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PREFACE: FORENSIC HISTORY

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

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

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

Forensic historical analysis unravels the chronology from the scientific
and technological evidence and is the basis for any determination of what transpired
in the ancient world, and when. The aim of this second volume is to trace the
forensic evidence regarding the chronology of the Persians and their alfer egos (in
Heinsohn’s thesis) as these pertain to the Old Babylonian Amorites in Babylonia and
the Neo-Assyrians and Neo-Babylonians in Assyria and Babylonia, etc. Forensic
history is very much like the forensic evidence uncovered at the scene of a crime.
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That evidence overrides the eye witness accounts and other less stringent forms of
evidence recovered at a crime scene.

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and linguistics, followed by historical documents.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

“We all know the limitations of those who speak as eye-
witnesses or give evidence in court, or write personal memoirs. Men
cannot see properly—they catch a glimpse of a half thing and piece out
the rest in their imagination. They cannot even remember properly—
they reconstruct when they think they are remembering—their later
reminiscences of the past will be distorted by things that have happened
in the meantime. And all this can happen unconsciously before any
question arises of a deliberate desire to prevaricate or a determination
to mislead the world.”!

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

“Jean Bottéro ... likes to contrast the ‘hazy and uncertain outline
of the past’ visible to archaeologists and prehistorians with the “precise,
detailed, and analytical’ knowledge of the past attainable through
written documents ... the ... ‘speechless and intellectually vague’
world of archaeology with the ‘irreplaceable eloquence’ of
philology..., and the ‘often ambiguous and uncertain’ answers of
archaeology, ‘absolutely unsuitable for ever responding to the great
essential questions...’, with the pellucid reality of written documents,

! Herbert Butterfield, The Origin of History (NY 1981), p. 186
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[which are] the surest, most complete, the most indispensable sources

for our rediscovery of the past’.”?

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

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

“It 1s one of the mild yet frustrating ironies of Mesopotamian
archaeology that so much of the known textual material comes from
unprovenanced or inadequately provenanced sources, and is therefore
of restricted value, while from highly controlled excavations in modern
times the finds of textual materials have been sparse or from less
informative secondary contexts.”

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

2 Roger Matthews, The Archaeology of Mesopotamia, Themes and Approaches (London/NY
2003), p. 59
3 Ibid., p. 61



4 VELIKOVSKIAN Vol. VII, Nos. 2, 3, 4

written at the time these civilizations and their various kings flourished but in later,
distant times.

In these cases we have memories subject to all the problems discussed
by Butterfield. With a vast number of documents coming from secondary historical
sources there should be great reluctance to rely almost entirely on them. In courts
of law such secondary sources are called “hearsay” and are not even permitted to be
used in evidence. Yet historians to an exceptional degree rely upon these. On this
problem, Herbert J. Muller writes:

“The most objective history conceivable is still a selection and
an interpretation [of these written materials] necessarily governed by
some special interests and based on some particular beliefs ...”
[because]

“... the great laws of history ... are always arbitrary, man-made
laws that man can break as he cannot break the laws of gravity.”*

Responding to this viewpoint that documents are the sine qua non for
delineating the past, Matthews answers:

“I contend that every ‘frank and distinctive’ statement made by
[Jean] Bottéro about the Mesopotamian past based on his reading of
written documents is itself open to reinterpretation, expansion, revision,
and even refutation by any other epigraphist who might approach those
same documents and/or by the recovery of new evidence in the years
ahead. The suggestion is not that there is no solid ground of reality
contained in the message of the texts, only that every so-called ‘fact’ of
the past whether drawn from an object or a document is only a
contextualized meaning read into it by the scholar who has chosen,
usually implicitly, to focus on a limited number of aspects of the total
available pool of evidence.”

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

4 Herbert J. Muller, The Uses of the Past (NY 1952), p. 444 and p. 46
5> Matthews, op.cit., p. 60
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was written is scribal error, the forensic historian may go only where the science
leads. The forensic historian cannot arbitrarily claim that the evidence of science
may be dispensed with when evaluating historical chronology.

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

“Such was the power of the written word that by excluding all
mention of a specific deed from a text the deed itself could be
understood not to have occurred.”®

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

“We should never lose sight of the fact that the written record is
incomplete, randomly selected, and carries its own biases. The
monumental inscriptions, for example, are a mixture of religious and
propaganda texts which tell the story that the king him- or herself
wished to convey, and which cannot be taken as literal truth. The
translators of these inscriptions are faced with problems not just of
accuracy but of interpretation; even the most scrupulous of scholars is
aware that he or she is likely to read a text through the lens of personal
feelings.”’

6 Joyce Tyldesley, Hatshepsut the Female Pharaoh (London 1996), p. 9
"1bid., p. 12
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Here, also, we sometimes discover that these primary sources are
contradictory. H. Gasche, et al., readily admit that “in rare cases where multiple
written exemplars of a native chronological tradition actually exist these exhibit
discrepancies [among one another].”® What is required on the part of the historian
or chronographer is objectivity; that is the vital question: How can one be objective
with the contents of an ancient written document or monument? Without some
unbiased, neutral testing or falsifying device there can be no objectivity. M. van de
Mieroop offers the following about historical objectivity:

“... the scholar’s own historical condition determines the
account that is being written, ... objectivity is an elusive ideal, and ...
the questions asked and models and interpretative frameworks
employed [by the historians] are determined by the scholar’s
contemporary concerns rather than by the sources investigated.”’

[. Morris adds with respect to archaeological as well as historical
contexts that “both categories of evidence are generated by actors manipulating
shared but contested cultural expectations in the process of their lives [and work].”!°

There is no scientific or rigorous way by which to test these documents
or falsify them. The historical judgments—really interpretations—of them must be
based on the belief that the documents are true or that when they are false, this can
be discovered. This reliance on them hardly merits the depth and weight of
consideration that historians place on these records. As W.H. Auden expressed it in
his poem ‘“Archaeology”, archaeology which characterizes such historical
interpretations will often bring out “the criminal in us.”!!

This is particularly true with regard to the dig carried out at Tell
Munbagqa in Syria, discussed in volume I of this series. Historians made the claim
that there was a 700- to 800-year settlement gap between the Old Akkadians, ca.

2300 B.C., and the Mitanni, ca. 1500 B.C. At digs carried out in 1988 and 1989 they
discovered to their dismay that 700 to 800 years of history had been invented because

8 H. Gasche, et al., Dating the Fall of Babylonia (Chicago 1998), pp. 5-6

? Marc van de Mieroop, Cuneiform Texts and the Writing of History (London 1999), pp. 8-9
19T, Morris, “Archaeology as Cultural History”, Archaeological Review from Cambridge, vol.
14, no. 1 (1997), pp. 8-9

"'W H. Auden, Collected Poems, E. Mendelson ed. (London 1976), p. 663
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there was no settlement gap between these civilizations. This was scientifically
proven by geological as well as by archaeological evidence.!? Rather than admit this
colossal contradiction to the established chronology, the historians are engaged in a
scholarly-criminal-historical conspiracy to suppress and thereby deny the evidence
they themselves have uncovered.

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

“... 1deal case [for dating] is an architectural object in situ as a
doorway or a stele, mentioning the name of a king or well-known
person whose place in history has already been established.”!?

While historians demand this “ideal case”, when they find such a stele
“in situ” with “a king or a well-known person whose place in history has already
been established” but with a statement on it which completely contradicts their
chronological edifice, they simply reject this “ideal” evidence. As reported by Colin
Wilson:

“One of the major discoveries of Auguste Mariette—the first
great ‘conservationist’ among nineteenth-century archaeologists—was
a limestone stela he uncovered ... in the mid-1850’s. The inscription
declares that it was erected by the Pharaoh Cheops, to commemorate
his repairs to the Temple of Isis. It became known as the Inventory
Stela, and would certainly be regarded as one of the most important of

all Egyptian records ... if it were not for one drawback: its
hieroglyphics clearly dated it from around 1000 B.C., about 1500 years
after Cheops.

“Now scholars would not normally question the authenticity of a
record merely because of its late date, for, after all, the stela was
obviously copied from something dating much earlier. Another
valuable record of early kings is contained on a block of basalt known

12 Charles Ginenthal, Pillars of the Past, vol. 1 (Forest Hills, NY 2003) pp. 272-289
13 Manfred Bietak, “Problems of Middle Bronze Age Chronology: New Evidence from Egypt,”
American Journal of Archaeology, vol. 80, no. 4 (1984), p. 474
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as the Palermo Stone (because it has been kept in Palermo [Italy] since
1877). This contains a list of kings from the 1st to the 5th Dynasties.. .,
and is known to date from about 700 B.C., when it was copied from
some original list. But the fact that this is 1500 years later than the last
king it mentions causes Egyptologists no embarrassment, for they take
it for granted that it is an accurate copy of the original. Indeed, why
should it not be accurate? Scribes copying in stone are more likely to
be accurate than scribes writing with a pen.

“Then why are they suspicious about Cheops’ Inventory Stela—
to the extent of denouncing it as an invention, a piece of fiction?
Because its ‘facts’ sound too preposterous to be true. Referring to
Cheops, it says ‘he found the house (temple) of Isis, mistress of the
pyramid, beside the house of the Sphinx, north-west of the house of
Osiris.’

“The [chronological] implications are staggering. Cheops found
the Temple of Isis, ‘mistress of the pyramid,’ beside the Temple of the
Sphinx. In other words, both the Sphinx and a pyramid were already
there on the Giza plateau at least a century or so before Cheops.

“This 1s all very puzzling. If Isis is the ‘mistress of the pyramid,’
then presumably one of the Giza group must be her pyramid. Which?
Cheops also mentions that he built /is pyramid beside the Temple of
Isis and that he also built a pyramid for the Princess Henutsen. Now
we know that Henutsen’s pyramid is one of the three small pyramids
that stand close to the Great Pyramid. It is therefore just conceivable
that one of its sister pyramids is the pyramid of Cheops.

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

“Meanwhile, one thing seems clear: that according to the
Inventory Stela, the Sphinx was already there in the time of Cheops and
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so was a ‘Pyramid of Isis.” It is hardly surprising that Egyptologists are
anxious to consider the stela an ‘invention.”'*

Thus it is clear that when written documents, such as the Inventory

Stela, contradict the established chronology, historians label it a fraud, and by being
so labeled, in their eyes it becomes a fraud.

How reliable is the testimony of archaeological evidence? Leonard R.

Palmer, citing F.T. Wainwright’s Archaeology, Place Names and History, p. 97,

states:

“After reminding archaeologists that their work inevitably
involves the destruction of evidence he goes on to consider the nature
of excavation reports. He insists that these are not archaeological
evidence at all. They have to be treated as historical documents. ‘If
they seem to have the character of historical evidence, that is not
surprising, for they are [still] historical evidence though of a rather
specialized kind. They are not archaeological evidence at all. They
pose the same questions of trustworthiness as other historical
sources.... An author’s state of mind is involved and therefore the
reliability of all these written [documentary] accounts is open to debate
and suspicion in a way that archaeological evidence proper can never
be. Questions of honesty and competence arise.... One archaeologist
has said in print that he keeps a mental list of excavations on whose
reports he can rely, and everyone who tries to use excavation reports
must do the same. The same questions of reliability must be raised
against all excavation reports whether they come from contemporaries
or from an earlier generation. One must apply to them the same tests
as a historian applies to his sources, using whatever internal or external
checks present themselves, taking into account other work by the same
author, and even bearing in mind than an obsession or blind spot may

or may not colour the whole report’.”!>

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

14 Colin Wilson, From Atlantis to the Sphinx (NY 1996), pp. 53-54
15 Leonard R. Palmer, Mycenaeans and Minoans (NY 1965), pp. 288-289
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final arbiter of archaeological reports. If science and technology contradict an
archaeological interpretation, that interpretation is invalid and must be made to
conform to the science and technology, not the other way round. Scientia vincit
omnia! To suggest otherwise is to create “historical fiction” and “archaeological
unreality”.

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

“Ultimately our troubles [regarding historical truth] are due to
dogma and deduction; we find no new truth because we take some
venerable but questionable proposition as the indubitable starting point,
and never think of putting this assumption itself to a test of observation
or experiment.”!®

R.G. Bednarik’s well-reasoned remarks on chronology encapsulate the
concept of forensic history to be presented in this volume. In altered and paraphrased
form,

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

16 Will Durant, in The New Dictionary of Thought (1961), p. 690
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interpretation to direct dating information. In both instances we have
interpretation rather than testing and falsification of the data.”!’

In Pillars of the Past, vol. 1, analyses of several forms of testable and

11

falsifiable dating evidence, such as astronomy, geology, agronomy, metallurgy, etc.,
were presented, which indicated rather directly that the established chronology was
thoroughly and repeatedly contradicted.

“False or non-existent data had been used by the historians to
validate their arrangement of the history. By ignoring or
misrepresenting well established facts they pieced together a
chronology that seemed to fit their expectations, and these were
published in mainstream historical journals. The contradictions were
suppressed because these did not fit.... This illustrates how data is
filtered by historical and archaeological interpretation and how
inappropriate it is to accept and repeat them uncritically.”!®

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

“When we compromise refutability by the use of scissors and
paste historical interpretation and archaeological traditional modeling
dynamics, the true relationship between a ‘date’ for a king, nation, city,
battle, work of art, etc., cannot be established. In preferring the use of
these methodologies to science we sacrifice precision to obtain what
appears to be reliable.”?

Leonard W. King long ago reported what the most important forms of

historical evidence are:

17 R.G. Bednarik, Review article “Only Time Will Tell...”, Archaeometry, vol. 38, no. 1 (1996),

p-1
'3 Tbid.

19 Tbid.
20 Thid.

,p-9
,p- 10
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“The most important of our sources consists of the contemporary
inscriptions of the early kings themselves, which have been recovered
upon the sites of the ancient cities... [or elsewhere].”?!

“The second class of material, which i1s of even greater
importance for settling the chronology ... comprises the chronological
documents drawn up by scribes, who incorporated ... the history of
their own time and that of their predecessors.”*

“The third class of material for settling the chronology has been
found in the external evidence afforded by the ... historical and votive
inscriptions. .., and by tablets of accounts, deeds of sale, and numerous
documents of a commercial and agricultural character.”?

In the final analysis what has been passed down to us as a true
chronology employing interpretation analyses is neither precise nor reliable.
Ambrose Bierce in his Devil’s Dictionary coined a word that describes historical
chronology that is both “incompatible with scientific and technological evidence,
and impossible” in the light of these: “Incompossible: two things are incompossible
when the world of being has scope enough for one of them, but not for both.”

In the following chapters of this volume it will be shown that the
established chronology for the first and second millennia of the ancient Near East is
“incompossible” because the scientific and technological as well as other related
evidence indicates that the world only has scope for the short chronology that is
based on these methodologies but not for the long chronology, which is not. I recall
that Lee Benson once said, in short: “that generations of historians have resorted to
what might be called ‘proof by haphazard quotation’ does not make the procedure
valid or reliable, it only makes it traditional.”

2! Leonard W. King, 4 History of Sumer and Akkad (NY 1910), reprint, p. 56
22 Tbid.
2 bid., p. 59
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CHAPTER 1: PERSIANS AND OLD
BABYLONIANS

“The study of ancient Mesopotamia can move forward rapidly
when archaeologists, Assyriologists and natural scientists cooperate.
Lateral thinking and a desire to solve [chronological] problems and
explore domains for which no ready synthesis exists can lead to an
entirely new brand of study in which archaeology, philology and the
natural sciences combine forces to elucidate problems which no one of
these disciplines can, in isolation, ever resolve.”

D.T. Potts,

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

“Those who advocate any other system of chronology must
examine multiple [forms of] evidence.”

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

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

“... not show how... chronological datings may be connected
with our own era. A chronology that is in this sense ‘hanging in the air’
1s simply the type of chronology called a relative chronology. Only if
the [documentary] information supplied us with the exact distance from
the time of [the event] up to our own era—either by the aid of a
complete and coherent line of lengths of reign, or by detailed and dated
astronomical observations—we would have had an absolute
chronology, that is, a chronology that gives us the exact distance from
the [event’s time] to our own time.”!

This absolute or scientific date permits the historian to arrange the
historical data so that the sequence of dates—dynasties, kings, battles, etc.—tells a
valid history of events and not a fictional one. As Mark Twain stated, “Fiction is
obliged to stick to possibilities. Truth isn’t.” Scientific chronological truth must
stick to facts.

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

! Carl Olof Jonsson, The Gentile Times Reconsidered, 4th ed., revised and expanded (Atlanta GA
2004), p. 74

2 Lynn E. Rose, “A Lowered Chronology for the Twelfth Dynasty,” The Velikovskian, vol. 11, no.
4 (1994), pp. 46-53; and Lynn E. Rose, “From Calendars to Chronology,” in Stephen J. Gould
and Immanuel Velikovsky. Essays in the Continuing Velikovsky Affair, Dale Ann Pearlman, ed.,
(Forest Hills NY 1996), pp. 663-726; see also Charles Ginenthal, Pillars of the Past, vol. 1
(Forest Hills NY 2003), pp. 81-117.
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In a recent communication Rose further informed me that in addition to
having correctly correlated 34 out of 36 lunar festival dates with the heliacal rising
of Sirius, that place the 12th Egyptian Dynasty in the mid- to late first millennium
B.C., there were found an additional five new lunar dates, bringing the total to 41.
Of these, 37 lunar festival dates fit with Rose’s chronology. This, as we will learn,
is the only absolute scientific anchor that exists and it is from this we will begin the
reconstruction of the chronology of the ancient world.

However, the 18th Dynasty is also anchored by Sothic astronomical
analysis to the 15th century B.C. Unfortunately for the established chronology, it is
misdated because the Ebers Papyrus from which this astronomical data is derived,
according to Sir Leonard Woolley, is a calendrical impossibility since it lacks
intercalary months. In a lunar calendar, a year of twelve lunar months equals 354
days, eleven and a quarter days short 0of 365.25. A lunar month must be added about
every 2.7 years to keep the seasons in line with the year. But, Woolley tells us:

“it must be admitted that in the Ebers Calendar the months are
not of [30 and 29 days’] length as the months should be and as they are
in the Illahun papyrus, and there is nowhere any suggestion of the
intercalary month which a lunar calendar should contain.”

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

“The dating of the events [of the 18th Dynasty] ... is dependent
upon the exact dates assigned to the reign of Thutmose III. These dates
... depend ... on the record of a rising of Sothis on the 28th day, 3rd
month of summer, and later [in the month of] Epiphi, in an unknown
year, which must be one of the years 1474/3—-1471/0. A new moon fell
on the 21st day, 1st month of summer, the later [month of] Pakhon, in
the 23rd year, and another on the 30th day, second month of winter, the
later [month of] Mekhir, in the 24th year. These new moons, which
must necessarily be within an estimated range of years 1474—-1470,
have been variously identified (1) as those of May 18th —1492 and
February 26th —1490 by Lehmann and Ginzel, (2) as those of May 15 —
1478 and February 23 —1476 by Eduard Meyer, (3) as those of May 12

3 Jacquetta Hawkes and Sir Leonard Woolley, Prehistory and the Beginning of Civilization, vol.
I (NY 1963), p. 681
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—1467 and February 20th —1465 by L. Borchardt. Borchardt
accordingly dated Thutmose III 1490-1436 and Thutmose IV 1423—
1415 or 1420-1412. These dates can be dismissed; they are not
justified by the Egyptian evidence and are quite impossible when events
in Syria are considered.”

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

Here are a few comments by authorities regarding astronomical dating:

“Scholars consider this [organizing Egyptian chronology]| a
difficult task. As Dr. Robert A. Hatch of the University of Florida puts
it:

“ ‘The problem is two-fold: 1) there are internal problems
of assigning beginnings and endings to various Dynasties,
and 2) externally, the problem is reconciling dates in the
Egyptian calendar with attested dates in other calendaric
systems, for example Greek, Jewish, Assyrian, Persian and
Julian/Gregorian.’

“Egyptian chronology is in a constant state of transition, with
much of the terminology and dating in dispute. Professor E.J.
Bickerman, Chronology of the Ancient World, 1980: [pp.] 83-84 and
106, has properly called it ‘the rather fluid chronology of the pharaohs.
... Professor Heinrich Otten has noted it is a ‘rubber chronology’ that

* Sidney Smith, op.cit., pp. 41-42
S ibid., p. 43 ff
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you can stretch or shrink anywhere, by arbitrarily established lengths
of co-regencies between rulers and even overlapping dynasties ...”
“firm” dates cannot be supported astronomically. ...”

“According to John Brug, the astronomical dating of ancient
history before 700 BCE ... rests on a host of ... assumptions. ‘There is
a surprising amount of uncertainty and conjecture in the data ... which
form the basis for the ... chronology of the Ancient Near East. We run
a very real danger of debating about millimeters and centimeters when
we should rather [be using] measurements of ... meters, ... and perhaps
even the centuries are in doubt,” he adds.”®

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

The reason why this author has begun with this equation of Heinsohn’s
is that we have a solid anchor—Rose’s 12th Dynasty date—from which to
reconstruct this chronology; first things first! In addition, we also have a second
anchor, namely Alexander the Great who conquered the Persian Empire and, in
terms of Rose’s Sothic dating, also conquered the 12th Dynasty prior to his Persian
conquest. This directly connects the Persians to the 12th Dynasty, but more
significantly for our purposes, the 12th Dynasty has always been attached in time by
historians to the Old Babylonians. In so doing, I am merely following Rose’s
suggestion:

“The Velikovsky movement contains many who will be able to
build upon this redating of the Middle Kingdom. They will construct
edifices that I cannot even imagine. They will prove theorems
tomorrow that I would never have thought of ... let alone accepted.
They will sift through the masses of historical data that I have always

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

“They will destroy fundaments and axioms that I still see as
indubitable. This redating of the Middle Kingdom is a powerful
weapon, with which they will be able to demolish the conventional
chronology—and more. But that demolition will seem almost
incidental, in comparison to what they will then be able to build.”’

In analyzing this material some of Ev Cochrane’ published criticisms
of Heinsohn’s thesis will be evaluated. He did write a somewhat lengthy critique of
Heinsohn’s equation that the Old Babylonians were really the Persian rulers of
Babylonia. I shall do so not mainly on Heinsohn’s and Cochrane’s historical
evidence, but rather from scientific, technological, linguistic, and other grounds.
Since Cochrane has presented what I conceive to be several forms of scissors-and-
paste evidence, it is only appropriate that these be evaluated in the light of forensic
historical evidence. Cochrane’s material will therefore be dealt with in extenso.

DATING THE OLD BABYLONIAN AMORITES

“Historians must ... develop critical tests not merely for their
[historical and chronological] interpretations but also for their methods
of arriving at them.”

David Hackett Fischer
Historians’ Fallacies
(NY 1970), p. XIX

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

" Lynn E. Rose, in Stephen J. Gould and Immanuel Velikovsky, op.cit., pp. 718-719
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with that of the 12th Egyptian Dynasty, also in the early part of the second
millennium B.C., it was seen as a double anchor point. However, since the 12th
Dynasty is scientifically now anchored in the first millennium B.C., this connection
is broken. The question is: Does the Mesopotamian Old Babylonian anchor hold?
As Velikovsky explains:

“In the library of Assurbanipal in Nineveh were stored
astronomical books of his and of previous ages; in the ruins of the
library Sir Henry Layard found the Venus tablets.

“There arose the question: From what period do the observations
of these tablets date? Schiaparelli investigated this problem and ‘as an
example of method his work is excellent.” He decided that ‘the inquiry
could be limited to the seventh and eighth centuries [B.C.].

“The year-formula of an early king, Ammizaduga, was
discovered on one of the tablets, and since then the tablets are usually
ascribed to the first Babylonian dynasty ... in the beginning of the

second millennium [B.C.]”.®

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

Vaughan:

“[The] use of the Venus tablets as a means of dating the reign of
Ammisaduga [and the Old Babylonian Empire] is generally seen as the
only exact basis for the second millennium [B.C.] chronology of the
entire Middle East [especially Mesopotamia]. For once Ammisaduga
is dated, and the First [or Old] Babylonian Dynasty with him, the
chronology of that entire region of the world is supposedly placed on a
firm [scientific] footing.”

But are these astronomical tablets credible evidence for placing the Old

Babylonians in the second, not the first millennium B.C.? Rose and Vaughan go on

$ Immanuel Velikovsky, Worlds in Collision (NY 1950), pp. 195-196
? Lynn E. Rose, Raymond C. Vaughan, “The Venus Tablets: A Fresh Approach?”, Kronos, vol.
X, no. 2 (Winter 1985), p. 1
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to explain what is wrong with the methodology the historians have employed to fit
these observations into that early period:

“For more than a century now it has been the almost-universal
practice [of archaeo-astronomers] to work only with censored and
astronomically edited ‘data’ [for these tablets]. Which observations are
deleted or edited will vary slightly from author to author.”°

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

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

“The case for attributing the Venus tablets to the [second
millennium] reign of Ammisaduqga has been severely eroded over the
years, though this erosion is usually not appreciated or mentioned.”!!

The late astronomer G.O. Abell is one who argued that Peter Huber, a
statistician who changed at least 30 percent of the data in the tablets, making them
congruent with the present configuration of the Solar System in order to disprove
any possibility that the chronology of the ancient Near East could be greatly
shortened, claimed that “Huber’s arguments alone are sufficient to completely rule
out the Velikovsky view” that the history of the ancient world could be shortened by
even 500 to 800 years.'? Huber and Abell are not alone in making the claim that the
Venus tablets prove the Old Babylonians are solidly anchored in the second, not the
first millennium B.C.:

9bid., p. 3
Wibid., p. 5
12 Kronos, vol. V, no. 4 (Summer 1980), p. 54
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“A long list of people have so reported [this] ... Payne-
Gaposchkin, Kaempffert, Edmondson, de Camp, Stephens, van der
Waerden, and now Huber. ...”"3

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

Nevertheless, Otto Neugebauer originally maintained that because the
Venus tablets “are given in the contemporary lunar calendar, these documents have
become an important element for the determination of the chronology of the
Hammurapi [Old Babylonian] period. ...”'* This was in 1957. Then in 1983 he
claimed:

“From the Old Babylonian period only one isolated text is
preserved which contains omina ... from the later astrology.
Predictions derived from observations of Venus made during the reign
of Ammisaduqa (ca. 1600 B.C.) are preserved only in copies written
almost a thousand years later and clearly [were] subjected to several
changes during this long time. We are thus again left in the dark as to

the actual date of the composition of these documents.” [emphasis
added]

This statement by Neugebauer appears to render the view that Huber
and all the others who date these tablets to the second millennium B.C. are also in
the dark regarding their value for chronology. Rose has clearly shown that this
consensus is false. Without rehashing all of Rose’s evidence, I will merely cite what
the chronographers now state specifically regarding the Venus tablets for dating the
Old Babylonians. Fredrick H. Cryer in discussing “Chronology Issues and
Problems” as late as 1995 admits in agreement with Rose and Vaughan:

13 Lynn E. Rose, “Just Plainly Wrong: A Critique of Peter Huber,” Scientists Confiront Scientists
Who Confront Velikovsky, Kronos, vol. IV, no. 2 (Winter 1978), p. 41

14 Otto Neugebauer, The Exact Sciences in Antiquity (Providence RI 1957), p. 100

15 Otto Neugebauer, Astronomy and History Selected Essays (NY/Berlin/Heidelberg/Tokyo
1983), pp. 56-57
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“The entire discussion of this issue is based on a number of
undemonstrated assumptions—namely, that it is possible [as Peter
Huber and several others have done] by text-critical means to remove
false and misleading data that have crept into the text [of the Venus
Tablets] during the history of its transmission and that the original text
was based on celestial observations made at a single location. ...
[Because of these problems] there is no reason to place any great faith
in the Venus Tablets for the purpose of reconstructing the chronology
of the second millennium [B.C.], as a number of scholars have
remarked.”!®

The repudiation of the statistical work of Huber and those who
supported his work such as Owen Gingerich, as well as those who also culled the
data in these tablets with the same flawed techniques, could not be more explicit. As
Andrew Lang claimed, “He [Huber and the others] uses statistics the way a drunkard
uses a lamppost for support, not illumination”!” or, as Anatole France once said: “If
50 million Frenchmen say a foolish thing, it is still a foolish thing.”'® So, too, if
generations of historians, archaeo-astronomers, and mathematicians maintain a false
and, therefore, foolish chronology for the Old Babylonians, based on culled data, it
1s still false and foolish.

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

“A historian may consult an astronomer regarding an eclipse or
other astronomical event [to pin down the chronology]. The astronomer
will calculate possible dates for the event [or series of events]. The
historian will then arrange his chronology so as to fit the astronomer’s
retrocalculations. Then some time passes, and the chronology becomes
orthodox. The [original] grounds for the chronology are forgotten, and

16 Frederick H. Cryer, “Chronology Issues and Problems,” in Civilizations of the Ancient Near
East, vol. 1, J.M. Sassoon et al., eds. (NY 1995) p. 658

17 Andrew Lang in Leo Rosten, Leo Rosten’s Carnival of Wit (NY 1996) p. 8

¥ Anatole France in Wm.R. Fix, The Bone Peddlers (NY 1948), p. 151
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it is assumed to rest on solid historical evidence. No one remembers or
can find out any more that it rests [as does the Old Babylonian
chronology] on astronomical retrocalculations. Then a new generation
of astronomers and historians play the game again, this time in reverse
direction. The chronology is taken as independently fixed, and the
eclipse or other event [or events] is [are] taken as datable on purely
historical grounds. Then someone [like Peter Huber] retrocalculates in
the same manner as before, but not in order to set up a chronology this
time—just to check it. And of course all the pieces fit. Different
generations have made the same numerical computations and obtained
the same results. ... Nothing about what really happened in antiquity
can be shown by such procedures. What is perceived as an independent
check is not a check at all, let alone independent.”"

Rose adds:

“Each new generation of scholars tends to flatter itself regarding
its supposed breakthroughs. But the fact is that very little has
fundamentally changed [regarding Old Babylonian chronology] during
the past one hundred years in the way scholars treat antiquity: the
conventional chronology is still adhered to by the vast majority of
today’s authors; and the archaeological, stratigraphical, monumental,
and literary evidence against that conventional chronology is swept
under the rug today even more carefully than it was two or three
generations ago.”?°

“Whatever the ancients said that conflicts with those [assumed]
‘facts’ must be ‘scribal error’ or otherwise unreliable [as the Inventory
Stela of Egypt, discussed above]. Such texts have routinely been
‘corrected’, that is, rewritten, to make them fit modern assumptions. Or
else they are ignored.”?!

23

Now that the 12th Egyptian Dynasty has been placed well into the first

millennium B.C., that placement fully correlates with the chronology of the Persians.

19 Rose, “Just Plainly Wrong...”, op.cit. pp. 39-40

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

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

One connection linking the Old Babylonians directly to the 12th
Dynasty was uncovered at Platonas on Crete. There a Hammurabi [Old
Babylonian]-type seal was found in a tomb along with Middle Minoan pottery of a
type that was discovered at other sites which is definitely from the 12th Dynasty.?
These relics on Crete were dated by Sidney Smith to the earlier age of Minoan
Crete.”® This evidence is taken as proof that the 12th Dynasty and the Old
Babylonian Dynasty were contemporaneous. In Peoples of the Sea, Velikovsky
commented on this:

“The lawmaker king Hammurabi of the First [Old] Babylonian
Dynasty ... has been transferred to about 1700 [B.C.] in order to
synchronize the Egyptian Middle Kingdom [of the 12th Dynasty] with
the First Dynasty of Babylon, on the basis of material from both places
found in a common deposit on Crete.”**

22 CAH, vol. 11, pt. 1 (Cambridge, UK 1973), p. 144
23 Smith, op.cit., p. 58
24 Immanuel Velikovsky, Peoples of the Sea (NY 1977), p. 205
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Smith also tells us “The relation of the XIIth [Egyptian] Dynasty in
[the] time of the First [or Old] Dynasty of Babylon is particularly clear at Ras
Shamra.”® On pages 13-16 of Alalakh and Chronology, he presents much additional
archaeological evidence that links the Old Babylonians directly to the 12th Dynasty.

This of course is the type of evidence that historians have always used
(such as pottery, relics, etc.) to link the various civilizations of the ancient world to
one another. This form of material generally creates a relative chronology which is
not precise in time compared to an astronomical, absolute chronology that is precise
in time. The absolute chronology that links the Old Babylonians with the 12th
Dynasty of Egypt will be presented in the next unit titled “Calendars and
Chronology.”

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

“With clearly stated goals and ... accord, a critical attitude
towards ... validity of evidence, and the coherence of ... theories to a
broad range of fields of archaeological and historical knowledge, we
are likely to converge on a plausible reading of the past.”?°

Along with these elements, scientific and technological evidence is of
paramount importance. In fact, without these various elements as evidence we
cannot have a plausible, nor a chronologically coherent reading of the past.

25 Smith, op.cit., p. 15
26 Fekri Hassan, “Environmental Perception and Human Response in History and Prehistory,”
The Way the Wind Blows, R.J. McIntosh et al., eds. (NY 2000), p. 137
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CALENDARS AND CHRONOLOGY

“An excellent proof of the correctness of a chronology is when it
is in agreement with the chronologies of other contemporary nations,
provided that these other chronologies are independently established
and there are synchronisms, that is, dated connecting links that serve to
join the two or more chronologies together at one or more points.

“The reason why it is important that they be independently
established is to rule out any attempt to discredit their worth by
claiming that the chronology of a certain period in one nation has been
established simply by the aid of the chronology of the contemporary
period in another nation.”

Carl Olof Jonsson,

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

While historical synchronisms between, say, the Old Babylonians and
the 12th Dynasty exist as discussed above, these synchronisms are not enough. What
is needed, as Jonsson indicated, is that these empires must be linked by an absolute
form of evidence to give an absolute chronology with precise links with one another:
“an absolute chronology is usually best established by the aid of ancient
astronomical observations.”?’

This brings us to the finer points of Heinsohn’s thesis. He maintains
that King Darius I, the Great, of Persia is the same as King Hammurabi of the Old
Babylonian Dynasty; and that King Artaxerxes III Ochos of Persia is the same as
King Ammisaduqa of the Old Babylonian Dynasty.

27 Jonsson, op.cit., p. 153
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It should be emphasized that more recently Heinsohn has been inclined
to treat these relationships in terms of contemporaneity rather than strict identity.
This opens up the possibility that a king of Babylon, like Hammurabi, might have
been a vassal king under the king of Persia, in this case Darius. We should note that
some of Heinsohn’s readers may not have abandoned the strict identity view. For
purposes of our discussion here, I too shall be speaking of it as an identity.?3

With regard to calendars and the chronology of the ancient world, it is
well known that prior to around 500 B.C. the various rulers of Mesopotamia used a
lunar calendar. Because twelve lunar months equal 354 days, an additional or
intercalary month had to be added to the year about every 2.7 years. All ancient
lunar calendars prior to 500 B.C. are taken to have these intercalary months added
to them. Further, because the lunar month is 29.5 days long, the ancients had both
29- and 30-day months.

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

It is important to note the significance of the absolute dating of
Hammurabi to Mesopotamian chronology. G. Roux states that “the date of
Hammurabi is the keystone of the chronology of the second and third millennium
B.C.”% In other words, since many historians now reject the Venus tablets as the
keystone for dating the Old Babylonians, another set of astronomical dates must be
employed to establish the absolute chronology of that king and those who preceded
and followed him.

Before beginning this analysis a digression is in order. This analysis
will be presented in the light of Ev Cochrane’s critique of Heinsohn’s evidence
related to the Persian/Old Babylonian and Darius/Hammurabi equations. 1 wish to
inform the reader of the manner by which Cochrane has chosen to deal with me and

28 This development has not yet been published; I learned about it in 2007 from email exchanges
between Gunnar Heinsohn and Birgit Liesching.
29 Georges Roux, Ancient Irag (NY 1980), p. 43
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my defense of Heinsohn’s chronological revision. (Cochrane is the former editor-
in-chief and now publisher of the journal Aeon.) Upon learning of vol. I of Pillars
of the Past, he wrote about me on the Kroniatalk group on December 15, 2003, prior
to having read my book. Clark Whelton considerately sent me this material wherein
Cochrane wrote:

“Am I the only guy who finds it embarrassing that folks are
touting Ginenthal’s latest book on chronology? I mean looking to
Ginenthal for insights on chronology is like looking to Leroy
Ellenberger for information on the Saturn theory. The presentation is
so biased and so wrong-headed as to be virtually worthless.”

On January 4, 2004, Cochrane further wrote:

“I now plan to offer a detailed article on Ginenthal’s foray into
chronology, this one every bit as wrongheaded [sic] as his Velikovskian
article arguing that Hammurabi is to be identified with Darius. Rather
than make the folks on Kronia wait until the next issue of Aeon,
however, I’ll begin offering brief posts outlining the evidence early next
week.”

On December 20, 2003, Cochrane had added:

“However, I am interested to learn what Charles [Ginenthal] will
have to say on astronomical dating. Isn’t this the same guy who chided
me for raising the issue of astronomical retrocalculations in my detailed
analysis of the fantastic reconstruction of Heinsohn?”

Notice how Cochrane has employed the same miserable and
dishonorable devices that were used against Velikovsky. He attempts to tarnish me
through guilt by association; he claims I am no different than Leroy Ellenberger, a
wildly enraged critic who stoops to any crude level to discredit those of us in the
Velikovsky movement [see The Velikovskian vol. IV, no. 4 (1999) pp. 102-114]. My
own interaction with Ellenberger, as many others have unfortunately experienced, is
perhaps best summed up by Oscar Wilde with this remark attributed to him: “He
[Ellenberger] leads his readers to the latrine and [then] locks them in [it].” As for
Cochrane’s use of Ellenberger as a link with me, this too can be summed up by Wilde
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who also said “While with his right hand [Cochrane] dealt with grandiose ideas [of
ancient chronology], his left hand let the rat out of the sewer.”

What is also extremely inappropriate and unscholarly on Cochrane’s
part is not only the rude ad hominem he employs on me, but his going to the length
of attacking a book he had at that time not read. As a scholar in the field of
Velikovskian studies, he is, presumably, well aware that Velikovsky’s many critics
had also not read Velikovsky’s books before raising that same form of hateful
comment. Not having read my book, Cochrane says it is “wrongheaded”, “biased,”
and “virtually worthless.” This sounds much like Cecilia Payne-Gaposchkin who
used quite similar language and the same shrill tone to denounce Velikovsky and his
book Worlds in Collision, also, like Cochrane, not having read it.

Interestingly, his rude tone and words about me will, I am sure, be kept
from the readers of his critique of my book, if it is ever presented. I believe this
unseemly side of Cochrane will not see the light of day in 4eon. However, more
than four years after his promise to write a daily or weekly point by point rebuttal of
Pillars of the Past 1 have found nothing from Cochrane or from his associates in
touch with the Kronia talk group of his promised critique.

With respect to Cochrane accusing me of “chiding” him “for raising the
issue of astronomical retrocalculation,” let him produce such evidence. I am rather
a great supporter of astronomical dating of the ancient world via the attested
documents supported by careful retrocalculations. I do not recall ever having
claimed that astronomical evidence is of little or no value. If Cochrane has such
statements by me, let him publish them. In his critique he has presented no
astronomical retrocalculated evidence whatsoever that places the Old Babylonians
in the early second millennium B.C. If he has such evidence that gives an absolute
dating, let him produce it. There simply is none, and that is the problem.

The question at hand is: Does Cochrane’s critique of Heinsohn vis-a-
vis the Persian/Old Babylonian equation, and in particular Heinsohn’s
Darius/Hammurabi equation stand up to scrutiny? As will be shown, the attested
documents that produce astronomical data for the Old Babylonians and
retrocalculations of these give absolute dates that connect the Persians to the Old
Babylonians and in particular correlate the reigns of Darius and Hammurabi.
Cochrane writes:
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“Hammurabi was the most prominent ruler of the so-called first
[or Old] dynasty of Babylon which saw Mesopotamia dominated by the
Amorites. ...

“The royal inscriptions from this period (the so-called date
formulae) provide valuable clues for reconstructing Hammurabi’s
various activities year by year, inasmuch as they typically record the
king’s major deeds and accomplishments.”>°

Notice Cochrane talks of documents that provide “clues” from “royal
inscriptions” that delineate deeds and accomplishments of Hammurabi’s reign. But
none of this data deals with absolute astronomical dating. However, the Cambridge
Ancient History reports with respect to the documented material for Hammurabi:

“The materials left by the king himself or derived from any
source connected with him which can be of use in writing the history
of his reign are scanty in the extreme. His official inscriptions are few
..., almost wholly devoted to ... building. ...”!

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

“According to Roux, Hammurabi ‘patiently waited for five years
before making the first move’ to enlarge his kingdom. Between the 6th
and 11th years of his reign, Hammurabi defeated Isin, Uruk, Malgium,
and invaded Emutbal. For the next twenty years ... Hammurabi
devoted himself ‘solely to the embellishment of temples and the
fortification of towns.” After nearly three decades on the throne,
Hammurabi set about expanding the boundaries of his kingdom. In his
30th year he conquered Elam. Hammurabi defeated ... Larsa, in year

39 Ev Cochrane, “Heinsohn’s Ancient ‘History’,” deon, vol. V, no. 4 (July 1999), unpaginated
but on the basis of the index, p. 58
U CAH, vol. 1 pt. 1 (1973), p. 177
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31. The same year saw him defeating Eshnunna, Subartu, and Gutium.
In his 32nd year, he overthrew Zimri-Lim and Mari. Two years later,
Hammurabi returned and sacked Mari. ... In his 36th and 38th year,
Hammurabi ‘overthrew the army of the country Subartu (Assyria) and
defeated all his enemies as far as the country of Subartu.” ... All told,
Hammurabi reigned a period of 43 years.

“Darius in contrast ... succeeded in ... claiming the throne for
himself. The apparent chaos ... inspired most of the satrapies to revolt
and thus Darius was forced to put down one rebellion after another, first
in Elam, then in Babylon, as well as in Armenia, Persia, Media, Assyria,
Parthia, and Scythia. It took over two years of heavy fighting for Darius
to establish himself. ... Thereupon Darius set about the task of
restructuring and expanding the empire. ... This was followed by
campaigns in India and along the Mediterranean where he gained
control of the Ionian islands. In 513 BCE, finally, Darius campaigned
against the Scythians around the Black Sea, conquering European
Thrace and most of the northern Aegean. ... All told, Darius reigned
for a period of 36 years. ...”?

Here we have a resume that is valid only in terms of documents. There
is not one scintilla of scientific or technical evidence offered to test or falsify
Heinsohn’s Darius/Hammurabi equation.

According to Cochrane, Darius “took over two years of heavy fighting
... to establish himself.” But the document upon which this is based does not say
this. According to Jim Hicks et al., Darius tells us “of the rebellions and how his
army fought 19 battles and defeated nine would-be kings, all within ‘one and the
same year’.”®? Cochrane claims the rebellion was put down over two years, whereas
Darius claims he did it in one year. Of Darius’ boastful claim, Heleen Sancisi-
Weerdenburg writes: “As Darius says repeatedly: in one year he reestablished order
throughout his empire. ... This time limit has caused scholars considerable
headaches: in no way can the dates given in the inscription be fitted into a one-year

32 Cochrane, op.cit., pp. 57-58
33 Jim Hicks et al., The Persians (NY 1975), p. 28
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schedule. It seems probable that Darius sacrifices chronological precision and
historical truth ... for the immediate cause of legitimizing his rule.”*

Cochrane’s own source also points out “It seems ... simplest to assume
that Darius nevertheless falsified the record.”®> Another of Cochrane’s sources,
Olmstead, shows “It is significant that in Herod iii 72 Darius is made to give an
elaborate defense of lying.”3¢

Heleen Sancisi-Weerdenburg tells wus: “Darius’s  one-year
autobiography [on the Behistun Rock] was full of lies.”” She adds: “Darius tells of
a victorious campaign against the Scythians in his third year [519 BCE]” [yet]
“Darius was anything but victorious, he barely saved his army from destruction.”3

The question is not of one or two years over which the rebellion was
put down, since one year makes very little difference in the chronologies of the two
kings. The fact is that the historians interpreted the concept of 19 battles fought in
a single year and found it preposterous, and so the length of the rebellion was
changed, contrary to the document, to two years. We, in fact, don’t know if it was
three, four, five or more years for this to have been the time span, nor just when the
rebellions began and ended. How can this be put to the test and falsified?
Nevertheless, Cochrane, while presenting the accepted rendition of these rebellions,
carefully failed to report any of these problems to his readers. After raising this part
of his critique, he then attacked Heinsohn for citing a source that has been called
quite unreliable, namely Ctesias:

“Is there any reason, then, to take Ctesias as a reliable witness for
the specifics of Persian history? On the contrary, he is known to be a
most unreliable source. Amelie Kuhrt, writing for the Cambridge
Ancient History, had this to say about the Greek doctor:

“ ‘Unfortunately there is little evidence to indicate that
Ctesias had access to any particularly reliable source about

34 Heleen Sancisi-Weerdenburg, “Darius I and the Persian Empire,” Civilizations of the Ancient
Near East, vol. II, .M. Sassoon et al., eds. (NY 1995), pp. 1036-1037

35 The Cambridge History of Iran, 1. Gershevitch ed., vol. 2 (London 1985), p. 210

36 A.T. Olmstead, History of the Persian Empire (Chicago, London 1948), p. 109 fn

37 Sancisi-Weerdenburg, op.cit., p. 1038

38 ibid., p. 1038 and 1043
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earlier Persian history, so that his use for the purposes of
this chapter is negligible.’

“Fol and Hammand, writing for the same publication, describe
Ctesias as ‘far from dependable.” J.M. Cook cautioned that modern
historians should disregard Ctesias as a historical source altogether:

“ “When we discover that ... Ctesias’ familiarity with the
Persian records did not prevent him from interpreting
Darius’ Behistun text as a description of Semiramis’
ascent of the cliff on a mountain of pack-saddles, we have
no choice left but to reject his entire claim ... we have little
means of checking—the specific information that he gives
is usually quite false. ... On the balance, it seems most
prudent to disregard him as a serious historical source.’

“Yet this is the ‘authority’ Heinsohn would have us follow. ...’

When Cochrane cites a source for Darius’s fighting 19 battles in one
year, which historians claim is an out and out lie, we do not have ““a reliable witness
for the specifics of Persian history.” That source exhibits “little evidence that
[Cochrane] had access to any particularly reliable source ... so that his use for the
purposes [he presents] ... is negligible.” His source is “far from reliable,” and “on
... balance it seems most prudent to disregard him as a serious historical source. ...
Yet this is the ‘authority’ [Cochrane] would have us follow [in establishing Persian
history].” When we turn to the documents provided by kings about themselves we
are treading on dangerous grounds. As Herbert Butterfield explains:

“For the most part it [ancient Near Eastern history] is official
history produced on behalf of the monarch and serving his interests or
that of [his] state. ... The annals were produced by the king himself, or
were written for him—presenting him as speaking in the first person;
and their purpose was to celebrate his building achievements ... or his
prowess in the hunt ... or his bravery in battle and his success in war
[as Darius boasted of his one-year conquests] ... they were just about
the most boastful pieces of writing ever produced by anybody. ... One

39 Cochrane, op.cit., p. 64
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thing is clear: they are not to be taken as evidence of the interest
[ancient] man showed in ... the recovery of the past.”*

So, too, with Darius’s blatant propaganda to which Cochrane gives his
approval. Literature produced by these ancient kings about themselves is generally
pure propaganda just as it is today in various states. How much of the atrocities
committed by modern nations is presented by these states? For example, General
Charles Cornwallis, whose coffin lies in Westminster Abbey, London and who was
defeated at Yorktown by George Washington with the French fleet and a French
expeditionary force, has this epitaph written on his tomb: “He defeated Americans
with great slaughter.” Not a breath of his great defeat is presented. If this is the case
in the near past, it is only reasonable that the battles fought by ancient kings be taken
for what they are—propaganda, not to be relied on as solid historical fact.

This is the problem inherent in assuming, as Cochrane does, along with
nearly all historians of these periods, that Darius’s record carved on the Behistun
Rock or elsewhere is proof that what is contained therein is true. As I believe Samuel
Johnson aptly put it: “In lapidary inscriptions a man is not upon oath.”

Cochrane’s more important criticism, however, is that “Hammurabi
reigned a period of 43 years,” while “Darius reigned for a period of 36 years,” that
is, “the length of their reigns is different. ...”*! This, too, is based on the
documentary evidence. But what does the calendrical, astronomical evidence, upon
which absolute dating depends, say with regard to Cochrane’s assertion? In this
respect, we come back to our 30-day months attested for Hammurabi’s reign and
those of Darius. Lynn E. Rose as long ago as 1995 presented the data that shows
Heinsohn’s Darius /Hammurabi equation is valid:

“In a series of publications ... Heinsohn has suggested that the
First [or Old] Babylonian Dynasty and the Persian Empire are identical.
As part of this thesis he maintains that Hammurabi of the [Old]
Babylonian Dynasty is identical with Darius the Great of the Persian
Empire and that Ammisaduga of the [Old] Babylonian Dynasty is
identical with Artaxerxes III Ochos of the Persian Empire.

40 Butterfield, op.cit., p. 45; see also p. 46
! Cochrane, op.cit., p. 58
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(13

. there are two ... lines of argument that did eventually
convince me of Heinsohn’s thesis. Both involve retrocalculation, and
thus both would be condemned by Heinsohn himself. ...

“One line of argument proceeds from the rather extensive
archaeological evidence [presented by Sidney Smith and others] that
the [Old] Babylonian Dynasty would have been nearly or at least
roughly contemporary with the Twelfth [Egyptian] Dynasty. BUT
THERE IS OVERWHELMING ASTRONOMICAL EVIDENCE that
the Twelfth Dynasty ended with the coming of Alexander the Great.
Thus I must put the [Old] Babylonian Dynasty at about the time of the
Persian Empire anyway.” [Capitalization added]*

This, of course, was discussed earlier. As Cryer clearly understands
and as do nearly all serious historians: “Establishing the nature of the calendar or
calendars used in a given ancient society is of primary historiographical
importance.”*

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

“The other line of argument directly addresses the identification
of Hammurabi ... with Darius the Great ..., as well as the 1dentification
of Ammisaduqa ... with Artaxerxes III Ochos of the Persian Empire.

“I love to be able to prove my case by citing my opponents. Thus
it is with great pleasure that I call your attention to an esoteric work by
Peter J. Huber ... Astronomical Dating of Babylon I and Ur II [which]
contains the attested intercalations under Ammisaduqa (page 60) as
well as the attested 30-day months under Ammisaduga [emphasis
added] (page 65). We can also make use of Langdon-Fotheringham-
Schoch here (pages 61 and 77). Further ... the little book by Parker and
Dubberstein entitled Babylonian Chronology 626 B.C.-A.D. 75 ...

42 Rose, “From Calendars to Chronology”, op.cit., p. 722
3 Cryer, op.cit., p. 656
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contains retrocalculations of all the lunar months under Artaxerxes 111
Ochos (page 35). ...

“If we have Year 1 of Ammisaduqa start on February 12 Julian,
-357, then 24 of the 28 attested 30-day months seem to check out. All
four of the misses are one day late and are at the end of 29-day months;
thus bad seeing at those four points is very strongly indicated.”*

This means that all the attested 30-day months of Ammisaduqga are
identical to the particular years and months of 30 days of Artaxerxes III Ochos. Why
1s this so unusual? When the Old Babylonians supposedly lived in the early part of
the second millennium B.C., intercalary months were added to the year by decree.
But during Persian times these extra intercalary months were added to the calendar
by formula. What then is the probability that 24 of 28 attested 30-day months from
the reign of Ammisaduga should just by chance happen to be identical to the Persian
calendar of Artaxerxes III Ochos? Both kings reigned for the same number of years,
but if, say, Ammisaduga in his 13th year, 8th month had a 30-day month, then
Artaxerxes III Ochos in his 13th year, 8th month also had a 30-day month. Rose
found 24 such correlations out of 28 30-day months spread across the various but
widely different years of their reigns. And significantly, the four misses all occur at
the very end of Ammisaduga’s 29-day months which in this small number of cases
points strongly to the fact that the sky was overcast and the astrologer viewing the
sky could not see the Moon that day and therefore claimed it was a 30-day month
rather than one of 29 days. The probability that in so many cases both Ammisaduqa
and Artaxerxes III Ochos should have in particular years of their reigns, and
particular months of these years, identical 30-day months is inordinately low. Thus
Ammisaduga of the Old Babylonian Dynasty is dated precisely and absolutely to the
time of the Persian king Artaxerxes III Ochos. This can only be so if they are one
and the same person or if their reigns are co-extensive. What, then, of Hammurabi
and Darius the Great? Here Rose shows:

“If we have Year 1 of Hammurabi start on April 1, -520, then 25
of 27 attested 30-day months seem to check out. ... There is one
complication in the Hammurabi-Darius case, in that Hammurabi
reigned for at least 43 years and Darius for only 36, but [ would argue
that there was a revised year-count ... which was for the purpose of

# Rose, “From Calendars to Chronology,” op.cit., p. 723
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back-dating the reign by nine years, and thus [have Darius deprive] ...
the hated Kambyses [who ruled before him for around 8-9 years] of his
very existence! This [taking away years from an earlier king and
adding them to one’s reign] was a common practice in antiquity. It
seems that the [Old] Babylonian-‘Hammurabi’ went along with this
move but the Persian-‘Darius’ tradition did not. ...”

“I conclude [based on these 30-day months for Ammisaduqa/
Artaxerxes III Ochos and Hammurabi/Darius] that Heinsohn’s thesis is
correct.”®

Huber, who had raised the importance of using months in the calendar
for explicating chronology for the Venus tablets, had to change 30 percent of the
astronomical data to place the Old Babylonians back in the early part of the second
millennium B.C. Rose, on the other hand, except for bad seeing, changed none of
the astronomical data to have these 30-day months in separate years at definitive
numbers of months into those years for both sets of kings to fit the astronomy and
the retrocalculations. Huber nevertheless described his findings thus: “Apart from
scribal errors [my findings] are compatible with modern calculations.
Unfortunately, we do not know precisely when Ammizaduga reigned.”*¢

Rose’s evidence shows precisely when Ammisaduga as well as
Hammurabi reigned; his list of hits does not require a single scribal error, and his
analysis is strikingly compatible with modern retrocalculations.

One would expect kings living over a thousand years apart in time and
hundreds of miles apart geographically not to have so many 30-day months situated
in exactly the same years and the same months of those years. One would expect
that perhaps as many as half of the 30-day months attested for Ammisaduqa and
Hammurabi would fall on 29-day months of Artaxerxes III Ochos and Darius, and
vice versa. But this is not the case.

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

* ibid.
46 Peter Huber, “Cuneiform Evidence for Venus”, Scientists Confiont Velikovsky, (Cornell NY
1979), pp. 126-127
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“Scientists [and, I add, historians] are used to evaluating
explanations of data in terms of probability rather than possibility, so
the evidence would have to be clear and unambiguous to convince them
that a theory ... is valid.”¥’

In this respect Cryer states:

“There is no law requiring that king[s] A [Hammurabi and
Ammisaduqa] ... employ the same calendrical reckoning as king[s] B
[Darius and Artaxerxes II Ochos] even within the same culture or
society; nor is there any that requires one and the same society to
employ the same calendar. ... Nor need we assume that calendars were
identical throughout even a great empire. ... Hence, there is no
assurance that the length[s] of the reign[s] of king[s] A [Hammurabi
and Ammisaduga] as recorded by scribe X [were] measured using the
same calendar as that employed by scribe Y to define the reign[s] of
king[s] B [Darius and Artaxerxes III Ochos]. Nor is it likely that the
scribes in question will have known of such problems; if they did, it is
uncertain whether they regarded calendrical problems as significant.”*®

Not only do we have the same Old Babylonian and Persian kings adding
the same 30-day months to particular years at particular months of these years, but
the various scribes who prepared these texts were either indifferent or unaware that
they were preparing identical lists of the 30-day months and years. Whether
Cochrane, Stiebing, or any other historian critical of Heinsohn’s thesis realizes it or
not, his equation of the Old Babylonians with the Persians is now dated absolutely.
It is extraordinarily improbable that the placement of the Old Babylonians back in
the early second millennium can stand.

Cochrane has written on his website, www.maverickscience.com, an
attack on my work wherein he writes: “... Ginenthal fails to inform his readers
exactly which ‘scientific and technological established facts’ ... show that
Hammurabi lived after Cyrus and the downfall of the Medes/Mitanni. The truth is,
of course, that no such facts exist.” Cochrane’s piece is titled “The Wildgoose
Chase”.

47 William H. Stiebing Jr. “Cosmic Catastrophism”, Aeon vol. 11, no. 6 (May 1992), p. 60
8 Cryer, op.cit., p. 656
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The question I now raise for Cochrane is: Why did he completely ignore
this astronomical-calendrical evidence? All of Rose’s evidence regarding the
lengths of the reigns of Darius and Hammurabi as well as Artaxerxes III Ochos and
Ammisaduqa appeared a good four years before Cochrane raised his Darius-
Hammurabi critique in Aeon in 1999. In Stephen J. Gould and Immanuel Velikovsky
(1995) it was all spelled out for him. In fact, Cochrane contributed a significant
chapter to this tome, and I thanked him for doing so by giving him a copy. Why
then did he fail to report, or deal with, this Darius-Hammurabi material when
addressing his readers? The astronomical-calendrical evidence clearly and directly
contradicted his argument. His obligation as a critic was, at the very least, to deal
with Rose’s material and let his readers know that contradictory evidence to his
criticism exists. But that scholarly obligation was evaded.

While Cochrane raised documentary evidence to assail Heinsohn’s
thesis, the forensic astronomical-calendrical documents and retrocalculations solidly
support Heinsohn.

There is one further unique aspect of having these attested and
retrocalculated 30-day months in particular years at specific months of these years
agreeing with each other in the reigns of Darius/Hammurabi and Artaxerxes III
Ochos/Ammisaduga which has to do with intercalary months. Huber argues:

“... Rose chooses to ignore some of the really important points,
in particular the matter of intercalary months. ... Intercalary months
were a reality throughout Babylonian history from before Hammurabi
to the latest times, and you simply cannot afford to ignore them when
discussing calendaric [and chronological] matters.”*

Huber notes in particular:

“The [Old] Babylonian calendar is based on the true lunar month:
the month begins on the evening when the new moon first becomes
visible. Thus the length of the month varies irregularly between 29 and
30 days; twelve lunar months correspond to about 354 days. In roughly
every third year the Babylonians inserted an additional (thirteenth)
month in order to keep the month in step with the seasons.

4 quoted in Rose, “Just Plainly Wrong: A Critique of Peter Huber,” op.cit., p. 38
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“Before about -500, these intercalations were handled in a rather
haphazard fashion by royal decree.”°

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

Robert R. Newton tells us in this respect:

“Since the need for the extra month was determined by
observation made by officials who had political interests and political
power, we may be sure that the assignment of the extra [intercalary]
month was somewhat erratic. It has been estimated that [because of
extra intercalary months] the first day of the year might have come any
time from the middle of March to the middle of June in middle
Babylonian times.”!

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

Clearly, one would not expect the Old Babylonian and Persian kings to
add just the correct intercalary months in the correct spaces (not necessarily the
identical months in the identical places) to permit all the 30-day months to be
identical for both sets of kings. The calendars, under the established chronology,
would only allow for this condition to occur if the Persian/Old Babylonian kings
were one and the same person and if the Persians were bringing the subject peoples’
calendar in line with their own. If they were different kings living apart in time and
place they would not have added intercalary months in just such a way as to keep
their calendars in time with one another so closely.

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

59 Huber in Scientists Confront Velikovsky, loc.cit.
SLR.R. Newton, The Crime of Claudius Ptolemy (Baltimore, London 1977), p. 396; see also p.
395
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sixth day every four years; this was so that, at least eventually, both calendars would
average 365% years. In a similar (not identical) sense, the Persians forced their Old
Babylonian subjects to align their calendar with their own.

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

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

“Perhaps the strongest [chronological] link ... is the continuous
stratification, over a period of years.”
Sidney Smith
op.cit., p. 47

There are two forms of stratigraphical research that must first be
distinguished from one another before one can properly determine the chronology
of the ancient world. There is a fundamental difference between geological
stratigraphy and historical-archaeological stratigraphy. Geological stratigraphy is
based on a well-understood scientific process. When an ancient city, town, or village
was abandoned in Mesopotamia and never resettled or, after being abandoned for a
long period the same site was resettled, a geological process occurs that leaves clear-
cut evidence to show what happened. Once a place has been abandoned, the wind
blows sand, soil, etc., into the streets and the ruins of the buildings of the first settlers
that were left standing. These materials, called Aeolian or wind-blown layers, are a
rather clear geological marker that tells a geologist that the site was abandoned.
When it rains—as it does in Mesopotamia during the winter season—the mud brick
walls still standing above these Aeolian deposits slump and flow down over these
wind-blown materials, sealing them in place. Erosion does play a part in this process
but it is negligible because once the mud-brick walls flow as mud over the Aeolian
deposits, desert weeds grow on the mounds of these settlements and protect the
mound, or “tell”, from further erosion. Even after thousands of years of
abandonment, the ancient city, town, or village mounds of Mesopotamia have not
been weathered by sandstorms or eroded away. Aeolian layers are fundamental
scientific proof that a site has been abandoned.

Historical, archaeological stratigraphy is not based on this geological
marker but rather on markers of a very different nature. These markers are the
various artifacts: pottery, tools, metals, architectural forms, etc., that are left at a site
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by different cultures one above the other. By interpreting the level or stratum in an
ancient mound where these ancient relics are found, archaeologists determine the
sequence of the cultures, which is the stratum at the bottom of the mound. Above
that in different strata are the relics of the cultures that came afterwards. The
archaeological stratigraphical interpretation of the chronology of these ancient sites
1s not as clear-cut as stratigraphical geology but an interpretation of what the forms
of these ancient relics are and at what level or stratum in the mound they are found
would be instructive.

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

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

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

“Although military settlements of various types are detectable ...
there simply could not have been so many Iranians [that is, Persians]
that effective control of the whole territory of the empire by coherent
groups was possible. To give another modern example, German
occupation of Holland in the Second World War cannot be described in
any other way than as rather effective. There were, however, entire
villages where no German was ever seen during the entire period.
Needless to say, these were the villages where the hiding of [Jewish]
refugees was most successful. If the territorial coverage of a small
country like Holland was apparently impossible for a modern
occupation-force such as that of National-Socialist Germany, it really
should make us wonder if we are not assuming too much when we take
it for granted that the whole of the Persian Empire was indeed under
effective control. If parts of it were effectively controlled, this must
have been due more to the merits of the pre-existing socio-economic

structure than to the efforts of the ‘ethno-classe dominante’.””>?

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

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

52 Heleen Sancisi-Weerdenburg, “The Quest for an Elusive Empire,” Achaemenid History IV
Centre and Periphery, H. Sancisi-Weerdenburg, A. Kuhrt, eds. (Leiden, Holland 1990), p. 268
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this thesis: because the Persian Empire was conquered by Alexander the Great,
followed immediately by the occupation of the Greeks, this Persian stratum would
have to lie directly beneath Greek-Hellenistic strata, and settlement gaps between
the Old Babylonians and the Greeks should not exist.

Nevertheless, because the historians believe that the Persians must have
left ample evidence of their stay in Babylonia, the skimpy finds of their materials
have bewildered them. About this question of Persian strata missing in Babylonia,
as well as elsewhere throughout their empire, A. Leo Oppenheim opines:

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

“Though evidence is still far from adequate, the flowering
created by the contacts of Babylonia with Hellenism and the Parthian
civilization, respectively, stands in unmistakable contrast to the sterility
and lack of interaction which seemed to characterize the Achaemenid
[Persian] presence in Babylonia.”>?

53 A. Leo Oppenheim, “The Babylonian Evidence of Achaemenian Rule in Mesopotamia,”
Cambridge History of Iran, op.cit., pp. 585-586
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The difference is accounted for by the fact that the Greeks and Parthians
were highly advanced people who not only conquered Babylonia but transported
thousands of administrators and artisans from their homelands to create the various
comforts, utensils, buildings, etc., to make their life in this foreign land seem as much
like Greece and Parthia as possible. The Persians, as we will see below, were not as
advanced. Rather, they found their Babylonian subjects superior in most respects
except military prowess. Instead of changing the cultures over which they ruled,
they employed the skilled Babylonians and their materials, which were superior to
their own. They had little in the way of material development to contribute to their
subjects’ way of life. All this will be gone into in much greater detail below, but for
the present, Sancisi-Weerdenburg explains the situation:

“... the Persians did not have at their disposal an administrative
tradition with which to replace the institutions of conquered nations.
The best option after a conquest was to keep the local structure in place,
more often than not including the local magnates. ... There were
advantages to such a policy: presumably the local population could bear
the burden of taxation more easily. ...”>*

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

“Cyrus took over the administrative organization ... and
evidently left the governors in their office. His policy was to act in
everything as a real Babylonian.”>>

Thus we know nothing of Persian rule in Babylonia. This is because
the Persians were not an intrusive element there. A. Kuhrt states “It should be clear
from the foregoing that the evidence for Persian rule of Babylonia from 539 to 465
[B.C.] presents major problems and that a reconstruction of the political history of
the area is an almost impossible task.”>°

>4 Heleen Sancisi-Weerdenburg, “Darius I and the Persian Empire”, op.cit., p. 1042

5> Geo Widengren, “The Persians,” People of Old Testament Times, O.J. Weissman, ed. (Oxford,
UK, 1973), p. 318

56 A. Kuhrt, “Babylonia from Cyrus to Xerxes,” CAH, 2nd ed., vol. IV (1988), p. 135f
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This is entirely in agreement with Heinsohn’s, Sweeney’s, and Rose’s
theses. With respect to the Persian presence in Egypt, the Levant and elsewhere,
Kuhrt writes:

“... our main, often sole, guide to [Persian history] is, therefore,
Greek historiography and the Old Testament [which are secondary
sources]. But these sources give us a very partial insight, because of
their generally circumscribed perspective: the history of Greek-Persian
relations in the Aegean and western Asia Minor predominates; we can
piece together a little on Persian policy in the Levant and Egypt, the rest
[namely Persian Babylonia and Assyria] is virtually a blank.”>’

Historians have been unwilling to accept that because the Persians,
while ruling these lands, were barely intrusive, they could not have left a great deal
of evidence of their sojourn in Babylonia and elsewhere, so that these “blanks” and
“gaps” in their history naturally exist. As Kuhrt and Sancisi-Weerdenburg admit:
“The Persian empire is so frequently almost invisible in the archeological [sic]
record, that at the end of one long session, the chairman exclaimed in exasperation:
“Was there ever a Persian empire?””*

The same exists for the Amorites who took over Babylonia, as outlined
by Alan Millard:

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

ST A. Kuhrt, The Ancient Near East c. 3000-330 BC, vol. 2 (London, NY 1995), p. 667
58 A. Kuhrt, H. Sancisi-Weerdenburg, “Introduction,” Achaemenid History IV, op.cit., p. X111
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continued into the subsequent Kassite period. Pottery fashions, too,
display development, but no major changes.”’

As Kurinsky points out:

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

unfalsifiable] ‘proofs’.”®

Based on Heinsohn’s and Rose’s theses, these “blank™ periods
disappear once we give the Persian stratum in Babylonia to the indigenous Old
Babylonians, and the stratigraphical evidence that proves this, according to
Heinsohn, is that the Old Babylonian stratum lies directly below the Hellenistic
Greek stratum.

The historians who understood this then had to explain why the Persian
stratum was missing just below that of the Greeks. In this regard Cochrane has
challenged Heinsohn’s stratigraphic conclusions:

59 Alan Millard, “Amorites and Israelites: Invisible Invaders—Modern Expectation and Ancient
Reality,” The Future of Biblical Archaeology: Reassessing Methodologies and Assumptions,
James Karl Hoffmeier, ed. (Grand Rapids MI/Cambridge UK 2004), p. 151

60 Samuel Kurinsky, The Eighth Day (Northvale NJ, London 1994) p. 158
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“Heinsohn has become famous for arguing that the key to
understanding ancient chronology is a properly ordered stratigraphy. ...
Heinsohn claims that, at [the city of] Mari and a handful of other sites,
the strata associated with the ‘Old Babylonian’ period are found
directly beneath the Greek levels, thereby supporting his identification
[because] the archaeological remains of the [Persians] would naturally
be sought for immediately [beneath those] of Alexander the Great [and
the Hellenistic Greeks].”¢!

Cochrane, however, claims that Heinsohn’s thesis is invalidated by
stratigraphy, particularly at Tell Hariri, beneath which the city of Mari is located.
Since the Assyrian empire apparently came well before that of the Persians, it would
seem an impossibility to find an Assyrian palace above the Old Babylonian/Persian
strata there. Citing J.C. Margueron, Cochrane states:

“The destruction of 1760 BCE [by Hammurabi] put an end to
Mari as the capital of a realm ... However, the traces of later structures
[above the destroyed city] attest that the city did not disappear
overnight. People continued to live in the ruins of the city Hammurabi
devastated. The remains of that epoch, ... (the seventeenth-sixteenth
centuries BCE) are generally rather poor; ... The Middle Assyrian
period (thirteenth-twelfth centuries BCE) is represented by a modest
structure located on the tell’s northwest promontory and chiefly by a
cemetery installed in the ruins of the Royal Palace. ...”%

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

6! Cochrane, op.cit., pp. 66-67
62 ibid., p. 67



50 VELIKOVSKIAN Vol. VII, Nos. 2, 3, 4

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

Edward Bell explains:

“... the Chaldeans and Hittites, each [had] distinct and well
marked characteristics, but no signs of mutual influence and partial
fusion in the later Assyrian [period].%?

“[and it] may be inferred that the architectural forms and methods
used in those countries which ultimately formed the kingdom of Persia
were derived from Babylonia and Assyria, and prevailed until the
consolidation of the kingdom, and the adoption of Susa as the winter
capital [and] a new style based on influences derived from the more
highly cultured western nations.”®*

“[But most significantly the] Persian king [Darius] had already
two principal palaces at Susa ... which was [sic] no doubt similar in
style to those of Assyria.”®

That is, during Persian times the kings of that land were building
Assyrian palaces. Why wouldn’t Darius/Hammurabi allow an Assyrian palace to be
built on the ruins of Mari? After all, as we will see below, Mari was along one of
the principal trade routes of Mesopotamia. Assyrian architects were used by the
Persians. Cochrane’s criticism simply fails to address this fact. Darius/ Hammurabi
destroyed Mari in early Assyrian times, thus the people who followed could still
build in the Assyrian style.

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

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

6% ibid., p. 201

65 ibid., p. 212
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subjugated peoples. That is, in Babylonia the Persians as well as the so-called Old
Babylonians had no distinctive architectural style by which the archaeologists would
be informed of their presence or intrusive influence. In Persia, this was a totally
different story. As Giorgio Buccellati states:

“No distinctive archaeological evidence [such as pottery,
architecture, etc.] can be convincingly associated with the [Old
Babylonian] Amorites. The material does not exhibit stylistic traits that
could be positively identified with them; this holds true even for smaller
provincial cities in their [assumed] home ground. ... Nor has any site
been identified in the steppe [west of Babylonia where they supposedly
originated] that could be dated to the period in question.”®

There is no original architectural style in Chaldean Babylonia for the
Persians just as there is no original style in Chaldean Babylonia for the Old
Babylonians because, based on Heinsohn’s thesis, they are one and the same, and
used the indigenous architectural styles of their more highly developed subjects. It
was these styles that were kept alive throughout the Persian/Old Babylonian period
as stated directly by Margaret Cool Root, “Achaemenid [Persian] achievement
revalidated many earlier near eastern manifestations [of art and architecture] and
kept them alive.”?’

The devastating evidence that Cochrane supposedly used to critique
Heinsohn’s thesis simply does not stand up to scrutiny. And since he does not
produce any forensic historical evidence upon which to base his criticism that Mari
was separated by about a thousand years from Darius his argument is a non sequitur.
Since the Assyrians were building palaces in Assyrian times as well as in Persian
times, to suggest, as Cochrane does, that an Assyrian palace on the ruins of Mari
must be dated after the Old Babylonian period is meaningless. Before Cochrane can
lay claim to the view that the Old Babylonians at Mari (destroyed by Hammurabi)
came before the seventeenth-sixteenth, and thirteenth-twelfth centuries and not in
the first millennium B.C., he would have to present solid scientific and technological
evidence along with an absolute astronomical anchor by which to date them to that

6 Giorgio Buccellati, “Amorites,” The Oxford Encyclopedia of Archaeology in the Near East,
E.M. Meyers ed. (Oxford 1997), p. 107

67 Margaret Cool Root, “Art and Archaeology of the Achaemenid Empire,” Civilizations of the
Ancient Near East, op.cit., vol. IV, p. 2615
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period. To dismiss this fundamental requirement to build on forensic historical data
is essentially building palaces in the air.

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

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

“Heinsohn and his followers are forever pointing to the relative
paucity of Persian strata throughout the ancient Near East. In fairness
to Heinsohn, this is a valid point and it deserves an answer. Yet a
definitive answer to this question will most likely be possible only at
some point in the future, once all the relevant sites have been
thoroughly excavated. Here’s how one scholar explained the relative
scarcity of [Persian] architectural remains from this period in ancient
Palestine:

‘Three characteristic features of Persian-period strata have
contributed to the archaeological picture and the
disappointing results [where Persian strata were expected
to be found] from the excavations at the large mounds
[under which cities one over the other are buried]: (1) after
the Persian period, numerous mounds were abandoned and
never resettled ..., and because the stratum from this
period was the topmost on the site, it was exposed to the
dangers of denudation; (2) at those sites where settlement
continued ..., the Persian-period level of occupation was
severely damaged by intensive building activities in the
Hellenistic-Roman period; and (3) at most of the large
sites excavated ..., the mound was largely occupied by a
palace-fort or other large building.”®%

68 E. Stern, “Cities of the Persian Period,” in E. Meyers (ed.), The Oxford Encyclopedia of
Archaeology in the Near East, op.cit., p. 29, quoted in Cochrane, op.cit., p. 68
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Let us examine Cochrane’s three explanations for why Persian strata
are missing where they should be found.

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

How do we know that this is a fact? What evidence have Stern or
Cochrane presented other than this unsupported ex cathedra assertion that what they
present is a valid, scientific fact? They have provided no examples for this
denudation process nor any scientific evidence as support. What is meant by
“denudation”? Did people loot and denude these sites? Were they denuded by
erosion? Or did they just become denuded?

If this is the case in Palestine, surely it would occur at other permanently
abandoned topmost sites as well. But this is not the case. For example, the end of
the so-called Early Bronze Age in Anatolia saw a catastrophic destruction and
permanent abandonment of numerous settlements. Yet the fact is, the topmost layers
of these were not “denuded” by looting or erosion; they fully survived:

“In the Konya plain [of Anatolia] every town site of the EB2
[Early Bronze 2] period shows signs of conflagration mostly followed
by desertion which is neatly dated on each site.”®

Why weren’t all those topmost sites “denuded” of every shard of
pottery, or eroded away by wind and rain, or looted away? We are specifically
informed that the relics at each site are “neatly dated.” How can this be if after being
permanently abandoned, denudation processes were at work? This shows that a
double standard of inference is being used to explain the evidence. In Palestine and
elsewhere denudation (whatever that is) did work on the Persian topmost stratum,
but in Anatolia, the topmost layers failed to respond to the denudation processes.
Cochrane cannot have it both ways, having denudation work in Palestine but then
not working in Anatolia.

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

% CAH, 3rd ed., vol. I, pt. 2 (1971), p. 407
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“Some sites, it is true, were abandoned early and for ever. ... It
is not difficult to imagine what took place then: windborne sand and
earth [that form Aeolian layers] piled up against the remaining walls
and filled in the streets and every hollow, while rainwater smoothed off
the surface of the heaped-up ruins, spreading debris over a large area
and planing the flanks [of the mound]. Slowly but inexorably, the town
took its present shape: that of a rounded, more or less regular ruin-
mound ... atell.””

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

“When, because of a war, disease or other reasons, the
[Mesopotamian] settlements became depopulated, soil deposits laid
down by the frequent dust-storms which blast Iraq would gradually
cover the ruins of most buildings and in time build up the top of the
mound to a more or less level or smoothly curving surface with only
the remains of the ziggurat or any other exceptionally tall building
projecting above the general level of such a tell [which] are sprinkled
all over Mesopotamia.””!

Neither Roux nor Saggs suggests that erosion will remove entire layers
of such mounds. On the contrary, Roux and Saggs claim in complete contradiction
to Cochrane that permanently abandoned sites would keep their top-most layers!
First the site would be covered in places by “windborne sand and earth,” filling every
hollow. Second, rain would cause the mud brick walls to flow over these to preserve
the Aeolian layers and relics beneath. There were in fact several such permanently
abandoned mound sites in southern Mesopotamia but their topmost layers are
apparently still there and not denuded away. H. Gasche ef al., present us with the
fact that Ur, Uruk, Lasar, and many other major cities experienced this, yet their
topmost layer has defied being denuded.”” As in Andersen’s tale, even a child can
see this emperor has no clothes! The naked truth is that Cochrane has offered
nothing of substance.

"0 Roux, op.cit., p. 37
""H.W.F. Saggs, The Might That Was Assyria (London 1984), p. 290
2 H. Gasche et al., Dating the Fall of Babylon (Ghent, Belgium & Chicago, US, 1998), pp. 7-8
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What is also problematic for Cochrane is that Roux is one of his
sources. Thus he read what Roux wrote about sites being permanently abandoned
and being preserved. Why didn’t Cochrane, at the very least, discuss this? As was
pointed out earlier in this volume and in Pillars of the Past, vol. 1 of this series,
forensic history demands that if a scientific process such as erosion works in one
place (such as at the Sphinx on the Giza Plateau in Egypt), it must do the same
elsewhere under similar conditions. A double standard of inference cannot be
employed to make the evidence say what Cochrane suggests.

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

“At a number of archaeological sites in Mesopotamia (Bismaya,
Girsu (Telloh), Der, Mari, Mushkan Shapir, al-Ubaid), and a number of
others, Hellenistic/Parthian strata dated -300/-200 sit directly on top of
“Old” Babylonian strata, dated to the mid-2nd millennium.” (Clark
Whelton, personal communication).

According to Emmet Sweeney,

“A typical Lower Mesopotamian stratigraphy (as for example at
Bismaya, Der, Shapir, and Al-Ubaid) looks like this: Hellenists (after
300 BC) [directly above] Old Babylonians (2000-1800 BC).”"

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

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

3 Emmet J. Sweeney, Ramessides, Medes and Persians (Forest Hills, NY 2000), pp. 6-7
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stratum, but also all the intervening strata of the civilizations that had to be
sandwiched between the Old Babylonians and the Persians. That is, not only would
the topmost Persian stratum have to be denuded but also that of the so-called Kassites
who came after the Old Babylonians, and the so-called Mitanni who came after the
Kassites, then denudation had to erase the Chaldeans who followed and the Assyrian
stratum which followed the Chaldean. After that, denudation had to remove the
Medish stratum, then the so-called Neo-Assyrian stratum, as well as the Neo-
Babylonian stratum along with that of the Persians.

Cochrane’s denudation process not only removed the Persian stratum
but also the Neo-Babylonian, Neo-Assyrian, Median, Assyrian, Chaldean, Kassite
and Mitanni strata and then, for some unfathomable reason, stopped dead when the
Old Babylonian stratum was reached. Why then didn’t these denudation processes
remove all these strata which are clearly found at other sites in Mesopotamia? This
is an amazing feat for denudation processes to accomplish in order for the
stratigraphy to support the established chronology. Why these processes selectively
worked at the sites where an Old Babylonian stratum lies directly beneath that of the
Greeks, but not at the other sites defies comprehension. And Cochrane has in no
manner whatsoever addressed this problem.

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

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

Regarding this explanation, we run up against the very same problem
just discussed. At the sites where the Old Babylonian stratum is directly beneath the
Greeks we again have to deal with all the intervening civilizations supposedly
sandwiched between them. The same selectivity and chance come into play and
negate this explanation as viable or even logical. As for
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(3) At most of the large sites excavated ... the mound was largely occupied by a
palace-fort or other large building,

the same chance selectiveness is required. Cochrane’s analysis tells us nothing and
explains nothing.

The most important stratigraphical evidence that neither Cochrane nor
anyone else has addressed respecting Old Babylonian second millennium history in
terms of stratigraphy is: Did this historical period of time ever exist? With respect
to the geological evidence there was in Pillars of the Past, vol. 1, chapter 9,
“Mesopotamian Stratigraphy” a published report of geologist Ulrike Rosner dealing
with the stratigraphical evidence of Tell Munbaga which appeared in Quartdir, Band
45/46 (1995), with a synopsis of it in The Velikovskian, vol. V, no. 4 (2003). The
scientific stratigraphical evidence specifically covers the period of time in which the
Old Babylonians ruled Babylonia. They supposedly lived sandwiched between the
so-called Old Akkadian stratum, dated to around 2300 B.C., and the so-called
Mitanni stratum of around 1500 B.C. There must be no 700- to 800-year settlement
gap at this point in history if the Old Babylonians actually dwelt in Babylonia from
around 2000 to 1600 B.C. But the geological and the archaeological evidence that
follows from it is unequivocal, it proves that between these two civilizations there is
no settlement gap, which means that the historical time to which the Old Babylonians
are relegated by historians, archaeologists, and Heinsohn’s critics does not exist, and
never has existed!

This scientific evidence has a very profound impact for Heinsohn’s
chronology as well as for the established chronology. Since the evidence from Tell
Munbaqga proves that that time period does not exist, except in the minds and
imaginations of historians, archaeologists, and Heinsohn’s critics, they cannot then
ask about Assyrian palaces at Mari. Mari never existed at that time, either, nor can
any historical or archaeological materials from that period be brought forth to negate
Heinsohn until they (scientifically) prove that these people existed at that time.

While Cochrane spoke of having all the relevant sites thoroughly
excavated at some future date to determine Heinsohn’s thesis, to prove Heinsohn
invalid requires scientific stratigraphical evidence to disprove the finding at Tell
Munbaqa. That evidence simply does not exist. Cochrane has it all upside down
and backward. The only site where Heinsohn’s stratigraphical thesis was
scientifically tested proved him correct. To then turn it around and argue, as
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Cochrane does, that Heinsohn’ stratigraphical theory needs to be tested elsewhere
for this time period, begs the question and adroitly evades that evidence. The crux
of the matter is that all of Heinsohn’s critics refuse to deal with this solid
stratigraphical contradiction to the established chronology and have buried their
heads in the strata to avoid this profoundly embarrassing problem.

In fact, both Cochrane and the archaeologists at Tell Munbaqa have
been adamant in their denial of this evidence.

ON DARICS, TIN, AND DEAD ENDS

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

“Ancient coinage practices offer an excellent test for Heinsohn’s
thesis. As is well-known, archaeologists frequently employ coins in
correlating various strata, since distinctive coins from one king or
culture serve to provide a secure chronological context for their level
of deposit. The practice of minting coins for commerce was first
developed by the Lydians in the seventh century BCE. Cyrus the Great,
upon conquering Lydia, appears to have begun minting coins of his
own. ... Yet it was the coins issued by Darius (c. 515 [B.C.]) that were
to become famous throughout the Persian empire. These gold coins
became known as darics, and the silver ones as sigloi.”’*

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

“Such coins present seemingly insurmountable difficulties for
Heinsohn’s reconstruction. For if he is right in identifying Darius with
Hammurabi, one would naturally expect to find hoards of gold darics
in Old Babylonian strata at Mari, Hazor, and Tell el Rimah. Yet such
coins are nowhere attested in [these cities’] strata, to the best of my

74 Cochrane, op.cit., pp. 71-72
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knowledge. Nor is coinage mentioned in any of the 25,000 texts that
have been recovered from ... Mari, this despite the fact that these texts
provide a wealth of detail on the currency used during this period. One
might also expect to find coins showing Hammurabi in garb typical of
the ... period. Once again such coins are not to be found. Yet a hoard
of Persian coins was found at Babylon itself. How likely is it that
Darius only minted coins in his Persian avatar, even when in
Babylon?”"®

Cochrane believes this evidence leads to “deadends” for Heinsohn. He
claims “one would naturally expect to find gold darics in Old Babylonian strata at
Mari,” etc. Why? Did the Persians trade gold darics throughout their realm as well
as silver sigloi?

The fact of the matter is that gold darics were not a medium of trade in
the Persian empire. As Pierre Briant explains:

“But why [did Darius] create a gold coin whose function was
neither to facilitate trade nor to pay soldiers or suppliers? The answer,
it is necessary to insist, is the political function of royal coinage. Not
only would the royal image circulate widely by this means but also the
innovation would in a way crown the achievement of Darius as a new
founder of the Empire. This was the basic idea communicated by
Herodotus when he wrote: ‘Darius wished to perpetuate his memory ...
by something no other king had previously done.” ... A similar
expression is found in Polyclitus, quoted as follows by Strabo...:
‘[Polyclitus] says that in Susa one of the kings built for himself on the
acropolis a separate habitation, treasure house ..., and storage places ...
for what tribute they exacted, as memorials to his [good] administration
...” In other words, Darius’s initiative was not fundamentally economic
[in the sense we mean today]. It was intended less to pay his expenses
than to illustrate his power. ... The Great King used the royal treasures
[as] valuable objects that he could use as rewards; darics could also play
this role.”’®

5 ibid., p. 72
76 Pierre Briant, From Cyrus to Alexander — A History of the Persian Empire (Winona Lake IN
2002), p. 409
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Olmstead, one of Cochrane’s own sources, told him that circulation of
coins was rarely if ever the case:

“Little of this vast sum [of gold and silver tribute sent to Persia]
was ever returned to the satrapies. It was the custom [of the Persians]
to melt down the gold and silver [into] ... bullion [to be] stored. Only
a small portion was ever coined. Thus, despite the precious metals
newly mined, the empire was rapidly drained of its gold and silver.””’

Why didn’t Cochrane tell his readers this? Further, in another of
Cochrane’s own sources, we are told:

“In hoards from western Anatolia [in the region of the Persian
mint near Sardis] sigloi are reported in enormous preponderance. In
Achaemenid [Persian] lands further afield their occurrence is sporadic”
[and] “the royal coinage hardly circulated at all in the eastern half of
the empire.””®

Why didn’t Cochrane inform his readers of this as well? At
Britannica.com, “Daric”, we learn the same:

“Whereas hoards of [Persian] sigloi have been found almost
exclusively in Asia Minor [near the mint at Sardis] and isolated
examples have been found only with Greek currency in more distant
lands (e.g. Egypt and Afghanistan) darics have been found in Asia
Minor but also in Greece, Macedonia and Italy.”

Thus, Persian darics and sigloi are not found, as Cochrane seems to
suggest, all across the Persian empire, but only as “isolated examples” and darics
were found “only with Greek currency in more distant lands.” Why “only with
Greek currency”? The answer seems to be that when Alexander the Great conquered
Persia, he seized the gold and silver bullion and the few uncirculated coins, which
were carried by some of his troops to Egypt, Afghanistan, Greece, and Macedonia,
and later by the Romans to Italy.

7 Olmstead, op.cit., p. 298
8 The Cambridge History of Iraq, vol. 2, op.cit., p. 619 and pp. 221-222
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What, then, of the “hoard of Persian coins ... found at Babylon”? The
fact is, only six sigloi were found there, also probably carried by Alexander’s troops.
Cochrane further claims that there is no mention of coins in the vast archive at Mari.
In order to understand this one must know the different ways that media of exchange
were tallied in Persian Mesopotamia. Cook tells us:

“In virtually the whole of the rest of the [Persian] empire silver
was used as currency, but generally in the form of bar-ingots or cut-
silver [pieces] which had to be weighed for business transaction. ...””

The same would apply to Darius’ sigloi. These coins were rarely
circulated while other sigloi were minted by rulers of the various cities, some of
which were found at Babylon and these were weighed and not counted. Hicks et al.
explain:

“The sigloi differed somewhat from region to region and, to that
extent, the practice compromised the uniformity of the imperial

coinage. As a result [these coins were measured] ... only by weight.
2,80

Olmstead tells us, “the rulers of the merchant cities preferred to mint
their own money ...”%! Georges Contenau enlarges on this:

“The first coins with a wider currency in Western Asia were
Persian ‘darics’ [around Sardis], but from the moment they were
‘invented’ these coins exercised the same function as bullion in the
Western European economy ... never leaving the state treasury except
when used in settlement between two countries for payment of
mercenaries.”?

Lastly, we were just informed that the Persians paid mercenaries with
coins; this was evidently the easiest method of keeping these foreign troops—often
Greeks—from deserting. The same is reported by Olmstead: “Only a small portion

7 J M. Cook, The Persian Empire, London/New York 1983, p. 70

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

81 Olmstead, op.cit., p. 189

82 Georges Contenau, Everyday Life in Babylonia and Assyria (NY 1966), p. 89
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[of Persian gold or silver] was ever coined. [It was] then usually [spent] for the
purchase of foreign soldiers or of foreign statesmen.”?

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

Daniel C. Snell writes on this issue, “Current views hold that coinage
was devised as a way to standardize payments by states to mercenary soldiers.”%’
This clearly implies that the Hammurabi/Darius equation is correct because both use
coins to pay mercenaries which could not occur in the second millennium B.C., but
was possible in the first, and shows that Cochrane’s criticisms are not all “deadends”
for Heinsohn.

To recapitulate what we have covered up to now: Imperial darics and
sigloi were rarely circulated outside Anatolia. Only a small number were ever
coined. Thus very few such coins would exist at sporadic sites. Outside Persia in
its empire coins and all other forms of currency were weighed. Darics are only
found with Greek coins which strongly implies these were circulated after Persia fell
to Alexander the Great. Hammurabi, like his Persian counterparts, paid mercenaries
with “medals” stamped with a die or seal—which apparently were coins. The coin

8 Olmstead, loc.cit.

8 France Joannes, “Médailles d’argent d’Hammurabi?”, Nouvelles assyriologiques bréves et
utilitaires, no. 4 (Décembre 1989), pp. 80-81

85 Daniel C. Snell, “Methods of Exchange and Coinage in Ancient Western Asia,” Civilizations
of the Ancient Near East, vol. 111, op.cit., p. 1495
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hoard at Babylon does not contain darics, but only sigloi, which may very well have
been minted by rulers outside Persia proper or carried there by Alexander’s troops
or perhaps other Greek mercenaries in the pay of Persia. Coins are mentioned
indirectly in the Mari archive.

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

“... tin was shipped to Mari in the form of ingots ... and there
stored in the various parts of the palace. ... From Mari the tin was sent

to a number of well-known ... sites. ... From there according to a
balanced account text known as the Mari Tin Inventory, it was shipped
to Crete.”%

Anyone who has read Pillars of the Past, vol. I, understands that tin for
the production of bronze, based on the established chronology, does not come into
Mesopotamia until after 1100 B.C., that is about 500 years after the Old Babylonian
empire fell or over 650 years after Mari was destroyed by Hammurabi. Since tin
comes to Mesopotamia after 1100 B.C., the Old Babylonians could only have tin if
they existed after 1100 B.C. Thus it makes perfect sense that the Old Babylonians
lived in Persian times.

Cochrane has claimed that the lack of royal gold darics or silver sigloi
coins from certain cities, Mari among them, poses “seemingly insurmountable
difficulties for Heinsohn.” This was shown to be a criticism with very little if any
merit at all. But the evidence of the tin trade and discussion of tin in the Mari Tin
Inventory tablet poses truly insurmountable and intractable problems for Cochrane
and the various historians he depends upon.

As late as 2001 and 2002 Gwendolyn Leick admitted with respect to
the sources of tin from 1900 to 1800 B.C., that is, Old Babylonian times, that “tin

8 James D. Muhly, “The Bronze Age Setting,” The Coming of the Iron Age, T.A. Wertime, J.D.
Muhly eds. (New Haven 1980), pp. 37-38
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was brought to Ashur ... from somewhere in the east, probably Afghanistan.”®’
Since she has no real evidence for the source or sources of tin she says it came
“probably [from] Afghanistan.” If it was truly known whence the tin came when
she wrote and was published, she surely would have informed her readers.

THE IRON-CLAD LAWS OF HAMMURABI:
FURNACES AND GLASS

Cochrane states:

“Given Hammurabi’s renown as a lawgiver, Heinsohn is at pains
to depict Darius in a similar light. ...

“That Darius was considered the greatest lawgiver of antiquity 1s
little more than a figment of Heinsohn’s imagination. ...

“The primary source for Heinsohn’s position here 1s Olmstead,
who wrote as follows of Darius’ laws:

“‘Darius, however, was determined that he should be
ranked with Hammurabi as a great lawgiver. Fortune was
not so kind. While tablet after tablet has been unearthed
with extracts from Hammurabi’s casebook, the Ordinance
of Good Regulations [Darius’s laws] has been so
completely lost that it is actually necessary to prove that it
ever existed ..., but there is not enough [of this material]
for comparison with the treatment accorded in the earlier
lawbook [i.e., Hammurabi’s].’

“Heinsohn, needless to say, takes the absence of Darius’ laws as
a point in his favor, since he believes Hammurabi’s laws were the laws
of Darius. ...

87 Gwendolyn Leick, Mesopotamia — The Invention of the City (London 2002), p. 200
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“Yet, despite the claims of Olmstead, most scholars have
expressed doubts about Darius’ standing as a great lawgiver. ...”%

And indeed, Cochrane then cites these doubtful scholars who disagree
with Olmstead. He cites T. Cuyler Young, Amelia [sic] Kuhrt, and J.M. Cook. But
this is consensus as proof; majorities, super-majorities, or totalities of historians in
agreement do not determine historical truth for this matter or any other. Science
determines truth even when everyone disagrees with what it shows. However,
Cochrane’s harshest criticism has to do with the fact that other kings who seem to
have reigned after Hammurabi and before Darius employed the same wording of the
laws as in Hammurabi’s Code.

“It 1s important to note, however, that even if Olmstead is right
as to Darius’ standing as a lawgiver, the upshot of his discussion
remains absolutely fatal to Heinsohn’s historical reconstruction. For as
Olmstead points out, various ancient kings, including Sargon and
Assurbanipal, quoted from Hammurabi’s famous law code. ...”%’

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

“ “‘In view of all these detailed parallels, there can no
longer be any reasonable doubt that Darius and his legal
advisers had before them an actual copy of Hammurabi’s
lawbook. Quite possibly he used the original stele
preserved ... at Susa. ...

“ ‘Continued use of Hammurabi’s collection [of laws] was
possible for well beyond a millennium [after him]. ... As
such, it was adopted for use by the Persian conquerors.
Cyrus [who reigned before Darius], in an Akkadian
proclamation intended for Babylonian reading, does
sincere homage of the great lawbook by imitating its very

88 Cochrane, op.cit., p. 64
8 ibid., p. 65
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phraseology. That this was no mere lip service is proved
by a document of his third regnal year which [exactly as
Hammurabi] bases the decision on the “king’s

99 9

judgments”.

Cochrane adds: “No doubt Heinsohn missed this paragraph.”®

The basic argument Cochrane raises is that since there are various rulers
who reigned prior to Darius that were using the very same wording or phraseology
as in Hammurabi’s Code, that code had to have been originally written by
Hammurabi long before Darius lived, which precludes identifying one king with
another.

One major problem with Cochrane’s argument is that whilst these kings
who lived before Darius as well as their advisers were evidently knowledgeable of
Hammurabi and his famous code, while they copied it, they failed to mention
Hammurabi. With all their familiarity with Hammurabi’s Code, with its
phraseology, its laws, and cases, they never mentioned Hammurabi by name. Is this
reasonable? I suggest that if they were so well aware of the code they were copying,
they would have known Hammurabi and mentioned him in Persian times prior to
Darius. To paraphrase what Cochrane wrote above regarding coins:

To the best of my knowledge, there is not a single notation or
mention of Hammurabi’s name by any Persian king prior to Darius, or
of any non-Old-Babylonian kings after Hammurabi. Nor is his name
mentioned in any of the Persian texts that have been recovered from
these earlier Persian kings before Darius, this despite the fact that these
texts provide a wealth of detail about Hammurabi’s Code. One would
also expect to find other Persian documents dated prior to Darius,
unrelated to law, mentioning Hammurabi’s name. These are nowhere
to be found. Yet Hammurabi’s reputation in Mesopotamia must have
been as well-known as his laws. How likely is it that every Persian king
prior to Darius who used Hammurabi’s Code as well as the scribes,
advisors, etc., did not know of and failed to mention Hammurabi’s
name somewhere in their documents, when they had verbatim texts of
his code before them, supposedly with his name on them?

N ibid., pp. 65-66
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There is a further piece of evidence related to the age of the code that
seems to have escaped Cochrane’s notice. The fact of the matter is that this form of
code goes back to early ancient history even prior to Hammurabi/Darius, based on
the established chronology. This was fully discussed by Cochrane’s own source,
C.G. Gadd’s article “Hammurabi and the End of his Dynasty.””!

“It has been observed ... that the abiding pillar of Hammurabi’s
fame is that celebrated ‘code’ of laws, the revelation of which places
him among the greatest figures of ancient history. His achievement is

. no longer without comparison and challenge. The existence of
Sumerian laws has long been known by survival of examples — these
were attributed to Lipit-Ishtar of Isin, and a part of his actual text has
now been recovered, having prologue, corpus, and epilogue in complete
form of Hammurabi’s ‘code’. Still more closely comparable, not
merely in form but in content and perhaps even earlier are the laws of
Eshnunna. These were written in Akkadian scarcely distinguished from
the phraseology of Hammurabi; and they [as with Hammurabi’s Code]
were issued with a short preamble, and probably an epilogue, if the text
were preserved. In the portion now extant they deal with prices and
tariffs, and are much concerned with valuation especially of damage
sustained, have something to do with family affairs, marriage and
divorce, and touch upon sales and deposits, slavery and theft. They
even include usage of the same three terms ‘man’, ‘subject’, and
‘slave’, as are held to indicate a threefold division of society in the
Babylonian code [of Hammurabi]. At about the same time as these
various bodies of law were being promulgated, there was reigning in
the more distant and supposedly more backward land of Elam a prince
named Attakhushu, and he too is now known to have set up in the
market of his capital a ‘stele of righteousness’, evidently surmounted
by an image of the sun god under which was inscribed a (possibly
adjustable) list of fair prices. Nor is this all, for not only is there a
legislative act of a special kind issued by Ammisaduqa, the fourth
successor to Hammurabi, but it 1s now clear that similar measures were
put in action by a whole succession of kings.”

1 C.G. Gadd, “Hammurabi and the End of his Dynasty,” The Cambridge Ancient History, vol. 2,
pt. 1 (1973), pp. 187-188
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Cochrane has suggested that since Darius copied these laws from
Hammurabi as did others before Darius, he could not be Hammurabi. How could he
copy a set of laws he had invented? But this process of copying laws from earlier
periods and places was nothing new in Mesopotamia. The fact that it was common
practice proves nothing with respect to Heinsohn’s Darius/Hammurabi equation. As
the same figure, Darius/Hammurabi merely used the same legal tradition, but that in
no way precludes Heinsohn’s equation. The argument that Darius copied these laws
is voided by the fact that Hammurabi also copied them. Darius/Hammurabi did not
invent these laws; such codes were a tradition in Mesopotamia. Having read Gadd
on this point, Cochrane failed to report these facts to his readers. This is the same
problem we found regarding Cochrane’s critique again and again. With regard to
Gadd’s material on this question, in Cochrane’s own words, “No doubt Cochrane
missed this paragraph.”

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

“As a fellow who otherwise emphasizes physical remains to the
point of fixation, however, Heinsohn’s position here [on Hammurabi’s
Code] is hardly consistent. In order to believe in Darius’ status as a

great lawgiver, one would naturally like to see some physical evidence.
292

This requirement applies not only to Heinsohn but to Cochrane as well.
He has produced no scientific or technological evidence in his refutation. To put
this in Dwardu Cardona’s words, “it should serve to caution people not to be so rash
in accepting anyone’s conclusions without first testing them.”*?

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

2 ibid., p. 65
3 Dwardu Cardona, “A Return to the Two Sargons and Their Successors,” Aeon, vol. 5, no. 4
(July 1999), p. 35
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Heinsohn, Sweeney, Rose, and I claim, it was carved into stone in the mid-first
millennium B.C., the same must apply.

The heart of the question comes down to how the code was engraved in
a large tablet of diorite. This has already been discussed in Chapter 10 of Pillars of
the Past, vol. 1. Carving diorite necessitates the use of steel and certain gem stones
which are only known to have been used long after the Old Babylonian empire fell.

How could Hammurabi’s artisans have carved these laws in diorite, the
“steely stone”, with copper tools before steel had been invented? This problem has
been generally ignored by all historians as well as by Cochrane. No one has ever
provided a public demonstration by fully carving a statue of diorite and engraving it
with narrow and deeply incised cuneiform or hieroglyphic characters with only
copper tools and sand abrasive.

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

“Pure iron melts at 1530 [degrees] Centigrade [Celsius], too high
for Bronze Age furnaces, as compared with copper’s melting point of
1083 degrees Centigrade.”*

Alfred Lucas, along these same lines writes that pottery
“... 1s baked [in kilns] in order to drive off the chemically-
combined water [in the clay], the loss of which is necessary to convert
the clay from its original weak friable [easily deformable] state; in
which it is softened by water. This reaction takes place between 500°C
(937°F) and 600°C (1,112°F).”

4 Gordon C. Baldwin, Inventors and Inventions of the Ancient World, (NY 1973), p. 195
% A. Lucas, Ancient Egyptian Materials and Industries, 4th ed. (London 1962), p. 191
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The ancient, so-called Bronze Age, Old Babylonians could not produce
steel until they had furnaces capable of doing so, and these were not available in
Hammurabi’s time. In Hammurabi’s time, steel was, according to the established
chronology, unknown and technologically could not be produced with furnaces that
only reached temperatures that could melt copper or bake clay but not melt iron.
How then could Hammurabi’s Code be engraved in diorite without steel? In Persian
times steel was undoubtedly available as well as the gem stones and other hard
minerals to cut this exceedingly hard stone. From the forensic evidence it appears
rather obvious that no one carved the Darius/Hammurabi Code in diorite in the early
second millennium B.C.

But even worse for Cochrane is the fact that iron is mentioned in the
archives at Mari, destroyed about 450 years prior to the assumed Hittite first
production of iron. Sir Leonard Woolley informs us that the “earliest mentions of
iron are in a letter from Mari mentioning an iron bracelet from the king of
Carchemish.

In fact, an iron object was recovered, “found at Mari near the pre-
Sargonid Temple of Ishtar.”’  Saggs, in discussing Mari, admits “Iron is
occasionally mentioned [at Mari] and has even been found in [Old Babylonian]
excavations.”®

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

While tin was discussed earlier, it is interesting to note that in
Hammurabi’s Code specific statements are found that mention bronze hundreds of
year before tin for bronze production was available in Mesopotamia. Olmstead
reports “Hammurabi announces that if a physician operates with a bronze knife.
...”.»” How could Hammurabi mention bronze in his code hundreds of years before
tin was available in Mesopotamia to make it?

% Hawkes and Woolley, op.cit., p. 563; see also Muhly, op.cit., p. 75

7 Jane C. Waldbaum, “The First Archaeological Appearance of Iron, The Coming of the Iron
Age, op.cit., p. 70

% H.W.F. Saggs, Everyday Life in Babylonia and Assyria (London, NY 1965), p. 70

% Olmstead, op.cit., p. 131; see also H.W.F. Saggs, “Foreword,” The Greatness That Was
Babylon (NY 1962), p. XVIII
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The theory that the Old Babylonians had steel calls to mind Otto von
Bismarck’s remark regarding the prime minister of England. He “is only a lath of
wood painted to look like iron.”'% How does Cochrane explain these metallurgical,
scientific and technological facts?

All this material, taken with astronomy, geology, archaeology, 30-day
months for two sets of Persian/Old Babylonian kings, tin bronze and now furnaces
and steel to carve diorite, points undeniably to Heinsohn’s thesis which grows ever
stronger. But there is more.

GLASS

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

“Alalakh was at the time under the rule of ... King Hammurabi’s
son ... in the ruins of whose palace Sir Leonard Woolley [found] glazed
... fritware [the precursor of glass production] ... In the very next level
of that residence of Hammurabi’s grandson ... a fully matriculated
glassmaking technology is unmistakably evidenced by the presence of
intricately wrought polychrome true glass objects.”!"!

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

100 Ringo, op.cit., p. 198

191 Samuel Kurinsky, The Eighth Day (Northvale NJ; London 1994), p. 131; see also Sir Leonard
Woolley, Alalakh, An Account of the Excavations at Tel-Atchana in the Hataq (Oxford, UK,
1995), pp. 279-302
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“The discovery of ... glass ... and tin ingots on a vessel wrecked
in the fourteenth century B.C.E. off the Turkish coast burst upon
skeptical scholars as a bombshell. The inclusion of glass ingots was a
particularly intriguing and mystifying element of the cargo. The sheer
size and quantities of the glass ingots found on board was ...
incontrovertible evidence of a ... Mesopotamian [glass]
pyrotechnology ... in the fourteenth century B.C.E. Yet no trace of
such trade, let alone of the people who were involved in it, had hitherto
made its historiographical appearance, as a diligent search through
literature and the archival material of museums made plainly
evident.”1%?

As we earlier found with iron, “pure iron melts at 1530° Centigrade,
too high for Bronze Age furnaces,” etc. To make glass from its primitive ingredients
requires approximately the same temperature as copper. However, to make the
twenty-five pound ingots of glass found in the shipwreck requires these levels of
heat over sustained periods of time:

“[The] melting point of sand ... is about 1,700°C (3,092°F) ...
by adding about 25 percent of sodium oxide to silica [sand] the melting
point is reduced from 1,723° to 850°C (3,133° to 1,522°F). But such
glasses are easily soluble in water. ... The addition of lime (calcium
oxide or Ca0), supplied by limestone, renders the glass insoluble again,
but ... makes the glass prone to devitrification.”!® [i.e. glass which has
been covered by a white scum that will not permit light to go through. ]

That is, by adding a flux to the sand one lowers the melting point but
the type of glass produced is so-called “water glass,”, glass that is easily soluble in
water, and thus of little value as a container for liquids. This type of glass cannot be
used as can true glass. Even when limestone is added as a stabilizer to the water
glass mixture, the glass tends to lose its glassy luster and transparency, becoming
devitrified. Nevertheless, the glass found in an Old Babylonian site was in fact “true
glass.” That means it was melted from sand without a flux to lower the temperature.
The furnace temperature had to be 1,723°C to 1,400°C, which is even higher than
the temperature at which iron melts to slightly lower than that temperature. No

192 iid, p. 133
103 “Glass,” Encyclopaedia Britannica Micropedia, vol. 5 (Chicago 2002), p. 297
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furnaces capable of generating these temperatures existed in that Old Babylonian

period.

“The engineering of pneumatically drafted, reverbatory furnaces
capable of producing such glass hulks [requires] a sophisticated
pyrotechnology that shattered the assumptions of most historians [that
such furnaces only came into being in the first millennium B.C.]. A
temperature of some 1,100 degrees Celsius (about 2000 degrees
Fahrenheit) must not only be attained but unremittingly maintained by
pumping a steady draft of air through the flaming furnace by means of
one or more bellows for at least four days and nights to produce an ingot
such as that found on board the ancient ship.”!%

Kurinsky further explains:

“The process by which siliceous stone 1s transformed into glass
was invented but once in the course of human history. ... The
pyrotechnology required to produce glass is even more advanced than
that of smelting iron from its ore.”!%®

The steps required for making glass out of its basic constituents are

many and complex ones:

“The production of both glass and iron requires the use of a
pneumatically drafted furnace, a technology that goes beyond what is
needed to produce copper and bronze. The production of glazes and
glass depends on an advanced chemical knowledge including a
familiarity with the properties of a variety of unrelated materials that
have to be refined from ores mined in distant lands. The knowledge of
the minerals, their sources, and the ability to obtain them bespeaks a
considerable scientific and commercial capability.”!%

We are asked to believe that several hundred years before iron

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

194 Kurinsky, op.cit., p. 139
195 4bid., p. 174

196 jpbid., p. 34
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highly advanced pyrotechnology than that required to make iron in order to allow
the Old Babylonians to have a “fully matriculated glassmaking technology” with
specimens of “intricately wrought polychrome true glass objects.” And yet they
failed to have the ability to produce iron according to the established chronology.

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

“Any theory needs at least a few supporting facts.”!%’

There are no scientific or technological supporting facts to place the
Old Babylonians in the early second millennium B.C., but undoubtedly many to
place them with the Persians 1000 years later.

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

“When agricultural land and its productivity falls below a certain
standard in relation to population ... products become either
prohibitively high in price or altogether unobtainable.”

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

107 Colin Renfrew, R. Whitehouse, “The Copper Age of Peninsular Italy and the Aegean,”
Annual of the British School of Archaeology in Athens, vol. 69 (1974), p. 38
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Near and dear to this author’s heart is determining as closely as possible
when the global climatic changes described by Velikovsky happened. By organizing
the chronological record into one that is more complete and accurate, we may
determine “when” these climatic changes occurred and the effects they must have
had on ancient humanity. With the present established chronology that climate
record fails to correlate with the historical record. Harvey Weiss, who has long
analyzed this, states the problem thus:

“The archaeological and paleoclimatic data [are of]
unrepresentative and essentially of ahistorical quality [with regard to]
... the epigraphic [documentary] record, particularly for early historic
Mesopotamia. Here the cuneiform record misses the early historic
climate change. ...1%%¢

Our interest is that of the climate event of the 8th century B.C. described
in Chapter 14 of Pillars of the Past, vol. 1, which discussed irrigation agriculture.
There we raised the issue of a climatic change triggered by a pole shift. In volume
I, pages 440-443 we further discussed evidence for climatic changes which we date
to the first millennium B.C. in Ur, Syria, Greece, Anatolia, and Harappa. This
suggests that, based on the short chronology now being discussed, there should also
be indications for dating this climatic change around the time of the Old Babylonian
era. According to Saggs:

“Something must have triggered the [Old Babylonian] MAR.TU
into moving outside their normal range, and there are indications that
the main factor was climatic change. Excavations at sites of ancient
cities in Syria north of the Euphrates suggest that drier conditions set in
about this time. ... The drier period appears to have continued for
several centuries. ...”'%

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

108 H. Weiss, “Beyond the Younger Dryas Collapse as adaptation to abrupt climate change in
ancient West Asia and the Eastern Mediterranean,” Environmental Disaster and the Archaeology
of Human Response (University of New Mexico, NM 2000), p. 99

199°H . W.F. Saggs, Babylonia (hardcover ed.) (Berkeley CA, 2000), p. 91
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have begun to fall over decades to centuries, creating the arid conditions that
presently persist throughout most of the Near East.

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

In Chapter 14 of Pillars of the Past vol. 1, there was presented an
extensive discussion of how irrigation agriculture in southern Mesopotamia—that
1s, Babylonia—destroyed the soil because of salinization. It was shown there that
this climate shift had to have occurred then since it would have been impossible for
civilization to be sustained by irrigation agriculture there for well over 3,000 years.
The length of time before the region would have had to be abandoned, based on the
best estimates of the agronomists, was between 300 and 400 years. From around
780 B.C. and coming forward in time to allow the land to be poisoned by salt requires
that the region of Babylonia—mainly south of Babylon—collapsed in Persian times,
and more specifically toward the end of the Persian empire. Therefore, if the Old
Babylonians are indeed the Persian rulers of Babylonia they had to have lived during
the time this salinization process of poisoning the soil became so extensive and
catastrophic that southern Mesopotamian society collapsed.

As part of this collapse certain economic conditions must occur that
well define this event, as Bromfield pointed out above, namely “prohibitively high
prices” for food, or food that was “altogether unobtainable” or at least very difficult
to obtain. For the new reader unfamiliar with this material, let us briefly digress to
recapitulate how and why this process occurs. In Sandra Postel’s recent book we
find:

“All river water and ground water contains dissolved salts.
During irrigation, plants take water up from the soil but leave most of
the salts behind. In humid climates rainfall percolating through the soil
[washes] the salts out of the root zone. But in dry climates [such as that
in Mesopotamian Babylonia], farmers must apply extra water to do the
job. This additional water can lead to even greater problems, especially
in low-lying river valley [plains], where much of [ancient
Mesopotamia’s] irrigation [took] place. As more and more water seeps
through the soil to the ground-water below, the water table rises. As it
nears the surface some of the water vapor evaporates leaving the salts
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behind. If the problem is not corrected [as it was not in this ancient

region], the buildup of the salts poisons the land, rendering it toxic to
110

Ccrops.

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

“The year formulae make it clear that the provisioning of their
people with sweet water [that was not over-laden with salt], and the
opening up of new tracts of land for agricultural exploitation, were of
paramount concern for these [ancient Mesopotamian] kings.”!!!

On this question Oppenheim also states “The digging of new canals and
the resettlement of the population on new soil formed an essential part of the
economic and political program of a responsible sovereign. ...”!?

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

For Persia we are told that early on, well before the salinization
catastrophe occurred, Darius’ reign brought great prosperity to Babylonia. Hicks et
al. explain:

119 Sandra Postel, Pillar of Sand. Can the Irrigation Miracle Last? (NY 1999), pp. 18-19
"' Daniel T. Potts, Mesopotamian Civilization. The Material Foundations (London 1977), p. 21

12 A. Leo Oppenheim: Ancient Mesopotamia (revised ed., completed by Erica Reiner, Chicago
& London 1977), p. 548



78 VELIKOVSKIAN Vol. VII, Nos. 2, 3, 4

“Exploiting their own uncommonly wise statesmanship and
managerial excellence, they [the Persians] ushered their newly unified
world into an era of increasing trade and improving living standards
such as mankind had never before experienced.”!!?

They further show that “all parts of the [Persian] empire shared
unprecedented prosperity.”'!'* If this was the case with Darius, then, based on
Heinsohn'’s thesis, this heightened prosperity should also be one of the hallmarks of
Hammurabi’s reign. And this, too, is the case. “It remains clear that [Hammurabi’s]
reign and time were marked by much higher material prosperity.”!!*> Or, as Sabatino
Moscati shows, “Under Hammurabi the ... cultures which compose Mesopotamian
civilization, [Old] Babylonians [among them] achieve complete and harmonious
fusion.”!16

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

“So long as the empire lasted it seems that only a small portion
of the gold and silver that went to swell the imperial [Persian] treasury
was put back into circulation. There was a chronic shortage of cash in
Babylonian Achaemenid [Persian] times.”!!”

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

“... under his [Hammurabi’s] reign the provincial administration
systematically by-passed authorities and was geared mainly for the
enrichment of the distant capital in Babylon.

“It exploited the conquered territories. ...”!8

13 Hicks et al., op.cit., p. 9

14 ibid., p. 71

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

116 Sabatino Moscati, The Face of the Ancient Orient (NY 1962), p. 65

"7 The Cambridge History of Iraq, vol. 2, op.cit., pp. 221-222

18 Norman Yoffee, Collapse of Mesopotamian States and Civilization (Tucson AZ, 1988), p. 52
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The problem or, more accurately, the contradiction involved is that as
the amount of money or silver and gold mediums of exchange became scarcer in
Babylonia during late Persian times, instead of prices for food, land, interest rates,
etc. falling, because less money was chasing the same or similar amounts of goods,
inflation followed. Hicks ef al. wonder about this paradox:

“It is a paradox that a shrinking money supply could cause
inflation—it is generally [the over-] availability of money that abets
inflation today. But in the economy of Persia scarcity of cash caused
by hoarding an opposite effect, largely by forcing up interest rates for

those compelled to borrow cash. ... People required to pay their taxes
in cash [mainly silver] had to mortgage themselves to banks to raise
money.” !

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

“The [agricultural] goods Babylonia had available for trade were
principally foodstuffs, of which it had a surplus, so long as it kept its
irrigation system in order. This was an important resource since there
were parts of the ancient Near East dependent upon rainfall, which not
infrequently suffered crop failures and famine.”!'?

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

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

19 Hicks et al., op.cit., p. 84
120 Saggs, Babylonia, op.cit., p. 100
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wealthiest satrapy in the Persian empire. As noted, Darius’ rule “ushered their newly
unified world into an era of increasing trade and improving living standards such as
mankind had never experienced.” This trade guaranteed that wealth would flow into
Babylonia.

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

David C. Colander’s college text, Economics, explains how this form
of inflation develops. When demand for goods outstrips supply we develop what is
termed “demand-pull inflation.” It occurs when there is

“... a gap between the quantity [of goods] demanded and the
quantity supplied [which] leads to upward pressure on price. [Even]
when the majority of industries [or agricultural producers] are at close
to capacity [production] and they experience increases in demand, we
say there’s demand-pull pressure, and the inflation that results is called
demand-pull inflation. ...

“DEMAND-PULL INFLATIONS ARE GENERALLY
CHARACTERIZED BY SHORTAGES OF GOODS. ...”
[capitalization added]'?!

What created the inflation in Persian Babylonia was the diminished
supply of food that the indigenous population still had to buy to live, caused by a
dying land that produced fewer and fewer agricultural products. It comes down to
the fundamental economic law of supply and demand. People have to have food,
but as this necessity for life itself diminishes, people will pay more and more to
obtain it. They have no choice. Their demand is inelastic. Robert Claiborne
explains: “A rise in the price of grain ... suggests a period of drought [or other

121 David C. Colander, Economics, 2nd ed. (Chicago 1995), p. 152
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agricultural catastrophe].”'?? In fact, Briant admits, “we do not see how inflation
could be connected with the lack of liquid assets. Instead stagnation/deflation is a
more likely result.”!?’

The other method of creating inflation is an over-supply of money let
out in the economy which was certainly not the case in Babylonia. Colander tells
us: “Economists of all persuasions agree that large inflations can continue only if the
central bank issues large amounts of money.”!*

Therefore along with the rise in food prices goes the price of land which
1s also in great demand but in decreasing supply. What follows is a constant rise in
the cost of living and so too in interest rates. This too follows from basic economic
laws. If a lender before inflation rises received, say, a rate of five percent on the
money he lent, but the cost of purchasing commodities then doubled, his income
from the loan would be cut in half. To offset this loss, the lender has to double the
interest rate he receives to maintain the same real income. Colander describes this
further effect of inflation:

“Inflation results when more people on average raise their
nominal prices. ... Why [do] people raise their nominal prices[?] The
logical answer is that they believe that in doing so they can get a larger
slice of the output pie for themselves. But shares of the pie are
determined by relative, not nominal prices [which are related to the cost
for all other goods] ... say you raise your nominal price by 10 percent
but everyone else does, too. So the prices of the goods you sell go up
by 10 percent and the prices of the goods you buy go up by 10 percent.
Your nominal price has gone up, but your relative price has not, and
you’re no better off.”1?°

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

122 Robert Claiborne, “How Has Climate Affected History”, Mysteries of the Past, (NY 1977), p.
235

123 Briant, loc.cit., p. 804

124 Colander, op.cit., p. 458

125 ibid., pp. 151-152



82 VELIKOVSKIAN Vol. VII, Nos. 2, 3, 4

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

“A serious agricultural crisis and the inability to obtain
provisions from the north caused an alarming increase in the prices of
staple commodities in the capital [where] grain prices increased sixty-
fold, fish, fifty- and oil six-fold.”!®

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

“The conquest of Hammurabi of the entire Tigris Valley, and that
of the Euphrates ... led to strong centralized control of irrigation and
resultant prosperity. Several laws in his code deal with irrigation.”'?’

Yet over 300 to 400 years this would hasten the time when salinization
would insidiously take its toll as described by Norman Y offee:

“The agricultural situation in Mesopotamia, in which salinization
was an ever-present threat to productivity ..., became exacerbated in
the aftermath of Hammurabi’s centralization of the realm. In the period
of the last kings of his dynasty, prices for agricultural products rose and
seeding ratios per unit of land increased ... the same occurred in Ur II1.
... There may have been a decision to abandon or shorten the period of
fallow on the lands the Crown controlled, thereby providing short-term
fiscal relief, since the lands would initially provide more grain, but
ultimately that would result in a loss of productivity. Although this
process cannot be observed directly from available sources, we do see

126 M. Liverani, “The Amorites,” Peoples of Old Testament Times, D.J. Weiss, ed. (Oxford UK,
1973), p. 110

127 R.J. Forbes, “Extracting, Smelting, and Alloying,” 4 History of Technology, Charles Singer et
al., eds., vol. I (London 1954), p. 548
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inflated prices, new methods of agriculturally intensive management,
and an increased pressure to secure stores of grain.”!?8

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

“The archaeological reconnaissance surveys of Robert Adams
(1981) have shown a progressive tendency during the late Old
Babylonian period for nucleated settlement patterns to become
dispersed into smaller communities that are more evenly spaced along
[irrigation] water courses. ... Also many loans were issued by temples
..., a situation that contrasts markedly with that of Hammurabi’s time,
when certain prerogatives of the temples, especially judicial ones, were
‘secularized’ by the crown. ... In the times of the fiscal [inflation and
public debt] ... the temple [with its stores of grain] seems to have
provided a refuge for unfortunate citizens of Babylonia—and managed,
of course, to make a profit from the pious debtors.”!?’

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

“The most important element in farming the soil of a dry country

was irrigation ... provided and maintained by the pious care of kings.

Yet there is some evidence that many of the ancient cities over

whom the rule of Lasar then extended were in a state of decay at the
time of Hammurabi’s conquest.”!3°

H. Gasche et al. further report.

“Not coincidentally, archaeologists have had a difficult time
identifying post-Old Babylonian sites. One reason for this is that the

128 Yoffee, op.cit., p. 53
129 ibid.
130 CAH, vol. 11, pt. 1 (1973) p. 201
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principal ... sites—certainly those that have been the most thoroughly
excavated—were largely, if not completely, abandoned either on or at
the end of the ... period. Already by Samsuiluna year 10 about 140
years before the end of the reign of Sansuditana [the last king of the
dynasty], urban centers in southern Babylonia began to be abandoned
and the region passed out of the [Old] Babylonian crown. ... This
process of deurbanization first struck, among others, Euphrates [River]
cities of Ur, Uruk and Lasar. ... But finally during the reigns of
Ammisaduga and Sansuditana Babylon began to lose ... control even
of this much diminished realm, and at least some of the northwest cities
were abandoned as well.”!3!

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

“One of the key pieces of evidence that salt buildup reached
damaging levels ... is the change in the region’s crop mix. Wheat was
the preferred cereal for eating, but it was less tolerant of salt than barley
is. Grain impressions found in pottery from southern Iraqi sites ...
suggest about equal amounts of wheat and barley were grown at [first]
... later wheat apparently accounted for little more than one sixth of the
harvest [then] for less than 2 percent in the Girsu area and by
[Hammurabi’s time] it was no longer cultivated at all. Moreover, at the
same time the crop mix was shifting, yields of barley were declining—
another sign that salt had poisoned the land.”!*

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

“Under Samsuiluma and his successors the economic difficulties
which had been growing in Sumer came to a head. A major and

B1H. Gasche et al., op.cit., pp. 7-8
132 postel, op.cit., pp. 20-21
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definitive catastrophe—probably a final salting up of the field(s) ...
practically depopulated the South and changed it into a wasteland.”!3?

Critics will no doubt argue that this proves nothing with respect to
Heinsohn’s Old Babylonian/Persian equation since the Persian records do not, as
yet, report all these events. Why should they? These events were happening far
away in one of their satrapies and only affected their nation’s tax collection. The
rest of the empire was not in such dire condition. Babylonia, though economically
important, was only one province out of about 30. But in Babylonia this was their
whole world and the catastrophe that befell them was no distant minor event.

Gwendolyn Leick further informs us: “Environmental archaeologists
have documented the exhaustion of arable land at certain periods. Nippur, for
instance, was almost deserted for generations at the end of the Old Babylonia
period.”!34

Then for some unknown, unfathomable reason the historians, without
an iota of evidence, assume that the land around Nippur and the rest of the
Babylonian plain was somehow cleansed of its salt and brought back to abundant
production. Leick at this concept remarks: “Again and again we see that strongly
centralized states collapsed after decades of bad harvests when the carrying capacity
of the land had been exhausted.”'3> This, we will see below, correlates with the rest
of Heinsohn and Sweeney’s chronology which equates the Neo-Assyrians with the
Persians.

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

“... created ... poverty in Babylonia [during the Persian empire].

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

134 Gwendolyn Leick, The Babylonians: An Introduction (London, NY 2003), p. 9

133 ibid.
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“Many Babylonians dedicated their daughters to be [temple]
courtesans when they grew up, it was the only way they could escape
the degrading poverty if not outright starvation.”!3

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

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

“Moreover, it seems that in order to produce more and more
cereals [Old Babylonian] landowners violated the rule of fallow,
thereby reducing the fertility of the soil and accelerating its salinization.
Thus within a century (1700-1600 B.C. in round figures) Babylonia
went from political disintegration to economic disorder and ecological
disaster. ...

“Ironically, it was the ... Kassites [who followed the Old
Babylonians who] apparently took the necessary measures and
gradually transformed Babylonia into a prosperous kingdom. ...”!7

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

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

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

LINGUISTICS

“This Aryan family of speech was of Asiatic origin.”
A.H. Sayce 1880

“This Aryan family of speech was of European origin.”
A.H. Sayce 1890

“So far as my examination of the facts has gone it has led me to
the conviction that it was in Asia Minor that the Indo-European
languages developed.”

A.H. Sayce 1927
as quoted in J.P. Mallory
In Search of the Indo-Europeans

London 1989, p. 143

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

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

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

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

“Darius’ royal inscriptions at Bisitun are written in Old Persian,
which he is said to have invented for just that occasion (note that these
inscriptions are tri-lingual in nature, Elamite and Babylonian versions
standing alongside the Persian). This language is Indo-European in
nature and this could hardly be mistaken for Hammurabi’s Akkadian
(Old Babylonian) script. Here is what one scholar [J. Wiesehofer] said
about the Persian script:

“...‘The OId Persian [cuneiform] script is not a
development of the Mesopotamian cuneiform, which was
already more than two millennia old by that time, but a
new creation influenced by the Aramaic consonantal script
and consisting of a mixture of syllabic and consonantal
signs.’

“The Aramaic script, I hasten to add, was not yet around at the
time of Hammurabi, being first attested around 1000 BCE.”!38

Cochrane, through his source, argues that Persian “could hardly be
mistaken for Hammurabi’s Akkadian” which, according to the established
chronology, is one and a half millennia older. Notice that Cochrane’s criticism on
this point is circular: since the established chronology is assumed to be correct, he
also assumes that Akkadian is much older than Old Persian and thus could not be
used concurrently with Persian in Persian times. What Cochrane has failed to
discuss from his very own source is that the Persians permitted their Babylonian
subjects to continue to use the Akkadian language in their Babylonian homelands.
His source, The Cambridge History of Iran, vol. 2, p. 53, states:

“One telling revelation of the importance of the satrapy [of]
Babylonia is the use of the Akkadian language on a par with the Elamite
and the Old Persian [languages]. ...”

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

“If Hammurabi and Darius were one and the same, one must
naturally expect to find inscriptions of Hammurabi written in Old
Persian or Aramaic [in Babylonia] and inscriptions of Darius written in
Old Babylonian [in Persia]. To the best of my knowledge, however, no
such inscriptions have come to light, nor are they likely to be found at
any point in the future.”!*’

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

Cochrane’s real point, however, is that the Akkadian employed in
Hammurabi’s age belongs to the late third and early second millennia B.C., but that
language over more than a thousand years mutated and evolved into a very different
form. The stylistic, grammatical, and epigraphic differences that had to occur over
such a long period are taken as proof that they were different forms of that language
spoken and utilized at different times. Based on Heinsohn, Rose, and Sweeney’s
thesis, all these various languages were spoken around the same time. On this point
Cochrane states:

“Hammurabi’s inscriptions were written in Old Babylonian [a
form of Akkadian]. Indeed, modern scholars attempting to learn this
ancient language still cut their teeth on the Code of Hammurabi, which
is written in the purest Old Babylonian script. If Heinsohn is right, that

139 ibid.
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Hammurabi and Darius are one and the same figure, the king engaged
in some very curious behavior, writing in the relatively archaic Old
Babylonian when cataloging his laws yet adopting the more modern
Babylonian ... scripts when celebrating his military accomplishments
at Bisitun.”!40

According to Cochrane the organization (from the established
chronology) of Akkadian into its archaic, middle and more modern forms of
Babylonian used in southern Mesopotamia and Akkadian [Assyrian] used in
northern Mesopotamia means that those successive forms were never utilized at or
about the same period throughout that region. The only way to test whether
Cochrane is correct or if Heinsohn, Rose, and Sweeney are correct, is to determine
this question on foundations of science and technology first, then on linguistic
grounds thereafter. Before undertaking this analysis, it is important to learn what
the philologists who specifically studied this question have to say. Erica Reiner in
her Linguistic Analysis of Akkadian discusses the inherent problems related to
whether the Old, Middle, and Neo forms of Akkadian and Babylonian were used
seriatim—one after the other—as Cochrane seems to suggest, or whether they may
have been used in different places around the same times:

“The written records of Akkadian [and Babylonian] form no
continuous stream but fall into isolated groups of texts from areas
geographically [distant] ... from each other. ... The [philologists
under]| the compulsion of tripartite division have quite naturally led
Assyriologists to divide such [language] groups of texts [into Old,
Middle, and Neo forms for the] two main dialects of Akkadian into
Babylonian [used in southern Mesopotamia] and Assyrian [used in the
north].”!*!

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

140 ibid.
141 Erica Reiner, A Linguistic Analysis of Akkadian (London, The Hague, Paris 1966), p. 20
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compulsion of the established chronology to fit the historical-chronological
framework. She adds without scientific proof:

“I am inclined to consider Old Akkadian and Neo Babylonian as
distinct languages. For the chronologically intermediate periods (i.e.,
roughly 2000-600 B.C.) I assume the existence of two dialects, Assyrian
and Babylonian.

“This assumption may be considered the statement of negative
evidence, 1.e. of the fact that there seems to be no convincing way of
deriving the earliest attested Assyrian or Babylonian texts from the
preceding stages of Babylonian without at least considerable
interference from other Semitic languages.” [emphasis added]'*?

Here we have the direct assertion that the philologists have no proof
regarding the evolution of these languages. In place of proof we are told that they
are “inclined to consider Old Akkadian and Neo Babylonian as distinct languages,”
and that without proof they “assume the existence of two dialects, Assyrian and
Babylonian.” This is so because “This assumption may be considered the statement
of negative [i.e., no] evidence ... of the fact that there seems to be no convincing
way of deriving the earliest attested Assyrian or Babylonian texts from the preceding
stages of Babylonian.” Linguists do not know if they have chronologically
organized these languages correctly. Reiner finally admits:

“While the writing habits changed greatly in the interval [of its
assumed evolution] ... the late copies usually preserve rather exactly
the tenor of the [earlier] original texts. ... Since, however, the wording
of such texts is changed in very rare and exceptional cases only, we
have no answer to the question whether such ‘literary’ texts still
represent a language intelligible to persons other than the ancient
scholars [scribes] ... who copied them, nor a clue to the relation they
may have had to the language [then being] spoken.”!*?

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

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

In this regard the Cambridge Ancient History explains:

“If a language community splits into two or more groups which
are subsequently and immediately isolated from one another, the
language of each group will continue to evolve. But because there is
no fixed direction for linguistic change, these languages will gradually
diverge from one another in both form and content until after a suitable
time, they will become quite distinct. Some parallel development may
occur as the result of the [original] inherited structural features, but this
will prove negligible.”!**

That i1s almost precisely what we have with northern Akkadian, or
Assyrian, and southern Akkadian, or Babylonian. The peoples of these two regions
were not in daily contact with each other so that their languages would mutually and
closely influence one another. Rather, these two peoples were for the most part—
except for diplomats, scribes, and merchants—isolated from the linguistic influences
of the other.

Samuel P. Huntington points out: “For more that three thousand years
after civilization first emerged, the contacts among [different peoples] ... were with
some exceptions either nonexistent or limited or intermittent and intense.”'* These
civilizations lacked mass communication systems and thus were fairly isolated.

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

144 CAH, vol. 1, pt. 1 (1973), p. 124
145 Samuel P. Huntington, Clash of Cultures and the Remaking of World Order (NY 1996), p. 48
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if, as Heinsohn, Rose, and Sweeney suggest, the history is of much shorter duration,
then these languages seemingly of common origin would still be similar in structure,
etc. Reiner has assumed that roughly from 2000-600 B.C., over a period of 1400
years, these languages remained so similar that they were two dialects of each other.
According to Georges Contenau:

“Akkadian is the name of the language spoken in both Assyria
[called Assyrian] and in Babylonia [called Babylonian]. The two forms
of the language are practically identical in grammar and vocabulary,
and probably differed most in their method of pronunciation. ... But
by the late Assyrian [assumed ca. 900 to 650 B.C.] and the Neo-
Babylonian [assumed ca. 650-550 B.C.] Akkadian itself was
obsolescent. ... From that time onward the two languages were in
simultaneous use. ...” !4

We will turn to the linguistics of ca. 1000 to 550 B.C. below, but for
the moment let us concentrate on what Contenau claims for the entire length of the
second millennium B.C., namely 2000-1000 B.C. He claims that in all this time the
two forms of Akkadian remained “practically identical in grammar and vocabulary;
and probably differed most in their method of pronunciation,” and this over a period
of around a thousand years!

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

“There were three main Akkadian dialects known today as Old
Akkadian, Babylonian and Assyrian and all used slightly different
cuneiform scripts.. In reality they were so similar that the terms tend to
be interchangeable and today they are studied as a single language.”'*’

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

146 Contenau, op.cit., p. 7
147 Lesley Adkins, Empire of the Plain: Henry Rawlinson and the Lost Language of Babylon

(NY 2003), p. 54
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“Akkadian is one of the Semitic languages. ... It has three
dialects, Old Akkadian, Babylonian and Assyrian, so that by definition
anything written in Babylonian or Assyrian can equally be said to be
written in Akkadian. Each of these dialects tends to use a slightly
variant form of cuneiform script, although all handbooks to cuneiform
take them as one [language].”!*®

O. Jesse Lace further states: “The Assyrian and Babylonian languages
are so similar that they are often called simply Akkadian. ...”!*® Cochrane is clearly
ignorant of this linguistic evidence but speaks about major differences among Old
Akkadian, Assyrian, and Babylonian as if he were the linguistic expert. Apparently
Contenau, Adkins, Walker, Lace, and Reiner, who are authorities in the field of these
ancient dialects, don’t know what they are talking about, but he does. He should be
ashamed of speaking out so forcefully on a subject where the true authorities say
exactly the opposite of what he proclaimed to be fact.

As we pointed out above, over long stretches of time a living language
divided into two or more diverges greatly from its original forms, stylistically,
grammatically, and epigraphically, into a totally different form unintelligible to
speakers and readers of the other form. The greater the separation in time and
distance of the groups from one another, the greater the linguistic change. H.A.
Gleason explains: “When the differences [between languages] are small, these are
known as dialects. When larger, they are known as [different] languages.”!>°

On this point, J.P. Mallory adds:

“... languages are always in the process of change and therefore,
as the area of a given language grows in size, it will be increasingly
difficult for all its speakers to intercommunicate and change together
along the same lines. Rather, there will be increased tendencies towards
regionalization [i.e. dialects] where linguistic change will follow
different local paths of development.”!!

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

199°0. Jesse Lace, Understanding the Old Testament (Cambridge, UK, 1972), p. 27

150 H A. Gleason, An Introduction to Descriptive Linguistics, rev.ed. (NY 1961), p. 398
151 Mallory, op.cit., p. 146
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Mallory further informs us that language change

“... will be affected by the size and nature of the geographical
area occupied. In the absence of mass media or a written standard
[taught to all the people, which did not exist in Mesopotamia], people
speaking originally the same language but separated by large distance
are unlikely to maintain parallel changes.”!?

Yet Reiner “assumes” that from “2000-600 B.C.” the Assyrian form of
Akkadian of the north was a dialect of the Babylonian form of Akkadian from the
south of Mesopotamia. How could the forms of these languages—really dialects—
separated by long periods of time and great distances, without mass media and
universal education, have remained “practically identical in grammar and
vocabulary” and be “assumed to have “probably differed most markedly in their
method of pronunciation”? The obvious answer that suggests itself is that the very
small differences between them indicate that though dispersed over a broad area of
fairly isolated regions, change was small because the chronology was short enough
to allow for only small linguistic change to take place, just as Heinsohn’s, Rose’s,
Sweeney’s, and to some extent Velikovsky’s theses demand.

There are further problems that beset the chronological length of the
Akkadian language, as discussed by Nicholas Ostler in his linguistic history of the
world. Itis generally taken as a fact that Akkadian was employed from around 2000
and died out about 600 B.C., to be replaced by Aramaic.!> Then with the supposed
collapse of the Old Babylonian Empire ca. 1700 B.C.,

“... the dialect of Babylon (which even the Babylonians called
Akkadu) became established as the literary standard, the classic version
of which would be used for official purposes throughout Mesopotamia.
This privileged position endured for the rest of the language’s history,
essentially regardless of whether Babylon, Assyria or neither of them
was the current centre of political power. ...

152 ibid., p. 23
153 Nicholas Ostler, Empire of the Word (NY 2005), p. 61
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where

own language, particularly the Kassites, Hurrians, and Mitanni. Ostler explains:

“Besides its use as a native language by most of the inhabitants
of Mesopotamia ... Akkadian also came to achieve a wider role as a
lingua franca among utter foreigners.”!>*

97

Ostler goes on to describe the many settings around Mesopotamia

Akkadian was employed in addition to the indigenous language:

“In the second millennium [B.C.] Akkadian was being taught and
used in every capital city that surrounded Mesopotamia ... regardless
of the ambient [native] language ... It was being practiced in Susa for
Elamite speakers, in Nuzi ... for Hurrians, in Hattusas for Hittites ...,
in Alalakh and Ugarit near the Mediterranean coast for speakers of
other Semitic languages ... and in Akhetaton ... for Egyptians.”!>®

The universality of Akkadian at this time, however, raises a serious
problem after 1700 B.C. down to around 1200 B.C. because Akkadian speaking
peoples during this period were not ruling Mesopotamia, but people who had their

“The middle of the second millennium [B.C.] was not a glorious
period for the speakers of [ Akkadian or of other] Semitic languages. In
1400 B.C. Babylon had been firmly under Kassite control for two
centuries, and Assyria in vassalage to the Mitanni for a century. In
northern Syria, established Mitanni control was being disputed by the
Hittites. And the rest of Palestine was a collection of vassal states under
Egyptian sovereignty.

“It was not ... political influence, then, which made Akkadian
the language of convenience at the time. The only [conjectural]
explanation i1s a cultural one ... the culture of the scribal edubba
[schools].”!%¢

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

154 ibid.
155 ibid.
156 ibid.
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their foreign subjects’ language as the mode of communication rather than their own.
This would be comparable to the Romans taking over all Gaul and writing and
speaking among one another in that ancient foreign language. The “scribal school”
explanation indicates that something is linguistically wrong with the established
chronology since this linguistic excuse is necessary to accommodate it.

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

“The paradox deepens the more closely it is considered. Not only
was Akkadian, the language, replaced at the height of its political
influence; its replacement language, Aramaic, had until [that time] been
spoken mainly by nomads. These people could claim no cultural
advantage and were highly unlikely to set up a rival civilization [during
this period of replacement]. The expectation would have been that like
the Kassites eight hundred years before in Babylon, Aramaic [nomad]
speakers would have been culturally and linguistically assimilated to
the great Mesopotamian tradition. Similar things, after all, were to
happen to others who burst in upon great empires—the Germans
invading the Roman empire or the Mongol in China.”!*’

It 1s argued that because the Aramaic language used a short, simple
alphabet rather than an unwieldy, large, and difficult set of cuneiform symbols, and
that the Aramaic speakers were so numerous, this forced Assyrian/Babylonian
society to change their language. Roux presents just this explanation:

“Yet to these barbaric Aramaeans befell the privilege of
imposing their language upon the entire Near East. They owed it partly
to the sheer weight of their numbers and partly to the fact that they
adopted, instead of the cumbersome cuneiform writing, the Phoenician
alphabet slightly modified, and carried everywhere with them the
simple practical script of the future.”!®

157 ibid., p. 63
158 Roux, op.cit., 2nd ed. (1992), p. 276



Charles Ginenthal, Pillars of the Past, Vol. 11 929

Ostler looked at this explanation and found it without merit:

“This [supposition of Roux] cannot be right. Writing systems,
after all, exist to record what people say, not vice versa. There is no
other case in the history of change in writing technology inducing a
change in popular speech. And even if it were possible, it is particularly
unlikely in a society like the Assyrian empire, where a vanishingly
small portion of the population were literate ... how could a mobile and
politically subservient group such as the Aramaeans not only spread its
language, but also get its writing system accepted among its cultural
and political masters, the Assyrians and Babylonians.”!>

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

“The triumph of Aramaic over Akkadian must be ascribed as one
of practical utility over ancient prestige, but the utility came primarily
from the fact that so many people already spoke it.” !

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

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

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

“The late Assyrian empire was a polyglot world. ... The written
culture of the Assyrian empire as well was carried on in several
languages ranging from the Neo Assyrian, Neo Babylonian, and
Standard Babylonian dialects of Akkadian to Sumerian and
Aramaic.”!®!

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

“The Names of the Kassites were translated into Semitic speech
by Babylonian scribes of the Persian period and from the translations it
is clear that the Kassite language was a Mongol dialect similar to
Akkadian, to Sumerian and to the languages of the Minni and of the
Matiene (Mitanni) further north.”!%

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

Thus far our discussion has been based entirely on linguistic analyses,
but, as pointed out earlier, linguistic chronology must follow from scientific and
technological evidence. Reiner has told us “that there is no convincing way of
deriving the earliest attested Assyrian or Babylonian texts from the preceding stages
of Babylonian.”'®* The convincing way of deriving this linguistic chronology is via

161 Barbara Nevling Porter, “Language, Audience and Impact in Imperial Assyria,” Israel
Oriental Studies XV Language and Culture of the Near East, Leiden, The Netherlands; NY;
Cologne, Germany, 1995), p. 52

162 Claude Reignier Conder, The Hittites and Their Language (NY 1898), p. 12
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forensic historical evidence. Let us get down to the scientific and therefore linguistic
heart of these matters.

Old Akkadian was used by the Old Akkadians from around 2300 B.C.
and supposedly evolved to a largely different form of the language by around 1500
B.C., a period of some 700 to 800 years. Nevertheless, based on the evidence
outlined in vol. I of Pillars of the Past, chapter 9, pp. 272-289, an archaeological and
geological dig carried out at Tell Munbaqa which spans the same time between the
Old Akkadians of 2300 B.C. and the time of the Mitanni of 1500 B.C. showed no
scientific-geological evidence of a 700- to 800-year settlement gap. This requires
that, based on the established chronology, the Old Akkadians used this supposedly
very ancient form of Akkadian without any change whatsoever for 800 years right
down to the middle of the second millennium B.C. and that it was unchanged not
only for 300 years prior to the rule of the Old Babylonians, but remained unchanged
for 100 years after the assumed fall of Babylon in 1600 B.C. To accept this as a
linguistic reality boggles the mind. Heinsohn has in fact shown in terms of
linguistics that

“Old Akkadian cylinder seals remained in use for business
contracts in the Mitanni/Hurrian stratum.”'%

Do Cochrane and the rest of Heinsohn’s critics expect anyone to accept
as a reality of history that for about 750 years the Old Akkadian language remained
the same stylistically, grammatically, and epigraphically? This is a whopping
contradiction to the linguistics presented by Cochrane, which of course he has
completely failed to report, let alone discuss. The fact of the matter is that there is
no rational explanation or scientific basis by which to deny Heinsohn’s linguistic
evidence. That is probably why neither Cochrane nor any other of Heinsohn’s critics
have come forward to address this huge linguistic contradiction to the established
chronology. It proves on a fundamental level that the entire structure of linguistics
taken as correct by the historians for this period has no standing at all.

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

164 Gunnar Heinsohn, “Who were the Hyksos? Can archaeology and stratigraphy provide a
solution to the ‘enigma of world history’?” Proceedings of the Sesto Congresso Internazionale di
Egittologia, vol. 11 (Torino, Italy, 1993), p. 211
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requiring a date for this city in the first millennium B.C. Let us also recall that
Cochrane asserted that Aramaic, linguistically similar to Phoenician and Hebrew,
developed around 1000 B.C. Thus it would be impossible to find there tablets
inscribed with Hebrew names. Kurinsky, nevertheless, explains:

“Professor Parrot, the prestigious archaeologist ... was ecstatic
upon discovering significant biblical connotations in the translation of
the tablets unearthed from the ruins of Mari. Such biblical names as
Abram, Jacob, Benjamin and Zebulun could be distinguished in the
Akkadian records.”!

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

However, Cochrane and Heinsohn’s other critics can still argue that this
does not prove that the Old Babylonian in its purest form employed by Hammurabi
was ever utilized in Persian times. But that argument can have no merit because of
the forensic historical analysis presented in the earlier segments of this book. That
is: the 12th Egyptian Dynasty based on unimpeachable astronomical evidence—
presented by Lynn E. Rose—must be placed in the mid- first millennium B.C. The
12th Dynasty has been linked and even tied by bonds of archaecology and other
forensic historical evidence directly to the Old Babylonians, which places them in
the first millennium B.C., in fact, at the time of the Persians. Rose further showed,
astronomically and calendrically, that the OIld Babylonian/ Persian kings
Hammurabi/Darius and Ammisaduqa/Artaxerxes III Ochos share identical 30-day
months in identical years of their reigns and identical months of those years.
Stratigraphy also shows the Old Babylonians fall in Persian times. The Old
Babylonians have iron, bronze, and glass long before these could have been
processed in the second millennium.

All these forms of scientific and technological evidence contradict
Cochrane’s placement of the Old Babylonians in the early part of the second
millennium B.C., but fully directly and indirectly correlate with, corroborate, and
converge to place the Old Babylonians in Persian times. Cochrane has produced
nothing scientifically or technologically to compare with these forms of solid
evidence. Therefore, because the forensic historical evidence places the Old

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

Along similar grounds we have shown in the first volume of Pillars of
the Past, pages 477-479 and 504-510, that the Hittites, assumed to have lived in
Anatolia from 1600 to 1200 B.C., used the same language as the Lydians who lived
600 years later, which moves the Hittites linguistically as well as by several other
forms of scientific and technological evidence into the first millennium B.C. To that
we add the linguistic evidence that in Ramses II’s time a scribe named Hori used a
form of Hebrew that only came into existence several hundred years later. The
Hittites and Ramses II fought a battle which, based on linguistic evidence as well as
other forms of forensic historical evidence requires them and the languages they used
to be placed in the first and not the second millennium B.C. This, too, is still another
immense negation of the linguistic history and chronology of the ancient Near East.

Cochrane has told us that the Aramaic language started around 1000
B.C. or somewhat later and became the international language of the Near East
thereafter. Nevertheless, Nicholas Ostler informs us that Aramaic became the
standard /ingua franca of the Near East which stretched “from Hindustan to the land
of Kush south in Egypt ... Aramaic ... was to remain essentially unchanged for the
next millennium.”!6°

That is, from the earliest times of the Neo-Assyrians around 1000 B.C.,
Aramaic was used as a means of international communications between various
countries and for trade. But at the same time, the historians expect one to believe
that throughout this lengthy period, Aramaic “was to remain essentially unchanged
for the next millennium.” This defies linguistic credulity. No living language can
remain essentially the same for about a thousand years; only dead languages do not
change. Living languages change to an immense degree over a thousand years.

This is yet another major contradiction to the linguistic chronology
Cochrane has put forth. But it is a major corroboration for the chronology that
Heinsohn’s, Sweeney’s, and Rose’s theses demand. In case after case, the linguistic
evidence supports the short chronology, while in case after case it contradicts the
established chronology.

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

“So thorough is modern knowledge of the [ancient] Egyptian
language that we can tell the probable date of a manuscript by internal
evidence alone—by stylistic, grammatical and epigraphic details—just
as a student of English literature can distinguish a work of the
fourteenth century from one of the seventeenth.”!¢’

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

The most remarkable thing regarding Egyptian hieroglyphic writing is
that although it changed slightly here and there in a fluid fashion, unlike, say,
English, it remained largely static once it was formed by the 3rd-4th Dynasties of

167 Barbara Mertz, Temples Tombs and Hieroglyphics (NY 1978), p. 50
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the Old Kingdom down to the time of Alexander the Great and after. John A. Wilson
describes this fluid-static condition:

“Writing and literature would be a further example of the static,
yet fluid character of Egyptian culture. The Old Kingdom saw the
formation of a classical language which was still in relatively successful
official use nearly twenty five hundred years later ... writing became
fairly common in the Fifth and Sixth Dynasties. ... The classical
language called ‘Middle Egyptian,” which received acceptance in the
Old Kingdom, continues with minor change down to the cosmopolitan
excitation under the Egyptian Empire and thereafter was maintained for
religious and official purposes as long as men carved hieroglyphics on
temple walls. And yet it is possible to date inscriptions to their periods
of original composition or existing expression by criteria of
paleography, vocabulary, ‘spelling,” syntax, or style; it is possible to
point out contemporary colloquialisms in a classical text or archaisms
in a relatively colloquial text. To be sure, we have about three thousand
years of texts to deal with, and constant change within so long a time
would seem inevitable to a modern [researcher], but the extraordinary
phenomenon is the broad consistency and continuity [of the almost
static, basic structure of Egyptian hieroglyphic expression] over so long
a time.”18

Here, then, 1s what historians expect one to believe. The hieroglyphic
epigraphy to express all the numerous changes in the spoken language of the
Egyptians was in no major way reflected in the hieroglyphic script for that language.
That would be like people in the United States, England, and elsewhere where
English is spoken, to still be using the ancient Anglo-Saxon script which was used
for English’s first form a thousand years ago. There were slight hieroglyphic
variations among dynasties, but the script was still similar and readable.

This is hardly rational. Over a 3,000-year period even the official and
religious hieroglyphic inscriptions should have changed to the point where the
language around the beginning would have been as unreadable to later readers as
writing forms of ancient European English in Chaucer’s day were unreadable to
modern readers of English after only about 500 years. As with Mesopotamia, what

168 John A. Wilson, The Culture of Ancient Egypt (Chicago 1962), p. 76
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is implied by the static expression of Egyptian paleography is that the history—the
chronology of Egypt—is much shorter and over this much shorter period the
language changed only slightly. Further, as many of these various dynasties were
contemporary, they would of course use highly similar forms of hieroglyphics. What
we have is similar to what existed in Mesopotamia. The Egyptians in different
regions of the country spoke and wrote in dialects of the same language.

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

“Within the cyclical structure of Egyptian history it is of the
greatest significance that the early rulers of the Eighteenth Dynasty ...
modeled themselves closely on the Twelfth Dynasty in style of
inscriptions.”!®”

That 1s, the 18th Dynasty used the same forms of hieroglyphics as did
the 12th Dynasty as if there was no 500-year period between these dynasties. Wilson
elucidates:

“In the external manifestations of culture the Eighteenth Dynasty
resumed where the Twelfth had left off—or perhaps one should say that
there had been no cultural break [between them, as there 1s assumed to
have been] in the Second Intermediate Period. Architecture and art
repeated the forms and themes of earlier times. ... The eye detects no
major differences between sculptured scenes of the Twelfth Dynasty
and those of the early Eighteenth.”!”

In discussing dynasties that came about a thousand years after the 12th
Dynasty, Assmann admits: “In some cases there is still controversy as to whether
particular [written] items are from the Twelfth or the Twenty-second [Dynasties].”!”!

169 Jan Assmann, The Mind of Egypt (NY 2002), p. 199
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To explain why after almost a millennium the 26th Dynasty decided to
write in the same style, grammar, and epigraphy as the 12th, Assmann argues, as do
all other Egyptologists:

“The Twelfth Dynasty represents a cultural apogee in the history
of Egyptian civilization. In the New Kingdom, the literature of the
[more ancient Middle Kingdom 12th Dynasty] period was elevated to
the canonic status of classics; the language of the Middle Kingdom
remained in use for sacred purposes until the end of pharaonic history
and in art the archaizing style of the late period largely took its bearings
from the mature style of the Twelfth Dynasty.”!"?

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

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

“The Egyptian language and orthography under the Ethiopian
and the Twenty-sixth (called also Saitic) Dynasty were so similar to the
style and orthography under the Eighteenth Dynasty that experts have
often engaged in disputes about the date of a literary relic, with six to
eight hundred years [between these dynasties] at stake. One of the cases
is that of the Sphinx stele ... of Thutmose IV.

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

172 ibid., p. 118



108 VELIKOVSKIAN Vol. VII, Nos. 2, 3, 4

Spiegelberg, who presented the argument that the ‘late spelling’ is
actually not late and that the texts of the Saitic time, seven or eight
hundred years after the Eighteenth Dynasty, are conspicuous through
their employing a classical orthography; and that thus no marked
difference is evident between the texts of these two periods. ...

“... In no language, ancient or new, would eight hundred years
have passed without very considerable changes.”!”

What we have here is the 12th, 19th, and 26th Egyptian Dynasties all
writing in an identical hieroglyphic script. The 12th Dynasty is supposedly from
1800 B.C., the 19th from about 1500, while the 26th is from around 800 to 700 B.C.
All these dynasties exhibit identical scripts because they all reigned about the same
time.

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

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

173 Immanuel Velikovsky, “From the End of the Eighteenth Dynasty to the Time of Ramses II,”
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While the Egyptians employed hieroglyphs for official and religious
inscriptions, they also wrote in a script known as hieratic. The difference may be
understood as that between the block letter printing we learned as children in early
elementary school—which would be hieroglyphics, the same as the print that
appears in this book and other published materials. Hieratic, on the other hand, is
the cursive or hand-written form used for hand-written letters, notes, etc. Hieratic
changed much more than hieroglyphs through the assumed lengthy history of Egypt.

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

That being the case, it is hardly possible that different forms of hieratic,
abnormal hieratic, and demotic would ever be used by one dynasty all at the same
place. These different forms were used at quite different periods in Egyptian history,
based on the established chronology. Nevertheless, Eugene Cruz-Uribe writes of:

“... a great historical anomaly, there survives a Saite [26th]
Dynasty document which contains ‘witness copies’ of a business
document written variously in Late New Kingdom style Hieratic,
Abnormal Hieratic and early Demotic.”!"*

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

174 Eugene Cruz-Uribe, “Scripts: An Overview”, Oxford Encyclopaedia of Ancient Egypt, vol. 3,
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demotic, which had taken the place of abnormal hieratic. Instead of these cursive
scripts developing and evolving from one form into that of another, into the final
form, etc., they were all being used at the same time, an impossible condition
according to the established chronology.

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

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

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

“... the tribes from the desert who spoke a Semitic language, thus
took over the legacy of the Sumerians; but Amorite, the Semitic dialect
spoken by these tribes, is only known in Babylonia from their personal
names; once they were established in the cities of Mesopotamia they
abandoned their linguistic idiosyncrasies and took over the
Mesopotamian script and also the Akkadian language.”!”

The fact of the matter is that no-one has the slightest knowledge of the
prior language spoken by the so-called Old Babylonians. Liverani shows that their
names were not necessarily their original names but names given to them by their
Babylonian subjects.

175 Jorgen Laessoe, People of Ancient Assyria (London, 1963), p. 17
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“The [Old Babylonian] Martu people from Drehem and Isin
generally bear western-Semitic names, while the Martu people from
Lagash and Umma [to the south] more often bear Sumerian and
Akkadian names, that is names customary in the area in which they had
settled and where they worked.”!7®

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

“Any Semitic name that is non-Akkadian tends to be classified
as [Old Babylonian] Amorite, making it impossible (or at least very
difficult) to decide if there is one ... language or a cluster of dialects or
possibly more than one Semitic language present.”!”’

Whitney Davis makes it clear that the names given or taken by the Old
Babylonians cannot be used in any definitive way to learn what their language was
since “our evidence [of Old Babylonian names] is compromised by apparent
contradictions in the way names and terms are used.”'”® He adds:

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

‘Amorites’ and when to ‘westerners’.”'”?

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

176 Liverani, op.cit., p. 109
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WHITHER THE OLD BABYLONIANS?

Cochrane tells us:

“Rather than coming from the Persian heartland, as imagined by
Heinsohn, the nomadic Martu are clearly represented as coming from
the ‘West’—i.e., the Syrian desert region where most scholars have
sought their original homeland. Heinsohn’s treatment of the text
[regarding this matter of the Old Babylonian Martu] here is shoddy in
the extreme if not downright deceptive.”!*

The reality is that the historians haven’t any reliable evidence to tell us
who the Old Babylonians were or where they came from, even though their name
also means westerners. Regarding the identification of these people we are faced
with an enigma.

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

“What we know of [them] comes from reference to them in the
written records of other people, primarily from Mesopotamian or
Syrian cuneiform documents, but also to a lesser extent from Egyptian
and other sources. Non textual evidences are even less rewarding. The
archaeological evidence for [them] is scanty and not to be separated
from the artifacts of the other ethnolinguistic groups with which they

180 Cochrane, op.cit., p. 64
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shared the area. No one has yet been able to identify an [Old
Babylonian] Amorite pot or weapon with certainty ... Therefore, the
reconstruction of [their] ethnolinguistic group ... is based on snippets
of information often contradictory.”!8!

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

“Nearly all memory of the specific characteristics of the
individual [Old Babylonian] population has been lost, and consequently
it would not be possible now to construct them within the context of the
Old Testament. ...

“This task is not a simple one, as records of [them] are spread
over a long period of time; they cover [based on the established
chronology] more than two millennia, and often refer to different
entities. An undifferentiated and uncritical use of the documentation
can lead and has too often led to a simplistic leveling of the historical
perspective which results in the attribution by the Old Testament of
characteristics proper to the [Old Babylonian] Amorites of other
groups. ... The picture given is as false as one which would today
attribute to the Romans of antequity [sic] characteristics of the
contemporary Rumanians or to the Franks characteristics of the
French.”!®? [emphasis added]

Liverani is suggesting that one cannot determine the age in which the
Old Babylonians lived. Since historians know practically nothing of their origins

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

“Moreover, the thoroughly nomadic character of the [Old
Babylonians] is to be rejected, particularly as regards [their assumed
homeland origin in] Syria. If the abrupt change between the Early and
Middle Bronze Ages implies some large socio-political upheaval [that
would force the Old Babylonians to migrate from Syria to Arabia], it is
still impossible to establish a connection between the place and
direction of origin of the innovatory elements [and the] material culture
and [original] place of the presumed Amorites.”!®?

But none of these identity problems exist using Heinsohn’s, Rose’s, and
Sweeney’s theses. We know who they were, what they did, how they lived, etc.
References to the Persians in a certain respect are very similar to the descriptions of
the Old Babylonians.

“It has been thought that the [early] Persians [just like the Old
Babylonians] were little more than a group of uncivilized semi-nomads
who upon conquest of Babylon ... greedily swallowed and took over
the main elements of Mesopotamian traditions.”!84

Cochrane, however, suggests that there is an “Interlocking Web of
History” that makes it impossible to equate the Old Babylonians with the Persians.

“While no one would claim that conventional history as we have
it is completely secure or without difficulties, certain facts seem so well
established as to approach certainty.”!®

Neither this statement nor anything else that Cochrane has written
provides us with any solid facts regarding the nature of who the Old Babylonians
were, where they came from, what their language was, why they left their homeland,
why or how they came to dominate Babylonia. The reason for this is based on the
chronology he seems to support. None of this is known. Nothing related to these
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questions is ever addressed by him. The historians who have addressed and
examined these problems have constantly contradicted Cochrane’s view that the
various facets of history are so well established as to approach certainty. The
evidence regarding the OId Babylonians is “completely insecure” and
“overwhelmed by difficulties” and is factually unreliable. In no way does
Cochrane’s argument contain anything that “approaches certainty.” Below we will
deal with their homeland as it relates to these issues.

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

“The research of many eminent antiquarians [historians] has
always thrown much darkness on the subject [of the Old Babylonians];
and it 1s possible [that] if they continue their labour that we shall know
nothing at all.”!%

% Ouotes about History (Internet), presented by Frenec Seasz (Jan 25, 2005)
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DARK AGES

What happens when the chronology of the ancient world is actually
lengthened far beyond the limits of what it actually i1s? This, in fact, was the very
same problem that arose when the early historians of the Near East introduced their
first chronology which held that civilization using written materials had begun about
5500 B.C. Leonard W. King discusses what had happened when that paradigm was

finally explored:

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

In order to reduce or get rid of these great blanks or gaps in history, the

historians were driven to shorten the chronology of the ancient Near East in the hope
that, if the historical period were to begin around 3000 B.C., the problem of gaps,
blanks, or more properly Dark Ages, would disappear.

187 Leonard W. King, A4 History of Sumer and Akkad (NY 1910), 1968 reprint, p. 56

That, in fact, has not
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happened. Rather than thousand-year Dark Ages, we will see that these gaps still
exist but are of shorter duration.

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

Dark Ages are symptomatic of a chronology that is overly lengthened
beyond the bounds of reality. As King pointed out, “dynasties which were formerly
regarded as consecutive were actually contemporaneous.” And to some extent
making the Old Babylonians come well before Persian times when they were
contemporaneous with the Persians has created two such Dark Ages.

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

“A dark age in Mesopotamian history begins at the fall of Ibbi-
Sin [the last so-called Akkadian king] lasting a century. When we pick
up the thread the [Old Babylonian] Amorites are fully in control at such
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cities as Larsa, Kish, Babylon, Sippar, Marad, and Uruk, and large
segments of the population own Amorite names.”!8®

As to why the earlier Akkadian empire fell and was taken over by the
Old Babylonians, historians haven’t the vaguest notion, let alone evidence. We are
expected to believe that a well-organized, powerful empire imploded or was
somehow overthrown by migrating desert tribes who came out of nowhere and then
failed to record their mighty conquest as did other conquerors. But there is no Dark
Age if we employ Heinsohn, Rose, and Sweeney’s thesis. The obvious answer is
that the Persians/Old Babylonians under Cyrus the Great overwhelmed the entire
region quickly and abruptly. “The Persian conquest in 539 [B.C.] was rapid.”!®’
Hicks et al, describe for us how several civilizations fell swiftly before Persian
might:

“Starting in 559 B.C., the Persians needed only about 30 years to
burst from obscurity and create the first world empire. In that span—
little more than a generation—people from Greece to Ethiopia, from
Lydia to India came to regard the monarch on the throne of Persia as
the only king who mattered.”!°

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

“The history of Babylonia following upon the Hittite attack [that
conquered the city of Babylon] is far from clear. Indeed all
documentary evidence ceases and Babylonia was engulfed in what our
present ignorance leads us to term a Dark Age. There is no general
agreement about the length of this period. ...”!"!

The cause of the fall of Babylonia was supposedly a Hittite raid led by
Mursilis I who sacked Babylon. Fernand Baudel expresses it thus: “For a brief
moment in 1545 B.C. they [the Hittites] surprised themselves by capturing Babylon,

188 Davis, op.cit., pp. 1234-35

189 France Joannes, “Private Commerce and Banking in Achaemenid Babylon,” Civilizations of
the Ancient Near East, vol. 11, op.cit., p. 1475

190 Hicks et al., op.cit., p. 9

1 Joan Oates, op.cit. fn 183, p. 84
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but were so disconcerted by their extraordinary victory that they abandoned it
immediately.”!"?

Sidney Smith calls this episode: “One of the major mysteries of [Old]
Babylonian history has always been the establishment of Kassite rule over Babylonia
as a result of the Hittite raid. ... Explanations [for it] had to be invented.”!”* He
adds: “Historians have generally assumed that the campaign of Mursilis I was the
same as that which brought the [Old Babylonian] dynasty to an end.”'** Trevor
Bryce explains:

“The Babylonian expedition in particular raises some
fundamental questions about its purpose and Mursilis’ expectation of
it. He could not have hoped to convert the entire region of Aleppo to
Babylon into Hittite subject territory. The vastness of this region, its
remoteness from the Hittite homeland and the very capacity of the
Hittites to exercise permanent control over conquered territories would
have made such a process unthinkable ...”!%

Walter Sommerfeld specifically states of the supposed Kassite
conquest: “It is impossible to say how the[ir] seizure of power took place.”!®

But the Persians conquered an even vaster territory and ruled it as did
the Assyrians even earlier. What made the Hittite ruler so reticent about enlarging
his domain as did countless conquerors before and after him? Johannes Lehmann
emphatically states that although “It [the conquest of Babylon] was a prodigious feat.
Mursilis did not, of course, ‘destroy’ Babylon, but Hammurabi’s dynasty was
overthrown.”"”” But there were also several other cities around Babylon that had not
been destroyed, with kings, armies, and resources to defend their homeland. These
rulers would thereafter have come to Babylon to rebuild and fortify it.

192 Fernand Baudel, Memory and the Mediterranean (NY 2001), p. 201

193 Smith, op.cit., p. 24

94 ibid., pp. 12-13

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

196 Walter Sommerfeld, The Kassites of Ancient Mesopotamia: Origin, Politics, and Culture,”
Civilizations of the Ancient Near East, vol. I, op.cit., p. 918

197 Johannes Lehmann, The Hittites: People of a Thousand Gods (NY 1977), p. 199
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The point that intrudes itself is: why after conquering one of the richest
cities in Mesopotamia and having the kingdom of Babylonia at his feet did Mursilis
decide to let go of this vast, rich land? Roux makes it clear that the “fierce Gasgas
tribes ... to the north, the Luwians to the west and the Hurrians to the east opposed
[the Hittites and were] a triple barrier [to Mursilis’ expansion]. Only to the south
was the road [of conquest] relatively free.”!"®

Gasche et al. conclude: “The collapse of Samsuditana’s [Old
Babylonian] rule is assumed to have been the result of a [Hittite] raid although these
two events are nowhere directly connected in ancient sources.”!*

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

The forensic historical evidence regarding Hittite/Lydian history was
outlined in volume I of Pillars of the Past, where it was shown that the Hittites
existed in the first and not the second millennium B.C. This was based on linguistics,
in that the Lydians and Hittites used the same language, though conventionally
separated by at least 600 years, an impossible linguistic condition. The Hittites were
also shown there to be trading tin and using tin bronze hundreds of years before tin
was imported into Anatolia based on the established chronology. The same
contradiction is related to the Hittites having iron hundreds of years before they
invented processes to manufacture steel, as well as several other forms of historical
and archaeological evidence that correlates, corroborates, and converges with the
scientific and technological evidence for placing the Hittites in the first millennium
B.C. The Hittites—being the Lydians, a first millennium B.C. people—could not
have been responsible for overthrowing a so-called second millennium people.

The significant point is that there is a Dark Age that supposedly follows
the fall of the so-called Old Babylonians. This problem looms large on the historical
landscape. On November 8th-9th, 2002, a special research conference was held in
Vienna titled “Mesopotamian Dark Age Revisited” which specifically dealt with this
problem.

198 Roux, op.cit., 3rd ed. 1999, p. 245
199 Gasche et al., op.cit., p.6
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“[Its] main objective ... was to evaluate sources from
Mesopotamia and its so-called peripheral areas shortly before, during
and after the ‘Dark Age’ and possibly overcome and define this period
of darkness by chronological means. ...

“We believe to have collected several valuable contributions
covering different aspects of chronological research in this volume
which may clearly show the abundant work still to be done in order to
find reliable answers to chronological questions.”?%

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

“The Hurrians whose language bears no relation to any other
known language apart from Urartian may have come from Armenia. ...
Whoever they were they scattered throughout the cities of
Mesopotamia ..."?%!

As for the Kassites, he adds:

“If we take another famous example, the Kassites, their origins
too are uncertain. They may have come from Iran or the far-off
Caucasus ... They are first detectable in the Zagros [mountains], the
launch pad for their final emigration. Their language, another non-
Indo-European one, might have provided some clues. If these
immigrants had not so quickly abandoned it; they adopted Akkadian as
soon as they arrived in Mesopotamia in the second millennium
[B.C.].”22

The origins of the Kassites and Hurrians are unknown. Of the Kassites,
Dominique Charpin reports: “This people [the Kassites] ... constitute an enigma for
historians: they became so well assimilated in Babylonia that their language is

200 Gasche et al., “Preface”, op.cit., p. 7
201 Baudel, op.cit., p. 136
202 pid., pp. 136-137
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practically unknown.”?® How they conquered the Old Babylonian empire is also
unknown. Their languages are unknown, their methods of rule, communication,
warfare and much else can, at best, be built up based on conjecture. Regarding the
duration of this Dark Age and the problem it involves, The Cambridge Ancient
History shows:

“The removal of the written materials and seals from Late
Babylonia (11th to 8th [centuries B.C.]) to Middle Kassite Babylonia
(15th to 12th [centuries B.C.]) causes a major archaeological problem.
It appears the late Babylonians [of the 11th to the 8th centuries B.C. ]
had no written records. This problem is referred to as the ‘Dark Age’
of Babylonia. Brinkman writes ‘Babylonian history of the first quarter
of the first millennium may be characterized as a period of obscurity or
“Dark Age.” Little source material has survived from these turbulent
times.” Brinkman’s figure of 60 texts from the Babylonian ‘dark age’
is reduced to a small number when one considers that the Luristan
bronzes represent half the text [material]. They were apparently found
not in Babylonia but in the Zagros Mountains. Cuneiform texts from
other periods of Babylonian history number in the thousands.”?%

But what is really known of the so-called Kassite period? Roux says it,
too, was a Dark Age:

“Unfortunately, we are not much better off as regards the period
of Kassite domination in [Babylonian] Iraq ... all we have at present is
less than two hundred royal inscriptions—most of them short and of
little historical value—a few letters and a number of economic texts,
which is very little indeed for four hundred years ... The bulk of our
information derives, in fact, from sources foreign to the kingdom of
Babylon. ... This silence makes the Kassite period one of the most
obscure in Mesopotamian history, and the words ‘dark age’ and
‘decadence’ come easily to mind.?%

203 Dominique Charpin, “The History of Ancient Mesopotamia: An Overview,” Civilizations of
the Ancient Near East, vol. 11, op.cit., p. 817

204 C4H, vol. 3, pt. 1 (Cambridge, UK, 1982), pp. 282-283

205 Roux, op.cit. (3rd ed., 1999), p. 228
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He adds that “the paucity of our sources makes this long and interesting
period one of the least-known in the history of ancient Iraq.”?*® Smith writes that
because of this lack of sources, the relationship of the Old Babylonians to the
Kassites indicates that “there has never been any decisive proof of the exact relation
of this [Kassite] dynasty to later events.”?"’

Thus we supposedly have, with the fall of Babylon around 1600 B.C.,
a Kassite Dark Age running for 400 years to about 1200 B.C. We furthermore have
a Dark Age thereafter covering the Neo- or Late Babylonians down to the 8th century
B.C. according to The Cambridge Ancient History, cited above. This additional
Dark Age was discussed by Velikovsky in his Dark Age of Greece. Gordon Childe
neatly sums up the situation after the fall of Babylon:

“So the Bronze Age in the Near East ended around about 1200
B.C. in a Dark Age blacker and more extensive than those [two other
Dark Ages] that opened our last chapter. Not in a single state alone but
over a large part of the civilized world history itself seems interrupted:

the written sources dry up, the archaeological documents are poor and
hard to date. ...”?%

Thus, there is no direct connection in the ancient sources that proves
that the Hittites brought down the Old Babylonian empire. There are Dark Ages
running, according to the established chronology, from before the Old Babylonians
and after them, covering over a thousand years. These run from the fall of Babylon
around 1600 B.C. down to about 750 B.C. However, by moving the OId
Babylonians to the Persian period, all these Dark Ages vanish. There is no 100-year
Dark Age prior to the Old Babylonian empire being established, nor 1s there a 400-
year Dark Age for the Kassite period following them, nor is there a 500-year Dark
Age following the decline of the so-called Kassites. All these blanks, gaps, etc., in
the chronology only derive from a false chronology that is overly lengthened. As
C.W. Ceram insightfully remarked:

“Yet it remains astonishing that no one thought of subjecting the
established chronology of events ... to a searching criticism. Surely

206 5bid., p. 242
207 Smith, op.cit., p. 2
208 Gordon Childe, What Happened in History (NY 1946), p. 178
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someone should have guessed, even if he had not been able to prove it
at once, that what had gone wrong was the whole system of dating.
Surely it should have occurred that ... people’s history cannot stop dead
for ... hundreds of years.”?"

There is, however, a further outstanding problem regarding these
lengthy Dark Ages that exists for the established chronology but not for those of
Heinsohn, Rose, and Sweeney, namely, a scientific and mathematical Dark Age
running from the Old Babylonians down to the great flowering of the Hellenic
Greeks of around 750 B.C. According to the historians, the Old Babylonians had
developed very advanced forms of mathematics as well as astronomical tables
related to planetary movements and lunar eclipses. Evan Haddingham reports:

“The [Old] Babylonian reliance on numerical methods [for
solving mathematical problems] is understandable, considering that
they practiced sophisticated arithmetic as far back as 1800 B.C. ... At
this early stage, there already existed tables for multiplication, division,
square roots, exponential functions and many other mathematical
procedures.”?!?

The Venus tablets represent only one of the sets of astronomical tables
supposedly produced in these early times. The Greeks in their Golden Age later
derived much of their astronomical knowledge and understanding of mathematics
from these Old Babylonians ... or so we are told. The problem is: How was this
precise information transmitted across these great gaps, these Dark Ages which
intervened? As we were informed, little or almost nothing of the writing from one
age was passed on to another. We saw above that “the written sources dry up,” or
“all we have at present is less than two hundred royal inscriptions—most of them
short and of little historical value—a few letters and a number of economic texts,”
or “It appears the Late Babylonians [of the 11th to the 8th centuries B.C.] had no
written records,” etc. These were supposedly ages of chaos and warfare with little
if anything transmitted. Added to this is the 500-year Dark Age of Greece running

209 C.W. Ceram, The Secret of the Hittites, transl. Richard and Clara Winston (NY 1955), p. 130-
131
219 Evan Haddingham, Early Man in the Cosmos (NY 1984), p. 13
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from 1200 to around 750 B.C. According to Vincent Desborough, during the Greek
Dark Age “the art of writing is forgotten.”?!!

With these Dark Ages in which almost nothing in writing was
transmitted from the fall of the Old Babylonians to the 8th century in Mesopotamia,
and with a Dark Age where “the art of writing [was] forgotten” in Greece, how was
this mathematical and astronomical knowledge transmitted?

“Priority in the development of mathematics belongs to
Babylonia where ancient ... numerical, algebraic and geometrical
methods existed at least from the Hammurabi dynasty around 1700
B.C. Little is known of the ... later period until Persian times.”?!2

In essence we are told that between Hammurabi’s dynasty and Persian
times little mathematical or astronomical data survived. Yes, here and there some
odd piece of evidence exists in the literature, but how do we know it was transmitted
beyond that time down to Persian times? In terms of Heinsohn’s, Rose’s, and
Sweeney’s theses, since there are no intervening Dark Ages between the Old
Babylonians and Persians, both being from the same Persian era, transmission of this
information to the Greeks poses no problem at all. Peter James et al. nicely
summarize the problem:

“The scarcity of the documents from [this] period poses yet
another riddle. Given the tiny number of surviving texts, how could
literacy have been preserved at all? Babylonia, from the 8th century
BC onwards, was widely respected by its contemporaries (including the
Assyrians, Hebrews and Greeks) as a centre of literature, possessing an
immense corpus of written knowledge from mathematics and
astronomy to medicine and philosophy. ... How the complex
Babylonian [astronomical, mathematical and] administrative or
commercial systems could have survived for so long with so few
written documents is simply unfathomable.”?!?

21 quoted in Peter James et al., Centuries of Darkness, (London, 1991), p. 72
212 Encyclopaedia Britannica Macropedia, vol. 11 (Chicago 1982), p. 640
213 James et al., op.cit., p. 282
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While some researchers may argue that the Greeks did not necessarily
obtain their knowledge of mathematics or astronomy from the Babylonians but
developed these on their own, the Greeks themselves admit they did. Olmstead
speaks of “the priority of so much [Old Babylonian] mathematical knowledge” and
notes “... the various admissions by the Greek authors of this [Old Babylonian]
priority.”?!*

Heinsohn also equates the Neo-Assyrians with the Persian rule over
Assyria. In Neo-Assyrian/Persian strata Old Babylonian mathematical materials
were recovered as well. Being that Persia ruled Babylonia and Assyria at the same
time, Babylonian works would have been carried to Assyria under the Neo-
Assyrians.

Eleanor Robson, Junior Lecturer in Akkadian at Oxford University, on
her internet web site, Mesopotamian Mathematics: Some Historical Background,*"
points out:

“But perhaps more excitingly, a mathematical problem is known
in no less than three different copies, from Nineveh and Nippur.
Multiple exemplars are rare in the mathematically rich Old Babylonian
period . . .

“It 1s a teacher’s problem text, for a student to solve, and it is
couched in exactly the sort of language known from the Old Babylonian
period.”

More evidence regarding the close relationships between the
mathematics of the Old Babylonians, Egyptians, and Greeks will be presented in
volume III of this series.

All the attempts to explain these “gaps,” “blanks,” or “Dark Ages” are
without merit. They are clearly explained by Heinsohn, Rose, and Sweeney’s thesis
that the Old Babylonians are the Persian rulers of Babylon. There are no Dark Ages;
therefore, nothing of mathematics, astronomy, medicine, philosophy, literature is

214 Olmstead, op.cit., 1948, p. 209 fn
25 Mesopotamian Mathematics: Some Historical Background (www.hps.cam.ac.uk/dept/robson-
background.pdf) page 7
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lost. The end of the Old Babylonians/Persians by Alexander the Great allows for
the direct transmission of these scientific materials.

A lot could also have been transmitted to the Greeks in the two centuries
or so prior to Alexander, which poses no historical-chronological problem. As with
all the other problems discussed thus far, the Dark Age dilemma disappears. Dark
Ages are a convenient excuse to maintain the established chronology which is full
of these “gaps” and “blanks” that have been artificially placed there by the historians
and archaeologists in the same way that they placed a fictitious 700 to 800 year gap
in the strata at Tell Munbaga. Without these artificial Dark Ages intruding in the
chronology, the history of Mesopotamia flows simply, logically, and is correlated
with, and corroborated by, the forensic evidence as well. All these forms of evidence
converge to show that the short chronology is the only one that properly accounts
for and makes elegant sense of Mesopotamian history.

THE OLD BABYLONIAN/PERSIAN EMPIRE AND PEOPLE

“Hammurabi and Darius [ were separated by differences of blood
and religion, and by almost as many centuries as those that divide us
from Christ; nevertheless, when we examine the two great kings [and
their empires] we perceive that they are essentially and profoundly
akin.”

Will Durant
Our Oriental Heritage
(NY 1954), p. 291

While in the last unit we dealt with evidence that was not specifically
scientific or technological, but is related to this type of evidence, we now come to
the non-scientific, non-technical evidence of a sociological, administrative, and
religious nature. These forms of evidence may be employed at this point to
demonstrate similarities, and even unique similarities, for both the Old Babylonians
and the Persians. Having first established the scientific, technological,
stratigraphical, archaeological, and linguistic foundations that make the real links
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between these cultures, we now turn to the historical forms of evidence. First things
first, last things last.

It is these materials, which are most susceptible to interpretation, that
are also most susceptible to criticism and which critics of the short chronology will
attack most vigorously. To do so without fully addressing and answering the
forensic historical evidence, that is, by ignoring that evidence and instead turning to
documentary materials, shows that the critic has no forensic evidence upon which to
build a chronology. To ignore the forensics is merely a ploy to evade responsibility
for failing to address these facts. Whatever form that evasion takes, it proves that
the critic cannot and will not face scientific and technological facts. Yes, documents
cannot be completely ignored either, but they come into play only after forensic
evidence speaks. Documents do contain truth, but untestable or unfalsifiable truth
as compared to science and technology.

Nevertheless, let us now turn to historical evidence, having first
established the rigorous foundations. As is well known, the Persians, after taking
Babylonia, instead of forcing their customs, manners, religion, etc., on their subjects,
restored local temples and acted as protectors of the local cults; they scrupulously
saw to the maintenance of the canal systems. Precisely the same dedication,
administration, and communication characterize the Old Babylonians:

“The [Old Babylonian] Amorites ... established themselves
everywhere in Babylonia. ... [They] restored local temples and posed
as protectors of the local cult; they scrupulously saw to the maintenance
of canal systems. ... The principal evidence for conditions at the time
of the [Old] Babylonian kings consists of numerous inscriptions giving
accounts of the rebuilding or building of temples and city walls, as well
as letters exchanged between kings and provincial governors.”?!

One could argue that this was nothing new and that this practice was
followed by other conquerors of Babylonia, but there are further links making this
connection. Both Darius and Hammurabi seem to have created elaborate espionage
systems in order to keep themselves informed of what was happening throughout the
empire. Frye reports:

216 Laessoe, op.cit., p. 34; see also CAH, vol. IV (Cambridge, UK, 1953), p. 188
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“To turn now to the centralized bureaucracy of the Achaemenids
[Persians], the presumed special agents of the king have attracted
considerable attention ... among contemporary scholars. Obviously, so
the argument goes, the king of kings needed a corps of officers to keep
him informed of events in his empire and keep watch over the many
local kings and satraps. We do find references in Greek sources to the
‘eye of the king, [and] ear of the king.” ... The Ionian sources have no
title even similar to ‘eye of the king,” but in Aramaic papyri from Egypt
we find the term gwshky’ from the Iranian [Persian] gaushaka,
‘listener.” Here it seems [the] official who represents the central
government in legal cases, perhaps a state’s attorney. This is all the
firm evidence we have for these offices. One may surmise from later
practice in Parthian times [in Persia] and in Armenia that the official
known as bitax’s represented an older Achaemenian [Persian] office ...,
a vice king, who might be identified as the ‘eye of the king,” and who
might have supervised inter alia the many state prosecutors, or ‘the ears
of the king’.”?!7

The information of a Persian spy system may have been derived from
Xenophon, whom many foreign scholars follow regarding this matter:

“Xenophon in his Cyropedia insists that ... king [Darius] had a
plurality of ‘eyes’ and ‘ears’ in the sense of informers, and elsewhere
he speaks of men of trust sent by the king to inspect people at a distance.
But we cannot tell whether he is speaking from first hand knowledge .
Herodotus would date the use of a network of royal spies and listeners
to the foundation of the Median Kingdom.”?!®

Historian Geo Widengren apparently accepts the view that the Persians
had well-organized spy networks:

“The famous ‘eyes’ of the [Persian] kings inspected the satraps’
administration without announcing their arrival, and a well-developed
system of organized espionage served as an ultimate control.”?!

217 Richard N. Frye, The Heritage of Persia (Cleveland & NY 1963), p. 47
218 The Cambridge History of Iran, op.cit., p. 223
219 Widengren, “The Persians,” op.cit., p. 337
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Hicks et al. speak of the Persians having a “carefully balanced network
of informants.”?? If, as these historians agree, the Persians had a spy system, there
is no doubt that the Old Babylonians also employed such networks. From the omen-
texts of Hammurabi we may learn:

“Concerning the affairs of the council of statesmen or council of
war certain signs revealed that ‘thy words will be carried to the enemy’.
... The omen texts reveal the range of confidants of whose fidelity the
king was anxiously in doubt. ‘The word of the palace’ or ‘thy secret’
was always in danger of ‘getting out,” there was always a bird in the air
to carry the voice, when disclosure to an enemy or to a friend might be
equally dangerous. A ruler must be on his guard against the intimates
of his court, a barber, a woman, a counselor, a secretary, a chamberlain,
a janitor, a noble, even his own son, or even the court-diviner himself.

Spies are found coming and going between the armies. ... In a
general sense the omen-texts bear eloquent testimony to the politics and
intrigues of their day.”??!

Saggs states:

“During his first thirty years he [Hammurabi] generally
maintained good relations with the kings of Eshnunna, Larsa and Mari.
Each of these kings had ambassadors at the courts of the others, where
their duties were to watch over their masters’ interests, in some cases
they interrupted this to include espionage on political and military
developments by means of a local intelligence network.”???

The Persians, of course, would hardly have advertised to the world that
their spies were everywhere. That is most probably why so little regarding these
networks comes from Persian sources. On the other hand those who were being
spied upon were evidently aware of these and discussed them. Thus the general lack
of Persian evidence as opposed to Old Babylonian evidence for these intelligence
networks is explained.

220 Hicks et al., op.cit., p. 60
21 CAH, vol. 2, pt. 1, op.cit., p. 215
222 Saggs, Babylonia, op.cit., p. 98
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A further point related to the administration of the Persian/Old
Babylonian empire is how tightly Darius/Hammurabi micromanaged the domain.
Of Darius we are told about:

“... measures for ... due control of the satraps. Important was
the rapidity of communication [to] diminish the need for a satrap to
undertake independent action without reference to [the Persian king at]
Susa. Along the greatly improved roads and by means of the rapid
government post, communications passed in great numbers and with
frequency to and from satraps, to each of whom a royal secretary ...
attended to the receipt and dispatch of correspondence between the king
and the satrap.”?

The very same applied to Hammurabi:

“In general it may be thought that the letters of Hammurabi and
his minister[s] hardly give the impression of a strong administration;
what appears is a system too much absorbed in day-to-day detail; ...
Such compliance is most probably due to conscious insecurity of the
régime.”?%*

Along these same lines Saggs reports of the Old Babylonians:

“The governor himself was concerned with the maintenance of
order, the execution of justice, and above all with public works, in
particular the canals and irrigation system. ... In all these matters the
final responsibility for decision rested with the king. ... This made it
imperative that governors should make frequent reports. ...”*?°

In discussing Mari during the Old Babylonian period, Saggs reports:
“Perhaps the most striking fact emerging from these documents

[at Mari] 1s the interest taken by the king himself in the affairs of the
kingdom. Provincial governors, army chiefs, ambassadors to foreign

2233 CAH, vol. 4 (1953), p. 197
224 CAH, vol. 2, pt. 1, op.cit., p. 187
225 Saggs, The Greatness that was Babylon, op.cit., p. 235
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courts, officials of all ranks and even simple individuals constantly
wrote to their sovereign, keeping him informed of what was happening
in their particular field of activities and asking for advice. In return the
king gave orders, encouraged, blamed, punished or asked for more
information. A steady flow of letters carried by escorted messengers
came in and out of the palace. Military and diplomatic matters and
public works naturally formed the bulk of the state correspondence ...
but more trivial subjects were also touched upon.”??

Not only was there an improved road system linking the capital with
the empire to carry letters back and forth for the Persian/Old Babylonian empire but
to enhance communications the Persians/Old Babylonians set up a system of fire
signals along a string of sites. These apparently were used to report on dire threats
to the king or for other emergency purposes:

“Fire signals are said to have been used by the Persians. Warning
beacons had of course been used from time immemorial (e.g. in [Old]
Babylonia), but the relay of messages [carried across vast distances]
was a novelty if Herodotus is correct.”??’

The very same form of communication was utilized by the Old
Babylonians, as discussed by Saggs:

“To raise a general alarm in the event of a serious attack at any
point there was a special system [in the Old Babylonian empire]. This
involved a series of fire beacons spaced across the country, whereby in
[an] emergency a warning could be rapidly flashed to the capital from
the danger point.”?*

Werner Keller also discusses this fire beacon system of the Old
Babylonians at Mari:

“The news services in Mari functioned ... quickly and
successfully. Important messages were sent by fire signals from the

226 Saggs, Ancient Iraq, op.cit., p. 219
227 Cook, op.cit., pp. 108-109
228 Saggs, Everyday Life in Babylonia, op.cit., p. 67
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frontier of Babylon right up to present day Turkey in a matter of hours,
a distance of more than 300 miles.”**

As to the dress of the early Persians/Old Babylonians, the reports
indicate that they wore leather clothing or skins of animals with fur. Hicks et al.
report that the enemies of the Persians said that they were “preparing to fight against
men who dress in leather—both breeches and everything else.””’ Olmstead shows
that Persian armies were made up of, among others, “Caspians,” who “wore skin
coats” and “Pactyans ... clad in skins.”?*! Of the Medes, who may have served with
the Persians, Olmstead adds that they wore “Leather trousers and laced shoes.”?*

As for the Old Babylonians, prior to their conquest of Babylonia, Saggs
says the people of that land claimed these foreigners “wore skins.”?** This makes
perfect sense because much of Persia is a mountainous land and can be quite cold.
As the readers of volume I of Pillars of the Past may recall, the Scythians, who lived
in lands of southern Russia which often experience brutally cold winters, also wore
leather to keep warm. Neither Syria, the assumed homeland of the Old Babylonians,
nor Arabia could be considered as such a cold habitat that its people were forced to
wear leather or skins over their entire bodies.

Robert Drews points out that

“... the wise Sandanis counsels Croesus [king of the Lydians]
not to attack the Persians, a tough lot who lived a tough life. The first
sign of their hardhood that Sandanis produced was that ‘they wore
leather trousers.” We must observe, even though Sandanis and
Herodotus did not, what the leather trousers denote: the Persians—Iike
the nomads in the Pontic-Caspian steppe—wore leather trousers
because they were often on horseback.”?**

229 Werner Keller, The Bible as History (reprint NY 1980), p. 62, 64

230 Hicks et al., op.cit., p. 9

21 Olmstead, op.cit., p. 241 and 242

232 4bid., p. 32

233 Saggs, Babylonia, op.cit., p. 92

234 Robert Drews, Early Riders The Beginnings of Mounted Warfare in Asia and Europe
(NY/London 2004), p. 134



134 VELIKOVSKIAN Vol. VII, Nos. 2, 3, 4

As we will see below in Chapter 3, “The Mitannians and The Medes”,
horseback riding by mounted warriors does not come into being until the first
millennium B.C. Thus not only is the dress of the Old Babylonians like that of the
Persians, but leather clothing clearly denoted the Persians.

Let us also recall that the homeland of the Old Babylonians is unknown,
as discussed earlier. The question at hand is: How was their original home described
by the people who encountered them? Persia, as is well known, is a cool,
mountainous land covered by high, snow-clad peaks year-round. Neither Syria nor
Arabia can lay claim to such a description for these regions. M. Liverani describes
a Mesopotamian king who had a battle with the Old Babylonians “in a mountainous
region.”?> Hicks et al. claim the Old Babylonians had settled “in the mountainous
back country of Elam.”?*¢ Olmstead describes the climate of Persia thus: “Nowhere
was ... rainfall sufficient to bring crops to maturity, but melting snow fortunately

ran down from barrier mountains [to allow for agriculture via irrigation],”**’ and
99238

bl (13

speaks of Persia’s “snow-capped peaks.

With respect to the homeland of the Old Babylonians, Clay describes it
“with its diversified features of snow-capped mountains, table lands, fruitful plains
and tropical valleys.”>° Let us now compare the topography and climate of
Persia/Iran with that of Syria to see which of these lands fits the descriptions of the
Old Babylonian homeland. For Iran, we are told:

“A series of massively eroded mountain ranges surrounds Iran’s
high interior basin. Most of the country is above 1,500 feet (460
metres) [above sea level], with one sixth of it over 6,500 feet. In the
north the 400-mile strip along the Caspian Sea more than 70 miles wide
and frequently narrowing to 10 falls sharply from 10,000-foot summits
to the marshy lake’s [i.e. the Caspian Sea’s] edge, 90 feet below sea
level. Along the southern coast, the land drops away from a 2,000 foot
plateau, backed by a rugged escarpment three times as high, to meet the
Persian Gulf and the Gulf of Oman.

235 Liverani, op.cit., p. 104

236 Hicks et al., op.cit., p. 13

27 Olmstead, op.cit., p. 20

28 ibid.

239 Albert T. Clay, The Empire of the Amorites (Yale Oriental Series), vol. VI (London 1919),
p. 67
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“The Zagros [mountain] range stretches from the border of
Armenia in the northwest to the Persian Gulf, and thence eastward into
Beluchestan. ... The Elburz Mountains ... run along the south shore of
the Caspian Sea to meet the border [mountain] ranges of Khorasan to
the east. The highest of the chain’s many volcanic peaks [are] snow
clad.”?%

With respect to the Persian/Iranian climate, we learn “it ranges from
subtropical to subpolar.”?*! These descriptions well fit Clay’s picture of the Old
Babylonian homeland with its “snow-capped mountains, table lands, fruitful plains
and tropical valleys.” Syria, on the other hand, where they are assumed to have
originated, contains no high, snow-clad mountains, high plateaus, or subtropical
conditions. Of the Syrian region we are told:

“The Jabal an Nusayriyah [mountain] range borders the coastal
plain and runs from north to south. The mountains have an average
width of 20 miles, and their average height declines from 3,000 feet
(900 metres) in the north to 2,000 feet (600 metres) in the south. Their
highest point is 5,125 feet. ...

“The Anti-Lebanon Mountains ... mark Syria’s border with
Lebanon. The main ridge rises to a maximum height of 8,625 feet ...
while mean [or average] height is between 6,000 and 7,000 feet. Mt.
Hermon ... Syria’s highest point rises to 9,232 feet (2,814 metres).

“Smaller mountains are scattered about the country.”?#?

As for Syria’s climate, “The coast and the western mountains have a
Mediterranean climate. ... Snow may occur in winter away from the coast and frosts
are common.”** This does not square with a land of “snow-capped mountains” as
well as “tropical valleys.”

240 “Iran,” Encyclopaedia Britannica Macropedia, vol. 21 (Chicago 2002), p. 930
241 ibid., p. 931

292 op.cit., vol. 28, p. 361

243 ibid., p. 363
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A view of any good atlas such as the Readers Digest Atlas of the World
Rand McNally Maps (Pleasantville NY 1987), page 112, will make it quite clear that
Persia/lran fits the description of the Old Babylonians’ homeland, and Syria or
Arabia do not. The Old Babylonians are said to have settled “in the mountainous
back country of Elam”, which is in southern Persia. Therefore, the original
homeland of the Old Babylonians apparently was Persia, as the Heinsohn, Rose, and
Sweeney theses demand.

A further aspect of the Persians which was quite unusual for their time
was their incestuous marital customs. Velikovsky has gone into some detail
regarding this in Oedipus and Akhnaton:

“The Iranians had an approach to the problem of incest very
different from that of other peoples of antiquity. They had an ethical
religious concept and practice of xvaetvadatha ... which means,
according to ancient authors and modern scholars alike, the marriage of
parents with their children and of uterine brothers and sisters. The
ancient Iranian texts commend and even command xvaetvadatha; in
certain religious ceremonies only a young man who has undertaken it
may officiate. ... Obviously it was not only the royal house that
practiced incest but the Persians of various ranks too. [Quintus Curtius
his mother.] Marital relations with mother, daughter, and sister among
the Persians are reported with odium by Diogenes Laertius, Strabo,
Plutarch. ... Strabo declared ... ‘These Magi, by ancestral custom,
consort even with their mothers. Such are the customs of the Persians’.

It is even said to have been prescribed by Zarathustra as the
eighth of his ten admonitions to mankind.”***

According to Herodotus the Babylonians of that age also had an unusual
religious custom. A woman had to go to a temple and sit outside until a man—no
matter who—came to her and dropped a coin in her lap. She then followed the
stranger into the temple to cohabitate with him there and then, and only then could
she return home. But these were the original Babylonians whom the Persians had

244 Immanuel Velikovsky, Oedipus and Akhnaton (NY 1960), pp. 99-100
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subdued and reigned over. Surely this indicates a certain openness to unusual sexual
practices. However, when the Old Babylonians ruled their lands, according to
Saggs, the various peoples who had contact with them claimed they “had perverted
sexual practices.”**

Homosexuality was well known to society since early times and was
not considered “perverted” by the Greeks nor, probably, by the Babylonians. It
seems highly probable that the Old Babylonians practiced incest. This does not
preclude that they also kept intact the laws of the land they ruled over. Since incest
was a perverted practice to the Babylonians, Hammurabi in section 154 of his code
punished Babylonians who practiced it. But the unusual aspect of the law is that
while other peoples punished incest with death, the Old Babylonians/Persians
merely demanded exile for it. The problem is: Why did the Babylonians call their
Old Babylonian rulers’ sexual practices “perverted”? In this case the rulers are being
referred to. The Hammurabi Code does punish incest but these laws reflect the
Babylonian customs and not those of the Persians. Again, the Persians did allow the
local customs of their subject peoples to stand in law. This rendition of his Code
was for the Babylonians and not for the Persians.

Lastly, with regard to burial of the dead by the Persians/Old
Babylonians, we learn from Saggs that the people of Mesopotamia claimed that
“when [the Old Babylonians] died they were not buried according to proper
ritual.”>*¢ This, too, is reflected in the burial customs of the Persians. Herodotus
remarks:

“There is a [Persian] practice ... concerning the burial of the
dead, which is not spoken of openly and is something of a mystery; it
is that a male Persian is never buried until the body has been torn by a
bird or a dog. 1 know for certain that the Magi have this custom, for
they are quite open about it. The Persians in general, however, cover
the body with wax and then bury it.”**

Pierre Muret also writes along the same lines:

245 Saggs, Babylonia, op.cit., p. 92

246 ibid.

247 Herodotus, Histories (transl. Aubrey de Sélincourt, Harmondsworth UK 1954/1978), Book 1,
verse 140 ff.
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“It is a matter of astonishment, considering the ‘Persians’ have
ever had the renown of being one of the most civilized nations in the
world, that notwithstanding they should use such barbarous customs
about the dead as are set down in the writings of some historians. ... If
we will give credit to ‘Procopius’ and ‘Agathius,’ the ‘Persians’ were
never wont to bury their dead bodies. ... But, as these authors tell us,
they exposed them stark naked in the open fields ... as they were sooner
or later made prey of.”**

This, of course, is highly nebulous and does indeed require more
evidence before it will stand up to scrutiny. Granted, none of this historical evidence
is to be taken as anything other than strongly indicative of the Persian/Old
Babylonian equation, yet along with the forensic historical evidence they can be used
to support the short chronology of Heinsohn, Rose, and Sweeney. Various aspects
of Persian/Old Babylonian culture clearly lend themselves to be held in common.

248 Pierre Muret, Rites of Funeral, Ancient and Modern (London, 1683), p. 45
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PERSIAN/AMORITE RELIGION

As with the last unit, the historical evidence contained in this section is
of a secondary nature because it is not testable or falsifiable as scientific evidence
would be. Nevertheless, it does indicate that the Heinsohn, Rose, and Sweeney
theses are valid. Regarding this material Cochrane states:

“As 1s apparent from the famous stele bearing his code of laws
which shows the king before Shamash, Hammurabi was devoted to the
Semitic sun-god. ...

“Darius ... was renowned for his patronage of Ahuramazda, the
leading god of the Zoroastrian religion. ...

“Heinsohn would recognize a parallel between the Semitic god
and Ahuramazda. ... Why this should be the case, Heinsohn does not
elaborate. Yet the identification of Ahuramazda with the sun ... has
long since been abandoned [by modern scholars]. In any case, it is
difficult to see what Heinsohn would gain were the identification to
hold, since he is still faced with the major problem of explaining why
Hammurabi worships a vast Semitic pantheon while Darius tends
toward monotheism, worshipping Indo-European gods alone. Until he
[or anyone] answers this question, Heinsohn’s argument here amounts
to little more than grasping at straws.”?*

The problem Cochrane poses for Heinsohn’s Darius/Hammurabi
equation is that since Darius fended to worship one Indo-European god among
others, while Hammurabi worshipped a vast Semitic pantheon of gods, they could
not be one and the same person. But what Cochrane has failed to discuss, or inform
his readers of, is the fact that Darius and other Persian rulers, when they traveled
outside Persia, and some of them even inside Persia, appear to have worshipped, and
may have been involved with, non-Indo-European gods. They did this outside Persia
to curry favor with their conquered subjects and priesthoods. By worshipping their
subject peoples’ gods and claiming that these gods had conferred kingship on them,
they attempted to undercut any rebellious feeling for their domination. Since their

249 Cochrane, op.cit., p. 66
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subject peoples’ own god or gods had given the kingship to the Persian king, that
king was no longer a total outsider, especially since he rebuilt their temples and even
worshipped at these shrines. Having done this the king appeared not as an outsider
but made a powerful connection with the subject peoples and priesthood through
their religion. As Henri Frankfort wrote in “The Making of a King”,

“The accession of the new king was formally sealed by the ritual
of coronation. To view such solemnities as purely symbolic distorts the
significance which they had for the ancients. For them the first contact
between the new ruler and the royal insignia was but the outward sign
of'a union in which the unchanging powers of kingship took possession
of his person and made him fit to rule. ...”?%°

This may even explain why identical kings have different years of
reign. If one was crowned in the conqueror’s homeland first but in a subject’s
homeland at a later date, the scribes of each land may very well have dated the start
of the reigns to different times. Let us now investigate whether Darius and other
Persian monarchs worshipped non-Persian, non-Indo-European gods outside Persia.
Hicks et al. discuss Cyrus’ policy of worship in Babylonia:

“When Cyrus conquered Babylon he was aided by the
Babylonian king failing to show respect for its god Marduk. ...

“If the people did have any fears about the new [Persian] regime
Cyrus quickly reassured them and presented himself not as a foreign
conqueror but as a king of Babylon personally selected by Marduk. ...
Cyrus himself worshipped Marduk daily [and] returned [to them] the
foreign god [which had been removed] by the last king [and] returned
the gods ... to their legitimate abodes throughout the kingdom.”?*!

The same tactful political/religious attitude and behavior is also true of
Cambyses who followed Cyrus:

250 Henri Frankfort, “The Making of a King” (Internet), Introduction to Mesopotamia—
www.gatewaystobabylon.com
1 Hicks et al., op.cit., p. 321
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“Rumors of his [Cambyses’] madly cruel acts against the
Egyptian religion were soon spread by the priests and later told by
Herodotus. However, they probably lack all foundation, for it is
obvious that Cambyses in Egypt followed the same policy of [religious]
toleration as had his father Cyrus in Babylonia. The Egyptian
inscriptions are clear on this.”?>

Darius, in this respect, was no different:

“Like Cambyses, Darius adopted as king of Egypt a name Sitit-
Re that proclaimed his devotion to the [Egyptian, Semitic] god Re. He
repaired the temple of [the god] Ptah at Memphis, and built the great
temple in the oasis of Khargah. He made offerings to the gods and gifts
to the priests. Uzahor in his inscription at Sais describes how Darius
commanded him to reestablish the Temple-school there, and concludes
eulogistically ‘all this the king did because he knew that such was the
best means of awakening to new life all that was falling into ruin, in
order to uphold the names of the gods, their temples, revenues and the
ordinances of their feasts forever’! Later in his [Darius’s] reign ... the
architect Khnum-ab-Re who carried out much work for Darius speaks

of him as “a friend of all the gods’.”?*3

In fact, contrary to Cochrane’s statement, we are emphatically told:

“Not only were the Persians prepared to be tolerant of the various
religions within their empire; they went further and actively supported
the temple-worship of the gods of their subjects or contributed to the
building of their temples.”**

What then is the documented religious record of the Persians in Persia
itself on the worship of the gods? Cochrane seems to suggest that this is all well
known and understood, but Sancisi-Weerdenburg claims that our present knowledge
of the nature of religion is not at all that broad:

252 Widengren, op.cit., p. 321
253 CAH, vol. IV (1953), p. 25
24 ibid., p. 187
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“Despite confident statements in the literature, lack of
documentation makes it extremely difficult to make sense of the
religious situation in Iran in the period [of Darius’ reign]. The primary
evidence consists of two altar bases at Pasargadae that lack names or
statues of the gods for whom they are erected. There are a number of
personal names composed with the name of a god, such as Mithradates,
attested for the reign of Darius, but by definition given a generation
earlier.

“The issue of the Persian religion has become confused by
attempts to identify in the very meager evidence traces of the religion
that originated with Zarathustra [who] worshipped Ahura Mazda ...
undoubtedly the supreme god in Persian inscriptions. ...

“Much new information on religious matters could be gleaned
from the Persepolis tablets. Rations from the [Persian] royal granaries
were to be distributed not only to Elamite [but also] Babylonian gods.
The testimony on worship and the cult rests on a portrait that is
considerably more intricate than that obtained by reading the royal
inscriptions in which Ahura Mazda ... enjoys an exclusive position.”?>

Thus in Persia itself there are documents that say the royal granaries
were to supply food to the temples of Elamite and Babylonian gods who were
Semitic and not Indo-European gods. Further, Cook reports:

“Herodotus tells us that the Persians made no statues of their
gods because they considered it folly to visualize them in human form
... he seems to have been correct in this.””?°

Yet Sancisi-Weerdenburg described the altar bases for statues that
existed in Persia, lacking the statues of the gods for whom they were erected. If
statues stood upon these bases, then these were not altars to Persian gods. What then
of the Old Babylonians? Did they, as did the Persians, raise Marduk to a high place
in the Babylonian pantheon? Roux reports:

235 Sancisi-Weerdenburg, “Darius I and the Persian Empire,” op.cit., p. 1042 and p. 1045
256 Cook, op.cit., p. 149
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“In order to legalize his dynasty and curtail any further claim to
the kingship over Sumer and Akkad, Hammurabi put the god of
Babylon, Marduk—hitherto a third-rank deity—at the head of the
pantheon; but he tactfully proclaimed [as did Cyrus] that the divine
lordship had been conferred to Marduk by Anu and Enlil [Indo-
European gods] and that he, Hammurabi, had been ‘called by the same

gods to promote the welfare of the people’.”?*’

Cook further explains that the Persians “were prepared to see in those
[foreign deities] the equivalent of their own. ... Ahura Mazda could be equated with
Zeus ... and with Bel.”>*

There is a great deal of evidence that contradicts Cochrane’s assertion
that Darius tended toward monotheism in that he only ever mentioned Ahura Mazda.
But worst of all, some of these citations were in the very same literature Cochrane
cited, namely Cook and Roux. Why, yet again, did he fail, at the very least, to report
this material to his readers and discuss it? To paraphrase Cochrane in this regard as
he wrote on page 64:

As a fellow who otherwise emphasizes the documentary record
to the point of fixation, however, Cochrane’s position here regarding
the written record he himself had read and then ignored when it was
clearly inconsistent with what he was presenting does deserve
comment.

Cochrane has also charged that “Heinsohn’s treatment of the text here
is shoddy in the extreme if not downright deceptive.” So let us recapitulate and
examine for a moment the written record to evaluate how Cochrane dealt with it.

Cochrane used ad hominem and guilt by association by comparing me
to Leroy Ellenberger. That, I suggest, goes beyond “shoddy in the extreme.” He
called my book “virtually worthless,” “wrongheaded,” and biased before he had
even read it. This, I suggest, is shoddy in the extreme and downright deceptive.
Cochrane also claimed that Darius in two years established himself as the
uncontested ruler of the Persian empire by winning a great number of battles. But

257 Roux, op.cit., p. 202
258 Cook, op.cit., p. 148
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Cochrane’s own source says this took one year and Cochrane’s own source told him
that “Darius proves himself a liar” regarding the length of time he took to re-conquer
the empire. Isn’t this shoddy in the extreme and downright deceptive?

Cochrane discussed and compared the lengths of Darius and
Hammurabi’s reigns to prove that they were not of the same length. This he did,
despite the fact that Lynn E. Rose, in a book Cochrane possessed and had written a
chapter in, showed him clear calendrical evidence that they and another set of kings
reigned for the same length of time because they had identical 30-day months in
identical years of reign in identical months of that year. But Cochrane chose to
withhold this evidence as if it didn’t exist. Isn’t this really shoddy in the extreme
and downright deceptive?

Cochrane has also spoken about the stratigraphy of Mesopotamia,
although Heinsohn has published materials about Tell Munbaqa and discussed the
geological work of Ulrike Résner which proved that there is no geological or solid
archaeological evidence for some 700 to 800 years of history into which the Old
Babylonians should fall. This was published in The Velikovskian in 1993, vol. 1, no.
1, a good six years prior to Cochrane’s assault on Heinsohn. Heinsohn raised these
very same issues in the Proceedings of the Sesto Congresso Internazionale di
Egittologia, vol. 1I (Torino, Italy, 1993), p. 211, six years before Cochrane raised the
issue of stratigraphy. And lastly, Rosner published her geological work in Quartdir
in 1995, four years before Cochrane mounted his assault. But no one reading his
criticisms of Heinsohn in 4eon would have the faintest clue from Cochrane that this
fundamental contradiction to nearly everything Cochrane was saying about
stratigraphy existed. This, too, is downright deceptive and shoddy in the extreme.

Before going on, it must be pointed out that there is evidence that the
Amorites came from Persia; as reported in Eerdman’s Dictionary of the Bible, there
1S:

“... an ethno-linguistic term used to render Sum[erian] martu and
Akk[adian] Amurru. The designation is imprecise, as the word Amorite
was used differently in different times and places ... the word made its
first significant appearance during the time of the Akkad kings ... who
described Jebel Bishri, in Syria, as the Amorite mountain. This does
not mean that this is their homeland or any place of residence, a century
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later Gudea would describe two such ‘Amorite mountains,’ Jebel Bishri
and Jebel Hamrin, N[orth] E[ast] of Sumer.”?”’

Gudea places the Amorites north east of Sumer which is clearly
pointing to Iran/Persia. This placement is related to naming the Amurru or Martu.

And this is the question still to be addressed: Why were the Old
Babylonians/Persians referred to in Babylonia as either “Amurru” or “Martu”? 1
tentatively put forth that the reason relates to their main god “Ahura Mazda” whom
their subjects evidently knew to be their major deity. It may be that Amurru or Martu
was a Babylonized form of Ahura-Mazda. The evidence seems to lend itself to this
interpretation.

According to Clay, “Amurru was not only the name of the [Old
Babylonian] country, but also the name of the chief deity of the land.”?®® Alfred
Haldor states with respect to Martu “the god Martu is to be regarded as a
personification of the Amorites.”?®! It thus appears that Amurru or Martu as Ahura
Mazda was the god, or was seen as the god or gods of the Old Babylonians/Persians
by the Babylonians. Whitney Davis specifically states:

“We recognize people as Amorites [that is, Old Babylonians]
primarily when the sources add either Martu or Amurru to the names of
individuals or tribes they are citing.”%¢?

This would seem to indicate that Amurru and Martu are two distinctive
gods and not one. On this question Clay explains:

“As is well known "Mar-tu and Mar® are ideograms of or
represent the name Amurru, “Mar-tu. This would seem to indicate that
Amar or Mar are related; and this 1s the fact. As stated [elsewhere],
Amar-Utug became Marduk and Amar-da became Marada. That the
names of the deity “Mar and Amurru are also identical is conclusively

259 Eerdmans Dictionary of the Bible, David Noel Freedman et al., eds. (Grand Rapids MI 2000),
p- 55

260 Clay, op.cit., p. 67

261 Alfred Haldor, Who were the Amorites? (undated, Leiden Holland), p. 72

262 Davis, op.cit., p. 1232
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shown. ... It seems therefore that no other conclusion can be reached
but that Mdr and Amdr are variants of the same name.”?%

Therefore the name of the Old Babylonian/Persian chief god, Ahura
Mazda, may have been taken as the same name for the same god and Babylonized
to Amurru or Martu. But what is most interesting is that the Persians/Old
Babylonians raised Marduk, whom they may have recognized as a variant name of
their own god, Amar or Mar, as the chief deity of Babylonia.

Above and beyond this tentative identification, it was pointed out to me
by Birgit Liesching that both Ahura-Mazda and Marduk/Martu/Amurru are Jupiter
deities. This indicates that since the Persians worshipped Jupiter as Ahura-Mazda,
where their subject peoples worshipped Jupiter by names similar to their own or
Jupiter under another name, they adopted that god by that foreign name. This is less
tentative and must be taken into account when dealing with this issue.

Another question that has not been discussed thus far is: What was the
original religion of the Old Babylonians? The evidence above seems to indicate that
their religion was that of the Persians. We further made mention of the fact that the
Persians did not force their god or religion on their subject peoples. Therefore little
or nothing of their religion or religious customs such as their marriage via incest or
their burial practices, etc., would have been known in Babylonia and it would appear
that they had fully adopted the Babylonian pantheon, because to appear as acceptable
rulers, they worshipped the Babylonian gods to strengthen their position with the
people, cults, and priesthood. To recite Whitney Davis regarding this:

“We do not have a [religious] literature that we can specifically
attribute to the [Old Babylonian] Amorites: no [religious] cosmology;
no epics of heroes [and their relations with their gods], no list of
Amorite gods.”*%

This of course makes perfect sense in terms of Heinsohn’s, Rose’s, and
Sweeney’s theses. Since the Persian/Old Babylonian rulers of Babylonia adopted
the political and religious appearance of worshipping these foreign gods they would
have left little if any evidence regarding their own religion except the names of their

263 Clay, op.cit., p. 68
264 Davis, op.cit., p. 1231
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main god and lesser ones, as well as perhaps indications of incestuous marriages and
possible exposure prior to burial. Along with the forensic historical evidence we
appear to know that the religion practiced by the Old Babylonians was that of the
Persians. As Cook so cogently remarks:

“There was no attempt to force Persian religious beliefs and
practices on subject people who had deities of their own. The kings did
destroy some sanctuaries of alien gods, but this was by way of
retaliation or punishment and not with intent to suppress other
religions.”?6

In addition, since the Old Babylonians are the Persian rulers of
Babylonia it is obvious that they would be seen as far less polytheistic than the
people with whom they had contact. They would only have worshipped those gods
that were sufficient to maintain the appearance of their being Babylonians. Saggs
claims that “from the extant evidence polytheism was less developed among the [Old
Babylonian] Amorites than in Mesopotamian city-states.”?®® This is yet another
strong indication that ties the Persians to the Old Babylonians.

One final point: It may very well be that Hammurabi and certain Old
Babylonian rulers were indigenous rulers in Babylonia with their own gods, etc., but
Darius and Artaxerxes III Ochos and other Persian kings were their overlords. These
historical questions must be resolved but they must be resolved based on the
scientific and technological evidence.

265 Cook, op.cit., p. 147
266 Saggs, Babylonia, op.cit., p. 93
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CONCLUSION TO THE PERSIAN/OLD BABYLONIAN
EQUATION

A history without the support of science and technology is only
a great emptiness surrounded by an education.

Paraphrased from
William E. Woodward’s
Meet General Grant,
Chapter 15 (NY 1928)

It is impossible to accept the established chronology of the
ancient Near East as valid because it is contradicted by scientific and
technological fact, after fact, after fact, after fact, after ...

Charles Ginenthal

Oscar Wilde wrote three pungent bons mots that to my mind, when
paraphrased to fit the contents of this book, well describe what historians have done
to the chronology and history of the ancient world. One I paraphrase thus: “The
3000 year long history of the ancient world is largely an invention of historians.”
The second, “The historians have bestowed on the history of Egypt and
Mesopotamia the gift of perpetual old age.” The third, “There are two ways of
learning to distrust the chronology of the ancient Near East, one way is to simply
distrust it, the other way is to read the historians.”?®’

What, then, are the scientific, technological, stratigraphical, linguistic,
archaeological, and historical realities regarding Heinsohn, Rose, and Sweeney’s
Old Babylonian/Persian equation? Trevor Palmer in his brief criticism of the short
chronology, which is entirely based on documentary evidence, has raised an
important issue:

267 See Ringo, op.cit., pp. 57, 58, 87
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“If a plausible case is to be sustained for an alter ego [nation or
king said to be the same as another nation or king], it is necessary to go
much further than that and find points of similarity which are distinctive
and numerous to justify [this]. ...

Palmer, of course, was discussing almost entirely history based on
documents, but one cannot deny the application of this method of testing chronology
by forensic historical evidence. Let us examine these elements, with first things first.
These first things are the scientific and technical facts:

There is no scientific astronomical anchor for the established long
chronology, though Cryer claimed such calendrical astronomical dating “is of
primary importance.” The Venus tablets of Ammisaduga have no standing by which
their second millennium B.C. chronology could have been originally set up. The
only second millennium scientific anchor that did exist prior to the work of Lynn E.
Rose, the El Lahun Papyri for the 12th Egyptian Dynasty, demands that the 12th
Dynasty be placed in the mid- to late part of the first millennium B.C. The heliacal
rising of Sirius corroborated by “distinctive and numerous” lunar festival dates
proves that point.

This has repercussions that resound across the ancient world. All the
various forms of “distinctive and numerous” archaeological evidence, outlined by
Sidney Smith and others, demand that the Old Babylonians be set, in time, almost
parallel to the 12th Dynasty, and this requires that the Old Babylonians existed in
the same time period as the Persians. Therefore, when Alexander the Great
overthrew the 12th Dynasty in Egypt, he just a little later overthrew the Old
Babylonians/Persians in Mesopotamia. Furthermore, along these same lines Rose
has shown “distinctive and numerous” identical calendrical 30-day months that
corroborate and correlate with the archaeological evidence. The Persian kings
Darius I and Artaxerxes III Ochos, the alter egos of the Old Babylonian kings
Hammurabi and Ammisaduqa, have identical 30-day months, in identical years of
their reigns and for identical months of those years. How many more “distinctive
and numerous” points of such a unique character does one require? These unique
points of coincidence are spread across many years; to believe these agreements
happened purely by chance is so wildly improbable as to be miraculous.

268 Trevor Palmer, “In Search of Alter Egos,” Chronology and Catastrophism Review
(2004:3+4), p. 12
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The technological and geological evidence to allow the Old
Babylonians to have, and therefore to have produced, tin bronze, iron, and glass, is
also “distinctive and numerous.” All of these materials are being produced by the
Old Babylonians hundreds upon hundreds of years before the established chronology
says that they could actually be manufactured. Pyrotechnological furnaces of the
type required to produce iron and glass did not exist in Old Babylonian times, nor
were deposits of tin ore available in Mesopotamia or elsewhere that were worked in
the early second millennium B.C. These, too, are “distinctive and numerous”
enough points of evidence to justify the Persian/Old Babylonian equation.

The indisputable scientific, geological, and archaeological fact is that
the stratigraphic evidence at Tell Munbaga proves that the period between circa
2300 and 1550 B.C. does not exist. But the established chronology requires that the
Old Babylonians are dated to that non-existent period. Isn’t that an overwhelming
“distinctive” evidential point? The fact that Old Babylonian strata at Mari, Der
Mushkan-Shapur and Ashur (Ishtar’s Temple) lie immediately below Greek or
Parthian strata dated to the latter part of the first millennium B.C. requires —for the
established chronology to hold—that processes had to remove either some or all of
the Kassite, Mitanni, Middle-Assyrian, Neo-Assyrian, Neo-Babylonian, Medish,
and Persian strata sandwiched between the Greeks and Old Babylonians and then
miraculously stop to uphold that chronology. The fact is that there is not one solitary
excavation carried out by a geologist to uphold that miraculous chronology that has
ever been presented to prove that these imaginary settlement gaps exist and thus
discredit the short chronology.

The linguistic evidence that flows from the science and technology
indicates that several forms and/or dialects of the various languages spoken and
written in the ancient world were used at the same time. The linguistic chronological
tail cannot be allowed to wag the forensic historical dog. Babylonian inflation is not
caused by taxation in Persian times. Lack of cash in an entire society never leads to
inflation. The Old Babylonians/Persians living 300 to 400 years after the true onset
of irrigation farming in Mesopotamia inevitably leads to salt poisoning of the land.
This inevitably leads to fewer and fewer crops to sell to the rest of the Middle East
and this inevitably leads to economic inflation. While the historians to some extent
accept the fact that the Old Babylonian empire collapsed because of salinization of
the land, they wave their hands and magically the Kassites fix the salinization
problem. And all this is presented by historians without a stitch of evidence to prove
one scintilla of it.



Charles Ginenthal, Pillars of the Past, Vol. 11 151

Historians admit that they don’t know who the Old Babylonians are, or
where they really came from. They have no real evidence as to their original
language, what kinds of pottery, buildings, or art works they originally used in their
homeland. There is not a trace of them in Syria or Arabia, their assumed homeland,
that historians or archaeologists can point to as their place of origin. Attestations
about them come mainly from unprovenanced sources outside Babylonia. We only
know of them in Babylonia by their names and these names were also applied to
non-Babylonians. Their original religion is a total blank. They come out of nowhere
into history during a hundred year Dark Age and disappear without explanation from
history, leaving a 400- or so year Dark Age. Yet their magnificent mathematical and
astronomical accomplishments are then miraculously transmitted across this Dark
Age where little to nothing is written, and through other Dark Ages in Mesopotamia
that follow this one. In a desert without any water great flowering plants do not
grow, nor does a desert of illiteracy transmit learning. All these massive
contradictions and problems leave little doubt for those to whom forensic historical
evidence matters, that the Persian/Old Babylonian identification is not only sensible
but is demanded by the evidence.

First things first. Before raising cut-and-paste historical evidence as
refutation, the science and the technology must be answered in full. However, when
we take an overview of the Persian/Old Babylonian identification in terms of
forensic historical evidence, the many facets of history are explained. They
corroborate, and correlate with, each other, converging in time and place.

Instead of not knowing who the Old Babylonian rulers of Babylonia
were, we know they were the Persians; their unknown language is Persian, their
unknown homeland with its “snow-capped mountain peaks” and “tropical basins” is
Persian Iran. Their missing archaeological materials are known as well. Their
unknown religion is known and the name of their god Amurru Martu may be Ahura
Mazda. The hundred year Dark Age that precedes their bursting forth into history is
no longer dark and in fact does not exist, as it should not. Their Dark Age
disappearance from history, with the problem of the transmission of their
mathematical and astronomical achievements across a Dark Age vacuum of perhaps
a thousand years, also does not exist. These Dark Ages should not exist because the
excavation carried out at Tell Munbaga proves that the period of time in which it is
assumed they lived never existed. Their technological capabilities in metallurgy and
glass also fall into time and place. Their being the Persians of the first millennium
B.C. correlates with their ability to obtain tin ore; their pyrotechnological knowledge
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of furnaces correlates with their ability to manufacture iron and glass (or import
glass). Their ability to carve the Hammurabi Code into diorite is no longer fraught
with problems, but clearly falls into time and place since, as Persians, they had steel.
Iron objects discussed and found at Mari or elsewhere are no longer anachronisms
but are in full agreement with their Persian time and place identity. The inflation
that comes toward the end of the Persian period in Babylonia is not a paradox nor
does it violate the well-understood laws of economics but inevitably follows about
300 to 400 years of irrigation agriculture—as a consequence of which salt poisons
the soil. We do not need the Kassites to miraculously, hand-wavingly, turn the salt-
poisoned soil back to being fertile.

The Persians’/Old Babylonians’ architecture, pottery, and other
stylistic relics are completely explained and fall into time and place. These are the
styles of the various peoples whom they ruled over. The paucity of their strata
throughout Mesopotamia is no longer an enigma that has to be explained by ad hoc
hypotheses. Because the Persians/Old Babylonians ruled rather unobtrusively, they
would naturally leave little of their materials in the ground, at sites only here and
there, and that is what is actually found. We don’t require unscientific-unrealistic
explanations that selectively erode, destroy, and remove (“denude”) only the strata
sandwiched between the Greeks or the Parthians and the Old Babylonians/Persians.
We do not need thousand-year-long settlement gaps that have never scientifically
been proven to exist.

The laws of Hammurabi are those of Darius, though we have mostly
Hammurabi’s rendition. The language of the two where partial copies in Persian
exist, is identical because the king had them rewritten from earlier law codes, so they
are one and the same. The great hardship of the people of Babylonia toward the end
of the Persian/Old Babylonian period also falls into time and place because these
events happened to one and the same people. The description of the Persians not
burying their dead may relate to a similar practice among the Old Babylonians. The
same may apply to the “perverted” sexual customs of both. The reason Hammurabi
paid mercenaries at Mari with stamped pieces of silver (which is essentially what
coins are), as did Darius, also follows logically. The rise of living standards in
Babylonia at the onset of the Darius/Hammurabi kingship follows, as does their
meticulous micromanagement of their empire, as well as the possibility for them to
gather intelligence from their networks of spies.
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There is no clear evidence that the Hittite raid on Babylonia caused the
downfall of that empire. As we were informed above, their downfall is not, as
Sidney Smith claimed, a “major mystery.” As with the Persians, their empire fell to
Alexander the Great. The identical 30-day months found for Darius/Hammurabi and
Artaxerxes III Ochos/Ammisaduqga is not a miraculous chance occurrence but
happens because they are either the same persons or contemporaneous in each case.

Not every last iota of evidence fits Heinsohn, Rose, and Sweeney’s
thesis regarding the Persian/Old Babylonian identification, but look how numerous
and distinct the problems are that historians have acknowledged but have no
evidence to explain away. These numerous and distinct contradictions were derived
from their cut-and-paste documentary approach to history and chronology. And it
must be acknowledged as well that there is no scientific way to test and falsify these
documentary materials which are fraught with internal contradictions and problems
of provenance. Let us recall how Cochrane argued for the validity of the Persian
history from documentary sources. However, J.D. Muhly with respect to the
Persians states:

“Virtually everything that could be said about the Persian Empire
is to be found in the massive history by Pierre Briant, first published in
French in 1996 and in an English translation in 2002. This is a
monumental work in every sense of that word, but it has to be admitted
that it is a history based almost entirely upon [foreign, Greek] Classical
sources.”?%

The Old Babylonians have always been linked directly to the 12th
Egyptian Dynasty across Palestine and Crete, based on the very evidence employed
by historians and archaeologists, which is now buttressed by science and technology.
Are the historians and archaeologists going to argue that their very own evidence,
that makes these connections, is invalid if it requires the down-dating of these
civilizations to the mid- to late first millennium B.C. but then makes a valid case if
it dates these same civilizations to the early second millennium? It is their evidence,
based on their methodologies and analyses along with forensic historical data that
now validates Heinsohn, Rose, and Sweeney’s identification of the Old Babylonians

269 1.D. Muhly, Review of Giovanni Lanfranchi, Michael Roaf, Robert Rollinger, “Continuity of
Empire (?)...”, Bryn Mawr Classical Review, vol. II, no. 11 (2004) (Internet), p. 3
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with the Persians. The entire spectrum of forensic history in tandem with
archaeology and documentary history leads to this conclusion.

Wells, in his critique of Rose’s astronomical calendrical work on the
dating of the 12th Egyptian Dynasty, maintained that “synchronisms [of Egyptian
history dovetailing] with neighboring countries cannot be ignored.”?’® Other
historians, as I recall, raised the same issue with Velikovsky’s chronology. But now
these foreign interconnections of Egypt with Crete, Palestine, and Old Babylonian
Mesopotamia stare them in the face. It is their evidence they see, but the
confrontation with these facts is perhaps too overwhelming for them.

Problem after problem, paradox after paradox, enigma after enigma,
contradiction after contradiction are cleared up by Heinsohn, Rose, and Sweeney’s
thesis that these two civilizations are contemporary. A good theory explains more
with fewer ad hoc hypotheses. Every ad hoc hypothesis invented to explain away
all these interrelated, interconnected scientific and technical facts is just that, an
invention. Rather than jettison or ignore the forensic historical evidence, or twist it
with ad hoc theories to make it fit the overly lengthy chronology, historians, if they
are worth their salt, should embrace the forensic history and use it to rewrite a far
more accurate short chronology and the history that follows from doing so.

270 Ronald A. Wells, Review of Lynn E. Rose, Sun, Moon, and Sothis: A Study of Calendars and
Calendar Reforms in Ancient Egypt. Journal of Near Eastern Studies, vol. 61, no. 4 (Oct. 2002),
p.315
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CHAPTER 2: PERSIANS, NEO-ASSYRIANS,
NEO-BABYLONIANS: ASTRONOMY
AND CHRONOLOGY

As with the Old Babylonians being the Persian rulers of Babylonia,
Heinsohn and Sweeney hold that the same situation also existed in Assyria when it
was ruled by Persia. They maintain that the Neo-Assyrians were various Persian
rulers of Assyria. However, there is a difference in their placement of the Neo-
Babylonians in Mesopotamian chronology. Heinsohn has the Neo-Babylonians
contemporary with the Neo-Assyrians. Sweeney, on the other hand, places these
civilizations in the conventional order—Neo-Babylonians follow Neo-Assyrians—
but he claims the Neo-Babylonians are the last few rulers of the Persian Empire in
Babylonia that ruled there for about 80 years.

These differences will be analyzed below in terms of what the
astronomical evidence shows, and the astronomy will be the scientific arbiter for
where these civilizations must be placed. Nevertheless, Heinsohn and Sweeney also
disagree about which kings of the Persians are alter-egos of the Neo-Assyrians. This
historical question will also be touched upon in terms of how the
astronomical/forensic historical evidence relates to these disagreements. But the
astronomical evidence will, of course, not be supportive of either Sweeney’s or
Heinsohn’s chronologies where it contradicts them! We will go only where the
science leads.

In this respect there appears to be a major scientific obstacle facing
these short-revisionists’ theories. That evidence is astronomy and it seems to stand
solidly and irrefutably against their chronologies. This evidence was briefly
reviewed by Peter James ef al., wherein they purport to show how solidly the
chronology of the first millennium B.C. Neo-Assyrians and Neo-Babylonians has
become astronomically anchored:

“Indeed, a Greek astronomical treatise from as late as the 2nd
century AD contains one of the most valuable chronological sources
ever discovered, known as the ‘Canon of Ptolemy’. Claudius Ptolemy,
the famous Greek mathematician and geographer, recorded for
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posterity the names and reign-lengths of the kings of Babylon from
Alexander the Great ... back to Nabonassar, who ascended the throne
in 747 BC. How Ptolemy came across documents containing such
information is uncertain, but his interest in them lay mainly in their
astronomical content. The source available to him, now lost, provided
detailed records of lunar eclipses observed by the ancient Babylonians,
which Ptolemy dated according to an era beginning with the accession
of King Nabonassar.

“Ptolemy’s King List enabled 19th-century scholars to take their
first confident step back into the past of Mesopotamia. Following the
decipherment of cuneiform the skeleton of history after 747 BC could
be fleshed out from the records of the Babylonians themselves. Most
important, the next stage of reconstruction could also be achieved—to
give precise dates to [Neo-]Assyrian history by linking it with that of
[Neo-]Babylonia. ...

“To go back beyond this point [i.e. the year 747 B.C.), Assyrian
texts had to be used. As a means of reckoning, the Assyrians delegated
different officers of state, [usually, but not necessarily] beginning with
the king himself, to be the ‘eponym’ (name giver) for each year. [The
officer in question was called the /immu.] Thus, if an event was dated
to the year of governor X of city Y, a scribe could determine when it
happened by referring to a list of such ‘eponyms’ [or limmus]. In 1862
Sir Henry Rawlinson was fortunate enough to discover a major Eponym
List giving every incumbent [eponym/limmu] from 911 BC down to
660 BC. The information from the ‘two Canons’ (those of Ptolemy and
the eponyms) could then be combined, with a result proudly described
by Sir Henry’s nephew, George Rawlinson:

“‘These two documents, which harmonise admirably,
carry up an exact Assyrian chronology almost from the
close of the Empire to the tenth century before our era.’

“With only minor adjustments, the system devised by the
Rawlinsons is still accepted today ...”!

! James et al., op.cit., pp. 265-266
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Although Biblical scholars found this chronology in conflict with that
of the Bible, James et al. explain that “it was Hebrew chronology, not Assyrian,
which needed adjustment ...”> Nevertheless, according to Robert Newton, there are
many serious problems with Ptolemy’s work.

“In 1978 a study by the American astronomer Robert Newton,
entitled The Crime of Claudius Ptolemy, accused him of having
perpetrated a massive scientific fraud, ‘a betrayal of the ethics and
integrity of his profession that has forever deprived mankind of
fundamental information about an important area of astronomy and
history’. According to Newton, all Ptolemy’s claimed astronomical
observations were fabricated; even worse, he had fudged, or even faked,
Babylonian lunar eclipse data in order to match his own shaky
calculations. One reviewer of Newton’s work even suggested that
‘Ptolemy’s forgery may have extended to inventing the lengths of
reigns of Babylonian kings’.

“Even so, Newton’s strongly worded attack has done little to
tarnish Ptolemy’s reputation ... As more reasonable historians of
science have shown, the standards Newton applied to Ptolemy’s work
were far too exacting. Ptolemy may have selected from, thereby
‘smoothing out’, the observational data available to him, but this is a
very different matter from Newton’s charge of outright forgery.”

Ptolemy was ultimately vindicated, according to James et al., as well as
according to most historians, archaeologists, and archaeoastronomers of our time.

“Was Newton right to claim that ‘studies of Babylonian
chronology need to be reviewed in order to remove any dependence
upon Ptolemy’s king-list’? On this question Mesopotamian
archaeology can now fully repay its debt to the old astronomer. Though
Newton glossed over the fact, Ptolemy’s figures for the regnal years of
Babylonian kings have been completely vindicated by a wealth of
cuneiform texts, including chronicles, short king lists and dated
business documents [with a limmu/eponym’s or kings’ name]. The
dates derived from Ptolemy’s Canon can also be checked using the

2 ibid., p. 267

3 ibid.
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information from cuneiform ‘astronomical diaries’. The Babylonians,
originators of western astrology, were, as Ptolemy knew, meticulous
observers of the night sky. Their records of the positions of planets and
stars, committed to clay by people who believed that these had a vital
influence on earthly matters, are extremely detailed—so much so that
the observations given in various tablets from the 7th to 5th centuries
BC can be precisely dated to a year, month and even day by modern
astronomers.

“Final confirmation of the whole canonical system comes from
another astronomically fixed point ... provided by [Neo-]Assyrian
records. A solar eclipse is clearly referred to in the Eponym List for the
month of Simanu in a year which must, according to the links with
Ptolemy’s Canon, have been 763 BC. The fundamental importance of
this observation for ancient chronology was stressed by [P.] van der
Meer:

““This eclipse of the sun has been astronomically fixed, on
grounds that have never been questioned, as having taken
place on June 15th 763 B.C., according to modern
reckoning. This year is therefore used as a base reckoning
for the [Neo-]Assyrian calendar. It is the [absolute] sheet-
anchor upon which depends not only the [Neo-]Assyrian
chronology but also that of the whole of Western Asia.”

Carl Olof Jonsson, in the “Conclusion” of one of his articles, “The
Foundations of Assyro-Babylonian Chronology,” presents this affirmative statement
of the evidence that astronomical and other evidence anchors the chronology of the
Neo-Assyrians and Neo-Babylonians:

“It has been demonstrated above that the [Neo-]Assyrian
chronology as well as the [Neo-]Babylonian chronology from the
eighth to the sixth centuries [B.C.] are both firmly established, but
independently of each other, by a number of ancient cuneiform
documents. Further, both chronologies are—still independently of each
other—fixed to the absolute chronology by a large number of

4 ibid., pp. 267-268
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astronomical observations recorded from these ancient times. But this
isnot all. Due to the numerous synchronisms between the two countries
during this period the two independently established chronologies grip
hold of each other like the teeth of two intermeshing cog-wheels. It
would be impossible to change the chronology of one country by even
one year from Nabonassar [who reigned 747-733 B.C.] and on without
changing the chronology of the other country by the same extent. This
is the challenge that confronts anyone who would like to revise the
chronology of either of these countries in this period.”

In total, the Canon of Ptolemy correlates with and is corroborated by
the Neo-Assyrian and Neo-Babylonian king lists. These further correlate with and
are corroborated by the limmu/eponym lists and also by a great number of business
tablets which are dated by either a king’s or limmu/eponym’s name on them. But,
above all, these, in turn, correlate with and are corroborated by precise astronomical
data found in diaries and chronicles. Altogether this represents a massive
compilation of data that meshes like cogwheel teeth to anchor the established
chronology of the Neo-Assyrians and Neo-Babylonians in the first millennium B.C.
A. Aaboe states:

“The Diaries occupy a unique position among documents of
relevance to the study of ancient history. The ever-presence of the
texts, if we can date them at all, to the very day, and in the sheer bulk,
continuity and detail and kind of information [they give] they are
unmatched.”®

This being the case, it seems indisputable that the theories of Heinsohn,
Sweeney, Velikovsky, and even Peter James and all the other historical revisionists
that clash with this overwhelming evidence for the chronology of the first
millennium B.C., must be dismissed as utterly false. This is, in fact, the very same
kind of evidence that Lynn Rose challenged in revising the chronology of the 12th
Egyptian Dynasty and, as we have seen above, that of the Old Babylonian empire in
Mesopotamia, placing it in the first millennium B.C. How then can one argue against
this very same kind of evidence when it so clearly supports the established

> Carl Olof Jonsson, “The Foundations of the Assyro-Babylonian Chronology”, “Conclusion,”
Chronology & Catastrophism Review, vol. IX (1987) p. 22

6 A. Aaboe, “Observation and Theory in Babylonian Astronomy”, Centaurus vol. 24 (1980) p.
24
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chronology in Mesopotamia for that same millennium? That would surely be having
a double standard of inference, accepting one for Egypt that upholds Heinsohn’s,
Rose’s, and Sweeney’s chronologies and then rejecting the same kind of evidence
when it contradicts these revisionists’ chronologies for the first millennium B.C.
That will not be done since it is not only unscholarly but unethical to do so.

It should be noted, however, that this is not the first time historians,
archeologists, and archaeoastronomers proved the established chronology to be
correct from astronomy, dated commercial documents, king lists, and archeology,
only to discover that their chronological edifice was built on sand. Thorkild
Jacobsen in 1937 came to the very same conclusion from these same intermeshing
forms of evidence for the precise placement of Hammurabi’s Old Babylonian
Dynasty which he and the other scholars placed in the third to second millennium
B.C. They, too, assumed their chronological edifice to be immovable and therefore
demanded an irresistible force to topple it. But as we have shown, the astronomical
and other evidence outlined in Chapter 1, does require the Old Babylonians to be
placed in Persian times. Jacobsen states:

“In choosing [among the dates for Hammurabi’s reign] the best
criterion is dated [Old-]Babylonian contracts dealing with delivery of
dates by date-growers. The days of delivery stipulated in the contracts
will fall differently according to which [of] the [various high, middle,
or low periods offered by historians as] possibilities [for a reign] is
chosen; and since we must assume that the deliveries would follow soon
after the harvest, that possibility which will make them fall most nearly
in the time after date harvest, ending in the middle of October, has
obviously the best chance of being correct. As shown by
Fotheringham[’s astronomical evidence] the possibility which gives the
best results is the one that places Hammurabi[’s reign] from 2067-2025
[B.C.].”7

In addition to this harvest evidence, Jacobsen also turns to a well-
documented lunar eclipse and evidence from the Venus Tablets to correlate with and
corroborate and converge as proof of the correctness of this chronological structure:

7 Thorkild Jacobsen, The Sumerian King List (Chicago 1937), p. 196



Charles Ginenthal, Pillars of the Past, Vol. 11 161

“The Venus tablets ... afford a possibility of establishing an
absolute date in older Mesopotamian history by means of astronomical
reckoning. On the basis of observations of a lunar eclipse foreboding
the fall of I(b)bi-Sin and the end of the 3rd dynasty of Ur, Schoch has
calculated that this omen occurred on the night of February 17/18
(Gregorian) 2283 B.C. Now this is a highly important fact indeed that
the two mutually independent astronomical dates, Fotheringham’s
[Venus tablet date] for the 8th year of Ammi-Saduga [Ammisaduqa]
which places Hammurabi at 2067-2025 B.C., and Schoch’s for the
[lunar eclipse] omen foreboding the fall of Ur 111, 2281 B.C., just give
the [correct] span in time between these two events which from our
chronological [king] lists can be seen to separate them.”®

Jacobsen goes on to present additional data that came prior to
Hammurabi’s Old Babylonian Dynasty which further links these to the 2067-2025
B.C. dates for Hammurabi’s reign with all the foregoing astronomical, lunar eclipse,
Venus Tablets, king lists, and date harvest contract evidence to prove how absolutely
solid that dating is for the Old Babylonian law giver, and he concludes:

“There is full agreement between (1) the absolute date for the 1st
dynasty of Babylon as derived from the best ... chronological [king list]
text, (2) Fotheringham’s astronomical dates [based on the Venus
Tablets] for the same dynasty, (3) Schoch’s astronomical [lunar eclipse]
date for the fall of the 3rd dynasty of Ur, (4) the delivery or harvest
contracts for dates, (5) the documentary evidence prior to the Old
Babylonian dynasty and (6) the documentary evidence after the fall of
the Old Babylonian dynasty which all correlates and corroborates each
other for the dating of Hammurabi to 2067-2025 B.C. These [facts]
speak strongly for their correctness, and we have accepted them without
hesitation.””

Nevertheless, there is great disagreement about these dates and
Hammurabi is placed in the history hundreds of years closer to the present by most
historians. What, then, was wrong with the evidence Jacobsen presented? It was
the astronomical evidence, especially the historians’ acceptance without question of
the Venus Tablets of Ammisaduga. Regarding this data set Otto Neugebauer

8ibid., pp. 196-197
% ibid., p. 201
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“demonstrated the impossibility of using [the] Venus tablets to date the First [Old]
Dynasty of Babylonia.” “One reason that this is impossible is that the extant copies
bristle with copying errors.”!® R.R. Newton makes it clear, “I do not believe that we
can draw any valid chronological conclusions from the Venus observations made
under Ammizaduga.”!! Newton adds:

“I am not alone in doubting the conclusions of Langdon and
Fotheringham [on the validity of the Venus Tablets as related to
chronology]. It is clear that [Sidney] Smith, “Chronology: Babylonia
and Assyria,” Encyclopeedia Britannica, vol. 5 (Chicago 1958) does not
accept them. He says that the question is still open, but that to accept
their conclusions would be to force the ‘abandonment of a great deal of
Babylonian historical writing as worthless.”!?

“[And] I do not believe that the reign of Ammizaduga can be
dated unless it can be done by evidence exterior to the Venus tablets.”!?

Otto Neugebauer argues that the Venus evidence of Langdon and
Fotheringham has “been disproven by subsequent archeological evidence.”!*

It 1s the great number of unusual movements described for Venus in
these tablets, as discussed in the work of Lynn E. Rose and Raymond C. Vaughan,
that makes this astronomical evidence questionable as the conventional sort of
chronological material.

What then of the single lunar eclipse foreboding the fall of the Ur III
Dynasty offered by Jacobsen? The problem with this eclipse and others like it, as
Velikovsky pointed out long ago, is that it cannot be accepted since it lacks the
specificity of precise time and place to date it. As Newton properly argues; “We can
find a possible eclipse date at average intervals of around 40 years. Thus when the

10'H. Hunger, D. Pingree, Astral Science in Mesopotamia (Leiden, the Netherlands 1999), p. 37
"' R R. Newton, Ancient Planetary Observations and the Validity of Ephemeris Time (Baltimore
MD/London 1976), p. 95

12 ibid.

B ibid., p. 96

14 Otto Neugebauer, The Exact Sciences in Antiquity (NY 1969), p. 139
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historical period itself is uncertain we can find an eclipse to fit any preconception
about the period involved.”!?

That is the essential, crucial point. All the checks and cross-checks of
business contracts, king lists, etc., depend on the astronomy. If astronomy is
demonstrated to be erroneous, the entire chronological edifice collapses. This is just
what Lynn E. Rose did when he reexamined the work of major figures in the field
of archaeoastronomy, especially the lunar dates as they were expected to mesh with
the heliacal rising of the star Sirtus for Egyptian chronology. While each of the
major players as well as several others claimed that they had made these lunar dates
correlate with the placement of the 12th Egyptian Dynasty in the early second
millennium B.C., they obtained scores of around 50 percent, which clearly indicated
the lunar material did not mesh with the heliacal rising of Sirius. As we well know,
Rose’s placement of the 12th Dynasty is such that the lunar data do intermesh. Of
the 24 New Crescent dates, 23 hit to the day.

Of course, it will be argued, none of the astronomical evidence related
to the placement of the Neo-Assyrians and Neo-Babylonians suffers from these
lapses of accuracy. But that is what will be refuted below.

Let us further remember that the chronology of Egypt rested on the
astronomical anchor for the 12th Dynasty, as outlined in volume I of this series. In
spite of generations of scholars building a chronological edifice on that date, Lynn
Rose incontrovertibly proved that the 12th Dynasty had to be shifted closer to the
present by 1477 years. Therefore, in order to support the short chronology, the
astronomical evidence that has been invoked as solid support for the first millennium
empires of the Neo-Assyrians and Neo-Babylonians must also give at least
acceptably solid support for moving these civilizations closer to the present by about
300 or more years.

Not only must the astronomical data correlate with, and corroborate,
this shift, it should in case after case be a match for that of the established chronology
but in certain instances it should be dead on. As we proceed, we will discover that
the intermeshing gear teeth of the conventional chronology in certain instances not

only do not fit into one another properly but make the gears clash so that they grind
and break.

I3 R.R. Newton, loc.cit.
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This work could not have been accomplished without the generous and
excellent work of Lynn Rose, who looked at the astronomical evidence and showed
that the short chronology rested on solid empirical grounds. His work will appear
in the Appendix of this book.

THE SOLAR ECLIPSE OF JUNE 15, 763 B.C.

James et al. make it clear that this eclipse holds the entire Neo-Assyrian
and Neo-Babylonian chronology together:

“The solar eclipse of 763 BC brings us full circle, through [Neo-
]Assyrian chronology and its links with Babylonia, to the lunar eclipse
records of Ptolemy. The resulting picture, with checks and cross-
checks provided by every source from modern astronomy to the Old
Testament, 1s as watertight as one could ask for any period of ancient
history. Assyrian history is firmly datable, with a margin of error no
greater than a year, as far back as 911 BC when the continuous Eponym
[limmu] List began; Babylonian history is equally certain at least as far
back as 747 BC ...”!¢

This affirmation echoes throughout the literature. R.R. Newton quotes
from the tablets for the solar eclipse:

“~762 [763 B.C.] June 15 ... gives [this statement listing the
eclipse] ‘Insurrection in the city of Assur. In the month Sivan the Sun
was eclipsed.” Independent evidence, due in part to the lists of kings
and their reigns, prepared by Ptolemy ... allows a close dating of this
[eclipse] record, close enough to make the identification virtually
certain.”!’

E.J. Bickerman states: “The whole series of the eponyms [limmus] of
the city of Ashur ... is dated, thanks to the mention of the solar eclipse of 15 June

16 James et al., op.cit., p. 268
17 R.R. Newton, Ancient Astronomical Observations and Accelerations of the Earth and Moon
(Baltimore/London 1976), p. 60
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763” [and] “Assyrian chronology is pinned down by the mention of the solar eclipse
which occurred on 15 June 763 BC ...”'® Edwin R. Thiele claims:

“Astronomical computation has fixed this [solar eclipse] date as
June 15, 763 B.C. This notation is of immeasurable value for [Neo-]
Assyrian chronology ... It is thus that we have absolutely reliable dates
for each year of [Neo-]Assyrian history ...”"

A.T. Olmstead tells us there was a “total eclipse of the sun. To us its
occurrence in 763 [B.C.] fixes by exact astronomy the [Neo-]Assyrian
chronology.”?°

With so many highly respected historians saying this total solar eclipse
at Assur and Nineveh fixes with absolute certainty, and is the keystone date of, Neo-
Assyrian chronology, how can anyone argue? First of all, there was no total solar
eclipse reported at Assur or Nineveh in 763 B.C. Let us recall that in Bur-Sagale’s
year of appointment as the limmu/eponym, the tablet specifically stated “In the
month Sivan the sun was eclipsed.”

That solar eclipse was not only dated astronomically by modern
retrocalculations, but largely as part of the integrated list of limmus or eponyms.
Bur-Sagale was placed at that time with the king from the king list, Assurdan III. It
was the eclipse that fixed that date. Jonsson discusses this:

“Prof. Schrader then presents the calculations of Mr. Lehmann,
who concluded that the June 15, 763 BC eclipse had a magnitude of
about 11.0-11.4 inches (= 91.7-95%) which came very close to Prof.
R.R. Newton’s modern calculation of 95.0 %.”%!

The reader is requested to take note of the fact that this solar eclipse
was not total at Nineveh nor at Assur but only about 95 percent of the Sun was
covered by the Moon, according to Newton; there could also be as little as 91.7
percent hidden according to Lehmann. (Nonetheless, it must be noted that version
3.1 of the Lange and Swerdlow program does make 763 B.C. total; it also makes

18 E.J. Bickerman, Chronology of the Ancient World, rev. ed. (London 1980), p. 67 and p. 87
Y Edwin R. Thiele, 4 Chronology of the Hebrew Kings (Grand Rapids MI 1977) p. 29

20 A.T. Olmstead, History of Assyria (London 1923), p. 172

2l Jonsson, “Foundations ...”, op.cit., pp. 14-15
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436 B.C. partial.) The question that must first be asked is: Does a partial solar eclipse
of around 95 or 91.7 percent provide sufficient darkness for anyone to notice that a
solar eclipse has taken place? The answer to that question is that if 5 to 8 percent of
the Sun’s disk is visible, the change in the amount of light experienced by an
observer on the Earth is hardly even noticeable. R.R. Newton states: “It is unlikely
an observer who was not expecting an eclipse would notice one unless the magnitude
reaches at least 0.99°.22 That is, about 99 percent of the Sun must be hidden before
a person not expecting or anticipating an eclipse will notice it. This is confirmed by
D. Justin Schove: “The average person notices a thin solar crescent of a solar eclipse
only when the magnitude reaches 0.99° [or 99 percent of the Sun is covered].”* The
change from daylight to totality is not a gradual transition, but comes only seconds
before the Sun is totally hidden. This is confirmed by F. Richard Stephenson who
unambiguously tells us: “MOST OF THE DIMINUTION IN LIGHT LEVEL
OCCURS IN THE LAST FEW SECONDS BEFORE THE SUN IS COMPLETELY
OBSCURED.”?* [capitalization added] Mark Littmann et al. describe via an analogy
the difference between a partial and a total solar eclipse:

“Some people see a [predicted] partial [solar] eclipse and wonder
why others talk about a total eclipse. Seeing a partial eclipse and saying
that you have seen an eclipse is like standing outside an opera house
and saying you have [heard or seen] the opera, ...”%

Michael Maunder and Patrick Moore report:

“As totality approaches the Moon’s shadow can be seen
sweeping across the landscape—or even better the seascape. It travels
over 1000 mph [1620 km/h] and gives the impression of a vast dark
cloud rushing toward you and then enveloping you ... and almost
before you have time to appreciate it you find that totality has begun.”?

Here is a vivid description of people in the last few seconds before
totality of the solar eclipse of November 3, 1994, on the Altiplano of Bolivia:

22 R.R. Newton, Medieval Chronicles and the Rotation of the Earth (Baltimore 1970), p. 70

23 D. Justin Schove, Chronology of Eclipses and Comets (NY 1984), p. XV

24 F. Richard Stephenson, Historical Eclipses and Earth’s Rotation (Cambridge UK 1977), p. 50
25 Jay M. Pasachoff, in Mark Littmann et al., Totality (NY and Oxford 1999), p. 1

26 Michael Maunder and Patrick Moore, The Sun in Eclipse (Berlin and NY 1998), p. 53
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“‘Here it comes!” someone shouted. ‘Where?’ ‘Over there,’
pointing to the northwest. ‘Oh yes! I see!” ‘It’s getting dark now ...
it’s getting real dark now ... it’s really getting ... Oh my God!” Cheers
and gasps accompanying the beginning of totality.”?’

We have gone into this at some length to make it clear that unless a
person has an excellent knowledge of solar eclipses, he does not know when to look
for it and if it is a partial solar eclipse as the one dated June 15, 763 B.C. at Nineveh
and Assur (at least according to most calculations, but not according to version 3.1
of Lange and Swerdlow), it will probably not be observed or even taken note of.
Nevertheless, the critics of this explanation will claim that the Neo-Assyrians back
in 763 B.C. had astronomers/astrologers that were always on the lookout for this
kind of partial solar eclipse and thus surely had to notice it. Since these ancients
understood the nature of lunar eclipses and could predict these, they could do the
very same with solar eclipses. This is based on a fundamental misunderstanding of
the evidence. Lunar and solar eclipses, although related, are singularly different, as
explained by Duncan Steel:

“Lunar eclipses are witnessed more often than solar.

“This 1s because the full moon may be seen from anywhere on
the night side of the planet. That implies that half of humanity might
see the Moon being eclipsed, but in addition such eclipses last several
hours and the globe spins to allow observers elsewhere a chance to note
the eclipse ...”?8

On the other hand, a total solar eclipse, as is well known, is only
experienced over a very narrow path on the Earth’s surface and does not last for
hours but minutes. The occurrence of solar eclipses on the same place of the globe
is (on average) inordinately infrequent. As Steel, citing Rebecca R. Joslin, further
explains:

“A total solar eclipse occurs somewhere about every 18 months,
but as the track of totality is usually less than a hundred miles wide, you

27 Mark Littmann et al., op.cit., p. 133
28 Duncan Steel, Eclipse (Washington DC 2001), pp. 54-55
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should expect to wait for several centuries in any random location for
the next one.””

According to George F. Chambers:

“Take London for instance. From the calculations of Hind,
confirmed by Maguire, it [can] be considered as an established fact that
there was no total [solar] eclipse visible at London between 878 and
1715 [A.D.], an interval of 837 years. The next one visible at London
though uncertain is also a very long way off. There will be a total
eclipse on August 11, 1999, which will come as near to London as the
Isle of Wight, but Hind writing in 1871 said he doubted whether there
would be any other total eclipse visible in England for 250 years from
the present time [1900].”%°

Those observers situated nearer to the equator, as compared to those

located nearer the poles, are afforded a somewhat longer period of totality:

“Places at or near the Earth’s equator enjoy the best opportunity
for seeing total eclipses of the Sun ... the speed imparted to an observer
as a result of the Earth’s axial rotation diminishes from the equator
towards the poles ... so that the nearer he is to the pole, the slower he
goes and therefore the sooner will the Moon’s shadow overtake and
pass him, and the less the time at his disposal for seeing the Sun hidden
by the Moon ...

“It was calculated by Du Sejour that the greatest possible
duration of a total phase of a solar eclipse at the equator would be 7
m[inutes] 58 s[econds] and for the latitude of Paris 6 m[inutes] 10
s[econds].”!

Therefore, because lunar eclipses can be seen from more than half the

surface of the Earth and last for hours, an understanding that they repeat themselves
at fairly regular intervals could be acquired in a relatively short time—a few hundred
years—by the ancient Mesopotamian observers. They could make records of these

2 ibid., p. 4

30 George F. Chambers, The Story of Eclipses Simply Told for General Readers (NY 1900), p. 34

3Vibid., p. 33
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lunar eclipses over those few hundred years and work out the trend in order to predict
and thus observe and record that cycle which is now called the Saros cycle.
(Actually, the Saros was a period of 3600 years but it was misinterpreted by Edmund
Halley in 1691 who assumed it referred to the lunar cycle of approximately 18 years.
That is, lunar eclipses tend to repeat themselves every Saros cycle of 18 years.)

However, because solar eclipses were only observed very, very rarely,
in very narrow paths across the Earth, and for only a few minutes, an understanding
of their cycle of repetition was not attained until quite late in history. As Steel
pointedly states, in “Mesopotamia and environs, only a small fraction of all solar
eclipses would be in the records making the discovery of the complex cycle ... a
near impossibility.”>

Although historians and others suggest that since the Mesopotamian
astronomer/astrologers understood the Saros cycle for accurately predicting lunar
eclipses, they could then crudely use this data to indicate when a solar eclipse might
occur and look for it, this is based on certain unproven assumptions. As Neugebauer
explains,

“The myth of the Saros is often used as an ‘explanation’ of the
alleged prediction ... of ... solar eclipse[s] ... There exists no cycle for
solar eclipses visible at any given place, all modern cycles concern the
Earth as a whole. No Babylonian theory for predicting a solar eclipse
existed in 600 B.C., as one can see from the very unsatisfactory
situation 400 years later, nor did the Babylonians [or Neo-Assyrians]
ever develop any theory which took the influence of geographical
latitude into account.”??

Solar eclipses do come in cycles but they can only be seen—even
partial eclipses—at certain locations on Earth at that particular time. Various factors,
including the rotation of the Earth on its axis, cause these eclipses to reoccur but not
at the same points on the globe. This understanding was probably not available to
these ancient peoples until some time around 300 B.C. or much later.

Anatoly Fomenko shows just how unrealistic it is to believe that the
Saros cycle enabled the ancient astronomers to predict solar eclipses:

32 Steel, op.cit., p. 54
33 Neugebauer, op.cit., p. 142



170 VELIKOVSKIAN Vol. VII, Nos. 2, 3, 4

“Predicting solar eclipses is a truly formidable task due to the
complexity of lunar motion that is defined by a large number of external
factors. One might attempt to predict a solar eclipse by the Saros cycle
that includes about 43 solar eclipses, 15 of them being partial, 14
annular, 2 belonging to the category of so-called ‘total annular,” and 12
[being] total. However, the eclipses from the Saros can occur on
different areas of the Earth, and so a prediction for a given location is
true in one case out of 400 in general. That is to say, the probability of
a correct prediction based on the Saros cycle equals 1/400.”3

Sten F. Odenwald explains:

“The historian Herodotus (460 B.C.) mentions that Thales was
able to predict the year where a total solar eclipse could occur. Details
of how this prediction was made do not survive ... Apparently the
method used worked only once because what is known of Greek
scientific history does not suggest that this method was ever reliably
used again.”?

As far back as 1875 Henry Creswicke Rawlinson understood that it was
not possible to predict solar eclipses in the 6th century B.C. As a note in his
translation of Herodotus’s Histories explained:

“The prediction of this eclipse by Thales may be classed with the
prediction of a good olive-crop or of the fall of an aerolite [meteorite].
Thales, indeed, could only have obtained the requisite knowledge for
predicting eclipses from the Chaldeans, and that the science of these
astronomers, although sufficient for the investigation of lunar eclipses,
did not enable them to calculate solar eclipses—dependent as such a
calculation is, not only on the determination of the period of recurrence,
but on the true projection of the track of the sun’s shadow along a
particular line over the surface of the earth—may be inferred from our
find that in the astronomical canon of Ptolemy, which was compiled

3% Anatoly T. Fomenko, History: Fiction or Science? Chronology, 2nd, revised ed.
(Paris/London/NY 2003), p. 95
35 Sten F. Odenwald, Back to the Astronomy Café ... (Westview Press 2003), p. 66
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from the Chaldean registers, the observations of the moon’s eclipses are
alone entered.”¢

Just as has been discussed above, there are no known lists of solar
eclipses which the ancient astronomer/astrologers of Mesopotamia could turn to in
order to organize and predict solar eclipses.

George Sarton, along these same lines, writes of an assumed prediction
of a total solar eclipse for 585 B.C. in Anatolia during a battle by the Greek
philosopher Thales:

“It 1s now agreed by historians of ancient astronomy that the
Babylonians could not have discovered the period [the cycle for
predicting and locating the sites of solar eclipses] before the fourth
century [300s B.C.]. Hence, Thales could not have learned it from them

“We must conclude that Thales did not predict the eclipse ...
because he lacked the necessary knowledge. It is foolish for us to say
that he understood the phenomenon. The explanation with which we
are familiar [namely the moon blocked the sun’s light] would have been
incomprehensible to him for he conceived the earth as a disk (not a
sphere) floating in the ocean.”’

Dwardu Cardona, however, tells us that the Babylonians of this same
period “knew the earth was a sphere and thus counted it among the planets. This is
evidenced by the words of Diodorus who wrote that the Chaldeans had it stated ‘that
the moon’s light is reflected and her eclipses are due to the shadow of the earth’.”*8

Diodorus wrote in the first century B.C. and his statement is not
supported by a single Babylonian document. The Babylonians simply did not have
a physical model of the sky, as we presently do, from which they could determine
that the Earth was blocking the Sun to bring about a lunar eclipse and that the Moon
was blocking the Sun for a solar eclipse. Their knowledge was based on tables of

36 Herodotus, Histories, transl. George Rawlinson (London 1875), p. 199 fn
37 George Sarton, Ancient Science Through the Golden Age of Greece (NY 1952), p. 306
38 Dwardu Cardona, God Star (Victoria BC, Canada 2006), p. 118



172 VELIKOVSKIAN Vol. VII, Nos. 2, 3, 4

earlier eclipses. It was from such tables they could predict lunar eclipses. They had,
as Neugebauer pointed out, no such tables for solar eclipses, as far as we know.

Some archaeoastronomers have tried to show that it was possible to

predict such occurrences based on certain assumptions, but these have failed to
survive criticism. For example, D.R. Dicks’ criticism of van der Waerden’s support
for Thales’s ability to predict a solar eclipse shows:

“Van der Waerden draws conclusions that are totally at variance
with the available evidence ... in his discussion of Thales’ alleged
prediction of a solar eclipse. In a desperate attempt to vindicate the
historicity of this prediction, he spins a web of inferential reasoning
based on wholly improbable suppositions, which force him to assume
that the Babylonians and Thales not only knew of a 47-month eclipse
cycle (for which there is not the slightest evidence), but also were aware
of the moon’s movement in latitude [above and below the ecliptic or
sun’s path through the sky] and recognized that in 47 months the moon
returns 51 times to the same node again [on the ecliptic where it can
block the sun and permit an eclipse to occur] ... This presupposes not
only accurate observations, but also the concept of the ecliptic as a
mathematical line from which the moon’s apparent path deviates both
north and south (the nodes being the intersection points of the two), and
the assumption that such comparatively advanced astronomical
knowledge was possible in the sixth century B.C. is ludicrous; ... all
the indications are (on both Greek and Babylonian sides) that such a
stage was not reached until at least 150 years later [350 B.C.].”%°

Dicks adds in footnote 46 to this discussion that there was no

“... understanding of geographical latitude [from pole to pole] to
predict the totality of the eclipse. Such an advanced level of knowledge
was not reached by Babylonian astronomy of the Seleucid period (the
last three centuries BC), much less that of the sixth century B.C.”*

Historian of astronomy A. Pannekoek explains that “although they [the

Babylonians] could predict lunar eclipses at short intervals, [they] were not yet able

3 D.R. Dicks, Early Greek Astronomy to Aristotle (Ithaca NY 1970), p. 174

0ibid., p. 255
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to solve the more difficult problem of solar eclipses.”!' Alan E. Samuel suggests the
Greeks did not derive their understanding of many aspects of astronomy from the
Babylonians at all:

“It is certainly wrong to suppose that Greek astronomical theory
of the fifth century [400s B.C.] rested on a sophisticated, elaborated and
completed Babylonian base, which became known to Greeks of the
period, and it is a kind of begging of the question to explain fifth century
Greek astronomical and calendric discoveries by postulating prior
Babylonian knowledge. Rather, we should be investigating the nature
of Greek knowledge of the period in hopes of understanding the
discoveries in terms of the Greek milieu in which they were made.
‘Babylonian influence’ may be a red herring.”*

The ancient Mesopotamians, unlike the Greeks, did not enquire into the
causes of eclipses. They were not empiricists. As E.H. Hutten states:

“The philosophers of the [Greek] lonian school combined
theorizing about the universe with knowing some facts and this made
their work so unique and fruitful. Eastern [Mesopotamian] sages, too,
were speculating about the world, but they were guided by religious ...
feelings rather than by a desire to understand eternal reality ...”*%

R.J. Forbes and E.J. Dijksterhuis put it this way:

“[Mesopotamian] Science, if we can call it such, only formed
part of religious and philosophical wisdom. It did not construct a
world-picture of its own built solely on the observations of natural
phenomena and resting on certain supposed or established laws of
nature: Such a concept was totally foreign to pre-classical
[Mesopotamian] civilization.**

' A. Pannekoek, A History of Astronomy (NY 1961), p. 99

2 Alan E. Samuel, Greek and Roman Chronology: Calendars and Years in Classical Antiquity
(Munich 1972), pp. 21-22

43 E.H. Hutten, The Origins of Science (London 1962), p. 13

# R.J. Forbes and E.J. Dijksterhuis, A History of Science and Technology (Baltimore MD 1963),
pp. 15-16
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A. Crombie neatly sums up the predicament related to solar eclipse
understanding and prediction in Mesopotamia:

“Impressive as are the technological achievements of ancient
Babylonia, Assyria and Egypt ... as scholars have presented them to us,
they lack the essential elements of science, the generalized conceptions
of scientific explanation and of mathematical proof.”*

Lacking an understanding of why solar eclipses occurred, the
Mesopotamian astronomer/astrologers could not determine from their apparently
non-existent solar eclipse tables when one might occur either in the future or in the
past. When was the ability developed to make even crude solar eclipse predictions?
According to Neugebauer, “It is difficult to say when this phase developed into a
systematic mathematical theory. It is my guess that this happened comparatively
rapidly and not before 500 B.C.”*¢ As late as 1997, Richard Stephenson claims this
is the case:

“It appears that the first person to give the true explanation of
eclipses is Anaxagoras (500-428 BC) rather than Thales ... At this
early period Babylonian astronomers attained very poor success in
anticipating [solar eclipses] for a given location.”*’

This 1s explicitly explained by Littmann et al.:

“In his account Herodotus credits Thales with predicting ... [a
solar] eclipse. If so, Thales would have been the first person known to
have calculated a future solar eclipse ... The Chaldean (or New [Neo-]
Babylonian) Empire dating about two centuries later [than this eclipse]
shows recognition of an 18-year-11-day rhythm in eclipses—the Saros
... Such a rhythm predicts not just the year but month and precise day
of the eclipse. Yet Herodotus seems amazed that Thales could be
accurate to ‘the very year in which it took place.” Was Herodotus so
surprised that Thales could predict an eclipse to the day that he simply
could not believe that degree of precision and used the more

45 A. Crombie in Francesca Rochberg, The Heavenly Writing: Divination, Horoscopy, and
Astronomy in Mesopotamian Cultures (Cambridge UK/NY 2004), p. 16

46 Neugebauer, op.cit., pp. 101-102

47 Stephenson, op.cit., p. 343
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conservative ‘year’ instead? That would be out of character for the
flamboyant Herodotus ... The problem is to predict a total [solar]
eclipse for a particular location on Earth. Could Thales [in the 6th
century B.C.] have accomplished this? It is doubtful.”*

People living in the Near East and Greece even in the 500s B.C. were
seemingly amazed by the idea that any one could determine when and where a solar
eclipse would occur because it seems no one at that time had even the slightest
understanding of the nature of solar eclipses. Yet we are asked to accept that the
people living in the 8th century [700s] B.C. were to convert their knowledge of lunar
eclipses into an understanding of solar ones. Because the 763 B.C. solar eclipse is
needed for support of the Neo-Assyrian chronology, historians assume just that. If
by 763 B.C. they actually had an inkling regarding solar eclipses, why did it take
some 500 more years for this inkling to grow to fruition?

Jonsson, like many others, based on consensus and not proof, suggests
that the Saros “cycle was used by Babylonian astronomers ‘to predict the dates of
possible eclipses by at least the middle of the 6th century [550 B.C.] and most
probably long before that.”* As for the qualifying statement “and most probably
long before that [550 B.C. date]”, not a shred of evidence 1s produced or exists. It is
all assumption and conjecture and not proof. The 585 B.C. eclipse prediction of
Thales has no basis in empirical fact nor does one know if the 763 B.C. eclipse of
Bur-Sagale and King Assurdan III had been predicted and looked for. In fact there
are no other documents for this king, none! According to George Smith:

“The total absence of contemporary dated documents during the
reign of Assur-daan III is remarkable. The Assyrian canon is the only
proof of the reign of these [Neo-Assyrian] kings.”>°

Smith further tells us: “Above the date 763 [B.C.] there is no positive
proof of any Assyrian canon date.”! Thus all we have for the period of Assurdan
[T is a chasm—a Dark Age—in which he has been ensconced without solid proof
other than that based on this solar eclipse.

8 Littmann et al., op.cit., pp. 48-49

4 Jonsson, The Gentile Times Reconsidered, op.cit., p. 171

50 George Smith, The Assyrian Eponym Canon (London, undated), p. 83
SUibid., p. 152
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John M. Steele shows that systematic observations of the sky only go
back to some time around the middle of the eighth B.C.:

“Not only were celestial events used for divination in
Mesopotamia, they were also systematically observed and recorded in
Babylon from about the middle of the eighth century BC, and [only] by
the fourth century BC mathematical schemes had been developed that

allowed [the accurate prediction of] various astronomical phenomena
252

In his footnote Steele shows: “There is no firm evidence for similar
long-term systematic observational programmes in other Mesopotamian cities.”* In
terms of the 763 B.C. eclipse there is no evidence for systematic study and recording
of the sky at that time or before it. Therefore, there is no real evidence that the
ancients could have even understood the Saros for forecasting lunar, let alone solar
eclipses. Steele does suggest, however, that the [Neo-]Assyrian astronomers may
have recognized that there was a 6-month—5-month solar eclipse cycle by which they
may have considered that an eclipse could possibly occur; but he does not think that
this assumed possibility could have been known before 650 B.C.>*

The evidence clearly suggests that the discovery of the Saros for
determining solar and lunar eclipses came much later than believed. This, too, would
make perfect sense in terms of the short chronology. Since the history/chronology
of Mesopotamia is much shorter there is less time available for discovery and thus
comprehension of the Saros. In fact, Duncan Steel explains:

“How far back do the eclipse records of Babylon go? Solar
eclipse notations that may be unambiguously interpreted and dated
[based on the established chronology] start from 700 B.C., but most
postdate 350 B.C. On that basis, assuming that at least a century of
records would be needed to decipher the Saros, it would seem unlikely

52 John M. Steele, Observation and Prediction of Eclipse Times by Early Astronomers
(Archimedes) vol. 4 (Boston/London 2000), p. 21

> ibid.

54 John M. Steele, “Eclipse Prediction in Mesopotamia,” Archive for History of Exact Sciences,
vol. 54, no. 2 (2000), p. 429
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that eclipse prediction based on these records would have been possible
much before 250 B.C.”>

The records themselves are so sparse prior to 350 B.C. that Duncan
Steel, who believes it was possible to figure out the Saros earlier, was forced to admit
that the evidence for predicting and then looking for solar eclipses starts some time
around 250 B.C. Since it has long been thought that there was no total solar eclipse
observable at either Assur or Nineveh in 763 B.C., some sort of suggestion had to
be put forth to explain why it was observed. Stephenson offers a tentative solution:

“Fotheringham supposed that it [the 763 B.C. eclipse] must have
been total somewhere in Assyria. However, this suggestion is
unfounded; the record gives no information regarding magnitude,
although the eclipse was presumably very striking. It may have been
seen at the Assyrian capital of Assur ... but the report could have come
from some provincial location instead.”>®

The 763 B.C. total eclipse actually took place some distance from Assur
and Nineveh. According to Lynn Rose, it occurred in north central Turkey
(Anatolia) in the vicinity of Lake Van.”” The document for Bur-Sagale says the
event was “an eclipse” which may mean that it was not partial but total, presumably
with day turned to night. This is the only eclipse reported for a very long period;
some have presumed that it was seen as total. Why didn’t the document say the Sun
was partly covered or obscured or some other words that convey what supposedly
happened? As was pointed out above, an eclipse magnitude of 92 to 95 percent does
not turn day into night. A. Mosshammer puts the case for why Stephenson’s
suggestion lacks credibility. In discussing the Thales eclipse, he states:

“A Babylonian record of a [total] solar eclipse not visible in
Babylonia is equally impossible as Neugebauer’s work has shown.

5> Duncan Steel, op.cit., pp. 83-84

56 Stephenson, op.cit., p. 127

7 Lynn E. Rose, using a computer program, reported to the author in a personal communication.
The program that Rose was using was Lange and Swerdlow’s Planet’s Visibility 2.0. 1t should
be noted that their later version, Planetary, Lunar and Stellar Visibility 3.1, has the -762 eclipse
total in Nineveh! Apparently the degree of this eclipse remains unsettled.
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Lacking the means to predict an eclipse visible in Turkey, the
Babylonians would not have sent observers to watch for it.”>*

The same applies to the 763 B.C. eclipse; lacking the means to predict
an eclipse in Turkey, the Assyrians would not have sent observers to watch for it.
Stephenson’s suggestion does not exclude that a trusted Neo-Assyrian official in
Turkey, having observed the eclipse, reported it by trusted agents to the capital. But
this suggestion opens a can of worms, since if this explanation is taken to be valid,
then any solar eclipse in any part of the various ancient empires can have the same
said of it. Rather than having observed astronomical phenomena as data, we have
“hearsay” and “rumor” of these events as documented proof. This allows both
truthful reports and hearsay or false reports to have the same standing. This is hardly
the kind of science anyone can trust enough to build a chronology with.

Furthermore, why would the professional astrologers accept a foreign
report from the outer frontiers of their nation from someone, or even many,
obviously untrained in the arts of astronomical observation? They were the priest
observers, keepers, and interpreters of omens from the sky. Lastly, Rose conveyed
that the 763 eclipse occurred in a region of Turkey that was only sporadically under
Assyrian control at that time. See Past Worlds, The Times Atlas of Archaeology
(Maplewood NJ 1988), p. 57. The editors say that:

“North of Assyria the people around Lake Van, ethnically
predominantly Hurrian, coalesced into a confederation of states ... by
the 8th century [the 700’s B.C., it was] a serious rival of Assyria for
control of Northern Assyria. The two states clashed over control of the
horse-rearing regions south of Lake Urmia [which is southeast of the
Lake Van region].”’

They add that “Assyrian control there was ‘loose or transitory’.”®
Hence there is no evidence that during 763 B.C. this region was even under Assyrian
control. Elsewhere we learn:

58 A. Mosshammer, “Thales Eclipse”, Transactions of the American Philological Association,
vol. IIT (1981), p. 150

59 Past Worlds, The Times Atlas of Archaeology (Maplewood NJ 1988), p. 56

60 ibid., p. 56
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“In the early 8th century waning Assyrian power allowed
neighboring kingdoms to prosper. The Urartians centered in eastern
Anatolia around Lake Van greatly expanded their territory, notably to
the south.”¢!

Are we to believe an enemy of Assyria saw the eclipse and was
captured, brought to Assur and reported this? Of course, I am only joking but these
are the solutions we are left with when we move an apparent total eclipse seen in
Assur and Nineveh to the edges of the Neo-Assyrian empire. All these explanations
regarding the 763 B.C. eclipse are merely conjectures, surmises and belief. We have
an absolute solar eclipse date documented by almost nothing!

However, if Heinsohn and Sweeney are correct, this total eclipse had to
have occurred in Persian times. Since they equate the Neo-Assyrians with Persians,
there had to be a total solar eclipse observed at either Nineveh or Assur or at both
cities. And, exceedingly important, that eclipse had to have occurred in the month
of Sivan. That is precisely what Rose reported: a total eclipse passed directly over
both Nineveh and Assur in 436 B.C. so there cannot be the slightest possibility that
no-one saw it, even if it was a cloudy day: everyone there saw that day turned into
night! The event occurred in the month of Sivan, which clearly fits the Bur-Sagale
document. (As noted before, however, we must reserve judgment; the 3.1 version
of Lange and Swerdlow has the 436 B.C. eclipse as a large partial in Nineveh and
Ashur, not a total.)

In terms of Velikovsky’s theory there was a pole shift in the eighth
century B.C. It makes perfect sense that the fifth century or thereabouts was the
period when the Moon blocked the Sun to cause solar eclipses at different times than
before, and the ancient Babylonians learned much later when solar eclipses might or
might not occur. After the pole shift, ancient man could have first learned by
observation the regularity of the Moon’s eclipses by the Saros cycle. But it would
have taken far longer to understand, predict, and know when and where to observe
solar eclipses. Some partial eclipses may have been seen but we can’t prove this.
These hard-won achievements grew slowly after the eighth century B.C. The
heavens were now stable and orderly so that mankind made these great strides.

1 Oxford Atlas of World History, P. O’Brien ed. (NY 1999), p. 39



180 VELIKOVSKIAN Vol. VII, Nos. 2, 3, 4

Moreover, this explains why only total solar eclipses could have been
reported after the eighth century B.C. Ancient man by around 436 B.C. had at his
disposal enough data to begin to unravel the nature of solar eclipse cycles which was
finally achieved later, as Neugebauer, Sarton, and Stephenson show. They could
plot the motions of the stars first, then the planets and the Moon, but the most
difficult problem that took longest to fathom was when and where solar eclipses
would take place so that they could actually record partial ones. That the Moon
caused solar eclipses at the period of new Moon, on about the last, or next to last,
day of the month, if it also came close to the ecliptic and could therefore block the
Sun’s light, came last after 500 B.C. The 436 B.C. total eclipse may have been
instrumental for that understanding. Not only does this analysis support Heinsohn’s
and Sweeney’s theses but gives further support for Velikovsky’s eighth century B.C.
pole shift as well.

All the scientific pieces fit the Bur-Sagale document in terms of time
and place. There is no need to travel to the edge of the empire into disputed territory
at just those five to six minutes in the month of Sivan to experience a total solar
eclipse and report it home. Whatever population lived in and around Nineveh and
Assur in 436 B.C., staying right where they were, observed the four, five, or six
minutes of totality in the month of Sivan—on May 31, 436 B.C. And this occurred
in Persian times.  Therefore the historic date given to Bur-Sagale, the
limmu/eponym, should not be 763 B.C. but 436 B.C. This requires that the 436 B.C.
eclipse becomes the ‘“sheet anchor upon which depends not only the Assyrian
chronology, but also that of the whole of Western Asia,” to use van der Meer’s
words.

This is extremely important in terms of chronology related to the
limmu/eponym list. Because the 763 B.C. eclipse must be moved to 436 B.C., not
only must the limmu/eponym, Bur-Sagale, be moved some 327 years closer to the
present, but if this list is as accurate as is claimed (though I don’t believe this for one
moment and will present astronomical and documentary evidence below to prove
this), then every limmu on the list must also be moved closer to the present by 327
years. It is taken as true (though I don’t believe this either) that the limmu list began
about 910 or 911 B.C.; but by moving all the rest of the limmus closer to the present
in order to be aligned with Bur-Sagale’s eclipse date, we must also move the entire
limmu list from its 911 B.C. date forward by 327 years. Therefore the limmu list
would not corroborate the King List of Ptolemy or any others that support this
chronology. By doing this, the limmu list would then run from 625 down to 334
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B.C., and end only three years before Alexander the Great conquered Persia. In that
case the limmus would be living