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Did the Jews Shorten the Chronology of the
Torah and the Prophets?

This is the next round of MT vs. the LXX dispute. Did the
Jews change the Hebrew text supposedly in back of the
LXX to a shorter Masoretic Text? The general charge is that
the Jews changed the text to destroy the Messianic
Prophecies about Yeshua. Additional, specific charges, are
that they changed the timeline (1) to promote earlier
marriage, (2) to alter history so that Yeshua did not fulfill
Daniel 9, (3) changed the text to deny his divinity, (4)
changed the text to deny his resurrection.

First, let us dispose of the general charge of changing the
text to stymie messianic prophecy. Isaiah 7:14 is a matter of
interpretation and context, and not a change in the text.
Christian scholars defend the Jews against changing it.
Psalm 22:16 is a matter of a simple scribal error in one
letter of the text, and not a matter of an intentional change.
Zecahriah 12:10 is again a matter of interpretation, as are
Isaiah 9:6, Genesis 49:10, Daniel 9:24-27, Psalm 16:10,
Isaiah 53:4, Jeremiah 31:22, and Hosea 11:1. Except for one
unintentional scribal error, the rest of these texts are all
matters of interpretation. The Jews may be accused of
ignoring the context or the proper meaning, but they cannot
be justly accused of changing the text. Christian scholars do
a reasonable job of defending them against the baser
accusation of changing the text, and demonstrating that all
ancient accusations of this consistitute slander.

Now let us turn to the more specific charge of altering the
chronology. For the alleged textual changes, the accusers
have upheld the LXX as the inerrant alternative. However,
their argument against the MT, as shown above is invalid
with respect to changing messianic prophecies. The
accusers failure to prove their case in that department
should reflect on the probability that their chronological
charges are also false.

The vast bulk of chronological differences of the LXX with
the MT are all concentrated in Genesis 5 and 11. The only
apologetic given by FEusebius for this chronological
difference was because the Jews wanted to encourage
earlier marriage by changing higher fathering ages to lower
fathering ages. So we see that the Genesis 5 and 11
difference is not attributed to changing Messianic prophecy!
Not only that, but Eusebius' argument fails at the start.
Lowering the LXX 230 years for Adam's fathering to 130
(MT) does not encourage earlier marriage. Anyone who
might be encouraged would be dead before either date. For
Genesis 11, lowering 130 to 30 also does not have the
desired effect. Early marriage in ancient time was
considered 12 to 16 for women and 17 or 18 for men. Thirty
years does not encourage this. It is difficult to believe that
Eusebius could even believe his own accusation.

Promoters of the LXX claim that the Jews changed the
Genesis 5 and 11 chronologies after Christ in the Rabbinic
period. But they cannot provide us for a valid motive to
make such a deliberate change. There is no motive, and the
commission of such a crime is so difficult that it would
never go unnoticed by the Jews themselves.

Let us now turn to the star witness that the LXX promoters
offer for changing the text, Seder Olam and Daniel 9. It is
true that Seder Olam shortens Persian history so that Daniel
9 will fit into a new interpretation of Daniel 9 that avoids
application to Messiah Yeshua.

However, Seder Olam accomplishes its purpose by changing
secular history, and not by altering the biblical text itself.
Seder Olam did not alter one letter of the Hebrew. They did
not need to. Everything was accomplished by either
interpretation or the shortening of Persian history outside the
Scripture itself. The whole method of the Jews here to
stymie Daniel 9 is based on changing secular history to fit
the text they received, and not on changing the text to avoid
Yeshua.

If they had any desire to change the text it was not executed.
It was not carried out. Because if they had lost the inhibition
to such a depraved measure as changing the text alleges, then
they would by all means have deployed such a lack of
conscience where it counted most: Daniel 9. But they didn't.
They assumed the secular Persian history was shorter,
perhaps even innocently so at the time. But modern
archaeology and astronomical calculation has shown that the
supposition of a shorter Persian history was a mistake. And
that was their mistake. It was not in changing the texts.

So, if the Jews didn't change the texts to stymie Daniel 9,
then they did not deliberately change the texts in any other
case where no motive can be assigned for it.

The Dead Sea Scrolls prove that the proto-Masoretic Text
Type, vs. the LXX and SP Text Types, was 40 to 60%
represented by the DSS and that the LXX and SP are
represented by 5% each. This dates before the time of
Messiah. It is concluded then that the Masoretic Text did not
come about by Jewish rejection of the LXX Text Type after
the time of Messiah. The SP actually witnesses for a shorter
chronology of Genesis 5, suggesting that the Rabbis did not
change it after the destruction of the Temple.

Consider then the Peshitta text, translated ca. AD 100-200
from Hebrew to Syriac. The vorlage of this text is mostly
Proto-Masoretic, with a few differences. In Genesis 2:2 it
has "the sixth day" like the LXX and SP. Then it has a few
unique chronological differences. It has 200 years for the
fathering age of Lamech, and 75 years of the fathering age of
Terah. It does have a other significant harmonizing features
like the LXX.

Otherwise, it is 80%-90% like the Masoretic Text with 10%-
20% of readings diverging, and often aligning with the
LXX/SP. These few differences show that the vorlage of the
Peshitta, likely from Babylonian Jewish Communities,
diverged from a shared pre-MT tradition that included
harmonizations, before the LXX’s extended chronologies
emerged, reflecting textual plurality rather than direct LXX
consultation.

This suggests two possible theories:

Theory #1. The Jews had altered the MT from an earlier
Hebrew Text used to translate the LXX, shortening the
chronology, and eliminating the harmonious features for less
harmonious features, supplementing the text with novel
harder readings that even Jews struggle to explain.



