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CHAPTER Il
THE CHRONOLOGY OF THE FIRST TEMPLE PERIOD

A Presentation and Evaluation of the Sources

by H. Tadmor

A. Tue SOUrRCEs AND THEIR VALUE

1. CHRONOLOGY AND CHRONOGRAPHY

ATING EVENTS ACCORDING to the regnal years of the current mo-
narch was accepted practice throughout the ancient Near East—in Egypt,
Babylonia, and Assyrial—as well as in Judah and Isracl. A unified counting sys-
tem to be used by every city and county in the state is essential to centralized
administration. One can therefore assume that from the very inception of the
United Monarchy in Isracl, especially under the rule of David and Solomon, the
foundation was laid for a single reckoning system to be shared by both the civil
and the military administration. The reckoning would naturally be made ac-
cording to regnal years, inasmuch as the system of reckoning by cra known in
Greece or in Rome? was forcign to the peoples of the ancient Near East until
the Hellenistic Age.

Ostraca of the monarchic period, such as those {rom Samaria and Lachish,
refer simply to the regnal year, ¢.g., “in the ninth year,”* without mentioning
the king’s name, as do the Egyptian ostraca from the New Kingdom. In official
documents written on parchment or papyrus—which have not survived—
details were probably listed in full: the king’s name, the regnal year, the month,
and the day. The ancient chronographers summarized chronological data in
extensive chronographic composition such as ““Chronicles of the Kings of Judah™
or “Chronicles of the Kings of Isracl,” which are referred to in the book of Kings.
The exact nature of these works remains unclear, but they probably recorded not
only the length of cach king’s reign but also his age upon accession to the throne,
the name of his father, and in Judah the name of the queen-mother.

After the division of the United Monarchy, the chronographers supplemented
their extensive compositions with synchronisms. Thus the accession year of a
king of Isracl was juxtaposed to the regnal year of the contemporary Judean
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monarch (henceforth, Judean synchronism), and the year of accession of a king
of Judah was juxtaposed to the regnal year of the contemporary king of Isracl
(hencetorth, Israclite synchronism). Because the chronographers considered the
scparate Hebrew kingdoms two divisions of a single people, whose histories
intertwined, they recorded the chronological data synchronistically. Similarly, in
Mesopotamia during the Neo-Assyrian period, the intricate connections between
the Assyrian empire and Babylonia gave rise to synchronistic literature, the fore-
most example ot which was the ‘Babylonian Chronicle’.# This work narrated
the main events in Babylonia from the first half of the eighth century onward
(dating them by the current Babylonian monarch) and integrated those Assyrian
and Elamite kings directly or indirectly involved in Babylonian affairs. The
narration takes the form ot a synchronous chronicle.

At the end of the First Commonwealth and especially during the Babylonian
Exile, chronographers composed extensive chronographic works in which they
attempted to forge a tull and continuous chronological scheme tor the entire
monarchic period. The exilic redactor of the book of Kings had at his disposal
not only extensive chronographic works but apparently older documents, like
chronicles and king-lists. 3

Since the Northern Kingdom had disappeared a century and a half prior to
the redaction ot the book ot Kings, the Israchte chronicles probably did not
survive intact for such an extended period. The redactor was often unable to find
required data in the available sources and was therefore compelled to add certain
details—such as Israclite synchronisms—on the basis of his own calculations or
approximations. Because these calculated dates did not always suit the heteroge-
neous cvidence in the sources, they gave rise to some contradictions (fairly com-
mon in the Israclite synchronistic data, but relatively rare in the data about the
Israelite regnal years). The Judean data in the hands of the redactor seem to have
been more reliable, so that the number of errors in the transmission of the chrono-
logical data is relatively small.

Although it 15 sull debated whether the ancient chronological material used
by the redactor of the book of Kings was drawn from a “canonical™ corpus, the
details of which had alrcady been harmonized, the numecerous inconsistencics in
the chronological data in Kings scem to indicate that the redactor drew upon di-
vergent sources, often conflicting. Certamn passages derive from ancient chronicles
and are incorporated verbatim into the book of Kings. These preserve authentic
chronological information with which the editor did not tamper. Finally, there
15 a certain validity to the conjecture that in a significant number of places there
have been scribal errors in transmission. Changes in system of writing numerals,
as evidenced in Hebrew epigraphic documents, might over long periods have
readily given rise to errors.
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2. Tue History OF RESEARCH

The study of biblical chronology did not start with modermn biblical scholar-
ship: struggles with the contradictory dates in the book of Kings arc ancient.
Thus in several versions of the Septuagint to Kings—the Codex Vaticanus
(= version B of the Septuagint) and the Lucianic recension—traces of a chrono-
logical system different frour the one in the Masoretic Text (— MT) are dis-
tinguishable.

It has been suggested that this residue (in particular the synchronisms between
Jehoshaphat and his son Jehoram and the Kings of the Omride Dynasty) reflects
the Vorlage of the Septuagint, which is considered more reliable than the Maso-
retic Text in matters of chronology.® This question, however, 1s still unscttled.
The problems which arise from the Septuagint version are complex and it has
been argued that the Masoretic Text is in fact original and to be preferred, the
variants in the Septuagint being no more than later attempts to harmonize the
contradictory dates in the Septuagint’s Hebrew Vorlage.” Josephus, in his attempt
to settle the contradictory dates, suggested a system of his own, different in cer-
tain clements from MT.# Furthermore, the authors of the rabbinic chronograph
Seder Olam Rabbah, encountered difficulties in reconciling the contradictory
biblical data of the MT?. So, too, the medieval exegetes Rashi, Ibn-Ezra, and
Gersonides offered harmonistic attempts to reconcile the obvious contradictions.

From the middle of the 19th century on, biblical scholarship has repeatedly
delved into the chronological questions of the reigns of the kings of Judah and
Israel. 10 The early investigators preferred to use the regnal years rather than
synchronisms; twenticth-century scholars tend to prefer synchronisms. Even
here the problem has been tackled in several ways, with a general inclination
toward the Judean synchronisms rather than the Israclite.

The fact is that none of the systems thus far suggested—cven the most con-
servative textually—have succeeded in preserving simultancously both the syn-
chronisms and the regnal year data. Those who try to uphold the maximum
number of biblical chronological data are usually forced into far-fetched assump-
tions about the possibility of long periods of co-regencies or into other con-
jectures often devoid of scriptural support.

Opinions also vary about how regnal ycars werc reckoned (below, 4). The
most extreme conjecture is that the reckoning system was subject to several
changes even within the time-span of a single reign.'! Such an approach 13
often motivated by a desire to verity and harmonize as many biblical dates as

possible.
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3. QUESTIONS OF METHODOLOGY

The point of departure for the present study is the assumption that the data
concerning regnal years in Israel and Judah does not represent the official reckon-
ing current during the king’s reign, and here the present author differs from pre-
valent systems of Biblical Chronology. We are confronted instcad with data
that has already been edited—sometimes painstakingly—Dby the cditors of the
chronological framework of Kings. Consequently, assessment of this data for
a modern chronologist is entirely dependent on a proper evaluation of the methods
employed by those ancient chronologists who prepared that framework.

Before undertaking the analysis of the ancient chronologists’ modus operandi
(below, 6), one must clarify a number of questions inherent in any discussion
of dating systems: What type of calendar was used in the biblical period? Was
the year a solar year, as in Egypt, or was the calendar lunar-solar as in Mesopo-
tamia (in which the solar year, with 365 days, was adjusted to the twelve-month
lunar year by the intercalation of a thirteenth month every few years)? On the
onc hand the term for month, yrh (moon), or hd$ (new), indicates that the basic
unit of the biblical calendar was lunar. On the other hand there is no doubt that
the major festivals of the year—the Feast of Unleavened Bread in the month of
Abib, Pentecost at the time of the wheat harvest, and the Ingathering Festival
“at the turn of the year” (Ex. 34:22)—were determined by the seasons and the
agricultural cycle. One can conclude therefore that the calendar in biblical
Isracl was a lunar-solar onc. Nonetheless, we do not know how these two ele-
ments—rthe 365-day solar year and 3s54-day lunar year—were harmonized.
Was it by intercalating a month, as in Babylonia, or by adding ten days at the
end of every twelve-month cycle, as in Egypt, or by some other method?12

4. THE RECKONING OF REGNAL YEARS

How were the regnal years reckoned and, in particular, how was the year of
accession counted?

Let us first define the term ‘regnal year.” Does it refer to an actual calendrical
year, counted from the day of the king’s ascension to the throne (or from the
day of coronation) to the corresponding day in the following year? Or does it
refer to the nearest calendrical year following accession or coronation, counted
from one New Yecar’s day to the next?

In Mesopotamia and Egypt the regnal year generally coincided with the cal-
endar year. During the New Kingdom in Egypt (the cighteenth to twentieth
Dynasties), however, regnal years were reckoned from the day of the Pharaoh’s
coronation. '3 While there 1s no direct evidence as to which of these two methods
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was used i Judah and Isracel, there are clear, although indirect, indications that in
the system used by the editors of Kings the regnal years of cvery king coincided
with the calendar year. The advantage of this system was that both the royal
chronographers and the king’s officials in the various branches of state admin-
stration would have no difficulty in determining when a regnal year began,
since New Year’s Day—whether in the agricultural or cultic calendar—was
simultancously “‘the New Year for kings” in the official reckoning.

The question to be answered next is: How did the king count the year in which
he ascended the throne?

The two methods of counting a king’s initial year in the ancient Near Fast
were “post-dating” and “ante-dating”. 14 In the post-dating system the king’s
first year begins not with his accession to the throne, but with the tollowing
New Year. For purposes of chronological reckoning, the part of the year from
the time the king was enthroned until the next New Year was not counted for
the new king (i.c., it was a “zero year,” since it was reckoned as the remainder
of the last year of the previous king).

In the ante-dating system the first year of the king was reckoned from the day
the king ascended the throne or sometimes from the day of the official coronation.
In this system it was possible tor a king who actually reigned a very short tme,
¢.g., only one month—half before the New Year and half after—to be credited
with a reign of “two years”, since the first two weeks would be considered the
“first year,” and the second two, from New Year’s Day on, the “second year”
of the reign. When sctting up a continuous chronological scheme we must re-
duce by onc year the total number of regnal years counted according to the
ante-dating system, since the last mcomplete year of the king’s reign must be
included m the regnal years of his successor. 15 Otherwise the same calendar year
would be credited to both the old and the new kings. In the post-dating system,
however, the number of a king’s official regnal years was identical with the nam-
ber of years he actually ruled.

The ante-dating system was current in Egypt during the Old and Middle King-
doms and reappeared at the time of the twenty-sixth Dynasty. The post-dating—
or as some scholars designate it, ““the accession year”—system was practiced only
in Babylonia and fell out of use with the rise of the Hellenistic empires. [t grew
out of the custom of naming cach year of a king’s reign. In this system the king.s
accession year had a special term: “the year of the start of the reign” (in Ak-
kadian, Sanat res Sarriiti), his year 1 beginning only with the following New
Year, at Nisan.'® In Assyria, however, years were counted by the names of
specially designated eponyms (linimnn), ! 7 and hence the question of counting the
accession year separately did not usually arise. The Assyrian royal inscriptions,
starting from the middle of the ninth century, counted regnal years according
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to pali, “‘regnal period, term of office.” But this count, introduced under Baby-
lonian influcuce, did not always comcide with the count according o regnal
years. '8
l Post-dating enjoyed wide use in Syro-Palestine as a result ot the spread of
Babylonian administrative practices during the Neo-Babylonian and Persian
periods. [t is mentioned in I Kings 25:27 as the time when Evil-Mcrodach king
of Babylon freed Jehotachin from prison: his®nat molko, 1.c., during his accession
year or Sanat ré§ Sarrati in Babylonian terminology. '°

For earlier periods, however, it can be assumed that Isracl and Judah employed
the ante-dating system, since it was both simpler and more natural than the
unconventional post-dating. Nevertheless, the chronological data begimning with
Manassch or Amon, kings of Judah, can be suitably explained only by the
post-dating system. The uncommon use of post-dating can be accounted for
m one of two ways: (1) Amon. or his father Manassch, introduced the Babylonian
post-dating system into Judah, or (2) even though ante-dating was actually
used n Judah throughout its history as a kingdom the exilic chronologist edited
the data (below, 6), and adjusted the regnal years in the period between Manassch
or Amon and Zedekiah according to the post-dating system (below, B, 4).

s. THE “Rovyar NEw YEAR” IN THE Bisricar Periop

A tradition trom the Sccond Temple period (Mishnah Rosh ha-Shanah 1 :1)
distinguished between “New Year for kings,” i.c., the royal New Year, and
“New Year tor years,” t.e., the calendrical New Year: the former in Nisan and
the latter mn Tishri. This tradition seems to have reflected the practice of the
first century C.E. The Hasmoneans, King Herod, and the leaders of the First
Revolt agamst Rome reckoned their years from Nisan, as had apparently been
the case m Judah in the biblical period (sce below). In the course of the first
century C.E., however, and especially during the first half of the second century,
counting the years from Tishri in matters of cconomy and religion, prevailed
over that of Nisan. Since then 1 Tishri has been the only New Year in the Jewish
tradition. 29

Modern scholarship ever since the end of the 19th century has been divided on
the question of the start of the year in Judah and Isracl in biblical times and the
date of the royal New Year. Some hold that only one calendar was used in Is-
racl and Judah, which ran from Nisan to Adar. Others maintain that the oldest
calendar in Judah and Israel began in Tishri and that counting from the spring
(Nisan) was the result of Assyrian or Babylonian influence. Many believe that
the royal New Year in Judah and its counterpart n [sracl were halfa ycar apart,
but c¢ven on this point opinion differs: according to some, the Judean kings
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counted from Tishri, and the Israclite kings from Nisan; according to others,
thcy counted from Nissan in Judah, from Tishri in Isracl.

The evidence in our sources points to the fact that in ancient Israel there actually
were two New Years, the one in the spring—in the first month—and the other
in the fall—in the seventh month (in the northern kingdom perhaps in the eighth
month; cf. [ Kings 12:33). The Gezer calendar, which lists the farmer’s yearly
agricultural activites, opens with yrhw ’sp, “the season of ingathering”—the
end of Elul or Tishri, or the beginning of Marheshvan. The terminology of
Ex. 23:16, v¢hag ha-"asif bse’t ha-$ana, and of Ex. 34:22, vhag ha-asif t*qufat
ha-3ana, presupposes an agricultural year which begins, or ends, with the Festival
of the Ingathering in the fall. Other traditions in the Pentateuch (Ex. 12:2; Lev.
23-24; Num. 23:16, 33:35; Deut. 1;7) spcak of the month of Abib as the first
month. In fact, the months in the biblical period arc always counted from the
spring. The point can be illustrated from Jer. 36:22: in the ninth month the
king sat in his winter palace in front of a blazing hearth.

At the same time, it can be conjectured that during and after the United
Monarchy there were several reckoning systems used in different spheres of
life; in commerce and agriculture it was customary to count from the fall, while
in the cult—especially in the traditions of the Jerusalem priesthood—it was
accepted that the year commenced in the spring. The practice of counting the
New Year from the spring as in Mesopotamia has always been followed by
the people of Israel, whereas the agricultural year, in the autumn, was taken
over from the ancient local tradition of pre-conquest Canaan.

We can now return to the question posed at the outset: When did the kings
of Judah and Israel reckon the beginning of their regnal years? Although explicit
evidence 1s exceedingly rare, there are a few indications that in Judah the years
were counted from the spring. Thus in Jer. 46: 2, the battle of Carchemish, when
the Egyptian army was defeated by the Babylonians, is dated in the fourth year
of Jehoiakim (605 B.C.E., and sce below, the table of fixed dates). One can
deduce that at the end of the seyenth century B.C.E. regnal years began in the
first month of spring.?! Since reckoning customs tend to be extremely conserv-
ative, we can safely assume that even prior to Jehoiakim Judean kings counted
from the spring. This would, in turn, correspond with the practice of the Jeru-
salem pricsthood, mentioned above, whose year started in the month of Abib.

On the other hand, we have no data about the regnal New Year in the northern
kingdom, and there 1s disagreement among scholars as to whether it was in the
spring or the autumn. However, there is indirect evidence that New Year in
Judah did not coincide with that in Ephraim; it is to be found in Il Kings 15:8, 10:
Zechariah, who reigned for six months, ascended the throne in the 38th year
of Uzziah of Judah and died in Uzziah’s 39th year. During thesc six months a
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new regnal year had therefore commenced in Judah. At the same time, however,
no new year had begun in Israel;22 if it had, Zechariah’s six-month reign would
have been counted as two years (ct. the briet reigns ot Nadab son ot Jeroboam I
and Elah son of Baasha of Israel). May one conclude that this half-year dis-
crepancy in matters connected with the regnal New Year existed not only in the
days of Uzziah and Zechariah but throughout the period of the kingdoms of
Judah and [srael? If indeed, as already noted, the kings of Judah counted their
years from the spring and if there is a half-year discrepancy, we are forced to
conclude that the Ephraimite kings reckoned their regnal years from the autumn
(cithcr from the seventh or the eighth month).23

6. Tue EDITORIAL METHOD OF THE ANCIENT CHRONOLOGIST

We turn to the main problem presented at the outset of our discussion (above,
3): What was the modus operandi of the ancient chronologist in constructing the
chronological framework of the book of Kings? We believe that he must have
used the standard procedures employed by Mesopotamian chronologists in
respect to the rounding off of years.24 Since a main interest of this cditor was
to synchronize the reigns of the kings of Judah and Israel, he was naturally con-
cerned only with the number of full regnal years. If his sources reported that a
certain king of Judah reigned x years ++ y months (e.g., David in Hebron: seven
years and six months, II Sam. 5:5), he would have had to delete the number
of months in excess of full years (i.e., the last incomplete year), and count only
the complete years. Exactly the same practice would be followed by a modern
chronologist who sets out to arrange a synchronistic scheme on the basis of
regnal data calculated by ante-dating.

The result is that all of the kings of Judah and Isracl, whose regnal years have
been rounded off by the editor, actually reigned (according to their own count)
one year more than is attributed to them in Kings. Consequently, Rehoboam
reigned 17 years and x months, and died 1n the 18th year of his reign; and since
Rehoboam and Jeroboam ascended their respective thrones in the same year,
Rehoboam died in Jeraboam’s 18th, not his 17th, year. This is indeed recorded
in the synchronism in [ Kings 15:1: “Now in the eighteenth year of King
Jeroboam the son of Nebat, Abijam began to reign over Judah.” Moreover, the
assumption that the editor deleted the extra months, leaving the number of
complete years, solves two major chronological problems: the ten regnal years
of Menahem of Israel and the single year of Ahaziah. According to the syn-
chronisms, Menahem began to reign in the 39th year of Uzziah, king of Judah,
and died in Uzziah’s soth year (Il Kings 15:17, 23). Hence, Menahem reigned
not ten but eleven or even twelve years (counting by the ante-dating system).
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The best way to preserve both the figure ‘ten” and the synchronisms of Il Kings
would be to assume that Menahem reigned actually 10 years | x months (i.c.,
eleven years in his own official count) and that the ancient editor, faithful to
his method, deleted the extra number of months fixing Menahem’s total to ten
full years.

The other difficulty solved by the present assumption involves the single regnal
year ot Ahaziah of Judah. According to the system of ante-dating, if his reign
terminated before a New Year, it would have been considered a zero for syn-
chronistic purposes, in which case the chronologist would have reported the
exact number of months of that incomplete year. If his reign had extended be-
yond one New Year—i.e., into his sccond official year—he would have been
credited with two years. We therefore assume that the editor found in his sources
that Ahaziah had reigned one year and a few months, but, in keeping with his
system of rounding off, he deleted the number ot months and credited the king
with one year (Il Kings 8:26).

What were the sources used by our editor? It stands to reason that the
major portion of the material from Judah consisted of official chronicles, or
gleanings from them, which listed both full regnal years and additional months.
By contrast, the Israclite material at his disposal was partly original, partly
reworked. It would seem that for the period between Jeroboam and the end of
the Omride dynasty, only data about complete regnal years reached him. That
1s to say, in his source the number of regnal years of the Israclite kings had al-
rcady been rounded off and only whole years were listed. These numbers were
somewhat similar: Jeroboam, 22 years, Nadab, 2 years, Baasha, 24 years, Elah,
2 years, Omri, 12 ycars, Ahab, 22 years, Ahaziah, 2 ycars, Joram, 12 years.
Rounding oft numbers according to cycles of 2 + 22 years and 12 years, which
indeed was rather close to the actual number of regnal years, was resorted to,
1t scems, as a mnemonic device (or even may have resulted from contamination).
Accordingly the editor did not tamper with these numbers, which had already
been rounded off, even though cach one of them was one year higher than the
actual number of regnal years. The Judean synchronisins for this period fit this
assumption. On the other hand, for the period atter the rise ot Jehu our editor’s
data scem to have been more exact. Here he consistently kept to his method of
rounding off, so that Jchu’s 28 years and Jehoash’s 16 years were in fact 28 years
+x months and 16 years-+y months, which in the ante-dating system were
counted ofhicially as 29 years and 17 years respectively.

In contrast with his standard working procedure, our chronologist was precise
when dealing with the kings who reigned for less than a year. Here his methods
were those of the compilers of the Babylonian king lists:25 he recorded the
actual number of regnal years, months, or even days. Thus, he recorded for
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Zimri—7 days, Zechariah—6 months, and Shallum—1 month, giving Jehoahaz
and Jehoiachin ol Judalr 3 months cach. These figures must certainly derive
from chronicles or othcial records and bring us one step closer to the no longer
extant original chronographic sources.

7. CO-REGENCIES

One other principle which guided our chronologist was the assumption that
during the entire period of the Israclite Monarchy there were no co-regencies:
i.e., the heir to the throne serving as regent during his father’s lifetime counted
this period as part of his own reign. Our sources do point, however, to periods of
co-regency: Jotham “judged the ‘people of the land™ during the lifetime of
Uzziah his father (IT Kings 15:5) 26 and Uzziah apparently was regent for fifteen
years during the lifetime of his father Amaziah (II Kings 14:17).27 Whether the
chronologist knew about these and other co-regencies but decided to ignore
them, or whether he did not know about them at all—as was more probably
the case—it is clear that the method he chose has created serious discrepancies
in the chronological scheme of the book of Kings.

The assumption that there actually were co-regencies in both Judah and Isracl—
in itselt logical and clearly alluded to in the sources—docs much to solve a few
of the more scrious contradictions. 28

B. DeterMINING THE CHRONOLOGICAL SCHEME

1. Fixenp DATEs

The chronological scheme of the Monarchic Age divides naturally into three
periods: (a) From Jcroboam until the rebellion of Jehu, (L) (rom Jehu undl the
fall ot Samaria; (¢) From the fall of Samaria until the Destruction of the First
Temple. Inasmuch as the chronological data from the last period are the most
certain, our chronological considerations begin with the late period and then
work backwards.29

It 1s only natural that information from extra-biblical sources will provide
absolute dates and scrve as “anchor points.” The following table lists twenty
external synchronisms for the First Temple period 39, drawn on the whole from
Assyrian and Babylonian sources. The dates are chronologically absolute (in the
Julian calendar), since Assyrian and Babylonian chronologics of the first mil-
lennium B.C.E. are based on continuous listing of years down to the Hellenistic
and Roman periods, verifiable by astronomical reckoning. 3!
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TABLE OF DATES*

Event Synchronism™*

Year

Biblical Reference

1) Ahab the Israclite participates 6th year of

in the battle of Qarqar as Shalmaneser I
one of twelve kings of Syria

2) Jehu “the son of Omri” 18th year of
pays tribute to Assyria Shalmaneser III
3) Jehoash, king of Israel,

pays tribute to Adad-nirari Il

4) Menahem, king of Israel, 8th year of Tiglath-
pays tribute to Pul (Tiglath- pileser III
pileser III), king of Assyria

5) Campaign of Tiglath-

pileser I1I to Philistia. Ahaz

(Jehoahaz) pays tribute to

Assyria

6) Conquest and exile of the

inhabitants of Galilee and

Transjordania by Tiglath-

pileser III, during the reign

of Pekah

7) Death of Pckah; Hoshea

ascends the throne

8) Tiglath-pileser I11 receives

tribute from Hoshea during his

campaign in Chaldaca

9) 9th year of Hoshea; Hoshea

taken captive by Shalmaneser V;

siege of Samaria begins

10) Capture of Samaria by
Shalmaneser V

11) Exile of Israelites 2nd year of Sargon

by Sargon I

12) Sargon’s campaigns to oth—10th years of Sargon
Ashdod

13) 14th year of Hezekiah; 4th year of Sennacherib
Sennacherib’s campaign to (his 3rd campaign)
Judah

14) 31st year of Josiah; cam- 18th ycar of

paigu of Nccho; the battle of Nabopolassar
Mecgiddo; the reign of

Jehoahaz

15) 4th year of Jehotakim; 215t year of
defeat of Egypt at Carchemish Nabopolassar
by Nebuchadnezzar

853 B.C.E.

841 B.C.E.
796 B.C.E.

738 B.C.E.

734 B.C.E.

733732
B.C.E.

232 B.C.E.

731 B.C.E.

724 B.C.E.

=22 B.C.E.

720 B.C.E.

713-712
B.C.E.

701 B.C.E.

609 B.C.E.

605 B.C.E.

Il Kings 15:19-20

I Kings 15:29

Il Kings 17:4 5

[I Kings 17:6;
18:10
Isa. 20: 12

II Kings 18:13:
Isa. 36

IT Kings 23:29

II Chron. 35:20;
Jer. 46 (between
Nisan and Ab)
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TABLE OF DATES

Event Synchronism Year Biblical Reference
16) Capture of Jerusalem by 7th year of s98/7 B.C.E.
Nebuchadnezzar Nebuchadnezzar II
17) Exile of Jehoiachin and of
10,000 mecn 8th ycar of 597 B.C.E. Il Kings 24.12~14,
‘ Nebuchadnezzar 11
18) toth year of Zedekiah 18th year of 587 B.CE.  Jer.32:1
Ncbuchaduezzar 11
19) 11th year of Zedekiah; 19th year of 7th of Ab, I Kings 25:8
Destruction of the Temple Nebuchadnezzar I $86 B.C.E.
20) Release of Jehoiachin Accession year of 25th or 27th Jer. 52:31
from prison in 37th year of Evil-merodach of Adar
his captivity s61 B.C.E.

* All dates are given in terms of the Assyro-Babylonian year, which began in Nisan (April-
May) and ended in Adar (March-April).

2. FROM THE FALL OF SAMARIA UNTIL THE DESTRUCTION OF THE FIRST TEMPLE

This 1s a period of 134} years, according to the regnal year data for Judean
kings which extends from the sixth year of Hezekiah (inclusive) until the cleventh
year of Zedekiah. The half year—three months of Jehoahaz and three months
of Jehoiachin—is taken up (in the post-dating system) in the reckoning of com-
plete ycars, leaving only 134 years. This period is divided into 112 regnal years,
from the conquest of Samaria (6th year of Hezekiah) until the death of Josiah,
and 22 from the death ot Josiah until the Destruction of the Temple i the 11th
year of Zedekiah.

The dates of the last four kings of Judah—Jchoahaz, Jechotakim, Jehotachin,
and Zedekiah—are determined by the synchronisms between Jehoiakim and
Zedekiah and Ncebuchadnezzar king of Babylon (sce the table above):

Decath of Josiah 609
Reign of Jehoahaz and accession of Jehoiakim 609
Reign of Jehoiakim 608 [7-598 /7

Reign of Jehotachin and accession of Zedekiah 597
It is more difficult to determine the exact date of the Destruction of the Temple.
The dates $87 and 58632 have been proposed. Since the corresponding passage
in the Babylonian Chronicle which tells of the Conquest of Jerusalem and the
Destruction of the Temple is not extant,33 there is as yet no generally accepted
conclusion. This question involves yet another, more difficult problem: When
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was the exile of Jehoiachin and when exactly did Zedckiah start counting regnal
years—from the spring of so7, the autumn of $07. or only from the spring of
5962 The present writer, who adheres to the view that Judah counted the years
from the spring, prefers to place the Destruction of Jerusalem in §86 i agreement
with I Kings 25: 8, which synchronizes the 11th and last year ot Zedckiah with
the toth year of Nebuchadnezzar (which began 1 Nisan 596). Zedekiah's first
year would accordingly begin in Nisan 5§96, rather than Nisan s07. immediate-
ly after Jehoiachin’s exile. The explanation offered for this postponement of
one year is that while people were being carried to exile (and no doubt the 10,000
people were carried off after 1 Nisan 597), Zedekiah would have refrained from
celebrating his accession and hence reckoned his regnal years from the spring
of 596. The shortcoming of this suggestion is that it postulated an extremely
unusual accession year of 12-1-x months. Therefore one of the following alter-
natives might be considered: (a) that the equation of Zedekiah’s 11th year with
Nebuchadnezzar’s toth is not reliable (and there is not sutficient reason to assume
that), or (b) it was the ancient chronographer who counted Zedckiah’s regnal
years from (spring) $96 rather than from (spring) 597. In any event, unless
additional evidence is uncarthed, 5§86 scems to be a preferable date for the De-
struction of the Temple.

Since Josiah’s death in his 31st regnal year has been reckoned at 609 B.C.E.,
his first regnal year must have been 639/8 B.C.E. Between 722 B.C.E., the date
of the fall of Samaria, and 639/8 B.C.E., the start of Josiah’s reign, 83 years
clapsed. But the sum of ycars of Judean kings from the sixth year ot Hezekiah
(the year of the conquest of Samaria, according to II Kings 18:9-10) until the
first year of Josiah is only 81 years: 24 years of Hezekiah (from his sixth until
his 20th year), 55 years of Manassch, 2 years of Amon, all according to post-
dating system.

Several solutions to this discrepancy have been suggested:

(1) The total number of regnal years of Manassch and/or of Amon as trans-
mitted by MT is corrupt. Manassch should be credited with §7 years and/or
Amon with 4 ycars. All the ancient versions and translations, however, support
the figures given in MT.

(2) Alternately it has been suggested 34 that Hezekiah was co-regent during the
last two regnal years of his father Ahaz but these two years were not included m
his 29 regnal years. The synchronisms which place the start of the siege of Sa-
maria in Hezekiah’s fourth year and its destruction in his sixth are numbered
from his co-regency. This suggestion raises more difficulties than it solves,
especially as it does not accord with placing the death of Ahaz in the year 727,
the last year of Tiglath-pileser I (see below, 3).

We propose yet a third solution, in line with our assumption that the ancient
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editor rounded off years (above, 6): The 29 vears ot Hezekiah, the 55 of Manassch
and the two of Amon represent only the complete regnal years ot these kings.
Each of them reigned a few additional months which amount, when added
together, to two years. Qur chronologist deleted, according to his practice,
the extra months and recorded only full years.

Another point to be considered is that the regnal years of the last kings of
Judah, beginning with Manassch, were reckoned by post-dating. When was this
method introduced? Was it actually employed during the reign of Manassch
(as a result of Mesopotamian influence?) or did the exilic chronologist apply
the post-dating system to the last kings of Judah, starting with Manassch or
Amon? (If so, it would scem that our chronologist had alrcady at his disposal
a chronological framework——in the ante-dating system—tor the pre-Manassch
period.) For the present, this problem must remain unsolved.

3. FROM THE REBELLION OF JEHU UNTIL THE FALL OF SAMARIA

If Hezekiah came to the throne in 727/6 B.C.E., then between this date and
the rebellion of Jehu in 842, 115 years would have elapsed. But the total number
of regnal years of the kings of Judah and Isracl during this period exceeds 115.
In Isracl the total s 140, a 25-year discrepancy, and in Judah 159, a g44—yecar
discrepancy.

To account for these discrepancies one must assume either that the numbers
in MT are corrupt or that some of the kings were co-regents, sharing power and
authority during their fathers” lifetime. These possibilities are not mutually
exclustve.

Reckoning in both Isracl and Judah was done by the antedating system
(above, 4). According to our approach the number of regnal ycars recorded in
Kings for this period includes only the number of years, without the additional
months. Thus in a continuous reckoning of years each king has reigned beyond
the number of years allocated to him in Kings (e.g., Jehu died in his 29th year,
Jehoahaz—in his 18th, Jehoash—in his 17th, Menahem—in his 11th etc.)

The absolute date fixed by cxternal synchronsm for the end of this period 1s
the fall of Samaria. Even here, however, scholarly opinion 1s divided. In the past
1t was customary to accept at face value Sargon’s claim in the Khorsabad Annals
that he had conquered Samaria and exiled its inhabitants at the beginning of his
reign, during his Sanat rés Sarriiti, 1.e., between December 722 (or January 721)
and April 721. This entry in the Annals is contradicted, however, by a more
reliable inscription, according to which Sargon appears not to have undertaken
a military campaign betore his second year, i.c., not before April 720. The com-
pilers of the royal Annals apparently transferred an event from 720 to 721
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in order to open the narrative of Sargon’s reign with a great military victory.
The biblical reference to the king of Assyria who besieged and conquered Sa-
maria (Il Kings 17:5-6) is therefore to Shalmancser V and should be considered
reliable. This tradition is further supported by the Babylonian Chronicle, which
states that Shalmaneser V conquered Samara’in (the Aramaic form of Someron/
Samaria).35

Another vexing chronological problem concerns the date of the accession
year of Hezekiah. According to II Kings 18: 10, Hezekiah was in his sixth ycar
at the time of Samaria’s fall. Confirming this datum is Isa. 14:28: “In the year
that King Ahaz died came this oracle: Rejoice not all Philistia, that the rod
which smote you is broken.” Breaking the rod which smote Philistia is probably
a reference to the death of Tiglath-pileser III, the only Assyrian king from the
days of Ahaz worthy of such an epithet. It appears therefore that Ahaz died
and Hezekiah came to power in the same year that Tiglath-pileser died,3¢
which according to the Babylonian Chronicle was 12 Tebet 727/6 B.C.E.
(27 December 727 or 15 January 726).

On the other hand, the heading in II Kings 18:13 (Isa. 36:1) states that: “In
the fourteenth year of Hezekiah, Sennacherib king of Assyria came up against
all the fortified cities of Judah and took them.” As this event, reported in detail
in Sennacherib’s Annals, is fixed beyond any doubt as the year 705 B.C.E., it
follows that Hezekiah’s accession took place in 716/s. This date, however, is
contradicted both by Isa. 14:28, as explained above, as well as by the series of
synchronisms between Hezekiah and Hoshea i I Kings 18: 1, 9—10. A modern
biblical chronologist, who prefers to rely upon the date in Il Kings 18:13, must
reject the authenticity of the synchronisms in [T Kings 18.37 It has therefore been
suggested 38 that the heading in I Kings 18:13 (Isa. 36:1) belonged originally
to the talc about ITczckiah’s illness and his miraculous recovery (II Kings 20:
1-11; Isa. 3 8:1-8) and was placed in its present position by a later editor, who
related all the prophetic stories concerning Isaiah and Hezekiah to the fateful
year of Sennacherib’s campaign and the miraculous salvation of Jerusalem.

4. FROM JEROBOAM UNTIL THE REBELLION OF JEHU

The total number of years of the kings of Israel (from Jeroboam I until Joram
son of Ahab) 15 98, and thosc of the kings of Judah (from Rehoboam until Aha-
ziah son of Jchoram), 95. Inasmuch as Jeroboam and Rehoboam ascended the
throne at the samme tme and Joram and Ahaziah were both killed during Jehu’s
rebellion, the number of regnal years for the kings of both Judah and Israel must
be equal.

We have assumed (above, 6) that the data about regnal years of the Judean
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kings, even in this period, include only the complete years, without the months
ol the incomplcete last ycar, whereas the data for Israclite kings include the in-
complete final year. If so, in order to work out the chronological table one must
decrease by one the regnal years of each Israelite king.

Two external synchronisms are available: (1) The battle of Qarqar, in which
Ahab participated, took place in the sixth year of Shalmaneser III of Assyria
(= 853 B.C.E.); (2) Jchu paid tributc to Assyria in the cightcenth year of Shal-
maneser Il of Assyria (= 841 B.C.E.)

The main crux in the chronology of this period concerns the years 853—
841. If Ahab was killed in the battle against Aram (I Kings 22) after he participated
in the battle of Qarqar,3? then in the 13 years inclusive between 853 and 841
we must be able to account for the following data for the Northern kingdom:

x == period of time that Ahab reigned from the battle of Qarqar until
his death
2 regnal years of Ahaziah (actually one calendar ycar)
12 regnal years of Joram (actually 11 calendar years)
y == period ot time trom Jehu’s rise to power until delivery of tribute
to Assyria

The x-figure should include at least a few months, for Ahab was Ben-hadad’s
ally at Qarqar and it 1s not likely that Ahab would have attacked his former
ally at Ramoth-Gilcad so soon after Qarqar. The y-figure should also extend over
at lcast a few months. The tribute was certainly paid after Nisan 841 B.C.E.,
whereas the rebellion scems to have taken place the previous winter while the
king was recuperating from his wounds in the Omride dynasty’s winter resi-
dency, Jezreel.

In addition to the difficulty of accounting for 12+ x-+y years in the short
mterval between 853 and 841 B.C.E., there are several contradictions between
various synchronisms and the totals of the regnal years. 40

One might perhaps solve the chronological crux by an emendation: if Jehoram
son of Ahab reigned not 12 but only 10 years (actually ¢ full years and a few
additional months) we are left with about two years for the period of Ahab’s
reign, between Qarqar and Ramoth-Gilead, and about a year for the period
between Jehu's accession and the payment of tribute to Assyria. Add to this, nine
or ten years of Jehoram’s reign and we arrive at a total of thirteen years (at most)
between 853-841 B.C.E.

However, no system in biblical chronology proposed so far offers a fully
satisfactory solution to the conflicting data in this period, especially that which
concerns the reign of Jehoshaphat. Here the Greek versions (above, A, 2) pre-
serve somewhat different figures, which according to several scholars, should
be preferred to those of the Masorctic Text. 41
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5. Tre UNitep MONARCHY

The Iength of Saul’s reign is unknown. The passage in [ Sam. 1301 (“Saul was
one year old when he reigned and ruled over Isracl two years,”) is clearly de-
teetive. The original reading must have included a reasonable number in each
case: Saul was x years old when he began to reign and he reigned y years and 2
years over Isracl. Completion of the number in the tens column is a mateer of
conjecture.

The information in I Sam. - 42 1142 about the reigns of David and Solomon
15 also very scanty:

David: 30 years old when he began to reign
7 years over Judah
33 years over Isracl

Total 40 years
Solomon: 40 yecars over [srael
Total 40 years

The go-year reigns of David and Solomon scem to be approximate and typo-
logical figures. David is reported to have been thirty years old when he assumed
power and is said to have reigned 40 years and 6 months (II Sam. 5:4), making
him seventy years old when he died; this is, in all opinions, a typological number
signifying an average life-span (Ps. 9o:10).%2 Nevertheless, the abundance of
stories in Samuel about David's career forces us to assume that he had a lengthy
reign of at least several decades. Solomon also reigned for an extended period
and his successor reached the throne at the age of forty-one (I Kings 14:21).
Therefore, just as the chronographer rounded off the 38/39-year reign of Jehoash
king of Judah to 40 years,*3 so both David and Solomon were credited with
forty years, a typological number commonly used in the Bible to indicate a tull
generation. *4 Likewise, units of cighty, forty or twenty years expressing two,
one, or half generations (Jud. 3: 11, 305 8:28; 15:20; [ Sam. 7:2), were employed
by the chronographer who narrated the period that preceded the establishment
of the monarchy.*3 However, by its very nature, such data originating in oral
tradition and important as it may be for gencalogical chronology, cannot be
subjected to strict chronological enquiry.



