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Layman
For so many people today, it would appear that the Bible is not enough. This is the case even (or perhaps especially) among people who have not actually read it. Witness the current popularity of those who would add extra books to the canon of Scripture. Or witness the claims that certain ancient documents are supposedly more reliable than the books of the Bible but were kept out of the canon because of petty jealousies.

The last few years have seen the publication of books such as Holy Grail, Holy Blood; The Da Vinci Code; and The Gospel of Judas. What such works proclaim, along with myriad TV documentaries, is that our Bible is suspect, allegedly having been compiled some three centuries after Christ by the winners of an intense theological/political debate. Are such claims true? Are there really other books that should be viewed as Scripture?

Other chapters in this book lay to rest the myth that the Bible was compiled three centuries after Christ. It is the purpose of this chapter to show that the books that allegedly “didn’t quite make it” are not inspired and have no merit compared with the books that are part of the canon of Scripture.

Canon

We have become quite used to the word canon these days. The word is frequently used of a body of literature. For example, one can refer to the complete works of Shakespeare as the Shakespearian canon. More bizarrely, I recently read a discussion about whether certain novels about Doctor Who could be considered to be part of the Doctor Who canon. Strangely, this last usage was closer to the correct use of the word canon, as applied to Scripture. The argument went that the novels introduced concepts and ideas that were later contradicted or not found to be in harmony with events reported in the recent revised TV series. Presumably, the writer of the article felt that these Doctor Who novels were not following an accepted rule or pattern.

The word canon, in the context of literature, comes from a Greek word meaning “rule.” We see the word used in Galatians 6:16.

And as many as walk according to this rule, peace and mercy be upon them, and upon the Israel of God.

The Strong’s number1 for the word rule is 2583 and catalogues the Greek word from which we derive the word canon. The word is not referring to a law, but rather a way of doing things—a pattern of behavior. In the context of biblical literature, the word implies that the Bible is self-authenticating—that it is not merely complete, but that it is also internally self-consistent.

Another chapter in this book deals with the subject of alleged discrepancies in the Bible. In that chapter, we see that it is possible to interpret different passages of the Bible as if they contradict each other, but that if one approaches the Bible acknowledging that it is internally self-consistent, then the alleged discrepancies all easily disappear. That is why the apostle Peter describes the people who twist Scripture in this way as “untaught and unstable” (2 Peter 3:16). In our present study, we will see that the extra-biblical writings—and the so-called missing gospels—do not pass the test of self-consistency with the rest of Scripture and are therefore easy to dismiss as not being part of the consistent whole pattern of the Bible—the canon.

Apocrypha

The existence in the English language of names such as Toby (from Tobit) and Judith testify to the fact that the so-called Apocrypha was once influential in English society. The word apocrypha comes from the Greek word meaning “hidden.” However, it popularly refers to a group of books considered by the Roman Catholic Church as part of the Old Testament.

Traditionally, Protestant churches have dismissed the apocryphal books. For example, Article VI of the Church of England’s Thirty-Nine Articles lists first the canonical books of the Old Testament, and then lists the apocryphal books prefaced with this warning:

And the other Books (as Hierome saith) the Church doth read for example of life and instruction of manners; but yet doth it not apply them to establish any doctrine; such are these following:

The Third Book of Esdras, The rest of the Book of Esther, The Fourth Book of Esdras, The Book of Wisdom, The Book of Tobias, Jesus the Son of Sirach, The Book of Judith, Baruch the Prophet, The Song of the Three Children, The Prayer of Manasses, The Story of Susanna, The First Book of Maccabees, Of Bel and the Dragon, The Second Book of Maccabees.

The Hierome referred to in the Articles is Jerome. Jerome lived c. 347 to c. 420. He translated the Bible into Latin—the well-known Vulgate or common version. Originally, he used the Septuagint as the source of his Old Testament translation. The Septuagint (usually abbreviated to LXX) is a translation of the Old Testament into Greek. Many LXX manuscripts contain the apocryphal books. However, Jerome later revised the Vulgate, going back to Hebrew manuscripts for the Old Testament. It was at this point that he expressed dissatisfaction with the apocrypha, making the comment the Church of England used in its Articles above.

This illustrates that it was not merely a Protestant Reformation decision to remove the Apocrypha. In fact, the Apocrypha was never originally part of the OT canon and was added later. Interestingly, the apocryphal books themselves do not actually claim to be canonical. For example, in 1 Maccabees 9:27, the writer states: “So there was a great affliction in Israel, unlike anything since the time a prophet had ceased to be seen among them” (emphasis mine). Moreover, New Testament writers do not quote from apocryphal books, even though they are prepared to quote from other extra-biblical books (e.g., Paul quoted from Greek poets in Acts 17, and Jude quoted from the Book of Enoch).

The apocryphal books fail the internal self-consistency test. For example, 2 Maccabees 12:42contains this exhortation to pray for the dead.

And they turned to prayer, beseeching that the sin which had been committed [by the dead] might be wholly blotted out (Revised Oxford Apocrypha).

This sentiment is contrary to what is found in the rest of Scripture, both Old and New Testaments, such as Deuteronomy 18:11 and Hebrews 9:27. Similarly, inconsistencies and inaccuracies can be found between other apocryphal books and the correct canon of Scripture.

Da Vinci Decoded

Much of the modern preoccupation with extra-biblical writings has come from the publication of Dan Brown’s novel The Da Vinci Code, and the earlier “serious” treatise on the subject, Holy Blood, Holy Grail by Richard Leigh and Michael Baigent. These, and other sensational books and TV documentaries, tend to focus on opposing biblical truth by stating the following:

· Jesus did not die on the cross.

· Jesus married, or had a close and sexual relationship with, Mary Magdalene.

· Mary Magdalene was supposed to be the leader of the new “church,” but misogynist disciples usurped her position.

· These “truths” have been kept secret from the general public over the centuries and are known only to special initiates.

The “initiates” who have this secret knowledge are reputed to be found in many of the traditional “secret” organizations, such as Freemasons or the Knights Templar. At the heart of the so-called secret knowledge are the various doctrines and practices collectively known as Gnosticism. Before one even notes the way in which Gnosticism diverges from biblical truth, it is worth reflecting that the Bible makes claim that it should be understood mostly by plain reading. Gnostics, on the other hand, always have codes or secret knowledge required to interpret what God has said. Perhaps it was Gnostics that the apostle Paul had in mind when he warned Timothy thus:

O Timothy! Guard what was committed to your trust, avoiding the profane and idle babblings and contradictions of what is falsely called knowledge—by professing it some have strayed concerning the faith. Grace be with you (1 Timothy 6:20–21).

The Strong’s number for knowledge in this passage is 1108 and indicates the Greek word gnosis, meaning knowledge. In the Authorized Version, the word is translated as science. Certainly, Paul’s criticism of the requirement for special knowledge is pertinent even if he didn’t actually have the people we know as Gnostics in mind.

In his book The Missing Gospels, Darrell Bock shows that the documents and people labeled as Gnostic in fact hold to quite a wide variety of views and doctrines. There are, however, some common traits:

An essential aspect of Gnosticism was its view of deity, namely, the distinction between and relationship of the transcendent God to the Creator God. This is important because this view of God produced the orthodox reaction against those texts.2
Bock observes five characteristics by which Gnostic writings differ from the Bible:

1. Dualism. Gnostics see a distinction between the transcendent God and the Creator God.

2. Cosmogony. This leads to a different view of the universe. Gnostics see an eternal battle between good and evil and do not view God as necessarily being more powerful than the devil.

3. Soteriology. Gnosticism’s mode of salvation is by gaining the higher levels of secret knowledge.

4. Eschatology. In common with their view that matter is suspect, Gnostics are not usually looking forward to a bodily resurrection.

5. Cult. Gnostic groups perform various rituals. One of those described in The Da Vinci Code involved one of the characters taking part in a naked dance in the forest.

Bock goes on to place the rise of Gnosticism as clearly later than the writing of biblical texts, though there may be reference to Gnostic principles in the passage quoted above. Bock shows Gnosticism to be an unbiblical aberration, rather than being able to live up to the claim that it is the correct teaching of Christ—and that all the other scholars down the centuries have it wrong.

Are These Books Really Scripture?

Brian Edwards has produced a useful little summary of Gnostic ideas as presented in The Da Vinci Code.3 Some of his thoughts are further summarized in the following.

The Gospel of Thomas does not contain a life story. Instead, it is a collection of 114 alleged sayings of Jesus. Some of these are contrary to the rest of Scripture. Not one serious scholar believes that the document was written by the apostle Thomas.

The Gospel of Philip contains a lot of Gnostic teaching. Some of the teachings are obscure, in a mystical kind of way.

Light and darkness, life and death, right and left, are brothers of one another. They are inseparable. Because of this neither are the good good, nor evil evil, nor is life life nor death death.

Other teachings are aberrant, such as the idea that God made a mistake in creation.

For he who created it wanted to create it imperishable and immortal. He fell short of attaining his desire.

The teaching given here is that the world is imperfect because God made a mistake. The Bible makes clear that God did indeed make the world perfect, but it is imperfect today because of our sin. In other words, by this teaching, Gnosticism is seeking to remove the responsibility from the human race and hand it to God.

The Gospel of Mary purports to be by Mary Magdalene. It certainly attempts to boost her position. It is an article of faith in Dan Brown’s novel that Mary Magdalene was actually Jesus’ chosen successor and wife—and father of his child.

Peter said to Mary, “Sister we know that the Savior loved you more than the rest of woman. Tell us the words of the Savior which you remember, which you know, but we do not, nor have we heard them.” Mary answered and said, “What is hidden from you I will proclaim to you.”

The legends put forward in the books by Brown and Baigent and Leigh are not new. The legend is that, after the crucifixion, Mary fled, as she was pregnant with Jesus’s son. She eventually arrived in what is today called France. The Merovingian dynasty claimed to be descended from her, as did Joan of Arc, as did the Stuart dynasty in Scotland and England. They claim that the Holy Grail was actually Mary’s womb, and now represents the so-called holy bloodline of descendants of Jesus.

One thinks immediately of Isaiah 53, where the prophet makes clear that the Messiah, the Suffering Servant, will have no descendants.

He was taken from prison and from judgment, and who will declare His generation? For He was cut off from the land of the living; for the transgressions of My people He was stricken (Isaiah 53:8).

The only people who can really have any claim of “descent” from Jesus are those of us who are saved by repentance and faith in Him.

When You make His soul an offering for sin, He shall see His seed, He shall prolong His days, and the pleasure of the Lord shall prosper in His hand. He shall see the labor of His soul, and be satisfied. By His knowledge My righteous Servant shall justify many, for He shall bear their iniquities (Isaiah 53:10–11).

The concept of a married Jesus runs counter to the whole theme of the Bible. Passages in both Old and New Testaments compare our relationship with the Savior as individuals, but more specifically as the Church to a marriage. See, for example, Song of Songs, Psalm 45, and Revelation 19. If Jesus had a real, earthly wife, then this analogy would be inappropriate.

In the Gospel of Barnabas, it is claimed that Judas took on the appearance of Jesus and was mistakenly crucified in Jesus’ place. The gospel also claims that Jesus told His mother and disciples that He had not been crucified.

It is noteworthy that the Gospel of Barnabas claims that the Messiah was to be descended, not from Isaac, but from Ishmael. The document is therefore much quoted by Muslims wanting to prove Islam to be the true faith. It has since been found that it was written in medieval times long after Christ.4
The Gospel of Judas, an extraordinary document written by Gnostics, claims that Jesus taught one message to 11 of His disciples, but a special, true, secret message to Judas. As part of the secret plan, Jesus persuaded Judas to “betray” Him, thus taking on the highest service for Jesus. This rehabilitation of Judas is remarkable, but as with other Gnostic writings, the authenticity of authorship is dubious, plus it still suffers from being entirely contrary to what is taught in actual biblical books.

Other Publications

The Book of Enoch falls into a different category from the pseudipigraphal or apocryphal works listed above. Although it is an inter-testamental book, it is not part of the official Apocrypha. No books from the official Apocrypha are quoted in the New Testament, but there is a quote from the Book of Enoch; Jude quotes a prophecy of Enoch (see verses 14–15), taken from Enoch 1:9. It should be noted that the inclusion of such a quotation in a canonical work does not qualify the rest of the Book of Enoch to be part of the canon of Scripture. A similar example is that Paul quotes Greek poets in his address at Mars Hill in Athens (Acts 17). Clearly, the inclusion of this particular prophecy of Enoch proves this individual prophecy to be inspired, but it is not possible therefore to assume inspiration of any of the rest of the book.

A similar claim of authority is sometimes made for the Book of Jasher. This book is mentioned in the Bible twice. It is referred to in Joshua 10:13 and again in 2 Samuel 1:18. The title literally means “the book of the upright one.” This book is, however, lost, and this loss would itself seem to underline that it is not an inspired, canonical book. Once again, the mention in the Bible of extra-biblical literature does not in itself add any authenticity to that literature. Numerous manuscripts have been published claiming to be the actual Book of Jasher. The most well known of these was published by the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints. Another example of their literature is discussed below.

The popular name for the Latter Day Saints’ Church is Mormonism. This name derives from their main “holy” book, the Book of Mormon. Many Christians have written detailed criticism of this work, so this paragraph can do no more than scratch the surface.5 Suffice it to say that there are many reasons why the Book of Mormon cannot be accepted as genuine Scripture. The teenaged “prophet” Joseph Smith supposedly translated it from gold plates. These plates have conveniently vanished. It is remarkable, therefore, that some passages of this book quote word for word not just from the Bible, but from a specific translation of the Bible—the KJV. If the book were genuinely inspired, one might expect it to include the same material. But for the wording to be identical to a specific English translation, when the OT was in Hebrew and the Book of Mormon supposedly in some other language, is beyond coincidence—for example, compare Isaiah 53:5 from the KJV with Mosiah 14:5. Even the (non-inspired) verse divisions are identical, proving that the Book of Mormon, far from translating God’s words from gold plates, is, in fact, just made up while using direct copies from books such as the KJV Bible.

The Watchtower Bible and Tract Society, or Jehovah’s Witnesses, have published a number of magazines (Watchtower, Awake, etc.) and books, without which, they claim, it is impossible to interpret the Bible correctly. Although they claim to believe only the Bible, in practice, their religion has added to God’s words. Not only that, but it has changed God’s Word to suit its own ends. For example, their New World Translation of the Bible famously renders John 1:1 as, “In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God and the Word was a god” (emphasis mine). This use of the term a god is in contradiction to all accepted translations, and indeed is contrary to the rabbinical concept of the Mamre (or Word of God), to which John, under inspiration, was alluding. As with Mormon literature above, there is a great deal more to be said on the subject of Watchtower literature.6
Conclusion

From Edwards and Bock we have seen that the Gnostic documents are of dubious authenticity, not having been written by the authors claimed for them. Secondly, we have seen that their teaching fails the internal self-consistency test, as the documents contain teaching that is counter to what is taught in the accepted canon of Scripture.

At Answers in Genesis, we understand that the Bible is under severe attack in today’s world. Most of that attack seems to be centered on the Book of Genesis, but this is not an exclusive attack. What better way to undermine our belief in Scripture than to produce extra books, outside of the Bible, claiming that their omission from the Bible was merely due to fourth-century politics.

Neither the Old Testament Apocrypha nor the so-called missing gospels have any right to be treated as Scripture. Their authorship is dubious, their quotability negligible, and their agreement with the rest of Scripture nonexistent. Moreover, the argument about the listing of the canon not occurring until the third or fourth centuries is fallacious. As early as A.D. 90, verses from New Testament books were being quoted and referred to as Scripture.

The reader can be sure to have confidence in God’s Word. It is all true—all 66 books of the accepted canon. For those who would disbelieve parts of the Bible, there is a warning. For those who would like to study all these other possible ways to God, the same warning applies:

Every word of God is pure; He is a shield to those who put their trust in Him. Do not add to His words, lest He rebuke you, and you be found a liar (Proverbs 30:5–6).

Footnotes

1. Dr. James Strong (1822–1894) published his Exhaustive Concordance of the Bible in 1890. One invaluable feature of the work was that he assigned numbers to root words from the original Hebrew or Greek. These numbers have frequently been used by other Bible concordances and, more recently, by Bible software. The numbers enable students of the Bible to recognize where the same original words have been used, even if they do not know Hebrew or Greek. 
2. Darrell Bock, The Missing Gospels (Nashville, TN: Thomas Nelson, 2006), p. 21. 
3. Brian Edwards, Da Vinci: A Broken Code (Leominster, UK: Day One Publications, 2006). 
4. Answering Islam, “The Gospel of Barnabas,” www.answering-islam.org/Nehls/Answer/barnabas.html. 
5. I would personally recommend J. Ankerberg and J. Weldon, Behind the Mask of Mormonism(Eugene, OR: Harvest House, 1996). 
6. For more information, see Ron Rhodes, Reasoning from the Scriptures with the Jehovah’s Witnesses (Eugene, OR: Harvest House Publishers, 1993). 
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门外汉

所以今天很多人，它会出现，“圣经”是不够的。这是案件甚至人与人之间实际上没有读它（或者尤其是）。见证了那些想补充课外书的圣经佳能目前流行的。或证人声称，某些古代文献被认为比“圣经”的书籍更可靠，但因为小心眼佳能保持。
在过去几年中已经看到，出版书籍，如圣哉，圣血圣杯“达芬奇密码”和“犹大福音。这类工程宣告伴随着无数的电视纪录片，是我们的圣经是犯罪嫌疑人，据称已被编译后，基督三个世纪激烈的神学/政治辩论的赢家。这种索赔是真的吗？是否有真的应该的书籍，观看圣经吗？
在这本书的其他章节躺着休息的神话，“圣经”是编制了三个世纪后，基督。显示，书籍，据称“没有不太”没有灵感，并没有任何好处的书籍是圣经佳能的一部分相比，它是本章的目的。
佳能
我们已经成为这些天有点不习惯，字佳能。这个词是常用的文学团体。例如，一个可以参考莎士比亚全集莎士比亚佳能。更奇怪的是，最近，我读了有关讨论是否某些医生谁能小说被认为是医生谁佳能的一部分。奇怪的是，这最后一次使用是更接近的字佳能的正确使用，适用于圣经。参数了，小说介绍，后来矛盾或不符合在最近修订的电视系列报道的事件，在和谐的概念和思想。据推测，文章的作者认为，这些医生谁的小说没有一个公认的规则或模式。
佳能这个词，在文学中，来自一个希腊词，意思是“规则”，我们看到在加拉太书6:16中所使用的单词。
如根据本规则的步行，和平与怜悯他们，并呼吁以色列神。
强的号码1的字规则是2583和目录的希腊词，从中我们派生词佳能。这个词是不是指的法律，而是做事的一种行为模式的一种方式。在“圣经”文学的背景下，这个词意味着“圣经”是自我验证，它不仅是完整的，但它也是内部自洽。
在这本书的另一章论述在“圣经”的指控不符的主题。在这一章中，我们看到这是可能的解释“圣经”中的不同段落，如果他们互相矛盾的，但是，如果“圣经”之一的方法，承认这是内部自洽，然后指称的差异很容易消失。这就是为什么使徒彼得这样描述“untaught和不稳定”（彼得后书3:16）扭曲圣经的人。在我们目前的研究中，我们将看到额外的圣经的著作，所谓的失踪福音，不通过自我一致性测试，与其余的经文，因此容易解雇不被一致的一部分圣经佳能的整体格局。
伪经
在英语语言的名称，如托比（Tobit回归）和Judith存在证明的事实，即所谓的伪经是曾经在英国社会影响力。字伪经来自希腊文，意思字的“隐藏”，但是，它普遍指一组由罗马天主教会视为旧约的一部分书籍。
传统上，基督教驳回猜测书籍。例如，教会的英格兰第三十九条“第六条第一列出典型的书籍旧约，然后列出杜撰的书籍作序与此警告：
教会的其他书籍（Hierome仰）doth读礼仪的生活和指令的例子，但尚未doth不适用于他们建立任何学说等这些：
第三本书的埃斯德拉斯，其余以斯帖记，第四本书的埃斯德拉斯，智慧之书，这本书的托比亚斯，耶稣的儿子西拉奇，朱书，巴鲁克先知，“三个代表”之歌儿童，祈祷的马纳萨斯，苏珊娜的故事，第一本书的马加，贝尔和龙，第二本书的马加，。
文章中提到的Hierome是杰罗姆。杰罗姆住C. 347 C. 420。他翻译成拉丁著名的武加大或普通版“圣经”。本来，他作为他的翻译旧约源的译本。七十（通常简称LXX）是翻译成希腊文的旧约。许多LXX手稿包含杜撰的书籍。然而，杰罗姆后修订的武加大旧约的希伯来文手稿。正是在这一点上，他表示与伪经的不满，使英国教会在其上面的文章的评论。
这说明，它不只是一个宗教改革决定取消的伪经。事实上，伪经从未原本旧约佳能的一部分，是后来添加的。有趣的是，自己杜撰的书不实际声称要规范。例如，在1马加比9:27，作家指出：“因此就出现了一个很大的痛苦，在以色列完全不同于以来已不再是其中的一个先知”（重点矿山）。此外，新约作者不引述未经证实的书籍，即使他们是准备引述圣经以外的其他书籍（如保罗引述希腊诗人在使徒行传17，和裘德从以诺书援引）。
猜测书籍内部的自我一致性测试失败。例如，2马加12:42包含此告诫为死者祈祷。
他们祈祷，恳求，一直致力于[死]的罪可能完全抹杀了（牛津伪经修订）。
这种情绪是相反的是什么，在其余的经文，两个新旧约申命记18时11分和希伯来书9:27，如发现。同样的，不一致和不准确之处，可以发现其他未经证实的书籍和圣经的正确佳能之间。

达芬奇解码
现代化的当务之急与额外的“圣经”的著作，大多来自于对丹布朗的小说“达芬奇密码的出版，和早期的”情节严重“的论文的主题，由Richard Leigh和Baigent迈克尔圣杯圣血，神圣。这些，和其他耸人听闻的书籍和电视纪录片，往往把重点放在反对圣经真理说明以下：
耶稣没有死在十字架上。
耶稣结婚，或有一个亲密和性的关系，抹大拉的马利亚。
玛利亚抹大拉的应该是新的领导者“教会”，但厌恶女人的门徒篡夺了她的位置。
这些“真理”一直秘而不宣从过去几个世纪的普罗大众，是已知的只有以特殊的启动。
被发现在许多传统的“秘密”组织，如共济会圣殿骑士，被誉为“启动”这个秘密的知识。在所谓的秘密知识的心脏的各种学说，统称为诺斯替主义的做法。前一个甚至注意到，从圣经真理的诺斯替主义发散，这是值得反映“圣经”声称，它应该被理解大多是纯阅读的方式。诺斯替教，另一方面，总是有守则或要求解释什么上帝说的秘密知识。也许是诺斯替教，使徒保罗的初衷时，他警告提摩太从而：
Ø蒂莫西！卫队致力于您的信任，避免亵渎和闲置胡说什么是虚假的所谓知识，信奉它的一些偏离有关信仰的矛盾。格雷斯将与你同在（1提摩太后书6:20-21）。
强的知识，在这一段是1108，并表示希腊字灵知，知识意义。在授权的版本，这个词翻译为科学。当然，保罗的特殊知识要求的批评是中肯的，即使他实际上没有我们知道在想些什么作为诺斯替教派的人。
在他的书中缺少的福音，达雷尔博克显示的文件和标记的人其实诺斯底持有相当多的观点和学说的多种。然而，有一些共同的特点：
诺斯替主义的一个重要方面是其观点的神，即之间的区别和超越的上帝，造物主上帝的关系。这是很重要的，因为这神的观点对那些文本。 2正统的反应
博克观察诺斯底著作，从“圣经”不同的五个特点：
1。二元论。诺斯替教派看到一个超越的上帝和造物主上帝之间的区​​别。
2。宇宙的起源。这导致了宇宙的不同的看法。诺斯替教派看到一个善与恶之间的永恒斗争，并不一定比魔鬼更强大的神。
3。救世神学。诺斯替主义的救恩模式是通过获取秘密的知识水平较高。
4。末世论。他们认为，无论是犯罪嫌疑人的一样，诺斯替教派通常不会期待一个身体复活。
5。邪教。诺斯底团体进行各种仪式。达芬奇密码中所描述的一宗是涉及一个在森林中的裸体舞蹈的一部分字符之一。
博克去的地方诺斯替主义的兴起，显然迟于书写经文，虽然有可能是诺斯底原则通过上面所引用的参考。博克显示诺斯替主义是不符合圣经的畸变，能够不辜负宣称它是正确的教学基督和所有其他几个世纪的学者有错，而不是。
这些书真的圣经？
布赖恩爱德华兹在达芬奇守则。 3提出的诺斯底思想产生了有用的小总结，他的一些想法是进一步总结如下。
托马斯福音不包含的人生故事。相反，它是一个集合114熟语耶稣的指控。其中有些是违背圣经的休息。没有一个严肃的学者认为，该文件是由使徒托马斯书面的。
菲利普福音包含了大量诺斯替教学。一些教义是模糊的，在一种神秘的方式。
光明与黑暗，生命和死亡，左，右，是彼此的兄弟。他们是分不开的。因为这既不是不错的好，也不恶恶，也不是命，二不怕死死亡。
其他教义是异常的，比如，上帝在创造一个错误的想法。
因为他是谁创建的要创建它的不朽和不朽。他未能实现他的愿望。
这里给出的教学，是世界是不完善的，因为上帝犯了一个错误。 “圣经”清楚表明上帝确实让世界完美，但它是不完善的，因为我们的罪，今天的。换言之，通过这样的教学，诺斯替主义是寻求消除人类的责任交给上帝。
玛丽福音看来是抹大拉的马利亚。它肯定会尝试，以提高自己的立场。它是一种信仰，在丹布朗的小说，抹大拉的马利亚是耶稣选择的继任者和他的孩子的妻子和父亲的文章。
彼得说玛丽，“大姐，我们知道，救主爱你比其他女子。告诉我们的救主，你还记得，你知道的话，但我们不这样做，我们也没有听说过他们。“玛丽回答说，”什么是隐藏在你我会传给你们。“
在书的传说，布朗和Baigent和Leigh并不是新的。传说是，受难后，玛丽出逃，因为她怀上了耶稣的儿子。她最终抵达今天呼吁法国。梅罗文加王朝的后裔，自称是从她的圣女贞德一样，在苏格兰和英格兰的斯图亚特王朝。他们声称，圣杯其实玛丽的子宫，现在所谓的神圣的血统的耶稣的后裔。
一是立即认为以赛亚书53章，明确先知，弥赛亚，受苦的仆人，有没有后代。
他从监狱和判断，和他这一代人将宣布？因为他是切断从居住的土地，为我国人民的的越轨行为，他是灾区（以赛亚书53:8）。
我们那些悔改和信他保存的唯一的人真的可以有任何的“血统”从耶稣的索赔。
当你让自己的灵魂赎罪祭，他将看到他的后裔，他将延长他的日子，耶和华的乐趣蓬勃发展，在他的手。他将看到他的灵魂的劳动，得到满足。他的知识，我的义仆应有许多人，他应当承担他们的罪孽（以赛亚书53:10-11）。
耶稣已婚的观念背道而驰的“圣经”的整个主题。在新约和旧约的经文比较我们之间的关系，作为个人，但更具体的婚姻教会的救主。见，例如，宋代的歌曲，诗篇45，启示录19。如果耶稣有一个真正的，尘世的妻子，然后将这个比喻不恰当的。
巴拿巴福音，它声称，犹大是耶稣的外观，并错误地钉在十字架上耶稣的地方。福音还声称，耶稣告诉他的母亲和弟子说，他没有被钉在十字架上。
值得注意的是，巴拿巴福音声称，将不从以撒，而是从以实玛利的后裔，弥赛亚。因此，该文件是引述要证明伊斯兰教是真正的信仰的穆斯林。它已经被发现，它是在长期的中世纪时代，写后基督。4，非凡的诺斯替教派的书面文件，犹大福音声称，耶稣教导一个消息到他的弟子11，而是一种特殊的，真实的，秘密的消息犹大。的秘密计划的一部分，耶稣说服犹大“背叛”他，从而为耶稣的最高服务。这个犹大是显着的康复，但与其他诺斯替著作，署名权的真实性是可疑的，再加上它仍然遭受什么是在实际的圣经书籍教导完全相反。
其它出版物
以诺书分为不同类别从上面列出的伪外书或杜撰的作品。虽然它是一个跨旧约和新约书，它是不是官方伪经的一部分。没有从官方伪经书在新约中被引用，但有一个从以诺书的报价;裘德引号的伊诺克的预言（见14-15节），从诺1:9。应该指出，列入这样一个在一个规范的工作报价不符合以诺书的其余部分圣经佳能的一部分。一个类似的例子是，保罗引号在他的施政报告中，在火星山在雅典（徒17）希腊诗人。显然，列入本诺特别是预言，证明这个人的预言得到启发，但它是不可能的，因此承担任何本书的其余部分的灵感。
有时Jasher图书权威的类似索赔。这本书是“圣经”中提到的两倍。它是指在10时13约书亚，并再次在1:18 2塞缪尔。标题的字面意思是“直立的书。”这本书，但是，失去了，和这方面的损失本身似乎强调的是，它不是一个启发，规范书。再次，在圣经中提及圣经以外的文献本身不添加任何的真实性，文学。已公布的许多手稿，自称的Jasher实际书。最以及其中最著名的是由耶稣基督后期圣徒教会出版。他们的文学的另一个例子是在下面讨论。
后期圣徒教会的叫法是摩门教。这个名字来源于其主要的“神圣”一书，这本书的摩门教。许多基督徒这项工作的详细书面批评，所以本段可以做不超过划伤表面。 5我只想说，有这本书的摩门教为什么不能接受真正的圣经的原因是多方面的。十几岁的“先知”约瑟夫史密斯认为是翻译从黄金板块。这些板块方便地消失了。值得注意的是，因此，这不只是从“圣经”，而是从一个具体的翻译圣经KJV字的书帖字的一些段落。如果这本书是真正的启发，人们可能会期望它包括相同的材料。但措辞是相同的一个具体的英文翻译，时旧约是希伯来文和摩门经，据说，在其他一些语言，超越是巧合，例如，比较从KJV摩赛亚14:5以赛亚书53:5 。即使是相同的（非启发）诗句部门的证明，远离神的话翻译从黄金板块，是摩门教的书，其实只是组成，同时使用，如英王钦定本圣经的书籍直接拷贝。
了望塔圣经和书社，或耶和华见证人，一些杂志出版（了望塔，清醒，等）和书籍，如果没有这些，他们声称，这是不可能正确解释圣经。虽然他们声称只相信“圣经”，在实践中，他们的宗教添加到神的话语。不仅如此，但它改变了神的话语，以适合自身的目的。例如，他们对圣经​​的新世界翻译著名呈现约翰福音1:1为，“一开始是字，字与神的话语是神”（重点矿山）。使用这种长期神的矛盾，所有接受翻译，确实是相反的幔利犹太教的概念（或神的话语），约翰，灵感启发下，是暗指。作为摩门教文学以上，有更大量的，说的了望塔文献。6的主题上
结论
从爱德华兹和Bock，我们所看到的，真真假假的诺斯底文件的，没有被写入由作者为他们声称。其次，我们已经看到自己的教学内部的自我一致性测试失败，文件中包含的教学，是反在接受佳能的圣经教导的是什么。
在创世纪的答案，我们理解“圣经”，在当今世界的严厉打击下。那次袭击似乎创世记中心，但是这是不是唯一的攻击。有什么更好的方法来破坏我们在圣经的信念比课外书，“圣经”以外的，声称他们从“圣经”中的遗漏，只是由于第四世纪的政治。
无论是旧约伪经，也没有所谓的失踪福音有任何被视为圣经的待遇的权利。他们的作者是可疑的，可以忽略他们的可引用，和他们与其他的经文协议不存在。此外，没有发生，直到第三或第四世纪的佳能上市的说法是荒谬的的。早在公元90，新约书的经文被引用，简称为圣经。
读者可以在神的话语有信心。它是所有真正的所有66个接受佳能的书籍。对于那些不相信“圣经”的部分，是一个警告。对于那些想学习所有这些其他可能的方式向上帝，同样的警告适用于：
每一个字神是纯的，他是那些把他的信任的盾。不要增加他的话，恐怕他责备你，你发现了一个骗子（箴言30:5-6）。
脚注
1。詹姆斯强博士（1822年至1894年）出版于1890年他的“圣经”详尽的一致性。一个宝贵的工作特点是，他分配号码从原来的希伯来文或希腊词根。这些数字经常被用于其他圣经语词索引，最近，由圣经软件这些数字使“圣经”的学生承认已使用相同的原话，即使他们不知道希伯来文或希腊。
2。达雷尔 - 博克，缺少的福音（田纳西州纳什维尔：托马斯纳尔逊，2006年），第21。
3。布赖恩爱德华兹，达芬奇：一个断码（莱姆斯特，英国：第一天刊物，2006年）。
4。回答伊斯兰教，“巴拿巴福音”，www.answering-islam.org/Nehls/Answer/barnabas.html。
5。摩门教的面具的背后，我个人推荐J. Ankerberg和J.韦尔登（尤金，或：收获楼，1996年）。
6。欲了解更多信息，看到罗恩罗德，从耶和华见证会（尤金：丰收楼出版社，1993）圣经的推理。
Aren’t Millions of Years Required for Geological Processes?

by Dr. John Whitmore
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Layman
Geology became established as a science in the middle to late 1700s. While some early geologists viewed the fossil-bearing rock layers as products of the Genesis Flood, one of the common ways in which most early geologists interpreted the earth was to look at present rates and processes and assume these rates and processes had acted over millions of years to produce the rocks they saw. For example, they might observe a river carrying sand to the ocean. They could measure how fast the sand was accumulating in the ocean and then apply these rates to a sandstone, roughly calculating how long it took sandstone to form.

Similar ideas could be applied to rates of erosion to determine how long it might take a canyon to form or a mountain range to be leveled. This type of thinking became known as uniformitarianism (the present is the key to the past) and was promoted by early geologists like James Hutton and Charles Lyell.

These early geologists were very influential in shaping the thinking of later biologists. For example, Charles Darwin, a good friend of Lyell, applied slow and gradual uniformitarian processes to biology and developed the theory of naturalistic evolution, which he published in the Origin of Species in 1859. Together, these early geologists and biologists used uniformitarian theory as an atheistic explanation of the earth’s rocks and biology, adding millions of years to earth history. The earlier biblical ideas of creation, catastrophism, and short ages were put aside in favor of slow and gradual processes and evolution over millions of years.


Figure 1. Layered sedimentary rocks from the Grand Canyon, Arizona. Photo by John Whitmore.

This chapter will document that geological processes that are usually assumed to be slow and gradual can happen quickly. It will document that millions of years are not required to explain the earth’s rocks, as Hutton, Lyell, Darwin, and so many others have assumed.

Rapid Lithification of Sedimentary Rock
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Figure 2. Finely laminated sedimentary layers from the Green River Formation, Wyoming. The U.S. penny is for scale (1.9 cm diameter). The dark oblongshaped objects between the laminations are fish coprolites (feces). As many as ten laminations per mm can occur in these rocks. Photo by John Whitmore.

Long periods of time are not required to harden rock. Sedimentary rock generally consists of sediment (mud, sand, or gravel) that has been turned into rock. Sedimentary rocks include sandstones, shales, and limestones. Sedimentary rock is usually formed under water and is easy to recognize because of its many layers. A familiar example would be the layered rocks of the Grand Canyon (figure 1).

Layers in sedimentary rocks can be seen at small scales too, like the finely laminated beds from the Green River Formation in Wyoming (figure 2). When sediment turns into rock, or becomes hard, we say the sediment has become lithified. Lithification occurs during sediment compaction (which drives out water) and cementation, or gluing together of the sedimentary grains. The process of lithification is not time dependent, but rather dependent upon whether the rock becomes compacted or not and whether a source of cement is present (usually a mineral like quartz or calcite). If these conditions are met, sediment can be turned rapidly into rock.
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Figure 3. Remains of a clock encased in sedimentary rock. It was found on a beach along the coast of Washington state by Dolores Testerman.

Many examples of rock forming rapidly have been reported in the creationist literature: a clock (figure 3),1 a sparkplug,2 and keys3 have all been found in cemented sedimentary rock. Also a hat4 and a bag of flour5 have been found petrified. Examples of bolts, anchors, and bricks found in beach rock have also been reported.6 All of these examples show that sediment and other materials can be hardened within a relatively short time span. In many of these examples, rock probably formed as microbes (microscopic bacteria and other small organisms) precipitated calcite cement, which in turn bound sediments together and/or filled pore spaces. Examples of rapid lithification of this type include lime-stones that have been cemented together on the ocean floor.7
Rapid Formation of Thin, Delicate Rock Layers

Thin, delicate rock layers don’t necessarily represent quiet, docile sedimentary processes; thin layers of rock can be formed catastrophically. On May 18, 1980, Mount St. Helens violently erupted. It was one of the most well-studied and scientifically documented volcanic eruptions in earth history, both by conventional scientists8 and creationists.9
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Figure 4. Finely laminated beds produced during a violent pyroclastic flow from Mount St. Helens on June 12, 1980. Photo by Steve Austin, copyright 1989, Institute for Creation Research; used by permission.

The volcano remained geologically active during the months and years following the 1980 eruption. Fresh lava is still oozing out of the volcano today. During the violent eruptions of the volcano, pyroclastic material (hot volcanic ash and rock) was thrown from the volcano with hurricane force velocity. One of the most fascinating discoveries following the eruption was that some of these pyroclastic deposits, those that contained fine volcanic ash particles, were thinly laminated.10 When geologists see thin layers like this (figure 4), they usually assume that slow, delicate processes formed the layers (like mud settling to a lake bottom). However, in this case, the layers were formed during a catastrophic volcanic eruption.
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Figure 5. A well-preserved fish (Knightia) from the Green River Formation, Wyoming. In order for fish to be preserved like this, before major decay ensues, the fish must be buried within days of death. Scale in cm. Photo by John Whitmore.
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Figure 6. A fish (Diplomystus) that decayed for several days before burial, Green River Formation, Wyoming. Note the sloughed scales. Burial a few days after death, by a thin layer of calcite mud, arrested the decay and prevented the fish from complete destruction. Scale in cm. Photo by John Whitmore.

Other types of thin, delicate rock layers can also form quickly too. Fossil fish are very abundant in the thin, laminated mudstones of the Green River Formation of Wyoming (figure 2). After death, fish rot very quickly. Scales and flesh can slough off within a matter of days, and fish can completely disappear within a week or two.11 In order for the Green River fish to be preserved as well as they are, it would have been necessary for a thin layer of calcite mud to cover the fish immediately after death (figure 5).

These thin layers of mud are what make up the thin, laminated layers of the Green River Formation. If a fish is not covered immediately, but several days after its death, scales will slough off and scatter around the fish carcass (figure 6). Because many of the layers in the Green River Formation contain well-preserved fish, we can conclude that many of layers were formed within a day or two. A study of fish coprolites (feces) also concluded that the thin layers must have formed quickly.12 The Green River Formation was probably made in a post-Flood lake setting where sediments were accumulating rapidly.13 These few examples of thin layers being made quickly does not mean that all thinly laminated rock layers have formed quickly; it shows that some thinly laminated layers can form quickly.

Rapid Erosion

Erosion can happen catastrophically, at scales that are difficult for us to imagine. When standing along the edge of a canyon and seeing a river in the bottom, one is inclined to imagine that the very river in the bottom of the gorge has cut the canyon over long periods of time. However, geologists are realizing that many canyons have been cut by processes other than rivers that currently occupy canyons.

Massive erosion during catastrophic flooding occurs by several processes. This includes abrasion,14 hydraulic action,15 and cavitation.16 The “Little Grand Canyon” of the Toutle River was cut by a mudflow on March 19, 1982, that originated from the crater of Mount St. Helens. The abrasive mudflow cut through rockslide and pumice deposits from the 1980 eruptions. Parts of the new canyon system are up to 140 feet deep.

Engineer’s Canyon was also cut by the mudflow and is 100 feet deep. There is a small stream in the bottom of Engineer’s Canyon (figure 7). One would be inclined to think that this stream was responsible for cutting the canyon over long periods of time if one did not know the canyon was cut catastrophically by a mudflow. In this case, the canyon is responsible for the stream; the stream is not responsible for the canyon.
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Figure 7. Engineer’s Canyon, Mount St. Helens, Washington. The canyon was cut by a mudflow originating from the crater of the volcano on March 19, 1982. The cliff on the left is about 100 feet high. Note the small stream in the bottom of the canyon. In this case, the stream did not form the canyon, the canyon came first and is responsible for the stream being there! Photo by Steve Austin, copyright 1989, Institute for Creation Research; used by permission.

Other large canyons and valleys are known to have been cut catastrophically as well. One of the most famous examples is the formation of the Channeled Scabland17 of eastern Washington state. The catastrophic explanation of the enigmatic topography is now well accepted, but when it was first proposed in the 1920s by J Harland Bretz,18 it was radical. The idea was not well accepted until nearly 50 years later, in 1969.

Bretz was trying to explain a whole series of deep, abandoned canyons (cut in hard, basaltic bedrock), dry waterfalls, deep plunge pools, hanging valleys, large stream ripples, gravel bars, and large exotic boulders. The Scabland formed as a glacier blocked the Clark Fork River in Idaho during the Ice Age. The glacially dammed river caused water to back up and form a huge lake (Lake Missoula) in western Montana, in places 2,000 feet deep!
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Figure 8. Dry Falls, near Coulee City, Washington. This is part of Grand Coulee, a canyon that is 50 miles long and as much as 900 feet deep, cut during the catastrophic Missoula Flood. The flood water poured over the lip of this 350-foot escarpment in the center of the photo, at five times the width of Niagara Falls. The lakes are filled plunge pools (300 feet deep) cut by water cascading over the cliff. Photo by John Whitmore.

Eventually, the ice dam burst, releasing water equivalent in volume to Lakes Erie and Ontario combined. The water rushed through Idaho and into eastern Washington, carving the Scabland topography. Hard basaltic bedrock was rapidly cut by abrasion, hydraulic action, and cavitation (figure 8). As the water drained into the Pacific Ocean, it created a delta more than 200 mi2 in size. It took Lake Missoula about two weeks to drain. It has been estimated that at peak volume, the flood represented about 15 times the combined flow of all the rivers in the world!19Catastrophic floods of this magnitude were unthinkable at the height of uniformitarian geology in the early 1900s. Today, they are becoming more widely accepted as explanations of large parts of the earth’s topography.20
The origin of the Grand Canyon has been a topic of much speculation. Conventional geologists have not reached any consensus on its origin. Dr. Steve Austin, of the Institute for Creation Research, published in 1994 that the Grand Canyon was cut by a catastrophic flood that originated from post-Flood lakes ponded behind the Kaibab Upwarp.21 In 2000, a symposium was convened in Grand Canyon National Park to discuss the canyon’s origin. One paper22 was published that was similar to Austin’s idea, although the authors gave him no credit. Evidence in favor of the lake failure hypothesis for the catastrophic carving of the Grand Canyon is growing.

Recent work from the Anza Borrego Desert of California also supports this theory.23 Austin believes that several lakes ponded behind the Kaibab Upwarp, containing a volume of about 3,000 mi3 of water, about three times the volume of Lake Michigan,24 or about six times the volume of Lake Missoula. Austin proposed that the lakes drained because the limestones of the Kaibab Upwarp, which held back the ponded water and developed caves (through solution by carbonic acid), catastrophically piping the water out of the lakes, cutting the canyon.

Rapid Fossil Formation25
When an organism is turned into stone (i.e., fossilized), the process usually must happen rapidly, or the organism will be lost to decay. Taphonomy is a relatively new branch of geology that studies everything that happens from the death of an organism to its inclusion in the fossil record. Many experiments have been performed to see what happens to all types of animal carcasses in all types of settings including marine, freshwater, and terrestrial settings.

The goal of many of these experiments is to make actualistic taphonomic observations so the fossil record can be better understood. One common theme throughout many of these experiments is rapid disintegration of soft animal tissue. In the absence of scavengers, bacteria and other microbes can rapidly digest animal carcasses in nearly all types of environments. For example, I have documented that fish can completely disintegrate in time frames from days to weeks in both natural and laboratory settings under all types of variable conditions (temperature, depth, oxygen levels, salinity, and species).11 The taphonomic literature has shown this is generally true for many other types of organisms as well.26
Simply put, in order for an animal carcass to be turned into a fossil, it must be sequestered from decay very soon after death. The most common way for this to happen is via deep rapid burial so the organism can be protected from scavengers that may churn through the sediment in search of nutrients. Many fossil deposits around the world are considered to be Lagerstätten deposits (like the Green River Formation), or deposits that contain abundant fossils with exceptional preservation. It is widely recognized that most of these deposits were formed by catastrophic, rapid burial of animal carcasses.27
Common experience tells us that soft tissues disappear quickly if something doesn’t happen to prevent their decay. However, what about the hard parts of organisms, like clam or snail shells? Shouldn’t they be able to last almost indefinitely without being buried? Numerous experiments have been completed, watching what happens to shells on the ocean floor over time.26 Not surprisingly, these experiments have shown that thick, durable shells last longer than thin, fragile shells.

If the fossil record has accumulated by slow gradual processes, like those that are occurring in today’s oceans, then the fossil record should be biased toward thick, durable shells and against thin, fragile shells. This was exactly the hypothesis that a recent paper tested.28 The authors used the online Paleo-biology Data Base, consisting of extensive fossil data from all over the world and throughout geologic time. Contrary to their expectations, they found thin, fragile material is just as likely to be found in the fossil record as thick, durable material. A reasonable interpretation of this finding (which the authors did not consider) is that much of the fossil record was produced catastrophically! This finding supports the hypothesis that much of the record was produced rapidly, during the Flood.

Rapid Coal Formation

Coal does not take long periods of time to form. Coal forms from peat, which is highly degraded wood and plant material. Peat looks much like coffee grounds or peat moss. During the Flood, large quantities of peat were likely produced and buried as a result of pre-Flood vegetation being ripped up and destroyed.

The extensive coal beds we find throughout the world may have also been the result of pre-Flood floating forests that were destroyed and buried.29 Coal has been produced experimentally in the laboratory from wood and peat.30 Most of these experiments have used reasonable geologic conditions of temperature (212–390°F, 100–200°C) and pressure (to simulate depth of burial). These experiments have succeeded in producing coal in just weeks of time. It appears time is probably not a significant factor in coal formation. The most important factors appear to be the quality of the organic material (peat), heat, and pressure (depth of burial).

Rapid Formation of Salt Deposits

Salt deposits can form in other places and in other ways besides large salt lakes that evaporate over long periods of time (like the Great Salt Lake in Utah or the Dead Sea in Israel). Geologists have traditionally interpreted thick salt deposits as evaporites. In other words, they picture a large basin of seawater (like the Mediterranean Sea) being enclosed and sealed off from the surrounding ocean. The confined salt water evaporates, forming a thick deposit of salt on the bottom of the basin.

Conventional scientists have recognized that this model is fraught with many paradoxes and unresolved problems.31 Recently, a new theory of salt formation has been proposed that overcomes some of these difficulties.32 This theory points out that salt is not very soluble33 at high temperatures and pressures. These situations are common near deep-sea hydrothermal vents. The authors cite examples from the Red Sea and Lake Asale (Ethiopia) where these situations exist and are associated with abundant salts. Several times throughout the paper, the authors cite that rapid deposition of the salt with accompanying rapid sedimentation rates are necessary conditions for the salt to be preserved. If the salt is not rapidly covered, it will dissolve back into the seawater when the conditions change.

Rapid Coral Reef Formation34
Under certain conditions, coral reefs can grow rapidly. Modern coral reefs are often small accumulations of corals, coralline algae, and other organisms that secrete calcium carbonate (calcite, the main ingredient of limestone) exoskeletons. However, some can be massive and thick, like the Great Barrier Reef (thickness of 180 feet [55 m])35 off the coast of Australia or Eniwetok Atoll36 (thickness of 4,590 feet [1,400 m])37 in the Marshall Islands of the Pacific. Some have argued that because of the slow growth rate of corals, large reefs need tens of thousands of years to grow.38 Corals, which build coral reefs, have been reported to grow as much as 4 to 17 inches (99–432 mm) per year.39
Large coral accumulations have been found on sunken World War II ships after only several decades.40 Acropora colonies have reached 23–31 inches (60–80 cm) in diameter in just 4.5 years in some experimental rehabilitation studies.41 At the highest known growth rates, the Eniwetok Atoll (the thickest known reef at 4,590 feet [1,400 m]) would have taken about 3,240 years to rise from the ocean floor. However, coral growth rate is not equal to reef growth rate; it is usually much less. Reef growth is a balance between constructive and destructive processes and has proved particularly difficult to measure. Reefs are constructed by coral growth and sediment, which settles and becomes cemented between reef organisms.

Modern reefs are destroyed by a number of processes, including active bio-eroders (parrotfish, sea urchins), chemical dissolution, boring organisms (sponges, clams, and various worms), tsunamis, and storm waves. Reef growth occurs by the addition of mass, particularly from corals. Reef volume increases as living animals and their dead remains become cemented together with sediments to form the reef. Reef growth slows or even stops as the reef reaches sea level, because the reef organisms need to be submerged in water. Hence, the growth rate of a reef is slower than that of fast-growing corals.

So how might a thick reef, like the Eniwetok Atoll, have grown from the ocean floor since the time of the Flood? The Eniwetok Atoll is not made completely of corals that have grown on top of each other. Drilling operations into the atoll have shown that a significant amount of the material (up to 70 percent of the bore hole) was “soft, fine, white chalky limestone,”36 not well-cemented reef limestone. It may be significant that this atoll, along with many of the other atolls in the western Pacific, ultimately rise from volcanic pedestals. It is known that heat coming from these volcanoes draws cold, nutrient-rich water into the cavernous atoll framework and circulates it upward, through the atoll via convection. This process is called geothermal endo-upwellling42 and helps provide nutrients to the reef organisms near sea level.
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Figure 9. How geothermal endo-upwelling might explain thick “reef” accumulations since the time of the Flood. The process is explained in the text.

Here is a possible scenario of how the Eniwetok Atoll may have become so thick in the few thousand years since the Flood (figure 9). The reef began as a volcanic platform. Carbonates (lime-stones) began to accumulate on the platform as the result of bacteria and other organisms that can precipitate calcite, especially in volcanically warmed water. This produced much of the “soft, fine, chalky limestone” found within the reef. Carbonate-producing organisms (like corals) were brought to the platform as small larval forms, transported by ocean currents. This explains the occasional occurrence of various corals and mollusks found within the deeper parts of the drill core. The volcanic heat source allowed the carbonate mound to grow, deep below sea level, and the process of geothermal endo-upwelling to begin. The combination of nutrient supply and heat may have allowed the carbonate mound to grow much faster than observed coral reef growth rates today. As the carbonate mound approached sea level, shallow water reef corals were permanently established and thrived as a result of the upwelling process.

Concluding Remarks
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Figure 10. Today, conventional geologists still believe that the earth is millions of years old. However, they believe that individual rock layers may represent short periods of time, or “events.” So where do they put all of the time? The time is placed in between the layers (at the arrows). Each event (A, B, C, D, E) represents a short period of time, but each arrow represents a long period of time, or “hiatus.” During the hiatus, either perfectly flat erosion levels the surface before the next event (removing accumulated deposits), or nondeposition occurs over millions of years.

Many modern geologists realize that most rocks contain evidence of rapid accumulation. However, the idea that the earth is millions of years old is still a common belief. So if the time is not within the rocks, where is it? Many believe the time is within the “cracks” or “hiatuses” between the rocks (see figure 10). Derek Ager, who was not friendly toward creationist ideas, explained it like this: “The history of any one part of the earth, like the life of a soldier, consists of long periods of boredom and short periods of terror.”43 He viewed most of the physical rock record as accumulating quickly (i.e., “the short periods of terror”) and the breaks in between rock layers representing long periods of time (i.e., “the long periods of boredom”). In other words, the “breaks” or “cracks” are where most of the time is placed. The belief then is that these surfaces represent either long periods of non-deposition or surfaces of perfectly flat erosion. But both of these propositions have problems. For example, if a surface is exposed for long periods of time, why don’t organisms churning through the mud extensively disturb the sediments below the surface? In observational studies, it is estimated that bottom-dwelling organisms can rework the annual sediment accumulation several times over!44
This chapter has only examined a few processes in geology that are assumed to take long periods of time. There are many more issues that could be addressed. Today, ideas of uniformitarianism are fading quickly in geology. In fact, many conventional geologists would like to abandon the idea of uniformitarianism altogether, although they are careful not to advocate biblical catastrophism.45
Conventional geologists are recognizing that catastrophic processes can form many parts of the geologic record, and this is being widely reported in the literature.46 The eventual nemesis will be time. Time will continue to be placed in between the rocks, not because there is evidence for it, but that is the only place left for it.47 Conventional geological paradigms demand long periods of time be accounted for, whether there is evidence for it or not.
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(下面中文使用谷歌翻译。需要修正和编辑。)
数百万年的地质过程所必需的？
约翰惠特莫尔博士
2010年7月15日
门外汉

地质科学作为一个在中间18世纪后期成为建立。虽然一些早期的地质学家视为产品的创世纪洪水，常见的方法，其中最早期的地质学家解释地球来看待目前的速度和进程，并假设这些利率和流程之一的含化石的岩石层已担任超过百万年生产他们看到的岩石。例如，他们可能会发现一条河流，海洋携砂。他们可以测量的速度有多快砂堆积在海洋，然后运用这些利率砂岩，粗略计算过了多长时间砂岩形成。
类似的想法，可以适用于侵蚀率，以确定它可能需要一个峡谷形成或山脉铲平多久。这种类型的思维成了被称为均变（现在是过去的关键），并促进早期地质学家詹姆斯赫顿和查尔斯莱尔。
这些早期的地质学家在塑造后来生物学家的思想非常有影响力的。例如，达尔文，莱尔的好朋友，适用于缓慢而渐进的均变过程生物学和开发自然进化的理论，他在1859年中的物种原产发表的。总之，作为一个无神论的地球岩石和生物解释，这些早期的地质学家和生物学家使用均变理论，数百万年地球历史。早期的圣经思想的创造，灾变，和短期年龄抛开赞成缓慢而渐进的过程，经过数百万年的进化。
 
图1。从大峡谷，亚利桑那州的层状沉积岩。图片由约翰惠特莫尔。
本章将文件，通常被认为是缓慢而渐进的地质过程可以很快发生。它将文件，亿万年不要求解释赫顿，赖尔，达尔文​​，所以许多人都认为，地球上的岩石。
快速成为岩石的沉积岩
 
图2。精细夹层，怀俄明州绿河组沉积层。美国一分钱规模（1.9厘米直径的）。叠片之间的暗椭圆形对象鱼粪化石（粪便）。多达10个，每毫米的薄片可以在这些岩石发生。图片由约翰惠特莫尔。
很长一段时间不需要硬化的岩石。沉积岩一般由沉积物（泥，砂或碎石）已转向到岩石。沉积岩的砂岩，页岩，和灰岩。沉积岩通常是下形成的水，很容易识别，因为它的许多层。一个熟悉的例子，将层状岩石的大峡谷（图1）。
沉积岩层在小尺度上也可以看到，像精细夹层形成（图2）在怀俄明州绿河的病床。当沉积物变成岩石，或变得坚硬，我们说的泥沙已成为岩化。成为岩石发生在（明水驱动器）的沉积物压实和胶结，或粘合的沉积颗粒。 成为岩石过程是不随时间变化的，而是依赖于是否岩石被压缩或水泥的来源是否存在（通常是石英或方解石矿物）。如果这些条件得到满足，泥沙可以迅速转向到岩石。
 
图3。时钟的遗体装在沉积岩。它被发现沿海岸华盛顿州的多洛雷斯Testerman的海滩上。
创世文学报道：一个时钟（图3），1个火花塞，2和键3都已凝成的沉积岩中发现岩石的例子很多，已迅速形成。另外一个帽子4和面粉5袋已发现吓呆了。螺栓，锚，在海滩的岩石中发现的砖也已报告。6所有这些例子表明，沉积物和其他材料，可以在相对短的时间内内硬化。在这些例子很多，岩石可能形成的微生物（微观细菌和其他小型生物）沉淀方解石胶结物，这反过来又约束沉积物和/或填充孔隙空间。这种类型的快速成为岩石的例子包括石灰，石块，已凝成海洋地板。7
迅速形成薄，细腻的岩层
薄，细腻的岩层并不一定代表安静，温顺的沉积过程;薄薄的岩石层，可形成灾难性的。1980年5月18日，圣海伦斯火山猛烈喷发。它是在地球历史上最充分研究和科学记录的火山喷发之一，由传统的科学家8和神创论。 9
 
图4。 1980年6月12日，在暴力圣海伦火山碎屑流制作精细夹层床。照片版权1989年，史蒂夫奥斯汀，建立研究所，经许可使用。
火山仍然在几个月甚至几年的地质运动活跃，继1980年喷发。新鲜熔岩的火山仍在渗血今天。在飓风力量速度火山猛烈喷发的火山，火山碎屑物质（热的火山灰和岩石）被抛出。最迷人的火山喷发后的发现之一是，这些火山碎屑岩沉积，那些有良好的火山灰颗粒，薄夹层。10当地质学家看到像这样的（图4）薄层，他们通常认为缓慢，细腻的过程形成层（如沉淀湖底泥）。然而，在这种情况下，层层都在一个灾难性的火山喷发形成。
 
图5。一个保存完好的鱼（Knightia），怀俄明州绿河组。为了是这样保存的鱼，主要衰变之前，随之而来，鱼必须被埋葬在天死亡。规模厘米。图片由约翰惠特莫尔。
 
图6。 （Diplomystus）埋葬，青川形成，怀俄明州前几天腐烂的鱼。请注意，脱落的鳞片。土葬几天后死亡，由一层薄薄的方解石泥，被捕的衰变和彻底销毁阻止鱼。规模厘米。图片由约翰惠特莫尔。
其他类型的薄，细腻的岩层，也可以形成快速。在薄夹层泥岩地层（图2），怀俄明州绿河鱼类化石非常丰富。死亡后，鱼腐烂速度非常快。秤和肉可以在几天之内脱落，鱼可以完全消失在绿河鱼类的顺序被保存在一个星期内或two.11以及他们的，将有必要为薄薄的一层方解石泥覆盖后立即死亡的鱼（图5）。
这些薄泥层是什么使薄，青河形成复合层。如果没有鱼立即覆盖，但其死亡后数天，鳞片会脱落，散落各地的鱼胴体（图6）。因为许多在青河形成层层含有保存完好的鱼，我们可以得出结论，许多层的一两天内形成的。鱼粪化石（粪便）的研究也得出结论，必须有形成薄层quickly.12绿河的形成可能是在灾后湖泊沉积物迅速积累rapidly.13这些薄层的几个例子设置并不意味着所有薄夹层的岩层迅速形成，它表明，一些薄夹层层可以迅速形成。
迅速侵蚀
侵蚀可能发生灾难性的，我们很难想象的尺度。当站在沿着峡谷的边缘，并在底部看到一条河流，一个是倾向于想象，非常河在峡谷的底部切过很长一段时间的峡谷。然而，地质学家意识到已经削减进程，目前占据着峡谷的河流以外，许多峡谷。
大规模侵蚀发生特大洪水期间，由多个进程。这包括磨损，液压动作14，15和气蚀。16 Toutle河“小大峡谷”是由泥石流削减，​1982年3月19日，从圣海伦火山口。磨料泥石流穿过滑坡和浮石存款从1980年爆发。新的峡谷系统的部分高达140英尺深。
工程师的峡谷也减少了泥石流和100英尺深。工程师的峡谷底部有一个小流（图7）。人们会倾向于认为此流过很长一段时间切割峡谷，如果不知道峡谷由泥石流灾难性削减。在这种情况下，大峡谷是负责流;流是不负责的峡谷。
 
图7。工程师的峡谷，圣海伦，华盛顿。峡谷被切断由原产于1982年3月19日，从火山口的火山泥石流。左边的悬崖高约100英尺。请注意，在峡谷底部的小溪边。在这种情况下，流没有形成的峡谷，峡谷先流！照片版权1989年，史蒂夫奥斯汀，建立研究所，经许可使用。
知已削减灾难性以及其他大峡谷和山谷。最有名的例子之一是华盛顿州东部的通道Scabland17的形成。神秘的地形造成灾难性的解释是现在广泛接受，但是当它第一次在20世纪20年代提出的J哈兰德Bretz，18它是激进的。当时的想法是没有很好地接受，直到近50年来后，于1969年。
Bretz试图解释全系列的深，被遗弃的峡谷（硬，玄武基岩切），干燥的瀑布，深水池，悬谷，大小溪涟漪，砂石酒吧，和异国情调的大型巨石。在冰期冰川形成的Scabland挡在爱达荷州的克拉克叉河。冰川堰塞湖的河流，造成水备份，形成一个巨大的湖（湖米苏拉）在蒙大拿州西部，在2000英尺深的的地方！
 
图8。干瀑布，华盛顿市附近古力。这是在灾难性的米苏拉洪水切断，一个50英里长，高达900英尺深的峡谷，大古力。洪水倒在这个中心的照片在350英尺的悬崖唇，在尼亚加拉瀑布宽度的5倍。湖泊充满水池（300英尺深）的水级联削减了悬崖。图片由约翰惠特莫尔。
最终，冰坝破裂，释放出货量的水相当于伊利湖和安大略湖相结合。通过爱达荷州和华盛顿州东部到水赶到，雕刻Scabland地形。硬玄武岩基岩迅速减少磨损，液压动作，和空（图8）。作为进入太平洋的水倒掉，它的大小在创建一个增量超过200 MI2。花湖米苏拉大约两个星期流失。据估计，峰值流量，洪水代表约15倍，在世界上所有的河流结合流！如此规模的19灾难性的洪水均变地质高度在20世纪初是不可想象的。如今，他们正在越来越广泛的解释作为地球的地形。 20大部分地区接受
大峡谷的起源一直是很多猜测的话题。传统的地质学家们未能达成任何关于它的起源的共识。史蒂夫奥斯汀博士，创作研究学会，出版于1994年，大峡谷是一个灾难性的洪水切断起源，从背后的凯巴布Upwarp.21积水在2000年水灾后的湖泊，召开了一个研讨会在大峡谷国家公园讨论峡谷的起源。一个文件22出版，奥斯汀的想法类似，虽然作者给了他没有信用。赞成灾难性的大峡谷的雕刻湖故障假设的证据越来越大。
来自加州的安萨玻里哥沙漠最近的工作也支持这一理论。 23奥斯汀认为，一些湖泊积水凯巴布Upwarp的背后，含有约三倍的密歇根湖，24卷，或约六倍体积的水约3000 MI3，米苏拉湖量。奥斯汀提出，湖泊抽干，因为举行积水和开发的洞穴（碳酸溶液通过），灾难性的管道的湖泊的水，切割峡谷的凯巴布Upwarp，灰岩。
快速化石形成 25
打开变成石头（即化石）当一个有机体，这个过程通常必须发生迅速，或将丢失的生物体腐烂。埋葬学是一个相对较新的地质的分支，研究将其列入在化石记录中的有机体死亡​​发生的一切。许多实验已经完成，看个究竟所有类型的动物尸体，在所有类型的设置，包括海洋，淡水和陆地设置。
许多这些实验的目的是使实际埋藏观测化石记录，以便可以更好地理解。各地许多这些实验的一个共同主题是软的动物组织的迅速瓦解。拾荒者，细菌和其他微生物的情况下能迅速消化在几乎所有类型的环境的动物尸体。举例来说，我已经证明，鱼可以完全解体的时间框架，在自然和实验室设置从数天到数周，所有类型的变量条件下（温度，埋藏深度，氧含量，盐度和物种）0.11文献显示这是普遍适用于许多其他类型的生物体作为well.26
简单地说，为了将变成化石的动物尸体，它必须被隔离后很快死亡腐烂。要做到这一点最常用的方法是这样的有机体可以通过深快速埋藏保护拾荒者可能流失泥沙中的​​养分搜索。世界各地的许多化石被认为是存款Lagerstätten存款（如绿河组），或存款，含有丰富的特殊保存化石。人们普遍认识到，这些存款大部分是灾难性的，快速埋藏动物壳。 27形成
共同的经验告诉我们，软组织迅速消失，如果事情不会发生，以防止其腐烂。然而，有关生物体的坚硬部分，如蛤或蜗牛壳，什么？不应该，他们可以无限期最后几乎没有被埋没？无数次的实验已经完成，看会发生什么洋底壳超过时间。 26毫不奇怪，这些实验表明，厚实，耐用的贝壳上比薄，脆弱的壳长。
如果缓慢渐进的过程中积累的化石记录，像那些发生在今天的海洋，然后在化石记录应偏向厚实，耐用的炮弹和对薄，脆弱的壳。这是完全假说，最近的一篇文章测试。 28中作者用网上的古生物学资料库，广泛的来自世界各地，并在整个地质时期的化石资料。他们的期望相反，他们发现薄，易碎材料只是作为可能被发现在化石记录厚，耐用的材料。这一发现（作者没有考虑）的一个合理的解释是，化石记录被产生灾难性的！这一发现支持了，记录的是产生迅速的假设，在洪水。
快速煤的形成
煤矿不采取长期的时间形成。从泥炭，煤，这是高度退化的木材和植物材料的形式。泥炭看起来很像咖啡渣或泥炭藓。洪水期间，有可能产生大量的泥炭埋洪水前的植被被撕掉了，并销毁。
我们发现在世界各地广泛的煤层也可能被洪水前的浮动的森林被摧毁，从木材和泥炭。 30埋。 29煤炭已经在实验室实验生产的结果，这些实验大多采用合理的地质温度条件下（212-390 ° F时100-200℃）和压力（模拟埋藏深度）。这些实验已经成功地在几个星期的时间，在生产煤炭。它出现的时间可能是在煤炭形成的重要因素。最重要的因素出现的有机物质（泥炭），热和压力（埋深）的质量。
迅速形成的盐矿床
盐矿床的形式在其他地方，除了大盐湖的其他方式，蒸发过很长一段时间（如在犹他州的大盐湖，或在以色列死海）。地质学家传统解释为蒸发厚厚的盐矿床。换句话说，他们的图片被封闭和密封从周围的海洋的海水大盆地（如地中海）。密闭盐的水分蒸发，形成厚的盐盆地底部存款。
常规科学家已经认识到，这种模式是充满着许多矛盾和悬而未决问题。 31最近，盐形成的新的理论已经提出，克服了这些困难。 32这个理论点，盐在高温下不很溶于33的压力。这些情况是常见的深海热液喷口附近。作者举出从红海和湖Asale（埃塞俄比亚），存在这些情况的例子，丰富的盐。整个文件的若干倍，作者举，快速沉积的盐，与随行的快速沉积速率为要保存的盐必要条件。如果不能迅速覆盖的盐，它会溶解到海水的条件发生变化时。
快速珊瑚礁形成34
在一定条件下，珊瑚礁可以快速增长。现代珊瑚礁的珊瑚，珊瑚藻，和其他生物体的外骨骼能分泌碳酸钙（方解石，石灰石的主要成分）的小积累。然而，一些可以大规模和厚，像大堡礁（厚度为180英尺[55米]）35关闭澳大利亚或埃尼威托克环礁36海岸（4,590英尺的厚度[1,400米]）37在马绍尔群岛太平洋。有些人认为，由于珊瑚的生长速度缓慢，大型珊瑚礁需要几十千百年来grow.38珊瑚，建立珊瑚礁，已成长高达4至17英寸（99-432毫米）每一年。 39
大珊瑚藏已发现对沉船二战船舶只有几个几十年。 40鹿角殖民地后，在一些实验性的康复studies.41在短短的4.5十年达到23-31英寸（60-80厘米）直径已知的最高增长率，埃尼威托克环礁（4,590英尺[1,400米]已知最厚的礁）约3,240年已上升至洋底。然而，珊瑚生长率不等于珊瑚礁的增长速度，它通常要少得多。礁的增长是一个建设性和破坏性的进程之间的平衡，并已被证明特别难以衡量。礁珊瑚生长和沉积物，其中落户，成为礁生物体之间凝成建造。
现代珊瑚礁被破坏的进程，包括活性生物侵蚀（鹦嘴鱼，海胆），化学溶解，枯燥的有机体（海绵，蛤，以及各种蠕虫），海啸，风浪。发生大规模此外，特别是从珊瑚礁增长。作为生活的动物和他们的死仍然礁体积增大成为巩固与沉积物一起形成的珊瑚礁。礁增长减慢甚至停止礁到达海平面，因为需要被淹没在水中的珊瑚礁生物。因此，珊瑚礁的生长速度比快速增长的珊瑚慢。
那么如何厚厚的珊瑚礁可能，像埃尼威托克环礁，增长洪水的时间，因为从洋底？埃尼威托克环礁是不完全对彼此顶部生长的珊瑚。钻环礁行动表明，相当数量的材料（高达70％的钻孔），“软，细，白垩白石灰石，”36没有得到很好的胶结礁灰岩。这可能是显著，随着许多在西太平洋地区的其他的环礁，环礁，最终上升到：火山基座。据了解，来自这些火山热即将进入海绵窦环礁框架冷，营养丰富的水和分发向上通过环礁通过对流，。这个过程被称为热远藤上涌42和帮助海平面附近礁生物提供养分。
 
图9。热内上涌或许可以解释，因为洪水时厚的“暗礁”的积累。这个过程是在文本解释。
这里是一个可能发生的情况如何Eniwetok环礁可能已经在几千多年以来的洪水（图9）这么厚。礁开始作为一个火山的平台。碳酸盐（石灰石）开始，到平台上积累的细菌和其他微生物，可以沉淀方解石，尤其是在火山温暖的水，结果。生产的“软，细，垩白石灰石”发现礁内。碳酸生产生物（如珊瑚）被带到小幼虫形式的平台，洋流运。这就解释了偶然发生的钻芯部位较深内发现的各种珊瑚和软体动物。火山热源允许碳酸盐丘增长，深入海平面以下，和地热远藤的上涌的过程开始。养分供应和热量的组合可能允许碳酸盐丘观察珊瑚礁生长率比今天更快的增长。由于碳酸盐丘接近海平面，浅水珊瑚永久建立和上涌过程的结果作为一个蓬勃发展。
结束语
 
图10。今天，传统的地质学家仍然相信地球是几百万年的历史。然而，他们相信，个别的岩层可能代表短时间的时间，或“事件”那么，他们把所有的时间吗？时间是放置在层与层之间（箭头）。每个事件（A，B，C，D，E）表示很短的时间内，但每个箭头代表了很长一段时间，或“裂孔”。间断期间，无论是完全平坦的侵蚀水平，未来事件之前的表面（去除积累的存款），或非沉积发生了数百万年。
许多现代地质学家意识到，大多数岩石中含有的快速积累的证据。然而，地球几百万年的历史的想法，仍然是一个共同的信念。因此，如果时间内的岩石，是吗？许多人认为的时间内岩（见图10）之间的“裂缝”或“间断”。德里克防老剂，谁没有走向神创论思想的友好，这样的解释：“历史上，像一个士兵的生命，地球的任何一个部分组成长时间的无聊和短时期的恐怖。”43他观看物理岩石记录的最迅速积累（即“恐怖的短时间”）和代表长时间（即“无聊的长期”）之间的岩层的休息时间。换言之，“休息”或“裂缝”里的大部分时间被放置。的信念，然后是这些表面的代表，非沉积或表面完全平坦糜烂长时间。但这些主张都有问题。例如，如果长时间暴露表面，为什么不生物体通过泥浆翻腾，广泛扰乱地表以下的沉积物？在观察研究中，据估计，底栖生物可返修每年泥沙淤积了几倍！44
本章只研究地质学的一个假设采取长时间的几道工序。还有更多的问题可以解决。今天，均变观念正在消退迅速在地质。事实上，许多传统的地质学家想完全放弃的均变的思想，虽然他们小心，不要提倡圣经灾变。45
传统的地质学家认识到灾难性的过程，可以形成许多地区的地质记录，这是在literature.46克星，最终将时间被广泛报道。时间将继续被放置在岩石之间，不是因为有证据，但是这是唯一的地方留给it.47常规地质范式的需求占相当长的时间，是否有证据或不。
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Doesn’t Egyptian Chronology Prove That the Bible Is Unreliable?

by Dr. Elizabeth Mitchell
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Layman
Egyptology, originally expected to support the history recorded in the Old Testament, has produced a chronology that contradicts the Bible. This so-called traditional Egyptian chronology would have the pyramids predate the flood of Noah’s day; such cannot be the case, for pyramids could never withstand a worldwide flood. And when traditional Egyptian chronology is used to evaluate archaeological findings, landmark events such as the mass exodus of Hebrew people from Egypt appear to have left no evidence. Such     cbdiscrepancies between traditional Egyptian chronology and the Bible are used to attack the Bible’s historical accuracy. Instead of simply assuming the accuracy of traditional Egyptian chronology and modifying the Bible, people should carefully examine traditional chronology to see if it is as reliable as some claim it to be.

Traditional Egyptian Chronology

Though traditional Egyptian chronology dominates modern understanding of ancient history, traditional chronology is inconsistent with the Bible. When there is a discrepancy between traditional chronology and the Bible’s chronology, scholars usually ignore the Bible. Though many claim that traditional chronology is indisputable, a close look at this chronology reveals its shaky foundation. Dr. Rene Grognard of the University of Sydney says, “It is important to show the weaknesses or errors in our understanding of a theory in order to leave our minds free to think of a more acceptable alternative.”1 Before exploring an acceptable alternative to traditional Egyptian chronology, this chapter will show some of the errors it is built on.

Traditional Egyptian chronology is built on Manetho’s history and the Sothic theory. In the third century B.C., Manetho compiled a list of pharaohs and the lengths of their reigns. The Sothic cycle theory assigns familiar calendar dates to those reigns. However, both Manetho’s history and the Sothic theory have flaws that make them an unreliable foundation for chronology.

Manetho’s History

Ptolomy II commissioned a priest named Manetho to compile a history of Egypt. Traditional Egyptian chronology bases its outlines of Egyptian dynasties on Manetho’s history (see chart). However, Manetho’s writings are unsuitable for establishing a reliable Egyptian chronology because Manetho’s history:

· was never intended to be a chronological account of Egyptian history,

· is inconsistent with contemporary Egyptian sources.

	Traditional Egyptian Chronology (simplified overview)2

	Old Kingdom
	Dynasties 1–6
	2920–2770 B.C.

	Great Pyramids of Giza
	4th Dynasty
	2600–2500 B.C.

	First Intermediate Period
	Dynasties 7–11
	2150–1986 B.C.

	Middle Kingdom
	Dynasties 12–13
	1986–1759 B.C.

	Second Intermediate Period
	Dynasties 14–17
	1759–1525 B.C.

	New Kingdom
	Dynasties 18–20
	1525–1069 B.C.

	Third Intermediate Period
	Dynasties 21–25
	1069–664 B.C.

	Late Period (Persian)
	Dynasties 26–31
	664–332 B.C.

	Alexander the Great
	 
	332–323 B.C.

	Ptolemaic Period
	 
	323–30 B.C.

	Roman Period
	 
	began 30 B.C.
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Several Egyptian pharaohs may have ruled at the same time in different regions of the land, as archaeologist David Down suggests in his revised chronology.

Manetho, whose writings only survive as a partially preserved “garbled abridgement,”3 did not intend for his history to be a chronological account of Egyptian history. Like everyone else in the ancient world, Manetho measured time in regnal years (“in the fifth year of King So-and-So”). Eusebius, the fourth-century historian who quoted Manetho extensively, did not believe that Manetho intended for his regnal years to be added up consecutively. Eusebius says, “Several Egyptian kings ruled at the same time. . . . It was not a succession of kings occupying the throne one after the other, but several kings reigning at the same time in different regions.”4Because Manetho’s history lists the reigns of kings who ruled simultaneously, historians should not add the years of the kings’ reigns together as if the kings ruled one after another.

Manetho’s history is also inconsistent with contemporary Egyptian sources. Professor J. H. Breasted, author of History of Egypt, calls Manetho’s history “a late, careless and uncritical compilation, which can be proven wrong from the contemporary monuments in the vast majority of cases, where such documents have survived.”5 Manetho’s interpretation of each variation in spelling as a different king creates numerous nonexistent generations. Because Manetho’s history contradicts actual Egyptian records from the time of the pharaohs, historians should not consider Manetho’s history authoritative.

The Sothic Cycle

Eduard Meyer created the Sothic cycle in 1904 to give Egypt a unified calendar6 that aligns Egyptian regnal years with modern historians’ B.C. dates. Historians combine the Sothic cycle dates with Manetho’s history to get traditional Egyptian dates. Meyer proposed that the Egyptian calendar, having no leap year, fell steadily behind until it corrected itself during the year of the “rising of Sothis.” The theory says the Egyptians knew that 1,460 years were necessary for the calendar to correct itself because the annual sunrise appearance of the star Sirius corresponded to the first day of Egypt’s flood season only once every 1,460 years.7 Sothic theory claims that the Egyptian calendar was correct only once every 1,460 years (like a broken watch that is correct twice a day) and that the Egyptians dated important events from this Great Sothic Year. In reality, there is no evidence for this Sothic cycle in ancient Egypt.

The Sothic cycle is not reliable because it

· is based on contradictory starting points,

· has little historical support.

Meyer had to depend on later non-Egyptian writers to establish a starting point for his calculations, and those sources are contradictory. Censorinius, a third-century Roman writer, and Theon, a fourth-century Alexandrian astronomer, give different starting points. According to Censorinius, the Great Sothic Year occurred in A.D. 140, but according to Theon, it occurred in 26 B.C. Meyer subtracted multiples of 1,460 years from A.D. 140 and proposed 4240 B.C. as a totally certain date for the establishment of Egypt’s civil calendar.8
The Sothic cycle finds little historical support. History gives no hint that the Egyptians regularly dated important events from the rising of Sothis. The second-century astronomer Claudius Ptolemy never mentions the rising of Sothis.9 Furthermore, whenever Egyptian writings mention the rising of Sothis in connection with a regnal year, the pharaoh is unnamed,10 or the reference is ambiguous.11 For these reasons, many Egyptologists have consistently rejected Sothic-cycle-based chronology.

Discrepancies

Whenever two chronologies disagree, at least one must be wrong. Traditional Egyptian chronology disputes the Hebrew chronology recorded in the Bible as well as secular data from neighboring nations. As Damien Mackey summarized in his thesis:

The value of any one nation’s absolute chronology must ultimately depend on its ability to integrate with all known data from other regions as well. It would be useless to establish a complete system of chronology that can exist only in isolation, but that cannot stand up to scrutiny by comparison with other systems. For the Sothic scheme [of Egyptian chronology] to be valid—just as for Mesopotamian, Palestinian, Greek or Anatolian chronologies to be valid—it is necessary for each period of Egyptian history to be capable of perfect alignment with any relevant period of history of one or another ancient nation. This is most especially true in the case of Egyptian history because . . . the historians of other nations tend to look to Egyptian chronology as the rule according to which they estimate and adjust their own chronologies12 (emphasis added).

Biblical Discrepancies

Traditional dates for Egyptian pyramids predate Noah’s flood (see chart). Since the pyramids could not have survived a global flood, some people question the reliability of the Bible’s chronology. Others use the traditional dates for the pyramids to support the idea that Noah’s flood was a local flood that did not affect Egypt.13 The pyramids do not come with labels declaring their dates, and the traditional dates used for them create an irreconcilable discrepancy with the Bible.

	Bible Time-line (B.C.)

	4004
	2348
	1491
	586
	4

	Creation
	Noah’s flood
	Exodus
	Temple destroyed
	Christ’s birth

	Traditional Egyptian Dates (B.C.)

	315014 to 2920
	2600 to 2500
	1290

	Zoser’s pyramid
	Great Pyramid
	Exodus


Traditional dates for the Old Testament stories involving Egypt remain unconfirmed by archaeology and actually contradict Scripture. The characters of the Bible stories left no archaeological evidence of their existence in the times traditionally assigned to them. Bible-believing Egyptologists assigned these dates in error. The early Egyptologists, hoping to find the Bible confirmed in Egypt, contributed to the errors in traditional chronology by incorrectly applying the Bible in two instances. They incorrectly:

· assumed that Ramses the Great was the pharaoh of the oppression,

· identified Shoshenq as Shishak of the Bible.

The first error assigned an Exodus date inconsistent with the rest of Scripture. The second error provided support for the excessive antiquity of traditional dating. Both errors caused scholars to assign inconsistent, unsupported dates to the Bible accounts.

Scholars routinely disregard the biblical date for the Exodus.15 As Gleason Archer says, “But notwithstanding . . . consistent testimony of Scripture to the 1445 date (or an approximation thereof), the preponderance of scholarly opinion today is in favor of a considerably later date, the most favored one at present being 1290 B.C., or about ten years after Ramses II began to reign.”16 The traditional date for Ramses II “the Great,” a 19th dynasty king, is nearly two centuries after the Exodus. Because Exodus 1:11 says that the Hebrew slaves built the city Ramses, early Egyptologists assumed that Ramses II was the pharaoh who oppressed the Israelites. On that basis, most scholars assign Ramses’ traditional date to the Exodus and ignore the Bible’s testimony.

The name Ramses should not restrict the oppression to the 19th dynasty because this name is not unique to the 19th dynasty. Ramses, which means “son of Ra—the sun god,” was a name commonly used to honor pharaohs. For instance, Ahmose, the founder of the 18th dynasty, was also called Ramses, as was a later 18th dynasty king, Amenhotep III.17 Archaeology of the 18th and 19th dynasties shows no evidence of enslaved Israelites because the Hebrews had left Egypt centuries before. Scholars should neither assume that Ramses II was the pharaoh of the oppression nor assign his date to the Exodus.

Jean Champollion,18 the father of Egyptology, unwittingly gave support to biblically inconsistent chronology when he erroneously identified pharaoh Shoshenq as the Shishak of the Bible. Champollion found an inscription about Shoshenq, founder of the 22nd dynasty, at the temple of Karnak. Because the names sound similar, Champollion assumed that Shoshenq was the Shishak who plundered Jerusalem in the fifth year of King Rehoboam.19 Using the biblical date for Rehoboam as a starting point, chronologists used Manetho’s list to outline the next three centuries of Egyptian history.

The two problems with Shoshenq’s identification involve military strategy and phonics. According to the inscriptions, Shoshenq attacked the northern part of Israel, not Rehoboam’s Jerusalem or Judah. During Rehoboam’s time, Jeroboam ruled the northern kingdom. Jeroboam was Shishak’s ally.20 If Shoshenq were Shishak, then Shoshenq attacked his ally and ignored his enemy. Furthermore, the phonetics of these two pharaohs’ names only sound similar in their transliterated forms, not in the original languages.21 Because of this faulty identification of Shoshenq with Shishak, Egyptologists ignore the rest of the biblical facts relating to the geography and characters involved. Because the dates constructed from this biblical misinterpretation actually coincide with the traditional dating of the third intermediate period, many Bible scholars trust the traditional chronology even when it disputes the Old Testament.

Secular Discrepancies

Traditional Egyptian chronology disputes not only biblical chronology but also information from nonbiblical sources. Egypt’s traditional dates clash with secular data in at least two areas:

· The Hittite connection with Assyrian chronology

· Carbon dating

The Hittites built a powerful empire based in Asia Minor, but scholars have to depend on dates from other ancient nations to determine Hittite chronology. Synchronisms are events shared by two cultures, and Egypt shares many synchronisms with the Hittites. Therefore, Egypt’s erroneous dates have been assigned to the Hittites. For instance, the traditional date of 1353 B.C. for pharaoh Akhenaten’s accession22 to the throne is assigned to Hittite king Supiluliumas because Supiluliumas sent to a letter of congratulations to Akhenaten.23 The date 1275 B.C. for the battle of Kadesh,24 at which both Ramses II and Hittite king Muwatalli II claimed victory, comes from the traditional dates for Ramses the Great. (His dates derive from Sothic theory and Manetho’s history.) Finally, when Ramses III recorded his traditionally dated 1180 B.C.25 victory over sea people, he said that the sea people had already annihilated the Hittites. According to these Egyptian dates, the Hittites became extinct about 1200 B.C. (see chart).

	Traditional Time-line (B.C.)

	315026
	2600
	1290
	1275
	1200

	Zoser’s Pyramid
	Great Pyramid
	Exodus
	Kadesh
	Hittites extinct


The Egyptian version of Hittite chronology falls apart, however, when compared to more recent Assyrian archaeological discoveries. Assyrian inscriptions record wars with the Hittites during the eighth and ninth centuries B.C., centuries after the Hittites supposedly ceased to exist. These inscriptions describe wars during the reigns of Assyrian kings Shalmaneser III and Sennacherib and even name the same Hittite kings as the Egyptian records27 (see chart). The Assyrian time-line is consistent with well-established dates such as Nebuchadnezzar’s conquest of Jerusalem. Traditional Egyptian dates must be wrong.

	Problems Time-line (B.C.)

	2600
	2348
	1275
	1200
	800s–700s

	(trad.)
	(bib.)
	(trad.)
	(trad.)
	(Assyr.)

	Great Pyramid
	flood
	Kadesh
	Hittites extinct
	Hittite/Assyrian wars


Acceptance of the biblical account of Hittite history could have prevented the incorrect dating of the Hittites even before the discovery of the Assyrian monumental inscriptions. According to 2 Kings 7:6, during Elisha’s lifetime the Hittites were as formidable as Egypt. One explorer, Irish missionary William Wright, correctly evaluated the hieroglyphics he found in Asia Minor because he accepted the Bible’s history. In 1872, despite scholarship that insisted the Hittites and the Bible were unhistorical, Wright believed that the inscriptions he had found “would show that a great people, called Hittites in the Bible, but never referred to in classic history, had once formed a mighty empire in that region.”28
Carbon dating29 also disputes traditional chronology. According to the Cambridge Encyclopedia on Archaeology:

When the radiocarbon method was first tested, good agreement was found between radiocarbon dates and historical dates for samples of known age. . . . As measurements became more precise, however, it gradually became apparent that there were systematic discrepancies between the dates that were being obtained and those that could be expected from historical evidence [i.e., the traditional dates]. These differences were most marked in the period before about the midfirst millennium B.C., in which radiocarbon dates appear too recent, by up to several hundred years, by comparison with historical dates. Dates for the earliest comparative material available, reeds used as bonding between mud brick courses of tombs of Egyptians Dynasty I, about 3,100 B.C., appeared to be as much as 600 years, or about 12% too young30 (emphasis added).

Just as carbon dating is more consistent with a young earth than most people realize, carbon dating is consistent with a much younger Egyptian civilization than traditional chronology claims.

Revised Chronologies

In Centuries of Darkness, Peter James calls traditional chronology a “gigantic academic blunder.”31 David Rohl writes, “The only real solution to the archaeological problems which have been created is to pull down the whole structure and start again, reconstructing from the foundations upward.”32 Revised chronology reflects the relationships between ancient nations more accurately and reveals “remarkable agreement between the histories of Egypt and Israel.”33Revised chronology bolsters the Christian’s trust in the Bible and equips him with answers for a skeptical world.

Efforts to assign familiar dates to events of antiquity require a starting point, a known date. Four starting points provide secure anchors for the chronology of the Middle East. By counting both backward and forward from these four dates, the chronologist can assign familiar dates from creation to Christ34 and combine the annals of the ancient nations to build a consistent chronology. These four anchor points are summarized on the “Starting Points” chart.

	Starting Points

	664 B.C.
	621 B.C.
	605 B.C.
	586 B.C.
	A.D. 26

	Thebes sacked
	Lunar eclipse
	Battle of Carchemish
	Temple destroyed
	15th year of Tiberias

	 

	Taharka Dies
	Nabopolassar’s 5th year
	Nebuchadnezzar’s 1st year (sole rex)
	Nebuchadnezzar’s 19th year
	Christ’s 30th year


Space does not permit analysis of all the revised chronologies. A number of scholars, including Peter James, David Rohl, D.A. Courville, and David Down, have produced fine work in this area. Some begin with the Bible, while others begin with starting points such as the battle of Thebes. The Christian should only accept revised chronology that is consistent with the Bible. New evidence may someday shed new light on the identity of a pharaoh, but nothing should ever rock the Christian’s faith in the trustworthiness of God’s Word.

David Down, in Unwrapping the Pharaohs, has synthesized the work of many experts into a cohesive narrative consistent with the Bible. He points out many synchronisms between the histories of Israel and Egypt, providing a highly plausible identification for many of the characters in the Old Testament. Furthermore, his work is consistent with the history of surrounding nations and allows the Hittites to slip into their proper niche in the context of their Assyrian and Egyptian neighbors.

The Revision Compared to the Absolute Authority—the Bible

Synchronisms between Old Testament characters and Egypt include the following:

· Pre-Dynastic and Old Kingdom

· Mizraim, Abram

· Middle Kingdom

· Joseph, Moses

· New Kingdom

· Solomon, Rehoboam, Asa, Ahab

· Third Intermediate and Late Periods

· Hezekiah, Josiah, Jeremiah

Predynastic Egypt and Old Kingdom—the Post-Flood World

Most histories begin with the unsubstantiated notion that primitive people slowly developed civilization from rudimentary beginnings. Archaeology around the world has instead revealed advanced ancient technology without discernible periods of evolution.35 This sudden appearance of cultures possessing advanced technology approximately 4,000 years ago is consistent with the Bible’s account of the Flood, the proliferation of intelligent people on the plains of Shinar, and their subsequent scattering from the Tower of Babel.36
1. Mizraim’s Family

Each group leaving Babel took with it whatever skills its members possessed.

Mizraim, Noah’s grandson, founded Egypt around 2188 B.C., a date consistent with both biblical and secular records.37 The Egyptians, the Sumerians, and the Mayans all retained the technology to build pyramids. Imhotep designed Egypt’s first pyramid for third dynasty pharaoh Zoser. The Great Pyramid of Giza, built for pharaoh Khufu of the fourth dynasty, is “the largest and most accurately constructed building in the world.”38 This pyramid required advanced optical, surveying, mathematical, and construction techniques, an impressive leap beyond the technology demonstrated in earlier pyramids.

2. Abram and Khufu’s Pyramid

Abram’s visit to Egypt may explain Egypt’s sudden advance. Abram grew up in the advanced but idolatrous culture of Ur about three centuries after the Flood. Josephus wrote that Abram “communicated to them arithmetic, and delivered to them the science of astronomy; for before Abram came into Egypt they were unacquainted with those parts of learning; for that science came from the Chaldeans into Egypt.”39 Based on Josephus’s statement, Abram’s visit to Egypt may well have occurred during the fourth dynasty.

Middle Kingdom—Joseph and Moses

In contrast to the lack of evidence for an Israelite population in Egypt during the New Kingdom of Ramses’ time, there is significant evidence of the Israelite presence during the Middle Kingdom. The 12th and 13th dynasties provide the backdrop for the stories of Joseph, the oppression of the Israelites, Moses, and the Exodus. The biblical dates for these events can provide dates for these dynasties (see chart).

1. Joseph as Vizier

Sesostris I of the 12th dynasty had a powerful vizier named Mentuhotep. Mentuhotep held the office of chief treasurer and wielded authority “like the declaration of the king’s power.”40“Mentuhotep . . . appears as the alter ego of the king. When he arrived, the great personages bowed down before him at the outer door of the royal palace.”41
Compare Mentuhotep to Joseph in Genesis 41:40, 43. Furthermore, Ameni, a provincial governor under Sesostris I, had the following inscribed on his tomb: “No one was unhappy in my days, not even in the years of famine, for I had tilled all the fields of the Nome of Mah, up to its southern and northern frontiers. Thus I prolonged the life of its inhabitants and preserved the food which it produced.”42 Ameni sounds like a man with the inside track on the agricultural forecast! Ameni’s employer, vizier Mentuhotep, may have been Jacob’s son Joseph.

2. Israelite Slavery

The late 12th dynasty reveals evidence for Israelite slavery. Sesostris III, the fifth king of the 12th dynasty, built cities in the delta including Bubastis, Qantir, and Ramses. The building material of choice in the Middle Kingdom was no longer stones but rather bricks composed of mud and straw.43 A large Semitic slave population lived in the villages of Kahun and Gurob during the latter half of the 12th dynasty. On one papyrus slave list, 48 of the 77 legible names are typical of a “Semitic group from the northwest,”44 many listed beside the Egyptian name assigned by the owner.45 The presence of Semitic slaves in Egypt during this time is consistent with the biblical account of the oppression of the Israelites.

3. Moses’ Adoption

Traditional chronology has tried to fit Moses into the 18th or 19th dynasty where there is no evidence of Semitic slavery on a large scale, but Moses’ unusual adoption does fit into the late 12th dynasty. Amenemhet III, the dynasty’s sixth king, had two daughters but no sons. Josephus describes a childless daughter of pharaoh finding a child in the river and telling her father, “As I have received him [Moses] from the bounty of the river, in a wonderful manner, I thought proper to adopt him for my son and the heir of thy kingdom.”46 Amenemhet III’s daughter Sobekneferu was childless and eventually ruled briefly as pharaoh herself, making Sobekneferu a likely candidate for Moses’ foster mother.47
4. Testimony of the Dead

Examinations of cemeteries at Tell ed-Daba and Kahun, areas with high Semitic slave populations, have been particularly supportive of the biblical narrative. Graves at ed-Daba reveal that 65 percent of the dead were infants.48 This extraordinarily high figure is consistent with the slaughter of Israelite infants ordered by Pharaoh. Also consistent with the prescribed slaughter are “wooden boxes . . . discovered underneath the floors of many houses at Kahun. They contained babies, sometimes buried two or three to a box, and aged only a few months at death.”49
Examination of graves in a more recent section, datable to the late 13th dynasty, reveals shallow mass graves without the customary grave goods. These disorganized, crowded burials suggest the need for rapid burial of large numbers of people.50 The death of the firstborn in the tenth plague would have created just such a situation.

5. The Exodus

In the 13th dynasty, during the reign of Neferhotep I, the Semitic slaves suddenly departed from Tel ed-Daba51 and Kahun.

Completion of the king’s pyramid was not the reason why Kahun’s inhabitants eventually deserted [Kahun], abandoning their tools and other possessions in the shops and houses. . . . The quantity, range, and type of articles of everyday use which were left behind suggest that the departure was sudden and unpremeditated.52
Furthermore, Neferhotep I’s mummy has never been found, and his son Wahneferhotep did not ever reign, Neferhotep being succeeded by his brother Sobkhotpe IV.53 The sudden departure of the Semitic slave population fits the biblical account of the Hebrew slaves’ sudden exodus from Egypt after the tenth plague. The pharaoh’s mummy is missing because he died in the Red Sea with his army when he pursued the slaves, and his son never ruled because he died in the tenth plague.

6. The Hyksos

Just a few years after the Exodus, the 13th dynasty ended, and the Second Intermediate Period, the time of Hyksos rule, began. The Hyksos have puzzled scholars, and everyone has a pet theory as to the Hyksos’s identity. Manetho reported:

Men of ignoble birth out of the eastern parts . . . had boldness enough to make an expedition into our country and with ease subdue it by force, yet without our hazarding a battle with them. . . . This whole nation was styled Hycsos54 (emphasis added).

Manetho places this conquest at the end of the 13th dynasty.55
Since no evidence of chariots had been found in pre-Hyksos Egypt, tradition has held that the Hyksos were able to defeat Egypt because they possessed chariots. Therefore, since Exodus 14 describes Pharaoh’s pursuit with chariots, many have thought that the Exodus occurred after the Hyksos conquest. However, discoveries in recent years have confirmed the use of horses and chariots in the 12th and the 13th dynasties, prior to the Hyksos invasion. For example, an engraving from the 13th dynasty shows Khonsuemmwaset, a pharaoh’s son and army commander, with a pair of gloves, the symbol for charioteer, under his seat.56
The drowning of the Egyptian army in the Red Sea explains the conquest of the powerful nation of Egypt without a battle. Some have hypothesized that the Hyksos were Amalekites.57 Whoever the Hyksos were, they ruled Egypt from Avaris in the delta as the 15th and 16th dynasties, while their puppets in the 17th dynasty ruled from Thebes nearly 500 miles to the south. The 17th dynasty overthrew the Hyksos58 and began the New Kingdom.

New Kingdom—Israel’s Early Monarchy

1. David and Tahpenes’s Husband

During David’s reign, a young Edomite named Hadad found refuge in Pharaoh’s house and married Queen Tahpenes’s sister.59 Hadad and the queen’s sister had a son named Genubath. Genubath eventually became king of Edom. Records of the 18th dynasty’s founder, Ahmose, refer to a name that resembles Tahpenes.60 Later in the 18th dynasty, Thutmosis III received tribute from the land of Genubatye.61
2. Solomon and the Egyptian Princess

Thutmosis I of the 18th dynasty had two daughters, Hatshepsut and Nefrubity. Nefrubity dropped out of the Egyptian records and may have been the Egyptian princess that Solomon married to seal his 1 Kings 3:1 treaty with Egypt.62
3. Queen of Sheba and Hatshepsut

Another mysterious Bible character emerges from the 18th dynasty. The female pharaoh Hatshepsut’s trip to the land of Punt is famous, but the identity of Punt has remained a mystery despite engravings commemorating the treasures she brought home. First Kings 10 says the queen of Sheba visited Solomon, giving and receiving great gifts. Josephus identified this queen of Sheba as “queen of Egypt and Ethiopia.”63 In Matthew 12:42 the Lord Jesus refers to the queen of Sheba as “the queen of the south.” “The south” is a biblical designation for Egypt.64Thus, Hatshepsut was probably the queen of Sheba.

4. Rehoboam and Shishak

When Thutmosis III became pharaoh, he conquered much of Palestine, ultimately taking away the treasures in Rehoboam’s Jerusalem without a battle. He listed these treasures on the wall of the temple at Karnak. His list mirrors the Bible’s account from 1 Kings 6:32, 10:17, and 14:25–26, including the 300 gold shields and doors overlaid with gold.65 Thutmosis III was Shishak.

5. Asa and Zerah the Ethiopian

Asa, Rehoboam’s grandson, had an encounter with Egypt. Second Chronicles 14 describes God’s miraculous defense against an overwhelming attack by Zerah the Ethiopian. Ethiopia (Kush) refers to southern Egypt or Sudan. The 18th dynasty’s headquarters was in southern Egypt, so this reference likely refers to another 18th dynasty pharaoh, possibly Amenhotep II.66
6. Ahab and Akhenaton

Late in the 18th dynasty, one of Egypt’s most famous families set the stage for both biblical and Hittite synchronisms. Clay tablets found in Akhenaton’s archives at Tel el-Amarna in 1887 included 60 letters from the king of Sumur, likely the Egyptian name for Samaria. The city of Samaria, according to 1 Kings 22:26, had a governor named Amon (an Egyptian name). The Amarna letters call this governor Aman-appa and describe a severe famine that is consistent with the famine in the days of Ahab and Elijah.67
7. The Hittites and Tutankhamen

Akhenaton’s son, the famous King Tutankhamen, died young, leaving no heir and a widowed queen called Ankhesenamen. According to the Deeds of Suppiluliuma as told by his son Mursili II in the Hittite archives, Tut’s widow wrote to the powerful Hittite king Supililiumas, pleading, “Give me one son of yours . . . he would become my husband. . . . In Egypt he will be king”68 Had Supililiumas’s son Zannanza survived his trip to Egypt, the balance of power would have shifted against Assyria in favor of a Hittite-Egyptian coalition. Zannanza was assassinated, and Tut’s general, Harmheb, assumed power. Upon Harmheb’s death, his vizier, Ramses I the Great, took the throne as the first pharaoh of the 19th dynasty.

The dates for Ramses the Great’s reign69 and his battle of Kadesh with the Hittites are uncertain, because historians have no biblical parallels and no way to assess the preceding dynasty’s duration. The rest of the revised chronology shifts the 19th dynasty dates three to five centuries later than the traditional dates. Ramses III, of the 20th dynasty, reported the annihilation of the Hittites during his reign. Revised chronology allows the Hittites to still exist at the time the Assyrians claimed to be at war with them.

8. “Israel Is Laid Waste”

The real 19th dynasty was concerned with the power of Assyria, not the plagues of Moses. Merneptah, the son of Ramses the Great, recorded the change in the region’s power structure by listing many places Assyria had seized. His monument states, “Israel is laid waste, his seed is not.”70 This inscription not only places the latter part of the 19th dynasty in the 8th century B.C.; it also documents that Israel was an actual nation by the time of the 19th dynasty.

Third Intermediate and Late Periods—Judah’s Late Monarchy and Captivity

The Third Intermediate Period contains dynasties 21–25, but some of these dynasties were concurrent, not sequential as assumed in the traditional chronology. In fact, the Royal Cache at Luxor contained a labeled 21st dynasty mummy wrapped in 22nd dynasty linen!71 The linen label names Sheshonq, the same pharaoh earlier mistaken for Shishak.

1. Hezekiah and Taharka

The biblical synchronism in this period involves Hezekiah. The imminent arrival of Assyria’s enemy Taharka,72 the last pharaoh of the 25th dynasty, helped Hezekiah by putting Sennacherib to flight in 709 B.C. Taharka later rebelled against the Assyrian domination of Egypt, dying in 664 B.C. when Ashurbanipal sacked Thebes.73
2. Josiah and Necho

After Ninevah’s destruction, Pharaoh Necho II of the 26th dynasty marched to Carchemish, where the Assyrian remnant was making its last stand. On the way, according to 2 Chronicles 35, Necho killed Judah’s king Josiah at Megiddo. Returning from his 605 B.C. defeat at Carchemish, Necho took Jehoahaz as a hostage and placed Jehoiakim on the throne of Judah.

3. Jeremiah and Hophra

One final biblical synchronism occurs in connection with the fate of 26th dynasty pharaoh, Hophra. Following a coup, Hophra fled to Babylon. There, he acquired an army and returned to reclaim his throne. Jeremiah predicted his defeat, and the prophecy recorded in Jeremiah 44:30was fulfilled.

	Table of Biblical and Egyptian Synchronisms74

	Date B.C.
	Bible
	Egyptians
	Dynasty

	4004
	Adam
	 
	 

	2348
	Noah’s flood
	 
	 

	post-Babel
	Mizraim
	 
	 

	late 1900s
	Abraham
	Khufu
	4

	1706
	Joseph; Jacob to Egypt
	Sesostris I
	12

	1635
	Joseph dies
	 
	 

	after 1635
	enslavement
	Sesostris III
	12

	1571
	Moses born
	Amenemhet III
	12

	1491
	Exodus
	Neferhotep I
	13

	 
	Judges
	Hyksos
	15-17

	late 1000s
	David (1 Kings 11:19)
	Ahmosis or Amenhotep I
	18

	1012
	Solomon starts temple
	Thutmosis I
	18

	 
	Queen of Sheba
	Hatshepsut
	18

	971
	Rehoboam; Shishak invades
	Thutmosis III
	18

	late 900s
	Asa; Zerah the Ethiopian
	Amenhotep II
	18

	late 900s
	Ahab; Elijah
	Akhenaton
	18

	uncertain
	 
	Raamses II
	19

	722
	Assyria destroys Israel
	Merneptah
	19

	709
	Hezekiah; Assyrian invasion
	Taharka
	25

	664
	Manasseh
	Taharka dies
	25

	609
	Josiah dies
	Necho
	26

	605
	 
	Necho; Carchemish
	26

	589
	Jeremiah
	Hophra
	26

	586
	Temple destroyed
	 
	 

	525
	 
	Cambyses of Persia
	 


Conclusion

Isaiah warned against going down to Egypt for help (Isaiah 31:1). This phrase has come to symbolize a warning not to go to the world for truth. God determines truth. Historians examine fragmentary clues and fill in the gaps based on their presuppositions. Those presuppositions may be biblical or traditional. Accepting traditional Egyptian chronology necessitates rejection of biblical truth. Accepting biblical chronology allows a reconstruction of ancient chronology on a foundation of truth. Viewing the evidence from a biblical framework makes the histories of Egypt and the Old Testament fit together like two sides of a zipper.

Since the original publication of this chapter, Isaac Newton’s work on revised chronologies has become available in English. Newton’s Revised History of Ancient Kingdoms makes available much additional information and insight about the history of ancient Egypt as well as the history of other ancient kingdoms. For further studies of revised chronologies, because the Bible is the ultimate standard, I suggest consulting Dr. Floyd Jones’ book The Chronology of the Old Testament.
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埃及年表，证明“圣经”是靠不住的？
伊丽莎白米切尔博士
2010年7月22日
门外汉
埃及学，原本预计支持在旧约中所记录的历史，已经产生了，违背了圣经的年表。这种所谓的传统埃及年表的金字塔早挪亚时代的洪水，不能的情况下，金字塔不可能承受一个世界性的洪水，。而当传统的埃及年表是用来评估的考古发现，具有里程碑意义的事件，如希伯来人从埃及的大规模外流，似乎没有留下任何证据。传统埃及年表和圣经之间的这种差异是用来攻击圣经的历史准确性。而不是简单地假设传统埃及年表的准确性和修改圣经，人们应该仔细检查传统年表，看它是否是可靠的有些人声称它是。
传统的埃及年表
虽然传统的埃及年表主导现代古代历史的认识，传统的年表是与圣经不符。当有一个传统年表和圣经的年表之间的差异，学者们通常忽略“圣经”。虽然许多人声称，传统的年表是不争的的，在密切关注这个年表揭示其摇摇欲坠的基础。刘若英Grognard悉尼大学的博士说，“重要的是要表明我们对理论的理解中的弱点或错误，以离开我们的头脑自由思考一个更容易接受的替代的”。探索一个可以接受的替代之前1传统的埃及年表，本章将表明它是建立在错误的。
Manetho的历史和天狼理论是建立在传统的埃及年表。在公元前三世纪，Manetho编译法老和他们的统治的长度。天狼周期理论，这些王朝指派熟悉的日历日期。然而，Manetho的历史和天狼理论有缺陷，使他们对于时间不可靠的基础。
Manetho的历史
Ptolomy二，委托一个牧师名为Manetho编译埃及的历史。传统埃及年表基地Manetho的历史上的埃及朝代的轮廓（见图表）。然而，Manetho的著作是不适合建立一个可靠的，因为埃及年表Manetho的历史：
(是从来没有打算成为埃及历史的时间帐户，
(是不符合当代埃及源。
传统埃及年表（简化概述）2

古王国

时期1-6 

2920年至2770年公元前

吉萨大金字塔
第四王朝

2600年至2500年公元前
第一中级期间
时期7-11

1950年至1986年公元前
古村


时期12-13 

1986年至1759年公元前
第二中级六朝
时期14-17

1759年至1525年公元前
新王国

时期18-20 

1525年至1069年公元前
第三中间期

时期21-25 

1069-664公元前
时期晚期（波斯）
时期26-31 

664-332公元前
亚历山大大帝



332-323公元前
托勒密时期




323-30公元前
罗马时期




开始公元前30
 
可能有几个埃及法老统治在同一时间在不同地区的土地，作为考古学家大卫打倒在他的修订年表建议。
Manetho，其著作中，只有部分保存完好的“乱码剥夺生存，”三不打算为他的历史，是埃及历史的时间帐户。在古代世界的其他人一样，Manetho测量在王国年时间（“国王的第五个年头，和”）。尤西比乌斯，第四世纪的历史学家引述Manetho广泛，不相信Manetho打算为他的王国年连续被添加。尤西比乌斯说，“几个埃及国王统治在同一时间。 。 。 。它是不占用后，其他的宝座之一国王的继承，但几个国王，同时在不同地区的统治。“4Because Manetho的历史列出国王谁统治同步的统治，历史学家应不添加多年的国王”王朝一起，如果国王统治了一个又一个。
Manetho的历史也与当代埃及的来源不一致。教授JH排扣，埃及史“的作者，来电Manetho的历史”一个晚，不小心和不加批判的汇编，这可以被证明在绝大多数情况下的当代古迹，其中这些文件有存活的错误。“5 Manetho的解释每个在不同的国王拼写的变化，会产生许多不存在的世代。由于Manetho历史的矛盾，从实际埃及法老的时间记录，历史学家不应该考虑Manetho的历史权威。
天狼周期
爱德华迈耶在1904年建立了天狼周期给埃及赞同“现代史学公元前的埃及王国年统一calendar6日期。历史学家结合天狼Manetho的历史周期的日期，以获得传统的埃及日期。迈尔提出，埃及日历，没有闰年，稳步下降的背后，直到它在今年纠正“Sothis上升。”理论认为埃及人知道1,460年的日历必要纠正自己，因为每年第一天日出天狼星的外观与埃及的汛期只有一次，1460 years.7天狼理论声称，埃及日历是正确的，只有一次，每1,460年（像摔坏的手表，这是正确的，一天两次），埃及人月从这个大的天狼年的重要事件。在现实中，有没有证据证明这在古埃及的天狼周期。
天狼周期是不可靠的，因为它
(是矛盾的出发点的基础上，
(有一点历史的支持。
迈耶不得不依赖后非埃及作家为他算了一笔账，以建立一个起点，而这些来源是矛盾的。Censorinius，第三世纪的罗马作家，和Theon，第四个世纪的亚历山大天文学家，给予不同的出发点。据Censorinius，大天狼年发生在公元140，但根据Theon，公元前26年发生迈耶减去从公元140 1,460年的倍数，并提出4240公元前作为一个完全建立埃及的民间calendar.8特定日期
天狼周期找到一点历史的支持。历史没有给埃及人定期月从Sothis上升的重要事件提示。第二个世纪的天文学家托勒密克劳狄斯从来没有提到Sothis.9此外，埃及的著作时，提到了一个王国的一年中上升Sothis，法老命名，10年或引用是由于这些原因ambiguous.11，许多埃及古物学家一直拒绝天狼周期为基础的年表。
差异
每当两个年表不同意，必须至少有一个是错误的。传统埃及年表纠纷希伯来文“圣经”中的年表记录，以及来自周边国家的世俗数据。达米安麦基在他的论文中总结：
对任何一个国家的绝对年代的价值，最终必须取决于其整合能力，以及其他地区的所有已知的数据。这将是无用的，以建立一个完整的年表只存在于孤立的系统，可以，但不能站起来，与其他系统相比，审议。对于天狼计划[埃及年表是有效的，只是为美索不达米亚，巴勒斯坦，希腊或安纳托利亚年表是有效的，它是各个时期的埃及历史所必需的完美对齐，能够与任何有关期间的历史一种或另一种古老的民族。这是在埃及的历史，因为的情况下更是如此。 。 。其他国家的历史学家往往看作为统治埃及年表，根据他们的估计，并调整自己的年表。12（强调）。
圣经的差异
埃及金字塔的传统日期早于挪亚洪水（见图表）。由于金字塔不可能存活一个全球性的洪水，一些人质疑的“圣经”的年表的可靠性。其他使用金字塔的传统日期，以支持这一想法，挪亚洪水是当地的洪水没有影响埃及。13金字塔不申报日期的标签，并为他们所使用的传统日期创建一个具有不可调和的差异圣经。
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出埃及
考古学，实际上是违背圣经旧约故事涉及埃及的传统日期仍未经证实。 “圣经”故事中的人物没有留下他们在传统上分配给他们的时间存在的考古证据。相信圣经的错误分配在这些日期的埃及古物学家。早期的埃及古物学家，希望能找到在埃及确认的圣经，传统年表的错误，不正确地运用“圣经”中的两个实例。他们不正确的：
(假设，拉美西斯大帝是法老的压迫，
(确定Shoshenq希沙克作为圣经。
第一个错误分配一个出埃及记日期与其余的经文不一致。第二个错误提供支持过度古代传统约会。这两种错误造成的学者，以“圣经”帐户分配不一致，不支持的日期。
学者经常不顾圣经日期为出埃及.15格里森阿彻说，“但是，尽管。 。 。 1445日期（或近似）的圣经一致的证词，今天学者意见的优势后，拉美西斯二世开始统治赞成相当稍后的日期，目前正1290公元前最青睐之一，或大约十年“16”大“，一个19王朝国王拉美西斯二世的传统日期，是近两个世纪后，出埃及记。因为出埃及记1:11说，希伯来奴隶建造的城市拉姆西斯，早期的埃及古物学家认为，拉美西斯二世法老的压迫以色列人。在此基础上，多数学者分配拉美西斯出埃及记“的传统日期和忽略圣经的证词。
名拉美西斯不应该限制19王朝的压迫，因为这个名字是不是唯一的19王朝。拉美西斯，这意味着“镭太阳神的儿子”，是常用的荣誉法老的名字。例如，Ahmose，第十八王朝的创始人，也被称为拉美西斯，为以后的第18王朝国王阿蒙霍特普三.17 18和19朝代的考古表明没有证据表明被奴役的以色列人，因为希伯来人离开埃及世纪前。学者既不应该承担，拉美西斯二世法老的压迫，也没有指派他出埃及记的日期。
让商博良，18岁的埃及学之父，不知不觉地支持了圣经不一致年表时，他错误地认定为“圣经”希沙克法老Shoshenq。商博良发现了一个约Shoshenq题词，第22王朝的创始人，在卡纳克神庙。因为名字听起来很相似，商博良假设Shoshenq是谁掠夺耶路撒冷国王Rehoboam.19第五使用圣经为出发点罗波安日期一年希沙克，年表Manetho的名单中，勾勒出未来三年世纪的埃及历史。
Shoshenq的鉴定这两个问题涉及军事战略和语音。根据铭文，Shoshenq袭击以色列北部的一部分，而不是罗波安的耶路撒冷或犹太。在罗波安的时候，耶罗波安统治北方王国。耶罗波安希沙克的ally.20如果Shoshenq被希沙克，然后Shoshenq攻击他的盟友，而忽视他的敌人。此外，这两个法老的名字拼音，只有声音相似，其音译形式，在原有的语言.21不是因为这Shoshenq与希沙克故障识别，埃及古物学家忽略了“圣经”有关的地理事实和人物涉及的其余部分。因为从这个圣经的误解构造日期配合传统约会的第三中间期，许多圣经学者相信传统年表，甚至当它纠纷旧约。
世俗的差异
传统埃及年表纠纷不仅圣经年表，但也非圣经来源的信息。埃及的传统日期冲突与世俗的数据至少在两个方面：
(与赫梯连接亚述年表
(碳测年
赫梯人建立了一个强大的帝国在小亚细亚，但学者们从其他古老民族的日期取决于确定赫梯年表。 同步性两种文化共享事件，埃及与赫梯人的股份同步性。因此，埃及的错误日期已分配给赫梯。例如，公元前的1353年的传统日期法老阿肯那顿的王位加入。22分配给赫梯国王Supiluliumas因为Supiluliumas发送来的贺信Akhenaten.23日期1275 BC加低斯，拉美西斯二世和赫梯国王Muwatalli II 24时宣布胜利的战斗，来自拉美西斯大帝的传统日期。 （来自天狼理论和Manetho历史，他的日期。）最后，当拉美西斯三世记录他传统的日期为1180 BC25过海的人的胜利，他说，海人已经全军覆没赫梯人。根据这些埃及日期，赫梯人约在公元前1200年灭绝（见图表）。
传统的时间线（公元前）
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卡迪什
赫梯灭绝
埃及赫梯年表版本分崩离析，然而，相比更近的亚述考古发现。在第八届和第九届公元前数百年的赫梯人，亚述铭文，记录战争，据说世纪后，赫梯人不复存在。这些铭文描述亚述国王撒缦以色三世和森纳赫里布统治期间的战争，甚至名称相同的赫梯国王埃及records27（见图表）。亚述人行如尼布甲尼撒征服耶路撒冷的成立日期是一致的。传统埃及的日期必须是错误的。
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赫梯/亚述战争
接受赫梯历史的圣经帐户是可以预防的，甚至在亚述纪念碑碑文发现不正确的赫梯人的约会。据2国王队7:6，在以利沙的一生赫梯如埃及强大。一个探险家，爱尔兰传教士威廉怀特，正确评价的象形文字，因为他接受了“圣经”的历史，他在小亚细亚发现。 1872年，尽管奖学金，坚持赫梯和“圣经”文保，莱特认为他所发现的铭文“将表明，伟大的人民称为”圣经“赫梯的，但从未提及史上的经典，曾经形成了一个强大的帝国在该地区。“28
碳年龄。 29纠纷的传统年表。根据考古学上的剑桥百科全书：
放射性碳测定方法的第一次测试时发现放射性碳日期和已知年龄样品的历史日期间，良好的协议。 。 。 。测量变得更精确，但是，它逐渐成为明显的有获得日期和那些可以从历史证据，即传统的日期]预计系统之间的差异。这些差异最显着的时期约在中旬第一公元前3000年之前，在出现放射性碳日期太新，长达几百年，通过与历史日期的比较。最早比较材料的日期，作为埃及王朝我墓葬的泥砖课程之间的粘接用芦苇，公元前约3100年，出现了高达600年，或12％左右，太年轻的。 30（强调）。
正如碳测定是比大多数人意识到一个年轻的地球更加一致，碳测年与一个更年轻的埃及文明比传​​统年表索赔是一致的。
修年表
在几百年的黑暗，詹姆斯彼得呼吁传统年表“巨大的学术失误。”31大卫Rohl写道：“已创建的考古问题，才能真正解决拉下整体结构，并重新启动，从基础的重建向上。“32修年表更准确地反映古老民族之间的关系，并揭示”的埃及和以色列的历史之间的显着的协议“。33经修订年表巩固基督教的”圣经“的信任，并配备与他持怀疑态度的世界的答案。
努力指派熟悉的日期，以古代的事件需要一个起点，一个已知的日期。四个出发点，为中东年表提供了安全的锚。通过计算这四个日期向后和向前，年表可以指定从创建到基督34熟悉的日期，并结合了古老民族的史册上，建立一个一致的年表。这四个锚点上的“出发点”的图表总结。
出发点
664公元前

621公元前

605公元前
586公元前
    公元26
底比斯被解职
月食

战役Carchemish
圣殿摧毁了
     15年的太巴列
 
Taharka死亡   Nabopolassar5年
尼布甲尼撒的第一年尼布甲尼撒19年  基督的30年

空间不允许所有的修订年表的分析。一些学者，包括彼得詹姆斯，大卫Rohl，DA Courville和大卫下来，产生了在这一领域的优良的工作。一些与“圣经”开始，而其他如底比斯之战开始的出发点。基督徒应该只接受修订年表与“圣经”是一致的。新的证据可能有一天新的光棚上法老的身份，但都没有过岩石的可信性，神的话语基督教的信仰。
大卫下来，解缠法老王，综合成一个有凝聚力的叙事与“圣经”相一致的许多专家的工作。他指出，许多同步性，以色列和埃及之间的历史，提供了许多在旧约中的字符高度似是而非的鉴定。此外，他的工作与周边国家的历史上是一致的，并允许赫在亚述和埃及的邻国的情况下滑到合适的利基。
修订相比的绝对权威“圣经”
旧约人物和埃及之间的同步性包括以下内容：
(前王朝和旧王国
(麦西，亚伯兰

(中东王国
(约瑟，摩西

(新王国
(所罗门，罗波安，亚撒，亚哈

(第三中和晚期
(希西家，约西亚，耶利米

埃及前王朝和古王国的灾后世界
大多数的历史开始，原始人慢慢从起码的开端文明与不足的概念。世界各地的考古，而不是显示没有明显的演变。 35时期，这突然出现约4,000年前的文化拥有先进的技术先进的古代技术与“圣经”的帐户洪水，聪明的人示拿平原的扩散是一致的，并随后将其散射巴别塔。 36塔
1。麦西的家庭
离开通天每个组带着它，其成员拥有任何技能。
麦西，诺亚的孙子，公元前大约2188年成立埃及，日期一致的圣经和世俗记录。37的埃及人，苏美尔人，玛雅人所有保留的技术来建造金字塔。 Imhotep设计了埃及第三王朝法老Zoser的第一个金字塔。吉萨大金字塔，第四王朝的胡夫法老建成，是“世界上最大的和最准确的构造的建设。”38这需要先进的光学金字塔，测量，数学，和施工技术，超越技术令人印象深刻的飞跃表现在早期的金字塔。
2。亚伯兰和胡夫金字塔
亚伯兰对埃及的访问也许可以解释埃及的突然提前。亚伯兰增长了约三百年大洪水过后，在先进的，但盲目崇拜的文化乌尔。约瑟夫写道，亚伯兰“传达到他们的算术，并交付给他们的天文科学;为前亚伯兰到埃及来，他们是不了解学习的部分;，为科学从迦勒底来进入埃及”39基于约瑟夫的声明亚伯兰对埃及的访问很可能发生在第四王朝。
古村约瑟和摩西
相比之下以色列人在埃及期间，拉美西斯的时间，新王国的人口缺乏证据，有以色列人在中东王国的存在显著的证据。第12和第13朝代的大背景下为约瑟的，压迫的以色列人，摩西出埃及记的故事。这些事件的圣经日期可以提供这些朝代的日期（见图表）。
1。约瑟夫作为大臣
Sesostris第12王朝，我有一个强大的大臣名为Mentuhotep。 Mentuhotep举行“像国王的权力宣言。”首席财务官办公室和挥起管理局40“Mentuhotep。 。 。作为国王的密友出现。当他到达时，伟大的人物在他面前俯伏在王宫的外门。“41
比较Mentuhotep约瑟创世记41:40，43。此外，Ameni，根据Sesostris我的省长，他的墓上以下内容：“没有人是在我的天不满，甚至在饥荒年，我耕种麻将诺姆的所有领域，同比增长其南部和北部边境。因此，我延长其居民的生命和保存它生产的食品。“42 Ameni像内对农业预测轨道的人的声音！ Ameni的雇主，大臣Mentuhotep，可能已经雅各的儿子约瑟夫。
2。以色列人的奴隶制
第12王朝晚期揭示以色列人奴役的证据。 Sesostris三，第12王朝的第五王，建在三角洲城市包括Bubastis，Qantir，和拉美西斯。在古村的首选建材不再是石头，而是组成砖泥和稻草。43一个大型犹太人的奴隶人口居住在Kahun和Gurob乡村，在下半年的第12王朝。在一个纸莎草纸的奴隶列表中，77名易读48是“犹太人的集团，从西北的”典型的44列出了许多旁边的分配由所有者。45在埃及的犹太人的奴隶在此期间，埃及的名字是一致的压迫以色列人的圣经帐户。
3。摩西“收养
传统年表尝试，以适应那里没有大规模的证据犹太人的奴役到18或19王朝的摩西，但摩西“不寻常的通过并不适合到第12王朝晚期。 Amenemhet第三，第六王朝的国王，有两个女儿，但没有儿子。约瑟夫描述了一个无子女的法老，发现在河边的孩子，并告诉她的父亲，“正如我已经收到了他[摩西]从富饶的河流，在一个美妙的方式，我认为适当采取他为我的儿子和女儿你王国的继承人。“46 Amenemhet三的女儿Sobekneferu是无子女和简要法老自己最终裁定，使Sobekneferu可能的候选人为摩西的培养mother.47
4。死者的证言
坟场的考试告诉ED -大巴山和Kahun，具有较高的犹太人的奴隶人口，领域，特别是支持的圣经叙事。格雷夫斯在ED -大巴山显示，65％的死亡婴幼儿。48这个异常高的数字是符合屠宰法老下令以色列人婴儿。此外，符合规定的屠宰“木箱。 。 。发现Kahun的许多房子的地板下面。它们含有的婴儿，有时埋两个或三个一箱，并在死亡年龄只有几个月。“49
可以追溯到到第13王朝晚期，在更近的部分坟墓，检查发现没有习惯随葬品浅的万人坑。这些混乱，拥挤的墓葬中，需要大量人。50在第十届鼠疫的长子死亡快速埋藏已建立的正是这种情况。
5。出埃及记
在第13王朝，Neferhotep我在位期间，犹太人的奴隶突然离去电话ED - Daba51和Kahun。
完成国王的金字塔为什么Kahun居民最终冷清的原因[Kahun，放弃他们的工具和其他财产，在商店和房屋。 。 。 。日常使用中留下的物品的数量，范围，类型出发，突然和非故意的。 52
此外，Neferhotep我的木乃伊从来没有被发现，和他的儿子Wahneferhotep没有过的统治，Neferhotep成功地由他的兄弟Sobkhotpe四.53犹太人的奴隶人口的突然离去，符合圣经的希伯来奴隶“突然从埃及出走帐户后的第十届鼠疫。缺少法老的木乃伊是因为他死了，他的军队在红海时，他所追求的奴隶，和他的儿子从来没有排除，因为他在第十届鼠疫死亡。
6。该希克索斯
短短几年后，出埃及记，第13王朝的结束，第二中级期间，希克索斯规则时，就开始了。希克索斯有疑惑的学者，每个人都有一个宠物理论希克索斯的身份。 Manetho报道：
男子卑鄙的诞生出来的东部地区。 。 。有气魄足以让远征传入我国，轻松制服它的力量，而我们冒险与他们的战斗。 。 。 。这整个民族风格Hycsos54（强调）。
Manetho结束的第13王朝。55征服
由于没有证据表明战车的前希克索斯埃及已发现，传统认为的希克索斯人能击败埃及，因为他们拥有的战车。因此，自14出埃及记“描述法老的追求与战车，许多人认为，出埃及记希克索斯征服后发生的。然而，近年来的发现证实了希克索斯入侵之前，使用马匹和战车在第12和第13王朝。例如，从第13王朝的雕刻显示了一双手套，车夫符号，一个法老王的儿子​​和陆军司令，Khonsuemmwaset，根据他的座位。 56
淹死在红海的埃及军队的解释不战而征服埃及强国。有些人推测，希克索斯Amalekites.57谁的希克索斯，他们从Avaris统治埃及在第15和第16朝代三角洲，从底比斯近500公里到南部的统治，而在第17王朝的傀儡。第17王朝推翻了Hyksos58，并开始了新的王国。
新王国以色列早期的君主制
1。大卫和Tahpenes的丈夫
大卫的统治期间，一个年轻的以东人名为哈达在法老的房子里发现的庇护和结婚皇后Tahpenes sister.59哈达和皇后的妹妹有一个儿子名为Genubath。 Genubath最终成为以东王。第十八王朝的创始人，Ahmose，记录是指一个类似于Tahpenes.60后来在第18王朝的名称，Thutmosis第三收到Genubatye.61土地致敬
2。所罗门王和埃及公主
Thutmosis的第18王朝，我有两个女儿，哈特谢普苏特和Nefrubity。 Nefrubity跌出埃及的记录，并可能已被所罗门结婚密封埃及。62他1国王3:1条约的埃及公主
3。示巴和哈特谢普苏特女王
另一个神秘的圣经人物出现从第18王朝。是著名的女法老哈特谢普苏特的行程平底船土地，但她带回家纪念珍品雕刻平底船身份仍然是个谜。第一国王10示​​巴女王访问所罗门，给予和接受伟大的礼物。约瑟夫确定在马修12点42分，主耶稣是指示巴女王“南方的女王示巴女王”女王对埃及和埃塞俄比亚。“63”，“南方”是埃及圣经指定。 64Thus，哈特谢普苏特可能是示巴女王。
4。罗波安和希沙克
当Thutmosis第三成为法老，他征服巴勒斯坦，最终不战而带走罗波安的耶路撒冷的宝藏。他列举了这些珍品，在卡纳克寺庙的墙壁上。他的名单镜子从1国王队6:32，10:17和14:25-26，其中包括300金盾牌和覆盖金。65Thutmosis三是希沙克门圣经的帐户。
5。亚撒和谢拉的埃塞俄比亚
罗波安的孙子，亚撒与埃及相遇。第二编年史14描述了上帝的奇迹般的防御反对谢拉埃塞俄比亚的压倒性攻击。埃塞俄比亚（兴都库什）是指埃及南部和苏丹。参考第十八王朝的总部设在埃及南部，所以这可能是指到另一个第十八王朝法老，可能阿蒙霍特普II.66
6。亚哈和Akhenaton
在第十八王朝后期，埃及最有名的家庭之一的圣经和赫梯同步阶段。在电话EL -阿玛尔纳Akhenaton的档案于1887年发现的泥板包括​​60 Sumur王，可能撒马利亚埃及名称的字母。撒玛利亚的城市，根据国王队22时26，名为阿蒙（埃及名称）的州长。阿玛尔纳信件呼吁州长阿曼，APPA，描述了一个严重的饥荒，饥荒是一致的，在亚哈和利亚。 67日子
7。赫和图坦卡蒙
Akhenaton的儿子，著名的图坦卡蒙国王，早逝，没有留下继承人和寡居的女王称为Ankhesenamen。根据Suppiluliuma契约Mursili二赫梯档案由他的儿子告诉记者，图坦卡蒙的遗孀写信强大的赫梯国王Supililiumas，恳求，“给我一个你的儿子。 。 。他会成为我的丈夫。 。 。 。在埃及，他将之王“68如果Supililiumas的儿子Zannanza生存，他前往埃及，权力的平衡对亚述转向赞成一个赫梯与埃及联盟。 Zannanza被暗杀，图坦卡蒙的一般，Harmheb，上台。 Harmheb的去世后，他的大臣，拉美西斯我大了19王朝法老的宝座。
拉美西斯大帝的在位69和他的加低斯的战斗，与赫梯人的日期是不确定的，因为历史学家们没有圣经的相似之处，没有办法评估前王朝的工期。其余修订年表转移19王朝的日期迟于三，五百年的传统日期。 20王朝的拉美西斯三世，他在位期间湮没的赫梯人。修年表允许赫当时亚述人声称自己是在与他们的战争仍然存在。
8。 “以色列荒芜”
真正的19王朝有关亚述的权力，而不是摩西的瘟疫。 Merneptah，拉美西斯大帝的儿子，录得上市亚述许多地方已查获在该地区的权力结构的变化。他的纪念碑指出，“以色列是荒芜，他的种子。”70这题词不仅地方后在公元前8世纪的第19王朝的一部分，它也记录19时，以色列实际的民族王朝。
第三中级和晚期犹大的晚君主制和圈养
第三中间期包含朝代21日至25日，但这些朝代是并发的，不是连续的，因为在传统的年表假设。事实上，在卢克索皇家的高速缓存中包含一个标记的第21王朝的木乃伊包裹在第22王朝亚麻！71亚麻标签名称Sheshonq，相同的法老希沙克误。
1。希西家和Taharka
圣经在此期间同步涉及希西家。即将到来的亚述的敌人Taharka，与第25王朝的最后72法老，帮助希西家把飞行公元前709森纳赫里布Taharka后来反抗亚述统治埃及，死在664 BC当亚述巴尼拔解雇Thebes.73
2。约西亚和Necho
尼尼微的破坏后，第26王朝法老Necho II游行Carchemish，亚述残余背水一战。在路上，根据历代志下35，Necho杀害犹大王约西亚在米吉多。从他的605公元前返回在Carchemish失败，作为人质Necho约哈斯和犹大的宝座放在约雅敬。
3。耶利米和Hophra
最后一个圣经同步发生的第26王朝法老，Hophra的命运。政变之后，Hophra逃亡到巴比伦。在那里，他获得了军队和返回收回他的王位。耶利米预言他的失败，并记录在耶利米书44:30的预言应验。
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波斯冈比西斯

结论
以赛亚警告，不要到埃及去帮助（以赛亚书31:1）。这句话已经到来，象征着一个警告，不要去为真理的世界。神决定了的真理。历史学家研究零碎的线索，并填写在其前提为基础的差距。这些前提可能是圣经或传统。接受传统的埃及年表，就必须拒绝圣经真理。接受圣经年表，让真理的基础上重建了古代年表。查看从圣经的框架证据，使埃及的历史和旧约适合像一个拉链两侧。
由于本章的原始出版物，艾萨克牛顿的修订年表的工作已成为英语。牛顿的古代王国的修史提供许多额外的古埃及的历史以及其他古代王国的历史信息和洞察力。对于进一步研究修订年表，因为“圣经”是最终的标准，我建议咨询医生弗洛伊德琼斯“一书的旧约年表。
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