












months illustrates that there continues to be room for debate 7 in
the end it is the evidence from history based on the testimony of
eyewitnesses when it is available which alone can resolve such
problems

calendrical PROBLEMS

one major historical difficulty derives from another calendrical
concern linked to the world of the new testament beginning on
page 14 atrilaprilatmil sixth notes that there is a question about the identity
of the governor roman sources say that person served as governor
during AD 6 7 several years after jesus birth date by any computa-
tion but the identity of the roman appointed governor is of second-
ary importance because it draws attention away from the primary
issue the taxation requirement to which joseph and mary were re-
spondingsp when they journeyed from nazareth to bethlehem for
other than lukes notation no confirmation can be found in contem-
porary roman sources of a call for an enrollment of the people of
palestine for a possible solution we must turn to tertullian an ear-
ly christian writer who died about AD 225 and thus who wrote some
two hundred years after the fact with obvious reference to lukes
statement tertullian maintains that the census was taken mjudeajudeamaudeain
by sentiusdentius saturninusSaturninus 8 governor8governor in syria during the years 9 6 BC
a time period which does not match the theory of aazelapril sixth if in-
deed tertullian had access to public documentation of the census as
he seems to have had then Leflefgrcnslefgrenskrensgrens position remains without any
support

JESUS DEATH AND resurrection
apelaprilapil sixth concludes that jesus died on 3 april AD 33 and

arose from the dead on sunday 5 april appp 42 47 in his discus-
sion lefgren has noted there appears to be a question whether the
last supper was indeed a passover meal as in the synoptic gospels or
fell rather on the day before passover as in the gospel of john
through the years the solution to this difficulty has been approached
in a number of ways but apelaprilapil sixth claims unexpectedly and
without any documentation that the problem is to be resolved by
noting that judeansjudeaneJudeans and sadducees differed by one day in their

7seeaseeeejohndejohnjohn mosley when was that chrichristmastmasamas star giffithgriffith observer 44 december 1980 2 9 who
suggests that a serlesseriesserlesseries of remarkable conjunctions involving jupiter mars venus and the star regulus be-
tween 12 august 3 BBCC and 27 august 2 BBCC may point to the astronomical phenomena seen by the magi

against marcion iviv 9 see discussion mjin J finegan handbook ofofbiblicalbiblical chronology princeton NJ
princetonpnnceton university press 1954 p 237f
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calendrical reckoning from galileansGalileans and phariseesPharisees it is true that
the ancient israelite reckoning that the days beginning came at
sunrise seems to have still been known among the jews ofjesus day
this can be seen in the synoptic gospels as opposed to the more of-

ficial view that the day began at sunset as reflected injohninjohn lefgrenlegren
either ignored this in his calculations or did not know about it
in any event in atrilaprilapilatritaperapfl sixth he has invented something out of thin air
to explain a discrepancy which can be and should have been solved on
other grounds naturally the solution makes a good deal of dif-
ference as to which year one selects to fit his idea that jesus was resur-
rected on the fifth sixth of april but the year ofofadefadAD 33 is also
suspect any calculation that the passover of AD 33 fell on 3 april a
friday has to be based on a study published bybyjJ K fotheringham
in 1934 in a more recent study R A parker and W H dubber-
stein raise serious questions about fotheringhams work and all but
show that the passover of ADA D 33 fell on may second a saturday9Saturdaysaturdays9
thus april sixtussixths reconstruction cannot be held inviolate to say the
least

OLD AND NEW WORLD CALENDARS

april sixth treats three pivotal assumptions as if they were
established facts unfortunately for the reader the book gives no
hint that the following are mere hypotheses

1 it is possible to measure accurately in terms of both old
world chronology and modern calendars the length ofjesusofjesus life by
using book of mormon chronometry

2 the mayan calendar and thus the nephite calendar was
based upon egyptian calendrical measurements

3 following the sign of jesus birth nephitesNephites reckoned time
from the very day of that sign
while these presuppositions concern calendrical matters linked pri-
marily with the book of mormon and the new world lefgren uses
them inextricably to reach his solutions of old world chronological
difficulties

using book of mormon chronology to measure the length of
jesus life especially in terms of old world calendar systems must
fail simply because we do not know what calendrical arrangements
were employed by the nephitesNephites there exists some evidence that the
people ofofzarahemlazarahemlaZarahemlaemia and possibly thejaredites used a lunar calendar

richard A parker and waidowaldo H dubbersteinDubberstem babylonian chronology 626 BCADBCB C ADA D 75 chicago
chicago university press 1942
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this observation is based on the notation of nine moons as the
length of time during which a certain coriantumr lone survivor of
thethejareditejareditejaredineJaredite people lived with zarahemlas people omni 121 but
whether the nephitesNephites themselves employed a lunar or solar calendar
at the time ofjesusofjesus birth is a question for which the book of mormon
provides no clear answer it is begging the question for aazelapril sixth to
maintain that the nephitesNephites followed the egyptian civil calendar
after departing jerusalem appp 49 515 1 there are too many puzzles
which remain unresolved 1 we do not know that lehi followed
this system in preference to the religious calendar of the kingdom of
judah which in his day included the festivals enjoined by the law of
moses 2 we do not know whether the nephitesNephites used a lunar or so-
lar calendar 3 it remains undemonstrated that the egyptian civil
calendar became the basis for later mesoamericanMesoamerican time calculations
4 there is no proven link between the nephite system of reckoning

of time whatever it may have been and that used by indian civili-
zations which flourished later the calculation of the number of days
in nephite reckoning between the date ofjesusofjesus birth and the date of
the sign ofjesus death 12049 days p 5522 1 is based not only upon
unproven assumptions related to all of these problems but also upon
highly questionable data which has been generated by considering
the dates ofjesus birth and resurrection from old world sources

in this connection there remains one further point to be made
regarding book of mormon calendars aarilaprilaarel sixth stiffly maintains
that at the sign ofjesusofjesus birth the normal reckoning of time was in-
terrupted and the nephitesNephites began a new reckoning marking
the meridian of time and the beginning of a new age p 32 what
it does not say is that the prevailing calendar was not altered until
nine years after the appearance of the sign 3 nephi 25 8 further
there is no evidence that the beginning of the year itself was altered so
that each subsequent year began on the anniversary of the sign it
seems just as possible if not more probable that the nephitesNephites made
the year in which the sign appeared simply the first year of their new
calendrical system rather than moved the start of the year to the an-
niversaryniversary of the sign s appearance the legal religious and cultural
difficulties caused by such a dramatic shifting of dates would have
brought chaos to the nephite society

we cannot leave off without making one final comment the
major supporting pillar throughout apilaprilapet sixth remains the statement
found in dac 202011 without exception this scripture is interpreted
as a clear reference that the formal organization of the church took
place precisely 1830 years after the birth ofjesusofjesus but is that the only
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possible way to understand this passage Is it not just as likely that
the phrase one thousand eight hundred and thirty years since the
coming of our lord and savior jesus christ in the flesh constitutes a
passing acknowledgment by the lord of the date on which according
to our current calendrical system the church was being organized
why should it mean more than that no less a commentator than
elder bruce R mcconkiemcconkleMcConklektekie has noted we do not believe it is possible
with the present state of knowledge including that which is known
both in and out of the church to state with finality when the natal
day of the lord jesus actually occurred10occurred10 because it cannot be
proven that the passage in dacd&c 20 is anything more than a notation
of the date of that very special and solemn organizational meeting of
the church the entire enterprise of aprilaprilsixthsixtasixthsexta remains at very best
largely unscholarly misleading and clothed in doubt

bruce R mcconkie the mortal messiah from bethlehem to calvary book I1 salt lake city deseret
book 1979 P 349 see also hyrum M smith the doctrine and covenants containing revelations given to
joseph smith jr the prophet with an introduction and historical and exegeticalExegetica notes liverpool
england george F richards 1919 p 138
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