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Abstract
Near the end of the 19th century, A.D., White made the claim that historical and scientific evidence regarding

the antiquity of ancient civilizations proved that the Biblical chronology was impossibly short and of no histori-
cal value. During the course of the 20th century, historians have been steadily decreasing their estimate of when
ancient civilization began. In recent years, several scholars have been working on a radical revision of ancient
history which reduces the antiquity of ancient civilization even further. These recent revisions of ancient his-
tory may very well prove to eliminate entirely any supposed conflict between Biblical chronology and the an-
tiquity of human civilization.

Introduction
One of the issues in the Creation/evolution contro-

versy is the antiquity of man, both primitive man and
civilized man. In this article, we will be concerned
primarily with the issue of the antiquity of the ancient
civilizations.

The publication of Darwin’s book, Origin of Species,
in 1859 produced an upheaval in the history of human
thinking, but not because evolution was a new idea.
The concept of an evolutionary development of life

*Stan F. Vaninger, M.S., M.A., receives his mail at 3658 Fill-
more, St. Louis, MO 63116.

forms had been around since the time of the ancient
philosophers, more than 500 years B.C., and was in
fact popular among many intellectuals for a century
before the publication of Darwin’s book. But the
appearance of Origin of Species, whatever the reason,
sparked a new interest in this ancient concept that
swept over the entire globe like a tidal wave and
caught the imagination of people of every station and
walk.

One of the most enthusiastic supporters of evolution
in the early days after the publication of Darwin’s book
was Andrew Dixon White. In 1896, after years of
diligent research, White published a large two-volume
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work entitled, A History of the Warfare of Science
with Theology in Christendom. The entire work was
devoted to showing how the new “scientific” thinking
(evolutionism) had triumphed over the oppressive su-
perstitions of the Biblical religion.

Chapter 6 of Volume 1 is entitled, “The Antiquity
of Man, Egyptology, and Assyriology.” The chapter
begins with these words:

In the great ranges of investigation which bear
most directly upon the origin of man, there are
two in which Science within the last few years
has gained final victories. . . . The first of these
conquests relates to the antiquity of man upon
the earth.1

The first half of the chapter is a historical survey of
the conclusions of Christian and Jewish theologians
regarding the antiquity of man and the age of the
earth from their study of the Old Testament chrono-
logical data. White then, in the remainder of the chap-
ter, proceeds to show how recent archaeological dis-
coveries proved that the antiquity of man was much
greater than any interpretation of the Biblical chron-
ology could possibly accommodate.

The conclusions of several Egyptologists regarding
the date for the beginning of ancient Egypt’s dynastic
history are cited by White: Marriette dates the begin-
ning of the first dynasty at 5004 B.C., Brugsch at 4500
B.C., and Meyer at 3180 B.C. White also correctly
points out that Egyptian civilization was already high-
ly developed even during the first few dynasties which
suggested to him a lengthy pre-dynastic period of de-
velopment. White also points out (correctly) that there
are no major discontinuities in the history of ancient
Egypt that could possibly correspond to the worldwide
Flood of the book of Genesis. The conclusion White
arrives at is that the Biblical chronology is impossibly
short and is of no historical value. The purpose of
this study is to re-evaluate this conclusion in the light
of more recent developments.

Biblical Chronology
Throughout this article, our discussion will be based

upon three assumptions that are generally held by
many Creationist scholars; no attempt will be made
at this point to defend these. The first assumption is
that the chronological data contained in the Old Testa-
ment is accurate. This issue is, of course, tightly bound
with the larger issue of the inspiration and inerrancy
of Scripture which is far beyond the scope of this
article.

The second assumption is that there are no gaps in
the genealogies of Genesis 11 which would mean that
there is a total of 352 years from the time of the Flood
to the birth of Abraham.2,3 Some Creationists do feel
that there may be gaps in the genealogies of Genesis
5 and/or Genesis 11 but for the purposes of this dis-
cussion we will be conservative and assume no gaps,
at least in Genesis 11. These first two assumptions
allow us to calculate the dates of the major events of
Old Testament history, some of which are shown in
Table I. The date that is of the greatest interest to
us for our present discussion is that of the Flood;
2519 B.C.

If we further assume that the Flood of Genesis 9-11
was indeed a worldwide catastrophe that laid down

Table I. Dates of Major Events in Old Testament
History According to Biblical Chronology.

Event Date B.C.

The Great Flood 2519
Birth of Abraham 2167
Jacob Enters Egypt 1877
Exodus From Egypt 1447
Conquest of Canaan 1407
Death of Solomon 931
Babylonian Exile 587

the vast majority of the sedimentary rock strata, we
can safely conclude that the archaeological remains
from any pre-Flood civilization were obliterated and
that the archaeological record we now possess is en-
tirely post-Flood (except perhaps for isolated artifacts).
This is why we are concerned only with post-Flood
chronology.

If we accept these three assumptions, then the prob-
lem before us is whether the 2500 B.C. date for the
Flood is compatible with the date of the most ancient
civilizations that have been discovered by archaeolo-
gists. In White’s day, over 85 years ago, the beginning
of Egypt’s dynastic history was variously dated be-
tween 3000 and 5000 years B.C. What is the current
state of affairs?

Egypt
This history of ancient Egypt is of primary impor-

tance for two reasons. First because of the great con-
tinuity of Egypt’s 31 dynasties spanning over 2700
years according to the conventional dating of these
dynasties. Secondly, because the chronology of an-
cient Egypt is considered to be so well established that
contacts with Egypt are used to determine absolute
dates for many other kingdoms of ancient times that
otherwise would have only a relative chronology. For
example, an archaeologist digging in Palestine or Syria
can assign an upper limit to an absolute date on the
B.C. time scale to a certain level of a tell if he can
find in that level some Egyptian artifacts that can be
identified as belonging to the reign of a particular
Pharaoh or from a particular dynasty. In this way, the
absolute dates of other ancient civilizations are deter-
mined by where they fit into Egypt’s history.

If it can be shown that Egyptian civilization is more
ancient than 2500 B.C., then we will have good reason
to question one or more of our three assumptions dis-
cussed above. We have already seen that at the turn
of the century, there was a great divergence of opinion
among Egyptologists regarding the date of the begin-
ning of Egypt’s dynastic history. Since that time the
more ancient dates have been rejected and there has
emerged a much more uniform consensus which places
the beginning of the first dynasty at c. 3100 B.C.
(although some favor a date as late as c. 2900 B.C.)
In 1975, Johannes Lehmann noted that:

In the course of a single century’s research, the
earliest date in Egyptian history— that of Egypt’s
unification under King Menes [first King of the
first dynasty]— has plummeted from 5876 to 2900
B.C., and not even the latter year has been estab-
lished beyond doubt. Do we, in fact, have any
firm dates at all?4
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Likewise, the date of the beginning of Egypt’s pre-
dynastic period has also been lowered and it is now
generally dated somewhere during the interval be-
tween 5000 and 4500 B.C. (see Table II).

Even more recently this 20th century consensus has
been challenged by Jewish, Christian, and secular
writers who are calling for a complete revision of an-
cient history. An important aspect of this revision is
a radically different view of Egyptian chronology
which reduces the antiquity of Egypt’s dynastic history
even further.

Table II. The Periods of Egypt’s Ancient History.

Period Dynasties
Commonly Accepted

B.C. Dates

Pre-dynastic
Proto-dynastic
Old Kingdom
First Intermediate
Middle Kingdom
Second Intermediate
New Kingdom
Third Intermediate
Late Dynastic

1-3
4-6
7-10

11,12
13-17
18-20
21-24
25-31

c. 5000 - c. 3000
c. 3000 - 2613

2613 - 2181
2181- 2133
2133 - 1786
1786 - 1567
1567 - 1085
1085 - 715
715 - 332

Oedipus and Akhnaton
Our story begins with a Jewish scholar, Immanuel

Velikovsky, born in Russia in 1895. Velikovsky re-
ceived a medical degree from the University of Mos-
cow and studied psychoanalysis in Vienna under Wil-
helm Stekel, one of Freud’s disciples. From 1924 to
1939 Velikovsky lived in Palestine and practiced psy-
choanalysis.

In 1939, shortly before his death, Sigmund Freud
published his last book entitled Moses and Monothe-
ism. In this work, Freud developed the theory that
the 18th dynasty Egyptian Pharaoh Akhnaton was the
first monotheist and that Moses borrowed the concept
from him. Velikovsky read Freud’s book shortly after
it was published and his interest in Pharaoh Akhnaton
was immediately stimulated. During that same year.
1939, Velikovsky left Palestine to spend a sabbatical
year doing research in New York. He never returned
to his practice of psychoanalysis in Palestine.

Velikovsky’s initial studies impressed him with a
number of remarkable parallels between Pharaoh Akh-
naton and the legendary figure of Greek tragedy,
Oedipus, who curiously enough, was the subject of
one of Freud’s psychoanalytic theories earlier in his
career. The puzzling thing about these parallels was
that the various tragedies about Oedipus were written
by playwrights separated by 700 miles from Egypt
and by 700 years from the era of Akhnaton! The chal-
lenge of such a puzzle launched Velikovsky into an
intense study of ancient times and resulted in a radical
reconstruction.

Ages in Chaos
Basic to the reconstruction is the recognition that

ancient Egyptian history, which for modern historians
is the foundation and reference point for synchronizing
the histories of many other ancient kingdoms, is in a
state of chronological disarray. The history of ancient
Egypt was first arranged into 31 dynasties by a third
century A.D. Egyptian priest by the name of Manetho.

For many years scholars have recognized that Man-
etho’s chronology left much to be desired. In 1927,
the well known Egyptologist James Breasted wrote
that the chronology of Manetho was:

a late, careless, and uncritical compilation, the
dynastic totals of which can be proven wrong
from the contemporary monuments in the vast
majority of cases, where such monuments have
survived. Its dynastic totals are so absurdly high
throughout, that they are not worthy of a mo-
ment’s credence, being often nearly or quite dou-
ble the maximum drawn from contemporary mon-
uments, and they will not stand the slightest
careful criticism. Their accuracy is now main-
tained only by a small and constantly decreasing
number of modern scholars.5

Velikovsky has gone even further and has called
Manetho’s chronology “a most confused and deliber-
ately extended and misleading list.“6 In another place
Velikovsky writes:

In composing his history of Egypt and putting
together a register of its dynasties, Manetho was
guided by the desire to prove to the Greeks, the
masters of his land, that the Egyptian people and
culture were much older than theirs and also older
than the Babylonian nation and civilization.7

Rather than trying to sort out the chronology of
Manetho and the various king lists recorded on monu-
mental inscriptions, Velikovsky has taken an entirely
different approach in his attempt to recover the his-
tory of ancient Egypt. Velikovsky noticed that despite
the fact than the Old Testament historical narratives
record many contacts between Egypt and Israel, the
modern student of Egypt’s ancient history was unable
to identify any of these contacts in reading the books
of modern historians (one exception to this will be
noted later).

Not only were there no synchronisms between the
histories of Israel and Egypt but there were countless
discrepancies and enigmas encountered in the attempt
of archaeologists to reconcile the history of the Ancient
Near East with the results of their excavations. Veli-
kovsky’s approach was to ignore the chronology of
Manetho and the monumental king lists and instead
to search for direct historical links between Israel and
Egypt using the Hebrew Scriptures and the available
Egyptian inscriptions. Using this approach, Velikovsky
began the task of rewriting ancient history.

After 12 years of research, the first installment of
the reconstruction was published in 1952 under the
title Ages in Chaos. This work covers a period of 600
years from the time of the Exodus to the era of Ahab
and Jehoshaphat. In Ages in Chaos, Velikovsky syn-
chronizes the end of the Middle Kingdom in Egypt
with the Exodus and identifies the Hyksos, who ruled
Egypt during the Second Intermediate Period, as being
the Amalekites of Scripture (see Table II).

The beginning of the New Kingdom in Egypt is
moved from the 16th century B.C. to the 11th century
B.C. and numerous synchronisms between Egypt dur-
ing the 18th dynasty and Israel during the Monarchial
Period are established (see Table III). Tuthmosis I is
identified as the Pharaoh who according to I Kings
9:16 captured the Canaanite city of Gezer and gave
it as a dowry to his daughter who married Solomon.8
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Table III. Egypt’s Eighteenth Dynasty.

Ruler
Commonly Accepted

Dates B.C.

Amosis
Amenhotep I
Tuthmosis I
Tuthmosis II
Hatshepsut
Tuthmosis III
Amenhotep II
Tuthmosis IV
Amenhotep III
Akhnaton
Smenkhkare
Tutankhamun
Ay
Horemheb

1570 - 1546
1546 - 1526
1525 - 1512
1512 - 1504
1503 - 1482
1504 - 1450
1450 - 1425
1425 - 1417
1417 - 1379
1379 - 1362
1364 - 1361
1361 - 1352
1352 - 1348
1348 - 1320

Queen Hatshepsut (conventionally dated 1503-1482
B.C.) is identified as the Queen of Sheba who visited
King Solomon during the middle of the 10th century
B.C. Thirty-eight pages of evidence are given in sup-
port of this identification.9 Velikovsky points out that
the Talmud indicates that “ ‘Sheba’ in the title Queen
of Sheba is not a geographical designation but a per-
sonal name.“10 A quick check of the NAS concordance
shows that the word Sheba is used both ways in the
Old Testament (three times as a personal name, once
as a Canaanite city, and once as a nation or place).
Velikovsky also points out that Josephus speaks of the
Queen who visited Solomon as being the ruler of
Egypt and Ethiopia. A series of reliefs on the walls
of Queen Hatshepsut’s splendid temple near Thebes
tell of her journey to the land of Punt which Velikov-
sky identifies as Israel.

Tuthmosis III (sole reign: 1482-1450 B.C., according
to conventional dating) is identified as the Pharaoh
Shishak of Scripture who despoiled the temple of Solo-
mon in the fifth year of Rehoboam, Solomon’s son and
successor. Hieroglyphic inscriptions cut in the walls
of the great Amon temple in Karnak record the mili-
tary campaigns of Tuthmosis III. Velikovsky reveals
that one of these reliefs pictures a large quantity of
temple furnishing and utensils that corresponds in a
remarkable way to descriptions in the Old Testament
of the furniture and equipment made for the taber-
nacle and temple.11 This relief at the temple of Amon
does not mention or picture any idols or images of
gods or goddesses, a fact which is consistent with
Velikovsky’s contention that it depicts spoil taken from
the Jerusalem temple.

Amenhotep II (conventionally dated 1450-1425 B.C.)
is identified as the King Zerah who invaded Judah
and was defeated by King Asa (910-869 B.C.), the
great-grandson of Solomon. Curiously enough, the
Scriptural account of this battle (II Chronicles 14) calls
Zerah an Ethiopian; Velikovsky points out that there
was Ethiopian blood in the 18th dynasty and that in
one monument Amenhotep I is pictured with a black
face.12

The Amarna period (conventionally dated 1379-1352
B.C.) is redated to the time of Ahab and Jehoshaphat
(first half of the ninth century B.C.) and Ahab is actu-

ally identified as one of the Amarna correspondents.
Pharaoh Akhnaton, who Freud considered to be the
first monotheist, is redated to the ninth century B.C.,
approximately 600 years after the time of Moses.13

In 1960, twenty years after its conception, Oedipus
and Akhnaton was published. This work deals at
much greater length with the Amarna period and with
the specific problem that first called Velikovsky’s at-
tention to the need for the reconstruction.14

The foreword to Ages in Chaos promised that an
additional volume would soon appear that would bring
the reconstruction down to the time of Alexander the
Great. Publication of the sequel was delayed again
and again, and in the intervening years, the remainder
of the reconstruction grew to three additional volumes
instead of one. Finally, after an additional 25 years
of research, Peoples of the Sea appeared in 1977 cover-
ing the period from the Persian era to Alexander the
Great. The next year, 1978, Ramses II and His Time
was published, covering the period of the Neo-Baby-
lonian Empire. A forthcoming volume promises to fill
in the period of the Assyrian supremacy. Several arti-
cles in Kronos provide some of the material from this
forthcoming volume15-18 and defend Velikovsky’s re-
arrangement of dynasties 19 and those following.

In his study of the Assyrian period, Velikovsky ar-
gues that the 22nd-24th (Lybian) dynasties and the
25th (Ethiopian) dynasty are the only ones correctly
dated in the conventional chronology. One of the
reasons for this is that Tirhakah, the third Pharaoh of
the 25th dynasty, is mentioned both in eighth century
Assyrian inscriptions and in the Scriptures (II Kings
19 and Isaiah 37).

During the reign of Hezekiah, Sennacherib King of
Assyria invades Judah and lays siege to Jerusalem. It
was earlier in this same campaign that Sennacherib
lays siege to the city of Lachish possibly to cut off any
aid that might come from Egypt. While at Lachish,
Sennacherib sends part of his army to lay siege to
Jerusalem and warns Hezekiah not to place his trust
in Pharaoh King of Egypt. Isaiah the prophet re-
assures Hezekiah that the Assyrian siege will be lifted
because the servants of Sennacherib blasphemed Yah-
weh. The plot thickens when an army led by Tirhakah
of Cush (Ethiopia) approaches to challenge the As-
syrian forces. Ultimately, deliverance comes not from
man but from God when a mysterious catastrophe de-
stroys the entire Assyrian army during the night. Just
reading the Biblical account shows that the Pharaoh
of Egypt and Tirhakah the Ethiopian are one and the
same and it was not hard for historians to make the
connection with the 25th dynasty Tirhakah.

Babylonian/Hittite Empire
In Ramses II and His Time. Velikovsky deals with

the Neo-Babylonian period, the time of Jeremiah, Eze-
kiel, and Daniel. Ramses II (conventionally dated
1290-1224 B.C.) is the third ruler of Manetho’s 19th
dynasty. Velikovsky argues that the 19th dynasty does
not directly follow the 18th and that the correct order
is 18, 22-25 (Lybian & Ethiopian) and then 19. He also
argues that the 19th and 26th dynasties are identical
rather than being separated by over 600 years. Ramses
I (of the 19th dynasty) is identified as Necho I (of the
26th dynasty); Seti I (19th) is Psammetichus I (26th);
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Ramses II (19th) is Necho II (26th), etc. Necho II is
the Pharaoh who killed King Josiah of Judah at Megid-
do (609 B.C.) when Josiah attempted to block Necho’s
passage to Carchemish where Babylonian forces had
the remnants of the Assyrian army cornered.

The Hittite Empire of the 13th century B.C. is
brought forward over 600 years and is identified as
part of the Neo-Babylonian Empire. When the ancient
ruins at Boghazkoi first began to be excavated in 1905,
art experts dated the stone orthostats to the seventh
and sixth centuries B.C. But other scholars were sure
that the ruins were that of the Hatti, the enemies of
Ramses II during the 13th century B.C. When Hugo
Winkler discovered at Boghazkoi in 1906 a copy of
the treaty between Ramses II and Hattusulis III, King
of the Hatti, the issue was settled. The treaty was a
translation of one previously found in Egypt and there
was no longer any doubt that the ruins were from
the 13th century B.C. Velikovsky’s reconstruction re-
stores the so-called Hittite empire to the 7th/6th cen-
turies B.C. and identifies Hattusilis III as being none
other than the dreaded Nebuchadnezzar of Scripture
who lived during the time of Daniel the prophet. The
ruins excavated in central Anatolia have nothing to
do with the Biblical Hittites; 250 pages of evidence
are given in support of this portion of the reconstruc-
tion.19

Sea Peoples/Persians
In Peoples of the Sea, Ramses III (1198-1166 B.C.)

of the 20th dynasty is moved closer to the present era
by 800 years. The Sea Peoples that Ramses III re-
pulsed from Egypt in a series of battles are shown to
be not the Philistines of Scripture (which is the con-
ventional identification) but rather the Persians using
Greek mercenaries. Velikovsky points out that Greek
letters appear on the back of glazed tiles used in a
palace supposedly built by Ramses III hundreds of
years before the Greek alphabet emerged.

Just a mile away from this palace, a cemetery was
discovered and excavated in the 1880’s by Griffith and
Naville. Based on scarabs of Ramses III, Griffith dated
the cemetery to the 12th century B.C. But Naville was
equally certain that the cemetery should be dated very
late, to the fourth century B.C. because of the style
of the paintings and hieroglyphs. By uncovering old
enigmas such as this that had been all but forgotten
by modern scholars, Velikovsky shows that Ramses III
and the 20th dynasty belong in the Persian and Greek
era, 800 years closer to the present.20

Other scholars, who also see a need for a revision
of ancient history, have taken issue with much of the
latter part of Velikovsky’s reconstruction as presented
in Ramses II and His Time and Peoples of the Sea.
Many have now rejected the way Velikovsky re-
arranges dynasties 19 and following, his identification
of the Hatti of Anatolia as being part of the Neo-
Babylonian Empire, and his identification of the Pele-
set (one of the Sea People) as being Persians of the
5th/4th century B.C.

The Exodus Problem
In 1956, a scholar in California, Dr. Donovan Cour-

ville, also began working on a revision of ancient his-
tory. Stimulated by reading Ages in Chaos, Courville
began a similar study of his own taking a somewhat

different approach. Fifteen years later, a two-volume
work was published, The Exodus Problem and Its
Ramifications.21 Dr. Courville has also published a
number of articles dealing with this revision, three of
which have appeared in the Creation Research Society
Quarterly.22-29

Courville agrees with Velikovsky that the Exodus
occurred at the end of the Middle Kingdom in Egypt
and that it was, in fact, the catastrophic nature of the
10 plagues that actually brought about the end of the
Middle Kingdom and ushered in the Second Inter-
mediate Period when Egypt was ruled by foreigners
(the Amalekites in the Old Testament; the Hyksos in
Egyptian records). Courville also agrees with Velikov-
sky in his redating of the 18th dynasty although there
are significant differences for some of the later periods.
Both Velikovsky and Courville follow the chronology
of the Old Testament Scriptures and thus redate the
end of the Middle Kingdom to about 1450 B.C. This
would bring the Middle Kingdom (and all earlier pe-
riods of Egypt’s history) closer to the present by about
340 years.

Overlapping Dynasties
Velikovsky’s reconstruction begins at the close of the

Middle Kingdom, but Courville extended his revision
all the way back to the first dynasty. One of the fun-
damental assumptions of modern Egyptologists is that
the 31 dynasties of Manetho (with one exception) are
consecutive and non-overlapping. Courville has chal-
lenged this assumption and has presented a wealth of
evidence to show that many of these dynasties are
contemporary and overlapping, ruling over different
segments of Egypt at the same time.

According to Courville’s revision, dynasties one and
two are consecutive and 3-5 are consecutive but they
are roughly contemporary with one and two. Dynas-
ties 7-10 are shown to be contemporary with 14-17 and
dynasties 20-23 are shown to be contemporary with
24-26. According to this arrangement, the Old King-
dom period is contemporary with the Middle Kingdom
period rather than preceding it by 400-500 years and
simliarly, the First Intermediate Period is contempo-
rary with the Second Intermediate Period (see Table
II). The duration of Egypt’s dynastic history is thus
greatly reduced and the beginning of the first dynasty
is dated around 2150 B.C., about 370 years after the
date of the Flood.

The third scholar to do extensive research in this
area is John J. Bimson. Earning his Ph.D. from the
University of Sheffield, Bimson had a major portion
of his dissertation published in 1978 under the title,
Redating the Exodus and Conquest and has written a
number of articles for the British journal SIS Rewiew.30

A number of other scholars have been involved to a
lesser extent writing primarily for journals devoted to
the further investigation of theories of Velikovsky.31

The revision of the history of ancient times is, of
course, a massive and complex task and, as we might
expect, there are a number of problems that have not
yet been fully resolved, a fact which makes the on-
going discussion very stimulating.

The Conquest of Canaan
One of the most difficult and controversial problems

in the field of Biblical archaeology is determining at
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what point in the sequence of the archaeological ages
that the Conquest of Canaan by the Israelites occurred.
According to Biblical chronology, the Conquest oc-
curred at about 1400 B.C. The more conservative Bib-
lical scholars who follow the Biblical chronology usu-
ally place the Conquest at the end of the Late Bronze
I period (see Table IV). More liberal scholars who
feel that the Biblical chronology is not correct usually
place the entry of the Hebrews into Canaan at the end
of the Late Bronze II period or early in the Iron Age.

Table IV. The Archaeological Ages.

Period
Conventional Revised

Dates B.C. Dates B.C.

Early Bronze I-III 3200 - 2300 2200 - 1400
EBIV/MBI Intermediate 2300 - 2000 1400 - 1200
Middle Bronze II 2000 - 1500 1200 - 925
Late Bronze I 1500 - 1400 925 - 850
Late Bronze II 1400 - 1200 850 - 700
Iron Age 1200 - 330 700 - 330

Although Velikovsky’s reconstruction requires it, he
has written very little about how the archaeological
ages should be redated. He has suggested that the end
of the Early Bronze Age be synchronized with the
destruction of the cities of the plain (Genesis 19) and
that the end of the Middle Bronze Age be synchro-
nized with the Conquest of Canaan but has produced
very little evidence to support these synchronisms.32

Courville has given a lot more attention to the prob-
lem of redating the archaeological ages and has pro-
posed that the Conquest of Canaan be placed at the
end of the Early Bronze Age. This placement of the
Conquest involves a lowering of the absolute date of
the end of the Early Bronze Age by an enormous 900
years (from 2300 B.C. to 1400 B.C.). A previous article
by the present writer has defended at length this
synchronism.33

Table IV shows the archaeological periods in Pales-
tine, the conventional dating of these periods, and the
revised dating that has been defended by the present
writer in a recent article.34 All of the periods have
been shortened somewhat and have been brought for-
ward on the B.C. time scale considerably. Courville,
Luckerman, and Livingston favor the idea that the
Late Bronze Age and the Iron Age are not consecutive
but actually overlap considerably. Courville, for exam-
ple, has argued that the Late Bronze Age corresponds
to the same period of time as the Iron I and Iron II
periods.35 Bimson, on the other hand, contends that
the Iron Age follows the Late Bronze Age and must
be compressed considerably.36 This is an issue that
deserves further study.

The Tower of Babel
One of the issues that concerns modern Egyptolo-

gists is the origin of Egypt’s dynastic civilization. Wal-
ter Emery, Professor of Egyptology at the University
of London, makes the following three points:37

(1) The cultural connection between Egypt and Meso-
potamia at the beginning of Egypt’s dynastic his-
tory is beyond dispute and is generally accepted
by scholars. One example is the Narmer Palette
from Egypt’s first dynasty which displays unmis-
takable Mesopotamian influence.

(2) Dynastic civilization appeared suddenly in Egypt.
There is no development from the more primitive
pre-dynastic culture to the highly developed dy-
nastic culture.

(3) In contrast to Egypt, there is a period of cultural
development in Mesopotamia from a pre-historic
culture to a dynastic type of civilization.

These three points suggest that the beginning of
Egypt’s dynastic history is due to a population move-
ment from Mesopotamia to the Nile valley which car-
ried with it the more advanced culture.

Courville identifies this population movement as the
result of the dispersion from the Tower of Babel re-
corded in Genesis 11 and places it at the transition
between the Chalcolithic Age and the Early Bronze
Age (see Tables IV & V).38 The Tower of Babel in-
cident is not precisely dated in the Biblical narrative,
but clearly it is after the Flood and before the time
of Abraham. Speaking of the transition between the
pre-historic Chalcolithic Age and the Early Bronze
Age, William Albright writes;

There must have been an exceedingly intensive
transfusion of culture going on in the Near and
Middle East. Syria and Palestine naturally be-
came the cultural intermediaries through which
Mesopotamia influences streamed into Egypt in
the period before the first dynasty.39

Table V. The Pre-Historic Ages in Palestine.

Period

Paleolithic
Mesolithic
Neolithic
Chalcolithic

Commonly Accepted
Dates B.C.

2 million - 16,000
16,000 - 8,300
8,300 - 4,000
4,000 - 3,200

Conclusion
While there are some significant differences in the

revisions of ancient times proposed by Velikovsky,
Courville, and Bimson, the general thrust of all three
is to greatly reduce the antiquity of Egypt and the
other ancient near eastern civilizations. Courville’s re-
vision, in particular, extends all the way back to the
beginning of Egypt’s dynastic history and leaves over
350 years for post-Flood repopulation and cultural re-
covery, a period which would include Egypt’s pre-
dynastic era. If the revision proposed by Courville
should prove to be more or less correct, there would
be no real conflict between Biblical chronology and
the history of ancient civilizations.
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Abstract
An extensive statistical analysis of the post-Flood lifespans with various calibration models shows that it is

possible to find statistical models that predict hundreds and possibly even thousands of years between patriarchs.
However, if the interpolation and extrapolation performance of the calibration model plus the model’s insensi-
tivity to statistical outliers is considered, there are statistical calibration models using the natural logarithm of
lifespan that show no gaps in the Genesis 11 genealogy.

Introduction
Evolutionary anthropologists contend that man in

his present form has been in existence from one to two
million years. This evolutionary thinking, however,
seems to be in direct contradiction with the Bible.
Henry Morris has noted this conflict in Biblical Cos-
mology and Modern Science:

To explain a discrepancy between one million and
two thousand years, for the time from the first
man to the time of Abraham (about 2000 B.C. by
secular chronology) in terms of genealogical gaps
means that the average such gap between each
pair of names in Genesis 5 and 11 is more than
fifty thousand years! Each “gap” is therefore more
than eight times as long as the entire period of
recorded history.1

*William L. Seaver, Ph.D., is Assistant Professor of Statistics,
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University Northern
Virginia Graduate Center, Falls Church, VA 22042.

Recently, Richard Niessen countered this evolutionary
thinking on genealogical gaps in Genesis 5 and 11 by
presenting nine logical and mainly Biblical evidences
for a tight chronology.” A follow-up to the Biblical
evidence for no gaps was provided in statistical evi-
dence by William Seaver.3 His statistical analysis of
these Genesis lifespans showed that the pre-Flood life-
spans were stable, that the post-Flood life spans fitted
an asymptotic exponential decay curve which con-
verged to the 70-80 year lifespan of Psalm 90:12, and
that if there were gaps in the genealogies of Genesis 11
the gaps would have to “systematic, specific, nonran-
dom, and of the asymptotic exponential decay model
form.“4 In addition to the Biblical and statistical evi-
dence for no gaps, scientific research from other dis-
ciplines is also supporting the point of a tight chron-
ology in Genesis 5 and 11. For instance, Humphreys’
excellent work on the creation of earth’s magnetic
fields revealed that it would take approximately 6000
years for the magnetic fields to decay to their present
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strength if the current rate of decline was extrapolated
back to Creation.5 The weight of Biblical, statistical,
and scientific evidence for a tight chronology in Gene-
sis 5 and 11 is great, and thus the likelihood of gaps
of any significant size are very small. Henry Morris
does not deny the possibility that minor gaps could
occur in the Genesis 11 genealogical list; but if they
exist, the gaps must be relatively small and not thou-
sands of years as proposed by evolutionists.6,7

The intention of this author is not to examine the
Genesis 5 genealogy since the Biblical evidence from
Genesis 4:25, 26 and Jude 11 allows for no gaps.
Niessen’s study on tight chronology in Genesis 5 and
11 is an excellent source for the theological arguments.
However, the clearest possibility for a gap, according
to Morris and Whitcomb, is in the genealogy of Gene-
sis 11 between Eber and Peleg before the Tower
of Babel where the lifespans dropped from 464 to 239
years respectively.8 Recent statistical model methods
developed for the calibration problem shall be used
to find point and interval estimates for the generations
between patriarchs (particularly between Peleg and
previous patriarchs) that provide evidence of the statis-
tical feasibility of a tight chronology for Genesis 11.
Not only does this imply that any gaps would have to
be minor but also that the Flood date of 2518 B.C.
is a stable, safe estimate.

The Apparent Post-Flood Gap
Assuming consecutive generations, that is, no gaps

in the Genesis 5 and 11 genealogies, the dates for the
year of birth and lifespan are given in Table I.9,10

A semilogarithmetic graph of the post-Flood lifespans
versus the generations in Figure 1 as done by Dil-
low reveals the gap possibility between Eber and
Peleg.11,12 However, a graph of these same lifespans
versus the patriarchs year of birth after Creation in
Figure 2 with semilogarithmetic scale accents the ap-
parent gap between Eber and Peleg to such an extent
that two different models seem to be necessary to fit
the post-Flood data: one before Peleg and one after
him. Since the four patriarchs, Shem, Arpachshad,
Shelah, and Eber, are insufficient data points to derive

Figure 1. Semilogarithmetic Graph of Lifespans Versus Genera-
tion of Patriarch.

a statistical model, attention is focused on all the life-
spans inclusive of Peleg down to Moses’ contempo-
raries. With these ten observations, it is possible to
derive statistical models which fit this post-Flood era
and provide predictions of how many generations
away Eber’s lifespans are from Peleg. While point
estimation of the generations or the gap is the primary
concern, a statistical interval estimation procedure
(where appropriate) will be used so that there is a
measure of confidence about any perceived gap. As
noticed in Table I, Peleg’s generation will be the base,
and the generations from Peleg to Joseph are assumed
to be consecutive in light of Seaver’s statistical chrono-
logical work on the post-Flood data.13

Statistical Calibration Models
Most statistical regression models involving the pre-

diction of a point require determining the value of Y
corresponding to a given X. For example, to calibrate
a thermocouple, we assume that the temperature read-
ing given by the thermocouple is a linear function of
the actual temperature with an error term ei such that
the observed temperature = PO + p1 (actual tempera-
ture) + Ei or

(1)

Figure 2. Semilogarithmetic Graph of Lifespans Versus Year of
Birth after Creation.

where p. and ,& are unknown parameters. The cali-
bration problem is concerned with measuring the ac-
tual temperature X* from the observed temperature
Y* given the data (Y1, X1), (Y2, X2) . . . , (Yn, Xn) which
is used to derive the estimating equation,

(2)
where b0 and bl are estimates of p. and p1 respec-
tively. For the post-Flood data, Yi equals the lifespan
which is completely known, and Xi equals the genera-
tion of the patriarch which is assumed partially known.
Thus, the prime concern in calibration analysis is point
estimation of the X values from the known Y values.

There are several competing point estimators of X,
each with advantages and disadvantages. There is the
classical estimator,

(3)
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Table I. Selected Post-Flood Lifespans

Patriarch
Year of Birth Year of Birth

After Creation Before Christ, B.C. Life-Span†
Age at

Birth of Son
Generations
from Peleg

†Ages are taken from the Masoretic Text.
††If the generations are consecutive, then Noah through Eber’s generations would be -4, -3, -2, -1, and 0 respectively.

where b0 and b1 are the least square solutions to p,,
and p1 in (1) above based upon n observations. With
this classical estimator, interval estimates for X* (the
number of generations) can be constructed.14,15 Lwin
and Maritz have noted that the classical estimation
model does best when estimation is confined to ex-
trapolation (the extremities of the range and outside
of the calibration range) which is the need for this gap
analysis.16  In addition, with the classical predictor

model it is possible to compare the fitted values ?i
and the observed values Yi (called residuals, ei = Yi -

?i) to flag any unusual observations (called outliers)
that could hinder the model from accurate prediction.
Figure 2 definitely seems to indicate that Nahor’s life-
span was shorter than expected and thus a possible
statistical outlier. As noted by Belsley, Kuh, and
Welsch and other statisticians, there are numerous
outlier diagnostics for the classical linear regression
model.17-19

A second possible estimator where generation is re-
gressed against lifespan is the inverse estimator

(4)
where ,#,,  and ,@, are the parameter values of the pop-
ulation and E’i  is again some measurement of error.
The sample inverse estimation model is shown as fol-
lows:

(5)
Intuitively, this inverse estimator seems viable. How-
ever, the inverse point estimator is only superior to
the classical estimator when X* lies in a small interval
about X0, i.e., estimation is restricted to the interior
of the calibration range. 20,21 Thus, it should be ex-
pected that this estimator will do well for Peleg
through Moses’ contemporaries and not well outside
of this range.

A third feasible estimator of generation X* is a non-
parametric regression approach based on the median
of pairwise slopes.22 This basic regression model
(equation (6) below), developed by Thiel,

(6)
does not allow for interval estimates for an individual
observation; but it is not affected by statistical outliers,
such as Nahor. Equation (6) can be converted to a
nonparametric calibration model as shown below:

(7)
Finally, there is the non-linear predictor of Schwenke
and Milliken but confidence intervals for small samples
are not exact, and this procedure is totally valid only
when Y and X can both be taken as random variables,
a requirement also necessary for the inverse estima-
tor.23 Thus, attention shall focus only on the classical,
the inverse, and the nonparametric models.

If the post-Flood data from Peleg to Moses’ contem-
poraries do support the hypothesis 1~~1  > 0, then the
calibration model in general is appropriate.24 The
more significant the relation between Y and X or ln
Y and X, the better the calibration model will perform.

Point Estimation of the Generation Gap
by the Lifespan Models

Using only the lifespans and not the natural loga-
rithm of lifespan [ln(lifespan) or ln Y] from Peleg to
Moses’ contemporaries, Table II shows the equation
results for the classical, the inverse, the nonparametric,
and the jackknife model (which Duncan and others
have noted as more insensitive to one outlier in the
data).25,26 The intercepts, 258.114, 271 and 258.3, and
the slopes, -14.45, -15.00, and -14.51 respectively
for the classical, the inverse, and the jackknife models
are not that different, respectively. Assuming consecu-
tive generations, all four lifespan models are 11 to 14
generations from Eber at X = 0, creating a possible
gap of 12 to 15 generations between Eber and Peleg.
With the median begetting age of Table I being 34
years and ignoring Noah and Shem who were born
before the Flood, we could be dealing with a gap of
at least 416 years ([l + 14.25] x 34) between Eber
and Peleg. There are also large generation prediction
gaps for the other three pre-Peleg Patriarchs as shown
in Table II. For instance, Shem is off by at least 16
generations (-3-(-19.23)) to almost 21 generations
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Table II. Comparative Analysis of Gap Possibilities by Four Lifespan Models.

(-3-(-23.77)). Furthermore, all four lifespan models

have a very low sum of squares

for interpolation (with the inverse model the lowest
at 17.671) but extremely large sum of squares for ex-
trapolation. These findings are excellent fuel for the
evolutionist’s argument that there are gaps in the ge-
nealogies or to the idea that there is one statistical
model for the pre-Peleg patriarchs and another for
Peleg and those that follow.

In addition to examining the sum of squares for the
X (the generation) to measure the fit of the calibration
model, further insight into the adequacy of a statistical
model is gained by comparing the observed values of
the lifespan (Yi)  versus the predicted values for lifespan
(Yi).  These differences, ei = Yi - Yi, are called re-
siduals. Extremely large residuals, large studentized
residuals, large studentized residuals with the ith ob-
servation deleted, large diagonal elements of the hat
matrix, large changes in fit at some data point i stand-
ardized by the standard error of the fit with the ith
point omitted, plus other outlier diagnostics can be
used to flag extreme observations that have diverse
but drastic effects on linear models.27 With a Pearson
correlation of .9218 (significant at a probability less
than .0001) between lifespan and generation for the
classical and the inverse models, it is tempting to con-
clude that the model is appropriate. However, Nahor
is flagged as a outlier by numerous statistical diagnos-
tics but particularly by a studentized residual with the
ith observation deleted of -4.28, significant at a prob-
ability less than .005 . Removal of Nahor from the clas-
sical or inverse lifespan models does not change the
generation predictability appreciably even though the
Pearson correlation does increase to .9783. In fact,
with the removal of Nahor, various outlier diagnostics
suggested by Hoaglin and Welsch flag Peleg, Joseph,
and Moses’ contemporaries as suspect influential ob-
servations.28

While the evolutionist who desires to show gaps in
the Genesis 11 genealogies to support his beliefs or
the researcher who may even want to push back the
Flood date further than 2518 B.C. with partial gaps
to accommodate various archaeological suppositions
may embrace any of these four lifespan models to
validate his stance, the poor performance of these four

calibration models in extrapolation, the outliers in the
models, and the previous research of Dillow and Sea-
ver all suggest that there must be a better statistical
and Biblical model. This model, if it exists, should do
well in interpolation and extrapolation for generation,
should be minimally affected by outliers, and should
not differ drastically from previous research on these
patriarch ages. The natural logarithm model [ln(life-
span) or ln (Y)] is such a possibility.

Point Estimation of the Generation Gap
by the Natural Logarithm Models

Dillow used the natural logarithm model

ln Y = ln b0 + b1X (8)
to describe the non-linear or exponential decay rela-
tionship between generation and lifespan over the
patriarchs from Noah to Moses’ contemporaries. 29

Seaver’s non-linear model, the asymptotic exponential
decay, not only described the relationship between
lifespan and generation better over the observations
from Shem to Moses’ contemporaries but also pre-
dicted well outside of the data’s range. 30 There are
non-linear calibration models as mentioned earlier, but
such sophistication is statistical overkill. The easiest
approach is to take the models in equations (2)-(7) and
replace Y with ln(Y) producing the following three new
calibration models.

(9)

(10)

(11)
Of course, these calibration models based on natural
logarithms could be converted to an exponential decay
curve of the form,

(12)
This conversion is not necessary since the concern is
the prediction of X, the generation.

Still assuming consecutive generations but using the
ln(lifespan) or ln(Y) calibration models, the sum of
squares interpolation in Table III are slightly less than
those for the basic lifespan model (as shown in Table
II) with greater improvements for the nonparametric
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Table III. Comparative Analysis of Gap Possibilities by Four Natural Logarithm Models

†Assuming consecutive generations, the expected generations away from Peleg are indicated in parentheses. The SSextra are com-
puted from these expected values and the predicted values from each model.

(23.617 to 21.844 SSinter) and the jackknife models
(20.615 to 18.28 SSinter). This finding is extremely sig-
nificant in that it points out that all of the Y and ln(Y)
models have similar descriptive ability for the data of
Peleg to Moses’ contemporaries and that the natural
logarithm transformation did not affect interpolation
results. Further support of this point is provided by
a similar Pearson correlation for the ln(Y) model [clas-
sical and inverse only] of .9229, significant also at α <
.0001. However, for the four pre-Peleg patriarchs there
is an astronomical decrease in the sum of squares ex-
trapolation: from 862.311 to 52.284 for the classical
model, from 519.923 to 17.402 for the inverse model,
from 703.379 to 3.504 for the nonparametric model,
and lastly from 853.001 to 38.003 for the jackknife
model as shown in Tables II and III. In light of these
extrapolation results and the specific generation dif-
ference in Table IV, the nonparametric calibration
model based on ln(Y) is by far the best point estimator
of patriarch generations. This particular nonparamet-
ric model misses Eber by only 1.57 generations and is
easily within one generation of Shem, Arpachshad,
and Shelah (see Table IV). None of the other three
ln(Y) calibration models predict large gaps in the gen-
eration; but there are consistent gaps of 2-4 genera-
tions for Shem, Eber, Nahor and Isaac.
Table IV. Generation Differences for the Classical,

Inverse, Nonparametric, and Jackknife Calibration
Models

Patriarch Classical
Non- Jack-

Inverse parametric knife
Shem 4.22 2.29 .53 3.53
Arpachshad 2.06 .60 .87 1.58
Shelah 2.95 1.50 .04 2.47
Eber 4.64 3.09 1.57 4.12
Peleg -1.03 -1.59 -2.50 -1.12
Reu -.03 -.59 1.50 -.12
Serug .59 .09 .79 .52
Nahor -2.84 -2.69 -3.16 -2.62
Terah 1.43 1.10 .33 1.04
Abraham .84 .75 .12 .95
Isaac 2.13 1.99 1.34 2.22
Jacob 1.09 1.25 .79 1.31
Joseph -.82 -.23 -.42 -.41
Moses’
Contemporaries -1.36 -.09 -.12 -.66

These findings give extreme credence to the faith
of the Creationist that there cannot be large gaps of
thousands of years in the Genesis 11 genealogy but no
more than around a hundred years. However, the
ln(Y) nonparametric model is even more significant in
that there is a statistical model that can be fitted to
the untouched Genesis 11 lifespans without compro-
mising the Biblical truth of consecutive generations
noted by Niessen.31

Additional Evidence for the ln(Y)
Nonparametric Calibration Model

In light of statistical theory mentioned earlier, a
natural question is why does the ln(Y) inverse calibra-
tion model do better than the ln(Y) classical model in
extrapolation? The reason for this discrepancy is the
greater outlier tendencies in the variable ln(Y) than in
the variable generation. This is more obvious when
Nahor, a statistical outlier having the studentized re-
sidual with the ith observation deleted of 2.4 which is
significant at a level of significance of .025 (but not
as significant as in the classical lifespan model), is de-
leted from the data. The equations for the classical
and inverse calibration models with Nahor omitted are
shown below:

and
(13)

(14)
While there are slight coefficient changes in these
models compared to the full data equivalents in Table
III, the biggest changes occur in the SSinter and SSextra.
The SSextra for the classical model reduces drastically
from 52.284 to 31.840 but there is only a miniscule
change from 17.402 to 16.712 for the inverse model.
The inverse model shows marked improvement from
16.443 to 9.351 for SSInter while the classical changes
slightly from 20.473 to 19.773. The improvements for
the inverse model were thus over the interpolation
range and conversely were for the classical model over
the extrapolation range, which is to be expected in
light of the outliers and statistical theory.

Additional insight into the impact of observations
such as Nahor, Peleg, Isaac, and Moses’ contemporaries
on the ln(Y) classical model can be gained by examin-
ing the recursive residuals. Recursive residuals are in-
dependently and identically distributed and, unlike or-



44 CREATION RESEARCH SOCIETY QUARTERLY

dinary residuals, do not have the deficiencies of the
data in one part being spread over all the residuals.32

For instance, in studentized residuals with the ith ob-
servation deleted (such as Nahor), there is an isolated
look at whether one observation is a statistical outlier.
It is not uncommon for one statistical outlier to mask
others in the same data set, and recursive residuals
flag this problem. Basically, for this Genesis data set
of 10 points, discard the first patriarch, Peleg, and fit
the model to the remaining nine points. The first re-
cursive residual is then defined as the standardized re-
sidual of the first observation. Next Peleg and Reu are
discarded, and the model is fitted to the remaining
eight observations. The second recursive residual is
then computed. The process is repeated down to the
last two observations (Joseph and Moses’ contempo-
raries) since at least two points are needed for the
fitting of a two-parameter model. The recursive re-
siduals are given in Table V and a normal probability
plot of these residuals is in Figure 3. According to
Galpin and Hawkins, Nahor would definitely be an
indicative of other possible outliers such as Peleg
(-.1216) and Isaac (-.0937).33

A significant by-product of the recursive residual
analysis is a recursive calibration model with sum of
squares extrapolation computed in Table V. Remem-
bering that the SSextra are only computed for the patri-
archs Shem through Eber, it is interesting to note the
continual improvement in the SSextra as successive ob-
servations are deleted. In fact, the recursive calibra-
tion model after omission of Peleg, Reu, Serug, and
Nahor

(15)
is almost identical to that for the nonparametric ln(Y)
model in Table III (the best calibration model using
all the data),

X* = (ln Y - 5.9342)/(-.1309). (16)
This recursive calibration model has SScxtra = 4.39
whereas the nonparametric ln(Y) model had SSextra =
3.504. Also, the recursive calibration model for Jacob,
Joseph, and Moses’ contemporaries is almost identical
to that of the nonparametric ln(Y) model.

While interval estimates for an individual observa-
tion are not possible for the nonparametric model nor
for the inverse model since generation is not a random
variable, it is possible to construct such an interval
estimate for the classical calibration mode1.34 Since the

A —  the actual recursive residual for the patriarchs (Table V)
If +‘s are connected with a straight line, recursive resid-
uals that deviate markedly from this line may be con-
sidered outliers.

Figure 3. Normal Probability Plot of Recursive Residuals.

recursive classical ln(Y) model for Terah is practically
identical to the nonparametric ln(Y) calibration model
and is highly significant (a Pearson correlation of .9813,
significant even at α = .005), an interval estimate for
the generation of the patriarch can be computed for
Shem through Eber according to the following formu-
las, where

(17)
and

(18)

These 95 percent confidence interval estimates, which
are not symmetric about the point estimate for genera-
tion, are shown in Table VI below,
The largest difference from the assumed consecutive
generation and the upper interval estimate is no more
than 4.57 generations for Eber and no less than 2.02
generations [-2-(4.02)] for Arpachshad. Assuming the
median begetting age of 34 years as done earlier, there
could be gaps of not more than 70-170 years at the
maximum for the interval estimate analysis.

Table V. Recursive Residual Analysis for the Classical ln(Lifespan) Model.



VOLUME 22, JUNE 1985 45

Table VI. Ninety-five Percent Confident Estimates for
the Individual Pre-Peleg Patriarchs*

Point Lower Upper
Consecutive Estimate of Interval Interval

Patriarch Generation Generation Estimate Estimate

Shem - 3 -2.53 .28 -7.01
Arpachshad - 0 - . 2 6 2.18 -4.02
Shelah - 1 - . 1 8 2.25 -3.91
Eber 0 - . 6 7 1.83 -4.57
*These are not simultaneous confidence interval estimates but
only individual interval estimates.35

Validation of the Model
To the non-statistician it would seem as if there has

been model manipulation in locating a statistical model
that fits the generation and ln(age) relationship. How-
ever, the discussion thus far has focused on checking
the adequacy of the model and to a large extent on
model validation. According to Montgomery and
Peck, the essence of model validation is determining
“if the model will function successfully in its intended
operating environment.“36 This validation process in-
volves testing the predictive performance of the model
in the interpolation and extrapolation modes, examin-
ing signs and magnitudes of the model coefficients,
comparing the model predictions and coefficients with
physical theory, and studying the stability of the model
coefficients as a result of outliers or diverse correlation
structures.37 Much of this has already been done.
Considering the extrapolation mode and the stability
of the coefficients, the nonparametric calibration In
(age) model (equation 16) which is based on the actual
data without any omissions and which is outlier re-
sistant seems to be the better post-Flood model. In
terms of interpolation, the inverse and classical cali-
bration models using ln(age) (equations 13 and 14) fare
slightly better.

To complete the model validation process, there are
a few possible statistical approaches.38 First, the col-
lection of fresh data with which to investigate the
model’s predictive performance is a possibility, but
with historical data as in Genesis this is not feasible.
Seaver, in his study of the Genesis lifespans, did show
how the asymptotic exponential decay curve provided
excellent estimates for today’s lifespan. 39 A second
choice for validation is data splitting. For a time se-
quenced data set, the observations would be split into
an estimation data set and a prediction data set; but
for the Genesis data there are not enough observations
for such an approach according to Snee.40 However,
another version of data splitting which essentially
takes n observations and splits these into n subsamples
of size one is a simplistic validation procedure. The
regression model is then fitted to the remaining n - 1
observations and the resulting equation is used to pre-
dict the withheld observation, yi. If the predicted
value with the ith observation deleted is noted q(i),
then the prediction error for the point i is

(19)
and the prediction error for all points is the sum of
squares for the n deleted residuals over the interpo-
lation range that is, This sum of squares is
called the PRESS statistic and can be found by either
formula below:

(20)
or

(21)

The formula in equation (21) makes it easy to see that
the PRESS statistic is just a weighted sum of squares
of the residuals, where the weights are related to the
outlier tendencies of the observation (hii).
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Performing this kind of analysis on the inverse and
classical calibration models using ln(age) as shown in
Table VII provides a way to validate the overall pre-
dictive performance and to flag observations that de-
grade the predictive performance of the model. While
the original inverse and classical models explained 85
percent of the variability in the response variable
(R2 = .8517), an approximate coefficient of determina-
tion for prediction (called R2

pred) can be calculated for
each model from the PRESS statistic information as
follows:
R2

pred = 1-PRESS/sum of squares for response variable (22)

From Table VII the inverse model explains about 80
percent of the variability in predicting new observa-
tions. The drop in explainability from 85 to 80 percent
is due to the high prediction error squared for Nahor
primarily (9.072), followed slightly by Isaac and Peleg.
For the classical ln(age) model, the explainability drops
from 85 to 75 percent and is again primarily due to
Nahor and Isaac (.10505 and .05678 respectively) but
also to Moses’ contemporaries at .08746.

The bottom line of this type of validation is that the
ln(age) calibration models work well in interpolation.
Again certain patriarchs are highlighted as influential
observations for these models signifying even more
that the outlier resistant nonparametric calibration
model is a better choice for explaining the post-Flood
data of Genesis.

Conclusions
This statistical analysis of gaps in the post-Flood ge-

nealogy of Genesis 11 with calibration models, which
consider lifespan as a random variable and generation
as fixed, has several important conclusions and impli-
cations. First, the Genesis 11 lifespan data is very com-
plicated because of the statistical outliers: Nahor who
died before his time, Peleg and Reu who lived to be
of the same age in an era of declining lifespan, Isaac
who lived longer than expected at 180 years, and
Moses’ contemporaries who lived to 70-80 years ac-
cording to Psalm 90:12. With at least 40 percent (4 out
of 10) of these data having outlier tendencies, only
recent statistical outlier diagnostics have enabled the
researcher to flag these unusual observations and to
examine their diverse impact on the mathematical
model for longevity and on the creationist view of con-
secutive generations in Genesis 11.

Secondly, it is possible to choose a statistical model
based on lifespans which will predict large gaps of
hundreds of years or more between the pre-Peleg pa-
triarchs, which the evolutionists might extend to thou-
sands of years or more to maintain his position on the
age of the earth. However, when sound statistical
reasoning considers the interpolation and extrapolation
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Table VII. One by One Data Splitting Validation of the Inverse and Classical ln(Age) Calibration Models.

quality of the calibration model plus the impact of
statistical outliers, the existence of gaps in the Genesis
11 genealogy is not a tenable position. It is an en-
couragement to the Creationist to know that there
exists a statistical model which shows no gaps between
Eber and Peleg or between any of the other patriarchs
and which reveals that the differences in ages in Gene-
sis 11 are statistically possible.

Thirdly, these findings of no gaps using only part
of the post-Flood data from Peleg to Moses’ contempo-
raries plus the earlier research of Dillow and then
Seaver who used all the data of Genesis 11 gives even
further confirmation that any gaps would have to be
systematic, specific and nonrandom and of the expo-
nential decay, more probably, of the asymptotic ex-
ponential decay form. The excellent performance of
the nonparametric ln(lifespan) calibration model and
the parametric ln(lifespan) recursive model in extrapo-
lation and interpolation gives tremendous confidence
in a Flood date of 2518 B.C. and a Creation date of
4174 B.C. and shows the scientific and statistical reli-
ability of the Scriptures.

Finally, from a statistician’s viewpoint, there is a
simplistic beauty in a series of numbers that is easy to
acknowledge as randomness and nonmeaningful and
thus, miss the Creator behind them. However, close
examination of the complexity of the lifespans in Gene-
sis 11 in this research causes one to stand in awe of
God’s wisdom, God’s character, and His revelation to
man.
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PANORAMA OF SCIENCE
More on Growth of a Population

Creationists, at least those of the young-Earth vari-
ety, are very much interested in the growth of popu-
lations, in order to see how the population increased
so quickly after the Flood. An example from Canadian
history may be of some interest. In a book on Cana-
dian history it is stated:

In the conquered province of Quebec, the people
multiplied with astonishing celerity. In 1760, their
numbers were approximately 60,000, and in 1790,
160,000, an increase in one generation of about 166
percent, about five per cent annually. The birth
rate after the conquest seems to have been higher
than before it; in 1770 it had reached the astro-
nomical figure of 65 per 1000. After all, there
was land and food for all . . .1

The conquest was the British conquest of Canada
in 1759 and 1760. Later the book states: “. . . there
is some evidence (from the census) that the death rate
was no higher in Upper Canada (now Ontario) in 1851
than it is in Ontario today . . ,” and a little later:

The statement made above, that the death rate
in Upper Canada in 1851 may have been no higher
than it is today may seem surprising, given our
modern advantages, but the usual impression of
the period as one of enormous infant mortality,
epidemic disease, short lives and numerous deaths
may need some revision. Certain causes of death
carried off large numbers, but others fewer than
today. Thus while 20 percent of all deaths were
returned as from contagious diseases, there were
only fifty deaths reported in the whole province
from cancer.2

Editor’s Note: One of the referees asked if the effects
of immigration was included in the population growth.
Harold’s answer is as follows:

The increase mentioned (More on the Growth of
a Population) was wholly or mostly due to births.
After 1759 there would have been very little immi-
gration for quite a few years.
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Contributed by Harold L. Armstrong

On the Nature of the Grains of
Wind-Blown Sand

It is often taken for granted that grains of wind-
blown sand, such as that found in a desert, should be
more rounded than those on a beach. But a study, a
few years ago, in the Simpson Desert, Australia, show-
ed that the grains there are quite angu1ar.1

This may be of interest to Creationists because,
while such deposits as loess, or the sand which went
to form sandstone, are often supposed to have been

deposited by the wind, the Flood would seem to have
been a very likely agent. The study cited here would
seem to show that it is hard to decide one way or
the other by the shape of the grains.

There is another possible clue, however, which
seems to have been little noticed. One might expect
wind-blown sand often to contain vegetable material,
such as tumbleweed, bits of brushwood, etc. Such de-
bris is common in many sand dunes. And if the sand
remained or hardened, the debris would remain as
fossils.

When the sand was deposited by water, on the other
hand, such debris would be floated away. As far as
I can learn, fossilized debris is not common in sand-
stone. So this may be evidence that the sand was de-
posited by water; and what better opportunity has
there been for such deposition than during the Flood?
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Contributed by Harold L. Armstrong

LETTERS TO THE EDITOR
Genesis 1

Frequently a question returns to me, does Genesis 1
refer to the entire Universe, or only to our Solar Sys-
tem? I am hoping you will place the following dis-
cussion in your “Letters to the Editor,” where others
can constructively criticize it. There are several verses
in the Bible that bear on this problem.

We may recall that the Hebrew word shamayim,
heaven(s), appears in Genesis 1:1. It is an unusual plu-
ral form, serving like the English word “sheep,” and
how it is used in the sentence will determine whether
it shall be considered singular or plural. In Genesis 18
it is translated “firmament.” According to the KJV
translators, the verse should read “In the beginning
God created the heaven and the earth.”

Actually the word “heaven(s)” is of little help in
clarifying just how much was created “in the begin-
ning.” To Bible writers “heaven(s)” was everything
above their heads, and “earth” was everything under
their feet. The Bible recognizes three heavens: (1) 1st
heaven, atmospheric, Genesis 1:6-8; (2) 2nd heaven,
starry, Genesis 15:5; and (3) 3rd heaven, Paradise
where God dwells, II Corinthians 12:2.

More helpful in our problem of what was included
in the work recorded in Genesis 1:1 are the words of
Christ (Matthew 19:4) “Have ye not read that he which
made them at the beginning made them male and
female . . . ?” Other versions read: RSV, NEB “Made
them from the beginning”; NASB “he who created
them from the beginning”; Mark 10:6, NEB “in the
beginning, at creation, God made them male and fe-
male.” It thus appears that in the same great event
“in the beginning,” the earth and the heaven(s) and




