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CHRONOLOGY AS A TESTIMONY TO INERRANCY 

Rodger C. Young 

Valley Forge, 16 November 2005 

 

Beginning with the genealogy of chapter 5, the Book of Genesis presents the years 

associated with the various patriarchs, down to the death of Joseph at age 110 with which 

the Book of Genesis closes. This interest in giving year-spans for events continues 

through the remaining books of the Pentateuch, and then to some extent through the 

books of Joshua, Judges, and First and Second Samuel. But it is the books of Kings and 

Chronicles, particularly from the time of Solomon onward, that furnish the most elaborate 

system of chronology in the entire corpus of the Scriptures. It is this period of rich 

chronological information that will be the focus of the present study. 

 

THE COMPLEXITY OF THE PROBLEM 

 

From the beginning of the Davidic dynasty to the release of Jehoiachin from prison 

mentioned at the end of 2 Kings represents a period of about 448 years. For this time-

period the books of Kings, Chronicles, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel provide over 120 dates, 

lengths of reign, and synchronisms that form the raw material for constructing a 

chronology for these times. For anyone who tries to assemble these data into a 

chronological scheme, it soon becomes clear that is a formidable task. Some older 

interpreters such as Martin Anstey handled the apparent discrepancies in the numbers by 

introducing interregna, that is, periods of time during which no king was assumed to be 

on the throne. This is like using scissors to fashion fill-in pieces as needed for a picture 

puzzle that otherwise doesn’t seem to fit together. To the credit of these interpreters, it 

could be said that they genuinely regarded the Bible as the Word of God, and their aim in 

writing was to explain the text and to strengthen the faith of God’s people by attempting 

to produce a harmonious chronology from the received text. 

 

However, there arose interpreters who did not share this goal of building up others in the 

faith. Their goal was to discredit any supernatural explanation of the origin of the 

Scriptures and the miracles recorded in the Scriptures, replacing these matters of ―faith‖ 

with what they were quick to label as a ―scientific‖ approach to religion. But the science 
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of these writers was not the science that brought about the scientific revolution of modern 

times, because the method of true science starts with observation, whereas these writers 

started with a theory and then used that theory to reconstruct history. They either 

trampled on or ignored such observations as were beginning to come from archaeological 

findings in the ancient Near East. Thus De Wette had no archaeological findings or any 

other historical facts to support his theory that the Book of Deuteronomy was invented 

during the days of Josiah; the theory merely supplied an explanation to replace the 

supernatural alternative, namely that it was a revelation to Moses during Israel’s 

wandering in the desert. Neither did Wellhausen build his theory of the development of 

Israel’s religion on a study of ancient Near Eastern inscriptions; instead an imposition of 

Darwin’s evolutionary ideas and Hegel’s dialectic was used to construct a totally 

imaginative scheme for the history of Israel and the formation of the OT canon. 

 

THE DEDUCTIVE METHOD AS APPLIED TO THE PROBLEM 

 

Wellhausen’s Documentary Hypothesis and its later offshoots (the traditio-historical 

school, the socio-economic approaches, etc.) were examples of the deductive method. 

Deduction is ―inference in which the conclusion about particulars follows necessarily 

from general or universal premises.‖
1
 One universal premise of these approaches is that 

the Scriptures did not come in any supernatural God-with-man encounter or revelation, at 

least in the sense of God speaking to and through Moses as stated in the Pentateuch. This 

was replaced by various explanations of how writers from a later time fabricated stories 

about miracles and revelations that they ascribed to dimly-remembered heroes from their 

nation’s past. With this view of the origin of Scripture, it would necessarily follow that 

the various authors who put together the Books of Kings and Chronicles could not 

possibly have handled correctly all the historical details from the time of the Hebrew 

monarchs. Thus, with regard to the chronological data in the Books of Kings, we have the 

following conclusions from several scholars of the higher critical schools: 

¶ R. Kittel: ―Wellhausen has shown, by convincing reasons, that the synchronisms 

within the Book of Kings cannot possibly rest on ancient tradition, but are on the 

contrary simply the products of artificial reckoning . . .‖ 

                                                 
1
 Websterôs Ninth New Collegiate Dictionary (Springfield, MA: Merriam-Webster, 1989). 
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¶ Theodore H. Robinson: ―Wellhausen is surely right in believing that the 

synchronisms in Kings are worthless, being merely a late compilation from the 

actual figures given.‖  

¶ S. R. and G. R. Driver: ―Since, however, it is clear on various grounds that these 

synchronisms are not original, any attempt to base a chronological scheme on 

them may be disregarded.‖ 

¶ Karl Marti: ―Almost along the whole line, the discrepancy between synchronisms 

and years of reign is incurable.‖ 

¶ Cyrus Gordon: ―The numerical errors in the Books of Kings have defied every 

attempt to ungarble them. Those errors are largely the creation of the editors . . . 

the editors did not execute the synchronisms skillfully.‖
2
 

 

Such conclusions about the unreliability of the chronological data of the kingdom period 

follow logically once we grant the presuppositions of these scholars and then pursue their 

deductive method. The advantage of the deductive approach is that it is readily adaptable 

to whatever is currently fashionable in intellectual circles. At present that seems to be the 

socio-economic approach to historical interpretation. The disadvantage of the deductive 

approach is that nothing is ever settled for certain; the results obtained are as diverse as 

the presuppositions of the scholars, since diverse presuppositions produce diverse results. 

 

THE INDUCTIVE METHOD 

 

There were, however, some scholars who followed an inductive approach in biblical and 

chronological studies. Induction is ―inference of a generalized conclusion from particular 

instances—compare DEDUCTION.‖
3
 Broadly speaking, deduction starts with principles, 

whereas induction starts with observation. When studying the chronology of the Hebrew 

monarchies, the following are some of the observations that should be made if an 

inductive course is to be pursued: 

1. There is evidence from Jewish writings that the New Year might be reckoned 

from the spring month of Nisan, and other evidence that it might be measured 

                                                 
2
 All quotes are from Edwin Thiele, ―Synchronisms of the Hebrew Kings,‖ AUSS 1 (1963): 124–25. 

3
 Websterôs Ninth. 
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from the fall month of Tishri.
4
 An unbiased approach would consider both these 

options. 

2. There is evidence from the field of Egyptology that sovereigns, during their 

lifetime, occasionally invested their son with the royal office, thus forming a 

coregency. The years of the son’s reign might be counted from the year he 

became coregent instead of from the first year of sole reign. There is some prima 

facie evidence in the Scriptures for coregencies (1 Kgs 1:34, 2 Kgs 15:5; 1 Chr 

23:1). An inductive approach should consider the possibility of coregencies, and 

the possibility that the years of a king could be measured either from the 

beginning of a coregency or from the beginning of a sole reign. 

3. There is also evidence from the field of Egyptology for the existence of rival 

reigns—reigns for which the years of the pharaohs cannot be added together 

because two pharaohs were ruling simultaneously from different capitals. Such a 

phenomenon is reported in the Bible for the reigns of Tibni and Omri. 

4. There is evidence that there were two ways of reckoning the first year of a king’s 

reign—whether that year was reckoned as year one of his reign, or whether it was 

reckoned as his ―accession‖ or ―zero‖ year. These two possibilities are called the 

non-accession and accession methods, respectively. Since there is evidence for 

both usages in the ancient Near East,
5
 a proper methodology that starts from 

observations should not rule out either possibility for the kings of Judah and 

Israel. 

5. The final source of evidence for the inductive method would be the texts of 

Kings, Chronicles, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel that give chronological data for the 

kingdom period. These texts (in the MT
6
) should be accepted as raw data 

                                                 
4
 b. Rosh HaSh. 1a; Josephus, Ant. I.iii.3; S. Olam 4. 

5
 The Seder Olam, chs. 4, 11, and 12, assumes that all years for Israel’s kings and judges were by given by 

non-accession reckoning. This method is generally assumed in the Talmud. Babylonia and Assyria usually 

used accession reckoning. However, Assyriologists maintain that Tiglath-Pileser III used non-accession 

reckoning, contrary to the customary practice in Assyria. This example serves as a warning that the choice 

of whether to use accession or non-accession reckonings was quite arbitrary, and the choice was probably 

made by the king himself. Applying this to Judah and Israel would suggest that whether a king used 

accession or non-accession years must be addressed anew for each king; it is not sufficient to assume that 

because a certain king used one method, then his successor must have used the same method. To assume 

uniformity in this matter would be consistent with the deductive method of making arbitrary assumptions, 

but a careful study of the scriptural data shows that it is an improper assumption. 
6
 The LXX translators attempted to harmonize various readings of the MT that seemed to be contradictory, 

and in doing so they produced various readings that cannot be assembled into a coherent chronology. See 

Edwin Thiele, Mysterious Numbers of the Hebrew Kings, 3rd ed. (Grand Rapids: Zondervan/Kregel, 1983) 
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(observations) unless they can be shown to be self-contradictory or contradictory 

to established external dates. 

 

From this list of observations, it soon becomes clear that the inductive approach faces a 

great difficulty. That difficulty is how to handle the various possibilities that are inherent 

in a proper treatment of all the observations just listed and their multiple combinations. 

The easy way to handle this complexity is to make simplifying assumptions. Thus the 

Seder Olam and the Talmud assume that all reign lengths are measured from the start of 

the king’s sole reign. Just the opposite assumption was made by Gershon Galil; he 

assumed that all regnal years when a coregency is involved were measured from the start 

of the coregency.
7
 An even greater simplification was invented by Wellhausen, who ruled 

out coregencies altogether, even the plainly-stated coregency of David with Solomon.
8
 

The consequences of this kind of procedure are obvious: the scholars who make such 

simplifying assumptions will not agree with scholars who make other, contradictory 

assumptions. The simplifications will also produce chronologies that contradict scriptural 

texts at some point or another; the scholars will then, unjustifiably, claim that the 

Scripture is in error because it does not fit their scheme. 

 

SUCCESSES OF THE INDUCTIVE METHOD 

 

In contrast, scholars who used the inductive approach attempted not to make a priori 

assumptions. Instead, they used the scriptural texts to determine the methods used by the 

ancient authors, taking into account the different evidences listed above, and not ruling 

out any possibility until there were valid reasons for so doing. In the 1920’s Professor 

Coucke in Belgium determined from a careful analysis of the data in Kings and 

Chronicles that Judah began its regnal years in Tishri, whereas Israel began its regnal 

                                                                                                                                                 
89–94 for a discussion of the unreliability of the LXX in chronological matters. For a counter argument, see 

M. Christine Tetley, The Reconstructed Chronology of the Divided Monarchy (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 

2005) ch. 2. 
7
 Gershon Galil, The Chronology of the Kings of Israel and Judah (Leiden: Brill, 1996) 10. 

8
 Wellhausen was followed in this presupposition by two of the more recent authors of chronological 

studies of the OT: Jeremy Hughes, Secrets of the Times (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1990) 99, 

103; and Tetley, Reconstructed Chronology 185. After such rejection of well-established practices from the 

ancient Near East with the goal of making things simpler, these scholars find it necessary to make a 

multitude of secondary assumptions in order to explain the disagreements of their systems with the data. 



testimony.doc 6 Nov. 16, 2005 

years in Nisan.
9
 He also determined that the reign lengths of the first kings of Judah and 

Israel were in harmony with each other if these first kings in Judah used accession 

reckoning while their counterparts in Israel were using non-accession reckoning to 

measure their years of reign. 

 

Some years later an American scholar, Edwin Thiele, discovered these same principles, 

although when he began publishing his findings he was not aware of Coucke’s earlier 

work. Thiele was able to determine the chronology of the kings of Israel and Judah in a 

more satisfactory way than Coucke, and his principal work, The Mysterious Numbers of 

the Hebrew Kings, went through three editions. The chronology of the northern kingdom, 

Israel, remained the same through these three editions, and the only refinement that later 

conservative writers like McFall and myself have had to offer for the chronology of the 

northern kingdom has been to narrow the date for the fall of Samaria and the end of 

Hoshea’s reign to the first half of the year beginning in Nisan of 723 BC, rather than 

allowing for the full year as did Thiele. Thiele’s chronology of the northern kingdom has 

stood the test of time, and in particular his date for the beginning of the divided 

monarchies is widely accepted by conservative and non-conservative scholars alike.
10

 

 

However when it came to the southern kingdom, Judah, Thiele failed to recognize that 

the synchronisms of Hezekiah of Judah and Hoshea of Israel in 2 Kings 18 imply that 

Hezekiah at this time was coregent with his father Ahaz. This was a blind spot on 

Thiele’s part, because he recognized that Hezekiah’s father, grandfather, and great-

grandfather had coregencies with their fathers, and Hezekiah had a coregency with his 

son; why then rule out a coregency of Hezekiah with Ahaz? But even though Thiele’s 

colleague Siegfried Horn and many other scholars pointed out this explanation of the 

synchronisms in 2 Kings 18, Thiele refused to accept this solution and did not even 

                                                 
9
 V. Coucke, ―Chronique biblique‖ in Supplément au Dictionnaire de la Bible, Louis Pirot ed., vol. 1 

(1928), cited in Thiele, Mysterious Numbers 59 n. 17. 
10

 Among the many scholars who have accepted Thiele’s date for the beginning of the divided monarchies 

are T. C. Mitchell, ―Israel and Judah until the Revolt of Jehu (931–841 B.C.)‖ in Cambridge Ancient 

History (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1982) III, Part 1, 445–46; John H. Walvoord and Roy B. 

Zuck, editors, The Bible Knowledge Commentary, Old Testament (Wheaton, Ill.: Victor, 1983) 632; Leslie 

McFall, ―A Translation Guide to the Chronological Data in Kings and Chronicles,‖ BSac 148 (1991): 12; 

Galil, Chronology 14; Jack Finegan, Handbook of Biblical Chronology (rev. ed.; Peabody, Mass.: 

Hendrickson, 1998) 246, 249; Kenneth Kitchen, On the Reliability of the Old Testament (Grand Rapids: 

Eerdmans, 2003) 83. 
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discuss it in the final two editions of his book. The time of Ahaz and Hezekiah was the 

one place that he declared that the Scriptural texts dealing with chronology were in error. 

 

It remained then for others to complete the application of principles that Thiele used 

elsewhere and thereby to provide a chronology for the eighth-century kings of Judah that 

is in complete harmony with the reign lengths and synchronisms given in 2 Kings and 2 

Chronicles. The most thorough work in this regard was Leslie McFall’s 1991 article in 

Bibliotheca Sacra.
11

 McFall made his way through the reign lengths and synchronisms of 

Kings and Chronicles, and using an exact notation that indicated whether the years were 

being measured according to Judah’s Tishri years or Israel’s Nisan years, he was able to 

produce a chronology for the divided monarchies that was consistent with all the 

Scriptural texts chosen. This was the logical outgrowth of Thiele’s work, and it attained a 

kind of holy grail that had been sought for twenty-three centuries, namely a rational 

explanation of the chronological data of the Hebrew monarchies that was consistent with 

the various scriptural texts that were used to construct that chronology, and also 

consistent with several fixed dates from Assyrian and Babylonian history.  

 

SIGNFICANCE OF THE SUCCESSES OF THE INDUCTIVE METHOD 

 

The significance of Thiele’s work and its logical extension in McFall’s article can hardly 

be overestimated. One way of emphasizing the significance is to consider just how 

improbable such an accomplishment was when starting from the premises of the critics 

who were cited earlier in this paper. They, and many others who could be quoted, 

believed that it was impossible to construct a coherent and rational chronology from the 

data given in the received text. The primary reason for this belief (or unbelief) must have 

been because they saw little reason to pursue all the hard work that Coucke and Thiele 

had to struggle with before they determined the methods of the biblical authors; why 

spend time trying to determine if there was a reasonable explanation of the texts when 

they were sure that late-date writers, such as they supposed were the authors of the 

Scripture, could not have produced an accurate chronology for long-past events?

                                                 
11

 McFall, ―Translation Guide‖ 3–45. 



testimony.doc 8 Nov. 16, 2005 

 

Figure 1. Example of a Logic Puzzle.
12

 

 

Amy takes five classes (including history) at Bimbleman University, each taught by a 

different professor. At first she was baffled by the fact that each instructor (including 

Professor Bookwerme) has a different eccentric pet theory, but by now she has gotten 

used to their digressions. Can you determine each professor’s class and theory? 

 

1. Amy’s psychology professor is not Dr. Weissenhimer. 

2. Her philosophy class meets just after that of the professor who claims that 

dinosaurs were really aliens who got stuck here on a field trip. 

3. Her political science class meets just before the class with the professor who 

insists that Shakespeare’s plays were really written by someone named Larry. 

4. Professor Smartalecq believes that gravity is a hoax perpetrated by the hot-air 

balloon industry; Professor Noetalle does not teach history. 

5. Amy’s psychology professor firmly believes that the lunar landing was faked on a 
North Dakota prairie. 

6. As one professor orated about dinosaurs, Amy slipped out to attend her next class, 

led by Dr. Eguehedd. 

7. The history professor, who isn’t Dr. Weissenhimer, believes that the earth is flat. 
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12

 Puzzle is from Scott McKinney, ―Academia Nuts‖ in Dell Logic Puzzles (Norwalk, CT: Dell Magazines), 

Dec. 2001, p. 10. Copyright Dell Logic Puzzles. 
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In this conclusion they were correct, if their starting assumption is granted. If the 

Scriptures were put together by authors and editors who lived long after the events they 

were describing, then these authors and editors could never have produced chronological 

data of the complexity found in Kings, Chronicles, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel that are 

consistent with each other and also consistent with several dates in Assyrian and 

Babylonian history. By declaring implicitly or explicitly that these presumed writers 

could never give us a consistent chronology for the kingdom period, and since a 

harmonious chronology has been produced, the critics have established by their own 

statements that their initial assumption about the late-date origin of the text was false.  

 

We can think about this as follows. Imagine someone cutting a series of arbitrary shapes 

out of cardboard—in our case, more than 120 such shapes—and then hoping that 

somehow these shapes would all fit together in a picture puzzle. Better than the analogy 

of a picture puzzle is that of a logic puzzle. Figure 1 shows a logic puzzle, such as my 

wife likes to work to keep her mind keen. The example given deals with trying to match 

five professors with their classes and their eccentric ideas. The clues, given in sentences 

one through seven, provide sufficient information to solve the puzzle. If this looks 

interesting and you’re thinking that designing logic puzzles might provide a source of 

income after retirement, then try making up your own clues before you know the answer 

to this particular puzzle. You will find that late-date editors cannot just make up clues and 

have them all fit together; you have to know the answer before you can give clues that 

will fit together into a solution. Furthermore you need to give a sufficient number of clues 

so that someone else can solve the puzzle. 

 

Now apply this to the chronological information for the divided monarchies. This is in all 

respects a logic puzzle. It gives us approximately 124 clues to help determine a 

chronology of the time, compared to the eleven clues in the seven sentences of the logic 

puzzle of Figure 1. Since we find by experiment that we cannot produce arbitrary clues 

that will give any good chance of success for a simple logic puzzle of eleven clues unless 

we know the answer beforehand, then how could someone produce 124 clues that make 

up the scriptural logic puzzle, and have all these clues consistent with each other, unless 

he already knew the answer and then was very careful in giving the clues so that there 

was a sufficient number of them to provide the answer?  
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How do you solve a logic puzzle like that of Figure 1? One way is to try various 

combinations to see if they fit the clues given. However, even for a fairly simple logic 

puzzle like this it soon becomes obvious that there are so many ways to combine things 

that our patience gives out. In frustration, then, we take a bold step: make assumptions! 

Surely no professor of philosophy would believe that gravity is a hoax, and any professor 

of biology would know that dinosaurs evolved from frogs and after that they evolved into 

birds and flew away. After a few more such bold assumptions, it will be possible to work 

out a solution. When that solution conflicts with some of the clues originally given (and it 

almost inevitably will), we can declare that these other clues are mistakes introduced by 

an incompetent editor who did not know the facts of the case. This is similar to the 

authors cited earlier who could not solve the chronological puzzle and who then declared 

that the Scriptural texts contained numerous errors. 

 

The other way to solve the puzzle is to use the inductive method. That is, start with the 

clues given and see if they can be combined to give a reasonable solution, without 

trampling on the clues or throwing out some of them, as in the deductive method. This 

will be the more difficult way to proceed. But when in comes up with a solution, one that 

is consistent with all the clues given, then who can doubt that it is the right method? And 

who can doubt that the Thiele/McFall chronology of the divided kingdom that made 

sense of all the date-formulas chosen in Kings and Chronicles is to be preferred over the 

chronologies of those masters of the deductive method who introduced several 

assumptions in order to justify their schemes? These were assumptions that Thiele and 

McFall did not need to make, since they were basically constrained to only the 

observations that were necessary for the inductive method.
13

 Would not all calm and 

rational minds conclude that a solution that is consistent with the data and which makes 

the fewest assumptions is preferable to solutions that are not consistent with the data and 

which make several unjustified assumptions? 

 

                                                 
13

 There are some debatable assumptions that McFall made about side issues such as the figures for the age 

of Ahaziah when he became king (―Translation Guide‖ 22), but these are not critical to the building of his 

chronology. 
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Here then is a great mystery: the Author of the chronological puzzle in Kings and 

Chronicles knew the answer, and He was careful to give us enough clues so that an 

answer could be found after suitable mental exercise. The chronological texts of the 

kingdom period are revealed as an example of something quite awesome: purposeful 

design. Intelligent Design. There does not seem to be any other way to explain how all 

these texts can fit together, and how a sufficient number have been given so that the 

chronology can be solved without having to resort to the arbitrary assumptions of the 

deductive method. But just as opponents of Intelligent Design grasp at straws with a sort 

of blind faith that their own presuppositions must be right, so the masters of the deductive 

method will never see the design inherent in the chronological texts of the kingdom 

period unless they are willing to give up their wrong approach and their wrong 

presuppositions regarding the origin of the text. 

 

WHY IS THE PROBLEM SO COMPLEX? 

 

But why is the problem so complicated? Why has it taken over two millennia until the 

work of Thiele, Horn, McFall and others has given us a solution for the chronological 

texts in Kings and Chronicles? And then in the June issue of JETS we have a systems 

analyst telling us that even these scholars have missed a few points, so that it is necessary 

to learn how to use Decision Tables if we are to properly analyze the data.
14

 

 

My use of Decision Tables arose when I retired in 2003 and decided that the first major 

effort of my retirement would be to check the reasoning that went into Edwin Thiele’s 

chronological work, and to see if all his underlying assumptions, as well as his method of 

development, were valid. I soon realized that the interactions possible between all the 

parameters made this a very complex problem. However, the last major system I 

designed at IBM required Decision Tables to resolve its complexity. Fresh from this 

experience, I found that Decision Tables allowed me to uncover what Thiele had 

overlooked, first in combining all the parameters that had to do with the beginning of the 

divided kingdom,
15

 and second in combining all the parameters having to do with the fall 

                                                 
14

 Rodger C. Young, ―Tables of Reign Lengths from the Hebrew Court Recorders,‖ JETS 48/2 (2005): 238. 
15

 The outcome was my paper ―When Did Solomon Die?‖ JETS 46 (2003): 589–603. 
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of Jerusalem to the Babylonians.
16

  There was no way to handle all the data properly 

without using Decision Tables. 

 

The same is true of any non-trivial logic puzzle. I would challenge anyone to solve the 

logic puzzle of Figure 1 without first learning how to use the grid that is included below 

the puzzle. All puzzle-solvers learn how to use these grids. They are really Decision 

Tables. If Decision Tables are necessary to solve logic puzzles, then how can we handle 

the complicated chronological data of Kings, Chronicles, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel without 

making use of a similar logical method?  

 

This does not answer the question of why the data are so complex that it is necessary to 

be very careful to use a logical methodology that includes Decision Tables in order to 

handle them and to show which combinations are feasible and which produce 

contradictions. One might as well ask why it is necessary to master the methods of 

calculus to gain even a preliminary understanding of the motions of the planets, and 

beyond that to master both Special and General Relativity if more exact refinements in 

planetary and satellite motion are to be handled. Does anyone say that these laws are not 

valid, just because it takes effort and discipline to understand them? Perhaps we would 

have liked the Scriptures, in matters of chronology, to be easier to understand, so that we 

would not have had so many interpreters declaring that the Scripture is in error simply 

because these interpreters were incompetent in determining the methods of the Scriptural 

authors. We know that in matters essential to our salvation the Scriptures are plain 

enough that a wayfaring man, though a fool, need not err therein. But in other areas such 

as the one we are studying, we can only say that God’s ways are not our ways, and His 

thoughts are higher than our thoughts. It was not in the Holy Spirit’s design to make all 

portions of Scripture easy to understand. It was in His design to make all Scripture so it is 

without error. 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
16

 Rodger Young, ―When Did Jerusalem Fall?‖ JETS 47 (2004): 21–38. This and the ―Solomon‖ paper are 

online at http://etsjets.org/jets/journal/jets.html. 
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SOME REFINEMENTS TO THE THIELE/MCFALL SYSTEM 

 

In speaking of the Thiele/McFall chronological system, I was careful to say that it was 

consistent with all the texts that McFall used to build his chronology. However, there 

were some texts out of the approximately 124 that are the clues for this period that 

McFall did not use. Among these are the texts in Ezekiel dealing with the siege and fall 

of Jerusalem. These texts show that non-accession years are to be used for Zedekiah, 

contrary to the assumption of Thiele and McFall that Zedekiah’s years are given by 

accession counting. A continuation of this analysis shows that all the Scriptures in 

Jeremiah, Ezekiel, 2 Kings, and 2 Chronicles are in harmony for Zedekiah’s reign, and all 

indicate that Jerusalem fell in 587 BC. This shows again the importance of using the right 

approach and a tool such as Decision Tables to handle all the chronological texts of 

Scripture in a consistent manner.  

 

The implications from the ability to harmonize all the chronological data in six major 

books of the Bible are drawn in my paper in the June 2005 issue of JETS.
17

 In that article, 

I made the argument that theories of limited inspiration would have predicted that the 124 

pieces of the puzzle could never be put together in a harmonious fashion, whereas the 

doctrine of inerrancy would predict that there was a solution for the puzzle. The 

production of a reasonable solution is therefore a strong argument against theories of 

limited inspiration and in favor of the doctrine of inerrancy. Skeptics may assert that the 

harmony of these scriptures is all an artifact of the method of Thiele and those who 

followed him, but that would be like maintaining that a logic puzzle of 124 clues could be 

put together in an arbitrary way that did not agree with the original design. If anyone 

doubts this, let him try to make up clues for the simple puzzle in Figure 1 without 

knowing the answer. The clues will generally fail to fit together unless the person giving 

the clues knows the answer and is very careful to make all clues consistent with that 

answer. Similarly, the chronological puzzle could never have been put together by Thiele 

and those who followed him if the original data were not authentic, i.e. true to history. 

Errors in the original data, such as would be predicted by any theory of limited 

                                                 
17

 Young, ―Tables of Reign Lengths.‖ 
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inspiration, would have meant that neither McFall nor anyone else could have combined 

all 124 exact statistics into a coherent and rational chronology. 

 

AN ALTERNATIVE APPROACH THAT CHECKS SOME CRUCIAL DATES 

 

Let us return to the question of why it has been so complicated to finally arrive at a 

meaningful explanation of these chronological texts. Why do we need to thoroughly 

understand the principles of accession vs. non-accession counting, Nisan vs. Tishri years, 

coregencies and rival reigns, and now Decision Tables, before we can understand how 

these texts fit together? Isn’t there a simpler way? 

 

There actually is a simpler way, but it only applies to the overall picture, not to the details 

for each individual monarch. It is possible to verify that Thiele’s starting date for the 

divided monarchies, 931n in the Nisan/Tishri notation, is correct, and that this event is 

the correct number of years from the destruction of Jerusalem in 587 BC that ended the 

monarchic period. The simpler way also provides some intervening checkpoints that 

agree with the results derived by the tedious work of the inductive method. This 

alternative method comes from the Sabbatical and Jubilee years introduced in Leviticus 

25. 

 

The system of Sabbatical and Jubilee years was a marvelous device for measuring time 

over a long period. The interlocking nature of the two cycles, with seven Sabbatical 

cycles making one Jubilee cycle, was a means of insuring accuracy throughout the 

centuries of Israel’s existence in its land. A lapse of one year would have been ruled out 

by the shortness of the Sabbatical cycle, and the longer Jubilee cycle would have 

preserved the correct span of time for long-term measurements. Although the people 

were generally unfaithful in observing the stipulations of the Sabbatical and Jubilee 

years, that did not lessen the obligation of the priests to keep track of when these years 

were due. There are some mentions in the Scripture of activities associated with a 

Sabbatical year, so that despite the general unfaithfulness it is clear that the timing of 

those years was known. One such mention was the year of no sowing or reaping in Is 

37:30 and 2 Kgs 19:29. Other activities associated with a Sabbatical year are the public 

reading of the Law in Josiah’s eighteenth year (2 Kgs 23:2; cf. Deut 31:10,11) and the 
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release of slaves in the days of Zedekiah (Jer 34:8; cf. Ex 21:2
18

). We may add to these 

biblical references the statement in the Talmuds
19

 and in Jewish sources older than the 

Talmuds
20

 that the First Temple was destroyed in the latter part of a Sabbatical year. 

Notice that these references to pre-exilic Sabbatical years contradict the dogma of the 

JEDP theory and its offshoots, which teach that the Sabbatical and Jubilee cycles were 

introduced in the ―P‖ or Priestly document that was invented in exilic or post-exilic 

times. 

 

For the Jubilees, the Hebrew text of Ezek 40:1 implies that Ezekiel saw his vision at the 

beginning of a Jubilee year, since the vision was on Rosh HaShanah, the New Year’s 

Day, and also on the tenth of the month. Rosh HaShanah was on the tenth of Tishri only 

at the beginning of a Jubilee (Lev 25:9). Given this anchor-point of a Jubilee at the time 

of Ezekiel’s vision in Tishri of 574 BC, a table of pre-exilic Jubilee and Sabbatical years 

can be constructed. This table is consistent with all the references to Sabbatical years in 

Scripture that were mentioned just above, a remarkable result. It is also consistent with 

the tradition that Jerusalem fell to the Babylonians in a Sabbatical year. But even more 

can be done if we accept the statement in the Seder Olam and the Babylonian and 

Jerusalem Talmuds that the Jubilee associated with Ezekiel’s vision was the seventeenth 

Jubilee. With this information, it is a matter of simple arithmetic to calculate that 

counting for the Jubilee cycles began in Nisan of 1406 BC. This must mark the entry into 

Canaan, according to Lev 25:2–4, 8–10. The Exodus, forty years earlier, was in 1446 BC. 

This is an independent verification of Thiele’s date for the beginning of the divided 

monarchy and the accuracy of the 480-year figure of 1 Kgs 6:1, since these two pieces of 

information also give 1446 as the time of the Exodus. The agreement between the two 

                                                 
18

 Although the original intention of the law for Hebrew servants was that they were to be released after six 

years of service, irrespective of when those years started, yet in later years, according to the Targum of 

Pseudo-Jonathan, the release was timed to occur in a Sabbatical year. This was in accordance with the 

Sabbatical year being called a year of release (shemitah) in Deut 31:10. For this reason, and also because 

all the slaves were to be released at the same time in Jer 34, William Whiston in the eighteenth century and 

Cyrus Gordon and Nahum Sarna in the twentieth century maintained that the release of slaves proclaimed 

by Zedekiah would have occurred at the beginning of a Sabbatical year. 
19

 b. Arak. 11b, 12a; b. Taan. 29a; y. Taan. 4:5. 
20

 S. Olam 30; t. Taan. 3:9. Jerusalem fell, and the Temple was burnt, in the summer months of Tammuz 

and Ab (Jer 52:6–13), so that when these rabbinic works say that it was in ―the latter part of‖ (Heb. motsae) 

a Sabbatical year, a Tishri-based year is implied. Some editions of these works have an incorrect translation 

into English, giving the impression that Jerusalem fell in the year after a Sabbatical year instead of in the 

latter part of a Sabbatical year. See the treatment of all these passages in my article ―Seder Olam and the 

Sabbaticals Associated with the Two Destructions of Jerusalem,‖ forthcoming in two parts in the Jewish 

Bible Quarterly.  
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methods of calculating this date is a verification of the soundness of the biblical 

chronological data. Another result is that the only theory that can explain how these 

numbers come out in exact agreement is that the Sabbatical and Jubilee years were 

measured accurately over all the time that Israel was in its land and the Levitical priests 

really did start counting the cycles when the people entered the land. Furthermore, that 

entry must have been in 1406 BC. It is now known that cultic practices of this sort were 

written down in the ancient Near East, so that the laws of how to observe the Sabbatical 

and Jubilee years must have been codified in writing at the time of their institution. No 

reasonable source for these laws has ever been postulated besides the Book of Leviticus. 

Therefore the Book of Leviticus was in existence in 1406 BC. I have already had some 

feedback on this conclusion, and no one was able to offer a reasonable alternative 

explanation of the various facts just cited. The subject of the pre-exilic Sabbatical and 

Jubilee years is a fruitful field of investigation, and I invite others to join me in pursuing 

it. 
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Tables showing how all the puzzle pieces fit together. From Young, 

―Tables of Reign Lengths from the Hebrew Court Recorders‖ JETS June 2005. 
 

In the Nisan/Tishri notation used here, 931n represents a period of one year beginning in Nisan 

(roughly April) of 931 BC and 931t represents a period of one year beginning in Tishri (roughly 

October) of 931 BC. 931n/931t is the six-month period beginning in Nisan of 931 and 931t/930n is 

the six-month period beginning in Tishri of 931. 

Table 1. Chronology of the Kings of Israel. 

 

 Overlapping Began  Official Years  

King  reigns     sole reign   Ended  start and end reigned 

Jeroboam I  931n 910t/909n 931n - 910n 22 (21)  

Nadab  910t/909n 909t/908n 910n - 909n 2 (1) 

Baasha  909t/908n 886t/885n 909n - 886n 24 (23) 

 

Elah  886t/885n 885t/884n 886n - 885n 2 (1) 

Zimri  885t/884n 885t/884n 885n 7 days 

Tibni  885t/884n 880n/880t 885n - 880n (not stated) 

 

Omri 885t/884n 880n/880t 874t/873n 885n - 874n 12 (11) 

Ahab  874t/873n 853n/853t 874n - 853n 22 (21) 

Ahaziah  853n/853t 852n/852t 853n - 852n 2 (1) 

 

Joram  852n/852t 841n/841t 852n - 841n 12 (11) 

Jehu  841n/841t 814t/813n 841n - 814n 28 (27) 

Jehoahaz  814t/813n 798n/798t 814n - 798n 17 (16) 

 

Jehoash  798n/798t 782t/781n 798n - 782n 16  

Jeroboam II 793n 782t/781n 753, Elul (Sep) 793n - 753n 41 (40) 

Zechariah  753, Elul 752, Adar (Mar) 753n - 753n 6 mo.  

 

Shallum  752, Adar 752, Nisan (Apr) 753n - 752n 1 mo. 

Menahem  752, Nisan 742t/741n 752n - 742n 10 

Pekahiah  742t/741n 740t/739n 742n - 740n 2 

 

Pekah 752, Nisan 740t/739n 732t/731n 752n - 732n 20 

Hoshea  732t/731n 723n/723t 732n - 723n 9  

 

Column 5 has the king’s start and end dates that were used by the court recorders in 

determining the length of the king’s reign. Column 6 has the elapsed years based on those 

start and end dates. When there are two figures in column 6, this indicates that the reign length 

given in Scripture (the first figure) is by non-accession counting. The comparison of column 5 

with the beginning and ending dates and with column 6 shows that the court recorders of 

Israel always kept in mind the official starting year of a king and were exact in all their 

representations of his reign length.
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Table 2. Chronology of the Kings of Judah 

(dates are conjectural for Saul and David) 

 

 Began Began  Official Years  

King co-regency sole reign Ended start and end reigned 

Saul  1051t? 1009t? 1051t - 1009t? 42? 

David  1009t? 969t? 1009t - 969t? 40 

Solomon 971t 969t? 932t 971t - 932t 40 (39) 

 

Rehoboam  932t 914n/914t 932t - 915t 17 

Abijah  914n/914t 912t/911n 915t - 912t 3 

Asa  912t/911n 871t/870n 912t - 871t 41 

 

Jehoshaphat 873t 871t/870n 848n/848t 873t - 849t 25 (24) 

Jehoram 854t 848n/848t 841n/841t 849t - 842t 8 (7) 

Ahaziah  841n/841t 841n/841t 842t - 842t 1 (0) 

 

Athaliah  841n/841t 835n/835t 842t - 836t 7 (6) 

Joash  835n/835t 796n/796t 836t - 797t 40 (39) 

Amaziah  796n/796t 767n/767t 797t - 768t 29 

 

Uzziah 791t 767n/767t 740t 791t - 740t 52 (51) 

Jotham 750n/750t 740t (735n/735t) 732t 751t - 736t 16 (15) 

Ahaz 735n/735t 732t 716t/715n 732t - 716t 16 

 

Hezekiah 729t/728n 716t/715n 687t 716t - 687t 29 

Manasseh 697t 687t 643t 697t - 643t 55 (54) 

Amon  643t 641t 643t - 641t 2 

 

Josiah  641t 609 Tammuz (Jul) 641t - 610t 31 

Jehoahaz  609 Tammuz 609 Tishri (Oct) 610t - 609t 3 mo. 

Jehoiakim  609 Tishri 598 21 Heshvan 609t - 598t 11 

   (about 7 Dec 598) 

 

Jehoiachin  598 21 Heshvan 597 2 Adar (Mar 16) 598t 3 mo. 10 d. 

Zedekiah  597 2 Adar 587 9 Tammuz (Jul) 598t - 588t 11 (10) 

 

 

Some reign lengths are measured from the start of a coregency. Jotham’s sixteen (fifteen) 

years ended when his son Ahaz was installed by the pro-Assyrian faction in Judah, in 

735n/735t, although some considered him the rightful ruler until his death in 732t, thus giving 

him the twenty years mentioned in 2 Kgs 15:30. The comparison of column 5 with the 

beginning and ending dates and with column 6 shows that the court recorders of Judah always 

kept in mind the official starting year of a king and were exact in all their representations of 

his reign length. 
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Table 3. Synchronisms, Israel to Judah 

 

      More exact 

Reference King began    in Formula date 

1 K 15:25 Nadab sole reign  2 Asa 912t - 910t =   2 910t/909n 

1 K 15:28,33 Baasha sole reign  3 Asa 912t - 909t =   3 909t/908n 

1 K 16:8 Elah sole reign 26 Asa 912t - 886t = 26 886t/885n 

 

1 K 16:10,15 Zimri sole reign 27 Asa 912t - 885t = 27 885t/884n 

1 K 16:21–23 Omri sole reign 31 Asa 912t - 881t = 31 880n/880t 

1 K 16:29 Ahab sole reign 38 Asa 912t - 874t = 38 874t/873n 

 

1 K 22:51 Ahaziah sole reign 17 Jehoshaphat 871t - 854t = 17 853n/853t 

2 K 3:1 Joram sole reign 18 Jehoshaphat 871t - 853t = 18 852n/852t 

2 K 1:17 Joram sole reign 2 (1) Jehoram 854t - 853t =   1 852n/852t 

 

2 K 9; 2 Ch 22 Jehu same time as Athaliah 841n/841t 841n/841t 

2 K 13:1 Jehoahaz sole reign 23 (22) Joash 836t - 814t = 22 814t/813n 

2 K 13:10 Jehoash sole reign 37 Joash 836t - 799t = 37 798n/798t 

 

2 K 14:23 Jeroboam II sole reign 15 Amaziah 797t - 782t = 15 782t/781n 

2 K 15:8 Zechariah sole reign 38 (37) Uzziah 791t - 754t = 37 Elul, 753 

2 K 15:13 Shallum sole reign 39 (38) Uzziah 791t - 753t = 38 Adar, 752 

 

2 K 15:17 Menahem rivalry 39 (38) Uzziah 791t - 753t = 38 Nisan 752 

2 K 15:23 Pekahiah rivalry 50 (49) Uzziah 791t - 742t = 49 742t/741n 

2 K 15:27 Pekah sole reign 52 (51) Uzziah 791t - 740t = 51 740t/739n 

 

2 K 15:30 Hoshea sole reign 20 (19) Jotham 751t - 732t = 19 732t/731n 

2 K 17:1 Hoshea –ended– 12 Ahaz 736t - 724t = 12 723n/723t 

 

 

Column 5 has the years that elapsed for the Judean king, giving the synchronism to Judah 

provided by the court recorders of Israel. Although the court recorders would not have written 

things in this fashion, the dates they used correspond to those displayed here in Nisan/Tishri 

notation and their calculations correspond to those shown in column 5. By comparison with 

column 4 and Table 2, it will be seen that the court recorders of Israel always used an official 

starting year (a Tishri year) from Judah, and they were always exact in their calculation of the 

synchronism. 
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Table 4. Synchronisms, Judah to Israel. 

 

 

     More exact 

Reference King began    in Formula date 

1 K 15:1;2 Ch 13:1 Abijah sole reign 18 (17) Jeroboam 931n - 914n = 17 914n/914t 

1 K 15:9  Asa sole reign 20 (19) Jeroboam 931n - 912n = 19 912t/911n 

1 K 22:41  Jehosh. sole reign 4 (3) Ahab 874n - 871n =   3 871t/870n 

 

2 K 8:16 Jehoram sole reign 5 (4) Joram 852n - 848n =   4 848n/848t 

2 K 8:25 Ahaziah sole reign 12 (11) Joram 852n - 841n = 11 841n/841t 

2 K 9:29 Ahaziah sole reign 11 Joram 852n - 841n = 11 841n/841t 

 

2 K 9; 2 Ch 22 Athaliah same time as Jehu 841n/841t  841n/841t 

2 K 12:1 Joash sole reign 7 (6) Jehu 841n - 835n =   6 835n/835t 

2 K 14:1 Amaziah sole reign 2 Jehoash 798n - 796n =   2 796n/796t 

 

2 K 15:1 Uzziah sole reign 27 (26) Jeroboam 793n - 767n = 26 767n/767t 

2 K 15:32 Jotham coregency 2 Pekah 752n - 750n =   2 750n/750t 

2 K 16:1 Ahaz coregency 17 Pekah 752n - 735n = 17 735n/735t 

 

2 K 18:1 Hezekiah coregency 3 Hoshea 732n - 729n =   3 729t/728n 

 

2 K 18:9 Hezekiah 4 (3) = Hoshea 7  729t -  726t =   3 

    732n - 725n =  7   725n/725t 

 

2 K 18:10 Hezekiah 6 (5) = Hoshea 9  729t -  724t =   5  

    732n - 723n =  9 723n/723t  

 

2 K 14:17; 2 Ch 25:25    Amaziah outlived Jehoash 15 years 782n - 767n = 15 767n/767t 

 

Column 5 has the years that elapsed for the Israelite king, giving the synchronism to Israel 

provided by the court recorders of Judah. Although the court recorders would not have written 

things in this fashion, the dates they used correspond to those displayed here in Nisan/Tishri 

notation and their calculations correspond to those shown in column 5. By comparison with 

column 4 and Table 1, it will be seen that the court recorders of Judah always used an official 

starting year (a Nisan year) from Israel, and they were always exact in their calculation of the 

synchronism. 


