan HaddinghanEarly Man in the CosmadNY 1984), p. 13
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from 1200 to around 750 B.C. According to Vincent Desborough, during the Greek
Dark Age fAthe art?of writing is forgott

With these Dark Ages in which almosiothing in writing was
transmitted from the fall of the Old Babylonians to the 8th century in Mesopotamia,
and with a Dark Age where fithe art of w
this mathematical and astronomical knowledge transmitted?

A Pr i onrtheg gevelopment of mathematics belongs to

Babyl onia where ancient € numeri cal
methods existed at least from the Hammurabi dynasty around 1700

B. C. Little is known of t?#e é | ater

Inessencewear t ol d that between Hammur a
times little mathematical or astronomical data survived. Yes, here and there some
odd piece of evidence exists in the literature, but how do we know it was transmitted
beyond that time down to Persiam& s ? Il n terms of Hei n s
Sweeneyo0s theses, since there are no
Babylonians and Persians, both being from the same Persian era, transmission of this
information to the Greeks poses no problem at allterP@ameset al. nicely
summarize the problem:

AThe scarcity of the documents fr
another riddle. Given the tiny number of surviving texts, how could
literacy have been preserved at all? Babylonia, from the 8th century
BC onwardswas widely respected by its contemporaries (including the
Assyrians, Hebrews and Greeks) as a centre of literature, possessing an
immense corpus of written knowledge from mathematics and
astronomy t o medi ci ne and phil osop
Babylonian [astronomical, mathematical and] administrative or
commercial systems could have survived for so long with so few
written documents s simply unfathom

211 quoted in Peter Jamesal, Centuries of Darknesg¢London, 1991), p. 72
212 Encyclopaedia Britannica Macropedigol. 1l (Chicago 1982), p. 640
213 Jameset al, op.cit, p. 282
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While some researchers may argue that the Greeks did not necessarily
obtain their knowledge of mia¢matics or astronomy from the Babylonians but
developed these on their own, the Greeks themselves admit they did. Olmstead
speaks of Athe priority of so much [ Ol d
notes fAé the wvarious asaohthis[®©Id BabyWonidhy t he
priodity.o

Heinsohn also equates the Nassyrians with the Persian rule over
Assyria. In NeeAssyrian/Persian strata Old Babylonian mathematical materials
were recovered as well. Being that Persia ruled Babylonia and Aasynia same
time, Babylonian works would have been carried to Assyria under the Neo
Assyrians.

Eleanor Robson, Junior Lecturer in Akkadian at Oxford University, on
her internet web sitdylesopotamian Mathematics: Some Historical Backgrgiihd
points out:

ABut perhaps more excitingly, a ma
in no less than three different copies, from Nineveh and Nippur.
Multiple exemplars are rare in the mathematically rich Old Babylonian
period . . .

nlt i's a teacher 0sttopolve,ahddatns t e x t |,
couched in exactly the sort of language known from the Old Babylonian
period. o0

More evidence regarding the close relationships between the
mathematics of the Old Babylonians, Egyptians, and Greeks will be presented in
volume Il of tis series.

All the attempts to explain these
without merit. They are clearly expl ai
that the Old Babylonians are the Persian rulers of Babylon. There are no Dark Ages;
therdore, nothing of mathematics, astronomy, medicine, philosophy, literature is

214 OImsteadpp.cit.,1948, p. 209 fn
215 Mesopotamian Mathematics: Some Historical Backgrouwwiw.hps.cam.ac.uk/dept/robson
background.pdfpage 7



Charles Ginenthal, Pillars of the PastVol. Il 127

lost. The end of the Old Babylonians/Persians by Alexander the Great allows for
the direct transmission of these scientific materials.

A lot could also have been transmittedte Greeks in the two centuries
or so prior to Alexander, which poses no historidalonological problem. As with
all the other problems discussed thus far, the Dark Age dilemma disappears. Dark
Ages are a convenient excuse to maintain the establisinedobbgy which is full
of these figapso and Ablankso that have
and archaeologists in the same way that they placed a fictitious 700 to 800 year gap
in the strata at Tell Munbaga. Without these artificialkDAges intruding in the
chronology, the history of Mesopotamia flows simply, logically, and is correlated
with, and corroborated by, the forensic evidence as well. All these forms of evidence
converge to show that the short chronology is the only oneptbperly accounts
for and makes elegant sense of Mesopotamian history.

THE OLD BABYLONIAN/PERSIAN EMPIRE AND PEOPLE

AHammur abi and Darius | were separ
and religion, and by almost as many centuries as those that divide us
from Christ; nevertheless, when we examine the two great kings [and
their empires] we perceive that they are essentially and profoundly
akin.o

Will Durant
Our Oriental Heritage
(NY 1954), p. 291

While in the last unit we dealt with evidence that was not sSpatif
scientific or technological, but is related to this type of evidence, we now come to
the nonscientific, nontechnical evidence of a sociological, administrative, and
religious nature. These forms of evidence may be employed at this point to
demongrate similarities, and even unique similarities, for both the Old Babylonians
and the Persians. Having first established the scientific, technological,
stratigraphical, archaeological, and linguistic foundations that make the real links
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between these dulres, we now turn to the historical forms of evidence. First things
first, last things last.

It is these materials, which are most susceptible to interpretation, that
are also most susceptible to criticism and which critics of the short chronology will
attack most vigorously. To do so without fully addressing and answering the
forensic historical evidence, that is, by ignoring that evidence and instead turning to
documentary materials, shows that the critic has no forensic evidence upon which to
build achronology. To ignore the forensics is merely a ploy to evade responsibility
for failing to address these facts. Whatever form that evasion takes, it proves that
the critic cannot and will not face scientific and technological facts. Yes, documents
canrot be completely ignored either, but they come into play only after forensic
evidence speaks. Documents do contain truth, but untestable or unfalsifiable truth
as compared to science and technology.

Nevertheless, let us now turn to historical evidencejiniga first
established the rigorous foundations. As is well known, the Persians, after taking
Babylonia, instead of forcing their customs, manners, religion, etc., on their subjects,
restored local temples and acted as protectors of the local cultscdtgulously
saw to the maintenance of the canal systems. Precisely the same dedication,
administration, and communication characterize the Old Babylonians:

AThe [ Ol d Babyl oni an] Amorites &
everywhere i n Babylloralteraples add ppséc e y | re
as protectors of the local cult; they scrupulously saw to the maintenance
of canal systems. e The principal e
of the [Old] Babylonian kings consists of numerous inscriptions giving
accounts of theebuilding or building of temples and city walls, as well
as |l etters exchanged bet wé&%n kings a

One could argue that this was nothing new and that this practice was
followed by other conquerors of Babylonia, but there are futthkes making this
connection. Both Darius and Hammurabem to havereated elaborate espionage
systems in order to keep themselves informed of what was happening throughout the
empire. Frye reports:

216 | aessoepp.cit.,p. 34; see alsGAH, vol. IV (Cambridge, UK, 1953), p. 188
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ATo turn now to the cehagmend$ i zed bu
[Persians], the presumed special agents of the king have attracted
considerable attention é among cont el
the argument goes, the king of kings needed a corps of officers to keep
him informed of events in his empiracikeep watch over the many
local kings and satraps. We do find references in Greek sources to the
0eye of the king, [and] ear of the Kk
title even similar to 6eye of the kit
we find the term g ws h koynGthe Iranian [Persianpaushaka
Ol i st ener . 0 [the idfacralewha represerdsethescentral
gover nment i n | egal cases, per haps a
firm evidence we have for these offices. One may surmise latan
practice in Parthian times [in Persia] and in Armenia that the official
knownavri t agpsesented an ol der Achaemeni
a vice king, who might be identified
might have supervisadter aliathema ny st at e prosecutors
of thet"kingo. o

The information of a Persian spy system may have been derived from
Xenophon, whom many foreign scholars follow regarding this matter:

AXenophoyropedai mMsissts that €& king [
pluralt y of O0eyesd and dbéearsbd6 in the se
he speaks of men of trust sent by the king to inspect people at a distance.

But we cannot tell whether he is speaking from first hand knowledge .
Herodotus would date the use of a netwdrkoyal spies and listeners
to the foundation2f the Median King

Historian Geo Widengren apparently accepts the view that the Persians
had weltorganized spy networks:

AThe famous 6éeyesd of the [Persiar
administration wihout announcing their arrival, and a wedveloped
system of organized espio¥age served

217Richard N. FryeThe Heritage of Persi¢éCleveland & NY 1963), p. 47
218 The Cambridge History of Iran, op.cip, 223
Wi dengr en, fop.titep.3B®Br si ans, 0
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Hicksetals peak of the Persians having
of i nf &Y linas théss historians agree, the Persians Isag aystem, there
Is no doubt that the Old Babylonians also employed such networks. From the omen
texts of Hammurabi we may learn:

AConcerning the affairs of the col
war certain signs reveatledt hteradn emyhd.
0

é The omen texts reveal the range
ki ng was anxiously in doubt. 0The
was al ways i n danger of o6getting out

to carry the voice, whedisclosure to an enemy or to a friend might be

equally dangerous. A ruler must be on his guard against the intimates

of his court, a barber, a woman, a counselor, a secretary, a chamberlain,

a janitor, a noble, even his own son, or even the -@burier himself.

e Spies are found coming and going
general sense the om@xts bear eloquent testimony to the politics and

intrigues®of their day. o
Saggs states:

ADuring hi s first thirty year s
maintainedjood relations with the kings of Eshnunna, Larsa and Mari.
Each of these kings had ambassadors at the courts of the others, where
their duties were to watch over thei
they interrupted this to include espionage on pealitiand military
devel opments by means o0o%# a |l ocal int

The Persians, of course, would hardly have advertised to the world that
their spies were everywhere. That is most probably why so little regarding these
networks comes from Persianusces. On the other hand those who were being
spied upon were evidently aware of these and discussed them. Thus the general lack
of Persian evidence as opposed to Old Babylonian evidence for these intelligence
networks is explained.

220 Hicks et al.,op.cit, p. 60
221 CAH, vol. 2, pt. 1op.ct., p. 215
222 SaggsBabylonia, op.cit.p. 98
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A further point reléed to the administration of the Persian/Old
Babylonian empire is how tightly Darius/Hammurabi micromanaged the domain.
Of Darius we are told about:

Afé measures for €é& due control of
the rapidity of communication [to] diminisiné need for a satrap to
undertake independent action without reference to [the Persian king at]
Susa. Along the greatly improved roads and by means of the rapid
government post, communications passed in great numbers and with
frequency to and from satrgps t o each of whom a r oy
attended to the receipt and dispatch of correspondence between the king
and theé?®satrap. o

The very same applied to Hammurabi:

Al n gener al It may be thought t hat
his minister[s] hardly givéhe impression of a strong administration;
what appears is a system too much absorbed iicddyay det ai |
Such compliance is most probably due to conscious insecurity of the
r ®gi%the. o

: e

Along these same lines Saggs reports of the Old Babylonians:

A T h evermprohimself was concerned with the maintenance of
order, the execution of justice, and above all with public works, in
particular the canals and irrigation
final responsibility for isdnedeitsi on r e
i mperative that governor$ should mak

In discussing Mari during the Old Babylonian period, Saggs reports:
APerhaps the most striking fact el

[at Mari] is the interest taken by the king himselitle affairs of the
kingdom. Provincial governors, army chiefs, ambassadors to foreign

223 CAH, vol. 4 (1953), p. 197
224 CAH, vol. 2, pt. 1pp.cit.,p. 187
225 SaggsThe Greatness that was Babylon, op.pit.235
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courts, officials of all ranks and even simple individuals constantly

wrote to their sovereign, keeping him informed of what was happening

in their particular field of etivities and asking for advice. In return the

king gave orders, encouraged, blamed, punished or asked for more
information. A steady flow of letters carried by escorted messengers

came in and out of the palace. Military and diplomatic matters and

public wor ks naturally formed the bul k
but more trivial subp®cts were also

Not only was there an improved road system linking the capital with
the empire to carry letters back and forth for the Persian/Old Babiglemaire but
to enhance communications the Persians/Old Babylonians set up a system of fire
signals along a string of sites. These apparently were used to report on dire threats
to the king or for other emergency purposes:

AFire si gnal senasedbythedPersians. Warhirmgv e b
beacons had of course been used from time immemorial (e.g. in [Old]
Babylonia), but the relay of messages [carried across vast distances]
was a novelty if?Herodotus is correc

The very same form of communication waslizéd by the Old
Babylonians, as discussed by Saggs:

ATo raise a gener al alarm in the
point there was a special system [in the Old Babylonian empire]. This
involved a series of fire beacons spaced across the countrghwyher
[an] emergency a warning could be rapidly flashed to the capital from
the dandg®r point. o

Werner Keller also discusses this fire beacon system of the Old
Babylonians at Matri:

AThe news services I n Mar i func
successfully. Importg messages were sent by fire signals from the

226 SaggsAncient Irag, op.cit.p. 219
227 Cook,op.cit.,pp. 108109
228 SaggsEverydaylLife in Babylonia, op.citp. 67
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frontier of Babylon right up to present day Turkey in a matter of hours,
a distance of #@Abre than 300 miles. o

As to the dress of the early Persians/Old Babylonians, the reports
indicate that they wore leathelothing or skins of animals with fur. Hiclet al.
report that the enemies of the Persians
menwho dressinleati®b ot h br eeches &hdmseadshowst hi ng
that Persian armies were made upafhong ot her s, AnCaspians
coatso and fiPac t%d efthe Mé&escwhanthy have sesvied withs . 0
the Persians, Ol mstead adds that?®they w

As for the Old Babylonians, prior to their conquesBabylonia, Saggs
says the people of that | an® Thi$ makesmed t |
perfect sense because much of Persia is a mountainous land and can be quite cold.
As the readers of volume | Billars of the Pasmay recall, the Scythianwho lived
in lands of southern Russia which often experience brutally cold winters, also wore
leather to keep warm. Neither Syria, the assumed homeland of the Old Babylonians,
nor Arabia could be considered as such a cold habitat that its people werktto
wear leather or skins over their entire bodies.

Robert Drews points out that

fé the wise Sandanis counsels Cro
not to attack the Persians, a tough lot who lived a tough life. The first

sign of their hardhood that Sandaps oduced was that 0t
| eat her trousers. 0 We mu s t obser v
Herodotus did not, what the leather trousers denote: the Pérdias

the nomads in the Pomnt{Caspian step@ewore leather trousers

because they were often on hoits a &% . 0

229\Werner Keller The Bible as Historyreprint NY 1980), p. 62, 64

230 Hijckset al., op.cit.p. 9

231 OImsteadpp.cit.,p. 241 and 242

232ibid., p. 32

233 SaggsBabylonia, op.cit.p. 92

234 Robert DrewsEarly Riders The Begirmgs of Mounted Warfare in Asia and Europe
(NY/London 2004), p. 134
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As we wi |l | see below in Chapter 3,
horseback riding by mounted warriors does not come into being until the first
millennium B.C. Thus not only is the dress of the Old Babylonians like that of the
Persians, but lelaér clothing clearly denoted the Persians.

Let us also recall that the homeland of the Old Babylonians is unknown,
as discussed earlier. The question at hand is: How was their original home described
by the people who encountered them? Persia, as is kmeilvn, is a cool,
mountainous land covered by high, snolad peaks yearound. Neither Syria nor
Arabia can lay claim to such a description for these regions. M. Liverani describes
a Mesopotamian king who had a btarodsl e wi
r e gi®oHhickgetal.cl aim the Ol d Babyl onians had
back count®Q@l mft €ddhmde@scri bes the cli ma
was €é rainfall sufficient to bring cro
ran down from barrier mountains®hpndo al |
speaks of Rampyiecad® efakrsaw

With respect to the homeland of the Old Babylonians, Clay describes it
Awith its diver sapped rmadintaing &hledds, drgitfulplainss n o w
and tropialletus aowlcenpare the topography and climate of
Persia/lran with that of Syria to see which of these lands fits the descriptions of the
Old Babylonian homeland. For Iran, we are told:

ARA series edgfodmas sgnowelltyai n ranges s
high interior basin. Most of the country is above 1,500 feet (460
metres) [above sea level], with one sixth of it over 6,500 feet. In the
north the 40@mile strip along the Caspian Sea more than 70 miles wide
and fequently narrowing to 10 falls sharply from 10,800t summits
to the marshy | akebs [i.e. the Caspi
level. Along the southern coast, the land drops away from a 2,000 foot
plateau, backed by a rugged escarpment thres timbigh, to meet the
Persian Gulf and the Gulf of Oman.

235 Liverani, op.cit.,p. 104

236 Hicks et al.,op.cit.,p. 13

237 Olmsteadpp.cit.,p. 20

238 pid.

239 Albert T. Clay,The Empire of the Amorit¢¥ale Oriental Series), vol. VI (London 1919),
p.67
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AThe Zagros [ mountai n] range stre
Armenia in the northwest to the Persian Gulf, and thence eastward into
Beluchestan. € The EIl burz Mountains
the Caspian Sea to meet the border [mountain] ranges of Khorasan to
the east. The highest of the chaindc
cl &8 . o

With respect to the Persian/ Il rani
subtropi caP* These desciippoonisarweol | fit Cl ayods
Babyl oni an h o me lcapmed mountaing, tabletlands,fraitfulophains
and tropical val |l eys. 0o Syri a, on the
originated, contains no high, snasad mountains, gh plateaus, or subtropical
conditions. Of the Syrian region we are told:

ARnThe Jabal an Nusayriyah [mount ai I
plain and runs from north to south. The mountains have an average
width of 20 miles, and their average height decliftemn 3,000 feet
(900 metres) in the north to 2,000 feet (600 metres) in the south. Their
hi ghest point is 5,125 feet. ¢&

AThe -LArtain on Mount ai ns € mark Syr
Lebanon. The main ridge rises to a
while mean ¢r average] height is between 6,000 and 7,000 feet. Mt.

Her mon ¢é Syriabds highest point rises

ASmal l er mountains aré? scattered ¢

As for Syriabs climate, AThe coas
Mediterrae an cl i mate. & Snow may occur in v
are co’Amdmso does not squarag pwidt moal nlt an
well as fAtropical wvalleys. o

2907 | r Entyclopaedia Britannica Macropedigol. 21 (Chicago 2002), p. 930
24libid., p. 931

242 gp.cit.,vol. 28, p. 361

223 ibid., p. 363
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A view of any good atlas such as fReaders Digest Atlas of the World
Rand MdNally Maps(Pleasantville NY 1987), page 112, will make it quite clear that
Persial/lran fits the description of t h
Arabia do not. The Ol d Babyl onians ar
back country of Elmo |, which 1is in southern Pers
homeland of the Old Babylonians apparently was Persia, as the Heinsohn, Rose, and
Sweeney theses demand.

A further aspect of the Persians which was quite unusual for their time
was their incestuousnarital customs. Velikovsky has gone into some detalil
regarding this irDedipus and Akhnaton

AThe |l ranians had an approach to
different from that of other peoples of antiquity. They had an ethical
religious concept and pracé of xvaetvadathaé wh i c h means,
according to ancient authors and modern scholars alike, the marriage of
parents with their children and of uterine brothers and sisters. The
ancient Iranian texts commend and even commasaetvadathain
certain religios ceremonies only a young man who has undertaken it

may officiate. e Obviously it was
practiced incest but the Persians of various ranks too. [Quintus Curtius
Rufus (viii, ii, 19) tells of the Bactrian satrap Simithrites wharried

his mother.] Marital relations with mother, daughter, and sister among
the Persians are reported with odium by Diogenes Laertius, Strabo,

Pl ut ar c h. e Strabo decl ared ¢é 0The
consort even with their mothers. Suchtark e cust oms of t he |
e

It is even said to have been prescribed by Zarathustra as the
eighth of his ten?admonitions to man

According to Herodotus the Babylonians of that age also had an unusual
religious custom. A woman had to go to a teenghd sit outside until a m&dmo
matter wh@ came to her and dropped a coin in her lap. She then followed the
stranger into the temple to cohabitate with him there and then, and only then could
she return home. But these were the original Babylonians wherRersians had

244 Immanuel VelikovskyQedipus and AkhnatgiiNY 1960), pp. 99100
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subdued and reigned over. Surely this indicates a certain openness to unusual sexual
practices. However, when the Old Babylonians ruled their lands, according to
Saggs, the various peoples who Vveded cont
sexual practices. 0o

Homosexuality was well known to society since early times and was
not considered Apervertedo by the Gree
seems highly probable that the Old Babylonians practiced incest. This does not
preclude that they also kept intact the laws of the land they ruled over. Since incest
was a perverted practice to the Babylonians, Hammurabi in section 154 of his code
punished Babylonianho practiced it. But the unusual aspect of the law is that
while aher peoples punished incest with death, the Old Babylonians/Persians
merely demanded exile for it. The problem is: Why did the Babylonians call their
Ol d Babyl onian rulersé6é sexual practices
referred to. Th Hammurabi Code does punish incest but these laws reflect the
Babylonian customs and not those of the Persians. Again, the Persians did allow the
local customs of their subject peoples to stand in law. This rendition of his Code
was for the Babyloniarsnd not for the Persians.

Lastly, with regard to burial of the dead by the Persians/Old
Babylonians, we learn from Saggs that the people of Mesopotamia claimed that
Awhen [t he OI d Babyl oni ans|] died they
r i t d®arhis, too, is reflected in the burial customs of the Persians. Herodotus
remarks:

AThere is a [Persian] practice €
dead, which is not spoken of openly and is something of a mystery; it
Is that a male Persian is never buried unglblody has been torn by a
bird or a dog. | know for certain that the Magi have this custom, for
they are quite open about it. The Persians in general, however, cover
the body with w&x and then bury it. o

Pierre Muret also writes along the same lines:

245 SaggsBabylonig op.cit, p. 92

248ibid.

247 Heradotus,Histories(transl. Aubrey de Sélincourt, Harmondsworth UK 1954/1978), Book 1,
verse 140 ff.
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Alits a matter of astonishment, con
ever had the renown of being one of the most civilized nations in the
world, that notwithstanding they should use such barbarous customs

about the dead as are set down in the writings of sosnetd r i ans . €& | f
we wi | | give credit to O6Procopiusé a
never wont to bury their dead bodies
they exposed them stark naked i n the

or | ater mMade prey of. o

This, of course, is highly nebulous and does indeed require more

evidence before it will stand up to scrutiny. Granted, none of this historical evidence
Is to be taken as anything other than strongly indicative of the Persian/Old
Babylonian equation, yet@hg with the forensic historical evidence they can be used

to support the short chronology of Heinsohn, Rose, and Sweeney. Various aspects
of Persian/Old Babylonian culture clearly lend themselves to be held in common.

248 pierre MuretRites of Funeral, Ancient and Modgfirondon, 1683), p. 45
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PERSIAN/AMORITE RELIGION

As with the last unit, the historical evidence contained in this section is
of a secondary nature because it is not testable or falsifiable as scientific evidence
would be. Nevertheless, it does indicate that the Heinsohn, Rose, and Sweeney
theses are valid. Rarding this material Cochrane states:

RNAs i s apparent from the famous s
which shows the king before Shamash, Hammurabi was devoted to the
Semiticsugod . ¢é

ADarius €& was renowned for his pat
leadngggd of the Zoroastrian religion. ¢

AHei nsohn would recognize a parall
and Ahuramazda. ¢ Why this should b
el aborat e. Yet the identification o
long since been abandondaly [modern scholars]. In any case, it is
difficult to see what Heinsohn would gain were the identification to
hold, since he is still faced with the major problem of explaining why
Hammurabi worships a vast Semitic pantheon while Darius tends
toward monotkism, worshipping Indé&uropean gods alone. Until he
[ or anyone] answers this question, H
to |little more t“han grasping at stra

The problem Cochrane poses for F
equation is that since Dariusrded to worship one Indduropean god among
others, while Hammurabi worshipped a vast Semitic pantheon of gods, they could
not be one and the same person. But what Cochrane has failed to discuss, or inform
his readers of, is the fact that Darius and othersian rulers, when they traveled
outside Persia, and some of them even inside Persia, appear to have worshipped, and
may have been involved with, ndndo-European gods. They did this outside Persia
to curry favor with their conquered subjects and phiesds. By worshipping their
subject peoplesd gods and claiming that
they attempted to undercut any rebellious feeling for their domination. Since their

249 Cochranegp.cit.,p. 66
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subj ect peopl esd own god thlerPergjo king, thata d ¢
king was no longer a total outsider, especially since he rebuilt their temples and even
worshipped at these shrines. Having done this the king appeared not as an outsider
but made a powerful connection with the subject peoplespaadthood through
their religion. As Henr i Frankfort wro

ARThe accession of the new king was
of coronation. To view such solemnities as purely symbolic distorts the
significance which they had f¢éhe ancients. For them the first contact
between the new ruler and the royal insignia was but the outward sign
of a union in which the unchanging powers of kingship took possession
of his person and®made him fit to ru

This may even explain why edtical kings have different years of
rei gn. | f one was <crowned in the conc
homeland at a later date, the scribes of each land may very well have dated the start
of the reigns to different times. Let us now invgete whether Darius and other
Persian monarchs worshipped Agersian, noindo-European gods outside Persia.
Hicksetaldi scuss Cyrusodé policy of worship i

A Wh e n Cyrus conguered Babyl on h €
Babylonian king failing to showsepect for 1 ts god Mard

Alf the people did have any fears
Cyrus quickly reassured them and presented himself not as a foreign
conqueror but as a king of Babyl on p
Cyrus himself worshipped &duk daily [and] returned [to them] the
foreign god [which had been removed] by the last king [and] returned
the gods é to their |l egiti®hate abode

The same tactful political/religious attitude and behavior is also true of
Cambyss who followed Cyrus:

Henri Frankfort, @The nMuaktiontgMesdpotamdaKi ngo (I nt
www.gatewaystobabylon.com
251 Hickset al., op.cit, p. 321
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ARumMmor s of hi s [ Cambyses 6] madl y
Egyptian religion were soon spread by the priests and later told by
Herodotus. However, they probably lack all foundation, for it is
obvious that Cambyses in Egypt followed sagne policy of [religious]
toleration as had his father Cyrus in Babylonia. The Egyptian
i nscriptions®are clear on this.o

Darius, in this respect, was no different:

ALIi ke Cambyses, Darius adopted as
Re that proclaimed his devon to the [Egyptian, Semitic] god Re. He
repaired the temple of [the god] Ptah at Memphis, and built the great
temple in the oasis of Khargah. He made offerings to the gods and gifts
to the priests. Uzahor in his inscription at Sais describes howdDariu
commanded him to reestablish the Tergdbool there, and concludes
eul ogistically oall this the king di
best means of awakening to new life all that was falling into ruin, in
order to uphold the names of the gods,rtkemnples, revenues and the
ordinances of their feasts forever 6!
architect Khnurrab-Re who carried out much work for Darius speaks
of him as 6a fr®end of all the godsbd

I n fact, contrary t eenplatichllytalcheds st

ANot only were the Persians prepar
religions within their empire; they went further and actively supported
the templeworship of the gods of their subjects or contributed to the
building of their temples?éf

What then is the documented religious record of the Persians in Persia
itself on the worship of the gods? Cochrane seems to suggest that this is all well
known and understood, but Sandigeerdenburg claims that our present knowledge
of the nature ofeligion is not at all that broad:

252\Widengrenpp.cit.,p. 321
253 CAH, vol. IV (1953), p. 25
254ibid., p. 187
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ADespite confident statements I n
documentation makes it extremely difficult to make sense of the
religious situation in |Iran in the p

evidence consists of twaltar bases at Pasargadae that lack names or
statues of the gods for whom they are erected. There are a number of
personal names composed with the name of a god, such as Mithradates,
attested for the reign of Darius, but by definition given a generation
earlier.

AThe i1 ssue of the Persian religi
attempts to identify in the very meager evidence traces of the religion
t hat originated with Zarathustra [ wkh
undoubtedly the supreme god in Persi

AMuch new i nformation on religiou
from the Persepolis tablets. Rations from the [Persian] royal granaries
were to be distributed not only to Elamite [but also] Babylonian gods.
The testimony on worship and the cult rests onodrait that is
considerably more intricate than that obtained by reading the royal
inscriptions in which Ahura ®™™azda é

Thus in Persia itself there are documents that say the royal granaries
were to supply food to the templ®f Elamite and Babylonian gods who were
Semitic and not Ind&curopean gods. Further, Cook reports:

AHerodotus tells wus that the Pers
gods because they considered it folly to visualize them in human form
€ he seementacohaweétben this. o

Yet SancisiWeerdenburg described the altar bases for statues that
existed in Persia, lacking the statues of the gods for whom they were erected. |If
statues stood upon these bases, then these were not altars to Persian godtenWhat t
of the Old Babylonians? Did they, as did the Persians, raise Marduk to a high place
in the Babylonian pantheon? Roux reports:

5SancisiWe er denbur g, ADar i us odcit.,@.rll@2 dnthpe 10/5er si an En
256 Cook, op.cit., p. 149
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Al n order to |l egalize his dynasty
the kingship over Sumer and Akkad, Hammurabi put the gbd
Babylon, Mardul hitherto a thirdrank deity) at the head of the
pantheon; but he tactfully proclaimed [as did Cyrus] that the divine
lordship had been conferred to Marduk by Anu and Enlil [indo
European gods] and that habesantdammur ab
gods to promote th#® welfare of the p

Cook further explains that the Pel
[ foreign deities] the equivalent of the
Zeus é and® with Bel .o

Thereisagreatdealefvi dence that <contradict
that Darius tended toward monotheism in that he only ever mentioned Ahura Mazda.
But worst of all, some of these citations were in the very same literature Cochrane
cited, namely Cook and Roux. Why, yet agaiid he falil, at the very least, to report
this material to his readers and discuss it? To paraphrase Cochrane in this regard as
he wrote on page 64:

As a fellow who otherwise emphasizes the documentary record
to the point of fixation, however, Cochrane posi ti on here r
the written record he himself had read and then ignored when it was
clearly inconsistent with what he was presenting does deserve
comment.

Cochrane has also charged that fiHe
is shoddy inthe exte me I f not downright deceptiywv
examine for a moment the written record to evaluate how Cochrane dealt with it.

Cochrane usedd hominenand guilt by association by comparing me
to Leroy Ellenberger. That, | suggest, goesctbayd fAshoddy i n the
called my book dAvirtually worthless, 0
even read it. This, | suggest, is shoddy in the extreme and downright deceptive.
Cochrane also claimed that Darius in two years establishedetiims the
uncontested ruler of the Persian empire by winning a great number of battles. But

257 Roux, op.cit.,p. 202
258 Cook,op.cit.,p. 148
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Cochraneb6s own source says this took on
t hat ADarius proves himself a Fonquerdo r eg
the empire | snét this shoddy in the e

Cochrane discussed and compared the lengths of Darius and
Hammurabi 6s reigns to prove that they
despite the fact that Lynn E. Roseailhook Cochrane possessed and had written a
chapter in, showed him clear calendrical evidence that they and another set of kings
reigned for the same length of time because they had identigdy38@honths in
identical years of reign in identical monthstbat year. But Cochrane chose to
withhold this evidence as i1 f it didnot
and downright deceptive?

Cochrane has also spoken about the stratigraphy of Mesopotamia,
although Heinsohn has published materialsuad@Ill Munbaga and discussed the
geological work of Ulrike Résner which proved that there is no geological or solid
archaeological evidence for some 700 to 800 years of history into which the Old
Babylonians should fall. This was published e Velikogkianin 1993, vol. I, no.

1, a good six years prior to Cochraneos
very same issues in the Proceedings of $lesto Congresso Internazionale di
Egittologia vol. Il (Torino, Italy, 1993), p. 211, six years bef@echrane raised the

iIssue of stratigraphy. And lastly, R6sner published her geological w&ykantar

in 1995, four years before Cochrane mounted his assault. But no one reading his
criticisms of Heinsohn ideonwould have the faintest clue from Coahe that this
fundamental contradiction to nearly everything Cochrane was saying about
stratigraphy existed. This, too, is downright deceptive and shoddy in the extreme.

Before going on, it must be pointed out that there is evidence that the
Amorites camdrom Persia; as reportedihe r d mandés Di ct jthereary C
IS:

A é a n -liegtuigticterm used to render S{enan martuand
Akk[adian]Amurru The designation is imprecise, as the word Amorite
was used differently in different times andgpla s € the word ma
first significant appearance during
described Jebel Bishri, in Syria, as the Amorite mountain. This does
not mean that this is their homeland or any place of residence, a century
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later Gudeawould escri be two such O6Amorite mo
and Jebel Hamrin, ® orth] E[ast] of

Gudea places the Amorites north east of Sumer which is clearly
pointing to Iran/Persia. This placement is related to naming the Amurru or Martu.

And this isthe question still to be addressed: Why were the Old
Babyl oni ans/ Persians referred to in Bal
tentatively put forth that the reason r
their subjects evidently knew to be theiajor deity. It may be that Amurru or Martu
was a Babylonized form of Ahutdazda. The evidence seems to lend itself to this
interpretation.

According to Clay, AAmurru was n
Babylonian] country, but also the name of the thied ei t y &% Alfreche | a|
Hal dor states with respect to Mar tu i
personi ficat i d%ilttous appedrethadAmarruiortMartu asdAhura
Mazda was the god, or was seen as the god or gods of the Old BabgiBeirsians
by the Babylonians. Whitney Davis specifically states:

AWe recognize people as Amorites
primarily when the sources add either Martu or Amurru to the names of
individuals or #ribes they are citin

This would seeno indicate that Amurru and Martu are two distinctive
gods and not one. On this question Clay explains:

AAs i s wé&WMartu land Mavhare ideograms of or
represent the namfemurru,“Mar-tu. This would seem to indicate that
Amar or Mar are relatd; and this is the fact. As stated [elsewhere],
AmarUtug becameMarduk and Amarda becameMarada That the
names of the deityMar andAmurruare also identical is conclusively

259 Eerdmans Dictionary of the BiblBavid Noel Freedmaat al, eds. (Grand Rapids MI 2000),
p. 55

260 Clay, op.cit.,p. 67

261 Alfred Haldor,Who were the Amoriteg@ndated, Leiden Holland), p27

262 Davis, op.cit.,p. 1232
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shown. e | t seems therefore that n o
buttha MarandAmarar e variants 26f the same na

Therefore the name of the Old Babylonian/Persian chief god, Ahura
Mazda, may have been taken as the same name for the same god and Babylonized
to Amurru or Martu. But what is most interesting is that thesiBes/Old
Babylonians raised Marduk, whom they may have recognized as a variant name of
their own godAmaror Mar, as the chief deity of Babylonia.

Above and beyond this tentative identification, it was pointed out to me
by Birgit Liesching that both AharMazda and Marduk/Martu/Amurru are Jupiter
deities. This indicates that since the Persians worshipped Jupiter asMdmda,
where their subject peoples worshipped Jupiter by names similar to their own or
Jupiter under another name, they adopted thédibgdhat foreign name. This is less
tentative and must be taken into account when dealing with this issue.

Another question that has not been discussed thus far is: What was the
original religion of the Old Babylonians? The evidence above seems tatathat
their religion was that of the Persians. We further made mention of the fact that the
Persians did not force their god or religion on their subject peoples. Therefore little
or nothing of their religion or religious customs such as their managincest or
their burial practices, etc., would have been known in Babylonia and it would appear
that they had fully adopted the Babylonian pantheon, because to appear as acceptable
rulers, they worshipped the Babylonian gods to strengthen theirgoositih the
people, cults, and priesthood. To recite Whitney Davis regarding this:

AWe do not have a [religious] T
attribute to the [Old Babylonian] Amorites: no [religious] cosmology;
no epics of heroes [and their retais with their gods], no list of
Amoriteé*gods. o

This of course makes perfect sense
Sweeneyods theses. Since the Persian/ Ol
the political and religious appearance of worshippimgéforeign gods they would
have left little if any evidence regarding their own religion except the names of their

263 Clay, op.cit.,p. 68
264 Davis, op.cit, p. 1231
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main god and lesser ones, as well as perhaps indications of incestuous marriages and
possible exposure prior to burial. Along with the faie historical evidence we
appear to know that the religion practiced by the Old Babylonians was that of the
Persians. As Cook so cogently remarks:

AThere was no attempt to force P«
practices on subject people who had deitfgk@r own. The kings did
destroy some sanctuaries of alien gods, but this was by way of
retaliation or punishment and not with intent to suppress other
reli gt ons. 0o

In addition, since the Old Babylonians are the Persian rulers of
Babylonia it is obvioughat they would be seen as far less polytheistic than the
people with whom they had contact. They would only have worshipped those gods
that were sufficient to maintain the appearance of their being Babylonians. Saggs
cl aims that nf cepotytheisgmevasdesstdeveldpedamongihe fOId
Babylonian] Amorites than in Mesopotamian eityt a %e This & yet another
strong indication that ties the Persians to the Old Babylonians.

One final point: It may very well be that Hammurabi and cer@ah
Babylonian rulers were indigenous rulers in Babylonia with their own gods, etc., but
Darius and Artaxerxes Ill Ochos and other Persian kings were their overlords. These
historical questions must be resolved but they must be resolved based on the
scienific and technological evidence.

265 Cook, op.cit.,p. 147
266 SaggsBabylonia, op.cit.p. 93
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CONCLUSION TO THE PERSIAN/OLD BABYLONIAN
EQUATION

A history without the support of science and technology is only
a great emptiness surrounded by an education.

Paraphrased from

William E. Woodwar dos
Meet General Grant

Chapter 15 (NY 1928)

It is impossible to accept the established chronology of the
ancient Near East as valid because it is contradicted by scientific and
technol ogical fact, after fact, afte

Charles Ginenthal

Oscar Wilde wrte three pungertbons motghat to my mind, when
paraphrased to fit the contents of this book, well describe what historians have done
to the chronology and history of the a

3000 year long history of the ancientwwd d i s | argely an i nve
The second, AThe historians have best
Mesopotamia the gift of per petual ol d
learning to distrust the chronology of the ancient Near Bast,way is to simply

di strust it, the oth®r way is to read t

What, then, are the scientific, technological, stratigraphical, linguistic,
archaeol ogical , and historical real i ti
Old Babylonian/Persiaaquation? Trevor Palmer in his brief criticism of the short
chronology, which is entirely based on documentary evidence, has raised an
important issue:

267 See Ringogp.cit.,pp. 57, 58, 87
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Al f a plausi bl e c adterego[satonor be s usH
king said to be the same as anothaion or king], it is necessary to go
much further than that and find points of similarity which are distinctive
and numerous t%® justify [this]. ¢éo

Palmer, of course, was discussing almost entirely history based on
documents, but one cannot deny thpliation of this method of testing chronology
by forensic historical evidence. Let us examine these elements, with first things first.
These first things are the scientific and technical facts:

There is no scientific astronomical anchor for the estaddislong
chronol ogy, t hough Cryer cl ai med such
primary i mportance. O The Venus tabl ets
their second millennium B.C. chronology could have been originally set up. The
only secod millennium scientific anchor that did exist prior to the work of Lynn E.

Rose, the El Lahun Papyri for the 12th Egyptian Dynasty, demands that the 12th
Dynasty be placed in the mitb late part of the first millennium B.C. The heliacal
rising of Sirusc or r obor ated by fdistinctive an:i
proves that point.

This has repercussions that resound across the ancient world. All the
various forms of #Adistinctive and nume.
Sidney Smith and o#rs, demand that the Old Babylonians be set, in time, almost
parallel to the 12th Dynasty, and this requires that the Old Babylonians existed in
the same time period as the Persians. Therefore, when Alexander the Great
overthrew the 12th Dynasty in Egydie just a little later overthrew the Old
Babylonians/Persians in Mesopotamia. Furthermore, along these same lines Rose
has shown Adistinctive and-dap monthgtbat s 0 i
corroborate and correlate with the archaeological evelen€he Persian kings
Darius | and Artaxerxes Il Ochos, tladter egosof the Old Babylonian kings
Hammurabi and Ammisaduqga, have identicalda months, in identical years of
their reigns and for i1identical meent hs
and numerouso points of such a unique
points of coincidence are spread across many years; to believe these agreements
happened purely by chance is so wildly improbable as to be miraculous.

8Trevor Pal mer, #l €hréeayanchCatastropfismtReview Ego s, 0
(2004:3+4), p. 12
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The technological andgeological evidence to allow the Old
Babylonians to have, and therefore to have produced, tin bronze, iron, and glass, is
al so fAidistinctive and numerous. 0 Al | (
Old Babylonians hundreds upon hundreds of yedmd&he established chronology
says that they could actually be manufactured. Pyrotechnological furnaces of the
type required to produce iron and glass did not exist in Old Babylonian times, nor
were deposits of tin ore available in Mesopotamia or eleeavtihat were worked in
the early second millennium B. C. The:
enough points of evidence to justify the Persian/Old Babylonian equation.

The indisputable scientific, geological, and archaeological fact is that
the stréigraphic evidence at Tell Munbaga proves that the period betwiesn
2300 and 1550 B.C. does not exist. But the established chronology requires that the
Old Babylonians are dated tothatrx i st ent peri od. | snot
Adi st i ndertial post® Thevfact that Old Babylonian strata at Mari, Der
MushkanS h apur and Ashur (Il'shtardos Templ e)
Parthian strata dated to the latter part of the first millennium B.C. requii@sthe
established chronology to kid that processes had to remove either some or all of
the Kassite, Mitanni, Middi&Assyrian, NeeAssyrian, NeeBabylonian, Medish,
and Persian strata sandwiched between the Greeks and Old Babylonians and then
miraculously stop to uphold that chronologyh€ltact is that there is not one solitary
excavation carried out by a geologist to uphold that miraculous chronology that has
ever been presented to prove that these imaginary settlement gaps exist and thus
discredit the short chronology.

The linguistic ewdence that flows from the science and technology
indicates that several forms and/or dialects of the various languages spoken and
written in the ancient world were used at the same time. The linguistic chronological
tail cannot be allowed to wag the fasgc historical dog. Babylonian inflation is not
caused by taxation in Persian times. Lack of cash in an entire society never leads to
inflation. The Old Babylonians/Persians living 300 to 400 years after the true onset
of irrigation farming in Mesopotaia inevitably leads to salt poisoning of the land.
This inevitably leads to fewer and fewer crops to sell to the rest of the Middle East
and this inevitably leads to economic inflation. While the historians to some extent
accept the fact that the Old Bdonian empire collapsed because of salinization of
the land, they wave their hands and magically the Kassites fix the salinization
problem. And all this is presented by historians without a stitch of evidence to prove
one scintilla of it.
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Historiansadmt t hat t hey dondét know who
where they really came from. They have no real evidence as to their original
language, what kinds of pottery, buildings, or art works they originally used in their
homeland. There is not a tracetloém in Syria or Arabia, their assumed homeland,
that historians or archaeologists can point to as their place of origin. Attestations
about them come mainly from unprovenanced sources outside Babylonia. We only
know of them in Babylonia by their namesdathese names were also applied to
non-Babylonians. Their original religion is a total blank. They come out of nowhere
into history during a hundred year Dark Age and disappear without explanation from
history, leaving a 400r so year Dark Age. Yeheir magnificent mathematical and
astronomical accomplishments are then miraculously transmitted across this Dark
Age where little to nothing is written, and through other Dark Ages in Mesopotamia
that follow this one. In a desert without any water gfleavering plants do not
grow, nor does a desert of illiteracy transmit learning. All these massive
contradictions and problems leave little doubt for those to whom forensic historical
evidence matters, that the Persian/Old Babylonian identification @hosensible
but is demanded by the evidence.

First things first. Before raising caindpaste historical evidence as
refutation, the science and the technology must be answered in full. However, when
we take an overview of the Persian/Old Babylonidantification in terms of
forensic historical evidence, the many facets of history are explained. They
corroborate, and correlate with, each other, converging in time and place.

Instead of not knowing who the OIld Babylonian rulers of Babylonia
were, we kow they were the Persians; their unknown language is Persian, their
unknown homel attéd pwietdh motusitfas moweakso ar
Persian Iran. Their missing archaeological materials are known as well. Their
unknown religion is known ahthe name of their god Amurru Martu may be Ahura
Mazda. The hundred year Dark Age that precedes their bursting forth into history is
no longer dark and in fact does not exist, as it should not. Their Dark Age
disappearance from history, with the problevh the transmission of their
mathematical and astronomical achievements across a Dark Age vacuum of perhaps
a thousand years, also does not exist. These Dark Ages should not exist because the
excavation carried out at Tell Munbaqga proves that the pefibche in which it is
assumed they lived never existed. Their technological capabilities in metallurgy and
glass also fall into time and place. Their being the Persians of the first millennium
B.C. correlates with their ability to obtain tin ore; th@rotechnological knowledge
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of furnaces correlates with their ability to manufacture iron and glass (or import
glass). Their ability to carve the Hammurabi Code into diorite is no longer fraught
with problems, but clearly falls into time and place siaseRersians, they had steel.

Iron objects discussed and found at Mari or elsewhere are no longer anachronisms
but are in full agreement with their Persian time and place identity. The inflation
that comes toward the end of the Persian period in Babyieomiat a paradox nor

does it violate the wellinderstood laws of economics but inevitably follows about
300 to 400 years of irrigation agricultdreas a consequence of which salt poisons
the soil. We do not need the Kassites to miraculously,-lawhgly, turn the salt
poisoned soil back to being fertile.

The Persiansd6/ Ol d Babyl oni anso a
stylistic relics are completely explained and fall into time and place. These are the
styles of the various peoples whom they ruled ovEne paucity of their strata
throughout Mesopotamia is no longer an enigma that has to be explaiadchbyg
hypotheses. Because the Persians/Old Babylonians ruled rather unobtrusively, they
would naturally leave little of their materials in the grouatsites only here and
ther e, and that i s what I s ac-tnealistit y f o
explanations that selectively erode, de
sandwiched between the Greeks or the Parthians and the Olbfabyg/Persians.

We do not need thousatygarlong settlement gaps that have never scientifically
been proven to exist.

The laws of Hammurabi are those of Darius, though we have mostly
Hammur abi 6s rendition. The | mPgsseage o0
exist, is identical because the king had them rewritten from earlier law codes, so they
are one and the same. The great hardship of the people of Babylonia toward the end
of the Persian/Old Babylonian period also falls into time and place $edhase
events happened to one and the same people. The description of the Persians not
burying their dead may relate to a similar practice among the Old Babylonians. The
same may apply to the ApervertedoO sexua
pad mercenaries at Mari with stamped pieces of silver (which is essentially what
coins are), as did Darius, also follows logically. The rise of living standards in
Babylonia at the onset of the Darius/Hammurabi kingship follows, as does their
meticulous miromanagement of their empire, as well as the possibility for them to
gather intelligence from their networks of spies.
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There is no clear evidence that the Hittite raid on Babylonia caused the
downfall of that empire. As we were informed above, their dalvis not, as
Sidney Smith c¢claimed, a fAimajor mystery.
Alexander the Great. The identical@88y months found for Darius/Hammurabi and
Artaxerxes Il Ochos/Ammisaduqga is not a miraculous chance occurrence but
happens because they are either the same persons or contemporaneous in each case.

Not every | ast Il ota of evidence f
thesis regarding the Persian/Old Babylonian identification, but look how numerous
and distinct the problemare that historians have acknowledged but have no
evidence to explain away. These numerous and distinct contradictions were derived
from their cutandpaste documentary approach to history and chronology. And it
must be acknowledged as well that theraea scientific way to test and falsify these
documentary materials which are fraught with internal contradictions and problems
of provenance. Let us recall how Cochrane argued for the validity of the Persian
history from documentary sources. HoweveD.JMuhly with respect to the
Persians states:

AVirtually everything that could b
Is to be found in the massive history by Pierre Briant, first published in
French in 1996 and in an English translation in 2002. This is a
monumental work in every sense of that word, but it has to be admitted
that it is a history based almost entirely upon [foreign, Greek] Classical
sour®es. o

The Old Babylonians have always been linked directly to the 12th
Egyptian Dynasty across Palestine &vdte, based on the very evidence employed
by historians and archaeologists, which is now buttressed by science and technology.
Are the historians and archaeologists going to argue that their very own evidence,
that makes these connections, is invalidt ifequires the dowudating of these
civilizations to the midto late first millennium B.C. but then makes a valid case if
it dates these same civilizations to the early second millennium? It is their evidence,
based on their methodologies and analy$asgawith forensic historical data that
now validates Heinsohn, Rose, and Sween

93 . D. Muhly, Review of Giovanni Lanfranchi, M
Empi r e Bfyr'?Ma@rdClassical Reviewol. Il, no. 11 (2004) (Internet), p. 3
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with the Persians. The entire spectrum of forensic history in tandem with
archaeology and documentary history leads to this conalusio

Wel | s, i n his critigqgue of Roseobs
dating of the 12th Egyptian Dynasty, m,
hi story dovetailing] with neiyliOtherr i ng
historians, aslrecalbras ed t he same i ssue with Velil
these foreign interconnections of Egypt with Crete, Palestine, and Old Babylonian
Mesopotamia stare them in the face. It is their evidence they see, but the
confrontation with these facts is peplsatoo overwhelming for them.

Problem after problem, paradox after paradox, enigma after enigma,
contradiction after contradiction are ¢
thesis that these two civilizations are contemporary. A good theory explangs
with fewerad hochypotheses. Evergd hochypothesis invented to explain away
all these interrelated, interconnected scientific and technical facts is just that, an
invention. Rather than jettison or ignore the forensic historical evidence,sbittwi
with ad hoctheories to make it fit the overly lengthy chronology, historians, if they
are worth their salt, should embrace the forensic history and use it to rewrite a far
more accurate short chronology and the history that follows from doing so.

219Ronald A. WellsReview ofLynn E. RoseSun, Moon, and Sothis: $tudy of Calendars and
Calendar Reforms in Ancient Egyptournal of Near Eastern Studiesol. 61, no. 4 (Oct. 2002),
p. 315
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CHAPTER 2: PERSIANS, NEO-ASSYRIANS,
NEO-BABYLONIANS: ASTRONOMY
AND CHRONOLOGY

As with the Old Babylonians being the Persian rulers of Babylonia,
Heinsohn and Sweeney hold that the same situation also existed in Assyria when it
was ruled by Persia. hEy maintain that the NeAssyrians were various Persian
rulers of Assyria. However, there is a difference in their placement of the Neo
Babylonians in Mesopotamian chronology. Heinsohn has theBdbglonians
contemporary with the NeAssyrians. Sweere on the other hand, places these
civilizations in the conventional ord&rNeo-Babylonians follow NeeAssyriang
but he claims the NeBabylonians are the last few rulers of the Persian Empire in
Babylonia that ruled there for about 80 years.

These differenes will be analyzed below in terms of what the
astronomical evidence shows, and the astronomy will be the scientific arbiter for
where these civilizations must be placed. Nevertheless, Heinsohn and Sweeney also
disagree about which kings of the Persiamsalteregos of the Ne@dssyrians. This
historical question will also be touched upon in terms of how the
astronomical/forensic historical evidence relates to these disagreements. But the
astronomical evidence will, of course, not be supportive bf etr Sweeneyao:
Heinsohndés chronol ogies where it contr
science leads.

In this respect there appears to be a major scientific obstacle facing
theseshoft evi si oni stsdé theories. Jtbstand evi d
solidly and irrefutably against their chronologies. This evidence was briefly
reviewed by Peter Jamed al, wherein they purport to show how solidly the
chronology of the first millennium B.C. Ne@ssyrians and Ne8abylonians has
become astmomically anchored:

Al ndeed, a Greek astronomical tre
century AD contains one of the most valuable chronological sources
ever di scovered, known as the 6Canon

the famous Greek mathematician ageographer, recorded for



156 VELIKOVSKIAN Vol. VI, Nos. 2, 3, 4

posterity the names and redpngths of the kings of Babylon from

Al exander the Great ¢é back to Nabona
in 747 BC. How Ptolemy came across documents containing such
information is uncertain, but histarest in them lay mainly in their

astronomical content. The source available to him, now lost, provided

detailed records of lunar eclipses observed by the ancient Babylonians,

which Ptolemy dated according to an era beginning with the accession

of King Nabonassar.

APt ol emyos Ki ngenturysholarsto @ketherd 19t h
first confident step back into the past of Mesopotamia. Following the
decipherment of cuneiform the skeleton of history after 747 BC could
be fleshed out from the records of thebglonians themselves. Most
important, the next stage of reconstruction could also be acldigeed
give precise dates to [NdAssyrian history by linking it with that of
[Neo] Babyl oni a. e

ATo go back beyond this point [ . ¢€
texts had to be used. As a means of reckoning, the Assyrians delegated
different officers of state, [usually, but not necessarily] beginning with
the king himself, to be the O0eponymo
officer in question was called thenmu] Thus, if an event was dated
to the year of governor X of city Y, a scribe could determine when it
happened by referring to a |Iist of s
Sir Henry Rawlinson was fortunate enough to discover a major Eponym
List giving every incumbent [eponym/limmu] from 911 BC down to
660 BC. The information from the o0t
the eponyms) could then be combined, with a result proudly described
by Sir Henryds nephew, George Rawlin

AoThese two choharmonisen adsiirably,w h i
carry up anexactAssyrian chronology almost from the
close of the Empire to the tenth «c

AWi th only minor adjust ment s, t h
Rawlinsons is still accepted today ¢&

1 Jameset al, op.cit.,pp. 265266
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Although Biblical scholas found this chronology in conflict with that

of the Bible, Jamestal,.e x pl ai n t hat Ait was Hebrew

wh i

ch needed? Nedejthelsss, aceonding t@ Robert Newton, there are

many serious problems with Ptolemyds wo

A | ®78 & study by the American astronomer Robert Newton,
entitled The Crime of Claudius Ptolemyaccused him of having
perpetrated a massive scientific frea
integrity of his profession that has forever deprived mankind of
fundamental information about an important area of astronomy and
hi storyo. According to Newton, al |
observations were fabricated; even worse, he had fudged, or even faked,
Babylonian lunar eclipse data in order to match his oWwakyp
cal cul ati ons. One reviewer of Newt
OPt ol emyds forgery may have extende
reigns of Babyl onian kingsao.

AEven so, Newtonbés strongly worde
tarnish Pt ol e mAstnre reaspnableahistbrians of é
science have shown, the standards Ne
were far too exacting. Ptolemy may have selected from, thereby
O0smoothing out 06, the observational d

very differentmatte  f r om Newt ond6s charge of ou

Ptolemy was ultimately vindicated, according to Jaates, as well as

according to most historians, archaeologists, and archaeoastronomers of our time.

A Wa s Newt on right t o claim that
chronology need to be reviewed in order to remove any dependence
upon Pt ol dmysds®? ki n@n t his guestion
archaeology can now fully repay its debt to the old astronomer. Though
Newt on gl ossed over the flgearsof Pt ol em
Babylonian kings have been completely vindicated by a wealth of
cuneiform texts, including chronicles, short king lists and dated
business documents [with a | immu/ epc
dates derived from Pt olkeslmsgng the Canon ¢

2ibid.,

3 ibid.

p. 267
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i nformation from cuneiform dastronom
originators of western astrology, were, as Ptolemy knew, meticulous

observers of the night sky. Their records of the positions of planets and

stars, committed to clay by pele who believed that these had a vital

influence on earthly matters, are extremely detéiled much so that

the observations given in various tablets from the 7th to 5th centuries

BC can be precisely dated to a year, month and even day by modern

astronorers.
AFi nal confirmation of the whole
another astronomically f-JAssgi@h poi nt

records. A solar eclipse is clearly referred to in the Eponym List for the
month of Simanu in a year which must, accordinght® links with

Pt olemyb6és Canon, have been 763 BC.
this observation for ancient chronology was stressed by [P.] van der
Meer:

AROThis eclipse of the sun has been

grounds that have never been questigpasdcaving taken

place on June 15th 763 B.C., according to modern

reckoning. This year is therefore used as a base reckoning

for the [Neg]Assyrian calendar. It is the [absolute] sheet

anchor upon which depends not only the [Ni&ssyrian

chronologybual so t hat of the*whole of W

Car | Ol of Jonsson, i n the AConcl u
Foundationsof AssyrB aby |l oni an Chronol ogy, 0 presetl
of the evidence that astronomical and other evidence ancleochitbnology of the
Neo-Assyrians and Ne&abylonians:

Alt has been d e mo n st rlAasstyead above
chronology as well as the [NgBabylonian chronology from the
eighth to the sixth centuries [B.C.] are both firmly established, but
independenyl of each other, by a number of ancient cuneiform
documents. Further, both chronologiesSast#ill independently of each
othe® fixed to the absolute chronology by a large number of

4ibid., pp. 267268
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astronomical observations recorded from these ancient times. But this

is not all. Due to the numerous synchronisms between the two countries

during this period the two independently established chronologies grip

hold of each other like the teeth of two intermeshingwbgels. It

would be impossible to change the chronologgmé country by even

one year from Nabonassar [who reigned-733 B.C.] and on without

changing the chronology of the other country by the same extent. This

Is the challenge that confronts anyone who would like to revise the
chronology of eitheroftheseount ri es in this period.

In total, the Canon of Ptolemy correlates with and is corroborated by
the NeoAssyrian and Nedabylonian king lists. These further correlate with and
are corroborated by the limmu/eponym lists and also by a great numbesiruédsu
tablets which are dated by either a kit
above all, these, in turn, correlate with and are corroborated by precise astronomical
data found in diaries and chronicles. Altogether this represents a massive
compiation of data that meshes like cogwheel teeth to anchor the established
chronology of the Ned\ssyrians and Ne&abylonians in the first millennium B.C.
A. Aaboe states:

ARnThe Diaries occupy a uniqgue posi
relevance to the study oheient history. The evegresence of the
texts, if we can date them at all, to the very day, and in the sheer bulk,
continuity and detail and kind of information [they give] they are
unmat €hed. 0

This being the case, it seems indisputable that the tlsamirtdeinsohn,
Sweeney, Velikovsky, and even Peter James and all the other historical revisionists
that clash with this overwhelming evidence for the chronology of the first
millennium B.C., must be dismissed as utterly false. This is, in fact, the aewy s
kind of evidence that Lynn Rose challenged in revising the chronology of the 12th
Egyptian Dynasty and, as we have seen above, that of the Old Babylonian empire in
Mesopotamia, placing it in the first millennium B.C. How then can one argue against
this very same kind of evidence when it so clearly supports the established

SCar | Ol of Jonsson, ssyibBabyflobomidani Ghhsowowdl 6 gego A
Chronology & Catastrophism Reviewol. 1X (1987) p. 22

® A. Aaboe, ARObservation andCéantaeusoly24 1980)Babyl oni
24
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chronology in Mesopotamia for that same millennium? That would surely be having

a double standard of i nference, accept
Roseds, a natironBlogiessandcetlyed jecting the same kind of evidence
when it contradicts these revisionists

That will not be done since it is not only unscholarly but unethical to do so.

It should be noted, however, this is not the first time historians,
archeologists, and archaeoastronomers proved the established chronology to be
correct from astronomy, dated commercial documents, king lists, and archeology,
only to discover that their chronological edifice was toih sand. Thorkild
Jacobsen in 1937 came to the very same conclusion from these same intermeshing
forms of evidence for the precise pla
Dynasty which he and the other scholars placed in the third to second millennium
B.C. They, too, assumed their chronological edifice to be immovable and therefore
demanded an irresistible force to topple it. But as we have shown, the astronomical
and other evidence outlined in Chapter 1, does require the Old Babylonians to be
placed n Persian times. Jacobsen states:

Aln choosing [among the dates for
criterion is dated [OlgBabylonian contracts dealing with delivery of

dates by datgrowers. The days of delivery stipulated in the contracts

will fall diffe rently according to which [of] the [various high, middle,

or low periods offered by historians as] possibilities [for a reign] is

chosen; and since we must assume that the deliveries would follow soon

after the harvest, that possibility which will makerth&all most nearly

in the time after date harvest, ending in the middle of October, has
obviously the best chance of being correct. As shown by

Fotheringham[b0s astronomical evidenc
best results is the one that placesHammMma b i [ 6 s r e2029n] f r om
[ B. C.] .0

In addition to this harvest evidence, Jacobsen also turns to a well
documented lunar eclipse and evidence from the Venus Tablets to correlate with and
corroborate and converge as proof of the correctness of tiisatbgical structure:

" Thorkild JacobserThe Sumerian King LigChicago 1937), pl96
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AThe Venus tablets ¢é afford a po:
absolute date in older Mesopotamian history by means of astronomical
reckoning. On the basis of observations of a lunar eclipse foreboding
the fall of I(b)btSin and the eshof the 3rd dynasty of Ur, Schoch has
calculated that this omen occurred on the night of February 17/18
(Gregorian) 2283 B.C. Now this is a highly important fact indeed that

the two mutually independent astron
[Venus tablet die] for the 8th year of Ammbaduga [Ammisaduqga]
which places Hammurabi at 20@870 25 B. C. , and Schoch

[lunar eclipse] omen foreboding the fall of Ur Ill, 2281 B.C., just give
the [correct] span in time between these two events which from our
chromol ogi cal [ king] |ist® can be seen

Jacobsen goes on to present additional data that came prior to
Hammur abi 6s Ol d Babyl onian Dynag®2y whi c
B.C. dates for Hammur abi onemicalelungreclipsa, t h a
Venus Tablets, king lists, and date harvest contract evidence to prove how absolutely
solid that dating is for the Old Babylonian law giver, and he concludes:

ARThere is full agreement bet ween (
dynas y of Babyl on as derived from the
text, (2) Fotheringhamds astronomic

Tabl ets] for the same dynasty, (3) Sc
date for the fall of the 3rd dynasty of Ur, (4) ttielivery or harvest

contracts for dates, (5) the documentary evidence prior to the Old
Babylonian dynasty and (6) the documentary evidence after the fall of

the Old Babylonian dynasty which all correlates and corroborates each

other for the dating of Hammabi to 20672025 B.C. These [facts]

speak strongly for their correctness, and we have accepted them without

hesi t®ation. o

Nevertheless, there is great disagreement about these dates and
Hammurabi is placed in the history hundreds of years closer tae¢kernt by most
historians. What, then, was wrong with the evidence Jacobsen presented? It was
the astronomical evidence, especially t
the Venus Tablets of Ammisaduga. Regarding this data set Otto Neugebauer

8ibid., pp. 196197
%ibid., p. 201
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fdemonstrated the impossibility of using [the] Venus tablets to date the First [Old]
Dynasty of Babyl onia. o AOne reason t ha
bristle witHhR RpyiNegvternr amak.es it cl ear,
can draw any valid chronological conclusions from the Venus observations made
under Amntt Meatdnuadda:. o

A | am not alone in doubting the
Fotheringham [on the validity of the Venus Tablets as related to
chronology]. Itisc| ear that [ Sidney] Smith, n
and AsEwgyclopadia®ritannicavol. 5 (Chicago 1958) does not
accept them. He says that the question is still open, but that to accept
their conclusions woul d bededlaf f orce

Babyl onian historital writing as wor
Al And] I do not believe that the
dated unless it can be done By evidel

Otto Neugebauer argues that the Venus evidence of Langdon and
Foter i ngham has fibeen di sproven?¥by subse

It is the great number of unusual movements described for Venus in
these tablets, as discussed in the work of Lynn E. Rose and Raymond C. Vaughan,
that makes this astronomical evidenceesgjionable as the conventional sort of
chronological material.

What then of the single lunar eclipse foreboding the fall of the Ur Il
Dynasty offered by Jacobsen? The problem with this eclipse and others like it, as
Velikovsky pointed out long ago, isdt it cannot be accepted since it lacks the
specificity of precise time and pl ace t
find a possible eclipse date at average intervals of around 40 years. Thus when the

0H. Hunger, D. Pingreéstral Science in Mesopotam(iaeiden, the Netherlands 1999), p. 37
1 R.R. NewtonAncient Planetary Observations and the Validity of Ephemeris {Balémore
MD/London 1976), p. 95

12 ibid.

3ipid., p. 96

14 Otto Neugebauef he Exact Sciences in AntiquifyY 1969), p. 139



Charles Ginenthal, Pillars of the PastVol. Il 163

historical period itself is uncertain vaan find an eclipse to fit any preconception
about the p®riod involved. o

That is the essential, crucial point. All the checks and arbssks of
business contracts, king lists, etc., depend on the astronomy. If astronomy is
demonstrated to be erronepthe entire chronological edifice collapses. This is just
what Lynn E. Rose did when he reexamined the work of major figures in the field
of archaeoastronomy, especially the lunar dates as they were expected to mesh with
the heliacal rising of the st&irius for Egyptian chronology. While each of the
major players as well as several others claimed that they had made these lunar dates
correlate with the placement of the 12th Egyptian Dynasty in the early second
millennium B.C., they obtained scores adand 50 percent, which clearly indicated
the lunar material did not mesh with the heliacal rising of Sirius. As we well know,
Roseds placement of the 12 WdhinteBneshaGft v i
the 24 New Crescent dates, 23 hit to the day.

Of course, it will be argued, none of the astronomical evidence related
to the placement of the Netssyrians and Ne8abylonians suffers from these
lapses of accuracy. But that is what will be refuted below.

Let us further remember that the chronolagyEgypt rested on the
astronomical anchor for the 12th Dynasty, as outlined in volume | of this series. In
spite of generations of scholars building a chronological edifice on that date, Lynn
Rose incontrovertibly proved that the 12th Dynasty had tchbfeeg closer to the
present by 1477 years. Therefore, in order to support the short chronology, the
astronomical evidence that has been invoked as solid support for the first millennium
empires of the Nedssyrians and Ne8abylonians must also give aedst
acceptably solid support for moving these civilizations closer to the present by about
300 or more years.

Not only must the astronomical data correlate with, and corroborate,
this shift, it should in case after case be a match for that of the dstaladisronology
but in certain instances it should be dead on. As we proceed, we will discover that
the intermeshing gear teeth of the conventional chronology in certain instances not
only do not fit into one another properly but make the gears claslatsihély grind
and break.

15R.R. NewtonJoc.cit.
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This work could not have been accomplished without the generous and
excellent work of Lynn Rose, who looked at the astronomical evidence and showed
that the short chronology rested on solid empirical grounds. His work will appear
in the Appendix of this book.

THE SOLAR ECLIPSE OF JUNE 15, 763 B.C.

Jamet al.make it clear that this eclipse holds the entire-Resyrian
and NeeBabylonian chronology together:

ARThe solar eclipse of 763 -BC bring
JAssyrian chronology and its links with Babylonia, to the lunar eclipse
records of Ptolemy. The resulting picture, with checks and cross
checks provided by every source from modern astronomy to the Old
Testament, is as watertight as one could ask for anydpefiancient
history. Assyrian history is firmly datable, with a margin of error no
greater than a year, as far back as 911 BC when the continuous Eponym
[limmu] List began; Babylonian history is equally certain at least as far
back as ®47 BC é0o

This affrmation echoes throughout the literature. R.R. Newton quotes
from the tablets for the solar eclipse:

762 [763 B. C. ] June 15 é gives |
eclipse]6 | nsurrecti on Inthe momtk Siwvan theySunof As s L
was eclipsed 6 epehdert evidence, due in part to the lists of kings
and their reigns, prepared by Ptol em
[eclipse] record, close enough to make the identification virtually
certltain. o

E. J. Bi ckerman states: diliinmesjoivhol e
the city of Ashur e is dated, thanks t

16 Jameset al., op.cit.p. 268

7R.R. Newton Ancient Astronomical Observations and Accelerations of the Earth and Moon
(Baltimore/London 1976),.60
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7630 [and] AAssyrian chronology is pinn
which occurred o' Edwis R.Jhieteelairdis6é 3 BC €0

A As t r o camputatoa has fixed this [solar eclipse] date as
June 15, 763 B.C. This notation is of immeasurable value for-[Neo
Assyrian chronology ¢é It 1 s thus t h:
foreachyearof[Nep Assyri an® hi story éo

AT.Olmsteadte wus t here was a ntot al ec
occurrence in 763 [B.C.] fixes by exact astronomy the fMesyrian
chronad’ ogy. o

With so many highly respected historians saying this total solar eclipse
at Assur and Nineveh fixes with absolute agtly, and is the keystone date of, Neo
Assyrian chronology, how can anyone argue? First of all, there widahsolar
eclipse reported at Assur or Nineveh in 763 B.C. Let us recall that#®Bug al e 6 s
year of appointment as the limmu/eponym, thd tabt specifically
mont h Sivan the sun was eclipsed. o

That solar eclipse was not only dated astronomically by modern
retrocalculations, but largely as part of the integrated list of limmus or eponyms.
Bur-Sagale was placed at that time witle king from the king list, Assurdan Ill. It
was the eclipse that fixed that date. Jonsson discusses this:

AProf . Schrader then presents the
who concluded that the June 15, 763 BC eclipse had a magnitude of
about 11.011.4 irches (= 91.795%) which came very close to Prof.
R. R. Newtonds moder%sh calculation of

The reader is requested to take note of the fact that this solar eclipse
was not total at Nineveh nor at Assur but only about 95 percent of the Sun was
covered ly the Moon, according to Newton; there could also be as little as 91.7
percent hidden according to Lehmann. (Nonetheless, it must be noted that version
3.1 of the Lange and Swerdlow program does make 763 B.C. total; it also makes

18 E.J. BickermanChronology of the Ancient Wotldev. ed. (London 1980), p. 67 and p. 87
19 Edwin R. Thiele A Chronology of the Hebrew King&rand Rapids M| 1977) p. 29

20 A.T. OlmsteadHistory of AssyrigLondon 1923), p. 172

Jonsson, niF @éwoait,pp 1415
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436 B.C. partial.) Theuwestion that must first be asked is: Does a partial solar eclipse

of around 95 or 91.7 percent provide sufficient darkness for anyone to notice that a
solar eclipse has taken place? The answer to that question is that if 5 to 8 percent of

t he Su nsovsibled thes dhange in the amount of light experienced by an
observer on the Earth is hardly even nc
an observer who was not expecting an eclipse would notice one unless the magnitude
reaches at Thagsaabaut 90 peBéntof tiie Sun must be hidden before

a person not expecting or anticipating an eclipse will notice it. This is confirmed by

D. Justin Schove: ARThe average person
onlywhenthemagnt ude reaches 0.990 [or® %@ perc
change from daylight to totality is not a gradual transition, but comes only seconds
before the Sun is totally hidden. This is confirmed by F. Richard Stephenson who
unambiguously tells usi MOST OF THE DI MI NUTI ON | N
OCCURS IN THE LAST FEW SECONDS BEFORE THE SUN IS COMPLETELY

OB S C U R E[papitalization added] Mark Littmaret al.describe via an analogy

the difference between a partial and a total solar eclipse:

A Some peadppetlicted]partial [solar] eclipse and wonder
why others talk about a total eclipse. Seeing a partial eclipse and saying
that you have seen an eclipse is like standing outside an opera house
and saying you have [®heard or seen]

MichaelMaunder and Patrick Moore report:

AAS total ity approaches t he Mo on
sweeping across the landscapa even better the seascape. It travels
over 1000 mph [1620 km/h] and gives the impression of a vast dark
cloud rushing toward you andélin envel oping you €& al
before you have time to appr#®ciate i

Here is a vivid description of people in the last few seconds before
totality of the solar eclipse of November 3, 1994, on the Altiplano of Bolivia:

22 R.R. NewtonMedieval Chronicles and the Rotation of the EgRhltimore 1970), p. 70

23D, Justin SchoveChronology of Eclipses and Comésy 1984), p. XV

24F, Richard StephensoH,i st ori cal Ecl i p s(€asrbridge dK 1877 . 306 s Ro't
25 Jay M. Pasachoff, in Mark Littmaret al, Totality (NY and Oxford 1999), p. 1

26 Michael Maunder and Patrick MoofEhe Sun in Eclips@erlin and NY 1998), p. 53
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Ader e it comes! d someone shouted.
pointing to the northwest. 600h yes!
itéds getting real dark now é itds re
and gasps accompanyin’g the beginning

We have gone into this at some length to make it clear that unless a
person has an excellent knowledge of solar eclipses, he does not know when to look
for it and if it is a partial solar eclipse as the one dated June 15, 763 B.C. at Nineveh
and Assur (at leastccording to most calculations, but not according to version 3.1
of Lange and Swerdlow), it will probably not be observed or even taken note of.
Nevertheless, the critics of this explanation will claim that the-Aesyrians back
in 763 B.C. had astronars/astrologers that were always on the lookout for this
kind of partial solar eclipse and thus surely had to notice it. Since these ancients
understood the nature of lunar eclipses and could predict these, they could do the
very same with solar eclipse%his is based on a fundamental misunderstanding of
the evidence. Lunar and solar eclipses, although related, are singularly different, as
explained by Duncan Steel:

-

Lunar eclipses are witnessed mor e

AThi s i s becauskesderhfeom a&nywhére omoon ma
the night side of the planet. That implies that half of humanity might
see the Moon being eclipsed, but in addition such eclipses last several
hours and the globe spins to allow observers elsewhere a chance to note
the ectipse ¢éo

On the other hand, a total solar eclipse, as is well known, is only
experienced over a very narrow path on
hours but minutes. The occurrence of solar eclipses on the same place of the globe
is (on average) inondately infrequent. As Steel, citing Rebecca R. Joslin, further
explains:

AA total s olsamewremlbout pverg 18months, r s
but as the track of totality is usually less than a hundred miles wide, you

2" Mark Littmannet al., op.cit, p. 133
28 Duncan SteeEclipse(Washington DC 2001), pp. 585
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should expect to wait for several centaria any random location for
the ne*’t one. 0

According to George F. Chambers:

ATake London for I nstance. From
confirmed by Maguire, it [can] be considered as an established fact that
there was no total [solar] eclipse visibleLaindon between 878 and
1715 [A.D.], an interval of 837 years. The next one visible at London
though uncertain is also a very long way off. There will be a total
eclipse on August 11, 1999, which will come as near to London as the
Isle of Wight, but Hindwriting in 1871 said he doubted whether there
would be any other total eclipse visibteEnglandfor 250 years from
the present® time [1900]. 0

Those observers situated nearer to the equator, as compared to those
located nearer the poles, are affordedraesshat longer period of totality:

APl aces at or near the Earthos eql

for seeing total eclipses of the Sun
as a result of the Earthoés axi al r o
towardsthgp ol es ¢é so that the nearer he i
goes and therefore the sooner wil/l t

pass him, and the less the time at his disposal for seeing the Sun hidden
by the Moon ¢é

nlt was cal cul at ed rdatgst dossibleSej our
duration of a total phase of a solar eclipse at the equator would be 7
m[inutes] 58 s[econds] and for the latitude of Paris 6 m[inutes] 10
s[ecohds] . o

Therefore, because lunar eclipses can be seen from more than half the
surface of the E#h and last for hours, an understanding that they repeat themselves
at fairly regular intervals could be acquired in a relatively shori@iméew hundred
year® by the ancient Mesopotamian observers. They could make records of these

2 ibid., p. 4
30 George F. Chamber§he Story of Eclipses Simply Told for General Rea(iYs1900), p. 34
3libid., p. 33



Charles Ginenthal, Pillars of the PastVol. Il 169

lunar eclipses ovehbse few hundred years and work out the trend in order to predict
and thus observe and record that cycle which is now called the Saros cycle.
(Actually, the Saros was a period of 3600 years but it was misinterpreted by Edmund
Halley in 1691 who assumedéferred to the lunar cycle of approximately 18 years.
That is, lunar eclipses tend to repeat themselves every Saros cycle of 18 years.)

However, because solar eclipses were only observed very, very rarely,
in very narrow paths across the Earth, andfdy a few minutes, an understanding
of their cycle of repetition was not attained until quite late in history. As Steel

pointedly states, i n AMesopotamia and
eclipses would be in the records making the discove of t he compl ex
near imp8Bssibility.o

Although historians and others suggest that since the Mesopotamian
astronomer/astrologers understood the Saros cycle for accurately predicting lunar
eclipses, they could then crudely use this data to itelighen a solar eclipse might
occur and look for it, this is based on certain unproven assumptions. As Neugebauer
explains,

AThe myth of the Saros is often wu
all eged prediction ¢é of ¢é sdorar ecl i
solar eclipses visible at any given place, all modern cycles concern the
Earth as a whole. No Babylonian theory for predicting a solar eclipse
existed in 600 B.C., as one can see from the very unsatisfactory
situation 400 years later, nor did the Blnians [or NeeAssyrians]
ever develop any theory which took the influence of geographical
| atitude ¥nto account. o

Solar eclipses do come in cycles but they can only bedseeen
partial eclipsed at certain locations on Earth at that particular timeridus factors,
including the rotation of the Earth on its axis, cause these eclipses to reoccur but not
at the same points on the globe. This understanding was probably not available to
these ancient peoples until some time around 300 B.C. or much later.

Anatoly Fomenko shows just how unrealistic it is to believe that the
Saros cycle enabled the ancient astronomers to predict solar eclipses:

32 Steel,op.cit, p. 54
33 Neugebauemp.cit, p. 142
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APredicting solar eclipses is a t
complexity of lunar motion that is defined by aja number of external
factors. One might attempt to predict a solar eclipse by the Saros cycle
that includes about 43 solar eclipses, 15 of them being partial, 14
annular, 2 belonging to the categoryofcsa | | ed o6t ot al annul ;
[being] total. Hbwever, the eclipses from the Saros can occur on
different areas of the Earth, and so a prediction for a given location is
true in one case out of 400 in general. That is to say, the probability of
a correct prediction based on the Saros cycle equal® 134D

Sten F. Odenwald explains:

AThe historian Herodotus (460 B.C
able to predict the year where a total solar eclipse could occur. Details
of how this prediction was made do
method used worked onlgnce because what is known of Greek
scientific history does not suggest that this method was ever reliably
used #®gain. o

As far back as 1875 Henry Creswicke Rawlinson understood that it was
not possible to predict solar eclipses in the 6th century B.G.a Aote in his
transl at i o nHistofiesedptamerd ot us 6 s

ARThe prediction of this eclipse by
prediction of a good oliverop or of the fall of an aerolite [meteorite].
Thales, indeed, could only have obtained the stguknowledge for
predicting eclipses from the Chaldeans, and that the science of these
astronomers, although sufficient for the investigation of lunar eclipses,
did not enable them to calculate solar eclipsdependent as such a
calculation is, not onlgn the determination of the period of recurrence,
but on the true projection of the t
particular line over the surface of the edrtimay be inferred from our
find that in the astronomical canon of Ptolemy, which was compiled

34 Anatoly T. FomenkoHistory: Fiction or Science? itonology 2nd, revised ed.
(Paris/London/NY 2003), p. 95
35 Sten F. Odenwaldack to the Astronomy Caé¢ ( West vi ew Press 2003),
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m the Chaldean registers, the obs:

]
I ne é&ntered. 0O

fro
al o

Just as has been discussed above, there are no known lists of solar
eclipses which the ancient astronomer/astrologers of Mesopotamia could turn to in
order to organig and predict solar eclipses.

George Sarton, along these same lines, writes of an assumed prediction
of a total solar eclipse for 585 B.C. in Anatolia during a battle by the Greek
philosopher Thales:

Alt I's now agreed by histheori ans ¢
Babylonians could not have discovered the period [the cycle for
predicting and locating the sites of solar eclipses] before the fourth
century [300s B.C.]. Hence, Thales could not have learned it from them
é

AnWe must conclude dihatt tThel esl idgd
because he lacked the necessary knowledge. It is foolish for us to say
that he understood the phenomenon. The explanation with which we

are familiar [namely the moon bl ocke:
incomprehensible to him fdne conceived the earth as a disk (not a
sphere) floating in the ocean. 0

Dwardu Cardona, however, tells us that the Babylonians of this same
period Aknew the earth was a sphere ando
evidenced by the wordsof Diodcus who wr ote that the Cha
the moonds |light is reflected and® her e

Diodorus wrote in the first century B.C. and his statement is not
supported by a single Babylonian document. TheyBaians simply did not have
a physical model of the sky, as we presently do, from which they could determine
that the Earth was blocking the Sun to bring about a lunar eclipse and that the Moon
was blocking the Sun for a solar eclipse. Their knowledgehased on tables of

36 HerodotusHistories transl. George Rawlinson (London 1875), p. 199 fn
37 George SartorAncient Science Through the@l@en Age of Greed®Y 1952), p. 306
38 Dwardu CardonaGod Star(Victoria BC, Canada 2006), p. 118
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earlier eclipses. It was from such tables they could predict lunar eclipses. They had,
as Neugebauer pointed out, no such tables for solar eclipses, as far as we know.

Some archaeoastronomers have tried to show that it was possible t

predict such occurrences based on certain assumptions, but these have failed to

sur
f or

vive criticism. For exampl e, D. R. D
Thalesds ability to predict a sol ar

AVan der Waer de rnthatcne totally at caoamae| u s i 0 n s
with the available evidence €& in hi
prediction of a solar eclipse. In a desperate attempt to vindicate the
historicity of this prediction, he spins a web of inferential reasoning
based on whollymprobable suppositions, which force him to assume
that the Babylonians and Thales not only knew of -anénth eclipse
cycle (for which there is not the slightest evidence), but also were aware
of the moonds movement in Icartitude |
sunbés path through the sky] and reco
returns 51 times to the same node again [on the ecliptic where it can

bl ock the sun and permit an eclipse
only accurate observations, but also tomcept of the ecliptic as a
mat hemati cal l ine from which the moo

north and south (the nodes being the intersection points of the two), and

the assumption that such comparatively advanced astronomical
knowledge was possibien t he si xth century B. C.
the indications are (on both Greek and Babylonian sides) that such a
stage was not reached unt il at | east

Dicks adds in footnote 46 to this discussion that there was no

A é u n dding &f geagraphical latitude [from pole to pole] to
predict the totality of the eclipse. Such an advanced level of knowledge
was not reached by Babylonian astronomy of the Seleucid period (the

N

last three centuries BC), much less that of the sixth ogentuB °C . 0

Hi storian of astronomy A. Pannekoe

Babylonians] could predict lunar eclipses at short intervals, [they] were not yet able

®DR.
, p. 255

“ibid.

Dicks,Early Greek Astronomy to Aristot{thaca NY 1970), p. 174



Charles Ginenthal, Pillars of the PastVol. Il 173

to solve the more dif fliAauB. Samyersaugbestethe o f
Greeks did not derive their understanding of many aspects of astronomy from the
Babylonians at alll:

Alt I s certainly wrong to suppose
of the fifth century [400s B.C.] rested on a sophisticated, elaborated and
completed Babyloniabase, which became known to Greeks of the
period, and it is a kind of begging of the question to explain fifth century
Greek astronomical and calendric discoveries by postulating prior
Babylonian knowledge. Rather, we should be investigating the nature
of Greek knowledge of the period in hopes of understanding the
discoveries in terms of the Greek milieu in which they were made.
6Babyl onian influenfted may be a red

The ancient Mesopotamians, unlike the Greeks, did not enquire into the
causes oéclipses. They were not empiricists. As E.H. Hutten states:

AThe phil osophers of t he [ Gr ee k]
theorizing about the universe with knowing some facts and this made
their work so unique and fruitful. Eastern [Mesopotamian] sages, too
were speculating about the world, bu
feelings rather than by a *esire to

R.J. Forbes and E.J. Dijksterhuis put it this way:

Al Mesopot ami an] Science, I f we ca
part of religious and philosophical wisdom. It did not construct a
world-picture of its own built solely on the observations of natural
phenomena and resting on certain supposed or established laws of
nature: Such a concept was totally foreign to -g@assical
[ Mesopotami aff] civilization. o

4L A. PannekoekA History of Astronom¢NY 1961), p. 99

42 Alan E.Samuel Greek and Roman Chronology: Calendars and Years in Classical Antiquity
(Munich 1972), pp. 222

43 E.H. Hutten,The Origins of Sciengg.ondon 1962), p. 13

44R.J. Forbes and E.J. DijksterhulsHistory of Science and Technolg@altimore MD 1963),

pp. 1516
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A. Crombie neatly sums up the predicament related to solar eclipse
understanding and prediction in Mesopotamia:

Al mpressive as are the technol ogi
Babyl onia, Assyria an dentedjthemtouss as scl
they lack the essential elements of science, the generalized conceptions
of scientific explanati on and of mat

Lacking an understanding of why solar eclipses occurred, the
Mesopotamian astronomer/astrologers could neérdene from their apparently
nonexistent solar eclipse tables when one might occur either in the future or in the
past. When was the ability developed to make even crude solar eclipse predictions?
According to Neugehbauerhis phase tlevelogedidtod f i c |
systematic mathematical theory. It is my guess that this happened comparatively
rapidly and n 6°tAs lateas 907e RichaddiSteghenSon olaims this
Is the case:

Al ot appears that thexplanatosdof per son
eclipses is Anaxagoras (5@02 8 BC) rather than Thal
early period Babylonian astronomers attained very poor success in
anticipating [solar “clipses] for a

This is explicitly explained by Littmanet al:

Al nabceunt Herodotus <credits Thal
solar] eclipse. If so, Thales would have been the first péasownto

have calculated a future sol-pr eclip
Babylonian) Empire dating about two centuries later [thandclipse]

shows recognition of an 3@earll-day rhythm in eclipsésthe Saros

€ Such a rhythm predicts not just th
of the eclipse. Yet Herodotus seems amazed that Thales could be
accurate to OtheokepVagyead i WawhHehoO
surprised that Thales could predict an eclipse to the day that he simply

could not believe that degree of precision and used the more

45 A. Crombie in Francesca Rochbefdie Heavenly Writing: Divination, Horoscopy, and
Astronomy in Mesopotamian Cultur@ambridge UK/NY 2004), p. 16

46 Neugebauemp.cit, pp. 101102

47 Stephensomgp.cit, p. 343
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conservative O6year6 instead? That v
fl amboyant Hleerpmhlemtisuts preglict a total [solar]
eclipse for a particular location on Earth. Could Thales [in the 6th
century B.C.] have acc®mplished this

People living in the Near East and Greece even in the 500s B.C. were
seemingly amazedytihe idea that any one could determine when and where a solar
eclipse would occur because it seems no one at that time had even the slightest
understanding of the nature of solar eclipses. Yet we are asked to accept that the
people living in the 8th ceunty [700s] B.C. were to convert their knowledge of lunar
eclipses into an understanding of solar ones. Because the 763 B.C. solar eclipse is
needed for support of the N&ssyrian chronology, historians assume just that. If
by 763 B.C. they actually haah inkling regarding solar eclipses, why did it take
some 500 more years for this inkling to grow to fruition?

Jonsson, like many others, based on consensus and not proof, suggests
that the Saros ficycle was wused thsyof Baby|
possible eclipses by at least the middle of the 6th century [550 B.C.] and most
probably | off Asbdfoor & htehagtu.ad i fyi ng st at
| ong before that [550 B.C. date]odo, not
all assumption and conjecture and not proof. The 585 B.C. eclipse prediction of
Thales has no basis in empirical fact nor does one know if the 763 B.C. eclipse of
Bur-Sagale and King Assurdan Ill had been predicted and looked for. In fact there
are no ther documents for this king, none! According to George Smith:

ARThe total absence of contemporary
reign of Asswdaan Ill is remarkable. The Assyrian canon is the only
proof of the reign of these [Neds sy r i a®] kings. o

Smithurt her tells us: fAAbove the dai
proof of any As!'sThus allave hawe donthenperiddaof Assumlan
[ll is a chasm a Dark Ag® in which he has been ensconced without solid proof
other than that based on thisaoéclipse.

48 ittmannet al, op.cit, pp. 4849

4% JonssonThe Gentile Times Reconsidereg,cit, p. 171

0 George SmithThe Assyrian Eponym Can@imondon, undated), p. 83
*Libid., p. 152
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John M. Steele shows that systematic observations of the sky only go
back to some time around the middle of the eighth B.C.:

ANOt only wer e celestial events
Mesopotamia, they were also systematically observed and reaarded
Babylon from about the middle of the eighth century BC, and [only] by
the fourth century BC mathematical schemes had been developed that

allowed [the accurate prediction of] various astronomical phenomena
7 Y 2
é

Il n his footnote Stfiemedvidence forosimgar A T h
longt er m systematic observational °plnogr an
terms of the 763 B.C. eclipse there is no evidence for systematic study and recording
of the sky at that time or before it. Therefore, there iseab evidence that the
ancients could have even understood the Saros for forecasting lunar, let alone solar
eclipses. Steele does suggest, however, that the]Rsgrian astronomers may
have recognized that there wasa6énthi 5-month solar eclipse cyeby which they
may have considered that an eclipse could possibly occur; but he does not think that
this assumed possibility could have been known before 656'B.C.

The evidence clearly suggests that the discovery of the Saros for
determining solar and lan eclipses came much later than believed. This, too, would
make perfect sense in terms of the short chronology. Since the history/chronology
of Mesopotamia is much shorter there is less time available for discovery and thus
comprehension of the Sarok fact, Duncan Steel explains:

AHow f ar back do the eclipse recc
eclipse notations that may be unambiguously interpreted and dated
[based on the established chronology] start from 700 B.C., but most
postdate 350 B.C. On that bssassuming that at least a century of
records would be needed to decipher the Saros, it would seem unlikely

52 John M. SteeleDbservation and Prediction of Eclipse Times by Early Astronomers

(Archimedesyol. 4 (Baston/London 2000), p. 21

53 ibid.

John M. Steele, AEcl! i pArehivefor Histdryot ExastrScienges Me s 0 p
vol. 54, no. 2 (2000), p. 429
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that eclipse prediction based on these records would have been possible
much before 250 B.C. 0o

The records themselves are so sparse prior to 350tBat Duncan
Steel, who believes it was possible to figure out the Saros earlier, was forced to admit
that the evidence for predicting and then looking for solar eclipses starts some time
around 250 B.C. Since it has long been thought that there watahsolar eclipse
observable at either Assur or Nineveh in 763 B.C., some sort of suggestion had to
be put forth to explain why it was observed. Stephenson offers a tentative solution:

AFot heringham supposed that 1t [ th
been total somewhere in Assyria. However, this suggestion is
unfounded; the record gives no information regarding magnitude,
although the eclipse was presumably very striking. It may have been
seen at the Assyrian capitadmeof Assu
from some provin¥ial |l ocation instea

The 763 B.C. total eclipse actually took place some distance from Assur
and Nineveh. According to Lynn Rose, it occurred in north central Turkey
(Anatolia) in the vicinity of Lake VaR? The document for BuBagale says the

event was fan eclipseo which may mean t
with day turned to night. This is the only eclipse reported for a very long period;
some have presumed that it wasaytheesSem as

was partly covered or obscured or some other words that convey what supposedly
happened? As was pointed out above, an eclipse magnitude of 92 to 95 percent does
not turn day into night. A. Mosshamm
suggesbn lacks credibility. In discussing the Thales eclipse, he states:

AA Babyl onian record of a [total]
Babylonia is equally impossible as

%5 Duncan Steelp.cit, pp. 8384

%6 Stephensomp.cit, p. 127

5" Lynn E. Rose, using a computeogram, reported to the author in a personal communication.

The program that Rose wasPubanegos2d¥lishoalhgki and
be noted that their later versidPlanetary, Lunar and Stellar Visibilit§.1, has the762 eclipse

total in Nineveh! Apparently the degree of this eclipse remains unsettled.
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Lacking the means to predict an eclipse visible in Turking
Babyl oni ans would not ha¥e sent obse

The same applies to the 763 B.C. eclipse; lacking the means to predict
an eclipse in Turkey, the Assyrians would not have sent observers to watch for it.
Stephensonods s uduethat a tausted tadsswianroffidial ine x ¢
Turkey, having observed the eclipse, reported it by trusted agents to the capital. But
this suggestion opens a can of worms, since if this explanation is taken to be valid,
then any solar eclipse in any paritoé various ancient empires can have the same
said of it. Rather than having observed astronomical phenomena as data, we have
Ahearsayo and firumor o of these events
truthful reports and hearsay or false reports teelihe same standing. This is hardly
the kind of science anyone can trust enough to build a chronology with.

Furthermore, why would the professional astrologers accept a foreign
report from the outer frontiers of their nation from someone, or even many,
obviously untrained in the arts of astronomical observation? They were the priest
observers, keepers, and interpreters of omens from the sky. Lastly, Rose conveyed
that the 763 eclipse occurred in a region of Turkey that was only sporadically under
Assyrian control at that time. Sd®ast Worlds, The Times Atlas of Archaeology
(Maplewood NJ 1988), p. 57. The editors say that:

ANorth of Assyria the people aro
predominantly Hurrian, coal esced int
the@ h century [the 7006s B. C. , It was
control of Northern Assyria. The two states clashed over control of the
horserearing regions south of Lake Urmia [which is southeast of the

Lake Van*®region]. o

They add thatrdilAssheianwa®n®| oose
Hence there is no evidence that during 763 B.C. this region was even under Assyrian
control. Elsewhere we learn:

SBA Mo s s hammer , Tiaishciohsosthe Amdricap Bhiolbgical Association
vol. Il (1981), p. 150

59 past Worlds, The Times Atlas of Archaeol@ggplewood NJ 1988)). 56

®ibid., p. 56
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Aln the wearly 8th century waning
neighboring kingdoms to prosper. The Urariacentered in eastern
Anatolia around Lake Van greatly expanded their territory, notably to
the South. o

Are we to believe an enemy of Assyria saw the eclipse and was
captured, brought to Assur and reported this? Of course, | am only joking but these
arethe solutions we are left with when we move an apparent total eclipse seen in
Assur and Nineveh to the edges of the Masyrian empire. All these explanations
regarding the 763 B.C. eclipse are merely conjectures, surmises and belief. We have
an absolte solar eclipse date documented by almost nothing!

However, if Heinsohn and Sweeney are correct, this total eclipse had to
have occurred in Persian times. Since they equate théddisoians with Persians,
there had to be a total solar eclipse observedtlaer Nineveh or Assur or at both
cities. And, exceedingly important, that eclipse had to have occurred in the month
of Sivan. That is precisely what Rose reported: a total eclipse passed directly over
both Nineveh and Assur in 436 B.C. so there cabedhe slightest possibility that
no-one saw it, even if it was a cloudy day: everyone there saw that day turned into
night! The event occurred in the month of Sivan, which clearly fits theSAgale
document. (As noted before, however, we must resgidgment; the 3.1 version
of Lange and Swerdlow has the 436 B.C. eclipse as a large partial in Nineveh and
Ashur,nota total.)

I n terms of Vel i kovskyobés theory t
century B.C. It makes perfect sense that the fifth cgriu thereabouts was the
period when the Moon blocked the Sun to cause solar eclipses at different times than
before, and the ancient Babylonians learned much later when solar eclipses might or
might not occur. After the pole shift, ancient man couldehésst learned by
observation the regularity of the Moond¢
have taken far longer to understand, predict, and know when and where to observe
sol ar eclipses. Some partial rowethis. pses
These hardvon achievements grew slowly after the eighth century B.C. The
heavens were now stable and orderly so that mankind made these great strides.

61 Oxford Atlas of World History P. O6Brien ed. (NY 1999), p. 3
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Moreover, this explains why only total solar eclipses could have been
reported after the ghth century B.C. Ancient man by around 436 B.C. had at his
disposal enough data to begin to unravel the nature of solar eclipse cycles which was
finally achieved later, as Neugebauer, Sarton, and Stephenson show. They could
plot the motions of the stafgst, then the planets and the Moon, but the most
difficult problem that took longest to fathom was when and where solar eclipses
would take place so that they could actually record partial ones. That the Moon
caused solar eclipses at the period of hoon, on about the last, or next to last,
day of the month, if it also came close to the ecliptic and could therefore block the
Sunédés | ight, came | ast after 500 B.C.
instrumental for that understanding. Notontyeds t hi s anal ysi s su
and Sweeneyods theses but gives further
pole shift as well.

All the scientific pieces fit the Bubagale document in terms of time
and place. There is no need to travel todtge of the empire into disputed territory
at just those five to six minutes in the month of Sivan to experience a total solar
eclipse and report it home. Whatever population lived in and around Nineveh and
Assur in 436 B.C., staying right where theyrejeobserved the four, five, or six
minutes of totality in the month of Sivaron May 31, 436 B.C. And this occurred
in Persian times. Therefore the historic date given to-3agale, the
limmu/eponym, should not be 763 B.C. but 436 B.C. This requis¢$t&436B.C.

eclipse becomes the MnAsheet anchor upon
chronol ogy, but al so that of the whole
words.

This is extremely important in terms of chronology related to the
limmu/eponymlist. Because the 763 B.C. eclipse must be moved to 436 B.C., not
only must the limmu/eponym, BiB8agale, be moved some 327 years closer to the
present, but 1f this |Iist is as accur at
moment and will preent astronomical and documentary evidence below to prove
this), then every limmu on the list must also be moved closer to the present by 327
year s. It i s taken as true (though | d
about 910 or 911 B.Chut by moving all the rest of the limmus closer to the present
in order to be alignedwithBsBagal e6s eclipse date, we
limmu list from its 911 B.C. date forward by 327 years. Therefore the limmu list
would not corroborate theikg List of Ptolemy or any others that support this
chronology. By doing this, the limmu list would then run from 625 down to 334
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B.C., and end only three years before Alexander the Great conquered Persia. In that
case the limmus would be living almosittieely in Persian times.

Nevertheless, we must remember that the limmu list is also a cogwheel
with gear teeth that should also mesh properly with the astronomical cogwheels and
their gear teeth and with the king list cogwheel and its gear teeth in torder
corroborate the established chronology. However, even without moving any of the
dates of the limmu list, the kings list, and the astronomical date for the eclipse of
Bur-Sagale, the limmu list cannot be made to properly mesh with these other
C 0 g w hgear testld That intermeshing does not work and for a good reason. The
fact of the matter, not often mentioned in such discussions of chronology, is that the
limmu list ends in the 20th year of Ashurbanipal dated to 649 B.C., while the Neo
Assyrian empie falls 37 years later in 612 B.C. This leaves a shortfall of 37 limmus,
but additional attested limmus were found that overfill this 37 year gap, disrupting
that mesh. The reason is that there is a fundamental contradiction regarding
Ashurbanipal, anthdeed all the rest of the Néds syr i an ki ngsodé r el
him. The limmu list covers the period up to 649 B.C. or up to the 20th year of
Ashurbani pal 6s fAssyrighnempire ssipposedsy fell il &2 BN@& o
there should be no more than limmus to cover this period. There were, however,
subsequent finds of limmus known as poahonical limmus that could be used to
fill in this empty time. Instead of having the required 37 limmus to corroborate the
established chronology, the histarsahave found 50! That is, there are 13 limmus
too many for the established chronology. That requires that Assurbanipal, along
with the rest of the Nedssyrian kings, has to be moved back in time by 13 years
to make the limmu list correlate withandcoo b or at e t he chronol o
reigns. But to do this would destroy the astronomical data employed in the first
place to establish their chronologies. This contradiction is discussed by Alan
Millard:

Aln the |l ong | istsngdhkenBrgdeny m of f i
Assyrian period é the | ast eponym pr
B.C. Thus the eponyms for the years 42 [B.C.] when Nineveh
was destroyed and the Assyrian Empire came to an end are referred to
as posttanonical (porP.C.)epoms ¢é t heir order 1 S mos
with clues to their order being scarce. The result is a puzzle of
monumental proportions &
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AHowever 648 to 612 [ B. C. ] requir
number of attest?ed is é [around] 50.

To attempt tozgéete adfouwmoech utmeindg af p yr
Is, to explain away 13 superfluous years for the -MWesyrian Empire, Millard
suggests:

AThere are a number of €& solution:
pare down the attested P.C. eponyms
simply to throw away some of theagsumindghem to be [a] hopelessly
garbled version [of the correct list]. Another isassumehat there
may be a few eponyms that are both f@stonical and postmpire.

These solutions maye enmoisnti nlaitkee lay fseow u
Is toassumdhere were a number of eponyms in use at different cities
simultaneousl!l vy. Unf o mdsumpteriseoct y, ¢é ev
yet available nor is there an obvious spatial distribution pattern [i.e.

eponyms living indifferent cities] among the P.C. eponyms that bear it

0 u £ (emaphasis added)

Every solution to this problem offered by Millard is based on
assumptions They are simply put forth to salvage the established chronology and

for no other reason. Although Mil ard call s this a npu
proportionso, It I's in reality a fdcont
established chronol ogy. o Jonsson cl ai m

one year, but the 50 pesanonical limmus demante entire chronology be shifted

by 13 years. Those who have relied so strongly on the fit of the limmu lists to the
Neo-Assyrian king lists and their reigns have not addressed this overwhelming
contradiction. Some of course may argue this is only a shsaltepancy and will

be resolved at some future date. But this is assuming one knows what future events
will disclose.

As we can see, this major cogwheel of the Mssyrian$ Neo
Babylonians does not intermesh with the established chronology and Hiateay
on it but requires revisions to make them mesh; this cannot be done by keeping the
chronology as it presently stands. Cryer explains the implications of such a move:

62 Alan Millard, The Eponyms of the Assyrian Empire ®1@ (Helsinki 1994), p. 72
ibid., p. 73
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AThere i s, mor eover, a consequenc:
are willing to acknowedged namely that the king list [and limmu list]
series of é Il nscriptions, or ot her

chronology was based, may in fact contain faulty data and, if it contains

one error, it may contain more. In actual fact, whenever we process

duplicate versions of an ancient chronology, they invariably disagree

with one another at numerous points. Many scholars see it as a pressing

task to reconstruct from such a hypo
in fact, such work is simply textual agtsm: the chronographer is

rather concerned with the rather difficult problem of finding the best

dat&d or none, if circumstances warrant @ itor historical
phenorffena. o

He adds this highly important comment:

AAnd should that O wo resatbasaines er vat i
date [as is that of the 763 B.C. solar eclipse] catastrophic consequences
would ensue, as this would entail that the entire chronological system
would have to be relocated to another segment of the absolute time
sca%®e. o

The fact that the bakee date for the established chronology of the first
millennium B.C. in Mesopotamia contains a 3&%ar error suggests that the
chronology contains many others. As
Gaussebds <caution that auitd worgt olssérvatiot t u r e
cont ai rfeNdveithaless, objediions will be raised and it may even be argued
that this is only one Apossibleodo error
Neo-Assyrians knew where and when to look for the 763 B.@ar sxlipse, saw it,
and noted it. It certainly is not impossible, they can say. They will argue that the
astronomy must agree with the established chronology. In this way there is not the
slightest chance that it would be possible to argue againsfar them to revise
history.

This approach is just what will be shown as false in the next unit. If
Heinsohn and Sweeney are correct, there will be other disagreénattslly

64 Cryer,op.cit, p. 657
%S ibid.
%6 ibid.
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contradictions that cannot be correct. Astronomical considerations stawvel ab
documents and archaeological finds as well as anything known from history. In this
respect we will see just how many other cogwheel teeth grind against the machinery
of the astronomical chronology of the ancient world and have no way of being made
to fit the established chronology.
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ESARHADDON, ECLIPSES, AND CHRONOLOGY

A fundamental element of first millennium B.C. chronology that
Jonsson and all historians seem to uphold is the placement eA$¢gaan king
Esarhaddonds r e0RBQ dowwmoto 6G6hRC. GidneyeSithovfites6 8
680 is reckoned as & Asforthe lassyear of lesaeign o f E
he writes, AEsar haddon marched toward
Egyptian border Esarhaddon fell sick and diedanthei ght h mo A% h o f

Georges Roux states Nnhe [ Esar haddc
680 B.C. O6sat down happ® Onypage 303 wetae told h r o n
that AEsarhaddon é on his way tB. Egypad

H. W. F. Saggs writes nN680 Esar hadd:«
AfNEsar haddon set out in 669 on a fUrther

The astronomical data as it relates to Esarhaddon is one of the cogwheel
teeth necessary to the &slished chronology, and thus must intermesh with the
cogwheel teeth of all the Ne&ssyrians and Ne®8abylonians and fit him
astronomically into the grand design of first millennium B.C. chronology. Jonsson
presents a chart on page 232 which illustrédtesarrangement. For many of these
Neo-Assyrian and Ne®abylonian kings Jonsson has presented and documented
astronomical evidence that supports established first millennium B.C. chronology.
However, for whatever reason, Jonsson did not present athe adocumentary
evidence as it relates to astronomical phenomena during the reign of Esarhaddon.
Esarhaddon being in this sense a cogwheel, the teeth of this cogwheel should also
grip hold with the kings who followed him and in intermeshing with the tesh
of these kings uphold the established chronology. But the fact of the matter is they
simply do not. And, as we will see, there is no other way to get around these basic
astronomical contradictions to the established chronology than revising@ryAis
said, if there is one error there may be others, and there are!

Si dney Smith, Ef%e hraa@gambidye BKMa54), p. 79
58 ibid., p. 86

69 Georges RouxAncient Iraq 2nd ed. (London 1980), p. 300

0 SaggsThe Might That Was Assyria (op.Git) 105



186 VELIKOVSKIAN Vol. VI, Nos. 2, 3, 4

Sidney Smithoés transl at iBabylonah t he
Historical Textst London 1924) page 14 r eddt$ : A |
the sun dar ketnlkeal ffodatsjotl @ gthd .tohi ¢ nci t at
Dyson, the Astronomer Royal, has kindly informed me that there were three eclipses

i n 680 B.C. [Esarhaddonds first year] o
at Babylon, but as this ectip fell on Jan. 1, 680 B.C. according to the Julian
calendar, this cannot be the phenomenon referred to in the text which is dealing with
[around 15] Septembér[15] October [or no more than about a month from these
dates]. The expression therefore [doesrefer to a solar eclipse but refers] to some

ot her phenomenon. o

Notice how Dyson and Smith have removed this solar eclipse from
history by using a double standard of inference. If an eclipse was found that
confirmed the document, then there was ildae eclipse, but since one could not
be found, this statement or expression
this form of language has been used to refer to solar eclipses. The only reason that
this solar ecl i pse o0 éectBdsisatmahitacahttaoliciedl she f | r ¢
established chronology. When an eclipse confirms the established chronology, it is
obviously a solar eclipse; when it cont
phenomenono being referred to.

AK. Graysonhasxep|l ai ned away Smithoés tran

AThis | ine is not at al/l cl ear an
uses the same terms] is of no help.
Landberger and Bauélr é are unsatisfa

tranesllaines ios filhre tshkaen
Nowhtlee real ogeador] that tiée]oldl translation is
yo Iis that there was no s
und that there avaslar eclipse at that time, there
vV e
d

Graysono
forecourt e i
Aunsatisfacto
in fact, the astronomers had
woul d never h
phenomenono a

been a question raise:

S
L&
r

fo
a
n i s Aunsatisfactoryo and

1 A.K. GraysonAssyrian and Babylonian Chronicl@d/inona Lake, IN 2000), p. 125
2 ibid.
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Grayson has been shown to alter documents based on his undagstandi
of what they should contain, not on what they actually contain. Jack Cargill pointed
this out in his discussion of AThe Nabo

AA. K. Grayson i n-ala®tedbollegtiorbofall s hed a
extant Babylonian chronc | e s é for t he comi ng
superceding in particular the wédhown text of Sidney Smith (1924).
Grayson altered some of Smithos read
in the first year of Esarhaddon] and interpretations within this chronicle,
gererally in the direction of what ap
particularly wunfortunate +shdaredt Gr ayso
acceptance) of an unsubstantiated interpretation came [to be submitted]

é 673

What Grayson did was interpret a partialwordé mean ALydi ac
there wasnoét any clear evidence that Ly
never existed any reading of“Hereighoi a] 0
Grayson explained why he int anmregdngised t
suggested by historical probabilify rat
As Cargill explains:

AGrayson erred only I n failing
consequences of his own observations, being persuaded to restore the
obliteratel t oponym as Lydia by baseless c
probability. o6 T-&ppearange pok the taporym o r n C
OLydiaé on a tablet inscribed in Bab
of probability at all, but a question of fact. Probabilibyittl only enter
the argument if other evidence strongly supported one guess about the
fact over the other. No such supportive evidence is known to exist
[ regarding oLydi aod] of the Naboni du:
pointed out for almost a centurg, mot a necessayyand therefore not
apropedr est offati on. 0

BJack Cargili The Naboni dus Chronicle and the Fall o
American Journal of Ancient histqgryol. 2, no. 2 (1977), p. 97

"4 ibid., p. 109

S ibid.

"Cibid.
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Smith was no less quilty of falsely interpreting the Nabonidus
Chronicle in places. The point, however, is that over time it became obvious that no

such solar eclipse took place in the month efsTh r i Sso the passag
Teshri the sun darkened [its] | ighto we
the forecourt é in the mont[h é].0 |t

the established chronology of Esarhaddon. Q.E.D.

Unfortunately for established chronology there was also another

attested solar or lunar eclipse that oc¢
construed as anything but an eclipse be
Leroy Watermaff, aletterf r om fAKudurru To King Esarh

king my lord went to the land of Egypt in the month of Tammuz an eclipse took
pl ace. 0

According to Roux, Esarhaddon #dAin
Arzani o6on t he "®Rutfa this eaé acanfdingEogvgnmendergh
no lunar eclipse occurred in the month of TamrfuRose, using the computer
programP | a n et 0 sof Ldnges and Swerdldwyshowed that there was also no
sol ar eclipse in the month of][pelB@mahmuz 1
communication]

Roux further reports Ain the spri.
army into Syria é and [thén] entered th

Marc J.H. Linssen gave unequivocal evidence that Esarhaddon had to
have an eclipse in 671 B.C.eHliscusses how:

AMaking |l oud noises and music are
the evil effects of lunar eclipses]. The use of the kettle drum during an
eclipse is well attested. The lamentation priest playing the kettledrum
on the occasion of a solal) €tlipse is attested in the Assur prayer VAT

" Leroy WatermanRoyal Correspondence of the Assyriangie vol. 1 (19301936), p. 187
8 Roux,op.cit, 3rd ed., p. 327

® G. van den BerglPeriodicity and Variation of Solar (and Lunar) Eclipgétaarlem,
Netherlands 1955), p. 220

80 Roux,op.cit, p. 328
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13832. In a Nedssyrian letter to Esarhaddon from 671 B.C. the
kettledrum is used during?®an eclipse

This is indisputable evidenéeproofd that there had to have been an
eclipse in 671B.C. if and only if Esarhaddon lived at that time and had invaded
Egypt. If there was no lunar eclipse that year in the month of Tammuz, then this
would be clear proof that Esarhaddon did not live at that time and must be moved to
some other time to acoonodate his reign and correct the chronology for his reign
and that of all the kings who preceded and followed him.

Again, van den Bergh showed on the same page noted Galpawge
220 that there was no lunar eclipse in the month of Tammuz of that yearoede d
have one for July 2 that could perhaps fit the month of Tammuz which roughly
coincides with the month of July. Nevertheless, Lange and Swerdlow proved that
Tammuz of that year began on July 18 so a July 2 date could not be in the month of
Tammuz andhus no lunar eclipse occurred in the month of Tammuz for 671 B.C.

The last time Esarhaddon attacked Egypt in 669 B.C. he died while en
route®? There was an eclipse that occurred on June 10. But the month of Tammuz
that year began on June 25 so the eelgmild not have occurred in Tammuz. There
were no solar eclipses, according to Rose, in the month of Tammuz during the times
Esarhaddon invaded Egypt, nor were there lunar eclipses in this month when he
invaded Egypt. There is no astronomical evideheg¢ supports the placement of
Esarhaddon into the established chronology of the As=syrian empire. This is an
iImmense contradiction to that chronology and has profound effects on all the other
astronomical dates of the Néssyrians and Ne&abylonianscalled forth by
Jonsson and the other historians.

Thus we now have the eclipse of 763 B.C. and the eclipse[s] for
Esarhaddon that do not fit the chronology supported by the historians. There is a
further form of astronomical data related to the planefseatime of Esarhaddon as
reported by David Pingree and Hermann Hunger:

AEsarhaddon in an inscription four
2) states that in his first year Venus appeared in the West, in the Path of
the stars of Ea, reached ita § 2amri kand disappeared, while Mars

81 Marc J.H. LinssenThe Cult of Uruk and Babylofi.eiden, Netherlands 2003), pp. 1145
82 Roux,op.cit, p. 329
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shone brightly in the path of the stars of Ea. Since the edge of the Path

of Ea cuts the ecliptic at about 210° and 330°, a first visibility of Venus

in the West occurred on about 20 Janu@id® with a longitude of alud

299°, it reached ita g a 1 Kin the FAsh [constellation] in February,

and set in the West on about 14 Octols&® with a longitude of about

200°. Mars was in the Path of Ea from about 18 Decer@&€r till

about 24 Junes79; it was retrograde ifd therefore bright) in the Path

of Ea from about 4 September to 1 Novemb&r9. In another

inscription, from Babylon (Borger [1956] p. 17), Esarhaddon reports

that in his first year Jupiter approached the Sun in [the month of]

Si mUnu, h abiity,reachedita g s it kiivni stihe -mont h PU
bUbi, and then had its first station
about24 May-6 79 (the conjunction of Si mUn
April), rose heliacally on about 26 Jur@79, and reached i gr

n i kin the Grab [constellation] in late September. The conjunction

of the mont hb Uhbeir eo cccaurlreedd PoUt 23 Sept e
first station occurred on about 24 October. Thus, the statements fit the
astronomical facts well, but are nptesented with the [necessary]

details of position and date that would make them useful to an
astrofomer . o

Lynn Rose examined the Borger 1956 material from which Pingree and
Hunger obtained their data and wrote to the author on April 21, 2007:

A F i nldoudd what was wrong. The Venus, Mars, and Jupiter
materials are not tied to Year | of
2 and 17 of Borger, ¢é but it appears
17 is from a separate text and may not apply to the Jupé#tarial on
that page. The Venus and Mars materials on page 2 may belong
toget her, but there seems to be no vy

That is, the documents in Borger where Pingree and Hunger found their
data do not refer to the Jupiter, Venus, and Mars observations talkiog in
Esarhaddonds first year. The Jupiter m
that of Venus and Mars which has no regnal year for Esarhaddon. What Hunger and

8 David Pingree, Hermann Hungésstral Science in Mesopotantiaeiden, Netherlands 1999),
p. 138
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Pingree did was put the two documents together and because the data fieyaar on
Esarhaddon, they assumed that their connecting the two documents was appropriate
because it fit. Rose, who separated the data from the two documents, found several
places where, as separate sets of astronomical data, they did fit between January
420and January380. But more work needs to be done to narrow down the correct
dates.

This shows that evidence provided by Jupiter, Venus, and Mars cannot
be employed to uphold Esarhaddonds conyv
do that, the two docuemts must be proven to have referred to year one of
Esarhaddon. While the Jupiter material does belong in year one, the Venus and Mars
data has no regnal year attached to it and cannot, without clear documentation, be
placed in year one.

What we have aréwo sets of astronomical data; one referring to an
eclipse of the Moon, positively dated to 671 B.C., but in this year in the month of
Tammuz no such eclipse took place. The other set of data refers to the positions of
Venus etc. in the year 680 B.C. tlaaé roughly but not precisely set against certain
positions of the sky. The problem is that one cannot accept both the lunar and
planetary data belonging to Esarhaddon based on the established chronology because
one of thes@ the lunar eclipsésdid not ocur. In order to properly place
Esarhaddon in the chronology, both the lunar and planetary evidence must mesh with
each other. Since they do not, one cannot accept one without the other to establish
Esarhaddonds place i n hieddence and ignorefa@ ac c
dismiss the lunar evidence does not constitute proper archaeoastronomical analysis.
It is culling data at best and manipulating it, saying only the data that fits our
assumption and chronology is valid. Thus the reign of Esarhackimot be kept
in its present position and must be moved elsewhere.

What is undeniably true, therefore, is that the placement of Esarhaddon
i n the established chronology hasndét an
He simply could not have igned from 680 to 669 B.C. and thus the astronomical
data for his reign does not intermesh with the gear teeth of the kings who followed
him nor with the kings who preceded him. The dates for these kings as well as
Esarhaddon are in error and must besedi Moreover, the limmus/eponyms he
appointed for the years 680 thru 669 B.C. are also erroneously placed and their
placement must also be revised.
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Because the astronomical evidence requires that these kings and
limmus/eponyms be moved to a differentgimalong with that of the 763 B.C. solar
eclipse to 436 B.C., the established chronology is faced with devastating
contradictions. If we move Esarhaddon back 15 years to 695 B.C., then there would
be an eclipse in the first year of his reign in the maftheshri and another in his
sixth year in the month of Tammuz. But were one to proceed along these lines, not
only would Esarhaddon have to be moved 15 years back in time, but all the other
kings and limmus/eponyms would also have to be moved back i ydas would
all ow Esarhaddondés reign to agree witdtl
astronomical data that upholds the positions of all the other kings and
limmus/eponyms would be off by 15 years and their reigns would then be in
contradiction tothe astronomy. The same occurs when we move Esarhaddon
forward by even one year.

What do we know from the documents of the period prior to
Esar haddono statshawg n ? James

AAn i nformative comparison can be ma:
two Asg/rian monarchs, Shalmaneser | (conventionally 13th century

BC) and Esarhaddon (7th century BC), for the history of the Temple of

Assur. This was founded by the early king Ushpia, then successively

restored over the centuries by kings Erishu, Shadhd I,

Shalmaneser | and Esarhaddon. The two documents are in accord with

respect to the first period mentioned [(from] Ushpia to Erishu), in that

no figure [in years] is given. Otherwise they disagree. For the second

interval ([from] Erishu to Shamstfidad) there are contrasting figures

of 126 (Esarhaddon) and 159 (Shalmaneser) years. For the third period

([from] ShamshiAdad to Shalmaneser), Esarhaddon gave 434 years,

whil e Shal maneser hi¥msel f recorded 5

Therefore, the documentary evidence dfe tperiod prior to
Esarhaddonds reign is in contradiction
data for Esarhaddon do not fit the period to which he has been assigned by historians,
and to move him forward or back in time to have the astronomnoadd¢nce fit these
other placements destroys the entire chronological edifice upon which the
established chronology is predicated. Keeping Esarhaddon in this present slot

84 Jameset al., op.cit, p. 294
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simply defies the astronomical facts. Moving him destroys rést of the
astronomtal evidence. All these astronomical dates must be moved to a time when
they do not contradict each other but are in harmony.

Jamest al.claimed that the chronology of the Néssyrians and Neo
Babyl onians #fAis as wat er tod o ancientansstoro ne ¢
Assyrian history is firmly datable, with a margin of error no greater than a year, as
far back as 911 BC. o Jonsson <c¢l ai ms
chronology by even one year éoevideiaet her
and data that demands all the king and limmu/eponyms be moved by years, or even,
in terms of the 435 B.C. eclipse, by centuries. To argue, as does Jonsson, that the
I nter meshing astronomi cal c o gdvthat &s,| 0 s g
shortmingg of t he chronol ogy of first mill enrt
now apply to the established chronology. The machinery of astronomy has ground
to a stop at this point.

Nevertheless it may be argued that these are only two forms of eclipse
data that are in question. According to Jane¢sl, as well as Jonsson, there cannot
be even one astronomical discrepancy in the data. But the fact of the matter is we
have just begun our excursion into the astronomical data and there are other points
that atbest are questionable and at worst cannot be accommodated to that long
chronology.

We will return to Esarhaddon at the end of the units on Astronomy as
his reign relates to the short chronology.

SATURN, KANDALANU, AND CHRONOLOGY

Jonsson states:

A O n ehe mdstimportant texts from the seventh century B.C.E.
is the Saturn tablet from the reign of the Babylonian king Kandalanu
(6476 26 B. C. E. ) ¢é
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AThe text was first described by
Bulletin of the Society for Mesopotamian Studi@dranscription and
a translation with a full discussion of the text by Mr. C.B.F. Walker has
recently been published.

Nné the planet Saturn has a revol u
the revolution of the earth around the sun, Saturn disappears behind the
sun for a few weeks and reappears again at [mean] regular intervals of
378 days.

ARThe Saturn tablet gives the dat e:
in the Babylonian calendar) and the positions of the planet Saturn at its
first and last appearances for aipdrof fourteen successive years,
specifically, the first fourteen yea
king, given only in the first line, is partially damaged, but may be
restored afKand]alanu. The name of the planet is nowhere mentioned
in the textbut the observations fit Saturn and no other planet.

nAs Mr . Wal ker expl ai ns:
AR6The name of the planet Saturn i ¢
é It 1 s, however, certain that we

and Kandalanu. Saturn is the slowest moving of the
visible planets, and only Saturn would move the distances
i ndi cated between successive first

ARnThe text I s damaged in ysaever al P
numbersare illegible. Years 2, 3, 6, 7, 8 and 13 are undamaged,
however. Besides this eagbar is covered by two lines in the text, one
for the last appearance of the planet and the other for the first, the total
number of | ines covering fourteen ye
i's no problem in restoring the year

Al n other words, the absolute chro
definitely fixed by the Saturn tablet, because the pattern of positions
described in the text and fixed to specific dates in the Babylonian lunar
calendaiis not repeated again in more tharveateen centuriés €
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AThe astronomical data on the Satu
the dating of the reign of Kandalanu] completely impossible.

Ré the Saturn tabl et puts a def i

| engt hening [or short astronongcdldatahe chr o
on the Saturn tablet makes®such chan
But does the astronomical data 1|1 ns:s
chronol ogi cal revision] completely i mp

positions of Saturtied to the lunar calendarof N@&a by |l oni a cannot &
again for almost seventeen centurieso?
allows for a much more accurate relationship of the positions of Saturn to the texts.
One can find a defihve point in the chronology of the Persian Era wherein the
positions of Saturn fit the data in the Saturn tablet far better than in the seventh
century B.C. This occurs because that specific data in the Saturn tablabtiies

in the seventh centuly.C. as closely as Walker and Jonsson suggest.

According to Lynn E. Rosedbs persol
Saturn fits much better in Persian tim
all the years of Kandalanu for the positions of Saturnfasmlu nd t hat Wa |
positionings were off by an average of about two days. Now because of these
discrepancies there is no doubt that the evidence in the tablet is based on
observations. It is probable that the observers had cloudy nights or othemsoble
related to seeing Saturn such as having it seen a day or two earlier or later than
expected. Because this is observational data, a good fit would add up all the earlier
and | ater days for Saturnds appearances
at most. Rose in comparing this data found he had a +2 overall score. But when he
did the same for Wa | k e f38 sThad ig,tSatyrn wae f 0
continually appearing and disappearing before it should.

In terms of an algebraic overall seoWalker was offon average
by -1.647 days too early. Rose on the other hand had an algebraic average of 0.059,
or on averagethe ancient observers saw Saturn appear and disappear on the very
day expected. When we di vaofWakerRehsvwsd s al
t hat Roseb6s fit i s about 25 times cl ose
in Persian times!

8 JonssonThe Gentile Times Reconsideyeg.cit, pp. 169171
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With regard to the fall and death of Kandalanu, W. Dubberstein states:
ARThe date quoted by Oppert owlasuyeal]stithak e |
rul i ng i n % CParkeo bne MDublgedstein report that this occurred by
extending Kandal anuds re®fghatafter Kasdzs
extended reign ended in late October. But it is also held that Alexandérehe
entered Babylon in late Octob®r.That Alexander should enter Babylon at about
the time that Kandal anuds reign ends 1| s

Heinsohn holds that Kandalanu reigned with the Nesyrian king
Ashurbanipal who was traedter egoof Darius Il of Persia. With Kandalanu placed
with Ashurbanipal, the astronomical evi

The period of over 1700 years that Jonsson and Walker suggest is
required for Saturn to repeat the astronomical positions is simply witho
foundation; it recurred about 295 years later, but not precisely. Let us also remember
that the assumed 763 B.C. total solar eclipse actually took place in 435 B.C. (This
Is using version 2.0 of Lange and Swerdlow, rather than version 3.1.) It ieved
chronology forward by at least 327 years and in turn places most of the limmus in
Persian times and ended three years before Alexander the Great took Babylon.
Moving Kandalanu forward in time by some 295 years we run into a similar situation
because il reign ends with the coming of Alexander to Babylon. This evidence is
not fortuitous and not a mere chance possibility.

THE ASTRONOMICAL DIARY FOR 652 B.C.

The diary of observations of several planets and the Moon for the year
652 B.C. is also one ofhe major astronomical supports for the established
chronology. In it the positions of Mercury, Saturn, and Mars in relation to certain
stars clearly determine this date. Ho

8wal do H. Du b b e-Babyloeian €hrondiofys(668 & 2 a B Jodrnal)obNear
Eastern Studiesvol. 3, no. 1 (Jan 1944), p. 40

87 Richard R. Parker, Waldo H. Dubberste&abylonian Chronology 626 B.GAD 75
(Providence RI 1971), p. 11

8 Michael Wand, In the Footsteps of Alexander the GréBerkeley CA 1997), p. 92
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and month namesyre broken away®® At t he end of this dia

27t hdé of the month (the month name i s
province of Sippar troops of Babylonia and of Assyria fou[ght with each] other, and
the troops of Babylonia withdrew and wer@hei | vy d% f eat ed. o

The diary does not name the king, nor the month regarding this battle,
but another tablet was found that is taken to fill in these missing elements. The
translation of this other document sets the battle in the

Asi xteent h yswmau ko h $h a Dasseventhalayt went y
of Adar [the 12th month] the armies of [N¢&ssyria and Akkad

[Babylonia] did battle at Hirit. The army of Akkad retreated from the
battlefield and a majort defeat was i

The question of the spprt for this date hinges on a few elements. (1)
Did the battle fought at Hirit named in both documents take place at the site of
AHIi ritu in the province of Sipparo? (
Assyria and Akkad [ &sumgthabtheibattle wds foughtdh) Ce
the month of Adar? and (4) can we assume the king, unnamed in the diary, is the
same king, Shamasthumaukin, named in the other tablet? The answer to the first
two questions is no; that is, the documents contradietamother. (1) The battle of
Hiritu is not fought in the province of Sippar. (2) The battle fought was not between
the troops of Assyria and Akkad (Babylonia).

Grant Frame shows:

ARThe exact | ocation of Hiritu, hov
it has leen assumed that the Hiritu mentioned in the Akitu Chronicle
[not the diary] was located in southeastern Babylonia, but [the diary]
states that it was in the province of Sippar. This would place it in
northern [not southern] Babylonia, close to the Assyborder, unless
one wishes to assume either an error in the text or a second and
otherwise unattested province of Sippar in the sbdttbth undesirable
assumptions & Hi ritu means o6ditch, 6
not surprising that several peghave this name, making it difficult to

8 Jonssongp.cit, p. 166
Wibid., pp. 166167
%ibid., p. 167
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connect the Hiritu of our texts with any other place of a similar name.

We may note, however, that a Hiritu is attested in the Ur Il period in

the province of Urum (possibly located just north of Sippar). Millar

has suggested that the Hiritu of the chronicle is to be connected to
Harutu €é a border fortress between |
east of the Tigris in the time of Tukulinurta Il and Ashurbanipal II,

and possibly to HaryarSdmn &c &t iowni il e?

This is like saying a battle was fought at a town called Bergamo in the
province of Sicily, Italy, while in fact Bergamo is located in northern ltaly at the
foothills of the Alps. Thus it is quite clear that the diary and the atieocontradict
one another on this major point of the location of the battle. If there was clear
agreement between these documents Millard would not have attempted to construct
theories to make them correlate with each other.

Was the battle, as the docenm states, fought between the Assyrians
and the Babylonians? Again Frame explains:

AThe i1 dentification of the batt]l e
Chronicle, and the astronomical diary does, however, present at least
one problem. The Babylonian chronicle dhd diary state that it was
Babylonians (troops of Akkad) who fought with the Assyrians, while
edition B [the Akitu Chronicle], an Assyrian document, only refers to
Elamite forces on the opposing side. One could argue that the
difference is due to the fikerent orientations of the texts (i.e.,
Babylonian versus Assyrian). Similar conflicting reports about who
took part in fighting (as well as who won) are preserved about the battle
of Der in 720 [B.C. ], where scholars give greater credence to a
statemenfound in a chroniclé regrettably not the same chronicle as
the one in question hé&ehan to those found in Assyrian (and
Babylonian) royal inscriptions. However, in view of the detail involved
in edition B [of the Akitu Chronicle] (e.g., the names ofiwas Elamite
officials taking part in the battle [and not Babylonians] and their fates),
it seems certain that a battle [at Hiritu] between Elamite and Assyrian
forces actu®lly took place. o

92 Grant FrameBabylonia 689627 B.C. A Political Historylstanbul Turkey 1992), p. 290
%ibid., p. 292
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Explanations to deal with this further contradiction betweentwoe
documents are suggestéd However, none of these are other than untestable or
unfalsifiable and, in fact, are only assumptions. Frame does support the view that
the documents correlate with, and corroborate, one another but has noutlear
evidenceo support his belief.

Not only is the battle fought in the wrong province but one of the
combatants is from the wrong nation. One cannot assume that the king, whose name
Is also broken away, is Shamastumaukin. The suggestion that one has
unimpeachble evidence to connect these two documents cannot be sustained. One
must make too many assumptions, and raise them to the level of facts, to have these
documents correlate with, and corroborate, one another. These documents also hang
in the air and carot be employed as cleaut evidence against Heinsohn and
SweeneyO0s t héeAssyrians ardnthetPersiam mulerdlad Assyria.

One, of course, can argue that it is quite probable that these texts fit
together, but in dealing with empirical scientifevidence, one does not use
probabilities as definite proof. One can also suggest that the vast majority of
historians accept this equation between these texts, but majorities have nothing to do
with truth.

Battles were constantly being fought betweergkim Mesopotamia,
and having similar types of battles fought cannot be taken as proof against Heinsohn
or Sweeney. One of the principal arguments employed by critics of their short
chronology is that when Heinsohn and Sweeney turn to close similaetwsdn
kings of different times and empires to show they are one and the same person, there
is invariably other contradictory documentary evidence that shows the identification
between these kings cannot be upheld. The critics argue that if Heinsohn and
Sweeney turn to documents to show the identity is valid, when other documents
contradict the identity, that is proof that the associative identification falls apart.
Therefore, based on the same principle, these critics cannot disregard the
fundamental camadictions between the two documents which have been used to
show that the battle discussed in both is one and the same, and therefore one can use
this as evidence for the long chronology.

% ibid.
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The critics cannot have it both ways. To do so would be to deelde
standard of inference. That is the reason this author has generally avoided this kind
of evidence and required instead empir
Sweeneyods theses. The attempt to forc
andher is merely text editing.

NABOPOLASSAR, LUNAR DATA, AND CHRONOLOGY

Il n our discussion of #ASaturn, Kan
was shown that Kandalanu, who is either the brother of Ashurbanipal or the name
that Ashurbanipal used in Babyloreigned up to the time Alexander the Great
entered that city. According to the established chronology, Nabopolassar comes to
reign one year after Kandalaffu. Therefore, the astronomical data that places
Nabopolassar back between 623 B.C. should actuglfitd and fit far betted
after Alexander the Great, making him a vassal of the Macedonian Greeks who ruled
after Alexander.

Nabopolassar is the first king of the supposed-Rabylonian empire,
but coming after Alexander cannot have been the ruler cdat gmpire. He would
be a minor king who was kept as a vassal in Babylon to administer that region or
that city for the Macedonian Greeks who came to control Mesopotamia after
Al exander 6s deat h. Thi s evidences, t her e
that the NeeBabylonian kings were the last rulers of the Persian empire, cannot be
correct.

Nabopolassar is conventionally believed to have reigned from 626 to
605 B.C. Lynn Rose examined the lunar data related to his reign in a paper with a
similar title to this unit. If, as archaeoastronomers maintain, he reigned at that early
period, then this would be tlowup de gracé 0o Sweeney6s chfonol c
Babylonian empire. In order to determine where Nabopolassar belongs in terms of
astronomicatlata, Rose examined the attested mderigths assigned to this king.

% Jonssa, op.cit, p. 107
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If these months occurred just where the established chronology would
put them, then Nabopolassar was properly placed. But Rose recognized an
additional form of evidence that shouldawin d e wi t h Nabopol assa
when the New Year should begin. Accord

AThe [ ancient] astralMudpmependi um
usually considered highly idealized, insofar as it repeatedly puts the
vernal [spring] equino on day 15 of month | [first month of the year,
Nisanu] and leaves us with the distinct impression tlaividysoccurs
on that same date! Perhaps Nisanu 15 was thought of as an approximate
meandate. In any case, tivdul Apin[astronomical compendiundes
constitute an early precedent for having the vernal equinox within [the
first month of the year,] Nisanu. As | see it, Mel Apin[documentary
evidence] is all the justification we need for assuming that the-[Neo
|Babylonians were trying, for thenost part, to keep the [spring or]
vernal equinox within Nisanu & Nabo
clearly have included thdul Apintradition that the vernal equinox was
supposed to oc®ur within Nisanu. o

Rose used the only possible two sets of secgeto see which best fit
the conventional chronol ogy. These sec
reign, on March 13,623, and on April 11;623. The March set had the better fit
with either 29day or 3Gday lengths for the established chronadagplacement of
Nabopolassar. Rose found that 19 were properly placed and 8 were not, which gave
a score of 70.37%. While this number of accurately placed months is well above
50%, a 50% score would mean the ®@Wmta su
but 70.37% is not all that good. For a
a score somewher& between 20 and 26. 0

But in terms of having the spring or vernal equinox contained in the
first montt® Nisand of the year where Nabopolassar is corierally placed,
Rose discovered for the March sequence that after year 5 of his reign there were
fisevencases of Nisanu endiraeforet h e v er n &I Thatis, ovierr8baf 0
the time for that period, the first month of the year ended before the egpunabx
occurred or was only around 69% accurate. On the other hand the April sequence

%Lynn E. Rose, fAiThe Lunar Data from the Reign
ibid., p. 13
% ibid., p. 12
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had the month of Nisanafteltehgegi nvreirmg®l i re grus
In the March sequence one of the Nisanu months ends 13 days before the vernal
equinoxand in the April sequence one of the Nisanu months begins 15 days after

the vernal equinox.

In terms of the calendar, the Babylonians knowing this should have
added extra months (intercalary months) in certain years to make the month of
Nisanu fall in sucha way that it contained the vernal equinox, but the fact of the
matter, as shown by Rose, is that this was not done. There were indeed intercalary
months added but they were not placed to permit the vernal equinox to fall within
the month of Nisanu:

AWha t his amounts to, 0 Rose states:s
practices [of the Ne®abylonians] make no sense: there should have
been at least one more intercalary month [added somewhere]. And the
intercalary months [that had been added] should haverbaegmmore
effectively placed. (If they were really trying to keep Nisanu starting
after the vernal equinox, matters would of course have been even
wor st®@1 ) o

Above and beyond these probl ems I
reign which contains three conséea month® the 9th, 10th, and 11éheach 29
days long. This creates another major obstacle to having Nabopolassar dated where
the conventional chronology has put him. Rose is here given space to speak for
himself regarding the way these three-d& monhs clearly prove that
Nabopolassar could never have been placed where the historians and
archaeoastronomers require him to be:

ANoti ce that t her edayanorghsitegorted e cCc o n s ¢
in Year 19: these are months IX, X, and XI. That sort of thiogsd
happerd every six or seven years, on average (see Huber, 1982, pages
24-25)0 and is thus not all that unusual. There is a general consensus
among scholars that when there was bad seeing at the end of day 29 of
a lunar month, the ancients would recizg the new day as day 30 of
the old month, but that if thegawthe New Crescent, they would of

% ibid.
100jhid., p. 13
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course count that new day as day 1 of the new month. (This
generalization does not apply to the Maya, however, who used a
completely different procedure.)et.us ask ourselves how a month that
weretrocalculate as having been astronomically-ad@&pmonth might
nonetheless have been counted by the Babylonians aday2fionth.

The simplest way in which this might happen is if there were an
astronomical seagnce consisting of a 28ay month followed by a 30

day month. Suppose that months VIII and IX of Year 19 constituted
such a sequence. If there was bad seeing as tday2ghonth VIlI
ended, they would have counted it as ad@9 month, and their day
court would consequently have been running one day late all through
the astronomical 3@ay month IX that followed. When they got to the
end of what they counted as day 29 of that month IX, they might have
seernthe New Crescent and immediately started a newtim Thus an
astronomical sequence of -390 would have been reported as a
sequence of 3@9. That would explain how thirst of the three
reported 28day months might be wrong. But how could they get the
next two wrong? Scribal error might be invalyebut | find that
unlikely at best. Presumably they did not count a month as having 29
days unless theyawthe New Crescent. | grant that they might have
counted it as having 29 days,dpiteof bad seeing, if there had been a
number of days of invibility and if the New Crescent had
consequently been considered a sure thing; this circumstance might
have been considered almost the equivalent of an actual sighting. But
our best bet is to assume that if they cut the month off at 29 days, it was
becaus¢heysawthe New Crescent. Besides, at least if we look at what
Is now our only surviving sequence, the March one, the three relevant
invisibilities in -606 and-605 wereeachof two days only! (The April
sequence runs into aday invisibility at the ad.) Now | ask the crucial
question: How could they be wrong about the final two months of the
four-month sequence, namely, months X and XI? If the astronomical
sequence of VIHX-X-XI was 2930-29-29, and if there was bad
seeing after the initial 2&,would be very easy for them to mistake this
for a sequence of 399-29-29. But they would not have called the
second one a 29 unless tieayvthe New Crescent that ended it (or had
some other astronomical assurance that that must indeed have been the
time when the New Crescent would become visible). Similarly, they
would not have called the third and fourth onesdla9 months unless
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they saw the New Crescents that ended them (or had some other
appropriate astronomical assurance regarding the matterpther
words, except for the remote possibility of scribal erfatp not see
how they could have been wrong about the lengths of the third and
fourth months in this sequendéseems to me that they must haeen
those two consecutive Z28ay monthspamely months X and Xl of Year

19. Yet retrocalculation clearly shows New Crescents on E6(G/

on 12/26/606, on 1/24605, and on 2/23605, thus the March
sequence features a definite Z®for months X and Xl of Year 19, and
the April sequence féiares a definite 230 for months X and Xl of
Year 19. | cannot for the life of me see how it is possible for either
month X or month XI of Year 19 to have an astronomical length of 30
days. And what that amounts to is that | cannot for the life of me se
how the conventional datifg of Nabop

In other words, there is no way other than scribal error, a very
convenient excuse that historians use to fix data to fit their chronology which is
contradictory, for Nabopolassar to have ¢éhmonth§ the 9th, 10th, and 11th
months of his 19th year of reigno each contain 29 days! Thus there are three
levels of evidence that are contradictory to having Nabopolassar dated where the
historians have placed the founder of the {#Babylonian dynay:

(1) There are fewer of the appropriate 29 and&@ months than would
have been called for.

(2) The only two possible sequences in which Nabopolassar could be
placed in the seventh century do not have the vernal equinox occurring sufficiently
often inthe month of Nisanu.

(3) It is not possible to place Nabopolassar in either of these possible
sequences and at the same time allow him to have, in the 19th year of his reign, the
9th, 10th, and 11th month each 29 days in length. As Rose shows, whatheoeks
Is that in the 8th, 9th, 10th, and 11th months, 29, 30, 29, and 29 day sequences would
be satisfactory.

10lipid., pp. 1415
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[ however, Sweeney is correct i
reign should fall at around the end of the Persian era and have noneast &rle
fewer of these problems than his present placement contains. On August 7, 2006,
Rose did find this far better fit at just around the end of the Persian era and into

Hel |l eni stic ti mes: By moving Nabopol as
all the later Nisanu months contain the vernal equinox except one which has it fall
Aonly about 21 hours, not even a full d

every single month of Nisanu afterl year
equinox, while in the conventional time, when he supposedly lived, 7 out of 22 years

do not accommodate the vernal equinox within Nisanu and in one instance for each
of these sequences it is off by 13 or 15 didys.

As for t he 19t h ysecaleulationa thereoarednon g t
problems with there being 28ay months in the 8th, 10th, and 11th months of that
year and a 3@ay month in the 9th month.

Lastly, of the 27 attested monlgngths, instead of having 19 that fit, a
score of 70. 321 wgyRbasodosi20hcorrect moni

of just ov&®¥ Il W4t weraeeasoof this quest
Nabopolassar is perfect or nearly perfect. In one area his placement is somewhat
superior to the established chronology. fThai s , i n that area RO

|l engths are fAjust as respectableo as ¢t
but in the other two areas the dating of this king is near perfect, while theirs is
unsupportable. Rose concludes:

nAIl I t thutes very stmorgy evidence that Nabopolassar
reigned from341 t0-320. The repercussions of those new dates are
quite interesting. Nebuchadnezzar and Nabonidus and the other Neo
Babylonians would be vassal kings under the Macedonians.
Nabopolassar mself would have begun under the Persians and
continued under [and in!®he service

Now according to all historians the N8abylonians follow the Neo
Assyrians. In the case of the short chronology, the Assyrians belong in the tt
and fourth centuries and are presumably vassals under the Persian Great Kings.

192ihid., p. 16
103 g,
104ihid., p. 14
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That being the case, the NBabylonians coming at the very end of the Persian era
makes perfect sense. It follows from the astronomical evidence that agrees with the
Neo-Assyrians being Persians. It agrees with the limmu list used to establish that
chronology and with the rest of the scientific and technological evidence which, as
we will also show, support this dowtating of both the Nedssyrians and Neo
Babyloniars.
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NABONI DUS0S LUNAR ECLI PSE AND CH

According to the established chronology Nabonidus comes after
Nebuchadnezzar and some shergned minor kings; he also comes after
Nabopolassar. Since that is the case, he should reign well after Nabapaltass
leave the correct spacing in the number of years for Nebuchadnezzar and these minor
kings to rule during the Macedonian rule of Mesopotamia. While at a working visit
to Lynn E. Roseds home | found 1 n his
fiBalboyni an Cel e s%whiehlbegiddthus:nat i ono

A6On the thirteenth of the month
eclipsed and set while [still being] eclipsed. It was a sign that the moon
god requests a high priestess. 6 So
the [Neg]Babylonian empire before its conquest by Cyrus, in his
account of the selection and installation of his daughter as high priestess
of the moon god Sin. The date of the eclipse can be established as 26
September 554 B.C., and its interpretatiors w&en to the king by the
scholars in his entourage who had at their disposal a compendium of
celestial omina in which they were expected to look up the significance
and the prediction associated with t

PaulAlain Beaulieu placestheled pse i n ANaboni dusbo
year (SeptembéODct ober) ¢é a |l unar eclipse®[occu

Rose examined this ecl Pepxlieityanda Ge o1
Variation of Solar (And Lunar) Eclipsgep.cit) which showed such an gude
occurred at that time. The question, of course, is: was the Moon eclipsed when it
set? When Rose used tB@arry NightandPlanetary, Lunar and Stellar Visibility
programs to evaluate this question, he found that the Moon, at the very moment of
seting, was emerging from a partial eclipse and one could see the almost complete
full Moon except for a very tiny part c
the horizon. Where the Moon touched the horizon is the point where that tiny area
of theMoon was still in shadow. Any observers who witnessed this event could not

WErica Reiner, fABabyl oAndeatAstrGnemyesdtCelestial Di vi nat i
Divination, Noel M. Swerdlow ed. (Cambridge MA 1999), p. 21

6pautAl ain Beaulieu, #AKing Nab oQiilizhtioss ofthed t he Ba
Ancient Near Easbp.cit, p. 974
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truly know, during such conditions, whether or not the Moon was still eclipsed at the
moment that it set. If th8tarry NightandPlanetary, Lunar and Stellar Visibility
programsare correct, then this eclipse cannot be correctly placed where historians
claim it belongs. The evidence is dubious in the extreme.

The guestion as it relates to the short chronology: Is there a date in the
3rd century B.C. wherein the Moon is eclipsdulessetting, and where the evidence
IS unambiguous, as it is with ti&tarry Nightand Planetary, Lunar and Stellar
Visibility programs? According to Rose there was a total eclipse of the Moon in the
month of Ululu while it was setting, as shown®tarry NightandPlanetary, Lunar
and Stellar Visibility That is, it occurred on October 2, 294 B.C. but unlike the one
given inStarry NightandPlanetary, Lunar and Stellar Visibilifglated to September
26, 554 B.C., the Moon was totally eclipsed abovehtirezon as it was setting and
remained totally eclipsed while setting
theonlyr el evant ecli pse anywhere within se\

Now this eclipse happenea odtlher i ng
throne. Therefore, Nabonidus would have begun his reign in 296 B.C. With
Nabopol assarodos reign ending in 321 B.C.
25 years into which the reigns of Nebuchadnezzar and the fewystgpring kings
mustfit. Critics can raise the objection that Nebuchadnezzar 1l ruled for 43 years
and it would be impossible to squeeze his reign into 25 years, even if he were made
a coregent with Nabopolassar the day he was born. Then one could also add where
Is therea place for the shaofived kings who followed him, namely Awdllarduk,

2 years or less; Neriglissar, 4 years or less; and Labeattiuk, 23 months'®’ 50

years in all does not fit into a 2kear framework.

There is a further reason that makes it impdssitb place
Nebuchadnezzar Il in this time slot. And that is based on astronomical dating. As
Jonsson informs us:

AThe most I mportant astronomi cal
designate®AT 49562 This diary is dated from
[day]1d Ne b uc had nsswatharegbatyear to Nisahuyl of
his thirty-eighth regnal year, recording observations [and positions]

107 Jonssongp.cit, p. 121
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from five months of his thirggeventh year (months 1, 2, 3, 11 and 12).
é

AAmong the many obser VAETdOSG osi ti on
there are about thirty which are so exactly described that modern
astronomers [who retrocalculate all this data] can easily fix the precise
dates when they were seen. By doing so they have been able to show
that all these observations (of the moamd ahe five then known
pl anets) must have been m&de during

These thirty preciselgated and positioned points in the sky of the
Moon, Mercury, Venus, Mars, Jupiter, and Saturn unquestionably place
Nebuchadnezzar eken568andbg7tBIC. apcenawherdedse! Wet |
maintain that Nebuchadnezzar does fit into the/@&r timeslot between 321 and
296 B.C. even without moving Nebuchadnezzar Il. The fact of the matter is that
there were two major Nebuchadnezzars as welliasrrones. In ancient times they
were not designated Nebuchadnezzar | and Nebuchadnezzar Il as is done, say, with
English kings such as George the first, the second, the third, and so on. The
astronomical data on the tablet refers to one of these twadNatinezzars, not
necessarily the one customarily called Nebuchadnezzar Il. Therefore the other major
Nebuchadnezzar must have had a reign length that clearly fits into-flea@6me
slot between Nabopolassar and Nabonidus and must also allow fotal@eygar
reigns of AwelMarduk, Neriglissar, and Labaskiarduk.

According toNebuchadrezzar | informatioinom Answer.conon the
|l nternet Nebuchadnezzar | Awas king of
1104 BCo, or 21 yeamme, Aetbvoarcdiadgpetza aGr
I s based only on one of the copies of
that he reigned for twently wo  y'® durteer dates for Nebuchadnezzar | are
A( ca-1110132)40 olt° Tiatlis, Nebuahadnezzbonly ruled for about 21
years. Therefore, he and Awdiarduk, Neriglissar, and Labaskiarduk do fit
quite well into the 25/ear timeslot between Nabopolassar and Nabonidus.

108ihid., pp. 157158

109 Grant FrameRulers of Babylonia From the Second Dynasty of Isin to the End of the Assyrian
Domination (1157612 B.C.)Toronto 1995), p. 11

10Roux,op.cit.,p. 277
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On the other hand it can be argued that moving Nebuchadnezzar |
forward by alout 900 years creates an unfilled slot in the second millennium B.C.
Yet the fact of the matter I s that Neb
discussed in volume | of this series. Brinkman stated that during this Dark Age

ABabyl oni amng hhe sfitsto quarter afu the first
millennium B.C. [directly after Nebuchadnezzar 1] may be
characterized as a period of obscuri
materi al has survived from these €& t
quite difficult to date &

Jamest al.add:

AThe term o0Dark Aged seems | i ke a
archaeological remains from Babylonia usually dated betwetd50
and 750 BC are examined. Even the most important cities show little
trace of activity over this long pedo After flourishing under the
Kassite kings of the 15th to 14th centuries BC, the great city of Ur
waned a I|ittle in i mportance € The
consist of some inscribed bricks of King Adaplaiddina (10681047
BC). Then the docuentary record become a complete blank over a
period of something like 350 years; archaeological remains are equally
el usive ¢é

AA €& bleak picture is related by B
[of Babylonia]:

A6Archaeol ogi cal sourcmkls are é me
remains which may belong to this time are usually minor

repairs on older structures, with no inscription left to

record the identity of the repairer. (In fact, no buildings

have yet been excavated in Babylonia which can be dated

with certainty to thdime of any ruler between 1046 and

722 BYfC.)6. 0

111 quoted in Jamest al., op.cit.p. 279
12ipid., pp. 279280; also see Ginenthap.cit, Chapter 15, f@dDark Ages B
Schol arshipo
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Oppenheim further informs us:

AThe victory of N-2104 BCh avdrithee z z a r I

El amites wushers in that half mill enn
slowly rose to power [and] culminates in Nabopolagsar ( 66255

BC) ¢é Much of that span of time is
it s f . 0

That is, after Nebuchadnezzar | there is a Dark Age. What happened
before Nebuchadnezzhreigned, was there a Dark Age? Yes. This can be read on
page 484 oPillars of the Pasvol. I: Nebuchadnezzdrhangs in the chronological
air preceded by a Dark Age and followed by one. When we incorporate all the
scientific and technical evidence into this scheme, we have nothing to keep
Nebuchadnezzdmwhere he is conveiainally now placed.

The chronology in terms of astronomy allows Nabopolassar to be
foll owed by Ne-earcadiga,dhereby Avedvladdak fo? dlmost 4
years; by Neriglissar for almost 2 years, by Lab&garduk for 23 months,
followed by Nabonids. The fit is almost as close to perfect as one could wish.
Therefore, the 2%year slot between Nabopolassar and the arrival of the Macedonians
fully allows for this chronology. The astronomical fit is the most important evidence
and it fits the shortlronology almost perfectly but not the long chronology. What
this forensic evidence shows is that th
said of any revision of first millennium Mesopotamian history.

Anatoly T. Fomenko, the Russian historian, degoted some space to
archaeoastronomical dating in his bdékpirico-Statistical Analysis of Narrative
Materials and its Application to Historical DatingDordrecht/Boston/London
1994). His comments on page 137 regarding eclipses, stellar and planstaong
deserve consideration:

AA met hod of i ndependent dating w
Al exandrovitch] Mor ozov é namel vy t
characteristics are extracted from a text under investigation, and when
the dates of all these eclipses lwitharacteristics are mechanically
extracted from the astronomical tabl

113 Oppenheimop.cit, pp. 154160
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under the pressure of established traditional chronology, the
[archaeo]astronomers did not consider the whole spectrum of dates
obtained; they took onlthose dates which fit the time intenaapriori
dictated by historical tradition. It turned out this practice often led the
astronomers to the impossibility of discovering in the required century
an eclipse precisely answering to the description iddcement, while
being forced, in most cases, and still not questioning the whole system
of chronology, to resort to doubtful solutions, for example to indicate
an eclipse no more than partly satisfied by the description [found in the
di ary, canon, etc.] .o

This is just what we have found to be the case repeatedly. The 763 B.C.
eclipse of Assur Dan Il did not fulfill its characteristics. It was a partial eclipse over
Assur and Nineveh, while the 435 B.C. eclipse fulfilled the characteristics
completely. Mne of the eclipses of Esarhaddon fit in the chronology of his reign.

The eclipse of Nabonidus also did not fulfill the characteristics stated
in the document when it was dated to September 26, 554 B.C., but fully conformed
to the document when it was dati® October 2, 294 B.C.

We have found the very same thing to be the case for the planetary
positions of Saturn as they relate to the dating of Kandalanu/Assurbanipal. We have
found the very same thing to be the case for dating Nabopolassar as théatiga re
to the vernal equinox. And finally, we have shown that the data related to the
astronomical diary for 652 B.C. is not at all fulfilled in that the historical data in it
does not correlate with, or corroborate, the astronomy.

Fomenko claims all thidata fits around the 15th6th centuries A.D.
The chall enge Fomenko must address i s
dating of the 12th Egyptian dynasty in which the retrocalculations fit the
characteristics of the HElahun Papyri! Fomenko, in orde&r uphold his chronology
for moving ancient history beyond the time of the Middle Ages A.D. must have a
Sothic date for the 12th Dynasty, but not only that, he must fit the lunar data in these
papyri such that they accommodate the heliacal rising of Sifiaamy knowledge,
no-one has found a fit for this data other than Rose. If Fomenko can find a fit in his
chronology, let him produce it. That would require about 40 pieces of information
regarding precise days of the lunar month spread across abgeaats0of history
correlating with the heliacal rising of Sirius. It is my contention that neither
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Fomenko nor anyone else will be capable of finding a place in the entire spectrum

of historical times where this material will fit other than the platened that Rose

has found for them. And | | ook for war
Neugebauer shows that

Aln conclusion one may say that |
backbone for the writing of history, but that [astronomical] facts belong
to the \ery few [scientific, rigorous] elements of history which can be
established objectively. o

As can be seen, the astronomical facts are the backbone of the short
chronologies of Heinsohn, Sweeney, and Rose, and in part of Velikovsky. They are
scientificallyand mathematically rigorous and objective and cannot now be called
upon as support for the long, established one.

TWO CONTRADICTORY SETS OF ASTRONOMICAL DATA

After the above material had been written, Lynn Rose, in a letter dated
August 10, 2007, remiredl this author that there was another set of astronomical
data points that appeared to be in total contradiction to the short chronology and that
had to be accounted for. This material was strongly emphasized by Carl Olof
Jonsson inhe Gentile Times Reecs i der e d: Chronol o3y and
ed. (Atlanta GA 1998), pages 1478. The material was first presented by Abraham
J. Sachs inLate Babylonian Astronomical and Related Te(855), page 223,
number 1417, which presents four lunar eclipsasheseparated by a little over 18
years. The first one occurred in the reign of Sennacherib, the second and third in the
reign of Shamaskhumaukin, and the fourth in the reign of Kandalanu.

No matter how Rose worked with these four eclipses, they wuatld
fit in with the short chronology, and thus this astronomical data clearly appeared to
be in contradiction to the short chronology. Furthermore, the dates of these four
eclipses workedor the established chronology. Thus this cowetedence had to

114 Otto NeugebaueA History of Ancient Mathematical AstronogiNY 2004), p. 1073
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be accounted for or shown to be without real merit. In this regard, Rose also
informed me of a vital difference between the evidence presented above, which
clearly fits the short chronology, and these four eclipses.

The astronomical data that fit the shaironology were contemporary,
primary sources; these were written to the king by astrologers or other dignitaries,
either predicting an eclipse or other astronomical event, or explaining or describing
it. On the other hand, the four eclipses that étetablished chronology were from
secondary sources from Seleucid/Hellenistic times (no earlier than the late fourth
century or the third century). They were written long after these eclipses occurred.
They were not written by observers of these eclipdall. And this is the weakness
of this data. Herbert Niehr explains the difference between primary and secondary
sources for doing historical, as well as archaeological, research:

A Wh e n wor ki ng wi t hin t he reall
archaeoast rie necassary to de aware of the specific
peculiarity of the sources used. A distinction between primary and
secondary sources € must be made.
consist of Othose texts that were
theywerehappeni ngd and secondary ones
texts that were produced after the events in an attempt to clarify for
future generations how thiltgs wer e

Most historians regard all the ancient writers as primaryrcgou
evidence, but this is simply false. Jonathan M. Hall explains why this assumption
by historians about these sources for the ancient world is untrue:

AThe common tendency [by histori
[or other documents] as primary sourdsesnot entirely accurate.
Herodotus was not an eyewitness to the great war between Greece and
Persia that constitutes the central theme of his work. Hik®ries
were written around the start of the Peloponnesian War [between
Athens and Sparta] in 43B.C.], almost fifty years after the Persian

pr

War , so it i's c| e @mwhich hctudlly iftkide® d ot us 6

plenty of commentary and interpretatfoms reliant on the reports

P’Herbert Niehr, AThe Rise of YHWH ialReldadahite
Hi storic Aspects, 0 i n Dhedriuaph¥dfiElham fdom iYahligsims | ma n ,

to JudaismgKampen, the Netherlands 1995), p. 47
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[written or oral] of others, and [it is these reports that] technically count
as Herodotusd pri mary s blistariesfpys . Stri
Herodotus] are ™ secondary source. 0

Thus the eclipse material that upholds the established chronology is
also clearly a secondary source. Hall further explains that treating seceadares
as primary fAcan sometimes endow ancien
infallibility that™ hey do not al ways d

This, however, is the crux of the matter: the primary sources written at
the time of the astronomical events fully sugpbe short chronology while the
secondary sources for these four eclipses do not, but fully support the established
chronology. These two sets of astronomical data give contradictory evidence.
Clearly, both cannot be correct.

Hall offers three tests tdetermine whether or not a set of data can be
shown to be valid.

AThe f i r sttenpaad groximiy Whashoar inforoné&nt
an eyewitness to the events he (very rarely she) describes, or was he at
| east contemporary t o ertthe eventséhat I f no
are describé® did he write?0

Undoubtedly the astrologers or others who predicted or reported the
various astronomical events to their kings were contemporary with the astronomical
events that uphold the short chronology. Undoubtediystnibes who wrote about
these four eclipses were not contemporary with the astronomical events that uphold
the established chronology.

Hal | 6 s s e c o n contaxteakfit How wedl doeshtlze tsouroef
fit é the & lathininstancd, bbtsétstof data astronomically fit the
events they describe. But as we understand, since each data set fits two totally
contradictory chronologies, one must be false.

116 Jonathan M. HallA History of the Archaic Greek Wor{tMalden MA 2007), p. 18
17ibid.

118hid., p. 19

19ihid., p. 20
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Hal | 6s t hi r dnteritienality What & it thdt aur sourde
deliberately wats to communicate and what prior knowledge or presuppositions are
casuall y?assumed??d

Again, this is the crux of the matter. The astrologers or others who
wrote reports for their kings had the intention of being as accurate as possible. A
false predcon or erroneous report could resul
primary sources for the short chronology were going to be as accurate as possible.
Their intention was founded on their not losing their lives. The scribes who were the
secondary aarces for the four eclipses had no such fear. In fact, their rulers clearly
wished to be seen as the kings of a very long and illustrious history. Their intention,
as we understand from Berossus and Manethon and even Josephus, was to show
posterity how acient the world they ruled over was. Therefore, there was cause and
intention to make history longer than it was. If this meant moving various kings
back in time that, too, was acceptable. Surely, as we will see shortly, the evidence
of Nabonidus indiates just this.

Clearly, the best, most accurate evidence is that of the primary sources,
written contemporaneously with the astronomical events and accurately describing
these events, thus giving a good contextual fit with the astronomical realities. But
above all, they were written with the intention of being as accurate as possible.
Equally clearly, the least secure evidence is that of the secondary sources, written
long after these astronomical events took place. These events could have been
accuragely described in reports that were for other rulers of the past and were then
given to a more recent king to make history longer and thus more venerable.

The question is: Why is it that the very best forms of primary
source/contemporary data that agrethwhe astronomical realities should obviously
be in stark contradiction to the established chronology, but obviously be in full
agreement with the short chronology, while the -tontemporary secondary
sources or materials written much later, from mangades to hundreds of years
after the astronomical events, constitute the evidence for the established chronology?

That would be comparable to having a person accused of a crime filmed
on a dated videotape at a meeting with dozens of withesses to attestfaat, but
accused of having been at the scene of a crime somewhere else at the same time.

120hid., p. 21
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Yet those people who would accuse this person were neither at the meeting not at
the crime scene. Saying he must have been at the scene of the crime betause th
Is other evidence that places him there does not prove the case against him. He could
not have been in both places at the same time. The primary source &¥itlemce
video tap® contemporary with that man being at the meeting negates the secondary
soure evidence. In terms of the present discussion, that would be comparable to
having dated video tape evidence of the various astronomical phenomena that
upholds the short chronology, contemporary primary source evidence, but then
turning to astronomicaleports written several decades to hundreds of years after
these events to say these other lunar eclipses prove that the primary souree, video
taped evidence, is invalid.

No! One cannot invalidate or override the very best primary sources of
astronomical eidence with later secondary source materials. To the contrary, the
primary source astronomical evidence invalidates and overrides the later secondary
source of evidence. That best primary source evidence places Hfesbig@mns in
Persian times. Whdhe proponents of the established chronology must explain is:
how the primary source contemporary documents are inaccurate while the much
later secondary sources should be trusted in the face of these primary accurate
sources. Those who uphold the estdidd chronology have it all upside down and
backward. They are forced to argue that the less reliable secondary source evidence
takes precedence over the primary sources. But, alas, that is what | believe the
proponents of the established chronology Wwél forced to do, namely reject the
primary contemporary sources for the secondary later ones. How they do this with
a straight face should be interesting. What they must argue is that the secondary and
later sources are primary and must be treated iasapy.

ASTRONOMICAL CONCLUSIONS

Altogether Jonsson has presented several astronomical data sets or
points that support the established chronology, but nearly all do not stand up to the
astronomical facts:
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1. The eclipse of BuSagale dated to 763 B.Caw partial and, at that
time, would hardly be predicted, let alone looked for. The $agale total eclipse
for 763 B.C. occurred in Turkey in an area around Lake Van that thé&b&eians
may not have controlled. But the eclipse of 435 B.C. was te&llwoth Assur and
Nineveh and this clearly was seen by everyone. Because the 763 B.C. event has no
dated or observed solar eclipses prior to and after it, this indicates it was a total
eclipse, but it simply wasnot.

2. The eclipses dated to the reigrsfarhaddon, whether lunar or solar,
never occurred. In a certain sense, Esarhaddon, who precedes the other monarchs,
dated astronomically by the historians, must be moved to a place where these
eclipses fit his reign. But once we move Esarhaddon didhgard or back in time,
we must also move all the rest of the Nessyrian kings who came before and after
him. When we do this none of the astronomical data of these rulers will fit their
reigns in the established chronology.

Rose has found several pgsdn Persian times which will fit the eclipse
data. He informed me that the Esarhaddon planetary data was too vague to be useful
for chronology. He is seeking other forms of astronomical data that are not vague
or ambiguous to finally nail down Esarhadd 6 s pl ace i n the Per

3. The Saturn data relating to Kandalanu seems to fit this reign in the
established chronology, but not very well. When we move his reign to the place that
Heinsohn suggests, the Saturn data fits his reign far better. idghaan terms of
Heinsohndés thesis, Kandal anu who reigne
alter egoof Darius Il vanquished by Alexander the Great, dies (or his-geant
ceases) in the very year and month that Alexander enters Babylorasidnshing
result iIs reminiscent of Roseds Sothic
wherein Rose moves the 12th Egyptian Dynasty into the first millennium B.C. and
it ends when Alexander the Great conquers Egypt. Correlations of thinessate
not and cannot be related to chance.

4. The Astronomical Diary for 652 B.C., which dates the Masyrian
king Shamasishumaukin via a battle at Hiritu, is not corroborated by the Akitu
Chronicle. The battle is not fought in the north in thevprce of Sippar, but in the
south. The Akitu Chronicle B edition is explicit with regard to the battle. It says the
battle was fought between Assyrians and Elamites, while the diary claims the foes



Charles Ginenthal, Pillars of the PastVol. Il 219

were Assyrians and Babylonians. The chronicle is explichat it gives the names
of various Elamite officials who took part in the battle.

Therefore the placement of Shama$slumaukin cannot be fixed to fit
the established chronology, nor can it be employed to discredit Heinsohn or
Sweeney0s he NeeAsdyrmns ivdreathe Pérsian rulers of Babylonia; the
correlation and the corroboration between the 652 B.C. Astronomical Diary and the
Akitu Chronicle has major incongruities and cannot be used for a good fit in the
established chronology.

5. The asronomical data employed to fix the reign of Nabopolassar to
the conventional chronology suffers from three major problems which do not exist
in the short chronology. First, the number of @8d 30day months necessary to fit
Nabopolassar into the orthaxi chronology are fewer than would be called for.
Second, between the two workable sequences for dating Nabopdlagsar in the
conventional or short chronolo@ythe vernal equinox is expected to fall in the
month of Nisanu. But in the conventional ahology the vernal equinox does not
fall in the month of Nisanu 31 percent of the time while in the short chronology it
falls in Nisanu except in one c@savhere it misses by less than one day. Third, it
'S not possible to ploahodoxdiranology and dusng ar 0 s
his 19th year of reign have the 9th, 10th, and 11th month each 29 days long. In the
short chronology these monkbngths work, having the 8th month of Nabopolassar
29 days long, the 9th month 30 days long, and the 10t Hhdmonths 29 days in
length, with bad seeing at the end of the 8th month.

Roseds placement of -BMA bbaBPOdhésdas s ar 0
fewer problems than the orthodox placement for this monarch. In other respects his
attested monttengths are jst as respectable as those of the historians and
archaeoastronomers.

6. Naboni dusdés | unar eclipse conven
554 B.Cd in the ancient calendar to the 13th of the month Wuluno way can be
considered a proper astronomical fithe Moon, according to the document, was
completely eclipsed above the horizon and stayed totally eclipsed when it set below
the horizon. The fact of the matter i
chronology does not have the Moon fully eclipbediore it set. The Moon is only
covered by about one or two percent at the point where it touches the horizon as it
begins to set and is fully illuminated by the time it actually sinks below the horizon.
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In the short chronology this eclipse occurs no6b% B.C. but on
October 2, 294 B.C., and the Moon becomes completely eclipsed while still above
the horizon and remains totally eclipsed when it sets below the horizon. There is no
other eclipse answering to this description within several decades doowaack
in time.

The time period between the reigns of Nabopolassar and Nabonidus is
25 years. This al | oyees reijncand the ehbrureignaad n e z .
Awel-Marduk, 2 years or less; Neriglissar, 4 years or less; and Labastuk, 23
monts, to fit as close to perfect as one could wish.

When we add to all t h4asd3@aytmonthn o mi c
dates that fit Hammurabi and Darius | with those that fit Ammisaduga and
Artaxerxes lll Ochos, for the Old Babylonians and Persianagalath his Sothic
down-dating of the 12th Egyptian Dynasty to the first millennium B.C., it becomes
clear that the depth, scope, and power of astronomical evidence is immense.

Lynn Rose, however, told me there may be some problems that we have
not answere (personal telephone discussion February 23, 2007), such as the names
of the parents of some kings which may pose contradictions, for example the case of
Nebuchadnezzar Il whose father supposedly was Nabopolassar.

Further, Nebuchadnezzar Il was famoudifgiting cruel, bloody wars.
But if he was placed in the short chronology and reigned in Babylon under the
Macedonians or their followers, the Seleucids, none of this would occur and further,
there would be little written by him of his great wars. lesthregards, we are told:

AOn receiving the news of his f a
Nebuchadrezzar [ 1 1] returned e to
inscriptions he tells but rarely of his many wars. The Babylonian
chronicle is extant only for the years 6694 [B.C.], and not much is
known from other sources aboa%dt the |

Why woul dnodét this supposedly might
the rest of the kings of Mesopotamia? Why do we only have information of his reign
in the Babylonian Chronicle for about 9 years, &3 B.C.? Again, even the

2lwol fram Th. von Sod e rEncycopheda Braanrdacd Viaeropegiar é | | 0
vol. 21 (Chicago 1990), p. 930




















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































