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DtRECTURAS t$BRlRI 
ORIENTAL INSTITUTI 
llNIVIlRSrQ 01 CIlC.lGO 

NOTICE. 

This book does not aim at success; it is a service of which 
Semitic scholarship has been in need for a long time. 

It was to be out in the autumn of last year within the 
compass of the first one hundred and thirty-six pages. But 
the ill-feeling manifested by an organ of the Press caused 
its delay and increase in volume. 

The incident related in pages 195--6 led to an offer of sat is­
faction which should have consisted in a note to be published 
over a mock signatur~ ... i!l1d in its substance and tone recom­
mending this forthcoming work to the merciful consideration 
of students. The matllematical demonstration - before which 
all sophistry is doo~ned to bankruptcy - was to be dismissed 
in a little more than one line. 

The challenge has been taken up, and the additional parts 
will help the reader in judging of the degree of reliance a 
certain literature deserves and in learning by what methods 
theories are sometimes forced upon the credulity of the 
ingenuous. 

The discussion cannot be choked off any longer, and to 
straight argument must respond straight argument. 

Reason, freed from prepossession and partiality, is called 
upon to exert its power; and the fruit of free reason shall 
be sound and wholesome. 

MARCH 28th I90 9. 

L. BELLELI. 



EXA1\;fINATION OF THE 
P ... ;\PYRI. 

I. Their double dates. 

II. Their relation to the Blacas papyri and other texts. 
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I. 

The documents we are gomg to deal with include: 

0) 1 Aramaic papyrus provided with a double date, 
II cbrew and Egyptian, which was bought in the winter 
o/' 1901 by Prof. Sayce from diggers who said to have 
round it in Elephantine, and now lies in the Bodleian 
Library j 

b) 3! similar papyri sold in Assuan by dealers to 
Lady William Cecil in 1904 with an uncertain report 
about their provenance and just while Prof. J\Iaspero, the 
I lirector-General of the; Service of Antiquities, was trying 
ill vain to {jnd any papyri of this class in that island; 

c) 5~" similar papyri, about the alleged discovery of 
which near Assuan intelligence had been sent in the 
''ipring of 190c1 to Mr. Hobert :Mond then busily engaged 
upon excavations in Thebes wherefrom he hurried up 
10 order by wire that they should be kept for him. 

To these ten papyri which, with the exception of 
the first, are preserved now in the Cairo Museum, and 
which thanks to the munificent liberality of Mr. Mond 
and the scholarly care of Prof. Sayce and Mr. Cowley 



2 

of the Bodleian Library have been published in 1906 
there is to be added the oldest as to date of purchase 
papyrus of this class bought at Luxor in 1900 and 
now belonging to the imperial Library of Strassburg, 
as well as the inscription on a sandstone slab of the 
Cairo Museum which was published in 1903 in the 
transactions of the Academie des Inscriptions et Belles­
Lettres, and, last but not least, the incomparable set of 
three papyri dug up in Elephantine in 1907 and some 
time afterwards published in the transactions of the 
Konigliche Preussische Akademie der Wissenschaften. 

According to their dates the papyri of the first set 
were in Sayce and Cowley's book classified in the 
following manner which on the whole is subject to no 
serious objection: 

Papyrus A 471 \or 470) B.C. Elul18=Pahhon 28 
13 465 B.C. Rislev 18=Thoth 6 (or 7) 

" " C is hopelessly mutilated in the place of the 
date which, however, has been conjectured 
to be identic with that of papyrus D 

" 
" 
" 
" 

" 

" 

D 459 B.C. Kislev 21 = Mcsore 1 
E 446 B.C. Kislev 3 = Mesore 10 
F 440 B.C. Ab 13 (or 14)=Pahhon 19 
G's (which was sold in shares to Lady Wm. 

Cecil and Mr. Mond) date was conjecturally 
restored into 
440 B.C. 

,T 416 (or 415) B.C. 

Ie 410 B.C. 

Tishri (23 ?) = Epiphi 6 
Rislev 3 = Toth 11 (or 12), 

and 
Shebat 23 (24)=Athyr 8(9) 
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We will see that the Strassburg papyrus cannot be 
to bear a date whatever. The sandstone inscription 

of 458 B.C., and identifies the Jewish month of Sivan 
the Egyptian of Mehhir. By Prof. Sachau who 

ilIllstrated the most important of the last published 
papyri its date was identified with the year 408/7 

; but unlike the Cairo documents this papyrus men­
only one nation's month, the Hebrew Marheshvan. 

years B.C. have been calculated through the regnal 
of various Persian monarchs stated in the papyri. 

Our attention to Sayce and Cowley's book was first 
drawn by a friend during thc autumn of 1906, when 
heing engaged upon a quite different kind of work we 

to it only a very fcw minutes of our time; but in 
two articles on it we saw afterwards in the "Athenaeum" 

noticed a considerable amount of confusion about 
circumstances under which the papyri were brought 
light and about the origin and constitution of the 

('ommunity with wbose economic, social, and religious 
life they purported to be connected. We conceived then 
Home doubts in regard to their character, and our doubts 
were strengthened after a somewhat close inspection of 
the wording and the general texture of the documents. 
We resolved consequently upon carrying our. investi­
gation to the innermost of the matter with the object 

forming a definite opinion for our own satisfaction, 
and in consideration of some needful service which 
was likely to be rendered to Semitic students no less 
than to the wider circle of those interested in archae­
ological exploration at large. 
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The safest test of the genuineness of these papyri is 
an inquiry into their chronology, and it is obvious 
that only one indisputable fault discovered in the cor­
respondence of dates would suffice to shake the belief 
in their authenticity. Should the errors appear in great 
numbers and be of considerable magnitude, then not the 
slightest hesitation should be permitted in declaring 
them spurious. 

In proceeding to such an examination we will start 
by snmming up what we know abont the Egyptian 
and the Hebrew calendars, with parallel dates of which 
are furnished nearly all the documents at issue. 

The Egyptian calendar was very simple, the year 
being divided into the twelve months, Thoth, Phaophi, 
Athyr, Choiak, Tybi, Mehhir, Phamenoth, Pharmuthi, 
Pahhon, Payni, Epiphi, and Mesore of thirty days each, 
to which at the end of the year five additional days, 
Ercur0p.81Ic(t 1;flEeUt, were appended in order to make 
up a total of 3G5 days, and thus bring about, as much 
as it could be done, a concordance of the civil with 
the astronomical year. The observation was made by 
the ancient Egyptians that 365 days do not represent 
the exact length of the latter, and that the calculation 
of the celestial and atmospheric phenomena could not 
be carried with the desired degree of precision by 
this standard, but nothing was done by them in the 
way of smoothing away the difficulty arising from the 
yearly residue of about six hours. When after the long 
run of 1460 years the heliac rise of Sirius happened 
to take placc on the 1st Thoth which was the starting 
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in their calendar the coincidence was regarded as 
good omen, and the entry of the new year was 

celebrated more solemnly than ever in the course of the 
fourteen centuries and three score. These special 

tl~stivities, however, involved no alteration in the length 
the year which continued to run as usual and to 

!'each its end with the fifth epagomenal day 1). 
The bilingual inscription of Canopus which is a 

resolution of Egyptian priests assembled at that town 
the ninth year of Ptolemy Evergetes (239 B.C.) 

eontains among other things the decision taken by that 
Convention of adding every fourth year a sixth epago­
menal day and so bringing the total of days in that 

up to 366 instead of the 365 in the ordinary 
(~ourse, and that for the stated purpose of avoiding the 
ease of festivals which in their days were celebrated 

the winter being in the future kept in the sommer, 
and vice-versa. It seems, however, that the resolution 

the priests never had a practical effect, and that not 
only the calendar remained unaltered for another two 
(~enturies, but all memory of the proposed innovation 
had been entirely lost when Julius Caesar proceeded to 
his own reform with no allusion, as far as our records 

either on his or Sosigenes' part t.o a similar attempt 
having been made before their time. 

1) All doubts on tbis particular point are removed by the distinct state­
llIent which is made in the Canopus inscription about the continuous 
"hifj;illg of the festivals, and tbe date 29 th August which is given in foot­
note b of Dr. nudge's lIistoJ'y oj B'gypt, IV, 18 as a correspondence for 
the first day of the Egyptian year cannot be taken as basis for a calculation, 
Imenase it is correct only for a group of four consecutive ycars which, 

is not indicated in that footnote. 
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The Jewish months were based on the easy obser­
vation of the renewal of the moon's phases in a period 
of about 29 days and a-half, hence the alternate suc­
cession of months of 30 and 29 days. The very words 
for month in the Hebrew language, Hodesh and Yemh, 
are better than in some others expressive of the 
appearance and changes of the satellite of the earth. 
Numbers 28; 11 prescribes a sacrifice to be offered on 
Jehovah's altar on the first day of each month, and 
after the fall of Jerusalem the imagination of the people 
saw in the constant renewal of the moon the promise 
of a revival and restoration of the independent Jewish 
nationality in Palestine 1). Worship and patriotic feeling 
placed the lunar month at the foundation of the Jewish 
calendar, and all future reformers of the latter were 
bound to give due attention to these imperative circum­
stances. The notion of the year as a civil institution 
existed among the Jews, their months were numbered, 
and there occurs in the Bible the mention of as many 
as twelve months in the year (Esther 3; ] 3). Although 
some of them are known under more than one name, 
in the present calendar of the Synagogue the following 
is the series of the twelve: Tishri, Hcsvan, Kislev, 
Tebeth, Shebat, Adar, Nissan, Iyar, Sivan, Tarnmuz, 
Ab, and Elul. But the twelve lunations yield a total 
of only 354 days, and, as the majority of the Jewish 
festivals, side by side with the religious or historic 
character, carried an agricultural meaning we must 
admit that at a very early date some empirical means 

1) iirW~J W1nliil~ O'1'liY Oil ~w.v of the prayer before the moon in 
her second phase. 
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was contrived with the object of establishing the har­
mony between the system of the twelve lunations and 

natural recurrence of the seasons. The use of 
I'umpets for the gathering of the worshippers, and 

derivatives of ~ii', to call, in connection with the 
festivals suggest the idea of some practice of procla­
mations at no strictly set dates having been adopted 
III the remote period when nothing had been done yet 

the fixing of a regular and permanent calendar. 

At present the calendar of the Jews is a slightly 
modified form of the nineteen-year cycle which Meton 
had excogitated for the Athenians in the year 432 B.C., 
hut was adopted by the latter upwards of a century 
later. By this system in the nineteen-year period of 
the Jewish calendar the 3rd 6th 8th 11th 14th 17th . , , , , , , 
:md 19 th arc embolismic, and have 13 months instead 
or the 12 in each of the others, with the result that 
every group of 19 consecutive Jewish years is nearly 
equal to 19 Julian years, the only difference consisting 
in a shortage of about one and a-half hours in the 
I lebrew cycle as against a cycle of equal length in the 
,I ulian calendar. This trifle causes sometimes the Jewish 
year to offer a total of 6940, 6941, or 6942 days 
instead of G939 which is the most frequent. When the 
,J ewish calendar now in operation was constructed the 
greatest care was exercised in order to prevent the 
I lay of Atonement from falling on a Friday or on a 
Sunday, because such an occurrence would involve 
the uninterrupted succession of two days, Friday and 
S:1turday or Saturday and Sunday, on which the lighting 
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up of fire and all sorts of work necessary for men's 
comfort would be inevitably prohibited. But this incon­
venience and some others of minor importance could 
not be obviated if the calendar were left to follow its 
regular course, and a remedy was thought out by 
making the yearly total of 354 be, as might serve the 
purpose best, reduced or increased by one unit. The 
result is that there are now in the ,Tewish calendar 
the following types of years: normal of 354 days, 
deficient of 353 and redundant of 355, and again of 
384, 383, and 385 days when the year is swollen by 
the addition of the embolismic month which always 
consists of 30 days. These various types will be repre­
sented by n, d, and l' for the common years, and by 
N, D, and R for the embolismic 1). 

In the ninth century Rabbi Nahshon ben Zadok of 
Sura observed that thirteen cycles of nineteen years 
each (i. e. 24 7 years) make a longer cycle to which he 
gave the name of Higgul and which would represent 
a period of time constantly repeating itself with identic 
characteristics as to length of individual years, to dates, 
days of the week, and all ritual arrangements as well 
as to the afore-mentioned occasional extension of the total 
of days in the nineteen-year cycle from GH3H to GH40, 
6H41 or 6H42. All authorities on the Hebrew calendar 
leave the first 114 years of the existence of the world 

1) In a normal year the months are alternatively of :)0 and 29 days in 
the indicated order of their succession; but when the year is redundant 
Heshvan has 30 days instead of 29, and when it is deJicicnt then Kislev has 
29 in lieu of the 11sual 30. 
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out of the computation, and give the following as the 
starting years of the successive Higgulirn from the 
creation down to the end of the sixth millennium: 
115, 3G2, G09, 856, 1103, 1350, 1597, 1844, 2091, 
2338, 2585, 2832, 307H, 3326, 3573, 3820, 4067, 4314, 
4561, 4808, 5055, 5302, 554H, 5796. Nahshon's statement 
is not accurate in all its particulars, and is considerably 
defective from the ritual point of view which, however, 
has no bearing whatever on the object of our investi­
gation. \Vhat we are concerned in is the correspondence 
of dates and the length of years, about which we can 
say that the Babylonian Rabbi's remark is true almost 
to a point. Prof. Mahler's Zeitl'echnung der ,hulen enabled 
us to proceed to its verification for the period of time 
extending from 4067 to 6000 A.M. with the result that 
for the first cycle the concordance is absolutely perfect 
in all the Higgulim, and for the second cycle the 
concordance is also perfect up to the 16th year in each 
Higgul, while as to the 17th a deviation occurs in the 
years 5337, 5584, and 5831 which are deficient instead 
of being redundant, but are immediately followed by 
5338, 5585, and 5832 which ought to be deficient and 
are redundant thus making up for the loss of one day 
in the preceding years and restoring the concordance 
which had momentarily been disturbed. The year 19th 

of this second cycle offers no difference whatever in 
any of the Higgulim. 

So far we cannot say we have found any substantial 
fault in Nahshon's theory, and what follows will confirm 
our belief in the essentials contained therein. We shall 
see presently how the verification of these two particular 
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cycles will serve directly our purpose, but we have not 
limited our scrutiny to what was strictly necessary, and, 
extending the field of our research, we have taken 
at random the eighth cycle of the Higgul 4067 which 
begins with the year 4200. In comparing this with the 
corresponding cycles in the following Higgulim it is true 
that we have found a greater number of discrepancies, 
but none of them were such as to shake our faith. 
We have, on the contrary, always found that every 
disturbance in one year was counteracted by a sub­
sequent disturbance of the reverse character which 
had the effect of reestablishing at once the imperiled 
harmony. So the first year of the eighth cycle in each 
Higgul is redundant, except 5929 which is deficient, 
but again the second year of the same cycle is in all 
cases deficient and only 5930 is redundant; and, while 
the third and fourth cycles show no variance of any 
kind, we see that the fifth has one year, 5~)33, which 
loses two days by being deficient instead of redundant, 
and then makes up for the loss by gaining one day 
in 5934 which is normal instead of, like the others in 
the same rank and cycle but in different Higgulim, 
being deficient and again by gaining one more day in 
5935 which ouO'ht to be normal but is redundant. o 
This is a beautiful instance of slow compensation, after 
which comes a year, the eighth, exhibiting no variance 
throughout the Higgulim and leading us to the hand­
some groups of the years ninth and eleventh which in 
the first four cycles arc alternatively redundant and 
deficient, while in the last four cycles are, by way of 
compensation, alternatively deficient and redundant, the 
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intervening tenth year showing only ritual differences 
which by no means affect its duration. The years 
12th_19th of the eighth cycle are all alike in every 
Higgul. 

The facts hitherto observed make us feel positive 
that a comparison of the other cycles would show more 
freaks of an analogous character but equally harmless 
as to the keeping up of concordances, and we will 
proceed to the inspection of cycles twelfth and thirteenth 
in which, jointly with the first and second, are enframed 
the dates of the documents. 

With regard to the former, no variance whatever will 
be found in the first five Higgulim, and discrepancies 
are only noticeable in the deficient years 5521 and 5768 
which in the ordinary course ought to be redundant 
and arc deficient; but subsequent discrepancies mani­
festing themselves in the redundant years 5523 and 
5770, which in their turn ought to be deficient, bring 
back again after a twelvemonth of respite the temporarily 
shaken balance, while exactly the same process of 
alternation recurs afresh in 5526 and 5773 on one 
hand, and in 5527 and 5774 on the other. 

With regard to the latter which is the last cycle in 
the Higgul, a perfect similarity obtains between the 
first and the second Higgul, and when we come to the 
others, we find that the years 4790, 5037, 5284, 5531, 
and 5778 which ought to be redundant are normal, 
while by the usual reciprocity the years 4791,5038,5285, 
5532, and 577H are redundant instead of being normal. 

The conclusion to be drawn from the foregoing 
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observations is that Nahshon's statement is accurate on 
the whole, and that taking as a basis the fact that in 
every Higgul evolve, with only insignificant oscillations, 
247 years each equal in length to the year corresponding 
to it in all other Higgulim we can confidently apply 
the present system of the Jewish calendar to all centuries 
anterior to Mahler's tables who has started them from 
the year 240 A.D. But before we commence the work 
of retrospective construction it must be noted that a 
Hebrew cycle is not, despite all devices, equal to a 
period of 19 Christian years, and that when we say, 
for example, ten centuries, while meaning exactly one 
thousand of the latter, we must not lose sight of the 
circumstance that there is in the Hebrew calendar a 
small fraction exceeding that number of years. So, 
taking for convenience's sake a number of undivided 
cycles, we will observe that, whereas the Jewish year 
in 249 A.D. began on September 25th, in 1256 A.D. 
(i. e. after a lapse of 1007 years) it began on Sep­
tember 21st, similar differences offering themselves if 
the comparison be carried into other periods. That the 
variance was not considered impossible of being fixed 
with a eertain degree of precision will be seen when it is 
borne in mind that the students of the Hebrew calendar, 
just working back as we are doing now for our demon­
stration, give the 7th October as the corresponding day 
of the Christian calendar to the first day of the year 
in which the world was created according to the Syna­
gogue, and when one considers that its anniversary in 
the first year (5987 A.M. = 2225 A.D.) of the last cycle 
in Mahler's table will coincide with the 3rd October. 
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These two dates, 7th October and 3rd October, indicate 
the variance bet\veen the beginning of the world and 
the end of its sixth millennium; but, as we must reckon 
the 15 days of the leaps caused and to be caused in 
our present calendar through the Gregorian reformation, 
the apparent difference of 4 days between the above 
dates will be brought up to 19 which represent the 
real variance between the two calendars, Christian and 
Hebrew, in the course of 6000 years, and yield a propor­
tion of a little upwards of 3 days per thousand years. 

With these positive results at hand, the drawing up 
of a ealendar for the four cycles whieh enframe the 
dates of the various doeuments under examination will 
be a task offering no serious difficulties. The oldest (A) 
of the papyri bears a date identified with the year 
471 B.C. which corresponds with 3290 A.M., but in 
order to start with the commencement of a cycle we will 
go two years further back, i. e. to 473 B.C. = 3288 A.M., 
whilst for the sake of symmetry the fourth cycle will 
be given in full. 

Of the four cycles thns obtained the first two will 
be the 12th and 13th of the Higgul starting in 3079 A.M., 
and the other two the 1st and 2nd of the Higgul starting 
in 3326 A.M.; con seq uently the calendars for each of 
them will be shaped after the following models: 

1st cycle 3288-3306 A.M. after the cycle 4276-4294 of Mahler's tables 
;lnu cycle 3307-3325 A.M. after the cycle 4295-4313 of Mahler's tables 
:3rd cycle :J:J26-3314 A.M. aftcr the cycle 4:J14-4332 of Mahler's tables 
4th cycle 3:B5--3363 A.M. after the cycle 4333-4351 of Mahler's tablcs. 

For the convenience of the reader we will copy here 
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the calendar for cycle 4276-4294 from Mahler's 1ab1es 
(page 75), allowing ourselves only the substitution of 
the names of the months for the Roman numerals usell 
by the Viennese scientist, and the suppression of the day 

.' 

I 
\ 

\ 
I 
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of the week on which the first of the Hebrew month 
fell as being of no service whatever to our purpose. 
Mahler's original table will, therefore, be presented in 
this modified form: 

ir~a;. "'II' Tis h r i Hesvan "'III, Kislev Tebeth She bat '[ I A dar I' Veadar Nissan II 

~~ I I 
~76 iA.D.515,24&Pkmbcr\240clobcr 122No~mbcrI22),)OOem~r:\A.D.51~20JanUMY! ~~~1-9~F-C-~-I-la-ry~~~~~~~I~I-9-M~R-re-~~-18~A-p-r-il~11Ll-7~M-B-y~I-I-6-J-U-n-C~]-5-J-u-~~1-1-4-A-I-~-I-llit 

Iyar Sivan Tammuz I Ab Elul 

4277 II 516,12 September[ 12 October III November: 11 December II 5) 7,9 January : i 8 February I \) March 8 April, 7 May I 6.Tunc 5 July 1· August 

1.278 II 517,2 September \1 2 October I 1 November i J December :)() Decemberll j A. D. 518, 29 January !28 )<'coruary 129 March 28 April 27 May i 26 June 25 July 2t August 

4279 II 518,22 Sep\,cmber 220ctobcr 1\ 20 ~ovelllber i 10 Decemlwr II 510, 17 January • 16 :February - 117 March ] 6 April 15 May 14 June' 13 July i 12 August 

1.280 II 519,10 September I 10 October i 8 November I 8 December II 520,6 January I 5 February - I 5 March ,.1, April :1 May 2 June 1 July :ll July 

4281 II 520, '69 August 128 September Ii 280ctobcr ' 27 November 26 December] r 25 January i21.!<'ebruary! 25 Mardt 2'1 April 23 May 22 June 21 July 20 August 

4282 II 521,18 Septemberl\ 18 October ,17 November 17 December II 522,15 .January I"~ 14 :February -- 15 March H April 1:1 May 12 June 11 July 10 August 

4283 II 522,8 September 8octohcr 6 Novemb(~r ;, December II 52:1,3 .January I~ 2 February ,J, March 2 April 2 May 31 May 30 June 20 July 28 August 

4284 ,,52:1,26 Septemberi 26 October 2L November IH Decmubor "52'J,, 22 Januaryi I' 21 February - 21 March 20 April 10 May 18 June 17 July 16 August 

4285 ,,521.,H s(,)ptembcrII14. Odober 13 November 1:\ Deccmber "G25,11 January 10 .February - I'll March 10 April 0 May 8 June 7 July 6 August 

4286 ,,525,4 i:lepicmber 40etobcr :3 N ovcmber :1 December 1/ 521l, 1 .J :lllllary :n J Bnuary 2 March :11 M areh :30 April 29 May 28 June 27 July 26 August 

4287 ,,526,21. Se
p
t cmbor\24 October 22 November 22 December 1/ 527,20 .January U) February' i20,March I\) April IS May 17 June 16 July 15 August 

1,288 ,,527,13 September; 13 Octoher 11 Noveillber 10 December 1/ 528,8 January 7 l<'cbruary i 7 March 6 April 5 May 4 June :3 July 2 August 

4280 1/ 528,31 August I :10 September :30 Oej.oller :i\) November '28 Tkcelnher ,\ D. 529,27 .Tanuary 2(i \1'dH"lmry! 27 :Vlarch ;26 .\pril 2:> ;vIay 2,1· .fune 2:1.Tuly 22 August 

1.200 1/ 520,20 September! 20 October 18 Nov('mber 18 Deeember 1/ ,,:;0, Hi January 15 ]<'ebfllary 1
16 Mareh 15 April \1. May 13.June 12 July 11 August 

42\ll ,,530, \lSeptclllher I 9 October 8 November S December II 5:)1, (j January 5 ]<'ebruary I 6 March 5 j\pril 1, May :1 June 2 July 1 August 

4202 ,,5:)]:lO A U"u8t I in Sep1.ember 28 Oc1.ober 26 N ()V('lll her 25 Decmn\wr ,\ I). 532, 2·1·.J annar} :2:, February: 2:; March 22 i\ pril 21 May 20 June 10 July 18 AUD:ust 
, . b \ I ! '-' 

4203 1/ 5:;%,] 6 Septmnbl'l'i 16 Octobl'l" U NOV(,lllber H l)"cember 1/ 533, 12 J:lIlu:,ry 11 r'cbnmry -' J':2 1VIarch I 11 April 10 May 9 June 8 July 7 A ugusi 

4204 1/ 53:,,:' September I [) Udoher 1· NOVl'lll\)er 1, December 1/ 5:H,2 .January 1 February :1 March II\pril! 1 May 30 May 29 June J 28 Jul' 27 Angust 
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This table, while showing the working of the Hebrew 
Calendar in a period subject to no dispute or doubt, 
will supply the means of checking the precision of 
the other tables constructed by ourselves on the above 
stated principles. J t will be seen that the 1st Tishri 
in 427G A.M. fell on the 24th September, but as our 
first cycle starting in 3288 A.l\L is separated from 
the latter by a backwards running interval of about 
1000 years, there will be in the variance between the 
two calendars a diminution of 3 days "which will cause 
the 1st. Tishri 3288 to he identiii.ed with the 27t.h Sep­
tember instead of with the 24 tho 

Going now to the Egyptian part of :;\Iahler's tables 
we will find on page 20 that in the year 47;) Be. 
(= to our 3288 A.1VI.) the 15th September was the 
1st Payni, and an easy calculation will show that the 
27th ~eptember was the 13th of that Egyptian month. 
It remains now, with the observance of the usual 
rules in the making of calendars with equivaJences, to 
build up one in whieh the itlentiiicatioll of the J-Jehrew 
dates should be" no longer with the Roman-Christian as 
in l\Tahler's work, but with the Egyptian. This we 
have done and here we pl'oc1uce the ii'uit of Ollr labour : 

Hebrew-Egyptian Calendars 

from 32RS t.o 33G3 A.M. == 4n to 39S RC. 

ERRA.TA. A few ovel'si"hts in the calendar tables ". h 
Ill" pap!;ri, arc to be eorr';;,tcd [IS follows: .., 10 t/.C do not alfeci any of 

In the correspondences of A M 32<)0 H 'l'1 1 . in 3293 11 "Ph- , ] 10'"' • '. > lOt 1 lS to b" read instead of ] 7 Th; 
Ph.' '] ,lluenot I, Pharnllltln and 10 Pahhon insteRd of 10 Pham 9 

arm. IUH \) I'a. - In :1315, 1:1 A thyr instead of 11 A Iu 3331 ] . ]., . 
Oellcicnt the ]1' r . I . - " w nc 1 lS , , ,[() plan elll"Ya ences froIll 'rebeth to Ab both . ·1 . b 
"educed by one unit thlls: 2G M.; 20 Th. 1'11. and A '. IV ('~c 11Slv~i.' :n~8st Me 
and Pham' j,' Pit arm j 334 ') 8 PI' .,"' . all " • 

On 1; "A I r~;:- n ", lameuotlt to be read instead of 18 Pharo. 
p. .J, ) •• J~ 1 has to be adde,] before ,,~r, hn ." f I 

lienee of Adar ill A M .\981. d 10 I ~,., .URly or t Je co]']'espon· 
23 eho"ink. ""', an on p. ". . 8, 23 Athll' was printed instead of 

" On. p. 8 !l is stated that the embolismic month alwa's consists of 30 d 
I~ll~ lS praet~,ally t!'ue, althollglt in the inilated year the 30

J 
days go to Adar inst:~~ 

of ltS usual ~9, whleh are then assigued to Vead[lr. 

6he Euting pnpyrus was hought at Lllxor (p. 2) in 18H9. 
p. lUll' <1, on lS to be added after cm'ried, and he before felt in the middle of 

':~ol'l'esponds to" Illllst be sllbsituted for "c. 'IOitl," on I) 1')·" t - 1 

pelltlOn" fol' "an ant)!!", "I" 11 . " an all,o!pap" 13
r 

"I ":' fp iC{'p' on p. 9; "hi!!her eriticism" for "hi!!h c." 0 
p. D) an( not 01 matte')''' for "a 11 0 t,·: t' 1 " n 
on p. 177. fl(, for l, 0 1~9. d '. ,: . 'lm~'''ta on 1'. Gl; J/ads lor?t-eedw!! 
f .'., -': n 1'.1 , ocs 101 10 1Il the lIl](ldlc of I' 185 and in the 
ootnotc 01 p. 1~\J "'11 Ih,?/l/." (tlte papyri) for "ill if". ., ' 
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TABLE A. . 

HEBREW-EGYPTIAN CALENDAR FOR THE YCLE . ... 8 -3306 A.M. CORRESPONDING TO 473·-455 B.C. 

Oonstructed on the model of Mahler's tables. Basis: B.O. 47a, 1st PaYDi = 16th September. 

Year TiJhrl Beshna 1laln Tabeth Shabat ldar , .dar luau lJar lina TUlIIU lb DIl Total of 
claJl 

3288 n. 13Payni 13 Epiphi 12 ?desore 7 Thoth 6 Pbaophi 6 Atbyr - 5 Choiak 6 Tybi 4 ebhir 4 PhamcDoth 3Pharmuthi 3PabhoD 364 

3289 r. 51 Payni 2 Epiphi II Mesoro 2 Epagonennl 26 Thoth 26 Plmophi - 6 Athyr 25 Choialc 2!Tybi 114 Mchhir 23 Pluunenotb liS Pharmuthi 555 

S290R. IIi P"bhoD 22P.yni 22 Epipbi 22 ?desorc 17 Thoth 16 Pbaophi 16Mby }5 Cho'iak 15 Tybi 14 Mohhir 14 PhruneDoth 13 Plmrmuthi 13Pahhon 385 

3201 d. 12Payni 12 Epiphi II Mesoro 5 Thoth 4 Pbnophi 4 Alhyr - 3 Cboiak S Tybi iMebhir 2 PIuun Dotb 1 Pharmulbi 1 Pahbon 353 

3202 n. 30 Pabbon 30PaYnl 29 Epiphi 29 Mesoro 23 Tholh 23 Pboophi - 22 tbyr 1111 Choialc III Tybi 21 M. hhir 110 PhameDoth 20 Pbarmuthi 3640 

3293R. 19 Pahhon 19 Payni 19 Epiphi 19 Meaore 13 Thoth 13 Phnophi 13Athy I Chom 12 Tybi 11 Mebhir 10 Pbamenotb 9 Pharmuthi 9Pahhon 385 

329~ r. 9 Payni \) Epipbi 9 MClIOre 'Thoth 3 Phnophi 3 Athyr - \I Choiak 2 Tybi 1 Mehbir 1 PhAmonoth SO Phamenoth 30 Phnrmuthi 365 

31195D. 20 Pahhon 29 Payni 28 Epiphi 27 Mesoro 21 'fhoth 111 Ph phi 21 Alby Choialc 110 'l'ybi 19 Mehhir 19 PbameDot.h 18 PharmuUU 18 Pahhon 383 

3296 n. 171'ayni 17 Epiphi 16 Mesoro 11 'fhoth 10 PhllOpbi 10 Albyr - \I hoink 9 Tybi 8 Mehhir 8 Ph"menotb 7 Pharmuthi 7Pahhon 35~ 

31197 r. 6 Payni 6 Epiphi 6 Meaore 1 Thotb 30 Thotb 30 Phaophi - II Atbyr 29 Choiak SI Tybi 28 Mehhir 27 PhameDoth 27 Pharmllthi 365 

3298R. 26 Pohhon 26 P"1Di 26 Epipbi 26 Mesoro 20 Thotb 20 Phaophi 20 thy I Chow 19 Tybi 18 Mehhir 18 Phamenoth 17 Pharmuthi 17 PabhoD 386 

3209 n. IOPaIni 16 Epipbi 16 Meaore 10 Thoth !l PhllOpbi !) Athyr - Chomlc Tybi 7 M.ebhir 7 Phrunenotb 6Pbarmuthi 6 Pabbon 55' 

3300 d. 6 Payni 5 Epiphi 4 Mesorc 3 Epngonennl 27 ThoLb 117 Phaophi - tbyr 26 Cboiak 25 Tybi 25 Mehhir 24 Phamenotb 2~ PlJarmuthi 363 

330111.. 23 PohhoD 23 Payni 23 Epiphi 23 Mosoro J7 Thotb 17 Phaophi 17 Atby 16 how 10 Tybi 15 M hhir 16 Pbamenotb HPhnrmuthi HPabhon 385 

8302 n. ISPayni 18 Epiphi 12 lesore 7 Tbotb 6 Pbaopbi 6 Athyr - Choialt 5 Tybi 4- Mehhir 4Phamenoth 3 Pbarmuthi 3Pahhon 364 

8303 r. 2Payni 2 Epiphi 2 Mesoro 2 Epngoncnal 26 Tholb 26 Phoophi - thyr 25 Choink 24 'rybi 2 .. Mcbbir 23 Pluunenoth SIS Phnrmuthi S55 

3304D. 22 Pahhon 22 Pnyni III Epiphi 20 Meaore 14 Thoth 14. Phaophi 14,Atby 13 Cboiolc 13 Tybi l!J Mchhir 12 Phamonoth 11Pharmuthi 11 Pahhon 383 

3305 n. 10 Payni 10 Epipbi OM ore 4 Thoth 3 Phaophi 3 Athyr - 2 Cboillk 2 Tybi 1 ehhir 1 Phamenotb 30 Phamenotb SO Pharmuthi 854 

8306 D. 29 Pahhon 29 Payni 28 Epipbi 27 Mesoro 21 Thoth 21 Phnophi il Mb,. :l Cho'iak 20 Tybi 19 Mehhir 10 Phamenoth 18 Pharmuthi 18 Pahbon 883 

rl, Total of days U1 tho cyole 6939 
,i 

. 

!I 

~ I' 

i ._, 



TABL:E B. 

HEBREW-EGYPTIAN CALENDAR FOR THE CYCLE 3307-3325 A.M. CORRESPONDING TO 454--436 B.C. 

Constructed on the model of Mahler's tables. Basis: B.C. 473, 1st Payni = 15th September. 

Year I TI.hri I ... hvan Kislev Tebeth 

3307 d. 17 Payni 117 Epiphi 16 Mesore 110 Thoth 

3308 r. 5 Payni I 5 Epiphi 5 Mesorc /1 5 Epagomcnal 

3309 N. 125 Pahhon 25 Payni 24 Epiphi 2,t Mesorc 

3310 r.114 Payni 14 Epiphi i 14 Mesore /' 9 ThoLh 

3311 d'l 4 Payni 4 Epiphi I 3 Mcsore 2 Epagomenal 

3312 N. :22 Pahhon 22 Payni 121 Epiphi I' 21 Mesore 

3313 r. 11 Payni 11 Epiphi 11 Mcsorc 6 Thoth 

3314 D. 1 Payni 1 Epiphi 30 Epiphi /29 Mcsore 

3315 1'./19 Pavni 19 Epiphi 19 Mcsore 14 ThoLh 

3316 n.' 9 Paym 9 Epiphi 8 Mcsorc I 3 Thoth 

3317 R./28 Pahhon 

3318 r. 18 Payni 

3819 n. 8 Payni 

28 Payni 28 Epiphi 28 Mcsore 

18 Epiphi ] 8 Mesore 18 ']'hoth 

8 Epiphi 7 Meso1'e 

26 Epiphi 

2 'l'hotll 

25 Mcsorc 

15 Mesore 10 Thoth 

I Shebath 
j I 

Adar I Veadar I 
, I 
1 I 

9 Phaophi I 9 Athyr / 

29 '['hoth 129 Phaophi I - I 
18 Thoth 118 Phaophi i18 Athyr 

' , 
8 Phaophi I 8 A thyr I I 

26 Thoth 126 Phaophi I 
15 '['hoth '15 Phaophi 115 A thyrl 

5 Phaophi 5 Athyr - I , 
23 'l'hoth 23 Phaophi 123 Athyr 

13 Phaophi 11 Athyr : -

2 Phaophi 2 Athyr I - I 
, 

22 Thoth 22 Phaophi '122 Athyr' 

12 Phaophi 12 Athyr -

1 Phaophi 

19 Thoth 

1 Athyr I -
3320 D. 127 Pahhonl27 Payni 

3321 1"115 Payni 115 Epiphi 

3322 n./5 Payni I 5 Epiphi 

3323 O. 24 Pahhoni 21, Payni 

4 Mcso1'e 

19 Phaophi 119AthYfi 

9 Phaophi 9 Athyr I 
4, Epagomenal 28 Thoth 28 Phaophi I -

23 Epiphi 22 Mesore 16 '['hoth 16 Phaophi 116Athyr 

3324 1'. 112 Payni /' 12 Epiphi 

3325 R., 2 Payni 2 Epiphi 

12 Mesore I 7 Thoth I 6 Phaophi 6 Athyr I -
2 Mesore 1 2 Epagomenal126 Thoth 26 Phaophi 126 Athyr 

I 
Nissan 

I 
8 Cho'iak 

28 Athyr 

17 Cho'iak 

7 Cho'iak 

25 Athyr 

let Cho'iak 

Cho'iak 

Cho'iak 

l;l Cholak 

Cho'iak 

Cho'iak 

11 Cho'iak 

:10 Athyr 

18 Cholak 

8 Cho'iak 

27 Athyr 

15 Cho'iak 

Cho'iak 

Cholak 

I 

, 

Iyar Sivan Tammuz Ab Elul 

8 '['ybi I 7 Mehhir I 7 Phamenoth I 6 Pharmuthi I 6 Pahhon I 
28 Cho'iak 27 Tybi 127 Mehhir I 26 Phamenoth ; 26 Pha1'muthi 

17 Tyhi 1]6 Mehhir \ 16 Phamenoth 115 Pharmuthi \15 Pahhon 

7 '['ybi i 6 Mchhir I 6 Phamcnoth I 5 Pharmllthi I 5 Pahhon 

25 Ch"i,k I '",cry hi I ,,' M,bhi, '" "h.m'nn!h " rb"mn!hi 

14 Tybi 18 Mehhil' 18 Phamenoth 12 Pharmuthi 12 Pahhon 

4 Tybi 3 Mehhir I 3 Phamenoth 2 Pharmuthi 2 Pahhon 

22 Tyhj 21 Mehhir 21 Phamenoth 20 Pharmllthi 20 Pahhon 

12 Tybi 11 Mehhir 11 Phamenoth 10 Pharmllthi 10 Pahhon 

1 'l'ybi 30 Tybi 30 Mchhir 29 Phamenoth 29 Pharmllthi 

21 Tybi 20 )fchhir 20 Phamenoth 19 Pharmuthi 19 Pahhon 

11 Tyhi 10 Mchhir 10 Phamcnoth 9 Pharmuthi 9 Pahhon 

80 Cholak 29 'l'yhi 29 Mchhir 28 Phamcnoth 28 Pharmuthi 

18 '['yhi 17 Mchhir 17 Phamenoth 16 Pharmuthi 16 Pahhon 

8 Tybi 7 Mchhir 7 Phamenoth 6 Pharmuthi 6Pahhon 

27 Cho'iak 26 Tybi 26 Mehhi1' 25 Phamenoth 25 Pharmuthi 

15 Tybi 14 Mehhir 14 Phamenoth 13 Pharmllthi 13 Pahhon 

5 'l'ybi 4 Mchhir 4 Phamenoth 3 Pharmuthi 3 Pahhon 

25 T hi y 2·j. Mehhi1' 24 Phamenoth 23 Pharmuthi 23 Pahhon 

Total of 
days 

353 

355 

384 

355 

353 

384 

355 

383 

355 

354 

385 

355 

354 

383 

355 

354 

383 

355 
I 385 , 

I 

'l'otal of days in the cycle 6940 



TABLE 
HEBREW-EGYPTIAN CALEKDAR FOR THE CYCLE 

Oonstructed on the model of Mahler's tables. 

I 
I 

Heshvan I Kislev I 

I 
~ 

Tebeth She bat Adar 
i 

Veadar j 
! 

3326 n.122Payni 122]~PiPhi 121 Mesorci161'hoth 15Phaophi l 15i\lhvr i 

3327 d.ln Payni ill Epiphi 110 Mesorc I ,tThoth a Phaophi: ;1 A thyr I I 

3328 R.

1

20 pahhon1lzo l'ayni 120 Epiphi 20 Mcsore 2:1 TllOth ! 2:\ Phllophi 2:1 i\ ihyr 

3320 n. 10 l'ayni H) ]~piphi i 18 Mcsorc 1;\ Thoth ] 2 l'haophi , 12 1\1.hyr 

3a30 r. I 81'ayni I 8 Bpiphi : 8 Mcsorc ;1 Thoth 2 I'haophi: 2 A thyr 

3:lal D. !28 Pahhonl~s Payni 127,EPiPhi 27 Mesore I 21 ThoLl! : 21 I'haophi, I Al hyr! 

33a2 n.116Payni :]6Epiphi '15 Mcsorc 10Thoth 0 I'haophi I I) Athyr I II 
I I ' ' 

aa;\;\ It., [) l)ayni ! 5 JfJpiphi : 5 JliIcsorc ;, If~pag()IllCllal 2\) 'l'hoth 2\l l'haophi :!\J i\ th.yr, 

;\;\34 d. j251'ayni !25 Epiphi2l,l\fcsof(O i 18 '1'llOth i 17 I'haophi, 17 ,\thyr 

3a:\5 1'. i la Payni :1:1 Jf~piphi ,1;1 Mesorc! 8 'I'hoth 

3·'3(' N I 3 P . II :3 If~llillhi 2 'NI esorc I ," ). ,aylli 2 f~pagoIllellal i 26 Thoth 2fi l'haophi ~21i 1\ thyr; 

:3337 1'.122 Pay ni ,22 jf~Jliphi22 JIiI()sow 17 ThoLh i I G J'haophi : 1 G A thyr 

3338 d. : 12 l'ayni ! 12 \fJpiphi ill Mcwre I f, ThoLh ,I· I'haophi II ,1· A thyr i ---

3339N. iao pahhOIlI;lO l'aYlli 12\J Epiphi i 20 Mcsore 12:\ 'J'hoth 2a l'haophi 1;):1 At.hyri 

33,1·0 r.11 0 Payni 119 Bpiphi j19 Meson: ; l',t ThoLh i 1;\l'haophi 113 Athyr 

3:3·H f. i 9 Payni I \) Epiphi 9 Mesor<f I 1· 'I'hoth !:l l'haophi l :3 Athyr 

a:31.2D.
1

29 1'ahhol1,29 Payni :28 ]fJpiphi 271fcsore '21 Thoth '1121 PhaoJlhi 21 \thyr 

3:343n·i 17 1'ayni 1171<~pjphi 1'1GMCSorejJl,ThOUI I 10 PhaoPhi
j

10 Athyr , I 

:3:314 R.I 6 PaYlli I 6 Epiphi G 11csorc; J Thot.h 30 Thoth :30 Phaophi ';\0 A thyr' 

I 7 I'haophi 7 At.hyr 

::;)26 - 3iH4 A.M. COllHESPONDING TO 435-417 B.C. 

Basis: B.O. 418, 1st Payni:.:.= 15th September. 

Nissan Iyar 

1'\ Cholak I 14 Ty bi 

:2 Cholak I 
I 

n Cholak ! 

II Choiak ' 
I 

1 Cholak I 

2 'I'ybi 

22 'l'.y bi 

11 'L''ybi 

1 Tybi 

)1) Cholak I :lO T'y bi 

S Choiak i S 'I'y hi 

'S Cholak I :28 Tybi 

IG Choiak l(i Tyhi 

Ij CllOi'ak, (j Ty hi 

2:; Choiak i 25 'I'yhi 

I G Cho; .. k. 15 'I'ybi 

:\ Cho'iak : 

;'2 Cholak 

12 Cho',:tk 

2 Cholak 
I 

'0 Cho'iak 

D Choiak 

Cho'iak 

;\ 'I'~ hi 

2;l Tybi 

12 Tybi 

2 Tybi 

20 'I'ybi 

\J '1') hi 

2\) 'l'yhi 

Shan Tammuz Ab Elul I Total 
i of days 

i 
1:1 Mehhir ! 1:11'hamenoth 1 12 Pharmuthi 

1 M ehhir, I l'halllcIlolh ! 301'halllcIloth 

21 Mehhir 211'hamcnolh 201'harmllthi 

10 ;\\ dlhir 10 j'hamclloth !) l'harmnthi 

;m Ty hi :\0 11 chhir 29 l'hamclloth 

1 \) '\;khhir 1 () l'halllcIIoth 18 Pharmllthi 

7 ~rchhir 71'hamcnoth 61'harmuthi 

121'ahholl 

;\Ol'harmuthi I 

201'ahholl I 
!) l)ahholl I 

20 Plmrmllthi I 

17 l'ahholl 

6 Pahhon 

27 Mchhir 27 Phamenoth 26 Pharmuthi 26 Pahhon 

I;' Mehhir ] 5 Phamcnoth 14 Pharmuthi 14 Pahhon 
I 

;, :Ylchhir 51'haIlwIloth I 4 Pharmuthi ,.1, Pahhon 

2,J. ;Vrchhir 21· l'hamenoth ;);1 I'harmllthi 231'ahhon 

H Mdlhir H l'hamcnoth ,1;ll'lmmcnoth J:3 I'lmrmuthi 

2 :\1(,Jlhir 

21 Mchhir 

2 I'hamenoth I l'harmuthi 1 Pahhon 

2l1'hamcIloth I ;)Ol'harllluthi i :l0 l'ahhon 

11 Mchhir ,lll'hamcnoth 101'harmuthi 101'ahhon 

I Mchhir 1l'hamcnot.h 301'hamcnoth 30 Pharmuj,hi 

1\) M chhir I\) I'hamenoth 18 Pharmuthi 18 Pahhon 

8 ~1 dlhir : J 8 l'llamcnoth'l 7 Pharmuthi 

28 Mchhir ! 28 l'halllCIIot.h 27 Pharmut.hi 

71'ahhoIl 

27 l'ahhoJl 

:354 

353 

385 

383 

354 

:3S5 

:35:3 

:355 

:384 

:355 

:355 

a55 

383 

3S5 

Total of days in t.he eye/If (iQ30 



TABLE 
HEBREW-EGYPT fAN CALENDAR FOR THE CYCLE ;4G-3363 A.M. CORRESPONDING TO 416~398 B.C. 

Constructed on the model of Mahler's tables. ! !ais: B.C. 473, 1st Payni = 15th September. 
I 

I t I 
' _. ~ - ,~. - -r -- --

r 

I , 
I 

I 
I 

i I Total Year Tishri Heshvan Kislev Tebeth Shebat Adar Veadar _asan Iyar Sivan Tammuz Ab Elul 
I ! I 

I of days 
! 

I CI ,. k 

I 
3345 r. 26 Payni 126 Epiphi 126 Mesorcl 21 Thoth ! 20 Phaophi / 20 A thyr I 191'ybi 18 Mehhir 18 Phamenoth ] 7 P harmuthi 117 Pahhon I 355 - I .' lO Ut 

3346 n. 16 Payni 116 Epiphi , 15 Mesore! ]0 '1'hoth 9 J>haophi 9 Athyr - !Choiak 8 '1'ybi 7 Mchhir 7 ])hamenoth 6 P harmllt.hi . 6 Pahhon ! 354 
I 

24 Pahhon I 3347D. 5 Payni 5 Epiphi 4 Mesorc 3 Epagomonal 27 'rho1.h 27 Phaophi !27 A thyr !CllO'iak ' 26 'l'ybi 25 Mehhir 25 Phamenoth 24 Pharmllthi 383 

3348 r. 23 Payni 23 Epiphi 23 Mcsore 18 'l'hoth 17 J>haophi 17 Athyr -- : 'C!to'iak Hi'l'ybi 15 Mehhir 15 Phamenoth 14 1'harmuthi 14 Pahhon I 355 

3349 n, 13 Payni 13 Epiphi 12 Mesorc 7 Thoth 6 :Phnophi 6 Athyr 
i 

5 'I'ybi 1. Mchhir 4 Phamenoth 8 J>harmllthi 3 Pahhon I 354 - iCh,, 'iak 

3350 D.I 2P",i 2 Epiphi 1 Mesore 30 Mesore 124 'l'hoth 241)haophi 24 A thyt i CilOJak 23 Tybj 22 Mchhi r 1 22 l'hamcnoth 21 Pharm ut hi 21 Pahhon ! 883 

~~:1 r. 20 I)ayn~ . 20 Epiphi 20 Mcsore 151'hoth 14 P haophi 14 Athyr - /1 Clw'ink 13 Tybi 12 Mehhir i ] 2 P hamcnoth ] 1 P harmuthi 11 J>ahhon 355 

83,,2 R. 10 PaYI1l 10 Epiphi 10 Mcsore 5 'l'hoth 4, Phaophi 4 Athyr -1, Cho'iakl ,/,yhi 3 Mchh ir 2 Phamelloth i 2 J>harmuthi 1 Pahhon 1 Payni 385 

3853 n. 80 Payni 30 Epiphi 24 'l'hoth 28 P haophi 28 AI,hyr 
I ¥ 

354 29 Mesore - III Cho'iak 22 Tybi 21 Mehhir 21 J>hamcnoth 201'harmuthi 20 Pahhon 

3354 d. 19 Payni 19 Epiphi 18 Mesore ] 2 Thotl! ]11'haophi 11 Athyr -- IOI,('hoiak I 10 'l'ybi 9 Mchhir 9 Phamcnoth 8 P harmuthi 8 Pahhon 353 

3355 R. 7 Payni i 7 Epiphi 7 Mosore 2 'l'hoth 1 ]>haophi 1 A1.hyr 1 Cho'iRk 30 Tyhi 29 Mehhir 29 P hamenoth 28 P harmuthi 28 Pahhon 3S5 

27 Epiphi / 26 Mcsorc 

1~I;Ch oiak 

3356 n. 27 Payni 21 Thoth 201'haophi 20 A thyr - 1~ :Cho;"k 19 Tybi 18 Mchhir ] 8 P hamenoth 17 P harmuthi 17 Pahhon i 354 

3357 r. 16 Payni 16 J~piphi ' 16 Mcsore 11 '1'hoth 10Phaophi 10 Al.hyr - !!Cho'iak 9 Tybi 8 Mehhir 
I 

8 Phamenoth 71'harmuthi 7 Pahhon I 355 

3358 D. 6 l'ayni 6 Epiphi 5 Mcsoro 4 Epagomcnal 28 1'hoth 28 1'haophi '28 Athyr i I ~h!l<i(lk 27 Tybi 26 Mehhir 126 P lmmcnoth 25 Pharmut.hi 251'ahhon 383 

3359 n. 24, }>ayni 24 Epiphi 23 Mesoro 18 'l'hoth ] 7 J>haophi 17 Athyr - I ( ""'!ilk 16 Tybi ]5 Mchhir I 1 r; Phamenoth 14 P harmllthi 14 1'ahhon 354 

3360 r. 13 Payni 18 Epiphi 13 Mesorc 8 Thoth 7 Phaophi 7 A t hyr :ho';ak 6 'l'ybi G Mehh ir I 4 Pharmllthi 4 Pahhon I 355 - 1 5 Phamcnoth 

3361 R. 31'ayni 3 Epiphi 3 Me-sore 3 Epagolllcnai 27 '1'ho1.h 27 1'haophi :27 Athyr I" :h"iak 26 Tybi 2" Mchhir I 25 J'hamcnoth 24 Pharmll tbi 24 J>abhon 385 

p p y y y 

3362 d. 23 Payni 23 Epiphi 22 Mesorc 16 Thoth 15 r haophi 15 Athyr I - I~ 'il"iak 141'yhi 13 Mchhir i 1:) l'hamcnoth 12 P harmuthi 12 Pahhon 353 

3363 N. 11 Pa IIi 11 E iphi 10 Mesorc 5 Thotl! 4 P hao hi I 4 A th r 14 Cho'iak J hili 3 Mchhir 2 Phamenothl 2 P harmnthi 1 Pahhon 1 Pa ni 384 

* A thing worth pointing out is that the 76 Hebrew years yield a tot.al of 27.757 days, 
including 19 intel'cfdary days for an equal number of leap years give an aggregate of 27.759 
been eJl.plained ; but what will st rike morc is the adva.nce by 4 days of the Egyptian calendar at 
acconnted for by the fact that in that calendar all years were equal in length, and no addit ions 

Total of days in the cycle 6039 * 
1,· Ihc same number of years in the Christian calendar (24 Sept. 51 5- 23 Sept. 50]) 
'. th us showing in the Hebrew calendar a shortage of two days. This difference has already 
""tl ..i usion of cycles A, C, and D, and of 5 days at 'the end of cycle n, which, however, is 
d them, as in the other calendars, to slower at intervals their regular and even course. 



26 

The moment has come to take up the documents 
and consider them with the help of the two standards 
now set up before us. We will see first if their chrono­
logy can be said to be in harmony with the primitive 
system of the Jewish calendar which was based on 
the principle of only twelve lunations per year, and 
we will see next whether, this test failing to yield 
the result expected, the application of the reformed 
calendar as exhibited in the foregoing tables is capable 
of supplying more favourable evidence about the correct­
ness of their dates. 

Everybody will admit that when two deeds are 
provided each with a double date, like the Hebrew and 
the Egyptian in our case, the interval between the 
two dates of the one system must necessarily be equal 
to the interval between the two dates of the other 
system, and that when this matter-of-fact condition is 
not fulfilled there must be in those documents some­
thing of a suspicious nature. This much being granted, 
let us pick out papyri D and E whose dates are 
among those easiest to decipher. We will see that D 
which is of the 6th year of Artaxerxes'reign exhibits 
the Hebrew date 21st Kislev, and E which is of the 
19th year of the same monareh's rule exhibits the 
Hebrew date 3rd Kislev. The interval between the two 
is 4584 days whieh is the aggregate of 12 years (from 
6th to 18th ) of 354 days each plus 33G days which 
elapsed from the 21st Kislev of the 18th year to the 
3rd Kislev of the 19 tho Turning now to the Egyptian 
dates we will see that papyrus D bears 1st Mesore, 

27 

and papyrus E 10th Mesore, thus showing an interval 
between the two of 13 full years of 365 days each 
supplemented with 9 days running from the 1st to the 
loth Mesore, the total in days being 

13 X 365 + 9 = 4754 
as against the 4584 days of the Hebrew dates in the 
same documents, which means a variance of no less 
than 170 days between the two calendars. 

This one experiment ought to be quite sufficient to 
show that the hypothesis of the Hebrew year con­
sisting invariably of 12 lunations must not be insi:,;ted 
upon, and that it is necessary to regard the chrono­
logy of the documents under examination as ruled by 
a system built on some different principle. But there 
is no lack of further and more striking evidence for 
such a conclusion which receives immediate corrobo­
ration from papyri B, D, and E showing in the long 
period of their 19 years the month of Kislev confined 
in its advance within the extremely narrow spaee 
of the two contiguous Egyptian months, Messore and 
Thoth, whereas the yearly shortage of 11 days would 
have yielded in these 19 years a total of 209 days, 
and thus have brought Kislev into contact not only 
with 1\1csorc and Thoth, but with Phaophi, Athyr and 
as far as with Phamenoth which is the seventh month 
of the Egyptian calendar 1). 

1) :l"or a similar consideration one cannot conceive how the month of 
Kislcv ran parallel to ThoLh in the first year of Artaxerxes (pap. B), and 
then in the sixth year of his rule (pap. D), i. e. after a steady progress 
totalising at as many as 55 days, it kept pace not with Athyr, as logic 
and arithmetic would have us to believe, but with Mcsorc which in the 
succession of months stands not further ahead of 'l'hoth, but beltilld it. 
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By extending this method of reckoning to papyrus 
F we would find that in the twenty-fifth year of Arta­
xerxes'reign the same Hebrew month of Kislev must 
have fallen in Pahhon, thus contradicting the statement 
of that papyrus according to which the 19 th day of 
the latter Egyptian month would be identic with the 
13th or the 14th Ab, and showing between the written 
date of the docnment and the result of our calcula­
tion a difference of at least three clear months: Elul, 
Tishl'i, and Heshvan. 

A similar illvest.igation of papyri H, 1) ,T, and K which 
are dated after Darius' reign woul(l lead us to the 
remark that the concordance of Elul with Payni in 
the third or the fOUl'th year of that king hy the very 
fact of presupposing the same year a Kislc:v in Thoth 
precludes the concordance between these two months 
4 years lateI', ill the seventh or the eighth year of 
Darius, as well as the identity of She1>at and Atll}'!' 
another G 01' 7 ,-cars afterwards, in the thirteenth or ., 
the fourteenth of that monarch; Kislev = Athyr, or at 
least Kislev = Phaophi being required ill the first ease, 
and Shehat = P)lamelloth or at least Shehat = lVIehhir 
in the second. 

Comparisons of a more complicated character could be 
made, bnt they would do anything but alter the purport 
of our inference which is to the effect that the uniform 

1) Papyru~ II which purports to have beell written in tlte 31'<1 or 4th year 
of Darius II's rule has not been included in the list of p. 2, because, a~ 
will be seen further Oil, its dOli blc nate is im)lcrrcet. - Sayee and Cowley 
were dOllbtful about tho regnal yenr of papyrlls K (l:)th or Hlh), hut 
identified it with 410 B.C. as reprodllced by liS Oil p. 2. 

Hebrew year of twehe Iunations cannot be used as a 
standard to prove the chronological accuracy of the 
documents. 

In the verification of the dates by means of the equi­
valence tables of pages 18-25 we ~villleave out papyri 
C and G whose gapes in the place of the dates no effort 
of the imagination could fill up in a way approaching 
satisfaction, and papyl'lls II which, strangely enough 
and unlike all others rrives only the months of Elul , h • 

and Pa(yni) as concomitant and no specification of day 
for either; but wc will include the sandstone inscrip­
tion of the Cairo l\luseUlil which deserves all our 
attention on account of its bold statement i~iirJ 1i1 n~t:J. 
In this test we will follow the Sayce-Cowley identi­
fication with the years B.C., and starting from papyrus. 
A we will examine it after the four readings proposed 
for its date which accordingly might be 

either the ycar ,171 n. C. with 17th Elul = 27th Pahhon, 
awl 18th Elul = 28th Pahhon. 

or t1le year ,170 B.C. with 17th Elul = 27th Pahhon, 
and 18th Erul = 28th Pahhon. 

Beftl'iIl"" in mind that 471 B.C. = 3:290 A.M. 1) and n 

470 B.C. = 3291 A.M. we will look in our table A, and 
find the following identifications: 

471 B.C. 1st Elul = 13th Pahhon, 
17th Erul = 29 th Pahhon, 
18th Erul = 30th Pahhon. 

]) JesWi Christ's birth occurred in 37(H A.M. of the Jewish calendar. 
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470 B.C. 1st Elul = 1st Pahhon, 
17th Elul = 17th Pnhhon, 
18th Elul = 18th Pahhon. 

Weare prepared to accept either of the two readings 
of the first year as correct, we will pass over the 
(trivial?) difference of two days, and declare the dates 
to be exact. 

Wishing to corroborate this optimistic conclusion 
we will by a gigantic jump pass immediately to papyrus 
K which compared with our table D (3351 and 3352 
A.M.) uppUe the e concordance for the four different 
rea.dings proposed by the editors: 

410 B.C. 1st Shehat = 14th Phaophi. 
23rd hebat = 6th Athyr. 
24th hebat = 7th Athyr. 

409 B.C. 1at hehat = 4th Phaophi. 
23rd Shebat = 26th Phaophi. 
24th Sbebat = 27th Phaophi, 

where again by taking either of the two days of the 
month in the first year as correct we would make the 
same allowance as for papyrus ,and 0 freely proclaim 
the chronological accuracy of another document. 

So far, the current opinion that the papyri are authentic 
would seem to find a certain amount of upport in this 
new te t of our ,and should everything go on as smoothly 
as hitherto the only cour e left to the sceptic would seem 
to he to dispel away their doubts and join in the general 
rejoicings for the precious discovery. But the final 
judgment must be postponed until the other documents 
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prove also to be somehow in agreement with the same 
calendar tables. Unfortunately this is not the case, and 
when we turn to papyrus D which purports to be of 
459 B.C. = 3302 A.M., table A tells us that in that 
year 1st Ki lev fell on 12th Mesore, thus indicating 
that the 21st Kislev which is the Hebrew date of that 
papyrus must have fallen on the 2nd Epagomenal, and 
convincingly showing the ab olute impos ibility of its 
being identified with the 1st Mesore as the papyrus 
would have us to believe. Between the real correspon­
dence 218\ i lev = 2nd Epagomenal and the identifi­
cation 2lst Ki lev = 1 at Me ore of the document there 
is the enormous difference of 31 day, and nothing 
could account for it, since the fluctuations of the Jewish 
calendar which one might call for help never cause 
variances exceeding the limit of 26 days. 

The turn comes now of the sandstone in cription 
which claims to be of the year 458 B.C. = 3303 A.M., 
and offer the harp identification of Sivo.n with }~ehhir. 
Table A show that in that year ivan began on the 
24th Tyhi, so mnking at all events 23 days of it fall 
iu Mehhir and giving some colour of truth to the identi­
fication. ut the fact must not be overlooked that not 
very many years hefore that date, when ivan set in 
nearly two thirds of Mehhir (18 days) were already 
gone, and that the gradual ~ut steady progre B of Sivan 
toward Phamenoth could not but make itself felt long 
before the latter was reached in 3352 aDd 3363 when 
1st ivan actually fell on 2nd Phamenoth (Table D). 
Under such circumstances the point-blank statement 
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, n~ ,;, t,.,O on the part of a contemporary will sound 
not a little singular to a good many of us. We will for 
a moment leave aside all the inferences which cannot 
fail to be drawn from the admission that papyri A 
and K are chronologically correct, and, in order to show 
a curiou imbroglio, we will in their stead regard as 
accurate the identificat ion 21st Ki lev = 1 at Me ore 
of papyrus D. Taking thi as a ba ,is for the calendars 
of the remaining months of 3302 and of the whole 
3303 A.M. we would obtain the following concor­
dances: 

~I Tiahri I HCllVIn I Kislev Tebet.h 8bebat A dar 

83/)2 n. n Mcaore 5 'I'hoth 6 Phaophi 

3303 r. IPahhon 1 Payni 1 Epiphi 1 Mesorc 30 Mcaoro 25 Thoth 

Year I Niaann I 1yor I _ivan I 'I'ammu.: I Ab Elul 

3302 n. 4 Alhyr 4. ChoW: 3 Tybi 8 chhir 2Phamenolh 2 Pharmuthi 

3303 r. 240Phaophi 240 AthYf 280boia,k 2aTybi 512 Mchhir 251 Pbamenoth, 

and it would appear from the above that in the 
year 3302 only two days of Mehhir fell in ivan 
whil~ in 3303, i. e. the very year of the inscriptio~ 
offermg the unrestricted identification , n~ ,;, l' 0 
not only the whole of ivan fell in Cboiak and Tybi 
but after its close another 8 days had to elapse befor; 
Mehhir was reached. 

Serious and weighty as they are, we must not stop 
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at the hitherto made observations and give a judgment 
at once, but, coming back to tables A-D with which 
we have consented to admit that papyri A and K ke p 
pace, we will see if by a similar leniency of treatment 
any more documents can be saved. 

Papyrus E i of 446 B.C. = 3315 A.M., and identifies 
3rd Kislev with 10th Mesore. But according to t ble B 
in the year 3315 the 1st Ki lev fell on the 19th Mesore , 
consequently 3rd Kislev must have fullen on 21at Mesore. 
The difference i of 11 day which cannot be accounted 
for since 3315 comes immediately a.fter an embolismic 
year when, the balance between the two calendars being 
practically re·e tabli hed, the shortn~e of the Hebrew 
i at its commenc ' ment und a gregates to 11 day oilly 
at the end of the yeur, i. e. ten month after the 3rd 

Kj lev. A furt,her con iderntion to be made i that 
3rd Ki lev = 10th Me ore implies 1st Ki 'lev = 8th Mesore, 
but a look at our ta.bles or at any Jewi h calendar 
will show that after an embolismic year the variance 
as to the let islev of that year from the 1&\ Kislev 
of the year which fonows i always 20, 1 or 18 days. 
Papyrus E, however, would reduce this variance to 
only 8 days, i. e. from 1st Rislev = 30th Epiphi in 3314 
to 1st Rislev = 8th Mesofe in 3315. 

The chronology of papyrus F which is supposed to 
be of the year 440 B.C. (= 3321 A.M.) and 13th or 
14th Ab = 19th Pahhon is no better than that of papyri 
D and E. Our table B showing that in 3321 A.M. the 
l it Ab fell on the 6th Pharmuthi, it follows that the 
13th day of th t Hebrew month fell on the 18th of 

3 
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the EO'vptian correspondincr to it, and the 14th of the o. 0 

former on the 19th of the latter. There is, therefore, 
between the calendar and the correspondence supplied 
by the document a variance of 31 days according to 
one readiDO' or of one clear month according to the o 

other. 

The 31 days' difference recalls to mind papyrus D 
where the variance is of equal length. But l1 very curi­
ous sort of similarity it is, because, whereas papyrus 
D in exhibiting 21 st Kislev = 1 st Mesorc shows to be 
in (l}'1'Car of the calendar which identiiies 2 L st Kislev 
with 2nd Epagomenal, papyrus F in giving 13th or 
14th Ab = 19th Pahhon shows itself in advancc of the 
calendar by which 14th Ab comes to be the equivalent 
of 19th Pharmuthi. And no one must believe that we 
are wrangling here about trifles, as, after all reckoning 
is done, it will be found that we arc confronted with 
a displacement of no less than fow'teen months, and a 
phenomellon of this description could not even be 
thought of in a calendar based on the 19-year cycle 
where the Hebrew and Egyptian dates attain an appre­
ciable degree of approximation every fourth or third 
year, and only the absence of the Julian intercalary 
day in the Egyptian reckoning might bring about a 
discrepancy of that magnitude after the evolution of 
seventeell centuries. 

A displacement of this extent would admittedly be 
possible with a calendar based on the principle of 
twelve lunations per year, but even by that system 
39 years would be required to make up by their 
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shortages a total of 429 days which would include 
the aggregate of one Egyptian year and 2 months, 
365 + GO = 425. It is unfortullate, ho,vever, that the 
two papyri D (459 B.O.) and F (440 B.O.) should be 
separated from each other by the mea.gre interval of 
19 years only. 

There remains now papyrus J to be scrutinised. 
According to the different readings that document 
would claim to be of one of the following dates: 

41G 13.0. = 3345 A.M. I 3rd Kislev = 11th or 
or 415 13.0. = 334G A.M. 12th Thoth. 

But according to our table D in the year 33-15 the 
1st JGslev fell on the 26th Mesore, consequently 3rd 

Kislev fell on 28 th Meso1'e; from which there results 
a difference of 18 or 19 days 1). Again, in the year 
33 L1G the 1st Kislev fell on the 15th Mesore implying 
3rd }Gslev = 17th Mesore, and thus showing between 
calendar and document a variance of 29 or 30 days 2). 

Giving in a nutshell the result of the second test, 
we shall say that by applying the nineteen-year cycle 
calendar we could save only the first and last papyri, 
A awl K, and even that not without exerting all our 
sympathy and goodwill. We must consequently try 
some other method which might have the power of 

1) 28 th to 30th Mesore 2 days, plus 5 Epagomcllal and 11 or 12 days 
from '1'hoth. 

2) 17th to 30th Mesore 13 days, plus 5 Epagomcllal and 11 or 12 days 
from '1'hoih. 
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redeeming them all alike from the impending doom, 
and the advantage of propping up the faith which 
by now must have sustained a terrific ha.ke even in 
the minds and hearts of the most devoted advocates 
of their authenticity. 

We are willing to start a. new trial, the m·ore 0 

that we fully acknowledge the anachronism im olved 
in the foregoing te t for which it was nece sary to 
pre urne that the nineteen · year cycle bould have been 
in operation among the Jews as early as about half 
a century before it was propo ed by Meton to the 
Athenians. But, while thi would eem prepo terous, 
we cannot help admitting that, jf in the fifth century B.C. 
there were a Jewish community anywhere in Egypt 
the striking conflict between their own Innar year Rnd the 
cour e of the easons on the one hand, and the sy tem of 
the natives which offered only a slow, imperceptible dif­
ference on the other, must have made them feel both the 
need for the settlement of their calendar and tbe 
expediency of adapting to their o,vn requirements and 
cn toms the example set up to them by their hosts. 
The latter had long before the Jewi h immigration 
rectified with something approaching perfection the 
defect of their calendar by adding the five epagomenal 
day ; and had there not been the difficulty of the 
monthly acrifice which was bound to coincide ,vith 
the renewal of the moon the Jews would have gone 
the ea y way, and adopted the same proce s, innovating 
in as much as in increa ing to eleven the number of 
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additional days. For thi important reason they were 
compelled, in tead of an annual levelling, to content 
them elve with an equilibrium which might come off 
after a certain number of years, and the idea that 
such a re uIt could readily be obtained every eight 
years must have sprung up in their mind immediately 
they thought of the convenience of 0. reform. For, 
eight ebl'ew years oifer, as again t an equal number 
of years in the Egyptian calendar, a total shortage of 

8 days, for the filling up of which the intercalation 
of three additional month, one of thirty days to the 
lenght of the third yea l' and one of twenty-nine days 
each to the length of the ixth and the eighth, would be 
the en. i t nd the mos practical of pl·OCesscs. We 
may add, that in speaking of a. pel'iod of eight years 
we are not perhaps wandering in the world of ima.­
gination but have lighted upon the first attempt 
actually' made by the Jews towards the establishment 
of a regular calendar, In fact, an inspection of the 
pre ent y tem of the cycle will show tha.t it cODsists 
of two unequal parts, one of eight and another of 
eleven year . Thi division makes almost certain the 
conclu ion that the :fir t part represents an original 
grouping which may well have been deemed satis­
factory up to the time of the Julian reform, but was 
found to be defective when the new arrangement made 
in the civil commonwealth introduced a more correct 
calendar, with the result that the religious authorities 
of the Jews came" to the resolution of adding to the 
oriO'inal y tem another period of eleven years, thus 
adopting the Meton cycle which brought them nearer 
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to the possibility of eliminating at set intervals all 
anomalies derived from the little disagreements between 
the conventional 3G51

/4 days and the real length of 
the a,;tronomical year. 

But, be this as it may, one will admit that our 
hypothesis of the eight-year period, while affording 
the means of bridging over in the shortest possible 
time. the gaps of the Hebrew calendar, is the only 
plaUSible comse left to try for the rescue fi'om positive 
perdition of the documents uncler examination. The 
diflil'ulty 110W arises about the fixing of the date at 
which this period of eight years may have been intro­
duced in the Hebrew chronology, and in tIle absence 
of all clirect information on the matter it remains to 
s:e whether the dates of the papyri are in such a rela­
tIOn to one another as to make it possible to deter­
mine which rank the year of each document occupied 
in it,; own period. The absolute independence of each 
such period ii'om all those which preceded or followed 
it renders it unneeessary to know the place of allyone 
of them in the wide course of age", and if wc ca~l do 
as mllch a" findillg out the order ill the succession of 
the 25 years of Artaxerxcs' reign ovet' which spread 
the papyri ii'om 13 to F alld the sambtollc inscription 
our object is fully attained. 

We will start our work in this direction by taking 
up papyrus D whose date, 21st Kislev = 1 st JUesore of 
the Gth year of Artaxel'xes is, as to the readillg, subject 
to no doubt or dispute, nlld we will construct as 
follows the calendar for that particular year: 
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Tishri IIcshvan Kislev Tebeth Shebat 

12 Pahhon 121)ayni !ll Epiphi :ll Mesorc ,5 'fhoth 
i 

Tammuz Ab 

Adar 

,5 Phaophi 

Eiul Nissan 1yar) Si,an 
.--~~--~---------,------,-------

'1 Athyr 3 Tybi '3 Mehhir 12 Phamcnoth 12 Pharmuthi 

then, continuing our operation, we will obtain this calen­
dar for the 7th year of Artaxerxes reign: 

Tishri i lleshvan I Kislev 'l'ebeth Shcbat Adar I 
1 

, 

i:)() PaYlli 
I 

120 Meson' :2'j. Thoth 11'ahholl 1 I'ayni ::lO l':piphi 

---, ------

Nissan lyar Sivan i 'l'auulluz Ab I~llli 

122 Cholak 
I I I 

2:3 Phaophi 123 Athvr 22 Tybi 121 Mehhir 121 Phamenoth 
, " i 

If we come now to consider the so constructed 
calendar of these two years we will notice at once 
that in the sixth of Artaxerxes' rule only two days 
of ~ivall, th(~ :l!ltll and the ;;oth, fell in lVlehhir, and 
that in the seventh year of that ll10narch ~ivan had 
disappeared 10llg bcf()re Mehbir stepped ill. 

This result is in hopeless eonHict with the sandstone 
inscl'iption which with no re:,;trictiotl or qualification 
whatever indelltifies ~jvan with Mehhir just in that year. 

But this discrepancy, serious though it is, far from 
cutting here and now the ground under our feet has 
merely to be taken as an illdieation that onc of these 
two years must Le supposed to have been embolismic, 
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In fact, if we regard the first as such their calendars 
will offer the following correspondences: 

Year of. Tishri Artux. i lIeshvUll Kislcv 

VI 112 Pahhon I 12P"oi 11 :Epiphi 

VII I 1 Payni I 1 Epiphi 30 Bpiphi 
! ! 

~--~--.. ------~- --- - ----~-----

VI G Phaophi 1 A thyr I .j. Choiak 

VII I' 2·j. Phaophi 1 23 Athyr 
! 

Year of 
Artax. i 

VI 

Tammuz Ab Elul 

I I 
3 Phamenoth

l 
2 Pharmuthi! 2 Pahhon 

VII 2;; Mehhir 121 rhamcIloth 21 l'harmuthi 
I I 

I 

I 
Tebuih 

11 Mesorc 

, :30 Mesorc 
I 
I 

Iyar 

I. 'l'ybi 
I 

123 l\ thir 

I She bat 

I 5 Thoth 

I 24 '1'hoth 
I 

3 ~Iehhir 

22 'l'ybi 

Of, if WC\ suppose the second to be 
COlTl'SpOlldences will turn as follows: 

embolismic the 

__ c.,o _, ___ -_ ... 
Year of! 
"\ rtax. i Tishri J [cshvan Ki~lcv 'l'chdh Shebath 

VI 12 rahholl 
I 

! ] 1 Meson; 12Payni i J 1 I~pijJhi !J Thoth 
I 

1:\0 Epiphi VII 1 Pahhon 1 Payni 130 PaYlli 2() ::\fesort: 
I I 

------- ----- ._---
Year ofl Adnr Veadnr Nissan Iyar Sivan Ada". ' 

I 
" i VI I [) Phaophi I 4 ;\thyr I 1· Choink 3 Tybi , 
, 

VII ~4 TllOth 23 Phaophi 
I • 12:3 Cholak 123 Athyr 22 Tybi 
I 

Year of I' 
Artax. 

Tammuz 

VI I 3 Mchhir 

VII I 22 Mehhir 

which sketch 
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Ab Elul 

[2 Phamcnothi 2 Pharmuthi 

121 Phamenothl21 Pharmuthi 

shows that by either alternative in the 
seventh year of Artaxerxes' reign as many as 21 days 
of lVIehhir did fall in Sivan and justifies to a very 
great extent the statement of the inscription. 

From the above calculations and sketches one thing 
comes out in all incontrovertible manner, namely that 
the data furnished by papyrus D and the sandstone 
inscl'i ption point to the existence of the embolismic 
year at the time when these lllOnumellts were writtcn 
or are supposed to have been written. 

Papyrus E, which is next in date, seems also to 
contain some implication of the same character, because, 
if we simplify its date 3rd Kislev = 10th Mesore into 
1st Kislev = I)th Mesore and compare the latter with 
the ealemlul's of years VIth and VIIth both viewed as 
common (p. il!)) we willfilld ill the f11'st ease a diffe­
rence of 27 days, while in the second the difference 
would be of 38 days. But variances of such length 
can only be the result of an inflation, and as in the 
present ease the varianec manifests itself in the former 
half of the year, i. c. before Nissan, the inflation must 
have ocenrrecl in the previous year. In other words, 
papyms E which is dated from the nineteenth of Arta­
xerxes shows th,lt the eighteenth year of that monarch 
was embolismic. 
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The couple of embolismic years will be increased 
by one when we consider papyrus F whose equivalence 
13th Ab = 19 th Pahhon, simplified into 1st Ab = 7 th 

Pahhon would show by the same method and means 
of compari;,;on stich differences as would more than 
justify the belief in the intervention of an lillcommon 
year. This time, however, as the swelling comes about 
the end of the year we infer that this very year, the 
twenty-fifth of Artaxerxes which is the olle of the 
papyrus, was embolismic. 

We have thus ascertained in the monuments bearing 
the name of Artaxerxes the occurence of the following 
three embolismic years during his reign: 

the 6th (papyrus D) or the 7th (sandstone inscription), 
the 18 th (papyrus E), 
the 25 th (papyrus F). 

Unfortunately, as G (or 7), 18 amI 2G do not stalld 
between themselves in the relationship of 3, (i, and 8 
which would represent the embolismic years of the 
period excogitated for the pre;,;e1lt te;,;t, nor of any of 
their multiples, we cannot use the data furnished by 
the monuments as a recognised ba;,;is for the con;,;tructioll 
of one uniform calendar, amI the only com;,;e left open 
to us is the drawing up of four ;,;eparate calendars, 
three of which will have for ;,;tartillg-point;,; the detailed 
indications exhibited in each of the Al'tnxerxes papyri 
now being dealt with, amI the fourth the equally 
detailed date which comes out from the reckoning based 
on papyrus D ill its close COllllection with the sandstone 

,/ 
! 

I 

43 

inscription. It is obvious that the ignorance in which 
we lie as to the rank that each of these embolismic 
years occupied in its respective period compels us to 
consider each of them from a treble point of view: 
as third, sixth or eighth year in its own group; hence 
the q lIadruple set of tables which are presented in 
the following pages: 



Year 
of Tishri 

period 

1st I 4 Payni 
ii 

2nd ! 23 Pahhon 

3rd 112 Pahhon 

4th 11 Payni 

5th ;20 Pahhon 

6th 9 Pahhon 

7th 27 Pahhon 

8th 1() Pahhon 

I 1 

TABLE i\ · 

THE HEBREW-EGYPTIAN CALE~D"\RI FOR A PERIOD OF EIGHT YEAB.S 

constructed on the hypothesis that thc 61 \\,ar of Artaxerxes was the 3 r<l in its period. 

B Op D 21 t IT 0 1 _, 1',', VIes ore ; hence 1st Kislcy = ll at Rllil~hio aSIS: apyrus , S ,\.13 C\',' :r 

I' 

Heshvan I Kislev Tebeth 

i 

I Shebat Adar 

1 I , 

L I·' . I' I OJ ",r I 31' 11 . . ! 

:2,1 Paym 22 l',plplll 122 Mcooro I IG Thoth I I G l'haophi: 

Veadar 

,: "pIp ~I I ': l,~e~orc "pagomella I ~7 '[.'hOlh , 2. 7 l'h110plu i 

, I ' 

12 Payni I I I 70!1J;hi : lll\{csoro r, Thoth I ;, Phaophi: I, Alhyr 

1 .Epiphi I :)() l';piphi ! :\0 Mcsoro 21, 'l'ho1.h i ;21, l'haol'hi; 

20 Payni i l\l l£piphi i IV l\\.esoro I;; Thoth 1:1 l'haol'hi: 

9 Payni I 8 .Epiphi i 8 Mosorc2 Tholh 2 l'haophi J Alhyr 

27 Payni 126 .Epiphi i 26 Mesoro 20 Tholh '20 l'haol'hi 

] 6 Payni 115 IDpiphi : 15 Mosore \) Thoth \) l'haol'hi ! 8 At.hyr 

1 )istributioll of 1.ho 25 ,Years of Artaxcrxcs' reign in eigh:; 

t 
;) 

fI 

7 
8 

I. ~J 

;2 JO 

:1 HI 
I 

Sivan Ab Elul 
, Last day Total 
: of year of 
i days 

Tammuz Nissan Iyar 

I I I I ' I 
2G Athyr i 2G Cho'lak 25 'l'ybi ,25 Mohhir 12,1, l'hamcl1oth,2L Pharmuthi 122 Pahhoni 

"1.1 I " (' I " I ' 11 'I' I' ~ I l' I . Ii, I h lyr I ;, .lola'i 'Y II ! ,I, :\ I) 11m 11:; Pllilll1cnoth,l:; Pharmuthi ,11 Pahhonl 

354 

354 

1, Choiak ,.1 '1:.1 hi Ie:; ~~"]dlir: :; I'haillolloth: 2 l'harmulhi I 2 Pahhon 1::30 Pahhon
l 

':1 Athyr 12,\ CholaL 2! I yin 122 Mehlur 121 Plmmcllothl21 Pharmuthi 19 Pahhoni 

12 Athyr ,12 CI10la1 11'I'yhi 11 l\l('hhir ,10 l'hamolloLh ilO l'harmulhi , 8I'uhholl 351, , Ii, 
:\0 A1.hy1' I:W Clw'iak 2D'I'Shi :\f"hhir i2S Phamonolh:28 I'lmrmulhi i2G Pahhon! 383 

1\) Alhyr 1\) Choi:lk 18 'l'yhi . lIS Mehhir i17 PhamOl101.h

l
l
17 Pharmulhi 115 Pahhonl35'L 

Cholak, j' 'l'ybi () Mehhll'! G Phamclloth 5 Pharmuthi 5 Pahhon 1 3 Payni ! 383 

384 

---~ 

'1'otal of days in the 8 years 2920 
= 8 Egyptian years of 365 days each. 

perio(is :t(:cording 1.0 Lhe :dJOv(' hypothesis: 

12 ~II 

I :l :!I .... ::: 
2" .) 

16 ~I, 

-.: .. ~ -'. 
18 

19 

N B B I
· d iJ() embolismic is not. 

_____ • 0 y t llS i~tributioll the yoar 18th of Arlaxcrxcs which ought (p. ·L2) i1 

1) Only in the 3rd year of the period Vend.r has 30 days, ill the 6th and 8th the intercalary ltlouth iJ('ing of;.;U d';; 



Year 
of 

period 

1st 

2nd 

3rd 

4th 

5t.h 

6th 

7th 

8th 

TIshrI Besh,an 

7 Payni 7 Epipbi 

26 Pahhon 26P"yoi 

16 PBhhou 16 Epipbi 

!i Payni 4 Epipbi 

23 Pabbou 23 Payui 

12 Pahbou 19 Parui 

30 Pabhon aOPayni 

10 Pahhon 19 PayDi 

I 

THE HEBREW·EGYPTIAN ALEND F R PERlO OF EI HT YE R 

constrncted on the hypothesis that the year of A:daxerxes was the 6th in its period. 

Basis: Papyrus D, 21 t Kislev = 1 Mesore; hence 1st Kislev = 11tla l!Jpiphi. 

Daln Tebeth SUbat Adar Veadar luau IJar 

6 Mesore I Tholh 30 Thoth 30 Phaopbi 29 Athyr 20 Cho'ialt 

26 Epiphi 25 Mosaro 10 Thoth 1.9 Phnophi 18 Atbyr 1 hO'iak 

1 Epiphi 14 caore 8 Tholb 8 Phllophi 7 ChoiAk 7 T hi 

3 {osore 3 };pagomonal 27 Tholh 27 Ph phi 26 Athyr 26 hoialt 

29 Epipbi 22 Mosoro 16 Thoth 16 PllRophi 15 Athyr 16 hoiak 

II Epipll j 11 Mosore 5 Tbolh 5 Phaophi 30bojak 3 Tybi 

29 Epiphi 20 Mesore 23 Tholh 23 Phaophi 92 Athyr 22 Choiak 

18 Epiphi 1 Mosoro 12 Thoth 19 rhaopLi n th,-r .. 10 T bi 10 Choiak y 

SiVin 

28 TJbi 

17 'rybi 

G ohhir 

25 Tybi 

14. '1'ybi 

2 fohbir 

121 'fybi 

9 Mohhir 

Lut cIaJ 
Total 

Tammu Ab Elul of of Jear OJI 

28 Mohbir 27 PhamonoLh 27 Pbarmuthi 95 PabhOD 864 

17 bhir 16 Phnmoooth 16 hrmnlllhi 14 Pabhon 351. 

6Ph mcoolh 5 Pbarmuthi 5 ... hbon 3 Pa,ni 384-

25 Mehhir 24 Pho.rnenoU. 24j, PbarmuLbi 22 PahhoD 354 

HMohbiy 13 PhamonoUl 13 Pillumuthi 11 Pahhon 354 

2 Pbamonolli 1 Pharmuthi 1 Pabhon 20 Pabbon 383 

il lohbir 20 Phrunonolh 20 Pharmuthi 18 Pabhon 3540 

9 PhamcnOUl 8 Pbarmulhi 8Pahhoo 6 Payui 383 

Total of days 2920 
= 8 Egyptian years of 366 days each. 

Distribut.ion of Ule 25 yllMS of ArL:uorxcs' roi81 in eight-y r periods according to Lho I\bovo bypoiliesis: 

1 
2 

• 
4 
G 

8 

7 

8 

!) 

10 ... 
HI 
13 ... 
15 
18 

17 

18 
:19 
20 
21 
:a 

23 

U 

25 

KB. By this distribution boL1L 18th and 1l6Lh of Artaxorxes whicb ought (p.!W) to be omboliamic are not. 



Yeu 
of 

period 

1 8~ 

2nd 

3rd 

4th 

6th 

6th 

7th 

8th 

Ti&hrI Beshma 

30 Pahhon 30Payni 

10 Pahhon 19 Payni 

S pahhon SPayni 

27 P hhon 97Payni 

16 Pahhon 16 Payni 

5 Pabhoo 5 Payni 

513 Pahhon 23Payni 

12 Pahhon 19 Payni 

TABLE 8 

THE HEBREW·EGYPTIAN CALEN DAR FOR P I RI D F EIG T TEAR 

constructed on the hypothesis that the 6th ear of Artuerxes was the 8lh in its period. 

Basis : Papyrus D, 21st Kislev = la~ henco 1st Kislev = 11IA Epij)lti. 

I-~= ~ ... La.st dal !Total 
lialev Tebeth Bheblt Adar Veadar IHasu Tammlll Ab El 01 I of of year dal s 

29 Epipbi 510 M.esore 23 Thoth 23 PhaOplli SlAthyr 22 Cho! 121 'I'yhi 121 ehllir ohbon 354 

18 Epipbi 18 Mesore lSI Thoth 12 Phaophi 1 thyr 1] boiak 10 '1'ybi 10 Mehbir 35 '~ 

7 Epiphi 7 Mesore 11'hoth 1 Phaopbi 30 Phaophi 1 o Atbyr 3 9 Tybi 2 Pbornenoth PharDiuthi 26 Pohhon 3 !I. 

26 Epiphi i6 Mesore 20 Thoth 20 PhBOphi o Athyr boiok J Tybi 361 

15 Epipbi 16 Mesoro 9 Thoth 9 Pbaophi SAtbyr 'hoiok 7 '£ybi 7 hhir a6' 

4 Epiphi 4 Mosore 3 Epogomcnal 28 Thotll 27Fb phi 6 Athyr 26 hoink 25 '1' hi 25 ~l ehbir 383 

22 Epipbi 29 M.osore 16 Thoth 16 Ph ophi 5 Athyr 15 lIoiak I 1<1 T bi H hbir 13 Ph rnenotb 13 Pbarmuthi II Pobbon 354 

rI Epiplai 11 M.caore 5 Thoth 6 Phaophi iAthyr 3 Cho'ialt 3 'J' hi 2 ~ ·hbir Ill'homcnoth 1 harmuthi 1 Pahbon 20 Pabhoo 3S3 

'rotal or days in the S years 51!) 0 
= S Egyptian years or 365 days each. 

istribution of the 25 yoara of Art.axerxcs' reign in igbt-ycar I rind n rding to ~b' nbov hypotb is: 

.. 
i 
3 

6 .. 

7 

8 
D 

10 
11 

•• 
13 .... 

15 
16 
n 
1 
1!l 
:0 

21 
2.=1 

N.B. By this dislribution tho 18tb YOAr of A.t x rxClI which ought (p. 42) to embolismi is nol. 



Year I' 
of : 

period I 
Tishri 

, 

1st 23 Pahhon 

2nd 12 Pahholl 

3rd 11 Pahhon 

4t.h 120 Pahhon 

5th n Pahhon 

I Heshvan 

1231'ayni 
, 
, 

112 Payni 

I 1 Payni 
I 

I 
20 Payni 

' n Payni 

Gt.h :28 Pharmuthi ,28 I'ahhon 

7th 116 }'ahhon 
I 

116 Payni 

Sth ! 5 Pnhhon [) Payni 

TABL IH 
) . 

THE HEBREW-EGYPTIAN CALENDA }OI~ A PI'~IUO\) OF EIGHT YEAH.S 

constructed on the hypothesis that the 7t year of ArLaxerxes' reign wal:l the 3rd in its period. 

Bl1sis: Sandstone inscription i~n~ iil 1i~ combiner] with the daLa of papyrus D 1). 

Kislev Tebeth 

I 22 l~pipbi 22 M"sorc 

11 Epiphi 11 Meson', 

:10 Payni 130 };piphi , 
! HI Epiphi 19 Mesorc 

: 8 Epiphi, S Mesore 

27 P'lyni 27 Epiphi 

1 15 ~p~]lhi i]5 Meson 

1, [~plphl ,I, M"sor" 

I 

Shebat 

1 G 'l'boU, 

51'hoth 

2U Meo()w 

131'ho1,h 

2 'VllOth 

2G Meson, 

n '['hoth 

l 
I 

i 

:~ Ij~pag'()rllcll;d 

Adar Veadar Nissan 

I 
Hi I'ba0l'bi I,j Athyr 

! G I'hnopbi 4 Athyrl 
2,1, 'I'both 2:; I'h:top :2:; A ihsrl 
1 :\ I'ha0l'hi U ,\ thyrl 

2 I'h:IOl'hi I ;\ thyr 

21 Thoj,h :W I'h",,1' J\I ,\ thyr 

\1 l'h""l'lIi /\ thyr 

is 1'1I""phi :J7 l'II""pl 2(j ,\i,hyr 

Iyar Sivan Tammuz 

\:, Cho',,,,, II 'I',v hi \I. \'II,hhil' 

,I, Ch"';,,k :; '1',\ hi ") :\ ~lcbhil' 

,!:; (:ho,ak n'I''y hi 22 \I .. hhir 

I:J Cho,,,k II Tyhi \I \lchhil' 

I ( :h,,;a" :;11 ('h,,;ak "I :\() '1',\ hi 

1\1 Ch",,,k I'; '1',\ hi IS\lchhir 

~ (:11,,';,," I '1',\ hi 
i 

I M"hhir 

21', ('h,,';ak !,') '1'.1' hi i :JG iV\('hhir 

Ab 

1 , 

Elul 

I 

Last day of 
year 

1:\ l'halll(:llotb 1:\ I'b"rlllllj,hi ' II I'ahholl 

i 2 l'ballll:Ilothi 2 I'barlllllj,bi I :;0 I'bnrlllllj,hi 
• I, I 
:J I I 'halll(,noth ;n I'harllllli hi j \) I'ahholl 

I • 1111'hallll'llolh,IIlI'harlllut.hi I S I'ahholl 
I ! 

I' i ;!\I \1 "hhir ~\I I'halllclloth '27 I'hal'lllut II I 
, 

17 I'h:lIlll'lloth 17 !'h"rlllul hi 1 G I'nhholl 

Ii I'lw,II1(,lIoth (i I'harlllllthi ,I, I'"hhol\ 

:21. J'hamcnoth ::'L l'harmuthi 22 Pahholl 

Total 
of 

days 

;1:, I, 

:;51, 

:\8 I, 

:;5 I, 

:;,,1, 

:~s:) 

;354 

383 

'rotal of days in the 8 years 2920 
= 8 Egyptian ye<lrs of 365 days cacho 

13 :;1 

Ii B .).) 

: Iii 2:& 

S In :)1, 

\) 17 2' ,) .. I( .~ .... 

" It 19 
,I 1~ :!o 

1) This {'alclI(lar i:-i ha,wd 011 lhe :-;upposit.ioH thaI j,h(~ (;I.h Yf':H ()r Arh\('rxes IIIl !lot "!llh()!ic.lllic, \\tllt ufl'ese-in';: (pP :;'1 1·1 ('01\'-':("Ij\\/'III'(' 11lrll j),(~ I'll! \\:(,\ su('h. The (':delldnl's for y( .00'S (~jh ;lll11 ~'th or Al'iax(')"x('s afe t.1l/' 
result or onr calcnlai,ioll n:-1 c'\hilllt(~(l in pp. j.() and II wlindl'()1\l j ht~y hare 11('('11 l'lqlwd hen'. 

2) Oldy {I"O (layfl of M(hhir III Slvan just ill tl!(~ year pr!'(~('d'l!~ tilld ur llle 1"n~.:- i~ r"lC Illsniptll)H. 

:{) I\O day oj' Mcldlir ill Si\an, !tlld 111:11 only 1,\\0 )Tlir~ after lilt, ill>l'I'ijltiulI 



Yeu 
or 

period 

1st 

2nd 

:lrd 

4th 

51h 

6tb 

7th 

8th 

Tlshrl Besh,u 

20 Pauhon 26 Parni 

15 Pahhon 15 Payni 

4Pahhon 4PIlyni 

23 Pahhoo 23Payni 

12 Pahbon 12 Parlli 

1 Pallbon 1 Payni 

19 Pabbon 19 Payni 

8 Pahhon SPayni 

THE HEBRE -EGYPTIAN C L F R 
constructed on the hypothesis tbat year of Artll.X8rX ' reign was the 6th in its period. 

Basis: Sandstone inscription ,'nc i1 1 combined with tbe data of papyrus D I). 

~ '~'U Last daJ 
ToW 

Tebeth Shebat Adar leaw S(,u Tammu Ab !lui of of year 
diYS 

25 Epiphi 25 Meaoro 19 Tholh 191'1mophi thyr 1 bofuk. 17 Tybi 17 Mobbir 10 h menotb 16 Pllllrmlltbi H abboo 354 

14 Epiphi 1 Mesorc 8 ThoLb Phllophi 7 A.thyr 7 CbOlllk O'I'sbi 6 obbir 5 Phum noth 5 Pbnrmuthj 3 Pnbhon 354 

3 Epipbi 3 Mosore 2 Epagomenal 27 '1'botb 261'hnop 25 Tybi 25 bhir 24 Phsmenoth 24.1' hnrmuthi 221'ahhoo 
3 " 

22 Epipbi 22 Meaore 10'rbotb }O hnoJlhi H 1\1'hhir 13l>bnmcnolh 13 Phnrmlllhi 11 fuhholl 364. 

11 Epiphi 11 Mcaore 6 Thoth Ii Ph pbi thyr 4 bo'ia1c 3 'fybi 2) :} t oWlir 2Pbam nolb 2 Pluumu tili 30 Plmrmuthi 364 

30 Payni 30 Epipbi 29 Mesor 24 Tboth ihyr 2 boillk 21 'fybi 21 bbir 201'111\10 nolh 0 I balolUthi 1 Pabhon :383 

18 Epiphl 18 Mesor 12 Tholh 12 Ph ophi hOiflk \ J 'I'ybi 1 M. blUr 91'bnm nOihl 9 Phnrmulhi 7 Puhbon 354 

7 Epiphi 7 Mesare 1 'J'holh 1 J baophi 30 Pbtlop boillk 51 tfy bi 28 Mchhjr 27 Phamonoth 27 Plmrmuthi 25 Puhhon 383 

Total of days in the 8 years 2920 

= Egyptian years of 365 days each. 

i triblllion of th 26 yours of rt.n. r1 • r 'igu eight-y If T riodll n ording 1.0 III nbov h pot,h ' is: 

i 
3 

• 
G 

10 
11 

'II 
13 
14 

." 
16 
I.~ 

)0 
:to 

~1 

~2 

:e:) 
24. 

:e" 

N.B. 13y tllia eli tribution tit y 'ar] til oC rtnx rx ' which oughL (p. to be embolismic is not. 

l ) Tho colond •• to, Ibo 7th 1"'" 10 Ibl. tabl.., &II .... 11 U in .ho toliowln,. b .. bun eop cd fron. pp. . nd ~1 .. In ta Ie 8t, lI. only dUror CG btlllg Ib.~ Vudor o ... lng 10 Iho IUIW poolUon or tho 1'" In Iho periud 

h .. ~II daY' lu.tead of SO. 
2) 0,,11 'II'Q "~1' or lehb;, ill Irall jUll In lh. ,ur r"".edln Ihal of Iho i'no i1 1 0 In .. ripl 



THE HEBREW-EGYPTIA 
constrocted on the hypothesis 

Basis: Sandstone inscription i no n 

Year 
of 

period 
Heshvan llslev Tebetb Shebat 

lst 19 Pabhon 19 Pay-ni 18 Epiphi 18 (~re 12 '£hoth 

2nd 8 Pahhon 8 Pllyni 7 Epjphi 7 1 Thoth 

3rd 27 Pharmuthi 27 Pahhon 26 PayDi 26 Epiphi 25 esore 

4th 16 ahhon 16 Payni 15 Epiphi 15 ~ esore 0 Thotb 

5th Ii Fllhhon 5 ParDi 4: Epiphi 4 'Mesore 3 EpagomonnJ 

6th 24 PhlU'muthi 24 Pahhon 23 Payni 23 Epipbi 22 Mcsorc~ 

7th 12 Pllhhon 151 PayDi 11 Epiphi 11 )lesore 5 Tboth 

8lh 1 Pahhon 1 PayDi 30 Payni 30 Epiphi 29 M or 

Adar 

151 Phnopbi 

1 Phoophi 

20'£hoth 

o Phnophi 

28 '1'botl1 

17 TllOlh 

6 Epiphi 

24'l'hotb 

Distribu lion or tb 25 Y r or rtaxer 

, 

Veadar 

10 Phllop 

IOPIa phi 

513 Phaopbi 

1 

3 
4 

Ii 

6 
'J 

N.B. By thi distribution til yClU' 26th or rtax. nee which ought (}). 

1) '.1 1106 da, of inn In Mobhlr. an4 ~h.t .b. DDd til",. 1eou'11 DEF 8e th bold .ta~ruu t 1 no n 1 
~ 0.1, /11'0 da,. or llebbir In I,IUI Jui Lbo 1eat p1'C«diDr; lhal of tbe I..-Iptlon. 

I 

F R A PERI D OE EIGHT 'YEARS 
year of Artn.xerxe ' reign was the 8th in its period. 

combi!ted with the data of papyrus D. 

Lut da, Ilaaan I,u SinD TlJDIIllll Ab !lui of ,ear 

11 thyr 11 Choink 10 Tybi 10 I hbir 9PhamoDolh !) Pharmnthi 7 FDbhon 

30 Phnophi 30 Atbyr 29 bo'j"k 20'1'ybi I) 28 Mebbir 28 Pbnmcnoth 516 Pbnrmuthi 

19 thyr 10 hoink 18 Tybi 18 ohhir 17 Phllm noth )7 Pbarmuthi 15 Pllhhon 

8 Athyr 'ho'jllk 7 Tybi 7 bbir 6 Ph m 1I0th 6 Pharmutbi Fllhhon 

27 Phao]lhi 27 thyr 26 Choirlk 26 'l'ybi I) 25 Mehhir 516 Phn.m oo~h 23 PhlU'muthi 

16 ALhyr 15 hoiuK IJ,Tybi a ehhir
l
13 )'h menoth 13 Pharmuthi 11 Puhllou 

4 Athyr 4 oiall: a'I',bi ') a Mehhir

l 
2 PhnmoDoth 51 PbIU'muthi I SO Phnrmuthi 

i2Atbyr 22 Oboi It 21 'l'y hi 21 Mebbir 20 Pbamenoth 20 Pharmuthl 18 Pabhon 

Total 
of 

da,l 

3541 

364, 

384 

354 

354 

383 

3U 

383 

Total of days in the 8 years 2920 
= 8 Egyptian years of 365 days each, 

16 
17 

1 

19 
20 
~u 

512 a. 

r period according to the abov hypoth is: 

24 
26 

be oml>olWnic is not. 

~h. lnacripllon. 



Year 
of 

period 

1st 

2nd 

3rd 

4th 

5th 

6tb 

7th 

th 

, is : 

Tiahrl 1 Bubm 

12 Payni 12 Epiphi 

1 Poyni 1 Epiphi 

20 Pahhon 201'01ni 

!) Payni 9 "Epiphi 

2 Pohhoo 28 Pami 

17Pnhhol1 17 Payni 

5 Pomi 5 Epiphi 

2i Pnbhou 24 Pilyoi 

THE HEBREvY -E YPT! A F A 1 ERI F EI liT 
cODstructed on the hypothesis that the 1 ill year of Artaxerxes was the 3rd in its period. 

Papyrus E, 3rd Kislev = l Oth Mesore (in th 1 

~r 
lisIev Tebeth Shebat Adar Veadu Kusan 

11 Meaore 6 'l'hoLh 5 Pbaophi 5 Albyr 

30 Epipbi 30 eaore 24t'I'both 21 Pbnophi 

10 Epiphi 10 eaore 13 'l'both 13 Pbnopbi 12)\1b 

8 Melore 3 Tboth 2Phnophi 2 lbyr 

27 Epiphi 27 Mesore 21 Tiloth 21 Phnophi 

16 Epiphi 16 Mesor 10 'l'botb 10 Phol phj 

Mesore 4~pngom 0111 2 '1'bo1h 2 I'hnophi thyr 

23 Epipbi 23M r 171'holb ]7 Ph phi lG IHh 

J)j lribuliun of lh · 25 )(lIlrS of rlAx r r 'ign 

16 
17 

21 

3 I9 
j. 20 
Ii J I. 

6 U 92 
7 15 

rtaxerxes) i hence 1st K.islev = 8'h Me8ore. 

IJu 

lTybi 

2:$ hoink 

1:!'1'ybi 

J'1' bi 

hoink 

r period 

11 

25 

I_a, Total 
SiTu Tammu Ab Elul of ofJ8II' 

daJ' 

301'oh11on 354 

22 'l'ybi 22 f hbir 21 Pluun notb 21 Pharmutbi 19 abbon 3" .) 

11 M -hhir J 11 hnmonoth 101'bnrmlltbi 101'nhhoo 8 PayDi 3 

3 'I' hi 30 bbir SilO Pbnm ooth 29 Phnrmut.hi 271'IIhhoo 354 

HI'I'yhi 1Q t hhir 1 Pham Doth I Pbarmlllhi 16 Pahboo 354 

7 ehhjr 7 ])hom nolb 6 Phnrmulbi 6 T'abhoo ~ Payni 3 3 

6 '1'yhi 26 M hbir 25 Pbnm ooLh 26 T'hnrmuthi 23 Pabhon 35<1 

H hhir 14 Pbnm noth 13 PhruneDotb la Pahhon 11 Payni 383 

Total of days in the 8 years 2920 
= 8 Egyptian years of 865 days cach. 

rding to th abovC) bYl10th sis: 

N.ll . .By tbjs di tribut.i n Lho ~:;UI Y' r of rLa t .· ' r ign wbi II u riaL (p. ' be emboli mi is n t, nnd lit· 7th is mboJismi' jM of tbo 6th. 



THE HEBREW·EGYPTIA ALE D I F R A PERI Ii' EI HT YEARS 
constructed on the hypothesis that the 18th year of Artaxerxes was the 6th in ita period. 

Basis : Papyrus E/ Srd Kislev = 10th Mesore (in the 19th year o~ Artaxeues)j hence 1st Kislev = 8th MC8ore. 

Year 
or TIahr1 Heshull (Ialev 

laat da... Total 
• or orrear darl 

V.dar IUssan SiTu Tammu Tebeth Shebat Adar !Ill 
period 

1st 

2nd 

3rd 

4th 

5th 

6th 

7th 

Sth 

16 Payni 16 Epiphi 16 Meaorc 10 'l'both 9Phnopbi () J\ lb r 

5 Payni 5 Epiphi !I, Mesor 4 Epngomonnl 2S'l'hotb 51 Pho phi 

24 PahhoD 24 Payru 23 Epillbi 23 M080re 17 Thoth 17 Phil phi 

13 Payui 13 Epipbi 12 Mcaoro 7 Tbo~h 6Pbnophi 6 thyr 

2 Payni 2 Epipbi 1 MeSON 1 Epogomonal 25 'fboth 26 Phnophi 

21 PahhOD 21 Payni 20 Epiphl 20 Mcsore 14 Tboth 1], Pbnophi 13 tb 

9 Payni 9 Epiphl 8 "fe,or6 3 Tholh 2 baophi 9. thyr 

28 Pahhon 2S Payni 27 Epiphi 27 I or 21 Tholh 21 Phaopbi 20 th 

DistribuLion of Lbo 25 y r of rlaxu[x • r igu i 

6 

G , 
1 () 

3 

• 

SCbomk 

7 Albyr 27 boink 

16 'l'ybi 

S'I'ybi 

" boWe 

12'l'ybi 

11' ybi 
19 Tybi 

ight.y 

13 
H 22 

1.& II 

16 24 

17 25 

4Payru 354 

26 'fybi 26 M hbir 25 PhamoDotb 515 Pbarmutbi 23 Pabhon :JS!Io 

15 L bbir 15 Pbnm Doth 14 Pharmdhi ]4Pnhhon 12 Pnyni aM 

" bbir ... Pb mcnoth 3 Phormulbj 31)ahholl 1 Payni 354 

22 Phnm Dolh 22 Phnrmuthi 20P"hhon 354 

II 1 hhir 1] Ph numolb 10 Pb rmuthi 10l bhon S Payni 383 

30 M bbir 29 phruncnotb 9 harmuthi 27 Pilion 354 

hbir·1 Pbam Doth 17 Pbnrmutbi 17 P"hhon 15 Payni 383 

ToW of days in the 8 yean 2920 
= 8 J%yptian yean of 365 daya eaclt. 

rding ~ tb abovo bypothesi : 

N.B. By Lhia cJj8tribu~on th 26th Y r r rtA orx • r igo which ought (p. 4 ~ be emboli mio i 110 I\nd Ib 7th is embolis.mic inst.ead oC tho 6th. 



Year 
of 

period 

1st 

2nd 

3rd 

4th 

5th 

6th 

7th 

8ib 

TABLE C8
, 

THE Illi'BREW-EGYPTJ FOR ERI D 0 EJ HT EARS 

constructed on the hypothesis that the 18th year of Artaxerxes was the 8th in its period. 

Basis: Papyrus E, Srd Kialev = 10th Mesore (in the 19L~ year of Arl.axeues) j hence 1st Kislev = 8tll Maore 

Tlshrt Beahvan 

9 Payni \) Epiphi 

28 Pahbon 28 Payni 

17 Pahhon 17 Payni 

6Payni 6 Epiphl 

25 Pohhon 25 Payni 

H Pabhon 14 Payni 

2 Payni I 2 Epiphl 

21 Pnhhon 21 Payni 

Total 
IWey Tebeth Shebat Adar Yu.du XlsBlD I,al lutda,. Sivan Tammus Ab Elat of of ,ear 

8 Me'DTtJ 3 'l'hoth 21'hJ\Opbi 2 lh)'r 

27 Epiphi 27 Mcsorc 211'hoth 2] hl\Ophi 

16 Epiphl 16 Mesora 10 'fhoih 10 Pboophi 

6 Mesore 6 Epagomenal 29 Thoib 29 Ph phi I 
24 Epiphi 24 M.esoTe 18 'l'hoth I Pluwpbi 

13 Epiphi 13 Mesore 7'fhoib 7 Phnophi G 

1 esore 1 Elmgom 'Iml 25 ' I'hoth 25 Ph ophi 

2 Epipru 20 M.esote 1'1 'I'boll! 14 Pbllophi 1:i 

Distribllt.ion of Lh 25 Y 18 of rtax r . 

daJ'1 

1 Cho'iu 1 'L')'hi 30 Tyhi 3 hhi! 20Pham nolh 29 PhnTlnutlti 27 PDhhon au 
o Athyr 20 hoin\; J9 Tybi 1 PblUnenoth 18 PhallnoUti 16 Pnhhon 354 

Phomenoth 7 Phormutbi 7 Puhhon 6Payni 3 4 

- boink 97 'fybi 27 Mebhir 26 Phlllnenotb 26 Pbnrmuthj 24 Pnhhon 35 

17 thyr 17 hoink 16 'l'ybi bhir 15 Phnmeno\,h 15 Pharmlllbi 13 Pllbhon 354 

383 5 Cholak. 5 Tylli 4:,[ 'bhir ' Pbum noLh 3 Ph rmulbi 3 1 nbbo" 1 PaYDi 

_ 4 thyr j 24r bo'illk 23 'rybi 23.Mehhir 122 Phnmonoth 92 Phnrmut.hi 120 Pabboll 354 

Lhll 1 Choink 1 Tybi 11 obhir 11 PhamcDoth JO Phnrmuthi 10 PahhOD 8 Payni 38S 

light-ycnr periods a cordio' to th nbov bypoth 

3 11 19 
12 20 

" :13 • 
(j 14 29 

]5 23 
U 

'l'otal of days in the 8 yenrs 2920 
= 8 Egyptian years of 365 dnys each. 

• 

tit 6t·h Ilnd 7th Y r of Arlnxerx b illg mbolismic To be remembered ihat. wheD ,B. 'rma h)1lOthesis pr ludes the po ibUiLy not ooly of b 25tb, 
(p, 39) the data or papyrus D wer taic.t!n II a b i for Lbe n \.rucl ion of ih I II 
as is tbe CIUIe wiLh ~he IIboyo distribution, consider d common, tb id olificnt.ion i' _ n 11 
the result of the plain calculation of p. 3U and tbe equiv Icoco 1-30 jvtlu = 16 'fy\, 

or. y~ 6,th. lind 7tb of rlAx (~ ea' ,r i 'II ~l , lIS noted tbnt, if both th years, ro, 
f the inscriptio/) wold be lost. lhof IS noUllng to R()' unt for tbe CQlltrru1 i tiOD between 

Mchhir indi Lcd in ih pr III. labl . 



Year 
of 

period 

1st 

51nd 

3rd 

4tb 

5th 

6th 

nh 

8til 

TlahrI Beahnn 

9 Epiphi 9 Mesorc 

28Psyni 28 Epiphl 

17Payui 17 Epiphi 

6 Epiphi 6 Mesore 

25Payni 25 Epiphi 

14Payni 14 Epiphi 

IJEpiphi II Mesore 

IIIPayni III "Epiplu 

TABL 
THE HEBREW-EGYPTIAN PE I D F E[ HT YEA 

constructed on the hypothesis that the 25lh y 88.1' of Artaxerxes was the 3rd in its period. 

Basis: Papyrus F, 13th Ab = 19111 Pahhon j hence 1st Ab = 71i Palt.Ron • 

IWev Tebeth ...... r .... I, ..... 
3 Tbolh bo'ink 

27 esor i2 Tb 1h III l'bnophi 21 

16 Mesoro ll'I'hoth ]0 Pbuopbi 10 

5 Epngomonnl 30 'I'bOUI 29 Phaophi 2 

24 Mesoro 19'£both 18 Pbnophi 1 

13 Mesore 8 Tboth 7 Phnophi 7 

1 Epngomennl 26 TboLh 25 Phllophi 96 

20 esor 15 Tholh a Ph ophi 14 

Distribution or Lbo 25 y rln r 

• 
2 
3 

" 5 

• 

Lut dar Total 
of :rear of 

darl 
JUSWl SinD TlIIlIDllI Ab El1l1 

1 Tybi K h 'lO hir 30 Pham DOUI 519 PhnrmuLhi 211 ]>ubbon 27 Pllyni 36<1-

19 Ph/un noth 18 PblirIDuthi] Pubbon 16 PaYDi 3M, 

!) M bbir ) 8 Planm noLb PharmllLbi 7 PnMt()R 7 Pami 5 Epiphi 38<1. 

8 Choink 2 'l'ybi 1. hhir 27 Pbnm noth 26 PhnrmuLhi 261'abhon 2 .... Pnyni 364-

7 Choin\': 17 '£ybi hlair 16 Phnm noth 15 Phnrmllthi 151'nhhoo 13 Payni 35 

6 1 hhirl) ~ }'llluDcnoth IJ, Ph rmllLhi 31'nbhon 3 Payni 1 Epiphi 38:l 

4 Choink ",1. 'I'y hi 23 . I hhi, a l'hnll1onoth 512 J'hnrmuthj 22 Pahhon 20 Payni 354 

2 'fybi il hhirt) 11 PhnlllunoLh 11 PhurmuLhi 10 Pahhon 10 Payni · 8 Epiphi 383 

16 23 
10 2 l 

I" 
18 
19 

Total of d ya in the 8 years 2920 
= 8 Egyptian years of 365 days ea.ch. 

accotdill' to til above hypoth is: 

N.B By this distribution t,h ) th y r of Artax rx hich ought (p.... ~ be embolismic ill not.. 

1) fhi. Una iI tho c.loadllr fot Ih. reat uf til ,'no i1 1 0 in.,tipl on ; ret, It "111114 .bo" tla, of M.bb r to be \11 S .au. 
!!) In the 1!:11n 3rd. 61h, ,1 &th of tbU period lIoL 01111 Mchhi, It ntl,elT oyor foto I All. bn 7; n4 10 daya or Phan. Q th bu. to ~IAPM , II. 11 IInW i-an r thed. Cf. \all1ll'1 U' aDd Ill. 



Year 'I of 
period, 

Tishri l Heshvan I 

TABLE D2. 

THE HEBREW-EGYPTIAN CALENDAR FOrt A PEWOD OF EIGHT YEARS 

constructed on the hypothesis that the 2;)th I year of Artaxerxes was the 6th in its period. 

Basis: Papyrus F, 13th All = 19th Pahhon; hence 1st Ab = 7th Pahhon. 

KisIev Tebeth She bat Adar Veadar -~- , , ~~T-~ 1--- II Last day TootfaI 

IE' j' 1st '13 ,pIp II 13 Mesorc I 7 ThoLl! 
I 

I 

7 I'haophi i G A thy!' 

Nissan Iyar Sivan I Tammuz At RIu} I of year days 

G Cho'iak 
5 Tybi ,;; :Vlchhirl)l ,I. Pharncllothl1. I'harnlUthi : :\ l'ahhon 1;\ l'ayni I 1 Epiphi 354 

2nd 

31'0 

4th 

5th 

Gth 

7th 

8th 

2 Epiphi 2 Mesorc I 1 I~pagolllcnalI2(j '1'1101,11 

21 I'ayni 21 Epiphi 20:V1 coorc I J;; 'I'hoth 

I • I \ i 25 I'haophl , 2:; . tl1)T 

! H I'haophi I 1,1. i\ th.\1" 

:\ Athyr 101Dpiphi I 0 Meson~ ,t'I'hoth II' I 'haoph i 

2\) I'ayni 2\) Iljpiphi 28 Mcson~ 2:\ 'I'hoih : 2:! I'haophi 22 i\ 1 h,yr 

181'ayni 18 Epiphi 17Mcsorc ! 12 'I'hoth 

(j Jijpiphi 

251'ayni 

G Mcsof(~ :; /<jpagolllena1, :\0 Thoth 

25 Epiphi 2,1, Meson~ 11 g 'I'l101.h 

II I'haophi II A thyr 
I 

2\J I'haophi :!\) i\ thyr 
! , 
11H I'haophi' IH Alhyr 

1:\ Cho'ia 

17 ('I\liia 

24 Cho'iak i 2,1· Tybi 12:\ Mehhir 2:\ I'halllcnothl22 I'harllluthi i22 l'ahhOni20 I'ayni 354 
I I I . I I , . () I" . I' 13 Tvbi '1;\ Mchhir l),12I'halllcnolhI2I'harlllutI1lIll I'ahhon ;11 I ayIll "~PIP II 38,t 

2 'I'~bi 12 Mehhirl)1 j I'hamellO/hi 1 Pharmuthi i;)() I'harllluthi \30 I'ahholl 28 l'ayni 354 

21 Cholak 21 'l'ybi 120 :Vlchhir '~() I'hamclwth:n) Pharnmthil,j\) I'ahhon 17Payni ;)54 
I I ; , , 

\)'1'ybi '!) Mchhirl)' 8 l'halllenoth 8 l'harmuthi i 7 PaldlOll, I 7 I'ayni 15 Bpiphi 383 

28 Choiak2H 'l'ybi 1:27 IV,Iehhir ,27 l'hamcllothj;JG l'lmrllluthi i2(j ,I'ahhon 241'ayni 354 

I I , i P ,112 E 'h' 383 IG Tybi Hi :Yrchhir") I:; I'halllenothl15 Pharmuthl14. Pahhon :14 ayl1l PI-,p~1 ~~ 

'rotal of days in the 8 years 2920 
= 8 Egyptian years of 365 days each. 

Dist.ributioll of t.he 2:; ,years or l\ riaxel'xcs' rcign i I I 1 l' 
, eight-year pori(lIis according to twa Jove lypOt lC~IS: 

4 
12 :20 

13 21 
.J 

I4 :!= 
1 

15 2;) 
~ 

16 2,t • n 
I~ =:r. 

;! 10 
18 

:1 .. 
I9 

N.B. By this distribution thc 18th year ot Ar!.axerxcs which ought (p. 4! to be cmbolismic i~ not. 

1) Cf. i"lnr~ ,il 1'''0 of illseription, anel 0111' footnote 2 in tahle D I. 

5 



TABLE U8, 

THE HEBREW-EGYPTIAN C LE;\DAR 
constructed on the hypothesis that the 25th 

Basis : papyrus F I), 13th Ab = 19tb 

Teu 
of TtIhr1 8eahvan Itale, Tebetb Shebat !dar VA dar 

period 

1st 

2nd 

Srd 

4th 

6th 

6th 

7th 

8th 

I 

6 Epipbi (j Mesoro 5 EpagomennJ SO Thoth 29 Pb ophi 29 Atbyr -
25 Pnyni 25 Epiphi M Meaoro ]9 Thoth 18 PhllOphi 18 Athyr -
14 Pnyni 14 Epiphi 18 Mesore 8 Tholh 7Pbnopbi 7 Atbyr • Ch.l.', 
3 Epiphi S te80ro II Epagoruenlll 27Tbotb 26 Phllophi 26 ALbyr 

22Payni li2 Epipbi 21 Meaoro 16 Tboth 15 Phnopbi 15 thyr - , 
11 Payni 11 Epiphi 10 Mesore 5 Thoth 4 PhllOphi Albyr 3 boM 

29 PayDi 29 Epiphi 28 Mesore 23 Tboth 22 Phlloplu 22 Alhyr - I 
18 Pa i 18 i hi Epp 17 Meaoro ]2 'fboth 11 Pha )hi HAth r y 10 bomk t 

Distribution of the 26 y ra of Arlaxcr • reign in 

N.B. y this distribution tbo 18tb year of Arlaxerxca whioh 

2 
a .. 
Ii 

6 
~ 

8 
:I. .. 

1) For POp)'rulI F no notice h .. boen take" of tbo nrilnl J tb Ab, .. It II or no ImportaDflC .n~ IDlpll 
') The whole of lfahblr II or .. before loa Ide In. cr. , no I J'O and tabl,. DI and DI, 

F R A PEIUO OF EI HT YE R 
year of Ar;Laxerxes was the 8th in its period. 

PahhoD; hence 1st Ab = 711 PaUon. 

Jtsau IJ&r SlftIJ TaJIlJDUI Ab 

28 ChoitlK 2S 'fybi 27 M hhir 27 Pham 'noth 26 Phnrmuthi 

17 Cho'il\k 17 Tyhi 16 Mehhir 16Phom noth 15 Pbnrmutbi 

61'ybi 6 ehllirt) 5 Phamenotb 5Pharmutbi 1Pabhon 

260hoinK 25 'fybi 24> Mchhir 24 Phllm ooth 23 PharmuUu 

14 hoinlt jiJ,Tybi ) 3 Mehhir 13 Phamclloth 12 Phnrmllthi 

2 'I'ylli 2M hhirt) 1 fhumolloth 1 Phormuthi 30 Phnrmuthi 

21 Cboiak 9} Tybi 20 Mohhir 20 PhllmolloU, ]9Pharmuibi 

9 'l'ybi 9 Mehhir') 8 Pham Dotb 8 Pharmuthi 7 PaM"" 

Lut UJ Total 
EluI of of :rear U', 

26 Pnhbon 9!Payoi 364 

16 Pahhon l3Payni 36!!. 

~Pa1n.i 2 Epipbi S8!! 

93 Pnbbon 91 Payni 354 

12 Pabhon 10Payui 364. 

30 Pubbon 28.Poyni 383 

19 PahhOD 17 Payni 354 

7 PayDi 5 Epipbj 383 

Totnl of days in tho 8 years 2920 
= 8 Egyptian years of 366 days each. 

eight-yeor l)()riodll according to tho nbov h.f1lOthcsia: 

10 18 
11 19 
'I 20 

I3 1 
14 22 

'I" II 

16 24 
1.1' .5 

tob mbolismio is not., and th 7th i8 mboJismie instead or the 6th. 

a quito lu i,ulft.ant dil' rellco In corrupondu 



.. 
IT we try now to test the documents by mea.ns of the a,foregoing ca.lendars OUI"" 

experiment will furnish the followin~ result: 
i 

OaleDdar .ODlUDent SlmpUJled correspondence Correspondence to DllTerenCII Whloh way table to papJl1lS calendar 

AI Papyrua D Kialev 1-Epipbi 11 Kialev 1 - Epipbi 11 

E Kislev 1 - Mesore 8 Kialev 1 - Epipbi 15 28 daya papyrus in advance 
F Ab 1 -Pahhon 7 Ab 1 - Phamenoth 28 39 days papyrus in advance 

A~ D Kialev 1-Epiphi 11 Kislev 1 - Epiphi 11 

E Kislev 1- Mesore 8 Kislev 1-Epiphi 14 24 days papyrus in advance 
l' Ab 1 -Pabhon 7 Ab 1 - Phamenoth 27 40 days papyrus in advance 

AI D Kislev 1 - Epiphi 11 Kialev 1-Epiphi 11 

E Kislev 1 - Mesore S Kielev 1 - Epiphi 15 liS days papyrus in advance 
F Ab 1 -Pabhon 7 Ab 1 - PbnmeDoth 28 39 days papyrus in advance 

BI Inscription Siva=Mehhir 21 days of Sivan in Mebhir 

Papyrus D Kislev 1 - Epipbi 11 Kielev 1 - Epipbi 11 

E Kislev 1 - Mesale 8 Kislev 1-Epiphi 15 23 days papyrus in advance 
F Ab 1 -Pabhon 7 Ab 1 - Mehbir 29 68 days papyrus in ndnnce 

B2 Inacription Sivandfehhir 20 days of Sin n in Mehhir 

Papyrus D Kislev 1 - Epipbi 11 Rislev 1 - Epipbi 11 

E Kielev 1-Mesore 8 Kielev 1 - Epiphi 14 24 days papyrus in advance 
F Ab 1 -Pahhon 7 Ab 1 - Phamenoth 27 40 days papyrus in advanc~ 

B3 Insoription Sivan=Mehbir 20 days of Sivan in Mehhir 

Papyrus D Kislev 1 - Epipbi 11 Kislev 1 - Epiphi 11 

E Kislev 1 - Mesore 8 Kislev 1-Epiphi 15 93 days papyru.s in advance 

F Ab 1 -Pabhon 7 Ab 1 - Mehbir 28 69 days papyrus in advanoe 

0 1 E Kisle\" 1 - 8 Mesorc Kislev 1 - Mesore 8 

D Kislev 1 - Epipbi 11 Kislev 1 - Mesore ;1. 23 days papyrus in arrear 

F Ab 1 -Pabbon 7 Ab 1 - Phamenoth 21 46 days papyrus in advan.ao 

C' E Kislev 1- Mesore 8 Kislev 1 - Mesora 8 

D Kislev 1- Epipbi 11 Rislev 1 - Mesore 4. 23 days papyrUli in arrear 

.F Ab 1 - Pallhon 7 Ab 1 - Phamenoth 22 45 days papyrus in advance 

ca E Kislev 1 - Mcsore 8 Rislev 1 - Mesore 8 

D Kislev 1 - Epipbi 11 Kialev 1-Mesare 5 24 days papyrus in arrear 

F Ab 1 -Pabbon 7 Ab 1 - Pha.menoth 22 45 days papyrus in advance 

\)1 F Ab 1 -Pabhon 7 Ab 1 -PabhoD 7 

D Kislev 1 - Epipbi 11 Kislev 1 - Mesore 20 39 days papyru8 in arrear 

E Kislev 1 - Mesore S Kislev 1- Mesore 24 16 days papyrus in arrear 

D' F Ab 1 -Pabhon 7 Ab 1 -Pabhon 7 

D Kislev 1 - Epipbi J 1 Kislev 1 - Mesore 20 39 days papyrus in arrear 

E Kislev 1-Mcsore 8 Kislev 1-Mesote 24 16 days papyrus in &.rrear 

DI F Ab 1 -Pahbon 7 Ab 1 -PabhoD 7 

D Kislev 1 - Epiphi 11 Kislev I - Mesore 91 40 days papyrus in arrear 

E Kislev 1 - Mesore 8 Kislev 1 - Mesore 24 16 days papyrus in arrenr 

The calendar correspondence for the firs; line in each of the above groups i~ supplied by the bendioq of the table, 
while for the other lines the regnal year of the papyrus hn! to be remembered, and a refetence to the distnbution at the 
foot of each table will show the reader the line of the calendar where the correspondence is given. So, for example. 
papyrus E being of the 19th year of Artaxerxes., he will find that 19 occupies the eighth line in the distribution of table Ai, and Will 
subsequ.ently verify that in tho year of papyrus E according to this partioular oalendlU' 1st Kiele. muat have fallen OD 15th Epiphi. 
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A glance at this table will suffice to persuade the 
most hopeful of readers that no benefit can be derived 
from the eight-year system for the support of the 
authenticity of the documents. There occurs in thi 
table not a sz'ngle instance of agreement in the date 
corre pondences between those alleged in individual 
documents and the various calendar which owe to them 
the debt of theil- own existence. The correctne s of the 
first line in each group is of no consequence and only 
conventional, as in each ca e this line was purposely 
taken from a document and we h ve by way of con­
cession admitted it as accurate for the sake of building 
opon it the calendars that follow; nor do the two 
similarly correct lines in the groups Bt, BS, and I 

carry greater weight, since at the outset of the pre ent 
test we have combined papyrus D and the sandstone 
inscription in order to obtain with the joint help of them 
both the data on which the construction of these parti­
cular calendars would be rendered fea-aible, and for 
this very reason the two monument together offer no 
more thaD one identification of dates. 

Only one inference caD be drawn from this extra­
ordinarily enormous di play of di crepancie , but we 
do not want yet the champions of the authenticity 
to give up their position, as we are prepared to grant 
the documents a re.fugiwn peccalorurn in the hypothe is 
that at the time they claim to belong to Jewish chrono­
logy was still in an erratic condition, that nothing 
had been done with a view to the introduction of a 
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settled calendar, and that only at irregular intervals, 
when the di agreement between the twelve-Iunation count­
ing and the atmo pheric phenomena exceeded all tolera­
ble limits, provi ion wa made to effect some reconciliati­
on, leaving it to the future to take anew transient measures 
of a similarly narrow compa s. In doing so, however, 
we will Dot neglect our duty of con idering whether there 
is in the documents anything able to convince u that 
such a cour e ha really been adopted, and that with 
the result of truly re torin a the disturbed order. 

Mahler' table 1) will help 11 once again in canying 
out this la t part of our demonstration. We find on 
p. 20 that in the year 471 B. C., which is that of 
pllpyrU A, the IS' Pahhon fell on the 16th Augu t, 
from which we gather that the 28th Pahhon exhibited 
in the ame papyrus corre ponded to the 12th ep­
tember. But, 28th Pahhon being alleged in the papyrus 
to be the equivalent of 18th Elul, it follows that 18 th 

Elul = 12th eptember, or, if we go a little further, we 
will find that the 1st Ti hri in that year fell on the 
24th September. By applying the same process to all 
papyri whose dates are legible we will come to the 
e tabli bment of the following correspondences for the 
1st Tisht'i. 

Year B. C. 471 
465 
459 

24th epternber ' ), 
th October, 

24th August, 

1) CAroROIog"8cluJ Y ~T9ku;'''''IIfJ,-'1'alJelkN ot.o., Vienna. 1889. 
2) .For the sake of brevity no no~ioe has been IAken of the d.ouble 

manner of rtlllding the dntes in som documents, bccause tho varlAnco, 
consisting of one unit only, is not such as to lead to a different conclusion. 



446 
440 
416 
410 
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16th eptember, 
12th October, 
15th October , 
22nd eptem bel' 1). 

Of these date ,24th August is too enrly for the be­
ginning of Il Jewish year which in Palestine as well 
as in Egypt or Mesopotamia had to coincide with the 
close of the gathering of fruit, find is never to be 
found in the establi hed eahmdar. 

16th , 22nd, and 24th eptember are frequent corre -
pondences for 1st Tishri after emboli mic year, and it 
1S perhaps unnecessary to inquire whether circum tance 
were favorable to the years connected with them 
being sucb. 

But no reckoning could prove the 15th and 12 th 

October to be good equivalences for the 1st Ti hr'i, 
and even for the acceptance of the th October a such 
one should, according to the principles of the calendar 
now in operation, go as far back n three centurie or 
so before the creation of the world 1). But, leaving aU 
other con ideration upart, we will take the lu t men­
tioned equivalence a tbe be t fitted example for a 
benevolent application of the erratic calendar test. We 
will thus say that, in the ame way as every late coin­
cidence is the re ult of a deLay a against the Julian 
mont.bR which originates from the intercalary Jewi h 

1) In making the 0 reductions we hav always moved within tho limjts 
of the year of eneh docnment, except in tho IllSt case when. tho TIebr w 
month being She bat, e wero obliged to I troccd to 411 B.C. in which 
tho Jewish year had its commencem nt. For ruference sce p. 2. 

2) See pp. 12-13. 
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month of the previou year, 0 the Hebrew year which 
preceded 465 B.C. was emboli mic, und accounts for the 
equivalence IS' Ti ·hri = th ctober, We will go one 
step farther and ob crve that, our calculation bowing 
that in 466 B.C. 1st Ti hri would accordingly coincide 
with 191J1 eptember which is also a late coincidence, 
another I 0 itive infel'ence to be drawn i tbat even the 
year before it, 467 B. ., was emboli mic in the Jewi h 
calendar. To the objection one could make that the 
occurrence of two emboli mic years in close succc sion 
after each other seems rather a trange fact we would 
o po e the reply that the event could be accounted for 
by the hypothe 'i that up to 4 7 B. . no provision what­
ever had been made in order to smooth away the 
il'fegulariti s of the twelve-Iunat.ion calendar, and that 
only in that year a deci ion wa taken for the purpose, 
but, us the di tnnce between calendar and seasons had 
been allowed to become too gl'eat, it was thought wise 
that their junction hould be brought about by means 
of two jump in two con ecutive year in tead of a. 
double jump in one and th same year. 

But why, one would ay, afteL' that alutal'y measure 
was taken, hould not t.he authoritie' prevent a. relap e, 
but allow in tead at 0 short an interval the differ nec 
to grow 0 large as to nece ' itate about 43 B.C. the 
making again of two con ecutive emboli mic years a 
i implied by the corre!pondence 1st Ti 'hri = 12th Octo­
ber? nd how, one would ay again, after tb hard les­
son tb y had been taught twice, the authOl'ities were 
o poor in fore ight a to let the ame inconvenience 

afflict their community for the third time, and with even 
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greater trouble, about 416 B.C., when the lilt Tishri was 
allowed to come no earlier than on the 15th October? 

When the airo papyri were publi hed one of the 
nllmerous hopes to which they gave birth was that we 
might obtain through them the light about the sta.te 
of the Jewi h calendat' in olden time .. Prof. E. B. 
Knobel, trying to make the general wi h become a 
reality, took up the mllttter and on March 13th ofthi year 
read to the London Royal Astromical ociety a paper 
on the ubject 1). We are orry to nnd ourselves in the 
necessity of pointing out ome fundamental error into 
which he unfortunately ft!ll. 

Fir t of all by accepting the year 464 B.C. as the 
first of Artaxerxes' reign in lieu of the 465 which i 
generally recognized as such he was bound to give 
459 B. . as the ixth of the same monarch' rule, but 
instead of that he identifies the latter with 460; and 
when he comes to the nineteenth and the twenty-fifth 
years of Arta.xerxes he again disagrees with him elf 
in making those years correspond to 446 and 440 B. . 

He observe sub eq uently that papyri E and J, being 
both provided with the Hebrew date of Ki lev 3rd , 

show that they cover exactly the period of the 30 Jewish 
years running bet,ween thc 17th ovember 446 B. . 
and the 1 tb December 416 B. . which arc the equi­
valents of the dtl.tes cxpre sed i[) the documents by 
the days of the Egyptian months in the nineteenth 

1) The lcctllro WII8 l)ubljshed in tho March nunibor of the MOTlthly Notice, 
of the Society, pp. 334-346. 
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year of Artaxerxes' and the eighth of Darius II.'s reigns 
respectively. Bot he finds that thi coincidence cannot 
be obtained without the admis ion that the first and 
the la t years of this period were both emboli mic. 
Then in order to adapt everything to· this necessity he 
make of 446 B.C. the e\'enteenth year of the cycle 
it belongs to, whereas in reality and 8S shown by our 
table B the year 446 B.C. corre ponding to 3315 A.M. 
occupi S the po ition of ninth in the cycle. Knobel 
considers thi distortion imperative, becau e any different 
collocation of th y ar ~n que tion would destroy the 
oincidence revealed by the papyri. e is perfectly 

right in making thi remark, and where we do not 
fall in with him it i about the inference to be drawn 
from his e. cellent observation. 

Then, pas ing to the calculation of years and months 
he find that from the 17th November 446 B.C. to the 
16th December 416 B.C. there elapsed 10987 days, 
while 30 Jewish years starting from nO. 17 in one cycle 
and ending in 0. inclu ive of the cycle beyond next 
yield a total of ] 0 6 day . According to Knobel the 
difference of 1 day would be accounted for by the cir· 
cumstance tha.t by the Julia)) sy tem the day has its 
commencement in the mOI'ninO', and by the Hebrew in 
the evening before. Against this matter·of·fact argu­
ment there is nothing to say, but one cannot help 
ob erving that the 3 yeal's of papyri E and J COll-
i ting, after Knobel's collocation, of 

12 of 3 4 dnys eaeh 
4 ,,355 " " and 

14 " 354 " 
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drawn up a document on that day; but argument is ab­
solutely unnecessary since the crease from which Knobel 
derived his inspiration covers only a little dirt sprea­
ding in variolls degrees of intensity from the first line 
to the last in this part of the papyrus, and nothing 
ju:,;tiiies the belief that between the word o,~ and the 
solitary stroke standing to express one unit there is 
a trace whatever of writing. (See phtte J 1). 

At this point of our demonstration we must be allowed 
a word on Mahler's opinion about the existence in 
Babylonia of a pl'e-l\/etollie cycle of I!) lunar years. 
When he propounded this theory 2) Father Strassmaier 
opposed it by 'If/inning that there seems instead to have 
been a eycle of 18 years. In retorting Mahler furnished 
the proof that his opponent's position was untenable, but 
we cannot feel eonvinced that his own is correct. All 
he foutld in the cuneiform tablets is the mention of a 
second Ilulu and of a second Adam which obviously 
were inserted ill Ol'del' to bl'irw about the desired har-

b 

mOllY of the civil with t}w astronomical year. We say, 

1) The fir~t. line of' this plate which repl'()duce~ a portion of Pap. D reads thus: 
il10nrJ i'J~ ~JL,rJ WDiVnrn~ VI mw Yi1D'J~ I 1:111 1il 1L,OJ~ XXI :J. 

'1'0 sum up, K nobd's endeavours have caused the displacement from thcir 
right positions in the cycles of til(, years of the period he dealt with, 
by which process he gained one lIlonth; then the Ull warranted surmise 
that the crease in papyrus D covered an out. of place Jigure wherethrough 
he secured another ]]lout.h; and Jiually the lengthening of a cycle beyond 
its ordinary duration for the honest purpose of obtaining the requisite 
balance of two days. Prof. Knobel was olle of the most naIve victims of 
the weleoille extended to the ]~gyptiaJl imposture. 

\!) /'Jil:ltll.'pu. d. K. "Had. d. IVissellsciL' l mathelll.-uat. Classe CI, Abth. 
II. a. pp. Hl85-()3. 



78 

however, that this was not done after an established 
system, but was only an occasional measure which 
owing to its frequency has in our eyes the appearance 
of something defined by rules. We cannot possibly be­
lieve, as Mahler is inclined to, that the existence and 
operation of an officially recognized cycle is compa­
tible with the omission he himself noticed of the inter­
calary month in a year which according to the calen­
dar he constructed ought to be embolismic, and that 
such omission should be repeated over and over again 
in several years and in various 1)e1'iod~' through forget­
fulness, as Mahler suggests, caused by important events 
of a political or a military character which must have 
absorbed the attention of the authorities. Such collap­
ses of the memory might occur only among uncivilized 
tribes who do not possess the art of "vriting, but never 
in countries like Babylonia enjoying the benefit of an 
organized administration where the Government would 
draw up their calendars for decades and centuries in 
advance and refer thereto for a numb(,r of purposes 
in public life. 

We maintain therefore for the Athenian astronomer, 
Meton, the privilege of the authorship of the nine­
teen year cycle which is testified to by the distinct 
statement of Diodorus of Sicily in XII, 36. If the cycle 
existed in Babylonia at all the tablets which are sup­
posed to indicate it, being of the Seleucian period, 
would show only that the Persians copied it from 
Athens after the Macedonian conqueror introduced into 
their country the Greek civilization. 
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We have arrived at the end of our experiments. The 
chronology of the Assuan and Elephantine documents 
can be proved ~o be corr~ct neither by the original 
lengt? of the JeWIsh year umformly consisting of twelve 
lunatlOns, nor by the present Hebrew-Julian calendar 
retrospectively applied to a period long before the 
ref~rm of the Roman ruler; nor by a shorter system 
w?ICh must have suggested itself to such Jews as 
~l~~t ~Jave, settled in Egypt during the Persian, 
1 h:Lrao~lC, (}reek aJl(I early Roman dominations and 
whICh 111 all probability was the first step in the arran­
~ement of {he llational calendar as we see it in opera­
hon to.day; nor at last by the admission that the 
Hebrew measuring of time used to be done with no 
set rules aiming at precision but only with occasional 
attempts to obtain equilibrium. It is hardly credible 
that any other system of calendar could be thought 
of, and we feel ourselves fully justified in declarino' 
the documents infected with the monstruosities we hay: 
been showing to be nothing else but the product of 
:ra~dulent. speculation. If anything can make us nervous 
It IS the fear of the readers' rebuke because we have 
adopted s.a minute. and complex a process of argument 
when a slmple reference to page 21 of the first edition 
of .t~ose papyri would have placed all students in a 
posltlOIl soon to convince themselves that there is not 
;~lC slightest warrant of soundness in their chronology. 
l~ey would, for e~ample, have seen that in the space 
of the 6 years whICh elapsed between 

(Pap. B.) Chislev 18th 4G5 RC. and 
(Pap. D.) Chislev 21st 459 RC. 
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the difference conld by no system aggregate to as 
many as 325 days which repeesent the interval between 
the Egyptian dates Thoth 6th and Mesore 1st exhibited 
by the same documents; they would themselves have 
objected that the accumulation of shortages in the six 
years could by no means have exceeded the (i6 days 
if we were to reckon by the uniform stnndard of the 
twelve lunations for all years, or it would be reduced 
to an insignificant remnant if the present system of 
calendar had to be applied by which just every three 
or two years the discordance in COlTcspon(lellces bdwecn 
the Hebrew and the .T ulian calendars dwindles into an 
extremely small number of days. 

But we are entitled to our readers' forgiveness in 
consideration of the enormous avalanche of learned 
essays, lectures and artieles in all sorts of periodical 
publications wherewith we hav(~ been o\'erwhelmed 
from the stimmel' of 190(; to the beginning of this year, 
and which have made it a<lvisable to inquire into this 
crucial point of the matter with all care and in SlIch 
an exhaustive manner that no room for hesitation 
should be left to the disappointed who would see by 
our demonstration their happy helie£' in the existence 
of an unexplored lllille of historical :l1ld philological 
information vanish to smoke, and so much ill(lustrious 
scholar::;hip wasted on an unworthy subject. 

One must not wonder at hearing that even before 
we investigated so minutely the machinery of the 
Hebrew calendar in its relations to the Egyptian it 
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was for us a foregone conclusion that the dates of 
these documents originated from the fancy of a forger. 
We could not possibly assume that, while in Palestine 
the Rabbis of the first, second, and even third century of 
the Christian era were taking so worrying pains in their 
efforts to establish a permanent calendar, and disputes 
were rife, and nearly were declared 1) outlaws all per­
sons who, although being through their mathematical 
learning able to offer for the purpose the contribution of 
their lights, abstained from so doing out of indifference, 
we could not possibly admit that during such an intense 
strain on the intellects of the nation no one in Palestine 
ever thought of turning '-an eye to his brethren of 
Egypt, in order to see whether they had found or tried 
a way out of the perplexity. It was impossible for 
our mind, even before the publication of the papyrus 
dealing with an alleged temple of ,Jahu in Elephantine, 
to admit that there was no intercourse between the 
Jews settled on this island or in Assuan and those 
of ,Judaea, considering that the pl'esence of Jews in a 
place means commerce and that the navigation through 

1) JWm l~~~' n'~n)' !i10'pnJ ::Jwn~ YiWi ~:J iN i1~::J,tj i; ~::J~ ., it:J~ 
'~t:JY1 iOD~ i1D~, Talmud, 8habbath 75. 

A e1a,sical illustration of how hotly the calendar problem was discussed 
among the Rabbis even in the second century of the Christian era is 
supplied b.y ihe Talmud, Rosh Ashana, 25a, b, relating a controversy be­
tweeu the Ruler of the Jews, Gamaliel II, and J oshna ben Hananiah who 
had serious rcasons to disagree with the former as to thc beerinninoo of 
1'ishri but ncvertheless, after consulting Akiba and Dooa ben "Harki~as 
submittcd to his angry command, and on the day which according to hi~ 
own reckoning ought to be the Day of Atonement reluctantly went to the 
~~ler's residenc(], carrying stiek and money which was against the prohi­
bitIOns attached to the observance of the great fast. 

6 
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the Nile to the eastern coasts of the Mediterranean 
was never interrupted. 

Nor could we acquiesce in the absurd, although 
inevitable admission that, while residing in a country 
whose m~numents show that the reasoning faculties of 
its inhabitants were guided by strict mathematical 
principles, and where - to remain within the limits of 
our subject - the calendar had attained a degre.e near­
inO" perfection the Jews not only suffered theIr own 
;:,' h' h calendar to continue in the unsettled state to w Ie 

traditon kept it bound, but to become so ridiculously 
erratic as is shown by the ludicrous instance we have 
illustrated in pp. 73-4. 

II. 

A rather minute survey we have made of the Ara­
maic papyri 1) which were brought to Europe during 
the last century and of the opinions expressed on their 
character has enabled us to find out the circumstan­
ces which favoured the forgers in perpetrating so auda­
cious a fraud, and caused prominent scholars of great 
learning and repute to be led so far away from the 
right understanding of the whole matter. 

In No. 13 of the Diario di Roma, 1826, we find the 
earliest mention of papyri covered with Semitic writing. 
They were the two fl'agments Nos. eVI, A and eVI, B 

now preserved in the British Museum whereto they 
passed as part of the .Blacas collection purchased by 
its trustees, and a reproduction of which our readers 
will see in our plates II, III, IV, and V. Their itine­
rary was from Egypt to Rome, and thence to Naples 
before they landed on the British shores. 

1) Until further developments in the pursuit of our independent research 
we will consider this class of papyri authentic, as we do not fecI justified 
enough to include thcm in a common ruin with the others. 
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On their first appearance in Europe the alphabet 
in which they are written was considered Phoenician, 
and the Abbate Michelangiolo Lanci who set forth 
this opinion presumed that the papyrus volume of 
which these fragments were only a small portion con­
tained the history of some kings of Egypt. He said 
also that these were perhaps the fragments of one of 
the lost works of Sanchouniathon. The following year 
in his book "La Sacra SCl'itlUJ'{l illustmta con m0711l­

menti fenico-assil:j cd egi::iani" I) he maintained his 
original view but, placing himself 011 an ambiguous 
ground, pointed out the similarity offered by some 
sentences of tllC fragments to the fine style of Daniel 
and the influence of; the Hebl'ew grammar in the for­
mation of the third person of the future (the ~ instead 
of the Aramaic j). He adde<l t.hat nobody should be 
misled by these ,,,orels of his illto the error that he 
woul<l as~ign to these fragments a very remote anti­
quity; on the contrary, he believed that they could 
not be placed further backwal'd than the Ptulemaic 
period. As indications of their comparatively modern 
age he took the blanks sepul'atillg the words from each 
other, the fille distriblltion of light and shadow in the 
shaping of the letters, and the constant lise of the 
matres lcctionis which, being already a well-establishe<l 
rule, callse<l the copyist to write over the seventh line 
of CV J, B reverse a ~ which had by oversight been 
omitted ll1 the spelling of the word t::J~N· This last 
portion of his remarks is the most important of all, 

1) rp. 7-26. 
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and deserves the serious attention of the student who 
wishes to form a sound judgment of the period to 
which these fragments belong. 

If Lanci had not willingly refrained from a detailed 
study of their text he would have perceived that the 
Hebrew does not confine itself to a paltry influence 
as to grammatical forms, but so thoroughly permeates 
the train of thought exhibited therein as to betray 
their ,Jewish origin and purport. A disadvantage which 
prevcnted Lanci from seeing the true nature of the 
alphabet was the scarce materials placed in his day 
at the disposal of students of Hebrew palaeography. 
No specimen of the Oriental style of Hebrew writing 
was known in EUl'ope at the time, and none of the 
manuscripts which had theretofore engaged the atten­
tion of scholars hailed from places lying at any distance 
from the shores of the eastern part of the Mediter­
ranean. Had Lanci come across any texts written by a 
IIyemenite scribe he would at once have noticed their 
close a.pproach to the kind of writing exemplified by 
the fragments subjected to his investigation. But, besides 
the want of means for a comparison able to lead to 
the right eonclu:-:ion, the matcrial on which the frag­
ments are written contributed in a lnrge measure to 
the sen:-:ation created by their appearanee, and although, 
as we have seen above, Lanci disclaimed any share 
in the excitement aroused by the novelty among 
Oricntalists, he did not succeed in keeping entirely 
free from the fascination which so archaic an article 
as papyrus IS was bound to exercise on everyone's 
imagination. 
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No wonder, therefore, that he never thought of 
bringing the date of these fragments as low down as 
the fifth century of our era to which we b~lieve they 
belong. 

The reader who will follow u in setting forth th'e 
remarks we have made on these two papyri will see 
on what ground is based thi new contention of ours 
which differ alike from the Achemenides theory ad­
mitted during the la t ten year or so and from that 
propound d by the Librarian of the Vatican at the 
thre hold of the second quarter of the last century. 

At the outset of our handling in the Briti h Museum 
the originals of these papyri we have, like all other 
before us, noticed that No. C I,! pre ents two written 
side on the one of which the line run continuously 
from end to end, whil t the other side exhibit a few 
remnants of a column and then, after a blank of consider­
able width, another column which in its lower part may 
be regarded as nearly complete. But nobody on consid­
ering such a remarkable variance has even suspected 
that the writing of the two side might not be part of 
one and the same text, and that thi one small piece of 
papyrus might have pre el'ved fragments of two different 
works. Yet, the thing appeared very probable to us at 
once, and further examination proved that we had hit 
upon the mark. 

We observed that on the undivided side of the 
papyrus there are to be seen seven lines and a few 
fairly distinct trace of another, whereas the other 
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side shows nine clear lines. The space between the 
lines in the former is more regular than in the latter, 
and its writing al 0 exhibits a lightness of touch which 
is in evident contrast with the heavy appearance of 
he other. Nothing, for example, in the second can 

compare with the neatness of the last three line 

NnJ~ NT::l n'::l~ T N::lru! . . . 
1"ra1 "Ntll 1 nn' N' 1 O'J1 . . . 

. . . . N:J'O ~'N '>' . . . 
of the fir t. It is true that there i no deep change from 
the characters of the one to the characters of the other, 
but the ::l. n, " 0, and ~ are visibly finer in the 
former than in the latter, the nirely curved un in ~J'~ 
and it sharp verticality in l~nn' of the former being 
additional evidence for its uperiority. 

We owe a word of explanation for as igning the 
mst place to the undivided ide of this fragment 
contrary to the practice which hos hitherto prevailed 
of regardiug it a a ba.ck column. In our innovation 
we have acted in perfect accordance with the ound 
principle adopted by all papyrologi t that the fibres 
arc horizontal in the obver e and perpendicular in the 
rever e. For exactly the SBme rea on in fr·agment CVI, 
A we must regard the side beginning with the words 
i'~m N:J'O as obverse, and the one beginning lru' 'T 
'Ii"::lN n, as reverse. The arne difference jn the n um­
ber of line, di tribution of space, and quality of writing 
that we ha.ve pointed out in the examination of the 
other are also noticeable in this papyrus, and, if need 
were, would come to support our view. 
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The difference in the state of preservation gave 
Lanci and aU students afterwards the impression that, 
when the manuscript was complete the position in it 
of what is now the larger fragment preceded that of 
the smaller, and all attempts at an interpretation of 
the text were made on this basis. But, whilst in reality 
no evidence whatever justifies such an arrangement, the 
signs \JlIXXXX pi.:' which cover what remains of the 
last line on the back side of the larger fragment 
alford. a sufficient indication about the respective place 
which each of the two pieces originally occupied in 
the roll. That line contained the date at which the 
writing of the manuscript was brought to completion, 
and the signs we see at present give the last part of 
the date, i. e. the forty-third or forty-fourth year of 
some era to be determined by further research. When 
we pass to the elucidation of the text we will sec 
that the meaning of the three final words in the last 
line but one of the same column is such as to allow 
the belief that they form a very suitable sentence for 
the conclusion of a tract. This is the view we take of 
the matter with the natural consequence that we place 
the smaller fragment before the larger, and consistently 
with the considerations we have been setting forth we 
make the following arrangement of the four written 
parts contained in the two pieces: 1) 

1) Our argument being not on palaeographical minutiae, we have adopted 
the transliteration of the :Marquis de V ogiie in Corpus Inscriptionum Scmiti­
carum, II, tom. I, No. 145, whose rendering as well we have mostly accepted. 



PLATE III. 

PLATE II. 

eVI, A obverse eVI, Il obverse 

'T'f-I E RLACASSIANI 'T'HE L IlvJ I 

NB. Plates II., III., etc. cOlrespond to parts 1., 11., tf 

Sil. 



PLATE V. 
PLATE IV. 

. . 

. . 
eVI, A reverse eVr, H reverse 

E LII-3RARY OF 'T' H E MUSEUM. 

~espond to parts I., II., etc. of our transcript. 
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1. 

(British Museum No. eVI, A obverse). 

. . . . . . nrl/~i p~m N:J~~ . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Nip ~T n.:n . . 
~nij:;)~ n':;)~ ~T:J p ~nj~n[n] . . 
. . . . . ~~p~ o~ inN:;) N~i~ . . . 
[o]nj~i ~N~n:;) Oin~rl/ . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . n~rl/m l nn 1 . . . . . . 
. . . . . . iii~ rl/n~i jn~N o~ n . . . 
.••.......... :;)j ... ~ .•.. 

II. 

(British Museum No. eVI, B obverse). 

· . . . . . ~~rl/i N:J~~ ~i N,nOn ~~ ~j:;)~ . . . . . . . . 
· . . . . . . . N:J~~ nj~ inN in rl/ jiO i:;) 
· .. [njWi i~N N:J~~ ~i N~~~ rl/jiO i:;) ....... . 

5 

· . . . . m l~~n :;)in:;) lnn i~n n~~[p] ....... . 
· . . . . . . Nnjrl/ Ni:;) n~:;)rl/ ~T N~:;)rl/' 1~ ;"j~n'l ;"j . . . 5 
· . . . . . . l~~~i ~iNrl/ jinn'l N~ l~~iji l~N:;) . . . . 
· ....... ~j~:;) ..... N:J~~ ~O~N ~~ rl/[j,O i:;)] . 
· ............................. . 

III. 

(British Museum No. eVI, A reverse). 

· . . . . . . . . 'Ii1i:;)N n~ jnj'l ~i . . . . . . 
· . . . . . . . . . 'Ii i"i~~ 'In~N irl/ . . . . . 
· . . . . . . . . jiin'l, pi [~~] ....... . 
· . . . . . . . ~Ni Nnp,~ ':;)Nni n~ . . . . 
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t!''1~ i'~,)n~j j~ . . 
· ['IJ1 i1i~:;:' i~ 1~~ 
• . • • • ~j ji:;:'i [~'I] • 

· . 'Ii~Y il~ iji~~'I' 
~j 1~n . .. .i~~: iln,) 

IV. 

(British Museum No. eVI, B reverse). 

[O]n~ Oil')to~ ~~~'I ~~j 
. . . . Oil'lil~~ ~~'I:;:' t!''1~ 
[il'l]ii' i'')~'1 ,~ Oil'l~'Ii' 

.... ~:;:'~'1 pin~ i~''I~' 
......... '[j]~l'l' '\ili~~~ ili"Y 

['1,)~]~ t!''1~ ~toi'''' il~~~ "il,)~i'n'\' 
. . . .il~i~ ,)~ t!''1~ ilit!''1j il~i~ 

.. i"iY~ '1il~N iit!',):;:,n", on~ 
m 43 pt!' ........... . 

'1il' . 

5 

5 

As to the purport of the texts, it will be noticed 
that it is of a military character in parts I and 11, 
whereas it sounds ethico-religious in parts III and IV, 
a distinction which tallies to a point with what we 
have already observed about the diverse material appear­
ance of the two sides of the fragments. 

Between parts I and II there may as well as not 
have been one or more intermediate columns, but what 
makes the common characteristic of both is the abun­
dance of verbs in the past tense i~N, n~toi" n"~t!' 
i'~l, nt!'~ (?), Nil" l'~t!', il')~, il')~' which give to the 
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text the tone of a narrative where a king and Bar 
Punas are represented as carrying on a conversation, 
while the terminology shows that the subject was some 
warlike operation in whieh the latter had taken part. 
The sentence "Nt!' jinn" N~ 1'1~i.i' was addressed to 
someone mentioned in the tale, and expressing, as it 
did, that his bones would never be allowed burial 
constituted the most terrifying threat that a person in 
authority could utter against a subordinate. Bar Punas 
is described as likely to obtain the command of the 
battalions of the king (N:;:'~~ 'I~~~ ~!J t!',)'~ i~) 1). 

The number of words necessary to complete the 
sentences where gaps occur would justify one in think­
ing that if the line were to be restored to its original 
fulness, it should be increased by one-half of its present 
length. About the total amount of columns in the roll 
it is absolutely impossible to make any conjecture, 
but it is safe to say that it contained on its front side 
a story or a series of stories of military or sundry 
subjects. In other words, it was a volume of O"t!'!J~ 
such as the Middle Ages were so fond of. 

I) N ecdless to say that nohody aftcr a cool-minded consideration will 
accept for thc two sentences contained in II 6, 7 the rendering 1'l!s 08 lll! 

d(Jscelldront pail:! dan.! Ie C/uJot ... ton omvre (s'6tend) sur mille rois proposed 
in the first footnote of p. 27 of Revue ArduJologique XXXVII by Clermont­
Ganneau who believed that they conveyed a tribute of homage in the 
Oriental style uffered by a high official to his king. It would he bad taste in a 
wish for a long life to use expressions waving before one's mind the image 
of a skeleton, while owing to its grammatical form 'E:l~~ signifies a 
plurality of thousands, and ~J~D being singular means one king only. Our 
rendering of the first of these two words by battaliolls has its foundation 
in the ackuowledged fact that often enough in the Bible it has the meaning of 
a body of armed men as well as of a group of persons forming a civil association. 
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If we turn now to parts III and IV the controver­
sial character of their contents will be easily perceived. 
The repeated occurrence of piYr.;, 'Ij"N, the wail over 
the vanishing of justice (Nni"Y ':JNni), the word i;JY, 
the very probable clause i1~ii' il.'l:J~ ';J which sounds 
like a lamentation over the progressing welfare of the 
unr~ghteous, then the words j..'linN ir.;,'~:J' wherewith 
begms a sentence changing in tone and describing the 
new state of things which will be introduced on the 
expected day of judgment, and will culminate in the 
extermination of the false gods who are the cause of 
every present evil; all these are expressions which 
could only flow from the pen of a man crushed 
under the burden of the prevailing depression but 
having faith in a final rescue from heaven. 

The suppression of idolatry we have referred to is 
dis~inctly mentioned by the words piY~ 'Ii1'N i'rl'.:l:;)n~' 
whICh close the text of part IV, and which, far from 
signifying a solemn gathering of the gods, prophesy 
their total disappearance when the triumph of justice 
will come and the sufferings of the race to which the 
writer belongs will cease. This little sentence is nothing 
else but a different expression of the idea conveyed 
by the clause nii:;) O~'~'Ni1' yiNi1 j~ 0'1",,) i'l:;);Jib 
nni:;)~ in the very last section of the three daily ser­
vices of the Synagogue, and, as we said before, makes 
a suitable conclusion for a tract. We know of nobody 
having up to the present put a construction of this 
kind on the words at issue, but we can say that the 
interpretation now proposed is based on the fact that 
the verb rl''):;), besides the ordinary meaning of collect-
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ing, carries, although examples are very rare, that of 
sweeping away. Buxtorf quotes li'lnr.;,N Nrl''):;) Ni' li'i1 
Nn~::l 'I:Ji' of Baba Meziha 85a to which Rashi wrote 
the exegetic note n~:J1i n':J:;)~, and in Brockelmann's 
Lexicon Syriacurn we find a number of references to 
various authors who have used the verb rl''):;) in the 
same sense, while the living Syriac vernacular of the 
present day is in possession of the verb rl''):;), to 
sweep, and of the noun Nrl''):;) to denote the sweeper 
(Maclean's Dictionary, p. 136). 

From these remarks it follows that the clause 
piY~ ~i1'N jirl'.:l:;)n'l, may be regarded as the faithful 
echo of thc above quoted yiNi1 1~ 0'1",,) i~:J;Ji1' 
where the idols are expressed by a word denoting 
litter and rubbish. Ezekiel in XX, 7, 8 and elsewhere 
casts this epithet on the gods of Egypt, while in XXXVII, 
23 Oi1~"'')::l 'i>' 'N~~~ N" alludes to the moral dirt 
to be caught by one's coming in contact with the idols. 

Our interpretation disposes of all possible doubts 
not only about the Jewish purport of these fragments, 
but as to theirs howing the train of thought which char­
acterises post-biblical literature in a very advanced 
stage, while the intermingling in the composition of 
Hebrew with Aramaic is another mark of late Jewish 
orlgm. 

When Wright published his fac-similes (Palaeogra­
pltical SocietJI, Oriental Series, II, pI. 25-26), he mani­
fested a propensity to believe that these fragments are 
an Haggadah on Exodus I, but" lying under the spell 
of Lanci's statement, he lost sight of the fact that the 
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Haggadah is a kind of literature which up to the cap­
ture of Jerusalem by Titus in 70 A. D. had not come 
into existence yet, and so contradicted himself by giving 
the late Ptolemaic period for their date. In Zeitschrift 
der Deutschen MOl'genlanclischen Gesellschaft, XXXI, 794, 
reviewing ·Wright's work, Prof. Euting took a good step 
towards the truth by suggesting that these fragments 
might be of the early Roman-Egyptian period, and it 
is obvious that had this path been kept to scholars 
would have long before now found out the real age of 
these literary monuments. 

But in stepped Prof Clermont-Ganneau with a novel 
theory, and caused scientific investigation to be misled 
into the wrong track. His field of action was the Revue 
ArcMologique of 1878 and 1879, and his chief battery 
consisted of the two imperfect lines preserved by 
the Drovetti Aramaic fragment which was brought to 
Europe immediately after the Blacassiani and is known 
under the name of Turin papyrus. We have repro­
duced it in our plate VI, and the following is the 
transliteration of it: 

o~nt) 1':J}' ntl'il'1'n~ 'IN'~ 'N 
i''I 'I'1il'l 'IN'~ N'~'tl''1 il,n N'In· 

Gesenius 1) had seen in this couple of lines the beginn­
ing of a Jewish hymn written in the Aramaic langua­
ge, and rendered the two first words God rny Lord. We 
may add that N''I'tl''1 il,n N~n also refer to God who 

1) Scripturae linguaequ,.e J1koenicia~ monumenta, pp_ 233-6_ 

, 

I 
I 

I 
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is described as living, unique, and permanent by the 
Aramaic equivalent of 0'1'11" 'n~ 'In which, although 
in a somewhat different order, occur so often in the 
Hebrew prayers. The words ,~, 1'~~' ~'1n, l"1,n, and 
~''1't:i, are so clearly written that any student who has 
his eye trained in the reading of ordinary Hebrew 
characters can decipher them without effort. The word 
Mt:imin~ offers some difficulty both in reading and 
understanding, while the derivation and meaning of 
O'lntl is also a real puzzle. In the absence of a plau­
sible solution the riddle ought to have been left wait­
ing until some incontrovertible text came to disen­
tangle it. But it was the time when Clermont-Ganneau 
was getting more and more familiar with the Greek 
classics, and he was delighted at noticing some simi­
larity between the first of the above mentioned words 
and the Persian name MtOQavanu;. He thought he had 
made a discovery, and his vision was unfortunate 
for science which not very long before that date 
he had so meritoriously saved from a serious blunder 
by detecting the Moabite pottery forgery. That suppos­
ed, but not in the least certain, identity led him 
to nothing less than the conclusion that the Turin 
papyrus as well as all other Aramaic papyri in public 
and private librairies were monuments of the time of 
the Achemenides rule in Egypt, and in no 'Way con­
nected with Judaism. Henceforth everything was bent 
in the direction of procuring support for this view. 
~~ could not possibly have denoted God even in 

the mouth of a Jew who might have chosen to call 
the Almighty in a form consonant to the religious 
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traditions of his race; but was the equivalent of the 
preposition to, notwithstanding the fact that the Ara­
maic for the latter is the inseparable " and ,~ occurs 
nowhere in this sense. ,~= to, Clermont-Ganneau 
said, will be a precious addition in the Aramaic dic­
tionaries of the future. 1) 

To think that ~~,~ could apply to God was absurd 
in Clermont·Ganneau's opinion who might, and ought 
to have been reminded that in an Aramaic prayer 
wl1ich is recited on the opening of the Ark of the 
Law for the taking out of the scwll God is called 
~~';J i1~'~ the Lord of the 'World, alld that in the 
supplications which are chanted in the weeks prec:d­
ing; the Day of Atonement a paragraph starts WIth 
the words pmi~' ~':J;J:J pnn~ l' ~~~tli:J' ~j'~ 
i1~i~' where i~ is used first to express the Lord of 
heavens in the invocation, and secondly the master 
of a slave in the body of the sentence. In the Turin 
papyrus this word was asserted to stand as a form 
of address placed before the supposed name of the 
Persian dignitary, lHtO{2aiJ(JTr}{;. 

This being granted, what should prevent one from 
taking o~no for the name of an humble petitioner who 
would style himself a servant, 1':J!f? It is true thai 
the name is not to be found in any of the Persian 
texts nor in the Egyptian; but ClermontGanneau , , , 

quotes about a dozen proper names slightly differing 

1) Mr. Stanley Cook in his Glossary of 1898 complies with Clermont-Gan­
.neau's wish, and quoting this very passage ~N'D ~N renders ~N by to, but 
not without adding immediately afterwards "or rather God my Lord". 
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from each other and eventually crystallising into one 
which became famous as that of a Saint, llaxwfltOb, 
and which, according to the new doctrine, should no 
longer be thought to signify the man with replete 
shoulders, but, as is fully demonstrated by the Turin 
papyrus, to be derived from the language which was 
spoken either by the natives of the valley of the Nile 
or by their rulers in the fifth century before the Chris­
tian era. 

As to ~i"litli' ii,n N"In, they were a greeting phrase, 
a wish. When the new theory sprang up in its author's 
mind N~n was taken for the equivalent of life with 
an allowance, of course, for the final ~ which must 
have taken there the place of a "I; ii,n was supposed 
to express joy, although we know that the equivalent 
of the latter is ii"n in Hebrew and "n in Aramaic; 
and ~i"\itli' was considered to be an adjective, notwith­
standing its disagreement in gender with the second 
noun, and in number with the first, while the, would 
be a conjunction serving no purpose. All this, however, 
except the remarks passed by ourselves, seems to have 
been put on record only with the object of showing 
the progress of the author's philological investigation, 
his ultimate conclusion being that ~i'litli' ~'n ~~n 
are all adjectives, although it is still hard to conceive 
how ii,n \vas made to come from "n and to ex· 
press Joyful. 

But these are trifles, and the essential would be that 
the Turin papyrus should have preserved to us the com­
mencement of a letter similar in texture to that insert­
ed in Ezra IV, 11, and, inter alia, should be a surviv-

'7 
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ing specimen of the material form in which official 
despatches used to be written at that far distant date. 
The resemblance in the introductory formula could 
hardly be questioned, and everybody can see it, it was 
said. The petition in the Bible begins with the words 
ilin-i i::l;J W-iN 1'1'::l;J N:J'~ NnWWnniN ';J' and in 
the same place the papyrus bears nrl'i1iin~ 'INi~ 'N 
O'lnD 1'::l;J; then to the Biblical n-i~:J', for the explan­
ation of which the old versions and modern schol­
arship afford no effective assistance, correspond in our 
papyrus the words Ni'lirl'i ii,n N'In I 

It havinO' thus been "established" that the two im-
o 

perfect lines of the Turin papyrus are the remnants 
of an administration document of the time of the Per­
sian rule in Egypt, the other papyri were to be exam­
ined with the object of seeing whether they could 
supply any support to the new theory. This was done 
by Clermont-Ganneau who in a Vatican papyrus (Cor­
pus Inscriptionum Semiticarum, II, tom. I, No. 147) 
found the word Nn-i'l'~, in another of Berlin (ibid. 
No. 149) the term Ni-iJ, and in a third one of the 
Louvre (ibid. No. 14 6) the letter-group nnD coming 
after something which was read i::l by some palaeo­
graphists, but cannot be deciphered according to others. 
These words would conclusively prove the national 
character and the age of the documents. Nn-i'l'~ and 
Ni.iJ being words of the Persian language could be 
found only in Persian documents, and nnD was the 
title of a dignitary of that monarchy. This was Clermont­
Ganneau's argument to which, however, it ought to 
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have been opposed first, that -if ilnD is really preceded 
by i::l it can be nothing else but the last in a series 
of words giving in extenso the name of one of the 
many persons to whom the money mentioned in the 
papyrus was issued, and secondly, that if ilnD meant 
a dignitary it could by no means be used in the list 
without the addition of a final N, the absolute form 
nnD being insufficient in an account to express the 
recipient of something, and the emphatic NnnD being 
the one required for the case. 

One more remark which ought to have been made 
is that the Persian origin of the other two terms proves 
nothing in favour of Clermont-Ganneau's contention. 
il-i'l'~, or Nn-i'l'r." in its Aramaic form, has been used 
by Jewish writers in all times from the period of the 
Persian influence onward, and the word occurs in 
the Mussaph prayer of the New Year where it signi­
fies the various countries of the world, m-i'l'~n ';Ji 
i:li'rl" 'j'lNi ::l,n, -iT~N i~N'I i::l, as well as in the cata~ 
logues of to-day's second-hand booksellers when the 
country in which a work was printed is indicated, 
il~iJin n-i'l'r." etc. As to the other word, not only 
the noun Ni-iJ but the stern from which it has origin­
ated appears in all its multifarious forms both in 
Aramaic and in late Hebrew. l,jJ is the verb used in 
all cases where reference is made to the apocryphal 
literature, and ili-iJ is a word which nowadays is too 
often in the mouths of all Hebrew students to call for 
explanation. To think that a document was drawn up 
during the Achemenides domination for the sole reason 
that it contains a term or two derived from the Per-
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sian is tantamount to believing that England is still 
under the Roman rule because in talking and writing 
we use a certain number of Latin expressions, or to 
the assumption that the relations between the British 
Isles and France have undergone no change since Wil­
liam the Conqueror because some French mottos and 
terms have not been dismissed yet from official phrase­
ology. 

Under the illusion of his supposed discovery Cler­
mont·Ganneau was led to declare that the four columns 
of the Blacassiani papyri are a report from a Persian 
official on a mutiny which it would have been his 
privilege to quell; but we have already in our foot­
note of page 91 disposed of the construction put by 
him on the two clauses which in his opinion supported 
that view. 

We have thus dealt in some way or another with all 
the important Aramaic papyri which were known in the 
nineteenth century, and the only thing in connection 
with our inquiry which remains to be said is that 
Clermont-Ganneau, while duly noting how regular 
are in the Turin papyrus the spaces dividing the words 
from each other, entirely forgets that in palaeography 
this is an unmistakeable indication of late age. Separ­
ated words are not to be found in any of the Greek 
epigraphic monuments which extend down to the eighth 
century nor in the Greek papyri of even the fourth 
century of our era 1), and if Hebrew can be taken as the 

1) A little more than one yard separates in the Neues Museum at Berlin 
the Saehau papyrus from a Greek one of the third or the fourth century 
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representative of all Semitic languages let us brino- to 
our mind the unexisting geographical name OVA(t",i:ov, 
(Gen. XXVIII, 19) and the expanded form :EOV(J(t?8tf/­

~I Kings, XI, 40;. XIV, 25 etc.) which found their way 
mto the Septuagmt through the erroneous grouping 
made by the translators of the continuously written 
lett~r~ which formed. ii~ O~'N' and owing to the wrong 
partItIOn, coupled WIth a dittography, of the elements 
of 1'rJ i't!'~t!' in the original. 

We are going now to inspect the Aramaic inscrip­
~ions of Egypt whic~ have played a conspicuous part 
m Clermont·Ganneau s error. It is to be regretted that 
the myst~ry in which the provenance of the Carpen­
tras sla~ IS wrapped up should prevent us from giving 
a sharp Judgment about its inscription; 1) but we cannot 

of the Christian era in which the writing is closely continuous and offers 
no blanks through the whole length of the lines. It is a reading exercise 
for school-boys, a~d the end of each word is marked by a long slanting 
stroke over the hne. - In the same row a fairly large sheet of blank 
papyr~s dug up in Egypt is exhibited, and is a suggestive sample of the 
matenal used by the forgers for manufacturing purposes. 

1) At the commencement of the eighteenth century when the Carpentras 
slab was landed at Marseilles, "ubi vero et a quo ... inventa ... ignoramus" 
(C. 1. S, II, tom. I, No. 141) archaeological frauds were not a novelty. In 
a talk with Mr. A. Smith of the British Museum, he kindly pointed out to 
us the book in which Curtius Inghiramins in the year 1637 illustrated 
scores of Etruscan antiquities alleged to have heen discovered by himself 
ncar V oHerra. - In the course of an historical research of ours we came 
across a shrewd dialogue between Buonaparte and a Greek patriot Dimo 
Stefanopoli, who, wishing to indnce the Ji'reneh General in 1797 to 'under­
ta~e a war against the Turk for the freedom of his country, presented him 
WIth a statue of Liberty purporting to have been found in the vicinity of 
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dispel from our minds some doubts arlsmg from the 
state of separation in which its words are from each 
other. Our position, however, is quite clear in the case 
of all other texts of this class which contain more 
evidence than is required to show that they are the 
products of forgeries. 

The first Aramaic inscription, if one may call it so, 
which exercised the ingenuity of scholaI's in the last 
century is the one consisting of a single word, ~n~~rli, 
which is cut in the Salt slab reproduced by our plate 
VII. Our opinion about the character of this word will 
be illustrated best by the consideration of the whole 
sculptural representation, which as an Egyptian monu­
ment is sure to satisfy the most fastidious of critics by 
the beauty of its design, the neatness of the lines, and 
the skilful treatment of all details. No doubt can be 
entertained as to the set purpose of the artist to try and 
do something by which he might win the esteem of judges 
whose taste was above the common. Keeping within the 
limits of our investigation, we will observe that after the 
winged Uraeus at the top the design shows two main 
parts with figures, the third, at the bottom, consisting of 
a symmetrical representation of doors and pilasters such 
as are entirely missing in all similar slabs, which exhibit 
this lower compartment unprovided with any ornament 
but either bare or covered with inscriptions of whose 
character it will presently be said what one should think. 

Sparta. Buonaparte said: "Elle a l'air d'une sainte", to which the other 
with immediate repartee: "Vous ne vous trompez point; c'est Ia premiere 
de tou tes les sain tes". 

to hlce page }OJ. 

Tlle 8:tlt s lab witl! one A 1':lInaie (7) word, 

In :\ pl'ivate coll ection at Uorking, 

PLATE VII, 
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In the picture-covered sections of the slab three 
tablets had been reserved for some lettering which, how­
ever, was never sculptured. Now what we want our 
readers to consider is whether it can be supposed that 
after such an amount of talent spent on his composi­
tion the artist would have spoiled his work by so 
clumsily assigning to the Aramaic (?) word '\n'\~t.!' the 
position it was seen to occupy when Salt came in pos­
session of the slab. We do not doubt for a moment 
that they will agree with us in thinking that this word 
has as a later addition disfigured the beautiful monu­
ment either through a vandalic hand serving a mer­
cantile purpose or - which does not seem probable 
enough - in consequence of the removal of this stone 
from its original place in order to cover the grave of 
a person belonging to an Aramaic-speaking community. 

Visitors to the British Museum will notice on the 
left hand wall of the Egyptian Gallery a goodly num­
ber of slabs which all on their lower part, notwithstand­
ing its considerable dimensions, show no signs what­
ever of chisel work. If we compare these with the 
monument jllst described - which, according to Prof. 
1\1asporo, is of the second century B. C., and betrays 
the illfluence of Greek art - we are quite natul'ally 
led to the conclusion that the latter by its linear 
rcprc:,;elltation of architecture reveals an intentional im­
provelllellt all the others whose utter blank in the place 
under discussion had begun to hurt the eye and taste 
of onlookcr~ anxious to part with tradition. In all thesc 
slab:,; the lower part was llcver illtellllcd for an inscrip­
tion, and the fact that on the opposite wall of the 
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same gallery are affixed so many of them with Greek 
inscriptions of the Coptic period covering what is blank 
in the others will hardly disprove the view we take of 
the matter. Some gross errors of grammar and syntax, 
'Often coupled with obscurity or lack of taste, and the 
quaint dating after the first, third, thirteenth indiction 1) 
and so on with no thought whatever for a precise 

1) The indictions were an institution connected with the fiscal system of 
the Roman Government, and consisted 0/ one !lear each. Since Constantine 
Vs reign they used to be counted up from the first to the fifteenth when, 
the cycle having reached its end, they werc repeated again in the same 
order and in an uninterrupted succession, although with no care for keeping 
on record the number of the fiscal periods which had evolved. Thus the 
indiction formed no essential part of the date, to whose definition, so far 
as historical chronology is concerned, it did not contribute in the least. In 
fact all documents where the indiction occurs give it alongside with the 
yea; from the creation of the world, that of the Christian era, or with the 
names of the men who held at the time the consular or some other office. 
The reckoning by indictions would have been practicable and useful in 
history if, as is the case with the Olympiads or could be with thc Hebrew 
periods, the number of the particular cycle of which the indiction, i. e. the 
year, formed part were also given. 

While waiting for the proof, we made an excursion through the Greek 
and Coptic epitaphs illustrated in Mr. H. R. Hall's book of 1904, and we 
came to the conclusion that in No. 604, although singled out on account 
of its unusual wording, we have the standard formula for the dates of all 
genuine epitaphs and a clue to the meaning which was at the time attached 
to gravestones. The object of a sepulchral inscription was not history, but 
a reminder for the surviving of the day on which prayers had to be offered 
up for the rest of the deceased's soul. Therefore, the words "The day of 
the remembrance of the blcssed brother Georgios the Monk, Thoth 17" with 
no further addition fully served the purpose. Other inscriptions of exactly 
the same form'are Nos. 404, 1339, 1256,26791, 622, and 607, the extreme­
ly faint traces at the end of the latter as well as thos~ at the end of 
No. 604 affording no' reasonable ground for the hypothesIs that they arc 
the remnants of the word lV;;')(Tliilvot;. No. 1299 is very instructive inasmuch 
as it shows that for "Rebeka the good nUll, the virgill u:ho ended (her life) 
welt" no prayers were required, and consequently bears no date whatever. 
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determination of the time at which the death took 
place are serious puzzles which cannot but make one 
sceptical about the character of these inscriptions and 
raise suspicions in one's mind. 

Until further information we feel bound to regard 
these epigraphic texts as late encroachments on origin-

No. 1208 gives the year of the Martyrs' era, and alongside with it the 
indiction, which was the loth. No. 1336 gives two dates which can be 
verified, but makes no mention of indictions. The last inscription but one 
substantiates the remark we have made above, and so do the obverse and 
reverse of No. 1196 which give the indiction but not without some names 
of persons then discharging public functions. 

No. 400 cannot be taken seriously, and one will never understand how 
Johannes, who was a child when he parted from his mother on his flight 
heavenwards, was invested with the dignity of deacon. 'l'he other epitaphs 
exhibit literary flaws of so great importance that they cannot, according to 
the prevailing habit, be ascribed to slips of the chisel. In No. 1046 p.~ 

;.u?l'119~~ sounds excessively modern for a sepn lchral inscription anterior to 
the Middle Ages. 'T?l'sp ••• tXVtt?l'ttrJITEru; TttMftt of No. 407 and, even worse 
than that, U?l'Sp ••• tXvtt?l'ttrJlTfrut; Ti1~ p.ttl(ttpftt~ Nll(Ett of No. 824 look extremely 
strange; those accusatives in ~flT?l'otOVTOt; tWVTttt; I(tt) vfl(poii~ of Nos. 409 and 
823 would find no support in any authent.ic texts of any period. The 
unnecessary as well as unaesthetic double article in TWV ayfruv TWV ?l'ttTipruv, 

the ridiculous form, coupled with the quaint spelling, of ""EI{.t.60uJ'EV, and the 
very clear but meaningless letter-group HAPAATSl are great puzzles and 
induce in one's mind the suspicion, nay, the belief that No. 408 comes also 
from a similar factory which the Diocletian year ,182 appended to the 
indiction could not save from detection. "Ev9tt is not an indifferent blot in 
Nos. 602 and 1360, where we find also fIt; )(o;"?l'OV and fIt; )(0;'?l'01. both of 
which are wrong phonetically, grammatically, and syntactically. That tX{.t.~v 
following no form of prayer in Nos. 1335, 1326, 1338, and 1350 could 
hardly be accounted for, and in the last two instances tho evil is aggravated 
by terrible misspelliugs and by a letter-group with no meaning. 

It is noteworthy that some of the stones bearing these objectionable 
inscriptions were the property of the already mentioned Salt whose purse 
seems to have been more than once a prey to impostors used to defile 
genuine works of art with obtrusive writing, while some others were .vent 
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ally un inscribed slabs, and do not hesitate to indude 
in this class of objectionable documents the' Berlin 
Museum inscription (reproduced in our plate VIII) whiph 
was placed on the market and purchased by the Ger­
man 'Consul of Egypt, Travers, in the year 1877, i.e. 
about the ' time whenClermont-Ganneau achieved a 

from Nubia to the Earl of Monntnorris during the second decade Of last centilry. 
It remains to say that to Nos. 9110-9137 of Boeck's C. I. G. has . to 

be applied the same as above method of investigation, and attention must 
be drawn to the inacouracy in most labels of the British Mllseum inscriptions 
of the Coptic period where, for example, O{dO.>(.tT~<; i .OI>(TIWVO<; is rendered by 
"the twelfth year of an indiction" which is not correct, and means nothing. 
It is not correct, because if any noun were understood after the num!lral 
that should be '.!TOU<; or EVlC~UTOV, either in striking disagreement with the 
termination of o{dOE>(.tnl<;; and it meaDS nothing, because. illdietion, far from 
expressing the whole period of fifteen years, always stands to connote one 
fifteenth of the period, for which latter there does not seem to have existed 
an esta blished term. 

.Further on in Mr. Hall's book there are more dated pieces and, although 
it is a rather awkward task to know the chaff from the wheat in archaeo­
logical collections, one may feel nearly sure that the tax-receipts illustrated 
there are genuine and furnish undoubted examples of documents where 
dating could with no fear of illsull.i.ciency be limited to the month and 
indiction or even to the indiction alone, their purpose being exclusively of 
a liscal character and their interest only transient. Special notice deserve 
Nos. 19954 and 14107 where delayed payment is acknowledged in the 
4th and the 5th year of taxes due in the 3rd and the 4th; while, if all 
numerals in No. 18722 have been deciphered correctly, we would have in 
it the very instructive instance of taxes due in the 15th year but paid in 
the 1st indiction, i. e in tlte 1st yeal' of tlte foltOloing pm·i,)d. 

Oue mllst not, however, consider all these pieces au thentic; No. 25676 
is dated "twenty-third indiction" which it is to be hoped will callse no 
scholar to undertakc inquiries and build up theories about periods stretch­
ing beyond the reoognised length of Hfteen years, as grammarians should 
not be tempted to extricate new rules of phonetics, morphology and syntax 
from the very singular text of No. 5853 for the condemnation of which 
those accents and spirits - to say nothing about their faulty nature -
covering capital letters afford superabundant evidence. 

-. 
:= 
;..-
~ 
Eo< 

'" ~ 
::i 
.S 
-+' 
0.. 
:.. 
Q 
w 
C 

co .; 
2 
Ol 
;... 

<r; 

c:i 
cO 
,::; 

?; 
0 

<Ii 

,.Q' 
It: 

'.n 

"0 
CJ 

'" ;... 

'" Q 
I 

Q.) 

5 
-+' 
,~ 
0.. 

'" "'" 0 

-+' ;... 

'" 0.. 

:.. 
CJ 

i:' 
,.2 
co 

~ 

.,; 
.:=! -"'" .;:: 
<,;) 
rIl 

.S 
Z Q;> 

::5 
.<:l -p:; .... 
0 

~ 
P=l ..... 

C 
~" 

Q;> 

~ 8 
:::> Q;> 

bIl 
~ ... 
W "" :::> ;:; 
~ 

Q;> 

C 
W "" ~ rIl p 51: ;:il 0 

Z .<:l 
rIl 

;: 

"" "" -
f'.:i 
Z 

<0 
0 ,.., 
<0 
~; 

"" ~ 
Q 

"" .s 



.107 

.wen-deserved fame by detecting the well-known huge 
impostures, but failed to realise that the forgers were 
apt to display as much disrespect for the land of Osiris 
as they had shown for the sacred inheritance of Jehovah, 
and that for unscrupulous money-making Cairo and 
Alexandria was as suitable a ground as Jerusalem and 
Jaffa. Like all sensible industrials the forger studies 
the fancies and wishes of the people in whose. circles 
he expects to find an outlet for the products of his 
factory, and the above mentioned article of the.Revue 
A1'clu!ologique reechoes the then fashionable talk in the 
circles of Semitic scholars who found it absurd that 
Egypt, in which archaeological labour had obtained so 
large a harvest of monuments of all native dynasties 
and foreign dominations, should have preserved nothing 
relating to the Persian rulewhose duration had extended 
for about 200 years. The impostors were not unaware 
of the generally adopted view that Aramaic was the 
official language 1) of the Achemenides in their relations 
with the subjected peoples, and the inscription of the 
Berlin slab is the fruit of what could have suggested 
to them the craze and taste of the time. 

When Lepsius edited the text of that inscription, 
having in view the Blacassiani papyri he observed not 
without surprise that up to that moment no Aramaic 

1) Tltis theory had found among its propounders no less an authority 
than Ernest Renan (Histoire gblbale et s!/steme compare des langues 
semitiques, III, 1), but it is not without interest to note that Esther I, 22; 
III, 12; and VIII, 9 speaking of the deerees of Ahasuerus states distinctly 
that they were severally written for each part of the Empire in the partic­
ular script of each country and in the special language of each nation: 
mW~:::l C,V1 C,V1 i1::lr1:::l:::l i1~'1/.:)1 i1.:l'1/.:)· 
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texts were known anterior to the latest part of the 
Ptolemaic period, and took worrying pains in his endea­
vours to restore the text of the other inscription,the 
hieroglyphic, the elements of which were scattered 
with no sense of artistic propriety h~re and there 
among the figures sculptured on the monument. He 
noticed a strange confusion in the signs representing 
the name of the woman mentioned in the inscription, 
the absence of the name of the man who was indicated 
only by his surname, and the faulty shaping of many 
a hieroglyphic. Professors Euting and Noldeke helped 
him for the Aramaic text which latter was subsequently 
studied by other scholars, and the result of all this enor­
mous toil and moil was summed up in C. 1. S., II, tom. 1, 
No. 122 with this Latin translation of the Egyptian text: 

Oblatio Osiridi data, principi Amenti, deo magno, 
domino Abydi, ut det sepulturam bonam (genio) fidelis 
apud deum magnum matronae A~itobu. - Peregrinus, 
cognomen (ejus) Ifitop, 

and the following rendering of the Aramaic: t) 

Benedicti Aba, filius Qor, et A~atbu, filia Adaya, 
' ambo pe1iecti et divino !av01'e acv'uti, accedentes coram 

Osiride deo. Abseli, fihus Aba, et cujus mater A~atbu, 

1) Our plate VIII was taken from Tab. XI of C, I. S., II, tom. I; and 
122 B exhibits an enlargement of 122 A which has been read thus: 

Nn:lij? n/;lnon ~T 2 ,::1 iI~'>' iIi:l ~:lnn~' i,n i:l i1:l~ 1~i:l 
,:lnnN ii/;l~ i1:l~ i:l ~'O:l~ ~i1'~ ~iO'N Oil' 

[~~::1'J/;I ~T N::1'/;I WiN~Wn i~n/;l ni~ 4 nJW:l i/;l~ )::1 
.. "1/;10 '~:l 



·~ 
..0 
..0 

Q.J 

~ 
..0 ..., 
.~ 

p 
ro .,. 
W 
oD 
.9 
C 
:;:; 
>:: 
Q.J 

"0 

P 
.S ..., 
.S"-

:.... 
<.) 
en 
>:: 

..0 
ct 

'in 
Q.J 

P 
0 ..., 
if) 

"0 
P ce 
if) 

..... 
"" p 
>il 
rf) 

P ..... 
'"" 
0 p:; 
>-< 
< 
0 

6 
c 

109 

sic . dixit, anna IV, mense Mehir (t'egni) Xerxis; regis 
regum. Manu Pamen . .• 

which texts a consensus of scholarly opinion pronounces 
to be like each other and identic in purport, but which 
we beg leave to observe offer no items approaching 
similarity, except perhaps the name A~atbtt and the 
extremely doubtful form A~£tablt which, as stated above, 
is the female~s name restored with great pains and 
considerable hesitation by" Lepsius to whom a good 
deal of objectionable assistance was obviously tendered 
by the name of the Aramaic text lying there before 
his eyes. 

After these r emarks we will leave the reader to 
draw his own inference about the ' value and weight 
of this inscription. 

In 1903 the field of Semitic palaeography was m­
vaded by the inscription (plate IX) 

............. N.:li~ i:l 
,:l>, ,'0 ~i N'~n :li 
i~n~ ,n n~O ni~:l 

N:l'~ e'Oe'nni~ >,:le' n.:le' 
mi' Nn'~ ~n . .:li.,.6] 

which has been confided to the jealous custody of the 
Cairo Museum, and illustrated by a report of t.he 
Marquis de Vogih~ to the Academie des Inscriptionset 
Belles-lettres on July 3rd of that year. It professes to 
be only twenty-four years later than the Berlin in-
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scription, but the forms of their respective alphabets 
reveal such a dista.nce in their, development as could 
be covered only by a long series of generations. We 
have already seen in the first part of our demonstration 
the absurdities implied by the date of this funny 
document, and without doing it the honour of a 
further discussion we will proceed to consider the 
papyri' not yet investigated in the present discourse. 

In 1898-99 was purchased at Luxor with the Prince 
of Hohenloe-Langenburg's funds a papyrus which went 
to enrich the stock of the Strassburg Imperial Library 
and after a 'considerable length of time, in 1903, was 
transliterated and with a translation and notes sub­
mitted to the Academie des Inscriptions et Belles.­
Lettres by Prof. J. Euting who, however, distinctly 
said that he had failed in his efforts to 'make up from 
the text any sentences with a coherent meaning, that 
he had long been unwilling to present, to the public 
a shapeless mass of disconnected limbs, but eventually 
decided to edit the text in the hope that twenty eyes 
might see better than two, and that fellow-students 
more fitted and keener than himself might elucidate 
the sense of many a passage which had remained 
obscure to him 1). 

1) Quoique jesois encore intimement eonvaineu que rna fal,lon de d4-
chiffrer et de traduire est encore incomplete, je nc veux plus tarder a 
publier cet essai. La' consideration qui me guide surtout en publiant Ie 
fac-simile, c'est I'espoir que vingt yeiu sauront 8cru'ter avec plus d'efficacite 
que deux yeu)\: seulement, et que des confreres plus competents et plu­
sagaces sauront decouvrir Ie sens de maints passages restes obsenrs. (Mes 
-mQires presentes par divers saVa1tts, lere serie, Tom. XI, pp. 300-301.) 
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Here is the 'text as deciphered by Prof. Euting: 

A. 

iNi~ i~ M.:1n.:1N i'i~ N~iY~ ~l p'i~::; M.:1n,JN iiin 1 

i i'::;rti N~ 
rtiiiii~i' I III~ n.:1rti::; i' n:)!irtiN [NS] '::;n~ O~'.:1~i 2 

, OrtiiN iNi~ ~7~ N~,6 
M'N ::;1.:1n ~7 N~i~~ ~7 Nni~rtii' ii.:17 N~~~ ,~ ,iN 3 

Nni::; ::;~::; i'::;~ 

i::;M" lO~.:1i r'JO~ iiiM M.:1n 1,nit) ~7 j.:l1i~; O~ n~.:1i~ii 4: 

nyi' ~n~N M' 
• • • ,n iirtij ?? rti,.:1 Nni~::; ;~T .~~ ~~,~ '7 N,J~1~ 1~ 5 

::;~ ni~::; n~~yt)~::; 

B. 

M,n iN::; ~n~N Nni~::; nl'~yt)~::; i1.:1::; 17 Niirti i~~i 1 

i1~.:1::; '17 
ii1 "7~ N'~n 'N~i'rtii1~ i1iOn N' i'l~i Nni~::; iXJ 2 

iiiM' 7~'.:1i1 
'i~O 17 Ni::; 1~N ::;i,Jn '17 N~i~~ i~nrti N'I~ 17 Ni::;::; 3 

'7N in 
n.:1'1'~::; P.:1~~ 'IT N~~rtiiJ N'Int)~n N'I,J~' i~ '::;~n'l 4: 

Oi~rtin 

i1.:1n.:1N irti~it) iN ii~N M.:1n.:1N ~T i1,Jl ~::;i" iNi~' ~'~n'l 5 

Ten very legible and continuous lines would in the 
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ordinary way be more than is required for a. man of 
Euting's learning and intelligence not only to make 
out the general purport of a text, but to get deeply 
at every minute detail of its contents. Philological science 
makes a just estimate of the value and kind of work 
done by ancient Greek authors through such scarce 
remains thereof as, put together, do not equal in extent 
the above fragments, and since the latter are supposed 
to be part of an autograph they ought to offer none of the 
difficulties of interpretation which are the usual lot of 
all literary monuments that have been transmitted to 
us through a succession of copies made in a long course 
of ages. We claim no encomiums for this observation 
which it is beyond doubt that Euting himself would 
have made had he not been under the spell of the 
theory propounded in 1878 which, alas! before affecting 
him, already in 1889 had won the adhesion of another 
epigraphist, the celebrated Marquis de Vogue, who is 
so well-known not only as a first class erudite, but for 
exquisite charms of style both in his French and Latin 
writings. 

Euting as well as Clermont-Ganneau 1) first took the 
chronological indication in the second line of part A 
as the actual date of the fragment, but on further 
consideration it was found that it gives only the date 
at which the historical evcnt alluded to in the docu-

1) Clermont-Ganneau in Comptes-relldu8, August 14th 1903 "en toutes 
lettres". The conclusion arrived at afterwards robbed this indication of all 
the importance that it had been supposed to possess. A document in which 
allusion is made to something whieh occurred during a king's rule may 
have been drawn up in his immediate sueeessor's time as well as in any 
Subsequent period of history. 
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ment had occurred. Euting noticed the striking drff'er­
ence in the scripts of this papyrus and the Berlin 
inscription, but thought that the seventy years inter­
vening between them were the lapse of time required 
for the change they show. 

The script of the Euting papyrus does not differ in 
the least from that of the papyri reproduced in our 
plates, and a comparison of any of the latter with 
plate VIII will be quite enough to arouse scepticism 
about the idea that so short an interval would do for 
the far-stretching evolution in the forms of the alphabet 
which is represented by the characters of the two texts. 
But thel'e is more conclusive evidence than that because , 
by widening the field of observation one will see that 
the comparison can and must be made no longer be­
tween the Berlin slab and the Strassburg papyrus 
which are separated by at least seventy years from 
each other, but between the Berlin and the Cairo 
(plates VIII and IX) slabs which according to their 
dates stand from each other at a distance of no more 
than twentyfour years. The critical student cannot 
help asking which way in one and the same province 
or district, the Phoenician-like letters of the fourth 
year of Xerxes (482 B.C.) evolved into the half-square 
characters of the seventh of Artaxerxes (458 B.C.) 

We are going now to draw the reader's attention 
to a point which is raised by the chronological indi­
cation fourteenth year of Darius. The document speaks 
of a rebellion, ",~, and Euting rightly observes that 
there is no record of a mutiny in Egypt in the year 

8 
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508 B.C. which was the fourteenth of Darius 1. We are, 
therefore, bound to resort to the hypothesis that the 
event occurred in the year stated but of Darius II.'s 
rule, i. e. in 410 B.C. But if we have to abide by the 
hitherto accepted chronology for the vicissitudes of the 
Persian domination in Egypt a mutiny at the above date 
would sound like a paradox, as we have been taught 
(Smith-Marindin's Greek and Roman Biography etc., 
Darius II.) that the effeminate Darius Nothus lost 
entirely hold of Egypt in 414 B.C. when a local leader, 
pe1'lwps Amyrtaeus by name, became the sovereign of 
the country over which he ruled up to 408 B.C., being 
the sole representative of the twenty-eighth dynasty. 
Having long ago regained her freedom and indepen­
dence, Egypt on assuming a hostile attitude towards 
the monarch of Persia in 410 B.C. could not be said 
to be in a state of rebellion as the papyrus would 
have us to believe, but in a condition of regular, and 
international warfare. 

That the position was such we gather from Diodorus 
of Sicily XIII, 46 who relates that Tissaphernes, being 
in need of apologizing to the Lacedaemonians for not 
having, as per agreement, ordered the imperial fleet 
to sail against their foes, the Athenians, argued that 
he had to attend to more serious business such as 
was the danger sprung from the Arab and the Egyptian 
kings' conduct who had been contemplating a joint 
attack on Phoenicia: w~ Toih'o l!1T(!a'ge 1TvvOavopEVo~ TOV 
'T8 TWV 'A(!a/3mv (ia(ltUa xai TOV TWV AlrvnT/mv inl-­
/30V),.f'!J8W Toi~ ne(!i cjjOWiXYJ1! 1T(!arpa(Jw. 

For the corroboration of his view Euting refers to 
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Thucydides VIII, 35, but we are afraid the reference 
is altogether erroneous with regard to Amyrtaeus who 
is mentioned only in I, 112; 3, in connection with the 
outbreak which took place in Libya and western Egypt 
in tlw year 450, i. e. in a quite different period, and 
of which our historian must have a personal and trust­
worthy recollection. Euting's reference is also erroneous 
with regard to the meaning of the words Ta~ a1T' At­
ronTov o}.xa3a~ 1) which signify nothing else but mer­
chant ships coming from Egypt, and in all probability 
being laden with corn of which at that moment the 
Lacedaemonians were sorely in need. Part ofthe flotilla 
which had just arrived from the Peloponnesian waters 
was asked to watch off Triopium the passage - and to 
effect the capture - of these vessels which were neutral 
and had nothing to do with the war. This is the only 
construction that can possibly be put on Thucydides' 
words, and a perusal of the whole book VIII will show 
that the object of aU transactions between the two 
Satraps, Tissaphernes and Pharnabazus, on the one hand, 
and the Spartans on the other was the securing of 
provisions and salary for the latter and the weakening 
of Athenian influence in Asia Minor to the advantage of 
the master of the former; while Egypt remained wholly 
outside the range of negociations because in the year 
412 B.C. she formed no part of the Persian dominions. 

We know that for the past three decades Egypto-

1) In the whole of Greek literature there is not a single example of 
Oll","; signifying a warship, whereas the qualificative ITITI%')ICd')lO; is often to 
be seen alongside with it, and the case is not rare of the mercantile olll(,"g 
standing in sharp contrast with VI%ii;, the man-of-war. 
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logists, putting aside time-honored notions with not 
even an appearance of reason, have spoken of a sup­
posed Amyrtaeus II, and have tentatively altered the 
date of Egypt's independence into 404 B.C., but all 
their efforts ended in V. L.'s sensible advice (Grande 
En eye lop idie, II, AmyrtrJe) that "l'histoire de cette courte 
dynastie de six ans a grand besoin d'etre etudiee de 
nouveau dans ses details". For the sake of science's credit, 
we hope that in pursuing this task it will take into 
no account the mock evidence offered by the concocted 
document under examination. We need not point out 
that when the fever of novel theories is rife the quack 
is too shrewd not to realize that nothing would stimu­
late so much the interest in the stuff he dispenses 
as the inclusion in it of some ingredient which would 
lend strength to a dwindling imagination and prop 
up tottering opinions. 

After Euting it was the turn of Prof. Halevy to take up 
this papyrus, and in the Revue Semitique, 1904, pp. 67-78 
he tried with no result whatever to explain away its 
lexical difficulties, while Clermont·Ganneau beaming 
with joy spoke of this precious discovery at the Aca­
demie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres on August 13 th 

1903, and again, on the re-opening of the College 
de France after the vacation, he spent the whole first 
semestre of 1903-4 eulogizing and extolling the im­
portance of this wonderful document. Clermont-Ganneau 
was the most fitted person to detect the imposture 
and denounce it, everyone would have listened to his 
authoritative voice, and by so acting he would have 
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rendered a fresh great service to science. But the 
forgers had adopted a policy which could not fail to 
bear fruit, and hypnotised the most dangerous of their 
enemies by including in their new fraud the word 
IN'~ with the meaning he had ascribed to it in 
illustrating the Turin papyrus, and by coupling it 
with r:nti'N as the name of a high Persian official 
which sounds so alluringly like the stem of '.A.{gallru; 
once conjectured by Clermont-Ganneau to be the addres­
see of the report he presumed to have identified in 
the Blacassiani fragments (Revue ArcMologique, Vol. 
XXXVII, p. 25, footnote 3). 

Never trick was played with greater skill, and never 
succeeded so nicely. Clermont-Ganneau's happiness in 
finding unexpected support to his generally discoun­
tenanced theory of a quarter of a century ago was 
too great to allow him the coolness of mind necessary 
to notice the lying trap, and fell into it magnificently. 
His communication to the Institut de France was a 
song of victory, and the tune was subsequently am­
plified in the lectures which have been summed up 
for us in the Rectleil d' AreMologie Orientale, VI, pp. 
221-246. But all notes in the song are not sufficiently 
clear, nor equal in soundness; a good deal in the 
composition still remains beyond comprehension, nor 
does the author claim to have accomplished anything 
able to stand to the end the test of a serious critique, 
although by a foible inherent in human nature he 
wants the audience to declare itself fully satisfied. 
That word n~j'~iI of A 4, for example, is to him the 
source of much uneasiness, and his recourse to Iranian 
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instruments does not help him in creating finer strains. 
Again, Persian art and Arabic artificiality with the 
accompaniment of sweet-voiced Polymnia utterly fail 
to let us grasp the bearing of that l~'.in in B 2, and, 
whilst we are treated to the hitherto unknown homo­
phony of :l~ and Elephantine, a thick wall of dots 
bars the way to the catching of the harmony in A 5 
where the same :l~ puts in a fresh appearance engaged 
in a full, although ill-defined, performance amidst a 
bold party of stalwart dancers. 

But leaving all metaphor apart, we will say that, 
after the squeezing of all dictionaries, the appeal for 
help to all available historical sources, and all the con­
jectural interpretations he allowed himself, Clermont­
Ganneau's translation 

A .... 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . que les ]J;gyptiens se 

sont revoltrJs, nous, no us n'avons pas abandonne (le parti) 
de notre seigneur, et l' on n' a trouve rien de mal a nous 
(reprocher). En [annee 14 du roi Darius, alors que notre 
seigneu1' Archam s' en fut vel'S le roi, void le m1fait des 
pret1'es de Khnoub. lis ont fait une machination (?) dans 
la ville forte d' Elephantine, avec TVi ...• g ('I) qui etait 
10, (en qualite de) [ ....... ]; ils lui ont donne de l' ar-
gent et des richesses. n y a une partie du [ ..... ] du 
1'oi qu' [il a .... '1] [ .... ] de la fortresse, et il a [ ... ] 
un mur dans la breche (?) de la fortresse d']J;zephantine 

B. Et maintenant il a construit ce mur dans la breche (?) 
de la forter'esse. II y a un puits construit a l'interieur de 
la fortere8se, ne manfJuant (jamais) d' eau pour abreuver 
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la troupe; alors m§mefJu'ils semient (un?)handiz, (les 
soldats) pourraient boire a ce puits. Ces pretres de Khnoub 
ont bouchi ce puits. Si une enquete est faite par les juges, 
les chefs et les auricularii qui sont en fonction dans la 
province de la region me1'idionale, notre seigneur sera 
renseigne par le contr61e de ce que nous avons dit 
et expose 

no better 0than Euting's and HaIevy's assists one to 
get at the bottom of the matter, and the want of 
cohesion between the sentences remains as hurtful and 
hopeless now as it was when noticed by the first 
editor of the papyrus. It is impossible to imagine the 
existence of a human brotherhood whose leaders might 
have conceived and expressed their ideas in the lower­
than-childish manner which is exhibited by the lines 
under discussion, and we should be grateful to the 
student who could show among the avowedly genuine 
papers written in any language or dialect of the world 
not an autographed petition like the one of this Strass­
burg papyrus, but even a far distant copy from an 
old original lost in the whirlpool of ages which would 
be fraught with half the difficulties that have in this 
supposed document so scandalously and so fruitlessly 
overtaxed the intellects of so many scholars. 

In his unbridled, although quite explicable, enthu­
siasm Clermont-Ganneau became unaware of the tre­
mendous change of front he was making by consid­
ering the Strassburg papyrus a memorial of the Jews 
to a Persian authority, whereas in 1878 he made a 
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distinct statement that his object was to show that 
the Turin, the Blacassiani and the other papyri of the 
same class had nothing to do with Jewish history or liter­
ature, but were documents interchanged between Gentiles 
in the service of the Achemenides dominators of Egypt. 

But, while science derived anything but benefit from 
these inconsistent conclusions, the forgers soon thought 
of making good profits from the fresh fallacy. When 
they were busy forming their plan for papyr'us A 1) they 
never dreamed of any mention to be made of Yeb or 
of Jews in any part whatever of Upper Egypt, but 
contented themselves with representing the business 
recorded therein as transacted by Aramaeans, p~i~, 
and in Syene. It was not till after Clermont-Ganneau 

1) The script of this papyrus which is reproduced in our plate X supplies 
a most convincing proof about its impure origin. One 1Jce~ here a quaint 
medley of ancient-like and modern characters, the latter being predominant 
ill places. No .special training in Hebrew palaeography is needed to enable 
one to read in the ninth line the words i1'ij?~ ~;)i ~Y:1 j?'l"Ii~ :l'ij?; the 
only diflicuHy in the following ~'l' is caused by the use of a final 1 in­
stead of the medial :1; and in i1DI"ID' which comes next one letter, the D, 
appears in its archaic shape; the words i1' i:1' ~~ offer nothing uncommon, 
but are followed by i1J:1D', where the J was copied from the Blacassiani 
and after which '~'Y was written with no great effort for imitation. 

Passing to line 14 we read I"lliOD' t;:)"W mN~ with only one letter, the 
o in the last word, written after the Blacassiani, which same letter occurs 
again in the group j?OJD" )T NYili, while before it and up to the end of 
the line nothing stands to tire the eye and brain of tile unskilled, the only 
noteworthy item in I'J':1 'T ~p~W:1 being the mixture of ordinary round 
(rabbinical) with square letters. 

Attention deserves the last word of line 18, ~;)i', in which the letters are 
one and all late J'hoenician and undoubtedly were copied from the Aramaic 
plates of Corpus 17l8criptiollutlt Semiticarmll. 'l'he imitation was tried in a few 
more places of this very line and in other parts of this papyrus, but the 
forger soon lost patience and thought the trouble unnecessary. 

PLATE X. 

P'lPYl'US A ill tIle Sa,ycc-Co lI'lcy edition. 

HOll],ETAN LlBHATlY. 

to face pu.ge 1 ;20. 
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started his lectures in 1893 that Lady vVilliam Cecil 
purchased papyrus B in which the contracting parties 
are called Jews, j"";'\ and their residence is said to 
have been Elephantine. The newest theory created new 
circumstances, and the manufacturers who were only 
too glad at seeing a wider field with greater possibilities 
opened to their industry proceeded to innovation in their 
turn. Hence the changes, and the fact that line 17 
of the last named papyrus gives ;'~N i~ jri"N as 
notary public of 8yene is of no consequence, considering 
that, the latter being the town or the capital of the 
province, the inhabitants of the fortified island lying 
opposite it were likely, if not bound, to have recourse 
to the services of a man of 8yene. Papyrus B is not 
the only document offering these characteristics, but 
papyri C, D, and H whel'e also the contracting parties 
are Jews show them domiciliated in Yeb, wheteas in 
papyri E, F, and G which give 8yene as the abode 
of the parties the latter are all Aramaean for the 
simple reason that no scholar has ventured yet a hint 
that there might have been Jews in the mainland as 
it was conjeetured that there had been a number of 
them on the island within the Nile. Papyri J and K 
putting Aramaean landowners in Yeb do not disprove 
our remark which, far from being to the effect that 
in the forgers' mind the inhabitants and proprietors 
at Yeb were all Jews, does not go beyond pointing 
out that all persons mentioned in the papyri as Jews 
have been described as being settlers ill that stronghold. 
The forgers are too astute not to perceive the danger 
of the suspicion which might aris~ from a suggestion 
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that the whole of Yeb was in the exclusive possession 
of the JC\vs, and they are too well acquainted with 
the national vicissitudes of the latter to overlook the 
easy process of transferring to the fifth century before 
Christ the social circumstances of the Middle Ages, 
when Jewish communities used to take up their abodes 
in districts placed under the immediate guardianship 
of the public force and, on that account, promising 
prompt action every time that the need of protection 
would make itself felt. 

Quite in keeping with the trick was the reference 
in line 6 of papyrus J to a temple or altar of Jehovah 
(NibN 'i1~ ~T N1tiN) in Elephantine, which was in­
tended not only to increase the importance of this 
particular deed, but to pave the way for the intro­
duction to the public of the most famous among this 
lot of falsehoods. We mean the Sachau papyrus which 
on its appearance last autumn left no organ of the 
Press innocent of foolish admiration, the most pro­
minent member in the choir being "Le Temps" with 
the article Jilwvah en ]J;gypte (October 29 th 1907) from 
the pen of Clermont-Ganneau who 

sublirni feTit sidera ceTvice, 

because this time the document brought to light had been 
made to contain not one or two but all available words 
of the Turin papyrus in perfect accord with his inter­
pretation of 1878. What stronger evidence could be 
expected in support of his hithertofore questioned 
view? i1riij:;'1 i1~j" 1"::).' ,m' nnE) 'i1tl:: lN1~ 'N 
Nn1~~ ~,~ ~i N'ji1:J of the papyrus picked up in 
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1906 could not be a different thing from ~N'1r.J ;N 
C~nD "':I~ nrzm"nr.J, and - which is more edify­
ing still - the wo.rds '1'1,rzn i1in reappear here once 
again in exactly the same meaning he ascribed to 
them at the final stage of his labDurious excDgitations. 
The theory is bDrne Dut by a dated and official docu­
ment, and the time for cDntroversies on the subject 
is over. 

Many a reader will certainly object that the Sachau 
papyrus is not a purchase, but. the fruit of excavatiDns 
carried out by a pupil of the German SChDDl in Egypt 
and, therefDre, stands abDve all doubts Dr scepticism 
about its authenticity. To which we will reply that 
we have been among the first to read Dr. Rub en­
sohn's repDrt, but nDt withDut a careful consideration 
of all circulDstances described in it. We have ob. erved 
that he dug up this and SDme other papyri in a place 
which the diggers had pointed Dut to' him as being 
the one wllere the Sayee, Lady William Cecil, and Robert 
Mond papyri llad been found, this being the first time 
that the Fellahs do.ing away with their circumlocutiDns 
and contradictio.ns of the past sho.wed a precise SpDt 
for their alleged discDveries of 1901 and 1904. We 
have compared the achau papyrus reprDduced in 
our plate XI which is suppo.sed to have been left fo.r 
upwards o.f twen y-three centuries in direct touch with 
rubbish (im SCllutt) with the airD papyri which were 
taken out frDm a wODden bo.x, and we cannDt po. sibly 
account fDr the striking fact that the fDrmer nDtwith· 
st.anding its expDsure is in 80. goo.d a st te of pre cr-
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vation, whereas the latter in spite of the efficient 
protection they have always enjoyed are so roughly 
damaged and in many important places hopelessly muti­
lated. We have found it strange that such It long 
period as the one stated above should have laid scar­
cely twenty inches of dust over the treasure which it 
was Rubensohn's chance to discover. We have learnt 
through his interesting report that the remains of the 
building among which he found these papyri did not 
afford him the means of discer~ing any characteristics 
of the Aramaic house he expected to find, owing to 
the chaotic condition of the ruins all over the place, 
which state of things, he adds, was not the result of 
decay caused by t£me, but ascribable to diggers' inter­
ference whose t'races were quite visible, and so fresh 
as to make one believe that it had occurred but 
a very short time before he set to work for his 
exploration. We have also seen that the two most 
important papyri of the lot were found outside the 
chamber inV€lstigated by Ru bensohn and to the west 
of it; but after this enormous heap of observations, 
instead of agreeing with him that they had been left 
behind through an oversight or neglect of the sebah­
seekers, we have asked ourselves, as certainly all our 
readers will do, whether the Fellahs might not be 
guilty of having thrown thither the documents on 
purpose and in compliance with instructions they 
might have received from some employer of theirs. 

One will tell us now that, if the Sachau papyri 
were a forgery, the cohcocters would have preferred 
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to put them on the market and thus pocket their 
price, instead of hiding them in the earth and by a 
friendly suggestion letting an archaeologist enjoy the 
honour of an inexpensive success. This remark however , , 
would carry no weight if one would take the trouble 
of considering that, as Prof. Sayce stated in his intro­
duction, immediately after the purchase of the Bodleian 
papyrus every effort was made by archaeologists to 
find more Aramaic documents on the same spot, and that 
the utter failure in this direction of the scientific reo 
presentatives of three great nations England France , , , 
and Germany could not but make the impostors alive 
to the expediency, nay, the necessity of volunteering a 
sacrifice in order to beguile the vigilance of scholars. 

All business-like people understand the utility of 
wilful losses, and the manufacturers of our docu­
ments did not certainly feel disappointed on seeing 
that this wise contrivance of theirs was followed upon 
by the outburst of the sanguine hopes to which 
Clermont-Ganneau gave vent in the aforesaid article 
of the "Temps". He had long before that date ex­
pressed the wish that the sands of Egypt might give 
out some text of the Old Testament offering all those 
guarantees of authenticity. which he had so brilliantly 
proved to be missing in the concocted fragments 
offered for sale in 1883, and the contents of the 
Sachau papyrus kindled his desire to fever heat. In 
his honest ambition of preventing Rubensohn from 
making such a remarkable discovery with no co-oper­
ation or c?ntest, he hastened to go to Egypt in order 
to start himself a campaign of exploration, although so 
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far as our means of information go, he has not seen 
yet the accomplishment of his dream by which "so many 
problems now hotly debated in the field of Biblical 
criticism would find a conclusive solution, bringing 
us nearer to the truth about the rise and growth of 
Holy Writ". But it is more than probable that what 
mother Earth has refused, and shall always refuse as 
a reward to explorers it may be the care of the 
manufacturers to whom we are indebted for the present 
disorder in the field of Semitic scholarship to supply 
for money from their works. We have already seen 
somewhere stated that the Berlin lot of papyri includes 
some Jewish-Aramaic literature of the liturgical kind 
the publication of which is said to be in course of 
preparation, and, if the statement be confirmed; it will 
cause no surprise to us who in our observation of 
the forgers' generalship have admired the success of 
their tactics based on the safe principle of advancillg 
by slow steps. But when the moment of the appari­
tion of the Pentateuch comes, be it brought out by 
the Fellahs far away from the watching eye of the 
scientific searcher or under circumstances similar to 
those described by Rubensohn, it is an earnest expec­
tation of ours that Clermont-Ganneau will be blessed 
again with that clarity of vision which oftentimes marked 
his work in connection with Semitic antiquities. 

Prof. Noldeke remarks in "Zeitschrift fUr Assy­
riologie" of January 1908 that, the petition having 
been sent to Palestine, the Sachau papyri must neces­
sarily be copies, but, as the script of the latter is 
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similar to that of the Sayee-Cowley deeds which are 
of about the same date, reasonable ground is offered 
for the belief that Noldeke means transcripts made in 
the usual way for the needs of the office before 
the originals were despatched, and not copies derived 
from other copies which in their turn would be separ­
ated from the originals by a great interval of years 
or generations. But if so, shame to the men in charge 
of the official correspondence of the Elephantine Jews 
for keeping in the service of the community clerks 
wh~ were so ignorant or so careless as to make copies 
whIch not only are disgraced by omissions and ditto­
graphies, but teem with obscurities that will for 
:verm.ore baffle the searchlight of the most persevering 
InvestIgator. For, we feel sure that no text of indisputable 
authenticity will be found to shed true light upon 
the difficulties offered by the Sachau papyri or to 
confirm any of the numerous conjectures proposed for 
their elucidation, and they will always puzzle the 
students unless, as it llas uTifortunately been done up 
to tlte present, a new wrong be taken as surety for 
an old one, and we content ourselves with such help 
as might be procured from fresh monuments of the 
same value and character as those forming the subject 
of this discussion. 

What for want of an appropriate term we must call 
palaeographical identity of the Sachau papyri with 
those published by Sayee and Cowley dispenses us 
with the duty of seeking further evidence in order to 
establish' their spurious nature, and the conclusion 
arrived at in our chronological argument about the 
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latter applies by analogy to the former. We will not, 
however, keep from our readers a few remarks we 
have made and which will help in tracing the method 
of work fonowed by the impostors when they forged 
the papyri of the Sachau lot that follow: 

SACIIAU'S PAPYRUS II. 

W~ii~~i (l j)D (~W~) 1('W) 1 

ii~ji~ 1CiJ:J» n»:J 1i» ,:J:J ~1i1 i~iW~ iiin~ l' 1nj' 2 

~:J'D •• '1~~ PDj OWi~ ~1:J ~:J'D W~ii~~ii \ III i njW 3 

, ii~ii iijn ~1 ~:JimD )jii~~' ~:Jii~ Po:Jj, 1l0:J ~m~:J 4 
., • to in~ ~ 

1 iii:J [rDJj '» n,w m)~ ~~n) 11 )jii~~ iiDn 1D ~i»ii~ G 

:m i:Ji 1[~=Dj in~ ~W'j~ ~m~:J :J~:J ~1 ~ii'~ ~ii~ ~1 6 

~ ~1 ~~'~D»~ ~»i~ i» ~ii~Wij 11 ~i~~~:J ~'» O~ii~jl 7 

11 ~i[U~J:J ~~ii ~1 P~ ~1 ii'OD pj:J II III Pi:Ji 1»in 8 

W 0» 1i~ [~Jl liiP» ~':J 11 ~i~~~ 6~'~D~?) "~D~ wm 1'~ 9 

~nD»['jJD~ ~DO:J ~n ~:Jiil ~1 ~~PilD~ ~DiW ~nw~:J 10 

:J~:J 11 ~1~)~ ~j:J pii:J~ p1~1.:l ~:J'D ~D~' 1D~ ~':J» 11 

jD W'~~ ••. ,i::JJ ~'i~D ['Jii'~ ~i~~~~ mWii m:J 11 12 

~~ r~ii 1W:J' lPPW l'j:ii pW,; 0» iijm~ i~:J» 13 

::J~ ~ii~')i 1D ~iI~':J::J ~pDJii ~':J'::J 11 lJii~'1:J ~j~~n 1-1, 

Il~ O~ii:J l~m'1 '1"~P ~':J 11 ~i'1~~' W'~:J ii»:J 15 

pmii' '» [1l~J 1~1D '» In,W lD'W iijl ,y iii~~ l' 16 

iiin [i1iJ~~ ~"'1i1' ~in~ ~jjy '1 'ii~n~ 1no~~ '»~ 17 

ppw mm~ ~D~' i1Jl iY~ ~:J'D Wii~'i' \ 1111 mw 18 

• ,»i OC,); 11 )::r.:l IlJ~ pnw ~, iDn, 1nwD ~, nWD 19 

1Y::J 11 N11:1~:J n:J» ~, iii'»' iiji:J' iim1.:l 20 

n~ :J~ 1[~J1~ '31 1ii 11DN P :J' "l':J N':J N'i,ii" 21 

mn ~1 l'Diiii In:J~ ',»:J 'Tn i1'j:JD' l' 1P:JW 22 
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':JP' ~ni':J :J'::l ii'';::l1.:l' ~n'~ m' '1 ~i'1:1~ '» 23 

YJi l1.:l11)::l ~n'~ Iii' '1 Nn::li1.:l '» ::l1P,; Nn"»i 24 

::In' 11 ~1'J~ i» '1 i::l»n P 1n ii.Jn '1 ~'::J ~'iin'i 25 

'31 Il'~ 1i :Jj:J 1l0:J '1.:l, 1iiJ'i i1'1,y ii' ::liP' '1 i::lJ 1D ~'1.:lW 26 

::l ii'1.:l'Wi n'" '31 1n,W l1.:lWJ n,n niJ~ N~'1.:l 27 

Illi njW 1iWiii1.:l' XXJ 31" ~, OWi~ l' ,':JY '1 N'::J 28 

S.\CHAU'S PAPYRUS 1 1). 

O'W [~Jr)}1::l ::l':J '1 ~'jn::J nnij::Ji n;.J" l"JY 'iii' nm 'ni~::l 1~i1.:l'~ 1 

~:J'1.:l W'i1'1'i' Clip 1j1.:l'W' 11.:liii'i 1'31 ,:J::l N'JW '~W' ~'1.:lW n'N 1~i1.:l 2 

'in i'iWi iiim l' 1m' P'i~ pni ~,~ ,n 1Y::J '1 11.:l i'n' ~n'J 'j:J, 3 

1'31 ,:p 
~:J'1.:l Wii1'1'i' I 1/1 i njW T'11.:ln iii'::l 1i1.:l~ P nnij:Ji i1'.J" l'J» 1Y:J 4 

to OWi~ '1;:) 
~n7~ 

'1 Jji"i 031 n'';i1.:ln ~m'::l ::l'::l '1 ::liji'1 '1 N'iD::J ~:J'1.:l '31 '1~i j?O,; 5 

n.Jn litii~ 

11 ,;j'!i'i in~ n1.:ln 1D i'Yii' ~tii'J ::l'::l '1 ~ii'~ iii' '1 ~iiJ~ 0' iW1 6 

iD~' ~ni':J 110J i1'1ii "iiJi '1 iii:J I'D'; '31 n,w tiiJ~ ~'n' 7 

:J'::l '1 ~i'~~ 

::l' tii':J, m~ piii~ N"ii 031 ~'i~1.:l iJ' I'D'; iii~ iW,j' ~tii'::l 8 

i1.:li1 
~~ ,1:Jn iiDn '1'1i1 '1 NjJ~ '1 ~"i1.:lYi ~Yi~ '31 'i1'1W,,; 11 ~ii~~:J "31 9 

1) A cO,mp:lrison with our plate would show that the occasional points 
have not been reproduced faithfully in the transcription which we have 
borrowed from the German edition. - But what is their meaning and 
function in a manuscript supposed to be of thc fifth century n. C.? Has any 
theory been built up yet on this extraordinary phcnomcnon? 

9 
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~I.')'p Oil'lVi~ ~lV'j 1T ~i~.:l~::l "il 'T p~ 'T il;'OO Pj::l 1/ 1/ / 1::l~ 'T 10 

Oii~i~!:l' 
'T 

lin~' NjilVN n~'~lV 0).' 'T N;::J T}~ lilP).' ';~I.')' wm 1'N N'lVW::l ~T 11 

. iil.')n 'T 

Ni'.:lN::l il,il 'T ~nl.'))."jl.')~ r"J0::J, N::lil' 'T N'PiTI.')~ ,OiW i1WN::l N'::J i1'ii 12 

~np, N'::J [lJT 

Nni~::l ::l'::l 1T Ni'.:lN ,j::l l'il::lN pi~1.') 1;1.') 'I.')'~ II.')' ,,::l).' O'iiWOj" 13 

Pi~I.')' ,).' 'n::lj::J 'T::J~ 

Ni'.:lN::l O).',jl.') W~~, ,i.:ll.') '::J pi~1.') 'i1'~ 'i~.:lN' i1n::JWi1 i1j::l 1T Ni'.:lN 14 

'::In N' 1T 

p'~I.')' pl.')'~' P'il lW::l' lPPW Pj::l, 1'Wj 0).' mm~ ~'::l).' mT::J 'T::J~ 15 

N'I.')W Nil.') 'ii" 

mp 'T P0::Jj '::J~ ~il".:li 11.') N'::l::J 'POji1 ~'::l;::J 1T .:lji"~::l p,nn 'T 16 

Pi::l.:l ,::J, ~'::lN 

'1 1').'::l mT nl.')'p r"J~ 0,i1::l pm~ ';'~P ;::J 1T Ni'.:lN; W'N::l W::l 'T 17 

~nW~N::l NT 

'1 N',;n::J i1n,,;::J' N::li ~ji1::J pn,n' ,).'~ lNil.') In;W i1i.:lN l' '~::l).' 18 

~i1mN lno'N ,).', O'W'i'::l 

nJw T'l.')n O'~ II.') r"J~ p,>, m'lV ~; mn i1i.:lN N~"i1~ 'in, '.JJ).' '1 19 

N::J'I.') W'ii'i' I / / / i 

nwl.') l"~::l).' il'l.')iN::J l'~T N~WJ pl.')~~' lW::l' lPPW nJmN NI.')'~ i1JT ,).', 20 

li1WI.') ~, 
nml.') N::J'I.') W'i1~i' I / / / / / / i nJw O'~ ,).', ~::JT II.') r"JN pnw N' iDi1' 21 

m')." n[j]'::l', 

P ::l' ").'::l ;::J N~"ii~' nn1J::J, n'J'~ 1~'::l).' 1).'::J 11 Ni'.:lN::l ,,::l).' N' 22 

PiDN 

n~J::lD' l' lP::lW N' 'T::l m::lD; 1T Ni'.:lN ;)1 nw).'nN ::l~ l~iD ,).' In 23 

~').'::l ~Tl1 
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'1 Ni'.:lN ')1 o,n")1 n;nw' 1,J1.') ili.:lN pi~l.')::l mn ~1 1'1.')i1i' 1n::l~ 24 

Nil'N ,n' 

Nn,')." ~nJ'::l" Nni1D' PD'i' il'i1 n,;::l ~T ,::lP' Nni~::l ::l~::l n~J::lI.')' 25 

1'::liP' 
PWj~ i1,;mN 1').' ,::J::l 1").' n'~J' 11.')W::l Nn'N ,i1' '1 Ni1::l,1.') ,).' 26 

N"'n~, P,;::l, 

O'P l' n,n' i1P'~~ m::ln~ 1T Ni'.:lN '1 ')1 ,,::l)1 P 1i1 n.m '1 ,::J 27 

n'N ,i1' 

,).', ;'J;1 l'i::J,;::J r"Jo::J 'D'::J 11.')' In::l', m')1 n, ::liP~ '1 'i::l.:l II.') N'DW 28 

mT ,).' ::lilT 
II.')W::l 

',;::l i1'I.');W~ i1'" ')1 li1~W i1ii1 il'i.:lN::l N"D N'::J r"JN 1)1"i1 ji1'W 211 
i1 

Pil.')W no ~'::lNJO 
N'::J 

W'i1~'i' I III III i n,Jw I~Wi1iD; • ::l ).'i' N' OWiN I' ,'::l).' '1 m1::l r"JN 30 

N::J'CI.')] 

We have put II before I, because in this inverted 
order we consider them two successive proofs of one 
and the same concoction which derived inspiration 
from the welcome accorded first to the Euting papyrus 
and next to papyrus J of the Sayee and Cowley 

. volume. The success obtained by the former suggested 
to the forgers the convenience of including in their 
newest manufacture a reference to the fanciful event 
placed in Darius's fourteenth year of reign, and in the 
composition of the first draft (II) of the document they 
thought for a moment of doing something more by 
copying P0:J.l, ;"JO:J from the fourth line of Euting's, 
but they left these words out when the definite text 
(1) was resolved upon. 
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The proper name ..l.lT'~' which Euting proposed for 
the same line, but so half-heartedly that he substitutes 
for it dots in his Latin translation was supported in 
Recueil d' ArcMologie Orientale, VI, 236-7 by Clermont­
Ganneau who allowed a free option between a dozen 
Persian names with which it could be identified. The 
forg~rs availed themselves of this generous offer, picked 
out .l.li'~', and put it in clear characters in Hand 
J which, as seen above, were sold after Clermont­
Ganneau's lectures on the Euting document. Once 
granted the freedom of the city, .l.li'~' did not 
delay the exercise of its superior rights, sought for a 
seat in Sachau's II and I, and obtained it without 

contest. 
The same be said about 1,niC which Euting thought 

to denote "edit, decree", but Clermont-Ganneau con­
tended to be a title wherewith Vidrang was provided. 
The second interpretation having, as was to be ex­
pected, found favour with our masters, the forgers, 
they put it with that meaning in Sayee-Cowley H 4 
whose date of appearance on the market is known to 
us, and again in II 4 and I 5, of the Sachau lot. 
The latter very distinctly says in one of his notes 
that 1iniC, as emendated by Andreas, is to be found 
only in these four papyri among all Aramaic texts of 
all ages and lands, so that if our remark has any 
originality it lies in the fact that it traces the pedigree 
of the word . 
. N~t;)\V iiSN which clashes with the post-biblical ~i1~N 

~~t;)\v' canst'S no surprise; it was simply copied from Ezra. 
The abS{"hce in these papyri of fU1 indispensable ~j ('\i) ~:-_~ 
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IS acco~nted for by the leniency shown on the appe­
arance III the Cairo inscription of the group ~:Jt!! n.lt!! 
N:J'~ Ot!!nniN which had passed nearly unnoticed and 
now has repeated itself in the form t!!''''''i' \.11/ i n.lt!! 
N::J'~ of Sachau II 3 and I 4, 19. We have called 
leniency the apathetic attitude of the scholars in face 
of the first example of this syntactical monster, but 
our thought will find its full expression when we 
sa! that they are responsible for having allowed a real 
mIstake due to the forgers' poor learninO' to become 
the fashion in their further productions. 0 

We shall give' no more time to a discussion from 
the vocabulary and grammar stand-points of the hideous 
texture of these documents which pretend to be direct 
and contemporary copies from originals; nor to the 
exposure of the absurd presence of such Hebrew 
words or Hebrew-like expressions as ,np" ".l,:J't 
"n.l~, . n.lt!! !::n'l 'l', :J'I? ~'~:J, 1'? ",,,'1 "P'!:l' and 
others III a paper of the time when the Jews in writing 
Aramaean used to take a scrupulous care to keep their 
texts pure from any influence or admixture of their own 

.language. The Aramaic chapters of Daniel Ezra and 
Nehemiah notwithstanding the corruption; they' may 
have gone through before being fixed in the Massoretic 
text are ex~ellent I~odels of the prevailing style, and 
everyone wIll admIt that all writings of the same 
period ought to be up to that standard. 

"Ve feel quite positive that, had not their minds 
been prepossessed, men of such intellectual and scien­
tific power as Noldeke's, Euting's, Sachau's and Cler-
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mont-Ganneau's would have detected the trick of this 
interspersing among an Aramaic text of broken mem­
bers of Hebrew sentences, and traced its motive to an 
attempt of imitating an outstanding feature in ~he 
composition of the Gemara and the Zohar in whIch 
books, however, there lies ample reason for an en­
croachment of this kind in the fact that all Hebrew 
clauses are either Biblical quotations or passages 
taken from the Mishnah, the Baraithoth, and such 
Midrashim as were written in the national language 
of the Jews. Free from prepossession, they would have 
noticed that in the Gemara and the Zohar our taste is 
satisfied and delighted at the nice and altogether natural 
settinO' of the Hebrew in the middle of the hetero-

o 
geneous mass, whereas nothing more horrid could be 
imaO'ined than the wanton raid of the uncouth Hebrew 

o 
into the wild Aramaic orchard of the Berlin papyri. 

Preposession is also responsible for the only transient 
attention given to the all important passage of Such au 
I 16-17, that stumbling-block at which all critical 
minds ought to have stopped, and pondered seriously 
before they decided to proceed any farther. These two 
lines, freed from the obscurity in which they were 
purposely wrapped by the insertion of the clause 'i'tJJi1 
'1",'.:\1 j~ ~6:l:l, signify, as all scholars are agreed 
upon, that the promoters of, and participants in the 
anti-Jewish riots got their deserts, lost all the booty 
they had plundered, and were killed. The word "~~i' 
points to death brought about by human hands, which 
implies the intervention of some paramount authority 
in defence of the persecuted and a puuishmcl1t in-
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flicted on their foes. But how the redress of the wrong 
did not extend to a permission for the rebuilding of 
the temple the destruction of which had for a long 
succession of years caused men, women, and children 
to put on sackcloth, leave their hair undressed, never 
drink wine, often fast, and always melt in groaning 
prayers instead of enjoying the spiritual delight of 
offering up to Almighty God their holocausts and 
frankincense - how those in power, after indulging for 
their gratification in bloodshed without remorse, did 
not grant to the Jews the easy and harmless satis­
faction of letting them replace in their original array 
a few dozen stones of a demolished edifice is a puzzle 
that should be explained away by those who might 
still care to maintain the authenticity of these 
papyri. 

On the forgers' side we will observe that in wil· 
fully making this confusion they continued the above 
indicated process of imitation, this time taking as 
a model the Bible whose conflicting propositions have 
for the last sixty years engaged the thought of 
scholars and given rise to the school of high critic­
i.sm. But here also as in the concoction of their ridicu­
lous idioms and style they speculated on the excess 
of condescendence meted out to them on previous 
occasions, although failing to consider that what is 
quite natural in books which are the outcome of texts 
of different authors and periods grafted the one upon 
the other would sooner or later be found to be an 
absolute impossibility in a document which is said to 
have come dircct from the office of a comI1lunity 
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and to describe the actual position of the latter at the 
moment of its being drafted. 

In the first part of our examination we have shown 
the alarming absence of accord in the double dates of 
the documents. The script disagreeing with all rules 
and facts of palaeographic evolution, the confused 
chronology in the events of the Jewish as well as of the 
Egyptian history, the wording which stultifies every 
principle of correctness, lucidity, and style - all these 
serious defects which pervade the whole lot of the 
papyri acquired or otherwise procured during the last 
decade in Upper Egypt are strong evidence confirming, 
if need be, the judgment we have given about their 
character and provenance. 

The factory of this spurious literature, which seems 
to have been established early in the nineteenth cen­
tury, must be under the direction of some person or 
persons who do possess a certain amount of Semitic 
learning, but who thus far have taken no pains to 
free their products from all flaws which might betray 
their impure origin. 

Hampstead, July 1908. 

PAST CRITICISMS. 



This book has not been written in order to serve 
or attack any clique, nor for the purpose of promot­
ing the material and social interests of its author who 
understands perfectly well that, by opposing the unan­
imous view of the highest authorities who have dealt 
with the subject, he cannot gain the favour of those 
who wield the power in the field of scholarship and 
are in charge of its destinies. 

But he has decided to publish his independent examin­
ation with the sole object of rescuing science from 
the frightful errors in which it has been allowed to 
disport itself during the last few decades and of saving 
it from the further dangers by which it is menaced. 

In the pursuit of this crusade he is not making now 
his start. "While a lively discussion about the meaning 
of a few words in the preface to Berakhya's fables 
was on between Mr. J. ,Jacobs who maintained that 
the fabulist was a resident in this country when the 
massacres of the Jews in 1189--90 took place and Prof. 
H. Gollancz who denied it but would express no opinion 
about the meaning of the words on which his oppon-
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ent's argument rested was on, the author of this book 
showed in the "Athenaeum" of December 20th 1902 
that not the remotest allusion to that or any other 
historical event is made in the passage at issue, and 
that eN' ,\'1N~, which had been taken to signify the 
British Isles, was used by Berakhya jointly with other 
words which all together denote the whole of our globe 
wherover the wheel of Fortune by the unfair dispen­
sation of her gifts has wrought the moral havock form­
ing the real and only subject of the complaint of the 
writer in the couplets 

Cl~).',J '~:JW ',J').'~ iW~ 
Cl~n ii~N~ n'~ii ii~~ 

riO\',Jo ~).' riO r~iO~ 
Cl~~n i).' Cl'iW'ii 

"n~~~::Jnn::J 10iin~ 
·Cl)."W~'~ Cl').'Wiii ~).'~ 

Cl~').'ii ~j~j 10~~ ~).' 
Cl'ii "N::J ~j~jn~ii 

riN '::Jm~::J ti'WO'~ 

Cl~ii 'n~J).' ~J~J::J' 
"n~::J:Ji~ 10~N~ 

Cl).",J::l" Cl'::J~tii1 ~)1 

The geographical allusion having thus been disprov­
ed, the remark was made that ,..1,..1 was never used in 
the Middle Ages to express the planet on which we live, 
and that the motion of the earth was not included 
in the astronomical knowledge of the twelfth century. 
Therefore, the view that tJ'Iil ,\'IN~ in the above text 
means the islands which as an appendix to the earth 
follow her in her rotation is groundless. 

The article of the "Athemcum" concluded with the 
following paragraphs: 

"Towards the end of the angry introduction a distinct 
statement of the author makes one expect to read orig­
inal compositions of his, which should be a sort of 
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satires branding the insolence prevailing in his day; 
but the gentle tone of the fables and their contents 
do not answer this expectation. Must we believe that 
this piece was originally written for another collection 
of apologues and then wrongly placed by later copyists 
to serve as an introduction to the fables? This is a 
point worth the consideration of students." 

"Moreover, a number of the fables are supplied with 
two paragraphs of moral, and the second, which is 
metrical, differs considerably in style from the rest of 
the composition. Is there anything like a duality in 
the authorship of the book as we know it now?" 

In November 1H03 and January 1904, on the public­
ation in the "Jewish Quarterly Review" XVI, pp. 73-97 
of an article by the Rev. G. Margoliouth describing the 
Add. 19,944-5 manuscript of the British Museum, the 
author of this book pointed out in the "Corriere Isra­
elitico" of Trieste the misreading i'nt!'j~ ''1.>'~ "il 
'1~.:l''1tJ ''1.>'~ iltJ and, after due inspection of the 
original, showed that the first three words in the group 

. are i'nt!'j~ t!''1N:;:) "il, the whole phrase signifying that 
the owner's financial difficulties malie him feel as though 
he had become the lauo-hina-stock of the folk ofFlor-b 0 

ence where he, who was a native of Montalcino ('il 
j.:l'l~'N), resided as a stranger, and compelled him 
('1n':;:)~ ..• 1'j~il '1.:ltJ~) to part with that precious heir­
loom and obtain some money by its sale. Eighteen 
months afterwards, part II of the Catalo,que of Hebrew 
and Samaritan Manuscripts in the British l11useum came 
out repeating on p. 228 the above mentioned misread· 
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ing by which the quaint indication is furnished that 
within the town of Florence there was another town 
bearing the only dreamed-over name of pn~i~. 

In the same article attention was called to the lack 
of propriety in the name "Rabbinic-square" which is 
generally given to a form of script where the straight 
line is conspicuous by its total absence, and the intro­
duction was proposed of the terms capital, uncial and 
small in Hebrew palaeography as they are in use for 
the Greek and Latin. A facsimile of a representative 
page from a Farisol manuscript illustrated this view, 
and the etymology from uncus (hook) was suggested 
for the word uncialis which has its precise correspon­
dent in the late Hebrew niDD'~~ ni'\n'~. The hooked 
ends of all letters in the script called uncial was referred 
to as being the feature in the Greek papyri of all public 
and private collections, while in an essay by Dr. Har­
kavy published in the Transactions of the Petersburg 
Academia Scientianlm, 1884, the opportunity is afforded 
of seeing the whole Hebrew alphabet composed of 
letters offering that characteristic. 

The same Review in April 1904 published a Hebrew 
letter from the Cairo Genizah illustrated by Mr. A. 
Cowley of the Bodleian Library who accompanied it 
with a fairly good English translation. The writer of the 
letter was a Joseph Cohen who, being through immig­
ration a resident of Samaria called himself '1.,j'i~~i1, 
but was nothing more than a poor carpenter (~in, 
Marash) knowing the art of making boxes, bedsteads, 
doors and the ceilings of houses, as it is distinctly 
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stat~d both in the original letter and in Cowley's rendering 
oftt. But the latter, forgetting himself, fancied he had to 
do with a deputy High Priest of the Samaritans of 
Cairo who, being in need, would have appealed for help 
to. the orthodox Jews of that town, which "fact," Cowley 
saId, shows the perfect harmony prevailinO' at the time 
in the relations of the Jews with the schi~matics; and 
as the lette: bore no date, Cowley wasted two pages 
of the "JeWIsh Quarterly Review" makinO' an effort to 
establish the period of history in which this ,Joseph 
Cohen the ~in held the exalted office. The want of 
correctness in the wording of the document which is 
obVIously due to the craftsman's low education was 
said by Cowley to be the usual defect of all Hebrew 
texts of Samaritan authorship. 

In the "Corriere Israelitico" of June 1904 the author 
o.f t~is book pointed out the delusion, giving expres­
SIOn III the following terms to his grief and fears about 
~he ~uture: "On foundations of sand a point of science 
IS laId dO,wn :vhich, however, cannot be driven away 
from men s mmds by a mere blast of the wind. For­
tune has shown mercy upon us in so far as Cowley's 
inferences do not affect a first class problem of lore. 
but it may be of some use to recommend to him mor~ 
care and ponderation, because he is still young and 
could take up works of greater importance." At the 
time when these lines were written the bulk of the 
?apyri dealt with in this volume made its appearance 
III Egypt, following the one which had already been 
treasured up at Oxford. 
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In the summer of the same year, after many lectures 
and articles had becn spent on an attempt to illustrate 
the bronze jar 1) of the Ashmolean Museum which is 
known as Bodleian Bowl, the author of this book sent 
to two different periodicals a contribution where for 
the inscription 

'N~n~ I, IPi1 P 'lD1~ ",; i1T 
'N1W1 :J~WDi1 'p").n 

'N1i1::J 'i1P' 
'N"N '';0 rl1in, ',::J 

'N~n'p' m::l n"::J::J 
[nmJD '~);n np');1 

the plain and natural interpretation was proposed ac­
cording to which the jar used on some day of the 
week, probably every Friday, to be filled with food 
and placed before the residence of Joseph son of Jehiel 
for the benefit of the poor \V hose thankful prayers 
were deemed necessary to invoke the Almighty's mel'cy 
upon Joseph then being ill and anxious to escape death, 
recover his health, and thus be enabled to go and see 
God in the local synagogue of his residential town. Of 
the above lines the 1 st (,,~), 4th , 5th and 6th convey 
this meaning to everyone who will remember that 
~N"\'N in the mediaeval literature of the Jews denotes 
"God" (Levi's Neulwbr. uncl Clwld. Wijrter'buc!t) , and is 
not always a topographical term as in Isaiah XXIX, 1 ; 
while lines 2 and 3 indicate that Joseph's deceased 
father had been a Rabbi famous for his Responsa 
(m:m~in alluded to by :J"\t!'~) to religious and judicial 

1) }<'or the shape of this vessel see reproduction in the Jewish Ency­
clopedia, III, 282. 
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questions (n'~Nil!, ~N't!'), and exercised his functions 
in the Jewish community of the Polish town Kowel, 
or Kahwell in its ancient spellillg l ). The rhymed prose of 
the inscription was pointed out, whereby the far-fetched 
rendering "as he desired or thought fit" proposed by 

J) thoted by Mr. Matthias IJevy from a manuscript of the British Museum: 
"IIakwell or Kahwell, nomen urbis provinciae V olhyniae in Po Ionia" during 
the debate after Mr. Abrahams's lecture to the Jewish Historical Society 
the full account of which was givcn by the "J cwish Chronicle" of April 1st 1904. 

A c.cording to the lecturer line 'L of the inscription refers to "the temple 
or CIty of Jerusalem ... the pilgrimage of Palestine", and his rcndering of 
the w:hole fl~ns as follows: "This is the gift of Joseph the son of the Holy 
RabhI Yeclnel, (may the memory of the righteous holy be for a blessing) 
who answered and asked (i. e. directed) the congregation as he desired (or 
thought fit) in order to behold the face of A riel, as is written in the law 
of Yekutbiel (i. e. Moses). And charity delivers from death". 

He sees too lIlueh in the abreviation 'P");! which is no more than '::J! 
n::J':J~ P'1); with the final as well as the initial letter of the second word 
included i? the group, wherea~ the junction of another adjective, W1'P, could 
not go .wI!hout a 1. betwee~ It and P~,);. As to the meaning of this little 
clause, It IS very Simple, Implying eulogy and not prayer. It occurs in 
Provo X, 7 making, so to say, a pair wit.h P~'); WN" n1::J':J of v. 6 and 
rendered "The memory of the just is blessed" in the Authorised Version 
while the 8eptuagint givcs for it My>1(l.'1 (jl>U:dWY IWl" i;yuw(l.fwy, and the Vul~ 
~ate ".Memoria justi cut!! laudiblls". Not.hing in the inscription suggests the 
Idea of martyrdom, and the word W1'Pil of the first line would be insuf­
ficient for its conveyance, accompanied as it is by the commonplace retinue 
o.f 'N~W~ :J~WDi1, while it is well known that distinguished Rahbis on whom 
lIfe hrought no trying experiences of any kind are styled, especially in funeral 
services, ~W"P ~"Dn· 

'l'ho lecturer mistook line 5 as signifying that the pilgrimagc supposed to 
be expressed by line 4 was a command of the law of Moses, and left line 
6 isolated and with no link whatever, whereas line [) is only a poetical 
:'orm of the so frequent clause IN':J~ ilWD "~ '31 :J1l"'l::J::J and the like, which 
llltroduce a passagc quoted from the 8criptures and corroborating what has 
been said in the main sentence. This misconception is milch to be wondered 
at, considcring that, as the author or JmriS/, Lilf! in the l~[iddle Ages, 1. A. 
must have all this phraseology of post-biblical literature unceasingly present 
in his mind. 

10 
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Mr. Israel Abrahams for ~N'i1:J was shown to be faulty, 
the correct Hebrew equivalent of Mr. I. A.'s words 
being ~'\Nm iil'N:J, whereas a combination Kelwrfl - as 
he seems to conjecture and should be required by the 
rhyme - would be contrary to the rules of grammar and 
the spirit of the language. Of the article summed up 
here note was taken in time, and, although never pub­
lished, it had the effect of stopping the noise which 
for so long had been abroad about the presumed extra­
ordinarily historical significance of this jar. 

Verbal coinmunication was the means of damping 
down the enthusiasm of those who were magnifying 
the artistic value of the Serajevo Haggadah which had 
the enviable fortune of being edited at great cost in the 
year 1898. A reference to many a volume of the Jew~sh 
Encyclopedia reproducing pages from that manuscrIpt 
will show the absolute want of relationship between 
beauty and those drawings. 

Late in October 1904 the Athens periodical "cO NOVflaf;" 

published an essay, 'A8r;valot xat r8QovaaAr;flVtO l" in a 
few paragraphs of which the author of the present 
work cast a flat denial at the generally admitted theory 
that, after their subjection to the Babylonian rule, the 
Jews gave up the usc of their national language and 
made the Aramaic their own. His argument was based 
on the extremely short duration of the exile which, 
besides, was the lot of only a small part of the nation, 
but especially on the all evident fact of the further 
evolution of the Hebrew language and the growth III 
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it of forms of inflexion and syntax which would be 
absolutely impossible had the language ceased to be 
actually spoken. These fresh creations which bear the 
stamp of a natural development have been preserved 
in the Hebrew parts of the Jews' post-biblical literat­
ure; while the Aramaic of the paraphrases, the Gemara 
and some Midrashim are the fruit of a long protracted 
fashion among the cultured Jews to speak and write in the 
ifnpressive and laconic language which was the favour­
ite of the time precisely as in the refined circles of 
Rome Greek was preferred to Latin and considered a 
better instrument for the expression of one's thought. 
The number is extremely small of Jewish prayers written 
in the Aramaic language which, after the close of the 
Talmud, became out of date and was so little under­
stood in the eleventh century of the Christian era that 
Rashi's notes - mostly translations - in the Hebrew 
language were needed for the comprehension of the 
Gemara. The Zohar was a return to the old fashion, 
but its study being restricted to a narrow circle of 
initiated only corroborates the observation made by the 
author of this book. 

Early in 1905 the latter, who never before had 
undertaken to check the authenticity of ancient monu­
ments, expressed serious doubts about the character 
of the inscription 

02T ATQ,NTOYNEIKA 
NOP02AAEZANdPEQ,:E 
1101H:EANTO:STA:EfJYPA:E 

NOl~N i.Ji'.J 
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which is engraved on one end of an ossuary unearth­
ed in Mr. (now Sir) John Gray Hill's field property 
at Jerusalem. He observed that ~ofj N8tXavo(lo{; aA8~av 
oC!iCtJ~ could be accounted for only if taken as a ~tu­
dent's exercise subject, of course, to be corrected mto 
Nt:lxavoC!o~ TOV a)..l!~avoC!tw~, while before 1l0tf;f5aJlTO~ 
Td~ (}v(!a~, seen in the same light, the addition of the 
article TOU cannot he dispensed with. As for O:STATQN, 
he could not but approve of the only permissible reading 
DaTa row, although by no means accepting the hy­
pothesis that llaiowJI or olx8lwJI should be understo.od 
after the article; while on the other hand, SUPPOSl1I,1 

that 'it never' had been made in ear"nest, of the sugges­
tion to read of5rarwJI and take the word as a collec­
tive noun signifying "ossuary" he never dreamt of 
taking any notice, for the obvious :eas~n that,. the 
stem of of5rofJV being oaTE, the collective form derIved 
from it would be Df5f1!WV with thc f remaining unchanged 
and with 110 T intruding bl~tween root and suffix 1). 

fn anticipation of a counter-remark which is often 
made in controversies of this kind, he touched upon 
the question of the Greek as written l)y the .Tews of 
that time, and referring to, besides Philo's and Jose­
phus's, the example of the ,ludaeo-Hellenistic llotrJpa 

NovOruxoJl which up to 185() was considered to be a 
O'enuine work of the Milesian Phocylides, he showed 
~hat, whenever prejudice did not bind them to a ser-

1) In order to prevent wasie of time, an answer will be given in advance 
io the possible objection that OO"TaTWV might have been cas,t JIl til(' mould 
of O"TpaTwv, Nothing of the kind call be sensJbly thOllght ol, as JIl rJ'TpaTWV 

the r 01 the last syllable is part of the stem, 
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vile ad litemm rendering of the Scriptures, the Jews 
could and used to handle the Greek language with a 
thorough feeling of its niceties. 

These considerations supplemented by something 
quaint ill the script and spelling of the Hebrew words 
~Ol'~ i..:l/,..:l which complete the inscription led him 
to the conclusion that the latter could not be with 
absolute certainty regarded as genuine. His timidity 
in this first step of archaeological detection made him 
give to the little tract published on the suhject the 
humble title "Un monument douteux" for which he 
received blame mixed with chaff from the editor of 
the ,,<'lliarterly Statement" of the Pale:,;tine Exploration 
Fund in the number of July 1905 when Mr. R. A. 
Steward }1acalistel' stepped forward "to settle finally 
(as his editor asserts) any lingering doubts .... regard­
ing the authenticity" of the inscription. By that article 
an account was given of the circumstances of this 
"di:,;covery" which wpplies the greatest imaginable 
strength to the present writer's doubts and conclusion, 
lJothing critieally sound was said to explain the gram­
matical defects of the inscription, and it clearly appeared 
that unfortullately researches on which the openillg of 
new avenues for sciellce depellds are not always confided 
to persons adequately prepared for a ta:,;k of so great 
responsihility. 

It was :,;tated there that "the inscription passed 
through the hands of seIJeml distillgui:,;hed scholars be­
fore he (Nicanor) was identified" ; yet, i,t would be ahsurd 
to believe that any man with a smattering of Greek 
and some little knowledge of post-biblical Hebrew his" 
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tory and literature, on seeing the words N8tiUXVOQo~, 
1Jolf;(JavTo~ and {)vQa~ should not instantly have thought 
of the miraculous doors with which tradition relates 
that Nicanor crossed the sea from Alexandria to Jaffa, 
thence proceeding to Jerusalem, where he offered them 
as a devotional present to Jehovah's temple. 

The author of this book was scolded for "attaching 
grave importance to the trifling peccadillos" of the omis­
sion, as Macalister put it, of the article TOV before 
(l).8~avoQ{m~ as well as nOtf;(ja1lTO~, and of the sequence 
Tb)'JI TOU in line 1, whereas the latter "is got rid of by my 
(Mae.'s) reading o(JTa'T:6JV"; all things the decision on 
which must be left to the learning and taste of others than 
an antagonist who has impaired his position by crown­
ing with the wrong accent the unlawful pretender he is 
so obstinate in his fancy to keep fast on a shnky throne. 

Passing to the circumstances of the "diseovery", we 
learn from Mr. Macalister that between the disinter­
ment of the ossuary and the day on which the British 
Consul's daughter, Miss Dickson, noticed the inscrip­
tion there elapsed one month; which combined with 
what Macalister was told by a gentleman who "had 
private information that the inscription was a forgery", 
will show to all unbiassed readers that the literary 
analysis of the bilingual inscription made by the author 
of this book was in its results at one with the partic­
ulars Mr. Macalister was well-inspired to lay down 
in the debate, and that it was the latter's ill luck if 
the difficulties set forth in "Un monument douteux" 
did not rise in his own mind before he took the grave 
resolution of issuing a verdict. 
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It would be interesting to know whether on her first 
visit to Sir John's estate Miss Dickson saw an inven­
tory of the finds, because a number of hypotheses 
could be made, one of them being that the caretaker 
might, in the one month's interval, have spent part of 
his leisure outdoors without taking every precaution 
in order to prevent the access of an intruder who for 
something else than "a practical joke" might have been 
tempted to cut in the ossuary the quaint legend. If 
an inventory did not exist at the time nothing stands 
in one's way to believe that a few days' delay in Miss 
Dickson's second visit might have caused the ossuary 
to enter a public or private collection by some other 
method than the rightful owner's donation by which 
it became the property of the British Museum. The 
gentleman's communication to Mr. Macalister is a rather 
weighty indication that something in the way of a 
smuggling operation had been planned and an oppor­
tunity was being sought to carry it out. 

Visitors to the Christian room of the British Mu­
seum cannot fail to notice the plain appearance of 
this ossuary as compared with the exquisitely fine but 
uninscribed three other ossuaries exhibited on the other 
side of the west door, and will certainly ask themselves 
why the heirs of Nicanor or, in their absence, the com­
munity of ,Jerusalem, knowing Nicanor's love of the 
beautiful, grudged the sacrifice of a few tens of drach­
mas or shekels whereby the bones of the munificent 
man who had added to the temple the admirable orna­
ment of the gates might be put to rest in a more 
decent receptacle. This question was put in "Un mo-
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nument douteux" but, instead of a proper answer, it 
elicited from Mr. Macalister a notice on the position 
of the tomb which "is so situated on the summit of 
the Mount of Olives that the ceremonies of interment 
would take place in full view of the famous gates 
whereby the name of the family had been immortal­
ized. This can scarcely be an accident". That is as 
likely as not to be ;";0; but it will certainly remain 
a puzzle why, when going to the cemetry the pluto­
crats of the day should, by the inevitable contrast of 
the ;,,;plendour of the gift with the treatment meted 
out to the giver, be offered the discouraging spectacle 
of human ingratitude! 1) 

1) A few remarks are suggested by the sentence "This Nicanor must be 
the donor of the famous gate called by his name in the temple of Herod, and 
mentioned both in the Talmud and by Joseph/iS" of the label attached to the 
ossuary in the British Museum. There is Ito hlfJllliOIl of this gate ill all!! llart 
of .Josephus's works, and the Nicanors whose dealings with t1w Jews Ite 
relates, far from belonging 10 the Hebrew nation, were also anything but 
likely to sond presents to the temple of.f erusalelll. It is YossiphOlI who 
does mention a Nic1lnor gate at tho end of Chapter XXI V of its chronicles 
whieh wore drawn lat<: in tho Middle Ages UpOIl 11 number of sources in 
addition to the Jewish Antiquities and the Je'loish ,rm·. Yossiphon assigns 
a quite diJrerent origin to the name Nicanor's gate which, he says, was so 
called because of thc head and arms of the gelwraZ Nicanor having, after his 
defeat and death, been hung opposite it: 

. illi1 Clm 'Y i1jj?'j i;.lW N'i1i1 iYWi1 ClW 1~iP P ~31 
'('his is how Yossiphon concludes his account of Uenentl Nicanor's hostile 

int"rcours(, with Judas Maccab(ms, agreeing 011 the whole with what is known 
about it froll! Jooephus, the Maceabean hooks of the Bible, Yerushalmi 
'l'ahanith liIia aud flieyiflah 70c which, however, for obvious reasons avoided 
to give the particulars of the lJlutilatioll of the cnemy's body wit.h the 
subsequent consecration of the site whnre the scene was witnessed. 

'fhe critical otudent will observe that in Yoma .'38a and Tossephta, Yom 
llalclcippltrim 11, 1 the story of Nicanor's doors is introduced with the word 
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The editor of the P. E. F.'s Quarterly considers it 
unfortunate that the author of the present book did 
not refer to Dr. H. P. Chayes's Beii1'ii,qe ZItT nOTdsemi­
tisclten Onomatologie for NO~~N (=' AUgTJ~) as a shor­
tened form of O"'.JO~~N (AMga}lo((o~). But permis­
sion should be accorded to observe that this being 
common knowledge to every baby in the Greece of 
the present day, the person to whom the advice was 
given needed it not, whereas no truly scientific argu­
ment could prove that the proper names 'AJ..iga, 'AU~r;~ 
or 'AU~a}lo({o~ can stand in the place of the national 
aAli~a}lO~liV~ as would be the case in the inscription 
discussed here. Mr. Macalister, overlooking the long 

,iIJN which ~hows that not everyone believed in its truthfulness. The Mishnah in 

YUlila ITr, G is exceedingly brief with its clause w·m.,~,~ Cl'Clj 'W3Ij i,jP'j 
the words n::lW~ ll"nN Pi':J11J, which come ncxt referring to all items 
detailed in the paragraph. The Gemara on this passage reads 

.. , ,r",rnJ Cl'i~i.:I ~W N'i';CI:J~Ni.:I n'L'"l~' N'::li1~ i,jP\J 1~~lVJ ,ii.:lN 

from which it appears positively that Nicanor's residence was given as being 
in J crusalcm, and that he may simply have been sent from that town to 
bring the doors ordered by the templc's authorities in Alexandria. After 
Hw further development of the legend, Maimonides added in its commentary 

i1W3I' ~'i'jCl:J~N~ 1~~1 D','Clni1 llJ W'N i1'i1 i,jP'j, 

"Ni.:I lm~':1J l'pL'"lm nWlm ~W mn" 'nw ClW 

suggesting the idell that Nicanor was a donor, but still representing him 
as .Palestinian. Only long afterwards came Graetz's contention that N icanor was 
an alaharch of Alexandria, and a statement to this eiTect was embodied in 
his history of the J ows which the forger thought of turning to account. 

The English translation hushes up the alabarchship, but speaks of Corin­
thian iroll (!? Rr: in the original); and it will be usoiul to note that Uriitz's 
theory in !lJV[ollatochrift ... des Judenthllllls" ISSI, pp. :202---G, resto on 
the confusion he made of Nicanor's gate which was internal and not very 
far froUl the ali<tr (or, in his own words, !lvon delll iiusscrn Y orhof in den 
Weibervorhof fiihrte") with the large gate in front of the main yard, which 
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oblique line which was cut at all ease after the final 
N, thinks of a discontinuation of work and explains 
it by supposing "weariness, hurry, laziness, interrup­
tion" and even "apoplexy" which might have over­
taken the graver; but anyhow he forgets again to pass 
a vote of blame for Nicanor's relatives or fellow-religion­
ists who committed the job to an unreliable man or, 
if a calamity occurred, made no provision to have the 
cutting of the legend brought to completion. 

An important remark which is now made for the 
first time is about the words NO~~N iJpJ which, in 
striking contrast with the Greek, are separated from 
each other by a blank space of fully half-an-inch's 
width. By such exces de ze!e the forger furnished the 
most loyal proof of his humble and whole-hearted obe­
dience to the theory now in vogue and touched upon 
in pp. 100--1 of the present book. In addition to what is 
said there let a reference be made to the Jewish coins 
which arc so ncar to Nicanor's time, awl yet all show the 
letters of ~Nit::i~~Pt::i and i'1t::i'pCl~t::i'i~ following one 
another in a continuous and uninterrupted succession. 

formed the sole entrance to the whole building: {Lfot J ~ f~WOEY TOU YEW, 

War 17, ti; .'i. 
What is said in the diJlercnt versions of rabbillicltl literature about the 

material of the ll~ll~1 is al~o the resuH of confused recollections in the tra­
dition, but the remark may be added Umt, .weanling j.o paragraph 4 of the 
same chapter, tllf! IJ.7:tenwt ,r;ate had IiO jJ({lIet-loud:, for the set pm'pose of letting 
the fine sight of the inkrnal splendour bto enjoyed from without and across 
the yard; so that the Corinthian bronze, not disjoined from golden acetoS­
sions, must have served only for tlw construction of the entablature and the 
doorposts: 'H ?l"PWT'1 :Ii; aUTOU ?l"UA'1 .. , SUpotC; OUK ,IX" ". KEXPUITWTO :Ii Tix. 

(J.,ETW'7ra ?rav'Tu, ;cat 01' aU'Tijt; 0 rf ?rpwrot; oIKot; iO"wBEV a?rat; X"TE~a[v£'ro) {LE'YurrOt; 

i6v, Kai 'T" ?rEp' T~V iltrCtJ ?rvJ..l1V ?faJITa }..ct{J..'7rO(J.Eva XPt)(J'cP rOlr; opSJ(J'j)J r57ri7rI7rTE. 
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In August of the same year an article in the "Ves­
sillo Israelitico" of Casale showed a pinch of gross errors 
in Mr. Elkan N. Adler's book, Jews in ~Many Lands, 
where (pp. 15-16) the magniloquent statement is made 
that "the journeyings of the Children of Israel (from 
Egypt to Palestine through the wilderness) have been 
mapped out with an accuracy which ... is unequalled 
by any description ... of the German invasion of France 
which occurred but yesterday". 

The author of these pages observed also that an 
inscription included in pag. 30 of that book could not 
possibly contain the sentence 'In''Ji1 """ n1i which is 
grammatically incorrect, could never be written by 
anybody having a little familiarity with the language, 
and was wrongly rendered "the spirit of the Lord 
brought him to rest"; that if the writer of the inscrip­
tion had meant "brought him" he should have used 
mn\)i'1 (ltinnihhatltu); but that he positively wrote ,;n~Jn, 
ail every reader of the Hebrew prayer-book should expect, 
and meant "may the spirit of the Lord grant him 
rest". Again that S","i1 preceding t::irJN~N at the end 
of the text was erroneously made to signify "famous" 
instead of "known as" or "nicknamed". 

It was furthermore pointed out that on p. 145 the 
top line 

of an inscription, in which the charitable disposition 
of a dOllor is mentioned with praise and the meaning 
of which is as clear as the sun at noon in Salonica 
where it was composed and copied, was dimmed and 
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spoiled by the misreading 'n ;l- ? - instead of the 
verb n~J (guillah) "manifested"; and lastly, that a chief 
Rabbi of Smyrna whose name is Palagi was unwit­
tingly made Pelago (p. 150 and index), with the result 
that in his honour to the word Archipelagos (sic) a 
novel meaning of a jocose character was added bringing 
it to run in parallel lines with Archbishop. 

A day or two later, in an essay published by the 
"Nov/-l-a;" some important and deeply rooted miscon­
ceptions were pointed out. The first was about the 
modern Greek translation of the book of Jonah which 
i$ so obstinately said to have been made in Corfu 
and for the use of her synagogues, the error having 
been brought to a climax by the assertion in the Jew. 
Encyclopedia (Bible) that this translation used also to be 
readpublicy in the Italiantown of Padua. The author of 
this book showed that the source of the information 
had been misunderstood, and that Rabbi Meir Katzenellen­
bogen of Padua had merely addressed to his colleague, 
Elia Kapsali, a reproach for the abolition in Candia 
about 15.40 of the old custom of reading in the after­
noon service of the Day of Atonement the whole ,book 
of Jonah; with the exception of the three first verses, 
only in Greek (Responsum 78). 

N ext to this remark the correct reading of the word 
expressing in Benjamin ben Tudela's itinerary the town 
of Arta was given. It is ;'1'0:>;, the Hebrew transcrip­
tion of a bilingual compound consisting of the article 
l' and the proper name )/AX'ra, i e., a shortened form of 
"AqClx(}a (or "Aqa xra according to modern pronuncia-
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tion) which ' in its turn is an alteration of ''.Aqax(}o; 
and denotes both the river and the town built on its 
banks. The writing of nra:J~ instead of nra:J; was only to 
be expected from copyists who knew neither the town 
nor the etymology of its name. The variant ri~b 
nrajN:J; of Epstein's Ms. betrays the puzzle that ob­
sessed the minds of the scholars trying to identify the 
place .. .someone must have observed that, after leaving 
Corfu, Benjamin landed in the part of the globe known 
as "Levante", and to this name he adapted the Hebrew 
word . .......:.The proposed restoration of the original spell­
ing would show that during its process of simplification 
the name :"Aqax(}a passed through the form'" AXTCl which, ' 
however, was soon superseded by the more harmonious 
"Al!'&a. Prof. Jean Psichari, the specialist of the Paris Ecole 
des Hautes Etudes wrote to the author of 'this emen­
dation that due note was taken thereof for philological 
purposes. I) 

The third mistake was Prof. Israel Levi's who,review­
ing In the "Revue des Etudes Juives," XXVI, 198-208 
a mass of documents copied by II. Noiret in the Venice 
archive/:! and 'pUblished by the Ecole Franyaise of Rome, 
mistook the town of Negropont as being one of Crete. 
His contribution hears the 'title "Les juffs de Candie ... " 
where the last word which in reality means only the 
ancient capital of Crete is wrongly intended to. denote 

1) More , consonant to truth it will perhaps be to discard the idea of ,a 
struggle between "AX:ra. and "APTa. ending in the survival of the latter, and 
to admit in its stead the transitory existence of the hard from "ApX'ta. in 
which the X· was in the long ru:\). obliterated through friction. Benjamin 
1Dust have heara the name trom persons who did not pronounce the .' p 
distinctly. . . . '. 
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the whole island. The confusion of the two names went 
on throughout, and the expression en Crete was used, 
in spite of the preposition en - ?! - for the town of 
Candia in the concluding line of the article: o1'ciTes .. 
envoycs ... ?t Cmiou, Modon, Caron, en On"te, (t la Cance, 
Re thirn 0 et NJg1'(;pont. The error about Negropont was 
not noticed by the writer of the article "Crete" in the 
,Jewish Encyclopedia, who repeated it and like his 
authority supplied information on this town as being 
part of thnt island. Negropont is the capital of Euboea 
and gave her name to the whole of the island, as Candia 
did in the past to the whole of Crete. The documents deal 
with the affairs of the latter, but often mention Negro­
pont owing to the lively trade which was being carried 
on between the two big islands forming at the time part 
of Venice's dominions over the sea. 

The same year, from August to November, the question 
of independence in scientific research was incidentally 
debated in the "Corriere lsraelitico" between ':':ignol' 
U. Cassuto and the author of these pages who had 
stated that a tutor, Ezechia Rieti, dedicated in the year 
1617 his Italian translation of the Proverbs (Chapters 
XXV-XXXI) to a distinguished lady of Mantna, Sirena 
Rieti. Cassuto, quoting Mortara's Ind£cc A!fabetico wanted 
the name to be read Senna. I lis opponent observed 
that Mortam, must have been misled by Zunz who in 
his lVamcn der Juden included SI'7't'na copying it from the 
unvocalized text of pm:'I ,rltJ, and that Mortam followed 
suit in spite of the unrnistakeable pi~n with which 
the name is provided in the dedication, but certainly 
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out of respect for the German scholar's great authority. 
He added that the mythological name of Sirena has 
its companions in Diana, Musa, Bellona, Grazia and 
Eufrosina incorporated inZunz's very essay who, however, 
wag responsible for the error of putting N~itJii~O~N, 
N~'IJJ'i~O'lN, '~~O'lN, N~N~~O'lN, 'i~~~N (sic) among 
the names of men. Everyone possessing a little know­
ledge of modern Greek will see that they are trans­
literations of i; Ir8(!01wij').a, ~ Ir!!orrVAa, ~ Ira pm, 
1; ITawha and 1j ITi(lm (after ITapm, Xai:ow, M~Am 
etc. from the original form of 'E(j()~(!). 

Other mistakes of the same kind were also pointed 
out, and attention was called to the wrong vocalization 
in the transliteration of Hebrew words which unfortu­
nately prevails at the present day and corresponds to 
no system whatever qf ]J1'o]lunciation, but is caused by 
neglect of grammar. 

In the "Jewish Quarterly Review" of April 1906 Mr. 
A. Cowley was again responsible for the wrong con­
struction put on a manuscript of the Cairo Genizah, 
which was a message of condolence and consolation 
sent by the last President of the Sura Academy to the 
,Jews of Fez, who had experienced :1 cruel persecution 
with destruction of a synagogue, massacres and mis­
conduct in the most shameful form on the part of their 
Mohammedan fellow-countrymen, as is distinctly express­
ed by the words 

',;:J jii1 ~Y' mVipD Oii1 ~Y ... ',;:J:J~ iin'1 O:::JnY,DW i1N:J l:::JN' 
') '~'i'n:J~ Yi,Di1 ~Y' (sic) l;'DY 

]) Ijike iD'~ origi nating from i1.:l'N~ (ll'ulIlar), Yi1D is a contracted form 
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and by an invocation to God that he might punish those 
who perpetrated the evil and 

nDW~~ (sic) Cl:::l'~::l~ l~WW~ "~Di1~' O::l~ ::l'~i1~ O::ln~~ ~~n'~ om~ 
.O::l~~)'D (sic) o::l'n'::l::l~ 

The event could not be referred to in clearer terms, 
but Cowley said that the whole fragment - which 
consists of61 printed lines and is all but a complete docu­
ment - gives no more than the introductory part of 
the letter whose object, he ventured to surmise, was 
an appeal for monetary assistance from the Babyl­
onian Gahonate thcn being in awful distress and within 
a few years of its total extinction. On the very day 
of the "J. Q. R." 's issue the author of these pages point­
ed out the fallacy in an article which appeared in 
the "V essillo Israelitico" of May. 

By that time the editio princeps of the papyri exam­
ined in the main part of this book was at the binders'. 

In March of the same year all London newspapers 
were flooded with the fascinating news that Prof. W m. 
Flinders Petrie had discovered the ruins of Onias's 
temple in Egypt, but the communication sent to the 
"Times" made soon the author of these pages perceive 
that Prof. Petrie had been the victim of the misren­
dering by Whiston of a sentence of Josephus who, in 

of Y"~~D to which it is also similar in the pointless spelling. '1'he stem ot 
this participle is the late Hebrew and Aramaic Y"~ which means "to meet" and 
"to happen". but is especially expressive of sensual troubles, as in Yoma 1,1 

~'D'D ,~ Y'~' W~W ,'nnn .,n~ li1:J ,~ pJ'pnD' illustrated by ).'.,,~ N~' 
O"~!:l:Ji1 O~'::l ~m li1:J~ "p of Abotlt, V, 7. 
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writing ,.onOy.... (Je{;Oy,.a nOf,xll..'Yj{; Vl..1]{; "at "oW 
l~ewy ;wmv pea,.d>v, Antiq. XIII, 3; 1, used, as clearly 
appears from the. context, the word iJI..1] in the sense 
of "forest" and not of "material," as the English trans­
lator thought when he rendered this passage by "this 
place is full of materials of several sorts" etc. 1) 

Petrie found near Tell-el·Jehudieh to the north-east 
of Cairo a stone-lined ditch one mile in length, and it 
struck him that that was the spot alluded to by Josephus. 
All his exploration work in the winter 1905-6 was 
based on that faulty identification, and when in July 
the public inspected the exhibition in the London 
University the only item that might suggest a Jewish 
association of some kind was an account of builders 
bearing in the demotic script, besides that of an Egyp­
tian, the name of a Samuel, which everybody will 
admit is an extremely doubtful evidence that the build­
ing operations implied by the ostrakon had been 
undertaken for the erection of a Jewish temple, or of 
any temple, since nothing else in the four short lines 
of the bill gives any shade whatever of support to such 

1) Not only U).'1 was the favourite term to denote the forest and its 
trees, but the verb {3puw in the sentence is expressive of the stir of veget­
ation. j<'rom {3puw come 'E!-'{3puov which refers to animal life, and {3pUI1''1 which 
in modern Greek is the equivalent of "spring" and "fountain." - A con­
clusive instance of U).'1 being used in the sense of the trecs in the wood is 
s~pplied by. Josephus's Jewish War V, 6; 2 where the order is given by 
TItus to brmg from the countryside to Jerusalem the U).'1 necessary to 
throw up a mound, and further on, the clause K07rTO!-'EV())V ~E Trov dEv3pwv 

TC. 7rpOaI1'TElt:e !-'EV EV TaXE' Y'yU!-'VWTO relates the carrying out of that order. 
The Rev. Mr. Shilleto who in 1889 edited a revised text of Whiston's 
translation introduced in the passage at issue the alteration "the place is 
full of wood of various kinds" which, although timidly, gets near the mark. 

11 
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hypothesis. The other object exhibited. as Jewish was 
the broken part of the smoothly rounded shaft of a. 
column entirely cut from its capital and base which 
might have revealed its style, while the fact that it had 
been found lying at the foot of 0. mound made it impos­
sible to understand its position and service in the un­
known building wherefrom it had been rolled down there. 

The vessels and other exhibit had no specific con­
nection with a worshipping place, and the restoration 
which was made of a temple was mere guess resting 
on no substantial discoveries, but almost entirely on 
the data scattered here and there in Josephus's works 
and not always properly understood. The newspapers 
aid that the "column" was going to be presented as 

a high class national memento to the Jewish authori­
ties of London, but the author of the pre ent book, 
wishing to avert the evil, approached the compiler of 
the "Jewish Year Book" and in a ubsequent meeting 
dictated to him the remarks which over the signature 

Student" appeared verbatim in the "Jewish World" of " . June 8th 1906. Of their own accord the editor and 
the "Student" withheld from the public the name of 
the person who passed the criticisms, a stinted redress 
of the wrong having afterwards been granted in the 
June 22nd issue of that. paper. 

Replying (June 15th) to the remarks made, Prof. 
Petrie declared all attempts to emendate Josephus's 
text arbitrary, although in Niese's critical edition of 
that author discrepancies are pointed out as to the 
name of the town, on,e manuscript exhibiting in Antig. 
XlII, 10; 4 the all important variant 'Iov'Loflnolnn 
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instead of' HlI:OtJ1JOUT'{I; in spite of th e corresponding 
passage in Isaiah XIX, 18 where the name of the temple's 
place is variously given as c,nn ,'y by the MasBorah 
and as i"YM ,'y by the eptuagint, while the ren­
dering of t. Jerome, Oivitas solilJ, implies a c,nn ,'y; 
and in sharp disagreement with Dr. Naville who, puzzled 
as everyone must be by the confusion prevailing in 
the text, expressed in his Mound of tlte Jew and tl~e 
Oity of Onias (p. 20) the view that JosephUS may in his 
account of Onias's colony have mixed up imformation 
referring to more than one settlement. He called "irrel­
evancies" some of the objections, and for a full explan­
ation of his articles, lectures and interviews he referred 
to his forthcoming work Hylcsos and Israelite Cities. 

When this was out, Petrie's dislike for Josephus in 
the original dress became the more manifest, and his 
wandering through misguidance in the wrong track 
the more regrettable. The stone-lined ditch was no longer 
mentioned, but its place had been taken by "the im­
mense stone wall of the Hyksos camp" which supplied 
the "material" alluded to in Whiston's Antig. XIII, 8; 1. 
It is also Whiston who in War VII, 10; 8 states "that 
the entire temple was encompassed with a wall of 
burnt brick" which words, being verbatim transferred 
into Petrie's p. 21, show that they offered Mm their 
part of help towards the identification of the place. 
All round the ruins of the building which made the 
object of his exploration were found, indeed, the rem­
mants of a brick wall, and, if Josephus's statement 
really were to the above quoted effect, they would 
certainly afford some ground for the assumption that the 



edifice might be Onias's temple. But the Judaean his­
torian wrote 7:8f1-EPOf; which with the word "temple" 
has in common only a partial and quite accidental 
similarity of sound. Any good dictionary of the Greek 
language will inform that TEfl-WOf; means a considerable 
tract of land assigned as a source of income to a 
person or an institution which may be of a religious 
as well as of a secular character. A 7:8f1-wor; may stretch 
around a temple, but in such a case the latter occu­
pies only a very small part of its area, being, for 
example, something like the Albert Memorial within 
the precincts of Kensington Gardens. It follows that 
what Prof. Petrie found at Tell·el-Jehudieh answers 
only to Whiston's description but not to that of 
Josephus who means the whole estate surrounded by 
a wall. 

He constantly speaks ofa mound, but neither ,Josephus 
nor any of his translators ever mentioned such a struc­
ture; and according to the account given in vVar VII, 
10; 3 the temple itself was in its entirety a tower-like 
building, all in stone measuring fully sixty cubits from 
the bottom to the top: vuov... nVflrU; nUflunAf;(JtQv 
).t{)mv fl-Eral.mV Elr; tgf;y.oPTlx n",;C8tf; aVEaT'r}x,oTU, whereas 
by Petrie's reconstruction more than one half of that 
height should have been covered by the mound. Josephus's 
account precludes also the theory of a fortress rising 
over the temple for its protection, as Petrie has ima­
gined (p. 25). 

. Another item indicative of Petrie's greater sympathy 
for the modern than for the ancient authors is the name 
of "Onion" that he gives to the place on the illus-
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tration of which he spent his time. This form was a 
creation of Brugsch's who seems to have yielded to a 
temptation of playing upon the words when he wrote 
his essay On et Onion; and it was unknown to Josephus 
for whom that little district of Central Egypt was 
iJ 'Ovt'ov (;CW(!u). 

In the "Times" and the "Jewish Chronicle" it was 
stated that the limestone balls found among the ruins 
had been thrown thither by the balista during the siege 
which the temple sustained at the time of the Ptolemies, 
while a burnt mass of wooden structure probably was 
the final wreck caused by Vespasian "when he des­
troyed the whole city and the temple"; but, after the 
remark was passed in the "Jewish World" that accord­
ing to War VII, 10; 4 Paulin us simply shut up 
the temple with no act of violence, except a little 
plundering, in Hyksos and Ismelite Cities only the 
siege is mentioned with the assertion that it took place 
in 146 B. C. during the war between Cleopatra II. and 
Plolemy Physkon. This second version, however, is not 
free from the very serious puzzle over the balls supposed 
to have been left "on all sides and specially about the great 
stai't'lvay" -- as Petrie saw them (p. 26 § 33) - for as ma­
ny as two hundred and fifteen years which was the time 
elapsed from that war to the closing of the temple in 70 
A. D. To admit this one must force upon one's mind 
the admission that for some reason out of the reach of 
human intellect those balls - which were three, and 
sometimes six, inches across and weighed from two to 
ten pounds - were never removed from the part ofthe 
building that formed its main thoroughfares for the 
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whole time of its being used as a worshipping place, the 
war in question having broken out shortly after Onias 
obtained his permission in 160 B. C. or thereabouts. 

With this absurdity is connected the statement that 
Onias "offered" to Ptolemy "to form a corps of Jewish 
mercenaries" for which there is no evidence whatever 
in Josephus's works, the vague expression 'Ta~ aaig 

1/-gvn'f}~8T8W X(l8tat~ of Antiq. XIII, 8; 1 hillting generally 
at any kind of service that the Jews mio'ht render b 

to the king of the land. That the High Priest Ollias was 
one of the Commanders-in-Chief of Ptolemy's army is 
also a rash conclusion of Petrie's based on the former 
assertion that he did form the corps of mercenaries; 
but, following the example of Dindorf and Niese who 
make a cautious discrimination in their indexes, it 
will be found wiser to consider the Onias of the general­
ship a distinct person from the Onias of the temple. 

Josephus states in Antiq. XllI, 8; 2 that the temple 
erected by Onias was smaller and poorer than the one 
in Jerusalem; but it must be borne in mind that the 
Palestinian temple then in existence was the one built 
at Ezra's time which ~ if we have to believe IIafmai ob 

(II 3-9) who prophesied a number of years after its 
erection - was a great deal poorel' than that of Solo­
mon, and that no alteration was made in it down to 
Herod's time. It is consequently evident that Petrie was 
wrong in comparing the edifice he found to the £rst,J ewish 
temple of Jerusalem, and that all his endeavours to 
ascertain the ratio of the former's to the latter's 
dimensions were out of place. Of the size of Ezra's 
temple there is no record, but the Talmud has pre-
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served about its shape some particulars which can be 
seen summed up in the Jewish Encyclopedia XII, pages 
89-92. It appears from these details that no consid­
eration of art has occupied the minds of those who 
erected it, the only architectural feature worthy of 
note -,- for its quaintness rather than on the score of 
beauty ,- being the lintel over the entrance to the ves­
tibule which consisted of £ve unequal oak beams super­
imposed over one another and separated by interlying 
courses of stone with the greatest length of 30 cubits 
to the top beam. In the interior of the vestibule there 
branched out overhead, symbolizing the nation ofIsrae1, 
a golden vine on which hung the ex-votos of the faith­
ful. In addition to this there seems to be some allusion 
to a colonnade or veranda in the courts of the temple, 
and nothing besides. 

As against this, plates XXV, XXVI and XXVII of 
l1Vksos and Israelite Cities show among the things un­
earthed on the site of the alleged temple fragments 
of a battlement decorated with a design of beautiful li­
Hes and with clear vestiges of a rosette, the nicely preserv­
ecl remnants of a bold cornice, and above all pieces 
of capitals, one of them with the acanthus-leaf which 
reveals the richest style, the Corinthian, of Greek art. 
That it is Corinthian is Petrie's own statement who 
draws an inferellce about the architecture of the temple; 
but how then dues he recollcile this positive fact with 
the no less positive information that Onias's temple was 
poorer than the above described second temple of Jeru­
salem'? One has the proof of the extreme poverty of 
Onias's sanctuary in the significant circumstance that 
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he had to reduce to one single burner the seven­
branched candlestick which made the pride of the Jews 
in their own country and to which they showed the at­
tachment so impressively reflected in the Titus arch 
of triumph; why then should the Jews of Egypt spend 
such money as could be drained from their meagre 
purses on Gentiles' superfluities and choke the expres­
sion of their national feeling and ideal over the expand­
ing light of Israel? 

In the "J ewish World" an objection was made about 
the statue of Admiral Hor holding the shrine of the 
lion-headed goddess Bubastis which crashes with the 
purging, avceKceOa(!cet, of the site that Onias proposed 
to do before erecting the temple. Prof. Petrie observ­
ed that "Onias is nowhere said to have purged the 
place of its statues and idolatrous associations" - as 
put down in the objection - adding that "all that 
has been read in the text in the place of the simple 
word 'purged'," by which he seems to understand that 
Josephus meant the ordinary clearance of encumbran­
ces which is always made before the start of the build­
ing operations. The mere rejoinder that a1lcexceOiif!cet 
in this place is the faithful echo of the phrase "i1iO 
i11i1~ tlJii'r;) MN which was so much in vogue during 
the Maccabean period and denoted the expurgation 
of Jerusalem's temple from polytheistic contaminations 
would suffice to settle the dispute about the real meaning 
of the word. But there is to see more than that in 
Antiq. XIII, 3 j 2 where Ptolemy reproaches Onias for 
planning the construction of Jehovah's sanctuary in a 
place where other deities had received worship; and, be 
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that letter a genuine document issued from Ptolemy's own 
palace or an elaboration of the J udaean historian working 
on the lines of his model, Thucydides, one thing ad­
mits of no doubt, that the need of a purification as 
conceived by Petrie's opponent and justified by a con-. 
stant practice of the Jews even on occasions of far lesser 
importance than this was actually felt, and that such a 
purification must have been effected. Under the cir­
cumstances, Hor's statue and impious shrine which 
were so conspicuous by their dimensions could be sold 
or given away, but never overlooked and forgotten on 
the spot. 

There is only one inference to be drawn from the 
aforegoing observations, namely, that the work of the 
British School of Archaeology in Egypt during the 
winter 1905-06 resulted in a wrong identification, with 
the corollary that, while from the keeping up of the error 
anything but benefit would be derived for the know­
ledge of things Jewish, the neglect of the unearthed 
material in the direction of enriching some other de­
partment of historical science would be a serious loss. 
Dr. Naville, regretting the disappearance of a Hebrew­
inscribed stone found there before his own campaign 
and which would offer the means to obtain a safe 
identification of the place, said that Lewis had found 
in the Ramses III. Chamber at Tell·el-Jehudieh much 
which was Persian, both ancient and modern; Mr. Griffith 
told Prof. Petrie that he was more inclined to consider 
the handwriting of the ostrakon to be of an earlier 
date than the second century B. C.; Prof. Petrie him­
self had to make an allowance (p. 20) equal to one third of 
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the whole in the verification of the distance as stated 
by Josephus; unmistakeable traces of a Roman camp 
near Tell-el-Jehudieh were noticed by Dr. Naville -
and if all this is borne in mind it becomes evident 
that further research should lead to a different identi­
fication of the place with no disadvantage to scientific 
truth. 

The same year, in July, the "Corriere Israelitico" 
published an article pointing out an egregious blun­
der of Dr. M. Gaster's which had made its appearance 
first in the April number of "Ost und "West", and next 
in the "Jewish World" of June 22nd. It was about a 
despatch from the notables of the Jewish community 
of Amsterdam to Shabbethai Zevi, the misleading tidings 
of whose final success had reached their town and 
caused them to feel ashamed for having up to that 
moment refrained from joining the movement which, 
it was thought, had at length resulted in the restoration of 
the Jewish kingdom, with the further hope of its paramount 
power being soon acknowledged by the potentates of 
the Gentiles all over the world. This is beyond dispute 
or controversy the meaning of the sentences 

ljl1JN p N~ ••• nc ,>' " cmt'~1 0"1.)::1 i,:\I>" n'Mn::1 tl:\lCM nl.)N In 
n'MnC',j 1N::1 nn311 ••• 1M'C'1.) Jij? Oi'1 In nC'31 01' i1Tn 01'n 0'C"31 
ml.)Ni1 iC'N nl.)N ::1n:::J::1 O,C'i,j 1MN::J 1,j'::J' l'l.)i1 m1'N ',jC, n31i::J,j, 
.il1::J'1.) n'n1::J'1.) li"Y C"'j? n1::J'1.) "31 n::1i1N::1 ,,j"31 1,j'::1j?1 1,jnyv,)C', 
11.)C' nN 1i::1'1 n111i1' 1,j"31 n:l1M p '::J l1M'C' i1', N'.J~'1C' '::J1 0'31 

.,,j::J'1.) 

In fact, the Jews of Amsterdam had grown so enthu­
siastic over the presumed triumph of Shabbethai that in 
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this their message of homage they entreated him to 
say whether they had to quit forthwith their homes 
and go to join him, or to wait until the gathering of 
the whole nation was commanded. 

The document is dated Elul24th , 5426, and, although 
the Pseudo-messiah was already locked up in the castle 
of Abydos, those living in Holland could not have any 
cognizance of the gloomy development owing, as the pres­
ent writer observed in that article, to communications 
being at the time scarce with Turkey in consequence of that 
country's war with Venice for the possession of Crete. 
The messaO'e was sent to Isaac Nehar, a Dutch Rabbi /:) 

then travelling on a propaganda mission in Italy who had 
to add his own signature and forward it: 

'~'~n,n:J N,i1 0) i1'i1'C' '1::J i1Ti1 iCOi1!) O':\Ii,n m~ "'N' 
but, being near the seat of the events, he heard the 
news of Zevi's crash with the result that he did not 
sign the document and withheld it. 

But Gaster stated both in the Vienna and the London 
periodicals that the despatch was an act of adhesion 

I) 'rhe word 0':\Ii1n in this sentence has a peculiar meaning under which 
it is doubtful whether it occurs elsewhere. yin is the Aramaic equivalent 
of the Hebrew iC" (yishshar) in the sense of "making straight", dirigm'e;' 
but when the latter Latin verb and its far-lying transformations "adresser" 
and "to address" came to signify the dispatch of letters, the sentence in 
question shows that the Hebrew writ~rs did not fail to ~ollow ~he c.xample 
but, borrowing the verb from the sister language, ennched It With the 
meaning of "to address" to which it bears a marked similarity of sound. The 
earliest English record of this sense attached to the verb "to address" is of 
the year 1636 in Healey's "they might onely bee addressed unto your Lord­
ship" quoted in Murray's historical dictionary, and it will be noticed ,th~t 
the date is very near the one of the Hebrew document (1666). - ThiS 
lexical novelty escaped Dr. Gaster's notice who thought that I. Nehar was 
to be "the bearer" of the message. 
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on the part of the Amsterdam Jewish authorities to 
Shabbethai's agitation bifore anything was heard of the 
success of the cause and while he was striving to win 
over supporters in countries stranger to him. This 
interpretation served Gaster's own aims with regard 
to to-day's Zionism but revealed an unpardonable haste 
and levity involving great detriment to the credit of 
scholarly investigation. The author of this book made 
the following remark: 

"On ne s'etonnera pas, si une fois de plus on a public une piece sans lui 
consacrer au prealable I'elaboration critiquc a laquellc elle avait droit et 
lIans se soueier guere de la verite seientifique. Malheureusement l'babitude 
est trop repandue dans certains milieux de tout adapter a ses idees precon­
yues, et Ie desir de puiser, a des sources entourees d'un grand prestige, des 
arguments favorables a sa these amene sou vent a negliger la veritable portee 
d'un texte, et a y substituer un sens qui n'a jamais etC dans l'csprit de 
son auteur. Il en resulte qu'au lieu de faire avanccr la science, on se fait 
mainte fois Ie propagateur de fausses notions et que les bonnes etudes sont 
endommagees par ces proc6d6s irre1l6chis dc personnes qui pourraient faire 
meiIIeuro besogne. L'histoire et la litt6rature juives ont il soutrrir Ie plus 
grand mal de ce mopris de la discipline, et, si I'on ne prend la resolution 
,de s'arrcter sur cette pente pcrillcllse, Ie moncean sera bientOt enormement 
grand des conclusions et des connaissances que la sagesse conseille de sou­
mettre a revision" I) 

The summer was not over yet, and the Aramaic papyri 
"discovered" in Assuan were published bringing about 
a sad realisation of that prophecy. 

But, before that big volume of clouds darkened the 

1) For the psychology of the Jewish people during that critical period 
of its history this document is extremely instructive and ought to be pre­
served. It belongs to Mr. Israel Solomon who, curiously enough, did not 
include it among the hundreds of articles he sent to the Whitechapel Exhib­
ition of 1906. Thc remarks passed at the time of its publication were only 
intended to rectify a faulty opinion about its purport, and not in the least 
to minimise its real value. 

173 

horizon in many lands, it fell to the lot of this book's 
author to witness a disgraceful scene which took place 
in the finest town of the finest country, in Florence, 
where an "authority" made a swift inroad into the 
Jewish archives, copied and took notes from documents 
readily put at his disposal and thence, with a promp­
titude which is only the privilege of very intimate 
friends, was welcomed in the "Revue des Etudes Juives" 
of April and July to exhibit his treasure. 

There were in those thirty pages as many as about 
a hundred flaws, some of which were pointed out in 
the "Vessillo Israelitico" of Agust 1906. One of them 
was the heading Privileges acco'rdes par les papes Paul 
V (4 novembre 1753) et Martin V (14 novernbre 1753) 
which clashed both with history saying that St. Peter's 
throne was occupied from 17th August 1740 to 3rd May 
1758 by Benedict XIV., and with commonsense no 
less than with the ordinary sequence of events which 
preclude the tenure of that high office by two different 
persons within an interval (4th to 14th November) not 
quite sufficient for the issuing and delivery ofthe circular 
conveninO' the Conclave for an election. o 

The searcher being an American, leniency to a certain 
extent might be granted for the great, very great in­
deed, incivility shown in the treatment of the Italian 
portions of the documents, but one would hardly believe 
that any Grammar-school in any part of the world would 
pass for good the Latin of the following: 

J<'it fides per me not.re itl}'rascripta quatr. in libro Privilegiis existense in 
Candia reformationis civitatis fiorellte repetitur et est (r) quodda Privilegiis 
infrasti tenoris, 
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or of 
Millesimo s"~ DecimOS8rlo·Indictione deoima quarta die vera vige­

sima 88Xta menaia Mart" Ponti.ficatus etc. 

to which hideous liberties he had been encouraged by 
similar fa.vour previously extended to some other Latin 
texts speedily copied by him. in the A'I'chivos de Aragon, 
at Barcelona, and sent from New York on Februa.ry 14th 
1894 to the "Jewish Quarterly Review", there to appear 
with no delay in the July number, but whether to 
enhance the reliability of that periodical or otherwise 
it will be the reader's concern to judge. 

Hampstead, January 1909. FURTHER REMARKS ON 
THE PAPYRI 



The demonstration contained in this book consists 
of two parts, neither of which needing the support of 
the other, because each is complete in itself. The one 
which appears as second was the first in the course 
of the investigation made by the author, and would 
have been published alone had he not noticed the 
hesitation, nay, the fear with which his verbal remarks 
were received by those who would not commit them­
selves to an opinion so deeply disagreeing with that 
of persons whose word counts. The v.ery discussion of 
the matter was considered a crime of lese autorite, and 
every wise man deemed it convenient to keep away 
from trouble. 

For these and for all those whom a similar dispo­
sition of mind or other feeling causes to refuse sur­
render to the incontrovertible proofs derived from pa­
laeography, history, grammar, and lexicon the other 
part of the demonstration was thought out by which 
the question is placed on the safe ground of arithmetic 
and facts are shown which in the ordinary course 
of events could not fail to be universally recognized 
and proclaimed. But too many people have chanted 

12 
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hosanna at the appearance of those disgraceful manu­
factures, too many have expected them to throw streams 
of light on the history not so much of the Jews as a 
nation as of the evolution of their religious thought and 
literature and the fact that an attempt at resistance , . 
to truth is still being made must cause no surprIse. 

From the Euting papyrus which entered the Strass­
burg Library in 1900 down to the very l~st published 
by Prof. Sachau in 1907 all have been Judge~ upon 
the standard of the Blacassiani; and if not the slightest 
objection was made as to their referring .to, or being 
dated after various kings of the Achememdes dyna ty, 
it was so because in the year 1878 the (CRevue Arche­
ologique" set forth the theory that the Blacassio.ni 
were of that period, a. theory which although passed 
over 011 its appearance by the very man to whom the 
p~blic epistle propounding it ,vas. inscribed, E~nest 
Renan, gradually ga.ined ground. until the ~arqUl8 de 
V ogiie by its adoption cau~ed It to .b~ ra1 ed to the 
dignity of indisputable doctrme. But It IS on.ly natural 
and reasonable that, if the proof were furnIshed tho.t 
the Blacassiani papyri have been misunderstood, any 
doctrine based on their faulty interpretation should 
fall to the ground, and that only one way should reo 
main to deal with it: complete abandonment and total 
oblivion. That proof has been given, and the footnote to 
page 91 of this book shows that "N~ l,nn" N' 1 ~'J' 
of CVI, B obverse can hardly be taken as the expre -
sion of a wish, while a great offence to grammar was 
committed when to the words N~'~ "Ej'N '>' the mean-

179 

ing of [puisse Ia suzerainete a'etendre] 'faur mille 
rois" was ascribed by the propounder of that theory; 
and as, after the explosion of these imaginary com­
pliments, nothing is left in those papyri able to bear 
out the contention that they are fragments of a report 
addressed to a king of Persia, all ground is taken from 
that theory, and there is no getting away from the 
conclusion tha.t all links of the Strassburg, Oxford, 
Cairo and Berlin pa.pyri with the Blacassiani are fic­
titious and worthless, their origin to be sought in the 
set purpose of the manufacturers to imitate a model 
that looked rich in promise. 

How the mi take was not pointed out in 1878 is a 
great wonder and much to be regretted, too, because its 
immediate discovery would have shut up to the forgers 
a new mine of fraud, and saved the scholars from a 
good deal of. illusion, fruitless - if not harmful -
work, and hopeless disappointment. For, disappointment 
i inevitable and shall become general, notwithstand­
ing all efforts that might be made for the defence 
of the Assuan merchandise and of the honest, although 
reckless and hurried, literature which has flowed from 
that phantom source. 

In a private conversation the author of this book 
heard that a Biblical example, p~i1 '1'N of Song of 

onqs 4. 4 where the numeral expre sing a plurality of 
beings, nay, a thousand, governs a noun in the singular 
could justify the rendering made in 1878 of Ej'N'>, 
N:"~ by "sur mille rois". To parry this stroke which 
might be tried by more than one student, a full sur­
vey of all Biblical passages containing '1'N in all its 
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forms and combinations with their equivalents in the 
Aramaic versions was considered the best move; and 
such a survey was actually carried out, the table on the 
opposite page which contains all typical instances found in 
the texts being the net result of it. Furth's Concor­
dance to the Hebrew Bible and Walton's Polyglott Bible 
of 1657 are the storehouses on which the material 
has been drawn. It will be noticed that the equivalent 
of W"N - but only of W"N - receives a special treat­
ment and is always in the singular 1), whereas in all 
other combinations the Aramaic keeps independently 
to its own law, and puts invariably the noun in the 
plural. The apparent deviations from the rule in 1 Sam. 
25.2 and Job 1. 3; 42. 12 are due to the circumstance that 
iN~ to which the numerals refer is a collective noun 
and has no plural form. The Aramaic for the passage 
cited by the opponent could not be i~cluded in the 
table because in the paraphrase the literality of the 
original is totally eclipsed by the full play of allegory. 

It will be seen that out of the twenty-eight typical 
instances exhibited in this table only one, 'IO~N r~wrJn 
Ni::JJ of! Sam. 6. 19 could be said to offer some similarity 
to the N:brJ "O~N ~~ ofthe Blacas papyrus; but one must 
also remember the remark made above that the only noun 
which in the Aramaic language remains singular after ~~N 
or i"O~N is i::JJ (or Ni::JJ) , and that in all other cases 
there is no derogation from the rule which wants the 

1) Yet sight should not he lost of the fact that in the Jonathan Targum 
the equivalent of W'N when accompanied by ~~N or pO~N conforms, as all 
other nouns, to the general law and becomes plural: pi:l.l or N'i:lU· 

;"J~N 
alone 

~~N 
preceded by an­

other numeral 

(alp aim) 

HEBREW 

:l:Ji ~~N t::l'W~W I 

'~.li ~~N n~ND WW:J 
'~.li ~~N t::l'W~W 

t::l'WiO ~~N t::l'Y::JiN~ 
W'N ~~N t::l'~DI1 

~::JO N~J ~~N t::l'Y:lW 
IN); ~~N i~Y iiY:liN 
'~ji I=')~N mND ~~:J 
'~ji '~~N mND ~~ 

t::l'~D.l t::l'O~N nw~~ 
:liiT t::l'O~N n~w~ 

n~I1J t::l,~p~ t::l'!J~N n~DI1 
t::l'O~N nw~w IN); ~~~ 

W'N t::l'O~N nWDI1:J I1P'~ 
'~ji t::l'O~N ni~Y~ 

D'WiO D'O~N nww~ 
D'O~N~ 1011 iiWY 

t::l'~Dj 'O~N nw~~~ I 
IN); 'O~N nY::Jw 

t::l'~'N 'O~N::J 
~O:J~ ::JiiT 'O~ND 1) I 
W'N 'O~N n~~~:J , 

lNJW 'O~N I 

t::l'010 t::l'O~N I 
~':J' n::J t::l'O~N 

~'N t::l'O~N 
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ARUfAIC 

P:J'ni PO~N pn~n I Sam. 13.5 
iiN~ji Ni:l.l pO~N iiND n'w:J I~x. 12. 37 and 

'~ji i::JJ PO'N pn,n I Sam. 4.10 but 

PWiO PO'N p31::JiN~ II Sam. 10. 18 

Ni::JJ 'O'N pWDI1 I Sam. 6. 19 

NOn:J::J P't::IJ1 PO'N pY:lW I Kings 5 . 29 

1311 PO'N iO:li~ Job 42. 12 
Jonathan N'i:lU PO'N iiND n'w:J Ex. 12.37 

Jonathau p"Ji pi::JJ PO'N iiND n'w Numb. 11.21 

p'DJ1 PO'N n'~~ Job 42.12 
::Jii11 piJ'1 PO'N Nn~~ II Kings 5. Ii 

NWm "pn PO'N N~DI1 I Sam. 17. 5 

PO'N Nn,n lNY ii'" I Sam. 25. 2 

Ni::JJ pO~N N~DI1:J i::J1' Jos. 8.12 but 

p'Ji i::JJ PO'N NiOY, IIKgs.13. hnd 

PWiO PO'N NnW~ I Sam. 13. 5 
pi1 'O'N' ,:l't::I 1':ly ]]x.20. 6; Deut. 

5.10; Jer. 32.18 

N"DJ' pO'NNn,m Job. 1 .3 

lY' pO~N iiY:lW Job. 1 .3 

Pi:J' 'O'N:l Mieah 6. 7 

ND'01 :lii' pi:J:J ~~N lD 1'8. 119. 72 
Ni:lJ PO'N Nn~n:J Ex. 32.28 but 

N".lJN' PO'N pin") 1'8. 68.18 

110m PO'N pin II Kings 18 . 23 

'onr.:l N::J't::Ii::J pn':l l'O'N pin I Kiugs 7 . 26 

Ni::J.l pO~N pin Judg. 20.45 

1) Here the t:anslator seems to have read ~~ND in the original. 
2) Where, beSides the grammatical form in the Aramaic it will be noticed how th h 

Frlde of ,,,,,l.~, < d I t h' 1 I ' e parap rast 
<, ~ • :;.;).~ a ua 0 W Ie 1 1e was apparently misled by the dual D'n'::Ji' th > d' 

clause of the IIebrew text. m e prcee mg 



182 

noun to be in the plural. A striking example of the 
strict operation of this law is offered by j'lO'N NiO;J1 
i"'.ii i:l.i of II Kings 13. 7 where, after due compli­
ance with the privileged condition of i:l.i, the adjec­
tive which follows agrees not with its noun but with 
the numeral attached to it. Even more decisive are 
the instances j'lilliO PO'N Nnill1 of I Sam. 13. 5 and 
(angels =) N'I~.iJN' PO'N pin of Ps. 68. 18 showing 
that the exception affecting Ni:l.i does not, as it ought 
to, extend to nouns which cannot be thought of with­
out calling up in a Semitic scholar's mind the idea of 
man. That the rule had to be observed in the case of 
1'~ there cannot be any possible doubt, and the example 
i"i~' 'IO'N:l of Micah 6. 7 teaches that the phrase of 
the papyrus ought to be p~,~ 'IO'N ~;J or else - if 
preference were to be given to the emphatic state -
N'I'~.i' j'lO'N Nn,m of ,Job 1. 3 or the above quoted 
instance N'I'.iJN' PO'N pin would show that the papy­
rus should bear in this place the words PO'N'~ 
N'I~'~'. 

But supposing that all these subtle discriminations 
are mere punctilio - which they are not and that 
N~'~ 'IO'N '>' might pass as a regular combination 
paralle! to Ni:l.i 'IO'N pill~n, a serious difficulty can­
not fall to force itself upon one's attention, and that 
is the number of 'IO'N which is plural and denotes . , 
Just as in the model appealed to for help, more than 
one thousand. But if the presence of the plural has 
eluded the vigilance of a student of our day it could 
certainly not escape the notice of the reader of the 
document at the time it was written, i. e., when tho 
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language in which it was couched was a living organism 
on everybody's mouth; and to assume that the satrap 
should go so far on the road of exaggeration as to 
wish to his sovereign an extension of power over an 
unconceivable plurality of thousands of kings would 
imply that he had not enough commonsense to see that 
his flattery was bound to arouse his master's suspicion 
and render him ridiculous in the eyes of his fellow­
subjects, obtuse as they were under the weight of 
Asiatic despotism. 

Fortunately, the paraphrase of a clause in Ecclesias­
tes 7. 28 puts a stop to wasteful wrangle by showing 
how the supposed Lieutenant of the King of Persia 
would have been able to pay loyal reverence to his 
exalted Majesty without thereby erring beyond for­
bearance on the side of excess. The paraphrase is to 
the words 'InN~~ r"J'N~ ,nN O'N and runs thus: 

p::J~o ~~N )'::1 ~N:m lO~i10 M::Jrlll'N " NP"~ Oi1i:lN 

wherefrom, if the three last words were detached, the 
substitution of ';J for j'l:l would suffice to make up 
the right and sole equivalent of "sur mille rois", which 
would have the advantage of being alike in peace 
with grammar and consonant with 

usus 
Quem, penes arbitrium est et jus et norma loguendi. 

The other meaning of the word r"J'N has not been 
forgotten in this survey, and here follow the typical 
instances of it when used to denote a body of armed 
men or a civil association: 
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"~N 'W ,; ,nc~ 
;N,en 'CbN !UN' 
nw~ 'c," On 

It .- .. 
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AlUJUJO 

NC~N :I, n 'i1".lC r Sam. 18. 18 
'N'W'1 N'D'N lU'1 Numb. 1.16; 10.' 

i1W~O n :I, N C;N I'I.lN Dent. SS. 17 
Jonathan 'N3"O:l TUN , ,:1 1\111) "IOi" N'C;N 

i1WJO n :1'0 N,m 

. to which examples that drive away any doubt about 
such employment of the term there are to add On­
kelos's rendering of N:lYM ~Ej'N' .,ttN, Numb. 31. 48 
by N~~n Ej;N'~' which comes so near the interpreta­
tion offered for N:I'~ 'E)~N '>' on page 91 of t.his book, 
and Jonathan's paraphrase to the same which one 
nearly feels tempted to regard as a hidden force that 
has for centuries waited to be called out and settle for 
good the present controversy. In fact, the second Tar­
gum gives in the aforementioned place 'IE)'N '>' p~~, 
N,"n, than which nothing fitter, from the standpoints 
both of grammar and purport, could be de ired to 
prove the justness of the construction put on the 
fragment's words by the author of this work. In the 
Bible the battalions are described as belonmng to the 
army; in the Blacas papyrus, with no difference in 
the essentials, as being in the monarch's po session. In 
either case the speech is about the chiefs of the men 
in arms, and to the emphatic form N,'n of Numbers 
nothing could correspond more conveniently than the 
form N~'lJ of the fragment. 

With regard to the chronological demonstration the 
author of this book will relate a few episodes with 
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the greatest living Egyptologist, a prominent Orienta­
list, a celebrated art collector, and a newsmonger. 

Prof. Maspero was approached by him in the Berlin 
Rathaus last August on the evening of the official 
banquet given to a number of members of the Congress 
for Historical Sciences, and, on being asked about the 
discrepancies in the double dates of the papyri, observ­
ed that the fact that the Egyptians' year was vague 
compels the conclusion that something used to be done 
in order to bring about the concordance of the astro­
nomical phenomena with their calendar. He called "un 
coup de pouGe" this proba.ble means of adjustment, 
and implicitly suggested ' that Mahler's work on whose 
basis the various tables of the present demonstra.tion 
have been drawn do not give the correspondences of the 
EO'yptian reckoning of the time with the J ulinn calen­
d:r. The place and circumstances hardly being suitable 
for a long di cussion, a copy of page 5 of this work 
was sent to the distinguished explorer as soon as it 
came from the pres, and there Wa no further com­
munication since. The Canopus inscription shows by 
the record of contemporary facts that up to 239 B.C. 
the Egyptian year had continued to be 'Vague a~d ~o 
contrivance had been resorted to in order to rechfy Its 
anomalous course. The double-dated documents range 
from 471 B.C. to 410 B.C. 

Prof. Kautsch who during the last Congress of Orien­
talists in Copenhagen attended the lecture given on 
the papyri, after a question addressed in vain to the 

i 
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whole audience, was individually asked whether he 
could say anything in support of the meaning "sur 
mille rois" for the words N~'C e'N '!J, and his only 
reply was a not very clear movement of the head. 
But on the evening of the farewell banquet at the 
Odd Fellow alae he said to the lecturer these most 
characteristic words : "M~me si la chronologie des pa­
pyrus est fausse, je croirai toujours u. leur authenti­
cite". One need not be a profound psychologist to un­
derstand the state of mind of Prof. Kaut ch and of 
all those who stand silent behind him. In a imilar con· 
dition must have found themselves, before positive and 
official news came about the extent of the disa. ter, 
all person who had their dear ones in southern Calabria 
and eastern Sicily at the moment of the terrible con­
vulsion of December 28 th • They could not believe what 
they heard, and thousands of people hurried down to 
the scene of the catastrophe in hopes that the eyes 
might give the lie to the ears. Alas, they found the 
calamity was real, and the wailing rose wide-spread 
and heart· rending I Prof. Kautsch will at length listen to 
rea on, but shall certainly be none the wor e for it, con­
sidering that, after all, the stir awakened by the contents 
of these pages has not pulled down the Palazzata of 
Messina, where in pretty mansions under a lovely sky 
lived finely cut figures harbouring noble minds and 
hearts, but will help in expurging grimy dens haunt­
ed by ghosts who have for so long poured into the 
world their impurity and enticed the scholars into 
paths from which they will only wish they had been taken 
out some time sooner. Then Prof. Kautsch shall no 
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-longer bother with grammatical phenomena that have 
existed only in the greedy imagination of the ghosts, 
but will devote all his scholarly attention to such 
texts as are the products of the mind working in sur­
roundings of real human associations, whose artistic 
ideals and philosophical speculation might differ from 
tho e of other nations, but who could not be so desti­
tute of taste and commonsense as the supposed writers 
of these papyri must be supposed to have been. 

In the adjoining room of the club, M. Guimet - the 
founder of the homonymous Paris Museum by him 
presented to the French nation - who was a member 
of the Congress but not in the Semitic section, answer­
ed, on inquiry, tbat a work of art might bear a false 
date, and nevertheless be genuine. Such partial fraud 
might be perpetrated by the owner of an object who 
expects to get a higher price by representing it to be 
older than it is in reality. Following upon this obser­
vation, the author of this hook subjoined that in the 
same way to an undated manuscript a concocted colo­
phon might be appended to testify that it was written 
a great number of centuries before the day it is offered 
for sale. But, a M. Guimet was not aware of the papyri 
que tion, he was succinctly informed of their double 
dates and of the demonstration contained in the first 
part of this work. His reply was then with a smile: 
"Allez dire a ces messieurs que les papyrus sont faux." 

M. Guimet i a friend of truth, however late and by 
whomsoever it might be discovered; a year or so ago 
he bought a scarab of gigantic dimensions in whose 
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praise much had been said in high quarters of archae­
ological science in France and Belgium, but at the 
Berlin Congress it was shown that the scarab was a 
forgery, and M. Guimet by bringing the matter before 
the Law Court of Paris co-used the vendors to confess 
their guilt and refund the money. 

The correspondent of the ((Jewish' Chronicle" wrote 
to his paper in connection with the lecture at the 
Congress ((that Dr. Belleli did not prove to the satis­
faction of the audience that Ms metlwds of arriv£ng at 
tlte data (sic) were complete", but he did not report 
that he was the first among those who by their un­
comely behaviour prevented the lecturer from stating 
his case, however concisely; nor that the lecturer asked 
in vain the chairman to :fix a meeting at which the 
calendar tables could be shown, and the demonstration 
made full. He ought to have added that, after the 
persistent refusal of the Congre s authorities to enter 
with the proper title the lecture in the programme of 
the sittings, when the moment inevitably came the 
use of the French language which the majority of the 
audience could understand better than the English was 
not allowed; and that Prof. Haupt of Baltimore who, 
contrary to his customary a siduity, /Iad been abent 
during tlte p1'oceedings of tlwt morm'ng popped in just 
when the debate was in its inception, went to his 
place at the left corner of the room and before he 
took time to draw his breath propo ed, although pre­
sumably unaware of what was on, the cIo ure of the 
discussion, much to the gratification of the obscuran-
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tists but without driving away from the mind of the 
local Politiken's reporter the impression that the lectu· 
rer's opinion might be right, as he free of bias put it 
in the next day's issue of that paper. . 

Only one per on, Dr. Daiches, was allowed leisure 
in order to oppose the lecturer's view, and he said 
that the documents could not be a forgery, because 
their purport perfectly agreed with other Assyrian 
documents of the same kind discovered long ago in 
Mesopotamia and published by trustworthy scholars; a. 
remark in reply to which Dr. Daicbe was immediately 
shown the pamphlet Die judisclt-aramaeisclten Papyri 
von Assuan, where Dr. W. Staerk had already pointed 
out such similarity, quite independently ofthe debate of 
that moment,1) and wa.s a1 0 asked to reflect that the for­
gers, far from being ignorant, know very well where to go 
o.nd procure the material suitable for their ma.nufactures. 

1) The very first thing in thcse papyri that hurt the lioguistic feeling 
of thc author of this book wall the WI0 made in it of the word 'ON' which 
looked, as it really is, Hebrew and could hardly be accounted for in the 
face of '0 r:b which OCOIUS so frequently in the Aramaic sentence ;;0' 
'0'0; nwo 0)7 nln rendering the original 'ON' iWO 'N n n ':l'~' of 
the Pentateuch. Dr. taorlca reads the word UtIIM. and in a footnote on 
p. 6 of his tract reCers the student about this .. Infinitivform I to Dan. 5. 2: 

N'On C)7~J 'ON '~W'J. 
But there ill absolutely nothing hore to induce tho belief that C)/t) is an 

inllnitive, whilo 1 N' C)/t)~ N~)7 J Mn of the IllUDe book 2. 14, ~OW N' 
ClI~ N::J'O 1")7, ibid. 3. HI and many other examples unmiatakeably show 
that tho word ill a noun. As noun it takes tho cmphatic form in 1 J,,' 
NOll~ 1 , iliid. 6. 3. 

There occurs twice in Ezra 5. 3, 13 the inllnitive N~' among numerous in­
stances of th regular form N)JO'. But that is a unique caao of labial 
assimilation, as testified by tho presence of the da{/~," in so peculiar posi­
tion. An oblitemtion - which should be complete in this juncture - of 
the 0 in -,oNO' would be contrary to the rulcs nd possibilities of phonetics. 
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The objection was 8 bubble, and instantly burst; but 
for the newsmonger of Finsbury Square the opponent 
"proved the authenticity of the pa.pyri from Assyrian 
evidence" 1). . 

1) An article by Dr. Daicbea in "Ha&hshiloahh", July and December 1901, 
on the Sayee-Cowley papyri makes one very sceptical about his being qna1ified 
to give a judgment worthy of serious consideration. HistoricaUy, he intro­
duces the amnsing idea that when, under the Jeadersbip of Moses, the Jewish 
nation left Egypt Dot 110 few of them remained in that country, and t.bns 
creates out of his own imagiDntion 110 Jewish :J, :J'Y who would have been 
the reverse of the Egyptian :J, :J1J,I (Exod. 19. 38) that foUowed the people 
hurrying away to their freedom., and whoso antipatriotio conduct would 
have never received from Moses a word of reproach nor been aUuded to 
by the subsequent prophets and writers of the Bible. 

Grammatically and JexicalJy, he forgets thnt Hebrew besides infiexion 
hila it" own syntax and its own wte for the arrangeme~t of tho words j~ 
too s~ntencc, PO~S08Se8 t~o.meaDS ~f ren.dering the various shades ofthought 
and 18 not destitute of Idioms which give to the speech ills national stamp 
and flavour; in other worda, that it is neither Volapiik nor Esperanto. Un­
mindful of aU this, ho thinks out his sentence in 110 di1lerent languago, an 
olFshoot of German with sHght graftings of English, and th n for each word 
he substitutes what hc presumes to be its Hebrew equivalent. By this pro­
OOSS, to express his historical invention just r ferred. to he u the word 
l'ONO whieh conveys the id.ea of a firm belief and occurs in the Bible with 
regard to the faith in God, il il':J U'ON' Exod. H. 31, lIo5 weU as in tbe 

introductory clause of the Jewish creed: ilO ~tv i1) ON:J 1 ONO 'olN "il. 
He renders ad /ileram "mODel-lender" by J']0::l m;o and lcaves in the cold 
the fine idiomatic expression n J,:J il';O of the Mishnah. 

It is ~po8Sib)e in a footnote to dcallUtglilalifll with everyone of this oIns:s 
of fiaWll lD that essay hut the following extract offers th image of n brie­
n-brac ahop where some little trifle of good might be fOllDd amidst mlloh 
which is valuolcss aDd shabby, while disorder prevails nll through. Here is 
tho extract in which it will be noticed that repetitions at extremely short 
intervala arc the most 1lDpa.1ntable charo.cteriatic. 

t",cn":I::l oro; ilN' ::l1, ul O' li1::J n:Jn::lolil, il 10 , Y:J ;;n;; n1 t:)tvil 

C', il / n ~tviC Cil'n'lOtv N:lW. 0 Wolin 0 W) il;:I ilN~::l, ~ ~ 

C'NM 1)N m't:)tvil '~C .c";:J:l 1N O":J'Y n CW Oil; tu"W ,il~N "IN, Oil 
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In his report to the "J. C." (August 28th 1908) he 
added his own remarks on the principle that the dates 
may be wrong without involving any evidence against 
the genuineness of the documents. UAmong the MSS. 

Oil ,n 1W1 0 n::J Oil; n : iln;ll:"n i";tv n 0 ,llO:J ,'n O"il ilW 

NllC.l ,nN ,t:)W::J • Cil'W 1 1 = n:J orb il'il ,J']O::l = '0 0) m 
(.0 '1:JY ,tv 1'1 c; n ::J) l'1:JY 1 N.l 1 : - is tillS new style P - tv",D:J 

For the repetitions, to compare ':J1 ";j,, 10 (sic) O'Nll' ,:J, 'Y whioh 
occurs 110 often in the footnotes all over the essay. 

It is obrious thnt by men who, taking no pMos fOf serious inquiries, 
give freo run to fancy the forgers are more likely to be tempted into further 
falsiflcation thAn the field of science is to b enriched with sound conclusions; 
and thnt persona who, in addition to tho above capital instance, write 

t:)YO ji1 . . . ).lnY l' nN t:)YO C 'lVi"l' 
t~ express the .. addiltg - not the compl~tj,19 wbich is the real meaning of 
O"tvi'1, - of a little, only a little, to our knowledge" or the un-Hobrcw' 

0' '.lVol il 0"") ilO instead of c' tltvil ",) ilO; 

nnd with a.m.azing disregard to geography SAy 

i'lO"110 il"il :3 O"Ntv)il '::l mp p pn ' "Y 
using il'Y for tho po.ss."o"'C from PakltiM to Egypt, whereas i1c all ;Mlatlal : 
the forty-four: the Bible giVDB this word, expressing DBcent, {or the departure 
from Egypt to the land of Canaan, and i1c all ill,tOflctll: the thirt~n: em­
ploys the verb "" conveying the idea of descent, for the reverse journey­
it is obvious that such persons cannot possibly be sensitive to t.he grotes-

que and hybrid forms 'ON' i'lOnO' 'ON 'il::l~ N' roN or '''::IN N' 

~" 1 1 C'::l)'1.lN ;i'l::lN N' ,; tv N' ilNN1 '.l:3, i'l .:l,' i'l:lN and many 
more of the &'\JllO kind which occur in the papyri. 

Dr. Dniehes docs not nppear to r d much genuine Hobrew ns it W88 read a 
few geuerations ngo, or DB to-day's scholars who have a knack for Latin 
writing Arc in continuous and intimate intercourse with Ciccro nnd Horace. 
To give an idea of how Car bolow he fnlI! from the atandard of good style, 
the following exeerpt will be quoted hore from a patent bearing, among 
others', the signature of I. Nohar menti.oncd on page 171 of this book. 
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belonging to Mr. Aldis Wright", he says, "there is a 
commentary of Japheth ibn Ali in which the scribe 
has not only copied the date of the MS. from which 
he worked, and thus given a false date to the present 
MS., but he has copied it wrongly, and he has added 
the words 'of the era of the creation' to a Seleucid 
date. Yet the MS. is genuine; it is the commentary 
which it claims to be". But the easy rejoinder will be 
that this is the case of a genuine work which is already 

ClYi,V liN i:1'iPii Cli'ii Iii - here is a better word than llii:1'tvil used by 
Daiehes to express "importance" - liOO'ii i::1' ;,V ... Cl'Omtvii ClmJ,V~ 
il!:mOI ilPI~O liNtv ili':1 liNIii li,V:::l Cl'O'O'O Clii itvN 11i,V lil;tvil 
ClO':::lO :1illii O';'iOI 000:::l ;,V 0'01"1 O~'N ;"~il O'i':1Jil iiJiil .. , m''v~o 
,1Y:1 OO,.:Ji"1I iiiiJiiil, liiOtvO:1 Cl"OI,; :1~'0:1 o;tv; m:1i liiNYliili'tv,V; 
O::Ji' itvN:::l 10 i:1'O iiJN10, - this refers to the index of sources -

iilN N::P ImN 0'0'0'0 Oiitv ',,V:1 'N m 1'i,Vii iil;tvii ,iOJ'tv otvii 
Oii';'v Pii; '~Ot:l ';Ntv, ,'OOii Clii; OliJ" 1:::lllit:l O'O'ii; O;I:1J J'tvil; 

. Cl;':1J:1 ii O.:l:::l' ;:1; li;'il 0',V:1 i'JO;' 

It is of the year 1662, and shows with how much love and intellect the 
Hebrew was tended at that date and kept up to the requirements of modern 
life without losing anyt.hing of its freshness and grace. It is positive that 
the Assuan forgery could not have been committed at the time when the 
language of the Scriptures was handled with so exquisite taste, as it is also 
positive that Dr. Daiches would have not played the part of dupe if his pen were 
so trained as to feel that the purport of the above cited lines of his could 
have been expressed in something like this manner: 

,:1li::J.:ltv :1,tvil; tv" ,"110" Clii:1 liNip.:lii i1.J10 i''v N'il mi~llJil i':1il 01Pb 
O,VO li1i~tv:1 li:::li.:ltv O'tv.:lii' O'tv.:lNii ;::J iiNi.:lii 'O:::l ,O',lii' ;tv pi li':1::J 
O':1mii it:l 'y".:l OJ ,O":1i.Y1 0";:1::J Oliit:ltvtv ;::J ;':::l:1 IN:l1 l'ii ;Nitv' 
li1il;Y;11 mm.:lO 't:l ;,V , P.Yil l;tv il'il O'iYt:l:l O"Ii"1'il ::JYt:ltv il;Nil 
Nlil ~'ilit:l i:::1'I, li':1i:l 0'1;0 ClliypOI m,tvi O'li:l ';,V:1 m OliYPt:l 
O'itv'O i'1.J'iilli NilPii '.:l''v itvN:::l, ilt:l'Nil ':::li'Y; '~iO p' li':l Oil; il'iltv 

• 'ilN i~tv:::l liINl:lO.:Jil "P':l)1 'i N.:l"" li';t:l:::J 
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known, but in Mr. Wright's MS. presents itself under 
a faulty date due to the ignorance of a second scribe 
who copied mecanically, made no calculation and, having 
no idea of the Seleucian era, may have in his hurry 
and ignorance substituted the word Mi'lY'I' for some­
thing else he did not understand in his model. 

As against that, the Assuan papyri are original deeds 
of purchase as they came out from the hands of seven 
notaries public, and bear the latters' own signatures as 
well as those of continuously changing witnesses 1); 
and to admit, for example, that on the day on which 
the transaction of papyrus J was put on record none of 
the eight men of business who signed the document 
noticed the disagreement between the 3rd Kislev and 
the 11th Thoth is as impossible as - to take a handy 
case - the belief that the editors of the "Jewish 
Chronicle" pay no heed to the correspondence of the 
civil and the Hebrew dates placed at the top of their 
first page in everyone of their issues. There might be 
among the 8000 and upwards numbers they have pub­
lished in the 68 years of that paper's existence 9 impres­
sions affected with a defect of this description. But 
this, being the result of neglect on the part of the 
printer, could not each time have been protracted beyond 
one week's duration; whereas an appalling degree of 

1) They number in all fifty-six and, on the assumption that the papyri 
are genuine, if the chaos in the chronology were the outcome ofa conspiracy 
i'1'.:l))1 ,:1 im whose name occurs as that of the notary in E and ~, and 
of a witness in C and D must havc been the worst scoundrel m the 
gang. If he were innocent, but never noticed the error, it would be difficult 
to imagine a more stupid family than i'1'Oilt:l's who confided their interests 
to a man of so weak perspicacity. 

13 
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idiocy is required to helieve that ALL the 9 contracts 1) 
stipulated on behalf of one family in the course of 61 
years should offer discrepancies of dates ranging, after 
the most favourable test, frorn 2 to 30 days. 

"Mr.W right also possesses", the correspondent goes 
on remarking, "a marriage contract in which the civil 
and Hebrew dates do not agree - as far as I remem­
ber the wedding seems to have been solemnised on 
Saturday, Ereb Pesach. Yet one would be scarcely 
justified in relegating the bride and bridegroom, to 
say nothing of their posterity, to the region of myth 
or in declaring the Kethuba spurious". 

There is a visible lack of lucidity and precision in 
this remark, and nothing can be said about its bearing 
on the argument until the correspondent puts the matter 
in the proper terms; for, as may be ascertained by an 
inspection of the six specimens reproduced in VoL VII. 
pages 472-8 of the Jewish Encyclopedia and of the sixteen 
originals preserved in the British Museum which, taken 
together, are from London, Amsterdam, Constantinople, 
Gibraltar, Italy and Persia, there is not one instance 
of a Kethubah giving the date of the marriage after 
a calendar which is not the Hebrew. Only the Home 
specimen of page 478 bears in lines 10-11 the Hebrew for 
March 9th 1802, but that was the date of the delivery 
of the dowry quoted fr'orn a civil contract, which per­
formance, to say the least, must have preceded the 

1) Or 8 out of the 9, if the double. dates of one whichsoever of these docu­
ments be admitted as correct and used as a basis for computation. 'l'hat 
they all belonged to one family, it is the generally accepted opinion based 
on the circumstance of their having been "kept" in one box. 
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day of the wedding by an odd fortnight or week. The 
non-Hebrew date of Mr. Wright's specimen is probably 
due to a similar circumstance, or may have been added 
some time after the marriage and in the empty space 
outside the body of the official text of the deed; in 
which latter case misreckoning would be quite possible. 

The "Jewish Chronicle" belongs to that Press of 
which Mr. Birrell would say that it tickles more than 
teaches, and when a person has anything sensible to 
say he is sure to meet with all sorts of difficulties be­
fore he is accorded the honour of its columns. Certainly 
nobody has the right to meddle with a newspaper if 
it choose to provide its readers with intellectual light 
recalling the systems of illumination prior to the dis­
covery of gas. But the "Jewish Chronicle" in working 
out its own will goes far beyond that and, when .a 
rectification is requested for the mishandling of one's 
opinions or statements, the shape of remedy bestowed 
by the editors is in its bad effects equal to the injury 
done. That was the case last August and September 
when the correspondent of that paper reported in the 
above adumbrated form the Copenhagen lecture on the 
papyri, and the author of this book sent a letter to 
set things straight. A mutilated proof was submitted 
to him who refused approval and repeatedly warned 
against the insertion of the disfigured text. But it was 
in vain, and he had to stand the torture of seeing 
himself shown up to the public as the writer of 
broken phrases and disconnected sentences, which was 
evidently done for the purpose of predisposing the 
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reader unfavourably and, by this means, taking in his 
eyes any value from the work whose forthcoming 
appearance was announced in those lines. 

A full paragraph was perversely left out, because it 
related the talk held by the writer at Copenhagen 
with Prof. Simonsen who said that, if by the calendar 
tables the disagreement in the double dates were demon· 
strated, then no doubt could for a moment be entertain· 
ed about the falsity of the documents. With an allusion 
to the irrational attachment to a view for the only 
reason that it has been set forth by great authorities, 
the correspondent of the paper was advised to make 
his own the saying 

Amicus Plato, sed magis amica veritas 

with which Prof. Simonsen concluded his conversation. 
A letter of Mr. Greenberg's says that this sentence 
could not be allowed a place in their columns, because -
risum teneatis, lectores suavissimi - it asserted in clas­
sical form that their correspondent had said lies II , 

The fact of the matter is that the "Jewish Chronicle" 
has to serve loftier purposes than the pursuit of truth. To 
maintain its point, to back up through thick and thin a 
cause when once espoused by some of the gros bonnets 
who control it is the high task before which all other con­
siderations are worth nothing and must be discarded. 
Business is the one object they have in view, and in 
the pursuit of business practical methods secure success. 
At the head of the literary department stands a business­
like man who, cautiously keeping silent in adverse cases, 
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deals his much coveted praise in the dose appropriated 
to the position of each wooer, and thus has made a 
legion of friends always ready to express in return 
their admiration for his talents. But whether he can 
be considered a good servant of science, it will be 
judged from more than one page of this book where 
blunders are shown for which he is personally respon­
sible and others that received the consecration of the 
two periodicals confided to his leadership. In the 
question of the papyri no paper has done so much to 
magnify their importance, no paper at the outset of the 
stir created about them has published so many accounts 
of lectures delivered on them, and that now the editors 
of the "Jewish Chronicle" should feel bound to try 
every effort for their salvation is no wonder. 

Bluff is their tactics, pomp and circumstance the 
means whereby they hope to impose. Mr. Cowley who­
through an extensive abstract of this b?ok cir.cul~ted 
since April 1908 - is aware of the serIOUS obJectIOns 
made to his fallacy in connection with the papyri and 
has consequently incumben~ upon himself the duty of 
disproving them, bravely is going instead to Jews' 
College on the 27th of this month, there to lecture on 
the Jewish colony of Assuan. ') Mr. Abrahams comes to 

1) 1'he "J. C." of April 2nd gives an extensive account of this lecture 
which unfortunately cannot be dealt with here at any considerable length, 
as this book must not be held over indefinitely and Prof. Sachau must be 
afforded a chance of considering its observations before his Elephantine 
"hymns and other literary compositions in it (the Aramaic vernacular) and 
not in Hebrew" come out from the press. 

Nevertheless, a point or two cannot be passed unnoticed. It is gratifying 
to see the lecturer affirm in no roundabout way that the documents are 
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his help in "Books and Bookmen" of the last issue of the 
"Je,vish Chronicle" where, speaking of marriage contracts 
in antiquity, he concludes hi paragraph with these ridic­
~louB words: "The Assuan papyri, however, how that 
ill the Fayyum such contracts were known to the Jews 
before - the italics are his - the Ptolemaic period", 

As in many other thing , Mr, Abrahams reveals here 
the shallowness of his learning. He seems never to 
have - one must not say studied, but - looked 
carefully at any map of Egypt, and so mixes up two 
place, Assuan and Fayoum, which are as far distant 
from each other as Brighton and the land of which 
Edinburgh is part, with nearly as many mouda1'iat inter­
vening between one another a many are the counties 
separating ussex from Mid Lothian. Yet in his weekly 
reviews he must have spoken 'authoritatively" of the 

"damd with !Jr~Gt car~ by tho date of tho month according to tho Egyptian 
and alao He~rllw cale~dl\r"i but, ou tho othur hand, ono orumot holp O8kiDg 
wby no palns aro lDS taken to sho tha~ Lhis ngroot ear .. is r lity, 
the moro 80 that, lIS Mr: A. Val Finkenstein pointed it ont to the audience, 
tho proof has been furlll8hed at a lecture in tho Viowria Institllw that the 
parallcl dates, lIS he colis thom, do not ngrec with any system, actual or 
possible, of the Hobr w calendar. 
. ~e o~ber point is that the lecturer said - WIIS it in th. way of self· 
JU8~C&tion P - at .th~ outsot of his paper that tho Porsian origin and 
perIod of the BlacassJaOl fragments bas b n demonstrated in 1878; but the 
srune student wed him wh ther it ill fe w 1lA1 ~t the a\Lthor of that 
thllor1 undentood tho fragmonts aright, especiaJly 'in rogurd to tho words 
overy r~er of this book k.nows. The 81l8Wllr wes, not from the lecturer, 
that the qnClltion had been "discussed" and "sottled" at Copenhngen. The 
dissonter wo8 caLled to order nnd summoned to atop; he asked to have 
a prol08t of his entered in ~be minates of tho meeting, to which he W!IS told 
be bad no right. - AU this is not reported in the "Jewish Ohroniole", nor 
could be cxpootcd to be. The Jist of spookcrs is given short and dr I BO that 
)lobod)' can boll.'lt proforenoo or comp1a.in of slight. 
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DlDC'l'OR"'S t~B!tM 
ORIENTAL INSTITUTI 
UlIVJ:RsIT~ OP CHIC'OO 

history and exploration of Egypt hundreds of times. 
The chaotic sentence of Mr. Abrahams reca.lls the 

answer of a. boy at school who said tha.t Socrates wrote 
tra.gedies and lived in a. tub; or the case related in a 
recent official report of a teacher, who in his reply to the 
que tion about the visible material marks of the Romans' 
stay in this country, not content with the roads, baths, 
relics of arches, walls, and villas, included also the great 
cathedrals. But the la.d was told that he had confounded 
Socrates with ophocles and Diogenes, while the teacher 
was notified tha.t he had to go after a. while through a. new 
examination for the certificate he wanted. The critic of 
the "Jewish Chronicle" till enjoy the privilege ofbcing 
depended upon for the solution of grave problems 1). 

1) Bad geography is tho speciamy oBbe London coreligionists oCBlmjamin 
of Tudela. - In December last tbo "J. C". put Aleppo immediately beneath t-be 
heading PGl61tmtl, and some time between the Algeciros conferonce and the 
YOllDg Turks' revolution a wol1-knowuapeaker, addreasing a meeting at Manohes­
Ler, amidst deafening applans ,p\acud (orocco in Abdul Hamid a empire. 

But geography is not the only fiold of L A,'s triumphs. Ho aohievCll d.i&­
tinction in theology lIS well. In the previous number of tho "J. 0." ta1king 
of the revised pra1or-book of the English Ohurch commented on the olause 

N:li1 O~'lI~ P n ,~ l'N i1i'\ni1 10 OW~i1 n 'nn 1 N itmti1 
of Sanhedrin XI 1 in the following terms: "Hero belief is neooasary for 
salvation. It is in a sense a CIlSO oC 'poetical justioe'. Yo» lay IlwtI ;, lID 

a/hJr-li/tI? Woll thon, you shall not share it!" - In this instanco the con­
fusion is about tho two dogmas of immortality Gild resurrection. At tho 
time the aphorism WIlS uttered there WIIS among the Jews a class of thin­
kers who had fnith in tho Cormor, but believed not in tho latter. The scep­
ticism was caused, in addition to tho observation of tho perishAble nature 
of the human body, by the bsenc6 in tho Old Testament of any distinct 
statemont on the tenet. Tbese aoniers of tho r turn to tho life of this world 
not only admitLed the immortality oC th BOul, but entertained it 8S a fon.d 
hope of eLernnl and novor-to-be-intemJpt«i blcssoonosa after tho worries of 
tho earth. Tho author oC the aphorism warned them in sharp terms that 
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A few more incidents of the Copenhagen Congress 
deserve record on account of their amusing character. 

M. Schwab of the Paris Bibliotheque Nationale, a nice 
gentleman and friend to, although not as strenuous as, 
M. Guimet on the evening before the official opening 
asked a knot of scholars for their opinion about the 
way of reading the letters r , "I n:l which he had 
found in an epitaph and supposed to be the initials 
of an invocation or some other phrase. For the time 
being, it remained an insoluble riddle to everyone; 
but when, on the ride to Kronborg, M. Schwab was 
able to show the whole text of the inscription, the 
author of these pages, an old acquaintance of his, re­
ferred him to Neubauer's palaeographical plates in one 
of which (XXIV) the Greek town of Thebes is called 
r:l'lM offering only a slight variance from the spelling 
of the epitaph. It was a magnificent SHnday which the 
members of the Congress shall not forget so soon for 
the glory of its northern blue sky, and the visit to the 
underground gaols with English-speaking maids of the 
country as cicerones and to the Castle, which was followed 
by a friendly entertainment and concert at Marienlyst. 
Nothing more inducive of peaceful feeling, nothing 
more fitted to predispose the mind to clear visions. 

But Monday dawned, and after Dr. Ginsburg's state-

they had to accept both dogmas, hecause the rejection of thc one would be 
followed by the forfeiture of the benefit promised by the other. 

Jests of the kind meant by I. A. are not missing in the Midrashic and 
Talmudic literature, a familiar example being in the Passover Haggadah the 
bickering of the orthodox witb the unbeliever over the pronouns 1~ ~~1 O:J~ 
and 1~ ~~1 ,~. But each thing has to remain in its place, and one must 
not Bec fun where a serious question is at stake. 
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ment that the name "N ebuchadnezzar" appears under 
twenty different spellings in MSS. and old editions of 
the Hebrew Bible the present writer set forth his view 
of the Aramaic papyri, thus putting the seal on his sen­
tence of enemy and traitor to Semitic scholardom. Next 
day M. Schwab had to, as he did, lecture on the epi­
taphs, and dared as much as to whisper the name of 
the person who had explained the riddle. The latter 
felt justified in rising to add a few words about the 
means contrived by the Jews in order to give to their 
places of residence names either borrowed from the 
geography of the Bible, like the one under discussion 
(Cf. r:ln of Judg. 9.50), or composed of words signi­
fying a certain peculiarity, sometimes of the town, 
sometimes of the Jewish community living therein. 
The chairman seemed to hint that the observation had 
no bearing on the subject and could be done without, 
but meantime it had been said that, for instance, the 
Jews of Candia whose great learning was recognised 
and appreciated all over the world allowed themselves 
the honour of calling their town ii~i lP (pron. Can 
Dea), i. a. "a nest of lore". There was at the moment 
in the room a blond gentleman unknown to the writer 
and never seen before who, standing by the platform, 
said, to the accompaniment of an energetic movement 
of the head, "No, impossible", to which a reply went 
in the shape of an offer made to him to have the fare 
advanced for the journey to Zante where on the walls of 
the X({1JTlXQ avvar{;)r" (now mostly collapsed through 
earthquakes) the words ii~i 11' occur in a poem of 
rare beauty relating the vicissitudes by which the Jews 
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after the Turkish conquest emigrafed from Candia to 
that island. The meeting was at its end, but the man 
who interrupted lost no time in securing a dignified 
escape. He had done his duty. 

Public di cuss ion being forbidden, the lecturer in 
a private talk with a scholar who had dabbled in the 
illustration of the papyri took to show him the wrong 
use that had been made of Thucydides for the explan­
ation of the Strassburg papyrus. In pages 113-6 of 
this book the reader has seen of how great importance 
this point is and how the Sayee-Cow ley and the achau 
papyri are as closely connected with the Euting papy­
rus as the whole of them with the Blacassiani. Since 
the doctrine by which the latter fragments were declared 
to be part of a document of the Persian period has 
been demonstrated to rest upon no ground, no palaeo­
graphical resemblance of other papyri with the Blacas­
siani could serve as a proof of their belonging to that 
period; and if they have such a claim they must make 
it good by internal evidence of their own. The Strass- . 
burg papyrus being the main link in the chain, it is 
obvious that it is the first bound to be brought to the 
test of the touchstone and that, if this be proved to 
be false, the others shall have only to share its fate. 
The internal evidence offered by that papyrus' is the 
reference to a rebellion of Egypt in the fourteenth year 
of Darius. Prof. Euting discarded for good reasons 
Darius 1. and fell back upon Darius n. in who e four­
teenth year of reign he tried to make out that Thucy­
dides relates a rise of the Egyptians for their emanci-

I 
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pation. But in the above mentioned part of this book 
the proof has been furnished that the Athenian writer 
had been misquoted and misunderstood, and the down­
fall of all knowledge and information derived from 
the Assuan papyri is as much an inevitable consequence 
of that demonstration as the blowing off of feathers is de­
termined by the gentlest touch of the e.ir in a closed 
room. The scholar of the conversation, however, made 
light of all this, and said: "Lasci stare Tucidide". 

Oount Angelo De Gubernatis, although very well 
up in Semitic scholarship, gave all his time at the 
Congress to the Indian transactions, but when the cir­
cumstances of the pe.pyri problem were explained to 
him he took the keenest interest in the matter, and 
said the demonstration ought to be published. 

Prof. Pio Rajna, a member of the Accademia della 
Crusca, who had met the present writer at the Berlin 
Congress, on reading La laus ete des papyrus arameens 
d'IJJgypte demontree pat' r aritltmetique et la pltilologie -
a letter addressed from Copenhagen to the "Vessillo 

raelitico" -, while modestly disclaiming an adequate 
po session of Hebrew and kindred knowledge, wrote 
to its author his belief that the arithmetical argument 
will secure the victory that otherwise one might contest. 

In connection with the papyri by far the most curious 
occurrence at Copenhagen was a long talk the lecturer 
had one evening after the famous sitting with the Rev. 
Prof. Geo. Wilkins, of Dublin, who met him when going 
for z:efreshments and took him round the town to tell 
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him first that he did agree with the lecturer's view as 
to the spurious character of the documents, adding 
that haste should be made for the publication of the 
correct theory lest other people should take it up and 
give it as their own; secondly, after a good ten minutes 
·had passed that he shared the opinion of the majority 
that the deeds were genuine; in the third stage, that 
the lecturer's work ought to be published in French, in 
the country where that language is spoken; and fourthly, 
that it should not come out anywhere, in any dress. 

The strange chat went on until the two members 
of the Congress reached the square in front of the 
Town Hall. The clock had just struck the twelfth hour; 
and sha.king hands, they exchanged the double-sided 
greeting which so nicely depicted the funny situation 
of that moment: - Good night J - Good morning I -
Good morning I - Good night I 

The book has been in the press since, and the printer 
expects the manuscript of the last few pages that will 
bring it to completion. In a few days it shall appear 
to state its case, and the only hope left to the oppon­
ents will be to show that its argument and calcula­
tions are w~ong or conducted on false principles. But 
there is abundant reason to believe that before long they 
will be congratulated upon their admitting, honestly 
and sensibly, that two and two make four. 

Hampstead, March 21st 1909. 
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