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The Skeptics SA guide to

Velikovsky and his comet

Although now completely discredited, 
the “catastrophist cosmology” theories of Dr 
Immanuel Velikovsky (1895, Vitebsk, Rus-
sia–1979, Princeton New Jersey) from time to 
time still attract the attention of a new genera-
tion of readers, who may be discovering his 
writings for the first time.

Velikovsky obtained his medical degree from 
Moscow University in 1921 and after post-
graduate studies he practiced psychiatry 
in Palestine from 1924 to 1939. In 1939 he 
went on sabbatical leave to the United States, 
intending to research a book on Oedipus, 
Akhenaton and Moses, however in the spring 
of 1940 (Velikovsky, 1972, p 12 and 1973, p v) 
he was diverted into a new area of research. 
He began to consider that there might have 
been a single causal event to explain many of 
the extraordinary Old Testament events in-
cluding the ten plagues of Egypt, the parting of 
the Red Sea, the manna, the events at Mount 
Sinai and other astonishing biblical events, 
such as the sun standing still in the heavens. 
Within six months (Velikovsky, 1972, p 64) he 
had developed his “catastrophist cosmology” 
theory. This theory, which was to dominate 
his life, claimed all of these biblical events 
had been precipitated by the appearance of a 
planet-sized comet.

Unable to return to Palestine because of WW 
II, he had by 1942 completed the first full draft 
of his theories (Velikovsky, 1973, pp vi–vii): 
these would later be published as Worlds in 
Collision (1950), Ages in Chaos (1952), and 
Earth in Upheaval (1955). Although these 
books attracted a great deal of favourable pub-
lic and media interest, they were criticised by 
many scientists who, in general, considered his 
claims to be unscientific nonsense.

His “catastrophist cosmology” ideas were 
broadly based on a natural theological ap-
proach, in which so-called biblical “miracles” 
tend to be attributed to naturally occurring 
phenomena, rather than to supernatural 
causes. Before the Age of Enlightenment 
biblical “miracles” had been accepted almost 
without question as examples of God using his 
divine powers to perform acts which were out-
side the limitations of the natural world. How-
ever, with the development of a more rational 
and scientific approach it was increasingly sug-
gested that God may have used conventional 
rather than supernatural phenomena to pro-
duce these events. In adopting this approach, 
Velikovsky was merely following the lead of 
earlier writers who had also cited catastrophic 
events to explain extraordinary biblical events.

One of these was William Whiston (Isaac New-
ton’s successor at Cambridge) who believed 
that since God had created a perfect paradise 
the weather must have also been constantly 
perfect. This implied Paradise had only a 
single summery season, and so the Earth must 
have moved around the Sun in a perfectly 
circular orbit (Whiston, 1737, p 114). From 
Hellenic times the circle had been considered 
“the perfect figure” and was believed to be the 
orbital shape of all heavenly bodies both in the 
geocentric model of the cosmos and the helio-
centric model of the solar system by Coperni-
cus. However, according to Whiston, after the 
Fall this perfect order had been changed by 
the passing of a great comet. Not only had this 
comet forced the Earth into an elliptical orbit, 
which enlarged and lengthened “...its periodi-
cal time” (p 467) producing for the first time 
the cycle of seasons, but later, in the year 2349 
BCE, the same comet had been the cause of 
Noah’s Flood (p 142).

Similar religiously biased ideas form the core 
of Velikovsky’s theories, yet while others were 
content to attribute the extraordinary phe-
nomenon of Exodus to the actions of rather 
mundane events such as tornadoes or earth-
quakes, Velikovsky proposed an incredibly 
spectacular cosmic scenario. He claimed that 
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circa 2,000 BCE the planet Jupiter had ejected 
a huge mass of material into space. This ejecta 
was nothing less than a completely new proto-
planet, Venus, which in the form of a comet 
had initially travelled in an elliptical orbit from 
the vicinity of Jupiter around the Sun and back 
again, regularly crossing the orbits of Earth 
and Mars (Velikovsky, 1972, p 64) and that on 
several occasions it had actually collided with 
both planets, unleashing cataclysmic destruc-
tion on both.

He claimed the comet had precipitated a 
number of catastrophes which coincided with 
certain miraculous biblical events, namely:

1 Circa 1495 BCE at the time of the Exodus 
(p 97) it had precipitated the plagues of 
Egypt, parted the Red Sea, and delivered the 
Ten Commandments

2 The comet left a large number of great 
stones suspended in the “celestial sphere” 
(p 152) and some fifty-two years later (p 63) 
these rained down onto the Amorites, the 
enemies of the Israelites. At the same time 
“...the Earth was brought out of rotation” 
(Velikovsky, 1942) which caused the sun 
to stand still in the heavens over Gibeon, 
(Joshua 10:12-13)

3 Circa 689 BCE the planet Mars, having been 
displaced by the comet, “blasted” the camp of 
the Assyrians who were besieging Jerusalem 
and killed 185,000 of them during the night 
(2 Kings 19:35).

Velikovsky (1972) claimed that the comet first 
approached Earth on a collision course circa 

1495 BCE (p 64), at a time when Moses was 
demanding that pharaoh free the Israelites. 
When this request was refused the comet 
intervened and created the miraculous plagues 
which finally forced the pharaoh to release the 
Israelites. At that time, the comet “...on its way 
from its perihelion... touched the Earth first 
with its gaseous tail” (p 64) and rained down 
onto the Earth “...a fine dust of rusty pig-
ment” (p 64) which choked the rivers, turned 
the seas, lakes and rivers a bloody red colour, 
poisoned the fish and brought widespread 
death and disease to many (Exodus 7:20-21): 
this was the first plague. The poisoned river 
encouraged an abundance of frogs and lice, the 
second and third plagues. The fourth plague 
was an infestation of “swarms of flies”: these, 
according to Velikovsky, were the vermin 
(p 371) that came from the comet. Similarly, 
Velikovsky claimed the hail and fire of the sev-
enth plague, (Exodus 9:23-24) occurred when 
the Earth fully entered the comet’s tail and 
was bombarded by a great hail of meteors and 
enveloped in massive clouds of burning carbon 
and hydrocarbon naphtha gases which ignited 
Earth’s forests and covered the land and the 
seas for a period of seven years (p 71).

As the Israelites left Egypt they were accom-
panied by a “pillar of cloud” to lead them 
during the day, “...and by night in a pillar of 
fire, to give them light” (Exodus 13:21). This 
phenomenon, Velikovsky claimed, occurred 
when the Earth passed through the neck of 
the comet and “A tremendous spark sprang 
forth at the moment of the nearest approach 
of the comet...” (Velikovsky, 1972, p 100); this 

massive flow of electrical energy between the 
comet and the Earth shrouded the planet “...
in a dark column of gases which looked like 
a pillar of smoke during the day and of fire 
at night (p 91). When pharaoh reneged and 
sent his army after the Israelites they reached 
them on the shores of the Red Sea. At that 
time the pillar of cloud then moved between 
the Israelites and their enemies and enveloped 
the Egyptians in a cloud of darkness (Exodus 
14:20). This, Velikovsky claimed, was the “an-
gel of God” (Exodus 14:19) which held back the 
pursuing Egyptians while Moses arranged for 
the Lord to part the Red Sea (Exodus 14:21).

The Red Sea parted and the Israelites, “...went 
into the midst of the sea upon the dry ground” 
(Exodus 14:22). Although the Bible claims the 
parting of the Red Sea was due to the pres-
ence of “...a strong east wind ” (Exodus 14:21) 
which blew all night long, Velikovsky suggests 
the actual cause was that the sea was lifted 
by a combination of geological upheavals and 
the gravitational pull of the comet. The comet 
then conveniently remained in place allowing 
the Israelites adequate time to cross the sea-
floor, but then as the gravitational attraction of 
the comet waned, the sea flooded back, over-
whelming the Egyptians, who were thrown 
high into the air (p 102) and completely de-
stroyed.

Then, as the Earth approached the head of the 
comet there were worldwide earthquakes on 
a scale never experienced before or since. The 
entire surface of the Earth was ripped open, 
volcanoes erupted worldwide, producing lava 
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flows 1.5 kilometers thick; the oceans were 
thrown from their beds creating kilometers 
high tsunamis which swept across the con-
tinents; rivers boiled or simply disappeared. 
Then, the Earth’s poles were reversed, the 
North Pole, formerly located between Green-
land and North America, moved approxi-
mately 159 degrees, to become the South Pole; 
the axis of the Earth shifted and the Earth’s 
rotation was reversed (p 91). Finally, the Earth 
“...proceeded on a distorted orbit” (p 91), its 
orbital speed around the sun slowed from 260 
days to 360 days. In the midst of all this dev-
astation most of humanity perished. Above the 
Earth the Moon changed its orbit (p 344) and 
the lunar month had changed from 20 days to 
29 days (p 345). In the midst of all these cata-
clysmic events, apparently unaffected, Moses 
continued to lead his people into the wilder-
ness!

The comet then retreated from the Earth for 
about seven weeks (p 108) but returned briefly 
to produce miraculous events at Mount Sinai. 
It covered the mountain with a thick cloud 
(Exodus 19:9), produced thunder and light-
ning (Exodus 19:16), the mountain “quaked 
greatly” (Exodus 19:18), then great trumpeting 
noises were heard (Exodus 19:19). According 
to Velikovsky the comet emitted ten separate 
“trumpet like sounds” (p 111). Incredibly, these 
ten blasts were actually the Ten Command-
ments, and these were heard all round the 
world, in seventy different languages, “...so 
that all might understand it”(p 112).

Velikovsky (1972) claimed that the comet 
returned fifty-two years later when Joshua and 
the Israelites were in battle against the armies 
of the Amorite kings of Jerusalem, Hebron, 
Jarmuth, Lachish, and Eglon. First the comet 
showered the Amorites with “great stones” and 
“hailstones” (Joshua 10:11) then it temporar-
ily interrupted the Earth’s rotation (p 60) so 
that the sun stood still over Beth-horon (p 152, 
Joshua 10:11) to allow Joshua time to finish off 
his enemies. The claim that the sun stood still 
or reversed its rotation is used several times in 
the Old Testament: see also Isaiah 38:8 where 
it is claimed “...the sun returned ten degrees”. 
This was at the time of the invasion of Judah 
by Sennacherib.

Later, in the eighth century BCE, Venus and 
Mars collided, causing Venus to change its 
course “...from an elliptical to a nearly circular 
orbit” (p 264). Then, some time between the 
8th and 7th centuries BCE “...the earth and 
Mars... assumed new positions in the solar sys-
tem” (p 368). In 747 BCE the displaced Mars 
began a regular cycle whereby it approached 
close to Earth every fifteen years. Between 
747 and 687 BCE “...solar and lunar move-
ments changed repeatedly” (p 350). The Moon 
changed its orbital period from 36 days to 29 
days (p 345), then, at midnight, March 23 687 
BCE (Velikovsky, 1942) Mars came so close 
to the Earth that it changed its orbital period 
from 360 days to 365¼ (Velikovsky, 1972, 
p 324, 333–344, 358). Velikovsky claimed that 
it was the close approach of Mars circa 689 
BCE which destroyed the forces of Sennach-
erib who were besieging Jerusalem: “A blast 

from the planet Mars fell upon the camp of the 
Assyrians and annihilated it” (p 298). Finally, 
both Mars and Venus settled into their present 
stable orbits.

Sagan (1979) examined Velikovsky’s claims, 
and while he conceded “Collisions and cata-
strophism are part of modern astronomy” 
(p 105) he was generally scathing of Velikov
sky’s theories, particularly with respect to 
the “...adequacy of the purported evidence” 
(p 106). Some of his criticisms were:

• If Jupiter had ejected the proto-Venus, the 
amount of energy required would have 
been about the same as all of the energy 
expended by our sun in a single year, that 
is 100,000,000 times more energy than is 
contained in the largest observed solar flare 
(p 121). Yet Jupiter is primarily a gas-planet, 
and, unlike the sun, it is not given to releas-
ing huge amounts of energy, so where did 
this energy originate?

• The energy required to eject such a mass to 
enable it to escape Jupiter’s gravity would 
have been so great it would have reduced 
the material to very small particles (p 121), 
certainly not the large solid mass proposed 
by Velikovsky

• Velikovsky claimed the proximity of the 
comet caused Earth mile high tides, whereas 
they would actually have been “hundreds 
of miles high” (p 128), furthermore there is 
no geological evidence of any such inunda-
tion between the 15th and 6th centuries BCE 
(p 129)
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• Velikovsky confused carbohydrates with 
hydrocarbons, resulting in the claim that 
the manna which the Israelites ate for forty 
years in the wilderness, was actually motor 
oil (p 130)

• The amount of manna delivered during those 
forty years would have required the comet 
to have had a mass equal to that of the Sun 
(p 134)

• Velikovsky (1972) claimed Jupiter and Venus 
are “...populated by vermin” (p 371), which 
Velikovsky implied was the source of the 
petroleum on both planets. By “vermin” Ve-
likovsky meant the flies which had been re-
sponsible for the fourth plague mentioned in 
Exodus 8:21 which strangely were extremely 
selective, for they ignored the Israelites in 
Goshen and attacked only the Egyptians. 
However, as Sagan (1979) pointed out, if they 
had come from Jupiter in a molten comet, 
they would never have survived. Sagan also 
questions how with the same genetic code as 
all Earth creatures they could have evolved 
on Jupiter (p 131). Furthermore, since flies 
metabolise molecular oxygen, how could 
they have evolved and survived on Jupi-
ter where molecular oxygen does not exist 
(p 132)?

• If Venus and Mars had crossed the orbit 
of the Earth there should still be massive 
amounts of debris crossing Earth’s orbit 
(p 122) yet there is no evidence of this

• Velikovsky’s claim (1972, p 60) that the 
Earth’s mountains and valleys were only 
formed a few thousand years ago is disputed 

by geological evidence which dates their ori-
gins in millions of years (Sagan, 1979, p 128)

• Although Velikovsky claimed enormous tec-
tonic and impact disturbances to the surface 
of the Moon occurred contemporaneously 
with the events on Earth, as Sagan (1979) 
indicated, evidence from the Apollo Moon 
missions suggest that it has been several 
hundred million years since the rocks on the 
Moon were molten (p 128).

Other scientists have noted other weaknesses 
in Velikovsky’s theories:

• Friedlander (1995) noted major problems 
with Velikovsky’s use of celestial mechan-
ics to explain the behaviour of the planets. 
Ignoring Newtonian laws of planetary mo-
tion, he proposed that electromagnetic forces 
could explain their erratic movements, even 
though electromagnetic forces between plan-
ets are essentially zero (pp 11–12)

• Gurshtein (1993) pointed out that the As-
trological zodiac, which has been used since 
circa 5,500 BCE, lies on the ecliptic, the 
apparent annual path of the sun across the 
celestial sphere: since this ‘path’ is deter-
mined by the tilt of the Earth, then, if the 
tilt of the Earth changed during Velikovsky’s 
cataclysm, the location of the zodiac would 
have changed significantly, yet there is no 
evidence of this

• Morrison (2001) mentioned that the science 
of dendrochronology (using tree rings to 
determine the age of trees and past weather 
conditions) has revealed the existence of 

trees 4,000 years old, that survived Velikov
sky’s claimed catastrophes, and which reveal 
no evidence of catastrophic climate changes 
(p 70)

• Morrison (2001) also noted that ice cores 
from Greenland which reveal evidence of 
global temperatures and volcanic activity 
going back tens of thousands of years, reveal 
no evidence of Velikovsky’s claimed catastro-
phes (p 70).

A major problem with Velikovsky is that the 
catastrophic events he describes tend to be 
brief, isolated and poorly defined, lost in the 
midst of lengthy passages referring to numer-
ous cultural myths which support his theories 
of catastrophes. As a result, the exact pattern 
of events he described is rather unclear and 
ambiguous. As Morrison (2001) indicated, this 
“...vagueness and lack of quantitative reason-
ing” (p 69) produces a great deal of frustration 
when one attempts to make sense of his vari-
ous theories.

What is quite clear however is that the genesis 
of his theories was the claimed ejection by Ju-
piter of the proto-planet Venus with such force 
that it escaped the gravity of Jupiter to com-
mence travelling in space as a huge comet and 
that in the course of its erratic travels through-
out the solar system it precipitated events 
which formed the basis for the marvellous 
biblical events described in Exodus, Joshua 
and 2 Kings.

As an advocate of Catastrophism and natu-
ral theology Velikovsky was so determined 
to harmonise the irregular behaviour of this 
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imaginary comet with these biblical events 
that he had to invent quite absurd scenarios. If 
Velikovsky is to be believed this was no ordi-
nary comet, but rather one which possessed 
miraculous abilities. Not only was it able to 
appear and reappear, intervening at critical 
moments to assist the Israelites, causing death 
and destruction to their enemies, even causing 
worldwide cataclysms which destroyed most of 
humanity, but yet in some mysterious man-
ner it never harmed the Israelites! This saga 
of cosmic catastrophes is so incredible it could 
only have been created by Velikovsky’s over-
whelming need to provide a natural theological 
explanation for many of the biblical myths. In 
doing so he created a number of theories about 
the nature and behaviour of comets which 
have now been revealed as completely false, 
thus he claimed that:

• Some comets originated in other star systems 
and may be the results of collisions between 
two stars creating a nova (Velikovsky, 1972, 
p 388)

• Comets are created by the collision of planets 
(p 374) and “...smaller comets were born in 
contacts between Venus and Mars...” (p 379). 
There is now a much better understanding 
of the composition of comets (Keller, Britt, 
Buratti and Thomas, 2005) and their origins 
and relationship to the trans-Neptunian Oort 
and Kuiper belts (Jewitt and Luu, 1993). 
Comets are essentially debris left over from 
the formation of the solar system, pieces of 
rock, ranging in size from small rocks up to 
many kilometers in size, surrounded by dust, 

gas and ice. Although they originally or-
bited the sun in the distant parts of the solar 
system, some were forced from their original 
paths, probably by collisions with other bod-
ies, into orbits which now bring them in close 
to the sun. There are two types of comets, the 
first, long-period comets (>200 years) are 
thought to originate in the Oort cloud while 
the short-period comets (<200 years) appear 
to come from the trans-Neptunian Keiper 
Belt (Huebner, 2008, p 6)

• Before approaching Earth, having passed 
close to the sun, the comet was “...in a state 
of candescence” (p 91), however if, as he 
claimed, it had been ejected from Jupiter it 
seems likely it would already have been an 
incandescent mass, which would have taken 
hundreds of thousands of years to cool. If, 
on the other hand, it had already cooled, 
like all normal comets, it would have had a 
cool rocky nucleus and would not have been 
incandescent. While the nuclei of comets do 
become quite hot as they approach the sun, 
they never reach a temperature sufficiently 
high enough to become incandescent. They 
also lose this heat very quickly as they move 
away from the sun. For example, Becklin and 
Westphal (1966) measured the temperature 
of the comet Ikeya-Seki: when it was 72 mil-
lion kilometers from the sun its temperature 
was some –400°C. and although the temper-
ature reached 649°C when it was 32 million 
kilometers from the sun, on its return jour-
ney it once again quickly dropped to –400°C

• “The tails of comets are composed mainly 
of carbon and hydrogen gases” (Velikovsky 
(1972, p 69) and that these are highly flam-
mable when they come into contact with oxy-
gen atmospheres (p 69). In fact comet tails 
are composed of non-flammable dust and 
ionised particles. The glowing appearance 
of a comet in the sky is due to the combined 
effects of solar radiation heating their inner 
core releasing a thin trail of gases, which, 
along with the dust they trail, is illuminated 
by the ionisation effect of solar radiation, not 
because they become incandescent

• The comet had a massive atmosphere, which 
fell into Earth’s atmosphere (p 92), however 
comets do not have an atmosphere per se, 
their nuclei are surrounded only a very nebu-
lous collection of dust and gases held in place 
by their very weak gravity

• During the cool of the night, carbohydrates 
precipitated from the atmosphere of the 
comet and fell to Earth with the morning 
dew to form manna (Exodus 15:14–17). If 
the surface temperature of the Earth was hot 
enough to evaporate the oceans, there could 
hardly have been morning dew!

• In a reference to Lexell’s Comet he claimed 
that “...a comet, encountering a planet, can 
become entangled and drawn away from its 
own path” (p 92, 192). He claimed Lexell’s 
Comet had become “entangled” in this way, 
temporarily “captured” by Jupiter in 1767, 
and had then managed to successfully free 
itself in 1779. However, comets do not be-
come captured and then free themselves at 
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a later date. If they pass too close to a planet 
they can either be drawn into the planet (as 
occurred with Shoemaker-Levy 9 in 1994) or 
else have their orbits changed by the gravi-
tational forces of the planet. According to 
Leverington (2003) this is what happened to 
Lexell’s Comet in 1767 when “...Jupiter had 
radically changed its orbit...” (p 193). Fur-
thermore Lexell’s Comet was never captured 
by Jupiter and held from 1767 until 1779, 
since it was actually observed passing the 
Earth in 1770

• Venus is a very hot planet (p 6). Although it 
does have an abnormally high surface tem-
perature, 750K (476°C, 890°F, Lewis, 2004, 
p 526) it is now known that the planet itself 
is not hot. The extreme temperature is due 
to its dense 96% carbon dioxide atmosphere 
(Seeds and Backman, 2007, p 457), which 
traps some 75% of the light reaching the 
surface, creating a massive greenhouse effect 
(Karttunen et al, 2003, p 154)

• The almost “uniform temperature” on both 
the day and night sides of Venus was be-
cause “The daily rotation of the planet Venus 
is very rapid” (p 372). He denied scientists 
who, at that time, claimed Venus rotated 
very slowly, once every 225 days (a period 
equal to its orbit around the sun) claiming 
“...it is difficult to see how the high tempera-
ture of the rotating layer of the night side 
could be maintained” (p 372), however it is 
now known that Venus rotates once on its 
axis every 243 Earth days. (Kuhn and Koupe-

lis, 2004, p 247) and the heat of the night 
side is due to the extreme greenhouse effect

• Venus “...must be surrounded by a very 
extensive envelope of hydrocarbon (petro-
leum)” (p 6, 8) and so its atmosphere “...
must be rich in petroleum gases” (p 370), 
however it is now known the atmosphere is 
rich in carbon dioxide (Fegley, 2005, p 488)

• Jupiter emitted radio signals (p 6): these 
are now known to be due to the interaction 
of the moon Io forming plasma in Jupiter’s 
equatorial plane and, also because Jupiter 
also produces strong radio waves from its 
polar regions.

It is now known that a number of major catas-
trophes have shaped the development of the 
Earth; these include at least five extinction-
level events (ELE) during the past 540 million 
years (Ma) with the last one, the Cretaceous-
Tertiary extinction event, occurring some 
65.5 Ma. Velikovsky’s claims that the last 
worldwide catastrophe occurred as recently 
as 2,800–3,500 years ago is disputed by all 
reputable geologists, for there is simply no 
evidence of the cataclysmic disasters described 
by Velikovsky.

To support his dramatic claims Velikovsky 
studied the records of many ancient cultures, 
including the Amerindian, Assyrian, Aztec, 
Chinese and Indians, looking for evidence 
of cosmic catastrophes. While most scholars 
considered such stories to be mere myths, 
Velikovsky was convinced they were eyewit-
ness reports of actual catastrophic events. He 
insisted they were so reliable they were to be 

believed, over and above any modern scientific 
theories with which they might conflict. De-
spite this, he himself was rather selective in his 
own interpretation of these ancient texts for in 
quoting the Midrashim claim that the waters 
of the sea were raised up to a height of “sixteen 
hundred miles” he says this was not meant to 
be a literal figure but merely to indicate that 
“...the heap of water was tremendous” (p 87).

However what is often overlooked is that the 
existence of these myths is in itself proof that 
such events could never have occurred! Ve-
likovsky gave a vivid description of how the 
entire surface of the Earth was ripped apart, 
uprooted and thrown around, with huge 
chasms opening up to expose molten magna 
which flooded the world, volcanoes erupted 
and the oceans swept across the continents 
in tsunamis kilometers high, huge meteors 
smashed into the Earth leaving a world to-
tally devastated, and all that was left was “...a 
world enshrouded in an atmosphere filled with 
smoke and vapor” (Velikovsky, 1972, p 111). 
Such a description clearly suggests that the 
Earth must have been totally destroyed—noth-
ing and no one could have survived—so who 
then could have written the myths which 
Velikovsky relied upon as evidence of his great 
cataclysms?

If by some rare chance, a few humans had 
survived, they would have emerged from the 
ruins to find a totally devastated world and 
they would have been forced to rebuild human 
civilization from the very beginning. Yet there 
is no evidence of this enormous worldwide de-
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struction or of humans having to make a new 
start. Instead, we find an unbroken sequence 
of historical development. Even the Bible, 
which Velikovsky relies upon as the basis of 
his theories, describes how, when Moses led 
his people into Canaan, the land was described 
as flowing with milk and honey (Numbers 
13:27); no mention of a ruined desolate land-
scape! In addition, rather than there being 
only a few survivors, the land was described 
as being inhabited by numerous peoples “...
the Hittites, and the Hivites, and the Perizz-
ites, and the Girgashites, and the Amorites, 
and the Jebusites” (Joshua 3:10). There were 
many cities in the land including Jericho, Ai, 
Gibeon, Jerusalem, Hebron, Jarmuth, Lach-
ish, Eglon, Gibeon, Chephirah, Beeroth, and 
Kirjathjearim, so how could humankind have 
recovered so quickly after a worldwide catas-
trophe as that described by Velikovsky?

His admission that his theories were based 
upon his own “...reconstruction of ancient his-
tory” (Velikovsky, 1972, p 64 and 78) is partic-
ularly pertinent. It appears he not only recon-
structed ancient history but also astronomy 
and astrophysics to fit his unique theories.

Sadly, his efforts in devising such an elaborate 
explanation for the extraordinary events in the 
Bible appear to have been completely wasted, 
for although he claimed the biblical accounts 
of the wondrous events in Exodus are “histori-
cally true” (p 380) it is now generally accepted 
that the stories of Moses, the enslavement of 
the Israelites in Egypt, and their escape from 
captivity across the Red Sea, etc. are merely 

folklore. As Robertson (2004) noted, the 
Moses story is simply a variation of the Horus 
myth (p 309) while the account of the actual 
Exodus itself is merely an analogous myth, 
adapted by the Israelites from other Middle 
Eastern sources to demonstrate that just as pa-
gan deities had parted the Primal Sea to create 
the world so too the god of the Israelites had 
split the Red Sea to create a new nation (Arm-
strong, 2005, p 96).

In describing the Israelites as “slaves” Ve-
likovsky (1973, p 24) obviously accepted the 
biblical account that the Israelites had been 
enslaved and forced to build the great monu-
ments in Egypt. This has now been revealed 
as a myth for the builders of these great build-
ings, including the pyramids, were the Egyp-
tians themselves. Both Ruiz (2001) noted that 
in the villages where the pyramid builders 
resided the style of the tombs is clearly Egyp-
tian (p 217), while David (1996) who examined 
the ancient town Deit el-Medina, home to the 
artisans who worked on the tombs in the Val-
ley of the Kings from circa 1550–1080 BCE 
(the period covered by Velikovsky) reported 
that excavations at various workers’ sites have 
uncovered a great deal of written material 
which shows these workers were clearly Egyp-
tians. There is further evidence that these were 
paid workers not slaves, for as Rice (1999) in-
dicated, on one occasion during the 29th year 
of the reign of Ramses III (circa 1153 BCE) the 
workers went on strike (p 166) upset because 
of a shortage of food, water, clothing and the 
dark eye makeup necessary to reduce the glare 
of the sun.

Velikovsky made a number of other unlikely 
claims, e.g.:

• The Earth attracted the Moon within the 
memory of human kind, who also witnessed 
the “building of the solar system” (Velikov
sky, 1942)

• In the past Saturn and Jupiter had collided 
and, as the Earth passed close to Jupiter, it 
was drowned in hydrogen from Jupiter’s at-
mosphere, which, as it drifted down through 
Earth’s oxygen rich atmosphere, it became 
water” (Velikovsky 1942)

• The behaviour of our Earth, Mars, Venus, 
Moon, and other planets during their con-
tacts, clearly shows that gravity does not 
exist, and furthermore, the mathematical 
proofs of Newton are completely erroneous 
(Velikovsky, 1942)

• “At near distances special law acts in mag-
netism (also electrical phenomenon)” (Ve-
likovsky, 1942) operate which makes both 
levitation and perpetual motion possible

• Earthquakes are caused by the geological 
masses readjusting from their being dis-
placed during the earlier cosmic-contacts 
(Velikovsky, 1942)

• Darwin’s Theory of Evolution which proposes 
slow changes in life-forms is wrong (Velikov
sky, 1942)

• Dinosaurs only became extinct a few thou-
sand years ago. Most actually died during 
the catastrophes, and “...those that survived 
could not exist in new conditions, especially 
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because of changed weight of all objects, and 
of their large bodies, not capable to move, 
especially during gravity” [Sic] (Velikovsky, 
1942)

• The “Brontosaurus was not a reptile ... but a 
mammal” (Velikovsky, 1942)

• There had formerly existed on Earth a race of 
giants (Gigants) who were destroyed by the 
catastrophes and only the smaller humans 
survived (Velikovsky, 1942)

• Erection of ancient structures built with huge 
stones had only been possible because such 
objects had been much lighter before the 
cosmic contacts (Velikovsky, 1942)

• Noah’s Flood had been due to the proto-Sat-
urn becoming a nova, and ejecting much of 
its mass into space (Velikovsky, 1978, p 249)

• The planet Mercury was involved in the de-
struction of the Tower of Babel (Velikovsky, 
1978, p 107)

• Planets revolve “...on a quite circular orbit...” 
(Velikovsky, 1972, p 166), until they are dis-
placed from their original orbits by comets.

While it cannot be denied that Velikovsky was 
an outstanding scholar, his areas of expertise 
did not extend to astrophysics, so it appears 
that lacking definite scientific evidence he 
simply created his own fanciful ideas and in 
doing so convinced himself of the existence 
of an imaginary comet whose actions conve-
niently coincided with fictional events in the 
Old Testament, and even though several of 
his wild conjectures proved to be valid, the 

assumptions which led to these conclusions 
were completely erroneous. As Gould (1977) 
commented, “Velikovsky is neither crank nor 
charlatan—although to state my opinion and 
to quote one of my colleagues, he is at least 
gloriously wrong” (p 153).

Laurie Eddie, November 2011
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