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(The Time of Adam--4000 B.C.)  The record of the constellations (the true Zodiac)

By examining how the stars and planets are laid out in the sky as the earth moves in its motion, God’s prophets taught the divine testimony of God’s plan for his children here on earth—a heavenly testimony laid out from the beginnings of time—from the Creation. This organized celestial plan (the true Zodiac) was recorded at least by the year 4000 B.C. if not from the time of Adam. (See the 1882 Seiss notation and the 1893 Bullinger notation* for a more complete explanation. See also Alma 30:44.) 

Note*  I would ask the reader to please read what is in the 1882 Seiss notation and the 1893 Bullinger notation.  I am not saying that it is correct, but it could be a key perspective to solving the chronological mystery of the Wise Men as well as establishing the organized symbolism of repetitive celestial time periods from the Creation.

(1200 B.C. – 100 B.C.)   The Hebrew Bible

The Hebrew Bible is a collection of writings that were compiled and preserved as sacred to the Jewish people. What was finally passed down to us constitutes a large portion of the Christian Bible, known as the Old Testament. Except for a few passages in Aramaic, appearing mainly in the apocalyptic Book of Daniel, these scriptures were written originally in Hebrew during the period from 1200 to 100 BCE. The Hebrew Bible probably reached its current form about the 2nd century CE.
https://www.britannica.com/topic/Hebrew-Bible

Note*  See the Bibles popular in the time of Joseph Smith.


(7th Century B.C. – 539 B.C.)	The Babylonian Chronicles

Dating from the Neo-Babylonian period, these records cover the time from approximately the seventh century B.C.E. through the fall of Babylon to the Persian Empire in 539 B.C.E. (Daniel 5:30-31). The Babylonian Chronicles are a series of clay tablets inscribed with Babylonian history.
(How Do the Babylonian Chronicles Relate to Biblical Archaeology a…
uasvbible.org/2024/10/24/how-do-the-babylonian-chronicles-relate-to-biblical-archa…)

Note*  The Babylonian Chronicles were lost, but eventually discovered in 1860 in the region of Nineveh.  (Babylonian Chronicles – The Nebuchadnezzar Chronicle 
discoverhistoricjesus.com/babylonian-chronicles-nebuchadnezzar-chronicle/) (See my 1860 citation)  	


(3rd Century B.C.)   The Septuagint

The Septuagint, the oldest surviving Greek translation of the Hebrew Bible, was traditionally believed to have been written by 72 Jewish scholars sometime during the third century BC.1,2,3  The books that constitute the Septuagint were produced from the middle of the third century BC to the end of the first century BC3.
1  What Is the Septuagint? The B…	overviewbible.com
2  Septuagint Definition: Greek …	learnreligions.com	
3  Following the Footnotes: The Septuagint	academic.tyndalehouse.com
[bookmark: _Hlk180923623]	Note*  See the Bibles popular in the time of Joseph Smith.

EARLY JEWISH HISTORIANS
(25 B.C. – 50 A.D.)   Philo of Alexandria]

Philo of Alexandria was born: 25 BCE in Alexandria, Egypt. He died: 47-50 CE. He wrote an account of the Jews covering the entire time that Jesus is said to have existed on earth. He was living in or near Jerusalem when Jesus' miraculous birth and the Herodian massacre occurred. Philo spent time in Jerusalem where he had intimate connections with the royal house of Judaea. One of Alexander's sons (and Philo's nephews, Marcus) was married to Berenice, daughter of Herod Agrippa, tetrarch of Galilee and Peraea, 39-40. After the exile of Herod Antipas – villain of the Jesus saga – Marcus ruled as King of the Jews, 41-44 AD. But nothing from Philo on Jesus, the other 'King of the Jews'.

Philo was there when Jesus made his triumphal entry into Jerusalem. He was there when the crucifixion with an earthquake, daytime darkness, and resurrection of the dead 'saints' took place and when Jesus rose from the dead after 3 days. He was there when Jesus ascended into heaven. About thirty manuscripts and at least 850,000 words by Philo are extant. Interestingly, Philo wrote not one word about Jesus or any of this.


[Note*  Edersheim has this to say about Philo’s beliefs (Vol. 1, p. 43-44): To Philo, “God existed neither in space, nor in time; He had neither human qualities nor affections; in fact, He was without any qualities, and even without any name . . .  The God of Philo, whatever he might say to the contrary, was NOT the God of that Israel which was His chosen people.”  Thus there is justifiable reason why Philo had no interest whatsoever in recording anything about Christ. ]

EARLY “CONTEMPORANEOUS” CHRISTIAN WRITERS
(49 A.D. – 67 A.D.)     Paul  
Paul wrote thirteen letters within an eighteen-year period while he was on his missionary journeys.
[bookmark: _Hlk180873738]Note*  See my “Scriptural Sources” section for the New Testament verses related to Book of Mormon chronology.

(50 A.D. – 90 A.D.)	Matthew  (Gospel of Matthew)

The Gospel of Matthew was likely composed in Greek, sometime after 70 CE, with evidence of dependence on the earlier Gospel of Mark1,2. Most scholars believe it was written between AD 50 and 903.
1  When Was the Gospel of Matthew Written? - Bibl…    ww.bibleodyssey.org
2  Gospel According to Matthew | Desc…   britannica.com
3  When Were the Gospels Written? - Accurate Tim…   biblestudytools.com

[Note*  See my “Scriptural Sources” section for the New Testament verses related to Book of Mormon chronology.]

(65 A.D. -  75 A.D.)	Mark  (Gospel of Mark) 

Because of the reference to the destruction of the Temple in Jerusalem in 70 CE (Mark 13:2), most scholars believe that the Gospel of Mark was written sometime during the war between Rome and the Jews (66-74). Most early dates fall around 65 CE and most late dates fall around 75 CE.
When was the Gospel According to Mark Written? - Learn Religions
www.learnreligions.com/gospel-according-to-mark-248660

[Note*  See my “Scriptural Sources” section for the New Testament verses related to Book of Mormon chronology.]

(Before 64 A.D.- 68 A.D.)   Evodius 

     Evodius or Euodias (fl.c.50–70) was an early Christian identified by some Christian writings as the first bishop of Antioch. In some traditions, he is seen as succeeding Peter. He is regarded as one of the first identifiable post-apostolic Christians, and is venerated as a saint.
(en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Evodius)

     From heretofore lost or unrecognized excerpts of Julius Africanus (AD 160-240) and an earlier work attributed to Evodius (died circa AD 64-68) the Christmas date (December 25th) was an integral part of the Protoevangelium of James before it settled into its present form sometime in the latter half of the second century.  This is supported by the fact that Hippolytus (AD 170-236) a younger contemporary of Africanus, also almost certainly subscribed to the December 25th birth of Christ. Thus the Christmas date appears to stem from an early tradition (legend or report). (See Kurt M. Simmons article)

According to Wikipedia, The Gospel of James (or the Protoevangelium of James—not to be confused with the Epistle of James)  is a second-century infancy gospel telling of the miraculous conception of the Virgin Mary, her upbringing and marriage to Joseph, the journey of the couple to Bethlehem, the birth of Jesus, and events immediately following. It is the earliest surviving assertion of the perpetual virginity of Mary, meaning her virginity not just prior to the birth of Jesus, but during and afterwards, and despite being condemned by Pope Innocent I in 405 and rejected by the Gelasian Decree around 500, became a widely influential source for Mariology.  [For more details on the Protoevengelium of James, see the 2nd century notation.]

(80 A.D. -  90 A.D.)	Luke   (Gospel of Luke, Book of Acts)
Most scholars date the composition of the combined work to around 80–90 AD, although some others suggest 90–110, and there is textual evidence (the conflicts between Western and Alexandrian manuscript families) that Luke–Acts was still being substantially revised well into the 2nd century.   
Gospel of Luke – Wikipedia	en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gospel_of_Luke

[Note*  See my “Scriptural Sources” section for the New Testament verses related to Book of Mormon chronology.]
[Note*  For the difficulties in even reconciling the narratives of Matthew and Luke, see Raymond Brown’s 1993 comments.] 

(90 A.D. – 110 A.D.)	John  (Gospel of John, Book of Revelation)
Most scholars estimate the final form of the text to be around AD 90–110.
Gospel of John – Wikipedia	en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gospel_of_John

[bookmark: _Hlk181430542][Note*  See my “Scriptural Sources” section for the New Testament verses related to Book of Mormon chronology.]

ROMAN HISTORIANS
(37 A.D. – 94 A.D.)   Josephus 	(The Antiquities of the Jews and The Wars)  

Antiquities of the Jews is a 20-volume historiographical work, written in Greek, by historian Josephus.  The work contains an account of the history of the Jewish people for Josephus’ gentile patrons.  In the first ten volumes, Josephus follows the events of the Hebrew Bible beginning with the creation of Adam and Eve.  The second ten volumes continue the history of the Jewish people beyond the biblical text and up to the First Jewish-Roman War (66-73 CE).  

[Note* All these volumes are available on the Internet.  (                  )
[bookmark: _Hlk177699799]Some of the hardcopy volumes that are commonly cited are as follows:
Flavius Josephus, Jewish Antiquities, ed. G. P. Goold, trans. Ralph Marcus, Loeb. 
	Classical Library, 10 vols. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press and 
London: William Heinemann, 1963.
Josephus , Antiquities of the Jews, William Whiston, trans., The Works of Josephus 1987

	For an extended collection of excerpts quoted, SEE my Josephus file (“Josephus.Word”)]

[Note*  Above and beyond the fact that Josephus is cited, to some degree, by almost every author that writes on the historical aspects of the date of birth and date of crucifixion of Christ—these perspectives are worthy of reading.

Beyond the relevant historical notations in the writings of Josephus, perhaps the most controversial part of Josephus’s writing in regard to Jesus is from what has been termed the Testimonium Flavianum.  
 “Now, there was about this time Jesus, a wise man, if it be lawful to call him a man, for he was a doer of wonderful works—a teacher of such men as receive the truth with pleasure. He drew over to him both many of the Jews, and many of the Gentiles. He was [the] Christ; and when Pilate, at the suggestion of the principal men amongst us, had condemned him to the cross, those that loved him at the first did not forsake him, for he appeared to them alive again the third day, as the divine prophets had foretold these and ten thousand other wonderful things concerning him; and the tribe of Christians, so named from him, are not extinct at this day.”
“Festus was now dead, and Albinus was but upon the road; so he assembled the Sanhedrin of judges, and brought before them the brother of Jesus, who was called Christ.”


 [Note* Josephus was thought to be a traitor by the Jews. He ingratiated himself to Roman circles by first abandoning his oath to Jewish comrades who, with Josephus, had agreed on a mass suicide and who, with the exception of Josephus, had died rather than giving themselves up to the Romans.  Second, after surrendering to the Roman forces, Josephus fabricated (perhaps demonically induced) stories about Vespasian gaining power and characterized them as “divine.”  Part of these tales came to pass, and thus Josephus became Vespasian’s slave.  More importantly, because of his military knowledge, Josephus became Vespasian’s son Titus’s cohort as they directed the slaughter of the Jews in Jerusalem, including Josephus’s own parents.  Josephus’s report on the war exonerated Titus in every respect and gave honor to Rome.  Josephus blamed the Jews for their own demise.  The question arises, “If Josephus was born near Jerusalem in 37 AD, and initially led military battles against Roman troops in AD 67, by his own memory, was he knowledgeable about Herod the Great’s death to the very year when it happened about 40 years before he was born?  And if he wasn’t, what reports did he rely on in Rome from 74 AD to 94 AD in order to record an event that had happened close to a century earlier?  It would be similar to me asking myself, “Are you sure of the dating of events that happened 40 years before your birth (or in my case, around the early 1900s- a time I had never been part of) to the very year?  The answer would be, “No.” Would there be “correct” records to consult?  Probably, but I live in a modern age of printing and broadcast media.   With Josephus, there might just be a chance that he misinterpreted the report that was given to him as a source, especially if the document contained “relative dating,” where the birthdate or death-date was “related” to some other event in years before or after that event. Furthermore, do I trust such a man as Josephus (untrustworthy to his comrades and seemingly without a soul, who witnessed and helped guide a slaughter of his “own” people, manipulated the historical account, and later married and divorced multiple Jewish wives) to be a critical source used to determine the birthdate of Jesus?]  


(abt. 90 A.D. - 120 A.D.)    Tacitus 
Tacitus wrote: 
“Therefore, to scotch the rumour, Nero substituted as culprits, and punished with the utmost refinements of cruelty, a class of men, loathed for their vices, whom the crowd styled Christians. Christus, the founder of the name, had undergone the death penalty in the reign of Tiberius, by sentence of the procurator Pontius Pilatus.”

[Note*  According to Wikipedia, Publius Cornelius Tacitus, known simply as Tacitus, was born about 56 AD and died about 120 AD.  He made use of the official sources of the Roman state.  He is widely regarded as one of the greatest Roman historians by modern scholars.  The surviving portions of his two major works—the Annals and the Histories—examine the reigns of the emperors Tiberius, Claudius, Nero.  These two works span the history of the Roman Empire from the death of Augustus (14 AD) to the death of Domitian (96 AD).  The Annals and the Histories, were meant to form a single edition of thirty books.  But books 7-10 and parts of books 5, 6, 11, and 16 of the Annals are missing. Unfortunately, book 6 ends with the death of Tiberius.  Although originally published in AD 116, these volumes were lost for a time until AD 1515 when they were discovered in Catholic Church archives and subsequently published in Rome.]

(91 A.D. - 122 A.D.)      Suetonius 
Suetonius wrote:  
“Since the Jews constantly made disturbances at the instigation of Chrestus, he expelled them from Rome.”
Note*  According to Wikipedia, Gaius Suetonius Tranquillus, commonly referred to as Suetonius, was born about AD 69 and died sometime after AD 122.  He was a Roman historian.  He wrote a set of biographies of 12 successive Roman rulers from Julius Caesar through Augustus, Tiberius, Claudius, Nero, Galba, Otho, Vitellius, Vespasian, and Titus to Domitian.

EARLY CHURCH FATHERS
[bookmark: _Hlk150137250]Note*  In 2006, Thomas A. Wayment would write an article titled, “First-Century Sources on the Life of Jesus,” which appeared in How the New Testament Came to Be: The Thirty-fifth Annual Sidney B. Sperry Symposium, Religious Studies Center, BYU, p. 109-122. This article provides a very good background as to the early sources regarding the life of Jesus Christ.  Some of the early-centuries citations/commentaries that follow come from this 2012 article. However, a translated collection of these early writings can be found on the internet: See https://www.earlychristianwritings.com/churchfathers.html.  That which appears with a red Note* are notes or critical points that I have chosen to include.  


Note* The following are early church fathers and apologists of the first and second centuries. The first eight or nine documents are also known as the Apostolic Fathers. The writers known as the church fathers represent the ancient orthodox church as opposed to other elements of ancient Christianity such as Gnosticism. These are the church fathers and apologists that can be read on the Early Christian Writings web site.

Church Fathers: Didache
Church Fathers: Epistle of Barnabas
Church Fathers: Clement of Rome
Church Fathers: 2 Clement
Church Fathers: The Shepherd of Hermas
Church Fathers: Polycarp
Church Fathers: The Martyrdom of Polycarp
Church Fathers: Epistle to Diognetus
Church Fathers: Fragments of Papias
Church Fathers: Ignatius of Antioch
Church Fathers: Quadratus of Athens
Church Fathers: Aristides
Church Fathers: Justin Martyr
Church Fathers: Claudius Apollinaris
Church Fathers: Minucius Felix
Church Fathers: Melito of Sardis
Church Fathers: Hegesippus
Church Fathers: Dionysius of Corinth
Church Fathers: Athenagoras of Athens
Church Fathers: Irenaeus of Lyons
Church Fathers: Rhodon
Church Fathers: Theophilus of Caesarea
Church Fathers: Theophilus of Antioch
Church Fathers: Maximus of Jerusalem
Church Fathers: Polycrates of Ephesus
Church Fathers: Pantaenus
Church Fathers: Clement of Alexandria
Church Fathers: Tertullian
Church Fathers: Serapion of Antioch
Church Fathers: Apollonius
Church Fathers: Caius
Church Fathers: Hippolytus of Rome
Church Fathers: Origen

All of the above and more are presented on the Early Christian Writings web site. 
[See https://www.earlychristianwritings.com/churchfathers.html]

Note*  When one examines the early writings of the Apostolic Fathers, traditionally identified as those Christians who were thought to succeed the Apostles and the New Testament writers, there is virtually no mention about the precise date of Christ’s birth. The Didache, 1 and 2 Clement, the Epistle of Barnabas, the Shepherd of Hermas, the Epistle of Polycarp to the Philippians, and the extant fragments of Papias of Hierapolis say nothing at all about the timing of the birth of Jesus.
[See https://www.earlychristianwritings.com/churchfathers.html]

(65 A.D. – 107 A.D.)  Ignatius of Antioch 	Epistle to the Ephesians

The first reference to Christ’s birth in the Apostolic Fathers that potentially provides a minor detail about the timing of Jesus’s birth can be found in Ignatius of Antioch’s (c. AD 35–107) Epistle to the Ephesians where he reports that at the birth of Jesus a new star appeared . . . Unfortunately, Ignatius’s statement does not give any additional insight into the birth date of Christ since he says little more than what is already found in Matthew 2:2–10, where it is reported that a new “star” appeared at Jesus’s birth.
[See https://www.earlychristianwritings.com/churchfathers.html]


(100 A.D. – 155 A.D.)    Polycarp 

Polycarp was the Christian bishop of Smyrna (located in modern Turkey).  Both Irenaeus 
and Tertullian say that Polycarp had been a disciple of John the Apostle, one of Jesus’ disciples.  Polycarp is regarded as one of three chief Apostolic Fathers, along with Clement of Rome and Ignatius of Antioch.
According to Wikipedia, although the sole surviving work attributed to him is the Epistle of Polycarp to the Philippians, it is argued that the teachings Irenaeus ascribes to a certain apostolic “presbyter” throughout his writings represent lost teachings of Polycarp, his (Irenaeus’) teacher and a link to the apostolic past.  Irenaeus records an incident in the life of Polycarp that might have significance to the Resurrection date and the linked Crucifixion date of Christ.  According to Irenaeus, during the time his fellow Syrian Anicetus was Bishop of Rome, Polycarp visited Rome to discuss differences in the practices of the churches of Asia and Rome. Irenaeus states that on certain things the two speedily came to an understanding. As to the observance of Easter, each adhered to his own custom without breaking off full communion with the other. Polycarp followed the Eastern practice of celebrating the feast on the 14th of Nisan, the day of the Jewish Passover, regardless of the day of the week on which it fell, while Anicetus followed the Western practice of celebrating the feast on the first Sunday following the first full moon after the spring equinox. Anicetus allowed Polycarp to celebrate the Eucharist in his own church, which was regarded by the Romans as a great honor.  [SEE the Irenaeus notation]

	
(130 A.D. -165 A.D.)  Justin Martyr   

The First Apology of Justin

CHAPTER XLVI -- THE WORD IN THE WORLD BEFORE CHRIST.

But lest some should, without reason, and for the perversion of what we teach, maintain that we say that Christ was born one hundred and fifty years ago under Cyrenius, and subsequently, in the time of Pontius Pilate, taught what we say He taught; and should cry out against us as though all men who were born before Him were irresponsible--let us anticipate and solve the difficulty. We have been taught that Christ is the first-born of God, and we have declared above that He is the Word of whom every race of men were partakers; and those who lived reasonably are Christians, even though they have been thought atheists; as, among the Greeks, Socrates and Heraclitus, and men like them; and among the barbarians, Abraham, and Ananias, and Azarias, and Misael, and Elias, and many others whose actions and names we now decline to recount, because we know it would be tedious. So that even they who lived before Christ, and lived without reason, were wicked and hostile to Christ, and slew those who lived reasonably. But who, through the power of the Word, according to the will of God the Father and Lord of all, He was born of a virgin as a man, and was named Jesus, and was crucified, and died, and rose again, and ascended into heaven, an intelligent man will be able to comprehend from what has been already so largely said. And we, since the proof of this subject is less needful now, will pass for the present to the proof of those things which are urgent.

[https://www.earlychristianwritings.com/text/justinmartyr-first apology.html]

Note*  Wikipedia states: “The First Apology is dated to between AD 155–157, based on the reference to Lucius Munatius Felix as a recent prefect of Egypt.”  Thus, the reference to 150 years ago can most probably be regarded as a general statement of years rather than a specific date.


(137 A.D.)  Phlegon   

Note* John Pratt writes: 
“Another witness comes from Phlegon, a Greek secular historian 
from Caria (in Asia Minor), writing soon after A.D. 137, who "reported that in the fourth year of the 202d Olympiad there was 'the greatest eclipse of the sun' and that 'it became night in the sixth hour of the day [i.e., noon] so that the stars even appeared in the heavens. There was a great earthquake in Bithynia, and many things were overturned in Nicaea.'"
The year mentioned began on 1 July A.D. 32 and ended 30 June A.D. 33, a period which includes the time identified as that of the Savior's crucifixion. The fact that Phlegon records both darkening of the sun at noon and earthquakes, just as Matthew describes (see Matt. 27:45, 51), in the that same year, makes it apparent that he is describing the same events that were also witnessed in distant cities in modern-day Turkey. This also confirms traditions that "the terror of the earthquake continued from the sixth hour of the preparation until the ninth hour" (from noon to 3:00 p.m. on Friday; compare 3 Ne. 8:17-19), and that "when he was crucified darkness came over all the world," "the sun was altogether hidden," "the stars were seen," and "in all the world they lighted their lamps from the sixth hour until evening."

(160 A.D. – 200 A.D.)  Irenaeus	

Originating from Smyrna, Irenaeus had seen and heard the preaching of Polycarp, who 
in turn was said to have heard John the Evangelist, and thus was the last-known living connection with the Apostles.  With this in mind, it might be significant that Irenaeus was seemingly the first Christian writer to make a specific claim about the timing of the birth of Jesus.  In his work Against Heresies (3.21.3), written against various gnostic Christian sects, when discussing the translation of the Hebrew Bible (Old Testament) into Greek (Septuagint) under the patronage of Ptolemy Philadelphus II and the fidelity of this translation, he makes the following remark concerning the timing of Jesus’s birth: “For our Lord was born about the forty-first year of the reign of Augustus; but Ptolemy [Philadelphus II] was much earlier, under whom the Scriptures [Septuagint] were interpreted.” 

[According to an article by  [          ] the reference to the “forty-first year” should not be calculated from the Battle of Actium in 31 BC, when Augustus effectively became sole ruler of the Roman Empire, but rather from the time that Augustus, or more appropriately Octavian, was adopted by his great uncle Gaius Julius Caesar in 44 BC. Alternatively, Irenaeus could have also been counting from the time Augustus was elevated to the consulship (consul suffectus) in August of 43 BC. Allowing for both possibilities, the year of Jesus’s birth proposed by Irenaeus would be either 4 or 3 BC. However, it also needs to be recognized here that Irenaeus was not providing an absolute date for the birth of Jesus, since he prefaced his commentary with the word “about” (Latin circa). It seems probable that Irenaeus was simply relying on the Gospel accounts, particularly Luke’s, and was attempting to connect the birth with the reign of Augustus. 

[bookmark: _Hlk177073738][https://www.earlychristianwritings.com/text/Irenaeus-against heresies.html.]

Clement, Miscellanies 1.21, in ANF, 2:333.
Tertullian, Against the Jews 8, in ANF, 3:159–60.
Tertullian, Against Marcion 4.19, in ANF, 3:377–78.
Ignatius, Epistle to the Ephesians 19.1–2, 

	 According to Wikipedia, although it is sometimes claimed that Irenaeus believed Christ did not die until he was older than is conventionally portrayed, the bishop of Lyon simply pointed out that because Jesus turned the permissible age for becoming a rabbi (30 years old and above), he recapitulated and sanctified the period between 30 and 50 years old, as per the Jewish custom of periodization on life, and so touches the beginning of old age when one becomes 50 years old. (see Adversus Haereses, book II, chapter 22).
In the passage of Adversus Haereses under consideration, Irenaeus is clear that after receiving baptism at the age of thirty, citing Luke 3:23, Gnostics then falsely assert that "He [Jesus] preached only one year reckoning from His baptism," and also, "On completing His thirtieth year He [Jesus] suffered, being in fact still a young man, and who had by no means attained to advanced age." Irenaeus argues against the Gnostics by using scripture to add several years after his baptism by referencing 3 distinctly separate visits to Jerusalem. The first is when Jesus makes wine out of water, he goes up to the Paschal feast-day, after which he withdraws and is found in Samaria. The second is when Jesus goes up to Jerusalem for Passover and cures the paralytic, after which he withdraws over the sea of Tiberias. The third mention is when he travels to Jerusalem, eats the Passover, and suffers on the following day.
Irenaeus quotes scripture (John 8:57), to suggest that Jesus ministers while in his 40s. In this passage, Jesus's opponents want to argue that Jesus has not seen Abraham, because Jesus is too young. Jesus's opponents argue that Jesus was not yet 50 years old. Irenaeus argues that if Jesus were in his thirties, his opponents would have argued that he was not yet 40 years old, since that would make him even younger. Irenaeus's argument is that they would not weaken their own argument by adding years to Jesus's age. Irenaeus also writes: "The Elders witness to this, who in Asia conferred with John the Lord's disciple, to the effect that John had delivered these things unto them: for he abode with them until the times of Trajan. And some of them saw not only John, but others also of the Apostles, and had this same account from them, and witness to the aforesaid relation."
In Demonstration, Irenaeus notes "For Pontius Pilate was governor of Judæa, and he had at that time resentful enmity against Herod the king of the Jews. But then, when Christ was brought to him bound, Pilate sent Him to Herod, giving command to enquire of him, that he might know of a certainty what he should desire concerning Him; making Christ a convenient occasion of reconciliation with the king." Pilate was the prefect of the Roman province of Judaea from AD 26–36. He served under Emperor Tiberius Claudius Nero. Herod Antipas was tetrarch of Galilee and Perea, a client state of the Roman Empire. He ruled from 4 BC to 39 AD. In refuting Gnostic claims that Jesus preached for only one year after his baptism, Irenaeus used the "recapitulation" approach to demonstrate that by living beyond the age of thirty Christ sanctified even old age.

See my file  (Irenaeus.Christ’s Birth)


 (abt. 150 -200 AD)  Gospel of James.    Not to be confused with Epistle of James.
See my file: (Protoevengelium of James)

According to Wikipedia, The Gospel of James (or The Protoevangelium of James) is a second-century infancy gospel telling of the miraculous conception of the Virgin Mary, her upbringing and marriage to Joseph, the journey of the couple to Bethlehem, the birth of Jesus, and events immediately following. It is the earliest surviving assertion of the perpetual virginity of Mary, meaning her virginity not just prior to the birth of Jesus, but during and afterwards, and despite being condemned by Pope Innocent I in 405 and rejected by the Gelasian Decree around 500, became a widely influential source for Mariology.

Date, authorship, and sources
The Gospel of James was well known to Origen in the early third century and probably to Clement of Alexandria at the end of the second, so is assumed to have been in circulation soon after circa 150 AD. The author claims to be James the brother of Jesus by an earlier marriage of Joseph, but in fact his identity is unknown. Early studies assumed a Jewish milieu, largely because of its frequent use and knowledge of the Septuagint (a Greek translation of the Jewish scriptures); further investigation demonstrated that it misunderstands and/or misrepresents many Jewish practices, but Judaism at this time was highly diverse, and recent trends in scholarship do not entirely dismiss a Jewish connection.[8] Its origin is probably Syrian, and it possibly derives from a sect called the Encratites, whose founder, Tatian, taught that sex and marriage were symptoms of original sin.
The gospel is a midrash (an elaboration) on the birth narratives found in the gospels of Matthew and Luke, and many of its elements, notably its very physical description of Mary's pregnancy and the examination of her hymen by the midwife Salome, suggest strongly that it was attempting to deny the arguments of docetists, Christians who held that Jesus was entirely supernatural. It also draws heavily on the Septuagint for historical analogies, turns of phrase, and details of Jewish life. Ronald Hock and Mary F. Foskett have drawn attention to the influence of Greco-Roman literature on its themes of virginity and purity.

Manuscripts and manuscript tradition
Scholars generally accept that the Gospel of James was originally composed in Greek. Over 100 Greek manuscripts have survived, and translations were made into Syriac, Ethiopic, Sahidic Coptic, Georgian, Old Church Slavonic, Armenian, Arabic, and presumably Latin, given that it was apparently known to the compiler of the Gelasian Decree. The oldest is Papyrus Bodmer 5 from the fourth or possibly third century, discovered in 1952 and now in the Bodmer Library, Geneva, while the fullest is a 10th-century Greek codex in the Bibliothèque Nationale, Paris. The first widely printed edition (as opposed to hand-copied manuscripts) was a 1552 edition printed in Basel, Switzerland, by Guillaume Postel, who printed his Latin translation of a Greek version of the work. Postel also gave the work the Latin name Protevangelion Jacobi (Proto-Gospel of James) because he believed (incorrectly) that the work antedated the main gospels of the New Testament (proto- for first, evangelion for gospel). Emile de Stryker published the standard modern critical edition in 1961, and in 1995 Ronald Hock published an English translation based on de Stryker.

Structure and content
The narrative is made up of three distinct sections with only slight ties to each other:

Chapters 1–17: A biography of Mary, dealing with her miraculous birth and holy infancy
and childhood, her engagement to Joseph and virginal conception of Jesus
Chapters 18–20: The birth of Jesus, including proof that Mary continued to be a virgin 
even after the birth
Chapters 22–24: The death of Zacharias, father of John the Baptist

Mary is presented as an extraordinary child destined for great things from the moment of her conception. Her parents, the wealthy Joachim and his wife Anna (or Anne), are distressed that they have no children, and Joachim goes into the wilderness to pray, leaving Anna to lament her childless state. God hears Anna's prayer, angels announce the coming child, and in the seventh month of Anna's pregnancy (underlining the exceptional nature of Mary's future life), she is born. Anna dedicates the child to God and vows that she shall be raised in the Temple.[19] Joachim and Anna name the child Mary, and when she is three years old, they send her to the Temple, where she is fed each day by an angel.
When Mary approaches her 12th year, the priests decide that she can no longer stay in the Temple lest her menstrual blood render it unclean, and God finds a widower, Joseph, to act as her guardian: Joseph is depicted as elderly and the father of grown sons; he has no desire for sexual relations with Mary. He leaves on business, and Mary is called to the Temple to help weave the temple curtain, where one day an angel appears and tells her that she has been chosen to conceive Jesus the Saviour, but that she will not give birth as other women do. Joseph returns and finds Mary six months pregnant, and rebukes her, fearing that the priests will assume that he is the guilty party. They do, but the chastity of both is proven through the "test of bitter waters".
The Roman census forces the holy couple to travel to Bethlehem, but Mary's time comes before they can reach the village. Joseph settles Mary in a cave, where she is guarded by his sons, while he goes in search of a midwife, and for an apocalyptic moment as he searches all creation stands still. He returns with a midwife, and as they stand at the mouth of the cave, a cloud overshadows it, an intense light fills it, and suddenly a baby is at Mary's breast. Joseph and the midwife marvel at the miracle, but a second midwife named Salome (the first is not given a name) insists on examining Mary, upon which her hand withers as a sign of her lack of faith; Salome prays to God for forgiveness and an angel appears and tells her to touch the Christ Child, upon which her hand is healed.
The gospel concludes with the visit of the Three Magi, the massacre of the innocents in Bethlehem, the martyrdom of the High Priest Zechariah (father of John the Baptist), the election of his successor Simeon, and an epilogue telling the circumstances under which the work was supposedly composed.

Influence
The Gospel of James was a widely influential source for Christian doctrine regarding Mary. According to Bernhard Lohse, it is the earliest assertion of her perpetual virginity, meaning her virginity not just prior to the birth of Jesus, but during the birth and afterwards. Its explanation of the gospels' "brothers of Jesus" (the adelphoi) as the offspring of Joseph by an earlier marriage remains the position of the Eastern church, but in the West, influential theologian Jerome asserted that Joseph himself had been a perpetual virgin, and that the adelphoi were cousins of the Lord. Jerome's opposition to the Protoevangelium led to a diminished influence and circulation in the western, Latin church. It was condemned by Pope Innocent I in 405 and rejected by the Gelasian Decree around 500. It was completely unknown in the West, and it was taken over by the widely read Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew, which popularized most of its stories.
The Gospel of James was the first to give the name Anne to the mother of Mary, taking it probably from Hannah, the mother of the prophet Samuel, and Mary, like Samuel, is taken to spend her childhood in the temple. Some manuscripts say of Anne's pregnancy that it was the result of normal intercourse with her husband, but current scholars prefer the oldest texts, which say that Mary was conceived in Joachim's absence through divine intervention; nevertheless, the Gospel of James does not advance the idea of Mary's Immaculate Conception.
Various manuscripts place the birth of Mary in the sixth, seventh, eighth, or ninth month, with the oldest having the seventh; this was in keeping with both the Judaism of the period, which had similar seventh-month births for significant individuals such as Samuel, Isaac, and Moses, as the sign of a miraculous or divine conception. Further signs of Mary's supremely holy nature follow, including Anne's vow that the infant would never walk on the earth (her bedroom is made a "sanctuary" where she is attended by "undefiled daughters of the Hebrews"), her blessing "with the ultimate blessing" by the priests on her first birthday with the declaration that because of her God will bring redemption to Israel, and the angels who bring her food in the Temple, where she is attended by the priests and engages herself in weaving the temple curtain.
The ordeal of the bitter water serves to defend Jesus against accusation of illegitimacy levied in the second century by pagan and Jewish opponents of Christianity. Christian sensitivity to these charges made them eager to defend both the virgin birth of Jesus and the immaculate conception of Mary (i.e., her freedom from sin at the moment of her conception).

Islam
The Quranic stories of the Virgin Mary and the birth of Jesus can be traced to the canonical Christian gospels, to the Diatessaron (a second century gospel harmony), and to various apocryphan infancy gospels including the Gospel of James, which provides the Quran's mention of Mary fed by angels, the choice of her guardian through the casting of lots, and her occupation making a curtain for the Temple immediately before the Annunciation.



(180 A.D. – 215 A.D.)    Clement of Alexandria
SEE my file: (Clement.Birth of Christ)

At either the close of the second century or beginning of the third century, Clement of Alexandria (c. AD 150–215) reported with some disapproval and skepticism that he knew of certain Alexandrian Christians who had attempted to work out the exact date of Jesus’s birth: “And there are those who have determined not only the year of our Lord’s birth, but also the day; and they say that it took place in the twenty-eighth year of Augustus, and in the twenty-fifth day of Pachon. . . . Further, others say that He was born on the twenty-fourth or twenty-fifth of Pharmuthi.”11 Because Clement was writing from Egypt, the reference to the “twenty-eighth year of Augustus” is not to be reckoned from Augustus’s adoption or first consulship (44 and 43 BC) so that Clement is thought to be saying that Jesus was born in either 17 or 16 BC—much too early. It is relatively well known that in Egypt, in contrast to other provinces in the Roman Empire, the “reign of Augustus” was counted from August of 30 BC—the time when Egypt was annexed and officially became a Roman province.12 Therefore, Clement’s reference to the “twenty-eighth year” corresponds to the year 2 BC. The additional reference to the “twenty-fifth day of Pachon,” Pachon being the Egyptian month that roughly corresponds with May, means that certain Christians were alleging that Christ was born on the equivalent of May 20, 2 BC. Alternatively, Clement also relates that there were others who argued that Jesus was born on either “the twenty-fourth or twenty-fifth of Pharmuthi,” Pharmuthi being the month of the year that most closely corresponds to April. Assuming that he was still referring to the “twenty-eighth year of Augustus,” this would mean that others were alleging that Jesus was born on a date corresponding with either April 19 or 20 of 2 BC.

From the larger context of this reference, it is evident that Clement cites these speculations with disapproval, and it is relatively clear that he himself is not convinced by them. Nevertheless, they are intriguing because they represent the earliest known specific dates set forth by any Christians for the birth of Jesus that are also independent of the Gospels.

According to Wikipedia, Titus Flavius Clemens, also known as Clement of Alexandria was a Christian theologian and philosopher who taught at the Catechetical School of Alexandria.  Among his pupils were Origen and Alexander of Jerusalem.  His parents were pagans and Clement was a convert to Christianity.   Three of Clement’s major works have survived in full and they are collectively referred to as a trilogy.  In the first book of the last work (The Stromata), Clement gives an extended chronology of the world in an attempt to demonstrate the influence of Molses over the Greek culture.  In this chronology he dates the birth of Christ to 25 April or May, 4—>2 BC, and the creation of the world to 5592 BC.

Note* In CoPilot we find:  Clement of Alexandria, writing in the late 2nd Century, placed Christ’s birth 194 years before the death of Emperor Commodus in 192 CE


(abt. 200 A.D.)  Didascalia Apostolorum

Around the year 200, a document purporting to pass on apostolic instruction, called the Didascalia Apostolorum, mentions that the last Passover of Jesus Christ and His disciples was on a Tuesday night. It should be noted that the timing mentioned in the document corresponds to the biblical method of counting time—i.e., the week started with Sunday as the first day and the days began at sunset.

This document states: 
"For when we had eaten the Passover on the third day of the week at even [Tuesday evening], we went forth to the Mount of Olives; and in the night they seized our Lord Jesus. And the next day, which was the fourth of the week [Wednesday], He remained in ward in the house of Caiaphas the high priest" (emphasis added throughout).”

Paradoxically, the text goes on to mention that Jesus was crucified on a Friday—showing great confusion about the dates, for the biblical account clearly states that Christ was crucified on the day following that Passover meal. Nonetheless, the document demonstrates that Passover was then understood by some to have been on Tuesday evening, which would place the crucifixion on the next day, Wednesday.

[Note* This seems to be the first “evidence” for Wednesday crucifixion. For the second bit of evidence for a Wednesday crucifixion, see the 400 AD. Epiphanius citation.]
 
[See the 2006 Mario Seiglie article, “Centuries-Old Documents Show Evidence for a Wednesday Crucifixion,” UCG.org:Good News, Apr. 2, 2006.]


(190 A.D. – 225 A.D.)	Tertullian
SEE my file: (Tertullian.Birth of Christ)

In his treatise Against the Jews, a largely rhetorical work in which Tertullian attempts to persuade Jews of the truthfulness of the Christian faith, he discusses the reality of Jesus of Nazareth and speaks about his birth in very specific chronological terms: “Let us see, moreover, how in the forty-first year of the empire of Augustus, when he has been reigning for xx and viii years after the death of Cleopatra, the Christ is born. (And the same Augustus survived, after Christ is born, xv years; and the remaining times of years to the day of the birth of Christ will bring us to the xl first year, which is the xx and viiith of Augustus after the death of Cleopatra).”13 Like Irenaeus before, Tertullian argues that the date of the birth occurred in the “forty-first year of Augustus.” However, it becomes evident from the remainder of the reference that Tertullian intended a year coinciding with 3 BC, or perhaps even early 2 BC, and therefore began his reckoning when Augustus was elevated to the consulship in August 43 BC. This is conveniently confirmed, since Tertullian also adds that Jesus was born twenty-eight years after the death of Cleopatra (August of 30 BC) and fifteen years before the death of Augustus (August of AD 14).

	Question:  Does “fifteen years before the death of Augustus” (19 August, AD 14) bring one to 1 
B.C.?


(c. 170 A.D. – 235 A.D.)	Hippolytus of Rome

Hippolytus of Rome was a Bishop of Rome and one of the most import second-third centuries Christian theologians.  However, the background and the provenance and his writings are unknown.  The best historians confess that they cannot name where and with whom Hippolytus served in leadership.  As to his influence, Origen as a young man is said to have heard him preach. Hippolytus of Rome’s “Commentary on Daniel” is said to be the oldest surviving Christian commentary on Scripture. It was written sometime between 202 A.D. and 211 A.D.  Concerning the date of Christ’s birth, it contains one of the earliest known references to December 25. (Hippolytus, Commentarii in Danielem, 4.23.3).  He is venerated as a martyr. Interestingly, he criticized the Pope for believing that the names Father and Son were simply different names for the same subject.  Hippolytus championed the Logos (“Word”) doctrine.

Note* Origen of Alexandria (c. 185 – c. 253), was an early Christian scholar, ascetic, and theologian who was born and spent the first half of his career in Alexandria. He was a prolific writer who wrote roughly 2,000 treatises in multiple branches of theology, including textual criticism, yet nothing appears to be found in his writings concerning the birthdate of Christ.

Note*  (190 A.D. – 340 A.D.)  Two other Christian writers of relatively early date who also discuss the birth date of Jesus and who offer relatively specific dates are Julius Africanus (c. AD 190–250) and Eusebius of Caesarea (c. AD 290–340).


 (190 A.D. – 240 A.D.)   Sextus Julius Africanus

 According to Wikipedia, Julius Africanus’s chief work, which was entitled Chronographiai (History of the World), was a five-volume work covering the period from the Creation to AD 221, but is no longer extant except in fragments.  In this work Africanus calculates the period between Creation and Jesus was 5500 years, placing the Incarnation on the first day of AM 5501 (our modern March 25, 1 BC).  Interestingly, this dating is the origin of the tradition that the birth of Jesus occurred on December 25th, nine months after the Incarnation.
Although this apologetic work is no longer extant, copious extracts from it were quoted by Eusebius in his Chronicron. Eusebius used it extensively in compiling the early episcopal lists.  There are also fragments in George Syncellus, Cedrenus and the Chronicon Paschale.  


(205 A.D. – 253 A.D.)	Origen of Alexandria
	SEE my file: (Origen)
	SEE Internet Archives: https://archive.org/details/origen-against-celsus-contra-celsum-greek-
critical-edition-2-vols-in-1-koetschau/
	Note* See the 1995 Humphreys citation.
Origen of Alexandria (born c. 185 AD – c. 253 AD), also known as Origen Adamantius, was an early Christian scholar and theologian who was born and spent the first half of his career in Alexandria. Origen founded the Christian School of Caesarea, where he taught logic, cosmology, natural history, and theology, and became regarded by the churches of Palestine and Arabia as the ultimate authority on all matters of theology. He was a prolific writer who wrote roughly 2,000 treatises in multiple branches of theology, including textual criticism, biblical exegesis and hermeneutics, homiletics, and spirituality. He was one of the most influential and controversial figures in early Christian theology, apologetics, and asceticism. He authored Contra Celsum around 248 AD the most influential work of early Christian apologetics, in which he defended Christianity against the pagan philosopher Celsus, one of its foremost early critics. This work was preserved entirely in Greek.  Origen has been described by John Anthony McGuckin as "the greatest genius the early church ever produced." Origen is considered by some Christian groups to be a Church Father. He was tortured for his faith during the Decian persecution in 250 AD and died three to four years later from his injuries.  Almost all information about Origen's life comes from a lengthy biography of him in Book VI of the Ecclesiastical History written by the Christian historian Eusebius (c. 260 AD – c. 340 AD). [Wikipedia]
Pertinent to what the Scriptures say about the birth of Jesus, Origen’s Contra Celsum was the earliest source to associate a comet.  The following comes from an 1869-1872 translation by Rev. Frederick Crombie of The Writings of Origen (pub. 1879), particularly Origen, Against Celsus.  It is available on Internet Archives.   
		462 		ORIGEN AGAINST CELSUS	 			[Book I ]
CHAPTER LIX.

It has been observed that, on the occurrence of great events, and of mighty changes in terrestrial things, such stars are wont to appear, indicating either the removal of dynasties or the breaking out of wars, or the happening of such circumstances as may cause commotions upon the earth. But we have read in the Treatise on Comets by Chaeremon the Stoic, that on some occasions also, when good was to happen, comets made their appearance; and he gives an account of such instances. If, then, at the commencement of new dynasties, or on the occasion of other important events, there arises a comet so called, or any similar celestial body, why should it be matter of wonder that at the birth of Him who was to introduce a new doctrine to the human race, and to make known His teaching not only to Jews, but also to Greeks, and to many of the barbarous nations besides, a star should have arisen? Now I would say, that with respect to comets there is no prophecy in circulation to the effect that such an
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such a comet was to arise in connection with a particular kingdom or a particular time; but with respect to the appearance of a star at the birth of Jesus there is a prophecy of Balaam recorded by Moses to this effect: “There shall arise a star out of Jacob, and a man shall rise up out of Israel.” ?


(290 A.D. – 340 A.D.)  Eusebius of Caesarea 
SEE my file: (Eusebius.Birth of Christ)

Eusebius was a Greek or Palestinian historian of Christianity, exegete, and Christian polemicist. In about AD 314 he became the bishop of Caesarea of Syria Palaestina. He was a scholar of the biblical canon and is regarded as one of the most learned Christians during late antiquity.  He had a strong admiration for the thought of Origen.  Of the extensive literary activity of Eusebius, a relatively large portion has been preserved. Eusebius made himself indispensable by his method of authorship; his comprehensive and careful excerpts from original sources saved his successors the painstaking labor of original research. Hence, much has been preserved, quoted by Eusebius, which otherwise would have been lost.

However, with respect to his writing as a whole, noted historian Henry Gibbon refers to Eusebius as the "gravest" of the ecclesiastical historians, and he also suggests that Eusebius was more concerned with the passing political concerns of his time than with his duty as a reliable historian.  Jacob Burckhardt (19th century cultural historian) dismissed Eusebius as "the first thoroughly dishonest historian of antiquity."  Nevertheless, Eusebius argues in both his Ecclesiastical History and his Chronicle, which was based in part on Africanus’s History of the World, that Jesus was born about 2 BC . . . 


(325 A.D.)	Council, of Nicaea

 John Pratt writes:
 In A.D. 325 the Council of Nicaea adopted the Roman calendar as the official calendar of the 
Roman Catholic Church. Nearly identical to our calendar today, this calendar is called the Julian 
calendar in honor of Julius Caesar, who introduced it. It was not until two centuries later that our 
current system of reckoning years from the birth of Christ was devised.
(Source: John P. Pratt, "Why Does the Whole World Reckon Time from the Birth of Christ" The Ensign 23, No. 4 (April, 1993), p. 55.)

(350 A.D.)	Prudentius

	Bullinger (1893) writes:

There is a beautiful tradition which relates how, in their difficulty, on their way from Jerusalem to find the actual spot under the Zenith of this star, these Magi sat down beside David’s Well of Bethlehem” to refresh themselves.  There they saw the star reflected in the clear water of the well.  Hence it is written that “when they saw the star [presumably directly overhead] they rejoiced with exceeding joy,” for they knew they were at the very spot and place of His appearing which He was to “come forth.”

	There can be little doubt that it was a new star.  In the first place a new star is no unusual phenomenon.  In the second place the tradition is well supported by ancient Christian writers.  One speaks of its “surpassing brightness.”  Another (IGNATIUS, bishop of Antioch, AD 69) says, “At the appearance of the Lord a star shone forth brighter than all the other stars.”* IGNATIUS doubtless had this from those who had actually seen it!  PRUDENTIUS (4th century AD) says that not even the morning star was so fair.  Archbishop TRENCH, who quotes these authorities, says “This star, I conceive, as so many ancients and moderns had done, to have been a new star in the heavens.”


(345 A.D. – 575 A.D.)	
According to Blumell and Wayment, though other later Christian writers could be cited 
here, such as Epiphanius of Salamis (c. AD 315–403) or Paulus Orosius (c. AD 385–450), who both give specific dates for the birth of Christ, it is clear that they are dependent on the writings of these earlier fathers and do not bring anything new to the debate. While later Byzantine chroniclers like John Malalas (c. AD 490–575) will begin to argue that Jesus was born on December 25, 2 BC, and will even give the time of day when Jesus was allegedly born, such statements are clearly the result of much later Christian tradition that does not begin to develop until the fourth century.


(abt. 400 A.D.)	   Epiphanius of Salamis

Epiphanius (A.D. 367-403), the bishop at Salamis , wrote that "Wednesday and Friday are days of fasting up to the ninth hour because, as Wednesday began the Lord was arrested and on Friday he was crucified." As we can see, even though the prevailing view was that Friday was the day of the crucifixion, Wednesday was known as the day of Christ's arrest. (Remember that with a week based on days reckoned from evening to evening, Wednesday—that is to say, the fourth day of the week—began at sunset on Tuesday.)

By the fifth century, Easter Sunday celebrations were widespread. However, a church historian of the time named Socrates notes in a section of his history titled "Differences of Usage in Regard to Easter" that some Christians celebrated the resurrection on the Sabbath rather than on Sunday. As he put it, "Others in the East kept that feast on the Sabbath indeed."

[Note*  This seems to be the second bit of evidence for a Wednesday crucifixion.  See the 200 AD citation for the first bit of evidence.  See the 590 A.D. citation.  See the 2006 Mario Sieglie article.]


(367 A.D. – 407 A.D.)	John Chrysostom

For background information, see Owen Gingerich, “Kepler’s De Very Anno (1614)” in the 2015 book: Star of Bethlehem  and the Magii.  See also Wikipedia

	See my file:  (Chrysostom.Birth of Christ) 


From “On the Day of the Birth of Our Savior Jesus Christ (Which was then still uncertain, but a few years ago made known and proclaimed on the part of ones who came from the West.)” By St. John Chrysostom, we find the following:

And the time of the annunciation (to Zechariah) was that of Tabernacles and the fast, for this is the (text): "Afflict your souls." And the same feast is kept by the Jews about the end of the month of Gorpiaios just as you also witness; for we spend that time on the many long discourses to the Jews, arguing against the unseasonableness of their fast. Therefore Elizabeth, the wife of Zachariah, then also conceived, "and she hid herself for five months, saying, 'Thus the Lord has done to me in the days when he looked on me, to take away my reproach among men."' Finally it is time to explain that when the former was into the sixth month of pregnancy, Mary receives the good tidings of the conception. The events are that Gabriel came to her and said, '"Do not be afraid, Mary, for you have found favor with God. And behold, you will conceive in your womb and bear a son, and you shall call his name Jesus."' And as she was troubled, and sought to learn the manner, the angel answering said to her, "'The Holy Spirit will come upon you, and the power of the Most High will overshadow you; therefore also the one born of you will be called holy, the Son of God.' And behold, your kinswoman Elizabeth in her old age has also conceived a son; and this is the sixth month with her who was called barren. For with God nothing will be impossible."' If therefore Elizabeth started to conceive after the month of Gorpiaios, as it has been shown, we must count from that month six months afterwards. So then these are the months: Hyperberetaios, Dios, Apellaios, Audonaios, Peritios and Dustros.

After this sixth month, accordingly, Mary first conceived, whence also counting nine months, we shall arrive at this present month. Therefore the first month from the conception of the Lord is April, which is Xanthikos, after which is Artemisios, Desios, Panemos, Laios, Gorpiaios, Hyperberetaios, Dios, Apellaios - and this present month, during which we celebrate the day. But in order that what is said might become even clearer to you again taking up the same things again in brief, I shall speak to your charity: Once a year the high priest alone entered into the Holy of Holies. And when did this happen? In the month of Gorpiaios. Then, in fact, Zechariah entered into the Holy of Holies; then also he received the glad tidings concerning John. Accordingly he withdrew from there, and his wife began to conceive. And after Gorpiaios, when Elizabeth was in the sixth month, which is Dustros, Mary began finally to conceive. So counting nine months from Xanthikos, we will come the present month December], during which our Lord Jesus Christ was born.
https://www.johnsanidopoulos.com/2014/12/on-day-of-birth-of-our-savior-jesus.html

Note*  In summary, it appears that while early Church writers place the birth of Christ within three years of each other (anywhere from 4 BC to 2 BC), there is no general agreement on the actual year of Jesus’s birth.


(490 A.D. – 539 A.D.)    Dionysius Exiguus
Note*  From an article on Encylopedia.com updated in 2018 we find the following:
Roman scholar and theologian Dionysius Exiguus (c. 465 A.D.-c. 530 A.D.) is best known for his creation of a calendar that led to the modern Gregorian calendar. From his calendar stem the designations “B.C.” and “A.D.” Dionysius Exiguus (“Dennis the Little”) championed the system that is still used to determine the date of Easter. Writing in Anno Domini: The Origins of the Christian Era, Georges Declercq argued that “the epithet ‘exiguus’ was adopted by Dionysius himself as a sign of intellectual humility, not because he was small of stature.”
Dionysius originally came from Scythia—an area that in antiquity covered parts of present-day Russia, Ukraine, and Kazakhstan—where he was reputedly raised by a sect of Gothic monks before becoming a monk himself. 
Sometime around 496 Dionysius came to Rome; he was by that time already a well-known scholar who had been summoned by Pope Gelasius I to the city to organize the internal archives of the church, and, according to the New Catholic Encyclopedia, “to compile a collection of texts of incontestable worth and authenticity.” Dionysius seems to have remained in Rome for the remainder of his life. There, he lived as a monk and flourished as a scholar.
During his career, Dionysius worked in several fields of study. Highly reputed as a theologian and as an accomplished mathematician and astronomer, Dionysius was well versed in the Holy Scriptures and in canon law. He translated many of the decrees issued by the Council of Nicaea, which created the first standard Christian doctrine.  Dionysius also translated a number of texts describing the lives of saints, as well as theological works that recount early doctrinal debates among different groups within the Church. The New Catholic Encyclopedia claimed that “Dionysius's perfect knowledge of Greek and Latin is proved by his translations.”
In addition to translating important Church texts, Dionysius himself was a theologian who wrote on the early history of the Catholic Church. His biography in Science and Its Times stated that “he is credited with writing a collection of 401 ecclesiastical canons that would become important historical documents about the early years of Christianity.”
According to the New Catholic Encyclopedia, “the entire work of Dionysius had but one purpose: the reconciliation of the Churches of the Orient and the West.” At the time of Dionysius, Christian doctrine was not yet standardized; the Christian world had divided into eastern and western branches due to disagreements on doctrinal matters.
One of Dionysius's efforts to reunite the divided Church related to the calculation of the dates of Easter, the most important Christian feast day, on which believers celebrate the resurrection of Jesus Christ from the dead. This date was one of much contention in the early Church, and was one cause of the split between the eastern and western branches of the Church. 
Dionysius was trained as a mathematician and an astronomer, and these skills surely helped him as he conducted studies into the calculation of dates. His work with the calendar stemmed from a request from Pope John I in 525 to extend the existing Easter tables for an additional 95 years. 
According to Dionysius’s method, criteria dictated that Easter would occur on the first Sunday following the 14th day of the lunar cycle—the full moon—that falls on or after the spring equinox.  The lunar cycle was very important in his calculations. Despite the controversy caused by Dionysius's methods, his tables noting the dates of Easter for the years 532-626 stood. Western Christianity still calculates the date of Easter using this method, showing the lasting impact of Dionysius's work.
In the course of determining the date of Easter, Dionysius also created the Christian Era calendar, commonly used today and recognizable by its B.C./A.D. (“Before Christ”/“Anno Domini”) designations. The calendar in the era of Dionysius differed from the modern calendar. Instead of relying on the modern Gregorian calendar, people of Dionysius's time determined the year using the Julian calendar. The Gregorian calendar, introduced in 1582, would later perfect the Julian system's minor errors.
Dionysius numbered the years beginning with the incarnation of Jesus Christ, beginning with the year 1 as the Roman numbering system had no way to indicate a zero. 
Seemingly, Dionysius incorrectly calculated the year of Christ's birth, [as it differed from ancient scholars].  The reason for Dionysius's error is unclear. Some scholars have speculated that the inaccuracy may have stemmed from Dionysius placing the first day of the year in September rather than January.
The legacy of Dionysius Exiguus is evident throughout the world. His dating system, incorporated into the standard Gregorian calendar, is the most common reckoning of the year around the globe. 
If Wikipedia and other Internet sources are correct, Dionysius instigated his calendrical studies on his own initiative, not at the request of Pope John as some people write. Dionysius prepared a table of the future dates of Easter and a set of "arguments" explaining their calculation. He invented a system which he used to number the years of both the Gregorian calendar and the Julian calendar in order to identify the several Easters in his Easter tables. His purpose in developing his system was not necessarily to date any historical event, however, he did identify the Julian calendar years by linking them according to the Roman consuls who held office that year. When he referred to his own "present year" (525) he identified it as the year of "the consulship of probus Junior [Flavius Probus]." Dionysius knew the year Rome had been founded. He apparently placed the Incarnation (conception) of Jesus Christ on 25 March in the year 753.  Thus the birth of Jesus was deduced to be nine calendar months later on December 25th (1 B.C.). Dionysius then overlooked the final days of the Roman year 753 and proposed January 1, 754 (The first day of the new year according to the Roman calendar) as New Year's day of the first year (1) in a new era (A.D.--Anno Domini)-- thus bearing the date of A.D. 1

(520 A.D. – 575 A.D.)	John Malalas

John Malalas (c. AD 490–575) will begin to argue that Jesus was born on December 25, 2 BC, 
and will even give the time of day when Jesus was allegedly born, such statements are clearly 
the result of much later Christian tradition that does not begin to develop until the fourth 
century.

SEE my file: (Malalas.Birth of Christ)


(590 A.D.)	Bishop Gregory of Tours

Bishop Gregory of Tours (538-594), although himself believing in a Sunday resurrection, noted that many believed Jesus rose on the seventh day of the week, stating, "In our belief the resurrection of the Lord was on the first day, and not on the seventh as many deem."

	[Note*  Possible evidence for a Wednesday crucifixion and a Saturday sunset resurrection.]

(800s)	The Times of Charlemagne 	(Dionysian Method)

John Pratt writes:

 This [Dionysian] method of reckoning time from Christ was not widely used until Charlemagne 
made it official for the Holy Roman Empire in the ninth century A.D. By the twelfth century, England had also begun using the system, which spread around the world with the European colonization that followed.

 Source: John P. Pratt, "Why Does the Whole World Reckon Time from the Birth of Christ" The Ensign 23, No. 4 (April, 1993), p. 55.


(1582)	Pope Gregory XIII	(Changes to the Julian Calendar)

 John Pratt writes:

 In 1582 Pope Gregory XIII made minor changes to the Julian (or "Old Style") calendar to 
make it astronomically more accurate so that Easter would be celebrated at the right time. Thus the calendar became known as the Gregorian (or "New Style") calendar, and the A.D. reckoning became firmly established as the calendar was adopted by Roman Catholic countries such as Spain and France. Later the Gregorian calendar became less associated with Catholicism and gained popularity because it was accurate and convenient for international trade. It was adopted by several Protestant countries. . . . Today virtually the entire world uses the Gregorian calendar for commercial purposes. In order to remove the Christian implications from the calendar, the designations C.E. ("of the common era") and B.C.E. ("before the common era") are sometimes used to replace A.D. and B.C.  It is interesting to note that the Nephites were probably the first nation to reckon years from the birth of Jesus Christ, doing so as early as nine years after the sign of his birth. (See 3 Ne. 2:8)

 Source: John P. Pratt, "Why Does the Whole World Reckon Time from the Birth of Christ" The Ensign 23, No. 4 (April, 1993), p. 55.


1605	Laurence Suslyga, Theoremata de ano ortgus ac ortis Domini, deque universa Jesu Christi in 
carne oeconomia . . . .  Poland, 1605.

	See Wikipedia article.

Note*  Laurence Suslyga was the first to challenge the historical correctness of Dionysius’s 1BC-AD birth of Christ.  He based his reasoning on the writings of Josephus.—that Herod the Great died in 4 BC.


1606	Joseph Scaliger, Thesaurus temporum, 

Joseph Scaliger (1540-1609) was a Calvinist religious leader and scholar, known for expanding classical history from Greek and Ancient Roman history to include Persian, Babylonian, Jewish and Ancient Egyptian history. In the last decades of his life, he succeeded in reconstructing the lost Chronicle of Eusebius—one of the most valuable ancient documents, especially valuable for ancient chronology. This he printed in 1606 in his Thesaurus temporum, in which he collected, restored, and arranged every chronological relic extant in Greek or Latin.

[Note* In 1810, Adam Clarke would say that Scaliger proposed that Christ was born “in October.”—see the 1810 notation.  See also the Eusebius notation.]


1610	Isaac Casaubon (1559-1614) 

Isaac Casaubon was a classical scholar and philologist. At Geneva, the metropolis of Calvinism which received a constant stream of visitors, Casaubon sought help by cultivating the acquaintance of foreign scholars.  Through them he came to the attention of Joseph Scaliger. Scaliger and Casaubon first exchanged letters in 1594. They never met, but kept up a lengthy correspondence that shows their growing admiration, esteem and friendship.

[Note* In 1810, Adam Clarke would say that Casaubon, like Scaliger, proposed that Christ was born “in October.”—see the 1810 notation.  See also the 1606 Scaliger notation]


1614	Johanes Kepler, De Vero Anno quo Aeternus Dei Filius Humanam in Utero Benedictae Virginis 
Mariae Asswumsit. Frankfort, 1614.

[bookmark: _Hlk178345215]	For background information, see W. Burke-Gaffney, S. J., “Kepler and the Star of Bethlehem,” 
The Royal Astronomical Society of Canada, vol. 31 (1937): 417-425.

	Kepler was fascinated by the 1604 conjunction of Saturn, Jupiter and Mars, and that it apparently repeated about every 800 years.  Because he calculated the conjunction appeared in 7 BC, he was thrilled to read that Suslyga had corrected the birth of Christ 5-6 years in that direction. 


1650	Samuel Bochart

Samuel Bochart (1599-1667) was one of the greatest scholars of the seventeenth century, and an illustrious representative of the science and theology of the French Reformed Church.

[Note* In 1810, Adam Clarke would say that Bochart proposed that Christ was born “in March”—see the 1810 notation.]


1658 	James Ussher, Annales Veteris Testasmenti, a prima mundi origine deducti (Annals of the Old 
Testament, deduced from the first origins of the world) or (Annals of the World)

 James Ussher was an Irish theologian and scholar. At one time he had possibly the largest collection of books in Western Europe. He is best known for his system of dating the events of the world from the Creation to A.D. 70 which was published in 1658 as "The Annals of the World." About 15% of his text came from biblical history, with 85% of the text from secular history. Using the Bible as his timeline, Ussher began with the death of Nebuchadnezzar as a reliable date and worked backward through the genealogies of the Old Testament to arrive at the date of creation—4004 B.C. Ussher's proposed date of 4004 BC for the Creation was not that much different than other historians such as Venerable Bede (3952 BC) or Scaliger (3949 BC), however, his system survived because from about 1700s onwards, it was included in the annotated editions of the immensely influential King James translation of the Bible. Some of the dates are as follows:

4004 BC 	Creation
2348 BC 	The Great Flood
   586 BC 	The destruction of Jerusalem by Babylon and the beginning of the Babylonian
			 Captivity
       4 BC 	The birth of Christ

Source: Various Internet sites on searching "James Ussher"

Note* Then according to the chronology of Ussher, which would have been in the King James Bible during Joseph Smith's time, Jerusalem would have been destroyed in 586 BC, and if Zedekiah ruled eleven years before the destruction, then the first year of the reign of Zedekiah would have been in the year 597 BC. 
However, see the 1810 Adam Clarke Bible Commentary notation. 


1661	John Selden, Theanthropos or  God made man, a tract proving the nativity of our Saviour to be 
on the 25th of December.   London, 1661.

[bookmark: _Hlk177613145]Selden was reputed to be one of the most learned men of an age known for men of great learning.  It testifies to his greatness that no less than Arch Bishop James Usher performed Selden’s funeral service.  Many of Selden’s books are still in print after over 400 years.  Among his many works is ”Theanthropos,” God Made Man, a tract proving the nativity of Christ to be on the 25th of December,” published posthumously in 1661.  This work is by far the most learned defense of the received date of Christ’s birth ever penned.  An abridged version appeared in the Orthodox Churchmen, November 1802, pp. 354-360; SEE the 1802 citation. (dec25th.info)


1684	John Lightfoot, A Commentary on the New Testament from the Talmud and Hebraica, 

John Lightfoot (1602-1675) was a distinguished English clergyman, rabbinical scholar, and Vice-Chancellor of the University of Cambridge, whose work left an indelible mark on biblical scholarship and the study of the New Testament.  His legacy is one of intellectual rigor and a commitment to understanding the Bible in its historical context.   A Commentary on the New Testament from the Talmud and Hebraica was first written in Latin and published somewhere between 1658 and 1674.  The first English translation was published anonymously in 1684.

	The following is his comment on Luke 2:8: “And there were in the same country shepherds abiding in the field, keeping watch over their flock by night.”

These are the sheep of the wilderness; viz. Those which go out to pasture about the time of the Passover, and are fed in the fields, and return home upon the first rain.

“Which is the first rain?  It begins on the third of the month Marchesvan.  The middle rain is on the seventh: the last on the seventeenth.  So R. Meier: but R. Judah saith, On the seventh, seventeenth, and one-and-twentieth.”

The spring coming on, they drove their beasts into wildernesses or champaign grounds, where they fed them the whole summer, keeping watch over them night and day, that they might not be impaired either by thieves or ravenous beasts.  They had for this purpose their tower to watch in; or else certain small cottages erected for this very end, and as we have observed elsewhere.  Now in the month Marchesvan, which is part of our October and part of November, the winter coming on, they betook themselves  home again with the flocks and the herds.

[Note*  Thus, Christ was presumably born sometime between Passover (March-April) and October.]

[Note* Adam Clarke has Lightfoot saying that Christ was born “on the 15th of September”—see the 1810 notation.]


1708	Matthew Henry, An Exposition of the Old and New Testaments  (known also as Matthew 
Henry’s Commentary on the Whole Bible), London, England, 1708-1710.

		Matthew Henry was born near Wales on October 18, 1662.  His father was a Reverend, 
who home-taught him prior to his entrance into the Thomas Doolittle academy for three years.  After studying law, he began to preach as a non-conformist pastor of a Presbyterian congregation at Chester in 1687, and remained in this position for 25 years. He went to Hackney, London shortly before his death in 1712.  
Matthew Henry ‘s reputation stems from his extensive six-volume commentary on the bible which was published.  Although he completed his commentary only to the end of Acts, other like-minded authors prepared the remainder from Henry’s manuscripts.  The work was long celebrated as the best English commentary for devotional purposes.  His commentary was republished a number of times in the 1700s and 1800s.  An expanded version was published in 1896.
		SEE the digitized file on Matthew Henry Commentary  1875

2 Kings 24

Jehoiakim Subdued by Nebuchadnezzar (599 B.C.)    
[Note the date, but what does it mean?}

Jehoiachin Carried Captive to Babylon (599 B.C.)     
[Note*  Would this coincide with the first year of Zedekiah?]

III. The successor whom the king of Babylon appointed in the room of Jehoiachin. God had written him childless (Jer 22 30) and therefore his uncle was entrusted with the government. The king of Babylon made Mattaniah king, the son of Josiah; and to remind him, and let all the world know, that he was his creature, he changed his name and called him Zedekiah, 

2 Chronicles 36

The Destruction of Jerusalem (588 B.C.)

11 Zedekiah was one and twenty years old when he began to reign, and reigned eleven years in Jerusalem. 

Note*  If Zedekiah reigned eleven years in Jerusalem, and if Jerusalem was destroyed in 588 BC, then the first year of Zedekiah would have been in 599 BC.

Note* Interestingly, in view of what has just been quoted relative to chronology, we find the following in Jeremiah 22:

Jeremiah 22

Jeremiah Preaches before Jehoiakim (590 B.C.)

Note*  How does Jeremiah speak to Jehoiakim in 590 BC when Jehoiakim is dead?  Or is the dating reflective of the prophecy fulfilled?

Note* I have had copies made of an 1875 edition of Matthew Henry’s commentary available in BYU Library L. Tom Perry Special Collections which reflect much earlier editions.  In those copies one date (in parenthesis) appears at the top of the page for the whole page. SEE the Matthew Henry digitized file for further details. 


1713	Johann Albert Fabricius, Bibliotheca Antiquaria. Hamburg and Leipzig: Christian Leibezeit, 1713. 

Note* Johann Albert Fabricius (1668-1736) was a German classical scholar and bibliographer. He is credited with 128 books and a collector of manuscripts.  His Bibliotheca Antiquaria is an account of the writers whose works illustrated Jewish, Greek, Roman and Christian antiquities.  Fabricius was also influential in articulating current scholarly notions of the “Old Testament Pseudepigrapha” and “New Testament Apocrypha” through his compilations of collections of texts and excerpts. He is said to have provided a catalogue of no less than 136 different opinions concerning the YEAR of Christ’s birth; and as to his birth DAY, it was found to be claimed in every month of the year.

Note* Although some form of the above has been given by MANY authors concerning Christ’s birthdate, nobody I am aware of has ever given an illustration or translated example.  That is probably because an English translation was never made.  This publication is available from modern reprints, but they are all in Latin.  For the benefit of readers, I am printing a copy of some pages of Bibliotheca Antiquaria from BYU Library: L. Tom Perry Special Collections.  
Call Number: BS 620 .A2 Z58 1713



[image: ]
Bibliography of Ancient Scripts, an Introduction to the Notebooks of the Scriptors, who Will Illuminate 
Hebrew, Greek, Roman Antiquities and Christian Scriptures.

[bookmark: _Hlk184570931]From Hamburg and Leipzig,
Publisher Christian Leibezeit
Year 1713

The following will help the reader understand the Charting columns which follow:
An. Urbis Cond. = From the foundation of the city Rome.  According to tradition, Rome was founded 
about 753 B.C. Thus, the years of Rome began and counted forward.
	The following is a conversion table:
Year of Rome	Year B.C.	
745		9
746		8
747		7
748		6
749		5
750		4
751		3
752		2
753		1
		A.C.
754		1
755		2
756		3
An. Juliani = years in the Julian Calendar  (used to relate Christian history)

Ante Aeuam Dionysius = Before the beginning of the Dionysian Calendar in which Christ was born 
between 1 BC and 1 AD
Christhm Natum = The Birth of Christ	 	consent =  opinions

Quo Natus Est Christus = In the Year that Christ Was Born

The following comes from pages 193-198:

[image: ]
Note*  The above page 193 has a listing of opinions for 34 BC, and for December 25, 6 BC.
[image: ]
Page 194  (opinions continue for 6 BC, and for 5 BC)
[image: ]
Page 195   (opinions continue for 5 BC, and 4 BC and for 3 BC
[image: ]
Page 196  (opinions continue for 3 BC, and for 2 BC)
[image: ]
Page 197  (opinions continue for 2 BC, and for 1 BC and for 1 AD)


[image: ]
Page 198  (opinions continue for 1 AD, and for 2 AD and for 3 AD)


1733	Nicolas Mann, Of the True Years of the Birth and of the Death of Christ.  London, 1733.

Note*  See archive copy at https://archive.org/details/bim_eighteenth-century_of-the-true-years-of-the_mann-nicholas_1733

1802	Society of Churchmen, The Orthodox Churchman’s Magazine and Review  or  A Treasury of 
Divine and Useful Knowledge.   Vol. 3. From July to December, 1802.   Printed in London
by J. Spragg, 1803., November 1802, pp. 354-360.    (dec25th.info)

[SEE the 1661 citation – defends the December 25th birthdate of Christ.]


1810*	Adam Clarke, The Holy Bible Containing the Old and New Testaments . . . with A Commentary 
and Critical Notes Designed as a Help to a Better Understanding of the Sacred Writings: 
The Old Testament: Volume II—Joshua to Esther.  First released in England in 1810.  
First published in the United States in 1824 by Abraham Paul for the New York branch of 
The Methodist Book Concern. Reprinted in the United States of America by Abingdon, 
Nashville.
[Note* In order to keep track of what I have copies of in my personal library, I have underlined the date of those that I possess.]

Clarke’s authoritative commentary, published first in England in 1810 and then in America in 1824 at the time of Joseph Smith is worth consulting.  Its scope of ancient writings is prolific.  A few of the more pertinent comments are:
On page 567 we find 2 Kings 24:6, “So Jehoiakim slept with his fathers: and Jehoiachin his son reigned in his stead.”  In the marginal chronological note for 2 Kings 24:6 it states: “B.C. 599.”
[bookmark: _Hlk145281795]On page 568 we find 2 Kings 24:17, “And the king of Babylon made Mattaniah his father’s brother king in his stead, and changed his name to Zedekiah.”  In the marginal chronological note for 2 Kings 24:17 it states: “B.C. 599.”
Note*  In order to verify the quotes above and those which follow as original, I went to the BYU Harold B. Lee library where I was directed to an “Early American Imprints” microfiche series containing a copy of Adam Clarke’s Bible commentary volumes whose “Creation Date” was listed as “1811.” Also there was a “General Note” which said: “The text carefully printed from the most correct copies of the present authorized translation, including the marginal readings and parallel texts.” The call number was 080 Sh64a no. 22353.  There were 62 diskettes, from which I verified my quotes from the pertinent volumes I have listed here on diskette numbers 16, 32, 33, 38 and 49. 

1810	Adam Clarke, The Holy Bible Containing the Old and New Testaments . . . with A Commentary 
and Critical Notes Designed as a Help to a Better Understanding of the Sacred Writings: 
The Old Testament: Volume IV—Isaiah to Malachi.  First released in England in 1810.  
First published in the United States in 1824 by Abraham Paul for the New York branch of 
The Methodist Book Concern. Reprinted in the United States of America by Abingdon, 
Nashville

Clarke’s authoritative commentary, published first in England in 1810 and then in America in 1824 at the time of Joseph Smith is worth consulting.  Its scope of ancient writings is prolific.  A few of the more pertinent comments are:
[bookmark: _Hlk145282000]On page 253 we find Jeremiah 1:3, “It came also in the days of Jehoiakim the son of Josiah king of Judah, unto the end of the eleventh year of Zedekiah the son of Josiah king of Judah, unto the carrying away of Jerusalem captive in the fifth month.”  In the marginal chronological note for Jeremiah 1:3 it states: “B.C. 610—588.”

On page 352 we find Jeremiah 37:1, “And king Zedekiah the son of Josiah reigned instead of Coniah the son of Jehoiakim, whom Nebuchadrezzar king of Babylon made king in the land of Judah.”  In the marginal chronological note for Jeremiah 37:1 it states: “B.C. 598—588.”

On pages 814-815 Clarke writes:
Thus I have finished that brief connection of the affairs of the Jews from the death of Nehemiah and conclusion of the Old Testament, to the coming of Christ, where the New Testament begins, which from the creation of the world, according to the most exact computation, is the year 4000.
The general state of the heathen world was in profound peace under the Roman emperor, Augustus, to whom all the known parts of the earth, were in subjection when Christ was born.  This glorious event took place in the year of the Julian Period 4709, and the fifth before the vulgar era of Christ commonly noted A.D., Anno Domini, or the year of our Lord.”

[bookmark: _Hlk145272358]1810	Adam Clarke, The Holy Bible Containing the Old and New Testaments . . . with A Commentary 
and Critical Notes Designed as a Help to a Better Understanding of the Sacred 
Writings: The New Testament of Our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ . . . : Volume I.—
Matthew to the Acts. First released in England in 1810.  First published in the United 
States in 1824 by Abraham Pual for the New York branch of The Methodist Book 
[bookmark: _Hlk145272597]Concern. Reprinted in the United States of America by Abingdon, Nashville


Clarke’s authoritative commentary, published first in England in 1810 and then in America in 1824 at the time of Joseph Smith is worth consulting.  Its scope of ancient writings is prolific.  
Note* According to CoPilot, the chronological marginal notes and the dating of Christ’s birth and death did not appear in his Old & New Testament Commentaries until 1831.

A few of the more pertinent comments are:
Matthew 27:45  “from the sixth hour, there was darkness over all the land, unto the nineth hour.”
It is plain enough there was a darkness in Jerusalem, and over all Judea; and probably over all the people among whom Christ had for more than three years preached the everlasting Gospel; and that this darkness was supernatural is evident from this, that it happened during the passover, which was celebrated only at the full moon, a time in which it was impossible for the sun to be eclipsed.

Additionally on Luke, chapter 2, Clarke writes the following commentary on pages 368-369:
 Verse 1. Caesar Augustus] This was Caius Caesar Octavianus Augustus, who was proclaimed emperor of Rome in the 29th year before our Lord, and died A.D. 14.  That all the world should be taxed.] (the whole of that empire). It is agreed, on all hands, that this cannot mean the whole world, as in the common translation; for this very sufficient reason, that the Romans had not the dominion of the whole earth, and therefore could have no right to raise levis or taxes in those places to which their dominion did not extend. . . Therefore the whole that could be meant here, can be no more than that a general census of the inhabitants and their effects had been made in the reign of Augustus, through all the Roman dominions.
 But as there is no general census mentioned in any historian as having taken place at this time, the meaning of [  ] must be farther restrained, and applied solely to the land of Judea. . . .
 And from this we may learn, that the word [   ] had been long used as a term by which the land of Judea was commonly expressed. . . .
 Verse 2. This taxing was first made when Cyrenius, &c.] The next difficulty in this text is found in this verse, which may be translated, Now this first enrolment was made when Quirinus was governor of Syria.
 It is easily proved, and has been proved often, that Caius Sulpicius Quirinus, the person mentioned in the text, was not governor of Syria, till ten or twelve years after the birth of our Lord. St. Matthew says that our Lord was born in the reign of Herod, chap. ii. 1, at which time Quintilius Varus was president of Syria, (Joseph. Ant. book xvii. c. 5, sect. 2,) who was preceded in that office by Sentius Saturninus. Cyrenius, or Quirinus, was not sent into Syria till Archelaus was removed from the government of Judea; and Archelaus had reigned there between nine and ten years after the death of Herod; so that it is impossible that the census mentioned by the evangelist could have been made in the presidency of Quirinus.  Several learned men have produced solutions of this difficulty; and, indeed, there are various ways of solving it, which may be seen at length in Lardner, vol. i. p. 248-329. One or other of the two following appears to me to be the true meaning of the text.
 1. When Augustus published this decree, it is supposed that Quirinus, who was a very active man, and a person in whom the emperor confided, was sent into Syria and Judea with extraordinary powers, to make the census here mentioned; though, at that time, he was not governor of Syria, for Quintilius Varus was then president; and that when he came, ten or twelve years after, into the presidency of Syria, there was another census made, to both of which St. Luke alludes, when he says, This was the first assessment of Cyrenius, governor of Syria; for so Dr. Lardner translates the words. The passage thus translated, does not say that this assessment was made when Cyrenius was governor of Syria, which would not have been the truth; but that this was the first assessment which Cyrenius, who was (i.e. afterwards) governor of Syria, made; for after he became governor, he made a second. Lardner defends this opinion in a very satisfactory and masterly manner. See vol. i. p. 317, &c.
 2. The second way of solving this difficulty is by translating the words thus: this enrolment was made BEFORE Cyrenius was governor of Syria; or before that of Cyrenius. . . . Michaelis, and some other eminent and learned men, have been of this opinion: but their conjecture is not supported by any MS. yet discovered; nor, indeed, is there any occasion for it. As the words in the evangelist are very ambiguous, the second solution appears to me to be the best.

Interestingly, in Volume 5 of Clarke's Commentary (Matthew - Revelations), Clarke comments on the birth of Jesus in the second chapter of Luke. In the margin appears the date "B.C. 4“ opposite Luke 2:6-7, 
"And so it was, that while they were there, the days were accomplished that she should be delivered. And she brought forth her firstborn son . . . This date DOES accord with the chronology of Bishop Ussher. 

Luke 2:8    “There were - shepherds abiding in the field” – 
There is no intimation here that these shepherds were exposed to the open air. They dwelt in the fields where they had their sheep penned up; but they undoubtedly had tents or booths under which they dwelt.
“Keeping watch - by night” - Or, as in the margin, keeping the watches of the night, i.e. each one keeping a watch (which ordinarily consisted of three hours) in his turn. The reason why they watched them in the field appears to have been, either to preserve the sheep from beasts of prey, such as wolves, foxes, etc., or from freebooting banditti, with which all the land of Judea was at that time much infested. It was a custom among the Jews to send out their sheep to the deserts, about the passover, and bring them home at the commencement of the first rain: during the time they were out, the shepherds watched them night and day. As the passover occurred in the spring, and the first rain began early in the month of Marchesvan, which answers to part of our October and November, we find that the sheep were kept out in the open country during the whole of the summer. And as these shepherds had not yet brought home their flocks, it is a presumptive argument that October had not yet commenced, and that, consequently, our Lord was not born on the 25th of December, when no flocks were out in the fields; nor could he have been born later than September, as the flocks were still in the fields by night. On this very ground the nativity in December should be given up. The feeding of the flocks by night in the fields is a chronological fact, which casts considerable light upon this disputed point. See the quotations from the Talmudists in Lightfoot.
Note* This might prove a big problem for anyone proposing Christ to be born in late November or December through early March.
The time in which Christ was born has been considered a subject of great importance among Christians. However, the matter has been considered of no moment by Him who inspired the evangelists; as not one hint is dropped on the subject, by which it might be possible even to guess nearly to the time, except the chronological fact mentioned above. A late writer makes the following remark: "The first Christians placed the baptism of Christ about the beginning of the fifteenth year of Tiberius; and thence reckoning back thirty years, they placed his birth in the forty-third year of the Julian period, the forty-second of Augustus, and the twenty-eighth after the victory at Actium. This opinion obtained till A.D. 527, when Dionysius Exiguus invented the vulgar account. Learned and pious men have trifled egregiously on this subject, making that of importance which the Holy Spirit, by his silence, has plainly informed them is of none. Fabricius gives a catalogue of no less than 136 different opinions concerning the Year of Christ's birth: and as to his birth Day, that has been placed by Christian sects and learned men in every month in the year. The Egyptians placed it in January - Wagenseil, in February - Bochart, in March - some, mentioned by Clemens Alexandrinus, in April - others, in May - Epiphanius speaks of some who placed it in June - and of others who supposed it to have been in July - Wagenseil, who was not sure of February, fixed it probably in August - Lightfoot, on the 15th of September - Scaliger, Casaubon, and Calvisius, in October - others, in November - but the Latin Church, supreme in power, and infallible in judgment, placed it on the 25th of December, the very day on which the ancient Romans celebrated the feast of their goddess Bruma." See more in Robinson's Notes on Claude's Essay, vol. i. p. 275, etc. Pope Julius I. was the person who made this alteration, and it appears to have been done for this reason: the sun now began his return towards the northern tropic, ending the winter, lengthening the short days, and introducing the spring. All this was probably deemed emblematical of the rising of the Sun of righteousness on the darkness of this world, and causing the day-spring from on high to visit mankind.
John 3:13  “the Jews’ Passover was at hand; and Jesus went up to Jerusalem”
This was the first passover after Christ's baptism. The second is mentioned, Luke 6:1 . The third, John 6:4 . And the fourth, which was that at which he was crucified, John 11:55. 

John 3:20  “Then said the Jews, Forty and six years was this temple in building, and wilt thou rear it up; in three days?
Forty and six years was this temple in building - The temple of which the Jews spake was begun to be rebuilt by Herod the Great, in the 18th year of his reign: Josephus. Ant. b. xv. c. 11, s. 1; and xx. c. 9, s. 5, 7. But though he finished the main work in nine years and a half, yet some additional buildings or repairs were constantly carried on for many years afterwards. Herod began the work sixteen years before the birth of our Lord: the transactions which are here related took place in the thirtieth year of our Lord, which make the term exactly forty-six years. 

John 19:31  It was the preparation - 
Every Sabbath had a preparation which began at the ninth hour (that is, three o'clock) the preceding evening. Josephus, Ant. b. xvi. c. 6, s. 2, recites an edict of the Emperor Augustus in favor of the Jews, which orders, "that no one shall be obliged to give bail or surety on the Sabbath day, nor on the preparation before it, after the ninth hour." The time fixed here was undoubtedly in conformity to the Jewish custom, as they began their preparation at three o'clock on the Friday evening. . . . 
(for that Sabbath day was a high day) - 
Because it was the Sabbath. Because it was the day on which all the people presented themselves in the temple according to the command, Exodus 23:17.  Because that was the day on which the sheaf of the first fruits was offered, according to the command, Leviticus 23:10 , Leviticus 23:11 . So that upon this day there happened to be three solemnities in one. - Lightfoot. It might be properly called a high day, because the passover fell on that Sabbath.

In Clarke's commentary on the 20th chapter of John, we find first that in the margin of verse 1 ( "The first day of the week cometh Mary Magdalene early, when it was yet dark, unto the sepulchre, and seeth the stone taken away from the sepulchre") there is the date "A.D. 29." At the bottom of the page Clarke writes: 
Verse 1. The first day of the week] On what we call Sunday morning, the morning after the Jewish Sabbath. . . .
 [Note* The year "A.D. 29" for the Crucifixion and Resurrection agrees with the chronology of Ussher, which places the birth of Christ in 4 B.C., but it does not agree with Clarke's Old Testament Commentary, which had the first year of Zedekiah's reign falling either in 601 B.C. or 600 B.C.]

On pages 907-908 we find an “ADVERTISEMENT to the Following Chronological Tables to the Books of the New Testament.”  In what is pertinent to our understanding, it states the contents of the Tables I-III.  It then proclaims the following:

Chronologers are generally agreed that our Lord was born four years before the commencement of what is termed the vulgar era [A.D.] of his nativity; that is, in the 749th year from the building of Rome, according to Varro.   Herod the Great died about the 751st year of Rome, two years before the present vulgar era, according to the most accurate chronologers; therefore, our common computation [the division between B.C. 1/1 A.D.] must be four years too late.  
[Note* The dating of Christ’s birth to at least 4-5 BC that is quoted here by Adam Clarke (in 1811?) coupled with the “598” listed for the first year of Zedekiah tends to negate the theory that Joseph Smith copied from Clarke in producing the Book of Mormon, which prophesies of 600 years from the time Lehi departed Jerusalem till the birth of Christ.]
It is universally agreed that Augustus reigned till A.D. 14, according to the common reckoning; therefore, the 30th year of Christ’s age must correspond to the 12th year after the death of Augustus; or, which is the same, to the 12th year of the sole reign of Tiberius Caesar; and, as according to the general custom of the Jews a person was not deemed qualified to enter on the public work of the ministry before he was 30 years of age, (though some did it at 25,) it may be safely stated that the 15th year of the reign of Tiberius coincided with the 30th year of the Baptist’s age; and therefore it must have coincided also with the 30th year of our Lords’s age: as the latter was born only six months after the former. . . . [a discussion follows on the note in the margin of Luke 3:1 relative to the regnal year of Tiberius]
	By all this it appears that the time of which Luke speaks was properly the fifteenth year of the reign of Tiberius, though only the twelfth after the death of Augustus.  And that as Herod did not die, as chronologers generally agree, till the 751st year of Rome, which was the second year of our Lord, therefore, the whole account of the murder of the innocents, as given by St. Mathew, chap. ii, is perfectly consistent.  This being the real state of the case, it seems exceedingly strange that learned men should have made objections to the verity of St. Luke’s history on this account; and that some, to the disgrace of criticism, should have had the weakness or bigotry to pronounce, on such untenable ground, the evangelical history of the genealogy of our Lord to be spurious!  But wisdom is justified of her children.

On page 909 we find “TABLE I: Table of remarkable Eras, and Chronological Facts.”  This charts the BC/AD dates for (1) the Roman Emperors, beginning with Augustus Caesar,  (2) the “Governors of the Jews” beginning with Herod the Great, (4) the “Governors of Syria” from Varus.
On pages 910-911 those same categories are continued in the years after A.D. 40 from the chart on page 909.
On pages 914-915 we find “TABLE III.: Chronology of Remarkable Events” which gives the dating by three different calendar systems for events related to Christ’s life.  This charting extends on the pages that follow (916-920) till the year 100 A.D.  Some of the more pertinent listings are as follows:
B.C. 4	Jesus Christ, the Son of God, born of the Virgin Mary, at Bethlehem in Judea Wise men 
from the east, being guided by a star, come and worship the new-born King of the Jews
B.C. 3	Herod the Great, king of Judea, orders all the male children of Bethlehem and its vicinity, 
Under two years of age, to be put to death, in order to destroy Jesus Christ, who was 
providentially carried into Egypt before this cruel edict was put into execution.
	B.C. 2	Death of Herod the Great, in the 37th year of his reign. He is succeeded by his son 
Archelaus.
	A.D. 29	The Jews, by the permission of Pontius Pilate, crucify Jesus Christ; who, on the third day 
after his crucifixion, rises form the dead; and forty days after his resurrection ascends up 
into heaven.

Note*  There is a note on page 920 which states: “Finished correcting for a new edition, Nov. 4th, 1831.—A[dam] C[larke].”  “END OF VOLUME 1.”  QUESTION: To what extent does this editing affect the “TABLES I-III that have just been presented in pages 907-920?   CHECK THE ORIGINAL 1810 EDITION!

1814	Alexander von Humboldt, Researches Concerning the Institutions & Monuments of the Ancient 
Inhabitants of America. With Descriptions & Views of Some of the Most Striking Scenes 
in the Cordilleras. Volume I.  London: Longman, Hurst, Rees, Orme & Brown, J. Murray & 
H. Colburn, 1814.
https://archive.org/details/researchesconcer01humb/page/408/mode/2up

Friedrich Wilhelm Heinrich Alexander von Humboldt (1769 – 1859) was a German polymath, geographer, naturalist, explorer, and scientist.  Between 1799 and 1804, Humboldt travelled extensively in the Americas, exploring and describing them for the first time from a non-Spanish European scientific point of view. His description of the journey was written up and published in several volumes over 21 years. 
Humboldt landed in Acapulco on 15 February 1803, and from there worked his way to Mexico City where he was officially welcomed. He spent a year recording the historical, geographical and cultural features.  He left Mexico in 1804.  (Wikipedia)
[bookmark: _Hlk189214401]The record that he made that is somewhat pertinent to the discussion of Book of Mormon chronology has to do with his over 130-page (p. 276—409) description of the function of the Aztec calendrical system and the reproduction of the Aztec Calendar Stone.  This appeared in the 1814 publication of his Volume I, Researches Concerning the Institutions & Monuments of the Ancient Inhabitants of America. With Descriptions & Views of Some of the Most Striking Scenes in the Cordilleras. (London: Longman, Hurst, Rees, Orme & Brown, J. Murray & H. Colburn).
	
The following are a few brief quotes from that book:
[Not a numbered page]

RELIEF IN 'BASALT’ REPRESENTING THE MEXICAN CALENDAR. PLATE XXIII.

[image: ]
[p. 276]
Among the number of monuments which seem to prove, that the people of Mexico, at the time of their conquest by the Spaniards, had attained a certain degree of civilization, we may assign the first rank to the calendars, or different divisions of time, adopted by the Toltecks and the Aztecks ; either for the use of society in general, or to regulate the order of sacrifices, or to facilitate the calculations of astrology.  . . . 
[277]
The monks and other Spanish writers, who visited Mexico a short time after the conquest, gave but vague and often contradictory notions of the different calendars in use among the nations of the Tolteck and Azteck race. We find these notions in the works of Gomara, Vaiades, Acosta, and Torquemada. This last writer, notwithstanding bis superstition, has transmitted to us in his Monarquia Indiana^ a collection of important facts, which discovers an accurate knowledge of local circumstances. He lived fifty years among the Mexicans: he arrived at the city of Tenochtitlan at a period, when the natives were yet in possession of a great number of historical paintings [The year 1577. Torquemada, lib. riii, c. 2. (vol. 2, p. 157.)] . . . 
[p. 278]
Materials more instructive than the narratives of the first Spanish historians, had long existed at Mexico, in the convents and public libraries. Some Indian authors, Christoval del Castillo, a native of Tezcuco, who died in 1606, at the age of eighty years, Fernando de Alvarado Tezozomoc, and Domingo Chimalpain, have left manuscripts composed in the Azteck language on the

[p. 279]
history and chronology of their ancestors. These manuscripts, which contain a great number of dates, reckoning at the same time according to the Christian era, and according to the civil and ritual calendar of the natives, have been studied with advantage by the learned Carlos de Siguenza, professor of mathematics at the university of Mexico ; by the Milanese traveller, Boturini Benaducei; by the Abbe Clavigero; and latterly by Mr. Gama, whose astronomical labours I have had occasion to mention in another work Finally, in 1790, a stone of enormous bulk, covered with characters evidently relative to the Mexican calendar, the religious festivals, and the days in which the Sun passes the zenith of the city of Mexico, was discovered in the foundations of the ancient teocalli. This served at the same time to clear up some doubtful points, and call the attention of some enlightened natives to the Mexican calendar.
I endeavoured, not only during my stay in America, but after my return to Europe, to study carefully every thing that has been published on the division of time, and the mode of intercalation among the Aztecks. I examined on the spot the celebrated stone found in the Plaza Mayor, and represented in the twenty-third plate. . . . 
[p. 281]
The civil year of the Aztecks was a solar year of three hundred and sixty-five days, and was divided into eighteen months, each of twenty days. After these eighteen months, or three hundred and sixty days, five complementary days were added, and the year began anew.  . . . 
[p. 282]
The beginning of the civil day among the Aztecks was reckoned like that of the Persians, the Egyptians, the Babylonians, and the greater part of the nations of Asia, except the Chinese, from sun rising. It was divided into eight intervals, a division found among the Hindoos and the Romans; four of which were determined by the rising of the Sun, its setting, and its two passages across the meridian. . . .  The hieroglyphic of the day was a circle divided into four parts. Although, under the parallel of the city of Mexico, the length of the day does not vary more than two hours twenty-one minutes, it is very certain, that the Mexican hours were originally unequal, like the planetary hours of the Jews, and all those which the Greek astronomers noted under the name of in opposition to the equinoxial hours.
The epochas of the day and the night which correspond nearly to our hours 3, 9, 15, and 21, . . . 
[p. 283]
Each Mexican month of twenty days was subdivided into four small periods of five days. At the beginning of these periods every commune kept its fair, tianguiztli. The Muyscas, a nation of South America, had weeks of three days. It appears, that no nation of the New Continent was acquainted with the week, or cycle of seven days, which we find among the Hindoos, the Chinese, the Assyrians, and the Egyptians, and which, as Le Gentilf has very justly observed, is followed by the greater part of the nations of the Old World.
A passage in the history of the Incas by Garcilasso, induced M. M. Bailly| and Lalaride to think, that the Peruvians reckoned by cycles of seven days. The Peruvians,” says GarcE lasso, reckon the months by the Moon; they reckon the half months by the increas-
[p. 284]
ing and waning of the Moon; they reckon the weeks by the quarters, without having particular names for the days of the week.” But Acosta, better informed than Garcilasso; and who, toward the end of the sixteenth century, composed at Peru the first books of his Physical Geography of the New Continent; says clearly, that neither the Mexicans, nor the Peruvians, were acquainted with the small period of seven days ; for this period,” adds he, does not depend more on the course of the Moon, than on that of the Sun.  . . . 
If we reflect an instant on the system of the Peruvian calendar, we shall be aware, that, though the phases of the Moon change nearly every seven days, this cycle of seven days does not correspond with any accuracy to the phases of the Moon in several consecutive lunar months. The Peruvians, according to Polo, and all the writers of those times, had years (huata) of 865 days, regulated, as we shall see farther on, by solar observations made month after month at the city of Cuzco. The Peruvian year was divided, as were almost all the years of the nations of Eastern Asia, into twelve Moons, qidlla^ the synodical revolutions of which finished in 354 days,
[p. 285]
eight hours forty-eight minutes. To correct the lunar year, and make it coincide with the solar year, eleven days, according to ancient custom, were added; which, by the edict of the Inca, were divided among the twelve moons. According to this arrangement, it was scarcely possible, that; four equal periods, into which the lunar months should be divided, could be seven days each, and correspond to the phases of the Moon. The same historian, whose testimony is cited by M. Bailly in favor of the opinion, that the week of the Hindoos was known to the Americans, affirms, that, according to an ancient law of the Inca Pachacutec, there ought to be in each lunar month three days for festivals and for markets (catu); and that the people were to work, not seven, but eight consecutive days, and rest the ninth This is undoubtedly a division of a lunar month, or a sideral revolution of the Moon, into three small periods of nine days. . . .
[p. 286]
We have seen above, that the Mexican year presented, like that of the Egyptians and the new French calendar the advantage of a division into months of equal duration. The five complementary days, the epagomenes of the Egyptians, were denoted among the Mexicans by the name of nemontemi or voids. . . . 
[p. 287]
In resuming what we have just stated on the division of time, we find, that the Mexicans had small periods of five days (half decads), months of twenty days, civil years of 18 months, indiotions of 15 years, half centuries of 52 years, and centuries, or old ages of 104 years. . . .  

[Note*  In his 2019 book on the “Caractors” Document, Jerry Grover will refer to the writings of Humboldt in regard to Joseph Smith’s description of the copies he made of characters on the plates.]

March, 1830	The Book of Mormon is published 
(See the list of pertinent scriptural verses relative to the time of departure of Lehi from Jerusalem and also the linked time of birth and death of Christ).
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1834	Bishop Newcome, Harmony of the Gospels, edited by Robinson. Andover, 1834.

1836	J. L. Hue, Introduction to New Testament. Trans. Andover, 1836.

1837	E. Greswell, Dissertations upon the Principles of and Harmony of the Gospels. Oxford, 1837.
		Archive: https://archive.org/details/dissertationsup . . . 
		The Online Books Page:  https://onlinebooks.library.upenn.edu/webbin/book . . . 

1841	H. H.  Milman, History of Christianity. New York, 1841.

1844	I. Williams, Narrative of Our Lord’s Nativity. London, 1844.

1845	S. F. Jarvis, A Chronological Introduction to the History of the Church. New York, 1845.

1845	E. Robinson, “The Alleged Discrepancy between John and the Other Evangelists respecting Our
Lord’s Last Passover,” Bibliotheca Sacra  2 (Aug 1845): 406-436.

1846	S. Greenleaf, Testimony of the Evangelists. Boston, 1846.

1848	A. Neander, The Life of Jesus Christ.  Trans. New York, 1848.

1853	J. Kitto, Life of Our Lord. New York, 1853.

1854	James Strong, Greek Harmony of the Gospels. New York, 1854.

1856	A. Norton, Translation of the Gospels with Notes. Boston, 1856.

1858?	John Wilson, The Star of Bethlehem and the Magi from the East a sermon, with . . . 
		Digitized by Google
		Archive: hittps://archive.org/details/starbethleheman00wilsgoog

1858-61 J. J. Owen, Commentaries on Matthew, Mark, and Luke. New York, 1858-1861.

1859	H. Alford, The Greek Testament, vol. 1, containing the Four Gospels. New York, 1859.

1860	C. J. Elliot, Historical Lectures on the Life of Our Lord. London, 1860.

1860	J. H. Morison, Notes on Matthew. Boston, 1860.

1860	B. F. Westcott, Introduction to Study of the Gospels. London, 1860.

1861	J. Jones, Notes on Scripture. Philadelphia, 1861.

1861	W. H. Mill, The Mythical Interpretation of the Gospels. Cambridge, 1861.

1864	 T. Colani, Jesus Christ. Strasbourg, 1864.

1866	H. Grenville, Chronological Synopsis of the Four Gospels. London, 1866.

1867	Archbishop Trencu, Studies in the Gospels. New York, 1867.

1868	E. de Pressense, Jesus Christ: His Times, Life, and Work. Trans. New York, 1868.

1869	Lyman Abbott, Jesus of Nazareth. New York, 1869.

1869	W. Pound, The Story of the Gospels, vol. 2. London, 1869.

1870	J. K. Aldrich, “The Crucifixion on Thursday—not Friday,” Bibliotheca sacra, 27 (1870): 401-429. 

1871	H. W. Beecher, The Life of Jesus, the Christ. New York, 1871.

1871	F. W. Upham, The Wise Men. New York, 1871.

1872	J. W. Bosanquet, “On the Date of Christ’s Nativity,” Transactions of the Society for Biblical 
Archaeology  1 (1872): 93-105.

1873	W. Hanna, Life of Our Lord. New York, 1873.

1874	F. W. Farrar, The Life of Christ. Illustrated. London, 1874.

1874	Cyclopedia of Biblical, Theological, and Ecclesiastical Literature, McClintock & Strong. New York, 
1874.

1875	J. B. McClellan, The New Testament, vol. 1. London, 1875.

1876	C. E. Caspari, Chronological and Geographical Introduction to the Life of Christ. Trans. 
Edinburgh, 1876.

1876	F. J. Lauth, “On the Date of the Nativity,” Transactions of the Society for Biblical Archaeology  4 
(1876): 226-246.

1878	Charles Ellicott, Editor, A New Testament Commentary for English Readers, 1878.
See BiblePortal   https://bibleportal.com/commentary/ellicott-s...
See Archive	https://archive.org/details/biblecomme…   

Charles John Ellicott (1819–1905) was a distinguished English Christian theologian, academic and churchman. He briefly served as Dean of Exeter,[1] then Bishop of the united see of Gloucester and Bristol.

Luke 2:1
(1) There went out a decree.—The passage that follows has given rise to almost endless discussion. The main facts may be summed up as follows:—(1) The word “taxed” is used in its older English sense of simple “registration,” and in that sense is a true equivalent for the Greek word. The corresponding verb appears in Hebrews 12:23. It does not involve, as to modern ears it seems to do, the payment of taxes. The “world” (literally, the inhabited world, οἰκουμένη, œcumenè,—the word from which we form the word “œcumenical” as applied to councils) is taken, as throughout the New Testament, for the Roman empire. What Augustus is said to have decreed, was a general census. (2) It may be admitted that no Roman or Jewish historian speaks distinctly of such a general census as made at this time. On the other hand, the collection of statistical returns of this nature was an ever-recurring feature of the policy of Augustus. We read of such returns at intervals of about ten years during the whole period of his government. In B.C. 27, when he offered to resign, he laid before the Senate a rationarium, or survey of the whole empire. After his death, a like document, more epitomised—a breviarium—was produced as having been compiled by him. There are traces of one about this time made by the Emperor, not in his character as Censor, but by an imperial edict such as St. Luke here describes. (3) Just before the death of Herod, Josephus (Wars, i. 27, § 2; 29:2) reports that there was an agitation among the Jews, which led him to require them to take an oath of fidelity, not to himself only, but to the Emperor, and that 6,000 Pharisees refused to take it. He does not say what caused it, but the census which St. Luke records, holding out, as it did, the prospect of future taxation in the modern sense, sufficiently explains it. (4) It need hardly be said that the whole policy of Herod was one of subservience to the Emperor, and that though he retained a nominal independence, he was not likely to resist the wish of the Emperor for statistics of the population, or even of the property, of the province over which he ruled. (5) It may be noted that none of the early opponents of Christianity—such as Celsus and Porphyry—call the accuracy of the statement in question. St. Luke, we may add, lastly, as an inquirer, writing for men of education, would not have been likely to expose himself to the risk of detection by asserting that there had been such a census in the face of facts to the contrary.
Luke 2:2
(2) And this taxing was first made when Cyrenius was governor of Syria.—Here we come upon difficulties of another kind. Publicius Sulpicius Quirinus (“Cyrenius” is the Greek form of the last of the three names) was Consul B.C. 12, but he is not named as Governor of Syria till after the deposition of Archelaus, A.D. 6, and he was then conspicuous in carrying out a census which involved taxation in the modern sense; and this was the “taxing” referred to in Gamaliel’s speech (Acts 5:37) as having led to the revolt of Judas of Galilee. How are we to explain the statement of St. Luke so as to reconcile it with the facts of history? (1) The word translated “first” has been taken as if it meant “before,” as it is rendered in John 1:15; John 1:30. This cuts the knot of the difficulty, but it is hardly satisfactory. This construction is not found elsewhere in St. Luke, and his manner is to refer to contemporary events, not to subsequent ones. It is hardly natural to speak of one event simply as happening before another, with no hint as to the interval that separated them, when that interval included ten or twelve years. (2) Our knowledge of the governors of Syria at this period is imperfect. The dates of their appointments, so far as they go, are as follows:—
B.C. 9.—Sentius Saturninus.
B.C. 6.—T. Quintilius Varus.
A.D. 6.—P. Sulpicius Quirinus.
It was, however, part of the policy of Augustus that no governor of an imperial province should hold office for more than five or less than three years, and it is in the highest degree improbable that Varus (whom we find in A.D. 7 in command of the ill-fated expedition against the Germans) should have continued in office for the twelve years which the above dates suggest. One of the missing links is found in A. Volusius Saturninus, whose name appears on a coin of Antioch about A.D. 4 or 5. The fact that Quirinus appears as a rector, or special commissioner attached to Caius Cæsar, when he was sent to Armenia (Tac. Ann. iii. 48), at some period before A.D. 4, the year in which Caius died—probably between B.C. 4 and 1—shows that he was in the East at this time, and we may therefore fairly look on St. Luke as having supplied the missing link in the succession, or at least as confirming the statement that Quirinus was in some office of authority in the East, if not as præses, or proconsul then as quætor or Imperial Commissioner. Tacitus, however, records the fact that he triumphed over a Cilician tribe (the Homonadenses) after his consulship; and, as Cilicia was, at that time, attached to the province of Syria, it is probable that he was actually “governor” in the stricter sense of a term somewhat loosely used. St. Luke is, on this view, as accurate in his history here as he is proved to be in all other points where he comes in contact with the contemporary history of the empire, and the true meaning is found by emphasising the adjective, “This enrolment was the first under Quirinus’s government of Syria.” He expressly distinguishes it, i.e., from the more memorable “taxing” of which Gamaliel speaks (Acts 5:37). St. Luke, it may be noted, is the only New Testament writer who uses the word. Justin Martyr, it may be added, confidently appeals to Roman registers as confirming St. Luke’s statement that our Lord was born under Quirinus.
Luke 2:3
(2) All went to be taxed.—As a rule the practice in a Roman census was to register people in their place of residence; but this was probably modified in Palestine, in deference to the feelings of the people. After the death of Herod and the division of his kingdom, such a method as that implied hero could hardly have been feasible, as the subjects of one tetrarchy would not have been registered as belonging to another, so that here again we have not an error, but a special note of accuracy.
Luke 2: 8
(8) Shepherds abiding in the field.—The fact has been thought, on the supposition that sheep were commonly folded during the winter months, to have a bearing adverse to the common traditional view which fixes December 25 as the day of the Nativity. At that season, it has been urged, the weather was commonly too inclement for shepherds and sheep to pass the night in the open air, and there was too little grass for pasturage. In summer, on the other hand, the grass on the hills is rapidly burnt up. The season at which the grass is greenest is that just before the Passover (Mark 6:39; John 6:10); and, on the whole, this appears the most probable date. The traditional season, which does not appear as such till the fourth century, may have been chosen for quite other reasons—possibly to displace the old Saturnalia, which coincided with the winter solstice. It is noticeable that the earliest Latin hymns connected with the festival of Christmas dwell on the birth as the rising of the Sun of Righteousness on the world’s wintry darkness.
Matthew 2:1
(1) In the days of Herod the king.—The death of Herod took place in the year of Rome A.U.C. 750, just before the Passover. This year coincided with what in our common chronology would be B.C. 4—so that we have to recognise the fact that our common reckoning is erroneous, and to fix B.C. 5 or 4 as the date of the Nativity.
No facts recorded either in St. Matthew or St. Luke throw much light on the season of the birth of Christ. The flocks and shepherds in the open field indicate spring rather than winter. The received day, December 25th, was not kept as a festival in the East till the time of Chrysostom, and was then received as resting on the tradition of the Roman Church. It has been conjectured, with some probability, that the time was chosen in order to substitute the purified joy of a Christian festival for the license of the Saturnalia which were kept at that season.
The time of the arrival of the wise men was probably (we cannot say more) after the Presentation in the Temple of Luke 2:22. The appearance of the star coincided with the birth. The journey from any part of the region vaguely called the East would occupy at least several weeks.
Matthew 2:2
(2) Where is he . . .?—The Magi express here the feeling which the Roman historians, Tacitus and Suetonius, tell us sixty or seventy years later had been for a long time very widely diffused. Everywhere throughout the East men were looking for the advent of a great king who was to rise from among the Jews. The expectation partly rested on such Messianic prophecies of Isaiah as Isaiah 9:11, partly on the later predictions of Daniel 7:0. It had fermented in the minds of men, heathens as well as Jews, and would have led them to welcome Jesus as the Christ had He come in accordance with their expectations. As it was, He came precisely as they did not expect Him, shattering their earthly hopes to pieces, and so they did not receive Him.
We have seen his star in the east.—Here again we enter on questions which we cannot answer. Was the star (as Kepler conjectured) natural—the conjuncture of the planets Jupiter and Saturn appearing as a single star of special brightness—or supernatural; visible to all beholders, or to the Magi only? Astronomy is against the first view, by showing that the planets at their nearest were divided by the apparent diameter of the moon. The last hypothesis introduces a fresh miracle without a shadow of authority from Scripture. We must be content to remain in ignorance. We know too little of the astrology of that period to determine what star might or might not seem to those who watched the heavens as the precursor of a great king. Any star (as e.g., that which was connected with the birth of Cæsar) might, under given rules of art, acquire a new significance. Stories, not necessarily legends, of the appearances of such stars gathered round the births of Alexander the Great and Mithridates as well as Cæsar. The language of Balaam as to “the Star that was to rise out of Jacob” (Numbers 24:17) implied the existence of such an association of thoughts then, and tended to perpetuate it. As late as the reign of Hadrian, the rebel chief who headed the insurrection of the Jews took the name of Bar-cochab, the “Son of a Star.” Without building too much on uncertain data, we may, however, at least believe that the “wise men” were Gentiles. They do not ask for “our king,” but for the king of the Jews; and yet, though Gentiles, they were sharers in the Messianic hopes of the Jews. They came to worship, i.e., to do homage, as subjects of the new-born King. They were watchers of the signs of the heavens, and when they saw what they interpreted as the sign that the King had come, they undertook a four months’ journey (if they came from Babylon, Ezra 7:9; more, if they came from Persia), partly, perhaps, led by the position of the star (though this is not stated), partly naturally making their way to Jerusalem, as certain to hear there some tidings of the Jewish King.

1879	F. L. Steinmeyer, History of the Passion and Resurrection of Our Lord. Trans. 1879.

1880	Cunningham Geikie, Life and Words of Christ. New York, 1880.
		Archive:  https://archive.org/details/lifewordschrist00geikgoog
		This book was used as a source by Talmage.

1880	J. Stalker, The Life of Jesus Christ. Edinburgh, 1880.

1881	B. Weiss, The Life of Christ. Trans. Edinburgh, 1884.

1881	J. Marshall Lang, The Last Supper of Our Lord, NY: MacMillan & Co., 1881.

1882	J. K. Aldrich, The Day of Our Saviour’s Crucifixion. Boston, 1882.


[bookmark: _Hlk182978983]1882	Joseph A. Seiss, The Gospel in the Stars. Philadelphia: E. Claxton & Company, 1882.

Joseph A. Seiss argues that the Gospel of Jesus Christ can be seen in the stars. He studied the writings of astronomers through the ages and drew upon scientific, historical and biblical sources to assemble persuasive arguments supporting his thesis. Seiss believes that the constellations and their arrangements in the sky have been used throughout human history as a means of transmitting knowledge and wisdom, and that they contain a message about the nature of God and the plan of salvation.
SEE my file: Seiss.Joseph

Chapter 1: “The Starry  Worlds” is a MUST READ.
Chapter 17: “The Star of Bethlehem” is an amazing summation and commentary regarding the “true Zodiac.” It is the basis from which Bullinger wrote his 1893 book, The Witness of the Stars.
SEE the 1893 Bulliinger notation.


1883	Alfred Edersheim, The Life and Times of Jesus the Messiah. 3  Books / Two Volumes.  Oxford /   
Grand Rapids, Michigan: Wm. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1883 / 1971.  (828 pages)

 		In Book III (Volume 2) on pages 704-705 we find the following:
APPENDIX VII.
ON THE DATE OF THE NATIVITY OF OUR LORD.
(Vol. i. Book II. Ch. Iii. And other passages)

     So much, that is generally accessible, has of late been written on this subject, and such accord exists on the general question, that only the briefest statement seems requisite in this place, the space at our command being necessarily reserved for subjects which have either not been treated of by previous writers, or in a manner or form that seemed to make a fresh investigation desirable.
     At the outset it must be admitted, that absolute certainty is impossible as to the exact date of Christ’s Nativity—the precise year even, and still more the month and the day.  But in regard to the year, we possess such data as to invest it with such probability, as almost to amount to certainty.
     1.  The first and most certain date is that of the death of Herod the Great.  Our Lord was born before the death of Herod, and, as we judge from the Gospel-history, very shortly before that event.  Now the year of Herod’s death has been ascertained with, we may say, absolute certainty, as shortly before the Passover of the year 750 A.U.C., which corresponds to about the 12th of April of the year 4 before Christ, according to our common reckoning.  More particularly, which, it is astronomically ascertained, occurred on the night from the 12th to the 13th of March of the year 4 before Christ.  Thus the death of Herod must have taken place between the 12th of March and the 12th of April—or, say, about the end of March (comp. Ant. xvii. 8. 1).  Again, the Gospel-history necessitates an interval of, at the least, seven or eight weeks before that date for the birth of Christ (we have to insert the purification of the Virgin—at the earliest, six weeks after the Birth—The Visit of the Magi, and the murder of the children at Bethlehem, and, at any rate, some days more before the death of Herod).  Thus the birth of Christ could not have possibly occurred after the beginning of February 4 B.C., and most likely several weeks earlier.  This brings us close to the ecclesiastical date, the 25th of December, in confirmation of which we refer to what has been stated in vol. i. p. 187, see especially note 3.  At any rate, the often repeated, but very superficial objection, as to the impossibility of shepherds tending flocks in the open at that season, must now be dismissed as utterly untenable, not only for the reasons stated in vol. i. p. 187, but even for this that if the question is to be decided on the ground of rain-fall, the probabilities are in favour of December as compared with February—later than which it is impossible to place the birth of Christ.
     2.  No certain inference can, of course, be drawn from the appearance of ‘the star’ that guided the Magi.  That, and on what grounds, our investigations have pointed to a confirmation of the date of the Nativity, as given above, has been fully explained in vol. I ch. vii. (see especially p. 213).
     3.  On the taxing of Quirinius, see vol. i. pp. 181, 182.
     4.  The next historical datum furnished by the Gospels is that of the beginning of St. John the Baptist’s ministry, which, according to St. Luke, was in the fifteenth year of Tiberius, and when Jesus was ‘about thirty years old’ (St. Luke iii. 23).  The accord of this with our reckoning of the date of the Nativity has been shown in vol. i. p. 264.
     5.  A similar conclusion would be reached by following the somewhat vague and general indication furnished in St. John ii. 20.
     6.  Lastly, we reach the same goal if we follow the historically somewhat uncertain guidance of the date of the Birth of the Baptist, as furnished in this notice (St. Luke i. 5) of his annunciation to his father, that Zacharias officiated in the Temple as one of ‘the course of Abia’ (see here vol. i. p. 135).  In Taan. 29 a we have the notice, with which that of Josephus agrees (War vi. 4, 1, 5), that at the time of the destruction of the Temple ‘the course of Jehoiarib,’ which was the first of the priestly courses, was on duty.  That was on the 9-10 Ab of the year 823 A.U.C., or the 5th August of the year 70 of our era.  If this calculation be correct (of which, however, we cannot feel quite sure), then counting ‘the courses’  of priests backwards, the course of Abia would in the year 748 A.U.C. (the year before the birth of Christ) have been on duty from the 2nd to the 9th of October.  This also would place the birth of Christ in the end of December of the following year (749), taking the expression ‘sixth month’ in St. Luke ii. 26, 36, in the sense of the running month (from the 5th to the 6th month, comp. St. Luke i. 24).  But we repeat that absolute reliance cannot be placed on such calculations, at least so far as regards month and day.  (Comp. here generally Wieseler, Synopse, and his Beitrage.)


1884	Charles F. Deems, The Light of the Nations, 1884.
Archive   https://archive.org/details/lightofnations0000char/page/n7/mode/2up
Archive  https://archive.org/details/lightofnations00deem

	In writing about Christ and the date of His birth, Dr. Charles F. Deems (The Light of the Nations, p. 28), after giving careful consideration of the estimates, calculations, and assumptions of men who have employed many means in their investigation and reach only discordant results says: 

"It is annoying to see learned men use the same apparatus of calculation and reach the most diverse results. It is bewildering to attempt a reconciliation of these varying calculations." In an appended note the same author states: "For example: the birth of our Lord is placed in B.C 1 by Pearson and Hug; B.C. 2 by Scalinger; B.C. 3 by Baronius and Paulus; B.C. 4 by Bengel, Wieseler, and Greswell; B.C. 5 by Usher and Petavius, B.C. 6 by Strong, Luvin, and Clark; B.C. 7 by Ideler and Sanclemente."


1885	F. Gardiner, Harmony of the Four Gospels. Andover, 1885.

1886	G. Salmon, Historical Introduction to the Books of the New Testament. London, 1886.

1887	J. P. Norris, Key to the Gospel Narratives. London, 1887.

1888	J. M. Fuller, Harmony of the Four Gospels. London, 1888.

1888	W. Scrymgeour, Lessons on the Life of Jesus. Edinburgh, 1888.

1890	W. D. Morrison, The Jews under Roman Rule. New York, 1890.

1890	A. T. Perry, Harmony of the Gospels. Boston, 1890.

1890	Philip Schaff and Henry Wace, ed. and trans., Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, Second Series, 
14 vols. New York: The Christian Literature Company, 1890.

1890	Emil Schürer, The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ [1890], 3 vols., 
[SEE the 1973 Paul Winter citation]

1891	Emil Schurer, A History of the Jewish People in the Time of Jesus Christ (1890), vol. 1. 

1891	Emil Schurer, A History of the Jewish People in the Time of Jesus Christ (1890), vol. 2.

1891	Samuel J. Andrews, The Life of Our Lord Upon the Earth, New York: C. Scribner’s Sons, 1904.    
		See https://archive.org/details/lifeofourlordupo0000andr/mode/2up

Samuel J. Andrews was born in 1817, and lived to be almost ninety years of age.  He died in 1906.  The Life of Our Lord was first published in 1862, when Andrews was 45 years of age.  In 1891 this work underwent a complete revision with the assistance of multiple elite scholars., and was published under the title, The Life of Our Lord Upon the Earth: Considered in its Historical, Chronological, and Geographical Relations.  Since the 1891 edition, it has been republished in multiple editions.

In a biographical Introduction, (probably written abt. 1901 and appearing in my 1954 edition), Wilbur M. Smith writes the following:

In coming now to a brief consideration of this volume itself, may I repeat the statement which begins this sketch, namely, that the life of Christ by Samuel J. Andrews is the only truly great life of our Lord, resulting from a long, thorough study of the most comprehensive presentations of the chronological, geographical and historical problems of the gospels, that has been produced in this country . . . our own country has never produced, since Andrews, any work covering every aspect of the life of Christ that could be called epochal. . . . It is true that we have had books devoted exclusively to the life of Christ by American writers such as Fahling, Wood, Henry Ward Beecher and Lyman Abbott, but none of them can compare in scholarly worthiness with Andrews. . . . The author of this volume approached the study of the Gospels with conviction which one seldom finds sated in a modern scholarly life of Christ.

[Note* In view of all the books that I have read, Samuel Andrews lays out the various different chronological perspectives of multiple authors regarding almost every single phrase that relates to the life of Christ as good or better than any other commentator. Yes, the book is over 100 years old, but I would recommend this book to any interested student or scholar.  For example, he spends 21 pages on various views of the date of the Lord’s birth.  This book was a main source used by Elder J. Reuben Clark in his writing, and it still could be used as the main source for discussion among a scholarly group because of the many viewpoints it brings up.  What you thought was settled about the life of Christ may not be so.]


1892	R. Bird (“Layman”), Jesus, the Carpenter of Nazareth. London, 1892.

1893	A. Wright, “On the Date of the Crucifixion,” The Biblical World, Vol. 2 No. 1 (1893): 7-14.

1893	William Smith, Dictionary of the Bible, second edition, vol. 1. London, 1893.

1893	Cecil Torr, “The Date of the Nativity,” The Classical Review  7 (1893): 309-310  [JSTOR]

1893	Rev. Ethelbert William Bullinger, D.D., “The Witness of the Stars,” Published in London by the
 author, 1893.
		Reprinted by Pantianos Classics. Made in United States. Troutdale, OR, 11/14/2024.

	On the back cover of the 2024 reprinted edition we find the following:

[bookmark: _Hlk182980699]The Witness of the Stars stands as one of the best explanations of the constellations in the context of Biblical wisdom.  . . . To compose this book, E. W. Bullinger used his Biblical scholarship alongside research of the origins of the astronomical constellations.  He demonstrates, through a close reading of the Old and New Testaments, how each of the star signs relates to the Bible’s stories.  Gradually, it is revealed how God makes himself known to us through the Bible’s astronomy.  The symbolism of the star signs are shown as important in the Bible.  Their presence in verse relates not simply to their appearances, such as Libra’s scales or Aries as a ram, but also the way in which Biblical figures behave after looking at the heavens for guidance. . . . we receive a historical examination of the origins of certain star signs . . . Further into his analysis, Bullinger uses the stars and their patterns to prove that God’s intentions for mankind can be read from the constellations.  By examining how the stars are laid out in the sky, the author is able to map not simply the past events of the Bible, but the future events due to take place between mankind and the Lord.

[Note* Bulllinger has drawn freely from the 1882 writings of Joseph A. Seiss, The Gospel in the Stars—see notation.]

	On pages iv-v (For Signs and For Seasons) we find:
Such are the contents of this wondrous book that is written in the heavens.  Thus has God been speaking and emphasizing and developing His first great prophetic promise of Genesis 3:15.
[KJV: “And I will put enmity between thee and the woman, and between thy seed and her seed: it shall bruise thy head, and thou shalt bruise his heel.”]

Though for more than 2,500 years His people had not this Revelation written in a book as we now have it in the Bible, they were not left in ignorance and darkness as to God’s purposes and counsels; nor were they without hope as to ultimate deliverance from all evil and from the Evil One.

Adam, who first heard that wondrous promise, repeated it, and gave it to his posterity as a most precious heritage—the ground of all their faith, the substance of all their hope, the object of all their desire.  Seth and Enoch took it up.  Enoch, we know, prophesied of the Lord’s coming, saying, “Behold the Lord cometh with ten thousands of His saints to execute judgment upon all” (Jude 1:14).  How could these “holy prophets, since the world began,” have recorded their prophecies better, or more effectually or more truthfully and powerfully, than in these star-pictures ad their interpretation?  This becomes a certainty when we remember the words of the Holy Spirit by Zacharias (Luke 1:67-70:

“Blessed be the Lord God of Israel;
For He hath visited and redeemed His people,
And hath raised up a horn of salvation for us
In the house of His servant David;
As He spake by the mouth of HIS HOLY PROPHETS
WHICH HAVE BEEN SINCE THE WORLD BEGAN.”

The same truth is revealed through Peter, in Acts 3:20,21: “He shall send Jesus Christ, which before was preached unto you; whom the heaven must receive until the times of restitution of all things, which God hath spoken by the mouth of all HIS HOLY PROPHETS SINCE THE WORLD BEGAN.”
These words have new meaning for us, if we see the things which were spoken “since the world began,” thus written in the heavens, which utter speech (i.e. prophecy), and show forth this knowledge day after day and night after night, the heritage of all the earth, and their words reaching unto the ends of the world.
This Revelation, coinciding as it does in all its facts and truths with that afterwards recorded “in the Volume of the Book,” must have had the same Divine origin, must have been made known by the inspiration of the same Holy Spirit.
We now proceed to compare the two, and we shall see how they agree at every point, proving that the source and origin of this Divine Revelation is one and the same.

	On pages vi-vii (Preface) Ethelbert W. Bullinger writes:
Some years ago it was my privilege to enjoy the acquaintance of Miss Frances Rolleston, of Keswick, and to carry on a correspondence with her with respect to her work, Mazzaroth or, the Constellations.  She was the first to create an interest in this important subject.  Since then Dr. Joseph A. Seiss, of Philadelphia, has endeavored to popularize her work on the other side of the Atlantic; and brief references have been made to the subject in such books as Moses and Geology, by Dr. Kinns, and in Primeval Man; but it was felt, for many reasons, that it was desirable to make another effort to set forth in a more complete form, the witness of the stars to prophetic truth, so necessary in these last days.
To the late Miss Rolleston, however, belongs the honor of collecting a mass of information bearing on this subject; but, published as it was, chiefly in the form of notes, unarranged and unindexed, it was suited only for, but was most valuable to, the student.  It was she who performed the drudgery of collecting the facts presented by Albumazer, the Arab astronomer to the Caliphs of Grenada, AD 850; and the Tables drawn up by Ulugh Beigh, the Tartar prince and astronomer, about AD 1450, who gives the Arabian astronomy as it had come down from the earliest times.
Modern astronomers have preserved, and still have in common use, the ancient names of over a hundred of the principal stars which have been handed down; but now these names are used merely as a convenience, and without any reference to their significance.
This work is an attempt to popularize this ancient information, and to use it in the interest of truth.
For the ancient astronomical facts and the names, with their meaning, I am, from the very nature of the case indebted, of course, to all who have preserved, collected, and handed them down; but for their interpretation I am alone responsible.
It is the possession of “that blessed hope” of Christ’s speedy return from heaven which will give true interest in the great subject of this book.
No one can dispute the antiquity of the signs of the Zodiac, or of the constellations.  No one can question the accuracy of the ancient star names which have come down to us, for they are still preserved in every good celestial atlas.  And we hope that no one will be able to resist the cumulative evidence that, apart form God’s grace in Christ there is no hope for sinners now; and that apart from God’s glory, as it will be manifested in the return of Christ from heaven, there is no hope for Israel, no hope for the world, no hope for a groaning creation.  In spite of all the vaunted promises of a religious world, and of a worldly church, to remove the effects of the curse by a social gospel or sanitation we are more and more shut up to the prophecy of Genesis 3:15, which we wait and long to see fulfilled in Christ as our only hope. . . .

	On pages viii-ix (Introduction):
For more than two thousand five hundred years the world was without a written revelation from God. The question is, “Did God leave Himself without a witness?”  The question is answered very positively by the written Word that He did not.  In Romans 1:19 it is declared that, “that which may be known of God is manifest in them; for God hath showed it unto them.  For the invisible things of Him from the creation of the world are clearly seen, being understood by the things that are made, even His eternal power and Godhead; so that they are without excuse.“  But how was God known?  How were His “invisible things” i.e., His plans, His purposes, and His counsels known since the creation of the world?  We are told by the Holy Spirit in Romans 10:18.  Having stated in v. 17 that “Faith cometh by hearing and hearing by the Word (the thing spoken, sayings) of God,” He asks, “But I say, Have they not heard?  Yes, verily.”  And we may ask, How have they heard?  The answer follows –“Their sound went into all the earth and their words (their teaching, message, instruction) unto the ends of the world.”  What words?  What instruction?  Whose message?  Whose teaching?  There is only one answer, and that is, THE HEAVENS!  This is settled by the fact that the passage is quoted from Psalm 19, [one] part of which is occupied with the Revelation of God written in the Heavens, and the [other] part with the Revelation of God written in the Word.
This is the simple explanation of this beautiful Psalm.  This is why its two subjects are brought together.  It has often perplexed many why there should be that abrupt departure in verse 7— “The law of the LORD is perfect, converting the soul.”  The fact is, there is nothing abrupt in it, and it is no  departure.  It is simply the transition to the second of the two great Revelations which are thus placed in juxtaposition.  The first is the Revelation of the Creator, El, in His works, while the second is the Revelation of the Covenant Jehovah, in His Word.  And it is noteworthy that while in the first half of the Psalm, El is named only once, in the latter half Jehovah is named seven times, the last being threefold (Jehovah, Rock, and Redeemer), concluding the Psalm.
		Let us then turn to Psalm 19, and note first—

The Structure of the Psalm as a whole.

	A.	1-4.  The Heavens.
		B.	4-6.	“In them” the Sun.
	A’	7-10.	The Scriptures.
		B’	11-14.  	“In them” Thy Servant.

	In the Key to the Psalms, p. 17, it is pointed out that the terms employed in A and B are astronomical, while in A’ and B’ they are literary.  Thus the two parts are significantly connected and united . . . and by more minute details . . .   [The details are explained]

	On pages xi-xix Bullinger writes:
	When we read the whole passage and mark its structure, and note the words employed, we are emphatically told that the heavens contain a revelation from God; they prophesy, they show knowledge, they tell of God’s glory, and set forth His purposes and counsels.
	It is a remarkable fact that it is in the Book of Job, which is generally allowed to be the oldest book in the Bible, if not in the world, that we have references to this Stellar Revelation.  This would be at least 2,000 years before Christ.  In that book the signs of the Zodiac and the names of several stars and constellations are mentioned, as being ancient and well-known.
	In Isaiah 40:26 (RV) we read:--
“Lift up our eyes on high,
And see who hath created these,
That bringeth out their host by number:
He calleth them all by name;
By the greatness of His might, 
And for that He is strong in power;
Not one is lacking.”

		We have the same edvidenced in Psalm 147:4 (RV)

“He telleth the number of the stars; 
He giveth them all their names.” 

Here is a distinct and Divine declaration that the great Creator both numbered as well as named the stars of Heaven.  The question is, Has He revealed any of these names? Have any of them been handed down to us? . . . 
[Bullinger then cites Job 9:9, Job 38:31,32, Isaiah 13:10, Amos 5:8, Acts 28:11.]

If we turn to history and tradition, we are at once met with the fact that the Twelve Signs are the same, both as to the meaning of their names and as to their order in all the ancient nations of the world.  The Chinese, Chaldean, and Egyptian records go back to more than 2,000 years BC.  Indeed, the Zodiacs in the Temples of Denderah and Esneh, in Egypt, are doubtless copies of Zodiacs still more ancient, which from internal evidence, must be placed nearly 4,000 BC, when the summer solstice was in Leo.
	Josephus hands down to us what he gives as the traditions of his own nation, corroborated by his reference to eight ancient Gentile authorities, whose works are lost.  He says that they all assert that “God gave the antediluvians such long life that they might perfect those things which they had invented in astronomy.”  Cassini commences his History of Astronomy by saying “It is impossible to doubt that astronomy was invented from the beginning of the world; history, profane as well as sacred, testifies to this truth.” . . . 

		Ancient Persian and Arabian traditions ascribe its invention to Adam, Seth and Enoch. . . .  

	This is what is doubtless meant by Genesis 11:4, “And they said, Go to, let us build us a city and a tower whose top may reach into heaven.”  The words “may reach” are in italics.  There is nothing in the verse which relates to the height of this tower.  It merely says, “and his top; with the heavens,” i.e. with the pictures and the stars, just as we find them in the ancient temples of Denderah and Esneh in Egypt.  . . . 

	These stages [which were the lower part of the construction of the ruined towers built in Babylon] were surmounted by a lofty tower, on the summit of which, we are told, were the signs of the Zodiac and other astronomical figures; thus having (as it should have been translated) a representation of the heavens, instead of “a top which reached into heaven.” . . . 

	The largest astrological work of the Babylonians contained seventy tablets, and was compiled by the command of Sargon of Agade thirty-eight hundred years before Christ! . . . “Their observations were made in towers called ‘ziggurats’”  “They built observatories in all the great cities, and reports like the above [which Dr. Budge gives in full] were regularly sent to the King (p. 110.  “They were able to calculate eclipses, and had long lists of them.” “They found out that the sun was spotted and they knew of comets.” . . . There are fragments of two (ancient Babylonian) planispheres in the British Museum with figures and calculations inscribe upon them. “The months were called after the signs of the Zodiac” (p. 109) 
	We may form some idea of what this “representation of the heavens” was from the fifth “Creation Tablet,” now in the British Museum.  It reads as follows:

“Anu [the Creator] made excellent the mansions [i.e. the celestial houses] of the great gods [twelve] in number [ i.e. the twelve signs or mansions of the sun]. The stars he placed in them. The lumasi [i.e. groups of stars or figures] he fixed.  He arranged the year according to the bounds [i.e. the twelve signs] which he defined.  For each of the twelve months three rows of stars [i.e. constellations] he fixed.  From the day when the year issues forth unto the close, he marked the mansions [i.e. the Zodiacal signs] of the wandering stars [i.e. planets] to know their courses that they might not err or deflect at all.”

	[Bullinger then treats the Greeks who came later [400 BC to the time of the Apostle Paul]

[A Greek work on astronomy by Aratus of Tarsus called Diosemeia (the Divine Signs)] must have been read by, the Apostle Paul, for he quotes it in his address at Athens on Mars’s Hill.  He says (Acts 17:28) “For in Him we live, and move, and have our being; as certain also of your own poets have said, For we are also his offspring.” . . . Then Aratus proceeds to describe and explain all the Signs and Constellations as the Greeks in his day understood, or rather misunderstood, them.  Moreover, Aratus describes them, not as they were seen in his day, but as they were seen some 4,000 years before.  The stars were not seen from Tarsus as he describes them, and he must therefore have written from a then ancient Zodiac. . . . 



	Bullinger then writes:
	The word Zodiac itself is from the Greek  zoidiakos, which is not from zoe, to live, but from a primitive root through the Hebrew Sodi, which in Sanscrit notes . . . the way or path . . . 
	These signs [of the Zodiac] have always and everywhere been preserved in this order . . . They have been known amongst all nations, and in all ages, thus proving their common origin from one source.  The figures themselves are perfectly arbitrary.  There is nothing in the groups of stars to even suggest the figures. [That is, the figures are not an exact “connect-the-dots” representation of the stars.  This is the first thing which is noticed by every one who looks at the constellations. . . . 
	But this brings us to the Signs themselves and their interpretation.  These pictures were designed to preserve, expound, and perpetuate the one first great promise and prophecy of Genesis 3:15, that all hope for Man, all hope for Creation, was bound up in a coming Redeemer; One who should be born of a woman; who should first suffer, and afterwards gloriously triumph; One who should first be wounded by that great enemy who was the cause of all sin and sorrow and death, but who should finally crush the head of “that Old Serpent the Devil.” . . . As I have said, the popular beginning today is with Aries, the Ram.  But comparing this Revelation with that which was afterwards written “in the Volume of the Book,” Virgo is the only point where we can intelligently begin, and Leo is the only point where we can logically conclude.   Is not this what is spoken of as the unknown and insoluble mystery—“The riddle of the Sphinx”?  

The word “Sphinx” is from to bind closely together.  It was therefore designed to show where the two ends of the Zodiac were to be joined together, and where the great circle of the heavens begins and ends.  The Sphinx is a figure with the head of a woman and the body of a lion.  What is this but a never-ceasing monitor, telling us to begin with Virgo and to end with Leo!  In the Zodiac in the Temple of Esneh, in Egypt, a Sphinx is actually placed between the Signs of Virgo and Leo . . . 

	Beginning, then, with Virgo, let us now spread out the contents of this Heavenly Volume, so that the eye can take them in at a glance.  Of course we are greatly hindered in this, in having to use the modern Latin names which the Constellations bear today.  Some of these names are mistakes, others are gross perversions of the truth, as proved by the pictures themselves, which are far more ancient, and having come down to us from primitive times.
	Ater the Revelation came to be written down in the Scriptures, there was not the same need for the preservation of the Heavenly Volume.  And after the nations had lost the original meaning of the pictures, they invented a meaning out of the vain imagination of the thoughts of their hearts.

	Starting on page 23 we find:
Book One –The Redeemer
Chapter One – I – The Sign Virgo
The Promised Seed of the woman
I.  Virgo (the Virgin)

	Here is the commencement of all prophecy in Genesis 3:15, spoken to the serpent: “I will put enmity between thee and the woman, and between thy seed and her seed: it shall bruise thy head, and thou shalt bruise His heel.”  This is the prophetic announcement which the Revelation in the heavens and in the Book is designed to unfold and develop.  It lies at the root of all the ancient traditions and mythologies, which are simply the perversion and corruption of primitive truth.
[bookmark: _Hlk185432148]VIRGO is represented as a woman with a branch in her right hand, and some ears of corn in her left hand. Thus giving a two-fold testimony of the Coming One.  The name of this sign in the Hebrew is Bethulah, which means a virgin, and in the Arabic a branch.  The two words are connected, as in Latin—Virgo, which means a virgin; and virga, which means a branch (Volg. Isa 11:1).  Another name is Sunbul, Arabic, an ear of corn.
In Genesis 3:15 she is presented only as a woman; but in later prophecies her nationality is defined as being of the stock of Israel, the seed of Abraham, the line of David; and, further, she is to be a virgin.  There are two prominent prophecies of her and her seed: one is connected with the first coming in incarnation, Isaiah 7:14 (quoted in Matthew 1:23): “Behold a virgin shall conceive and bear a son, And shall call his name Immanuel.” . . . 

	Starting on page 26 we find:
	The first constellation in VIRGO explains that this coming “Branch” will be a child, and that He should be the “Desire of all nations.” . . . 

	The Lord said by Balaam (Num 24:17), “There shall come* [note 6] a star out of Jacob, And a sceptre shall rise out of Israel.”

[Note 6:  i.e., come forth  (as in the RV).  As is rendered in Genesis 3:24 “There shall come forth a star at or over the inheritance or possessions of Jacob,” thus indicating the locality which would be on the meridian of this star.]

	Thomas Hyde, an eminent Orientalist (1636-1703), writing on the ancient religion of the Persians, quotes from an Arab historian who says that Zoroaster was a pupil of Daniel the Prophet, and that he predicted to the Magians (who were the astronomers of Persia), that when they should see a new star appear it would notify the birth of a mysterious child, whom they were to adore.  It is further stated in the Zend Avesta [a collection of ancient oral traditions] that this new star was to appear in the sign of the Virgin  . . . 	

	New stars have appeared again and again.  It was in 125 BC that a star, so bright as to be seen in the day-time, suddenly appeared.  It was this that caused HIPPARCHUS to draw up his catalogue of stars, which has been handed down to us by PTOLEMY (150 AD).

	This new star would show the latitude, passing at that time immediately overhead at midnight, every twenty-four hours; while the prophecy [about the birth of Christ] would give the longitude as the land of Jacob.  Having these two factors, it would be only a matter of observation, and easy for the Magi to find the place where it would be vertical, and thus to locate the very spot of the birth of Him of whom it was the sign, for they emphatically called it “His Star.”. . . 

[bookmark: _Hlk187644959]	There is a beautiful tradition which relates how, in their difficulty, on their way from Jerusalem to find the actual spot under the Zenith of this star, these Magi sat down beside David’s Well of Bethlehem” to refresh themselves.  There they saw the star reflected in the clear water of the well.  Hence it is written that “when they saw the star [presumably directly overhead] they rejoiced with exceeding joy,” for they knew they were at the very spot and place of His appearing which He was to “come forth.”

	There can be little doubt that it was a new star.  In the first place a new star is no unusual phenomenon.  In the second place the tradition is well supported by ancient Christian writers.  One speaks of its “surpassing brightness.”  Another (IGNATIUS, bishop of Antioch, AD 69) says, “At the appearance of the Lord a star shone forth brighter than all the other stars.”* IGNATIUS doubtless had this from those who had actually seen it!  PRUDENTIUS (4th century AD) says that not even the morning star was so fair.  Archbishop TRENCH, who quotes these authorities, says “This star, I conceive, as so many ancients and moderns had done, to have been a new star in the heavens.”

[bookmark: _Hlk183138481][My Note* See the 1882 Joseph A. Seiss, The Gospel in the Stars notation.  See also the 65 AD notation on Ignatius.  These also have this quote, each in a little different fashion and perspective.]

One step more places this new star in in the constellation [called “the Desired”] and with new force makes it indeed “His star”—the “Sign” of His “coming forth from Bethlehem.”  Will it be “the sign of the Son of Man in heaven” (Matt 24:30) when He shall “come unto” this world again to complete the wondrous prophecies written of Him in the heavenly and earthly Revelations?* [Note 7] 

Note 7: It ought also to be noted that in the preceding year there were three conjunctions of the planets Jupiter and Saturn, at the end of May and October, and at the beginning of December.*  Kepler (1571-1631) was the first to point this out, and his calculations have been confirmed by the highest authorities.  These conjunctions occurred in the sign of PICSCES, and this sign, according to all the ancient Jewish authorities (Josephus, Abarbanel, Eliezer, and others), has special reference to Israel.  The conjunction of Jupiter and Saturn, they hold, always involved the occurrence of some event favorable to Israel; while Kepler, calculating backwards found that this astronomical phenomenon always coincided with some great historical crisis, viz.: the Revelation to Adam, the birth of Enoch, the Revelation to Noah, the birth of Moses, the birth of Cyrus, the birth of Christ, the birth of Charlemagne, and the birth of Luther.

[My Note* This might be part of the solution to the Wise Men Chronology.]

Note* Starting on page 134, Bullinger writes a summation of his book, a book which I would recommend to ALL serious researchers on the birthdate of Christ. Bullinger was an astounding scholar of the structure of language in the Bible, and the repetitive nature of words and phrases, such that true scripture is so intricately woven with these cycles or patterns that it is very difficult to falsify—the structure literally testifies of the truth of itself.  Bullinger literally “wrote the book” in this regard—a book that all biblical literary scholars refer to.  He writes:

	We have seen the great truths which are taught from the position, and forms, and names of the heavenly bodies.  There are also truths to be learnt from their motions.
	When God created them and set them in the firmament of heaven, He said, in Genesis 1:14—“Let them be for signs and for seasons.”
	Here the word “signs” is othoth (plural of oth. From the root to come).  Hence a sign of something or some One to come.  In Jeremiah 10:2 Jehovah says, “And be not dismayed at the signs of the heavens, for the heathen are dismayed at them.”  The word “seasons” does not denote merely what we call the four seasons of the year, but cycles of time.  It is appointed time (from the verb to point out, appoint.)  It occurs three more times in Genesis, each time in connection with the promised Seed—
	Genesis 17:21, “At the set time in the next year”;
	Genesis 18:14, “At the time appointed I will return; and 
	Genesis 21:2, “At the set time of which God had spoken.”

	Genesis 1:14 is therefore, “They (the sun, moon, and stars) shall be for signs (things to come) and for cycles (appointed times) .”  Here then, we have a distinct declaration from God, that the heavens contain not only a Revelation concerning things to come in the “Signs,” but also concerning appointed times in the wondrous movements of the sun, and moon, and stars.  The motions of the sun and moon are so arranged that at the end of a given interval of time they return into almost precisely the same position, with regard to each other and to the earth, as they held at the beginning of that interval. . . . The slight difference in the sun’s position relative to the stars at the end of the year, finally leads the sun back to the same star at the same time of the year, viz., at the spring equinox, and gives us the great precessional cycle of 25,800 years.  So too, with eclipses.  Since the circumstances of any given eclipse are reproduced almost exactly 18 years and 11 days later, this period is called an Eclipse Cycle, to which the ancient astronomers gave the name of Saros[*], and eclipses separated from each other by an exact cycle, and, therefore, corresponding closely in their conditions, are spoken of as being one and the same eclipse.  Each Saros contains, on the average, about 70 +/- eclipses.

[Note* See the John Pratt article on the return of Elijah.]
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THE STAR OF BETHLEHEM: A LIST OF REFERENCES

Ruth S. Freitag

Office of Bibliography

LIBRARY OF CONGRESS WASHINGTON, 1979

 	Starting on page v, she writes the following:

INTRODUCTION

The star seen by the Wise Men, as described in the Gospel of Matthew, has been a perennial source of wonder. It has engaged the interest of historians and chronologists striving to determine the exact year of Christ's birth, theologians and exegetes attempting to plumb its significance, orientalists seeking to place the story in the context of the astrological beliefs of the time, and astronomers hoping to explain the phenomenon in a natural way.

The writings generated by researches and speculations on the nature of the star are very numerous, but even the best efforts of the most erudite scholars have failed to settle the matter. Matthew is our only scriptural source of information, and such details as he gives do not permit of a completely satisfactory natural explanation. The controversy, and the publishing, are likely to continue for the duration of Christendom.

Many scholars, including some distinguished astronomers, have concluded that the star was a miracle, thus disposing summarily of the difficulties presented by Matthew's terse account. Others, beginning with Origen, have suggested a variety of possibilities, encompassing nearly every kind of object the heavens display: a comet, or two comets; a bright meteor; a dense meteor shower; Venus, Mars, Jupiter, Saturn, and Uranus, singly or in a grouping of two or more; a nova or a supernova; one of the brighter fixed stars; a constellation, for example, Gemini, Virgo, or the Southern Cross; the zodiacal light; or a combination of two or more of these. Arguments have been presented for all and against most of them, and the search for a better solution goes on.

One of the most widely accepted explanations of the star involves the triple or great conjunction of Jupiter and Saturn in the constellation Pisces that took place during 7 B.C. It has found favor because the time of its occurrence is about right and also because it can be shown that the Wise Men might have interpreted its significance as foretelling the birth of a king of the Jews, possibly a messianic king. Students of Babylonian astrology tell us that Jupiter was the royal planet, while Saturn governed the fate of the Hebrews, and the sign of Pisces, the last in the zodiac, was concerned with Palestine (alternatively, with the last days or the end of the world). The idea of the importance of the conjunction seems to have originated with Kepler. It was strongly reinforced [p. vi] in the 1820s when Bishop Münter found in a commentary on Daniel by the fifteenth-century Jewish scholar Don Isaac Abravanel a detailed presentation of his belief that a great conjunction of Jupiter and Saturn in Pisces in 1464 would prove to have heralded the birth of a messiah. To satisfy objections based on the fact that Matthew consistently speaks of one star, not several, some commentators have tried to show that the word he used could have connoted a grouping. Others declare that Jupiter (or Saturn) alone was the star of the Magi, or else that a new star appeared in the same region of the sky to serve this purpose, once the conjunction had attracted the Wise Men's attention.

Interest in the star of Bethlehem, as reflected in the literature, has occasionally been heightened by fresh developments, such as the appearance of new stars in 1572 and 1604, the translation into Western languages of Chinese astronomical records in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, the search for the “pilgrim star” in the 1880s, the return of Halley's Comet in 1910, the establishment during the 1920s and 1930s of planetariums in many European and U.S. cities, the publication during the same period of cuneiform tablets relating to the 7 B.C. triple conjunction, and a similar conjunction that occurred in 1940-41.

The strangest of these occasions, however, involves the so - called pilgrim star (the name seems to have originated with Cornelius Gemma). In a short work on Tycho's star published in 1573, the Bohemian astronomer Cyprianus Leovitius stated that bright stars had appeared at the same place in the sky in the years 945 and 1264. His source was a book which has not been identified. Building on this rather uncertain foundation it was suggested, perhaps by Cardano, that this supposed variable — with a period of about 315 years - had been at a bright stage near the beginning of the Christian era and was there- fore the star seen by the Wise Men. On this assumption, another brightening could be expected during the 1880s. Numerous articles appeared in the popular press, and science writers and astronomers received many inquiries from the public about the imminent reappearance of the star of Bethlehem. A close watch was kept on the appropriate part of the sky (in the constellation Cassiopeia) during most of the decade, but the anticipated flare - up did not take place, and nothing has been heard of the notion since. The stars of 945 and 1264 cited by Leovitius were probably comets; and present - day findings concerning the catastrophic nature of supernovae strongly suggest that Tycho's star will never again be visible to the naked eye.

More recently, a renewed interest has been shown in an object observed by Chinese astronomers in 5 B.C. The annals of the Former Han Dynasty record what was probably a new star that appeared in [p. vii] the spring of the year in the constellation Capricornus, remaining visible for seventy days. Although the Chinese history calls it a comet, this may be an error, because the customary description of its motion across the sky is lacking. A late eighteenth-century Latin translation already identified it as a “stella nova,” according to Wieseler, who (although he dated it in 4 B.C.) believed it might have been the star of the Magi. Among other writers who have connected this phenomenon, whether as a comet or as a nova, with the Christmas star are Fresa and Lundmark. In 1977 three English astronomers (Clark, Parkinson, and Stephenson) argued persuasively that it was indeed a nova and as such the most likely explanation of the star of Bethlehem.

The materials described below were identified through indexes to general, astronomical, and religious periodicals, as well as in library catalogs, encyclopedias, subject bibliographies, and lists of references and footnotes found in the works cited. Popular and scholarly treatments of the nature of the star of Bethlehem are included; works of poetry and fiction, iconographic studies, and discourses confined to other aspects of the star have been omitted. A few articles are very brief, and many merely rehearse earlier suggestions and findings with- out contributing anything new. It was felt that some of these derivative writings might be the only ones available in small libraries, and that therefore it was worthwhile to list them. National Union Catalog symbols (see the key on p. ix) are used wherever possible to locate copies of monographs not held by the Library of Congress; the location symbols for journal articles and serials, however, indicate only the libraries in the Washington, D.C., area where issues were seen by the compiler. The Union List of Serials and New Serial Titles should be consulted for additional locations. A few entries not seen by the compiler have been included on the basis of their citation in authoritative sources.

The compiler wishes to express thanks to Von Del Chamberlain, chief of the Presentations Division at the National Air and Space Museum, and Brenda G. Corbin, librarian of the U.S. Naval Observatory Library, for their generous assistance, as well as to the staff of the Mullen Library of the Catholic University of America and the British Library (Reference Division) for their hospitality.
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[1572]	Illustration: “Sudden appearance of the new star of 1572, observed by Tycho Brahe.” From 
Flammarion's Astronomie populaire (Paris, C. Marpon et E. Flammarion, 1880), P. 769.

1614	Johann Kepler,  De vero anno qvo aeternvs Dei Filivs hvmanam natvram in vtero benedictae 
Virginis Mariae assumpsit. Francofvrti, Typis ac sumptibus I. Bringeri, M. DC. XIV. 179 p.
Reprinted in his Gesammelte Werke, Bd. 5, Chronologische Schriften (München, C. H. Beck'sche Verlagsbuchhandlung, MCMLIII. p. [7] –126. For discussion of the star, see chapter 12 (p. 91–97).

Kepler's other works relating to the star seen by the Wise Men include the second part of De Stella Nova in Pede Serpentarii (Fran- cofvrti, M. D. CVI. [1606]) and De Iesv Christi Servatoris Nostri Vero Anno Natalitio (Francofvrti, in Officina Typographica W. Richteri, M. DC. VI. [1606]), both reprinted in the Gesammelte Werke, Bd. 1 (1938), p. [313] -356 and p. [357] –390.

1794*	Johann O. Thiess, Ueber die Magier und ihren Stern. Zur Rechtferti- gung des Matthäus, zur 
Beurtheilung seiner Ausleger, und zur Beruhigung für denkende Bibelleser. Neue, unveränderte Ausg. Leipzig, In Commission bey J. S. Heinsius, 1794. 117 p.
Held by the British Library under shelfmark 3227. de. 29. Bibliographic footnotes.
Summarizes the views of many authors on the nature of the star, commenting that the number of such opinions is nearly beyond counting, and that a new star is required to lead the public out of the labyrinth in which these supposed explanations have entangled them.

1846	John R. Beard, “Star in the East.” In John Kitto, ed. A cyclopaedia of biblical literature. v. 2. New 
York, M. H. Newman, 1846. p. 793-795. 
Includes bibliographic references.
A slightly shortened version appears in the 3d ed., v. 3 (Edinburgh, A. and C. Black, 1866., p. 890-891.

1847	Rudolf Anger, Der Stern der Weisen und das Geburtsjahr Christi; eine chronologische 
Untersuchung. Zeitschrift für die historische Theologie, 7. Bd., 3. Heft, 1847: 347-398.
		____________________Leipzig, F. A. Brockhaus, 1847. 56 p. 
Bibliographic footnotes.
A searching examination of the theory that the star of Bethlehem was connected in some way with the triple conjunction of Jupiter and Saturn in Pisces in 7 B.C., and the support for this idea found by Bishop Münter in Abravanel's commentary on Daniel. Anger was unable to trace the idea of such a conjunction's heralding a messiah further back than the eleventh century.

1851	Richard C. Trench, Abp. of Dublin. The Star of the Wise Men; a commentary on the second 
chapter of St. Matthew. Rev. from the London ed. New York, Lane & Scott, 1851. 171 p. 
The National Union Catalog ascribes copies of the London edition (1850) to sixteen U.S. libraries.
Believes the star to have been nova.

1857	Charles Pritchard, “On the conjunctions of the planets Jupiter and Saturn, in the years B.C. 7, B.C. 
66, and A.D. 54. In Royal Astronomical Society.” Memoirs. v. 25. London, 1857. p. 119–123.
A paper read June 13, 1856. A summary appears in the Society's Monthly Notices, v. 16, July 1856, p. 215-216 
In checking the accuracy of Ideler's assertions, the author found that there was indeed a triple conjunction in 7 B.C. but that the dates and proximity of the planets as given by Ideler are not correct.

1857	E. S. Taylor, “Time of year when our Saviour was born.” Notes and Queries, 2d ser., v. 3, Jan. 31, 
1857: 96. 
Quotes Alford regarding the triple conjunction of A.U.C. 747.

1857	Henry Walter, “Time of year when our Saviour was born.” Notes and Queries, 2d ser., v. 3, 
Mar. 21, 1857: 231–232. 
Raises objections to the triple conjunction theory. See also his article, “Of the Star Which Guided the Magi, " in the Apr. 11 issue, p. 293–295.

1873	Francis W. Upham, “Kepler's discovery.” In his The Wise Men: who they were; and how they came 
to Jerusalem. New York, Nelson & Phillips, 1873. p. 145-165. 

1873	Francis W. Upham, “The star of Our Lord one of the stars of heaven.” In his Star of Our Lord; or, 
Christ Jesus, king of all worlds, both of time or space. New York, Nelson & Phillips, 1873. p. 78–111.

1874	Henry Alford, “2. autou ton astera.” In Bible. N.T. Greek. 1871. The Greek Testament, with... a 
critical and exegetical commentary. v. 1. Containing the four Gospels. 7th ed. London, Rivingtons, 1874. p. 10–12 (2d group) 
Supports a natural explanation for the star and accepts the triple conjunction of 7 B.C. as the phenomenon that brought the Wise Men to Jerusalem.

1874	J. E. G., “The Star of the Magi.” English mechanic and world of science, v. 20, Dec. 11, 1874: 322. 
Letter to the editor signed J. E. G., suggesting that the star may have been “an appearance of Tycho Brahe's star of 1572, supposing it to be a variable with a period of about 314 years, and that it was identical with the temporary stars of the years 1264 and 945. "

1874	A. Trotter, “The star of the Magi.” English mechanic and world of science, v. 20, Dec. 18, 1874: 
348.
On the triple conjunction of Jupiter and Saturn in Pisces that took place in the year A.U.C. 747.


1875	Franz J. Lauth, “On the date of the nativity.” In Society of Biblical Archaeology, London. 
Transactions, v. 4, Dec. 1875: 226-246. 
A letter addressed to Mr. Bosanquet; read February 2, 1875. The star of the Magi is among the points considered.

1876	William Heane, “The Southern Cross.” Notes and Queries, 5th ser., v. 6, July 1, 1876: 11-12. 	
Discusses the legend that the stars of the Southern Cross led the Wise Men to the infant Jesus. He believes that the star of the Magi was a new star or nova.

1876	Frances Rolleston, The star of Bethlehem. In her Mazzaroth; or, The constellations. pt. 2. New ed. 
London, Rivingtons, 1876. p. 104-106. 

1877	Karl G. Wieseler, “Second datum, or ‘the Star of the wise men’." In his A chronological synopsis of 
the four Gospels. Translated by the Rev. Edmund Venables. 2d ed., rev. and corr. London, G. Bell, 1877. p. 57-71. 
Bibliographic footnotes.
Identifies the star with the nova of 4 B.C. described in Chinese records as visible for seventy days in an area of the sky corresponding to the head of Capricornus.

1878	Theodore Appel, “The star of the East.” Bibliotheca sacra, v. 35, Jan. 1878: 147-178. 
Supports the nova hypothesis.

1880	John McClintock and James Strong. “Star in the East.” In their Cyclopaedia of biblical, theological, 
and ecclesiastical literature. v. 9. New York, Harper, 1880. p. 991-993. 
Includes bibliographic references.

1882	Richard A. Proctor, “The star in the East.” Knowledge, v. 2, Dec. 29, 1882: 491–492.
Argues against the planetary conjunction hypothesis. Reprinted in his The Universe of Suns and Other Science Gleanings (London, Chatto & Windus, 1884), p. 186–191.

1883	William T. Lynn, “The star of the Magi.” Notes and queries, 6th ser., v. 7, Jan. 6, 1883: 4-5. 
Believes that the guiding star “was a strictly miraculous appearance resembling a star. . . . This does not affect the question of any significance that may have been attributed by the magi to the near approach of Jupiter and Saturn in B.C. 7 (year of Rome 748) and of Jupiter, Saturn, and Mars in B.C. 6 (year of Rome 749). "

1884	Alfred Edersheim, “The visit and homage of the Magi, and the flight into Egypt. (St. Matt. ii. 
1-18.)” In his The life and times of Jesus the Messiah. v. 1. 2d ed., stereotyped. New York, A. D. F. Randolph [1884] p. 202-216. 
Bibliographic footnotes.
The star is treated on p. 207–213.

1885	William W. Payne, “The star of Bethlehem.” Sidereal messenger, v. 4, May 1885: 110–114. 
Discusses various proposed explanations, including the suggestion (attributed to Cardano) that it was an earlier appearance of Tycho's star (the supernova of 1572). A similar article appears in v. 6, Sept./Oct. 1887, p. 265–269, and a letter from James T. Ellis commenting on it, in the Dec. 1887 issue, p. 360–361. See also the note commenting on the 1885 article, in the “Editorial Gossip " column of Knowledge, v. 7, June 12, 1885, p. 505 


1885	Joseph A. Seiss, “The star of Bethlehem.” In his The gospel in the stars; or, Primeval astronomy. 
New and enl. ed. Philadelphia, J. B. Lippincott, 1885. p. 424–452. 

1888	Charles Pritchard, “Star of the Wise Men.” In Sir William Smith, Dr. William Smith's Dictionary of 
the Bible. Rev. and edited by H. B. Hackett. v. 4. Boston, Houghton, Mifflin, 1888. p. 3107-3109. 
Includes bibliographic references.

1888	George M. Searle, “The star of Bethlehem.” Catholic world, v. 47, Apr. 1888: 59-66. 
Concludes that the star was a supernatural phenomenon.


1890	Missionär Eichler, Der Stern der Weisen und die chinesischen Zeittafel. Allgemeine Missions – 
Zeitschrift, 17. Bd., März 1890: 121–123. 
Several writers having cited a Chinese record of a comet in 6 B.C. in support of a favored date for the birth of Christ, the author investigated Chinese sources and found so many comets recorded during the relevant period that he concludes they are useless for such a determination.


1891	Henri Didon, “The star.” In his Jesus Christ; Our Saviour's person, mission, and spirit. From the 
French of the Reverend Father Didon. v. 2. New York, D. Appleton, 1891. p. 405-408. 
Includes bibliographic references.
First published as “L'Étoile”in his Jésus Christ, t. 2 (Paris, E. Plon, Nourrit, 1891. p. 390-393.


1892	John N. Stockwell, “Supplement to recent contributions to chronology and eclipses.”
Astronomical journal, v. 12, Nov. 26, 1892: 121–125. 
Computations of various planetary conjunctions that took place about the beginning of the Christian era are presented on p. 124–125. The author favors a conjunction of Venus and Jupiter that occurred on May 8 in the year 6 B.C. as the likeliest explanation of the star of Bethlehem. This part of the article was reprinted, with a short intro- duction, under the title “The Star of Bethlehem " in Nature, v. 47, Dec. 22, 1892, p. 177-178. William T. Lynn comments on Stockwell's views in his article “The Star of Bethlehem " in Notes and Queries, 8th ser., v. 3, Jan. 7, 1893, p. 6–7.

1893	Ellen M. Clerke, “The star of Bethlehem.” In her The planet Venus. London, Witherby, 1893. 
p. 50-59. 
Discusses the conjunction theory and objections to it, and briefly recalls the popular excitement late in 1887, when Venus was particularly brilliant in the morning sky and expectations of the re- appearance of the star of Bethlehem were at their height.

1894	Frederic W. Farrar, “The star.” In his The Life of Christ. [New ed.] New York, E. P. Dutton [1894?] 
p. 22–26. 
Bibliographic footnotes.
Concludes that the 7 B.C. triple conjunction “may have prepared the Magi for the early occurrence of some great event. And this confident expectation may have led to their journey to Palestine, on the subsequent appearance of an evanescent star.

1897	Jabez B. Dimbleby, “The star of Bethlehem.” In his The Historical Bible, with straight-forward 
A.M. years and dates, obtained from five lines of astronomical time, for the use of students of scripture, Bible classes, historians and astronomers. London, E. Nister, 1897. p. 184-185. illus. 
Finds attempts at natural explanations unsatisfactory and concludes that the star was a supernatural object.

1898	Walter G. Bell, “The star of Bethlehem.” Temple magazine, v. 3, Dec. 1898: 226–230. illus. 
“The object of the writer is solely to recapitulate the work which has been done by many learned men. . . .“ Concludes that the apparition "was a vision wholly miraculous."

1898	Martin S. Brennan, Martin S. [“The star of the Magi.”] In his The Science of the Bible. St. Louis, 
Mo., B. Herder, 1898. p. 178-181.
Rejects natural explanations.

1899	William Canton, “The star of the Magi.” Expositor, 5th ser., v. 9, June 1899: 465-472. 
Responds to a letter from E. F. B., a missionary in Calcutta.

1893	Jermain G. Porter, “The star of Bethlehem.” Astronomy and astrophysics, v. 12, Jan. 1893: 6-7. 
Concludes that, since no heavenly body meets the requirements, . . . the star of Bethlehem, like the Herald Angel, was a messenger directly from the realm of the supernatural."

1893	Lewis Swift, “The star of Bethlehem.” Astronomy and astrophysics, v. 12, Feb. 1893: 105-106. 
Comments on Stockwell's findings and concludes that “though of Divine origin, the phenomenon seen of the Wise Men was wholly terrestrial and local."
A news note on this article, published in the English Mechanic and World of Science, v. 57, Feb. 24, 1893, p. 9, provoked a lengthy correspondence in which various interpretations of the star were argued (see the issues of Mar. 10 - Apr. 21, p. 57, 84, 106, 132, 153-154, 177, and 199).

Prof. Swift urged the same views, imperiously and at length, in two later controversies published in the same periodical: v. 66, Nov. 19-26, 1897 (p. 318-319 and 339-340), and v. 71, June 1-22 and July 27, 1900 (p. 335, 357, 376, 378–379, 403, and 516.)

1899	Julia M. Wright, “The real star of Bethlehem.” Lippincott's Magazine, v. 64, Dec. 1899: 894-900.
Favors the nova theory.

1900	Paul V. Benecke, “Magi.” In Hastings, James, and others, eds. A dictionary of the Bible. v. 3. 
New York, C. Scribner's Sons, 1900. p. 203-206. 
Includes bibliographic references.
The problem of the star is discussed on p. 204-205.

1903	Shadrach L. Bowman, “The Wise Men and the star.” In his Historical evidence of the New 
Testament. An inductive study in Christian evidences. Cincinnati, Jennings and Pye [1903] p. 71–75.
Bibliographic footnotes.

1903	J. Morrison, “The star of Bethlehem.” Popular astronomy, v. 11, Feb.- Mar. 1903: 88-91, 122-123. 

1907	George Mackinlay, “The date of the nativity determined by the star in the East.” In his The Magi: 
how they recognised Christ's star. London, Hodder and Stoughton, MCMVII. p. 151–161. 
Concludes that the star in the East was the morning star (Venus).

1908	John K. Fotheringham, “The star of Bethlehem.” Journal of theological studies, v. 10, Oct. 1908: 
116-119. 
Bibliographic footnotes.
From his reading of The Reports of the Magicians and Astrologers of Nineveh and Babylon in the British Museum (London, Luzac, 1900), edited by Reginald Campbell Thompson, the author suggests that Mars may have been the star.

1908	Edward Walter Maunder, “The star of Bethlehem.” In his The astronomy of the Bible. 2d ed. 
London, T. Sealey Clark [1908] p. 393–400. 
A similar essay, entitled “Star of the Magi," appears in The International Standard Bible Encyclopaedia, v. 5 (Chicago, Howard- Severance Co., 1915. BS440.16, v. 5), p. 2848–2849.

1909	Wilhelm Luther, “The constellation of Bethlehem.” Observatory, v. 32, Feb. 1909: 104. 
A letter suggesting that the star which stood over Bethlehem at the time of Herod might have been Castor or Pollux, both of which culminated near the zenith at Bethlehem about the beginning of the Christian era. A letter from W. H. S. Monck, setting forth objections to this idea, was published as “The Star of Bethlehem " in the Mar. 1910 issue, p. 137-138.
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The early Christians were little interested in chronology, and the scantiness of data in the NT writings and uncertainties as to the interpretation of most of the data which they do provide make NT chronology a thorny subject.  It is, moreover, an unfinished subject, since light may yet arise from unexpected quarters.  At present we can at most points merely weigh probabilities and say on which side the balance seems to be inclined.
1  Chronology of the life of Jesus
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     According to Lk. 2:1-7, Jesus was born at the time of an enrolment made when Quirinius was governor of Syria.  Now Quirinius cannot have governed Syria until after his consulship in 12 BC, and there is no record in Josephus or the Roman historians of his having done so in the interval 11-4 BC.  But he was governor of Syria in AD 6/7 and made then the enrolment of Judaea which occasioned the revolt of Judas the Galilean (Jos. Ant. 18. 1ff.)  This had led some to think that in Lk. 2:2 the enrolment made at Jesus’ birth has been confused with this later and better-known enrolment.  It is possible, however, that Quirinius governed Syria from 11 BC to the coming of Titius as its governor in 9 BC (so, e.g., Marsh, Founding of the Roman [p. 278] Empire, p. 246, n. 1), and that Augustus decided to make an enrolment after consultation with Herod when the latter visited him in 12 BC.  Jesus’ birth may thus have taken place in 11 BC.  Attempts to determine its month and day have had no real results.
     Halley’s comet seen in 12 BC was a brilliant spectacle well fitted to be the harbinger of him who was to be the Light of the world.  But in antiquity comets were usually regarded as portents of evil.  The Italian astronomer Argentieri’s conclusion that this comet was the star of the Magi rests on two questionable assumptions, that Jesus was born on a Sunday and that he was born on 25 December.
     Recognizing that the word translated ‘star’ in Mt. 2 denotes only a single star, adherents of the well-known Saturn-Jupiter conjunction theory of the star of the Magi have separated into two schools, the one maintaining that the star of Israel was Saturn (so Gerhardt, Das Stern des Messias) and the other that it was Jupiter (so Voigt, Die Geshichte Jesu und die Astrologie).  But it seems unlikely that a conjunction of these two planets would have signified to E Astrologers the birth of a king.
b.  The commencement of his ministry
     Between the birth of Jesus and the commencement of his ministry there was a period of ‘about thirty years’ (Lk. 3:23).  But the commencement referred to there may not be that of the ministry, and it is not known what amplitude the ‘about’ allows.  The assertion, ‘You are not yet fifty years old’ (Jn. 8:57), suggests that in the course of his ministry Jesus was in his forties, and according to Irenaeus there was a tradition to that effect among the Asian elders.  But the Jews’ remark may allude to the Levitical age of retirement (Nu. 4:3).  They are saying to Jesus, ‘If you are still, as you claim, in God’s service, you cannot be even as much as 50 years old.’
     Jesus began his ministry after John the Baptist had begun his, therefore not earlier than the fifteenth year of the reign of Tiberius (Lk. 3:1).  For sound reasons the view that this year is reckoned from the time when Tiberius became co-regent with Augustus is now generally abandoned.  Since Augustus died on 19 August 14, the second year of Tiberius’ reign began on 1 October 14 in the Syrian calendar, on 1 Nisan 15 in the Jewish calendar.  Consequently, in Lk 3:1 the fifteenth year of his reign means either 27 (1 Oct)-28, or 28 (1 Nisan)-29.  The latter is the more likely, for here Luke appears to use a source derived from a Baptist circle, and in many early writings, pagan, Jewish and Christian, Tiberius’ fifteenth year comprised part of 29.
     Lk. 3:21 indicates that there was some time between the call of the Baptist and the baptism of Jesus, but its length cannot be determined.  The baptism of Jesus was followed by the 40 days in the wilderness, the call of the first disciples, the marriage in Cana and a brief stay in Capernaum.  After these happenings, which occupied at least 2 months, Jesus went to Jerusalem for the first Passover of his ministry (Jn. 2:13).  Its date may appear to be given by the statement of the Jews, ‘It has taken forty-six years to build this temple’ (Jn. 2:20), with the remark in Jos., Ant. 15, 380, that Herod in the eighteenth year of his reign (20/19 BC) ‘undertook to build’ this Temple.  But he assembled much material before building commenced, and the time thus spent may not be included in the 46 years.  Moreover, the statement of the Jews perhaps implies that the building had already been completed some time before this Passover.
c.  The end of his ministry
     Jesus was crucified when Pontius Pilate was procurator of Judaea (all four Gospels, Tacitus, Ann. 15. 44, and possibly Jos., Ant. 18. 63f.), therefore in one of the years 26-36.  Various attempts have been made to determine which of these is the most likely.
(i)  From Lk. 13:1 and 23:12 it may be inferred that Pilate hade already been procurator for some time before the crucifixion, and therefore that it can hardly have taken place so early as 26 or 27.
(ii) In many early authorities the crucifixion is assigned to the consulship of the Gemini, i.e. to 29.  But this dating was by no means accepted everywhere throughout the early church; and there is no proof that, as some think, it embodies a reliable tradition.  The writers who give it, of whom Tertullian (c. AD 200) is the earliest, belong mainly to the Latin West.  The 25th of March, the month-date of the crucifixion given by Hippolytus, Tertullian and many others was a Friday in 29; but the crucifixion took place at the time of the Pashal full moon, and in 29 that moon was almost certainly in April.
(iii) When Pilate was procurator he offended the Jews by setting up votive shields in the palace at Jerusalem.  Herod Antipas took a leading part in furthering a request to Tiberius for its removal.  This, some scholars maintain, explains the enmity referred to in Lk 23:12.  Tiberius granted the request; and this, the same scholars maintain, he cannot have done so long as he was under the influence of his confidant Sejanus, an arch-enemy of the Jews.  The crucifixion, it is concluded, must have taken place after the death of Sejanus in October 31, therefore not earlier than 32.  But the enmity may equally well have been occasioned by the slaughter mentioned in Lk. 13:1 or by some dispute about which history is silent.
(iv) Keim, in his Jesus of Nazareth, 2, pp. 379ff., determines ‘the great year in the world’s history’ in dependence on the statement of Josephus (Ant. 18. 116*) that the defeat of Antipas by Aretas in 36 was considered by some to have come ‘from God, and that very justly, as punishment of what he did against John, that was called the Baptist’.  The execution of John, Keim concludes, must have taken place but 2 years previously, in 34, and the crucifixion 35.  But punishment does not always follow hard on the heels of crime; and while the origin of the hostility between Antipas and Aretas may well have been the divorce by the former of the daughter of the latter, there are indications in Josephus that there was an interval between the divorce and the war of 36.
(v) Of attempts to determine the year of the crucifixion the most fruitful is that made with the help of astronomy.  According to all four Gospels, the crucifixion took place on a Friday; but whereas in the Synoptics that Friday is 15 Nisan, in John it is 14 Nisan.  The problem then that has to be solved with the help of astronomy is that of determining in which of the years 26 -36 the 14th and 15th Nisan fell on a Friday.  But since in NT times the Jewish month was lunar and the time of its commencement was determined by observation of the new moon, this problem is basically that of determining when the new moon [p. 279] became visible.  Studying this problem, Fotheringham and Schoch have each arrived at a formula by applying which they find that 15 Nisan as a Friday only in 27 and 14 Nisan a Friday only in 30 and 33.  Since as the year of the crucifixion 27 is out of the question, the choice lies between 30 (7 April) and 33 (3 April).
     In the Synoptic chronology of passion week events are assigned to 15 Nisan which are unlikely on that day of holy convocation.  The Johannine chronology of that week certainly seems to be in itself the more probable, and until at least the beginning of the 3rd century it appears to have been the more generally accepted throughout the church.  Attempts to reconcile the Gospels on this matter have not secured general consent, and discussion of the problem continues.  But it is noteworthy that the calculations of the astronomers do not point to a year for the crucifixion that can on other grounds be accepted in which 14 Nisan was a Thursday.
d. The length of his ministry
     To know the length of Jesus’ ministry is more important than to know when it began or ended.  There are three principal theories as to its length.
(i) The 1-year theory.   Its first supporters considered it a strong confirmation of it that Jesus had applied to himself  the Isaianic passage which foretells ‘the acceptable year of the Lord’ (Is. 61:2; Lk. 4:19).  The theory was widely accepted in the ante-Nicene period.  Renewed interest in it dates from the 17th century.  Among challenging presentations of it are those of van Bebber, Zur Chronologie des Lebens Jesu, 1898, and Belser in Biblishe Zeitschrift 1, 1903; 2, 1904.
(ii) The 2-year theory.    Its supporters, of whom one of the earliest was Apollinaris of Laodicea, maintain that in the interval from Jesus’ baptism to his crucifixion the only Passovers were the three explicitly mentioned in Jn. (2:13; 6:4; 11:55).  Little, if at all, in favour in the Middle Ages, this theory now commands a large following.
(iii) The 3-year theory.     Its earliest known supporter was Melito of Sardis.  But its wide acceptance in post-Nicene times and throughout the Middle Ages must be put down mainly to the influence of Eusebius.  He rejected the literal interpretation of the word ‘year’ in the phrase ‘the acceptable year of the Lord’ and showed convincingly that only a ministry of fully 3 years satisfied the requirements of the Fourth gospel.  In our time also this theory commands a large following.
     Because of the Passover of Jn. 6:4, a verse that has excellent manuscript authority, the 1-year theory must be rejected.  That a decision may be made between the 2- and 3-year theories, the interval between the Passovers of Jn 2:13 and 6:4 must be carefully examined.
     Since ordinarily there were 6 months between seedtime and harvest, the words, ‘There are yet four months, then comes the harvest’ (Jn. 4:35) cannot be a proverbial saying, but must relate to the circumstances obtaining at the time when they were spoken.  Jesus’ return to Galilee mentioned in Jn. 4;43 must then have taken place in winter.  That the unnamed feat of Jn 5;1 was Purim, as, following Kepler, many supporters of the 2-year theory have maintained, is unlikely.  Purim was observed in February/March, therefore soon after Jesus’ return.  But the words ‘after this’ (Jn. 5:1) indicate that there was a considerable interval between his return and his next visit to Jerusalem.  The unnamed feast is more likely to have been the following Passover March/April or the following Pentecost or Tabernacles.  Certain supporters of the 2-year theory, while agreeing that it was the following Passover, identify the latter with the Passover of Jn 6:4, some maintaining that in Jn 6:4 ‘at hand’ means ‘just past’ and others that Jn. 6 should be read immediately before Jn. 5.  But ‘at hand’ in Jn. 6:4 cannot mean ‘just past’, since, as is clear from the words ‘after this’ in Jn. 6:1, there was a considerable interval between the events of Jn. 5 and those of Jn. 6.  There is, moreover, no textual evidence in support of the proposed rearrangement of chapters.  It would appear, therefore, that there was a Passover between those of Jn. 2:13 and 6:4 and consequently that the duration of Jesus’ ministry was fully 3 years.
     According to the first of the above-mentioned theories, the first and last Passovers of Jesus’ ministry were those of 29 and 30, according to the second those of 28 and 30, and according to the third those of 30 and 33.

Note*  In the next two pages (280-281) there is a chronology chart which lists the following:
8/7 BC?:  Birth of John the Baptist
8/7 BC?:  Birth of Jesus
AD 29?:  Baptism of Jesus
AD 29?:  Death of John the Baptist
AD 30: (Passover*)  Jesus in Jerusalem (Jn. 2:13)*
AD 30/31 (December/January):  Jesus in Samaria (Jnn. 4:35)
AD 31 (Feast of Tabernacles): Jesus in Jerusalem (Jn. 5:1)
AD 32 (Passover*): Feeding of the Five Thousand (Jn. 6;4) (‘Feast of Tabernacles): Jesus in Jerusalem (Jn. 7:2)
AD 32 (Feast of Dedication*:  Jesus in Jerusalem (Jn. 10:22)
AD 33 (Passover): Crucifixion and Resurrection
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1988	Leon Morris, Reflections on the Gospel of John, Volume 3: The True Vine, John 11—16.
Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 1988.
On page 435 Morris writes:

The crowd of pilgrims could have been very large [that welcomed Jesus on Palm Sunday-John 12:12-14].  Josephus, the first-century Jewish historian, says that 2,700,000 people came up to Jerusalem for the Passover*: Most authorities agree that this figure is too large; Jerusalem was not big enough to take in so many . . . There is no way of knowing how many went out to meet Jesus but clearly it was a large number.

[Note* No reference citation is given for Josephus.]

[bookmark: _Hlk187466644]1988	Leon Morris, Reflections on the Gospel of John, Volume 4: Crucified and Risen, John 17—21. 
Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 1988.

	On pages 648-651 we find the following:

John puts in a little time note that must have been clear to his readers but unfortunately presents problems for us.  He says it was “the Preparation of the Passover” (John 19:14), which is a difficult expression.  The Jews regularly used the word Preparation to designate Friday, for they used that day to prepare for the Sabbath.  Indeed a standard dictionary of terms in the principal Indo-European languages says, “The day before the Sabbath was called ‘Preparation.’”  There is no question about this widespread use; if we take the word in this way here, it will mean “Friday in Passover week.”

However, there are some scholars who point out that just as the Jews prepared on Friday for the coming of the Sabbath, so on the eve of any great festival they prepared for that festival.  These scholars point out that the Passover was approaching and think it would be natural for the Jews to use “Preparation” for the day before the Passover, whether it was Friday or not.  But a difficulty in the way of this view is that no evidence has been brought forward to show that the Jews used “Preparation” for the eve of any holy day other than the Sabbath.  The Jews would certainly have prepared for the coming of a festival like Passover, but we have no evidence that when they said “the Preparation” they meant the day on which they made ready for that feast (or for that matter any other feast).  It was the day they got ready for the Sabbath.

It is better to stick with what we know. . . . 

We know that “Preparation” was a way of referring to Friday.  In view of the preparations for the great festivals it seems logical to us that they would use the same word in that context.  But the point is that we have NO knowledge of any such usage.  If the term was in fact used for the Preparation on the eve of Passover (or any other festival), NO evidence of this survives.  It is much better to stick with the evidence and to see John as saying that it was the Friday in the week that the Passover took place.  This is supported by the fact that Mark, writing about the same day, says that it was “the Preparation, which is the day before the Sabbath” (Mark 15:42).

[Note* This above represents very strong support for a Friday crucifixion.]

John proceeds to give the time of day as “about the sixth hour” [John 19:14] which puzzles us as Mark says that Jesus was crucified at “the third hour” (Mark 15:25). 
[Discrepancy between John 19:14 and Mark 15:25]
 One way of reconciling the two statements is to change the sentence division in Mark.  There was very little punctuation in ancient manuscripts, and it is modern editors who put in full stops, commas, and all the rest of our apparatus for understanding the text.  There is usually no great trouble in doing this, but just occasionally there is more than one possibility.  One scholar has suggested that in Mark 15:25 we should put our full stop after “third hour,” in which case the time refers to the soldiers’ casting of lots.  For most of us this does not help for we see this as taking place at the time of the crucifixion, but this scholar thinks it took place at the time of the scourging.  If we could accept this there would be no problem: Mark would be referring to the time of the scourging and John to that of the crucifixion.  But that seems a very unlikely understanding of what Mark has written.  It does seem as though he is referring to the time of the crucifixion.

Another way of looking at the problem was put forward by B F Westcott [see the 1860 notation], a great scholar of an earlier day.  He thought that throughout his Gospel John was using Roman time, when the day went from midnight to midnight, and the other Gospels were using Jewish time, when the day began at sunset and the hours were reckoned first as the hour of the night and then as the hour of the day.  On this way of looking at it, John is referring to a time about six in the morning (as on our time scale), whereas Mark, with the day beginning at around 6:00 A.M., is speaking of somewhere around 9:00 A.M.  As John refers to the trial as coming to its climax and Mark to the actual crucifixion, this would fit in nicely.

Unfortunately, however, the so-called Roman time does not seem ever to have been used in telling the time.  The Romans did count from midnight when they were dealing with legal matters like leases.  If a lease ran out on a given day, at precisely what time of the day did it terminate?  They solved the problem by picking in the middle of the night, when most people were in their beds asleep, as the beginning or end of the official day.  But when it came to telling the time they seem always to have meant the hours since sunrise or since sunset, just as every one else did.  The Roman writer Pliny points out that people in different places use different ways of reckoning time: “The actual period of a day has been differently kept by different people: the Babylonians count the period between two sunrises, the Athenians that between two sunsets . . . the common people everywhere from dawn to dark, the Roman priests and the authorities who fixed the official day, and also the Egyptians and Hipparchus, the period from midnight to midnight.”  But we have NO record of anyone in antiquity beginning at midnight when he counted the hours of the day.  Sundials, for example, had VI at the middle of the day, not XII.

Other suggestions have been made.  Thus the Greek form of the sign for three was very similar to that for six, and some have thought that an early scribe mistook what Mark had written.  Another possibility is that by “hour” Mark meant “watch,” and as the third watch would begin at noon Mark meant essentially what John meant.  Such suggestions, while interesting, lack probability.

	It seems that the best way of solving the problem is to remember that for the ancients time was always approximate.  People did not have watches or clocks; they looked at the sun and guessed when the time was.  Mark’s “third hour” will mean nothing more precise than some time about the middle of the morning, and John’s “about the sixth hour” a time getting on towards noon.  Unless we have some reason for thinking that one (or both) was striving for absolute accuracy, a time in late morning would suit either reference.  No such reason has ever been put forward.


On pages 686-688 Leon Morris writes:

There is impressive agreement in all four Gospels on the main fact—that Jesus rose from the dead.  There is also a great deal of difference in detail; each writer has his own approach to the subject and his own stories of things that happened on that memorable morning.  NONE of the stories that John records [John 20:1-10] is found in the other Gospels. . . 

John begins with the time note that what he is about to relate took place “on the first day of the week” (John 20:1).  It is not without interest that in their resurrection accounts NONE of the Gospels uses the expression “on the third day” or the like to draw attention to the prophecies Jesus had made that he would rise on the third day after evil people had put him to death.  They all content themselves with the fact that it was the first day of the week, the Sunday after the crucifixion.  Actually the word for “week” is simply “sabbaths”; the Jews used this expression to denote the time between two Sabbaths and in doing so brought out the truth that the Sabbath, the day set apart for God as holy, was the important day.  Of course, for Christians the day when Jesus rose from the dead became the important day; every Sunday is for them a reminder of resurrection. . . .

Mary came to the tomb “early .” . . . The word for “early” was used in John 18:28 of the time when they took Jesus from Caiaphas to the Praetorium.  The trial that would lead to Jesus’ death began early in the day, and those events that were to bring h is followers the certainty that he had risen also began early in the day.  John says “ it was still dark” (John 20:1), which sets us a little problem, for Mark says that the sun had risen (Mark 16:2).  There are two ways of dealing with this.  Some suggest, quite reasonably, that the ladies did not all set out at the same time: the earlier ones came while it was still dark, the others a little later when the sun had risen.  It is also possible that when they set out it was still dark, but that by the time they reached the tomb the sun had risen.  What is clear from all the accounts is that they were on the move quite early in the day.
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	In the Foreword on page 7 he writes:

It is the central contention of this volume that the infancy narratives [of Matthew and Luke] are worthy vehicles of the Gospel message . . . I maintain that genuine biblical criticism, for all the historical problems that it raises, sets this claim in clear perspective.

In the Introduction he writes:

Close analysis of the infancy narratives [of Matthew and Luke] makes it unlikely that either account is completely historical . . . for each evangelist the infancy narrative was to supply a transition from the OT to the Gospel—the christology preaching of the Church presented in the imagery of Israel.
 
On page 166 Brown writes:
Herod the king.  Luke 1:5 sets the annunciation of JBap’s birth “in the days of Herod, king of Judea”; see NOTE there.  In Ant. XVII  vi 4; #167 and ix 3; #213, Josephus fixes the death of Herod the Great shortly after an eclipse of the moon and before a Passover.  In 750 A.U.C. (4 B.C.) there was an eclipse on the night of March 12/13th, one month before Passover.  While other possibilities are 5 B.C. and 1 B.C., the best evidence favors March/April 4 B.C. as the time of Herod’s death.  See the attempt of W. E. Filmer, JTS 17 (1966), 283-98, to establish the case for 1 B.C., and the convincing refutation by T. D. Barnes, JTS 19 (1968), 204-8.  A birth of Jesus dated two years [6 B.C.?] (Matt 2:15) before the death of Herod in 4 B.C. would be consonant with the information in Luke 3:23 that Jesus was “about thirty years of age” in the fifteenth year of the reign of Tiberius Caesar (Luke 3:1), a year reckoned at October A.D. 27 to October A.D. 28, following the Syrian calendar, with antedating.  For a full discussion of Jesus’ age, see G. Ogg, NTS 5 (1958-59), 291-98.  The anomaly that Jesus was born “before Christ” results from an ancient mistake in calculating the year of his birth.  In 533 Dionysius Exiguus (Denis the Short) proposed to reckon years no longer from the foundation of Rome (A.U.C.) but from the birth of the Lord; he chose 754 A.U.C. as A.D. 1, a date too late since Herod died in 750.

On pages 188-189 he writes on the historical difficulties of both the Matthew narrative and the Luke narrative:
     a)  Intrinsic unlikelihoods.  A star that rose in the East, appeared over Jerusalem, turned south to Bethlehem, and then came to rest over a house would have constituted a celestial phenomenon unparalleled in astronomical history; yet it received no notice in the records of the times.  The narrative of how Herod assembled the priests and scribes for consultation betrays no awareness of the bitter opposition that existed between Herod and the priests, nor of the fact that the Sanhedrin was not at his beck and call.  In vs. 4 the birthplace of the Messiah seems to be abstruse knowledge known only to theological specialists, while in John 7:42 the crowd speaks as if everyone knows that the Messiah is to be born in Bethlehem.  The suspicious Herod makes no attempt to follow the magi in their five-mile journey from Jerusalem to Bethlehem.  One can imagine the impression that exotic magi from the East with royal gifts would make in a small village; yet when they go away, Herod’s intelligence system cannot discover which child they visited.  His slaughter of all the male children beneath the age of two is not mentioned in Josephus’ detailed account of the horrors of Herod’s reign.
     b)  Irreconcilability with Luke.  Although Luke 2 also has Jesus born at Bethlehem, there is no mention of an intervention by Herod, of the coming of the magi, of a massacre, or of a flight to Egypt.  Even the most determined harmonizer should be foiled by the impossibility of reconciling a journey of the family from Bethlehem to Egypt with Luke’s account of their taking the child to Jerusalem when he was forty days old and their going on from Jerusalem to Nazareth where they stayed.
     c)  Conflict with the accounts of the ministry.  The statement that all Jerusalem was startled over the birth of the King of the Jews and that there was widespread awareness of the King’s birth at Bethlehem (Herod, chief priests, scribes, and, to their regret, the people of Bethlehem) conflicts with the Gospel accounts of the public ministry where the people in Nazareth do not know this and are amazed that Jesus has special pretensions (Mark 6:1-6 and par.) and where people in Jerusalem do not know that Jesus was born at Bethlehem (John 7:40-42).  According to the Synoptic Gospels (Mark 6:14-16 and par.), Herod Antipas, the son of Herod the Great, despite the measures his father is supposed to have taken against Jesus, is perplexed by Jesus and seems to have no previous knowledge of him.  A possible explanation may be found for one or the other of these difficulties, but the overall thrust is clearly against historicity.

On page 204-205 Brown writes:
     15.  the death of Herod.  For the dating of this to March/April 4 B.C., see NOTE on “Herod the king” in 2:1.
      16.   . . . of two years of age and under.  This notice, fixing the age limit according to the rising of the birth star of the Kiong of the Jews (2:1-2, 7), has led scholars to date Jesus’ birth ca. 6 B.C., two years before Herod’s death (NOTE on “Herod the King” in 2:1).  Matthew’s opinion on this interval (and probably that of his source) is not to be easily discounted since Luke dates JBap’s conception (some fifteen months before the birth of Jesus) “in the days of Herod the king.”

On pages 394-396 Brown writes:
     Caesar Augustus. . . . He died in A.D. 14, having designated Tiberius, a stepson, as his successor; and it was in the fifteenth year of Tiberius Caesar that Jesus began his ministry (Luke 3;1).
      That a census should be taken.  Literally, “for the whole world to present itself for enrollment,” if the verb is to be understood as middle rather than passive (BDF 17).  The Greek verb apographein, while having the general sense of enrolling or registering, serve more specifically as translations of Latin census terminology (BDF 53).  Almost certainly Luke means a census here.  (The attempt to see in apographein only the initial stage of a long census process is part of an elaborate effort to protect Lucan accuracy—since there was, as far as we know, no universal census at the time specified by Luke, it is argued that Luke is referring to the first stage in a census which was actually taken only a dozen years later [see Appendix VII].  The presumed purpose of the census would have been taxation, rather than military service from which the Jews were exempt.  Thus the English translations influenced by Tyndale rendered these Greek words in terms of being valued or taxed.
     2.  This was the first census under.  Greek syntax and textual variants (e.g., with an article) permit other translations: “This first census was under”; or “This census was earlier than the one under”  (Lagrange, Luc, 67-68); or “This census was before the governorship of” (Higgins, “Sidelights,” 200-1).  The last two translations, which are further attempts to preserve Lucan accuracy, involve translating protes, which normally means “first,” as equivalent to the comparative proteros, “earlier than,” or to proteron or pro, “before,” (For objections to this, see Ogg, “Quirinius,” 233.)  Scholars who maintain the totally unproved hypothesis of several censuses under Quirinius (see Appendix VII) argue that Luke means the first in that series.  Rather the census is called “first” before no Roman census had been held in Judea before that of Quirinius in A.D. 6-7 (a census that Luke has wrongly fixed at the time of king Herod through association with 1:5).
     Quirinius.  Publius Sulpicus Quirinius was made legate of Syria in A.D. 6 and specially charged with restructuring Judea as a Roman province, after the deposing of Archelaus, Herod the Great’s son (Matt 2:22), who had ruled from 4 B.C. to A.D. 6.  Spellings which end the name in “us” rather than “ius” (Quirinus, Cyrinus) represent a copyist’s mistake in the mss.
     as governor of Syria.  The verb hegemoneuein, like noun hegemonos, was used to translate Latin offices such as legatus and procurataor, with Syria having a legatus, and Judea a prefectus (or later a procurator).  Justin, Apology I xxxiv, designates Quirinius as a procurator (epitropos), probably on the analogy of Pilate.  Attempts to render the Lucan verb more generically (“held office,”   “was in charge of”), although possible as we see from the usage of the noun in reference to Tiberius in 3:1, are part of the unlikely hypothesis that Quirinius had a position in Syria, during the reign of Herod the Great in Palestine, and thus before he became legate there in A.D. 6—another ingenious attempt to save Lucan accuracy (see Appendix VII).
     3.  And so.  The sequence is from vs. 1; the intermediary verse is parenthetical.
     all.  In sequence to “the whole world” of vs. 1, this should mean all the people in the Roman Empire.  Our evidence for Augustus’ reign, however, points to separate censuses for Roan citizens and non-Roman inhabitants of the provinces, such as Syria.  Again to save Lucan accuracy, some have tried to interpret the “all” as those under Quirinius’s rule, i.e., the people in Syria; and the Protoevangelium of James, 17:1, limits the enrollment to the inhabitants of Bethlehem.  Historically the census of A.D. 6-7 covered Judeans.
     Each to his own city.  While for Joseph “his own city” means his ancestral city of Bethlehem.  Nazareth is designated as “their own city” in 2:39 in the sense of residence.  In Roman censuses there is no clear evidence of a practice of going to an ancestral city to be enrolled; the oft cited examples from Egypt are not the same as what Luke describes (NOTE on “of the house and lineage of David” below in vs. 4).
[Note* the notes that continue on pages 398-400 are worthy of reading, but not specifically chronological in nature]
 
On page 401 Brown writes:
     8.  In that same region.  The Greek chora means “open country.”  The fields now shown as “Shepherds’ Fields” are some two miles from Bethlehem, toward the Dead Sea, below the snow line (see Bishop, “Bethlehem”).  Those who regard the Lucan information as historical have tried to date the birth of Jesus between March and November when the shepherds would be out in the fields.  Already by the time of Clement of Alexandria (ca. 200) there were theories that Jesus was born on May 20 (25 Pachon) or April 20-21 (24-25 Pharmuth), as he mentions in the Stromata I 21 (**145-46).  It is most unlikely that any reliable tradition about the exact date of birth would have survived.

On page 421 Brown writes:
If one remembers that the Lucan shepherds are linked very closely with Bethlehem the city of David the shepherd, it is far more likely that the primary symbolism is to be sought in the Jewish background.  In Mishnah Shekalim 7:4 we are told that animals found between Jerusalem and Migdal Eder (near Bethlehem) were used for Temple sacrifice, and this tradition has been invoked as support for the idea that the Lucan shepherds in the region near Bethlehem were especially sacred shepherds. . . . the mention of Midgal Eder, “Tower of the Flock” may be the key to a symbolism that attaches the shepherds and their flock to the Bethlehem area.  Midgal Eder is mentioned twice in the OT, Gen 35:21 and Micah 4:8, both times in proximity to a mention of Bethlehem (Gen 35:19 and Micah 5:1).  I shall suggest that a midrashic reflection associating these texts underlies Luke’s narrative in 2:8-20, even as such a reflection entered into the second chapter of Matthew’s narrative. 
[COPY the rest of page 421 through to 424]

On page 547-556 Brown writes:

On page 561 Brown writes:
The birth stories were composed, not to make the OT Scriptures more intelligible, but to make Jesus more intelligible.  Part of his intelligibility is that he stands in continuity with and in fulfillment of the OT Scriptures.   
On page 571 Brown writes (Title):
Supplement to the Birth of the Messiah: Updating the Work from 1976 through 1992 by Dialogue with the literature Written in That Period.
On page 576 Brown writes:
By assigning issues of historicity largely to appendixes, BBM was able to focus on the evangelists’ rich christology, abundant use of the OT, and grasp of the infancy story as true Gospel.
On page 607 Brown writes:
[bookmark: _Hlk145727248][READ, highlight, and then COPY from pages 607-617]
On page 625-626 Brown writes:
[COPY from pages 607-617]
[bookmark: _Hlk145897535]On page 666-668 Brown writes:
[COPY from pages 666-668]
[bookmark: _Hlk145897547]On page 674-675 Brown writes:
[COPY from pages 674-675]
On page 713+++ Brown writes:
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[Note*  This is an important article.  In my opinion, it contains perhaps the rudiments of the most persuasive arguments surrounding the birth of Christ.  For this reason I am including the full article.]

Colin Humphreys
The Star of Bethlehem

From Science and Christian Belief, Vol 5, (October 1995): 83-101 Used by permission.

Evidence from the Bible and astronomy suggests that the Star of Bethlehem was a comet which was visible in 5 BC, and described in ancient Chinese records. A comet uniquely fits the description in Matthew of a star which newly appeared, which travelled slowly through the sky against the star background and which 'stood over' Bethlehem. The evidence points to Jesus being born in the period 9 March-4 May, 5 BC, probably around Passover time: 13-27 April, 5 BC. Birth in the spring is consistent with the account in Luke that there were shepherds living out in the fields nearby keeping watch over their flock by night. Birth in 5 BC also throws light upon the problem of the census of Caesar Augustus. A new chronology of the life of Christ is given which is consistent with the available evidence. This chronology suggests that Christ died close to his 37th birthday.

1. Introduction

   What was the star of Bethlehem? Did it really exist? Most modern theologians (e.g. ref. 1) regard the reference to the star in Matthew's gospel as 'midrash', that is a story made up to satisfy an Old Testament prophecy, in this case that of Numbers 24:17, 'a star shall come forth out of Jacob and a sceptre shall rise out of Israel'. On the other hand, some writers regard the star of Bethlehem as a specially created miraculous object, beyond the bounds of scientific explanation. The question of whether a celestial phenomenon reported in ancient literature in an historical context was a real astronomical object is one which occurs quite frequently. in all such cases it seems best to consider as a working hypothesis that the report is correct, and to investigate whether any astronomical phenomenon exists which fits the report. 

The difficulties of treating the star of Bethlehem as a real astronomical object should not be underestimated. For example, the New Testament scholar Brown' states 'a star that rose in the East, appeared over Jerusalem, turned south to Bethlehem, and then came to rest over a house would have constituted a celestial phenomenon unparalleled in astronomical history: yet it received no notice in the records of the times.' Similar sceptical statements abound in modem commentaries. However it will be shown in this paper (see also ref. 2) that this statement of Brown is in fact incorrect:   there is an astronomical object which fits very well the account in Matthew's gospel, and which also received notice in the Chinese records of the times.

   If an astronomical object can be identified with the characteristics described in Matthew and other ancient manuscripts, this information may throw light on the long-standing problem of the date of the Nativity. In AD 525 a Roman scholar and monk, Dionysius Exiguus, fixed the AD origin of our present calendar (Anno Domini = in the year of our Lord) so that Jesus was circumcised in the year AD 1 on January 1 (8 days, counting inclusively, after his birth on 25th December the previous year). More recently dates ranging from 20 BC to AD 10 have been given for the year of the Nativity.3,4 Concerning the day, although 25 December is firmly fixed in our calendar, this is unlikely if the arguments in the present paper are accepted. In this paper we consider a combination of astronomical and historical evidence which may be used to identify the star of Bethlehem and to determine the date of the Nativity.

   The earliest known account of the star of Bethlehem is in Matthew 2:1-12. Most scholars believe that the final text of this gospel was composed in about AD 80 (some scholars give an earlier date, e.g. ref. 5) from sources written in earlier times. Presumably one of these sources recorded the star of Bethlehem and the visit of the Magi. The account in Matthew describes how the Magi saw a star which they believed heralded the birth of the Messiah-king of the Jews. They travelled to Jerusalem and informed King Herod of the time when the star appeared, which indicates that the star was not a customary sight. The advisers of Herod told the Magi that, according to the prophesy of Micah, the Messiah should be born in Bethlehem, so the Magi journeyed there. The star moved before them and 'stood over' Bethlehem. The Magi found the place where the child was and presented him with gifts.

2. The Magi

   The tradition that the Magi were kings dates from the sixth century AD, and is almost certainly legendary. According to Herodotus (1:101), Magi existed in Persia in the sixth century BC, they were a priestly group among the Medes who performed religious ceremonies and interpreted signs and portents. Persia (now Iran) conquered neighbouring Mesopotamia (now Iraq) and from the fourth century BC onwards Magi were increasingly associated with astronomy and astrology, the observation and the 'interpretation' of the stars being closely related in ancient times. Babylon (in Mesopotamia) was the world centre of astronomy and astrology at that time and Magi were important members of the Babylonian royal court. In about 586 BC the Babylonians sacked Jerusalem and took the Jews into Exile. From the time of the Exile onwards Babylon contained a strong Jewish colony, and the knowledge of the Jewish prophecies of a Saviour-King, the Messiah, may have been well-known to the Babylonians and to the Magi.

   In the Hellenistic age some of the Magi left Babylon and travelled to neighbouring countries to teach and practise astronomy/astrology, which was a core educational subject in the ancient world (e.g. Plato, The Republic, 529). Thus the first century AD Jewish scholar Philo of Alexandria stated that the student of astronomy perceives 'timely signs of coming events' since 'the stars were made for signs' (De Opificio Mundi, 22). There is a strong tradition that the Magi who visited Jesus came from Arabia (now Saudi Arabia), which lies between Mesopotamia and Palestine. Thus in about AD 160 Justin Martyr wrote 'Magi from Arabia came to him [Herod]' and in about AD 96 Clement of Rome6, associated frankincense and myrrh, two of the gifts of the Magi, with 'the East, that is the districts near Arabia'. We conclude that the Magi who saw the star of Bethlehem were astronomers/astrologers, who may have been familiar with the Jewish prophecies of a Saviour-King, and who probably came from Arabia or Mesopotamia, countries to the east of Palestine. Matthew 2:1 simply states 'Magi from the East arrived in Jerusalem'. It is important to realise that there are many references in ancient literature to Magi visiting kings and emperors in other countries. For example, Tiridates, the King of Armenia, led a procession of Magi to pay homage to Nero in Rome in AD 66 (Suetonius, Nero 13 and 30; Tacitus, Annals, 16:23: Dio Cassius, Roman History, 63:1), and Josephus records that Magi also visited Herod in about 10 BC. Thus a visit by the Magi to pay homage to Jesus, the new King of the Jews, would not have appeared as particularly unusual to readers of Matthew's gospel. However, the Magi must have had an unmistakably clear astronomical/astrological message to start them on their journey.

3. Characteristics of the Star of Bethlehem

   There are several specific characteristics of the star of Bethlehem recorded in Matthew's gospel which, if accepted, allow the type of astronomical object to be identified uniquely. The characteristics are as follows:

(i) It was a star which had newly appeared. Matthew 2:7 states 'Then Herod summoned the Magi secretly and ascertained from them the exact time when the star had appeared'.

(ii) It travelled slowly through the sky against the star background. The Magi 'saw his star in the east' (Matthew 2:2) then they came to Jerusalem where Herod sent them to Bethlehem, then 'they went on their way and the star they had seen in the east went ahead of them' (Matthew 2:9). Since Bethlehem is to the south of Jerusalem the clear implication is that the star of Bethlehem moved slowly through the sky from the east to the south in the time taken for the Magi to travel from their country to Jerusalem, probably about one or two months (see later).

(iii) The star 'stood over' Bethlehem. Matthew 2:9 records that the star 'went ahead of them and stood over the place where the child was'. Popular tradition has the star pointing out the very stable in which Christ was born, but Matthew neither states nor implies this: according to Matthew, viewed from Jerusalem the star stood over the place where the child was born, i.e. Bethlehem.

If the above textual evidence is accepted then all but one of the astronomical objects suggested in the literature as the star of Bethlehem can be ruled out. For example, the most popular theory, demonstrated in many planetariums, is that the star of Bethlehem refers to a conjunction of Jupiter and Saturn in 7 BC. This planetary conjunction theory dates back to the 8th century astronomer/astrologer Masha'allah7 and has been widely supported in more recent times4, 8  but it does not satisfy the description that the star was a single star which appeared at a specific time, nor of a star which 'stood over' Bethlehem. The next most popular theory is that the star was a nova or a supernova. The first suggestion that the star of Bethlehem was a nova was made by Foucquet in 1729, and possibly earlier by Kepler in 1614 (see also Sachs and Walkerg9) and it has received considerable recent support.10 A supernova has also been suggested.11 A nova or supernova satisfies the requirement that the star of Bethlehem was a single star which appeared at a specific time, but cannot account for the star moving through the sky. Similarly, all other suggestions for the star of Bethlehem (e.g. that it was Venus, etc) can be ruled out except one: a comet.

4. Was the Star of Bethlehem a Comet?

Comets probably have the greatest dramatic appearance of all astronomical phenomena. They can be extremely bright and easily visible to the naked eye for weeks or even months. Spectacular comets typically appear only a few times each century. They can move slowly or rapidly across the sky against the backdrop of stars, but visible comets usually move through the star background at about 1 or 2 degrees per day relative to the Earth. They can sometimes be seen twice, once on their way in towards perihelion (the point in their orbit which is closest to the sun) and again on their way out. However, from a given point on the Earth's surface, a comet is often only seen once, either on its way in or its way out, because of its orbit relative to 87The Star of Bethlehem the Earth. Since a comet usually peaks in brightness on its way out, about one week after perihelion, most visible comets are seen on their way out from perihelion.

   If the star described in Matthew was a comet, was it seen twice, first in the east on its way in towards perihelion and again in the south on its way out, or was it seen continuously moving from east to south (and then to west) on its way out? Matthew 2:9 states 'the star they had seen in the east went ahead of them [to Bethlehem in the south]'. It was not generally recognised 2000 years ago that a comet seen twice, once on its way in towards perihelion (where it would disappear in the glare of the sun) and again on its way out was one and the same comet. It was normally regarded as two separate comets. Since Matthew 2:9 clearly implies that the star seen in the south was the same star as that originally seen in the east we deduce that the star was continuously visible and suggest that it was a comet on its way out from perihelion travelling east to south (to west). In particular it is suggested that the Magi originally saw the comet in the east in the morning sky (see later). They travelled to Jerusalem, a journey time of 1- 2 months (see section 7), and in this time the comet had moved through about 90', from the east to the south. In one month the star background would move through 30', and in two months through 60*. For the comet to have moved through 90' an additional 60' (in one month) or 30' (in two months) motion is required, which is broadly consistent with the 1 or 2 degrees per day typical motion of a comet. In Jerusalem, Herod's advisers suggested the Magi go to Bethlehem, six miles to the south and a journey time of one or two hours. The Magi set off next morning and saw the comet ahead of them in the south in the morning sky. Hence it appeared that the comet 'went ahead of' the Magi on this last lap of their journey.

   The curious terminology in Matthew 2:9 that the star 'stood over' Bethlehem will now be considered. Phrases such as 'stood over' and 'hung over' appear to be uniquely applied in ancient literature to describe a comet, and I can find no record of such phrases being used to describe any other astronomical object. The historians Dio Cassius and Josephus were broadly contemporary with the author of Matthew's gospel. Dio Cassius (Roman History, 54, 29) describing the comet of 12 BC (Halley's comet) which appeared before the death of Marcus Agrippa writes 'the star called comet stood for several days over the city [Rome]'. Josephus (Jewish War 6,5,3) states 'a star, resembling a sword, stood over the city Jerusalem]', probably referring to the comet of AD 64 mentioned by Tacitus (Annals, 15,47), comets frequently being described as 'swords' in ancient literature because of their upward tails (in a direction away from the sun). Marcellinus describing a comet of AD 390 writes'a sign appeared in the sky hanging like a column and blazing for 30 days'.

Celestial objects (including comets) appear to move across the night sky because of the rotation of the earth. In addition, comets move against the backdrop of stars. What did Dio Cassius and Josephus mean when they referred to comets 'standing over' Rome and Jerusalem, respectively? At the time of Christ the prevailing theory of comets was due to Aristotle who had proposed that comets were sub-lunar objects located in the upper atmosphere (see, for example, ref. 12). This theory was consistent with the Aristotelian model of comets lying below the 'heavenly spheres' containing the Sun, Moon, planets and fixed stars, and presumably it also appeared to be consistent with visual observations of bright comets which often seem to be close to the Earth (many paintings and woodcuts of comets depict them as lying close to the Earth). Hence a comet is probably the only astronomical object to appear to be sufficiently low lying to be capable of satisfying the descriptions in Dio Cassius, Josephus and Matthew of a star standing over a particular town or city for part of the night. In addition, the upward tail of the comet would appear to point the head of the comet towards the city. Hence we interpret Matthew's description of a star, standing over' the place where Jesus was born as meaning that when the Magi left Herod and headed towards Bethlehem, as he had suggested, they looked up and saw the comet in front of them, with a near vertical tail, the head of the comet appearing to stand over Bethlehem.

   The use of the characteristic term 'stood over' by Dio Cassius and Josephus to describe a comet would seem to leave little doubt that when Matthew uses the term 'stood over' he is also describing a comet. Thus a comet uniquely fits the description in Matthew that the star was new, it travelled slowly through the star field from the east to the south, it went ahead of the Magi, and 'stood over' Bethlehem, the place where the child was.

   The identification of a comet with the star of Bethlehem goes back to Origen in the third century, and this is the earliest known theory for the star. Origen (Contra Celsum 1, 58) stated 'The star that was seen in the East we consider to be a new star ... partaking of the nature of those celestial bodies which appear at times such as comets ... If then at the commencement of new dynasties or on the occasion of other important events there arises a comet. . . why should it be a matter of wonder that at the birth of Him who was to introduce a new doctrine ... a star should have arisen? In about AD 1303, Giotto painted a comet above the head of the infant Jesus in a fresco in the Arena Chapel in Padua, presumably using as a model the AD 1301 appearance of Halley's comet (the European Space Agency mission to Halley's comet in 1985/6 was called 'Giotto' in commemoration of the artist's nativity comet). The possibility that the star of Bethlehem was a comet has also more recently been suggested3,13,14,15,16 but without the detailed arguments given here and in my previous paper.2

   If the evidence cited above for identifying the star of Bethlehem with a comet is so strong why has it not been previously considered in the detail given here? The main reason seems to be the widespread belief that a comet was regarded as a sign from heaven of impending calamity and divine displeasure. Hence, it is argued, if the star of Bethlehem was a comet, it could not possibly have been interpreted by the Magi as heralding the birth of the Messiah.4 However, an examination of historical records shows that although for much of history and in many countries comets were associated with death and disaster, around the time of Christ comets were associated with the birth of great kings and with good news. Thus Origen, following his suggestion that the star of Bethlehem was a comet, refers (Contra Celsum 1, 59) to a book 'Treatise on Comets' by Chaeremon the Stoic (which we no longer possess) which lists occasions comets appeared when 'good was to happen'. The Chinese called comets 'broom stars' on account of their tails, and at least two ancient Chinese references make a pun of the word 'broom': a Chinese description of a comet of 5 24 BC saw it as a 'new broom' to sweep away traditions and the old order of things,17 and Tsochhiu (c. 300 BC) stated'a comet is like a broom, it signals the sweeping away of evil'.

   In the second century AD the Roman historian Justinus quoted from an earlier Roman historian, who in turn quoted from the History of Kings of Timagenes of Alexandria (which we no longer possess), as follows: 'Heavenly phenomena had also predicted the greatness of this man [Mithridates, the famous King of Pontus]. For both in the year in which he was born and in the year in which he began to reign a comet shone through both periods for 70 days in such a way that the whole sky seemed to be ablaze' (Justinus, Pompei Trogi Hist. Phil. Epit. XXXVII, ii, 1-3). This account was dismissed by many historians as legendary (cf. the star of Bethlehem) but Fotheringham18 identified comets in Chinese records in 134 BC and 120 BC, precisely the already accepted years of the birth and accession to the kingship of Mithridates, and these comets are now accepted by historians as events confirming his chronology. Pliny (Natural History 11, 23) records that Augustus (63 BC to AD 14) dedicated a temple to a comet that appeared during athletic games he sponsored in 44 BC, just after the assassination of Julius Caesar. The common people assumed that the comet was taking the soul of Caesar to the heavens where the gods lived. The emblem of a comet was added to a bust of Caesar that was dedicated in the forum. Augustus then used an emblem of a comet on some of his own coins, presumably as a symbol of his own greatness and possibly as a symbol of his assumed deity. It seems clear therefore that at the time of Christ comets were associated with great kings and with important events.

   The Chinese kept careful astronomical records of visible comets, novae etc, and used different terms to describe them.19 A tailed comet was called a sui-hsing, meaning a broom star, the 'broom' referring to the tail of the comet (traditionally the Chinese character read as sui has been read as hui, but sui is probably more correct, M. Loewe, private communication). A comet without a tail is called a po-hsing, and a nova is called a k'o-hsing, meaning guest-star. A clear distinction is not always made between novae and comets without a tail. Ho Peng-Yoke20 lists and translates ancient Chinese records of comets and novae. Those appearing within the period 20 BC to AD 10 are all described as comets and are given in Table 1. These objects are the only recorded astronomical phenomena appearing near the birth of Christ which satisfy the description in Matthew's gospel of a star that moved through the sky and that 'stood over' a place.

   The earliest possible date for the birth of Christ can be deduced from Luke 3:2 3, which states that he was 'about 3 0' when he started his ministry, which commenced with his baptism by John the Baptist. Luke 3:1-2 carefully states that the ministry of John the Baptist started in the fifteenth year of Tiberius Caesar. Depending on whether Luke used the Julian calendar or the Roman regnal year calendar, the fifteenth year of Tiberius was Jan. 1-Dec. 31, AD 29 or autumn AD 28-29, respectively. The Lucan term 'about 30' is a broad term covering any actual age ranging from 26 to 34,21 thus the earliest possible year for the birth of Christ is obtained by subtracting 34 years from AD 28, giving 7 BC. Hence we can rule out as being too early for the star of Bethlehem the comet of 12 BC (Halley's comet) in Table 1, although the 12 BC comet has recently been revived as the star of Bethlehem. 14,15,16

   The latest possible year for the birth of Christ is given by the date of the death of king Herod the Great, since Matthew 2:1 states that Herod was king when the star was seen by the Magi. The generally accepted date for the death of Herod the Great is the spring of 4 BC22 although other dates have also been suggested (e.g. 5 BC,23 1 BC24,25,26,27 and 1 AD28). The evidence that Herod died in 4 BC is strong, and the accounts in Josephus of the reigns of his three sons, Archelaus, Antipas and Philip, all correlate perfectly with a 4 BC date.21,29 Josephus (Antiquities 17:167) records that Herod died between an eclipse of the moon (usually taken to be that of 12/13 March 4 BQ and the following Passover (on 11 April 4 BQ. Josephus also describes that following the death of Herod his funeral occurred, then a seven-day mourning period, then demonstrations against his son Archelaus and then the Passover. Thus the latest date for the death of Herod is the end of March 4 BC and hence the comet that appeared in April 4 BC is too late to be the star of Bethlehem. In addition, the Chinese records give no details of the 4 BC comet (e.g. its duration) hence it was probably short-lived and insignificant.

5. The Star of Bethlehem-a Comet in 5 BC

   Having effectively eliminated the comets of 12 BC and 4 BC as possible candidates for the star of Bethlehem, we note from Table 1 that the only possibility is the comet of 5 BC. The description of this in the Chinese Han shu, the official history of the former Han dynasty (206 BC-AD 9), on which Ho Peng-Yoke depends, is as follows:

    'Second year of the Chien-p'ing reign period, second month (5 BC, March 9-April 6), a suibsing appeared at Ch'ien-niu
    for over 70 days.'

The passage in the Han shu also includes what is termed a traditional comment relating to this 5 BC comet which indicates that this comet was regarded as being of particular significance (see ref. 2 for further details).

Table 1 Comets and novae appearing from 20 BC to AD 10

Ho Peng-Yoke 20                            Date                                                Description
 catalogue number                       (Julian calendar)

     61                                     26 August 12 BC (for                                     po (comet)
                                              56 days, Halley's comet)

     63                                     9 March-6 April 5 BC                                    sui (tailed comet)
                                              (for over 70 days)

     64                                     April 4 BC                                                      po (comet)

Note: (1) the catalogue of Ho Peng-Yoke20 also has a 10 BC po comet as catalogue number 62. However, C. Cullen (to be published) has shown that there is no record of an appearance of a comet in that year but simply references to the one which had been seen in 12 BC.
          (2) the term sui (tailed comet) has traditionally been read as hui: see text.

   Since the comet was observed for over 70 days it was almost certainly very bright for part of this time, as suggested in various ancient references to the star of Bethlehem. For example, the New Testament Apocryphal book30 the Protoevangelium of St James, possibly written in about AD 150, states that the wise men said 'we saw how an indescribably greater star shone among these stars and dimmed them'. The first reference identifying the 5 BC object with the star of Bethlehem appears to be that of Foucquet in 1729, however he referred to the object as a nova, as did Lundmark3l and Clark et al.10 As we have argued earlier, the description in Matthew that the star moved from East to South is inconsistent with a nova. In addition, since the 5 BC object was clearly described in the ancient Chinese records as a sui-hsing, and since the use of the term sui implies that the star had a definite tail, we should accept the Chinese description of this object as a tailed comet (Ho Peng- Yoke, private communication, see also Cullen32).

   Would this 5 BC comet observed by the Chinese have been visible to Magi living in Arabia, Mesopotamia or Persia? The Chinese records state that the comet appeared at Ch'ien-niu, and from ancient Chinese star maps Ch'ien-niu is the area of the sky including the constellation Capricornus. In March/April Capricornus rose above the Eastern horizon as seen from Arabia and neighbouring countries and was first visible in the morning twilight. Hence this comet would have been seen by the Magi rising in the East in the morning sky. This is consistent with Matthew 2:2 which states that the Magi first saw 'his star in the East'. (An alternative translation of 'in the East' in Matthew 2:2 is 'at its rising'.4 If this alternative translation is adopted the 5 BC comet again fits the description, since according to the Chinese records it would be first seen at its rising in the East in the morning sky).

   The Chinese records also describe the 5 BC comet as being visible for over 70 days. The implication is that the comet was continuously visible, rather than being seen twice, once going in towards perihelion and again going out (see Section 4). The visibility for over 70 days is consistent with the probable journey time of the Magi (1-2 months, see later) and the probable time for the comet to move from east to south (also 1-2 months, see Section 4). Thus a consistent picture emerges: the Magi first saw the comet soon after perihelion in the east, in Capricornus, in the morning sky. They travelled to Jerusalem, a journey time of 1-2 months, and saw the comet in the south in the morning sky as they travelled from Jerusalem to Bethlehem. The comet continued to move to the west and became invisible after 70+ days.

6. The Three Signs in the Sky

Why should this particular comet have caused the Magi to make their journey? It is suggested that a combination of three astronomical events was involved: the triple conjunction of Saturn and Jupiter in 7 BC, the massing of three planets in 6 BC and finally the appearance of the comet in Capricornus in 5 BC. The eighth century AD astrological world history 'On Conjunctions, Religions and Peoples' by Masha'allah was based on an earlier Babylonian theory that important religious and political changes are predicted by conjunctions of the planets Saturn and jupiter.7 Thus Masha'allah used Iranian astronomical computations to claim that the flood, the birth of Christ and the birth of Muhammad were all predicted by conjunctions of Saturn and Jupiter in the appropriate astrological circum- stances. Rosenberg,33 following the medieval Jewish writer Abarbanal,34 has explained how in Magian astrology the planet Saturn represented the divine Father and Jupiter was his son. The constellation Pisces was astrologically associated with Israel. Thus it is suggested that the astrological message of the conjunction of Saturn and Jupiter in Pisces in 7 BC was this: a Messiah-king will be born in Israel. The fact that the conjunction happened three times in 7 BC (in May, October and December) probably served to reinforce this message. Thus it is suggested that the 7 BC triple conjunction alerted the Magi to the coming of the Messiah. We know that this 7 BC triple conjunction was important to Babylonian astronomers since a clay tablet, the star almanac of Sippar, has been found about 30 miles north of Babylon which refers in detail to this triple conjunction, and the tablet has been positively dated to 7 BC.4

    Shortly after the triple conjunction of Saturn and Jupiter in 7 BC, Mars joined Jupiter and Saturn in the sky so that in February 6 BC the three planets (still in Pisces) were separated by only about eight degrees. There is a tradition that the massing of these three planets preceded the birth of Christ. In 1465 Jakob von Speyer, the Court Astronomer for Prince Frederic d'Urbino asked Regiomontanus 'Given that the appearance of Christ is regarded as a consequence of the Grand Conjunction of the three superior planets, find the year of his birth', a question that Regiomontanus was unable to answer.35 Both Jakob von Speyer and Regiomontanus were familiar with ancient Greek, Latin and Persian books on astronomy/ astrology,35 many of which have been lost, and the tradition that the massing of the three planets preceded the birth of Christ may be very early.

   A similar massing was observed by Kepler in AD 1504 and, unlike Regiomontanus, he calculated that such massings of Jupiter, Saturn and Mars occurred only every 805 years, and suggested that they coincided with great events in history (his assumed dates were Moses 1617 BC, Isaiah 812 BC, Christ 6/7 BC, Charlemagne AD 799 and the Reformation AD 1604).

   For Kepler, the massing of the three planets was astrologically important than the triple conjunction of Saturn and Jupiter, tentatively suggested that the supernova of AD 1604, and BC might have resulted from these massings.36 To the represented the king of war, to the Persians the celestial is suggested that the massing of the three planets in 6 BC triple conjunction in 7 BC confirmed to the Magi that Messiah-king to be born in Israel would be a mighty king. The scene was set: expectations were aroused for a third sign which would indicate birth of the king was imminent.

7. The Significance of the 5 BC Comet

   In the spring of 5 BC a comet blazed forth in Capricornus. This been rich in significance for the Magi. Not only - associated with great kings (see section 4), but Ptolemy stated that the appearance of a comet in the orient (east) approaching events and in the occident (west) those that slowly. The significance of the Magi seeing 'his star in the east' 2:2) was therefore that it clearly provided the awaited sign that the king was imminent. It may also be relevant to note that the Emperor Augustus had a silver coin issued which bore the BC17 and Manilius extolled the greatness of Capricorn as Augustus' sign (Astronomica 2.507). " - - symbolised kings. The writings of the Old Testament prophet have been known to the Magi, since he wrote while in exile i (Daniel 1:1) and he refers frequently to the Babylonian astrologers 1:19; 2:2; 4:5; 5:7). Daniel had a vision of a horned goat ' - whole earth without touching the ground and which fought overcame a ram (Daniel 8:5-21).' this vision may allude to Capricorn and Aries (the ram), and the goat, which Daniel identified with a mighty king of Greece, to be the powerful king Alexander the Great. It is suggested that the remarkable sequence of the triple conjunction in 7 BC, the massing of the three planets in 6 BC and the comet in Capricornus in 5 BC provided a very clear message to the Magi that a very great king was to be born in Israel.

  The Magi therefore set off and went to Jerusalem to King Herod and asked 'where is the one who has been born king of the Jews' (Matthew 2:2) The legend that the star guided them to Jerusalem is not required (and Matthew neither states nor implies this):  it is suggested that the Magi went to Jerusalem because their interpretation of the 7 BC conjunction and the 6 BC planetary massing was that a Messiah-king would be born in Israel and the appearance of the 5 BC comet told them this had happened. The advisers of Herod told them where: in Bethlehem, according to the prophet Micah. Again, they did not need guidance from the star, but were, 'overjoyed' when, on this last lap of their journey, the star 'went before them' in the morning sky and when it 'stood over' Bethlehem, where Jesus was born. Bethlehem was a small town, and a few enquiries may have quickly revealed the location of the child recently visited by the shepherds.

   Montefiore,13 Finegan3 and Hughes37 have previously suggested that the 'star' may have involved both the 7 BC conjunction and the 5 BC or 4 BC comets, with the Magi setting out in 7 BC and arriving in Jerusalem in 5/4 BC. Hughes4 has rightly criticised this theory (and withdrawn his own earlier theory, Hughes37) as having the 'almost insurmountable difficulty' that the star the Magi saw when they set out, and the star they saw in Jerusalem, should have been one and the same star not a conjunction and a star, since Matthew 2:9 states 'the star, which they saw in the East, went before them' on the final leg of their journey to Bethlehem. We agree: the proposal here is that two events, the conjunction of 7 BC and the planetary massing of 6 BC, alerted the Magi to the coming birth, but they did not set out until the 5 BC comet appeared in the east, indicating that the birth was imminent.

   How long did their journey take? Hughes4 has noted that Lawrence of Arabia in The Seven Pillars of Wisdom states that in 24 hours a fully loaded camel can cover l00 miles if hard pressed and 50 miles comfortably. The furthest the Magi are likely to have travelled is from Babylon to Jerusalem, a distance of about 550 miles going directly across the Arabian desert and about 900 miles travelling via the Fertile Crescent. Wiseman38 has shown that as crown-prince, Nebuchadrezzar took 23 days to travel from north of Jerusalem to Babylon in a rapid return to take up the throne in Babylon in 605 BC. Hence allowing one or two months for the journey, including preparation time, seems not unreasonable, so that if the Magi commenced their journey soon after the comet appeared in March/April 5 BC, they would have arrived in Jerusalem in April 4-June 5 BC. As noted in Section 5, this journey time for the Magi is consistent with the probable time for the comet to move from east to south and with the 70+ days visibility of the 5 BC comet noted in the Chinese records.

The theory proposed here fits well with Herod giving orders to kill all the boys in Bethlehem who were two years old and under 'according with the time he had learned from the Magi' (Matthew 2:16). Earlier Herod had asked the Magi 'the exact time the star had appeared' (Matthew 2:7). It is suggested that the Magi spoke with Herod when they arrived in Jerusalem in April/June 5 BC and recounted not only the appearance of the comet about one month previously but also described the significance of the planetary massing in 6 BC and the triple conjunction of Jupiter and Saturn in May, October and December 7 BC. Herod, leaving nothing to chance, decided to kill all boys born since the first stage of the triple conjunction in May 7 BC, two years previously.

   The 5 BC date for the star of Bethlehem also fits well with the textual evidence for the length of stay of Jesus and his family in Egypt. According to Matthew 2:13-15, after the Magi had left Bethlehem, Joseph was warned that Herod planned to kill Jesus, so the family left for Egypt (a classic refuge for those trying to flee the tyranny of Palestine) and returned after Herod died. Both Origen and Eusebius state that Jesus and his family were in Egypt for two years, and they returned in the first year of the reign of Archelaus. Archelaus, one of Herod's sons, started his reign when Herod died. Thus if Herod died at the end of March, 4 BC, the first year of the reign of Archelaus was from April 4 BC to April 3 BC. Jesus and his family probably left for Egypt shortly after the Magi left Bethlehem, in about April- June 5 BC. If they stayed in Egypt a reasonable time after the death of Herod, to be absolutely sure of the news, they could have returned to Israel in, say, March 3 BC, when travelling conditions would be good, in the first year of Archelaus and having spent about two years in Egypt. Thus the 5 BC comet is consistent chronologically with both Herod's massacre of the infants and the two-year stay in Egypt.

8. The Problem of the Census

According to Luke 2:1-5, a census was taken by Emperor Caesar Augustus around the time of the birth of Christ, and Joseph travelled with Mary from Nazareth to his home town of Bethlehem in order to register. This census is one of the thorny problems of the New Testament about which much has been written. There are three well-documented censuses conducted by Augustus: in 28 BC, 8 BC and AD 14, but these were apparently only for Roman citizens. In addition, there are various records of provincial censuses under Augustus for non-citizens for purposes of taxation, for example in AD 6, a decade after the death of Herod the Great, Josephus refers to a census in Judea administered by Quirinius the governor of Syria, and Luke also refers to this census (Acts 5:37). However, there is no record of a census for taxation purposes in Judea around the time of the birth of Christ, hence the problem in interpreting Luke 2:1-5.

   The problem can be resolved if the census was not for taxation purposes but was instead a census of allegiance to Caesar Augustus (some translations of Luke 2:1-5 refer to taxation, but this is not implied in the Greek text). The fifth century historian Orosius (Adv. Pag. VI.22.7, VII.2.16) states '[Augustus] ordered that a census be taken of each province everywhere and that all men be enrolled. So at that time, Christ was born and was entered on the Roman census list as soon as he was born. . . . In this one name of Caesar all the peoples of the great nations took oath, and through the participation in the census, were made part of one society'. Josephus (Ant. XVII, ii, 4) appears to refer to the same event: 'when all the people of the Jews gave assurance of their goodwill to Caesar, and to the king's government, these very men [the Pharisees] did not swear, being above six thousand.' From the context of these words in Josephus, this census of allegiance to Caesar Augustus occurred about one year before the death of Herod the Great.

   There is one further problem with this census. Luke 2:2 is usually translated 'This census was first made when Quirinius was governor of Syria', but Quirinius did not become governor of Syria until AD 6. However, the Greek sentence construction of Luke 2:2 is unusual and an alternative translation isl,39: 'This census took place before the one when Quirinius was governor of Syria'. As noted above, from Josephus this latter census can be dated to AD 6, and Luke (Acts 5:37) was well aware of it. Thus the earlier census reference by Luke in Luke 2:1-5 provides a chronological clue to the birth of Christ, and from the context in Josephus (Ant. XVII, ii, 4) this census of allegiance occurred about 1 year before the death of Herod the Great, which is consistent with our placing the birth of Christ in the spring of 5 BC.

9. A New Chronology for the Life of Christ

 What is the earliest date for the birth of Jesus? It would seem that the Magi expected Jesus to be born shortly after the time the 5 BC comet appeared since a comet appearing in the east signified an imminent event, and when they arrived in Jerusalem they asked Herod 'Where is the one who has been born king of the Jews?' (Matthew 2:2). Hence it would seem that the earliest possible date for the birth of Jesus is when the comet first appeared, and the earliest date for this according to the Chinese records is 9 March 5 BC. This is consistent with Luke 2:8 which states that at the time of the birth of Jesus 'there were shepherds living out in the fields nearby, keeping watch over their flock by night'. Bethlehem is cold and very wet during December, January and February and flocks of sheep were not normally kept in the fields in these months (see, for example, Hughes4). Sheep were usually put out to grass between March and November, the shepherds being with the flocks at night particularly during the spring lambing season (March-April).

   An approximate latest date for the birth of Jesus can be deduced as follows. According to Luke 2:22, after the birth of Jesus and following a time of purification, Joseph and Mary took Jesus to the temple in Jerusalem. Lev. 12:2-4 specifies that the time of purification for the mother of a male child is 40 days, after which she can come to the temple. Assuming one day for travel from Bethlehem to Jerusalem (a distance of 6 miles), Jesus would have been born not less than six weeks before the visit of the Magi (since Jesus and his family left for Egypt shortly after the visit of the Magi the most probable sequence of events in the Matthew-Luke birth narratives is birth, visitation of the shepherds, presentation at the temple in Jerusalem, return to Bethlehem, visit of the Magi). There was no point in Joseph and Mary staying in Bethlehem after the purification and visit to the temple since they had originally only gone to Bethlehem for the census. Hence it is reasonable to assume the Magi visited Jesus very shortly after his return from the temple to Bethlehem. This is consistent with the comet being visible for 70 days and the one-to-two- month journey time of the Magi.

   The Chinese records state that the comet first appeared sometime in the period 9 March to 6 April 5 BC and lasted over 70 days. Thus the latest date for the Magi to have seen the 'star' at Bethlehem was 6 April plus 70 days, i.e. 15 June, and the latest date for the birth of Jesus is this date minus six weeks, i.e. 4 May. If this evidence is accepted, Jesus was born sometime in the period 9 March-4 May, 5 BC, which is consistent with the Lucan shepherd reference. It is worth noting that many theologians (e.g. ref. 1) claim that the birth narratives in Matthew and Luke are inconsistent. This is incorrect. The birth narratives are complementary and easily reconcilable. 

Table 2 Chronology of the Life of Jesus

 Date in Julian Calendar                                                                        Event

9 March-4 May, 5 BC                      Birth of Jesus in Bethlehem. Matthew 2:1, Luke 2:1-7
(13-27 April, 5 BC)

9 March-4 May, 5 BC                      Visit of the Shepherds Luke 2:8-20

(13-27 April, 5 BC)                          Circumcision on the eighth day (counting inclusively). Luke 2:21.

16 March-l I May, 5 BC                   Presentation of Jesus at the Temple in Jerusalem after 40 days from birth. Luke 2:22-24.

(20 April-4 May, 5 BC)                    Visit of the Magi. Matthew 2:2-12.
924 May-8 June, 5 BC)

late April/mid June, 5 BC                 Flight to Egypt from Bethlehem. Matthew 2:13-15.
(late May/mid June, 5 BC)

~ end March, 4 BC                         Death of Herod. Matthew 2:20-23.

? March, 3 BC                                Return from Egypt to Nazareth. Matthew 2:20-2

? Autumn AD 29                             Baptism of Jesus when he was 33.

Friday, 3 April, AD 33                    Crucifixion on 14 Nisan when Jesus was near his 37th birthday. All four gospels.

Note: The dates given in brackets are narrower date ranges based on Jesus being born around Passover time (see text).  

 

   The most likely date for the Baptism of Jesus is autumn AD 29.3, 21 If Jesus was born in the Spring of 5 BC then he would have been 33 when he commenced his ministry. This is consistent with Luke 3:23 that he was 'about thirty' at this time. (As noted above, the Greek translated 'about thirty' means any age between 26 and 34). If the crucifixion was on 3 April AD 33, 27,29,40,41 then Jesus was around his 37th birthday when he died. We have deduced that Jesus was born in the spring of 5 BC. We note that in 5 BC the first day of the feast of Passover (Nisan 15 in the Jewish calendar) fell on 20 April and we tentatively give several reasons which suggest that Jesus may have been born around Passover time. At Passover time all adult males were required to come to Jerusalem, hence Jerusalem and its neighbourhood were extremely crowded and nearby Bethlehem would be very crowded too. Censuses were not held on a particular day but were spread over a period of time and it is suggested that Joseph chose to visit Bethlehem for the census at the same time as Passover to save an extra journey. Thus the guest-room (kataluma, mistakenly translated 'inn' in some translations) of the house was full (Luke 2:7) because it was the time of a feast 42 in particular the feast of Passover (see also Pratt,28" who dates the Nativity to Passover, 1 BC). Josephus (Jewish War, 1, 229 and 6, 270) states that pilgrims came up to Jerusalem about a week before the Passover to undergo the appropriate purificatory rites, and the feast itself lasted for one week. Thus it is tentatively suggested that the birth of Jesus may have occurred in the week before or after Passover in 5 BC, i.e. in the period 13-27 April, 5 BC.

   Birth at Passover time is consistent with Jewish expectations for the birth of the Messiah. For example, the Jewish scholar Abarbanal,34writing in 1497 AD and still expecting the Messiah, states that the messianic redemption will come in the month Nisan since the 'cup of Elijah' at the Passover meal preserves the symbolism that the new redemption will come during the same season as the Exodus from Egypt. A further clue may be provided by the words of John the Baptist near the time of the baptism of Christ. John twice greets Jesus with the words 'The Lamb of God' (John 1: 29 and 36) and many commentators have discussed the background of this strange phraseology. If Jesus was born at Passover time, particularly if he were born on 10 Nisan (sunset Sunday 14 April to sunset Monday 15 April in 5 BC) when the Passover lambs were chosen, without spot or blemish, or on Nisan 14, when the lambs were sacrificed, John would have a clear reason to call him the Lamb of God. Some key dates and date ranges in the chronology of the Life of Jesus are listed in Table 2.

10. The Date of Christmas

The traditional Western date of Christmas, December 25, first occurs in the Roman calendar Chronographus Anni CCCLIXII (Chronographer of the Year 354). In the calendar the sequence of festivals in the church year begins with the festival of the birth of Christ on 25 December. The original version of this calendar may date back to AD 336, hence it is not particularly early.3 The pagan feast of the sol invictus (the invincible sun) was observed on 25 December since it was the date accepted at the time for the winter solstice. The Christian festival of Christmas essentially replaced this pagan festival. The traditional eastern date of the birth of Christ is January 6. Epiphanius (Panarion haer. 51, 22, 9-11) states that this was the date of the pagan festival of Kore which the Christian festival then replaced.

   However the actual birth of Christ was unlikely to have been in winter if we accept Luke 2:8 'there were shepherds living out in the fields nearby, keeping watch over their flock at night'. We very tentatively suggest how 25 December and 6 January might have been chosen for the birth of Christ. According to the present paper, Christ was born in the Spring. We suggest that this birth date may have been confused with the date of the conception (and Epiphanius comments on such a confusion in the early church). Adding nine months for the pregnancy leads to a date range close to the existing pagan festivals of Kore and the sol invictus which were then taken to be Christmas.

 11. Summary and Conclusions 

There are four key questions arising from the account in Matthew's gospel, and other ancient literature, of the star of Bethlehem: (i) who were the Magi; (ii) is there a known astronomical phenomenon which fits the account; (iii) what induced the Magi to embark on their journey; (iv) can astronomy be used to solve the long-standing problem of the date of the birth of Christ. This paper attempts to answer these questions.

   The Magi are well known in classical literature as a religious group who were skilled in the observation and 'interpretation' of the stars. At the time of Christ they lived mainly in Persia, Mesopotamia and Arabia (now Iran, Iraq and Saudi Arabia, respectively) and they are known to have visited kings in other countries. It is therefore consistent with our knowledge of the Magi that an astronomical sign could have led them to visit a new king.

There are three main characteristics of the star of Bethlehem recorded in Matthew: it was a star which had newly appeared, it travelled slowly through the sky against the star background, and it stood over Bethlehem. It is suggested in this paper that one, and only one, astronomical object satisfies this description: a comet. It is proposed that the Magi originally saw this comet in the east in the morning sky. They travelled to Jerusalem, journey time of 1-2 months, and in this time the comet had moved to the south in the morning sky, hence it appeared ahead of them as they travelled from Jerusalem to Bethlehem on the last lap of their journey. The comet appeared to stand over Bethlehem with a near vertical tail. It is shown that the description 'stand over' is uniquely applied in ancient literature to refer to a comet.

   From ancient Chinese astronomical records three comets are possible candidates for the star of Bethlehem, those of 12 BC, 5 BC and 4 BC. It is shown from historical and biblical evidence that the comets of 12 BC and of 4 BC were too early and too late, respectively, to be the star of Bethlehem. Hence the comet of 5 BC may uniquely be identified as the star of Bethlehem. The Chinese description of this comet, particularly its appearance in the east and its visibility for over 70 days, is consistent with the description in Matthew.

   It is suggested that a combination of three unusual and significant astronomical events caused the Magi to set off on their journey.  First there was a triple conjunction of Saturn and Jupiter in the constellation Pisces in 7 BC. Such an event occurs only every goo[sic?] years. The probable astrological significance of this event to the Magi was that a divine king would be born in Israel.  Second, in 6 BC there was a massing of the three planets Mars, Saturn and Jupiter in Pisces. Such a massing only occurs every 800 years (and very much more infrequently in Pisces) and it would have confirmed to the Magi that the king to be born in Israel would be a mighty king. Third, a comet appeared in 5 BC in the east in the constellation Capricornus. In the astrology of the times a comet in the east signified a rapidly approaching event. The comet was therefore the third and final sign which caused the Magi to set off on their journey. It is shown that the probable significance of the comet in Capricornus to the Magi was also that a very great king was about to be born.

   Further analysis suggests that the birth of Christ was in the Spring, in the period 9 March-4 May, 5 BC. Tentatively the period around Passover time is suggested (13-27 April, 5 BC). This date is consistent with the available evidence including a reference in Luke to there being shepherds out in the fields at night. Although today Christmas is celebrated on December 25 in the west and on January 8 in the east, we suggest that the evidence of astronomy, the bible and other ancient literature points to the Spring of 5 BC as being the time of the first Christmas.
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[Note* Like it proposes, this article documents the first “evidence” for a Wednesday crucifixion to be about 200 AD, which is signficant.]

Did you know there is additional historical evidence for a Wednesday crucifixion?

Did you know there is additional historical evidence for a Wednesday crucifixion? Although it was a minority position in the early centuries of Christianity and ran against the prevailing teachings of the Church in Rome, some early historical documents nonetheless acknowledge a Tuesday night Passover, a Wednesday afternoon crucifixion and a Saturday sunset resurrection.

Around the year 200, a document purporting to pass on apostolic instruction, called the Didascalia Apostolorum, mentions that the last Passover of Jesus Christ and His disciples was on a Tuesday night. It should be noted that the timing mentioned in the document corresponds to the biblical method of counting time—i.e., the week started with Sunday as the first day and the days began at sunset.

This document states: 
"For when we had eaten the Passover on the third day of the week at even [Tuesday evening], we went forth to the Mount of Olives ; and in the night they seized our Lord Jesus. And the next day, which was the fourth of the week [Wednesday], He remained in ward in the house of Caiaphas the high priest" (emphasis added throughout).”

Paradoxically, the text goes on to mention that Jesus was crucified on a Friday—showing great confusion about the dates, for the biblical account clearly states that Christ was crucified on the day following that Passover meal. Nonetheless, the document demonstrates that Passover was then understood by some to have been on Tuesday evening, which would place the crucifixion on the next day, Wednesday.

[bookmark: _Hlk187603253][Note*  The second bit of evidence for a Wednesday crucifixion was about 400 AD.]
 
Epiphanius (A.D. 367-403), the bishop at Salamis , wrote that "Wednesday and Friday are days of fasting up to the ninth hour because, as Wednesday began the Lord was arrested and on Friday he was crucified." As we can see, even though the prevailing view was that Friday was the day of the crucifixion, Wednesday was known as the day of Christ's arrest. (Remember that with a week based on days reckoned from evening to evening, Wednesday—that is to say, the fourth day of the week—began at sunset on Tuesday.)

By the fifth century, Easter Sunday celebrations were widespread. However, a church historian of the time named Socrates notes in a section of his history titled "Differences of Usage in Regard to Easter" that some Christians celebrated the resurrection on the Sabbath rather than on Sunday. As he put it, "Others in the East kept that feast on the Sabbath indeed."

Bishop Gregory of Tours (538-594), although himself believing in a Sunday resurrection, noted that many believed Jesus rose on the seventh day of the week, stating, "In our belief the resurrection of the Lord was on the first day, and not on the seventh as many deem."

So rather than a monolithic acceptance of the Good Friday–Easter Sunday scenario, there was confusion about the timing of Christ's crucifixion in early centuries. Moreover, these historical records show that a minority of Christians during that time understood the biblical timing of a Tuesday evening Passover, a Wednesday crucifixion and a late Saturday afternoon resurrection.
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THE STAR OF CHRIST IN THE LIGHT OF ASTRONOMY
by Aaron Adair
 Abstract.
Centuries of both theologians and astronomers have wondered what the Star of Bethlehem (Matt 2:2, 9) actually was, from miracle to planetary conjunction. Here a history of this search is presented, along with the difficulties the various proposals have had. The natural theories of the Star are found to be a recent innovation, and now almost exclusively maintained by scientists rather than theologians. Current problems with various theories are recognized, as well as general problems with the approach. The interactions between the sciences and religion are categorized and explored.
 
 “‘Where is He who has been born King of the Jews? For we saw His star in the east and have come to worship Him’...and lo, the star which they had seen in the east went before them, till it came to rest over the place where the child was” (Matthew 2:2, 9 NASB).
 With these few clauses, the impact of the stellar light known as the Christmas Star, the Star of the Wise Men, or the Star of Bethlehem is impressive, having generated a substantial quantity of literature (Freitag 1979). Presented here is a two-millennia history of the debate about the Star and its relation to the sciences, with emphasis on the last two centuries. Although there were centuries of astrological speculation, this overview shows that naturalistic theories of the Star are a late innovation that began with apologetic attempts in the nineteenth century and not long after left the mainstream of biblical scholarship, leaving mostly astronomers to give credibility to this tale. With this historical background, an assessment of the interactions between religion and science is provided.
 
EARLY COMMENTARY ON THE STAR
 By the second century the Gospel of Matthew was well known among Christians, with many stories circulating that derived from the canonical nativity stories, such as the Protoevangelium (or Infancy Gospel) of James (Miller 2003, 259–306). All these stories describe the Star as an amazing 
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 phenomenon, adding further miracles (i.e., the Star entering a cave to stand over Jesus’s head). Commentaries regarding the Star up to the fall of Rome are numerous and consistent, all indicating the Star was something newly created by God, not a natural event (Allison 2005, 18–20). Astrological connections were also repudiated, often vigorously.
In particular, consider Augustine of Hippo, a former member of the Manichean religion and familiar with astrology before converting to Christianity (Confessions 4.1–3; 5.3). He was also familiar with the methods of the astronomers, which ran contrary to his understanding of the Manichean faith and was one reason for abandoning it (Ferrari 1973). Once a Christian, he became a defender of the faith and led attacks upon stellar determinism. In his reply to another Manichean, Augustine repudiated not only fatalistic astrology but any connection it had with the Star at Jesus’s birth (Reply to Faustus the Manichean 2.6f). His argument concerned the unnatural behavior of the Star, demonstrating it had been a miracle.
 A contrasting opinion may be that of the third-century theologian Origen, who compared the Star to a comet. In his main treatise defending Christianity, Origen declared the Star was a new star similar to comets or meteors (Contra Celsum 1.58–60). It is important to note that Origen almost never made miracles into natural events; he believed in supernatural occurrences and demonic possession, and he defended Jesus’s miracles, virgin birth, and resurrection (McGuckin 2004, 150–2). In actuality, Origen does not say the Star was a comet, but that they are similar in appearances, and auspiciousness. Importantly, at this time comets were viewed as atmospheric aberrations according to Aristotle (Meteorology 1.1) and Clement, another Alexandrian theologian known to Origen (Protrepticus 10). Elsewhere Origen argues against natal astrology and the influence of the planets (Commentary on Matthew 13.6; Philocalia 23.14f), and he argues that the Magi came to know of Jesus’s birth because their abilities in astrology were demon based, destroyed at the Incarnation; after astrology was destroyed, the Magi saw the Star, heard about biblical predictions, and left to find the Christ Child (Contra Celsum 1.60). Decisively, Origen compared the Star to the dove that comes upon Jesus at his baptism, explicitly saying the Star came down to the very place the child was (Homily on Numbers 18.3–4). What fragments we have and the background that can be established makes the view that Origen thought the Star was actually an ordinary incident untenable.
 	We see unanimously from the earliest Christian commentators to the High Middle Ages, that there were no attempts to see the Star as some natural light in the sky or astrological sign, but rather a miracle (Allison 2005, 18–21). In later centuries, views on astrology would change, and likewise interpretations of the Magi story.
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ASTROLOGY APPLIED TO JESUS
  With the stance against divination among early Christians, the project would fall upon others to reckon what would have been astrologically significant before Jesus’s birth. Moreover, a certain methodology in astrology would need to develop that would allow the supposed prediction of great events and leaders of the past and future. This method was the great conjunctions of Jupiter and Saturn,1 devised in Sasanid Iran (third to seventh century), depending upon earlier astrological systems and Zoroastrian millennialism (Pingree 1962, 1963). Before then, Babylonian and Assyrian judicial astrology was more concerned about the immediate state and king, and Greek astrology usually considered personal horoscopes.
 	The earliest figure known connecting great conjunctions with Jesus was the eighth-century Jewish astrologer Masha’allah. These planetary alignments were more significant when they started to take place in a different zodiac triplicity than the previous great conjunction, so the great conjunction Masha’allah was concerned with was in 26 BCE in the constellation Leo. We are then told that Jesus was born 13 years later, giving a date of 13 BCE,though2BCEisalsogiven(Kennedy and Pingree 1971). Islamic astrologers would use this same astrological technique for the prophet Muhammad and other events important to the history of the religion.
 	Later the preferred conjunction would change, probably because of chronological issues with Masha’allah’s choice. In the ninth century, the Islamic astrologer Abu Ma’shar would incorporate the ideas of the great conjunction but instead choose a 7BCE conjunction in Pisces as the correct event preceding Jesus’s birth. He also placed Virgo in the ascendant for Jesus’s birth, appropriately connected with the Virgin Mary, whom Muslims venerate. However, even with this predictive technology, apparently no Islamic astrologers connected the Bethlehem Star with any of the lights in the sky.
 	Eventually the works of Islamic astrologers would become known to the West in the twelfth century through Latin translations, along with other scientific works (North 1980). About the same time in the Byzantine Empire, a monk named Michael Glycas disputed with the emperor Manuel Comnenus over astrology and its truth pertaining to Matthew’s Star. Manuel believed the Star to be a new object (as did Glycas), yet found astrology applicable such that the Magi knew the Star concerned a Jewish king’s birth. The monk chastised the emperor’s arguments, contending the Magi were inspired by prophecy and angels (Tester 1987, 95–7; George 2001). In the next century, numerous Western publications would nonetheless apply astrology to Christ, such as Speculum astronomiae and the pseudonymous poem De vetula of “Ovid.”
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 	Around this time Albertus Magnus of Germany and Roger Bacon of England were both influenced by the Arab astrologers. To Bacon, God had preconceived when he would enter into the world with the planets as causes. To combat the retort that this meant God was subordinate to nature, Bacon argued that insofar as the Creator was to become a creation, that much of Jesus would be subject to the natural world: growth in a womb, hunger, and subjection to astrological forces (Burke 1928, 1:288–9). Eventually Bacon was condemned in part because he allowed stellar influences on the human nature of Jesus (Sidelko 1996). The Condemnation of 1277 included provisions against deterministic astrology (nos. 76, 154), and so Bacon’s viewpoint was prone to disaster.
 	Since Christ was from beyond the stars, along with the Gospel description of the Star, logic dictated that the Star was a new manifestation of God’s will, not some planetary alignment, and the Star was manifested because of Christ, not Christ because of the Star. The paranormal Star is what Albertus would argue, repeated by his contemporary William of Auvergne, bishop of Paris (Sidelko 1996). Additionally, Bacon also seems to compare the Star to the darkening of the world at the Crucifixion, which he considered miraculous, implying the Star was supernatural in Bacon’s mind.
 	With such a fine line when using astrology in relation to religion and in particular the nativity of Jesus, those who continued this line of research had to be cautious. Nonetheless, scholars who were reverent leaders in the Catholic Church would persist in a similar path as previous astrologers. The first complete, extant horoscope is credited to Cardinal Pierre d’Ailly, who placed Jesus’s birth at late night December 24, 1 BCE, in Bethlehem (Faracovi 1999, 104). The time of day followed Abu Ma’shar with Virgo on the horizon, and the date was close to the traditional birthday, but this chronology separated the conjunctions of Jupiter and Saturn from the Nativity by six years. Still, d’Ailly incorporated the great conjunction into his astrology, mixing mundane and horoscopic astrology while maintaining a delicate theological balance. This harmonization included undermining the conclusion that Christianity was astrologically determined. D’Ailly, following Aquinas, made astrological influences something that could be overcome with a strong will so that Jesus’s humanity could be affected by the stars as in Bacon’s system but without becoming overdeterministic, saving Jesus from celestial puppeteering, forced to die on the cross rather than a willing sacrifice. This project was later advanced by Jérome Cardan and Tiberio Russiliano (Faracovi 1999, esp. 156–7, 67–90). The danger of producing horoscopes for Jesus was still prevalent, and Cardan was sent to prison for several months because of his Christian astrology, while Tiberio barely escaped the Inquisition.
 	As for the Star itself, it remained a separate event altogether as horoscope manufacturers and others declared the Star itself a miracle from God,
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 comparable to an angel perhaps in the form of a comet, but never was it considered a normal star (cf. Thorndike 1923–58, 4:159, 322, 417, 566; 7:151; 8:324; Allison 2005, 28–34). This includes d’Ailly, who on multiple occasions stated the object was miraculous; he also ensured his readers that astrological forces only acted on the natural aspects of the faith, while the supernatural was beyond the domain of astrology (North 1980, 201; Smoller 1994, 44–52).
 	All of these attempts by Christian scholars to try to match astrological circumstances with biblical or prophetic events demonstrate a desire for compatibility between the astral sciences and the religion of the time. The stars should announce the coming of Jesus just as the Gospel seems to say, and so this is what the Christian scholars tried to show through astrology without denying the hand of Providence. The use of divination had at best an uneasy truce with dogma, but the religious atmosphere was about to change.

 NEW THEOLOGIES AND NEW ASTRONOMIES
 With the Protestant Reformation came the break from traditional authorities, yet major figures in these movements continued to deny the legitimacy of astrological prognostication. Martin Luther exclaimed that he would never believe in its validity (Garin 1983, 4), and John Calvin wrote a treatise against judicial astrology (1549). Both of these leaders argued against the view that the Star of Bethlehem was related to astrology, pointing out its miraculous nature as so unlike anything in the sky and thus astrology was inapplicable. Even those who regarded astrology more highly would agree that God was the force behind the Star of Bethlehem (Allison 2005, 20–1, 28 n. 34). This was the discussion inherited by Johannes Kepler.
 	Kepler was both an astronomer and astrologer who defended the latter practice (Rabin 1997), including the system of great conjunctions. His familiarity with great conjunction theory is demonstrated when he tells us in the preface of his Mysterium Cosmographicum that on July 19, 1595, he had his epiphany about the planetary orbits while lecturing on these very conjunctions. More pertinent to Star research are later events. In 1603, Jupiter and Saturn came into conjunction as they do about every 20 years but this time in the Fiery Trine (Aries, Leo, Sagittarius). The great conjunctions only slowly move into a new trine, and entering into this particular set of three constellations brought about the greatest conjunction, encompassing a period of about 800 years considering precession or 960 years without. After this conjunction came the ominous massing of Mercury, Jupiter, and Saturn to form a triangle in the Fiery Trine the next year. In October of 1604, an amazing sight was witnessed between Jupiter and Saturn: a bright, new star. Later in the summer of
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 1605, Kepler came across a book by Laurence Suslyga of Poland arguing that Jesus was not born in 1 BCE per tradition, but in 4 BCE. This began Kepler’s thoughts on relating the great conjunction of 7 BCE with the actual time of Jesus’s birth (Caspar [1948] 1993, 154–6). It was this innovation that allowed the conjunction to come together with the Star of Matthew. Using the analogy of the new star that formed under the circumstances of 1603/4, Kepler argued for his new chronology with Jesus born in 5 BCE.
 	Thesupernova inspiration already existed with the theologian Theodore Beza in his poem De Nova Stella Judicia Duorum Praestaotium Mathematicorum, declaring the nova of 1572 as the same as that of the beginning of the Christian Era. This poem was preserved by Tycho Brahe in his Progymnasmata (1602), published by Kepler (Caspar [1948] 1993, 139), so he was likely aware of this idea. Kepler’s definitive work on chronology was De Vero Anno quo Aeternus Dei Filius Humanam in Ueto Benedictae Virginis Mariae Assumsit (1614), which devoted only a few pages to the conjunction and Star.
 	There are several things to note. First, greatest conjunctions involve the Fiery Trine, which excludes watery Pisces. However, the massing of Jupiter, Saturn, and Mars in 6 BCE took place at the edge of Aries, while all the planets remained in Pisces. Since it was the massing rather than the conjunction that was of interest, and the massing was near rather than in Aries, Kepler’s hypothesis desperately stretches astrology rules to get the desired results. Second, Kepler claimed the conjunction was a sign that had provoked the Magi to travel, similar to what most modern proponents would argue. Third, and most importantly, Kepler thought the new Star was not the conjunction of the planets but a new star, and that the Star was miraculous.“This star was not of the ordinary run of comets or new stars, but by a special miracle moved in the lower layers of the atmosphere” (Burke-Gaffney 1937). A similar statement is made by Tycho concerning the 1572 nova (Dreyer 1913–29, 1:18) and by the Jesuit astronomer Giovanni Battista Riccioli (1651, 2:179–93). For all these astronomers, Matthew’s Star was divine intervention. Centuries would pass until this view was challenged.

 	MIRACLES EXPLAINED AND EARLY NATURALISTIC THEORIES OF THE STAR
 Eventually, some did try to view the Star of Bethlehem as following the laws of nature, but the reason this happened was not because of advances in astronomy, but because of the conversation going on in philosophy and biblical studies. Miracles became a philosophical issue with the acceptance of Enlightenment ideals, which tended more in the direction of a deistic theology or natural religion rather than one of supernatural involvement on
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 the part of God. This philosophy undermined the plausibility of miracles; with a clockwork universe, the disturbing hand of God in the affairs of the world became uncouth.
Beginning with figures such as Hermann Samuel Reimarus (published posthumously in the 1770s by Gotthold Ephraim Lessing), who was greatly influenced by the English Deists, the miracles of the Old and New Testament were argued to not have happened as described, if at all. Reimarus in particular argued that many of these amazing claims in the Gospels were purposefully fraudulent. He also appears to be the first person to question the historicity of the Star, noting its miraculous nature and its similarity to the pillar of fire in the Old Testament (Alexander 1972, 2:536). The publication of Reimarus’s fragments in the papers in Hamburg led to public outrage and censorship, but his arguments could not be ignored. Scholars who maintained the historical validity of the Bible while ascribing to a mechanical view of the world created an interesting paradigm that harmonized revelation and natural law: the miracles of the Bible were ordinary events misunderstood. One of the most notable figures in this movement was Heinrich Paulus. In his most famous example, Paulus argued that the miracle of Jesus walking on water was in fact a quite mundane event: Jesus was on the shore on a misty day and the Disciples mistook their master for doing the impossible. This became the background for the next stage in interpreting the Star (Schweitzer [1913] 2001; Lemche 2008, 257–64).
 	The attempt to apply this strategy to the Christmas Star must have begun after 1800 considering that the work of Charles Francois Dupuis, who tried to use astronomy and astrology to explain all religions, including Christianity, did not embrace an astronomical version of this infancy story and instead considered it a fiction ([1795] 1872, 240). The first person in the nineteenth century who argued for a naturalistic Star of Bethlehem is probably the German Protestant theologian Christian Gottlieb Kuhnol (1807, 23). He contended that the Star was one or more meteors in the direction of Bethlehem, but few accepted his hypothesis. Later, Friedrich Gottlieb Suskind tried to argue about the meaning of some of the phrases in Matt2:9, namely how the Star “went before them.” Taking the verb (to lead ahead) that was in the imperfect tense to be read as pluperfect, this seemed to avoid the implication that the Star traveled before the Magi as a guide, making the text amenable to naturalistic readings. Another approach from J.C.K. von Hofmann left the Star in the sky and let the Magi find the child by questioning the locals and only peculiarly referring to the Star as a guiding light (see Strauss 1835, 220–53).
 	For an actual explanation of the Star that some found convincing, one must turn to another figure whose work is better remembered in the field of archaeology. Friederich Munter, bishop of Zealand, was a member of the Danish Academy of Sciences and one of the early pioneers in decoding
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 cuneiform texts of the ancient Middle East (Stiebing Jr. 1994, 92–93). His focus on the Star as a natural occurrence seems to have fully begun in 1820 when he presented a lecture on the subject. What Munter had done was drop the new star of Kepler, and using the writings of the Renaissance rabbi Don Isaac Abravanel, he had the 7 BCE conjunctions act as the signal and object that the Magi would notice and follow. With this, Munter initiated the modern hunt for the Star of Bethlehem as a completely natural phenomenon. Along with Munter in promoting the conjunctions as the Star was Johann Wilhelm Andreas Pfaff, a Tubingen-trained astronomer and considered the last great German astrologer, and another astronomer and chronologist named Christian Ludwig Ideler, who would inadvertently attribute Munter’s idea to Kepler (Munter 1820, 1827; Pfaff 1821; Ideler 1826, 400ff.; cf. Burke-Gaffney 1937). Paulus would also defer to Munter when he considered the Star (1830, 204–11, 21–2).
 In addition, Ideler proposed that the conjunctions of Jupiter and Saturn were close enough that one with weak eyes would see the two blend together, making one star. This became important because Matthew speaks of only one Star (        ),avoiding another term that could mean a plurality or constellation (        ). Even by his calculations, the planets never came closer than about one degree, and this was made clear by recalculations at the behest of Rev. Charles Pritchard, who argued against this naturalistic view of the Star (1856, 1857). The planets in 7 BCE never came closer than about two moon diameters, an observationally significant distance that cannot be pushed aside by optical issues.
 	With time, the method that made miracles into lackluster events seemed to more scholars as abusive to the text, not to mention the authors. For Reimarus, the Disciples were fraudsters; for Heinrich Paulus, they must have been hopelessly obtuse. The dissatisfaction with such theories can be seen in the lectures of Friedrich Schleiermacher (between 1819 and 1831), who moves between rationalized miracles and fictional accounts, but generally avoiding the former and the need for historicity as important to theology (Gilmour 1975; see pp. 45–81 concerning the Nativity). The rationalizing paradigm itself was taken to task by the young David Friedrich Strauss in his Das Leben Jesu kritisch bearbeitet (The Life of Jesus Critically Examined) (1835), where he attacked many of the rationalistic arguments that began after Reimarus and hammered at much of Paulus’s efforts. In particular, Strauss did away with the assumption that caused Paulus and others to think so little of the followers of Jesus, namely the belief that the Gospels were eyewitness, historical reports.
 	Included in his examination was the research by Munter and others on the Star of Bethlehem, demonstrating how it failed to fit what Matthew spoke of, even using suspect grammatical arguments. Strauss pointed out that the context strongly implied the Star was taking some guiding action because it was “going before” the Magi “until” the Star arrived at its location—in this case, when the Star reached the house of Mary and
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 Joseph—which excluded the verb having a pluperfect sense. Strauss also demonstrated that the story was probably legend, not history, dependent upon the prophecy of Numbers 24:17. The guiding star from Virgil’s Aeneid was also compared to the Christian Star (Strauss 1835, 220–53). Matthew’s story was now considered the active creation of the author using literary tropes and scriptural interpretations, writing myth rather than history.
 	Though Strauss’s book was controversial and cost him his theology professorship, he was not far outside of the mainstream of the scholarship at that time (Wells 2009, 74–77). After Strauss, few academic theologians argued for a naturalistic Star, instead either preferring a miracle or accepting the historical-critical approach. The astronomers and reverends Thomas Milner (1843, 348) and Brennan (1898, 178–81) with theologian J. H. Kurtz (1857, 272) all unambiguously called the Star miraculous in their tomes about astronomy and biblical studies, while Frederic William Farrar’s popular Life of Christ considered the astronomical conjectures an amusing bit of exegesis, but the supernatural was still needed (1874, 23; cf. Andrews 1891, 6–10). While American writings such as Thomas Paine’s Age of Reason (1807, 10), Thomas Jefferson’s Bible, and the Book of Mormon (Helaman 14:3–5; 3 Nephi 1:21) saw the Star as miraculous, they are too early to reflect how scholarship from Europe influenced American thinkers. Nonetheless, the United States was not a safe harbor for naturalized miracles, as seen in several examples. David Addison Harsha, a prolific and well-received student of theology from New York, used the Star as the yarn to stitch together a large work on the nature of Christ and salvation; like many others, he called the Star miraculous (1864). Ellen G. White, prophetess and Seventh-Day Adventists cofounder, directly stated that the Star was not a fixed star or planet but more like an angel (1898, 60). The same attitude favoring the miraculous can be seen in Catholic periodicals around the same time (Searle 1888). One of the very few American writings supporting a natural Star comes from an astronomer and Reformed Church pastor (Appel 1878), but this would appear to be a cry in the American wilderness. The completely naturalistic theories return occasionally among some conservative biblical scholars in a positive light, such as Bernhard Weiss (1883–1909, 1:264–5; cf. Bullinger 1893, 40–43; Seiss 1885,159–67), but such examples become increasingly rare. Primarily what is seen is skepticism toward the Star of Bethlehem in academia and acceptance of the supernatural otherwise (Paffenroth 1993, 450–2).
 	Ultimately, naturalistic explanations for the Star of Bethlehem came to exist because of the conflict between the scholars’ beliefs in the authenticity of the Bible and its marvels along with the nonmiraculous world. These efforts included reinterpreting—practically rewriting—the texts to make them better fit some possible physical event in order to guarantee the authenticity of the revelation from the Evangelists. The weaknesses in the approach did not take long to be noticed and were in a generation overrun
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 by what has become the modern consensus: the authors of the Gospels were not concerned primarily with history but with theology, and their stories must be viewed critically.

 TWENTIETH-CENTURY ASTRONOMICAL THEORIES ON THE STAR
 By the turn of the century, the discussion was a shell of its former self within academic circles. Some literature would include the Star, such as that of astronomer Edward Walter Maunder (1908, 383–400), but rarely from biblical scholars. The few theologians who tried to continue the fight over the nature of the Star, including the influential conservative Theodor Zahn (1905, 87–102), often had to reinterpret Matthew’s narrative into something they admitted it did not clearly say. For example, the theologian Heinrich Voigt (1911) tried to argue for an astrological hypothesis, but he considered much of Matt 2:9 to be metaphorical, allowing him to redefine most of the Gospel episode. However, one new step was taken by Voigt concerning the Evangelist’s language. The phrase in Matthew 2:2,9 was reconsidered and thought to mean not that the Star was seen “in the East” but “at its rising,” in particular a heliacal rising. Hence, a piece of astronomical terminology was woven into the First Gospel, giving renewed probability to astronomical/astrological Star theories. That the Evangelist used exacting terminology as well as metaphorical language may seem peculiar, but this was the proposed model.
 However innovative, his view on the Greek phrase would be attacked and called naıve by no less an authority on philology and ancient astrology than Franz Boll (1917). Voigt was also ridiculed by the famous philanthropist and theologian Albert Schweitzer, saying how Voigt’s astrological arguments were “not worthy of a German professor of the twentieth century,” that “ideas of this sort should not even be toyed with,” and he complained about Voigt’s lack of consideration of objections (Schweitzer [1913] 2001, 464–5). Boll saw the entire effort as fruitless, like finding the variables in the equation A = x + y with A unknown, simply something to shake one’s head at because it was such a worthless endeavor, helping neither faith nor history. Schweitzer considered the enterprise preStraussian: “What use is any historical scholarship to modern theology if respect for reason is shaken and passion for it cooled?”
 	As can be seen from the previous discussion, the terminology of Matthew’s account was not read plainly in order to give a naturalistic interpretation of the narrative. This led the respected Catholic scholar Raymond Brown to point out that astronomers do not take everything in Matthew literally. Rather, Brown saw that the biblical scholars and astronomers were talking past each other; the theologian could point out the background for the creation of the story, while the astronomer could identify something that may have inspired the tale. This made available
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 a spectrum of possibilities, from some astronomical or astrological event that inspired the Magi to travel to Bethlehem, to invention on the part of Matthew or his source ([1977] 1993, 612–3). Brown, following a suggestion from decades earlier, proposed that the procession of Tiridates, king of Armenia—which consisted of Magi and came in the year of Halley’s Comet—may have provided the superstructure of the tale. However, Brown’s observation that the scientists were not reading all of Matthew literally was already changing by midcentury.
 	During the first half of the twentieth century, little progress can be said to have been made in deciphering a naturalistic explanation for the Star. Often old ideas were repeated and their objections muted. Some supposed that the rising of a single planet such as Venus or Mars was sufficient to explain the Star (cf. Fotheringham 1908; Chapman-Rietschi 1996), but such views created no consensus and disappeared from discussion. When the omen tablets of the Enuma Anu Enlil and astrological epistles from Babylonia and Assyria had begun to be translated, it was poured over by some proponents, but little has been made of these old collections of astrological prognostications. The discovery of a Babylonian star almanac forecasting the positions of the planets in 7/6 BCE had a mixed effect, some sighting it as evidence that the eastern astrologers knew of the conjunctions, while others used it to point out how uninterested the Babylonians were in these events (Sachs and Walker 1984). The last professional book on the subject by an academic theologian was a student of Zahn, Oswald Gerhardt in 1922, and by 1970 nothing in the peer-reviewed biblical journals was being written by professional Bible scholars defending the historicity or physical nature of the Star (for the last such article, see Gaechter 1968).
 	With the idea of a physical Star dead or dying in theological circles, the early twentieth century seems to be the time when astronomers became the primary advocates. Starting in the 1930s, there were numerous planetariums in major cities, and from these earliest times they had Christmas and Star of Bethlehem shows. It may be here that the transition took place as astronomers either became interested in the subject on their own or because of public curiosity (cf. Richardson 1937). Popular literature around this time also becomes more favorable to naturalistic theories, much of it coming from planetarium employees.2 In popular writing and shows, scholarly detail has a tendency to wither, especially when researched by nonexperts, and many errors began here that are often repeated in Christmas shows (Mosley 1981). On the other hand, the scientific, peer reviewed literature was bereft of such speculations for nearly a century until David Hughes’s paper in 1976,3 leaving the conversation almost entirely in a nonacademic realm.
 	In the late 1950s, the Austrian astrophysicist Konradin Ferrari d’Occhieppo would begin publishing on Matthew’s Star in popular press (1958), with more notable publications in later decades. Examining
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 translations of ancient astronomical tablets from Babylon, he argued that the Magi were interested in the heliacal rising, retrograde, and stationary acts of the planets, especially during the triple conjunction in 7 BCE that they could predict in advance. As such, when Matthew said the Star “went before,” he is referring to the retrograde motion of one of the planets, probably Jupiter. Similarly, “stood” must have meant that the Star came to a stationary point (1978; 1999). Ferrari d’Occhieppo’s work initially was not well known outside of German readership, as seen by the absence of his ideas in Hughes’s article in Nature (1976). After publishing in English in 1978, his ideas became well known through Hughes’s book the next year (1979).
 	While Ferrari d’Occhieppo’s semantics have become central to recent discussions about the Star among scientists, his suggestion that the addition of the zodiacal lights can explain the Star has received virtually no support, and most astronomers were still ensnared by the conjunctions of Kepler and its drawbacks. Even those who proposed a comet or supernova as the Star returned to the conjunction to give it the astrological weight needed to coax the Magi to make the trip from afar. One notable exception is Ernest Martin, a former meteorologist who became an evangelical Christian in the Radio Church of God (or the Worldwide Church of God) founded by Herbert W. Armstrong. Martin’s Star research dwelt on an extremely close conjunction of Venus and Jupiter in 2 BCE in the constellation Leo, as first noted by Roger Sinnott (1968). This theory looked attractive because it would better explain Matthew’s description of one Star. Martin came to an exact date for the birth of Jesus: September 11, 3 BCE. The hypothesis’s most noteworthy flaw was in chronology: according to Matthew, Jesus was born before Herod the Great’s death, but Herod expired some time before Passover in 4 BCE. So Martin tried to move the date of Herod’s death to 1 BCE, comprising the majority of his writing on the subject (1980; 1991), which has been unconvincing to most historians (cf. the essays in Vardaman and Yamauchi 1989). Nonetheless, Martin’s hypothesis has become one of the most popular demonstrations in holiday shows in American planetariums and elsewhere since the 1980s, in part because of the support he received from John Mosley of the Griffith Observatory (Mosley 1987).
 	Separate from Martin’s ideas is the work on the nova/supernova hypothesis. There is virtually no mention of such an idea in the nineteenth century that is understood scientifically. Rather, a nova is simply a new star and was seen as incredible, even miraculous (cf. Upham 1873, 109). The mechanics of “new stars” were not yet well understood, making the novae of the past all the more mysterious, which had the advantage that their timing could be neither predicted nor disproven. The earliest use of novae understood as natural objects4 for the Star in the professional literature comes from Charles S. Smith (1932) arguing for a nova flare-up with perfect timing such that the Magi looked toward Bethlehem and saw
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 the Star with renewed brightness. The nova option was later entertained in popular writings (cf. Gamow 1940, 176–7) but rarely advocated. A decade later, Knut Lundmark, a Swedish astronomer who was an early pioneer in using novae to find the galactic distances, ventured into the realm of Star scholarship. In particular he cited Oriental sources indicating cometary objects in 5 and 4 BCE, and he would argue one of these comets was a nova (1953). Another proposal for a supernova from H.A.Blair (1959)consisted of a nova in the constellation of Cancer, a star pattern he contended was called “the manger,” and this was the place where the Star stood.
 	Perhaps more influential was the short science fiction story by Arthur C. Clarke that received the Hugo award. Based on an earlier piece for popular press, the story has a future astrophysicist on a research mission discovering a star that exploded, which would have had its light reach Earth at just the time needed for the Magi. However, Clarke’s tale had the supernova destroy a peaceful civilization, causing a deep crisis of faith for the Jesuit protagonist (1955; 1972, 32–41). The previous works of Smith, Lundmark, and Blair were forgotten, unlike Clarke’s tale, and popular media speculations would continue sighting the nova hypothesis.
 	Finally, arguments favoring the supernova Star would enter into scientific literature with David H. Clark, J.H. Parkinson, and F. Richard Stephenson (hereafter CPS [1977]), who had rediscovered the comets from about the time of Jesus’s birth recorded in Chinese and Korean annals. Claiming in their paper about the Star not only to have given the conjunction hypothesis its “quietus,” the team argued that the “broom star” the Chinese reported was in fact a nova, and this was what Matthew described. Remarkable was their attempt to turn reports about two comets, one with an observed tail, into one nova. Their argument was primarily based on the reading of a Korean record of a tailless comet in 4 BCE. The team argued that this was another attestation of the Chinese record, the Korean one erring in date because of sloppy handwriting. The Chinese and Korean objects were also a considerable distance apart, about 20 degrees, so CPS took an average of its location.
 The primary claim that the Korean record refers to the older Chinese record was contradicted by Chinese historian Christopher Cullen (1979), noting that the Korean record is dependent on an older Chinese document, so the Chinese viewed two different comets in 5 and 4 BCE, the latter occurring after Passover and Herod’s death. This seriously undermined the primary argument that the 5 BCE object was a nova. After Cullen had sent his critique, CPS were given the opportunity to respond, but opted not to. No counter arguments have been published by CPS or anyone who utilizes their research.
 	While the late 1970s saw a surge of papers and books on the subject, the next decade had little to call upon that was innovative except perhaps the suggestion that the Star was an early sighting of the planet Uranus
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 centuries before its discovery by telescope and yet forgotten (Banos 1981). But the following decade would be more prolific, with the publication of more papers and books by scientists that make the current debate. Today the diversity of opinions has not diminished but bifurcated along all natural propositions. Instead of one planetary hypothesis, there are several: the great conjunctions, Martin’s Venus-Jupiter conjunctions, and recently Michael Molnar’s horoscope with a Jupiter-Moon occultation (1999). Mark Kidger’s (1999) work on the supernova hypothesis builds on the research of CPS, while comets are proposed despite the near-universal belief that they are a terrible omen (cf. Humphreys 1991), and both theories employ the great conjunctions of Kepler. These views on conjunctions, novae, and comets also contend with other suggested hypotheses (and combinations thereof) including meteors, bolides, meteor showers, eclipses (lunar and solar), twinkling stars, variable stars, single stellar risings (i.e., Sirius, Spica), single planetary risings (all classical planets and Uranus have been suggested), the transit of Venus, planetary discoveries, asteroid discoveries, constellations, aurora borealis, zodiacal lights, precession of the equinoxes (Stasiuk 1980), ball lightning, and UFOs (Downing 1970, 134). “Anything that has ever moved across the canopy of heaven, as well as much that has only existed in men’s imaginations, has been dubbed the Star of Bethlehem” (Keller [1955] 1995, 325).

 	CURRENT AND FUTURE EFFORTS
 New books and articles about the Star are almost annual, and a consensus is hard to find. This is in part because each of the theories that have been presented has serious undermining issues. Supernovae do not move against background stars, making it hard to explain how they can “go before” the Magi and stand over a particular place. Conjunction hypotheses have the problem of making multiple stars into one Star. The phrases “went before” and “stood over” are read in many ways, such as the Star was at the zenith or when viewed from Jerusalem it appeared near the horizon to the south or anywhere in between the horizon and zenith in the direction of Bethlehem; on the other hand, Ferrari d’Occhieppo, Molnar, and others read these phrases as astronomical terms. Molnar’s occultation of Jupiter by the Moon is seen by him as a strongly regal astrological configuration, while others point to Assyrian and Babylonian records that say this foretold the death of kings (Adair 2007). Comets are usually seen as evil objects by the ancients, yet the extremely few exceptions are pointed to as if they were the rule. These solutions fail to be convincing to those who believe another hypothesis, and none have persuaded biblical scholars in general who read the story in light of the tale’s cultural background. 
One trend in this research from the early nineteenth century onward has been trying to treat the language of Matthew more literally. Since
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 Voigt, there have been attempts to make the Greek words of Matthew correspond to astronomical terminology, with Molnar as the prime recent example. This trend may be seen by proponents as more rigorous and thus more desirable than metaphorical understandings of the Gospel. Moreover, there is cognitive dissonance in maintaining that Matthew relates natural, historical facts while insisting there is poetic license. The astronomers thus become more literal-minded in their interpretation, yet avoid the miraculous.
 	Perhaps the most frustrating issue in the search for the Star has been discovering what would have been astrologically important to the Magi. For example, in trying to find the correct constellation that represented Judea, one can find literature supporting Pisces, Aries, Aquarius, Gemini, Scorpio, Capricorn, Virgo, Leo, Cancer, Coma Berenices, and Andromeda.5 Analysis of ancient Western astrological texts can be misleading, since not only is there uncertainty in what the Eastern astrologers were doing with their horoscope methods, but the early Western records are scarcely harmonious.6 Tamsyn Barton (1994, 114–42) also demonstrates that ancient astrology tomes cannot tell us how astrologers actually made their predictions in the first place.
 	Little suggests a consensus is likely to emerge in the near future among the scientists that explore this issue, while biblical scholars either ignore this area of inquiry or do not accept the results while make passing and dismissive remarks about Star scholarship (cf. Brown [1977]1993,610–13; Beare 1981, 75, 80; Davies and Allison 1988–1997, 1:246–7; Luz 1989, 132; Allison 1993; Funk 1998, 508; Freed 2001, 92; Dunn 2003, 343–4; Holtmann 2005,13,153; Nolland 2005,109–16; Borg and Crossan 2007, 182; France 2007, 68–69, 74; Ehrman 2009, 32). As one scholar puts it, “The leading of this star is so obvious that it requires no scholarly interpretation. It points out the exact house where Jesus has been born. As a sign, it appears to function as a divine portent so blatant that any fool could follow it” (Powell 2000, 11). Another says, “If the apologists are right [about the Star], the Bible is wrong” (Price and Lowder 2005, 13). More notably, “No recognized New Testament scholar, Catholic or Protestant, would today seriously defend the historicity of these narratives” (Spong 1992, 44–45).
 If any breakthroughs are likely to happen, it will be concerning either the history of astrology or the Greek of Matthew. Molnar has already tried to relate particular words from the Nativity to astronomical/astrological language, which has not been accepted by Greek-reading scholars. While the phrase likely pertains to the rising of the Star, reading this as a heliacal rising is unlikely, since the term used by ancient astronomers was (Boll 1917; Roberts 2007, 120–1). The inability to read Greek is a pervasive issue among Star proponents who make numerous and sometimes ghastly mistakes.7 In spite of these rationalistic

22	 Zygon
 labors, some astronomers have called the story a legend, especially when comparative mythology place the tale in the same category of many other legends of past heroes (cf. Cullen 1979; Voigt 1989; Berman 2001; Jenkins 2004; Hansen 2005; Adair 2007; Plait 2009, 59–67). To quote Otto Neugebauer on recasting miracles including the Star: “I think it better simply to discard such sources for the reconstruction of historical data” (1975, 608).


 	THE INTERACTION 
With this long history of many voices, the overall interaction between the sciences and religious claims is complex, but there are enough similar responses that can be categorized using the headings supplied by Barbour (1997): conflict, independence, dialog, and integration. His relations between the sciences and religion focused on larger exchanges such as in cosmology and evolutionary biology rather than the minutia of particular historical claims, but they ought to be applicable. However, there are two things worth noticing that make these groupings more dynamic: in many circumstances the interactions cannot fit into a single category, and conflicts push for resolution either by one side “winning” or by some compromise or re-imagining.
 	For much of early Christian history, the Star and astronomical sciences were directly in conflict: the story details a nonscientific miracle, fullstop. A supernatural Star was beyond what these stargazers could explain, and our ancient sources mistrusted deterministic astrology in large part due to their religious convictions. The argument was resolved for most of these figures in antiquity and into the medieval period by discarding astronomy and denouncing astrology; the quarrel ended because there was a clear winner.8 The conflict between astrology and the story from Matthew became a more considerable problem when the former was taken seriously by scholars such as d’Ailly and Kepler. As this dispute could not be resolved by downgrading stellar interpretation, integration was sought either by claiming that celestial lights were not fully deterministic or that the planets only acted as signals for the Magi.
 	Later, the advent of higher biblical criticism with Reimarus and Strauss brought about a new conflict: the dogma of the Gospels’ historicity and the critical methods that question this assumption, making the old integrations untenable. This struggle was resolved in four ways: accepting the historian’s position and altering dogma; rejecting historical methods and believing in miracles; rejecting religion because of historical methods; or using the sciences to find some possible way to explain the tale without recourse to the impossible. The first could be categorized as independence, since figures like Schleiermacher held that the core of Christendom did not rest on these historical claims but more spiritualistic aspects; theology is primarily informed not by what actually happened but through the message
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 of the Gospel. The second is clearly holding to conflict in much the same way as found in antiquity with the Star and astrology or among modern creationists where science loses; the rejection of unfavorable historical evaluations maintains the creed. The third is similar to the second but with the opposite conclusion. This position is found with religious skeptics who use the conflict as an example of why such beliefs are doubtful. The fourth is what we have come to see among nineteenth-century rationalist theologians and modern scientists and could be categorized as integration.
 	However, it would not be correct to say that modern astronomers have successfully integrated the sciences with the Gospel. This is because their arguments are made in spite of the consensus of historians and theologians that the events depicted in Matthew are primarily legend. The integration also requires significant reworking of the Gospel passages that most authorities reject. As such, these astronomers have taken a position of conflict with experts in the appropriate field for investigating the historicity, composition, and meaning of these tales. The lack of engagement with the specialists in these matters is at odds with a rigorous, scientific approach: engaging with all the evidence both for and against one’s position. The large number of theories and lack of consensus also show a severe problem with this approach. As such, the integration of astronomy and the Star engenders a conflict with historical analysis. This leaves other, perhaps emotive reasons for believing the tale.9 A century ago Schweitzer saw these labors as disingenuous and considered such efforts a scholarly mask concealing modern superstitions ([1913] 2001, 465), and today these labors continue to justify believing religious tales.
 	The defense of the Star’s reality would better fit with apologetics and evangelism, which can be seen by the use of Star scholarship. A century ago Francis William Upham (1873, 306) used his work on the Star in the promotion of the Christian faith against atheism, and modern efforts against “New Atheists” also cite Star research (cf. Poole 2009, 43). Ernest Martin’s work is clearly evangelical in nature, as well as other researchers; in particular, Fredrick Larson, a student of the influential apologist Francis Schaeffer, has a popular website and film (produced by Stephen McEveety of Mel Gibson’s The Passion of the Christ) promoting Martin’s hypothesis for the purposes of evangelism. Likewise, astronomer Craig Chester (1993) uses Martin’s hypothesis in the politically conservative magazine Imprimis. Costantino Sigismondi (1998;2002), an astrophysicist with Vatican ties, applies natural theories of the Star in light of Catholic theology, as did Gustav Teres (2002) of the Vatican Observatory. For cosmologist Frank Tipler (2007, 140–53), the physically explained Star is evidence of traditional Christianity. The BioLogos Foundation, started by the evangelical and former head of the Human Genome Project Francis Collins and partly funded by the Templeton Foundation, also uses the Star to show the historical reality of the Bible and reconciliation between
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 science and religion (Giberson and Collins 2011, 108). Physicist Colin Humphreys (1991), a member of the Faraday Institute for Science and Religion and the Templeton Foundation, also tries to explain biblical marvels as physical events, including Exodus miracles and the Star. Another physicist and evangelical, Robert Newman (2001), who elsewhere defends biblical miracles (Geivett and Habermas 1997, 214–25), applies Martin’s thesis along with a supernatural Star for the purpose of promoting the faith, which an unnatural event alone cannot do: “The apologetic value of this sequence of [natural] events ...is enormous.”
 	Newman’s testimony in particular shows why this paradigm exists. A miraculous Star is easy to dismiss for readers who treat such extraordinary stories with skepticism unless they are already believed, but a natural phenomenon becomes credible rather than fictitious, making these efforts useful in apologetics (cf. McGrath 1990, 34f. Strobel 1998, 50; Cabal 2007, 1405; Thong and Fu 2009, 310–7). Much the opposite is found in non-Christian works: compare the freethinker Isaac Asimov (1976, 183–94) who entertained various speculations regarding the Star because they were interesting what-if scenarios, but he still rejected historicity (cf. Carl Sagan quoted in Brown 1975; Gardner 2001, 40–48). The literature is bereft of skeptics using a naturalized Star to explain miracles away; only the converse is true.
 	This analysis indicates that Barbour’s categories can break down when scholars attempt to incorporate their scientific abilities with their religious beliefs yet do not fully embrace scientific, rational methodology when it does harm to such integration. The overall history of the Star’s interpretation is largely conflict and independence, while integrations are either partial or not long lasting. As the subject matter is still popular, there will, almost certainly, continue to be efforts to find the Star as a real object in the heavens above rather than a literary symbol in the pages below.

 	[Adair’s] NOTES
 I wish to thank Matt Goldish, Daniel Hobbins, and Christopher Otter for help with early drafts of this paper. I was also helped by the anonymous reviewers from Isis. Nonetheless, any and all errors are my own. I must also thank David Hughes for his help in detailing his involvement in Star scholarship and his support in my endeavors into the subject matter.
 	1.  Often there is confusion regarding the definition of great, greater, and greatest conjunctions. North (1980, 186) says that great conjunction are simple conjunctions of Jupiter and Saturn, greater conjunctions when the great conjunction first takes place in a new triplicity, and the greatest when a great conjunction first takes place in the Fiery trine.
 	2.  Using Freitag (1979), van Gent’s online bibliography, and adsabs.harvard.edu, the number of popular magazine publications about the Star are 1901–1910: 2; 1911–1920: 2; 1921–1930: 5; 1931–1940: 14; 1941–1950: 11. These numbers do not include pamphlets from planetariums. More than the first decade of The Sky (later Sky & Telescope in 1941) included an essay each year on the Star (1936 through 1947).
 3.  Discussion in the1873 issues of Astronomy and Astrophysics was the last time an academic journal would consider the subject at length until Hughes in Nature and the responses it would produce. A mere paragraph on the subject appears in The Observatory (1909, 104) and a small response a year later. According to Hughes in an e-mail correspondence, his paper in Nature came about serendipitously, starting with a one-page collection of ideas for his extramural students and then a conversation with the editors of Nature at a party.
 	4.  Novae and supernovae were distinguished after 1885, and these objects were understood to be not new stars but changes in older ones come 1918. Concerning this history, see Lankford (1997, 363–4).
 	5.  Most of these constellations related to Palestine can be found in the various astrological geographies of antiquity (i.e., Ptolemy, Manilius, Dorotheus of Sidon, Hephaistio; see next note). Various secondary sources only add possibilities. Hagar (1918) relates almost the entire zodiac, Orion, and other bright stars to Christ’s birth. Coma Bernices was argued by Papke (1995, 47–55, 104), and Andromeda by Tipler (2005).
 	6.  For an example of diversity, Ptolemy (Tetrabiblos 73–74) says that the constellation Aries is representative of numerous lands, including Palestine, but Manilius (Astronomica 4.620–7, 797–8) in the early first century assigns this region to Aquarius under the name of Phoenicia (contra Molnar 1999, 47), Dorotheus assigns Gemini, and other sources are even more contradictory. See Gundel and Schott (1936, 312). On pre-Christian Babylonian horoscopic astrology, see Rochberg (1998).
 	7.  See the review of Molnar (1999) by Birdsall (2002). Similar blunders exist in Teres (2002, 20f.), including that the tense of the verb in Matt 2:9 was the aorist imperfect, a nonexistent, impossible tense. Kidger’s only use of Greek (1999, 289) has the wrong case after a preposition (the nominative rather than dative) and invents a definite article when changing from singular to plural. Often Star scholars do not consult the Greek at all, (cf. Humphreys 1991; Martin 1991; CPS 1977).
 	8.  It should be noted that astrology lost not because it was unscientific or wrong but because its conclusions were theologically untenable—determinism was the problem, and the same conflict would have happened in the past if reductionist neuroscience was sent back in time.
 	9.  In e-mail conversation, Hughes expresses an anxiety in figuring what is truthful in Matthew and what is not because of the slippery slope it creates. Perhaps a similar understanding exists among other Star researchers: if this story is fictitious, then what can be left for faith with certainty? It is worth noting that Hughes has become more skeptical of the Nativity story.

My Note*  In order to correlate Aaron Adair’s references here with what I have listed in my chronology project, and since Adair’s article is an historical review of the perspectives relative to the Star of Bethlehem, I have taken the privilege of listing his bibliography CHRONOLOGICALLY.
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This religious leader gives some very important perspectives.  He writes:

The Christian and Messianic worlds have pretty much made up their minds about the time of the birth of Messiah. Western Christians claim it was on 25 December in the Gregorian Calendar, Eastern Orthodox Christians claim it was on 6 January (before, they say, the Catholics moved it to 25 December), and Messianics for the most part claim that it was during the Feast of Tabernacles or Sukkot.

The more honest and studious Christians admit that the Messiah could not have been born on 25 December (almost no scholars do) but would rather leave things as they are because, they claim, it's the 'heart' that counts. The fact that the day was originally pagan and satanic does not figure into their thinking, nor do they pay attention to what Yahweh has to say about imitating the ways of the pagans for any reasons.

Messianics, as a rule, tend to both be cogniscent of the pagan problem and more anxious to avoid it and to do what is right. They argue for an autumnal (fall) birth for Messiah on two counts: (1) Yah'shua (Jesus) was "tabernacled" amongst us (that is, took on flesh or human body), and Sukkot is known as 'Tabernacles'; and (2) The courses of the cohenim (priests), according to their mathematics. It is our contention that a Sukkot (Tabernacles) birth breaks divine tavnith (pattern), that the calculations using the priests' courses are based on faulty assumptions (a subject for another study), and that the overwhelming evidence - including divine tavnith (pattern) - points not only to a spring birth but specifically a Passover or Pesach birth! 

Today I wish to look at some new evidence that clearly points to a spring birth and that concerns the place of Yah'shua's (Jesus') birth, namely, Bethlehem or Beit Lechem ('House of Bread'). It is not by any means contested, but rather universally accepted, that Bethlehem was a pastural area where shepherds grazed their sheep. Similarly, no one contests that Yah'shua (Jesus) was born there. But what is not generally known is that Bethlehem was a set-apart place designated and ordained as the official birthing place of lambs which were used for the Pesach or Passover sacrifices!

In Micah 4:8 we read about the "[watch] tower of the flock", or in Hebrew, Migdal Edar. 

"And you, O tower of the flock, the stronghold of the daughter of Zion, to you shall it come, even the former dominion shall come, the kingdom of the daughter of Jerusalem...But you, Bethlehem Ephrathah, though you are little among the thousands of Judah, yet out of you shall come forth to Me the One to be Ruler in Israel, whose goings forth are from of old, from everlasting" (Mic.4:8; 5:2, NKJV).


According to the Life and Times of Jesus the Messiah, by Alfred Edersheim, a Jewish believer in the late 1800's, Migdal Edar was the location where the Messiah was to be revealed. This watchtower stood as a place of protection for the city from approaching enemies, but it was also utilized by shepherds to watch over the specific flocks from which sacrificial Passover lambs were taken.

"The shepherds who were tending these particular flocks were no ordinary shepherds. They were specifically trained by the Rabbis for a holy task. They had to insure that, as much as possible, every lamb was free of any blemish or injury, in order to be used for the Passover sacrifice. Since they were instructed by the Rabbis, they almost certainly knew of those passages in the Targums (Aramaic translations) and the Mishna associating the birth of the Messiah with Migdal Edar. For example, Migdal Edar is translated in one of the Targums as "The Anointed One of the Flock of Israel." It is also written in the Mishna that "He spread his tent beyond Migdal Edar, the place where King Messiah will reveal Himself at the end of days." (George Whitten, Worthy News Brief, December 26, 2011).

What greater evidence can there be, prophetically-speaking, for a spring birth of Messiah? "The Lamb of Elohim (God), who takes away the sin of the world" (John 1:29, NKJV) was not only born in the prophesied location of Bethlehem-Ephrathah but was born in the place where lambs were specifically reared for Pesach (Passover) sacrifices, as He Himself became our Sacrifice. It should be obvious - blatantly obvious, in fact - that Bethlehem is the place and time of birth - birth of Messiah in the lambing season for the Pesach sacrifices, of which Messiah was Himself the fulfilment. Can it be revealed any plainer than that? 
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After listing sources for dating Jesus’ crucifixion to 7 April 30 CE (plus other dates), this article argues that a precise date cannot be ascertained.  But she subtlety suggests that believers shaped the dates of Jesus’ supper and crucifixion to comply with OT Passover customs.  (Which is one step removed from saying that believers also shaped the history of an ordinary Jesus to become the scriptural Messiah)
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Dating Christ’s Crucifixion
By Pallant Ramsundar, 
PhD candidate, University of Cambridge

Abstract: This paper reevaluates the possible date for the death of Jesus Christ based on W. Graham Scroggie’s postulate for the day of the crucifixion. The analysis shows a remarkable alignment of astronomical data with historical evidence, when assessed with a new understanding of the length of Christ’s ministry. It was found that Christ began his ministry in the spring/summer of AD 26 and was crucified on Wed April 28, AD 28 (Julian). 
[Note*  This article would be one of the sources for Jerry Grover’s theory (2023) as far as the Wednesday crucifixion, although Grover has Christ being crucified on March 31, 28 AD.  How can two dates almost a month apart for the same year be possible?]
[Note*  See the 1988 Leon Morris article for a counter argument on the “day of preparation.”]
1 Historical perspective on the date of the crucifixion 
A commonly proposed date for the crucifixion of Christ is Friday April 3, AD-33. This was the conclusion of Fotheringham (1934)[1, 2], Hoehner (1978)[3], Humphreys and Waddington (1985)[4], Schaeffer (1990)[5] and others. Newton also considered this date but preferred Friday April 23, AD-34[6]. Various other dates have been proffered, among which are proponents of the Wednesday crucifixion on April 25, AD-31[7]. 

2 Difficulties with the Friday crucifixion 
The grave problem with a Friday crucifixion is the difficulty in reconciling it with the biblical record. Scroggie (1948)[8] postulated a Wednesday evening burial and Saturday evening resurrection that is more plausible and Banks[9] has comprehensively outlined the problems with both the Friday and Thursday crucifixion scenarios. In brief, the discrepancies raised by the Friday evening crucifixion and Sunday morning resurrection are as follows; 

a) Matt 12:40 is emphatic that Christ would lie in the grave for three days and three nights. This is no minor matter to be ignored or trivialized since Christ indicated that it is the only sign of his messiahship (Matt 12:39; Luke 11:29~30). Neither the Friday or Thursday crucifixion days satisfy these criteria. 
b) The weight of the evidence is that Christ was not resurrected on Sunday morning. All the gospels agree that when the women came to the tomb early Sunday morning, Christ was not there (Matt 28:1; Mark 16:2; Luke 24:1; John20:1). John’s account points out that it was still dark when they came to the tomb. This makes the Friday crucifixion date even more untenable since it effectively removes any fraction of the Sunday daylight period from the count. Most translations of Mark 16:9 have interjected the word ‘Jesus’ into the verse and wrongly give the impression that Jesus rose on the first day of the week. The New International Version, based on the minority texts, even discounts the whole section from Mark 16:9 ~ 20[10]. 
c) Considering the events that transpired from Jesus’ death at about 3.00pm (Matt 27:45) to the time he was placed in the tomb, it is likely that Jesus was placed in the tomb at dusk (Matt 27:57). This situation will also remove a partial daylight period from the count and further calls into question the Friday crucifixion. 
d) John 19:31 makes it clear that the Sabbath following Christ’s crucifixion was a ‘high day’ or an annual Sabbath which could fall on almost any day of the week (Lev 23:5~7). The weekly Sabbath by comparison begins at twilight on Friday and ends at twilight on Saturday (See section 3.1). The misunderstanding of this distinction is perhaps the prime reason why so many analyses have gravitated to Friday crucifixion date. 
e) Luke 23:56 tells us that the women prepared spices and then rested on the Sabbath. Since a High Day Sabbath followed the crucifixion, the spices could not be prepared until after the High Day Sabbath had come to an end. Luke 23:56 requires another Sabbath rest day following the High Day Sabbath, which a Friday crucifixion/Sunday resurrection does not allow. This verse also negates a Thursday crucifixion, since the day following the crucifixion was a High Day Sabbath and no work was to be done (Lev 23:7), leaving no opportunity for the women to prepare spices before the weekly Sabbath started. 
The widespread fixation on a Friday crucifixion in the face of such compelling biblical contradiction is puzzling, especially since the historical details of the process of adoption of the Easter tradition following the ‘Quartodeciman controversy’ is well documented[11]. 

3 First century Jewish Passover Practice 
To decipher the events surrounding Christ’s death and resurrection, they must be examined in the context of Jewish religious practices at the time. The term ‘Jewish’ is taken to be a regional descriptor for all the Israelitish inhabitants of the area including the descendants of the tribe of Judah and priestly tribe of Levi. Two items in particular that help bring clarity to the Gospel accounts are: 
a) An understanding of how the Jews counted the day. 
b) An understanding of how different sects observed the Jewish Spring Holy Days. 


3.1 The Jewish Day 
Stroes[12] and other researchers[7](chap 5) have pointed out the difficulties in exegesis for words translated ‘day’ in the Bible and also for terms relating to the day, such as ‘morning’, ‘evening’ and ‘between the evenings’. Zeitlin[13] has also highlighted possible changes in time reference in the Old Testament. 
However, for the period of Christ’s life, there is consensus that the dominant Jewish sects counted the start of the day at twilight, so that a full day consisted of the night period followed by the daylight period[7](pg 52). Mark 1:21, 32 is a confirmation of this practice, since the people waited until the Sabbath ended at sunset, before bringing their sick to Jesus. 
3.1.1 Harmonizing John 19:14 
The timeline of the Synoptics is a 9.00am crucifixion followed by a period of darkness from noon to 3.00pm, when Christ dies (Mark 15:25, 33; Matt 27:45; Luke 23:44). In John 19:14 however, the term ‘sixth hour’ (KJV) is used and many have assumed that John was referring to the time just before the crucifixion. Some authors have proposed that the ‘sixth hour’ in the Roman system of timekeeping is about 6.00am, and signified the time that Jesus was brought to Pilate for questioning. Wright[14] has highlighted the difficulties in this interpretation since the placement of John 19:14 is after the trials by 
Pilate and immediately precedes the crucifixion. In examining the other scriptures where John gives the time of day (John 1:39; 4:6, 52), the context is consistent with the Jewish system of timekeeping. In any event, it seems implausible that Pilate’s Judgment hall would be open as early as 6.00am, since that corresponds to daybreak around the time of the spring equinox at Jerusalem’s latitude. 
The difficulty can be resolved if the term ‘sixth hour’ is associated with preparation for the Passover, so that a paraphrase of John 19:14 would read as follows: 
‘Now preparations for the Passover (sacrifice) started at noon, so he (Pilate) said to the Jews “Here is your King.”’ 
The issue was that Pilate was being pressed to make a decision, since the Jews had to start preparations at noon for the sacrifice of Passover Lambs. (See section 3.2.2) 
3.2 Jewish Spring Holy Days 
The Jewish Holy Days during spring comprised the following celebrations (Ex 12:6, 42; Ex 13:6 ~ 7; Lev 23:5 ~ 14; Num 28:16 ~ 26; Deut 16:1 ~ 8)[15]: 
a) The Passover. 
b) The Days of Unleavened Bread. 
c) A High Day Sabbath on the first day of Unleavened Bread. 
d) A High Day Sabbath on the last day of Unleavened Bread 
e) The Night to be Much Observed. 
f) The Wave Sheaf Offering. 

Though different sects recognized these events during the Spring Holy Days, they did not always agree on when and how they were to be kept. There was consensus that the Days of Unleavened Bread was a seven-day period commencing on the fifteenth of the first Jewish month, called Abib or Nissan, with the first day being a High Day Sabbath and the seventh day being a High Day Sabbath. 
However, different sects had different views on the other spring Holy Day events. The plurality of practices that existed at the time of Christ is best illustrated by the differences in when the Wave Sheaf Offering was observed. 
3.2.1 The Wave Sheaf Offering 
The Pharisees kept the Wave Sheaf Offering on the day after the High Day Sabbath on the first day of Unleavened Bread, while the Sadducees, Samaritans and Karaites observed it on the day following the weekly Sabbath that falls within the period of the Days of Unleavened Bread. The Boethusians, on the other hand, kept the Wave Sheaf Offering on the day following the weekly Sabbath that came after the Days of Unleavened Bread, while the Falashas observed it on the day following the High Day Sabbath on the last Day of Unleavened Bread[16, 17]. The Qumran sect kept the Wave Sheaf Offering on the day following the Sabbath that falls during the Days of Unleavened Bread, but used a 364 day Solar Calendar that differed from the Lunar Calendar used by most of the other sects[18], so that the Spring Holy Day events fell on specific days of the week. 
3.2.2 The Passover 
In the case of the Passover, the Pharisees, the dominant sect at the time of Christ’s crucifixion, killed the Passover in the daylight portion of the fourteenth of Abib and consumed it on the night portion of the fifteenth of Abib, at the same time that the first day of Unleavened bread had begun. Josephus places the slaying of the lambs between 3.00 ~ 5.00pm[19](6.9.3), while other sources suggest that the slaughter began at midday[20-22]. Even though the Passover and the Days of Unleavened Bread were separate events (Mark 14:1), the Pharisees and other sects also used the terms ‘Passover’ and ‘Days of Unleavened Bread’ interchangeably[23, 24]. The Passover practices of many of the other sects were lost when they disappeared from history, but we do have existing today, a small community descended from the Samaritans, who observe the Passover on the evening portion of the fourteenth of Abib[25]. The Samaritans who derived their religious practices from Israelitish priests (II Kings 17:27 ~ 28), also hold to the pre-deuteronomic rituals of the Passover, where the sacrifice is to be done by the laity and not by the priests at the sanctuary[26]. Talmon[27] has pointed out that there are historical differences in Holy Day practices between the Jews and the other tribes that constituted Israel. Philo also 
confirms that the Passover was kept according ‘to the order and tradition of each people’[28]. 
3.2.3 The Night to be Much Observed 
As for the Night to be Much Observed, the Pharisees have traditionally combined this celebration with the Passover Celebration on the evening portion of the fifteenth of Abib. Since the destruction of the Temple, Pharisees have continued with this celebratory meal but have reduced the Passover observance to preparing a token Passover plate containing the roasted shank of a lamb[29]. The Karaites as well have celebrated the Night to be Much Observed on the night of the fifteenth of Abib, but have not celebrated the Passover since the destruction of the Temple in 70AD[30]. 
3.2.4 Inferences on the Last Supper 
Much of the confusion on the keeping of the Jewish Spring Holy Days is attributable to the Deuteronomic instructions, which differ in significant ways from the instructions in the other books of the Torah[31]. These differences have prompted Coulter[32] to make a case for scriptural editing of Deut 16, along the lines of those evidenced by Deut 34. Indeed it is unlikely that Moses would have instituted such significant changes to the Passover rituals without some explanation on the change from his previous instructions in Ex 12 and 13, Num 28 and Lev 23. 
The important observation is that there was no uniform way in which the Spring Holy Days were observed in the time of Christ. The Gospel accounts can therefore be accepted without interpretation, with Christ and his disciples observing the Passover on the evening/night of the fourteenth of Abib, while the Pharisees began preparations for the Passover sacrifice on the afternoon period of the fourteenth of Abib and consumed the Passover sacrifice on the evening/night of the fifteenth of Abib. 

4 Timeline for the Crucifixion Day 
Based on the previous discussions, we can propose the timeline for Christ’s last day as shown in Table 1: 
Table 1: Timeline for the Crucifixion Day
[bookmark: _Hlk152138670]Event 				Jewish Time 	Roman Time System 		Remarks 
Christ observes the Passover 	Abib 14 - Night 	Tuesday – 6.00pm ~ 10.00pm 	I Cor 11:23;
Mark 14:16 
with his disciples according to 							Matt 26:19 
the pre-deuteronomic guidelines 							Luke 22:13-15 

Christ is arrested 			Abib 14 - Night 	Tuesday – midnight 		Luke 22:55       

Christ tried and convicted by 	Abib 14 - Night 	Wednesday – 1.00am ~ 6.00am 	John 18:19-24 
the Jews 


Event 	(cont.)			Jewish Time 	Roman Time System 		Remarks 

Christ brought before Pontius 	Abib 14 - Day 	Wednesday – 7.00am 		Matt 27: 1-14 
Pilate 										Luke 23: 1-7 
John 18:29-38 

Christ sent to Herod		Abib 14 - Day 	Wednesday - 7.30am		 Luke 23:8-10 
Christ brought once again 		Abib 14 - Day 	Wednesday - 8.00am 		John 19:8-16 
before Pontius Pilate 

Christ crucified 			Abib 14 - Day 	Wednesday - 9.00am 		Mark 15:25 
Darkness over the land 		Abib 14 - Day 	Wednesday - 12.00noon ~ 3.00pm 	Matt 27:45;
Mark 15:33 
Luke 23:44-45 

Christ dies 			Abib 14 - Day 	Wednesday - 3.00pm 		Matt 27:50;
Mark 15:37 
Luke 23:46; 
John 19:30 

Christ placed in tomb 		Abib 14 - dusk 	Wednesday - 6.00pm 		Matt 27:59-60 
Mark 15:46; 
Luke 23:53 
John 19:41-42 

High Day Sabbath 		Abib 15 – Night 	Wednesday - 6.00pm ~ 
1st Day of Unleavened Bread 	          and Day 	Thursday 6.00pm 
(Pharisaic Passover at 
Wednesday Evening) 

Women buy and prepare spices. 	Abib 16 – Day 	Friday – between 6.00am and 	Luke 23:56 
(Wave Sheaf Offering 					6.00pm 
according to Pharisee tradition 
in morning) 

Weekly Sabbath 			Abib 17 – Night	Friday - 6.00pm ~ Saturday 	Luke 23:56 
Women rest 			         and  Day 	               6.00pm 

Christ resurrected 		Abib 17 - dusk 	Saturday - 6.00pm 		Matt 12: 40 

Women visit the empty tomb 	Abib 18 - dawn 	Sunday - 6.00am 			Matt 28:1 
Mark 16:1-4 
Lk 24:1-3;Jn 20:1 

Christ - the Wave Sheaf 		Abib 18 – Day	Sunday – between 7.00am  	John 20:17 
according to Sadducee tradition. 				         and  6.00pm 


5 Identifying the date of the crucifixion 
5.1 Astronomical possibilities for the day of the crucifixion 
Jesus was crucified during the procurator-ship of Pontius Pilate, which was during AD 26 to AD 36[33], so this limits the period to be investigated. 
If the fourteenth of Abib was from Tuesday 6.00pm to Wednesday 6.00pm, then the first of Abib would fall from Wednesday 6.00pm to Thursday 6.00pm. 
At the time of Christ, the first day of the month was determined by observation of the first appearance of the New Moon[34, 35]. Additionally, the proclaiming of the first month of the year was determined by the New Moon that permitted the barley harvest to be full enough to perform the Wave Sheaf Offering. 
The fixed Jewish Calendar in use today, as well as contemporary observations of the barley harvest by the Karaites, place the start of Abib, both prior to and following the spring equinox on March 21st, once the Passover itself falls after the spring equinox[36]. We will consider both pre and post equinox months for thoroughness. 
Schaefer’s[5] analysis for the likely Julian dates of the observable New Moon at Jerusalem provides the Calendar data for the period AD 26 ~ AD 36[37] shown in Table 2: 

Table 2: Possible Crucifixion Days AD 26 ~ AD 36
YEAR 		1st Abib pre/post Equinox 		14th Abib - Julian 	14th Abib - Gregorian 
 	(starting at 6 pm on) 		(ending at 6pm on) 	(ending at 6pm on) 
 
AD 26 		Fri Mar 8 			Fri Mar 22 		Fri Mar 20 
Sun April 7 			Sun April 21 		Sun April 19 

AD 27 		Wed Feb 26 			Wed Mar 12 		Wed Mar 10 
Thu March 27 			Thu April 10 		Thu April 8 

AD 28 		Tue Mar 16 			Tue Mar 30 		Tue Mar 28 
Wed April 14 			Wed April 28 		Wed April 26 

AD 29 		Sat Mar 5 			Sat Mar 19 		Sat Mar 17 
Mon April 4 			Mon April 18 		Mon April 16 

AD 30 		Fri Mar 24 			Fri April 7 		Fri April 5 
Sat April 22 			Sat May 6 		Sat May 4 

AD 31 		Tue Mar 13 			Tue Mar 27 		Tue Mar 25 
Wed April 11 			Wed April 25 		Wed April 23 

AD 32 		Sat Mar 1 			Sat Mar 15 		Sat Mar 13 
Mon March 31 			Mon April 14 		Mon April 12 
YEAR 		1st Abib pre/post Equinox 		14th Abib - Julian 	14th Abib - Gregorian 
 	(starting at 6 pm on) 		(ending at 6pm on) 	(ending at 6pm on) 
 
AD 33 		Fri Mar 20 			Fri April 3 		Fri April 1 
Sat April 18 			Sat May 2 		Sat April 30 

AD 34 		Wed Mar 10 			Wed Mar 24 		Wed Mar 22 
Thu April 8 			Thu April 22 		Thu April 20 

AD 35 		Sun Feb 27 			Sun Mar 13 		Sun Mar 11 
Tue March 29 			Tue April 12 		Tue April 10 

AD 36 		Sat Mar 17 			Sat Mar 31 		Sat Mar 29 
Mon April 16 			Mon April 30 		Mon April 28 

____________________________________

Thus the astronomically possible Julian dates for a Wednesday crucifixion are: 
- Wed March 12, AD 27 
- Wed April 28, AD 28 
- Wed April 25, AD 31 
- Wed March 24, AD 34 

5.2 Evidence of the Fig Leaves 
In Mark 11:13 and Matt 21:19, Jesus sees a fig tree with leaves on the eve of his crucifixion. Since figs are among the late-bearing fruits in Jerusalem, this evidence points to a crucifixion late in the year, and thus a post-equinox start of the year[38]. This limits the possible dates of the crucifixion to the following: 
- Wed April 28, AD 28 
- Wed April 25, AD 31 

5.3 Other Determinants in the Chronology of Christ 
To determine on which of the above days Christ was crucified, it is necessary to examine the following additional items: 
a) The commencement of Christ’s Ministry 
b) The duration of Christ’s ministry 


5.3.1 The commencement of Christ’s Ministry 
The commencement of Christ’s ministry can be reckoned from his baptism. Luke 3:1 tells us that John the Baptist began his ministry in the fifteenth year of the reign of Tiberius. Christ was baptized soon afterwards and as he was approaching his thirtieth birthday (Luke 3:21 ~23). Tiberius was appointed co-regent with Augustus Caesar in late AD11[39](pg 64) [3](Chap II). Thus the fifteenth year of Tiberius would late AD 25 to late AD 26. 
Since Christ’s ministry began with baptism (Matt 3:6; Mark 1:9), it is unlikely to occur during winter, which restricts it to the spring/summer period (John 3:23). This places Jesus’ baptism to the spring/summer of AD 26. 
In John 2:20, the temple was dated as forty six years from the start of construction. Since the temple was started in 20 BC[3](pg 40), the incident of John 2:20 occurred in AD 27. The start of Christ’s ministry preceded that date thus supporting the baptism date of spring/summer of AD 26. 

5.3.2 The duration of Christ’s Ministry 
The Synoptics all primarily focus on the portion of Christ’s ministry that occurred after John was put in prison and with the calling of Simon Peter, Andrew, James and John. (Matt 4:12~22; Mark 1:14~20; Luke 3:20, 5:3~11) This portion of Christ’s ministry covers an arc of events beginning in the region of Galilee and culminating in Christ’s crucifixion at Jerusalem, within a time frame of the five to six months between the Feast of Tabernacles and the crucifixion Passover. We can conclude this since there were no intermediate visits to Jerusalem during this period, as would be necessary to observe the Holy Days. (Deut 16:16; Luke 2:42; John 7:10) 
The Gospel of John on the other hand, adds some details of Christ’s ministry prior to the period covered in the Synoptics. Some have taken the three Passovers mentioned in John (John 2:13; 6:4; 11:55) as evidence of a ministry lasting more than three years, but this would be incorrect since the Gospel of John is not strictly chronological. A harmonizing of the Gospel of John with the Synoptics leads to the following conclusions: 
1. The Passover events described in the section John 2:13~17 correspond to the crucifixion Passover, while the other events described in John 2:18 ~ 25 relate to a previous Passover. 
2. The Passover alluded to in John 6:4 was subsequent to the feeding of the five thousand and Christ walking on water, which also corresponds to the crucifixion Passover. (Matt 14:16~21, Mark 6:38~44; Luke 9:13~17) 
An indication of the length of Christ’s ministry can be deduced from John 10:22, which speaks of Christ being in Jerusalem during the Feast of Dedication in winter. Since the Synoptics preclude Christ’s presence in Jerusalem during the winter preceding his crucifixion, then the incident describes in John 10:22 must have occurred in a previous winter. 
Another piece of evidence in determining the length of Christ’s ministry is provided by John 3:22~23, which shows an overlap with John’s ministry during the spring/summer baptizing period. 
Putting together the above data we can propose a likely framework for Christ’s Ministry of almost two years as follows: 
- Christ was baptized by John in spring/summer of AD 26 
- He visited Jerusalem during the Feast of Dedication in the winter of AD 26 
- His ministry overlapped John’s during the spring/summer of AD 27 
- Christ called Simon Peter, Andrew, James and John after the Feast of Tabernacles 
in AD 27 and began his closing ministry 
- He was crucified in Jerusalem at Passover on Wed April 28, AD 28. (Julian) 

Though the traditions of the ‘Church Fathers’ show almost as many variations as there are ‘Church Fathers’, one that supports the AD 28 crucifixion is ascribed to Clement of Alexandria, who stated that Jerusalem was destroyed forty-two years and three months after Christ was crucified[40]. The temple was destroyed on the Jewish month of Av, corresponding to July/August[41], while Jerusalem was taken in the Jewish month of Elul in AD 70[19] (6.10.1)[40, 41], corresponding to August/September. These dates support a late April AD 28 date of the crucifixion. 
The content of the gospel of John brings into question the identity of the author, since much of the first eleven chapters contain intimate knowledge of Christ’s ministry before John (Zebedee) was called. John was not reluctant to admit his authorship of the book of Revelation (Rev 1:1), whereas the author of the gospel of John never did disclose his identity (John 21:24). Both Filson[42] and Phillip[43] suggested Lazarus as the author, but John 11:1~44 provide details of events that occurred when Lazarus was dead, that would be difficult for Lazarus to witness to. Titus[44] has suggested Matthias as another candidate for the authorship of the Gospel of John, but the conclusion is uncertain. Since John was a common name at the time of Christ, the traditional name ascribed to the fourth Gospel cannot be discounted, but may refer to a John other than the son of Zebedee. John 18:15~16 and Acts 4:6 supports this possibility. 
5.3.3 The Time of Christ’s Birth 
Though the birth of Christ is commonly celebrated on December 25th, it has long been held that the selection of that day was an adoption of the pagan feast of the Saturnalia for the purposes of winning converts to the new religion[45]. The principal objections to a winter birth are: 
a) December and January are the rainiest months of the year, accounting for approximately half the annual rainfall[46]. They are also the coldest months of the year[47] with nighttime temperatures of almost 0°C and therefore, not a likely period for mass population movement for the purpose of taxing or otherwise. (Luke 2:1 ~ 3; Matt 24:20; Mark 13:18) 
b) December and January are the height of the lambing season[48] when mangers are in high demand. During lambing, full dams are brought in from the fields to deliver and nurse newborn kids for a few days, till the kids are strong enough to follow their mother. For Christ and his parents to stay in a manger, one would expect that it was some time before the peak of the lambing season. (Luke 2:7;16) 
c) In stipulating a time for the collection of taxes, authorities would avoid disrupting pre-harvest activities and would likely wait until the harvest is in and people have the wherewithal to pay their taxes. The early harvest in Israel was in May/June in time for Pentecost, while the later harvest was in September/October before the Feast of Tabernacles. 
d) Luke 2:3 stipulates that everyone went to their city of registration to be taxed. This negates against the taxation occurring precisely during the pilgrim feasts of Passover, Pentecost or the Feast of Tabernacles, since the inhabitants of all Israel would converge on Jerusalem during those periods (Deut 16:16). The taxation would therefore have to be prior to or following the time of these Feasts. The fact that none of the Gospels mention any aspect of the pilgrim feasts in connection to Christ’s birth supports a birth outside these periods. In considering possible dates for the taxation, November is a rainy month[46], while the time for the pre-Pentecost harvest is short. The most convenient times for the taxation would therefore be either after Pentecost in May/June or prior to the Feast of tabernacles in September/October. 
Thus the likely period of the birth of Christ is from summer to early autumn. 
A possible scriptural indication of the birth of Christ is given Luke 1:26 which states that Gabriel visited Mary in the sixth month. If this is taken to be the sixth month of the Jewish year rather than the sixth month of Elizabeth’s pregnancy, this points to a conception in the period August to October, and the birth of Christ during the period May to July. 
5.3.4 The death of Herod 
A common date ascribed to the death of Herod the Great is March/April BC4, based on the observation by Josephus that an eclipse of the moon occurred before his death and that he died before Passover that year[49, 50]. Filmer[51] however, proposed March/April BC1, based on the Lunar eclipse that occurred on 9th Jan 1 BC. Both Barnes[52] and Bernegger[53] have attempted to discredit the Filmer proposition using various dating assumptions, but the clearest indication of Herod’s death remains the Josephus record as interpreted by Filmer. The death of Herod places the birth of Christ at least two years prior, especially when considering that he spent some time in Egypt. (Matt 2:16; 13; 19 ~ 23) 
These two possible dates of Herod’s death provide the likely dates for Christ’s birth given in Table 3. 
Table 3: Relationship between Christ’s birth and Herod’s death
Alternative dates for Herod’s Death 		Consequent latest date of Christ’s Birth 
 	March/April BC4 				Summer/Autumn BC7 
March/April BC1 				Summer/Autumn BC4 

In Sec 5.3.1, the commencement of Christ’s ministry was determined to be the spring/summer of AD 26. Since Christ was about thirty years old at that time, the year of Christ’s birth works out as 5 BC. This negates the commonly held view that Herod died in BC 4 and lends support for the BC 1 date. 

6 Conclusion 
The chronology of the life of Christ is as follows: 
Birth – Summer/autumn BC5. 
Left for Egypt – Summer/autumn BC 3. 
Returned to Nazareth after death of Herod – Spring BC 1. 
Baptized by John and began his ministry – Spring/summer AD 26. 
Called Simon Peter, Andrew, James and John – Autumn AD 27. 
Crucified - Wed April 28, AD 28 (Julian). 
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BIBLICAL ARCHAEOLOGY SOCIETY
BIBLE HISTORY DAILY
Herod’s Death, Jesus’ Birth and a Lunar Eclipse
Letters to the Editor debate dates of Herod’s death and Jesus’ birth

Biblical Archaeology Society Staff  December 15, 2022  109 Comments  161191 views  
Both Luke and Matthew mention Jesus’ birth as occurring during Herod’s reign (Luke 1:5; Matthew 2:1). Josephus relates Herod’s death to a lunar eclipse. This is generally regarded as a reference to a lunar eclipse in 4 B.C. Therefore it is often said that Jesus was born in 4 B.C.
But physics professor John A. Cramer, in a letter to BAR, has pointed out that there was another lunar eclipse visible in Judea—in fact, two—in 1 B.C., which would place Herod’s death—and Jesus’ birth—at the turn of the era. Below, read letters published in the Q&C section of BAR debating the dates of Herod’s death, Jesus’ birth and to which lunar eclipse Josephus was referring.

When Was Jesus Born?
Q&C, BAR, July/August 2013

Let me add a footnote to Suzanne Singer’s report on the final journey of Herod the Great (Strata, BAR, March/April 2013): She gives the standard date of his death as 4 B.C. [Jesus’ birth is often dated to 4 B.C. based on the fact that both Luke and Matthew associate Jesus’ birth with Herod’s reign—Ed.] Readers may be interested to learn there is reason to reconsider the date of Herod’s death.
This date is based on Josephus’s remark in Antiquities 17.6.4 that there was a lunar eclipse shortly before Herod died. This is traditionally ascribed to the eclipse of March 13, 4 B.C.
Unfortunately, this eclipse was visible only very late that night in Judea and was additionally a minor and only partial eclipse.
There were no lunar eclipses visible in Judea thereafter until two occurred in the year 1 B.C. Of these two, the one on December 29, just two days before the change of eras, gets my vote since it was the one most likely to be seen and remembered. That then dates the death of Herod the Great into the first year of the current era, four years after the usual date.
Perhaps the much-maligned monk who calculated the change of era was not quite so far off as has been supposed.
John A. Cramer
Professor of Physics
Oglethorpe University
Atlanta, Georgia

When Was Jesus Born? When Did Herod Die?
Q&C, BAR, January/February 2014

Professor John A. Cramer argues that Herod the Great most likely died shortly after the lunar eclipse of December 29, 1 B.C., rather than that of March 13, 4 B.C., which, as Cramer points out, is the eclipse traditionally associated with Josephus’s description in Jewish Antiquities 17.6.4 (Queries & Comments, “When Was Jesus Born?” BAR, July/August 2013) and which is used as a basis to reckon Jesus’ birth shortly before 4 B.C. Professor Cramer’s argument was made in the 19th century by scholars such as Édouard Caspari and Florian Riess.
There are three principal reasons why the 4 B.C. date has prevailed over 1 B.C. These reasons were articulated by Emil Schürer in A History of the Jewish People in the Time of Jesus Christ, also published in the 19th century. 
First, Josephus informs us that Herod died shortly before a Passover (Antiquities 17.9.3, The Jewish War 2.1.3), making a lunar eclipse in March (the time of the 4 B.C. eclipse) much more likely than one in December.
Second, Josephus writes that Herod reigned for 37 years from the time of his appointment in 40 B.C. and 34 years from his conquest of Jerusalem in 37 B.C. (Antiquities 17.8.1, War 1.33.8). Using so-called inclusive counting, this, too, places Herod’s death in 4 B.C.
Third, we know that the reign over Samaria and Judea of Herod’s son and successor Archelaus began in 4 B.C., based on the fact that he was deposed by Caesar in A.U.C. (Anno Urbis Conditae [in the year the city was founded]) 759, or A.D. 6, in the tenth year of his reign (Dio Cassius, Roman History 55.27.6; Josephus, Antiquities 17.13.2). Counting backward his reign began in 4 B.C. In addition, from Herod the Great’s son and successor Herod Antipas, who ruled over Galilee until 39 B.C., who ordered the execution of John the Baptist (Mark 6:14–29) and who had a supporting role in Jesus’ trial (Luke 23:7–12), we have coins that make reference to the 43rd year of his rule, placing its beginning in 4 B.C. at the latest (see Morten Hørning Jensen, “Antipas—The Herod Jesus Knew,” BAR, September/October 2012).
Thus, Schürer concluded that “Herod died at Jericho in B.C. 4, unwept by those of his own house, and hated by all the people.”
Jeroen H.C. Tempelman
New York, New York
——————
John A. Cramer responds:
Trying to date the death of Herod the Great is attended by considerable uncertainty, and I do not mean to claim I know the right answer. Mr. Tempelman does a good job of pointing out arguments in favor of a 4 B.C. date following the arguments advanced long ago by Emil Schürer. The difficulty is that we have a fair amount of information, but it is equivocal.
The key information comes, of course, from Josephus who brackets the death by “a fast” and the Passover. He says that on the night of the fast there was a lunar eclipse—the only eclipse mentioned in the entire corpus of his work. Correlation of Josephus with the Talmud and Mishnah indicate the fast was probably Yom Kippur. Yom Kippur occurs on the tenth day of the seventh month (mid-September to mid-October) and Passover on the 15th day of the first month (March or April) of the religious calendar. Josephus does not indicate when within that time interval the death occurred.
Only four lunar eclipses occurred in the likely time frame: September 15, 5 B.C., March 12–13, 4 B.C., January 10, 1 B.C. and December 29, 1 B.C. The first eclipse fits Yom Kippur, almost too early, but possible. It was a total eclipse that became noticeable several hours after sundown, but it is widely regarded as too early to fit other information on the date. The favorite 4 B.C. eclipse seems too far from Yom Kippur and much too close to Passover. This was a partial eclipse that commenced after midnight. It hardly seems a candidate for being remembered and noted by Josephus. The 1 B.C. dates require either that the fast was not Yom Kippur or that the calendar was rejiggered for some reason. The January 10 eclipse was total but commenced shortly before midnight on a winter night. Lastly, in the December 29 eclipse the moon rose at 53 percent eclipse and its most visible aspect was over by 6 p.m. It is the most likely of the four to have been noted and commented on.
None of the four candidates fits perfectly to all the requirements. I like the earliest and the latest of them as the most likely. The most often preferred candidate, the 4 B.C. eclipse, is, in my view, far and away the least likely one.
If Jesus was born in Bethlehem, why is he called a Nazorean and a Galilean throughout the New Testament? Learn more >>

A Different Fast
Q&C, BAR, May/June 2014

John Cramer responds to Mr. Tempelman’s letter to the editor (“Queries and Comments,” BAR, January/February 2014) that Herod’s death occurred between a “fast” and Passover. Mr. Cramer acknowledges that the fast of Yom Kippur fits the eclipse but doesn’t fit the time frame of occurring near Passover. There is, however, another fast that occurs exactly one month before Passover: the Fast of Esther! The day before Purim is a fast day commemorating Queen Esther’s command for all Jews to fast before she approached the king. Purim fell on March 12–13, 4 B.C. So there was an eclipse and a fast on March 12–13, 4 B.C., one month before Passover, which would fit Josephus’s statement bracketing Herod’s death by a fast and Passover.
Suzanne Nadaf
Brooklyn, New York
——————
John A. Cramer responds:
This suggestion seems plausible and, if I recall correctly, someone has already raised it. The consensus, if such exists, seems, however, to be that the fast really should be the fast of Yom Kippur, but resolving that issue requires expertise to which I make no claim. Too many possibilities and too little hard information probably leave the precise date forever open.

When Did Herod Die? And When Was Jesus Born?
Q&C, BAR, September/October 2014

Regarding the date of the death of Herod the Great, the question of which lunar eclipse and which Jewish fast the historian Josephus was referring to must be considered in light of other data that Josephus reported. Professor John Cramer’s suggestion that an eclipse in 1 B.C.E. would place Herod’s death in that year, rather than the generally accepted 4 B.C.E., cannot be reconciled with other historical facts recorded by Josephus.

As is well known, Herod’s son Archelaus succeeded him as the ruler of Judea, as reported by Josephus (Antiquities 8:459). Josephus also recorded that Archelaus reigned over Judea and Samaria for ten years, and that in his tenth year, due to complaints against him from both Jews and Samaritans, he was deposed by Caesar Augustus and banished to Vienna (Antiquities 8:531). Quirinius, the legate or governor of Syria, was assigned by the emperor to travel to Jerusalem and liquidate the estate of Archelaus, as well as to conduct a registration of persons and property in Archelaus’s former realm. This occurred immediately after Archelaus was deposed and was specifically dated by Josephus to the 37th year after Caesar’s victory over Mark Anthony at Actium (Antiquities 9:23). The Battle of Actium is a well-known event in Roman history that took place in the Ionian Sea off the shore of Greece on September 2 of the year 31 B.C.E. Counting 37 years forward from 31 B.C.E. yields a date of 6 C.E. for the tenth year of Archelaus, at which time he was deposed and Quirinus came to Judea. And counting back ten years from that event yields a date of 4 B.C.E. for the year in which Herod died. (The beginning and ending years are both included in this count, since regnal years for both Augustus and the Herodians were so figured.)
These reports, and the chronology derived from them, provide compelling evidence for the generally accepted date of Herod’s death in the spring of 4 B.C.E., shortly after the lunar eclipse of March 13, regardless of the fact that eclipses also occurred in other years.
Jeffrey R. Chadwick
Jerusalem Center Professor of Archaeology and Near Eastern Studies
Brigham Young University
Provo, Utah

Read Lawrence Mykytiuk’s BAR article “Did Jesus Exist? Searching for Evidence Beyond the Bible” >>
There’s More Evidence from Josephus
Q&C, BAR, January/February 2015

In the letter to the editor in BAR, September/October 2014, Jeffrey Chadwick gives the argument for the death of Herod in 4 B.C. [used for determining the date of Jesus’ birth]. For over a century, this has been part of the standard reasoning for the 4 B.C. of Jesus’ birth. However, it does not come to grips with all of the data from Josephus. Elsewhere I have written about this. [An excerpt by Professor Steinmann can be read below.—Ed.]
One cannot simply and positively assert that a few short statements by Josephus about the lengths of reigns of his sons can be used to prove that Herod died in 4 B.C. Instead, one needs critically to sift through all of the evidence embedded in Josephus’s discussion as well as evidence external to Josephus to make a case for the year of Herod’s death.
Andrew Steinmann
Distinguished Professor of Theology and Hebrew
University Marshal
Concordia University Chicago
Chicago, Illinois
——————
Read an excerpt from Andrew E. Steinmann’s book From Abraham to Paul: A Biblical Chronology (St. Louis: Concordia, 2011), pp. 235–238 [footnotes removed]; see also his article “When Did Herod the Great Reign?” Novum Testamentum 51 (2009), pp. 1–29.
Originally Herod had named his son Antipater to be his heir and had groomed Antipater to take over upon his death. However, a little over two years before Herod’s death Antipater had his uncle, Herod’s younger brother Pheroras murdered. Pheroras had been tetrarch of Galilee under Herod. Antipater’s plot was discovered, and Archelaus was named Herod’s successor in place of Antipater. Seven months passed before Antipater, who was in Rome, was informed that he had been charged with murder. Late in the next year he would be placed on trial before Varus, governor of Syria. Eventually Herod received permission from Rome to execute Antipater. During his last year Herod wrote a will disinheriting Archelaus and granting the kingdom to Antipas. In a later will, however, he once again left the kingdom to Archelaus. Following his death his kingdom would eventually be split into three parts among Archelaus, Antipas, and Philip.
Josephus is careful to note that during his last year Herod was forbidden by Augustus from naming his sons as his successors. However, in several passages Josephus also notes that Herod bestowed royalty and its honors on his sons. At Antipater’s trial Josephus quotes Herod as testifying that he had yielded up royal authority to Antipater. He also quotes Antipater claiming that he was already a king because Herod had made him a king.
When Archelaus replaced Antipater as Herod’s heir apparent some two years before Herod’s death, Antipater may have been given the same prerogatives as Archelaus had previously enjoyed. After Herod’s death Archelaus went to Rome to have his authority confirmed by Augustus. His enemies charged him with seemingly contradictory indictments: that Archelaus had already exercised royal authority for some time and that Herod did not appoint Archelaus as his heir until he was demented and dying. These are not as contradictory as they seem, however. Herod initially named Archelaus his heir, and at this point Archelaus may have assumed royal authority under his father. Then Herod revoked his will, naming Antipas his heir. Ultimately, when he was ill and dying, Herod once again named Archelaus his heir. Thus, Archelaus may not have legally been king until after Herod’s death in early 1 B.C., but may have chosen to reckon his reign from a little over two years earlier in late 4 B.C. when he first replaced Antipater as Herod’s heir.
Since Antipas would eventually rule Galilee, it is entirely possible that under Herod he already had been given jurisdiction over Galilee in the wake of Pheroras’ death. This may explain why Herod briefly named Antipas as his heir in the year before his death. Since Antipas may have assumed the jurisdiction over Galilee upon Pheroras’ death sometime in 4 B.C., like Archelaus, he also may have reckoned his reign from that time, even though he was not officially named tetrarch of Galilee by the Romans until after Herod’s death.
Philip also appears to have exercised a measure of royal authority before Herod’s death in 1 B.C. Philip refounded the cities of Julias and Caesarea Philippi (Paneas). Julias was apparently named after Augustus’ daughter, who was arrested for adultery and treason in 2 B.C. Apparently Julias was refounded before that date. As for Caesarea Philippi, the date of its refounding was used to date an era, and the first year of the era was 3 B.C. Apparently Philip chose to antedate his reign to 4 B.C., which apparently was the time when Herod first entrusted him with supervision of Gaulanitis.
Additional support for Philip having been officially appointed tetrarch after the death of his father in 1 B.C. may be found in numismatics. A number of coins issued by Philip during his reign are known. The earliest bear the date “year 5,” which would correspond to A.D. 1. This fits well with Philip serving as administrator under his father from 4–1 B.C. He counted those as the first four years of his reign, but since he was not officially recognized by Rome as an independent client ruler, he had no authority to issue coins during those years. However, he was in position to issue coinage soon after being named tetrarch sometime in 1 B.C., and the first coins appear the next year, A.D. 1, antedating his reign to 4 B.C. While the numismatic evidence is not conclusive proof of Herod’s death in 1 B.C., it is highly suggestive.
Given the explicit statements of Josephus about the authority and honor Herod had granted his sons during the last years of his life, we can understand why all three of his successors decided to antedate their reigns to the time when they were granted a measure of royal authority while their father was still alive. Although they were not officially recognized by Rome as ethnarch or tetrarchs until after Herod’s death, they nevertheless appear to have reckoned their reigns from about 4 B.C.
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The Differences: Biblical and Jewish Calendars
The "Jewish calendar" (or the "Hebrew calendar") used in Israel today is NOT the calendar of God described in the Bible (in the Old Testament, also called "Tanakh" in Hebrew). There are very big differences, which are not known by many Christians and even many Jews. The Israelites themselves have no interest in pointing out the differences, because otherwise they would have to admit that they are acting against God's instruction and miscalculating their feast days. Unfortunately, many Christian churches (Evangelicals, Seventh-day Adventists, the splinter groups of the Church of God...) also equate the Jewish calendar with God's biblical calendar. This is a big mistake, because in this way they calculate the biblical feast days incorrectly in many years; these are then Jewish feasts, but not the biblical feasts of God.
God created the living space and time. He alone has the right to determine the times of assembly (feast days). God's clearly defined astronomical specifications (sun, moon, stars) determine the days, months, years and also all biblical feasts. Human calculations and traditions have no meaning for God, on the contrary, they show rebellion against the Creator. God's Luni-Solar calendar is sensational because it combines the heavenly bodies (sun, moon, stars), nature (phenology), harvest seasons and time into a perfect harmonious unity. However, the Jewish calendar has too many errors and deviates from God's timeline by several weeks in some years because leap years are miscalculated. The following are the most important facts and differences that no one can deny:
The creators of the calendars: As the earth and the entire universe belong to God, only He has the right to create a calendar for His creation. He gave the sun, the moon and the stars their course and thus precisely determined the calendar. In contrast, the Jewish calendar was invented by people (rabbis) who do not pay attention to God's astronomical principles.
The Messiah: The biblical calendar was made by God, more precisely by the God Yahweh (YHWH). It is no secret that the God Yahweh corresponds to the later Jesus Christ, the Word of God. Many Christians know this and it is even publicly and unequivocally proven on Wikipedia under the keyword "pre-existence of Christ". This is not insider knowledge, because the Bible is extremely clear on this point, so that this fact is known to most churches (Jn 1:1-5; 1Cor 8:6; 1Cor 10:4; Heb 1:2; Col 1:15-20; Mi 5:1,3 cf. Mt 2:5-6; Jn 8:58; Prov 8:22-25; Rev 19,13 cf. Jn 1:14).
Jesus Christ (the Word of God) himself is therefore the author and creator of the biblical calendar. He alone has the copyright. In contrast, the Jewish calendar was developed by people of a nation that (with a few exceptions) rejects Jesus Christ as the Messiah and wants a different Messiah instead.
Time of origin and naming: God's calendar and the calculation of time already came into being at the creation of the earth, when the sun, moon and stars (and their respective orbits) were created. God gave us a calendar, not the Jews, because they have their own calendar, since they no longer want God's calendar. God's calendar already existed when there were no humans. But the Jewish calendar dates back to the 4th century AD and was completely unknown until then. God's calendar described in the Tanakh (Leviticus 23) is based on the words God gave to the people of Israel through Moses during the Exodus from Egypt. However, today's Hebrew calendar is not based on the words of God, but on the calculations of the Jewish patriarch Hillel II (Wikipedia), who was active from around 350 to 365 AD under Emperor Julian (*331; †363; Wikipedia) and (according to a tradition from Hai Gaon in 358) created the constant Jewish calendar based on solar years, which is still valid today. His calendar was invented in 358/359, was intended to be permanent and is still valid in Israel today. 
This calendar was invented by rabbis who reject our Lord Jesus Christ as the Messiah. Hillel used the Babylonian 19-year cycle with some modifications necessary for Jewish ritual. The beginning of the Jewish calendar was taken to be 3761 BC as the supposed year of creation, which was demonstrably miscalculated because several centuries were missing. The Jewish calendar therefore begins in the wrong year and every year begins in the wrong month (in fall instead of spring). It is in many ways not the calendar that Moses had, and it is also not the calendar that was used in Israel at the time of Jesus.
The Jewish calendar is not based on the exact astronomical specifications of God (sun, moon, stars), but is primarily based on Jewish traditions, whereby pagan (Roman and Catholic) considerations were also incorporated and greater importance was attached to the sun. This is why it is called the "Jewish calendar", but NOT the "calendar of God" and NOT the "biblical calendar". Again, the calendar of God mentioned in the Bible is not identical to the Jewish calendar and only in a few years (e.g. 2020 or 2023) do the feast days of God fall on the same days in both calendars. Sometimes (such as 2024) there is a whole month in between. This is why the two calendars are named differently. 
Biblical or unbiblical: God's calendar is based on the Bible (especially Leviticus 23), but the Jewish calendar is an unbiblical calendar. The calendar mentioned in the Bible comes from God, but the Jewish calendar is an invention of man. Although attempts are made to approximate God's calendar with mathematical models, this is not successful in many years. The Jewish calendar therefore contradicts the Holy Scriptures.
Basis and accuracy: God's calendar is based on astronomical conditions and is therefore extremely accurate, whereas the Jewish calendar is only based on statistical averages and is very inaccurate, especially as in incorrectly calculated leap years the spring and fall festivals can fall a whole month after the equinox (i.e. out of season). . . . 
 . . . The Jewish calendar was structured in such a way that certain annual Sabbaths (High Sabbaths, festivals) cannot fall on certain days of the week. God's biblical calendar does not recognize these human regulations, but the beginning of the month is aligned solely with the first visible crescent moon (the new light). This means that the 7 biblical feast days are clearly and without dispute fixed and can fall on different days of the week from year to year, without certain restrictions being able to shift the beginning of the month forwards or backwards.  . . . 
Different beginning of the month: God's calendar described in the OT (Tanakh) is a purely astronomical calendar in which each month begins with the first visible crescent moon (the so-called "New Light"). This is what God has determined (not us). However, the current Jewish calendar is inaccurate because it is only based on statistical averages. A month can start one or even several days before or after the first visible crescent moon (i.e. much too early or much too late). In other words, the first visible crescent moon over Jerusalem (the new light) is not determined in the Jewish calendar, but is only statistically assumed/guessed (it's a guessing game) and is off by 1-3 days per month in many years. As a result, the annual feast days (High Sabbaths) also fall on the wrong days of the week and the Passover is not exactly on the night of the full moon, as it was at the time of the Exodus. In the 4th century AD, the patriarch Hillel II determined the beginnings of the months, the duration of the months and leap years, thus ending the new moon sighting ordered by God. . . . 
Calendar differences of several days/weeks: The calendar described in the Old Testament (OT, or Tanakh) is clearly defined on the basis of astronomical facts; but the current Jewish (Hebrew) calendar is an invention of people who try to approximate God's calendar but do not want to adopt it. In some months the two calendars are identical, as in 2020, when Passover and therefore Pentecost (Shavuot) fell on exactly the same feast days in both calendars. But in many years there are differences of one or even several days, in extreme cases even by several weeks, if the leap years are calculated incorrectly. In 2021 there were differences of 1-2 days between the two calendars, in some years both calendars are almost identical (e.g. 2020, 2023) and in other years (e.g. 2024) there is a whole month in between, examples:
The Jewish mathematical calendar of Israel 2021 according to Hillel (e.g.  Chabad,  Hebcal,  Aish,  HaGalil):
     Passover (Nisan 15): March 27/28, 2021 (15th day of the 7th month).
     Shavuot: May 16/17, 2021 (the 50th day after Passover).
     Tisha B'Av: July 17/18, 2021 (9th day of the 11th month)
     Tu B'Av: 23/24 July 2021 (15th day of the 11th month)
     Yom Teruah: September 6/7, 2021 (1st day of the 1st month)
     Yom Kippur: September 15/16, 2021 (10th day of the 1st month)
     Sukkot: September 20-27, 2021 (15th-21st day of the 1st month)
     Shemini Atzeret: September 28, 2021 (22nd day of the 1st month).

 God's Biblical Astronomical Calendar 2021 (e.g. TorahCalendar):
     Passover (Nisan 15): March 28/29, 2021 (15th day of the 1st month).
     Shavuot: May 17/18, 2021 (the 50th day after Passover)
     Tisha B'Av: July 19/20, 2021 (9th day of the 5th month)
     Tu B'Av: 25/26 July 2021 (15th day of the 5th month)
     Yom Teruach: September 8/9, 2021 (1st day of the 7th month)
     Yom Kippur: September 17/18, 2021 (10th day of the 7th month)
     Sukkot: Sept. 22-29, 2021 (15th-21st day of the 7th month)
     Shemini Atzeret: Sept. 30, 2021 (22nd day of the 7th month)
. . . 
Correct determination of the biblical feast days: Today we have astronomical data (e.g. from NASA) with which the first crescent moon (the New Light), which can be seen over Jerusalem in most months, can be determined with certainty. Thus, all dates of the biblical calendar can be calculated in advance (dated) or backdated by several millennia. However, it must be noted that the leap months (about every three years) must be calculated correctly, because this is where most errors occur. . . . 

	[Note*  I made a few queries (AI) on the Internet.  The following are the results:
#1: Is merging the Jewish calendar with the Julian calendar possible with absolute certainty?
	Ans: Not possible.  
#2: Is merging the Jewish calendar with the Old Testament Hebrew calendar possible with absolute certainty?
	Ans: Not possible ]

2024	Passover dates 26-34 A.D.
https://www.judaismvschristianity.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/01/Passover-dates-26-34-A.D..pdf
Passover dates 26-34 A.D.
  
The following astronomical data in the first three columns below was obtained from the U.S. Naval Observatory Astronomical Applications Department. The pertinent file may be accessed on the Internet at http://www.usno.navy.mil/USNO/astronomical-applications/data-services/spring
Phenom .
 
Note. The times of day given in the second and third columns have been adjusted +2 hours from 
U.S. Naval Observatory figures to account for the difference between Jerusalem Israel and 
Greenwich England (universal) time.  

It should also be noted that the first evening of a visible crescent moon (column 4) always occurs 
only minutes after sundown, which is at the very beginning of a new day on the Hebrew 
calendar.  This Hebrew day correlates to the following day on our Gregorian calendar as noted in 
the chart below (column 5). Column 6 is Passover dates for the given years.  
 [image: ]

*     Midnight at the end of the given day. 
**   Conjunction occurs too late in the day for crescent to be seen from Jerusalem the next evening.

Question:  Are these dates purely theoretical?  Is there any historical verification that Passover was actually celebrated on these specific coordinated days of the week with these specific Gregorian calendar dates?

2024	Joseph Jacobs and Cyrus Adler, “History of Calendar.” Jewish Encyclopedia.com
They write: “There is no mention of an intercalary month in the Bible, and it is not known whether the correction was applied in ancient times by the addition of 1 month in 3 years or by the adding of 10 or 11 days at the end of each year.”
Question:  If such was the case, would intercalation throw the festival days off of their previous day of the week by about 4 days?  And how would we, in modern times, know what years were intercalated and what years were not?  Moreover, the Israelites were bound by the biblical command to have Passover in the spring.  An addition of 10 or 11 days each year would quickly throw the calendar out of season.
 
	They write that according to the calculation of the differences between the Jewish and Gregorian lengths of the year and month by a former astronomical director of the United States Naval Observatory at Washington, “the Jewish year exceeds the Gregorian by 6 m. 39.37s.”  They note: “Insignificant as these differences may appear, they will cause a considerable divergence in the relations between Nisan and spring as time goes on”
	
	Note* Taking the 600-year prophecy of Lehi, for example:
600 X 6.6 minutes = 3996 minutes
3996 divided by 60 minutes per hour = 66.6 hours
66.6 divided by 24 hours per day = 2.775 days difference.

Note*  The Hebrews apparently did not ever use a strictly continuous lunar calendar without intercalation.  In fact, for those proposing a 354-day lunar year for the solution to Lehi’s 600-year prophecy, such a solution would apparently require a calendar system that had never been used before (or since) by the Jews. Moreover, if the above calculations are correct, at the end of 600 years the calendar would be off by about 2.8 days.

Note*  On pages 102-104 of his 1915 book Jesus the Christ, James E. Talmage writes:
It is held by many authorities on Jewish antiquities that before, at, and after the time of Christ, two nights were devoted yearly to the paschal observance, during either of which the lamb might be eaten, and that this extension of time had been made in consideration of the increased population, which necessitated the ceremonial slaughtering of more lambs than could be slain on a single day; and in this connection it is interesting to note that Josephus (Wars, vi, ch. 9:3) records the number of lambs slain at a single Passover as 256,500.  In the same paragraph, Josephus states that the lambs had to be slain between the ninth and the eleventh hour (3 to 5 p.m.).


Note*  Even citations regarding the hours of the day might be subject to scrutiny.  Some Book of Mormon scholars refer to Alma 18:14 as an indication that there were multiple time count systems coexisting (at least for hours) according to the BOM text:
Alma 18:14
 14 Therefore Ammon turned himself unto the king, and said unto
him: What wilt thou that I should do for thee, O king?  And the
king answered him not for the space of an hour, according to
their time, for he knew not what he should say unto him.

My (Alan Miner) response:
I found the following on the Internet which is very informative in regard to this verse.
SEE  www.chabad.org/library/article_cdo/aid/526872/jewish/Hours.htm

Jewish Calendar: About the Jewish Calendar
Hours
The hour has a special meaning in Jewish law. "The third hour of the day" doesn't mean 3:00 a.m., or three sixty-minute hours after sunrise. Rather, an hour in halacha is calculated by taking the total time of daylight of a particular day, from sunrise until sunset,1 and dividing it into twelve equal parts. A halachic hour is thus known as a sha'ah zemanit, or proportional hour, and varies by the season and even by the day.
For example, on a day when the sun rises at 5 a.m. and sets at 7:30 p.m., one sha'ah zemanit, or proportional hour, will be 72.5 minutes long. The third hour of the day will come to a close at 8:37:30 a.m.
This information is important because many observances in Jewish law are performed at specific times during the day. The calculation of these halachic times, known as zmanim ("times"), depends on the length of the daylight hours in that locale.

Note*  This is an interesting bit of “time-count” information, and it can be seen as an explanation to the comment in Alma 18:14.  The only time I see any consequence to this “hourly” information might be in the timetable of the Crucifixion in the Old World versus the New World accounts, but not when extrapolated to a yearly calendar.  The difference between the Latitude between Jerusalem, Israel and Chiapa de Corzo Mexico is only about 17 degrees.
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