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I wrote to Dr. John M. Steele whose work is cited in footnote 18a of the article. He gave me permission to share the
following response:
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18a. These time intervals {(“lunar
threes”) are the measurement of time
from, for example, sunset to moonset on
the first day of the month and during
two other periods later in the month.
Scholars have tied these time measure-
ments to calendar dates. ("The Ear-
liest Datable Observation of the Au-
rora Borealis,” by F. R. Stephenson and
David M. Willis, in Under One Sky—As-
tronomy and Mathematics in the An-
clent Near East, edited by John M. Steele
and Annette Imhausen, published 2002,
pages 420-428) For ancient observers to
measure this period required some sort
of clock. Such measurements weare not re-
liable. (Archimedes, Volume 4 New Stud-
ies in the History and F'.F'rﬂ'nmpfy of Science
and Technology, “Observations and Pre-
dictions of Eclipse Times by Early Astron-
omers,” by |ohn M. 5Steele, published
2000, pages 65-66) On the other hand,
calculating the position of the moon in re-
lation to other celestial bodies was done
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From: Steele, John [email address deleted)]
To: marjoriealley [email address deleted)
Date: Fri. Sep 2, 2011 9:32 am

Dear M= fllevy,

Thank you for your email concerning the citation of my work in the
recent Watchtower article. &= wou suggest the author of this piece is
conmpletely misrepresenting what I wrote, both in what they say about
the lunar three measurement, and in what I =say about the possibility
of retrocalculation of eclipses (my comments on the latter were
restricted to a distinct and small group of texts which are different
to the Diary they are discussing). Just glancing through the
Watchtower article I can see that they have also misrepresented the
wviews of other scholars by selective guotation out of context.

I've looked at the date of VAT 4556 on sewveral occasions and see no
possibility that it can be dated to anything other than the
conventional date.

REegards,
John Steele

with grea ter certai nE.
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