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The destruction of Sodom and Gomor「ah, reCOunted in the b酬caI book of Genesis,

describes two wicked cities God destroyed with fire and b「imstone (Sulfur) for their extreme

SinfuIness, SaVing onIy Lot and his family (except his wife, Who tumed into a p紺ar ofsaIt) as

a symboI of divine judgment and wa「nIng aga-nSt human wickedness in Abrahamic faiths,

Often interpreted as a story of divine w「ath aga-nSt SeVere immora=ty, SOmetimes linked to

naturaI disasters Iike earthquakes or voIcanic eruptions by scholars. @

llttPS:/Iwww.mediastorehouse.comIdesig=-Pics/historicaI/SOdom-gOmO「「ah-dest「uction-10tS-Wife-P冊a「-Salト328 1 5533.html
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What Sodom Iooked.Iike based on archaeoIogy in the time

Of the Patriarchs before destruction (Gen 19).
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Map ofthe southem Jordan River VaIiey, the area known as the妬har("the plain ofthe Jordan・ 。

Gn 13:10) in the Hebrew BibIe・ TalI e寡"Hammam is number8 on the map’a Site which many

SChoIars have suggested was Abei Shittim in the time of Moses and the ltHEP thesis is that the

Site might have been Sodom in Abraham's time). Note that the sites on the east side are a good

distance from the Jordan River and cIose to the Jordan mountain range, eaSt Ofthe Jordan

River VaIley - SuggeSting a river fIooding probIem and the ancient roadway circIing wide a-ong

the edge of eastern mountains・ It wouId have been from these mountains that BaIaam looked

down on the Israelites and tried to curse them (Nu 22-24) and it was to these mountains that

Moses ascended up to Mount Nebo and died (Dt 34). Credit: Trinity Southwest Seminary.

The EarIy Bronze Age:巾l書el-Hammam and the ltIb営e of Nations
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Ta11 el輸Hammam

9丁O則〕AN

Sifting through the Sands of Sodom

Tall ei-Hamm∂m・ Ioc∂ted eigllt miIes northeast ofthe nlOuth ofthe 」ord∂n Rive「 as it enters the Dead Sea, WaS One the

la「gest Bronze Age cities in the S Levant during the Bronze Age. 1t anchored a m∂jo「 city-State tha自s "kely identified in the

BibIe as the Cities ofthe Plain 〈refe「「ed to as Kikkar in Genesis 13-19〉・ Hamma=l is a perfect nlatCh for Sodom itseIf(See the

Ma「ch/Aprj1 2O13 issue of BAR〉・ AIong with its extensive mega冊hic field of stone circ-es, menhirs, and dolmens, the

Iandscape ofTalI el-Hammam Il∂S also been identified as AbeI Mizraim (Genesis 50‥11〉 of」oseph's er∂, and AbeI Shitt血,

the final camping sites of Moses and the Is「aelites before they crossed into Canaan (Numbe「s 33:49〉.

The past eight seasons haVe reVeaIed a v∂St history of continuous occupatjon beginning from the Neolithic Period and

extending we旧nto the Middle Bronze Age. An l「on Age II w訓ed town was late「 bu航on the uppe一・ taIl言neluding

nlOnUmental towers and gateway. Previous work on both the upper and lowe「 ta冊∂S eXPOSed impressive a「chitectu「e

jncl=ding an jmme′lSe MjddIe Bronze ranlP∂rt SyStem COnStrし一Cted entirely of n「udb「icks’an Ea「-y Bro-1Ze旧⊃locked gate, a

Sa⊂red precinct a「e∂, a-1d帥emergl=g Middle B「onze gatew∂y and towe「 complex・ Our goaIs for season Iline a「e to

COntinue wo「k on the Middle B「o=Ze gateWay ∂'ld g∂tehouse' 「eSume efforts in the temPIe adnlinistrative and domestic

∂reaS・ and continue a new area begun in season eight th@t h∂S reVealed NeoIithic th「ough l「on = material and ar.chitecture.

Loc∂ted in a scenic spot in the soし冊em Levant・ TaIl eI-Hammam is ∂ Strategic訓y -ocated site set 50O feet below sea

ievel. Volunteers st∂Y at the new Best Westem Grand Hote同I Madab∂, located 39 minutes f「om the site.

i---●一一{-〇一一●--…- ‥ -一}- ヽ-`●-●ヽ-●-一…-.-仰- 《---- -- -- …-一--…---……、一---- -、…-一--→一‥一一-●←----●-つ…●-- 〇、十- …--、-一、-一、-●-←-● ′-- --…-- 、-一一--.一--- ←-----←●-.←●-一-- - ●--●----◆-→{-.…一岬●●→∴● -----…--●、「′一●-.● 」●-.●、-←一一●--●----●、.… -一一‥一▼一.へへ一一〇 -ヽ
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躍eugene mer刷teI hammam

eugene me刷I teI hammam - Google Search
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AI Overview

ene H. Merri=

With identifying

is a prominent OId l七Stament SChoiar who disagrees

「faI置eI-Hammam as bibIical.S如.gm , PrimariIy because

its destruction date (Middle Bronze Age, -1650 BCE) con輔cts with his

interpretation of b酬caI chronoiogy, Which piaces the patria「chs much

earIier (around 21OO-1700 BCE). Merri= argues that Ta= eI-Hammam's

destruction doesn-t align with the b酬caI timeline forAbraham, though

Other scholars’like Steven Co旧ns’PrOPOSe that a late B「onze Age dating fits better with

broade「 historical evidence’SuggeSting Merr冊s adherence to a strict, literaI b剛cal

Chrono看ogy is the main point ofcontention. @

Key Points of the Debate:

MerriIi,s view: BeIieves the destruction date for lel= el-Hammam is too late for Sodom, aS

it pushes the patriarchal era too far forvard, and he favors an earlier dating forAbraham.

CoIIins’view (and others): A「gues that evidence from archaeoIogy, history, and cIimate

SuPPOrtS a later Middle Bronze Age destruction for l七= el-Hammam, aIignlng With the

Period after 1800 BCE, and suggests Merr冊s chronoIogICal approach is too rigid・

ArchaeoIoglCaI Evidence:鴫= el-Hammam shows slgnS Of a catastrophic destruction

around 1650 BCE, POSSibly from a cosmic airburst’With the regIOn rema-nlng desoIate for

Centu「ies, Which some see as confirmation of the biblicaI account.

B鞘cal Chrono置ogy: The core disagreement Iies in interpreting the b剛cal texts about

the patriarchs- 1ifespans and when they iived relative to the destruction ofthe cities. G

ln essence・ Me「刷uses t「aditional biblicaI timeiines to question the identification of lt]= eI-

Hammam as Sodom’WhiIe proponents of the identification use archaeoIoglCal findings to

SuPPOrt a late「 dating that cha=enges traditional chronoiogy. @

-8-
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坤eugene me「刷sodom and gomorrah

eugene me「刷sodom and gomo「rah - Google Search
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AIMode A=　lmages Videos Shopping Maps News More・∴・fooIs一
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ArgumentsAgainst Locating Sodom at嶋= el-Hammam

Dec lO’2024 - The p「oposa=hat Ta= eI-Hammam is Sodom fa=s on a=east two counts, and these a「e

helpfu=y summarized by two experts in thei「 respective subjects.塾塑封印唆

+ AIOverview　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　'+か4 ;

Eug卯e H. Mer「町a 「espected OId l七Stament SChoIar, Critiques the identification of lt]= el-

Hammam as Sodom, arguing the p「oposed destruction date (around 16OO BCE) co刷icts

With the b剛caI time=ne for the Pat「ia直‘$ (Circa 2100-1700 BCE). While acknowledging

POtential archaeoIogica川nks to the Pead Sea 「egi.Qn, Me「「i= emphasizes the b酬caI

Chro=OIogy・ SuggeSting Sodom and Gomo「「ah we「e =keIy near the southem Dead Sea ,

Cha=enging theories pIacing them at Ta= el-Hammam and questioning if cities Iike it were

truIy”found”. @

Merr冊s Stance on Sodom & Gomorrah:

・ ChronoIogical Disagreement: Me剛COnteStS the lel= ei-Hammam theory due to timing

issues, a=gning b剛caI events (like the Pat「iarchs’e「a〉 d肺e「ently than archaeoIogicaI

PrOPOnentS SuggeSt for the city’s destruction.

●　BibiicaI Location: He ieans towards the t「aditionaI view that Sodom, Gomorrah, and

Other cities.9f the pI.ain (likeAdmah, ZebQii町ZQar〉 were Iocated in the southe「n Dead

Sea area, near the Lisaan..PeninsuIa.

・ BibIicaI Narrative: He sees the Genesis accou=t aS COntaining kemels of historicaI truth,

though inte「p「eted th「ough faith, rather than pu「eIy myth, and supports the idea of a reaI

CataSt「OPhic event. @

Context of the Debate (丁a= el-Hammam):

・ The Theory: Some a「chaeoIogists propose lia= eI-Hammam in Jo「dan as Sodom, Citing

evidence of a massive expIosion (like a cQ?mic impact or YOIc印ic eve巾) destroying the

City around 160O BCE, POtentia=y linking to the bibIicaI "fire and brimstone一'.

・ Mer「冊s Counter: He finds this inconsistent with estabIished bibIical ch「onoIogies, Which

PIace Abraham and the Patriarchs ea「Iier.

・ SchoIarIy Debate: The Iocation of Sodom and Gomorrah 「emains a significant debate,

With some schoIars arguing for diffe「ent sites or questioning ifthe cities we「e ever 「eaI

Iocations’Wh航e others find evidence supporting the鴫= el-Hammam theo「y. ♂

In esse=Ce・ Me「刷champ;ons a tradjtjonaI・ b剛ca=y-focused ch「onoIogy, disagreeing with

newe「 archaeoIogica=nterpretations that place Sodom at ‾fa= ei-Hammam and shift its

destruction date. G)

Arguments Against Locating

Sodom at ‾fa= eI-Hammam

Dec 9・ 2024 ・・-・ Joh。SOI-- SayS

Se「油「ll扶汁11i 2023乙津1十50抑圧

㊤ B榔caIArchaeoIogy Society ;

SODOM AND GOMORRAH

AND PLATES TECTONIC …

J用1阜1 2018 〇・・喜子」0WeVe「 P「ol’esso「

蹟」9。rle片Me用= (Mc性I上2012)_.

阜RedaIyc.org　　　　　　　;

Dive deepe「 in AI Mode

凹∴蝿∴く∴由∴印 ー9-
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Texts, Talls’and OId Testament ChronoIogy: Tall Hammam as a Case Study

Eugene H. Merrill

Old Testament scholarship across the spectrum of theoIoglCal and ideoIoglCal persuasion is

COmmitted to the notion that a realistic picture ofancient Israel’s life and times is best recovered

by careful attention to both the biblical narrative and to archaeoIoglCal data when both are

Su切ected to proper methodoIoglCal analysIS and interpretation. The conservative will, Ofcourse,
●　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　●

tend to glVe mOre attention to the text than to archaeoIogy as a base ofauthority whereas the

Critical (liberal) scholar will allot primacy ofplace to archaeology. At the extremes ofboth

respective positions are (1) those who are persuaded that archaeo萱ogy is a tooI ofthe devil that

has no constructive role to play and (2) those who view the Bible as a collection ofmere myth,

fable, and legend, With little or no value to the serious historian.

Steven Collins is a committed Evangelical scholar with impressive experience in Near Eastem

archaeoIogy, eSPeCially at Kh・ Al-Maqatir (Ai?) and Tall Hammam (Sodom?).1 The fomer is in

the so-Called West Bank some lO miles north ofJerusalem and a mile east ofRamallah. The

latter is in the Hashemite Kingdom ofJordan, JuSt aCrOSS the Jordan River from Jericho and four

miles from the northeast curve ofthe Dead Sea. Since 2006 Professor Collins has been

excavating Hammam, the site he prefers over Bab ed-DraUANumeira as the proper location of

ancient Sodom. His arguments as to the location ofthe “cities ofthe plain” (Heb U*r?

h〈KK]KK一一r2; Gen 13:12) and Lot,s choice ofland as負all the Plain ofthe Jordan・・ (q'一I K]KK〈r

h〈Y〈rD@n; Gen 13:l l) seem attractive enough, and the enomous size ofthe urban area so far

uncovered at Hammam seems to卸other biblical descriptions ofa city commenSurate With the

archaeoIogical coordinates (Gen 14:2; 18:22-33; 19:4; Ezek 16:48, 55).3

However, both archaeoIoglCal and biblical chronoIoglCal data rule out Hammam as a candidate

for patriarchal Sodom・ After a great deal ofanalysis Collins has concluded, based on

Stratigraphy, POttery aSSemblages, destruction layers, and architectural features, that the evidence

POints to the late MB2 period (ca. 1600 BC) for the cataclysmic overthrow ofthe site, thus

necessitating a date for the Abraham-Lot nan.ative at the same time・ But it is precisely at this

l For his reports and other publications on Hammam, See Collins in Biblical Research Bulletin VII l (2007); VII 3

(2007); VII 4 (2007); VII 7 (2007); Bible and Spade 15 2 (2007); Amual ofthe Department ofAntiquities ofJordan

53 (2010): 385-414.
2 The Hebrew term is usually glossed “disk・・ or something disk-Shaped such as a loafofbread (Exod 29:23; l Saln

2:36)’ametal sl-aPed in the form ora disk (2 Sam 12:30; 2 Kgs 5:22; Est 3:9), Or, indeed, “the wide soしIthem part of

the Ghol● (1 Kgs 7:46; Neh ]2:38; thus Ludwig Kochler and Walter Baumgartner, ed. 7%e HGbre14, & AraInaic

Le証on d‘/he O′d勘a′ne′1l. Vol. Onc. Lciden‥ Brill, 200l′ P. 473). A glan竿at a maP Oftl-e lower Jordan Valley

just north ofthe Dead Sea does indeed reveal a half-mOOn Shaped and flat reglOn about lOx10 square miles in extent.
See R. L. W・ Cleave. 7協e Ho少Lan雄宏te/′iteA/las・ Vo=. Nicosia, Cyprus: Rohr Productions, 1999, Map I LT-B,

p.35.
3

For a recent restatement ofthe traditional view that locates Sodom at the southeast cしII・Ve Ofthe Dead Sea and

thel’efore the corollary rqjection of Hammam as sしICh, See Clyde E. Billington, “Tall el-Hammam Is not Sodom,,,

Artifax 27/2 (2012): 12-14.

ー10一



2

POint that Hammam must, On biblical chronoIoglCal grounds, be precluded from being a

Candidate as one ofthe cities ofthat narrative. The fo11owmg COnSiderations with subsequent

SuPPO正ng documentation decisively undemine the possibility of the Collins hypothesis:

l. The chronologlCal system ofthe Hebrew Masoretic text places the era ofthe Patriarchs

between ca. 2100_1700 B. C.4

2・ All subsequent biblica=listorical accounts no Iongerjibe with each other or fit the

Periods to which a 1600 date asslgnS them.

3. Besides the dismantling ofthe biblical chronoIoglCal schemeS and the rendering oftheir

data as incorrect and/or meanmgless, Other numerical features such as the life spans of

the patriarchs must also be discarded or radically reinterpreted.

4. Most serious ofa11-tO the conservative scholar at least--is the methodoIoglCal fallacy of

testing and assessmg biblical information in light ofpresumed archaeoIoglCal prlmaCy

and the necessary shift ofthe ground ofauthority from text to tell.

7%e Chrono/og理/the Old 7視ament aIつd Jts Basis5

In the modem period, attemPtS tO detemine the dates ofOld Testament events commenced

notably with Archbishop James Ussher ofthe Anglican Church ofIreland (158l-1656). By

methOdically adding up the yeal.S attributed to various biblical persons and events, all the while

making due allowance for concurrences and discordances, he concluded that the exodus took

Place i宣l 1492 B. C・, Abraham flourished at the beginning ofthe second millennium (1997-1822),

the FIood ca・ 2350 B. C・, and creation at 4004 B・ C.6 The early Enlightenment oftlle Same Period

generated a great deal of skepticism about such matters as the historical and chronoIogical

reliability ofthe Old Testa・ment, and subsequent developments in the fields ofthe natural

SCiences added to this skepticism by positing the begmmngS Ofthe earth m皿ons ofyeal・S eal.1ier,

the non-eXistence ofa universal flood, and, in biblical critical scholarship, the denial ofthe

historical reality ofOld Testament persons and events such as Noah, Abraham, and even Moses.

4

応rael・ 2nd ed. Grand Rapids:Baker, 2008再P. 83-96.

For detajled djscussion ofthis scheme, See Eugene H. Me正Il,構ngわm qrPr子ests. A Histor理fO/d 7tstaI7?ent

/ntero/i。, See Eugene H. Me正Il, “Fixcd Dates in Patriarchal ChronoIogy:’BSac 137 (1980):14l-151 ; “The Late

Bronze/Early Iron Age Transition arld the Emergence ofIsrael,” BSac 152 (1995): 145-1 62; “ChronoIogy:,

Dic万o′7a′y q/lhe Old 7おta〃聞/・・ Pe′’/ale章ICh. Ed. T. Desmond Alexander & David W. Baker. Downers Grove, IL:

2003’PP. i 13-122;付ArchaeoIogy and Biblical History: Its Uses and Abuses’” Gi一,i′7g ‘he Se′7Se・・ U五de持‘a′初ng a′7C/

拐ing O/d Zts/a〃?e庇」His/Orical rおls・ Ed. David M・ Howard Jr. and Michael A. Grisanti. Gral-d Rapids: Kregel,

2003, pp. 74-%.
6 see conveniently Jack Finegan’H“′7dbook QrBiblical C"′・0′70logy Rev. ed. Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1998, PP.

403-405. It should be noted that Ussher was no dilettallte in such matters; in fact, he was a bI・illiant classicist at

home in Greek, Latin, and other languages. See Charles Richard Ell.ington, 7協e m70le Wbr応〆the Most Rev.

Jdme・ぐ班sher, D. D・ Vo=. Dし一blin: Hodges a11d Smith, 1847, PP. 266-267.
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With this worldview in place, eVen SOme COnServative scientists and theoIoglanS adopted the

Skeptical mind-Set and methods ofthe age in both secular and biblical studies.7

Cu∬ently, Critical scholarship ranges from the moderate stance ofthe so-Called負Albright school・・

that is willing to entertain a highly nuanced notion ofhistorical patriarchs to a radical

minimalism that denies any substantial historical reliability to the Old Testament pre-eXilic

narratives. On the other hand, inscriptions from Mesopotamla, Egypt, and the Levant have

PrOVided significant chronoIoglCal data to which the Old Testament can be compared. These,

With the intemal dating schemes ofthe Bible itself have enabled more modem scholars-

especially evangelicals一-tO (re)construct a near consensus template against which biblical history

at least as far back as Abraham can be dated with near precision. Given astronomically derived

dates from various sources, eSPeCially those that refer to biblical persons,8 care餌application of

these to the Hebrew texts yields the following important set ofdata: (1) Abraham was bom in

2166 B. C.; (2) the descent ofJacob into Egypt was 1876; (3) the exodus occ皿ed in 1446; (4)

the United Monarchy began ca. 1050; (5) the division ofthe kingdom between Israel and Judah

took place in 931; (5) Israel f凱to the Assyrians in 722; (6) Judah went into Babylonian exile

and the temple was destroyed in 586; (7) and the exiles retumed to Judah in 538 and thereafter.9

At the Same time, arChaeo]oglCal evidence has convinced many evangelicals that the exodus

occulTed not in Dynasty 18 ofEgypt but in the mid- tO late 13th centしIry (Ca. 1250) ofthe so-

called Ramesside 19th Dynasty. For this view there exist two subsets: (l) a 215 year sgivum

PreCeded by a 215 year span back to the making ofthe Abrahamic covenant (1680) and (2) a 430

year s句oum preceded by the age ofJacob when he descended to Egypt (130) plus the years back

to the Abrahamic covenant when Abraham was 85 years old (1885 B. C.). Position (1) thus dates

the destruction ofSodom at 1665 and position (2) at 187l. However, POSition (1) rests upon two

untenable supports: a 215 year s句oum and a late exodus date and position (2), though more

acceptable, is itselfflawed by the late exodus date. Ifthe generally superior MT text is taken at

face value’the destruction ofSodom took place in 2067, the sqlOum WaS 430 years, and the

exodus was in 1446 (see preccding paragraph),.

To retum to Steve Collins’s hypothesis based on the archaeoIoglCal data, his proposed date ofthe

destruction ofthe city ofSodom ca. 1600 is still some 65 years too late for proposal (1) and 355

years too late for proposal (2). The date in the best manuscripts and the most sound hemeneutic

demands the overthrow of Sodom at 2067 B. C・, COmPletely removmg Tall Hammam from

COnSideration as the location of Sodom.

7 As conservative as he was in general’the notable theoIogian A. H. Strong (1836-1921) readily adopted bioIogical

evolution as the best way to accoしInt for both biblical and scientific evidence. S加tematic 7称eo/ogy. Philadelphia:

Judson, 1 907, PP. 392-393・ For an excellent overview ofthe pemicious effect ofevolulion on Christian thought even

before Darwin, See Terry Morte11SOn, 77'e Grea/ 7ir,而ng Point・ Gl“een Forest, AR (Master Books, 2004), PP. 19-54.
′iヽ

Most important are the Assyrian eponymn Iists ofyears and the roya=nscriptions that both inform them and are

而ormed by them・ Conveniently, See Alan M冊rd, ′’Assyrian Kingしists,’’7tJe COntextq/5c所ture. Voi. 1. Ed. W. W.

Ha=o.しeiden: Br町1997. pp. 463-466.

Merr町Kingdom qfPriest5, PP, 41-48, 74-80, 166-170, 337.
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Cbnclusion

Though the Collins construal is attractive in certain respects, it is bound up in its own cocoon by

POStulating the followmg Criteria that must be met ifit is to stand:
●

●　The late MB date ofSodom,s destruction, driven by archaeoIoglCal

COnSiderations, muSt be the iron-Clad standard agam Which the biblical
●

ChronoIogy lS aSCertained.

・ This date demands a birth date ofAbraham about 1699; Since he was 175 when he

died, that occurred in 1524, 76 years after the destruction ofSodom.

・ Isaac’s lifespan is 1599-1419 andJacob’s 1539-1392!

●　Even a 215 year Egyptian sq]Oum muSt COVer the years 1415-1200, requlrmg the

exodus to be in 1200 and the conquest, 40 years later, in l 160-1 150.

・ The variousjudges and the relgn OfSaul must be compressed between l 150 and

1010, the established date ofthe commencement ofDavid,s relgn.

●　The onlyway out ofthe conundrum ifHammam is Sodom is to (1) disregard the

biblical figures for the ages ofthe patriarchs; (2) jettison or greatly reduce the

215-year Sgivum; and (3) minimize the length ofthe ministries ofthejudges and

the relgn OfSaul nearly to the Vanishing point. The followmg chart is a possible

SCenario illustrative ofthe drastic measures required to fit the narrative of Sodom

between 1600 and 1010 B. C. Ifthis is not the correct one, there must be one like

it.

l. Abraham was 7510 at the 1600 date ofSodom’s destruction; therefore, he was bom in

1675.

2. Isaac was bom in Abraham,s 50t書l year-1625.

3. Jacob was bom in Isaac’§ 30th year-1595.

4. Jacob moved his family to Egypt in his 60th year-1535.

5. The sqIOum lasted for 215 years-1535-1320.

6. Theexodustookplacein 1320.

7. The Sinai wanderings took 20 years-1320-1300.

8. Thc conquest took 10 years--1300-1290.

9. The administration ofthejudges lasted for 250 years-1290-1040.

10. Samuel’s tenure was lO years in length-1040-1030.

1 l. Saul relgned for 2() years-1030-1010.

12. David ascended to.‘the throlle in lOlO.

A hypothetical scheme like this could provide the necessary correlation but for one bothersome

fact: These numbers are arbitrarily chosen in oJ.der /O aChieve /he desired hal・〃宅0I庇ation. Tllat is,

10 EmboIded refers to data that are fIatIv contradicted by explicit b酬cal numbers.

一13-



与

text has had to be distorted in order to allow tall to triumph.11 The prlCe is simply too high to

pay!

11 App-ying the biblicaI chronoIogy in a strict and IiteraI sense yie'ds the foIIow-ng Picture:

1. Abraham’s Iifespan was 2166-1991

2. Abrahamwas99when Sodomwasdestroyed in 2067

3. Isaac’s Iifespan was 2066-1886

4. 」acob’s冊espanwas 2006-1859

5. 」acob′sdescentto Egyptwasin 1876when hewas 130yearsoId

6. The sojourn wasfor430years-1876-1446

7.　Theexodusoccurred in 1446

8. Sinai wanderingtook40years-1446-1406

9. Conquesttook ca. seven years-1406-1400

10・ Thejudges era was at Ieast 30O years-1400-1100

11. Samuel ministered for ca. 55 years-1080-1025

12. SauI relgned for40 years-1051-1011

13. David ascended tothethrone in lOll

See Merr町K/ngdom QfPr/es鴨, PP. 31, 40, 146-151, 192-194.
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岳LetThe Stones Speak

The Madaba Map
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The Madaba Map was found in 1884 in an old Byzantine church, nOW named The

Church of the Map. The local Christians had decided to build the present Greek

Orthodox Church of St・ George′ Which is now Iocated beside the ancient church. The

map is dated to the sixth century’during the time of Emperor Justinian (527 - 565). It

is the oldest known map of Palestine and is the source of some fascinating historical

data・ It has survived’despite damage over the years by紳e and the collapse of the

Orlgmal church・ The church faces east′ SO the map places the viewer in the

Mediterranean Sea looking east at the Holy Land・ In the center ofthe map is the Dead

Sea with the Jordan River running into it on the left. On the right is the Nile River.

αHde励ed

https‥/有Iabataea.net/expIo「e/historylthe-madaba-maP/
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Fig. 12. The Dead Sea (a) in 2000 B.c. before 
the end of Sodom and Gomorrah, (b) in 1900

B.c. after the disaster.
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