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calendrical reckoning from ‘‘Galileans and Pharisees.’’ It 1s true that
the ancient Israelite reckoning that the day’s beginning came at
sunrise seems to have still been known among the Jews of Jesus’ 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 in John). Lefgren
either ignored this in his calculations or did not know about it.
In any event, in Apri/ 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 of A.D. 33 is also
suspect. Any calculation that the Passover of A.D. 33 fell on 3 April, a
Friday, has to be based on a study published by J. K. Fotheringham
in 1934. In a more recent study, R. A. Parker and W. H. Dubber-
stein raise serious questions about Fotheringham’s work and all but
show that the Passover of A.D. 33 fell on May second, a Saturday!®
Thus, Apri/ Sixth’s 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 of Jesus’ 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, Nephites 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 Nephites. There exists some evidence that the
people of Zarahemla and possibly the Jaredites used a lunar calendar.

9Richard A. Parker and Waldo H. Dubberstein, Babylonian Chronology 626 B.C.-A.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
the Jaredite people, lived with Zarahemla’s people (Omni1 1:21). But
whether the Nephites themselves employed a lunar or solar calendar
at the time of Jesus’ birth is a question for which the Book of Mormon
provides no clear answer. It is begging the question for Aprz/ Sixth to
maintain that the Nephites followed the ‘‘Egyptian civil calendar”
after departing Jerusalem (pp. 49-51). 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 Nephites used a lunar or so-
lar calendar. (3) It remains undemonstrated that the ‘‘Egyptian civil
calendar’’ became the basis for later Mesoamerican 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 of Jesus’ birth and the date of
the sign of Jesus’ death (12,049 days [p. 52]) 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 of Jesus’ birth and resurrection from Old World sources.

In this connection, there remains one further point to be made
regarding Book of Mormon calendars. Apri/ Sixth stiffly maintains
that at the sign of Jesus’ birth ‘‘the normal reckoning of time was in-
terrupted . . . and the Nephites 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 2:5-8). Further,
‘here is no evidence that the beginning of the year itself was altered so
that each subsequent year began on the anniversaty of the sign. It
seems just as possible, if not more probable, that the Nephites 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-
niversary 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 Apre/ Sixth remains the statement
found in D&C 20:1. 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 of Jesus. 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. McConkie 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 occurred’’® Because it cannot be
proven that the passage 1n D&C 20 1s anything more than a notation
of the date of that very special and solemn organizational meeting of
the Church, the entire enterprise of Apri/ Sixth remains at very best
largely unscholarly, misleading, and clothed in doubt.

10Bruce R. McConkie, The Mortal/ Messiah: From Bethlehem: to Calvary, Book I (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 Exegetical Notes (Liverpool,
England: George F. Richards, 1919), p. 138.
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