A LEGALLY SUSTAINABLE CHRONOLOGY OF ADAM TO

ABRAHAM FROM THE THREE VARIANT RECORDS OF GENESIS
     The records of the 20 Biblical patriarchs from Adam to Abraham are found in 3 versions of the original Genesis account, these being  1) the Hebrew Masoretic (post 2nd century A.D. version),  2) the Samaritan Pentateuch (written also in Hebrew), and 3) the Greek Septuagint.  Concerning the integrity of the surviving copies of the three, it has long been known that many numbers of the years associated with the patriarchs in more recent copies of the first two versions differ from what was the case at least prior to the 2nd century A.D., when the Hebrew version agreed wholly with the Septuagint.
     Hence none of the three extant sets of figures can be considered fully reliable.  However although such unreliability immediately presents a barrier to constructing a correct chronology for the period, other evidence exists which acts to allow it.
     In the genealogical details of the patriarchs in all versions, three separate periods of years are found for each patriarch: 1) the ‘generation span’ (from the birth of the individual to his age at the first son’s birth),  2) the number of his ‘remaining years’, and 3) the ‘total span’ of his life.  Of these three sets of figures, only the ‘generation span’ is of major value to constructing a chronology of the period since it alone portrays a nameable generation.
     However since there are a number of variations and in some of them a detectable pattern, certain alterations to what must have been original numbering appear to have been deliberately made.  For example, of these 20 patriarchs, a notable peculiarity exists with the first two and last two patriarchs after the flood: that is, with Noah and Shem, and Terah and Abram.
     These are the only instances of patriarchs whose ‘generation spans’ are identical in the 3 versions regardless of corruptions elsewhere.  Thus an alternative pattern may be sought in the variations of the other less important figures given for i) the ‘remaining years’, and ii) ‘total lifespans’ of the other less important personages, such secondary information being of use in establishing, as having common law merit, an otherwise impossible chronology.
     Although the Jewish Masoretic version in its present form best reflects the original Genesis text, several specific exceptions exist, that is, notwithstanding the (often superstitious) veneration for a supposed immaculate purity or “Hebrew verity” of the whole Masoretic text, this same text, for example, in a number of instances conflicts with a sound construction of the spans of the patriarchs, the Hebrew text mathematically implying (without support elsewhere) that Noah and Abraham were contemporaries for some 60 years, albeit impossible from the Genesis narrative.
     Before analysing the Masoretic figures however, it should be noted that early in the 19th century it was detected that a majority of both the ‘generation’ figures and the ‘remainder-of-life’ figures in the Masoretic version had been altered in a readily detectable pattern of 100-year deficiencies, such discovery being exhaustively summarised and published at the time by a scholar, W. Hales (“A New Analysis of Chronology” (1830), v.II, pp.272-288).   Hales also noted that the main chronological data of the 20 patriarchs from Adam to Abraham may be divided into two distinct (pre-Flood and post-Flood) sets, as presented in Genesis chapters 5 and 11.
     Thus the only possibility of constructing a cogent chronology of the patriarchs would be through one of the other versions: the Samaritan Pentateuch or the Greek Septuagint.  But since both of these also contain discordant 'generation span' figures (and other discrepancies), and additionally the Septuagint version has an unsustainable anomalous patriarch, “Cainan” (also included in a New Testament account), it must be concluded that neither of these versions are fully reliable.
2.
However late in the first century A.D., and with there being earlier non-varying copies of the Hebrew,
Samaritan and Greek versions still available, the Judaist historian, Josephus, constructed a chronology of 

 such 20 patriarchs in one of his major works: “Antiquities of the Jews”. Thus Josephus may be invoked as a relevant witness to the accuracy of certain figures in those pre-Masoretic texts, although as is the case with any corroborative witness, not everything declared by him on a matter can be adopted as accurate, that is, his chronology does not fully accord with any of the other versions' figures.
     In the numerous centuries since Josephus’ account, many analyses of the data have been made by scholars, yet none have provided a resolution of numerational conflicts.  With neither an academic resolution of the matter nor any new alternative ‘original’ Genesis text having been discovered, such scholars’ analyses have not contributed to a determining of which (if any) version presents a viable ‘generation span’ set.  Further, although largely unknown, such finding of manipulation in the case of the Masoretic version renders it both unreliable in this matter and more so unacceptable than the others.
     Hence in seeking a possible chronological resolution using all the early data available, a comparison of the figures for the 20 patriarchs, divided into their separated pre-Flood and post-Flood sets, is warranted.
FROM ADAM TO NOAH
           In relation to the first 10 or pre-Flood ‘generation spans’ of the patriarchs, that is, of the generations from Adam to Noah, Josephus corroborates the figures of the Septuagint version in 8 of the 10 instances.
     The two instances of the 10 where the Septuagint is not matched by Josephus (or any other account) are those of Methuselah and Lamech, the 8th and 9th patriarchs, where in the first of the two, the Septuagint gives a ‘generation span’ of 188 compared to 182 by Josephus, and similarly in the second instance, the Septuagint gives 167 compared to Josephus’ 187 (although 187 appears in the equally authoritative Septuagint Alexandrine copy as a variant).   Without investigating the reasons for these two one digit anomalies, the numbers of the 8 others are in direct agreement; and since prior to the 2nd century A.D., the early Hebrew (pre-Masoretic) and Septuagint versions are known to have had the same figures, these two Septuagint mismatches of Methuselah and Lamech in the sequence do not invalidate the merit of the 8 others’ symmetry.  With evidence-based corrections made to the two mismatches it can then be considered that for the first 10 patriarchs in general, the Septuagint figures for all ‘generation spans’ represent the most reliable of the set of the 3 ancient versions (even apart from the pre-Masoretic figures of 187 for Methuselah and 182 for Lamech being ‘best evidence’ through their matching by Josephus: it being reasonable to hold that the Septuagint originally had the same figures).  Therefore the Septuagint's wrong figures for Methuselah and Lamech are necessarily single digit copyist errors which occurred not before the “Akiba” era early in the 2nd century A.D.
     Further, 1) when the Masoretic figures for each of these ten patriarch's ‘generation spans’ are tabled in one column and 2) the corresponding figures of the other two versions tabled in columns beside them, a pattern of surgical corruption can be detected involving exactly a century in each instance.  When such excisions are identified and reversed, all these 10 Masoretic ‘generation spans’ become corroborated by Josephus, without need for scholarly examinations in the matter.
      Considering also that an observed pattern of deficiencies has been long considered too surgical to be a coincidence, and that the resulting rectified Masoretic data for this set of 10 is fully corroborated by Josephus, a means to establish a decisive ‘generation span’ for Lamech becomes now provided, even
3.
 without invoking the harmony of the other Septuagint figures in the set.     
       [The figures for the Samaritan version's 'generation spans’ of this first set of 10 patriarchs presents the first 5 and 7th as identical to the corrupted Masoretic figures, and the 8th and 9th following as unique and uncorroborated.  Thus no immediate chronological worth can be obtained from the Samaritan version of this set of patriarchs.]
          [The figures for the Samaritan version's ‘generation spans’ of this first set of 10 patriarchs presents the first 5 and 7th as identical to the corrupted Masoretic figures, and the 8th and 9th following as unique and uncorroborated.  Thus no immediate chronological worth can be obtained from the Samaritan version of this set of patriarchs.]
FROM SHEM TO ABRAHAM
     In relation to the next 10 or post-Flood ‘generation spans’ of the patriarchs, that is, from Shem to Abraham, an exact agreement of all is found between the Septuagint and Samaritan versions (the 9th and 10th, Terah and Abraham, being identical in all 3 versions).  So the strength of this agreement remains and cannot be bettered.  However, a singular mention of a second Cainan appears in the Septuagint version of these second 10 patriarchs, but does not appear  elsewhere, that is, only this version of Genesis mentions a second Cainan as a grandson of Shem, yet conflictingly excludes him from the 2nd full patriarch list presented in 1 Chronicles 1:17-27.
     This inconsistency is significant enough to render the Septuagint figures for these 10 patriarchs as a whole, unreliable.  Further, the New Testament book of Luke reflects a translation from a similar version to the Septuagint where the same second Cainan is found.  But not only is such Cainan uncorroborated by the relevant patriarchal listings in the Hebrew Old Testament, but no mention of such a Cainan appears in early manuscripts of Luke, thus determining a scribal error which must have originated from later translations of the Septuagint.
     However with this second set of 10 patriarchs, the exact agreement between the Septuagint and Samaritan versions does not automatically establish the figures as accurate since there exist other instances of apparent agreement between them which are wrongly based.  Nevertheless it is found that Josephus corroborates the agreement of the Septuagint and Samaritan versions in 4 of the 8 instances (the last 2 listed being uncorrupted in all versions).  Of the remaining four agreements which are not corroborated by Josephus, the one concerning Arphaxad is immediately recognisable as a scribal error since the Josephus record gives Arphaxad being born 12 years after the flood whereas 2 is found in all 3 Biblical versions.
     Of the remaining three instances where Josephus differs from the Septuagint and Samaritan agreements, it is found that the Josephus record has the two 'generation spans' of later patriarchs, Reu and his son Serug, alternately misplaced in the last 2 digits, that is, the 130 and 132 given by Josephus is a reversal of 132 and 130 which both the Septuagint and Samaritan versions record.  The fourth disagreement found in the Josephus record concerns Nahor, he varying an incongruent 40 years or so from the others.  And with there being no satisfactory explanation determinable, the same must be considered a copyist error.
     Hence concerning this second set of 10 patriarchs, it is reasonable to hold  that the mutual Septuagint and Samaritan evidences, together with Josephus’ general corroboration of them, present a sustainable ground on which a chronology of the post-Flood era can be settled beyond reasonable doubt, that is,
4.

 without need for further corroboration.
     Therefore concerning the ‘generation spans’ of the 20 first patriarchs in Genesis, it stands that the
Septuagint version is consistently correct in 15 out of 16 such spans (or more generally 19 out of 20 as
the figures for Noah and Shem, and Terah and Abraham present no conflict, being the same for all 3
versions), and with the one anomalous exception of Nahor (agreed to by 2 Biblical versions but uncorroborated by Josephus), provides evidence that a sustainable chronology of the era from Adam to Abraham can be constructed, that is, independent of the Masoretic data, and as seen in the following table:
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70    Septuagint  + Samaritan Pentateuch + Josephus

130    Septuagint  + Samaritan Pentateuch + Josephus

134    Septuagint  + Samaritan Pentateuch + Josephus

[ Sam.Pent.]:

130    Septuagint  + Samaritan Pentateuch + Josephus

130    Such CAINAN in Septuagint once only:  Not universally accepted.

135    Septuagint  + Samaritan Pentateuch + Josephus

165    Septuagint  + Josephus

162    Septuagint  + Josephus  + Non defalcated Masoretic
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100    Septuagint  + Samaritan Pentateuch + Josephus

132    Septuagint  + Samaritan Pentateuch

130    Septuagint  + Samaritan Pentateuch

79    Septuagint  + Samaritan Pentateuch

100    Septuagint  + Samaritan Pentateuch

165    Septuagint  + Josephus

187    (Septuagint
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 + Josephus   + Non defalcated Masoretic   [ (Sept. also 167) ]

182                                Josephus   + Non-defalcated Masoretic   [ (Septuagint ─188) ]



    firstborn at 500  [ 501 Shem ]   Septuagint  + Samaritan Pentateuch + Josephus



205    Septuagint  + Josephus

190    Septuagint  + Josephus

170    Septuagint  + Josephus

Patriarch: Firstborn son at age:                                                     Sources:

Lived another      

[ Septuagint ]

230    Septuagint  + Josephus
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