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Chronology and the Gezer connection— 
Solomon, Thutmose III, Shishak  
and Hatshepsut
Anne Habermehl

Solomon’s father-in-law is shown to have been 18th-Dynasty Thutmose III, who captured and burned Gezer and presented 
it to his daughter, Solomon’s bride, as a wedding present. The reign of Hatshepsut, aunt/stepmother to Thutmose III, 
possibly overlapped with Solomon’s early reign for a few years (although she was not the Queen of Sheba). Arguments 
that Shishak was Rameses II are shown to be flawed. A difference of about 470 years between the biblical and secular 
chronologies at the time of Solomon is therefore postulated. This moves all post-Thutmose III history forward into the 
first millennium bc. 

The subject of correlation of the biblical and secular chro-
nologies is of great importance, not only for determining 

when events really happened, but especially for biblical 
apologetics. From this point of view, one of the significant 
events in history is the destruction of Gezer by the pharaoh 
who married his daughter to Solomon. This allows us to 
calculate how far apart the two chronologies are at that time 
in history, in addition to who Solomon’s father-in-law was, 
who Shishak was, and how Hatshepsut fits in.

Solomon’s Egyptian princess bride

In I Kings 3:1 we are told that Solomon married the 
daughter of the pharaoh of Egypt. In Solomon’s time, it 
was not unusual for two rulers to conclude a treaty between 
them, with the daughter of one ruler marrying the other ruler 
to cement the deal.1,2 Indeed, it is probable that this is how 
Solomon acquired many of his other royal wives (I Kings 
11:1–3). However, this particular marriage was notable, 
because it was a pharaoh’s daughter who married a ruler 
outside of Egypt.3

The Bible does not give us the name of this Egyptian 
princess, not surprisingly, since it doesn’t name her father 
or her mother, either. We do not know whether she was 
the daughter of the Great Royal Wife of the pharaoh or the 
daughter of a lesser wife. It is not unusual for us to be in 
the dark on this because pharaohs’ records tended to tell 
the world a lot about their (glorious) military pursuits, but 
not much about their domestic arrangements. As a result, 
historians do not know how many queens/wives/concubines 
and children most pharaohs actually had. From hints here 
and there we can assume there were quite a few.4 This means 
that the princess’s mother may have been any one of many 
women in the pharaoh’s harem. 

The importance of this bride to Solomon is shown by the 
several mentions of her in Scripture (I Kings 3:1, 7:8, 9:16, 
9:24, 11:1; II Chron. 8:11).5 Solomon even built the Egyptian 
princess her own palace (I Kings 7:8); she is the only wife for 
whom it is stated in Scripture that Solomon did this. Not only 
that, but the princess’s palace was part of Solomon’s palace 
complex, as is clear from I Kings 7:7–12. With the pharaoh 
of Egypt keeping an eye on how his daughter was treated, we 
would expect that Solomon would give this princess the very 
best accommodations. Also, if the normal practices of the day 
were followed, his bride would have been accompanied from 
Egypt to her new home by a large retinue of maidservants 
and menservants, who would have needed housing.6 

Destruction of Gezer by Solomon’s father-in-law

The Bible tells us that an unnamed pharaoh sacked Gezer, 
a city on the west side of Solomon’s kingdom (figure 1):

“For Pharaoh king of Egypt had gone up and 
captured Gezer and burned it with fire, and killed the 
Canaanites who lived in the city, and had given it as 
a dowry to his daughter, Solomon’s wife” (I Kings 
9:16 NAS).

In the 400 years since the conquest of Canaan by the 
Children of Israel, the tribe of Ephraim in whose allotment 
Gezer was located had not been able to destroy it (Judges 
1:29). David had not captured Gezer, either. But this pharaoh 
did, which means that he had a strong military. This opposes 
the view by some that Solomon’s father-in-law must have 
been a weak pharaoh, because he was willing to marry his 
daughter off to Solomon.7 Instead, we are looking for a 
powerful pharaoh in our search for Solomon’s father-in-law.



84

JOURNAL OF CREATION 32(2) 2018  ||  VIEWPOINT

History of destructions of Gezer

Like many (if not most) Near Eastern cities, Gezer was 
repeatedly destroyed and rebuilt.8 The question is which 
of these destructions is the one that was carried out by 
Solomon’s father-in-law, as a lot hangs on making the right 
choice.

In determining which was the biblical destruction, we 
might think that it would be easy to get this right. We need 
merely calculate from our Bible when Solomon reigned, 
and then check archaeological history to see who destroyed 
Gezer during this time. That should certainly net us our 
pharaoh. But clearly it can’t be that simple because there 
are a number of pharaohs claimed by various people as 
Solomon’s father-in-law. In alphabetical order we name a 
few: Horemheb (Haremheb),9 Mereneptah,10 Psieukhannit 
(Psebkhan) (Psusennes) II,11 Shoshenq I (Sheshonk I),12 
Siamun,13 and Thutmose I.14 

Many biblical scholars believe that Pharaoh Siamun 
caused the Gezer destruction mentioned in the Bible 
(I Kings 9:16); his regnal dates are c. 978–959 bc (secular).15 
According to this identification, Shishak would be his son, 
Shoshenq I. This looks good, because the dates seem right; 
and besides, ‘Shishak’ and ‘Shoshenq’ appear to be similar 
names (if we are not too critical).16

An earlier destruction of Gezer was carried out by Pharaoh 
Merneptah, who reigned c. 1213–1203.17 This destruction by 
Merneptah makes him a possible candidate for Solomon’s 
father-in-law, as noted by 
James.10 That Merneptah 
actually destroyed Gezer is 
proven by an inscription on 
a stela on the Amada temple 
in Nubia where he lists one 
of his titles as “plunderer of 
Gezer”.18–21 This means that the 
line on the famous Merneptah 
stele (discovered at Thebes), 
“Gezer is captured”, refers to 
himself (Merneptah) doing 
this. This line does not refer 
to some previous pharaoh, as 
surprisingly argued by Clarke22 
(the Amada temple inscription 
in Nubia has been known in the 
world of archaeology for well 
over 100 years23,24). Besides, 
if we think that any pharaoh 
glorified anyone but himself, 
we do not know our pharaohs 
very well! 

Historians record an earlier major destruction of Gezer in 
the mid-second millennium bc (secular) by Thutmose III.25,26 
This event is usually passed over quickly because secular 
archaeologists believe that the destruction of Solomon’s 
time was over 450 years later.27 It is this 15th-century bc 
destruction of Gezer by Thutmose III that we will look at 
as most likely the one mentioned in the Bible. This leads to 
consideration of Amenhotep II, his son, as Shishak. Figure 
2 shows a famous site at Gezer.28

Figure 1. Gezer was located on the western side of Solomon’s kingdom. 
The treaty that Solomon concluded with the Egyptian pharaoh would have 
given the latter the right to march his armies up and down along the coast 
on a route between Egypt and points north for his military campaigns. In 
return, Solomon would have been guaranteed peace.

Figure 2. The High Place at Gezer. This photo shows part of a row of 10 standing stones, some as high as 3 m,  
located on the north-east side of Tell Gezer. Widely believed to be a Canaanite cultic high place, it dates to 
just before Thutmose III would have destroyed the city of Gezer and presented it to Solomon and his Egyptian 
bride as a wedding present. That these stones survived the destructions of Gezer is significant; clearly there 
was importance attached to this site.28
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What do we know about Thutmose III?

The son of Thutmose II and a secondary wife, Iset 
(Isis), Thutmose III became pharaoh at only 3–12 years old 
(historians vary on this) when his father died.29 He himself 
later claimed that he had been barely weaned at this time.30,31 
This would make it more likely that his accession was at 
the lower end of this age spread because the customary 
age of weaning in pharaonic Egypt was 36 months.32 He 
therefore ascended the throne somewhere around 1479 bc 
in the secular timeline, keeping in mind some disagreement 
on dates.17 Because of his youth, he was co-regent with his 
aunt/stepmother Hatshepsut (Great Royal Wife of Thutmose 
II) for the first 22 years of his 54-year reign, until she died.33 

He therefore became sole regent at 25+ years old. He could 
have had a daughter of marriageable age already in his early 
30s if he was 20 when she was born. These princesses were 
usually very young when married off to foreign rulers.34

History books say that Thutmose III was one of Egypt’s 
greatest pharaohs,35 and “the greatest warrior pharaoh of the 
ancient world”.36 If we are looking for a powerful pharaoh 
as Solomon’s father-in-law, we need not look further. One 
important thing that we know about Thutmose III is that 
he sacked and burned Gezer. The archaeology sources are 
quite certain about this.37 Figure 3 depicts Thutmose III as 
a military pharaoh.

What do we know about 
Pharaoh Shishak  
from the Bible?

When Jeroboam rebelled 
against Solomon, he fled to 
Egypt (I Kings 11:26, 40). 
Shishak was king of Egypt by 
that time; Solomon’s father-in-
law, who preceded Shishak, was 
dead. Jeroboam stayed in Egypt 
until Solomon’s death and then 
returned to Israel to be crowned 
king of the northern kingdom 
at the assembly at Shechem (I 
Kings 12:1–3). 

Jeroboam’s flight to Shishak 
in Egypt tells us that Solomon’s 
unnamed father-in-law was not 
the same pharaoh as Shishak. 
The father-in-law had had 
a treaty with Solomon, and 
they had sealed it by Solomon 
marrying that pharaoh’s 
daughter. Therefore the father-

in-law would not have welcomed Jeroboam, who was not 
on Solomon’s good side, to put it mildly. (In any case, it 
would make no sense for father-in-law’s name to be omitted 
at his first biblical mention, and then for him to be named 
only later on.) 

Shishak would have welcomed Jeroboam, however, 
because Jeroboam had a tale about the prophet who predicted 
that Jeroboam would be king over the northern 10 tribes 
after Solomon (I Kings 11:26–40). Shishak would have 
been looking ahead to being in league with Jeroboam after 
Solomon’s death. Shishak and Jeroboam must have gotten 
along quite well, because the LXX (Septuagint) says that 
Jeroboam married the sister of Shishak’s (Sousakim’s) wife 
while he was in Egypt (LXX 3 Reigns 12:24e). Later, when 
Shishak came up against Judah in the fifth year of Rehoboam 
(I Kings 14:25), he left Jeroboam’s northern kingdom of 
Israel alone, as we would expect.

Shishak’s campaign against Judah is narrated in 1 Kings 
14:25 and 2 Chronicles 12:1–12. Because Rehoboam and 
his princes humbled themselves, God allowed Shishak 
to merely take the treasure of Jerusalem and leave, while 
Rehoboam remained king. As the son of Solomon’s father-
in-law, Shishak would have been brother or half-brother to 
the Egyptian princess that Solomon had married. (We do not 
know whether she was still alive in Jerusalem when Shishak 
showed up, as the Bible does not mention when she died.)

Figure 3. Thutmose III smiting his enemies, a relief carved on the seventh pylon at the Karnak Temple 
Complex in Egypt.
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Amenhotep II: could he be Shishak? Yes

If Thutmose III was Solomon’s father-in-law, his son, 
Amenhotep II, would most likely have been Shishak. 
Amenhotep II, also called Amenophis II, was co-regent 
with Thutmose III for about two years. He was 18 when he 
became sole regent.38 

Amenhotep II’s last campaign took place in his ninth 
year; it was largely carried out in Palestine.39,40 If this is 
when he took all the treasure of Jerusalem in the fifth year 
of Rehoboam, it would mean that Amenhotep II most likely 
reigned for 4 years before Solomon’s death, two years as 
co-regent with his father and two years as sole regent.41

If Amenhotep II was Shishak, logically one of the names 
in his royal titulary should show this.42 In fact, one of his 
names does just that. Let us look at the Nebty (Two Ladies) 
name of Amenhotep II:43

Nebty Name: “weser fau, sekha em waset.” 
(Translation: Rich in splendor, who has been made 

to appear in Thebes.)
At first glance, this name might not look like ‘Shishak’. 

But the Masoretic name ‘Shishak’ comes originally from 
Egyptian, then was translated into Hebrew, and then into 
English. The part in parentheses below is what comes through 
the linguistic journey:

“we(ser fau sek)ha em waset”
The LXX gives his name as ‘Sousakim’. This comes 

out of the same Nebty name, with a translation trail from 
Egyptian to Hebrew to Greek to English: 

“we(ser fau sekha em) waset”
Explanatory notes:
“The vowel sound ‘we’ at the beginning got left off 

both versions.
In both versions, the ‘f’ got passed over, and the 

preceding ‘r’ went with it. (Pre-exilic Hebrew did not 
have an ‘f” sound.44)

“The esses are pronounced as ‘sh’ in Shishak and 
‘s’ in Sousakim. 

‘Waset’ is the Egyptian name for the city of Thebes; 
both the Hebrew and Greek forms of the name have 
left this part of the Nebty name off.”

We see that the Nebty name of Amenhotep II as shown 
here provides solid evidence that he was Shishak/Sousakim 
of the Bible.

Chronology difficulties: why it is hard to  
determine exact dates

We cannot claim precision about the calculated amount of 
chronology divergence. For one thing, two of the well-known 
chronology biblical scholars, Jones45 and Thiele46, do not 
agree on when exactly Solomon reigned. Even though both 
are calculating from the Masoretic, there is a difference of 

45 years between their dates for the beginning of Solomon’s 
reign; Jones puts this at 1015 bc, and Thiele at 970 bc.47

There is also disagreement among secular scholars on 
when Thutmose III reigned. The most commonly accepted 
dates for Thutmose III’s reign are now 1479–1425 bc 
(according to what is called the low chronology). But an older 
high chronology is still preferred by some: 1504–1436.48 This 
makes a difference of 25 years (although this is less than the 
spread between Jones and Thiele on the biblical side).

Using the year when each king’s reign began for 
comparison, the widest divergence of the two chronologies 
from these figures is therefore 1504–970 = 534 years (this 
is the high chronology figure for Thutmose III less Thiele’s 
figure for Solomon). The least divergence is 1479–1015= 
464 (this is the low chronology figure for Thutmose III less 
Jones’ figure for Solomon).

In this paper we will choose the least divergence figure, 
rounding it off to 470, using the difference between the lower 
Egyptian chronology and the chronology of Jones.49 

Correlation of the Exodus with divergence of  
470 years at the time of Solomon

The most obvious implication of Thutmose III as 
Solomon’s father-in-law is that this makes the difference 
between the biblical and secular chronologies about 470 
years at the time of Solomon. But the two chronologies only 
diverge about 350 years at the time of the Exodus, as has 
been shown.50 Why should the divergence be greater later on?

To solve this, we need to look at the period immediately 
following the Exodus, when Egypt plunged into complete 
chaos. Secular historians allot about 120–125 years to the 13th 
and 14th Dynasties, when an unknown number of pharaohs 
ruled briefly in the period before the Hyksos arrived around 
1650 bc (secular).51 We suggest that immediately after 
the Exodus Egypt fragmented totally because there was a 
power vacuum with no pharaoh ruling. For somewhat less 
than five years the multitude of kings of the 13th and 14th 
Dynasties ruled mostly concurrently with each other and 
with Sobekneferu, last pharaoh of the 12th Dynasty. Then 
the Hyksos entered Egypt and destroyed all these rulers. 
This would explain the very brief reigns of so many of these 
kings, and also why Sobekneferu disappeared in less than 
five years. Secular historians have therefore added about 120 
non-existent years immediately after the Exodus because they 
have laid out all of these pharaohs’ reigns end to end rather 
than concurrently. 

One hundred and twenty years just happens to be the 
difference between 470 and 350. In other words, the 
divergence of 350 years at the time of the Exodus, plus the 
120 extra years inserted afterwards = 470 years’ divergence 
from the time of the Hyksos on. A future paper will look at 
this chaotic period immediately after the Exodus.
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Chronology implications of moving 
Thutmose III to Solomon’s time

These implications are enormous, because anything and 
anyone that dates after Thutmose III (secular chronology) 
in the second millennium bc moves to a spot after Solomon 
(biblical chronology) in the first millennium bc. To give a 
few examples:
1. All pharaohs who appear after Thutmose III reigned after 

Solomon. This includes the well-known Ramses II. 
2. The Amarna letters written during the reign of Akhenaten 

(1353–1336 bc) would actually date long after Solomon, 
not during the period of the Judges, as is commonly 
believed.

3. ‘Solomon’s’ stables at Megiddo would have been built 
long after Solomon.

Where exactly in the first millennium bc (with respect 
to the Egyptian chronology) these will fall is difficult to say. 
The first part of the first millennium bc is called the Third 
Intermediate Period of Egypt (1069–664 bc secular), a chaotic 
time when Egypt was divided, and a number of pharaohs may 
have been ruling at the same time. A workable chronology 
of this period has not been developed by scholars because 
of paucity of information.52

Chronology revision and the design of 
 Solomon’s temple

The NIV Archaeological Study Bible claims that there was 
Phoenician influence in the design of Solomon’s temple.53 
This should strike us as rather strange, because it was God 
Himself who gave David the plans for the temple:

“All this, said David, the Lord made me understand 
in writing by his hand upon me, even all the works of 
this pattern” (I Chron. 28:19).

We can be certain that God did not draw inspiration 
for Solomon’s temple from the pagan temples of the day! 
However, we might wonder whether Solomon’s temple was 
so renowned that pagan peoples later built their temples to 
resemble it. 

As an example, the Ain Dara temple near Halab (Aleppo) 
in Northern Syria, dated to about 1300 bc (secular), is 
described as similar to Solomon’s temple in details of its 
plan layout, size, style, and decoration.54 This would not seem 
to be mere coincidence. With this chronology revision, the 
Ain Dara temple would date as much as a couple of centuries 
later than Solomon’s temple. 

Hatshepsut: the lady pharaoh 
who was not the Queen of Sheba

We include discussion of Hatshepsut (aunt/stepmother 
of Thutmose III) in the Gezer connection because this 

chronology revision moves her forward to about the time of 
Solomon.55 This could revive the perennial mistaken notion 
that she was the Queen of Sheba.56 (However, if it were not 
for the linguistic coincidence that ‘Hatshepsut’ contains the 
syllable ‘shep’, that is similar to ‘sheb’, she would probably 
never have been confused with the Queen of Sheba at all.57)

We note that because Solomon’s royal visitor was called 
a queen in the Bible (I Kings 10:1; II Chron. 9:1), she could 
not have been a pharaoh at the time of her visit. The Bible 
had been calling the rulers of Egypt pharaohs since the time 
of Abraham (Gen. 12:15). If the Queen of Sheba really was 
Hatshepsut, this visit would have had to have taken place 
while she was still the wife of Thutmose II, when she bore 
the title of a queen, or during the first few years after her 
husband’s death before she took on the title of pharaoh. This 
presents a problem, because Hatshepsut had already been 
a pharaoh for quite a few years before Solomon started to 
reign, as we will show.58,59

To calculate this, we will work backwards from the point 
in the latter part of Solomon’s reign, when Jeroboam fled 
to Pharaoh Shishak of Egypt (I Kings 11:40). If Shishak 
reigned four years during the end of Solomon’s 40-year 
reign (as earlier mentioned above), that left 36 earlier years 
of Solomon’s reign. Thutmose III had 32 years as sole ruler 
after Hatshepsut, but overlapped two years with Shishak in a 
co-regency, leaving 30 earlier years of his reign. Therefore 
Thutmose III would have started his sole reign six years 
after Solomon started to reign. That would leave six years 
of overlap at the beginning of Solomon’s reign with that of 
Hatshepsut. Because Hatshepsut ruled a total of 22 years, 
she would have probably reigned about 16 years at the end 
of David’s life, before Solomon became king. However, 
because of various factors (such as exact reign lengths), 
and which of Shishak’s campaigns the Bible describes, it 
cannot be stated with absolute certainty how many years 
the reign of Hatshepsut overlapped with that of Solomon, 
or whether it did at all.

It is true that the Bible does not mention a lady pharaoh. 
It does not need to. In Egypt, a pharaoh was a pharaoh. 
Hatshepsut took on the titulary (names) and regalia of a full 
pharaoh, and ruled as one. She did a good job, too. Nobody 
says anything to the contrary.60

The real Queen of Sheba/Saba

This queen came to see Solomon (I Kings 10:1–13; II 
Chronicles 9:1–12) after he had been reigning for at least 
24 years.61 She travelled from the south, as Jesus said (Matt. 
12:42; Luke 11:31), which is where the kingdom of Sheba/
Saba was located in Yemen.62 (We will discount legends that 
she and Solomon had a son who ruled in Ethiopia.63) The 
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real Queen of Sheba had to have lived in the 15th century 
bc (secular), at the time of Thutmose III. This means that 
this southern kingdom has earlier origins than is generally 
believed.64 Archaeological evidence of early dams and 
canals for irrigation in the Wadi Dhana near Marib, the 
ancient capital of Saba, goes back as far as the early third 
millennium bc (secular).65 This shows that there was an 
active and prosperous kingdom there in antiquity.

The ‘Gezer effect’ on the  
Babylonian and Assyrian chronologies

It is well known in historical circles that the chronology 
of the entire Ancient East is based on the standard Egyptian 
chronology.66 It therefore follows that if we reduce the secular 
Egyptian-based chronology of the second millennium bc by 
several hundred years, we will have to reduce the Babylonian 
and Assyrian timelines by the same amount overall. This will 
affect which rulers and events in those countries correlate 
to those in the Bible. How the Babylonian and Assyrian 
timelines will be shortened is beyond the scope of this paper. 
An example of major work on this topic is the book by 
Bernard Newgrosh.67 

Some remarks about Velikovsky

The logic used in this paper to revise the standard secular 
Egyptian chronology downward at the time of Solomon by 
approximately 470 years was independently determined by 
my own research. No arguments are used from the work of 
the late Immanuel Velikovsky, who first introduced the idea 
of divergence of the secular and biblical chronologies.55 As 
it happens, Velikovsky had come to a similar conclusion to 
mine with respect to the two chronologies, although with 
some differences in the details. For instance, he thought that 
Thutmose III was Shishak,68 and, as noted previously, that 
Pharaoh Hatshepsut was the Queen of Sheba. 

We mention this here because of the great amount of 
hostility that has been directed at Velikovsky over the years. 
This goes on even today, including repeated anti-Velikovsky 
comments in the pages of this journal.69 Overall, Velikovsky’s 
chronology conclusions are solid, and he did a great service 
to biblical apologetics in his seminal work. The maligning 
of Velikovsky’s chronology is unwarranted. 

Concluding remarks: importance of  
the Gezer destruction in correlating the  

biblical and secular chronologies

One of the things that comes up repeatedly in revision 
of the secular Egyptian-based chronology is that various 

people have been working on it for years, and they differ 
in their respective versions. This understandably makes the 
subject confusing to anyone who would like to determine 
what the divergence of the secular and biblical chronologies 
really is.70 

It cannot be emphasized too strongly that the pegs on 
which chronology arguments are hung must be firmly nailed 
to the wall. In other words, those arguments must be solid, 
and cannot be based on suppositions or what we might call 
‘special pleading’. This is why the destruction of Gezer is 
so important. It is the one certain thing that we know about 
Solomon’s father-in-law. What some revisionists are doing, 
however, is first attempting to determine who Shishak is, 
and then going back to see who might be the father-in-law 
pharaoh. They wave their hands airily (so to speak) and 
say that a certain pharaoh made campaigns in the direction 
of Canaan, and therefore he possibly could have destroyed 
Gezer.71 They mistakenly deny that Merneptah sacked Gezer 
(e.g. Clarke22) when, in fact, he provably did.19 

Indeed, those who believe that Rameses II was Shishak 
resort to claiming that ‘Shishak’ was a form of Rameses’ 
hypocoristicon (nickname), ‘Sessy’, or similar forms (they 
do not explain the ‘k’ on the end, or the ‘Sousakim’ form 
of the LXX).72 Nor do they mention how rarely this form 
occurs.73 We are supposed to believe that our Scripture 
would use a rare nickname in referring to this pharaoh. 
The claim that Rameses II was Shishak has been around 
since Rohl published his New Chronology in 1995;9 Rohl’s 
extended arguments include some weak points, and this 
is one of them. Another is Rohl’s claim that Rameses II 
plundered Jerusalem (Rameses’ inscription says ‘Shalem’) 
in his eighth year.74 This is unlikely because there was an 
ancient city named Shalem (Salem/Salim) in the north of 
Israel, and this would have most likely been the actual city 
that he plundered.75

Does it matter who Solomon’s father-in-law and Shishak 
were? Yes it does, because by determining who they were 
we are establishing a connecting bridge between the biblical 
and secular chronologies, and we are determining how 
far secular historical events will need to move forward in 
time. We might be amused when secular scholars argue 
about 10 or 20 years here or there in their standard secular 
chronology;76 we are meddling with this chronology on the 
order of hundreds of years.

Getting the chronology right has huge importance in 
biblical apologetics. The root of nearly all unbelief in the 
biblical narratives is that historians and archaeologists 
cannot find evidences of the Exodus, the conquest of Jericho, 
David and Solomon—whatever—at the time where they are 
looking for it. When we get the chronology right, we will 
have a powerful tool at our disposal.
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