Brother Russell's use of Priestley and Hale regarding Nehemiah's Commission
by Ric Cunningham, April 25, 2009
Here is an explanation as to why Bro. Russell cites Priestley's work on 454 BC when he does not have 454 BC for Nehemiah's commission in Artaxerxes 20th. year.  

Note what CTR is not saying on page 67 of the Second Volume, "The date of Nehemiah's commission is ordinarily stated to be B.C. 445. But Dr. Hale's work on chronology (pages 449 and 531) and Dr. Priestlie's treatise on the "Harmony of the Evangelists" (pages 24-38) SHOW THIS COMMON VIEW TO BE NINE YEARS SHORT, which would give B.C. 454 as the true date of Nehemiah's commission; and with this date Daniel's prediction (Chapter 9:25), concerning the decree to restore and to build Jerusalem, agrees."

CTR is not saying that they think Nehemiah's commission was in 454, for they don't, but rather he cites them because they each have a different argument to demonstrate that the common view is 9 years short of what it should be, even though they both have multiple errors on the 454 date.

Regarding Priestley, as you may recall our point is that Artaxerxes I 20th. year is 454 BC, and this is dependent on his father's (Xerxes) reign being computed as being only 11 years (twelve max). From Rpt. 4093 and 3575 and G.P.P. Book II pages 295-306 , we learn that quite a number of chronologers agree with this and they use the historian Thucydides as their premier source, along with Herotodus and Plutarch.

So then our 454 BC date is historically sound. Charles Rollins uses 454 BC and he wrote in the 1700s. Even Bishop Usher agrees with this date, he writing even earlier.

Now on page 22 of Priestley's book for some and page 36 (footnote) for others, Priestley writes: "corrected by deduction ten years from the reign of Xerxes", and he gives Nehemiah's rebuilding the walls of Jerusalem by order of Artaxerxes......445 BC (obviously not the date we need).

Yet on page 24 (and for some page 36), we read: "Section IV. Mr. Lauclan Taylor's observations concerning the length of the reign of Xerxes..." And then for the next 6 pages he quotes Mr. Taylor's historical evidences FOR Xerxes having only a 11 year reign. This is exactly what we believe and would prove Bro. Russell's point that the common view is that Ptolemy's Canon has 21 years for Xerxes, but if it is actually only 11 we have our 9-10 year difference. (Note, Rollins has Xerxes reigning 12 years, making it 9 years shorter.) Priestley agrees with Taylor's reasoning but on page 36 for some (and 46 for others), writing his own opinion he states "if my deductions from this eclipse, concurring with Mr. Taylor's historical observations, be just, we must TAKE TEN YEARS FROM THE WHOLE PERIOD OF TIME PRECEDING THE REIGN OF XERXES; and I do not know of any historical or astronomical reason to the contrary."

So then, based on his own thoughts on the eclipses, apparently Priestley deducts 10 years from before Xerxes, so that even though he believes that Xerxes only reigned 11 years, he is still 9 years off our 454 BC date.

In conclusion, it seems that CTR might have quoted Priestley for the sake of the Xerxes 11 year reign position.

Now on Hales, this is a little more obtuse, but Hales is wrong on several things so that CTR could not have possibly quoted him for supporting 454 except in one way.
First note on page 448 Hale gives Xerxes a 21 year reign. He starts Artaxerxes I reign in 464, on page 449 he has Nehemiah's governorship of Judea as 444. 

On page 449 we read "The times of the Jewish high priests, are taken from the "Chronicon Alexandrinum" (Sp?) according to Prideaux." 

Now on page 529 he has a list of Jewish high priests "From Nehemiah's Reform To The Birth Of John The Baptist, 415 Years." Then he lists the JEWISH HIGH PRIESTS (remember the quote above from page 449), during the Persian Dynasty, the Macedo-Greceian Dynasty, the Asamonean Princes, the Roman Dynasty and the Idumaean Kings. He cites several sources for this, but in effect he is trying to follow the chronology of the high priest's lineage to get from Nehemiah to John the Baptist. He uses Maccabees, Josephus, Chronicon Alexandrinum and Nehemiah. He quotes Prideaux chronological tables. 

On page 531 he notes three adjustments to the calculations: Simon the Just from fourteen years to nine (5 years, my note), the regency of Justus Maccabeus is postponed three years (3 years, my note), and the accession of John Hyrcanus is dated a year earlier (1 year, my note).  The 5, 3, 1 may have been considered as part of the 9 years mentioned by CTR.   CTR says that there are two credible historians who challenge the reliability of the common (Ptolemy) chronology, and it is clear from pages 449 and 531 that the common (Ptolemy) chronology is being challenged.

Further on page 531 Hale writes: " The last act of Nehemiah's reform, was the expulsion of a son o f Joiada, and grandson of Eliashib the high priest, for marrying the daughter of Sanballat the Horonite, or Moabite, Nehem. XIII. 18, in the thirty-third year of Eliashib's pontificate of forty years, and therefore when Eliashib was old. This critically harmonizes with B.C. 420, the commencement of Daniel's grand prophetic period of 2300 days, and also of the SEVENTY WEEKS.
Nehemiah lived to a very advanced age; for from the date of his commission, B.C. 444, to the succession of Jaddua, (sp?), B.C. 341, whom he notices, XII. 22, was an interval of 103 years, equaling Jehoiada's , 2 Chron. XXIV. 15...."

Hales not only has for the wrong date 444 for Nehemiah's commission in Artaxerxes 20th year, but he also has the wrong event, Nehemiah's last act in expelling Joiada, for starting the 70 weeks of years prophecy!
Furthermore Priestley may have been a resource as well.  Here is what Priestley says in "A Harmony of the Evangelists"  Please note his specific reference to 9 YEARS.

P.24 -"There are considerable differences among chronologers concerning the length of the reign of Xerxes.  Diodorus, and the chronologers who have followed him, affirming that Xerxes reigned twenty years before the reign of his son Artaxerxes commenced; whereas Petavius hath offered a proof, from the histories of Herodotus and Thucydides, that Artaxerxes began his reign in the twelfth year of the reign of his father Xerxes, he having been (as he supposes) then admitted by him into an equal share of the government with himself. The authorities upon which Petavius grounds his opinion are, beyond all question, superior to that of Diodorus in point of antiquity."

P.27 - "It is indeed universally agreed that Xerxes was advanced by his father Darius to an equal share of the government with himself; but the time when this happened is not certain; and this is not much to be wondered at, since it is generally acknowledged, that the first Grecian histories were written in the reign of Darius, and consequently, these being composed in an age only emerging from ignorance and fable, must have been very imperfect.  It is rather more probable, as Darius was much advanced in life before his Scythian expedition, that prior to his entering upon it, he raised his son Xerxes to the throne, that he might maintain the government during his absence, and that, whatever calamities might befall him in that dangerous war, at such a distance from his dominions, he might secure the regal power to his descendants. His Scythian expedition was finished some time before the battle of Marathon, which was fought five years before the death of Darius, according to Herodotus; we may therefore suppose, for the above reasons, that Xerxes began to reign nine years before his fathers death, and these added to his twelve years reign without a partner will make his whole reign to have been twenty-one years (which supposing them to have been marked in the public registers of the empire) might have occasioned the mistake of Diodorus."
 

His point is simply that Ptolemy gives Xerxes 21 years, but 9 of those were likely co-regency with his father, leaving only 12 to count sequentially.  So he removes 9 from the time-line.
As to additional resources available to CTR, we note that Hengstenberg ("Christology of the Old Testament") expands this subject in great detail, and it was also an additional resource used by Edgar.  The unabridged edition of this work (English version 1854) reprinted by MacDonald Publishing Company can still be acquired through some book stores.  ISBN: 0-917006-06-2.

His treatise on Pages 881-897 are too extensive to fully quote in a summary presentation.  But please note the following letter published by CTR in 1907 on R:4093-4094.

"DATE OF NEHEMIAH'S COMMISSION
DEAR BROTHER RUSSELL:--
With reference to first complete paragraph of Vol. II., p. 67, the following facts, culled from "Tregelles on Daniel," regarding Ussher's position in the matter of the date of Nehemiah's commission, may be of interest to WATCH TOWER readers, seeing that he is deservedly considered as an authority on chronology.
"Archbishop Ussher drew up a scheme of chronology which is commonly followed rather for convenience than for absolute accuracy. About a hundred and fifty years ago Bishop Lloyd undertook to affix Ussher's dates to our English Bibles, but in this instance (Nehemiah's commission) he made a considerable alteration, substituting another date of his own, so as to adapt the reign of Artaxerxes to his own theory.
The date which stands in our Bibles for the 20th year of Artaxerxes is B.C. 446. This makes the commencement of his reign B.C. 465; but the date fixed by the best and most nearly contemporary historian will put the matter in a different light. Thucydides mentions that the accession of Artaxerxes had taken place before the flight of Themistocles. This authorizes us to adopt Ussher's date and to place the commencement of the reign 473 or 474 B.C.  This would give the date of 454 or 455 B.C. as his twentieth year and the date of the commission."
It appears that Archbishop Ussher was the first to establish the date of Nehemiah's commission as 454 B.C. as a result of lecturing on the 70 weeks of Daniel in Trinity College, Dublin, in 1613.  Other critics who support the date given in DAWN II. are Vitringer, Kruger and Hengstenberg, as well as Tregelles, above quoted. With much love, I remain,
Yours in the Lord, J. P. BURNS,--England."
Certainly Bro. Russell could see the obvious errors here, so he must have cited it for the 9 years short arguments.


