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The Problem

From the beginning of the Davidic dynasty to tHeaee of Jehoiachin from prison, mentioned at the
end of 2 Kings, represents a period of about fodr @ne-half centuries. For this time-period, theksoof
Kings, Chronicles, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel providerd20 dates, lengths of reign, and synchronisats th
form the raw material for constructing a chronoldgythese times. For anyone who tries to assethielse
data into a chronological scheme, it soon beconees that is a formidable task. Some older integrse
handled the apparent discrepancies in the numlyergroducing interregna, that is, periods of tichging
which no king was assumed to be on the throne. iSHilse using scissors to fashion fill-in pieces a
needed for a picture puzzle that otherwise does®®tn to fit together. To the credit of these intetgrs,
they genuinely regarded the Bible as the Word a,@md their aim in writing was to explain the texd
to strengthen the faith of God’s people by attemgptd produce a harmonious chronology from the
received text.

However, there arose interpreters who did not sthésegoal of building up others in the faith. Thei
goal was to discredit any supernatural explanatfcthe origin of the Scriptures and the miraclesrded
therein, replacing these matters of “faith” withatvhhey were quick to label as a “scientific” apgeb to
religion. But the science of these writers wasthetscience that brought about the scientific natioh of
modern times, because the method of true scieads stith observation, whereas these writers starte
with a theory and then used that theory to recanstristory. They either trampled on or ignoredsuc
observations as were beginning to come from ardbgeal findings in the ancient Near East. Thus De
Wette had no archaeological findings or any othstiohical facts to support his theory that the Bobdk
Deuteronomy was invented during the days of JoglahWette 1805); the theory merely supplied an
explanation to replace the supernatural alternatisenely that it was a revelation to Moses dursrgél’s
wandering in the desert. Neither did Wellhausetdbhis theory of the development of Israel’s redigion
a study of ancient Near Eastern inscriptions; exten imposition of Darwin’s evolutionary ideas and
Hegel’s dialectic was used to construct an imagiragcheme for the history of Israel and the fororabf
the OT canon (Wellhausen 1882).

Deductive Methodology As Applied to the Problem

Wellhausen’s Documentary Hypothesis and its lafshoots (the socio-economic approachégth’s
deuteronomistic history [Noth 1981], etc.) are epéen of the deductive method. Deduction is “infeen
in which the conclusion about particulars follovecassarily from general or universal premises”
(Webster’s Ninti1989). One universal premise of these approachbsatshe Scriptures did not come in
any supernatural God-with-man encounter or revaatit least in the sense of God speaking to and
through Moses as stated in the Pentateuch. Digwgation was replaced by various explanationsoef h
writers from a later time fabricated stories abwmiracles and revelations that they ascribed todiml
remembered heroes from their nation’s past. With\tew of the origin of Scripture, it would necasdy
follow that the various authors who put together Books of Kings and Chronicles could not possibly
have handled correctly all the historical detaitsf the time of the Hebrew monarchs. Thus, wittarddo
the chronological data in the Books of Kings, thkofving conclusions were reached by scholars who
followed the fashionable ideas of higher criticism:

. R. Kittel: “Wellhausen has shown, by convincingseas, that the synchronisms within the Book
of Kings cannot possibly rest on ancient traditiout, are on the contrary simply the products dfieil
reckoning . .."

. Theodore H. Robinson: “Wellhausen is surely righbélieving that the synchronisms in Kings
are worthless, being merely a late compilation ftbmactual figures given.”

. S. R. and G. R. Driver: “Since, however, it is clea various grounds that these synchronisms are
not original, any attempt to base a chronologichkesne on them may be disregarded.”

. Karl Marti: “Almost along the whole line, the diggancy between synchronisms and years of
reign is incurable.”
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. Cyrus Gordon: “The numerical errors in the BookKfgs have defied every attempt to ungarble
them. Tho45e errors are largely the creation oktlitors . . . the editors did not execute the syomisms
skillfully.”

Such conclusions about the unreliability of theoctulogical data of the kingdom period follow lodlga
once the presuppositions of these scholars argéegtamd their deductive method pursued. The adganta
of the deductive approach is that it is readily@dble to whatever is currently fashionable inlietgual
circles. At present that seems to be the socio@uanapproach to historical interpretation, or pgrithe
“deuteronomistic history” theorizing of Martin Notiihe disadvantage of the deductive approach ts tha
nothing is ever settled for certain; the resultsami®ed are as diverse as the presuppositions afcthaars,
since diverse presuppositions produce diverseteedihis is readily seen from the discordant opisio
regarding the origin of the text given by scholat® follow the traditio-historic, socio-economiacica
other literary-critical methods that force a priasisumptions on the Biblical data.

The Inductive Method

There were, however, some scholars who followeih@nctive approach in Biblical and chronological
studies. Induction is “inference of a generalizedatusion from particular instances—compare
DEDUCTION’ (Webster's Nintl1989). Broadly speaking, deduction starts with ggles, whereas induction
starts with observation. When studying the chrogplof the Hebrew monarchies, the following areas of
evidence should be considered if an inductive mig$o be pursued:

1. There is evidence from Jewish writings thatNtesv Year might be reckoned from the spring
month of Nisan, and other evidence that it mighifeasured from the fall month of TisAn unbiased
approach would consider both these options.

2. There is evidence from the field of Egyptologgttsovereigns, during their lifetime, occasionally
invested their son with the royal office, thus famma coregenc$.The years of the son’s reign might be
counted from the year he became coregent insteftdrofthe first year of sole reign. Some coregenaie
the Scripture are plainly stated, as in 1 Kingg12Kings 15:5, and 1 Chronicles 23:1. An induetiv
approach should consider the possibility of coreges) and the possibility that the years of a kingld be
measured either from the beginning of a coregendsom the beginning of a sole reign.

3. There is also evidence from the field of Egypgyi for the existence of rival reigns—reigns for
which the years of the pharaohs cannot be addethtegbecause two pharaohs were ruling simultafgous
from different capital$.Such a phenomenon is reported in the Bible foréfgns of Tibni and Omri (1
Kgs 16:21-22).

4. There is evidence that there were two ways afaeing the first year of a king’s reign—whether
that year was reckoned as year one of his reigwhether it was reckoned as his “accession” ord’zer
year. The two possibilities are called the non-asica and accession methods, respectively. Sirce th
evidence for both usages in the ancient Near Eagroper methodology that starts from observations
should not rule out either possibility for the kingf Judah and Israel.

5. The final source of evidence for the inductivetihed would be the texts of Kings, Chronicles,
Jeremiah, and Ezekiel that give chronological éatéhe kingdom period. These texts (in the Hebrew
originaP) should be accepted as raw data (observations§sitihey can be shown to be self-contradictory
or contradictory to established external dates.

From this list of observations, it is clear that thductive approach faces a great difficulty. That
difficulty is how to handle the various possib#giinherent in a proper treatment of all the olet@ms just
listed and their multiple combinations. The easy wmhandle this complexity is to make simplifying
assumptions. Thus tt&eder Olanand the Talmud assume that all reign lengths a&&sored from the
start of the king’s sole reign. Just the opposstsuanption was made by Gershon Galil; he assumeditha
regnal years when a coregency is involved were areddrom the start of the coregency (Galil 1998). 1
An even greater simplification was postulated byllWaeisen, who ruled out coregencies altogethem eve
the plainly-stated coregency of David with Solombithe consequences of this kind of procedure are
obvious: the scholars who make such simplifyingiagstions will not agree with scholars who make
other, contradictory assumptions. The simplificasiovill also produce chronologies that contradict
Scriptural texts at some point or another; the Eghawill then, unjustifiably, claim that the Sanipe is in
error because it does not fit their scheme.
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Successes of the Inductive Method

In contrast, scholars who have used the inducfpecach attempt to make no a priori assumptions.
Instead, they employ Scriptural texts to deterntieemethod used by the ancient authors, taking into
account the different archaeological and historésédiences listed above, and not ruling out anwibdgy
until there are valid reasons for so doing. In1B20s Professor Coucke in Belgium determined from a
careful analysis of the data in Kings and Chromittext Judah began its regnal years in Tishri, edeer
Israel began its regnal years in Nisan (Coucke 1328 also determined that the reign lengths ofitisé
kings of Judah and Israel were in harmony with eztbler if these first kings in Judah used accession
reckoning while their counterparts in Israel weseng non-accession reckoning to measure their yefars
reign.

Some years later an American scholar, Edwin Thiditgovered these same principles, although when
he began publishing his findings he was not awafeooicke’s earlier work. Thiele was able to detereni
the chronology of the kings of Israel and Judah more satisfactory way than Coucke, and his ppaici
work, The Mysterious Numbers of the Hebrew Kjngant through three editions. The chronology ef th
northern kingdom, Israel, remained virtually theneahrough these three editions, and Leslie Mcirall
other conservative writers have only offered mimadifications such as narrowing the date for thieofa
Samaria and the end of Hoshea'’s reign to theHaltof the year beginning in Nisan of 723 BC, eth
than allowing for the full year as did Thiele. Tleis chronology of the northern kingdom has stdueltest
of time, and in particular his date for the begimgnof the divided monarchies is widely accepted by
conservative and non-conservative scholars afike.

However, for the southern kingdom, Judah, Thielledao recognize that the synchronisms of Hezekiah
of Judah and Hoshea of Israel in 2 Kings 18 impht Hezekiah at this time was coregent with hisdat
Ahaz. This was a blind spot on Thiele’s part, beedue recognized that Hezekiah’s father, grandfathe
and great-grandfather had coregencies with thtiefa, and Hezekiah had a coregency with his sbg; w
then rule out a coregency of Hezekiah with Ahaz®&en though many scholars pointed out this
explanation of the synchronisms in 2 Kings 18, Tehiefused to accept this solution and did not even
discuss it in the final two editions of his book.

It remained then for others to complete the appboeof principles that Thiele used elsewhere, ¢bgr
providing a chronology for the eighth-century kirafsJudah that is in complete harmony with themeig
lengths and synchronisms given in 2 Kings and 2@lctes. The most thorough work in this regard was
Leslie McFall's 1991 article iBibliotheca SacrgMcFall 1991: 3—-45). McFall made his way througb t
reign lengths and synchronisms of Kings and Chtesjand using an exact notation that indicated
whether the years were being measured accordidigdah’s Tishri years or Israel's Nisan years, he wa
able to produce a chronology for the divided mohi@sthat was consistent with all the Scripturatde
chosen. This was the logical outgrowth of Thieletsk, and it attained a kind of holy grail that Haekn
sought for 22 centuries, namely a rational explanatf the chronological data of the Hebrew monegh
that was consistent with the Scriptural texts thate used to construct that chronology, and alssistent
with several fixed dates from Assyrian and Babyorinistory. These fixed dates are the following: th
Battle of Qargar in 853 BC, at which ShalmanedeoflAssyria listed Ahab of Israel as one of higdo
(see the further discussion below); the tribut@edfu of Israel to Shalmaneser in 841 BC; the iovesf
Sennacherib in Hezekiah's 14th year, 701 BC; trahdef King Josiah when he fought against Pharaoh
Necho, who was on his way to take Carchemish fimerBtabylonians, in 609 BC; Nebuchadnezzar's
initial capture of Jerusalem in 605 BC, at whichdiDaniel and other Judeans were taken to Babgiwh;
the second capture of Jerusalem and its king Jetoidy Nebuchadnezzar—the exact date of which is
given in the Babylonian Chronicle as 2 Adar, i.arlbh 16, 597 BC.

Significance of the Successes of the Inductive Method

The significance of Thiele’s work and its logicatension in McFall's article can hardly be
overestimated. One way of emphasizing the signifieds to consider just how improbable such an
accomplishment was when starting from the prema$éise critics who were cited earlier in this deic
They, and many others who could be quoted, beligvaiit was impossible to construct a coherent and
rational chronology from the data given in the ireed text. The primary reason for this belief (abelief)
must have been because they saw little reasonrsoi@all the hard work that Coucke and Thiele load t
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struggle with before they determined the methodt®Biblical authors; why spend time trying to
determine if there was a reasonable explanatidheofexts when they were sure that late-date \stitarch
as they supposed were the authors of Scripturdg cmt have produced an accurate chronology fag-on
past events?

In this conclusion they were correct, if their Stag assumption is granted. If late-date authors an
editors who lived long after the events they wezeatibing put together the Scriptures, then suthoas
and editors could not have produced chronologiata df the complexity found in Kings, Chronicles,
Jeremiah, and Ezekiel that are consistent with ettedr and also consistent with several dates sydan
and Babylonian history. The anti-supernaturaligioshave declared implicitly or explicitly thatdse
presumed writers could never give us a consistemtnology for the kingdom period. However, such a
chronology has been produced, and so the crities Bstablished by their own statements that théiai
assumption about the late-date origin of the td)daarces used in Kings and Chronicles was false.

Their error can be demonstrated as follows. Imagomeone cutting a series of arbitrary shapesfout o
cardboard—in the present case, more than 120 $iagfes—and then hoping that somehow these shapes
would fit together in a picture puzzle. Better thha analogy of a picture puzzle is that of a Iqmiezle.
Figure 1 shows a logic puzzle. The example giveaisdeith trying to match five professors with their
classes and their eccentric ideas. The clues, giveentences one through seven, provide sufficient
information to solve the puzzle. An instructive eige would be to try to make up clues for thisztez
before determining the answer to the puzzle. ¥ thiattempted, it will soon be concluded that-tidee
editors cannot just invent clues and have therfitatigether; the answer must be known before ctaas
be provided that will fit together into a solutidfurthermore a sufficient number of clues mustibergso
that someone else can solve the puzzle.
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Figure 1. Example of a Logic Puzzle.

Amy takes five classes (including history) at Bierinlan University, each taught by a different
professor. At first she was baffled by the fact wch instructor (including Professor Bookwermas h
different eccentric pet theory, but by now she ¢patsen used to their digressions. Can you detereéoh

professor’s class and theory?

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

2. Her philosophy class meets just after that efgtofessor who claims that dinosaurs were really
aliens who got stuck here on a field trip.

3. Her political science class meets just befoeecthss with the professor who insists that
Shakespeare’s plays were really written by someaneed Larry.

4. Professor Smartalecq believes that gravityhieax perpetrated by the hot-air balloon industry;
Professor Noetalle does not teach history.

5. Amy's psychology professor firmly believes titta lunar landing was faked on a North Dakota
prairie.

6. As one professor orated about dinosaurs, Ampypsti out to attend her next class, led by Dr.
Eguehedd.

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

=y )
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Bookwerme
Eguehedd
Noetalle
Smartalecq
Weissenhimer
Dinosaurs
Earth is flat
Gravity

Lunar landing
Shakespeare

! Puzzle is from Scott McKinney, “Academia Nuts, Diell Logic PuzzlegNorwalk, Conn.: Dell Magazines, Dec.
2001):10. Copyright © 2007, Dell Magazines. Delgi®Puzzles, December 2001. Used with permissidhef
publisher. All rights reserved. Visit Onlinewatvw.dellmagazines.corfor more favorite puzzles.
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This illustration is relevant to the Bible’s chrdogical texts related to the divided monarchieseSéh
texts form, in every respect, a logic puzzle. Theyide approximately 124 clues to help determine a
chronology of the time, compared to the nine clingbe seven sentences of the logic puzzle of Eiqur
Since a little experimentation will show that wacat produce arbitrary clues that will give any doo
chance of success for a simple logic puzzle of nines unless we know the answer beforehand, then h
could someone produce 124 clues that make up thgt@el logic puzzle, and have all these clues
consistent with each other, unless he or she alrieelv the answer and then was very careful to give
sufficient number of clues to lead to the answer?

How do you solve a logic puzzle like that of Figdf2One way is to try various combinations to §ee i
they fit the clues given. But even for a fairly gil@ logic puzzle like this, it soon becomes obvithet
there are so many ways to combine things that atiemqce gives out. In frustration, then, we takmokl
step: make assumptions! Surely no professor obpbhy would believe that gravity is a hoax, ang an
professor of biology would know that dinosaurs gedl from frogs and after that they evolved intalbir
and flew away. After a few more such bold assunmgtiét will be possible to work out a solution. Wihe
that solution conflicts with some of the clues aradly given (and it almost inevitably will), we caleclare
that the original clues are mistakes introducedityncompetent editor who did not know the factthef
case. This is similar to the authors cited eavlieo could not solve the chronological puzzle andwten
declared that the Scriptural texts contained nuoeesrors.

The other way to solve the puzzle is to use thadtide method. That is, start with the clues giaed
see if they can be combined to give a reasonahléi@o, without trampling on the clues or throwiogt
some of them, as in the deductive method. Thisheilthe more difficult way to proceed. But when it
comes up with a solution, one that is consistettt @l the clues given, then who can doubt thi the
right method? And who can doubt that the Thiele/MtEhronology of the divided kingdom that made
sense of all the date-formulas chosen in Kings@manicles is to be preferred over the chronologfes
those writers who followed the deductive method imtrdduced several assumptions in order to justify
their schemes? These were assumptions that Thidl&aFall did not need to make, since they were
basically constrained to only the observations #&re necessary for the inductive method. Wouldatiot
calm and rational minds conclude that a soluti@t th consistent with the data and which makes the
fewest assumptions is preferable to solutionsah&not consistent with the data and that makerakve
unjustified assumptions?

Here then is a great mystery: the Author of theohblogical puzzle in Kings and Chronicles knew the
answer, and He was careful to provide enough dodghat an answer could be found after suitabletahen
exercise. The chronological texts of the kingdomqakare revealed as an example of something quite
awesome: purposeful design. In other words, Iggetit Design. There is no other explanation for latiw
these texts can fit together, and how a sufficremhber have been given so that the chronology ean b
solved without having to resort to the arbitrarguaaptions of the deductive method. But just as appts
of Intelligent Design grasp at straws with a sdibland faith that their own presuppositions mustright,
so practitioners of the deductive method will nesee the design inherent in the chronological tektke
kingdom period unless they are willing to give hpit wrong approach and their wrong presuppositions
regarding the origin of the text.

Some Refinements to the Thiele/McFall System

In speaking of the Thiele/McFall chronological gyst it was stated above that it was consistent alith
the texts that McFall used to build his chronoldggwever, McFall did not use some texts out of the
approximately 124 of an exact nature that are tinesdfor this period. My own efforts were directed
toward examining all these texts and making itfitst priority to determine the methods of the authof
Scripture. In order to manage all the data and fhassible combinations without making a priori
assumptions, it was necessary to introduce theadaihDecision Tables that | had made use of in my
work as a systems analyst. Decision Tables hadegrowaluable in handling the complexities of thstl
major system that | designed at IBM. Fresh froms thiperience, | saw that Decision Tables coulddeel u
to explore all the combinations of the chronolobmarameters that were presented earlier in thicler
Decision Tables allow the exploring of all possthak that are consistent with the investigatogsib
assumptions, and they show which combinations afgrassumptions are not compatible with the data.
The “data,” in this case, are the texts being s@ind fixed dates from Assyrian and Babyloniatohys
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The method of Decision Tables is entirely logieald, if used properly, entirely impartial; it prdes the
final step that is needed in the inductive methogglfor examining these chronological texts.

The first contribution that was made by the usBefision Tables was a resolution of some
discrepancies in Thiele’s figures for the regnalrgeof Jehoshaphat, Ahaziah, and Athaliah (Yourg20
598-99; Young 2004: 578-79). The second contributigalt with the end of the monarchic period,
utilizing texts in Ezekiel that were not used byRad in building his chronology. Ezekiel's textsost that
non-accession years are to be used for Zedekialrary to the assumption of Thiele and McFall that
Zedekiah's years are given by accession countingprinuation of this analysis showed that all the
Scriptures in Jeremiah, Ezekiel, 2 Kings, and 2o8tutes are in harmony for Zedekiah's reign, and al
show that it ended at the fall of Jerusalem instivamer of 587 BCYoung 2004%). Decision Tables
provided the only convenient way to handle all éhets in a consistent manner. When this method is
used, all 124 items of exact chronological datatierperiod of the Hebrew kingdoms combine to poedu
a consistent and harmonious chronology for a pesfarler 400 year$®

Skeptics may assert that the harmony of theset8oepis all an artifact of the method of Thiele an
those who followed him, even though that harmong aehieved without the necessity of making the
various a priori assumptions that characterizedtrguctive method. To take the view that the metifod
Thiele and McFall was an artificial approach wobtglike maintaining that a logic puzzle of 124 clue
could be put together in an artificial and arbigreray that did not agree with the original designyone
who doubts this should try to make up clues fordingple puzzle in Figure 1 without knowing the amsw
The clues will generally fail to fit together untethe person giving the clues knows the answeisawery
careful to make all clues consistent with that aers\8imilarly, the chronological puzzle could netiave
been put together by Thiele and those who follohiedif the original data were not authentic, thgttiue
to history. Errors in the original data, such asildidoe predicted by any theory of limited inspioati
would have meant that neither McFall nor anyone etsuld have combined all 124 exact statistics anto
coherent and rational chronology. But this is elyashat has been accomplished by the scholarly and
logical application of the inductive method.

Why Is the Problem So Complex?

But why is the problem so complicated? Why haakiet over two millennia until the work of Coucke,
Thiele, McFall and others has given us a solut@rthe chronological texts in Kings, Chronicles,
Jeremiah, and Ezekiel? And why must a proper metloggt to handle all these data include the use of
Decision Tables in order to eliminate wrong assuomgtand to show all the possibilities that must be
explored before the best solution can be determiined

The same questions regarding methodology couldkedsof any non-trivial logic puzzle. It would be
very difficult to solve the logic puzzle of Figutewithout first learning how to use the grid thatricluded
below the puzzle. All puzzle-solvers learn to usese grids. They are really Decision Tables. Ififien
Tables are necessary to solve logic puzzles, thendan the complicated chronological data of Jeabmi
Ezekiel, Kings, and Chronicles be handled withoakimg use of a similar logical method?

This does not answer the question of why the da&ta@complex that it is necessary to be very oaref
to use a logical methodology that includes Decidiables in order to handle them and to show which
combinations are feasible and which produce coittiads. One might as well ask why it is necessary
master the methods of calculus to gain even ampirgdiry understanding of the motions of the plarets],
beyond that to master both Special and GeneraltiRglaf more exact refinements in planetary and
satellite motion are to be handled. Does anyonelssythese laws are not valid, just because @daffort
and discipline to understand them? Perhaps we wuwaud liked the Scriptures, in matters of chrongjog
to be easier to understand, so that there woulthanat been so many interpreters declaring that the
Scripture is in error simply because these intégpsenvere incompetent in determining the methodbef
authors of Scripture. In matters essential to alvagion the Scriptures are plain enough that afavang
man, though a fool, need not err therein. But meofareas such as the one presently under disoussio
God’s ways are not our ways, and His thoughts iyleeln than our thoughts. It was not in the Holyrgi
design to make all portions of Scripture easy tdaustand. It was in His design to make all Scripiso it
is without error.

Successes of the Inductive Method with Respect to External Dates
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The Scriptural chronological puzzle cannot stan@datation. For any solution to be credible, it tus
match several fixed dates from the histories ofstimeounding nations. Therefore it is important to
determine which of these dates are truly “fixedhtiavhich are open to question because of possible
misinterpretations of the relevant data.

After the considerable effort of determining thénpiples of the ancient Hebrew court recorders wehos
records are cited in Kings and Chronicles, Thietelpced a relative chronology for the kings of Judad
Israel that was not tied to external dates and kwttierefore was not expressed in terms of BC yédgs.
then made this into an “absolute” calendar by chmgpwo dates in which Shalmaneser lll, king of
Assyria, had contact with the kings of Israel. is $ixth year, Shalmaneser listed Ahab of Israelresof
his foes at the Battle of Qargar. Twelve years let&halmaneser’s eighteenth year, the famouskBlac
Obelisk shows tribute being received from Jehug kifisrael, with what is apparently the figureJehu
himself bowing at the feet of the Assyrian monaifie advantage of these two references in
Shalmaneser’s annals was that the twelve yearskettihe mention of Ahab and the mention of Jehe gav
just enough time for the two kings who intervenetileen Ahab and Jehu, assuming non-accession
reckoning for Israelite kings. This means that Btaaleser’s sixth year was Ahab’s last year and his
eighteenth year was Jehu’s first year.

When Thiele began his studies, most Assyriologiated Shalmaneser’s sixth year to 854 BC and his
eighteenth year, the year of Jehu'’s tribute, to B&2 However, when Thiele used these dates asitieoa
points with which to assign BC years to his chroggl he found that the fourteenth year of Hezekiah,
which Sennacherib threatened Jerusalem (2 Kgs 1&B8:1), came out as one year earlier than @ie 7
BC date that seemed well established for the Aasyiricursion. The Biblical data could not be made
compatible with this date without extensive emelntiadf the pertinent texts. Which was wrong, the
Biblical data or the dates given by the majorityAskyriologists for Shalmaneser’s reign? On further
investigation, Thiele found a minority opinion, tiddy some European scholars, which placed the fegna
years of Shalmaneser one year later, an adjustimanibrought agreement between Thiele’s Biblical
chronology and the Assyrian records. Thiele deverdojoirther the correction of these European schplar
resulting in a revision of the Assyrian Eponym Qatlwat he published as an appendix in all thretoedi
of Mysterious NumberdThiele’s revised Canon is now generally acceptedssyriologists. This was the
first of a string of successes in which the Bildlidata, as interpreted by Thiele, were able tododiarity
and resolution to disputed areas in the chronotdgyssyria and Babylonia.

As has been illustrated above, the method of schatho do not have a high opinion of the historical
credibility of Scripture is to invent fanciful reastructions of the origin of the Biblical text bdsen anti-
supernaturalistic presuppositions. This is in casttwith the proper scientific approach that wascdbed
by Gary Byers in a previous issueRible and SpadéByers 1999:9), an approach that starts with
observation, continues with the construction of/jpdthesis, and then devises means to test thatlnggis.
In the scientific method, the final step in testmtheory is to determine whether it can prediet ne
phenomena that were not part of the observatioed isformulating the theory. An example of this is
when Einstein predicted, based on his Theory ofeGdrRelativity, that light passing by a massivgob
such as a star would deviate slightly from a stralme path. This phenomenon had not been noticed
previously but it was observed when an appropeaperiment was performed, thereby validating the
theory. In historical studies, we cannot performpeakments like this to verify a theory as in the/gibal
sciences. Something closely analogous to it octunsever, when a historical theory is shown to be
consistent with new data that were not availablemte theory was formulated. This happened when
Thiele found that his chronology disagreed with¢baventional Assyrian chronology for the reign of
Shalmaneser lll, but further study showed thatctiveventional chronology was wrong and Thiele’s
chronology was correct. There have been otherrinstawhere new data, unknown when Thiele first
published his ideas, have verified the chronologiwveed from the Biblical data while demonstratihgtt
interpretations which contradicted the Biblicalalatere mistaken. An example is Thiele’s conclusiat
Samaria fell to Shalmaneser V in 723 BC and n&dmon Il in 722 or later, as was accepted by the
majority of Assyriologists when Thiele first puliisd his results. Thiele’s date was verified in 196&n
Tadmor published a study of Sargon’s records shgiat Sargon had no campaigns in the west in Y22 o
721. Another vindication came when Wiseman pubtisthe Babylonian Chronicle, showing that
Nebuchadnezzar’s first attack on Jerusalem car85rBC, in agreement with Thiele’s date for thagrav
but contrary to Albright and other scholars whacpldithe event in 603 BC or later. Finally, Thiekelh
predicted that when the full text of the extanttipms of the “Iran Stele” of Tiglath-Pileser Il wa
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published, it would show that the date that mostyfislogists gave for Menahem’s tribute to Tiglath-
Pileser, 738 BC, would be shown to rest on an ip@rdnterpretation of the previously-deciphered tex
dealing with the tribute. Thiele’s expectation wasified when Tadmor published the full text of finan
Stele in 1994, eight years after Thiele’s déath.

An Argument for Inerrancy

All this demonstrates that a method that starth thie Scriptural texts and assumes they are caurgitt
proven otherwise is the correct method to usestolical research, whereas the deductive methddstha
usually followed by rationalist critics of the Bébls ineffective for determining an accurate intetation
of historical events. More than that, their metHodw is basically unscientific and irrational.

Another important point should not be overlookeds that the inductive approach to the chronolalgic
data of Scripture could never have succeeded utllesgata it was examining—the texts dealing with
reign lengths and synchronisms in Kings, Chronjclesemiah, and Ezekiel—were authentic. It was
mentioned previously that there are approximat@l duch exact statistics in these six major bodkseo
Bible. The rationalist critics cited earlier werga that these statistics could not all be cortéat.scholars
who were predisposed toward a low view of inspiratithe abundant and complex chronological data of
the Hebrew monarchies was the one place wherenbey sure that not just one, but numerous errors of
fact could be found. But thorough and sound sckblpr based on an inductive approach, has shown tha
all these data appear authentic. Theories of ame8cripture cannot explain this accuracy. Theaegpg
authenticity of approximately 124 exact statisticsix major books of the Bible, covering more t9
years of history, is exactly what would be expedtelde doctrine of inerrancy is true and all douds of
limited inspiration that assume errors in the hist statements of Scripture are false.

This of course does not prove that the Scriptunedsrant. A “proof” of inerrancy would have to
establish all facts external to the Bible and thleow that all Biblical texts touching on these &sare
true. This is impossible. The doctrine of inerramély never be established by showing that certain
Biblical statements, previously disputed, have k&ewn by further scholarship to be correct, even
though, historically, this has happened in humeiotesesting instances. Instead, those of us wia oo
the doctrine of inerrancy do so because it is anthgological truth stated in the Scripture itg8lf 8:3,
Pss 12:6, 93:5, 111:7, 8, 119:89, 140, 160, 2 Ti6,3fi 1:2), because it is clearly the positioroaf
Savior, who knows all things (Mt 5:18, Lk 16:17,:2%, Jn 10:35, 17:17), and because God promises
blessing to those who believe His Word (Gn 15:6h2 20:20, Rom 4:3, Jas 2:23).

Philosophically, we would expect that if God exjsteen He would find some way to communicate to
His creatures a revelation (such as the Bible)wlzst completely trustworthy. And yet we are thirgkin
creatures, so that we look for a way to test whedihg such purported revelation is trustworthy. The
chronological details of the Scripture offer suchogpportunity for investigation. The fact that thlese
texts fit into a rational and believable chronol@ggounts to a mathematical demonstration that, avith
high degree of probability, the Scripture’s compéexd abundant data dealing with the chronologyef t
kingdom period are correct.

There are many areas of Scripture where the nafule material will not allow such a mathematical
demonstration. The statements showing that théapetts lived longer than is now the norm provide on
such topic; there is currently no way to eithervgror disprove the Bible’s testimony in this regaret
when we find that the Bible is trustworthy in threas that can be checked by careful scholarshiyywsi
logical (inductive) methodology, then we can befi@ant that in those areas where we cannot do such
checking, or where difficulties appear that areyattfully explained, when the full truth is knotwill
vindicate the truthfulness of the eternal and imetriVord of God. It was completely unexpected ey th
critics cited at the beginning of this article tloate day the chronological texts that they thowstiowed
multiple errors, thereby proving a defective Sanpt have instead become a testimony both to the
inerrancy of God’s Word and to the folly of thetiws.
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Notes

! This article is a modified version of my “Induatiand Deductive Methods” paper (Young 2007a), amidsented here with the
kind approval of the editors dhe Master's Seminary Journ@MSJ). TheTMSJpaper was adapted from a presentation at the knnua
conference of the Evangelical Theological Socigglley Forge, PA, November 2005.The present artidfers from theTMSJ
version in the last section. In ti&SJversion, this was devoted to a discussion of #te df Menahem'’s tribute to Tiglath-Pileser
Ill. The present version replaces this with a diséon of the relevance of the successes of thecfiveumethod to the question of the
integrity of Scripture.

2 See also the influence of the would-be anthropstdgdward Tylor on Wellhausen, as documented ah&idson 1981: 141-42.
Richardson’s entire chapter, entitled “Scholar$iviitrange Theories,” shows the tremendous harnthbatogical and sociological
theorizing that was not based on observation haldeindeologies and wars of the 20th century.

3 An example of this approach is found in Fager 19@@er followed the teaching of Karl Marx thatiabposition determined one’s
political and philosophical outlook, and he used itiea to reconstruct how Israel’s priests fatieidahe Jubilee and Sabbatical-year
legislation in order to promote their own interestis approach led him to divide the Jubilee leggish (Lev 25:8-55) into four strata
from different time periods, which he displays binfing the text in four different type formats.eSthe criticism of Fager’s work in
Lefebvre 2003: 8, 17. Lefebvre starts with an exetidn of the text as it is, instead of imposingaati-supernaturalistic theory on it,
and he finds that the Jubilee and Sabbatical-gepslation is a coherent and unified whole.

4 All quotes are from Thiele 1963: 124-25.

® Rosh HaShanalha; Josephugnt. L.iii.3; Seder Olan.

® See, for example, Redford 1965: 116; Der Manudllg8i7: 24; Ball 1977: 272-79.

" Modern Egyptologists believe that whole dynastiegharachs were ruling simultaneously, such ad\ihth and Tenth Dynasties
with the Eleventh, or the Sixteenth and Seventeeitththe Fifteenth, even though the overlap isstated in Manetho’s king-lists or
in the Turin Canon of Kings (Kitchen 1986: xxxi).

8 TheSeder Olamchaps. 4, 11, and 12, assumes that all yeaisrf®!l's kings and judges were given by non-acoessickoning.
This method is generally assumed in the TalmudyBalia and Assyria usually used accession reckordiiggath-Pileser Il1,
however, used non-accession reckoning, contratyet@ustomary practice in Assyria. This exampleeggas a warning that the
choice of whether to use accession or non-accessakoning was arbitrary, and the choice was priybmade by the king himself.
Applying this to Judah and Israel would suggest Wizgether a king used accession or non-accessams yeust be addressed anew
for each king; it is not sufficient to assume thatause a certain king used one method, then ¢tiessor must have used the same
method. To assume uniformity in this matter wowddcbnsistent with the deductive method of makiritiary assumptions, but a
careful study of the Scriptural data shows thi &n improper assumption.

® The translators of thexx (Greek translation of the Old Testament) attempietthrmonize various readings of the Hebrew teat th
seemed to be contradictory, and in doing so thegiyred various readings that cannot be assembited toherent chronology
without postulating multiple arbitrary emendatioRer a demonstration of the failure of attemptprimduce a coherent chronology
fromLxx variations from the Hebrew text, see Young 2007b.

9 \ellhausen was followed in this presuppositiortwey of the more recent authors of chronologicatis of the OT: Hughes 1990:
99, 103, and Tetley 205: 117. After such rejectibaell-established practices from the ancient N&ast in order to make things
simpler, these scholars find it necessary to mgiethora of secondary assumptions in order toagxhe disagreements of their
systems with the data.

™ Among the many scholars who have accepted Thidts for the beginning of the divided monarchieshitchell 1991: 445-46;
Walvoord and Zuck 1983: 632; McFall 1991: 12; Mattiur 1997: 468; Galil 1996: 14; Finegan 1998: 248); Kitchen 2003: 83.

12 This article on the date of the fall of Jerusaterthe Babylonians is useful in showing the techaigsed to determine the
chronological methods of the various Biblical authewho dealt with the closing years of the Judeanarchy, and then showing,
once these methods are determined, that all Soeptiealing with dates for this period are in agreret.

¥ These 124 exact statistics are summarized intétales at the end of Young 2005: 245-48. The parpbshe tables is to show that
all synchronisms and reign lengths in the six @fe\Biblical books are precise, without need cdraltion from the numbers given in
the MT, and without any need of special pleadinglie reasonableness of the resultant chronologie whose schemes do not fit
the Biblical data often contend that the reasoriHerlack of fit in their scheme is that the Biblioumbers are only approximate.
This contention flies in the face of what we kndveat the official court records of the ancient NEast, particularly those from
Assyria and Babylonia, and the great concern ti@ptiests of these nations had in keeping a s@iendar.

14 Tadmor 1994: 260-64. Despite the evidence ofréme $tele showing that Menahem’s name was in atisany list” of tribute, and
thus could not be used to date the tribute to eispgear, Tadmor did not abandon his earlier posithat the tribute was in 738 BC.
This contradicts Thiele’s date for the death of lsteem in the six-month period before Nisan of 741 BQrder to maintain the 738
date, Tadmor gives an unsupportable translatidgheofelevant text in the Assyrian Eponym Canord(jt268). For the details, which
are somewhat technical, see my original versiahisfarticle (Young 2007: 113-15). A less extensintque of the 738 BC date for
the tribute was presented in Mitchell 1991, VolP3art 2: 326. Although Mitchell wrote before thdl frtanslation of the Iran Stele
was published, he nevertheless recognized tharthenent placing the tribute in 738 BC was weal, laa preferred instead 743 or
742.
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