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Writers and Re-Writers of First Millennium History
Chapter 1: Preliminary Considerations
1.1 Introduction

There is a long tradition of challenging conventional views about the chronology of the ancient world. In 1728,
Isaac Newton argued, in his Introduction to The Chronology of Ancient Kingdoms Amended, that Eratosthenes, in
the 3" century BC, followed by Apollodorus a century later and then others, had given impossibly high generation
times in interpreting genealogical lists supposedly linking rulers of the Classical Period of Greece to ones of the
Mycenaean Period, which had ended around the time of the Trojan War. In Newton’s revised scheme, using, as
his base-point, the conquest of the Achaemenid Persians by Alexander the Great in 331 BC, he dated the fall of
Troy to 904 BC, almost 300 years later than the date indicated by Eratosthenes, and the one generally supposed
by scholars of the present day. The current justification for a date in the twelfth century BC was provided by
William Flinders Petrie around the end of the 19" century. Petrie demonstrated linkages between Mycenaean
pottery and pottery of the New Kingdom of Egypt, so was able to date the Mycenean Period on the basis of the
conventional chronology of Egypt, believed to have been firmly established. This resulted in the insertion into
Greek history of a Dark Age several centuries long, for which there was little or no direct evidence.

This Dark Age concept was challenged at the time by the archaeologist, Cecil Torr, but Petrie’s argument
prevailed. Half a century later, Immanuel Velikovsky, a Russian-born psychoanalyst living in America, wrote a
best-selling book, Ages in Chaos: From Exodus to King Akhnaton, which argued that the New Kingdom of Egypt
should be dated around 500 year later than generally supposed, but Egyptologists were unimpressed. Two more
Ages in Chaos volumes appeared in the late 1970s, stimulating consideration of Velikovsky’s ideas by a new
generation of readers, which resulted in the publication of many articles and some books in support of
chronological revisions, including ones by authors with qualifications in ancient history and archaeology.
However, most were proposing models which were at variance with that of Velikovsky, some arguing for a smaller
contraction of Egyptian history and a few advocating a greater contraction. In 2002, the Society for
Interdisciplinary Studies held an international conference entitled Ages Still in Chaos in London to bring together
supporters of the various chronologies to discuss the current situation, and, since |, a scientist with a deep interest
in history, was known to be sympathetic towards ideas for revising chronology, without having a commitment to
any particular scheme, | was invited to present an introduction, giving an impartial, overall perspective. This was
subsequently included in the conference proceedings, published as an issue of the Society’s journal, Chronology
and Catastrophism Review (C&C Review), in 2003, with a full-page table which compared details of eleven
different schemes for the chronology of Ancient Egypt. Discussion on these and other schemes continued in the
two decades following the conference, with most of them, considered in isolation, appearing plausible. However,
there can, of course, only be one correct chronology. It was evident that, in some cases, authors were presenting
evidence which appeared to support their theory, whilst disregarding problematical evidence which would have
been difficult for them to explain away. In 2013 | wrote a three-part article for C&C Review giving an impartial
summary of what ancient Egyptian and Mesopotamian sources, carved in rock or written on papyrus or parchment,
actually said, and then assessed how the conventional chronology and three representative alternative chronologies
fared, when judged against the content of the sources. This analysis ended in 332 BC, with the conquest of Egypt
by Alexander the Great [1].

That was the event where the orthodox chronology and all the major alternative chronologies of the ancient world
came together. There was general agreement that Alexander the Great conquered Egypt 332 years before the year
we call AD 1, or, to put it another way, 332 years before the 44" regnal year of Octavian/Augustus Caesar [2].
Yet, even so, there were many who questionned whether Alexander’s conquest of Egypt took place 2332 years
before the year we call AD 2001, these people finding reasons to think that AD chronology may have been
artificially extended.

Challenges to the conventional chronology of the Christian era had been formulated mainly on the basis of
unorthodox interpretations of the findings of archaeologists, astronomical retro-calculations and/or statistical
analysis. Apart from the identification of perceived gaps or anomalies, historical sources had been largely
disregarded by the challengers, on the grounds that they were often incomplete and may be presenting incorrect
information, either because of innocent confusion or deliberate falsification. In a series of articles in C&C Review,
beginning in 2015, | addressed the situation from the opposite perspective, the surviving historical sources. The
current work, as acknowledged on the title-page, is a significantly revised, expanded and updated development of
those articles.

As with the previous articles, limitations of space in this current work (despite its extended format) make it
impossible to give sufficiently detailed consideration to the full range of evidence to be able to come to firm
conclusions about the viability or otherwise of any particular model. Instead, as before, the focus will be on what
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the historical sources actually say, and the extent to which the historical evidence supports each of the various
chronological models (orthodox and unorthodox) under consideration. Where a model appears to be incompatible
with the historical evidence, the possibility of this evidence being unintentionially misleading or having been
deliberately falsified will be considered, with an assessment the degree of plausibility of possible explanations.

Chapter 1 introduces the individual chronological models for the period under consideration and also the dating
systems used during the course of it. It then examines suggestions that a false chronology may have been created
by early Christians, as well as the theory that the AD system we use today is different from that introduced by
Dionysius Exiguus. Chapter 2 provides a detailed summary of what the sources say about the chronology of the
Roman/Byzantine Empire whilst Chapter 3 similarly summarises information given in the sources about the
chronology of what may be termed Barbarian Europe, and Chapter 4 considers the popes of Rome in similar
fashion. In all chapters, there are discussions of issues arising.

1.2 Revisionist and Conventional Chronologies

During the 1990s, in Germany, author and publisher Heribert Illig produced a model for shortening the first
millennium AD, which became known as the “Phantom Time Hypothesis”. According to Illig, the history we now
associate with the period between August 614 and September 911, for which (in the view of Illig) very little
archaeological evidence has been found, is completely fictional [3]. A book in English in support of this concept,
written by Emmet Scott, was published in 2014. Illig had suggested that Emperor Otto Ill, in collusion with Pope
Silvester 11, may have moved the calendar forward by three centuries to associate his reign with the start of the
second millennium AD. Scott commented that this change could have passed unnoticed “because of the general
ignorance of history among the population, and by the confusion that reigned throughout Europe regarding
calendars and dates” [4].

In Britain, Steve Mitchell, an amateur archaeologist, rejected Illig’s hypothesis, but considered it possible that the
history of the first millennium had been artificially extended for a shorter period at an earlier time. In 2008, he
argued that the English monk Bede, who was the first to use the AD system of Dionysius Exiguus for historical
purposes in his Ecclesiastical History of the English People (completed, according to the author, in AD 731) may
have made an error with the date which has resulted in a corresponding error in the AD system we use today.
Mitchell raised two particular concerns. One was that it appeared from Bede’s history that almost nothing of note
had happened in England between the reigns of the Roman emperors, Marcian and Maurice, whose accession
dates, according to Bede, were AD 449 and AD 582, a span of 133 years. The other was that Early Medieval
documents were often dated simply to the year in the current 15-year indiction cycle (introduced for taxation
purposes during the reign of Constantine the Great). Putting these two factors together, it was quite possible that
Bede had over-estimated the timescale of this period by one or more indiction cycles. Mitchell subsequently went
beyond this and, on the basis of perceived historical and archaeological gaps, began to develop arguments that the
250-year-long Early Anglo-Saxon Period (which encompassed the reigns of Marcian and Maurice) may have been
artificially extended by up to 200 years [5].

An extension of a similar length, but at a time even later than that supposed by lllig, was proposed by Zoltan
Hunnivari, forming what he termed the “Hungarian Calendar”. On the basis of retro-calculations of eclipses and
other astronomical phenomena, Hunnivari claimed that AD 960 was the same year as AD 1160 and almost two
centuries of history have been fabricated to fill the space between these dates. According to Hunnivari, writing in
From Harun Al-Rashid up to the Times of Saladin, the revision to the Christian Calendar was made by Pope
Innocent 111 in AD 1016, with that year becoming AD 1206 at a stroke. Hunnivari wrote (p. 87), “The resetting of
the calendar did not cause any difficulties since the Christian calendar before was used in only a very narrow
circle of the Western Church” [6].

Returning to Germany, Gunnar Heinsohn, a social scientist at the University of Bremen, had, for many years,
provided staunch support for Illig’s hypothesis but, in 2013, he produced a new theory which argued for a much
greater shortening of the first millennium. In Heinsohn’s view, the artificial stretching of the first millennium was
not a consequence of the deliberate invention of false histories but of the chaos caused by a major catastrophic
event. Evidence of this was then wrongly interpreted to indicate a number of local events taking place at different
times. According to Heinsohn, relatively minor events which are believed to have occurred in different parts of
Europe during the 230s, 530s and 930s were manifestations of a single huge event which brought an end to
civilised life throughout Europe. In this scenario, the activities of the emperors regarded as ruling from Rome
between AD 1-230 and ones ruling from further east between AD 290-520, as well as the activities of rulers in
northern and northeastern Europe between AD 701 and AD 930 (including the Carolingian Franks), were all
taking place at the same time. This triplication of the history of a single 230-year period would in itself result in
a false extension of the timescale amounting to 460 years, and, considering the situation as a whole, around 700
years of history, from the 3 to the 10" centuries, would already have been completed before the date when it was
supposed to have started. Working back from present dates, Emperor Augustus would have been on the throne in
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AD 700 so, from that point of history to the end of the Early Medieval Period in Western Europe, in AD 1000,
there would have been a period of just 300 years, not 1,000 years, as generally supposed [7].

Gunnar Heinsohn in 2012

A model which has received much support in Russia and eastern Europe, the “New Chronology” of Anatoly
Fomenko and colleagues (notably Gleb Nosovsky), is even more radical than Heinsohn’s theory, bringing into
question not only every aspect of the history of the Early Medieval period as generally understood but also the
whole of ancient history as we know it. According to Fomenko, all of this history was fabricated in the 16™ and
17" centuries AD, initially by Joseph Justus Scaliger and subsequently by Dionysius Petavius and others.
Generally, it was based on people and events from the first half of the second millennium AD, and often made
use of these more than once. Fomenko claimed to have been able to demonstrate this by statistical analysis. In
Fomenko’s view, Byzantine history from 830-1143 was a copy of that from 1143-1453, and was also the same as
English history from 1040-1327. Byzantine history from 378-630 was similarly a duplicate of English history
from 640-1040, both being reflections of the same Late Medieval origin. The history of Ancient Greece was
derived from that of the history of Greece from the 11" to the 16™ centuries, whilst Cambyses of Achaemenid
Persia was the medieval Charles of Naples, Darius | was Frederick of Sicily and Xerxes was Duke Walther of
Brienne. Brutus of Troy, after whom Britain was named (according to Nennius and Geoffrey of Monmouth), was
the same person as the Brutus who founded the Roman Republic and the Brutus who conspired to assassinate
Julius Caesar, and was a contemporary of the 13™ century Mongol ruler, Genghis Khan. The Old Testament was
based on events in Europe between the 11%-17" centuries, with Constantinople being called Jerusalem. The kings
of Israel parallel the western Roman emperors from 306-476 and also the Roman coronations of the Holy Roman
Empire in the 101"-13™" centuries, all being phantom reflections of the Habsburgs. The kings of Judah, also phantom
reflections of the Habsburgs, parallel the eastern Roman emperors from 306-700 as well as the German
coronations of the Holy Roman Empire in the 10M-13™ centuries. According to Fomenko, King Solomon may
have been the same person as Moses, Pompey (the rival of Julius Caesar), Diocletian, Justinian I, Constantine V1|
and Suleiman the Magnificent. His temple still stands as the Hagia Sophia in Constantinople [8].

This may seem highly speculative, but Fomenko is a reputable statistician and he claimed that his conclusions
were supported by statistical analysis. However, his case was undoubtedly weakened by the fact that he considered
it justifiable to adjust the data, e.g. by arbitrarily rearranging a sequence of kings, before subjecting it to analysis
[9]. His comments about the influence of Scaliger on today’s conventional chronology were also vastly overstated.
Scaliger was the first to assemble a comprehensive chronology of the ancient world, incorporating Egyptian,
Babylonian, Persian and Jewish history as well as Greek and Roman, but he initiated a process rather than
delivered a finished product. Fomenko quoted the 20™ century chronologist Elias Bickerman commenting on the
limitations of the work of chronologists from before his own time but, apparently misunderstanding what
Bickerman was saying, followed the quotation with the words, “Hence it would be correct to call the modern
consensual chronology of the Classical period and the Middle Ages the Scaliger-Petavius version”. In fact, the
modern consensual chronology of the Middle Ages owes much to the work of later scholars, for example, Bruno
Krusch (1857-1940), a member of the Central Directorate of the Monumenta Germaniae Historica (MGH), who
allocated dates on the basis of an exhaustive study of surviving histories, chronicles, biographies, letters and
charters (as well as identifying forgeries), carried out throughout most of his working life. Even so, this was only
part of a process, for not all of Krusch’s conclusions are currently accepted, and work of a similar nature is still
ongoing, to refine the precise details of the conventional chronology [10].

Without making any assumptions about the validity of any particular model, we shall aim to carry out an objective
examination of the written evidence. It would be impossible here to follow Krusch’s example and try to take into
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account all surviving documents, so let us focus on the histories and chronicles which have been transmitted to us
and, disregarding claims made about them in orthodox and unorthodox secondary sources, allow them to speak
for themselves. What do they tell us about the chronology of the period we regard as the first millennium AD?
However, before we can begin to address that question, there is an important aspect we need to consider.

1.3 Dating Systems

An Abundance of Systems

Bede wrote that Marcian became emperor in AD 449 [11], but he could not have found that date in any of his
sources, because, according to all the available evidence, Bede was starting a new tradition by using the AD
system to date historical events. How might the accession of Marcian have been dated in the sources available to
Bede, and on what basis would he have converted such dates into ones in the AD system? On the evidence of the
surviving sources, numerous dating systems were used during the period we are considering, some of which had
originated earlier, during the latter part of the first millennium BC. Abbreviations we shall be employing in
connection with these systems are given in Table I.

Table 1: Abbreviations Used in this Work for some Dating Systems

AD Anno Domini  Years from Christ’s birth Introduced by Dionysius Exiguus in Rome
AM Anno Mundi  Years from Creation Many different schemes used — see below

AM (AE) Alexandrian Era— An AM system Introduced by Annianos of Alexandria

AM (BE) Byzantine Era — An AM system Became the main Byzantine dating system
AM (B) AM system devised by Bede Used only in Bede’s chronicle

AM (CP) AM system of the Chronicon Paschale Used only in the CP, written in Constantinople
AM (E) AM system devised by Eusebius Widely used in Western Europe

AM (H) AM system devised by Hillel ben Yehuda | Hebrew system widely used in Jewish communities

AM (IS) AM system devised by Isidore of Seville Used only in Spain

AP Anno Passione Years from the Crucifixion | Introduced by Prosper of Aquitaine

AUC ab urbe condita Years of Rome Introduced by Terentius Varro

Almost halfway through the first millennium BC, the people of some Greek cities had begun dating events by
reference to the name of the chief magistrate in office in their city at the time, these being appointed on an annual
basis. The magistrates of Athens were called archons and lists of chief archons were preserved. Herodotus wrote
that Xerxes and his invading Persian army reached the vicinity of Athens during the archonship of Calliades.
Several centuries later, a system based on the 4-year cycle of Olympiads began to become popular since, unlike
systems based on sequences of local magistrates, it could be understood and used throughout Greece. Initially, it
seems that several different Olympiad dating systems were in use, but the one counting from the year when
Coroebus of Elis was said to have won the main event, the stadion, was the one which prevailed. Whether its
starting point was the very first Olympiad or, as seems more likely, the first where the winners’ names were
recorded, and whether Coroebus was the victor in the year supposed or in some other year, are questions which
will probably never be answered [12]. However, that has no bearing on the fact that this particular Olympiad
dating system, following its widespread adoption in Greece in around the second century BC, continued to be
used by Greek historians for about another 800 years. Diodorus of Sicily and Dionysius of Halicarnassus used it
in the first century BC, linking it to the archon system to date past events. So, for example, Diodorus dated the
attack on Athens by Xerxes to Olympiad 75:1 (i.e. the year of the 75" Olympiad) and the archonship of Calliades;
the conquest of Egypt by Alexander the Great to Olympiad 112:1 and the archonship of Niceratus; and the
beginning of Julius Caesar’s war against the Gauls to Olympiad 180:1 and the archonship of Herodes, when
Ptolemy, known as the “New Dionysius” (i.e. Ptolemy XII Auletes), was king of Egypt. The Eusebius-Jerome
chronicle, written several centuries after the time of Diodorus, similarly dated Alexander’s conquest of Egypt to
Olympiad 112:1, going on to date the beginning of the imperial reign of Augustus, when he changed his name
from Octavian, to Olympiad 187:2, before finishing with the death of Emperor Valens in Olympiad 289:3. Not
long after that, the Romans banned the Greeks from holding any more Olympics, but some historians still carried
on using the Olympiad dating system, even though the games were no longer taking place. In the chronicle of
Hydatius and in what has become known as the Gallic Chronicle of 452, both of which followed on from the
Eusebius-Jerome chronicle, the accession of Emperor Marcian was dated to around the year of the 308" Olympiad.



Later still, the Chronicon Paschale equated the first year of Emperor Justinian | with Olympiad 327:1; the first
year of Maurice with Olympiad 340:4; and the first year of Heraclius with Olympiad 347:4 [13].

The Eusebius-Jerome chronicle, which was the chronological appendix to the chronicle of Eusebius translated
from Koine Greek to Latin and continued by St Jerome, also dated events by reference to regnal years of kings
and by years from the supposed birth of Abraham, which had been determined by Eusebius from information in
the Septuagint translation into Koine of the Hebrew Bible (the Christian Old Testament). The same dating systems
were retained in the chronicle of Hydatius and the Gallic Chronicle of 452. After that, although the new dating
system introduced by Eusebius continued to be used, it was presented in a different guise. According to his
calculations, Abraham had been born 3184 years after the creation of the world, so “years from Abraham” could
be converted into “years of the world”, i.e. Anno Mundi (AM), simply by adding 3184. To avoid confusion, all
dates in the system devised by Eusebius will be presented here in the AM form, with “E” inserted in brackets to
distinguish this system from other AM systems. To give some examples, the Eusebius-Jerome chronicle dated
Alexander’s conquest of Egypt to AM (E) 4869; the first year of Augustus as emperor to AM (E) 5170; and the
death of Valens to AM (E) 5579. According to the Gallic Chronicle of 452, Marcian succeeded Theodosius Il in
AM (E) 5654; whilst the chronicle of Victor of Tunnuna dated the death of Justinian | to AM (E) 5766; and John
of Biclaro, writing in Spain, dated the end of his chronicle, in the 8" year of Emperor Maurice and the 4" year of
the Visigoth king, Reccared, to AM (E) 5791. In Gaul, Gregory of Tours began the main part of his book, The
History of the Franks, with the death of St Martin in the 2" year of joint-emperors Honorius and Arcadius, which
he dated to AM (E) 5596, and ended it during the reign of Maurice, in the 33™ year of Guntram king of Burgundy,
dating this to AM (E) 5792, 21 years after his own consecration as bishop of Tours. The Chronicle of Fredegar
recorded events in Francia after the completion of Gregory’s History, and the first continuation of this finished in
the year said to be 63 years before the end of the millennium, shortly after Charles (Martel) had driven back a
Moorish invasion from Spain led by Abd ar-Rahman. That is generally taken to indicate a date of AM (E) 5937,
which would be consistent with information provided about the reign-lengths of Frankish kings from the
conclusion of Gregory’s History to this point [14].

Many sources focusing on the Roman Empire, including the Eusebius-Jerome chronicle, similarly dated events
according to regnal years of rulers and recorded their reign-lengths. The long-enduring system dating events to
the year of Diocletian emerged from this. Diocletian, who brought stability to the Roman Empire after a series of
civil wars, was the first emperor to be born in the east and he spent most of his life there, appointing others to
govern the west. In Egypt, events continued to be dated from the first regnal year of Diocletian, even after the end
of his reign. Thus, despite the fact that Diocletian had persecuted Christians, the Christians in Alexandria used
this system to date the years in their Easter Tables, which gave future calendar-dates for Easter Sunday determined
on the basis of a 19-year lunar cycle. The Diocletian Era system, subsequently renamed the “Era of Martyrs” by
Christians (the first attested use of this being in year 359 of the Era), is still used by the Coptic Church in Egypt
today. The chronicle of Theophanes the Confessor, which consisted of 528 yearly entries, began with the first
year of Diocletian. Although the Diocletian Era dating system was not a major feature of this chronicle,
Theophanes noted that Anastasius | came to the throne in the 207" year of Diocletian and was succeeded by Justin
I in the 234™ year of Diocletian. John of Nikiu, writing in Egypt, noted the death of Emperor Heraclius in the 357"
year of Diocletian. According to the Chronicon Paschale, the first regnal year of Diocletian, from which the years
in the Easter Tables were reckoned, corresponded to the consulship of Diocletian (his 2"%) and Aristobalus [15].

Dating by reference to the consuls appointed for a particular year was the traditional system of the Romans. The
historical sources say that, after the expulsion of the last king, Tarquinius Superbus (Tarquin the Proud), and the
setting up of the Republic, Junius Brutus and Tarquinius Collatinus were appointed as the first consuls, sharing
most of the powers of a king for a twelve-month term, like their successors. Annual consuls continued to be
appointed long after the establishment of the Empire, although by this time their function was only a ceremonial
one. The sources consistently stated that Octavian, who had risen to power following the death of Julius Caesar,
changed his name to Augustus and effectively became emperor in the year of his 7" consulship and the 3 of
Marcus Vipsanius Agrippa. Augustus erected a marble monument (now known as the Fasti Capitolini) in the area
of the Forum in Rome giving lists (fasti) of important information about Roman history, including a list of consuls
going back to earliest times, compiled by Marcus Terentius Varro. Much of this has survived on fragments of the
monument, which show the list was subsequently extended up to the year before the death of Augustus. Two other
extensions of versions of Varro’s list of consuls are known, one of these forming part of the Chronography of
354, compiled in Rome during the reign of Constantius 11, and the other produced in Spain and discovered bound
to an edition of the chronicle of Hydatius. For that reason, it is often referred to as the Hydatius fasti (although
some call it the Consularia Constantinopolitana, even though it has no association with Constantinople). There
are doubts about the accuracy of the earlier part of Varro’s list because it is inconsistent with the accounts of
Diodorus and Livy. However, for the period following the consulship of Marcus Valerius Corvus and Quintus
Appuleius Pansa, 273 years before the consulship when Octavian became Augustus, there is nothing in other
sources to raise questions about the Varronian chronology. Similarly, the consular pairs listed in the
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Chronography of 354 and the Hydatius fasti for the 380 years from the time Octavian assumed imperial authority
to the compilation of the first of these sources are generally consistent with each other and with other evidence
from the same period, including consular information inscribed on stone [16].

From the last consular year mentioned in the Chronography of 354 to the end of the Eusebius-Jerome chronicle
in what was stated to be the 6™ consulship of Valens and the 2" of Valentinian the Younger, the Hydatius fasti
gave 24 years, with generally consistent details being given in the chronicles of Prosper of Aquitaine and
Cassiodorus, as well as the Chronicon Paschale. From that point until the end of Prosper’s chronicle in the
consulship of Valentinian 111 (for the 8" time) with Anthemius, this source, together with the chronicles of
Cassiodorus and Marcellinus Comes (Count Marcellinus), the Chronicon Paschale and the Hydatius fasti, gave
76 years, with very similar details. For example, all four chronicles noted the accession of Marcian in the
consulship of Valentinian 111 (for the 7™ time) and Avienus. After the end of this period, the Chronicon Paschale
and the chronicles of Marcellinus Comes (with its continuations) and Marius of Avenches all gave 86 years to the
final consulship of a commoner, that of Basilius, in the reign of Justinian | (a total of 843 years after the consulship
of Corvus and Pansa, and 570 years after Augustus assumed imperial powers). After that, the role of consul was
incorporated into the duties of the emperor [17].

Another Roman dating system was ab urbe condita (AUC), i.e. years from the foundation of the city. However,
it was acknowledged during the first century BC that the precise date of the foundation of Rome remained
unknown. Varro placed it in towards the end of Olympiad 6:3 and Dionysius of Halicarnassus suggested it was in
Olympiad 7:1. Livy sometimes placed it in the same year as Dionysius and sometimes in the following year.
Moreover, Dionysius pointed out that significantly different dates for the event had been given by earlier historians
with, for example, Timaeus of Sicily writing that Rome was founded 38 years before the first Olympiad. As far
as we know, there was no evidential basis for choosing between the alternatives, but Varro’s scheme became the
official one of the Roman Empire. Only after that did AUC become a dating system, with AUC 1 being essentially
the same as Olympiad 6:4, but, even then, it was largely used to mark important anniversaries. The histories of
Aurelius Victor, Eutropius and Orosius, as well as the Eusebius-Jerome chronicle (which was said to have ended
in AUC 1131), all noted that AUC 1000 was celebrated during the short reign of Marcus Julius Philippus, and
coins have survived which marked that event. The only histories which made significant use of AUC dating, in
conjunction with consular dates, were ones by two near-contemporaries but otherwise very different individuals:
Eutropius, a pagan who provided administrative support for Julian and other emperors in Constantinople; and
Orosius, a Spanish Christian priest and theologian. Eutropius dated the assassination of Julius Caesar to AUC 709,
the accession of emperor Nerva to AUC 850 and the death of Emperor Jovian, the last event recorded in his
history, to AUC 1119. Orosius dated the first year of Octavian to AUC 710, the accession of Nerva to AUC 846,
and he placed the succession of Jovian to Valentinian in the year AUC 1118, with the death of Valens following
in AUC 1132. Orosius ended his history during the reign of Honorius, and he dated the accession of Honorius and
his brother Arcadius to AUC 1149. Centuries later, the AUC system was still occasionaly used, in association
with others, to date important events. So, for example, Frutolf of Michelsberg, reported that Henry Il became king
of Germany in AUC 1752 and AD 1001 [18].

In the Hydatius fasti, produced in Spain, consulships from the latter part of the reign of Augustus onwards were
sometimes dated, generally at ten-year intervals, by reference to the corresponding year in the long-lasting Spanish
Era system, whose origin is uncertain. Hydatius likewise gave Spanish Era dates at regular intervals in the margin
of his chronicle, and also a few in the main body of the work, writing, for example, that in the 15™ year of Honorius,
which was Spanish Era 447, the Alans, Vandals and Sueves entered Spanish territory, and the Visigoths under
Alaric sacked Rome. Similarly, John of Biclaro wrote that he was ending his chronicle in the 8" year of Maurice,
which was Spanish Era 630. Isidore of Seville used this system more generally in his History of the Goths,
completed during the reign of Heraclius. He wrote, for example, that: in the 121 year before the start of the Spanish
Era, the Goths offered to support Pompey in his civil war against Julius Caesar; in Era 369, in the 26" year of
Constantine the Great, the Goths fought against the Romans in the Balkans region; in Era 416, Valens died fighting
against the Goths in Thrace; in Era 447, Alaric sacked Rome; in Era 453, Athaulf led the Goths (more precisely,
the Visigoths) into Gaul and then into Spain; in Era 490, the first year of Emperor Marcian, Thorismund became
king of the Goths; in Era 569, the 61" year of Emperor Justinian I, Theudis became king in Spain; in Era 624, the
3" year of Emperor Maurice, Reccared succeeded his father Leovigild as king of the Goths; and in Era 659, the
10" year of Emperor Heraclius, Suinthila came to the throne. A continuation of this history was provided in the
Mozarabic Chronicle, written more than a century later by an anonymous Christian living in a part of Spain which
by this time was under Moorish control. According to this chronicle: Suinthila, who became king in Spanish Era
659, went on to reign for 10 years; in Era 685, during the reign of Emperor Constans Il, Reccesuinth became king
of the Goths; in Era 749, when Justinian Il was emperor, the Moors sailed over from North Africa and seized
southern and central Spain; and in Era 769, during the reign of Emperor Leo |11, Abd ar-Rahman assumed power
and led an army into Frankish territory, but was defeated by Charles (Martel). The Mozarabic Chronicle ended in
year 792 of the Spanish Era, when Constantine V was emperor. Another source, known as the Chronicle of Alfonso
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I11, was written in Asturias in northern Spain when the Moors were controlling the region to the south. This
chronicle began with the death of the Visigoth king, Reccesuith, and the accession of Wamba in Spanish Era 710.
It paralleled the events described in the Mozarabic Chronicle up to the Moorish conquest of southern Spain but
then concentrated on events in the part of the country which remained Christian. Roderic, regarded as the last
Visigoth king, was Killed during the conquest and Pelayo was appointed king of the Spanish Christians, ruling for
19 years until his death in Era 775. The chronicle ended with the accession of Alfonso 1l in year 904 of the
Spanish Era. This dating system continued to be used in Spain for several more centuries. So, for example, the
Chronicle of Rodrigo noted the death of Rodrigo Diaz (better known to us as El Cid) in Era 1137 [19].

Another regional system was the Antiochene Era, often supposed to have marked the entry into Antioch by Julius
Caesar after liberating it from Pompey, but now considered more likely, as indicated in the Eusebius-Jerome
chronicle, to have owed its origin to the victory of Caesar over Pompey in the previous year. The chronicler John
Malalas, who was born in Antioch and moved to Constantinople during the reign of Justinian I, wrote that Marcian
reigned from year 499 in the Antiochene Era, Zeno from Era 523, and Anastasius | from Era 539 [20].

The long-enduring Seleucid Era dating system, known to some as the Greek Era, the Syrian Era or the Era of
Alexander, also originated in this region. Its starting-point was the victory by Seleucus, a former general of
Alexander the Great, over his rival Antigonus, which led to the institution of the Seleucid dynasty, reigning over
Syria, Mesopotamia and much of Asia Minor. Diodorus dated this victory by Seleucus to the year of the 117"
Olympiad, when Polemon was archon of Athens. It is apparent that some communities, but not all, moved the
starting date of the Era forward by about six months to coincide with the beginning of the Babylonian civil year,
which can lead to some slight uncertainty about the precise correspondence of Seleucid dates with ones in other
systems. The system was used in Seleucid chronicles and king-lists, and continued to be employed in and around
Syria well into the Christian period. For example, a document preserved from the Council of Chalcedon (in Asia
Minor), convened by Emperor Marcian, noted that the Council of Nicaea took place during the consulship of
Paulinus and Julian and year 636 in the Era of Alexander. The Ecclesiastical History of John of Ephesus,
completed during the reign of Maurice, similarly gave Era of Alexander (i.e. Seleucid) dates, saying, for instance,
that Justinian | died in year 876 of this system, having ruled for 39 years and that, following Justin 1l and Tiberius
I, Maurice came to the throne in year 893. Several centuries later, Michael the Syrian wrote a chronicle which
ended shortly after the death of the Saracen leader, Saladin, in Damascus in year 1505 of the Syrian (i.e. Seleucid)
Era. Near the beginning of the chronicle, Michael had explained that the start of the reign of Seleucus, 12 years
after the death of Alexander the Great, marked the inception of dating according to the Syrian Era. During the
course of the chronicle, Michael noted, for example, that: the 44" year of Augustus occurred in year 315 of the
Syrian Era; Diocletian came to the throne in Syrian Era 594; Constantine the Great began his reign in Era 673;
the 6" regnal year of Marcian was in Era 769; Justin | ascended the throne in Era 832; Tiberius I1 (the predecessor
of Maurice) became emperor in Era 886; the 10" regnal year of Constans Il fell in Era 966; Michael 11 was
succeeded by Theophilos in Era 1140; and Constantine IX came to the throne in Syrian Era 1361 [21].

Since the Jewish homeland formed part of the Seleucid Empire, it was natural that Jewish writers made use of the
Seleucid Era dating system. So, accounts of the Maccabean rebellion and related events were dated in this way in
the Books of the Maccabees and by Flavius Josephus. For example, Josephus dated the sack of Jerusalem by
Antiochus Epiphanes to Seleucid Era 145, during the period of the 153 Olympiad. Usage of the Seleucid system
continued long after the Diaspora following the destruction by Titus of the second Jerusalem temple, and was
often referred to as the Era of Contracts in Jewish communities. The Jewish scholar known as Moses Maimonides,
who lived in Cérdoba, Spain, during the fifteenth century of the Seleucid Era (according to his own testimony),
dated the destruction of the second temple to Seleucid Era 379. This dating system was still being used in our own
time by the Yemeni Jews [22].

According to tradition, the Jewish (or Hebrew) Calendar generally employed today, linked to an AM dating
system, was introduced by Rabbi Hillel ben Yehuda in Seleucid Era 670, but no evidence has survived of its use
for several centuries after that date. Here, when using this system, we shall insert “H” in brackets after AM to
avoid confusion. The year AD 2000 corresponded to AM (H) 5760/5761. Maimonides was instrumental in
bringing about a change to this system, particularly in Europe. He noted that the year in which he was writing,
Seleucid Era 1489, was AM (H) 4938 and was also 1109 years after the destruction of the second temple [23].

The chronicle of Isidore of Seville, compiled during the reign of Heraclius, used a world era system which was
very similar to that of Eusebius, but assumed a slightly younger world. In Table 2 are some examples of what
Isidore gave as the first regnal year for some Roman rulers. Another world era system was devised in England by
Bede a century later, to date a chronicle he incorporated into his major work, The Reckoning of Time, completed
in the 9™ year of Leo I11. The basis of this system was Jerome’s translation into Latin of the Hebrew Bible, which
gave a significantly shorter timescale back to Adam than the Septuagint translation used by Eusebius. Examples
of Bede’s dates for the first regnal years of Roman emperors are given in Table 2 [24].
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Whereas the world era systems popular amongst Christians in western Europe were ones which followed the
example of Eusebius and attempted to date the creation of the world by counting back on the basis of timescales
given in the Bible, eastern Christians preferred systems which dated the world’s origin by linking interpretations
of passages in the scriptures to astronomical cycles. An example of the latter was the dating system used (together
with Olympiad and consular dates) in the Chronicon Paschale, compiled in Constantinople at about the same time
as Isidore was writing his chronicle in Spain. At a later time in Constantinople, during the reign of Nikephoros I,
George Synkellos used the Alexandrian Era (“AE”) dating system in his chronicle, attributing this to Annianos, a
monk who had lived in Alexandria four centuries earlier. Although beginning with Adam, as in the Chronicon
Paschale and the chronicles of Isidore and Bede, Synkellos started the more systematic part of his chronicle with
the seizure of power by Julius Caesar in AM (AE) 5434 and continued for 343 more years to the accession of
Diocletian in AM (AE) 5776. According to this account, Octavian first rose to power in AM (AE) 5458. 1ll-health
prevented Synkellos carrying out any more work on his chronicle, so he persuaded Theophanes the Confessor to
write a continuation. Theophanes, using the same dating system, began in the year after the last entry of Synkellos,
in AM (AE) 5777, and continued until his own time, with the seizure of the imperial throne from Michael | by
Leo V in AM (AE) 6305. Other examples of dates given by Theophanes, as well as corresponding ones by Isidore,
Bede and in the Chronicon Paschale, are found in Table 2. On occasions during the course of his chronicle,
Theophanes pointed out the relationship between dates in the system he was using and in the alternative Byzantine
Era (“BE”) one (which he called the “Roman” system, since the Byzantines often referred to themselves as
Romans), noting, for example, that the year AM (AE) 5983, when Zeno died and Anastasius | became emperor,
corresponded to AM (BE) 5999, and that AM (AE) 6232 corresponded to AM (BE) 6248 [25].

Table 2: AM Dates of First Regnal Years of Some Roman Emperors, according to Isidore of Seville, Bede,
Theophanes and the Chronicon Paschale

Isidore Bede Chron. Paschale Theophanes
Octavian AM (1S) 5155 AM (B) 3911 AM (CP) 5465
Diocletian AM (1S) 5482 AM (B) 4239 AM (CP) 5793 AM (AE) 5777
Marcian AM (1S) 5650 AM (B) 4404 AM (CP) 5959 AM (AE) 5943
Maurice AM (1S) 5783 AM (B) 4537 AM (CP) 6091 AM (AE) 6075
Heraclius AM (1S) 5812 AM (B) 4566 AM (CP) 6119 AM (AE) 6102
Leo 11 AM (B) 4672 AM (AE) 6209

In overall terms, Theophanes said he had written a chronography of 528 years from the first year of Diocletian to
the 2" year of Michael, the date of which could be regarded as either AM (AE) 6305 or AM (BE) 6321.
Subsequent histories and chronicles written in Constantinople generally used the latter system, which became the
official dating system of the Byzantine Empire. It was used in a compendium from several sources, known as the
Theophanes Continuatus, to date, for example, the succession from Constantine V11 to his son Romanos Il to AM
(BE) 6469. Leo the Deacon, writing of events in his own time, dated that same transition to AM (BE) 6467 and
he went on to date the accession of Basil Il, following the death of John I, to AM (BE) 6485. Several reigns later,
John Skylitzes wrote a “synopsis of histories” which began with the reign of Michael I and dated, for example,
the accession of Romanos Il to AM (BE) 6468; that of Basil 11 to AM (BE) 6484; the succession from Michael V
to Constantine 1X to AM (BE) 6550; and that from Empress Theodora to Michael VI to AM (BE) 6564. Later,
Anna Komnene, in a biography of her father, Alexios I, dated his accession following the abdication of Nikephoros
I11 to AM (BE) 6589. We could continue in similar incremental fashion looking, for example, at the writings of
Niketas Choniates, but we shall leave that until the postscript to Chapter 2. For now, let us, instead, jump forward
to the capture of Constantinople by the Muslims. This was dated by the Byzantines to AM (BE) 6961 and by their
Venetian allies to AD 1453. The Byzantine Era dating system remained the official one of Russia until, as part of
the reforms of Peter the Great, the calendar changed from AM (BE) 7208 to AD 1700 on 1% January. Although
no longer in general use in the Eastern Orthodox Church, it still forms the basis of the traditional Orthodox
calendar. The year AD 2000 corresponded to AM (BE) 7508/7509. An aspect of the Era of Alexandria system has
also survived to the present day, in Ethiopia. An essential feature of this system was the supposition that Jesus
Christ had been conceived in AM (AE) 5500 and born in the following year (as made clear in the chronicles of
Synkellos and Theophanes). AM (AE) 5501 became known to Christians in the region where the Alexandrian
system originated as the first year in the Era of Grace and, in Ethiopia, year 2000 in the Era of Grace was celebrated
during AD 2007 [26].
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Returning to our consideration of western Europe, Prosper of Aquitaine compiled (during the reign of Marcian) a
chronicle which, for the last 428 annual entries, dated events according to the consuls appointed for the year and
also according to his Anno Passione (AP) system, i.e. years from the supposed Crucifixion and Resurrection of
Jesus Christ. Prosper dated, for example, the first regnal years of Diocletian, Valens and Marcian to AP 258, AP
338 and AP 423, respectively, and ended his chronicle in AP 428. Prosper’s contemporary, Victorius of Aquitaine,
used the same AP system to date entries in his set of Easter Tables, produced at the request of Archdeacon (later
Pope) Hilarus, to remove the west’s dependence on tables produced in Alexandria. Victorius had evidently
realised that the Alexandrian method gave rise to a 532-year cycle of Easter dates (Bede subsequently explained
this as a natural consequence of a 19-year lunar cycle linked to the 28-year cycle of days of the week in the Julian
calendar) so he provided a full 532-year cycle of dates starting in AP 1 and ending in AP 532, which Victorius
indicated to be the 18" year after the consulship of Basilius. In the regions where the Victorian tables became
widely used, particularly in Gaul, his dates became associated with historical events and, after the end of the first
cycle, a new one commenced, this also being used to date historical events. So, for example, the termination of
the first continuation of the Chronicle of Fredegar which, as we have seen, was dated by implication to AM (E)
5937, was also dated, more explicitly, to the 177" year in the second cycle of Victorius, i.e. to AP 708 [27].

Allocating AD Dates

The multiplicity of dating systems undoubtedly produced a complex situation but, although the ancient historians
may not have had the technical advantages available to us, they must have had essentially the same genes, so
should have had a similar capacity to cope with complex situations. As we have seen, at least some of them
demonstrated their familiarity with several dating systems. Furthermore, throughout the period of the Late Roman
Republic and the Early Roman Empire, two major dating systems had operated side by side: Olympiad dating,
which was favoured by Greek historians; and consular dating, favoured by Romans. The influential chronicle of
Eusebius, written in Greek, linked each annual entry to a regnal year, but also indicated Olympiad and Era of
Abraham dates at regular intervals. After the death of Eusebius, the continuation of his chronicle, written in Latin
by Jerome, did the same.

Jerome ended by bringing the two main systems together, dating the death of Emperor Valens to Olympiad 289:3,
AUC 1131, Era of Abraham 2395 (i.e. AM (E) 5579) and the consulship of Valens & Valentinian Il (Valens for
the 6™ time and Valentinian for the 2"%). As was stated explicitly, the chronicles of Marcellinus Comes and
Hydatius and the first Gallic Chronicle were each designed to follow on from the Eusebius-Jerome Chronicle. All
gave regnal-year dates for each annual entry but, in addition, Marcellinus named the consuls for each year, whilst
the Gallic Chronicle indicated Olympiad and Era of Abraham dates at regular intervals, as did Hydatius, together
with Spanish Era dates, making evident the relationship between the different systems. Marcellinus dated the year
following the last in the Eusebius-Jerome chronicle to the consulship of Ausonius & Olybrius in the 7% year of
the indiction cycle, and Hydatius and the Gallic Chronicle both gave it as Olympiad 289:4 and Abraham 2396,
with Hydatius indicating that it was also Spanish Era 417. The ongoing chronicle of Prosper dated the consulship
of Ausonius & Olybrius, in the year following the death of Valens, to AP 352. So, on the basis of linkages such
as these and others, fitting together in consistent fashion, a date in one system could be converted to a date in
another, without making any assumptions whatsoever. Furthermore, that also applied to the AD model of
Dionysius Exiguus, since similar linkages existed. The Dionysian AD dating system was introduced in the first
instance for use in Easter tables because, although the tables of Victorius, published in AP 430, were still widely
used in the west, it had become apparent to discerning scholars that their compiler’s understanding of the
Alexandrian methodology was flawed and he had made mistakes in his calculations. These rarely affected the
outcome, but the situation was unsatisfactory. The 95-year set of tables (comprising five 19-year lunar cycles)
commissioned by Cyril, patriarch of Alexandria, were still available for use but, when these were getting close to
their termination date, Dionysius Exiguus, a Scythian monk living in Rome, with a high reputation as a scholar
(as recorded by his contemporary, Cassiodorus), was asked to produce a continuation of them. He went further,
pointing out, in his 95-year continuation, that he had labelled each annual entry with an Anno Domini (AD) date
relating to the birth of Jesus Christ, rather than continuing with the Diocletian Era system used by Cyril,
considering it inappropriate to carry on commemorating the years of a persecutor of Christians. Dionysius noted
that the current year, identified by the consulship of Probus Junior in indiction 3 and the 241% year of Diocletian,
would correspond to AD 525 in his system. The first entry in his new set of tables was for AD 532 and continued
on from the final entry in Cyril’s tables, dated to the 247" year of Diocletian [28].

As noted previously, the first person to use the AD system to date historical events was Bede, and his example
was soon followed by others, in England and also in the regions of Europe under Frankish control. Many examples
of the widespread use of AD dates in Frankish chronicles from shortly after the time of Bede will be given in
Chapter 3.

In the chronicle of Marcellinus Comes and its continuations, 162 successive consular years were specified up to
that of the last consul, Basilius, and on only one occasion was a Probus named as consul in the 3 year of an

12



indiction cycle, the partner of this particular Probus being Philoxenus (the former being consul for the west, the
latter for the east). The Chronicon Paschale similarly placed the consulship of Probus and Philoxenus in indiction
3, and also noted that the regnal years of Diocletian in Easter Tables were determined from the consular year of
Diocletian (for the 2" time) and Aristobalus. Linking the chronicle of Marcellinus to the Hydatius fasti, it can be
seen that the consulship of Probus and Philoxenus was the 241% since that of Diocletian (11) and Aristobulus. Thus,
AD 525 in the system of Dionysius can be linked to the sequence of consulships, and from there to other dating
systems. Although Victorius finished compiling his tables in the consulship of Constantinus and Rufus, which he
linked to AP 430, the names of the consuls for subsequent years had been inserted as annotations in some surviving
versions, identifying Probus and Philoxenes as the consuls for AP 498. In the entry for AP 505, Victorius gave
11" April as the date for Easter Sunday, which matched the conclusion of Dionysius for AD 532. Similarly, for
the next three years in each system, AP 506-508 and AD 533-535, identical dates were given for Easter Sunday -
27" March, 16™ April and 8™ April, respectively - establishing a clear linkage between the dating systems of
Victorius and Dionysius. It also follows that the consular year corresponding to the first regnal year of Diocletian
was AD 285 in the Dionysian system, and the Hydatius fasti associated this same consulship with Spanish Era
322. More directly, Julian of Toledo dated the completion of a treatise to AD 686 and Spanish Era 724 [29].

By establishing linkages between dating systems in ways such as this, it can be deduced that the consulship of
Probus and Philoxenes in the 3™ year of an indiction cycle corresponds not only to AD 525 in the Dionysian
system but to all the dates listed in Table 3. Thus a date in any of these systems can be translated into the
corresponding date in the Dionysian AD system, without having to make any assumptions.

Table 3: Dionysian AD and Other Dates Corresponding to the Consulship of Probus and Philoxenes

Diocletian Era 241 AP 498 AD 525 Spanish Era 563
Antiochene Era 573/4 Seleucid Era 836 AUC 1278/9 Olympiad 325:4/326:1
AM (B) 4478 AM (IS) 5722 AM (E) 5725 AM (AE) 6017/8

AM (BE) 6033/4 AM (CP) 6034/5

With the exception of some of the AM dates, Table 3 was compiled entirely from information in sources written
before the time of Bede. The question of whether there is any reason to doubt that the AD system of Dionysius
was the same as that subsequently popularised by Bede will be considered in the next section.

1.4 History and Religion

Several revisionists have suggested that a false chronology of the first millennium has been created by writers
following a religious (i.e. Christian) agenda rather than a historical one. Let us begin our examination of that claim
by considering the timescale from Augustus to Diocletian indicated in two Christian and two non-Christian
sources compiled less than a century after the time of Diocletian. The pagan historians were Eutropius and
Aurelius Victor, both of whom were imperial bureaucrats, and the Christian sources were the Chronography of
354 and the Eusebius-Jerome chronicle. According to Fomenko, Eusebius “most probably” lived in the 15%
century but many surviving writings by and about Eusebius identify him as a scholar who served as bishop of
Caesarea during the reign of Constantine the Great. In the chronicle, Jerome noted that all the entries up to the
20" year of Constantine had been written by Eusebius, at which point he (Jerome) had taken over. A surviving
Syriac version of the Ecclesiastical History of Eusebius was dated by the translator to Seleucid Era 773 (AD 462).
Regardless of this, all four of the sources gave the same sequence of emperors, with very similar reign-lengths,
between Augustus and Diocletian. The individual reign-lengths were also consistent with ones given by pagan
historians such as Suetonius, Tacitus, Cassius Dio and Herodian, who had died before Diocletian came to the
throne. If we make the missing reign-length of Aurelian in the account by Aurelius Victor 5 years and that of Titus
in the Chronography 2 years, as in most other accounts, the timescale between the reigns of Augustus and
Diocletian obtained by adding together the reign-lengths of the intervening emperors in all four of our sources is
271 years, to within a year or so. That is entirely in line with consular dating, since the consulship of Diocletian
(for the 2™ time) and Aristobulus, generally regarded as corresponding to the first regnal year of Diocletian, was,
according to the fasti, 271 years later than that of Pompeius and Appuleius, when Augustus was said to have died.
None of the pagan sources mentioned Jesus, but the Eusebius-Jerome chronicle dated the Nativity to the 42" year
of Augustus in Olympiad 194:3, AM (E) 5199 (i.e. 2 BC), and the Chronography placed it in the consulship of
Caesar and Paullus (AD 1), which corresponds to the 44" year of Augustus [30].

The only reasonable conclusion which can be drawn from the surviving sources about the process involved is that
Eusebius and the compiler of the Chronography of 354, like Christian historians from later times, accepted
timescales from Augustus to Diocletian and beyond derived from secular sources and then noted the point in the
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historical sequence of emperors where they believed Jesus to have been born. That was done on the basis of a
statement in the gospel of Luke that Jesus began his ministry when he was aged about 30 in the 15" year of
Emperor Tiberius. Most, like Eusebius, took this to mean that Jesus was exactly 30 years old at the time, which
would have placed the Nativity in either year 41 or year 42 of Augustus, but some (such as the compiler of the
Chronography) clearly considered it to be a rough estimate which allowed some flexibility. So, for example, the
author of the Chronicon Paschale placed the events surrounding the birth of Jesus in years 41 and 42 of Augustus,
AM (CP) 5506/5507 (4/3 BC); Orosius dated the Nativity to the 42" year of Augustus, AUC 752 (2 BC);
Cassiodorus to the 41% year of Augustus in the consulship of Lentulus and Messalla (3 BC); Epiphanius of Salamis
to the 42" year of Augustus in the consulship of the emperor (for the 13! time) and Silvanus (2 BC); Malalas to
the 42" year of Augustus in Antiochene Era 42 (2 BC); Bede to the 42" year of Augustus in AM (B) 3952 (2
BC); George Kedrenos to the 42" year of Augustus in AM (BE) 5507 (3/2 BC); Panodorus of Alexandria (as
reported by George Synkellos) to the 44" year of Augustus in AM (AE) 5493 (1 BC/AD 1); and Prosper to the
44™ year of Augustus, in the 28" year before AP 1 (AD 1) [31]. It is clearly apparent, after conversion to the AD
system, that a very narrow range of dates for individual regnal years of Augustus and a broader range of dates for
the Nativity were given by Christian historians over a long period of time, from Eusebius and the compiler of the
Chronography of 354, who believed they were living around three centuries after the death of Augustus and
produced chronologies virtually identical to those of their near contemporaries, the last of the pagan historians,
through to Kedrenos, who considered himself to be writing around seven centuries later.

As we have seen, there was general agreement between pagans and early Christians about secular chronology.
The slight discrepancies between different historians can easily be explained by uncertainties about whether the
first regnal year of an individual ruler was regarded as having started at his accession or at the beginning of the
next calendar year and the fact that different calendar years began at different points in the solar year. In contrast,
it is well-documented in surviving sources that, starting around the 3™ century after the presumed birth of Jesus
Christ, there were fierce debates between Christians about biblical timescales. Some took their lead from the
synoptic gospels (Matthew, Mark and Luke), which appeared to indicate that Jesus had been crucified within a
year of beginning his ministry in the 15" year of Tiberius, whilst others, initially in the east, gave priority to an
interpretation of the gospel of John which suggested that the Crucifixion had been three years later, in the 18"
year of Tiberius. Many Christians linked the Genesis account of the creation of the world in six days to a statement
in Il Peter, echoing Psalm 90, equating 1,000 years to a day, to mean the world as they knew it would end 6,000
years after its creation, and some, particularly in the east, interpreted a verse in 1 John to mean that Jesus had been
conceived at the eleventh hour of a twelve hour period, which would correspond to the 5500 year of the 6000-
year duration of the world [32].

Following that principle, Julius Africanus (“A”) wrote a chronicle in which the Nativity was dated to AM (A)
5501. Only fragments of the chronicle have survived but, according to Synkellos, it ended in the 3™ year of
Emperor Elagabalus in AM (A) 5723, Olympiad 250:1 and the consulship of Sabinianus and Seleucus (AD 221).
On that basis, AM (A) 5501 would have corresponded to 2 BC. The regnal year of Augustus at this time was not
stated, but Synkellos noted that Africanus had dated the Crucifixion to AM (A) 5531 and (erroneously, in his
opinion) supported the short synoptic chronology, which would link the Nativity to the 42™ year of Augustus.
Hence the indications are that Africanus accepted the secular timescale, identified the point within it when he
believed Jesus had been born, and in consequence regarded this as the 5501% year of the world [33].

A very different approach was taken by Synkellos. He was committed to the Alexandrian Era dating system,
introduced by Annianos of Alexandria two centuries after the time of Africanus, and to the belief that Jesus had
been born in AM (AE) 5501. As Synkellos explained, Annianos had come to his conclusions entirely on the basis
of biblical sources and astronomical observations (for which Alexandria was famous). Synkellos criticised
Christian writers such as Eusebius and Panodorus (a contemporary of Annianos) for their willingness to accept
information from the works of pagan historians. Tracing back lunar cycles from his own time, and assuming that
the Crucifixion had taken place on a Friday on the day following the Passover (a lunar festival), as indicated in
the synoptic gospels, rather than on the actual day of the Passover, as was inferred in John, Annianos came to the
conclusion that it had occurred 243 years before the accession of Diocletian. Next, on the basis of the long
chronology of the gospel of John, he deduced the time of the birth of Jesus and made this AM (AE) 5501 (AD
8/9), with the Crucifixion taking place in AM (AE) 5534 and the first year of Diocletian being AM (AE) 5777.
Then, with a perspective which was the reverse of previous Christian historians, Synkellos dated the 43" year of
Augustus to fit in with his conclusions about the Nativity. The consequence was that Synkellos gave 262 years
between the reigns of Augustus and Diocletian, whereas, as we have seen, other sources, pagan and Christian,
consistently gave around 271 years for this period. Synkellos gave slightly shorter reign-lengths than other sources
for emperors in the 74-year period after Augustus, so the reign-lengths and overall timescale he gave from the
accession of Nerva in AM (AE) 5589 on to Diocletian were in line with the rest. Thus, although the reversal of
the normal priorities in the formulation of the Annianos/Synkellos chronology resulted in it being out-of-step with
other sources, the discrepancy amounted to less than a decade and only affected timescales before the reign of
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Nerva. Five centuries after Annianos, Abbo of Fleury used a similar approach, but with different interpretaions of
the gospel accounts, and concluded that the birth of Jesus, in the 42" year of Augustus, had been around 30 years
earlier than supposed by Annianos. The chronicle of Marianus Scotus, a follower of Abbo of Fleury, accordingly
gave a longer timescale than other sources for the period from the 42" year of Augustus to the reign of Diocletian
(whereas Synkellos had give a shorter one), but thereafter, as we shall see, the timescale of Marianus was generally
in line with other sources [34].

There is nothing in the early sources to suggest any interest in establishing a timescale from the birth of Christ.
The first known mention of such a timescale came at the very end of the chronicle of Victor of Tunnuna, when it
was noted that the work had been completed in the first year of Justin Il, 567 years after the Nativity in AM (E)
5199. Dionysius Exiguus introduced his AD system solely to date entries in his Easter tables, considering it
necessary to find an alternative to the previous system linked to the reign of a pagan emperor. Why he chose the
precise system he did is far from clear, because he must have been aware that most historians of his time
considered the Nativity to have been earlier than the year he called AD 1. There is no evidence of any arguments
arising from this — it seems it was just regarded as an appropriate dating system, not a statement of belief in a
particular Christian chronology. Bede, in The Reckoning of Time, which was an extremely unfluential work (as is
apparent from the fact that, of the surviving manuscripts, around fifty are considered to have been written within
a century of its completion), spent most of the book extolling the virtues of the Dionysian Easter tables and he
computed a full 532-year cycle of Easter dates in exactly the same style as Dionysius and from the same starting
point, AD 532. However, Bede also included a chronicle in which the Nativity was dated in line with the
chronology of Eusebius. As Bonnie Blackburn and Leofranc Holford-Strevens commented in The Oxford
Companion to the Year, “Although Bede the computist equates Dionysius’ Incarnation year with AD 1, Bede the
chronicler had set the Incarnation in 2 BC” [35].

Even though it may be difficult to understand from a modern perspective, one of the major obsessions with
Christians during this period was in trying to ensure that Easter was always celebrated on the “correct” day. After
much debate, it became widely accepted that Easter should be the first Sunday following the first full moon on or
after 21t March (subject to some restrictions), and that Easter dates could best be determined in advance by
making use of a 19-year lunar cycle. However, problems still remained, because the traditional Roman rules
governing permissible dates were different from the Alexandrian ones. Some in the west, including Dionysius
Exiguus, considered it desirable that all Christians celebrated Easter at the same time, and Dionysius used the
Alexandrian rules in his computations, deriving Easter dates for the period consisting of five 19-year cycles from
AD 532 to 626. These tables, together with a prologue and explanatory material, have been preserved. Also
surviving is a prologue (dated AD 616) to a continuation of the tables from AD 627 to 721, but the tables
themselves have been lost. Nevertheless, it is known from other sources that computations using the Dionysian
principles were being made in Italy, Spain and Ireland during this period. A set of Dionysian Easter tables, taken
from Ireland to Echternach in Luxembourg by St Willibrord of Northumbria when Bede was still young, originally
covered the 19-year period from AD 684 to 702, and were subsequently extended in stages to AD 797. Bede
produced his 532-year “perpetual” table in time for the start of the third 95-year Dionysian cycle in AD 722. Since
the tables of Dionysius incorporated a 15-year indiction cycle and a 19-year lunar cycle, which would only return
to their original relationship every 285 years, Mitchell’s suggestion that Bede may inadvertently have added or
deleted one or more indiction cycles when he produced his supposed continuation seems unlikely, because the
ongoing relationship between years in the indiction cycle and years in the lunar cycle has been maintained in
perfectly smooth fashion [36]. There is a great deal of other evidence to support that view.

Information about the Easter controversies shows that no single system can be considered in isolation. In
correspondence between Pope Leo |, Emperor Marcian and Bishop Proterius of Alexandria, it was stated that the
Easter tables of Theophilus of Alexandria gave, for example, an Easter date of 24" April for Diocletian Era 171,
in indiction 8. Leo objected to that date since it was beyond the traditional Roman limit of 21 April. Prosper
noted in the entry in his chronicle for the consular year of Valentinian I11 (for the 8™ time) and Anthemius, AP
428, that Easter was celebrated on 24" April, despite the protestations of Pope Leo, because of the stubborn
insistence of the bishop of Alexandria. Previously, Prosper had equated AP 406 with AM (E) 4634 so, on that
basis, AP 428 would correspond to AM (E) 5656 (although, with the system as generally applied, it would be
5655). Similarly, because of the links noted above between the AP system and the Dionysian AD system, AP 428
corresponds to AD 455. The tables of Victorius gave the date for Easter in AP 428 as 171 April, with 24" April
as the Greek alternative [37]. It can be seen that the dates in these various systems are consistent, to within a year.

Moving forward to the time of Bede, when the Dionysian system began to challenge the dominance of the
Victorian one in Francia, a Frankish computist equated AD 721 with year 162 in the second cycle of Victorius,
i.e. AP 694. Not long afterwards, another Frankish computistical work similarly equated AD 743 with AP 716. A
few decades later, a set of Easter tables produced in Cologne consisted of double-dated entries covering the period
AD 798/AM (E) 5998 to AD 911/AM (E) 6111. Another set of Dionysian Easter tables prepared at Autun during
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the 9 century (MS Leiden Scaliger 28), which covered the period from AD 1 to AD 1006, gave AM dates as well
as AD dates up to AD 789/AM (E) 5990, using the minority tradition, apparently started by Prosper, of having
Eusebian AM dates one year higher than in the more common tradition. Later, Frutolf of Michelsberg equated
AD 1001 and AUC 1752 whilst the Chronicle of Alfonso X equated AD 1283 with Spanish Era 1321. In Egypt,
the Copts continued to use Diocletian Era dating (renamed the Era of Martyrs), and it was regarded as being year
1716 in this system when AD 2000 began. It is evident that the relationships between these six dating systems
were essentially the same after the time of Bede as they were in the time of Dionysius. The Easter tables of Bede
bridged this period and, since there is a cycle in Easter dates, those he gave for the period from AD 532 to 1063
would also apply to the period from 1 BC to AD 531, indicating an Easter date of 24™ April for AD 455, consistent
with the tables of Theophilus and the relationship between the AD and Diocletian Era systems specified by
Dionysius [38]. All of this indicates a continuity in the use of the Dionysian system up to and well beyond the
time of Bede. The only other possible explanation would be that a disruption in the AD system in Bede’s time (or
any other) had been accompanied by precisely corresponding disruptions in the AP, AM (E) and Diocletian Era
systems, as well as others, such as the Spanish Era, AM (AE) and AM (BE) systems, and also the Seleucid Era
system used in Syria and Asia Minor and by Jewish communities elsewhere, which seems highly improbable.

The apparent continuity of the Dionysian AD system up to and beyond the time of Bede can be tested in
straightforward fashion, since the rival systems of Dionysius and Victorius operated side-by-side in different
regions of Western Europe for several centuries. As noted above, the year of the first entry in the tables of
Dionysius, AD 532, corresponded to AP 505, and both Dionysius and Victorius gave an Easter date of 11™ April
in that year. For the remainder of the 95-year period to AD 626/AP 599, the sequence of Easter dates given by
Dionysius, which was exactly the same as that provided by Bede, matched the sequence given by Victorius, except
that in five instances (AP 523, 550, 570, 590 and 594) the matching dates of Victorius were alternatives written
in the margin rather than ones in the main part of his table (as with his entry for AP 428, mentioned above). For
the next 95-year period, from AD 627/AP 600 to AD 721/AP 694, the sequence of Easter dates given by Bede
was, with one exception, identical to that given by Victorius, except that in six instances (AP 614, 618, 648, 692,
685 and 690), the matching dates of Victorius were ones indicated in the margin as alternatives. The one instance
when ther