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1.  Naturalistic Models 

 

Attempts to explain the formation of Israel in the ancient world run from the peaceful 

immigration theory (Alt, Noth, Finkelstein), to the peasant revolt model (Mendenhall, 

Gottwald, et al.), and then to the two stage conquest theory (Burney, Meek, Rowley, 

Aharoni, et al.).  These theories are so wildly out of accord with the Bible’s narrative of 

events that they are of little use for those who do not accept the speculative critical 

theories which are invoked to support them.  The whole procedure of tossing out large 

segments of the biblical text to make it fit with one’s  speculative historical assumptions 

or with one’s unsupported chronological presuppositions is an example of what Karl 

Popper would have called an “immunizing strategy.”  Such a strategy is a way of 

removing one’s theory from rational or scientific critique, thus placing it into the realm of 

the purely speculative and pseudo-scientific arena of discourse.
1
 

 

Really, it is somewhat disconcerting to see the lengths some historians or popular writers 

will go in order to reconcile biblical history with the conventional chronology of the 

ancient world.  The latest such attempt is by Simcha Jacobovici, whose documentary on 

the Exodus appeared on the History Channel as the “Exodus Decoded.”
2
  His theory is 

that eighteenth dynasty king Ahmose 1 was the pharaoh of the Exodus, and that all of the 

miracles and plagues meted out to Egypt have a perfectly natural explanation.  Following 

                                                 
1
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2
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Josephus’s old theory, the Israelites of the Exodus are correlated with the Hyksos, who 

where driven out of Egypt at the end of the Middle Bronze Age by the first king of the 

“New Kingdom” dynasty of the Late Bronze Age.    

 

Jacobovici’s theory, like conventional chronology and some of the alternative 

chronological models, simply does not make sense in light of the archaeology of the 

Negev in general and of Kadesh-barnea in particular.  There is simply no archaeological 

material in these areas from either the Middle or the Late Bronze Ages (MB2a through 

LB2b).  How can this be?  Something like two million people with their livestock spent 

40 years roaming the Negev and Kadesh-barnea, and yet not a trace of them can be found 

during the archaeological periods suggested by Jacobovici, by conventional historians, or 

by David Rohl and other chronological revisionists.  

 

Jacobovici does not use the excuse of the “kernel” theorists—that the Bible contains a 

“kernel” of truth but that its narratives of the Exodus have been exaggerated.  He accepts 

the biblical narratives to a great extent.  However, given the lack of archaeological 

evidence of Middle and Late Bronze material in the Negev and at Kadesh-barnea, plus 

the desire to maintain the conventional chronology for this period, as well as biblical 

truthfulness, Jacobovici adopts a rather convenient theory.  In answer to the question as to 

how so many people could roam in the wilderness for 40 years without leaving a trace of 

their passage, Jacobovici claims that the Bible does not really teach that the Israelites 

would leave any trace of themselves for the 40 years they were in the wilderness! 

 

Yes, you heard it right.  According to this new theory, the Israelite Conquest of Canaan 

was not an invasion, but only an occupation.  This is a rather shocking claim in that many 

critics of Christianity and of the Bible have appealed to the Conquest as an example of 

genocide, of the brutality of the Israelites against their victims.  They have touted it as a 

reason not to believe in the God of the Israelites.  Now we know these critics are refuted 

simply because the Conquest never happened! 

 

But is Jacobovici right?  Was the Conquest only a mild occupation that left no traces of 

itself behind?  In response to criticism, he appealed to anecdotal evidence, that of 

“Bedouin” and Israeli campsites of 30 years ago.  These are said to prove that such 

Bedouins can live in such areas and “you will find no trace of either the Bedouins or the 

Israelis.”
3
  In addition, the lack of any evidence of the destruction of Ai during this period 

is not seen as a falsification of the theory, but as evidence that the city has not been 

correctly located.
4
 

 

Now we are sympathetic with Jacobovici’s respect for the biblical narrative, as well as 

with his attack on Shanks’ relativistic “equivalency” theory of ancient texts (similar to 

moral equivalency), nor do we reject completely his naturalized miracles concept (though 

all ten?).  In addition, his presumption of historical accuracy in Homer certainly warms 

our hearts.  Nevertheless, Jacobovici’s attempt to fit the biblical Exodus within the 

conventional chronology leads him to minimize the archaeological impact of the Exodus 
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and Conquest, while leading him into the temptation of appealing to volcanic eruptions 

and speculative Mycenaean connections in order to support his implausible placement of 

the Exodus within Egyptian history. 

     

2.  The Exodus & Conquest in the Bible  

 

The Exodus and Conquest narratives mark the turn away from events that only a family 

would be interested in, and describe events of a national character in what has been 

described as a “pan-Israelite” perspective.  This is different from the records of Abraham 

through Joseph, which are restricted primarily to family matters, and also the records of 

the Judges period, which are compilations of the work of tribal historians. 

 

The story of the Exodus and Conquest are so well know that we need not go into a point 

by point analysis of the history.  A brief synopsis is here given instead: Moses led the 

children of Israel out of Egypt, but due to their sin, they wandered in the wilderness for 

40 years, until the old generation had died off to make way for the younger generation.  

The invasion under Joshua saw the destruction of Jericho, Ai, and the Amorite coalition; 

then the conquest of the southern cities of Makkedah., Libnah, Lachish, Gezer, Eglon, 

Hebron (where Caleb drove out the sons of Anak), and Debir; and from there the northern 

cities of Hazor (ruled by Jabin), and its vassal cities, and all the land of Canaan, including 

the Anakim (or giants) who were destroyed together with their cities.   

 

Contrary to Jacobovici, the conquest of all these Canaanite cities is described as an utter 

destruction of the people of these cities and their kings.  Does this mean that only the 

people were killed but that the cities were spared?  It is probable that the Israelites 

refrained from damaging the cities as much as possible since they no doubt wanted to 

occupy them.
5
  However, it is unlikely that the inhabitants of these cities would fall for 

the same ruse each time of abandoning their entrenched positions in order to go out into 

the open to be slaughtered.  Joshua was perforce required to destroy the walls and 

buildings to some extent in order to win the battles.  Thus the Bible speaks of Joshua’s 

mode of operation as striking the cities with the sword, as well as the people in them: 

 
“Then Joshua...fought against Libnah....and...struck it and all the people who were in it with the edge of the 

sword.”
6
 

 

A plain reading of the text is enough to demonstrate that there is no justification for 

minimizing the archaeological impact of the Exodus and Conquest.  These verses support 

not only the killing of the inhabitants of the cities, but also the resulting damage to the 

infrastructure of these cities. 

 

Joshua was very old and had not yet conquered the entire land when God commanded 

him to divide the land among the tribes.  Much of the Book of Joshua is therefore taken 

up with describing the boundaries of the tribal lands, using cities as the chief means of 

setting the boundaries, in effect, mapping the land of Canaan.  It is possible that some of 
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these cities were not in existence at the time of the Conquest, and represent a map of the 

tribal boundaries contemporaneous to the sacred writer’s time.  Thus the sacred writer 

may have been overlaying a modern map—from his perspective―over the ancient land 

and naming the cities accordingly.  However, this would have to be analyzed on a case by 

case basis. 

 

The Book of Joshua ends with the covenant ceremony at the city of Shechem.  Joshua 

recounts the history of Abraham through Moses, and all the mighty acts of God in 

bringing the children of Israel out of Egypt.  The last few verses describe the burial of the 

bones of Joseph at the city of Shechem in the plot of ground that Jacob had purchased 

from the sons of Hamor.  From this, it seems obvious that the city of Shechem was still in 

existence after the Conquest, an interesting difficulty for some alternative chronologies 

that would place the Conquest during an archaeological phase in which Shechem was 

either non-existent, or had been destroyed (e.g., at the end of MB2c). 

 

After the pan-Israelite invasion under Joshua, the rest of the conquest was carried out by 

each tribe as it fought for its territories, or to retake what had already been conquered, but 

had been reoccupied while the Israelites were away fighting other battles. 

 

3.  Problems With Late Bronze Age Exodus & Conquest Theories 

 

Conventional chronologists do not do any better than Jacobovici in reconciling the Bible 

with their theories, and it is one reason Jacobovici and others attempt to offer different 

solutions.  There really is a problem with the conventional Late Bronze Age/Iron Age 

exodus and conquest theory.  We have mentioned the fact that there is a complete lack of 

evidence of LBA material in the Negev & Kadesh-barnea region.  There is also no 

evidence of a cultural change in Canaan during the LBA, or at the LBA/IA transition.  

For the start of the Iron Age period itself, the newcomers were of the same culture as the 

so-called “Canaanites” who were in the land of Canaan at that time. 

 

There is also the problem of anachronisms.  Indeed, we find that some of the Hebrew 

tribes were already in Palestine before the time of Ramses 2. The ones that have been 

mentioned in ancient texts are: 

 

a. Asher ('Asaru) 

b. Zebulun (zblnm) 

c. Simeon 

d. Benjamin 

 

And of course we find the Habiru, as well as the Egyptian reference to ‘Apiru.
7
  

Conventional historians turn somersaults trying to deny the correlation of these peoples 

with the Hebrews.  The fact is these ‘Apiru are reported to have made alliances with the 

king of Shechem during the El Amarna period but this is well before the time of Ramses 

2, during a time when the Israelites were supposed to still be in Egypt, a hundred years or 

so before the Conquest on conventional dating.  The usual way some scholars try to get 
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around these horrible anachronisms is either to deny that they refer to the Israelite tribes, 

or to postulate a split Exodus theory, or some similar ruse.  It is a classic case of 

paradigm blindness.  Not once will any of these scholars consider that the problem is 

chronological.  Nevertheless, it is surely the case that these problems and the complete 

absence of LBA material in the Negev and Kadesh-barnea should be loud, clanging 

warning bells that something is not up to par in conventional thinking on the history of 

Israel.  Anson Rainey, though he has no better explanation (since he rejects alternative 

chronologies), declares that the “Consensus Theory” of the LBA/IA exodus and conquest 

simply does not work: 

 
“[E]very cultural trait evinced by the new settlers in the hill country of Palestine in the Early Iron Age 

points to the origin of these people in the steppes of Transjordan and possibly the Syrian Desert (and 

perhaps some via the Lebanese Beqa’ Valley; the settlers in Upper Galilee).  Nothing supports the 

Mendenhall/Callaway/Dever theory of an alleged revolt or migration of peasants form the coastal cities of 

the Late Bronze Age.  Inscriptions, language and archaeology all flatly contradict this theory.  Like the 

fabled long-necked dinosaur, the ‘consensus theory’ is dead.  The news just hasn’t reached the brains of 

Dever and the pundits who try to support it.”
8
   

 

Just what are the Habiru doing in the Holy Land prior to the time of Ramses 2?  How did 

the tribe of Asher get out into the land of Canaan during the days of Seti I, the father of 

Ramses 2?  Yohanan Aharoni, with no thought of chronological revision, says: 

 
“Seti made war on the Shasu [Edomites] in the ‘mountain ranges of Huru’....The tribe of Asher already 

appears in Egyptian sources of this period as does a city by the name of Gath-asher in the days of Ramses 

II.”
9
 

 

Not only is the tribe of Asher present in Canaan during Pharaoh Seti’s days, but the tribe 

even had a city in existence in the days of Ramses 2.  Does that make any sense?  If the 

Exodus did not happen until the time of Ramses 2, what explains this premature presence 

of Habiru, Asherites, and an Asherite city in the land of Canaan? 

 

Even worse is the case of Jair of the Gileadites who judged 23 cities of Israel, and lived 

many years after the time of the Conquest.
10

  Yet Assyrian inscriptions from the time of 

Adad-nirari I (conventionally dated to ca. 1300 B.C.) mention that the king’s father made 

war against the Ahlamu, the Suti, and the Yauri (or Yari of later Assyrian inscriptions).  

“It would seem,” says Aharoni, commenting on the Assyrian inscriptions, “that segments 

of them [sons of Jair] reached northern Gilead by about the thirteenth century [sic] and, in 

the course of time, became joined to the tribes of Israel, being considered ‘sons of 

Manesseh’.
11

 

 

What are the sons of Jair (i.e., the Yari) of the later Judges period doing in the land of 

Canaan before the time of the Exodus and Conquest?  These anachronisms are so great 

                                                 
8
 Anson Rainey,  “The ‘Consensus Theory’ is Dead”, Biblical Archaeology Review, August, 2006.  This 

article was originally on-line but is no longer accessible. 
9
 Yohanan Aharoni, The Land of the Bible: A Historical Geography, p. 175. 

10
 1 Chron. 2:22. 

11
 Aharoni, p. 192; cf., Daniel. D. Luckenbill, Ancient Records of Assyria and Babylonia, Vol 1, p. 28. 
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that the LBA Exodus theory can offer only the flimsiest reasons for preferring the LBA 

period over the MB1 period as containing the real stratum of the Exodus and Conquest. 

 

4.  Evidence for an LBA Exodus/Conquest Theory? 

 

What are some of these reasons?  First of all there is a complete lack of any evidence for 

an Exodus and Conquest in the archaeological record, at least in those strata that are 

assigned to the Exodus and Conquest on a conventional basis.  Abraham Malamat is 

representative of scholarly opinion regarding this.  He says that the “indifference of 

external sources” indicates only that the Exodus and Conquest “did not shake the 

foundations of the political and military scene of the day.  These events proved central, 

however, to Israel’s turbulent history.”
12

  Thus, Jacobovici was not the first to minimize 

the archaeological impact of the Exodus & Conquest. 

 

Another reason is that in the view of some, the cities of Pithom and Raamses date the 

time of the Exodus to the reign of Ramses 2.  This pharaoh oppressed the Hebrews and 

required them to build these store cities.  Mention of ‘Apiru gives weight to this 

interpretation.  Papyrus Leiden 348 has an official of Ramses 2’s reign declare: 

“Distribute grain rations to the soldiers and to the ‘Apiru who transport stones to the great 

pylon of Ramesses.”
13

  According to Malamat, this was “forced labor.”  However, there 

is nothing in these words that tells us whether the Hebrews were working under 

conditions of forced labor or not.  Our view is that Ramses 2 was the father-in-law of 

Solomon, so it would be no surprise if Hebrews were helping the pharaoh with the city 

Raamses.  So without more evidence, and the possibility of alternative explanations, the 

mention of the ‘Apiru under the reign of Ramses 2 says nothing about their status either 

as slaves or as paid workmen. 

 

In current thinking, the city of Raamses is Avaris, the former Hyksos capital, but we 

cannot accept this correlation.  The location of Avaris has been keyed to the 

archaeological site of Tell el-Dab’a (Qantir) rather than to Tanis as formerly believed (at 

the site of San el-Hagar).  The biblical city of Raamses has also been transferred from 

Tanis to Avaris.  In our opinion, scholars should have kept to the earlier view that the city 

of Raamses was Tanis.  It is true that Avaris was the Hyksos capital, but there is no 

evidence that Avaris was the biblical store city of Raamses.  Avaris was simply the 

former Hyksos capital, pure and simple. 

 

Despite the incessant claims by scholars that Avaris (or Tell el-Dab’a) is the city of 

Raamses, the Bible makes it clear that Tanis was the store city that saw the oppression of 

the Hebrews.  A few Ramesside remains at Qantir (ostracons with the name Pi-Ramesses) 

are used as proof that Tell el-Dab’a was the city of Raamses.  However, the abundant 

Ramesside material (statues, obelisks, monumental stones) found at Tanis is not seen as 

proof that Tanis was the city of Raamses, but as proof that the material was carted over 

from Avaris!  The fact that Psalm 78 associates the miracles of the Exodus with the “field 

of Zoan” carries little weight with the anti-Tanis crowd, even though Zoan is Tanis.  We 
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should also note here that the archaeology of Tanis goes back to the Old Kingdom—

consistent with New Courville―whereas Avaris only goes back to the early part of the 

Middle Bronze Age. 

 

The store city of Pithom cannot be correlated to the archaeological site of Tell el-

Maskhuta, as formerly believed, since it has very little going back beyond the 7
th

 century 

B.C.  Rather, scholars are now beginning to accept the correct location of Pithom as Tell 

er-Retabeh, which goes back to the Old Kingdom.  This would also be consistent with the 

New Courville theory, which places the Israelites in the latter part of the Old Kingdom. 

 

A temple of Ramses 2 is found at Retabeh, and a relief shows Ramses 2 striking an 

Asiatic in the presence of “Tum, Lord of Tju.”  According to Finegan, “The prominence 

of Atum and the work of Ramses II at this place are well in accord with the identification 

of Tell er-Retabeh as the ancient Per-Atum, the biblical Pithom.”
14

 

 

It is true that the names of the cities could be used anachronistically.  We have seen this 

to be the case in other biblical passages.  The sacred writer was speaking to a 

contemporary audience, and he sometimes used the current rather than original names of 

the ancient cities.  At times, the biblical writer even notes the change in the name of a 

city.  Tanis was the place of the Hebrews’ oppression, but in later times, it was the place 

where Ramses 2 set up his capital, and its contemporary name for the Israelites was 

Raamses―and so the biblical writers referred to it as such. 

 

Israel received passing mention in the “conquest” itinerary of the famous Merneptah 

Stele.  This is dated to 1208 B.C. in the conventional chronology.  Since the stele 

indicates that Israel was in the land of Canaan at the time of Merneptah, the Exodus must 

have happened before this point.  Even conventional scholars do not believe the stele is 

related to the Exodus:  Malamat says, “The only statement I wish to make in this context 

is that this stele has little or nothing to do with the Exodus.  It merely attests to the actual 

presence of a group designated ‘Israel’ in Canaan towards the end of the 13
th

 century 

B.C.E. [sic].”
15

  Since New Courville identifies Merneptah with Shishak, the mention of 

Israel makes perfectly good sense within the context of Shishak’s invasion of the Holy 

Land. 

 

James K. Hoffmeier thinks there is enough indirect evidence of Israel’s presence in the 

Nile Delta that a plausible case can be made for the truth of the biblical reports of the 

Exodus and Conquest.
16

  Ironically enough, however, Hoffmeier proceeds to downplay 

the archaeological impact of the Conquest: 

 
“The adoption of an indirect military approach finds expression in two principal tactics employed by the 

Israelites: covert infiltration—neutralizing the city defenses; and enticement—drawing the defenders out 

                                                 
14

 Jack Finnegan, Handbook of Biblical Chronology, 1998, rev. ed., p. 240; cf., p. 219; cf. also Frank 

Yurco’s comments in favor of Tell-er-Retabeh, Exodus: The Egyptian Evidence, p. 55. 
15

 Frerichs & Lesko, p. 19. 
16

 James K. Hoffmeier, Israel in Egypt: The Evidence for the Authenticity of the Exodus Tradition, 1996, p. 

x. 
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into the open.  Given the indirect strategy of military conquest, we should expect only limited, if any, 

discernable destruction in the archaeological record.”
17

 

 

As we have pointed out, however, it is unlikely that the Canaanites would have fallen for 

the “enticement” trick for all of their cities.  We agree that the Israelites did not want to 

destroy the infrastructure for some of the Canaanite cities, but aside from these few, the 

Israelites destroyed all the others.  One reason for this is that defenders of cities naturally 

wish to remain entrenched, and the Israelites had to strike the cities as well as the people 

in order to defeat the Canaanites.
18

 

 

Contrary to Hoffmeier, the Israelites did not just burn the cities of Jericho, Hazor, and Ai; 

they also burned the cities of the Anakim:  “And at that time Joshua came and cut off the 

Anakim from the mountains: from Hebron, from Debir, from Anab, from all the 

mountains of Judah, and from all the mountains of Israel; Joshua utterly destroyed them 

with their cities.”
19

  There are not many ways to utterly destroy a city, very few in fact.  

Other than taking a hammer to the walls and buildings—which is a waste of time and 

labor—fire is the best method for bringing a city to a state of utter destruction. 

 

Even if, ex hypothesi, these were the only cities that were deliberately destroyed, this 

would not mean that all the other Canaanite cities were spared.  In fact, most Canaanite 

cities were leveled: 

 
 “From Lachish Joshua passed to Eglon...; and they encamped against it and fought against it.  They took it 

on that day and struck it with the edge of the sword....Then Joshua went up from Eglon, and all Israel with 

him, to Hebron; and they fought against it.  And they took it and struck it with the edge of the sword—its 

king, all its cities, and all the people who were in it; he left none remaining, according to all that he had 

done to Eglon, but utterly destroyed it and all the people who were in it.”
20

 

 

The fact that Joshua and the Israelites “encamped against” Eglon demonstrates that their 

tactics were to set up camp somewhere near the city, then attack it and its peoples.  This 

shows that for most of the conquered Canaanite cities, the infiltration and enticement 

tactics did not work.  Rather, setting up camp, then all-out siege warfare was the usual 

battle strategy. 

 

Of course, just because the rest of the Canaanites were not fooled by the enticement 

strategy, does not mean that all of the Canaanites stayed in their cities.  A coalition of 

kings was commissioned by Jabin, king of Hazor, to assemble a large army near the 

waters of Merom, though Jabin himself stayed in Hazor.  Joshua and his army set upon 

this coalition and destroyed it, chasing its remnants until they were utterly slain.  After 

this, Joshua went up against the city of Hazor, took it, destroyed its people, including 

Jabin, and burned the city with fire.
21

 

                                                 
17

 Hoffmeier, pp. 34-35. 
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19
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In addition to the burning of Hazor, Joshua destroyed many of the other cities that had 

been part of the alliance: “So all the cities of those kings, and all their kings, Joshua took 

and struck with the edge of the sword.  He utterly destroyed them....”
22

  The only cities 

that were not burned to the ground—aside from Hazor―were the ones on mounds, i.e., 

the principle cities, the ones that the Israelites wanted to keep.  But even in the latter case, 

it is likely that the mound cities, if not burned to the ground, suffered much destruction 

from the initial invasions. 

 

In any case, a fair reading of the Conquest narratives indicates that there was a general 

invasion of the land of Canaan by the Israelites, and that most of the towns suffered 

destruction of some sort, and that this should show up as an unmistakable destruction 

level in the archaeological record of the land of Canaan.  The idea that we should expect 

only limited, if any, discernable destruction in the archaeological record is thus plain 

ludicrous.  A natural reading of the biblical text leads us to expect otherwise. 

 

The main reason for minimizing the archaeological impact of the Exodus and Conquest is 

due to the lack of any evidence of such an impact in the Late Bronze Age.  Hoffmeier 

says,  

 
“[T]he arrival of the Israelites did not significantly affect the cultural continuity of the Late Bronze Age and 

may explain why there is no evidence of an intrusion into the land from outsiders, for they became heirs of 

the material culture of the Canaanites.”
23

 

 

Hoffmeier’s textual proof for this is Joshua 24:13 which says: “I have given you a land 

for which you did not labor, and cities which you did not build....”  Of course, the 

Israelites were living in cities that had not been destroyed—Shechem being a principle 

one (Josh. 24:1)—but this does not mean that the Israelites were living in all the cities of 

Canaan.  It is simply fallacious to interpret the “cities which you did not build” as 

including all or even most of the cities of Canaan.  The more natural interpretation is that 

it refers to the few cities that the Israelites kept for themselves, such as the mound cities. 

 

5.  Courville’s Criticisms of the LBA Theory 

 

Courville pointed out that there are at least four suggested correlations between the 

Exodus & Conquest and the kings of Egypt.
24

  These are:  (a)  during the Hyksos period; 

(b)  at the end of rule of Thutmose 3; (c)  during the days of Ramses 2; and (d)  during the 

days of Ramses 3. 

 

We will consider (b) and (c) since these are important Late Bronze Age kings of Egypt.  

The correlation with Thutmose 3 is dismissed by Courville as seriously in error since all 

indications are that Thutmose was a powerful monarch.  He ruled over Egypt, Nubia, and 

Palestine, and was never successfully challenged in his control of any of these areas.  

Egyptologist James Breasted even called him the “Napoleon of Egypt.”  Peter Clayton, 
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speaking of Thutmose’s Palestinian campaign, says, “The whole campaign was a 

masterpiece of planning and nerve.  He marched to Gaza in ten days, took the city, and 

pressed on to Yehem, aiming for Megiddo which was held by the rebellious prince of 

Kadesh.”
25

  Clayton sums up Thutmose’s foreign policy accomplishments: “In less than 

five months Tuthmosis III had travelled from Thebes right up the Syrian coast, fought 

decisive battles, captured three cities and returned to his capital to celebrate his victories.  

A campaign was launched against Syria every summer for the next 18 years...It all 

culminated in Year 42 when Tuthmosis captured Kadesh, but the lists at Karnak detail 

over 350 cities that also fell to Egyptian might.”
26

 

 

It is not surprising, then, that no major crisis occurred during the days of Thutmose 3.  

Courville says, “Inscriptions of a profuse nature are extant from the reign of Thutmose 

III, but there is not the remotest sort of hint of any severe economic or political crisis at 

this time as is to be expected from the incidents associated with the Exodus as noted in 

Scripture.”
27

 

 

Additionally, when the kings of Palestine attempted to throw off the yoke of Egypt after 

Thutmose’s death, his son Amenhotep 2 put a stop to it.  Clayton says:  “In April of Year 

2 [of Amenhotep II] he moved swiftly overland with the army,... advanced into northern 

Palestine, fought his way across the Orontes river in Syria, and subdued all before him.”
28

  

Courville drew the proper conclusion: “The very fact that Amenhotep II was able to quell 

this revolt indicates clearly that there was no serious interruption in the military might of 

Egypt during the decade supposed to encompass the incident of the Exodus.”
29

 

 

With respect to the nineteenth dynasty Exodus theory, with Ramses 2 as the pharaoh of 

the Oppression, scholars regard this as a marked improvement over the eighteenth 

dynasty theory.  For one thing, the evidence indicates that none of the eighteenth dynasty 

pharaohs (whether Hatshepsut, Thutmose 3, Amenhotep 2, or the rest) ever built anything 

of significance in the delta region of Egypt.  On the other hand, Ramses 2 carried out 

extensive building projects in the delta. 

 

Secondly, the eighteenth dynasty pharaohs ruled from Thebes, while Ramses 2 ruled 

from the city of Raamses (which we believe was Tanis).  This meets the scriptural 

references which show a close proximity between the king’s palace and the Israelite 

slaves.
30

  Note in this connection the storage cities of Pithom and Raamses; the mother 

and sister of Moses sending him off on the Nile, then seeing Pharaoh’s daughter find the 

child; also the correlation by Psalm 78 of the city of Tanis—or Zoan―with the 

miraculous judgments upon Egypt.  Finally, the name of the store city Raamses seems to 

correlate well with Ramses 2. 

 

                                                 
25
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26

 Clayton, p. 110. 
27
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28
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29
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30
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Courville did not believe a nineteenth dynasty Exodus & Conquest could be harmonized 

with biblical chronology.  He pointed out that if Ramses 2 was the pharaoh of the 

Oppression, the Exodus would be set 150 years or more later than what can be calculated 

in terms of biblical chronology.
31

 

 

A second reason for rejecting a nineteenth dynasty Exodus is that if Ramses 2 was the 

pharaoh of the Exodus, he could not have been the pharaoh of the Oppression, since that 

king died before the Exodus.
32

  And yet, none of the kings who came before Ramses 2 in 

the nineteenth dynasty ever built in the delta region of Egypt.  “Of the predecessors of 

Rameses II,” says Courville, “one does not meet a builder of any significance until the 

time of Amenhotep IV [i.e., Akhenaten], and his building was certainly not in the Delta 

region.”
33

 

 

So if Ramses 2 was the pharaoh of the Exodus, none of his predecessors could have been 

the pharaoh of the Oppression—which contradicts one of the biblical parameters.  

Conversely, if Ramses 2 was the pharaoh of the Oppression, he could not have been the 

pharaoh of the Exodus, as we noted, since the two are distinguishable in the Bible.  This 

would leave only Merneptah as the possible pharaoh of the Exodus.  The reason this will 

not work is that Merneptah left a famous inscription that demonstrates the Israelite were 

already in the land of Canaan during his day.  Courville says, “[T]he backround in 

Palestine described in the inscription precludes any recent coming of the Israelites into 

the territory.”
34

 

 

Other problems crop up as well.  There is no evidence, for instance, that construction 

projects in the delta region commissioned by Ramses 2 ever involved the slave labor of 

the Hebrews.  There is also no evidence of a crisis in Egypt during the days of Ramses 2, 

who lived many years.  The battle with the Hittites certainly did not result in any crisis in 

Egypt.  Nor is there any evidence of a conquest of Jericho or Ai during the Late Bronze 

Age 2b, when Ramses 2 lived, nor is there any significant change in culture for the whole 

region of Canaan during the days of Ramses 2.
35

  As Courville sums it up: 

 
“[T]he continued multiplication of data which are contradictory to a theory, or which require the use of 

explanations that do not explain, should prompt the investigator to scrutinize most rigidly the validity of the 

premises on which his theories are based.”
36

 

 

6.  The MB1 People and the Children of Israel 

 

In a previous essay, we correlated the end of the Early Bronze Age with the Exodus and 

Conquest as described in the Bible.  (In this we are following Courville in the main.)  It 

was pointed out that if the Exodus and Conquest were anything like what the Bible says 

they were, then this would show up in unmistakable fashion in the archaeological record.  

                                                 
31
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32
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33

 Courville, 1:43. 
34

 Courville, 1:43. 
35

 Courville, 1:44-46. 
36
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It would include signs of an invasion, of cultural change, and of great quantities of 

archaeological material in the Negev and in Kadesh-barnea.  The main exceptions to this 

would be the southern Transjordan cities (which were not conquered) and the city of 

Megiddo (which was put under tribute).  Some of the things we would expect to find also 

include: Jericho and Ai should show signs of destruction or abandonment; Shechem 

should not show any signs of destruction; the invaders should show signs of having a 

tribal organization, of concern with the afterlife, but very little if any idolatry; signs of 

“regionalism,” that is, each tribe settling in distinct geographic regions in the land of 

Canaan; of having been in Egypt (by pottery); of having been at the Red Sea (by sea 

shells); of being semi-nomadic people (wanderers); of an alliance with the Kennites 

resulting in skilled metallurgical productions; and that Egypt should be having a rough 

time of it after the Exodus (Ipuwer fragments). 

 

With reference to the archaeological record, we demonstrated that the only significant 

pottery found in the region where the Israelites wandered for 40 years was MB1 pottery 

(Albright’s terminology).  This is especially true of Kadesh-barnea, where between EB2 

and the Iron 2 period, the only significant pottery is MB1.  Mazar was surprised that any 

of these “arid regions” would be inhabited, but pointed to some large villages, hundreds 

of smaller settlements, and vast cemeteries scattered throughout the region during the 

MB1 phase.  Ram Gophna recognized a stratigraphic gap and cultural discontinuity 

between the Early Bronze Age urban civilization and the MB1 (Intermediate Bronze 

Age) village settlements.  Dever pointed out that after extensive exploration of the 

northern and southern Sinai region, no Middle or Late Bronze Age material has been 

found.  Dever does not believe the barren terrain and sparse oases of the Sinai region 

could support two million “straggling nomads” so he discounts the biblical text.  His 

doubts about what the region could support might lead one to infer that something 

miraculous was necessary to explain the MB1 presence in the wilderness, but the 

difficulty does not occur to Dever.  Finally, we showed from Beno Rothenberg’s 

investigations of the Sinai region that the only significant pottery found in the region 

where the Israelites wandered is MB1 pottery.  Given that the Negev and Kadesh-barnea 

do not contain any pottery from MB2a, MB2b, MB2c, LB1, LB2a, or LB2b, we do not 

see how it is possible for conventional chronology―nor for alternative chronologies such 

as those advocated by Velikovsky, Rohl, and Bimson―to work in light of this 

archaeological situation.  In sum, the only thing that works is the Middle Bronze 1 strata. 

 

7.  The Archaeology of the Middle Bronze 1 Period 

 

Moving on from the issue of what we should expect to find as noted above, what do we 

actually find in the Holy Land with respect to MB1 pottery?  The following summarizes 

some of what we know about this archaeological level, and why we think it is the best 

match for the Exodus and Conquest.  Documentation for the following is contained in the 

Middle Bronze I Fact Sheet located on our website: a) new people; b) new pottery; c) 

signs of invasion and much destruction or abandonment of existing cities; d) destruction 

of Jericho and heap of rocks found at Ai (!) dated to end of the Early Bronze Age; e) 

nomadic or semi-nomadic people; f) warriors; g) tribal or familial social structure; h) 

southern Transjordan and Megiddo spared destruction, resulting in pottery gaps or 
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overlaps; i) a religious people, concerned with the afterlife, but no idolatry of any 

significance; j) many Negev settlements; k) tombs indicating semi-nomadic lifestyle; l)  

skilled metallurgy; m) Egyptian pottery sherds and Red Sea shells accompanying MB1 

pottery; n) regionalism (different geographic regions) as characteristic of MB1 settlement 

patterns in the Holy Land; o) few grains despite presence of grinding stones. (Recall that 

this is a desert.); p) diet mainly of sheep and goats, rather than pigs; q) few diseases 

found among the MB1 people. 

 

8.  Moses and the Pharaohs of Egypt 

 

The major thing to note in studying ancient chronology is that there is no hope of getting 

a correct chronology if there is no good match between biblical history and the pottery 

phases in the Holy Land.  One of our main goals is to relate these pottery phases to 

biblical history―to show that the New Courville theory provides a better model than any 

other chronological theory currently on the market. 

 

For instance, we are told in the Bible that Abimelech destroyed the city of Shechem, that 

he raised it to the ground and sowed it with salt.  Courville’s view was that the end of the 

Early Bronze Age correlated to the Exodus & Conquest, so we should expect to find the 

destruction of Shechem in a subsequent pottery phase, much later than the Conquest 

period.  There is only one phase in the city of Shechem’s entire history in which the 

whole city was burned to the ground prior to the Assyrian period, and that is at the end of 

the MB2c pottery horizon.  There are certainly signs of burning and destruction in other 

strata at Shechem, but none of these ever show a destruction of the whole city—gates, 

walls, inner city―during the same archaeological phase. 

 

As noted before, if Courville is right that the end of the Early Bronze Age represents the 

Exodus & Conquest, and the end of MB2c represents the destruction of Shechem by 

Abimelech in the late Judges period, we should expect to see Judge Deborah somewhere 

in the middle of these two periods.  Sure enough, we read in the Mari letters of the 

Middle Bronze 2b period mention of one Jabin, king of Hazor.  Since MB2b is between 

the end of the Early Bronze Age and MB2c, this Jabin shows up right where we should 

expect to find him. 

 

Judge Deborah and Barak fought against the army of Sisera, the commander serving 

under Jabin 2.  Prior to that time Joshua had defeated Jabin 1 during the Conquest and 

buried him under a heap of rocks.  We actually have a picture of this heap of rocks.  It 

was correlated by the excavator of Hazor with the end of the Early Bronze Age, and is 

consistent with the widespread destructions that took place during the MB1 period.  Thus 

we seem to have more confirmation of a couple of Israel’s enemies (the two Jabins) than 

we do of Joshua, Deborah, or of Israel itself.  Such are the vagaries of archaeological 

preservation. 

 

As discussed earlier, evidence of a famine two hundred or so years before the MB1 

period was presented.  This famine took place in the Old Kingdom under fifth dynasty 

king, Unas, whose causeway shows famine stricken, emaciated men.  If we are right 
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about MB1, then this famine shows up just about where it is supposed to if Joseph was 

serving under Unas.  If then we take this as our starting point for unraveling the 

chronology of the pre-MB1 period, we should then correlate this to Joseph and work out 

who the pharaohs of the Oppression and Exodus could be.  The following is a chart to 

express the possible relations between the biblical patriarchs and the Egyptian kings: 

 
King Manetho Bible Age Event 

1.  Unas 33 yrs Joseph 30 famine of Joseph’s time 

2.  Teti 30 yrs  59  

3.  Pepi 1 53 yrs  110 21st yr of Pepi 1 

4.  Merenre 7 yrs    

5.  Pepi 2 99 Moses 1 Oppression begins; 42nd year of Pepi 2 

6.  Pepi 2  Moses 40 flees Egypt, 82nd of Pepi 2 

7.  Pepi 2    Pepi 2 dies 17 yrs later. 

8.  Merenre-

Anty. 

1 yr Moses 57  

9.  Nitokerty 

(Nitocris) 

12 Moses 69 foster-mother of Moses 

10.  Neferka [1?] Moses 70  

11.  Nufe 2 yrs Moses 72  

12.  Ibi 4 yrs Moses 76  

13.  lost 2 yrs Moses 79  

14.  lost 1 yr Moses 80  

15.  Achthoes 1st yr Moses 81 The Exodus begins.  

 

We are at the mercy of Manetho with regard to the reigns of the kings of the fifth and six 

dynasties, and also for the First Intermediate Period that followed the Old Kingdom.  

Gardiner says, “In the First Intermediate Period, as the age separating Dyns. VI and XII is 

called [i.e., 7-11], Manetho...is seen at his worst.”
37

  This is an understatement, but 

Gardiner still manages to convince himself that Manetho has provided a “framework” 

that Egyptologists have been able to fill out “reasonably well.” 

 

Clayton believes that the First Intermediate Period began just after the death of Pepi 2:  

“With the death of Pepi II, central government broke down completely and the fragile 

unity that had held Egypt together during the Old Kingdom finally splintered.”
38

  One 

problem with this is that according to Manetho and the Turin Canon, the sixth dynasty 

did not end with the death of Pepi 2.  In fact it continued on with the reigns of 

Menthesuphis and Nitocris (1 year and 12 respectively, totaling 13 years), then five more 

kings, whose aggregate reign was about 9 years.
39

  So after Pepi’s death, the sixth 

dynasty continued on for another 22 years. 

 

According to Manetho, the seventh dynasty was made up of 70 kings who reigned for 70 

days.  This could have been something like an Egyptian congress, made up of nobles or 

governors who attempted to rule the Memphite area of the country after the death of Pepi 

2.  Breasted spoke of an “oligarchy” of nobles attempting to set up a joint rule.
40

  Weigall 

                                                 
37
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38
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39
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40
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even thought Queen Nitocris ruled as part of the seventh dynasty.
41

  Nevertheless, most 

historians dismiss the seventh dynasty as either “wholly spurious” (Gardiner), or as 

symbolic of the breakdown of Egyptian society after the end of the Old Kingdom 

(Clayton), or as an “ephemeral coalition of barons” (Johnson).  In any case, it does not 

really matter since the dynasty only lasted three months, which is of little chronological 

significance. 

 

As noted, Clayton believes the seventh and eighth dynasties lasted about 20 years, and 

the rule of the eighth dynasty was limited to the area of Memphis.  “More certain, 

however,” says Clayton, “seems the existence of an 8
th

 Dynasty.  Comprising 17 or so 

kings, possibly descended from Pepi II, these rulers claimed to govern Memphis.  Their 

authority was nevertheless mostly limited to the area around this city....”
42

  Thus, both the 

seventh and eighth dynasties were local dynasties.  Manetho says that the eighth dynasty 

consisted of “twenty-seven kings of Memphis, who reigned for 146 years.”  The Abydos 

list has 18 kings after Pepi 2, and it appears that some of them may be kings from the 

latter part of the sixth dynasty.  Gardiner makes some correlations between the later sixth 

dynasty kings and the eighth dynasty kings, but it is our idea to place the dynasties in 

parallel rule, not necessarily Gardiner’s.
43

  The kings are as follows: 

 
8

th
 dynasty 6

th
 dynasty 

1.   Merenre-Antyemzaf Menthesuphis, 5
th

 king 

2.   Netjerkare  

3.   Menkare Nitocris, 6
th

 queen 

4.   Neferkare   

5.   Neferkare-Neby   

6.   Djedkare-Shema   

7.   Neferkare-Khendu   

8.   Merenhor   

9.   Sneferka   

10.  Nikare   

11.  Neferkare-Tereru   

12.  Neferkahor   

13.  Neferkare-Pepysonb   

14.  Sneferka-Anu   

15.  Kakaure Ibi, 9
th

 king 

16.  Neferkaure   

17.  Neferkauhor   

18.  Neferirkare   

 

It seems possible then that the eighth dynasty was either wholly or nearly contained in the 

latter part of the sixth dynasty, and therefore does not add any time to the chronology of 

the First Intermediate Period.  Clayton’s 20 years for the seven and eighth dynasties, 

which in his view, followed the death of Pepi 2, could then be placed in the last decades 

of the sixth dynasty. 

 

                                                 
41
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42
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43
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Manetho then goes on to describe the ninth dynasty as lasting several centuries and 

beginning with an Akhtoy.  It was made up of,  

 
“. . . nineteen kings of Heracleopolis, who reigned for 409 years.  Achthoes, the first of these, terrible 

beyond all before him, wrought evil things for those in all Egypt, but afterwards he fell a victim to madness 

and was destroyed by a crocodile.”
44

 

 

As can be seen in our first chart above, we have correlated the Egyptian king named 

“Achthoes” with the Exodus.  This is a Greek form of the Egyptian Khety, i.e., [A]khety, 

Akhtoy.  There is more than one Akhtoy in the ninth dynasty, but it is difficult to identify 

any particular one with Manetho’s “Achthoes,” though Meryibre Khety has been 

suggested as the possible first king of the ninth dynasty.
45

  Manetho’s descriptions are 

interesting in that this king’s rule brought such devastation to Egypt that the only fitting 

end to him was a legendary judgment—madness, then death by crocodile.  While we are 

forced to guess at this point, Achthoes does appear to have some characteristics similar to 

the pharaoh of the Exodus.  After all, the Exodus pharaoh’s defiance of Moses brought 

“evil things for those in all Egypt,” and he too met his death as part of a divine judgment 

(drowning in the Red Sea).  If we are right in locating the Exodus at the end of the Old 

Kingdom, and if Achthoes was ruling Egypt at the same time, then his responsibility in 

bringing evil times to Egypt marks him out as a leading candidate for the pharaoh of the 

Exodus. 

 

In order to achieve the designation “terrible beyond all before him,” this king must have 

been considered a tyrant, one who imposed a forced unity on the nomarchs throughout 

Egypt.  The nomarchs had become used to semi-autonomous, or even autonomous, rule 

under the old king Pepi 2 and his successors, but now they were forced to kowtow to a 

new monarch.  Their disloyalty may have been severely punished.  The idea that this king 

was terrible beyond any of his predecessors may either refer to his cruelty in promoting 

the politics of Egyptian unity, or if he is the Exodus Pharaoh, it may refer to the terrible 

plagues that came upon Egypt because of this king’s intransigence in refusing to allow 

the Hebrews to leave his country.  In any case, some sort of poet justice (or divine 

punishment) was deemed necessary to describe his end.   

 

9.  The First Intermediate Period 

 

The Bible says very little about cultures outside of Israel.  As we have seen, this is in 

keeping with the biblical writers’ mode of historical description—writing from a 

Hebrew-centric or Israeli-centric perspective.  Is this good or bad?  For the modern 

historian, it is not very good, for he wants to know about such things as the organization 

of society in different states, the different subsistence strategies of the lower classes, the 

farming methods of the agricultural sector, all the types of grains used as part of everyday 

diet, the varieties of wheat, poultry, or meat products available for mass consumption, 

what events or attitudes motivated foreign or domestic policies, what statistical 

correlations exist, if any, between economic status and political or religious beliefs, what 
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types of eating utensils were in use, what types of fertilizers were used on the farms, etc.  

In short, the historian of today has different interests from the writers of the Bible, and is 

often sociocentric in his approach to history, while the writers of the Bible were 

theocentric. 

 

Does this mean that biblical writers were not interested in telling the truth?  No, not at all; 

it only means that biblical writers told the truth about what interested them.  Similarly, 

professional historians today focus on what interests them, and presumably tell the truth 

about it.  A perspective—contrary to historical relativism or philosophical Idealism—

does not necessarily distort reality or history, anymore than focusing on a particular area 

of one’s visual field blinds one to everything else in the visual field (else we wouldn’t be 

able to drive a car or fly an airplane).  Of course, we are grateful for the information we 

can find in the Bible about ancient cultures outside of Israel, regardless of the 

perspective, but because of differing interests, as we’ve said, there are only bits and 

pieces. 

 

It would have been helpful if those ancient cultures had themselves kept better records.  

This is especially true of the First Intermediate Period, which is a difficult period to 

understand because of the breakdown of the national government.  Clayton says, “With 

the death of Pepi II, central government broke down completely and the fragile unity that 

had held Egypt together during the Old Kingdom finally splintered.  Papyri from the later 

Middle Kingdom emphasize the turmoil of the First Intermediate Period, for the country 

had indeed fallen into political and monarchical disorder.”
46

  According to Seele, “A 

complete lack of historical records from the period leaves us in total darkness concerning 

the events which occurred during the reigns of the last kings of the Sixth Dynasty.  Social 

revolution brought the collapse of all existing  institutions; the ruling classes lost their 

power and wealth, and confusion reigned with no visible hope for the future.  An ancient 

sage has dawn a dreary picture of the period...” [quoting Ipuwer papyrus].
47

  Mertz says: 

“The Old Kingdom...was followed by a period of confusion, when the country broke 

apart into smaller units ruled by local princes....This First Intermediate Period, as it is 

called, causes chronological problems because the Dynasties Seven through Eleven 

which comprise the period were, in some cases, contemporaneous.”
48

 

  

Manetho gives the eighth dynasty 27 kings with a total at 146 years, the ninth and tenth 

dynasties 28 kings in all at 594 years.  For the eleventh dynasty, Manetho gives 16 kings 

and only 43 years.
49

  Where Manetho got these  figures is unknown, and some of the king 

lists ignore the ninth and tenth dynasties entirely.  Egyptologists believe the ninth and 

tenth dynasties were parallel to the eleventh dynasty, beginning either at the same time, 

or with the eleventh beginning shortly after the beginning of the ninth dynasty.
50
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We agree with Courville that the pottery strata corresponding to the end of the Old 

Kingdom in Egypt represents the point of the Exodus & Conquest.  Since we identify 

these two historical epochs with the First Intermediate Period, this means that the 

ninth/tenth dynasties (parallel with the eleventh dynasty), represent the period of the 

Exodus & Conquest, and a few years beyond that probably.  Can we really shorten the 

First Intermediate Period all that much?  How can we get from Manetho’s span of more 

than half a millennium to around a hundred years or so?  Fortunately, we have an 

inscription on a mortuary stela that almost forces us to shorten the total length of time.  

The stela was owned by a twelfth dynasty official by the name of Intefyoker.  It says: 

“Year 33 under the majesty of Kheperkere [Sesostris I], living forever.”  It then goes on: 

 
“For the revered scribe of...supervisor of fields in the Thinite nome of the South...Imsu, southward as far as 

the Crocodile name, northward as far as the Panapolite nome.  The father’s father of my father was field 

scribe in the waters of Abydos of the Thinite nome, since the time of Horus: Wahenekh...King of Upper 

and Lower Egypt: Son of Re, Intef (I).”
51

 

 

Intefyoker is saying that his great-grandfather (father’s father of my father) lived during 

the days of Intef I, Wahenekh (first king of the eleventh dynasty, though others name 

Sehertawy as first).  Thus, as a rough estimate, the number of years between the 

beginning of the eleventh dynasty and the 33
rd

 year of twelfth dynasty king Sesostris I 

cannot be longer than the time between a man and his great-grandfather.  The following 

chart shows the kings of the eleventh dynasty: 

 
Clayton Gardiner Breasted 

 [Inyotef]  

Intef I, Sehertawy Inyotef (I), Sehertowe  

Intef II, Wahankh Inyotef (II) Wahankh Wahenekh-Intef I 

Intef III, Nakjtnebtepnefer Inyotef (III) Nakhtneb-Tepnefer-Intef II 

Mentuhotep I, Nebhetepre Menthotpe (I) Nebhotep-Mentuhotep I 

  Intef III 

  Nibkhrure-Mentuhotep II 

Mentuhotep II, Sankhkare Menthopte (II) Senekhkere-Mentuhotep III 

Mentuhotep III, Nebtawyre Menthopte (III) Nibtowere-Mentuhotep IV 

 

In the above, it can be seen that Breasted has Wahenekh as the first Intef.  Weigall also 

has Wahenkh as Intef 1 and correlates Intef 1 with Wahkere Akthoi, third king of the 

ninth dynasty.
52

  Clayton follows Gardiner’s arrangement of these kings, but it is not 

clear why there is disagreement between Gardiner and Breasted.  In any case, the 

beginning of the twelfth dynasty is as follows: 

 

Amenemhet I, 16 years 

Senusret I (Sesostris), 46 years. 

 

Manetho gives 16 years for Amenemhet and 46 years for Sesostris, but other king lists 

vary the length of time from 20 to 60 years.  Breasted gives 20 and 42 years respectively, 

                                                 
51
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and allows for a coregency of ten years between Amenemhet and Sesostris.  A stela of an 

official named Intef bears the date “Year 30 of Amenemhet I, Year 10 of Sesostris.”
53

  In 

addition, the Tale of Sinuhe says that Amenemhet died in his 30
th

 year, so his sole reign 

was 20 years.  The sole reign of his successor, Sesostris 1, was about 32 years, and his 

coregency with his own son was 3 years, totaling 35 years of his own reign.  Obviously 

Sesostris 1 ruled at least 33 years, as per the Intefyoker inscription, but it is difficult to 

know whether his 33
rd

 year includes his earlier co-regency, or is after the death of 

Amenemhet I (i.e., counting from the start of his sole reign). 

 

How long is the period from a man to his great-grandson?  Because some Egyptologists 

accept a long period of time for the eleventh dynasty, they end up with a generation 

length of at least 40 years to bridge the time between Wahankh and Sesostris I.   Breasted 

gives 160 years for four generations.
54

  From this he concludes that the close of Intef’s 

reign was “not later than about 100 years before the accession of the Twelfth 

Dynasty....and Wahenekh-Intef’s accession was not later than 150 years before the end of 

the Eleventh Dynasty, as we know that he reigned at least 50 years....”
55

 

 

Nevertheless, is a 160 year period of time realistic for the time between and man and his 

great-grandson?  Weigell says that in Egypt a man was often married at age 16.
56

  So 

other than from chronological necessity, is there any good reason for holding to such a 

long period of time as provided by Breasted?  Another difficulty in Breasted’s 

calculations is that we do not know whether the 33
rd

 year of Sesostris 1 was counted from 

the start of his co-regency, or from his sole reign. 

 

Nor do we even know how old Intefyoker was when he made the inscription.  Was he 30 

years old, or was he 70 years old?  The younger he is, the shorter the eleventh dynasty 

becomes, whereas, the older he is, the longer the eleventh dynasty becomes.  For 

instance, if he was 70 years old, and made the inscription in the 33
rd

 year of the sole reign 

of Sesostris I, he would have been born in the decade before the twelfth dynasty, that is: 

33 + 30 = 63 years in the twelfth dynasty; 7 years in the eleventh dynasty.  Given a more 

realistic generation length for Egyptians (say 25 years), this would place Intefyoker’s 

great-grandfather about 75 years before the beginning of the twelfth dynasty.  Adding 50 

years to Intef’s reign gives a total of 125 years as the maximum span between a man and 

his great-grandson.  This is 35 years less than Breasted’s calculations. 

 

Is this realistic, however?  What if Intefyoker’s great-grandfather served in the waning 

years of Intef 1, say in his last 10 years?  This would shorten the time by 40 years on the 

earlier side.  On the later side of the span, what if Intefyoker were a young man, say 30 

years old, when he made the inscription in year 33 of the sole reign of Sesostris 1?  His 

father would likely have been born at the beginning of the reign, his grandfather at the 

beginning of the twelfth dynasty, and his great-grandfather 25 years before that.  Even 
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placing the great-grandfather’s service in the last years of Intef would result in a drastic 

shortening of the eleventh dynasty.   

 

Given the fact of early marriages in Egypt, the more realistic figure for a generation 

would be about 25 years.  It would give not more than 100 years or so for 4 generations.  

If Intefyoker was middle-aged (say 50) when he made the inscription in the sole reign of 

Sesostris 1, he would have been born in the 13
th

 year of Amenemhet 1.  His great-

grandfather would then have served under Intef at least 62 years earlier than the 

beginning of the twelfth dynasty: 12 + 25 + 25 = 62.  Assuming the great-grandfather 

began his service in the middle of Intef’s reign, the beginning of his reign could not have 

been much more than 87 years before the twelfth dynasty.  This is 63 years less than 

Breasted’s 150 years. 

 

If we assume that the ninth and tenth dynasties were largely contemporaneous with the 

eleventh dynasty, this would mean that the end of the sixth dynasty to the beginning of 

the twelfth dynasty was not much more than a century.  Thus, if we estimate that the First 

Intermediate Period was about 70 or 80 years in length, this would mean the MB1 pottery 

horizon was about the same length of time, too.  Granted, we have made some 

assumptions here, but they are at least as reasonable as the assumptions made by 

conventional chronologists in calculating the total years for this period. 

 

Can we reconstruct the history of Egypt for this period?  If we are right in placing the 

Exodus at the end of the sixth dynasty, it may be possible to give a plausible, if 

hypothetical, account of the political history of Egypt after the destructive effects of the 

Exodus.  As a matter of fact, Egyptologists have already come up with the broad outlines 

of what happened in the First Intermediate Period, even if the sources are meager, and 

some interpretations vary. 

 

The basic pattern of events during this period saw the breakup of the national government 

of Egypt into competing provinces.  This actually began to some extent under the reign of 

Pepi 2.  Apparently, his power grew weaker as he aged, and the nomarchs gained more 

and more autonomy as his reign finally petered out.  In our opinion, this provincialism 

was temporally halted when Achthoes, whom we regard as the pharaoh of the Exodus, 

forced the nomarchs to obey his will.  When the pharaoh of the Exodus was killed along 

with his army in the Red Sea, the temporary unity under Achthoes was broken, the 

national government devolved into competing nomarchies, and the great rivalry between 

the Heracleopolitans and the Thebans commenced.
57

 

 

In summary, then, the Exodus took place against a background of forced unity under the 

despotic rule of Achthoes.  When Achthoes and his army were drowned in the Red Sea, 

Egypt reverted back to its political disunity and nomarchic rivalry.  So indirectly the 

Exodus led to the resumption of Egypt’s path toward disruption but was not the direct 

cause of it.  In our opinion the Ipuwer fragments are not contemporary with the Exodus 
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but are describing this breakdown in civil order that occurred later.  Nevertheless, some 

of the metaphors used to describe this breakdown were based on a memory of the plagues 

upon Egypt at the time of the Exodus. 

 

10.  The Plagues of Egypt 

 

Are there any ancient texts that support the Bible’s description of events just prior to the 

Exodus?  In the Book of Exodus, we read about 10 plagues descending upon Egypt. 

 
First: Waters Turned to Blood,  Ex. 7:14 

Second: Frogs,  Ex. 8:1ff. 

Third: Lice, Ex. 8:16 

Fourth: Flies, Ex. 8:20 

Fifth: Egyptian Livestock, pestilence, Ex. 9:6 

Sixth: Boils, Ex. 9:9 

Seventh: Hail, Thunder, Fire, plants, trees destroyed, Ex. 9:24 

Eighth: Locusts, destruction of plants, fruit, Ex. 10:14 

Ninth: Darkness, Ex. 10:23 

Tenth: Death of Firstborn, plague, Ex. 12:29 

 

Some have appealed to certain texts such as the Ipuwer papyrus or the Ermitage papyrus 

as supportive.  Let us look more closely at these documents.  The First Intermediate 

Period is where most Egyptologists place the content of Ipuwer, and both Velikovsky and 

Courville interpreted Ipuwer’s expressions as referring to the Exodus plagues.
58

  The 

fragments include the following: 

 
“The river is blood.” 

“Plague is throughout the land.  Blood is everywhere.” 

“Trees are destroyed.” 

“No fruit nor herbs are found.”  (Ex. 9:25.) 

“All animals, their hearts weep.  Cattle moan.” 

“The land is not light.”  (Ex. 10:22.) 

“He that places his brother in the ground is everywhere.” 
 

The Ermitage Papyrus also says: 

 
“The land is utterly perished and nothing remains.” 

“The sun is veiled and shines not in the sight of men.” 

“None know that midday is there; [the sun’s] shadow is not discerned.” 
 

As we noted before, it is our opinion that these texts do not directly relate to the ten 

plagues, uncanny though the resemblances might be.  What they represent is the 

fragmentation of Egypt’s national government, the consequences of which were petty 

rivalries, anarchy, and outright war during the First Intermediate Period.  The literary 

style of Ipuwer is to show that everything has been turned around, e.g., at one time the 

sun was shining but now the sky is cloudy, or at one time the rich man was found in the 

halls of the great, but now common robbers are there, and so on.  Its purpose is to show 
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that Egyptian society is topsy-turvy, and that the only thing that can set things aright is 

the king, and the peoples’ obedience to the government.  It is an ancient version of 

Edmund Burke’s Reflections on the Revolution in France, about how terrible things are 

since the old order was done away with.  This ancient type of literature is known as 

“lament” literature.  According to Redford: 

 
“The extant copies of Ipuwer all date to the New Kingdom, but a passage was excerpted as early as the 12th 

Dynasty for inclusion in the Instruction of Amenemhet; and the historical milieu of the piece clearly points 

to the period between Pepy II and the rise to power of the 11
th

 Dynasty for its formulation.”
59

 

 

A text called the Prophecy of Neferti illustrates the “inversion” of society that was 

bewailed by the lament literature of the day
60

: 

 
I show you a land topsy-turvey! 

The weakly-armed is the strongly-armed, 

One salutes him who saluted... 

The beggar will gain riches... 

The slaves will be exalted. 
 

The question arises: if Ipuwer or the Ermitage Papyrus are not describing the plagues 

upon Egypt, why is the imagery so close?  We have suggested a plausible answer, that the 

writers of these documents actually experienced the Exodus plagues in their youth, and 

the shock of that stayed with them for the rest of their lives.  Thus, when it came to 

describing the harsh conditions that prevailed in the fragmented society of the First 

Intermediate Period, these writers recalled those terrible days when Egypt was brought 

low.  Their lament literature was developed from memories of the Exodus because the 

images worked so well to describe the miseries of their own day. 

 

Therefore, as we’ve said the Exodus was the indirect cause of this state of affairs but not 

the direct cause.  The Exodus did have a direct effect in removing the pharaoh who was 

exerting his power to bring the nomarchs in line.  When he was taken out of the way, the 

nomarchs rebelled.  This led to the collapse of all central government in Egypt and to the 

political dissolution described in the above sources. 

 

Is there any way to confirm that the Exodus happened near the beginning of the First 

Intermediate Period?  Aside from the heap of rocks found at Ai correlated to the end of 

the Old Kingdom (end of EB3), and MB1 pottery found in the Negev and in Kadesh-

barnea, perhaps there is one other type of evidence that might provide a plausible 

confirmation.  If we think about it, the plagues of Egypt must have caused a loss of life of 

very great proportions, especially the 10
th

 plague.  Should there not be some evidence of 

a spike in deaths during this time?  And how, if this is true, would we determine such a 

thing?  The easiest way would seem to be an examination of the quantity of tombs 

constructed during the First Intermediate Period.  If there is a spike in tomb burials, this 

would be consistent with the incidents surrounding the 10
th

 plague, and may even provide 

some confirmation of it.  Do we have any such information? 
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The answer is maybe.  Speaking of the First Intermediate Period, Stephan Seidlmayer 

notes that during this time there was a “marked increase in the number of tombs.”
61

  Of 

course, he does not relate this to the 10
th

 plague, but theorizes that it may be due either to 

population growth, or to the preference of excavators to concentrate on this period rather 

than on the Old Kingdom.  It may not be a matter of preference, however, for Old 

Kingdom excavations are hampered by the ground conditions in Egypt.  As Jaromir 

Malek says, “Old Kingdom levels are close to or below the current water table and this 

makes excavations very difficult.”
62

  It would be interesting to see a statistical analysis of 

the tombs for the First Intermediate Period, and it would also be nice if more Old 

Kingdom tombs could be excavated, to serve as a point of comparison, at least.   

 

Nevertheless, it is our opinion that such a research program would not undermine the 

spike in deaths during the First Intermediate Period.  If we are right in placing the Exodus 

at this point in Egypt’s history, then the increase in tombs would be consistent with the 

biblical description of the 10
th

 plague, in which all of the first-born were killed by the 

Destroyer, “for there was not a house where there was not one dead” (Ex. 12:30). 

 

We should point out that the firstborn does not necessarily mean the death of a lot of 

infants.  The firstborn means the oldest, so it would probably mean a representative swath 

of the population.  Confirmation of the 10
th

 plague, however, would require more 

archaeological work for this period, including an examination of skeletal remains for 

clues about causes of death.  If our placement of the Exodus in Egypt’s history is correct, 

and there is a considerable spike in the number of tomb burials for this time, and for no 

other, then such a state of affairs would provide a plausible confirmation of the terrible 

events leading up to the Exodus. 

 

11.  The Eleventh Plague 

 

There may some truth in saying that tourism is the 11
th

 plague upon Egypt, but really, it 

seems rather to have been the invasion of Egypt by the “Asiatics” during the First 

Intermediate Period.  Redford says, “[The] Ipuwer [papyrus] does not dwell on the 

Asiatic threat to Egypt at length, but...[it] does in fact mention their presence within the 

land as a consequence of the weakness of the government....‘Lo, the desert pervades the 

land, townships are laid waste, and a foreign bow-people are come to Egypt!’ (3, 1).  ‘Lo, 

the entire Delta is no longer hidden...foreign peoples are conversant with the livelihood of 

the delta’ (4, 5-8).  ‘People flee...and it is tents that they make like bedu’ (10, 1-2).  ‘The 

bedu are apprised of the state of the land, which indeed formerly all foreign people 

showed respect for.’ (15, 1-2).”
63

 

 

One of the Akhtoys, possibly the 3rd, claims to have repulsed the “Asiatics.”  “Lo, the 

vile Asiatic!....But as I live!  As long as I was around those bowmen were walled off, and 

the fortress that lay open I closed upon on them....And so I made the Delta smite them, 
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and I plundered their chattels and seized their cattle....Don’t give them a thought!”
64

  The 

twelfth dynasty “Prophecy of Neferty” also mentions that before the restoration of central 

government under the eleventh dynasty, there was the presence of “well-provisioned 

Asiatics throughout the land.”
65

 

 

Both Velikovsky and Courville identified these “Asiatics” with the biblical Amalekites 

(whom they equated with the fifteenth dynasty Hyksos).  Velikovsky did this because he 

believed the Exodus took place at the end of the Middle Kingdom, and Courville, because 

he believed that the Exodus took place at both the end of the Old Kingdom and Middle 

Kingdom, thus making these kingdoms parallel to one another.  In our opinion, this is 

highly unlikely.  It has already been noted that Courville, following Velikovsky, believed 

Ipuwer’s admonitions were referring directly to the Exodus plagues.  In our opinion, 

however, this is only because Velikovsky cherry picked his evidence.  In fact, Ipuwer 

includes a lot more than possible plague references.  First of all, some time must elapse 

between the Exodus and the period of time that Ipuwer is describing: 

 
“The virtuous man goes in mourning because of what has happened in the land...[T]he tribes of the desert 

have become Egyptians everywhere.” 

 

This is a situation in which the Aamu (Asiatics) have already made their way into the 

Delta and have settled down in every part of it.  Despite this invasion, the Egyptians have 

gotten used to it so much that they are still able to go about their business, though with 

plenty of protection: 

 
“[T]he land is full of confederates, and a man goes to plough with his shield.” 

 

Notice that the land has recovered enough since the Exodus that Egyptians can go about 

their farming businesses.  Nevertheless, fear holds back many, even though the Nile has 

resumed its regular inundations.  Too many fighters or thieves plunder the land, making 

expectations of a successful harvest non-existent: 

 
“Indeed, the Nile overflows, yet none plough for it.  Everyone says: ‘We do not know what will happen 

throughout the land.’” 

 

Craftsmen can no longer be employed, for “Behold, no craftsmen work, for the enemies 

of the land have impoverished its craftsmen.”  During this time, the status of the poor and 

the rich has been reversed, for “Indeed, poor men have become owners of wealth, and he 

who could not make sandals for himself is now a possessor of riches.”  This is unlikely to 

be referring to the Israelites “despoiling” of the Egyptians at the Exodus, but more likely 

to the economic hardships of the day. 

 

The next sentence says, “Indeed, men’s slaves, their hearts are sad, and magistrates do 

not fraternize with their people when they shout.”  The Hebrew slaves, of course, were 

not sad, and the reference to “magistrates” shows that the government had broken down.  

A later verse appears to have Egyptians, rather than Hebrews in view: “[T]he well-born 

                                                 
64

 Redford, p. 68. 
65

 Redford, p. 68. 



 25 

man...through lack of recognition, and the child of his lady has become the son of his 

maidservant.”  Surely, the Israelites did not take Egyptian children away from their 

mothers.  These references all appear to be describing Egyptians in the midst of social 

and economic upheaval. 

 

Consider one of Velikovsky & Courville’s favorite plague texts: “Indeed [hearts] are 

violent, pestilence is throughout the land, blood is everywhere.”  The first part of the 

sentence indicates that the basic problem is violence, which was not an issue in the 

Exodus.  And while the theme of pestilence and blood may be a memory of the Exodus 

plagues, the sentence actually says that blood is everywhere, not just confined to the Nile, 

or to water pots.  Such a general reference is more in keeping with a civil war.  Another 

favorite quote is the one that says “there is no end of noise.”  However, this verse actually 

speaks of the passing of a great deal of time: 

 
“Indeed,...because of noise;....years of noise, and there is no end of noise.”

66
 

 

Velikovsky described this as the result of earthquakes, and that the “shaking returned 

again and again....”  He did not realize that the mention of “years” undermines his 

interpretation of this as a plague event.  More likely it is referring to the din of war and 

strife that accompanied the societal breakdown and civil war during the First Intermediate 

Period. 

 

In another place Ipuwer says that “the king has been deposed by the rabble.”  This is not 

a description of the death of the Exodus pharaoh in the Red Sea, but is describing a 

rebellion of Egyptian mobs against a sitting king of Egypt.  “[T]he land has been 

deprived of kingship by a few lawless men.”  As a remedy to all of this confusion and 

strife, Ipuwer admonished his listeners to “[d]estroy the enemies of the august 

Residence” (i.e., support the king), and to obey various rituals and liturgical practices.  

He then speaks again of the “noise of tumult” and says: 

 
“All these years are strife, and a man is murdered on his housetop even though he was vigilant in his gate 

lodge.”
67

 

 

Again, the reference is to years of strife, not to months or days, so Ipuwer is speaking of 

years long past the Exodus (on our theory).  While we agree that some of Ipuwer’s 

statements are based on memories of the dark time of the Exodus (from the Egyptian 

perspective), it is much more likely that Ipuwer is using a variety of literary metaphors in 

order to describe the disordered state of society in his own day. 

 

Now the question remains, if the Asiatics were not the Hyksos, could they still have been 

the Amalekites?  According to the Bible, Amalek came out and fought Israel in 

Rephidim.
68

  On account of the miracle in which Aaron and Hur held up the fatigued 

arms of Moses as he held the rod of God, Israel prevailed over Amalek.  Moses received 

the promise of God with respect to the Amalekites: “Write this for a memorial in the 
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book and recount it in the hearing of Joshua, that I will utterly blot out the remembrance 

of Amalek from under Heaven.”
69

  The Amalekites thus provide a good example of how 

the “Asiatics” of Palestine had both the numbers and resources to pose a formidable 

threat even to a population as large as that of Israel. 

 

One problem for the Israelites is that it is unlikely that many of them had weapons.  They 

did not have them when they left Egypt, for there were no swords or shields to compete 

with the power of God when the Red Sea was opened.  Thus, the Israelites could not say 

that it was by the hands of the Israelites that Pharaoh was defeated.
70

  So how did the 

Israelites fight the forces of Amalek?  Some suggest that the Israelites gathered weapons 

from the Egyptians who were “dead on the seashore.”
71

  There were more than a half-a-

million Israelites who were capable of military service, so Pharaoh’s weapons may 

literally have been a godsend.
72

  The Israelite forces, however, had been slaves in Egypt, 

not fighting men, and the attack of the Amalekites was therefore an existential threat to 

the Israelites.  It is no wonder that a miracle was absolutely necessary in order to save 

them from extermination or enslavement. 

 

The Amalekites were a powerful enough fighting force that they could have easily 

invaded a weakened Egypt.  Our view, however, is that it is just as likely, perhaps even 

more so, that the Asiatic invaders of Egypt were Amorites (Amurru).  These people 

inhabited various places west of the Euphrates, and down into the Holy Land.  Israel 

itself was forced to fight some of these Amorite tribes, and it is easy enough to imagine 

that when these warriors discerned the weakness of Egypt, they took full advantage of the 

situation. 

Unfortunately for Egypt, it was not a recipient of any miracles, and as Ipuwer and other 

Egyptian sources attest, the Delta was overrun by the Asiatics.  During a time when the 

national government of Egypt was almost non-existent and the provinces were in a state 

of civil war, Amorite political and military opportunism seems quite plausible.  Dever 

says: 

 
“It is true that we lack text from Palestine itself, but the ethnic and linguistic situation there can safely be 

inferred from the well-known Egyptian ‘Execration Texts,’ of which at least the earlier (Berlin) group dates 

to the mid-late nineteenth century B.C. [sic] and belongs indisputably to MB IIA.  The ‘Tale of Sinuhe’ 

from about the twentieth century B.C. [sic] reflects essentially the same cultural environment.  The 

‘Instruction of Merykare’... and the ‘Wall of the Prince’ built by Amenemhet I...are ample witness of the 

threat of Asiatics entering Egypt even before MB IIA.  While the peoples of Syria-Palestine are not 

designated specifically as ‘Amorites’ in these texts, they are called ‘Amu,’ which certainly denotes 

Asiatics; furthermore they bear good West Semitic names of distinctly Amorite type, identical to those in 

contemporary Akkadian texts.”
73

 

 

Despite initial setbacks against the Israelites, the Amorites remained a strong force in the 

Holy Land.  They were able to drive the Danites out of their inheritance, though later the 
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house of Joseph put the Amorites under tribute:  “And the Amorites forced the children 

of Dan into the mountains, for they would not allow them to come down to the valley; 

and the Amorites were determined to dwell in Mount Heres, in Aijalon, and in 

Shaalbim....[a few miles west of Jerusalem].  Now the boundary of the Amorites was 

from the Ascent of Akrabbim, from Sela, and upward.”
74

 

 

It would seem therefore just as plausible to regard the Aamu invaders of Egypt during the 

First Intermediate Period as Amorites, and it was they who settled in the Delta and 

became the subject of Ipuwer’s complaints. 

 

12.  The Path to Freedom 

 

The journey of the Israelites from Egypt started at the city of Raamses (Tanis) and a 

month later had reached the Wilderness of Sin.
75

  The following is a list of the stations 

along the way, with possible archaeological sites: 

 
1.  Raamses 

2.  Succoth 

3.  Etham (turned back here) 

4.  Pi Hahiroth (Pi-Hathor; camp at Migdol) 

5.  Red Sea (crossing at Gulf of Suez) 

6.  Desert of Shur (also called Wilderness of Etham) 

7.  Marah (3 days from Red Sea crossing) 

8.  Elim (12 wells, 70 palm trees; Abu Awgeila?) 

9.  Red Sea (Num. 33:10; Gulf of al-‘Aqaba?; after about 4 weeks of travel) 

10.  Wilderness of Sin (a month after leaving Egypt; cf., Num. 33:3, Ex: 16:1) 
 

The site locations for these stations depends on where one locates Mt. Sinai.  Wenham 

says, “Opinions differ as to the route followed after the Red Sea crossing.  It all depends 

where Sinai is to be located.”
76

  Since conventional chronologists by and large accept the 

southern portion of the peninsula between the Gulf of Suez and the Gulf of Aqaba as the 

location of Mt. Sinai, site identifications are sought from within this region.  Thus Marah 

is identified with Ain Hawarah, Elim with Wadi Gharandel, the Red Sea camp with the 

plain of el-Marhah or Wadi Tayiba, and Mt. Sinai is identified with Jebel Musa 

(“mountain of Moses”).
77

 

 

Not all scholars agree, however, that Jebel Musa is Mt. Sinai.  Some prefer Jebel Sin 

Bisher, which is about 30 miles from the Suez (too short of a distance it seems).  Others 

think Marah is Bir el-Murr, or that Elim is Ayun Musa.  Obviously, if Mt. Sinai is to be 

located in a more northern area, the traditional site identifications will have to be 

changed.  If we are right in seeing Mt. Sinai in a more northern location, then the second 

mention of the Red Sea does not have to refer back to the Gulf of Suez, but would be 

referring to the Gulf of Aqaba.  The fact that it took almost a month for the Israelites to 

arrive at the Wilderness of Sin (near Aqaba in our view) indicates a greater distance that 
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any proposed Suez location would allow.  The following stations should also be seen as 

on the route north of the Gulf of Aqaba: 

 
11.  Dophkah (Num. 33:12) 

12.  Alush (Num. 33:13) 

13.  Rephidim (Ex. 17:1; Num. 33:14) 

 

The narrative is somewhat sketchy after the arrival at Rephidim.  This is because the 

report of the Amalekite attack is not in chronological order.  Once the Israelites arrived at 

Rephidim, Moses and some elders go to Horeb (or Mt. Sinai).
78

  This means most of the 

people stayed at Rephidim, while the elders brought the water back from Horeb.  While 

Moses and the elders were at Mt. Sinai, Moses’ father-in-law, Jethro, came to meet him 

at the “mountain of God”
79

  From this point, Jethro returns with Moses and the elders to 

Rephidim, and disturbed by the judicial burdens Moses has placed upon himself, Jethro 

advises Moses to delegate his judicial authority.  Sometime after this, the Amalekites 

attack. 

 

As we’ve mentioned, the report of the Amalekite attack comes before Jethro’s visit, so it 

seems the placement of the report of the war against the Amalekites does not imply 

chronological order.  There is really no time between the visit of Moses to Mt. Sinai and 

Jethro’s judicial advice for the Amalekite attack to have taken place.  It seems more 

probable that it happened some days after Jethro’s arrival in the camp.  Or the attack 

might even have happened after Jethro’s departure. 

In any case, once the Amalekites were defeated, the Israelites were ready to depart 

Rephidim and go to the mountain of God, and there they set up camp before the 

mountain.
80

  Speaking of the Exodus stations, Anati says: 

 
“Having explored the Negev and the Sinai for forty years, the present writer does not share the idea of 

those that, studying the itinerary at a desk, consider that the biblical stations are not identifiable or that they 

are canonic litanies without geographical significance.  On the contrary, we consider that the biblical 

itinerary of exodus, from the land of Goshen to Mount Sinai, and from there to Kadesh-Barnea, and from 

there to Jericho, can be reconstructed.  The text, when it was compiled, was aimed at a public who knew 

the territory and knew where Elim, or Alush, or Refidim, were located, as well as the Shur desert, the 

deserts of Sin, Zin and Paran, and the territory of the Edomites, Midianites, Amalekites, Horites and 

Amorites.”
81

 

 

In addition, Anati says, “There is a good trail between Har Karkom and Ain Kudeirat 

[Kadesh-barnea], by the way of Jebel Arif el-Naqa [Mt. Seir].  Along this way there are 

10 groups of wells at a distance that varies from 7 to 15 km from one to another.  If Har 

Karkom is Mount Sinai, for a group that walks on foot, 11 days are indeed needed from 

Horeb, by the way of Mount Seir, to reach Kadesh Barnea....”  Anati’s estimates are 

indirectly supported by Bible critic Mattfeld, who points out, based on the researches of 

scholars, that the normal distance traveled by herders in a day is not much more than 10 

                                                 
78

 Ex. 17:5, 6. 
79

 Ex. 18:5. 
80

 Ex. 19:2. 
81

 Emmanuel Anati, “Har Karkom and Mount Sinai: Exegesis and Topography,” Har Karkom website. 



 29 

miles a day, even as low as 6 days if the herds are large.
82

  Thus, the relation of Har 

Karkom to Kadesh-barnea tracks with the average speed of large herds moving through 

the desert. 

 

If Mt. Sinai is in a northern location, then the stations of Marah and Elim can be 

identified with El Murra and Abu Awgeila, while Rephidim can be located at Beer 

Karkom (thus, Anati).  It is possible that the Israelites traveled along what today is known 

as the Darb esh-Shawi, which goes from the Gulf of Suez to the Gulf of Aqaba, without 

winding down to the southern portion of the peninsula and the Jebal Musa range.  

Another possibility would be the Darb el-Hajj, though it would really depend upon the 

MB1 pottery trail (on our theory). 

 

According to Rothenberg, MB1 pottery (which he calls Early Bronze Age IV) has been 

found near the Suez and also near the Dar el Hajj road.  He believes (following Glueck 

and Albright) that the MB1 people were Amorites who swept down from the north: 

 
“The first traces of this historically significant nomadic invasion of the Sinai region were discovered by the 

author in 1956 in the area of Ruweiset el Akheider, east of the Mittla Pass, at the crossing of the Suez-Elat 

and the Bir Hasana-El ‘Arish roads, and subsequently also along the desert road from Suez to El Qusaima 

and, with a relatively high density, in the oasis region of El Qusaima—‘Ain el Gedeirat—‘Ain Qadeis, 

including Gebel Halal.”
83

   

 

A lot of site names but there are a couple of things to note:  (a) Ruweiset el Akheider is 

located slightly north of the Parker Memorial, east of Mittla Pass, which is east of the 

Gulf of Suez.  It is located at the crossroads of the Seuz-Elat road (which goes east and 

west, i.e., the Darb el-Hajj, the Pilgrim’s Way for Muslims going to Mecca), and the Bir 

Hasana-El ‘Arish road (which goes from north to southwest).  (b) El Qusaima and ‘Ain el 

Gedeirat are in the region of Kadesh-barnea.  Rothenberg continues: 

 
“The area of distribution of the occupation wave of Early Bronze Age IV comprises the border region of 

the Negev all the way down to the Red Sea and thence towards the west into the deserts of the Tih plateau, 

past Ruweiset el Akheider in the direction of Egypt and then again on the western side of Sinai through the 

great Wadi Sudr to the Gulf of Suez, as well as the wadi systems of the Wadi Gharandal and the Wadi el 

Shallala.  Considerable remains of that period were, astonishingly, found also on the Mittla and Giddi 

Passes, as far as the banks of the Suez Canal between Port Taufiq [at the eastern tip of the Gulf of Suez] 

and the Small Bitter Lake [north of the Gulf]—and across the Suez Canal to Gebel Atika in Lower Egypt..  

The majority of these sites, dated by pottery as belonging to the Early Bronze Age IV, were no more than 

rather simple enclosures, round huts or corrals for herds of sheep or goats.”
84

 

 

For Rothenberg, in terms of his Amorite theory, “The settlement of Sinai during the Early 

Bronze IV had the character of a purely temporary occupation of the land by nomadic 

groups, to whom Sinai was purely a transit country on their way to Egypt [sic].”  

Obviously, on our theory, these nomadic groups were the Israelites during their 
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Wandering phase, in which the peninsula really was a “transit country” on their way to 

the Promised Land.
85

 

 

Gebel Atika is on the west side of the Gulf of Suez, about 10 miles or so below the town 

of Suez, which is on the northern tip of the Gulf of Suez.  Atika faces somewhat laterally 

the site of Ayun Musa (Well of Moses) on the eastern side of the Gulf (about 13 miles 

across the Gulf).  It is possible that these sites are the approximate stations where the 

crossing of the Red Sea took place, between Atika and Ayun Musa, or perhaps further 

north as the Israelites may have tried to escape from their Atika location but were cut off 

by the Pharaoh’s army before they could get very far. 

 

If the MB1 people are the Israelites, and we find MB1 on both sides of the Gulf of Suez, 

this bears a striking resemblance to the history recorded in Exodus, where the Israelites 

were in fact on both sides of the Red Sea.  One difficulty is that since most archaeologists 

do not recognize the MB1 people as the Israelites, they do not distinguish early from later 

phases of MB1.  If the MB1 people are the Israelites, however, further analysis may be 

able to distinguish between three phases, the Exodus phase, the Wandering phase, and the 

Conquest phase.  Presently, all MB1 finds are lumped together except those near Kadesh-

barnea, which show some stratification.  Since MB1 material is so similar, perhaps the 

size or concentration of MB1 finds in a particular area would give some clue as to its 

proper phase.  Cohen does point out that MB1 is classed into different sized groups, but 

he only discusses those in the Kadesh-barnea region. 

 

The finds in the wadi systems (on the east side of the Gulf of Suez) appear to have been 

tombs located at central burial grounds.  On our view, some of these MB1 finds could be 

part of the Wandering phase since they were few in number and seem isolated from any 

larger encampments.  Rothenberg describes the MB1 sites as follows (with our locations 

in brackets): 

 
“A few tombs of this type are in the burial ground of the Wadi el Shallala and others were discovered by 

the author further north in the Wadi Sudr, on the Mittla Pass, and also in the neighbourhood of Gebel el 

Maghara and Gebel Halal [both northwest of Kadesh-barnea], and near Themed [on the Darb el Hajj].  In 

Sinai this type of tomb has been found exclusively on the Tih plateau and does not occur in southern 

Sinai.”
86

 

 

On the MB1 theory, after the crossing, the Israelites perhaps headed north to the Mittla 

Pass, turned east on the Darb el-Hajj to Ruweiset el Akheider, then across the Sinai 

peninsula to the northern tip of the Gulf of Aqaba, the other “Red Sea.”  This is a 

plausible route for the Exodus, given that the “Pilgrims’ Way” is a natural route between 

Egypt and the northern Gulf of Aqaba, and may be why it was chosen as the traditional 

route from Egypt to Mecca by Muslim pilgrims. 

 

The mountain at Ruweiset el Akheider that intersects the Darb el-Hajj road is the 

southernmost peak of a large range, and there is “a complete system of wells on the 
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western side of this mountain range.”
87

  The MB1 pottery there was “indistinguishable” 

from the MB1 pottery found at Kadesh-barnea.
88

  Since this had a large concentration of 

MB1 pottery—i.e., was not just a burial site—we would tentatively identify it as the site 

of Marah.  Since some MB1 was found near Themed, this lends support to the hypothesis 

that the Israelites used a proto-Darb el-Hajj to make it to the Red Sea of Aqaba. 

 

The location of the route of the Exodus might depend on where the large concentrations 

of MB1 pottery are located.  Aside from some MB1 material found at Themed, not much 

is known about the Pilgrims’ Way, prior to the Nabataean or later Muslim periods.  

However, roads are usually constructed or enlarged along ancient thoroughfares, which in 

turn are also usually chosen for their access to water.  Thus, along the Hajj road, there are 

a number of halts with cisterns, pools, and dams, developed during the Moslem period for 

pilgrims, but likely enough following ancient paths and sources of water.  The main 

station on the Hajj is Nekhel, which is known for its wells and water reservoirs.
89

  Our 

guess is that this may once have been Elim, which was also known for its numerous wells 

and oasis like conditions.
90

 

 

Obviously, the above theory about the route of the Exodus, and the identifications of the 

stations along the way, is only an educated guess at this point.  Given that until Mt. Sinai 

was reached, the Israelites were merely passing through—only pitching their tents, so to 

speak—it might be the case that very little material would be left behind along the way 

on the initial route.  Nevertheless, what has been found is consistent with the narrative of 

the Exodus as given in the Bible, and provides a good basis for a fully-funded 

archaeological research program to study MB1 pottery in the area. 

 

13.  The Mountain of God 

 

Mt. Sinai or Horeb in the Bible is important as the place of the burning bush and the 

giving of the Ten Commandments.  Hollywood movies usually portray Mt. Sinai as in the 

Jebel Musa area, but this proposed location only goes back to the 4
th

 century A.D.  

Another recent claim is that Mt. Sinai is in Saudi Arabia, but this cannot be sustained.  

For instance, the claim that St. Paul located Mt. Sinai in Saudi Arabia is fallacious.  The 

term used in Gal. 4:25, “Mount Sinai in Arabia” meant something different in New 

Testament times from what it does today.  In the first century A.D. the term “Arabia” 

covered the whole territory from the Persian Gulf and across the peninsula north of the 

Red Sea, and all the way to the Gulf of Suez..  Thus the term was too broad in Paul’s day 

to allow any precise geographic localization in our day.
91

  

 

Anati provides compelling reasons for accepting Har Karkom as the location of Mt. 

Sinai.  From our perspective, one of the best reasons is that many of the surveyed sites 
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contain Middle Bronze 1 material, which in Anati’s terminology is called the “beginning 

of the Middle Bronze Age.”
92

  Another reason, noted above, is the presence of the way 

stations from Har Karkom to Kadesh-barnea, which matches the 11 days mentioned in 

the Bible for the length of time between Mt. Sinai and Kadesh-barnea.
93

  Anati also found 

a remarkable concurrence with biblical history: 

 
“At the edge of a living site at the foot of the mountain...we found a group of 12 pillars or standing stones 

facing a platform.  It reminded us of a passage in Exodus (24:4): ‘And Moses...built an altar under the hill 

(or mountain) and 12 pillars, according to the 12 tribes of Israel.’  Obviously, we are not in the position to 

prove that this monument was built by Moses, but the monument is there and was probably seen and 

interpreted  by travelers.” 

 

Aside from Anati’s erroneous dating (which is still derived from an Egypto-centric 

chronology), we agree with his conclusion: 

 
“Thus the age of Joshua beginning at Gilgal, marked the twilight of the Early Bronze Age.  This is when 

the epoch of Moses ends, and epoch which both culturally and historically belongs to the Early Bronze 

Age, about one millennium before the dates given to such episodes by what had been so far the 

conventional chronology.” 

 

14.  Some Notes on the Theology of the Exodus 

 

a.  We are told early on in the Book of Exodus that God’s name is YWHW—“I Am Who 

I Am,” and “I Am has sent me to you” (Ex. 3:14).  This is usually translated in English as 

Yahweh or Jehovah, or LORD (with all the letters capitalized).  On the basis of his 

reflection on the divine name YWHW, Aquinas famously defined God as the Being 

whose existence is identical to His essence.
94

  All creatures have their essential traits, but 

none has existence as an essential trait.  For instance, man is essentially a rational and 

corporeal being, but he receives his existence from the Creator, not from himself.  

Therefore, existence in man (and in all creatures) is accidental rather than essential.  For 

God, however, existence is essential since God does not receive his existence from 

anyone else, nor accidentally.  God would simply not be God if he lacked self-existence. 

 

b.  Some claim that the Ten Commandments reflect the structure of an ancient vassal 

treaty, and even that the Book of Deuteronomy reflects such a covenant structure.  But 

God is not some king who makes a covenant with a conquered, foreign people.  On the 

contrary, God is a father to his children.  Also, the Israelites were familiar with covenants 

all the way back to Abraham, and did not need to be taught by either the Egyptians or the 

Indo-Europeans about covenants.  The claim that either the 10 Commandments or 

Deuteronomy involve a treaty structure is simply not true.  One of the most prominent 

features of Deuteronomy is the restatement of the legal code given at Sinai, but “Hittite” 

treaties lacked such legal codes. 
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In fact, a major proponent of the treaty idea, M. G. Kline, admitted that ancient political 

treaties lacked such codes of conduct, but Kline attempted to turn the “stipulations” of 

these ancient treaties into rules of conduct.
95

  In our opinion, this is speculative.  

Deuteronomy records Moses’ speech to Israel, in which he reminds them of their 

rebellious history.  He then exhorts them to follow the covenant and obey its laws, and 

then attempts to buck up their morale for future battle.  Lastly, Moses transfers leadership 

to Joshua.  If there is any influence here, it would more probably rest with Jethro, the 

priest of Midian.  Perhaps he is the one who taught Moses how to be a religious leader, 

how to make covenants and legal codes.  This view is attractive, but one must also keep 

in mind the real possibility of the uniqueness of Moses as a religious and cultural leader, 

and stop trying to turn him into a ventriloquist’s dummy for non-Israelite concepts. 

 

c.  The emphasis on law was not meant to turn men into robots.  The law of Moses was 

not a cold, bureaucratic codex, where the whole idea is on performance of rote duty and 

complex ritual rather than on love and contriteness of heart (pace Nietzsche).  The Ten 

Commandments begin and end with love—loyalty to God and respect for others.
96

  

Unfortunately some have attempted to apply the details of the ancient Mosaic codes to 

modern states; yet not all of the laws of the Mosaic covenant can be observed today.  In 

so far as the laws of Moses reflect principles of fairness and equity, or love, they can be 

universalized, but those that reflect the particularities of time and place of the Holy Land 

cannot be enforced in modern states. 

It is unfortunate that the goodness and fairness and love contained in the Old Testament 

laws are ignored or rejected out of hand because of the way some have applied the law of 

Moses to modern states.  It is a sad fact, too, that some of those who are loudest about 

applying the Mosaic law to modern states cannot even make some of the most basic 

moral distinctions (say, between dictators and constitutionally elected representatives). 

 

d.  Any law code of the ancient world (e.g., Medes & Persians, Greek, Roman) can be 

examined in light of the principles of fairness, justice, or love, and if consonant to these, 

can serve as sources of law for contemporary polities.  St. Paul, probably referring to 

Roman law, spoke of a law “by nature.”
97

  By following natural law, men did what was 

required by the Mosaic law.  Obviously, this could only be referring to the general moral 

precepts of the law of Moses, since if it were referring to the details and penalties of the 

Mosaic law, then the particularities and penalties of Roman law would be identical to the 

Mosaic penology, which is absurd. 

 

e.  Does not the extermination of the Canaanites contradict the emphasis on love?  In a 

word, no, for the Israelites were the designated executioners of the Amorites and 

Canaanites in the Promised Land.  God could easily have executed his judgment on this 

child-sacrificing civilization by raining fire down on it, but having the Israelites 

accomplish the judgment allowed some of the inhabitants time to repent or at least to 

escape.  In addition, the Israelites recognized that the extermination of the inhabitants of 

the Promised Land was geographically limited, based on the command of God.  Thus it 
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could not be universalized.  Nations outside of the Promised Land were to be treated 

differently, which is to say that there was no universal jihad in the religion of Israel, and 

thus cannot be rightly applied to our own day.
98

  We thus have an example—within the 

law itself—that some laws were geographically limited, and did not apply to the nations 

outside of the Promised Land. 

 

Finis 
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