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M. Christine Tetley,The Reconstructed Chronology of the
Divided KingdomWinona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 2005).

This book is a revision of Mrs. Tetley’s doctodidsertation on the biblical
chronology from the death of Solomon until the &dliSamaria. Eisenbrauns has done a
fine job in formatting the book, providing a widege layout that is useful for displaying
the numerous charts and tables. Indexes of autbeniptural references, and royal names
are provided. The author sees as her goal themiegss of a chronology that would
replace the work of Edwin Thiele for this periodtiofie. Overall, the system of Thiele
and those who built on his research is charac@asetoo complicated, since it is based
on giving consideration to whether the two kingdamght have used a different
calendar, or whether some regnal years and synisimemmight have been measured
from the start of a coregency, or whether the pestial year of a monarch was
considered his “zero” year or his “first” year (assion and non-accession counting,
respectively). Dr. Tetley therefore sees the need fresh approach to the chronology of
the divided kingdom. Her hypotheses are spelledmut18) as follows: Only one dating
system is employed in 1-2 Kings for both Judah larakl, and that dating system was
invariant over the time of the divided kingdomseTegnal years of kings were counted
from the day of accession, in the same way thatemmopeople reckon birthdays, and so
there is no need to consider whether the calenetarstarted in Nisan or Tishri. Regnal
years were not exact, but were rounded up or daxuth,no explanation given of how
this was done. No coregencies or rival reigns bellconsidered, since they are
“witnessed neither by the regnal formulas nor atimgptextual evidence.” Tetley’s
method can be described a®ar de forceof developing a chronology based on these
simplifying assumptions. It is only secondarilyexttcritical methodology, which is
Tetley’s own characterization of her approach.

The second distinctive of the author's methodeiséndeavor to examine all
recensions, Hebrew and Greek, of the Books of Kiagd to determine which recension,
or combination of recensions, points to the origaaonological data. Chapter 2
provides the background of these recensions. Chaplken has useful charts for
comparison of the chronological data—reign lengihg synchronisms—found in these
various textual traditions. Chapter 4 looks moresely at g, a tenth-century AD
manuscript in the Lucianic family. For the secoadf bf the period of the divided
monarchies, Tetley offers the opinion that i€the only extant text to give synchronisms
and regnal years that provide an internally coaststhronology for this period” (p. 63).
To the author’s credit, she nevertheless citeslachaho have decided that the Lucianic
MSS in general, and @ particular, are next to worthless for determgnthe chronology
of the period. The reader is thus forewarned timatchronology about to be constructed
will be in contradiction to the judgment of manytical studies of textual traditions in
the Books of Kings.

After a chapter dealing with regnal formulas, Cleap 6 through 9 develop the
Reconstructed Chronology, as based on the prestippspresented earlier and the
predilection for Greek texts, particularly, over the MT. As mentioned previously, the
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methodology here is primarily presuppositional, text-critical. This can be seen in the
various instances where Tetley finds no textuapsupfor her reconstruction, and indeed
where all relevant texts contradict it, but theit@djconsequences of the presuppositions
are allowed to override all evidence—textual, ingewnal, or otherwise. Even the text-
critical method, which can usually be bent to faaorauthor’s presuppositions, is
discarded by Tetley when it contradicts her pressfjons. The treatment given to the
Tyrian king list illustrates this approach. Thist)ias cited in Josephu#gainst Apion
allows a calculation of the time that elapsed betwihe start of construction of
Solomon’s Temple and the founding of Rome. Onceltte for the founding of the
Temple is calculated by this method, the biblicatiadfor the regnal years of Solomon
give 932 BC as the date of the beginning of thédéi kingdoms, plus or minus two
years at the maximum (see William Barnggjdies in the Chronology of the Divided
Monarchy of Isragl29-55). This agrees remarkably well with Thielg&e of 931 BC,

but it contradicts th&econstructed Chronologlate (981 BC) by forty-nine years. To
deal with this, Tetley starts by accepting theifigdof Barnes, F. M. Cross, and other
scholars that the Tyrian king Balezer&@a{i-manze) is attested in the inscriptions of
Shalmaneser lll as giving tribute in Shalmaneseigbteenth year, but she assigns this to
885 BC, forty-four years earlier than the 841 B&rewledged by Assyriologists. The
841 date is also consistent with Thiele’s dates)éu (841-814 BC), who gave tribute at
the same time as Balezeros. Here the Tyrian degazdnventional interpretation of the
Assyrian data, and the biblical data agree, angldlecontradict Tetley’s chronology.
The wisest course, once so many contradictiondbad encountered, would have been
to modify or discard the various presuppositiorsdu® construct that chronology.
Instead, Tetley added to them: she assumed thaiytien chronology needed to be
extended, and the presumption was made that Dodogder of Carthage, did not leave
Tyre in Pygmalion’s seventh year, but in his fosgwenth, for which there is no textual
warrant. Regarding the tribute of Balezeros indighteenth year of Shalmaneser I,
Tetley assumed that the usual interpretation oAtb®yrian data must be wrong (since it
was not in keeping with her assumptions), so sjeetexr] the Assyrian Eponym Canon
for all years before the Bur-Sagale eclipse of B&3 She further assumed that the
Israelite kinglaiawho gave tribute to Shalmaneser at the same tirBal@zeros was
Joram, not Jehu, and in 885 BC instead of in 841 Rifley adds extra presuppositions
like this throughout her work, so that her systemseup being more complicated than
the system of Thiele that she rejected as too doatpt.

Tetley's rejection of the Assyrian Eponym Canondlh dates before 763 BC
will not find a ready acceptance among Assyrioltsgi$he rationale for rejection is an
extra name during the reign of Adad-Nirari Il inelist of eponyms. Thiel&te
Mysterious Numbers of the Hebrew King8& ed., 73-76) explains this extra name, and
shows that the Eponym Canon is consistent wittKth@rsabad King List and the other
copies of the Eponym Canon when the single extoawn, found in only one
inscription, is recognized as an erroneous addifituele’s treatment shows the proper
usage of the text-critical method, which cannosaiel of Tetley’'s handling of the same
Assyrian texts. When she claims that an extra tyvemb eponyms are missing from the
reign of Adad-Nirari Ill, no Assyrian inscriptiortan be cited that give these eponyms,
nor is any explanation given how this stretchingAdad-Nirari’s reign to fifty years can
be compatible with the twenty-eight years givehita in the Assyrian King List. It is
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Thiele who uses properly the text-critical methodtudying these data, whereas the
approach oReconstructed Chronology clearly presupposition-driven, not text-driven.

Has this approach been able to make sense du wililical data for the
divided monarchies? There are thirty-three monamohslved in the two kingdoms for
this period of time. The reign lengths given faggh monarchs in Tetley’s chronology
differ from any text, MT or Greek, in eight cases, of which are more than the one year
that Tetley could attribute to “rounding.” For sevef the eight cases, all Greek MSS
agree with the MTc¢ontraTetley’s figures. For synchronisms between thesgskthe
statistics are equally bad: of the thirty-sevenciyanisms between Israel and Judah that
can be constructed from Tetley’s charts, twelvéhem find no support in any textual
tradition, MT or Greek. In eleven of these cases,difference is more than one year.
Also in eleven cases, all Greek MSS that give @lssonism agree with the MT against
Tetley. The Reconstructed Chronology, therefore) goor agreement with the extant
Greek data or with any combination of Greek andriletdata. Its chronology is
ultimately not determined by the underlying biblitaxts, nor is it determined by the
chronology of Assyria, Tyre, or any other surroungdination. It is determined by the
author’s presuppositions.

If we apply a similar test to Thiele’s chronoloigy the same period, we find
that all Thiele’s figures for reign lengths arehermony with the MT. With regard to
synchronisms, Thiele rejected the synchronisms éatviHezekiah and Hoshea in 2 Kgs
18, and he also failed to understand the Hoshea/8yrachronism of 2 Kgs 17:1. These
synchronisms are all dealt with adequately by tiekars who corrected Thiele’s
deficiencies, most notably by Leslie McFall. Theel&McFall chronology has no cases
in which the reign lengths and synchronisms dohawe textual backing, compared to
the twenty cases in which Tetley’s chronology hasaxtual support. This disparity is
even more striking when we consider that McFalsus@otation that is exact to within a
six-month period in most cases, compared to Tetlage of “rounding” to account for
small disparities. Surely a system that uses poecend matches all the data is to be
preferred to a system that is inexact and stilflatia with the data that supposedly
support it.

For Tetley’s purposes, the considerations of wthercalendar year started and
whether accession or non-accession reckoning wesare basically irrelevant, because
the small differences that these issues deternainelt be covered by her inexact
“rounding.” The real cause of the difference in taes given by Tetley’s chronology
and that of Thiele, McFall, and the Assyrian dataetley’s principle that there were no
coregencies and no rival reigns during the timthefdivided monarchies. This
presupposition leads to statements that are cleamdyneous. For example, in discarding
the data for a rivalry between Tibni and Omri, €gtbtates that the texts that show that
the rivalry began in Asa’s twenty-seventh year (5K 6:15) and ended with the death of
Tibni in Asa’s thirty-first year (1 Kgs 16:31) anet compatible with Omri reigning six
years in Tirzah before he built Samaria. This $&aous misunderstanding of the
passage; the death of Tibni and the founding oféB@are separate events that are not
assigned to the same year in any text. Yet basédeomisunderstanding that causes her
to reject these synchronisms to the regnal yeafsaf Tetley goes on to conclude that
“[i]t is evident that Tibni never reigned” (p. 13%pontradicting 1 Kgs 16:21, and that
“[n]either the MT pattern nor the OG/L [Old Greeklttianic] pattern explain the datum
at 16:23 for Omri’s accession in Asa’s’3fear” (p. 41). Here, as in at least sixteen other
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places, Tetley charges the Scriptures (particuléiny MT) with error, whereas it is her
presuppositions, not the Scripture, that are tbélpm. In all these cases it should have
been stated that the real conflict is with the atthpresuppositions, not with the
Scripture. Unfortunately this is not done, whichulgblead many readers to wrongly
conclude that the MT is repeatedly in error inctisonological data. Another instance of
misinterpretation of the scriptural data is found'etley’s treatment of the only other
example of a rival reign, when Pekah became |lead=r Ephraim while Menahem was
reigning in Samaria. One part of the evidencelc tivalry is the chronological data and
the other part is the various scriptural texts thmgly that there were two rival kingdoms
in the north in the time of Menahem. In dealinghnohe such text, Hos 5:5, Tetley writes
(p. 116) that th@avbetween “Israel” and “Ephraim” should be transiiads “even,
indeed,” so that there is no need to treat IsnaglEphraim as distinct entities. Since it
was necessary to read the text in its original Eelio come to this conclusion, one
wonders why it was not read more carefully. Thestarction has not just onav but

two, one before “Israel” and one before “Ephraitiis is the Hebrew way of expressing
“both ... and,” as in Zech 5:4 and many otheifgres. By saying “both Israel and
Ephraim,” the verse definitely implies two rivaasts; furthermore, the LXX here also
says “both . . . and’kfi . . . ka). Since it was essential to Tetley’s argumentions

that this verse does not imply two distinct kingdoimer lack of knowledge of Hebrew
constructions has led her to a wrong conclusiofs Would unfortunately mislead
readers who had no solid grounding in biblical lzages or who did not bother to check
the text in its original language.

The presupposition of no coregencies and no reighs requires adding extra
years to Tetley’s chronology in those instancesmthe given figure for regnal years
includes the time of a coregency. It therefore $ddaek into conflict with the Assyrian
data, such as the tribute of Menahem to Tiglathgei 1ll. On p. 177 she writes: “Neither
Assyrian inscriptions nor biblical text indicateygpersonal contact between Menahem
and Tiglath-Pileser,” despite 2 Kgs 15:19 (wherdelyeacknowledges that Pul = Tiglath-
Pileser) and Menahem'’s tribute being mentionedethiraes in Tiglath-Pileser’s
inscriptions. The final results put the beginnirigh® divided monarchy in 981 BC, fifty
years earlier than the 931 date given by Thieleaao@épted by the majority of scholars
who are most influential in this field, includingek Finegan, Kenneth Kitchen, T. C.
Mitchell, Gershon Galil, Leslie McFall, and Eugayerrill.

What if Tetley’s approach were to be applied ® ¢hronology of ancient
Egypt? Her criticism that Thiele’s system is toongdicated would apply even more to
Egypt: the Egyptian calendar, and how it changeautijhout Egypt’s history, provides a
complex question that is still under investigatiblow the various pharaohs related their
reigns to this calendar is also a complicated isané the ways they did this was
different at various times in the various dynastiggyptian chronological methods are
more complicated than the methods that Thiele fouei used by Israel and Judah.
However, these minor matters regarding the caleyekar could be ignored if
Egyptologists adopted Tetley’s “rounding,” evenugb Egyptologists could argue from
inscriptions that this is an improper understandihggyptian practice, in the same way
that sound scholarship has shown that it is imprépédreating the biblical texts. But the
real problem would be because of coregencies aatrgigns, just as with Judah, Israel,
and Assyria. Here the same criticisms thatReeonstructed Chronologgakes of
Thiele’s interpretations could be applied to the/iigan data: the various pharaohs do
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not always tell us that they are measuring thearydérom a coregency, or that there was
a rival pharaoh ruling in another city, and socallonological systems that take these
things into account would be rejected. All data gteow that sometimes a change was
made in either the calendar or the way that pharaolbnted their years would also be
rejected, since these ancient personalities didetawe any explanation for the modern
scholar that they were doing anything unusuahétke principles—the same as are
applied as a criticism of Thiele’s chronologyReconstructed Chronologywere

applied to Egyptian history, the result would bgaditrous, on an even grander scale than
the dislocations already described in Tetley’sttrest of Hebrew and Assyrian history.
What does this say about any methodology thatsstdth presuppositions, rather than
with a careful study of the practices and methddmacient scribes and court recorders?
When such an approach would not be given serionsideration by Egyptologists or
Assyriologists, why does it find acceptance in il studies?

There is, however, a different way to approachstiidy of OT chronology. It
can be characterized as the inductive method—atesthrts with observations, rather
than presuppositions. Induction is the method Wdd by V. Coucke, Thiele, Siegfried
Horn, Kenneth Kitchen, and Leslie McFall. It had te lasting contributions in the field
of ancient Near Eastern chronology, as well abénbore specific field of biblical
chronology. Anyone who desires to understand tmendiogy of the divided kingdom
can do no better than to read the first four chapié Thiele’sMysterious Numberis
order to grasp the fundamental principles of howient scribes measured the years of
their king and their kingdom. Although some of Tiaig Assyrian data have been
updated by later studies, the general trend oktfiadings has been to corroborate his
work, not invalidate it. After becoming familiar thithe basic principles (accession vs.
non-accession years, coregencies, Nisan and Tsars), it would be profitable to read
McFall's “Translation Guide” article iBSac1991 to see how they can be applied with
an exact notation to produce a chronology that lsarmony with all the data used to
derive that chronology, with no outlandish presugans necessary. McFall’s
chronology is based on the MT, and in no case di&d¥ or Thiele find a superior
reading in the LXX. This presents a challenge tohaise who would favor the LXX:
Produce a chronology that is based on any reatlatgs presumed to be superior in the
LXX, and then demonstrate that the chronology hassame internal and external
harmony as the Thiele/McFall system. Shenkel, wiedepred “Old Greek” readings in
the Books of Kings, was not able to do this; herditleven try. Tetley, with her
preference for the Lucianic text and with various mixing and matching, was a lorayw
from being able to do it, as was demonstrated alfewéar it is only the MT that allows
the building of a consistent chronology for theipeof the divided monarchies. Until
some scholar is able to produce a similar succébsl{X variant readings, it must be
said that the preference for the MT readings inhedse matters is no longer just a
hypothesis or a presupposition; it is a conclusidns has an important bearing on
textual studies: here is a mathematical systenh@nology) that can be used to test
which data are original or authentic and whichlater corruptions. If the chronological
data of the MT were not authentic—the actual datessynchronisms for these various
kings—then neither Thiele nor McFall nor anyoneeelsuld have constructed a
chronology from them that in every case is faithéuthe original texts and in every
proven instance is consistent with Assyrian andyRatian chronology. This
mathematical demonstration should sit in judgmeet ¢the various theories of text
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formation: If a theory of text formation cannot édp how the chronological data of the
MT has produced a chronology that in every respeeims authentic for the four
centuries of the monarchic period, then that theaugt be rejected as another example
of a presupposition-based approach that cannot tmeeational criteria for credibility.
Christine Tetley’'RReconstructed Chronology therefore only recommended to
those who have first read and understood the Ipaisiciples of the chronology of the
kingdom period that Thiele explains and McFall weodut in extensive detail, using an
exact notation while at the same time correctingel€fs errors in the handling of the
eighth-century BC data for the southern kingdomcé&a basic understanding is achieved
from these two sources, a reading of Rexonstructed Chronologyill reveal how
unfair its criticisms are regarding Thiele’s woakd the reader will not be so likely to be
misled by the author’'s misunderstandings of Thagld the scriptural data. The reader
might then be able to profit from the book’s abumzkaof references to the various
studies that have been done in this field. But gesithe best benefit would come if the
reader approaches the book with the purpose afigéew an author’'s presuppositions
can lead to repeated contradictions of the essefatia, and then ask the question: When
is it appropriate to stop and say that these cdittians mean that the presuppositions
are wrong? All who write in the field of biblicaluglies need to continually ask this of
our work, and if the reader will read tReconstructed Chronologyith this question in
mind, it may be of considerable benefit. If, howetke reader is not solidly grounded in
historical methods and the chronological usagestfuity, then the book will lead him
or her into the wrong conclusions about Thiele’shndology, the trustworthiness of the
OT scriptures (particularly, the MT) regarding amotogy, and several other matters such
as the reliability of the Assyrian Eponym Canomir810 BC to 763 BC.

Rodger C. Young
St. Louis, Missouri

Page 6 of 6



