
6. 
TIMEKEEPING IN THE MIDDLE AGES 
Historians discuss the “chaos reigning 

in the mediaeval datings.” 
Peculiar mediaeval anachronisms

The Scaligerian chronological version was far from
being the only one. It competed with versions that
were significantly different. Bickerman mentions the
“chaos reigning in the mediaeval datings” ([72], page
73). Furthermore, the analysis of ancient documents
shows us that old concepts of time were substantially
different from modern ones.

“Before the XIII-XIV century the devices for time
measurement were a rarity and a luxury. Even the
scientists didn’t always possess them. The Englishman
Valcherius… was lamenting the lack of a clock that
afflicted the precision of his observations of a lunar
eclipse in 1091.” ([1461], page 68) 

“The clocks common for mediaeval Europe were
sundials, hourglasses, and water clocks, or clepsydrae.
However, sundials only were of use when the weather
was good, and the clepsydrae remained a scarcity”
([217], page 94). In the end of the IX century a.d.,
candles were widely used for timekeeping. The
English King Alfred took them with him on his jour-
neys and ordered them to be burned one after the
other ([217], page 94). The same manner of time-
keeping was used in the XIII-XIV century, in the reign
of Charles V, for instance.

“The monks kept count of time by the amount of
holy book pages or psalms they could read in between
two observations of the sky… For the majority, the
main timekeeping medium was the tolling of the
church bells” ([217], page 94). One is to bear in mind
that astronomical observations require a chronome-
ter that possesses a second hand, while we learn that
“even after the discovery and the propagation of me-
chanical chronometers in Europe, they had been lack-
ing the minute hand for a long time” ([217], page 95).

It has to be said that the ultra-sophisticated chron-
ological Cabbala developed in the Middle Ages con-
tradicts this imprecision of temporal observation. For
instance:

“The very periods used for measuring time on
Earth… acquire an entirely different duration… when
used for measuring the Biblical events… Augustine

equalled every Genesis day to a millennium [! – A. F.],
thus attempting to define the duration of the history
of humankind.” ([217], pages 109-110) 

Such an “inherent trait of the mediaeval histori-
ography as its anachronistic propensity” is of impor-
tance to us.

“The past is described in the same categories as the
contemporary epoch… the Biblical and the ancient
characters wear mediaeval attire… a mediaeval moral-
ist ascribes “courteousness” to the ancient Romans,
which was a purely knightly virtue… The epochs of
the Old and the New Testament are not put in a di-
rect temporal sequence… The fact that the portals of
mediaeval cathedrals portray Old Testament kings
and patriarchs together with the ancient sages and
evangelical characters unravels the anachronistic at-
titude to history like nothing else… In the end of the
XI century the crusaders were certain they came to pun-
ish the actual executioners of the Saviour, and not their
offspring.” ([217], pages 117-118) 

This fact is significant enough, and we shall come
back to it later on.

Modern historians base their observations on the
Scaligerian chronology, believing that the mediaeval
authors had “attained a state of great confusion in what
concerned both concepts and epochs” due to their al-
leged ignorance, and that they had confused the an-
cient Biblical epoch with the Mediaeval one. Mediae-
val painters, for instance, kept portraying the Biblical
and the “ancient” characters in typically mediaeval
costumes. However, another point of view is also vi-
able, one that differs from the traditional “love for
anachronisms” explanation. Namely, that all of the
statements made by the mediaeval chronographers
and artists may have reflected reality, and we con-
sider them to be anachronistic because we follow the
erroneous Scaligerian chronology.

The Scaligerian chronological version only man-
aged to immortalize one mediaeval chronological
concept out of many. Other versions previously co-
existed with the consensual chronology.

For instance, it was assumed that the Holy Roman
Empire of the German nation in the X-XIII century
a.d. was the immediate descendant of the “ancient”
Roman Empire that is alleged to have fallen in the VI
century a.d., according to the Scaligerian version
([270], vol. 1, page 16). Mark the repercussions of
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the discussion that appears very odd in our time:“Pe-
trarch… made the statement that he was supposed to
have based on a number of philological and psycho-
logical observations, that the privileges granted by
Nero Caesar to the House of Austrian Dukes [in the
XIII century a.d.! – A. F.] – were fake. It needed proof
in those days” ([270], vol. 1, page 32).

For the modern historian [270], the thought that
the “ancient” Caesar and Nero were the contempo-
raries of a mediaeval Austrian house of dukes that had
only commenced its reign in 1273 a.d., that is, about
1200 years after Caesar and Nero – is naturally a pre-
posterous one. However, as we see, the mediaeval op-
ponents of Petrarch were of a different opinion, since
it “needed proof” q.v. above.

E. Priester makes the following observation in re
the same notorious documents: “All the interested
parties were perfectly aware that the documents were
blatant and shameless forgeries [such is the modern
interpretation of the fact – A. F.], and nevertheless po-
litely shut their eyes on this circumstance” ([691],
page 26). An abnormally large number of “anachro-
nisms” that transpose ancient events into the epoch
of the XI-XIV century is contained in the mediaeval
German chronicles and texts. Detailed reference may
be obtained from [469].

The reader must be accustomed to believing the
famous gladiator fights only occurred “in the distant
ancient age”. This is not the case, however. V. Klassov-
sky in [389], having told us of the gladiator fights in
the “ancient” Rome, proceeds to add that these fights
took place in the mediaeval Europe of the XIV century
as well! For instance, he mentions the gladiator fights
in Naples around 1344 a.d., which were attended by
Johanna of Naples and Andrew of Hungary ([389],
page 212). These mediaeval fights ended with the death
of one of the fighters, exactly the way they did in the
“ancient” times ([389]).

7.
THE CHRONOLOGY AND THE DATING 

OF BIBLICAL TEXTS

The datings of religious sources are virtually woven
out of obscurity and confusion. The Biblical chronol-
ogy and datings are of a very vague nature, being based
on the authority of late Mediaeval theologians.

The historians write the following:
“The true history of the origins of the books from

the New Testament also fails to concur with the one
backed by the church… The order of the New
Testament books [some of them – A. F.] that is used
nowadays is the direct opposite of the one set by the
ecclesial tradition… The real names of the authors
of mediaeval books… remain unknown.” ([444],
page 264) 

As we shall learn, the consensual point of view
about the Old Testament books preceding those of
the New Testament also causes many doubts, and
contradicts the results obtained by modern empirico-
statistical dating methods. One should also consider
the issue of the age of the Biblical manuscripts that
have reached our time. They turn out to be of medi-
aeval origin.

“The oldest more or less complete copies of the
[Greek] Bible are the manuscripts of Alexandria,
Vatican, and Mt. Sinai… All three manuscripts are
dated [palaeographically; that is, with such an
ephemeral concept as handwriting style used as a
basis – A. F.] as the second half of the IV century a.d.
The codex language is Greek… The least is known
about the Vatican codex – nobody knows how the
artefact manifested in Vatican around 1475… The
Alexandrian codex is known to have been given to the
English king Charles I by the Patriarch Cyril Lucaris
in 1628…” ([444], pages 267-268) 

The codex of Mt. Sinai had only been discovered
in the XIX century by K. Tischendorf ([444], pages
268-270).

So, the three oldest codices of the Bible only sur-
face after the XV century a.d. The reputation of their
antiquity had been created by the authority of K.
Tischendorf, who based his research on the style of
handwriting. However, the very idea of palaeograph-
ical dating apparently implies the existence of a known
global chronology of other documents and thus can-
not be an independent dating method in any way.
What we know for certain is that the history of these
documents can be traced as far back as 1475 a.d.; in
other words, no other more or less complete “an-
cient” Greek Bibles exist [444].

Among separate Biblical books, the oldest ones
are considered to be those of Zechariah and Malachi,
dated to the alleged VI century a.d., also palaeo-
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graphically ([444]).“The most ancient Biblical man-
uscripts are in Greek” ([444], page 270).

There are no Hebraic manuscripts of the Bible pre-
dating the IX century a.d. (!) in existence, although
those of a more recent time, primarily the middle of
the alleged XIII century a.d., are kept in many na-
tional libraries. The oldest Hebraic manuscript is a
fragment of the Books of Prophets, and it is dated to
859 a.d. One of the two second oldest manuscripts “is
dated to 916 a.d. and contains the Books of the
Prophets; the other is dated to 1008 a.d. and contains
the text of the Old Testament.” ([444], page 270)

However, the first manuscript was dated to 1228
by the scribe. The so-called Babylonian punctuation of
letters given here allows this text to be dated by the Sel-
eucid Era, which gives us 916 a.d. However, there are

no serious foundations for such a statement, and it is
hence possible that the dating was given in years since
Christ ([543], pp. 263-264), in which case the manu-
script would belong to the XIII century and not the X.

The oldest Hebraic document containing the com-
plete Old Testament can be ascribed to the alleged
year 1008 a.d. ([444], page 270).

It is supposed that the Biblical canon was agreed
upon by the Laodician Council in 363 a.d., but no
edicts of this council remain in existence, and the
same concerns the previous councils [765], page 148.
The canon had really been made official by the new
Trident Council that was called in 1545, during the
Reformation, and continued until 1563. On fig. 1.33
we can see a painting of one of the council’s sessions
by Titian.
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A great many books were destroyed by the edict
of the Trident council – the ones considered apoc-
ryphal, namely, the Chronicles of the Judaic and Israeli
Kings ([765]). We shall never be able to read these
books, but there is one thing that we can be perfectly
certain of. They were destroyed since they described
history differently from the books approved of by the
winning faction of Scaligerite historians. We should
emphasize that “there were a lot more apocryphal
opuses, than those… certified canonical” ([471], page
76), and that most biblical datings are wholly de-
pendent on palaeography, which means that they are
based upon the a priori chronological knowledge of
the Scaligerian school and would change automati-
cally if a chronological paradigm shift occurred.

Let us give an important example: “In 1902 the
Englishman Nash had purchased a fragment of an
Egyptian papyrus manuscript whose dating cannot be
agreed upon by the scientists to this day” ([444], page
273). The final agreement was made that the text cor-
responds to the beginning of our era. Later on,“after
the discovery of the Qumran Manuscripts, the com-
parison of the handwriting styles in both Nash’s pa-
pyrus and the Manuscripts allowed for the determi-
nation of a greater antiquity of the latter” ([444],
pages 272-273). Thus, one papyrus fragment whose
dating “cannot be agreed upon” pulls a whole lot of
other documents after it. Nevertheless, the “dating of
the [Qumran – A. F.] scrolls provoked major dispute
amongst scientists (the dating range was given from
the II century and until the epoch of the Crusades)”
([471], page 47).

The “early a.d.” dating is considered proven after
1962, when a radiocarbon research on the Qumran
manuscripts was conducted. However, as we shall
mention again later on, the radiocarbon method is re-
ally unsuitable for the dating of specimens whose age
falls into the span of 2-3 millennia, since the ensuing
datings cover too wide a temporal range (this may
reach as wide a span as 1-2 thousand years, for spec-
imens whose age reaches 1-2 thousand years).

Although [444] dated the Qumran Manuscripts to
68 a.d., the American historian S. Zeitlin categorically
insists on “the mediaeval origin of these texts” ([444],
page 27).

We shall give a more detailed account of matters
concerning the Biblical manuscripts in chron6.

8. 
DIFFICULTIES AND CONTRADICTIONS

ARISING FROM THE READING OF OLD TEXTS

8.1. How does one read a text 
written in consonants exclusively? 

The vocalization problem

The datings of other Biblical fragments that we
possess today also need attentive additional analysis.

Attempts to read most of the old manuscripts,
such as the Biblical and the Ancient Egyptian ones,
often confront historians with severe difficulties.

“The first steps of our research into the primor-
dial language of the Old Testament bring us to the fact
of a paramount importance, which is that written
Hebrew neither had signs for vowels originally, nor
the ones to replace them… The books of the Old
Testament were written in nothing but consonants.”
([765], page 155) 

The situation is a typical one. Ancient Slavonic
texts, for instance, also come shaped as chains of con-
sonants, often even lacking the vocalization symbols
and separation of individual words from one another
– just an endless stream of consonants.

Ancient Egyptian texts also contained nothing but
consonants.

“The names of the [Egyptian – A. F.] kings… are
rendered [in modern literature – A. F.] in a perfectly
arbitrary manner, à la primary school textbook con-
tent… There is a plethora of significant variations
that defy all attempts of classification, being a result
of arbitrary interpretation [! – A. F.] that became tra-
dition.”([72], page 176) 

It is possible that the scarcity and the high cost of
writing materials made the ancient scribes extremely
frugal, and the vowels were eliminated as a result.

“It is true that if we take a Hebraic Bible or a man-
uscript nowadays, we shall find a skeleton of conso-
nants filled with dots and other signs that are sup-
posed to refer to the missing vowels. Such signs were
not included in the ancient Hebraic Bible… The
books were written in consonants exclusively, being
filled with vowels by the readers to the best of their
ability and in accordance with the apparent demands
made by sense and oral tradition.”([765], page 155) 

Imagine how precise the kind of writing that con-
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sisted of nothing but consonants would be today,
when the combination BLD, for instance, could mean
blood, bled, bold, build, boiled, bald, etc.; RVR could
stand for river, rover, or raver, etc. The vocalization
aleatory quotient in ancient Hebraic and other old
languages is exceptionally high. Many consonant
combinations may be vocalized in dozens of ways
([765]). Gesenius wrote that “it was easily understood
how imperfect and unclear such writing method had
been” (quoted in [765]).

T. F. Curtis also noted that “even for the priests the
meaning of the scriptures remained extremely doubt-
ful and could only be understood with the aid of the
tradition and its authority” (quoted in[765], p. 155).
Robertson Smith adds that “the scholars had no other
guide but the actual text, that was often ambiguous,
and oral tradition. They had no grammatical rules to
follow; the Hebraic that they wrote in often allowed
for verbal constructions that were impossible in the
ancient language” (quoted in [765], page 156). Sca-
ligerian history considers such a status quo to have
prevailed for many centuries ([765]).

It is furthermore assumed that “this great paucity
of the Hebraic Bible had only been remedied in the
VII or VIII century of our era,” when the Massorets
had processed the Bible and “added… symbols that
stood for vowels, but they had no other guides but
their own intuition and very fragmentary oral tradi-
tion, and this fact is common knowledge for every ex-
pert in the Hebraic language” ([765], pages 156-157).

Driver points out that:
“Since… the Massorets and their efforts in the VII

and VIII centuries, the Jews started to protect their
holy books with the utmost zeal and vigour when it
had already been too late to mitigate… the damage
done to them in any way. The result of this overzeal-
ous protection had been the immanetization of the
distortions that had been made equal to the original
text in authority.” (Text given by [765], page 157.) 

“The common opinion used to be that the vowels
were introduced to the Hebraic text by Esdra in the V
century b.c… When Levita and Capellus proved this
wrong in XVI and XVII century France, having de-
monstrated that the vowels had only been introduced
by the Massorets, the discovery had made a great sen-
sation in the entire Protestant Europe. Many were of
the opinion that this new theory might lead to the

complete dethronement of religion. If the vowels
weren’t received in an Epiphany of divine inspiration,
being merely a human creation, and a relatively recent
one, at that, how could one rely on the text of the Holy
Writ?… The debate that followed had been amongst
the most heated in the history of the new Biblical crit-
icism, and had lasted for over a century. It had finally
ended when the veracity of the new opinion had been
acknowledged by everyone.” ([765], pages 157-158) 

If such fierce dispute flared up around the Biblical
vocalizations in the XVI-XVII century, mightn’t this
mean these very vocalizations were introduced very re-
cently? Could this have happened in the XV-XVI cen-
tury? And since this vocalization version was far from
the commonly accepted version, it had to encounter
opposition, which may have been quite vehement.
And only after that was this Massoret deciphering of
the Bible shifted (by Levita and Capellus?) into the
VII-VIII century a.d. in order to give the Biblical text
the authority of antiquity.

The situation with the Koran must have been sim-
ilar. We are informed that:

“Arabic writing… becomes developed further in
the middle of the VII century, when the first tran-
scription of the Koran had occurred (651 a.d.). The ad-
ditional diacritical marks on, above, or beneath the
letter were introduced in the 2nd half of the VII cen-
tury for differentiating between similarly written let-
ters, for… vowels and doubled vowels.”([485], page 41) 

Other sources tell us that the vocalizations were
only introduced in the 2nd half of the VIII century
by Al-Khalil Ibn Ahmed ([485], page 39). Could all
of this activity have taken place in the XV-XVI cen-
tury?

8.2. The sounds “R” and “L” were often
confused in the Middle Ages

We shall give some direct evidence of the fact that
the sounds “R” and “L” were often subject to flexion.
Amsterdam, among others, is a city whose name was
affected by such instability and was called AmsteR-
dam, AmsteLdam, Amstelodami, etc. ([35], page
XLI). We should mention another interesting fact
here. Fig. 1.34 shows the title page of a book on nav-
igation published in Amsterdam in 1625. The name
of the city is already given as Amsterdam, the way it
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Fig. 1.34. The title page from a book published in Amsterdam and dated 1625. The city is called AmsteRdam, spelt with an “R”.
However, on an ancient engraving that we see on the same page, we see the name AmsteLRedam, with both sounds that were
often mistaken for each other included (“R” and “L”). Taken from [1160], page 287.

Fig. 1.35. Close-up of a fragment of an old engraving, with Amsterdam spelt in a rather curious manner, “AmsteLRedam.” Taken
from [1160], page 287.



is written today – however, an old etching that one
sees on the same page gives the old name in a rather
peculiar spelling – AmsteLRedam, q.v. in fig. 1.35.
Both consonants are present here, and a bizarre com-
bination of sounds is achieved as a result. This re-
minds us that the names of many European towns
and cities have been unstable until fairly recently,
when they became immanetized in the printing press
epoch. Numerous other examples of this phenome-
non are given below.

9. 
PROBLEMS IN THE SCALIGERIAN 

GEOGRAPHY OF BIBLICAL EVENTS

9.1. Archaeology and the Old Testament

The vocalizations of quotidian lexemes may not be
all that key to our purposes, but the consonant se-
quences used for names of cities, countries, and rulers
definitely are. Hundreds of different vocalizations
were spawned, some of which were arbitrarily local-
ized in the Middle East due to the hypothesis that
binds Biblical events to that area exclusively.

The archaeologist Millar Burroughs expresses his
unswerving trust in the correctness of the Scaligerian
geography, writing that “in general… archaeological
work doubtlessly gives one a very strong confidence
in the dependability of the Biblical indications”
(quoted in [444], page 16). One of the modern ar-
chaeological authorities, the American William
Albright, wrote, albeit hazily, that “one should not
doubt that archaeology [in reference to the excava-
tions in modern Palestine – A. F.] confirms just how
substantially historical the Old Testament tradition is”
(quoted in [444], page 16; also see [1003], [1443]).
However, Albright concedes that the situation with
Biblical archaeology had been so chaotic in the be-
ginning of the 1919-1949 period that the varying
views on chronological issues could not have reached
any sort of convergence at all, and that “under those
circumstances one really could not have used the ar-
chaeological data concerning Palestine for illustrat-
ing the Old Testament” (quoted in [444], page 16).

The one-time Director of the British Museum, Sir
Frederic Kenyon, categorically insists that archaeology
has refuted “the destructive criticism of the second half

of the XIX century”. W. Keller even published a book
titled, suggestively enough, And Yet the Bible is Right
([1219]), which tries to convince the reader of the ve-
racity of the Scaligerian interpretation of Biblical data.

However, here is some information from the em-
inent archaeologist L. Wright, also an avid supporter
of the theory that the Scaligerian localizations and
datings of the Biblical events were correct:

“The overwhelming majority of findings neither
prove nor disprove anything; they fill the background
and provide a setting for history… Unfortunately,
many of the works that can be understood by the av-
erage reader have been written with excessive zeal
and desire to prove the Bible correct. The evidence is
misused for making erroneous and semi-correct con-
clusions” (quoted in [444], page 17).

The pioneers of archaeology in Mesopotamia were
C. J. Rich, A. H. Layard, and P. E. Botta in the XIX cen-
tury – however, in order to get their research subsi-
dized, they had to advertise their findings in a sensa-
tional manner, identifying their findings with Biblical
towns in a rather arbitrary manner.

But the accumulation of material evidence resulted
in a significant quandary. Actual facts show that none
of the Old Testament books have concrete archaeo-
logical proof of their Scaligerian dating and localiza-
tion. In the XX century L. Wooley, the prominent ar-
chaeologist, performed excavations of a town that he
tried to identify with “the Biblical Ur.” However, it
turned out that “unfortunately, one cannot give sat-
isfactory chronological datings of the episodes [con-
cerning the Biblical Abraham – A. F.] within the span
of the second millennium of Middle Eastern history
([1484], [444], page 71).

The Scaligerian history insists that all the events
concerning the Biblical patriarchs occurred precisely
and exclusively on the territory of the modern Meso-
potamia and Syria. Nevertheless, it is immediately ac-
knowledged that “as to what concerns the identity of
the patriarchs Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, one can
just reiterate that the information obtained as a re-
sult of the most fruitful excavations in Syria and Me-
sopotamia was extremely meagre, or simply nonex-
istent” ([1484], [444], page 77).

One might wonder just how justifiable it is to
search for traces of the Biblical patriarchs in modern
Mesopotamia.
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Furthermore, the Scaligerian history is of the opin-
ion that all of the events involving the Biblical
Abraham and Moses occurred on the territory of
modern Egypt. It is evasively stated that:

“The historical intensity of this tradition is not
confirmed archaeologically, but its historical plausi-
bility is, together with an account of the circumstances
that may have been the setting of the patriarchs’ bi-
ography.” ([444], page 80) 

We are also warned that:
“One is to be cautious when using cultural and so-

cial indications for dating purposes: since we have the
principal concepts in what regards the era of the patri-
archs, one needs to possess a certain flexibility in the fix-
ation of chronology.” (quoted in [444], page 82) 

As we shall soon see, this flexibility may stretch as
far as hundreds and even thousands of years.

W. Keller proceeds to tell us that “Egypt remains
indebted to the researchers. In addition to the fact they
found nothing about Joseph, neither documents nor any
other traces of his time have been discovered” [1219].
Egypt remains “in debt” in what concerns Moses as
well ([444], page 91). In this case one may wonder yet
again about the possibility of Biblical events having
taken place in a different country – not necessarily
bound to the territory of modern Egypt.

The archaeologist Albright, an avid supporter of
the Scaligerian interpretation of the Bible, has never-
theless got to agree with the fact that “the previous
concept of the Exodus to Haran from the Chaldaean
Ur found no archaeological evidence except for the ac-
tual city” (quoted in [444], page 84).

Furthermore,
“It turned out that the very location of Mount

Sinai is impossible. Another complication is that the
Bible often states Mount Khorev to have been the
place where the Revelation was given. If we are to
take the Biblical description of the natural phenom-
ena accompanying said procedure seriously, one has
to presume the mountain to have been a volcano…
The problem is that the mountain called Sinai nowa-
days had never been a volcano.” ([444], page 133) 

Some archaeologists place Sinai in North Arabia,
claiming that it was located in Midian, near Kadesh
([444], page 133). But none of these mountains were
volcanoes, either.

The Bible says that “…the Lord rained upon

Sodom and upon Gomorrah brimstone and fire from
the Lord out of heaven” (Genesis 19:24). The Scali-
gerian history locates this event somewhere in mod-
ern Mesopotamia.“The first thing that one could use
in this respect is the assumption of a volcanic eruption.
But there are no volcanoes in this area” ([444], page 86).
It seems to be natural to search for these cities in an
area that does have volcanoes. However, the search is
still conducted in Mesopotamia at a great effort and
with no results whatsoever. And finally a “solution” is
reached: the southern part of the Dead Sea appears to
conceal some debris resembling tree trunks under a
400 metre layer of very salty water of poor trans-
parency ([444], page 86). This sufficed for the
American archaeologist D. Finnegan, as well as W. Kel-
ler after him, to claim that “the valley of Siddim,” to-
gether with the charred remains of both cities, had
submerged ([444], page 86).

The Bible scholar and historian Martin Noth states
explicitly that there is no reason to ascribe the de-
struction of the cities found by the archaeologists in
Palestine, to the Israeli invasion in search of the so-
called “Promised Land” ([1312]). As it was noted
above, from the archaeological point of view the en-
tire Scaligerian interpretation of the conquest of Ca-
naan by Joshua, the son of Nun, becomes suspended
in thin air ([1312], [1486]). Are we conducting our
search for the Biblical Promised Land in the correct
place? Could the troops of Joshua have been pre-
dominantly active elsewhere? 

It is further written that:
“No archaeological proof of any Biblical report of the

‘Epoch of the Judges’ exists to this day. All the Judges’
names that are contained in the Old Testament aren’t
known from any other source and weren’t found on any
archaeological artefacts from either Palestine or any
other country. This concerns the names of the first
kings Saul, David, and Solomon.” ([444], page 158) 

The Scaligerian history convinces us that Noah’s
Ark had moored to Mount Ararat in the Caucasus.
Werner Keller ([1219]) assures us that the Armenian
village of Bayzit still holds the tradition of a shepherd
who saw a large wooden vessel on the Mount. The
Turkish expedition of 1833 mentions “some ship
made of wood that was seen over the southern gla-
cier.” Keller proceeds to tell us that in 1892 a certain
Dr. Nuri was leading an expedition in search of the
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sources of the Euphrates, and saw a fragment of a
ship on the way back which was “filled with snow
and dark red on the outside.” The Russian aviator of-
ficer Roskovitsky claimed to have seen the Ark’s rem-
nants from his aeroplane during the First World War.
Czar Nikolai the Second is supposed to have com-
manded an entire expedition there, that had not only
seen, but also photographed, the remains of the Ark.
The American historian and missionary Aaron Smith
from Greenborough, an expert on the problem of the
Great Deluge, wrote a history of Noah’s Ark men-
tioning 80 thousand publications on the topic. Finally,
a scientific expedition was arranged for. In 1951 Smith
spent 12 days on top of Mount Ararat with 40 of his
colleagues. They found nothing. Nevertheless, he
made the following claim: “Even though we failed to
find so much as a trace of Noah, my trust in the Biblical
tale of the Deluge had only become firmer; we shall
yet return” (quoted in [444]). In 1952 the expedition
of Jean de Riquer obtained similar results. This some-
what anecdotal account here merely scratches the sur-
face of the problem of geographical locations that is
so acute for the Scaligerian chronology, as it were.

Herbert Haag in his foreword to Cyrus Gordon’s
Historical Foundations of the Old Testament credits
the author with the following:

“His aim isn’t apologetic, which makes him quite
unlike other authors that drown the book market with
paperbacks attempting to “prove the Bible” by jum-
bling together all sorts of sensationalist “proof” re-
ceived from ancient Oriental sources.”([444], page 18) 

Various museums, institutes, and universities send
expeditions to the Middle East for “Biblical excava-
tions.” Great sums of money are invested in such ex-
cavations, and a great many special societies and funds
have been founded with the sole purpose of con-
ducting archaeological research in the Scaligerian
“Biblical Countries.” The first one of these institu-
tions was the Research Fund of Palestine founded in
1865; currently there are about 20 similar organiza-
tions in existence ([444]). Among them are the Amer-
ican Institute for Oriental Studies, the Jerusalem Af-
filiate of the Vatican Institute of Bible Studies, and the
Israeli Research Society. No other region of the planet
has been studied by archaeologists with such inten-
sity as the Scaligerian “Biblical” territories. A great va-
riety of literature is published on this subject as well

– special magazines, monographs, atlases and albums
for the popularization of Biblical archaeology.

The Biblical topic is often given priority at the ex-
pense of other archaeological issues. The prominent
Soviet historian who studied antiquity, Academician
V. V. Struve, has got the following to say about it:

“The excavations in Egypt and Babylonia were
only of interest to the bourgeois science since they
could be linked to Palestine. In order to find the fund-
ing needed for the excavations, the historians had to
prove that an ancient copy of the Bible could be un-
earthed as a result of their research, or the sandals of
Moses, mayhap, and then the monies were provided
instantly.” ([444], page 44) 

The following example is a rather representative
one. In the early XX century a tablet archive was
found in the city of Umma, in Mesopotamia. But
since Umma isn’t mentioned in the Bible, and no en-
thusiastic entrepreneur could identify it with some
Biblical town, the excavations in Umma were stopped,
and the archives scattered without even being stud-
ied. The tablets were sold to Paris collectors for one
franc per piece ([444]).

“Archaeology as well as the historical science in
general can find no proof to the Biblical legend about
the Egyptian slavery of the Jews”([444], page 102). The
Egyptologist Wilhelm Spielberg tells us that “what the
Bible tells us about the plight of Israel in Egypt isn’t
any more of a historical fact than the accounts of
Egyptian history related by Herodotus” (quoted in
[444], page 103). V. Stade wrote that “anyway, it is
clear that the research concerning the Pharaoh under
whose rule Israel moved into Egypt and left it repre-
sents nothing but the juggling of names and dates
void of all meaning” (quoted in [444], page 103). Let
us repeat our question: could an altogether different
country be described by the name of Egypt?

The Bible lists a great many geographical locations
that the People of Israel visited during their 40 years
of wandering after the Exodus from “Egypt.” The ar-
chaeologists still fail to find these locations where the
Scaligerian history places their Biblical descriptions.
Wright says that “few sites on the way to Mount Sinai
can be identified with any degree of certainty”
(quoted in [444], page 128). V. Stade wrote that:
“checking the itinerary of Israel has as much sense as,
say, tracking the way of the Burgundians’ return from
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King Etzel as described in the Nibelungenlied.” The
Egyptologist W. Spielberg quotes this statement, say-
ing that “we can still sign under every word of Stade’s”
and that “the depiction of events following the
Exodus, the listing of the sites where stops were made,
the crossing of the desert – all of this is fiction” (quoted
in [444], page 132). Many sites that were considered
to have been on the itinerary of the Israelis have been
excavated thoroughly and intensively for a long time
now. No traces have ever been found!

The Biblical account of the destruction of Jericho
is well known. One of the Arabic settlements in the
Middle East had been arbitrarily identified with the
Biblican Jericho whose walls were destroyed by the
sounds of the horn. The settlement has been subject
to thorough excavations since the endeavours of Sellin,
Watzinger, and Garstang in late XIX century. There
were no results obtained. In 1952 an Anglo-American
archaeological expedition led by Kathleen Kenyon
ventured to continue Garstang’s research. No justifi-
cations for identifying the excavated town with Jericho
have ever been found. Wright wrote that “the infor-
mation received on Jericho was called disappointing,
and it is true: not only is it hard to interpret the Biblical
tale of Jericho, one cannot so much as trace the out-
line of the tradition’s history… The Jericho issue is
more problematic today than ever” (quoted in [444]).

The Bible says that after Jericho the Israelis de-
stroyed the city of Ai. The spot where this city was
supposed to have been located according to the “cal-
culations” made by the historians has also been sub-
ject to fundamental research. Yet again, the results
have failed to satisfy. The German archaeologist and
Bible historian Anton Jirku ([1213]) expresses his
grief over the futility of the “Jericho” excavations, and
proceeds to describe those of “Ai” as afflicted by “an
even greater discrepancy between the report of the
conquest of Ai that ensued and the results of the ex-
cavations” (quoted in [444], pages 145-151).

According to the Bible, the capital of Judaea in the
reign of king Saul was the city of Gibeah. The histo-
rians have given birth to a hypothesis identifying it
with the ruins excavated in the Tell el-Ful Hill six
kilometres to the north of modern Jerusalem.
However, it is conceded that “not a single inscription
had been found in the town, and no clear evidence
that the ruins belong to Saul’s palace or a tower that

he built” ([444], page 158). But had Saul’s palace re-
ally been built there?

A conclusion: Archaeological research shows that
the books of the Old Testament have no archaeolog-
ical proof of their localization and dating as suggested
by the Scaligerian tradition. Thus, the entire “Meso-
potamian” Biblical theory becomes questionable.

9.2. Archaeology and the New Testament

The traditional localization of the events described
in the New Testament isn’t in any better condition. The
lack of archaeological proof of the Scaligerian local-
ization of the New Testament is explained by the fact
that “Jerusalem had been destroyed in the years 66-73,
and that the Jews had been forbidden… to come any-
where near the city”([444], page 196). The Scaligerian
history is of the opinion that Jerusalem can be located
at the settlement that the locals call El Kuds, whose site
used to be perfectly barren before, also known as Elia
Capitolina. It was after the passage of some time that
“the ancient Jerusalem” was reborn here. The “his-
torical remnants of Biblical times” shown to tourists
today, such as the Wailing Wall, etc., do not hold up
to even minimal scientific criticism, in full absence of
historical and archaeological proof.

Fig. 1.36 shows an ancient miniature, allegedly dat-
ing to 1470, that depicts the pillaging of Jerusalem by
the Syrian king Antiochus Epiphane ([1485],pages 164,
165).As we can see, the mediaeval author of the minia-
ture didn’t hesitate to represent Jerusalem as a typically
mediaeval town with Gothic buildings and towers, and
all the warriors wearing mediaeval plate armour.

One must emphasise that other versions exist apart
from the Scaligerian. The Catholic Church, for in-
stance, has been claiming the “very house” that Virgin
Mary had lived in and where “Archangel Gabriel ap-
peared before her” to have been located in the Italian
town of Loreto since the XIII century, which means
that the Catholic version transfers a part of evangeli-
cal events to Italy. The earliest document concerning
the “Loreto house” is the bull issued by Pope Urban VI
dated to 1387. In 1891 Pope Leo XIII issued an en-
cyclical “in celebration of the 600 years of Loreto’s Mir-
acle.” Thus, the “miracle” is dated at XIII century a.d.
Historians mark that “Loreto remains a holy pilgrim-
age place for the Catholics to this day” ([970], p. 37).
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A. Y. Lentzman tells us:
“In 1940, the excavations sanctioned by Pope Pius

XII were commenced under the Vatican crypts, and
their peak fell on the post-war years… In the late
1940’s a solemn statement was made by the press, es-
pecially the Catholic press [since the excavations must
have been expensive – A. F.], that not only the burial
spot of the Apostle Peter was found, but his remains as

well… An objective analysis of the results of Vatican
excavations demonstrated all of these claims to have
been false. Pope Pius even had to make a radio an-
nouncement on the 24 December 1950 where he had
acknowledged “the impossibility of making any ve-
racious claims about the unearthed human bones be-
longing to the Apostle.” ([471], pages 45-49) 

The location of the town of Emmanus near which
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Fig. 1.36. Ancient miniature allegedly dated 1470 from Jean de Courcy’s Global Chronicle (Chronique de la Bouquechardière).
We see Jerusalem pillaged by the Syrian king Antiochus Epiphane. Jerusalem is pictured as a mediaeval Gothic town. We see 
an Ottoman crescent on the spire of one of the towers. Taken from [1485], ill. 200.



Jesus is said to have appeared before his disciples after
the Resurrection defies all attempts of being deter-
mined. The place of the Transfiguration of Jesus,
Mount Tabor, also remains impossible to locate. Even
the location of Golgotha is doubted by historians.”
([444], page 201).

Seeck in his Geschichte des Untergangs der antiken
Welt (History of the Ancient World’s Decline, III,
1900) wrote that “we have no intention… of pictur-
ing his [Christ’s – A. F.] earthly destiny… all the is-
sues of the origins of Christianity are so complex that
we are glad to have the opportunity and the right to
leave them well alone” (quoted in [259], page 46). A
convenient stance, and one that has got absolutely
nothing to do with science.

The archaeologist Schwegler sums up in the fol-
lowing way:

“This is where the tragedy begins for the believer
whose primary need is to know the place on Earth
where his Saviour had lived and suffered. But it is the
location of the place of his (Christ’s) death, that re-
mains covered in impenetrable darkness, if we’re to
think in archaeological categories.” (quoted in [444],
page 202) 

Apparently, there is no possibility of determining
the location of the cities of Nazareth and Capernaum,
as well as that of Golgotha etc., on the territory of
modern Palestine. ([444], pages 204-205) 

We shall quote the following noteworthy obser-
vation to sum up:

“Reading the literature related to Evangelical ar-
chaeology leaves a strange impression. Tens and hun-
dreds of pages are devoted to the descriptions of how
the excavations were organized, what the location of
the site and the objects relevant to the research looked
like, the historical and Biblical background for this re-
search, etc.; and the final part, the one that is supposed
to cover the result of the research, just contains a
number of insubstantial and obviously embarrassed
phrases about how the problem was not solved, but
there’s still hope, etc. It can be said categorically and
with all certainty that not a single event described in
the New Testament has any valid archaeological basis
for it [in the Scaligerian chronology and localization
– A. F.]… This is perfectly true in what concerns the
identity and the biography of Jesus Christ. There is
no proof for the location of any of the places where

the evangelical events are traditionally supposed to
have occurred.” ([444], pages 200-201) 

We ask yet again: is it correct to search for the
traces of the events described by the New Testament
in the Middle Eastern Palestine? Could they have
taken place somewhere else?

10. 
ANCIENT HISTORICAL EVENTS: 

GEOGRAPHIC LOCALIZATION ISSUES

10.1. The locations of Troy and Babylon

The correct geographic localization of a large
number of ancient historical events is truly a formi-
dable task. Naples, for instance (whose name merely
stands for “New Town”) is reflected in the ancient
chronicles as the following cities:

1) Naples in Italy, existing to this day.
2) Carthage, also translating as “New Town”([938],

page 13, B, 162-165).
3) Naples in Palestine ([268], page 130).
4) The Scythian Naples (see the collection of the

State History Museum of Moscow).
5) New Rome a. k. a. Constantinople or Czar-Grad,

which could also be referred to as “New Town”.
Thus, if a chronicle is referring to an event that oc-

curred in Naples, one has to devote all of one’s at-
tention to making sure one understands which town
is meant.

Troy may be seen as yet another example. One of
the consensual localizations for Homer’s Troy is near
the Hellespont straits. Schliemann used this hypothe-
sis for solemnly baptizing as “Troy”the 100�100 metre
excavation site of a minuscule ancient settlement that
he had discovered near the Hellespont ([443], page
107). Actually, the very localization of Hellespont itself
is highly controversial. See Chron2 for more details.

The Scaligerian chronology and history tell us that
Homer’s Troy had met its final fate of destruction
and utter desolation in the XII-XIII century b.c.
([72]). However, we know that the Italian town of
Troy played an important role in mediaeval history,
particularly in the well-known war of the XIII cen-
tury. This town still exists ([196]).

Many Byzantine historians of the Middle Ages refer
to Troy as an existing mediaeval town, among them
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Nicetas Aconiatus ([934], Volume 5, page 360), and
Nicephorus Gregoras ([200], Volume 6, page 126).

According to Titus Livy, Troy and the entire Trojan
region were located in Italy ([482], Volume 1, pages
3-4). He tells us that the surviving Trojans landed in
Italy soon after the fall of Troy, and that the place of
their first landing was called Troy. “Aeneas… wound
up in Sicily; his fleet sailed thenceforth, and came to

the Laurentian region. This place is called Troy as well”
([482], Volume 1, pages 3-4, Book 1, No. 1).

Several mediaeval historians identify Troy with
Jerusalem, for instance ([10], pages 88, 235, 162, 207).
This fact embarrasses modern historians greatly, lead-
ing them to write such comments as: “Homer’s actual
book somewhat suddenly turns into an account of the
devastation of Jerusalem” [in a mediaeval text de-
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Fig. 1.37. Ancient miniature allegedly dated to 1470 from Jean de Courcy’s Global Chronicle (Chronique de la Bouquechardière).
We see the “extremely ancient” King Nimrod in the “ancient” Babylon, which is depicted as a Gothic mediaeval town with
elements of Muslim architecture. Taken from [1485], ill. 199.



scribing Alexander’s arrival in Troy – A. F.] ([10],
page 162).

Anna Comnena, a mediaeval author, somewhat un-
expectedly locates Jerusalem in Ithaca, the island where
Ulysses was born ([419], Volume 2, pages 274-285).
This is most peculiar indeed, since it is known perfectly
well that modern Jerusalem isn’t located on an island.

Another name for Troy is Ilion, while Jerusalem is
also known as Aelia Capitolina ([544], Volume 7).
Aelia and Ilion are rather close phonetically. It is pos-
sible that the same city was called Troy and Ilion by
some, and Jerusalem and Aelia by others. Eusebius
Pamphilus writes somebody “referred to the small
Frigian towns, Petusa and Timion as ‘Jerusalem’”
(quoted in [544], page 893).

The facts quoted above demonstrate the fact that
the name of Troy had multiplied in the Middle Ages,
and had been used for referring to different cities.
Could an archetypal mediaeval original have existed?
The Scaligerian chronology contains information that
allows the construction of the hypothesis that Ho-
mer’s Troy was really Constantinople, or Czar-Grad.

Apparently, the Roman emperor Constantine the
Great took into account the wish of his fellow towns-
men and “had initially chosen the place where the an-
cient Ilion, the fatherland of the first founders of Rome,
had been located”. This is what the prominent Turkish
historian Jalal Assad tells us in his Constantinople
([240], page 25). Historians proceed to tell us that
Constantine had “changed his mind” afterwards, and
founded New Rome nearby, in the town of Byzantium.
But it is a known fact in Scaligerian history that Ilion
is another name for Troy.

What we encounter here may well be a remainder
of the fact that the same town located on the Bosporus
had been referred to by different names: Troy, New
Rome, Czar-Grad, Jerusalem. It might also be true
that since Naples means New Town, it was the name
that had been used for New Rome as well.

Let us mention the fact that southern Italy used to
be called the Great Greece in the Middle Ages (Euse-
bius Pamphilus) ([267], pages 282-283).

Nowadays it is assumed that the city of Babylon
was located in modern Mesopotamia. Some of the
mediaeval texts hold a cardinally different opinion.
The well-known book Serbian Alexandria, for in-
stance, locates Babylon in Egypt. Moreover, it tells us

that Alexander the Great died in Egypt as well – ac-
cording to the Scaligerian version, this event took
place in Mesopotamia ([10], page 255).

Furthermore, we see that “Babylon is the Greek
name of the settlement that had been located oppo-
site the pyramids [the Tower of Babel? – A. F.]… In the
Middle Ages it had been a frequently used name for Cairo,
whose suburb this settlement eventually became”
([464], page 45). The name Babylon can be translated,
as well as the names of many other cities, and thus
may have been used for referring to other locations.

Eusebius tell us that Rome used to be called Baby-
lon ([267], page 85). Furthermore,“the Byzantine his-
torians [in the Middle Ages – A. F.] often called
Baghdad Babylon” ([702], page 266, comment 14).
Michael Psellus, the author of the alleged XI century
refers to Babylon as one would to an existing town –
not a destroyed one ([702], page 9).

In fig. 1.37 we can see an ancient miniature dated
1470 depicting “ancient” Babylon as a typically medi-
aeval Gothic town ([1485], pages 164, 165). The Tower
of Babel is being constructed on the right. The “an-
cient” king Nimrod is also portrayed as a mediaeval
knight in plate armour. Modern commentators deem
this to be a fantasy bearing little semblance to reality:
“on the left we see Babylon presented as a fantasy Gothic
town with elements of Muslim architecture. The giant
in the centre is Nimrod. The construction of the tower
of Babel is pictured on the right” ([1485], page 164).
It is most probable, however, that this is not a fantasy.
The artist had been perfectly aware of what he was
painting, and the picture reflects mediaeval reality.

10.2. The geography of Herodotus is at odds
with the Scaligerian version

Let us quote some examples from Herodotus, who
plays a key role in the Scaligerian chronology. He claims
the African river Nile to be parallel to Ister, that is
nowadays identified as the Danube (and, oddly
enough, not Dniester) ([163], page 492). This is where
we find out that “the opinion that Danube and Nile
were parallel reigned in the mediaeval Europe until as
late as the end of the XIII century” ([163], page 493).
Thus, the mistake of Herodotus proves to be mediae-
val in its origins.

Herodotus proceeds to tell us that “the Persians in-
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habit all of Asia to the very Southern Sea that is also
called the Red Sea” ([163], 4:37, page 196). According
to consensual geography, the Southern Sea is the
Persian Gulf. Giving a description of the peninsula
that contemporary historians identify with the Ara-
bian peninsula, Herodotus writes that “it begins near

the Persian land and stretches to the Red Sea” ([163],
4:39, page 196). Everything appears to be correct here.
However, this contradicts the opinion of those his-
torians who identify the Red Sea mentioned by Hero-
dotus with the Persian Gulf ([163]). This is why mod-
ern commentators hasten to “correct” Herodotus:
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Fig. 1.38. An old inverted map of the Black Sea. This is a so-called “portolano” by the Genoese Pietro Vesconte, allegedly dated
1318 ([1468], page 3). Several points on the coast of the Black Sea are marked. The centre of the map says Pontus Euxinus. The
North is at the bottom, the East on the left. The East used to be referred to as Levant, see [1468], page 37, which means “situated
on the left”. There are traces of the name remaining in the German language, among others, where the Middle East is still called
Levant. See [573], page 333. The Crimean peninsula, it will be observed, is “upside down” in comparison to its location on mod-
ern maps. Taken from [1468], map 3.



“Red Sea stands for Persian Gulf here” ([163], Appen-
dices, Part 4, comment 34).

Let us continue. The Red Sea in its modern inter-
pretation may indeed “reach further up than the
Persians” according to Herodotus ([163], Volume
4:40), but only meeting one condition, namely, that
the map used by Herodotus was inverted in relation
to the ones used nowadays. Many mediaeval maps
are like that, with North and South swapped (q.v.

below). This makes the modern historians identify
the Red Sea with the Persian Gulf ([163], Appendix,
Part 4, comment 36), although the Persian gulf is
“below” the Persians in this case, or to the East of
them, but doesn’t reach “further up” at any rate.

Historians identify the same sea as mentioned by
Herodotus in 2:102 with the Indian Ocean ([163],
Appendix, Part 2, comment 110). What we observe
here is the inversion of the East and the West. Could
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Fig. 1.39. An old inverted map of a part of the Mediterranean. A portolano by the Genoese Pietro Vesconte, allegedly dating
from the XIV century [1418]. The North is at the bottom, the East on the left. This is probably the reason why the East used to
be referred to as Levant, or “located on the left.” Taken from [1468], map 4.



the map that Herodotus had used have been an in-
verted one, then?

In book 4:37 Herodotus identifies the Red Sea with
the South Sea, q.v. above. This proves to be the final
straw of confusion for the modern commentators who
try to fit Herodotus into the Procrustean geography
of the Scaligerian school, and the maps used nowadays.
They are forced to identify the Red (Southern) Sea
with the Black Sea! See book 4:13, [163], Appendix,

Part 4, comment 12. We see yet another inversion of
the East and the West in relation to the Persians.

Thus, identifying the geographic data as offered by
Herodotus with the Scaligerian map runs us into
many difficulties. The numerous corrections that the
modern historians are forced to make show us that
the map that Herodotus had used may have been in-
verted in relation to the modern ones, which is a typ-
ical trait of mediaeval maps ([1468]).
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Fig. 1.40. An old inverted map of Spain and a part of Africa. Africa is on top, and Spain at the bottom. Thus, the North is at the
bottom, and the East is on the left. Another portolano by Pietro Vesconte, allegedly dating from the XIV century ([1468]). These
maps most probably date from the XV-XVI century. Taken from [1468], map 8.



As we can see, the commentators have to make a
conclusion that Herodotus uses different names to
refer to the same seas in his History. If we’re to be-
lieve the modern historians, we have to think that
Herodotus makes the following identifications: Red
Sea = South Sea = Black Sea = North Sea = the Medi-
terranean = the Persian Gulf = Our Sea = Indian
Ocean ([163], Appendix, comments 34, 36, 110, etc.).

The mentions of the Crestonians, the town of
Creston, and the region of Crossaea sound most pe-

culiar coming from an allegedly ancient author ([163],
1:57, page 27; 5:3, page 239; 5:5, page 240; 7:123, page
344; 7:124, pages 344-345; 7:127, page 345; 8:116, page
408; page 571). One constantly gets the feeling that he
is referring to the mediaeval crusaders. “Cross” and
“Crest” are the roots one most often associates with
the Middle Ages. Just how veracious are the datings
of the events related by Herodotus?

The unbiased analysis of Biblical geography yields
many oddities as well ([544]).
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Fig. 1.41. An old inverted map of England and France. France is on top, and England at the bottom. The East is on the left.
A portolano of the Genoese Pietro Vesconte, allegedly dating from the XIV century. Taken from [1468], map 10.


