THE
ROMANCE OF
BIBLE CHRONOLOGY

An Exposition of the meaning, and a Demonstration
of the Truth, of every Chronological statemnent
contained in the Hebrew Text of the
Old Testament.

Vorume I

THE TREATISE.

BY THE

Rev. MARTIN ANSTEY, B.D., M.A. (London).

MARSHALL BROTHERS, LTD,,
LONDON, EDINBURGH ane NEW YORK,

1913.




Dedication.

To my dear Friend
Rev. G. CAMPBELL MORGAN, D.D.

to whose inspiring Lectures on
“THeE DIvINE Lierary IN Human History ”

I trace the inception of these pages, and whose intimate
knowledge and unrivalled exposition of the Written Word
makes audible in human ears the Living Voice of the
Living God,

I Debicate THIS Book.

THE AUTHOR.
October 3rd, 7913,




FOREWORD.

By Rev. G. CaMPBELL MORGAN, D.D.

IT is with pleasure, and yet with reluctance, that I have consented to preface
this book with any words of mine.

The reluctance is due to the fact that the work is so lucidly done, that
any setting forth of the method or purpose by way of introduction would
be a work of supererogation.

The pleasure results from the fact that the book is the outcome of our
survey of the Historic movement in the redeeming activity of God as seen
in the Old Testament, in the Westminster Bible School. While I was giving
lectures on that subject, it was my good fortune to have the co-operation
of Mr. Martin Anstey, in a series of lectures on these dates. My work was
that of sweeping over large areas, and largely ignoring dates. He gave his
attention to these, and the resuit is the present volume, which is invaluable
to the Bible Teacher, on account of its completeness and detailed accuracy.

Bible study is the study of the Bible. There are many methods and
departments ; none is without value; all of them, when done thoroughly
rather than superficially, tend to the deepening of conviction as to the
accuracy of the records.

In no case is this more marked than in departments which are incidental
rather than essential.

If, in such a matter as that of dates—which seems to be purely incidental,
and is of such a general nature that few have taken the trouble to pay
particular attention to it—the method of careful study shows that these
apparently incidental references are nevertheless accurate and harmonious,
then a testimony full of value is borne to the integrity of the writings.

To this work Mr. Anstey has given himself, with great care, and much
scholarship. The results are full of fascination, and are almost startling
in their revelation of the harmony of the Biblical scheme.

The method has been that of independent study of the writings them-
selves, with an open mind, and determination to hide nothing, and to explain
nothing away.

The careful and patient student is the only person who will be able to
appreciate the value of this work ; and all such will come to its study with
thankfulness te the Author; and having minds equally open and honest,
will be able to verify or correct. In this process I venture to affirm that
the corrections will be few, and the verification constant.

WESTMINSTER CHAPEL,
BUCKINGHAM GATE, S.W.,
Oetober 11th, 10I3.
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He who attempts to alter any part of the Scriptures, from indclence
or incapacity, stands not in the path of Truth.

Epiphanius Against Heresies, Book I.
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PREFACE BY THE AUTHOR.

THE Studies embodied in the following pages have been undertaken with a
view to ascertaining and exhibiting the exact chronological relation of every
dated event recorded in the Old Testament. The object of the writer is the
production of a Standard Chronology, which shall accurately represent the
exact date at which each cvent took place, so far as this can be ascertained
from the statements contained in the text itself.

No other dates are given. All merely approximate or estimated dates
are omitted as inexact, All merely probable or conjectural dates, inferred
from speculative reconstructions of the historical situation, and not guaranteed
by the words of the text, are rejected as unverifiable. All dates certainly
known, but derived from other sources—such as profane history and modern
discovery—arc excluded from the Chapters on the Chronology of the Old
Testament. They appear only in the Chapters on Comparative Chronology
and in the Chronological Tables (Vol. II). The Chronology adopted in
these pages is supported by Josephus, but does not lean upon him. It is,
to some extent, confirmed by the results of modern discovery, as tabulated
in the Guides to the Babylonian, Assyrian, and Egyptian Antiquities published
by the Authorities of the British Museum, but it stands upon its own
foundation, and is dependent upon none of them.

Chronology is a branch of History. Assuch it is governed by the laws
which determine the validity of the results reached by the process of scientific
investigation and historical enquiry. It is also a branch of Applied Mathe-
matics, and Mathematics is an exact Science. In a truly scientific Chronology
there is no room for any date which is not demonstrably true, This view
of the limits of the subject accounts for the absence of the note of interro-
gation (?) after any date in the Chronological Tables, and for the somewhat
dogmatic or Euclidian tone in which the conclusions reached by this method
are expressed. Like Mathematics, Chronology has its axioms, its postulates,
and its definitions, of which the most important and the most fundamental
is the trustworthiness of the testimony of honest, capable, and contemporary
witnesses, like that of the men whose testimony is preserved in the Records
of the Old Testament,
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INTRODUCTION.

CHAPTER 1.—ScopPE, METHOD, STANDPOINT AND SOURCES.

THE purpose of the present work is to construct a Standard Chronolegy of
the period covered by the writings of the Old Testament.

In addition to the Hebrew Massoretic Text of the Old Testament, there
are many other sources affording data for the construction of a Chronology
of this period, of which the principal may be classified as follows :—

1. Other Texts and Versions such as (1) the Septuagint (LXX) or
Greek Version of the Old Testament, and (2) the Samaritan
Pentateuch.

2. Ancient Literary Remains, such as those fragments of Sanchoniathon
of Pheenicia, Berosus of Chaldea, and Manetho of Egypt, which
have come down to us ; the national traditions of Persian History
preserved in the writings of the Persian poet, Firdusi; the books
of the Old Testament Apocrypha; the works of the Jewish
Historian Josephus, and the Talmudic Tract, Sedar Olam.

3. Ancient Monumental Inscriptions upon Rocks, Temples, Palaces,
Cylinders, Bricks, Steles and Tablets, and writings upon Papyrus
Rolls, brought to light by modern discoveries in recent times.

4. The Classic Literature of Greece and Rome,

5. Astronomical Observations and Calculations, especially eclipses of
the Sun, eclipses of the Moon, and the risings of Sirius the dog-
star with the Sun.

6. The works of Ancient and Modern Chronologers.

The resuits obtained from any one of these scveral sources must, if true,
be consistent with the results obtained from each of the other sources,

The aim of the present work is to make an exhaustive critical examination
of the data contained in the first of these several sources only, and to develop
and construct therefrom a Standard Chronology of the events of the Old
Testament, so far as this can be obtained from the chronological data which
lie embedded in the Hebrew Masscoretic Text of the Old Testament, and
independently of any help which may be derived from any other source.

The results thus obtained will be compared at every stage with those
obtained from the data afforded by the other sources named above, but
whilst the data afforded by the Hebrew Text of the Old Testament are made
the subject of an exhaustive critical examination, every step in the series
being scientifically investigated and rigorously established in accordance
with the recognized laws of historical evidence, the data afforded by these
other sources are not thus deait with, but are left over for investigation by
other workers in these several branches of chronological enquiry and research.

13




14 THE ROMANCE OF BIBLE CHRONOLOGY.

The establishment of a Standard Chronology of the Hebrew Text of the
Old Testament is a first requisite for the correct interpretation of the results
obtained from other departments of chronological study, as, without this,
no true and sure comparison can be made between the dates given in the
Old Testament and those obtained from other sources.

The Method adopted is that of accurate observation and scientific historical
induction. Each recorded fact is accepted on the authority of the text
which contains it. FEach book in the Old Testament is carefully examined,
and every chronological statement contained therein is carefully noted down.
After thus collecting all the relevant statements of the text, and making a
complete induction of all the facts, a chronological scheme is constructed,
in which every dated event in the Old Testament is duly charted down in
its proper place. There is no selecting of certain facts to the exclusion of
certain other facts. There is no attempt to reconcile apparently discrepant
statemen{s by conjectural emendations of the text. The scheme is not bent
to meet the exigencies of any particular theory, but all the statements that
bear upon the subject of Chronology are brought together and interpreted
in relation to each other in such a way as to form one complete harmonious
table of events in which the whole of the relevant facts contained in the
Old Testament are exhibited and explained in the light of the time relations
which obtain between them.

An attempt is made to exhibit the results thus obtained to the eye, by
means of Diagrams, Charts, Tables and other forms of graphic vepresentation,
clearness of apprehension being regarded as equally important with accuracy
and precision of statement, in any adequate and satisfactory presentation
of this somewhat intricate and difficult subject. In this way an endeavour
is made to secure a result which shall be at once both Scriptural and scholarly,
and at the same time easy to understand.

The present essay deals only with the Hebrew Text of the Old Testament
in the form in which it has reached us from the hands of the Massoretes.
That Text has an origin and a history, and our view of its origin may perhaps
influence us in our estimate of its value and its authority. Into the question
of the authorship, the date, and the composition of the various books of the
Old Testament, the integrity of the Text, and the various sources from which
it has been derived, the present writcr does not now enter.  In like manner,
all questions relating to the preservation and transmisston of the Text are left
untouched, the sole aim of the writer being to ascertain and to elicit from
the Text as it stands the chronclogical scheme which lies embodied therein.
The aunthenticity of the records, and the accuracy of the Text in its present
state of preservation, is taken for granted. The results obtained from this
study will be authoritative within the limits of the authority accorded to the
text itself. The materials atforded by the Text are dealt with in accordance
with the requirements of modern scientific method. Care has been taken
to secure for each step in the Chronology the value of historic proof or
demonstration, so that each subsequent induction may proceed upon an
assured scientific foundation.

The authority to be accorded to the results obtained from the six other




THE ROMANCE OF BIBLE CHRONOLOGY. 15

sources named above is that of corroborating or conflicting witnesses, not
that of the verdict of a jury, and not that of the pronouncement of a
Judge.

The results obtained from the testimony of these other witnesses may be
compared with those obtained from the Old Testament Record, but they
must not be erected into a Standard of established Truth, and used to correct
the testimony of the principal witness.

(1) Other Texts and Versions.

1. The Septuagint (LXX) is a translation of the Hebrew Scriptures of
the Old Testament into Hellenistic Greek., It was made at Alexandria in
Egypt, a portion at a time, the Pentateuch being the portion translated first.
The translation of the entire work occupied some 70 years (B.C. 250-180).
It was commenced in the reign of Ptolemy II, Philadelphus, King of Egypt
(B.c. 284-247). It was translated by Alexandrian, not Palestinian Jews,
and was the work of a number of independent transkators, or groups of trans-
lators, separated from each other by considerable intervals of time. It was
the work of a number of men who had none of that almost superstitions
veneration for the letter of Scripture, which characterized the Jews of Palestine.
A Palestinian Jew would never dare to add to, to take from, or to alter a
single letter of the Original.. The translators of the LXX, on the contrary,
are notorious for their Hellenizing, or their modernizing tendencies, their
desire to simplify and to clear up difficulties, their practice of altering the
text in order to remove what they regarded as apparent contradictions, and,
generally, their endeavour to adapt their version to the prevailing notions
of the age, in such a way as to commend it to the learning and the culture
of the time. Hence,the centenary additions to the lives of the Patriarchs in
order to bring the Chronology into closer accord with the notions of antiquity
that prevailed in Egypt at that time. Like the modern critic, the LXX
translator did not hesitate to *‘ correct” the record, and to ‘‘emend” the
Text, in order to make it speak what he thought it ought to say.

2. The Samaritan Pentateuch is a venerable document written in the
very ancient pointed Hebrew Script, which appears to have been in use (1) in
the time of the Moabite Stone which dates from the gth Century B.c. (2} in
the time of the Siloam Inscription, which dates from the 7th Century B.C.,
and (3) in the time of the Maccabees, {.¢., in the 2nd Century B.c. The Manu-
script, which is of great age, is preserved in the Sanctuary of the Samaritan
Community at Nablous (Shechem). It modifies the Hebrew Text in
accordance with the notions prevailing amongst the descendants of the mixed
population introduced into Samaria by the Kings of Assyria, from Sargon
{(z Kings 17%% in the 8th Century B.C. to ** the great and noble Asnapper ”
(Ezra 4 19) probably Ashurbanipal, in the #th Century B.c. It alters “ Ebal ”
to * Gerizim 7 in Deuteronomy 274, bears traces of a narrowing, rather than
a broadening outlook, and represents the tendencies that prevailed amongst
the Samaritans in the gth to the 2nd Centuries B.c. If it is not soold as the
LXX, the constructor of the Text may have had before him both the Hebrew
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Original and the Greek LXX Version, and may have picked his own way,
selecting now from the one, and now from the other, in accordance with his
own predilections and his own point of view. But it is more than probable
that the Samaritan Pentateuch is much older than the LXX, and that it
was translated from Hebrew into Samaritan about the time of Hezekiah in
the 8th Century B.c. (See The Samaritan Pentateuch and Modern Criticism,
by J. Iverach Munro, M.A., 1911). )

The tendency of the modern mind, which is imbued with Greek rather
than with Hebrew ideals, is to over-estimate the authority of the LXX as
compared with the Hebrew. Many scholars look upon it as a translation
of a different Hebrew Text from that preserved in our Hebrew Bibles, but
the variations are all easily accounted for as adaptations of the Original
Hebrew to meet the views of the Hellenized Jews of Alexandria. The
differences in the order of the books, the various omissions and the many
additions, show that the point of view has been changed, and though the
framework and the main substance of the LXX is the same as that of the
Hebrew, the modifications are sufficient to indicate that we are reading a
translation of the same original produced in the new world of Greek culture,
rather than the translation of a different oviginal produced in the old world
of Hebrew religion. The patriarchal Chronology of the LXX can be explained
from the Hebrew on the principle that the translators of the LXX desired
to lengthen the Chronology and to graduate the length of the lives of those
who lived after the Flood, so as to make the shortening of human life gradual
and continuous, instead of sudden and abrupt. The Samaritan patriarchal
Chronology can be explained from the Hebrew. The constructor of
the scheme lengthens the Chronology of the Patriarchs after the Flood,
and graduates the length of the lives of the patriarchs throughout the
entire list, both before and after the Flood, with this curious result,
that with the exception of (1} Enoch, (2) Cainan, whose life exceeds that of
his father by only five years, and (3) Reu, whose age at death is the same as
that of his father, every one of the Patriarchs, from Adam to Abraham, is
made to die a few years younger than his father. This explains why the
Chronology of the years before the Flood is reduced by 349 years. Could
anything be more manifestly artificial 7 The LXX and the Samaritan
Pentateuch may take their place in the witness box, but there is no room
for them on the bench.

(2) Ancient Literary Remains.

Of ancient literary remains outside the classical literature of Greece and
Rome, but little has been preserved. A collection of these, known as Cory’s
Ancient Fragments, was made and published by Isaac Preston Cory in 183z.

1. Sanchoniathon is said to have written a History of Phenicia, and to
have flourished in the reign of Semiramis, the Queen of Assyria, the wife
of Ninus, and, with him, the mythical founder of Nineveh. She lived B.C.
2000, or according to others, B.C. 1200. Sanchoniathon was quoted by
Porphyry (b. A.p. 233) the opponent of Christianity, in his attack on the
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writings of Moses. Porphyry says, Sanchoniathen was a contemporary of
Gideon, B.C. 1339. His writings were translated into Greek by Philo Byblius
in the reign of Hadrian (A.D. 76-130). Philo was a native of Byblos, a maritime
city on the coast of Pheenicia. He had a considerable reputation for honesty,
but some scholars believe his work to be a forgery; others believe that he
was himself deceived by a forger. According to Philo Byblius, Sanchoniathon
was a native of Berytus in Pheenicia. His Phenictan History may be regarded
as one of the most authentic memorials of the events which took place before
the Flood, to be met with in heathen literature. It begins with a legendary
cosmogony. It relates how the first two mortals were begotten by the Wind
(Spirit) and his wife Baau (Darkness}). It refers to the Fall, the production of
fire, the invention of huts and clothing, the origin of the arts of agricultare,
hunting, fishing and navigation, and the beginnings of human civilization.
Sanchoniathon gives a curious account of the descendants of the line of Cain.
His history of the descendants of the line of Scth reads like an idolatrous
version of the record in Genesis. The whole system of Sanchoniathon is a
confused, unintelligible jargon, culled from (1) the mythologies of Egypt
and Greece, and {2) a corrupt tradition of the narrative in Genesis. It may
well bave been forged by Porphyry, or by Philo Byblius, in order to prop
the sinking caunse of Paganism, and to retard the rapid spread of Christianity
in the 2nd and 3vd Centuries of the Christian Era. Sanchoniathon is said
to have written, also, a history of the Serpent, to which he attributed a Divine
nature. These fragments of Sanchoniathon, or Philo Byblius, or whoever
the author was, have been preserved to us in the writings of Eusebius.

2. Berosus was a Chaldean priest of Belus, at Babylon. He lived in
the time of Alexander the Great (B.C. 350-323). About B.c. 268, he wrote
in the Greek language a history of Babylonia from the creation, down to
his own time. Only fragments of his work remain. These have bzen
preserved to us in the pages of Apollodorus (B.c. 144), Polyhistor (B.c. 88},
Abydenus (B.c. 60), Josephus (A.D. 37-I03), Africanus (A.D. 220), and
Eusebius {A.p. 265-340), who give varying accourtts of those parts of Berosus’
work which they quote. Berosus obtained the materials for his history
from the archives of the temple of Belus at Babylon., His story of the creation
of the world, of the ten generations before the Flood, and the ten generations
atter it, correspond somewhat with the Mosaic narrative in Genesis. The first
man, Alorus, was a Babylonian. The tenth, Xisuthrus, corresponds to Noah,
in whose reign Berosus places the great Deluge. The ten Kings before the
Flood occupy a period of 120 Sari (Hebrew %y = ten, a decad) or 1,200
years, each containing 360 days, a total therefore of 432,000 days, which the
Chaldeans in after years magnified into 432,000 years in order to enhance
their antiquity, In the reign of the first King, Alorus, an intelligent animal
called Oannes came out of the Red Sea, and appeared near Babylomia in
the form of a fish with a man’s head under the fish’s head, and a man’s feet
which came out of the fish's tail. This 15 Berosus’ account of Noah, who
appears again under the name of Xisuthrus, whilst Alorus, the Nimrod of
Genesis and the founder of Babylon, is placed at the top of the Dynasty of
ten Kings, of which Xisuthrus, or Neah, is the tenth. Xisuthrus builds a

B




18 THE ROMANCE OF BIBLE CHRONOLOGY.

vessel, takes into it his family, and all kinds of animals and birds, and when
the waters are abated, birds are sent out from the vessel three times, quite
after the manner of the Biblical Noah. Mankind starts from Armenia, and
journeys toward the plain of Shinar, following the course of the Euphrates.
There, Nimrod, aspiring to the universal sovereignty of the world, builds
the Tower and the City of Babel. The builders are dispersed, and the Tower
is destroyed. There is a reference to Abraham, and a detailed account of
the reigns of the Kings of Babylon from Nabopollasar, who overthrew the
Empire of Assyria, to Nebuchadnezzar and his destruction of the Temple
at Jerusalem. Berosus also mentions Evil Merodachus, Neriglissoorus,
Laborosoarchodus, and Nabonnedus, in the r7th year of whose recign, at
the end of the Seventy Years during which Jerusalem was in a state of
desolation, Cyrus came out of Persia with a great army and took Babylon.

3. Manetho, of Sebennytus in Egypt, was a learned Egyptian priest.
At the request of Ptolemy Philadelphus, King of Egypt (B.c. 284-247), he
wrote, in the Greek language, about the year B.C. 258, a work on Egypiian
Antiguities, deriving his materials from ancient records in the possession
of the Egyptian priests. The work itself is lost, but portions of it are
preserved in Josephus, Africanus, and Eusebius. It contains a list of the
3I dynasties of the Kings of Egypt, from Menes, the first King, with whom
the civilization of Egypt takes its rise, to the conquest of Egypt by Cambyses
(B.C. 520-521). Its value for historical and chronological purposes is prob-
lematical, for (1) the accounts of the work handed down to us by Africanus
and Eusebijus contain contradictions in almost every dynasty, (2) the lists
are incomplete, and (3) we have no means of ascertaining which of the dynasties
are consecutive, or successive, and which are co-existent, or contemporary.

4. The Persian Epic Poet, Firdusi (A.D. g31-1020) was born at Khorassan.
He wrote the history of Persia in verse, from the earliest times down to a.D. 632.
This is not Chronology. It is not even history. It is a poetic rendering of
the legendary national traditions of Persia, The uncritical nature of the
poet, and the unhistorical character of his work, may be gathered from the
fact that the reigns of the first four Kings of the second, or Kailanian dynasty,
are reckoned as follows ;—

1, Kai Kobad .. I20 Vears.
2. Kai Kaoos ..o 150,
3. Kai Khoosreo .. 60 |,
4. Lohrasp L1200

The unique value of Firdusi's poem arises from the fact that it gathers
up and preserves the national Persian tradition of the Chronclogy of the
period between Darius Hystaspes and Alexander the Great (B.C. 485-331),
just as the Talmudic Tract, Sedar Olam gathers up and preserves the national
Jewish tradition of the chronology of the same period.

The Chronology of this period has never yet been accurately detexmined.
The received Chronology, though universally accepted, is dependent on the
list of the Kings, and the number of years assigned to them in Ptolemy’s
Canon. Ptolemy (A.D, 70-161) was a great constructive genins. He was the
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author of the Ptolemaic System of Astronomy. He was one of the founders
of the Science of Geography. But in Chronology he was only a late compiler
and contriver, not an original witness, and not a contemporary historian,
for he lived in the 2nd Century after Christ. He is the only aﬁthority for
the Chronology of this period. He is not corroborated. He is contradicted,
both by the Persian National Traditions preserved in Firdusi, by the Jewish
National Traditions preserved in the Sedar Olam, and by the writings of
Josephus.

It has always been held to be unsafe to differ from Ptolemy, and for this
reason. His Canon, or List of Reigns, is the only thread by which the last
year of Darius Hystaspes, B.c. 485, is connected with the first year of Alexander

the Great, thus :—

PErstan Kings As GIVEN IN PToreEvy’s CANON.

! B.C.

PERSIAN KINGS, REIGNS, ‘ NABONNASSARIAN | CONNUM- JULIAN,
L I. ERA. ERARY.
Cyrus ... .| Teigned g yrs. from, 210 538 538
Cambyses R 219 529 529
Darius I, Hystaspes ... v 30w | 227 521 521
Xerxes ... w 2L | 263 485 136
Artaxerxes I, !

Longimanus ... o 4T | 284 464 465
Darins II. Nothus w10 4 | 325 423 424
Artaxerxes 11, Munemon w46, 344 404 405
Artaxerxes [LI. Ochus ... w21 4, 4 ‘ 390 358 159
Arogus or Arses... I 4L 337 338
Darins I11. Codomannus O ‘ 413 335 336
Alexander the Great ... o= o 417 331 33z

207 ‘ [

From this 207 years of the Medo-Persian Empire, we must deduct the
first two years of the Co-Rexship of Cyrus with Darius the Mede. This leaves
seven years to Cyrus as sole King, the first of which, 8.c. 536, is *“ the first
year of Cyrus, King of Persia” (2 Chron. 3629, in which he made his pro-
clamation giving the Jews liberty to return to Jerusalem. That leaves 205
years for the duration of the Persian Empire proper.

In Ptolemy’s Table of the Persian Kings, all the Julian years from Xerxes
to Alexander the Great inclusive are connumerary. Therefore each requires
to be raised a unit higher to give the Julian years in which their reigns began.
Ptolemy reckons by the vague Egyptian year of 365 days. The Julian year
is exactly 3654 days. Had Ptolemy never written, profane Chronology
must have remained to this day in a state of ambiguity and confusion, utterly
unintelligible and useless, nor would it have been possible to have ascertained
from the writings of the Greeks or from any other source, except from Scripture
itself, the true connection between sacred Chronology and profane, in any
one single instance, before the dissolution of the Persian Empire in the




20 THE ROMANCE OF BIBLE CHRONOLOGY.

st year of Alexander the Great. Ptolemy had no means of accurately
determining the Chronology of this period, so he made the best use of the
materials he had, and contrived to make a Chronology. He was a great
astronomer, a great astrologer, a great geographer, and a great constructor
of synthetic systems. But he did not possess sufficient data to enable him
to fill the gaps, or to fix the dates of the Chronology of this period, so he
had to resort to the calculatton of eclipses. In this way then, not by historical
evidence or testimony, but by the method of astronomical calculation, and
the conjectural identification of recorded with calculated eclipses, the
Chronclogy of this period of the world’s history has been fixed by Ptolemy,
since when, through Euscbius and Jerome, it has won its way to universal
acceptance. It is contradicted (1) by the national traditions of Persia, (2) by
the national traditions of the Jews, (3) by the testimony of Josephus, and
(4) by the conflicting evidence of such well-authenticated events as the Con-
ference of Solonwith Creesus, and the flight of Themistocles to the court of
Artaxerxes Longimanus, which make the accepted Chronology impossible.
But the human mind cannot rest in a state of perpetual doubt. There was
this one system elaborated by Ptolemy. There was no other except that
given in the prophecies of Daniel. Hence, whilst the Ptolemaic astronomy
- was overthrown by Copernicus in the 16th Century, the reign of the Ptolemaic
Chronology remains to this day. There is one, and ounly one alternative. The
prophecy of Daniel 924 27 fixes the period between the going forth of the
commandment to return and to build Jerusalem (in the fitst year of Cyrus)
to the cutting off of the Messiah (in the year A.p. 30) as a period of 483 years.
If this be the true Chronology of the period from the 1st year of Cyrus
to the Crucifixion, it leaves only 123 years instead of the 2035 given in
Ptolemy’s Canon, for the duration of the Persian Empire.

: Daniel. Ptolemy.
Persian Empire (Cyrus to Alexander the Great) 123 years 205 years
Greek Empire (Alexander the Great to a.p, 1) 331 33,

454 ., 536
a.p, 1 to the Crucifixion, 4.D. 30 o290, 29
483 ,, 305

a difference of 8z years.

Consequently the received or Ptolemaic Chronology, now universally
accepted, must be abridged by these 82 years. The error of Ptolemy has
probably been made through his having assigned too many years, and perhaps
too many Kings, to the latter part of the period of the Persian Empire, in
the scheme which he made cut from various conflicting data.

We have to chocse between the Heathen Astrologer and the Hebrew
Prophet.

Other interpretations have been given of the date of * the going forth
of the commandment to return and to build Jerusalem ™ (Dan. g 28).

Bishop Lloyd, the author of the Bible Dates in the margin of the Authorized
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Version, reckons the 483 years from the leave given to Nehemiah to rebuild
the walls of Jerusalem in the 2oth year of Artaxerxes, whom he identifies
with Artaxerxes Longimanus (Nch. 21, and to make the fulfilment fit the
prophecy on the erroneous Ptolemaic reckoning of the Chronology he has
to curtail the interval by reckoning in years of 360 days each.

Dr. Prideaux reckons the 483 years from the date of Ezra’s return in the
7th year of Artaxerxes (Longimanus), Ezra 71 28

Scaliger reckoned the 70 weeks of Daniel as commencing in the 4th year
of Darius Nothus, B.c. 420, and ending at the destruction of Jerusalem,
A.D. 70.

Others have reckoned the 483 years from the going forth of the command-
ment in the 2nd year of Darius Hystaspes (B.C. 519) to build the Tcemple
(Ezra 424, 51-—615),

But the true point of departure for the 70 weeks, and therefore for the
483 years also, is unquestionably the 1st year of Cyrds (Dan. g, 2 Chron.
3620-23 Ezra 1174 Isa. 4428 454 :3), and no other epoch would ever
have been suggested but for the fact that the count of the years was lost,
and wrongly restored from Pteolemy’s conjectural astronomical calculations.

It would be far better to abandon the Ptolemaic Chronology and fit the
events into the 483 years of the Hebrew prophecy.

The one great fundamental fact to be remembered is the fact that modern
Chronology rests upon the calculations of Ptolemy as published in his Canon
or List of Reigns. And since the founaation of Greek Conjectural Com-
putation Chronology, upon which Ptolemy’s Canon rests, is unstable, the
superstructure is likewise insecure. Ptolemy may be called as a  witness.
He cannot be allowed to arbitrate as a Judge. He cannot take the place
of a Court of Final Appcal. He cannot be erected into a standard by which
to correct the Chronology of the text of the Old Testament.

5. The Books of the Old Testament Apocrypha arc uscful as showing the
interpretation put upon the books of the Qld Testament in later times, but
they are not authoritative, The 1st Book of Esdras is uscful as showing
how the writer interpreted the narrative of Ezra. Sir Isaac Newton says
“1 take the Book of Esdras to be the best interpreter of the Book of Ezra,”
The view which makes the succession of the Kings of Persia mentioped after
Cyrus in Ezra 4, (1) Darius Hystaspes, (2) Ahasuerus (== Xerxes),
(3) Artaxerxes (= Longimanus} is the view now held by many modern
Biblical scholars.

In Esdras 32 23% ¢p. Ezra 4% the Ahasuerus of Esther is identified
with Darius Hystaspes. This identification is adopted by Archbishop Ussher
and by Bishop Lloyd (Esther 11 A.V. Margin), the date there given (B.c. 521)
being that of the accession of Darius Hystaspes. See Ussher’s Annals, sub anno
mundd 3484. Ussher identifies the Ahasuerus of Esther with the Artaxerxes
of Ezra 71~—Neh. 139 and also with Darius Hystaspes, Ezra 614 (iranslate
Darius even Artaxerxes). There is every reason to believe that this double
identification is correct.

The 2nd Book of Esdras is of no value for chronological purposes. In
the book of Tobif, Cyaxeres the Mede, who with Nebuchadnezzar’s father







