Carl Olof Jonsson

Sweden

Watehtower Bible and Tract Society
of New York, Inc.

The Writing Committee

117 Adamp Street

BROOKLYN

Hew York 11201

UusSahs Imgl, May 20, 1977

Dear Brothers,

A brother has done a thorough study of the Neo=Babylomian period in
relation %o our present understanding of the "appointed times of the
nations". His "itreatise®, which is written in all honesty and sincere
love for truth, has been carefully and critically exzamined by some
able brothers, but it has not been possible to refute the argumentis
and the conelusiom that 587 BCE, not 607, is the correct date for the
destruction of Jerusalem and its temple. If this conclusion is correct -
and it really seems very hard to aveoid all the facts presented - the
consequences will be far-reaching as re. all things we attach to 1914:
Christ‘s parousia, the establighment of God’s Kingdom, the ousting out
of Satan, ete. :

Included iz part II of the treatise, dealing with the Neo-Babylonian
chronology. We ask you to read it carefully and give your view on it,
as this subject concernsall of us very much.

Keenly looking forward to your answer.
With Christian love to all of you.

Your brother,

(,"::-i-"i‘('—:;/"%r‘_-x.ar'f— e
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EG:EL August 19, 19877

Mr. Carl Olof Jonsson
Sweden

Dear Brother Jonsson:

Thank you for your letfter of May 20 and the material
that you sent along with 1t. We are sorry that the press
of work here has not allowed us to gilve 1t the attention
we would like up to the present time.

In your letter you mention sending us part II of the
prepared treatise, but you did submlt a page that 1s
called Part I. Is that the extent of Part I? We mentlon
this because we would be interested in obtalning the en-
tire treatise. If that is the extent of Part I, then we
would like to obtain Part III, 1f that 1s something that
has already been prepared.

Also, we would like to get from you the name and
address of the brother who has done the research and pre-
pared thils treatise. We are now obtaining some of the
reference material mentioned in his footnotes and would
like to have his name and address avallable In case we
have any questions to ask. You mention that the materlal
has been examined by a number of brothers. So 1f there
are others that you are in contact with who are inveolved
with this undertaking and who might be able to supply
ocbservatlions if we seek such, we would appreciate know-
ing of these.

Thank you for your kind attention to the above re-

quest.
Your brothers,
qﬁéﬁEZ%ﬁﬁaﬂa;4ﬁyﬁfég;gﬁir-
OF NEW YORK, iNG. ¢
EG =z Gene

[ pvil fde <,

Writing Opt.



farl Olof Jonsson

Sweden

Watchtower Bible and Tract Society
of New York, Inc.

The Writing Committes

117 Adams Street
BROOKLYR

New York 11201
U&S-}ln g.m&l, SBPtF 5, 19??

Ra, "The n T He "

Dear Brothers,

Thank you greatly for your kind letter of August 19, which I received
sone days ago. 1 prepared the above treatise, and as I told you some able
brothers have eritically examined the manuseript and helped me to make aome
improvements , especially in Part I. Also, ome brother and good friend in
U.S.A. has been of great help in correcting my English. I didn’t think the
names involved in this research to be important, but as I understand that
you intend to investigate this subject carefully and objectively (which is
really very gratifying) I am prepared to answer all guestions I can, and
I will also send the other brothers any questions you have. Thus we coudd
work on this together and send you all important information and observationsz
we might come up with.

Included now is FPart I of the mmnuscriph, contalning a historical survey
of the interpretations of the "Gentile times"™ from the first century and on to
and including C.T. Russell. The purpose of this work is to put our present un-
derstanding of the subjeect into & historical setting and prepare the mnind for
the information presented in Parts II and III. Unfortunately, I am still work-
ing on Part III. I have a rough draft written in Swedisgh and also a lot of
notes, but the problem iz to write 1t out clearly add understandably in dnglish.
Hopefully, it will be ready in October. This part deals with the seriptures
containing the T0-year prophecy (Jer. 25, 29; Dan. 9; 2 Chron, Z6; Zech. 1, T,
ete.), the Seriptural basis for the calculation of the Gentile times to be &
period of 2,520 years, and & discussion of the i914 date. Of course, this part
of the work just gives some suggested alternatives, end much mors reaearch will
be needed to clear up all problems. As soon as it is ready, I will send you
& COpY.

In your letter you mention that vou are obtaining some of the reference
materisl mentioned in the footnotes. As I have almost everything of it Xeroxed
here at my home, I will gladly send you whatever you need, if this will facili-
tate your investigstion.

With Christiasn love.
Your brother,

i ,,% 4y F o



Carl Clof Jonqson

Sweden

Watchtower Bible and Tract Soclety
of New York, Inc.

Writing Dept., Deak EG

117 Adams Strest

BROOKLYN

New York 11201 Andl, Dec. 12, 1977.

Dear Brothers,

I hope that you received Part I of the sbove treatise as you requestad.

It was sent to you on Sept. 5, 1977. I have semt you today, under separate
cover (air msil), Part III, which I promised to send you during October, but
which haa been delayed for seversl reasons. First of all, the laast part
turned out to be longer than was intended, in spite of the faet that aseveral
things have been touched upon very briefly. The correction of the English
toock some time, too, and besides, the manusceript has been prepared asmidst
many other responsibilities, both in the congregation and in my secular work.

Several brothers have now examined the treatise, and most of then tend to
agree sbout the conclusions. We hope, therefore, that you will give the
evidence and arguments presented a careful and ebjective examination. Al-
though some of the evidence may seem to be rather eritically presented, it
should be borne in mind that the eritieism has always reference to an idea
which clearly seems %o be wrong, never to individuals or an association of
individusls. The treatise hes been written in & humble atate of mind, with
love for truth and with & view %o the best interests for all of us. I hope,
therefore, that the argumentation i1s not interpreted as being provoecative,
as this has never been intended.

We are all eagerly looking forward to your comments.
With Christian lowve to all of you.

Your brother,

P38t On p. 27 of my treatise, the last sentence and footnote 20 referred to a
Robert R. Hewton, who some years ago exposed Claudius Ptolemy to have "fudged’
some of his observations. Perhaps you are aware of the faet that he has now
published a book about the matter: ggg_g;;gg_gg_glgggggﬁuzig%ggx, 1977 (John
Hopkins University Press). According to Scientific American (Oct. 1977, p.T9E,
"Newton has also discovered that a large fraction of the observations Ptolemy
attributed to other astronomers is not material he has preserved from the
past but material he has forged. ... Moreover, Ptolemy's forgery may have
extended to inventing the length of reigns of Babylonian kings."™ Thus the

eritical sttitude taken in the Aigd book to Ptoleny is sursely justified. "It
is e¢lear, ” Newton concludes his book, ‘that no atatament made by Ptolamy gcan

be accepted gg;agﬁ 11 gonfirme 2
ers i eskion.” This is exactly what hasg been dnna
in Paxrt II of my traatise, as the Neo-Babylonian chronoclogy is established by

several lines of evidence independent of Ptolemy s canon. These show Ptolemy s
list to be correct with respect to the Neo-Babylonian period.
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Carl Olof Jonsson

Sweden
Dear Brother Jonsson:

To hand is your letter of December 12, 1977, and also the
treatise that you have prepared entitled "The Gentlile Times Re~
considered."”

We have not had the opportunity of examining this material
as yet, as other urgent matters are occcupylng our attentilon.
However, we will lock into this material when we have the oppor-
tunity.

We appreciate your sincerility 1ln wanting to set forth your
views. However, no matter how strong the argumentation may be
In support of these views, they must, for the present, be re-
garded as your personal viewpolnt. It 1s not something that you
should talk about or try to advance among other members of the
congregation. We mention this because you state In your letter
that several brothers have examlned your treatlse and that "we
are all eagerly loocking forward to your comments."

4s you can appreclate, what you state in your treatise
amounts to a radical departure from the present understandlng of
chronology by Jehovah's Witnesses. We are sure that you can ap-
preclate that if changes of Importance are made they should be
made In an orderly way, even as was the case in the first century,
with central direction being given. {4cts 15:1, 2) We are also
sure that you appreciate that for indlviduals to advance and advo-
cate such changes would have, not a wnifying effect, but 2 divi-
sive one producing confusion. We mention this fto you in wview of
the fae¢t that the treatise you sent contains a statement on the
front page deseribing 1t as "prepared by Jehovah's Witnesses, for
Jehovah's Wltnesses." To say that something is "prepared by
Jehovah's Witnesses" implies that it has the sanction of Jehovah's
Witnesses as a2 body, and we are sure you reallze that thls ls not
the case with the treatise at hand. This could give a false im=-
pression and we are confident that this 12 not your desire. You
can be assured that your views will be examined by responsible

A NOMPROFIT CORPORATION



Carl Olof Jonsson
January 17, 1978
Page II
brothers, and that 1f doctrinal change should be made at some
time it will come through the proper channels. This is impor-
tant in preserving the unity of Jehovah's organization.

It 1s hoped that you will observe the counsel supplied abowv
In due course we hope to look into your treatise and evaluate
what is contained therein.

Please be assured of our warm love and best wishes.

Your brothers,

'2255h£k23¢wh#5f?31;?ﬁ4;¥hﬁ?

For the Writing Committee
of the Governing Body

GER = WL

Barry,
énmww.jh%?



Oarl 0Olof Jonsaon

Bwaden

Watchtower Bible and Tract Society
of New York, Inc.

Writing Dept., Desk GEA

117 Adams Street

BROOKLYN

New York 11201 Ini1, February 22, 1978

Dear Brothers,

I appre¢iated your letier of Januery 17 and your promise that my
treatise will be examined by "responsible brothers". Surely we all renlize
the importance of thils matter, as it doss not concern some little detail
only, but the "corner-stone® in our eschatological building. Therefore,
as the search for end spreading of jruth is the primary reason for our
existence as & movement, this subject cannot be handled indifferently or
postponed to some indeterminate future. A cook who was notified of the
evidence indiecating that some of the food he prepares seems 0 be polisoned
would no doubt immediately begin to examine the matter and in the meantime
he would be careful not to have the puspected food being brought in to the
guesta. Doesn’t the same hold true of the epiritual food, too?

You evidently misunderatood the statement I made in my former letter
that "aeveral brothers have now examined the treatise”. I am not talking
about or trying to advance the evidence presented in the treatise among
menbers in the congregation, as I am well aware of the disturbing effects
this could have on the brothers in general. Love for truth and the brothers
does not cause divisions and confusion, but as you know many brothers tend
to regard the thinge written in the Waitchiower publications as nearly
inspired by God and therefore above critical examination in the light of
the Seriptures. (Aets 17:11) I am sure you agree that such an attitude is
very unfortunate and should be opposed. Decause of this attitude open
inquiry has to be avoided, as it time and again is met with irrational
resctiong. The treatise has been exzamined by sixz knowledgeable brothers
in Sweden (nome of whom belong to our congregation) and about eight brothers
in USA and other countries. But as it is probably impossible for everyone
involyved to keep this delicate question secret, I think it will be spread
around more and more as time goes by. There ip smome evidence of this already.
This oould in time cause a lot of trouble, but I am surs you will have
oleared up the matter before that.

Another thing you comment upon is the statement on the front page that
the treatise is "written by end for Jehoveh s witnesses". As some brothers
have beon of great help in examining and correcting the treatise and have
given several good suggestions and amendments, I felt it all right to state
that the treatise was the reault of the research of several witnesses, and
also that it was intendsd for Jehovah ‘s witnesses, not for our opponents
who could use it as a forceful weapon against uas. Nome of the brothers who
have reed the treatlise has hitherto misunderstood this statement, concluding
that the work "has the sanction of Jehovah’s Witnesses as & body". But I
understend your feelings about this detail and have changed the statement
on the front page of my original. Eneclosed is a copy of the new front page
which you may exchange for the old one.

Some other minor detalls, %oo, have been changed in the ireatise,
egpecially some statements about Ptolemy which have been corrscted in
agcordance with the evidence presented by R. B, Newbton in his book The Crimg
of Claudius Ptolemy (see the PS in my former letter). These changes do nof



change any of the lines of evidence presented againat the 607 BCE date, but
havs been done for the sake of exsciness. Ancther correction refers to
footnote 21, pege 63, where "8 months" should read "4 months" and "10 months"
ghould read "2 months®. The changed pages Are enclosed so you may exhange

them,
With warm Christian love.

Your brother in the serviece of Jekhovah and his truth,

@{%?Zf;, JP—



Carl Olof Jonsson

Sweden

Albert D. Schroeder

Watchtower Bible and Tract Society

of New York, Inc.

Writing Dept.

117 Adams Street

BROOKLYN

New York 11201 imd1, December 6, 1978

Dear Brother,

I suppose that you are aware of (and probably have read) my
treatise The Gentile Times Reconsidered, which I sent to the Writing
Department last year. This treatise presented a series of arguments
demonstrating that Jerusalem was desolated by the Babylonians in
587 B.C.E., not in 607 B,0.E, ag we have held hitherto. Although
I have not yet received an answer with an appraisement of the evidence
presented in the treatise, I understand and have been informed that
one reason why the evidence has been disregarded is the importance
you attach to a recent work by Robert R. Newton entitled The Crime
of Claudius Ptolemy (Baltimore 1977), and especially the statement
by the reviewer of this book in Scientific American of Oct. 19717,

p. 80, to the effect that "Piolemy s forgery may have extended to
inventing the length of reigns of Babylonian kings". This statement,
which was also quotad in.jggnﬁgxggigﬁgg of Dec. 15, 1977, p. T47,

ay be D - yed, as is shown in the enclosed papari(a

early this year.'

There are two reasons, brother Schroeder, why I am approaching
you personally in this matter: 1) One of the distriet overseers here
in Sweden, brother Rolf Svensson, told me that you are something of
an expert on chronoclogy at the headquarters, and 2) he 2lso told me
about a meeting that you held in Europe early in August with a number
of prominent brothers. At that meeting you told the audience;

A, that a oampaign now is goi on in USA both from the outside
(the Seventh Day Adventists) and from the inside of our
movement in order to overthrow our present 607 BCE - 1914 CE
chronology,

B. that the Society has no intention at all o abandon the
chronology in its present fornm,

¢. that some of the old documents referred to by these "attackers”
have been proven to be forged (Ptolemy’s king list was mention-
ed) and that the Soclety is following this matter with the
greatest interest, and

D. that there is nothing in the arguments proposed by these
"attackers" that is new to the Society.
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This was, of course, very interesting information {o me, and
I would like to make some comments on it and ask you some questions,
which I hope you will be kind enough to answer.

A, The camvaign. Is it possible that you regard the research I
have done on the Neoc-Babylonian chronclogy and the evidence I have
presented to the Writing Department as a pari of the above-mentioned
campaign? At least it seems that brothers in leading positions here
in Swedem have understood your stetement that way. I have been told
by ons district overseer that it is against the wishes of the Boelety
to become involved in research of the kind I have done, that the
Society does not need it, that & brofther on Ieceland recently was
disfellowshipped because of his researsh, stec. Warnings of similar
kind are also pressnted from the platform. At a eircuit assembly I
visited some weeks ago another district overseer spoke ironically
of some "presumptuous brothers”, who, acting as "small prophets",
have worked out "their own little chronclogy" in opposition to the
Society. Another brother, who belongs to the branch office committee,
in an address he gives to the congregations, devotes considerable
time to warnings against "dangerous elements" in the congregations,
among which elements he especislly refers to brothers who have no
faith in the chronology of the Socilety. I think you can guess what
kind of elimate that develops from utterances such as these -~ a
climate of fear, suspiciousness, etc., where you time and again
find that some brother has interpreted a harmless remark you have
made in a way that may be turmned against you.

My research was started more than ten years ago as a result of
questions put tc me by a man I studied the Bible with. Gradually it
dawned upon me that the generally accepted chronology for the Neo-
Babylonian peried has very strong evidences in support of it. I
tried very hard to refute them, but could not, and at lest I had
to accept them. After having discussed the evidence with some of
ny closest friends (personally or by letter) for some time, it was
decided that they should be presented to the Soelsty. Consequently,
I prepared the treatise The Gentile Times Regongidered and sent it
to the Writing Department. This work has been done with the greatest
seriousness and in all sincerity. How tragically, then, to observe
how a situation develops, where the attention is drawn away from the
question raised - the wvalidity of the 607 BCE date - and directed
to the person who raised it, and he - not the question - is regarded
as the problem!: This is really distressing., How is it possible that
a gituation of this kind develops in our movement?

B. Abandon the c¢hronology or no$? I can readily understand the
hesitation to abandon the chronology, even if the evidences against
it are very strong. Abandonning the 607 BCE -~ 1914 CE calculation
would have very serious consequences for our present understanding
of the events sinece 1914 (as I also demonstrated in Part III of the
treatise). And I can also understand the argument used by brother
Fred Rusk to a close friend of mine, who recently visited the head-
quarters and discussed the chronology with him, viz., that "we cammot
just take away the 1914 date, if we have nothing to put in its place”.
On the other hand, love for truth hag been one of the most important
earmarks of our movement and surely this has been one of the reaaons
why God has blessed this movement in the past. Those loving the truth
will have no problems with even big changes, as they realize that the
changes are made in order to conform to truth and faets. I know many
brothers (who know nothing of the evidences against the 607 BCE date),
who now have ineressing problems with our present chromology, Just
because they see the 1914 date becoming more and more distant and the
generation fixed to it extended to the breasking-point, and the critical
decade of the 1970s (with the 1975 date) soon behind us. There is a
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widespread and growing feeling that something is basically wrong, and this
ie, surely, our chronology. - Do we really need "something to put in its
plece®? To a Christian the Bible and what is contained therein is enough
as a foundation for his faith. And he finds mo 60T BCE or 1914 CE dates
there. The first Christians had no such dates, and yet what they had was
enocugh for them. When they asked Jesus about the time when the kingdom of
God would be set up, he did not give them any dates or chronological calcu-
lations, end he &id not refer them to Daniel, chapter four. He just told
them that "It does not belong to you to get knowledge of the times (kairoi)
end seasons which the Father has placed in his own Jurisdiction". - Acts
116,7. Shouldn’t this statement be enough to put in place of the 607-1914
caleulation?

¢. Forsed documents? I was really surprised to hear that some of the
documents establishing the chronolegy of the Neo-Babylonian period have
been proven to be forged. I asked myself: If this is true, why wasn’t I
notified of it as an answer to my treatise? This would surely have been
very helpful to me. I know nothing of such forgeries, although I have studied
thése documents for years and been following the discussions of them in the
solentific journals. But scom I realized that the "dooumenis" referred %o
could only be Ptolomy’s king list (which I did not use as an evidence in my
treatise). And perhaps you did not say that this king list
to be forged (as it hes not), but only that it could be proved. Brother
Rugk, too, in his above-mentioned discussion with my friend, referred to
the possible invention of Ptolemy’s king list, and did not seem to know
anything about other forgeries. So I draw the conclusion that thie list is
the "documents" referred to. Could you confirm this?

Ptolemy ‘s king list was not invented, as I have demonstrated in the
enclosed paper on The Redsns of Bebylonian Kinzg, in which Ptolemy ‘s canon
is compared with the reigns of the Babylonian kings es found in other and
mush older documents. Pholemy evidently got his informetion from older
sources, available to him. On the other hand, R. R. NWewton seemed to have
demonstrated thet Piolemy had forged many of the astronomical observations
attached to this king list in his Almagest. How could it be possible that
these observations were forged, if the king list was not? In order to get
an answer to this guestion, I sent my paper on IThe Heligng ol Dabylonian
Kings to Mr. Newton and asked some questions. I also asked some questions
about the solar sclipse in the eponymy of Bur-Sagale, mentioned in the
eponym Canon.

Mr. Newton is mo expert on Assyro-Babylonien chronology and history,
whioh he also readily admits in his bock Ihe Cpime of Claudiug Lf0)omys:

"I have not attempted to study the evidence avaeilable from sources other
$han Ptolemy for earlier years", that is, before Nebuchadnezzar (p. 375).
This also became evident in our correspondence., Although he had examined
the astronomical diery VAT 4956 and confirmed the date earlier established
for Nebuchadnezzar ‘s 37th regnal year (568/567 BCE), and thus also could
fix Nebuchadmezzar ‘s firet regnal year to 604/603 BCE, he knew practically
nothing about the old documents on which the Aseyro-Babylonian chronology
is founded. This is clearly demonstreted in his discusslon of the Assyrian
eponym cancn, where he mekes a very gross blunder. (Unfortunately, it seems
as if the discussion of the epomym lists in the 4id book proceeds from the
same mistake, giving the impression that the placing of Sennacherib’s
eponyny in his 18th regnal year iz en invention by medern historians, while
this informetion is giver in the eponym lists themselves! p. 326:4.55

In his answer, Newton admits that “the king list may be genuine®, and
by this he does not only mean thei it was not invented (because this is
very apparent from my table), but alsc that it may be ocorrect. This is
two different thing: The canon was not invented, but tock its information
from older sources. But does it agree with fscts? The answer to this
question is of course dependent on the guestion if the older sources
agree with facts. And this was what I demonstrated in my treatise, where
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I presented several lines of independent evidence, demonstrating that
the accepted ehronology of the Neo-Babylonisn peried is correct. There
are alse other lines of evidencs, not included in the treatise, which
fix the length of the Neo-Babylonian period, but as it covers different
segments of the period and not the whols perdod I did not ineclude 1%
in the treatisz, One of those segments, for example, covers the period
from the 16%th year of ¥abopolessar to the accesslon-yesr of Nabonldus.
A dogmaent freom the raign of Nabonidus states thet thie peried was 54
years {610-556 BCE), - T encloze Newton's answer and also & copy of

my answer o his letter. He did mot answor my last letter, evidently
baecauss he could not refute it.

D, Nothing new? Of course you could say =o in Auwgust, 1978. But
when you recsived Part Il of wy tresatvise ia May, 1977, didn’t you
find anything new in it7? What about the Harran stsle, Nabon. H 1, B?
This stele was discovered in 1956, aud & traunslation of it was pube
lished by Gadd in 1958. Did you lmow anything ebout this stele when
the égg_book was published in 1971% I draw the conclusion that you
didn ‘s, beeause if you did, you wouldn’t have referred %o the damaged
copy of the same stele, discovered iu 1906, without mentioning the
stele with the gomplete chronological infermation on i%, discovered
50 years later. To discuss the dawaged stele in order tc demonstrate
how little we know about the leo-Babylonian chronology would not have
been honest, if you knew about the new stele in good condition from
1956. As I am convinced that the one who wrote that article was an
honest man, I must conclude that he didn’t know of the new stele from
1956, To ne it also sceems wery unlikely thet you knew anything about
jhe Bgibi-tablets and the strong evidence they give for the Neo-
Bebylonian peried, or the evidence from the contemporary chronology
of Egypt, independently founded upon a series of Apis-stelse. The
three kinds of evidence mentiomed sbove are all gontemporary with
the Neo-Bebylonian perdod, they are all indspendent of each other,
gnd yet they 21l agree as to the length of the Neo-Babylonien period.
They are the gtronsest evidence we have todsy as respecting the length
of the Neo-Babylonien period. Yet, pong of them have ever been mentioned
in any of our publicetions, nelther in the Ald book nor elsewhere. If
this evidence was "nothing new", it seems very curious %o me that it
has never been discussed or mentioned snywhere, and no attempts have
been made %o refute it. Are you sure that nothing of this was new when
the Ald bock was prepared, or when you got my treatise in 19777

One objection to my arguments sgainst the 607 BCE date ie that
they are all built upon "worldly" or "profane” sources, To this it is
only to point out that a very great part of our preaent "Biblé chrono-
logy", too, iz built solely on “"worldly" sources, viz., the more than
2,500 years from 539 BCE to 1978 CE. And besides, exaetly the same kind
of evidence (= profane or worldly documents) that makes the 539 BCE
date an "sbsolute date" or a "pivotal date" in our present chronology
also makes the 587 date (as the 18th date of Nebuchadnezzar, when Jeru-
palem wes destroyed) an "absolute date” or a "pivotal date™. The fact
is that our whole "Bible chronology", which is fixed to the 539 BCE
date, for that reason is solely founded upon "worldly" sources! Every
argument put forth egeinst the documents on which the 587 BOE date is
built also hite the 539 BCE date with the same fore®, and, indirectly,
also the 607 BCE date, as that date is derived from the 539 BCE date!l
This is the real situation, and that is why weo should accept the 587
BCE date instead of the 607 3CE date as the correct date for the de~
atruction of Jerusalem.

I am econfident that you won’t teke offence at my outapokenness,
but will examine the enclosed material with an open mind. Feel sure
thaet I have the best thoughts of all of you and, in spite of the
present difficulties, am praying thet Jehovah will centinue %o lead
us all into his truth more fully snd to show Christien love to each
others. I am looking forward to your angiyer. Your brother,

g - - - .
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CABLE WATOHTOWER

Carl 0lof Jonsson
Sweden
Dear Brother Jonsson:

We are writing to inform you that your letter
of December 6, with enclosure, addressed to Brother
A. D. Schroeder, has been safely recelved and has
been passed to the Writing Department. We are not
at the moment making any reply or comment on the
peints raised in your letter.

Please be zassured of our best wishes.

Your brothers,

gﬁﬁ%ﬁhwﬁhﬁﬁkg“

OF MEW YORK, LNG,

Ew:=£c.
Cind @',
Hrit. Dept,
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Carl Olof Jopgson

Sweden
Dear Brother Jomnsson:

Further to our letter of December 22, there are a few comments
that we would like to make.

We wish to advise you that we are not disregarding or dlsmiss-
ing what you have written, elther in your letter with enclosures
addressed to Brother Schroeder or in your previous correspondence
sent to us. It 1s evident that you have done much research and we
have no desire to imply that you are not consclentious in your
presentation and motives. You clearly feel the secular evidence
found is sufficient to reach a positive conclusion. We do not share
that firm conviction and, therefore, believe it 1s better for the
present to reserve our judgment.

With regard to doing research on the subject, as mentloned on
page 2 of your letter, this 1s entirely a matter for personal
decision and responsibllity. It ecertainly would not be true to
say that anyone has been disfellowshiped because of doing resealch,
However, whether or not as a result of doing this, if anyone keeps
on pushing his views on a certain subject to the extent of causing
public controversy and dispute, and hence disunity, then in the
interests of the brothers, it requires that some action be taken.
If there is any question about a certain matter, then, until that
can be settled and made plain to all beyond any reasonable dispute,
it is better to show consideration by not making a big issue over
it, giving rise to dissenslon and debate.--1 Cor. 1:10, 11.

We much appreciate the closlng expressions in your letter and
assure you of our warm Christian love.

Your brothers,

Wﬁwﬁﬁc&%—

OF NEW YORIK ING

e Chity
Wl Dok
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Carl Olof Jonsson ek ep 2.
Sweden

Dear Brother Jonsson:

We are sorry for the long delay in sending a further reply to you with
regard to the materiil you submitted to the Soclety In 1977 on the subject of
ancient chronology. For some years before receiving the information that you
provided and even during the years since recelving 1t the Soclety has continued
to gather materials on the subject of Biblical and secular chronology. We
appreciate what you have submitted and have read it and thought about it. In
no way has it been forgotten or merely shoved aslde as if of no importance.

We are also in possession of your materlal entitled "The Gentile Times Recon-
sidered." This too has been read and will be subject to further consideration
in the future.

We recognize that the research represented by the material that you have
glven us has required considerable time. Also we recognize that much time and
effort went into writing up the information in the form in which you submitted
it to us. Since you are quite evidently interested in promoting a better under-
standing of the inspired Word of God and have put forth so much effort to make
a contribution to that end, we feel that it is only falr to make some comments
about your material. We would like, though, to mention two problems that pre-
sent themselves: (1) We do not feel that it would be proper for us to enter
into point-for-point debate over every detail where we disagree or remain un-
convinced about conclusions to which you have come. This would be out of har-
mony with the splrit of what is said about "questionings" and "debates" at 1
Timothy 6:3-5; (2) the material that you sent us with regard to chronology in
itself covers scores of typewritten pages, and the Information entitled "The
Gentile Times Reconsidered" runs to 107 typewritten pages. Since those who
handle correspondence for the Soclety have a considerable load of work to pro-
cess each day, it 1s nelther possible nor would it be fair to others for us to
enter into lengthy correspondence with you. We do not mean that any answer
you choose to glve to this letter would be ignored. Whatever you say will be
read and carefully considered. But the Soclety cannot enter into lengthy and
repeated correspondence on these matters. As in the case of any subject, all
we can do 1s endeavor to gather the best and most reliable materials and to
draw conclusions from them that harmmonize wholly with the Inspired Word of God.

We will, however, make an effort to offer a few comments with regard to
some points made in the matertals that you sent to us. First of all, as to the
Canon of Ptolemy, the Society cannot accept Ptolemy's figures for Babylonlan
kings as an wnerring gulde for the chronology of that period. The Canon of
Ptoleny is composed basically of two things--history and astronomical informa-—
tion. Ptolemy had at his disposal some historical documents that gave the
lengths of reign for Babylonlan kings and he also had at his disposal astro-
nomical informstion. When he gives information about eclipses, that information
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is correct. But when he synchronizes that information with years of certain
kings, that 1s another matter. There is no evidence that Ptolemy had at his
disposal documents contemporary with the Neo-Babylonian pericd. Possibly he
had access to certain "astronomical diaries" that glve the name and year of

a certain king along with observations of planetary positlons during the year.
However, all of such astronomlcal diaries that have been preserved down to our
day date from the Seleucld Era. They are coples from earlier documents. The
earlier documents themselves may have been coples from originals written during
the Neo-Babylonian perlod. Ptolemy's figures for Babylonlan kings agree with
other flgures avalilable from such copies of astronomical dlaries written during
the Seleucid Era.

fn example is the tablet known as VAT 4956. It appears from the infor-
mation that you sent ug that you are in possession of the article about (and
translation into German of) this tablet provided by Paul Neugebauer and Ernst
Weldner in 1915. You will note that on page 38 of the German text (as we
translate into English) the following: "Our copy of thils observation text was
not made in the year -567/66 itself. It is rather a copy of a much later time."
The authors also point out: "Additionally attention is called to the signature
. « . which leads to the first line of the followlng tablet deallng with Nebu-
chadnezzar's 38th year. Our tablet therefore belongs to a collection of astro-
nomical observation texts which probably covered a iong period of time and were
designed to serve as a basis for theoretical astronomical work." It is true
that on page 39 the same authors state: "As far as contents are concerned, of
course, our copy 1s a true plcture of the original." While this opinion may be
correct for the astronomical information on the tablet, 1t does not necessarily
hold true regarding its historical details, While the astronomlcal information
on this tablet points to the year -567/66 (568-567 B.C.E.), attributing the tab-
let to the 37th year of Nebuchhdnezzar may be simply the opinion of a scribe
assenbling and dating "a collecticn of astronomlcal observation texts," working
at a "mach later" pericd, who came to accept historical data that corresponds
with that later presented by Ptolemy.

We do not mean by thls, Brother Jonsson, that the Soclety views all of
Ptolemy's figures as incorrect. For example, Ptolemy allows 43 years for
Nebucahdnezzar; and this is conflirmed by the Blble itself.

As for chronicle texts that have survived down to our time from anclent
Babylon, these cover only relatively small parts of the Neo-Babylonian kingdom.
For example, we have information from chronicle texts for the first eleven
years of Nebuchadnezzar and for his 37th year, for the third year of Neriglissar,
but nothing from Amel Marduk and Labashi Marduk. Only part of the reign of
Nabonidus is covered. While the years of Babylonian kings named in these
chronicle texts do not contradict the Canon of Ptolemy, in themselves they are
not sufficlent to constitute full and absolute veriflcatlon of alld Ptolemy's

figures.

What, then, about the Nabonidus Harran Stele designated NABON H 1, B. It
appears from your correspondence that you have a copy cof the article about this
document published in Anatolian Studies, Vol. 8, 1958, We note that Ptolemy's
Canon allows for the veriod between Assyrian King Esarhaddon and Nabopolassar
of Babylon a period of 42 years. The Nabonidus Harran stele glves U2 years
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for Assurbanipal, who succeeded Esarhaddon. But before Nabcpolassar this in-
scription presents a 3-year reign for a certain king Assur-etiliu-i1i. And
there 1s a contract tablet dated to the fourth year of Assur-etillu-ili. C. J.
Gadd, translator into English of NABON H 1, B, polnts out a further problem:
"This difficulty is much increased when the reign of Sin-sar-iskun 1s also
taken into conslderation, for there has appeared to be sufficlent indication
that he too was king of Assyria before the accesslon of Nabopolassar . . .
Nothing 1s known about the relations of Assur-etiliu-ili and Sin-sar-iskun,
both of whom were successors of Assurbanipal, one, probably both, belng his
son. The former is shown by contracts to have ruled for at least four, the
latter for at least seven, years."

The same author also states: "In the present state of our lmowledge it
is hardly worthwhile elaborating conjectures to account for these seeming dis-
crepancies: (a) that the Harran inscription appears to require about two years
more between the death of Assurbanipal bBad the accession of Nabopolassar than
our evidence, including the Ptolemalc Canon, puts at our disposal; (b) that
the relgn of Sin-sar-iskun, which otherwise should have begun before that of
Naboprlassar, is now seemingly excluded from the brief interval then occurring."
These chronological dlfficulties presented by contemporary cuneiform texts as
well as the Canon of Ptolemy have engaged the attentlon of schelars. In view
of the facts, we feel nelther compelled nor inclined to view the figures in
the Canon of Ptolemy as an infallible gulde in matters of chronology.

With regard to business documents such as are presented by the Fgibl
House tablets, we know that there are tablets for all years of Neo-Babylonian
kings represented in the Canon of Ptolemy. But can we say without doubt that
the tablets from Egibl House represent every year of every king of that period?
Can we say with certainty that none of these kings ruled during years not rep-
resented by tablets from the Fgibl House? Surely we carmnot. For example,
during the reign of Darius I there are no records from Egibl House for years
7, 32, 33, 34 and 36. But we would not be warranged in saying thetthis king
did not rule during those years simply on the basis of there being no tablets.
We camnot say with certainty that Neo-Babylonian kings ruled only during years
represented by such tablets.

As to the synchronism of Egyptian chronology with Babvlonlan kings and
also rulers of Judah, the lengths of relgn that can be verified by stelae do
not extend beyond the time of Nebuchadnezzar's reign. We see no reason to
disagree with the figures that synchronize with kings in Babylon and Judah
before the time of Nebuchadnezzar. However, for the reigns after that time,
for instance, for the reilgns of Amasis and Psammetichus IIT there is some dis-
agreement in historlecal scurces. With regard to Amasis, according to one source,
Manetho attributes to him 44 years. However, Syncellus quotes Manetho as glv-
ing him only 42 years. The hlghest date for Amasis known on monuments 1s year
44, Interestingly, though, Dlodorus of Sicily (I, 68) attributes to this king
55 years. With regard to Psammetichus IIT, Manetho attributes to him a ruler-
ship of six months. However, the highest date available from monuments for
this king is year 2; and a document mentioned in the publication Notice des
papyrus démotiques archatques (by Revillout) glves four years of rule to a
King Psammetlchus that the author claims is Psammetichus IIT. Hence, some
historical sources for the kines Amasls and Psammetichus ITI glve more years
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than the lengths of reign commnly accepted. As to the years when Psarmetichus
reigned, some scholars (Unger, Wiedemann, Petrie) state that this king reigned
in 526 and 525 B.C.E., whereas other scholars (Krall and Spiegelberg) prefer
the years 528 and 527 B.C.E. In vlew of thls, we can say with certainty that
the chronology for the 26th dynasty of Egypt absolutely confirms the figures
in the Canon of Ptolemy for the Neo-Babvlonlan pericd? Surely we cannot make
such a claim.

We note that in the material about "The Gentlle Times Reconsidered,"
beginning on page 51, you advance the opinion that the Babylonian captivity
began inthe accession year of Nebuchadnezzar. As one line of evidence for this
you cite the Babylonian chronicle as published by Wiseman, which includes thls
statement: "At that time Nebuchadrezzar conquered the whole area of the Hattl-
country." However, the translation that appears in Assyrlan and Babylonian
Chronicles, by A. K. Grayson does not have "Hatti-country" in this place, but
rather "Haimalth.” In a note Grayson says: "Kur Ha-[ma-al-tu: a restoration
Ha-[at]-tu is to be rejected on the grounds that otherwise 1t appears Hat-tu
in this chronicle." :

According to Josephus, as acknowledged in your material, at Carchemish
Nebuchadnezzar "occupied all Syria, with the exception of Judsh." With this
the Seriptures agree. Jeremiah states that Nebuchadnezzar took Jews into cap-
tivity "in the seventh year," "in the elghteenth year" and in "the twenty-third
year" of his reign. (Jer. 52:28-30) The fact that Nebuchadnezzar toock "heavy
tribute" from Hatti-land does not have to mean that the seventy years of cap-
tivity to Babylon had begun. Gentile kings previous to Nebuchadnezzar had
also taken tribute from Judah.

Once again, Brother Jonsson, we express appreciation for the hard work
that you have done on the material that you have sent to us. There are many
valuable observations in it, both from the Scriptures and from secular sources
and we will keep it on flle for reference. However, at present the Soclety
has no plans for publishing anything additional or different from what already
has been published on this subject.

Nevertheless, as Informatlon continues to flow in, it may be that some-
thing of this type can be done in the future. Once agaln, tharnk you for the
considerable time and effort that you have put forth In order to promote a
clearer understanding of a most difficult subject. We send our love and

greetings.
Your brothers,

GF NEW YORK, INC,
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Watchtower Bible and Tract Society
of New York, Inc.

Writing Dept. (EJ:ESC)
Brooklyn, New York 11201 March 31, 1980

Dear Brothers:

Your letter of February 28, 1980, arrived safely about two weeks
ago. First, I would like to tell you that I appreciated it, and
eapecially the way in which it was written: discussing - in a apirit
of brotherly love and respect - the question of chronology as such,
not the questioner, his motives (if he is illoyal, apostate, presumpt-
eous, etc.), his right to examine the subject and question previous
conclueions, his right to share his findings with his friends and
ask for their reaoctions, snd so on - as if this was the problem.
However, when a fire-alarm starts to hoot, it would not be relevant
to conclude that something has gone wrong with the alarm and that
a close examination of it in order to bring it to silence would
solve the problem. I find it encouraging that you, in your most
recent letter, turn your whole attention to the "fire", soc to apesk.

I appreciated alaso very much the initiative taken by Brother
Bengt Hanseson in visiting me last December for a private talk, after
which he wrote to you about my situation.

Of course, I understand quite well that it is impossible for
you to enter into a lengthy correspondence with me on the subject of
chronoclogy and debate over every detail in my treatise {"The Gentile
Times Reconsidered”). On the other hand, I do not hesitate to answer
your letter, partly because the points you brought up against my
conclusions are clearly invalid, which is easy to demonstrate, and
partly because I will present two additional lines of evidence to
the ones earlier presented in the treatise against the 607 BCE date.
I am not doing this because I find pleasure in "questioninga" and
“debatea", or because I want to prove that I am right and you are
wrong., Who is right is not important. What is right is important.
Truth and facts belong to all who love them. That’s why I feel I
should answer your letter.

A true scientist {and any truth-lover, for that matter) invites
reactions and friendly coriticism, as that will give him opportunity
to correct errors and bring his thoughts closer to the truth, I taks
it for granted that this is your attitude, too, and as you write in
your letter that "whatever you say will be read and carefully
conaidered™, I feel confident that the criticiem and additional
information offered on the following pages will be carefully examined
by you without preconceived opinions. Openness to truth, courage to
look into and face the truth, and readineas to accept the truth when
it is clearly seen, no matter what it turns out to be - these are
the marks of a truth-lover, of a true Christian. It would be foolish
to epend a lot of time and energy on trying to defend, to the very
last, a certain idea or interpretation, only because there ims nothing
to put in its place, if all the evidences we have indicate it has
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nothing to do with reality. If, nevertheleas, such an idea or
interpretation is published, preached and spread out to millions
of people and is presented, not only as a theory, but as a basic
Christian truth, the rejection of whioh is said to arouse the
wrath of God, then this would be more than foolish. It would be
a grave sin, for which Jehovah would hold us reaponsible.

The points you brought up will be discussed one by one under
different headlines. If you choose to write some lineas and tell
me what you think and how you feel about the information below,
this would be much appreciated. If you believe I could be of any
help in your further investigation of this subject, perhaps by
giving further information on some detail or sending some material
you need, feel free to ask me.

I regret that this letter with the discussion on the following
pagea has become so long. Yet, I have tried to explain things aa
briefly as possible. I had intended to add some additional information
on the subject, too, but perhaps that could be done in another letter
in the future, if necessary.

Brothera, thank you once again for your kind letter! With
Christian love.

Your brother,

ép{f%ﬁ; F e,

Carl 0lof Jonsson

Enclosures:
1. Correspondence Jonsson-Sachs.
2. Somepages from J. Oates’ article in Irag XXVII, 1965.
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THE CANON OF PTOLEMY

Your first comments concern the Canon of Ptolemy, and your
statement that his Canon cannot be regarded as an "unerring guide"
for the chronology of the Babylonian era ie, of course, correct.
This was basically what I said in my treatise, too. Ptolemy's
Tigures have been accepted by modern historians, not because his
Canon in itself is regarded as an unerring guide for the chronology
of the Babylonian and later periods, but beocause (1) his figures
have been confirmed by a number of much older sources for the
chronology of that time, some of which are contemporary with the
Neo-Babylonian era, and because (2) in his great work Almagest he
establishes the chronology presented in his Canon as an
chronology with the aid of a large amount of astronomical material
gathered from ancient sources. His calculations have been checked
and verified by modern astronomers, and more than that: Modern
discoveries of ancient astronomical tablets, especially so=called
astronomical "diariea™, have enabled modern astronomers and historians
to establish the absolute chronology of almost the whole period
covered by the Canon of Ptolemy,
sclipses, thus giving an independent confirmation of his chronology.
So what matters today is not the Canon of Ptolemy, but the older
documents and sources that have confirmed it: astronomical diaries,
contract tablets, chronicles, king lists, contemporary Babylonien
and Egyptian stelae, etc. -~ and the Bible.

I noticed with interest your statement about Ptolemy, that
"When he ?ivea information about eclipses, that information is
correct” (p. 1). One of the ancient eclipses he records is dated
to the 5th year of Nabopolassar (Almagest, V 14, p. 340), identified
by modern astronomers with the lunar eolipse of April 22, 62t BCE.
This, of course, fixes Nebuchadnezzar’'s 1st year to 604 BCE (as his
father Nabopolassar ruled for 21 years), and his 18th year (when he
desolated Jerusalem) to 587 BCE. I noticed some years ago that the
Aid book makes an attempt to identify this eclipse with one that
took place 20 yearas earlier, on June 1, 641 BCE, to correspond with
the chronology of the Aid book. In support of this identification
it is added that "This earlier eclipse was totgl (i.e., 12 digits
or more) as compared to the very minor one of only 1.6 digits in
621 BCE" (p. 331:3). This atatement proved to me that the author of
the Aid article had never read the description recorded by Ptolemy
and cheoked how this desoription squares with the alternative
identification he presents. Ptolemy’s scurce gave a fairly detailed
description of this eclipse, including its magnitude. It is clearly
stated that it was a minor one, and that only a fourth of the diameter
of the moon was eclipged. Thus the fact that the eclipse of June 1,
641 BCE, waa fotal does not support the identification, it actually
makes 1t impossible! I find this error all the more remarkable, as
the author earlier in his article stresses the importance of Imowing
if an eclipse was total or not. Other details, too (the month, the
day, the time of the night, etc.) make the eclipse of June 1, 641 BCE
impossible and establish the eclipse of April 22, 621 BCE as the only
possible eclipse that fits the decription. (R.R, Newton’s recent
attempt to "prove" that Ptolemy fabricated some of the eclipses he
records seems to have been a mistake: his "evidences" have been
rejected by all competent scholars, as far as I know). This is only
one of several other errors I have come acroas on examining the
"Chronology" article in the Aid book. Excuse me for pointing this
out, but I hope such errors will be corrected in future editions of
this otherwise excellent and extremely valuable Bible dictionary.
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ASTRONOMICAL "DIARIES™: VAT 4956 - AND BY 32312!

Commenting on VAT 4956, you repeat your earlier argument (Aid,
p. 33118, discussed in my treatise, p. 39), that "while the
astronomical information on this tablet pointa to the year -567/66
(568-567 B.C.E.), attributing the tablet to the 3Tth year of
Nebuchadnezzar may be simply the opinion of & scribe assembling and
dating 'a collection of astronomical obssrvation texts,' working
at a 'much later' periocd™ ete. What you suggest is, that the
astronomical diaries were not originally dated, but that dates (such
as the "37th year of Nebuchadnezzar") were inserted in the texts
by later copyists. Is this a plausible explanation, or is it a
deaperate attempt to explain away a text, which would otherwise
once and for all punoture the 607 BCE date and establish 587 BCE
as the absolute date for Nebuchadnezzar‘s 18th regnal year?

The astronomical diaries usually contained very detailed
information about the positions of the moon and the five (then
known) planets, as well as other information (meteorological events,
earthquakea, market prices, and sometimes also historical events).
Ag you point out, VAT 4956 is dated from the beginning of the 37th
year to the beginning of the 38th year of Hobuohndno:znr, hut this
ia not enough: b ghout, almos y6 Ie : ’ ;
are dated, giving the nonth, tha day, The tinn of the dar or night).
etc. About forty dates of this kind are given during Nebuchadnezszar’s
37th year, and of course it was not necessary to repeat the regnal year
at all these places, a8 this was given at the beginning of each year
(ae i®s done also in other documents, such as annals and chronicles).

Do you reallr think 1t 15 likely that the original ta:tu contninad

Mmu? Suraly it mat be regu'doﬂ. u.s oxtrmelr
unlikely that the Babylonian astronomers would leave out such an
important detail! All texts of this kind that have been discovered
(about 1200 fragments of astronomical diaries have been discovered,

a2 third of which are so well-preserved that they may be dated) are
dated to the year of the reigning king. Are all these dates inserted
by later copyists? Most of the diaries cover the period 385 - 60 HCE,
but a number of them are copies from earlier periocds. And now I will
present another diary, glder than VAT 4956, that once again confirms
the chronology given by the Canon of Ptulemw and refutes the 607 BCE
date.

In an article, entitled "Babylonian observational astronomy" and

published in _&im._l‘n&h_ﬂuﬂ_?.u-ﬁsﬂm, ger. A. 276 (1974), pp.
43-50, professor Abraham J. Sachs (the scholar who coined the term

"diaries" for these texts and without doubt the foremost authority on
astronomical diaries living today) gives & short presentation of the
diaries. On p, 48 he mentions that the oldest datable diary is from
the year 652 BCE and says: "I found the astronomical contents to be
just barely adequate to make this date rirtunlly osrtain. It was a
graat relief nhen I was a : m th . D 8

=651 in & woll-dated historial chropiole.” (My stress). This seemed
to be a text of great importance for the question of the Babylonian
chronology, and as the text and a translation of it had not yet been
published, I wrote to prof. Sachs and asked a couple of questions:

b}
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"1. What information in the diary makes the date -651
'virtually certain'?

%2, Whet kind of historical remark in the diary corresponds
with what statement in which well-dated chronicle?

In his answer Prof. Sache gave me all information I had asked for,
and even sent me an IBM copy (almost as good ms his photograph) of the
diary in queation, BM 323%12. Of special interest is, that your argument
that the diaries may have been dated by copyiste from a much later
period cannot be applied to thie diary, as "year a
are broken away", yet, thanks to the historical remark in the diary,
this information can be supplied from another source.

Firatly, the year - 652 BCE - is fixed by the astronomical informaticn.
Sechs writes: "The preserved astronomical events (Mercury’s last visibility
in the east behind the Plsces, Saturn’s last visibility behind Pisces, both
around the t4th of month I; Mars” stationary point in Scorpio on the 17th
of month I; Mercury’s first visibility in Pisces on the 6th of month XII)

g t «" According t¢ the Canon of Ptolemy, 552 BCE
corresponds to the 16th year of Shamashshumukin (the predecessor as king
of Babylen of Eandalanu, who was followed by Nabopolassar, the father of
Nebuchadnezzar).

Secondly, the diary etates that the king of Babylon was involved in
a battle at a place called Hirit on the m_y_og_me_igjm%g. Ir
Ptolemy ‘s chronology is correct, this battle was fought in the 16th year
of Shamashshumukin. Can this be confirmed? %Yes, it can. As Sachs points
out, we find the same information in a well-known chronicle.

The chronicle is the so-called "Al:itu. chroniole“. BM 863?9. latest
transleted by A. K, Grayson in Asgyrig Balb : eg (1975),
pp. 131, 132. The chronicle cvovers a part of the raign of Shamashahumukin,
inoludmg his 16th year. Not only is the battle at Hirjit mentioned, but
also t and the month when it was fought, praciuly as in the diery.
Obv. 13-16 of the chronicle reads:

"On the twenty-sgeventh day of Adar (= 12th month) the armies
of Assyria and Akked did battle in Hirit. The army of Akked
retreated from the battlefield and a major defeat was inflicted
upon them. {However), there were still hostilities (and) warfare
continued." '

I am sure you realize what this new evidence means. The astronomical
eventas described in the diary fix the battle at Hirit on Adar 27 to the
year 652 BCE. The "Akitu Chronicle"™ olearly shows that this battle at
this place on this day was fought in the 16th year of Shamashshumukin.
Thus, Shemashshumukin’s 16th year was 652 BCE. But this is also the
year given by the Canon of Ptolemy for Shamashshumukin ‘s 16th year! Once
again, as so many times before, Ptolemy’s Canon is confirmed, and this
at & point that also, once again, refutes our 607 BCE date. Dating the
destruction of Jerusalem in the 18th year of Nebuchadnezzar to 607 BCE
dislocates all dates before Nebuchadneszar 20 years. It would, for
example, put Shamashshumukin‘’s 16th year in 672 BCE, not in 652 BCE.

But this is refuted by this new dliary, which is another independent
witness supporting the 587 BCE date for the desolation of Jerusalem.
Prof. Sache adde in his letter: "I should perhaps add that the absolute
chronology of the regnal years of Shamashshumikin was never in doubt,
end it ie only confirmed again by the astronomical diary."

For your convenience, I have enclosed the correspondence with
Prof, Sachs and the material he sent me.
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THE NABONIDUS HARRAN STELE -~ AND THE NABCNIDUS BABYION STELE!

Your comments on the Neo-~Babylonian chronicles agree with the more
deteiled information I presented in my treatise, pp. 28, 29, so I will

immediately proceed to your cbjections to ihe Harran ingeripticn.

Tou hold that the Harran insoription is open to doubt, because it
seems 1o present a J-year reign for the Aspyrian king Assur-etillu-ili
before Nabopclassar, while contract tablets are dated up to the 4th
year of this king. But aince Gadd published the translation of the
text in 1958, others have examined the difficulties he pointed out end
offered solutions to them. The most important studies are the ones by

Wolfgane yon Soden (24, Vol. 58, 1967, pp. 241-255), Joan Oates (Irag,
Vol. 28, 1965, pp. 135-159), and Julian Reade (JCS, Vol. 23, 1970, pp.1-9).

After the death of Assurbanipal of Assyria end Kandalanu of Babylen
(these kings might have been identical, Eandalsnu being Assurbanipal’s
Babylonian throne-name) in 627 BCE, Assur-etillu-ili‘s legitimate right
to the throne was opposed by a general, Sin-Shum-lishir, and then by
& brother of Assur-etillu-ili, Sineshar-ishkun. This caused a civil war,
and Nabopolassar, & military commender in the south, took advantage of
the situation and seized the throne of Babylon, Then, for some yeara,
at least three armies operated at the same time in Babylonia, and it is
understandable that a number of the oities changed sides more than onoe,
as it was no longer evident which authority was to be viewed as the
legitimate one. The confusing situation is reflected in all documents
dated in this periocd, Assur-etillu-ili being regarded as king in one
¢ity while his brother Sin-shar-ishkun was accepted as ldng in another.

Oates in his article demonstrates that Adda-Guppi, the mother of
Nabonidus and a priestess at ths Sin-temple in Harran, abandonned Harran
in the 3rd year of Assur-etillu-ili and moved to Babylon, but actually,
the Herran inscription does not state that this was his laat year, as
Gadd concluded. From this time onward Adda-Guppi served under Babylonian
kings. Reade, who accepts this basic conclusion, demonstrates in his
article how all the confusing documents from the period may be harmonized.
The solutiona offered are in agreement with the Harran inscription, which
even has proved to be very helpful in the attempt to reconatruct the
events during this chaotio period. There meems to be no reason, therefore,
for meintaining an overcritical attitude toward ‘the Harran insoription.

If you atill feel there is, then consider the fact that there exists
another stele from the reign of Nabonidus, THE NABONIDUS STELE FROM
BABYLON (discovered in 1896), that confirms the length of reigns given on
the Harran stele for the Basbylonian kings! This stele (cf. Gadd, p. 73;

I d4id pot deal with this additional evidence in my treatise) was evidently
made in the 2nd year of Nabonidus (see the discussion by P.-R, Berger in
Die Neuha ache igei [

bylonigche nigginsehrdfion, Vol., I, 1973 p. 110£ff.). Acoording
to the translation published in Pritchard “s ANBE?, pp. 308=311, this stele
states that "the temple eshul.hul in Harran wae in ruins for 54 years",
until Fabonidus in the beginning o his reign took measures for restoring
it. Now the Harran inscription as well as the chronicle BM 21901 date the
destruction of the temple in Harran to the 16%th year of Nabopolassar (i.e.
610/609 BCE). In adding up the remaining regnal yesrs up to the beginning
of Nabonidus®reign given in the Harran inscription = 5+43+2+4 - we get
exactly 54 years! BSo if you feel the information of the Harran stele
should be rejected, what are we to do with the same gonfirmipe information
given by the Nabonidus Babylon stele? Reject that, too? Why? Should

we reject every new evidence that econtrediets our theories? Is that a
good method? Will it bring us closer to the truth?
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THE EGIBI HOUSE TABLETS -~ AND THOUSANDS OF OTHER CONTRACT TABLETS!

Agarin, you just repeat the argument from the Aid book (discussed
in my treatise, pp. 32, 33) that, though we have many contract tablets
from all years of Neo-Babylonian kings represented in the Canon of

Ptolemy, there could still be & period of 20 yearse from which tablets
are missing.

You refer to the fact that we have no contract tablets in the
Egibvi House collection that cover the years 7, 32, 33, 34 and 36, of
the Persian king Darfus. Well, as Boscawen and other acholars after
him have stressed, the firm Egibi and Sons prospered from the time of
Nebuchadnezzar up to the time of Darius. The collection of tablets of
this firm discovered in 1875-6 ends with Darius. No tablets from the
reigns of later kings were discovered in the ocollection. Tablets in
the collection from the end of Darius” reign are sparse. But the reign
of Darius began almost two decades after the end of the Neo-Babylonian
era. The important thing to consider is, that the tablets cover the
reigns of all the Neo-Babylonian kings we know to have existed, not
only from the Canon of Ptolemy, but from a number of sarlier documents

as well, some of which were written contemporary with the Neo-Babylonian
period.

Another thing to remember is, that the Egibi tablets are only a
part of the many thousands of contract tablets from this period. These
other contract tablets, too, give the seme leneth of reigns for the
Neo-Babylonian kings! Thie I also stressed in my treatise, p. 31ff,

Every year of the reign of Darius, too, are covered by tablets of this
kind, of course.

My argument from this evidence is still left unanswered: If there
was &n additional period of 20 years during the Neo-Babylonian era, why
do we have so many tablets from every vear of Neo-Babylonian kings
known to have existed, not only from the Canon of Ptolemy, but from all
the earlier (and sometimes contemporary) documents, the Harran inscript-
ion, the building inscriptions, c¢hronicles, king lists, Berossus, etc.,
covering the length of reigns Jpnown for these kings - but not one
single tablet from the 20-year period you would like to add to the
Neo-Babylonian era? And further, Why are the thousands of tablets
that must have been written during this supposed 20~year period missing
from the same 20-year period that is elso missing in all the other
documenta — and not from another period of 20 yeara? And further, Why
are the tablets missing from a period of exactly 20 years? Why not from
17, 13, 7 = or different years distributed throughout the Neo-Babylonian
period? Who travelled around in the Neo-Babylonian kingdom and picked
off all the many thousands of business letters dated in this 20-year
period and hid or destroyed them, before modern archaeclogists started
to unearth the temple-archives, public archives, etc. in the ruins of
the Babylonian cities? From time to time, new quantities of contract
tablete are discovered, translated and - sometimes - published - but
the 20-year period we are loocking for never turns up. As I formulated
the argument in the treatise: "If you are casting a dice many thousands
of times without ever getting up number six, you will at last have to
conclude: 'There is no number six on this dice'. The same is true, too,
of the missing 20 years we are looking for: They never turn up, because
they never exlsted."

Now, just as you repeated your argument I had gngwered, 1 bave
repeated my argument that was left unanswered.
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THE 26TH DINASTY OF EGTPT: AMASIS AND PSAMMETICHUS III

In "The Gentile Times Reconsidered®, pp. 39-44, I mentioned a
number of synchronisms between Egyptian, Babylonian, and Judean rulera,
three of which are given by the Bible (2 Kingse 23%:29; Jer. 46:2, and
44:30)., I demonstrated that the Egyptian ohronclogy for this period
hag been independentiy established from gontemporary Egyptian sources.
Yot all synchronisme agree completeély with a dating of the destruction
of. Jerusalem to 587 BCE, while the deviamtion from the 607 BCE date for
this event is consistently about 20 years. The contemporsry Egyptian
chronclogy, therefore, presents another independent witnese against
our 607 BCE date.

In your letter you try to undermine thim strong evidence by referring
to the conflicting figures given by later historians, Picdorus and
Syncellus. But in establishing a chronolegy the gontemporary documents
cannot, of course, be refuted, or even questioned, by figures given by
historians from a much later pariod. Thelr figures have often proved
to be distorted, and this diztortion usually inecreases, the farther away
from the pericd these historians lived. As to Manetho, his figures are
best preserved by Julius Afrjcanus-(221/222 CE; cf Waddell in
London 1948, pp. xvi, xvii), and his figures for Amasis and Peanmetiochus
I1I pgree with the contamporar? sources, as do also the figures given
by Hergdotos, the historian who lived glosest to the time of Amesis and
Psammetichus ITII (Herodotosm was borm ¢. 484 BCE, that is, sbout 40 years
after the reign of Ppammetichus IIT; thus, during his visit to Bgypt,
Herodotos could even have met individuals, who were born before the
reign of Psammetichus III), Diedorus of Siedily, on the other hand, lived
during the reigne of Julius Caesar and Augustus, more than 500 years
after Pasmmetichus, and Syncellus wrote his work toward the end of the
Bth century CB, or more than 135 centuries after Psammetichua! Do you
really think that the figures presented by these two late historians
could be used to question figures given by contemporary sources?

Of the historians of the olassicsl (Greek and Roman) period the
Aid book states: "All of these lived after the Agsyrian and Neo-Babylonian
period ... +» For the Assyrian and Neo~Babylonian periods, then, none of
these writers present information based on personasl kmowledge but record,
rathor, the traditional views they heaxrd, or, in some cases, may have
read and copied. «.. HNot only this, but what we kmow of their writings
is today dependent upon copies of copies, the oldest copy often dating
no farther back than the medieval peried of the Common Era." (Aid, 332:14,5)
The figures you guote from Diodorus ani Syncellus, therefore, do not mean
mach and weigh nothing egeinst gontemporary evidence. I quoted Herodotos
and Menetho/Africanus only because their figures have been confirmed by
modern discoveries of documents, contemporary with the reigns of Amasis
and Psammetichus III.

Though Psammetichus III ruled for only six monthse, you mention that
"the highest dete aveilable from monuments for this king is year 2".
Actually, this information does not contradict a rule of six months for
this king, which anyone acquainted with the Egyptian method of reckoning
regnal yoeare will esasily realize. The Egyptians applied the
year sysiem (see my treatise, p. 42, and Appendix A, pp. 88,89), that is,
the year in which & king came t¢ power wes counted as his first regnal
year, FPoammetichus III came to power at the end of tho year 526 BCE,
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probably only a few weeks before the end of the year, At this time
the Egyptian calendar year almost coinsided with the Julian calendar
year, so Psammetichus ascended to the throne at the end of the
Egyptian calendar year, too., Though he ruled for only & fraction
of this year, it was (according to the Egyptien nonaccession-year
system) reckoned as hie firgt regnal year. His gecond regnal year,
therefore, begen only & few weeka after his sccession to the throne!l
If he ruled for only six months, documents dated up to the fifth
month of his second regnal year are only what we should expect to
find, Actually, we have ihree documents (papyrii) from his second
year, dated to the 3rd, 4th, and 5th monthes of his 2nd year,
corresponding to the first half of the year 525 BCE. Then, in May
or June, 525 BCE, Psammetichus wau dethroned by Camhysas. - See
F. K. Klenitz, :

L= 23 : :
MMMW Berlin 1953, P- 156, footmote 1.
Further, you refer to "a document mentioned in the publication
Notice des papyrus démotigues archafques (by anillout}“ that "gives
four years of rule to a King Psammetichus
Poammetichus ITI" (my stress). E. Revillout was one uf the founders
of the publication Revue ¥xyptologique in the 1870s, and the article

you refer to was evidently the one published in Vel. VII, Wo. II,
1892, pp. 41-44, though I could not find the statement you refer to

in that article. But in an article published in Veol. III, Wo. IV,
1885, pp. 187-191 (and in Vol. VII, No. III, 1896, p. 139) Revillout
mentions and quotes a document dated in the 4th year of a King
Psammetichus, which he holds to be Psammetichus III, Such a view
could still be held at that time, but sinece then many important
documents have been discovered, translated and published that have
made Revillout’s hypothesis antiquated and obsolete. For example,
some of the Apis stelae were translated and published by Breasted

in 1906 (Angcient Records of Ezypi), the "Petition of Petiese" was
published in 1909 (F. Ll. Griffith, Cat, of Demotio papyri, III),

the "Demotic Chronicle™ in 1914 (W. Spiegelberg, Demotische Siudien 7:
Die sogenannte Demotische Chronik), and the inscription in Wadi
Hemmamat was published, too, during this time (H. Geuthier,

de rois d ‘Egypt, Vol. 40 The three last mentioned documents all
give Amasis 44 years of reign. Because of these and other evidences,
Revillout ‘e hypothesis can no longer be upheld, and it is not shared
by any recent scholar. The document gquoted by Revillout, therefore,
referred to one of the earlier kings kmown by the name of Psammetichua.

As to Krall’s and Spiegelberg‘s date for Psammetichus III (528/527
instead of 526/525 BCE), these scholars, too, were active hefore the
chronology of the 26th dynasty was definitely established (they belong
to the later part of the last century and the early part of the
twentieth century). The only disunity eamong scholars was for a long
time if Amasis ruled for 43 or 44 years. This problem was definitely
solved in 1957, when Richard A, Parker published his important article
"The Length of Roign of Amasis and the Boginning of the Twenty-Sixth
Dynasty"” in Mitteilunge £ : n_Archit - sn Instituts
Kairo Abteilung, XV, 1957, pp. 208u212 Tha avidenca he praaanted in
support of the year 570 BCE as the 18t year of Amasis was so strong
that his conclusion in & very short time obtained general acceptance.
I will try to briefly recapitulate it below:
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A papyrus in the Louvre collection of papyri, No. 7848, dated
to Year 12, I Smw 21 of Amagig ( = the 218t day of the 9th month
of the Egyptian civil calendar, Pachons) refers to an oath taken

"before Khonsu ... in Year 12, II Zmw 1%, being the 15th lunar day
of {(lunar) I Smw."

As is seen, this papyrus is double-dated, giving a date in
the 12th year of Amasis both according to the Egyptian
galendar and according to the lunar calendar. While the civil
calendar of 365 days "travelled" through the solar year (with
approximately one day every fourth year), the lunar calendar, of
course, was fixed to the moon, with the ist day of every month
always beginning on the morning of crescent invisibility.

The papyrus quoted above gives the informetion that in the
12th year of Amasis, the 13th day of II #mw ( = Payni, the 10th
month) fell on the 15th day of the lunar month, which means that
the 1st day of the lunar month (the morming of crescent invisibility!)
fell on I 3mw 29 (= the 29th day of the 9th month) of the civil year.
Such a situation did not occur every year, of course. With the aid
of an astronomical table, such as Herman H, Goldstine’s New and Full
Moons 1001 BC to AD 1651 (Philadelphia 1973) it is easy to check which
years during the 6th century BCE such a situation occurred, Though
astronomical tables usually give dates according to the Julian
calendar, this is no problem, as the Egyptian calendar dates are
easy to translate into Julian dates. Which year fits the situation
described in the papyrus from the 12th year of Amasis?

Parker was able to demonstrate that the year, in which the morning
of crescent invisibility fell on I mw 29 of the Egyptian civil
calendar must have been the year 559 BCE (Oet. 5, Julian calendar).
Amasis’ 13t year, therefore, must have been 570 BCE. This leaves 45
years only for the combined reigns of Amasis and Psammetichus III,
prior to Cambyses’ conquest of Bgypt in May or June, 525 BCE (570-525
=45). As Amasis ruled for 44 years (chronologically), Psammetichus IIT
must have ruled for 1 year (chronologically). And no matter how you
reckon the reigns of Amasis end Psammetichus III, you have to give
them a combined reign of 45 years, and the fotal length of the 26th
dynasty is in any case clearly and firmly established.

This is a remarkable confirmation of the reigns of Amasis and
Psammetichus III as given by other documents, isn’t it? Of course,
we will find one or two other years earlier in the 6th century, too,
when the lunar month started on I Zmw 29, or at least close to that
date, but these earlier years do not agree with any other document,
or with any of the figureas given by later historians either.

Thus, the chronology of the 26th dynasty is firmly and indepent-
ently established, and the synchronisms given in the Bible clearly
point to 587 BCE as the date for the destruction of Jerusalem. Once
again, we find an independent witness against our 607 BCE date for
that event,
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THE 70 YEARS - CAPTIVITY OR SERVITUDE?

On p. 4 of your letter you state that I regard the 70 years as
"seventy years of gaptivity to Babylon", beginning "in the accession

Year of Nebuchadnezzar", after which you bring forth some arguments
againat such a view.

Unfortunately, you seem to have misunderstood the view I presented
and defended in my treatise. I never made such an application, as a
careful reading of the treatise will prove., Though I argued that some
captives -~ inecluding Deniel and his friends, according to Dan. 1:1ff. =
were brought to Babylon soon after the battle of Carchemish, I strictly
applied the 70 yeasrs to a period of geryitude, not only for Judah,
but also for the surrounding nations, in close sgreement with the
wording of Jeremiah’s prediction (" will have to serye
the king of Babylon seveniy years", Jer. 25:11). Already from my
sub=-heading on p. 49 you should have noticed that I stated the issue
ap "THE SEVENTY YEARS: DESOLATION OR SERVITUDE - WHICH?" = not as
"Desolation or capiivity". I also noticed that you, in the large-print
edition of NW, at the head of p: 826 described the seventy years as the
"70 years’ mervitude", just as I had done.

"Servitude", of course, is not exactly the same thing as "eaptivity",
and it did not mean captivity (or desolationl) for the nations that
surrounded Judah, did it? For moat nations "servitude" meant yagsalage
only, though for Judah a part of the servitude came %o include a period
of both captivity and desclation. I quoted & number of scriptures in
gupport of the fact that the servitude began long before the destruction
of Jerusalem (treatise, pp. 49~55), such as Dan. 1:1, Jer. 27, 28, and
35%. Others could be added, for instance 2 Kings 24:1, where it is
stated of Jehoiakim: "In his dayas Nebuchadnezzar the ldng of Babylon
came up, and so Jehoiakim became his seryant for three years" etc., When
he rebelled, this immediately caused acts of reprisal in order to keep
him in subjection. So, even for Judah, the servitude began many years
before the destruction of Jerusalem, and - as this text proves - several
years before the end of Jehoiakim’s reign.

Further you point out that my quotation on p. 51 from Wiseman’'s
translation of the chronicle BM 21946, that Nebuchadnezzar, after the
battle at Carchemish, "eonquered the whole erea of Hatti-country®,
more correctly, according to Grayson’s more recent translation, should
read "Haﬁmﬂth". a district in Hatti (=Syro-Palestine). I am grateful
for your correction of this detail (Grayson’s recent work was not
available to me in 1977). But does it really change anything? On the
next page of my treatise (p. 52) I quoted further from the same
chroniole: "In the acceoslon-year Nebuchadnezzar went back to the Haf{i-
land apd until the month of Sebat marched unopposed through the Hatti-
land; in the month of Sebat he took heavy tribute of the Hatii-territory
to Babylon ...". And for Nebuchadnezszar’s 18t regnal year the chronicle
states: "All the kings of the Hatti-land came before him and he received
their heavy tribute." At all these places the word "Hatti" is well
preserved in the original, and Grayson, too, of course translatefit as
"Hatti™ ("Hattu"). Isn’t it very evident from the chronicle that
Nebuchadnezzar subjugated the whole Hatti-territory (= Syro-Palestine)

already in his agcesasion-year, and in his 1st regnal year, at the
latest, all the kings of the Hatti-land (which reasonably must have

included Jehoiakim, too, which ies supported by 2 Kings 24:1) were in
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vasallage and pald tribute to Nebuchadnezzar?

It is interesting to note also the wording in the quotation above:
"In his accession-year Nebuchadnezzar went back (Grayson: "returned")
to the Hatti-land". Evidently, he had been there earlier. Does it not
sesm very probable that Nebuchadnezszar, after the battle at Carchemish
and his oconquest of "Hamath", continued southwards and began to asubdue
the rest of the Hatti-territory, and even took some captives from the
Jews, Phaenicians, and Syrians, as Beroassus saya? This would be in
complete agreement with what is actually (without far-fetched re-
interpretations) stated in Dan. 1:1ff, But during his offensive
southwards, Nebuchadnezzar got message of his father’s death, which
quickly brought him back to Babylon in order to secure the throne.
After that - and still in his accession-year, according to the
chronicle, - he went back to the Hatti-territory and continued the
operations there.

What we learn, both from the Bible and the chronicle, is that
the goryitude predicted by Jeremiah began very soon after the battle
at Carchemish. If soms Jewish captives were brought to Babylon at
that time or not, is quite another question. Berossus says so, and
his statement is confirmed by a natural and literal reading of Dan.
1:1f, and 2:1, I cannot find how Josephus * statement many centuries
later that Nebuchadnezzar did not occupy Judeh at that time could
disprove this. His statement iz po% in agreement with the Seripture.
His statements have often been proved to be in error, and very often
he contradicts himseelf. He does not give the source for his statement,
and it is quite possible that he just gives his own interpretation
or guess. If he is right -or not does not change the fact that the
servitude began in the reign of Jehoiakim, according to the Bible,
and in the accession-year of Nebuchadnezzar according to BM 21946.

- A e s o = = e s

As I demonstrated in my treatise, all ancient and most reliable
documents we have disprove our 607 BCE, Above I have added two
additiopal lines of evidence to the ones presented in the treatise
in support of 587 BCE as the 18th year of Nebuchadnezzar: (1) the
diary BN 52312 and (2) the Nabonidus Stele from Babvlon. With all
these evidences the Bible agree: A natural and simple reading of
Jer. 25:10, 11; 29:10; Dan. 1:1; 2:1; Zech. 1:7-12, and 7:1-5
c¢learly brings us to the same conclusion. Only by a special
interpretation of 2 Chron. 36:20,21 and Dan., 9:2 is it possible to
arrive at the conclusion that Jerusalem was destroyed in 607 BCE.
But in order to uphold this conclusion we have to reject all the
secular documents discussed above and in my treatise, and more
than that: We must also re-interprete a number of texts in the
Bible itself and give them very unnatural, far-fetched applications.
But the evidence against the 607 BCE date is overwhelming. Isn‘t it
curious that we cannot accept this overwhelming amount of unanimous
evidences in support of the 587 BCE date (we cannot find one document,
or even & line in a document, in support of the 607 BCE date), while
we at the same time have accepted ancther secular date - 539 BCE =
on much weaker grounds, and even term it an "absclute date", or a
"pivotal date"? For about twenty years the "Nabonidus Chronicle"
was referred to in support of the 539 BCE date, but since this
evidence was rejected (in The Watohtower, May 15, 1971, p. 316), our
only "evidence" for the date is the Canon of Ptolemy (!) and an
Olympiadic date referred to by the late historians Diodorus, Africanus,
and Eusebius! - Aid, p. 328:7 and 408:9.
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Mr. Carl Dlo?hJonsson
Sweden

Dear Brother Jonsson:

Your letter of March 31 and the enclosures have been received by
the Writing Department of the Soclety. The additionzl information
and observations are appreclated.

As we mentioned in our letter of February 28, 1980, any answer
you might wish to make to our letter would be read and glven careful
consideration. Time has not allowed for us to give your latest let-
ter that promlised attentilon right at this time. But it is not being
ignored. Your research 1s being added to what we have already accumu-
lated on Bible chronology. Your research has led you to the conclu-
sion that certaln adjustments should be made in the chronoclogy set
forth in the Scciety's publications. 3You feel very strongly about
this, but 1t 1is in order to caution you that such can prove to be a
snare to you if great care 1s not exercised. We are sure you appre-
clate that it would not be appreoprlate for you to begin to state your
views and conclusions on chronology that are different than those
published by the Soclety sc as to raise serious guestions and prob-
lems among the brothers. Can you wait upon Jehovah? We invite you
to do so. He will not leave any question of this nature in seriocus
doubt. Some adjustments may be necessary in the matter of chronclogy,
but 1t would not be appropriate to make any adjustments without taking
every pertinent piece of information into consideration and weighing
thils carefully and prayerfully in the light of the Scriptures. Up to
now we have not seen that the evidence 1s so strong that there should
be a major adjustment, as you suggest. Deflnite questlons have been
raised. There 1s a basis for further and detailed study of the matter.
This 1s being done. Meanwhile, we recommend that you have confldence
in Jehovah and the organization he is obviously using. Do not try to
undermine 1t or raise doubts 1n the mindsof the brothers and sisters
by making chronology the big thing in their lives. Help them to ap-
preciate the love of Jehovah and what he has done in sending his Son
to provlide the ransom sacrifice. Build faith and let your good works
in preaching the "good news" and in helping others recommend you. Do
not let this matter of questlons on chronclogy cause you to weaken in
faith and lose out on opportunities to be of real wvalue to your broth-
ers and in the ccongregaticn.



Mr. Carl Olof Jonsson
May 15, 1980
Page II

We have noted your offer to be of further asslstance to the
Soclety in the event further clarification op assistance 1s needed
in the study of Bible chronology. If you keep your balance in this
regard there 1s the possibility that you might be of service to the
Society in this study sometime in the future. But if you prove to
be just a critic, even the good you are trylng to accompllish will
not prove cut to be constructlve and helpful. You are lnterested
in the truth being presented in the publications, but you can be
assured that our desire in thils regard 1s no less than your own.
But 1f any adjustments need to be made, as we mentioned above, 1t
is our resolve that these be made only after all factors have been
carefully and prayerfully considered, and often such an analysis
requires a good measure of time.

So we stress agaln the need on your part, Brother Jonsson, to
walt upon Jehovah as we all bend every effort to prove faithful to
him. Recelving an inheritance in hls new system of things is the
important thing. And as we walk with his people on the roadway that
leads to 1life, we want to ald still others to avall themselves of
Jehovah's provisions in this day of Jehovah's salvation. May Jehovah
bless your sincere desire to serve him and prove to be a very useful
and honorable vessel to his pralse.—2 Tim. 2:20, 21.

We take thils occaslon to send an expresslon of our Chrilstian
love and best wishes.

Your brothers 1n Jehovah's service,
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