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PREFACE

No apology need be made for re-editing these texts, for every

fresh examination sheds fresh light on them, and in spite of the

very extensive literature to which they have given rise, much

still remains to be done. Moreover, it is obviously convenient

to have them all collected in one volume and arranged as far as

may be chronologically. Professor Sachau himself suggested

to me in 19 12 that we should collaborate on a new edition,

and in 19 13, with this object in view, I began to make a careful

study of the facsimiles and of the articles and reviews which

had appeared up to that time. During the war I continued

the work, with many interruptions, as far as the anxieties of

the time allowed. It no doubt shows many inconsistencies

for that reason. I had originally intended going to Cairo and

Berlin when the work was more advanced, to verify some of

the readings on the originals, and to discuss difficulties with

Professor Sachau. As this was impracticable, the present edition

has been finished without that advantage. Fortunately, however,

the previous editions contain such excellent facsimiles of all the

texts (except nos. 79, 80, 83) that it was possible to work on

them with confidence, and it was unnecessary to re-issue

facsimiles with this volume.

As a first result of the revision of the texts, I published in

1919 translations of thirty-six of the most important of them,

together with the ' Words of Ahikar
'

and the fragments of

a version of the Behistun inscription {Jeivish Documents of the

time of Ezra, London, SPCK., 1919). The present volume

contains the Aramaic texts from which these translations were

made, together with others, and a commentary in support of
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vi PREFACE

the readings and interpretations adopted. Consideration of

expense has obliged me to restrict the commentary so that

many interesting questions have been left undiscussed. Further

treatment of many of these will, however, be found in the special

articles to which reference is made.

I acknowledge gratefully the help obtained from Sachau's

original edition, and from Ungnad's small edition, though often

differing from both of them. I also wish to thank Mr. F. LI.

Griffith for help in matters relating to Egypt, Professor Langdon
and Mr. G. R. Driver for help in Assyriological questions, and

the staff of the Clarendon Press for the care they have bestowed

on the production of the book.

A. COWLEY.

Magdalen College, Oxford,

January, 1923.
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INTRODUCTION
The present volume comprises all the legible pre-Christian

Aramaic papyri known to me. 1 The best preserved and the

most important are nos. 5, 6, 8, 9, ] i, 13-15, 20, 25. 28, published

by Sayce and Cowley in Aramaic Papyri Discovered at Assuan

(Condon, 1906) ; no. 27 published by Euting in Me"moires pre
1

scute's

. . . a VAcctdimie des Inscriptions (Paris, 1903) ;
and many of those

published by Sachau in Araindische Pafiynts . .-. (Leipzig, 191 1).

The rest are fragments from Sachau, some much mutilated texts

from the Corpus Iuscriptionum Semiticarum ii, 1, two others

published by me in PSBA 1907, p. 263 (with notes by Sayce),

and 1915, p. 217, and one fragment of accounts, not previously

published, which was brought to my notice by Mr. F. LI. Griffith,

in the Harrow School museum. 2 The genuineness of the papyri

published by Sayce-Cowley and Sachau has been questioned
:!

on the ground that the double dates in some of them do not

seem to be consistent. I do not propose to deal with the dates,

because they have been discussed by such competent authorities

as Mr. Knobel,
4 Dr. Fotheringham,

5 and Dr. Smyly, and the

possible errors are not a sufficient ground for condemning the

texts. A more serious attack has been made by Prof. Margo-

liouth,
7 whose opinion deserves every consideration. His argu-

ments however have not gained acceptance, and a careful study

1 For a bibliography of the texts known up to 1906 see Seymour de Ricci in

Sayce and Cowley, p. 25. Some post-Christian pieces were published in the

Jewish Quarterly Review, xvi 1903% p. r.

 The late Mr. B. P. Lascelles kindly procured photographs of this for me.
:! By L. Belleli in An Independent Examination . . . 1909, and by G. Jahn in Die

Elephantiner Papyri, 1913 ;
reviewed by Rothstein in ZDMG 1913. p. 718, to

whom Jahn replied in ZDMG 1914, p. 142.
•

Monthly Notices of the R. Astron. Soc., March 1908, p. 334, and Nov. 1908, p. 8.

5
Ibid., Nov. 1908, p. 12; March 1909, p. 446; June 1911, p. 661, against

Ginzel's Handbuch der . . . Chronologie ii (1911), p. 45.
c Proc. R. Irish Academy 1909, C, p. 235.
7

Expositor 1912, p. 69.



\iv INTRODUCTION

of the texts will furnish the unprejudiced reader with answers to

them.

The collection consists of letters, legal documents, lists of

names, accounts, and three literary pieces. Some of these are

complete, others are more or less fragmentary. A large propor-
tion of them are dated, unmistakably, and these have been

arranged here chronologically, so as to form an historical

sequence. In many cases the date is given both in the Egyptian
and the Jewish reckoning, and there may be errors in these

equations (see above, p. xiii). Some texts which are not dated

can be fitted into the sequence from their contents : others, which

give no certain clue as to date, are put at the end. The dated

texts cover practically the whole of the fifth century B.C., and on

palaeographical grounds the undated texts (with a few exceptions)

may be assigned to the same century. They thus confirm the

brilliant discovery of Mr. Clermont-Ganneau 1 that the similar

texts in the CIS (which were all he had to go upon) belong
to the period of the Persian rule in Egypt. The exceptions are

nos. tfi-83, in a much later style of writing. Since, however, it

is unlikely that Aramaic continued in popular use in Egypt long
after the time of Alexander the Great, we may with some con-

fidence date these before or about 300 B.C.

The interest of documents such as these is that they are con-

temporary with the events to which they relate. They present

therefore a trustworthy picture of their surroundings, not dis-

torted by lapse of time, nor obscured by textual corruption.
These particular documents have the additional interest that

they were written by Jews. They are therefore the earliest

Jewish texjs_we possess, w ith the exception ofjhe Siloam inscrip-

tion and the ostraka from Samaria, and (with those exceptions)
the only Jewish literature of so early a date, outside the Old

Testament. The literary pieces, it is true, are evidently of non-

Jewish origin, but they show nevertheless the kind of litera-

ture which was current in the community. And their interest

consists not only in what they say but in what they omit : in

1

'Origine perse des monuments arameens d'figypte', in the Rev. Archeol. New
Series 36 (1878), p. 93, and 37 (1879), p. 21.
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the light they give and in the darkness in which they leave us

(see below).

The language in which they are written is Aramaic, the same

(with some reservations) as that of parts of the book of Ezra.

Though there are Hebraisms in it and the names are Hebrew,
'

there is no document in Hebrew, nor any direct evidence that

Hebrew was used by the community for any purpose. (But see

p. 119). As long as the Oriental empires continued to dominate

the civilized world, Aramaic was the language of commerce and

diplomacy, succeeded in Ptolemaic times by Greek. We have

proof of its use in Assyria in the
' dockets

'

written in ink on the

edge of cuneiform tablets as early as the seventh century B.C. 1

It was no doubt used even earlier, since Babylonian sculptures

show scribes writing on scrolls, which would not be used for

cuneiform, and it was not used only by Jews, nor (in this com-

munity) because it was in any sense a Jewish language. Assur-

banipal had Aramaean scribes in his employ, Darius apparently

sent abroad an Aramaic version of his great inscription at

Behistun, and (in no. 26) a Persian satrap sends his orders to an

Egyptian boat-builder in Aramaic. 2
It was evidently also an

official language in the law-courts. It was only in Egypt, how-

ever, that papyrus could survive. Early documents on any such

material inevitably perished in the climate of Mesopotamia or

Palestine. In Egypt Aramaic probably gave way to Greek by
about 300 B.C. In the East it continued, gradually ^becoming
more_corrupt among the Jewish schools down to mediaeval

times. andJrLsome Christian communities to the present day.

The authors of most of these texts were Jews if names mean

anything
— not Samaritans, as argued by Hoonacker 3— nor

Israelites. They call themselves K'lVT 'the Jews', and their

community JPIIiV N^n 'the Jewish force'. Sometimes the term

^"ux is used, but no other designation is found, and the name

' See Clay,
' Aramaic Indorsements

',
in O. T. Studies in Memory of IV. R. Harper

1908 , p. 285, and Delaporte, lipigraphes aram/etts, 1912, &c.
2 In Ezra 62 the official record of the decree of Cyrus was on a HPJJO (a scroll;

which probably implies Aramaic writing.
3 In his Schweich Lectures for 1914 |

Une CommunauteJudeoArameenne . . .
,

London, 1915).



xvi INTRODUCTION

Israel does not occur. These Jews seem to have been domiciled

specially in Elephantine. Other western Asiatics were settled in

Sycnc under the general name Aramaean. But 'Aramaean'

might also include Jews,
1 so that we sometimes find a man

described in one place (correctly) as a Jew of Elephantine, and
in another (more loosely) as an Aramaean of Syene when he had
in some way become connected with that station. Three times

(25
2

, &c.) we find an 'Aramaean of Elephantine', where the man
is evidently a Jew, but the description may be due to mere
carelessness. See on 5

2
.

How did they get there? The Jewish force, or garrison, can

only have been a military settlement, and there was no doubt

likewise an Aramaean garrison at Syene. They were therefore

mercenaries in the employment of the Persian king. This is

corroborated by several indications. They were divided into

pn
'

companies
'

or '

regiments ', each bearing a name, Baby-
lonian or Persian, probably that of the commander. 2 Another
division was ntino

' centuria
'

(22
19 - 20

), but whether larger or, more

probably, smaller than the degel is not clear. They were under

the supreme command of the nttgi ' commander of the garrison ',

and they received rations (Nans, see e.g. 24
s

')
and pay (D"id ii 6

,

Sic.) from the government.
The writer of the Letter of Aristeas mentions (§ 13) that

Psammetichus used Jewish mercenaries in his campaign against

Ethiopia. If this means Psammetichus ii (cf. Herodotus ii, 30)
their employment would have begun between 595 and 590 B.C.

—therefore just before the fall of Jerusalem and the beginning of

the Exile. They were afterwards apparently put in charge of

the fortresses of Elephantine and Syene as a defence of the

southern frontier of Egypt against Ethiopia, for when Cambyses
came into Egypt, in 525, they were already settled in Elephan-
tine (30

13
).

With the passing of the government of Egypt, these

mercenaries must also have passed under Persian control

When these papyri begin, early in the fifth century, the colony,
while retaining its military organization, had become a settled

community. Its members could buy and sell land and houses,
1 Cf. Deut. 266 "3N 13K WK.
2 But see note on n[P-|]V s82

, and on i?n, 5
2

.
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they engaged in trade, they could go to law before the civil

courts and they held civil posts under government. Moreover

they had their wives and families, and the women could hold

property and take legal action in their own right, and were even

reckoned as belonging to the degel, whether through their rela-

tion to the men, or independently, does not appear. We have

thus the outline of a picture of a Jewish community, its life and

manners, in the fifth (and sixth) century B.C., which is the more

valuable because it is not an intentional description, and therefore

need not be discounted as tendencieux. -r*»-/ ~-v*-vz- J^-*-vj \ 1,

They lived on equal terms with the Egyptians, transacted -^
business with people of various races, intermarried,

1 and some-

times bore alien names (cf. OT names in -baal). But they
aroused anti-Jewish feeling, and suffered violence which they

ascribed, as always, and probably with as little reason then as

now, to hatred of their religion. No doubt their animal

sacrifices offended Egyptian susceptibilities, but much is also

to be ascribed to natural suspicion of a community with customs

differing from those of its neighbours, holding aloof from the

common pursuits of its fellow-citizens, and showing contempt
or hostility to everything outside itself. The great pogrom
described in nos. 27, 30-34 may have brought the colony to

an end.

The internal affairs of the community were directed by a

head-man with 'his colleagues the priests', very much as at the

present day by the chief rabbi and his beth-din. In the latter

part of the fifth century the chief man was Yedoniah b. Gemariah.

It was to him that the edict of Darius (no. 21) was addressed

in 419 ;
it was he who received the contributions to the temple

funds (22
120121

)
in the same year; it was he who drew up the

petition to the governor of Judaea (no. 30) in 408, and a similar

petition (no. 33) about the same time
,
and he was one of the

notable prisoners mentioned in no. 34 about 407 B.C. Whether
'

he was a priest is not certain, but it is probable on general

grounds, and also from his connexion with religious affairs

(21, 22). At any rate he was politically recognized by the

Persian government.
1 But cf. introduction to no. 14.
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But to most students of this dark period the papyri will be

chiefly valuable for the indications they give as to the state

of Jewish religion in the colony. It would no doubt be still

more interesting to have similar documents relating to Jerusalem

in the fifth century, or indeed any early century, but the state

of things in the colony may to some extent be taken to represent

what had been in Judaea before the days of Ezra. The colonists

were not better than their fathers —nor perhaps much worse.

To begin with, they regarded themselves as specially devoted

to the worship of the national God, whom they call in\ This

name, as I have argued elsewhere,
1

is not an abbreviation of TOW,

but an earlier form, and only another way of writing the earliest

form v. As the n seems to be a mere vowel-sign, or perhaps

hamza, I have adopted here the transliteration Yau, as an

approximate pronunciation, rather than the customary Yahn or

Yeho, which are no forms. He is generally called, between Jews,

simply
' Ya'u the God' (13

14
, 22 1

, 25°); in dealings with

Persians,
' the God of heaven

'

or ' Ya'u the God of heaven
'

(30
21527

[but cf. 30
- 24 - 26

], 32
3

[but cf. 33
s

] ), and often in letters.

Yet we also find other gods mentioned besides Ya'u. The

most explicit case of this is in 22123-125 where the temple-fund

is to be divided between Ya'u and 'Anathbethel in nearly equal

shares, and Ishumbethel who receives much less. In the law-

courts they swear usually by Ya'u, but in 44
s an oath is recorded

'

by the temple and by 'Anathya'u ',
and in f' a man is challenged

to swear 'by Herembethel the god'. There are also personal

names like Heremnathan and Bethelnathan (18
4
), formed like

the orthodox Jonathan and Elnathan. Whether other gods

were recognized besides these, whether these were all distinct

or e.g. 'Anathbethel was the same as 'Anathya'u, what was the

meaning of the various compounds, and what relation the dif-

ferent divinities bore to one another, the evidence does not show.

It would seem that besides Ya'u they recognized 'Anath, Bethel,

Ishum and Herem. There may have been others, but it is at

least a coincidence that we have the names of five gods and that

there were five gates to the temple (30
9

).

1 JRAS 19*0. p. 175.
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Of these names
'

Ajiath is known as that of a goddess in Syria A*q
and elsewhere, so that it has been suggested that 'Anathya'u was

intended as a consort of Ya'u—the Queen of heaven (Jer. 44
17

),

as He was the God of heaven. Bethel has long been recognized 3?
as an early Canaanite god (cf. Gen. $i

13
).

These two therefore

may well have been brought by the colonists with them from

Judaea. It was not a case of falling away from a monotheistic

ideal, but a continuation of the pre-exilic popular beliefs. Ishum £jT*

(if that is the pronunciation of D"'N) may be the Babylonian
demorL-of—that- name, but it is also worth while to remember

the persistent tradition that the Samaritans worshipped a divinity

called Ashima, to whom it has been thought reference is made
in Amos 8U by a play on the word_not?M. If this was true in

the time of Amos, the tradition continued long after it had

ceased to be so, perhaps encouraged by the later Samaritan

pronunciation of noc '

the name' (which they still read instead

of nvr) as ashnia} Lidzbarski aiso_citesA fxojjTL_a_Iate__Syrian-

Greek inscription a god Svjx^ervXpv,
whose name .looks xery like

Ishumbethel. Thus it seems probable that a god DBW was

worshipped in Syria and was brought by the colonists to Egypt
with the others.

As to Herem I have no_suggestion to make. ^e

Since these five gods are mentioned by name, there can be no

question that the word 80ri7X used in these texts, and sometimes

as subject to a verb in the plural, is to be taken as
'

gods
'

and

not as God (Nn?K) on the analogy of Hebrew. It is most often

found in the beginnings of letters : note especially 39/, and oddly

enough 21 2 in the edict about the Passover, from one Jew to

another. Further, in one place (14
5
)
a Jewess swears by Sati the

Egyptian goddess, in a transaction with an Egyptian.
It is thus evident that the description in Jeremiah (44

s8
&c.) of

the religious practices of the Jews in Egypt in his time is in the

main corroborated by what we find in these texts a century later,

and the explanation is supplied by Jeremiah himself (44
17

). It

was no new heresy that they invented for themselves—people do

not invent much—but they did 'as we have done, we and our

fathers ... in the cities of Judah.' They took with them in all
*

1 See Cowley, Samaritan Liturgy (1909), p. xli.

2

Ephemeris iii (1912), p. 247.

b z
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sincerity the old religion of pre-exilic J udah, and continued to

practise it after the exile (and Ezra) had made it impossible

in the mother-country. Thus, as a picture not only of their

own time but also of pre-exilic Judaism
—the religion against

which all the prophets protested—these papyri are specially

instructive.

Yet the national God was Ya'u. Whatever may have been

their doctrine as to his relation to the other gods, there is no

sort of doubt that he was pre-eminent. It was to him that

the temple belonged, although it seems that other gods were

also worshipped there. The temple of Elephantine was not

a mere synagogue, but a considerable building, with an altar

and all the appurtenances of sacrifice (30
9 " 12

).
It is called

NIUs* (meeting-place?) and N*nD» (place of worship), and is first

mentioned (13
14

)
in 447. But it had been in existence at least

as early as 525 (30
13 '14

).
This is a very surprising fact, quite

contrary to the law of Deuteronomy (i2
5G

&c). The case of

. the Onias-temple, built at Leontopolis about 154 B.C., was on

an altogether different footing. That was definitely schismatic,

and in whatever way the supporters of it might defend their

action, they knew at least that it required defence. The colonists

..of Elephantine had no such misgivings^.Aft.er their temple was

j\/l/Mdestroyed in a riot ofvthe Egyptiansl^4ii^hey
sent a petition

^to the High Priest at Jerusalem, asking for help to rebuild it.

When this was disregarded (3o
18 -19

), they appealed to the Persian

governor at Jerusalem. There is no hint of any suspicion that

the temple could be considered heretical, and they would surely

not have appealed to the High Priest at Jerusalem if they had

felt any doubt about it. On the contrary they give the impres-

sion of being proud of having a temple of their own, and as pious

devotees of Ya'u (no other god is mentioned in the petition)

seriously distressed at the loss of religious opportunities caused

by its destruction.

The explanation seems to be that in this respect, as in the

worship of strange gods, their practice was a continuation of that

of pre-exilic Judaism. It is now generally held that the book of

Deuteronomy was first promulgated under Josiah (about

621 B.C.). Previously, as we learn from e. g. the books of Samuel,
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sacrifice was habitually offered at various places, and indeed until

the reign of Solomon no temple existed at Jerusalem
l to mark it

out as the place which the Lord had chosen. It cannot be sup-

posed that the book of Deuteronomy was at once accepted

everywhere, even in Judaea, or that it at once put a stop to

popular practices which it condemned. Still less should we

expect these colonists if they left the country soon afterwards, or

perhaps were already abroad, to feel bound by the new and

stricter enactments. The exile followed in 588, breaking all

continuity, and Judaea was left without religious direction. We
need not wonder then that in the complete collapse of religious

institutions, the colonists, deprived of any central authority and

despairing of its restoration, decided to work out their own salva-

tion and naturally on the lines with which they were familiar.

What was their attitude towards the changes in Judaea, or

whether they knew of them, we cannot tell. They may even

have taken the view of Rabshakeh (2 Ki. 1822
;

cf. Elijah in

1 Ki. 19
10

), regarding the abolition of local sanctuaries as an act

of disrespect to Ya'u. But it is quite intelligible that the High
Priest took no notice of their appeal. We can also understand

why they afterwards wrote to the Persian governor, who had no

interest in Deuteronomy, and to the Samaritans, who interpreted

it in their own way, and that they received a reply.

On the persons concerned with the petition, and the difficulty

of reconciling various accounts of the history, see the introduction

to no. 30.

Before leaving the subject of the temple a word must be said

about the difficult passage in Isaiah iy
19
*,

'

In that day shall

there be an altar to the Lord ini^tJiemidsLoXtheJanoLofEgypt, and

a pilkarjnjVPj^at the border thereo f to the Lord
', &c. This has

generally been taken as a prophecy, before or after the event, of

the Onias temple, that having been hitherto the only foreign

temple known. It is dangerous to argue as if we knew all the

facts, for the passage might equally well refer to the temple at

Elephantine
—on the border of Hyypt. Then the date of the

prophecy may be put considerably earlier than has been sup-

posed. It is in fact not unreasonable to suggest that it was
1

Ii must be remembered that the name dues not even occur in the Pentateuch.
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written before the promulgation of Deuteronomy. If there was,

say just before 621, any considerable migration of Jews to Egypt,
the prophecy may have been intended as an encouragement to

the emigrants.
'

Though you are leaving your native land, you
shall make a new home in Egypt and follow there the faith of

your fathers (Is. 19
21

). It is a great opportunity for you '. Note

also another strange coincidence, five gods, five gates of the

temple, and five cities speaking the language of Canaan.

Thus there are several indications that the colonists in the

fifth century B.C. remained at the same stage of religious develop-

ment (if that is what we ought to call it) as their fathers in Judaea
in the seventh century. It is consequently of particular interest

to collect from these papyri all possible evidence as to their

beliefs and practice, always remembering that in the course of

two centuries some things may have changed for better or worse.

Unfortunately the inquiry depends largely on an argumentum e

silentio, which must not be unduly pressed, since we cannot be

sure that what is not mentioned did not exist. Two thousand

years hence if a part of English literature exists, it might well be

a considerable part and yet contain no reference to King Alfred,

or the Norman conquest, or the Reformation, or the doctrines of

the Church, or to a number of questions which agitate us at the

present day.

We have positive evidence that sacrifices, including animal

sacrifices (mbjn ruoh nroD) were offered (30-
1 -528

).
This indeed

was the express purpose of the temple with its altar (snmn). for

when the temple was destroyed their chief complaint is that they

can no longer offer sacrifice. One would suppose that such

offerings would be the duty of the priests, the sons of Aaron, or

at any rate of Levites. But although priests
1 are frequently

mentioned, they are nowhere called sons of Aaron, nor does the

name Aaron ever occur, nor that of Levi or the levitical order.

It seems difficult to explain away this omission and at the same

time to maintain that the 'house of Aaron
'

and the levites were

recognized in the seventh century in Judaea as they were later.

The question is too large to be discussed here. I will only call

1 lOJrD. For the priests of the Egyptians they use N'tM.as in the OT and

elsewhere.
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attention to the fact that apart from the Hexateuch (de quo
videant critici !) the name Aaron occurs only in Psalms, Ezra,

Nehemiah, Chronicles, and once in Judges, twice (really once) in

Samuel, and once in Micah. The passage in Micah (6
4

) is pro-

bably an addition, in i Sam. 1208 the name is certainly added

as the natural accompaniment of Moses,
1 and in Judges (20

28
)

it is

a gloss to complete the genealogy. That is to say, it does not

occur for certain in any undoubtedly early writer, not even in

Ezekiel ! There is an explanation of this, which I leave the

reader to discover. It certainly looks as if the house of Aaron

were a late post-exilic invention, and if so, the colonists would

naturally know nothing of it.

What precisely constituted a kaheu at Elephantine does not

appear. One of their prerogatives, we might suppose, would be

to possess the Law of Moses and to administer it. Yet there is

no hint of its existence. We should expect that in 30
25

they

would say
'

offer sacrifice according to our law ', and that in

other places they would make some allusion to it. But there is

none. So far as we learn from these texts Moses might never

have existed, there might have been no bondage in Egypt, no

exodus, no monarchy, no prophets. There is no mention of

other tribes and no claim to any heritage in the land of Judah.

Among the numerous names of colonists, Abraham, Jacob,

Joseph, Moses, Samuel, David, so common in later times, never

occur (nor in Nehemiah), nor any other name derived from their

past history as recorded in the Pentateuch and early literature.

It is almost incredible, but it is true.

Again, that essentially Jewish (though also Babylonian) institu-

tion, the Sabbath, is nowhere noticed. Even if there were no

occasion for mentioning it explicitly, we should expect that it

would sometimes interfere with the transaction of business when

that involved the drawing up of a document. At the present

day no practising orthodox Jew would write on the Sabbath.

Dr. Fotheringham, in a note on the subject \x\JTS 14 (1913),

p. 574, concludes from a calculation of the dates that
'

they do not

1 The LXX in v. 8 has KarwKiatv,
' He (i.e. God) made to dwell', rightly, for

Moses and Aaron did not go into the land. For •

brought forth ' Cod. A has the

singular (f('fyyaytv) as if of Moses alone.
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prove the existence of such a scruple, nor indeed the absence of

it, for no document between Jews seems to be certainly dated on

the Sabbath. There is in fact a complete silence on the subject.

Another of these negative instances concerns the festivals.

None of them is mentioned except, in one papyrus, the feast of

Unleavened Bread and possibly the Passover. Even in the

case of these it is difficult to explain the fact. No. 21 is an edict

of Darius ordering
1 an observance of the feast of Unleavened

Bread, and, if the proposed restoration is right, the Passover.

This can only mean either that the festivals in question were
unknown in the colony, or that they had fallen into desuetude.

It might even be taken as an argument that Josiah's great cele-

bration of the Passover ('Surely there was not kept such a

passover from the days of the Judges' 2 Ki. 23
22

) was the first

institution of it, and that the colonists, having left their country
before 621, knew no more of it than they knew of Deuteronomy.
That, however, is not proved and is hardly probable. It is more

likely that the Passover in early times was irregularly observed,
that Josiah really revived it after a period of neglect, and that its

yearly celebration was only established, like so much else, under
Ezra. This would equally well account for the edict (no. 21).

Though the colonists would have vaguely known of the institu-

tion, they would have been accustomed to neglect it, as their

fathers did before Josiah's time. The issue of the edict thus

again suggests that they may have already left Judaea before

621. The important thing however, about which there is no

doubt, is that the order came from the Persian king. It was
a curt command (if my restoration is approximately correct) :

' In the month of Tybi (?) let there be a Passover for the Jewish

garrison '. That is the whole of it—from the king to Arsames
the governor of the province. The details are added by the

messenger, who was clearly a Jew— 'your brother Hananiah '.

Various reasons may have induced the Great King to intervene

in the religious affairs of an obscure settlement, but whatever

they were, the case is exactly parallel to that of the letter of

1

Blau, in Magyar-zsido Szemle 1921, p. 44, argues that it was only permissive,

granting exemption from military duties during the festival.
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Artaxerxes in Ezra 7
12 "

4

", and shows that we need not doubt the

authenticity of the latter document. The .similarity of the style

of the letter in Ezra to that of texts in this collection is striking.

No doubt in both cases the king was only responsible for the

general order or permission. The details are due to his Jewish

proteges. See further in the introduction to no. ai. Apparently

they did keep the Passover on this occasion, as directed, for it is

mentioned at least on two ostraca !

(not included in this volume),

of about the same date as no. 21, though of course these may refer

to another celebration of it. It is worth noting also that the

great list (no. 22) of subscriptions to the temple funds was drawn

up in the same year (419) as the Passover edict, and it is difficult

to believe that they are not connected. This again would seem

to indicate that the Passover was an exceptional event. On the

other hand, in no. 21 there cannot have been any directions for

the ceremony, for there is no room on the papyrus, whereas the

rules for the feast of Unleavened Bread occupy half the docu-

ment. Did they know all about the one (choosing the lamb,

bitter herbs, eating in haste, &c.) and not about the other ? It

will be seen that the conclusions to be drawn from no. 21 are not

all certain. What is certain is that the celebration of the

(Passover and) feast of Unleavened Bread was ordered by the

Persian king, and that these are the only festivals 2 mentioned

(and that exceptionally) in these papyri.

If the arguments here adduced are at all well-founded, it

follows that the religious condition of Judaism before the exile,

so far as we can draw deductions about it from these papyri, was

very different from what has been usually assumed. To sum it

up, we may picture the historical development somewhat as

follows. From early times documents 3 which eventually formed

part of the Tora, no doubt existed. They were partly historical,

partly legal and theological, and were composed at various dates.

But they were the possession of a priestly or learned class.

1

Ungnad no. 77 A 5 and PSBA 1915, p. 222, perhaps both by the same hand.
-' Jn Ungnad no. 77 A3 even if N^D = D13D, I cannot think that it refers to the

feast of Tabernacles. In Neh. 8 17 we are practically told that the feast had never

been kept before.
3

I think there is no doubt that they were written in cuneiform and probably in

the Babylonian language, though this is not necessary to the argument.
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necessarily limited in number. In the earliest times, down to,

say, the reign of Solomon, owing to the disunion of the inhabi-

tants, the unsettled state of the country and the difficulty of

communication, the possessors of these documents can have had
little influence on the mass of the people, who lived in isolated

groups, without knowledge of any Law, following the religious

customs and beliefs with which they happened to be in contact.

Later on we find the prophetic class becoming important and

using its influence to promote the exclusive worship of Ya'u

among the people, though still with little reference to a written

Law or to the early history. Then came the exile, and we
cannot know what ferment of mind and spirit took place in

Babylon or in Judaea. No sooner is the exile ended and order

to some extent restored in Jerusalem, than we find in Nehemiah

frequent insistence on the Law of Moses, in striking contrast

to the earlier literature, which ignores it. It had suddenly sprung
into full existence, and a definite effort was made to spread

among the people the knowledge of it, which had previously

belonged to the few, by reading
1

it in public (Neh. 8813 &c).

Apparently such readings were made a regular institution, for

we find them mentioned again in Neh. g
3

, 13
1
. What was it

they read ? I believe it was the Tora very much as we have

it to-day. The constant insistence, especially in the latter part

of Nehemiah, on details required by the Pentateuch, seems

certainly to point to this. Moreover, the existence of the

Samaritan recension of the Pentateuch, practically identical with

the Masoretic, can hardly be explained in any other way. If

the Samaritan schism occurred, as tradition states, somewhere

about 430 B.C. (Josephus makes it a century later), the hostile

community was not likely to adopt a body of Jewish law com-

piled after that date. We can only suppose that, at the time, the

Pentateuch was already in existence, and had gained such

general acceptance that the deserting priest Menasseh felt it

advisable to carry the Law with him. Who then was responsible
for this fruitful innovation ? I think the answer is given by the

1 The much-quoted passage, Neh. 88
,

is generally taken to mean that they trans-

lated it extempore into Aramaic—the beginning of Targum. There is no reason

why it should not mean that they read a Hebrew translation from cuneiform

Babylonian.
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persistent rabbinical tradition ' that the Law was lost and Ezra

restored it. Only it would be more correct to say that the Law
did not exist in its present form until Ezra drew it up, compiling
it from existing separate sources, and completing it. He is

described specially (Ezra 7
e
)
as 'a ready scribe in the law of

Moses ', who ' had prepared his heart to seek the law of the

Lord . . . and to teach' it (7
10

). Having been educated in

Babylonia he must have been familiar with the difficult cuneiform

writing, as well as with the Babylonian language, with Aramaic

and, no doubt, with Hebrew. He was therefore able, with the

help of his colleagues the priests' to put in order the [cuneiform]
tablets containing the various sources of the Pentateuch, to

translate them into Hebrew, to weld them together into a more or

less consistent whole, and to write down the result in the simple
Aramaic alphabet which he had learned in Assyria (JV7IB>K).

This would account alike for the general uniformity of language
and for the idiosyncrasies of various parts, which were due

partly to the diverse characteristics of the original documents,

and partly to differences in the style of the various collaborators.

In enforcing the Law, Ezra was helped by the powerful support
of the Persian king (7

26
), without which it could never have

obtained general and immediate acceptance.
2

It may be objected that the above account is merely imaginary.
It is true that many of the details of it are nowhere explicitly

recorded. Nor should we expect that even the central fact of

Ezra's redaction of the Law would be described. It was neces-

sary to his success that the newly promulgated code should

je represented as that which was originally revealed to Israel

by the hand of Moses— which, in its essence, it may have been.

The strength of Ezra's moral appeal (apart from the political

support of the Persian king) lay in his insistence that the Law
had hitherto been neglected, that this neglect was the cause

of the national misfortunes, and that the only hope for the future

was to be found in a return to the supposed faith of an ideal

past. To have admitted that the Law was a new thing, invented

even with the best objects, would have defeated his whole purpose.

1

e.g. in B. T. Sanhedrin, f. ci l'and Sukka, f. aoa .

3 So too Ed. Meyer, Die Eittstehuiig cies Jn<kn/ions, 1896.
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And perhaps it was not new. Various documents, of different

date?, must or may have been in existence, from which the
j

complete work was produced very much in the manner on i

which modern criticism insists—only that previously the docu-

ments had not been generally accessible, and that the final

redaction took place at one definite time, and not as a gradual
and rather undefined process. This view, though many diffi-

culties still remain, and though its details may require modifica-

tion, does on the whole provide an intelligible explanation of

the facts.

I have digressed at some length upon it, because the problems
which it seeks to explain are the most important arising from

a study of these papyri. Regarded without prejudice, these

texts lead to the conclusion that the Pentateuch, both in its

historical and legal aspects, was unknown in the fifth century
to the Jews of Elephantine, and it is probable that the populace
in Judaea in the seventh century was no better informed. But

in the book of Nehemiah we find the Pentateuch being made
known and accepted

—and we are bound to seek an explanation.

The importance of the new revelation is that in it we see the

birth of modern Judaism, which could never have developed

by natural process from pre-exilic Judaism. The subsequent

development of it down to the present day is easily traced, in

the gradual elaboration of halakha and the exaltation of it by
the suppression of all else—its systematization in the Mishna—
its discussion in the Talmud— its codification again by Maimo-

nides— its extension by Jacob b. Asher and Joseph Karo—with

its final reduction ad impossibilc in the pilpul of the eighteenth

century
—the moderation of it by Moses Mendelssohn—and the

revolt against it by the modern ' reformed
'

Jews. All this is

the natural growth of the system born under Ezra : it could not

have grown out of a religious system such as that of the colonists

of Elephantine.
Now to return to our texts. The internal affairs of the

colony, as mentioned above, were directed by the head man
of the community, who was Yedoniah in 419. No reports of

his court are preserved and no mention is made of his adminis-

tering the Mosaic law. Even when both parties were Jews
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they appeared before the Persian-Egyptian court (i
3

,
2

v5
2
) though

the composition of the court is usually not stated. Perhaps the

head of the degel exercised magisterial functions, and this would

account for the mention of the degel of the parties at issue
;

see on no. 25
12

. As a military body they were under the NpTon

'the commander of the garrison", who was in turn subordinate to

the Tims, a Persian title. That the latter was superior to the

former appears from 204
"',
where Waidrang is N7Ti3~i, compared

with 30"', where he has become (twelve years later) fratarak, and

his son (30
7

)
is N^roi . The fratarak was no doubt governor of

the province (of Tstrs). The governor-general of the country

is usually called simply fNIO
' our lord ', without any more

specific title. In the latter part of the period he was named

DBHN, O P Arsama, Bab. ArSam (Ungnad), Arsames. He was

directly responsible to the king.

Several minor officials are mentioned, as N^n (i6
4 - 5

),
swift "IDD

(17
16

),
Nnnrs (17

57
),
snmon (26

4 - 23
),
snajana (26

4S
i, wa&a ton^n

(27°), on whom see the notes on the passages.

The courts over which the K^nTTjmd the Tirna .presided, with

thei r assessors, (s^^^^jidjmnktered^jj^dojjblJjie. law., of the

Persian empire, but this law, like so much else, was evidently

taken over by the conquerors from the Babylonians, or was based

on their system. Thus we find the enumeration of relatives of

the parties, the fine for breach of contract (ejM \r\)\ kaspi iddin),

the definition of the boundaries of property : special phrases

like 3311 p (dtnu dabdbu), 33^ 2Q, K3^0 ^3X3, with their variants :

particular words, like na (Bab. garu) 'to bring an action' and

many more. See e.g. Meissner, Beitr. znm altbab. Priva tree/it

(1893). The method of preparing a document may be compared
with that described by Jeremiah (32

9+
)
drawn up in 586. The

money was weighed on the scales (pap. 15
24

), the deed was

written, signed by (or for) the witnesses, and sealed. One deed

(no. 5) was actually found rolled up, tied with string and with the

clay seal still intact. But Jeremiah's document was evidently on

a clay tablet, placed in an envelope, and an '

open
'

duplicate was

also made. The same practice may have been followed at

Elephantine, and this would account for the duplicate of no. 2.

The deed was then delivered to the interested party (2TO *! "1SD

^VDPN^ ^l^S) in the presence of the witnesses, and was stored in
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a clay pot (Jer. 3a
1
*) or in a box (as some oi the papyri were

found) 'that it might last many days'.
In general the connexion with Babylonian law is well worthy

of a thorough study, as is also the question of the double dating
of documents and the chronology generally. This has not been

attempted here, partly because of the necessity of restricting the

limits of this volume, and partly because it would require special

knowledge which I do not claim to possess.

Finally a word must be added as to the money. The most

important text in this connexion is no. 15, a marriage contract in

which the value of various items of the gift to the bride is

stated and the total given at the end. The items are valued

as follows :

In line 5.
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found in ij-
4

. If the wife divorces her husband, she is to pay-

back 7 shekels 2 R, i. e. 7| shekels, which are equal to the price

he originally paid for her (15
5
) plus 50 per cent.) Then in the

above equation (4 sh. 6 R = 5 sh. 20 hal.) since 4 R= 1 shekel, it

follows that 2 R=20 hallurin, and we have the following table:

1 karash =10 shekels.

1 shekel = 4 quarters

1 quarter = 10 hallurin.

As to the names, karash is Persian, no doubt the same as

karla on a trilingual weight in the British Museum. In the

Babylonian inscription the 2 karsa are given as \ of a mina, see

Weissbach, Keilinschriftcii der Achameniden (191 1), p. 105, so

that 6 keraSin= 60 shekels = 1 mina. (The reading B>33 in Sayce

and Cowley is wrong, and the conclusions drawn from it need not

be considered.)

No satisfactory derivation of the name karsa has been proposed.

Shekel and rebhd {ribJia) are both common Semitic.

Halliiru is a small Babylonian money term (see the Lexicon),

not previously found in Western Semitic. Qi.PSBA 25 (1903).

p. 206.

The larger amounts are generally reckoned by royal weight

(n:6o »J3N3, cf. 2 Sam. I4
2G

), as also in Assyria (Koberle, NKZ
1908, p. 178), and are further defined as wrwfa II 1 or I W-oh II 1.

If the above calculations are correct, this would imply an alloy

of 2 quarters, or § a shekel, in 10, that is 5 per cent. Money is

also sometimes described as sp'TC epa (5
7
, a811,12

),
where it is

likewise paid K37D "03K3. This must mean pure silver as distin-

guished from silver with 5 per cent, alloy, and '

royal weight
'

must refer to weight only and not to standard. Specimens of

certified weights with Aramaic inscriptions
1 are known, e.g. CIS

ii, 1, no. 108 (from Abydos) and no. 1 (from Nineveh). The

higher sums (or weights) p»
' minae

'

and p333
'

talents
'

are

rarely found. The business transactions are as a rule not on that

scale. Also gold was apparently not used as currency.

In the later documents (35*
7

, 37
12

)
we find another term used,

1 Where the 2 cannot mean 'double', but is to be taken as in NO^JO ^2X3, so

that Np"lX *T3 is
'

according to (the weierht) of the country
'

and *p£ "[T3]
' accord-

ing to the weight" of the king'.
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nnno, which is no doubt the Greek o-raTrjp, and is given as the

equivalent of two shekels
(.35*).

On the literary pieces reference may be made to the special
introductions to the Ahikar fragments and the version of the

Behistun inscription.

For the grammar, see the introduction to the edition of Sayce
and Cowley, supplemented by the Anhang iibcr den aramdi-
schen Dialekt in Sachau (p. 261). I hope to publish a detailed

treatment of the grammar in comparison with biblical Aramaic
at a future date.

My main object in this volume has been to contribute some-

thing to the establishment of the text and translation, as the

only sure basis for future investigation, rather than to attempt
a discussion of all the questions involved.

To avoid complication, letters which are broken in the text

but are nevertheless certain are not marked. Doubtful letters

are overlined. Letters restored are enclosed between square
brackets. The readings have been tested over and over again
with the facsimiles. In the translation, restorations are indicated

as far as possible by italics. Such restorations were necessary in

order to show the connexion of the sentences. They have been

made with great care and after much thought, and are in many
cases certain. Others of course represent only my personal view

and are open to question. I have tried in the notes to distinguish

between what is certain and what is conjectural.

Where the restored letters or words are not my own. I have

tried in the notes to ascribe them to their originators, but I fear

that I have not always succeeded in doing so. The literature deal-

ing with these papyri is large and scattered, so that some proposals

may have escaped me, or been adopted unconsciously, while

some readings have been suggested by more than one scholar.

Words inserted for clearness, owing to the difference of idiom

between the two languages, arc put in parentheses.

Proper names found in the O.T. have been spelt as in the R.Y..

though this causes some inconsistencies.

Where the vocalization of a name is unknown, its consonants

only are printed, in capitals.

Unknown words, introduced to show the form of the sentence,

are transliterated (consonants only) in small capitals.
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ARAMAIC PAPYRI
{ No. i.

Agreement dated 495 b.c.

The numeral after roa> in line 1 is a very carelessly written "3 (
= 20).

It cannot be -> (=10). The year is therefore the 27th of Darius, and

since Darius II reigned only twenty years, the king must be Darius I

and the date 495 b.c. The papyrus is thus the earliest in the collection.

This conclusion is supported by the style of the writing, with which cf.

that of no. 2 (484 b.c). Sachau also compares no. 3, which is less like.

Note also the spelling WT1, as in O. T., which seems to be earlier than

BWH and cnnim as in the later papyri, under Darius II. This is the

only place in these papyri where it has this form. A characteristic of-

the early writing seems to be the pronounced difference between thick

and thin strokes. The formulae also differ from those of later documents.

This is a contract or agreement arising out of a previous decision

of the court, of which no. 67, 3 is perhaps a fragment. Certain property

had been divided between two parties (cf. no. 28) who now agree to an

exchange of half of their respective shares. The names of the parties

are all feminine, Selua and Yethoma of the one part and Ya'a'or of the

other part, showing that in 495 b. c. in this colony women could hold

property in their own right, and could go to law about it.

Sachau, plate 30. Ungnad, no. 31.

ma risi^D moN N3$>» cmmb 1 1ll III "3 iw p|S« ni[']b II d[i]
,,3 i

ibs> "ob \2r\^ [ton db&b> ma nwnrri nnn« noi'm rwp 2

n Nnso :6s r\hn N^rm ijm tota »i*i {? w. »? N[h]jo 3

or xn3Dn *anai ^ xb pns dv in»l> rantu oy •onbo 4

3ip mai 13 nroo ns ^^ k^> ^ warp jrox n^ [-i]p3[i] 5

^ \nv ^ pn» n *3t ntum ww ni arn? ^THi 6

31FI »?^| KH3D1 II III IBH3 «1D3 7

Wins? 8

n»TTin na iwn[n] 9.

[rvjiw "13 d»6p 10

»30 13 rTOW n
2599 B
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1 On the 2nd day of the month Epiphi of the 27th year of King

Darius, said Selua daughter of a
Kenaya and Yethoma her sister to

Ya'a'or daughter of Shelomim, We have given to you half 3 the share

which was granted to us by the king's judges and Ravaka the com-

mander, in exchange for half the share which 4 accrued to you with

Ne'ehebeth. Hereafter, on a future day, we shall not be able to sue

you in the matter of this your share,
5 and say, We did not give it to you ;

nor shall a brother or sister (of ours), son or daughter, relative
c or alien

be able to sue you ;
and whoever shall sue you in the matter of this

your share which we have given you, shall pay to you
7 the sum of

5 karash and the share is yours : and 8 the witnesses (are)
9 Hosea

b. Hodaviah,
10 Shelomim b. Azariah,

u
Zephaniah b. Machi.

Line 1. Usually the equivalent day of the Jewish month is also given.

Its omission here and in no. 2 may be merely accidental. In no. 5

(471 b.c.) it is added, but in no. 7 (461 e.c) it is omitted. i"lK1?D

(elsewhere N1^D, m^D) as a fern, name, is only known from these papyri.

Masc. who, b>0 in O.T.

Line 2. n^p, only here. It may be n^p (so Sachau), cf. njp?N, or for

rY01p as in 4
2

. HDllV only here and in 67, 3 (with ntota). The

masc. Din*1 and HDTV also occur. Tixnrv only here. No doubt to be

!•>£«*>*)
divided iW = VP and "TiK Might' (so G. B.Gray). On rW = W» see

13
14 note. Before fn3M it would be usual to have into.

Line 3. N[n]3D something allotted. In Hebrew cf. Pss. n 6
,
16 5

. In

Talmud it is a common legal term for 'share' (= pbn in 28s
) assigned

by the court. There is nothing to show, the nature of the property.

Nata "n. The previous action was taken before the royal (i.
e. Persian)

court, not the beth din of the colony. "|TO. In this alphabet there is

no certain distinction between 1 and 1, except that 1 seems generally to

have a shorter down-stroke. The first 1 is unusual in form, but probable.

The word can only be a preposition 'by order of &c. or a proper

name with
' and '. The latter is more probable, but the name is unknown.

Justi gives Rawai. Cf. perhaps Zend ram, 'pleasant' with the OP

termination -la. This is another argument for the early date, since in

408-7 (the alternative date) the N^nm was p&J (30
7
).

K^nm one

word, as usually. He sat with the (civil?) court. Cf. also 167
.

Line 4. WTWO, elsewhere nana. It seems to be a Hebrew Niphal form,

' beloved '. The meaning of Dy is not clear. It may mean that N
was co-partner with Ya'a'or, when it would be equivalent to

' and
'

(so

Sachau), or N was a slave and part of the property divided (cf. no. 28).

The former is the more probable, but her father ought to be named,

nno^. There is a' trace of b and a down-stroke after it. Sachau

disregards both, and reads in) 'and one other day'. So Torczyner,

'one day hereafter'. We should expect IS' before OV as elsewhere.
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It must mean 'hereafter, on some later day', a variant of the usual

* to-morrow or another day '. For b cf. Ahikar, 1. 39. 733 usually

taken as 723 with first radical assimilated, from ?y. More probably

from a stem 712 (72), of which 7H3 is only another spelling. "3133

ought to be (Sachau says a mistake for) »33*TJ3. Note the construction,

which is usual. The root mj, cf. Hebrew (Piel) and Aramaic, means to

'

stir up ', hence to institute legal proceedings against, with an accusative

of the person. It is a Babylonian legal term. or 'this of thine',

speaking to a woman, as
*jr

to a man.

Line 5. [l]B3[l], so Epstein. Sachau's n»i (for >V\) gives no satisfactory

sense. 1E3 for 1EN3 is not wholly convincing, since the form does not

occur elsewhere (but cf. "OD? in 32
2
).

A 3 alone does not quite fit the

space, for the lines begin very evenly, but there is a trace of the tail

of a 3. Therefore not 1CN3. We should expect "With, but that cannot

be read. PD3PP. The n is a suffix,
' we have given it '. 3*1p

defectively for 3np
'
related or not related

'

(pTPl), the regular formula,

and similarly in Babylonian law.

Line 7. JEH3. The karash was worth 10 shekelsjsee p. xxii). This

is not an unusually high penalty, as Sachau suggests. As a rule the

money is defined as being N37D *33N3. 3171. The reading is clear, but

it looks as though added as an afterthought. Elsewhere we have JH K71

221 N71. In later Aramaic 3in or in means '

again^Jjurther '. I doubt

if it can mean here ' nevertheless '. More likely it introduces KHHty,
1 moreover the witnesses are '.

Lines 9-1 1. The witnesses' names here, as in no. 11, were written by

the scribe. rrmn 12 JJt^in occurs almost certainly in no. 2. irnin

is fairly certain, not iTn*V (as Sachau), an unknown name. The pro-

nunciation Hodaviah is attested by the Masoretes.

Line 10. DE17 r«y possibly the same as in 1. 2, witnessing on behalf

of his daughter. [rv]~lfj/ uncertain, but probable. Hardly the same

as in 206
(420 B.C.), but perhaps his grandfather. There is some evidence

of the practice of calling a child after his grandfather.

Line 11. "OB only here (and in Num. 13
15

).

No. 2.

Contract for supplying Com to the Garrison 484 B.C.

There is a slight uncertainty as to the number of the year, owing to

a break in the papyrus. It must be either 2 (as Sachau) or 3. There is

hardly room for II"', since in this papyrus the ~> is made rather large,

cf. 1. 4 and 1. 6. Year 22 is impossible, because Xerxes reigned only

20 or 21 years. On the whole 2 is the more probable, and the date is

b 2
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therefore 484 b.c The style of the writing in general resembles that of

no. 1.

This is a contract, of which the precise terms are obscure owing to the

loss of the ends of all the lines (about 18 letters missing in each line).

The main points are that Hosea and Ahiab received from Espemet
a consignment of barley and lentils which they undertake to deliver

(at Syene) to the government officials for the use of a section of the garrison.

The similar document, no. 3, may be a duplicate, but it differs in form

and thus throws little light on the details of the transaction. Epstein has

endeavoured to combine the two, and on the assumption of their identity

has restored the ends of most of the lines, but he is not convincing. It

seems best not to attempt the restoration of most of the lines.

Sachau, plates 25, 26. Ungnad, no. 27.

$?B>in 10K N]TV3 3*3 N]a[b»] BHWl \l n3B> *DN3 m*b II III III "=5 3 i

r.-l'-. snbra ivjwobs in ooBlDNij Pinna -13 atrntu rnnwi "13 2

p"]ycj> n* by n^n. "^?. K
"?l- *$Q t ,T 3

I III ?-?] |3Tw |[ny]pb \-> 3tin jnsbpi II III NT 4

/]//// ">3"? pins' 3ny» pabrai pye' ba 5

bnob pin* II III b]a v Dpnbxrva n nnxo n ;[naj]
r
r -»£> 6

v pa}5 wall pnx pjw I -i3jb naab 1 1 paa 7

II III] pnx pyt^b II paj i^'iaj dnd [n 8

p* by nan* nax n rat] tony ba3 nanax 1:3 psb 3*9*. 9

*T lhnaa n nns*J5 *n Dpnbxnn *t nnxo ** nar «b[*nb 10

yrri KnKb 3-1 mp i]h jnaa nanax hjt X-12D3 p*na n
nan^ nax n tniay ian]a* K*re*.K nso Dipi xabra n*3 12

*? sniay ba jnaa sb jm sbyan] p"na *t nbx txraib baiob jvby 13

xnvijs* nBD Dipt sabn n*33 proa i? 14

^- v^^ *pl]8 SjD3 +»l f^-13 Sp3 "]b 3in3 rftmN 15

*3:/5' "f bai pab *r *V] sabra rva *i jons3 obey roxi N*nbs* 16

)H xbi xbyara 3*na
*r] sniaya ^bonn ny nriK»b taba* nax |b 17

3N*nN as by y^in 3m 18

J3]3 13 myae>a wpsdm "13 aoa nw 19

]ia mynx 11a na mc in*3N na ban 20

fcH33 12 VOP fnJiT -13 miDN 21

Endorsement. BO]SDnb [3K*n]K*. JWh'n 3313
[*r KIBD 22

1 On the 28th of the month Paophi in the 2nd year of King Xerxes in

the city of Feb, said Hosea 2 b. Hodaviah and Ahiab b. Gemariah to
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"Espemet b. Peft'onith the sailor . . .

3
of Hanani, the carpenter, saying,

You have delivered to us barley
4 8 (?) and beans, 1 1 ardabs

to 44 (?) ardabs of barley
6 total barley and beans together

55 ardabs c
. . . 1 1 men of the company of Betheltakem every

5 ardabs for the ration of
n 2 men, to each man 2 ardabs of bailey and

2 G . . . also 11 men 8
of ihe company of Nabushalliv, 2 men to J ardabs

of barley ;
we have accepted it

n and our heart is content therewith. We
will convey this corn whichyou have delivered to us 10

to these /roops of the

company of Betheltakem and of the company of Nabushalliv as n written

in this document. We will render an account before the company commander
and the authorities of

12 Government House and before the clerks of the

treasury (and) they shall give out the corn whichyou have delivered 13 to us

to be conveyed to those men who are described above ; and if we do not

deliver all the cor?i that is u yours in full at Government House and before

the clerks of the treasury, as aforesaid,
15 we shall be liable to you in the

sum of 100 karash, pure (?) silver as we swear by Ya'u
16 the God, and you

have a right to our payment from Government House and ihe counting-
house ; and all that is 17 ours you have a right to seize until you are

indemnified in full for the corn as aforesaid, and no suit shall lie.

18 Written by Hosea at the dictation of Ahiab. 19 Witnesses: Ki' b.

Iskishu
;

Nushku-idri b. N . . .
20 Dukal b. Abijah ;

Shuri b. Kadu
;

Ata-idri b. . . .
21 Asvadata b. Jonathan ; Shabbethai b. Nabda.

22
(Endorsement.) Deed which Hosea and Ahiab wrote for ~Espemet.

Line 1. Date, see on i
1

. SJ>Wn, in no. 5 (thirteen years later)

BHNW, OP Khshayarsha. The place, y or pD, was probably
mentioned in the lost part of the line. y^in must be the name of the

first party. Cf. 1. 18 and 1. 22, and 3
2
. He is perhaps the same as in i

9
.

Line 2. [DES]DN^>, in 3
3

. , SDN^. In 4* (a similar document)_t3GBpX

is mentioned, and in 610 J"IE>QDK is son of JT01J7D32 (see 5
13

).

Line 3. As Epstein points out, there is not room for 13 (as Sachau) at

the beginning. He suggests ''f, which requires some word like
'

servant
'

at the end of J. 2. Also nniT1

(sing.) shows that only one person is

addressed. N"iJJ, cf. 26° NnJJ,
'

ship's carpenters '. Espemet in 610 is

a sailor. However the ~i has a short tail and should be a *T. [py]ty cf. 3
4

.

Line 4. It does not seem possible to read anything but III at the

beginning. Can the numeral be divided between the two lines? I do

not remember any other case. The connexion is obscure.

Line 5. 3"iyE, though singular, must mean
' taken together'. The barley

and beans being regarded as a quantity, not as plural. I]
I IIIT3-3

The first figure is badly made or defaced, but "3 is the only possibility.

I (as Sachau) is out of the question. The numeral might be 54 to 59,

but see on 1. 7.

Line 6. ~>w is very uncertain. If right, is it the price per ardab

(10 shekels)? Vj is very uncertain. The first letter may be N.

i[inj] only the tail of a letter remains. nnND ' centuria
'

(with suffix).



6 ARAMAIC PAPYRI No. 2

Probably a subdivision of tbe 7J1. Dpn?xrV3, as in 1. 10, the name of

the centurion. The numeral refers to the preceding p2:. The trace

of the next letter suggests a 3, which again suggests the words restored.

Line 7. 133? *13:I7, cf. 22 1
. 3 is a subdivision of the ardab, probably

a quarter. The trace at the end may belong to a J. We want pi
somewhere here, but it is difficult to see how to complete the line.

If the number of men is the same as in the other company, with the

same allowance, they would account for the 55 ardabs in 1. 5. Then,

since there are, in all, 11 ardabs of beans in 1. 4 for 22 men, the half

ardab
(II i) would be the allowance of beans per man.

Line 8. [n] hardly room for anything else. 178*133, cf. CIS. ii. 25

D7CD3, D = 1 in Babylonian. The construction here (2 men to [5]

ardabs) differs from that in 1. 7 (2^ ardabs to 1 man). At the end

something must be supplied like ' we have received the goods '.

Line 9. 132 as frequently, without a suffix, in these papyri. Bab. ina

libbi. At the end Epstein restores
[{ID T\Vi\ KTQJJ from 3°, but whatever

the construction may be there, pD can hardly mean '

to Syene
'

here.

Line 10. At the end there is a trace of O. As only two companies
have been mentioned the restoration is fairly certain.

Line n, end. Epstein proposes [p]H. There is no other word

beginning with 'H. He completes the line from 3
11

. My translation of

JH jnj by
' render an account

'

(or
'

give instructions
'

?) is only a guess.

Line 12. N3?K> n\3 must be 'Government House', since the king did

not live at Elephantine or Syene. !3ri3\ asyndeton, as in 1. n, or final,

1 that they should give '. The restoration (from 3
12

)
is Epstein's. It must

be nearly right, though rather confused.

Line 13. 72)a? 'give it (to some one) to convey', i.e. send it. At the

end something of the kind is required to introduce the penalty in I. 15.

Line 14. p:D2 'according to number', i.e. exactly, in full. It cannot

be '

in minae
'

(as Sachau alternatively) which would be pD3 and

meaningless. At the end Epstein proposes np?n N? T (cf. 3
15

),
but

his meaning is not clear.

Line 15. 3in3 is unusual, but quite certain. +» the sign for 100 has

an unusual (perhaps early) form. The penalty is very heavy. If

10 shekels per ardab
(1. 6) was really the cost of the goods, this is nearly

double the total value. The end should define the standard of the

money. Epstein restores NV17K [nna *J3K3 ~>b VB>] »I «JD3, cf. 1 1
2 and the

demotic deed of 493/2 b.c. cited by Staerk {Die Jiid. Ara?n. Papyri . . .

p. 26). But »l is not used in this formula, nor is NH7N added to Ptah

in no. 11. For PpS f]D3 cf. 5
7

,
2811

,
but there is not sufficient ground

for restoration.
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Line 16. NH7N the connexion is obscure. Sachau thinks it may belong

to an oath :

' we swear by the god X '. |D""I33
' our share

'

or '

pay-

ment'. Possibly a percentage on the deal—or as in no.' 11, their military

pay. The construction with 1 is awkward. The restoration is

Epstein's, from 3
18

,
where see note.

Line 17. N?Enn, i.e. you receive in full the value of the corn. The

end is restored from 3
20

.

Line 18. 03 pj? 'at the dictation or direction of is a common

expression, cf. n 16
,
but it is unusual to find a man writing for his partner.

JflPin no doubt the partner whose name is lost in line 1. He acts as

scribe. If he were a new person he would be further described here.

So also in 1. 22.

Line 1 9. The witnesses' names are not written by the scribe, and are

very difficult to read. N^D or tfa, cf. JOD in 1 4
1

. Egyptian ? as his

father's name.

Line 20. 73H is more probable than 7311. Otherwise the reading

is certain. Neither name is known. "Hity Sachau cites CIS. ii. 1, 154
2

.

113 (or 113) probable. Unknown.

Line 21. miDX (or m~). Sachau miCN. Cf. Persian Aspadata?

[JUT a mistake ? for fn:i.T. NH3J or N~I33.

Line 22 is incomplete at both ends. It is the endorsement written on

the outside after the document had been rolled up, tied, and sealed.

This is the usual formula, sometimes with a word added to indicate the

nature of the transaction (pniD "ISO &c). Being outside, the endorse-

ments are generally much defaced.

No. 3.

A Duplicate (?) of No. 2.

Beginnings of lines of a document very similar to no. 2, but perhaps

relating to a different transaction. Much of what is missing could

evidently be restored from no. 2, though the details remain obscure in

both. As so much is lost, it seemed best not to attempt restoration.

Sachau, plate 27. Ungnad, no. 29.

n-v]? II III III ^5 3 1

asoJriKi mn[in n]a 2

dd]sdx7 [p>2 pon]no 3

] pye> |T 7y 4
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] 1 pmc \nzbu 5

f]nabm H/w] i>a 6

].Tllll[i ] rn£ 7

] fans jns^D 8

] jid rw [«n]uy 9

],»1 i"U[T N]nSD3 10

] »»T1 XJ-IND 1 1

] rona.i K-nay 12

K3]^0 ns

[aa] P303 13

;]t ^>y nan* n 14

]£~t s£ n 15

Kl]5MS 16

] . . . P]D3 Mllta 1 7

]l p3^5 *T »31 18

nn«]o^ d[£>b> nasi] ^ 19

]i s^y:n ana n 20

]« »B33 [yn]n ana 21

na] na nit? vmrw 22

. . ,]:a5 na *["frijpw 23

]ib>»dS [na n]n:a 24

1 On the 28th of 2 b. Hodaviah and Ahi'ab 3
property-

holders tn Feb to TLspemet
4 to us barley

5
lentils, 20

ardabs c total barley and lentils
"

to 5 (?) men
8
lentils, 1 (?) ardab 9 this corn Syene

10 in this deed and
shall n the company, and the officers 12 the corn which

you gave
13 in full at G^'ernment Hous^ u which you

delivered to us 15 which does not belong to us 16
treasury

17 the god, silver 18 and the counting-house and
19 mine andyou have a right to seize 20 as aforesaid, and
21 Written by Hosea at the hands (?)

of khiab. 22 Witnesses : Shuri

b. Kadu 23 Nushku-idri b. Nabm'/w 2i
Bagada/a b.

ISMSHD . . .

Line 1. The day of the month is the same as in no. 2. Perhaps the

two documents were drawn up on the same day.

Line 2. The form differs from that of no. 2. This line probably

contained a description of the parties, e. g.
' both Jews of the regiment

of X
',
which is continued in 1. 3.

Line 5. Ardabs 20 4-, a quantity not mentioned in the extant part of

no 2
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Line 7. The numeral can hardly be II II (as Sachau), since that would

be I III. It must be 5 or 6 or 8
(cf.

2 4
)
or 9. If it is 5 the ration

is the same as in no. 2.

Line 8. The I is very uncertain. Perhaps \~? as in 2 4
?

Line 9. J1D seems certain, but construction ?

Line 15. nb is doubtful. After it Sachau reads pbn, but only b is

certain.

Line 17. After P|D2 the definition of standard is quite uncertain (sjHS?).

The fact that this follows NH7N no doubt supports Epstein's restoration

nna vnxa in 2 15 .

Line 18, as in io 9
. The reading in both places is clear. *3 as

absolute form of 1V3 is found several times. We should not expect "'T "G,

cf. N37E JV3 in 1. 13. Sachau takes ]ilb as 'tiles', but there is not

much point in that as a description. From its association with the

treasury it must be some sort of bank or counting-house. In Ezra 6 1

there is a N'nSD JV3, a record office to which the treasury was attached, and

this must be something of the same sort. There is no word in O.T.

specially denoting a cuneiform clay tablet (ni? has various meanings).

In Ezek. 4
1 H33? may be such a tablet, on which a plan of the city was

drawn. Probably here p? means a tablet, and the ' house of tablets
'

was the place where records of payments were stored—even though they

may have come to be written on papyrus. This would suit io9
also.

Line 19. *b by an oversight for p.

Line 21. ''Baa instead of DB by as in 218 . Sachau 'by the hands of,

i.e. Ahiab wrote it. It is not in the same hand as no. 2, written by
Hosea. Seidel thinks it is for '•aa = DB3, the a having become otiose,

and a being added. But *B is never found (as a Hebraism) for DB

in these texts.

Lines 22, 23. These two witnesses also appear in no. 2. . . 333.

Ungnad suggests Bab. Nabnitu.

Line 24. [n]*JJ3 (probably) = Persian Bagadata. His father's name

(Egyptian ?) is unknown.

No. 4.

A small Fragment, apparently connected with

Nos. 2 and 3.

Written on both sides. Fragment probably of a letter. It is not

dated, but seems to relate to the transactions recorded in nos. 2 and 3.

Beginnings and ends of lines lost.
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Sachau, plate 36. Ungnad, no. 42.

Obverse. ]3 *b nay [
1

]b «|N1 pB>[
2

] bjk Qgpn [ 3

«a rvaS n [ 4

Reverse. ] pJW |rOB>[n 5

] mya n:n [
6

Jn DDDDN [ 7

] . u n jo pb[ 8

1
they made for me 2

s, and also for

3 he prepared, also 4 what you wish with it

5 we have found barley
6 here. Now

7 Espemet
8 since we

Line 2. Sachau suggests p^[*ia], but this would surely require a

numeral after it.

Line 3. \2Wpn Haphel,
' make ready

'

(Sachau). Only here.

Line 4. n is almost certain. Not N, as Sachau. 133, cf. on 2
9

.

Line 5. |nat?[n] 'we have found', not jras as Sachau. pyB> as in

nos. 2 and 3.

Line 7. DCQDX, cf. 2 2
, 3

s
.

Line 8. ft-. Ungnad |*B" which Seidel restores to pD[3n], but the ?

is almost certain.

No. 5.

Grant of Building Rights. 471 B.C.

The date is quite certain, 471 b.c When found it was still rolled up,

tied and sealed.

This is an agreement between Koniya and Mahseiah, allowing the

former to build some kind of structure (i:tt or 13S, see note) between his

house and Mahseiah 's, which are adjacent.

It is the first of a series of documents in which Mahseiah and his

family are concerned. It is perfectly preserved.

Sayce and Cowley, pap. A.

snxnrn \l III -> rw D3na$> II /// /// 3 w W bh*b " m M~**
\

jid n ws rw -ia rvormb mm brh po n *d-ik P*w ">a irap 2
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nspb i^n tfrv3 jnn *b nam yby rvnN puk "idn^ nrii brb 3

n^j6 n nn'vb £*? wv3i> np3i n m -j^t -jr k-un nsn I "ijn 4

nyi rr6yi> <r W3 n-iT j» N^y nyi kjtjn |q W3 "ioe£ p3*in -jr k-un 5

rinsr rvn

j£*i it n-ux ^y nod? "Un^n bnatj t& pn« Q,|> ** ino 6

'f s If N'"13S1 Pp¥ PJD3 fcota "J2N2 II /// [BH3 *)D3 1^ JrUX "]n^3 [fl 7

nnNi nx mai 12 b^y ab priN Dr in ino n^ip rvp jm D£x 8

"ibv rwob rb ^ib in nonoj xb* mpi ^n ^y3 p»rm anp 9

x-i:xi x^y p yra n N2D3 rb \tw Druo nS>3* n n^T ir ntjn 10

^•un ab mip n:xi x^>y "ty m^>y rmob b^b* nJNi Q2X i^t ii

*? xpvj'3 ps:n xh in ^r x^> "jr xynn ncNi> nonob "hd'n'm

N^y p 3T»3 n N&D3 ^ frux *]n^3 |n xn^D rwiytaas rvn pm |»ra 13

I»a*3 v xpm pwbi>i ir xjnn rinsed d^p ruxi 14

«3 txnm mip dsd rut nisd vnx 13 rVB^s 3ns 15

^inx "13 inanp nnp . nw 13 nDra the? 16

psmx -13 n|n*ia the* yirin -13 rryety "ins? 17

wn -13 *taaa . rnraa "13 ni:n tip 18

nwsnn 13 thw im jnern -13 cnnj3 int? 19

Endorsement. non©^ iTJIp 3J13 '•T f!33 n N-UX nsD 20

1 On the i8ih of Elul, that is the 28th day of Pahons, year 15 of King
Xerxes, said -

Koniya b. Zadok, an Aramaean of Syene, of the detachment
of Warizath, to Mahseiah b. Yedoniah, an Aramaean of Syene,

3 of the

detachment of Warizath, saying : I came to you and you have given to me
the gateway of your house to build 4

1 portico (?) there. This portico is

yours. It adjoins my house at its upper corner. 5 This portico shall

adjoin the side of my house from the ground upwards, from the corner
of my house at the upper end to the house of Zechariah. 6 To-morrow
or on any later day I have no power to restrain you from building above

(or upon) this portico of yours.
7 If I restrain you, I will pay you the

sum of 5 karash, royal weight, pure silver, and the portico is yours
8
assuredly. If Koniya dies to-morrow or on a later day no son or

daughter, brother or sister,
9 relative or stranger, soldier or citizen, shall

have power to restrain Mahseh or his son from building above 10 this

portico of his. Whoever restrains one of them shall pay him the sum
aforesaid, and the portico

n
is yours assuredly, and you have the right to

build above it upwards, and I Koniya have no power
12 to speak to

Mahseh saying : This gateway is not yours, and you shall not go out

(by it) into the street which 13
is between us and the house of Peft'onith,

the boatman. If I restrain you, I will pay you the sum aforesaid. u And
you have the right to open this gate and go out into the street which
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is between us.
1,rj Pelatiah b. Ahio wrote this document at the dictation

of Koniya. Witnesses thereto: la Witness Mahseh b. Isaiah. Witness

Satibarzanes b. Atharli. 17 Witness Shemaiah b. Hosea. Witness

Phrataphernes b. Artaphernes.
18 Witness Bagadata b. Nabukudurri.

Nabuli b. Darga.
19 Witness Bentirash b. Rahamrea' (?)

Witness

Shallum b. Hoshaiah. 20
(Endorsement.) Deed (relating to) the portico

which he built, which Koniya wrote for Mahseh.

Line 1. Elul = Pahons. The equation of the Jewish and Egyptian

dates is usual. See Introduction, p. vi. CIN^'n, in 2 1 cn^'n.

Line 2. The parties are both described as Aramaeans of Syene. In

6 3 &c. Mahseiah is called a 'Jew in Elephantine', and in 6 8
Koniya is

also called a Jew. The terms seem to be used almost indiscriminately,

but it is noticeable that, although we have six instances of 3*3 *t
vnn\

we never find J1D '•T HW, and though there are ten cases of J1D if VDIK,

there are only three of y2 *I ""Ens. This can hardly be accidental, and

points to Elephantine as the specially Jewish settlement. 7i\?, a

frequent term. S-C bi"h in the sense of '

depending on ',
in which case the

b)~\ b))2 (1. 9) was a cliens depending on a patronas. Cf. Exod. n 8
.

Though this view might be defended, it is perhaps better to read, as

is now generally agreed, bl?, cf. G. B. Gray in J. Q. JR., II, p. 92 + .

It is then a military term (1) 'standard', (2) 'detachment',
1 commanded

by the man whose name (always Persian or Babylonian) follows it. Cf.

the a-qfjiia (a-rjfiaia, a-rjfxfiov)
in Ptolemaic Greek papyri. The explanation

is not without difficulty, for the degel of Warizath here (in 471) appears

also in 15
3

(441), and perhaps in 28 2
(410), in each case relating to

Aramaeans of Syene. We can hardly suppose that any one man could

command it for sixty-one years. Several men are described in different

documents as belonging to two degalin, which may mean that they were

transferred from one detachment to another. The persons belonging to

a degel nearly all have Jewish (or other foreign) names, but see 7
3

(reading not certain). Native Egyptians are never so described. This

may be accidental, but it may also be that Egyptians were not employed
as soldiers in the garrison. The degalin (composed of Jews) formedthe

garrison (KPTl), or an important part of it, in Elephantine-Syene. They
were settled there with their families, and were capable of holding property

(koltoikoi). Their military duties seem to have been secondary and slight,

though they received rations and pay, as a retaining fee. The native

population seems to have been purely civil. See further in the Intro-

duction, p. viii, and for a-rj^ia, see Lesquier, Les Institutions militaires de

VEgypte (191 1), p. 103, &c. Dtni, a Persian name. The parties

1 This vague term is used because there is no indication of its number.
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belonged to the same detachment. E1H3* a mistake for TfSV, one of

the many mis-spellings in these texts. Stenning compares 'H^S for

^i-13 in Sinjirli, P 16.

Line 3. -|En!\ A Hebraism, commonly used to introduce the business.

Line 4. "UX or "UN is feminine. The word has been much discussed,

but no convincing explanation has yet been found. As 13X it has been

compared with Bab. agurru 'brickwork', or "i:PK 'roof. As "UN, Barth

{Rev. S/m., 1909, p. 149) compares jUl, and irfttN (Amos 9°), a lower

building contrasted with vnvj/D. Lidzbarski thinks it was possibly a

succa (in Elul), but it seems to be something more permanent. From
the description it must be some sort of archway or covered passage on

or over which the lessor has the right to build. The following plan

of the buildings has been made by Hoonacker (Schweich Lectures,

p. 14):

N
Jl

J
jCr^X^a AlKHK^fc-c oCl»

j
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The passage between the houses is called jnn in,
1. 3, meaning the gate

and the way to it. The lessor Mahseiah grants the right to build there,

but the building, as a fixture, is to be his property as ground landlord (or

tenant-in-chief?). wbyb. The 'upper part' is the end remote from

the house of Zechariah, i. e. at the South.

Line 5 was inserted after 1. 6 was written, because 1. 4 was not

sufficiently definite. Hence it is partly a repetition.
f
S\ NJHN JO. The

posts or pillars supporting the ~I3K were to be fixed against the side of

the house (pal
' attached

'

to it). mat was son of Nathan (8
7
).

The

house afterwards passed to his son TiVH (25
s
).

Line 6. The usual formula. ?m&t. Only the imperfect occurs in

these texts, and in the forms ^>n3"> and ?3* (cf. i
4
), which are probably

only varieties of spelling. In BA the participle alone has the fuller

form (-
?i
!l?) : the other parts have been influenced by the Hebrew ?3\

See further//?^ S, 1920, p. 182. In these texts it is always followed

by an imperfect. "by either
'

upon
'

or ' above '.

Line 7. On the money see Introduction, p. xxii. A penalty is part of

the common form. "T a mistake for "pT, cf. 11. 10, 11.

Line 8. DBN a strengthened form of f)N, as D3T (9
2
)
of *JT. '31 mm ~I3

is again common form.

Line 9. nnpl for imp by31, a full citizen as distinguished from b))2

bil, K\rjpovxo<; (here translated ' soldier
'

for convenience). HDn07.

The use of b to mark the object is not common in these texts. It is

probably inserted here for greater clearness, and then repeated in 13?.

Note the change to the third person. The name is shortened (familiarly)

from Mahseiah.

Line 10. DiTiD ,  , *T 'whoever of them' restrains? or 'whoever

(restrains one) of them
'

?

Line 1 1 . nb]} *W repeated for greater precision. Mahseiah was free to

build on top of the portico, but not under it.

Line 12. n»N, 1st pers. sing, imperf. The right to build above

it being settled, the next clause deals with the right to use the gate

and passage under it.

Line 13. rWiyUBB, an Egyptian name. The Jews were not restricted

to a particular quarter or ghetto. Nri70. He was a Nile boatman.

His son (6
10 - 11

)
followed the same calling.

Line 14. pj*2 T is used inaccurately. The street was not between the

houses of Koniya and Mahseiah, but only a passage (with the "UK), unless

that is now called a p1K>. The phrase no doubt means (as in 1. 13)

the street
' between our houses and that of Peft'onith '.
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Line 15. The deed is drawn up at the direction of the lessee. ~|2

vns\ The family may have been professional scribes, since no. 1 1 was

written by Gemariah b. Ahio. In io22 Ahio b. Pelatiah, a witness, is

probably a son of the present scribe. DS3 or DC ?]} the regular phrases,
'

at the dictation of. 133 cf. on 2 .

Lines 16-19. The names are signed by the witnesses themselves, and

are therefore difficult to read. Note the mixture of Jewish, Persian,

Babylonian, and perhaps other names.

Line 16. jT"l3nt? a Persian name, of which ,

orQ~"tfVw> (Ezra 5
6

, &c.) is

no doubt a corruption. vinx (though ^nn5 is possible), as in 13
18

.

Halevy, however, points out that if it is Assyrian it should be *innt$>N, if

Aramaic or Arabic, v"iny. Peiser suggests Atarliu. Cf. '•pnj, 1. 18.

Line 17. psms is no doubt intended, but it is written jnms.
Line 18. rnJ3 Persian. His father's name is Babylonian. "•7133

' Nabu is my god
'

or 'is mighty '. The mark before it may be a false

start, or a mark of division. Stenning suggests that it is a bad B>,

for Tfl35> which stands before the other names. NUTI. Lidzbarski

thinks a short form of Dargman (6
2
),

cf. 13
19

. It may be ttxil

AaSctK^s, Persian.

Line 19. B>*"irU3 a strange name. There seems to be no other way of

reading it. jn6rn uncertain. The papyrus is broken. Cf. CIS.

ii. 1. 154
7

.

No. 6.

Conveyance. 465 B.C.

The date is the 2 1 st year of Xerxes, which is stated to be the 1 st year

of Artaxerxes
(i),

i.e. 465 b.c

It is an agreement between Dargman and Mahseiah (cf. 5
2
) concerning

the right to certain property. Dargman claimed a piece of land which

Mahseiah also claimed. The matter being brought before the court,

Mahseiah was required to take an oath in support of his claim, pre-

sumably because there was no evidence. Dargman now submits to the

ruling of the court against him, and this deed is drawn up at his direction.

Reference is made to it in 8 23
,
when the property passed to Mibtahiah.

Such an oath was a common form of legal procedure, see nos. 7, 44, 45.

It was used in Babylonian law, see the Code of Hammurabi (ed. Winckler)

§§ 20, 249, &c. Clermont-Ganneau compares also 'ankh (scmkh) in

Egyptian law.

The writing is not very skilful. Note too the great variation in the

number of letters in a line. The papyrus is ajmost^ perfect. £
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Sayce and Cowley, pap. B.

na Knaibo cni \i nw ninn!? \ III [III m} in )bDib II III ///->a i

mn« »r *»nn penn na jon -ibk nxonaa an^ xabo K'Dwrnx 2

a 1 m»aa 1 *w nTP na iTonob uamx ^ni> Tau sni^a a»a 3

jnroRi n3N xn-ra a»a untie wa ^ n[so> tdiA npm tnt 4

Dip nnan^y yby n^ap roic n *b«r xpnx ^>y III b -pai 5

NpiN* nan^y in sa Nowb hkeid >b -pjym n»an nmaa riTon 6

T tcpiM noinn xn pjn njx nh ^t }Bm!> pnx nin n^> »ra -jr 7

p-re na rroip n^arfn]^ t"£K> yiob jom ?rva manby *? nxc »! 8

nniK "ia rr-^fr] n*ai ni> cap anyoi? pfinntc tnb w 9

n^iytaaa na nMDN rr»ai ni> n^nnnb mm $>:n!> nin* 10

naaim in*a *t nxro
1

' nb n*tyb K*pp n*» *t nbo n
nnai *inai nj« ami jn in:N tnau ^ it np*in ^y *aab 12

p-nni nnp ^ nnxi nx
pnm anp *p nnxi nx *p nnai n^nai njx y xpnx by *b 13

^asa }^vy in -3 f^na epa p jna* "jr xpnx *»e>a inr »? 14

}d p*nn mxi i^r dsx xpnxi xnncy^ II n epa xa^E 15

Id NisD mix "ia fn*K ana it xynx nanV'T^ f&ap* *? p b 16

nnp Dwnoa na yon nnc pm nsa Nnn*a pDa rot 17

ypin ia cbwn vns* ia m»3 nnc bna* "ia tinj 18

x^aa nimn nnp pDODiaa na tbwd 19

n'-jjy ia n^nj *in^ 20

nonDiiK na nbwik nnc 21

Endorsement. n^DnD i> p^nn na [fern] ana >r pnno nsD 22

1 On the 1 8th of Chisleu, that is the 7th day of Thoth, in year 21, the

beginning of the reign when 2
King Artaxerxes sat on his throne, said

Dargman b. Harshin the Khofasmian, whose station 3
is fixed in Yeb the

fortress, of the detachment of Artabanu, to Mahseiah b. Yedoniah a Jew
who (lives) in the fortress of Yeb,

4 of the detachment of Warizath, saying :

You have sworn to me by the God Ya'u in Yeb the fortress, you and

your wife 5 and your son, three in all, about my land in regard to which

I lodged a complaint against you before 6 Damidata and his colleagues
the judges, and they imposed upon you an oath to me, to swear by Ya'u
in regard to this land,

7 that it was no longer the land of Dargman, mine,
that is (belonging to) me. Now these are the boundaries of this land
8 in regard to which you^swore to me : My house, of me Dargman, is to
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the east of it, and the house of Koniya b. Zadok,
°
Jew, of the detach-

ment of Athroparan, to the west of it, and the house of /^saniah b.

Uriah,
10

Jew, of the detachment of Warizath, at the lower end of it, and
the house of Espemet b. Peft'onhh,

u boatman of the cataract, at the

upper end of it. You have sworn to me by Ya'u, and have satisfied

12 my mind about this land. I shall have no power to institute suit or

process against you, I and my son and my daughter,
12a brother and

sister of mine, relative and stranger,
13

concerning this land, (against) you
and your son and your daughter, brother and sister of yours, relative and

stranger.
u Whoever sues you in my name concerning this land, shall

pay you the sum of 20 (twenty) karash royal weight,
15 at the rate

of 2 R to the ten, and the land is assuredly yours, and you are quit of
lf5

all claim that they may bring against you in regard to this land.

Ethan b. Aba wrote this deed n in Syene the fortress, at the dictation of

Dargman. Witness, Hosea b. Petekhnum. Witness,
18 Gadol b. Yigdal.

Witness, Gemariah b. Ahio. Meshullam b. Hosea. 19 Sinkashid b.

Nabusumiskun. Witness, Hadadnuri the Babylonian.
20

Witness, Geda-
liah b. Ananiah. 21

Witness, Aryisha b. Arusathmar. 22
(Endorse-

ment.) Deed of renunciation written by Dargman b. Harshin for

Mahseiah.

Line 1. The number in the Egyptian month is broken, and the space

requires something before \|||, most probably III, but it might be ~>

(making 14). Gutesmann and Hontheim calculate that it should be

17, but there is hardly room for Ml -».

Line 2. ptJHn "12 }C3TJ apparently Persian names. "Win if it

means ' of Khwarizm '

is a strangely modern form, for
^».

in the Persian

of to-day is pronounced kh. mDN. Noldeke is probably right in

taking this as '

place ',
i. e.

'

his station '. So I. Le'vi and Clermont-

Ganneau. Hale'vy, 'whose land is cultivated in Yeb '. Cf. 13
19

,
where

see note.

Line 3. *rsy must then be ' made ',
'

fixed '. as Noldeke. But the

expression is strange. rVDflO in 5
2 was an Aramaean of Syene, but in

both places he belongs to the degel of Warizath. The property was

evidently in Elephantine.

Line 4. n[K»]\ Traces of XE make this certain. Mahseiah, as a

Jew, swears by Ya'u before a Persian court, and his oath is accepted

by the court and by his opponent, who was not a Jew. On the name,

see Introduction, p. x. NJTV2 is probably right. It looks like »p1K3,

but the tail is too long for p, and the preposition would then be by-

Moreover, 1. 5 makes it superfluous.

Line 5. *]"Q probably Gemariah, 9
18

.

Line 6. Damidata7 a Persian, was president of the court. nnua

2509 C
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are his assessors, cf. Ezra 5°, &c. N"y"l as Ezra 4 . "Ii:yt3
'

they

laid upon you ', i. e. required you to take.

Line 8. 'n n:x W3. The scribe originally wrote 'l JV2, and altered it

for greater clearness, since Dargman retained the adjoining house. He

forgot at first that he was writing in Dargman's name. The boundaries

of the property, to be consistent with no. 5, must include Mahseiah's

house, which may have been the cause of the action. As the properties

are in the same group as in no. 5, it is probable that Darga there (5
18

)
is

a short form of Dargman. iTilp in 5
2

is an Aramaean of Syene, of the

detachment of Warizath.

Line 10. HTinn^, the lower side is the north, as rv^y^ (1. 11) is the

south. rWiyiaas, not 'U1Q as S-C, is no doubt the same as in 5
13

.

His son Espemet carried on the same business, cf. 2 2
, 3

s
, 4

7
.

Line 11. K^p S^ft 'the difficult waters', no doubt the cataract of

Assuan. On the navigation of it, see Hdt. 2 29 .

Line 12. *p*UN, cf. on i
4

. Here with double accusative. *9"0 as

one word, so "]^"12 1. 13, iT"Q*l?J? 1. 8, and often.

Line i2 a inserted as an afterthought.

Line 13. fON &c. resuming the pronoun in "]3"UK. The construction

is clumsy but clear.

Line 14. »DB>2 i. e. acting for me. fny not jriJK as S-C. ~% is

badly made. It is like that in i
1

,
and confirms the reading there.

Line 15. NmtJ>y/ll*1. See Introduction, p. ssn pTn 'removed

from ',
i. e. quit of, or guaranteed against.

^

Line 16. fisty, cf. 1. 5, a technical term, 'lodge a complaint', 'bring

an action'. Here with a cognate accusative. KJT1K as in no. 5,

though KpIN is used in 1. 15 &c. fJVN probably, cf. 1 Kings 4
31

. Not

irPN, which is not a known name.

Line 17. }1D3. The court was held in Syene, though the parties both

belonged to Elephantine, and the property was also there. The

names are written by the witnesses themselves. DIJnDD 12 W)n a Jew
whose father has an Egyptian name. Was he a proselyte ? Or did a

Jewess marry an Egyptian and give her son a Jewish name ? In later

times Jews had no objection to using foreign (even theophoric) names,

as Isidore, sometimes as alternatives to their Hebrew names, so that

Petekhnum may have been a Jew. Cf. 15
2
,
and note on 25

s
.

Line 18. Vns* "12 Pinoa, the scribe of no. 11.

Line 21. The names are unknown.

Line 22. pniD
' withdrawal

'

or
' renunciation

'

of claim.
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No. 7.

A Case of Btirglary. 461 B.C.

The date is the fourth year of Artaxerxes. Sachau takes this to be

Artaxerxes I, on the ground that in the time of Artaxerxes II (404-.-5.58)

Egypt was in revolt and therefore documents would not be dated by

Persian regnal years. Cf. no. 35, dated in the fifth year of Amyrtaeus,

about 400. The argument is not conclusive, because the history of the

revolt is obscure and we do not know how far the Persians may have

retained a hold on the country, e.g. in the south at Elephantine, or

whether some sections of the people (e. g. the Jews)' may have remained

faithful to Persia. On the whole, however, the earlier date (461 b. c.) is

more probable than the later (401). The name of the defendant,

Phrataphemes b. Artaphernes (1. 3), about which there can be little

doubt, occurs also in 5
17 as a witness in 471 b. c. (The Malchiah, whose

son is a witness in nos. 8 and 9, in 460, may or may not be the same as

the plaintiff here). The^style of the writing, though at first sight it

appears to be late, is not^decjsive. On the other hand the degel of

Nabukudurri occurs elsewhere only in 29
s
(about 409 b. c.) and 35

2
(about

400 b. a). It seems, however, that the name of a degel could go on for

a long time, whatever the explanation, since that of Warizath is mentioned

in nos. 5, 6, 14, 15, 28, i.e. from 471 to 410 b. c. It is therefore more

probable that the degel of Nabukudurri should have lasted for sixty years

than that there should have been two men of the name of Phrataphemes

b. Artaphernes (if
that is right) with an interval of seventy years between

them. Still it must be admitted that the date is not certain.

The precise form of procedure here is not clear, owing to the broken

state of the papyrus. It is usually taken as a case of an oath of exculpa-

tion, where, if evidence was not obtainable, the defendant was required

to swear that he had not committed the offence alleged against him.

Cf. no. 6. If, however, the restorations proposed here are correct, the

case is rather thus : Phrataphemes had boasted that he had trespassed on

Malchiah's property, &c. Malchiah now requires him to retract his

statements on oath, and will then have the right to take further pro-

ceedings, the nature of which is unknown owing to the loss of part of the

papyrus.

In general compare nos. 6, 16, 44, 45.

Sachau, plate 26. Ungnad, no. 28.

3*3 [KJS^D PDBTimN \/// WC 'BMsb // /// III ">1 I

3*3 \Dr\nn »din map *n rrsta iok wrw 2

c 2
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b]rb p[an-w -n] psn[-»ab n]naiaa fc[n!> Knv]a 3

<n>33] n[^>y fn] ttasa [^y n»]Tp na|>] no[>$> nrojaa 4

"n*n id npun jDna |D33i wuMfr nspnai jDna 5

info ^>y SnpDi [jepuw nn5y [n]cs^ nnph 6

fon*3onn ^y ^ mp* ma^D ran iena ^y ndo 7

n^y [tb] 1^22 pro [no]x^> \"i fb[pa] pa anfo 8

nnp^> n^» j[Dn]a in»a jo rpaai nt^ns n^ [-|fo] Knrux^ 9

ni]p"k sjn ^[n3N] nfo n»op[j] pa £ nnp [nas] jm 10

1 On the 1 8th of Paophi, in the 4th year of Artaxerxes the king, in Yeb
2 the fortress, said Malchiah b. Joshibiah, Aramaean, holding property in

Yeb 3 the fortress, of the detachment of Nab.ukudur/7', to P/irj2t^9ernes

b. Artap/iernes of the detachment 4 of Nabukuaurrt, raying : You declared

concerning me in Nepha that you entered my~liouse
5
by force, and struck

my wife, and removed goods from my house by force,
6 and took them

for jyoursetf. I have made a petition and the appeal to our god
7 has

been laid upon me by the court, on me Malchiah , that I should challenge

you by Herembethel 8 the god, before 4 fudges (?),
thus :

'

I did not enter

your house by force,
9 and did not strike your wife, and did not take

goods from your house by force'
10 And if /challenge you before these

y«dges (?)
I am entitled also to challenge . . . a^mm^ ^s+ c

\.

Line 2. JDnno, the regular word for •

holding property '.

Line 3. The beginning is certain. In the defendant's name the

letters pen are certain. Of his father's name only p remains. It is not

O, as Sachau and Ungnad read, and what they take as * after it is an

accidental mark, of which there are several in this papyrus. Also their

proposed ^[ns] would not fill the space, nor would there be room for

anything between it and the name. A name ending in pan must belong

to a Persian, who would not be described as an Aramaean. Hence

p .... "13 pan . . b seems certain, and the restoration highly probable.

Line 4. [m3]l33. Sachau and Ungnad read ... no. In this hand

33 are very like o, but 123 is more probable, though it need not necessarily

be completed as in 1. 3. If it is Nabukudurri, both parties belonged

to the same degel. This is expressed in 204
by N^3"1 DDT?, cf. 9

2
.

-)0[n^]. The tails of no are clear. \b n^jlp or bv- The restoration

is quite conjectural. The preceding n:[«] can hardly be anything else.

Then these words must introduce the accusation, and the introduction

is put into the mouth of the accused. Since he is afterwards required to

deny the charge, it should be introduced here by something like
'

you

stated
'

or '

you did '. But of course it might be another clause in the

charge, which is not recited in 11. 8, 9. It might, however, be [p]lp,
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or '

you attacked me '

(or something similar) in N. and entered. ND33

is fairly certain. Traces of & are visible. In 204 there is NS3 JH3.

Here it seems to be a place-name. }n is quite conjectural. The traces

of letters make nothing. The fragment of papyrus here and in 1. 3

seems to be out of place as the traces are not in the line. ^[^V]

[TO] is required by 1. 8. So Sachau. Ungnad reads , , , 2 . (i.
e.

['JVjafa]), but the mark is merely accidental.

Line 5. pro cf. ptrjD in i65>8,9
,
where Seidel takes the 3 as otiose.

It seems here to be like a kaph veritatis (perhaps JDina) 'as (with)

violence ',
i. e. violently.

Line 6. rn5y. So Sachau and Ungnad. The 12 are badly written,

but nothing else seems probable. N*np»l [N]i>W evidently technical

terms. They belong to different clauses. }H7N
' our god

'

(as Sachau).

Not tvrbn
'

the gods '. It can hardly be a Hebraism, like tftl7M used as

a proper name.

Line 7. mx, asyndeton,
' so I M. challenge'. PKITO&in. On this

and other gods, see Introduction, p. x.

Line 8. fPjpj]
'

avengers ',
i. e. judges, is Sachau's suggestion, and so

in 1. 10. It is not very satisfactory. Ungnad points out that one would

expect Dip before it, but pa is not impossible.

Line 10. After fni Ungnad suggests N?, but the apodosis with f)K

makes this impossible
'
if I do not challenge, then I shall also challenge '.

Sachau suggests X? or H3N. I thought of 1? fni as in Ahikar, 1. 81, &c,

but there seem to be faint traces of ii3N. It is much to be regretted that

the rest is lost, so that we do not know the subsequent procedure.

No. 8.

Conveyance. 460 B.C.

The papyrus is almost perfectly preserved, except for a crease in the

last third of the breadth which causes a doubt as to a few letters.

The date is the 6th (Gutesmann and Hontheim 5th) year of

Artaxerxes 1 = 460 b.c. Artaxerxes I (not II) is certain because it

relates to the same persons who appear in no. 6, of the first year of

Artaxerxes I = 465.

The sentences are sometimes divided by extra space.

Mibtahiah, daughter of Mahseiah, was about to be married, or had just

been married
(I. 7), to jezaniah b. Uriah. Her father gives her as

dowry a property in Elephantine, with full powers to dispose of it. The
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property is carefully described, and Mibtahiah's rights are elaborately

safeguarded. It is the same estate to which Dargman had laid claim in

no. 6. That document is now handed over to Mibtahiah as part of the

title-deeds.

Sayce and Cowley, D.

JT»DnD "ION X3^0 C'D£Timx \// \// nw ymao^> I m* in ^D^h I "3 3 I

nmoao p:b nnoiri bxib xnnu a s3 janno rvjw hot "U 2

mn "6n pin \ rta mio3i "na ^ nan* mx nox^ nnna 3

xyio jo tiq I "pai \// ~>
|ox nW rrnnn |o nans* nnnt^o 4

pmn -13 pAnn rva n^ n^y 'mbtrin xntyya I
» jck 3nyo^> 5

-13 jp rva nb b>ob> xyio P*re 13 rraip rva n^ nmnnjpan 6

rv:iyoaa na noaDx rva n^ anyo ?ro na irnat n^i ^ya nmx 7

mioai "na '•a? nnan* mx pis* -j^t xrpa ww n"o 1 n?o. 8

n pb ww wax a^>y nyi mi xov jo na ncbp nox 9

nn:xi nnxi nx pnnx nnai -13 ^ nvx i6 . \mx) *nonn 10

n a^y ny "a^ai »ru» jr& ."jr xpnxa o^t? 'pnx Vxi i i

xp-ix a^3 »abn t^xi -ob nnai n3i tun fahm n aiani 12

wah ^ jrw pi jad ^y f>a>i ^ nan* n *jr 13

aan xh pn x^i xnn^ II n spa xa^o ^3x3 mci in -» |tna cjoa 14

»a^y ppa^ ptanavxh / ^annx wah aax Wa xnm 15

xnaahT pnx c^x^ |jwd$> t,t -xp-ix by *o&>3 pmjn mn naa 16

pa np&n* xbi nnana ma xi?inw ana *a^y ppaai? n 17

^nx x^> pnx av> ix nno n*ano ma f]xi »3T3 put xnaai 18

••nonn n }oi? »ani ^,^rit Npnx pnnx^ jnaob ojo 19
' w nan 1

- x^'n?:Ni 33ni pn '•aai'nx pnx dv ix nno m 20

pn xb)
. xrin^yi? // n p]D3 xa^o "aaxa » j^ia epa

Ha? jn:x nj« 2 1

^aaa^njr xnaovpnvx xh pna inxi aax ^ajT'a xn^ai 33n x^i 22

by ^ana .x^ornn p^nn na jom t I pnno naa ,,n',x pjx 23

,,

n^nxo^i , n^nryo xoiovx^n anp nby ntj»n na n,r xpnx 24

^a^ nnan^ ma n,r
xnao ^ann ana pnno naai , *n*bn na 25

ne'T nbn na ix ;o:nn pnx av ix nno ;n \naann m^x 26

mcnny'ana noy niy pn n^3pS '"psjn -jr xnaD t,t xn'-a ^27
1A3 KTiTW n^ano aaa xnn^a poa n:r xnaa pxnri3j na 28

pj n3 nnat nnts» n"ano na nnoa iw 29
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-13 r\"W2 ine> tibvn in nnar nntr ri^a in yen *inu> 30

rpDno "ia n\n> ini? rvrr in rpyct? *inB> n^o 31

ppjbx in tot mjy -o yna nn&> 32

nw na ddto nnc mm "O swiri nnc? 33 »

^w "in vein W 34

Endorsement. .T'JjT' na nDnn [an» *T l]*3 "1BD 35

nono rna ntaaoij 36 ^t^«- ^*
""•_#^_—-—  —

ti/fi*'1 On the 21st 0/ Chisleu, that is the 1st day of Mesofe, the 6th year "t^u.*
of Artaxerxes, the king, said Mahseiah 2

b. Yedoniah, a Jew holding
^*

property in Yeb the fortress, of the detachment of Haumadata, to

Mibtahiah, spinster (?),
3 his daughter, as follows : I give to you for my

lifetime and after my death a house and land of mine. 4 Its measurement
is: its length from the lower to the upper end 13 cubits and 1 hand-

breadih
;
width from east 5 to west 1 1 cubits by the measuring-iod ;

its boundaries, at the upper end of it the house of Dargman b. Harshin
6
adjoins it; at the lower end of it the house of Koniya b. Zadok; east

of it the house of Jezan b. 7
Uriah, your husband, and the house of

Zechariah b. Nathan
;

west of it the house of Espemet b. Peft'onith
8 boatman of the cataract. This house and land I give to you for my life-

time and after my death
;

9
you have full rights over it from this day for

ever, and your children after you. To whom 10
you wish you may give

it. There is no other son or daughter of mine, brother or sister, or other
11 woman or man who has rights over this land, except you and your
children for ever. Whoever 12 shall institute against you suit or process,

against you or son or daughter of yours or any one belonging to you on
account of this land 13 which I give to you, and shall appeal against you
to governor or judge, shall pay to you or to your children 14 the sum of

10 (that is, ten) kerashin, royal weight, at the rate of 2 R to the ten, and
no suit or process (shall lie),

15 and the house is your house assuredly and

your children's after you ;
and they shall have no power to produce,

against you
16
any deed new or old in my name concerning this land

to give it to any one else. Any deed 17 which they produce against you
will be forged. I shall not have written it and it shall not be accepted by
the court 18 while this deed is in your hand. And further, I, Mahseiah
will not to-morrow or on any other day take it away

19 from you to give
it to others. This land is yours. Build (on it)

or give it to whom you
will. 20 If to-morrow or on any other day I institute against you suit or

process, and say I did not give it to you,
21 I will pay you the sum of

10 kerashin, royal weight, at the rate of 2 R to the ten, and no suit

22 or process (shall lie), but the house is your house assuredly, and (if)

I go into court I shall not win my case while this deed is in your hand.
23 There is also a deed of renunciation which Dargman b. Harshin the

Khorazmian wrote for me concerning
24 this land, when he laid claim to

it before the judges and I took an oath to him and swore to him 25 that

it was mine, and he wrote and gave me a deed of renunciation. This
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ii

deed I give to you.
2G You are to take charge of it. If to-morrow or

another day Dargman or his son should lay claim 27 to this house,

produce this deed and in accordance with it contest the case with him.
' Atharshuri 28

b. Nabu-zira-ibni wrote this deed in Syene the fortress

at the dictation of Mahseiah. Witnesses hereto :
2<J

Witness, Gemajjah

b^Jklahseiah. Witness, Zechariah b. Nathan. M Witness, Hosea b.

Pelaliah. Witness, Zechariah b. Meshullam. Witness, Ma'uziah b.

31 Malchiah. Witness, Shemaiah b. Yedoniah. Witness, Yedoniah

KJVlahseiah.
32

Witness, Nathan b. Ananiah. Zaccur b. Zephaniah.
33

Witness, Hosea b. Re'uiah. Witness, Mahseh b. Isaiah. :i4
Witness,

Hosea b. Yigdal. (Endorsement.)
M Deed of a house which Mahseh

b. Yedom'tf^ gave
36 to Mibtah daughter of Mahseh.^

Line 2. Mahseiah here belongs to the degel of Haumadata. In

nos. 5 and 6 he is of the degel of Warizath. ]W2 applied to Mibtahiah

on her first marriage must be equivalent to Heb. nhro. Elsewhere only

in io2
. S-C suggested a connexion with Arab,

^wli
'a young grown-

up person'.

Line 3. pnx \ fta. In g
3 V2 pnx. S-C read *3 here also, but there

is an additional stroke, which seems to be part of a n lost in the crease.

The word is apparently used almost as a measure ' one house of land ',

i. e. the amount of land sufficient for one house, including the house upon

it, and hence much the same as
' a house and land '. It was a freehold

house, as no ground-rent is mentioned. TI1031 "ra. Epstein compares

B. T. Baba B. 153*.

Line 4. ^"lK 'its length', though Tlfi has no pronoun. Cf. Vncinn,

1. 5. ivbyh HTinn ]D, cf. 610 . The ground was higher on_the south. &»
Line 5. NJ"ityjJ2 is not very distinct, but certain from 9

5
. It must

j

be some sort of measuring rod, though the Hebrew nt?J? means rather

a lump or plate of metal. Perhaps it was originally a plumb-line, and

then any sort of measuring line. Or it may be from the root riK'y

('think', 'calculate') if that ever meant to 'measure' (so Noldeke).

Jampel proposes
'

singly ',

' each
'

(cf. "i{J>j? TiE>y), which does not seem to

give much sense. Clermont-Ganneau thinks it may mean ' eleven ',

repeating the numeral, as in g
5

,
but the 3 would be difficult.

Line 6. ]P a short form of TPW, as Mahseh for Mahseiah in 5
9 &cr-

Line 7. HCSDX cf. 610 .

Line 8. N^p K*JD cf. 6n . p"iN "pr NTVS. S-C 'this house (islam

domtim) as an estate ', but cf. 1. 3. It probably is used loosely to mean

house and land, "pr is not
*]T

with 2 inserted (as Staerk), but m? with

*] added,
'

this of yours ', though, speaking to a woman, it should be '•3?.

Line 10. pron has been taken (by Staerk and others) as a mistake for

HJ3n:n. But see note on }j?3B>N
Ahikar 82.
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Line 11. Np"W = Xp"iX \ *2 in 1. 3. The land was the important part.

The house went with it. Note that land could be conveyed.

Line 13. fJD a Babylonian term (Jahiu), properly 'deputy' or 'repre-

sentative' of the king. If pi means 'judge', the two words indicate

two different authorities, the high court (of the NtTQ"), cf. 204
),
and the

local court. But it may mean 'magistrate and (his) court'. ?2p\ lit.

'complain against you [to] governor or judge'. It is used like "]3"I3N,

612 . In 616 it is connected with }H
'

law-suit '.

Line 17. P"G, in a court, i. e. in any court.

Line 18. N"1QD1 as in I. 22, 'while you hold this'.

Line 19. The space before NpiN shows that it begins a new sentence.

^2 ' build (upon it) ', i. e. lay it out.

Line 23. pmo ISD, i.e. no. 6, which is so called in the endorsement.

*73n3 as one word, and so in 11. 24, 25.

Line 27. HTy probably so. The 1 is in the crease. From ViJ? in the

same sense as fWl or mj .

Line 28. Noldeke ptnTCU, but cf. on 9
10

.

Lines 29-34. The names are signed by the witnesses themselves.

Lines 35, 36. The endorsement is much broken. There is a trace of

3 before HDTO. Note the forms Mahseh and Mibtah, which are certain.

Was the divine name avoided on the exposed part of the document ?

Of the witnesses Gemariah (1. 29) and Yedoniah (1. 31) were the sons

of Mahseiah, the donor, and Shemaiah
(1. 31) his grandson. Shemaiah's

writing is that of a young man. Yedoniah has the same name as his

grandfather.

No. 9. nt*&t$£
Deed relating to the Reversion of the Property in

No. 8. 460 b.c.

The papyrus is unusual in being written on both side s.

The year is the same as in no. 8, namely 460 B.C., and probably the

rest of the date, which is broken, also corresponds.

This is the complement of no. 8, dealing with the position of Jezaniah

with regard to the property settled on his wife by no. 8. By that deed

Mibtahiah was to have full rights to dispose of the property as she wished.

This is modified here by the provision that such rights only held good so

long as she remained the wife of Jezaniah. If Jezaniah improved

the property and Mibtahiah subsequently divorced him, the property

was to go to the children. If he divorced her, she was to take one

half (of the house) absolutely, and he was to have rights over the

other half with remainder to the children. In no case had Jezaniah
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power to dispose of the property. As no provision is made for Jezaniah

in the event of Mibtahiah's dying while in possession of the property, it

would apparently go to the children. On the legal points as compared with

later Jewish practice, cf. Epstein, Jahrb. d. jiidisch-lit. Gesellschaft, 1909,

p. 359. The document does not seem to intend a distinction between

the house and the land, since the property is described first as one and

then as the other. This is intelligible if the explanation of plN* \ rV3 in

8 3
is correct. The land was the important thing. Or does 1. 1 1 imply

that the house could be divided but not the land ? The precise nature of

land-tenure, whether freehold or some sort of copyhold, is not stated.

At any rate there is no mention of a ground-rent or of a ground-landlord

(the State?).

Sayce and Cowley, C.

nox vebo BWnmK III III nae> y[niDo]7 [I qv in i]?[Da]? ['"^l3 I

iTDn»

K?jo Mm pp-ttN na nw? mum brh aS[a n «*nnj rwpp na 2

.Tnoao? nam n:n n nW wrap anyo ^ \ *a pnx wn noa? 3

Hfai lll-> ipic it wra nrv^p tannic n7riana naoi lnryic taia 4

nrpona nnyi m it Npnic pnnioic mono natc jyaicnpya \-»a 5

jnaoh mar? wn D*te N7 -pr icn»a jn7 innaic oy ua am 6

na ;b*7B> ran mna rwitiao p "pa \rb primb ncm 7

latuswri 'rn: nnx man it Np-is* pnic dv lie nno jn Dannie 8

jo -pa fn? fnnK7 nanaoh nrip7»7 ta no>7C N7 iao paani 9

f'wC. - bvann in nnay nax n Nnmay s£n,
na ;o

H?^ ion mnoao 10

elbn na b<7B> nas* [xajnnie iea7Si np?o7 h7 [rnsf] wr-a 27a *po u
nmoao }o T^a in ica7a ami ir iwvaa maa naie n iciaa 12

aam pn latnie pnic dv is* nno |n yim na }ta*7P ion 13

nas« put sna*D -jpnana N71 naao? n* Kpnic n^nam n? noai 14

aan npi pn nti Nnnta>y7 // n n02 ^apo *J3^a -» pna *pa 1? |nag 1 5

ww mono Daa xnma pDa na: mao jamma na msanny ana 16

jna na mat w n^a na yirin tip i:n 17

otaona nna? w mono n[a] nnoa nnc 18

nw na n*jnw nna> ma?o na nnyo nw 19

•tjbv na mar nnt? maay na ;na w mono na tot nnta> 20

myta" na nono iw nnyn [na] jwnn nnca> 21

?[n:> na y^]in w 22

^ /u <^~— fr*«*
^x^^x^-r *« /A*; foe**^**"
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1 On the 21st of Chis\eu, that is the isl of Afesore, the 6th year of

Artaxerxes the king, said Mahseiah 2 b. Yedoniah Jew, of Yeb, of the

detachment of Haumadata, to Jezaniah b. Uriah, of the same detachment
3 as follows : There is the land of 1 house belonging to me, west of your
house, which I have given to Mibtahiah 4 my daughter, your wife, and
I have written for her a deed concerning it. The measurement of this

house is 13 cubits and a hand-breadth 6
by 11, by the measuring rod.

Now I, Mahseiah, say to you, lay out this land and rear cattle on it
(?),

,; and dwell on it with your wife, but you have no power to sell this

house, or to give it
7 as a present to others

;
but your children by

:

Mibtahiah my daughter have power over it
8 after you. If to-morrow

or another day you lay out this land and then my daughter divorces you
:l and goes away from you, she has no power to take it or give it to

others, but your children by
10 Mibtahiah have power over it in return for

the work which you have done. If you put her away
u from you, half

the house shall be hers to take, and as to the otlw half you have power
over it in return for 12 the improvements which you have made in this

house. And again as to that half, your children by Mibtahiah 13 have

power over it after you. If to-morrow or another day I should institute

suit or process against you
u and say I did not give you this land to

develop, and did not draw up this deed for you, I 15 will pay you the sum
of 10 kerashin by royal weight, at the rate of 2 R to the ten, and no suit

or process (shall lie).
16 ' Atharshuri b. Nabu-zira-ibni wrote this deed in

Syene the fortress at the dictation of Mahseiah. Witnesses 1T hereto :

Witness, Hosea b. Pelaliah. Witness, ZechariaJ^ b. _Nathan.
18 Wit-

ness, Gemariah b. Mahseiah. AVitness, Zechariah b. Meshullam.
19

Witness, Ma'uziah b. Malchian. Witness, Shemaiah b. Yedoniah.
20

Witness, Yedoniah b. Mahseiah. Witness, Nathan b. Ananiah. Wit-

ness, Zaccur b. Zephaniah.
21

Witness, Hosea b. Re'uiah. Witness,
Mahseh b. Isaiah. 22

Witness, Yiosea b. YigdaX.

Line 1. [l]^[D3]b, the tops of the b's make this certain. The other

restorations are from no. 8.

Line 2. 3S[n] for y>2 only here. The S is probable. D3T
' that

very
' = ' the same '. The same intensive suffix as in DDK 5

s
.

Line 3. V3 p"iN, cf. 8 3
. The 'Q is certain here.

Line 4. nirurD one word, as often in these two deeds. vmnx
'
after it

', i. e. in consequence, or respecting it.

Line 5. \ ~> 2. The second dimension is introduced by 2 of which the

precise meaning is not clear. jya as frequently in letters, introduces

the' business after preliminaries. inyi. Probably X S-C read nnyi

and translate (from the context) 'stock (it) with', cf. Prov. 24
27

. So

Halevy
'

multiply '. Noldeke reads "WV. but does not explain the con-

nexion. He thinks the "site was too small to support cattle, but the

dimensions of the house only are given. There may have been plenty
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of land attached to it. We may perhaps compare the root of Hebrew

DHiny (Ass. atildu, Arab. ±yc)
'

he-goats ', a good Semitic word, which

can be only artificially explained from iny
'

to be ready '. In Ps. 50
9

it

is parallel to "ns and in 50™ to CTaK, in both cases implying animals

that are strong, i. e. well-fed or fattened. So also in explaining sys.
and

X£ (' a well-bred horse
')

the Arab lexicographers (see Lane) lay stress on

the quality of strength. Hence we may assume an extension of the

meaning of \/ *iny, or a separate root meaning
'

to feed
',

' make strong ',

' rear (cattle) '. Cf. perhaps the various senses of V |1T. [Also perhaps
•

Sumerian tud '

beget
'

or
'

bring forth ',
utud '

offspring ',
udu •

sheep '.]

In general cf. Prov. 27
23 -127

. nrvorD is very difficult. In the first

place norn is not used in Aramaic. If it is a Hebraism, which is possible,

the form is strange. The ' is clear. It may be a false start in making
a n, or the scribe may have been going to write an N to mark the long

vowel of the plural (nnorG). Then the final n cannot mark the emph.

st., which always ends in X. It can only be 'its cattle' referring to

NpIN if that be possible, for 'rear cattle on it'. Noldeke alternatively

suggests WVO rJ3 but does not explain. Or is it a Persian compound
of ham-, with the preposition 2 ? Then we should have to find another

meaning for "rny ("inj?), such as ' be happy in unity ',
but that is hardly

probable.

Line 6. D33T7. Staerk's note here is very bad. ^)^Q is an impossible

form. Only the Peal happens to occur in BA, of course in the sense of
'

buy '. This is Pael, which quite naturally means to
'

sell '. It is to be

pointed f^?]?. The n is part of the form, not the pronominal suffix.

For the omission of the suffix cf. e.g. 819
jnsob.

Line 7. n»m ' as a gift ',
cf. 24

11 '14 J»m3
'

in friendship '.

Line 8. "p&OKTi
'

shall express her dislike for you
'

and separate from

you. If it was her act, she was to have none of the property, but it was

to go to the children. No provision is made for the case of there being

no issue, nor for a trust if they were infants. NJC, as in 15
23

,
is a

legal term for
' divorce '. Staerk quotes an Egyptian document of the

fourth century b. c. in which 'hate' is similarly used. In Hebrew cf.

Deut. 2 1
15

,
&c. In Ecclus. 42° /07 -n-ore fxia-qBrj where the Heb. (margin)

has N?.Ktfl. On the legal form, cf. Epstein, Jahrbuch d. jiidisch-lit.

Gesellscha/t, 1908, p. 368.

Line 10. hunn. Haphel a^ in 818 . It should mean here, as there,
' take away ', and Epstein and Noldeke translate

'
if she takes away from

you
'

half the house, she has a right to do so. This seems very unlikely,

for the circumstances are not described under which she might take half
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the house. The verbal form may be either 2nd or 3rd (fern.) person.

In BA, as in Hebrew, its natural meaning is to ' set free '. Provision has

already been made for the case of her divorcing him, and we want a

clause providing for the case of his divorcing her. In no. 15 there is

provision for three cases
;

if she divorces him, she loses everything ;
if he

divorces her, she gets compensation ;
if he violently ejects her, she gets

a larger compensation. The two cases here must be the same as the first

two in no. 15. Then we must take ^VJnn as another term for divorce,

and translate
'

if you set (her) free
(i.

e. put her away) from you '. (For

the idea of
' freedom' cf. the phrase in 152528

<

she snau g away whither

she will
'.)

The suffix is omitted as in 818 , though one would expect it

in both places.

Line 12. aim as in Syriac and late Hebrew, cf. i
7

. in NJ7D = Heb.

tonn J^sn. Only here and in 22 120
. Epstein thinks the insistence on

children by Mibtahiah shows that Jezaniah had another wife and perhaps

children.

Line 16 sqq. The scribe and witnesses are the same as in no. 8.

pX"in23 . The \3tr is certain here and hence to be so read in 8 28
.

No. 10.

Contract for a Loan. 456 B.C.

A long document almost perfectly preserved. It was found (like no. 5)

still folded, tied and sealed. The writing is coarse, and several characters

(P, D, n, &c) are badly formed, so that there would be a difficulty in

reading some passages if the text were at all obscure or unusual.

The date is the 9th year of Artaxerxes I = 456 B.C. The document

is a contract for a loan to Ya'uhan, daughter of MSLK, from Meshullam

b. Zaccur (cf. 13
3 in 447 b. c.) and the conditions are set out with the

utmost care. They resemble those of no. n. If the interest was not

paid (by the end of the year ?)
it was to be added to the capital and to

pay interest in the same way. If interest was outstanding at the end of

the second year, Meshullam could distrain on Ya'uhan's property. The

sum is only 4 shekels and the interest is 8 hallurin per month—as in

no. 11. If the relative values are rightly determined (see Introduction,

p. xxiii), this would be 60 per cent, per annum, a high but not unusual

rate at that date.

Sachau, plates 28, 29. Ungnad, no. 30.

tfDcrnmN \ll III \ll nap nirn rrvb I \ll dv in <ho£ \\\\ ///i 1

12 cbvzb «nT3 2* n pi i^?d ma [mrr mcK Kbn 2

. <nt*U«A (U»*

veri-"*^'
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{?p& f)DD ns? b nan< noN^ xnma a 11 n mm mar

ksta *a3sa nyans in I ///

/b°

i~riff*' yl>*i>r*

bv mam nn^ansa

?t /f^*~~ II 111 III p^n f)D3 ron I nmb I ^pnb II p^n ep3

KBH3 xmano nam nbh^ wv3i» hud jn in rrvb

13032 ^p/Jf Nbl H3B» pan NU» [HI nH3 in 7

jb^p "pa d^o nax nar snaoa a*na *? nh»3i»i 8

ami ep3 pamr
sa ^ naam n rany ^a i? npbnb 9

^roe>n n pr bi p:a pye' man nay ^rnsi cm 10

innta •]? ncs* !>3K s*h nn»anoi "jsDaa K*>enn ny 1 1

bpN i»3N n^i n,T3 nar Nnsoi nmanrai idd33 12

Nnaoi jany uo nnp^ o^ pm ud nnp n,^y 13

n"a-ioi put KDDua T/iebp sbi nms pi "jma na: 14

pi.nmamai nar Naoa n^ pd?B* ic.n ua 15

ty6p ntara nas nn^anni nsr nbd3 i!> id^b> n*S 16

K^nnny an^nsem n pnyi pr b •£ np^ 17

pD Dip T^J> l^apP |li»3» K^l rm*31131 T.3D33 18

ppmn tbi pn3 pa.m bjn nma nar tnsm pm 19

nar.NnDD uay n3 pa 3n3 mra nar n^ddi 20

W>a n3 ytris* nnt? iaa NHnsn pin 11 rasa 21

ttw na mas iTi^b na vnx mha na mimn 22

lbw3 nna pirn nans t nr? spa nso 23
v

[m]ar n3 thvA
t'lusi"}^^

1 On the 7th of Chisleu, that is the 4th day of the month Thoth, the

9th year of Artaxerxes 2 the king, said Ya'uhan daughter of Meshullak,

spinster (?), of Yeb the fortress, to Meshullam b.
3
Zaccur, Jew, of Yeb

the fortress, as follows : You have given to me as a loan the sum of

4 shekels,
4 that is four, by royal weight, at interest, which shall be due

from me 5 at the rate of 2 hallurin per shekel per month, being at the

rate of 8 hallurin 6 for each month. If the interest is added to the

capital, it shall pay interest like the capital,
7 both alike, and if there come

a second year and I have not paid you your money
8 and interest on it as

written in this deed, you, Meshullam, and your children, have the right
9 to

take for yourself any security which you may find of mine in the counting-
house, silver or gold,

10 bronze or iron, male or female slave, barley,

spelt or any food that you may find of mine,
n

till you have full payment
of your money and interest thereon, and I shall have no power to say to

you that I have paid you
12

your money and the interest on it while this deed
is in your hand, nor shall I have power to lodge a complaint

13
against

Endorsement.
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you before governor or judge on the ground that you have taken from
me any security while this deed u

is in your hand. If I die without

paying you this money and interest thereon,
15 my children are to pay

you this money and interest thereon. If 1G
they do not pay you this

money and interest thereon, you Meshullam have a right
n to take for

yourself any food or security that you may find of theirs until you have

full payment
18 of your money and interest thereon, and they shall have

no power to lodge a complaint against you before governor
11 or judge

while this deed is in your hand. Even if they go to law they shall not

win their case 20 while this deed is in your hand. Nathan b. 'Anani

wrote this deed 21 at the dictation of Ya'uhan. Witnesses hereto :

Witness, Oshea' b. Gilgul.
22 Hodaviah b. Gedaliah. Ahio b. Pelatiah.

Agur b. Ahio. (Endorsement.)
23 Deed of money lent (?), which Ya'uhan

daughter of Meshullak wrote 24 for Meshullam b. Zaccwr.

Line 2. jmn* fern, occurs several times. Cf. pnirT
1 masc. "J^tTO

occurs several times, but its meaning and vocalization are unknown.

Sachau compares Phoenician or Punic ^ttvJD, and Ungnad "pWQW in

26 s
. If it is formed from a V ~p® (Meshullakh) that can hardly have

the meaning of the Hebrew "]?KJ. }t?3 as in 8 2
. She could do business

in her own right.

Line 3. ri3T from v P|P, only in these papyri. Cf. Ahikar 130, &c.

Line 4. PlTWlM '

as its interest'.

Line 5. ^pn? the proper Aramaic form, cf. Dan. s
25

. In 1. 3 and else-

where bpy is always used = Bab. siklu. nin. The reading is clear,

but the asyndeton is strange. We should expect "in. Perhaps a mistake.

Line 6. FiOE fn, pregnant, if i] (is not paid and therefore) is added.

In 11 5 more explicitly CNT ni.T. No doubt this was the usual practice

and is here taken for granted. NBH i.e. KB*"?.. TOT attracted to

the gender of NtJ>~l, cf. on n 5
.

Line 7. *1PD *in 'one like one', i.e. both alike. PUtJ> p:n. The

construction is strange for 'a second year'. Sachau and Ungnad say 'n

means '

repeti tion '. For the first year unpaid interest (96 hallurin) added

to the principal would amount to a total of 6 sh. 16 hal.

Line 9. ply, Heb. pniy, 'pledge ', anything which represents money.

nr^Tl, cf. 11. 10, 17. No doubt to be so pointed, since it is always used

in Haphel. The Pi is frequently not written. Cf. 37
10

, 13
12

(p23
v

)
and

Ahikar 96 (ninn), &c. ^, i. e.
'

belonging to me '. p:rW »3 as in 3
18

.

Note no preposition.

Line 10.
|1T apparently for }1T0, but not known elsewhere as a noun.

Line 11. N^cnn as in 2 17
. "]SD3 is 'capital'. D^ is added above

the line as an afterthought.

Line 14. nrcaici. The n is added above the line for want of space.
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Line 17. rosrn no doubt to be so read, as in 11. 9, 10. There is a

mark before the n which might be ' if the form rDBTP were possible. It

is like that in nrvom o 5
,
so that both may be unintentional.

Lines 19, 20. Cf. 822 .

Line 20. The same scribe as in 13
17

,
&c.

Line 23. nn (not mi). Ungnad says = H3T, but this is impossible.

In CIS ii, 1, 17+ nn is explained as = Bab. dannitu = duppu 'docu-

ment '. Perhaps H3T is the abs. st. of this, in the special sense of

• contract
'

(loan or sale), and was borrowed by Greek as Sai/os (for which

there is no satisfactory etymology) ;
cf. anpafiwv from |U"iy.

No. n.

Contract for a Loan. About 455 b.c.

This was the first of the papyri brought from Elephantine and was

published in 1903 (see the account of it in PSBA 1903, p. 205) just after

no. 27 (ed. by Euting).

The writing is good, but the papyrus is badly broken, especially at the

beginning (the outside of the roll) so that some details are uncertain.

Several points, however, are cleared up by comparison with similar

documents in this collection. In general cf. no. 10. The date is lost

at the beginning, but there can be little doubt that it was written about

460-450 b. c. At that time Egypt was in revolt against the Persians,

and this may be the reason why the money is described as 'of the weight

of Ptah'
(1. 2) instead of 'royal weight' as usually. The phrase would

equally well suit the time of the revolt about 400 b. c, but the earlier date

is required by the names. The scribe Gemariah b. Ahio is a witness in

6 18
(465 b. c.) but is not mentioned in later dated documents, and one of

the witnesses here, Mahseiah b. Yedoniah, is a party to no. 5 (471 b.c.)

and no. 15, but must have died soon after that (441 b.c). In 25
18 the

witness Mahseiah b. Yedoniah is probably the grandson (416 b. a). The
deed must have been dated somehow. In the present first line there is

just room for >nbsb "OlE^K *n ^D *VDN and no more. Hence it seems

that there must originally have been a line before it containing the date.

[The small fragments at the top are merely loose scraps which were put

together there because they could not be fitted in anywhere. They do

not belong there and are not consecutive, so that it is useless to try to

make anything out of them.] In 1. 8 the debt is to be paid by the

9th year (probably). As M. Clermont-Ganneau points out, this can

hardly be the year of a king, because he might die in the meantime. It
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might be the 9th year
' of the freedom of Egypt ', or the 9th year after

the deed was written. In the last case it implies a date at the beginning.
M. Clermont-Ganneau, who makes the shekel =192 hallurin, remarks

that the interest would be 1 2^ per cent, per annum, and would therefore

in eight years amount to as much as the original capital. This would

give a meaning to the number 9, and to cpir (1. 8), and it is possible that

the values here differ from those in the other documents. Comparing
no. 10, however, it is unlikely that the creditor would allow outstanding
interest to accumulate for eight years without distraining. See note on epjp

(1. 8). If the values are the same as elsewhere and are rightly ascertained

in the Introduction (p. xxiii) the interest wOuld be 60 "per ce'nt. per annum,
and the above argument does not hold.

Sayce and Cowley, L. Ungnad, no. 88.

sjm 'b rum [imb] mmv "o "i 1

II ]ibn «pa *by ram ->b\w spa nna ^a[ta] l[lll \bp&] 2

jvrno mnm [i]b MiobtPK n ov iy xrrvb \ e> epab 3

m -]b |H3n *6 *» vmw v m sb [II III] III pbn iQDa 4

rrva m* i^ ^na]bhnn nrw wn hot rva-io 5

ba by T3J ^ anani ntom jo "6 P3[n]a* *» *dis [» 6

ba -]b n»b&> xb p ib obiro mnM n qtdi spa 7

1DD3 pjpy* \ll III [ill] rut? ninn rw ny nrranoi *pDa 8
*

m»i> rw ^y rcn mi?! ^y ikitj\ *? nrraiDi 9

lb vurihs* n dv ny 10

•tobw 13 ppy 12

mn,T in nxj? 13 «i^'

L 7*mar 13 rrabo 15 L

n» snsD by 1 N^Tn^Da^y vnx na ronw nisd ana 16

1
.Sajtf X b. F to Z b. Yathma as follows : You have given me the sum

of 2
4 shekels by the weight of Ptah, at the rate of 1 shekel to 10, and

interest shall be due from me at the rate of 2 hallurin 3 for the sum
of 1 shekel per month, till the day when I repay it \.o you, so that the

interest on 4
your money shall be 8 hallurin each month. Any month in

which I do not give you
5
interest, it shall be (added to the) capital and

shall bear interest. I will pay it to you month by month G out of my
2599 d
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salary which they give me from the treasury, and you shall write me
a receipt for all

7
money and interest which I pay to you. If I do not

pay you all
8
your money and the interest thereon by the month of Thoth

in the 9th year, your money shall be doubled (?)
9 and the interest on it

which is outstanding against me, and interest shall be due from me
month by month 10 until the day when I repay it to you. Witnesses :

11 'Ukban b. Shemesh-nuri. 12 Kozri b. Ya'hadari. 18 Mahseiah b.

Yedoniah. 14 Malchiah b. Zechariah. 16 Gemariah b. Ahio wrote the

deed before the witnesses who(se names) are upon this deed.

Line 1. [lEN?] can be restored with certainty from other deeds.

There is perhaps a slight trace of ? .

Line 2. [ppt?] must be restored, since the interest is in hallurin, but

the number of them is less certain. Four is most likely. When the text

was first published this seemed too small a sum for so formal a document,

but no. 10 now removes that objection. nDQ "02[N2] is right. Else-

where always sata ^3X3. The 'weight of Ptah' would be that used in

his temple at Memphis and no doubt represents the Egyptian scale (of the

revolt) as distinguishedWrom the Royal (Persian) weight. (So in

demotic documents frequently
' of the double house of Ptah.)

' The

standard is here described as 1 shekel to 10, whereas the ordinary

standard is 2 R to 10. If this means the proportion of alloy, the

standard of the revolt had twice as much alloy as before. \ B> is not

found in legal documents usually for 1 shekel.

Line 3. mnni i. e.
' so that it shall be '.

Line 4. The numeral must be under 10 and must be divisible by 2.

Therefore either 4 or 6 or 8. The space best suits 8. Therefore the

shekels in 1. 2 must be 4.

Line 5. EWi fttrv. The grammar is inaccurate. It ought to be

(rr)NrVn~lO and mnn as in 1. 3. The verb is no doubt attracted to the

gender of £>N*1 (cf. naT" in io G
). K>X*1 is the Hebrew form.

Line 6. *D*1S
'

share
' '

portion ',
i. e. wages. The debtor was still in

the employment of the provisional government, as he had been under the

Persian regime, and the same terms are used. Cf. 2 10
,
but there is no

mention here of ND^O IT'S or pa? »T "a . DJ must mean a ' note ', i. e.

a receipt. As an Aramaic word it occurs in the Samaritan Targum
Lev. i68-10 for Heb. 7"il3, and is no doubt there a loan-word from Arab,

oo. The meaning is hardly the same here, and I am still inclined to

take it (against Hale'vy) as a Persian form from
{j^y (see PSBA 1903,

p. 207), a 'written' receipt. Johns (PSBA 1905, p. 187) cites an

Assyrian word nibzu in this sense, but with no Semrtie.ejym_ology.

Line 7. >21D should be nrPSIO as in 11. 8, 9 and in no. 10.
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D^fO nin'M not common in this Aramaic (as later) for D^x. Cf. 1. 9

nan ow for rd-i\

Line 8. The numeral is certain since units are always grouped in threes

as far as they go. But the point of naming the 9th- year is not clear.

The 9th year from the date of writing is a long time for so small a loan.

If the deed was dated in the «th year of the freedom of Egypt (cf.

the Jewish coins of the revolt) the loan would only be for g-n years.

The nature of the penalty is not clear enough to help. It can hardly

be the 9th year of a king, though the 9th year of Artaxerxes I (456 b.c.)

would be a suitable date. *pW is very difficult. In 11. 4, 5 the out-

standing interest is to be added to capital. LI. 8, 9 are therefore

unnecessary unless Ppy adds a further penalty. In no. 10 the out-

standing interest in the first year is to be added to capital, but in the

second year the creditor might distrain. Here distraint is not mentioned,

but one would expect something corresponding. Perhaps f]py = i__ax^

in the sense of ' be doubled '.

Lines 11-16 are not arranged in the usual manner. L. 16 should

complete 1. 10, and the witnesses' names be written continuously. Cf. no. 1

and frequently.

Line 13. mn.T. Probably for mn 1iT
' Ya'u is my glory '.

Line 16. N~IDD is
' document

'

not 'scribe' in both places. K*ini5> D3^y »

is unusual. It is generally DD?y or DM of one of the parties
'

according '

to (instructions from) '. The Interested party said what he wanted

written, and the scribe put it into formal language. The witnesses would

hardly give such instructions, so that here perhaps DD?y means rather ' in

presence of. Why the name of the debtor is not given (as jn no. 10),

is not evident.

No. 1 2.

List of Names, undated.

There are several lists of names in the collection, but the purpose of

them is not always apparent. Some are connected with accounts. In

mediaeval Jewish communities lists of this kind were often drawn up
to commemorate members of the congregation who had suffered for their

religion.

It is undated. If it is a memorial list it may be related to no. 34

(about 407 b.c), which is probably connected with no. 30. Sachau,

however, points out that the sons of Menahem b. Posai (I. 7) are

mentioned in 2 2 78
- 79

. As the name Posai occurs only in these two

D 2
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documents, the persons are probably the same and this papyrus belongs

to the generation earlier than no. 22 (420 B.C.) i.e. about 440-450 b. c.

The writing is not very careful, and the reading of it is the more

difficult because the context affords no help.

Sachau, plate 17. Ungnad, no. 18.

pro in *:n 1

yg>Ta in join 2

Dirv "12 yew 3

Ann "12 XJtsw 4

*jin "12 yioe 5

,T-i3 -in |na 6

»D»s "12 nnjo 7

•T3TN 12 eW 8

n5y "12 2py^Nn ,,2 9

///////// J[12]3 b 10

rcufclc cu * r

1

Haggai b. Nathan. 2 Harman b. Oshea'. 3 Oshea' b. Yathom.
4 Oshea' b. Hodav. 4 Shamua' b. Haggai.

6 Nathan b. Neraiah.
7 Menahem b. Posai. 8 Yeosh b. Azaniah. 9 Bethel'akab b. Achar.
10 Total 9 men. « Nabu'akab (?)

b.

Line 1. Cf. 34
s

,
Hosea b. Nathum and Haggai his brother.

Line 2. jc"in (or fcnn). The second letter is more like a T. Sachau

compares ]lo"in. It may be related to }ri3D*in, &c. It occurs also in

2 2 4 (the son of this man?). yeiX. The 1 is very unusual and the

f broken. ye^S is not possible.

Line 3. Cf. 34
s

.

Line 4. nin, as in 34
s

,
&c. A short form of Hodaviah.

Line 8. rVOTN, in Neh. io10 the father of yie\ which looks like an

improvement of tJW here. It is parallel to m?(N)\ BW Sachau

thinks = HW.
Line 9. "by. Sachau and Ungnad "i?y, but r is impossible. It might

be a 3. In 1 Chron. 2 7 Achar is a variant of Achan in Jos. 7
1

.

Line 10. The total shows that the list is complete.

Line 1 1 is not Egyptian (Ungnad), but Aramaic written upside down.
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No. 13.

Conveyance of a House. 447 B.C.

The end is somewhat broken.

Its date is the 19th year of Artaxerxes (I)
= 447 b. c.

It is a deed of gift of a house from Mahseiah to his daughter Mibtahiah,

in return for value received from her. As the parties are known from

previous documents, there can be no doubt that the year is that of

Artaxerxes I, not II.

It is another proof that a woman could hold property and transact

business independently of her father or (since Mibtahiah was married in

no. 8) her husband.

A peculiarity of this text is the number of mistakes in spelling, though

the scribe, Nathan b. Ananiah, must have been a professional notary,

since he also wrote nos. 10 and 15. The following are probably such

slips: 1. 2 rrnttBD (also elsewhere), 1. 4 DT32?, 1. 7, &c. ^1, 1. 10 331,

3ip, 1. 11 dn, 1. 12 prim, pay?, dd, 1.^4 nrr, Nptn?
-

/>«<

Sayce and Cowley, E.

N3$>» PDB>nmN.III III III"' rut? yniDD mb » dv in i^ds^ III 3 1

13 rpDno ion

tsrpsb vb nsn 11 n:x iznb nnn3 .TnDD^ ntm bub ;id *i nnK rMT 2

n^i? >^ 3n3 -iddi [
s

]niDn3 jid »t »oin "ids* "13 ni3r 13 bbwn b 3m n 3

nbass r»T33 rvm run n3 ^ rnrp ^r n^dsj «£n vn3 rrriDs»i> nram 4

^ naMirpaywriarp n:x nnx •'37 mobc? jcsji e|D3 nropn n?i irn 5

*^[3D3] V Np^l? N1BD vb n3i*N // /// |BH3 t|D3 »D*1 »3$>K '3*033 sj^n 6 ^
pjwah in *a5n rota npnm •oi? nrorp nito n:r ^nnnxfir ntao ^ 7 #*

-i3ji ^t y-in *33i rm i>3N n^ rw3wri""^n[Dm n p]\) "onnN jo 8

'3^ ri3D3 Nnapi [»]3^» raiv n:x n *]? snu d^3 33n1 p^gprv priN 9

nnp. ^y3i £n b[y3 p]*mi 3-ip nnxi nsi ri3N 331 pn ^anavr aby 10

i£D ^3^y ppjjr. priN 13: b* n^dn ^h dx rp3i -»
jtrna sps >sb \rw 1 1

*6 dd iyby pw* "[r *]3$> rorw ri3n3 ru« n kibd rur p£ pnyi mn 12

[nran]3 nan

n^nnn n»i»w[a 13 v]w rvn nWy it nivs <einn r6« s*n sjn 13

D^3 Npci jj^in -13 bnj m nWra nba nm n K-n»j 14

ntv3 i? K»n[S>>< ti[di M]5n n tm it^D 13 ^noS p["»K] r6 bidb' 3nyo 15
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ana <nan fayn [n] jobi o^y ny in ^n ruo npmi i? nnan* 16

s5a iTono ana ua Nflnssn ncno Daa-nar kibd rraaji -in jna 17

"ddd ^m« "in [jnanc]i momo ia niDino msa 18

n'yep ia [. . . . in#] sinx n "2Da »m ia nana ins? 19

rbv 13 nar 20

Endorsement. nni3 n[flBB£l] rrar 13 n^Dnea ISO 21

1 On the 3rd of Chisleu, that is the 10th day of the month Mesore,

year 19 of Artaxerxes the king, said Mahseiah b.
2
Yedoniah, Aramaean

of Syene, of the detachment of Warizath, to Miphtahiah his daughter, as

follows : I give you the house 3 which Meshullam b. Zaccur b. Atar,
Aramaean of Syene, gave me for its price, and wrote a document for me
about it,

4 and I give it to Miphtahiah my daughter in return for the

goods which she gave me when I was inspector (?) in the fortress.

I acknowledged (?)
5 them but did not find money and goods to pay you.

Consequently I give you this house 6 in return for those your goods
of the value of 5 kerashin, and I give you the original document which
7 the said Meshullam wrote for me about i t. This house I give to you
and I resign all claim to it. It belongs to you and to your children
8
after you and to whomsoever you please you may give it. I have no

power, I or my children or my descendants or any
9 other man, to bring

against you suit or process in the matter of this house which I give you,
and have written the document for you

10 about it. Whoever raises

against you suit or process, (whether it be) I or a brother or sister,

relative or stranger, soldier or citizen,
n shall pay you the sum of

10 kerashin, and the house is assuredly yours. Moreover no other man
shall produce against you a document 12 new or old, other than this

document which I have written and given to you : whoever produces

against you such document, I have not "written it.
Vi Moreover note,

these are the boundaries of this house. At the upper end of it is the

house of Yeoj^ b. /Vnuliah, at the lower end of it is
u the temple of

the God Ya'u, at the east of it is the house of Gadol b. Oshea' and the

street between them,
15 on the west of it is the /and of . . . . b. Palto,

priest of the gods Khmtm and Sali (?).
This house 16 1 give you and

resign all claim to it. It is yours for ever. To whomsoever you wish,

give it.
n Nathan b. Ananiah wrote this document at the direction of

Mahseiah and the witnesses hereto. Mahseiah signed for 18 himself
(?).

Mithrasari
(?)

b. Mithrasari
(?),

and Satibarzanes'%. Atharli, silversmith. PS
13

Witness, Barbari b. Dargi, silversmith of the place (?). Witness, ....

b. Shemaiah. 20
ZaccurJ b. Shallum. (Endorsement.)

21 Document

concerning Mahseiah b. Yjedoniah
aud Miphtahiah his daughter.

Line 1. /// a is probable. According to Gutesmann it should be

Chisleu 2 = Mesore 10, or Chisleu 3 = Mesore 11. Hontheim reads 2.
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Line 2. In nos. 8, 9 Mahseiah is a Jew of Yeb, of the degel of

Haumadata. NrV3^>. The b marks the accusative, as occasionally in

these texts. The house was at Elephantine, since it adjoins the temple

(1. 14), though the owner and former owner are both 'of Syene '.

Line 3. Meshullam is a party to no. 10. abv adverbially 'con-

cerning (it)',
cf. 133. IDS as Ezra 2

10
.

Line 4. nan has been much discussed, but nothing has yet been

suggested which seems better than the original explanation in S-C.

A word nm or DTJn is fairly common in late Hebrew, and in Arabic

vu-jja) in the sense of 'measuring'. It is clearly not Semitic, and it

seems an impossible coincidence that there should be two loan-words

identical in form, but differing in meaning and origin, even if they are

found 1000 years apart. Other words in these documents occur else-

where not earlier than the Talmud. The common ground is to be found

in the Persian ^b-ljjl.
A Persian loan-word is as natural here as in

modern Arabic, where ^s^, is explained as being from the Persian »}Uil

(from ^i-ljol).
The precise meaning here, however, is still not clear.

The modern Arabic &-,joa (and so modern Hebrew) means '

geometry
'

or ' measurement
'

as applied to various arts, such as drawing, engineering,

architecture, astronomy. In the Talmud the verb is used of the marks

on measures of liquid &c. Hence it ought to mean here something like

'

inspector of weights and measures
'

or ' controller of the water supply
'

for drinking or irrigation. In 27? riJH is apparently a verb. Andreas

takes it to mean '

heap', i.e.
'

many
'

in 27?, but that is unsuitable here.

Clermont-Ganneau doubtfully suggests
' crowd '. Noldeke rejects this

and proposes
' einberufen

'

(so Smend) or ' answered . Lagrange,
'

charge

des rations '. m"33 either a mistake for Nn"V23, or a name (y ?) has

been omitted. n^SN Lagrange,
' in the fortress of Apalt '. Noldeke

also takes it as a name, and makes 1DH (1. 5) refer back to nnrv n. This

is impossible. It must be a verb governing ion. Bab. apdlu means
' answer ',

' announce '. Can it mean '

I acknowledged them '

? It might

possibly be rtas4 ('
I consumed '),

but the tail is hardly straight enough

for 3.

Line 5. Kn the separate pronoun as accusative, cf. X5
r'5 &c. "inK,

commonly in Ahikar and Behistun, 'and then '.

Line 6. fjiFn restored from 1. 4, but very uncertain. There seems to be

something (n or
>)

after the Q, but it is difficult to guess what other word

would suit the passage. '3^D33 (S-C yD3:) is correct and fairly

certain. «3^>N is correct and probable, as in 14
8

. There is a slight

trace of*. [3fl3] a trace of n.
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Line 7. VmnN 'about it', as in 9*. »3^1 as in 11. ir, 16, for

the usual _,
T

• There is no evident reason for ~H . Both forms must have

been in use, and "H is not necessarily later or popular, since ~V is used

in the Ptolemaic papyrus no. 81, which is not formal.

Line 10. mi a mistake for 3311, as 2"ip for 3*"lp.

Line n. DNa mistake for DSN, as in 615 .

Line 12. pQJMS practically certain. This spelling (as against pEW in

1. 11) is due to carelessness rather than error. The usual n is merely

a vowel-letter indicating the pronunciation pE2? as distinguished from p2J\

There was no reason why it should not be omitted from a word which

was always used in the (H)aphel (as
rDKTl io9,10

),
or was evidently

causal since it has an object, as here. DD for nDD, another mistake.

Line 1 3. [v~\W is probable, as there is a slight trace of E>, and the

name occurs several times. S-C 1W which does not occur, though

•"IIKniV is found in i
2

. The house was near that conveyed to Mibtahiah

in no. 8. See the plan in no. 5.

Line 14. K113S is the temple, cf. no. 30, and notes there. It was not

merely a chapel or shrine, as conjectured by S-C before the discovery of

Sachau's papyri. Other speculations as to its character may now be

disregarded. nfT> for W only here (and in "lisnn>, i
2

?).
The form,

which is certain, has been much discussed, but it is probably a mere slip,

considering the many errors in this document. n^NyiO, in 8 6 more

fully rb cn? NJJ1D. NpC^l for Npl&'l by a mistake? nma a mistake

for DiTO^ ? There may be something after it, but nothing is wanted.

Line 15. p[~)X]. The p is probable. It seems not to be 1V3.

71 . . , The reading "jiTlD (S-C) is hardly probable. The papyrus is

slightly out of position. "]\-Q is unlikely. We should expect an Egyptian

name ("JTIDX ?) though the father's name is Jewish. )a?Q, cf. late

Hebrew viL^D and O.T. vbs, ^S, &c. VifDI Dl]5n are not quite

certain as the space is barely sufficient even if the papyrus is re-adjusted.

But the reading is probable, because Khnum and Sati were associated as

the divinities of the cataract, there must be two names since NVt?K is

fairly certain (not Nn?x), and "1E3 is correctly used in these texts (cf. 30
5

,

21Jn T NHEO), as later, of the priest of a foreign god. v is probable

(not as S-C). It might be dUrrW or D^n or 31Jn (as in 30
5
).

Line 16. *]^
another mistake for h3a ^n defectively, or a mistake,

for \TQil.

Line 17. The sentence ends with 1J2, unless 'jl 'n» 2D3 is an intrusion.

As it stands, we must translate ' at the direction of M. and the witnesses

hereto'. But the formula is unusual. iT^QJ \D3. It must be a 3,
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not "1 (as S-C), cf. the 3 in 3D3 just before. It cannot then be for

[rPJ*l]
> "13. The meaning is quite obscure. It looks as if Mahseiah

had become impatient, seized a pen and written something hastily. If so,

he probably meant (as S-C)
' M. wrote for himself, but it is not clear

how the words can mean that.

Line 18. PnDTTlD. The D") are run together, and might be Dn as in

rVDno. Hence S-C monno. It may be the Persian name Mithrasari.

(jPQW]l is restored from 5
1C

. There is perhaps a trace of n. s7"inx

is certain here. The name is no doubt the same as in 5
T0

,
where

see note. ^M. Lagrange suggests
'

Caspian ',
but if such a gentilic

name were found it would be N*SD3, as N^33 in 6 19
.

Line 19. n3~!3. Unknown as a name. vm, cf. X3T1 5
18

(for

jEJTl), or it may be W, cf. AaSayos, AaSax^s. NiriN.
'

Silversmith

of the place
'

is a strange expression, cf. mriN 6 2
,
of Dargman. Lagrange,

'

Caspien de Athra
'

(as in 6 2

),
cf. Atropatene. He also compares

Ezra 8 17
, which, however, does not help. The_very slight traces

remaining do not fit any of the known names of sons of Shemaiah.

Line 21. rT'DncQ. The formulais unusual.

No. 14.

Settlement of Claim. 441 B.C.

The date is 441 b. c, probably the year before, and in view of,

Mibtahiah's third (?) marriage (in no. 15).

Hatevy thinks that Mibtahiah had married Pi', an Egyptian, and

adopted his religion. She swears by Sati in 1. 5. Among the witnesses

here there is no one with a Jewish name, because the community refused

to recognize her. On her divorce she would return to the Jewish faith.

This document is the act of separation following on the divorce pro-

nounced by the court, cf. 1. 3. If in:x TBD is right in 1. 4, she must

have been married to him, and Haldvy's explanation must be in the main

correct. They now have to divide their possessions and she is required

to take an oath, the object of which is not clear. It would seem to relate

to the amount of stock in her hands or to their joint credit, she having

carried on the business of ?yi"W with Pi'. He declares himself satisfied

with her statement, and the division of property is completed. The

terms had evidently been settled in the previous suit
(1. 3).

The papyrus is in an excellent state of preservation.
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Sayce and Cowley, F.

B>DB>nmn // /// 1 nap aans^ /// /// /// ~> av in mb \lll-> 3 1

jmv nn rrDno ma iTntaao^ wrva pai? bmi 'na na 2

sjD3 by maa paa pay *r wn ^y nmi ban!' jid n n"o-in 3

j,

ytx y.-rtuiG.
nwoio pis* Ham prjpi ja3a i>3 ^>nai prui na^i -nam 4

**—"
*aa^ a*ui rmri?$ tid3 an^y h vnnan "o^y nxtao 5

}» »aa» npmi ~^k N saaa i?y ^ *may n sai nxDitaa 6

-mi ton ami p wyw i>naK «b a^>y nyi nar mdp 7

'anna pi arr^y <fy »nwD» n »a1?M traaa ova ^ mai 8

•am tro nax •on hnoio bb>3 ^xnai ^ia *anai aaii p 9

aan xh p «h sata >aaK3 // /// jtjna spa n'nta»$> jnas* 10

nar NiaD fnaiaa na »BKtaa ana aam jnba p pm nasi 11

;naiaa na '•jniaa iaa vmrw na na s^a aaa xni^a paa 12

jnw na *jniaa son ia inaiTy »aao na ni^ 13

Endorsement. [n^njoao^ toa ana n pm» iaa 14

1 On the 14th of Ab, that is the 19th day of Pahons, year 25 of

Artaxerxes the king, said Pi' 2 b. Pahi, builder, of Syene the fortress,

to Mibtahiah daughter of Mahseiah b. Yedoniah 3 Aramaean of Syene,
of the detachment of Warizath (as follows) : In accordance with the

action which we took at Syene, let us make a division concerning the

money
4 and corn and garments and bronze and iron, all goods and

possessions, and the marriage-document. Then an oath 5 was imposed
on you and you swore to me concerning them by the goddess Sati and

my heart was content 6 with that oath which you took to me concerning
those your goods and I renounce all claim on you from 7 this day for

ever. I have no power to institute against you suit or process, you or

son 8 or daughter of yours in the matter of those your goods concerning
which you have sworn to me. If I institute against you

9 suit or process,
or my son or daughter sue you in the matter of that your oath, I, Pi', or

my son 10 will pay to Mibtahiah the sum of 5 kerashin, royal weight,
without suit or process,

u and I renounce all suit and process. Petisi

^ b. Nabunathan wrote this document 12 in Syene the fortress, at the

direction of Pi' b. Pahi. Witnesses hereto : Nabure'i b. Nabunathan.
13 Luhi b. Mannuki. 'Odnahar b. Duma. Nabure'i b. Vashtan. (En-

dorsement.)
u Deed of quittance which Pi' wrote for Mibtc?hiah.

Line 1. TIB "13 N^a. Probably Egyptian, but the meaning of the

names is obscure. Note that he does not belong to a degel.
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Line 2. 7DH1N. Bab. arad-ekalli, 'servant of the palace'. In later

Aramaic it means 'architect' or 'builder'. In 15
2 Ashor is I bi'mK

JJ8370
. Haldvy compares Persian ardikar,

' wall-maker '. fcpJT for 7PXV •

Line 3. ?y
'

in accordance with
'

? We should expect -yoab before it.

p2y not p2y as S-C, but the phrase is strange. The last letter

is really a f|, or
}
with the top broken. by after mS3 is also strange,

but the meaning of mD3 is certain. Noldeke says
'
let us separate ',

and supplies "TDK? before it. Halevy compares J6 'I withdrew' (un-

suitable).

Line 4. 1D3N "I3D (not |n3N as S-C), a 'deed of marriage', cf. 15
3

.

He gave up the deed on his divorce, showing that he had no longer

any rights over her. She re -married in the next year.

Line 5. flNUD 'came upon you', i.e. was imposed upon you. *DD2.

There is no question of the reading or meaning. She was required

to swear by the Egyptian goddess because her opponent was an Egyptian.

(I. Levi compares B. T. Sanhedrin 63b, tilvb TiDK ^NICCH FP3M "ION*

fee? n"jn yyc:) njnat^ \b n^nn^ NrrK* 2"y Dy niBniB* rbyw. Samuel

belonged to the third century a. d.).
The case is different from that

in which other divinities are mentioned in connexion with Ya'u and the

temple. This concerns a definitely foreign deity (cf.
the '

queen of

heaven' in Jer. 44), not one who had been accepted or imagined as

Jewish. x"^4^ C^'fT^^
1

Line 6. S'Dt/ Note 1 again sporadically for T. It is perhaps a

mistake for »31 as in 1. 9, elsewhere "nt, which would be correct in

speaking to a woman. >y?bt would be correct, as in 1. 8. There is

room for \ and possibly some trace of it.

Line 9. ^1J1 perfect, as '•jrfHJ (1.
8

), depending on fit. There is a

mark above the \ whichTseems to be unintentional. "9N*i*21, cf. N'3T,

1. 2. Here the X is for n of the feminine. »J31 added parenthetically

without affecting the construction.

Line 10. iTnBID? a mere mistake.

Line 11. '21 *DNUD, a man bearing a pure Egyptian name whose

father has a Babylonian name.

Lines 12, 13. The witnesses' names are in their own writing.

Line 13. ^330, shortened from Bab. Mannuakiilani =. 7M*D. "injiTy

'21 can hardly be read otherwise, but the names are unknown. ^1123

is Babylonian, while his father's name is Persian.

Line 14. pmo 'withdrawal' or renunciation of claim. It was not the

actual divorce, but the sequel to it.
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x) o c t̂-***jL , tf3X, ,

B>[pB>nniN . . . rw\ pjsn mh III III [w in] *it?n[b // ///] ^a 1

[N>bo
bib pd *? *oi[n mD]rtD^ tb^ts n bains [«nv] in iiiidn ion 2

wjnS> .toso inia[b] »b |n:ob in*n rni[«] n:N ion^ ntm 3

mo i? nan* oby ijn rut nov jo r6ya raaa wi:n »n 4

naab sen yby by [Njabo ^3Na II III f?p& [ejca] rmoso ima 5

II fbpt? r
.

,

»J3N3 ) tj»ia niian [*i]m m»a rpnoao [inijab nby:n ua 6

aon mn loy 1 ) K>ab rrra nb nbyarl -'bill ppa'.Nabo 7
11 111 in

;

p\>v ll;ftt'ia spa;m[>] II III a II III III jon tin mn pi) yav 8

i

^ a «»»& JM*£**^t Ar*

44

No. 15.

Marriage Contract. About 441 B.C.

The number of the year is lost, line i being much broken. There are,

however, reasons for putting the document at about the same date as

no. 14, or soon after. The scribe Nathan was a witness to nos. 8 and 9

in 459 b.c. and wrote no. 10 in 456 and no. 13 in 447. In 459
Mibtahiah was the wife of Yezaniah, her first marriage. In no. 13 (447)
he is not mentioned, and was therefore probably dead or divorced. In

no. 20 (420) Ashor, the present bridegroom, was apparently also dead,

leaving two sons old enough to act as principals in an action at law.

Supposing them to be then about 18 years of age, the present marriage

cannot have taken place much after 440. If the interpretation of no. 14

is right and Mibtahiah was then (in 441) just divorced from her second

husband, we are forced to date this document in or after 441. At any
rate Ashor is not mentioned in no. 1 4. [Gutesmann calculates the date

as 447-449.]
One of the witnesses here is Penuliah b. Yezaniah, and in no. 20 (420)

a witness is Yezaniah b. Penuliah, probably his son, as a child was often

named after his grandfather.

This is a naina or marriage settlement (cf. demotic marriage contracts

in Journal Asiatique 1906, p. 351), giving lists of the mutual gifts with

their values, very important for determining the relative" values of the

money terms. See Introduction, p. xxii. It then states the terms of

succession in case the marriage is dissolved. Cf. no. 9. Unfortunately

the text is very difficult, partly owing to its broken condition, and partly

to the many unknown words.
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7W |1 III 3 ll III III px ins* nm mn I b^ n^o k
J3«3 9

run oneo iray n pn« cab N3^» 'aata II III III ?W ^oa 10

nit? trm *r ) *m» I III III \bpv spa mc\lll a III III f»N *pa ei

II pro ** pa II 1 I i>ptf **,Da nMB> cm *r I [*n]»n II 1 I ^pt? spa 12

XBD3 ^3 II 1 spa HW ^™ *> I V^T [l]l {??& ep3 piP 13

*:3N3 ->i> II -1 «p3 "^;-6n II lll^pc III III j'sna **,D3 n*d3*. *cm 14

jvnyj na nbj n 1 w ua ^aab n^m] <6y ^>y t-ata 15./
4

}nco"pb> II III III n Dpn
mn }irn

,%
1 pajp II |aa p?d *? I pa \lll px »i 16

ltw< n^ rapai ia*i i3i iinDN rii6* f[in]« di* ltTiriia" 17

nrv33 ntS?j*> *n n'naao nnnax n*[nBa]ra jo nj*_jn*N
18

xyix *s:x bv nb *n\x n bi wapi [»m]D33i iinDx s
? 19

*6 napil i3i i3i rvnuso niran di* ik inn n5»a 20

n'Daaa nam'' in ihdx n^y3 linos |*a n^> VfH 21

hrrja n*n&ia»] Dipn jinx di[* ix] mra nj*jpi 22

bv 3nn ncxi3 ntus** eps ^y3 unDxi* nxx> iraxii 23

nbyan n hi |l i \Tll III ji>pB* *pa nn[Dx]^ bjxjrp
mho 24

xh n'as n [Kn[i*] *inm Din ny on p psjnn mka 25

nnya ihdx Dip' pro* di* it* inn 331 xh pi* 26

n^yjn 1 5>ai ias[»] nine n*ntaa» *nn[>N!"] inj^ idni 27

inni nnn spa nn ova mn ny Dn |b pann nra 28

n*nt2sra i>y Dip* [p]i 331 xh p xi? g n*a* *t jx n? 29

n^ pj* n:
s

jpi Mioaai imbx *r nn*3 p 111311!* 30

irax hx vh) ut nisd pi n5 [*n]yi "^^la *iD3 31

*r pa pb piiN pai n*D*:ra }ni* nins* nn3N *!* *n*s' 32

|n^ pns* nnani [p]a *!*
sn*x idn* jn n'nraao *^ i^n 33

*j3s*3 "^ fins [e|]D3 irniaaD? frws? n*33i n'noao 34

i5n myn jm n*[nt:]DD p *3*3pi *D33 in[3iN] bm vb) N3^ra 35

[Na]^D *J3N*3 -5 iB*ia [ejoa] n*nraaDi* pax 0[inx ib]d i*ap) ud 36

123 mrwh [unDK dq3 nit mibd] n*33y ia pj 313 37

ii3[r] 13 omra nnix 13 n*[. . .] nw 13 n^ua 3S

. , ; . i]5 b*yi inp 39

1 On the 25th (?) of Tishri that is the 6th day of the month
Epiphi,

year . . . ofArtaxerxt% the king,
2 said Ashor b. Z*vfo, builder to the king,

to Mahseiah Aramaean of Syene, of the detachment of 3
Warizath, as
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follows : I came to your house that you might give me your daughter

Miphtahiah in marriage.
4 She is my wife and I her husband from

this day for ever. I have given you as the price
5 of your daughter

Miphtahiah the sum of 5 shekels, royal weight. It has been received by
you and your heart is content c therewith. I have delivered to your

daughter Miphtahiah into her hand for the cos/ of furniture 1 karash

2 shekels royal
7
weight, of the standard of 2 r to 10. I have delivered

to her into her hand 1 woollen robe, new, striped,
8
dyed on both sides,

(whose) length was 8 cubits by 5, worth the sum of 2 kerashin 8 shekels,
9
royal weight ;

1 closely-woven (shawl) new, (whose) length was 8 cubits

by 5, worth 10 the sum of 8 shekels royal weight ;
another woollen robe,

finely woven, (whose) length was n 6 cubits by 4, worth the sum of

7 shekels; 1 mirror of bronze, worth 12 the sum of 1 shekel 2 r
;

1 tray
of bronze, worth the sum of 1 shekel 2 r

;
2 cups of bronze,

13 worth the

sum of 2 shekels ;
1 bowl of bronze, worth the sum of 2 r

;
total money

14 and value of goods being the sum of 6 kerashin 5 shekels 20 hallurin,

of the standard of 2 r to 10, royal weight.
15

1 have received, and my
heart is content therewith, 1 couch of reeds with 4 supports (?)

1G of

stone
;

1 pk of slk
;

2 ladles, holding (?) 8 h ;
1 ms'n knife (?) ;

1 cosmetic

box of ivory, new. 17 To-morrow or another day (if) Ashor should die

and there is no child male or female 18
belonging to him by Miphtahiah

his wife, Miphtahiah has a right to the house 19 of Ashor, his goods and
his chattels and all that he has on the face of the earth,

20
all of it.

To-morrow or (another) day (if) Miphtahiah should die and there is no
child male or female 21

belonging to her by Ashor her husband, Ashor
shall inherit her goods

22 and her chattels. To-morrow or another day

(if) Miphtahiah should stand up in the congregation
23 and say, I divorce

Ashor my husband, the price of divorce (shall be) on her head
;
she shall

return to 24 the scales and weigh out to Ashor the sum of 7 shekels

2 r and all that I have put
25 into her hand she shall give up, both

shred (?) and thread, and she shall go away whither she will, without
26 suit or process. To-morrow or another day (if) Ashor should stand

up in the congregation
27 and say, I divorce my wife Miphtahiah, her

price shall be forfeited, but all that I have put
28 into her hand, she shall

give up, both shred (?) and thread, on one day at one time, and she

shall go
29
away whither she will, without suit or process. But if he

should rise up against Miphtahiah
30 to drive her out from his, Ashor's,

house and his goods and chattels, he shall give her 31 the sum of

20 kerashin, and the provisions of this deed shall be annulled, as far

as she is concerned. And I shall have no right to say
32 I have another

wife besides Miphtahiah and other children than the children whom
33

Miphtahiah shall bear to me. If I say I have children and wife other

than 34
Miphtahiah and her children, I will pay to Miphtahiah the su?/z of

20 kerashin, royal weight,
35 and I shall have no right to take away

my goods and chattels from Miphtahiah ;
and if I remove them 36 from

her [erasure] I will pay to Miphtahiah the sum of 20 kerashin, royal
weight.

37 Nathan b. Ananiah wrote this deed at the direction of Ashor
and the witnesses hereto :

38 Penuliah b. Jezaniah. . . . iah b. Uriah (?).

Menahem b. Zaccxxr. 39
Witness, Re'ibel (?) b. . . .
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Line 1 can now be restored with some certainty, except the number of

the year. [/////J "3 3. The lower part of "3 is visible and is fairly

certain. It might be "», less probably. There is then room for about

five units. HUTl . There is enough remaining of the lower parts of

letters to make this certain now that the rest is explained. S-C marked

it as doubtful because the facsimile shows traces of letters after it which

were read K7E> *?, and it was thought that this was part of some new

formula. The remnants, however, are certainly to be read ^DC'nmx]

[n]370, and the loose fragment on which they are written should be

transferred to the end of the line. fiJfc?. There are again traces which

fit this, and room for about // /// ~% after it.

Line 2. "iinDN seems to have afterwards taken the name of Nathan,

but whether as a proselyte or not, does not appear. Cf. 25
s

,
28 2 with

203
. This name and his father's are pure Egyptian. 'JD '•T 73T1K, see

on 14
2

. He was a government contractor like Pi' b. Pahi.

Line 3. The constructions are curious, though the sense is clear.

rvnK with an accusative, "b |D3t37 'to (ask you to) give me'. *jm37

accusative as in 13
2
,
with another 7 marking the dative. fVUBO a mere

mistake, cf. 14
10

. 1I"UN7
'

for wife-hood ', i. e. in marriage. Not as S-C.

Line 4. 1TO the
'

dowry
'

is properly the price paid for a wife

(cf.
Gen. 34

12 and often), here 5 shekels, no doubt the legal sum required

to make the marriage valid. It was paid to the father, showing that he

still had at least a legal palria potestas, although Mibtahiah had been

already married at least once (probably twice), must have been well over

30 years of age, and was able to conduct business in her own right.

Anything given over and above the legal price was a present to the

bride.

Line 5. T»7X7 ?X?
'

it has come (77X7) to you ', i. e. you have accepted the

payment. 301 usually TU, as in 1. 15.

Line 6. nbyin . Unfortunately there is no distinction in writing between

the 1st and the 2nd persons. Freund and Jampel take it as the

2nd person, the father's present to the bride, not the bridegroom's gift.

But the sum total in 1. 14 shows that the presents were given by the same

person who paid the 5 shekels, i. e. Ashor. rwan properly
'

arrange-

ment
'

or outfit, i.e. perhaps, to furnish the house. Cf. Nah. 2 10
.

I) pp& above the line, as often in this deed.

Line 7. 3un. In Prov. 7
16 ni3Bn is translated by RV as 'striped

cloths
'

(of the yarn of Egypt). In Talmud paoin are garments with

a pattern or embroidered. Perhaps
'

striped
'

is most likely here, but the

meaning is uncertain.
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Line 8. )">T dual of T ,
Bab. idu,

' on both sides '. m[tr]
'

equal to ',

i. e. worth. It was a costly garment.

Line 9. WXV. A weaver's rod is tt3K>, whence the verb means to keep

the rod closely pressed against the work, so that this should be '

closely-

woven
'

stuff. It must have been specialized as a trade-term, and from its

size can only have been some kind of shawl, as also CO? above. This

was a cheaper article. if III III is probable here, as in 1. 8, a stock

size. The last unit is a long way from the rest, and one unit seems to

be covered by a crease in the papyrus.

Line 10. BI"ltW. Cf. Jer. 9
s

,
Dints' (Kere for nnic) explained by the

Jewish commentators as = "J^DJ
' drawn out

'

(Kimhi
'

affile*
'),

and

2 Chron. 9
15 D1HC 1T\\ 'gold drawn out', i.e. beaten thin. Similarly in

Talmud. Lagrange suggests
' avec franges '. The form is Niphal,

therefore not Aramaic, but probably a trade-term derived from the

language of Phoenician merchants (so Lidzbarski).

Line 12. [Tljon, though it was difficult to guess, is not really doubtful.

There are slight traces of T1. The papyrus is crushed here. It is no

doubt a variant of Talm. iinon. There is no room for 1. II "l. The

n is badly made, like a 3. II . . , }D3 or possibly III, but as the price

is 2 shekels, it was probably 1 shekel per cup. The prices are arranged

in a descending scale.

Line 14. bpW a mistake for
J^pti>. ~% \"hr\. There is a faint stroke

after "3 which might be a unit, but it is no doubt unintentional, as 21 h.

would not fit the sum on any reckoning. On the conclusions to be

drawn from the sum of the items, see Introduction, p. xxii. In order

to make up the total we must include the 5 shekels paid by Ashor to

Mahseiah. But the total must represent the whole of the payments in

money (5 shekels) and goods (^03!) '•Oil N3D3 b'S) made by one and the

same person. Hence in 11. 6, 7 J"6y:n must be 1st person 'I (Ashor)

gave '.

Line 15. The deed was drawn up in Ashor's name. He therefore

states the value of his own gifts, to make the most of them. He does not

think it necessary to state the value of what he receives. |¥3JJ3 is quite

unknown. Apparently a Niphal form, and so not Aramaic. If W is a

'bed' (cf.
Arukh s.v. *W i),

the four JV3JJJ are very likely 4 feet.

Line 16. pa. Meaning unknown. The root ppa means either to

'split' or to 'stop up'. A 'hatchet'? Epstein suggests that it is for

p3 = Npin or Persian isb.
'

pitcher ', cf. Heb. "ja . He might compare

p3p3, 'a flask'. pbo must be a noun describing the material, not as

S-C. There is a slightly larger space than usual after it, which seems to
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indicate separation from what follows. But its meaning as a noun is

unknown. jaa probably
'

ladles
'

or ' bowls ', not ' handles
'

as S-C.

pn, cf. jvin 206 where it is associated with wood. I have translated it by
'ivory', cf. cra». Noldeke rejects this, and proposes 'palm-leaves',

taking D312 as a
'

tray
'

or '

basket '. opn, &c, above the line, being
singular, must refer to D313 (feminine ?) and mean '

containing '. Then
n is not for p^n, since this series is not valued, nor a cipher for 8 (as

Doller, Staerk) since letters are never so used in these texts, but must be

a measure, as in 24
s8

. |«b>o pp, meaning quite unknown. The
translation of pB> (root,

'

to be sharp ')
as

'

knife ', is a mere guess of no
value.

Line 20. Dr. pnx has been accidentally omitted.

Line 22. mya, Hebrew. Borrowed as a technical term.

Line 23. ntUP, as in 9
s

. fflSWU, 'is on her head ', i. e. apparently
' she is responsible

'

for it. ann from nin, she shall return to the scales,

or Haphel, she shall put back in its entirety. Not from 3m, as Noldeke,
'
sie setzt sich ', and Jampel who compares Lev. $

2i and translates
'

sie

soil als Hauptsumme das Scheidungsgeld auf die Wage legen '.

Line 24. \Tll III is more probable than \|| III because of the space.

1
1 1 not for -> b

1
1 "1 . as Staerk. Since

|| T = -|
a shekel she had to pay back

the original ino with 50 per cent, added. ni>y:n and pfijnn (1. 25) are

opposed. Freund and Jampel take r6y:n here and in 1. 27 as 3rd person
' what she has received '. But it must refer to the same person as in 1. 7,
' what I delivered to her she shall give up '.

Line 25. on is certain from 1. 28, but the precise meaning is unknown.

Cf. Gen. i4
2!

. Lidzbarski suggests 'radish
'

as something of small value.

One would expect the meaning to be akin to that of ttin. The phrase
means '

to the last shred '. |Ni"i7 probably two words, as in 1. 29.

Line 26. pT is clear. Probably a mere mistake.

Line 27. Tas[*]. If he divorced her, he forfeited the five shekels paid

for her, but got back the presents. n^yjn is difficult. The writer

seems to be confused about the persons. He is writing in Ashor's

name, but speaks of him in the 3rd person in 1. 26. Here he seems

to revert to the 1st person, as above. Or can this be 3rd fern.,
• she put (i.

e. received) into her hand
'

?

Line 28. '31 "in DV3, a legal formula for 'all together'.

Line 29. rb is a sort of reflexive with yin, cf. v *].?. to \6 seems

the only possible reading
—for n?2 = the usual N71.

Line 30. nniDin^. This is a third case. She might divorce him,

or he might divorce her in legal form, or he might eject her forcibly and

I8»9 e
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illegally, in which case he would have to pay a heavy fine. Epstein

thinks that *pn = BH3, the later term for divorce by a BJ, but it surely

implies an aggravation of what precedes. 'tf V i"lJV3 JD perhaps not

merely a case of the anticipatory pronoun, but 'k V is added because

nn^ might be his or her house, to make it quite clear.

Line 31. [H]jP1 is better than [l»]y»1 (as S-C) which is not found in

these texts. JH must mean the legal obligation or provisions of the deed.

As she is evidently regarded in this case as wrongly treated, it is reason-

able to suppose that she would be freed from any further obligations.

^3K. He reverts to the 1st person, though he has just used the 3rd

(jnr) in 1. 30.

Line 32. Cf. Greek Pap. Tebtunis i, no. 104, 1. 18: koX
/xri c£«rra>

4>iAtcrKa) yvvatKa aWrjv lirayayiadaL dAAa &TroWu)via.v . . . fxrj^k t(kvo-

7roL€ia6aL e£ a\\r)<; -ywai/cos . . . eav Se Tt tovtwv iiri8€i)(6r) 7roiaiv . . .

CLTTOTicraTU) . . . rrjv (jiepvrjv.

Line 33. pnx, probably a mistake for p~inN (so Noldeke). We
might read nn:N1 [l]3, or pnN maybe plural of nnx as mnx

(1. 32)

is its feminine (so Noldeke) instead of i"U"inK.

Line 35. "in[jriN] is not very certain. It does not seem quite the

suitable word, but an equivalent of myn is wanted, and nothing else

suggests itself. T5n. It may perhaps be Dnmyn, but the D is made

as in N3^0 just below, and the following stroke should be 1.

Line 36. f[inN *1D]D bl\> 'in accordance with any other deed', is

erased, and has therefore been omitted in the translation.

Line 37. The scribe is the same as in nos. 10 and 13.

Line 38. rpijUQ. Lagrange thinks this is the son of her former

husband, who was probably dead. The next pair of names is very

uncertain. S-C read Yezaniah b. Uriah, and Lagrange thinks this may
be her former husband, which is very unlikely. Possibly iTJT or iTDno

for the first name.

Line 39. 5 ^yi very uncertain. For the form cf. M*\jn and ^1133.

The endorsement is lost. One would like to know what they called the

document (1DJN nSD ?).

No. 16.

An Appeal to a Higher Court. About 435 b.c.

The papyrus is so much broken that very little can be made out of it.

The mention of year 31 requires a date in the reign of Artaxerxes I

since of the only three kings who reigned so long, Darius I is too earl)
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and Artaxerxes II is too late. A Nephayan (if that is the pronunciation)

was N/Tm in 411 (see 30
7
),

but his father Waidrang was N^n3"l in 416

(see 2 5
2
)
and was promoted to fratarak before 411. Nephayan here

must therefore be a different person from Nephayan in no. 30 : perhaps

his grandfather. The 31st year of Artaxerxes I was 435 b. c. and the

deed must have been drawn up then or soon after. It seems to be an

appeal from the decision of a lower court to a higher authority, but all

the details are obscure.

Sachau, plate 7. Ungnad, no. 7.

.... w»] -a |is[aa bvi] Q . . S b$ 1

IwnmK] \ ->"? na[e> iy] \///"3 r\w }o rh jonno }b[n] nbp[n nat 2

.... s]5n nip moKi N3*n[i m]nn D[np] ni>w [ejx 3

.... K]*jn i^k nnpi> [>!?] jhjd S[3ix]T ffn ni>[pn 4

.... w]m nnn Dip mosi T3y ptrjni ... 5

. . . ph pri> i^y pB3i |-em \->"3 rotJ> ny \///"^ rot? j[o . . 6

. . , . b y& «nn» tfm po *T x^n 3-1 paa n jrsm . . 7

.... ro]j>3i ^ *v3y pcrya ibn^ nr6t>> »n*i» Dip n5[x 8

, . . . T ^ layiv ^n pirya rai [^Jy wm nnr6 bxv 9

1 to Ar^ames (?)
a«</ /<? iJ/^aphernes b. WSHI ....

2
//«>/eld our detachment owned from the 24th year to the 31st year of

Artaxerxes . . .
;J also I was examined befoxt TR WH arid the court, and

I stated before the court .... 4 the /fcld I ploughed but the produce I did

not receive from them. These judges . . . .
5

. . . and a wrong was done

to me, and I stated before TRWH and the court . . . .
6

. . . from the

year 24 to the year 31, and Megaphernes and Nephayan and Mannuki,
the 3 judges, went up to Syene and took with them (?)....

7 .. . the

assessors (?) of Nephayan, commander of the garrison of Syene, and the

judges of the province, how .... 8 I
(?)

before my lord have sent saying,
1 A wrong was done to me,' and nozo . . . .

9 ask TRWH and the court

abott/ this, (and) let wrong not be done to me, and ....

Line 1. Some lines necessary to explain the case are lost at the

beginning. D . , S, perhaps DKHK. pa is clear. As it must be

a name (since "13 follows), and as pDJ3 occurs in 1. 6, the restoration

is probable. [v\W\] restored from 2 2 133
,
dated 419. The beginning

was perhaps to this effect: '1 brought an action before the ordinary

court about a field to which I laid claim. Having failed to obtain justice,

I now appeal to the highest authorities, to Arsames(?) and Megaphernes.'

e 2
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Line 2. K?p is certain. As |Dnn» is used elsewhere of holding property

in land, S'^pn is a probable restoration. k[^] is only a conjecture,

but it fits the space. If it is right, it is interesting as showing that the

bil could hold property as a corporation. \ ~>"^ as in 1. 6.

Line 3. n^Nt? is no doubt a passive form. In later Aramaic 7KnCK
means to

'

undergo examination
'

before a court, and hence to
'

bring an

action'. The meaning seems to be the same here. Cf. N^Nfc?, 7
6

.

I m]*in as 1. 5. Either a title or (more probably) a name—but it is not

found elsewhere.

Line 4. )V*n, not DK". If the dispute is about a field, it may mean

'plough', and the word before be X^pn. n[3JN]T, a word for

'

produce
'

is required. fHJO is the only possible reading.
' From

them' (fern.) i.e. the other party. They must have been women.

[N^]. There is a slight trace of b. T\Uvh. The last letter is a badly I

made n. ~\bn is certain. Ungnad's n vN is impossible. [kJ'JH

might be WT, but "pN requires the plural.

Line 5. p£'y31. The proper meaning of pry is 'unfairness' in with-

holding from a person his due. It therefore suits the restoration proposed
in 1. 4. The word occurs in 11. 8, 9 also. The 3 is difficult. It

might be for »a (cf. Phoenician I for ^) y

' and that a wrong was done '.

But Seidel is probably right in taking it as otiose, cf. N/ftj?3 ; 40
2
, JDro,

^5.8.9 i j t would then be originally a modifying particle (like que non for

je crois que non) which afterwards lost its force. No doubt a popular

idiom.

Line 6. N[y*1 J]ll very doubtful. The first stroke is too long, and

there is hardly room for "JH. , . p?1, perhaps [DHDy in]p7i.

Line 7. N'om from m (OP data), 'lawyers', 'assessors'? There is

a slight trace of something before it—a or 2 or D. T^- It is difficult

to see what the construction can be.

Line 8. h5[n] or PUt or X\Y\ (cf. 1. 9). »iO» is the high official

addressed. Elsewhere it generally means Arsames. [nj]y31 or jyDl

or nysi.

Line 9. . , . T. Perhaps
' and to my companions

'

(in the degel).

This is the end of the text.

No. 17.

Relating to Siipplies for the Garrison {?). 428 B.C.

A strip of papyrus written on both sides. Lines 1-4 are on the recto,

5-7 on the verso. It is so much injured that parts of the facsimile are

illegible, and I have accordingly adopted in most cases the reading ol
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Sachau and Ungnad, who had the original before them. The date is

certain. The king is Artaxerxes I (since II would be too late), and lr.s

37th year is 428 b. c.

It is a letter addressed to a high official (no doubt Arsames) and

perhaps relates to the accounts for the collection and distribution of corn

(as rations) cf. no. 24.

Sachau, plate 5. Ungnad, no. 5.

jkid D7c Kruno nam nnuai paa nnuai mtintu ynv D[enN i

&NB»] Kn!?N

nns Kronen roam n d^ khjo ^>a i>y noiw £ nyai py b[a sn^ 2

....an
. . . . nya f? an' ana touwa ^k >^y jnta wi n*va Fir ;t |T ansa ... 3

.... rwaT 4

-nuai swbnK Th^y] DtnK jk-i» 5

.... a NnaniN

Kn]an» nap_ nnuai pin y=i5a n 6

Nn^in £j

rue> fmrreb III III III -> a Dnn:a N-ianrx cay^D rn^y ... 7

[tyjo^nms I III III -> -5

onni^

1 7b o«r lord Arsames, your servants Achaemenes (?)
and his colleagues,

Bigdan (?) and his colleagues, and the notaries of the province ;
the

welfare of our lord may the gods seek 2
abundantly at all times. And now

you have paid us for all the contribution assuredly which we gave in the

province at (?) the place which is . . .

3
. . . plainly set forth, each item

month by month they were sending to me. Also a written document
was given to us. Now . . .

4 and we will . . .

our lord Arsames your servants Achaemenes
(?)

and
his colleagues the recorders in .... 6 which we pay.
Haruz and his colleagues the notaries of the province, all 3 villains (?),

... the servant (?) of SYN'BS the recorder, their colleague, on the 19th
of Marheshwan in the 37th year of Artaxerxw, to them.

Line 1. Probably the words |K")D ?K stood above this, cf. 21'.

D[ttns] is likely. It occurs in 1. 5 (Ungnad, doubtfully). E-'JcnK here

and in 1. 5 is very uncertain. nrroa as in Ezra 5
6 (RV 'companions'),

and frequently in these texts. pJa very uncertain. There is a stroke

which would fit a i, but Ungnad does not print it. Cf. jroa, Esther 2 21
.

Compounded with OP baga, 'god'? 'ai "6kE" the regular formula in

letters, but sometimes in the singular.
'

May (the) god(s) inquire after
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) our health ', i. e. be careful of it, on the analogy of the ordinary greeting

of one man to another ("]07C HD).

Line 2. ND3D bl by
'

for every piece
'

? or perhaps = Heb. bs nJO b]}

'
in every respect '. ro5lT is Sachau's reading. *| "iriN

' the place

in which
',

i. e.
' where

'

?

Line 3. cnDB, cf. Ezra 4
18 &c. '

Exactly
'

? as Sachau, or '

separately '.

Jt JT 'thing by thing', i.e. each several thing. NJinPJ, Ezra 4
18

&c,

cf. Pers.
{j^>J>.

Line 4. nntwT (my reading) not tUUWW apparently.

Line 5. NnairN. A Persian compound of N"JTK 'information', and

kar, 'making'.

Line 6. jnaa f (my reading). The ~\ is more like D. It cannot

govern pin. NTli? III ^5 (my reading), is very doubtful. Added as an

afterthought below the line. Cf. 30
7

. pnn = UVin is Egyptian, which

may account for the abusive epithet.

Line 7. tihy
'

servant
'

? or part of a longer word. B>5yJ»D very doubt-

ful. A name is wanted, but a compound of Sin is unlikely (6
19

!)
because

of the 1

(Ungnad). JltymiD^ probably so. Ungnad reads \titr\T\rh as

a scribal error. pfiniS> = tsb seems to be the only way of reading it,

but the sense is not clear, and ni? does not occur in these texts. In

Ezra there is VnViD.

No. 18.

End of a Marriage Contract. About 425 b. c.

As to the date there is very little evidence. If Ya'uhan here is the

same person as in no. 10, she was a y&l (unmarried girl?) in 456 B.C.

She now appears to have been married and to have a marriageable

daughter, so that the date of this deed cannot be much earlier than 430 or

425 b. c. The scribe here is the son of the man who wrote nos. 10, 13,

J 5 (456-441), and therefore presumably rather later. The document

appears to be part of a marriage contract, like no. 15, with provision for

the case of a divorce (nX3K> in 1. 1), though the precise terms are not clear.

It seems that Ya'uhan (a widow ?) had made over to her daughter Sallua,

on the latter's marriage (with Hoshaiah ?) certain money and effects as

dowry, and Ya'uhan here renounces all right to reclaim them in case of

Sallua's divorce. But other combinations are possible.
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Sachau, plate 33. Ungnad, no. 36.

ma jnw b[ra]n t6) nvaw p n[w] na ib[e>» 5 . . i . . . 1

,
rut nhw 1 ,

rvav fya ds? nan 1
' jcma N-iEDa p<na *r nsdch n"D23 na nrna npwi 2

mjy na jn: na rmwo ana r6 pons* n^> *n na^n nfa loxn pi Dn h»nn 3

jnai>Nn*a -a jn:onn ine> 133 K*ir»5n fmn[n] nwenn oaa naT kisd 4

jnsw na fn:bsn*a iw n*j[TN] ~n bw ine> n*h* ~ia »jn inp 5

1 Ales/j/Alak b. Z7ri a deed of divorce. And Ya'uhan

daughter of Meshullak shall have no right to say to him 2 and to Sallua

her daughter, As I gave these goods and the money which are set forth

in this deed, as a free gift to you, now I desire 3 to take them away.

If she says so, she is liable, no heed shall be paid to her. Ma'uziah

b. Nathan b. Ananiah wrote 4 this deed at the direction of Hoshaiah and

JPVuhan, and the witnesses hereto : Witness, Heremnathan b. Bethel-

nathan b. Zeho. 5
Witness, Haggai b. Penuliah. Witness, Yeosh b.

Azzriidh. Witness, Bethelnathan b. Jonathan.

Line 1. Ungnad reads the marks at the beginning as numerals.

"£[ is fairly certain. The downward stroke from the b is accidental.

The restoration is from 2 2 68 . In 102 Ya'uhan is daughter of Meshullak,

but how he comes in at this point is not evident. p is certain,

not spa (as Sachau). The tail of the "• is an accidental mark in the

papyrus, and the head of it is broken. It must mean a sentence or

act of divorce. ^nan t6) certain, though only the lower parts of the

letters remain. [l^c] restored from io2
. [loan] is restored to

correspond to 1. 3, the usual formula being
' she shall not say . . . if she

says so ...
'

[rb]
'

to him
'

or ' to X '
is wanted since

' and to S
'

follows. There does not seem to be room for a name. I take
' him to

be the husband of Sallua.

Line 2. Nl^oh. Other forms of the name are .T^D and HNPD.

nma. If rb is the husband of S, this must be 'her (Ya'uhan's)

daughter'. If it is 'his daughter'' rb must be S's father. fOrTO

as in 43
3

,

' as a free gift ',

' out of the affection which I bear to her '.

D37 ,
i. e. to S and her hu'sband.

Line 3. nfa. The T is badly formed, and nr (= flKT) does not occur

elsewhere in these texts, but it can hardly be anything else. PiaTI not

the usual formula. ycriB" impersonally. 'It (the claim) shall not

be heard as regards her '.

Line 4. rtyOTI. It is difficult to see how he is concerned, unless
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he is the husband of S, and this is their marriage deed. Then he and

Ya'uhan would be the parties to the deed, as in no. 15 Ashor and

Mahseiah negotiate the marriage of Mibtahiah. (But no. 15 is written at

the direction of Ashor only.) Since it is the mother who gives away

her daughter, she must be a widow, otherwise the father would have

done it. If Hoshaiah were the father, there would be no need to say

so much of Ya'uhan the mother. Heremnathan and Bethelnathan

are compounded with the god-names D"in and 7NrV3, just as jroirv with

W in 1. 5. See Introduction, p. x. These names only occur here.

The grandfather has an Egyptian name.

Line 5. .T:[TN] '2 WW as in 12 8
.

No. 19.

List of Names. About 420 b. c.

A Meshullam b. Shemaiah
(1. 5) is mentioned in 22 119

,
and a son of

Nathan b. Hodaviah
(1. 10) in 22 127

. Possibly 1. 4 is the same as in

22 116
. It seems therefore as if the two lists have some connexion.

No. 22 is dated 419 b.c. In 202 there is a Menahem b. Meshullam (as

inl. 7) under date 420 b.c. This list may therefore probably be dated 420 + .

Sachau, plate 23. Ungnad, no. 23.

, 1

, , . S 12 myn 2

[?nn]iK -in ycix 3

... -12 tbw nn fR 4

[nyyvw -12 n[b]B>» 5

tbw "Q n»x?DB> 6

[dJco -q oroo 7

[r\]w 12 "an 8

. . . t?K -12 nas* 9

rrmn "12 jna 10

1 2 Ba'adiah b. A 3 Oshea b. Uriah (?).
4 WKYN

b. Shallum b. . . .
5 Meshullam b. Shemaiah. 6 Shemaiah b. Shallum.

7 Menahem b. Meshullaw. 8
Haggai b. Jezaniah.

9
Agiri b. Ash . . .

10 Nathan b. Hodaviah.

Line 1. Only slight traces remain.

Line 3. [, . ,]ik. Only rvnitf and ytj'ix are possible. The former is

more likely, as father and son rarely bear the same name in these texts.
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Line 4. p5T very uncertain. It might be JD31, but neither is known to

me as a name. Ungnad and Sachau fDO.

Line 9. HJtt. Ungnad compares Bab. Agin. Sachau compares

Agar. For the father's name Sachau suggests^j^'N . A 3 would be

possible.

No. 20.

Settlement of a Claim. 420 B.C.

The papyrus has a bad break where it was bent at one third of its

breadth, and the latter part is not very easy to read. On the whole,

however, the text is fairly certain.

Menahem and Ananiah, sons of Meshullam (cf. 19
7
),
had sued Yedoniah

and Mahseiah (cf. 2 5
3

,
2 8 2

),
sons of Ashor and Mibtahiah (cf.

no. 15),

concerning certain property which had been deposited (as a pledge or

loan ?) with Ashor by their grandfather, Shelomem, and which had not

been restored. They have now been satisfied (by payment ?) and hereby

resign all further claim on the sons of Ashor.

The date is the 4th year of Darius, who must be Darius II, and the

year is therefore 420 b.c. Mibtahiah was married to Ashor in no. 15,

which was dated, partly on the evidence of this deed, about 440 b.c Her

elder son can hardly have been much under 20 years of age when he

became a party to this action. Ashor had evidently died in the mean-

time, otherwise the action would have been taken against him, not against

his sons. So too Shelomem and Meshullam must have died, otherwise

one or other of them would have brought the action. This corroborates

the date of no. 1 (494 b.c), where Shelomem b. Azariah is a witness. He
must have been a young man then, since he lived to transact business

with Ashor, and the interval of seventy-four years between no. 1 and this

deed is not too long for three generations.

The death of Ashor probably took place just before this action, which

was necessary to settle up his affairs. Similarly the division of slaves in

no. 28 was no doubt consequent on the death of Mibtahiah.

Sayce and Cowley, H.

"ion wiT3 a*a pnx nab» cmim \/// n:v [»j]nb in bbx rrva 1

nans brb mhto a H n pw aoibv na cbwn [ya II] b rraaw onjo 2

piff rvDrno ma rvnoao jo xnv na -nriDN "ja II bz .tdtoi mnb 3

arvm Tims tnxn dip ndj pna Da'i^n n[3n:s] ion!' abn 026 4

py >}tXD ^TBl Cm »3NO \tQ\ "lOp nW N<D33 [Tl]"K TDMJ* N^n 3T 5

*5Sft.«f"»
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R|M rmTjj na noita jo np^ D313K -vinox "ioxb pp"fi prw *my pirn 6

Daa^Bn pad r6 a*nn s*h jonn im taper! [jnjpaa n wk ion 7

troaa -j^sa j33^ Dnamn "linos *aa mDnoi war nasi Dn^Nt? in« 8

1:0 nanan jpm ma3jn anao run D^y ny na? n[»v] jo 133 pai> 3^1 9

^y3i anp f?
s
i b*ki pnxi jnaai j>aai nanaa bnaa [«$ nbv iy nai kdv fo 10

\wv ybny xh 33m p monoi nw nas D[aa]v.yv pbny t6 nnp u

nnry "o Doito? » j-insi nuy spai JD33 d[^3] cnb b»ki Da^nto 12

nanaw jm

aa^aa^ jipti QaaiB*T mry "13 Doibty *aai [j^]n wi jnaai paai 13

3371331

mtu'sk per n |oh aa'aab ik 03^ jna* *6y p [p]en» ["|n oabn b*w 14

jo p^rin Das im \ Bna$> //n ejoa N3^o s

[33n]3 mt?y j^i3 epa n 15

D33 H3T N-13D JD3 "13 .TriyO 3D3 [33]"1 &6l JH N^l Dn^Jf pBH 16

II ba maajn anao

rimy na amo mana na hna hia na ana[o -j]nB> aoi^B> na atao *aa 1 7

nwN [-13] mar n3 nrnin nnB> 18

Endorsement.

qo^b* 13 anao '•aa [II] ^a maajn anao 3n3 n naa 19

kto n3 mnax s33 II ba monoi n[»3i^] 20

1 In the month of Elul, that is Vaj'm', 4th year of Darius the king
at that time in Yeb the fortress, said 2 Menahem and Ananiah both sotis

o/"Meshullam b. Shelomem, Jews of Yeb the fortress, of the detachment

of Iddinnabu,
3 to Yedoniah and Mahseiah, both sons of Ashor b. Zeho

by Mibtahiah daughter of Mahseiah, Jews
4 of the same detachment, as

follows : We -sued you in the court of NPA before Damandin the

governor (and) Waidrang
5 the commander of the garrison, saying :

There are goods, garments of wool and cotton, vessels of bronze and

iron, vessels of wood G and ivory, corn, &c, and we pleaded saying :

Ashor your father received (these) from Shelomem b. Azariah, and also
7
said,

'

They are on deposit '. They were deposited, but he kept posses-
sion and did not return (them) to him, and therefore we sue you.

8 Then

you were examined, and you Yedoniah and Mahseiah, sons of Ashor,
satisfied us concerning these goods,

9 and we were satisfied therewith.

From this day for ever I Menahem and Ananiah, we renounce all claim

on you.
10 From this day for ever we shall have no power, and our sons

and our daughters and our brothers and any man related to us or

a freeman of u the city shall have no power to bring against you,
Yedoniah and Mahseiah, suit or process, nor shall they have the power




